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PREFACE

THE mmprovement 1n the position of Catholic
philosophical litcrature which has manifested 1tself
both mm Taglsh and foreign languages during the
past twenty years 1s of a mos. EHe?(?ﬁhg\ChaESET-
It used to be not unficquently remarked that ¢~
great majonty of works on philosophy published
during the last century by wiiters adhering to the
Scholastic tradition were Latin manuals, compends
and summaries, reproducing and repeating

and over agamn the same bare outlines
philosophy of the Schoolmen, without any

to develop that system, or to bring its

mto hving contact with modern tho

we fear 1t has to be admutted that

some justification for the complaint

Kleutgen and a few other wnters,

furmish most substantial and valuable

m which the principles of the

thinkers of the Middle Ages wer

intelligently on modern *=bler

part of the Latin manual &

the nineteenth century ,

an understanding or ;‘,n
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the philosophers since Hume. Modern speculation
was usually condemned en masse.  There was
rarcly any attempt to discrimmate the elements
of tiuth which mught be found mn an erioncous
system, or to look at an opponent’s conclusions
from his own standpomnt. He taught some
obviously wiong doctimnes, and he was to be
refuted  As the space of a tevt-book was very
linuted, the refutation wes necessaiily somewhod
summary’.

In the circumstances this was piobably nevit-
able  Almost the only class of Catholic 1caders
at all mtercsted mn philosophy wete ccclesiastical
students who needed mstruction m the cssentials

~holastic plulosophy, chiefly as a giammar to

ubsequent Theology. T1he Latin compendia
1 to meet their wants had to compiess

narrowest space an cpitome of the:

system, dwelling especially on those
‘h prepare the way for theological
J be subsequently studicd.  Modern
1 speculations apart from their connec-
“igious dogma possessed little or no
domestic disagreements on meta-
mmor import absorbed much

At-the same time 1t was more

e student should be warned

the systems of hetctodox

"hat he should be enabled

-



PREFACE vii

to understand these systems or to see how these
conclusions had been reached  Accordingly the
representations of such opponents’ views were often
inadequate, and the refutations at times superficial.
Still, on the whole, they sufficed fawrly well for
the purpose 1n hand

But the situation has been steadily changing
during the last thirty years  In addition to the
clerical student, to whom a more liberal culture
1S NOW necessary, a. 'v~ ~e<ing number of educated
lay-Catholics have amisen who, finding incislves
i the midst of a society i which philosophical
problems and systems are keenly discussed, are
mevitably themselves drawn to take an interest in
such discussions. It 1s therefore no longer sufficient
for present-day needs to furmish a brief outline of
the Scholastic doctrine with a summary refutat
in two or three syllogisms of leading adv "
Indeed 1t begins to be a setious que~’
such treatment 1s not calculated to
than en~1 ¥ 15 now extremely pr:
student wil himse. .-=d the
presentation of his doctiiie,\an
representations or refutation ?
wil be an inevitable reacts
sympathy will be enlisted o
whom he believes to have
A careful, patient and s
tion of an opponent’s *
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at all, 15 the only profitable course at the present
day, whilst the most effective form of philosophical
ciiticism 15 that which, mstead of singling out
particular flaws, takes a laige view of a system
as a whole, traces 1t back to ils sources, examines
its nteinal consistency, and then follows 1t out
{o 1ts ultimate consequences. It 1s thus, and not
by arguments deduced fiom summarly assumed
punciples, which our opponent will not admt, that
an euoncous system 1s to b+ MOst truitfully

controverted
«<sabpily, as I have alicady observed, there s

manifest 1 iccent yeais a lage and mcreasing
improvement 1 this respect m Catholic philo-
sophical literature, both 1n English and foreign
languages , and new works are constantly appear-
*which exhibit the genume philosophical spirit,
fidelity to the teaching of St. Thomas

* the mere repetition or translation of
arguments of the great Scholastic

¢ cvolution of his principles and

apr” i n TR s
-anc . w the pl‘obTGmS

. w Science and the vaned
an hfe to-day. The great
dncal questions will indeed
But even these arc cver
and raising new 1Ssues,
staphysical controversies

' the keenest intellects
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of Europe now possess merely a historical
interest. What we more particularly want 1n
these circumstances are monographs or substantial
works devoted to the special problems of the
present time In comprchensive treatises of this
kind, 1t 15 possible to attempt to shed some new
light on the problems which now face us

It 1s, therefore with the greatest pleasure that
I weclcome the present volume as, in my view,
both a wvaluible addition to modern Catholic
philosophical literature, and also peculiarly suitable
to present needs. It deals with the problem which
lies at the root of so many other philosophical
questions,—the great problem of enistemology.
The author in the course of his under-
takes primarily the examination of most
keenly discussed theories of kr
present day, Absolutism and Prag
.. study G2 15 naturally led
sources m Cnti ~ T
cich system befor(."»o Y
representatives ; he .%B,N-z Yoo
mutual relations, and their ¢
and Hume, and he contrast
features of each theory °
Arvistotle and Aquma.s. I
intelligent and judicious co
philosophical opinions fron
Scholasticism that appears
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profitable to-day. The work has obviously involved
a very thorough and pamnstaking study of the
different phases of Neo-Kantiamism and also of the
various forms of anti-ntellectual Voluntarism, whilst
the criticisms bring out some of the best merts
of the Scholastic doctrine The reader possessed
of an acquaintance with 1ecent philosophical
speculation will appreciate the knowledge and
acuteness with which the diverse aspects of the
central problem a.e handled In its original form,
from which the present differs only by a shght
expansion of sume parts, this essay was submitted
to the Umversity of London The fact that it
should hav~ gained for its author the degiee of
Master ts with the mark of distinction for
spe~ from a body so lttle suspect of

1ithy with Scholasticism as the

ty 1s a guarantee of the valuc of

< at the same tim~ a creulia il

* sof fair-mindedness
-ustitution.

MI\QHAEL MAHER, S.].



AUTHOR’S PREFACE

As the Introduction to this work sufficiently
explains 1ts scope and purpose, further remarks
by way of Preface are hardly necessary. Suffice
it to say that 1t has been my sincere endeavour
throughout to present the views of opponents in
as fair a light as possible and for the most part
in ther own words In thus I have been much
assisted by the kindness of Dr. Schiller, who
has read several of the Chapters dealing with
Pragmatism, and has aided me with valuable
suggestions. My thanks are also due to the
Rev P. Hobait and the Rev. M. M‘Donald for
their seivices 1n the laborious work of reading
and corrccting proofs, and to the Rev J H.
Oldham and other friends who have assisted me
to prepare the Index. '

St. Beuno's College, March; 19!

PREFACE TO TH!

1
My attemp&égum
principles of.,, \
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two technical maccuracies coriected An Appendix
has also been added in which the extremely
important, though much misunderstood notion of
“independence ” 1s chiscussed  These aie the only
changes that have been made

To modiy the geneial plan of my work, with
wlhich some have found fault, has been of course
impossible £¢Ng1 docs 1t scem to me destrable , for
the airangement I have chosen 1s at any rate logical
and consecutive To discuss the criteria of truth
before we have decided what truth 1s, or to
decide what truth 1s before we examined the
working of our cogmtive faculties and discoveied
the naturc of the terms between which the truth-
rclation holds, would to my mind be the reverse
of sound logic Some ticatment of the psychological
and metaphysical problems which underhie and are
pre-supposed by any doctrine of truth 1s essential
to the right understandine of such a doctrine,

whatever 1t A\y i therefore the problems to
be i~ less clearly under these
he wsics, and epistemology

he basis for dividing
b of 4rnca hawever,



ANALYSIS OF CONTENTS.

% INTRODUCTION, U-3%)

§ 1. The theory of knowledge presents to us three problems:
we have to_institute a psychological analysis of cognition, to
enquire 1nto 1ts _metaphysical condilions, and to eaxamine the_
nature and criteria of {ruth R
—§ 2z To these pioblems .Absolutism, Pragmatism and Realism
each offers a different solution,

§ 3 solutions which, between them, seem to exhaust all

possible answeis pp 1—5
ABSOLUTISM.

§ 4 The philosophy of Kant 1s a rcfutation of Scepticism ;
§ 5 and 1its leading principles are those of (1) Unity 1n
Dufference and the Reconcihation of Antitheses i & Ihgher
Synthesis,
6 (2) of Immanence,
§ 7 and (3) of Apriorism, a doctrine wlu?ﬁant claims to

have boirowed from the scientist
§ 8 From the critical philosophy of Kar* ve pass through
Fichte and Hegel to modern Absolutism,

§ 9 a theory which adinuts of many » e exposttions,
but which 1s one 1n that 1t 1s based"upon es the above-
mentioned critical principles. PP. 5—14

-
PRAC™

Pragmatism is =
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REALISM.s

§ 18. Realism s the philosophy of common sense, the beliefs
of which 1t seeks to explain, systematise and co-ordindte, without
explaiming them away

§ 19, The realist defines truth as an adaquatio snlellectus el
rel,

§ 20 the condition of which 15 that the object should be
able to produce n the mind some soit of tesemblance to itself

§ 21 Hence the ullimate cuitcrion of truth for the realist
15 objective evidence, 1 which the object 15 apprehanded as
deternimng that which we think about 1t

§ 22 Other Realisms are not so complete or systemalic as
that of Arnistotle and Aquinas

§ 23 Hence we may contme our atiention to the latter,
which 15 here offered as a ma media, or betler, as a higher
synthesis, of Absolutism and Pragmatism,

§ 21 the test of an adequate theory of hnowledge bemg 1ts
power to answer salislactonly the tuple problem of cosnition

PP 25—32

PART 1.
THE PSYCHOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF

COGNITION,
CHAPTER I.
THE DATA ¢ PERIENCE —SENSE-PERCEPTION
§25 Wer yur enquiry by carefull t
facts ?rom the there;:‘ . Yoy ully distinguishing
§26 an “huich we are concerned are not the
so-called ¢ ~ of which we know nothing,
e

n we observa’ ’
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~ § 33 But the assertion that all perception nvolves sub-
sumption under umversal ideas, though easily verified, 1s not
strictly a datum of experience
§ 31 Neither 1s the cxistence of a prionr forms a datum of
experience, still less the doctrine that the obiect of perception
15 sensation
§ 35 Sometunes, however, the object of perception 15 a
sensation, and sometimes 1t may be petceived cither as a sensation
or as the quality of an object ,
§ 36 facts which account both for the theory that sensation
15 the :d quo pesciputur and for the theory that it 15 1d quod
percipitur PP 33—5t

CHAPTER II.

TIIE D\TA OF EXPERIENCE—Confinued,
CONCEPIU\AL THOUGIIT.

§ 37 Dercepts cannot be idlentified with scnsation-complexes
they 1mply uleas wh.ch have objective meaning

§ 33  Yet wdeas are not the objects of our thoughts, but the
mstruments by means of which we think about objects, real or
Imaginary

§ 39 Nor does the 1eality of an object necessarily imply that
1t can be perceived by the senses, for there aie many real objects
which cannot bhe so purcerved

§ 40 Ideas {functiomng m contimuous discourse, though
unanalysed, have definite signilicance ,

§ 41 and their content may be analysed psychologically by
means of association

§ 42 Ilence we mav infer that both in association and
continuous discourse an 1dea embraces imphiitly and schematic-
ally subordinate wlcas, and so 1s able to control the process
throughout

§ 43 Idcas, agamn, functioming as purposes, control our
actions

§ 44 They control also the process of constructive th ught

§ 45 DBut the sequence of our thoughts can be accounted for
entirely neither by the general 1dea of the problem in hand, nor
get by verbal and cerebral association ; 1t implies 1ntellectual

abit, od
§ 46 which presupposgs 1mmediate expenent;ﬁ ‘{Jch b

has been formed 4
§ 47 Purposive selection, t. ' = quitee
objective validity, for it does n ne t+

only the ‘intent’ of parception
§ 48 and though assent mdy
1t 18 never consciously so,
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"CHAPTER IIT

THC PSYCHOLOGY Or CRITICISM AND TTIE
DISTINCIION OF SUBJICI \ND OBJLC1

§ 40 Criticism 15 not psychological m the Toul 1in scnse,

§ so  but D1 Curd 1s mustakan 1 thinhing that Criticism
or 1ny other epistemology ¢1n b indepondent o1 psvehology

§ 51 Llhe Cnticism of Iiant presupposes psytholosical dty
an 1 so do later Custicism and \bsolutism

§ 52 Dr Curd i fact tihes too nurow a view of psy
chology and wion_ ly wdentilics the psycholojist s stndjonat
with that of Locke tnough mtiospection certunly testifies to the
distinction of subjcet and object

!%§ 53 \Mr Shalworth Hod son ind the pragmatists howev r
eny that this distinction 1 ultimite 2 stitement which admits
of more than one mntcrpretation
Y § s34 Butaf it mcan that the distinction 1s not nltimAte 4s 4
fact as both prigmatists anl ibsolutists 1t times wssert noather
can explain how 1t has atisen 1n consciousness  Lor Absolut sm
it 1s simply 1 mystery,

§ 55 and n the prigmtic philosophy of Ture’1 \pericnce
which explams 1t as 1n some stran.e wnd nconceiy able 1wshion
the evolutionary product of s nticnee

§ 56 1t becomes moie my terious than cver

§ 57  The psycholo,y of humin ovperr nee which 15 un
dHubtedly the basis of I ntiin Cuticism 1s ¢mverted lter on
mto a psychology of the \b olutc wnd h nce the problums of
human cozmtion are neylectc 1 1y the absolut st

§ v> Otherwise the psycholyr y of \b olutism—sn ¢ 1t 18
the validity not the existence of common senst belifs that are
denic 1—1s accurate so far as it gous

§ 59 though 1t ignores for th¢ most part the purposive
chararter of human cognition

§ 60 and 1o this 15 distinctly infurior to the psycl o'ogy of

Kant, PP 75—93
* CHAPTER IV
REAIITY AS SENIICNT EXPCRICNCGLL.,

§ 61 Bradley's Absolutism liffers trom other Absolu-

st method and mn'!? Jnstant appeal to experience

- he adn1its provide the data upon which
hes

ce gives to his metaphysical
one
ypronimates to the esse 15 pereips of
1ejects Subjective Idealism
+ to experience that he attempts to
18 senlient cxpuience
aks Jown, because (1) even granting



AN 4I YSIS OFF CONTENTS xvii

that nothing eyists that 1s not percaved, the percipient and the
»
percen ed nay yi%| Istinct ,

§ 67 and (2)1t 15 possible to conceive thillgs existing without
thetr bung perceived

§ 68 Mr Buadley also aflirms that the ‘ given’ existence of
things perceived 1s a state of the expuwent’s soul, though he
disunguishes this irom them irue existunce which 1s present not
11, but fo, consclousness,—and >0 appatcutly nedd not be senuent
experience

§ 60 In judgment, however, ‘ the immediate datum of sense-
experience 1s brohen up mto o ‘that’ (subject) and o ‘ what’
(predicate), the predicate with its uleal content beinyg divorced
trom the subject winch 1> reality presented s ¢ this,’

§ 70 —a view of perceptual judgment which 15 so far more
or less accurate, though many questions have yet 1o Dbe
answered.

§ 71 fllusdatum of sense-experience 1s always {here 1n the
background,

§ 72 and as product cannot be separated from process,
thought-content and the featurc of presentation, objective thing
and subjective expurience are mere abstractions, wluch have no
reality apart from suntient expetience ’

§ 73 DBut 1t *exstence’ 1 the predicate 1» ‘ objective,” why
15 1t not o0 1 the subjuct, as de faclo 1t appears ?  And it psychical
and objective cxistence ate distinct lor thought, why not all
along, especially as they are given as distinet 1 sunse-perception ?

§ 74 Blcause sunse-pereeption 1s the source of all knowledge
and because the ‘ tlns ' of sense-perception passesses a genuine
feature of 1cality, it Jdoes not follow that reality s sentient
experience

§ 75 For psychical exisience and objective meaning are nat
ghen as one 1n sense perception, as Mr Bradley afhrms

§ 76 Nor 15 the object of sense-prrception necessarily given
a- nne ___.rde that nresentatins ~< 7 psychical act 1s one, does
ne prave Mr Dradicy » w

s 77 Mr Bradley,mmfac”~ .0 the data of experience
preconcens ed 1deas derved 1.0 © "’9(/ .~ physic

‘r

§ 78 Thus, the mcompletend.. 1 o cantn
descrpgs as a ‘ sensuous mfinitude,’ af¥er+
reality 1s presented as a whole. -

§ 70 Agam, his dictum that ‘ product mi .. -
from process ' 15 a mere assumption, for all we }
spection 15 that psychoses in which sensation
predominant are succeeded by psychoses in
and relations have talen uts place

§ 80. ‘While to prefer the deliverances ¢”
thought 1> hardly rational.

§ 81 The thesis that Reality ls ser’
it 1s one and ndwnidual caanot be g
data of expernence,

b
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VCHAPTER V.

POSTULATION AND THE EXPERIMENTAL TITEORY
OF KNOWLLDGE

§ 82 The standpoint of both Pragmatism and Humanism 1s
psychological

§ 83 According to the pragmatist, all cognttion talkes the
form of postulation, which 1s follow ed by purposive eaperiments
and so leads (@¥%he gasfiction of human needs—

§ 84 a doctrine which, i a restucted form, 1s adnutted by
most philosophers, notably by Kant,

§ 85 Indeed, Pragmatism may be regarded as a development
of Kant's Sccond Crilique, Just as Absolutism 1s 2 development
of the First and the Thod  1lence pragmatic scorn for Rant 1s
hardly justified

§ 86 Lvenin the First Crihique theire are traces of postulation,
and 1n the Sccond the prinaiple 15 fundamental

§ 87 DBy Kant, however, postulation 1» restricted to objects
of faith, while in Pragmatism 1t 1s the only source of knowledge ,
but smce, m ncither theory can a postulate be comuletely
verified, we may well ask why the pragmatist has generalised
the principle

§ 88 Thisgeneralisation may beaccounted for in three ways—
(1) by the undue emphasis which the pragmatist lays on the
emotonal and volitional tendencies of our nature, (2) Lv his
fondness for the mductive method of the scicntist, or (3) by
erroneons psychological analy sis

§ 89 But neither by the first nor bv the second method of
arriving at the principle can 1ts umversalitv be esiablished ,

§ o0 wlnle the tlurd fuls to tahe account of ‘ facts * which

appear to be ‘gnen,’ and of axioms which appear 10 be sclf-
evident

1 P sor Dewe - X
Iedi'eg dcme?{?':t factu:ﬂ) purvmental Theory of Know-
- But l;ns SSCrts _,once 1s strictly cognitional
i . that all hnowledge mvolies actual

. 1t 1s not wmvolved in knowledge per

Wi cognitive acts necessanly imply memory,
anticipation
ler atltempts to bring avioms into harmony
theory of knowledge, by showing that they
ulates ¢ Tdentit
le of Identity,
lp'ﬂe of Contrzdxctnon. as enunciated by
prnciples for which logicians claim

1wrin of belief mn the ' external
b= 1f the pereeplion of the ' real ’
edhate at the outset, as 1t usually
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is in adult lfe, wacpuld never have formed a notion of ‘ objective
reality ' at all.

§ 99 1he pragmatic method, mn fact, breaks down when it
comes to a question of otizin, and 1s foiced to scek completion
cither m Apriotism ot m Aristotle

§ 100 In concluvion, then, while admitting that postulation
and experiment have an important {unction m the cconomy of
knowledge, we must deny that they are the only source of
knowledge. pp. 124—~1€0

CII.IPTER VI,
CONCEPTION AND THE COGNIIIVE RELATJON

§ 101 Scope of this chapter

§ 102 lhe content ot a concept, according to Mr Peirce,
consists of the expernienced clfects of our actions upon objects.

§ 103 And concepts, like axioms, are essertially tools slowly
fashioned by intelhgence for the manipulation of experience

§ 104 In fact Prolessor James seems to regard them as
merely tools, symbolic mn nature, and directed solely toward
practical cnds 1 accordance with the punciple of Thought-
economy.

§ 105 1his ‘iInstrumental’ or ‘functional’ view of the
concept undoubtedly contains much tiuth,

§ 106 Dbut concepts cannot be wdentified with images or
words, for the functions of the two are quite different,

§ 107 and against such an identihcation the evidence of
physiological psychology 15 conclusive

§ 108  Moreover, m the ‘ substitution-theory * of the concept,
1ts synthetic {function 15 rnored, and fclt-relations, which have
no fonndation m (vperience, are mtioduced

§ 100  \Whilc in Radical Lmpinicism hnowledge itsell becomes
a fudt-relatr-  and the knower 1s dentificd with the idea by
which he hnows

§ 110 Radical I'mpinicism, however, can hardly be regarded
as a psychological theory

§ 111 Indecd, 113 principal thesis, viz, that reality is ex
perience, 1s mcompatible with the dIt=8f experience which testify
that experience 1s alw ays experience of something.

§ 112 Professor Strong alone has attempt
dilhculty 1

§ 113 Ile begins by telling us that he 1s una%le to distingmsh
between the sensation “ red * and the ¢ - qlity * ' \

§ 114 But the rcahist does not atn . - the
the act of perception 1tself,

§ 115 though he does alfirm that the
sensation with the objcct of external
introspective fact

§ 116. Professor Strong, indeed ~
mdependent of thought, but denies
mind.

to answer this
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§ 117 In perception, however, thought and sensation
function as one,

§ 118 and objects certamnly appear to be external to mind
Hence the distinction 1s futile, and does not answer the real
difficulty ,

§ 119 while the further argument that the realist cannot
prove the continuous existence of exlernal objects 15 false, since
continuous existence 1s implied by their continuous perceptibility

pp 160—185

CHAPTER VII
GENETIC PSYCIIOLOGY AND TIIE FACULTIES

§ 120 The prevalence of evolutionary ileas finds cxpression
in the pragmatic theory of hnowledge,

§ 121 where the siress laid upon the unity of man, thouzh
not new, serves a useful purposc as a protest agaimnst the ten lency
to carry distinction and analvsis to excess

§ 122 Nevertheless, the faculties are, to a large cxtent,
independent ,

§ 123 and a psychology which mimmisss distinctions 15
more dangerous than one which exaggerates them, «ince 1t leads
to one suled theories, such as Hegelianism, in wluch Being 1s
identified with Thought,

§ 124 or Pragmatism n which mtellect 1s subordinated to
will and emotional striving

§ 125 The baneful cflects of evolutionary wdeas m Pragma-
tism 1s further illustrated by Prolessor James' account of
conception,

§ 126 andin the exaggerated influence a¥nbed to purpose

§ 127 and to the prmnciple of Lhought-cconomy

§ 128 Yet a study of hnowledge from the genetic pomnt of
view may be advantageous provided we follow the p 0t method,
which 18, according to Dr Schiller, the tol nlogieal method

§ 129 But the telcological methg rimesupposes the paycho-
logical, a fact which Dr Sclullemce 1« «tmes overlooks, while 1n
practice he uses cluefly th that aical

§ 30 This 1s tllustrat it «y lus theory that avioms are at
bottom, postulatcs,

§ 131y and agull -0y the doctrine that concepts are 1mages

§ 132 Hence #he psychology of the pragmatist 1s loose and
naccurate as com Pared with that of Kant o1 Aristotle ,

§rv3 ardh ttempt {0 square epistemology with evolution

~Yp1s due o an eaaggerated view of the
2 standpownt

t PP 185—206
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PART 1II.

THE METAPHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF
KNOWLEDGE.

VCHAPTER VIII ..
APRIORISM AND ABSOLUTISM.

§ 135 Aprioris  was imvented m order to explain how
relations between - xdeas’ can be universal and yet real

§ 136 It postiiates that in hnowledge the object conforms
to @ priors mental forms

§ 137 hence knowledge, though 1t presupposes experience,
15 not due wholly te expciience

§ 138 Kant diiic. nnowledge into thiee kinds, empirical,
a priory;-and  pure’ a priost T e

{; 13 Fﬂ,llll)'l. 15 uotpslnctly knowledge, for 1t quits the ficir
of possyble expeiience, hence the existence of objects of faith
1s merely postulated—
an argument which piesupposes Immanence, the
rntal doctine of Absolutism

§ 141} But Kant stops shoit of Absoluiism, since he admits
a Ding-kn-sich ,

§ 142\ and togthis dualism are due the chief defects of his
theory -

§ 143 IIis attempt Lo overcome 1t m the Second Crilique,
leads ouly to the fuirther duahsm of the ‘ pure’ and ‘ practical’
reasons ,

§ 144 and this necessitates a Thud Crifigue, in which Xant
approaches nearer to Absolutism, but never reaches it ,

§ 145 for to the end he appears to have remamned a dualst

§ 146 Fichte, however, at once abolished the Ding-an-sich,
and so got rid of dualism,

§ 147 Dbut m his theory Nature i1s mnadequately accounted
for, and his Absolute 1s never realised ,

§ 148 while Schelling’'s Absolute 1s a mere abstraction

§ 149 Hegel overcomes these d2fects by making the Absolute
at once ground, organic unity, and 1l end or term

§ 150  Absolutism, therefore, 1 Theory ot knowledge trans-
formed 1nto a theory of reality, . d'72rentiations depend
largely upon the view which 1s tak. ¢ Absolute Ground,
which 1s, however, always some forn. ~ONSclousness

§ 151. Thus Green, starting from t « data.gf.b " So
sciousness, finds that reality 15 always cor
unalterable order of relations,
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§ 152, and that 1his experience of events as a related series
mphes an intelligence which 1s one and which opeiates as the
uniiying prinuaple of that series

§ 153 With tlus inlcddhiguiee we are ulentical in so far as
we thnk, for the presentation of the many in one, together with
the fact thai our cunsuousness has a history m time, can only
Le explamed by supposng that an anunal organism gradnally
becomcs the vehidle of an external consaousness

§ 154 The philosophy of Mr Biadley diifers from Green’s
chiefly 1n mcthod

. § 155 The meonsistencies iy olved mn our human concptions
of 1cality show that they are Luicly ‘appearances,’ but, never-
thedess, umply that reality has a posttine charagla

§ 136 Rdlatons and qualitics show, furthe® that 1cality 1s
onc, for plurality, tahen as real, mupin ontiache tion

§ 157 Reality must be aspuiianee 18 yuse this 15 what we
mean when we spoab of amvilung, but ‘t must also include
volttion and thought and Lu M W ey Soe petlect

§ 138 Nothmg 1 contiabctory when predicated of the
Absolute, but apait frort it dl aspects ol CApPrLlciee are oue-

sided, suli-trans e e
5 1~ St any . o, e TUIC ‘l\'-ll)ll('dl.ll'lbl N
AAPIH AL U s A ¢ scuttal o . tle uull‘y

of the Absolute numanent withim the whole and giving
apptaranct its degiee of tiuth and pericction.  pp.

v CILIPTER IX.
CRITICISM OF APRIORISM

§ 160 Apuotsm altums that categoins and m
synthe-ts aie due to the nature of mud, and aie pres
the condition ol caparience

§ 161 Llus lattir (vpession 18 sad 1o be ,nmlng_v
Kant certamly undirstood Dby ‘condition’ mie
condition

§ 162 The charge agamst Aprionsm, that 1t 1510 -
with 1eel growth m hnovledee, 15 better Jowmided, L. fiown th
mn Hegciamsm means the growth of sell-consciousncess, and this
1s msuificient, simce the categories thumeclves manifest real
dey clopment and change

§ 163 ‘Lhere scems to be only one a pi1oy: condition of
rational experience, viz, the power of apprehending the many
in the one and the one in the many

§ 1614 dhe subject-predscate Jorm of our judgments,

§ 163 and @lso therr Jquality' and ‘quantity,’ can be
accounted for emmirically

§ 167 Thes, “1r  we sad of our notwons of ‘ space * and
tume,’ bt

& u67. while ‘“\' nthesis of species under a genus, though
h 1 n+act, do: t reveal the real structure of the umverse,

~to t:_‘\d up 2 plan of the universe on thus bass.
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§ 168 Dr Caird’s account of Apuiorisn 1s hardly consistent ,
and, in any case, the view that the objcct in knowledge conforms
to a defimte thought-structure 15 without foundation

§ 169 Aprionism, however, 15 on the decline s yatio essends
having disappearcd, now that the doctrine of Immanence has
been cxtended to the rcal abject of knowledge

§ 170 Lven Absolutism starts now from the daty of human
consclousness, though still using the Ciitical method—a method
wluch 15 good, but which dous not Icad to Absolntism

pp. 238—256

v CHAPTCR X
CRIIICISM OF ABSOLUTIISM

§ 171 An Absvlutism, such as Green's, clums to be an
explanation of how the data of vonstiousness come to be what
they ate

§y173 Mr DBradley also urges that theory should eaplain
fact, but plcads that lis theory 15 bound 1o esplaun only those
facts nhich he considers to be rddevant and, at the same time,
clearly understood—of which facts, for lum, there are practically
none

§ 173 Such a position 1s una~salable , yet a self-consistent
theory wiuch explauns no facts 1s worthless

§ 174 Nor 1s 1t cnough to adnut the psy “lucal existence of
what 15 given as a fact, wlile deny ing s rcality

§ 175 Mr hiadloy refuses to allow that {acts are ‘1eal’ on
the ground that they prove on exanunation, to be self-discrepant.

§ 1,6 lhe facts, however, which e cxamines are not {acts,
but plulosophical constiuctions

§ 177 lmme, for mstance, as such 1~ not a fact, though
foundud on  fact and explicable philosopbically  without
contradiction

§ 178 Change, on the other hand, zs a fact, but, agam, 1ts
eaplanation myolves no contradicton,

§ 170 wlule, if the Aristotehan conception of Subsiance and
Acculent 1s contradictory, so also 15 Mr Bradley's conception
of the umverse as a Uity in difference  But the real question
1s whether that conception 1s to be applicd to the individual
thing or to the Universe at large, aud to decide this point we
must discuss the absolutist’s theory of relat.ons.

§ 180 ‘lhere.is a certain amount of truth
that all knowledge 1s knowledge of relations ;

§ 181 but rclations presuppose qualitics, .
relation we hnow something, at any rate, of th

§ 182. The psychological fact that our know
15 often prior o our knowledge of qualitier
anything 1n regard to the real prionty of qu
especually as this 15 not always the case,

§ 183. while Mr, Bradley’s doctrine, t
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relations are appearances, because thay mutually presuppose
one another, tests upon assumptions already rejected

§ 184. In fact, to assert that rclated objects are not really
‘ 1olated,’ but presuppose unity of ground because they are
umted 1n one act of thought, mvolves an 1illicit transition {from
the psychological 10 the real order

§ 185 Morcover, agamnst the Anstotchan theory of relathions
Mr Bradley’s arguments break down, for (i)a rclation of
difference 1n that theory 1s castly accounted for,

§ 186 (2)a rclation does not miroduce tiversity within
quality, since 1t 15 but another aspect of 1ts fundanteniunt,

§ 187 (3) a chanue of relation, 1f real, imphics a change m
one of the objects concerned, but not nces~atily m both,

§ 188. and (4) Comparison 1s vahd whether relations are
‘real’ or not

§ 189 lhe theory of relations upon wluch Absolutism 1s
based, tharddore, is false, though a world of 1cdated objects
certamly implis a spuitual principle as the coadition of its
cexistence

§ 190 But 1s the cicative act of this principle an act of
mtelligence , and 1s this prinaple immancent m, and one with, the
unnnerse > s Green and others assume , but without prool,

§ 191 and with the result that the personality, unity and
Lhumanity of man 15 destroyed,

§ 192, while the giowth and the actual nature of human
hnowledge 15 still unesplained

§ 193 Yor though ‘objcctivity,” ‘otherness’ and the
apparent mdependence of the external world can be accounied
for n some sort of way bv Absolutism,

§ 194 the cxplanations given are not satisfactory

§ 195 In Green’s theory there 15 also a contradiction, since
the Absolute must be held responsible for both truth and error,
good and evil, and though M: DBradley declares that these
appeatances arc rcconcilud m thie Absolute, he cannot tell us
how ,

§ 196 nor do lus arguments prove that such a reconcihation
15 possible
i&:;g;‘. Absolutism, therefore, 15 essentially mcomplete, and

incompleteness 1s due to the predomimance of certamn uleas,
4 -

Organy. Whole,
‘ pence,
Juity wm Difference, each of whiuch is valid n
: things, but mvalid if apphed to the universe

utism, therefore, 15 unsatisfactory because it
4nt of {acts whith are relevant, to reconcile
1t would bave to undergo considerable

. PP 256—295
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YCHAPTER XI.

TIIE PHILOSOPHY OF PURE EXPERIENCE,
I, EXPOSITION

§ 202 Prazmatism and the philosophy of Pure Iixperience
are, at any rate, mtimately connected

§ 203 In both reabity 15 wentited with experience or with
an aggregate of caperiences, which were ‘ pure,’ but have since
been vitiated by rellec tion, analysis and verbalisation (James) —

§ zo4 amd by the sdlective actvaty of Vaction-pensee regu-
Iated by the prmeiple of least encigy (Le Roy, Avenarius, Mach)—

§ 205 an anthropomorphic proccss (Simmel),

§ 206 m which we and our ancestors impose forms vpon a
formless but plastic mattcr, and thus construct the * real * world
(Schiller)

§ 207 Thus, 1in Pragmatism, 15 revived the characteristic
doctrine of Ab~olutitsm, Immanence, though 1n other respects 1t
1s opposed to Absolutism, being, 1 fact, an limpiricism

§ 208 which dilfers from othcr empiricisms n 1ts doctune
of postulation and expeiiment, and—so far as Professor James
15 concerned—in 1its theory of felt-relations

§ 200 ‘Selves,” for Professot James, are merely series of
experiences connected by peculiarly mmtimate felt-relations,

§ 210 which are able to communicate, Decause, between
them, there 1s a ‘nucleus of common perception,’ viz, ‘space’
or ¢ pseudo-space '—

§ 211 a doctrme which tends toward Monism, and 1s there-
fore inconustent with Plurahism, I'a~onal Idcalism, and Panpsy-
chism, which, as a 1ule, are prefcired by pragmatists

§ 212 Avenarius’ Lmpnio-Crnifictsm 1~ also a philosophy of
Pure Lxperience, of which the physiologial and psychical
are coriclative aspects ,

§ 213 and m wlch ond’s own scIf 1s temporanly distin-
guished from other sclves Iy the | mpimo Critical postulate

§ 214 DBut the aim of thi~ philosophy 15 1o get nd of selves,
substances and such lLike notions, and {o reduce exerything to
umpressions conrnected by quantitative laws, mutually deducible
one from auother

§ 215 M Abcl Rev, a French physicist, has adopted a
philosophy very much ahin to Pragmatism and to the philosophy
of Pure E:\Pcnencc, though he does not profess to be a pragmadist.

§ 216 lhe calegories, he says, must be treated historically ;
and so must truth, which 1s a biological product that gradually
acquires immunity from change owing to its utility

§ 217 Hence, for M Rey, hnownledze 15 one with reahty
and espericnee, 1t 1s the relation, ¢e g ¢st, and has neither
subjective nor objective conditions

§ 218 M Rey carries Relativism furthr - dgeg_the
pragmatist ,

§ 219 yet lus philosophy, as a whole, 11’
of Pragmatism toward a metaphysic of T
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CHAPTER XII,
THE PIIILOSOPIIY OF PURE EXPERILNCE,
II. CRITICISM

§ 220 To critirise the phiosophy of Pure Experience 1n its
as yet mchoate form, 15 no easy task,

§ 221 while to determune 1its precise 1elation to ITumanism
and Pragmatism 1s still more ditficult

§ 222 Bat, at any rate, D1 Scluller’s position approximates
very closely to that of the plulosophy of Pure Lipenience,

§ 223 and he certanly teaches and endeavours to piove
that in knowing we ' make' reality,

§ 224 and make it m a metaphy-wal sense,

§ 225 though 1t 15 not clear whether we ‘make’ it by
knowledge alone, or by knowlerdge plus action

§ 226 But, 1 any ras, il the humwn ‘ malane of seality !
extends to all that 1 Teal, the prourss combil never have hegun,

§ 227 and though th plulosophy of Pure Exprrience alias
Panpsychism solves this dithculty so far os 1cality 15 concerndd,
the ongin of human knowledgze stull temuns 2 mystory

§ 228 Indeed, 1t would seum that tt never could have ansen
at all i a panpoyehic unm etse, if our thoughts nevar tarnunate
1 other munds

§ 229 Prolessor James apprals to space as a common
medium between muul and nund , but this, 1l 1t be treatcd
acrcordance with the prinaples ol o philosoply of I'ure Lapent
ence, lcads 1o Monism , and #f mtaprotad tealistically, 1t scems
wrrational to resirict the common ehject o1 perception to space

§ 230  The dsruptive todunes of the plulosophy of Pure
Experience 15 also illustiated by the  possible expuiences’ m
whicth conceptual thought tetnunates, for tese can never
become actual for ‘mc’' unless diffaent oxpuinces possiss
something in common ,

§ 231 and, asan, in the plulosophy of Avenatius, m which
experiences must be al bottom one, ot tlse, 1t plural, causally
mteract

§ 232 The sclf, too as exploimed m a plilosophy of Pure
Expericnee, rend(rs memoly, purpose, conation, and expericnce
itself unintelligible ,

§ 233 and so long as thus philosophy refuses to admit thit
the self 1s a real umty, 1t 1s wholly ncompatible with Personal
Idealism.

§ 234 But Personal ldealism itsclf 1s unsatisfactory, since
a multiplicity of rational psychic beings cannot be an ultimate
Eacé, but presupposes etther an Absolute ground or else a personal

0

§ 235 If *he latter alternative be adopted, the idlealistic
assumnts- the subject experiencing and the real object

* “histinct, alone bars the way to a complete
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§ 236 In fact, 1dealists who deny this assumption are
realists, cxcept n fiame The pragmatist, on the other hand,
retams this assumption and adds to 1t hus doctrine of the making
of t1uth and of reality, by wluch he 1s either diiven on into
Kantian Sceplicism, or back imto the disurepancies of a
philosophy of Pure Expcricnce PP. 321—346

CIIAPTLCR XIIT

TIIE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLLDGE
LX PARTL OBJLCII

§ z37 Inilsand in the two following chapters it 1s proposed
ta guive a sketch of the metaphysics of scholastic Realism as a
whole, smce m 1his way alone can 1ts real signiicance be grasped
and its value ughtly estimated

§ 238  7The cential dea of the metaphysics of Realism is God,

§ 239 upon whom the created unwverse 15 essentially
dependent

§ 240 That universe consists of finile mndi ilual things, each
a umty m diference since 1t compriscs both substance and
acculents

§ 241  But cven at the level of substance a thing has
stiuctnie, viz, matter and form, a distinction which 1s based
on the fact of substantial change.

§ 242 Turtha structural dilfcrences appear at the level of
accudents—quantity  contesponding o matter, and various
qualities detornunad as to thar cssential nature by the form

§ 243 All these accidents may be further determined by
aclion from without

§ 211 Ihus actinity and passnity are charactenstic of all
creatures, and m the higher animals become differentiated 1nto
distinct polentrer, active or passive, the evercise of which gives
rise to habit

§ 245 Laery enisting bang tends to perscvere in esse stio,
a pgenceral law which 15 contirmed rather than contradicted by
the fact of decav

§ 236 Hunce, omue agous agit stbe stnule, which s true of
all causes 2 so far as they opcrate in producing an effect —An
llusiration of this "

§ 247 Another 1llustralion—the * cause ’ of death.

§ 248 The created universe, as understood by the reahst,
15 not an orgamec, but a systematic whole, ordered acer -

a rational plan, and changing according to definite *

§ 249 Considered n relation io man, everyt}
universe 18 not only one, ¢ ¢, mdividual, but also g
1 ¢, 1t may become an object of human knowled
Hence, 1n a sense, the universe exists for man

§ 250 DMr Bradley afirms that the doctrme o
accident 1s self-contradictory , but since ever
unity 1 difference, we may cither say that
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and sweet, or, identifying the thing with 1its unity of ground,
say that it has these quahties,

§ 251 and so may predicate of the ground what 1s different,
without ascribing to the whole what 1t 1s not

§ 252  Other objections rased by Mr Biadley are due to
mismterpretation o to the absolutist theoty of relations, but
agamst causation he urges that it must be at once contimuous
and not continuous

§ 253 Mr Bradley, however, wrongly conceines a contunnuim
as a scries of unextended pomnts, whaeas 1t ssenfially unphes
extension, either ta space or ime  anl thourh to define the
notion 1s not casy, yet its valulity 1s presupposed by geometry,

§ 254 and 1t may, at any rate, bc illustrated by the
continuity of conscousuess, amd, agam, by the continuity of
material things

§ 255 In fine, f continuty be nghily understood, we must
afirm that causation also 15 contmuous a fact which shows
the imperfection, but dous nut destioy the 1cality of the fimte
world, PP 310—372

CII1PTCR XIV.

TIT CONDITIONS OF KNOWLENGE
LX PIRTE SUBJLCII—TI TIIE SILNSLES

§ 256 1he condition of kuowlcdge ¢v paile suby e, 1n bLriel,
15 a senticnt orgamsm cndowed with mtcliect and will, togcther
wilh passive and active potentue

§ 237 Man, however, docs not first know his sensations or
uleas and then micr objects to cotie-pond  he thinhs of objects
by means of 1leas  to know and to huow how we hnow ate quite
dilfaient things

§ 258  lhe knower and the known are brought toz thet by
mteraction , for the causal action of the object products m the
senticat organism an ‘ impression ’ ke m form to itself

§ 2590 And the ‘ correspondence ' here asscriedy so far from
bung absurd, not only follows from gencral metaphysicil
principles, but 1s confirmed by physiology and physics

§ 260 For, m the first place, the * quality ’ of the nervous
1mpulse does not depend upon the ‘ spcuific unergy of the nerves,’

§ 261 but would secm to be determuned” ultimately Ly
nhysical stimuln,

while, 1 regard to the ‘ quality * of sensation 1atself,

ty function 1s to enable us 1o distinguish object fromn

ich 1t does with remarkable accuracy , an11f 1t tells

of the nature of objects, 1t, at any rate, does not
that respect

regard to the sen.ibilta co mmnun a, there 1s corres-

een configuration in spac: and rectinal or tactual

-~ tl?ua perception of a third dimension the com-
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bination of intensively and extensively graduvated series of
sensations 1s objectively determined

§ 265 To this it may be objected that the alleged corres-
pondence 15 merely peripheral, whereas sensation 15 exclusively
cercbral , but neither of these statements can be proved

§ 266 MNoreover, the scholastic theory 1s confirmed by
‘localisation,’ 1n which sensations are ‘projected’ back into their

causes, PP 373—391

CHAPTER XV

THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE
EX PARTE SUBJECTI —II 'LIIE INTELLECT

§ 267 The intellect 1s passive 1n that 1t 1s determined by
species derived from the phantasm, but has also many active
functions

§ 268 It apprehends or abstracts the universal implicit 1n
the sense-impression,

§ 260 and thus we get notions which have real significance,
because they correspond to, and are ultimately determined by,
their objects ,

§ 270 for in sense-perception ntellect and sensation function
mn unit

§ 271y The notions of Substance, Causality and Purpose are
not orly contained implicitly in, but also piesupposed by, the
Jata of consclousness

§ 272 Thus causality 1s imphied n change ,

§ 273 and substance 1s presupposed as the ground of a
complexus of accidents or activities, thonsh 1t 1s for the
phisicist to diaw the line between substantid unitwes 1 the
concrete

§ 274 Many notions are so simple that they cannot be
strictly delined ,

§ 275  except that masmuch as thev form part of the 1ational
plan of thc umverse they may be duhined by the rdatois to
which thoy elve 11se

§ 276 lhus geometrical notions once determinel, their
relations also are determined, any one of wlich may be used
to ‘ define’ the notion

§ 277 The aim of all science, 1n fact, 15 to r1econstruct the
rational plan of the universe in some one ot its aspects , and their
method 1s one, in that they scek to synthesise a complexity of
relations under a few wimple prinuples

§ 278 DBut some sciences are more complete, because more
abstract than others, which precsuppose them, and gn aceount
of the complexity of theie objects, are ue reloped later

§ 279 And for a stmilar reason, winle ti + abgdract sciences
are based on axioms, 1 ¢, sclf-evident truths e, r/Ssing" ~
between simple entities, physical science has no

§ 280, The laws of natule themsclves, in fa
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only given the existence of the objects which dz Jaclo constitute
the physical universe

§ 281 Thus the first and second of Newton's laws are not
axioms, but general principles which have been verihed
experience,

§ 282 for the notion of * force * which they employ, although
1t cannot be defined, 15 certamnly not a mere ‘ ratio’

§ 283 Agan, the thuird law of motion, and the principle of
Conservation of Energy are but particular cases ot Spinoza's
axiom , but since this so called asiom, as a physical principle, 1s
not seli evident, they 1equire to be s erified 1n expertence

§ 284 And in this verification process the functions of the
intellect—apprehension, judgment and reasomng—are further
Mustrated

§ 285 Summary of the conditions of knowledge in the
Anstotelico Scholastic or Causal Tleory

§ 286, Truth, cogmtion, knowl:lge, and error defined

FP 591—418

PART III.

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL VALUE OF
COGNITION

CH1PTER XVI
DCVELOPMEXT AND VALIDITY

§ 237 The third problem of cognition 1s mtimately connected
with the first and the second

§ 233, It 15 uscless however, to discuss the vahdity of
hncwledge, unless we poss#ss 1t, yet there 15 a tendency
1a0dern philosopny to deny that we hnow anything for certain

§ 289 This tendency 1s due i Absolutism’ to a preconceived
doctrine of development, and in Pragmatism (o the alleged facts
ot drvelopment

§ 260  All development, according to the disciples of Kant,
taks> the form of a ‘reconciliation of antitheses in a higher
synthesis ' —

§ 291 a punciple which 15 generally recogmsed m its
psychological form as Apperception, though for the pragmatist
the ‘ mediating idea ' 15 th~ leading characteristic 1n the process

§ 202 This latte’ point 15 not of great mmportance , but 1t 18
|mEortant to l\qp .nat, as the case of radio-activity shows, de-

nt 7~ = 7ot necessanly involve the negation of previous

the ilegelian affirms, and hence in his view
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our present knowledge is subject to indefinile modification, so
that 1t 1s not strictly knowledge at all

§ 204 Synechism teaches that the growth of knowledge 1s
continuous, and will never be completed, and hence the
pragmatist mfers that our truest formulke are only human
devices conducive to moie efficient action

§ 295 But the varicty of conflicting hy potheses in modern
speculation does not justify this sceptical attitude

§ 206 Common-sense knowledge has increased, but, apart
from religious superstition, has not undergone any radical
change

§ 297 True, 1t 1s the ‘factnal' element 1n 1t that has sur-
vived , but facts are knowledge, and we are justified 1n excluding
superstitions and conjectural interpretations of phenomena,
which were by no means umiversally accepted

§ 208 Tn regard to theory, we are at the present day n a
position quite different from that of the ancients, whose specu-
lations fur the most part were tentative

§ 200 The Copernican revolution 1s the only reversal of
mmportance that has occuired in what was generally accepted as
certain, and even tlns has left many truths intact

§ 300 Lhe discovery of the law of Gravitation was not a
reversal but a new truth,

§ 3ot and modern theories of the elements and of the con-
stitution of matter do not reverse, but rather include and
devclop the essential charactenistics of oldcer views

§ 302 The same may be said ot the modern theories of light
and of heat

§ 303 Agam, our space would scem to be Euchdian in spite
of the geometry of a fourth dimension

§ 304 While meta-geometries, so far {from disproving,
rather presuppose and confirm the vahdity of Eudid’s geometry

§ 305 llence we may conclude thal a sceptical attitude
n regard to our present hnowledge is justificd neither by a
study of 1ts history,

§ 306 nor by the Illegelian theory of development, which
proves to be inconsistent with the facts PP 419—448

CHAPTER XVII
PRAGMATISM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE.

§ 307 Itisnot possible to keep philosophy altogether distinct
from science, and as some scientists have taken up a definite
metaphysical standpoint, the philosopher cannot be blamed for
criticising them

§ 308 TFifty years ago the scientist started from the stand-
pomnt of common-sensc Realism, but now many adopt the
attitude of Empirical Ideahsm or Pragmatic Sensationalism

§ 309 Mach (and Pomcaré) distinguish three stages in
scientific procedure
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§ 310. In the first, the experimental stage, science according
to Mach has to dcal with reality, ¢ ¢, with scnsations, grouped
together under names according to the principle of Thought-
economy

§ 311 Thus psychology and phisical suience treat of the
same objects but fiom ditfcrent points of view

§ 3127 M Le Roy gous funther and athrms that since
the formation of our parctpts and conepts practial utility and
evin caprice may enter, scuientiic laws are ‘contingent’ and
unvetihable

§ 313 M Powmcare rejects this view  yet 1t scems to be a
necessary conscquence ol the Scnsationiism he Pry matism,
and the doctime of lhought ceonomy, adopted by Mach and
other scicntists

§ 314 llus plulosophical position, howercr must not be
confused with the scintilic Pragmatism of M Duhem, wiulh s
quite compatibie with Realism in mataphysics

§ 315 For M Dulums Priugmatism 1y 1estrictad to the
‘ mathematial’ stagze ol plhiyvsics, whetcs that ot Mach oxtends
also to the experimental strge and 15 taully vmctphyvsic

§ 316 A lurther ditterence also eaists M Pomeud ulmits
quast axtomatic prnceiples which ate bevond the contiol of
expentence, whereas M Dubom hol ls that all physical Laws must
1n the end be verhable a pei bres

§ 317 And though these views can to some cxtent be
reconctled,

§ 318 thar dwvergince seems to have 4 doeper 100t 1 the
philosophical standpomts of therr rc pective vIvoc s

§ 319 M Powmncuce and the Trendh prvmatists 1czud as
objectively truc that winch i1s notmu wnouh to be aceepted by
anvone of soun ! mm |

§ 320 And this noimal objectivity’ belonssonly to vhat s
genelally recoiused s uscful ot “comemnd !

§ 321 Such doctumes as these cleatly b long 1o philosophy,
though appacntly they have deseloped hm a puidy scicntibe
Pragmatism,—

22 an attilude which has arsen from the prevalence of
conflicling theories 1 science

§ 323 But a physiwst who 1s a piagmatist 1n science, may
be a realist in plulosophy, and 1t 1s legitimate to ask whether
he ought not also 1o be a realist n science PP 149—473

CHAPTER XVIII.
REALISM AND PHYSICAL SCICNCE

§ 324 Truth in Realism 1s determined by 1ts object,

§ 325 and i general 1t 15 the aum of the scientist that his
concepts, laws, and truths should be so determined.

§ 326. Buat 13 this de faclo the case? M. Duhem thinks
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not, for scientific concepts and laws differ fiorn those of common-
sense m that they aic merely symbolic

§ 327 ‘1he scienlihc concept, however (¢ g, Temperature)
15 derved 1n the hirst mstance irom experience

§ 328 And thongh m defimng 1t an aitbiliary element 15
introduced, 1t 15 really the thing to be dclined that 18 arbhhianly
chosen, not the delinition

§ 329 ’lrue, the delinition coiresponds only approximatcly
with 1cality,

§ 330 Dbut 1its appronimale character does not destroy its
validity

§ 331 Ilence, strictly spealing, we cannoi say that the
dehmition 15 either arbihiary o1 symbolic,

§ 332 1ihough 1l 15 symbolic mm thal 1L does not reveal ihe
iniumsic nature of 1cality,

§ 333 and agan, it expressed as an algehiaical formula,
1t 15 symbolic, but none the less objectively valul

§ 334 Detimitions based on thcory are m a ditierent category,
for how far they aie valul we cannot 1l

§ 335 Sumulaily mpuwal laws ( ¢, Doyle’s law) tiuly
express telations whieh hokl m the workl ot ohjective fact,

§ 336 though they ate ‘symbolic’ m the sense above
explamea, and aie only true approxmaiely and under given
conditions

§ 337 ‘Theoretical hypotheses, on the othcr hand, contamn
an unhnown <ouice of t1101 ,

§ 138 and hence must be carefully distinguished from the
complexns ot empinical laws by which they aic nltimately to be
vaihied

§ 339 Some hold that theory in physics 15 mercly ‘ useful ',
but can a theoty be uselul without hemg to some extent true ?

§ 340 [t woukl seem that this 15 1mpessible for (1) by theory
events n ihe real woild are anticipated,

§ 3.1 (u) the concepts used in theory are, and indeed must
be, snular to those by which we apprehend lacts, and

§ 342 (m) theorctual conclusions comcide approximately
with evperimental lacts

§ 343 Some hypotheses,n fact, ¢ g, the Laws of Motion and
of Gravitation, already seem to have been verified

§ 344 As also do the leading principles of the Undulatory
Theory of Light

M Poincaré, moreover, emphatically asserts that the
constructions of the physicist are more than a rule for action and
in some way correspond with reahty.

§ 346. We conclude, thcrefore, that Realism after all 1s
compatible with physical science, the possibiity of which
presupposes more than a mere parallelism between concept and
thing PP 473—505
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v CHAPTER XIX
ABSOLUTE TRUTH

§ 347. Absolute truth 1s ‘the systematic coherence of a
sigmificant whole,” and human truth 1s 1he partial manifesiation
of this al solute truth i finite centres of experience

§ 348 Tlus doctrine presupposes (1) that relations mtrinsi-
cally modify their terms

§ 140 (u) that all parts get therr meaning from the whole
to which they helong, and

§ 150 (m) that the ‘real’ and the ‘ mental’ factor in truth
are not mdependent

§ 351 And from 1t follows the corollary (1) that there are no
truihs which aie mntrisically necessary, and

§ 352 (1) that truth cannot be predicated of isolated
judegments

§ 353 Hence Absolute truthis an ideal, toward which human
truth ‘approsimates’ in varying degrees, but always at a
distance

§ 354 Critiasm  The assumptions upon which this theory
15 based are unwananted , and ‘cohcrence’ as a criterion of
truth 1s useless

§ 355 Professor Bosanquet's view of axioms lcads to a
Sceptical Subjectivism, and Mr Bradley’s view, when examined,
turns out to Le but little better

§ 356 The doctrine that 1solated judgments arc not true, 1s
merely an inference drawn from the assumption that truth 1s
coherence, for such judgments have meaning, and are not
necessarily subjcct to intrinsic modification as hnowledge grows

§ 357 Again, 1t 1s not true that there are no juduments which
are false per se, or that such pudgments are meaningless

§ 358 Nor can 1t be proved that our present knowledge 13
subject to mdcfinite modification

§ 350 TFinally, the metaphysical difficulties mnherent 1n the
Absolutist theory are fatal to 1t Pp 506—526

vCHAPTER XX
THE NATURE OF PRAGMATIC TRUTH

§ 360 The most systematic account of Truth from the
pragmatic point of view 1s given by Herr Simmel 1n tus Philosophie
des Geldes

§ 361 In the orgamsation of our experience, he says, we
look for absolute values, but later on discover that all truth 1s
relative and that 1t 15 impossible to find any axiom which is
self-sufficing

362 Thus ‘ reciprocity of mutual proof’ 1s the fundamental

form of all thought ; and hence of the whols of knowledge truth 1s
not predicable,
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§ 163 This relativity embraces also the theoretical and
practical interests of lile True 1deas do not copy reality, but
lead to conduct useful to the organism in which they function

§ 364 Systems of theoretical truth are due to selection which
has lead to petmanently useful ways of perceiving things thus
an object 15 simply a totahty of impressions, functionally nter-
related, no one of which 1s true or false 1n 1tself

§ 365 Similarly axioms are merely regulative principles,
so far subjective, but being reciprocal and complementaiy
they gradually approximate toward the 1deal of objective
truth, and 1n this relation of reciprocity between our 1deas
truth consists.

§ 366 In 1its essential features Herr Simmel's view of truth
agrees with that given by other pragmatists

§ 367 Professor James defines truth provisionally as a
relation between idea and reality, bul interprets reality as
sensation

§ 368 Truth, he says does not copy reahty

§ 369 Truth 1s a piocess of working’ which leads to or
tends toward rcality, and which 1s usetul, though ‘useful’
here means * particular,’” and includes theoretical utility

§ 370 Dr Schiller’s standpoint bemng genetic  like Herr
Sitmmel, he conceives truth as 1elative to purpose , and, rejecting
correspondence, 1dentifizs 1t with practical utility

§ 37t Hence abstract truths are not fully true till applied or
verified , when they tend to become habitual and to win social

recognition
§ 372 Truth for Dr Schiller 1s relative to our faculties, but
he says little of its ‘ reciprocity.’ PP- 526—550

4
YCHAPTER XXI
THE VALUE OF PRAGMA1IC TRUTH

§ 373 Asapsychological description of the ‘ malung of truth,’
Herr Simmel's account 15 accurate enough,,

§ 374 Dbut he has not disproved the validity of the Corres-
pondence-view, for varieties 1n perceptual experience, 1f not
merely accidental, can be accounted for by objcctive conditions

§ 375 Moreover, truth as utiity presupposes truth as
correspondence

§ 376 Dr Schiller’s view that abstract truths are not vahd
unless applied,

§ 377 does not concord with Professor James® assertion that
they are ‘ eternal’

§ 378 All truths, i fact, refer to reality :

§ 379. but only empirical truths need to be applied in order
to be verified * to demand apphcation or veridcation in every
case means SceptiCism

§ 380. Agam, to define truth as *‘a process of working* 18
not to define what common-sense understands by truth, ~’
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§ 381 Nor s the definition justifiable unless the * copy-view '
be wholly untenable

§ 382  But, cven granting tlus, 1s the piagmatic view justified
by 1ts counsequences ?

§ 353 lhe hibitud, conoboritive 1ccprocal charcter
of some truths m1y b grntud  but in cmplisising relative to
the neglect of posttive vilug, nd utility to the neglect of rea)
signtficince e Stmmed his set ot nou ht hus own doctrine

§ 354  Lhe prymatie theory, m fwt, laads to a Sceptical
Subjectivism  for m that theoy

§73%5 (1) all knowlud e s imaed by diosy nuinsy,

§ 390 (2) all facts uc “transfiigurcd by humaninteests, and
verificd by a process which atself is Tugddy subjecting,

§ 357 (3) the datv to wlich tiuth coresponds and
(4) the ‘obpetinaty’ snd ‘mdependence’ (ete) of truth
arc subjectively mtapictud

§ 355 Imshort hum o trutlialways bears the mark of human
fabucation wiluch can nuther be got 11d of not Wstracted {rom

§ 380  All ittumpts to st pe thus Subjectivisim ale 1 vain,
for (1) an appeal to ‘objcctive contiol’ dous not get 11d of Lhe
subjective clument,

§ 390 (2)thc ‘ normalobjectivity ' wlichiss ud {o arse when
truths becomc cncrally accepied 15 mot 7eal objectivaty,

§ 3901 (3) to deddare that facts ue mmmwent  (whence the
doctrine that rcality cinnot be hnown st s i itsc1f) iamplics the
plulosophy of Purc Expuicnce which 15 untenible,

§ 392 and (4) the JJum that pragmatic truth s dl we nud
15 false, for we desnie to hnow reality. pp 550—538

v CHHAPILR \\IT
PRAGVMILIC CRIILLIA O LLUTH

§ 303 ‘l1uth must mke a diffucnce to action '—Ihis
criterton 1s too narrow 1f undestood literally and too wide if 1t
mcan ‘ differunee to expuience

§ 391+ ‘lruth must satisfy cmotional nceds'—But the
emotlions e too variable 1o afford a surc criterion, and would
only lcad to contiadictory beliefs

§ 39, lhe cmotions, however, may be taken as expiessive
of {he fundamental dumnds of our n \ture an appeal to which s
not wrrational and 1n seme cascs may Le of service

§ 396 _* Lruthmust be uscful 2 ¢, 1t must satisfy our practical
newds —But many facts arc quite useltss and cven harmful, yet
we do not regard them as false or unreal

§ 397 ‘It must also deturmine our expectations nghtly '—
This criteiion 1s of value 1n scientific research but must not be
confused with the practically useful consequences to which a
theory may lead

§ 398 ‘Truth must stand the test of venfication by the
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senses '— This criterion, hike the last, 1s not distinctively prag-
matic, nor 1s 1t always applicable

§ 300 ‘Jruth must salisfy our intcllectual needs, ze
must be consistent —But consistency, or U absunce of contra-
diction 1s a negative criterion, and the need of 11 1s in the prag-
matic theory subjective

§ 400 ‘Truth 1» at bottom a halnt of thought or of per-
ception which 1s hiologically immune from change’

§ 401  But the ‘pwychological necessity’ thus evolved,
cannot be used as a criterion of trutlh, just where we most need
one, viz, m the making of truth

§ 402 ‘ Soual agicement ’ 1s also much 1nsisted on by prag-
matists, but a colleetive criterion, however interpreted, cannot
be ulumate

§ 403 Lastly, ' that 15 true which gives us the maximal
combination of satisfactions '—But of all criterna tlus 1s the most
ambiguous and seems to be wholly subjective

§ qoy4 ‘Utility,’ 1n [fact, wluch after all 1s the characteristie
test of truth in Pragmatism, 15 useless as a criterion even in
practical matters PP 589—620

CH IPTER XXIII.
CRITCRIA OF ERROR IN REALISM.

§ 405 Nuther absolutist nor pragmatist can entirely get
nd ot the correspondence view of truth

§ 406 Lhis view does not imply that to recogmise truth we
must be able to compare thought and thing, but that we must
be able to answer the question *when has thought been deter-
mined by 1ts object and when not ’

§ 407 To assume that the faculties ordinarily go wrong
nmcans Scepticism  Hence 1t 1s more rational to assume that
ordmarily they go rnight, and then to enquire when per accidens
they do not

§ 408 1he realist, therefore, looks for criteria of error rather
than cutena of truth, and finds that the cause of error may be
thiedfold

§ 409 (1) ' Falsc appearances’ may be due (a) to abnormal
objective conditions, but these can be allowed for or counteracted ,

§ 410 or (b) to abnormal subjective conditions, which may
also be allowed for or counteracted ,

§ 411 and the same holds (c) in regard to the alleged 'rela-
tivity of sensation’

§ 412 (2) Halut accounts for dreams and hallucinations, but
the first 1s not error, and the second 1s abnormal It also accounts
for memory, which 1 general is trustworthy, and may also be
readily checked, 1f necessary

§ 413 In perception error 18 due to habit only in abnormal
cases, and 1 subsumption can be avouded if we take sufficient
care.

§ 414. (3) The constructive activity of thought, functioming
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as purpose, does not necessarily lead to error, and the pragma-
tist's contention that fact 1s distorted by purpose, confuses the
mntent with the conteat of thought.

§ 415 Abstraction, judgment, and reasoming are all per se
rehable, i1 so far as they compel our assent, but they do not
always do so,

§ 416 and hence leave room for an snfluvus voluntalts

§ 417 lhus may operate 1n various ways, and would seem
to be the only cause of formal error

§ 418 TFor the realist therefore the ultumate criterion of
truth 15 objective evidence, or the evident determination of the
mind by the object about which 1t 1s thinhing

§ 419 Thus, human testimony 1n 1egirel to fact 15 credible,
provided we have no reason lo distrust 1t, but theories must
be judged by their intrinsic evadence

§ 420 This does not mcan that (he evidence nced be com-
plete, but that theory be sclf-consistent and comncide with fact
at least approximately

§ 421 Simlarly 1n metaphysics ‘evulence ' 13 the criterion
by which we judge of principles, processes, an‘ facts, and 1s
quute sufficient to give certainty in regard to some of the doctrines
of metaphysics.

§ 422 Regarded psychologically ‘evidence’ 1s 1dentical
with what Newman calls the ‘ sanction of the Illative sense’

§ 423 Newman fully admits the human character of the
‘mahing ' of truth, but he 15 not a pragmatist

§ 424. For to bm, as to the reilist, there 15 but one final
criterion of truth, viz, ‘ objective evidence.” pp 620—650

CONCLUDING CHAPTER.

§ 425. Absolutism and Pragmatism are differentiations of
Criticism which have developed 1n opposite directions, but which
both tend loward a more reslistic attitude

§ 426 The psychology of Absolutism 1s scanty, hfeless, and
non-human , that of Pragmatism 1s genetic and human to such
an extent that it leads to Subjectivism

§ 427 Realsm, on the other hand, while recogmsing the
functions of purpose and action, subordinates them to cognition
proper, and while allowing that axioms are regulative 1nsists that
mn their objective aspect they are also constitutive

§ 428 Though there are striking resemblances between the
metaphysics of Pragmatism and certain forms of Absolutism,
Absolutism 1s a Monism, Pragmatism a Pluralism

§ 429 But the assumptions upon which Absolutism 1s based
and the conclusions to which it leads are mcompatible with the
data of human experience ,

§ 430 while 1ts theory of relations, being at bottom psycho-
logical, inevitably results in contradiction,
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§ 431 Nevertheless the principal theses of Absolutism can,
by the and of distinctions, be reanterpieted 1n a realist sense,

§ 432 and thus by disinguishing the meaning of categories
when apphed to God, from their meaning when applied 1o fimte
things, the realist 1s able to reconcile the plurality ol the universe
with its unity

y 433 Hence, without destroying Absolutism altogether—
for he admuls the reality of an Absolute Ground as well as the
reality of fimite bungs and human personality—the realist 15
able to 1etain preciscly those doctrines which 1o the pragmatist
are of most vital impoitance

§ 434 Lastly mm Rcaliem the psychological characteristics
of truth, mnsisted on by the pragmatist, are reconciled with the
Intellectualism of the absolutists

§ 435 Wlile at the same time the realist keeps clear of
Sceptitism

§ 436 Pragmatism, on the other hand, 1s even more sceptical
than Absolutism, and can reconcile conflicling theories only by
sacnficing ‘' Iruth’

§ 437 Its most charactenstic doctrines, too, are fraught wath
ambiguity

§ 438 And i its primary aim—the re-establishing of meta-
physics, it has proved an utier failure

§ 439 Stil], 1t 15 possible for the realist to distnguish 1n
Absolutism and 1n Pragmatism the true from the false, and so to
preserve that which 1s of the greatest value in both theones,

§ 440. without undermiming common-sense belefs, to deny
which 13 to fall 1nto Scepticism

§ 441. Hence Realism, so far from being a static philosophy,
1s yet full of hfe, and 1s the only plulosophy which can satis-
factonily explamn the data of human experience,

Pp- 651—679






THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

COoGNITION

THE PSYCIIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS—ITS METAPHYSICAL
CONDITIONS, AND ITS EPISTEMOLOGICAL VALUE

INTRODUCTION

§ 1. Cogmtion 1s an act of the mind, one of the three
primary functions 1nto which modein psyt‘hology
divides all psychical activity. But 1t 1s more thap
_this; 1t implies a relatio ad e'ctm, a_reference to
somethmg other than 1tself, a something we call an
QPle_t mn contradistinction from the subject, which
1s_the mind itself that knows. To discover the
{ nature of this relation 1s the aim of a theory of
knowledge. Hence 1ts problem 1s three-fold. We
have to analyse psychologically the nature and
function of those mental activities by which know-
ledge 15 acquired and to discuss the influence which
they have upon one another, we have to enquire
into the conditiors of koowledge, to ask_wl
precisely 1s to be understood by subject and ob]e‘::,\
B
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and how far knowledge 1s dne to the activity of the
QFaT how far to that of the other; and we have to
examine the notions of validity, truth, objectivity,
and to determme the criteiion by which we may
decide when these notions arc applicable to an act
of cogmtion, and when they are not No one of
these aspects of the problem can be left out 1f our
treatment of the subject 15 to be adequate. 'A
theory of knowledge which fails to define 1ls position
m regard to any one of them 1s incomplete At the
same time the scope of the theory of knowledge 1s
so vast, the tetms which an epistemologist uses are
capable of so many diffcrent shades of meaning,
the analysis of mental procisses which he mstitutes
have given appaiently such divergent results, and
the relations which he finds to exist between mind
on the one hand and objective 1cality on the other
admit of so many diffecrent interpictations, that
some division of the subject must peifoice be made,
and the obvious division 1s that wlhich I have
indicated above. , Accordingly, we shall discuss first
the psychology of cognition, sccondly, 1ls meta-
physical conditions ; and, lastly. 1ts cpistemological
value, .., the objectivity and validity of cogmtive
acts and the cintena by wlich we distinguish the
true from the false. ,

§ 2. Vanous solutions of the problem of knowledge
have been oftercd at different times as philosophy
has developed, but just as that pioblem 1s three-
fold, so cutiously enough there are three solutions,
cach of them charactenstic of a distinctive line n
modern philosophic thought, which especially claim
the attention of the philosopher of to-day. Were
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I writing a history of the theory of knowledge, it
would be possible, I think, to show that modern
theottes are but devclopments of older views; but
this 1s not my piesent purposc Suffice 1t to say,
that m discussing modein attitudes m respect to
the theory of knowledge, we arc in reality discussing
the solutions of a bygone age stripped of their
antique ornaments and peculiar old-fashioned dress,
and decked, mnstead, 1n the rich and flowing robes
with which the faslion of the day contrnives to
obscure the outlines of the form that 1s hid beneath.
If 1t be Liue that “ there 1s notlung new under the
sun,” 1t 15 also true mn philosophy that there 1s
nothing thut giows old  Pragmatlism, that strange
mushioom growth which spiang up m a mght and
has spread 1tsclf on the morning biceze thioughout
the continents of Ewope and Ametica, does but
revive the human standpoint of Protagoras and the
perpetual evolution of Heraclilus’ flux  The critical
Aprionism of Kant, developing through Hegel and
his off-spring, the Neo-Hegellans, has culmmated 1n
an Absolute Idcalism which recalls at once the
Platonic theory of a woild of €8y and the doctrine
of Parmenides that the umiverse 1s one, plurality
and difference mere seeming, while at the same tume
mparting to both a dynamic impulse more con-
sistent with our modern conception of organic life
and growth The thnd solution 1s that of the
realist Rcalism, if we may argue from cutward
expression to inward thought, dates back at least
to the time when man first began to record his
thoughts 1n writing Findirg at length systematic
formulation in the philosopl y of Aristotle, 1t became
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the central feature of the Scholasticism of the
Middle Ages. Smce the Renassance and the
Reformation, however, the influence of the Arns-
totehan scholastic has been restiicted for the most
part to semunaries and to some few catholic umiver-
sities, most of the great centies of learming preferring
the Idealism of somec thinker more modein and
more danng 1n lus speculations than either Austotle
or Aqummas Realism 1s indeed characteristic of the
Scottish School, and there are signs that a “ new”
Realism 1s gaming ground i the philosophic world
at large, nevertheless, 1if we wish to study it as a
system, we must study 1t cither 1n Anstotle himself
or 1 the philosophy of Modein Scholasticism wluch
takes Anstotle as 1ts base

§ 3 Pragmatism, Absolutism and Scholastic Realism
contamn amongst them at least in germ the only
possible solutions which can be given to the problem
of knowledge Psychologically. knowledge may be
regarded cither as a function of the intellect or as a
function of the will, or elst we may hold that,
while both intellect and will co-operate therr
functions are distinct. Metaphysically, the universe:
1s erther one or many, the origin of knowledge cither:
subjective or objective, the distinction of subject
and object either relative or absolute. And, epste-
mologically, truth 1s either theoretical or practical,
and depends for 1ts acceptance either upon 1ts
power to satisfy the intellect or upon 1ts power to
satisfy our practical needs and our wll, or, 1t may
be, upon both Agam, our present knowledge 15
either a mere momen* 1 the process of evolution,
capable of indefinite .nodification m the future ;
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or there are some truths which are axiomatic and
self-evident and thus form a foundation upon
which a system of validated truth may be built.
Each of these alternatives may be said to character-
1se one or other of the three Epistemologics we are
about to consider As, however, on the one hand
a theory of knowledge should be considered as a
whole and judged as a whole, while, on the other
hand, owing to the vastness of the subject, we are
forced to make arbitrary divisions, and to treat it
part by part, 1t will be better perhaps for us to give
a prelimmary sketch of the general character and
standpomnt of cach of thesc theorles befoie pro-
cecding to compare their positions m regard to
psychology, metaphysics and the criteria and nature
of truth

§ 4. A_theory of knowledge 1s mmplicitly a
refutation of scepticism, and when any develop-
ment 1n that theory takes place, 1t 1s usually pre-
ceded and conditioned by the sceptical tendencies
of theday, from which1t sceksan escape.  Scepticism
was cspecially repugnant to the mmnd of Kant, at
once synthetical, critical and rcligious. He saw
that 1t contained 1its own refutation, and rcfused to
believe that “human reason lures us op by false
hopes only to decelve us m the_end.” The prohfic
fruffulness of philosophic o minds 1 the age which
preceded his own had led to many conflicting
doctrines  Geulincx, Malebranche and Spinoza had
drawn from Cartcsian premises conclusions incon-
sistent with cach other. Leibnitz had been suc-
ceeded by the semu-scholastic Wolff. Each
philosopher ~attempted to solve the problem of



6 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

Reality in a different way and the Sceptic, walching
this conflict of intellect with mtellect, used the
arguments of one side only to refute those of the
other Cartesianism, Occasionalism, the Vision cn
Dieut, Spinozism, the Aonadologv, and the School of
Wolff were by hum alike repudiated  To the Sceptic
the confusion of dogmatic Rationalism significd the
bgn_l?[grp fc_y of rcasun Kant, whose education m
the School of Wolff pie-dispdsed him to take the
Intellectualist side agaunst the Scensationalism _of
Locke and Hume, admutted, while bemoaning, the
controverstes and diffcrences which prevailed among
Rationalists , but at the same time blamed the
Sceptic for “ignoung pomts of agieement and
findmg only opposition where they should have
sought “the pre-suppositions between which con-
ficting dogmas rest” “ Scepticism,” le says,
‘“ might have been a useful regress had 1t gone back
over the ground traveised by the dogm.tists to the
pomnt where their wandermgs began ' But to deny
the validity of reason could lead only 1o phileeophic
despair  The theoites of Descaites Laubmtz,
and Spinoza were mcompatible and thar incom-
patibility demanded esplanation, but 1t did not
justify _sceptical doubt. Thetr divergencies un-
doubtedly concealed much that was true To
declare with the Sceptic that metaphysical reasoning
could lead to nought but inconsistency was to ignoie
the difference between what 1s complementary and
what 1s contradictory. Divergence and conflict by
no means Justified such despan , for it might be
possible, by 1e-examining the fundamental principles
Y Kntsk der yeinen Vernunft Preface to Sccond Edition,
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of all philosophy and all cognition, to find a common
ground by means of which all differences might be
reconciled or explained, and m this way to re-
establish on a surer Dbasis the metaphysical notions
of God, of Immortality and of I'1icedom

§ 5. Here, implicit even 1 the Introduction to
the Critiqite of Pure Reason, are two principles which
characterise all Critical Plulosophy the principle
of Umty i difference;/and the _p_r1gc1p1e of the
reconcﬂntlon of antitheses m a higher synthesss.
Both prmciples 1 Kant aie logical rather than
mectaphysical , and logically undeistood they form
the_basis of IIL gel’s famous Dialectic, as well as of
mote modern woiks such as the Logzc of Professor
Bosanquet and Dr Joachim’s Nalure of Truih.
Truth, as ‘ Unity m Dafterence,” becomes a system,
an organism, in which no judgment has meanming af
taken Dy 1tself, but each 1s cssentially relative, and
can be undeistood only if taken in conjunction with
others, while these again foum together but a partial
aspcct of the whole The Whole alone 1s self-
evident, absolutcly intclligible and consistent;
and until we know 1t as 1t 1s, with all 1ts differences,
our knowledge will be impcifect and mncomplete.
Hence all truth 1s_an approximation, subject to_
ggc_ogglt—fgg_ Evcry theory m science or phllosophy
1s a thesis which admits of an antithesis with which
1t can be completely reconciled only when the Whole
1s known. All knowledge 1s oiganic, but human
knowledge 1s an orgamism which 1s but partially
Eeveloped. It 1s ever evolving, cver getting modi-

ed, ever growing, yet never seeming to approach
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much nearer to the IdeaP which alone can give 1t
truth by malking it perfect and complete
~e+§ 6. Though Kant mn the Critique of Judgment
SPC«J.I\S of the umverse «s an organic whole which, as
Ground, dctermines the foim and combmation of
the parts m systematic umty, thc mctaphysical
mmport of the doctine of Umly n diflerencee and of
its corollary—o1 perhaps its presupposition—the
doctrne of Immanence was but impeifcctly realised
by 1its author. The conception of the univeise as
Unity of Giound amid structural difference 15 char-
acteristic rafher of the Fichtcan and Hegchan
development of Cuticism, and constitutes the central
feature of Absolute Idcalism J But we must return
to Kant in order to seck yet another principle which
1s even more characteristic of lus own philosophy and
which haslived on after lum as another distinguishing
mark by which we may rccogmse the Critical
philosopher
Kant pioposed to repel the attacks of scepticism
and to 1c-cstablish the authonty of rcason by a
wnew nethod  The rationabst had faled hitheito
|because he had based his reasoning upon principles
and postulates wlich he had never exammed His
yphuosophy was too objective Absorbed 1n the
work of construction, he forgot to enquire into the
conditions which rendered his constructions possible,
His method was essentially dogmatic, for he reasoned
without first crmticising the faculty of reason.
Systems bult uwpon such uncntical foundations
mevitably resulted mn inconsistency, for ignorant of
the sphere within which their conceptions were
vahd, some gave to one principle ymversal
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apphication, while others dented 1t altogether, and
substituted another 1n 1ts stead. Tlus fundamental
error Kant proposed to remedv by enquiring
cutically nto_the presuppositions of knowledge
itsclf, especially of metaphysical knowledge, by
what he calls a “ cuitical examunation of the faculty
of reason 1n general 1n so far as 1t secks for knowledge
that 1s independent of all experience ! )

§ 7. It waswhat he undeistood to be the methods
of science that suggested to Kant his new method of
Cuitical Philosophy  Struck by the contrast between
the msccunty of metaphysics and the harmonious
results wlinch had been attained in physics and
mathematics since the days of Bacon, he asked
himself why 1t was that metaphysics “had never
been so fortunate as to hit upon the sure path of
science, but had kept groping about, and groping,
tog, among the same 1deas.” ?

rThe mtellectual revolution by which at a bound
mathematics and physics became what they are now,
18 [he says] so remarkable that we are called upon
to ask what was the essential feature of the change
that proved so advantageous to them, and to try at
least to apply to metaphysics as far as posstble a method
that has been successful m other rationa] r~ereoes

—
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reason itself has put mto Nature The possibility
of science depends upon @ priors categoties to which
experience is compelled to conform. Gcneralising
_tlus principle, Kant postulated that in a// knowledge
"the object conforms to the nund and not the mind
to the object, ‘and thereby he hoped to get nid of
tthe contradictions of rational and dogmatic meta-
physics J

In tlus purpose, as judged by the opinion of his
successors, Kant failed, for he separated subject
and object 1n such a way that they could never be
brought together in knowledge Yet the prnaple
of a prionn synthesis remams For  Critical
Philosophy the mind, by its activity, does not
mercly acquure, but constitutes l\nowh,dgc Every
man, as the late Dr Caird puts 1t; ** has within im
the general plan for a sclf-consistent natural
system.”! by means of which he arranges synthe-
sises, categorises and brings to unity the manmifold of
sense  The categories of Kant were no mere empty
forms, but real syntheses ; no mere receptacles into
which matter 1s poured hike molten lead into a mould,
but actlye_fungtmmgg__of the mind  The ‘com-

bining * acti.ity of the understandmg converts the
fold . of sense dinto twou

- .ohservi~ a seanence,
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the human mind and discovered the various forms,
of synthesis by which 1t combines and integrates
the data of experience, he did not treat of the
devclopment of these categories, nor of their relations
wnter se (He endowed lus categories with activity
indecd, but not with lfeY It was Hegel who
orgamsed the categoiles and imparted to them
dynamic force It was Hegel who made them
relative and declared that, apart from onc another,:
ihey are nothing at all. Yet 1f pure affirmation 1s
its own necgation, aflimative and ncgative as
opposiies are reconciled i a Imgher wmity wlnch,
capresses their correlativity as parts of a significant;
whole  And combining this 1dea with the Flchtc:m‘
revolution which had abolished the noumenal thing-"
m-itsclf, we arc led to the notion of Reality as a
rational and organic system, in which all differences
are rclative and presuppose 1dentity of ground. Of
tius the final unity, the catcgory of categories, for
Hegel 1s scli-consciousness which transcends even
the fundamental differcnce of the self and the
nof-sclf and rccogmises that objective reality is
posited by 1tself, in itself, and for itsclf, in order
that 1t may realise and know iisclf. This 15 the
final stage 1n tlic development of knowledge, absolute
knowledge ; but 1t exists merely as gn Idea, a term
toward which as mind we are ever approaching
but which we never reach J

. Thus Absolutismis Criticism self-realised. Finding
that thought and bemng are one, from a Theory of
Kniowledge Criticism has grown into a Theory of
Reality. 4 The categolies are no longer regaided as

:g.stitutive of a phenomenal, but of a real world ;
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and that last condition of all knowledge—the
Transcendental Unmity of Apperception—is hypos-
tatised, becommgThe real Subject of an umversal
consciousness, an Absolute which 1s the Ground of
all things, and yet 1s nothing 1n abstraction from,
that of which 1t 1s the Ground A logical pre-
supposition 1s henceforth transformed into an
ontological punciple  The unknown thing-in-itsclf
—that bug-beai of all philosophers—is banished for
ever J Thought and Reality are 1dentified in the
Living knowledge of a concrete oiganic whole.
(K.mt declared that he was concerned ““not with
objects, but with the way i wiuch the knowledge
of objects may be gained, so far as that 1s possible
a praori ”  Criticism, for lnm, was “ not a doctrine,
but a criticism of pure reason, and its special value
1s entirely negative, because it does not enlarge our
knowledge, but only casts light upon the nature of
reason and enables us to keep 1t free from error ”
But Criticism, 1n examining 1ts own presuppositions,
discovered that the ultimate metaphysical con-
ditions of knowledge, subject and objcct, are
essentially relative, immanent and ultimately
1dentical in the Ground of Knowledge 1tself. From
a Method Criticism grew into a Theory of Knowledge,
and from a Theory of Knowledge 1t has developed
mnto a Metaphysic.d

T §9 “The essential feature of the method of
Neo-Kantiamism,” says Professor Veitch, “i1s its
analysis of knowing and 1ts consequent determina-
tion of what 1s meant by bemg, and, mdeced, of
Bemng 1itself.”! And though we may decline to

} Knowing and Being, p. 13, N

[}



INTRODUCTION 13

designate as Kantian wnteis of such divergent views
as Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Renouvier, Green, the
brothers Caird, or Messis. Wallace, McTaggart,
Bradley, Joachim and Bosanquet, the fact remains
that the fundamental principles of their pluilo-
sophical positions are the same as those of Kant.
All adopt the principles of Immanence and of
identity of ground amid structural difference. All
maintain, with Renouvier, that *the nature of mug_%
1s such that no knowledge can be acquired or l
expressed, and consequently no real existence!
conceived, except by means of rclation and as g)
system of relations ”' All acknowledge, with Mr.!
Bradley, that Reality cannot be wvitiated by scli-
discrepancy, “and that since Reality 1s one, and
must own and cannot be less than appearance,”?
we must somehow reconcile discrepant appearances
m higher syntheses In this way knowledge 1s
_evolved, but 1ts evolution for us 1s incomplete, and,
therefore, as all allow, with Dr. Joaclum, o%r know-
ledge 1s only an approximation and may have to
undergo indefinite modification 1n every pait before
1t attains to the Ideal of a sigmificant and systematic
Whole. Fmally, all grant the a priore structure
and the constructive activity of mind, in virtue

of which, as Professor Bosanquet puts 1t, * intelli-
| gence cgat_es,_a.nds\usg_gls our real world,” so that

*Togical science®s the analysis, not of irdiwvidual
réal~objects, but of the imtellectual stiucture of
reality.”®

1 Les dilemmes de la Metaplysique, p 11
t Appearance and Reaitty, p. 105.
| "Logi, vol. n, p. 236.
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These considerations justify us, I think,
classing those 1dcalist plulosophers who identify
bemng and thought, and affum the univaise o be a
rational and systematic w hole, compusmg a gi nound
'md its_multiform differences, as members of one
great school m which, amid much divergence and

varicty of opymon, the main pimaples of Ciiticism
still smvive 4 Absolutism or Olyectlive Idmhsm—l
we may give the doctines of this school a common
name—is_thus a thesis m the organic development
of philosophic thought , and accoiding to Hegchan
principles we should look for an antithesis  that
anfithesis 1s Pragmatism

§ 0. In its ongn thete 1s a remaikable 1¢sem-
blance between Pragmatism and Absolutism  So
manifold weie the diffcentiations of Cutical
Philosophy, so vague and mystical many of 1ls
ideas, so non-human and difficult to grasp its
interpretation of the Univase, that at length a
protest was evolved, accompanied by a demand
for gieater cleainess and gicater simplicity of
thought. This demand was fist vowed by Mr
C. S Peirce (1879) who suggested a new kind of
Occam’s razor by means of wlich we mught dis-
tingusi uscful from uscless metaphy51ca1 notions
Only those notions which had ‘ practical beattngs’
on human life were worthy of discussion ; the rest
might be consigned to oblivion Metaphysics, he
says, ‘‘ has lutherto been a piece of amuscment for
idle minds, a sort of game at cless, and the rafio
essends of Pragmatism 1s to make a clean sweep of
most of the propositions of ontology, nearly all of
which are senseless rubbish, where wordssare defifie.!
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by words and so on without ever reaching any real
concept !

Mr Pewrce’s 1deas did not take root imme-
diately , but after an mnterval of several years
they reappcared 1n the writings of Professor James
and Dr Schiller, and, backed up by wigorous
polemics from the pens of both these writers, have
developed 1nto that many-sided Theory of Know-
ledge, which we now know under the name of
Pragmatism Professoi James and Dr. Schiller
both thought that Metaphysics once agnin needed
to be “re-established on a surer basis ” 1n order to
defend 1t from the attacks of Scepticism Dr.
Schiller was convinced that “ the vague and mean-
mgless abstiactions,” ‘‘the gorgeous cloudland ™
and “ the philosophic extravagance ” of Absolulism

must have gencrated an unavowed but deep-100ted and
widespread distrust of and disgust with the methods
which have starved philosophy in the midst of plenty,
and condemned i1t to sterility and deccay in the very
midst ot the unpaialleled progiess of all other branches
of knowledge ?

§ 11 Asin the days of Kant, so now, one of the
branches of knowledge in which piogress 1s most
tapild and most marked 1s that of Science.
Accordingly we once more find the philosopher
asking the scientist to teach him how to philosophise.
The revolution mn philosophy which Mr. Peirce
maugurated was significant If metaphysical 1deas
are to be valued according to their practical bearings
and 1f our conception of such bearings or effects 1s

Y7 he Momst, Apr 1905, P. I7I.
% Iiddles of the Sphin, p. 94.
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the whole of our conception of an object, then truth
will be determuined in part at least by purposes and
needs, and our evaluations will depend largely upon
the emotions and the will The thesis which
Professor James defends 1n his Will to Belicve 1s
precisely this, that our emotions not only do, but
ought, 1n some cases at any rate, to act as
determwnants of choice 1n regard to rival theories
This 1s of the very essence of Pragmatism ; but at
the time when the Wil fo Believe was written
Pragmatism was still in the cmbiyonic stage  What
1t needed was a principle, more precise and more
scientific than the practical maxim of Peirce, yet
at the same time no less human, a principle which
should sum up 1in a few words the universal
charactenistics of the act of cognition. Already in
his pre-pragmatic Riddles Dr. Schiller had suggested
that 1t might be possible to provide food for the
starving philosopher, * simply by basing our Meta-
physics on our Science,” and eventually the required
punciple was found 1n the mcthod of Science, which
1s now discovered to consist, not, as Kant said, in
forcing nature to conform to a priors forms alrcady
eaisting in the mind, but 1 framing hypotheses with
a_view to controlling nature and 1n venfying those
hypotheses in experience by means of their practical
Iesults

Pragmatism claims that this is the umversal form
which allnfiogmtlon takes. ‘“All mental 11:fe 1S
_purposive.” 7 Cognition 15 due to the exmgencies of
hwman nature which awaken n us the desire to
orgamse the crude matertal of experience and

1 Schalles, Studies 1n Humanism, P 10.
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‘“ transmute it into palatable, manageable, and
liveable forms.”' Hence Pragmatism 1s “a_syste-
matic protest against all ignoring of the purpostve
character of actual knowmng,”* or “a thorough
recogmtion that the puiposive character of mental
Jife generally must mnluence and peivade our most
remotely cogmitive activities ”’4/ In order to mould
rexperience to swit our nceds, we frame hypothescs
or ‘make guecsses,” m which we postulate that
whencver we perform any determinate action
naturc will respond 1n a ceitain way We then
expervment, that 1s, we cairy into cxecution the
proposced action and await results If nature, as
modafied by our action, responds on all occasions 1n
the way we destre, our postulate 1s validated and
1s so far truc  If natuie does not 1espond as we
desire, we fitame a new hypbthesis and experiment
agan

Thus for the pragmatisis {experience’ is_experi-
ment 1 the conciete In the acquisition of
l\nowlcdgc we always begm with a hypothe51s
which we doubt and wish to veufy It piesents
a clam to truth, but 1s not yet ‘truc’ Action
follows, and 1if 1ts consequences harmonise with our
preconceptions, our hypothesis 1s confiimed and
validated.* Hence all truths are logical values
They are hypotheses framed so as to satisfy our needs
and verified 1n experience Y They are worth some-
thing to us for they enable us to adapt ouisclves
to our environment, or 1ather to adapt that environ-

1 Schiller, ‘Axioms as Postulales' in Personal Idealism, § 1

2 Studies sn Humanism, p. 11.

8 Schiller, Humamsm, p 8.

8 Peirce, ** What Pragmatism 1s,” Monist, Apr. 1905, p. 173

C
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ment to the exigencies of our nature  That is frue
which, by 1ts consequences, j:ttlSﬁC_S}\llmﬂ.ll neceds ,
and the pragmatic criteuon of tiuthythough it may
be expressed in many ways, 1s ultimately reducible
to this power of consequences to satisfy our necdi?
oot indeed any particular need, but the nceds o
our whole nature and peisonality

§ 12 This 1s Pragmatism, winch, from an
examination of ‘the actual ways 1n which dis-
crimination between the true and the false 1s
effected,” professes to have discovered a general
method of determining the natuie of truth. Dr
Schiller, however, 1n his Axtoms as Postulaics extends
the pragmatic doctrine of Postulation to the genesis
of knowledge 1n the past hustory of the race. We
scem to be given an eaternal world, but this 1s an
ilusion , 1t has really been formed by the validated
postulates of our ancestors, and 1n so far as it seems
to be given to us in 1eady-made concepts and
axioms, we are really living on our capital, inherited
or acquited, not helping to carve or ‘create’ the
cosmos, but enjoying the fiurt of our labours or
those of others ' This application of pragmatic
principles to the gcncmsj of knowledge 1n the racc
1s known as Humamism~ It 1s an extension and a
generalisation of Mr Peirce’s maxim that the 1dea
\of a thing 1s the 1den of 1ts conscquences forus _ All
truths, no matter whether they appear as axioms
or as a priors concepts, are at bottom man-made
truths, values determlmcéd/s *
Humanism, says Profcssor James, ©1s the doctrne
that, to an unascertainable extent, our truths are

Y ‘Axioms as Postulales,' § 5
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man-made products Human nature shapes all
our questions, human satisfaction lurks n all our
answais, all our formulas have a human twist.” % -

§ 13. Theterms ‘ Pragmatism’ and  Humanism’
are usually applied to the latest development of
Anglo-American Philosophy, but M Blondel ong:-
nally called his Philosophie de I Actrion by the name
of Pragmatism, while Fiench wrteis such as
MM Le Roy, Wilbois, Milhaud, and German writers
such as Mach, Avenarius, and Simmel, aie frequently
claimed as humamsts, and cven “the great
Poincaré,” says Professor James, ““ misses it only
by the breadth of a hair ”*

M Blondel’s philosophy, however, 1s hardly prag-
matic  Still, masmuch as his plulosophic proof of
great religious truths 1s based on the © Ideals * which
arc revealed 1 purposive human action, there 1s a
certain resemblance 1n their rehigious aspect between
the two doctrines The piagmatism of Le Roy,
Mach and other French and Geiman writers, on the
other hand, 1s very similar to the Anglo-American
production, though 1t appeais to have origmated
quite independently of Professor James and Dr.
Schiller It began as a Cutique of Science, and
to Scienice it 1s still, for the most part, restricted.
The Neo-Criticism of Renouvier marked a return to
the pomnt of view of the Practical Reason. In.
emphasising the antithesis belween scientific cate-
gories and the postulate of Frcedom, he gave
preference to the latier and pronounced Science
incapable of solving the pioblem of Reility except
on the basis of Frcedom. The Fiench Philosophie
de la Confingence takes a similarly restucted view

! Dragmatism, p 242. 2 Mind, NS 52, p 46.
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of the applicability of scientific laws, but goes
further, and to a large extent reverses the Kantian
Revolution  Nature, m this theory, 1s not deter-
mmed by any a priors forms, but 1s an independent
and even a free agency. We try to reconstruct it
mentally, but 1t refuses to confoim exactly to the
catcgoiies we force upon it We seck to explain 1t
by uniwversal and nccessary laws, but they are
found to be inapplicable in many cases, for the simple
reason that their necessity and their universality 1s
duc to our abstiaction, and not to Nature itself,
which 1s concrete and contingent . M. Boutroux,
in lus work entitled De la Contingence des Lois de la
Nature, defimitely introduces freedom 1nto the
hitherto sacied 1calm of Physical Science ' No
physical law 1s absolutely cxact, but only a pcu
prés, because 1t expiesses merely a quantitative
relation between phenomena, whereas, 1n reality,
over and above the phenomenon there 1s the sub-
stance, over and above quantity, quality, and
over and above the law, the rcal cause. Real
causes, morcover, though stnving to attam a
definite end, are 1n some degree ficc 1 respect of
the means which they use. Consequently the
future 1s contingent ; natuial laws are not necessary,
and their umiversality 1s weakened by an element
of chance

§ 14 The conncction belween this Philosophie
de la Contingence—or as 1t 1s sometimes called ¢ The
New Philosophy of France ’—and Anglo-American

Pragmatism hes in tlus, that both protest against

! of. Humanism, pp. 12 (note), 15, and St
op i emart 427?1) ( ), I8, 0 Studies sn Humanism,
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the view that in knowledge we copy reality. Science,
they say, has no right to hypostatisc her laws, for
they are mere abstractions Still Iess has she any
nght to regard them as constitutive, for they are
merely methodological From the time of Mon-
taigne onwards Scepticism had withheld ts
destructive hand from the cications of the scientist,
but now the Scientific Mcthods 1n which Kant had
so firm a belief, are once more called 1n question
Science and Metaphysics are reduced to the same
level of certainty or uncertainty Both are con-
structions and must stand or fall togcther according
\as they behave under the 11goious test of practical
conscquences for manv Both woitk by means of
Hypotheses, which can only as a tule be pattially
vertfied; and so arc ncver certain, but only more.
ot less probable, morc or less convemnent, workable,
prolific, satisfactory ¥ The ‘true’ is the expedient,
the hypothests that is useful and will work But
‘what will work to-day may not woik to-morrow,’
so that truth for the Pragmatist as for the Absolutist
1s never more than an approximation, provisionally
true but subject to indefimite modification  * When
we discover the place which 1s held by hypotheses
i the Sciences,” says M Pomncaré, “we ask our-
selves 1f all their constructions are well-founded,
and we believe that a breath would destroy them ™!
Scientific laws, M Le Roy declares, are merely
symbols, convement formule, disconrs, which, the
more systematic they become, the further are they
removed from concrete reality  Similarly, Professor
James asserts that scientific defimtions are only

< o A N
L Prei to La Science e} L'Hypothése.
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‘man-made formule,” which exist i verbal and
conceptual quarters, and lead to uscful, sensible
termini, but which cannot be said to coirespond
with them
§ 15 There 1s a growmng tendency, too, 1n both
Fiench and Anglo-Ameiican Pragmatism to take a
soctal view_of Truth ; and to regard 1t as satisfymng
the common necds of the race rather than those
which are peculiar to the individual Truth has
what M Milhaud calls a “pormal objechosty” Or
as M Poincaré¢ expresses 1t, * Nothing 1s objective
but that which is true for_all ™! Professor Jamcs
Tikewise affirms that  tiue 1deas lead to consistency,
_stability, and flowing human intercourse, and lead
away flom eccentricity and 1solation ”2 Even Dr
Scluller, who belicves that our metaphysics must
always have a peisonal tinge,” yet admuts that the
latter tends to disappear through the interaction of
human minds, which gradually leain to impose the
same, or at least very similar, forms on the plastic
receptivity of matter ¢ Clearly, then, the ‘new’
Philosophy of Fiance forms part of the pragmatic
movement, though, lhke the German edition of
Pragmatism, 1t 1s confined, for the most part, to the
Philosophy of Science, and necglects that religious
and emotional aspect of Pragmatism which is sct
forth in the W3l to Believe and 1n The Ethical Basis
of Metaphysics with which Dr Schiller introduces
us to Ins work on Humamsm
§ 16 In Germany, Pragmatism has found a

1La Valeur de la Science, p 265

2 Pragmatism, p 213

8*Axioms as Postulates,’ § 1

4 Ibid §§1tos, and cf. Stdies sn Humanism, pp. 16, 1 7 and 428.
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fuend m Herr Simmel, who, 1 his Philosople des
Geldes, treals mc1dcntally of the nature of truth
Herr Simmel regards truth as a value determined
by our needs, of which cconomical values ate only
a paticular casc, but though Ius standpoint and
the general form of lus arguments 1s different {rom
that usually adopted by Piagmatism, his claim to
rank as a pragmatist can hardly be questioned
Professor Mach also 1s undoubtedly a pragmatist,
and his Pragmatism 1s much more thorough-going
even than that of the Philosoplue de la Contingence,
though, like the latter, 1t 1s chiefly concerned with
Science  For Professor Mach, as for M Poincaré,
the data of Science aie sensations, and 1ts aim 1s to
organise, classify and systematise ihe latter by
mecans of symbolic formule All cognition 1s
governcd by the piumciple of Thought-cconomy,
which expresses a primaiy need of our nature and
demands, among other things, that when experience
fails to confirm our expectations a mimmum of
modification must be introduced into the i1deas by
which 1t 1s symbolised, and that both ideas and
formule must always be cxpressed n the simplest
possible way

Avenarius has given to the scienfific theory of
Energetics, of which Professors Mach and Ostwald
are among the chief representatives, a plilosophical
setting in his Knitik der resnen Erfalirung (1890)
His point of view 1s biological Knowledge 1s only
one form of a wifal serics—pain, striving, satisfaction,
and, as with Professor Mach, the prmciple of
Thought-economy domunatces all cognitive activities
As knowledge develops, the useless representations
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which characterise popular religions and realistic
philosophtes will be eliminated.  True philosophy
must return to pure experience, 1n which all know-
ledge 1s descriptive, and 1 wlich quantitative
rather than qualitative relations and laws prevail
§ 17. Whether or not therc 1s any metaphysic
wlich can be called pragmatic may be disputed
Indeed, Professor James cxpressly declares that
Pragmatism 1s compatible with any metaphysic, and
the Corridor-Theory of the Itallan piragmatist,
Papini, scems to confium this view. On the other
hand, we arc mformed that the primuy aun of
Progmatism 1s to re-establish metaphysics on a,
scientific basis,, and Mr Peuce’s test of  practical
beatings ’ was mtended especially for the climination
of ‘uscless’ metaphysical notions, a puipose to
which both Professor James and Dr Scluller are
accustomed to apply 1t  Morcover, cvery theory of
knowledge has to discuss the metaphysical conditions
of knowledge, and so 1s foirced, nolens volens, to take
up some metaphysical attitude  Pragmatism, then,
cannot help being to some extent metaphysical
This 1s admutted by Professor James, who tells us
that Pragmatism has at any rate ‘ metaphysical
affimties ,” and if we may judge by his own meta-
physical writings, the tendency of Pragmatism 1
toward a Philosophy of Pure Experience, in vﬁﬁ
no tians-cxperiential agents of unification, sub-
stances, intellectual categories and powers, or selves,
are necded * Dr Schiller, on the other hand, has
defined Pragmatism 1n one place as “a consclous

1% A World of *Pure Experience” (Jam h
Psy and Sc  Methods, 1904.,%, $34. (Jasmes), Journ of Phi.
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application to epistemology (or logic) of a tcleo-
logical _psychology which ultimately implies _a
voluntaristic metaphysm ”1  Now for avoluntarlstlc
metaphysic, *“actual 1ealitics are always relative
to to the cnds of practical life, and human valuations
cxercise their sway over every region of our
eaperience 2 Hence, regarded from tlus aspect
Pragmatism would scem to tend toward Persomf
Idcalism, since that practical Life in regard to which
rcahty 1s relative, and that active process of
cvaluation 1n which tiuth 1s said to consist, scems
to imply a recal personal agent  In any case, Prag-
matism certainly has pronounced metaphysical
affinities, and these we must discuss 1n their proper
place, and shall then scec how far the Philosophy
of Pure Expcrience and Personal Idcalism are
presupposed by and how fat they serve to complete
Pragmatism 1tsclf.

§ 18 The term Realism, 1n ats onginal significa-
tion, 1s applied to the doctrine that universals haye,
at any rate, some kind of objective existence and
arc not metc creations of the mund , but the term
has acquired a wider signification and may now be
apphed to any philosophy which adopts the stand-
pownt of common-sense, and attempts to interpret
and_systematise 1ts beliefs S without explaning them
Jay.J Now, the ordmary man belicves 1mn real

objects, real houscs, windows, doors, stones, trecs,
animals and men, which cyist and act and thrnive
and arc acted upon quitc independently of himself
He does not confuse things with his gwn sensations,
nor dogs he cver dream that 1t 1s ?‘hlmself or his

1 Studies s Humamsm, p 12 t Humamsm, p 8
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anceslois, or both, who have constructed and bumlt
up the world /he sces about lum by the action of
ther mindsv He riguds lus own thoughts and
fcchings as somewhat fimsy and extiemely transient
acts or qualitics wlich bclong to himsclf, whereas
the cxistence of #eal things 15 somelluing quite
different  Real tlungs have jhcu own qualities,
colours, shapes, sizcs, weights Y Some of them move
about, otheis remain still Some of them giow,
others do not  But all of them have propertics by
which we arc able to distingmgh one fiom gnother, to
“recognise tham and to get to know them.Y The plun
man knows somcthing about lumself, tgo e, like
the rest, 1s a ‘ {hang,’ but a thing which thinks and
feeds and walls besides bemg able {o move, {o act
and to be acted upon  He be lieves, also, that there
are many other beings wlicli have wdeas, emotions,
passions like to hus own, to which they give
expression 1 much the same way that he doces
Fmally, he usually Delicves also m a  supreme
Bang, far more peifect than all the 1est of the
woild put together—a Being by whom all these
things have been made, who watches over them,
and by whom he and other human bemngs will be
rewarded or pumished according to their deserts
Such, m brief, are the beliefs of common-sense,
and with these as lus data, the realist begins to
philosoplise  He does not_assume_the valdity of
all these beliefs as. 'quf\t/u'm The V'ﬂldlty of behef
m Tthe evstence of God for instance, _has. to be|
proved Nevertheless that, in geneial, there arce
real things whuch have an existence and nature of
their own, and aie m tlus respect both independent
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of and external to himself, he regards as a self-
evident truth, as he does also the possibihty of
knowing them Or, to put the maiier n anothcr{
way, tdythe realist 1t 15 sclf-evident that knowledge;
13 possible  Hence he nfeis that the facultics by!
mcans of which 1\11()“’1((1"(, 15 acquued must, m
reneral, be trustworthy, and their deliverances
Ob]CLthCly valid Now, one of the deliverances of
our human facultiecs wlich 1s not only normal, but
absolutely umversal, and, onc mught almost say,
mstinctive, 15 that there docs eaist an objective
real _world , hence tlus also the reahist gccepts as a
s_el_f_—ggglcnt truth  Smularly, i regard to those
other beliefs of common-sense, the beltef an real
substances, causcs, activilies, purposes, the aim of
the realist 1s to explam witliout expluning away
Somechow such belicfs have ansen, and 1t 1s the
business of the philusopher to account for them,
to discuss their origin, to show how far they are
valid, and, if invald, to show how far they ert, and
how 1t comes about that what scems to be a natural
and normal function of the human mnd should
lead us astray  In this enquury the gmding principle
of the reahist 1s as follows Hold fast to what you
know, and do not doubt what you seem to shave
arrived at by an immediate judgment and a natural
process of reasoning unless you are forced so to do
The beliefs of spontancous common-sensc may, 1n
the end, turn out to be false , but do not begin by
assuming them to be false Rather accept them
as true, and then sce whether, on this basts, 1t 1s
not possible to give a rational and consstent account
of the umverse—an account which shall explain
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both the nature and the possibility of knowledge
and truth, and which shall also provide us with
uscful critena for distingmshing truth from
CITOT.

§ 19. The realist, then, begms to philosophise

fiom the pomnt of view of common-sense  Accord-
ngly he understands by knowledge a psychical act
or statc 1n which somchow the natuic of objective
reality 1s revealed to the human ‘mind, and by truth
the correspondence of knowledge with objective
fact. 4 We observe, percaive, apprehend, judge and
reason correctly m so far as our observation, per-
ception, concepts, judgments and conclusions have
an objective counterpart to which they coirespond
Truth 1s an adacquatio. But there can be no question
of truth, unless i perceiving, concciving, and
judging, our thoughts have objective reference
Sensations as such aie neither truc nor false, but
only become so when mtegiated mto percepts "md
referred to objective 1vality  Objective reference,
however, 15 a function of the intellect, and as 1t 1s
tlus which gives to our thoughts and 1deas their
claim to tiuth, truth 1s defined, not as an adacquatio
sensus, but as an  adacquatio wmiellectus ¢t rer

§_How 1s this adacquatio or corrcspondence

ossible > Common-sense believes that objects act
upon the senses and 1t 1s upon thlS Aassumption and
upon the prmC1p1e that cvery eﬂect _must resemble
its cause, that the rcalist—or at any rate the
scholastic realist—bases his explanation of corres-
pondence  Extcinal and matenial objects affect our
senses and thus directly or indirectly determine they
content of thought, s.e., determine what we think
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1s opposed to thought 1tself considered as a form of
mental activity The metaphysical conditions _of
Jknowledge 1n Realism, theicfore, ¢te on the pait
'of the object (1) activily (omne ens agit sccundum
suam natwram) and (2) wicligibihty (omne ens non
ol est wunun (ndividuum) cf bonwm (appetibile),
se.s chram vernmn (intdligibile) , wlule on the part of
the subject theie 15 requiied both passivity (oninss
cognttio fit sccundum sinnliludinent cognity et cogno-
scerrtes) and activity of a psyclucal and conscious
o.der (cognitum cst i cognoscente secundum modum
cognoscenlys) Fuither, owing {o the fact that all
mtellectual actwvity 1s conditioned by that of the
nervous system, which alone 15 ducelly affected by
matcrial objects, coguition 1s mcdiated by sense-
perception, and alf knowledge 15 ultimalely derived
from scnse- data (Nehed est e anbillccty 1use quod
fuerst scnsu) Tlus_latler condition, however,
does not cxclude ihe powblhty of our knowing
objects other than those of which we have direct
experiencg, as Kant muuntamed  On the contrary,
we know many things of which we have had no
dircct expertence , for just as ‘fiom the existence of
“knowledge we may iniu ihe exisience of whatever
15 presupposed by knowledge as 1its condition, so
from the fact that certain objects exist and are
directly experienced, we may mfer the existence of
others as their conditions or causes.
§ 21. The ultimate cuiletion of tiuth for Realism
follows from s thco1y of ihe natuic of truth. It
18 ob] ective cvidence , we give our assent only when
§'we believe that the ob]ect and not any other cause
has determined the content of ow thoughts. Other
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critenta there are, of course, for contiadiction, 1lhicit
inference, the influence of prejudice, preconceived
1deas and 1llusions duc to the abnormal state of the
mind, must be excluded, but these are mostly
negative, and m the end assent 1s gwven, or should
be given, only when 1t 1s evident that the object
about which we are thinking, and that alone, h.
determined the content of our thoughts
§ 22 The theory of knowledge which I

briefly outlined above and to wluch I have given |
name of Realism, 1s, m pumnciple, the same as the.
of Arnstotle and Aquinas, though ncither of these
philosophers wrote what we should call an
Epistemology (There are other Realisms Red,
Hamilton, and the Scottish school of Common-
Scnse base their Realism solcly on Intwition, and
conscquently their ticatment of the subject 1s far
less systematic than that of Anstotle or the
Scholastics  Thete 15 also a ‘new ' Realism which
has found many caponents 1n IEngland and Ametica,
notably Professor Bertiand Russell and M1 Moore.
The ‘new’ realists distinguish consciousness from
the objects about which we are conscious not only
n cxternal sense-perception and ideal thought, but
in all perception and 1n all thought Hunger, pamn
and pleasure arc not identical with the feeling or
consclousness of hunger, of pamn and of pleasure.
Doubtless there 1s something to be said m favour
of this opmion, though 1t may easily be misunder-
stood, and suggests ihe ultra-Realism of certain
Medizval phulosophers. In any case as yet the
‘new’ Realism 1s not sufficiently exphcit on the
larger question of metaphysics to admit of our
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e to the more fully

Absolutism.

1 speak of Realism in

\ll refer to Realism as
the Scholastics, for

UL and fully developed
Realis, 1as been of late, as
Professor va. it, a marked tendency

to return to the Anstoteuan it;lmdpomt m philo-
sophy, and 1t 1s the justification of this tendency
which I wish 1o discuss” ’\Iatcrlahsm and Positivism,
though still plausible fo superficial minds, have
proved themselves incapable of giving an 1nter-
pretation of the Universe which can satisfy the
philosopher v Absolutism, Pr. fgmahsm and Realism
are the only alternatives between which the philo-
sopher can make a rational choice. Piagmatism 1s
the antithesis of Absolutism, and at present 1s
contending with the latter for supremacy in the
philosoplic woild  Realism, 1n tegaid to these two
extiemes, occupics a via media, and 1t 1s as a vig
media that I wish heie to picsent it Aristotle has
said that vutue lies in the mean, and we may say
the same, pethaps, of plulosophic tiuth, But by
a wa media 1 understand not an eclectic philosophy,
nor yet a compromuse, bul rather what Hegehans
would call a_‘higher’ synthesis. The tiue way n
philosophy 1s that which, by a crifical cxamination
of the very foundation upon which philosophy 1s
bult, shall discover at what - ¢ t preciscly diver-
gence has arisen, shall show 'Aar the divergence
on either side 1s due to exaggeration or to a one-
sided view, and hence shall be able to reconcile the
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two antithescs by distu
1s true and wcll-founds
§ 24 At the root of
lies its theory of kno
of the strength of a

applicd than an e v
knowledge upon whict _atiops
Which that theory mus -ww-r. alrcady

mndicated, three-fold ' rust yu ai, 1ts psychological
analyses of cogmition must be exact; it must not
gencerahise for theory’s sake unlesssuch generalisations
ate warranted by mtiospective fact. Sccondly,
metaphysical conditions must be assigned which
show the possibility of knowledge and of truyth,
while yet retamung 7 these teims ther full and
real significance, for to mutilate the notion of
truth 1n order to explain 1t 1s urational, and to
assign to knowledge a sensc altogether foreign to that
which 1s commonly accepted, 1s to explamn, not
knowledge, but somcthmg clse for which 1t would
have been better to comn a new term And, 1 the
third place, the validity of cognitive processes must
be cxamined, and criteria of truth assigned by
means of which to test their validity How far
Absolutism, Pragmatism and Realism satisfy these
conditions remains to be seen; but mn so far as
either fails, 1t 1s incomplete, and must contan
somewhere an element of error (A final judgment
cannot be passed, however, until we have studied
each theory in all = bearings, psychological, meta-
physical, and cpistamological, since each theory
foims a whole, and as a whole 1t should be judged.



PART 1.

THE PsYCIIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF
COGNITION.

CHAPTER 1.
THE DATA OF EXPERIENCE.
SENSE-PERCEPTION

§ 25 It 1s impossible to examine the truth of
theory with any hope of success, unless first we
know where fact ends and where theory begins.
Theory 1itsclf may be, and often, indeed, 1t claims
to be, mercly a description of facts, more accurate,
more ultimate, and more systematic than that of
the data with which we started Hence the dis-
tinction between theory and fact, 1t may be said,
1s relative to our point of view Be that as 1t may,
1t 15 necessary to stait somewhere, and 1t 1s necessary
also clearly to realisc where we do start. For, 1n
order to discuss the validity of explanation or
theoretical description—if the latter term be pre-
ferred—it 1s cssential to know preasely what 1t 1s
we are trying to explamn. Philosophers, scientists,
all theonists do de faclo take for granted certain
data which they think will be clear, obvious, ‘ given ’
to everybody alike, and will theicfore be admitted

D
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by all. Much philosophic confusion, however,
mght have been avoided 1n the past had theonsts
taken the tiouble at the outsct to tell us precisely
what their data were, instcad of leaving it to critics
to discover this for themselses

§ 26 What, then, are the data upon which the
Theory of Knowledge 1s bult? What the facts
which an cpistemologist may take for granted
without being guilty of a pefsto primcipss ? The
philosopher will reply ‘ the data of experience ,” and
of late, philosophising scientists also have taken up
this convenient formula DBut what are the data
of experience ? The phiase 1s a famihar one, yet
I doubt if any two persons would interpret it
exactly mn the same way Does 1t mean the data
of our experience, or the data of ‘ pure ’ experience ?
If the data of owr expericnce, by what means are
we to distingmish what 1s a datum from what 1s
not, 2e, flom what 1s duc to interpretation, to
preconceived 1deas, to a background of thecary?
And if the data of ‘ puie’ experience 1s meant, how
are these data to be discovered, and where arc they
to be found ?

Mr Shadworth Hodgson holds that all philosophy
should start from the data of pure experience.! The
distinctions of subject and object, of things and
therr appearances, of mind and matter, are to pe
excluded from thc realm of the given They
are not data, but accrctions with which the pure

! cf Studies in Humamism, p 187, where Dr Schller tells us
that * Fact,’ in the wider sensc of the term, which includes
mmagmings, 1llusions, errors, and which 1s anterior to the dis-
tinction of appearance and reality, 1s * the starting point and
final touchstone of all our theories about reality
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data of experience have been distorted and
defiled.

Altbough [he says] the ultimate data of experence
without which all further or more complex forms of
1t would be mmpossible, consists of states or process-
contents of consciousness, this by no means mmplies
that they consist of states or process-contents of
consciousness as distinguished from realibies*

To regard them as such 1s to adopt the psycho-
logical point of view, and hence to introduce into
philosophy an assumption which 1s wholly unfounded
in the data of pure experience

Now, 1t 1s a very casy mattcer to tell us that we
must begin to philosophise mercly upon the data
of ‘pure’ experience, but 1t 15 quite a different
matter to attempt to carry this principle out in
practicc For, from what source, may I ask, arc
such data to be obtamed ? To whose experience
do they belong? To that of the amocba, the
savage, the new-born babe, pethaps But we are
neither amocbae, not savages. nor yet new-born
babes, nor can we mmagmne what 1s the state of
mind of such interesting beings. We cannot even
construct 1t hypothetically, no matter how powerful
our 1magination may be, or how apt we may be
at making guesses, unless we first study the data
of our own cxperience, and base our fanciful guess-
work upon these Personally, though I have tried
hard, I must confess that I have found myself quite
unable to get nd of the subjcct-object distinction
i any of my conscious acts Either I think of
things as part of myself, or else as something other

Y The Mctaphysics of Experience, vol T,p 116,
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thau inyself. Even when bisking idly in the sun
or passively enduring the pleasures of a warm bath,
or gazing with absent mind at what 15 before me,
there still seems to be in my mund sbme faint dis-
tinguishing of subject and object. < It may be said
that I put the distinction there when I reflect.
Possibly, but such a statement, at any rate, 1s not
a datum of expetience I seem to be able to intro-
spect a psyclucal act, even while 1t 1s taking place ;
and there I find the distinction sure enough. But
even 1if all intiospection 1s retrospection 1t still scems
to be true that in any act of cognition which 1s just
going, or which 1s retained 1n memory, objects are
regarded as something other than myself. Indeed,
if mtrospection 1s incompatible with duect objective
experience, 1t ought also to be mcompatible with
retained or remembered expeiiences, and so to be
imposstble altogether.

In no casc, howcever, 1s my argument affccted.
For unless memory invanably plays us false, the
distinction of subject and object, which appears
when we reflect, must have been there ongmally,
though 1t may have belonged to the * fringe’ of con-
sciousness to which we do not directly attend That
all devcloped human consclousness 1s noetic, and
that n all noetic consciousness subject and object
are distinct, 1s, 1n fact, admitted now by almost all
psychologists  Our experience 1s certainly not pure
cxperience. It may have been ‘pure’ when we
started life, but of this we neither have nor can have
any certain knowledge, for no one remembers what
he was like when first he emeiged from his mother’s
womb. It 1s absurd, then, to base philosophy on
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data of which we have no certain knowledge, and
about which no two philosophers can be found ta
agrecc Our only course, therefore, 1s to start with
knowlcedge as we have 1t, with human knowlcdge,
which 1s the only knowledge common to us all, and
upon which cach may reflect when he walls

§ 27. The dafa of our cxperience, then, are the
data from which the cpistemologist must start and
which he must seck to eaplun® These data,
thanks to introspection, are 1eadily accessible to
all.  Our minds arc always more or less cognitive.
We are always observing, hsieming, reading,
thinking Even when actively engaged we are not
wholly unconscious of what 1s going on around us,
and we certamly think, as a 1ule, about what we
arc dommg Each one of us has alrcady acquired
a stock of knowledge of greater or less extent, and
to this he adds daily by perception, by inference,
and by means of information gumned from others.
Thus 1t 1s possible for us to study, not only know-
Iedge as a habit or state of mund, but also knowledge
i the making.

There 1s clearly a difficulty, however, 1n taking as
our starting pont the data of our experience Our
experience 1s certainly not what it was in infancy,
and 1t may be objected that the belefs which now
accompany our cognitive acts and seem to be spon-
taneous are not so mn reahty The data of our
expernence, 1t may be said, are so hopelessly nter-
mingled with mterpretations duc to the process by

Lcf Studses sn Humamsm, p 184, where we are told that we
must start with ** immediate experience, with the actual knowing
just as we find 1t 1n our own adult minds, ”’ but contrast p, 187
cited above § 26 where a contradictory assertion is made.
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which knowledge has been acquired in the individual
or in the race, that it is impossible to distinguish
what 1s 2 datum from what 1s not. The possibility
of such an admixture of interpretation with primitive
data cannot be denied. But it must be remembered
that we do not clam to start with primtive data.
It 1s one thing to say that we have n our expcerience
such and such data, and quitc another thing to
pretend that these data are the data of ‘pure’
or oniginal experience  The data of our experience,
our beliefs about ourselves and objective reality and
the judgments 1n which such behefs are acquired,
confirmed and espressed, these we know for certain,
Of these we are diectly conscious, and can discover
by introspection, not, indeced, how they arose in
the first instance, but how we add to them by the
actual cognitive processes which arc constantly
taking place 1n our own minds  Such beliefs may or
may not be illusory, but 1t 1s certain that we have
them. They may or may not be ‘impure,’ they
may or may notl be due to interpretation and 1llicit
mference , that remains to be proved and can neither
be assumed nor straightway denied But it 1s
certain that at present belief 1n our own existence,
spiritual and corporeal, 1n an objective and matenal
world, and 1 other minds and bodies like to our
own, appecars to be spontaneous and natural. Of
the data of ‘pure’ experience no one can tell us
anything for certain  Their very existence 1s hittle
more than a hypothesis But the data of our
experience are simply the beliefs of the plain man
before he begins to philosophise, and the cognitive
processes by which fresh behefs are day by day
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generated m his mind—beliefs and processes which,
I allow, are not what they were when the man was
a child, and which may be 1llusory and false, but
beliefs and processes which, provided we make no
assumption as to their objective validity, are
certainly obvious to all and disputed by none, and
so may be taken as data for a theory of knowledge.
From these data every epistemologist, whether
Kantian, Pragmatist, or Realist, has begun, and
must always begin, for these are the only dala
that exist for us. Having philosoplised already, 1t
may be somewhat difficult, perhaps, to elumnate
the nfluence of one’s own plulosopluc standpoint
from onc’s introspective readings However, we
can but make the attempt, and endeavour to coriect
the errors of one’s own 1ntrospection by the assist-
ance of those who are still in the happy state of
unsophisticated common-sense, and we may well
begin with sense-perception, which, as the primary
source from which all knowledge 1s derived, naturally
has the first claim upon our attention,

§ 28 ‘At the present moment there 1s a little
tit upon my window-sill picking up crumbs of bread.’
This statement 1mplies a judgment on my part I
percelved a tit 1 a certain environment, and have
expressed my act of perception in the form of a
judgment to the truth of which I give my assent.
What 1s nvolved in this act of cogmition? Was
there any activity on my part > Apparently there
was, for I refer the act of perception to mysclf and
say that I perceived. I seem to have been conscious,
even during the act of perccption itsclf, of my own
psychical operation. True, my seli-consciousness
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was very shght. It was with the perceived objects
that my attention was chiefly, 1if not wholly,
engrossed. Yet I certanly did not confuse the
tit, the window, and the gairden which I saw through
the window, with myself, nor yet again with one
another. To me they at once appearcd as things,
objective, real, distinct I saw the little tit with
its yellow breast, 1ts greemish-blue wings and the
black and white maikings of its back I heard the
rattle of 1ts claws and the tapping of 1ts beak I
observed how 1t threw crumb after crumb aside
before 1t found one to suit its taste Then, when
1t flew away and my attention passed to the window
and the garden, I recognised them at once  Hedges
and tiees and plants and soil were clearly distin-
guished. I was conscious that they were the same
as they were 4 moment ago, the same as they were
yesterday and the day before , and to this yjudgment
also I gave my assent To me, at any rate, my
judgment did not present meiely a ‘clamm to
truth,’ 1t was a truth, immediate, factual, self-
evident.

Now, all this, the psychologist will tell me, 1mplies
that I had sensations of colour, of yellow and black
and white, and sensations of sound by means of
which I distinguwished one object from another, and
muscular sensations by means of which I assigned
them to their respective distances, and umiversal
idcas under which the different objects were sub-
sumed. This, however, 1s theory pure and simple.
No doubt 1t 15 well-founded and trune  Nevertheless,
sensations were not given as data in the series of
perceptions which occurred. Sensations and 1deas
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may have been involved in each of my acts of
perception, but I was not aware of 1t at the time.
I did not perceive my sensations nor yct my 1deas
What I perceived were external objects. Nor was
I conscious either in the act of perception itself or
1n the reflective act which followed, that I perceived
by means of sensations and 1deas, though, as a
psychologist, I believe this to be actually the case
The colours which I obseived, belonged as qualitics
to the tit ; the distances were given as pait of what
I percerved , the tit, the window, and the garden
were objects, things, having the qualittes and
petforming the actions which I have desciibed
All I dd was to perceive It was the objects
themsclves which possessed qualities, werc stationary
or moved about, were active or passive, underwent
changes, or, again, did not change at all.

§ 29 Nor do I scem to have been responsible
i any way for what occurred, except in so far as
I was conscious of 1t I say that I distinguished
object {from object ; yet this seems to be a figure of
speech rather than an accurate description of fact. I
was not aware of any distinguishing or of any
synthesis on my part. What I perceived was not
percerved as one whole. The tit was a whole and
so were the other objects, but each whole was
mdividual and distinct from the rest From the
outset the tit was clearly distinguished fiom the
window and the garden ; and though the trees and
hedges of the latter were not distinguished {rom
one another till my attention was directed to them
after the tit had gone, they were certainly neither
perceived nor felt as a whole. There was, indeed,
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a certain fogetherness about what I perceived. 1
saw a-tit-through-a-window-overlooking the-garden.
But this simply means that I took in the scene at
a single glance, not that the different objects which
I perceived were merged tn any felt-whole or were
m any sense a umty The only real wholes which
I scem to percerve are individual objects The
peiception of these doubtless implies the synthesis
of qualities distinguished one by one in the past and
re-united to form my percept of (v g.) the tit, But
these qualities do not constitute a felt whole. The
whole 1tself, as well as 1ts umty and the dificrent
qualities 1t comprises, seems {o be Something
objective, somcthing distinct from me and inde
pendent of any activity on my part, something the
parts of which I believe to have been there all
along, whether distinguished and again synthesised
by me or not. DBoth analysis and synthcsis, in a
sense, are mine, since 11 1s [ who make them But
in making them I cannot hclp myself. The object
seems to force mec to make them, and 1n so
doing to reveal to my mind its own nature,
its own objective, 1cal, and individual umty in
difference.

§ 30. Agan, I can find no trace of purposc in
the acts of peiception I have described. They
secmed to occur quite accidentally, and to have
nothing to do aither with my purposes or with my
needs.  If you ask me what 1t was made me perceive
what I did percerve, I should say 1t was just the
objects which were there when 1lookedup. Perhaps
I'looked up to see what was theie ? It may be that
I did; but I do not see how this affects what I saw,
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or how 1t can possibly be said to modify the facts
which I observed If facts are modified or muti-
lated by purposes, 1t 15 certainly not a datum of
expertence. To the plain man, even when he
selects his facts, as when he goes out to look for a
golf-ball which he lost the day before, or when he
digs 1n British tumuls 1n the hope of finding traces
of a bygone age, or when he works 1n the laboratory,
arranging apparatus, weighing chemicals, pouring
out acids—in a word, preparing his experiments—it
does not scem that his purposive and selective
actions alter what he finds, in the sense of making
it less real or less objective. They are still facts,
though 1t was he himself who placed the conditions
which brought those facts to light. Perccption may
often be purposive, but purpose determines the
intent, not the content, of thought, 1t determines
what we look for, not what we find. Perception
may also be selective, for there are many things
which we might observe but do not, because such
things are irrelevant to our purpose and so fail to
attract our attention. Nevertheless, what we do
observe even under circumstances which we our-
selves have brought about, we believe to be as
objectively true and real as the facts which force
themselves upon our notice independently of any
pre-formed purpose or pre-conceived 1dea. Exper-
mental observations seem to be as valid objectively
as those which are made by the comparatively
passive observer. In neither case 1s assent deter-
mined by purpose or by the power of facts to
satisfy our needs ; for whether we find what we want
or discover something else, whether our experiments
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turn out as desired or otherwise, we accept as given
what we perceive to take place

§ 31 Ordinarly, too, assent 1s absolute  Either
we assent or we doubt.  And if the plain man assents
to a fact perceived by himsclf, rarely can you get
him to own that he has made a mstake. Should
you succeed, however, a judicious use of the Socratic
method will lead to wintcresting results The plamn
man will probably qualify his admission of error
by some such phrase as “ Well ! 1t looked like that
at any rate” By which he means that though
things 1n reality were not as he perceived them,
yet they appeared to be so at the time  If, however,
you press the pomnt you will probably succeed
convincing him that his mistake was due, notl to
false appearance, but to false infeience or to a false
interpretation of sense-data  And by this means
you will be able to prove to lum that in perception
we not only use the scnses but also subsume objects
under universal 1deas, and that errors of perception
are often due to the subsumption of a perceived
object under the wiong 1dca  Indeed, that he has
what logicians call universal 1deas, he will readily
admit For he knows what 1s meant (vg) by a
man It 1s a being with a body more or less like his
own and performing actions very much in the same
way that he does. And there are many objects of
this kind to which his 1dea of ¢ man ’ 1s applicable.
Of colours, sizes and shapes he can tell you little
perhaps, but he knows that they are qualities which
may belong to the same or to different objects Of
honesty, virtue and truth he can tell you more,
since these concern him more closely and he has
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probably thought more about them and often
heard them discussed. In any case, he may
easily be convinced that of such qualities he
has universal 1deas and also that these ideas are
abstract, for he knows very well that colours
are ncver found without something coloured,
and that honesty does not exist except in an
honest man

§ 32 Now, supposc you call the attention of
this victim of your philosophic zeal to a durty,
unkempt, and 1ll-clad object lymng by the road-side,
and ask him what he takes 1t to be  Suppose also
he replies that © 1t may be either a gipsy or a tramp,
morc probably the latter’ You may then pont
out that here an inference has been made, and that
though this inference 1s based upon perceptual data,
the predicates  gipsy * and © tramp ’ are not actually
contained theremn as objects of sensc-perception.
Hence you may show that m many cases of what
scems to be immediate peiception, inference 1s
mvolved For instance, the minds of other men
are not peicerved dunectly, but inferred from the
perception of thewr bodies In the umversal idea
‘man,’ therefore, certain chaiacterstics or © notes’
are not objects of scnse-perception, but of inference.
And the same may be said of many other universal
1deas. At the same time, though we can distinguish
m a unmversal 1dea, especially when we hesitate mn
applying 1t, elements which are not given n scnse-
data from thosec which aic, both what we perceive
and what we mfer belongs to the object, and belongs
to 1t, not on account of our way of looking at it or
thinking about 1t, but on account of 1ts own nature,
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which we seem to be able, by means of perception
and inference, to get to know.

Whether we perceive directly or whether we infer,
we believe that 1t 1s the object itself whose natuie
1s revealed to our intelligence.

§ 33. Thus both umversal ideas and inferences
are winvolved 1n perception, as cven the plain man
may be forced to admut. Strictly, however, and
as applied to perception in general, this 1s not a
datum of perceptual experience, but belongs to
theory. Ordinarly, what we perceive, whether 1t be
natural objects, or tlieir qualitics, colours, shapes
and distances, we percerve 1immediately.  Our sub-
sumption 1s not dcliberate Our umversal 1deas
function unconsciously The assertion that all
perception nvolves subsumption under umversal
idecas and 1s really inferential i character 1s 1tself
an 1nference based on paiticular cases 1n which
perception halts and stumbles  That univeisal
wdeas exist, and function 1 sense-perception can
readily be venfied 1 experience, but whether or
not all perception 1s inferential 1s quite another
matter. Indeed, if 1t were, 1t would be difficult to
concetve how peiception could begin.

§ 34. Similarly, all questions as to the function-
ing of sensation-complexes and of a priors categories
or forms, the synthetic and constructive activity
of the mind, the modification of fact owing to
sclection, purposcs and nceds, so far as perceplion
wn gesieral 15 concerned, pertain to theory. In some
cases hypotheses of this kind explain very well how
we perceive, but fail to satisfy other conditions,
and are often in contradiction with common-sense



THE DATA OF EXPERIENCE 47

belief, as, for mnstance, the theory that umiversals
are 4 prrors forms of the mind, while the hypothesis
that the objects of perception are sensations is even
worse off, for 1t explains nothing It does not even
explain how we perceive, still less how we come to
believe 1n an objective and 1cal world consisting of
numberless 1ndividual objects, quite independent
of ourselves, except when directly or mdirectly we
operate upon them by physical movements or
when wmce versa they operate upon us. It may be
true, after all, that what we perceive are at bottom
nothing but our own sensations, but this, at any
rate, 1s not a datum of experience nor a common-
sense belief It 1s a thcory, nay, more, a mecta-
physical theory, for which, personally, I can find
no adequate foundation 1n the data of expenence,
and the value of which for epistemology seems to
me to be evanescent To introspection, what we
perceive docs not appear as something determined
by us, and we certainly believe 1t to be determined
ab extra. The object of perception appears, not as
a scnsation, nor yet as a synthesis of sense-data
under a priors forms, but as a thing having qualities
and performing operations, and sometimes 1 addz-
ton to this, but mever instead of ths, serving certain
purposes which we wish to sealise. Colour appears,
not as a sensation, but as a quality of real things;
and a thing 1s something which has qualitics but
15 not itsclf merely a quality. The plain man knows
Iittle of the nature of things and their qualities.
He cannot define them Nonc the less qualities
appear to hum as distinct from one another, and
distinct from himself. He does not say that he
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has sensations of hardness or 1oughness, but that
things feel hard or soft, rough or smooth  Sounds,
too, and even smells, are perceived, not as sensations,
but as the qualitics of things. We say that we hear
a sound or perccive a smell, not that we have an
auditory or an olfactory sensation, and this holds
even when we fail to localisc the sound or the smell

The object of strictly external perception, then,
1s always sometlung real and independent! of our-
sclves, and though 1t implies the functioning of
universal 1dcas, we arc not ordinarily conscious of
this fact ; still less arec we aware that our perceptions
arc due to a priors forms of synthesis, or that ther
content 1s dctetmined in any way by human
purposes and nceds

§ 35 The perception of our own body and 1its
various qualities and states furmshes us with further
and diffetent data. We still perceive objects,
indced ; for the distinction of subject and object 1s
ncver enlircly lost as long as we are in any way
conscious DBut the objeclt of perceplion 1s now
some pait of owmsives By mcans of sight we
perccive the shape of our limbs, and by means of
touch the smoothness and softness of our skin.
Percaiver and perceived are, mm this case, only
relatively distinct, for we recognise that in reality
they are one.

Mouicover, although what we perceive 1 this way
1s usually a state or quahity belonging to some part

! By thi> I do not mean, of course, that the object of perception
15 unrelaied to consciousness, or that qud the content of percep-
tion 1t 15 not i# consclousness, but that gud real we believe 1t {0
be other than, outside of, and not dependent on oursclves, and
to have a nature of 1ts own which as such 1s not affected by
the fact of its becoming known Sce Appendix



THE DATA OF ENXPERIENCE 49

of our bodies in the same way that colour and shape,
hardness and softness, belong as qualitics to external
things, sometimes the object of what may be called
perhaps “internal ’ perception, 1s more vague and
il-defined We fecl waim or cold all over. We feel
hungry or thirsty, but we cannot say precisely
where.  'We have pamns, aches, feelings of discomfort
o1 of healthy cxuberance  Somctimes such feclings
are, more or less, located , sometimes they are not
located at all DBut in cither casc we recognise
them not only as states of our body, but as feelings
Or ScHSaitons

There arc cascs, therefore, in which the object of
perception 1s a sensation. There 1s, 1n fact, a kind
of gradation betwcen what we perceive as the
qualities of objects—of cxternal things or of our
own bodies—and what we perceive as sensations
On the one hand, colours, shapes, sounds, hardness
and other properties peiceived by actual contact,
are perceived as qualities of objects and not as
sensations On the other hand, the ¢ voluminous’
feelings we get 1n the body as a whole, as well as
various pamms and aches and muscular sensations,
are certainly recognised to be of the nature of
sensation ; while temperature and taste seem to
form a half-way house. Sometimes we perceive
with the tongue the flavour of meat, wine, fruit, or
peppermint, with the hand the warmth of water,
and with the face the coolness of the breeze. Some-
times we merely ° get a taste,” a sensation of bitter-
ness or sweetness localised looscly 1n the mouth, or
we feel hot from the cffects of violent exeicise or
cold on account of a chill.

E
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§ 36. This gradation belween what 1s perceived
as sensation and what 1s perceived as the quality
of objects has led 1o the theory that sensations are
always the mecans by which we peiceive (:d quo
peraipriur), and also to the more questionable theory
that the object of perception (:d quod perciprtur)
15 at bottom senmsation Both theories may also
appeal to the fact that even in external perception
we can often distinguish sensation, provided we
look for 1t. For imstance, the muscular sensation
in the organ of sight may be detected when we
change the convergence of the eyes In touch-
contact, too, sensation may be perceived and
located 1n the tips of the fingais, 1if we attend to
them and not to the object touched Even colour
may appear as a scnsation when the cyes are almost
closed and all vailation 1n tone, tint, and outhne
are,” as far as possible, eliminated It must be
noted, however, that thesc latter arec abnormal and
exceptional cases, and 1n no way 1ender false what
has been said about the object of external peiception
mn general, viz, that that object 15 normally not a
sensation but the quality of a rcal thing.
 The data of perceptual expenience are not as such
sensations, and 1f the td quod percipitur theory be
cxpressed in ths form 1t 1s certainly false. That
the qualities of objects are ultimatcly reducible to
sensations may or may not admit of proof ; but for
external perception, 1n the strict sensc of the term,
the object perceived does not appear as a sensation.
Possibly, 1t nught so appear 1f our expericnce were
¢ pute,” wlich 1t 1s nol , but, moie piobably, as Mr.
Shadwoith Hodgson says, for *pure’ expericnce
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there is no distinction of subject and object, and
conscquently what 1s perceived would appear, 1if 1t
appcaicd at all, nesther as a quality of an object
nor as a sensation And under such conditions
perception proper would not exist, for there would
be neither subjective nor objective reference
Hence, as introspection fails to reveal to us the
data of pure expcrience, we must be content to
take expericnce as we find 1t , and, this being so,
we are forced to admt that for us i our present
stage of development the data of expeiience include
what we belicve to be the qualitics of external
objects. ]

CHAPTER II.
THE DATA OF EXPERIENCE— Confinucd
CONCEPTUAL TIIOUGIIT.

§ 37. Unable to analyse an act of perccption
directly, psychologists are accustomed to ‘ analyse ’
1t by the aid of data extrinsic to the actitself. These
data are obtained cither by experiment or by direct
mtrospection m which attention 1s concentrated
on processes that usually pass unnoticed , and in
this way an act of perception 1s ‘analysed into a
complex of sensations’ But of the ‘scnsations’
which are smd to have functioned in the act of
perception thus analysed, we were quite unconscious
when we percerved.  Strictly speaking, sensations
when functioning 1n a percept are not sensations
at all, but mecrely nervous processcs Nor 1s the
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percept 1tself in any way comparable with the sum
of the sensations 1t 1s said to mnvolve. When I
perceive a picture there hanging on my wall at
about six yards distance from where I sit, not only
am I unconscious of the focussing of my cycs, of
their movement i therr sockets, of the vatiation 1n
convexity of their lenses, and of the revived 1mages
of the movements necessary to reach and to handle
the picture, but the sum of these scnsations,
mmmediate and 1evived 1s something different from
and quite madequate to represent what I mean
when I say that I perceive the picture six yards
away. The scnsation-complex 1nvolved 15 mot
equivalent to the peicept, nor yet 1s the sum of
the individual sensations ecquivalent to the complex
mn which they are suid to be fused. The fusion of
the sensations destioys altogether therr individu-
ality, while the sensation-complex which results
gqua a complex of sensations, 1s altogether obliterated
for consciousness by the percept to which 1t gives
rise.

Moreover, a percept has meamng It 1s not merely
a sensation-complex, nor merely the appearance of
a certain arrangement of colour localised 1n a certain
way. What T mean when I say that I perceive a
picture hanging on a wall at six yards distance, 15
something more than what I feel, and something
moic than what 15 apparent to my senses. The
object of perception 1s not merely clear, distinct,
and appaiently external, but 1t has definite
objective meaming and sigmficance. Whence 1t
follows that some other mental function is involved
In perception besides that of sensation That
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function would scem to belong to umversal ideas
under which, as we have scen, perceived objects
are subsumed. Now umveisal 1deas correspond to
names They function whenever names arc uscd,
and 1t is by this means that we understand what
we hear or what we rcad Hence, by examining
introspectively what takes place 1n our minds when
we listen to or read the wotds of another, we may
be able to aintve at a clearer notion of the nature
of an :dea as opposed to an mmage or a scnsation.

§ 38 Suppose that I call at the housec of a
friend, and, on enquiring for lum, am told that € he
has alrcady gone to his officc’ Such an answer 1s
no mere string of words Iis significance 1s per-
fectly defimte, and the objects to which the words
refer are brought cleaily before my mind 1 say
‘ before my mind,’ yet the objects signified are not
perceived by me, nor do I imagine or picture them.
They are ‘present’ only in idea, which means
nothing more than that I am able to think about
them , that, knowing my fiiend and knowing what
1s mecant by ‘ gomng to an office,” I am able to under-
stand the answer I recaived But it 15 of real
objects and not of 1dcas that we think. Ideas aie
the instruments by means of which we think of
objects. Our thoughts, mmpelled by the words
which we hear or which we read, arc directed to
objects about which we think, and which are
therefore said to be picsent to our minds We call
this ‘ presencc-in-idea’ to distingmish 1t fiom the
real presence of the object m sensc-perception Yet
1deas as such are not objects, but rathe: [unctions of
the mind which enable us to think of absent objects.
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Moreover, what we think about the object, what
the object means to us, 1s itself sometlhing objective
and 1eal, When thinkmg of 1cal objects thought
does not, so we becheve, create the object, but
merely causcs 1t to be 1deally present.  The content
of our 1deas 1s thought as pait of the object itself
This 1s tiue even when the object is not a concrete
thing, but somcthing abstract—a moral whole, a
system of relations, such, for instance, as °the
Bntish Policy in Egypt’ However relations are
to be explamed, we behieve that somehow or other
they are real

The apparent reality of objects of thought may
be an lusion, bul our belief 1 1t 15 none the less
a datum By this belief thought about reality 1s
distinguished from thought about fictitious or
mmagmary beings, the pioducts of our own or of
another’s constiuctive ingenutly In the latter
case, what we think about 1s still objective, but
not real The object 1s preseat to our thoughts as
before, but we no longer bilieve in 1ts reality
Thought has always an objective 1cference, 1t 1s
thought about objects DBut theie ate different
kinds of objectivity  The objects about which we
think may be real or ideal. If real, they may be
present before us mn the concrete or present only
to our thoughts. If 1ideal, they may be the
creations of our own or of another’s fancy. When
created by another, they arc independent of our-
selves, and our knowledge of them may possess
the quality of truth, but they are not 1cal  When
created by our own 1magination, they are nerther real
nor mdependent. It 1s with 1eal objects, however,
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that we are concerncd, and, before proceeding
further, we must discuss the meaning of our belief
m ‘objective reality.’

§ 39. DBclief 1n the 1cality of the objects about
which we think 1s not confined to those 1deas which
Professor James dcsciibes as ‘ tiuncated experi-
ences, leading to sensc-tecimint *  For the functioning
of an 1dea 1n our minds to be accompanied by belief
in the reality of that which 1t significs, 1t 15 not
necessary that the idea should ‘teiminate’ mn a
sensc-percept. ¢ The Butish Policy of Egypt ? and
* The American Constilution ’ are both 1deas of real
objects, yet in neither casc 1s that object perceived
by the senses. Agan, no woiking-man has ever
seen, or heaid, or felt a Tiades Union, yet he knows
very well what the tetm means, and fumly believes
in 1ts reality. If you attempt to define a Trades
Union you must imtroduce the notion of purpose,
and say, (vg) with Professor Nicholson, that a
Trades Union 1s ‘a voluntay association of labour
{or mutual assistance, protection and benefit > Now,
il 1s possible that Professor James, who 1s able to
feel “buts’ and ‘1fs’ and ‘ands’ and ors,” may
be able also to {feel causes and putposes, even when
they are not lus own. Hence 1t may be possible
for Professor Jamcs to build up some complex
feeling which coiresponds, or which he imagines
must correspond, with a Tiades Union or a British
Policy. But the plain man will tell you that he
gets no such feelngs, and with lum I quite agree
I {cel cagerness, anxiety, longing, hope, tear, when
I think of something which I hope to do or
winch I hope will be done ; but T expenience no such
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emotion when it 1s a question of the purpose of
somebody else, except n so far as I make it my
own Nordo I identify such feelmgs with the objects
towards wlich they are directed I know what
these feclings are, and therefore I understand what
1s meant when somebody tells me he desires happi-
ness or 1s anxious about his health, but my
knowledge 1s not a feeling nor s 1t neccssanly
accompanied by any fecling that I can detect.
Purposes, 1n fact, are not feclings at all, but 1deas
which, when present to the mind, arouse feclings
or emotions Nor 1s the 1dea or knowledge of a
feeling 1itself a feeling, but rather something intel-
lectual I am also quite at a loss when I attempt
to distinguish the feclings which are supposed to
accompany conjunctive and disjunctive relations.
I cannot realise the feching which accompames a
‘but’ or an ‘1f’ When I perceive a difference
between two things, I cettanly ‘ feel ’ the contrast
But my perception of difference 1s not the mere
feeling I know what ‘difference’ means, and 1t
does not mean the feeling which I get when I
perceive a contrast which pleases or annoys me

It seems to me, then, that it 1s quite impossible
to reduce the defimtion of a ‘ Trades Union ’ or of
any other notion of the kind to feelings, images
or sense-termini No feeling and no percept 1s
adequate to represent or express the notion of a
common purpose, such as that of ‘labouring
for mutual assistance, protection and benefit ’
‘ Labour * 1tself can hardly be pictured or perceived.
I can percerve hop-pickers at work in a field, but
that 1s not what I mean by ‘labour.’ It s only a
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conciete example which expresses at once too much
and too little, when I compare 1t with my idea of
‘labour’ Umwversal 1deas aie contained within
the individual cases to which they apply, and to
this they may be said to ‘lead’  But that common
‘somethmg,’ though 1t 1s realised there m cach
individual example, cannot be peiceived by the
senscs We perceive men, trees, books, colours,
concrete and particular motions and changes, but
we do not percertve humanity, tree-ness, book-
nature, colourcdness, or change and motion In
genetal We cannot luy hold of these things, so to
speak, by sight o1 by touch o1 by hearing Yet
somchow or other we do lay lold of the universal
characters which aie rcalised mm paiticular cases,
and when such and such a case (S) presents 1tself,
we recognise 1n 1t the unncisal cliaracter (P) at
once, and aflirm 1 consequence that S 1s P.
Apait altogether from theory, therefore, the
mental function by mecans of which umversal 1deas
arc foomed and by means of which they are recog-
nised 1 concrete cases, 1s, even for mtrospection,
something qurte differcnt fiom feeling and sensation
though 1t 1s from sense-caperience that such ideas
are obtamned, and the function by which they are
formed 15 included m what we call an act of per-
ception. There seem to be no sense-termmm to
which the causcs, purposes, and logical conventions
signified by the conjunctions °‘since,” ©because,’
‘1 order to,” ¢ so that,’ ¢ in as much as,’ cortespond,
or for which they can be substituted Causcs,
purposes, and abstract universal ideas are as
objective and real as the concrete things in which



[1] THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

"' they are revealed , but they seem to belong to the
' ralional structure or plan of the umverse rather than
to anything which can be felt by the senses.  Belief
mn objective realily does not mean, therefore, that
objects have been o1 are capable of being experi-
enced as scnsations, but merely that their nature
and their existence has been determined indepen-
dently of our thoughts about them. They exist
somechow 1n thie concrete , though, if relational or
abstiact, thcy do not ewist 1n 1solation o1 as
individual things  And when we know such objects,
we believe that our knowledge somehow or other
comes from the object and 1s detetmined by the
object , otherwise 1t would not be knowledge  How
it comes, or how 1t 15 determined, ncither intro-
spection nor common-sense belief can say . that 1s
a matter which the plain man lcaves to the
plulosopher

§ 40. Logicians tcll us that our 1deas have
content, and that they may be analysed mnto simpler
wdeas or notes  If you were 1o ask me, however,
what was the content of the ideas which came to
my mind when I was told that my fuiend had gone
to his office, I should find 1t very dufficult to answer
you. I could tcll you, perhaps, a good deal about
the person 1n question, what he looks like, and
what he has done. Yet even of this I was not
conscious when his name was mentioned. My
knowledge of persons or things, however compre-
hensive, 1s ceitainly not called to mind at the
sound of their names But although the 1deca of
my friend was vague 1 that I did not think of any
one of his characteristics in particular, 1t was
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perfectly defimte mn that T knew at the time what
object the name signified, and should have hesitated
to beheve, even 1f I did not imnediatcly reject,
any answer mmcompatible with lus halits or char-
acter. In the same way, the other objects of wluch
I thought wcre similaily vegue, and yet mn lke
manner sufficiently defimte for me to understand
clearly the import of the answer { received I did
not picture to myseclf an oflice nor dud I mmagmne
my fuend perambulating the sticets  Yet I knew
what an ‘office’ mecant, and I knew what was
mntended when I was told that my fuiend had gone
there And this T kncew o spate of the fact that I
had never been to lus office and did not know what
it was like, and was ignorant also as to Jiow he
went, whether on foot, by motor, or by tran.

Definite significance 1s perfectly compatible with
unanalysed content, and both aie chaactenstic of
all contmmuous discomse. Thiough {requently
thunking of the same tlung, we build up a concept
of 1t, and thus seem to grasp in 1dca 1ils nature as
a whole Hence, whenever a name 18 mentioned,
we think of the object significd by means of a
preformed 1dea, which then and there begums to
function 1n our minds  Yet such an 1dea 1s scldom
realised in the fulness of 1its content In con-
tinuous conversation or reading, though each phrase
has defimte sigmificance, the idea which 1t awakens
m the mind 1s supplanted by another and yet
another before 1t has time to develop  If, theiefore,
we wish to analyse an 1dea, we must stop talking
or reading and allow the idea to unfold itself in
CO1SCIOUSNess.
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§ 41 Lect us experiment mn this way with the
idea expressed in the phrase ‘gomng to an office,’
and scc what happens Immediately I fix my
attention upon what these words sigmify, and allow
the 1dea to ‘ work,” other 1deas and 1mages awaken
m my mind m 1apid succession I pictuie people
leaving ther dwellings after an early bicakfast in
haste to catch a tram, I mmagine others who,
having partaken of their mornmg meal at a later
hour, stroll leisutcly to the station or are wlusked
off n an automobile I sce an officc peopled with
clerks who sit upon high stools, and, with pens
behind therr cars, staie vigorously at day-books and
ledgers which lie open before them T tlunk of the
purposes for which offices evst, of commerce, of
the Stock Exchange, and of Goveinment Depart-
ments Al these things about wlach I think, are
to me, things objective, rcal, and independent of
myself, whether I can picture them or not. Com-
merce, for instance, and a Government Department,
15 to me just as objectively rcal as more concrete
things, such as a ledge, a clerk or a desk

Reflecting, however, on these ideas wluch have
been brought to consciousness by the pliuase
"¢ going to the office,’ I find that they are not essential
to the meaming of that phrase. They are all con-
nected with the orginal 1dea, and must have been
somehow mentally associated with 1it, otherwise
they would not have become conscious But they
are not what a logiclan would call the essential
‘notes’ of the idea ‘going to an office’ Rather
they are particular, and 1n some instances alter-
native cases, to which that notion, as a whole, or



THE DATA OF EXPERIENCE 61

the office part of 1t, would apply. There 1s,
moreover, an mdefimte number of other cases in
which the 1deas 1n question aie realised Onc may
go to an office in other ways besides those wluch
occurred to my mind The office might contamn
clerks, or 1t might contain only my friend, their
employer, or agan, 1t nught be empty While, to
the clerks, 1if theie, one mught assign a gieat varicty
of attitudes and occupations The office, agam,
might ncither be that of a merchant, nor of a
stockbroker, nor yet of a Goveinment official , 1t
might belong to a newspaper editor, or 1t might be
i a ratlway depdt

I have not analyscd logically the 1dea ¢ going to
an office,” but have allowed 1t to develop by means
of 1ts associations, and the products of that
association-process are equivalent to the original
1dea nerther individually nor as a sum, nor yet as
a system. They signify at once too much and too
little, just as we found to be the casc when we tried
to represent the notion of ‘labour’ by an image
of hop-pickers working 1n a field Neverthcless, the
associated ideas illustrate or exemplily the original
notion, and from them one might, by abstraction,
form a defimtion more or less adequate One
might say, for instance, that ‘to go to an office’
is ‘ to proceed from any place whatever and by any
means whatever to a building adapted for business
purposes’ Doubtless Socrates would be able to
pick holes in this definition  That does not matter.
Suffice 1t that I have a morc or less accurate notion
of what ‘going to an office’ means.

§ 42. Hence, although our 1deas mn continuous
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discourse have explicitly for conscionusness very httle
content indced, yet the fact thatl they are capable
of giving 1ise to associations mntimately connected
with the oniginal 1dea and contaming implicitly its
defimtion, shows that they are no meie words
Latent or imphcit within the original idea aie all
those subordinate 1deas which exemphfy and define
its meaming, and which psychologically foim 1ts
content Only on tlus hypothesis can the facts be
explamed  For clearly when an idea 1 analysed
psychologically Ly means of its associations, that
1dea functions throughout, controlling the whole
process and pieventing uiclevant ideas fiom
arising, or causing them to be dismissed at once
if they do anse And, agun, m discourse 1dcas
excreise 2 sunilar function or controlling powet
Ideas are aroused by their cotresponding teims,
and by them we understand what we hear or what
we read, though they may scem to have no content
except that which the speaker or writer chooses to
devclop for us

This process goes on smoothly enough so long as
the statements made harmomise with the ideas that
are awakened 1 our minds DBut should some
assertion fail so to harmonise, should some new
attnibute be piedicated which seems to us incom-
patible with the object to which 1t 1s assigned, at
once thought hesitates, and if it fauls to assimilate
the new predirate, will, m the end, reject 1t as false.
Unless, then, we hold that an 1dea contans poten-
tially, implicitly, schematically, the particular cases
which have already been subsumed and systematised
under it on previous occacions and which virtually
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include 1ts definition, T fail to see how we are to
explain ihe contiollmg power which 1s exercised by
the 1dea, both m discourse and in an associative
process  Unquestionably, cerebral — conditions
account, 1n pait at least, for the associations which
anse 1 the latter case, and the snggestions of the
speaker or wnter for ihose which anse mn the
former , bui no bram-processes and no mere words
can account for the objective significance of our
thoughts, or for the accepting or rejecting of
associated 1deas, or for the assent or dissent which
accompanics cogmtion when we histen or read.

An 1dca, theiefore, 15 a function of the mind byI
means of which, somchow or other, we apprehend

the nature of objects , and 1is content, even though
unconsclous, functions m the mind whenever that
1dea 1s recalled, and so controls both association
and assent

§ 43 Ideas have also another function—they
mfluence action  Their objective reference 1s, as
we have secn, nol always to something real or
cxisting. They may icfer to something which we
should like to exist. to some change winch we desire
to bring about. Regaided from this point of view,
ideas are called purposes

A purpose 1s nothing more than an idea signifying
an object not yet real, but whnch we seek to reahse
by action,” Supposc thal we enter a 10om which
1s 1 darkness with the intention of consulting some
book  The 1dea of consulting 1his book 14 a purpose,
and 1l thatl purpose 1s 1ealised this wdea controls
all out operations, menial and  physical  We
remember having scen the book m a particulai
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room , hence we go there. The daikuess of the
room suggesis the nced of hghting the gas; hence
we grope about for matches  The 1dea of matches
suggests the mantelshelf, and thither we make our
way Finally, having sccuted the matches and Iit
the gas, we take down the book that we need {from
the library shelves It was the iwdeca of consulting
this book which contiolled the vailous opeiations
performed 1 order to realise 1t And here, again,
as 1 the formet case of cogmition, the idea which
guided the process need not have been explicit or
{fully devcloped as to its content. We may have
had, to begm with. a picture of the book, of its size,
the colour of its binding and the plates wath which
it may have been illustrated, or we may have
thought mercly of 1ts title or of the name of its
author, or of the subject mm general of which it
treated. Again, the more mmmediale purpose of
obtamming a light may have oblhterated for con-
sciousness the ongmal puwpose, just as when
cogmtion 15 directed to thcoretical purposes, the
general 1dea of the subject 1m hand may be obscured
by more immediate pomnts of interest which occupy
us  Nevertheless, mn practice as in theory, the
onigmal 1dea or purpose 1s operative throughout,
and to 1t other 1dcas and purposcs are subordinate,
though 1t 1s always possible that one purpose may
be displaced by another more attractive, and that
one 1dea may be superseded by another to which
1t has led by association m the course of its own
development.
« § 44. The question now anses how far purpose
\governs cven ‘our most remotely cogmtive
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activities.” " All thought 1s purposive,” we are
told , and this would scem to be tirue in general,
for we always intend either to gain knowledge by
the development of our ideas and by sensc-
experience, or else to bring about some practical
result But kow far and wn what sensc 1s thought
purposive ? How far, for mstance, 1s what I have
written 1n this chapter due to the purpose with
which I began 1t, viz , that of ascertaining the data
of experience m order to distinguish them from the
theories by which absolutists, pragmatists, and
realists seek to explain them ?

Just as when I attempted to describe the pro-
cesses of sense-perception and of rational discourse,
so now, when I attempt to describe the development
of my own thoughts, I find that idea after idea
emerges above the thieshold of consciousness, only
to be rejected, until at last some onec 1s evolved
which suits my purpose Similarly, the verbal
forms 1n which. first mentally, and apparently by
means of audilory imiages, and then in wrniting I
seck to express these 1deas, are rejected or modified
again and agamn uniil they seem to give more or
less adequate expression to that which I wish to
say Why do I reject some 1deas and accept others ?
Why do I continually change the verbal forms
which come spontancously to mind * One does not
think of 1t at the time, the proccss 1s automatic,
as 1t were Yet, now that I reflect, I recogmse
that at the outset I had a general notion of different
fooms of cognition on the one haud, and of the
various theories by which cognition 1s explained
on the other Under each of these ideas mnumei-

F
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able others have been systematically subsumed in
the past ; and though of the [ull content of no one
of them was I moie than implicitly or schematically
conscious at any given moment, yet they seem to
have controlled throughout the development of my
thouglits, and to have caused me to select and to
set down 1 writing only those data of experience
which scemed to bear upon the problems—again
only schematically apprchended—which are to be
discussed 1n future chapters My thought has all
along been purposive in that all inclevant ideas
have been rejected and only those which concern
the fundamental problems of the psychology of
cognition have becn allowed to develop
CONSCIOUSNEess

§ 45. But how are we to account for the suc-
cession of our thoughts > Cleaily they are not due
wholly to the gencral puipose or problem we have
m hand, for though this may contam them
schematically, 1t does not determme their order
Nor can they be due mercly to verbal association
for though verbal cxpressions accompany our 1deas
in the form of 1mages, they have nothing to do with
the cvolution of the geneial purpose On the
contrary, they are suboidinate to cach mdividual
idea which they attempt to eapiess The verbal
form which thought takes 1s quite a secondary
matter We modify a verbal expicssion at will
We cross out or correct the wiitten sentence without
scruple, if 1t fails to capress the thought which lies,
as 1l were, at the back of the words. Thought
seems to anticipate the words in wluch 1t 1s expressed,
and to control them in such a way that while the
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sentence is yet inchoate, and long before it has
completed 1tsclf, 1t 1s often rejected as inadequate
Moreover, at times one seems to have thoughts
without words, an mmtwition of wide extent, not
clear 1 detail and yet not vague, a gencial grasp
of the problem 1n hand, a thought which in a flash
seems to make clear the solution and to reveal the
problem and solution as a whole Cleaily the
succession of our thoughts cannot be accounted for
by verbal cxpressions Nor can 1t be accounted
for wholly by physiologicll habit  For physio-
logical habit conditions only images, and but few
mmages aie mvolved 1 abstract thought as a rule,
while m regaid to verbal immages we have already
seen that they are, for the most part, if not wholly,
both subordmate and subscquent to thought It
would scem, then, that 1n order to account for the
succession of 1deas in conceptual and constructive
thought, we must call mn another factor, wiz.,
intellectual habit Cercbral processes undoubtedly
undetlie, and 1n some scnse condition all thought
and all ideas, howcver abstract But betwcen
abstract 1dcas there 1s a logical as well as a physio-
logical conncction ; and 1t scems to me that this
logical connection—which 1s a datum of experience,
whercas the physiological connection 1s not—has!
more to do with the association of 1deas m many
cases than purely physiological habits in which the
passage of the mervous mmpulse 1s governed solely|
by the law of least resistance

§ 46 Habit, however, 1s not the ultimate ex-
planation of the orde: and sequence of our ideas;
for we may still ash how has habit itself been
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formed? And to answer this we are forced back
once more upon objective eaperience  All ideas are
conditioned by sense-cxperience  However abstract
and complex they may be if 1eal as well as objective,
theie must be some object or system of objects 1n
which they are realised It 1s 1n objective experience
} that 1deas are formed and to some extent the order
and sequence of those 1deas 15 detetmined by our
enviionment 1tself Yet indircetly purposes and
needs also play a part 1 deterrmming this order
| We peicerve first those attuibutes of objects which
have practical value as satisfying our nceds Others
again are percaved because cunosity or the desne
to know prompts us to observe and examine Our
needs also 1n a higher stage of development, prompt
us to seck to solve social. moral and religious prob-
lcms on the one hand, and histonical, scientific and
philosoplucal problems on the other Thus what
we enquire about and what we neglect, and hence
the order 1n winch knowlcdge 18 acquired, 1s deter-
mined 1n part by our envitonment, but in part also
by our purposes and nceds Guded partly by
subjective 1interests and partly by the accidental
cicumstances in which we find ourselves, we form
1deas of objective realitics, ideas which from the
beginning aie connected with one another, but arc
gradually grouped together in systems and sub-
<cumcd under more general notions As we think
these 1deas again and again and pass from one to
another, habits of thought are formed. logical con-
nections between 1deas are discovered, and other and
larger groupings of them aremade.  When, therefore,
we wish to solve some pioblem, to develop and
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examine the bearings of some complex and general
notion, some ponciple, hypothesis or law, these
preformed habits of thought begn 1o function
Ideas already conceived and conneclions alrcady
discovered, lorce one another m rapid succession
above the threshold of consciousness  And all
this takes place under the gwdance of a purpose,
which, 1tsell an idea, assumes fo1 the time control
of our habits of thought. The puipose which
domunates all our mental encrgics 1s, 1 this case, a
theoretical one, 1t i1s promplcd nol by practical
needs, but by the nced wlich we feel of somehow
solving the problems that the umveise presents to
us

Hence my final answer to the question ‘what
1s 1t determines the succession of our thoughts when
we reflect?® 1s that the succession 1s due partly to
physiological and paitly to intellectual habits, both
of which presupposec and have been built up by
objective expenence, the stiength of these habits
depending, other conditions bemng the same, upon
the mtensity and tle frequency of repetition of
those experiences or of our reflections upon them.
Purposes which 1n constructive thought consist in
a general grasp of the problem in hand have little
to do with the succession of 1deas as such, though
they control it throughout By them the relevancy
of associated 1deas 15 determined, but not the
particular order m which they anse. On the other
hand, the bwmlding up of the habits by which the
scquence of 1deas ip association 1s determined is
agam largely due to puiposive selection.

§ 47. Need-prompled purposes, then, are clearly
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of the grealest importance as determining factors
in the acquisiton of knowledge. Thought 1s
selective, and sclection implies puipose.  Purposes,
jowever, are themsclves ideas which we seek to
realise, and are them: «Ives derved ultimately from
experience ; nor does purposive sclection destroy
our belief 1 the objective validily of knowledge
In 1deal thought of absent objects, as 1 perception
itself, the result of our puiposive strivings after
knowledge 1s that objects become known to us as
they really aie in themselves Our knowledge 1s
not adequate, but none the less 1t may be true so
far as 1t goes. Purposive sclection 1s compatible
with objective validity, because while purposes
determimne what objccts we observe, they do not, as
a rule, determine the result of our observations. On
the contrary, the content as opposed to the wntent
of perception and thought secms to be determined
by the object itself. Similarly, 1n the knowledge
which we gain from others, intciest determines
what questions we ask, what lectures we attend, and
what books we read, but the information gained
comes 1n all cases from without. Whether we admit
it as true or reject 1t as false, assent or dissent
depends upon whether or not we believe that we
have acquired knowledge of 1cal objects which have
manifested themsclves to us through the words of
another  If our purpose 1s, as I suppose, to acquite
knowledge, and 1f we approach the subject with a
mind open to conviction, assent or conviction will
anse either from the known credibility of our
mfoimant mn regard to matters of fact, or, 1if 1t1sa
question of theory, from the intrinsic reasonableness
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or self-evidence of its preseniment, and from its
consistency with knowledge already acquired If,
on the other hand, one approaches a particular
subject upon which onc’s own mind 1s already made
up, onc’s purposc can only be to ascerlain the
opmions of others, and here, agam, when we assent,
to the proposition that ¢ X Y ’s opinion 1s so and so,’
our assent 1s determined, not by purpose, but by what
we have heard him say

§ 48 I do not wish to deny, of course, that
purpose may affcct assent All I assert here 1s
that wherever assent 1s given 1t does not appear
at the tyime to be determined by purposes, needs,
emotions or will, or by anything other than the
object about which we think Subsequently we
may discover that subjcctive condittons and
interests have influenced us, but, at the time, that
mnfluence 1s unconscious, otherwise we could not grve
our assent. I regard 1t as a psychological fact that
assent 1s possible only 1n so far as we are unaware
of the influence of subjective conditions, emotional
and voluntary. On the other hand, 1t cannot be
demed that 1t 1s also a psychological fact that
purposes and other subjective mmfluences are some-
times found to have influenced assent and to have
caused 1t to be given where 1t should not have becn
given In the case above cited, that onc does not
give onc’s assent to XY’s opimnion as opposed to
the fact that such an opinion 1s his, may be due toa
preformed will-nog-to-belicve, or, 1 other words, to
the conviction that we are nght and that, therefore,
he must be wrong. Undoubtedly assent 1s often
withheld on account of prejudice, and, similaily,
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prejudices may causc assent to be giwven wheie 1t
ought to be withheld, as we sometimes discover
aflerwards to our cost Oidmanly, however, we
are not influcnced by these subjective conditions—
at least such 1s our bchief—and when therr influence
1s discovered at once we withdraw our assent and
begin to doubt The honest secker after truth,
knowing the possibihity of his bemg unduly
mfluenced by subjective interests and the will to
believe or not to believe, 1s particularly careful to
chiminate such a possibility as far as he can, and
will only give hus full assent when 1t 1s clear to him
that all subjective conditions have been excluded,
and that lus knowledge 1s dctermined solely by
objective evidence The asseition that the content
of thought 1s modifiecd directly by human
purposes and nceds and that truth depends upon
the satisfaction of these nceds 1s, theiefore, not a
datum of experience, but a theory, and a theory
which 1t 1s not easy to reconcile with what 1s an
mtrospective datum, viz, that we bcheve our 1deas
and our judgments to be determined by thewr
objects, and that, on this account, we give our
assent to thewr objective validity.
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CHAPTER III.

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CRITICISM AND THE
DISTINCTION OF SUBJECT AND OBJECT

§ 49 Two diametiically opposite opinions arc
prevalent i regard to the psychological basis of
Criticism, and of the Absolutism to which it has
gwven nise  The late Dr Card wished 1o exclude
psychology altogcther fiom Criticism  Piofessor
James, Mr Shadworth Hodgson, and other non-
cutical writets consider the Kantian and Hegehian
standpoint, on the other hand, to be essentially
psychological, and rcject 1t piecisely because, in
their opinion, 1t 1s wvitiated by a psychological
fallacy Pirofessor James accuses Green and Caird
of what he calls the psychologtst’s {allacy, s.e., the
fallacy of reading into psychological states before
analysss all that the psychologist finds in them
when that analysis 1s complete Attempts have
also been made to tieat the Crifscism of Kani on
the same lines as the Enguiry of Locke, since both
Kant and Locke held that an examination of the
faculty of cognition was necessary by way of
intioduction to a study of philosophy.

The latter view 1s certamnly wrong; for though
there 1s a pruna facie rcsemblance between the
Lockian and the Kantian enquries, the standpomnt
of Locke 1s esscntially different from that of Kant.
As Dr. Caird has pomnted out, Locke examines the
understanding ““ very much as we mught examine
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a telescope to discover whether there was a flaw
in its construction wlich might distort our vision of
the objccts seen throughat,”?! wlule Kant cxamines
the nature of mind with a view to discover in 1t
the a prionn forms which are presupposed by
knowledge, without which knowledge 1s 1impossible,
and by which mn this sense 1t 1s hmted The
position of Kant 1s, thercfore, very different from
that of Locke. j

§ 50 On the other hand, Dr Caird scems to
me to carry Ins dishike of the psychological position
too far when he endeavours to dispense with the
psychologist’s aid altogether 1 epistemology, on
the ground that the knowledge of mind presupposcs
a knowledge of matter Mind, he says, ptesupposcs
matter, both as its organ, and as the cnvironment
about which 1t thinks ~ Without matter there would
be no objects, and thetcfore no knowledge. Hence,
“to understand mind mn the sense i which we
contrast 1t with matter ” (¢ ¢, 1n the psychological
scnse) ‘‘implics that we alicady understand the
material world, and to base our knowledge on our
psychology would, therefore, be to base 1t on what
1s the latest and most complex result.”? Thus, for
Dr. Caird, there 1s a distinction between the relation
of subject and object as piesupposed by the
possibility of knowledge, and the relation of mind
and matter as objects of knowledge, and 1t 15 with
the former, and not with the latier, that Criticism
1s concerned “‘Criticism has to deal with the
knowledge of mind only 1n so far as mind 1s pre-
\’supposed mn everything known or knowable; s.e., 1n

Y Critacal Phslosophy of Kant, p. 10. ? Jtid,
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so far as the principles which are mvolved 1n the
relations of objects to a conscious sclf are the latent
presuppositions of all knowledge, the principles

hrough which everything clse must be known, and
by means of which, theielore, every other kind of
\knowledge must be tried »?

But can psychology and cpistemology be separated
fiom one another so compleldy as this? As
scicnces treating of duffcrent topics, the one of
knowledge and truth, the other of psychical pro-
cesses as such they arc undoubledly distinct, yet
the subject which 1s treatcd of 1n epistemology and
the ‘mund’ with which psychology 1s concerned
are surcly one and the same. Agam, 1if a prions
forms and ‘latent presuppositions ’ and principles
of a psychological order are involved wn all know-
ledge, how are we to exanune them unless we know
what they ate, and how are we to know what they
are unless our ‘Cuticism’ 1s preceded by an
ntrospective exammnation and a psychological
analysis of our own acts of cognition? Whence
does Citticism learn the functions of its categories,
of substance, causality, reciprocity and the like, if
not from 1ts reflecction on human thought-pro-
cesses 7 Gianted that there 1s 1n consciousness an
a priort clement, that cach self-conscious bemng
“has within lum the general plan for a self-
consistent natural system,’’/and that this plan 1s
a kmd of framewoik upon which all knowledge 1s
built, which 1s common {o all minds, and constitutes
the general form of all knowledge , granted all thss,
how, may I ask, does 1t come about that Criticism

1Ibd, p 11.
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has learnt the natwc of tlus framework ® How,
mdeed, does 1t know that such a fiamework exists
except by a sludy of cognilion as 1t actually takes
place in human minds? It may be that tlus
*scheme which we carty about with us’ s, in a
sense, unconscious, 4 ¢, 1t may necver be reflected
on (by the ordinary man) or made the objcct of
attention for itscll,”” and few, perthaps, may “ know
that they have 1t 1n thar nunds at all, and fewer
still be able to definc and describe 1t 1 Yet, if
such exists, 1t must at fimes have been rcflected
on, since Citicaism daims to have analysed 1t and
bases 1ts theoiry of the construc tive and constitutive
activity of thought largcly on the resulis of that
analysis

To understand mind 1 the sense i which 1t 1s
opposcd to mattet does 1mply that we already
undeistand the material woild, to some cxient at
least , but 1t docs not follow fiom tlus that our
knowledge of maltter 1s prior to our knowledge of
mind, still less thit our knowledge of mmd and
matter in opposition 15 prior to all cogmtive ex-
perience  Intetnal and extcinal perception, con-
sciousness of our own mental acts, and of changes in
our environment develop side by side, and only
thiough the continual contrasting of subject and
object 1s knowledge possible. We cannot discuss
the conditions of knowledge unless we know what
knowledge 1s, and this we cannot know except in
our own expcrience  The cpistemologist must
start from certain data, and the data wlich he
needs for his purpose are clearly those of empirical

3lbid, pp 18, 19,
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psychology, which 1s merely an orderly and classified
arrangement of the functionings of the human
mind which may be veritficd by anyone who will
reflect.

§ 51. The psychological aspect of Criticism was
recogrused by Kant, who distinguished two questions
which Cnticism has to answer, the psychological.
question as Lo the caistence in the mind of the forms
which we usc in Cognition, and the franscendental
question as 1o the validily of these forms The
discussion of the fitst queston Dr Vaihiunger calls a
Transcendental  Psychology It 15 a psychology
masmuch as 1t 1s an analysis and a classification
of the processes of cogmition, and 1t 15 transcen-
dental 1n that the classification 1s made with a view
to discussing tlie relations of the forms, thus
classified, 1o phenomena or to the object of know-
ludge  The latier problem 1s of couise of primary
importance n Criticism, since 1ls aim 1s to discover
the conditions of the possibility of knowledge.
But, thongh Cuticism 1s thus pumatily and essen-
tually an ¢pistcmology, it may m truth be said to
have a psychiological basis, since 1t presupposes a
psychological analysis of cognition.

Later Criticism scems to borrow even more from
the psychologist It altempts to trace the de-
velopment of nund from a state of vague conscious-
ness m which discimumnation and distinction are at a
muumum, thiough a consciousness of objects
posited by ilsclf to a consciousness of itsell as mind.
And {lus process, though attiibuted by later critical
philosophers to the Absolute, 1s at bottom a gencral,
if somewhat mystical, account of the development
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of individual human minds, and therefore may be
said to lean upon psychology

§ 52. How, then, can we account for Dr Caud’s
refusal to adnut that Ciiticism involves psychology ?
It would scem to be due, in the fitst place, to the
narrow view which he takes of the latter science
Not only does he describe 1t as ¢ the latest and most
complex product’ of knowledge, but he defines
it as a scicnce which treats only of the knowledge
which man has of himsclf “as a human being,
distinguished from other human beings, from the
animals and from natwie 1 geneial, and standing
in definite relations to each of them” Yet psy-
chology 1s more than this It 1s not mercly com-
parative, 1t 1s mtrospective 1t 1s a study of mind
and of mental operations 1in gencral It ticats not
only of man’s relations to other conscious beings,
but also of his knowledge of lumself as a thinking,
wiling, and self-conscious subject Hence 1t
mncludes a knowledge of man, ‘regarded simply
as a self, the thinking subject which 1s implied m all
objects of knowledge.””?

Another 1eason why Dr Caird excludes psychology
from Cuticism 1s that he wrongly identifics the
psychological with the Lockian standpoint in regard
to knowledge v He complains that in the psycho-
logical or Lockian view of knowledge, consciousness
of objects 1s reduced to consciousness of the states
of our own minds We are thus mnvolved in a
closed cycle The mind 1s imprisoned within 1tself
and knows nothing of the world without Hence
psychology becomes the sum-iotal of all possible

! Critical Philosophy of Kant, p. 11.
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knowledge Tlus error Cutiusm claims to have
remcdied by substituting for the closed cycle of our
own 1deas ihe closcd cycle of the intelligible woild ,
and by msisting that though we cannot know
objects except 1 relation to a conscious sclf, yet
knowledge must always be knowledge of objects?
The argument here used 1s valid, and the Lockian
view 1s certainly an erior which needs correction,
but 1t 1s curious that Dr. Caird should have refused
to admit psychology as the basis of the Cutical
Theory of Knowledge because psychology, in his
opmion, docs not recogmse the distinction of
subjecct and object, for it 1s precisely because
Cniticism recognises tlis distinction as fundamental
i knowledge that Profcssor James and Mr. Shad-
worth Hodgson mamntain that  Kantian philosophy,
and those plulosophics which have, as it were,
sprung from 1its loins, ncver get beyond lhe psycho-
logical point of view 2 At any rate, all psychology
1s not Lockian psychology, and that objective
reference which Locke scems to deny to our ideas
1s by the introspective psychologist fully admitted.
True, the latter takes as the object of his present
thinkmg his own thought-processes and 1deas.
But imtrospection, so {ar from implying a confusion
between thought-processes and their objects, on the
contrary, revcals the psychological fact that all
1dcas have objeclive relcience, and not only 1s the
objcct of thought, whether internal or external,
always regarded by us as distinct from our thoughts
about 1t, but 1n most cases 1t 1s regarded as distinct

% fbd, pp 12—1I5.
8 The Metaphysics of Expericnce, vol 1, p 1k
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from and cxternal to ourselkes And whatever
metaphysicians may have to say about the validity
of tlus distinction, 1 any distinction 1s psychological,
certainly the distinction of subject and object 1s
such, for 1t appears as the umversal characteristic
of all human cognition and indeed of all conscious-
ness of which we have any experience

§ 55 This will, I take 1t, be gencrally admitted
so far as our expellence goes; but the pragmatist
dcnies that the distinction 1s ultimate, and hence,
with AMr Hodgson, accuses Kantian plilosoplics
of never tianscending the psychological pomnt of
view All philosoplues of © pure ’ experience regard
the distinction of subject and objcct as the product
of mental development erther in the mdividual or

mm the race  ILisa datum of our.capenence, bul not
o§ pure expericnce.  The ultimate data of experience

usist of process-contents of consciousness. bt not
of process-contents of consciousness as distinguished
from 1calittes Consclousncss and peiceplion can-
not thecmsdves be percerved except 1n contra-
distinction {rom reality, and thcrefore not untl
reality and real existence have a meamng for us
Mr Hodgson therefoie concludes that the distinction
of subject and object bclongs to 2 more complex
kind of knowledge from which 1t 1s possible to
abstract?

In considamg this objection we may remark, 1n
the fust place, that 1t 1s not quite clear what Mr
Hodgson means by saying that consciousness can
only be recognised as such m distinction from
reality, for surcly consciousness 1itsclf 15 a reality

1 The Mlaphysics of Eapcrience, vol 1, p. 116,
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He may mean that consciousncss can only be
recognmised as such in distinction fiom what 1s non-
conscious, or he may be referiing to the distinction
of the conscious self from all that 1s not the conscious
self, or to the distinction between the self, psychical
and corpotcal, and the 1cst of the universe, or,
agaun, merely to the distinction between thought
and 1ls object, whatever that object may be In
the latter case the distinction 1s certawmly funda-
mental for thought, since thought, without objective
reference, 15 not thought at all, and 1t would seem
that the distinction aiises mn consciousness as soon
as we begin fo 1eflect  But mn neither case 1s the
distinction ultimate, if by ‘ ultimate ’ 1s meant that
1t appeais at the dawn of conscious hie, for to mere
senticnt experience there 15 doubtless no such
distinction  Hence, 1 1egard to those absolutists
who 1dentify being and thought, the objection that
they never transcend the psychological pomnt of
view has some foundation, since, asserting, as they!|
do, that the 1cdation of objects to a conscious self,
or, mn other words, the subject-object distmction,
18 the latent presupposition of all knowledge,. they)
are unable to cxplan_the apparent evolution_of
sclf-consciousness m the_individual, For if there
15 nothing but thought, and if for thought the!
subject-object distinction 1s ultimate, how 1s 1t that,
1t 15 not for scveral years that an infant 15 able to
make s distinction ?

§ 54 The statvment that the subject-object
distinction 1s not ullimatc may mean, however, not
that 1t 1s not ultmmate for all forms of consciousness,
but that 1t 1s not ultim:le as a fact, And mn this

G
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scnse the statement would be endorsed, not only by
pragmatic philosophurs of ‘ pure’ expciience, but
also by many philosophers who adopt the standpomt
of Absolutism, who admit Immancnce as a funda-
mental punciple, and whose method 1s that of a
critical regress, but who, nevertheless, prefer to
regard bemng, not as thought, bul iather, with
Fichte, as an Indifference-pont, with Mr Wallace,
as ‘potential consriousness’ - which ego and
non-cgo ate not cistinguished, or, with Mr Bradley,
as Sentient Experience  Yet to all olike the doctiine
opens the way to difficultics, not only metaphysical,
but also psychological If the subject-object dis-
tinction 1s not a fact, how does such a distinction
arise 1 consciousness ?  If ego and non-cgo are
altimately one,how 1s 1t that they appear to be
distinet ?

The genetic psychologist can trace the genesis of
the 1deas of ‘scif * and of an © external woild,” but
hus skill 1s of no avail to Absolulism  The ordinary
solution, seil , that the distinction of ego and non-cgo
arises from the contiast between the active and
passive aspects of consciousness, apart from the
difficulties inherent mn such an cxplanation, 1s of
no use 1o the absolutist For why should passivity
appear as a lnmtation of the ego by a non-cgo?
If 1t be duc to somecthing outside us, the non-cgo
itself 1s (according to the doctrine of Immanence)
outside knowledge , and 1if 1t anse from withimn, and
be due to the natuwie of mind, its origin 1s every bit
'as much a mystery as the distinction which 1t 1s soad
Jto explam  Mr. Bradley gives the problem up, as
lhe docs so many other problems of interest and
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to explaun cverything so long as he 1s consistent n
what he does explain  Dut though the reply
refugio wn mysterrm, like that of a Deus ex machina,
1s conventent and may be acceptable from the pont
of view of thought-cconomy, 1t can hardly be
satisfactory to the true philosopher The inability
of absolutists 1o account for the origin of the subject-
object distinction must count heavily, thercfore,
aganst their interpretation of rcality, and especially
against the doctrine of Immancnce, to which that
mabihty 1s due For if Immanence 1s false, the
difficulty vamshes, since subject and object, ego
and non-ego, are then distinct, not only for thought,
but in reality, while that the intellect 1s capable of
understanding the meaning and mmplication of the
data of eaperience, or, in other woids, of appre-
hending 1n them the natuie of real objects, 1s
presupposed as the condition of the possibility of
knowledge

§ 535 The same difficulty also confronts the
pragmatist, 1f, in addition to lus Pragmatism, he
adopt a philosophy of pure experience, as most
would scem to do. In attempting to answer the
difficulty, however, he t{akes a somewhat different
Ime fiom that of the Absolutist Assuming, with a
singularly whole-hearted enthusiasm, the doctrine
of Evolution he repliecs, with Dr Schiller that the
distinction of subject and object 1s the product of
an evolutionary process, and assigns 1tsforigin to
just that moment when the human mind passed
from the scntient to the imtelligent level of con-
sciousness. Or, to put the matter in another way:

’lmportancc, on the ground that he is not bound
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the subject-object distinction 1s due to thought,
and thought 1s but a higher (z e, a more usctul)
foim of senticnce. But in the first place cvolution,
as a gencial doctrine, 1s not yet cstablished, and
even 1f it were, that thought should, by some
myslerious process, evolve itsclf from sentience, 1s
wholly mcomprehensible They are, indeed, inti-
mately connected, and mn perception seem to act
together as a functional unit, but, taken m
abstraction—as we¢ must take them when, as
psychologists, we are treating scientifically of their
rclations one to another—fecling 1s essentially
different from thought By thought we break up
the unity of the presented object, we distinguish
1t from oursclves and {rom other things , we abstract
fiom 1t characteristics which are common to a class ,
we appreliend the relations of these characteristics
one to another, and we join them together to
form concepts of the most varied and inticate
complexity The senses, on the other hand, do
none of these things By them we get feclings and
frame pictures, but for senticnce there are no
umvetsals, no relations, no conscious analysing and
synthesising of chatactenstics, no distinguishing of
subject and object, and no unities i1n differcnce
which we appichend as such Hence the doctrine
that thought has been, or 1s, evolved from mere
senticnt exparlence 1s untenable, unless we suppose
that the M g, 1 which this evolution takes place,
has already 1 potenna the faculty of thought
Fiom ‘pure’ eaperience, as such, the power of
rational thought cannot have been evolved, nor yet
the distinction of subject and object. Granted an
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embiyonic human mwmnd, m which intellectual
powers are latent, 1t 1s concewvable that infellectual
functions should appear 1n the coutse of its develop-
ment It 1s concewable also that the distinction
of subject and object should, in this sense, have
been ‘ evolved,” given 1cal subjects and real objects
and the power of the former to apprchend the
significance of ceitain sense-data But the evolution
of intellect from a lower {form of consciousness 1n
which 1t was not even present 1 poteniia 1s a sheer
imposstbility

§ 56 Granted, howecver, for the sake of argu-
ment, that this 1s not so, 1t 1s still impossible for
the pragmatic philosopher of pure experience to
account for the subject-object dist'nction It 15 a
fact that at some time or other we begm to
distinguish objects from ourselves ancs to regard
the latter as external and independent of Loth body
and mimd And the usual explination of tlus 1s
that 1t 1s our way of distinguishing between states
of consclousness in which we feel resistance but
oursclves are comparatively passive, and states of
consclousness i which we are aware of our own
aciity  For, wn the former, what 1s experienced
1s beyond our control, and so independent, while,
1 the laiter, we can modify the content of con-
sciousness pretty much as we please. Agan, what
1s comparatively pcrmanent mm consciousness we
regard as part ol ourselves, and what 1s transient,
changing fiom moment to moment, we regard as
external  DBut, even granted that our belief in an
external world 1s valid, this account of its origin
piesents many difficulties. For instance, 1t 1s not
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only in the peirception of what we call ‘exteinal’
objccts that we are passive, but also when enduning
a pamn m any part of the body, and as such pamns
are also, as a rule, independent of our control, they
ought to appear external ~ Agam, the bodily ‘ tone’
can affond bul a meagie basis for the distinction
in question, since 1t 15 only 1n a very broad scnse
that 1t can be said to be constunt, comprising, as 1t
docs, sensations which arise {from cver-varymg
bodily conditions and cmotions and moods, the
mconstancy of which 1s notoinous Hence, unless
1t be admitted that thc mund can, by some sort of
mtuilion, appichend the signilicance of these and
other sensc-data—a signmificance which does not
cxist mm a philosophy of ¢ puie’ expeirence—our
cxplanation breaks down  Doubtless certain expeti-
ences of the sentient order are succceded by belicf
in an external world, but to identify these psycho-
logical antccedents of belicf, wliuch are revealed only
by psychological analysis, with the belief itsclf 1s
to be gulty of the psychologist’s fallacy. For
belief 1n an external world and the sensation-
complexes which are supposed to give nise to 1t
arc not the same thing, and, as M DBoutroux says,
*“ we have no more 11ght to 1dentify belief in external
reality with the scnse expetiences which, so the
psychologist says, result in such a belief, than we
have to identify man with the chemical elements
of which his body 1s composed *

The distinction of subject and object, self and
not-sclf, internal and external, can be explained,
then, nather by the pragmatic philosopher of “ pure’
eapeiicnce, nor by the absolutist, no matia whether



TIIE PSYCHOLOGY OF CRITICISM 87

the latter i1dentifies reality with thought or with
sentient-experience, or with any other of its mamfold
characteristics.  Yet such distinctions, whether
ulimate or not, are among the data of our
experience  Andaf ¢ to get beyond the psychological
pomt of view’ means to deny the validity of these
distinctions, 1t were betler 1o stay where we are
rather than to adopt a doctrine which declares such
glaring facts to be so hopeless a mystery

§ 57 To retwin, however, {o the psychology of
Cnticism. Psychological data are presupposed by
Criticism, no less than by other theories of know-
ledge, nor do I think that this could have bcen
called in question by the late Dr Caird had he
nghtly understood the standpoint of the psycho-
logist A knowledge of the processes of cognition
1s nccessary 1n order to construct a theory of
knowledge, and that knowledge must be gained by
an mtrospective study of perception and thought
as 1t takes place in the human mind Yet 1t 1s
false to say that Criticism never gets beyond the
psycholoeical pomnt of view, for its enquiry 1s n
regard to the conditions and presuppositions of
knowledge Indecd, we may say of Cniticism, what
Fichte said of his own philosophy, that, in essence,
it 15 neither a psychology, nor a political science,
nor yet a theory of morals, but a Wissenschafislchre,
a theory of knowledge

For this theory of knowledge Amman psychology
provides the data, and the human character of
the problem was recogmsed by Kant, who never
confuses human with divine knowledge. But,
unfortunately, later Cuiticism, beginming with Fichtg
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himself, lost sight of thus sigmficant distinction
The mectaphysical and cuitical aspects of the theory
became more and more promment Gll at last the
1eal basis of Kant’s Apriorism was forgotien, and
a human psycholegy was converted into a
psychology of the Absolute In Absolutism, so
all-absorbing has the idca of Absolute knowlcdge
and Absolute truth become, that the more pressing
problcms of human knowlcdge and human truth
ate neglected, and absolutists content themselves
with the assertion that somechow or other, but 1n
a very impetfect way, the knowledge which belongs
to the Absolute 15 1eproduced n finite centies of
experience, more commonly known as human minds
Absolutism forgets that to assign the metaphysical
conditions of knowledge 1s but a means to an end,
and that the primn1y question for the cpistemologist
1s to determine how far human cogmtioa 1s vahd
and objective This 1s unfmtunate, for, as the
pragmatist says, what we aic most concerned with
1s human truth, not Absolute iruth , human know-
ledge, not knowledge in geneinl  To ascertain the
conditions which make knowledge possible 1s but
part of the problem of cpistemology, which should
also apply these conditions m the concicte 1n order
to ascertain the nature, cxtent and valdily of
human claims to truth That human knowledge
15 not simply expeiencing without somcthing
expertenced and a somebody who experiences 1t,
that 1t imphes a metaphysic, and without a mecta-
physic cannot be understood, I fully agice, but
a metaphysic of the Absolute or of the Universe 1
general 1s not the final aim of the theory of know-
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{ledge  Absolutism 1s right in 1cgarding psychology
as of sccondary importance, since its function 1s
meicly to furmsh us with data  Bul the funclion
of a metaphysic of the Absolute 15 also of secondury
mmportance 1 a IWissenschaftsichre, and should not

} be allowed to obscure the end and puipose of the

latter, which 15 to discover the conditions of Auman

knowledge and to ascutan the cuterion of Zman
truth  Kant’s vicw of the function of epistemology
was sound, and whatever we may think of lus
metaphysics or of the solution which he gives to

X the pioblem of knowludge, 1t must be gianted that

i he was faithful to the true mstinct of an cpiste-

]
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)
]

mologist  Tluoughout lus three Crifigues, 1t 1s the
svlution of the problums of human knowledge that
1s ever before his mmd  Fiom hegmning to end
1t 15 with human knowledge alonc that he 15 con-
cerned, and his final purpose to determine the eatent
and sense 1 which that krowledge 15 valid 15 ever
kept m view

§ 58 In regmd to the psychological data of
which Absolutism mdahes use there 1s, for the most
part, nothing pecubat or distinctive It has not a
psychology of its own but accepts 1n gencral the
data which are revealed by ntrospection, though
the latier, when described by a behiever mn the
Absolute, are olten tinged by the Absolute pont
of view The different obyects and qualities which
we percewve, for mstance, and wluch belong
appucently to an outside world, are described as
dufferences whichi break out within the unuty of a
felt or experienced whole  Of {his, more later, but,
for the present, 1t 1s sullicient that i the mamn
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Absolutism 1s carcful to distinguish between what
1s a datum of expeiience and what 1s not It does
not clamm that 1ts a priorz forms and categories are
expenienced as such in our cogmitive acts They
arc mmplied thercn, for without them knowledge
would be imposstble , but they are not intiospective
data On tlus point no fault can be found with
Absolutism  The cxigencies of a satisfactory
theory of knowledge and of the umiverse at luge
may nccessitate the assertion that the objects of
knowledge arc not mateiial and independent objcects,
but rather ideas mmmanent within the univeisal
mind by whose thought-activity they are posited
or produced But such an assertion clearly belongs
to theory, and 1s not an cxperimental fact, nor
does 1t pretend to be other than what1tis. Maternal,
concrete and mndividual things are interpreted as
appcarances, and common-sense belief in the reality
of such thungs 1s declared to be mmvalid. But the
existence of such behefs 1s not denied. They are
rejected because they are said to be full of con-
tiadictions, and because they are inconsistent with
the only theory which seems to be able—in the
opimion of many—to give a consistent and satis-
factory explanation of the universe, of which human
knowledge 1s but an aspect or a part.

§ 50 On the other hand, there 1s some truth 1n
the pragmatist’s statement that Absolutism neglects
many of thc characteristics of human cognition
In spite of the promment place assigned in Hegel’s
philosophy to the Idea which 1s at once the Ground
and telos of the Unmiverse, purposes and needs are
much ncglected by Absolutism, and their relation to
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Cognition 15 not adequately discussed  Absolutism
1s inclined to take a purely intcllectual or rational
view of the umveise, and to subordinate Will to
Thought That a theory of the umverse must
satisfy our whole naturc 1 1ts intellectual,
emotional, and volitional sides alike, 1s not denied ,
but practically in the constiuction of the mcta-
physics of Absolutism mention 1s seldom made of
emotional needs or of the purposes which express
themselves 1n the strivings of our will  The reason
of this omission 1s obvious  The Second Critique of
Kant docs not form pait of the foundation upon
which Absolutism has been built and 1t was 1n this
Critiqgue that Kant ticated of the value of human
ideals  Morcover, when Reality and Thought are
regarded as one, and when, n place of human
knowledge 1s substituted the knowledge which
pertains to the Absolute, 1t 1s but natural that
human purposes and human needs, whose force 15
felt by us laigely because we are finite beings,
should be overlooked 1 the absorbing interest of
that one Being who 1s all-perfect and all-complete,
who embraces and rcalises in lumseclf all that exists;
and who, conscquently, has neither needs nor
postulates, since lus nature 1s not finite, Cognition
in the Absolute 15 prompted, not by purposes
and nceds which seck their realisation i something
outside, but cxists because the Absolute realises
itself 1n itself and for itself

§ 60 In the Cnticism of Kant, on the other
hand, where knowledge 1s, as I have said, regarded
not from the Absolute, but fiom the human point
of view, ncither 1s the function of purposes and
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necds obscured by intellectualism. nor does Kant
go to the other extreme and make the principle of
postulation universal as do the pragmatists, though
he assigns to 1t a function, the scope of which 1s
sufficiently, if not too great Tor him, as for
Professor James, all metaphysical theories are
postulates, based on 1deals which human pwiposecs
and nceds prompt us to stnive to realise  Meta-
physics 1s matter, not of knowledge, but of faith
Nor can it be said that Kant makes the mind as
passive 1n 1ts acts of cogmition as 1t 1s supposed to
be mn the thcory which treats 1t as a falula rasa
His categories are not merely receptacles into which
phenomena arc pouted like molten hiquid into a
mould Doubtlcss Kant's treatment of Space and
Time and his table of Catcgorics lend themsclves
somcwhat to this view, but to lmut thus his
conception of the function of muind 1s to distort
his meaning For he insists agamn and again upon
the QOW Thought, both
_s’pz(_:ulatwe and” piactical, 1s essentrally active,
imposing 1ts forms on nature, as Speculative 1t
constructs fiom confused perceptive data 1ts world
of experience, and as practical 1t moulds the
rebellious 1mpulses of the sensuous order mto
haimony with the autonomous dictates of reason

The psychology of Kant, theicfoie, seems to me
to be far more complete than the psychology
of Absolutism. Tts chiel dcfect 15 that Kant
1solates too much the functions of the vatious
cognitive faculties, and neglects to tieat of their
relations one to another Sense-data are synthe-
sised under the forms of Space and Time, and again



REALITY AS SENTIENT LXPERIENCE o3

under the calcgorcs, bul of {he relafion of the
foums of Space and Time to the calegories, or to
the schemata of the mmagmation under wluch,
provisionally, they aie grouped, or, yet agam, to
thy principles of 1eason, Kant has nothing to tell

~He assumes that all these facultics function
in harmouy, but how tlns harmonyis biought about
he does not say, nor does he assign any sulficient
rcason for the necessity of the many and vaied
functions, which, for hum, are mnvolied 1n an act of
coguition Nerther does the absolutist throw any light
upon these unsolved Kantian problems Instead,
neglecting what Kant did insist upon—the purposive
nature of human thought. he has becomec a pure
intellectualist and so has evolled a pragmatic
reaction.

CHAPVTER V.
REALITY AS SENTIENT EXPERIENCE

§ 61. At first sight 1t may appear somewhat out
of place to begin to discuss Appearance and Reahiy
while yet we arc in the psychological part of our
subject, cspecially as 1ts author has expressly
warned us that to attempt to base metaphysics on
psychology can only lead to “a disastrous hybnd
which posscsses the merits of nerther science ™1
M1 Bradley’s method, however, differs considerably
from that of other objective ideahsts. In Book I.
he endeavows to show that our ordinary philo-

1 Appearance and Realily, | 5
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sophical notions such as qualities, tlungs, substance
and acadent, space. time, causality, are riddled with
contradictions, and, hence, mfers that all these aie
merely appearances which taken as they stand,
cannot be tiue of the real, and which yet, since
they indubitably exist, must somchow belong to
Reality! In Dook II the ‘general character of
Reality’ 1s first lud down, and then follows a dis-
cusston of ¢ the way i which appeatances can belong
to Reahty,” or rather an attempt to prove that
predicating appeatances of Reality no contradic tron
1s 1nvolved  The positive 1esult of L1 ppearance and
Reality may be summed up m two theses, “ Realily
2s One ™ and * Reality us Sentient-Eaperience”  The
first of these 1s cssential to all formis of Absolutism ,
the sccond 1s peculiar to M1 Bradley.

But there 1s yct another difference between Mr
Briadley’s standpoint and that of other Absolutists
In support of lus asweirtions, and parlicularly 1n
support of these two fundamental theses, he makes
constant appeals to the psychological data of
experience Ilis philosophy, 1n fact, may be
rcgarded from iwo pomts of view It may be
ticated as a theory which must be considered and
judged as a whole accordmg as 1t renders or fails
to render a satisfactory and rational account of
the Umveise or we may sclect punciples which
arc fundamental i Mr Biadley’s position and
inquire what foundation these have 1n the data of
expetience  Regarded from the first point of view,
I shall discuss Mr Bradley’s position, together with

1For a discussion of some of Mr Bradley’s arguments see
chap xu
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that of other forms of Absolnlism. i the chapter
dealing with the Mcetaphysies of Absolutism ; but
as the author of {ppcommce and Reality in order
to establish the above-mentioned theses, umself
makes appeal to the data of expetwenee, s psyeho-
legical standpomt must be dealt with at once.

§ 62 In regard to the Minction of psyehology
m the theory of knowledge or rather m metaphysics
(for Mr DBradley says thete 1s teally no sudy saence
as the theory of cogmtion)! my own opimon 18
practically the same as Mr Di.Jley’s.  The theoty
of knowledge 1s not based wholly on psychology,
1e, 1t cannot be proved merely by psychologieal
analysis  Still less can metaphyvsaiwes be established
m this way Yet, as Mr Biadley says, the meta-
physician 1s forced to trespass mside the limuts of
psychology Conscquently, * the metaphysician who
15 no psychalngist 1uns gieat dingets  For he must
take up. and must work upon the facts about the
soul, and, 1f he has not tied to leatn what they arg,
the 118k 1s very serious 2 This 15 precisely my own
view of the matter  Psychology must provide the
data upon which the epistcmologist works, and
lus theoiies must be confiimed or veufied m the
experiences which he secks tc explaun, but nothing
more

§ 63 Thceorctically, then, Mr Bradley and I are
at one m regard to the function of psychology mn
metaphysics , yet I cannot help but think that Mr.
Bradley’s plulosophy has been very largely influ-

Yoc ¢t p 76 Tlus statcment 15 not cxplamed by M Liadley,
but it refers, I take 1t, to a purely psychological thcory of

cognition,
2 Ibud,
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enced by, cven 1f 1t 15 not wholly due to, lis
psychological views  Nor do I stand alone w this
opmon  In an artile entitled “ The New Realism
and the Old Tdealism,” which appeaied m Mind for
July, 1906, the fellowing passage occurs —

The more recent system of Mr Bradley has 1n some
respects a moce objective aspect (than that of Gicen)
His 1epudiation of the hallot of bloodless categoties s
familiai to eveiryone, and lus criticism of the Self gocs
far to destroy subjectivily  Yet, on the other hand,
be 15 1n some fundamental pomts far mote decidedly
subjective than Gicen, or peihaps than any otha
promunent representative of idcalism  Certamly by
lus constant appeal to ‘experience,’ as at once the
standpoint and tbe goal mn the seaich for reality, he
gnos to s philosophy a subjective turn fiom which
be 15 never quite able to free 1t The woild for M1
Bradley s a straightened-out expeiience, but still 1t
18 an expetience and nothmmg moie, and, indeed, the
most puiely subjective aspect of experience—mere
feceling—seems 1n the end to be for Mr. Bradley 1ts
most mmportant and wigmificant aspect ! [Professor
Mackenzie's advice to 1dealists, therefore, 15 ] ‘ Close
thy Beiheley—open thy Plato, close thy Biadley—
open thy Hcgel "2

§ 64 There 1s a great deal of truth m these
rcmarks  Mr Bradley 1s not a subjective 1dealist,
and Phenomenalism he expressly rejects, yet, for
all that, lus position approximaies very closcly to
the essc1s percipr of Hume Objects, 1if abstracted
from our perccpticn of them, are nothing, said
Hume they exist only when they are perceived
But perception 15 a state of the mind Hence
objects are rcally states of the mind, and their

Yiec cit, p 313 tInd, p 327
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esse 18 perespr Compare tlus argrment with the
stalements which Mr Diadlcy makes i support of,
if not 1n proof of, hus thesis that Realily 1s Sentient
Experience  He thus mbroduccs the subject mn his
second Chapter on 7 e General Nalurc of Reality 1

We perceive, on tcflection, that to be real, or even
barely to cxist, must be to fall within scntience
Sentient experience, i short, 1s 1cally, and what 1s
not 1lis 1s not real  We may say, mn other woids, that
there 15 no being or fact outside of that which 15
commonly called psyclucal existcnce  Feeling, thoueht,
and volition (any groups under which we class psyclucal
phenomena) ate all the matenal of existience, and thae
1s no other matetial, actual o1 even possible

Tlus position docs not involve Subjectivism, for
Mr Bradley does not first “ divide the percipient
subjcct from the universe, and then, 1esting on
that subject, as on a thing actual by itsclf,” urge
‘““that 1t cannot tianscend 1its own states” “To
sum up the subject as real imdependently of the
whole, and {o make the whole mto expetience in the
scnse of an objective of that subject,”? seems to lum
indefensible “ The universe and 1ts objects must
not be called states of my soul 3 It 1s the whole
1tsclf which 1s experience, and therc i1s no subject
which exists indcpendenily of this whole Tle
plnlosophy of Appearance and Pmlzty 15, therefore,
not subjective but objective Idcalism or Absolutism

On the other hand, the passage quoted above 1s
characteristic of Mr. Biadley’s standpoint, and
seems to approximate so closely to the Humecian
doctrine that Professor Mackensie’s protest 1s hardly

Y Appearance and lezt'y, chap xiv, p. I44.
tIbd p. 145. ¢ Ilsd p 301.

138
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sutprising, espectally as he regaids the thesis * esse
18 percipr’ as the foundation of subjective Idealism
Nor 15 1t surprising that Professor Mackenzie should

‘advise prospective 1dealists to study Hegel rather

than Bradley, since he holds that a true Idealism
depends upon the absolute rejection of this principlet
and on this account 1cplics to Mr Moore’s ¢ Refuta-
tion of Idcalism’ by a charge of wgnoratio clencln
But whethef M1 Moorc’s arguments ate vahd or not
agamst the Idealism of Ifegel and Professor Mac-
kenzie, they catamly do not muss the point n
regaid to Mr Bradley, who 1s admittcdly one of the
leadmg, 1f not the leading figuie among DBirtish
idealists  Accordingly, 1t will be worth while to
cxamme the Bradleian posilion that Realily 1s
Sentient Experience, while at the same time beanng
m mind that Mr DBradley’s Absolutism may be
regarded fiom another pomt of view which 1s more
closely related to that of the Objecin e Idealism of
which we shall have to ticat 1 a later chapter 2

§ 65 That there 1s no being or fact which does
not ‘fall within experience,” or which 1s outside
what we call “ psychical custence,’ 1s a doctime which
Mr Biadley thinks will, m 1ts gencral form, be
cvident at once  The test of 1t, he says,

lies ready 1o our hand, and the decision rests n the
manner m which 1t 15 apphied . . Find any piece of
axistence, 1ahe up anything that anyone could possibly
call a fact, or could in any sense assert to have being,
and then judge if 1t docs not consist in sentient ex-
perience  Tiy to discover any sense 1n which you can
still continue to speak of 11, when all perception and

Yloc cit Mind, NS 59, p 314
8 Vide chaps 1x, x.
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fecling have Dbeen 1emoved, ot point out any fiagment
of 1ts matler, any aspect of 1ts bemng, wlich 1s not
denived from and 1s not still ielative to this sonrce
When the experiment 1s made stuctly, I can myseclf
conceive of notlung clse than the expeiienced  Any-
thing 1n no sense felt or peiceived becomes to me quitc
unmecaning And as I cannot think of 11 without
rcalising cither that I am not thinking at all, or that
I am thinking of 1t against my will as being experienced,
I am driven to the conclusion that for me eapenience 15
the same as reality 1

§ 66 Two objcctions may be mged agamst the
posttion here set forth Tnst of all, il may be
questioned whether the 1esnults of Mr Dradley’s
introspection ate not peculiar to himself, or at any
raie to a few philosophic minds who 1 thar intio-
spection cannot rid themselves of a certamn idealistic
prejudice  Sccondly, even granted the data wiich
Mr Biradley assumes, lns conclusion does not scem
to be vouched for by Inus prenuses, unless a fuither
assumption 1s made, namely, the vahidity of the
doctrime of Immanence  To deal with the mference
first —Granting that nothing exists that 1s not
perceived, what follows ?  Not that 1cality 1s one
with sentient expeitence, but that to exist mmplics
a somcthing or a somcbody n whose experiente
that existent 15 perceved, 2 ¢, a percipient some-
thing which may or may not be distmct f1om what 1s
percetved  The data, cven if tiue, do not warrant
the conclusion that esse 1s percipz, still less that it
1 percrpere , but mercly that essc implhies percipere.
Some sort of connecction between percipient and
perceived we might wfer, but this, for aught the

3 Appearance and Realily, pp 144, 145.
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data have to say upon the matter, might be a causal
conncction, or a pre-esiablished haimony

§ 67 I do not tlink, however, that many
psychologists would concede that Mr Bradley has
given a true acconnt of the data of human experience
I certamnly cannot agree with lum, nor do T think
that Pioli~sor Mackenzie would do so, 1 spite of
his Idealism Certamly if you asked the man m
the stieet whether he could concerve of a palm tiee
growmg m the wilds of Afiica with nobody there
to percerve 1t, he would answer you m the affirma-
tive, and T am alhud T am of the same opimnion
If anyone was thaie, of comsse the tice nught chance
to be percenved, but the question 1s whether 1t
would cease to be there as svon as the sisitor went
away T am qute 1cardy to conccde that all trees
are peiceivadle  Nay, more, we might say, I think,
that every c\wling bemng 1s capable of bung
c®perienced, aither by perception or by thought
Indeed, T would even go so far as to say that all
things are ‘capenienced’ by  God — whatever
“eaperience’ may mean when predicated of the
Divimty , but I cannot concede, even 1n tlus case,
that then esse 1s experience  Again, it 1s a principle
with Scholastics that all knowledge 15 derived,
cither directly or by mference, fiom sense-
experience Dbut this 1s very different {from affitming
that 1t 2s sensc-capeiience  Personally, I can
continue to think and speak, and, so 1t seems to
me, quite rationally, 2bout ‘facts’ and ‘ bemngs’
and ‘picces of cxistence’ which are not sentient
cxperiences, nor yet expetienced by anyone, except
—according to my theology—by God.
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§ 68 DBut Mr Bradley goes fuither still Not
only are all things sentient experience, bnt ther
gwen existence he affiims to be a state of his, s ¢,
of the experient’s soul Having assured us that
Ins horse and his body are, for him, nothing but
expeiience, he tells us that ‘if we push home the
question as to their given exislence, we can find
1t nowhere except as a state of his soul’ “ When
I perceive them, or tlunk of them, there 1s, so far,
no discoverable ‘fact’ outside my psychical con-
ditions ”*  Now, erther the terms ‘ fact ’ and ‘ grven
existence > here mean °‘perception’ as opposed to
the object percaived, i which case Mr Biadley's
use of the term ‘fact’ 1s somewhat strained and 1s
hardly consistent with lus previous use of 1t,2 where
lie speaks of the want of coirrespondence which may
exist between °assertion ’ and ‘{fact’ (“ fact’ there
signifying, not present perception, but ob]ectgfve
events which kave occuried mn the past), or else
Mr Bradley’s account of the perception of a horse
and of the body 1s ntrospectively incorrect. For
the horses and bodies which we percerve are not
percewved as states of our own soul, and the facts
about which we tlunk are thought of as other than
ourselves This last point Mr. Bradley apparently
1s wiling to concede For immediately after
affirming that when he perccives or thinks of a
horse or of his body, there 1s no discoverable fact
outside his psychical condition, he adds, ““But such
a ‘fact’ 1s not for me the ‘fact’ of my horse, or,
again, of my body Their true existence 1s not

Y Appearance and Reality, p 301,
*Ind p 190 and cf p 317,
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that which 1s present 1» my mund, but rather, as
perhaps we should say, picsent Zo 1t What a
world of difference a preposition may make! The
substitution of ‘to’ for ‘in’ changes the whole
meanmg of Mr Biadley’s asseition, and seems to
convert im from a subjective into an objective
1dealist, 1if not mto a realist For if objects are
presented Zo consciousness but are not #n con-
sciousness, they may not be sentient experience at
all, but something quite different.

§ 69 Mr Bradley’s theory of judgment, how-
ever, saves lum fiom mconsistency  For though he
admits that objects are present fo, not 1n, con-
sciousness, and affiims that the ‘ true ’ existence of
horses and bodies 15 *“ a content which works apait
from, and 1s 1rreconcilable with, 1ts own psyclucal
bemng,” tlus docs not mean that the “ true ’ existence
of preseuted objects 1s not psychical, or that it 1s
not at bottom identical with sentient experience,
but mercly that 1t 1s not identical with therr
exwstence as 1deas m my mind  Ego and non-cgos,
minds and objects, psychical and * true’ existences
are at bottom one, for 1n themselves they are mere
abstractions, appearances, thought - distinctions
which have broken out 1n the background of sentient
experience, and which get their reality therefrom 2

In judgment the mmmediate datum of sense-
experience 1s analysed 1mto a subject and a predi-
cate, a ‘that’ and a ‘ what,” an ‘existence’ and a
‘content,” a ‘fact’ ard an ‘idea.’ Piedicates,
whats, contents, or 1deas work loose from subjects,

Y Appearance and Realty, oI,
8 Ibid, p 301 (italics m'ng). 3
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thats, existences, facts, and at the same time
transcend them, referring to an Other, to a Beyond,
to something which 1s not a psychical state of my
soul “ The soul s5 not the contents which appear
mn 1its states ”  ‘“ A man 1s not what he thinks of.”
Principles of logic and morahty, though they work
1 the mind, are not “parts of themind.”! Whether
the predicate “ appears not to go beyond 1ts own
subject, or to have been imported divorced from
another fact outside,” 1t 15 “ divorced from 1its
psychical existence mn my head, and 1s used without
any regard to its being there 2 Or, as the realist
would put 1t, the predicate 1s not merely an 1dea,
but a ‘ quahty ’ which 1s predicated of reality, and,
except m psychological retrospection, 1t 1s always
regarded as a gnalhitv and not as an idea.

On the other hand, ° the subjcct i1s an actual
existence.” ‘“No onc ever means to assert about
anything but reahty, and to do anything but quahfy
a ‘that’ by a ‘what’”3 Not that the subject 1s
ever “mere reality, or bare existence without
character The subject doubtless, has unspecified
content which 1s not stated in the predicate. For
judgment 1s the differentiation of a complex whole,
and hence always 1s analysis and synthesis in one.
It separates an elcment {rom, and restores 1t to,
the concrete basis, and this basis of necessity
1s richer than the mere element by itself ”  Yet the
subject 15 neither the mere ‘ what’ of the predicate
nor 1s it any other mere ‘what.” There 1s mn the
subject, whether 1t be perccived or not, *“ an aspect
of existence which 1s absent from the bare pre-

} Ibid,, p 302 3 Ihide, pp 103, 164 » Iwd , p. 164
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dicate”* Beyond the content of thought there 1s a
subject (viz . reality) “ of which 1t 1s tiue and wlich
it does not comprchend” “The ‘that’ of the
actual subject will for ever give a something which 1s
not a mete 1dea, something which 1s different from
any truth, somethmg which makes such a difference
to your tlunking, that without 1t you have not cven
thought completely ! The subject, m shoit, 1s
reality presented as © this *2

§ 70. With this view of the judgment, so far, I
can to a laige extent agice Judgment docs
involve an analysis of the data of sentient-experience
into a ‘what’ and a ‘that’ and the ‘what’ 1s
referred to reality through the ‘ that * of which 1t 1s
predicated  Thus our 1dcqs '1bout reahty are not
meicly 1deas, but havc’ ~’.ctive reference and
mmply an other than merc tﬁ'lought , and th(, 1cason
of this 1s that an other thait meie thought 1s ¢ given’
1 scnse-expetience m whi'h we seem to be biought
mto mmmediate contact with rcality ‘Existence’
may, like other clements m the concrete °{lus’
or ‘that,’ become a predicate and so become pait
of the content of thought, but existence, s¢,
objective existence, belongs primanly to the sub-
ject of our judgments, for 1t 15 given 1n the data of
eaperience which we denote by that subject, and
to 1L the predicate 1s refeired

Many questions, however. have yet to be settled.
How does cxistence belong peculiarly to the sub-
ject, and mn what sense 1s the latter ‘given’
sense-perception ? For  thought  ‘existence’ 1s
objective , 1s 1t also objective for sense-perception ?

VJbid , pp 168, 169, ¥ Ibd.,, p 175,
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The caastence which 1s predicated in the content of
thought 1s not mercly a psychical state of the soul
Is 1t a mere psychical siate of the soul 1n the subject ?
Is 1t, mn fact, psyclucal at all *  Again, what 1s this
reality that is presented? Is 1t the whole of
reality or 1s 1t a part® Is 1t a real “Zus’ or s 1t
reality 1n general picsented as a ‘thuis’?  And
lastly, in what scnse 1s the ‘this’ presented as a
whole ? In what sense 1s 1t one, a felt totahty ?

§ 71. It1sin the answer to these questions that
I find myself at varance with Mr Bradley, and
as the answers which he gives depend, in part at
least, upon lis view of the rclation of thought to
sense-experience, to this we must now turn our
attention Thought can never be equated with
experience  Thought - confents cannot — though
they try to do so—swallow up reality  The reason
1s that 1n sense-experience we have a fact which
cannot be conjured away, the fact of sensible ex-
pericnce, of 1mmediate presentation with its
colouring of pleasuie and pan! This fact for Mr.
Bradley contains, or implics, everything, cven
reality 1tsclf. To 1t he appeals agan and again in
support both of his doctrine that Reality 1s Sentient
Experience and of his doctrine that Reality 1s One.
Sense expetlence or presentation 1s something of
wluch we cannot get nd It 1s always there in the
background as a ‘{clt-mass, a °felt-totality,” a
‘anity below distinction’ It 1s from this back-
ground of sentience that all distinctions and all
relations—self and not sclf, subject and object,
psychical and ‘true’ cxistence—take their rise, 1n 1t

Y Appearance and Realily, p 170,
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that they appear, and through 1t that they get what-
ever degice of reality they may possess By the
process of thought the ‘f{elt-totahty’ of sentient
experience 1s analysed, and from 1t emerges a system
of rclational appearance, but this relational ap-
pearance n abstraction from the background of
sentient-experience has no reahity

§ 72 It 1s a fundamental principle with Mr.
Bradley that we must not scparate product from
process, and unless the significance of-this principle
1s undeistood and 1ts validity admutted the whole
force of hus aigument will be lost  The principle 1s
first introduced in the Chapter on * Relation and
Quality,” where Mr Biadley endcavours to prove
that qualitics are not distinct from relations, and
mdeed without relations are nothing at all, precisely
because “the qualities, as distinct, are made so by
an action which 1s admilted to mmply 1clation,”

“and you cannol cver get your product

standing apart from 1its process” * There 1s an
operation which removing onc part of what s given,
presents the other part in abstraction  This result
1s never to be found anywhere apart from a per-
sisting abstraction  And, if we have no further
information, I can find no excuse for setting up the
result as being fact without the process The
burden lies wholly on the assertor, and he fails
entirelv to support 1t *1

The separation of product from process, therefore,
in Mr Bradley’s opinion, 1s ndcfensible, and, as
it cannot be pioved, he says, 1t 1s ‘ monstrous’ to
assume 1t. Accordingly, Mr Bradley assumes the

Yid, pp 27, 28,
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contradictory punciple, viz, that piroduct and pro-
cess are #0f separable, bul form part of one whole—
a pnnciple which, I suppose, 1t 1s not monstrous
to assume At any rate it ss assumed, and 1s
applied to the analysis of sensc-presentation with
the following result  Sense-presentation, when
analysed, reveals two aspecis—one objective, the
other subjective.

You can certainly abstract from presentation its
chaiacler of ‘ thisness,’ or 1is confused relatedness , and
you can also abstract the {cature of presentation Of
these you can make 1deas, for thue 1s nothing which
you cannot tlunk of But you find that these idcas
are not the same as the subject of which you must
predicate them. You can think of ihe subject, but
you cannot get nid of 1t or substilute mere thought-
content for 1t

Hence the  thasness  or ™ conjuscd 1clatedness > (by
which, I suppose, 1s meant the objective, though
unanalysed clement of presentation—what we per-
cawve), and the ‘feature of presentatrion’ (which
clearly 1efers to the psychical act of perception
itsclf) are not distinguwished 1n sense-experience or
in reality, but only by abstiaction and for thought.
Mr Bradley’s answer, then, to the question whether
objects are presented to thc mind or are present mn
the mund, 1s that both obiects and presentations
(and also minds themselves, for that matter) are
abstractions duc to thought-analysis and con-
struction They arc 1deal, not real Hence, when
we say that objects are presented to a mind, we
must remember that both minds and objects are

Yibd, p 175,
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nothing but appeaiances which refer us back to
the sentient whole of eaperience fiom wlich and
in which they emerge

§ 73 The validity of tlns argument 1ests upon
the assumption that product and process cannot
be scparated—and of tlis I shall have something
to say m a moment DBut cven granting tlus
assumption to be vahd, I am not at all convinced
that the aigument will hold  On the contrary, 1t
scems to me that the very assumption upon wluch
it rests, may be used to 1cfute 1t

In thought we distingush existence from content,
a ‘what’ fiom the ‘that’ And tlus distinclion
anses ftom and ¢merges 1 sentient experience, so
that whatever belougs to the “what’ or content
must also belong to the ‘that,” at lecast mm an
unanalysed form  DBut ‘objective enstence,” v g,
the “true’ enxislence of the hoises and bodies,
forms part of the content of thought and 1s not to
be identified with the psychical existence of an
idea 1 the mind? Whetefore 1t would scem to
follow that objective or “ tiue ’ enstence, as opposed
to psychical existence, belongs also to the ‘that,” or
to the sulject of our judgmunt as given m sense-
perceplion  And 1if, m reply to this, it be urged
that I have assigned to the subject before analysis
what belougs to 1t only after analysis, I must 1efer
you to the passage alicady quoted and to many
other passages 1n wlich we are told that icality
belongs m a pecuhar manner to the subject of our
judgments, and even that n the subject there s
an aspect of existence which 1s absent m the predi-

VeI Appcarance and Reality, p. 301,
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cate And should 1t now be said that the existence
which belongs to the subject 15 not the same as that
which belongs to the piedicate, that whereas the
existence of the subject 1s psychical, that of the
predicate 1s ideal, I must ask for proof of this
assertion, for the existence of the subject, 1n my
judgment, docs not appear to be psychical, but
objective and real, qutc as objective, mn fact, as
that of the predicate  Moreover, 1f the existence
of the subject i presentation 1s psychical, how
comes 1t that in thought the existence which s
referred to that self-same subject 1s not psychical
but objective ?* Tlus 1s a mystery, perhaps, which
1s duc to the nature of thought, whose function 1t 1s
to distingush existences and meanings which, m
rcalhity, are not distinct But thought, 1t 1s
admitied, must work upon the data of experience  If
then, 1n the product of thought, objective existence
and meamng ate distinguished fiom the psychical
existence of thought 1tsclf, 1t 15 only reasonable to
mfer that objective and psyclucal existence, not-
sclf and sclf, have been distinct thioughout the
process, even 1o 1ts basis i cense-cxperience 1tself

That such a distinction of subject and object 15
a datum even of perceptual cxpenence I have
already attempted to show?! In perceptual experi-
ence we ceitainly come into immediate contact
with rcality, and upon tlus our knowledge of reality
depends DBut the reahty which 1s ‘given’ 1n
perceptual expeiience 1s not psychical but objective.
Reality 1s presented to us, I will not say as material,
but, at any rate, as somctlung qumte distinct, quite

el § 52
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different, from ‘me’ Agan, I shall be told that
I am mtioducing thought-distinctions 1into my
description of sentient-cxpeuience And 1t may be
that I am, for thought 1s involved n all perception.
But 1if such a fundamental and wvniversal distinction
as this 1s not to be mcluded 1 the data of senticnt
expertence, where are you gomg to draw the line ?
Sentient expetience 1s not mere feeling, as Mr
Sradley fully acknowledges, for {feclng 1s atself an
abstiaction But as soon as we get beyond the
stage of mere fecling we find thought-distinction
Mr Bradley scems to admit this also, for he speake
of ‘the sensuous mfinitude’ which belongs to the
‘presented subject’ 1 a judgment, by which he
means that it has plurality of features mn 1ts content,
the details of which arc mdcfimtely related to some-
thing outside® And I take 1t that 1t 15 the subject
as prescnted wn sense-perceplrion thal 1s here referred
to, since 1t 1s callid o presentcd subject  In any
case, we arc told that 1 sense-capelience theie 1s
a confused relatedndss which 1s not the presentation
itself, qua presentation (though why what 1s pre-
sented should be described as ‘ confused’ T do not
understand, smce 1t 15 usually perfectly clear and
distinct so far as conceins the objects upon winch
atiention 15 focussed, and {lus focussing may be
mstantancous) , and 1t would seem that the confused
relatedness and the presentation are not one and
the same thing, even n scnse-eaperience  Winle
if 1 reply, I am told that even this confused
relatedness ’ 1s duc to abstiaction and so to thought-
analysis, then certainly in what 1s left of sentient-
} Appearance and Reality, p 176,
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experience there will be no distinction of subject
and object, but surely 1t 1s Mr Bradley now and
not mysclf who 1s gulty of abstraction, and such
an attenuated fragment of experience 1s clearly not
identical with presentation, still less with reahty,
nor does Mr. Bradley claim that it 1s.

§ 74 Why, then, 1s rcality 1dentified with
sentient experience ? We have already dlscusscdl
onc reason, viz, that Mr DBradley cannot conceive
of an cxisting object or quahty from wlhich all
perception and fecling have been removed. This
recason we found to be inconclusive, since most
people can imagine * pieces of existence ’ and ¢ facts,’
viz,, lustorical and absent facts, from which all
perception and fecling have been removed. Yet,
though Mr Diadley’s cxpetience would appear to
be abnormal n this 1espect, ¢ feelmg’ and sense-
perception are undoubtedly very closely connected
withi the 1dea of 1cality , and 1t 1s upon this fact at
bottom that Mr Biadley’s coctrine scems to be
based The ‘this’ of sense-perception, he says,

brings a sense of superior 1eality, a sense which 1s far
fiom being wholly deceptive and untrue  For all our
knowledge, 1 the fust place, atses from the ‘ this’.
It 15 the one somce of om expenerce, and every element
of the world must submit to pass through it. And
the ‘ this,” secondly, has the genuine feature of ultimate
reality.  With however great impeifection and 1ncon-
sistency 1t owns an individual character The ‘this'
1s 1cal for us 1n a sense in which nothing else 1s 1eal.?

Now, the “ this ’ 15 defined for us as “ the posttive
fechng of direct experience.” Hence the transition

Vid, pp 224, 225.
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1s easy fiom the doctnne the o lus “ feoang of durct
caperience ™ 1s the source of all knowledge of 1eulity
and 1tsclf possesses a genuine {eature of 1ealty, to
the doctiune that, as sentient eapetience 1n general,
it ¢5 1cahty

Al Bradley, to do lnm justice, dees not explicitly
make tins transition, though I cannot help thinking
that he rcally has made 1t 1n his own mind, and that
it undethies his general position At any rate, it
will be worth while to discuss how far, and 1in wha
sense, the ~this’ of sensc-peiception does possess
the genuine feature of realily  and m oider not o
msinterpret, let me again quote {iom Appcarance
and Reality

Realitv 15 being in which there i1s no division of
content from c(xisience, no loosenme of ‘what’ fiom
“that’ Reality, in short, means what .t stands {o, and
stands for what 1t mcans And the ‘ ilus’ possesses to
some catent the same wholeness of chatacter  Both
the * this’ and 1cality, we may say, atc immediate  But
reahty 1s mmincdiate because 1t includes and 1s supenor
to mcdiation It devclops, and 1t T1ngs 1o unity, the
distinctions 1t contamns The ‘thus’ 1s immediate . . ata
leved budow distinctions  Iis clements ate but conjoined,
and aie not connccted Ard iis content, herce, 1s
unstable, and essentially tcnds to distuptlion, and by
s own natuie must pass beyond the heing of the ‘ilus’,
But evay ‘tlus’ still shows a passing aspect of un-
divided singleness  In ihe mental background specially
such a fuscd wmty 1emawns a constant factor and can
ncver be dissipated. And it 15 such an unbroken
wholcness which gives the sense of individual 1cality.
When we tuin fiom meie 1dees to scnsations, we eapell-
(nce m the “this’ a ievelation of {freshness and life.
And that 1evelation, 1i misleading, is never quite untiue.!

1 p, 225
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The rcason, then, why the ‘ this ’ seems to bring
us mto mmediate touch with rcality 1s because of
its 1mmediacy, 1ts undivided singleness, its fused
unmty Umty and immediacy, moreover, apparently
mean the same thing, for ‘immediacy’ 1s defined
as the union or unity of a ‘what’ and a °that.’
Now the qucstion 1s, what 1s meant by this unity
of a ‘what’ and a ‘that’ It seemns to mean two
things between which Mr DBradley hardly makes
any distinction, viz, (1) the umty of subject and
predicate before analysis, and (2) the umty of
objective meaning and psychical fact.

§ 75. Let us examine this unity first in the sense
of a unity between objective meaning and psychical
fact I do not think there can be any doubt that
the unity of the ‘this’ docs bear such a signification
m Mr Bradley’s mind. For the * this ’ 1s described
erther as © the positive feeling of direct experience,’
which 1s clearly something psychical and subjective,
or 1t 15 1dentified with ‘confused relatedness,” the
objective aspect 1n presentation , and this ¢ confused
relatedness ’ and the subjcctive feature of presenta-
tion are, as we know, for Mr Bradley, one and the
same. Agamm, 1n a passage already quoted}!
‘content’ and °‘psychical bemng’ are opposed to
onc another as a ‘what’ and a ‘ that ;’ while the
1deality of the ‘ what,’ since 1t 1s attnbuted precisely
to this alienation of content and psychical existence,
clearly indicates that in the subject or ‘that’
content and psychical existence are one.2 Lastly,
the ambiguity of Mr Bradley’s use of the term ‘fact’

11bid, p 301 (cf supra, §68).
3 Ibid, cf pp 163, 168,
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pomnts to the same conclusion ‘Existence’ is
either o series of events or of facts, facts arc either
cvenls or what s dwectly experienced, and ‘‘ any
aspect of direct experience, or agamn of an event,
may 1tself be looscly styled a fact or cvent, so
far as you consider 1t as a quahiymg adjective
of one ™t It 1s clear, then, that the only kind of
‘ existence ’ which Mr. Bradley admuts 1s © psychical
existence,” and that when he speaks of the immediacy
of presentation as the umity of a ‘what’ and a
‘that,” or of 2 ‘ what’ which 1s not sundered from
its ‘that,” and turned fiom fact into truth, he
means to say that objective content and psychical
existence are one

Now, many times have I tried to find such a
unity about the facts of presentation, but I must
confess that 1 have always signally failled True,
the existence and the content which belong to what
I percewve are not separated : and 1t may be that
I do not always distinguish that objective existence
from my psychical ac., but, in any case, I do not
confuse the two existences, or take them to be
one, or discover any sort of umty about them
Either we are conscious of our own psychical
cxistence 1n an act of perception, or we are not
If we are, 1t 15 distinct from the existence which
belongs to the object, and if we are not, there 1s
no question of psychical cxistence at all but only
of objective ewistence. I may be mistaken 1n
thinking that there 1s a mimmum of distinction
between subject and object 1n sense-perception ,
but, whatever else happens, they are certainly not

Y ilud,p 317,01 (cf supra, §68i.
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gwen as one Still less are they thought of as one
m 1etrospection (except m an idealist {hcory)
Moreover, the ‘superior sense of realily’ and the
peculiai freshness and life which attends sense-
perception, seem to belong to the objeclive and not
to the subjective clement, for sensation 1n itsclf 1s
no more living and rcal than thought or volition

The ‘ genuine fealwie of reality > which 1s given
m presentation, thercfore, provides neither ground
for, nor confirmation of, the thesis that Reality s
Sentient Experience For that ‘fcature’ belongs
to the objective, and not to the °sentient’ aspect
of presentation And if 1t be sud that the two
aspects are ulfimately one, I must ask on what
grounds the assertion 1s made. If as a datum of
expericnce, 1 cannot admit it If, on the other
hand, 1t 1s affirmed as a metaphysical hypothesis,
my answer 1s that 1n 1dentifying reality with sentient
experience, you have identified 1t with what 1s,
according to your own theory, a onc-sided abstraction.
And this 1s so whatever interpretation be put upon
sentient experience, for senticnt expenience, as the
term ‘scntient ’ implics, and as Mr Bradley admuts,
1s essentially psychical, and the psychical element
i presentation 1s acknowledged to be but one
aspect of the whole

§ 76 There 15, however, another sense in which
the unity of a presented ° this ’ may be understood.
It may mean the umity of ‘that’ and °what,
or of subject and predicatc, and in this case 1t 1s
true that in prescntation the aspects of ¢what’
and ‘that’ are not divorced. What we perceive 1s
a concrete thing, and 1t 1s only by thought that we
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analyse it into subject and predicate. Morcover,
in what we pciceive, content and objeciive existence
ale not scparated, but foim one whole. But, on
the othet hand, we do not always perceive a single
thing. The ‘subject ’ which 1s given in the ‘ this’
1s not always ““a single self-subsistent bemng” It
may be a ‘ garden,’ for instance, which, though mn a
certamn scnse 1t has a umty for thought and hence 1s
denoted by a single name, does not seem to be grven
as a unity. In fact, if we keep strictly to sentience
and cxclude thought, I cannot discover any umity
al all about preseniation apart from the umty of
consciousness which 1t imphes. What 1s presented
1s much diversified, especially 1f the presentation be
for sight. The parts of what 1s presented are
‘conjomed,’ and may be said to ‘co-exist,” but they
do not form one mtegral whole, nor can I find in
thcm any unity below relation and ideas.! Thete
1s a certain ‘ togetheriess’ about them, but that 1s
msufficient. Mr. Bradley requires an indivisible,
not merely an undivided, whole, and the object of
peiception 1s certainly not given as indivisible even
if 1t be given as one

True, an act of pcreeption 1s one, gud psychical
act, since the possibility of apprehending many
things together, even 1f merely conjoined, pre-
supposcs a unity, as Kant showed; and, again, the
psychical clement 1n presentation—perception 1tself
—is referred to the mind or the self, which we regard
as a umty. But this self-reference, ke the
objective reference to which it 1s opposed, 1s
admittedly a function of thought, not of sentient

lcf § 20.
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cxperience as such. For me, indeed, the deliverances
of thought are as valid and more valid than thosc of
sentient-experience , but for Mr Dradley this 1s
not so: thought-content i1s mecre appearance, not
realily Hence that what we experience at any
grven moment should on 1ts psychical side appear as
“a single mdividual experience ”’ 1s msufficient for
his purpose; for what he secks 1s a 1eal unity,
which the unities predicated as a result of thought-
abstractions according to lus principles can never be.
Moreover, 1f this umty 1s to be real, 1t should come
from the objective and not {fiom the subjective or
psychical side of experience

§ 77. Mr DBradley’s constant appeal to °{elt
wholes,’ therefore, 1s 1n vamm  For if he means by
the latter what 1s perceived 1n external peiception,
this 1s never ‘ gaven ’ as a felt-whole, but rather as
distinct objccts accompanied by, but not fused with,
a vague backgiound , and about such a presentation
there 1s no umty cxcept for thought While 1f what
15 meant 18 a psychical feelng, there 1s still no felt-
unity or felt-whole which can be clearly recognised
as such uniz] we rellect, and when we do reflect the
felt-whole 1s so mdistinguishably mixed up with
reference to the self, that 1t 1s impossible to determine
nirospectively whether apart from the self there s
any felt-whole at all. Doubtless * all that we suffer,
and do and are at any onc time foims a psychical
totahty ,” but that totality does not include the
objects about which we think, nor 1s 1t recognised
as a totality except by thought We feel, perhaps,
“ the co-existing mass ” of sensation which consti-
tutes the bodily °tone,’ but we do not feel directly
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the psychical umty which underlics 1t and which
it presupposcs, though belicf in such a umity has
mstinctively anisen m our minds, Mr Bradley, in
his psychical analysis of preseniation, scems to me
to have read into the introspective data of experience
pre-conceived metaphysical 1deas. He has found
in sentient experience what he looked fo1, felt-wholes
and umties below the level of distinctions, but he
has found them precisely because he looked for
them, and not because they ate really there as clear
and unambiguous data of experience If the
subject 1s not given as distinct from the object nor
one object as distinct from another, at any rate
they are not given together as one and individual

§ 78 A simlai fallacy seems to charactenise
Mr Biadley’s attempt to show that in the immediacy
of the  this,’” reality 1s present as a whole, and 1n hus
further attempt to reconcile the apparent fragmen-
tariness and exclusivencss of a presented °©this’
with the allanclusive nature of reality itself I
cannot discover that ‘ sensuous wnfimtude” of
which he speaks I admit that the ‘this’ has
‘ragged edges’ which imply other existences from
which, 1n a sense, “1t has been torn,”? but all that
this means for me 1s esther that as a rule a number
of things are presented side by side, or that it 1s
difficult to explain any individual thing except by
comparison wilh other things Purposcs, functions,
transient actions all dircct our thoughts from the
individual to something outside, apart from which
they cannot be understood The ‘this’ 1s self-
transcendent, as Mr. Bradley says. Itsinner nature

1 Appearance and Reality, p, 176,
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leads our thoughts to pass from 1t to a ‘lugher
totality > in which 1t 1s but a fimte element or part.
But whether this ‘higher totality’ 1s a concrete
whole which 1s identical with reality itself, or whether
1t 1s merely a rational plan or design which 1s manifest
m finite and mmdividual existents, 1s not proved by
the mere psychological fact that our thoughts must
pass from the ‘this’ to something outside it and
that even then the content of the * this’ 1s not fully
exhausted or explamned Either hypothesis will
harmonise so far with the data of experience, and
we must have recourse to other considerations n
order to decide between the two

Here, as elsewhere mn Appearance and Reality,
Mr Bradley secms to beg the whole question by the
very form in which he has chosen to describe the
facts, and 1t 1s only by interpreting his psycholo-
gical descriptions 1n the light of lus metaphysical
theory that they can possibly be understood, and
the apparently gratwitous conclusions which he
draws obtain even a scmblance of validity For
nstance, it 1s said that the inner nature of the ‘ this’
leads not merely our thoughts, but ¢, (the ‘this’
itself), to pass outside itself to a higher totahty.
And this higher totality 1s assumed to be a real and
not merely an 1deal totality, and again not merely
a totahty but a real and mdivisible whole, for we
are told that the very exclusiveness of the ‘this’
involves the reference of 1tself beyond itself, and
s but a=proof of s mecessary absorptron wn the
Absolute.

§ 79. Another mstance of the influence of his

11bid., p 228,
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metaphysics upon his psychology 1s Mr Bradley’s
psychological (for apparently 1t 1s psychological)
dictum that © product must not be scparated from
process’  Taken as a umversal pioposition, the
principle 1s false, for whether we can legitimately
separate product and process surely depends upon
whether they are really distinet, as sometimes n the
physical world they ate  Of cowse, assuming the
mctaphysical standpoint of Appearance and Reality
to be valid, 1t 1s clearly sllicit to sepaiate the product,
appearances, from the psychical proccss by which
they are supposed to be at once diflerentiated and
re-united mn an immancnt Giound  But the vahdity
of this position cannot be taken for granted Hence
1t 15 manifestly illogical on Mr DBradley’s pait to
assume a principle which piesupposes the vahdity
of his metaphysical posilion, and to usc that prin-
ciple not only to 1efutc the aiguments of opponents,
but alco to establish the very position upon the
validity of which it depends  Nor 1s the application
of this principle to the psychology of eaperience
a success For, cven granting that * unities below
relations ’ aud ‘ felt-vholes ’ are among the data of
sentient expenence, we have no direct cxperience
whatsocver of the process by which the so-called product,
thought-distinctions  and relations, arises All we
know 1s that psychoses in which sensation 1s com-
patatively predomiant, are succeeded by psychoses
m which distinctions and 1clations have taken its
placc, and that beiween the two there 1s what Pro-
fessor James calls ‘a continuous transition.’ To
say that rclational appearances emerge within ‘the
felt totality’ or that thought-distinctions °break
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out of 1t 1s to speak mclaphorically. Of the
process by which senticnce 15 displaced by thought,
inirospection tells us nothing Conscquently, the
Bradleian principle of non-scparation between
product and process 1s mapplicable. There are no
products and processcs to scparate, unless we make
a gratuilous assumption to the cffect that thought-
distinctions arc evolved {iom a sentient ground.

§ 8o Tlus being the case, our only alteinative 1s
to choose whether we will accept the dehverances
of thought or of sentience as more adequate to reveal
the nature of rcality. Mr. Bradley somewhat in-
consistently (for 1t 1s the marked lntellectualism of
his cuiterion of truth that has brought down upon
him the wre of the pragmatists) scems to prefer the
latter, on the ground that senticnce gives a superior
sense of reahty to wlich the relational form of
thought can never be equated and n regard to
which 1t must eva remain o compiomise, an un-
successful attempt to “umte differences which
have bioken out in the fcli-totalily.” As against
the Hegehan 1dentification of Thought and Reality,
Mr Bradley’s argument 1s probably valid, though
1t seems to me a pity that he should have 1dentified
Reahty with senfient expenience, since he 1s forced
to re-mnterpret tlus almost immediately as an ex-
perience which 1s not, but which includes, sentience,
as 1t mcludes thought and volition and all other
forms of psychical reiity. Dut I cannot agree that
reahty 1s identical with either thought or with
sentient experience, for 1t seems to me that in both,
objective content and psyclucal existence are really
distinct. Mr. Bradley assumes throughout that all
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existence 1s psychical and that at bottom expeiicnce
and the expcricnced, presentation and the pre-
sented, are one. But though I grant that in the
preseniation of a concrete object 1ts ‘ what ’ and its
“that 1ts ‘meaning’ and 1its °‘cxistence’ are
united, Mr. Bradley’s aiguments have entirely failed
to convince me that the ‘existence ’ here 1 ques-
tion 1s psychical existence, and not rather the
existence which belongs to the object, which 1s
quite distinct fiom the psychical act of perception n
my mind. Tlis bemng so, the question for me 1s not
whether reality ss thought or sentient experience,
but whether 1n thought or i1n sentient experience
reality 1s better known And of the answer to this
question thcre can be no doubt. For thought 1s
admittedly a higher form of cognition than scn-
tience, which 1s haidly cognition at all; and it 1s
pirccisely on this account that thoughts scem to
take the place of and to be preferrcd instead of, but
not as well as, sensations, whenever 1t 1s a question
of knowledge Sentient expciicnce, like anything
clse, can become the object of thought. Indeed, as
Mr. Diadley acknowledges, ‘there 15 nothing
which cannot become the object of thought.” And
this being so, given a satisfactory criterion of tiuth,
there would seem to be no reason why thought
should not be capable of giving us adequate know-
ledge of reality.

§ 81z. My conclusion, then, 1s that the thesis
‘ Reality 75 Sentient Expenence’ and ¢ Reality 1s
one and mdividual’ are hypotheses or theories, not
mtrospective facts, nor yet confirmed by intro-
spective facts, which can only be made to harmomise
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with these theories by readmg into them features
that arc not given and by excluding others that are.
Mr. Bradley’s account of the psychology of ex-
perience 1s maccurate , hus assumptions gratuitous ;
his terminology ambiguous, and his nferences
mmvalid The subjective and objective senses of
terms such as ¢ existence * and “ fact ’ are hopelessly
confused. What 1s not given as distinct 1n the first
instance 1s assumed to be 1dentical , what 1s not given
as divided, to be indivisible and one  Felt-wholes
and underlying unitics are discovered, though none
such are to be found among the data of sentient
experience And, finally, thought-distinctions are
declared to be the inseparable product of the
evolution of this sentient experience, though for
mtrospection the most we can say 1s that the latter
1s the antecedent of the former These fallacies
destroy the conclusivencss of all Mr Bradley’s
arguments from psychological dala, while his
assumption that in sentient experience esse 1s percips,
or that fecling and reality are one, gives to Appear-
ance and Reality a subjcctive tone which 1s repugnant,
not only to realists, but also to more objective
1deahists, and of this impression 1t 1s, as Professor
Mackenzie remarks, difficult to get nd. Still
Appearance and Realty 1s, after all, not subjective
but objective Idealism; and as a metaphysic of
the Absolute 1s a theory which claims to interpret
the universe as a whole, we shall have to examine
t m a later chapter fror . more metaphysical pont
Fof view. -
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CHAPTER V '

POSTULATION AND THE EXPERIMENTAL
THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE.

§ 82 One defimtion which has been given of
Pragmatism 1s that 1t 1s ““ the thorough recogmition
that the purposive character of mental Iife generally
must permecate our most remofely cogmtive ac-
tivities ”1 Unlike Absolutism, Pragmatism claims
emphatically a psychological foundation, and in
essence 1s httle else than the recognition of a pai-
ticular psychological fact and its application as a
general punciple to the theory of knowledge The
pragmatist docs not go to psychology mercly for the
data of experience mn order to examune thewr meta-
physical conditions His standpoint 1s psychologi-
cal from beginning to end, and lus amm, so he tells
us, 15 to reasscit characteristic features of human
knowledge which have been Intherto much neg-
lected, but which, nevertheless, are there, and are
directly venfiable in human experience The same
may be said of Humanism, which 1s only Pragmatism
stated 1n a more general foom. Pragmausm 1s the
logic of Humamsm according to Dr Scluller, while
Humamsm, according 1o Piofessor James, 1s Pragma-
tism applied to the genesis of knowledge The two
terms are practically synonymous, for Humanism
1s defined by Dr Schuller as % philosophical attitude
which, without wasting thoupo% upon attempts to

A
' Humanism, p. 8.
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constiuct caperience a priors. 15 content to take
human expeilence as the cluc 1o the world of human
expertence.”! Bothihe pragmatist and the humanist
accept the principle which I have laid down m a
previous chapter as that which should guide the
epistemologist 1n the construction of lus theory of
knowlcedge. For both profess to start from the
standpoint of common-sense, and only n so far as
common-sense notions fail 1o work, do they consider
themselves justified in modifymg them, and then,
only provided sufficient reason can be shown for the
modification.

§ 83. The fundamental characteristic of human
cognition which the pragmatist claims to have
re-discovered 1s already contamned 1n the definition
given above It 1s the function of human purposes,
which, as expressing human needs, characterise and
pervade all human activity Both human action
and human cognition are controlled throughout by
purpose. It 1s our puiposcs and our needs which
prompt us 1o seck for knowledge , 1t 1s our purposes
which guide us in the search, and 1t 1s the satis-
faction of our purposes which compcl us to accept
or reject the various claims to truth which are made
by fact and theory alike.2 The acqusition of human
knowledge, according to the pragmatist, always
takes the same form If we are to live, our needs
must be satisfied , hence, 1n order to satisfy our
needs we strive to modify the environment in which
e find ourselves. Tlus environment consists of

1 Jbid , Preface.
2 Humamism, p 10, ann Studies in Humanism, pp 128, 153~157,
and passum throughout hoth books
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sense-expeticnce, and may be modified in two ways,
by action and by thonght. The “matter’ of sense
experience 1s chatacteussed by ¢ a plastic receptivity,’
and upon 1t thought secks to nnpose 1its own forms,
which again may themsclves be modified by the
teaclions of sensc-expeilence which, as at picsent
constituted, 1s not wholly formless, but has alrcady
accepted {forms mmposcd upon 1t by our ancestors
Thus postulation and experiment characterise all
Lhuman cognition, for in 1t we demand that experience
shall confoim to our pre-conceived 1deas, which by
experniment we strive to realise in the conciele
“Not having a rcady-made world piesented {o us
which we can suck in with a passive receptivity,”
says Dr Schiller, * we have to make experiments m
order to construct out of the matenals we start with,
a harmonious cosmos which will satisfy all our
desires 1 These cxperiments are made under the
control of postulates in which anticipated results are
expressed But before a postulate 1s verified we
have to experiment again and again, and often
enough the postulate gets considerably modified n
the process Postulation as expressive of our
needs, and as verified 1n the concrete by experniments
the results of which satisfy these necds, 1s, for the
pragmatist, the umversal form of human cognition.
Tliere 1s no other way of acquining knowledge except
by postulating what our needs demand, and no other
way of venfying these postulates except by ex-
periments in the concrete, the effects of which are to
be judged according to their power to satisfy our
needs Postulation is ‘umversal ’ and ‘ necessary,’?

Y ¢<Avioms as Postulales® 1 * Personal Idealism,’ § 5.
Y Id | § 26
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it constitutes “the musus formativus of our whole
mental Difc !

§ 84. Postulation is a principle which all prag-
matists admut, though not all are so enthusiastic
about 1t as 1s Dr Schiller. “ We strive by our
cfforts to give expression to the idcal postulates of
human nature,” says M Blondel “La Connais-
sance ne va dans le sens de la vénité qu’en devenant
un appel 4 l'action et en recuellant la réponse
de ’action.”” Postulation, indeed, 18 admitted in
some form or other by almost all philosophers.
Positivism, for example, while denying the possibility
of Mectaphysics, acknowledges the validity of science,
and hence concludes in the person of Mr Spencer
that * there must be some principle which, as being
the basis of science, cannot be established by science.
All reasoned conclusions must rest on some postulate,”
some widest truth which can be merged 1n no other,
and dertved from no other, but which, nevertheless,
according to Mr. Spencer, will not be self-evident

This kind of postulation, however, 1s more akin to
that of Kant than to the pragmatist’s. It 1s used
only as a last resource and 1n regard to an object—
in Mr. Spencer’s case ‘the persistence of force’—
which “ transcends our knowledge and conception,”
so that we cannot be said to know, but only to postu-
late 1it. Kant also admuts postulation only where
knowledge fails. The pragmatist, on the other
hand, argues somewhat illogically? that  the
principle, if valid, must be generahsed and apphed
all round to the organising principles of hife ”4 Tlus

1Ibid, § 27 2 Furst Principles, p 192 (Italics mine.)
8 cf infra, §§ 38, 89 L <Axioms as Postulates,’ § 25.
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1s the chief diffeience between pragmatic and
Kantian postulation, but there are others, and
since Pragmatism claims to be the antithesis of
Kantian Aprionism! upon which Absolutism 1s
largely based, a closer compatison between the two
theories 1n regard to postulation will be instructive

§ 85 As Absolutism may be 1egarded as a
development of the first and thard Crifiques, so Piag-
matism may in some sense be regarded as a devclop-
ment of the second Yet neither 1s strictly a
Kantian theory, for the Crifiguees of Kant go together
to form one whole and cannot be thus <eparated
without destroying their meamng To adopt the
first and reject the second, as Fichte did, or to adopt
the second and rejcct the first as does the pragmatist,
15 to tuke up a position esscntially different from
that of Kant, and it 15 only Kant’s definttion of
Conticism as an examunation of the presuppositions
of knowledge rather than of the presuppositions of
faith, that gives the monistic inteipreters of Kant
a better clum than the pragmatists to be styled
Critical philosophers

Pragmatism, however, does not claim to be a
development of Critical Philosophy, nor does the
pragmatist always acknowledge his debt to Kant
On the contrary, Professor James scoffs at the mind
of the famous author of the Kritsk der reinen Ver-
nunft as * the rarest and most ntricate of ancient
bric-a-brac museums,” and complains that Kant
‘“has bequeathed to us not one single conception
which 1s both indispensable to philosophy, and which
philosophy either did not pussess before, or was

' Ibd , § 10.
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not destined inevitably to acquire after him, through
the growth of men’s reflection upon the hypothesis
by which science interprets nature ! Doubtless
the latler part of this statement 1s true, sice 1t 1s
qute conceivable that had not Kant introduced the
Copernican revolution mto philosophy, 1t might
have been introduced later on by a James or a
Schiller  But this 1s a mere platitude which 1s
cqually true of all plilosophic conceptions, and
the fact remams that many peculiarly pragmatic
notions can be traced back to Kant. I do not say
that such notions have been dehiberately borrowed
from Kant; but, since pragmatists are not un-
famihar with Kantian writings, and since n their
own Kantian idecas reappear, it i1s but natural to
conclude that, consciously or unconsciously, Prag-
matism has been influenced by the mind of that great
thinker for which 1t professes lhttle but con-
tempt In any case, contemptuous remarks such
as these I have just quoted are peculiaily out of place
when coming from the pen of a writer whose theory of
the soul as a set1es of thoughts which are born owners
and die owned, was forestalled by the Kantian meta-
phor of elastic balls which are conscious of their
own motion and transmit both the motion and the
consciousness to other balls 1n succession till the last
ball holds all that the others ever held and realised
as their own ?

§ 806 Idecas which have reappeared in Pragma-
tism are to be found even in the fust Crifague It
was as a postulate that Kant assumed that in

! Jowrn of Plul, Psy and Sc Methods, 1904, p 687.

8¢ James, Principles of Psychology, vol 1, D. 337.

)
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knowledge the object conforms to the mind, and it
was according to its working that he asked that this
postulate should be judged  The pragmatist makes
a simlar assumption, though for lum the object
conforms not to a prior: forms inherent in the
structure of mind, but to more plastic postulates
constiucted gradually under the nfluence of
needs  Agam, there 1s an affimty between the
methodological postulates of Pragmatism and “ the
Regulative Principles of Pure Reason”  Methodo-
Jogical postulates—such as that of the °complete
plasticity of the world of experience’'—are made for
the sake of a theory which we would Zike to be tiue
umversally , but as we cannot prove this theory, the
function of the postulate 15 merely regulative
Similarly, “the Regulative Prinaiples of Pure
Reason,” such, for mstance, as the demand that we
should think totality present 1n the object, 15 not a
constitutive principle, but something which our
needs force us to postulate, and which gmdes us 1n
the search for hnowledge

It 1s, howeser, not until we come to the second
Critique that postulation proper 1s mtroduced. The
attitude of the Practical Reason 15 cssentially
different from, though 1t 1s the complement of, that
of {he Pure Recason, and 1t 1s this diffmence of
attitude which muakes 1t possible to regard both
Pragmatism and Absolutism as one-sided dcvelop-
ments of Critiism  The two Crifigues are parallel
only 1n so far as m cach rcason lays down the laws
to which phenomena are to conform For, while
m the first the confoimity of the data of expcrience

Yedaroms as Postulales,’ § 7.



EXPERIMENTAL TIHIEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 131

to the a preor clement 1s a condition of the possi-
bility of knowledge, in the second the material
clement, hedomstic impulses, not only does not
de facto conform to the Autonomy of Reason, but 1s
often 1n marked opposition thercto—a fact which
reminds one of the ‘rcsisting something’ n over-
coming which, according to Dr Schiller, mtelli-
gence displays itself ! So far, however, the principle
or law which we seck to imposc upon nature, though
it cxpresses human needs, 1s not striclly a postulate,
but an mtuitive moral dictale or ‘a categorical
mmperative’ It 1s the attempt to realise mn practice
the dictates of our moral nature, which, owmng to
the opposition of scnse, gives rise, according to Kant,
to the nced of postulation  The moral 1deal, implicit
within us, must somechow or other be realised our
rational nature demands it In order, therefore, that
this 1calisation may be possible 1 spite of sense,
we posiulate  frecedom ,’ and smce 1ts accomplish-
ment will 1equire an 1ndefinite time, we postulate
‘immortality ,’ while for the final reconcihation
of virtue and happiness and the complete reahisation
of thie lnghest good, we postulate God.

§ 87. Thus the 1deas most closely connected wath
the pragmatic doctrne of postulation, human needs,
human postulates and even human experiments are
to be found m ihe plilosophy of Kant On the
other hand, 1t must be admitted that there 1s an
allimportant difference between the Kantian and
the pragmatic conceplion of postulation. Kant’s
postulates are a last resouice aroused by the con-
flict of reason with our lower nature, and are

Y sAxioms as Postulales,” § 6.
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restricted to three transcendental objects  They are
also mcapable of verification, at least in tlus hfe,
because knowledge of these objects 1s impossible,
there bemg no peiceptions m which, as Professor
James would put 1t, such knowledge can ¢ terminate’
In Pragmatism, on the contrary, postulation is
umversal It 1s characteristic not only of out belief
in a moral Ideal, but of all thought and all cognition
without -exception  Kantian postulation does not
claim to grv ¢ knowledge but only faith ; whercas by
pragmatic postulation 1t 1s asscrted that we get the
only kind of knowledge possible to man

The validity of a postulite for the pragmatist, as
for Kant, depends ultimately upon 1ts power to
satisfy human needs, and for neither can that
validity ever be completely established The
Kantian postulate never gives more than faith;
and though the satisfactions which ensue from some
pragmatic postulates may be both acute and lasting,
no postulate 1s absolufc, nonec completely venfied,
even the most stable and the most permanent that
have as yet made their appearance are subject to
modification and, 1t may be, to radical change.
This being the case, we may well ask what right the
pragmatist has to generalise a principle so unceitain
m 1ts results. Why docs he regard as universal
what Kant restricted to faith ?  What reason has he
for affirming that postulation, which for intro-
spection 1s not the only source of knowledge, 1s yet
the type to which all knowing must and does
de facto conform

$88 I can find no definite answer to this
question 1 pragmatic writings , but the real answer
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would seem to be this, that from whatever pomnt of
view Pragmatism 1s approached, whether 1t be re-
garded (1) as a protest agamnst ‘pure’ intellect
which minimises the volitional and emotional side
of our nature, or (2) as a rcturn to the methods of
science, or again, (3) as “ an cpistemological method
which really describes the facts of actual knowing,”
1t will lead us sooner or later to the Principle of
Postulation which stands out clearly as 1ts central
doctrine, no matter from what aspect we regard 1t

Thus, a °tender-minded person,’ if pragmatically
inclined, would probably start from the conviction
that the emotional and volitional tendencies of our
nalure must somehow or other be satisfied, and that
what human needs force us to postulate must 1n the
end be realised A study of Peirce may then
persuade him or her that the function of thought
1s simply to produce belief resulting 1n action, wluch
action, 1f satisfactory, tends to strengthen, and if
unsatisfactory, to destroy, the belhief by winch it
was prompted  Finally, convinced that all thought
15 purposive, more or less emotional, and accom-
panied by conative stiivings, he will proceced to
apply the principle thus obtaned to all our cogmtive
processes.

A ‘ tough-minded ’ person, on the other hand, will
be more mclined to take a ‘scientific’ view of the
matter. Fascinated by the apparent sccurity of
Physical Science, a belief in which a shallow know-
ledge of that science 1s apt to engender, he will seek
to apply 1ts method everywhcre, even to metaphysics,
as did the illustrious Kant; and, proceeding on
these Lines, will try to reform, or rather to revolu-
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tionise, metaphysics, simply by basing 1t on science,
a procedure which, by the way, was already sug-
gested by Dr Schiller 1n Ius pre-pragmatic Riddles t
Now the physicist, as a rule, makes use of what has
been called ‘the Inductive Method,” m which,
starting fiom some provisional hypothesis, he scchs
to veufy this by observation and experiment
Since, then, argues the would-be pragmatist, tlus
method of science has worked so well, and has proved
itself so wuscful, so satisfactory and so reliable,
what need is there of any further and less satisfactory
mecthod > Why not be content with onc? And,
lastly, turning from the future to the past, he looks
back on the mecthods that have been used, and
finds, as he expected, that in so far as knowledge
has been attained, all of them conform 1o the one
type of postulation and verification wid experiment

But some pragmatists claim to be more psycho-
logical, and tell us that they discover m cven the
simplest cogmitive act the form of postulation  All
hnowledge comes by experience, and cxperience
implies—we are getting less psychological and more
cirtical now—(1) an experimenter, (2) a liypothesis
which he doubts and wishes to verify, and (3) the
verification-process 2 This verification-process 1n-
volves action on our part and reaction on the pait of
experience,, and the possibiity of venfication
mmplies that objects always react in the same way,
provided we experiment 1n the same way Since,
therefore, postulation 1s involved 1n even the

1 The Riddles of the Sphuny, p 163
2C S Peuce, “ What Prasmatism 1s,” The Monist, 1905,
p 173, and cf Studies wn Humanism, P 133
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simplest act of cognition, @ fortzor: 1t is involved in
more complex acts wlhich arc built up of others
more sumple Hence postulation occuis in every
cognitive act, and 1s the umveisal form of all
cogmtion.

§ 89 Iam inclined to think that Professor James
arnived at the doctrine of Postulation by the first
process, and Dr. Schiller by the second ; while the
third would seem to be an after-thought, 1 which
the theory itsclf has suggested what claims to be the
result of psychological analysis, and not the analysis
the theory. On the other hand, 1t 1s by the third
process alone that the doctrine of Postulation 1n its
umversality can be logically established The
appeal to emotional nceds and to thc general pur-
posiveness of thought fails to validate uvmversal
postulation, because, granted that all thought 1s
purpostve and that all truth must satisfy our needs,
1t does not follow that the only way of acquiring
truth 1s by mcans of postulation and experniment.
For, n the first place, all that our nceds demand 1s
satisfaction, and so long as satisfaction 1s obtamed,
1t does not matter, so far as our needs are con-
cerned, by what means i1t 1s obtamed. And
secondly, postulation and expcriment of themselves
are msufficient to account for the satisfaction of
cogmitive needs. In order fo frame a postulate we
need some data to go upon. The nced which seeks
satisfaction cannot 1tself suggest the means to attain
1t . 1t can only gude us n choosing between hy-
potheses which have been suggested by objective
facts, and these must somehow be known. Agam,
as all allow, 1t 15 the reaction of our environment
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which ultimately verifies or negatives a postulate
and so satisfies or fails to satisfy our nceds. And
this implics that we perceive reactions and apprehend
their significance. which 1s. of 1tself, so much know-
ledge acquired, but 1s not postulation

The sccond process by which postulation 1s reached
1s equally invald, if offered as a proof All that a
study of the methods of science can do 1s to suggest
umversal postulation as a hypothesis To nfer
that postulation and experiment are used in all
branches of knowledge, because de facto they are
used 1n one, would obviously be an 1llicit induction

§ go The psychological, then, 1s the only
argument which can afford us a valid proof that all
knowledge comes by way of postulation and ex-
pennment  But 1s 1t an introspective datum of
expertence that all knowledge does come by way of
postulation and experiment ?  Ithinknot Indeed,
1t would be strange if 1t were, for neither Professor
Wundt nor any of our most emment psychologists
have noted the fact, nor does 1t find mention even 1n
the Principles of Psychology. To mtrospection but
few of our cogmitive acts partake of the nature of
postulation The facts which we observe and which
constitute so large a portion—some would say all—
of our knowledge, are not known as verified postu-
lates, but rather seem to be given This 1s true 1n
general of all facts, even of those which are used 1n
Science and elsewhere to verify postulates or to test
the validity of theories It 1s the hypothesis and
the theory wlich are postulates, not the facts

Axioms, agamn, as cven Dr. Schiller himself
admuts, appear to be immediate judgments, and
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scem, as 1t were, to compel our assent to their truth.
We may explasn axioms pragmatically, and affirm
that 1t 1s our need of them which 1n reality compels
us to assent to therr truth, because without them we
could not think consistently at all. This, however,
is not an 1ntrospective fact, but a theory, and quite
as much a theory as that wluch explains axioms
as due to the manifestation of the nature of reahty
to our minds 1n the act of apprchensiof! or thought.
Axioms appear to be self-evident, and there 1s no
trace i our experience of any process of experiment
by which we seek to venify them. Put this down
to heredity, if you like; but then, as belore, you
are theorising, and the fact remains that as soon as
we grasp the meaning of an axiom we at once assent
to 1ts truth. Ask any lad of thuteen whether fire
can be hot and at the same time not be hot. Then
ask him 1 more general terms whether anything can
be hot and at the same time not be hot. And finally,
becoming more abstiact still, enquiie of him whether
anything can be and yct not be whatever it is at one
and the self-same time. The result of such an
experiment can hardly be doubted. In every case
the boy will answer, No, and if you ask him why
he accepts with so Uttle hesitation the Principle of
Non-Contradiction, he will probably tell you 1t 1s
obvious (s.e., self-evident) °¢Of course things
cannot have a quality and at the same time not have
that quality.’?

1 Doubtless, 1 order 1o discover whether two positive qualitics
(v g , white and hol) are compatible, we must appeal to experience
and ‘experiment” But this 15 beside the question, for the
principle of Coniradiction tircats of incompatibilty, not of
compatibiity  Again, we smay have to capcriment i order to
find out whuther a quahty 1s really present or not, but there
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Thus, facts and axioms obstinately withstand all
efforts to generalise the doctrine of Postulation
and to these we might add all deductive reasoning
and almost all mathcmatical methods and truths
It must be admitted, therefore, that so far as the
data of cxperience are concerned, psychologists are
justified 1 omutting to mention the postulatory
character of all human cognition, and logicians,
too, are justified 1n not setting postulation down
as the one process by which we may arrive at
knowledge and truth The pragmatist who affirms
the contrary, must affiim 1t on theoretical grounds,
for he can hardly hope to prove lus pomnt by
mtrospection alone

§ 91 Vauous attempts have been made to get
rid of the difficulty ansing from facts and axioms,
notably two Professor Dewey, i an article
entitled * The Expenimental Theory of Knowledge,’?
endecavours to get nid of the difficulty i regaid to
facts by denymg {that, stnctly speaking, facts
can be called knowledge at all, while Dr Schiller’s
now famous ‘Axoms as Postulates’ 1s an attempt to
do the same for Axioms by the simple method of
considerably antedating the period of their butb

Professor Dewey makes a distinclion between (1)
experience which 1s mere experience and 1n no sense
knowledge, (2) experience which 1s cognstive only to

1s no need lo transform the principle, as Dr Schiller has done,
m order thus to apply 1t It 15 applicable as 1t stands, and
that i most cases without either postulation or experiment
Nor 15 the principle of Contiadiction veriied by being applied
lhough abstract, 1t 1s truc of real things precisely because
they are real things, and thciefore 1s true of every real thing,
whether 1t be applied or not

VAMnd, NS 59 (July, 1906), p 293.
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the outside observer or m reflection, and (3) ex-
pernience which 1s properly cogmifional  Thesc three
kinds of experience he illustrates by a single example
—our experience of the odour of a rose In ex-
periences of the ‘mere experience’ type there
appears 1n conscrousness first of all ¢ just a floating
odour, nothing more’ That 1s succeeded by
action, and finally by the smclling and cnjoying
of the rose. Here we have a serics of three ex-
periences, smell—felt-movement—gratification , but
no knowledge whatsoever, not even of the acquant-
ance-type, 1s involved I, however, we suppose
the original smell to persist, and to be still there in
consciousness when gratification arnves, the smell
now appears under a new form ; it 15 * represented
with a quahty, an office, that of having cxcited
activity and thereby having terminated its career 1
a certam guale of gratification ”

Here [says Professor Dewey] we have a’cogmtive, but
not a cognitional thing In saymng that the smell 1s
finally eaperienced as meamng gratification (through
intervening handling, sccing, etc ), and meaning 1t not
in a hapless way, but in a fashion which operates to
effect what 1s meant, we ietrospectively attiibute
mtellectual force and function to the smell—and thus
1s what 15 signified by ‘cognitive.” Yet the smell 1s

not cognitional, because it did not knowingly mtend to
mean this; but s found after the event to have meant 1t.2

For knowledge proper something more 1s required
This 15 obtained when the smell recurs again not as
the original smell (the floating odour), nor yet as the

Litud, p 277 (NB—In what follows, for the sake of
clearness, 1 have replaced the symbols used by Professor Dewey

by what they symbolise Otherwise I have kept as closely as
possible to his own words )
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smell plus gratification, but as a smell which is
“fated or charged with the sensc of the possibility
of a fulfilment ” Iike to the first  In tluslatter case,
and 1n this alone, 15 experience cognitronal, for now
for the first time 1s the smell “ contemporaneously
aware that 1t mecans something beyond atself
What 1t means 1s not mndeed a rosc i general, but
simply another experience, viz, the gratification
which 1t intends to effect by means of an operation
on our part to which 1t mncites us, but it means 1t
mtentionally and not merely to the outside observer
or 1n retrospection In buef ““The odour knows
the rose ; the rose 1s known by the odowr , and the
wmport of each term 1s constituted by the relationship
1 which 1t stands to the other

Generalising from the last case, Professor Dewey
obtains his definition of knowledge. Having pointed
out that both the thing mcanmg (the odour) and
the thing meant (the rosc) are present 1n consclous-
ness, though not 1n the same way, one, m fact,
being “ piesent as-nof-present-in-the-same-way-as-
the-other-1s,”” yet present as ““ something to be
rendered present in the same way through the
mtervention of an operation,” he sums up i the
following definition —

An experience 1s a knowledge, 1f 1n 1ts quale there 1s
an experienced distinction and connection of the two
elements of the following sort ome means or wntends
the presence of the other wn the same fashion wn which
uself 1s already present, while the other s that which,
while nol present 11 the same fashion, must become so

prescit of the meamng or wnteniion of s compaon or
yoke-fellow 1s to be fulfilled through an operation it sels up.?

1 Jbid , p. 299 (rtalics not mine), YIbd, p 301
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It 1s not I, be 1t noted, who call the above a
“defimation’ of knowledge, bui Professor Dewey ;
and complicated as that definition 1s, 1t applics only
to the simpler kind of knowledge, viz , to knowledge
of the acquamntance-{ype There 1s a form of
knowledge more complex still  Sometimes intended
fulfilments will be realised, somectimes not, and
since we may reflect upon the relations of ‘ meaning’
to the fulfilments and disappointments which may
have resulted 1n the past, we have also knowledge of
areflective, critical, or scientific type !  Fortunately,
however, Professor Dewcey has not attempted to
define this , and 1t 15 with the first type rather than
the second that we are now concerned

§ 02 ‘The Experimental Theory of Knowledge,’
as cxplamned by Professor Dewey, opens up many
problems Is it, for mstance, the smell that knows
the rose, or 15 it I who know the rose by means of
its smell 7 Can the smell be regarded as a © thing*
having an mtelleclual function, or does not this
function again Delong rather to my mind ?  Are
these and similar strange-sounding expressions due
mercly to Professor Dewey’s desire to be orginal
and emphatic, or have they a metaphysical sigmfi-
cance wlhich mplies m the background Radical
Empiricism and the Plulosophy of Pure Expe-
ricnce ?

The discussion of these quecstions must be post-
poned to a later chapter. What at present we wish
to find out is whether Piofessor Dewey has succeeded
in establishing the doctrine of universal Postulation.
This will depend, of course, upon whether he 1s

t Ibid, cf pp. 304 to 306
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justified 1n restricting knowledge to experiences
wluch intend the presence of other objects, in the
same way 1n which they themselves are present
through the intervention of action, and which are
contemporancously aware of this their intention.
For 1if, as 1s asscited, knowledge belongs to these
experiences alone, clearly all knowledge begins as a
postulate, m the form of an anticipated fulfilment
which may or may not be realised when action has
inteivencd  The ‘Esperimental’ and what we
may call the ‘ Postulatory ’ Theory of Knowledge
are, I take 1t, one and the same thing

Profcssor Dewey’s argument practically amounts
to tlus, that we have only knowledge when we have
actual remembrance of a past event accompanied by
the anticipation of some other event with which 1t
has been conncected 1n the past Now, 1n reflection,
which presupposes memory, knowledge certainly
becomes fuller, more adequate. and mote systematic ,
but knowledge as we oidinanly undetstand that
term 1s not restricted to 1emembrance, still less to
actual or conscigus i1cmembiance, nor does 1t
necessanly mmply anticipation

In the fust place, 1f you 1estiict knowledge to
experiences 1 which we have actzal remembiance,
you exclude at once all knowledge per modum habitus.
We know nothing but what 13 aclually present
somcliow or other 1n consciousness  Consequently,
the scientist knows notling about the laws which
govein the phenomenal world, and the mathema-
tician nothing abont the theory of number, cxcept
when he 1s actually thimking of such subjects.
This 15 a strange conclusion, yet 1t {ollows from the
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premises that we know only 1n so far as ideas function
consciously mn mcmory

§ 93 Let us suppose, however, that Professor
Dewey 1s speaking of actual knowledge, and that he
adrmts as 1ts condition knowledge per modusm habitus
The question, then, 1s whether acéual knowledge can
be restricted to thought about absent objects, or to
the memory of past events Now, first of all, we
think about present as well as about absent objects,
and I sce no reason why this thinking should not be
called cognitional; and, secondly, if mcmory can be
called knowledge, I do not see why the acts by which
memory 1s built up should not be called knowledge,
too Doubtless, mere feclings and sensations, as
such, do not constitute knowledge, but then theie is
something else 1 perception besides sensation or
feeling, namely, thought. When a man goes hunting
or bolamsing, he usually tlunks about what he 1s
doing, and so may learn something of the character-
1stics of horses and dogs and flowers , and this may
happen even 1f, when he set out, hie did not do so
with the mtention of making any systematic
observations, for objccts, when they present them-
selves, secure our atiention and cause us to think
about them quite accidentally, as it were, and
without necessarily having any connection with our
present purpose or with what for the moment
occupies our thoughls We undoubtedly do think
about objects wluch are piesent to the senses, and
it scems to me quile arbitrary to say that these
thoughts do not partake of the nature of knowledge,
simply because what we think about, or pait of 1t
at lcast, happens to be there given in the objccts
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before us Indced, I can find only one reasen for
Professor Dewey’s denial that what we leaan about
things from ducct observation 1s knowledge until
we happen to reflect upon 1t, and that 1s, {hat if
he admutted such knowledge. he would have to admt
that some knowledge at any rate does not come by
way of postulation and cipenment Memory is
necessary if knowledge 1s to be of any futurc use,
and if it 15 to become 1 any way systematic but
this 15 qute a different thing from asserting that
knowledge cxists only mn actual remembrance

§ 94 The mclusion of anticipatron as onc of the
cseenttal charactetistics of knowledge clcaily re-
stricts the latter further still, yet anticipation. mn
Piofessor Dewey’s opinion, would appear to be a
characteristic of even greater importance than
memory. Why this 1s so, again, 1t 1s not cuasy lo
understand, unless 1t be that 1t 1s nccessuy to
establish ‘the Experimental Theory of Knowlidge’
There are mnumecrable things which ordmnarily we
say that we know, but of which we have never had
direct experience, and probably never shall. I
know, for instance, that the arrangement of the
streets 1 Brooklyn 1s more regular than that of our
London streets, yet I have not the shghtest an-
ticipation of going to Brooklyn to sce those sticets
for myself When I walk through the streets of
London and they remind me by contrast of what I
have heard about Brooklyn, niy present experience
does not “intend’ another cxperience which is at
all Iikely to be there in my consciousness in the
same way 1n which # 1s thete  Agam, if I detect
an cscape of gas, and think of some flaw 1 the
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gaspipes, I do not think of that flaw as ¢ going to be
present in the same fushion as the smell of the gas 1s
present,” for I may be quite content to leave the
exammation of the pipes to the gas-fitter Of
course, 1f what we know 1s an existing sensible
object, there 1s always the abstract possibility of a
future eaperience in which we may actually perceive
1t But, then many things about which we have
knowledge arc not ceaisting scnsible objects, but
things of the past, or rational systems and arrange-
ments, physical, social, political , and of these, as
such, we can have no direct experience, but can
think only in the abstract Even when the object
of knowledge does happen to belung to the existing
senstble order, 1t 1s hardly necessary that we should
be obliged to contemplaic the possibility of ex-
periencing 1t m order to know it , still less 1s 1t
nccessary that © the thing meaning’ should incite
us to movcments for the purpose of reahising the
‘thing meant’ Everybody has anticipations and
ideals which he strives to realise 1mn the concrete
but that knowledge should be restricted to such
anlicipations and 1deals 1s an arbitrary distortion of
the use of the term ‘ knowledge.” which 1s without
the slightest foundation m fact

Professor Dewey’s Experimental Theory of
Knowledge doubtless describes (though 1t does not
explain) the characteiistics of some cases of actual
cogmtion But to gencralise from such cases to all
cases 1s 1illicit, cspecially when the testimony of
expericnce and of common-scnse 1s agamnst such a
gencralisation  That Professor Dewey 1s straining
the term knowledge so as to make it harmonise with

X
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his preconcerved theory 1s shown by the fact that
while declaring that knowledge doces not exist till
we have ¢ acquamntance,” he admuts that m acquam-
tance there 1s ‘a httle friendlmess,” ‘a tracc of
re-knowing’! It 1s a pity that the pragmatist
should be so bent upon cstablishing the unmiversaily
purposive, postulatory and experimental character
of all knowledge, that hie should have changud the
conventional use of a famihar woird n order to force
the data of expetience mto scemmg haimony with
his theory , yet such appears to be the case.

§ 95 Dr Sclulle’s attempt to make axioms
conform to the gencral doctrine that all knowledge
comes through postulation and expament must now
be considered  The apparent self-cvidence of axioms
Dr Schiller grants, but attitbutes 1t, not to the
clearness with which the nature of the objects
concerned presents itsclf to our minds, but to a
long-established habit of the race  Certain principles
have been used so long, and have proved themselves
so useful and so satisfactory 1n regaid to human
nceds, that bchief mm them has become with us a
second mstinct  Yet all axioms have a history, and
all alike began as postulates , though 1 some cases
their onigin as postulates dates back to pre-listoric
days when the human (°) mund had not yet fully
emerged from ‘¢ the sentient level of consciousness’
So long ago, mdced, 1s 1t since certamn of our
principles were first postulated, that we have for-
gotten their postulatoty ongin, and have come to
think of them as if they were axiomatic This
error on our pait 1s due to the eatreme usefulncss

Yior at., p 294
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of these principles mn practical hife. Axioms as
postulates did ther woik so well, and attempts to
impose them on the universe weie so seldom resisted,
that man has come by force of habit to regard them
as immutable and nccessuy laws, and upon them
by tacit mutual consent has been bestowed the
honorific name of axioms Yet, if the truth were
told, the tendency to think m these so-called
axtomatic forms has been handed down by heredity,
much in the same way as tendencies to consumption,
drunkenness and mmbecility, except that in the first
case thc tendency has become permanent and
umversal on account of its utiity, while in the
second on account of its wutility it 15 as yet
restricted to the few.

Dr Schiller has kindly sketched for us in brief
outline the possible lustory of several of our more
mmportant ‘axioms’ Such lustories, of course, do
not pictend to be a tiue account of what really
occutred, but are rather to be taken as allegores,
the purpose of which 1s {o show that axioms could
have begun hfe as postulates, and yet in process
of time have acquired an axiomatic character.

§ 96 The onigin of the punciple of Identity is
the case upon which Dr Schiller bestows the greatest
care, and 1t 1s quite possible, we might even, I think,
say probable, that the principle of Identity, as he
defines 15, did begin life as a postulate which human
experience has verified so completcly that we are
now convinced of 1ts truth Indced, so easy 1s 1t
to venfy in experience Dr Schiller’s principle of
Identity that it seems to be quite unnecessary to
assign 1t an ornigin beyond the life of the individual.
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Tiue, in a pre-historic age Edwin may have
postulated that Angelina of the winter fuis was the
same as Angelina of the fig-leaves, in spite of the
mncrease of clothing , but so do we all discover that
‘tlungs remain the same’ day after day, in spite
of changes n cucumstance and acculental quahties
There 15 no neud to call in heredily to explain our
belief 1n ¢ peaaminence amuid change,” for this prin-
aple 18 so obviously the only terpretation that
can be put upon events, that for each of us
mdividually the cvidence 1s suliicient 1o convince
us ol 1ts tiuth  Haedity 1s only an encumbrance,
and gets us at once imnto difficulties  For 1t has
never been shown that thoughts or ways of thinking
can be transnuited by heredity, except n so {1 as
concerns the cerebral dispositions wiich subscive
them as conditions, and these dispositions can
hardly suffice to account for the transmission of
axioms, since they do not explan how 1t 1s that we
come to apprchend the meaning of an axiom at all
Dr. Schiller’s argument for the alleged transition
of the principle of Identity fiom a postulatory to
an axiomatic stage of existence, 1s quite beside the
pomt, for the pinciple whose lustoty he traces 1s
not the principle of Identity which logicians claim
to be axiomatic, but quite another principle which
he has substiluted m 1its place Dr. Schiller’s
defimtion agiees with that given 1 Mr Welton’s
Logic, and runs as follows —* When we say that
A 1s A, we mean that a thing remains itself cven
amid change, and that a common nature 1s mani-
fested mn different individuals ” ! Thus the principle

1¢dvioms as Postulales,” p 98, anlcf Welton, Logic, p 32
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of Identity, A 1s A, 1s interpreted to mean °the
persistence of identity throvgh change,” while the
complementary punciple of Contradiction 1s trans-
formed mto the asscriion that “a thing must be
capable of excluding whatcver threatens (the per-
sistence of) 1its identity (through change) ”! But
surely no logician of slanding has ever claimed sclf-
evidence for assertions such as these The logical
and sclf-evident principle of Identily 1s never so
enunciated, but afflirms merely that ¢ Whatever 1s,
1s,” or that “A tlung 1s wdentical with its own
nature,” no reference whatever bemng made to the
possibility of change  Things may change or cease
to be, the punciple of Identity merely states that
so long as they exist they me what they aie

§ 97 DBut lest 1t be now objected that we have
saved the silf-evidence of the puncple, by making
it tautological, and, for my own part, I have always
regarded the ¢ Identity * tormula as simply another
way, and not a vury luad way of putting the
principle of Contiadiction—let us consider the
latter principle The law of Contradiction, whose
mythical hustory Dr Scluller has shetched, 1s, again,
not the logical principle of Contiadiction, but a
creation of lus own., The logical principle makes
no assettion about the power of things to resist a
partial or total translormation It mercly states
that “ contradictions arc incompatible,” or that
“so long as a thing exists 1t cannot at the same
time not cxist, o1 that, so long as 1t posscsses a
certan attribute, to deny that 1t has that attribute
1s false.” It 1s difficult to concuve of a principle

1Ibd, p. 106
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such as this starling as a postulate to be venified in
experience ; nor can I imagine any inductive process
by which such verification could have been obtaimned.
On the contrary, the truth of the pnnciple of
Contradiction 1s presupposed by the possibility of
intelligent thought , for 1o affirm that S may be P,
and at the same time not be P (both terms bemng
used m the same sensc 1n each judgment) 1s for
thought impossible, and would render predication
meaningless  As soon as we begin to think at all
we express our thoughts in teims of ‘being’ and
“mot-berng, ‘s’ and ‘st which we cannot but
recognise as mutually exclusive

In his history of the pscudo-principles of Idcntity
and Contradiction, Dr Scluller has. I fear, been
guilty of an sgnorafio clenchz , and 1t still 1cmans
for him to show how the real pimaiples of Identity
and Contiadiction wluch are piesupposed and
mmplicitly recognised as tiue 1n the very act of
postulation 1tsclf, can themsclves be merddy * full-
blown ’ postulates

§ o8 Belief 1n an external world 1s more axio-
matic, for, at any rate by the realist, the existence
of such a woild 1s admutted as a seli-evident tiuth
Dr Schiller’s account of the origin of this belef,
however, docs not secam to thiow much hight upon
tts nature, ot in any way to piove that it was
ongnally only a postulite ¢Giumps,” a kind of
amceba, so 1t would appeai, gets outside a jagged
flint, and, finding that 1t hwits, postulates that 1t 1s
‘external’ to lumself. Now such a postulate, ltke
all other venfied postulates, ought to be extremely
useful  But 1t 15 by no mcaus clear what possible
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use 1t could have been to ‘Giumps’ to postulate
that the offensive flint was ‘cxternal’ to himself,
for ex hypothes: e did nol know what cxternal’
meant Where did this notion of °externality’
come from, and why did not ‘ Grumps’ apply 1t to
his stomach-aches and lus other pans, which must
have hurt lum qute as much as the flint? Dr.
Schiller’s account ot tlie origin of the notion of
‘externality * 1s extremely vague and inconsistent,
for in the example he has chosen, the flint de facfo
was not external at all This 1s unfortunate, for
had Dr. Schiller’s account been more carefully
worked out we might have been able to discuss
with him the ongun of a real axiom

One statement, however, Dr Schiller does make,
not once, but repeatedly, in regaid to the ongin of
our belief in an external world.

The pragmatically real world [he says] 1s #nof an
original datum of our c\perience at all, but an elaborate
construction, made by man, mdividually and socially,
by a purposive selection of the more ellicacious, and a
rejection of the less efficacious poitions of a ‘ primary
reality ’ which seems clhaotic 1o hegin with, but contains
a great deal more than the * exteinal world” extracted

from 1t.!

Proof of this statement there 1s none; and
about tlus most 1ntercsting evolutionary miracle
Dr Schiller can tell us nothing except that it 1s
‘obscure’ The whole doctine, 1 fact, 1s merely
an assumptton, or rather an mnlerence diawn from
an assumptwon, viz, fiom the fundamental tenet
of Pragmatism that all truth and all reahty (or at

1 Studies wn Humanism, p 460, and cf pp 153, 187, 202, 426



183 THLNRIES OF ANON LEDGE

any rate all our knowledge of reality) comes by way
of postulation and experiment, 1n which the ‘ tiue’
and the ‘real’ are gradually separated from the
‘false’ and the ‘ unreal ’ on account of their greater
utiity  We begin hife with * primary reality,’ which
‘includes mmagimngs, Nlusions, errors, hallucina-
tions,” and which 1s ¢ anterior to the distinction of
appearance and reality , * and out of this ‘ meaning-
less chaos ’ real fact 1s made 't Surely 1t would be
difficult to find a more gratuitous assumption or a
more useless hypothesis, even 1n Absolutism How
do we know that an infant’s experience 1s chaotic,
and that utility 1s the magic talisman by means of
which he sets 1t night? Doubtless an infint’s
experlence 1s very different fiom ours, and doubtless
also he does not bcgin hfe with a full-fiidzed
concept of the real world or of the self But to
affim that the distinction of self and not-self,
mteinal and external, 1s an evolutionary product,
due to the supposed fact that the infant or the
savage appreciates 1ts utihity, 1s just as much an
assumption as to affirm that 1t 1s an imtuitive
judgment which 1s made as soon as thought appears
upon the horizon of the infant’s human mind  Bat
the realist’s assumption has this 1n 1ts favour. that
1t 15 not only more rational, but also more ‘ useful’
than that of his rival

It 1s mote 1ational because 1t 15 based on fact,
whereas the pragmatist’s assumption 15 based on
theory. For 1t 15 a fact that 1n adult life, as a rule,
we mtwtively distingmish what 1s real from what
1s umal  Dr Schiller, of course, demes this; for

Yid, p 187,
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he, too, has endeavoured to bring ¢ {fact ’ within the
all-cmbracing sphere of postulation But without
avall  Tor though we may hesitate to accept the
slatement of another 1n 1cgard to fact, espeually 1f
the alleged fact be extraordinary (e.g, a {lying visit
to the North Pole), and occasionally may doubt the
objective reality of our own cxperiences, ordmarily
we accept them as real on the spot, without expen-
ment or venfication If I sec some swans on the
Serpentine I do not nced to handle them or to throw
stones at them 1n order to convince mysclf of their
real existence. Nor if T visit a fnend’s rooms do
I need to sit on all his chaus in order 1o prove that
they are really chairs, as Dr Sclhuller suggests? On
the contraiy, sometimes the cmpirical nature of
reality 1s such that we can “ aigue from one case to
a simular one, wluch we take to be the same, with
absolute assutance a priors 2 (2 e, without any
active interference on our part), and in almost
every case wc ate at any rate certaun ‘a priors’
that the sometlung we perceive 1s external and real
The facts of actual knowing, therefore, are against
Dr Scluller, the recognition of external rcality 1s
at present immediate, and hence, if 1t 1s legitimate
to argue from present to past, as Dr Schiller does?
we must confess that i1t has always been 1mmediate.
Secondly, the realist’s assumption is more ¢ useful’
than that of the pragmatist 1f with the dawn of
intelligence the child 1s able to distingwish the real
from the unteal, and the external fiom the internal,
even 1f o be only 1 a single case, hie has at any rate

1 Studies sn Humanism, p 192
2ild, p 193. AItid, p 196.



154 TIICORIES OF KNOIWWLEDGE

a notion of reality and of ‘inside’ and ‘outside’
upon which to base fiture judgments, and so tc
‘butld up’ his ‘body’ and °the external world’
But if he were not blessed with this intuitive insight
nto the nature of things, elementary and inadequate
as 1t 1s, he could never get to know reality at all
Utility could not hdlp him, for unless the facts of
his pure, but chaotic, experience differed radically
from one another and fell into two sets, he would
uGt know which to call useful and which not  While,
if they did differ thus radicolly [rom the outset, why
should he not call them reul at once ?  Nay, furiher,
if he had not already had experience of ‘reility’
and known 1t as such, a ‘damm to realily’ for lum
would have no mcaning Hence, no matter Low
useful 1t might be, he would never be able to tlunk
of 1t as real!

§ 99 When 1t comes Lo a question of origin, then
the pragmatic theory breaks down. ‘ Reality’?
cannot be a postulate in the hist instance, nor are
our other axioms such  Our nceds may prompt us
to postulate, but they arc too vague and indefinite
cven now to suggest the form which our postulates
must take, and in the beginming of thmgs must
have becn still more vague and indefitite  Nor
could postulates have been suggested by things,
for (1) ex hypothes: 1t 1s we who have to set the
ball rolling by imposing {forms on them, and (2) with
therr mimimum of form and structure they would,
in any case have very little to suggest, and (3) if

: cf cupra, §§ 53-56

®1., objective and external, as opposed to subjective or
psychical reahity,
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the start did come from them we should have know-
ledge of a kind before we began to postulate, and
thus 1t would not be true to say that all knowledge
comes 724 postulation and expeniment In fact, if
all knowledge, even to the most rigid of our facts
and to the most ultimate of our axtoms, did begin
as a postulate 1t could never have begun at all!
For postulation—and this Dr Schiller admits—
* presupposes a mund which has had some prior
experience and possesses some knowledge already.
“It needs a ‘platform’ from which to operate
further on a situation which confionts 1t, 1n order
to realise some purpose or to satisfy some interest 1
As an explanation of how we subsume new things
under old categonics, and new events under old
laws, the pragmatic theory 1s satisfactory emough ;
but 1t 1s entirely at a loss to explam how these
categories and laws, these ‘1mtial principles’ and
this ‘prior basis of fact,’ originated in the first
mstance? Doubtless tlus difhculty confronts alike
all theories of knowledge? but other theories of
knowledge have at least attempted to solve 1t, and
the a priors solution of Kant 1s at any rate better
than rough guesses, and still more satisfactory than
the cry of ‘sour grapes’ upon which Dr. Schiller
at length falls back For, surely, if the Pragmatic
Method does imply a truth and a reahty which it
does not make,’ 1t 1s1r1ational not to ¢ concerve them
as valuable,’ or to “‘ concelve them only as indicating
limits to our explanations, and not as revealing the
solid foundations upon which they rest.” In this

1 Studies tn Humanmsm, p 183
sImd, pp 431, 432 3Jbid, p. 433
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mitial reality and this mitial truth it 1s admutted
that all human knowledge began, from 1t that all
human truth has developed and been made  Hence,
the valuc of these dpyi: must be inestimably gieat,
so gieat, mdeed, that 1t 1s smpusing they have not
crystalhised 1mmto avioms and so perpetuated
themsclves

No1 1s this question of ultimate origin merely an
1dle speculation about the beginnings of knowledge
m the race It applies also to the individual, whose
mind active as 1t may bc, and predisposed by 1ts
ancestors to certain forms of thought (or rather
associations and reactions), none the less begms hife
as a blank This mund also needs a platform of
fact from which to stait and suggestions of truth
out of wlhich to {oim the clamms upon which 1t 1s first
toexcrase 1ts expenimental genmus  And these dpyed
certamly cannot come  fiom  postulation  and
experiment, which ea Zvpothes: have not yet bogun
Where, then, do they come from®  There would seem
to be but two alteinatnnes  Either Aprivusm or
Anstotelhanism  Lither the 1deas by wliuch we
represent raahity and the 1celations which we posit
as holding between tham are, i the first mstance
derived from the nature of our minds, or they aic
suggusted by reality to a mund that 1s capable of
taking the hint

The pragmatist thceugh he feels the impossibility
of his prescnt position hus not qute made up Ins
mmd wlich of these altainatives to chonse  Pro-
fessor James mclines to the former vicw, and speaks
of “ gicat systems of logical and mathematical truths
under the respective terms of which the sensible



CXTERIMENTAI THEQRY OF KN W LEDCT 1

potls of experience eventunlly arranze themselves,
and which aie alicedy true m advance of special
veufication 1f we have subsumed our objects
nghtly "1 That thete 15 witlin ow minds “a
rcady-made framework fov all sorts of possible
objects follows from the very structuie of our
thinking” Dr Sclullet, on the other hand, to
judge from Ius unconcecaled dislike of all things
mysterious and & priors, would preler, if a choice
must be made, the other alternative In not a few
of Dr Schiller’s theories one can discern an un-
mustakable undercurrent of Anstotchamism. His
theory of ‘matter and form,” for instance, and
again his theoty of ‘activity and substance,” has
clearly been derived from a study of Armstotle,
though his text seems to have suffered from inter-
polations And m regard to this very pomnt at
present 1n question he remarks that though “the
connection of cvents which all assume 1s never a
fact of observation,” vyt to the primitive mind
such punciples as thosc we have been discussing
“may possibly be suggesied by the regulanty of
phenomena.” 2 But if they can be suggested by
phenomena, then phcnomena must 1n some way
reveal themselves to our intellect, and since
‘regulanty ’ 1s a relation relations between pheno-
mena must also 1eveal themselves And, if we grant
so much, why not go further and say that knowledge
piesupposes our power to apprehend the nature and
relations of the objects that we know, and that,

1 Pyagmatism, p 210 (but cf Mind, NS, 52, p 460, where an
empurical onin 15 assigned)
2 Axioms as Postulales. §0.
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having appiehended the relation between two
objects, we at vice 1ecognise that tlie same rddation
must hold wheiever there are given sinularly con-
stituted objects Thus we should have * umversal ?
1deas, objectively valid, and yet allowisg ample
room for postulation. since it would still be necessary
to subsume new cascs undcr the old 1deas, and often
enough rccognition and ide ntification is 1impossible
without examination and experniment.

§ 100 Dr Scluller, tlien, has failed to establish
the postulatory character of axioms, and Profcssor
Dewey has failid to show that 1t 1s mcorrect to talk
of knowwng facts The Postulatory or Experimential
Theory of Knowlidge desuibes accurately enough
a certamn class of cognitive processes, but 1t 1s a
falure 1f we try to make 1t umversil, and affirm
that postulation and expiriment 1s the only process
by which knowludge 1s acquired, to the exclusion
of comparativily pussive obscivation and intellec-
tual apprchension or ntuition Sometimes we
apprehend at once the nature of the object which 1s
presented. 1ts colour, size, shape. form and other
properties all of which we recogmse may belong 1n
hike manner to other objects At other times we
hesitate  We apprehend some qualities only, while
for the 1dentification of others, actual handling and
purpnsive exaperinent must intervene. Especially
15 this the case when we are dealing with com-
paratively complex objects, which are known to
Lave many propetties but do not seem to manifest
them zll 2t once Could we subsume the object
under a general 1dea, the predication of 1ts properties
would follow from previous knowledge ; but often
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enough presented data are insufficient to admat of
mmediale and certun subsumption, and 1t 1s then
we lave 1ccourse to postulation We subsume
provisionally, tentatively, and then experiment in
order to discover whether properties are really there
which onght to be theie if omi subsumption has been
coirect  In the sphere of thcory and scientific
hypothesis postulation and experiment are still
more usetul. Somectimes we wish to subsume a fact
and proceed 1n much the same way as I have just
described At other times 1t 15 a law which we wish
to venfy, a law which we have found to hold 1n a
given case, but do not know preaiscly why, because
we do not know upon what properties in the con-
crete thing the law depends This being so, we
postulate that the law depends upon a certain known
properly, and examune other cases in which this
property occurs to sce if the law still holds Or
again, 1t 1s a thecory or a complexus of hypotheses
which we wish to venfy, and a theory, as we know,
15 nol based ducclly on inductive rcasoning or
generahisation from particular cases, but contains
an arbitrary element, an abitrary combination of
attributes, or arbitray assumptlions in regard to the
mner structure of physical things Our theory 1s
therefore a postulate, and lere, as before, our only
means of ascertaining its truth 1s to experiment 1 the
concrete 1n order to sec how 1t works

There 1s wide scope, then, for postulation even in a
theory of knowledge wlich admits apprehension of
the nature of reality, umversal 1deas, and axiomatic
principles My objeclion to the Experimental
Theory 1s not that postulation and experiment 1s
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not a fact, but that 1t 1s not by any means the only
way to knowledge. and, secondly, that the foim m
which 1t 15 expressed by Profissor Dewey and Di,
Schiller seems to imply a Philosophy of Pue Ex-
peuience which, as I shall endcavour to show, 1s
quite mcapable of giving a rational explanation of
cither knowledge or reality.

CITAPTER VI

CONCEPTION AND THE COGNITIVE
RELATION

§ rox In this chapter I propose to discuss two
pragmatic doctrines, both of wluch ate closely con-
neeted with the Experimental Theory of Knowledge
The lust 1s the pragmatic theory of conception and
the second the view of the relation of the knower
and the known set forth by Professors James and
Strong In the Experimential Theoty all know-
ledge comes by way of experument and expetilence.
By cxperiment knowledge 1s made, and by espericnce
1t 1s venified , and beyond experience there 1s nothing
to be known From this two conscquences follow
First of all, what we make by experiment 1s usually
an mstrument by wliuch to mampulate and modify
our environment , and to tlus rule the concept is no
exception  Sccondly, the concept and the knower
are one, for outside expciience there 1s neiher
knower nor known

§ 102 According to the famous ‘maxim’ of
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Perrce the contents of a concept comprise only the
experienced ‘ cffects * of ow actions, or the reactions
of an object wluch have resulled 1n response to
stimulation! We modify experience 1 oider to
evoke from 1t resulls which will satisfy our needs,
and these resulls arc remembeied and grouped
together round the nucleus of a woird or 1mage, and
thus 1s formed a concept We remember, for
example, that a cat, if stroked, will purr, 1if teased,
will scratch , if offered milk, will lap 1t up, if left
in a room with a canary m an open cage, will be the
proximate occasion of the disappearance of that
picce of experience which we call a canaiy. These
and other expencnced responses to action on our
pait together form—f 1 have understood Mr Peirce
aright—our concept of a cat  And, 1f the maxun of
Peirce 1s to be taken literally, this will be all that a
cat means, {or thesec ate the diffeiences that it makes
to our lives The term ‘cat’ 1s a name which
denotes a certamn element or datum of experience
which 1s such that under given conditions 1t Jeads to
cerlain practical and sensible cffects  Thus concepts
denote or ‘lead to’ expeiiences of the senlient type,
and their contents, if concrete, consist 1n the sensory
mmages awakened by the woid or symbol, and if
abstract, in other words, which must as before
“sooner or later reflect you back into sensible
realities » 2

§ 103 The grouping of the experienced effects
under names and symbols cannot, however, be

1¢f “The Pragmatic Mcthiod ' (James), Jown of Plul, Psy.

and Sc Metheds, 1904, pp 673 674
2 ¢f Pragmnat.sm, Sect w1 and vi, and The Moaing of Triudh,

pp 82, 104, 105, 133, 140, I4I.
L
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accounted for in the hfe-time of a single individual,
nor, for that matter, mn the lfe-time of a single
gencration  Concepts are not the pioducts of an
imndividual’s thought - activity, but are laigely
hereditary, and have gradually been formed as the
human mind has evolved from a state of pmely
sentient cxpenence! Like axioms, they are cs-
sentially “ tools slowly fashioned by the practical
mtelligence for the mastery of 1ls eapelience, 2
and the recognition of the mstiumental natwe of
the Concept 15, Dr Scluller tclls us, a pomnt of the
greatest importance for the theory of knowledge to
the neglect of winch he attributes the failure of
Platonism and Criticism?  Concepts do nol repre-
sent sense-experiencds m the copy scuse of the term
‘to represent’ They are substiluled jor scnse-
experiences, and of them we {foim ** 1clated systems,
corresponding pomnt for pomt to the systams which
the realitics form,” so that * by lctting an wdeal teim
call up 1ts associates systcmatically, we may be led
to a tetminus which the corresponding 1eal term
would have led to mn case we had operated on the
real world ”® Hence than extreme uscfulness 1n
the mampulation of eaperience.

The paths that run tlnovugh conceptual experiences,
that 1s, through ‘thoughts’ or ‘1dcas’ that ‘know'’
the things m which they tammate, aie highly ad-
vantageous paths to follow Not only do they yeld
mconcervably rapid tiansitions,  but, owing to the
‘umversal ' Character wluch they fiequently possess,
and to their capacity for association with one another mn

I Pragmatism, p 170, and A Powvalistic Universe, p 248.
* S'tunes 1 Humantsm, p 04
¥ Lne Meawng of Iruih, p 110
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meat systems, they outstrip the tardy consecutions of
the things themselves, and sweep us on towaids our
ulimate fermuni 1 a tar more labow-saving way than
the following of trains of sensible perception ever could.t

§ 104. Thus the ratio essend: of the concept 1s 1ts
utility as an instiument for the mamipulation of
experience  But 1s it a mere instrument, and 1s
this its only function » The pragmatist’s answer to
this question 1s not quite clear. Both Professor
James and Dr. Schiller reject the copy-view of
truth, and though this may be due merely to a
misunderstanding, viz, to the i1dea that this view
of truth teaches that in knowing we passively mirror
reality, 1t may mean that knowledge and truth
#no way copy or reveal the nature of reahty
Professor James, at any rate, speaks of concepts
not only as Denknultel, but also as °tallies,’ by
which we ‘ keep tab’ on impiessions, and which he
likens to the symbols of analytic gcometry? He
also 1dentifics them with woirds and images,? and
tells us that “what the intellect knows clearly 1s
only the word and 1its steering function ”* And
when we remember that we are expiessly admonished
to suspect common-sense notions such as ‘things,’
‘sameness, ‘ kinds,” ‘rmunds,” ctc,® and that m
Radical Empiricism these notions arc got nd of
altogether as superfluous,® 1t would seem that the
concept 1s, for Profcssor James, nothng but a

1Ibd, pp 112, 113

 Pragnwaltom, pp 171, 172

cf § 107

¢ Pragmatism, p 185

8 Ilud, p. 193, and cf p 173, for Iist of such noirons

8“A World of Pure Expenience,” pp 534 e segq, and cf.
A Pluralistic Unsverse, pp 290, 291
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useful symbol ! which we substitute for immediate
sensc-experiences, and that thus tihe labour-swmg
function of the concept 1s not merely its chicf, but
1ts only function And this view fits in admuably
with the philosophy of Pure Experience and with
the German philosophy with which Professor James
seems to be so closcly m touch  The prncrple of
thought-cconomy 1s declaied by Professor Mach {o
be the guiding principle of our mental life, and
under diffeient forms and various names 1ts ments
arc cxtolled by all pragmatic philosophers  Efficr-
ency, Avenarius says, depends upon 1, and plilo-
sophy 1s the mterpretation of the umiveise m
accordance with it To tles principle and 1o no
other cause 1s due our attempt 1o compichend the
many 1 the one, and Lo 11 15 due conceplual thought,?
of wluch the ‘mew cuts’ and *short-cucuts’
thiough wihich 1t leads us account for 1ts lugh
state of development among civilised nations

§ 105. Now, m tlus account of the functions of
conception there 15 much truth  Concepls are
‘ Lools,” for 1t 15 by means of them that we tlunk
that we construct gicat systains of knowledge and
that we gwmde our actions wm pwctical Lfe  Also
the more complex of them wie ‘ fashioned by om
mtclhgence,” since they are built up only iay
gradually and presuppose much experience, both 1
the mdividual and i the 1ace, and, 1t may be,
many expeiments  Again, concepts are not maptly
compared with hypothcses, for not only have they
to be vanified m experlence, but many ot them are
plustic and have to be changed frem time to time

Y cf Humamsm, p. 99, note. 2 ¢l Pragmatisin, p. 58.
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as experiencc compels us to adapt them to fresh
¢ particulars > Tlis, howevcer, does not apply to
all concepts, for some arc so simple—v g, cxistence,
being, reality, samcness, difference—that i the
foimation of the concept 1itsclf, as opposcd to 1its
application to particular mstances or its rclation
to other concepts, no constructive activity of the
imtellect scems to be involved, but rather the
concept, vague and undcfinable as it may be, 1s
formed directly in immediate expericnce by an act
of mtwtion or appichension! This 15 2 pomnt on
which there would seem to be a fundamental
difference belween Pragmatism and Realism, as
there 1s on the question of axioms But therc are
others of no less importance  Concepts are, for the
most part, and must be, if valid, deteimined by the
objects to which they refer They are not mere
symbols or tallies or names They have, or at any
rate clam to have, recal sigmficance, and their
primary function 1s not to aid us 1n the manipulation
of experience, but to 1ceveal to us the nature of what
we cxpertence Here I think that Dr Schiller will
agrec with us, for he seems to admut that the end
of man 1s knowledge as well as action, 1n spite of
his rejection of the copy-view of truth and in spite
of many assertions which seem to be incompatible
with this doctrine But about Professor James I am

1 Concepts, to have meaning, must alwa,s be apphcable to
reality, but simple concepts are alwavs applicable to the
objects from which they were first daived, and to all other
objects like them hence they always have meaning  Concepts
constiucted by a more or less arl.iarv conjunction of notes,
on the other hand, have to be applhicd before we can tell whether
they have any real meanmng, since they are not derived from
immediate experwcnce. and unply a process other than abstraction®
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more doubtful His view of the concept 15
frankly nomunmabistic Concepts, to judge by his
desciiption of them, are nothing more than words,
images, or useful symbols, the sole function of
which 1s to lead, by continuous transitions, directly
or indirectly to sensc-experiences

§ 106, In support of this view Professor James
appeals to lus own experience. When he tlunks of
Memonal Hall, lis mind, he tells us, may have
before 1t only the name, or i1t may have a clear
mmage, or it may have a very dim image of the hall,
but such intimsic differences i the image make no
difference to its cognitive function! Appaiently,
therefore, Professor James 1s able to think without
the aid of a concept at all  Numes and 1images are
all he requires  Yet this I can hardly bciecve 1
do not doubt that images and names may have been
used 1 this paiticular case sice Memorial Hall 1s
a concrete thing But suicly 1in Professor James’
mind there must have been present something more
besides I can hardly credit the statement that
when the name of his favourite hall 1s mentioned,
all that it brings before lus mind 15 an 1mage dim
or clear. but without sigmficance or meaning
Surely he knows full well what that name means,
even though he does not allow his 1dea to develop
m 1ts details  Even to me whose 1deas have never
tetminated 1n a percept of Memorial Hall, 1t means
something—a building designed and constiucted by
man for a definite purpose and according to a
definite plan—and to Professor James, who 1s fully
acquamted with its form, its plan and 1its purpose,

Y The Meawmng of Truth, p 104,
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it ought to mrean much more An image 1s not a
concept, for though it may be a picture more or
less detailed and precise of some particular concrete
thing, 1t 1s wholly incapable of signifying that thing,
cxcept to one who has a notion of what 1t means,
t ¢, to one who has, beside the 1mage, a concept of
that thing Moreover, when clear 1mages are 1n
question, their very pirticularity and detail renders
them incapable of repiesenting many things at once,
except to one who can abstract from that detail
and pick out essential features common to all the
objects represented, 2 ¢, to one who already has a
concept of the things he wants torepresent  Generic
mmages are still more inadequate to represent a
number of objects, being but a confused blur which
can signify nothing m particular and might stand
for anytlung whatsocver A verbal image 1s hardly
better off As an image 1t stands for a word, not
a thing, and 1ts mcaning, 1ts significance and its
function depend wholly upon something else,
namecly, upon the concept of which 1t 1s the outward
expression

§ 107 As I have alieady discussed the function
of the concept so fully in Chapter 1I., 1t 1s hardly
necessary to go into the matter more deeply now.
Suffice it to say that the evidence of physiological
1s well as introspective psychology, 1s, as I there
potnted out,! decidedly adverse to the Nominahsm
and Symbolism? of Professor James and other

icf §§ 37, 42, 45, 46.

2 Dr Scluller r(,pmlntx.s the charge of Symbohsm (Cf Mind,
NS 72, p 573), but, thongh he does not use the term *symbol, ;
so far as I am aware, cxcept in three passages (Humanism,
P 98, note 1, aud pp. 122, 193), the function of a concept 1
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pragmatists  The laws wluch govern the comln-
nations of scnsory and verbal immages ate totally
madequate to account for the syntlieses and
analyscs of thought It 1s the lugher and not the
lower centres which are the conditions of thought-
activity , and the intricate connections and comples
orgamisations of these higher centies argue a pro-
potrtionate instability in the direction which nervous
mmpulses may take, an instability wihich, wlule
accounting readily for the vagaries of assoriation,
cannot account for constancy of meaning and
defimte logical connuction  between  thoughts
Thought, inference and meaning are sometlung more
than the psychical aspcct of cuebral conditions
Trans of thought and reasoming undoubtedly
depend to somc extent upon, and are often faci-
tated, though also at times mpeded, by cerebial
associations, but the latter are contiolld by the
selective activity of thought As Prolcwsor Stout,
m lis Awunalytical Psychology, has cluuly proved,
thought-processes cannot consist mcicdy 1 the
manipulation of a system of symbols. Tor n
using symbols we think of the synibol and not of
what 1t symbolises wlheicas m thought we think
of objects, not of the image or name by wliuch they
are signified The image and the name are extimsic
to the meaning we have in mind, and 1t 1s meaning
with which we are conceined 1n thinking proper.
Words and symbols are not concepts, and to reduce
the mcanmg (say) of ragmatism, or Humamsm to

Pragmatism certunly scems to Do to symbolse reality  Cf The
Mramng of Tyuth, pp 30, 34, 39, 43, 81, 82, where cuncepts are
detnutely spoken of as symbols, and conceptual thinking as
3y bolical
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sensoly ot veibal mmages 1s to destroy the cssence
of conceptual thought, and to tieat rcasoning as
if 1t were the automatic woiking of a psychical
machine

§ 108 DBut mn Professor James’ account of con-
ception onc 1s struck, not only by the absence of
any adequate appreciation of ‘ meaning,’ but also
of ‘synthesis’ Concepts are mercly parallel with
the experniences for winch they are substituted, and
to these experiences tlicy correspond point for point
Their function 1s not to synthesise the many in the
one, but to act as a subsiitule for sense-esperiences
when the latter are unavailable, and ultimately to
lcad us back by continuous felt-transitions to those
same cxperiences  This “principle of substrintion’
15 wnpoitant i Professor James’ theory of concep-
tion, and has led to a cunous result  Theie must
always be some sense-termint the place of which 1s
provisionally taken Dby the concept or 1image
Conscquently, Piofessor James has had to invent
felt-relations, for otherwise thought-relations would
have hod no sensc-caperences to wluch to lead.
Now, I must confess that these [elt-relations scem to
me to be purely creatures of the imagination and
to have not the shightest foundation 1n expeiience.
I have never becn able to feel a relation yet. I can
apprehend relations, I can conceive them and think
of them, but I cannot feel them For me, what 1s
signified by preposition, copula and conjunction 1s
not a fecling, but a thought When I sce two
objects together, I do not feel their co-cxistence, I
percave 1t and think of it or apprehiend 1t When
I observe that by the combination of hydregen and
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oxygen and the mntroduction of a litile electricity,
water 1s produced, I do not jeel the causil connec-
tion * rather 1t 1s the object of my thoughts. To
discover any feelings which correspond to *buts,
“1fs,” “ becauscs,” ‘ betweens,” ¢ fors,’ 1s, for me, quite
impossible. I admit that what 1s sigmfied by
conjunctions and prepositions has foundatiun 1
reahty, but I cannot find anv ‘feclings’ or any
¢ felt ” objects to which they correspond ¢ Fecling,’
1t 1s true, may be used m a loose and metaphorical
sense to denote thought wlich 1s not clear and
precise.  But © to fecl ' that our cconomic difficulties
m England will never be solved till we take up
Tanff Reform 15 quite a different thing fiom fecling
hot or cold or thusty In the latter case ‘ fecling’
15 strictly used and sigmfies sense-expenence  1n
the former 1ts use 1s mctaphorical . 1t does not
mply sensation at all, but apprehension, conception
and thought of a most complex and abstiact type,
which cannot possibly be 1educed to ot 1epresented
by sensational expeiience  Of course, 1f felt-
relations really mean relations apprehended by
thought, there is an end of the matter, but I do
not think Professor James can be using teims m
so loose a sense, and, besides. he would then have
a conceptual eaperience to which no sense-
experiences would be exactly parallel

§ 109 The doctrine of {felt-relations 1s applied
by Professor James to the cognitive 1elation itself.
In a couple of articles bearing the significant title
“A World of Pure Expcrience”? he sets forth a new

1 Journ of Phil, Psy and Sc Methods, 1904, partly reprinted
wmn The Meamng of Truth, pp 102, el seq
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theory which he calls Radical Emporicism, the chief
theses of which are that ieality is expcrience, or
better, perhaps, expuilences, and that ‘““the only
function that one experience can perform 1s to lead
to another experience ' The rclation of the knower
to the known 1 thus theory 1s but a particular case
of a felt-relation. Knowledgc 1s a process of leading,
and “ either the knower and the known are.

(1) the self-same piece of expenence taken twice
over 1n different contexis, or they are

(2) two pieces of aclual experience belonging to
the same subject with definite tracts of con-
Junctive transitional experience between
them , or

(3) the known 1s a possille experience, either of
thatl subject or of another, to which the said
conjunctive transitions would lead, i suffi-
clenily prolonged 2

Type 1 15 “ the kind of knowledge called percep-
tion” Tor Piofessor James, unlike Professor
Dewcy, docs not wish to exclude facts from the
realm of knowledge While present, however, all
experiences, whether perceptual or conceptual, are
‘pure’ It 1s only afterwaids that thar * nasf
immediacy 1s retrospectively sphit into two parts 3
In retrospection we regaid our experiences esther as
part of our personal history, or as part of the
physical world; which means that we take the
same expertence twice over, cach time 1egarding it
from a different point of view, and weaving 1t mto
a different system of conceptlual ideas.

1 Id, P ITI.
* Ibid, p 103
% Jown of Ph!, Psy. and Sc. Methods, p 564.
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Types 2 and 3 aie both conceptual expeiiences,
and give ‘ knowledge about,” as opposed to know-
ledge of the ‘ acquaintance’ kind, which 1s that of
Type £. The ‘knower’ m both types 2 and 3 1s
an mmage or word which leads to a scense-termunus
Should the ‘ knower * actually lead by definite felt-
transifions to the percept that 15 known (type 2,
and cf the cogmifional cxperience ot Protessor
Dewey), then we feel 1t to have been continued 1n
that percept and mn such a felt transition ““lics all
that the knowing of a percept by an 1dea can
possibly contain or sigmify *! It 1s, moreover, only
when conceptual experiences do actually terminate
w1 percepts that we can know for certun that they
were truly cognitive of surh percepts Otherwise
therr quahty of knowmg can still be doubtcd ?
Ideas m this latter case, ©truncited esperiences’
which are never completely * nailed down * lead only
to possible experiences (Lype 3) , and, as a mattu of
fact, “ the greater pat of ow knowmg never gets
beyond this virtual stage,” for * to continue thinking
unchallenged 1s, nuiety-nme times out of a hundred,
our practical substitute for knowmg 1n the
completest sense ™ 3

§ 110 I must confess that when I first read
these two articles I could not help a doubt croswng
my mind m regard to authentiaty  Could the
writer who, m language so far iemoved fiom that
of psychological description, attempts to portiay

Y The Meaning of Truth, pp 103, 105

® llnd , p 115, but cf Lragymabism, p 214, where ‘unveriied ’
e s are adnutted 1o be truc

s ['ul, p 116,
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the characteristics of human cogmition, be the same
as the author of the justly famous Princeples of
Psychology > What 1s sud 1s said vigoirously as
before, but now 1t beais the impress of what, 1f I
mistake not, we must describe as metaphysical
prejudice  On looking back, however, I remember,
even i the Princifles, a certain empirical tendency
which mamfcsted sclf, especially m that cuuous
theory of the soul as tlic stream of 1ts own thoughts,
thoughts wlich become, as 1t weie, little souls
themsclves for the moment but only to be absorbed
i the thought which succeeds And then agamst
my will I am forced to believe that the author of
the Principles of Psychology and the author of the
“Wotld of Puie Expeiience ” and simular articles
are onc and the same

But 1s tlus ¢ Radical Empiricism * and this ¢ mosaic
philosophy ’ of Pwie Experience mtended to be a
metaphysic, or 1s 11 merely a descriptive psychology
of cognition > The exwstence of ¢ fell-iransitions ’
and ‘ielt-relations’ 1s haid 1o recognisc, and 1t 1s
stll harder {o believe that 1n these alone does know-
ledge consist  Its tiansitions may be ‘ functional,’
and the concepts {fiom which they start may some-
times lead to scensc-cxpeiiences and so scrve as
useful nstruments for the manipulation of our
futuie experience  Butl concepts, at any rate, seem
to be more than mere mstruments, and knowlcdge
to be more than a mere tool  Yet in a “World of
Pure Experience” knowledge s stripped of significance
and meanmng which 1s 1{s essential note and umversal
chatactenisizc  © Objective 1eference’ 1s explamed
as “ a mere mcident of the fact that so much of our
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experience comes as msufficient, and 15 of process
and transition ”! The things which we percewve
and the objects about winch we think are stolen
away - experience s once more confused with the
experienced and the latter being relegated to a
world of possibility, expelience 15 left behind
dangling n the awir.  This being so, Radical Empin-
cism can hardly be regarded as a psychological
theoty  Rather it would seem to be the forcrunner
of that metaphysic which Piofessor James has long
promused to the philosophic world

§ 111 The discussion of the pragmatic theory of
the concept has led us away mto the realm of
metaphysics, and though this 15 not the place (o
treat of Radical Empuicism 1 so far as it 15 an
attempt to explain the universe, somdihing must
be said of the psychological basis of this philosophy
of Pure Expcricnce The question tuins as it
usually does, upon perception , and though Professor
James does not admit a conscious subject-object
distinction m either perception or conception, 1t 1s
to the latter alone that he ascribes ‘objective
reference,” wlhich thus comes to mean simply a
reference of our thoughts to absent objects,
te, expeilences  No 1cason 18 given for this
restriction of objective 1¢ference to non-perceptual
cogmtion, and no wguments are hiought forwad
m support of 1t Prolcssor James mmagines, I
suppose, that all will 1ccognise in what he says an
accurate description of the facts  Tlus, however, 1S
far from being the case  To say that perception 18
simply experience which 1s retrospectively broken

1liud, p. 11},
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up 1nto a dual aspect 1s far from satisfactory when
considered 1n the hight of introspective data  There
being, however, no arguments to discuss, I can only
repeat, 1 regard to Piofessor James’ descriptions,
what I have said before! Experience and percep-
tion are always cxpeuience and perceplion of some-
thing  So dceeply 1s the human mmd convinced of
this that 1t 1s embedded mn the language which we
use, and to this 1s to be attributed the strangeness
with wluch expressions that presuppose another
hypothesis, stnke our ears We never simply
perceive, we always perceive an object, and, as a
rule, we locate thatl object  For what doces localisa-
tion mean if not that we distinguish that object
trom oursclves o1 identify 1t with ourselves, and
reccognise 1t cither as part of our bodies or else as
located at a certan distance from those bodies ?
And what, agan, docs this mean if not that some
objects are external 1o owmselves and to one another ?
It 1s for the philusopher to determine what exter-
nality and objec tivity mncan, but he cannot get nd
of the fact that i pereeption we perceive objects
and peicewve them ather as external or as part of
ourselves, whether o1 not this 1s reality or mere
appeatance

§ 112 I cannot undemstand why Professor James
and other pragmatists who scem 1o have adopted as
an arficle of farith that Reality=Experience, should
be content merely to state that © objective reference ’
applies only to non-perceptual cognition This 1s
an assumpfion which 1s not only incompatible with
the data of expeiience, but begs the whole question.

lcf § 28.
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For, granicd that objective relcrence applies only
to absent objccts, the 1dentification of those objects
with peicepts or sensc-cxperiences, and the fuither
wdentification of the latier with 1eality itsell follows
casily enough  While, on the other hand, if theie
1s objective reference i perception, ze, 1if we
percewve objects and do not simply cxperience o
simply perceive, the objective refeience of idedl
thought will be, not to percepls or to sentient
experiences, but to the objects puceived DBut
although Enghsh, Fiench and German pragmatists
are all incined to treat expeuence and reality as
convertible terms, among them I have found only
one who has attempted to answer the obvious
objections which may be urged agunst such a
doctnine on the score of the wmtiospective data of
experience  That one 1s Proftssor Strong an able
ally of Professor James, and the author of * Wiy
the Mind has @ Body’ Reahising that the rapud
spread of ‘the New Realisin ’ in both Englind and
America cannot be without signmficance and founda-
tion, Professor Strong has made an attemnt to
appreciate the realist’s position and as fa as
possible, to answe. his objections from the psycho-
logical pomnt of view And whether 1t 1s that
Realism seems to thie pragmatist intinsically absuid,
or whether 1t is that Mr & E Moore i England and
Dr Montague 12 America are indimad to an Ultra-
realism. there 1s no other pragmatist who can be
said to have donc so in any adequate way

§ 113 Inan article entitled © The Distmction of
Object and Peiception,”! Piofessor Stiong thusstates

! Discussion  “Id.disia and Realism,” Jowrn IP'mil, Psy.
and S. Methods, 1901, pp 543, clc
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and provisionally answers what he considers to be
the essence of the realist’s position The realist
mantams that the distinction between physical
objects and our consciousncss of them are ‘two
scparate things.” not mercly ¢iwo diffcient ways of
regaiding the same tlhung,’ and 1s supposed to
urge this pomnt by affirming that we must separate
the quality ‘red’ from the scnsation of red that
1s aware of 1t, the perception of a tri-dimensional
book from the book 1itself.

This [says Professor Strong] I have never been able
to do I quite appreciate that the conceplion of a
quality 1s a different thing from the conceplion of a
sensation, but 1t has always seemed to me that what we
concerve 1n these two ways 1s the same 1dentical fact T
can not delect over and above the quality ‘red,’ any
sensation or conscionsness or subject that contemplates
or has o, but 1 seems {o me that the luminous existence
of thatved us the full account of the fact, Nor can I detect
any perception (though I can detect a certain amount
of thought) over and above the given book The given-
ness appears to me 1o be an inseparable character of
the book, without wlich 1t could not exist at all. 'When
I say, then, that the ve1y same fact or expenence can
be thought of 1n two ways, either as an episode 1n my
personal history, or as a constituent of a vast continuous
physical world the other part of which I only concerve,
1t seems to me that I am giving an account of the
distinction which 1s 1dealistic, no doubt, but which
differs from the realistic account in bemng accurately
true to the facts?

§ 114 Professor Strong, upon reflection, has
come to the conclusion that tlus 1s not a sufficient
answer to the realist’s difficulties, and proceeds to
make further concessions and distinctions which T

1Ibsd, p 347. 8 loc cit, p 547.
M
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shall discuss in a moment. But the above answer
can hardly be allowed to pass without some
comment In the first place, Professor Strong’s
appreciation of the realistic position 1s not so
adequate as one might have hoped The realist
does maintain that physical objects are distinet
from our consciousness of them He may also
maintain, as I have done, that sometimes, 1f not
always, we are aware of this distinction ; and 1n
doing so he would not be going so far as many
1dealists who affirm that *“we are conscious of
objects only 1n so far as we are sclf-conscious—a
statement which, if taken hterally, 15 incompatible
with a fact which the realist fully admuts, viz, the
fact that self-consciousness and the consciousness
of objects usually vary in mverse proportion”
Again, 1t 15 a fundamental doctrine 1n Realism that
the quality ‘red’ 1s distinct from the sensation by
which 1t 1s perceived, but few, if any, rcalists would
assert that wn the act of perception lius was an
wntrospective fact' In introspection there 1s founda-
twon for such a distinction, but 1t 15 not itself a
datum of experience ‘ Consciousness ’ must not be
confused with ‘sensation,’ for clearly all conscious-
ness 1s not sensation To affirm that what we
perceive 1n external perception 1s an object distinct
from ourselves 1s not the same thing as to affirm
that we percerve 1t by means of sensation That
sensation 1s present at all in external perception 1s
known, not directly in the acts of perception, but
by inference based upon the gradation between what
1s percerved as sensation and what 1s perceived as
Yof §28



THE COGNITIVE RELATION 179

the quality of an object, and 1n particular upon
cases n which perception may take either form,
though never both at once.l

§ 115 Are not these data, however more con
sistent with the sd guod percipitur theory of Professor
Stiong than with the d quo perciputur theory of
the realist, since 1t 1s admatted that sensation some-~
tumes 1s ¢d quod percipriur 7 On the contrary, for,
while the realist is able to explamn the ‘how’ of
perception (as I shall have occasion to show later
on) 2 by his theory that sensation 1s always 4 quo
percipitur, he does not contradict any facts, since
he allows that sensation may also be, and 1s, at
tunes, +d quod perciprtur. The 1dealist, on the
other hand, when he asserts that what he perceives
1s always at bottom a sensation, while explaining
nothing at all so far as perception 15 concerned
(since he merely affirms i1t to be experience) finds
himself at once i contradiction with the behef
which external perception itself has engendered,
namely, that what 1s perceived in the act of external
perception 1s #nof sensation, but the quality of an
object. If physical objects and consciousness
(inclusive here of sensation) are not distinct, but
meiely different aspects of the self-same thing, how
comes 1t about thal they appear to be both distinct
and different, and are firmly beheved so to be by
the ordinary man > How, again, are we to explain
the fact that the conception of a quality and the
conceplion of a sensation arc diffeient concepts, if
the object concetved i both cases i1s the same ?
Surely theie must be some foundation for this

1 cf. §§ 35, 36. 2 cf. chap. mv.
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distinction a parlc rer, for even pragmatic concepts
‘correspend’ 1n some sense with their objects
Agam, the “givenness’ of what we peicerve, what
1s this, and what does 1t 1imply, but some kind of
object that ‘ gives ’ and which 1s, therefore, distinct
fiom lum to whom 1t gives? And the ‘thought’
which Professor Strong detects 1n perception “ over
and above the given book,” what is this but some
kind of self-consciousness which 1s present, so he
would scem to say, in the act of perception itsclf ?

Until these difficulties have been solved, I cannot
agrec with Professor Strong that “the 1dcalist’s
account of perception differs from the realist’s 1n
being accurately true to the facts.” Both accounts
belong to theory, but 1t 1s the realistic and not the
1dcalistic theory which 1s at once consistent with
and cxplanatory of the facts

§ 116 As I have already remarked, however,
Professor Strong does not consider that in the
passage quoted above he has conceded “to the
1eahst all that he has a nght to demand, or, at
least,” he says, “it does not adequately meet the
difficulty in the idealist’s position which he feels ”
Accordingly, he proceceds to grant to us that
“thought enters mnto our peiception of objects,”
and that “thought always has an object distinct
from 1tself ”’ (though the latter concession 1s quahfied
by the remark that “thcre 15 no corresponding
principle applying to sensation”). Then comes a
distinction

The reahst 15 therefore so far n the nght. But 1t
remains to be determined 1 what shape matter exists
independently of the thought of 1t Realists jump to
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the conclusion that it exists as matter-stuff, that their
realism 1s naive This m no way neccssanly follows
from the admussion of 1its independent existence, but
the mode of existence still remains to be determined. . . .
Realists assume that there 1s a contradiction hetween
objects being material and independent of thought, and
their being composed of sensation, and they assume
this because they confuse wndependence of thought with
wndependence of mund. Now, 1f 1t were possible for us
to know that objects exist whether perceived or not,
we might know them to be independent of the mund,
and they could not then be composcd of sensation. As
1t 1s, we only know them to be independent of thought,
and this 1s perfectly consistent with their being com-
posed of 1t.1

Hence the final conclusion,

thought has an object distinct from ilself, but 1 does not
present 1is object to us as (real) and present, while sen-
sation presents to us an object that s real and present, bul
that object vs not distinct from the sensation ;2 . . . . The
difficulty between idealists and 1ealists 1s, thercfore,
solved m holding that maticr exists independently of
the thought of 4, but eaists i the shape of sensation 3

§ 117. This solution of the controversy between
1dealists and realists will not, I fear, put an end to
the strife, for the conclusion at which Professor
Strong arrives 1s neither satisfactory nor logically
convincing. ‘In perception both thought and
sensation are mvolved, but while thought has an
object distinct from 1itself, sensation has not that
good fortune.” Is this an mmtrospective fact or 1s 1t
a theoretical assumption? Are we directly con-
scious of the functioning of cither thought or
sensation in perception ? Are not both inferences

1 Joc, eat., P 549. (Italics mme) 2 Ibwd, 8 Ibid., p. 550,
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based on the dual fact that we not only perceive
colours and sounds, which for the psychologist are
sensations, but also tliings possissing qualities,
which again for the psychologist implics conception
or apprelension 7 Again can we distinguish intro-
spectively  betwan  sensation and  thought 1n
perception Do they not function together 1n one
and the sclf-same act wlich 1s directed to one and the
self-same object 7 Psychologically, we may make
the distinction, aud 1t has good foundation  Dut if
we separate the two and take sensation by itself,
we no longer have perception  There can be no
question of sensation having an object external to
itsclf, if taken 1n 1s0lation or m abstraction from
perception and thought Tt 1s only when sensation
functions 1n pcreeption as the means by wlich we
appreliend objective qualities, that 1t can mn any
sense be said to have an object, and cven then, the
object 1s not, strictly spcaking, an objcct for sensa-
tion, but for perception or for thought with which
sensation functions as a nccessary though sub-
ordmate factor

§ 118 Is there then, a contradiction in saying
that objects are independent of thought, and yet
are composed of sensation ? And does the realist,
when he affirms that there 1s, confuse independence
of thought with indcpendence of mind * If by
‘mind ’ 1s here meant the mind of the percipient,
and by ‘scnsation,” sensation wlich takes place
within the mind (and this 1s the obvious sense),
there 1s certamnly a contradiction between theory
and fact, the object of external perception does not
appear to be a sensation, still less a sensation in the
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mind of the percipient, but somecthing objective,
distinct, external and m no way part of lumself
There 1s no mtrinsic contradiction, however, 1n the
statement that the objects of perception are sensa-
tions, for we do perceive our own sensations at
times. But, if the normal object of perception 1s
sensation, perception 1s an illusion, smce what 1s per-
ceived does not ordinanly appear as a sensation, but
as something quite different , and that 1t 1s an illu-
slon 1s a mere assumplion, at once unnccessary and
mexplicable Because the object of perception 1s
wdependent of thought, 1t does not necessarily follow
that 1t 1s indcpendent of mind , but if 1t 1s not only
mdependent of thought but also exfernal to thought,
1t must also be external to mind, since mind and
tliought are one and indivisible ; and, as a matter
of fact, 1t appears to be external to both. In reply,
then, to Professor Strong’s summing up, I must make
several distinctions That ‘ thought has an object
distmct from 1tself ’ 1s clear ; but that ‘1t does not
present 1ts object as (real) and present’ I cannot
admit, for in perception the object of thought 1s
both rcal and present, and though i thought of
absent objects the object 1s obviously not present
(1€, to the senses), it 1s at any rate real. Again,
‘ that sensation presents to us an object that is real
and present’ 1s also clear, 1f sensation here means
perception, for sensation of itself does not present an
object at all, but that °the object (of perception)
1s not distinct from sensation,’ I can mn nowse grant,
nor has Professor Strong mn any way proved that it1s.

§ 119. There remans, however, one argument
which we have not yet discussed, and though, strictly
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speaking, it 1s a metaphysical argument, 1t will be
more convenient to discuss it here The realist,
says Professor Strong, cannot piove the continnous
existence of matcrnial objects when not perceived ;
all the knowledge he can legitimately derive fiom
experience 1s the knowledge of thecir continuous
perceptibiity  But, surely, perceptibihity cannot
exist of itself To be able fo be perceived requires
a ground and a subject quite as much as to be able
to percerve It 1s not somcthing that hangs loose
or 1s to be found standing on 1ts own legs  Hence,
if the continuous perceptibility of material objects
may be legitimately infeired from the data of
experience, the further inference as to their existence
would also seem to be legitimate If matenal
objects are always percephible by existing minds,
they cannot belong to the realm of mere possibles,
but must belong to some existing order of buings,
otherwise their perceptibility would be unaccount-
able, except by a deus ex maclina. In some way
or other their perceptibility implies existence
Hence, cither they exist in themselves, or they
exist as ‘ the possibility of sensation’ mherent m
the percipient mind There seems to be no other
alternative , and 1f, with Mill, we choose the latter
we are at once mvolved in all the difficulties of
Subjective Idealism, the appearance of external
reality 1s declared to be an illusion, and the inter-
communication of mind and mind becomes an
mexplicable mystery  Again, belief 1 the existence
of an external world which 1s at once distinct from
and independent of ourselves 1s unquestionably a
fact, yet 1if this belief 1s illusory 1ts onigin becomes
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inexplicable Doubtless, the psychological antece-
dents of such a bclief can, to some extent, be traced,
but, as Professor Wundt has pomnted out, ““in the
syntheses of peiception properties are found which
are not found mn its elements or antecedents?!
The exteinal world in which we believe cannot,
therefore, be identified with sensation, because our
belief 1n 1t auses from sense-experience, for the
effect 1s not only 1n excess of the cause, but cause
and effect would, 1n that case, be contradictory ;
nor can 1t be argued that all we may legitimately
mfer from the data of expenence 1s the continual
perceptibility of external objects, for continual
perceptibility mmplies something that 1s continually
perceptible The cxistence of the external world
1s presupposed as the condition of our perception
of 1t, and that world does not consist of sensations ;
though whether 1t 15 matenal, and, if so, m what
sense, 1s another qucstion, which belongs, not to
cpistemnology, but o metaphysics

CHAPTER VIL

GENETIC PSYCHOLOGY AND THE
FACULTIES.

§ 120. Ongin, genesis and growth are ideas of
pnimary mmportance to-day Evolutionary notions
pervade our philosophy and bid fair to drive out the
static analyses of traditional methods To under-
stand anything whatsoever nowadays, we think it

Ycf §§ 53 to 56, and §§ 98, 99
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necessary to study it in 1ts onigin and growth We
are no longer content to take things as they are, we
desire above all things else to know how they
became ; and unless we know this our knowledge
15 looked upon with unconcealed suspicion ITs-
torical mterpretations are prevalent in every realm
of thought, to which the theory of knowledge, and
m particular the pragmatic theory of knowledge,
1sno exception  Thus man 1s1egarded as essentially
and above all things else the product of an cvolu-
tionary process. He started at the level of dull
and undifferentiated sentience, and from this state
of uninteresting umformity have been evolved his
so-called faculties Emotion, volition, and cog-
nition have all arisen by a process of differentiation
from a common ground They are not really dis-
tinct In fact, * all three ‘ facultics ’ are at bottom
only labels for describing the activities of what may
be called indifferently a umtary personahty, or a
reacting orgamsm

§ 121 Doubtless, analytic psychology 1s inclined
at times to carry 1ts analyses too far, and in conse-
quence seems almost to treat the human mind as
if 1t were a bundle of faculties each independent
and distinct. Kant, for instance, 1n his desire to
bring togcther the transcendental umty of apper-
ception and the manifold of sense, freely multiplied
human powers of knowing, and marked off the
function of inner and outer sense, of imagmnation,
of understanding, of practical and theoretical
reason, and of will with such absolute precision that
the umity of man seemed lost in the multifarious
detals of his differences. In contrast with an
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exaggerated faculty-psychology of this kind the
stress which 1s laid on the unitary character of
human personality 1n Humamsm, 1n Personal
Idealism, and more notably still in the psychology
of M. Bergson, stands out all the more clearly, and,
as an antidote, may serve a useful purpose.

As Dr Schiller remarks, however, *attempts at
unification are not new’ There has always been a
protest against the disintegrating tendencies of
Kantian psychology Kant himself suggested that
‘“the two stems of human knowledge, sensibility
and understanding, may perhaps have a common
but unknown root , ” and Hegel, too, declared that

the chief aim of a philosophy of mind can only be to
re-introduce unity of idea and of principle into the
theory of mind . .. Our sense of the mind’s hiving unity
[he says] naturally protests aganst any attempt to
break 1t up into different faculties, forces, or what comes
to the same thing, activities conceived as independent
of each other.}

§ 122 The notion of independence, true of the
faculties as of everything else 1n 1ts proper degree,
may be, and often has been, carried too far. The
fact 1s that there are different kinds of independence,
and whereas 1n regard to the faculties some must be
denied, others may be rightly asserted. The
faculties are not independent in regard to thewr
ultimate principle They all belong to and qualify
our personality and essential nature. Nor are they
independent 1n the sense that they do not mutually
influence one another and work toward a common
end But we recogmse introspectively that con-

1 Hegel, Piil. of Mind (Wallace trans,), § 379.
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scious processes or activities differ 1n kind  To fecl
is not to think, to think 1s not to will, and to will 1s
not to act. Considered, therefore, as the pioximate
ground of different mental activitics, the faculties
are distinct DMoreover, 1n different psychoses or
states of mind, cogmtion, conation and mere fecling
are present mn different degices, and tlus, as Dr
Stout says in his Analytic Psychology, argues a certain
kind of independence Indeed, the very fact that
we can speak mntelligibly of our emotions controlling
our will, or of purpose and volition influencing belief,
shows that there 1s between emotion, volition and
belief a difference and also a certain degree of 1nde-
pendence as well as inter-dcpendence Hence our
psychological distinctions cannot be classed as mure
‘labels’

§ 123. A psychology, therefore, which 1gnores or
minmmises distinctions 1s as false as one that
exaggerates them or makes them absolute Nay,
of the two, the former error 1s far more serlous in
1ts consequences A careful analysis of data and
a careful distinction 1n the use of terms 1s essential
to the advance of science and philosophy. Without
1t classification becomes impossible , and on classifi-
cation thcory 1s based A psychology which
obliterates distinctions destroys the very source of
knowledge, and leads, not only to laxity of specch,
but also to laxity of thought Terms are used first
m one sense and then in another and theories are
founded on the ambigumty which ensues The
result 1s that often enough a writer so unsysiematic
does not know himself preciscly what he mcans,
and 1s quile mcapable of conveying his meaning to
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anybodv elsc  Without precision and accuracy
mtclligible discouise 1s impossible  And principles,
pragmatic or otherwise, wlhich encourage the
adoption of a large and loose terminology can only
end 1 hopeless confusion and muisunderstanding

Morcover, as distinclions grow fainter and differ-
ences get blurred, 11 becomes more and more
mmpossible to mamtain the balance of power, so to
speak, between the faculties  One or other of them
18 sure to be made supreme, while the rest sink
mto obscurify This tendency 1s well-llustrated 1n
the Hegehan and Neo-Hegelian devclopment of
Criticism, 1n which Monmism led first to an i1dentifi-
cation of other foims of consciousness with thought,
and then to the substitution of thought for con-
sciousness 1n general True, the momistic idealist
points out now and then that ‘thought’ embraces
something other than thovght. Green, for instance,
observes that “1if thought and reality are 1dentified,
thought must be other than discursive activity,
other than the particular mode of consciousness
which excludes from 1itself feeling and will 7 Yet the
fact remains that i the metaphysical logics of Abso-
lutism the 1dea of will 1s, as a rule, obscured by that
of the constructive and formal activity of Thought,
and to it no distinctive or adequate function 1s
assigned 1n the 1deal history of the umverse.

§ 124 Pragmatism, owing chiefly to 1ts fondness
for a genetic psychology, though, n part, also to
the philosophy of Pure Experience by which 1its
psychology 1s supplemented, affords but another
lustration of the disastrous consequences of
minimusing the distinchion between the faculties.
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As the Hegelian subordinates the will to the intellect,
so the pragmatist subordinates the intellect to the
will and to the emotions It 15 m the strivings
of our will and m the vague and quasi-hedonistic
impulses of our emotional nature that the nature
of man 1s revealed ; and 1t 1s 1n the satisfaction of
these rather than in the satisfaction of intcllectual
demands that the criteria of truth are to be found
Purposes, expressive largely of emotional needs,
dominate all cogmtion It 1s impossible to abstract
from them. Cognition without them 1s a mutdated
fragment of mind.

There 1s no ‘ pure ’ intellect. If ‘ pure ' intellect does
not 1mply a gross psychological blunder, and this 1s
probahly what was too often meant until the conception
was challenged, 1t means an abstraction, an intellect
conceived as devoid of function, as not applied to any
actual problem, as satisfying no purpose.!

Reason 1s not a {aculty It stands for a group of
habits which men (and to some extent animals) have
acquired. and which we find extremely useful, nay
necessary, for the successful carrying on of ife. Among
these habits may be mentioned that of inhibiting
reaction upon stimulation, ., of checking our natural
and nstinctive 1iendencies to react, until we have
reflected precisely what 1t 1s we are dealmg with To
determine {lus latter point we have developed the habrt
of analysis, 1¢, of breaking up the confused complex
of presentations into ‘ things’ and their ‘attributes,’
which are referred to and 1dentified with former
similar experiences, and expressed in judgments as to
what the situation really s  Tlus enables us to re-
arrange the presented connections of attributions, and
the whole reasoning process finds 1ts natural 1ssue and
test m an action which modifies and beneficially inno-
vates upon the original habit of reaction 2

1 Studies wm Humawmsm, p 7. 2 Ibud, p. 356.
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Reason is thus reduced to the common denomi-
nator of a couple of habits, only one of which 1s in
any way cognitive (vz, the analysis and rearrange-
ment of presentation), the other being volitional, if
not merely physiological. True, Dr Schiller allows
that reasoning may enter into a rational act, and m
the next paragraph mentions that thinking or
judging, which 1s one of the habits that make up
man’s reason, mnvolves the use of concepts, and
depends ultimately upon axiomatic principles, which
he prefers to call postulates; so that hus account of
‘reason,’ 1f more fully developed, might be made
acceptable, even to the ‘rationalists.’ Still, the
haphazard way in which this ‘analysis of reason’
1s carnied out, the inclusion of a function which
per se 1s certamnly not rational in nature, and the
substitution of the term ‘ bundle of habits ® for the
time-honoured term ‘ faculty *—a substitution which
1s not explained, though 1t certainly does not suggest
the umity and peisonal character of man—make
Dr. Schiller’s account of ‘reason’ far from satis-
factory, especially 1f we bear mn mind that 1t 15 an
attempt to remedy previous accounts which have
hitherto not been conceived with sufficient precision
for scientific purposes.

§ 125. DProfessor James’ account of conception
also 1illustrates the baneful influence which an
evolutionary pragmatism may have upon psycho-
logy. We saw 1n the last chapter how the concept
1s reduced to a symbol or an mmage devoid of
meaning and significance ; how 1ts contents are made
to consist of reactions or practical effects, all of them
sensational in nature; how its objective reference
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15 explamed, not as a refcrence to an external and
real world, the nature of which 1it, to some cxtent,
reveals, but as an accident due to the fact that 1t
1s prevented from leading us back to the sense-
experience for which 1t stands an nadequate
substitute  And, doubtless, theie1s an clement of
truth 1n all this  Thought sometimes docs involve
images Concepts aie frequently not adequate, and
may be at times even symbolic Knowledge s
derived ultimately from sense-experience, and our
state of mind when we thinh of absent objects 1s
not the same as when they are present But when
the pragmatist gets hold of a truth hke tlis he
spoils 1t by exaggerating 1t, generalising it, or
msisting on 1t to the exclusion of all other truths
with which 1t 1s connected and apart from which 1t
cannot be nightly understood Recognising that all
knowledge 1s ultimately derived fiom experience, he
mfers quite illogically that everything that we know
we must be able to fecl, and so 1s led on to mvent
what he calls felt-relations. Finding that many
scientific concepts are more or less symbolic and do
not correspond strictly and fully with rcality, he
generahses this and affirms that all concepts are
symbolic. TFinding, again, that 1mages and words
arce used 1n conceptual thought, he 1dentifies them
with the concept itself, and so destroys, or at least
1s unable to explain their sigmficance, from which
he proceeds to the demal of their objective validity
Observing, too, that the content of the concept can
sometimes be expressed in terms of sense-perception,
he mfers that 1t can always be so expressed, and,
hence, affirms that concepts which do not lead back
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to a percept are no concepts at all, but merely
words And, lastly, the unquestionable truth that
concepts aie useful and that they serve admirably
as wmstruments by means of which scientists and
others are able to secure the control of experience
and so promote the advance of civilisation serves
only as a pretext for denymng that concepts are
anything more than instruments, in spite of the
fact that their instrumental value depends upon
the knowledge they give us of our environment.

§ 126 To judge of everything according to 1ts
antecedents, 1eal or 1magnary, regardless of the fact
that these antecedents may in no way account for,
still less be equivalent to, the phenomena to which
they give place, must of neccssity lead to a theory
wholly mnadequate if offered as an explanation of the
data of actual experience. Yet 1t 1s precisely this
genetic standpoint which 1s largely responsible for
the symbolic concepts and the emaciated intellect
of the pragmatist, as 1t 1s responsible for the
doctrine of postulation and experiment, which hes
at the root of the evil, and which 1s, as we have seen,
in 1ts umiversal form only another example of illicit
generalisation. And 1t 1s this same genetic stand-
pomnt which accounts for the predominant influence
assigned to purpose, which, as better expressing Wall
and the active side of our nature, has, 1n Pragmatism,
almost completely supplanted the intellect

Again 1t 1s an 1ndisputable fact upon which
the pragmatist rests: purpose does play a most
mmportant part n the intricate processes of thought-
activity.  But, as usual, truth 1s exaggerated.
Purpose does not permeate cogmtion through and

N
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through Its influence 1s not umversal, but is
restricted, for the most part, to the mtent of thought.
Thought’s content, when our thinking 1s accurate
and honest, 15 determined, not by puipose, but by
the objects about which we think—objects which
othenwise could never be known  Our very puiposes
themselves, need-expressive as they are, are defined
and made precise by the objects with which we
have to deal. Nor do the emotions, so closcly con-
nected with and dependent upon our purposes and
needs, affect directly the content of thought as a
rule. Their influence 1s mndirect. Satisfaction and
dissatisfaction, intercst, monotony, disgust, mfluence
belief by intensifying or inhibiting thought-activity,
by keeping 1t fixed on certain objects or by diec-
ting 1t into other channels Even when the “will to
believe,’ 7 ¢, the emotional satisfaction and volitional
striving ansing from the contemplation of a pro-
position as true, scems to be the immediate cause
of belief, 1t never of itsclf effects a modification 1n
the content of thought, but causes assent to be
given without sufficient evidence. Aud here, agan,
though emotion may influence assent dircctly, more
often than not it does so indirectly by preventing
thought from dwelling on those aspects of a problem
which arc likely to hinder assent or lead to an
opposite behef Satisfaction, moreover, seldom
forms part of the purpose which we dechberatcly
stive to realise On the contrary, the honest
enquirer does his best to exclude such subjective
influences, and, ordinarly, lis efforts are not
without success

§ 127. The Princip der Denkokonomse expresses
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another human need, the influence of which 1s much
exaggerated by Professor Mach and others. Doubt-
less, simplicity and unity have a fascination for every
thinking mind, but I can hardly believe that the
aim of thought 1s to save ourselves the trouble of
thinking any more than we can help, which 1s
practically what the principle of Thought-Economy
or Least (mental) Eneigy amounts to. Thought 1s
itsclf a pleasute, and the desire to take short cuts
m order to bring our journey to an early close, 1s
considerably modified by the pleasuies which we
meet with by the way, and still more so by the fear
that a conclusion too rapidly drawn may be
premature and false Simple hypotheses are pre-
ferable, other conditions being the same, not so
much because they economise thought, as because
a sumple hypothesis seems to be more ultimate and
to imply that analysis has gone further than in one
that 1s more complex No one, however, would
adopt a hypothesis, however simple, unless there
seemed a fair chance of 1ts verification, or, if sincere
m lus search for truth, would hesitate to reject it
were 1t found to be incompatible with fact. The
principle of Thought-Economy 1s of practically no
mmportance as a criterion of truth ; and, if admtted,
1s hiable to lead to careless inferences and ilhcit
mduction. It 1s said that the power of generalising
1s an instance of this principle at work; and cer-
tamly 1t may afford an excellent example of its
abuse But there 15 no proof whatever that
universal concepts are due solely to the influence of
this principle. Indced, if they are, the objective
validity of subsumption 1s destroyed, and, since
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all knowledge implies umversals, 1t would be
advisable to give up the attempt to acquire 1t
and to devote ourselves instead to some more
useful occupation.

Considerations such as these the pragmatist 1s apt
to forget. As usual, he has got hold of principles
which are true if kept witlun then proper bounds,
and, as usual, so delighted 1s he at having re-
discovered them that he must needs make them
unmiversal and apply them to everylhing upon wlich
he can lay lus hands.  Just as he reduces everything
to sense-experience and explains away conception,
and turns the intellect mnto a machine for the
manufacture of meaningless symbols,! so now he
generalises the influence of purposes, of needs, and
of thought-economy regardless of consequences
And, consciously or unconsciously, that which has
led him astray 1s his genetic psychology and
the evolutionary principles wlich are its real
foundation. ‘ Pure’ expenence, symbolic concepts,
postulation and experiment. a mechamcal intellect,
purposcs, needs and emotional strivings all form
part of an evolutionary apparatus. Yet cven as an
evolutionist, the pragmatist, as we shall see, 1s not
consistent.

§ 128. No one, of course, can rationally object
to the study of knowledge from the dynamic or
evolutionary point of view, provided the method of
study be sound Some form of devclopment has
always been admitted in knowledge. Indeed, the

1Symbols doubtless have meamng 1 the pragmatic sense of
‘leading to,’ or ‘ working harmomously with,' reality, but not
in the realist’s sense of signifying the nature of something real
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transcendental Hegel was a leader i this matter.
But 1f we are to treat knowledge dynamically and
to take its decvclopment and past history into
account, we must select a method by which to
proceed , and our choice 1n this matter 1s practically
restricted to two alternatives In general, we must
etther interpret the past by means of the present,
or mterprct the present by means of the past.
Indirectly the two methods are supplementary ;?
but as methodological principles they are opposed,
and the vahdity of our conclusions will depend to a
large extent upon which principle or method we
regard as primary.

Dr. Schiller’s first work was a philosophy of
evolution? and 1n 1t lus views or methods were
expressed at some length. The °cpistemological’
method he rejects, because 1t takes no account of
evolution It treats mind, he says, as “a fixed
product that can be exhaustively analysed instead
of an organically hiving and developing growth.” 3
The ¢psychological’ method 1s dismissed for a
stmilar rcason. It studies the actual conditions
and laws which govern the human mund as at present
constituted ; ““ whereas the human mmnd has a
history ” ¢ Two methods remain, the historical’
and the °teleological,” and between them Dr.
Schiller has no hesitation 1n making a choice. He
selects the teleological method, and rejects the

1By this I mean that knowledge of the past may throw light
upon our knowledge of the present, as well as vice versa, bui this
use of the hustorical principle 15 ndirect, since 1t presupposgs
that the past has been rightly mterpreted

2 Entitled Riddles of the Sphinx.

Vbid, p 148, ¢ Joud, p 149
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historical, because the latter  supposes that the
cause and explanation of a thing 1s to be found n 1ts
past 1

This choice 1s significant  Tcleology secks to
explain not by an appeal to past lustory, but by an
appeal to 1deals Lower forms reveal themselves
only as they devclop, but their ratio essends 1s to
be learned not by looking back, but by looking
forward to the lngher end toward which they are
continuously tending The past 1s but the piclude
to the future, and only by a study of the future can
we hope to understand the past

§ 129 Here, however, we meet with a difficulty
Future developments and ligher forms not yet
realised are in themsclves unknown The future,
like the past, 1s an inference drawn from what we
know of the present For this reason Dr Caird
regards the teleological method as essentially
¢ heuristic ’

All that we can do [he says] 1s to use the principle
that everything has an end o1 purpose, as suggesting
continual enquiries mto the relations of the pasts of
organisms to each other, and in a secondary way, into
the relations of different organusms to each other, and
of the organic world to the inorganic.?

In this passage the value of teleology scems to me
to be somewhat under-rated, but at any rate
this 1s tiue, that we have no direct knowledge
of the future, but can only conjecture what human
nature will become by an analytic study of what 1t
15, by a consideration of the progress that has

1id, p 174
3 The Cnitscal Philosophy of Kant, vol. 1., p. 449.
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actually been made, and by a study of ideals and
purposes which we sct before our minds, and which,
prompted by decp-felt needs, we ever strive to
realise.

Dr Schiller 1s right, then, in saying that lower
forms are mtelhgible only 1n reference to ligher,
and that in conscquence human nature must be
interpreted not historically, but teleologically.
Unfortunately, however, he seems at times to forget
that the teleological method presup poses the psycho-
logical, and that in order to know what we were 1n
the past or what we shall be in the future, we must
first know, and know well what we are And what
15 still more unfortunate, in practice Dr Schiller
docs not use either the psychological or the teleo-
logical method, but that very historical method
which he has expressly declared to be fallacious;
and 1n this he 1s at one with all pragmatists Prag-
matism 1s, as Mr J M Baldwin has defined 1t, “an
attempt to constiuc all reality retrospectively,”
and to this source must be attributed the psycho-
logical and epistemological errors which I have
enumerated above

§ 130. The connection of the Postulatory or
Experimental Theory of Knowledge with the
doctrine of Evolution 1s obvious In evolution all
psychological changes take the form of what
Avenarius has called ‘a wvital series,” which may be
represented physiologically by disturbance of
equilibrium—action—restoration of equilibnum in a
modfied form, psychologically by wmpulse — striving
—satisfachion , and 1 the cogmtive order by
postulation — expersmens —verrfied ruth  Now 13
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endcavouring to force axioms nto confornuty with
this hypothetical type of cogmtive process, Dr.
Schiller, instead of taking axioms for what they are
and woiking backwards, so to speak, begins by
assuming that they ongmated as postulates, and
working forwards on these lincs, ends by denying
that they are axioms at all. His explanation 15 not
teleological but historical. Axioms are not repre-
sented as something of a higher nature than mere
postulates, bnt are transformed nto postulates
which custom and human forgetfulness have per-
mitted to acquire an llusory axiomatic appearance
It 1s the intwitionist who really explains axioms
teleologically , for he first enquires what axioms
arc, and what 1s therr function mn knowledge, and
finding that they are now self-evident and that they
serve human purposes better as sclf-evident tiuths
than as postulates, he 1s careful in tracing therr
history not to assign them an origin incompatible
with their present ‘hugher’ form or their present
useful function Axioms were always axioms, but
they have had a history because, though imphcitly
understood and used in all human thought, many
attempts have been made to formulate them, and
these attempts have nol always met with equal
success. The pragmatist 1s hopelessly inconsistent
here His actual method and his methodological
principles are 1n direct contradiction He lays
down as a principle that the lower must be inter-
preted in the light of the lugher He examines
human cognition as it at present cxists, and finds
that much knowledge 1s acquired by means of
postulation and expertment, So far, so good, But,
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instead of procecding with his examination of other
‘ lugher ’ forms of cognition of which we have direct
knowledge 1 our present experience, he forthwith
casts psychology to the winds, and generalising
Ins doctrine of postulation, proceeds to trace the
history of knowledge by the aid of this one-sided
and pattial truth. The result 1s that the existence
of universal and necessary truths 1s declared to be
an 1llusion, and thus, finding lumself in contradiction
with the fact that in our experience we recogmse
such truths, the pragmatist 1s forced to re-interpret
them 1n a stramned, unnatural and ‘ lower ’ sense

§ 131. Let us take as another illustration of the
pragmatic attempt to square philosophy with evolu-
twon, w2z, the doctrine that all knowledge 1s ulti-
mately reducible to sense-experience, in place of
which conceptual thought has substituted images,
dim or clear, symbols or words What has hap-
pened * Convinced that the human mind has had
a history and has been cvolved from some lower
form of life, the pragmatist does mnot study the
higher forms of cognition which at present exist,
and so discover the presupposttions without which,
whatever theiwr origin, present forms could never
have come to exist  All he does 1s to seek about 1n
our expcrience for some trace of a lowest form from
wluch by the aid of a powerful imagmation he can
suppose the rest to have been evolved. And he
discovers sentience, or what he calls ‘pure ex-
perience.’” Then, gratuitously assuming that with
this the human mmnd did de facfo start, he goes on to
trace its development, and to show what, on this
assumption, conception and intellectual activity
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really must be  Granting him his premiscs, and the
validity of his method, the conclusion he draws 1s
logical cnough concepts cannot be meore than
1magcs, or, as Hume said, * faint copies of sensation,’
and intellect cannot be other than the habit we have
acquired, of substituting these pseudo-concepts for
the sense-termini to winch thcy refer DBut once
again, as a consequence of his method, the pragmatist
finds himself 1n violent contradiction with the facts.

§ 132 This loose and mnconsistent psychology 1s
m maiked contrast with the careful analysis of
Cognition which underlies the Critical Method of
Kant. Whatever we may think of the metaphysical
conclusions to which that method has led, 1t began
where a truc philosophy must always begin—with
a study of man as he 1s  Kant’s psychology, when
compared with that of the pragmatist, 1s accurate
and precise  He draws a carcful distinction between
faculty and faculty, function and function  He does
not confuse sensc and 1magination with intellect, or
mtellect with will He points out—what the
pragmatists are apt to foiget—that sensation, in
abstraction from the synthetic activity of thought,
can give us httle more than a series! of spatially
extended impressions, without umty and without
mcaning He recognises that intellect 1s essential
to knowledge without 1t, we may have picturcs
and 1mages, but no cogmtion either of objects or of
therr relations.  Yet Kant, in spite of his Apriorism,
finds room for expcricnce, and insists upon the

1 A series of impressions, 1 ¢, in the sense that the continmty
of sentient experience 1s broken up by the focussing of attention
first on one object, then on angther,
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necessily of ‘ mediation by cxperience’ almost as
much as the pragmatist himself Amstotle 15 more
emphatic still. For him, as for Kant, experience 1s
necessary as the condition of thought, sensation
as the means by wlhich thought 1s brought mto
contact with reality, whie imagmation also 1s
admitted as m some scnse preparing the way for
the syntheses of conception and judgment But for
Anstotle all knowledge 1s derived from experience,
and the knowledge that 15 so deuwved 1s not
phenomenal merely, but real He, too, however,
Iike Kant, affirms that intellectual activity 1s
essential to knowledge, and that without 1t sensa-
tions and 1mages have no significance at all Truth
and falsily do not belong to sensation at all; for
whether an object 1s present or not, 1t 1s only by
thunking about 1t that 1t comes to have meamng
for us

§ 133 Thus 1t 15 1n Pragmatism alone, except
for an antiquated Empmicism of which 1t 1s the
latest development, that the function of the mtellect
1s confused m a most un-psychological fashion with
the totally different function of vohtion and sense.
Volition, sensation and intellect combine to give us
knowledge, but, as Kant says, * because knowledge
arises from their united action, this 1s no reason for
confusing the function of one with that of the
other ” And from this confusion, what does the
pragmatist hope to atiam ®> His aim would seem
to be to get a theory of knowledge which shall be
consistent with the theory of evolution  Yet even
here he fails ; for if thought 1s sumply an economuic
process, by means of which we seek to adapt
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oursclves to our environment, 1t should, according
to the general law of organic life, tend to become
unconscious in proportion as 1t has secured that
end, and, as a habit, has become fixed. Thus,
howcver, 1s not the case. Axioms and other habits
of thought, though constant, show no sign of
becoming unconscious Hence, even on evolu-
tionary principles, the pragmatic account of know-
ledge breaks down. True, * the progress of action
causes the progress also of thought, as the progress
of thought conditions and determuines the progress
of action . but if the function of thought 1s mercly
to determine the progress of action, 1f, in esscnce,
1t 15 symbolised sentience and 1ts only function is
to ‘lead’ thereto, 1if, as M Blondel says, 1t 1s but
a ‘moment in the general dynamic of Lfe’,? its
present form, 1ts distinctive features, the conscious-
ness which still attends the most stable of 1is habuts,
becomes a mystery. for 1t 1s something wholly
incompatible with the origin assigned.

§ 134 Failure, inconsistency, dhcit generalisa-
tion, one-sided emphascs, conclusions only partially
worked out, meet us everywhere in the pragmatic
Theory of Knowledge ; and the explanation of this
15 to be found 1n the ‘thoroughly-genetic psycho-
logy’ wluch Pragmatism 1s determmed to secure
regardless of the cost. What the late Dr Caurd
has said of the prevailing method of ¢ explaining the
world’ aptly desciibes the aftitude of Pragmatism
in regard to knowledge Itis “an attempt to level
downwards,” 1., to take the lowest forms (of

! Appendix to the Bullsin de la Société de Philosophie,
1901-2, p 190,



GENETIC PSYCHOLOGY 20§

thought) as the explanation of those that stand
lugher 1 the scale? The tiue method, on the
other hand, rccognmises that we cannot interpret
“even the lowest existence i the woild . . . except
on punaples which are adequate {o cxplamn the
highest We must ‘level up,’ not ‘level down.’** 2
We must explain by means of “le prince pe supéricur
qui en se réalisant suscite les conditions de sa réalisa-
tion, que c'est la forme elle-méme qus  fagomme
la matiére @ son wusage”® Yet so eager 1s the
pragmatist m his desire to explam origm and to
trace development, that truc methods are thrown
to the winds He admits that the telcological
method 15 the true one, that we must ‘explamn the
lower as an imperfect reahisation of the higher ’ and
not explun the higher as a development from what
we wnagine the lower to have been He acknow-
ledges the necessity of analysing our expericnce as
1t 15, allowing that “ as we ourselves are the highest
examples of mdividuals we know, 1t 15 only in
exploiing the depths of our own nature that the
clue to the nddle of the world 1s to be sought.” 4
But when he comes to practical work, he cannot
waste time on analytic psychology or on a study of
human 1deals. Vahidity 1s of little consequence,
provided origin can be assigned. And should an
adversary venture to criticise results or to indicate
the 1llogical character of each procedure, he exposes
himself to an onslaught almost medizeval 1n 1ts fury
and in the brilliancy of the epithets bestowed.
1 Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol 1, p 34
8 ibid,p 3

5
8 Boutroux, Dz I'tdée de los naturelle.
& Riddles of bhe Sphinz, p 240
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Indeed, to such a pass have matlers come of late,
that the venerable Peunce, the 1cputed father of all
pragmatists, disgusted with such methods has felt
constramed to disown his own children  Writing in
a recent number of the Hibbert Journall he says,
“ Their avowedly undefinable posttion, 1f 1t be not
capable of logical characterisation, seems to me to
be characterised by an angry hatred of strict logic,
and even some disposition to rate any exact thought
which interferes with 1t as all humbug "2

So long as such a piactice prevails, it 1s impossible
to hope for satisfactory results from the pragmatist ,
and I think we shall find that in the more serious
sphere of Metaphysics and of Truth pragmatic
methods have not been conducive to the growth of
sound philosophy.

1 October, 1908, p 112,

*Dr Schiller repudiates the ‘paternity’ of Pewrce, and
nghtly so, I think,at any rate, so far as Humanism 1s concerned
All Perrce did was to suggest the general 1dea of the Pragmatic
Method. (CL Pragmatism, p 46)



PART 1L

Tue METAPHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF
KNOWLEDGE.

CHAPTER VIII.
APRIORISM AND ABSOLUTISM.

§ 135. All objects of human enqury were divided
by Hume 1nto ‘ Relations of 1deas * and ‘ Matters of
fact.” Matters of fact, he said, are learned from
experience; but are particular, disconnected,
momentary, and so can give no umversal proposi-
tions Relations between 1deas, such as those we
have in mathematics, are universal, but they are
umversal because they belong to the 1deal order and
are revealed by the opeiation of thought itself.
As, however, Hume could find no bond of connection
between 1deas and facts, he came to the conclusion
that matters of fact alone are rcal, relations between
1deas being merely mental notions without objective
validity.

The unsatisfactory nature of Hume’s conclusion
15 obvious That 1dcas are merely mental and have
no objective vahdity 1s admitted neither by prag-
matist nor absolutist. Both have found what Hume
sought for 1n vain, a bond of connection between
ideas and facts. The pragmatist observes what
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apparently escaped the notice of Hume, viz, that
whether mathematical notions are objectively valid
or not, they are certainly applicable in expernence,
hence the pragmatic doctrine that such notions are
true mn so far as they are useful Kant also took
note of this same fact of expericnce, but obscrving
also that mathematical notions anse first 1n sense-
experiences, was led to a different conclusion.
His was a two-fold problem, the problem of orign
and the problem of validity. How 1s 1t possible,
he asked, that we are able to generahise paiticular
perceptive judgments and so obtamn laws?  And
how 1s 1t that these general laws are applicable n
experience, and that by them we are able to antici-
pate futurc cvents? In order to solve these two
problems Kant formulated two hypotheses, fuist the
hypothesis of Apriorism, and sccondly that of
Immanence

§ 136. The postulate of Apriorism 1s made at the
very outsct of Kant’s Critical enquiry, and 1s made
expressly for the purpose of cxplamning those
universal and necessary judgments, the existence
of which he recogmised as a fact. Let us assume,
he says, that i knowledge the objcct conforms
to the mind, and not the mind to the object. Let
us assume that there are a prio72 forms within the
mind without which the experience of objects would
be impossible, and apart from wluch for us theie
would be no objects at all Let us assume that “the
sensible object must conform to our faculty of
perception * and that in genecral our mind * dcter-
mines the nature of objects a prior:, or before they
are actually presented,” just as the mathematician
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“m his definitions brings out what was neces-
sarlly implied in the conception that he had
himself formed @ priori, and put into the figure,”
and just as the “ physicst, 1f he 1s to be success-
ful, must himself lead the way with principles and
judgments based upon fixed laws, and force nature
to answer his questions ”  Our only escape from the"
sceptical empiricism of Hume 1s to assume that
‘“ that which reason has itsclf put mnto nature must
be 1ts guide to the discovery of all that it can learn
from nature !

§ 137. Thus the ongin of knowledge in Kant 1s
two-fold. It 1s paitly a priorr and paitly a pos-
teriors , and 1ts vahdity depends upon 1ts origin.
All knowledge 1s obtained ¢n experience and hence
1s vahd only for exp mence But because all
knowledge  begins w1tk experience ’ 1t by no means
follows that 1t all originates from experience.?
It anises paitly from the activity of objects upon our
senscs, but partly also from “ the synthetic activity
of our minds which by combining and separating
the 1deas which have thus ansen, converts the raw
material of scnsible impressions 1nto that knowledge
of objects wlhic’ l1s called experience.” Pnnciples,
such as that of Causality, which are umiversal and
necessary, cannot be wholly due to experience. For
expericnce never bestows on 1ts judgments true or strict
universality, but only the assumed or comparative univer-
sality of induction, so that, properly speaking, 1t merely
says that, so far as our observation has gone, there 1s no

exception to therule If, therefore, a yudgment 1s thought
with strict universality, so that there can be no possible

1 Preface to the Crifigue of Pure Reason (passim).
% Ibsd , Introduction, p 1

O
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exception to it, 1t 1s not denived fiom experience, but
1s absolutely @ priorr . . And 1l 15 casy to show thatin
human knowledge there actually are judgments that,
1n the strictest sense, are umveisal, and therefore purely
a ,?rwn.l

§ 138 Knowledge, then, presupposcs as 1ts con-
ditions a certain mental structure on the part of
the subject who knows, as well as certain data wlhich
come from without and aie given in sense-experience
From this dual souice Kant obtamns three kinds of
knowledge propeily so-called — emprrical know-
ledge, a priors knowledge, and pure a prwri
knowledge, together with a fourth kind of know-
ledge which 1s not strictly knowledge at all. but
only faith

‘ Empinical knowledge’ mcludes the truths of
every-day life and all the applied, as opposed to
the abstract, sciences It ts due m part to the
object, and 1n pait to the miad It 1s expressed
1n propositions mvolving time and space, which are
the a priors forms of perceptuai expericnce Cate-
gorles, also, are used i every ]‘udgmcnt that we
make, and these, again, are a preors And to them the
data of sense-expericnce must contthm  Empirical
knowledge 1s objective, since real $bjects are, for
Kant, the cause of our sensations|, but 1n it we
know only objects as they appear, and not things
mgcmselvcs. which, because of the a prior: clement
mvolved 1n all human knowledge, must ever remain,
for man, unknowable

In experience the synthesis 1 which a judgment
consists, 1s mediated by what i1s given mn sense-

1 Introduction to Criligue of Purc Reason, p 3.
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perception The #und makes the synthesis, but
the content of the syntihesis, what 15 syntliesised,
1s conditioned a posteriorr by sense data In
a priory knowledge, on the other hand, the syntheses
which we make are independent of experience,
though the 1deas between which the synthesis holds
are still conditioned by the data of perception.
For instance, “the proposition that each change
has 1ts own cause ’ 1s @ prior: , but it 1s not purely
a priors, because change 1s an idea that can be
derived only from experience.”* Purcly a priors
knowledge 1s entirely independent of experience,
both m regard to synthesis and in regard to the
1deas that are synthesised, for in 1t we consider
merely the a priom foims or categories (under which,
m experience, objects are thoughts) in relation to
one another.

A priors knowledge 1n gencral 1s derived from a
study of the structure and natural functional
activity of the mind itscll, and, ofien enough, we
possess and usc such knowledge without ever having
explicitly formulated 1t It 1s only when conflict
of opmion arises that we begin to examine the
presuppositions upon which respective claims to
truth are based, and so come to the knowledge of
the ‘a prior’ forms which all knowledge imples.
Thus the conflict of individual judgments 1n regard
to quantity led to an cxamination of the presug—
positions of our knowledge of quantity, and this' to

1 Joc cit, Introduction, p 3 (Onp s, Kant calls the principle
of causality ‘ pure a pr:wri,’ but here, I take it, he 1s speaking
either of the synthesis wluch the principle involves, considered
m abstraction from 1its terms, or he 1s thunking of the tauto-
logxcal')iorm of the principle, viz, ‘ every effect must have a
cause
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mathem:atics and geometry, so that from a critical
regress upon the umversal mmplicit 1n our actual
concrete judgments, the principle of number was
laid down, and, this accomplisied 1t became possible
to anticipate events and foretell relations wiich
must of necessity be {rue.

§ 139. The fourth kind of knowledge (so-called)
is quite different from the rest, for 1t 15 2 knowledge
which quits the field of possible experience and
claims to extend the range of our judgments beyond
its lmits by meuans of conceptions for wluch no
corresponding object can be presented 1n expeiience
“ Tt 1s 1n this province,” sayvs Kant, * that reason
carries on those mvestigations the results of which
we 1cgard as more impottant than all that under-
standing can discover within the domain of pheno-
mena These are the unavoidable problems of
God, freedom, and immortality, set by pure 1cason
itsclf ”  Such problems as these belong to meta-
physics, a science which men have hitherto built
upon knowledge which has come to them “they
know not how, and in bhnd dependence upon
prnciples of which we cannot tell the ongm”
An examination of the sourccs of knowledge, how-
ever, reveals the fact that knowledge 1s sunply
experience deteimined by a priorz forms  Hence
knowledge pertains only to objects of experience,
and God, who 1s not an object of experience, cannot
therefore be an object of knowledge strictly so-
called, but only of fauth For Kant, as for the
pragmatists, the existence of God 15 a postulaic,
but Kant 1s better off than the pragmitists since
he can explain both the origin of the notion of God
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and the recason why wenced to postula¢e Hisexistence.
The notion of God arises from a transcendental use
of the categories beyond the sphere of their applica-
tion 1n expetlence, and so far ihe notion 1s invalid ;
but when supplemented by the consideration of
human demands for an ultimate harmony and recon-
cihation, notably between good and cvil, the notion
of God becomes an 1dca 1n the objective vahdity of
which we are forced to bcheve, even though 1t be
mmpossible to prove it

§ 140 Thus the argument by wlhich Kant dis-
proves the objective valdity of the Ideas of Pure
Reason presupposes the doctrine of Immanence, for
1t rests upon the assnmption that scnsc-data and
a prior: forms, objcctive experience and subjective
synthesis, are both cssential and intrinsic to know-
ledge, and apart from one another are mere ab-
stractions. Thus object presupposes subject, and
subject, object The wmty of the sclf 1s the cor-
relate of objective differences This Kant clearly
states 1 the Crifigue of Purc Reason * Pheno-
mena,” he says, “do not cxist apart from forms
of synthesis of wlich the Inghest 1s the Transcen-
dental Unity of Apperception ” Indeed, the principles
of the understanding are expressly called ‘immanent,’
masmuch as they are applicable only within the
himits of experience.

Modern representatives of Kant, differing as they
do 1 other respects, all agrec in holding Immanence
essential to Criticism  Mr. Wallace, for instance,
tells us that the plulosophy of Kant

1s an attempt to get at the orgamsm of our fundamental
behef—the construction, from the very base, of our
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conception of reality, of our primary certanty In
techmical language he describes our essential natwe as
a Subject-Object It 1s the unity of an ‘I am’ which
1s also ‘I know that Tam ' an ‘I will’ wluch 1s also
‘I am conscious of my will '

And Dr Caird declares that

no one has a key to Kant's Togic, who docs not sce
that the result to which 1t tends [1s the view that] that
very consciousness of the paiticular and the contingent,
which Hume had turned against the consciousness of
‘necessary connection’ 1s itsclf dependent upon the
‘a priors ' 1t 1s used to condemn 2

§ 141  Unquestionably Immanence 1s essential to
Kant’s Apriorism, and unquestionably, too, 1t tends
m the direction of Absolutism But 1t 1s, I think,
equally certain that Kant stopped short of the
ultimate goal He asserted Immanence, but he
asserted 1t omly sn so far as the phenomenal object
was conccined, and so failed to 1calise, at any rate
1n 1ts fulness, the first and last axiom of all Absolute
philosophies, that the Univcrse sclf 1s one and
mdsvidual. Kant, 1 fact, never really transcended
the human point of view  Knowledge, for lum, was
always human knowledge, and, human-like, he
could not altogether rid himsclf of a realistic attitude.
He believed 1n noumena, 1n a real and independent
Ding-an-sich which was outside the mind and so
beyond the reach of human experience. It 1s from
the Ding-an-sich that the maierial element 1n
knowledge 1s derived, but as 1t 1s only tlus element,
viz, scnsation, which conforms to the a prion

1Tegel's Philosophy of Maind, p cx
8 The Critical Phlosophy of Kaunt, vol. 1., p 250,
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structure of mind, things m themselves are left
without, and, hence, are declared unknowable.

§ 142. The Kantian theory on account of this
dualism 1s not an Absolutism, but rather a com-
promise between Absolutism and Realism, or at
least 1t may be so regarded in retrospection.  And
like all compromiscs 1t led 1o cndless difficultics.
1ie scparation of matter and form, which was due
to the rcalistic admussion of a Ding-an-sich, necessi-
tated the mtroduction of mnmerous intermediarics
between the lowest facully sense, and the highest
synthesis of all, the  Transcendental Unity of Apper-
ception,’ 1n the vain hope of bringing them together.
To take a smgle mstance the transcendental
schematism of the imagination 1s an attempt to
cxplain how the pure conceptions of the under-
standing can possibly be applied to phenomena.
But the result 1s, as Dr Caurd has pomnted out,
that we are placed in a dilemma  For either the
syntheses of the imagination arc independent of the
syntheses of the undastanding, and in this case
their agreement 1s either fortwitous or due to a
pre-established and mexphicable harmony, or the
synthesis qf conception 1s the real source and
conscious aspect of the synthesis of mmagmation,
m which case the possibihty of converting a formless
and senal manifold into defimte objects 1s still
unexplained.

§ 143. The different sources assigned to the
a prior: and the a posterior: elements 1 knowledge
arc fatal, and though Kant tried again and again to
overcome this sclf-imposed dualism, 1t was always
without success The dialectic in which he discusses
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the fourth kind of knowledge mentioned above,
exhibits clearly the unsatisfactory nature ol the
synthesis cffected between these alien eluments
The ‘Ideas of Reason’—God, the Universe as a
totality, and the Soul—have no objective vahdity,
for “since no phenomena can be found to which
they can be applied, they cannot be presented
w concreto at all ™1 Yet, although we have no
perception of the supra-sensuous, 1t 1s admitted that
the categories have “a wider reach than the per-
ceptions of sense,” and that there may be objects
independent of scnsibilitys to which, unknown to
us, they do 1n reality apply 2 Nay, further, reason
compels us to transcend the phenomenal and
“ demands a completcness beyond the reach of all
possible knowludge, and a systematic umty with
which experience can never be completely har-
momsed ” 3 But this 1s only an 1deal after which
we strive, and 1ts function 1s regulative, not con-
stitutive  Agaimn, 1f what Puic Rcason demands
m order to satisfy itself, 1s confirmed by the
postulates of Practical Rewson which are noccs-
sary for the realisation of moral 1deals, the conclusion
1s not that these 1dcals aie valid, but that the two
reasons aic independent and their functions distinct.
The result of Kant’s endeavour to escape from the
dualism with which he started 1s always the same .
instecad of tianscendng 1it, other dualisms are
introduced

§ 144 The dualism of the Pure and the Practical
Reasons renders necessary a third Crafique 1n which

¥ 0. wque of Pure Reason (2nd it ), p. 595.
Viv4,p 09 Tud, p 596 U0
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the relation between the postulated noumena and
the world of appearances 1s discussed, and 1in which
Kant approaches ncarer to Absolutism than ever
before  Here, at last, says D1 Pflerdcier, ©“ Kant
trics to find some connecting link between the
intelhigible and the scnsible world, and he seeks
it mm a telcology common to them both 1 The
Critigue of Judgment 1s an attempt to transcend
the pont of view of our discuisive intellect, and to
look at things from the standpoint of a perceptive
intelligence for which the whole 1s no longer de-
pendent on the parts, but the parts dependent on
the whole both 1n their specific nature and n their
mterconnection 2 The umverse 1s conceived as a
teleological whole, and this whole

determines the foom and combination of all the parts,
not indeed as cause, but as the ground on which the
thing 15 known by the person judging of it, in the
systematic umty of the foum and the combnation
of all 1ts parts, [wlule the paits themselves} combine
mn the umty of the whole, and are reciprocally cause
and cffect of cach othet’s [o1m 3

The Critigue of Judgment 1s undoubtedly  an
attempt to reconcile the pomnt of view of the Practical
Reason with that of the Pure Reason, but Kant
seems hardly to have realised the signmificance of
what he was domng From the point of wiew of
Absolutism, the third Crifique 1s a higher synthesis
of those which procced Fiom Kant’s point of view
1t was rather a supplement to what had already

L Development of Theology, bk 1, ¢ 1
2 Ciitique of Judgment, pp. 419, 420
®Ibua, p. 385.
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been said. His teleological whole was an ideal, a
suggestion, but nothing more. Nor does he appear
to have seen the conncction between this teleology
and the doctrine of Inmanence. The teleology of
the Critigue of Judgment docs not claim to be a
devclopment of the doctrine of Immanence. On
the contraiy, just as Kant never applies the
prnciple of Immanence beyond the sphere of
phenomenal objects, but attributes sensation to
the causal action of an unknowable Ding-an-sich,
so he never gets nd of the duality of the determinant
and 1eflective judgments Since teleological prin-
ciples are based on the reflective judgment, they
are regulative not constitutive, subjective not
objective Hence, “ although there are certan
peculiatities of our higher faculty of knowledge
which 1t 1s very natuial to tiansfer as objective
predicates to things, they ically belong only to
ideas ”* And the final concluston which IKant
reaches, 1s that, although we may postulate a Supreme
Being as the ultimate Ground of the Universe of
which we are an integral part, yet we can have no
knowledge of such a Being, for, “ to contemplate
that Bemng as he 15 1n himself, the Speculative
Reason must assume the form of the determ-
nant judgment, and this 1s contrary to its very
nature >'2

§ 145 While, then, 1t may be granted that the
thing-in-itself and the duahsm wlhich 1t implies 1s
forcign to the spint of Cuticism, I thunk that Kant
was perfectly sincere and perfectly firm even to the

1 Crtsque of Judgment, p 417
¥ Itnd, p. 470, concluding paragraph.
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end in his belief in the reality of this dualism.
Fichte has said that 1t was a concession to Locke
and the Sceptics, but I cannot so regard 1it, though
1t may have been due to the influence of Enghsh
Empiricism that Kant did not sce further than he
did or realise more fully the significance of his own
plulosophy. On the other hand, the human stand-
point adopted by Kant undoubtedly has something
to do with the question It may have been that
Kant foresaw that to deny the existence of things-
in-themselves was to 1dentify knowledge with
reality, and 1f this was so, 1t 15 small wonder that
he should have refused to renounce a dualism which
would have meant Subjectivism and Egoism, since
knowledge for him meant human knowledge. But
whatever his reasons may have been 1t 1s certan
that Kant did not transcend the distinction of
noumenal and phenomenal, and that in consequence
he never got further than the half-way house between
Realism and Absolutism  Tn declining to go further
Kant was doubtless 1llogical This blending of a
mutilated Realism with a half-hcarted Absolutism
could not but lead, as 1t did, to many mconsistencies
It meant failure even 1n the primary aim for which
Criticism had come into being For 1t can hardly
be disputed that, faken as #f stands, Kantian philo-
sophy tends rather towards, than away from,
Scepticism, precisely because of those realistic
Dinge-an-sich which remain for ever unknowable
Yet, notwithstanding all this, and notwithstanding
also the fact that within lus philosophy were mm-
plicitly coniained all the principles afterwards
developed by Absolutism, 1t 1s evident to me that
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Kant remained to the last, and deliberately chose
to remain, a dualist. -

§ 146 It was obwvious, however, that Kant’s
philosophy could not remain long in the state mn
which heleftit  Fichte saw at once that the dualism
of mind and the thing-m-itsclf was incompatible
with transcendental philosophy, and proceeded to
apply the remedy which Kant lumself had suggested.
Things-in-themselves must be abolished once and
for all from the realm of philosophy. Fichte always
refused to believe that Kant had ever meant to
attribute causal action to the Ding-an-sich, which
would have involved an application of the category
of causality beyond the sphere in wiich alone 1t had
meaning But, deprived of causal action, things-in-
thiemselves became utlerly uscless, for their watzo
essendy thereby ceased to exist  Hence, things-in-
themselves weie got nd of, and Kant’s apparently
llogical restiiction of Immanence to phenomenal
objects 1 this way removed  The barrier which
Kant had placed between the real Subject and the
real Object 1n knowledge having thus been removed,
there was no longer any nced of mediating links to
connect the one with the other Both rcal Subject
and real Object were henceforth to be regarded as
unmanent within knowledge, apart from wluch they
were meamngless abstractions The object could
neither be known nor yet exist apart from the
subject, nor could the subject cvist or become seli-
conscious apart {iom the object

§ 147. Seveial conscquences followed from
Fichte’s extension of the doctiine of Immanence
From the assumption that the subject and object
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knowledge could not exist apart, 1t followed that
knowledge and reality must at bottom be one ; and
thus beiug so, knowledge, qud 1cality, could no longer
be regarded as the exclusive possession of human
minds This latter consequence IFichte hardly
realised at first, for he identified reality with a
system of * rational egos ;’ though later he changed
his view and treated the latter as differences which
had broken out in an absolute and wholly ‘indif-
ferent’ Ground  Thus, the primary problem which
philosophy presented to Fichte was quite different
from that which it presented to Kant  He assumed
as the first principle ol all philosophy that * nothing
can cxist which tianscends self-consciousness.” He
had to enquure, thercfore, not how subject and object,
being distinct, can ever come to be united, but how
being at bottom one and the same, they can ever
come to be for consciousness distinct or, in other
words, how an Igo which 1s externally 1dentical
with 1tself can ever attain to the consciousness of
itsclf as an ‘other’ N

Tlus problem which the immanent interpretation
of Crticism had intioduced, Fichte failed to solve
satisfactorily He atlempted to solve it by means
of an ¢ antithesis,” in wluch the Ego posits a non-Ego
mn order that it may attain sclf-consciousness and so
realise 1tself m a lugher synthesis where 1t 1s deter-
mined by, and at the same time dctermunes, the
non-Ego 1t has posited. But tlus was to reduce
‘nature ? 1o a mete ‘moment’ m an eternal act of
sclf-consciousness. to a limit imposed only 1n order
to be transcended. Nay, further, if, as al first
conceived, reality 1s identical with a system of
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striving Egos. not only is ‘nature’ merely the
material 1n which these fimte egos strive {o realise
themselves; but the absolute Ego, which 1n 1its
mfimity embiaces all reality and constitutes the term
of self-realisation, 1s 2 mere 1dea, an eternal Sollen,
a  must be * which never wholly 1s, for, 1f 1t were, the
Anstoss would ccase and with 1t conscrousness.
Complete  self-realisation  would thus 1involve
annihilation

§ 148 Thesec two dcfects mn Fichte’s © Wissen-
schafislehre * demanded an immediate remedy. For
to reduce nature to a soit of ‘ spring-board ’ for the
development of our moial consciousness was to treat
the theories and discoveries of the scientist as so
many dlusions, and to conceive the Absolute as a
mere 1dea or felos, mfimte and all-embracing but
never fully itself, was to deprive the umverse of that
umty wlich the new theory thought to give 1t.
Conscquently, Scheling m lus Natur-philosophie
made natuic more real by treating 1t as the objectrve
expression of an ultimate and rational Ground.
Indeed, Fichte himself 1n his later writings had
sought to give Reality a metaphysical basis 1n the
Identity of Subject and Object. This Identity,
however, he conceived n the abstract, as something
which, 1tself without deteimmation or individuality,
1s yet the ground from which all things proceed.
And though Schelling, in his earher work, gave 1t
fuller meaning both as {he rational, and also as the
dynamical and not merely the teleological, source of
all things, yet 1n lus Identrtats-philosophie he
returned to Fichte’s view and regarded the Absolute
as a bare Indiffcrence-point, contentless and mean-
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ingless, except 1n so far as 1t 1s the Ground of which
Intelligence and Nature are respectively the sub-
jective and objective aspecis

§ 149 Next came Hegel, who, failling to see how
an cmpty and undifferentiated abstraction could be
reconciled with, still less account for, the eternal
gencsis of the rich vaiety and manifold differences
of the umverse, protested vigorously agaimnst this
feature of the philosophy of Fichte and Schelling.
Accordingly, generously returning to the Absolute
all that his predccessors had deprived 1t of, he
concerved 1t as at once Giound, organic unity and
final end or term. As Giround or Idea 1t 1s the source
whence flow both self and not-sclf, intelligence and
nature, as organic mity it is the Iife of the universe
m which 1t progr.” vily realises itself , and as final
end or term, 1t 1s sclf-consciousness m which the
Absolute Idea recogmiscs 1tself as one and thus
overcomes 1ts own dilferences

By thus adopling ‘ devclopment’ or ‘evolution’
as the central 1dea of lus system, Hegel thought to
explain at once the dynamical and the teleological
fanctions of the Absolute, and at the same time to
preserve 1t 1n 1ts full meaning as the real and rational
Ground of a rich and much-differentiated universe.
The evolution, as before, takes place vid thesis,
antithesis and synthesis. Reality—at any rate from
our point of view—is still a never-ending process of
self-rcalisation and scli-devclopment. But the
evolution 1s real now It 1s the Absolute becoming
self-conscious  And the Absolute 1s not an Indiffer-
cnce-point, nor are nature and spuit collateral or
parallel expressions of an empty abstiaction. The
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Absolutc 1itself 1s real, realismg and mamtesting
itself both in natuie and in spint - Natwe and spuat,
too, are both 1cal, but they have not the same
degree of wvealily Naturc 1s thought m exticme
alicnation from 1itsclf, and though independent of
the individual mund, 1t 1s enferior to 1t as a manifesta-
_tion of the Absolute Ground TFor m conscious
beings, and especlally mm man, Thought or Spunt
manifests itsclf, fitst as distinct from the world,
then as free, then as an mtegral part of the woild,
then as a member of a moral commumty, till 1t
cowmnes at last to the lughest stage of all, in wlich 1t
knows 1tself as spiurit. Looking back upon the
history of mankind, Thought as Spuit recogmscs
there 1ts own self-realisation,, 23¢' an the history of
nature 1ts own sclf-externalis..zsv.. , and at the same
time 1t 1s conscious that these antitheses are recon-
ciled 1n 1tself as in a lugher synthesis  The Absolute
regarded as ‘Ground’ 1s by Hegel distinguished—
relatively of course—from the  Absolute Idea’ As
Ground 1t 1s mercly the umfying principle of the
organic univelse, but 1t 1s not yet a bewng for-itself.
Only when 1ts evolulion 1s regarded as complete can
1t strictly be called thie Absolute, for only then does
1t exist for itsclf and recognise itself as the umty
m which the dualism of the self and the not-self
1s overcome '

§ 150 Thus mn Fichte, Schelling and Hegel
Criticism not only dcvelops, but takes upon 1itsclf a
new form, passuig from a theory of knowledge nto
a theory of rcality Inowledge 1s 1dentified with
reaily To the catcgories 1s atlubuted a kind of
logical development by means of which the structure
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of the umiverse 1s evolved. The ‘ Transcendental
'Umity of Apperception’ 1s tiansformed into an
Absolute, which 1s at once the Ground and the
higher and self-conscious synthesis of all its differ-
ences. The Universe 1s one, individual, systematic,
organic, rational The Absolute 1s 1ts principle of
unity ; nature and thmking beings its diffcrences.
All are immanent within the single and individual
organism, and the diffeicnces apart from their
Ground, and the Ground apart from its differences
are nothing real, but mercly abstractions

The system of Hegdl, as he himsell pirophesied,
underwent much differentiation.

The transformation of the world into objects of
consciousness 1s [fays Dr. Wilm] the decisive step of
Critical Philosophy But what, precisely, this con-
scrousness 1s, from which alone objects have existence,
whether 1t 15 individual consciousness, the consciousness
of the race, or consciousness as such, 1s a question
which admuts of a variety of answers, and the particular
shade the resulting idcalistic system will take on will
depend upon whether one or the other of these inter-
pretations be given.!

I should have preferred to say that the dis-
tingmishing feature of Cnitical Philosophy was its
method, for the transformation of the world mnto
objects of consciousness 1s characteristic of any
idealism, not exclusive of pragmatic i1dealisms.
The peculiar mark of Absolutism, on the other hand,
is the transfoimation of the world into objects (and
subjects) of consciousness for a single and vinmanent
Grcund or Subject  And lere 1t 1s true, as Dr Wilm
points out, that the differentiations «f Absolutism

V Wilm, Philosophical Review, May, 1906, P. 349.
]
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depend largely upon the view that 1s taken of the
nature of that Ultimate Ground Hegel lays the
emphasis on thought, Schopenhauer on will, the
poet-philosopher Scliller on the @sthetic and moral
consciousness, and M1, Bradley on sentience All
these philosophies, however, aie Absolutisms Al
adopt the doctrine of Immanence. All interpiet
the Universe as one organic whole, comprsing
unty of Ground amud structural difference, and
all identify the umity of Ground as the Absolute
with some form of consciousness ' As a rule, too,
the mcthod of such plulosophers 1s cutical They
argue from the data of expeciience, and therr
conditions arc presuppositions. But the Critical
Mecthod, like Absolutism itsclf, may take a variely
of forms, and of late there has been a tendency to
appcal more and more freqguently to experience
both for data and for confirmation of the theses of
Absolutism Tlus tendency 1s illustrated in the
plulosophy of T H Green, who, like Mr. Bradley,
bases the constructive part of his work on the data
of human consciousness. And as the multitudinous
differentiations of the philosophy of the Absolute
make 1t impossible to summarise them, I shall
content mysclf with stating i brief the leading
chaiacteristics of Green’s philosophy as expounded
i his Prolegomena to Etlcs, supplemented by a
short sketch of the mciaphysical standpomnt of
Appearance and Really.

*§ 151 The facts of human consciousness are the
data with which Green starts, and the quecstion
which he asks himself 1s, as we should expect, of a
critical nature, viz , what do these data presuppose ?
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What do they mmply as the conditions’ without
which they cannot be explained ?* Green, 1t has
been said, starts from the ‘ Sclf* and passes thence
to the Cosmos and to God,—a statement which 1s
true, but which must be understood not in the
Lockian, but 1 the #rue psychological scnse already
explamed.? In other words, Gieen begins by en-
quiring what we can know about human cognition
by introspective analysis, and with this as his
starting-point he begmms to plilosophise, 4.e., to
cnquire into its metaphysical conditions.

Analysing, first of all, the object of knowledge,
Green finds that 1t always consists of relations.

Matter and motion, just so far as known, consist 1n,
or are determined by, relations between the objects of
that connccted consciousness which we call experience.
If we take any definition of matter, any account of its
‘necessary qualities,’ and abstract from 1t all that
consists 1n a statement of relations between facts n
the way of feeling, or between objects that we present
to ourselves as sources of feeling, we shall find that
there 1s nothing left.?

And, agamn, 1f we “exclude from what we have
constdered real all qualities constituted by relation,
we find that none are left. Without relation any
simple 1deca would be undistinguished from other
simple 1deas, undetermined by 1ts surroundings in the
cosmos of experience.” ¢+ The world, then, as con-
ceived by us, consists of relations, and the order of
those relations 1s unalterable. Indeed, “ that there
ts an unalterable order of relations, if we could only
find it out, is the presupposition of all our enquiries

Y Pyolegomena to Ethiwcs, § 14 1Ibd, §o
SInd, § 9 s Ibid, § z0. '
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mnto the real nature of appearances; and such
unalterableness implies their inclusion in one system
which leaves nothing outside 1tsclf™? Thus ihe
only means which we have of deciding *“ whether any
particular event or object 1s really what 1t scems to
be” 1s “by testing the unalterableness of the
qualities which we ascribe to 1it, or which form its
apparent natute 2

§ 152 [Now]cevperience, 1n the sense of a conscious-
ness of cvents as a 1elated scries—and 1n no other sense
can 1t help to account for the knowledge of an order of
natute—cannot be explamned by any natural history,
properly so-called [For] between the consciousness
itsell on the one hand, and on the other anything deter-
mined by the relations under which a nature 15 presented
to consciousness, no process of development, because no
commumty, can be really traced Nature, with all that
belongs to 1t, 15 a process of change But neither
can any process of change yield a consciousness of 1tself,
which, 1n order to be a consciousness of the change,
must be equally present to all stages of the change,
nor can any consclousness of the change, since the whole
of 1t must be present at once, be 1tself a process of change
There may be a change into a state of consciousness of
change, and a change out of 1t, on the part of this man
or that, but within the consciousness itself there can be
no change, because no relation of before and after, of
here and there, between its constituent membeis

[Hence] a form of consciousness, which we cannot
explain as of natural origin, 1s necessary to our con-
ceiving an oider of nature, an objective world of fact
fiom which illusion may be distingmished 8 [Further,
nature 1tsell implies a spmitual principle Relation
implies the eaistence of many in one] Whether we say
that a related thing 1s one 1n 1itself, manifold 1n respect
of rts relations, or that there i1s one relation between
manifold things ..., we are equally affirming the

11bud , § 26, 3 Ibed | § 24. 3 Itnd , §§ 18, 19.
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unity of the manifold .. But a plurality of things
cannot of themselves unite m one relation, nor can a
single thing of itself bring itself into a multitude of
relations . .. Theie must, then, be something other
than the manifold things themselves, which combines
them without effacing their severality?

Now, a system of unalteiably related objects 1s a
system of unalterably relaied objects 1n conscious-
ness, otherwise, there would be no experience
of 1t?2

If, therefore, there 1s such a thing as a connected
experience of related objecls, there must be operative
In consclousness a unifying principle, which not only
presents 1elated objects to itself, but at once renders
them objects and unites them in relation to each other
by this act of presentation . [And] if all possible
experience of related objects . forms a single
system , 1f there can be no such thing as an experience
of unrelated objects , then there must be a coriesponding
singleness mn the principle of consciousness which forms
the bond of relation between the objects 3

§ 153. Thus the spiritual principle which is
imphied 1n our knowledge of a cosmos of related facts
1s dentical with that ‘single active self-conscious
principle,” which constitutes those facts and is the
condition of their existence A hypothesis which
treats the knowable world and the subject capable
of knowing 1t as two independent existences 1s
untenable, for “it renders knowledge, as a fact or
reahity, mexplicable It leaves us without an
answer to the question how the order of relations,
which the mind sets up, comes to reproduce those
relations of the material world which are assumed to

3 Ihd., § 28 ¥ Jbd | § 31, VI, § 32
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be of a wholly diffcrent origin and nature ”* The
truc account of the growth of knowledge 1s

that the concrete whole, which may be descitbed
mdifferently as an cternal intclhgence reabsed in the
related facts of the woild, o1 as a system of related
facts rendered possible by such an intelligence, partially
and gradually 1eproduces 1sclf 1n us, communicating
picce-meal, but 1n mscparable co-relation, understanding
and the facts understood, experience and the experienced
world 2

How tlus communication between a human and an
cternal consclousness takes place we arc not told
Appaiently, however, 1t involves both thought and
fceling, for

fechng and thought are inseparable and mutually
dependent 1n the consciousness for which the world of
evperience eaists, msepatable and mutually dependent
i the constitution of the facts which foum the object
of that consciousness [so that] it 1s one and the same
hving world of eaperience which, considered as the
manifold object presented by a self-distinguishing subject
to itself, may be called feeling, and, consideied as the
subject presenting such an object to itself, may be
called thought.3

Doubtless, at times man does not think : he merely
feels. “ But just in so far as we feel without think-
ing, no world of phenomena exists for us.” 4 Con-
sequently, although we do not thereby cease to be
facts, and facts for an eternal consciousness which
1s the condition of our existence, nevertheless we are
rot idetical with that consciousness mn the sense

Y1bwd, § 34 and cf § 39.
% 1bud , § 30 and cf 55433.
*§ so. *§ 49,
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that 1t 1s reproducing itself in us  Indecd, precisely
because the reproduction has us for 1ts organ,

1t 1s at once progressive and incapable of completion [and]
there can ncver be that actual wholeness of the world
for us which there must be for the mind that renders
1t one But though the conditions under which the
eternal consciousness reproduces itself in our knowledge
are thus mcompatible with finality in that knowledge,
therc ¢s an element of idenitty between the first stage
of intelligent experience—between the simplest beginning
of knowledge—and the eternal consciousness reproducing
itself 1 1t, which consists in the presentation of the
many n one, in the appichension of facts as related 1
a single system, in the conception of there being an
order of 1things, whatever that order may turn out to be.?

Thus the fact that * the unification of the manmifold
in the world 1mplies the presence of the mamfold to a
mind, for which, and through the action of which
1t 1s a related whole,” 2 together with the fact that
that very consciousncss of ours, “which holds
together successive events as equally present, has
itself a history in tume . . can only be explained
by supposing that m the growlh of our experience,
. . . an amimal orgamsm, which has a history in
time, gradually becomes the vehicle of an eternally
complete consciousness '3

o § 154. These are, I think, the essential features
of the philosophy of T H Green, so far as concerns
the theory of knowledge, and between this
philosophy and that of Mr Bradley there are many
pomnts of resemblance, and still moic perhaps of
difference. The differences, however, would seem
to be due largely to method, for in his main con-

3 Id, §7z.(ltallcs mue), *lld, §82, b, §§ 66, 67,
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clusions Mr Biadley 1s at onc with Green. Reality
1s one and mndnidual, and 15 to beidentified with
some form of consciousness  This 1s the clief thes:s
of both Absolutisms, in comparison with which 1t 1s
of small moment whether that form of consciousncss
be called ‘thought’ or ‘sentient expetience,’ since
for both philosophers the one tetm includes the
other. Nevatheless, the long and intiicate process
of rcasonmng by which Mr. Biadley attempts to
establish and confirm Ins conclusions 1s wholly
differcnt from the line of argument adopted by
Gicen, and of this we must now give some arcount
m oder that our sketch of Absolutism may be
complete  Fortunately for us, Mr Bradley fie-
quently sums up his own aiguments, and m one
place has cven devoled a whole chapter to Re-
capitulation, so that by the wid of these summarics
1t may be possible to give a sketch of hus phalosoply,
which otherwise one might have hesitated to attempt
Accordingly, 1 shall, as 1 Gicen’s case, kecp as
closely as possible to the author’s own woids m
order to avoid misinterpretations, which, judging
from the appendices and notes to the Second Edition
of Appcarance and Reality, have already been of
somcwhat frequent occurience.

§ 155 In our First Book [says Mr. Bradley] we
cxamined [under the headings Prumary and Secondary
Quahities, Substantwe and Adjective, Relation and Qualily,
Spacc and Tume, Change, Causality, Things, the Sclf]
certain ways of regaiding Reality, and we found that
each of thum contained fatal inconsistency. Upon this
we forthwith demied that, as such, they could be real
But upon reflection we peicetved that our denial must rest
pon posttive knowledge. It can only b; because we
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know, that we venture to condemn. Realrity, therefore,
we are sure, has a positive chaiacter, which rejects mere
appearance and 1s mcompatible with discord On the
other hand 1t cannot be something apart, a position
qualified 1n no way save as negative of phenomena.
The Reality, therclore, must be One, not as excluding
diversity, but as somchow including 1t 1n such a way as
to transform its character There 15 planly not any-
thing which can fall outside of the Real That must be
qualified by eveiy pait of every piedicate whuch it
rejects, but 1t has such qualities as counterbalance one
another’s defecls It has a superabundance i which
all partial discrepancics are rcsolved and remain as
higher concord !

§ 156 The metaphysical proof that Reality 1s|
One, rests upon Mr Bradley’s thcory of relations.
Mr. Biadley docs not, as does Green, assert that
the cosmos 1s merely a system of relations to which
‘quality,” in inorganic beings at any rate, 1s ulti-
mately reducible On the contrary, though quah-
ties 1mply relations, rclations also 1mply qualities
both of which exist upon the same level of appear-
ance. They are never found apart, and separation
by abstraction 1s no proof of real separateness.
Tlere are no purely external relations, for all relations
make a difference to their terms, and hence must
belong to a whole which they qualify. Logically
and really, as well as psychologically, ‘“all relations
mply a whole to which the terms contribute and
by which the terms are qualificd 2 Hence, since all
things are distinguished and related,

nothing in the whole and in the end can be external,
and everything less than the Unn cise 1s an abstraction

1 Appearance and Realty, chap xx, p
2loc cit,p 581, cf chap m and the whole of Note B mn
the Appendl.x to the 2nd edition,
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from the whole, an abstiaction more or less empty, and
the more empty the less sclf-dependent. Relations and
qualities are abstractions, and depend for their being
always on a whole, a whole which they inadequately
expiess, and which remains always less or more in the
background !

The transition fiom this theory of relations
to the doctrine that Realitly 1s one 1s logical enough.
“ Reality 1s one. It must be single, because plu-
rality, taken as real, contradicts itself. Plurahty
mmphes relations, and, through 1its relations, 1t un-
willingly asserts always a superior umty. To
supposc the umverse plural 1s therefore to contradict
oncself and, after all, to suppose that 1t 1s one ”’ 2

In order to dcterme the nature of the unity
which underhes the umverse, Mr. Bradley appeals
agam to scnse-perception The umty in question
cannot be the umty which in thought we contrast
with plurality, for this, ke plurality itself, 1s the
result of analysis, and 1s therefore appearance
It 1s the fact that at any given moment * we may
be truly said to feel our whole psychical statc as
one” that furmishes ‘“the positive 1dea of umty
which we scek.”? It 1s true that this umty 1s given
only m “finite centres of experience” (2 ¢, 1n the
‘ this * and the  mine ’), but none the less,

m our first immediate experience the whole Reality 1s
present This does not mean that every other centre
of experience, as such, 1s included there It means that
every centre qualifies the Whole, and that the Whole,
as a substantive, 1s present in each of these 1ts
adjectives. The self and the world are elements, each
separated 1n, and each contained by experience.

tIvd, 3Iind, pp 519, 520 ? Ibid., p. 521,
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Experience ... as a centre of immediate feeling,
1s not yet either self o1 not self ... Then through
its own imperfection 1t 1s broken up Its unity
gives way before inner umest and outer impact
m one And then self and Ego, on one side, are
produced by this development, and, on the other
side, appear other sclves and the world and God  These
all appear as the contents of our finite experience, and
they are genuinely and actually contamned in1t.  They
are contained mn 1t but partially ... [Nevertheless]
the total universe, presented imperfecfly mn fimte
experience, would, if completed, be merely the com-
pletion of this experience.!

§ 157. In a previous chapter we saw how, by a
somewhat similar aigument to this last, Mr. Bradley
seeks to establish lus thesis that Reality 1s Sentient
Experience. It remains now to say something as
to the nature of this Senticnt Experience, and as
to the relation of the Absolute to its appear-
ances.

Again let us quote fiom the chapter headed
‘Recapitulation,” for beyond this m the matter of
positive and constructive theory Mr. Bradley makes
little advance.

This Absolute is experience, because that 1s what we
really mean when we speak of anything It 1s not one-
sided experience, as meie volition or mere thought;
but it 1s a whole superior to and embracing all incom-
plete forms of hfe. This whole must be immediate
Iike feeling, but not, hike feeling. :mmediate at a level
below distinction and relation. The Absolute 1s 1mme-
diate as holding and transcending these drifferences.
And because 1t cannot contradict 1tself, and does not
suffer a division of 1dea from cxistence, 1t has thereforg
a balance of pleasure over pain.?

VIbid., Pp. 524, 525 ¥ [id, PP 24T 24%
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Thus Mr Bradlcy regirds the Absolute not
only as *“immediate,” but also as “imn every
sense perfect.” Vauous forms of the fimte all
“take a place within this Absolute” * Nothing
can be lost,” yet ‘ everjthing must be made
good so as to mimster to harmony ” How this
takes place 15 mexplicable, nor 1s 1t neccessary to
explan 1t smmce we have a general punciple which
seems certuin  The only question 1s whether any
form of the fimte 15 a negative instance which
overthrows {his principle *

§ 158 The chapter cntitled ‘Recaprtulation’
occurs about half way in Appearance and Reality,
and the rest of the volume 15 devoted almost entirely
to the enquuy whether there is anything which
‘imports discord ’ when admtted to a place within
the Absolute, for, if not, the Absolute 15 possible,
and “thisis all we nced to seck for For alicady we
have a principle upon which 1t 1s necessary , and
therefore 1t 1s certamn ”2 TFor the rest, the result
of this further enquirys Iargely negative Nothing is
found to be contradictory when predicated as an
adjective of the Absolute, yet nothing has reality
m 1tself and apart from the Absolute.

We have found [for instance] that Nature by itself
has no reality ... It ewusts only as a form of appear-
ance within the Absolute . . It has 1its being mn
that process of intestine division, through which the
whole woild of appearance consists  And in {lus realm,
where aspects fall asunder, where being 1s distingmished
from thought, and the self from the not-self, Nature
marks one extreme It 1s the aspect most opposed to

self-dependence and unity. . . . [1t 15 but]  one element
within the Whole,’2

sIbd,, p 242. tlind , p. 242 3 Ibd , pp. 293, 294.
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In the same way “ no one aspect of experience, as
such, 1s real None 1s primary, or can serve to
explain the others or the whole They are all alike
one-sided, and passing away beyond themselves.”
Hence they are called “ appearances,” for *any-
thing which comes short when compared with
Reality gets the name of appearance ! This does
not mean, however, that *““the thing always itsclf
1s an appearance;” but “that ils character 1s
such that 1t becomes one as soon as we judge 1t.”

This character [of things] 1s1deality Appearance
consists 1 a looseness of content fiom existence , and,
because of this self-estiangement, every fimte aspect 1s
called an appcarance And we have found that every-
where throughout the woild such 1deality prevails.
Anything less than the Whole has turned out to be
not self-contained  Iis being involves 1n 1ts very essence
a relation to the outside, and 11 1s thus inwardly infected
by externality Everywhere the finite 1s self-transcen-
dent, alicnated from itself, and passing away from
itsclf towards another existence. Hence the finite 1s
appearance, because, on the one side, 1t 15 an adjective
of Realily, and because, on the other side, 1t 1s an
adjective which 1tself 1s not real.?

§ 159 In conclusion, then, *“ All 1s appearance,
and no appcarance, or any combination of these 1s
the same as Reality.” Yet, on the other band,
“the Absolute s 1ls appearances, 1t really 1s all
and every one of them.” “ The Absolute is each
appearance, and 1s all, but 1t 15 not any one as such.
And 1t 1s not all equally, but one appearance 1s
more real than another.” There are 1n appearances
degrees of reality.

1 Ibsd., P. 485, s Itwd, p 486,
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Everything 1s essential, yet one thing 1s worthless in
comparison with otheis  Nothing 1s peifect, as such, and
yet cverything in some degree contans a vital function
of Perfection Every attitude of expeiience, civery
sphere or level of the wotld, 1s a necessary factor in the
Absolute . Nowhere 1s theie even a simngle fact so
fragmentary and so poor that to the umiverse 1t does
not matter There 15 truth i cvery idea however
false, theie 1s reality in eve.y existence however shght ,
and, where we can poimnt to rcal* y or truth. there is
the one undivided hfe of the : solute Appearance
without reality would be mmpossible, for what then
could appear ? And reality without appearance would
be nothing, for there certainly 1s nothing outside
appearances. But on the other hand reality 1s not
the sum of things. It 1s the umity in which all things,
coming together, aie transmuted, n which they are
changed all alike, though not changed equally.?

It 1s the unity of the Absolute immanent within the
whole, re-uniting and re-absorbing 1ts relational
appearances, and giving Lo cach its degree of truth,
reality and perfection, wluch, as such, can belong
only to the whole.

CHAPTER IX,
CRITICISM OF APRIORISM.

§ 160 Every Absolutism 1s not necessarily an
Aprionism The Kantian doctrine that the possi-
bility of experience presupposes not merely thought,
but a defimite thought-structure or @ preors schema
to which, i knowledge, all objects must conform,

AIbid, pp 487, 488.
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and without which knowledge could not exist,
though still upheld 1n various forms by Dr Caird
and others 1s not found 1n the Absolutism of Green
or Mr Bradley All allow that the umverse 1s
intelligible, that it 1s built according to a defimte
plan. and that the relation of part to part and
change to change 1s according to fixed and im-
mutable laws, and ¢ 7ain that {hese laws are logically
prior to the detail. of phenomenal objects; but
Apriorism asserts more than this, It asserts that
that thought and cognition generally has a definite
structure, which 1s the necessary and mmmutable
condition of all experience, It maintains that the
forms, categorics, principles of analysis and synthesis
which characlenise lnunan cognition are not due to
the circumstances m which we find ourselves, nor
yet built up by the constructive activity of thought,
but belong to the a priors nature of mund itself.
Forms, categorics and prmciples are all arranged or
systematised a prior: according to a plan or schema,
which everyone cariles about with him, and which
conditions all his thought-activity. The question
therefore which I intend to discuss 1n this chapter s
whether there 1s the shightest evidence for the
cxistence of such a plan or schema of categories and
principles as the necessary condition of all experience.
M8 161. Apriorism evokes a vigorous protest from
all empinicists, and the pragmatist 1s not the least
loud mm lis declamation His favounte charge
aganst Kant and Hegel 1s that the notions they
have introduced mto philosophy are ambiguous and
futile *The conditions of all possible experience,’
Dr. Schiller tells us, 15 an ambiguous phrase, for
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it may refer to psychical, to lngical, or to asthetic
conditions. ‘4 priors forms’ are ambiguous for they
may be the products either of logical or of psycho-
logical analysis, and 1f the latter, they have a
history which Kant has forgotten. ‘Umversality’
and ‘nccessily’ are ambiguous, for whatever
meaning may be assigned to them 1t 1s ultimately
reducible to a psychological and pragmatic nccess ty 2

A charge of ambiguity, however, even if well
founded, 1s clearly insuffictent to establish the
refutation of any theory , for ambigmity may casily
be remedied by more precise definition, and at once
the difficulty vamshes But 1s not the ambigmty
of Kantism exaggciated by 1ts pragmatic enemics ?
Are ‘ the conditions of all possible experience ’ really
ambiguous ? Wil the Kantian theory bear the
inter pretations suggested for this expression by Dr
Schiller ? Are Dr Schiller’s interpretations ex-
haustive? Aie they mutually exclusive? Tt seems
to me that the conditions of all possible experience
mn Kant are primanly neither psychological nor
logical, nor yet @sthetic, but metaphysical  They
may be called psychological if you mean by this that
they are supposed to exist :# concrefo 1n the human
mind, and they are also lugical if you mean by this
that the critical method by which they are obtained
1s a process of logical reasoming ; but strictly they
are metaphysical conditions, for though real and
existing, according to Kant, they cannot be dis-
covered as conditions by any psychological analysis ;
and logic, after all, 1s used 1n every science  Again,
‘universality *and ‘necessily’ cease to be ambiguous

1¢Axioms as Postulales, §§ 11-13.
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as soon as the conditions of experience are under-
stood. TFor 1f no experience can be thought, except
under the a prior forms by which as expetience 1t 1s
conditioned, cleaily the application of those forms to
experience both metaphysically and logically st
be without restriction. Thus the law that each
change must have a cause 1s universal and necessary,
because all phenomena smust fall under the category
of causality if they are to exist at all as phenomena,
1 ¢ , to fall within our expernence

§ 162 The charge that Apriorism asserts mental
forms which are static and immutable has better
foundation. For though the Kantian and still more
so the Hegclian admit and indeed insist upon
development, they admut 1t 1n a form which 1s wholly
madequate to satisfy the demands of the pragmatist.
Kant allowed that the acquisilion of knowledge 1s
gradual , that i1t depends upon the growth of ex-
perience, and that only m experience can we reflect
upon the funclioning of the mental forms of which
we at first arc unconscious To this Hegel added
both his Dialectic and also his Phenomenology ;
which latter may be regarded at once as the story of
Absolute consciousness and as the history of his own
philosophy 1n the making! But neither the
Dralectic mor the Phenomenology 1s capable of
satisfying a modern evolutiomist ; and the reason
1s to be found i their Apriorism. It 1s of the very
essence of Apriorism that mind has a structure m
which cat@go1les and foims of synthes:s are mnvolved.
Hence for Apriorism the only form of development

1 Walilace, article ' Hegel’ m Encyclopedia Brilannica,
p. 618.
Q
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which 1s admissible 15 one of wluch the final end
1s sclf-consciousness, but in which the sell does not
rcally develop but meicly becomes known (o itself.
Development means that the mind acqures a
knowledge of objects relatively distinct from itself,
and by this means becomes conscious of its own
a priors structure to winch objects conform and
under which they are, as 1t were, subsumed , wlile
Absolute Knowledge, Hegel's ughest stage of mental
development, 1s 1ealised when spint, lookmg back
upon the externalisation and manifestation of itself
m the wqld of natuie, sces there 1ts own sclf-
conscious evolution, and 1 so domng comes to know
itself as spuit

Thus mental growih for the Kantian and the
Hegehian mcans the gradual approach toward sclf-
consciousness, or. 1 other words, the gradual
acquisition of knowlcdge of our own mental
structurec  But the categories themselves do not
grow Their development 1n the Dialectic 1s logical,
not real Yel real mcntal development 1s a fact,
and as a fact 1t appeais to be more than the growth
of sclf-consciousness As Dr Scluller says, there 15
no category which has not had a history, and a
history m the individual innd as well as 1n the race
No one who reflects will deny that his concepts, one
and all, become nicher and fuller m conteni and
sigmficance as hife progresses. Nor will he deny
that some of them, at any rate, get intrmsically
modified We do not remember the time when we
first began to think, and 1t 1s uscless for our purpose
to speculate on the psychology of the infant mmnd ,
but we can trace the history of some of our concepts,
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such as those of time, o1 space, or substance, or
the scll, sulficiently well to know that they have
developed  And lhough the growtlh of our concepts
does not coirespond 1o the growih of the objects
about which we thmk, 1l 1s nonc the Iess a real
growth in which owr concepts actually change and
become, sometimes 1 part, sometimes even wholly,
other than what they were  Now, if all concepts
develop 1n this way—and I can find none, not even
the categories of Avistotle, wlhich do not undergo
some kmd of devclopment and change, what be-
comes of the a priors stiuctuie of the mipd which 1s
supposed to functfion tlnough and mn these con-
cepts®  Has 1t changed, too? And if 1t has, in
what scnsc can it still be said to be @ preore and to
have cxisted and functioned all along ?  Again, if
the ‘forms’ under which we think phenomena are
a priore, how 1s 1t that men differ so much 1n regard
cven to the most fundamental of prnciples and the
most general of notions, notions and principles
which everybody has i his mind and uses day by
day ? Aboul what have thete been more disputes
among plinlosophers than the catcgories of cause,
and substance and thing, and being and existence ?
Yect these are notions which function mn every man’s
mind and wlhich for cveiyone have some sort of
content If, then, our concepts, almost without
exception, arc capable of development and change,
and 1if, in addition to tlus, and for that maller,
because of this, different men have different concepts
of the same entities and things, what giound 1s theie
for affimimg that within the mind of cach there 1s
“the general plan for a self-consistent natwial



244 THLORILS OF KNOWLEDGE

system”?* How 1s 1t that, if all men carry about
with them and constantly use the same a priors
‘schema ’ and ‘framework,” no one 1s conscious of
it, and no two philosopheis have ever agreed as to
its structural form ? How comes 1t that no one
yet has constiucled a scli-consistent °natural’
system 1f 1cady-made within him everyone has its
plan ?

§ 163. It may be smd, perhaps, that I have
taken this plan or ‘schema’ too literally and in
too Kantian a sensec It should be restiicted to the
synthetic and analytic principles which belong to
formal Logic or to a Logic such as that of Professor
Bosanquet, which 1s described as the ¢ Morpho-
logy of Knowledge On tlus point Dr Caird
remarks

As 1t 15 1mmpossible to separate the form from the
maiter ot knowledge, formal Logic 1s driven upon a
curious dilemma It has to choose between the alter-
natives of vamshing into nothing, and of including
everything If 1t 1s to give all the principles of
synthesis in judgment, 1ts principles are infinite 1n
number, since any conception may be the ground of
a synthesis, and, therefore, of the analysis corresponding
And, on the other hand, 1f 1t 1s to gtve only principles
of analysis that are not principles of synthesis, 1t can
discover no such principles at all The only distinct
Lne that can possibly be drawn between the formal
and the matenal, must be drawn by considering all that
1s 1nplied 1 thinking objects 1# general as opposed to
any particular objects 2

But this consideration does not help us much
towards the discovery of an clement 1n knowledge

1Caird, Critscal Philosophy of Kant, pp 18, 19,
3 The Philosophy of Kant, p 306
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which is & $ror 1 1cdation to the details of
experzence and ihe acinal processes of thought
Peisonally, I can find no other a prior: condition of
rational experience cxcept the power of thinking
the many in the onc and the one 1n the many, which
presupposcs again as 1its condition the unity of the
thinking mind. Exclusive of the power of feeling
and the faculty of will, which, 1n cognition proper,
arc subordinate to thought, there 1s nothing else
requred for thinking except something to think
about and thought itsclf Another question arses,
of course, as soon as we ask where the objcct of
thought comes from , but we are prescinding from
this at present. What we have to discover are
what kinds of a prior: forms and principles of
synthesis already cxaist 1n the mind before we think,
and are, metaphysically as well as logically, prior
to thought as 1ts conditions

§ 164 Lct us consider tlie subject-predicate form
in which our judgments are usually expressed. Is
this an a priors condition of all thought? It hardly
secms to be such  Most of our thoughts take this
form, and all of them can be and are de facio almost
without exception ecxpressed in a proposition which
has both a subject and a predicate. Yet we can
think without analysing what we think mto a
subject and a predicate. In a perception, for
mstance, 1n which we subsume mnstantaneously an
object under a univeisal idea, there scems to me
to be no analysis ito subject and predicate. The
nature of what we perceive and think about 1n
percerving may be apprehended immediately without
any separation of its ‘what’ (content) from its
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“that’ (real existence); and this 1s especially the
case when an object 1s famuliar  Doubtless, such a
judgment, when expicssed i words, must take
some such form as (v g ) ¢ That 1s my hat ,* but tlus
does not seem to show that we did not apprehend
without analysis the nature of the object 1n question
Agamn, when one has been {linking long over a
difficult pioblem, onc somctimes scems 1o get a
grasp of 1t as a systematic whole, without consciously
determining any patt of tlus system as subject
1athier than as predicate  Indeed, thought of this
kind secms to me to be much moie common than
one would 1magine, for onc 1s apt to overlook tlus
aspect of thinking owing 1o the fact that one
always does try to express one’s thoughts and to
express them i subject-predicate form  Yet even
m the verbal expiession one may find confitmation
of what I have sad, for often it 1s quite optional
what clemenl m thought’s conlent onc takes as
subject and what as predicate, and sometuncs 1t 1s
not casy to choose For instance, when predicating
relations, we may say cither that ‘X issmudar to Y,
or that ‘Y 1s stmilar to X,’ o1, agam, simply that
‘X and Y are ssmilar,’ and cach of these foims of
expression seems to express equally well the thought
that was 1n our mind Fiom which I infer that
while thought implies analysis and synthess, or
‘the power of apprehending the many in ihe onc
and the onc in the many,” 1t need not necessarily
expicess 1tself m subject-predicate form, but doces so,
as a rule, because we first {hink of an object, then
study 1t in detail, or 1n 1ts relation to other objects,
and finally 1efer the result of our analytic exami-
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nation back to the object 1tself, which thus becomes
the subject of a proposition

The subject-predicate form of judgment 1s due to
the fact that objects come to us bit by bit, so to
speak ; and again to the fact that our minds are
funte and cannot take mn things all at once, but
have to attend first to one aspect of them and then to
another. First of all, we appichend a thing existing
m the concrete, and this becomes our subject, that
*which we desire to know Then we observe certain
chatacteristics of that thing or its connection with
other tlungs which are near to 1t or ke 1t These
we predicate of the former cither as qualities or
relations, since we regard them as belonging to,
qualfying, or 1in some way or other giving us know-
ledge of, the onigmal thing to which our attention
was first directed. Thus predication about a
‘subject ’ 1s the natural way in which we express
the knowledge we gradually acquire about first one
thing and then another, and all other forms of
predication are derivative from tlus  There 1s no
nced, therefore, of any a prior: structure of mind to
account for what 1s already objectively necessitated
by the process in which knowledge of finite objects
1s gradually acqured by a fimite mind.

§ 165. In a similar way may be explamed both
the ‘quality’ and the ‘quantity’ of judgment.
The affirmative judgment has been explamed above
The ncgative seems to be duc to the fact that we
try to make an affirmative judgment but cannot.
Somebody or something suggests that a certamn P
belongs to a certan S, but when we examine S, or
when we recall it 1n thought, we find 1t has no P,
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and, therefore, we arc forced by the objects
concerned to assert that S 1s not P, instead of
saying the contrary, as was suggested !

The possibility of necgation presupposes finite
objects, and the same may be said of ‘quantity’
We observe onc thing, then a second, then a third,
and so on, till finally we decide, arbitranly or on
account of some common characternstic, to put an
end to our counting, and to call what we have got
a class? The members of this class, taken dis-
tributively, then becomc all, and any one or more
of them some _ Once agam, therefore, we have no
neced of a prior: forms, but only of finitc objects
presented to a finite mind and presented 1n a fimte
way The multiplication of the fimtc 1s of itself
sufficient to account for number and quantity,
provided therc be 2 mind to which 1t 1s presented
and which 1s capable of apprchendmg the many in
the one, and again the onc 1n the many.

§ 166 Lastly, the origin of our notions of both
“space’ and ‘fwne’ can be explained objectively,
not wholly objcctively indeed, for, as usual, they
mmply a mind wlich can abstract, but objectively
as regards their fundamentum  Given a number of
fimte objects mutually exclusive, and given ex-
tension 1n three dimensions, we have the wherewithal
for our concept of space, while another extension of
a different kind, viz, duration, provides us with

1Cf an article of mine in Alud, July, 1906, entitled ‘ The
Nature of Incompatibility’, where T endeavoured to show that

all c(imm(hcuon and all incompatibility 1s objectively deter-
nune

2 This 15 not an account of the ongin of the umwversal idea,

but of * guanfity ' 1n judgment  All 1deas are potent:ally universal
as soon as they are formed,
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data for our notion of time  From the thing-hood
and the qualitative and quantitative differences of
things presented ssmul and side by side we abstract,
and thus aie left with extension pure and simple,
which 1s the fundamecntum of our concept of space
Similarly, abstracting fiom the thing-hood and also
from the qualitative changes of one thing or of a suc-
cession of different things we have pure duration,
which 1s the fundamentum of our concept of time
Pure duration, however, 1s not time, for 1n time
measurement 1s mmplied Indecd, measurement 1s
closely connected both with space and time, for 1n
b ,th notions ‘dimension’ 1s involved Yet measure-
ment, though as such 1t 15 an act of the mind, 1s
none the less objectively deterned The only
conditions required arc (1) the presentation to a
mind of objects, things or qualties, each of finite
extension or of fimte dwation and mutually ex-
clusive mm regard to its neighbours, and (2) the
arbitrary selection of onc ot these extensions or
durations as a unit (as the one), and 1ts application
to the others (to the many) as a measure or basis
by which to comparc their respective dimensions.
Thus, for Aristotle, time 1mplied the measurement
of changes by means of a umt of duration, the
cxtent of which might be fixed by selecting any two
points 1n the time-series , and similarly place (Jocus)
mplied the measurcment of material things gqud
movable (mobile) by means of spacc—or distance—
units determined by the superficies of some arbi-
tranly chosen object Tempus cst mensura motus,
says Aqumnas, sicut locus est mensura mobis.!

1 Comment 1n Arstotle Physics, b 1v, lec. 1v,
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The above account of ihcorigin of our notions
of space and time and of the quantily and quahty
of judgments, docs not of course pictend to be n
any way adcquate On each of these subjects
whole trcatises might be, and have been, written
All that T wish to show 1s that all that our various
categories and forms of judgment presuppose, are
(1) fintte objects. and (2) a mund capable of apprehen-
ding the many 1 the one and the onc 1n the many,
or, in other woids capable of analysing, synthesising,
abstracting and compaiing, but not nccessarily
endowed with any a prionn forms ather of
analysis or of synthesis And, 1n brief, my a1gument
15, that whatever categoly or form of analysis or
synthesis onc may take, it can be shown to be
explicable @ posteriors, and to differ from othea
concepls clearly and admittedly a posieriors only
m 1cgard to the degree of abstraction or generality
involved

§ 167. Dr Caird seems to make a similar state-
ment 1n the passage quoted above, and agamn when
lic says “the 1dca of the discordance of the Logic
of thought (formal Logic) and the Logic of reality
1s a fiction, and the problem of their reconcihation
15 a sclf-made difficulty”® He pomts out also
that Kani seems to have confused logical with rcal
wholes, for he “overlooked the fact tlhat the
combination of species under an abstract genus 1s
just the reverse process to the combmation of parts
mn a conciete or individual whole *’ 2 There are 1n
fact two ways i which we may combine the many
in the one. There is the synthesis of qualities 1n

2 The I'hilosophy of Kent, p 313 2 Jind , p. 319.
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a concrete thing, and the synthesis of specific
differences under a genus, and these two forms
of synthesis are not to my mimnd cqually real The
first implies the apprehension 6f the many mn the
one, and the second the apprehension 5f the one m
the many The first form of synthesis 1s, I take 1t,
admiited to be a datum foiced on us a posterior:
and 1s striclly real The sccond 1s a synthesis
which has foundation mn {fact, smce the ‘one’
apprehended m the many 1s quahiatively the same,
but the synthesis 1lself nerther scems to be real nor
a priors It 1s not real, for theie 1s not the shghtest
evidence for supposing that qualitics identical in
nature but appearing 1 different objects aie really
onc Yet tlus 1s frequently assumed, and 1t would
appear that 1t was upon some such basis as this that
Kant hoped to construct the a priorz form of mnd
Ilc seems to have thought that withmn the mind
1deas are arranged according to theu geneiahity, the
more general cmbiacing the less gencral and so on.t
And tlus is doublless a fact for the fully developed
nuid as assoclalion seems to indicate DBut the
‘plan’ thus formed 1s only gradually built up by
the experience of the individual, and 15 not an
arrangement which 1s presupposed by experience,
still less a plan of the real stiucture of the universe
The synthesis again 1s nol a prior, as is shown by
the fact that the way m which ideas are classified
varles fiom man to man, and by ihe fact that in
no casc 1s the classification complete In fact,
whether we start a prior: or a posicriors it 1s 1m-
possible to construct a plan cither of the mind or of

lcf wid, p 328.
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rcality. If we begin with the individual, we find
here are an indefinite number of paths by which
we may ascend to gencra and higher genera and
summa genera , and the road becomes too involved
for any human mind to work 1t out. And 1f we
starct from the most abstract concept, * being,” and
work downwards as with Hegel, the result 1s the
samme  Each genus compuises an ndefinite number
of specific differences each of which we ought to
sclect 1n turn, and so proceed from genus to genus,
which would 1nvolve an almost endless process 1t
1s tiue, as Dr Caird remarks, that « thought always
proceeds from the less to the moic deteiminate,”
and that “in so doing it cannot determine any
object positively without determining it negatively ,”
but 1t 15 not tiue that thought procceding a priors
cannot detcrmine an object negatively (1 e, rcject
some one species under a ccrtain genus) without
determining 1t positinely (2 e., without sclecting
some other species under the same genus to which
it must belong), for the species contained under a
given genus may be indefinite in number To
proceed by dichotomy 1s impossible unless both
the summum genus and the wnfima species are fixed,
and even then between the wnfima spectes and the
individual concrete object the distance 1s indefimtely
great. To attempt to construct the world a prior
15 acknowledged 1o be absurd, and the demand
for “a complete and consistent system of categories™
seems to me to be scarcely less absud. At any
rate, since such a system of categories has never been
constructed, nor does 1t seem likely that 1t ever will be
1ind., p 313
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constructed, 1t 1s peilectly gratmtous to suppose
that such a system 1s “mmphied 1 the synthetic!
process by which the dispersed data of sense are
clevated 1nto an orgamsed whole of cxpenence,” so
long as that process can be accounted for quite as
well without such a hypothcsis

§ 168. I find 1t difficult o reconcile Dr. Card’s
admussion that the a prior: principles of synthesis
arc infinite mm number with his tenacious adherence
to the doctrine that somchow or other they ate
systematised and brought to umty mm the very
nature of thought. We are cxpressly warned that
the Logic of Hegel must not be taken as an attempt
to construct the world @ pri0r72, and yet we are told
that Formal Logic, Transcendental Logic, and the
Logic of Reality are one and thesame  ““ Thereis no
purely formal logic,” says Dr. Caird, “for the
process of intelligence 1s a determmation of the
object by the categories” “° Objects exist only
for the conscious sclf and through the application
of the categories,” which are “but clements or
moments 1 a truth which 1s completely stated
only mn the 1dea of self-consciousness,” or again
‘““stages mn a process whose umty the mind 1s,”
and between which there 1s said to be ““a logical
order, an order which 1s wmmutable and depends on
the process of thought 1

All this seems to indicate that Dr. Caird beheved
that i thought there was some definite structure or
schema, arranged category above category and
synthesis above synthesis, a stiuctuie to which all
knowledge had to confoim and which was gradually

3} ‘ Hegel ’ (Blackwood Series), pp 157, 187, etc.
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brought to conscionsness as mind devidoped  For
such a view I can find not the shghtest foundation
Hegel’s “ tniadic law of thought ” has a meaning
when apphed to the devdopment of iving truth m
philosophy or religion, for often enough we do
proceed from thesis 2a antithesis to a lugher and
1icher synthesis, but as applied to categones 1 the
way m which Hegel apphird 1t, 1t secems to me quite
meaninglss I cannot even make the ficst stop
fiom being to beroming for bv comimg <er ms to me a
notion far lower and Jrss 1cal than the concept of
bung  Umty in diffircnce agamn, 1s a notion windch
applics admrably 1o the coaciete hving whole, but
its application {o genera and species s only fer
analogiaim and m no way reveals the real stinctme
of the universe.

§ 169 A discussion of Hegel's Logic howeser
and of other logics of the purddy transcendental type
belongs to ihe Iustory of pinlosophy rather than to
problems which press at the prosent day Twill not
say that Apriorism 1s dead  So long as 1¢thty and
thougt:t are 1dentitied there will still be attempts to
discover the a pror stivcture of {he latter  Duf,
fortunately, attempts of this hind are beroming less
ficquent  Thete 1s small trace of Apricrism: 1n
Green. and Mr DBiadley’s scornful 1ejection of
the bloedless categories * 15 well known. Tiuns-
cendental deductions have ceased {o be the [avourite
occupation of Iegchan and absolutist philosophers

The declime of Aptwiism 1s due largely to the
extension of the doctune of Tmmancnee to cover
the noumenal as well as the phenomenal objcct of
knowledge  The Immuanence of subject and object
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in knowledge 15 now regarded as strictly universal
It cmbiaces all objects and 1t extends to all minds,
bringing them together 1n the unity of an mdividual
whole The function of a priorr forms, therefore,
has gone. Theie 1s no longer any nced of a priors
catcgories and pimciples of synthesis to bring to-
gether what 1s not really distinct The immediate
successors of Kant did not realise tlus, and for a
time philosophy was over-burdencd with attempts
to construct the universe @ priors. But the futility
of such philosophising has at length been recognised
Gradually 1t has dawned upon the philosophic mind
that to build up a umverse out of the vanable and
mdefinite notions framed by human thought 1s a
sheer 1mpossibility, and that, however true it may
be that the Absolute tlunks m us, 1t 1s practically
uscless to f1y to look at the umverse from the
Absolute’s point of view untill such time as we
become the Absolute

§ 170 The ratio essendr of Apriorism has ceased
to be Philosophers now no longer start from a
iranscendental pomt of view and argue downwards,
they prefer now to start from a more empirical and
morc human pownt of view, and, accepting the data
of experience as they appear in human consclousness,
to aigue upwards from these data {o the Absolute
which alone can make them intelligible. This does
not mcan that philosophy has renounced the
Cntical method of Kant. It merely means that it
has Dbeen found possible to dispense with the inter-
mediaries which Kant placed belween the ultimate
subject and object  Absolutism still enquires mnto
the metaphysical conditions and presuppositions of
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what 15 given; and sl finds that these conditions
take us beyond the human mind, that the theory
of human cognition lcads us on to a mctaphysic
of the Absolute, and that even cthics 1s incomplete
without 1ts metaphysical prolegomena  With such
a mcethod 1 have no fault to find, nor do I wish for
one moment to suggest that either cthics or cpiste-
mology can be made intelligible apart fiom
metaphysics. On the contiary, I fully agree that
they cannot. But it 1s shll open to question
whether the Cntical method necessarily leads to
Absolutism, and whether Absolutism 1s capable of
rendering much service toward the understanding
of human cognition, or even toward making the
universe intelligible , and 1t 1s to this question that
we must now direct our attention.

CHAPTER X.
CRITICISM OF ABSOLUTISM.

§ 171. In this chapter I propose to consider
Absolutism from a metaphysical standpomt as a
theory which must stand or fall according as 1t
succeeds or fails to explain the umiverse, and, in
particular, the fact of cogmtion. The cogmtion
with which we are concerned 1s clearly human
cogmtion, and the umverse wlich has to be
eaplained onr umiverse, the umverse which 1s
revealed to us, or which, at any rate, appears to be
revealed to us, in the data of our experience. For
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from these data alone 1s 1t possible to make a start,
since these alone ate mmediatdly given

That absolutists m gencral accept this position
and this cntenon 15, I think, dear  Profissor
Mackenzie remarks that we can only prove a
philosophic theory by showmg it to be the only
one which makes the umverse intelligible ;1 and
Green 1s of the same opinton.  Speaking of his own
theory of the immanent presence and activity of
God within us, he says:

Proof of such a doctrine, 1n the ordinary sense of the
word, from the nature of the case there cannot be.
It 1s not a truth deducible from other established or
conceded truths. Tt 1s not a stalement of an event or
a matter of fact that can be the object of experment or
obscrvation. It represents a conception to which no
perceivable or imaginable object can possibly correspond,
but one that affords the only means by whuich, reflecting
on our moral and intellectual experience conjointly,
taking the world and outsclves into account, we can put
the whole thing together, and understand how (not
why, but how) we are and do, what we consciously are
and do.?

§ 172 Mr DBradley’s view of the function of
theory and 1ts relation to fact scems to me to vary
somewhat according to whether it 15 his own or
somcbody else’s theory that 1s 1n question. Refer-
ring to the doctrine of the reality of the self, he thus
addresses hus adversaries :

Present your docirine (whatever 1t is) 1n a form which
will bear cnticism, and which will enable me to under-

stand this confused mass of facts which I encounter on
all sides Do this, and I will follow you, and I will

1ANhud, NS 59, p 323
® Prolegomena to Ethics, § 174,

R
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worship the source of such a true revelation. But I
will not accept nousense for reality, though 1t be vouched
for by muacle, and procecd irom the mouth of a
psychological monster.t

Observe, however, the change of tone which takes
place immediatcly we get into Book II. Speaking
of Ius own theory, Mr Bradley says:

We have not to choose between accounting for
everytlung on one sule and on the other admutting 1t
as a disproof of our doctune of the Absolute Such an
alternative 1s not logical  If you wish to refute a wide
theory based on general grounds, 1t 15 1dle merely to
produce facts which upon 1t are not explamned . . .
The facts become an objcction only when they are
incompatible with some part of 1t; while, 1f they merely
remain outside, that points to incompleteness n detail
and not falsity in principle A gencral doctrine 1s not
destroyed by what we fail to understand It 15
destroyed only by that which we actually do uncler-
stand, and can show 1o be inconsisicnt and disciepant
with the theory adoptled 2

By tlus ingenious argument Mr Biadley has
completely reversed the position which he took up
mn regard to disagreeable doctrines  He has not to
explain ““ the confused mass of facts which we
encounter on all sides,” but just as many or as few
of them as swts his convemence. The rest are
trrelevant and fall outside as details. Should you
produce a *fact’ which seems to be relevant and
yet to contradict lis theory, he has an answer ready.
The fact needs interpretation, and the ordinary and
commonly accepted interpretation of it 1s wrong,
or at least inadequate  Mr. Bradley 1s quite willing
to accepl any facts which we “really do under-

1 Appearance and Reahty, p. 113. 8Ind, pp 184, 185,
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stand, ” but when it comes to the issue there are
none We assume knowledge where really there 1s
ignorance. ‘I maintan,” he says, * that we know
nothing of those vaiious forms of the finite which
shows themn incompatible with that Absolute, for
the accepting of which we have general giound.”?

§ 173. Such a position 1s, of couwise, practically
unassailable, unless 2nicrnal contiadiction can be
proved Butisit logical and rational? What 1s the
usc of a theory unless 1t 1s to explan facts? And
how are we to judge whether 1t explans facts,
unless the facts themselves are understood ?  Surely
a theory which 1s consistent with itsclf may be, as
Dr. Schuller says, wholly irrelevant and vseless  If
the metaphysician 1s to be allowed to disregard facts
at will on the giound that thcy are never rightly
understood ; 1f he 1s to be allowed dogmatically to
assert that no fact can contradict his theory as Mr.
Bradley does when lLie states that ““ we cannot know
that the finite 1s 1n collision with the Absolute, ”
if he *“ can 1espect no clement of experience except on
gompulsion,” and “ can reverence nothing but what
by cnticism and demal the more unmustakably
asserts 1tsclf,” 2 1t 1s small wonder that metaphysics
1s treated by other sciences with scant courtesy,
and small wonder either that on these principles
mnumerable Absolutisms should have grown up,
each contradictory of the others. I fail to see what
possible use there can be in a metaphysic which 1s
neither to explain How nor Why, and yet we are
repeatedly assured by Mr. Bradley that his meta-
physic clamms to do neither.

} Appearance and Reality, p. 1835. A Ibid pp. 185, 207.
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§ 174. Mr Bradley will reply that he docs admit
facts. Has he not told us that “the ‘given’ of
~ourse 1s given, 1t must be reccogmsed, and 1t
cannot be 1guored” ?1 True, this much 1s con-
ceded, but ithe scntince mm which the concession 15
muade 15 surtounded by qualifications. Immediately
before 1t we wie informed that

1t 15 a mere superstition to suppose that an appeal to
expaivnce can prove rcality  That T find sometlung in
existence 1n the woild or in my sclf, shows that that
sometlung exists, ard 1t cannot show moe Any
delivaiance of consciousness — whether  origimal  or
acqiuured—is but a delivcrance of consciousness It 1s
m no case an olacle and a revelation which we have to
accept 2

Now, what possible use there can be in appealing
to consciousuess 1f all that we are going to allow
to the dclinciance of consciousness 1s ‘ existence,’
I am at a loss to understand  What 1s the good of §
admitting that somcthing exists, 1f you do not know
anything at all about what that something 1s?
And 1if you are not going to accept the deliverances
of consciousness, content and all, what are you
gomng to accept ? I quite agree that a dchiverance
of consciousness may somctunes be an illusion
and T agice also that there 1s ‘a very wide mnterv fl
between recogmsing a datum and recerving blind fy
(e, without caieful examination) its content
rcality ;7 but we must accept facts i1f we are Jto
rcason at all, and to accept a {act as a mere datum | of
consclousncss, wlile at the same time denymg ‘he
reaity of what 1s given as a fact, 1s surcly not} to

!

accept 1L

11%d, p 207. 2Iid, pp 206, 207. !
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§ 175 DBut must we accept facts as reality ?
Can they, as Mr Dradley says, exist without being
rcal ? Most people would say that they cannot
Indced, were 1t not that my ‘facts’ scem 1o have been
surreptitiously 1emoved I should be inclined to assert
that Mr Bradley’s demal of the 1cality of facts 1s
the first point 1 which his Absolutism conflicts with
facts. To me the distinctions he makes between
Appearance and Reality and Existence and Reality
are mnvalid, and rest upon a confusion

Appearances exist and yet ate fraught with in-
ternal contradiction. The whole of Mr. Bradley’s
First Book 1s taken up with attempts to prove the
contradictory nature of appcarances, and the whole
of his Second Book (after the fust two Chapters in
which the ¢ General Nature of Reahty ’1s established)
15 taken up with attempts to prove that all appear-
ances, precisely because of their ¢ self-discrepancy,’
tianscend themselves and so lcad us on to a Reality,
wlhich they qualify somehow or other without con-
ttadiction  All facts or ncaily all facts, for there
aic one or lwo exceplions, as we saw In & previous
chapler, are for Mr Bradley, appcarances , and the
passages quoted above are rcally part of a protest
of his against an appecal to the fact of ‘change’
as a disproof of his Absolute.

§ 176. ‘““Change,” he says, “is a fact, and,
further, this fact, as such, 1s not reconcilable with
the Absolute. And if we could not 1n any way
perccive how the fact can be uarcal, we should be
placed, I admit, m a hopecless ddemma ?2 The
escape from the dilemma 1s easy, however, “ For

Houd, p 206,
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timc has been shown to contradict itsclf, and so to.
be appearance With tlus, 1ts discord, we see at
once, may pass as an element mnto a wider harmony.
And with this, the appeal to fact at once becomes
worthless 1! For the pioof that ‘time’1s a con-
tradiction we are referred back, of couise, to Book I,
where this 1s supposed to have been proved. Before
discussmg this proof, however, there 15 1n the passage
quoted above one thing to which I should like to
call attention It 1s this, that while the fact which
Mr. Bradley has admutted 1s the fact of ‘change’
the appearance which he declares to be contradictory
1s the appearance of ‘ time’ Now I do not wish to
quibble about the usc of terms, nor do I wish to
msinuate that Mr Bradley’s escape from the dilemma
15 barred by the substitution of ‘time’ for ‘change,’
since as a matter of fact change also has been found
by lum to be self-contradictory ; but the transition
which Mr Bradley has made, unquestionably ilhicit
as 1t stands, 1s charactenistic of many of his attempts
to reduce ‘facts’ to mere appearances Agam and
again does he substitute in place of ‘facts’ philo-
sophical constructions, and it 1s these constructions,
and not the facts, that are shown to be contradictory.
§ 177 His cnticism of ‘ time’ itself affords us
an tlustration of this process, for we are told that
“1f you take 1t as a relation between units without
duration, then the whole time has no duration,
and 1s not time at all  But, if you give duration
to the whole time, then at once the units are found to
poussess 1t , and they thus cease to be units.” 2 Now,
1s ‘time,’ conceived as ‘a relation between umsfs
1 Ibid U Ibd., p 39
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without duration,” a facf of our experience or a
philosophical construction ?  Clearly 1t 1s the latter,
and a bad one at that, smce, as Mr. Bradley says,
1t destroys ‘ duration,” which 1s the very foundation
upon which that construction 1s built. It 1s duration,
not time, which 1s a fact, and it 1s duration which
has to be proved a coniradiction The alternative
defimtion, however, kceps closer to the facts.
Common-sense believes in time and attributes to 1t
as a whole duration Hence, as Mr Bradley points
out, the units must also have duration. But why
not ? Are there no durable units * Of course if
you abstract altogether from all the means by
which units can be marked off, you have no umts
at all, but then neither have you got time You
have merely an empty abstraction, viz, the un-
broken duration of nothing at all But concrete,
enduring things are facts, and the duration of some
exists together with change and succession among
others Hence we have the means by which to
mark off units of time And hecause these umts
themselves have duration, it by no means follows
that they cease to be units, any more than 1t follows
that the yard-rule which a tailor uses to mark off
his cloth has no length because 1t 15 his umt of
length. That ‘time’ as such 1s not real, I grant,
because 1t 1s a philosophic abstraction mto which
a human element, viz., measurement, has been in-
troduced , but I cannot allow that 1t 1s not founded
on fact; nor that, if properly defined, it involves
a contradiction.

§ 178. Change, however, 1s more to our purpose,
gince upon duration amid change the notion of
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time 1s based, and upon the factual cxistence of
change we arc all agreced DBut, says Mr Biadley,
change 1s only appcarance, for 1t imvolves a
contradiction.

Something A, changes, and theiefore 1t cannot be
permanent  On the other hand, if A 1s not permanent,
what 1s 1t that changes? It will no longer be A, but
something clse In other words, let A be free from
change 1n tume, and 1t does not change But let 1t
contain change, and at once 1t becomes Al, A2 As
Then what becomes of A, and of 1ts change, for we are
left with something clse ? 1

Now change, as I understand it, is predicable
only of the concrete fimte tlung, a thing consisting
of substance and accidents , of umity of ground amud
structuial differences? Lct us, then, substitute for
A,a(a,b,c,...) (mno, ...), where o
stands for the unity of ground or substance, «, b, ¢,

for the accidents essential to A, and m, n,0...
for accidents which arc not essential. What, then,
do we mean when we say that A changes® We
mean that one of these unessential accidents or
differences 1s modified or gives place to some othel
accident or difference, that a (@, b, ¢ . . .)
(m, n, o. . .) has become a (g, b, ¢ . . .),
(m,n,o . .). And what do we mean when
we say that A 1s permanent? We mean that the
substance a remains the same, and also that the
accidents, a, b, ¢, which arc cssential 10 A, remain
the same, but nothing more Of cou‘r’sc, if A be
taken as a structurcless and formless unit, 1t cannot

! Appearance and Reality, p 46
8cf chap v, for a fuller explanation of this,
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both be permanent and yet be subject to change.
But concrete things arc nol formless and structure-
less umits, and, rccognising this, when we predicate
of them permanence, we do not predicate it of the
whole thing, but only of its essential nature, so
that 1t 1s still possible to predicate change of the
same thing without contradiction, since the pre-
dicated changes ex hypothies: do not affect 1ts essential
nature !

§ 179 If my solution of the difficulty 1s vahd,
change does not 1mply contradiction , and if change
docs not mmply contradiction, 1t 1s nof appearance ,
and 1if 1t 1s not appearance 1t 1s 1ealily, 1n which case
Mr Bradley’s Absolute i1s not the one and only
reality It will be obvious, however, to those who
are famihar with Appcarance and Reality that I have
but pushed the difficulty further back, and I shall
be asked to read again the chaptiers on Substantive
and Adjccivve, Relation and Quality In regard to
the argument uscd 1n ihe fitst of these two chapters,
I shall have more to say later ,2 but I may here
remark that if my conception of Substantive and
Adjective, or rather Substance and Accident, 1s
intrinsically contradictory, so also 1s Mr. Bradley’s
conception of the universe as a ‘ Umty m differ-
ence” In fact, the Amstotehan conception of
Substance and Accident and the Hegelian conception
of Umtyin difference are one and the same ; but the
Aristotellan applies it to the conciete individual
thing, while the Hegelian applies 1t to the umverse

1 For an account of the Anstotchap-dpSirine of change, vide
chap xm
2 Vide chap xun
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atlarge. Hence the real question at issue 15 whether
the Hegehan 1s nght or wrong m asserting that
Recality is one, and, as underlying this doctrine 1n
most modern Absolutisms 1s a pecular theory of
relation, to this theory we must now give ow
attention.

§ 180. There 1s a certain amount of truth in
Green's dictum that all knowledge 1s knowledge of
relations To a large extent defimtion does consist
in the predication of relations Dr. Caird puts the
matter thus

The beginning of knowledge 1s the reference of a
sensation to an object, of which 1t 15 interpreted as the
quahty This object 15 determined merely as object 1n
gencral 1t 1s like all other objects, yet 1t 1s conceived
as completely individual and independent. The simple
quality attnbuted to 1t, 15 conceived as belonging to 1t
i 1tself, apart from all relations to other objects In
the advance of knowledge, however, this simple indi-
vidual object becomes progressively defined and
determined  And not only 1s quality added to qualty
m an mndefinite series, but 1t :so0lation 1s taken {from
ihe object. It 1s found that qualities are but relations
in disguise, and that, thercfore, completely to define the

object 1n 1tself 15 the same tlung as to put it 1n relation
to all other objects !

At first sight there secms to be little the mattes
with this straightforward description of the growth
of human knowledge Yet 1t requires but a step
to pass from this position to that of Green and
Renouvier, in which the world—or, at any rate, the
morganic world—is 1dentified with a system of
relations Dr Caird’s apparently accurate de-
scription, 1n fact, contains two assumptions—(1) that

Y The Philosophy of Kant, p 329,
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qualities are but relations 1n disguise, and (2) that
by relations 1solation 1s taken away from the object.

§ 181. The statemenl that all quahties are at
bottom relations mn disgwise, if Zaken liferally, and
of real qualitrcs, 1s absurd  For we cannot have a re-
lation unless there 15 something which 1t rclates; and
that something, since 1t cannot be a bare 1dentity,
must mvolve difference and so quahity. Relations
presuppose qualities for their very existence Their
nature depends upon the objects which they relate
or connect, and when those objects are changed,
the relations themselves are changed It 1s true
that we often know a rclation without knowing
precisely the nature of the objecls related; and
this 1s so particularly when the relation 1s one of
cause and effect. For i producing an effect many
causcs may co-operate, and the re-action of the
object 1n which the effect 1s produced, itself may
have played a part Unless, therefore, we can
analyse the effect and attribute 1t, part for part, to
the various causes concerned 1n 1ts production, the
effect tells us lhittle about the causes except that
somehow or other they have been active 1n relation
to that effect. Nevertheless, each cause has 1ts
own nature, and the relation to which its activity
gives rise depends upon that nature, whether the
latter be known by us or not.

Further, to know a relation 1mphes that we know
something at any ratc of the objects or qualities
related. For cven if the relation be merely one of
difference, 1t imphes that we know something of
what 1s difterent, otlierwise we could not know that
it was different. But many relations imply more
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than this Wec cannot know that one object 1s
bigger than another unless we know what 1t 1s to
be ‘big,’ 7e, to have size or quantity And the
fact that mathematics and geometry are possible,
presupposes that about the nature of quantity and
the nature of figure we have considerable knowledge

§ 182 While granting then, that much of our
knowledge of qualities comes through a knowledge
of therr relations, and that somctimes what 1s
predicated as a quality 1s 1n truth a relation 1n
disguise, I cannot grant that all our knowledge of
qualities 1s at bottom a knowledge of their relations,
still less that qualitics ¢12 rerum nafura are mecly
relations 1n disguise  For if 1t 15 true that we
sometimes know a rclation before we know the
piccise nature of 1ts terms, it 1s also frue that
we often know the lerms before we know the relation
between them, and that 1n every case the knowledge
of a reclation 1mplics some knowledge of the objects
related. Hence fiom the psychology of our know-
ledge of relations we can draw no conclusion as
to the prionty of a relation and of the objects 1t
rclates

Tlus fact 1s of considerable importance, for all
absoiutist theories of rclations scem to be based on
psychology, owmg, I suppose, to the absolulist
doctnne that thought, or at any rate some form of
psyclucal aclivity, 1s 1dentical with reality itsclf.
Green, for nstance, assumes that 1clations are prior
to, or at least are ficquently a condition of, our
knowledge of the teams  Yet, as I have pointed out,
1t docs not follow, because we often define a term
by 1ts relations, that we have no knowledge of that
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term apart {fiom 1its relations, for if this be so 1t is
difficult to sec how we could define 1t atall  Again,
Dr Cand’s statement that ‘completely to define an
object 1s to put 1t m relation to all other objects’
scems to be based upon the psychological fact that
our knowledge of an object often consists largely 1n
a knowledge of 1ts relations. But though it 1s true
that, if by ‘knowing an object completely ’ we mean
‘knowing all about 1, to complctely know an object
would be to know all its relations, 1t does not
follow that the nature of the thing itself depends
upon the nature of its rclations nor yet that an
object 1s unknowable aput from 1ts relations.
Indced, Dr. Cawrd grants that fiist of all we conceive
simple qualities which belong to objects apait from
their tclations to other objects, so that not only
are the inferences which absolutists draw from the
psychology of rclations illegitimate but those n-
fereaces arc based upon cettain psychowegical facts
to the exclusion of other facts which, if taken into
consideration, would make a considerable differcnce
to the absolutist theory

§ 183. This last point may be illustiated from
Mr Bradley’s doctrine of 1clations He, too, scems
to regard the latter from a psychological standpoint ;
but, obsec1ving that the knowledge of a relation and
of 1ts terms often seems to arise swnuliancously
consciousness, he infers not that the relation 1s prior
to 1ls terms, but that the relation and its terms
mutually presuppose one anotiier, and at the same
time 1mply in the background a umty or whole from
which they have emerged or in which they have
broken out. Take, for instance, the following
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passage : “Thewr plurahty (i.e., the plurality of
qualities) depends on relations, and without that
relation they are not distinct  But if not distinct,
then not diffeient, and therefore not qualities.”?
To what does this passage refer? To the dis-
tingwishing and relating of qualities by the thinking
mind, or tu the qualities themselves which 1t 1s said
to distingwish and relate ? From the context 1t
would appcar that 1t refers to the act of thought
But 1if so, how docs the fact (if 1t 18 a fact) that
qualitics distinguished 1 consciousncss are always
related m consciousness, prove that qualitics are
not really distinct in the objective wotld ?  And,
again, by what kind of logical process can you pass
from the simultancous appcarance of distinction and
relation m consciousness {o the aobjective inter-
dependence of the iclation and its terms? Mr
Bradley’s argu~cnt  valid only piovided we grant
() that r.ality and senlicnt experience are one—
a hypothesis which 1 have alieady shown to be
false, and which certamly should not be assumed at
this ealy stage of the argument—and (2) that
sentient expericnce qualities, afferwards  distin-
gushed, are really onc—which also 1s false or at best
1s a gratwitous assumption—and (3) that product
(thought distinctions and rclations) and process
(unknown, but supposed to connect thought and
scntience) are sot scparable—which adds but onc
more to the other assumptions Mr Bradley has to
make m order to pruve lus point ?

+ § 184 The absolutist theory of relations then,

, cannot be cstablished on the basis of psychological

1 dppearance and Reality, p 28. $ cf. chap. v.
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fact, and 1t 1s to the attempt so to cstablsh 1t that
we musi attnbute ihe contradiction which exists
between Green’s theory and the theory of Mr.
Bradley But when we seek for some more meta-
physical foundation for what 1s obviously a meta-
physical theory, 1t docs not scem to be forthcoming
We arc told that by 1ts relations the 1solation of an
object 1s taken away—a statement which s indis-
putable 1f 1t mean meicly that an object conceived 1n
relation to something else 1s not conceived 1n
1solation, as 1t 1s also indisputable if 1solation mean
1solation from nteraction, but more than this 1s
meant For the absolutist the negation of 1solation
means the ncgation of independent existence, and
upon this rests his doctiine that reality 1s reallv and
substantially one, and not mercly one as proceeding
from a common source, or one as a systematic logical
whole No proof, however, 1s given of the statcment
that relations deprive objects of their ‘isolation,’
i e., therr individuality or independent existence.
We are assured that objects which are held together
in an act of thought a.c really held together by unity
of ground wn rerum natura , but the vahidity of tlus
tiansition from the psychological to the rcal order
has never been demonstrated. We are told that
there are no cxternal relations, and that every
relation must modify mtrinsically both 1ts terms,
but we are not told why this 1s so. Mr. Bradley,
who admuts that rclations mmply qualities, asserts
also that qualities 1mply relations. Reclations and
qualities are to be found, so t«, speak, upon the same
level of existence  Qualities are no more and no less
prior to therr terms than terms are prior to their
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relations, and apart from one another they cannot
exist  But except for the psychological argument
above discussed, no positive proof of this theory of
relations 15 given, nor does Mr. Bradley tell us
definitely what he undeistands a relation to be
His arguments ate almost wholly negative. His
aim 1s to show that the notion of relations and
of qualities 1s contradictory, and that hence relations
and qualities are mere appearances which are self-
discrepant and lead to something beyond, v,
to an Absolute Ground But though his discussion
of this question n the first part of his book purports
to be a cribicism of the position of the reahst, the
theory of 1elations which he discusses 1s not that of
the realist, or at any rate not that of the Aristotchan
realist

§ 185  lue sogiotelian does mot conceve a
relation as 2 kind o. »hysical nexus or bond wlhich

jons two objects togeuic. apd so makes them one
A relation 1s merely a mpés 7o v, lmig (o0 esse ad

ahqud) which anises from the rational plan or ordc,
that 1s manifested in the umverse. 1t 15 an attribute
which 1s s21d to belong to an ohject on account of
some one of its qualities {(called by the scholastics
the fundamentum of the relation), but which requires
for 1ts existence a “ term ’ to which 1ts whole essence
as a relation 1s to refer.  That * term,’ if the relation
1s real, ordmarily belongs to some object other than
that of which the relation 15 predicated. But the
relation atself does not belong to the two objects at
once If there s only one relation, 1t belongs to that
object which possesses the fundamentum on account
of which the relation 1s predicated, while i1f the
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relation is reciprocal or mutual, therc are i reahty
two rclations belongmg respectively to the two
objects rclated. Hence, while for Mr. Bradley the
truth about relations 1s better expicssed by saying
that A and B are rclated, the truth for Anstotle
was better expiessed by saying that A 1s related to
B, and (if the 1clation 15 mutual) that B 1s related
to A.

The arguments upon which Mr. Bradley bases his
doctrine that relations and qualitics are mercly
appearances, break down entirely when applied to
this theory of relations

The qualitics A and B are to be different from each
other, and, 1t so, that difference must fall somewhere.
If 1t falls, ;n any degiee or to any extent, outside A
or B, we have relation at once. But, on thc other
hand, how can diffeience and otherness fall inside ?
If we have mm A any such otherness, then inside A
we must distinguish 1ts own quality and 1ts otherness.
And, if so, then the uasolved problem breaks out mnside

cach qualily, and sepaiates each into two qualities 1n
relation 1

¢ A difference must fall somewheie’ What 1s this
difference ? Is 1t an incicment m quantity or
quality which makes A diffcrent from B? If so,
the difference itsclf 1s an integral part aither of A
or of B, and so falls within one or the other Or 1s
the nature of A wholly diffcrent from the nature of
B*? If tlus be so, the diffcrence 1s A plus B, and
while part of 1t comncides with A, the other part
comcides with B. Or, agam, 1s tlys diffcrence
simply the °otherness’ of A mn regard to B? If
this be what 1s mecant, then °otherness’ as such

Y Appcarance and Reali'y, p. 29
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falls only within the mind of the rational percipient,
whosc judgment on this account 1s none the less true.
For objectively and mn fact A has a certamn definite
nature, and B also, and the nature of A and the
nature of B are ex hypothest not the same This fact
the peacipient apprehends, and expiesses it by
saying that A 1s different or other than B To
perccive a rclation 1s to apprchend two facts in the
same mental act , and to predicate of one a relation
of ‘ otherness ’ 1n 1cspect of 1he other 1s our way of
saying that we have apprchended two different
facts

§ 180 Mr Bradley further objects that since
quahities are tclated there must be

a divewrty which falls imnside cach quality It has a
double charactcz, s hoth supporting and as being made
by the relation It majy he taken as at once condition
and result, and the question .z as to how 1t can combine
this variety TFor 1t must combie the diversity, and
yet 1t fails to do so. . .. [Hence] tne dverciv 1s
fatal to the internal unity of each (quality) and
it demands a new relation, and so on without
Imut.1

Agamn, Mr Bradley’s objection 1s based upon a
misconception of the nature of a relation The
quality 1s not made by the relation, but the relation
arises fiom the quality as 1ts cause or giound. The
relation 1s the quality considered n respect to some-
thing other than itself And though a relation
should always have a fundamentum n re, the relation
itsclf may be due mercly to our way of considering
things, and may not imply any real ordo 1n the

tId, p 31.
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quality or object of which the relation 1s predicated.
Thus Aqunas says

Those entities which are called ad aliqind sigmify, accor-
ding to thewr proper nature, only a respectus ad abud;
which respectus 1s sometimes 1n the nature of things, as
when certain things are according to their very nature
‘ordered ’ to one another and have a mutual ‘ inclina-
1ion’ toward one another, and relations of this kind
must be real But sometimes the respectus signified by
that which 1s called ad aliqurd, 1s only 1n the apprehension
of the intellect which relates (conferre) one to another ;
and then there 1s a rclatio rationss tantum !

For mstance, whencver one thing is referred to
another on account of some change which has taken
place mn 1t owing to the action of that other thing,
there 1s a 7eal relation, as when an effect 15 referred-
to a cause, or again when a causc 1~ referred to ats
cffect (provided some change takes place 1n the
object which produces that effect), for in both cascs
there 1s a real ordo of one thing 1o the other? On
the other hand, the relation of God to His crecatures
15 not a real relation, because the act of creation
tmplies no change on the pait of God , and stmilarly
the rclation of the knowable to knowledge 1s not
real, because the knowable does not change by the
fact that i1t becomes known Yet both these
rclations have a fundamentum wn re, and, 1f predi-
cated of the creature and of the knower respectively,
are real, since a rcal ordo 15 involved In ncither
case, however, 1s real diversity introduced into the
quality on account of the relation that 1s predicated

! Summneg, 1,9, 27 @ 1
’D; Polentia, 7 @ o and cf Anst Melaph, A 10212 29, bk v,
e 15,§2
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of 1t, for the relation itself m/inl est aluud quam ordo
umus creaturae ad qaham  Hence the relation “in
' quantum est accidens, habet quod sit 1n subjecio, non
autem 1 gquantum est relatio vel ordo ., sed solum
quod ad alwd sit guasy 1 ahud fransiens, et quodam-
\modo ver relatac assistens  Ei sla yelatio est ahquid
tnhacrens heet non ¢x hoc ipso quod est relatio 7?
A rclation. then, even when real, i1s only anothcr
aspect of the fundamentum which on account of the
rational plan of the umiverse has a certan ordo ad
other things  No 1clation, therefore, 1s required mn
order to bring together what are not really distinet
And 1if you tell me that at any rate the ordo and 1its
fundamentiom are different and so introduce diversity
mtin the thing my 1eply 1s that, though n a certain
scnse a .eal rclation may be regarded as the
¢ diffcience ’ of a concrete thing, 1t does not destroy
the mdiiduality or 1solation of that thing, any
mote than {he differeaces of the Absolute destroy
ils individuality o1 1is 1soietron, for every concrete
thing 1s csscnhially a umty amid differences, and
the diffcrences are brought together in the unity of
the giound ?

§ 187 Two moic objections may be briefly dis-
cusscd Mr DBiadley does not beheve in merely
eaternal rclations, and tells us that he cannot
undeistand ““ the leaving by the tcrms of one set
of relations and their adoption of another fresh set ™
if 1clations arc merely cxternal and if the result,
therefore, makes no difference to the terms For,
he asks wvs, if the change of rclation does not make
a difference to the tcrms, to what does 1t make a

Alhd, ad 7 3¢f chap ~m
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dafference ? Piofessor James’ answer to this ques-
tion 1s that 1t makes “a difference to us onlookers
at least, ” * which 1s true, but I think we may go
fuither than this  For, if the relations are real, the
change of relations implies a real change in some
one or other of the qualities which constitute the
fundamenta of the 1clations concerned, and 1t implies
also a change 1 the rational plan of the umverse,
or n the ordo of things one to another. In other
words, the relation, 1n so far as 1t 1s real, 1s not
external to the thing of which 1t is predicated,
though 1t 1s external to the ¢ {erm ’ of that relation,
and to that other thing to which the term belongs,
The absolutist assumes that a change of relation
must, 1n every case, make an intrimsic difference to_
both the objects related, and indirectly to all other
objects and all other relations existing i the
universe But this 1s almost inconceivable; for it 1s
difficult to see how an increase of oor inches mn my
height can possibly affect the height of millions of
other people 1n different parts of the globe. It may
be that this 1s the casc, but if 1t 1s, the intrinsic
modification which has taken place mm them 1s
infinitesimal and can be neglected. Moreover, such
a modification, if 1t really does take place, 1s certainly
not due directly to the change which has taken place
In me, or to the change 1n my relations to other men ;
but 1s brought about by intricatc and circuitous
paths unknown to either scientist or metaphysician.
It 1s my relation to other men that has changed,
because 1t 1s in me that the change 1tself has taken
place. It 1s only per accidens that the relations of

2 4 Plurahistic Unwcrse, p. 362
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other men to me have changed , thar real relations
(+ e, ther relations to a given standard or unit of
height) remaining ex kypothess the same Thus a
change of relation mmphes a change in the funda-
mentum upon wlhich the relation 1s based, and so 1n
the ordo of the things which exist in the universe ;
but no other real change 1s mvolved except in so
far as other fundamenta are affected

§ 188 Lastly, we arc asked how comparison can
reveal the truth about things if 1clations are merely
external In regud to real relations, there 1s no
difficulty on this pomnt, for they are not external to
the thing of which they are predicated. And in
regard to a zclatio ratiosss such as one of mere
difference or otheincss, comparison may still be
valid and true, provided the relation has, as 1t
should have, foundation 1n reality For, as I have
said, when we percewve or apprehend a difference,
what happens 1s that we perceive 1n the same mental
act two things, one of which has a quality A which
the other has not  And provided this 1s de facfo the
case, the relation of otherness which we predicate
on account of our act of perception has, 1n a real
sense, objective vahdity

§ 189 Mr Bradley, then, has failed to show that
the Anstotchan thcory of relations mvolves a
contradiction, and so has failed to prove that
relations and quahtics are mere appearances. And
as the absolutist theory 1s acknowledged to be
scli-contradictory and 1s based on an illicit transition
from the psychological to the real order, the thesis
that reality 1s one and individual certainly cannot
be established on these grounds.
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On the other hand, the arguments by which Green
seeks to estahlish that thesis contain much that a
realist would readily grant He would grant that
the universe consists 1n a system. of relations 1n the
sense that all created things are related to one
another; and that the order of those relations 1s
unalterable 1n that past, present and future are
determinate in nature, whether or not they could
have been or could be other than what they were,
are, or will be, and, again, that upon the determi-
nate character of these things and their relations
the possibility of knowledge depends, though
whether unalterableness 1s of much practical utility
as a test of truth might bec questioned* Further,
the partial consciousness of the world of ¢ relations’
mmplies an intelligence in man which cannot be
accounted for by any natural history, #.e , a spiritual
principle or rational soul which cannot, as such,
have been produced by generation, and which 1s
simple, inasmuch as i1t can apprehend the many n
the one But from this one can hardly infer that
man’s intelligence 1s ‘out of time,’? for though
different stages of a change must be present at once
to a consciousness of change, and though again that
consciousness, 1f considered as a single act m
isolation from 1ts antecedents and consequents,
would 1tself be free from change, 1t does not follow
that 1t has no duration, nor yet that consciousness
1n man 1s not subject to change Indeed, to admt
that man may ° pass into a state of consciousness
of change and pass out of 1t ’ seems to be practically

Ycf. supra § 151 s
3cf. supra, § 152 and Prolegomena tv Ethscs, § 65.
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an adnussion that man’s consciousness does change
Gieen’s argument heie 1s very far from conclusive,
In fact, the nearer we get to the central doctrine of
his metaphysic the less conclusive and the more
ambiguous do lus aiguments become, though there
1s still much that may be conceded without prejudice
to Realism. ‘A plurality of thmgs cannot of
themselves unite 1 one relation, nor can a single
thing of itself bring itsclf into a multitude of
relations. Hence there must be something other
than the manifold things themsclves which combines
them without effacing their scveralty ’ And, agan,
¢ as the system 1s one, so must be the principle which
constitutes them and 1s the condition of therr
existence’

§ 190 So far, so good DBut in what way 1s thus
single active self-conscious principle the condition
and source of the cosmos wlich we hnow ?  Aie the
objects which 1t not only relates, but produces,
objects existing mercly 1n the consciousness of that
being, or have these each their own real, though
dependent, existence? And 1s the act by which
these objects are produced better described as an
act of intclhigence or an act of creation ? And this
unity which charactenises the cosmos. Is 1t a rcal
concrete umity like that which 1s predicable of the
divine principle producing 1t ? Is the world we
experience one as we ouisclves or any other organic
being 1s one, or 18 it onc only because 1t procceds
from a single cause and because 1ts mamfold
complexity 1s gfdercg, to a single end > In a word,
is God 1mmanem witmn the cosmos and the cosmos
immanent within God, or 1s the existence of the
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former distinct fiom, though dependent w«w all
respects upon, the existence of the latter > Here
lies the crux of the difficulty The key to the
position of the absolutist lies 1n the doctrine of
Immanence, and yet the docinne, as mnterpreted by
Absolutism, 15 a mere assumption, unverifiable
experience and m violent antagousm with common-
scnse belief That the content of thought or the
object as known 1s immanent within the mind 15
obvious; but that the real objects about which we
think are 1mmanent 1s a gratuitous assertion made,
i the first mstance, by Fichte, with a view to
getting nd of noumenal things-in-themselves and so
saving the Kantian theory from Subjictivism _ Angd..
this assertion every absolutist from Hee t0 UITEN
and Bradley repeats, but alway~ Without proof or
confirmation. Doubiless, no ~Dicct 1s unrelated to
consclousness, otherwise 1+ -ould be unknowable

And doubtless ale- wuowledge, 1n a sense, 1s only
“of phicuq nena, ¢ ¢, of things as they appear to us,
scil , tg\our scnses and mtellect functioning 1n
cognilive \‘11:11n1ony But why assume that real
objects, if distinct from ourselves, cannot appear to
us as they veally are? Green tells us that they
cannot, or at least he says that if the knowable
world and the subject capable of knowing 1t are
‘ndependent,’ knowledge 1s inexplicable But he
does not support this statement by an examination
of other theot1ies of knowledge which claim 1o account
for the repioduction by mmd of relations cxisting
m the outside woild No, the genson for the
doctrine of Immancnce 1s not the Bankruptcy of
Rcalism, but the fact that Kant’s Aprionism forced
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him to postulate noumenal things which, by man,
could never be known because their appearances are
not mamfcstations of their nature, are not thewr
appearances, but constructions due to the minds
which seek to know them Hence the rational way
to reform Kant’s error would have been to get nid
of unknowable things, not by denying their existence,
but by denymng therr noumenal character. The
absolutist, imstead of abolishing real and inde-
pendent things altogether from philosophy, should
have abolished Apriorism.

§ 101 Yet this 15 not the method Absolutism
has chosen  Regardless of the consequences of such
a procedure, it has extended the doctrine of
Immancrce so as to include the real as well as the
so-called phenomenal object of knowledge  Tiue, in
some sort of way Green’s theory 1s an explanation
of the ongmn of human knowledge, but what a cost
its acceptance would enta.l) The personality of
man disappears. In so far as he becomes tirg vahirl,
of an cternal consciousness, he 15 1dentical with that
consciousness, and his human characteris gone  His
thoughts and actions are not ks at ail, but the
thoughts and actions—whether true or false, moral
or ymmoral, 1t does not matter—of the Supreme
Being who, for a longer or shorter time, actuates his
so-called orgamism And mn so far as he 15 not the
vehicle of that consciousness, what 1s he ? Nothing
but a conglomeration of relations which have no
caistence of their own or of s, but exist mcrely
for some other consciousness. Nor are these merely
two ways of regarding the same thing, for it 1s not
the same but a different thing that is regarded.
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Man’s body and lhis consciousness or soul in any
other theory but Green’s are one being, but in
Green’s theory they are wholly different and uncon-
nected, 1n so far as things can be different and
unconnected in Absolutism  Man’s consciousness in
so far as 1t nises above the sentient level 1s a very
paitial and madequate cdition of Zke eternal con-
sciousness , but his body and lus sensations, 1 so
far as they are not the instruments or objects of his
thoughts—and for the most part they are not, are
not s at all, but are merely “ names for substan-
tiated relations between phenoinena, relations to
which an existence on their own account 1s
fictitiously ascribed, but which, 1n truth, only exsst
for, or through the action of, the umifying and self-
distinguishing spiritual subject,” ! and apparently of
any other fimte self-distinguishing subject which
happens momentarily to be conscious of them
Thus not only the personality and humanity, but
also the umty of man 1s destroyed.

§ 192. I have said that Gicen’s theory m some
way explamns the origin of knowledge That 1s an
exaggeration It merely states that knowledge 1s
due to a mysterious reproduction of the Absolute 1n
a finite vehicle It explains nothing. The manner
of this reproduction, its intermittence, 1ts apparent
development and growth, are left entirely to the
reader’s 1magmation About the relation of
organisms to the eternal consciousness we are told
nothing except that they are 1ts ‘ vehicles.” What-
ever judgment, then, we may pass upon the episte-
mology of Realism, Green’s epistemology certainly

L Prolegomena o Ethics, § 40.
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does not explan the growth of knowledge It does
not even explan the ordinary facts which everybody
knows, why things appeur to be external, individual,
distinct fiom one another and from owisclves, and,
except for interaction, independent.  Yet that they
are so 1s an ordmnary and almost ntuttive ‘dcliver-
ance ’ of every man’s consclousness  As I have said
before, this may be an illusion, but 1f 1t 1s an 1llusion
it must be proved to be an illusion, and a
theory which asserts that it 1s an illusion must
also show how that illusion anses It would be
beside the pomnt here io plead that no theoy 15
bound to take account of all the facts, for these are
facts which Absolutism does take account of, since
it declares them to be illusory appearances How,
then, aic these facls to be captamed ?

§ 103 T H Green makes no attempt to explun
‘objectivaty ’ and ‘otherness’ Objectivity, m lus
view, 1s due to the natute of thought , and this 1
the solution which 15 given by all absolutists who
wdentify Reality with Thought—a solution wlich
remnds one of the scholastic who 1s supposed to have
sud that engines move because they have ws
locomofina  The cgo posits an alfer ego becanse 1t 15
its nature so to do. Mr. Bradley finds this sunple
solution hardly satisfactory, since thouglt can never
equate itsclf wath reality, and so cannot be realify
It 15 1in sentient cxperience that we meet with and
become one with 1ealily, and it 1s the scnsuous
mfimtude of this wlach, m his theay, accounts
for the otherncss of thought

The apparent ‘indcpendence’ of the extcrnal
world 1s also difficult to account for in Absolutism
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In Green’s theory 1t amises, I suppose, from the fact
that the eternal consciousncss, objectified as the
cosmos, 1s unmanent within our minds, and yet 1s
only partly immanecnt, for we do not know the whole
of rcality and our cfforts to know 1t are constantly
thwarted In Mr DBradley’s theory also reality is,
to some extent, independent (2 e, #clatively inde-
pendent) of © finite centres of experience,” and still
more 1ndependent, of cowise, of the ©self * which 1s
but a construction arising from witlun these finite
centres The lLink, however, which connects the
‘fimte centre of experience ’ with reality itself 1s to
be found, not above, as with Green, but below, 1n
the ‘ this * m which rcality 1s given, and in which 1t
1s on the sentient level one with the centre it
produccs

§ 104. Thus m some sort of way independence
and objectivity may be accounted for 1n Absolutism ;
but the independence and objectivity there conceded’
being essentially relative and to a large extent
ilusory, 1t 15 1mpossible for Absolutism to explain
how 1t comes about that things appear to be external,
mdividual and matenal, since they are at bottom,
mmmanent, one, and spiritual  The analytic char-*
acler of thought cannot account for the externahty
which scems to belong to perceived objects, if, in
reality, those objects are one with ourselves and are
given as one 1n the felt-wholes of sentient experience.
The relative independence of fimte selves and of
finite centres of expeiicnce cannot account for our
belief 1in their mdividuality and sclf-subsistence, 1f,
as Green scems to hold, in so far as we think the
same thing we are really rot many but one ; or i,
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as Mr. Bradley affirms, all souls Iive and move by
“real 1dentity of ideal content ” ‘ Degrees of reality,’
agan, cannot account for the apparent difference
between oursclves and what we call the materal
world, 1f at bottom that world 1s the immanent
cffect of spiritual thought-activity, and, thercfore,
really spintual and psychical like thought itselfl  1n
short, between the plulosophical theoty of Abso-
lutism and the facts of our experience there 1s a
contradiction ; and that contradiction is fatal to
Absolutism, unless 1t can be proved to be merely
apparent, and unless its origin can be satisfactorily
explamned.

§ 195 In Green’s theory there 1s also iniernal
contradiction  For the thoughts and the rational
acts of men arc really the thoughts and 1ational acts of
one supreme Intclligence, which 1s thus responsible
for all the ecrrors, illusions, contradictions, false
theories, and corrupt moral doctrine and practice
of which man has ever been guilty—a hypothesis
that 15 wholly incompatible with the moral rectitude
which 1s held to be the first among the attuibutes
of that supreme and all-wise Intelhigence.

Mr Bradley docs his best to escape this contra-
diction Indced, 1t 1s a general principle with him
from firsi tolast that inteinal contradictions must be
avoided at all costs  But the costs are very serious.
Not only are facts completely ignored if 1t is
mconventent to recogmise them, not only 1s God,
Iike everything else mn which the ordinary man
believes, declared to be mere appeatance ; but Mr.
Bradley’s theory 15 niddled with mysteries and
wmsoluble problems, almost all of his own making,
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and 1s, perhaps, of all Absolutisms the most
madequate and mcomplete At the end of almost
every chapter Mr Bradley confesses that he has
failed to explain how appearances are to be reconciled
m the umty of the Absolute to which they are
supposed to belong  Error 1s a fact, 1t 1s not
mercly a partial truth, but a positive mistake, yet
we are assured that the Absolute has, wathout
subtraction

every arrangement which we seem to confer upon 1t by
our mere mistake [Even] the one-sided emphasis of
error, 1ts 1solation as positive and as not dissoluble 1n
a wider connection will contribute we know not how to
the harmony of the Absolute ! [Space agamn has to be]
absorbed 1n a non-spatial consummation, [and though]
how n paiticular this can be, we are unable to lay
down, [we are asked to Dbelieve that] our ignorance in
detail 1s no objection against the general possibihity 2
The mcomplete diversity of various systems, the per-
plexing references of cach same fcature to many 1deal
wholes, and again that positive special feeling [which
1s characteristic of the ‘ this ' and the ‘ mine *],—all this
detail 1s not made onc 1n any way which we can venfy 3

Yet 1t 15 made vne somchow or other, because
Reality ex hypothess 1s one, and therefore 1t must
beso  Good and evil, beauty and ugliness, pleasure
and pain, 1n spite of their being admittedly contra-
dictions, are all ‘ to conduce to the ultimate good,
and to be somehow reconciled in the umity of the
Absolute’

§ 196 Mr. Bradley freely acknowledges that he
cannot explain how these reconcihiations take place;

Y Appeavance and Realily, pp 192, 195 (Italics mne),
2 Ibd, p 222. dlid, p 239.
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for, as we have pointed out, he diffeis from Gieen
m that he does not consider himself bound {o
explain either ‘lhow’ or ‘why. He docs clam,
however, to have shown that, 1n genemal, these
reconciliations arc not 1mpossible  Yet even mn tlas
I cannot admit that Ius efforts have been successful
As for Green, so for Bradley and for all absolutists,
evil and eutor prove pariicularly obstinate and
mmpossible to manage, for they scem to make the
Absolute contradict itself It 1s easy ennugh to say
that erro1 1s due to a one-sided aad pastial point of
view , but if 1t 1s the Absolute which differentiates
itself and acts through and in fimte centres, 1t 1s
the Absolute wluch makes mistakes and contradicts
1ts own assertions It 1s the Absolute wlich says
that things are what thcy are not, and that they are
real when they only appear, and these are positive
errors which seem to be mmcompatible with an
Absolute which has as another of 1ts differenccs
‘truth’ Again, the explanation of pleasure and
pamn as counterbalancing or neutrahising one anotler
m the Absolute 1s fur from satisfactory; for apart
from the hedomnistic tone of this solution. paimn. if
really neutralised by pleasure, would seem to have
ceased to exist altogether. Lastly, the finite and
the mnfinite are, to my mind, wholly incompatible,
and cannot be reconciled 1n any concrete unity or
whole  For fimtes, no matter how many you take
or how you arrange them, or harmomse them, or
mix them up, are studl, :n the end, finite as before.
And to assert dogmatically that we know so httle
about the infinite and the fimte that we cannot
prove them to be contradictory hardly answers this
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difficulty, since, 1 that case, they cannot be proved
to be one.

It 15 useless, however, to urge these difficultics
further ; for Mr Bradley acknowledges that they
can never be cxplained by a human mind Never-
theless, space, time, mdividuality, personality, evil,
error and pain are not details, and until they kave
been explained Absolutism can hardly be called even
a working hypothesis. The thesis that Reality 1s
Onc and Tndividual cannot be proved directly, nor
can any satisfactory answer be given to the numerous
objections that may be mged agamst 1t  Hence,
though Appearance and Realily does not pretend to
give ‘““a systematic account of all the rcgions of
appearances, which would be required for ‘a
genume proof’ of the principles 1t asserts,” 1t seems
to me to have failed even in its primary object of
stating consistently ‘a geneial view about Reality’
and of answering ‘ more obvious objections’

§ 197 .Absolutism as a plulosophy 1s cssentially
mcomE]etmmr@"é—f:Abgglutlsm we
may consider its mmcompleteness can hardly escape
our notice, especially 1 we compare 1t with the
philosophy of Kant, which, in spite of 1its incon-
sistencies, was comparatively free from those
irntating somehows which meet us i Absolutism at
every turn Absolutism 1s a_standpomt, not a
systematic philosoplly ,” and as soon as 1t tries to
become systematic, 1t at once gives nse to diver-
gencies and contradictions, ond 1s foiced to declare
that most things are insoluble mysteries. There
must be some 1eason for this characteristic in-
completeness ; and the explanation 1s to be found,

T
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I think, in the fact that Absolutism tries to work
with too few 1deas The absolutist, hke the
pragmatist, gets a firm grasp of one or two con-
ceplions which he attempts to apply everywhere
reguardless of consequences  One knows what 1s the
result of tlus in the world of common-sense. The
man who 1s obsessed by a. fixcd 1dea loses his balance
of mind A similar result ensues 1n the philosophic
world, To allow oncsclf to be fascinated by one
or two 1dcas and to try to explamn cverything by
these alone 15 to take a one-sided view of the universe
and to lose so to spcak one’s pilosophic balance of
mind. The pomnt 1s worth 1illustrating pethaps,
for 1t seems to expliin at once the incompletencss
and the madequacy of Absolutism

§ 198 The 1deas which fascinate the absolutist
are clearly those of ‘ Immanence,” ¢ Organic Whole,’
and *Umty in Diffurence’” These he regaids as
conceptions applicable to all conceivable objects,
and by them all things are to be explained Now,
that there are such things as ‘ unitics in difference ’
and ‘ orgauic wholes’ cannot be denied Both con-
ccpts are valid in regard to living things, and it
scems probable, at any rate, that they are valid
also of matenial tlungs ¢ Immanence ’ also 1s vald
when applied to the object of thought as appre-
hended 1n a psychical act of the mind  This much
we learn from common-sense and introspection.
The absolutist 1s right, then, so far mn regard to lhis
facts His conception of Immanence, of an Organic
Whole, and of Unity in Difference, each has 1its
foundation 1 the data of experience. But when
he sccks to apply these concepts to the universe at
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large, he is attempting to apply them beyond the
sphere within which alone they have vahdity
With what results > If the universe 1s an o1gamism
the mdividuals which were foimerly held to con-
stitute 1ts parts now become merely 1ts differences.
Hence a contradiction. For the notion of an
‘orgamism’ 1s derived not from a study of the uni-
verse as a whole, but from the study of 1ts parts or
‘ dafferences’ And 1t 1s found in these parts or
“ differences ” only 1n so far as they are real unities
having each a nature and rxuslence of its own which
does not belong, as such, to the rest of the universe
An orgamsm, it 1s true, may, and indeed must,
ftself have parts DBut 1ts parls are not 1eal organ-
isms (though they may be o1ganic), since their nature
and their activities are dommated and controlled
by the formal principle of the whole Hence an
organism, bemng a rcal unily, 1s something different
from the rest of the umiveise, so that to apply tlus
notion to the umvelsec at large mvolves a contradic-
tion, for whatever clse the umverse 1s 1t 1s certainly
not a difference or part of itsclf Or, to put the
argument 1n another way, if the universe 1s a real
whole, organisms are among 1ts diffeiences, but it
15 ilicit to 1dentify the whole with any of its differ-
ences, hence, either the concept organism docs not
apply to the differences of the nmiverse, and so 1s
invalid (since it 15 fiom these differences that the
concept has been derived), or clse the universe 1s
not-an organism.

§ 199 A similar aigument may be used, 1t seems
to me, agamnst the doctine that thought and its real
object are immanent within ihe universe as within
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a concrete living whole For the notion of
Immanence is, ike that of oigamism, derived from
our knowlrdge of fimte hiving things, z¢, fiom
oursclves and fiom other 1ational and ndividual
beings But if the thoughts of each mdividual
thinker are immanent within his own mind, they
are ex hypothes: not immanent within the minds of
other thinkers I call my thoughts immanent
becausc they are pecubiar and mtrinsic to me and
aie not identical with your thoughts, and, 1if they
were not really my thoughts but were common to
us both, I should certamnly have no nght to call
them immanent in me Hence either thought 1s
not immanent within the umiveise, but 1s centred
exclusively 1n individual minds or clse, 1f thought
18 mmanent, theie are strictly no individual
thinkers, and the fact upon which the notion of
immanent thought was based 1s declared to be an
Mlusion. In other words, everyone 1s aware that the
objects of his thoughts are, as zdeas, 1mmanent
within his own mind, and for that very reason
distinguishes his 1deas from the objects which are
Lknown by those i1deas, since no one imagines that
the objects of his thoughts, as realifies, are immanent
within his mind  Absolutism, however, 1n order to
apply the doctrine of Immanence to the umverse
as a whole 1s forced to deny that there are any
realiies distinct from idcas Hence a trnlemma.
For aither (1) my 1deas embrace all reality and I
as an individual am identical with the umverse ,
or (2) there are other thinkers besides me of which
I know not, and ought not to be able to conceive, 1n
which case the universe becomes an aggregate of
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individual thinking beings, cach of whom has his
own wotld of immanent 1deas, or clse (3)—and this
1s the alternative Absolutism adopts—my mind and
your mind are not stictly individual and my
thoughts and your thoughts are not strictly
mmmanent within us, but are immanent really
within an Absolute which somchow diversifies 1tself
and centres 1itself in each of us DBut on this latter
hypothesis there are no longer any mdividual munds.
Hence the data upon which the doctrine of Imma-
nence was based (viz, that the ideas of each one of
us are 1mmanent within our own minds) has been cut
away beneath our feet and the concept of Immanence
thereby rendered invalid

§ 200 Lastly, the conrept of Unity in Difference
is, like the rest of our conc:pts, based upon our
knowledge of fimte and individual things In
particular, I recogmse that I myself am a umty-
in-difference, and that my intellect, my will and
my emotions are diffeiences of me  Such a
conception gives us an cxcellent ideca of the umty
of man ; but 1t can only be applied to the universe
at large, provided 1ts applicability to man 1s demed
For, once agam, if man 1s really a umty, the
universe 1s an aggregate, while, if the universe 15
not an aggregate but a unity, man’s umty 1s not
real, but only relative, and the foundation of the
notion of real umities-m-difference 15 gone This
difficulty 1s especially serious for those who asscrt
that all concepts are rclative, for the conception of
Unity i Difference 1s 1tsclf 1clative n that case,and
so 1s inapplicable to what 1s affirmed to be absolute.
And, sumilarly, in Mr, Bradley’s theory Umity 1n
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Difference, which 1s due to thought distinctions,
must be mere appearance, whence 1t {follows that
cither the notion cannot be applied to the Absolule
or clse the Absolute, like everything else, 1s only an
appearance.

§ 201 It scems to me that there 1s only one way
of avoiding these difficulties, and that 1s to hold fast
to our fimite orgamsms, to our finite unities-in-
difference and to our finite minds 1n which thought
1s 1eally immanent, since these alone are known with
comparative immediacy and certamnty. Then, if our
theory of an organic universe can be squared with
the {acts, well and good. But if it cannot, we must
still abide by our facts, and mn regard to theories
must either atlempt a inodification or renounce
them altogethar  For Absolutism to adopt the
latter altanative would perliaps be a mistake, since
there are many 1deas in Absolutism the value of
which for human thought 1s very great. Never-
theless, 1ts theory of the Universe as an Organic
Whole cannot stand in its present literal form.
1t leads not meiely to inconsistencics, as I have
endeavouicd to show , but il makes error, evil, pain,
and man himself a hopcless mystery. It claims
to be a regress upon the piresuppositions of know-
ledge , yet 1t neglects altogether to take account of
some of the most charactenstic of our common-
sense beliefs, dismissing them without a word of
cxplanation as illusions We may say of Absolu-
tism, i fact, what Mr Bradley hassaid of Phenomen-
allsm This view “ either makes a clam to take
account of all the facts, or 1t makes no such clamm ,
and 1n the latter case there 15 an end of its pre-
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tensions.” Perhaps we oughl lo place Absolutism
under the second category, but in any case it
certamnly has not as yct taken account of all the
facts, and were it to do so the modifications 1nvolved
would be very considerable The bald, bold way
which the characteristics of human cognition are
transferred to the Absolute would have to be given
up The concepts of Organic hfe, Umty m Differ-
ence and Immanence would be found to apply only
in an analogous, if not merely 1n a metaphorical,
sense to the universe at large. Of the possibility
of thus reconciling Absolutism with the data of
experience I shall have something to say in the con-
cluding chapter of this volume We must now
consider the nval claims of the philosophy of Pure
Expenence.

CHAPTER XI.
THE PHILOSOPHY OF PURE EXPERIENCE.

I.—EXPOSITION.

§ 202 In spite of certain remarks of Professor
James and Dr Schiller, to the effect that Pragmatism
1s compatible with almost any metaphysics, it has,
if not 1ts own metaphysics, at least a marked and
unmistakable tendency toward the metaphysics of
Pure Experience. Professor James’ ““ World of Pure
Experience *’ seems to be metaphysical incharacter.?
Avenarius, the philosopher of the German pragma-

3 cf. supra, § 109,
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tists, is catamly a metaplysician, and his principal
work 1s entitled Lwne Knlik der ranen Erfahrung
M Le Roy mn France, Profcssor Dewey 1in Americd,
Professor Mach in Germany, and Dr. Schiller n
England, all adopt an attitude 1n regard to meta-
physics which closely resembles, 1f 1t 1s not 1dentical
with, that which 1s known as the plulosophy of Pure
Expcrience  Pragmatism, in fact, and the philo-
sophy of Pure Expenience go hand mn hand, and to
separate them 1s to reduce the former to a mere
method, wluch whatever it was, 1t certainly 1s not
now Pragmatism has changed since 1t parted
company with its founder, Dr Peirce, and how-
ever puicly methodological /s intentions may have
been, Pragmatism 1s now a theory of knowledge, and
as such 1t presupposes metaphysics, and must, 1f 1t
desires to be intelligible, give some account of the
relation of the knower to the known.

§ 203 From the psychological standpomnt we
have already treated of the wiew taken of tlus
relation by Professors James and Dewey and
sufficient, I think. has already been said to make 1t
clcar that the philosophy of Pure Expericnce 1s a
modern form of Empuicism  There 1s nothing but
experience  Everytlung 1s experience, and the
only function of one expcrience 1s to lead to another
experience Theie are no objects apart from
experience, for objective reference 1s but an accident
incidental {o the transitional and truncated nature of
many of onr experiences. Substances, accidents,
powers, selves absolutes are not requred A world
of Pure Expcnience necds no bedding  Such a world
1s merely an aggregate of expenences which * hang
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together by then edges,” and which ¢ proliferate mnto
one another by {iransitions,” and {hese {ransitions,
whether conjunctive or disjunctive, continue the
experimental tissuc and so form part and parcel
with experience !

Pure Expecrience 1s defined as ‘ the ongmal flux
of life before reflection has categotised 1t,’ % and
Professor James 1s of opmion that we actually get
back to pure cxpericnce at tumes , for he tells us that
“ the mstant field of the present 1s always cxperience
m 1ts ‘pure’ state, plain unqualified actuality, a
simple that, as yet undifferentiated into thing and
thought, and only virtually classifiable as objective
fact or as some one’s opinion about fact ™ Avena-
rius, on the other hand (and tlus s, I think, the view
more commonly and also more correctly held)
assures us that our experience 1s never pure We
never get nd of customary forms of representation
even m what we call prescniation. Whether our
experience be that of common-sense, of science, of
religion, or of philosophy, n 1t we always think
under catcgories, and categories do notl belong to
pure expcrience, but have been 1mposcd upon 1t by
our ancestors in the past. The tainted state of our
experience 1s obvious It 1s, however, our mis-
fortune, not our fault. “ Had pure experience,”
says Professor James, “been always perfectly
healthy, there never would have arisen the necesstty

14 A World of Pute Expeitence,” Journ of Phal, Psy and S¢
Methods, 1904, PP 533 ct seg (passtm), and cf Studies n
Humanism, p 461

® A Pluralistic Unwerse, p 318, and cf Studies in Humanism,

P. 221
8¢ A World of Pure Expertence,” p 564.
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of isolating or verbalising any of its terms. We
should just have experienced inarticulately and
unintellectually enjoyed ”! But 1t was not so
The tendency of ‘ raw * experience 1s to © extinguish
the expcrient himself,” and this tendency * 1s lessened
just in the degree mn which the elements i 1t that
have a practical bearing upon hife are analysed out
of the continuum and verbally fixed and coupled
together, so that we may know what 1s in the wind
for us and get ready to react in time 2

§ 204 Among the causes which have contributed
to the corruption of pure expericnce and the
generation of our own are others besides those of
analysis and verbalisation. M Le Roy, for whom
all truth and all rcality are due to Paction-pensce,
cmphasises espectally the element of choice.

Even m common-sense knowledge, experience has
undergone a transformation and 1s no longer pure owing
to reactions which neglect some elements and modiiy
others ...Eveninsuchordinarynotions as thecontinuity
or discontinuity of material objects we exercise choice
we prefer to regard objects which, to sight, are con-
tinuous as discontinuous, because 1t 1s more convenient;
this, however, 1s merely a fiction pratique.®

For the German, Avenanus, on the other hand,
phystology seems to be the key alike to psychology
and to plulosophy. All changes in experience take
for him, as we have alrcady seen,* the form of a

1 A Pluralistic Unwerse, p 350 (These words are attributed
to the naturalist, but in the original article in the Journ of Phul,
cte, 1901, p 35, they were attributed to the pragmatist) Cf The
Meamng of Truth, p 64, and Studies 1n Humanism, pp 485, 486

:g 5lumlzsuc Unwerse, p 350

ulletin de la Soc Frangaise philosophque, 1902, p. .
3f Studies sn Humanism, p[i 188,p189. plguer 1902, . 177
4 cf, supra, § 130.



PIIJTLOSOPHY OF PURE EXPERIENCE 299

wial series. Physiological changes begin with some
stimulation which disturbs the nervous equilibrium,
and finally leads, through reaction, to its restoration
Psyclucal changes proceed from pamm through
striving to satisfaction and rest. Thus, when a
prescntation fails at fitst to harmonise with previous
expenience, we 1nvent Dei-begriffe — © mediating
notions,” as they are styled by Professor James—
and 1n this way conflict 1s avoided and harmony, of
a kind, restored. The notion of ‘incomprehensi-
bility,” for mstance, has been invented in order to
avold a conflict belwcen man’s frce-will and the
Omnipotence of God. Our one aim 1n life 1s to hive
m haimony with our environment, and to attain
this harmony at the lcast possible expense. By
the Princip des klewnsicn Kraftmasses, which 1s but
Professor Maclh’s Princip der Denkokonomie? stated
1n a more general form, the whole of life 1s governed.
Under it are classcd by the latter two subsidiary
principles, the Princip der Stetighert oder Continusiat
(Mental action 15 sccundum habiiwm), and the
Princyp der zurcichenden Bestummthesd oder der
zurerchenden Differenzierung. (Changes from expected
recurrence produce in our 1dcas the smallest possiLle
modification compatible with the assimilation of the
new 1dea). It 1s the operation of these principles
as the dominant laws of our conscious life that has
led to the corruption of pure expericnce by the
mtroduction or super-position of categornies and
1deas which have gradually become permanent as
habits of thought.

§ 205. Professor Summel also takes physiological

Vof. supra, § 127,
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as the type of psychical pirocesses, but msists more
on the anthropomoiphic aspect of the development
of cogmtion.

The alternation between rest and motion [he tells us]
1s not only the physiological condition of our existence,
but 1s also the type of our spmitual ife As we imagine
that within oursclves we peiceive a psyclucal being
whose existence and character depends only upon 1tsell
and 1s independent of all outside, so we look 1 the
world for substances, magnitudes, forces, whose being
and meanmng 1s grounded wn themsclves alone  As the
cliangeless, the substantial, the fixed, 1s 1 our hfe-
content an expericnce so full of value, so thought «cchs
amud the fluctuations of the phenomenal for sometiung
changecless and sure, and fiom independence proceeds
to the sclf-sufficient, the self-mounded Thus we gain
fixed points which ducet us 1 the confused jumble of
phenomena, and give us the objective counturpart of
that which we 1cpresent as valuable and definitive
within owmsclves 1

§ 206 Theanthropomorphism whichischaiacter-
1stic of Pirofessor Simmel’s account of the impurities
of our experience finds expression also 1 ‘.1azoms as
Postulates’ For m that now famous essay Dr
Schuller, 12 the 7éle of cpistemologist, 1c-cdits
Anstotle’s doctrine of matter and form in a new
and stnking way  Arguing back fiom existing
knowledge 1o 1ts conditions, he concludes that the
latter were onginally (1) minds, and (2) a wholly
plastic matter, without quality and without deter-
mination, but receptive of formswhich mindsimposed
upon 1t Thus the woild as it now appears, has
been gradually formed by the combined activity of

! Phalosophie des Geldes, chap wi, pp 358, 59.
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many minds! In his advance from the Grumps to
the Edwnn and Angelina stage, and [rom that to his
present slate of 1ationality, man has imposed on 1ts
plastic receplivity form upon form, calegory upon
category, with ever-incrcasmng ingenwity and com-
pleaity, till at last we have come, by a kind of tacit,
mutual consent, to trcat these forms as objective,
and to attuibute them, not to the constructive genius
of our ancestors, but to nature 1tself, which we thus
regard as real and independent ¢ Facts,” however,
as well as concepts, aie the product of cogmitive
functioning? At botlom they are nothing but the
‘legacy of past thought,” a ‘ preccipitate ’ left belund
them by our fore-fathers We seem, n ‘ facts,” to
apprchend reality rcady made, because we did not
make them  But our fore-fathers made them, much
as we now make them when we construct for our-
selves new enlilics such as ¢ ether ” in the hope that
m tlus way we may somehow salisfy our necds
Facts, then, are not only relative to man, but are
made by man, cvolved, that 1s, by lus experiments
upon the plastic matenial of lus experience.
‘Reality > and ‘truth’ alike are the results of
human experiments based on human hypotheses
and directed to the satisfaction of human needs ?
Here we see the result of applymng the methods of
science to the theory of knowledge The trans-
formation of pure mnto mmpure expericnce has been
brought about by postulation and experiment
prompted by human nceds, and by tlis means has

Lcf Studies in ITumanism, p 461
et iud, pp 183, 461, and [limamsm, p 11 (notc)and p 55
3« Axioms as Postulates,’ §§ 1-8 (passim).
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been evolved a pscudo-objective world which now
seems to us mdependent and given, simply because
1t 1s not we wlo, as mdividuals, have made it For
the thorough-going pragmatist the story of ‘ reality’
and the story of ‘truth’ are one and the same
“What we judge to Le ‘tiue,” we take to be ‘real;
and accept as a “fact’”t  All three, truth, reality,
and fact, anse 1n like manner from the desire to
satisfy the exigencies of our nature, which demand
that we should “organise the crude material of
cxperience and transmute 1t into palatable, manage-
able and hicable foims” By our experiments we
have modificd what was once a pure expcrience,
and have mmposed upon 1t forms which by force of
habit 1t seeks to rctain  Reality, therefore, alias
expericnce, has lost to a large cxtent its ongmnal
plasticity. New forms arc no longer accepted with
the same readiness as of yore. Qur eftorts to impose
them are restricted, and thus expeitence has
acquired a factitious indcpendence and an ilusive
objectivity wlich we construe mto a real world,
distinct from, and external to, oursclves In reality,
however, there 1s nothing but experience, or, as
M Le Roy puts 1t, “ The mind 1s never confronted
with anything but itself, its degreces and its
moments The woild 1s its work, and atsclf, so far
as 1t 1s made, 1s 1its work also  In this, Idcalism 1s
night, understood i the scnse of an idealism of
thought-action 2

§ 207. Itisstrange that Pragmatism should have
adopted a philosophic attitude i which the principal

X Studies 1n Humanism, p 426
* Bulletin de la Soc Frangasss philosophigue, 1904, p. 166.
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doctrine of the rival and much-despised theory of
Absolutism scems to be rc-asserted Yet such 1s
the case In spite of the philosophic impotence of
Hegel and the utter usclessness of Absolute
philosophies mn gencial, Pragmatism has borrowed
and made 1ts own the fundamental principle of all
Hegeclians, the doctrine of Immanence. Enghsh,
French, German and Amer:can pragmatists alike tell
us that knowledge and reality both ive immanent
within the tissuc of experience There 15 no need
of any transcendental leap from the knower to the
known “In the very bosom of fimite experience
every conjunction required to make the (cogmtive)
relation intelligible 1s given m full”?! We have
seen how tlus cogmitive iclation 1s explammed by
Professors James and Dewey , 2 how they identify
the knower with one experience and the known with
another, or elsc with the same ecxperience taken
agam m a different context , how Profcssor Dewey
talks of odours which know roses and of certain
elements 1n experiences which know others and
which present them as not-present-in-the-same-way-
as-themselves-are-present, but as gomng to be so
present through the intervention of certain
operations ““ Whete are the objects of thought ?
asks Professor James. ‘We have no ground for
saying that they are ouiside experience. . . they
may be continuous with the present ecxperience
itself.” 3 For though ““the category of trans-
perceptual rcality 1s now onc of the foundations of

L The Meamng of Truth, pp 102, 103.
t Vide chap. v1
" Mind., NS 52, p 3563.
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our life,” we can “speculatively imagine a state of
pure experience before the hypothesis of permanent
objects belund 1ts flux had been framed ” ' Smulaly,
Dr Schiller ¢ Theicality to wliach tiuth was said
to correspond, 2 ¢, which 1t has to know, 1s nof a
* fact m 1ts own night, which pie-exusts the cogmitive
functioning > It 1s 1itsclf a fact witlun knowmg,
mmancntly deposited or ‘preapitated’ by the
functioning of our thought” Hence 1t 1s that the
problem of knowledge for the pragmatist 1s ““ not—
‘how can thought engender truth about reality ?°’
but, rather, ‘how can we best describe the con-
tinuous cognitive process which cngenders our
systems of ‘ truth’ and our acceptance of ‘ rcality’
and gradually refines them into more and more
adequate means for the control of our expericnce? '’ ?

Thus Pragmatism and Absolutism are at one 1n
regard to the all-important doctrine of Immanence,
but, further than tlis, they agiee nather m
principles, method, nor conclusions Absolutism
frankly acknowledges that 1t 1s a theory devised 1n
order to explan the umiverse  Pragmatism, though
it also 1s a theory, claims to be merely describing
what 1s obviously contained 1n experience Absolu-
tismisin the strict sense a metaphysic  Pragmatism,
too, 1s metaphysical , # but 1t 1s so because 1t cannot
help itself Its metaphysics are an accident, as it
were, occastoned by 1ts desire to explain cognition
and 1ts conscquent attempt to treat of the knower
and the known. Both Absolutism and Pragmatism

Y The M:awmng of Truth, pp 64, 63, and 68

3 Studies 1n Humanism, P 426, and cf 201, 202.
? On this pont cf. supra § 221, PP
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are 1ideabistic, but wlile Absolutism 1s a Rational-
1sm, Pragmatism 15 a form of Empuicism.

§ 208 The pownts 1 which Pragmatism differs
from othci empmicisms, will, I think, be clear. The
first 15, of couise, almost everytlung that 1s dis-
tinctive of the Postulatory or Experimental Theory
of Knowledge The sccond 1s Profcssor James’
theory of Felf-rclations, to wluch I have already
referred, and on account of wluch he has given to
lus Weltanschauung the name of ¢ Radical Empin-
asm’ Radical Empuicism. like all cmpiricisms, 1s
‘a mosaic philosophy,” a ¢ philosophy of plural
facts,’ 1t ‘emphasises paits rather than wholes,’
and makes the latter subsidiary and abstract, and,
like them, 1t 1s defimtely opposed to Absolutism,
Aptionism, and all forms of nund-stuff theory. But
1t differs fiom Empiticism of ITume and Mill in that
1t admits conjunctive and disjunctive relations as
bang fully co-ordinate paits of experience For
Radical Empnicism, “the rclations that connect
cxperiences must themsclves be experienced velations,
and any kind of velations expericnced must be accounted
as real as anything else 1 the system ! We feel
our ‘ands,’” and ‘ buts,” and ‘1fs,” and ‘fors,’ just as
we fecl other impressions which objects make upon
our senses “‘ Prepositions, copulas, and con-
junctions, ‘1s,” ‘1sn’t,” ‘then,” ¢ before,” ‘imn,” ‘on,’
‘beside,” ‘¢ between,” ‘neat,” ‘like,” ¢ unlike,” ‘as,
‘but,” Aower out of the sticam of pure experience,
the stream of concicies o1 the scnsational stream,
as naturally as nouns and adjectives do.”2 Al

< )

L A World of Pure Experience,” p. 534.
A Pluvalistic Uniwverse, p 349

U
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that is real 1s sensible; and since relations are real,
they, too, must be senstble  The Radical Empiricism
of Professor James and the ‘new’ Empiricism of
France both possess the cluef charactenistic of their
picdecessors  The fundamental principle of Hume
1s1evived.  All ideas that are vahid must be verfied,
o1, at least, verifiable, m 1mpressions , they must
“Jead to the face of directly venfying experiences
somewhere ” ! ~ Both aie reactions agaunst a
philosophy too much encumbered with a prior:
prnciples2  But  Detwien the Empuicism  of
Professor James and that of Hume theie 1s a differ-
ence Ideas are still hitile more than fant copies of
sensations, but they nclude relations, which are as
much expericnces as anything else  This 1s the
chief reason why Professot James clainns that the
empuical attitude which Pragmatism takes up 1s
more radical and at the same tume less objectionable
than any that Empuicism has hitherto assumed 3

§ 209 Closcly connected with his doctrine of
felt-relations 1s Profussor James’ doctrine of the Self
The Self 1s one of those unnecessary notions of which
Radical Empiricism 1s so anxious to get nid, and
cettainly of the real self in Professor James’ explana-
tion very hittle remauns, less even than was conceded
Lo us in the Princi ples of Psychology  Felt-relations,
we are informed, are “of vanous degiees of
intimacy ¢ There 1s first withness, then nextness,
then likeness, then activity (cause and effect), then
purpose, and, finally, as the most mtimate of all

L Pragmatism, p 213

2 cf Le Roy, Revuz Mot et Morale, 1901, p 140
3 Pragmatism, p 51

L “ A World of Pure Experience,” p 535.
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relations, but still a relation and nothing more, the
Self. If we bear in mind the fundamental thesis of
Professor James’ ‘‘ Woild of Pure Experience,”
what he means by affirming that the Self 1s merely
a felt-relation at once becomes clear. There 1s
nothing real and existing except cxperiences and
the {elt-transitions, thiemselves expetiences, by
which we pass fiom one cxperience to another
Hence the Self must be cither one or the other or
both. In fact, 1t 1s desciibed as merely a specially
intimate felt-relation, or °co-conscious transition.
“ Personal histories aie process of change in time,
and the change uscl) is one of the things unmedrately
expertenced. ‘Change’ 1 tlus case means con-
tinuous as opposed to discontinuous transition
But continuous transition 1s one sort of a conjunctive
relation ; and to be a radical empiricist means to
hold fast to this relation of all otheis, for this 1s the
strategic point, the position through which, if a hole
be made, all the corruptions of dialectics and all the
metaphysics pour into our philosophy  The holding
fast to this relation means taking 1t at 1ts face value,
nerther less nor moie, and to take 1t at 1ts face
value means, first of all, to take 1t just as we feel 1t.””?
Since, then, *“ what I do fcel simply when a later
moment of my experience succceds an earlier one,
1s that though they are two moments, the transition
fiom onec to the other 15 continuous,”’? 1t follows
that “theie1s no other nature, no other whainess than
tlus absence of bieak and this sense of continuity n
that most intimate of all conjunclive relations, the
passing of one expetrience into another when they

1 “ A World of Purc Experience,” p. 536. 2 Ibid.
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Lidong to the same sclf ”! Thus “a ‘mind’ o
‘ petsonal consciousness * 1s the name for a series ol
eapeinces run togother by defimte transitions,”
just as “ an objuctive reality 1s a series of sumilar
uaperiences knit togetlir by diffirent transitions 2

§ 210  Now 1t would secm that if T am a catain
stries of oxperunees conjunctively run togetha
and 1f you are anotlier such series, we could hardly
comummcate one with another, sinee my expernces
and yours arc mutually oxrlusive  In spite, hiow-
cver, of lus mos e philosephy, Professor James 1s
able to find sumetling 1 corumen between us, and
so to c¢stablish o mcans of mir-commumecation.
Tive fu1 the most part, my «xpannecs and yous
‘float and dangle ” ate " out of sight uidovant and
ummagueble” Nevatluless they tummate m a

nuclcus of common perccprion’®  Tlus dors not
mcan that vur eapaicnces ey or terminate 1 numen-
cally the seme 1dentical parcept, for all pacopts,
being the experiences of different minds arc some-
what diffaent at least i therr pomnt of view 4
but 1t docs mean that they taminate m something
which 1s numerically one and the same  That some-
thing 1s space or, as Profcssor Strong piciers to
call 1t, pseudo-space Space then, or place—for
the two lerms are not distu guishcd by Professor
James—affcids a mcans of inter-commumcation
betw cen mind and mind

That 1 ody of yoms which you actuate and feel from
witlin must be 1n the came spot as the body of yours
wliach I sce and touch fiom without  * There,’ for me

YThd,p 537
*ld, p 506 3 Itnd, pp 535,56 S Imd, p 3507.
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means where T place my finger Tf you do not fecl my
finger's contact to be “there’ inay sense, wlien T place 1t
on your body, where then do you feel it > Youw inner
actuations of your hody also mect my finger ficre,
1t 15 there that you resist tts push, or shirmk back, or
sweep the finger aside with your hand In general
teaims, then, whatcver dutaing contents our minds may
fill a place wilh, the place atsell 15 a numerically
wdentical content of the two minds, a piece of common
property 1n winch, thiough which, and over winch they
jom !

§ zix  Tlus solution of the difficulty of explain-
mg 1nicraction between mund and nund does but
mvolve us 1o another T'or if mind and matter, the
knower and the known, ate bul aspects mto whicli
m 1etrospection we sphit the unily ol an experwence,
and if our minds “termunate m the same peicept,
not merecly agamst 1t,”’2 1f, that 1s, what 1s common
to you and to me1s not merely common but numeri-
cally identical and immanent to both of us, then it
would secm that we aic not different minds at all,
but at bottom, and somchow or otlier as Mr Diadley
would say, one and the same

Such a doctrine cleaily tends towaid Monisim Yet
Momsm 15, by the ngid cmpnicst, emphuatically
demed, and many catcgoitcal assertions might be
found 1n the writings of Profcssor James with which
1t 15 10 duect contradiction® It 1s certainly mcom-
patible with a pluralistic philosophy and 1t 1s also
mcompatible with the Yesonal Idealism {oward
which so many pragmatssts iend (though so, for that
matter, 15 the above madequate account of the Self).
And m any case, 1t would hiaidly do for Professor

1 Jiud , pp 567, 568
2 Id , p- 567, % eg,mn A Pluralistic Unieerse (passim),
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James, who 1s at present at war with the Absolute,
to borrow a second doctrine from Absolutism 1n
addition to that of Immanence For the present,
therefore, he 1s content to affirm that

round the nucleus, partly continuous and partly discrete,
of what we call the physical woild of actual perception,
innumerable hosts of thinkers, pursuing their seveial
Iimes of physically tiue cogitation trace paths that
inteisect one another only at discontinuous perceptual
points, and the 1est of the time are quite incongiuent 1

Yet Professor James 1s inclined to adopt some
form of Panpsychism, for the ‘beyond’ in a philo-
sophy of experience, he tells us, must 1itself be * of
an experimental natuie,” and “if not a future
experience of our own or a present one of our
neighbour, 1t must be an experience for 1tself
Hence, although “the world 1s so far forth a
pluralism of which the unity 1s not fully experienced
as yet,” even Professor James does not deny that
ultimately an Erfalrungscinlicit may be possible

§ 212. The philosophy of Avenarius 1s not
cssentially different in its conclusions from that of
Professor James Avcnaiius, too, seems to have
adopted provisionally a kind of Panpsychism or
Peisonal Idecalism, though, hike the latter, he thinks
that individual minds are tending toward homo-
geneity, 1f not toward actual umty He, too,
reduces everything to experience, and distinguishes
within 1t a subjective and an objective aspect. His
presentment of his philosophy, however, differs
considerably from that of the sketchy style adopted

1Ibid, p 543, and of The Meamng of Truth, pp 113, 114
Voc cit, p 569, and cf. A Plurahistic Universe, P 328.
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i the metaphysical articles of Professor James,
though, unfortunately, it 1s also much encumbered
by a new and qute unnccessary terminology
Avenarius’ Emprrio-Criticisin 1s only another name
for the philosophy of Pure Experience We may
regard cxperience cither from an absolute or from
a relative point of view, z ¢, we may either consider
the relation of an object (R) to a percept (E), or we
may substitute for (E) a bramn-state (Cm) (the
Empino-Critical  substitution) and consider the
relation of R to C. In either case our results will
be the same, for the psychical character of an
expericnce and 1its objective contents are but
different aspects of the same entity, experience, and
between them there 1s a functional relation  Hence,
for the ndependent vital series, pamn—striving—
satisfaction, may be substituted the dependent vital
series, stimulus—reaction—equilibiium ; and this 1s
a law which holds throughout experience The
oscillation of (R), the objective aspect of experience,
1s always the correlative of (S), the subjective aspect
The magnitude of the oscillations corresponds to the
intensity of consciousness , their direction, according
as 1t 1s toward or away from equilibnium, means
pleasure or pain A habitual serics 1s the correlative
of famiharity and ceilitude, while a new series means
a modification of habit in the physiological order
and a Heterolote, 1 ¢ , 2 modification of knowledge,
i the psyclhucal.

§ 213 Character (fccling, percaving, willing,
knowing) may 1n all experienccs be distinguished
from content (what 1s perceived or thought), but 1t is
distinguished only 1n retrospection, and 15 perceived
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immediately and spatially preciscly mn the same
manner as coatent  (Tlis, by the way, 15 the fust
axiom of Empirio-Criicism ) Since, then chaiacter,
which we asciibe 1o the sclf, 1s just as ob,ective as
content, wluch we ascribe to an object:ve woild,
some other difference must be found by which to
distinguish the sclf from the not-sclf  This diffcrence
for Avenanus, as for Professor James, hes i the
peculiar mtimacy of the rclatrons or tiamsitions
which hold within the foimer

Other selves or minds atec known by the Empiizo-
Critical Postulate, and not by Introjection, which s
the mcthod by which common-scnse 1magines that
1t attains to this picce of knowledge In Intiojec-
tion man first attubutes to his likes, feclings and
thoughts smmlar to his own, and m tlis way dis-
tinguishes two woilds the world of consciousness
or minds and the world of matcral objects. This
he sets down as an ntuition. But when he comes
to reflect, he finds that hc cannot explain how the
two worlds, if distinct can interact ; and so comes
to the conclusion that Ins intuition was not an
intwition at all, but a very bad inference, which he
proceeds to cortect by becoming a subjective
1dealist and denying the cxistence of any objective
world at all The subjective 1dealist, however, 1s
fundamentally wrong, for the objective 1s just as
much an aspect of cxperience as the subjective
And lus mustake 15 due to Ius having supposed that
our knowledge of other minds 1s an intwtion,
whereas 1t 15 really a postulate  The truth 1s that
we arc forced to postulate the existence of other
selves in order tp account for certain elements ip
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our cxperience; and so long as our experience
retans 1ts dual aspect this hypothetical clement 1n
the naturliche Weltbegrif will 1cmain.  But should
we ever attain to that state in which we ‘1narticu-
lately experience’ and ¢ unmtellectually enjoy,’
tlus dual aspect will disappear and with it will go
those hypothetical othet sclves which are due to
analysis and expceriment

§ 214 The aim of a philosophy of Pure
Experience, therefore, 1s not far to seek  Smce so
much of our experience 1s now no longer pure, the
philosopher must make 1t lus business to purify it.
Tlus he can only do by making a clean sweep of all
those notions by which our ancestois stiove to
facilitate thought, but 1n fact have only encumbered
it Substance, accident, cause, sclf, must be done
away  We must descend to the purer level again
Thus process of de-intellectualis 1tion 1s recommended
by Professor James, but 1t 1s Avenarius who has
given us the most intelligent account of the pure
expericnce to which we must return -~ By philosophy
he understands the mnterpietation of the umiverse mn
accordance with the Pruiciplc of Least Energy which
enjoins upon us that we strive (1) to comprchend
the many 1n the one, and (2) to chiminate all useless
1dcas (substance, cause, and the like) since they are
static, whereas expcrience 18 essentially a process
and a growth Tlus done, all that will remain wil
be mmpressions  ‘ Being ® must be thought as an
mpression which piesupposes nothing beyond what
1s apparent 1o the senses. Impressions are the only
‘real content of experience, wlile change 1s the form
which cxperjence takes. This 1s all that the
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philosopher 1s concerned with, unless, perhaps he
can complete h's woik by the discovery of an
Empfindungscinhert  And as for science, 1its
characteristics, when the 1deal of pure cxperience
has been reached, will be the following 1t will be
purely desciiplive, yet sumple, exact complete.
Quality will be 1cduced to quantity ; and laws will
treat of quantitative equvalence, not of causal
connection or scquence  All values and quantitative
relations will be interdependent and mutually
deducible one {iom another. Religion, philosophy
and moials also will be characterised by a purely
experimental method, and will be regarded from a
pwely expeiimental pont of view. The wital serics
will have attamed a maximum of simphcity, and
the same series will be universal throughout the race.
Piedispositions, prejudices and mdividual differences
will have disappeared, and their place will be taken
by an indefinite vailety of minute impressions,
leading lo reactions of a simple and mvanable type
In shoit, when the 1deal of pure cxperience has been
realised, man will have become a mere machine, so
that no matter what paiticulu specimen of humamty
you may choose, if you press the same lever you
will get the same fecling and the same performance
will take place

§ 215 Before procceding to a discussion of the
plulosophy described in the chapter, I should like
to call attention to what 1s, to say the least, a
somewhat remaikable comcidence 1t 1s this:
M Abcl Rey, 1n a work entitled La thdorie de la
Physique chez les physicions contemporawns, after a’
careful examination of the theories and methods of
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Newton, Rankine, Mach, Ostwald, and Duhem,
comes to the conclusion that the philosophy with
wlhich physical science 1s most compatible, even if
1t does not presuppose 1t, 1s a modified form of
Positivism which beats a striking resemblance, not
only to Pragmatism, but also to the philosophy of
Pure Expeiience.

M Abcl Rey does not profess to be a pragmatist,
nor does he acknowledge that Lie has been influenced
by pragmatic ideas In fact, the only recference
which he makes to Pragmatism occurs 1n a footnote
to page 393, where he remarks that certain of his
own idcas are analogous to thosc of Pragmatism,
and that Pragmatism for this very reason, provided
it abandons the agnosticism towaid which 1t 1s
driven by the fashion of the age, will, like the
sceptical criticisrn of science with which 1t 15 con-
nected by numecrous bonds, have rendered a service
to the experimental rationalism of the future. That
this should be the only allusion to Pragmatism 1 a
philosophical treatisc of over 400 pages dcaling with
the theory of knowledge, and with the pnnciples
and methods of Mach, Ostwald and Poincaré, all of
whom have been claimed as pragmatists, seems to
me to be somewhat sirange, and 1s still more so
when we consider that the ideas of M Rey are not
merely analogous to those of Pragmatism, but are
as emphatically pragmatic as any held by the most
whole-hearted pragmatist o1 humanist

§ 216. M. Rey claims to be a positivist or an
empuicist, though not of the school of Comte and
Stuait Mill, whose Empuicism he rejects because it
gwves us no satisfactory theory of the categories,
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The categorics, siys M. Rey, ate n»t forms of the
mmd any mote than they aic foims of objective
reality, but aic due to the pu.posive adaplation of
the habitual activities of mund to the demand. of
objcctive expeiience Nay more, the opposition
of mind and matler 1s 1lsclf strictly relative
Objective experience 1s not something extelior and
independent of mind  ** Objective experience and
mind are mnplhed one mn the other and exist and
develop onc through the other”! Hence, the
categories must be ticated historically  Since they
result fiom cvolution they must have a historical
signification  Thewr natuie 1s psychological and
social, pethaps even biological 2

From this pomnt of view M Rey approaches the
question of truth All truths for lhim, as fa
Dr. Schiller, are humwn truths and have been
gradually evolved They are the result of choce
made by man with a view to adipting lumsclf to
lus environment  Their apparent self-cvidence and
fixity 1s due to force of habit  * Little by hittle our
truths have acqured a certan stability hke to
biological nmmunity, so that certain ways of thinking
have become outs and exclude at the cost of destroy-
g our thinking organism the poss.bilily of becoming
other than they are”  In tlus process of adaptation,
by which truth has been acquired, moreover, man
has been guded thioughout by utilly and by
practical considerations, a criteriva which, we are
warned, as usual, must be taken not wfgare modo,
but in a most noble scnse  The usual pragmtic
conclusion also 1s diawn  Smnce all truths have a

Lop cat, p.393 t Ibid., p.397.
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history and are duc to the combined product of the
mind ol man and of s envuonment, the psycho-
logical stiuctuie of man must leave an indelible
trace even on scicniific truths which will ever canty
i consequence the nrurk of human fabiication

§ 217 In lus discussion of the valdity of
physical theoties (Bovk V') and of the inferences
which may be diawn {1om science 1n 1egard to the
theory of knowledge m genual, therefore, M Rey
has really given us a brief, but vigorous, exposition
of many of the leading doctimes of the pragmatist.
Not only tls, bul by combimng lus Pragmatism
with a philosophy of Purc Experience, he affords
but another mstance of the marked ‘tendency of
Pragmatism toward this philosophy, and at the
same time has brought out cleaily the difficulties
with which Pragmatism 1s involved if this 1s 1n truth
the end toward which 1t mnevitably leads M Rey
believes that Ins conclusions n regard to fruth and
reahty follow logically fiom the principles and
methods of science  Here I cannot agree with him !
Yet by starting {from the scientific point of view,
M Rey, though not professedly a pragmatist, scems
to throw comsiderable light upon the metaphysical
aspect of the pragmatic theory of knowledge.

The firsl problem of knowledge, viz , 1n what does
knowledge consist, M Rey pronounces insoluble,
Knowledge for hun 1s a umique and mysterious
relation which anses. we know not how, from the
adaptation of man to Ins environment We cannot
say i what picciscly knowledge consists  All we

lef chaps xvu, xvin on Piagmotism and Reahism in Physical
Science
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can do 15 to trace moic o1 less imperfectly its lustory
It 15 uscless to define knowledgeor tiuth as adacquatio
mentss ad resn for mind and 1ts object are essentially
relative and must not be treated as if they were
mdependent and distinct  Everything, 1n fact, 1s a
relation Experience 1tself 1s a relation, a system
of rclations  Relations are the given, and when we
analyse them we do but come across further 1ela-
tions 1 Terms aie only the means by which relations
are expressed, and when we t1y to define them we
have to fall back upon relations Knowledge,
experience, 1cality aire ultimately one and the same
thing , they constitute ¢kc relation, ce qui est. But
what this 1s must ever remain a mystery.

The solution of the second problem of knowledge
on these lines 15 sumphaty itself  Ab esse ad posse
valet llalio  Knowledge 1s possitble because 1t 1s
ce qui est  There are no conditions to enquire 1nto,
since neither subject nor object can exist apart from
the relation trom which they arise as co-relative
terms Mind 1s unintelligible apait from matter.
Hence those theories of knowledge—and they are,
alas, in the majority—which place matter on the
one side and mind on the other as distinct entities,
and wluch then enquire how they can be brought
together or how onc can come to know the other,
are theories which start from an altogether erroneous
standpomnt and are wvitiated throughout by this
fundamental fallacy We may, indeed, speak of
knowledge psychologically, regarding 1t as a com-
plesus of habits, but fuither than this we cannot
go, for ““ L’ensemble de ces habiudes cst, dans la

ltop at,p 394
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seule langue que nous Puissions comprendre, ce
quz cst?

§ 218 When we consider the relativistic attitude
at present adopted by many scientists, 1t 1s not very
surprising thal M Rey should have arnived at a
philosophy 1n which relation 1s, as with Renouvier
and Gieen, the Category ol categories, and 1n which
the mass of 1elational appeaiance which Mr Bradley
holds must somchow qualify the real, 15 1tself 1denti-
fied with the real DBut M Rey has carried his
Relativism much further than do the pragmatists,
and further, too, than Ins premises will justify.
Science 1s certainly concerned with relations, smce
1t deals, for the most part, with quantitative changes,
and these arc stiictly rclative It 1s difficult to
understand, however, how the objects which the
sclentist examines can possibly be duc to the rela-
tions which hold between them Can the defimte
and simple ratio which holds between the volumes
of combining gases and the 1olume of the compound
gas that results in any way account for the volumes
and the gases themselves 7 Can ‘ resemblances,” of
themselves, account for the respective functions and
organic structures of allied species of amimals ? Is
1t not rather the other way about, that the relations
arise from the objects themselves, the cquality of
volume from the respective volumes of the gases
which combine, the specific resemblances {rom the
structurc and functions of the ammals concerned ?
M Rey, at any rate, 1s hardly justified m retuining
to the view of Renouvier and Gieen without at least
gwving some fuither teason for lus opinion than the

Lid, p 393
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mere fact that science 1s conceined chiefly with
relations

§ 219 Apart, however, from tlis exaggaated
Relativism  the 1emaikable similanty between the
philo~ophy of M Rey and the pragmatic philosophy
of Purc Expeience, can hardly fail to be noticed
The 1dentification of knowledge with experence and
the further 1dentification of expenience with ce qus
est 18 (deatly the prmcipal thesis upon which the
plulnsophy of Pure Eaperience 1s built  Esen for
the Relativism which characteanses M Rey’s theory
one may find an analogy 1n Piofessor James® dual-
aspect view ot experwnce in which conjunctive and
disjunctive rddations play so important a part  .And
when one 1eflects that this theory 1s the logical
consequence of M Rcey’s pragmatic attitude 1n
regaid to the nature of truth, 1t at any rate suggests
that the philosophy of Pure Expericnce 1s the
natural, 1f not the necessary, complement of the
doctrine that truth consists in a complexus of habits
which have acquired a comparative stability on

account of the useful conscquences to wiuch they
lead.
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CHAPTER XII,
THE PHILOSOPHY OF PURE EXPERIENCE.

IT.—CritICISM.

§ 220. It 1s with considerable musgivings that
I enter upon a discussion of the philosophy of Pure
Experience for fear lest I be told in reply that I have
misunderstood The general standpoint and signifi-
cance of this plilosophy secims to me to be clear
enough ; but I may be mistaken. Andif I am, and
have, 1n consequence, misunderstood what 1s meant,
let me at once apologise to Professor James and to
the late Avcnarius, at the same time pleading wn
excuse what Professor James himself hassaid,viz ,that
a philosophy of pure experience . . . presents so many
points of difference, both fiom the common-sense and
from the idealism that have made our philosophic
language, that 1t 1s almost as difficult to state it as
1t 1s to think 1t out cleaily, and 1if 1t 15 ever to grow into

a respectable system, 1t will have to be bult up by the
contributions of many co-operating minds.}

Where the author of a new system of philosophy
doubts his own power to think that system out, 1t
1s rash, perhaps, to attempt to criticise ; yet when
a system, while yet inchoate, 1s offered to the
philosophic world, the cnitic 1s justified n spite of
the difficulty of his task in making the attempt.

§ 221. The real difficulty, however, 15 not so
much 1n regard to the philosophy of Pure Experience

1% A Worll of Pure Experience,” p. 570.
v
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itself, as i regard to 1ts connection with Pragmatism
and Humamsm The former 1s unqucstionably a
metaphysic , Pragmatism as such s not metaphysical.
Yet that so many pragmatists should have adopted
a philosophy of Pure Experience, and that the
expressions used by pragmatists and humanists
when speaking ex professo as pragmatists and
humanists, should correspond almost woid for word
with the dicfa of the philosopher of Pure Expernience,
indicates that there s, at any rate, a certain harmony
and congruity between the two, and this Professol
James admits! On the other hand, Mr Peirce
assures us that ‘‘the real world, the system as a
whole, 1s, by defimition, outside the sphere of
Pragmatism,” and that * the genetic account of the
origin and selection of truth 1s not a plilosophy of
reahity ” 2 Dr Schiller, too protests that ‘Axioms as
Postulates * 13 * purely epistemological in character,”
and that “ the conception of knowledge as developing
by the progressive detcrmmation of a relatively
mdeterminate and plastic matter never pictended
to be more than an analysis ot knowledge 2 Against
this, however, one has to set the fact that the
expressions used m the expositions of these * epis-
temological* doctrines are of a metaphysical
character It 1s, indeed, not easy to determine in
what sense such terms as ‘ matter,” ¢ form,” ©fact,
¢ plasticity,” ‘normal objectivity,’ ¢ the making of
reality,” are used, if they are not used m a mcta-
physical sense And even if they are not mecant

: Ibid , and cf The Meamng of Truth pp 124,128 172,275,220
.Bnl(l\un's Ductionary of Philosophy, article, ** Pragmalism.”
Studies 1 Hutiamism, P 17 (note).
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metaphysically, but arc used in some strange and
unnatural signification, they scein to be deliberately
chosen, and {lus mtentional ambiguily suggests
that if Pragmatism 1s not alieady a metaphysic,
it may at any momecnt become one. In {act,
Mr Peirce, 1n spite of Ins declaration to the contrary,
which I quoted above, himself tells us that Syne-
clasm, which, he says, wncludes Pragmalism as one
of s branches, 15 ““fust shown to be true with
mathematical exactitude m the ficld of Logic, and
1s thence inferred to hold good metaphysically * 2

§ 222 May not this be true also of the epistemo-
logical theory propounded in A xzoms as Postulates’ ?
It 1s not unlkely Ii the statements there made,
and oft-times repeated 1 Humamsin and Studies 1n
Humanisime, arc not to be mterpicted in a meta-
physical sense, thewr value 1s msignificant For it
15 the duty of the cpistemologist to assign the con-
ditions of knowledge, and if, mstead of assigning 1ts
real conditions, he assigns fictitious and merely
methodological conditions, his theosing 1s 1dle and
useless, and Ius spoculation sheer waste of time.
It 1s, however, difficult to lake the pragmatist’s
philosophy of cxperience, even in Dr Schaller’s case,
m a non-mctaphysical sense  Fou, 1n the first place,
Dr Schulleris not a realist He admuts that Realism
has ‘high pragmatic warrant,” and even a ‘high
degrce of truth,” but, stictly, the real world 1s
mercly ‘a construction wiflun primary reality,’ s e.,
within a purely chaotic eapericnce which as yet
15 neither subjective or objective, appearance or

1 Baldwin's Dictronary of Philosophy, article, ' Pragmatism,”
and cf. article, ** Synechism,”
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reahity ! He admuts also that “in ordinary hfe we
assume that we live m an external world, which s
¢ independent ’ of us,” and that “1t would be a great
calamity if any philosophy should feel it 1ts duty to
upset this assumption For 1t woiks splendidly,
and the philosophy which attacked 1t would ony
hurt itself.” 2 Nevertheless, Dr. Schiller does attack
1t on the very next page, where he tells us that the
pragmatically real woild, 7 ¢, the real world as we
know 1t, 1s but an elaborate construction composcd
of the more cfficacious parts of experience which
have been selected by man on account of ther
utihity and dubbed ‘independent’ facts, poweis,
persons, etc, and which have been ‘ejected’ and
‘extended ’ from lhus consciousness and endowed
with an ‘independent’ existence and ‘transcendent’
reality, because he was unwiling to accept
responsibility for them?® These ‘facts’ and these
‘realities ’ are not, howeter, really independent or
transcendent, but are ‘immanent’ within the
cognitive process, and live wholly 1nside the tissue
of experiecnce* Nor are we logically forced to
extiude them. Our motive 1s emotional and
volitional *  ““Truth’ and ‘reality’ are vald, not
because they are *independent ’ of us, but because
we have ‘made’ them, and they are so completely
dependent on us that we can depend on them to
stay ‘true’ and ‘real’ independently of us”’®
Doubtless, reality 1s not wholly of our making It
supposes pre-existing fact. But pre-existing fact

! Studies 1n Humamsm, p 201, and cf p. 187.

tllid, p 459 ?Ibid, 0, 471. ¢ Ibid,, pp. 426,
$Ilid, p 470. «1:35.4;. 43:7 PP 426, 45
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does not presuppose the real world of common-
sense, but the pre-existence of ‘primary reality,’
or of chaotic expericnce' In short, ‘reality 1s
experience,’? and we might cven say ‘reality’ 1s
‘my’ experience, were 1t not that the statement
might lead us into solipsism, whereas, for the present,
at any rate, we must admit ‘an intimate and plastic
correlation between reality and the expenient ’ Yet
times may change, and a more ‘cluld-like attitude
may be feasible 1n heaven,” where our 1deals of a
more ‘harmonious universe’ may be realised, where
experience will become, we may hope, mtellectually
transparent and continually harmonious, and where,
consequently, there will be no ‘necd to postulate
anything beyond our experience to account
for 1t,’?

§ 223 DBut Jow 1s our experience to be thus
transformed > Cluefly 1t would appcar by the
growth of knowledge , for in knowing we make not
only the ‘truc’ but the ‘real,’* and *the difference
wrought by pragmatic verilication 1s as great in the
case of rcalily as i1t 1s in that of truth ”® True,
Dr. Schiler 1s here speaking of the malung of
‘subjective reality,’® or knowledge—though why
in that case he should distingmsh between reahty
and truth 1t 1s difficult to see ; but he also mamtains
that 1n knowing we really alter reality, and cites no
less than five ways mn which this may take place.’

1ld, p 20I. 2Ind, p 463

8Iad, p 486, and cf sufia,’§ 214

 ¢f iid, Essay vu, “ The Mahung of Truth,” and Essay xix.,
* The Making of Reality ”

S Ibid, pp 431, 432, and ¢ pp 198 ¢ seq

® of. sind, p. 429, TIbd, pp 4 38¢i gy
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(1) “ The making of truth,” he says, “really alters
subjective reahity ’ —a fact wlich fuw would dispute,
but the real question, of course, 15 as to rcality
pioper, ¢ e, objective 1eality  (2) “ Our knowledge
when applied allers real realty, and 1s not rcal
knowledge if 1t cannot be applhied” This agamn,
1s fairly obvious, but to know and to apply one’s
knowledge aie not the same thing  Apphcation
mmplics action and expcrunent which 1s not, as such,
knowledge  Hunce, that hknowledgeatsel{ alters real
reality still ramams to be proved  (3)  Human
bewngs are afyecled by the opimions of others ”  Surdly,
the opiions of others do not affect us directly but
only thiough thur actions und woids m which those
opwmwons arc expressed.  {4) * Mere knowing alfers
reality so Jar al least as onc parly o the transaclion 15
concerned "1 Dr Sclillet 1s heie refeining to the
knower , hence tlus fourth cuse difleis very hittle
from the first  Moreover, the mlluence of cognition
on the knower 1s not mn question. (5) The last
mstance of the ‘making of 1eality’ 1s the most
mteiesting of all  Dr Schiller argues that not only
where men and the lgher amimals are concerned,
but *“even on the purely physical plane on which
our transactions with other bodies are conducted,
there 1s response to our cognitive manipulations
which varies with our operation, and so thercfore
there 1s real making of rcality by us ”’2

§ 224. Inammale thngs “respond to our

! Studies 1 Humamsm, pp 438, 439

2 Jlad ,p 444 (Tt should be noted that ¢ making’ here implies
co-operation and reaction Tt does nol mean * ercating,’ though
what appcars to us as “ onginal and nigid ” may be “ con-
cuved as having been made by analogous processes.’”)
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cognitive opcrations on the level on which they
apprehend them ” Now, ordmnarily, by ‘cogmtive
operations,” onc would understand either thought
or perception, but ‘ cognitive mampulation * suggests
physical action as well  Hence, once again, we are
left 1n doubt as to whether Dr Schiller 1s propound-
ing a new doctrine, or whether he 1s merely affirming
agam and agan an mdisputable fact One thing,
however, seems to be clear, and that i1s that
Dr Schiller 1s firmly convinced that somehow or
other we really do make reahity, and make 1t 1n a
metaphysical sense, for the purpose of his chapter,
entitled The Making of Reality, 1s to prove that
reality 1s somecthing which grows up mn the process
by which truth i1s made, and to show that this 1s
valid, not only for the theory of knowledge, but
also as a ‘ theory of the Cosmos’ True, he makes
a distinction between ‘ discovering’ and ¢ making *
reality, and tells us that “ to wish for a chair and
find one, and to wish fo1 a chair and make one, are
experiences which 1t 1s not easy to confuse ”* But
we must remcmber that tlus distinction for
Dr Schller 1s purely pragmatic,? and that our only
reason for saying that we do not really make the
chair which we find 1s, that “its behaviour 1s such
that 1t 1s practically inconvemsent or 1mpossible to
ascribe 1ts rcality to our subjective activity : * 3 we
do not want to be held responsible for 1ts behaviour,
at any rate not just at present, though we may
become more lenient and reasonable later on. In

1 Studses 1n Humanism, p 430,
2Jd, p 201
SItid, p 430 (Italics mine.)
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any case, we alter reality, even if we do not wholly
make 1t. For not only 1s 1t wrrational to assume

that the Real has a determinate nature which the
knowing reveals but does not affect, [but] the actual
situation 1s a case of mteraction . ... 1 which the
subject and the object determine each other. . ..
When the mind knows 1cality both aie affected, [Just as]
when a stonc falls to the ground, both 1t and the carth
arc attracted, [and just as] in our social relation we
frequently put questions which are potent n deter-
mimng therr own answers, and without putting the
question would have left the subjects undetermined.
[Hence] the ‘determimate nature of reality’ does not
subsist ‘outside ' or ¢ beyond’ the process of knowing it.
. Previous to 111al, 1t 1s 1mndelerminate, 7eally and
from every pownt of view . . , . within limits which 1t
1s our business to discover.t

§ 225. Asamatter of fact, Dr Schiller never does
discover these limits, but this deficiency we must
overlook as we have yet to find out how reality 1s
altered or ‘made’ by the knowing of it. Do we
mmpose forms upon the plastic receptivity of matter
directly, or do we 1mpose them only through the
mecdiation of action? If mere cognition imposes
them, we can never know the object at all, but only
the object as allered by our knowingsi. Reality as
such must for ever remain unknowable. Rather
than adopt so sceptical an alternative I prefer to
think that Dr Schiller has merely been reasserting 1n
his own peculiar way what everyone admits, namely
that we impose forms on matter through the media-
tion of action Thus I take 1t that when we are
said to make reality, what 1s meant 1s that by

} Humamsm, pp 11, 12 (note),
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our actions we modify reality And I am confirmed
in this opimion when I reflect upon Dr Schiller’s
pronouncements 1 regard to ‘mere knowing’® It
is, he tells us, merely ° an intellectualist abstraction,’
“a fragment of a total process, which always ends
1n an action which tests its truth,” and “ to establish
the bearing on reality of thc making of truth we
must consider the whole process as completed, s ¢,
as 1ssuing 1n action, and as sooner or later altering
reality.” ! He then gocs on to speak of knowing
and of cognitive operations, not in the ordinary
and accepted use of the terms, but in his pragmatic
sense as wncluding achon ; and to prove from this
that cognitive operations (knowing proper plus
action) alter reality The whole force of the argu-
ment for ‘the making of reality ’ rests, therefore,
upon this peculiar use of the term knowledge as
including the action which sooner or later follows it.
And that knowledge #n fus sense produces effects
m, and elcits responses or reactions from, even
manmmate objects no onc will deny Dr. Schiller’s
theory that ‘knowledge alters reahty’ sounds
strange to us merely because he 1s using terms in
a strange and unwarranted sense and arbitranly
ignoring a distinction that all psychologists admut,
viz., the distinction between cognition and action.

§ 226. If we agree, then, to understand by
knowledge, knowledge plus action, the thesis that
knowledge alters reality becomes painfully obvious 2
Several difficulties arise, however, as soon as we extend

1 Ibid, p. 440

* That knowledge always includes action, as Dr. Schiller

assumes and as his theory demands, 1s contradicted by the facts
of experience, cf, supra, § 98,
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this ‘making of 1cahty’ to all thatl secems objective,
For if we interpret Dr. Schiller realistically and
regard matter, 1n spite of its formless and wholly
plastic receptivity as sometlung really distinct fiom
our minds, not only 1s 1t difficult to conceive how 1t
could have existed 1n such a state, but 1t 15 also
difficult to mmagme how 1ts evolution could have
begun. It 1s concavable that our ancestors
might have contrived sumehiow to endow with forms
the formless receplivily of their envitonment, but,
unless they also comiununicated activity to at, thus
wholly plastic matter could not have reacted n
1esponse to these or to any other attempts to
“mnform 1t , and if 1t did rcact, then 1t must have
reacted 1n a moic or less definite manner and so
must have had alicady a mmmimum of structuie
In other words, 1f we supposc mitter to have been
independent of mind, and yet to have evolved
solely under the mfluence of Paclion-pensie, we are
confronted with a contiadiction, for cither matter
was wholly formlcess and plastic, and so could not
react, and consequently could not evolve, o1 clse
matter could react and so could not have been at
the outsul wholly plastic and formless

§ 227. Dr Schiller 1s not unaware of this
difficulty, for he mentions 1t on p 434 of tus Stndics,
and proceeds to answer 1t by telling us that theie
1s no answer, for ““the whole question 1s mvalid,
because 1t asks too much It demands to know
nothing less than how reality comes to be at all,
how fact 1s made absolutely  And this 1s more than
philosophy can accomplish or need attempt ”  But,
suicly, tlus 1s not the case, We do not ask how
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reality 1n general began, for clearly, as a whole,
reality never could begm  What we want to know
15 the origin of comtingent reabiy, of that reahty
which we find around us and which 1s subject to
change, and of the knowledge wluch we, human
agents, possess of that reality  Panpsychism, which
1s but another form of the philosophy of Pure
Experience,! gives some sort of answer to this
question. Indeed, 1t scems to be, as I have already
pomnted out, 1f not ihe neceisary, at least the
natural, complement of Pragmatism and Humanism
For wlile to the collection of psychic experiences
m which reality consists, Humamsm adds the
dynamic element by means of which one series of
expericnces, ¢¢., one mind, 15 able to act upon
another serics or mind, and thus explains how by
mteraction and mutual modification the different
worlds which each has constructed for himself are
gradually brought 10 umty , the philosophy of Pure
Experience, on 1ts side, gets n1d of the inconsistency
of a wholly plastic and formless, yect existent,
matter by transforming 1t into rudimentary minds
endowed with some activitly and at least a modicum
of structure. The material univeise, in fact becomes,
as M Bergson puts ii, “a kind of consciousness 1n
which everything compensates and neutraliscs
itself 2

Toward this solution of the difficulty Dr Schiller
tnchnes .3 yet 1t 1s a solution which one can hardly
regard as satisfactory.

Lcf A World of Pure Expernience,” p 569.
EMatire ¢t Memowe, p 262
8 Stuares ym Humanism, pp 443, 446, ¢ sef,
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The question whence come the forms which we
mmpose upon the quasi-conscious bangs-fur-them-
selves, otherwise known as material things, has yet
to be answered DBut 1n attempting to answer this
question the Pragmatic Method breaks down It
affirms that all categories and pinciples, and all
the forms which we 1mpose upon the plastic
receptivity of matter, have had a history  But if
everything has had a history, nothing could ever
have begun to be at all. and as soon as you assign
a beginning to anything, you affirm the existence of
something which has not had a history Thus the
pragmatist 1s compclled to allow that there 1s an
mmitial basis of reality and tiuth which has not been
made by us; and the question then arses whence
that basis with which knowledge began And as
we have scen,! mn order to answer this question, the
pragmatist 1s forced to have recouise cither to
Apriorism or to the theory of Anstotle In a
wholly genetic theory of knowledge the ongin of
knowledge 1s not only inexplicable. but impossible,
and 1 a wholly genctic theory of the umverse
reality could never have come 1nto being at all

§ 228 Closcly connected with this question of
the origin of knowledge 1s another difficulty which
confronts the pragmatist when he tnies to back up
his Pragmatism by a panpsychic version of the
philosophy of Pure Expericnce. In a panpsychic
universe all that exists 1s mind, and all knowledge
1s about mind, hence the problem 1s how different
mmds come to know one another The meta-
physical conditions of knowledge, according to

Y of. supra, § 99,
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Professor James, are (1) a plurality of minds, and
(2) a common world which can be known by each
These conditions, howcver, apply only to our present
stage of devclopment, and aie expressed mn the
language of common-scnse  Conscquently, when
uscd by the philosopher of Puie Experience, they
have to be rec-nterpicted  Thus the ° plurality of
minds’ Dbecomes ‘“the piactically rreversible
structure of our consciousncss, defining the general
forms within wluch our answers must fall,”?
while the ‘common world’ becomes “a most
chaotic pure expericnce which sets us questions,”
and wlnch at most possesscs bul o ‘ mimmum of
structute;* a chaotic pure cxperience which
belongs, I take 1t, to psyclucal beings 1n an abnor-
mally low stage of development  Now, if knowledge
1s to make any piogress, somehow or other these
two sets of psychical beings or experiences must
mteract. But how 1s thus possible ? Professor
Jamcs has agreed to do without the concept of
causation, and he expicssly denies that we have
any direct appichension of the nature of other
minds Our thoughts, he says, do not perceptually
terminatle 1 other minds, but lead us only to their
‘brink,” to thewr “chromatic fiinges, and to the
hurtful words and deeds which are their really next
effccts 2 If, then, mmds are in themselves un-
knowable, and if everything is of the nature of mind,

1 Professor James qualifies this statement by adding ‘* that
the structure was wrought 1n us long ago,” but this qualification
can apply only to some icatures i the present structure ol mind,
otherwise we should agamn be involved 1n the difficulty of getting
knowledge to start

2 A World of Pure Experience,” p 563.
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how do we get any knowledge at all > To say that
we postulate other mmds 1s obviously no solution
of the difficulty whatsoever. for if we cannot
experiment upon other minds, and they cannot
react upon ours, there 1s no possible way n wlich
our postulate can be veitfied The universe having
been reduced to individual psychical beings, between
which no nteraction can take place, each individual
1 shut up within the lunits of hus own experiences.
He cannot communicate them to anybody else
Hence we are driven to Subjective Idealism or
Solipsism.,

§ 229 Professor James might have got out of
the difficulty by admitting some form of monistie
Idealism or Absolutism, but that would have been
too repugn.nt to a plmalist, or he might have
admutted, with Dr Scluller, that mind and matter
(2 e, other minds less developed) can mteract, but
this would have unplied the vahdity of causation
Accordingly. he has 1ecourse to another experiment,
and postulates a common world of spare If we
are to be able to communicate one with another,
therc must be something 1n common between us,
and as our mmuds do not terminate m the same
percepts (siice the percepts of different persons are
never precisely the same), 1t 1s better to say that
they terminate in the same place, or space or pseudo-
space, or something or other of that hind which 1s
very much like space.

Really I do not see liow space’ 1s going to help
Professor James out of Ius ditliculty unliss he 1s
willing to imnterpret 1t realistically  Indeed, 1t 1s
no casy task to discover what preciscly space can
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mean in a philosophy of Pure Experience. It must
be somc aspect of capericnce, however, for ex
hypothest ihere 1s nothing but experience 1n existence
Moreover, when a given experience, per se pure and
simple, has been analysed post factum nto a dual
aspect, we could hardly say that space belonged to
the subjective aspect, so that 1t must belong to the
objective  Or, i other woids, when two people
percerve the same thing, as we say, the objective
and spatial aspects of thewr 1espective experiences
are really identical Whence 1t follows that when
A and B pe ccive the same thing, the picce of
experience 11 question, say Memorial Hall, has not
only a dual, but a tnple aspect, v1z , the objective
and spatial aspect Memorial Hall and the subjective
aspects of A’s and B’s consciousnecss respectively.
Nay, more, should therc happen to be a crowd
gathered 1n front of Memorial Hall, that fortunate
prece of experience would thercby oblain an 1n-
defimte number of subjcctive aspects, each of which
would be the other side, sn to speak, of the same
objective experience. DBut if tlus given piece of
experience 1s really one and the same, and 1s really
common to all the diffcrent minds that percewve 1t
mn sucli a way that they can only be scparated from
it and regarded as distinct by an abstiaction, then
minds 1n reality are not distinct and individual, but
are at bottom onc Thus starting fiom Pure
Experience as mterpreted by the Personal Idealist
or the panpsychist, we arrive at a conclusion which
1s utterly mcompatible with Peisonal Idcahsm, and
mdced with any species of pluralistic philosophy,a con-
clusion which ultimately must lead us on to Monism.
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On the otlier hand, if space 1s interpreted realss-
tically, 1t 1s independent and distinct from mind ;
and experience ccascs to be onc tlung which we
retrospectively distinguish into a subjective and an
objective aspect, for 1t 1s and has been all along
dual 1n that the somcbody who experiences 1s really
distinct from the somcthing (viz, spacc) that 1s
experienced But if this much 18 granted, why
restrict the common object of all perception to space ?
Why single out an abstraction and make that real,
mstead of admitting, with common-sense and the
realist, that tlie material world as a whole 15 real?
Common-scnse Realism 1s a much better solution
than a half-thought-out philosopliy which seems to
tear us 1n pieces and cast some one w.y some another.

§ 230. The disruptive tendency of the pliulosophy
of Pure Eaprricnce may be further illustrated by
the theory that the known in conceptual thought 1s
a ‘““possible c¢xpenence” When my knowledge
does not tcrminate 1n an actual percept, 1t refers,
I am told, to a ‘possible expcrience” What 1s this
¢ possible expericnce,” and to whom does 1t belong ?
Is 1t but another name for Mill’s © possibility of
sensation’ ?  Apparcntly not, for this would mean
Subjective Idealism, which we must try to avoid.
‘ The beyond must be of an experimential nature,
and 1if not a future expcrience of our own (1t cannot
be merely a fufure expericnce of our own if 1t really
cxists) or a present one of our neighbour, 1t must
be a thing in 1itself, 1 ¢, an experience for 1tsclf
whose relation to other things we translate into
the action of molecules, ether-waves,’! etc.  So far,

2 A World of Pure Experience,” p 569.
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so good . the possible experience exists for 1t is the
expeiience of a psyclhical something; and, once
again, this ¢ opens the chapter,” as Professor James
says, ‘to the iclations of Radical Empnicism to
Panpsychism® The ‘possible expeiience’ in ques-
tion, however, 1s a possible expeticuce for me, so
that somehow or other I must be able to get at it;
but Aow I cannol conceive I shall be told, I
suppose, that when I move about or take a journey,
my experience  grows by the edges,” and may end
by comciding with the experience of that psychic
something wiuch I know. Whether such an account
of the way in which we come to perceive objects is
adcquate I leave 1t to the reader to judge.’ Person-
ally, 1t does not scem 1o me to cxplazn anything
at all, for 1t docs not tell me how I am going to
appropriate to mysclf that other experience which,
for me, 1s only possible, and at present belongs to
somebody clse who 1s quite distinct fiom me. The
transition from possible to actual experience still
remams a mystery  The °conterminousness of
different munds ’ and the ‘concatenated umion ’ of
different parts of the world of Purc Expericnce seem
to be little more than words, and they certamly
cannot help us. Indecd, the very °termim ’ which
are supposed to exist between different minds m
this hypothesis, serve but 1o shut each mind up in
its own experience and to prevent 1t from passing
from there to other expericnces at preseni belonging
to other minds or to psychic tlungs in themselves.
Rclations of contiguity (nothing between) are
equally unavailing, for what 1s contiguous spso facto
does not mnterpenetrate. Yet I must be able some-
W
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how to get fiom my own lo the experiences of
somebody clse, otheiwise, for me, they are not
possible experiences, and I cannot know them at all.
Hence I am foiced to admit a © transcendental leap.’
or else to postulate a common somellung  And if 1
choosc the latter course, agam I am dnven back-
wards to the Momsm of a previous chapter or
forwards to the Realism of the next Either that
common somcthing 1s mside or it 15 outside the
miads that caperience it If 1t 15 outside, and we
wish to avoid the sallo moriale, we must adnmut
causal interaction and cirect appreliension of the
nature of reality ; 1if 1t 15 inside, we must modily
Personal Idealism and admut the °through and
through type of umon, each m all and all in each,’
which 1s the charactenistic of momistic Idealism

§ 231 It 1s hardly nccessary for mc to show
that the arguments heie used aganst the philosophy
of Pure Experience as expounded by Piofcssor
James, apply also to the Lmpirio-Crilricism of
Avenarnus, for I have alicady shown that the two
plulosophics are fundamentally the same  Subject
and objcct, character and content, independent and
dependent vital series aie but different aspects of
one and the same entity, experience, 1clatively
distingmished 1 1ctrospection, but not really
distinct. Logical relations between characier and
content and functional rclations between psychosis
and bram-state arc added, but thcy explamn
nothing, and the Psycho-physical Parallchsm
which they imply cannot be proved to hold except
for sensations and 1mag: s and those connections and
groupings of mmages which are classed under the
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general heading of Association of Ideas., Hence
ithe same difficulties anise as before, and similar
alteinatives present themselves  Either experiences
are grouped m finite centres or they are not If
they are. we have Pluralisim, and must either admit
causal interaction or else assign a common Ground -
and if they are not, we have Experience left standing
by itself, without substance, yet giving mse to
differences , without Giound, yet somehow producing
appearances, and {from its primary state of un-
differentiated purity by some mysterious process,
cvolving a conglomeration of ideas, illusory, in-
significant, useless, only to return in the end, aided
by the philosopher, to the same dull state of flat
and meaningless monotony

§ 232 The philosophy of Avenarius suggests
another difficulty which may be urged agaimnst the
philosopher of Puie Experience Avenarius mtro-
duces pro tempore and by the assistance of lis
Empirio-Critical postulate the cxistence of other
mmnds  Yet he forgets to tell us how it comes
about that ‘ characler ’ 1s groupced together in these
postulated minds, or how 1t 1s that while character
appears to be so grouped content may extend to an
indefimite beyond No umty of Ground 1s pre-
supposcd as the condition of the grouping of feelings,
thoughts and volitions 1n these pseudo-real centres
of experience which are eventually to disappear;
and hence the concept of the sclf finds no place 1n
the philosophy of Empirio-Crificism

By Piofessor James the concept of the self is
treated in like manner, and 1s emplied of all real
sigmficance. Pcisonality and umty, conceptions
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so prominent m Personal Idcalism, and so forcibly
thrust upon us by the data of experience are almost
entirely wanlg m his mosaic philosophy Relations
of varnious degrecs of intunacy are much to the fore,
but no umty of Ground 1s admitied, and conse-
quently for Radical Empiricism theie 1s no real sclf
Professor James docs not scruple, mdeed, to usc
rcalistic terminology Agam and agamn he speaks
of * minds * wlich think and feel, and wluch © actuate’
bodics  But neither 1n lus Principles of Psychology
nor yet m lus metaphysical sketches 1s a real sclf to
be found as the 1csult of lus careful analyses The
self for him 1s merely a system of mecmories, pur-
poscs, stivings, fulfilments or disappointments, an
aggregate of rclations intimately cohering together,
co-conscions and somehow leading onc nto the
other, yet without any unity n the backgiound, or
any substance to explan this for{uitous concowse
of psychical characteristics What 15 1t holds
together these various items, memoiics, purposes,
strivings ?  What 1s 1t forms them into a system ?
How 1s 1t that they interpenctrate and suffuse one
another’s bemng while others are left outstanding ?
How are they distinguished from one another and
yet united 1n synthesis > What 1s the sigmificance of
that Iittle word ‘my ~ when I say that myexperiences
pass continuously from one to the other, yet
never pass ducctly mto the experiences of somebody
else > What 1s the significance and what the use of
those purposcs, stiivings and needs which, together,
determine the © will to belicve,” if they do not belong
to a real person, a real umty, who knows that he
has them and demands that, whatever may happen



PHILOSOPHY OF PURL EXPERIENCE 341

to other purposcs and nceds, /s, at any rate, must
and shall be satisfied ?

§ 233 DPragmatism cannot be reconciled with a
Personal Idealism such as has been outlined 1in the
symposium which bears that name, until it assigns
to personality a fuller meaning than 1s assigned to
it 1n Radical Empiricism and in the philosophy
of Pure Expericnce Puiposcs, unless they are
purposes for somebody, necds, unless they belong to
a real self, satislactions, emotions, will, action,
unless they are united and co-ordinated by a hving
personality, are abstractions qute as empty and
mecaningless as those of ¢ pure intellect’ or ‘ mere
knowing’ Facultics and functions which work
together for a common end are inteligible only if
they are grounded n a recal and hiving unity, and
umity and functions alike are abstractions if separated
and considered apait Professor James feels a
great repugnance to puttmg the Kantian *hurly-
buily ’ of sensations within the soul , yet scnsations
arc neither more not less ‘ chaotic ’ than memoties,
strivings, purposcs and felt-transitions without a
soul Kant, with his tianscendental Unmity of
Appeiception, which 1s at bottom but another name
for the umty of a rational self, 1s at any rate able
to explamn the synthesis of the many in the one.
But Professor James and the philosophers of Pure
Experience not only fail to account for this synthesis,
but, neglecting presuppositions, seem to foiget that
a mosaic 1s not a mosaic at all, nor a series a series,
unless the individuals which compose 1t somehow
form a umty, or are capable of beng apprehended
by a mind which 1itself 1s a unily. The pragmatist
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cannot be content with such a philosophy He is
pragmatically bound to restorc rcal unitwes to thewr
proper place in a metaphysic of the umiverse and
m a theory of human knowledge for without them
we are left with a hwly-buily which, 1n spite of 1ts
felt-relations 15 moie chaotic and more unintelhigible
than any Kantian manifold, and with a plulosophy
which 1s wholly 1ncapable of answermg any rational
question, of serving any rational purpose, or of
satisfymg any human necd

§ 234 Supposing, Liowever, that this restitution
has becn made, that the umties destroyed by Dure
Expericnce and the sclves anmihilated by Radical
Empiricism have buen ranstated, and that the
philosophy of Pure Expericnce has been transformed
mnto Personal Ideelism, can thie pragmatist find here
a metaphysic which will satisfy his 1ational needs?
I think not, for Perzonal Idealism and Panpsvehism
themselves are mcomplete and tend to distuption
The discrepancy which atises when an attempt 1s
made to account for intercommunication betwen
mind and mind we have alicady pomted out ; but
the incompleteness of Personal Ideabism may be
shown 1 quile another way It scems to assume,
with Fichte, that the Umverse consists of a system
of rational, stinning Egos A multiplicity of rational
beings, Liowever, cannot be an ultimate fact  This
multiphcity must be accounted for, and 1t cannot
be accounted for by saying that each rational cgo
exists of its own natuie, and 15 necessaty mde-
pendently of 1ts neighbours, for this would lead to
a contradiction A necessary being which s wholly
mdependent of anything else, must be mfinite, since,
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being independent and distinct, there 1s nothing
which could limit 1t Yet de facto 1t 15 not mnfimte
since there are ex hypothess other beings which have
perfections that 1t docs not possess A multipheity
of rational beings, then, cannot individually be
necessary Either they must foiom a systematic
whole which finds its unity and necessity mn an
immanent Ground, mn which case their pcisonality
15 once more destroyed, for they no longer have any
self which 1s really distinct from that Ground ; or,
while still retaming therr personality and their
mutual independence, they presuppose some Being
who 13 one, mfimte and necessary, and whose
existence and purposive action 1s the real, though
not the immanent, Ground of thers

§ 235 Thus, so far as real and personal unities
and a real and personal God are concerned, we have
come back to Realism  Onc assumption alone bars
the way to a complete 1ctuin, and that 1s the
assumption which 1s common to all Idealisms, viz.,
that ihe subject experiencing and the real object
experienced are not distinct  That 1t 1s an
assumption 15 evident ; for the testimony of direct
experlcnce 1s negative, and the testimony of common-
sense belief 18 opposed ¢ Pure’® experience, if we
have any, tells us nothing whatsoever about real
umties, for though we do not distingush the self
from the not-self, we certamly do not regard them
as one; nor do we do so when our experience 1s
purely objective as 1t 1s smid at times to be, for then
there 15 no self-cousciousness at all. The fact
remains, therefore, that as soon as reflection super-
vencs on an act of direct expernience, things and the
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conscious self, objects and the psychical acts in
which they were known, mn a word, what 15 ex-
perienced and we who experience, are held to be
really distinct, and this distinction 1s referred back
by us to the act in which—according to some—it
passed unnoticed It 1s the demial of this distinction
which has led to Absolutism and to the incon-
sistencies and imexplicable mystenies which are to
be found theremm. And it 1s the demal of tlus dis-
tmction which has led to the philosophy of Pure
Experience which 1s even more inconsistent and
more mysterious still

§ 236 But am I nght in saying that all Idcalisms
make the disastrous assumption referred to above ?
Perhaps I, too, have exaggerated ? Indeed, it
would seem that I have. For I observe a tendency
among many 1dealists, notably Personal 1dealists
and possibly Professor Mackenzie, to deny altogether
this assumption, and to adopt a philosophy which,
m all respects but one 1s a Realism  Idealists of
this kind admit individual existents and affirm that
they interact, but in order to explain inteiaction
they postulate that the world, which the 1calist cally
matenial, 15 at bottom spintual. This I cannot but
1cgaid as a musnomer, for the material world 1s
essentially different from man. On the other hand,
between the knower and the known there must be
some similanty of nature, and if to the so-called
material world we assign a reality less petfect than
that which belongs 1o man, it 1s largely a question
of words perhaps whether we call 1t spiritual or
not Spuituality, howcver, connotes intellect and
will, and to predicate those of matcuial things 1s
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netther consistent with facts nor necessary 1mn order
to cxplain knowledge Intcraction we must postu-
late ; but interaction 1s possible even if things are
matenal, as I shall endeavour to show 1n the follow-
g chapters ; whereas 1if all things are spinitual, as
the 1dealist assumes, interaction 1s simply a mystery
which no one can explan. N

In any case this Idecalism 1s not that which the
pragmatist has adopted It might, indeed, be called
a form of Panpsychism, but to Panpsychism the
pragmatist adds s doctrine that in every case
reality 1s really altered by our knowledge of 1t
Nothing 1s more rcasonable than to suppose that, 1f
there be anything personal ail the bottom of things,
the way we behave to 1t must affect *“the way 1t
behaves tous ’* And, as we have seen, Dr Scluller
not only does assume this for each and every really
cognitive act, but strives by might and mamn
to prove it, while at the same time denying
that the contrary hypothesis 15 capable of rational
defence. Consequently, our knowledge 1s never
knowledge of reality, but only of modifications
produccd 1n reality by the very act of knowing 1t,
and that second factor which must be admitted 1nto
reality, “but 1s not of our making,”? must remain
for ever umknowable. The pragmatic theory of
knowledge, therefore, if logically carried out, either
dives us back in Kantian Scepticism with its wholly
useless and meaningless Ding-an-sich, or, if nter-
preted metaphysically, leads us on to a philosophy
of Pure Expenience which, of all philosophues, 1s the

1 ‘Azoms as Postulates,” § 24
B Studies sn Humanism, p 468.
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most hopeless, for 1ts power of explamning the
universe 1s absolutely 7:/, and as soon as an intelhigent
meaning 15 put upon its atiocious terminology 1t at
once bursts with disciepancy and lcaves us no better
off than when we started.

CHAPTER XIII.

THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE
EX PARTE OBJLCTI.

§ 237 In this and 1n the two following chapteis
I do not proposc to give a full or 1n any way an
adcquate account of the metaphysics of any realistic
philosophy, nor do I proposc to discuss mn detwul
the vatious categories of Bemg. That 15 a duty
which pertams to the mctaphysician as a meta-
physician, and not to the cpistemologist, who 1s
concerned with metaphysics only in so far as he has
to treat of the conditions of human knowledge
My mtention here 1s to give merely a bricf outline
of the metaphysics of Realism and to deal at length
only with those of its characteristics which bear
directly upon, and are presupposcd by, the realist’s
theory of knowledge

A not uncommon mcthod 1 mctaphysics 1s to
take 1ts theses one by one, and to endeavour to
show thal each 1s sclf-evident or that it can be
inferred fiom the data of our capeiience I have
deliberately chosen another course. Not that I
disapprove of the older method, or that I tlunk it
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mpossible to establish individnally and yet with
some degree ot conclusiveness the doctrmes of
mclaphysics , but, fist of all, bccanse the detailed
discussion which tlhis way of procceding would
mnvolve hardly lies within the province of Episte-
mology , and, sccondly, because [ feel that, though
1o a plam man who, like all mun, 15 born a realist,
such a method might prove convincing, it could
hardly appear so to one who 1s alrcady pers » gg
of the truth of his own philosophic pusition RV
philosopher 1s a dogmatist in thai he belier
affirms Ins own philosophy to be better thar
anybody clse, and unless you can olta Inn
philosophy which, taken as a whole 1s

matic, more complcte, more sclt-cop

compatible with the facts of !

common-sense belief, and finally m.

Ius own of satisfying lus deepes*
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§ 238. Absolubigm without the Absolute would
be like a aty built 1n the au, and 1n the same way
Scholasticism without God 1s 2 philosophy stripped
of the central i1dea which dominates the whole
The Imitations, the imperfections, the corruptibility
and the changeful nature of the things which sur-
round ug, all point to a something beyond, to a
Being who 1s fiee from the manifest deficiencies of

~f=z1- things, to whom they owe thewr cxistence
and v Jlate\ er degree of reality they possess, yet of
ey are but the imperfect mamfestation.

* we find within pownts in the same direction

* hand, our human souls demand with all

\iof a categorical imperative a satisfac-

11 stop at nothing short of the infinite

her hand, when we reflect on the

man nature, on 1ts fimte knowledge,

wer, on 1ts weakness and incon-

\:. its proneness to error and

hich are so often frustrated

*; when we reflect on these

'guarantee that our needs

'ndeed 1t be the obstinatc

th which they assert

Absolis of oul

g enwe a Being

H#ry s, for their

nselves or irom

to a supreme
*d cssence

“tingent
thut He
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1s because He 1s, and who cannot, therefore, be other
ithan infimie, since 1n Him existence and essence
are one Whether the cxistence of God can be
proved from thesc considerations, 1t 1s beyond the
scope of my subject to discuss  For the purposes of
theory I-assume the exisience of a supreme and
mfinite Bemg, because such an assumption 1s neces-
sary to explan the univeise m which we live, and
because without such an assumption our theory of
knowledge would not be complete

§ 239 Granted, then, that there 1s a Being who
exists a se, 1t follows that all outside Him must exist
i dependence upon Him , and of these dependent
existents something must now be said. They do
not exist of themselves, otherwise they would be
wdentical with God, and they are not mfimte, for
they could only be mfinite if they existed  se. Yet
they exist, and their existence can only come from God
They arc not self-cxisients, but essentially dependent
beings, brought into existence origmnally by the
mere act of God, and sustamned 1n their existence
and activity by the Divine power It 1s 2 common
mistake to suppose that the scholastic conceives
God and the created universe as beings shut off
from one another and independent except for the
first act of creation by which they came to be. Tlus
is an utter misconception. The universe 1s regarded
by scholastics as dependent upon God almost as
completely as 1t 1s m the theoiy of Absolutism!
Finite beings are not mere differences of an Absolute
Ground, or mere paits of onc organic whole. They
have their own existence and their own nature, both
of which are distinct from His. Yet they resemble

1 Sec Appcn(h\, for precisc m ning of “dependence’ and
,independence ’
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and manifest God 1t theirr own 1mpeifect way, and,
though distinct fiom Him, never fo1 a moment aie
they independent So long as they east, they
depend upon Hum for what they are and what
they do Divine conservation and dwvine con-
cursys or co-opelation aie necessary” fromr pegmning
toend Inascnse, we may say with truth that God
1s the Ground of the unmverse, so completely docs 1t
depend upon Him for all thatitis  But that Ground
15 not a Unity amid differcnce immanent within a
concrete individual whole , for there 1s not 1dentity,
but only a far-off resemblance and a one-sided
dependence between created beings and the source
from, which they ultimately proceed

§ 240 None the less, 1n a 1ealist philosophy there
15 room for the concept of ‘umty in difference’
The created universe consists of fimte and distinct
existents, cach having 1ts own nature, each 1n itsclf
a ‘thing,’ and every ‘ thing,’ for the realist as {o
the absolutist, implies a unity i diffetence  This
15 of the utmost impoitance, if 1t1s borne mn mind,
most of the objections urged agamst the realist
doctrine of ‘things’ by Mr Bradley and others
disappcar  Each thing has 1ts own eaistence, 1t
exists per se, and so 1s o substance Each thing 1s
also a what, 1t has qualitics or accidents, 1n virtue of
which 11 1s different fiom other things, and 1n virtue
of which also 1t acls and 1s acted upon. Between
substance and accident, existence and essence, the
‘this’ and the ‘what’ the metaphysician makes
what hc calls a “1eal * distinction  But 1t must not
be supposed that by this he means to affim that
these entities are scparate one from another and
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exist togcther in the conciele as an aggregate He
means nothing of the kind {Substances are not
accidents, and cssence 1s not cxistence ; but, mn the
concrete, substance and accident, ‘essence and
existence, form togetlier an integtal and real whole ;
and 1if either WEE taken away there would be no
concrete ‘ thing’ at all  Accidents are the ¢ differ-
ences ’ of which substance 1s the ° ground ;’ to the
substance they give quality, m virtue of which it
“appears’ And both accidents and substances are
real; but they do not destroy the umty of the
‘thing’

§ 241. The fimte concrete thing always has a
certan, structure ; and this 1t has even at the level
of substance A substance 1s not a bare unity, or
‘subject ’ of accidents , nor yet 15 1t merely existence
per se.  In all corporeal things, whether animate or
inaumate, 1t 1s 1itsclf composite, and 1ts differences
are called matter and form The foundation of
this distinction 1s substantial change None of the
‘things’ which we find around us are wholly
pemanent. They change accidentally and 1n
certamn of therr outward characteiistics ; and they
may also cease to be and give place to something
else The most obvious instance of a substantial
as opposcd to an accidental change 1s that of death,
where what was once a living body ceases to be a
hiving body, and becomes, instead, an aggregate of
substances, all of them 1 a rapid state of decom-
position. The ‘thing’ 1s no longer what it was;
its nature has undeigone a radical change, or,
rather, the thing has given place to some other thing
(or things) whosc nature and ‘substantial form’ 1s
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essentially diffetent  Even 1n a substantial change,
however, there 1s an clement which remains constant
throughout, and that clement or pumnciple 1s meta-
physically termed ‘mattei’ The matter of the
hving orgamism and of the corpsec which 1s left
behind when death occuts is one and the same
It 1s the substantial foom alone which has dis-
appcared, and has been supplanted by other
substantial fooms This will be clearer if we com-
pare more mn detail the corpse and the hiving
orgamism whose place 1t has taken In the living
orgamism theie 1s a single punaiple of life which
dominates the whole stiucture, which has built it
up from a smgle cell, which has made 1t systematic
and organic, which controls all 1ts functions, and
which forms with {he matter thus organised one real
and substantial whole No part or paiticle of the
matter of a hiving oiganism can be sud to have
properties, mechamecal or chemical, which are
peculiarly and exaclusivily its own, nor can the
cells of which the orgamism 1s largely composed be
said to exercise any function m complete mde-
pendence of the substantial form or principle of Iife
With the corpse the case 1s different The maitter
of the corpse 1s the same as that which pieviously
belonged to the hiving organism, and 1t still retains
for a time 1ts organic structure But now there 1s
no smingle principle which ammates the whole.
Many substantial forms have taken its place The
chemical and mechanical propertics which existed
only wirtually m cach part of the living body have
now become actual. A substantial change has
taken place, and where formally there existed a
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living whole, we now have mecrely an aggregate of
matenal bodies whose foims arc of a distinctly
lower type.

§ 242 In the fimite concretc thing we have
further structural diffciences at a level above that
of its substance. These aic1is accidents. Accidents
do not exist 1 separation from or imndependently of
the substance, though in their nature they are
distinct  On the contrary, they aiise directly from
the substanceitself * The actuality of an accidental
form,” says Aquinas, “1s caused by the actuality of
the subject, mn that the subject, 1n so far as it 1s
i potenhia, 1s suscepirve of the accidental form, but
i so far as 1t 1s un actu 15 produciive of 1t 1 For
this “ emanafion of essential accidents from the
subjcct takes place by a certain natural resultance.” ®

The primary characteristics of all corporeal sub-
stances are two-fold They have quantity, and they
have quality. The former follows directly from the
material principle 1n the substance, and the latier
arises {rom 1ts formal principle * The primary
accidents resulting from a corporeal substance are
quantity and quality, and thesc two correspond to
the 1wo essential principles of the substance, scil.,
its form and its matter, quantity corresponding to
matter, while quality anses from form.” 3

Quantity 1s the most imperfect of all accidents,
and this 1s one reason why it 1s said to pertain to
the material rather than to the formal principle in
a body But there are other grounds for this
assertion. The size of a thing depends upon the

1 Summa Theologica, p 1.9 77,8 6
% Ibid., ad. 3. 3 Aquinas, 1n IV, Sent. d. 12,q 1, a. 1.

X
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bulk of matter which 1s united with its substantial
form; and this bulk may to some evient vary.
An amimal, for example, may giow without losing
either lus individuality or his speciecs  Now growth
implies the acqusttion of fresh matter from without
mn the form of food, which, afier being ¢ proximately
disposed ’ by the digestive functions of the animal
itself, 1s assimilated and becomes a part of the hiving
organism, whose ‘ quantily ’ 1s thus increased. That
quahty anses from the formal principle 1s also clear ;
for figure, shape, internal structure, colour,
mechanical and chemical properties, sentience, and
the power of action, are the characteristics by wiinch
one thing 1s distinguished from another, and pertain,
thercfore, to that which makes 1t what 1t 1s, 2 ¢,
they aie the ‘ natuial result ’ of 1ts substantial form.

§ 243 In general, then, 1t 1s the substance of
the thmg which gives rise to and determincs the
species of 1ts accidents. Their determmation 1n
detail, on the other hand, may be due, in part at
least, to external causes Thus while figure, shape
and mternal structure depend for their general
character upon the essential nature of the thing,
they may vary considerably in detail according to
crcumstances  Iigure and shape may be altered
by action from without ~ Structure may be modified
gradually or violently by external forces Colour,
again, may vary with environment, and action, too,
may turn out in cffect to be different from what 1t
was appaicntly intended to be In short, every
mdividual thing 1s both passive and active in regard
to other things in its immediate ncighbourhood.
It acts upon them and they act upon 1t with the
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result that both arc modificd Action and inter-
action, therefore, have a gnod deal 1o say 1n respect
to the detailed determunation of the mdividual.
Prescinding from subsiantial changes, we may say
that in certam respects a thing 1s permancntly
actual, while 1n other respects 1t 1s always 71 polenira.
Accidents 1n general or the specific qualitics and
properties of a thing, ike the substantial form from
which they procced, are essential and cannot change
unless the substantial form and the thing itself ceases
to be and gives place to something else  But 1n regard
to the particular determination of its accidents, a
thing, though aclual at any given moment, 15
potcntia n respect of future modifications Modifica-
tions may take placc owing to the action of things
outside 1tsclf, and siumilarly the thing itself may
produce modifications 1n other things—and also 1n
itself 1f 1t be a living thing capable of immanent
action—Dby virtue of 1ts own activitics.

§ 244 Thus activity and prssivity, as well as
actuality (actus) and potentiality (pofentia) are
characteristic of cverything that has a fimte nature ;
and m the ligher animmals and i man these dis-
tinctions, like other structuial ditferences, become
moic marked. The higher anmimals possess distinct
powers or faculties which, m regard to their objects,
may be characteristically active or passive. Thus,
sensibility 1s distinctly a potentra passiva, since its
function 1s to receive impressions from without ;
whercas the power of bodily movement 1s distinctly
a potentra activa, since by this means the ammal 1s
able to modify 1ts environment The actuahisation
of a potentsa passiva 1s due primarily to action ab
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exira ; that of a pofentia actina 1s due o, or rather 1s,
action ab wnéfra  Sensalion primaunly 1s an cffcct
produced by some agent outside the hiving body, or
1t may be, by the immanent action of the animal
itself  Action 15 primauly the expiession of a
conative impulse wlnch aunses from within and
prompts the anunal to action 1n nrder to elfect some
change 1n 1tsclf or in what 1s external to itself.

‘fhese statements, however, apply only to the
relation of the polentza 1o 1ts object, and 1o its mode
of actualisation 1 general  Sensation on its
psychical side 15 an aclivily, and as with all activities
1ts exercise n any particular form tends to become
habitual, and so, according to the geneial law of all
bemg  to papetuate atsclf.  Hence even when the
object 15 no longer piesent, and conscquently we
have nol sensation or perception 1 the strict sense
of those tetms, we may have images which are at
bottom but famt repelitions of sensations and
scnsation-complexes  Similarly, action 1s a par-
ticular fo1m of activity and so may become habitual.
It 1s, moreover, closcly connected with sensations,
perceplions and 1mages, for by them its particular
foim 1s largely determmed Habit plays a most
mmporiant pait i all orgamic hfe. By 1t both
potentie passiwe and potentie active are progres-
sively determmed and fixed ; and thereby both
perception and action are much facilitated. Memory
and mmagination, too, are accounted for chieflly by
habit, and so also aic the particular forms of reaction
which an animal acqunies and which recur 1mmedi-
alcly a famihar object 1s peiceived.

§ 245. Action 1s duc 1n part to habit and in part
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to preccding sensations and mmages It 1s also due
mm pail to conative impulses, as I mentioncd above.
Thesc mmpulses arise from amimal nceds , for cvery
sentient organism has an ‘end’ or felos, for the
atliainment of which certain conditions must be
fulfilled , and towaid ihe rcalisation of these con-
ditions 11 1s unpelled by a vague though conscious
stnving  Indecd, cvery existing bemng has an
end or felos, and mn gencral we may say with
Spinoza ihat 1ts flelos 15 perseverare wn esse suo.
Everything, whether 1t be animate or mammate,
strives io realise its own nature and to maintain
itself 1n eaistence.  If 1t 1s legitimate to suppose
that there 1s a being so simple that 1its sole end and
function 1s to vibrate in a particular way and at a
certain rate, 1t will endcavour, as far as in it lies,
to go on vibrating at that particular rate and in that
particular way, and will sirive to overcome all
obstacles which hinder the rcalisation of that end
The significance of the #clos 1 the case of living
beings 1s much gieater “and that they strive 1o
1calise their natuie and to maintain their own form
of existence will hardly be denicd. This conative
tendency 1s due to the formal principle by which the
matter in a hving body 1s organised and built up
mto a definite structure, a structure which is
necessary for the very existence of the ammal and
which 1n consequence 1t endeavours to mantain.
The striving of the foimal principle to persevere
m 1ts own being, howevel, 1s counteracted by the
material pumnciple or body which tends to decay ;
and at first sight these scem to conflict with the
general law that every beng tends to persevere
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in esse suo. But this 15 not really the case. The
‘matter’ of a living orgamism foimeily belonged to
material substances having chemical and other
properties, and though these substances as suck no
longer exist when ihcy have become part of the
Living orgamsm, their formal piinciples still exist
wrinally Now to exist virtually 1s not to cwst
actually nor yet to cxist mciely o potentia It
constitutes a soit of mean between the two, and
implics a tendency to exist  Thus, in these virtually
existing formal principles—call them chemical atoms
and molcecules if you prefer—the geneial law of all
being 1s exeniphfied, and at the same time by means
of this hypothesis seveial fucts may be explaned
1t eaplams, for imstance, why 1t 1s that chemical
substances {ake the place of the hving orgamsm
immediatdly after death, not indeed n the onginal
form in wlich they were first taken up as food, but
as rc-aitanged and 1cconstituted by the living
orgamsm 1tsclf, It cxpluns also—at least, so 1t
secms to me—many facts connected with discase and
decay , for it would appear that the paits of the
living orgamsm tend to become independent , and
to acquue functvns of their own, and so to resist
the controlling power and all-pervading mllucnce
of the substantial form of the whole To discuss
this point, however, would lead us too far afield
Decay 1s at any rate a fact which the formal principle
of Iife 1s cver stniving to overcome, whence 1t 1s
clear that the cnd of a living organism 1s to rcalise
1ts own nature and to perpctuate 1ts own existence

§ 246. Onc of the puncipal ways in which exist-
ing things stuive to realise their end 1s by transient
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action. I refer not meidy to those particular
actions by which hiving beings propagate and so
peipcluate themselves in their offspring; but to
action ad cxira of any kind whatsoever  Omne agens
agit propter finem ; and thnt fims 1s to produce 1n
some other thing a charactenstic belonging to the
thing that acts TFor—if I may quote agan an
Anstotchan axiom or diclum—actio sequitur esse ,
a thing can only act according 1o 1ts nature. ~ And
again, omne agens agit sibe swmile ; the effect must
resemble its cause, for one thing can give-to another
only what itscll has got Hence, mn so far as
modification produced m onc thing 1s produced
therein by the action of another, there 1s a similanty
or an 1identity of form between the two As a
matter of fact, however, cffects are scldom due to a
single cause, but to the co-opcration of many
causcs, and not infrequently the rcaction of the
relatively passive object may contribute toward that
effect. In any given case, therefore, 1t 1s difficult
to determme what preciscly the causes are and to
what extent any particulal causc 1s 1csponsible for a
given effcct. This accounts largely, I think, for the
Relativism of many philosophers, cspecially of those
who are scienttfically inclined, for in science we
know little for certain beyond the fact that, given a
certain complexus of phenomena (causes included),
another complexus of phenomena will follow. Let
us illustrate our principles, therefore, by a com-
paiatively simple example

A stone 1s thrown by a small boy and a window-
pane broken. The direction and the velocity of the
nussile were determined by the boy’s action, by the
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directron in which he moved his hand, and by the
force which he cxerted The stone passed through
the window, and, 1f 1ts speed was great, the hole in
the window will cortespond to the shape of the stone
In any case our piunciple, omnc agens agit sibr sunnle,
15 1llustrated Molion has produced motion,
duzection has dectermined dunection The reaction
of the objects i which effects are produced 1s also
lustrated The an resisted the motion of the stone
and 1ts speed, in consequence, was slackened The
window-pane resisted 1t still more, and soon after 1t
came to a standstill  The stone was thrown against
the force of gravitation, and gravitation in the end
brought it to the ground The hole made 1n the
pane of glass, too, will be of the same shape as the
stone only provided the latter struck it with a
veloaity approsimating to that of a bullet, other-
wise 1t will be an irregular hole and will be sur-
rounded by crachs due, not to the impact of the
stone alone, but in part to the structure of the gliss
Thus even a rough analysis of a phenomenon of
this kind 1s sufficient to show that of the many causes
which contributed to produce it, each tended, as
far as possible, to 1eproduce 1tself, and had our
analysis been more precse and quantitativcly exact
the general principle illustrated would have becn
still more apparent,

§ 247. One more example may be taken;
perhaps not a very good onc, but one that is at least
famihar and inteiesting What 1s 1t that causes
death ? To answer tlus question we must go back
to the doctrine of matter and form_ Every co1 poreal
whole consists of matfef and form, and before the
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subsiantial form can be umted with the potentiality
of the matter, 1t 1s nccessary that the latter should
be ‘ proximately disposed’ for the reception of the
form, and as long as the form exists therem, the
matter must retain the disposition or organisation
requisite for 1ls emistence Hence, 1f some hostile
agency, violence, or discasc of the parasitic type,
or, again, a process of decay, destroys the organic
structure of a living body, the substantial form
which inhabited that body cither ceases to be, or,
if 1t has an existence of 1ts own independently of
the matter with which 1t 1s united, 1t leaves the
body and exsts elsewhere Death, then, in itself,
15 a ncgative rather than a positive effect, and
considered merely mn the negative aspect, 1t needs
no efficient cause. It 1s not the production, but
the cessation.of existence It consists in the destruc-
gcessatio
tion of a substantial whole for the existence of which
a certain organisalion was the matcrial cause and
the condition sinze qua nom What the so-called
* cause of death ’ really does, theicfore, 15 to produce
in that organism a new form, accidental indeed, yet
mcompatible with the existence of the principle of
Iife This form, moreover, remains when life has
ceased. Hence 1t 1s that the ‘cause of death’
(¢ e, the act which produced the accidental form
that occasioned death) may be discovered by a
medical examination of the corpse Poison, for
mstance, does not act ducctly upon the formal
principle of a living organism, but upon 1ts matter,
m which (vg.) by haidening ceitamn tissues and
cells, or by causing violent contraction of the
muscles, 1t produces a condition incompatible with
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the performance of 1ts functions as a lhiving body.
Hence, the conditions necessary to life being
destroyed; lfe-atsclf ccases to be, and other sub-
stances take the place of the hiving thing The
formal principles of these substances, however, are
not an effect produied by the nommal ©cause of
death ;° but are duc to the fact that, bemg already
wrtnally 1 cxastence, now that the controlling and
umfymng mfluence of the iving form 1s goue, they
are able to spring mto actual eustence toward
which they were tending oll along

§ 248 The universe, then, as understood by the
realist, consists of a world of finite beings, material,
organic, scntunt, rational, no onc of which 1s
merely a phenomenon nor yet merely a substance ;
but each a concrete individual whole, each a
thing, each cxisting per s¢ and having 1its own
mner structure of substantial ground and accidental
differences  And this world of finite beings implies
an wnfimte Beng as 1ts uliimate cause or as the
condition without wluch 1t could neither have begun
to be nor yet continue to be DBetween God and
His creatures there 15 an intimate connection, for it
1s to Him that they owe fiom first to last their
existence, their nature, and all their powers  With-
out His assistance no thing can persevere m its
being,” and without His concurrence no action can
take place  All fimte beings are wholly dependent
upon the Supreme Bemng, bul they do not proceed
from Him as accidents emanate fiom a substantial
ground , nor do they arise withun Him as differences
within a concrete whole The relation of God to
created caistents 15 umique, and thewr dependence
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upon IIm cannot be compared except by analegy
to any kind of dependence that exists within the
fimtc world The umverse 1s nol an organism, nor
yet a iving whole  Indced, 1f we consider only the
fimite world of creatures, I should prefer to call it a
system, and prescinding fiom consciousness, to
compare 1t to a huge maclune rather than to a living
being , for as m a machine so 1n a finile world, theie
arc parls distinct fiom one another, yet adjacent
and mnteiacting, cach having 1ls proper function,
and all togethcr fouming a systcmatic whole con-
structed accordmg to an intclligent plan. Con-
sclousncss, however, 1s a fact, and a fact of supreme
mportance, without wlnch the umveise would be
meamngless Hence the above comparison 1s far
from adequate, as all compaiisons must be when
onc of their terms 1s the universe 1isclf. Neverthe-
less, the universe 1s belier described as a systematic,
than as an organic, whole For though all its paits
are rclated, they aic 1cal mdividuals, each having 1ts
own exisicnce, and though on account of tlus
relatedness a change 1 any one part mvolves a
change m some at least of the others, change as such
pertains to the mdividual In essence change 1s a
transitus de potentra wn actum. [t presupposcs in the
mdividual an already ecxisting potentiality of
definite nature which 1s now realised or determined
to “act’ by the action of an cfficient cause. And
since the umiverse 1s a system, rational in its design
and 1ts end, all change takes place according to
definite and knowable laws, Did we actually know
these laws in detail, we should know also the nature
of the things upon which they depend, and did we



364 THECRIES OF KNOWLEDGE

know the nature of tlungs we should know the laws
which gevern their mteractions Bul as yel we
know neither adequately nor m detail, and until we
do, a complete philosophy of nature 1s 1mpossible

§ 249 Of the relation of man to the umverse n
which he lives, notlung has been said as yet, except
1n so far as man 1s included under the general heading
of living orgamisms and fimte mdividual wholes and
1s endowed with all the characteristics which these
possess I have trcated the umverse from the
objective and not fiom the human pomt of view,
and T have done so deliberately, for 1n tlus chapter
1t 15 with the object of knowledge and with ihe
genctal metaphysical principles that underhe the
theory of knowledge that we are at present con-
cerned  One or two remarks on the gencial relation
of man to the umverse, however, must now be
added, and they will, I hope, mitigate somewhat
the 1re of the humanst at my apparent neglect of
the human point of view

Regarded from the humn point of view, every-
thing 1n the umiverse 1s ¢ wium et veruwm et bonum
It 1s wnum, for cvery eaisting bemng 1s an ind.vidual
comprising unity of giound amid structural differ-
ence, and as such may be appichended by man
It 1s werum (or cognoscibile) for the nature and
structure of all existing things s 1intelligible, and
the object mamfesting itself to the mtellect 1s, as
we shall see, the foundation and ultimate criterion
of all truth  And 1t 1s bonwm (or appetrbile), for
everything 1s capable of becoming an object of
human desire, and possesses the power of satisfying,
directly or indirectly, a human need. These dis-



THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE 365

tinctions, howcver, do not correspond to real
differences 1n the concicte thing ; but are relative
toman The tiuth and goodness of a thing are the
thing 1tsclf and all that 1s compuised theiein, con-
sidered as an object of human knowledge and
human desire. Indeed, in a sense all things may
be said to exist for man, since he alone of all finite
existents can know things as they are and as they
are distingmished from one another and from
lumself, and he alone can rationally appreciate
thair goodness or value. Other animals can feel the
effects which are produced m thar sentient organ-
1sms by action fiom without, but not as cffects of
action from without And other animals are aware
of mmpulses which prompt them 1o 1cact mn such a
way as to satisfy theiwr nceds, but of the meaming
and sigmficance of such impulses and needs they
know nothung It 1s only for man that sensation
has meaning, and 1t 1s he alone who knows the
significance of his impulses and his needs; for he
alone can 1cflect and 1s self-conscious  Knowledge
m the strict sense of the term and rational action
are charactenistics peculiar to man; and for this
reason the rest of the woild 1s subordmate to him
and, as lus knowledge of it advances, steadily
becomes more and more subject to lus control, more
and more subscrvient to his needs.

250 QOur account of the knowable now being
complete, we mught proceed at once to discuss the
knower and the metaphysical theory of the process
by which knowledge 1s obtained, were 1t not that
Mr. Bradley has raised certain objections to the
realist’s view of the object of knowledge, which must
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first be disposed of The objections which concern
us most are thosc which aic directed (1) aganst the
doctrine of subsiance and acaident, and (2) aganst
the doctrine of causation

The doctimne of substance and accident or *sub-
stantive and adjective’ Mr. Bradley finds to be a
failure , and the first reason he gives 1s that 1t seems
doubtful what the s can 1eally mean whcn we say
(vg) that sugar 1s whte and hard and sweet
“Sugar 15 obviously not mere whiteness, mere
hardness, and mere sweetness , for its reality les
somehow 1n 1s unity ”  But *“ we can discover no
real umty existing outside these qualities, or, agan,
existing within them 1

What sort of umity 1s Mr Bradley looking for here ?
A umty apparent to the senses > One which can be
separated from its qualitics and percerved 1n all its
nakedness.as a umry ?  Surely not.  Yet, if not, I
Tail to understand where lies the difficulty I fear,
in fact, that Mr Diadley 1s confusing two senses mn
which the woird ‘ thing ’ 1s popularly used  Wemay
say, as he remarks, either that the thing ¢ sugar’ has
certain qualities, or that 1t #s wlite and hard and
sweet , but these two forms of predication are not
contiadictory, for the term “thing’ s not used 1n the
two cascs 1n precisely the same sense ' When we say
that a ‘ thung ’ 15 so and so, we speak of the concrete
thing, regarded as a whole, complete 1n 1tself, and
embracing a umty i diffcrence But when we
affum that a ‘tlung’ has qualities, we no longer
regard the thing as a concrete whole , but, analysing
it—mentally, of course—into a unity of ground or

Y Appearance and Reahity, p. 19,



THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE 367

substance on the one hand, and differences of
stiucture, accidents or qualities on the other, we
say that this unity which we now call by metonymy
a ‘thing,’ has, or 1s the ground of, certain differ-
ences. This use of the term °thing’ 15 hable
perhaps to lead to misundcistanding, as 1t has done
apparently m Mr. Biadley’s case, but, in spite of
the ambiguity thereby intioduced, 1t 1s a use of the
term which 1s not without justification. For clearly
¢ thing-ness > belongs 1n the concrete individual to
the ity of gréund rather than to the qualitative
difference, smnce 1t 1s this umity of ground which
makes 1t a thing.

§ 251. Mr. Bradley urges his difficulty, however,
by quotmg against us the old dilemma ‘If you
predicate what 1s different, you ascribe to the
subject what 1t 1s not , and if you predicate what 1s
not different, you say notlung at all’

The reply to this sophistical argument really rests
upon what logicians call ‘the smport of propositions.’
In facl, we have only to distinguish here the use of
the term ‘subject,’ just as we distinguished above
the use of the term ‘thmng’ and the difficulty
disappears. For 1f our °‘subject’ refers to the
substantial umity of the thing, we do not contradict
ourselves when we say that 1t has certamn differences
any more than Mr Bradley contradicts himself,
when he makes a similar predication of the Absolute.
While, 1if the subject be taken to mean the concrete
thing as a whole, again there 1s no contradiction 1n
affirming that 1t embraces a certamn difference, for
the universe in Mr Bradley’s philosophy does the
same. In other words, if the subject of our judgment
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is a substance or a unity of giound, we must use the
‘has’ form of predication, mn which case subject and
predicate aie not the same, nor are they regauded
as the same , whercas if the subject of our senicnce
be a concrete thing (or, for that malter, a com-
plexus of attributes) then we must use the ‘15’ type
of proposition, 1n which case we do 1dentify subject
and predicate, but we 1dentify them not on the
same level so to speak, but because and 1n so far as
they imply a umty of giound

§ 252. dany of the objections which Mr. Bradley
raises agamnst the notions which are employed n the
metaphysics of Realisn aie, like lus objections to the
doctrine of substance and accident, based upon a
misconception , and objections of tlus kind 1t 1s
haidly necessary to discuss since they have been mct
for the most pait, I think, by the exposition already
given Others, agam—indeed the majority—pre-
suppose his theory of 1clations wlhich has already
been discussed  The difficulties raised m the earlier
portion of Ihis chapter on ‘““Causation” are an
example of this  Accordingly, I shall pass them over
Toward the end of that chapter, however, an
objection of quite a different kind 1s raised, and this
I fecel bound to discuss m some detail, not only
because 1t 1s typical of another typec of Mr. Bradley’s
objections, but also, and more cspecially, because
the doctrine of causation 1s of vital importance 1n the
realist’s theory of knowledge

The objection, as usual, 1s thrown into the form
of a dilemma * Causalion must be continuous ;”
for 1f 1t were not, 1t would not be causation, since we
should have the cause ““ enduring unchanged through
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a cerlamn number of moments, and then suddenly
changing”  Yet “ causalion cannot be continuous,”
for, if 1t weie, the cause would be entuely without
duration ‘It would never be itself except n the
time occupied by a line drawn across the
successlon ' 1

§ 253. Now, although Mr Bradley speaks herg
of ‘continuity,” he seems to me to have a false notion
of what a confinuum really mecans, or, at any rate, 1s
not clear as to the difference between a conbinuum
and a setles of mathematical pomnts No succession
of points without extension and without duration
can under any conditions give risc to a confinutim,
whether in space or in time For 1t 1s mmpossible
to get extension out of what is unextended, or
duration out of a succession of timeless instants, so
that a confinwum, whatever clse 1t 1s, cannot be
made up of contiguous mathematical points, since
m that case 1t would still be a point. If, however,
wwou ask me to define a continunm, I confess that I
am unable to do so -I might say, perhaps, that to
be a continuum 1s to be undivided and yet to have
parts ouiside parts, but this does not help us much,
for the parts themselves must have duration and
extension, otherwise we shall still be without our
contsnuum. The fact 1s that the notion of a con-
finuumn 1s for us an ultimate notion, and to deﬁne?
“An ultimate noton 15 clearly impossible Because
the notion 1s ultimate, however, and cannot be
defined, 1t i1s not necessarly mvahd. For there
must be ultimate notions somewhere, and, 1f these
are necessarily invald, the whole superstiucture

1 Appearance and Reality, pp 60, 61.
Y
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falls to the giound, knowledge becomes an 1m-
possibility, and sceplicism ow only alternative
Did Mr. Bradley admu:t the valhidits of the geometrical
concepts of points lines and suifaces, 1t might have
been possible to prove by a regress the vahdity of
the notion of a confenuum , for upon that notion
the whole of geometiy 1s based pomts, lines and
surfaces being notling clse but ltmts or boundaies
which mairk oft one confinunm from another, which
1s contiguous but gualifatrvely distinct  Geometrical
notions, however, arc 1cguided by Mr Bradley as
fictions, nonentitics, uselul for some purposes, but
none the less fictions! How a nonentity can be
uscful, or how a pure ficlion can be of service in
dealmg with the rcal world, I am unable to under-
stand , but if our notions of suifaces lines, and
pomnis have not a valid foundation 1n reahty, it
would be illogical under the circumstances for me
to argue from their reality to the reality of the
contanuum which 1s pirecupposed  Consequently,
we must adopt another cotrse

§ 254 Though a contnuum cannot be defined,
1L may be illusirated And 1 the fuist place all
consciousness 1s continuous except for the breaks
caused by sleep. Every psychosis has duration
and passes gradually and without any actual break
»0f continuity into the next.  Secondly, all matenal
)things arc contmuous, they have extension and
;thcy last  Stuctly speaking, however, matetial
things do not constitute one continuum mn the same
ESensv that a spell of consciousness does  For between
matcnal things there 1s a bicak.  They do not pass

Yoc il ,p 61.
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mnto one another, but are mdividual and distinct
Nevertheless, there 1s still a sense i which we may
say that the physical world 1s a continuum. The
extension of the mndividual in time and in space 1s
limited and so has boundartes, yet the boundaries
themselves have no exteunsion, but are, as Mr Bradley
says, luits, m the mathematical scnse  While
then, if we regard the woild n {he concrete as con
sisting of many individual things, we must say tha
there are many conlinua, contiguous, yel discrete ;
if we abstract from thing-hood and quahtative
differences, we may say with tiuth that the spatial,
and m hke mauner the temporal, conlinuum 1s one.
§ 255. Having thus clcored up our 1deas some-
what 1 regard lo whal 1s meant by a continuum,
let us return to Mi. Bradlcy’s destimcbive criticism
of the notion of causation Is causalion con-!
tinuous » Certawly. for, as Mr DBradley says, if
we were 1o lake a sulid shice nul of the flow of events,
we should find that 11 contamned elements which
were m process of change  But docs 1t not follow
that a caunse 1s without duration and so cannot be
real > This will depend cnlircly upon what we
mean by a cause If, instead of taking a solid
section out of the flow of events, we bisect it by a
line, and then by another abstraction divide this
Iime 1nto two aspects one ‘before’ and the other
“afier,” the ‘ before ’ aspect being our ‘cause’ and
the ‘after’ aspect our °effect,” certamnly neither
cause nor cffect has duration and both are equally
unreal But, if we do not make the second of these
two abstractions, but, 1n so far as our line of section
marks a dsfference 1n the flow of events, are content
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to call whatever comes before 1t the cause, and
whatever comes after 1t the cffect, then we can assign
to both causec and cflict as much duration as we
please, and this ime both will beical ~ Mr Bradley’s
argument 1s based on a fallicy He asswmes that
causation, though continuous has no duration, or,
i other woids, that for a finite cause to produce a
finite cffect no time 1s 1equired ; wheteas 1n fact all
causal action 1s a gr.udual process which may occupy
a considerable period of time. That it should do
so is, I grant, an impeifection, but so also 1s change
and cverytlung clsc in thus finite world ~ And if you
choose to say that that which 1s imperfect 1s less real
than that which 1s pcifect, again I have no objection
to raise  On the contrary, I willingly assent, and
did we know more adequately than we do what 1s
meant by an all-perfect Beng, we might define all
finite peifections as the negation or himitetion of
some one of His, for in some way or other change,
time, space 1mply mmpcrfection and the negation of
tota simul But since we cannot adequalcly con-
ceive the All-perfect, we must be content to start
with a knowledge of fimte perfections and to nfer
what God 1s from our knowledge of them And
though He alone 1s fully real, 1t does not follow that
finite perfections aie unreal, or our nottons of them
mnvalid, still less that they are self-contradictory,
To much ignorance I confess, with a doubt T can
sympathusc, but a contradiction 1 plulosophy 1s
intolerable,
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CHAPTER XIV.

THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDCE
EX PARTE SUBJECTI.

I.—THE SENSES.

§ 256. We have seen that every being in the
universe 1s for the realist onfologically true; it has
a nature, a structure, a function, a purpose, all of
which are knowable We have also scen that every
being 1s active, and 1s capable of producing effects
tn other things, which 1n so far as they depend upon
1t as upon their cause, must 1escmble 1t in some one
of 1ts characteristics These are the conditions of
knowledge ex parte objects.

Ex parte subjects we nave a human bemng—for 1t
1s with human knowlcdge alone that we are con-
cerned—and that being 1s endowed with all the
characteristics of a scnticnt o1ganism, and also with
the higher functions of intcllect and will. He 1s a
substance, a unity of giound amid structural differ-
cnces, and all his faculticsand functions work together
for a common end. He 1s passive, and mn him other
things may produce effects ke to themselves. He
1s senfient, and therefore he can fcct these effects ;
he has an intellect and so can apprchend their
meaning. He 1s also active Consequently he can
move about and so can bring himself into contact
with an indcfimte variety of things in an indefinite
variety of circumstances He has the power of
action, and hence, gmded by lis reason, cap
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manipulate and experiment upon the objects which
make up his environment and n this way
progressively increase both his knowledge of their
nature and his control of their activities

§ 257. What, then, 15 this knowledge that man
possesses, and how does he come to get 1t ? There
are two questions here and they must not be con-
fused one with the other I have said above that
man 15 conscious of the effects produced 1in himself
by physical objects, but, ordinaiily, he 1s not
conscious of them as effects. He does not reason
within himsclf ‘these are effects due to external
objects, but effects must resemble their causcs
therefore these cffects give me knowledge of objective
reality’ I am going to argue in this way, but
then I am treating the matter metaphysically, not
psychologically, or from the point of view of ordinary
common-sense  What are de faclo sensations the
form of which 1s determined by the causal action of
external objects man spontaneously and naturally
apprehends, not as sensations, nor as ‘effects,” but
as the qualities of natural objects The species
sensibilis, therefore, 1s ordinanly the 1d quo perciprtur,
not the :d quod percipitur , and similarly 1n regard
to the intellect. For, as Aquinas says, * the species
inlelhigabahis 1s to the intellect as the species sensibles
15 to the sense But the species sensibilis 1s not
tllud quod sentitur, but rather 1d quo sensus sentst.
Hence the species wntclbigibibis 15 not +d quod wntel-
hgitur, but 1@ quo ntclicctus wntelligst 1 Ideas,

! Summa Theologica, p 1, q 85 @ 2 Note All scholastics
grant that in the idea or concept we know the object immediately,

though some prefer to say that the verbum mentale or concept 1s
w1t gquo res wnlelligitur tather than d quo wntelligiur  And
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then, are the means by which we think of objects
De facto they correspond to the objects about which
we think, for otherwise they could not give us
knowledge of objects, but we do not first think of
our 1deas and then infer an object to correspond;
we think directly of the object through and in the
1dea.

Knowledge, therefore, 1s one thing ; but kow we
come to know, or what are the metaphysical con-
ditions of knowledge 1s quite another matter. Yet
to define knowledge, apart from the process by
which 1t 1s acquired, 15 1mpossible. For knowledge
1s an ultimate notion LEverybody knows what 1t 1s,
because everybody kmows But he cannot define
1t unless he also knows 1ts metaphysical conditions.
Knowledge implies a certain pecuhar relation
between thought and thing; or, again, it may be
regarded as an action or a habit of mmd which,
being given, that relation anses; and it will be
better, perhaps, to leave the matter i this vague
form until we have discussed further the conditions
of knowledge

§ 258. Wehave,then,ontheonesideanintelligent
knower and on the other sidc the knowable, things,
material, organic, sentient, rational and, finally, God.
Of all these we somehow have knowledge. Yet, 1if
the knowable 1s distinct from the &nower, just as

there 1s some foundation for this view, since in the thought of
absent objects the wlea has a twofold function to perform It
15 (1) the means whereby we think, and (2) 1n 1t the object
about which we think 1s presented to the mmd In other
words, the object of our thoughts, though not actually present
to our senses 1s none the less present n 1den  Cf supra, p 53,
and cf also Aqumas, De diffirentia verby divini et humans,
and Urraburu, Psychologia, Lib tt, disp 2, cap 2, art. 3.
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one knower 1s distinct from anothei, how are they
to be brought togcther unless we are to admut that
abomnation of Profcssor James, a salto mortale. The
Arnstotelian answer 18 by nfcraction.

Knowledge implies that the formal characteristics
of the knowable aic somehow mmmancntly present
1o the knower Conscquently, as we have agreed to
regard the knower and the known as existentially
independent, and since mn our wotld the only means
by wlhich one thing can influence another 1s by its
actions, for knowledge to be acquired, directly or
indirectly the knowable must act upon the knower
mn such a way as to reproduce 1n him that character-
stic of 1tself which 1s known  Things, however, do
not act directly upon the mind, but only by way of
the body, and then consciousness 1s not affected
unless they act upon that particular part of the
body which we call the terminal organs of sense
Yet when things do act upon the organs of sense,
they must—according to out metaphysical principle
that the effect resembles the cause—produce thercin
a modification which 1s hke to themselves i so far
as 1t 1s an effect which depends upon thewr action as
upon 1ts causc  On the other hand, in receiving an
effect, the rccipient 1s not mercly passive The
effect 1s recerved secundum modum reciprentss ; or,
mn other woids, while the partecular form which the
effect takes 1s determmed by the activity of the
cause, 1ts specific nature 1s determined by the
potentra passiva, wluch 15 thus reduced to act
Hence, when effects are produced in a sentient
organism, they must in general be felt, not because
scnsation 1s something superadded to the modifica-
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tion produced 1n that orgamsm ; but because the
modification itself 1s a fransilus de potentia ad actum,
which takes place i a potentia passwa of a certan
spectfic (scef , sentient) nature  Whenever sensation
occurs, 1t 15 at once a species 1mpressa and a species
expressa It 1s a specics timpressa because 1t 1s a
modification, the form of which 1s determined by
the action of an object external to the organ of sense ,
and 1t 1s expressa because 1t 1s not merely a modifica-
tion of the bodily organ, but a sensation having a
particular quality *

§ 259. Thecorrespondence here affirmed between
sensation and 1its causc may seem to many crude,
if not a sheer absurdity It 1s, however, essential
to Anstotle’s theory of knowledge, and though
phystology and physics have madc great progress
since the days of the famous Greek, 1t is only the
details and not the general principles of his theory
that have been affected As a theory consisting of
a complexus of hypotheses and principles, 1t cannot
be established wholly @ posieriorz, nor can 1t be
verified point by pomnt by companson with the
facts, not, mndecd, because these are relevant facts
which 1t cannot account for, but because our * facts,’

1 The account of the act of perception given 1n this chapter 13
based upon the theories of Aristotle and Aquinas, but, the more
adequate knowledge which we now possess of physiological
psychology has made 1t mecessary to mtroduce certain modi-
fications. The species 1mpressa, for mstance, 1s not 1dentified by
Aquinas with the physiological process that underlies perception’,
but 15 merely the species sencibilis qud an etfect Indeed, the
term species impressa1s not used by lmm at all, though he admats
an wmumndatio naturalis 1n the organs of scnse which resembles the
external cause, and which 1s to sensation as matter to 1its form ,
and similarly, 1t woull appear, in regard to cerebral processes that

accompany and concition the phantasm, or what we should now
call the percept or umage.
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in physiologv especially, are comparatively scanty,
and many things which are sometimes asserted as
facts belong mn truth to physiological theory [
would ask the reader, therifore, to hold whatever
prejudices he may have wn abeyance To argue as
some do that the f correspondence notion of truth’
1s absurd, because copying 1s useless, 1s to beg the
whole question  For if copying can give us know-
ledge and so cnable us to increase the control we
have of the things around us, and thus to make
them more and moie subscrvient to our needs, it
certainly 1s nof uscless  While to affirm as many
do, that sensntion cannot be a copy of its object or
cause, 1s agun urational, for it assumes that we
know what the objective qualities are to which
sensations are supposed to correspond, whereas 1n
fact, we know very little about them, and in some
cases, smulls and tastes for instance nothing at all
Let us then suspend judgment until we have
examined theoties and facts both physical and
physiological and I think that in the end we shall
find there are none with which the Anstotchan
theory of knowlcdze 15 incompatible

Our thceory alfiims thit sensation 1s ke 1ts object
or cause, and two rcasons may be given for thus
assertion, (1) that it follows logically from the general
principle that the effect resembles 1ts cause, and
(2) that sensation being the 1d guo percipitur, though
not 1itself cither perception or knowledge, must
correspond with 1ls obycet otherwise 1t could not be
the empirical source whence all knowledge 1s derin ed
Were these principles generally 1ecognised  as
axiomatic, we might leave the matter here, but a
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they are not, we must examine in detail the psycho-
pPhysical process of sensation, n order to discover
how far 1t resembles what we know—or suppose
that we know—of the physical properties of
objects

§ 260 A scnsation—or, better, perhaps, a sense-
mmpression—has many characteristics, but the
‘ quality ’ of sensation 1s the characteristic in refer-
ence to which 1t 1s most difficult to establish cor-
respondence. In regard to it I shall endcavour to
establish two points (1) that what physicists and
physiologists have to tell us about the matter tends
to confirm rather than to upset owm theory, and
(2) that, so far as ‘ quality ’ 1s concerned, a precise
correspondence 1s not 1cquired.

Let us first consider the species impressa, which I
regard as identical with the nervous processes that
are the immediate anteccdents or physiological
conditions of sensation and percepiion. Sensation
1s undoubtedly closcly connected with the nervous
impulse, and probably arscs, so thinks Professor
McDougall, as that mmpulsc passes through the
synapses that connect one ncurone with another.
Of the nature of a nervous impulse we know nothing
for certain , but we do know that nervous impulses
must differ, becausc sensations themselves are
different. The question 1s, then, what 15 the
ultimate cause of these differences’ Are they
determined objectively by the stimulus, or sub-
jectively by the ‘specific energy of the nerves’?
The latter view ongmated with Professor Muller,
and a short time ago was very widely accepted
among physiologists. Professor Wundt, however,
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rejects it in favour of a more objective theory,
and 1t seems to me that he docs so wilh good reason.

The ‘Spccaific Energy’ theory affirms that the
qualily of sensation must be due to the structuic of
the nervous tissues and not to the physical stimulus
because (1) a specific sensation may be produced by
other than °‘adequate stimuli,’ and also (z) by
stimulating the cut end of a neive, and (3) the
Young-Helmholtz theory of colour-vision, and the
Helmholtz theory of audition presuppose this
hypothesis? These arguments, however, are by no
means conclusive. For (1) the possibility of producing
sensations by other than normal stimul and 1n cases
where the end-organ has been lost or destioyed,
may be accounted for in the same way as memory
and 1magination, viz , by functional differentiation,
of the nervous tissuc due to habitual activity ; and
(2) the Helmholtz theories presuppose not necessarily
spectfic differentiation of the nerves, but of the nerve
ternunals in the eye and n the ear. Morcover, there
1s not the shghtest anatomical evidence for original
specific difference 1n the nature of the nerves o1 of
the cells wlich belong to the various organs of sense,
but only in regard {o their pevpheral cud-organs
Hence we conclude with Professor Wundt that both
centrally and peripherally the general law holds that
repeated stimulation of a particular kind changes the
nervous substance and gives it a tendency to exhibit
a certain specific process mm whatever way 1t may be
stimulated ; but that whereas peripherally special-
1sation of the nervous clements 1s mnhernted, centially
1t 1s not, but 1s acquired duiing the Iife-time of the

Y ¢f McDougall, Physiological Psychology, PP 58 et seq.
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¢ ymang and wnlnbifing perpherally excited im-
p ses and only later of 1cp1oducing such impressions
sphtancously, owwmg to modifications of the
sulgtance of the ncuroncs due to previous excita-
tio’ What we inhent cercbrally are “dis-
posttions consisting mn neural connections, and hence
iav‘)urmg certain kinds of reaction.”?

§ 261  Physiologically, then, there 1s no evidence
whatever, so fa: as the nervous impulse and the
quality of sens'tion are concerned, which can be
urged agamnst our metaphysical theory. On the
contraiy, if, as Piofessor Wundt says. “ functional
different: ition of mervous matter 1s due to special
conditions ansing from external circumstances and
external stimuli,” 1t scems probable that the
purpose of peripheral adaptation 1s that the effect of
the stimulus may be the more easily produced.
And we are confirmed 1n this opinion when we take
nto consideration physical theories 1 regard to the
constitution of the various objects perceived by the
scnses If light 1s a periodic motion 1n the ether,
and colour a propeity of the molecules 1n a body 1n
virtue of which certain rays of light are absorbed and
others reflected, clearly that a periodic motion ot
(say) 500 billion vibrations per second should be able
to affect the organ of sense requires some special
adaptation, and the same may be said of heat-waves
which are also periodic, but of considerably greater
length, and therefore require a different adaptation
in the end organ. Simularly for piessure 1if 1t be due
to a bombardment of molecules I do not wish to

\\:1V1dual “The central function 1s that of

! Wundt, Phystological Psychologv, vol 1, p. 320 (Eng trans ),
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suggest, of couisc, that the rapid v1bmt10nslc'7r
hypothetical ether are reproducud in the or 9%
sight or of tempetatuie precisely in the s ume m
that they exist in the ether (or in what AuX
would have called the Diaphanum), for, o
differences on this hypothesis being: quantits
it would be sufficient if the rclativeXralues o *he
wave-lengths were pieserved ; and thel:- are grounds
for thinking that the propagation of nery ous impulses
1s periodic

It 1s, however, haidly worth while secking for
further analogus between physiological piocesses
and the interprtations put upon the sensibile pro-
priwm of the various scnses by physical theory.
The uncertanty of both our physical and our
physiological theories makes all speculation of this
kind decidedly piematute Nevertheless, what
knowledge we have scems to confirm rather than to
disprove ow contention that an organ of sense 1s a
potcntia passiea, the actuation of which 1s due to a
stimulus, and ultimately to an object, to which the
specics wmpressa corresponds

§ 202. Wec come now to the species expressa, to
sensation 1tselt, and here, 1f our physical thcories
arc correct, theie 1s no correspondence 1n the literal
and punctual sensc between the quality of the
sensation and the objective quality of the thing.
Exact cotiespondence m cvery detail, however, 1s
not requued ; mdeed, if theie weie a correspondence
of this kind sensation would practically be uscless
for knowledge  Knowledge begmms with sense-
cxperience, and whal we want fiist are not minute
analyses, but broad distinctions. We do not want
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to know how many bithon times a second there 1s
a vibration 1n the ether, but what 1n general are the
qualities of an extended thing which we wish to
distinguish from some other thing. And for pur-
poses of distinction the ‘ qualitics ’ of sensation are
extremely efficient. They do not tell us anything
about wave-lengths or about the chemical con-
stitution of a molecule, for their function 1s not to
give us a knowledge of details, but to represent them
syntheircally hke the mathematician who plots out a
curve  And, as a matter of fact the stimulus 1tself
comes to us m synthesis Hence, if we did get a
distinct sensation corresponding to each element 1n
the stimulus as analysed by the visual substances
of the retina or by the basilar membrane in the
cochlea, the representative value of sensation, as
well as 1ts utihity for knowledge, would be far less
than what 1t 1s  The first condition of all know-
ledge 1s the power of discimination and the
accuracy of the senses in this respect could scarcely
be greater than 1t 1s. The normal eye never
mistakes a wave-length of ‘000656 mm. (red) for
one of *c00527 mm (gieen); still less do our senses
confuse these shorter wave-lengths of light with the
longer ones of heat Stimuli, whether differing
quantitatively or qualitatively, are most accurately
distingmished by means of the ¢ qualities ’ of sensa-
tions, and are automatically aranged mm classes
under the general he:dmgs of colour, heat, sound,
pressure, flavour, odour etc Thus, though the
quality of sensatiuns tells us nething of the nature
of objects, 1t tlls us a gireat deal about their
differences, and, consequcntly, i1s of immense value
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for knowledge, since thereby we are enabled to
distinguish one thing from another and so to make
them the objccts of further research. Nor can 1t
be said that the senses deceive us by leading us to
believe that to be objective which 1s really sub-
jective. If you ask the plamn man what colour s,
he will reply that 1t 1s a quality in the object, and
this 1s true; for, according to the scientists, 1t
consists 1 the power of the object to analyse hight
by absorbing some rays and reflecting others  That
the objective quality, colour, 1s of such a natuze, the
plain man does not know, for hus senses tell him
nothing of the nature of colour But he does know
that colour 1s a quality of objects, and that colours
are objectively different, and his knowledge 1s
valid sciertifically as well as for common-sense.
Even m regard, then, to the quality of sensation
there 15 a certain correspondence between 1t and
the quahties of objects, and though the correspond-
ence 1s not precise or detaied, 1t 1s sufficient, and
were 1t greater than whatit 1s, the value of sensation
as the 24 quo percipitur would be lessened instead of
increased.

§ 263 Positive knowledge, however, 1s derived
not so much from the ‘ quality ’ of sensation as from
other characteristics which coriespond to the
‘ primary * qualities of objects or to sensibslia com-
munia, 1 ¢., to qualities of objects perceptible by
more senses than one. All sensations secm to have
extension or extensily, and in what 1s presented by
sight or by touch, there 1s a spatial ariangement of
qualitative differences which 1s the basis of ow
knowledge of figure, shape, distance, magnitude and
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number ; while changes within a prescentation and
succession among presentations themselves are data
presupposed by our knowledge of motion and rest,
time, change, duration, ctc Now, betwcen the
extensity and configurations wluch characterise
sense-presentations, and objective extension and
figure, as we undeistand 1t, there 1s clearly a cors
respondence , and this correspondence scems to
apply also to the intermeciate hink, the species
smpressa, or the physiological modification produced
in the nervous system At any rate, 1t 1s true m
regard to the periphicral terminals of the organs of
sight and touch. The relative posttions of different
parts of the retinal image correspond approximately
with the relative posilions of objccts within the
field of vision ' For touch, too, the configuration
of the surface of a body with which we are m
contact corresponds approximately with the con-
figuration of the end-oigans of touch m the
part affected, though the coriespondence here
1s far less accurate than it 1s mn sight, and depends

1 That the retinal image should be 1nverted does not affect
the correspondence theory  All positions are rclative There
1s no such thing as an absolute upside-down The direction
‘down’ 1s determined by the foice of gravitation as experienced
by touch and by #normal ~ision ‘Up’ 15 1ts correlative
lactual space and visual space, moreover, since they reveal to us
identically the same objects, are correlated in experience Disturb
this corrclation (v g ) by the usc of a mask fitted with lenses
that re-invert the retinal image (vide Psychol Rev m, Girf,
w, 3411, 465f , Stratton, Evpersmental Psvoh logy and Cu'lure,
p 147§, Mind NS v 402§, James' Pun of Psycho'ogy,
u c 20, pp 182, 183), and things will at iust appear upside-
down relative {o their previous positions as experienced by
normal sight The rilatne positions of objects within the
wvisual field, however, remain the same, and a new co-ordination
of {actual with wvisual space 15 1. pilly ellected,—a fact which
seems to mdicate that not only cur tactual and visual experi-
ences of relative positions, but also the co ordination of these
experiences 18 objectively determined,

z
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largely upon the number of nerve-termmnals which
are present mn the part of our bodyv wiich 1s affected.
So much so, m fact. that experiment 1s able to show
that an 1llusion occuts where, for instance a stiaight
edge (say the clge of a prece of paper), 1sapplied to
a lime of termnals in wlhich a distinct bend occuis,
for 1n that casc the edge of the paper 1itself appears
to be bent Nevertheless, even m ‘ touch,’ there 1s a
rough correspondence between the configuration of
the object touched and of the mnerve-termmnals
affccted.

§ 264. The perception of shape, and especially
of distance, 1s due, however, not merely to touch
and sight proper, but also to what 1s called °the
muscular sense’ A movement of the eye involves
sensations ansmg from the muscles which biing
about that movement, from the muscles concerned
n the processes of accommodation and convergence,
and more cspecially from the close-fitting socket of
the eyeball. A movement of the hand or foot
involves sensations arising fiom the skin, the joints,
the muscles, the sinews and the periosteum In
each of these two scts of sensations, not only co-
ordmmation, but also ¢ fusion ’ occurs, and the product
13 a perception of thiee dimensions by sight or by
movement and {ouch. In what a ‘fusion’ of
sensations consists, or kow they fuse, 1t 15 1mpossible
to say, hence 1t 1s impossible to show precisely how
there 1s * correspondence ’ 1n regard to the sensations
mnvolved 1 the perception of three-dimensional
space But 1t 1s clear that such a correspondence
1s possible, for not only docs each element 1n the
complex mmply an intensively graduated series of
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sensations but many of these clements have spatial
values of thewr own Thus the sensations arising
from the last jomnts of the fingers, from the wrist,
from the elbow, and from the shoulder are each of
them capable of giving us a perception of motion
in two dimensions Indeed, since the movements
of these respective jomnts may be made indepen-
dently one of the other, I do not sce why, if there
had been a fourth or a fifth dimenston, we should
not have been able to perceive 1t  For if these
joints and the sensations arising from them are
such that each could give us a perception of two
dimensions, — a,b, — a',b', — a"b", — a”’,b", why
should not the a’s have fused to give one dimenston,
while the &'s, remaining distinct, each give an
additional dimension? In the abstract such a
combination seems possible, and had 1t actually
happened, we should have percetved, 1t would seem,
not three, but (in the above case) five dimensions.
The fusion, however, does not take place in this way,
for 1ts product de facfo 1s the perception of space
1n three dimensions And since we cannot account
for this either physiologically or psychologically, 1t
would appear that its cause must be objective.
Whence we may infer that owr space s three-
dimensional, and that the combination of sensations
to form a complex 1n which distance 1s perceived
1s 1tself objectively determined.

§ 265. So far as concerns motion and rest,
duration and number, 1t can hatdly be disputed
that there 1s some sort of correspondence between
psycho-physical processes and objective reality.



388 TIICORIES OF KNOWLLDGE

But in regard to the psycho-phiy-ical processes
which condition the perceplion of space, exception
may be taken to my pioof on the ground that it
rests upon false assumption I have endeayoured
to show that theie 1s a correspondence between the
spatial arrangement of the things we percerve and
the impression made by them upon our senses’, but
tlus correspondence 1t will be said, apphes only to
the mmpression made on the perphetal end-organs,
and I have no 11ght {o assume that these are psycho-
pliysieal procisses at all

Two replics may be made to this objeclion  First
of all, the oldcr vieav that the stimulation of the
peripheral  end-organs 15 itsclf accompanied by
consclousness does not scem to have been disproved
In fact, 1t scems to me probable that the whole
afferent process 15 psycho-physical  The possibility
of arousing speaific sensations by stimulating the
cut-cnd of a nerve can be explaned, as I have sad,
by the differentiation of cercbral paths arismg from
thewr habitual use  The occurience of hallucinations
mn a person who has been depuived of some organ of
sense may be similaily explauned, for the vividness
of the hallucination 1s sufficiently accounted for by
the abnormal condition of the brain 1n such a case,
a condition wlich implies excessive activity and
urtabilily in certamn paits.  Again, the lag of sensa-
tion may casily be accounted for by incitia in the
end-organs themselves While, on the other hand,
if the modification produced in the cnd-organ 1s nos
a psycho-physical process, 1t 1s difficult to account
for the marked difference between a sense-impiession
and an immage.

t Cf. supra, pp 384, 38s.
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Sccondly, even 1f scnsation 1s in the brain and not
in the sense-organ itsclf, it cannot bLe proved that
the spatial arrangement to be found in the sense-
organ does not hold also in the cerebral cortex
No physiologist, so far as I am aware, has ever
succeeded 1n tracing an sndividual chan of neurones
from 1ts terminal organ to its coriesponding centre
(«f 1t has one) 1n the cortex  And even 1if this could
be done, and 1t should turn out that the chain of
ncuroncs do get mxed up, so to speak, ‘ local signs’
would establish all the correspondence that 1s
neccssary  For 1f cach mnerve-termmnal has a
charactenistic ‘local sign,’ 1t does not much matter
where sensation fust arises, since that ‘local sign’
will be quite sufficient to detetmine the ‘ place’ of
the stimulus.

§ 266  The scholastic dictumn, then, that cognitum
est 1 cognoscenty secundun modum cognoscentrs, does
not scem so far to have invahdated the general
principle that omms cognetio fit secundum stnulitud-
wem cogmdby et cognoscentts  Scnsation 1s an effect
produced 1n a sentient organism by an objective
cause which 1t rescmbles, and that resemblance 1s
not destroyed by the co-operation of the organism
mn the production of the cffect DBefore leaving
sensation, however, and passing on to mtellectual
cogmtion, I should like to pomt out one character-
istic of sense-tmpressions which scems to offer a
striking confirmation of our causal theory I refer
to what 1s known as ‘extcinal projection’ Our
sensations, 1n external perception, aie projected
outwards as it werc Apart altogether from the
fact that man perceives through them, s.c., intel-
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lectually apprehends m them the qualities of
objects, the latter appear at a distance Distance,
1n other words, 1s felt as well as percetved Hence
localisation as a mere datum of experlence does not
umply thought Yet appearances are localised not
m the brain or the organ of scnse, 7n0r yet m the
objecltive medium, but wn thewr determumng cause.
Colour 1s projected back imto the object; sounds
aic 1eferred to an external source, and in touch
when an mstrument 1s used, such as a walking stick,
we fecl not with the hand, but with the end of the
stick Feclings again are localised 1n the hair, the
beord, and 1n the teeth, no matter whether the latter
be false or real, dead or ahive. In short, independ-
ently of thought-reference, {celings are localised or
projected back into their causes, regardless of
medium, of wnstiument, and of the organ ahke
This projection, both normal and °eccentric,’. 1s,
doubtless, a function of the aforesaid ‘muscular
sensc ,’ but how 1s 11 to be accounted for and what
1s 1ts significance, if not that the form or species’
of the scnse-impression 1s determined by the
objective cause ?

From the arguments here adduced 1t should, I
think, be clear that sensation has a repicsentative
as well as an affective value The question, there-
fore, which now concerns us 1s how that rcpresenta-
tive value 15, so to speak, converted 1nto knowledge
Sensation, and even sense-perception—sf we abstract
from thought, which 1 man usually accompanies it—
1s not knowledge On the other hand, according to
the scholastic, “ nihl ¢st 1 wniellectu quod non fuul
prius wn sensu.” How, then, does this transition
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take place? How does sensation generate ideas
and so acquue a meamng ?  Tlus i1s a question which
I shall endeavour to answer ariséolelico imodo 1w the
following chapter.

CHAPTER XV.

THE CONDITIONS OF KNOWLEDGE
EX PARTE SUBJECTI.

II —TuE INTELLECT

§ 267. By ts functions, its powers of abstraction,
of generalisation, of relational judgment and infer-
ence, the faculty of mtellect 1s evidently distinct 1n
pature from that of sentience As a cognifive
faculty, 1f our causal theory 1s to hold good, 1t must
be, of course, a pofenira passiva DBut 1t 1s not
merely a polenfia passiva, 1t 15 1n another aspect
active, and hence 1s called an wntellccius agens  The
wndellectus passwus or possibilis 1s simply the intellect
considered as passively receptive of forms or species
derived from the phantasm or sense-impression
and ultimately {rom the objects The functions of
the sniellectus agens, on the other hand, are many.
Knowledge 1s gradually bwlt up by a slow process
in which analysis, synthesis, induction and deduc-
tion, postulation and verification all play a part.
But just as a building cannot be constructed by
merely beating the aiwr with hammer and chisel and
trowel, but postulaies matenals as well as tools, so
our imtellectual activities would be useless unless
somehow they could obtain material upon which to
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work We must get 1deas from somewhere. for it
15 upon ideas and thuar relations that the whole
supcrstructure of knowledge 1s built Henco the
firct int il ctual {function wladls we must diseness 15
that of apprelicnsion or abstraction. for 1t 1s by this
that our 1duns 1n the fust place are formed

§ 268 Apprelicusion must not be confused with
conception, wiich 1s a much more complex proecss,
mplymg often both judgment and nfirence
Apprehension 1s simply the process by which from
the pliantasm, 1mag. or sense-impivsston the 1dea 1s
obtamncd  Now the phantasm s ronerete. particular,
complex, and nch with a multifanous detail,
whereas the idea 1s abstract, general, and, 1n the
first nstance, simple The 1dea, therefore s
something different from the phantasm  Hence, the
phantasm does not of 1t= lf deteimnine the aclus of
the mtellectual pofenfia but some process of
abstraction 1s wmvolved m which the universals
mmplicit 1 scnsc-impressions are apprehended It
1s the individual which 1s piesented 1n sunse-
pcreeption ; but the mdividual, being compley,
cannot be known all at once  We have to attend
first to one aspcct. then to anotlier, all of them simple
at first, yct corresponding to some aspect of objective
reality, because, though the phantasm does not
st per se and sunplicater determine the idea, 1t does
so 1mpelled, as 1t were, by attention and controlled
by tlic selective activity of the intellect

§ 209 Thus knowledge begins with elementary
nottons such as existence, bumng, umily, quality,
change duration, extunsion, direction, distance, on
the objccuve side ; and psychical existence, thought,
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sensation, volilion, activity, ctc, on the subjective
side  All these notions, and otheis besides, arc both
simple and ultimate for us., by which I mean, not
that they cannot be anulysed mctaphysically or
logscally defined, bul that 1n o11gin they are ultimate,
since they are 1deas which we apprehiend directly 1n
cxperience  Such ideas are often vague at first,
and conscquently are regarded by somie as bare and
empty Yet in spite of their alleged barencss and
emptiness, and the unquestionable dificulty there
15 1 defining them, thcy are more valuable for
knowledge than any phantasm, for they have some-
thing which the phantasm has not, viz , meaning o1
objective sigmficance The phantasm 1s a picture
which means nothing except to an outside observer.
The 1dea 1s significance 1lself, for i 1t we know the
object and are aware that we know

The significance of the 1deca 1n a sense 15 umque
and pecuhar to the product of intellectual activity,
which alone has conscious °‘objective reference.’
Bul 1t presupposes correspondence between the 1dea
and the objective cntity that 1s siguified by that 1dea.
This correspondence 1s due to the fact that the idea
1s derived from the phantasm For the phantasm,
as we have seen. corresponds with reality , and m
the phantasm the idea 1s implied, though 1t does
not exist there as such, but has to be analysed out,
so to spcak, mm abstraction When, theicfore, n
an act of intellectual apprehension, the phantasm
determines the 1dea, 1t commumcates to it that
objectivity which 1tsclf unconsciously possesses on
account of 1ts own determination by the object. In
short, the 1dea has meamng and objective signifi-
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cance, because 1t corresponds with reality ; and it
corresponds with reality because tluough the
phantasm 1t 1s 1tscl{ deteimined by reality

§ 270 It may seem, perhaps, that in this some-
what complex metaphysical analysis I have been
guilty of the Kantian error of splitting up the mind
into mnumerable water-tight compartments But
this 1s not so  For, m the first place, my account
of cognition 1s far less complex than (vg) the
physiologist’s account of digestion, and smce
thungs are complex, and especially Man, complexily
15 no argument aganst tiuth Secondly, the
faculties and functions I have been describing are
not contamncd, like so many pills witlun a box On
the contrary, they presuppose that the mnd 1s
one , and unless the mind weie one, and unless
sense-perception thought and sensation functioned
together, no matter how many facultics we had they
could not give us knowledge Some have said that
sensc-perception 1s a form of inference ; but I reject
this view precisely because 1t seems to divide sense-
perception mto two processes, whereas for con-
sciousness 1t 15 one  The pereeption of a complex
objcct 1mplies inference mn the past, and possibly
to an outside obsciver perception 1tself would appear
like an inference, since 1 1t thought formulates
what sense-data implicitly contain But this 1s
not what we ordinanily understand by an inference,
nor 1s 1t for consciousness an mference at all

§ 271 There are idecas, however, which are
obtained by a process still more analogous to that
of infeience, and yel they are 1deas which for us
are simple and ultimate. Among the sumple 1deas
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which T enumeiated above, almost all belonged to
the level of accidents or phcnomena, and all were
directly apprehended in the data of experience
But there are other 1deas which seem to involve an
intellectual function which 1s something more than
mere abstraction I refer to such ideas as sub-
stance, cause, and purpose. Substances, causes and
purposcs are mmplicitly contained n the data of
sense-experience ; but they arc not contained 1n
the same way as quality, change, extension They
are presupposed as the metaphysical conditions of
the accidents and accidental modifications to which
sense-data directly correspond. It has been sug-
gested, indeed, that the notion of substance 1s given
1n self-consciousness, causality in the wnfluxus of the
will 1nto action, and puipose 1 conscious striving
after an 1deal. Indeed, 1t will hardly be disputed
that purpose 1s revealed directly in the data of our
mner experience But in regard to substance and
causality the question scems to be more doubtful.
Hume’s analysis revealed no ‘sensations’ of which
they could be regarded as ‘fant copies,’ and
many since Hume have declared themselves unable
to find any data to which they correspond On
the other hand, we are certainly conscious of our-
selves as real individuals, and again are certainly
conscious of active processes as well as mere states
of consciousness We all know what we mean
by activity, volition, control, sclf-determination,
responsibility. And that certain ‘ something * which
we call self-conscious activity has a dual aspect,
which 1s #of adequately expressed by the notion of
antecedent and consequent, but 5 adequately
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expressed by the notion of cause and cffect  Hence,
while 1 external peiception succession s all that
1s given, self-conscious activity imphes something
more than merc succession, and 1t seems to be from
this that the notion of causality 15 derned  Dut,
m any casc we know what 1s mcant by a cause, for,
if we did not, 1t would be impuossible to falk ration-
ally of mectaphysical conditions and logical pre-
suppositions , 1 fact, we could scarcely reason
at all Granted, however, that we have some such
notion, 1t 15 not dillicult to sec how causecs, sub-
stances and purposes alike aie unplied n the data
of objective as well as 1 subjective experience

§ 272 Thus, Causality 1s 1mplied n change,
which 1s a notion deitved directly from objective
(as well as subjective) experiecnce  Change involvces
a transition from not-bung to being , and since not-
being of itself cannot give nise to being of which it
1s the negation we infer a somcthng wluch causes
the change Change, hke mcompletencss and
Limitation, mmplics a something beyond itsclf, a
something to which that change and that hmtation
1s duc  Thus far every man gocs, for every one
talks of causes and scems 1o talk of them rationally
and to understand what they mean But to
deteimine precisuly what 1s the cause of any par-
ticular cvent, or to determine whether cvents m
gencral picsuppose an ultimate causc or an ultimate
ground 15 quite a dilfe;ent matter, and one with
wliuch the plam man 1s haidly concetned

Substance, oo, 1s a notion which cvery one
posscsses and wlich he uses i almost every
judgment that he makes It 1s umplied m the
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‘this,” which he takes as the subject of his proposi-
tions ; and expertence 1itself forces him to recognise
that the ‘this’ 1s one and yect many, that it exists
and 1s petmanent, and yct 1s subject to change
All accidents, qualities, appearances, modifications,
when considered 1n the conciele, are refeired to some
individual, cither {o something outside us or to the
self , and this predication of accidental differences
of a substantial ground 1s not an aibitrary process ;
but a process which 1s forccd upon us by expericnce
Qualties are given 1n combination, and though we
cannot predicate them until we have formed an 1dea
of each 1n distinction {from the rest and an 1dea also
of the umty which they presuppose, as soon as these
ideas have been [ormed, we are constiuncd by
experience itself to combine them in the way 1n
which we do Things quahtatively different and
spatially distinct from their neighbours mamfest
within themselves structuial differences  They have
many qualities, all of which ate localised in the same
objective thing Experience compels us to affirm
thta thing 1s a umty 1n difference, and the concept of
unity mn difference 1s, as we have scen, but another
form of the concept of substance and accdent.
Or, agon, looking at the matter from a different
pownt of view, and applying our notion of causality,
we may say that things are one, because they act
as 1f they were one. And 1n general this principle
1s true. chio sequitur esse, for there 1s nothing clse
from which 1t can procced The actor who succcss-
fully impersonates Macbeth can do so only 1n so far
as he has the same natwe as Macbeth, the same
passions, the same love of power, the same hatred
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of all that stands 1n his way, though in ordmary
life he may keep these passions in check A many-
sided activity proceeding from what 1s spatially one
implies that 1t 1s really and substantially one, or,
i other words, that its activities are held together
by a unity of ground or form  Thus the recognition
of substantial unitics, no less than the recognition
of real causes, 15 forced upon us by experience
itself, and 1s due to the fact that there are real
causcs and real substances which deteimine directly
or indirectly the content of our thoughts.

§ 273. On the other hand, among matenal
things, 1t 1s difficult to distinguish what aie sub-
stantial umities from what are not; or better,
perhaps, 1t 1s difficult to locate the substantial umty
Is a lump of sugar a substantial unity ? Certainly
1t 1s substantial, for 1t unites within 1tself sweetness,
hardness, whiteness, and other properties character-
1stic of carbon compounds But 1s 1t one substance
or many ? It would seem that it 1s many, for it
consists of mnumerable particles, coheiing together,
yet i reality distinct and individual, and each
possessing ihe characteristics that belong to what
we call sugar But it hardly behoves the meta-
physician to distinguish between one substantial
unity and another, provided he can show that his
concept of substance 1s 1n general valhid, and can
state clearly what he understands a substance to be
A body which consists of parts and possesses
properties relatively distinct and mutually inde-
pendent, yet held together and controlled by some
one principle or form which makes each and all the
parts different from what they would be, were they
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really distinct and separate, and which causes them
to act as one—as 1n the casc of 2 man, an ammal
a plant, and cven an atom as conceived n the
electron theory of J J Thompson—is certamnly a
substance But 1f the pails of a body are really
divided and mcrely cohere together by mutual
attraction or by some extcrnal force, then that body
15 not a substantial unity, but an aggregate of sub-
stantial unmities wluch mteract It 1s, however, for
the physicist and the chemust, not the metaphysician,
to draw the line between substantial unities in the
concrete.

§ 274. The 1deas of substance, cause, being,
existence, quality and such like simple and ultimate
ideas are, then, objectively valid, and unless they
were valid and were strictly derived from and
determined by objects themselves, through the
mediation of sense-perception, knowledge itself would
be a farce. Itismipossible to trace with anything
approaching accuracy or certainty the development
of these ideas, or even to ascertain i what order
they are first deiived, for we cannot live again the
period of infancy and youth Still, 1n analysing
more complex notions, we arrive finally at simpler
notions which cannot be further analysed, nor yet
defined, but which none the less have meaning and
significance. To define a straight line 1s inpossible,
for 1t throws us back ai once upon direction ; and
direction, though 1t can be illustrated and pictured,
since 1t 1s contained 1n the data of experience, 1s for
us an ultimate notion which we undeistand and are
constantly using, but are unable to define.

§ 275. Every abstract notion, whether ultimate
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or not, represents but an aspect of the real thing,
and so 15 mcomplete It has posilive content, but
it also mmplics a 1clation to something clse, and
often enough u we wish to define 1t we can do so
only by reference to something clse For the
rcalist, however, this docs not mean that i1deas and
their relations are structural differences o1 appear-
ances wluch emerge within the univeise as a whole
and 1mply an immanent Ground , but that the plan
or design according to which the univeise 1s con-
structed and according to which changes 1n 1t take
place, 1s rational and miclligible, and may be known
by us because 1t 1s 1implied 1n the finite objects winch
are presented to our minds 1n eapeilence. We saw
1 the last chaptir how each mdividual thing has a
purpose ; how action was an attempt to realise this
purpose, how puiposes were co-ordinated and
subordinated one to another, how, i shoit, the
universe formed a systematic and tcleological,
though not an oiganic, whole We saw also that
this systematisation did not destroy the real umty
of the mdividual thing, and agan that, though
all things arc inter-related a relation 1s not a
physical nexus 1mplying an immanent Ground, but
rather an orde belongmg to the dividual things i
so far as they immply and express a rational plan,
just as a building mmplics and expresses the plan
wlhich existed mm the mind of the architect Now
this inter-relatedness and systematic conncctedness
15 a characteristic of all aspects of reality abstract
as well as concrete, and, therefore, 1s to be found
m cvery science, Not only aie things inter-
connected and inter-related, but so also are theur
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qualities and atti.butes when consideied . general
and apart fiom thewr mamfestation mn this or that
object. And what I have said above about relations
m the concrele applies here also  The relation 1s
mplied mn 1ts teyms, and as soon as the tcrms are,
known the 1clation 1s recognised.

§ 276. Let us take Geomctry as an example.
What 1s its object ? A number of abstiact entities,
pomts, lines, angles, figuies, planes, solids, all of
them systematically related and inter-connected,
yet each having positive content of its own from
which 1ts relations arnise. An angle 1s not a line,
nor a line an angle; yet an angle cannot be defined
apart from a line, while the linc being an ultimate
notion cannot be defincd at all A line, you say, 15
the locus of 2 moving point ; and an angle (1f plane)
the space mncluded between two intersecting straight
lmes But what 1s a locus? What a pomt?
What itersection ? What motion ? Sooner or
later you must come back upon an ultimate notion,
the meaning of which you know by a sort of -
tuttion, for you have denived 1t direct from ex-
perience It does not matter much what notions
you call ultimate 1 geometry, and your choice will
depend largely upon your pomnt of view,! but
sooner or later your analysis must come to an end,
and you will be forced to admut that there are certam
notions which you can indicate bui cannot define,
like the boy who said that a kick was when you hit
a man with your foot Indccd, therc 1s something
to be said for the old-fuslhioned way of defining

! Compare Staudt Geunn h1e der Lage (o1 any modern Geonelry)
with the older Euchdian theory.

AA
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(v.g ) a circle as *“ When you take a hine in a plane
such that any pomnt m 1t 1s equi-distant fiom a
given fixed pomnt that line 1s called a cirele ”  Such
a defimition brings out the fact that we know what
2 carcle 1s long before we are able to define 1t, and
that our knowledge 1s denved direclly from ex-
perience where circles exist, not exactly, but
approximately 1n the configuiation of actual bodies
Geometry, like every other science, starts with
certamn ultimate notions which are obtamed direct
from experience These notions have mnumerable
mnplications because there 1s an indefinite number
of other notions to which they are related DBut
once you have got your notions the relation between
them 1s fixed and determined because 1t was already
1mplied 1n the content of the notions themselvcs
This, you say, 1s true, so far as notions are con-
caaned, but 1t 1s true because the notions are
arbitranly decfined, and not because they are
derived from experience. On the contraty, notions
i geometry are never arbitrarily defined, but are
always detcimined 1n the last mstance by experience
You may choose the entities m regard to which you
are gomng to formulate your defimtion, but, this
done, your defimtion 1s fixed and neccssary, for 1t 1s
already implied in the notion itself and n the
entity 1n 1egard to which you are going to define 1it.
Thus, instead of defiming a circle as a line which lies
in a plane such that, etc, you may define 1t as the
locus of a moving point, ctc , or again as a particular
case of an clipse in which the foez comade, or,
again as a conic such that allits conjugate diameters
arc at 1ight angles to one another. But whatever
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entilies you may choose as the ‘terms’ in regard
to which your curcle 1s to be defined, the relation
between the circle and those terms 1s fixed You
cannot define 1t as you like, but must define it 1n
accordance with your pre-concerved, though un-
defined, notion of a circle  Nor docs your definition
change or mutilate or ntrinsically modify your
pre-concaived notion of a circle It amplifies it,
1f you like ; but 1t does not alter 1t or show that it
was sclf-discrepant It mercly means that you
know morec about a crcle, and more about
geometiical entities 1 general, and their relations
onc to another.

§ 277. Geometrical science, then, has for its
object a number of entilies systematically related.
Our notions of these entities are derived ultimately,
and m many cases ducctly, from experience, and
the relations between these entities are determined
by the entitics themselves, but not wice versa, or,
at least, not in the same rigid sense  For 1t 1s no
more true to say that relations react upon and are
intinsically modified by the nature of the entities
they relate, than 1t 1s to say that the nature of a
grain of corn 1s intrinsically modified by the fact
that 1t 1s intended as food for man. Both state-
ments are guilty of a hysteron proferon  Neverthe-
less, geometry 1s concerned chiefly with relations,
since 1ts aim 1s to discover the rational plan of the
universe which they cxpress. This, m fact, is the
aim of all science, no matter with what aspect of
reality 1t 1s concerned  Every science 1s an attempt
to duscover the rational plan of the real world, 1n so
far as conceins the paiticular kind of entity which
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1t takes as 1ts object. And 1 every case the cntities
belonging 1o tlis parlicular kind or class will be
extremely numerous and often cxtremely complex.
Hence, as the iclations between them will share 1n
their cownplexity, the general method adopted n
order to manifest this rational plan, 1s again common
to all sciences The physicist, the chemust, the
natlutalist, and the mathematician alike endeavour
to show that the rclations between any two entitics,
no matter liow complex, are deducible from a few
fitst principles or geneial laws m which both entitics
and relations are comparatively sunple, and thus to
grasp in synthesis the structuie, or pian, of that
particular aspect of reality with which they have to
deal and the co-ordination of its mamfold and
intricafe paits

§ 278. But although the aim of all sciences 1s to
know, and to know means to reconstruct a system
of ideas whih shall cortespond to a sysiem of
objcctive entities, different sciences dufter consider-
ably not only m the way in which they set about
this work of reconstruction, but also m the degree
of compliteness which as yet they have attamned.
The reason of this dificience 1s not far to secek  It1s
simply thal some sciences arc more abstract than
othas [ hove said that to know the nature of any
two entitics 15 1o know the 1clation between them
Whenee 1t follows that the more abstiact an entity
15 the souner 1t 15 known, because n 1t, 1if T may
say 50 thcre 1s Iess to now  The concrele, moie-
ovcl, mneludes the abstiact, and a knowledge of the
concrete mplies a knowledge of the abstiact, for,
as we have seen, 1t 1s by abstiaction that all know-
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ledge begins Hence abstract sciences such as
arithmetic, algebra, geomctry, not only precede,
but are presupposed by more concrete scicnces
such as mechanics and dynamuics, while these m turn
precede and arc presupposed by the still more
concrete physical and natural sciences  The
physicist 1s not conceined merely with confligura-
tions which are external and directly apparent to
the senses, but with the nner structure of things,
with the relations which hold between the vanous
polentre and qualities that are comprised within
the umty of the concrete mdividual And he 1s
concerned with these pofenlie not as static, but as
dynamic and active ‘“ Ever since physical science
began 1n the atomic theories of the Greeks,” says
Piofessor Larmor, ‘‘1ts main problem has been that
of unravelling the nature of the underlymg cor-
relation which binds together the various natural
agencics.” ! The physicist has to deal with the
complex causes which produce ‘ quality’ of sensa-
tion, and ‘ quality ’ of sensation does not analyse
tts object, but preseats it m synthests  He has to
deal with plicnomena and their transmutations, but
thosc phenomena and thewr tiansmutations are
particular, detailed, complex. and do not at once
teveal their mner nature and their component parts,
still less their causes or their presupposttions. In a
word, the physicist does not, like the mathematician,
take as the object of his enquuy sumple entities, the
naturc of which 1s at once appaient, but complex
entities which have first to be analysed, and which
cannot be analysed directly

¥ Encyclopedia Britanmica, vol xxxvui, article ' Energetics,”
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§ 279. From the complex nature of the object of
physical science follows an 1mportant consequence :
the physicist has no axioms An axiom 1s a sclf-
evident truth, one which 1s not only per se nofa
quoad se, but also per se nota quoad nos. It 1sa
proposition expressing a relation between two
entities, but the nature of the entittes 1n this case,
being simple and extremely abstract, 1t 1s appre-
hended at once by the intellect, for the 1clation
1s, according to our thcory, implied 1n 1ts terms
and arises mmmediately the nature of those terms
is apprehended

From the intellectual nature of the soul itself [says
Aquinas] 1t follows that immediately man knows what
15 a wholc and what 15 a part, he knows that the whole
1s greater than the part, and so on foi other (axioms).
But what a whole 1s and what a part 1s, he can only
know by means of species wntelligilales received from
phantasmata, and on tluis account Arstotle shows
(toward the end of the Posterior Analytics), that the
knowledge of axtoms (principra) comes to us ma the
senses 1

An axiom, then comes to us from experience, and,
like all knowlcdge, 1s deteumined ultimately by the
nature of 1ts object, but 1t presupposes that the
nature of objecls between which an axiomatic
relation 1s seen to hold, be extremely simple
otherwise 1t could not be per se nola quoad nos, but
would have to be discoveied by means of analysis
and 1nference This simplicity, therefore, being
absent, m the case of physical objects for the reasons
above explaned, physical science has no axioms of

 Summa Theologice, 1 p 2,q 51, ad 1. and cf Maber, Psycho-
logy, 5th edit, p. 2g0.
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its own, and consequcntly has to adopt a different
method from that of the mathematician It has
no self-evident first principles m regard to the
corrclation of natural agencies, from which to
deduce the systematic structure and inierdependence
of the objects which constitute the physical world
and so to manifest iis rational plan  Hence in place
of axioms, 1t substitutes general principles which
m ornigin, at any rate, were ° postulates’

When we come to treat of the epistemological
value of cognition, the ‘ pragmatic’ attitude which
1s now so commonly taken up in regard to the
methods and presuppositions of physical science
will be more fully treated It will be sufficient,
therefore, 1f I now discuss the foundation of the
Newtonian laws upon which the science of Mechanics
has been built Two remarks, however, must be
premised 1 regard to the objective necessity of
physical laws 1n general

§ 280 In the first place, all the relations between
objects existing in the physical world are necessary,
ie, given the objects, the relations follow as a
necessary conscquence, and did we know the nature
and structure of the objccts we should at once know
their relations But tlus necessity 1s only hypo-
thetical, for 1t 1s conceivable that physical objects
mght have been different in structure to what they
are and so have been connected by different laws.
The co-existence of certan attnibutes, propeities, or
natural agencies 1s not a metaphysical necessity,
except 1n so far as one attribute, property or agency
1s implied 1n, or presupposcs another ; and we have
no reason for supposing that tlus is the case i regard
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to all physical properties and agencies. There is an
element of contingency, thercfore, mn the physical
world The laws which govern the actions of
physical objects are necessary, given the existence
of those objects and given the Divine concursus , but
the structure of those objects 1s a fact which has to
be discovered by experiment and obscrvation, ol
deduced from provisional hypotheses and postulates
wlich lead to conclusions that correspond with
known facls Seccondly, there 1s no reason a priors
(so far as I can sce) why an object should not tend
gradually to increase or decrease, to devclopment or
to decay Tiue, one can hardly suppose that
things tend to corruption of themselves, 1 ¢ , 1n virtue
of this positive and existential nature, for this would
contradict the Spinozistic axiom that every being
tends to peisevere i ¢sse s#o. and strives to realise
a defimite end or purpose But all fimite and con-
tingent bemngs presuppose Divine conservation and
concursus, and we mght suppose, I thnk, that
this was gradually withdrawn, provided always
that the withdrawal was regular and according to
knowable laws, so that our human demand for
knowledge might not be frustrated On the other
hand, the principle of Causality that ‘every event
must have a cause,’! and the further principle that
the cffect must resemble 1ts cause and be containcd
1 1t, aither formaliter or emumenter, 1s axiomatic,
and follows from the very nature of ‘being’ and of
‘chang’ In so far, then, as conclusions m
Mechanics or 1n Physical Science are based upon

1Or better, perhaps,  Quidquid contingenter existit habet
causum su cifivientem ”
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this prnnciple, they arc true a priori; but, as we
shall see, the Newtoman laws, though they pre-
suppose the punciple of Causality, aie 1 reality
based upon another principle less axiomatic, and
so have to seek for verification a posieriors.

§ 281. The first law of motion states that
“every body continues 1 1its state of rest or of
unifoun motion mn a stiaught line, except in so far
as 1l 1 compelled by foice to change that state
Is this an axiom or a postulate ? Motion 1s a fact,
and so 1s rest, at least comparative 1est; but 1t does
not secm 1o me to be nccessary that motion, once
begun, should tend to continue, still less that it
should continue 1n a straight line rather than 1n a
cucle or 1n any other kind of line.  If 1t does so, 1t 15
a fact, but I hardly think that it follows from the
nature of motion or from the nature of 2 moving
body For it 1s conceivable that things might tend
to move progressively fasier or slower, given an
cfficient cause, and yet the laws which governed
this motion mught be knowable* The law of
mertia, as stated above, 15, to my mind, not a self-
cvident truth, but a gencral physical principle
whichi we know {o be true because the conclusions
which follow from 1t have been sufficiently vernfied
In experience

The second law of motion—“rate of change of
momentum 1s proportional to foice and takes place
m the straight Iine in which the force acts ’—scems,
on the other hand, to be but a paiticular application

1If motion 1s a positive quality 1t must tend, according to
Spinoza’s asiom, to persevere 1n its being, but if it 15 3
continuous change, 1t postulaics a conlinuous cause,
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of the law of causality Change of momentum or
of quantity of motion, like cvery other change,
mmplies a cause, and to attitbute motion to a * force ’
1s but to give a name to a paiticular kind of cause,
since ‘force ’ 1s defined as *“ whatever changes the
state of 1est or umform motion of a body”
Assunung, then, that the fiist law of motion 1s true,
1 ¢, that moving bodies do not of their own accord
tend either to increase their speed or to come to a
standstill, the sccond law 1s a necessaty conse-
quence , the ¢ change ’ in the body’s statc of motion
or rest must be proportional to its cause, and since
the force or cause ex hypothes: acts in a shhaight line
the change of motion must take place 1 the same
line

§ 282 It 1s to be obscived, however, that this
law says nothing about the natuie of foice. It may
be attiaciive or 1epulsive or both or neither  Again,
metaphysically, if 1t produces a real change, 1t must
be something rcal. But physiusts prefer to abstract
from the reality of foice, and, since they do not
know 1ts natuie, to define 1t as the space-rate at
which cncigy 15 transformed (F=1 Ma?%s), or
the time-rate at which momenium 15 generated
(F=Muft) These defimitions, however, ate not
strictly defimtions at all  For an equation tells us
nothing about the nature of entifies, but sumply
expresscs a rclation between certain quantities
known or unknown W signifies not the entity
‘force,” but the guanisty of force or the number of
units of force. Siumilarly, 1f energy 1s defined as
“capacily for domg work” 2Mv? 1s not kinetic
energy as such, but guwaniily of kinetic energy
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expressed in terms of a certain unit Hence the
above equations do not 1ell us that force s a space-
rate, but the equation (W= 11v?/h) affirms that the
number of umits of force (cg, gravity) 1s equal
to the ratio of two other numbers, viz., the number
of units of kinetic energy lo the number of distance-
umts, or the height Smmlarly, the equation
(W =Mv/t) expresscs merely a relation of equality
between quantity of force on the one hand, and the
ratio of momentum (2 ¢, quantity of motion) to
time (2 ¢, a certain number of time-umits) on the
other. A mathematical equation, theiefore, 15 not
really a definition, but merely a statement that the
quantities denoted by certain symbols are equal to
certain other quantities denoted by other symbols.
Hence, to infer that force and other physical entities
are not real because they can be expressed as
‘ratios,” ‘rates,’” or quotients 1s illogical ; for it 1s
not the entity itself which 1s so expressed or
*defined,’” but the quantitative value of that entily as
measured by s cffects. The existence of agencics
capable of changing motion 1s presupposed by the
fact that motion 1s changed, and though as yet
we do not know what the agencies arc, but only
their ‘values’ as measured by the change they
actually produce, 1t 1s hardly logical to infer from
this that they are not real

§ 283. The third law of motion—action and
reaction are equal and opposite—has also been uscd
as an argument against the reality of force on the
ground that 1t 1s inconceivable that the objects upon
which we act should resist our actions with a force
equal i quanlity to thal wluch we exercise upon
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them This second kind of ‘inertia,” however, so
far from becing 1nconcaivable, seems to be only
another example of the more general principle omsne
ens perscverarc i esse suo  Tor if this principle 1s
true cleaily every bemng will 1esist force attempting
to change its state, and will offer a resistance
proportionate to the vigour of the attermpt made
In other words, the effict produced 1n one body
will be the measuie of the force which has been
brought to bear upon 1it, and the {orce which was
required to produce that cffect will be the measure
of the resistance or meitia that called 1t forth

The doctimne of Conscivation of Encigy 1s really
mmplied 1n the second law of motion, and hence may
also be regaided as a particular case of Spinoza’s
famous axiom Indced, we may say that both
Mcchames and Physics presuppose the tiuth of that
axiom , for the fust law of motion 1s a statement
to the effect that statcs of molion and 1est tend lo
pasevele  Could we, then, regard Spinoza’s axiom
as a self-evident truth, it might be posstble to show
that the fundamental principles of Mechanics are
necessary a priore, but, as I have said, Spinoza’s
axiom 1s nol stictly necessary, except when we
consider ‘ Iring ’ purely 1n the abstract It 1s truc
that a sclf-cxistent beng must © persevac i esse
so,’ and 1t 15 tiue that all beings, whether sclf-
evislent or not, end so to perseveic 1in so far as
they have being DBut 1t 1s not tiuc that all being
docs persevere 1 csse suo, for if 1t did, not only
would the sum of potential and actual encigy be
constant, but they would be respectively constant,
t.., there would be no transfoimation of encrgy
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nor any other kind of change. Change, mn fact,
presupposes (1) cnergies wluch cxist, but are not
actual and yet strive to become so, (2) that these
enetgies are of a different order, or at least of a
different degree of stiength, such that one energy
may be able to rcalise 1tsclf al the cxpense of
another, (3) that these cnages are finite, con-
tingent and essentially dependent upon a supreme
Bemg both for their existence and therr activity;
and (4) that, bemng dependent, their sum is not
necessardy, though 1t may be de faclo, constant
Hence, although the doctiine omne ens perscverare
in essc suo and the laws of motion m wlich 1t 1s
applied to mechanical actions and changes, are truc
m that they express a tendency which 1s character-
istic of all cxistent beings, they arc not necessarly
true; for a gradual decciease or a progressive
mcrease of motion, force, energy, and dependent
“being * m genceral 1s not metaphysically impossible.
As laws, then, which expiess the co-oidmation of
pliysical forces and motions, the mechanical
principles formulated by Newton need verification
i experience; a vertfication which they scem
actually to have received, at any rate, mn the rcalm
of Astionomy

§ 284 This need for a vertfication process in the
case of the principles of physical science does not
mvahdate, but rather confirms our geucial doctrine ;
for scientific induction nvolves not only judgment
and mfcrence, but also appichension, abstraction,
and Lo some extent at least that mturtive msight by
means of which we recognise the relations that hold
between abstiact notions In the first place, the
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notions involved in Newton’s laws, motion, rest,
umiformity, a straight line, force, action, reaction,
etc, are all derived from experience through the
phantasm or scnse-umpiession. They are all abstract
notions, yet have meaning, and sigmfy entities
existing objectively in the real world True, the
notions of force and energy are derived from inner
rather than from outer experience, but just as the
intellect apprehends that substance 1s 1mplied and
presupposed by unity in  difference, so also it
recogmses that force and energy are presupposed
as the metaphysical conditions of change and
motion And, again, just as we found that it was
difficult to ‘ locate ’ substance, so to speak, 1n regard
to material and mammate things; so also 1t 1s
difficult to locate a ‘foice,” if by *force’ 15 under-
stood the 1cal cause of motion. while neither the
notion of force nor that of substance tells us anything
m regard to the naturc of particular forces or
particular substances. Secondly, we found that
the first and third laws of motion, as well as the
doctrine of Conservation of (material) Energy, might
be regarded as paiticular cases of a more general
principle, cxpressmg the rclation between two
siunple cntities ens and perscverare  This relation,
however, did not seem to be necessarily valid
regud to an ens contingens, but me1 ely to express its
natual tendency  Conscquently, as Spinoza’s
axiom, nol bemg itscll strictly axiomatic, cannot
mpart to mechamecal principles an  axiomatic
character, the hhuman mtellect 1s foiced to seek for
venfication clsewhere This it docs by means of
deduction and by a carcful process of obscrvation,
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experimental or otherwise, and generalisation lead-
ing to the formulation of empuical laws with which
the conclusions of our deductive reasoning may be
compared.

Of the nature of reasoning little need be said!
except that, whether syllogistic or not, 1t 1s but a
more complex form of that intwtive yudgment by
which we rccognise the relations that hold between
different enlities, the entities here being not 1deas,
but other judgments Doubtless, reasomng often
involves postulation, or rather 1s a result of postula-
tion But postulation 1itsclf is merely a name for a
complex process whicll includes the activity both
of intellect andwill  Of intcllect, because a postulate
1s a Judgment, uncertain perhaps, as judgments
often are, and possibly abstract, but still a judgment
and therefore an intellectual act  Of will, because
we desire to ascertain the truth of our tentative
judgment , whether the relation we apprehend really
holds to the concrete. Again, experiment may be
mmvolved, but expeument 1s merely perception,
combined with action, and its function 1s quiie
suboidinate to the intelleciual end we have 1 view.
So, too, 15 the will 1n so far as it co-operates in
cogmition It transforms an 1dca into a purpose;
1t keeps the mind fixed on that purpose ; and directs
all its activities to the realisation of that purpose ;
but beyond this 1t has no Jegitimate influcnce m the
sphere of cogmtion.

§ 285. We may now sum up the main character-

1Tor a discussion of the natwie of judgment and reasoming
from the Aristotchan pomt of view cf Maher, Psychology, chap.
an and xv , and for the logical aspect of the same, Joyce,
Principles of Logic, chap m1 and xu



416 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

1stics of the Aristotelico-Scholastic, or Causal Theory
of Knowledge Ex parfe objecti the conditions of
human knowledge are fimte mmdividual objects, each
a unity of ground amid structural diftcrence, each
independent of 1ts neighbours in regard to 1its
existence, but posscssing attiibutes identical 1n
nature with theirs, each forming part of a rational
plan and mamifesting i an impeifect way the
attubutes of the Deity to whom 1t owes 1ts existence
and upon whom 1t depends, cach striving to
recalise 1tself and to bring to act the potentiahity of
matter i itself and in other objects; and thus
capable of producing in them effects like 1n form to
the activity from which they proceed Ex parte
subjects the conditions of human knowlcdge are that
man should be one, organic, sentient, active, and
rational Through lus body he 1s brought into
contact with external things which mamfest their
nature 1n their activities  The form of the psycho-
physical processes which take place m his bramn and
i his organs of sense 1s determined by the activity
of these objects (or, agamn, by internal changes
within the organism) and hence the species sensibrirs
corresponds to some characteristic of the objective
rcal thing But knowledge proper 1s obtained only
mn 1deas and 1n the judgments in which these ideas
are combmmed The content of an 1idea, therefore,
must be determined by the object, and this takes
place primarily 1in simple apprechension, which 1s one
aspect of human perception The combmation of
these 1deas n judgment must also be determincd
by the object, and tlus takes place i the empirical
or a postersorn judgment m which 1elations of
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co-cxistence and sequence are apprchended, and
again 1n the axiomalic or a priorr judgment 1n
which relations between simple entities are appre-
hended as necessary because tmplied in the nature of
the entities themselves But the intellect, besides
apprehending the many 1n the one, also apprehends
the one in the many and so 1s able to subsume.
Subsumption 1s charactenstic both of judgment and
of (syllogistic) mference  In judgment a particular
entity 1s subsumed under a umiversal idea, and 1n
the syllogism a particular relation 1s subsumed under
a general principle or law  The idea corresponds
with some rcal entity in the objective world or 1n
the self; the judgment coiresponds with some
relation holding between these entitics 1 that they
mply a rational plan, systems of ideas, complex
concepts, theoties, correspond with the systematic
co-ordination and coirelation of real things , always
provided and in so far as really wsclf s thewr deter-
ninng cause

§ 286 Truth, then, consisls 1 a rclafion of
correspondence between the 1dea or judgment and
the thing It 1s an adequatio wntellectus et ves.
¢ Cognatron® mcludes all acts whether of the per-
ceptual or purely intellectual order by means of
which this relation 1s brought about Knowlcdge
15 the possession of true 1deas (or systems of 1deas),
whether actually functionming in consciousness or
existing only per modum habulus, Error 1s a positive
difformity between the idea and the thing, and
we may say in general that it 1s due to association,
to an wnfluaus voluntatis, or to some other subjective
mfluence which causes assent to be given before the

BB
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object has had time or opportumty itself to
determine the content of thought Error will be
discussed later in the chapter on the Cniteria of Error.
It should, however, already be clear that the
primary .um of one who secks for truth should be
to allow reality itself to determine the content of
thought, and that the primary function of criteria
of truth will be to distinguish cases 1n which the
sens¢ mpresston, the z2d gquo perciputur, and the 1dca
or concept, the 1d guo intelhgitur, has been objectively
determined from cases 1n which 1t has not,



PART III.

THE EPrISTEMOLOGICAL VALUE OF
COGNITION.

CHAPTER XVI.
DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDITY.

§ 287. The third pioblem of the theory of
knowledge, the problem of validity, 1s so intimately
bound up with the second problem, the conditions
of knowledge, that 1t 15 impossible to keep the two
distinct  This will become more and more apparent
as we proceed We shall find that Abselutism,
because 1t 15 Absolutisin, has an Absolute theory of
truth, a theory m which truth 1s regaided as an
ideal whole, embracmg nterdependent parts, none
of which are true mn abstiaction from the rest. In
Absolutism the doctiine of recahity 1s prior to the
doctrine of truth, and both the nature and the
criteria of the latter presupposc and are determined
by the metaphysical conditions of knowledge.
Pragmatism, on the other hand, starts with the
criteria of truth, and hence mias, first 1{s nature
and then 1ts mectaphysical conditions Conse-
quently, i treating of the philosophy of Pure
Expcrience beforc we trcated of the pragmatic
doctrine of truth, we have really becn considering
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the conclusion—at any rate, in the case of Professor
James—before we examined the premises This
was necessary owing {o the general method we
adopted 1n the beginning and I do not think 1t
should lead to misundeistanding, for although every
theory of knowledge, if 1t 15 to be complete, must
ticat of psychological, metaphysical, as well as
epistemological problems, a man may be a pragmatist
i method without bemng a pragmatist i meta-
physics

The stiictly cpistemological aspect of Realism
1s no less essentially connected with its meta-
physics than 1s that of Absolutism The Causal
theory, the theory which mamntams that all know-
ledge, mn so far as 1t 1s 1n truth knowledge, 1s
determined by 1ts olbjecet 1s charactenstic of
Anstotchan Reclism from whatever point of view
weiegardil.  Pumauly, 1t 1s a metaphysical theory;
but it pervades ulso the realist’s doctrine of truth,
and 1t charactenses also hi psychology, whenever
the latter 1s explanatory and not merely descriptive
Nay, cven 1n descriptive psychology we find traces
of causality, for causality, as I have already pointed
out, scems to be ducctly revealed i many of the
processes of our active conscious lhife.

§ 288 Having discussed, then, the various
theories at present cuirent n regard to the meta-
physical conditions of knowledge, we must now
proceed to examine how far these theories affect
the vahidity and significance of knowledge, and,
incidentally, how far pieconceved views 1n 1egard
to the validity of knowledge have reacted upon and
determined metaphysics. It would, however, be
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sheer waste of time to discuss the validity of know-
ledge and the criteuia of truth, 1if knowledge 1tself
be a nonentity and truth an unattainable ideal
It would be uscless to try to distinguish what s true
from what 1s false, 1f everything 1s false and nothing
true. Unless we have some knowledge and some
truth 1t 15 absurd to talk of knowledge and truth at
all This, 1n general, 1s admitted by every philoso-
pher, and 1s presupposed by the fact that he 15 a
philosopher. Yet, though no pliulosopher nowadays
1s gulty of so glaring a self-contradiction as to
profess to be an out-and-out sceptic, some philoso-
phers seem to approach dangerously ncar to tlus
fatal mconsistency and their philosophies to be im-
pregnated, 1 consequence, with a suicidal tendency.
No philosopher professcs to know that knowledge 15
mmpossible, nor does he declare mn so many words
that so far we know nothing at all for certain ; yet
this 1s the logical conclusion wlhich scems to follow
from current theories as 1o the effect ol development
in knowledge upon 1its validity, just as 1t follows
from current theoiics as to the conditions and
ultimate onigin of knowledge. To this conclusion
I cannot give my assent, for i1t scems to destroy
knowledge altogether and to land us at least imn
negative, 1f not in positive, scepticism. I argue,
therefore, that as the conclusion 1s false there must
be something wrong with the premises This I
have already endeavoured to show so far as concerns
the ougin and conditions of knowledge, and have
also stated 1n outlne an allernative theory which
does not lead to tlus undesuable conclusion. In the
present chapter I propose to discuss the question
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of development in knowledge and to show that
development and vahdity are not mcompatible

§ 280 Devclopment, we are told, mmplies an
mtrinsic and essential modification 1n knowledge of
so radical a nature that what appears to be know-
ledge may not really be knowledge at all Tlus
view of the development of knowledge may be
derived from two sources, cither by inference from a
theory as to the nature of development 1n knowledge,
or from a study of alleged facts 1n regard to develop-
ments which have actually taken place In cither
case the result 1s the same knowledge 1s a fraud
and an Musion But while both the absolutist and
the pragmatist seem to adopt this sceptical attitude,
the absolutist does so because 1t 15 the logical outcome
of his theory that all knowledge 1s a * reconcihation
of antitheses mn a Ingher synthesis,” the pragmatist
because he thinks that, knowledge having undergone
so many transmutations i the past, there 15 no
reason to suppose that our present knowledge will
not be subject to a lke corruption. Nether of
these methods of establishing the nvahdity of
human knowledge secm to me themselves to be
vahid. But while 1t 1s comparatively easy to show
that the argument of the absolutist 1s fallacious
because 1t 1s based on a misconception of the nature
of ‘reconcihation,’ 1t 1s a very different matter
to attempt to answer the arguments adduced by
the pragmatist Indeed, to do so would involve a
carcful study of the history of cvery branch of
human knowledge This of course is impossible
here, much as such a study 1s needed Yet as the
pragmatist contents humself with general statements,
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and as a particular negative 1s the contradictory of
a universal affirmative, I shall be content 1f T can
show that some propositions, and some general laws,
and some branches of knowledge have not undergone
a change which 1s radical enough to render them
unreliable and uncertain

§ 290. The principle of ‘reconcilmtion of anti-
theses 1n a ligher synthesis ’ 1s defined by Dr Caird
as “a solution of the antinomy betwcen opposing
principles which scem to have an equal or stmilar
claim to our acceptance, by means of a regress upon
the ultimate conditions of knowledge or thought—
conditions which arc presupposed 1 the con-
troversy 1tsclf ¥ So much for the general principle
of a ‘cntical regress’ It 1s applied, however, not
only to divergences in philosophical principles, but
also to every kind of divergence and every kind of
difference, whether ontological or logical, whether
pertamning to catecgorics, proposttions, or theories.
The doctrmme of Umity in Differcnce and the
Dialcetic method of reasoning from thesis through
antithesis to a higher synthesis 1s charactenstic
of every aspect of Kantian and Hegehian philo-
sophy.

We have seen how this principle 1s apphed by
Kant. The opposition between physical science
and philosophical theory 1s solved by a distinction
of the sphere of the practical from that of the
speculative Reason. Materiahsm and Spintualism
are reconcled by Fath, wlule the opposition
between the speculative and the practical Reason
15 1tself solved in the Crifique of Judgment, where
the umverse 1s regarded teleologically as the mani-
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festation of Divine Reason It 1s in the third
Critigue that the ‘pumciple of reconcilation’ 1s
especially pronunent , but it 1s by no means confincd
to that Critigue It appeats in the Kantian cate-
gories, which are airanged m sets of three, the
“tlurd ’ category m each sct beng the synthesis of
the sccond with the first  Thus totality 1s plurality
regarded as umity Agam, Kant defines judgment
as “ simply the way 1n which given 1deas are brought
together under the unity of apperception” Thus
we have (1) the thesis or stmple assertion of a thing,
(2) the antithesis or dctermmation of 1t by dis-
tingmshing 1t from othcr things—* omms  deter-
nunatvo ¢st negatro,’ and (3) the synthesis or
“redintegration of the clements thus differentiated
and related” That 1s to say, objects are “first
deteimined as things in themselves, then as related
one to another, and finally as a sysfem of distinct
yet inter-related parts within the unity of thought
as therr centre” Judgment, therefore, may agan
be defined as ““at once the distinction of objects
from and ther relation to each other, and therr
distinction fiom and rclation to the thought for
which they are !

§ 291 Psychologically, the principle of a syn-
thetic rcconciiation of differences 1s well known
under the name of Apperception, and 1s admitted
on all sides Knowledge 1s a growth It devclops
by differentiation and integration rather than by
mere accretion, for a new truth usually modifies to
some extunt our previous knowledge of the subject
to whichit pertains  Piofessor James thus describes

Y Critical Phrlosophy of Kant, pp 460-462,
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the process by which an individual settles into new
OpINIONS :

The individual has a stack ot owa opirons alicady, but
he meets a new cxpetience that puts them to the stiam
Somebody contiadicts them , or 1n a reflective moment
he discovers that they contiadict each other, or he
hears of facts with winch they are mcompatible, or
desires anse in Jum which they cease {o satisfy The
result 1s inwaid tiouble to which his mind had hitherto
been a strange:, and fiom which he secks to escape by
modifying his previous mass of opinions 1

Or agan, in more chaiacteustic language :

Our past apperceives and co-oj erates and in the new
equilibrium 1n wliuch each step loiwaid m the process
of leaiming termnates, 1t happens iclatively seldom
that the new facl 1s added raw. Moie usually 1t 1s
embedded cooked as onc mught sav, or stewed down
m the sauce of the old . . New tiuths are thus the
resultants of new capericnces and of old truths combined
and mutually modifyirg one another *

Lc Roy eapresses a similau 1dea, when he says *—
“ Progress 1s a conquest of the obscure, of the un-
mtelhgible, almost of the contradictoy.” And
Blondel, “ Action 1s a continuous state of unstable
cquilibrium, and . . . each attempt to satisfy an
actual necd reveals further needs gqus s’smposent
moralement o Paction.” 8

Both Pragmatism and Criticism, then, accept this
principle of devclopment as a psychological law ;
and Hegel 1n lis History of Philosophy has apphed
it to the growth of the mind of humamty in general

Y Pragmatism pp. 59, 6o

£Iid, p 169 (Itahcs mine)
8 Anuales de phil chydienne, 1906, P 234,
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But when we examime this principle more 1n detail,
and try to explain its working and to apply 1t to
the theory of knowledge, we find at once a divergence
of opimon.

Pragmatism insists that some mew idea must
“snediate between the stock and the new experience ”’
Its function 1s ““to preserve the older stock of truths
with 2 mimmum of modification.”? * Our minds
grow m spots, and lke grease-spots, the spots
spread. DBut we let them spiead as httle as possible -
we keep unaltered as much of our old know-
ledge as we can.” * Hence, for the pragmatist, the
‘mediating 1dea’ does not necessanly lead to a
‘higher synthesis’ On the contrary, we preler
usually to  patch and tumber’ old prejudices and old
beliefs, so as to admut the novelty which 1s foiced
upon us Moreover, these ideas through whose
mediation old truth grows, are ‘new’ idcas; we
make them ; they did not exist before; they are
addilions to our foimer stock. And they are ‘rue
1deas precisely 1n so far as they performsatisfactorily
their function of mediation. *‘ Our thoughts become
true mn proportion as they successfully exert their
go-between function 2

§ 202 The pragmatist, then, explains the growth
of knowledge by the mediation of new 1deas or
Denkmutle] ; the Hegelian by the modification and
higher synthesis of the old. Let us illustrate this
by an example. The 1dea of radium * paymng heat
away ndefimtely out of 1ts own pocket,” seemed,
says Professor James, to violate the law of Conserva-
tion of Energy. The contradiction was avoided,

¥ Pragmalism, p. 60, 31bid, p. 168, 3 Ibyd., p. 66,
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however, by supposing that “the radiations were
nothing but an escape of unsuspected potential
cnergy, pre-existent inside of the atoms'"—an
hypo.hesis confirmed by the discovery of hehum
as the ‘‘radiation’s ontcome”! The new idea
—or, in the language of Avenarius, the Bebegriff
—which  mediates here, 1s the escape of
unsuspected potential cnergy The Hegehans
may object, however, that this 15 no new 1dea
for ‘ potential cnergy’ was alrcady known, and
all we do now 1s to suppose that 1t can, as Professor
James puts 1t, ‘ escape , * and to tlus the pragmatist
might reply that at any 1atle the possibilaty of s
escape ’ 1s a new 1dea, and that in this way we have
come to know a difference of cnergy, of which we
were formerly ignorant Ceilainly the 1idea of
potential energy © escaping’ 1s new, though, on the
other hand, we alrcady had 1deas of *potential
cnergy ' and of ‘cscapings’ Let us, however,
substitute for Professor James’ picturesque account
of 1adio-activity the scientific explanation, and see
what kind of modification 1t has mtroduced into
previous theorics

Radio-activity 1s supposed to be due—so I under-
stand — to the disintegration of the relatively
complex atom of radium into the less complex
atom of helium, in which process the mternal
cnergy of the former 1s transformed into electrical
and thermal encrgy ; hence the ‘rays’ and the
rnse of temperature The aigument 15 one from
experienced cffects (clectiical, photographic, lumi-
nescent, chemical, and even physiological) to
presupposition or cause (internal disintegration of
the atoms)—a type of argument that we have met

y Tiud,, pp 62, 63.
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with before But the question which 1s of interest
for us 1s whether the Electron thcory—for 1t 1s tlus
which has been modified, 1f any—Llas been so
modificd by tlus postulated disintegiation of the
alom of radium as to render previous accounts of
it not only madequaie but false It would not
maiter much, perhaps, i {lus were so, smce the
atomic structwe of material substances 1s a hypo-
thesis and not an cstablishcd tiuth But, as a
mattcr of fact 1t 1s not so. The idca of atomic
disintcglation 1s not only compatible with, but,
according to Su Oliver Lodge, was alrcady poten-
tially contamed i the theory of Lorentz, Larmor,
and J. J Thomson, which afinms that the atom 1s
a positively charged spheie 1nside which aie
grouped 1elatively small and negatively charged
elcctions  Whether the doctiine of Conservation 1s
saved by this ‘regiess * will depend, of couse, upon
the vahdity of ihe Election theory. But, at any
rate, we have here a 1egiess which reconciles pro
lempore an apparent contradiction, not by showing
that both the antitheses were false and reumting
tham n igher synthesis, but by denymg one of
thcm altogetlier (viz, the asscition that in radio-
cetivity sew  <nergy comcs mto bemng) and re-
aflirmung the other (that eneigy 1s mercly tians-
formed)

§ 293 This kind of 1cconciliation 1s typical of
the way m which theoiies develop  The growth of
knowlcdge does not necessaitly invols e the negation
of a previous thesis, but 1ather its amphfication
and when this 1s the case, as 1l often 15, I can find
no sense 1 which the reconciliation cffected can be
called a ‘hugher * synthesis, unless all synthescs are
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to be called ‘ higher * wlich make knowledge fuller
and more complcte.

The ‘ higher synthesis ’ of tlic Hegelian, however,
means more fhan tlus. It means a synthesis
which all the diffciences reman and yet are in-
trinsically changed 1n some msyslerious manner by
the synthesis  Unforfunately, the Hegelhan 1s not
fond of lustratmg his doctime of *1econcibiation m
a lugher synthesis,” and perhaps I have musinter-
preted 1ls meaning in my application of 1t to the
above example of a scientific 1cgress But I do not
think that I have. The general doctrine and 1its
consequences scem 1o be clear enough, and though
1t 1s applied primauly to the umiverse as a whole,
we know that for the Hegelhian thought and reahty
arc one In all foirus of Absolutism, the endeavour
ol human thought 1s to equate itsclf with reality,
and when this has been accomplished the logical
punciple of ‘1cconctliation m a Ingher synthesis’
will be identical with the ontological principle of
Unity i Difference  The function of reason,
according to Kant. 1s to guide the understanding 1n
1ts scarch for a {ull and adequate knowledge, of
which the final aim 1s an ‘“absolute totality of
syntheses on the side of conditions™ And Fichte,
starting with the ultimate condition of conditions,
the Ego, obtamed by a process of analysis and
synthesis a logic and a phenomenology or pragmatic
(stc) lustory of consciousness The rational pro-
cedure of the liuman intellect was thus interpreted,
by Fichte statically and by Hegel dynamically, as
1evealing the inner structure of the umverse. And
this as a gencral principle 1s still charactenstic of
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the attitude of the absolutist Hence, whatever can
be predicated of the mner structure and processes
of the umverse can bc predicaled of the stiucture
and processes of thought.  As. thiclore, the differ-
ences which are somehow reconciled 1n the Absolute
undergo an essential modification m the process, 1t
follows that in the synthetic reconcihatrons which
will have to take place in human thought before 1t
18 completely wdentical with the universe, modifica-
tions of the most wholesale, radical and indefimite
kind will surely occur  Hence the conclusion that
human knowledge, which at present 1s certamly
far from adecquate or complcte, 1s not strictly
knowlcdge at all, but a construction 1n which truth
and error are mscparably blended and mned

The sigmficance of tlus doctrine will be clearer
when we come to treat of Absolute truth, but its
sceptical tendency 1s evident  If human knowledge
conlains an clement of truth, but an element which
cannot be distingushed from error, we might as well
be wrthout truth altogether, for to possess truth and
yet to be ignorant of what 1t s, 1s certainly not what
we mean by posscssing tiuth. To affirm that all
and every part of human knowledge 1s hable to
modification 1s to affirm that we cannot be certain
of anything, and if this 1s not scepticism, 1t 13
something very like 1t The Hegelian theory of the
development of knowledge follows logically from
1ts metaphysical theory of the umverse; and just
as the mctaphysical theory 1s inconsistent with
facts, so also 1s the cpistemological theory, as we
shall sce presently. But first I wish to pomnt out
that the pragmatist, though approaching the matter
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from a different point of view, has arrived at the
same sceptical conclusion

§ 204 In Baldwin’s Dictronary of Philosophy?
we are informed by Mr. C S Peirce that Pragmatism
1s part of a laiger doctrme which he calls Synechism.
Synechism 1s “ that tendency of philosophic thought
which 1nsists upon the 1dca of continuity as of prime
mmportance m philosophy ” 2  “ Metaphysically ’—
though Synechism professes not to be metaphysical—
“a confinumwm 15 something whose possibilities of
determination no multitude of ndividuals can
exhaust,” while cpistemologically 1t 1s a conception
of the umverse of thinking bemngs as gradually
approximating to, but never attainmg systematic
truth. Man 1s ever striving towaird a more rational
and more complcte wterpretation of the universe,
but his knowledge at present 1s so incomplete and so
disjointed that he can never tell how far any one of
Ins theotles or even of his propositions about reality
may have to be modified 1n the futuwie Gradually,
however, through the intercourse of many minds,
his knowledge 1s becommg more coherent, and,
perhaps, moie adequate, and *the becoming con-
tinuous, the becoming governed by laws, the
becoming instinct with general 1deas, are but phases
of one and thc same process, the growth of reason-
ableness ¥ All hypotheses must be regarded as
‘ continuous,’ 2 ¢, as subject to further determima-
tion, which for us can never be cxhausted.* Truth
grows and will continue to grow. It has had a

1 Baldwin’s Diclionary of Plulosopliy, article, ' Pragmatism,”

2 Ihud, article, ' Syneclusm.”

3 Iind , article, *' Pragmatism »
Sct Studies sn Husmanism, p 195,
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¢ carcer,’ and thercfore 15 gomng to have a career in
_the future.

This 15 obvious enough ; but the problem 1s as to
how far future truths have “the power of retros-
pective legislation ”  How far will our theories,
physical and metaphysical, be modified ? How far
our axtoms ? Wil 1t be beyond all 1ecogmtion ?
And will the modification be so radical as to extend
cven to our ‘truest formule’? Pragmatism, in
spile of 11s admission that we strive to retain old
theories with a minnmum of change, thinks that it
may be so, and Absolulism, in the person of
Mr Joachim, 1s of the same opmion. Piofessor
James writes

The enoimously rapid multiplication of theories
these latter diys has wellangh upset the notion of any
onc ot them being amore literally objective kind ot thing
than another  Theie ate so many geometries so many
logics, so many physical and chemcal hypotheses, so
many classifications each one ol thein good for so much
and yetl not good for everytlung, that the nolion that

even the truest formule may be a himan demce and notl
a lhferal Hranscn pt has dawned upon us !

Nay, has more than ‘dawned upon us,” has led
Pragmatism to adopt as a fundamental tenet that
our solutions must be mmperfcct, and 1hat human
knowledge 1s thioughout only an approximation to
truth® And this must be so, 1f thought and action
arc really one, and ¢f our only justification for
admittmg a proposition or a theory 1s that 1t cnables
us to " think clearly and act cfficiently.’ 3

1 The Meamng of Truth, p 58 (Italics mine )

2 Ruddles of the Sphinr, p 9

¥cf Albee, “Methodological Principles,” Amer. Phil. Review,
1906,
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§ 295. Professor James indced, scems at times
to be struggling against th.s sceptical current in the
pragmatic stream He spcaks of relations betw>en
our ideas, which are irreversible, and of questions
to which there can only be one answer! He
acknowledges, too, that 1t 1s Dr Schiller who leads
the way 1n this genctic view of truth, though, at
the samec time, he declaies himselt a staunch sup-
porter of the English lcader

Surely Professor James has need to hesitate
before adopting an attitude so avowedly sceptical.
A cursory view of current philosophy and current
science may suggest a hopeless confusion, but to a
more careful obscrver theie will appear much
harmony amid the stiife, and much that 1s true
amid what 1s erroneous or doubtful ~There may be
two gcometries, but meta-geometry 1s confessedly
bascd on the denial of a postulate which the three-
dimensional world of our cxperience necessitates
Thete may be several logics, but the logic of Hegel
should rather be classed as a metaphysic, and the
logic of Pragmatism as a very one-sided aspect of
psychology There may be many hypotiheses,
chemical and physical ; but most do not conflict,
and of those which do the majonty are based on
theories so well-established that upon them further
speculation rests as upon an accepled fact. And
as for classifications, thesc are confessedly prag-
matic, having utility as thewr end, and seldom
claiming to be more than provisional Let us,
however, examine the matter a hittle more closely
and see whether development does involve a radical

1 Pragmatismi, pp 244, 245, and The AMeaning of Truth, p. 69.

CcC
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change in past belief , whether our knowledge, such
as 1t 15, does contradict the clamms to truth our
ancestors asscited , or whether 1t 15 not rathier that
development adds to truth, enriches 1t, renders it
more adequate and more complete

§ 206 DBy far thc most important sphere of
knowledge which 1t 1s neeessary to rescue from the
corrosive 1nfluence of Scepticism s that body of
common-sense truths, which, as M Duhem rcmarks,
are “1n the last analysis the source whence flows all
truth and all scientunic certitude 1 These tiuthsare
not static, thcy develop +They are not a treasure
buiied mn the ground, but a tieasure wluch everyone
shares, which he needs 1n order to peiform the
actions of his dady lLife, and {o wluch he 1s ever
adding by ficsh discovery and rescaich  The truths
of common-sensc grow, and m giowimg are modificd
But the question 1s whether these modifications
affect the main body of t1uth or only 1ls excrescences
Certamnly, if we cxclude mterpretations of a theo-
retical kind, legendary stories and local tiaditions
as to the mature and number of the gods, the
1dentification of tnibal heroes on account of prodigies
long since forgotten and i consequence exaggerated,
and the supcrstitious attributing of natural events
to unsecn spirits of a superhuman or diabolical
character, there remains a vast number of truths
which men believe m now and always have
believed in Our cnvuonment 1s much the same
as 1t was two thousand years ago, and the cvents
which occur 1n that eninonment are perceived 1n
much the same way and under almost precisely the

Y La Tk unie Physique, chap n, § 3.
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same categories as they were 1n bygone ages We
understand perfectly what Herodolus means when
he says of the Borysthencs (Dmeper) that

1t has upon 1ts banks the loveliest and most excellent
pasturages for cattle, 1t contains abundance of the most
delicious fish , 1ts water 1s most pleasant to the laste ,
its stream 1s hmpid, while all the other rivers near 1t
are muddy, the richest harvests sping up along its
course, and whete the ground 1s not sown, the heaviest
crops of grass, while salt forms in great plenty about
its mouth and large fish are taken 1n 1t of the sort called
Antace: (sturgeon) without any prickly bones, and good
for pickling !

Moreover, Herodotus’ account of the general
features of Scytlua 1s remarkably accurate, so
much so that

it might pass [says Rawlinson] for an account of the
same country at the present day The rivers are still
as large as belore, and theu fish are still abundant.
The stuigeon of the Dnieper are still celebrated and the
natural salt which 1s found near 1ts mouth 1s still of the
greatest value Again, the steppes through which the
Dnieper flows aie still a corn-growing country, while to
the east cattle are even now produced in great
abundance 2

The knowledge our forefathers possessed of the
general sequence of events and of the results which
mevitably follow from certain hines of action also
was reliable , though, owing to the lack of detasled
mmformation, and the absence of any scientific method
of induction, they were unable to distingmsh the
rcal causes of the sequences they obscrved, and of

1 History, chap 1v, § 53 (Rawlnson’s trans, vol, m, p. 40).
2 Rawlmson’s Hevodolus, m , pp 171, 172, and cf p 40
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their unscientific surmises Herodotus gives us
innumerable examples

§ 297 DBut puhaps 1t will be said that I have
no nght to caclude all that we now call superstition
and rash theorctical speculation from the general
head of knowledge and then to claim that common-
sense truths have developed without any essential
or wiunsic change For it may be contended 1n
the first place, that the residue 15 “ mere fact,” and
that facts aic not knowlidge, and, mn the second
place, that the bdiis of our ancestors though
superstitions, were none the less ‘bilicfs,” and
therefore clamms to knowledge
} T have alicady given rcasons for the inclusion of
facts under the head of knowledge LEverybody
docs call acquaintance with facts real knowledge,
and whatever dse facts aie they are ccertainly not
‘pure cxperiences,’” for in that case 1t would be
absurd to talk of therr getting ‘made’ and
‘re-made’  Tucts imply to some catent interpreta-
tion , but they differ from theoretical mterpretations
m that they are more direct, more vague, more
haphazard, and at the outsct are neither systematised
not co-ordinafed  Yet facts do claim to belung fo
what s generally understood by the term knowledge ,
wlhile, on the other hand, beliefs of a rehglous
cliuracter, as a rule, do not ; The superstitious and
contiadictory belicis of the ancients were not ifer-
ences based upon the data of experience, but were
due 1o 1gnorance, tradition, or blind and unreasonming
faith  Morcover, they have no claim whatsoever
to be called common-sense tiuths, for they were not

1 Studses s Ilumanisim, p 18)
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common to humaruty at large, but varied from tribe
to tube, and were frequently looked upon with
considerable suspicion by thinking men. The great
varicty of opinions and beliefs which existed among
the Greeks and Romans m regard to the nature,
the number, the characler and the legendary
history of the ‘gods * and the sceptical view of these
myths wluch was taken by Socrates and other
philosophers, nceds no comment  But observe, too,
how m the mteipretation even of natural events
opmion was tentative, uncertain and varied. Take,
for instance, the causes which were suggested m
order to account for the madness and death of
Cleomenes.

The Argives [says Herodotus]! declaie that Cleomenes
losi lus senses and died so misciably on account of these
duings (saciilege and massacre) But bis own countiry-
men say that lus madness alose, not from any super-
natural cause at all, but fiom the habit of drinking wine
unmixed with water, a habit whicli e Jearned fiom the
Scythians, . . while, o1 my own part, I bcheve that

his death was a judgment on lum for wrongmg
Demaratus

Obscrve, again, how cautious Herodotus 1s 1
accepting the legendary histories of tribal heroes
and gods, how, for example wlule not rejecting
altogether the story ot Zelmoxis, he does not put
“ecntue faith 1n 1t, and cven doubts whether there
ever really was a man of that name , 2 and, lastly,
how when himsclf endeavourmmg to account for
natural phenomena by natural causes, he scldom
claims positive knowledge, but uses, agamn and
agan, some such expiession as Soxéer 8é pot.

1 History, Book w1, § 84. 2 Itvd., 1v., § 93.
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I maintain, then, that the reversals which have
occurred as common-sense knowledge has developed,
have for the most part atfected only (1) traditional
and 1rrational beliefs which were by no means
umversal, and (2) hypothetical interpretations of
natural eventis which were little more, and as a 1ule
clammed to be hittle more, than rough guesses  The
complexus of common-sense tiuths has grown rather
by increment than by lugher syntheses, and the
main body of such truths 1s still left intact  Modern
research confiims instead of invalidating thic general
knowledge which our forefathers posscssed of the
geograplical featuies of the countries in which they
hved, of the periodicity of the seasons, the phascs
of the moon and the tides, of the species of plants
and anmimals of which no less than five hundred are
enumerated by Auslotle mm his ‘ Researches,’ of
mnerals and some of their properties, of the habits
and characteristics of man 1m a word, of the
co-existences and sequences which 1n  general
characterised their environment. Nay, further,
their very belief 1n supernatural agencies testifics
to therr recognition of the principle of causality,
while the 1cady credence which they gave to
the cxistence of a region of preternatural pheno-
mena 15 not without foundation, if we may
credit the accounts which are given of that
region 1 the Proceedings of the Society for
Psychical Rescarch

§ 208 The genetal mmpression which one gets
from a study of ‘factual’ knowledge 1s adverse,
therefore, to the sceptical view of development.
Can we say the same m regard to theory? In
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discussing this qnestion, we must remember that
theory 1s at present, owing to the stupendous
advance which has been made 1n scientific apphances,
instruments and methods, on quite a different footing
from what 1t was three hundred years ago The
telescope and the microscope alone have revealed a
vast complexus of data of which our ancestors never
dreamt, and, thanks to modetn metrical instruments,
measurement and detail 1s incompaiably more exact
than ever it was in the past. The Greeks and
Romans, the Schoolmen, the astrologers and the
alchemists of the Middle Ages had no data upon
which to builld a scientific theory worthy of the
name Hence, that reversals should have occurred
in the realm of theoretical speculation 1s not sur-
prising  Indceed, the possibility of 1t was recog-
nmsed by theorists themselves much more fully, I
think, than we are apt to imagme They appear,
morcover, to have distinguished between different
parts 1n a theory, sume ot which they regarded as of
greater probability than others. Thus, according
to Aqumnas,

there are two ways of arguing. The first way 1s to bring
forward reasons mn order sufficiently to prove a certain
principle, as in natural science reasons are given sufficient
to prove that the motion of celestial bodies 1s of umiform
velocity Thesecond wayis to bring forward reasons which
do not sufficiently prove a principle, but which show that
with a principle already postulated the consequent
effects agree , as in Astronomy the principle of eccentrics
and epicycles 1s postulated m order that on this
hypothesis sensible appearauces ! m 1egard to celestial

1y g the apparent mcrease of speed when the sun and earth
approach,
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motions may be saved , but this reason 1s not sufficient
proof, because 1t may be that on some other hypothess
they can be saved !

The difference between a verified truth and a mere
¢ claim to truth ’ was recognised, then, even by one
who 15 generally 1cgarded as a typical dogmatist
And the fact that such a distinction should have been
made by the theouists of foimer ages 1s of consider-
able 1mpoit 1n the problem of development and
vahdity, for, as a rule, 1t 1s 1n the less essential
paits of a theory or system that rcversals occur.

§ 209 The one striking exception to this rule in
the sphere of scientific 1cseaich 1s the Copernmican
revolution 1m Astronomy, mn which the Ptolemarc
system was literally tuined mside out by the denial
of its fundamental hypothesis I do not intend to
atlempt to explain tlus reversal away, for althiough
Aquinas apparently suspected that there was some-
thing wrong somcwhere, 1t can hardly be doubted
that most astronomers believed that the heavens
rcally moved round the earth  Bemng led astray by
appcarances. they came gradually to rcgard as a
fact what was really an interpretation of a fact, and
an 1nterpretation which was not the only one
possible, as even the ancients might have inferred

1T q 32,a 1 and 2 ' Ad sccundum dicendum, quod ad
aliyuam rcm dupliciter inducitur ratio , uno modo ad probandum
suftiventer aliuam 1adicem, sicut 1n scientia naturali mducitur
ratio sulliciens ad probandum quod motus ceeli semper sit uni-
formis vclocitatis  Alie modo inducitur ratio non qua sufficienter
probet radicem sed gua rahu jam posite ostendat congruere
consequentes elfcctus, sicut 1n astrologia ponitur ratio excen-
tricorum ct epicyclorum ¢\ hoc quod hac positione facta possunt
salvan apparentia sensibilia circa motus cwlestes, non tamen
ratio hac cst suflictenter probans, quia ettam forte alia
positione facta salvarl possent.”
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fiom thin knowlidge that motion through space
15 1clative. The Copcimican revolution, thercfore,
was unquestionably a reveisal of an essential principle
m picvious theory

In saymg tlus however, we must bear in mind
that tlus reversal by no means invalidated all the
astionomical Lknowledge that had litherto been
acquued  The precession of the equinox and
many other truths weic left mtact And 1t 1s
cutious, too, that the principle of uniform © velocity ’
mcntioned by Aquinas as ‘sufficiently proved’
should have reappeared in a somewhat different form
m the ‘first law of motion’! Moreover, the
Ptolemaic system, as a system, can hardly have been
regwrded as proved, for its explanations were
madequate and haid to reconcile with facts  Indeed,
the epicycles and cccentrics which are essential to
it, were, as we have seen regarded only as probable
and tentative by Aqummas Lastly, the reversal
mtroduced by Copeimicus, Kepler and Galileo, was
not a ¢ higher synthesis of picvious hypotheses,” but
a flat contradiction of what had Intherto been
regaurded as a fact.

§ 300. The negative element 1n Newton’s theory
of Giavitation 1s much less prominent. The law of
inverse squares was not pieviously known , but that
heavy bodies tend towards a centre of giavity had
alrcady been asseited by the Greeks, notably by
Auslotle, and was, 1 fact, generally held ; though
as 1o the nature of gravity, agan, thae was no

' Umform velocity’ 1 the Ptolemaic system 1s supposed
actually to exist, mn the Newtoman theoiy it 15 a tendency. In

the Plolemaic systerx bodies move 1 a cucular orbit , accuiding
to Newton's law they tend to move in a shiaight hne.
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commonly accepted theory and no certain know-
ledge. Conscquently, Newton’s discovery was not
a reversal of established tiuths, but rather a new
truth which at once supplemcnted and systematised
the old.

§ 30r. The theory of chemical elements, on the
other hand, as at piesent held, seems directly to
contradict the more ancient theory that the elements
were four, if we take that theoty to be a bare state-
ment that fire, air, carth and water are the ultimate
constitucnts of all matcnial things  But this 15 not
what was meant. For, 1n the first place, the four
so-called elements were not 1egarded, by Anstotle
at any 1ate, as ulumate, but as due to the com-
bination of an active hot-cold punaple with a
passive wet-diy prnaple  And, secondly, the
essence of Aristotle’s theory lay not i hus asscrtion
that the ultimate pnnciples were ‘ hot-cold * and
‘wt-dry >—an crior which was due to the almost
complete abscnce of saentific data—but m lus
asseriion that the principles were actine and pasave,
for this he deduced a preorz om his metaphysics
Now, that tlic ultimate prinaples of things are
active and passive, positive and negative, actual
and potential, 1s a doctrine which is fundamental 1n
modern theones of the nature of matter. Again,
that there arc *‘solid massy, hard, impenctrablc,
moveable particles of such size and figme and with
such and such propertics,” 1s a view held not only
by Newton and Dalton in modern times, and by
Demociitus and Leucippus of old, but still held and
mmdeed widdy recoginsed as true, though ‘atoms’
are no longer regaided as ultimate and mmdvisible.
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Indeed, the transmutation of the elements, which
was a behef that prompted so mucl research in
medweval times, does not scem so utterly impossible
now that radmm converls ileclf into helium.
Looking back, therclore, upon the varons tlienries
wluch have been held in regard to the constitntion
of matter, so far from {inding grounds for scepticism,
we scem, on the contrary, to find good reason to
trust that knowledge 1s gradually advancing, and
that mm 1ts advance what was cssential and funda-
mental m past theories will be preserved, the
accidental and the subsidiary alone being sacnficed.

§ 30z Modern theorics of hight and heat do not tend
to destroy this oplimistic view. DMany physicists
have given up the Emission theory Its minute cor-
puscles and the transmiltcd species of the Greeks
have been interpreted as motions 1n the ether But
that hght 1s a something which 1s propagated by
vibration m luminous bodies, that its propagation
1s rectilincar, and that 1t comes to us through a
medium which reminds one forciblyv of the mediz so
characienstic of Anstotchan Ihysics 1s still mamn-
tamed. The theory that heat 1s a *caloric® or
highly elastic flud permecating the mterstices of
substances has also bcen abandoned ; but we stiil
believe with the Grecks that it may be due to the
highly repellant and rapid movements of particles,
and with the Calorics that it is connected with an
entity which 1s elastic and which interpenctrates all
material things, though tlns entity is now regarded
as the medium for the propagation of heat and not
as 1ts source.

§ 303. One more pont, and I have finished this
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Lrief review of the effect of development on vahdity.
Tlas the older grometry of Euclid been mvalidated
by mecta-g-ometiles and the geometry of a fourth
dimension ? D1 Scliller thanks that 1t 1s nonsense
to enquire whether our space 1s Euclidian o1 mot
Conceptual space 1s vald, he says, n so far as 1t 1s
uscful, but 1t 1s never 1cal! But can tlus assertion
be proved ?  The notion of space scoms to be vahd,
not merely beciuse 1t 1s useful, but because 1t has
a fundamcninn i ve, because the ideas and relations
of which 1t 1s made up are derrved directly f1om the
data of objcctive experience; and because they
adequately express the 1cations which hold between
the configurations of objects mn the real world, 1 so
far as those configurations conform to the precise
notions of geometry, which they do approximately
The 1dea of a fourth dimension may be got at in
scveral ways but 1t scems 1o me that 1t owes ils
ongin really to the algebraical theory of indices  As.
however, 1t 1s gencially admitied thatl our space has
only ihree dimensions, and as I have alrcady given
one reason for thinking that this 1s so, I shall not
say more on this matter In fact, 1f we are mistaken
here, the ciior 15 negative, not positive, so that it
1s of no consequence from our present point of view

§ 304. On theother hand, the meta-geometrics of
Riemann and Lowatchewsk: are of consequence, for
at fust sight they seem to contradict the Geometry
of Euclid and also to contradict one another , and
vet 1 spitc of this to be each of them self-consistent
Both Lowatchcwski and Riemann deny Euchd’s
assumption that a straight line 1s determined by any

1*Aatoms as Postulates,” p 115.
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two points, and both deny Euchd’s axiom that
through a given pomnt 1n the same plane one, and
only one, straight line can be drawn parallel to a
given straight line, but while Riemann postulates
that through a given pomnt in the same plane no
line can be drawn such that 1t will never meet a
gwen line, Lowatchewsk:l posinlates that not one
but an imndefinite number of such lines can be drawn.
Similarly, the sum of the angles of a triangle for
Euchd 1s equal to two right angles, for Riemann
greater than two right angles, and for Lowatchewsk:
less than two nght angles Now, if you imagime
straight lines and parallels and triangles to be drawn,
not on an Euclidian planc, but on the outside surface
of an 1mmense sphere, you have straight lines which
are not determincd by two points, parallels all of
which must meet, and triangles the angles of which
are greater than two night angles In other words,
your space 1s spherical and your plane has a positive
curvature And if now you could imagine the
contradictory opposite of all this—which I confess
I cannot do, for the inside of a spherical or
ellipsoidal surface 1s obviously not what 1s needed—
you would have planes with a negative curvature
upon which you might construct the geometrical
figures of Lowatchewski What has really
happened, then, 1s this both Riemann and
Lowatchewsla have been working with spaces and
planes which are not Euclhidian spaces and planes,
but imaginary cntitics constructed by themselves,
In place of the Euclidian notion of a straight line
they have substituted notions of their own It 1s
mmpossible to prove the validity of Euclid’s notion of
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a straight line having mnvanable direction, for the
notion 1s, as I have said, ultimate. Neverthcless,
we have such a notion and hnow what 1t means,
whereas a solid body 1n which straight lines are not
straight hines at all, but positive or negative curves,
1s 1nconcel able

Modein meta-geometnes, therefore, do not con-
tradict Euclidian geometry ~ On the contrary, they
presuppose 1t, for they aie in reality an Euclhidian
spherical geometiy or 1its mverse conceived as a
pscudo-plane geometry of two dimensions That
this 1s 50 15 proved by theefact that the theorems of
Riemann and Lowatchewsk: may be translated into
Euclidian theorems by the aid of analytical geometry.
While that the Euchidian notion of a straight line
alonc 1s valid, 1s at any rate, confirmed by the fact
that, when applicd 1n the concrete, meta-geometries
will not work

§ 305 Our conclusion 15, thercfore, that neither
a sludy of the changes that have actually taken place
as hnowledge has devcloped, nor a study of the
prnciples which have governed those changes,
Justihies us 1n 1dopting a sceptical attitude 1n regard
to present knowledge, whether theoretical or factual
In the 1ealm of facts there have been but few
reversals  Our hnowledge of facts grows not by
mtrinsic modifications, but by an increase in the
number, the detal, and the accuracy of our observa-
tions In the rcalm of theory, on the other hand.
there have been many reversals. yet these have
scldom, 1f ever, entnely destroyed the vahdity of
those interpretations we now stigmatise as false.
On the contiary, the tendency has been to dis-
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tinguish in previous theorles principles which have
led to error from those which led to truth, and
while rejecting the former to retain the latter and
embody them 1n a more adequate theory  Moreover,
the principles which have been retained are in
general those which were most cssential 1n previous
theories and which were recognised as such at the
time that thosc theories were framed Appercep-
tion by the individual and appeiception, 1f I may
so call 1t, by the race adds to the old stock of truths,
and at the same time gives them a fuller significance ;
but 1t does not destroy either the facts or the more
fundamental principles upon which those truths
were based. Our conception of things and therr
relations grows more and more systematic ; but the
facts upon which 1t 1s bascd and the principles which
guide us 1n the search for tiuth ahke remain constant
throughout

§ 306 The Hegehan theory of Apperception
likewise affords no giound for sccplictism In the
theorctical developments, brieflly outlined above, I
can find no trace of reconcihiation by higher syntheses
in the Hegelian sense of that term  Rather, develop-
ment has consisted 1n the exphicil negation of certain
principles n a previous theory and the reassertion of
others supplemented by an element which was new.
There 1s some truth mn the statement that develop-
ment 1s a sort of critical regress in which the universal
mphcit i divergent views 1s analysed out and
reasserted. But the diffeiences between divergent
views are seldom reconciled 1n a ‘ higher * synthesis.
In fact, often cnough they are not reconciled at all,
but onc 1s demied and the other established And
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if a teconcihation 1s effected, it 1s efferted bv a
distinclion wn the differences rather than by a syn-
thesis of thiem wholesale and vago modo  The result
of the rgiess mn this case 1s that the differences are
taken 1n analysis and some part of one or both
rejected. For so long as cither of the antitheses
conlains positive crior. a synthesis 1s impossible
The error must first be removed, and then, since all
theories, however divergent contamn an element of
tiuth, they may be combined to form a system of
truth more adcquate, and 1n this sense lugher than
before.  This kind of synthesis, imndecd, 1t 1s the aim
of the French philosophy of Immanence to bring
about. Led by the author of L’Acfion 1t secks to
reconcile conflicting opinions 1n religious matters by
a regress which shall draw forth from error the truth
that 1s immanent withinit  No need 1s more urgent
than the need of getting nd of contradictions It 1s
felt ahke by pragmatist, absolutist, and realist.
But while the pragmatist says ¢ take your choice of
either alternative according as you feel yourself
prompted by emotional desires ; ° and the absolutist
says, ‘ No, don’t choose, but wait, the antitheses will
some day be reconciled in higher but misty syn-
thesis,’ the realist of the Scholastic frame of mind
says, ‘ First distinguish, then choose, but choose
on rational, not on emotional, grounds; and thus
by separating truth from error, you will be able,
without waiting long, to obtain a synthesis which
shall include past truths, and at the same time be a
basis from which to pioceed to further truth’ And

the latter, 1t seems to me, 1s the best answer of
the three.
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CHAPTER XVIIL
PRAGMATISM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE,

§ 307. Science not infrequently protests against
the encroachments of the philosopher who wishes
to mterpret 1its theories 1n a metaphysical sense
¢ You keep to your province and I will keep to mine,’
1t says to the metaphysician, ‘I am concerned only
with phenomena, their sequences and their quanti-
tative relations you are concerned with substance
and accaident, matter and form, cause and effect,
in a word, with reality itself. Let us be content to
leave one another alone and to keep our provinces
distinct.’

This principle might work very well, provided the
province of science could be completely shut off from
the rcalm of philosophy, and provided neither
philosophers nor scientists were anxious to scale the
dividing wall  Unfortunately, neither condition 1s
completely fulfilled The respective provinces of
science and of philosophy coincide 1n two points.
In the first place, the phenomena whose vanations
are measured, classified, and to some extent
explained by the scientist, are precisely the same as
those whose 7atio essends and ratio cognoscends the
philosopher seeks to discover ; while the methods
which the scientist uses presuppose the principles
of sound logic, a discussion of which clearly lLes
within the sphere of the philosopher, g#d logician.
And 1n the second place, often enough the scientist

DD
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1s not comtent to keep to his science  He insists
upon lus 11ght to speculate melaphysically on the
vahidity of scientific theoties and on the ultimate
natme of the phenomena with which he has o deal,
and 1t 15 by no means uncommon to find that he
mingles his metaphysical assumptions with the
methods and principles of s science

Now, if a particular scientist wishes to indulge n
metaphy <ical speculations 1t 1s not for the philoso-
pher to say Inm nay It 1s only natural that one
who devotes himself to the study of the laws which
govern the phenomenal world should desire to know
what phenomena are, and should form {or himsclf a
metaphysical theory of the umverse But if the
scientist constructs a metaphysical theory, he can
hardly complain should the philosopher cnticise
that theoty which 1s not the less metaphysical
because 1t comes fiom the pen of a scentist.
Physicists such as M Duhcm place themselves
beyond the reach of the metaphysician by denying
that their theorics have 1n any sense a metaphysical
mmport , but there are others who, 1n discussing the
methods of science and the validity of its laws,
have taken up a dcfinitc metaphysical position,
which, they tell us, 15 more compatible with, if 1t 15
not actually presupposed by, the principles of
science This attitude, which 1s becoming more
and more prevalent both in Germany and n France,
1s closely connected with the pragmatic movement.
The pragmatic method claims to be based on that
of science. and not a few scientists seem 1n return
much mclined to adopt as their own the pragmatic
theory of knowledge-in-general and the philosophy
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of Pure Experience with which 1t 1s so intimately
bound up Science his given up the nawe, un-
¢ntical and oftcn matcnabstic Realism winch was
formerly 1ts customarv attitude, and 1 1ts stead
many of the devotees have taken up not the non
metaphysical position of M Duhem. but the position
of Empirical Idealism

§ 308 Fifty yecrs ago every scuntist started
from the common-sense pomnt of viw assunung
with his less educated brethien, that matenial things
really exist independently of the exeicise of mental
activity He took 1t for manted that lus thoughts
about the umiverse did not atfect the nature of the
‘facts’ with wlhich he had to deal 1le did not
trouble about the possibility of there bemg any
a priory forms of the mind 1o which expetence, con-
sciously or unconsciously, had {o confoim, not did
he drcam that mn obseiving facts he was n 1eality
makig them. The amm of suentuic research was
to gwe an explanation, not only of the ielations
holding betwcen plienomena, but also of the nature
of the umverse 1tself Both mechanists  and
dynamists hoped to find an mterprctation of the
objective, real world at least 1n so far as 1t 1s matenal.
Their atoms and molecules and their centres of force
were real entities constitutive of material things
and giving nse to those phenomena wluch we
perceive by the senses In facl, the complaint
which the mechamst found with the dynamist was
that the latter intioduced mto 1cality an unknown
entity © force,” which could ncitlier be imagined nor
defined

Nowadays the position 1s changed. By many of



452 THELORIES OF KNOWIEDGE

our leading scientists the older metaphysics has
been discarded and an Empirical Idealism or
Pragmatic Sensationahism substituted in 1ts stead
Mind and matter, relatively indcpendent, are no
longer the metaphysical conditions of scientific
knowledge For matter has been substituted sen-
sation, and instead of knowledge ansing through
the mamifestation of objective reahity to a relatively
passive mind, knowlcdge 1s now said to be duc for
the most part to the constructive activity of thought,
to “laction pensée,” to 1deas due, i part at least,
to the creative power of mind, and striving to reahse
themselves 1 the field of sense-cxpericnce The
data of modern science are sensations, 1ts aim 1s to
discover the relations which hold between them,
the means by which 1t sccks to acquire this know-
ledge 1s first of all sense-cxpericnce, i which
experiment plavs an important part, and, secondly,
a mental activity of a ugher order in which spon-
taneity and choiwce are conspicuous Through the
senscs we have cxperience of relations between
phenomena or sensation-complexes, and through
the instrumentality of definitions and hypotheses
created by thought we endeavour to arrange and
classify these relations, to subsume them under
general forms, and, 1f possible, to reduce them to
umty by the discovery, or better, perhaps, the
invention of some primary relation which holds
throughout

§ 309 Two namecs stand out promunently as
representative of this attitude, at once metaphysical
and cpistemological, 1 regard to the scope of science.
They are those of Mach and Karl Pearson ; and to
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these we may add a third, chosen from the more
sceptical school of the Plulosophic de la Contin-
gence, M Le Roy M DPoincaré, on the other hand
must be placed 1n a different category, for he admuts
the ‘objectinity’ of fact, and cven to ‘laws’ assigns
a certamn ‘normal objectivity,” though mn certain
passages he scems to speak as if he were a sensa-
tionalist hike Mach *

Mach distinguishes three stages m scientific pro-
cedure, the expervmental stage, in which we are n
immmediate contact with reality, 7.e , with sensation,
and merely tabulate the results of experiment and
obscrvation, the deductive stage, m which we
substitute mental 1mages for facts, as in Mechanical
Physics, and the formal stage, mn which our terms
consist of algebraical symbols, and our aum is to
construct by their means the most convenient and
most uniform synopsis of results.  Similarly
‘Pomcaré distinguishes three kinds of hypotheses,
(x) hypotheses suggested by facts and verified at
least a peu prés n experience, (2) ‘indifferent hypo-
theses,” which are usclul in thatl they express under
mages and figures rclations betwecen phenomena,
but which are neither true nor false; and (3)
‘mathematical conventions,” which consist of
definitions more or less arhitrary, and which are
independent of experience? Pomncaré’s ‘ indafferent
hypotheses ’ correspond to Mach’s second stage n
the development of science, and manifest a tendency
eventually to disappear. Alrcady Mach himself

1 Cf La Valeur de ia Science, chap x1, especially p., 266
- La Science ¢f L’Hypuﬂt.se, Introduction, P 2 and cf;
PP 180, 181,
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prefers to dispcnse with their service as rather en-
cumbering than facilitating thought ; while Poincaré,
though lic considers them still indispensable for Zie
moment, holds them to be devoid of real significance

§ 310 Thus the sccond stage of scientiiic pro-
cedure 1n tlis view 15 of sccondary importance It
is the experimental and mathematical stages that
really constitute science By observation and
expeniment we are brought into contact with
reality , not indeed with the matenal world, for no
such entity 1s supposed to exist, nor even with the
world of scnsible appearances strictly so-called—
for an appearance implies something that appears,—
but with sensations The objective condition of
scientific knowledge, the reality wluch in science we
desite to know, 15 sensation  The data of expenience
are sensations Mach, in his Analyse der Empfin-
dungen wund das Verhalimss des Physischen zum
Psychischen, has developed this view at considerable
length.  Sensations and sensation-complexes—
these, he says, are reahty. All science consists
the analysis of scnsations Natuie 15 composed of
elements given by the senses.  From these we choose
those which aic most impoitant for practical pur-
posts and call them ‘objects’® or ‘things’ But
‘things * are really abstractions, and a name 1s a
symbol for a complex of sensations whose vanations
we neglect  There are no things-in-themsclves, nor
are scnsations symbols of things, but what we call
things are symbols of sensation-complexes of relative
stability. Colowms, sounds, pressures, spaces,
duiations, these are the real things  All thought 1s
goveincd by the punciple of Thought-Economy.



PRAGMATISM AND PIIYSICAL SCIENCE  43%

We are ever t1ying {5 save owsclves tiouble.  Hence
we have acquired the habit of grouping sensations
together 1 a lump and calling themn by a single
name. One gioup of scnsations we call ‘water,
another a lcaf,” another “a stone’  Smaller groups,
again, are combined to form larger ones. The group
“leaf ’ 1s Jomed 1o the groups  branch,’ ‘ stem,’ etc,
and the whole, bemg vagucly or generically pictured,
becomes a ‘ plant.” These larger groups, again, are
mncluded 1n otheis larger still.  What we call © the
extetnal world’ comprisecs all those sensation-
complexes which are relatively constant, 2 e, which
repeat themselves again and agamn 1n the same sort
of way and are not subjcct to the control of our will.
whereas ‘the sclf’ compiises that other very ex-
tensive group of sensation-complexes, some of which
are always present 1n consclousness, though ever
varying n tone, while otheis can be produced at
any time 1if we so desire, and thus are directly under
our control *

In the external group the rclations between
sensation-complexes are constant. 2 ¢ , the complexes
follow one another in the same order Thus the
sensation-complex (water) 1s juxta-posed 1n a certain
way to another complex (bunsen-burner), and always
after a cerlan fime the bright transparency of the
former complex gives place to a dull whiteness of
another considerably greater in extent Oidinanly,
bowever, we prefer—according to the Princip der
Denkokonomie—touse names to denote our sensation-
complexes, as 1t saves us the tume and trouble of

1 La Mécamgue, Pp 450 ct seg. (The examples here given are
my own)
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describing them  The usual account that one would
give of the above phenomenon, for instance, would
be that when we heat water over a bunsen-burner,
after a time 1t begins to boil  Indeed, 1t would be
velty awkward for the sensationalist, 1if he often
had to carry out Pascal’s principle of substituting
the defimtion for the thing defined.

§ 311. The physicist selects the above class of
sensations, which are characterised by greater
stability, greater regulanty, and are common to
mankind, as the data of his scientific researches,
while the psychologist treats of these in another way,
and also of other sensations which are less stable,
more subject to the control of the will, and, hence,
often peculiar to the individual ~ But the standpoint
of Mach 1s really psychological throughout Both
psychologist and physicist treat of the same class
of objects from different points of view

All that we can know of the world 1s necessarily
reduced to sense-perception and all that we can wish
to know 1s given in the solution of a mathematical
problem, 1n the knowledge of the functional depe ndence

which exists between sense-elements. This exhausts
the sources of the knowable?!

Professor Mach has given up the apparently
hopeless task of reducing things to indcfimtely
small and ultimate elements Both he and
Poincaré prefer to regard atoms and such like as
hypotheses, as mere picturcsque fictions of greater
or less utihty, but of no objective value, and
for things Mach substitutes sensations. Scientifi-
cally, indeed, sensation is regarded as a form of

# Mach, op cit,, p 287, )



PRAGMATISM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE 487

energy, the differences of which are probably
quantitative But in coursc of time, says Mach,
we shall discover that the sense of hunger 1s not so
very dufferent from the action of sulphuric acid on
zinc, and that our will 1s not so very different from
the pressure of stone on 1its support, and so we shall
get nearer nature Thus {or Energetics, everything
15 reducible to cneigy, ahas sensation, and the final
aim of physical science 1s to demonstrate the truth
of this assertion

§ 312. Both Mach and Poncaré speak of the
sense-data of science as 1f they were uminfluenced by
the subjective factor m cogmition They regard
them as relatively stable, independent of the indi-
vidual, and therefore objective. But even imn the
objects of scientific knowledge, philosopliers such as
M Le Roy would admit an element of ‘ contingency.’
Sensations are not given 1n 1solation, but are grouped
together in complexes and integrated into percepts ;
and m the construction of our percepts there may
enter an element of caprice We are influenced by
our pownt de vue choss d’avance, practical utility
n some cases, the exigencies of scientific theory in
others Hence we introduce mto our percepts just
what suits our convenience and leave out the rest.
This follows logically from the philosophy of Pure
Experience, a phiosophy wlich s practically
identical with the metaphysical standpomnt of
MM. Karl Pearson and Mach  For if, as M. Le Roy
says, “ nothing 1s put before the mind, except what
1s put by the mind ; ” 1if, in other words, we do not
copy reality, but construct 1t, as Dr. Schiller affirms ;
then all 1s due to “hypothesis and fabrcation ™
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etther by the indinidual or by the race, e, we
construct our percepts as well as our concepts.
Agan, racial devclopment takes place by mndividual
variation, and this s possible m the sphere of
experience only 1f thought cxcicises purposive
control over the data of sense, 1n which casc even 1n
this, the lowest stage of human knowlcdge, we must
admit that there 1s an clement of capuice  Hence,
all scientific laws are unveufiable to put the maite
nigorously, fiust because they are the instiument with
which we make in the continuity of the puimitive datum
the ndispensable parcelling out (morcelage) without
whuch thought rematns powerless and shul 1n, and agamn
because they constitute the cuiterion itself with which
wejudge the apparatus and methods wluch 1t 1s necessary
to use in order to subject them to an examination, the

accuracy of which may be able to surpass all assignable
limats ?

§ 313 Contingency and choice 1n the sphere of
expeumental science 1s emphatically denied by
Pomncaré “ All that the scientist creates mm a
fact,” he says, 15 the language 1n which he expresses
it”  We do not interferc with facts, except 1n so far
as we select those which are relcvant to our purpose
In cxperience relations are determmcd, not by
experiment, but by inexorable laws which govern
the succession of our sensation-complexes ¢ We do
not copy reality '—that 1s true , but the laws which
govern the scquences and combinations of sensations
are fixed for us,and not by us  They are something
which we expenience as a datum, not something we
arbitranly construct , and these laws may be known
by us at least a peu pres

1 Le Roy, Revue Mdaph. ef Morale, 1901, p 140,
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This view, thongh doubtless the correct one, 1s
hardly consistent with the doctine that sensations
and not matenal objects are the dala of science, 1f
it be the mind that groups sensations together and
so forms sensation-complenes o1 oljeefs, then, as
M Le Roy and Dr Schiller offum such gioupings
may not alwavs be precisely nlentical. Not only
may modification and cven mutilation of fact have
occuritd during the long process m wluch habits
of perception liave been bmilt up and have become
common to the 1ace but such modifications are still
possible since habits are only 1clatn ely constant and
only approxmnately commnion to the 1ace.  Morcover,
the sigmficance of M Tomncaré’s assertion that all
we create mn a fact 15 the language in which we
express 1t, 1s considerably modified when we compare
1t with another statement to the effect that
‘language 1s strewn with preconceived 1deas;’ for
the latter, since their mnfluence 158 unconscious, arc
far more dangerous than those wlich we deliberately
formulatc and make use of 1n hypothescs.

M Le Roy’s statcment, thercfore, that scientific
laws are unvenfiable because they are the nstru-
ments by means of which we paicel out the primitive
datum of eapericnce would scemn to be vahd in a
pragmatic and evolutionary theory of knowledge
His second argument (granting the vahdity of his
premises) is no less conclusive  When the corres-
pondence-notion of tiuth 1s rejected, our only
critenia of truth are utility and consistency, both of
which are determined by the development and
systematisation of science itself  Scientific laws, as
M. Duhem has ponted out, mutually mvolve and
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imply each othet’s truth  Hence, 1f m no individual
case we can ehmiate the subjective element and so
prove that a law has ansen from the manifestation
of reahty 1itself to our minds, we have no nght to
assume one law to provc another ; all laws, whether
empirical or not, will be equally unverifiable 1n the
pragmatic aud pseudo-scientific theory of knowledge

The unrestricted junsdiction of the Princip der
Denkokononue pomts to the same conclusion , for,
according to Professor Mach, this principle 1s not
confined to the rcalm of physical theory, but 1s a
gencial principle applicable to all forms of cognition
alhke It governs the constiuction of the percepts
and concepts of common-sense, just as 1t directs the
scientist 1in the formulation of defimtions and
physical hypotheses  LEffictency depends upon
economy, and cfficiency, adaptation to environment,
and practical uhhty for the control of sense-
experience 1s the final aim, not only of physical
theory, but of all human cognition

§ 314 The I'ragmatism and Secnsationalism of
Mach and Karl Pearson, which 1s really a philoso-
phical theory of knowledge, must be carcfully
distinguished from the view that in Physical Theory
defimtions and laws are meiely symbolic formula,
useful for the -classtfication, co-ordination and
systematisation of scientific fact for this view 1s
held by many who, except on this point, are 1n no
sense pragmatists either mm regard to science or
philosophy A pragmatic interpretation of physical
theory 15, m fact, quite compatible with meta-
physical Realism

For mstance, M. Duhem 15 a realist 1 regard to
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the notions of common-scnse, yet he tells us that
the aim of physical theory 1s ““to constiuct a
symbolic representation of what our senses, aided
by instruments, make us know, in order to render
easier, more rapid, and more sure, reasoning about
experimental knowledge.” Concepts for him as for
MM Poincaré and Mach are means to thisend  Their
function 1s symbolic As defimitions they are
arbitrary, and 1n no way represent reality or reveal
1ts mner rational structure ¢DMasses’ are “co-
cfficients which 1t 1s convenient to introduce nto our
calculations.” ‘Energy’ must not be confused
with the force excited by a horse in drawing a cart ;
1t 1s merely “a function of the state of a system
whose total differential in every clementary modifica-
tion 1s equal to the excess of work over heat set free "
Concepts as defimtions form the basis of scientific
deduclion, but they do not reveal the nature of
objective facts The most they can do 1s to indicate
certan cxperiences, and so enable us to verify the
phenomenal relations which we have deduced by
means of mathematlical reasoning in which these
symbolic definitions function as terms.

Some have endeavoured to find a similanty
between M Duhem’s theory of chemical com-
bination and the scholasiic doctrine of matter and
form. This, however, as he mforms us 1n his work
entitled Le Muxte ef la combinasson chimuique, n
which his views on that subject aie developed, 1s
merely an analogy, and nothing moie. ‘Foims,’ as
concerved by the chemust and the physicist, are
quantilative, not qualitative; whereas quality 1s

L Le Mixte et la Combinatson chimique, pp. 202-205.
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of the essence of things, the nature of which 1t is
the business of the metaphysician and not of the
scientist to determine Neveitheless, 1n spite of
this demal that ‘ forms ’ in chemistry and in physics
are comparable with the metaphysical forms of
Arnstotle, M Duhem’s standpoint 1s quite compatible
with Realism; and 1t 1s so precisely because he
relegates all questions as to the nature of quality
and essence to Metaphysics

§ 315 The standpoint of M. Duhem differs
essentially, theiefore, from that of Karl Pearson
and Mach; for, while carefully distinguishing
physical theory from physical fact, M. Duhem docs
not identify the latter with sensation, but leaves 1t
to the metaphysician to determine the ultimate
nature of the data of expericnce  Agam, 1t 1s
only in Theory that postulation and symbolism are
admitted by M Duhem, and that we are allowed
to construct and modify defimtions at will.
Mathematical Physics in the course of 1ifs
development 1s 1ndependent of Experimental
Physics, and uses a different method In the
latter we are bound down by empirical facts,
whereas Mathematical Physics 1s free to disregard
all facts till theory 1s complete, when 1t must be
verified as a whole by comparing the conclusions
which have been mathematically deduced with the
complexus of experimental data. “In the course
of its development a physical theory 1s free to choose
whatever way 1t pleases, provided 1t avoids all
logical contiadiction; in particular, it 1s free to
disregard the facts of experience.” !

> Duheul. La Théorie Physique, Vi § 7.
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On the other hand, for Professor Mach, and
apparently for M Poncaré also symbolism, postula-
tion and the piinciple of Thouglit-cconomy apply to
theory and fact alike The expciimental differs
from the mathematical stage only mn this respect,
that in the former we gioup under one name scnsa-
tions which are actually piesent 1in consciousness,
and ow groupmg 1s more or less spontaneous ;
wlereas 1n the latter we arbitrarily combine symbols
denoting sensation-complexces already grouped, and
postulate that the new symbol shall denote actual
groupings which have never as yect been given
CONSCIOUSICSS

The real difference, then, between Karl Peaison
and Mach on the onc hand and Duhem on the
other 15 1n regard to their philosophic standpoint.
Both Karl Pearson and Macli, and, to some extent,
Poincaré also, phiulosophise on the data of experience
and on the development of knowledge n geneial ,
and their philosophy 1s pragmatic. M. Duhem
declines to philosophise and, 1t a pragmatist at all,
1s a pragmatist only m 1egud to the methodology
of physical theoty, an attitude which 1s quite con-
sistent with plulosophic Realism.

§ 316. There 1s also a further difference between
the views of M Pomcaré and M Duhem in regard
to the relation of Mathematical to Expermmental
Physics. M. Poinca1é admits * truths founded on
experience and verified almost exactly so far as
concerns systems which are piactically 1solated ;
and thesc truths, he says, when gencralised beyond
the limits within which experience verifies them,
become “ postulates, applicable to the whole universe
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and regardcd as 11govously true > “ Mais, I principe
désormass crystallisé, pour awnsy dire, w'est plus
soumis au contrile de Uexpérience Il w'est pas vrai
ou fauz, il est commode” Thus such principles as
Newton's Laws of Inertia and of the Equality of
Action and Reaction, Lavosier’s Conservation of
Mass, Mayer's Conservation of Energy, and Carnot’s
Degradation of Encigy are axiomatic, though not
a priorn  They are suggested by facts, but aie
unverifiable, because 1n therr absolute form they
arc mere conventions , and our right to postulate
them lics precisely i this, that experience can
never contradict them

Mathematical Physics, on the other hand, for
M. Duhem s enfirely wndependent of experience
throughout the whole process of uts development No
hypothesis whatever can be verified till the theory
of Physics 15 complete i every detail, for every
physical law 1s ““ a symbolic relation the application
of whuch to concrcte 1cality supposes that onc accepts
quite a system of other laws ’ 2 No individual, physi-
cal law 1s, propaly speaking either true or false, but
only appronimate, and on that account provisional.
Sufficiently approximate to-day, the time waill
come when 1t will no longer satisfy our demand
for accuacy? Principles, therclore, which MM
Milhaud, Le Roy and Pomncaré alike place beyond
the control of expersence are says M. Duhem, cither
not physical laws at all (since every physical law
must retan 1ts meanmg when we insert the words
a pen prés, which these do not) or else, when their

1 Revue Mclaph el DMorale, 1902 (Italics mine).
2op. cat, 1%,y § 1. 3ibud., §§ 2, 3



PRAGMATISM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE 465

consequences have been fully deduced, they must
be rigorously subjected to the test of experience 1n
the theory to which they belong, and with that
theory stand or fall! In other words, Poincaré,
admitting the existence of relatively 1solated systems
of experunental facts, thinks that 1t 1s possible to
apply the process of venfication to a physical theory
m the course of its devclopment ; while Duhem,
convinced that all physical laws are intimately
connccted, prefers to formulate a complete and self-
consistent system of hypotheses before attempting
to compare the consequences of any one of these
hypotheses with experimenial fact. A similar
differcnce 15 mamiest in regard to the method of
teaching Physics. Poincaré prefeis the inductive
and experimental method Duhem holds that
physical theory should be presented to those who
are capable of receiving 1t, ez fofo, and that cx-
periments should serve merely as illustrations of
dificrent stages mn its development.

§ 317. This difference between two of our most
eminent physicists, though great at first sight, can,
I think, to some extent, be cxplained. M Duhem
msists that all hypotheses must be verifiable @ peu
pres if they are to have physical significance :
consequently, there can be no laws in physical
theory, when complete, which are not at least
approximately true. On the other hand, the use
of purely conventional hypotheses in the con-
struction of a theory 1s allowable. provided they are
ultimately venfiable mn thcir systematic complete-
ncss. M. Poincaré ponts out that such conven! onal

Y Iid, v, §§ 8, 9.

LE
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hypotheses arc often experimental laws generalised
beyond the limits within which they are verifiable,
and so worded that they cinnot as such, be con-
tradicted by expetience  That in then most general
form, as apphicable to the whole universe, uni ersel
postulates of this kind cannot be verificd directly, 1s
obvious , for not only are they univeisal, but they
are expressed m symbolic teims, such as energy and
mertia terms which 1t 1s almost umpossible to trans-
late mio therr cotresponding sensations (1f such
there be) Yect, masmuch as such postulates lead
to paiticular conclusions about less abstiact realities
of which we can have immediate cxperience, nas-
much as their function 15 to guide us mn the con-
struction of hypotheses which aie vernfiable a pes
pris and so have a physical sense, 1t may be said
that even the most abstract laws and the most
general principles can be verified indirectly through
their consequences

§ 318. Thus the divergent wvicws taken by
M Poincaié and M Duhem respectively in regard to
physical ‘axioms’ are apparently reconciled. Yet
the divergence has, I am inclined to think, a deeper
root M Duhem’s reason for affirming that physical
laws are not as yet cither true or false, but simply
useful. 1s that they have not been and cannot as yet
be completely venfied, and hence are only pro-
visional. But when they have been completcly
veiified m the physical theory 1o which they belong
they will become, together with the principles upon
which that theory 1s founded, not only uscful but
true in the realistic sense of that teem M Poincaré,
on the othet hand, can easily find room for ¢ axioms’
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which are already °regauided as tiue,” because tiuth
for him, as for the prugmatist, 1s apparenily one
with utility, though, as we shall sce, 1t 15 not
mercly utihty  Truth and objectivity, mn the sense
in which they were understood by Aristotle, by the
Scholastics, and 1n which they aic still understood
by common-sense, do not exist for those scientists
who are prone piagmatically to philosophise.
Objects being identified with sensations,' objectivity
acquires a ncw scnse, for the objective value of
science 1s, according to M Pomcaré, the same as our
behief 1n external objects  Granted that nothing 1s
put before the mind except what 1s put by the mind,
gianted that ¢ all that 1s not thought 1s pure nothing
since we can think only thought, and the words we
usc 1n speaking of things can only be expressions of
our thoughts,” granted that “to say that therc 1s
anything besides thought 1s a statement that can
have no mecaning,” 2 it would scem to follow that
physics 1s merely a branch of psychology, and that
in studying things we are really studying the work
of our own minds

§ 319 WWhat sense, then, can be given to the term
objective truth » How can there be anything really
objective or really true, if sensations and the laws
which determine their relations proceed from the
nature of the mund itsclf and refer to nothing
beyond ? Pragmatists attempt to solve the diffi-
culty by distinguishing between what 1s peculiar to

1M Tomncaré 15 not always consislent on this pomt  Some-
times he scems to speak as if he wae a reabst, as wm chap x
of La Valeur de la Science, where he attachs M Lc Roy, some-
times as a sensationalist (chap x1, and cf nfra).

tLa Vulenwr de la Suen.e, p 276



468 TIIEORIES OF KRNOWILEDGE

the individual and what 1s common to the race.
Doubtless the rclations between sensations * could
not be conceived outside a mmd which concetves
them or which {eels them, but they are, nevertheless,
¢ objective,” because they are, will become, or will
remain common to all thinking bemngs ”! Some
sensations *‘ nous apparaissent comme wunies cnlres
cllcs par 1e ne sais quel cument wndestructible et non
pay un hasard d’un jour 2 These are the sensations
which ate common to all thinking beings, and which
in tlus sense may be saud to be objective From
these premises the naiure of truth and the criterion
of truth may casily be deduced That will be true
which the mdividual holds m common with his
fellow-men, that false wiich he holds 1n isolation,
and the function of truth-critenia will be to dis-
tinguish what 1s held collectively from what 1s
peculiar to the individual. The Plulosoplie de la
Contingence, realising tlus, has defined truth as that
which 1s “ normal ’ enough to be accepted by anyone
of sound mind

§ 320 The conncction between the conception
of truth as that wluch 1s useful, fruitful, comnode,
and the conception of 1t as ‘normal objectivity’1s
clear In the fist place, the relation of intellect to
scnse 15 1 this view regarded as merely  functional ’
Intcllect symbolises and relates sense-data solely
with a view to controlling them, manipulating them,
and adapting them to the needs of human nature.
In so far as the hypotheses which we formulate fulfil
this end, they perfoim therr function well, and are
useful. The necds of humamity, however, and

1iwd, p 271. 2Ibd , p 270,
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conscquently the reactions which will satisfy those
needs are more or less constant , hence there will be
a certain degree of harmony m our judgnients of
what does satisfy our needs, 2 ¢, we shall have a
kind of ‘normal objectivity’ based on common
consent as to the uscfulness of certain hypotheses.
Sccondly, science, hike all other knowledge, 1s 1n
process of evolution Mind interacts on nund
through social mnteacourse  The thought-habits of
the mmdividual get modified and become more like
those of his neighbour Thus necds-for-knowledge
and the processes by which we strive to acquire that
knowledge have, 1n course of time, become mote or
less 1dentical throughout the race  The Newtonmian
laws, says Mach, arc the result of a long process of
observation and expeliment, of scientific evolution,
m the race. Ideas, not found mn sense-data, and
whose working 1s often unconscious, guide the
development of science Now the psychological
factor 1n cognition has obtained a fuller recogmition,
and the naive Realism of Mechanical Physics 1s being
displaced by Energetics. We find now that what
we took to be true, m the copy scnse of the word,
1s merely useful , uscful, not because 1t satisfies the
nceds of the mdividual, but because 1t satisfies the
nceds of humanity al large, because 1t conforms to
our preformed habits of thought, and enables us
to go on adapting ourselves to our cnvironment.
It 1s however, only a pragmatic truth, this uti-
Iity, a truth based on common necds, but always
mcomplete, always changing, never absolute,
always provisional and approximate, subject to
contmual modification as human needs and human
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environments advance together on the wave of
evolution

§ 321  The doctrines of Poiwncaré, Mach and
Le Roy, since they deal with truth, knowledge and
objectivity 1n general, not mercly with the scientific
usc of these terms, do not belong to physics, or, at
any rate, not to physics alone, but to the theory of
knowledge  They arc philosophical doctrines which
bear clealy the mmpress of Pragmatism, and will
be discussed together with other pragmatic theories
i the chapters entitled ‘‘Pragmatic Truth ” It
would be an error, however, to attribute the Prag-
matism of Poincaré Mach and Le Roy to the
mfluence of Professor James and Dr Schiller, though
1t can hardly be doubtcd that the world-wide reputa-
tion and the vigorous polemics of the latter have had
their effect  The Pragmatism of the philosophising
scientist has amnsen from quite another source It
1s, 1n tact, but a devclopment of the doctrnine that
the definitions and laws which belong to Physical
Theory are only symbolic formule, figured hypo-
theses, postulates which aie useful. but not truc
And tlus doctime can only be called ‘pragmatic’
retrospcctively, for 1t existed before Pragmatism
proper was mnvented, and by it—at least mn Dr.
Schiller’s case—the gencial epistemological theory
of Pragmatism appears to have been suggested

§ 322 The ongin of scientific Pragmatism—if
such a term 1s peinmssible—arises apparently from
the feclmg of hopelussness aroused in the scientific
mind by the multiform variely of physical theores
at present existing, theories which, if taken as they
stand, are mutually imncompatible. Contradiction 1s



PRAGMATISM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE 471

so violently repugnant to the human mind that we
are rcady to take almost any means to escape it.
And to many scientists, anxious to solve the mystery
presented by a daily-increasing multitude of con-
flicting and scemingly 1rieconcilable hypotheses,
only two altcrnatives scemed to offer themsclves,
either Scepticism or a kind of provisional Pragma-
tism Believing themsclves confronted with a
choice such as this, many have adopted the latter
alternative, ¢ ¢ , rather than give up truth altogether,
they prefer to regard it in Physical Science as a
‘valuc’ Provisionally, at any rate, truth 1s not
somethmg which corresponds with reality or reveals
1ts mner natwe, but something which cnables us
the better to mamipulate and control our cnviron-
ment. The reason of this choice 1s, I think, not the
mtrinsic reasonableness of the pragmatic position,
but rather the reluctance which 1s felt towards the
sceptical alternative. Scepticism would not satisfy
our practical needs. It would involve the surrender
of laws mm practice extremely uscful, and theo-
retically, at any rate possible, and sometimes
probable It would deny even approximate truth,
and would destroy the possibzlity of certitude ; and
so would take away all motive for fuither research,
rendering science both futile and meamingless. In
the face of such an alternative, the scientist prefers
to take up a position which admits of at least some
degree of certitude, and gives, at any rate, some
meaning to the notions of {ruth, vahdity and
objectivity

§ 323. But the adoption of a pragmatic attitude
in regard to the function of physical theory, whether
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1t be merely provisional or not, by no means implies
the adoption of Pragmatism in general, with its
1dealistic interpretation of the umverse, 1ts theory
of wmuversal postulation, and 1ts man-made truths
which at bottom are no tiuths at all, but merely
‘values’ Scientific Pragmatism 1s, as I have said,
quite consistent with philosophic Realism, and the
two are not mnfrequently found together, and were
so found before philosophical Pragmatism had been
conceived One may be pcrmtted to ask, thercfore
—and the question 1s both interesting and instructive
from the cpistemological point of view—whether
some form of Realism 1s not still compatible with
Physical Science itsclf ; whether, for mnstance, the
physicist 1n his aim should not be a reahst after all ;
nay, more, whether some physical principles and
some branches of physical theory do not already
admit the predicate ‘truc’ m the correspondence
sensc of that term It would be strange, indeed, 1f
1 one of the most extensive, most important, most
fruitful spheres of human research, to which for
centuries many of the keenest human intellects have
devoted themselves, we should have, as yet, obtained
no knowledge whatsocver of objective reality. One
can scarcely credit the assertions of those who
maintain that the whole complexus of physical
hypothescs and laws 1s merely a working instrument,
a uscful calculating machme Fortunately, how-
ever, Realism 1n Physical Science 1s not yet extinct.
Not only were scientists of ancient and world-wide
fame, such as Newton, Huyghens, Bernoull,
Lagrange and Laplace, rcalists, but realists survive
to the present day. Nor 1s thewr survival an
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anomaly. They do not exist in spite of ther failure
to adapt themsclves to an idcalistic environment.
On the contrary, the Realism of English science
has proved one of the chief obstacles to the advance
of Anglo-German Absolutism Most scientists who
do not philosophise adopt a realistic attitude in
regard to facts . and many who do, find 1t extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to climinate realistic
expressions and 1deas  And if Realism 1s compatible
with Physical Science, 1t certainly gives to 1t a
fuller, a more consistent and a more satisfactory
meaning than can be got from Pragmatism. Itis
worth while considering, therefore, whether a
modcrate form of Realism may not yet be upheld
m regard to Physics, 1n spite of the mamfold
diversity of 1ts hypotheses, and, accordngly, to
this question I propose to devote the following
chapter.

CHAPTER XVIII
REALTSM AND PHYSICAL SCIENCE.

§ 324 Realism interprets truth as correspon-
dence ’ between our concepls and judgments on the
one hand, and objective reality on the other, though
in true knowledge the nature of objects 1s revealed
to our minds, not completely, but in part A true
concept represents, or, bettel, 1n a true concept we
know, some real object in some one or more of its
aspects or of its relations Hence, truth must be
determined objeclively, not by our needs, but by



474 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

objects themsclves, if 1t 1s to be truth at all 1In
perception, 1n conception, and 1n judgment, puiposecs
and needs have their proper function, as psychology
shows , but their influence, 1 the main, 1s restiicied
to the intent, as opposed to the content, of thought.
Certammly we may framc hypotheses m which we
provisionally dciermine the content of thought by
our own constructive powers, but a concept so
formed 1s not true unless 1t 1s confirmed or verified
by reference to the object

§ 325 Is this position compatible with the
standpont adopted n Physical Science? In
general 1t seems to me that 1t 15 For the majorty
of physicists admit that determination of the mind
by 1ts object 1s the only possible mcans of attaining
truth ; thougl they hesitate when asked how far
physical concepts and laws have been so determined,
and sometimes sccm to doubt whether they will
ever be more than symbolic and vseful. Ncverthe-
less, 1n her aim and 1n her practice science 1s almost
always objective. The aim of the physicist 1s to
force nature to reveal her mner workings and ‘the
correlations of natural agencies’ Facts are
regarded as something independent of mind and
our knowledge of them as objectively determined.
Purpose 1s allowed to determine, not facts them-
selves, but only what facts arc relevant to the
problem in hand Guded by purpose, the scientist
sclects lus facts, taking note of what 1s relevant
and neglecting the rest. DBut in the sphere of
observation and cxperiment, never, if he can help
1it, does he allow puipose to determine content.
Abnormal cases occur, cases in which associations
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or the ‘will to believe’ is exceplionally strong;
but the careful observei—and the scientist 1s, or
should be, a careful observer—will suspect such
influences, if present, and will hesitale to trust his
conclusions 1n such a case until they are confirmed
by independent evidence It 1s only 1n the framing
of hypotheses that the constructive activity of
mind plays a part. But a hypothesis 1s not a law ;
1t 1s a question, a postulate which we ask nature to
answer or confirm We apprehiend some relation
as holding between concrete rcalitics—for even m
its mterrogative form a hypothesis 1s suggested by
facts, we modify that ielation and try whether 1t
still holds in nature, or we postulate that the
relation holds m other and different cases, and
experniment fo discover whether 1t 1s so. Should
reahty persistently answer our question m the
affirmative, our hypothesis then becomes a law,
true approximately and under the given conditions
for all cases Throughout the experimental stage
of science 1t 1s the aim of the scientist to get the
object 1tself to detetmine the answer to his
questions, as 1t defermines, in part at least, the
questions themsclves He wants to know reality
as 1t 1s. His whole endcavour 1s, therefore, to
exclude subjective considerations and pre-conceived
1deas, so that he may read aright the answer that
nature gives. He tries morc than anyone else to
keep 1 subjection lus ‘will to believe,” knowing
that, if this 1s impossible, he may as well rebinquish
ali attempts to discover the laws wiiuch govern the
univeise.

§ 326. The scientist, then, fully admuts that if
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scientific concepts and laws are to be verificd, they
must be determined by their objects, and by therr
objects alone, and the aim of experiment 1s to
place conditions precisely in order that such a
determination may take place  The problem which
we have 1o solve, then, 1s how far the concepts and
laws of plysical science 1n 1ts present stage of
devclopment have been de facto determined by
objective reality, for upon this will depend therr
power to give us true knowledge of objective reality

Science, which as a rule 1s non-assertive on this
point, 1s apt to appear somewhat sceptical on account
of 1ts fondness for such terms as symbolic,! con-
venlional, probable, approximate, useful. M
Duhem, for mstance, tells us that all concepts in
Physical Science arc symbolic, and all laws ap-
proximate, and that hence, stuctly speaking, they
cannot be said to be cither true or false For this
rcason he distinguislies common-scnse laws from
saicntific laws, because of the former we may
predicate truth and falsity, notions which aic
mapplicable m science The reason 1s, he says,
that common-swnse laws “ simply extract what 1s
common 1 cach paiticular case to which the law
applies, so that m cach of those cases to which we
apply the law, we shall find concrete objects
which these abstract idecas are realised , ” whereas
scientific notions, mass, temperature, pressure, are
“ not only abstract, but symbolic, and have meaning
only thanks to physical theories ’2  And from the
appronimate character or indetermimation of the

} La Thiorie Physique, chap v, § 2.
® Ibed., § 1a
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symboel follows the indeterminate and approximate
nature of the law.

Common-sense laws are very true, but on condition that
the geneial terms belwcen wliuch they establsh a
connection be abstiactions ausing spontancously fiom
the concrete, abstractions unanalysed, taken en bloc, like
the gencral idea of a carriage o1 of a horse .. A
physical law possesses a certitude much less immediate
and much moic difticult to appreciate than a law of
common-sense, though 1t surpasses the latter in the
minute and detailed precision of 1ts predictions 2

§ 327 Let us examine a scienlific defimtion and
then a scientific law i order to see for ourselves
how far 1ls genesis and 1its precision affect its truth,
“ The words hot and cold, or hotness and coldness,”
says Professor Preston in sketching the develop-
ment of the notion of Tempciature, * refer to the
state of a body as judged by the scnse of heat,” a
hot body being “regaided as the source of an
mfluence which affects the sense of heat.’3 We
begin, then, with sense-peiception.  Hotness 1s some
property of objccts mn virtue of which they affect
our temperaturc-sense, as psychologists sometimes
callit  Andthis, we may note in passmg, 1s probably
at bottom what many who belong to the new school
of Energetics mean when they say that the data of
science are sensations Ostwald, for imstance, who
1s morc objective than Mach, says that all sensations
are due to a difference of energy between the organ
of sense and the medium wluch surrounds it. At
any rate, the common-sense notion of hotness, like

1 Ibid, chap vin, § 5.

2 Ibid , chap v, § 5.
3 Theoyy of Ileal, p 12.
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those of sound, light, pressure, is at fiist objective.
True, in the beginning, such notions are denotatine
rather than connotative, but their connotition 15
not zrio We know cnough to be able to dis-
tingush hotness fiom other qualities of the sane,
ot of different objects, and are thus able {o wnquue
what 15 1ts cause what 1ts natuie, what its relations
to other propeities of matter

§ 328 TItism the comse of this cnqiry that the
nolion of tumperature comes to be scentifically
defincd  {or the scientific defimtion of tempirature
presupposts the common-sense notion of hotness.
Finding that scveral preces of the same substance
can be arranged 1n a series by the sensc of heat alonc
according as onc 1s holter or colder than anothcr,
“we are licnee led,” says Profcssor Preston, “ to
the 1deca of a scalc of hofness, and to enquire how
much onc body 15 hotter than ancothur” The
estimation of hotness implics some scale or standaird
of measurcument, and when this is chosun

we may speak scientifically of the hotness of a body, and
for 1his purpose the word Zeimperature 1s employed The
word temperalure thus menns simply the degree of hotness
of a body measured according to some arbulraridy chosen
scale. Itis a scientific term, and contams all the meaning
of the primitive wuid hotness, as well as the wdea of a
measure of hotness !

Obscrving that “ one of the most gencral cffects
of change of tempeiatuic or hotness m a body 1s
change of bullk, or expansion by heat,” and that,
in the case of certun badies, thewr bulk increascs

2 Theory of Heat, p 13. ([talxs mine )
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continuously m proportion to their hotness,! science
has sclected this change as the basis of a method of
indicating temperature But “ the mode by which
the change of temperature 1s mndicated by the change
of volume 1emams of course, a matter of choice, as
well as the paiticular substance employed 2 For
mnstance, we can measure change of volume directly
through cypansion indicated by the rise of a liquid,
mercmy or spiits of wine, 1n a tube divided into
parts of cqual or known capacities; or we may
allow the hqud to overflow and deterrine the
volume of the overflow, and hence the expansion of
that which remains in the tube, by weighing3
Agan, we may take a gas, air, hydrogen, or nitrogen,
as our theimometric substance, in which case
temperaturc may be measured either by “ change
of volume while the pressure 1s kept constant, or
by change of pressure while the volume 1s kept
constant ¢ Thus, not only 1s the scale itself arbi-
trary, but so also 1s ow1 choice of a thermometric
substance, of the property of that substance which
we take as a basis of ineasurement, and of the means
by which that measurement 1s effected.

Is, then, our definition of tempeiature arbitrary ?
Strictly speaking, 1t 1s not. It 1s 1n deciding what
particular fact or class of facts the term °‘tem-
perature ’ 1s to denote that we exercise choice. We
find that degrees of hotness may in general be
mdicaled by changes of volume, and we therefore
decide to use the term ‘temperainre’ to sigmfy

1 For a thermometric substance the law of the increase of bnlk
must be one of stmple proportion, and tius law will hold only

within certamn himits, exclusive of change of phase
20p i, p. 14 bl p 112 dlnd, p 116
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degrees of hotness as indicated 1 that particular
way. It 1s the choice of the thing to be defined
that is arbitrary, not the definition of 1t, for the
definition merely expresses a fact or relation which
has been found to hold in nature 1tself

§ 329 The question, then, really 1s whether our
defimtion of temperature expicsses an objective fact
or not Do changes of volume and changes of
pressure really mdicate changes m degree of hot-
ness ? If so, our defimtion 1s objectively vahd, if
not, 1t 1s mercly a creation of the mind

Now, theoretically, two phenomena which vary
concomtantly must be 1n some way ¢ causally con-
nected,” m which case changes i the one pheno-
menon will correspond to changes in the other, m
so far as that phenomenon which we may call the
effect depends upon the other phenomenon as upon
its cause. Hence we may say that » so far as change
of volume °varies continuously’ with change of
hotness, there 1s a causal connection between the
two, so that change of volume mdicates and may
be used 1n order to measure change of hotness But
the statcment that change of volume varies con-
tinuously with change of hotness applics only to
certain cases and even then 1s not exact Changes
of volume may be due also to changes of pressure,
surface-tension, etc, and, in addition to this, there
are apparent changes arsing from varation m the
solid envelope 1n which the thermometric substance,
whether a iquid or a gas, 1s enclosed  These other
causes of vamation or of apparent vanation the
scientist must eliminate or allow for, 1f his measure_
menis ale to be exact , and since he can do neithe
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completely, there will always be some shght error
m his results The personal cquation, too, 15 a
source of error, for it varies somewhat; and the
Iines wlich indicate the sub-divisions of the ther-
mometric scale have always a cerlam thickness.
Hence the degree of hotness of a body as measured
by some chosen scale 1s not the degree of hotness as
it objectively exists. There 1s always some error, and
though of errors in general we may take an average
or mcan, the result will ncver be more than ap-
proximatc  Hence the scientific defimtion of
temperature 1tself 15 approxmmate. 1t does not
correspond exactly with the object defined, or
rather 1t implics an 1mpossibility, viz, that changes
of hotness can be measured with absolute accuracy
by an arbitrary scale, wheieas measurement, since
it implies quantity or degree, owing to the
‘faiblesse de notre esprit’ can never be precisely
determined

§ 330 Ought we, then, to 1efuse to apply the
predicates © true * and ‘ false ’ to scientific definitions
on account of their approximate character? By
no means A scentific defimtion docs not claim
to be exact, and 1t 1s only about 1ts ¢ claim to tiuth’
that the logician has tojudge. The scientist, indeed,
does not introduce the term ‘ approximate > into his
definitions, but 1t 1s always undeistood. Approxi-
mation 1s all we can get when, as 1n science, quantity
1sinvolved. But although it implies that knowledge
1s as yet sncomplete, 1t docs not destroy its truth.
We do not say that a statistical statement—uv.g., a
statement with rcgard to the population of a
country—is untrue because 1t 1s approximate, nor

FF
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yet do we say that 1t 1s ncither true not false  Such
statements, like scientific laws and defimitions, do
not claim to correspond cxactly with objcctive fact,
nor 1s such exactitude required 1n order for them to
be true That 1s truec which corresponds with fact
m so far as coricspondence 1s clumed  We know
that all quantitative laws imply a ¢ margmn of error ;’
but provided we know also that this margin of error
1s relatively small in comparison with the quanfitics
mvolved, our statement 1s what 1t clums to be,
approximmate, and m this sense may correspond
with reality, and be tiue A ‘margm of error’ 1s
not strictly a margm of error, but rather a margin
within which the quantiities involved m a state-
ment are known to be mvanable Moreover, not
only does the scicntist know, when he says that his
law 1s appronimate. thal such vanations are
relatively small with respect to the quantitics con-
cerned, but he can also determune the imits of these
vaniations He can lell us, for instance, that his
quantities are ceitanly exact, say, to the fourth
decimal place, and probably to the fifth , so that he
can also delcrmine the degice of appioximation
within which any fuither deduction he may make
from the o1iginal law will be true

§ 33x. Stnctly speaking, then, we cannot say
that a scientific definition as such 1s erther arbitrary,
symbolic or invalid The most serious charge we
can bring aganst 1t 1s that it 1s only approximate,
and this does net destroy its objective validity. To
call a scientific defimbion such as that of temperature,
arbitrary or symbolic, scems to me to be, to say the
least, maccurate and misleading For a symbol 1s
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erther a purely arbitrary sign chosen to denote some
objcct, or it 15 a sign chosen by convention to
represent some object on account of a supposed
resecmblance between that object and the symbol
used , and n netther of these senses 1s the definttion
of temperature which we have been considering a
symbol What we have delined 15 not ‘ degree of
hotness’ simply, bul ‘the degiee of hotness of a
substance considered 1n 1clation to the concomitant
variations 1 magmiude of ccitain other substances’
This 15 the particular fact or class of facts which the
term ‘tcmperature’ denotes  Tiue, we choose this
particular fact and agree to call 1t * tempeiature,’
but tlus done, we cannot define ‘ temperature’ as
we will » 1ts defimition 15 determuned by the facts
The denotation of ‘ temperatuie,” hike that of other
terms, 1s chosen ambitrarly or by convention ; but
once the denotation 1s fixed, tlie connotation will
depend upon the facts to which the term 1s apphed
When we say that tempeiaturc 1s © degree of hotness
as mdicated by an arbitranly chosen scale,” we are
describing  something objective and 1eal. The
¢ degree of hotness ’ 1s objective and recal, and so 1s
the ‘chosen scale,” for by it we mean the ther-
mometric substances whose variations in magmtude
are causally connccted with and therefore indicate
degrecs of hotness The introduction of the term
‘arbitrary * into our definition 1s a little inaccurate,
perhaps, for, though the selection of a ther-
mometric substance 15 to some eatent arbitrary,
choice 1s restricted to those substances wlich really
mdicate changes mn degiees of hotness. But what
1s meant 1s that, provided this condition is fulfilled, 1t
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1s matter of mdifference what substance we choose,
or what units we take as a basis of our scale, and
this also 1s an objective fact, since there are many
substances whose magnitude vailes concomitantly
with their degiee of hotness, or with the degree of
hotness of some other substance. What we choose
1s not the dcfinition, but the thing to be defined,
and when the thing defined determines the definition,
as 11 should do and usually docs, there 1s between
the two, not meiely a symbolic resemblance, but some-
thing more, for the defimuon—so far as 1t goes—
expresses tiue knowledge of a certamn class of
objective facts

§ 332 Our defimtion of ‘temperature’ is not
symbolic, tlicn, 1f by temperature we mean ° degree
of hotness’ considcred m 1clation to changes of
volume or weight

Yct there 1s a sense 1 which that dcfimtion may
be said to be symbolic For ‘{emperature’ may
be regarded as a quality of an object, as ¢ degree of
hotness ’ ssmpliciter  In fact, 1t 1s fotness whach the
scienfist really wishes to definc, but instead of
defining 1t, he finds that all he can do 1s to indicate
its changes 1 degice by certain other changes of a
different nature What the nature of hotness or
the nature of temperature is he does not know, but
he does know that variations in magmtude cor-
respond to degrees of hotness Hence he uses
vaniations 1 mugnitude (volume or weight) to
signify or symbolise degrees of hotness The defini-
tion of Temperature, therefore, though not itself
symbolic, contains a symbolic element, since
vanations mn magnitude in no way reveal to us the
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nature of temperature, 1f by temperature we mean
degrees of hotness Yect cven this symbolism 1s
symbolism 1n the less rigid sensc of that term For
the variations m magnitude by which we symbolise
‘temperature ’ are not arbitranly chosen, nor are
they chosen by mere convention, but on account of
a certain ‘resemblance’ between the symbol and
that which 1t symboliscs. And that ‘ resemblance ’
1s not mercly supposed to cxist, but 1s known to
exist and to consist 1 concomitant variations
which 1mply either a direct causal connection or,
at least, a common cause. Our definition, then,
though 1t docs not tell us what the naturce of ‘ tem-
perature ’ 1s, nevertheless expresses real knowledge
about temperaturc To call such a defimition
* symbolic,” therefore, though true 1n a certain sense,
15 somewhat misleading, for a symbol usually means
a purcly arbitrary sign, and does not necessarily
mmply any kind of resemblance Morcover, if we
use the teim °temperatuie’ 1 the strict sensc of
degice of hotness, gnd measured, our defimtion is
not symbolic at all, as we have seen

§ 333 We may, of course, substitute m place of
the above defimtion of tecmperature the formula
V-Vo=2v68, or V=V, (14+a8) where a =v/V,.
Obviously a defimtion of this kind 1s 21 form stuictly
symbolic, since 1ts terms are now purely arbitrary
or conventional signs In reality, however, 1t 1s as
objective as the 1eal defittion for which it 1s
substituted Its symbols 1cfer to names, and
through names to concepts wlich coriespond to
objective fact 'We mught re-write the definition mn
the form ¢=(V - V,)/v, which would mean that the
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number of degrees or scale-units of temperature in
a given body or in the thermometric substance 1s
cqual to tlie ratio of V -V, (the difference between
the actual volume of the thermometric substance
at @ and the volume which the same substance had
at the zero of the scale), to v, (the degree-measure,
or wmciease m volume of that substance for one
degiee) ¥ Now v 1s by defimiion the same all along
the scale, hence 1n the formula V=V, (1 +a 6),
a [=v] V,|—the co-efficient of expansion or the
expansion per unit volume of the thermometric
substance m changing 1ts temperature from o° to
1°,” should also be the same all along the scale
Yet tlus, mn {act, 15 not the case Not only does
‘a’ vary for duffcient substances, but for most
subsiances 1t 15 greater when we mcasure 1t between
{(say) 70° and %1° than 1t 1s belween 0° and 1°.
‘v’ and ¢ a,’ then, as soon as we come to deal wath
an actual cose, are approaimate, and so also, for
that matter, are V and V,, which are supposcd to
be constant  Yet our dcfimtion 1s not ihereby
mvalidated, for though the statement V=
V, (£+a6) m form 1s exact, 1t does not claim to be
really exact We are quilc aware that m reality
it 15 appioxunate, and that we must allow fo1 a
margin of eiror i any particular case to which we
may apply it.

§ 334 Hitherto we have been discussing the
dcfintion of tempcratuie only 1n so far as 1t 15 based
on expermmental data , and have found that, though
only approaimate and 1n a sense symbolic, 1t never-
theless gives us true knowledge about objective

} Preston, p 19,
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reality. Physical science, however, 1s not content
with this It wishes to get at the real nature of
temperature, and for this puipose frames hypotheses
which, taken together, constitute the theory of
Heat. Heat 1s regarded as ‘ the molecular energy
of matter,” and temperature thus becomes °the
molecular cnergy of matter as measured by some
chosen scale.’” Here, then, we have a dcfinition
which, as M Duhem says, 1s not only ‘due to a
slow and complex process of elaboration,” but which
‘gets 1ts whole meaning from physical theory’
And that theory 1s not estabhshed. It involves
numerous hypotheses about the constitution of
matter, and the nature of different forms of
energy, none of which can as yet be treated as
objectively valid and certain  Hence the defimition
of temperature which 1s based on such a theory,
though useful, cannot be said to be ‘true’ Again,
1t 15 a symbolic definition that 1s pictured in terms
of mechanical imagery A ‘hot’ substance 1s
symbolised as an mdefimte number of minute
particles of matter all moving about with greater
or less rapidity, and behaving according to known
mechanical laws. A symbol of this kind corres-
ponds to some extent with objective fact, for
particles of matter certamly have mechamcal
properties. But liow far 1t corresponds, or what
other properties of matter aie also manifested in -
the phenomenon of heat we cannot say By
treating heat as 1f 1t were the molecular encrgy of
matter, many phenomena may be explamned and
many expernimental laws co-ordmated, but there
are phenomena which the theory fais to explam,
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and cases m wlich 1t breaks down completely At
present, then, the molecular iheory of heat 1s
ncither truc nor false It contamns an element of
truth, as other theonies have done before 1t, but
mdefinif¢ modifications will have to be mntroduced
before 1t can be established, and what precise
(ffects  those modifications will have upon the
varwus Dy potheses and  definttions of wliuch the
theoy 1s made up, 1t 1s mmpossible to say The
theoretieal de fimtion 1s symbolic, because though
1t ‘ corresponds ’ with the facts, we cannot say how
far 1t conesponds, or how far 1t fails so to do It
cmbraces both an clement of truth and an element
of crror, and betwcen the two 1t 1s impossible for
us at present to diaw the dividing line

§ 335. Definstions which belong to the theory of
physics must be distinguisiied, therefore, from thosc
wluch are based diectly on experimental facts , and
a stmlar distinction must be made between experi-
mental Iaws and theorctical hypotheses  The latter
arc symbolic, provisional, and, strictly speaking,
nerther tiue nor false , the former are approxmmate,
but nonc the less objectively vahd. Boyle’s or
Manotid’s law may be taken as an example of an
expermmental or empitical law 1t 1s a gencralisation
based durectly on experiment and observation, and
states that “ at the same temperature, the volumes
occupied by the same mass of gas are in inverse
proportion 1o the pressure to which 1t 1s subject ”
This law, M Duhem tells us, 15 a ““ symbolic relation
whose application to concrete reahity implies that
onc knows quite a system of theories.”? Neverthe-

} Duhem, Lg Théarse Physique, chap. v., § 1,
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less, I think that we are justified 1n regarding it as
objectively valid But let us examme 1its signifi-
cance more closely and see for ourselves whether
this 1s the case

That Boyle’s law merely cxpresses a relation
between tempeiature, volume. pressure and mass,
yet does not tcll us anything of the intrinsic nature
of those entities 1s clear , and the same may be said
of almost all experimental laws. They express
relations, sequences, causal connections, not essences
Nevertheless, they may give us true knowledge, and
if “ actro sequitur esse,” they tell us something abous
the nature of the entitics concerned (in this par-
ticular case, the properties of a gas), even 1f they
do not tell us what that nature 1s If we wish to
cxplain the law or to discover why the relation
arises, we must have rccourse to theory. But
considered mercly fiom the experimental pont of
view, Boyle’s law and any other empincal relation
of this kind can be established independently of
theory, unless, mndeed, we apply that term to
the complexus of experimental laws themselves.
General statements of facts, however, are certainly
not what we mean by theory , but, on the contrary,
are the data by means of which theory 1s ultimately
to be established or condemned.

§ 336. Boyle’s law, then, expresses a relation
which can experimentally be shown to hold between
certain entities, of the intrinsic nature of which we
know lttle or nothing for certain And if on this
account you choose to call the relation symbolic,
well and good; though the expression 1s hable to
muslead, because 1t suggests that the law does not
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express real knowledge And tlus 1s not true, for
all the tetms denote objective facts Temperature
and mass cannot be defined m their essential nature,
but only by mecans of their 1elations to other
propertics, @ g, to volume or to motion and weight,
Yet mass, like temperature, signifies an objective
fact, and our concept of 1t 1s true so far as it gocs
For cven if mass be ultimately 1educible to electro-
magnetic mettia, 1t 1s still true that material bodics
haie some propeity in virtue of which, mm varymng
but measurable degree, they tend to keep their
state of motion and 1esist ol influences tendmng to
change 1it, whether mm quantity or direction.
Doubtless tlus correspondence can be established
1 a concicte case only by the use of nstruments
and by means of mecasmements and calculations
which are often long and complicated But, as
we have seen 1n regard to temperature, the approx-
mate nature of measurement does not detract from
its truth, nor does a long and complicated calculation
lead to maccurate results, for when once our margins
of crror are known, 1t 15 possible to deteinune
with mathematical precision the accuracy of our
conclusion

Boyle’s law 1s maccurate when stated, as gencrally
it 1s, mn the form which M Duhem has given,
but 1t 1s inaccurate because 1t was proved to hold
only for ccrtmn gases when subject to moderate
pressites, and not because 1ts terms are symbolic
or 1ts measurements 1exact For moderate
pressures and for the so-called permanent gascs,
oxygen, hydrogen, and air, the formula (PV=
constant) will hold with a margn of error that 15
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comparatively small; but for most gases PV
gradually diminishes up to a ceitamn pomt as the
pressure 1s mcreased, and after this pomnt 1s passed
it begins 1o 1ncrease ; and again its varnations are
different according to the particular gas which 1s
bemng examined, and according to the temperature
at which the experiment 1s performed Yet, while
still keeping clear of molecular and other hypotheses
in 1cgard to the naturc of matter, 1t 1s possible to
devise more complicated formulx which shall take
account of these facts, and wluch will therefore
be applicable mn cases where the sumple formule
farled These more comphicated formule will, mn
a certam sense, be #eore true than those which they
supersede, since they will contain a smaller margm
of error Nor does there scem to be any reason for
supposing that certitude diminishes as a law becomes
more precise, for 1t will still be possible to construct
formulee such that all possible vanations from any
of the quantitics involved will be small 1n com-
parison with the quantitics themselves

§ 337. There 1s, however, a limut to the precision
with which experimental science can at present
determine the magnitudes 1t wishes to measure, and
if this hinmit 15 passed certitude gives place to proba
bility. In proportion as the scientist endeavours to
make lus measurements more exact, errors due to
observation, to the instruments he uses, and to the
impunity of the substances upon which he expen-
ments, become of greater mporiance, till finally the
observed discrepancics hic has to allow for. counter-
balance the dcgree of accuracy wlich he seeks to
obtamn, It 1s then that he mvokes the aid of
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theory Assumung general principles which apply
unreservedly to all material objects, he constructs
hypotheses. assigning a definite structure to minute
particles of matter upon which 1t 1s 1mpossible to
experiment individually, and of whose existence he
has no immediate experience From these hypo-
theses he deduces conclusions whose precision can
be as minute and detailed as he wishes to make 1t,
and whose accuracy 15 unquestionable, granting that
his premises are true  But when he comes to apply
such conclusions to expetimental data he finds that
1n some cases they are confirmed and 1n others they
are not, and he discovers also that for any individual
case there i1s more than one theorctical formula
which will satisfy the expenimental conditions.
Consequently, he 1s 1n doubt as to which to choose,
and 1 such a dilemma, other considerations being
of equal value, the simplest 1s usually sclected.
But now 1t 1s nccessary to explain why the formula
selected should not exactly or under all conditions
fit the facts But this 1s impossible, for we do not
know how far theoretical definitions have an
objective counterpart or how far they are merely
symbolic, and when a particular formula fails to
applyin a given case, we do not know where the crror
hies, since all theorctical formule and defimtions
pre-suppose an indcfinite number of hypotheses of
which the validity 1s uncertain,

§ 338 Clearly, then, the region of theory m
Physics differs essentially from that of experimental
law  Experimental laws are true so far as they go,
or they are false. If quahtative merely, they are
true in so far as they estabhsh relations between real
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propertics of matfer ; false, if supposed adequately
to expicss ils whole nature  If quantitative, they
are true, provided the lumits within which the
quantitics may vary are known to be relatively
small , false, 1f the quantities involved pretend to
be other than approximate Of theoretical hypo-
theses, on the other hand, we cannot say defimtely
that they arc true, nor yet that they are false, until
they have been venfied; and ilicy can only be
verified by companng them with experimental laws
already established Hence the possibility of cver
being able to establish a physical theory pre-
supposes that experimental laws are already true ;
for “ le scul controle eapivunental de la théorse physique
qus ne souk pas llogique consiste d conparer le systeme
entier de la thiorie physique a tout Uensemble des loss
cxpérvmentales et o apprécier sv celur-c est représents
par celur-ld d'une mamére sabisfarsante 1

In the experimental stage of physics the scientist
may woirk with symbols, as when he icgards the sun
as an 1dcal sphere, whose matter can be treated as
if 1t were massed at its cenire, but he knows mn tius
casc that, owing to the distance of the sun from the
carth and planets, the crior he has deliberately
mtroduced cannot affect the dcgree of accuracy
which he wishes to obtam 1 the deductions he 1s
gomng to make. The theorist in physics 1s mm a
difterent case When experience refuses to vernfy
Ius symbolic tormule, he cannot say where the error
lies. It may be in some symbol he 1s using, or 1t
may be in some hypothesis which 1s presupposed ;
he cannot tell He has no means of companng his

2 La Thiorie Physique, chap. vi, § s.
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symbols with the object to wluch they are supposed
to correspond. All Lie can say for certun 1» that
sometlung 1s wrong somewhere. Soch bung the
case, when the theonst has no means ot locating
the crior, his only alternative 1s, as M. Duhem says,

to keep rigudly to the signification of symbols when once
they have been fined, 1egardless of experimental lacts,
but to use absolute Licedom tn the matter ot postulation
and hypothesis, provided no conttadiction 1s nvolved
and provided, ultimately, all hypotheses be subjected
to the test ol eapereuce when ounce a theory 1s complete 1

§ 339 What function, then, 1s to be assigned to
physical theory? Vaiious answers have been given
to this question It co-ordinates and systumatises
experimental laws, 1t synopsises and condensecs
them in accordance with «couomy of thought; it
cnables us to classily what 1s known and to predict
what 1s unknown . 1t suggests questions aud guides
as well as prompts future rescarch At any rate,
then, 1ts {unction s uscful , but is 1t anythmg more ?
M Le Roy would answer m the negative. The
symbolic selations which we postulate and express
m mathematical language are merely instruments,
more or less convenent, useful, suitable for the
purprse of connccting and systematising expert-
mental laws with a view of bringmg them under
human contiol and rendering them more manageable.
Like M Boutroux, he regards science as “ a collaction
of mcthods for the assimilation of things to our
mtellect w1 order to bend them to our will” M.
Duhem takes a more objective view, but even he
declaies that physical theories do not pretend to be

1Iind, chap, v., §§ 7,9
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explanations of the nature of material things. They
are independent of all metaphysical systems !

The question, however, may be raised, whether
1t 1s justifiable thus to separate the useful and
the tiuc  Whether, i other words, ‘symbolic
representation’ can render mole easy, more rapid,
and morc sure our reasoning about ‘what our senses,
aided by instiuments, make us know’ without in
somc way corresponding to those same data of
expericnce; or whether, agaimn, 1t 1s possible to
devise methods for assimilating things to our
intellect 1n order to bend them to our will, unless
those methods are based on {rue prnciples and are
capable of giving knowledge of reality  Can a thing
be useful without being 1n some sense true ? I do
not see how 1t can

§ 340. Thcories are not like machies which
work automatically, or like physical instruments
wliich may be brought to some degree of periection
by the haphazard process of chopping and changing
them at 1andom till they suit the practical purpose
we have in view In science we are dealing with
knowledge from first to last  Our ‘manipulations of
cxperlences’ in their puimaiy purpose are not prac-
tical but theoictical, and consist in classification,
co-ordination, systematisation and explanation.
Verilication, too, does not consist 1n the realisation
of a practical end, nor n the successful performance
of some physical action, but in a certain 1dentity
between the detailed infeiences diawn from our
theories and given physical facts  With a view to
discovering the gencral pninciples or laws which

1 ]bsd., chap vn, § 1.
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underlie these facts, the physicist frames a theory
comprising many hypotheses logically connected
together, and exspicssed cither 1 mathematical
sy mbols or 1n 1mag: s of paiticles endowed with some
form of cneigy. These symbols and 1mages, how-
ever, ale not merc pictures, but concepts. They
signify thungs the evistence of winch we postulate,
and which we suppose to obey known laws, mechaiu-
cal, dynamucal or dectro-magnetic These laws
form the basis of theoretical deduction From
them the physiast infers that under given con-
ditions ceitamn phenomena should occur, and his
mnfercnces are often confirmed by fact. What
conclusion, then, ought we to draw in regird to
the objective sigmficance of these symbols and
mages, and the laws that govern therr relations ?
Are they, m the stict sense, objectively vald, ¢ ¢,
do they represent adequately the nature of that for
wluch they stond subsutute ? No, for in many
cases the conclusions deduced from them arc not
confirmed Dby eapeitence  Ought we to say, then,
that they are nather tiue nor false ?  Clearly they
are not wholly tiue, otheiwise the conclusions
deduced would always be veinlied ; neither, on the
other hand, can thcy be wholly false, for, then,
the conclusions ought never to be verified unless
per accrdens, and m a few cases heie and there
only They must contain at least an element
of truth, and rcpresent, at any rate, an aspect
of reahity

§ 34t Agam, the concepts which are involved
when we think of facts are of a similar nature to
those which we use when we think of hypotheses or
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laws, wluch seems to show that facts and hypotheses
ale not entities of a wholly different order. That
on December 28th, 1908, many people were killed
in Mcssina by falling buildings 1s a fact. That the
buildings were shattered owmg to an earthquake 1s
also a fact. On the other hand, that the buildings
fell to the earth 1s supposed to have been due to
gravity, which is a hypothesis  And that the earth
moves round the sun 1s another hypothesis, itself
also accounted for by the further hypothesis of
gravitation. Now the concepts which function m
our minds when we think of the earth moving round
the sun are to a large extent the same as those which
we use when we think of buildings falling to the
ground, viz., concepts of motion and direction ; and
we may say the same, I think, of the concepts in-
volved 1n the Law of Gravitation, viz., distance, mass
and force, except that massis a complex concept
mvolving volume and density, while force can only
be conceived as the cause of change from rest or
umiform hinear motion Why, then, should we regard
hypotheses and facts as cntities of wholly different
order ? If these weie really so, 1t 15 difficult to see
how venfication could take place. DBut if not, why
should we make this forced separation between what
is useful and what 1s true? We cannot say that a
hypothesis zs true until 1t 1s verified ; yet I can see
no reason whatsoever why we should not admt that
1t may be found to be true later on. All hypotheses
seem to me to possess the potentiality of becoming
true  And if tlus 1s so, 1t 1s wrrational 10 deny that
hypothcses may contain an element of truth, even
though we cannot distingmish what 15 true in them
GG
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from what 1s false, and so cannot tcll how far they
are true until they have been completely venfied.

§ 342 Or, agam, to put the same argument 1n
another form: 1f the so-called ‘symbols’ and
“images’ of Physical Theory contain no element of
truth, how are we to explain the comcidence of
experimental fact with theoretical deduction? A
precisely similar effect can be produced only by a
precisely similar cause ; for the nature of the cffect
proceeds from that of the cause, 1n which 1t must be
already potentially contained, otherwise 1t could not
get into the effect The cause may comprise many
other propeitics besides that of producing this par-
ticular effect , but, 1n so far as an effect does proceed
from a giveun cause, the nature of the cffect must be
alrecady there mmplicitly i the cause Now, the
particular conclusions that are deduced in physical
theory are based upon hypotheses mn which things
having certain mechanical or electro-magnetic
properties arc supposed to cxist. Hence, in our
ideal physical world 1t 1s from the nature of these
hypothetical entities that ceitamn effects, the
phenomena that we anticipate, procecd. Similarly
i the real world actual phenomena or events procced
from and are dependent upon the nature of existing
entities and their properties. If, then, and 1n so far
as, we find that the phenomena which we anticipate
are realised in the concrete, the anticipated and the
actual phenomena must proceed from a similar
cause, or, 1n other words, the nature of the entities
which we concerve as causes 1n a verificd hypothesis
and the natute of 1eal things must be one and the
same.
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If facts are true, then, the hypothesis which ex-
plamns them must also be true, and, 1n so far as our
anticipations are rcahsed, the concepts which thev
presuppose must be objectively vahd  Unfortu-
nately, however, our anticipations are never pre-
cisely realised as they are constructed in theory,
and often enough they are negatived by concrete
experience  Until, therefore, we can locahse
the source of error and rectify our theoretical con-
structions, 1t 1s impossible to say mote than that
theories contain an clement of truth, the degree of
which will depend largely upon the precision and
the extent of 1ts confirmation by experimental facts.

§ 343 But can we cver distinguish what 1s true
i a theory fiom what 1s false? Can we localise
crror and affirm that 1t lies 1n one hypothesis rather
than 1n another ? Are there any physical theoiies
or any hypotheses which we know for certan to be
truc? M Duhem, as we have seen, holds that the
parts of a physical theory are so intimately bound
up together that no one hypothesis can be verified
apart from the rest Nothing can be regarded as
objectively valid until 1t 15 complete, and has been
venfied as a whole by comparison with the complexus
of physical facts. M Powmncaré, on the other hand,
takes a different view, and thinks that some
hypotheses or laws, 1f not more certain, are at any
rate more probable than others ; and this seems the
more reasonable view to take, though 1t by no means
follows that there are strictly physical laws, however
umversal, which can be 1egarded as certain a griors,
or as self-cvident

M. Duhem’s argument that the law of inertia is
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not self-evident because 1t was not rccognised as
such by the Giccks 1s hardly conclusive, for a
self-evident truth must be understood before its
self-cvidence can be iecogmised,! and 1t 15 quite
concervable that there are truths which would be
self-evident if anybody thought about them, but
which are not so, because no one as yet has thought
of them at all? I see no ground, however, for
regarding the law of mertia as sclf-cvident. Develop-
ment 15 a fact, and so 1s decay; and, as I have
already pomnted out, there seems to be no reason
a priort why things should not tend constantly to
develop or 1increase in some way or other, or why, on
the other hand, they should not tend continuously
to dimimish and decay. Yet few people would
question the truth of the law of inertia now, nor
indced any of Newton’s three laws of motion. Why
1s this? It 1s precisely because on the three laws
of motion, together with that of Grawity, the whole
system of Astronomy 1s based I know not whether
M Duhem would treat astronomical theory as part
of the theory of Physics, or whether he would regard
it as a theory sufficiently distinct and sufficiently
complete to be verifiable apart from the rest.
Astronomers, at any rate, seem to have no doubt as
to the validity of the law of Inverse Squares or of the
laws of Motion, laws which have led to conclusions
completely veiified by fact, except for a slight margin
of error, which can, 1n most cascs, easily be accounted
for by the personal equation or by instrumental

1 Compare the scholastic distinction between truths which are
per se mota quond se, and per se nota quoad nos.
3¢f chap. xv e Seli-Evident 1ruths,
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dcfects. The law of Gravitation 1s, at any rate,
approximately truc if we express i1t in the form—
between two material bodies there 1s an attractive
force which varies directly as the product of their
masses and 1versely as the square of their dis-
tances, but whether that force 15 an ultimate
propetty of all material bodies, or whether 1t 1s due
to a wvs a fergo, we do not know. Our knowledge
18 Iimited We know for certamn that a relation
which we call Gravitation holds between all maternal
bodics, but we do not know whence that relation
arises

§ 344. Let us take another physical theory, the
Undulatory Theory of Light Here, again, we can
distingwish what 1s true m that theory from what
15 doubtful and possibly false The theory, taken
as a whole, explains nearly all the phenomena of
Iight. In particular, the characteristic hypothesis
from which 1t gets 1ts name affords us the most satis-
factory explanation of refraction and mterference
phenomena which seem to show conclusively that
the propagation of light 1s by means of undulatory
motion wn whach there 1s some form of persodic change
transverse to the line of propagation. The subsidiary
hypothesis of an ‘ ether,” which we seem forced to
postulate as a medium for the transmission of hight,
presents certam difficulties For the properties
of thuis ‘ether’ approximate at once to those of a
solid and to those of a perfect gas. Nor 1s this
difficulty entircly overcome, though 1t 1s relieved
somewhat, by staling i1t 1 a more accurate form, as
when we say the ratio between the elasticity of the
ether and its density must be very large. Another
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difficulty arises, too, from Michelson’s experiment,
which apparently shows that no relative motion
exists between the ether and the earth, whereas a
relative motion between the two must be postu-
lated 1n order to expluan the abeiration of
Lhght It has been suggested that tlus latter
difficulty may be obviated by supposing that moving
bodies contract in the direction of movement ; but
this hypothesis, though not impossible, cannot be
experimentally proved  TFurther discussion of the
difficulties connected with the Undulatory Theory of
Light, however, would be beyond the scope of my
present purpose Doubtless, that theory contains
an element of error as well as an element of truth.
Yet the source of the error can be located, I think,
mm the postulate of ‘cther, and the essential
hypothesis of the theory as stated above does not
seem thereby to be affected. and so may be regarded
as true

§ 345 This view of the applicability of truth
to scientific theories 1s not altogether foreign to the
minds of physicists whose expressions—as far as
physical theory 1s concerned—are often pragmatic
i tone M Duhem seems to mmply that when
physical theory 1s complete and when 1t has been
completely verified 1t will become not only useful,
but true, and true 1n the realist sense M Poincaré
1s even more emphatic. Science, he says, 1s not
merely a rule for action—it gives us knowledge of
objects Ifs utility lies 1n 1ts power to enable us
to foresce events, but foresight umplies sight, and
the value of prediction depends upon the accuracy
with which events have previously been represented.
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The symbols or figuied concepts, which in mathe-
mitica) physics form the terms between which
relatwons hold, may vary, but the equations to which
they lead are the same Mass and energy cannot
as yet be accurately defined, but conservation of
mass and conservation of cnergy point at least to
sornething which 1n 1eality 1s constant throughout.
Evcn the famous postulate of Stmphicity or Thought-
economy 1s, in the opmion of M Poincaré, not
wholly subjective. Simple laws are venfied a peu
prés, and this cannot be due to chance. There
must be some cause for 1t 1n the nature of objective
rcality Fmally, he pomnts out that, though
Mcchamsm 1s distiusted on account of 1ts tendency
to Realism, yet one of the chief conclusions to be
drawn from Maxwell’s work 1s that we can always
give to the material umverse a mechanical explana-
tion if we wish  Nor will such an interpretation be
altogether symbolic, for electric oscillations, the
movements of a pendulum, and all penodic
phenomena manifest “wune parenté ntime qui
correspond o une veahié profonde.”

§ 346. The sigmficance of statements such as
these seems to point to something more than a
parallelism between the logical connections of a
physical theory and the system of expernmental
laws upon which 1t 1s based Moreover, this
¢ parallelism *—which, in the opmnion of Hertz, 1s
the term that best expresses the relation of theory
to fact—itself requires explanation. If the con-
cepts which are used 1n physical theory, are merely
ideal constructions logically connected together,
how comes 1t about that they correspond symbol-
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cally, point for pomt and connection for connection,
with the facts to which they are applied ? The
epistemology of physical theory cannot rest content
without some further explanation.  Parallelism
cannot be ultimate, but, like concormitant vanations,
seems to postulate some causal connection The
concepts of physical theory are ultimately dernived
fiom caperience, and the conclusions of physical
theory bring us back agan to concrete experience
m which more o1 less completely they are realised
In neither case 15 the coalescence whole and entire :
yet contact with rcality 1s theieby established,
whence 1t would scem to follow that between logical
connections on the one hand, and physical relations
on the other, there must also be some form of
correspondence, the natuie of which the term
parallelism 1s hardly adequate to express.

The possibility of parallchism, of useful symbolism,
and of predicating and contiolling events by means
of calculations based on theoretical assumptions can
be explained only on the further assumption that
the concepts which physical theory employs have
some kind of objective truth  These concepts may
not be wholly true, still less adequately express the
nature of objective realily ; but they are not mere
symbols or mere picturesque representations. They
give us at any rate some knowledge of our materal
environment. Most hypothescs, even when verified,
tell us little of the imnner nature of things. The
knowledge which they give concerns for the most
part their operations and the relations one to another.
Still * actio sequstur esse’ and the nature of a relation
depends upon the objects 1t relates. Mechanism 1s an
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attempt to penetrate deeper into the nature of
material things, and though 1t has failed to reduce
evaything to matter and motion or to show that
no properties exist besides the mechamcal, 1t repre-
sents a true, if a one-sided and partial, aspect of
the maternal world.

It 1s not irrational, thereloie, to mterpret the aim
of physical science 1n a realistic sense, or even to
say ihat some of the hypotheses which belong to
physical theory give us 1cal knowledge of the laws
which govern the universe in which we live. Reahsm
1s not mcompatible with physical science. On the
contrary, 1t gives to 1ts speculations a richer meaning
and a fuller sigmficance than any that Pragmatism
affords ; and 1t raises within us a rational hope that
the realistic terminology of which the scientst,
whether deliberately or from force of habit makes
use, will m the end turn out to be something more
than mere metaphor; for, as M. Duhem remarks,
“ Au fur et & mesure que les methodes expérimentalcs
progressent, Vindblermination du symbole abstract que
Pexperience physigue fark correspondre aw fast concrel
va en dimunuant.” !

1 La Théorse Physique, chap. v., § 3
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CHAPTER XIX.

ABSOLUTE TRUTH.

§ 347. In the chapter on “ Development and
Validity *’ we saw that an absolutist of the Hegelan
type regarded all development as a reconcihiation of
differences m a higher synthesis, and hence inferred
that, until the complete and total synthesis of all
differences 1s realised, knowledge 1s not only im-
perfect, but 1s subject to indefinite modification
Truth consists in a totality of syntheses, 1l 1s the
complete harmony and unification of every part of
knowledge What we stnive to know 1s Reahty
itself, and Reality 1s a system 1n which each part 1s
related to all the rest and cannot be understood 1n
1solation from the rest It 1s a cohercnt, orgamsed
whole, an individual whole, a whole which 15 essen-
tially intelligible, and as such it 1s at once the
Object which we seek to know, the Idcal towards
which our knowledge tends, and the Criterion by
which 1t must be judged Truth, thercfoie, 15 only
another aspect of Reality itself, and 1s dcfined by
Dr Joachim as “ the systematic coherence of a
sigmficant whole.”

On this point there 1s substantial agreement among
all absolutists, though in rvgard to pomts of
secondatry importance they differ. The Hegelan,
for instance, 1dentifies Reality and Thought, whereas
Mr. Bradley mamtains that Thought 1s only a
fundamental ‘ differcnce > of Reality. Thought, he
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says, can never equate itself with Reality; for m
thought content and existence aie essentually dis-
tinct, whereas 1n the Absolute they are one. Ncver-
theless, as 1t 1s the Experience of the Absolute which
constitutes Reality, so 1t 1s the manifestation of
that Experience in finite centres, where 1t 1s broken
up by analysis and reunited n synthesis, that con-
stitutes human truth, a truth which 1s ever approach-
mg but never attamns the systematic coherence of
an mdividual whole. It 1s essential to truth, says
Dr. Joachim, to ‘ manifest itself in the thmking of
finite subjects ”’! The Absolute somehow reveals
itself 1n us, and our human thinking 1s thus 1n some
way or other the reproduction of the one eternal
consclousness, ‘‘1n respect, at least, of 1ts attnbute
of self-origination and unification of the mamfold.” 2
So says T. H. Green, and agamn: “Fiute ex-
periences are rooted in the Ideal They share its
actuality and draw from 1t whatever being and
conservability they possess ” “ Perfection of truth
and of reality has in the end,” Mr Bradley tells us,
‘“the same character. It consists 1n positive,
self-subsisting imndividuahty

Less or more [our judgments] actually possess the
character and type of absolute truth and reality They
can take the place of the Real to various extents, becadse
contammmg m themselves less or more of its nature.
They are 1ts representatives, worse or better, mn pro-
portion as they present us with truth affected by greater
or less derangement Human truths are true according
as 1t would take less or more to convert them mto
reality.?

L The Nature of Truth, p 163 and cf p 20

2 Green, Prolegomena to Ethics, § 77
8 Appearance and Reality, pp. 362, 363.
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And again, Professor Bosanquet declares that
“for Logic, at all cvents, 1t 15 a postulate that
‘the truth is the whole’ The forms of thought
have the relation which 1s their truth in theirr power
to constitute a totality "1

§ 343 Three doctrines underhe this Absolute
theory of Truth- the doctrine (1) that relations
mtunsically modify their terms, (2) that all parts
and single judgments get therr meaming from
the whole , and (3) that the part played by the mind
m the making or finding of truth 1s essential and
mtrinsic  That this 1s so should, I think, be clear
from what has already been said of the general
standpoint of Absolutism 1 previous chapters.
Hence I shall merely quotc one or two passages
from Dr Joachim’s Nature of Truth to lustrate the
pomt

Dr Joachim rejects the correspondence-notion of
truth precisely because and precisely 1n so far as it
contradicts the threc fundamental doctrmes of
Absolutism mentioned above. “There 1s mno
correspondence,” he says, “between two simple
entities, nor between elements of wholes considered
as sumple bemngs, ¢e, without respect to the
systematisation of their wholes.” 2 ““ If we 1dentify,
distingwish, or in any way relate A and B—two
simple entities—we have e¢o 1pso retracted their
simpheaty , and their simplicity never existed, if
their nature justified our procecdings.” A purely
external 1clation 1s meaningless, and would be “a
third independent entity which in no intelligible

1 Logic,1,p 3
Y The Nalure of Truth, p. 10,
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sense relates the first two ®  Every relation qualifies
and modifies ntrinsically 1ts terms.!

§ 349. Correspondence, indecd, is admitted as a
‘symptom of truth,’ but this correspondence depends
primarily on something which itself conditions the
being and the nature of the correspondence 2

Correspondence, when attributed to wholes, 15 simply
a name for 1dentity of purpose expiessed through
materially different constituents as an identical structure,
plan, or cycle of functions , and, when attributed to the
parts, 1t means identity of function contmbuted mainly
by materially different constituents towards the mam-
tenance of the identical plan or purpose.?

Even the untty of the elements 15 derived from
the whole Hence, *“correspondence, as a con-
stitutive condition of truth, sinks more and more
mto the background,” and instead “truth 1s seen
to depend on the nature of the 1dea expressing itself
in the mner structute of the corresponding wholes.”
And this idea acquires 1ts own significance, its
fulness of meaning and 1ts power to constitute truth,
from ‘“a larger significant system to which 1t
contnibutes.” 4

§ 350 Again, ‘‘truth 1s not truth unless it 1s
recognised.” The finding of truth as a historical
process m my mind 1s urelevant to the nature.of
truth, yet truth must be for some mind if i1t 1s to
exist at all.® The real factor m knowledge cannot
be external to mind or unrelated to consciousness.
Truth 15 independent of this o1 that mund, gud this
or that mind, and to its stubboin and independent

1Ibd, p 11, and cf pp 43 ¢ seq 49
3 Id., p. 16, 3Iksd,p.10 SIbd,p 16. OSlIbid,p 14,
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nature all thinking must conform under pain of
error ; yet ‘ thus mdependent truth Iives and moves
and has its bring m the judgments of finite minds’
It 15 cesential toat to Le expressed and it 1s expressed
as a systum of knowledge which constitutes and 1s
constituted by the mtclectual individuulities of
many fimte thinkers ' If the truth of my judgments
Le regarded as the correspondence between two
factors m knowledge, the one vague, imperfectly
articulate, and more or lwss unmediated feeling,
1 ¢, the common emvironment which 1s the world,
the other a rellective judgment, a distinctly concerved
synthesis of Tlung and Property, then my judgment
15 true only if, as a whole of parts, it exhibits an
mner structure wdentical in structure with the real
factor, or some suboidinate whole withm the real
factor.  Yet the two factors are not independent
The ‘rcal’ factor 1s ‘umiquely tinged with our
respective mdividuahities,” and the mental factor 1s
communicable and so not purely personal The
currespondence cannot be one of structure only, the
difliicuce bring mercly ‘matenal ;° for a purely
¢xternal relation 15 impossible  The matter of the
‘felt-whole ® and of ‘tliought-whole’ must affcet
thar respective fooms  They cannot consist of
cluments together with a scheme of relations 2
Iacts, agan, 1f regarded as objects of possible
sensations or judgments, are not indcependent , but
are esscnlually related to sensating and thinking
They arc only a partial factor, dependent for its
bemg and natuie upon another factor, and mcapable
of bung m itsddf or independent 2

Sind, pp. 20, 22.  *Ibid, PD. 23, 24 " Ibad., p.'41.
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For Absolutism, then, there is no hard and fast
separation between knowledge and reality. Know-
ledge 1s an attempt to express reality, to think 1t
and m so far as our knowledge approximates to
reality itself 1t 1s true.

Anything 15 true [says Dr Joachim] which can be
concetved (1), {and] to conceive means to thmk out
clearly and logically, to hold many elements together
m a connection necessitated by their several contents;
[while] ¢ the concervable’ 1s a significant whole, a whole
posscssed of meaning for thought, [a whole] such that
all 1ts constituent elements reciprocally determine one
another’s being as contributory features in a single
concrete meaning !

§ 351 Several impottant corollaries are deduced
from this ¢ Cohercnce-notion ’ of truth Fust of all
‘necessity’ 1s hypothetical Strictly speaking,
there are no ‘neccssary truths.’

Necessity [says Professor Bosanquet] 1s a character
attaching to parts or differences inter-related within
wholes, umiveisals or identities If theie were any
totality such that it could not be set over agamnst
something else as a pait or difference within a further
system, such a totality could not be known under an
aspect of necessity 2

Necessity 1s thus dependent on the Whole. It
may be used synonymously with  self-evidence ' and
‘propriety’ to express the fact that mn knowledge
‘“we are not free, but are under a constramnt
exercised upon us by the content of knowledge
itself, such that some judgments have to be accepted
and others to be rejected.”® But the ‘content of
knowledge’ m this case is a more or less clear

1p. 66, 2 Logic, vol 11, p. 235 s Itad., p. 232,



512 THLORILS OF KNGWLEDGE

apprehension of some whole (space, tor example),
but ultimately of the Whole or of Reality itselt.
As a consequence of this dortrine, Professor
Bosanquet 15 forced to find some other name for the
Laws of Thought He cannot call them  necessary
truths,’ since, concerned as they arc with the nature
of being 1tself, they cannot be regarded as dependent
on any whole less than Reality 1isclf Hence
Professor Bosanquet tieats them as postulates.

I call these principles by the name of Postulates
[he says] because when presented to me as abstract
1eflective 1deas they operate as gumides to knowledge
which lead to therr subsequent substantiation 1 a
concrete form As reflective conceptions, then they
are posiulates, ¢ ¢, principles which we use because we
need them?

Thus, the absolutist, having set up the systematic
coherence of a significant whole as the sole criterion
of truth 1s forced to take an almost pragmatic view
of the fundamental laws of being and of thought.

§ 352 Another corollary to the Coherence-
notion of Truth 1s the doctrine that truth cannot be
predicated of any single judgment mn 1solation 2 Dr.
Joachim rejects the view that “ what 1s true 1s
€0 1pso absolutely true” Partial truths are not
‘true about a part of the matter, but false when
taken as equivalent to the whole.” Nor do we add
to them or supplement them by further determi-
nation Such a view “ would make 1t 1mpossible
to show that the truth of true judgments 1s
essentially the truth of a system of knowledge;
and 1t would make 1t equally impossible to show

Y Ibd, p 206, $Ihd, p 92.
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that the truth of systems of knowledge is borrowed
from the Ideal experience, which 1s strugghng for
sclf-fulfilment in them ”? The judgment that a
triangle with equal angles has also equal sides, or
that 32 =9 1s not truc at all, if taken 1n 1solation ;
for 1n 1solation such judgments are practically
meanngless Every judgment 1s “a plece of
concrete thmking which occurs mm a particular
context, 1ssues from a special background, concen-
trates 1 1itself various degrees of knowledge ; and
by these determimng factors its meaning 1s
coloured ™ A judgment 1s the inseparable unity of
thinking and of the object thought, so that to the
boy who 1s learming the multiplication table, the
judgment 3%®=g9 possesscs probably a munimum of
meanimng ; while to the arithmeticlan 1t 1s perhaps
a symbol for the whole science of Anithmetic? The
numelical system m 1its fundamental features is
assumed 1n every judgment that anyone makes
about numbers. And smilarly 1 Science no
umiversal yudgment can be violated without destioy-
mg 1ts determinate meaning, and, therefore, m
1solation such a judgment cannot be absolutely
true?® Isolated judgments are at best mutilated
fragments, caricatures, famnt shadows of truth.4

§ 353. Absolute truth, then, 1s an Ideal; 1t 1s
not something which actually exists. It 1s an
organised individual experience, self-fulfilling and self-
fulfilled, but 1ts orgamsation 1s the process of its self-
fulfilment and the concrete mamfestation of 1ts individu-
ality. The whole s not, 1f ‘15’ implies that 1ts nature

1s a fimished product prior or posternior to the process,
or 1 any sense apart fiom 1it.

Lloc.cit ,pp 87-89. BpP.92,93. 'pp.97efseq. Sp. 102,
1
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Human knowledge—not merely #y knowledge and
yours, but the best and fullest knowledge in the
world at any stage of 1ts development—is clearly
not the significant whole 1n the 1deally complete and
mdividual sense  Hence truth 1s, {from the point
of view of the human mtellect, an 1deal, and an 1deal
which can never as such or 1n 1ts completeness be
actual as human experience! Human knowledge
may have degrees of truth in proportion as it
contains more or less of the nature of the Real? and
its degree of truth will depend upon 1ts completeness
and 1ts systematic cohercnce , but human knowledge
can never attain the 1deal of Absolute truth which
is the completely individual, self-sustained, signifi-
cant whole, the articulate connectedness of which
demands discursive experience In a system of
judgments3 All human knowledge, therefore, 1s
wanting, not only in completeness, but also in
certainty. No portion of knowledge 1s certain, says
Dr. Mellone, until all portions have been so
developed that they may be scen to form an all-
mclusive whole  And as this would be omniscience,
1t 1s 1mpossible for man so long as he remains finite.
Thus, human knowledge 1s only an approximation,
as yet very madequate and far removed from the
ideal ; and therefore, except within the bare facts
of our sensations and mental 1mages, 1t 15 uncertain,
and may have to be completely transformed ¢

§ 354. The doctrine of Absolute Truth which I
have briefly outlined above, chiefly in the words of

1Ttnd , pp 76, 74

2 Appearance and Reality, p 162 (but cf. whole of chap xxiv)
3 The Nature of Truth, pp 113, 114

4 Essays mn Phil Critwcism and Construction, Introduction.
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Dr. Joachim, 1ts principal exponent, itself
undoubtedly contains much that 1s true; and yet
also much that, to my mind, seems false. It 1s
based on assumptions which I cannot admit; and
it leads to consequences which, to a seeker after
knowledge and truth, are, on account of the
scepticism they 1mply, extremely repugnant The
assumptions upon which 1t 15 founded have already
been discussed, with the result that they proved
to be not only unnecessary and useless as an
explanation of the data of experience, but also
self-contradictory  Relations presuppose qualities,
and modifications 1n relations arise from modifica-
tions 1n the quahties. But the relation 1s not a link
between the qualitics except 1n so far as the objects
related are apprehended in a single mental act;
and 1f a relation exist objectively at all, 1t exists as
an attribute of each object, not of the two taken
togcther. When I apprehend the nature of a simple
entity to be A and the nature of another =imple
entity to be B, and then combine these two judg-
ments 1n one and say A 1s different from B, I do not
see why ‘ either the simphcity of A and B 1s destroyed
or else my judgment 1s unfounded.” Again, granted
that the correspondence between two wholes 1s due to
identity of structure or identity of function mn the
paits, and that this presupposes a umversal idea
which 1s expressed 1 each, 1t by no means follows
that the universal 1s really one, or that it 1s the
ground of a rcal whole. The °correspondence’ 1s
sufficiently accounted for by the logical unmity of the
universal under which are apprehended the struc-
tural sumilanties of the objects that correspond
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And a logical unity gives us, not a real whole, but
a logical whole, a whole for thought. That logical
and teleological wholes 1imply a Divine mind which
apprehends them and has constructed them
according to a rational plan which they imperfectly
realise, may be granted, but this rational plan 1s
expressed m substantial real unities or mdividuals,
co-existing and 1nteracting, but not nccessarily
postulating an immanent ground And, lastly, if
the teal factor i knowledge docs get a umique
tinge from the mental faclor, that °tinge’ must
vihiate the objectivity of knowledge and the alleged
independence of truth, unless, mndecd, it can be
distinguished fiom the real and objective factor
which would thus be left untinged.

Dr Joachim’s novel defintion of truth as the
“systemalic coheience of a signmificant whole,” 1if
mterpreted 1 the sense m which he mteiprets it,
seems to me an unwarraniable assumption. Human
knowledge does becomec more coherent and more
systematic as 1t advances, and on this account 1s
more adequate to represent Reality , but truth can
hardly be identified with tlus  coherence,” which 1s
only one of its propeities Nor 1s coherence of
much practical use as a cuiterion of iruth, for 1t 15
cxtremely difficult, 1f not impossible, to compare
two thcoties 1n regard to their degree of systemat-
sation and coherence

§ 355. The sceptical consequences which follow
from this doctiine of absolute truth are disastrous
for human truth, Professor Bosanquet’s iview of
necessity as cssentially dependent on the whole, 1f
taken in combination with the doctrine that a part
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is unintelbigible 1n abstraction from the whole,
destroys the axiomatic character of all neccssary
truths’ But, 1n the first place, why should necessity
be restricted to the parts and be demed of the
whole * The whole, 1t 1s admiited, exists of itself, for
itself, and through itself, and so may surely be said to
necessitate 1tself, or to constitute a factual necessity.
And, secondly, why may not a part manifest, without
mutilating, some character or aspect of the whole?
1f 1t does, the laws of thought may still be necessary
truths, though m this view only hypothetically
necessary , but, if 1t does not, they are reduced to
the status of postulates, and the certainty of human
knowledge 1s taken away Tor if the laws of
thought are merely postulates, all human knowledge
1s a postulate, smnce the validity of the laws of
thought 1s presupposed 1n every judgment that we
make. And if these postulates are due merely to
human needs, human knowledge ceases to be
objectively valid until we can prove that what
human needs force us to postulaie 15 itself objec-
tively valid ; and this we cannot do without assuming
the validity of the laws of thought

At first sight, Mr Bradley’s Intellectualism seems
to be wreconcilable with the pragmatic position
adopted by Professor Bosanquet in 1egard to the
Laws of Thought. “In all cascs,” says the
former, “ that alone 1s vahd for the mtellect which
i a calm moment 1t 1s mncapable of doubting;”
and 1 the next sentence the ntinsic necessity of
axioms scems to be admitted, for we read. “ It 15
only that which for thought i1s compulsory and
uresistible—only that wlhich thought must assert
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n attempting to deny it—which 1s 2 valid founda-
tion for metaphystcal tiuth ”* But Mr Biadley’s
concession that ¢ the theorctical axiom 15 the
statement of an impulse to act 1n a certain manner
destroys the force of lus intellectual criterion and
seems to make 1t as subjective as that of Professor
Bosanquet and the pragmatists For, though
theoretical needs are distinguished from practical
nceds, and though we are told that * thinking 1s
the attempt to satisfy a special impulse,” 1t 1s still
a subjective and a psychological impulse that
prompts us to think, and though the attempt to
think *‘implics an assumption about reality * which
becomes ‘our ntellectual standard or axiom,” that
assumption about reahty is an assumption, the
objective vahdity of which cannot be known, but
1s merely postulated

§ 356 The subjectivity of axioms 1n Absolutism
may be traced back to the Copernican Revolution
of Ilant There are but two alternatives Either
the content of thought 1s determined by the object
or 1t 15 determined by the structure of the mind;
and 1 the latter case it 1s subjective. And though
the 1dentification of Thought and Reality once more
restores a certamn objectivity to the content of our
axliomatic principles as to the content of other
thoughts, 1t does so only agam to deprive us of
it by the doctrine that no truth short of the whole
truth 1s really true. Axioms, hke other single and
1solated judgments, are but ‘mutilated shreds of
knowledge,” torn from a larger whole and lable
to indefinite modification before they can be jowned

3 Appearance and Realuty, p. 151,
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up in the colicient system of Absolute Tiuth. Dr.
Joachim acknowledges that this view is inconsistent
with the ‘obvious’ interpretation which we put
upon ‘true judgments,” and that the ordmary
doctrine that what 1s once Liue 1s always true seems
at first sight unanswerable. But, he urges, if this
view of 1solated judgments 1s false, it would be
impossible to show that all partial truths are derived
from the truth of the whole, hence 1solated judg-
ments must be sacrificed Personally, I should
prefer to sacrifice the doctrine that truth is a whole,
rather than have to mutilate my premisses in order
to make them lead to the conclusion which I might
desire to deduce. Dr Joachim, however, has
elected to hold fast to the Coherence-notion of
truth at all costs, and so has sought about for some
means of reconciling the doctrine that no 1solated
judgment can be true with the apparent fact that
such judgments are true and peisist 1n remaining
true 1n spite of growth and development. Hence,
he has discovered that 1solated judgments on
examination turn out to be practically meaning-
less?!

This I cannot admit. I am quite willing to grant,
of course, that the proposition °three threes are
nme’ for the boy who 1s only just learning the
multiphication table has only a ‘mimimum of
meaning,’ m the sense that he knows little of 1its
relations to other arithmetical propositions of a more
complex nature. Still the proposition has meaning
and very definite meaning even for a small boy 1n a
Preparatory School, provided he has been properly

% Nature of Truth, pp. 87 et seq.
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taught, and has not merely lcarnt his tables like a
parrot. It wmplies that he alrcady knows some-
thing of the way 1n which numbers may be grouped
and combined. Nor do I think that as the boy
develops mto a mathematician the proposition
‘three threes are nine’ undergoes any intrimsic
modification It 1s still the same item of knowledge
that 1t always was, though the anthmetician knows
more about i, because he knows 1ts relation to other
items of knowledge and its place in the general
science of Anthmetic

The doctrine that every item of knowledge 1s
related to every other item of knowledge 1s tiue;
but to suppose that each item is ntrinsically affected
by 1ts relations to other items, and, 1n consequence,
changes as these other items become known, secms
to lead to absurdity It 1s difficult, for instance, to
seec how one’s knowledge (v g ) of the Constitution
of Sparta can be affected by one’s knowledge of the
Law of Specific Gravity, or how one’s knowledge of
the multiphication table can be modified by what
one learns later of the anatomy of the Amphioxus.
No one dreams that ‘isolated’ judgments express
the whole truth about reality, nor does anyone
deny that as knowledge grows i any particular
branch of science the judgments in which it 1s
expresscd acquire fuller significance. But this 1s
very different from asserling that isolated judg-
ments are mnfrinsically modified as knowledge grows,
and 1s quite compatible with the facts of actual
knowng, which the Coheience-theory is not. It is
uscless, however, to discuss the matter further, for
it rests entirely upon the view that one takes of
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rclations  If relations are a kind of physical nexus
binding objects together and ansing simultancously
and on the samc level within an organic wlole, then
1t 15 doubtless impossible to know an object without
knowing 1ts rclations, but if the relations are
essentially dependent upon the nature of the objects
related, though not vice versa as well, then 1t s
posstble to know an object without knowing its
relations ; and, as those relations become known,
one’s previous notion of the object will not necessarily
have to be changed but will merely become larger,
fuller and morc significant. S 7

§ 357 Closely connected with the Absolute
theory of Truth 1s the absolute theory of Error.
Error 1s defined by Mr. Bradley as “ the quahfication
of Reality 1n such a way that in the result 1t has an
inconsistent content; ! and by Dr. Joachim as
* that form of ignorance which poses, to 1itself and
to others, as indubitable knowledge, or that form of
false thinking which unhesitatingly claims to be
true, and 1n so clamming substantiates or completes
its falsity.” 2 There are no judgments which are
false as such, says Dr. Joaclhum. The judgment
‘24-3=6" 1s no more false, as such, than a road 1s
wrong per se. It 1s false because 1ts meaning 1s
part of a context of meanmng, and a part which
colhdes with other parts. The judgment 1s really
243 conceived under the conditions of the
numerical system = 6.8

How thejudgment 2 + 3 =6 or any other judgment
involving numbers can be conceived, or can have

2 Appearance and Realily, p. 189
2 The Nature of Truth, p. 142, 3 Ibud , p. 143.
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any meaning whatsoever apart from the numerical
system, 15 morc than I can understand. If such a
judgment 1s made intelligibly and means anything
at all 1t mmples that the notions of ‘umts,
¢ addition of units,” ‘ sums of units,” and ‘ equahity *
arc already understood, and when these are
understood (2 e, as soon as 1t 1s possible to make
the judgment at all) the assertion that 2+3=6 at
once becomes false, and false as such, so 1t seems
to me, because between the notions which 1t involves
there 1s an obvious contradiction

§ 358 Mr Bradley’s view of error 1s somewhat
less sceptical He admts that “every judgment,
whether positive or negative, and however frivolous
m character, makes an assertion about Reality ;"
and that “ the content asserted cannot be altogether
an error , ”’ though he adds that “its ultimate truth
may quite transform 1its original meaning.”! The
expression ‘quite transform its original meaning,’
however, 1s clearly an exaggeration. The original
meaning will have to be transformed only 1 so far
as 1t 15 ervoneons. This 1s 1implied 1n the doctrine of
degrees of Truth and of Reality; for we are dis-
tinctly told that “of two given appearances the
one more wide or more harmonious 1s more real
(and more true) It approaches nearer to a single,
all-containing ndividuality. To remedy s wm-
perfections, 1n other words, we should have to make a
smaller alteration.” 2

But the real question 1s whether 1 a given
claim to truth or 1 a system of such claims

1 Appearance and Realily, p 366.
¥ Ibd, p. 364. (Italics mine )
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we can distingush parts which will have to be
modified from parts which will not, or, in other
words, whether we can locate our etrors  And upon
this question Realism and Absolutism are 1n violent
antagonism. The absolutist with his theory that
Reality 1s one organic whole in which each part 1s
essentially dependent upon the rest, dcnies that any
one part can be truly known until the whole 1s
known, and so 1s forced to take up a sceptical
attitude 1n regard to human knowledge and human
truth. The realist, on the other hand, whie
admitting that the universe 1s a logical whole, or a
whole such that each of its parts 1s systematically
related to all the rest and would be apprehended as
such by an imtelligence which should be capable of
understanding the whole universe, affirms that each
part and each aspect of the universe expresses truly,
though 1nadequately and incompletely, the
systematic plan of the whole He affirms that, were
our knowledge complete, the relation between
3% and 9 would still be one of equality, and that the
circumference of a circle would still be 7 times its
diameter. And he does so on good grounds For
not only 1s there no evidence that any intrinsic
change has taken place, or 1s likely to take place, 1n
regard to judgments such as these; but the
absolutist 1 order to estabhsh the contrary doctrine
which 1s mmplied 1 the Coherence-notion, would
have to prove that every relation of every object so
modified each and all its other relations that unless
every one of them was fully known, our knowledge
of the rest would not only be 1nadequate and partial,
but false ; and this he cannot do. New expertence
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does sometimes render erroncous what was foimerly
taken to be true, buti this cannot be said to be a
general rule, nor can we say that an incredse of
knowledge entirely destroys the valhidity of those
terpretations we stigmatise as false  Often enough,
as we have scen mn a previous chapter, within a
theory we can distingumish what may possibly be
false fiom what 1s certaimnly true, and in general, as
our conception of things and their relations grows
more and mre systematic, we find that axioms and
first principles, as well as facts, remain for the most
part, unchanged, subordinate hypotheses and ex-
planations the scope of which 1s comparatively
narrow, alone being subject to modifications and
reversals.

§359. Butapait from the testimony of experience
there 1s an smpasse n Dr Joaclum’s theory of truth,
which, as we saw when discussing Absolutism from
the metaphysical pont of view,! no ingenuity on the
part of absolutist has been able to elminate or
overcome I rufer to the dufficulty, or, rather, the
mmpossibility, of explaining metaphysically the re-
lation of finite centres of experience to the Absolute
Ground upon which they depend. In what way
does the Absolute manifest itself in fimite centres,
and how if our thoughts are wholly a manifestation
of the Experience of the Absolute, can we reconcile
human error with Absolute Truth? We do make
mistakes. We affirm that S 1s P when 1t 1s not P ;
and to say that the eiror 15 1cmoved when P}is
referred to a larger whole does not get rid of the
falsity of our pievious statement, a falsity which 1s

lcf. § 195,
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inconceivable 1if the absoluie 1s really responsible for
our thoughts Indced, Dr. Joaclum frankly com-
fesses that °the reconciliotion of the modal nature
of finite subjects with this self-assertive 1inde-
pendence,’ and ° the conception of the mdividuality
of the sigmficant whole as a life timelessly self-
fulfilled through the opposition which 1t creates,
and 1n creating overcomes’ are mysteries, and
mysteries which he does not attempt to solve But
nerther he nor any other absolutist secms to recog-
mise that between the ‘ modal’ nature of the finite
subject and 1ts ‘sclf-asscrlive independence,’ between
a Dfe timelessly sclf-fulfilled and lives which are
contingent and temporal, and between the crcation
of something opposed and different and the over-
coming of that opposition and difference, there 15 a
flat contradiction which can be solved only by
denying the fundamental assumptions upon which
it rests This objection 1s, 1n my opinion, fatal to
Absolutism, and shows that the i1dea which it
endcavouts to ecapress 1s onc-sided and full of
mconsistency. Absolutism has this i 1ts favour,
that 1t appeals to our love of unity and to our desire
for union with the Divine, and for this reason has
elicited the sympathy even of an analytic mind
such as that of the late Professor Sidgwick. But it
1s vague and indcfinite, and 1t fails to explam just
that which we all of us desire most to know—the
relation which holds between God and man. Its
failure, too, 1s not mercly one of ignorance, but of
positive error. The conception of the finite mind
as a vehicle of the Eternal Consciousness, tn which
the latter 1s ever trymg in vamn to realise and express
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1tself, seems to meige the mdividual in the Absolute.
Man becomes meiely a particular collection or
synthesis of the thoughts of an Eternal Ego, a
‘fimte centre of experience’ enfirely dependent
upon the Ground for 1ts nature, its character, and
even 1ts individuahty. Personality and Freedom
are thus declared to be 1llusions, arsing from the
buman point of view, instead of fundamental truths
which every human mind 1s forced to recognise mn
the data of lus experience , while human knowledge,
ever tinged by ° the confused mass of 1diosyncrasies
which distinguish this mind from that,” 1s, and 1s
destimed to remain, incomplete, and to an unascer-
tamable extent erroneous.

CHAPTER XX.
THE NATURE OF PRAGMATIC TRUTH.

§ 360. Some time ago my attention was called
to the writings of Georg Simmel, who, though his
energies have been devoted, for the most part, to
the study of Economics and to the history of
philosophy, 1s justly regarded as one of Germany’s
leading pragmatists! Between economical values
and logical values Herr Simmel finds a resemblance
which 1s not merely external, but deep-rooted 1 the
very nature of value, and for this reason 1n the third
chapter of his Philosoplue des Geldes, he gives us a
sketch of Ius views on truth, a sketch which 1s

Ycf, The Meaming of Truth, p 66.
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extremely wuscful for our purposes, because 1t
provides us with a connccting link between the
Relativism 1mplicit 1n absolute truth and the
Humanism which 1s the chief characteristic of
pragmatic truth Indced, Herr Simmel has gtven
to pragmatic truth a philosophic setting which
seems to present 1t 1n 1ts truc light, and to give one
an appreciation of its real meaning, such as 1s
difficult to obtain from the somewhat disconnected
and more rhetorical utterances of Anglo-american
pragmatists

§ 361. Herr Stmmel’s standpoint 1s essentially
physiological and anthropomorphic? Like Dr.
Schiller, he believes that our ‘world’ 15 due to a
process whereby we attiibute to objective reality
forms that we find within our psycho-physical
organism, 1n which an alternation between rest and
motion, between anabolism and katabolism 1s the
primary condition of life?

Then only do we think that we are qualified to enter as
part of the umverse, provided 1ts form corresponds with
the forms of our own inner nature. Accordingly, we
organise the irregular co-existences and sequences of
our first impressions, 1n that we distinguish 1n an object
1ts permanent and essential substance from 1ts motions,
colourings and changes whose comings and goings leave
the constancy of 1ts essence unchanged. Just as we
believe that we perceive within ourselves a psychical
being whose existence and character depends upon 1tself

1cf supra, § 205

2 The following paragraphs have becn translated from the
third chapter of Herr Stmmel’'s Plilosophic des Geldes, pp 58
et seg  The aim of the translator has been to give the sense,
rather than an cxact literal rendering, of the author, and
many phrases and passages of minor importance have, of course,
been omtted
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alone, and distingmsh this from those thoughts, occur-
rences, and developments which are what they are only
through 1eference to others, so we look in the world
for substances, magnitudes, and forces whose being
and meaning 15 grounded 1n themselves alone, and dis-
tinguish these from all relative determinations which
arc what they are only through comparson, contact, or
reaction with others. . . . [Thus grows up the distinc-
tion between absolute and relabwe.] And though in
our psycho-physical being, motion and rest, activity
ad extra and aggregation ad wntra are bound together 1n
such a way that they find 1n one another their actuality
and therr meamng, yet 1t 1s the ‘rest’ and the ‘ sub-
stantial ' that we find peculiarly full of value. Hence 1n
the objective woild also we look for the self-sufficient
and the self-grounded, for substances, spirits, things in
themselves, and 1 this way gain fixed pomnts which
direct us m the confused jumble of phenomena and give
us the objective counterpart of that which we represent
in ourselves as our values and defimtives *

This search for an absolute, however, 1s only a pre-
liminary stage which must be got over by thinking.
[Thus] 1t 15 a fundamental characteristic of modern
science that 1t understands phenomena no longer through
and as special substances, but as movcments whose
grounds move further and further away into property-
lessness , that 1t seeks to express the qualities attached to
things as quantitative, and thercfore as relatively defined ,
that 1t teaches instead of organic, physical, ethical and
social forms, a restless evolution 1n which each element
acquires a place confined and determinable only through
its relation with its before and its after, that 1t re-
nounces the actual essence of things as such, and con-
tents itself with the establishing of relations which
appear between ‘things’ and our minds, as seen from
the standpoint of the latter 2

§362 On the other hand, all this seems to postulate
a fixed pomnt, an absolute truth. ... The flux and
relativity of physical processes must not affect the pre-

1pp 58, 59. cf. The Meamng of Truth, pp. 61 et seqg. P GO,
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suppositions and rules according to which we fiist decide
whether our aclual knowledge really bears thus or
another character. The purely psychological origin into
whuch all objective knowledge has to be analysed, needs
fixed axioms which themselves cannot have a purely
psychological significance. . . . The truth of any
proposition can be known only by reason of criteria
which diaw their legitimation irom yet higher ones, so
that there 1s built up a series of 1items of knowledge one
above the other, cach of which 1s valid only on condition
of another. Yet these serics—lest they hang in the air,
or rather in order to be possible at all—must somewhere
have an ultimate ground, a highest court of appeal,
which shall give legitimation to all the following links
m the chain without nceding such itsclf. This 1s the
schema under which all actual knowledge can be co-
ordinated But what ilus absolute knowledge 15, we
can never know, fo1 the piocess of analysis into higher
principles can never come to an end There 1s always
the posstbility of discovering that what we have taken
to be an ultimate proposition 1s really conditioned by
another, as the history of knowledge has shown times
without number.! We certainly have axioms which
cannot be proved and upon which all denvative
proofs depend , but thought stops with these only until
1t can get beyond to something lgher which on 1ts side
shall prove the Intheito axiomatic 2

Again, 1f one pursucs the proof of a proposition into
1ts grounds, and these again imnto theiwrs. one often finds
that the proof 1s possible only provided one assumes the
first proposition which was to be proved, as already
proved. . . . [And] 1if we do not want to stop dog-
matically and once for all at a truth which needs no
proof, we had better take this rectprocely of mutual proof
as the fundamental form of thought and of completed
knowledge. Thus knowledge 1s a process which hangs
freely in the air, so to speak, and of which the elements
dcteimine reciprocally their positions just as masses of
matter do thens in virtue of their weight. And’ this 1s

1pp 6o, 61 2p. 63.
II
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no mere coincidence, but a necessity peculiar to our
minds, which know truth through proof, and so must
either put off its knowalbility indefinitely, or twist it
round 1 a circle. For onc proposition 15 true only in
relation to anothei, which othei 1s true ultimately only
1n relation to the first. Thus the whole of knowledge 15
as little true as the whole of matter 1s heavy It 1s only
of the relations of the parts among themselves that these
properties are valid Of the whole they cannot be
predicated without a contradiction

§363 Starting from a physiological point of view,
Herr Simmel has led us on to a doctrine of truth
which 1s very similar to the Coherence-theory of Dr.
Joachim, except that he lays the chief emphasis on
the rclativity of the parts rather than on the unity
of the whole But Herr Stmmel does not stop here.
He finds that the relativity which exists between the
mner elements of knowledge 1s but part of a wider
relativity which embraces both the theorctical and
the practical interests of life In knowing we do
pot copy reality, but all presentation 1s a function
of a special psycho-physical organisation

From the vast difference which 1s to be found between
the wellb1lder of the mnsect with its facet-eyes, of the cagle
with a power of sight the keenness of which 15 1ncon-
ceivable, of the profeus anguinus with eyes scarce
developed at all, of ourselves and of countless others, we
are forced to conclude that no one copies the outer woild
mn 1ts objectively cxisting form  Qur representations
are direchive of our practical hife, of actions through
which we place oursclves 1n connection with the woild
as 1t stands relatively independent of our subjectivcly
determined 1deas [And similarly for animals], though
their actions are determined by very different forms of
the same world. [In both cases] actions undertaken

'pp 63, 64.
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by reason of ideas which ceitainly 1n no way resemble
ohjectively existing beings, obtain from the latter results
of such a calculability, purposiveness, certamty, that it
could not be gicater even 1f we possessed a knowledge
of objective relations as they aie 1n themselves ; whilst
other actions, viz, those which result from °‘false'’
1deas, result only 1n real injury !

What, then, can truth mean [asks Herr Simmel], which
1s wholly different for the animals and for us, which 1
no way corresponds with objective 1ecality, and which
nevertheless leads to the desired results as surely as
if this were the case?? [His reply 1s ] Each
species has an orgamisation swmted to 1ts speclal
purpose 1n life. Hence whether an action prompted by
a presentation will lead to useful consequences cannot
be deterrmned by the content of that presentation;
but will depend upon the result to which the presentation
leads as a real process within the organism acting 1n
co-operation with the rest of 1ts psycho-physical powers
and 1n reference to the special lfe-exigencies of each.
If, then, we say that man performs actions which sup-
port and further hfe on the basis of true 1deas, and
actions which aie destructive of hife on the basis of false
deas, fruth, which s different for each species endowed
with consciousness and for none 15 a mu ror of the thing wn
siself, can only mean that idea which tn connection with
the entire and specific orgamism sts faculbies and s needs,
lcads to useful results. Originally an 1dea 15 not useful
because tt 15 true, but we give the honourable name of
‘ true ’ to those 1dcas which, working 1n us as real forces
or processes, lead to useful conduct. Hence there are, 1n
the main, as many specifically distinct truths as there
are spectfically distinct organmisations and hife exigencies.
The sense-form which for the insect 1s  truth,” would
clearly not be so for the eagle; since that very sense-
form on the basis of which the insect 1n connection
with lis mner and outer constellations acts usefully,
would for the cagle in connection with his lead to wholly
meanngless and destructive actions?

1p 64. tp 64 3pp 63, 66.
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§ 364. That man now has «n aggregnte of fived and
normative iruths 1s due to lus having always eacrosced
a choice in rqgad to the countless 1dews wluch arise
pyeliologically within Inm, according to whether the
actions which they prompted led to uscful or harmful
consequences e has no other eniterton ot truth cyeept
ithat 1t Jeads to thc desired corscquences  But inas-
much as by means of thus process of selection there has
been Licd within Jum certata pumancntlv nseful ways
of percuving, these together lorm a hinedom of the
theorelical, whichh now acts as an mner cilterion deter-
muning the 1elovance of 21l fie Liideas  Thus indinvidual
items of Luowledge reaprocally support one anuther
[v g, 1n Geomedry] in that norms and facts, once fined,
serve as & Jnoof lor other, . . But the wholc itself
has valilitv only 1n rcdation to dclernminate psycho-
physical oi.autsms, to then conditions of liic, and to the
useful natare of ilieir actions !

This novon of truth as the rdation of 1deas to one
another, Lut as T longing to none as an absolute quality,
applies also 1o the dea of a <ingle object  Kant was
right when he said that out of the chaotic mamiold of vur
sense-mmpreasions we pick out indmividual 1mpressions
as bcdongme 1o one another and group them mto umits,
which we doscmibe as ‘objects’  An object 1s nothing
but a totabty of impressions gathered mto a unity, and
1ts umty 1» nothing but the functional inter-connection,
wnter-relation, and inter-dependence ot the individual
mpressions  and  perceplion-materials As the
unity of a social body means the forces of interaction
and cohesion wxercised by the individuals which compose
1t, or, 1n other words, the dynamical relation between
them, s0 {he mental realisation of the umty of an object
miphes nothing more than interaction between the
cleanents which go to foom the peicept of 1t In know-
ledge, qust as i art, 1solated clements are neither true
not false 1 theniselves, for they do not copy reality,
but then tiuth consists m the 1clation of the elements
one to anothui.?

1p 66. 2p 67,
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§ 365. One may formulate Relativism 1n respect to
the principles of knovledge thus  Constituiive axioms
expressing once and for all the bewng of things must
be transformed into 1cgulative notms which are meiely
landmarks for advancing knowledge The highest and
mosi ultimate abstractions, umfications and integrations
of thought must give up their dogmatic claim to final
knowledge Instead of saying things are so and so, we
should rather say knowledge works as 1f things were so
and so And 1n tlus way 11 1s possible to express the
mode and manner of the relation of our knowledge to the
world For the constitulive asscrtions which attempt
to fix the bemng of things having been changed into
heuristic principles which only proiess to determine our
ways of knowing, clearly 1t 1s possible for contradictory
principles to be vahd at one and the same time, since we
may use each methodologically just as we may usc
erther the mductive or the deductive method Thus
dogmatic fixily must give place to the living, flowing
process of knowledge Only 1f we regard ultimate
principles not as himits mutually contradictory, but as
ways to knowledge, inter-1clated, mnter-dependent, and
mutually completing one another, can we ever attain
unily 1n knowledge !

Of the relativity of ultimate principles Herr
Simmel gives many examples

Our thought 1s so constiucted that 1t must strive after
unity, . . . but as soon as this unity is reached, as in the
Substance of Spinoza, 1t 1s at once apparent that we
cannot use 1t for the understanding of the world without
a second principle Monism thus passes beyond itself
mto Dualism and Plmalism, and so we proceed from the
many to the one and from the one to the many Neither
prinaple can be 1egarded as dogmatic or constitutive ,
both are heunistic relative and mutually complementary.
The monistic principle bids us umfy every mamfold as #f
we were going to end 1n absolute Monism , the pluralistic

1 pp. 68, 69,
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principle bids us 7of stop with unity, but analyse 1t into
simpler elequcnts and geneinting pours of forces as +f the
end weie 1o be a plmahstic o1e?

Sinularly, in political, social and 1ehgious sciences we
can only undcerstand the present thuough a knowledge
and understanding of the past, whilc the past of which
only tragments, dumb witncsses, and mote or less un-
certain 1eports and traditions have come down 1o us, will
be ntclhigible and Iining only through the expeiience
of the immediate picsent * Again, 1n Psychology the
knowledge of the Lgo 1s our only means of knowing the
soul that lies behind mere sound producing and gesticu-
lating automata , while om knowlcdge of the Ego, and
1n particular our distinction of 1t into an observing and
an observed pait, 1s due to om knowledge of other
things ® And in lihe manna the antithesis between the
a preory and experience and i Lconomics the antithesis
between the a prior: mcthod and the histoiical method,
will be solved 1f we 1egard both as hicutistic principles 1n
the application of which each secks 11s ulhmate ground
m the other* This mmtaactive self dependence and
mter depcndence of opposite pairs of prinuples 1s not a
mcre compromise, but 1athei opens up to each principle
an unlmmuted sphere of action And though of these
principles each remains somewhat subjective, by means
of the 1elativity of then application 1s expiessed the
objective meaning of things Elements of which each
1s 1 content subjective, obtain or detetmine by means
of this reciprocal reference what we cul objectivity.
Single objects by the cohesion and inter action of sense-
mpressions, ‘ personality’ by reciprocal associations
and apperceptions, ‘ night’ by the counterbalancing of
the subjective intcrests of the indnidual, all acquire
their objective value. Thus the methoas of knowledge
may be only subjective and heunstic, and yet masmuch
as each finds in the other 1ts complement and thiough
this 1ts legtimation, they approvimate gradually to the
1deal of objective tiuth ®

Truth, then, consists 1n a relation of reciprocity within

'p69 *pz0 pgo. 4p g Sp 72
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a complexus of 1deas which are mutually demonstrable
onc by mecans of the other .. The truth of the
greater number of our ideas is at any given moment
taken for granted, and the decision we come to 1n regard
to the truth of a new 1dea will depend upon whether 1t
harmonises with or contradicts the ideas already pos-
sessed , and, again, one of the 1dcas belonging to this
complex may become questionable and over 1t the
majority will decide . .. The reason why we do not
notice the relativity of truth is because of the immense
quantitative disproportion between the actually
questionable and the mass of ideas which we regard as
true, just as for a long tume the attraction of the apple
for the earth passed unnoticed and all that we observed
was the athiaction of the earth for the apple. ...
(Nevertheless] relativity 1s of the very essence of truth.
. . . It1s not a patchwork, nor yet an added determina-
tion which weakens the notion of truth otherwise
determined , but 1t 15 the specific property mm wvirtue
of which objects of desire become valuable. Truth
exists 1n spite of 1ts being a relation Indeed 1t exsts
precisely because 1t 15 one.!

§ 366 The view of truth set forth in the pre-
ceding paragraphs does not differ essentially from
the doctrine of other pragmatists. Herr Summel’s
point of view and consequently the general tone and
emphases of lis doctrine may be different, but,
apart from this personal tinge, his theory of truth 1s
fundamentally the same as that of the Anglo-

~american pragmatist. Ideas are set over against
reality, and to them alone the property of truth
belongs. But truth does not copy reality. Rather
1t 15 a mental function which has proved itself useful
in dealing with an objective environment, and has
thus become habitual This latter point—truth

PP 72, 73
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conceived as a way of thinking or percaiving which
has become habitual on account of its utility—is
hardly noticed mm the essentially psychological
account of truth given by Professor James, though
we have already come across 1t in the thoroughly
pragmatic philosophy of M Abel Rey, and shall find
that 1t 1s also characteristic of Dr. Schiller’s view
So, too, 15 the relativity of truth, though on this
pomnt some divergence of opinion 1s manifest In
any case, both these characteristics of Heir Simmel’s
theory may, I think, justly be regarded as corollaries
to the general pragmatic doctrine, and i other
respects Herr Simmel 1s, as Professor James has said,
a genune pragmatist It will be well, however, to
consider more 1n detail the leading characteristics
of truth as conceived by the lcaders of the pragmatic
movement 1n America and England <

§ 367 Prolcssor James has agun and agam
assured us that cpistemologically he 1s a 1ealst
“ Our beliefs are m realitics, and if no realitics are
there our beliefs are false”?! Consequently he
starts from the standpoint of Dualism? On the one
side we have objective facts, on thc other side
claims , on the one side 1deas and judgments, on the
other side reality, and truth 1s, as common-sense
regards 1t, a peculiar sort of relation betwcen
these two poles® But in a philosophy of Pure
Experience reality 1s 1dentical with experience.
Hence, although Professor James postulates “a
standing reality independent of the idea that knows
1it,”4 we find him frequently substituting for

1 The Meamng of Truth, pp 241, 242. * Ibd, 217,
® Ilud , T'reface, P xix, and p 163 L Ib;d: g ug
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“ reality ”’ some form of sense-experience—sensations
or a percept! Thus, speaking of the humamstic
devclopment of Pragmatism, he says that “by
‘reality ° Humanism means nothing more than the
other conceptual or perceptual experiences (mcluding
of course any amount of empnical reality inde-
pendent of the knower) with wlich a given present
experience may find stself in pont of fact mixed up.” 2
And 1t 15 only on tlns hypothesis of the identity of
reality and expertence that he 1s able to get rid of the
salto mortale of the common-sense realist, and to
maintain lis thesis that ““ the truth of our mental
operations must always be an ntra-experiential
affar”®  Lxpeniences know onc another and
represent one another They do not know or
represent realities outside of ‘consciousness.’ In
expericnces of the acquaintance-type “ object and
subject fuse i the fact of ‘ presentation’ or sense-
perception ” 4 And though the philosopher gets
beyend this stage—wluch Piofessor James calls
(wrongly, I think) the stage of common-sense—and
‘interpolates * or ¢ extrapolates’ Ius realitics, if a
humanist, he still regards them as expenences of
some kind or other, actual or possible ® Expcriences
of the acquaintance-type are ultimate ¢hafs or facts
of being, and to these 1t 1s the function of conceptual
expericnces to lead Truth thus means, says
Professor James, “ the relation of less fixed parts of
experience (predicates) to other relatively more
fixed paits (subjects) , and we aic not required to
seek 1t n a relation of experience, as such, to anything

Vid, p 81 2 Ihid, p 100, 3Ihd, p 133
¢ Ibid., pp. 127, 128, and cf. p. 103. 8 Itud., pp. 129 et seq.
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beyond 1tself ”* It 1s *a relation, not of our ideas
to non-human realities, but of conceptual parts of
our experience to sensational parts,”? while
“ cogmition, whencver we take 1t concretely, means
determinate ‘ambulation,” through intermediaries
(v ¢ , Intcrvening experiences) from a ferminus a quo
to a ternuinus ad quem "’ *  In a simular sense must be
understood the following remark of Professor
Dewey :

Truth and falsity are not properties of any experence
or thing, 1n and of 1itself or 1n 1ts first intention , bit of
things where the problem of assurance conscrously enters
wn Truth and falsity present themsclves as significant
facts only m situations in which spectfic meanings and
their already expericnced fulfilments and non-fulfil-
ments are mtentionally compared and contrasted with
reference to the question of woith, as to the rehabihty
of meaning or class of meanings *

§ 368 What Professor James calls an ‘ambu-
latory * process from 1dea through definite tracts of
expericnce to some other experience, actual or
possible, 15 of the very essence of pragmatic truth @
And from this two important consequences follow,
First, truth can be both defined and described 1n
terms of eaperience” “It 1s a process Truth 1s
made.” Sccondly, that process 1s a particular one,
and varies with the particular casc in hand  Verity
m act means versfications (in the plural) ®

To the descuiption of the process by wlhich truth
1s made and in wluch, for the pragmatist, 1ts nature

LIhd,p 70 tIhd, p 82 3Ihd, p 142.

$ALnd, NS 59, p 305 ¢ The Meaming of Truth, p 234

SIbid, pp 234, 235, 142, 143, and Preface, p x1v

"Ibud , p 235, and Pragmahism, pp 201, 218,
5Ibid, pp. 212, 235
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consists, Professor James has devoted a very con-
siderable portion both of Pragmatism and of The
Meamng of Truth Yet the very particulanty of
the process makes the task of the psychological
epistemologist an extremely difficult one, and,
despite his valiant attempts, Professor James’
descriptions are considerably bewildering and, at
times, decidedly vague. He defincs truth, m the
first place, as property of ideas, 1n virtue of which
they are said to ‘ agree > with reahty! But ‘ agree-
ment > does not always mean ‘ copymng’ It 1s only
our 1deas of sensible things that copy reality2 And
even here not always, but only when the ‘1dea’ n
question 1s an mmage. Copying 1s not essential to
truth? “In strict theory the mental terms them-
selves need not answer to the real terms in the sense
of severally copymng them, symbolic terms being
enough, if only the real dates and places be copied.”
Indeed, “ much even of common descriptive truth
1s couched 1n verbal symbols.” And “1if our symbols
fit the world, 1n the sense of determining our expecta-
tions rightly, they may even be the better for not
copymng 1ts terms.” ¢ But if, in the realm of
phenomenal fact, there 1s no need of copying m
every case, still less 1s there any need of assuming
archetypes 1n the abstract spheres of Geometry and
Logic. Their objects can be better interpreted as
being crecated step by step by men, as fast as they
successively conceive them Triangles and genera
are of our own production. They are mmprovised
1 Pragmatism, p 198.
tInd, p 199

3Ibid, pp 213, 235, and The Meansng of Truth, pp.79 et seq.
¢ The Meanmng of Truth, p. 82.
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human ‘artcfacts ;> and precisely because they arc
so, their rclations are eternal, wec can keep them
invariant 1f we choose?

§ 369 A true 1dea, then, for Professor James 15
not necessarily one that copies reabity A symbol
which fits the world, a substitute which works
practically, an abstract concept which enlarges
mentally our momentary experiences by adding to
them the consequences conceived, a thought which
gets 1 ‘touch’ with reality by mnumerable paths
of veiification,? even a name, may be true® In each
mdividual case “the ‘workableness’ which 1deas
must have, 1n order to be true, means particular
woikings, physical ot intellectual, actual or possible,
which they may set up from next to next inside of
conctete expertence ”* And this working, m which
the truth of an 1idea consists, 1s essentually “a
concrete working in the actual experience of human
beings, among thewr 1deds, fechings perceptions,
beliefs and acts, as well as among the physical
things of their enviionment and the iclations must
be understood as being possible as well as actual ”
Consequently the familiir tetms, which common-
sensec and ihe mtellectualist apply to the truth-
relation, have to be re-translated and re-mterpreted
by the pragmatist in an expetiential sense. We
‘correspond’ 1 some way, says Piofessor James,
with anything with which we enter mto any relation
at all, whether 1t be a thing of which we produce an

Ild, pp 82, 83, and cf Pragmatism, pp 209 et seq.
2 Ilmi: pp 208, 213, 248, 214 ? 4
3 Pyaginalisn, p 213

& The Meamng of Truth, Preface, p xv,

SIbid, p 262,
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exact copy, or which we fccl as an existent 1n a
certain place, a demand which we obey without
knowing anything moie about it than its push, a
proposition which we let pass without contradicling
1t , a rclation between two things, upon the fitst of
which we act so as to bing oursclves out where the
second will be ; or somcthing maccessible, for which
we substitute a hypothctical object, having the
same conscquences and therefore enabling us to
cipher out rcal results® To ‘represent’ reality,
again, means euler to be substitutable for it in our
thinking, because the experience that repiesents leads
to the same associates ; or to ‘ pomt to 1t’ through
a chamn of other experiences that cither intervene or
may mtcrvene? While to ‘agice’ with a reality
means “to be guided either straight up toit or into
its surroundings, or to be put mto such woiking
touch with 1t as to handle eather 1t or something
connected with 1t better than if we disagreed—
better, cither mtellectnally or practically 3

Actual venfication, however, 1s not necessary n
every case  ““ Indirectly veiifying processes may be
truc as well as full verification-proccsses 4

That on innumerable occasions men do substitute
truth e posse or veufiability for verification or truthin
act,1s a fact towhich no oné attributes more i1mportance
than the pragmatist he emphasiscs the practical utility of
such a habit But he does no* on that account consider
truth 1 posse,—truth notl alive cnough ever to have
been asserted or questioned or contiadictcd,—to be the
metaphysically prior thing, to wiuch truths m act are
tributary and subsidiaty °

Litd ,p 67. tIud ,p 132 3 Pragmatism, Pp 212, 213
4 Itnd , pp 208, 209 5 The Meamng of Truth, p 205.
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For one truth-process completed there are a million in
our lives that tunction 1n this state of nascency , [that]
turn us fowards direct verification , [that] lead us into
the surroundings of the objects they invisage , and then,
if everything runs on haimoniously, we are so sure that
verification 1s possible that we omt 1t, and are usually
justified by all that happens. Truth hves in fact, for
the most part on a credit system. Our thoughts and
beliefs ‘ pass’ so long as nothing challenges them, just
as bank-notes pass so long as nobody refuses them .
You accept my verification of one thing, I yours of
another . . But beliefs verified concretely by some-
body are the posts of the whole superstructure !

Truth-processes are also useful In The Mcaning
of Truth ‘ utihty’ 1s not so prominent as 1t 1s in the
wntings of other pragmatists, though Professor
James by no means overlooks this aspect of prag-
matic truth In Pragmatism, forinstance, he tells
us that “the posscssion of true thoughts means
everywherc the possession of invaluable instruments
of action.” 2 “ True 1s the name for whatever idea
starts the venfication process, useful 1s the name
for 1ts completed function in experience ?? “ Pri-
marily, and on the common-sensc level, the truth
of a state of mind means tlus function of a leading
that 1s worth while” 4 *“*The true,’ to put i very
bricfly, 1s only the expedrent 1n the way of our thinking,
just as ‘ the right’ 1s only the expedient 1n our way of
behaving” ®  But in The Meamng of Truth Professor
James carefully pomnts out that in saying that ° the
meanng of any proposition can always be brought
down to some paiticular consequence in our future
practical experience, whether passive or active,’ the

1 Pragmatism, pp 207, 208, Ibd, p 202
31ind, p 204. $Ild, p 205, §Ibid, p. 222,
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point of the statement lies “ rather in the fact that
the experience must be particular than in the fact
that 1t must be ‘active,—by ‘active’ meamng
here ‘practical’ in the nairow hteral sense Parti-
cular conscquences may be of a theoretical nature
Hence the € cash-value’ of truth in experiential terms
15 that.

True 1deas are those that we can assimilate, validate,
corvoborate and verify  False 1deas are those that we can
nof. That 1s the practical difference 1t makes to us to

have true 1deas, that, therefore, 1s the meamng of
truth, for 1t 1s all that truth i1s known-as. 2

§ 370 Dr Schiller takes a wider view of truth
than that set forth by Professor James He
considers 1t in 1ts historic setting. Consequently his
emphascs are somewhat different, and more akin to
those of Herr Simmel’s exposition of the doctrine
of truth  The Riddles of the Sphinx 1s a philosophy
of Evolution, and evolutionary ideas permeate and
affect the whole of Dr Scluller’s epistemological
speculations Applymg thesc i1deas in Axioms as
Postulates to the fundamental principles of human
thought, he concludes that these are not axiomatie,
but postulatory 1 character. Generahsing the
doctrine in Husamsm, Dr. Schiller applies 1t to
every sphere of human knowledge, to Logic, to
Metaphysics, to Ethics, and to Religion In all
these spheres of human thought, he says, the method
1s the same, viz , the postulation of hypotheses and
therr verification n experience, differcnces being due
chiefly to varations in the mode and extent of the
verification 3

Y The Meamng of Truth, p 210
t Pragmatism, p 201 Ycf Preface 1o Humanism,
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Now, in the evolution of life, and still more so 1n
the evolution of human experience and human modes
of thought, the supremec 1dea which governs the
whole 1s not that of the ‘rcal’ or of the ¢ true,’ bul
of the “‘good’ All hife 1s purposive. It 1s purpose
that prompts man to postulate, gmded by 1t that
he experiments , under 1ts mnfluence that he evaluates
results Pure reason 1s a pure figment . the practical
use which has developed 1t must have stamped
itself upon 1ts inmost structure, even 1if 1t has not
moulded 1t out of pre-rational mstincts And this
being so, we must bear 1n mind that all our realities
are related to the ends of our practical hife; that
“human valuations hold sway over every region
of our experience, and cannot validly be eliminated
from the contemplation of any reality that we
know” “Qur knowmg 1s driven and guided at
every step by our subjective interests. our desires,
our needs and our ends Hence our cffort, deter-
mined by our powers and will to know, enters as a
necessary and 1rradicable factor into whatever
revelation of reality we can attam ™ “ That the
‘real’ has a determinate nature which the knowing
revcals but does not affect, 15 a gratuitous
assumption mcapable of rational defence ”*

Fiom this humanistic and cvolutionary view of
knowledge, 1t follows (1) that theory 1s subordmate
to practice, the ‘ true’ to the ‘good ,’ and (2) that
the ‘truc’ 1s 1dentical with the ‘uscful’ In both
these respects 1t scems to me that Dr Schiller goes
further than lus colleague, Professor James He
docs not 1gnore theory or deny its value ; but that

Y Humamsm, pp I-11
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value 1n the end 1s practical s position 1s, as he
himself has pomnted out, the reverse of the Platonic
view that action presupposes knowledge, and that
the ‘true’ 1s the source of the ‘good’ He makes
action primary, knowledge 1s always derivative,
secondary, subservient, uscful. It 1s not sufficient
to say that fewpia 15 mpdfis, In the sense that it
1s a charactenistic of human activity The truc 1s
the true for us as practical beings! In the second
of Dr Schuller’s essays in Humanism, the practical
aspect of truth 15 even more prominent There he
endeavours to establish the thesis that  whatever
1s true 1s useful ,’ and all cxceptions are ruled out of
court on the ground that cither the utility of the
apparent truth has not yet been discovered, or else
1t 1s really useless knowledge, and therefore no truth
at all

Utility, therefore, 1s of the cssence of the truth-
relation for Dr Schller, as 1t 15 for Herr Simmel
He 1s also cqually explicit mn lus rejection of the
copy-view of tiuth , though he 1¢jects 1t on different
grounds® Unlike Professor James, he does not
even accept provistonally the Dualism of Common-
sense, but starts from a ‘chaotic experience’ or
¢ prumary reality,’ 1 which, as yet, there 15 no
distinction of ‘ appearance’ and ‘1icality,” but from
which, as from ‘the raw material of the cosmos,’
‘real fact ’ and ¢ true reality ’ aie, 1n couwssc of time,
experimentally evolved? ‘Reality,” as we ordinarily

1Ied,p 30

scf Itnd, pp 45, 46, Studies tn Humanmism, p 425, and
Mind, NS 72, p 573

3Ibid, pp 186, 187, cf. pp. 428 et seq , and The Meamng of

Tyuth, p. 242
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understand 1t, ‘ does not pre-exist the cognitive
functioning,’ but 15 a fact within knowng,
immanently deposited or ¢ precipitated ’ by thought !
Both Dr Scluller and Professor James regard tiuth
from the standpoimnt of expeilence, in which 1t and
1ts object alike are immanent. For both, the aim
of the pragmatist 1s to describe as best he can * the
continuous cognitive process,’ to trace out the
actual ‘ making of truth,” and thence to denive * the
method of determining the nature of tiuth’2 But,
for Dr. Schiller, the ratio essend: of the cognitive
process 1s not merely to engender systems of tiuth
and of reality, but ** to rcfine them into more and
more adequate means for the conirol of our
experience ”® He does not under-estimate the par-
ticularity and the experiential character of truth;
but, owing, I think, chiefly to his essentially genctic
standpoint, he lays still more stress upon the active
and practical aspect of the making of truth, or, m
other words, upon 1ts utiity. The consequences by
which truth-claims are validated, he insists, must
be both ‘practical’ and ‘good ’ ‘practical’ in
that sooner or later they affect our action, ‘good’
in that they further our interests and satisfy our
purpose * Truth, in short, 1s that peculiar kind of
utility which belongs to an 1dea, or results from the
functioning of an 1dea. {

§ 371. The emphasis thus laid on the practical
value of truth mfluences Dr. Schiller’s views on
abstract truth, which he seems to treat with some-
what less couitesy than Professor James. An

1Ittd, p 426, and cf pp 182, 183.
t Ibud, p. 5. 3llud, p 426. $Iid, pp 6, 7.
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abstract truth, until 1t 1s applicd, 15 a mere claim
which “must always be regarded with suspicion ;
and 1f 1t will not (or cannot) submut to verification,
1s not properly truc at all Its truth 1s at best
potential, 1ts meanung null or umntelligible, or at
most conjectural and dependent on an unfulfilled
condition ”” * Truths must be #sed to become true,
and (in the end) to stay true” A purely formal
logic 1s little more than ““solemn triflng,” and
even the truths of anthmetic and geometry are not
fully t1ue until they are applied ; and they will not
apply 1n cvery casc. The honourable predicate of
‘ true ’ should be “ reserved for what has vicloriously
sustained 1ts claim.” *“ Real truths must have shown
themsclves to be wscful, they must have been
applicd to some problem of actual knowing, by
usefulness m which they were tested and venfied.” *
Dr. Schiller does not, of course, deny, any more than
does Herr Simmel, cither the value or the validity
of abstract systems of truth, but, regarding such
systems from an evolutionary and pragmatic stand-
point as products of human thought slowly evolved
to the end that man may more ecasily and more
successfully deal with his environment, his tendency
15 to make both theirr value and thexr vahdity
depend upon the practically useful purposes which
they serve.

Closely connected with this pomnt 1s another on
which Dr Schiller’s views comcide to a large extent
with those of the German pragmatist We cannot
determine the utility of a truth without examination,

1itnd, pp. 8, 9; 112, 113; 144, 145, (Italics, where used,
are mune,)
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just as we cannot at once decide upon the expediency
of a certamn line of conduct. We must first select
our truth, whether it be a general doctrine, a
principle, or a fact, and then test it by experiment !
A claim to truth. whcther 1t be on the level of
perception or on the higher level of thought, must
be allowed to work , for only thus can 1t be validated
It 1s only when a mode of perception or of thought
has become more or less habitual, only when 1t has,
by a long series of successful experiments, proved
itself a useful instrument enabling us to act more
easily and more rapidly in the way best suited to
the furtherance of life, that 1t becomes a #r#e mode
of percerving or thinking. Regarded from this
point of view, we may say, I think, that truth is
for Dr. Schiller, as for other pragmatists, a useful
habit. Human knowledge and human truth consist
mn certain habits of perception and of {hought,
which are, as M. Rey puts 1it, les résultantes
nécessares et les seules possibles des conditions dans
lesquelles elles ont éié contractées—la science, c’est
70%s.2

It 1s clear, however, that one of the fundamental
needs of our nature 1s that we should be able to
communicate with our fellow-men ; and, to do tlus,
we must percetve and think and live more or less 1n
the same way as they do. Hence the social factor
plays no small part in the bmlding up of habit and 1n
the making of truth. Society exercises a severe
control over the imntellectual and the perceptual, as

1‘ Axsoms as Postulales,” §§ 1, 2 and 24 , Studies in H INaNnISM,
PP 186, 187
* Lg Ihéorsa de Ia Physiqus, p. 395.
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well as the moral, cccentricities of 1ts members
Only some of the tiuths which we, as mdividuals,
deem valuable come to be i1ccognised by society,
and so to be regarded as ‘objcctive® Similarly, in
the lower sphere of sense-experience, those who
have managed to perceive things in practically the
samc way, have prospercd at the cxpense of those
who could not , and hence certain ways of perceiving
have become habitual and more or less common
throughout the race As our experience grows, we
adapt ourselves to our cnvironment and to one
another , but the process 1s none the less practical,
useful and teleological thioughout Whether our
adaptation be objective or inira-subjective, the
determming factor of survival and permanence 1s
that 1t should lead to useful, practical consequences *

§ 372 One other point in regard 1o the relation of
Dr Schiller’s views to those of Herr Simmel 15
deserving of mention Both are agieed that truth
1s relative to our faculties Dr Schiller, mn fact,
frankly adopts the Protagorean prnciple that man
1s the measure of all tlungs, a principle which 1s
capable, he says, of a two-fold interpretation In
the mdividual sense 1t means that ‘ Whatever
appears to each, that really 1s for him , ” and 1n the
generic sense 1t means that  reality for us 1s relative
to our faculties.” * But Dr. Schiller says little or
nothing of that other aspect of truth’s relativity,
upon which Herr Simmel 1nsists so much, viz., the
rclativity of truths smler sz True, in a chapter?

Ycf Humanism, pp 31 et seq , Studies in Humanismy p. 153,
* Studres sn Humanism, pp. 33, 34-
¥ Jbad,, chap xvul,
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dealing with the relation of the postulate of Freedom
to that of complete Determinism, he treats these
principles as to some extent reciprocal and comple-
mcntary?  But this 1s the only place, so far as I am
aware, where the reciprocity of truth 1s touched
upon. To Herr Stmmel, then, belongs the honour of
Laving discovered this aspect of pragmatic truth,
though 1t 1s, I think, a corollary to the doctrine that
truth 1s a value, and that its value 15 primarily
useful or piactical.

CHAPTER XXI.
THE VALUE OF PRAGMATIC TRUTH

§ 373. The account of truth given in the last
chapter may be regarded from two points of view
We may regard 1t as an account of the psychological
processes and habits which underle the * making’ of
truth, or we may regard 1t as an account of the
nature of truth., Herr Simmel has described in his
own way many of the psychological characteristics
of knowledge. We do seek in objective experience
for fixed pomts round which we group qualities and
relations, for 1n order to acquire knowledge we must
attend first to one object and then to another. And,
agam, we analyse and synthesise , we seek for unity,
and within the unity look for multiplicity. Axioms,
too and other habits of mind function in the ac-
quisition of fresh knowledge. We subsume under

tcf Professor James’ treatment of Umty and Plurality,
Pragmatism, pp 129 et seq.
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genecral 1deas and gencral laws, and we apply
principles and criteria almost automatically We
exercise selection 1 the apperception of new ideas
We assent to fresh truths when they harmomise with
the old, and we reject 1deas and propositions which
fall thus to harmonise with previous knowledge
We are reluctant to admit more than a minimum of
modification mm what we already know, and when
a truth which we accept 1s called 1n question we
refuse to sacrifice it, because 1t 1s inplied 1n what
we still hold to be certain  And, laetly, we apply our
knowledge to practical purposes ; we use 1t in order
to adapt ourselves to our environment and to
promote the advance of civilisation  All these are
psychological facts But the question 1s whether we
have here the clue to the essential nature of truth,
to its real significance Are these processes of the
very essence of truth, or are they merely 1ts psycho-
logical conditions and 1ts practical consequences ?
When we say that truth i1s “ an idca which n con-
nection with the entire and specific organism, 1ts
faculties and nceds, leads to useful results,” are we
describing the nature of truth, or merely 1ts relations
and 1ts properties” The question 1s of wital
mmportance for the theory of knowledge, for if we
must answer with the pragmatist that truth 1s a
useful habit and nothing more than a useful habat,
knowledge, 1n the strict sense of that term has ceased
to exist, and 1n 1ts place we have something which
1s largely subjective and which in no way reveals
to us the nature of reality

§ 374. Herr Simmel rejects the ‘ murror’ view
of truth, and with 1t Reahism. So apparently do
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pragmatists mn general. But when one examines
the arguments which have led to this 1enunciation
—that 15 1f the pragmatist has renounced Realism
and not mercly mutidated 1t and made 1t obscure
and ambiguous—one finds that for the most part
they are reducible to ihe stock objections already
discussed 1 Chapter XIV. To these, howcver,
Herr Stmmel adds onc of his own  Animals perceive
things differently from what we do, hence they
cannot be said to murror reahity m their percepts,
but the latter must be regarded as thie products of
their special psycho-physical orgamisms the habits
of which are gradually formed by the repctition of
actions and processes which have led to bencficial
results.

This argument hardly disproves the correspon-
dence-notion of truth  In the fiist place, animals do
not appeal to make ‘judgments,’ and so present no
‘claims’ to truth. Secondly, we know nothing
whatsoever of the psychoses which accompany or
follow the retinal impressions of cagles, mnsccts, and
amphibia, and so cannot tell for certain whether
they do or do not correspond with the objects
percetved  But if 1t 1s legitimate to-argue from the
rctinal impressions themselves, ammals, 1n spite of
their optical peculiarities, do seem to ‘ mirror’ the
rcal world imn a way similar to our own, though
somctimes more and sometimes less accurately
The difference between our own visual perception
(qnd sensation-complexes) and the visual percep-
tions of the cagle on the onc hand and the proteus
anguins on the other, apart from variations due to
ob,.ctive conditions, would seem to be chiefly one of
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degree in the distinctness with which details and
minutie are percerved The profeus anguinus, like
the owl, cannot percerve things accurately in the
Light Still, the dark-adapted eyes of the former
do not prevcnt them from ‘muroing’ things with
sufficicnt accuracy, given the requisite conditions.
Agan, the many-faccted eye of the insect does not
represent tlungs falsely, any more than a many-
faceted muror docs, though we cannot say what
precisely 1s the funclion of these pecuharly-con-
structed visual organs or how the impressions
produced by each facct are combined to form a
percept.  While, lastly, 1f we wish to decide whether
other cyes, shaped diffeiently to our own, are or are
not capable of mirroing rcality, we must assume
that our eycs do mirior reality, and that our
‘optics * have a valuc which 1s more than merely
normative.

§ 375 The facts, brought forward by Herr
Simmel, therefore, do not force us to the conclusion
that differences i the structure of the organs of
sensc-perception are incompatible with the per-
ception of things, their qualitics and their spatial
relations, as they are 1 rerum natura. All we can
infer from them 1s that the organs of sense which
are to be found 1n different specics of animals are
peculiarly adapted for the perception (and probably
the ‘true’ perception) of certain kinds of objects
under certain circumstances and conditions of hfe,
just as are the various senscs to be found m man,
While on the other hand, the further fact which
Herr Simmel remarks, viz., that ‘actions undertaken
by reason of these percepts lead fo results of such a
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calculability, purposiveness and certainty, that they
could not be greater even with a knowledge of
objective reclations as they are in themselves,” cannot
be accounted for unless we suppose that these percepts
correspond approximately with reality, and thus for
us give, as they claim to give, real knowledge In
the chapters on Physical Science, I have already
endeavoured to show that truth as utihty pre-
supposes truth as correspondence The utiity of
our 1deas 1s inexplicable, nay more, rmpossible,
unless they have representative value To sum-
marise briefly the arguments there used . The utility
of our 1deas depends upon the consequences to which
they lead through the mediation of action Hence
there must be esther a symbolic parallehsm or a real
correspondence between the logical connections of
ideas and the real connections of objects But a
symbolic parallelism 1s mnadequate to account for
these ‘ useful leadings’ For (1) 1t 1s 1mpossible to
explain how symbols become attached and remain
attached to particular objects, if the symbol 1s
purely arbitrary and if there 1s no kind of 1dentity
between symbol and thing , and (2) our 1deas are not
merely symbolic but have objective meaning upon
which our inferences are based, and it 1s 1mpossible
to explamn why these inferences should coincide
approximately with empirical facts unless the 1dea
has a real and not merely a symbolic meaning We
conclude, therefore, with M Pomcaré, that * the
fact that we see the conclusions of science venified
before our eyes would not be possible 1f 1t did not
reveal to us something of the nature of reality *

3 Preface to Science and Hypothess.
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It 1s not merely that our thoughts are ‘added’ to
reality, and that reality ‘suffers the addition’?
Our thoughts must be determined by reality 1tself in
and through sense-perception; and thus may we
gain real knowledge, which, because 1t 4s real
knowledge, 1s capable of leading to useful results.

§ 376 Truth cannot be merely utility, for utility
1s the consequence of truth, and similarly axioms
cannot be merely regulative, for the possibilily of
their exercising a regulative function in regard to
objective experience presupposes their objective
validity Axioms are not ‘universal’ and °neces-
sary’ because they satisfy our needs; but they
satisfy our needs because they are ‘universal’ and
‘necessary.’ It 1s true that postulates may be
umiversal, 1if we choose to make them so ;2 but the
question 1s whether we have any right to make them
so, and, if so, what night. It 1s also true that
necessary principles are ‘a means to human ends,’
but the question 1s whether they could be useful
as a means to human ends, if theirr necessity 1s
psychological and if the ‘ psychical fecling of Zaving
to’ 1s merely ¢ the emotional accompamment of the
purposive scarch for means.’” It seems to me, mn
fact, that in treating necessary truth, and indeed all
truth, from an exclusively teleological point of view,
and agamn 1n distinguishing the accompanying
emotional feeling from the intellectual apprehension
of a principle and 1dentifying the ‘ neccssity ’ of the
principle with the former only, Dr. Schiller has been
guilty of an °abstractionism’ quite as vicious as
that of a ‘pure’ imtellectualist.

3 The Meaning of Truth, p. 67. ? ‘4x10ms as Postulates,’ § 10,
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Other arguments by which Dr Scluller attempts to
disprove ‘intrinsic’ necessity are no more success-
ful. He tells us that ““no one #ecds to add two and
two as four, unless he necds to add, 1e, wills to
add them, because he needs arithmetic ”t This 1s
obvious ; but the question 1s why, when we do need
to add, we must needs add two and Lwo as four
He maimntans also that * the * truth’ of an asseriion
depends on s application . and 1n support of this
urges that ““ the abstract statement, e g , that ‘ two
and two make four,” 1s always mmcomplete” It
nceds to be applicd, and “its apphcation 1s quite
hmted It would not be true of lions and lambs
nor of drops of water, nor of pleasures and pains ” 2
Of course 1t would not, if the statement were wrongly
applicd ; but 1t 1s always true that two lions and two
lambs, gud units or animals, make four units or four
animals , that two drops of water $lus two other
drops make four drops, provided they reman
distinct , and that iwo plcasures and iwo pains
make four hedomic expericnces, provided those
experiences take place al diffcrent times, or belong
to different individuals It 1s not the principle that
1s shown to Le false, when 1t 1s wrongly appled,
but mercly that particular way of applymg it.
If the hions 1n question ate the lambs, or the drops of
water wmtermingled, or the pleasures and pains per
wmpossibele cxisted 1 the same individual at the
same time, there would neither be two and two nor four.

§ 377. 1 have alicady wmndicated that there
appears to be some divergence of opinion betwcen
Professor James and Dr. Schiller in regard to this

Fnd, ? Studses yn Humamsm, p 9.
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question of abstiact truth® Professor James con-
cewves abstract truth very much as the intellec-
tualist conceives it. He admuts “ relations between
purely mental ideas,” which are absolute, uncon-
ditronal, eternal, and which are also “ perceptually
(I should prefer to say intellectually) obvious at a
glance.” These relations, agan, though they may
not exist “ effectually #» 7ebus,” and though “no-
body may experience them,” have yet their own
reality mn the 1deal order; they exist #n posse or
virtually. So real are they, mm fact, that “ they
coerce us ; we must treat them consistently whether
or not we like the results ” ** Our 1dcas must agree
with realities, be such realities concrete or abstract,
be they facts or be they piinciples, under penalty of
endless inconsistency and frustration.” The only
difficulty 1s 1n regard to the application of abstract
propositions. The abstract truths themselves are
eternal, and i thewr application they are also true
in advance of specral verification, of we have subsumed
our objects rightly®

If you can find a concrete thing anywhere that s ‘ one’
or ‘ white’ or ‘' gray ' or an effect,’ then your principles
will everlastingly apply to it. It 1s but a case of
ascertaining the kind, and then applying the law of 1ts
kind to the patrticular object You are sure fo get
truth 1if you can but name the kind rightly, for your
mental relations hold good of everything of that kind
without exception. If you then, nevertheless, failed
to get truth concretely, you would say that you had
classed the objects wrongly.3

Lcf supra, § 371.

2 Pragmatism, pp. 209211 ; The Meaning of Truth, p. 203,
and cf, p 247.

8 Pragmatism, p. 210.
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Professor James ncither protests aganst the
validity, not aganst the utihty,! of abstract truths
What he contends for, aganst a ‘vicious abstrac-
tionism,’ 1s (1) that an abstiact truth 1s “less real,
not more real, than the verified article ” 2 (., than
abstract tiuth when applied), and (2) that abstiact
concepts arc often “made a means of dimmmshing
the onginal experience by denying (1mplicitly ot
explicitly) all its features save the one specially
abstracted to conceive 1t by.” 3

§ 378 With such a view no sober-minded
ntellectuahist could reasonably find fault , and I am
also far from denying that “the wicrously privative
cimployment of abstract characters and class names 15
one of the ougmal sins (better, perhaps, °ten-
dencics’) of the rationalistic mind.” To abstract,
and then to forget or deny the other attributcs of
the concrete thing from which abstraction has becn
made, or to assume that the abstract concept or
principle applics 1n every case, 1s a fault mto which
not only rationalists, but also pragmatists, not
mfrequently fall But what the imntellectualist, on
his side, finds fault with, 1s the statement that * the
truth of an assertion depends on s application.”
As he understands 1t, to say this 1s not to say, n
other words, that “ ‘abstract’ truths are not fuily
truths at all.” Doubtless they *“crave for incarnation
n the concrete, ” but they are not useless or un-
employed, nor are they meamningless or necessarly
ambiguous Doubtless, agawn, they may also be
used as ‘rules for action ,’ but they are not merely

1 The Meaning of Truth, p 246
3Ibd, p 208 3Itd., p 248.
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rules for action. Hence, they do not ° mean
nothmg,” when not employed, nor does therr mean-
g ‘depend on then application ’?

It 1s not, then, against the general pragmatic
docirine m regard to abstract truth that I venture
to enter a protest—except 1n so far as the pragmatist
denies that abstract tiuth corresponds n the strict
sense with reality , bul against the exaggerated
form m which that doctrine appears in the wrntings
of Dr. Schiller I am qute ready to grant that
abstract truths are less real than concrete truths;
that, 1n order for therr sigmficance to be fully
realised, they must be constantly apphed to con-
crete cases , and that unless they are thus applicable
in the concrete, directly or mndirectly, they can have
very little meaning and still less utiity. Butwhat
I maintain 1s that an abstract concept always refers
to reality—to the concrete thing from which 1t was
abstracted, at least imphcitly, and potentially to all
objects like 1t , and that, in like manner, an abstract
truth, whether 1t be arnved at by inductive
generalisation (for even empirical truths are always
more or less abstract) or by the intwitive appre-
hension of a relation necessarily holding between
the entities concerned, always has reference to
reality, and therefore 1s true of reality whether we
apply 1t to individual cases or not. Thus the
principle of Contradiction applies to every °real
bemng,’ and the principle of Causality to every
‘contingent bemng’ Smmilarly, a geometrical pro-
position about a circle applics to every concrete real
thing 1 so far as 1ts shape approximates to that of a

 Studses sn Humanssm, pp. 8, 9.
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circle, and the arithmetical telations of one number
to other numbers apply to all objects that are
numerable Abstiact truths 1n short, are true
objectively, because they express relations between
notions that refer to and have been derived from
reality ; they are true necessarily, and apart from
special verification, because the relations they
express are 1mplied 1 the notions themselves, and,
as Professor James says, are obvious at a glance;
they arc true universally and apart from any special
application, because to be true ¢ umversally > means
simply to be true of every object or every system of
objects to which the notions apply and 1n so far as
they apply

§ 379 Clearly, 1if we wish to know how far an
abstract truth holds 1in any concicte case, we must
apply it. But to apply a tiuth and to venfy itare
not the same thing  In applying the truth, what we
wish to discover 1s whether a particular case can be
subsumed under our abstract law, 7 ¢, whether the
notions mnvolved 1n our law are or are not realised
in fus case We already know what the ‘con-
scquences’ of our law are, our present business
—agam to quolc Professor James—is to find out
whether we can add these consequences i this
particular case! Dr Schiller does not seem to me
to have grasped this, to my mind, very obvious
distinction. He confuses application with verifi-
cation, and hence gives as one of his reasons for
denying the umiversality and necessity of abstract
truths, that they will not apply to every case or that
1n applying them we sometimes make mistakes. But,

1ct. The Meanmng of Truth, p. 248.
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surcly, to verify or prove a mathematical statement
and to apply 1t are two allogether different pro-
cesses. To venfy a statement in pure mathematics
1s to show that 1t 1s deducible from otlier statements
which are either alrcady proved or self-evident (2 e.,
‘obvious at a glance’ when rightly understood).
The application of mathematical statement, on the
other hand, involves analysis, identification and
measurement, all of which may go wrong, and, being
quantitative, are never absolutely accurate, so that
at best our rcsults will only be approximate.

The case 15 very different when we are dealing
with an empirical law, a scientific hypothesis, or a
principle in dynamics. For here we are dealing with
entifics or with relations of the nature of which we
know little @ priore Hence we cannot establish
necessary relations, but must proceed cither by
postulating that an empirically known rclation holds
under other than the observed conditions, or by
postulating that the nature of physical objects 1s
(vg) mcchanical and then deducing parficular
conclusions from this hypothesis. Whichever
method we adopt the validity of our postulate can
be established only by experiment. In other words,
while abstract truths are true & prior: and inde-
pendently of their apphcation, empirical truths
cannot be established apart fiom theu application.

Dr. Schiller, on the other hand, assuming that
all knowledge comes va postulation, hence infers
that no proposition is really true until 1t has been
subjected to a process of experimental verification
to which no term or limit can be assigned. Such a
posttion 1s surely untenable Not only does 1t fail

KK
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to take cogmsance of the distinction between
empirical generalisations and neccssary principles,
or between truths which require to be verified n
expertence and truths which are true in advance of
such special venfication, but, as 1ts logical conse-
quence, it forces us to declare that what appear
to be most certain truths are not really moie than
probabilities, since we cannot be sure that at some
future date we may not, 1n applymg them, meet
with reverse This sceptical tendency in Prag-
matism we have already met with 1n a previous
chapter ,! and that 1t 1s the necessary outcome of
a wholly ‘experimental’ theory of knowledge 1s
clear For in such a theory all truth starts as a
clam or a postulate, and

all postulates, whether axiomatic or not. have the same
origin. They differ only 1n the scope of their uselulness
and in the amount and character of their confirmation
Some are held faute de mienx, and even full-blown axioms
may be conceived as becoming otiose under changed
conditions , though practically the possibility of modi-
fymng them 1s one that may be safely neglected {or it
would be gratuilous to suppose a revolution in our
experience sufficient to upset them.?

§ 380. The next question which demands our
attention 1s the very important one of how truth
should be defined This question the pragmatist
claims to have solved 1n a new way, and 1ts solution
1s of the very essence of Pragmatism All other
problems, metaphysical or epistemological, which

have ansen out of Pragmatism, are secondary and
accidental

! chup xwi ¥ ‘Axioms as Poslulates,’ § 26.
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Of the multitudinous and extremely varied
definitions of truth given by Professor James and
other pragmatists, I shall have something to say in
the next chapter, when we shall consider them as
cmbodying pragmatic cuiena of truth, but here
it will be sufficient if we confine our attention to
two types of such defimtions only. The first 1s that
m which truth 1s identified with the verification
process or with its workings ; the second, that in
which the essence of this verification-process 1s sard
to be that 1t should lead to conscquences practicaily
useful.

Truth, for Professor James, 15 essentially a process
of leading which staits from an image, concept or
symbolic term and terminates cither in other 1deas
or m percepts, but ultimately 1n the latter. It s
a telation between an idea, on the one hand, and
perceptual experiences (or reality) on the other,
and the esscnce of the rclation consists wn certain
processes or workings (or at any rate ‘functional
possibilitses ’) which make the 1dea true, and are
capable both of being experienced and described.
There 1s nothing transcendent about the truth-
rclation i Pragmatism. It is something that lies
wholly within cxperience. Both its terminus a quo
and 1ts termsnus ad gquem, and the intermediary
Iinks which constitute the workings of the ‘true’
1dea, arc one and all experiences.

There 1s nothing ambiguous about pragmatic
truth so far, and had the pragmatist always made
his meaning as clear as Professor James has done
in the last few chapters of The Meaning of Truth,
much misunderstanding and many futile disputes
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might have been avoided But is the pragmatist
right ? Certainly the pragmatist’s view of truth is
neither the common-sense nor the traditional view,
and Professor James would, I tlunk, be the first
to acknowledge this The ordinary unsophisticated
individual does not understand by ‘agieement’ a
process of working m which our 1deas lead us, ot
tend to lead us, to reality in the sense of adapting
us to 1t so that we may handle 1t better than if we
disagreed That, he would say, 15 a consequence
of truth, not its essential nature. Agreement for
common-sense, when apphed to truth, means that
our 1deas copy, 1esemble, correspond to reality in
such a way that the nature of what 1s known 1s
reproduced 1n our munds, not really or physically
of course, as 1t exists in the outside world, but
ideally, mentally by our thoughts And the
plulosopher of common-sense eaplamns this as
ausing from the fact that mn knowledge the content
of our thoughts 1s determined, duectly or indirectly,
by their objects, to which accordingly they conform.
The pragmatist, he would allow, 1s perfectly correct
in saymng that ‘ truthis made by its consequences,’ if
he mean by this that 1t 1s only by the functional
workings of truth in many cases that we come to
know that our 1deas (or, better, our judgments) are
true But the °consequences’ or ‘ workings® of
truth are not truth itself, as 1s evident from the
fact that we speak of truth’s woikings or fruth’s
conscquences; thereby mmplying that truth is one
thing and 1ts ‘ workings ’ or ‘ consequences ’ some-
thing else which s not identical withat, but belongs to
1t, o1 follows from 1t, and 1s therefore predicable of it
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§ 381. We have not yet settled the question,
however; for if truth does not consist i corres-
pondence, the pragmatist 1s fully justified 1n looking
for something else m which 1t does consist, for it
cannot be an incomprehensible or meaningless entity.
Nor do I see that prima facie the absolutist has any-
thing to complain of, since he mmself identifies truth
with ‘ consistency,” which 1s atsclf ome of truth’s
workings The real question 1s, then, (1) whether
the pragmatist has entirely given up the view that
truth consists wmn correspondence with reality, oppro-
briously styled the copy-view of truth, and, if so
(2) whether he1s warranted 1n substituting 1n 1ts place
his own view that truth consists i 1ts workings

The first question need not detain us long  There
can be no doubt that Dr Schiller has entirely
renounced the ‘ copy-view ’ of truth . the only point
that remains dubitable 15 whether Professor James
has also accomplished this feat  He certainly clings
to the 1dea that images ‘ copy ’ reality, and images
i his theory can be truc  He also affirms that the
truth of ‘relations between 1deas’ 1s ¢ perceptually
obvious at a glance,’ and 1t 1s difficult to sce how,
m such cases, theie can be any time or space for
‘workings > Agan, he allows that of a given event
“only one sort of possible account can ever be
true,” yet surely many different ‘accounts’ may
be ‘true’ of an event if all they have to do 1s to
‘work > with 1t agreeably and profitably Nor do
I see how “ the truth about any such event 1s already
generically predetermined by the events of nature,”
and thus “ vutually pre-exists,” ! unless the event

The Meaning of Truth, p, 289.
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itself somchow determines our thoughts about it,
and so brings them 1nto conformuly with, and causes
them to resemble, 1tself. I am unawaie of any kind
of determinming action wluch does not tend 1 some
way to reproduce itsclf, or any kind of passivity
which 15 not receptive of forms, which, at bottom,
resemble the activity from which they proceed
Still more difficult 1s 1t to conceive how reality can
be such that some of our questions ‘“ can be answerced
m only one way,” or how “ mirrored matter ” can
give “ cogmtive lustre” to our ideas? unless out
1deas somehow correspond to reality and arc deter-
mined by 1t. Doubtless such expressions can be
squared with the pragmatic view, but thicy seem
to me to be relics of a ‘copy-view’ not entircly
gwen up. And if tlus 1s so, the ‘workings’ of
truth are not 1ts essence, but its conscquence,
m which case it would be better to give them
some other name, such as ‘truth - function,’
rather than to offer them as the defimtion of
truth *

§ 382 Supposing, however, that the °*copy
view ’ of tiuth has been grven up by all pragmatists,
and that truth 1s, for them, wuothing but 1ts
‘workings’ or °‘consequences,’ we have ncat to
enquire whether this transformation of the common-
scnse view 1s justifiable.  One way to show that 1t
1s not justifiable would be to re-establish the so-
called ‘copy-view’ of truth, wiich I have alrcady
attempted to do in other chapters. Here, therefore,

*Ibsd, pp 69, 93

fcf abid, p 224  *Truthful’-ness 1s certamnly not an

adequate term to describe this function, especially as it already
has a defimte significance 1 morals,
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I shall content myself with endeavouring to trace the
consequences which follow fiom the pragmatic view,
consequences which I propose to ‘value’ prag-
matically by their power of satisfying our human
needs. Now, * workings * may mean either practical
workings which lead to useful results, or theoretical
workings which lead to consistency and harmony
amongst our 1deas The pragmatic use of the term
will bear both meanings But as ‘theoretical
workings,” 1f they do not lead to a correspondence
between our 1deas and reality, can hardly be them-
selves of very great value, except in so far as they
satisfy an 1dle desire to play with symbols and 1deas,
and as both Dr Schiller and Herr Simmel sub-
ordinate theory to practice, probably, in part at
least, for this very reason, 1t will be as well to kill
two buds with one stone by examining at once what
1s the logical result of identifying truth with its
practically useful consequences There can be no
doubt that Iferr Sunmel actually makes this identifi-
cation, and lttle doubt, I tlunk, that for Dr.
Schiller also the °‘logical-value’ of truth is ulti-
mately practical in character. A similar tendency
may be noted 1n Professor James, when, for instance,
he inteiprets € agreement ’ as ““ a process of leading
which puts us i working touch with reahty,
enabling us to mampulate and control it better
than we should otherwise have been able to do,”?
and agamn 1n the words of a French pragmatist who
says “ La science ne reproduit pas la réalsté, elle ne
tend qw'a mous rcprésenter les choses dune fagon
conunode ct pratique pour L'usage que nous avons a en

1 Pragmatism, p 212, and cf. supra, § 370.
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faire®  The utihty-view of truth 1s, in fact, the
logical outcome of the rejection of the copy-view
1n a thoroughly genetic and voluntanstic philosophy.

§ 383. One consequence of this 1s that truth may
be regarded as a habit ; but as the primary question
1s not whether true modes of thinking and perceiving
tend to survive (a fact which can hardly be disputed),
but rather why they tend to survive, this aspect of
pragmatic truth may be passed over as of secondary
importance A far more significant consequence of
the pragmatic view 1s the doctrine of the relativity
of truth For Dr. Schiller this means that truth
15 relative to our faculties and 1s essentially a
human product For Herr Simmel 1t means both
this and that truth-values are relative snier se,
that no 1dea 1s true of itself any more than a body
1s heavy in itsclf, and hence that the whole of
knowledge 1s no more true than the whole of matter
18 heavy.

What precisely 1s the connection between the
relativity of true ideas and the utihty in which their
truth primarily consists, Herr Stmmel does not tell
us When he says that the {ruth-value of 1deas 15
relative, however, he seems to mean that ideas are
true or useful only 1n connection with other ideas.’
An 1dea 1s for him a means to a practical end—the
progressive adaptation of man to lus environment ,
but an 1dea, taken 1n 1solation, so far from promoting
adaptation, tends to check it, and by becoming
‘fixed’ or abnormally predominant, to destroy 1t
altogether. Hence no 1dea 1s useful per se ; 1deas

Lcf Pragmatism, pp. 59, 60, 169; (quoted above § 291) ; 210
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are only true, 7¢, useful, when they operate mn
conjunction with one another and reciprocally
deterrmine one another’s function, for thus only can
they be of service as means enabling man to control
and manipulate his experience It may be doubted
whether Herr Simmel, in denying that ideas are
uscful per se, has not carried the doctrine of relativity
too far, since each 1dea has 1ts own sphere of objective
reference, and 1n that sphere 1s useful irrespective
of other 1deas, though the latter may vastly increase
its utiity 1if they function in harmony withit. But
if “ relativity * mean merely the need of consistency,
harmony and mutual corroboration among our 1deas,
it 1s again a point of secondary importance, and to
it the realist would readily assent

Relativity or reciprocity as applied to the nor-
mative aspect of leading principles of thought 1s
also a doctrine to which no realist would demur ;
and Herr Simmel 1s undoubtedly right in saymg that
certain of our more fundamental conceptions,
regarded as regulative principles, can only lead to
truth 1f they be treated as rectprocal and comple-
mentary, just as in the physiological order the
furtherance of life 1s conditioned by the dual process
of anabolilsm and katabolism One of the most
strtkng examples of a parr of complementary
principles which may thus be regulatively used 1s
that of Umty and Plurality. Thus the Plurahty-
Norm says. Do not imagine that the umverse 1s
one, 1ts differcnces mere sceming Do not identify
everything. Allow their full and proper value to
distinctions, differences, individuals, persons, things.
Do not delude yourself with the vain and 1dle fancy
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that you can reduce all tlus to mere appearance
and force 1t back into the boundless capacity of an
imagmnary Ground 1n which 1t 15 absorbed and its
own peculiar reality taken away. To this the Unity-
Norm replies . On the contrary, what you have most
to guard agamnst is the splitting things up into
mdividual existents, 1solated, independent, uncon-
nected, unrelated. Unions are as real as disjunc-
tions, unities as real as differences The universe
15 one, and 1f you forget 1t, your facility in making
distinctions will lead you hopclessly astray. Both
noims are nght ; both of mestimable value. Each
has 1its function and 1ts own proper sphere of
operation ; and only by the conjunction, the
alternation, the co-operation of both, 1s 1t pos-
sible to arrive at truth.

But are the norms merely regulative ?  Are they
merely norms ? Have they not real objective value,
real significance, real meaning? Could they be
norms at all in the sphere of knowledge 1f they had
not ? Is 1t not an abuse of that very principle of
reciprocity that they illustrate to say that they
have not ? That 15 a question which Herr Stmmel
does not touch. It 1s mamfest that unity must
not be sacnficed to plurality, freedom to necessity,
matter to mind, the will to the intcllect, the objective
to the subjective, nor vice versa, and that 1t 1s only
by assigning to each principle or concept 1ts proper
place and sphere of application that truth can be
attamned. But neither pluralist nor momst, hiber-
tarian nor determinist, matenalist nor spinitualist,
think that the question at issue between them 1s
as to the best means of manipulating their experience
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and so furthering life. 'When the pluralist says that
cxistents are many and distinct, he means that they
arc really many and really distinct, just as he thinks
them to be, and when the momst says the universe
1s one he means that 1t 1s really one, and that his
thought about 1t 1s m the idcal order what the
umverse 18 i the real order It 15 primanly a
qucestion of the truth of knowledge, not of the utihty
of action to which knowledge may lead. And as I
have already endeavoured to show,! the practical
value of knowledge is, even in science, essentially
dependent upon 1its vahdity Accordingly, I shall
not re-open the question heie, but shall content
mysell with pomnting out that, while Herr Stmmel
15 undoubtedly justified in affirming that ultimate
principles are complementary and must be taken in
conjunction, not m 1solation, we may question
whether, 11 emphasising reciprocity to the neglect
of positive value, and utility to the neglect of real
significance, he has not violated his own principle of
reciprocity and relativity , whether, 1n other words,
by 1gnoring the positive and representative aspect
of tiuth, he has not made 1t as one-sided a con-
ccption as the most exaggerated Momsm or the
most thorough-going Determinism or Intellec-
tualism. The real significance of the reciprocity of
truth seems to me to be that no ideas and no
principles wlhich are contradictory can give us true
knowledge about the umverse when taken m 1so-
lation and made to apply umversally, but only when
reconciled by means of distinction and re-united in
what the Hegehan calls a “ lugher’ synthesis.

Ysupra, § 378, and §§ 339 et seq.



572 THEQORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

§ 384. We now come to the sense in which Dr.
Schiller says that truth 1s ‘ relative,” viz, in relation
to the knowing mind, 1its faculties, 1ts purposes, its
nterests, 1ts needs, or, in a word, to 1ts “entire and
specific orgamism ” This, again, 15 a consequence
of the doctune that truth 1s a process which leads
to uscful conscquences, for the consequences, though
i themselves they may be objective, can only be
uscful as a means to an end which must be more
or less subjective, and which will vary, 1f not with
the mndividual, at least with the specific organism.
Hence, although it 1s a dangerous thing to assert
that Pragmatism leads to Subjectivism, yet if Herr
Summel’s theoiy of truth be really pragmatic,
Subjectivism seems to be its logical result  And the
same may be said of Pragmatism as *‘ worked 1n a
humanistic way ” by Dr. Schuller, though I would
not go so far as Professor James and say that
Humamsmm “1s compatible with Solipsism 1 Let
me explain, however, what I mean here by Sub-
jectivism. I do #nof mean Solipsism, nor do I that
the pragmatist, alias the humanist, denies the
existence of all objective reality ‘outside’ our
human minds. What I mean 1s that, if we interpret
the expiessions used by Dr Schiller, Herr Simmel
and other pragmatists, as philosophical expressions
should be mterpreted, viz, literally, the logical
conclusion to which we are forced 1s that the prag-
matic or humamistic theory of truth is equivalent
o a denial of the possibility of knowing the nature
of objective reality It 1s a sceptecal Subjectivism,
a subjectivism that makes knowledge so human

1 The Meamng of Truth, p. 215.
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that 1t ceases to be rcal knowledge® I am quite
aware that Humamsm docs not admit its own
subjective tendency, and that we have been fore-
warned by Dr Schiller that to accuse Humanism
of denying that truth 1s objective 1s ‘“ to put upon 1t
the silhiest of possible meanings, and 1s nothing
short of an ‘impudent slander’” Nevertheless,
reluctant as I am to slander anyone, and fully
conscious that I am again exposing myself to the
charge of having misunderstood? I still maintamn
that Humanism does tend logically to Subjectivism,
and shall forthwith proceed to prove the truth of
this statement.

§ 385. First of all, Humanism 1s, we are told, a
revised form of Protagoreamsm, which means
(1) that ‘ whatever appears to each, that really is
for him,’ and (2) that ‘reality 1s, for us, relative to
our faculties’® Now that whatever appears to each
1s for him psychologically a fact, no one can deny.
But when Protagoras asseited that ‘man 1s the
measure of all things,” he certainly did not mean

1 That this 15 the ordinary sense of the term ‘ Subjectivism’
is borne out by the definitions given in the new Standard
Dictionary, where 1t 1s defined as “ the doctrine (1) that know-
ledge 1s mercly subjective and relative, (2) that we know directly
no external object, (3) that there 1s no objective measure of
truth " And, 1gain, by the defimtion 1n Essler's Philosophisckes
Worterbuch  ‘ The view that all knowledge and thought 1s
subjective, expressing, not the essence (being) of things, but
only the subjective manner of reacting to the action (eznwirken)
of things, or, indeed, just the conditions and modifications of
thesubject , that there exists only subjective truth. ©  Baldwin's
Dictionary defines Subjectivism as ‘‘ The thcory which demes
the possibility of objective knowledge , ™ but 1dentifies thus with
Subjective Idealism (wrongly, I think)

2cf an article of minein Mind N S 67, catitled ** Martinean
and the I{umanists, ”’ and the discussion which ensued between
Dr Schiller and myself i Mind, NS G, 71 el seg.

3 Studies 1n Humanism, p. 38. ¢
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merely that appearances were psychological facts.
He meant that man’s way of looking at things
mntrinsically modified his perception and his know-
ledge of them And tlus Dr Schiller realises, for
he tells us 1 another place? that a man’s peisonal
“1diosyncrasy must colour and pervade whatcever he
expericnces ’ Not only lus knowledge in general, but
evenhis metaphysics “mesthave thus personal tinge, ”
so that not only ought not two men with dificient
fortunes, histoiics, and tecmperaments, “to aruive
at the same metaphysic,” but they cannot honestly
do so, for a metaphysic “ always takes s final form
from an 1diosynciasy !

Such language bears the unmistakable impress
of Subjectivism Metaphysics to be modified to
suit our idiosyncrasies ! Metaphysics to differ with
differences of temperament! Dr Sclnller surcly
cannot be in earnest. He 1s only trying, as pragma-
tists are wont, to shock his cnemy, the intellectualist.
He cannot be serious when he proposes so drastic a
means of avoiding a ““ monstrous uniformity ” No;
for he confesses his exaggeration, and saves himself
to some extent by admitting that, though ““a valid
metaphysic need not show itself cogent to all,” at
least * 1t must make 1tself acceptable to 1casonable
men, willing to give a tral to 1ts general principles,”
and reasonable men aie not reasonable m so far as
they give way to 1diosyncrasies. Yet this ad-
mission, consoling as 1t 1s, does not entirely get rid
of Subjectivism, for a ceitain amount of personal
tinge will still survive, even when most of our
eccentricities have been rubbed away by contact

1Id, p 18, ®Ind, p 20.
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with our fellow-men And if this tinge must affect
all our knowledge, if personal idiosyncrasy * must
colour and pervade whatever we expetence,” 1t will
modify, not only our metaphysic, but also our oprnton
as to how far our metaphysic has been or ought lo be
acceptable to veasonable men. We shall requure,
therefore, some rule by which to ehminate in know-
ledge the effect of our subjective pomnt of view.
But such a rule 1s not as yet forthcoming.

§ 386. The second formulation of the Pro-
tagorean principle informs us that knowledge 1s
‘relative to our faculties;’ and this, too, as in-
terpreted by the humamst, mnvolves Subjectivism.
The meaning of the term °{aculties’ 1s in Pragma-
tism not quite clear, for the existence of faculties as
such 1s denied  But 1f we take the principle to mean
that knowledge 1s modified by our human way of
looking at things—taking human here 1n the generic
sense, as Dr. Schiller says—we shall not, I think,
be very far wrong Now the human way of looking
at things 1s, according to the humanist, dcpendent
upon needs which are common to the race. And
needs are subjective. Hence, as the humamst 1n
this matter makes no distinction between the
content and mtent of thought, all truth 1s modified
by this subjective point of view. It may or it may
not reveal to us the nature of reahity. We at any
rate have no means of finding out how far 1t does so,
and consequently no right to assume that such
a revelation de facto takes place Forit is meanng-
less to enquire 1nto the nature of reality as 1t 1s mn
itself, 1f human evaluations pervade our whole
experience and affect whatever ¢ fact’ and what-
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ever ‘knowledge’ we consent to recognise! The
subjective element 1n cogmtion cannot be got nd
of, for * selective attention and puiposive manipula-
tion are essential and all-pervasive influences in the
construction of the ‘real’ world, and even the
fundamental axioms ... are now shown to
origimate m subjective demands 2 “ Independent
facts which we have mercly to acknowledge are a
figure of speech. The growth of eaperience 1s ever
transfiguring our facts for us, and 1t 1s only by an
ex post facto fiction that we declare them to have been
all along what they have come to mean for us.”3
Hence *that the real has a determinate nature
which the knowing 1eveals but does not affect, so
that our knowing makes no difference to 1t, 1s one of
those sheer assumptions which are incapable not
only of proof, but even of rational defence.”” * The
actual situation 1s a case of imnteraction, a process of
cogmition 1 which the ‘subject’ and the object’
determine each other, and both ‘we’ and ‘realty’
are mvolved, and, we might add, evolved.” 4

If, then, * when the mind ‘ knows’ reality, both
are affected,” ® if there are no independent facts, but
all facts are ‘transfigured’ and distorted ® by our
apperception of them, 1f purpose, subjective demand,
and 1diosyncrasy influence and pervade all our
experience so that “the determinate nature of
reality does not subsist ‘outside’ or ‘beyond’

L Humamism, p 10 and pp 11, 12 (note)

3 Studies wn Humamsm, pp 467, 468  (Italics mine )

3 Axwoms as Postulates § 24 (alics mine), and ef.
Dyagmatism, pp 248, 249

4 [Iumamsm, Pp 11, 12 (note).

51nd, p. 11.

8 ' Aatoms as Postulales,’ loc. cil.
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the process of knowing 1t,”1 but the world, as it
now appears, 1s but “the reflexion of our intercsts in
life,” 2 trush for us 1s not objechive 1 the ordinary semse
of that term IL does not give us knowledge of
reality, but at most of realhity as modified by our
cogmtrve funcironing, our purposes and needs It 1s
‘ objective ’ only 1n that it leads to practically useful
results i our dealings with what we call objective
experience. Iis objectivity comes from the vahda-
tion process ‘‘ True 1deas are those which we can
assimilate, validate, corroborate, venfy”® But
¢ assimilation ’ 1s a purely subjective process, and
¢ coiroboration,’ 1f 1t means the avoiding of contra-
diction betwcen 1dcas and experiences, 1s also
subjective , #nless, indeed, the 1deas and ex-
periences have themselves objective value, and agree
with rcality  While © verification,’ if all 1t does 1s to
“ put us 1n working touch with reality” and to gmde
us to bencficial mteraction with sensible particulars
as they occur,? does not give any real objectivity to
truth. For ‘working contact’ and °beneficial
mteraction ’ are possible without any knowledge at
all, and are sometimes the better for being without
it, otherwise acquired habits would not tend to
become unconscious, and the mstincts of birds,
butterflies, and bees would never have attamed a
perfection so complex and yet so admirably adapted
to their environment. Indeed, we are expressly
told that “ the ‘ objective control ’ of our subjective
freedom to predicate 1s not cffected by some un-

! Humamsmm, p 11,
2 Studies 1n Humanism, p 200.
3 Pragmatism, p. 201. ¢ Itid., pp. 205, 213

LL
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comprehended pre-cxisting fact* 1t comes in rthe
consequences of acting out the predicalion™1  And
these consequences are to be judged according as
they satisfy or thwait a purpose, assist or hinder
the bwlding up of a science Conscquences,
short, are ‘good’ if they forward, ‘bad’ if they
baffle, our interests.

To detetmine, therefore, whether an answer to any
question 15 ‘ true’ or ‘ {alse,’ we have micrely to note
its effect upon the inquuy mn which we are interested,
and 1n relation to which 1t has arisen And if these
efiects are tavourable, the answer 1s ‘ true ' and ‘ good’

for our purpose, and ‘ useful’ as a means to the end we
pursue.2

Consequences, therefore, though they may be
objcctive 1n themselves, considered as determinants
of truth-values, are subjective and relative, then
value as consequences being itselt determined by
subjective interests and purposes

§ 387. Agan, conscquences belong to the
‘ sensational parts of experience,” which, for Professor
James, are rcality And as both thesc and the
‘conceptual parts’® are. as parts of experience,
subjective, the relation between them. in which
truth consists, must also be subjective Even if by
‘ sensational parts of caperience’ Professor James
means what in another place he has called ¢ facts,’
the substitution of this term does not make much
difference  For ‘facts’ for the humamst mean
erther (1) sensations, which are subjective psycho-
logical facts , or (2) facts which “ do not pre-exist ihe

X Studres in Humantsm, p 192,
31bid, p. 154. (Italics mine,)
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cogmtive functioming,” but are “immanently
deposited witlun 1t,” and so are still subjective ;
or (3) facts which *““simply aie,” 2 e., experiences
which have not yet been analysed mto a subject and
an object, or classificd as appearance or reality, and
which, when they are split up by our own reflective
act wto aspects relatively distinct, still leave us
without any rcally objective reality 1o which the
* conceptual parts ol our experience ’ can lead
Smularly, the interpretation which Humamsm
puts upon the objeclivity, independence, absolute-
ness, mvariability, etermly. umversality and
necessity of truth clearly manifest 1ts subjective
tendency  The ‘objechivily’ of truth means for
the humanist that experiences ‘ demand to be kept
with a mmimum of change, and that they interfere
with onc another 1t has nothing {o do with repre-
sentative value’  The “wndependence’ of truth 1s
meiely a description of that selective valuation by
which we discimimaie moic precious experiences
fiom those which are of inferjor value 1t depends,
therefore, upon subjective nceds and conditions.
The * absoluteness * of t1uth 15 but our conception of
an 1deal state in which all our needs shall be
satisfied The ‘nwvariability’ and ‘elermty’ of
truth signify that, since truth 1s our own production,
we can keep 1t invariable if we choose, and can apply
1t at whatever time we will1 Similarly, truths are
umwvcrsal if we choose to make them so, and their
necessity 15 a psychological fechng of ‘having to,’
which anses from the practical impossibility of
thinking otherwise than we do think mn the matter of

1 Studies tn Humanism, p., 69, and cf. p. 461
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certain so-called axiomatic principles! As, how-
ever, this impossibility 15 merely due to force of
habit, and as the force of habit 1s due primaidy to
the exigencies of our nature which have gradually
adapted themsclves to their environment, necessity
15 largely, 1f not wholly, subjective

§ 388 In Ducf, truth, smnce 1t 1s human truth,
must always bear ‘the mark of human {abrication
and the impress of human needs’ It always has a
¢ personal tinge’ and the influence of need-expressive
purposes peimecates it thiough and through All
knowledge 1s relative to our faculties In the
perception of facts, facts themselves get distorted
by our human points of view, and since m oider to
know we must always act, the making of truth
mmplies the making of rcahty Hence arses the
following dilemma, either we can or we cannot
distinguish 1n the content of our thoughts that
which 1s determined by the object from that which
1s due to human fabrication, to the personal tinge,
to 1diosyncrasy, to the influence of our points of
view, our manipulation, our purposes, and our
needs If we can make this distinction, then all
and every part of our knowledge has not a personal
tinge, 15 n#of made by us, and 1s #of mtrinsically
modified and transfigured by our faculties, our
purposes and needs, in which case Humanism 1s
false as 1t stands, and if 1t 1s to hold at all, must be
considerably toned down While if we cannot
make this distinction, then what we know 1s not
rcality, but reality as modified and mutilated and in
part made by us In other words, our knowledge

Y Axioms as Postulates,’ § 10.
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is subjective, of 1ts objective sigmficance and
meamng we arc 1gnorant, and so must console
oursclves with the belief that at any rate 1t 1s useful.

§ 380 Humanists and pragmatists reject with
scorn this accusation of Subjectivism, and various
attempts have been made to escape 1t. These
attempts may be summansed under four heads.
The first asserts that pragmatic tiuth 1s not sub-
jective because 1n the making of 1t we are controlled
to a large extent by our environment ; the second
appeals to ‘normal objectivity ;’ the third intro-
duces a new version of the doctrine of Immanence ;
and the fourth mamtams that we have ‘qute as
much objective validity as we neced’

In the first place, then, 1t is urged that in the
making of pragmatic truth we are controlled by
objective experience. We cannot make 1t how we
pleasc We cannot ehcit any answer we hke to our
experimental questions, but must take the answer
that comes We ‘add’ our thoughts to reality;
but reality does not always welcome the addition,
Sometimes our theoiies will not work

In saymg, however, that pragmatic truth is
subjective, I do not mean to imply that the prag-
matist denics all real control over the working of our
thoughts. What I mean 1s that the representative
function which 1t claims to possess 1s 1n the huma-
nistic theory mmpossible The ‘working’ of our
thoughts may be controlled by real objects, but
they can have no strictly cognitive significance if
their ongm 1s subjective, their value determined by
mterest and purpose, and 1f they do nothing more
than epable us to manipulate experience. The
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objectivity of tiuth can be proved, not by anv kind
of control which reality may have over us, but only
by a particular control, that by which it dctermines
the content of our thought We must, moieova,
be able to distinguish between cascs in wluch this
control 1s operative, and cases in which 1t 1s not, and
must attribute truth only where 1t 15 clear {o out
mind that such control has been exeicised. DBut
this 1s not what Pragmalism does. It judg s
thoughts to be true not when they are deteimincd
by the object, but when they satisfy a subjective
purpose or need, when they prove themselves uscful
and worth our while, To asscit that the pragma-
tist and the humanist deny that reality cxcreises
any control over our thoughts would certamnly be to
musintapret and misunderstand, for application
and verification are nowherec mote msisted on than
they are in the pragmatic and humanistic account
of truth It 1s the interpretation that 1s put upon
application and veiification that makes the latie
subjective ! It 1s admitted that rcality detcimines
the answers to our questions , but for the humanst
this means, not that rcality determines the content
of thought, but that 1t produces, or rather helps to
produce, m our psycho-physical organism certamn
expericnces which satisfy our needs It 1s upon 1ts
consequences for u#s, upon the satisfaction 1t gives
us, that tiuth depends, not upon 1ts objective
detcrmination or 1ts coricspondence , so much so
that the existence of the latter 1s usually denied
Since, then, i the effects produced upon our
psycho-physical organism by the 1eaction of objects

1 Studses w2 Humanism, pp. 192, 154 (cited above, § 386).
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the subjective factor co-opeiates and cannot be
distinguished or allowed for, and since the final
determinant of truth 1s the satisfaction of subjective
puiposes and needs, truth in Humamism cannot have
real objective significancc and meanmg I the
ordinary sense of those terms

§ 390 Many pragmatists, especially those of
Fiance, appreciating the foice of this argument,
have sought an escape from Subjectivism in * normal
objectivity.’” In place of objectivity in the ordinary
sense of ‘correspondence with reality’ they have
substituted an objectivity which 1s said to arise
fiom common consent. Thus Simmel, Milhaud, Le
Roy, Abel Rey, etc  La scicnce, c’est nous, says M.
Rey, yet 1t does nol depend upon my taste, my turn
of mind, my will, my choice, but rather upon
conditions common to all intelligences alike, con-
ditions which are humanly necessary and humanly
umversal Anthropomorphism in human knowledge
1s mevitable, but 1t must procecd fiom the race,
not from the mdividual  Science 1s the measure of
owr mind, not of the mmd of each individual nor
even of each socicty. Individual truths are deter-
mined by mdividual needs, yet they admit of a
‘ selective valuation ’ by means of which * individual
judgments become recognised umversally as vahd,”
and “a truth which cannot win recogmtion 1s not
a truth at all, for 1t has failed n 1ts purpose.” ?

This appcal to ‘normal objectivity,” however,
cannot save the pragmatist from Subjectivism ; for

1 Ahel Rey, La Thiéorie Physiaue, p 381, Le Roy, Revue
Mdtaph. et Morale, 1899, p 560, Schiller, Humamsm, pp §5-59,

Stuches sn Humamismy p. 70, and Pomncard, La Valeur de
la Science, . 265,
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normal objectivity 1s not real objectivity, but merely
a something which by common consent we agree
to regard as 1f 1t were objective  The ‘ objectivity’
of truth here 1s not due to the object any more than
it was before, but 1s ultimately determined by the
satisfaction of human nceds, and needs, whether
peculiar to the individual or common to the race,
are still subjective. The analogy of economical
values, urged by Herr Simmel, 1s not to the point,
for the ‘objectivity® which 1s given to individual
evaluation by common consent is recogmised as
being still subjective, whereas truth-values are held
to be objective 1n quite a different sense.

§ 391 The thud appeal 1s to Immanence as
interpreted 1n the philosophy of Pure Experience
We have no ground for saying that facts lie outside
experience , the objects about which we think may
be immanent within or continuous with the present
experience 1tself

The category of transperceptual reality 1s now one of
the foundations of our life, [yet] we may speculatively
imagine a state of pure expertence before the hypothesis
of petmanent objects behind 1ts flux had been framed?
The ‘ independence * ascribed to certain realities does not
really transcend the cognitive process It only means
that s our experience there are certain features which
1t 15 convenient to describe as ‘independent’ facts,
powers, persons, etc., by reason of the peculianty of

their behaviour. . . « The whole 1s an intra-experi-
ential affair 2

The whole 1s an intra-cxpenential affair! This
is the fundamental note of Pragmatism and

Y The Meawang of Truth, pp 64, 6
¥ Studies eq Humamsm,’p. 401.’ »
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Humanism. This 1s why Dr Scluller affirms that
the problem of knowledge 1s not how we get to know
reality, but how the cognitive process cngenders
means for the control of our experience. True, the
humamst does not absolutely deny an °other,” to
the structurc of winch our predicates may perhaps
correspond , but “ for s, at any rate, reality 1s an
accumulation of our own imntellectual inventions,”
mto which we try to ““ work new nouns and adjec-
tives, while altering as httle as possible the old 1
Yet to admit the possibiiaty of such a reality is worse
than to deny 1t altogether. For Dr Schiller
emphatically asserts that we can never kwow this
reality as #f 1s 12 efself , 2 and this relic of an ancient
and dogmatic 1dealism 1s, I am convinced, one of
the two stumbling-blocks that has caused the
pragmatist to fall into Scepticism

But why 1s 1t trrational to enquue into the nature
of reahity as 1t 1s 1 1tsclf ? Undoubtedly we can
only “know the rcal as 1t 1s when we know 1it,”
1 ¢, as 1t appears to us in our cognitive acts. But
why gratuitously assume that reality does not appear
to us as it really1s * Certainly the reality we know
cannot be shut off from us, 1solated, unconnected
with our purposes and needs, for o#r experience is
the means and our purposes and needs the guiding
principle and the motive force that conditions human
knowledge. But why should not what we know be
reality itself ? Dr Scluller 1s forced to admit that
“ the acceptance of fact leaves us with a surd qud
the fact™?® Why, then, should not these pre-

1 The Meaming of Truth, p 65
* Humanism, note to pp, 11,12 3 Studsies sn Humanism, p. 200,



586 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

existent facts belong to the real world of common-
sense, mstead of to a mysterious ‘ pumary reality * ?
There can only be one reason for all this—a deep-
rooted 1dealistic prejudice  Yet Idealism, Imman-
ence, and a philosophy of Pure Experience, apart
from the mconsistencies to which they lead and the
violence they do to common-sense, arc powerless to
save the pragmatist and the humanist from the
sceptical Subjectivism implied 1 his assumption
that reality, as known, 1s not reality as 1t 1s, but
reality as modified and transfigured by his own
subjective intercsts  For 1f this reality be immanent
within us, and 1n large part the product of our own
cognitive acts, the knowledge of 1t 1s not the know-
ledge wlhich the human mind deswes It 1s not
knowledge of somcthing other than oursclves, but
merely knowledge of our own objective aspect,
relatively distinguished and spht off from ourselves,
as 1t weie, by our own thoughts The ‘ category of
transperceptual 1eality * 1s thus declared to be
mvalid, and ‘onec of the foundations of our hic’
thercby ‘destroyed’—a result which, even for the
pragmatist, should be sufficient 1irrevocably to
condemn the philosophy of Immanence and Pure
Experience

§ 302 Onc last plea 1s offered 1n extenuation of
the Subjectivism from which the pragmatist can
find no effective escape  Truth, 1t 1s acknowledged,
1s relative ; yet at any rate 1t 1s related to man It
1s subjective ; yet at any rate 1t 1s something he can
possess It 1s only probable, yet probability 1s at
any rate better than an impossible ideal It has
not ‘objective vahidity * in the realist’s sense , yet
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at least it has quite as much °‘objective validity’
as wc need or 1t needs, if 1t 15 to be progressive !

Thus, with a cry of ‘sour giapes,” the pragmatist
malkes one last attempt to escape Subjectivism, if
1t can be called an attempt to cscape and not rather
an admission that the charge 1s well-founded That
pragmatic truth 1s something we can posscss, that
it 15 related to us, 15 probable, and progressive,
cannot be questioned , but il 1s not the truth which
we, as rational human beings, yearn for and strive
to obtain. What man wants, whether he be
philosopher, scientist, or only one in a crowd, 1s a
truth which shall tell Ium what reahty 1s, truth
which shall ‘copy’ or ‘resemble’ reality. Pro-
fessor James admuts that tlus 1s the way knowledge
and truth are conceived by common-sense ; and I
mantan that nothing shoit of this can fully
satisfy the purposive cravings of our intellect and
the 1ational strivings of owr will. Again, Professor
James 1s really on my side Not only does he
describe tiuth at the common-sense level i terms
of Ius own philosophy as the confluence or 1dentity
or fusion of i1dca and reabity , but he affirms that
“the mavimal concervable truth of an idea would
seem to be that it should lead to an actual merging
of ourselves with the object, to an utter mutual con-
fluence and 1dentification”? In short, corres-
pondence, alias identity or confluence, 1s the 1deal
of the pragmatist and the phiosopher of Pure
Experience, just as it 1s the 1deal of the realist!
Ideas may °fit’ reality, lead {o it, agree with 1t,

LAfhnd, NS 69, p 127.
8 The Meamng of Truth, p. 156, .
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work with it, enable us tn mampulate it betfer, and
modify 1t to smt our practical necds, but they will
never satisfy us theorctically unfil they correspond
with 1t 1n the full and hterdd sense of that term
This is the aim of scince, tlus the purpose of
philosophy . and unless it 15 1n fact an aim whach
ts heing progressrvely realised, 1t mnst be confessed
that the pumary rafio essendr of both scince and
philosophy 1s a futide fancy an dlusory will o’ the
wisp  Pragmatic truth s pragmatically a faiure
It may satisfy our practical necds. but 1t cannot
satisly our necd for real knowledge, which 1s one of
the most mmperative needs of our nature. Like an
exaggtrated Intellectualism, 1t makes man a one-
sided moustrosity, demanding to know that which
15 unknowable, ond stuving to attan that which
must remain for ever beyond lus rcach  Pragma-
tism 15 but a humamsed form of Scepticism, and
Humanism 1s Subjectivism attuned to pragmatic
ideas.  In the end both are unworkable, because the
clements of truth that he within them are cxag-
gerated beyond all endurance Hence Pragma-
tism to the anti-pragmatist seems ndiculous and
useless as a thecory of the nafure of truth It
remasns, however, to consider whether it has
provided us with anything useful in the way of
crileria of truth.
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CHAPTER XXII.

PRAGMATIC CRITERIA OF TRUTH.

§ 393 It 1s not a hittle consoling to find that
Professor James has set down. as the s:xth mas-
understanding of Pragmatism, the statement that
“ Pragmatism explasns not what truth 1s, but only
how it 1s arrwved at , 1 for so much beside the pomt
do pragmatic defimtions of truth seem to me, that
I have often wondered whether the pragmatist ever
really intended to define truth at all. But although
the discussion mn the last chapter thus appears not
to have been mere waste of words, there 1s no doubt
that the question, * How 1s truth vahdated ?’ 1s of
supreme mmportance in the cyes of the pragmatist.
In fact, the nature of truth and the vahdation-
process are for lum one and the same Truth 1s
that which makes £ ! DBut here we must consider the
pragmatist’s ‘ definitions > of truth as statements of
tiuth’s criteria

In Dr Schiller’s opinion, there 1s no more mo-
mentous distinction than that between a truth and
a mere claim to truth, and no distinction, he says,
wlich 1t 1s more difficult to get the formal logician
to rccogmise Granted, then, that we start with
mere claims how docs a claim get converted 1nto a
real truth according to the pragmatist ? By 1ts
consequences, we are told That 1s obvious . there
can be no other way, if no truths are self-evident.

L The Meaning of Truth, p. 200,
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But what are the consequences of truth?  They
are, says thc pragmatist, conscquences which aie
practically useful, relative to a human puipcse and
in the furthcrance of human Dhfe. DBut {rrm the
very parliculanity of {lie truth-process it follows
that these consequences are many and vaed, as
varied as the defimtion of truth itself ITence i we
wish, hike good pragmatists to licat of the critena
of truth in the concrcle, we must perforce consider
these consequences onc by one.

The first “characteristic of fiuth, then which
Pragmatism has selected as one of the mest valuntle
of its cnitenia, 1s that truth must male a difjeicnce (o
action  Thought 1s puiposive; 1ts {unction 15 to
generate beliel, and belief results in action  Ilence
different belicfs should lead to diffeient aclions,
refercnce to which the validity of the belicf may be
judged Tlus 1s the central doctime of the *“ Prag-
maticism” of Mr Parce, and 1s a corolla1y of Tus now-
famous dictum that * our conception of the practi al
bearings or cffects of an object constitutes the whole
of our conception of that object 1

If this be a mere statement of the psychological
fact that 1deas tend to find for themsclves ontwaid
expresston, and that sooner or later and directly or
wndwrectly an 1dea will result 1n a modification of
action, or agam,1f this doctrine be applied in a
hortatory sense to moral and religious truths, 1t can
hardly be denied that tiuth often does, and, in the
latter case, certamnly should, mal:c a difference to
action Moral truths must be ‘living tiuths’

1cf Jamcs, ** The Pragmatic Method,” Journ of Phil, Psy
and Sc Methods, 1904, p 673, and Studies in Humamsm, p 6.
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They must make a difference to our lives; and to
‘live a truth’ consists ““1n making 1t an object of
the imterior hife, in which one behieves, by which one
1s noutished, and which one cairies out m practice 1
Butl if the doctrine means that all tiuths, scientific
and theoicetical as well as religious and moral, must,
if they are to be truc at all, directly influence con-
duct, exceptions to the rule are far too numerous and
too striking for us to allow 1t any general apphicability
or even to concedc that it 1s a rule at all. What
practical difference, for instance, can 1t make to the
actions of the ordinaty man whether the earth 1s
round or flat, or whether 1t 1s the sun that circum-
navigates the caith or the carth that revolves on
its own axis while the sun 1s relatively stationary ?
Yet, I suppose that the ordinary man, in spite of his
* passivity > 1 tlus respect, and even if he has not
the use of a laboratory or a telescope, is at liberty
to form his own opinion on this ¢ claim to truth * if
he chooscs to do so

One 1s hardly suipiised, therefore, that Professor
James should have amended the phrase ¢ diffcrence
to action,” and mterpicted 1t as “ particular conse-
quences, 1n our {uture practical experience, whether
active or passive,, the point lymng 1ather m the fact
that the experience must be particular than m the
fact that 1t must be active.,” 2 Tiuth must make a
difference #o0 owr expeiicnces, active or passive,
practical or theoretical

Thus, if no future detail of expenence or conduct is
to be deduced fiom our hypothesis, the debate between

! Le Roy, Revue Métaph et Morale, 1901, p 327.
3oc.cit, p. 674, and cf Thr Meaning of Truth. p. 210,
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Materialism and Theism becomes quite 1dle and msig-
mificant Matter and God, 1n that event, mean cxactly
the same thing—the power, namely, nerther more nor
less, that can mahke just this mined mmperfect yet
completed world—and a wise man is he who 1n such a
case, would turn his back on such a supererogatory
discusston.!

If theorefical conscquences are to count the
wisdom of Professor James's "wise man’ may 1
thmk be called 1 question  Nevertheless, a1t s
undoubtedly true that with the ‘lLiypothesis” of a
God ™ the actually expenienced details of fact . .
grow solid, warm and altogether full of real sig-
nificance ”  But surely the pomnt of such a critenion
hies in the A7d of ditference that it mikes to our
lives If " practical beanings ' mean ary particular
experiences that may result from a hvpothesis or
claim, ‘practical bearmgs’ do not provide us with
a very useful entenion of truth, for truth and error
alike muke a diflerence to caperience Some further
cutenion 1s meded, therefeie 1 order to distinguish
between  difterent huds ot differences to ex-
penience.’ and 1t has been suggosted that onmly
bencteral difterences should be regurded as a sign
of truth.

§ 304 Beneficial differences’ are m general
those which satisfy our human needs. but * differ-
ences * are to be taken as * differences for me > and
only those which are beneficial to me, which satisfy
my purposes and needs, are to be regarded as
validating daims to truth. Truth is a * function
of agieeable leading,” a ** function of a Lading that

1 find., p. 676.
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1s worth while.” The consequence of a true 1dea 18
that by 1t we are enabled to kandle reality * belter
than +f we disagreed 1

Now one way of judging whether we are better
for something that has happened to us, 1s to ask
ourselves whether we feel the better for it, or, 1n
other words, whether we are satisfied emotionally.
In The Wil to Belicve, Professor James assigned to
emotional grounds for belief a definite value 1n cases
where the intellect failled to provide a sufficient
reason for assenting to doctnnes of a rehgious
character, and where 1t was 1mperative that some
decision should be come to  Pragmatism has taken
up this idea and made it a fundamental doctrine
applicable to all truth Indeed, 1t seemed at one
tume as 1f the claims of our ‘ passional ’ nature were
going to drnive out intellectual and logical claims
altogether and to constitute themselves the sole
pragmatic cnterion of truth The protests of
mtellectualists, however, have obtamed certain con-
cessions on this point, Professor James grants that
mtellectual claims must be admitted as of equal
importance with those of the emotional side of our
nature ; and Dr Schiller mnsists that truth 1s not
merely a value, but a ‘logical value,” in the estima-
tion of which the intellect has, at any rate, some-
thing to say.

The question may be raised, however, whether the
satisfaction of emotional needs has eny claim at all
to be regarded as a criterion of truth. Have we any

1 Pragmaitsm, pp. 202, 205, 213, of The AMeaning of Truik,
pp 80, 82 , Humanism, Essay I ; and Studies sn Humanism, pp. 6,
152, 153 ; 187, 188

MM
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right to appeal to the emotions in order to settle
whether a theory 1s tiue or 1s not truc 7 Certamly
if by an appeal to the cmotions 15 meant an appeal
to mere feeling ot sentiment , 1if 1t merely signifies
that the theory 1n question 15 pleasant to con-
template, and stirs us up to enthustasm  without
appealng also to our more rational nature, such a
criterion 1s wrational and of little value  For. aftet
all, 1t 1s the mntellect which must judge and give the
final assent, and to suboidinate 1t to mere fecling
to an ‘epl-phenomenon,” to a bye-product, as 1t
were, of a confused mass of sensations, of vague and
half-formed judgments. and of moods which largely
depend on the state of our bodily health, 1s cleaily
to degrade 1t and pervert 1t {rom 1ts natural purpose
The cmotions arc pecuharly unstable, they vary
from moment to moment sometimes filling us with
exuberant hope and joy. sometimes plunging us
mto despair  How, then, if our criterion itself 1s
vanable, can 1t possibly help us to determine truth ?
When are we to form our judgment about (v.g.) a
future life beyond the grave ® When we are 1n an
optimistic mood and such a prospect seems bright,
attractive and {ull of promise, or when we are gloomy
and dejected and a future life scems impossible,
llusory, incapable of realisation ® If we choose 1n
a brighter moment, the promise of a future existence
will scem to hold good But 1t will hold good only
so long as our mood lasts When the mood passes,
our cuterion 1itself has gone, and the doctrine of a
future life, unproved and unprovable accoiding to
the pragmatist 1if emotional grounds for belief are
excluded, 1s no longer able to satisfy us. When
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despondent or distressed we need the doctrine of a
future lLife 1n order to succour our failing energies ;
but such a doctrine 1s poweiless to help us unless
we already believe in its truth  The mere wsll to
believe 15 of no avail m such a contingency unless
assent has already been given on more rational
grounds The emotions and the ‘will to belicve’
may preparc the way for belief; they may even
direclly nfluence assent m some cases, and so lead
often cnough to error, but they cannot generate a
permanent asscnt to the doctrines (v g ) of a future
life or of the enistence of God, because the emotions
which we cxperience when contemplating such
doctrines will depend upon whether we believe 1n them
or 1ot

Agamn, by whose emotions and by whose needs
15 a clum to tiuth to be judged ? Is each one to
judge for limself ? If so, we shall have contra-
dictory verdicts, for cach one will declare that to be
true which scems to him to satisfy %s needs The
selfish and carnal who desire only to do as they
please and to satisfy their craving for pleasures,
regardless of conscquences to anyonc else, will
declare that Naturalism 1s valid because 1t gets rid
of God and so removes all cause for conscientious
sciuple or supernatural fear. The upnight man,
on the other hand, will declare for Theism, because
it promises him that some day the mystery of evil
and pain will be solved and the good will receive their
desci ts !

An appeal to the emotions as such, then, has

1cf an article of mune, entitled “ Truth and Toleration,” 1n
the Inish Theological Quarterly for Jan, 1910,
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Iittle, if any, value as a cnterion of truth; for, as
Newman has said, the strength which the emotions
scem to give to assent 15 ““ advenlitious and acci-
dental ; 1t may come, 1t may go, it does not (or
at any rate 1t should not) mteifere with the genuine-
ness and perfection of the act of assent ™!

§ 395. But we may interprct an appeal to the
emotions quite differently In the cmotions the
fundamental needs of our nature arc expressed,
and an appeal to them may mean that after a careful
consideration of the fundamental demands of our
nature, of 1ts psychological structure, 1ts functions
and 1ts purposcs, we have come to the conclusion
that unless these demands are satisfied, our nature
will be meaningless, futile, mexplicable ; and 1f tlus
1s what is meant, then our argument may be vahd.
For now we are no longer allowing our judgmeni
to be determmed by the emotions or by our felt
needs, but we are rationally considering those
needs, distinguishing the fundamental from the
accidental, separating those which are peculiar to
the individual fiom those wlich are common to
human nature, mn a word, judging rationally and
intellectually of the sigmificance and purpose of
man

Such an appeal as this 15 of quite a difterent
nature from that which is merely emotional ; and
the value of ° psychological ’ arguments of this kind
was recogmsed long before any pragmatist ever
thought of taking them up. Even so thorough an
intellectualist as Mr. Biadley, though msisting
that the will and the emotions have no right ‘to

1 Grammar of Assent, p 185.
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dictate to the intellect,’! yet admits that “ the
realisation of any aspect of lhuman nature should—
to speak in general—be limited by due regard to
the whole”? Truth, for Mr. Biadley, 1s, as 1t
should be, primanly an affair of the intellect, and
the aim of metaphysics 1s ‘ to find a general view
which will satisfy the intellect , * yet he also affirms
that ‘“truth 1s harmony, and harmony 1s attended
with an emotional accompamiment Hence the
absence of the latter 1s an indication that something
1s wrong.”” 3 Intecllectualists, then, are not loth to
admit that 1t 1s legitimate to base arguments on
the rational demands of our natute, but this, they
maintain, 1s a very different thing from allowing
our emotions to influence beliefs, without previously
considering whether they express a fundamental
need or whether they are quasi-hysterical and
wholly irrational feelings dependent on we know
not what. Yet the pragmatist hardly scems to have
grasped this distinction, vital as it 1s to the right
evaluation of truth-claims.

§ 396. Emotional criteria, however, no matter
what interpretation we put upon them, are applicable
in comparatively few cases The scientist 1s not
helped much by his emotions in deciding whether
he will accept or reject the principle of the Conserva-
tion of Mass, nor are emotional considerations of
great account when 1t 15 a question of determining
the probable effects of Fiscal Reform on Enghsh
commerce, or of a rise in the value of certain stocks

1 Appearance and Reality, p 150.
2Mind, NS 51, p 321
3 Appearance and Reality, P. 155
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upon market prices mn general. Hence the prag-
matist has to look for a further test of truth, and
he finds 1t m that other aspect of a °Dbeneficial
difference,’” uf2lity, or the value of truth as a means
of mampulating reality

To agree with reality in the widest sense [says Professor
James] can only mean 1o be guuded straight up 10t
o1 1ts sunioundmgs or to be put in such working touch
with 1t as to handle cither 1t or something connectud
with 1t better than if we disagieed?

Now utility ordinanlly means that which satisfies
some piractical need as opposed to a theoretical or
moral need , and mn this sense all #zngs are uscful
more or less, for all things are, as the scholastic
puts 1t, et wnwm et bonum ¢t vernm. Chaurs, tables,
walking-sticks, aecoplancs, flowers, fields, fresh ar,
indeed the majornty of the things which we find
around us, are useful to somebody or to something,
though they may not be useful Zo0 me, Tlility,
however, cannot be taken in this ontological sense,
if 1t 15 to serve as a criterion of logical truth, for
otherwise things themsels es would be logically true
Clearly. then, the utility which 1s to be ow cntetion
must bc an eapcrienced uhility, and hence anscs
the question, ultlafy for whom ?

This question 1s not easy to answer. For if you
reply wtihily for anybody, I must then point out first
that the earthquake in Messina and such like
catastrophes are apparently not useful to anybody,
and, sccondly, that you nccd some cuterion by
which to tell when things are really useful to other
people, for 1t 15 you who must judge of their utility

A Pragmatism, pp. 212, 213,
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And 1if you reply, ‘useful ’ means useful for me, 1
must cnquire of what use 1t 1s to you that somcone
should have broken a pane of glass mn your con-
servatory, or that your neighbour should insist upon
playing ‘ Home, sweet Home’ on a badly-tuned
plano It 1s useful, you tell me, fo Znow that the
pane of glass has been broken, because you can then
have 1t 1cpaired, and 1t 1s uscful 2o know that your
neighbour 1s not a musician, because then you may
try to persuade him to give up practising, or may
take up your abode elsewhere. But 1t may be
questioned whether these consequences are really
useful. especially i the latter case, for if your
persuasion fails to take effect, you will be put to
considcrable expense And even if the ultimate
consequences are uscful, they will be useful only
pronded your knowledge of the onginal facts was true.
For 1if the facts were not real but illusory, your
endeavour to cscape their immediate consequences
has been so much waste of time The utility or
uselessness of particular consequences, therefore,
does not show whether what you take to be fact
15 or 1s not really fact. What you perceive may be
useful, and yet be fact as mutilated by your per-
ception of 1t; and conversely 1t may be qute
useless, and yet be real fact.

But, you tell me, 1t 1s useful to regard as ob-
jectively real whatever 1s perceived in a particular
way {1 ¢, by external peiception), and if what 1s
percerved 1n this way 1s 1n gencral to be regarded
as objectively real, we must not make arbitrary
exceptions. Doubtless this 1s true. The question
15, however, not whether we are to make arbitrary
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exceptions, but whether we are to allow any
exceptions at all, and, if so, under what circum-
stances. If the objective reahity of facts 1s #o!
self-evident, as the pragmatist asserts, we need
some criterton by which to decide whether a fact
that clatns to be 1eal 1s really real, and for this
purpose the criterion of utihity 1s, to say the least,
madequate When applied to ‘facts’ 1t breaks
down complctely There are innumerable facts’
obseived by us every day, of which many are not
of the shghtest utility to us personally, and some
are distinctly harmful and unpleasant, yet we do
not for this reason regaid them as pragmatically
false And conversely there are many facts which
would be extremely useful to us, could we regard
them as ‘really’ facts; but which cannot be so
regaided because thetr claims to truth are cbuviously
unfounded The pragmatic criterion of utility,
therefore, 15 not of thc least value when 1t 1s a
question of distingmishing between facts which are
“really real,’ and facts which only claim to be real,
yet tlus 1s a distinction which we must make,and
actually do make, on mnumerable occasions i the
coursc of a single day; and, further, 1t 15 a dis-
tinction upon which the possibility of all higher
kinds of knowledge depends. I do not mean to
say, of course, that to be able to distinguish between
facts which are ‘really real’ and those which are
tllusory, 1s not something of the greatest practical
value T willingly grant that all knowledge has a
practical value greater or less in degree and extent ,
but I mantain that in deaiding upon a claim to
factual reality we never do wse the cnterion of
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utihty, nor would it piove of any service to us if
we were fo try so 1o do.

§ 397. Still keeping to the ordinary sense of the
term ‘utility ’ (viz, that which satisfies a practical
neced), we may apply 1t now to theory. Theory, we
are told, ecnables us to ¢ deal efficiently with reality , ’
winch may mean either that it deferimines our ex-
pectalions rightly, or that i enables us fo control the
course of events by inventions and appliances of various
descriptions wn such a way as to make them subservient
to the practical needs of life. . In erther case the theory
1s uselul ; but can its utility be employed as a test
of its truth ?> Is 1t not rather a consequence of
truth already estabhshed ? Of couse, if by saying
that a theory 1s useful in that 1t determines our
expectations nightly, you meicly mean that particular
consequences deduced from the theory harmonise
approximately with empuical facts, there can be no
question that ‘ utility ’ 1 this sense 1s a critcrion of
truth ; but this 1s not the sense in wlich the term
utility 1s ordmnanly used. Moreover, we need other
critena, (1) by wlich to distingwish the particular
hypothesis from wlich our consequences have been
deduced from the rest of the theory; (2) by which
to decide whether that hypothesis really does lead
to these consequences; (3) by which to know
whether thesc are the only consequences to which
it can lead . and ‘utihty’ for these purposes 15 of
no avail,

It 1s not utility, then, in the o1dinaiy sense of that
term, which 1s used by the scientist as a criterion
by which he tests the tiuth of hus theories. Nor do
I think that the fact that truth Jeads to ‘ inventions’
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which can be applied to useful practical purposes,
can be of any use as a cniterton of truth  Can we
regard the utilaty of the Forth Budge, for 1nstance,
as tesufying to the truth of mcchanical principles ?
The exestence ot the Furth Bnidge and the fact that
1t carries the weights that 1t was intended to cany,
undoubtedly testifies to the truth of the principles
which guided the archiutect mnats construction  But
this 1s not quite the same thing as to say that the
Forth Bridge 1s useful for purposcs of actual transit,
The truth of the mechamcal principles in question
would be verified just as well by shunting train-loads
of sand backwards and forwards from one cnd of the
bridge to the other,as by the actual usc of the bridge
in practical hife as a means of getting from Edinburgh
to Perth.

In so far, then, as a themy determines our ex-
pectations rightly,1t1s true , but the ‘ utihty ’ of the
theory seems to depend rather upon the possibiity
of applymg 1t to practical purposes, winch 15 an
afterthought, as 1t were, and 1s not essential to the
truth of the theory, though mmasmuch as it 1s a
particular case of expectations which have been
nghtly determined, 1t goes to confirm the theory
itself, The night determination of our expectations
agamn, 1s doubtless itself usetul; but it 1s uscful
because 1t 15 ‘ right,’ not ‘night’ because 1t 1s useful.
Hence, to call this nght determmation of our ex-
pectations ‘utihify ’ 1s musleading , fou 10 ‘ utility’
we seem to have a #ew criterion of tiuth, whercas the
criterion of conformity of fact with expectation, to
which 1t 15 reducible 1s as old as science 1tself

§ 398 Itisimporitant that the point of the above
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argument should be clearly grasped, for what I have
said applics also to the next criterion which we have
to discuss I am nof trying to prove that the
pragmatist ignores the theoretic interest, whach,
as Professor James remarks, would be °simply
wdiotic’  YWhat T wish to show is (1) that many of the
critena of truth which Pragmatism offers us are as
old as truth 1itsclf, and were recogmsed as ‘conse-
quences ” of truth which might be used 1n order to
verify it long before Pragmatism was invenied;
and (2) that the pragmatist has no right to identify
these conscquences, directly or indirectly, with the
practical utility of truth

Now Professor James frequently insists that anidca
1s a ‘substitulc’ for some sentient experience and
that in o1der to be true it must ultimately lead to the
sense-expericnce for which 1t has been subslituted.
“A conception,” he says, ‘“1s reckoned true by
common-sense when 11 can be made to lead 10 a
sensation >’ Our 1dcas and concepts and scientific
theorics pass for true only so [ar as they har-
montously lead us back to the woild of sense ;”?
and ‘*‘such sumple and fully verified leadings
aic the ongmals and prototypes of the truth-
process 2

Here, once again, we have a very old criterion of
truth rehabilitated mn pragmatic dress Apparently
there 15 nothing new about this critenon, cxcept the
foum m which 1t 1s expresscd  Everyone will admit
that scientific hypothescs and theories, to be true,
must lead to conclusions which harmonise, coalesce,

3 The Meanng of Truth, pp 132—136.
3 Pragmalism, p 200,
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or agree with empirical facts The only questions
are (1) What does the pragmatist mean when he
says that truth must lead us to reahty, put us n
working touch with 1t, and enable us to deal with
it beneficially and satisfactouly, and (2) 1s this
cnterion the only critenion of truth, the onginal or
prototype of all truth-processes?

Now ‘handling,’ ‘controlling,” ‘manipulating,’
‘ getting mto working touch with’ reality or with
sensation, all suggest ‘ practical utiity.” Hence one
1s mchned to think that in usmg such expressions
the pragmatist 1s really trying to bring the old and
well-established criterion of *venfication by the
senses ’ 1nto lime with lis pragmatic doctine that
truth 1s ultimately venfied by its practical conse-
quences And if this 1s so, 1t 15 necessary again to
pomt out that 1t 1s by the comcidence of fact with
particular conclusions deduced from hypothesis or
theory that the latter are verified, and not by any
practically useful results that may cnsue. DBut
perhaps the second question 1s the more important
one 1n this connection

Is ‘venfication by the senses’ really the funda-
mental form of all venfication ? Is there no other
cniteria of which tlus 1s not the prototype ? What
about ‘relations between 1deas,’ the propositions of
mathematics and geomet1y, statements about events
in the past, and the validity of deductive processes
of reasoning ? Hereit1s that, according to Professor
Janies, “indirectly or only potentially venfying
processes ' ! come m, yet these, although they do
not lead direcily to sense-termim, do so mdirectly,

1]bid , pp. 208, 209
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and hence conform to the prototype of all truth-
processes.

True 1deas lead us mnto useful verbal and conceptual
quarters as well as up to useful sensible termuni. They
lead to consistency, stability and flowing human inter-
course They lead away from eccentiicity and isolation,
from foiled and barien thunking The untrammelled
flowing of the leading-process, 1ts general frecdom from
clash and contradiciion, passes for its indirect venfica-
tion , but all roads lead to Rome, and in the end, and
eventually, all true processes lead to the face of directly
verifying sensible experiences somewhere, which some-
body’s 1deas have copled.!

Professor James admits that this is a “large
loose way » of speaking Nevertheless 1t describes
more or less accurately what happens m regard to
the venfication of some truths of the conceptual
order, but does 1t apply to all® Sometimes we
hold a proposition i mathematics or geometry to
be true, because 1t leads to, or {ollows from, other
truths already established ; and, agwin. we verify a
process of reasoming by exammmng whether it
conforms to logical rules. But how do we test our
ultimate principles, our mathematical axioms and
our logical rules > And how do we know that our
reasoning conforms to these rules ? Intwition has
to be called in here, and Piofessor James does not
hesitate to invoke it. As we have seen, he admits
that sometimes truths are “ perceptually obvious
at a glance;” but in lis anxiety to reduce all
truth-processes to one pragmatic prototype, he
forgets this. Yet mtwition 1s needed as the very
foundation of conceptual truth. ° Relations between

i Id, p. 215,
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1deas’ do, indeed, lead us at times to the face of
sensible experiences , but that process of Ieading 1s
a process of application, not of verification. The
relations themselves are true eternally, i advance
of any such special application to objects m the
concrete.  Moreover 1t 1s diflicult to sce how idens
of past cvents can lead cven inducctly to sense-
termiu , while facts, on the other hand, may be
truly as we appichend them, yet do not lead 1o
immediate cxpericnee, since it 1s 1 immediale
expericnce that they are given We are forced to
conclude, therefore, that the criterion of sense-
vertfication 1s neither apphcable nor necessuy m
every case, and so cannot be the otiginal or prototype
of all truth-processes.

§ 399. Fiom what has been said above, 1t 15 cleas
that Profcssor James holds the satisfaction of
theoretical needs to be of very greal importance,
even 1f ultimately theorctical are subordinate to
practical needs. Truth, especlally when it leads
mto conceptual quarters, must lead to consistency
and flowing human mtercouise  New truth ““ must
derange common-scnse and previous belief as liltle
as possible.” Even “that past time 1itself was, 1s
guaranteed by 1ts coherence with everytlung that’s
present.”* In short, the demand for consistency,
cohcrence, agreement between subjects and predi-
cates, accord between process and process, object
and object, 1s so imperative for a nghly orgamsed
mntellect that “so long as such an accord 1s denicd us,
whatcver collateral profits may seem to mure from
what we belicve 1n, arc but as dust 1n the balance ” 2

! Pragmatism, pp. 216, 215 * The Meaning of Truth, pp 93,99,
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Dr Schiller’s views on this subject, though less
emphatically expressed, aie no less clear than those
of Professor James In spite of his wvigorous
attach on the Absolutist position that consistency
or coherence is the sole test of truth, he admits that
truths must be compatible with one another, and
that a sclf-contradictoty pioposition 1s wholly
meaningless! He pomts out that the getting rid, of
contiadiclions 1s by no means the easiest or most
logical point from which to begin our attempt to
harmonise experience , but admuts that the getting
rid of contiadictions 1s one aspect of the attempt
to sccure greater harmony theremm? And there can
be no doubt, I think, that Dr Schiller 1s right here.
The principle of Contradiction 1s both vahd and
valuable; but its value 1s chiefly negative. Con-
tradiction proves error, but the absence of con-
tradiction does not necessaiily prove truth  Doubt-
less 1t 1s lghly improbable that a complex theory
should be self-consistent, and yet be false. Still
such a contingency 1s conceivable. Whence 1t
follows that consistency and the ‘absence of frus-
tration’ 1s, 1f taken by itself, mnadequate as a
criterion of truth.

But the real question 1s, Wnence arises tne value
of this criterion of consistency ? Is 1t due to the
fact that the unmiverse proceeds from a common
Cause or Ground which 11self 1s one and consistent,
or 1s 1t due to human habits which are now so fixed
and constant that they will not allow themsclves to
be thwarted ? Is the principle of Contradiction

1 Studres in Humamism, p 111
8 Jbid.,, p 239, and cf The Meaning of Truth, pp 99, 100
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‘necessary ’ beranse things are so constituiced that
they are what they are and not otherwise, and hence
force our thinking to conform to the order of natuie ;
or 1s 1ts necessity psychological, the 1esult of a
human nced? We have alrcady discussed this
question,! and have seen that the pragmatic view
leads to a sceptical Subjectivism  If the demand for
consistency be due merely to a mental habit, or
anise merely from a human nced, the value of con-
sistency or non-contradiclion as a criterion of
objective truth 1s destroyed Nor docs the fact
that reality has played a part in the building up of
this habit2 affect our conclusion, unless, in the
formation of the habit, rcality does not merely
control, but determines thc content of thought.
But if our abstract concepts are merely ‘ man-made
products’ or ‘artifictal mental things,’?® whch,
when they are consistent, lead to, or are terminated
by, sense-experiences, and so give satisfaction, our
real criterion of truth 1s not ‘ consistency,” but the
satisfaction that ensues from rcactions terminated
as we wish them to be terminated, reactions which
can be most readily brought about by consistent
conceptual thinking Thus the criterion of ‘con-
sistency,” as interpreted by the pragmatist, 15 a
subjectrve criterion, for 1t 1s reducible to the satis-
faction, and apparently to the jelf-satisfaction, of
our needs ; and this 1s clcarly something subjective

§ 400 The 1dca of habit as a sign of truth may,
however, be worked out on somewhat different lines.
Habit, 1n fact, may be taken as the sole criterion of

Lef. supra §§ 97, 376, 387
Sci The Meansng of Irutk, pp. 97 et seq. *Ind, p 8s.
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truth ; and this wonld seem to be the actual con-
cluston to which M Rev's Pragmatism has led him,
M. Rey, bke olher pragmatists, speaks of truths
being vertfied by  useful consequences,” understood,
of course, “In a most noble sense ” But realising
that 1t takes a very long time to discover whether
a truth 1s 1cally useful, and also that it 15 impossible
without considerable cxperience to determine how
far conscquences which are apparently useless,
unwoikable, 2ncommode, should be allowed to
depreciate the value of an otherwise useful hy-
pothesis, M Rey 1s driven to the conclusion that
only those forms of pereeption and thought are true
which have become halatual  Truth anses from
habits that are practically iriesersible and biologi-
cally immune fiom change. Its ‘necessity’ 1s not
mtrinsic, but psychological It 1s the necessity of
mental habits which are the combined product of
thought-activity and objective experience, and
which 1n course of time have become so fived that
nothmg short of a radical disiuption of the structure
of the human mind could change them *

This doctrine, as we have alieady seen, 1s the
logical consequence of the pragmatic or humanistic
theory that knowledge 1s the product of an evolu-
tionary process m which the mund progressively
adapts 1tsclf to its envuonment Hence 1t would
scem that Pragmatism 1f pushed to its logical
consequences, brings us back to that old and
venerable criterion of tiuth, ‘necessity,’ or the
‘impossibility of concerving the contrary.” But n
explamuing how this ‘ necessity’ arises, there 1s a

i ¢f. Humanism, pp 52 of seq. , and ‘dAxioms as Postulates,’ § 10

NN
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fundamental difference between the traditional and
the pragmatic theory That certamm ways of
percerving and tlunking have only gradually become
habitual can haidly be denied  Nor can it be denied
that felt-satisfaction ausing fiom consistency and
abhorrence of all that is contradictomy and n-
consistent also grows stronget as the intellectual
side of our naturc becomes mote hughly developed
It 1s stronget, for mstance, 1n a scientist than m a
schoolboy, and stronger agamn 1n a Euiopean than
m an Ouental mimnd  So far both traditionalist and
pragmatist arc agreed  DBul wlnle the {former staits
from the principle that hnowledge 1s possible,
and hence infers that all forms of thought and
perception which are natutal normal, and habitual,
must per se be capable of giving truth, and as the
condition of this lays down that ihe conlent of
cogmtive acts must be determined by their re-
spective objects, the pragmatist, on the other
hand, starts with the assumption that ideas—at
least 1n part—arc man-made products which 1 no
case present at the outset more than a claum to truth,
but may become true, should they in the long 1un
lead to useful results Hence, as 1deas or modes of
cogmtive reaction which lead to uscful results do
become habitual, and would not become habitual
unless they did prove uscful, he 1s logically bound to
accept M. Rey’s criterion of the *psychologically
necessary * or ‘ biologically constant,’ as lus only
surc test of pragmatic truth Venfication in ex-
perience, as pragmatically interpreted, 1s ultimately
reducible to tlus, for venfication 1s complete only
when adaptation is complete and habits, perceptual
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and mtcellectual, have become so fixed that therr
teversal 1s praclically impossible, since 1t would
mvolve a radical change m our mental structute.

§ 401, Putling aside the scepticism 1nvolved m
the view that cogmtion 1s only a peculiar way of
1cacting upon our envuonment, when we attempt
1o apply mn practice the above ciitenion of truth,
we are at once confronted with a very serious
difficulty It 1s easy enough to apply the test of
¢ psychological necessity’ to axioms and first
principles, but it s not so easy, indeed 1t may be
questioned whetlicr 1t 15 possible at all, to apply 1t to
theortes , and 1t 15 cerfainly 1mpossible to apply 1t to
any kind of truth uu the making, for then our habits
of thought arc ex Zvpothest not fixed Yet 1t 1s
piecisely 1n this latter case that we most need a
cniterion of truth. Apart from avioms and the
general facts of every day life, almost all truths are
mn process of making, and it 1s sutely for these truths,
or rather for these claims to truth, that a criterion
15 most urgently nceded If, however, as scems to
be the case,  psychological nccessity ’ 1s the only
pragmatic criterion that can give us certanty, 1t
follows that we have no cutcnion at all for truth
i the makmg but must always wait until 1t 1s made
And 1f 1 reply to this argument you tell me that in
regard to many objccts habits of perception and
thought have aliecady been formed, and that new
objects are accepted as true, or rejected as false,
according to whether they can be apperceived or not
by the former—which 1s practically the criterion
suggested by Avenarius and Simmel!'—I must ask

Lef Studies in Humanisit, pp. 157, 158,
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in what this ‘ apperception ’ can consist, if you deny
that we have any apprehension of the nature of
objects. We can haidly appichend the compati-
bility or incompatibility of that the nature of which
we are ignotant  Truc, we may invent or postulate
a mysterious vs apperceptroa m obedience to whose
autonomous dictates relations of compatibiity and
mcompatibility ¢ flower out’ of the strcam of ex-
perience, but this 1s not only to declaie appcrception
mexplicable, 1t also means that the pragmatist has
had to fall back upon an mntellectualist criterion just
precisely 1n those cases for which his onginal prag-
matic critetion was intioduced, viz., In cases where
truth 1s yet m process of making

§ 402, A further difficulty nught be raised aganst
the doctrine that psycliological necessity arising from
habit 15 our only cuiterion of truth, on the ground
that habits vaiy considerably with 1individuals
And I know not whether 1t 15 1n order to avoid this
difficulty, or whether 1t 1s merely 1 order to supple-
ment and complete the general doctiine that truth
1s relative to our needs buti certainly pragmatists
seem more and moic inclined to appeal to common
consent or to the consent of expeits as one of their
chief critenia of tiuth  This tendency 1s especially
charactenistic of French Pragmatism® M Pomcaré
msists much on the mmpoitance of social agreement,
and M Milbaud bases truth on the harmonious
working of a collective mind. The mind, he says,
1s ke an instrument mm which haimony 1s produced
by normal vibiations ; and when this 1s so, onc mind
agrees with another and we have both truth and

1A, supra §§ 315 320.
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objectivity Hence #hat asscrtion and that theory
1s irue and valid which 1s “noimal enough to be
accepted bv every man of sound mind 71

Dr Schiller, on the other hand has been accused
of making the mndrvidual criterion ultimate  Truth
15 that wlich s good for sie, that which satisfies
sy needs and enables sne to ive m harmony with
my environment  Conscequently Mr Hoernlé, n
cuiticising Dr. Schiller’s view, has pomnted out that
though none of us subm:t tamecly to the opinions of
our age, but clum cach of us for Ins own hypotheses
universal validity, a truth-finder 1s of necessity a
truth-teacher, and hence our imndividual world must
somehow be bound up with the cominon world
He suggests, therefore, as a ‘umversal’ criterion of
truth, the Arberiswell of Professor Eucken, which 1s
“to compnise the whole of human life m 1ts
theoretical and practical aspects.”?

Dr. Sclnller, however though he certamly em-
phasises the personal character of truth, by no
means 1gnores the importance of collective criteria
In fact, 1t 18 to soctal recognition that he, ike Herr
Simmel and the French piragmatists, attributes the
‘objectivily ’ of Truth  In Studies wu Humanism?®
for mstance, he tells us that “ whatever individuals
may recognise and valuc as ‘tiue,” the °truths’
which de facto prevail and are recognised as objective
will only be a selecfion fiom those which we are
subjectively tempted to 1ecogmse” And m his
eatlier work, Humanmism,' he had already warned us

L Etudes sur la pensie saentifique, p 10, and cf (Poincaré)
La Valeny de la Science, pp a63-271
¥ Miud, NS 56, p 470 ’p 153 ip 58
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that “ truth, to be rcally safc, must be moic than
wn mdividual valuation, 1t has to wm social
recognition, to transform 1lsclf mto common
property ”—a doctrme which 1s completely 1n
harmony with Ins genetal position that truth and
reality (as we know 1it) are the product of {hc
combmed activity of the human racc n reaction
upon 1ls environment

But, however uscful a collcctive criterion of truth
may be as a check upon mndividual vagaries, it
cannot be ultimate, and Dr Scluller 1s undoubtedly
right 1n regarding truth as m tlus sense a peisonal
matter If truth 1s valued by our needs, 1t must
be 1n the last resort by our own needs My necds
may 1n gencral be the samc as those of the rest of
mankind, and what satisfies these common needs
will be pro tanto more true But, after all, truths
arc truths for me, and 1t 1s I who have to judge in
the last mstance whether other pcople’s needs aie
satisfied, as they seem to be  Eveiyone recogniscs
that cxpert opinion 1s credible provided 1t agrec, for
experts are supposed to know all the facts of the
case, and to understand how far their theories apply
and what relation they bear to other theories and
accepted truths The opmion of the expert, there-
fore, under such circumstances, has clearly a special
value such as that of an amateur can never posscss
Still, at best, the agreement of experts 1s only a
subordinate ciiterion, for 1t presupposes belief 1n
the capacity and tiustworthiness of witnesses, to
test which another criterion 1s needed.

§ 403 Thus we are driven back upon mdividual
criteria,  Neither a consensus of opinion among
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experts nor the common consent of mankind at
large can be our ultimate criterion of truth, and
for that matter at most they give us only moral
certitude. Habit or psychological necessily 1s also
inadcquate, since, ke the social critenion, 1t will
apply to but few cases. It 1s scldom, if ever, that a
mental act 1s due solely to habit Objective ex-
perience, or the nature of the objects about which
we think, 1s almost always a conditioning factor
in any judgment we may make Nor will the other
criterta suggesied by the pragmatist be found to
work any better ¢ Daffcrence to action,’ ¢ difference
to experience,” and ‘utility,” all take into account
objective conditions , but * difference to action ’ and
‘utiity >’ are too natiow, whie °difference to
expertence ’ 1s too wide to be of any practical use.
Where, then, are we to look for a suitable working
criterion whercby to test the validity of claims to
truth made by our minds both at the common-sense
and at the higher scientific or philosophic level of
intelbgence ?  Either 1t would scem, we must fall
back upon that time-honoured criterion, ‘evidence,’
or we must adopt what scems to be very lke
1ts emotional counterpart, ‘ satisfaction’

Both Professor James and Dr Schiller have
chosen the latter alternative. Having pointed out
that “ cmotion accompanies actual cognition as a
shadow docs hight,” but with cffects not always
salutary, Dr. Scluller, necvertheless, affirms that
“1f a fecling of satisfaction did not occur 1n cognitive
processcs the attainment of truth would not be felt
to have value.”! Without 1it, logical ‘ necessity,’

3 Studies w Humanism, pp. 82—84,



516 TIIEORIES OF KNOWILEDGE

‘cogency,’ ‘nsight,” and certamnty’ are meaning-
less words  We judge reasoning to be pro fanto good,
results right, operations wvalid, conceptions and
predications true, when the results or conscquences of
our evperunents are salisjactory*  Consistency tends
to the same end It 15 bul the reacting of one
portion of our beliefs on another “so as to yield the
most satisfactory total state of mmd” 2 Sumlaly
“truth 1n science 15 what gives us the maximum
possible sum of satisfactions,” in which faste 1s
included, but of which consistency 1s ““ the most
mperious clumant 2 In fine, though to be
‘ satisfactory ’ 1s a term that admuts of no definition,
so many are the ways in which 1t can be practically
worked out,?

yet at each and every concrete moment, tiuth for each
man 1s what that man ‘ troweth ' at the moment with
the maximum of satisfaction to lnmself , and similaily,
abstiact tiuth, tiuth vertfied by the long-tun, and
abstiact satisfactonness. long-run  satistactoriness,
comcde If, n short, we compare concrete with
concrete and abstract with abstract, the true and the
salisfactory do mean the same thing s

The vagueness and ambiguity of °sat.staction,’
or a ‘sum of satisfactions,’ as a criterton of tiuth,
needs little comment  Satisfaction not only varies
in quahty, tone, and ntensity with the mdividual,
but also with the particular truth-clum in question.
Satisfactions, like pleasures, can neither be defined
nor measured, except by a multitude of standards

tind, p 185

2 The Meamng of Truth, p 88

3 Pragmnalism, p 217

¢ The Megmaing of Truth, p: 105, 6 Jtnd , P: 89
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which do not admit of comparison and cannot be
tabulated or scalcd Onc man prefers one hind of
satisfaction, another another, according to lis
temperament, education, general mode of ife  With
Professor James the satisfactions ansing {from con-
sistency secm to prevail, with Dr Schiller those
which are due to the fulfilment of purpose and the
furtherance of inteiest, with otheis those which
anse from utility or expediency 1n o less noble sense.

So long, then, as the pragmatist 15 unable to tell
us what satisfactoriness 1s, we can hardly discuss
further 1its value as a criteilon of truth It has
occurred to me more than once, however, that
satisfactoriness may be nothing more than the
emotional accompaniment of what Newman would
call a judgment of the Illative Sense, what I should
call ‘evidence’! And if this 1s so, the only fault I
have to find with the pragmatist in this respect 1s
that he has sclected the more variable, and therefore
the less valuable, aspect of what we all acknowledge
must be the final test of truth He admts that
truth 1s ¢a property of an 1dea,’ yet he has chosen as
his criterion 1ts cmeotional accompaniment. He
allows that ‘the making of truth’ must be con-
trolled by reality and that consequences are 1n part
determmed by reality , but instcad of simply stating
that tiuth “happens’ or 1s recognised, when 1t 1s
‘ evident ’ that reality has controlled and determined
thought, he bases his valuation of truth on the
affective tone of tlus evidence, which 1s distinctly
subjective. Did this e¢motional accompamment of
the appiehension of tiuth run parallel with, or werg

Y ¢k, sufra, §§ 418 et seq,
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it exactly propoitionate to the evidence upon
which judgment 1s based, 1t would not peihaps
matter much whether we took satisfactoriness or
evidence 1tsclf as our criterion. But since satis-
faction depends laigely upon volition, and upon
purpose, mnteicst, and general {one of body and mind,
1t matteis a great deal, for 1t makes our criterion,
so far as we can tell, 1n any concrete case, subjective
to an almost mdefimte cxtent, and so destroys almost
entnely its value as a cuterion.  Tiuth must satisfy
us, and 1t will do so m the long run if 1t 15 evident ,
but a {celing of satisfaction may daiise from other
causes besides objective evidence, and when this 1s
the case, 1t cannot but lcad us astiay if we use 1t as
a cuteiion of truth.

§ 404 The pragmatist’s view of truth’s critena,
therefore, 1s, like lus doctime of the nature of truth,
more than tinged with Subjectivism—a consequence
which 1s due partly to Humanism and Protagorean
principles, which exaggeiate the subjective element
in cognition and asciibe to purposes, interests and
needs an all-pervading and all-permeating influence ,
partly to disgust with Intwitionism, which has led to
the opposite extreme, to the belief that no value
can be mtuwtively recogmised and that the ex-
perienced conscquences of truth must therefore
be evalnated by their subjective emotional effects,
but chiefly, I think, to the substitution of ¢ utiity’
for “ correspondence ’ 1n the defimtion of the relation
of truth to reality. If tiuth can i no mtelhgible
sense be said to ‘copy,’ ‘correspond with, or
‘1epresent ’ 1eality, what other relation can 1t have
to 1eality except that of leading to useful results ?
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And 1f these 1esmiw are never expeiienced as they
are objeclively, but only as modified by purpose,
why should they not be judged by the tolal state
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction to which they
give rise ? The whole question turns upon one
pomnt : Is the true subordinate to the useful and the
good ? Does the seeker after tiuth merely aim at
satisfying a puipose and gratifying a need ? Docs
science exist merely that 1t may be used to har-
monise out expericnce ?  Is the whole function and
motive of all theoictical constructions from the
lughest to the most elementary and sumple, dnected
m the end to the furtherance of human control over
reahty, and the transformation ot 1t to swt cur
human nceds ? If it 1s, the critenia of truth that
Pragmatism has offeicd us aie piobably the best we
can get. But 1if 1t 1s not, utility and satisfactoriness
are certainly mnadequate and of very lhittle value for
cither practical or theoretical puiposes wherever the
question of truth comes in. As a last example of
thie, and at the same time as an illustiation of our
main contention that ‘utiity’ presupposes truth
already cstablished, we may instance the vanety of
opmions that exist m regaid to practical matters
where knowledge 1s wantmmg  \What precisely 1s the
effect of exercise on the body and particularly on
the brain ? We do not know, and hence eminent
doctors will give contradictory advice and will even
go to the length of wnting articles, some rccom-
mending more, some less excicise, on the sole ground
of utihity. Agam, m regaid to food (than which
no question could be moie practical) the advice of

eapeits 1s contiadictory, Some recommend ample
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food, others a minmmum  Some forbnd animal food,
others adwvise 1t Some say alcohol 1s 1njurious,
others that it 15 beneficlal  Most advise regular
food ; but some say cat when you like and more or
less what you like, wlule one authority on the
subject of ‘ vitality * has recently published a large
volume 1n wlich he advises a perpetual {ast !?
Then, too, 1 cducational matters, the utihty of
compulsory Greek has for a long tmme been a
burning question  Nay moie, m iespect of ele-
mentary education, 1f we may judge by the Report
of the Poor Law Commissionets the experience of
half a century seems likely to be 1cversed, since they
tell us that the studies and the methods at present
1n vogue are not of a kind likely to be uscful to the
children m after hfe And why all tlus contra-
diction 1n practical matters ? It 1s due to the fact
that, lacking knowledge, we are foiced to base our
judgments upon the utility of conscquences, and
about the utihty of conscquences it 15 impossible
to secure agreement even among experts  Unless,
then, truth be utibty and nothing more, 1t 1s
wrrational to use utility as our cuteiion of truth,
for judgments about value or utility are almost as
variable as Judgments 1n regaid to beauty or taste,
especially when they are not based on 1ecognised
truth, but have to 1cly solely on experience.

1% Vitality, Fasting and Nutrition,” by Hereward Carrington,
¢f. Review i Nature, for Nov 1908, p 68,
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CHAPTER XXIIIL
CRITERTA OF ERROR IN REALISM.

§ 405. A realist, whether he explain human
knowlecdge by means of a causal interaction between
object and subject or not, must at least admit that
someliow or other the object determines the content
of thought, and that between percepts, concepts and
judgments on the one hand, and real entities on the
other, there 1s a conespondence or resemblance.
So vital 1s this 1dea of cotiespondence to the theory
of knowledge and tiuth that neither the absolutist
nor the pragmatist 15 able qumte to get nid of it
Kant, though rejecting coriespondence 1mn the
realist’s sense, retains 1t in another form In the
Crilique of Pure Reason the syntheses of the mmagi-
nation anticipate and coricspond to those of
conceplion. The structure of the rational mind,
which 1s so mmnutely analysed by Kant, also
coriesponds to a type, and 1t 1s precisely because
of this correspondence and 1ls umversality that
‘objective® knowledge 1s possible This i:dea of
truth as conformity with a type or ideal 1s further
developed by the Critical and Neo-Critical writers
of to-day In thcr view Reality 1s a systematic
whole, a coherent oigamsed umty constituted by
the expeiience of the Absolute, and tlus Reality,
considered as significant and intelhigible, 1s Truth—
what the scholastic would call Ontological Truth.
Ontological Truth, or Reahty considered as intelh-
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gible, 15 the foundation of Logical Truth Togieal
truth consists, thetefoie 1n the conformuly of the
individual and fimite mind with Reality aitsclf, for
it 1s essential to Tiuth *to manifest itself in 1he
thinking of fimte subjects”  And precisely 1n pro-
portion as this Ideal or Absolute Truth 1s realised
1N U3, W€ posscss knowledge orlogical truth.  Indeed,
Dr Joachim acknowledges that we can never nse
above the level of knowledge whirh at the best
altans to the truth of coriespondcnce, since all
human discursive knowledge must ever remqun
thought about another? The pragmatist, too
admuts, as we have scen, at lzast provisionally, that
truth consists n ‘ agrecment with realily ”  So that
the cotrespondence-notion has, at any rate, an
excellent claim to our atiention, smce 11 would
appear that after all theie must be some kind of
correspondence between the mind of the knower
and the object which he knows.

§ 406 Assuming, then, with the reahst, that
truth consists 1n an adequatio wnicllectus et rer, and
that t/us adequatio or correspondence 1s due to the
detetmination of the conient of thought by the
object, 1n order {o asceitan the validity of any
particular claim to truth, we nced cnteria by wlich
to decide whether this correspondence exists, 2 ¢,
whether our thoughts have been objcctively deter-
mmed or not This does not mean that per simpos-
sibile we must be able to conpare our thoughts and
our percepts with real things as with something
outside of thought and perceplion, since clearly 1t
1s only by means of thoughts and percepts that

! Nature of Truith, p 73.
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things arc known. The only compaison possible
for us 15 a comparison between things as thought and
as perceived  The reahst asks for no ‘ miraculous
sccond-sight > by mecans of which to detect the
agreement or disagreement of copy and oniginal; of
idea and reality® Truth 1s correspondence of
thought and reality, Lut this conespondence can
be established without comparison, provided we can
answer the question ‘When has thought becn
determined by the object and when has 1t not ?°

§ 407 Now there are two ways of attacking this
problem. We may siait from methodical doubt, or
we may start [rom what I may call, perhaps,
methodical and 1ational assurance  Granting that
the function of thought 1s to give us knowledge of
reality, we may begm by assunmung that our thoughts
as a rule go wiong. m which casc we shall require
cntena of truth by wlich to decide when they have
not gone wrong Or we may begin by assuming, not
that perception and thoughi are psychological
monstiositics, but that, i geneial, they perform
well the function they are obviously intended by
nature to perfoim, in which case we shall need,
primarily, not cuteria of truth, but cnitena of error
by which to detexmme when per accrdens a function
has gone wrong Tllus differcnce of standpoint 1s
no mere verbal question such as whether we are to
cut off a shece and keep the apple or to cut off
the apple and throw away the shce; 1t 1s
one of the utmost consequence 1n making up our

1 of Wallace, Hegel's Philosophy of Mind  and Humanism, pp
45, 46 1hs objection 1s simply absurd, since 1t totally mus
represents the realist’s doctrine,



b24 THEORILS OF ENOIWWILLDGE

minds in regard to the epistemological value of
human cogmtion If we begm by doubting every-
thing and atfum that 7o pioposition has more than
a claim to fiuth until it 1s vahdated, we can never
get at truth at all, for ex hypothes: our critena of
truth themselves have only a claim to tiuth, and
so has the validation-process , and so, also, for that
matter, has our onginal statement that no piopo-
sition has more than a clum to truth until 1t 1s
validated Scepticism 1s just as much the mnevitable
outcome of a doctrine which begins by asserting
that no truth 1s more than a clam till its vahdity
has been tested, as 1t 15 of the doctrine which makes
truth an absolute and mmpossible 1deal. On the
other hand, 1f we begin by assuming-—what 1n reality
15 not an assumption at all, but a self-evident
truth—that ordinarily and per se perception, con-
ception and judgment when functioning normally,
are capable of giving us knowledge, then we have
something positive and definite with which to stait,
and can proceed to establish criteria by means of
which to climmate abnormal functiomings which
are likely to lead to error

§ 408. The latter standpoint 1s that of the
realist. The first principle of his theory of know-
ledge 1s that knowledge 1s possible, and that lis
cogmitive faculties arc capable of attaiming to tiuth,
which 1s the purpose and end of their existence
His aim, then, as a logician, 1s not to devise criteria
of truth, but rather criteria of error Error 1s a
fact, but 1t 15 not a sufficient reason for us to distrust
altogether the dehiverances of our faculties For,
being a fact, 1t must have a cause, and we may be
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able to discover this cause and so to climinate error
by distingmishing from the rest those circumstances
m which the deliverances of our faculties are not
to be tiusted

We have sard that truth consists in conformuty
between the content of thought and the nature of
the object or system of objects to which 1t 1s referred.
And conversely ciior consists 1n a posttive discon-
formity between the two  In other words, truth 1s
the reference of the content of thought to an object
to which 1t corresponds , while error 1s the reference
of the content of thought to an object to which 1t
does not correspond Now the correspondence n
which truth consists arises when the content of
thought has becn determined by the object to which
1t 1s refericd. Eiror, on the other hand, since 1t
consists 1 posttive disconformity, implies that
thought has been deteimimed by something other
than the objcct to which 1t 1s refetied  In order to
decide, theiefore, under what circumstances the
deliverances of our cogmtive faculties are s0i to be
tiusted, we must know what other causes may
determine the content of thought besides the object
to which 1t 1s referied.

There are several causes which may deterrmine the
content of thought It may be determuned (1) by
the object of sense-perception through the mediation
of the phantasm, (2) by habit or association of
ideas, and (3) by the constructive activity of
thought 1tself guided by some purpose which 1t
seeks to realise. And each of these determimng
causes may per accidens, and under certan circum-
stances, lead {o error. Error, however, will not

00
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occur until a false objective reference has been
made, for m abstraction from objeclive reference
neither sense-impressions not ideas are cither true
or false Hence the causes of crror which we are
about fo consider are mateiial rather than foimal
causes , they account for the disconformity between
thought and thing not for the {false objective
reference, which, as we shall sce, 15 due to quite
another cause

§ 409 All that the senses give us as such (: ¢,
abstracting from any ntcllectual function that may
co-operate mm human scnse-perceplion) are the
external appearances of things, and appearances
cannot, 1n themsclves, be false, though they may
be misleading , which 1s, I take 1t, whut we mean
when we speak of ‘ false appearances® Now ‘ false’
appcarances may be due ecither to objective or to
subjective conditions The bent appearance of a
straight stick when 1t 1s portly in and partly out
of water 1s an mstance of the fiist, for the optical
illusion 1n this case 1s due to the refiaction of the
rays of light which have to pass through the water
n order to affect the eye of the observer. Agan,
the Muller-Lyer illusion 1s due to objective con-
ditions, A straight line appears shorter if 1t 1s
terminated by arrow-he 1ds which are turned inwards,
and longer 1f the arrow-hcads are turncd outwards ,
the reason bemng that in the first case the motion of
the eye by which the length of the Line 1s estimated,
1s checked, and 1n the sccond case increased, by the
arrow-heads The ‘false * appearance 1 both thesc
cxamples 15 due to the detcrmination of the scnse-
impression by something else besides the object
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upon which attention 1s focussed It 1s not merely
the stick and the straught line wliuch determine the
‘form ’ wluch the percept takes, but the stick and
the straight line e certain circumstances  Nerther
case, however, 1s strictly normal, for ordmarily we
do not pecicave things through water, nor do
we require to judge by the senses, alone and unaided,
of the length of lines 1 more or less complicated
figures And though m neither case can we get
nd of the optical 1llusion, 1t need not lead to false
judgment, provided we take account of the circum-
stances Ifor m both cases the tendency to crror
can be counteracted, 1n the first by handling and
i1 the second by measuremen!t Nevertheless, the
examples given may serve to establish two useful
critetia 1 regard to sense-perception First, we
must be careful to take account of the circumstances
under which perception takes place, and, if abnormal,
must experiment 1n order to discover whether the
special circumstances make any difference to what
we percave.  And, sccondly, if accuracy as to detail
1s required, we must make use of instruments which
place the senses in conditions in which they are
known to be rehable

§ 410 Falsc appearances are sometimes due to
subjective conditions, to the inaccuracy of the
senses or to thewr abnormal state The scnse-
mmpression does not always correspond exactly with
the objective sttmulus For instance, a stiaight
edge of paper may, as has already been pointed out,
be percerved as bent if apphied to a Line of nerve-
terminals which itsclf 18 bent  And though the
circumstances 1n this case, being those of a psycho-
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logical experiment, are clearly abnormal, 1n no case
can the senscs be relied on for moie than a certain
degree of accuracy In respect of accuracy, how-
ever, the senses vary considerably, so that the
maccuracies of one sense acting under certamn
conditions may be counteracted by employing the
same or another sense under different conditions,
or agun, and more especially, by the use of
instruments

Otler crrors, v g, illusions and hallucinations,
may be due to the abnormal conditions of the senses
ot of the bramn (addiness may causc an apparent
motion of the room 1n which one stands ; paralysis
in one of the muscles of thie cyc may cause the
stone-mason to strike lus hand instead of lus clusel ;
while abnormal sensibiity in any organ may lead,
not only to exaggerated perception, but to the
perception of what 1s not real at all, but merely
subjective It 1s clear, then, that the senses are
trustworthy only so long as they arc 1n their normal
condition, otherwisc they are lhkely to lead us
astray

§ 411. The ‘relativity’ of sensation seems to
present a more serious difficulty But this 1s not
really so, for in all cases the illusion duc to the
relativity of sensation may be counteracted by
varying 1its circumstances or its antecedents. If
we want to judge of colour accurately, we must
judge of 1t 1n various lights and with various back-
grounds, though m ordinary hfe we do not need
this exceptional accuracy, for colour 1s only one
among many qualitics by means of which we
distinguush  objects. Moieover, contrast seldom
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effects a total change 1n the colour of an object, and
since 1t 1s by differences of colour for the most part
that we distinguish objects, and since differences are
not toned down but exaggerated by contrast, 1t 1s
probable that the latter assists rather than hinders
the true perception of rcal things. The ‘relativity ’
of sensation 1s also quantitative Two objects of
the same weight but of different size are perceived
as of different weight i1f one 1s hited immediately
after the other. But here, agan, 1f we want accuracy
we do not trust the unaided senses, but have recourse
to mnstruments Fechner’s law, perhaps, might be
cited as an instance of quantitative illusions due to
relativity , but i{o me 1t seecmns that to peiccive
differences proportionatcly 1s a moie accurate way
of perceiving them than to peiccive them by
addition and subtraction.

One more ilusion illustrating a relativity of a
different kind. When seated 1n a 1a1lway train the
fields and hedgeiows scem to rush past us as we
proceed , whereas, 1 1eality, they aic motionless
The cause of this tlluston 1s that when we are uncon-
scious of our own motion, movement, if any, appears
to belong to the object. The alleged ‘apparent’
motion of the sun round the carth 1s due to a
similar cause, though here theie does not seem to
be an illusion strictly so called For we do not
percerve an actual motion 1n the sun ; all we perceive
1s that 1ts position relative to our point of observa-
tion changes from hour to hour. There 1s no
‘false’ appearance, but the error of the older
astronomers was due to a giatwitous assumption
leading to a false nference. Ilusions due to the
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relativity of motion, however, rarcly lead to error,
and need never occur provided we are carcful to
ascertain whether the object or system of objects
relative to which another object 1s said to miove,
1s 1tself really stationary.

Ordinarily, then, appearances are to be trusted,
but (1) we must exclude those cases 1 which the
condition of the senses 15 abnormal, (2) when the
circumsiances are abnormal we must asceilun
whether they make any difference to the percept,
and (3) U accuracy 1s required, we must empluy
objective mcthods of measurement which place ihe
senscs 1n such circumstances that they are rchable
even 1n regard to details

§ 412 Habit also dectermunes the content of
thought , and again per sec 1t 1s not a cause of error.
For a habit 1s but a tendency to repeat an act
already clicited. and assuming that the previous act
corresponded with 1ts object, so also will its repeti-
tion. Habit, however, depends largely upon physio-
logical conditions, pailicularly upon cerebral con-
nections; and the same set of ncurones muy
function on many different occasions not only in
the expericncing of fact, but also 1 reading and
conversation Hence the course wluch the ncrvous
impulse takes when free from intcllectual control 1s
somewhat haphazard, so to speak, and thus arise
drcams and the play of fancy It 1s clear, however,
that neither dreams nor the play of fancy lead to
error under normal conditions, for, although both
have ‘false’ appearance of objectivity, there 1s,
strictly speaking, no objective reference. Hallucina-
tions and ‘fixed’ 1deas, too, are clearly duc to
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abnormal and pathological conditions, and, if
continued, lead eventually to madness With
these cascs, therefore, we are not concerned ; but
there arc iwo cogunitive processes m which habit 15
operative, both of which are of considerable im-
portance from our point of view I refer to memory
and to the subsumption of particular cases under
general 1deas and laws

In memory we definitely set ourselves to recall
some past event, something which we have seen,
or heard, or read, so that the cerebral processes
which 1n part at least condition memory are not
free to function according to the law of least re-
sistance, but are subject to intellectual control In
what this control consists we do not know, for in
spite of much modern rescarch on the subject
memory 1s still a mystery. Nevertheless, 1t 1s clear
that the course which the nervous impulse takes zs
controlled in memory, and that m consequence
ideas tend to revive in the order m which they
occurred on the occasion which we are trymg to
recall. To me, indeed, this scems to imply not
merely 1ntellectual control, but an intellectual
memory, the activity of which 1s conditioned
physiologically, but as a habit 1s independent At
any rate, thus would account for the fact that the
mtellect accepts or rejects 1deas suggested by
physiological associations accoiding as the events
we are trying to remember do or do not seem to us
to be theremn correctly recalled—a fact which 1s not
fully accounted for by internal consistency or
mnconsistency m what we remember. In any case,
we do remember, and 1 so far as we have ceriain
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remembrance, our mcmory is orcdnanly trust-
worthy, and if we wish for gieater ceitainty we may
appeal to written records and other objective critena.

§ 413. The functioning of habit m perception
occurs hoth at the sensory and at the intellectual
level The integration of the percept 1itsclf 1s due
partly to habit, and the subsumption of the percept
under a general idea or category 1s also due paitly
to habit In both cases, however, the functioning
of habit 15 controlled by objective conditions, and
as the habit itself has been bwlt up by prciious
perceptual and conceptual activities, themselves
objectively determined, the correspondence of
percept and concept 1s not destroyed, but rather
facilitated and made more accurate Thus, the
perception of distance and of the third dimension 1s
largely due to habit, but, though in the perception
of long distances eiror may occur, and illusions of
‘ reversible perspective ’ are familiar to the experi-
mental psychologist, here as before the senscs are
reliable except 1 speccial circumstances, and here
as before their deficiencies may be easily remedied
Similarly in regard to subsumption A few char-
acteristics suffice whereby to recognise an object and
to cause a certain concept to function in the mind
A few strokes of the pen are sufficient to suggest a
soldier, a wheel-barrow, a bird, or any of the
common objects with which we are famihiar And
mn the same way real objects are mstantaneously
subsumed, and usually correctly subsumed, under a
general 1dea by force of habit, and without any
careful examination of therr characternstics But
sometimes the 1dea suggested by habitual association
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may be wrong, and the predicates which are con-
tamned within that idea may turn out to be -
compatible with this parlicular concrete mnstance,
as m the case of Madame Tussaud’s policemnan who
1s found (o be not a policeman at all, but a wax
figme mcapable of moverment Seldom, however,
when formal and deliberate assent accompanies
subsumption, does eciror occur , for unless the object
1s familiar and the subsumptlion obvious, we hesitate,
and only subsume aftcr a moie or less caieful
exammation of the characteristics of the object n
question  In most cases certamnty 1s possible if we
require 1t, and if we do not requre 1t, we are
content with probability, and so do not give a full
and complete assent

The nfluence of one’s ‘pomnt of view’ and of
expectancy 1m perception and subsumption are
particular cases of the influence of habit. The plain
man and the artist admire the sturdy grandeur of a
vencrable oak, the botamist examines its peculiar
structure and estimates 1ts age , the builder laconi-
cally remaiks that 1t 1s a finc piece of timber and
would cut mnto a number of valuable planks. Each
has considered the oak from a differcnt pomnt of
view, yet ncither has been thercby led to make a
false yjudgment. Again, expectancy 1s seldom the
cause of error It may lead to a momentary
dlusion, but this 1s usually corrected spontaneously
and mmmediately Only m abnormal cases does
expectancy lead to a falsc judgment, as i patho-
logical cases, and 1n pre-perception, where the con-
ditions are those placed by the experimental
psychologist.
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§ 414. Habit, then, though 1t 1s more or less
concerned 1 almost all cognilive activity, scldom,
if ever, leads to error, provided duc care 15 exercised
m any patticular case, whether 1t be one of memory,
of perception, or of subsumption under general
1deas. There remains, then, what I have called—
for want of a better name, which should be equally
comp:chensive—the constructive activity of thought
Under this head I mclude any kind of purposive
enquiry, inference and postulation, since all these
cognitive processes may be regarded as constiuctive
That purpose tunctions 1n almost all cogmtion can
hardly be questioned, but since, as I have already
shown 1n a previous chapler,! puiposcs do not affect
the content of thought, but only ils mntent, ¢ e, the
questions which we ask, the influence of purpose 1s
not ordinarily, nor need 1t ever be, a cause of error
That de facto purpose does sometimes lead to error,
I grant; and as to why 1t does so I shall have
something to say in a moment , but it 1s not because
facts are ‘selected’ and ‘accepied’ according to
our purposes, even though selection 1s ‘ 1mmensely
arbitrary,” and many facts are ‘ allowed to drop out
and so to become unreal *  All who wish to explain
or to theorise choose those facts which are relevant
to the purpose 1n hand , but an honest enquirer will
‘accept’ indificrently facts which confirm, and
facts which militate against, the hypothesis which
1s to be proved; while only those which are
intelevant will be neglected. ' Why purpose should be
supposed to ‘make’ or to ¢ distort’ fact I cannot
understand It makes us generally alert and

Ycf. supra, § 47.
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observant ; 1t determines the relevance of fact;
1t causes us to ‘accept’ certan facts and neglect
others, and to consider those we do accept n
relation to our hypothesis and to necglect other
rclations and significances which the same facts may
have, but wluch are wrrclevant  In short, it deter-
mnes what Professor Stout has called the ©angens’
of thought  But the accepted facts are facts for all
that , and their confent 1= not alfected by our choice
of them 1n preference to others!?

Almost all the difficultics wlich the pragmatist
finds n the ‘migidity * and °coerciveness’ of fact
arisc fiom a confusion between content and intent
Take, for mstance, the {ollowing dilemma in which
Dr Schiller sums up lis aiguments agamst the
realist’s position on this pomnt .

If our chnice, sclection, and congé d'élwe does not affect
the nigidity of tact 1t 1s an illusion which ought not
even 1o seem 1o exist, and we certamnly have no right
1o talk about 1t 1f, on the other hand, theie really
1s “sclection,” will 1t not stultify the assumption of a
nignd fact, mtiodnce a poosible arbitrary manipulation,
aud lead to alternauve constructions of reahty ? 2

In reply to the first horn of this dilemma, we may
grant that the congé d'(lre exasts and 1s no 1ltusion,
but really determines ihe intent of thought, 2 ¢, 1t
settles what facts are to be admuitted as relevant :
but 1n reply to the second horn of the dilemma, we
must deny that the ngidity of fact 1s stultified by
our sclection, since 1ts content and nature 1s not
affected Noi1 can we adnut that sclection mtro-

1¢f Prolessor Stout’s excellent essay on ‘ Error' in Personal

Idealism, with wlich I find my«cli almost wholly in agreement,
¢ Studies in Humanism, p 125,
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duces arbitrary mamipulations, since it is the facts
themselves which must deteimine our mampulation
of them 1f we are sccking truth ; or that 1t necessarily
leads to allernative constructions, since alicinative
constructions imply 1gnorance or neglect of relevant
facts, and this 1s preciscly what sclection 1s intended
to avoid

§ 415 There seems to be no reason then, why
puiposive selection or any other kind of puiposive
activily should lead to erroz On the contrary,
since, like habit, 1t faalitates both perception and
conception by defimng the pomt at 1ssue and
excluding wrrelevant matier, 1t seems to tend rather
the other way and to be, in fact, a function of the
greatest service m the acquisition of truth No
intellectual {unction of itsclf can lead us astray.
Abstraction 1s tiustworthy, for mn 1t we consider
entities, which, though they do not exist as such
a paric rer, nevertheless cxist as aspecls of reality,
and by reahity indirectly through the phantasm the
intellect 1s determuned to act  Abstraction 1s not
falsification, unless we assume with the Hegclian
that all aspects of 1eality intrmsically modify one
another, or with the pragmatist that sclection
mmplies transformation toth of which assumptions
are wholly gratuilous and unwarianicd, and lecad
mevilably to Sceptiassm  Judgment, too, 1s trust-
worthy For, 1f a posteriors and contingent, the
conjunction of subject and predicate in a certan
relation 1s direclly determined by facts; and, if
neccssary, the predicated relation i1s implied in the
abstiact entities the nature of which the intellect
has apprehended. In like manner, infetence 1s
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trustworthy, for we appienend explcitly what 1s
alrcady contained implicitly in the premisses, as
when by means of the «yllogism we apply a
general law to a particular concrete case We
have no reason, then, for distrusting the 1esults
of our intellectual operations, which per sc are
reliable provided and wn so far as they caim our
assent

But intellectual operations do not always claim
an unconditional assent Nol infrequently judg-
ment and mn{crence 1s tentative, hesitating, doubtful
We are not sure that we have apprchended things
correctly or that the conclusions we are inclined to
draw are really contamned in the premisses This 1s
the case not only in regaid to inferences based on a
complexus of hypotheses or punciples, all inter-
related and inter-dependent , but 1t 1s true also of
those 1mmediate judgments in which we apprehend
a relation as holding umiversally and necessarily
between subject and predicate On this pomnt
Aquinas remarks that the recogunition of the truth
of principles varies according to the intellectual
capacity of each individual! Sometimes our im-
mediate judgments and our inferences are certain,
as when the entities or laws with which we are
dealing are comparatively stmple, but sometimes
they are doubtful and present only a claim to truth
which requires verification. Now a doubtful judg-
ment, a doubtful infcrence, or a mere postulate 1s
not an error, since, 1n so far as it 1s doubtful, 1t 1s not
accompanicd by assent The activity of thought,
thercfore, even when inferential and constructive, 1s

L Summa Theologica, 2. 2,q 5, 2. 4, ad 3.
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not per se a cause of error, though 1t may be so
per accidens, as 1 shall now proceed to explain

§ 416. When the pragmatist asserts that the
function of the will and of thc emotions 15 of the
greatest mmportance 1n cogmition, he 15 purfectly
correct. Not only 15 almost all cognition governcd
by purposes which we strive to realise, but the will
may also directly affect assent, provided we huve
that to which assent may be given.

A rational act [says Aqmnas] can be considered 1n
two ways, first wn veferzncz to the exercise of the act,
and reguded from this aspect a rational act 1s always
under the umpenium of the will, and, secondly :n
reference to the object, 1n respect of which there are two
rational acts to be considered The first 1s the appre-
hension of the truth about anything , and mn thuis the
mntellect 15 not under our control For 1t takes place
by virtue of some natural or supeinatural ight. Hence
i this respect the intellect 15 not undes our control,
nor is it under the wmperium of the will There s
another rational act, however, ;n which the intellect
assents to what 1t apprehends If, therefore, what 1s
apprehended 1s such that the mtcllect naturally assents
to 1t (as in the case of first principles) such assent or
dissent 1s not under our control, but pertains to the
oider of nature, and so, propeily speaking, 1s subject
to the imperium of nature There are, however,
certain things which we apprehend, which do not compel
the ntellect to assent or to dissent, or, at any rate do
not prevent it from withholding assent or dissent for
some reason, and 1n such cases assent or dissent 1s

undcr our control, and 1s subject to the imperium of
the will.1

It lies 1n our power, thcrefore, not only to think or
not to thmk, but @ls» to give or to withhold our

1 Summa Theologica, 1 2,q 17,a G,
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assent 1 a doubtful case, ¢, mn a case where the
cvidence ex parfe objechr 1s nsufficient to establish
moie than a clam to tiuth, and if assent 1s given
mn such a case crror 1s the probable, though not the
necessary, 1esult

§ 417 There are various ways in which the will
may influecnce assent We may be unwilling to
take the trouble to cxaminc facts carefully or to
think a duficult problem out. We may be 1 too
great a huiry to pay due attention to the observation
of facts and their cizcumstances, or too mmpatient in
our destre to arrive at a solution to consider carefully
the pros and cons  Or, agamn, we may be anxious to
prove that we are 11ght and somebody clse 1s 1n the
wrong Many, mdeed, and varied are the motives
which may impel us to give a premature assent or
dissent to a matter that has only been half thought
out Errois due to madvertence and carelessness,
to a kind of mental inertia, are the most common
of all Facts, mierences and postulates, though
recognsed as doubtful at first, tend to becomne © true ’
by force of habit, if we do not examine and reject
their claims  For what 1s constantly before the mind
and yet 1s never examined comes to be regarded as
part of the body of truths which have already been
eslablished and validated Eriors due to the
emotions and to the ‘will to believe’ are also not
uncommon, especially 1n cases where personal
judgments are concerned, and wheie in consequence
there 1s more scope for emotional Iikes and dislikes.
We are inclined to believe what 1s derogatory to the
character of an enemy and to disbelicve what 1s
daogatory to the character of a fuiend  Agan, if
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the object of our affection or dislike 1s a class or an
mstitution, 1t 1s casy to generahise what we have
found to the credst or to the discredit of one or two
mdividuals, and to extend 1t to the whole. More-
over, errors duc to the influence of these and other
emotions tend to accumulate and so to form a
system of crroneous beliefs whicn hang together
and mutually support one another, and which,
acting as bias or prejudice, prevent the appeiception
of what has in 1cality a valid claim to our assent
There can be no question but that there are systems
of error as well as systems of truth , and systems of
error are peculiarly difficult to get rid of , for though
they must mncvitably lead to contradiction some-
where, either internally or with facts, the emotions
backed up by the system 1itself may be sufficiently
powerful to cause us to slur over the contra-
diction, or, 1if 1t 1s a question of fact, to deny
the fact that threatens to destroy our cherished
beliefs.

It 1s ncedless, however, to devclop further the
unfortunate effect of the snfluxus voluntates mn the
matter of truth It 1s the formal cause of most, [
think we may say of all, error, for strictly the dis-
conformity between thought and reality in which
error consists does not exist until the content of
thought has becn definitely referred to some object
The material causes of error account for the dis-
conformity, but they do not account for the assent
that accompanics 1t We know that under abnormal
conditions perception s unrehable, and we are also
aware that doubtful inferences and hypothetical
constructions may or may not correspond with their
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objects In such cases, thercfore, assent mmplies
either madverfcnce and carclessness—a negative
wnfluxus of the will, as 1t were—or else 1t 1s
conditioned directly by cmotional influences and
the ‘will to belhieve’

§ 418 Nevertheless, the cognitive faculties per se
and when functioning under normal conditions, are
trustworthy , and 1n so far as this 1s the case their
deliverances do not present merely a claim to truth,
but they are truc, since they are under these cir-
cumstances determined by the object itself The
criterion of truth here, thercfore, 1s nothing more
nor less than objective cvidence  We assent because
we are forced so to do by the object itself , because
1t 1s the object 1itself and not some other object or
cause which scems to have determined the content
of our thoughts, and so to have mamfested itself to
our mmd We assent because that to which we
assent 1s ‘odvious’ and wc¢ cannot help assenting.
Ridiculous and empty as ilus ciiterion of truth may
scem to some, it 15 uevertheless the only criterion
which the ordinary man uses, and the only ulfimate
criterion that there 1+s  There are many negalive
criteria : we must not assent 1f we have reason for
doubting the normal condition of the senses, if
the formal laws of logic have been violated, or if we
have contravened the norms of scientific method.
But these criteria are criteria of error rather than of
truth  Moreover, their value as means by which
crrot may be detected presupposes the vahidity
of the methods to which they pertamn; and this
we can only know because the truth of the
principles on which they are based 1s objectively

PP



642 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

evident in the sense and under the conditions
above explained

§ 419. What has been said above of the trust-
worthiness of human facultics 1 general applies
to my neighbours’ as well as to my own. Couse-
quently, although infoimation guned from others,
whether by woid of mouth or by reading, at fiist
presents only a claim 1o liuth, we are justified m
accepting the testimony of others n regaid to
facts, provided we have reason to believe that their
observations were made with due care, and provided
we have no reason to suspect any motive which
would have led them to state what they knew to be
false.

The theorctical constructions and explanations of
otheis are n a difforent case ; for in the constiuction
of theory the possibility of error 1s so gieat that we
cannot accept as authoritative the testimony of one
of the woikings of whose mind we are ignorant We
must examine the cvidence for ourselves, and 1f we
can detect no error, and both data and miciences
seem to us ‘objectively evident,” then we have
rational grounds for giving our assent, We may
apply as many negalive criteria as we ke, but m the
end we shall come back to objective evidence, and
shall ask ourselves 1s 1t or 1s 1t not clear to my mind
that the reasonings of this author or this lecturer
are valid, that his data are accurate, his inferences
logical, lns conclusions consistent with facts; mn a
word, 1s 1t obvious to me that the theory there
befoie me 1s indirectly reality itself manifesting 1ts
nature to my mind, or does there seem to be mingled
with 1t something subjective, something peisonal,
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sometlimg due merely to the constructive activity of
the thinker who propounds the theory which claims
my assent ?

§ 420 The case is not very different when
1t 1s a question of verfymg our own deductions or
theorctical constructions When we have taken
duc care to avoid mistakes, when the ordmary
logical eriteua and the special cuternia and methods
of the particular science with which we are con-
cerned, have been apphed, we are foiced back finally
upou objective evidence  Is 1t or 1s 1t not clear to
my mund {hat the content of my thoughts has becn
deternuned by the object ?  Isthe evidence sufficient
to justify asscnt ? Do my theoretical conclusions
and the complexus of expeiimental facts harmonise
sufficiently to justify me 1n giving my assent to the
tiuth of the former, o1 have I still reasonable ground
for doubt ? These arc the questions which I ask
myvsclf when judgmg of the truth of physical and
other scientific theoties, and according to the answer
which the cvidence compels me to make, I give or
withhold my assent The cevidence m such a case
1s not, nor can 1t be, complete The human mind
s finile It cannot analyse a theory into a com-
plete system of propositions logically connected
together and arranged in oider of generahty It
cannot deduce from each proposition all possible
conclusions , nor can 1t discover all the facts with
which these conclusions must comncide 1if the theory
1s to be a complete and adequate explanation. We
cannot hope that any construction of oms shall n
this sense be venfied and validated, for that would
mmply omniscience. Nevertheless, granted that ab-
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straction 1s not falsification and that systems of fact
may be considercd 1n comparative 1solation without
destroying their nature, we are justified mn holding
that theoretical constructions are true, provided
the system of theoretical inferences coincides ap-
proxmmately with the system: of known facts and
nowhere leads to contradiction * and truth here 1s
real truth 1n spite of 1ts approximate character and
its mcomplcteness For an approximate truth is
not one that 1s subject to indcfinite modification,
but one that 1s permanently true within known
Iimuts of ertor Swh a truth expresses laws which
really govern the opcration of 1eal things, and which
really belong to the stiucture and plan of the
universe, though there may be other laws which
co-operate with these of the nature of which we are
ignorant  Evidence, then. without being complete
may be sufficient to justify assent, provided 1t s
objective Anditisobjectivein the case of theoretical
constructions, even though the latter may have
begun as postulates due 1 part to the activity of
mind Tor our facts are objectively vahd and our
principle that like effects presuppose formaliter or
emmenter a similar cause 1s also objectively valid
Hence 1 so far as our 1deal laws are expressed imn
particular conclusions, the real laws which express
themselves 1n particular facts that correspond to
these conclusions must be in nature one and the
same

§ 421 In metaphysical theory our ultimate
cnterion 1s the same Our last appeal 1s always to
objective evidence. Many of the principles upon
which metaphysics 1s based are, or should be,
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necessarlly true. They should, as Mr. Bradley
says, be such that in denying them we implicitly
affirm therr truth. Yet the test of necessary truth
1s not the psychological impossibility of thinking
the contradictory, for we may still ask why tlus
should be a test of truth The final criterion 1s
sclf-cvidence, the sclf-manifestation of the nature
of the object to a rational mind. From sclf-evident
principles and from otheis that are less clearly
self-cvident we make deductions, which we may test
by the laws of formal logic  But the validity of the
laws of formal logic 1tself demands a criterion, and
that can only be sclf-evidence  Finally, comparing
principle with principle and deduction with de-
duction we ask whether they are comsistent; or
applying our theory in the concrete we enquire how
far 1t explams or fails to explain or contradicts the
data of experience Should 1t mamfest self-
discrepancy or prove mcompatible with facts we
pronounce 1t erroneous, should 1t merely fail to
explain we pronounce 1t inadequate and mcomplete.
But our criteria are not ultimate. Contradiction
certainly shows that somewhere there 1s error.
Indeed, contradiction 1s our only certasn test of error,
for 1nadvertence and the influence of subjective
conditions do not nccessarily invalidate a theory :
they merely render 1l doubtful But, on the other
hand, the absence of contradiction does not
cstablish truth. 'We cannot say that a thing 1s true
sumply because 1t 1s coherent, unless we take
coherence 1n a very wide sense as including harmony
with facts. And even then our cnterion 15 not
ultimate, for we may still ask (1) how we recogmse



646 THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE

facts ; (2) how we recogmsc that a theory 1s coherent
and docs harmomse with facls, and (3) how wae
know that reality must be consistent and coherent
and must 70 be contiadictory and selt-disciepant
And to all these questions our final answer must be
the same, 1t 1s obvious or evident

We have said that if a mctaphysical theory 1=
icoherent or incompatible with facts 1t must contain
error Can we say conversely that 1t 1s tiue 1 1l s
coherent and does harmomse with facts ? This
will depend upon what we understand by a meta-
physical theory. If we undeistand by it a theory
which shall explamn all facts and co-ordnete all
sciences, cleaily there 1s no such theoty Dut if
we understand by 1t a certain complexus of doctimes
which explain facts in geneial, then thesc muy be
cstabhished as true  Fiom the general fact of hinite
existence we may argue to the mfimte, from the
contingent to the necessary, from the caused to
the uncaused or sclf-existent, and from the existence
of a rational plan in the uni cise to an intellect which
constructed and devised 1t These aiguments, I
shall be told, are old-fashioned and at best only
probable That they are old-fashioned I adnut,
but that they are only probable 1 cannot grant, fo
to me their validity 1s evident To discuss tlus
question, however, would take us outside the theory
of knowledge What I wish here to point ou, 1s
that even if the aiguments by which the existence
of God 1s commonly proved are, when taken mdi-
vidually, only probable, they may yet be valid when
taken together, for then they form not merely a sum
of probabilities, but, as the Hegelian would say, a
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coherent whole. The umiverse 1s a coherent system
of mter-related parts, and the only condition which
can salisfy tlus fact, the only ‘hypothesis’ that
can explain 1t, 1s the doctrine of the existence of a
necessary Being from whom it proceeds by an
unchanging yet creative act

§ 422. What I have said above of objective
evidence as the ultimate and 1n many cases the only
criterion of truth 1s i substance what Newman has
said 1 his Grammar of Asscni of what he calls the
sanction of the Mlative Scnse ““The course of
inference,” he says, ““1s ever more or less obscure,
while assent 1s ever distiuct and definite, and yet
what 1s 1n 1ts nature thus absolute does, m fact,
follow upon what in outwaid mamfestation 1s thus
complex, indirect, and recondite ’ Hence he infers
that we must take things as they arc, and “ mstead
of devising, what cannot be, some sufficient science
of reasoning which may compel certitude 1n concrete
conclusions, must confess that there 1s no ultimate
test of truth besides the testvmony born o truth by the
mand wself 1 Ncewman treats the subject of truth
psychologically, whereas I have treated 1t epistemo-
logically He does not ask ‘ how comes it about that
we can be certamn, ’2 he accepts certitude as a fact
and then enquires what 1s 1ts nature, what 1ts
conditions, what the processes that lead up to 1t
as a psychical act of the mind, Consequently he does
not base certilude on objective evidence as I have
done, but rather on the trustworthiness of the
faculty of reason  Neverthceless, Newman maintains
the certainty of knowledge and the real objective

L Grammar of Assent, p. 350 (Italics mne) 2Ibid,p 344.
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validity of knowledge as carnestly as docs any
realist Certitude 1s a natural and normal state of
the mind. It 1s not something to hide away and be
ashamed of Our very possession of certitude 1s a
proof that 1t 1s not a weakness nor an absuidity to be
certamm? And tlie object of certitude and assent
15 somcthing real, sometlung the nature of which we
appiehend , 1t 1s not a mere notion or symbol or
word, the product of abstract and formal reasoning
which 1s out of touch with reality.

§ 423 There 1s scarcely a single doctine now
upheld by the pragmatists which 1s not to be found
verbally stated 1n the Grammar of Assent, yet
Newman was not a pragmatist. His standpoint 1s
psychological and human; nay, more, he ac-
knowledges the personal element in truth ; yet us
standpoint 15 perfectly compatible with Realism
because the results of hus psychological analyscs are
not exaggerated. The rcal nature of truth 1s not
confused with 1ts pragmatic value Product 1s not
confused with process, content with intent, the
varnous processes and methods by means of wlich
truth 1s attained with the real objective validity of
truth 1itsclf He had as great a horror of verbal
arguments as any pragmatist, yet he isists that
certitude must follow on mnvestigation and proof 2
He admits that certitude 1s accompanied by 1in-
tellectual satisfaction and repose; yet any
additional strength given to 1t by the emotions he
regards as adventitious and accidental He shows
how knowledge 1s a growth, how in knowing a truth
we are active, and how 1n order to understand and

Yloc cil, pp 344, 209, 2, p. 238,
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appreciate a truth we must hive 1t , but the active
recognition ot propositions as true must be exeicised
at the bidding of reason , and veason never bids us be
certawn except on absolute proof! No merely formal
or verbal aigument 1s valid for Newman And
while, with Simmel, he acknowledges that 1n a senes
of reflex judgments each mn turn may exercise a
citical function towards those of the semes that
precede 1t; yet the certitude which results from
tlus series of proofs when taken in the concrete—not
as a sum but as a systematic whole—is certitude,
indefectible and irreversible? Lastly, everyone
who rcasons 1s his own centre, and no expedient for
atlaming a common measure of minds can reverse
this truth, yet the personal action of the ratiocinative
faculty, the perfection of which 1s called the Illative
Sense, 15 capable of pronouncing a final judgment
on the validity of inference 1n conciete matters such
as may warrant that certitude 1s nghtly ehcited
m favour of a proposition we infer ?

§ 424 TFor Newman, as for all realists, there 1s
only one ultimate and unuversal criterion of truth,
the evidence which results from a carcful examination
and study of that which we wish to inow, and as to
the sufficiency of that evidence we are forced to trust
and may nghtly trust the deliverance of reason
itself. Other criteria of error and of truth are useful
and have methodological validity, but taken singly
and 1n 1solation from the living process of reasoning
about objective real things, they are inadequate
craterta  “ Qur enquues,” he says, “ spontaneously
fall 1nto scientific scquence, and we think 1n logic
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as we talk in prose, without aiming at doing so.”
But such a tangible defence of what we hold, though
it so fortifies and 1illustrates our holdings that it
acts as a vivid apprchension acts, giving them
luminousness and force, yet considered as an analysis
of our ratiocination 1n its length and breadth, 1s
necessarily madequate*  “ Thought 1s too keen and
manifold, 1ts path too personal, declicate, and
carcuitous, 1ts subject-matter too various and
mticate, to admit of the trammels of any language,
of whatever subtlety and of whatever compass.” 2
And precisely because thought is so subtle and
mtnicate and personal, the human mind 1s capable
of attaming truth and yet 1s mcapable of proving
the truth of what 1t holds by formal arguments to
another who fails to appreciate the concrete evidence
upon which that truth 1s based, and the concrete
and intricate process of reasoning by which 1t has
been established.

1 Ibid., pp. 286, 287. 3 Ibid., p. 284.
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§ 425 By a ‘lugher synthesis,’ I understand, a
synthesis mm which antitheses are reconciled by
means of distinctions which, while eliminating that
which 18 false in the differcnces, retain what 1s true
and reumte 1t 1n a truth that 1s higher because 1t
1s fuller and more significant And at the outset of
this essay 1n cogmition, I boldly ventured to claim
that Realism, if properly understood, 15 a ligher
synthesis of Absolutism and Pragmatism It now
remamns for me to resume the chief pomnts which I
have cndeavoured to make 1 tlus somewhat
lengthy discussion, and to show that my mam
contention 1s vahd

The Cntical Philosophy of Kant assumes as its
first principle that 11 knowledge the object conforms
to the mind, and tlus 1s the direct contradictory of
the first principle of Amnstotehan Realism. Abso-
lutism and Pragmatism may be regarded as differ-
ences of Kantian Cniticism, not that they do not
contain many idecas that are new, nor yet that they
are opposed on every pomt; but that in general
they are antitheses of which the fundamental
principles were enunciated more or less clearly by
the author of the Critiques of Reason and Judgment
Both 1etamn the fundamental assumption of the
Copernican revolution, and both attribute know-
ledge, and to some extent reahty, to the con-
structive activity of mind, but the * forms’ which
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i knowledge are imposed upon the receptivity of
malter are i Absolutism constifulive pimciples
arising from the natuic of thought as such, while 1n
Pragmatism they are practical forms expressive of
liuman needs and directive of human actions  DBoth
scck to re-cstablish metaphysics on a sounder basis,
but wlule Absolutism sccks that basis in the
doctimnes of the first Critigue—Aprionism and
Immanence, Pragmatism sccks 1t m the second
Criigue, 1 postulation and the experimental
activity by which we scek to realise our postulates
mn the concrete and so to satisfy our nceds The
standpoint of Alsolutism 1s theoretical : 1t em-
phasises the functions of the intellect against
Sensationalism The standpoint of Pragmatism 1s
empirical and practical 1t emphasises the function
of the will against Intcllectualism. Consequently,
Absolutism tends to Monism, while Pragmatism has
a pronounced metaphysical inclination toward
Plurahsm, and toward a plilosophy of Pure Ex-
perience which shall ultimately resolve itsclf 1n
Personal Idealism  TFinally, Truth for the absolutist
1s an Ideal Whole, and 1its test 1s coherence , while
for the pragmatist 1t 1s utility, and 1ts test 1s 1its
practical consequences for man What Kant says
of Rational Psychology, the pragmatist applies to
all knowledge It 1s merely a

‘salutary discipline,’” and 1ts mamifest contradictions
show that the nature of the self (and the nature of
things) cannot be known by the speculative itellect,
and thus we are prevented from giving oursclves up to
a mystic spmtualism that has lost 1ts hold of actual
Ife The refusal of rcason to answer our curious
questions as to a life beyond the present we ought to
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mterpret as a hint to apply our scli-knowledge to
fiuitful, practical ends and {o {urn away from fruitless
and transcendant spcculations !

Pragmatism, then, 1s the antithesis of Absolutism,
for what the one asscits the other for the most part
demes. Yet, although Absolutism and Pragmatism
are differentiations of Criticism which have taken a
diametnically opposite direction, both attempt to
transcend the fundamental piinciple of the Kantian
revolution and to rcntroduce into knowledge, either
from above or fiom below, some form of objective
determination. In other words, both tend to
return to a morc realistic allilude mn which the
priciple of Kant 1s practically denied  And it 1s,
I mamtam, only by following out this tendency
that the absolutist and the pragmatist can hope to
find an adcquate solution of the problems of reality
and of knowledge mn which therr differences,
psychological, metaphysical and epistemological,
may finally be reconciled

§ 426 In Absolutism psychology 1s almost
completcly absorbed and overshadowed by meta-
physics  Psychological questions are discussed for
the most part only In so far as they seem to lend
support to metaphysical theory. Hegel’'s Pheno-
menology and Dr Joaclum’s Nature of Truth are m
a sense psychological, genctic and human  So, too,
1s the standpoint adopted by Professor Bosanquet
in his Logic ; for lus analysis of the functions of
thought, and his theory of the development of the
hypothetical and universal from the individual
judgment, are based on a study of the human mind ,

1 Kant, Werke, vol w1, p 694,
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chiefly, one would suppose, of his own. Neverthe-
less, the tendency of Absolulism 1s to 1egazd know-
ledge from the Absolute and not fiom the L.wman
point of view; to treat of knowledge i geneial,
and then to predicate it, not of a human, but of a
supra-human mtelligence, which mamfests and
realises 1tself in fimte centres  Consequently,
human knowledge 1s at bottom an ilusion, 1ts
development 1s not real but apparent. The psy-
chology of Absolutism dacs not 1cveal a dynunie
process 1 time, but 1s ratlier a static analysis of
what eternally s, mto the organic dificrences of an
underlymg ground

Pragmatism seeks to counteract the exaggerations
of this static, hifeless Intellectualism by guing to the
other extieme. Nothing 1s, cveiytlung becomes
Knowlcdge 1s a process w.thout piesuppositions or
grounds , and it 1s above all things an active, iving,
psychologicat, human process There 15 nolliiug
static about 11 , nothing which has not had a history,
and 1s still destined to have a history; nothing
which did not begin as a postulate to some cxtent
unverified and liable to change, and which must ever
so remam All knowledge 1s human knowledge,
spunging fiom human nceds, expiessing itsell n
human actions, leading to conscquences the value
of which depends upon their power to satisfy human
needs The pragmatist claims to have found as the
result of his analysis of the process of human cog-
nition, not a priors forms, but postulates and
experiments  The postulatory or experimental
theory of knowledge is a psychological theory. It
does not enquire with the absolutist * how knowledge
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1s possible,” but rather what happens when we know
or thmk that we know

The psychological analyses upon which Prag-
malism 1s basced, lhowever, aie somewhat scanty and
far from adequate, and to make up for this deficiency
the pragmatist does 1n psychology what the abso-
lutist does 1n metaphysics, he gencralises categories
beyond the limits within which they are applicable.
Kant analysed experience and assumed that the
categories he found there belonged to the subject ;
Fichte analysed self-consciousness, and assumed
that 1n so doing he had discovcred the structure of
Reality : the pragmatist analyses cogmition, and,
finding that we somctimes postulate, assumes that
we do so always and in every case Absolutism
overcomes the Subjectivism of Kant, by making the
Eternal Ego the subject of all consciousness and by
transferring to Him (or It) the a prior: forms
through which Reality 1s constiucted Humanism
gets nid of the fallacy of attubuting to the Absolute
the processes of human cogmtion by making
psychology once mote a human science , but m so
doing, 1t goes too far, and returns once more to a
Subjectivism similar to Kant’s, cxcept that in place
of a priors forms we now have human needs and
pu1poses

§ 427. The realist, on the other hand, is able to
assign to psychology its due place in the theory of
knowledge without finding himsclf impelled toward
Subjectivism, and without having to invoke a
psychology of the Absolute, of which he knows httle
or nothing, i order to save himself from 1t His
psychology 1s as human as that of the pragmatist.
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He grants that all thought 1s purposive, and tends
to satisfy human needs, yet by restricting puipose
to the intent of thought and 1egarding satisfaction
as the consequence rather than as the essence of
truth he 1s able to find room n knowledge for
objective determination and rcal objective meaning
He grants that action 1s essential to knowledge, and
that concepts are useful tools which help us in the
manipulation of experience, but, on the other hand,
he 1nsists that action is subordinate to knowledge
gud knowledge, and that, though by action know-
ledge 1s acquired and 1n 1t 1s expressed, knowledge
and action must not be confused or 1dentified. And
thus the realist, without reducing the mntcllect to a
mere machine for the manufacture of useful symbols,
can justly claim that knowledge 1s living, and,
though he does not attribute 1t to the mere unaided
ntellect, can truly claim that at 1s real

Again, to the pragmatist the realist concedes that
axioms are useful as regulative principles and that
they are derived from and may be applied 1n con-
crete experience, but he denies that avioms are
merely regulative or merely useful, or that their
truth depends upon their application  While to the
absolutist he grants that axiomatic principles are
constitutive of knowledge, and that their objective
counterparts are constitutive of reality, but he
refuses to identify knowledge and reality or to
assign to axioms an a prior: birth. Thusin Realism
the nccessity and objectivity of axioms 1s reconciled
with their empirical origin, and their utility as
practical norms 1s found to be compatible with, nay
more, to depend upon, their objective significance
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Again, the empuical origin which 1s assigned to all
knowledge 1n Realism makes 1t possible for know-
ledge to have a real and not merely an apparent
development, and at the same time allows full scope
for expeniment and for the constructive activity of
thought , but since the realist acknowledges also
the power of the iniellect to apprehend to some
extent the nature of rcal entitics and the relations
which 1n some cases hold of nccessity between them,
he 1s not forced to explamn away self-evidence nor
to mvent mythical stories 1 order to explamn how
what 1s clearly not a postulate might possibly have
been so 1n 1ts origin

§ 428 It 1s difficult to compare Pragmatism
and Absolutism metaphysically for while Abso-
lutism 1s essentially metaphysical, Pragmatism
professes to be unattached, and the philosophy of
Pure Experience with which 1t harmonises best,
itself tends to disruption, leading us on either to
Monism or to some form of Panpsychism or Personal
Idecalism. Pragmatism, however, like Absolutism,
1s 1dealistic 1n so far as 1t demies that the object of
perception and thought 1s independent of and
external to the mind in the realist’s sense; but
this does not seem to be cssential to Pragmatism.
And though the pragmatist 1s inclined to adopt the
doctrine of Immanence, lus philosophy docs not
stand or fall with that doctrine Rather, 1t 1s an
excrescence, a supplementary theory, a confession
of 1gnorance gs to the metaphysical relation which
liolds between mind and mind, between thought and
reality Yet on onc pomnt theie 1s clearly a resem-
blance, viz , between TFichie’s 1dea of a system of

QQ
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rational egos which eternally strive to realise them-
selves, and the Personal Idealism of those prag-
matists who conceive the universe as an aggicgate
of rational, purposive minds, intcracting one with
another, and each striving 1o satisfy its needs by
forcing a thoroughly plastic and formless matter to
conform to 1ts preconceived notions and hypotheses
The later philosophy of Fichte also suggests a com-
parison ; for lus Personal Idealism eventually gave
place to an Absolutism which was more lke a
philosophy of Pure Experience than what we now
undcrstand by Absolutism  Compare, for instance,
Fichte’s assertion that the Life of Knowledge 1s
everything, that 1t alone exists, and exists of 1tsclf,
requiring no subject 1 which to inhere, with the
Radical Empiricism of Professor James in which
substances and selves are done away and there 1s
left only the cogmitive process. the series of present
thoughts or experiences which succeed one another
and pass one into the other by continuous transi-
tions, out of which are engendered 1n reflection both
subject and object, thought and reality

In spite of these similanties, however, Prag-
matism as a theory of knowledge 1s radically different
from and opposed to Absolutism. It demes that
the umiverse 1s really one, and insists that both
methodologically and epistemologically 1t must be
regarded as plural. The universe for the pragmatist
1s not an organism, but rather a flat mosaic of which
the parts, though inter-related, are yet distinct
And if he sometimes seems to 1dentify reality with
experience, he 1dentifies 1t not with the experience
of the Absolute, but with his own experience and
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with the experiences of other minds, human or
incipiently human  Reality may be the product of
mind, but 1t 15 the product not of a single all-
embracing Mind, but of the combimned activity of
many minds, past, present, and n respect of future
realities yet to be evolved. Facts, if they are
immanent at all, are immanent within fimte human
experiences, and not within the experience of a
sclf-sufficient and eternal consciousness. The
pragmatist laughs at an Absolute which 1s a ligher
synthesis of God and the devil ; and of all kinds of
knowledge, that which he singles out as most useless,
1s the knowledge which Absolutism claims to give.

§ 429 The realist does not go so far as this in
his opposition to Absolutism. He admits that both
Absolutism and Pragmatism contain much that 1s
tiue, and that of the two from a metaphysical
standpomnt Absolutism 1s more satisfactory since
1t 1s less ambiguous, more consistent and more
complete Neverthcless, he cannot accept Abso-
lutism as 1t stands, for the assumptions upon which
1t 15 based seem to him wholly unfounded, and the
conclusions to which it leads he finds to be in-
compatible with facts. The fundamental theses
of Absolutism have no foundation 1 the data of
experience, but on the contrary, contradict many
such data, a contradicion which Absolutism 1s
neither able to explain nor yet to explain away.
All 1dealists affirm that we cannot think of objects
except as experienced, nor continue to speak of a
piece of existence from which all perception and
feeling have been removed. And this statement,
if rightly interpreted, 1s true, but if nghtly inter-



660 THLORIES OF KNOWLLDGE

preted, it does not lead to Idealism For if by a
‘ picce of existence ’ 1s meant a corporeal thing, and
by the ‘ removal of all perception and feeling,” that
1t 15 posstble to know that thing otheiwise than by
means of sense-perception, then 1t 1s true that ‘ we
cannot find any piece of existence of which we can
still continue to speak when all perception and
feeling have been removed, or any fragment of
its matter, any aspect of its being, which 1s not
derived from, and 1s not still relative to this source,’
but 1t does not follow from this that an object does
not exsst independently of our perception of it or
that we cannot think of 1t except as actually being
percetved. Again, psychological introspection does
not reveal those felt-wholes of which Mr Bradley
speaks and from which relational appearances are
supposed not merely psychologically but really to
emerge What we perceive 1s a felt-whole, if by a
felt-whole you mean that what 1s perceived 1s per-
cewved all together and 1n a single act But what
we percetve 1s percerved neither as one nor yet as
many until we think aboutt, and then i1t may become
either one or many, and not until 1t has become
etther one or many do we regard 1t as revealing to
us the nature of what we perceive. On the other
hand, 1t 1s a datum of our experience that what we
perceive 1s external, independent and matenal, and
until the idealist can explain this he 1s not justified
m treating as an 1illusion a behief which 1s both
natutal and umversal and apparently has been so
for all time

Realism, then has at any rate this advantage,
that 1t 15 consisteat with focts which Absolutism
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seems to deny. But T will go further than this, and
will ecndeavour to show that as an explanation of the
Universe Realism 1s more adequate and more con-
sistent than Absolutism preeiscly 1n regard to those
points where the demand of the human mind for an
explanation 1s most urgent and peremptory As,
however, the metaphysics of Absolutism 1s so
intimately bound up with its theory of relations, 1t
1s necessary first to sum up briefly the results of
our previous discussion of this matter

§ 430. Almost all philosopheis now admut that
relations are real Even the empincist has at
length been forced to acknowledge this truth,
though, being unable to explam how relations are
real, he affirms that they arc real because we feel
them, which we certamnly do not. Neither the
absolutist nor the realist 1s content with so super-
ficial a vicw. Both attempt to explamn the nature
of relations and the connection of relations with what
they relate. But thc absolutist, assuming that
thought (or experience) and 1cality are one, prefers
to treat the matter psychologically, since for him
what 1s true of our knowledge of relations must be
true of relations wn rerum nalura The result 1s
that he has given us two theornes which are mutually
contradictory , for while Green, observing that our
knowledge of relations 1s often prior to our know-
ledge of the objects they relate, mfers that objects
are really subsequent to and dependent on therr
relations, Mr Bradley, observing that our know-
ledge of relations 1s often simultaneous with our
knowledge of their lerms, infeis that relations and
their terms are interdependent and mutually pre-
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supposcd one by the other But the fact 1s that our
knowledge of relations may be either prior to, or
stmultaneous with, or subsequent o our knowledge
of the objects related ; hence a psychological theory
must evitably lead to contradiction if applied to
real rclations  Moreover, common-sense nvariably
regards a relation as ansing from and as dependent
on 1its terms, irrespective of the order in which our
knowledge of relations and objects has developed,
and this fact the Absolutist neglects altogether, as
he also neglects the fact that relations may be
predicated as an attribute, and in most cases as a real
attribute, of erther of the objects related. The reahst
alone takes account of all these facts, for in lus theory
alone are relations regarded as entities belonging to
mdividual objects and conditioned by qualitics m
those objects which have a real ordo 1n regard to
other objects, an ordo which 1s implied in and 1s
dependent upon the rational plan of the umveise
The reahst’s theory 1s moie adequate than that of
the absolutist, and 1t 1s so because, asusual, where the
absolutist makes general statements of somewhat
vague mmport, the rcahst inscits a distinction, and
so makes the statement at once more precisc and
more consistent with facts Instead of affirmung
that relations and their terms are int«rdependent,
he affirms that the terms give rise to the relations
and the relations presuppose the terms, and mstead
of asserling that ‘ relations mtrinsically modify their
terms,” he asserts that real rclations wmply a modi-
fication 1 af least one of the objects they relate,
and thus 1s able to avoid the somewhat absurd and
decidedly sceptical conclusion that every lttle bit
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of additional knowledge we acquire involves an
mtrinsic modification of cvery particle of the
knowlcdge we alrcady possess

§ 431 The absolute theory of relations accounts
largely for the unmistakably pantheistic tone of
many of the theses of Absolutism; while that
ambigmity which characterises the conception of a
relation as a somcthing which somehow connects,
and somchow intrinsically modifies, and somehow
ariscs from and in and together with its terms, also
characterises almost all the leading doctrines of the
absolutist. And 1t 1s these mysterious ‘ somehows '
which meet us at every turn and are not only
unexplained but are declared to be inexphcable,
that more than anything else arouses the anger
and provokes the scorn of the piagmatist Yet 1t
1s possible by the aid of distinctions to remnterpret
these doctrines, almost without exception, in a
realistic sense, and so not only to render them more
precise and more compatible with facts and with
common-scnse but also to rid them of that dangerous
pantheistic character which seems to destroy that
which 1s most valuable to man, his freedom and his
personality. Thus it 1s true that

the unification of the manifold of the world (of human
knowledge) imphes the presence of the manifold to a
(human) nund, for which and through the action of
which 1t 1s a related whole' (in the logical, but not m
the real sense of that term). (And, again, 1t 1s true that)
the unification of the manifold of the (real) world
implies the presence of the manifold to a (divine) mind,
for which, and through the action of which, 1t exists

1 Pyolegomena to Ethics, § 82
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as a system of inter-iclated and inter-active beings,
constructed according to a rational plan in which each
being has 1ts proper place.

It 1s true also that the universe 1s a logical whole
and a teleologual whole, but not that it 1s a real
whole , and agaun that it 1mplies a unity of Ground,
and that a number of absolutely independent co-
ealsting reals 1s impossible, but not that thus unifying
Ground 1s immancnt, though the co-existing reals
arc present to It, and exist for It, and are sustained
in their bemng by [t For the realist, each existing
being 1s one and individual and has its own existence
and 1ts own natuie, though 1t 1s wholly and essen-
tially dependent upon the Divine Being for that
exaistence and that nature, and may also 1n a different
scnse be dependent on another finite being for 1ts
existence and 1ts nature, stnce 1t may have been by
the action of that finite being as a secondary cause
that it was brought into existence 1n time.

§ 432 Realism. 1t has been said, conceives God
anthiopomorphically , but in Absolutism the con-
ception of the universe is more anthropomorphic
still. The absolutist, finding that man 1s one,
mdwvidual, organic, and that his thoughts and
actions are mmmanent within him, applies this
conception tn the umiverse itself, but he forgets
that human attributes can be predicable of God only
m an analogous sense, and he forgets also that man’s
thoughts are not merely immanent. but refer to a
something other and beyond, and that his actions
are transcat us well as immanent Nor can 1t be
sud that the reabist 15 guilty of a similar ilhcit use
of a category when he says that God 1s the First
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Cause of the Umverse, for he does not predicate
causality of God 1n the same sensc that he predicates
it of fimte agents A finite cause cannot act with-
out mtrinsic modification, and 1s 1tself caused, being
in fact but one among a serics of causes, finite 1n
power, extent and duration God acts without
mtrinsic modification, 1s the Cause of all things
without Himsclf bemng caused, and does not belong
to the finiie secries of causes at all, but exists of
1Timself, 1s omnipotent, omnipresent, and eternal
The relation between God and the universe 1s a
mystery and creation does not fully explain 1t , but
the difference between Absolutism and Realism in
tlus respect 1s that while the former makes thé
relation between God and man a hopeless mystery
and describes 1t 1n teims which, to say the least,
sound pantheistic, the latter at any rate attempts
to solve the mystery ; and though recognising that
the human mind 1s mcapable of comprehendmng it
and that human language 1s powctless adequately to
express 1t, 1s carcful not only to point out that
terms are not used mn the same scnse when pre-
dicated of God and of His creatures, but also to
indicate as cleaily as 1s possible in what sense they
arc used And thus by clear conception and a
cortespondingly precise use of language, he 1s able
to save himself from even the imputation of
Pantheism and at the same time to reconcile Monism
with Pluralism. For Realism the universe 1s one
and 1t 15 also many; and 1 a ccrtamn sense 1t 1S
also one mn many. It 15 onc because 1t procceds
from and 1s sustained i 1ts being by one divine
Source ; and 1t 15 many becausc 1t consists of many
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mdividuals really distinct and really having a nature
of therr own It 15 also inany 1n one, because God 1s
‘ immanent ’ within the universe, not anyhow nor
yet i the same way that my thoughts are immanent
within me, but “est 2 omnibus per potentiam, 1
quantum ommnia ejus potestat: subduntur ; est per
prasentiam 1n omnibus in quantum omnia nuda sunt
et aperta oculis ejus, est 1n omnibus per essentiam,
n quantum adest omnibus ut causa essends !

§ 433. Realism does not destroy Absolutism by
thus distinguishing within 1ts vague but suggestive
theses a sense 1n which they are true from a sensc 1n
which they are not. The realily of the Absoluic
Ground 1s still preserved, and so too,1sthe reality of
the process by which from that Ground finite beings
proceed, and the reality of their dependence upon 1t.
Finite beings are really °differcnces’ and ‘ap-
pearances’ of the Absolute, since they mamfest n
different ways, though always imperfectly, 1ts
attributes But they are not mere appcarances nor
mere differences, nor do they proceed from that
Ground by emanation Finite beings, though
essentially dependent upon the Divinity, are yet
distinct, having cach their own nature and finite
contingent existence; wlile the Divimity itscli,
precisely because 1t 15 the Ground or Cause of all
things, and yet 1s distinct, 15 not merely an abstract
Ground, but a lving Personality having m an
infimte degrec all that 15 mamfested in the finite
bemngs that are due to Its creative act.

So closely at times does Absolutism seem to
approach to the metaphysic of Reahsm that the

Y Summa Theologica, 1. q 8,a 3
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insertion or the omission of a few distinctions would
bé sufficient to change the one into the othcr By
Professor Mackenzic and m a certan sense by Hegel
and even by Mr Biadley, the 1eal existence of the
so-called ‘material’ world 1s granted. “ The
idcalist,” says Piofessor Mackenzie, ““ does not seck
to rob anyone of lus sun and planets, nor even of
lus cups and saucers To say that sometlung 1s
more than what 1t scems 1s not to say that it 1s not
what it seems ! And, 1n truth, if 1t be granted
that ‘material’ things are ‘less real ’ than strictly
spiritual beings, 2 ¢, that they have the properties
that we predicate of them physically, but have
neither 1intelligence, will, nor scntience, even on
this point there 1s not much difference betwcen
Realism and Objective Idecalism, save that the
realist objects to calling material things ‘ spintual’
on the ground that 1l 1s a misuse of terms The
realist holds with Kant “ that what lies at the back
of phenomena 1s the thing-in-itself wlich may not
be heterogeneous ” Indeed. he would go further,
and say that if the thing-in-tsclf here means God,
as 1t seems to do, 1t cannot be wholly heterogeneous,
smce 1f God has created the unierse he must have
crcated it ke to Himself And though the realist
would not grant that the material world may be but
another aspect of the Divinity, he would certainly
acknowledge the existence of “a thinhing being,
the signs of whose thoughts in phenomena we can
percerve ' 2

Thus the difference between Realism and

LMind, NS 59, p 325.
8 Werke, 11, p. 694
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Absolutism in regard to metaphysics is not in-
supcrable, and yet 1t 1s sufficient for Realism to be
able to clum that it retams all that 1s of wital
mmportance to thc metaphysics of Pragmatism
The umity, the changelessness, and the absolute
reality of the umiverse are realised m the Divine
Bemg who s one, eternal, and who alonc has
reality @ se. Yet real personality. 1eal activity, and
real development exist in the cicated universe of
finite and conlingent bemngs, and tlus 15 what the
pragmatist demands He dumands, tov, 2 ‘ woild
of plural facts;’ and this also 1s to be found in
Realism, though the realist’s woild of plural facts
and plural beings 1s not a mosaic, but rather a
system created and maintained m its being according
to a defimite and rational design which 1t manifests
Upon mote than this the pragmatist does not msist,
and 1t 1s lit'le use re-ciscussing or tiyimng to reconcile
the hopeless ambigmties and obvious discrepancies
of an mcomplete philosophy of Puic Experience

§ 434. Inregud to Tiuth theic aie many pomnts
upon which Realism may be said to 1cconale the
difierences of Absolut.sm and Pragmatism  In the
first place, almost all of what 1s positive 1 that
which the pragmatist contends for may be granted
Truth 15 empincally deteimined, and yet 1s due
large measure to the activity of the buman mind
It 1s not static; 1t develops, and m its develop-
ment postulation, experiment and purposive selec-
tion each play a part. And truth, when ‘made’, 1s
regulative of human actions, leads to useful conse-
quences and satisfies human nceds All this may
be granted as psychological fart; but in granting
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it we must make ceriamn reservations Truth in the
process of ‘ making ’ 15 not a passive ¢ mirroring ’ of
fact, but truth, when made, does coirespond with
and reveal the nature of reahty Postulation and
purposive sclection are of the gieatest importance
mn the acqusition of tiuth, but all truth 1s not
obtamned by postulation, nor does sclection neces-
sarily mutilate truth, or purpose modify its content.
All truth 1s noimative, useful and satisfactory ; but
1t 1s not merely normative nor merely useful, norisit
determined as truth by its power of giving satis-
faction.

The realist finding himself 1n agreement with the
pragmatist on so many pomnts in regard to the
chaiactenistics and growth of human tiuth, must to
sume exient find himself at varance with the
absolutist 1n so far as the latter denies and does
not merely neglect these points Thus he cannot
admit that human truth 1s duc to the immanence
of the Absclule within our finile minds Indeed,
it 1s inconccivable that the Absolute should be
thinking 1 us, since error 15 a fact and i 1t our
thoughts go wrong. Nevertheless, Realism holds
that human truth, in so far as it 1s truth, really
manifcsts the thoughts of the Absolute as expressed
m concrete facts, and really ieveals in part that
sysiematic and coherent Truth which the absolutist
calls Ideal and the realist ontological, but which
both grant to be at botiom 1identical with reality
itself. The 1calist, again, mamntamns as firmly as
the absolutist that the concepts by means of which
we think have real meaning and are not mere
symbols or noums, and that the 1elations which hold



670 THEDRICS OF KNOWLEDGE

between these concepts at any rate correspond even
if they arc not 1dentical with relations and Jaws that
hold 1in the rcal world Lastly, Cognition 1
Realism as m Absolutism 1s properly a function of
the ntellect to which 1n tlus matter other faculties
are subordinate

§ 435- Thusin Truth, as understood by Realism,
are brought togcther the chicf charactenstics of
both Absolute and pragmatic tiuth, but in regard
to the criteria of truth and in regard to its ap-
proximate character the realist finds himsclf at
variance with both ‘ Uscful consequences and
¢ the sausfaction of needs’ as such do not scem to
him to be criteria of truth at all, but rather the
result of truth already establishcd On the other
hand, the necessity of application and vernification 1n
experience he grants, as also he grants the necessity
of ‘cohcrence’ But neither criletion for him 1s
either universal or ultimate. The only criterion
which at once possesses both these characteristics
is that cvidence which comes from the object, and
which the mind, conscious that 1t has not bcen
mnfluenced by subjective conditions, has carefully
examined, and so has come to recognise for what
it 1s, a true manifcstation of objective reality  The
approximate naturc of human truth 1s also granted,
and not mcicly granted, but insisted upon by
the realst; yet he also insists that this approxi-
mation does not destroy trutl, and that to be
approximate 15 quite a different thing from being
subject to indefinile and intrinsic modification.
Here he dissents from both absolutist and pragma-
tist. Convinced that knowledge 1s possible, he



CONCIL.UDING CITAPTER 671

mnfers that the means or instruments by which
knowledge 1s acquired, viz, the human faculties of
cognition, must be veracious Hence, when by a
process of reasoning which, as Newman says, 1t 15
mmpossible completely to analyse or adequately
to express i woids, 1cason (or the ‘ Illative Sense ’)
pronounces a proposition or a doctrine to be true, the
realist prefers to accept this dictum of his intellect
rather than fall into Scepticism.

§ 436. Pragmatist and absolutist, on the other
hand, though the one derives the doctrine from his
Postulatory theory of knowledge and the other from
his Coheience-notion of Truth, both affirm that
knowledge 1s hable to indefinmite modifications and
may become some day completely transformed
But 1n spite of Dr. Schiller’s assertion to the con-
trary, 1t 1s Pragmatism and not Absolutism that 1s
most 1nfected by this Scepticism. The absolutist
15 an 1ntellectualist, and an mntellectualist can hardly
be a sceptic. He may admit that human know-
ledge evolves ; but he 1s not as a rule so fascinated
by the 1dea of evolution that he must needs extend
evolution to all truths, even to those which 1n deny-
ing we mphcitly affirm, nor does he feel bound to
reduce all knowledge to a process which could never
have had a begmning and will never have an end.
On the contrary, he has a metaphysic in which
apparently he belicves, and with lis view of truth
a ‘Corridor-theory ’ 1s incompatible Not so the
pragmatist, as witness Lc Roy and Papmmu Le
Roy exhorts us not to reject Anstotle and Aquinas
any morc than we reject Plato, Descartes or Kant.
Each theoiy 1s to be taken as an experience of
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thought, a moment in 1ts progressive life, in which
the claim to rest theie would engender 1mmediately
error, but i which the tiuth would appear, on the
contrary, in 1ts dynamic tendency! And Papmm,
too, has shown that the pragmatic method 1s
consistent with any philosophy. By 1t theories and
beliefs are rendered plastic, which, for the Floientine
school, 1s equivalent to saying that we may beheve
what smts us best, and may change our belicfs
according to our present needs All that Pragma-
tism excludes 1s the uscless and the verbal, It may
be used to establish any metaphysic, and Professor
James himself has offered 1t as a means of reconciling
the religious demands of Rationalism with the
empiricist’s love of facts

That such a reconcihation 1s desuable no one will
deny. Indeed, it 1s somewhat sumilar to that
which I myself have attempted And a method so
broad and so comprehensive as to embrace stand-
pomts so thoroughly opposed would indeed be
valuable, ¢f 1t could effect the reconciliation without
destroying the validity of knowledge and the
objectivity of truth But a pragmatic harmony
can be brought about only by the sacrifice of these,
and 1n effect 1s not a harmony at all. Pragmatism
does not reconcile Rationalism with Empiricism ,
1t flatly denies that Rationalism has any ground to
stand on, as Professor James himself has again and
again assured us Nor does 1t preserve {hat
‘ nichest intimacy with facts,” which 1s acknowledged
to be the aim of all genuine Empiricism  On the

' Reiue de Philosoplic, v 19 6 19 Rcprint from the
Maii,, 15th June, 15906. P4 P
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contrary, in order to maintam 1ts theory of universal
postulation, 1t 1s forced to ignore a fact which
introspection reveals, viz, that knowledge 1s based
on sclf-evident first principles, which cannot be
explained away except by a violation of the funda-
mental law of teleological interpretation, that the
lower must be explained by the higher and not the
lugher by the lower.

§ 437 A pragmatic reconcilation n fact, hike
Pragmatism 1tself, 15 based on ambigmity, and, if
possible at all, 1s possible only because Pragmatism
deliberately refuses to define 1ts terms or to determine
precisely the meanng of its statements Pragmatism
which began as a method for ‘ maling our ideas
clear,” has ended by offering us a theory of know-
ledge which 1s more ambiguous than any that ever
caisted before, so ambiguous, indeed, that its
founder has renounced 1t and changed the name of
his own more 1mtelligible and morce practical method
to Pragmaticism Truth in Pragmatism 1s said to
‘happen’ to an 1dea under certain circumstances, a
statement which tells us nothing about the nature
of truth, but leaves us 1n doubt as to whether 1t 1s
or 15 not to be identified with utiity We are said
to ‘ make’ truth, which may mean either that ideas
are the products of psychological piocesses or that
truth has no objective counterpart Finally, we
arc said to ‘make’ reality, where reality would
ordinarily be interpreted as objective reality, but
apparently may also signify knowledge. Nor is
this ambiguity merely incidental to the pragmatic
method. Its ‘large, loose way of speakmg’ and of
reasoning 1S one of 1ts essential characteristics

RR
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M. Le Roy msists not only that what 1s clear 1s
uninteresting. but that “rvaisonnements sourds, sans
paroles m dinsions, sont les seuls fécomds™ No
wonder, then, that Pragmatism can rctain, not
merely the aim, but more than half the cardinal
principles of Kantian Criticism, 1ts doctrines of
Postulation and of Reconcithation in Synthesis, its
theory of the Constructive Activity of Thought and
1ts principle of Immanence, and yet despise the mind
of 1ts author as a ¢ bric-a-brac museum,’ which has
given to philosophy no 1dea of value that 1t did not
already possess,! and scornfully describe his most
eminent successor as a philosopher who, “leaving to
his disciples a ghittering legacy of magniloquent but
meaningless phrases, vamshes into thin air before
he can be caught and questioned about the meaning
of lus enchantments.” 2

§ 438 If we are to judge Pragmatism by the
purpose which 1t claims as 1ts rafio0 essends, Pragma-
tism 1s a faillure So far from increasing the clear-
ness of philosophic language and 1ideas, 1t has by 1its
exaggerations 1increased the confusion already
existing. So far from establishing metaphysics on
a sounder and more scientific basis, 1t has not yet
made up 1ts mind what metaphysic 1s to be estab-
lished. And instead of removing from human
knowledge the taint of Scepticism, 1t has provided
the sceptic with a further argument against its
vabidity by imforming him that our faculties were
never meant to give us real knowledge, but only to
lead to useful, practical results. Criticism as a

1 James, Journ of Plul, Psy and Sc Methods, 190 , p 687.
* Schuller, Riddles of the Sphinx, p. 158, o4 P 557
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method and Absolutism as a theory of reality are
at any rate more capable of satisfying our needs
than the useless norms and ambiguous dicta of the
pragmatist. For Absolutism, despite 1its incon-
sistency, 1ts vagueness, and 1ts fondness for hypos-
tatising psychological abstractions and converting
logical notions mto metaphysical realities, at any
rate does not explain away knowledge, nor minimise
the intellect, nor destroy entirely our notions of
truth, nor even glory n 1ts own ambiguity. More-
over, 1t has a metaphysic to offer us which the
pragmatist has not. Yet Pragmatism has 1its
function 1 the economy of philosophic hfe and the
development of philosophic thought. As the anti-
thests of Absolutism, 1t exaggerates precisely those
characteristics of knowledge and reality which
Absolutism neglects, and thus, by bringing us back
to the human point of view, 1t saves us from falling
mto errors to which the Absolute position is liable,
and at the same time emphasises truths which are
of the greatest value to man and of the greatest
mportance both in the theoretical and in the
practical affairs of human hife

§ 439 In Pragmatism and Absolutism Herr
Simmel’s doctrine of dual heunistic principles or
standpoints 1s dlustrated. But nerther Absolutism
nor Pragmatism nor any other philosophical anti-
theses are merely heunstic. They each have a
certain objective validity and are capable of being
united 1n a synthesis which shall reveal more fully
the real nature of the Universe than either does if
taken apart from the other. But in order thus to
reconcile antitheses we must distinguish.  To recon-
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cile what 1s contradictory 1s impossible . for con-
tradictories as such are wncompatible Yet no
philosophical antitheses are mercly contradictory ;
they are also complementary Each takes up a
different pont of view, and emphasises a different
aspect of reality And diffcrent aspects and
different points of view are not necessarly either
contradictory or mcompatible Hence by dis-
tinguishing the diffcrent senses which assertions on
either side may bear, we may be able to bring about
a reconcihation which shall be not a synthesis of
contradictions—for that 15 impossible—but a syn-
thesis of differences which are due to the differcnt
pomnts of view from which, as human beings, we
may regard the same eternal truths

This 1s what I have attempted to do 1n regard to
Absolutism and Pragmatism I may have succeeded,
or I may have failed , but, at any rate, I have shown
that the fundamental theses of the two philosophies
are retained in Realism with distinctions and
reservations The rcalist 1s fond of distinctions,
and though this tendency may at times lead to a
‘ subtalbitas affectats nms of wnublis) and to
‘ praecisiones mcntales eb varia alha menlis ofosa
delinna,’ 1t has 1ts proper function in philosophy,
and 1s necessary as a prelmnary to any kind of
‘higher ” synthesis By distinguishing matter from
form the Ainstotcli n 1s able to maintain without
contradiction the rcality of both, and yet to explamn
matter as the imperfect manifestation and made-
quate expression of mind. The distinction which
he asserts between the faculties of the human mind
enables lum to avoid those fallacies wluch result
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from the identification of intcllect with will, or
wiil with intellect, or mntellect with sense, and yet
to retamn the umity and integrnity of man and the
reality of human personality =~ Whaile the distinction
between God and the creatcd Universe enables him
to rcconcile umty with plurality, necessity with
contingency, the mfimte with the fimte; and yet
to mamntam that all alike are real. Lastly, his theory
that i cognition the object determunes the mind
explams both the certamty of knowledge and the
objectivity of truth, and at the same time 1s con-
sistent with a teleological and genetic psychology,
allows for the growth of knowledge, admits the
constructive activity of thought, and acknowledges
the limitations that are due to our human ways of
knowing and to our human pomts of view.

§ 440. Realism, too, 15 consistent with facts and
with the data of human experience It 1s a philo-
sophy which recognises the laws of common-sense
as 1 the last analysis the source whence flows all
certitude and truth Science and philosophy are
but the work of common-sense carried to greater
perfection The difference between the philosopher
or the scientist and the man-in-the-street 1s chiefly
one of degree The mtellectual activity of the
former has attamed a maximum ; that of the latter
1s spasmodic, and 1n mtenstty and in concentration
1s comparatively feeble But the thinking of both
1s based on experience and 1s governed by the same
Jaws and subject to the same criteria  Philosophy,
science and common-sense must stand or fall
together If we cannot trust the quasi-instinctive
beliefs of the one, we cannot rely upon the more
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dchicate and mntricate reasonings of the other If in
the ordinary exercise of our facultics we may err n
regard to fundamental truths, whose acceptance 1s
umversal, what guarantec have we that when
applied to more difficult and more theoretical
ptoblems those same faculties are reliable ?  Either,
then, common-sense deceives us, and m that case
both plulosophy and science arc impossible, or the
scientist and the philosoplier should join with the
man-in-the-street 1n adopting the standpomnt of the
realist, For common-sense bclief i1n  objective
reality and 1n the existence of a world that 1s inde-
pendent of the thinking self, arises spontaneously
and naturally within the mind of each one of us,
and has so arisen from time immemorial  If, then,
common-sense has crred 1n this, the most umversal
and most natural of all its beliefs, neither scientihic
reasorung nor philosophical speculatton can be
regarded as reliable mn any matter whatsoever. Our
only alternative 1s Scepticism.  We must declare all
knowledge impossible, and the quest of it waste of
time , we must pronounce the problems of hic m-
soluble, and so must acknowledge that one of the
most urgent needs of human nature 1s a source of
dlusion, a spring of action which will never be
satisfied, a purposive striving that can never attain
its end. But this conclusion 1s incompatible with
the existence of such a need and destroys the very
notion of a rational and mtelligible universe.

§ 441. Whether, then, Realism 1s or 15 not a
higher synthesis of Absolutism and Pragmatism, 1t
1s certain that Realism 1s the only philosophy which
1s sclf-consistent, and at the same time copsistent
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with facts And that 1t 1s possible seriously to offer
Realism as a reconcihation of two positions so
antagonistic as those of Pragmatism and Absolutism,
1s 1tself a proof that Realhism 1s not a static theory,
devoid of Iife, incapable of development, and always
some hundreds of years behind the times. The
philosophy of Aristotle and Aquinas has developed
and still contamns the potentiality of future life.
Latent within 1t are many 1deas which yet remain
to be broken up into differences and reunited in
higher syntheses If we take 1t as i1t was, we shall
find that the principles which a critical regress on
more modern positions will reveal, are there set
forth ; while if we take 1t as 1t 15, 1t can still claim
to be the only philosophy which can show ‘ what
are the umiversal conditions which must be satisfied
by anything of which we can say that it 1s or that
it happens.”



APPENDIX
THE INDEPENDENCE OF REALITY

I AM not aware that I have used the term
¢ independence ’ 1 any loose or ambiguous sense ,
yet my meaning does not seem to have made
itself clear to some of my cnitics. I take thus
opportunity, therefore, of attempting to clear up
any misunderstanding that may have occurred.

Tue NotioNn oF INDEPENDENCE There 1sa
tendency among 1dealists to use the term ©inde-
pendent ’ m an exclusive or absolute sense, some-
times even to employ 1t as the equivalent of ‘out
of relation.’ This 15 unfortunate, for to be inde-
pendent of anything 1s by no means the same as
to be unrelated to 1t Noris ndependence in a
fimte world ever absolute B 1s dependent upon A
when (1) A 1s the cause of the whole being of B,
or (2) when A 1s the cause of certain modifications
in B, or agamn (3) 1s the condition sine qua non of
certain of B’s activities And conversely B 1s
sndcpendent of A when, and 1 so far as, any of
these relations are wanting But B will not be
wholly independent of A, unless all are want-
g, and this never happens In predicating
independence, therefore, the sense n which 1t 1s
understood should be stated, and this I have
throughout been careful to do.

Tue INDEPENDENCE OF FINITE BrINGS snier
se. 1 assume, so I am told by ome cntic;}!

¥ Hibbers Jowsnal, October, 1910,
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“a plurality of independent finite substances,”
and this assumption 1s inconsistent with my
theory that finite substances form a system
governed by umversal laws, that they are complex,
that they grow by assimilation of ‘matenal’ from
without, and that they are active as well as passive.
How my critic extracts the above assumption from
such a theory, I am at a loss to understand. I
certainly hold that finite substances are *distinct ’
i that each has its own nature and its own
existence ,! but for 1its existence each substance
depends not only upon God,? but also upon
the act of another finite substance in the
order of time,® and again for 1ts continued existence
upon the simultaneous activity of other substances
which condition 1ts own® Fimte substances are
independent of one another omly mm so far as
(1) therr continued existence 1s not caused by the
action of other finite substances, and (2) the
specific character of their activities 15 determined
ab nira &nd directed (consciously or uncon-
sciously) to the end for which they exist.
INDEPENDENCE AND INDIVIDUALITY It is
further urged (Joc ci2) that upon the alleged
assumption of independence among finite sub-
stances rests my theory of ther mdividualty.
Since, however, I do not assert independence
except 1n the sense above explained, this can
hardly be the case. Indrviduality certainly imphes
the distinction of one complex whole from another,
but 1t does not connote their absolute independence.
A bemg 1s individual when it 15 ome 1 that

! Pp 350, 362, PP o349 ’ P 351f. ¢ P. 355/
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(1) 1its existence, 1is nature, and its attributes are
its own, and (2) m that its activities, however
diverse, proceed from within, from a single prin-
ciple and are directed by that principle toward
the development (or perscverance) of the whole.
A quality 1s not individual It belongs to, and 1s
dependent upon, that which 1t qualifies, and
its whole function 1s to qualify that to which 1t
belongs Nor 1s a part individual ; for a part 1s
subordimate to the whole, and whatever functions
may pertain to 1t are dominated by, and subser-
vient to, the purpose of the whole A part may
have definite character distinguishing 1t from other
parts. It may also be possible 1 some cases to
separate 1t from the whole without destroymg its
essential character But this can happen only 1n
wholes which are less highly organised, and there-
fore less perfect both in themselves and m their
parts It 1s surely a mistake to suppose that the
sndividuality of the part 1s more perfect in propor-
tion as 1its relation to other parts, and agamn to
the whole, 1s more mtimate Its character may be
more perfect, and 1ts functions more definitely
specialised  But 1f this 1s so, 1t 1s due not to the
part, but to the active principle which dommates
the whole and makes 1t one. The more perfect
the character of the parts, the more completely
are they subordinated to the purpose of the whole,
determined by it as to their structure, and cone
trolled by 1t 1n their functions When this 1s so,
the individuality of the whole 1s undoubtedly
greater, but precisely for this very reason the
individuality of the parts 1s less. Cut off from
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a substance {hus highly organised one of its parts,
and at once the character of that part 1s radically
changed Its functions cease, and 1its orgamisation
1s rapidly dissolved Why so ? Surely 1t 1s because
the part has no individuality of its own In a
perfect orgamism a part 1s what it 1s only through
the whole to which 1t belongs. Its character and
1ts organisation are completely dominated by the
active principle of the whole, and apart from this
whole have neither purpose nor meaning

INDIVIDUALITY AND THE ABSOLUTE Apply
ths conclusion, which experience seems to force upon
us, to the doctrine that Reality 1s one and we see at
once that theindividuahty of non-rational substances
and the personality of man 1s utterly destroyed by
the absolute and all-cmbracing mndividuality of the
perfect whole to which they are alleged to belong.
Man 1s just a function of the Absolute, nothing
more He has neither bemng nor purpose of his
own As part of a Universe which 1s absolutely
one and perfect in 1ts orgamzation, he 1s com-
pletely dominated, subordinated, nay more, con-
stituted by 1ts purposive activity ,—and this 1s
a far truer sense than his hand or his foot can be
said to be dominated by that less perfect orgamsm,
himself Consequently, his individuality, his iberty,
his responsibiity, m a word everything that he
can call his own disappears He owns nothng,
and s nothing, in abstraction from the Absolute
to which he belongs as an integral function or
part

Because this 1s so, and bccause 1t 1s at the same
time so utterly repugnant to rational experience
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and common sense, I have prefcrred—abstracting
from consciousness (my critic omils these nmpor-
tant words)—to compare the unwverse to a machine
rather than to an orgamism* The umverse 1s
not a machme, for its operations and connections
are more than merely mechanical, but still less
1s 1t an orgamsm, for its parts have real indi-
viduality, real umty. Though dependent upon
the Supreme Bemg whence all proceed, and
though dependent also in a lesser degree upon
finite bengs other than itself, each created thing
has ;n a true sense its own existence, i1ts own
nature, its own functions and activities determimed
from witlun, 1ts own end ; and therefore may
truly be said to be one and individual.

THE INDEPENDENCE OF KNOWER AND KNOWN.
I have been asked 2 to define what I mean by the
“ independence ' of reality mn respect of the know-
mg mind. Tlus I have already done in a note
to p. 48 so far as concerns the object of external
perception, but 1n order to make the matter
clearer some further statement seems destrable
In the first place, then, the ‘independence’ of
reality 1s predicable only 1n respect of finite
knowers, not in respect of God. The created
umverse 1s ‘¢ distinct > from, ¢ ¢., other than, God,
but its existence pre-supposes His knowledge of
it. Indeed, the divine Intelligence s, as St Thomas
says, the cause of all things that exist® But of
all fimte knowers reality 1s independent in that
(1) 1t does not need to enter into any finite experi-

1 P 363 * Mind NS 76 6
8 Summa Theov 1 q 22,3 I. VP 5%
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ence m order to exist, nor yet (2) in order to
‘find 1ts true being,’ nor (3) when 1t does so enter
15 1t (reality) m any way modified Knowledge
does not dwrectly affect reality as such, still less
constitute 1t. If it 1s to make a difference to
reality, 1t can do so only through action, not
through perception or thought Strictly speaking,
it 1s 1 my view mcorrect to say that reality
‘ enters’ experience It may enter the field of
observation and so become an object of expen-
ence, but 1t does not ‘enter,’ 2e¢, become an
integral part or aspect of experience as such.
Reality as experienced, 1 e , the content of perception
or thought, which we refer to objective reality as a
predicate, 1s 1n part the product of that reality and
in part the product of our minds (wide wnfra). Our
experience of reality, therefore, may be very con-
siderably modified by our cognitive activities But
the modification thus effected by abortive strivings
after knowledge, does not affect the objective
reality which we seek to know It affects only
subjective reality, or reahity as experienced, a
reality which as such exists only within our minds.
Its consequence, moreover, 15 error, not truth or
knowledge properly so called.

The relation of the known to the knower, there-
fore, 1s not i the Scholastic sense a ‘real’
relation : 1t does not intrinsically affect or modify
that which 1t relates. The relation of the
knower to the known, on the other hand, 1s, as I
have endeavoured to show 1n the preceding pages,
a very real relation, implying, as 1t does, a causal
dependence, whereby 1s produced in the mind of
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the knower a modification that de facto corresponds
with, or resembles, that to wluch 1t 1s refcried
But i what consists. I am asked, this coriespon-
dence, the presence of which 1s truth, its absence
1gnorance, and 1ts distortion error Speakmg from
the pomnt of view of the eplstemologlst who has
before him both knower and known, not from the
pomnt of view of the knower himself to whom
(except 1n reflection) 1s present only the known;
we may define correspondence as a relation of like
to like. But how, you now ask, can immaterial
ideas resemble material things? An analogy
drawn from action and 1ts effects may help us
here One knows from one’s own experience that
it 1s possible to form 1in one’s mind a plan or
design 1n which various objects of definite structure
and with definite properties and functions are
connected together by certan laws m accordance
with which they interact. It is also possible to
give expression to such a plan or design, to realse
it mn the concrete Suppose that this has been
done ; suppose that (vg) an architect has con-
structed a cathedral or an engineer a bridge. The
cathedral and bridge express and embody the design
of him who conceived and constructed them.
That design 1s realised in them and lives 1n them,
for 1t 1s this that makes them what they are.
The design now exists, therefore, in the real as
well as 1 the ideal order, and between the two
orders there 1s thus a correspondence Bring on to
the scene a student of architecture or of engineer-
ing, and once more the 1deal plan of cathedral or
bridge will reproduce itself. Through the mstru-
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mentality of the concrete real objects, there will
arise mr the mund of the student an 1dea which
corresponds with that conceived by architect or
engmeer and embodied 1 the objects they * create’
And the correspondence 1s in both cases twofold.
The architect does not merely conceive a cathe-
dral bult according to certain laws, he imagimes
(or pictures) 1t so built, and his cathedral realises
both mmage and concept So too with the student,
who not only sees a sensible object which he calls
a cathedral, but also understands the idea which
1t expresses, the 1dea which, objectively realised,
makes 1t what 1t 1s.

So 1t 1s with all knowledge The unmiverse and
every finite bemg within the universe, 1s the
expression, the realisation, the concrete embodi-
ment of an 1dea conceived 1n the mind of God,
and m so far as the umverse and things within 1t
are known by us, that idea reproduces itself
our mind through the instrumentality of the
objects in which it 1s embodied There 1s 1n both
cases, theiefore, correspondence between idea and
reality , but in the first case it 1s the reality that
1s created like the 1dea, and mn the second 1t 1s the
1dea m our mind which 1s determined through the
object 1 1ts own image. Knowledge 1s thus
the converse of action or ‘creation.” In °creation’
the :dea (itself existent in a mind) pre exists reality;
i knowledge 1t 1s reality that pre-exists and 1s
reproduced 1n mind. It need hardly here be
pomnted out that this view does not mean that our
cognitive faculties are purely passive potentiae.
On the contiary our mind 1itself constructs plans
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or theories by wlich 1t seeks to explain phenomena.
In our search for truth we both ‘invent’ and
‘interfere’ Inteiference 1s necessary in order that
the objects 1n which we are nterested and no
others may be allowed to act upon our senses
Invention 1s necessary becajise our data are mcom-
plete. But if we are to know truly, neither our
inventions nor our interferencc must modify
those facts we seek to know and explain The
purpose of our interference 1s merely to render
the facts more mamfest, and these same facts
must 1 the end be the criterion whence we judge
of the validity of thecoretical constructions Con-
clusions dedured from theory must comncide or
correspond with the observed facts which 1t 1s the
aim of theory to explain,—and the existence of
correspondence m this case must be proved
Observed facts, too, as subjectively appichended,
must correspond with facts as they are in reality,
but here no proof is either possible or necessary,
for the correspondence of facts qud observa-
tions and qud rtealities 15 not 1tself a fact of
observation, but rather a condition of the true
observation of fact. Only on this condition can truth
be attamed, and our theories about the universe
approach nearer and nearer to that ideal plan or
design which exists in the mind of God and 1s
embodied 1 the reality He has created.
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Reality (g v ) as Sentient

Experimental Theory of Know-
ledge ch v, 305, 562, 654, and
Luvolulion 199

Extension, as fundamentum of
Space 23/ 1nsensation 384 £,
not a succession of points 369 f

External Projection, significance
of 3%9

Fxternal world as sensation 181/,
455, belief 1n, how accounted
for 18, 82, 835/, 150/, 284f.
300/, 451/, continuous exist-
ence of 184, made by man
300/, 3031, 585, perceplion of
39/, pragmatic value of 324,
v Nature, Reality

Facr, ambigmity of 101, 1184
123, 578/, as data (gv),
Bradley s treatment of 257f,
distortion of, 1n knowledge 459,
576 63¢f, immanent 98/, 101 £,
324, 579, 584 f, independence
of 324, 474, 510, 576, 584, 635,
knowledge of 7376, 138/, 436,
made by man 152, 301, 3241,
opposed to 1dea 102f, 207f,
pre-existing /55, 324/, 332,
psychical as opposed to ob-
jective meaning rr3f, reality of
261, 458, 474 . relation to theory
33/ 257/, 377,436,462/, 642 f,
relativity of 98 £, 261, 301,457/,
510, 575/, selection of 576,
634/, utihty of 598/

Faculties 373 f, evolution of 83/,
186, go1, how far distinct 92/,
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1861, 202 £, 341, 355, 394, 676 1,
kn relatune to 549. 575/, 580,
trustworthy 27, 623 £, 631 /,
671, truth relative to 549, 568,
572 f, 586

Faith as basis of Metaphysics
92, 132, 212, 423

Fechner s law 629

Feehng as matter of Cosmos
97/, 111 £, 227, 230, as object
of perception 49 f, v Sensa-
tion

Felt-relations, v Relations

Felt-whole as object of percep-
tion (g v )
Fichte 8, 11,13, 82,87/, 128, 219 1,
224, 281, 342, 429, 635, 657 f
TFinite conditions form of judg-
ment 245 f, discrepant 237,
1mplied 1n negation 248, rela-
tion to infimite 118 f; 259, 288,
294, 348 f. 362/, 372, 525, 646

Force 127, 410 /, 451, 497, 501

Form, accidental 361, function
of 357 f, substantial 351/, v
Accident, Matter

Freedom 7, 19 £, 131, 212, 520

GALILEO 441

Genetic  psychology ch  wvn,
theory of kn leads (o contra-
diction 332

Genus 252 /

Geometry, a ‘fiction’ 370, 5§39/,
Euchdian 444 f, notions of,
determuned by experience 4ot £,
444, vahd 339 f, of fourth
dimension 444 f

Geulinex §

God as First Cause 664 f, as
Ground 350, belief 1n 7, 26,
131, 212 f, 216, 218, concursus
of (g v ), existence of, pragmatic
proofs 592, 595, presupposcd
by unnerse 343, 348 /i 361,
646 /, 663 1, 667, experience in
too, immanence of 257, 280,
350, 666, relation to creatures
(g v), to man 231, 282 £, 234,
6635

INDEX

Good, all being 1s 364 £, 508,
relation of, to true and real
544, 619

Gravitation 441 £, 497, 500 f

Green, T H 13,73, 96, 189, 226 £,
239, 254, 257, 266, 2068, 271,
279 /. 319, 507, 661

Ground, God as 350, 1n Kant 8,
217 f/, nceded 1n Phil P E
339/, v Absolute

HapiT, cerebral conditions of
630 f, certitude due to 311,
constancy of 459, 469, 562, 612,
differentiates nervous tissue
380, formation of 68, 356,608,
tunction of 67, 356 /, 625,630/,
intellectual 67, 631, kn as
complexus of 142 f, necussity
due to 316, 607 f, 615

Hallucination 388 628, 630/

i1 Hamidton 30.

Heat, c s notion of 477 f, sense
of 381 /, Theory of 443, 487 f

Iegel 3,7 f, 11 fi 90, 96, ¢8, 187,
197, 223 £, 239, 233 /, 281, 303,
425 429, 433, 653, 667

Helmholtz 380

Hereditary transmission of axioms
146 f, of concepts 30t

Heroclitus 3

Herodotus 435 F

Itz 503

Higher Synthesis, nature of 423 /,
429, 651, G757, Principle of
Reconciliation 1 7, 13, 254,
422, 429 £, 506, Kant's view of
217, 423 f, 1volves nega-
tion or distinction 31 £ 428,
441, 447 f, 571, 675 f, Realism
asa 31 /, Concl Ch

Historical Method 197 £, 332

Hoernlt 613

Humamsm 18 £, 124 £, 187, 5423 /.
leads to Subjectivism 572 f,
581 £, 618, 655, relation to
Aristotle 156 £, 300, 322, to
Pl PE (gv)

Hime 6, 96 £, 207 f, 214, 305 /o
[ 395
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Huyghens 472

Hypothesis, function of 16 £,
kinds of 453 must be verfi
abled peu fies 464 f,v Physical
Sc, method of, Postulation

IpEa, as 1d quo wntelligitur 53 f,
374 /. 418, as purpose 63 f, 69

415, ‘fixed' 630 f, function of

53/, 63 f, 530 /. 568 /, has
not always sense - terminus
(v Concept, substitution theory
of, Realty), 1 Fichte 222 1n
Htlagel 11, 90,223 f, not ident1-
ca
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48, 58 £, 9o, 181 f, 2B1 f, 576,
584 f, how accounted for 85 £,
254/, 30z 324, 579, of fact
(gv), of individual objects,
v Individuality
Indetermimism 126, 154, 328, 544,

576

Individuality, determination of
354/, of parts of universe 118,
2006 f, 271, 276, 284 /. 324, 363.
397 516, 520, 664

nertia law of 409, 412, 464, 499 f
nlerence 45/, 394 £, 413, 417,

Enductlon 413 f

161 £, 192 £, 202, 102 f, or with|Infinite 342 7, 349, v Fimite

ver|

118

65 f. 166 f, nof object of Intellect ch xv, evolution of

thought 375, relation toreality,
v Correspondence, tends to
action 590 v Concept, Notion

Ideal in Absolutism 8 ,13 1n
Fichte 222, 1n Kant 216 moral
131 f,216, revealed 1 action 1g,
v Tiuth, Ideal

Idealism, Absolute (g v ), Empin
cal 451, foundation of 97 f£,
177 f, meaming of 302, 343 f,
657 f. 659f, Personal {(gv),
Subjective {gv), tends to
Reahsm 344 f

Identitats philosophie 222

Identity, Principle of 147 f

Tllative Sense 617, 647, 649, 671

Illusions 386, 626 f, 632

Image as expression of 1dea 65 1,
not 1dea (g v); not sensation
388

Imagmmation constructive
implies habit 380, 630;
Kant ¢3, 215, 621

Immanence, doctrine of 13, 82 f,
97 /. 254, 281 f; in Fichte
220, i Kant 8, 213 f, in
Pragmatism 303 S 324, 5451,
584 f 657; I'rench Philosophy
of 448; notion of 2g90f, v
Subject object distinction

Immortality 131, 212, 594 f; 652

Import of Propositions 307 f

Independence of external world

54,
n

83 f, =201, controls nervous
impulse 630 f, functions of
391/0395: 413, 415 £, 594,634 /3
power of, varies 637, ‘pure’
133, 190 544, relation to
ccrebral process (gv ), to will
186 f, 203 418, 417, Schiller's
account of 1gof, trustworthy
636 f, v Thought

Intellectualism 6, 91 £, 540, 558,
596 f. 654, 671

Iutliectus agens et passives 391 f

Intelligence as Ground 230;
creative 13, 280, out of time
279 f, perceptive 189, 217, 246,
523

Intent 70, 194 474. 575, 634

| Interaction, individuality deter-

mined by 355, link between
knower and known 331, 344/

376f

Interest, function in kn %o, 155,
5441, 578, 618, theoretical and
practical 530, 603,

Intiojection 312 f

Introspection 36, 75

Intuition 66, 86, 152, 154, 158,
165, 200 284, 312, 413,415, 557,
559, 605 7, 618

Fanrrcs, WiLLiam 15, 18, 21f,
55,73, 79, 92, 120, ¢k v, 11, 277,
oh %4,321 1, 3331376, 420. 424/
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432, 470, 5361 544/ 556/

563/ 572, 5781, 587,591/, 598,
6oz f. 6151, 658, 672

Foachim 7, 13, 432, 506 f, §151,
519, 521, 524 f, 530, 622, 653

Judgment, @ prors 209/, 417,
Bradley's theory of
Critsque of 8, 216 f, 423 f, 651
empinical zro 4, 416/, 636,

determinant and reflective 218 , |

INDEX

relativity of, v Faculties, Per-
sonal tinge, reversalsin{gv),
theory of, v Epistemology,
whole of, not true 530, 568.

LAGRANGE 472

102/, Laflace 472

Larmor 405, 428

Lavaisier's principle of Conserva-

tion of Mass 464

1solated 508, 512/, §19/ 521 f,|Laws, empuical 488 f, relation of

532, objectnely determined
636, quality andl quantity of
247 f. subject-predicate form
ol 245 f

Kant3, 54 15f280 13£771.87/,
o1 fi127£, 155,186 f, 202 /. 208 f,
238/, 250 f 255, 281/, 289,341/,
4231, 429, 518, 532, 651/, 655,
667, 671

Kepler 441

Knower and Known 140, 160,
170/, 303/, 331/, 341/, 375/,
v Knowledge, conditions of

Knowledge 1, 375, 417, absolute
11, 88, 242, all, dernved from

sense experience 99 f, 111/, 192, ’

203, 376f, 382, 390, alters
reality 3261, 345, 576/, an
abstraction 329, as habit 142,
3181, 417, as organic whole 7,
246, 508 , as system of relations
71,227 f, 231,266 £, 318, causal
theory of 3747 391f. 4167,

theory to 491 /, 503, of Thought
147 f, 512, 517 f, 605, v Contra-
diction, principle of, physical
363f., necessity of 20, 407f,
sceentific 476 f, 561, approxi-
mate 464 f, 476 f, as conven-
t10ms 464 , as symbolic formule
4601, 464, 470, 476, 488, ver1-
fiability of 413, 458/, 466, 4741,
490 £, 497 f, 502

Least Energy (7 v ), Principle of

Lebnitz 5 f

Le Roy 19, 21, 296, 298, 302, 425,
453, 457/, 463, 467 1. 470, 494,
583, 501, 671 674

Lencifipus 442

Light, theory of 381, 443, 501 f

Life, alternating character of
527 f, v Organism

Limit, mathematical 370

Line, straight, determined by
two points 444 f, 1mpossible
to dchine 399, 401

Local signs 389

conditions of, 1n Realism 29,)Localisation v Sensation

83,88, 154 1, 250,¢k 1w, 21w, xv,
416 f, 1n Green 226 f, 1n James

332 f, 1 Kant 9 f, 238f '

in Mach 452f, in Schiller
300/, extent of 456, growth
of 4, 7/, 18, 1251, 230, 283/,
391f, continuous 431, prin-
ciples governing 423f, 4281,
506, rclation to validity 403,
¢k xvr, 524, 609f, 1unpos-
sible 1n pragmatic theory 135
577, 580f, origm of 209f, 266

374/, peculiar to man 363,416 ,

permanenceof 434 f, 440, pos-
sible 27, 421, 610, 624, 670,

'| Macn

Locke, 6, 73, 219, 227

Lodge, Str Oliver 428

Logie, Formal 244, 250, 253, 547,
603, 641, 645, 649 f, of Hegel
253/, 433, of Kant 214, of
Pragmatism 433, 539 f; of
Reality 13, 250, 253, relation
to Science 449

Lorentz 428

Lowatchewshs 444 f

19 23, 164, 195, 296, 315,
752/, 169 f, 477

Muctensie o6 f, 123, 257, 344, 607

Malebranche 3.
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Man, finite character of 48,
Grecn's account of 230/, 282 1,
key to universe 205, v lluman-
1sm, measure of all tlhungs
573 f , nmature of 373 £, relation
to God (g v ), to universe 364 f,
451, 592, 595, uuity of 283,
293, 373, 416

Mariott’s law, discussion of 488 /

Mass, comservation of 463,
nature of 461, 497

Madthematics, application of 556,
561, vahdity of 208, 212, 603

Materialism 31, 451, 502, 595

Matter, active and passive prin-
ciplesin 442, as relations 227 f,
as sensation 181 f, 452 f, con-
tinmty of (7v), Electron-
theory of 399, 428, formless

697

346 /, 377 J, 644 f; personal
tinge n 22, §74, relation to
Epistemology (gv), to Prag-
matism (7 v); to Psychology
93/, 120, to Science (g v )
Method, Crtical, v Cnticism;
Pragmatic (gv); Scientific,
7z Physical Science
Vethodological postulates 130
Milhaud 19, 22, 464, 583, 612
Mill, ¥ S 184, 305, 315, 336
Mind actuates body 308, 340,
mdiaduality of 292 £, 309, 3355
meaning of 308, method of
treating of 197f, reality the
work of 300f, 302, 457, 467,
585, G59, relation to matter
34 f, 74 f, 107 [, 300, 312, 316,
318, 330, 452

impossible 330, plasticity of inlinds, conterminous 308 f, 333,

126, 300f, 328f, psychical
nature of 9o, 285, 3441, Gv7,
v Panpsychism; v Realily

Matter and I'orm, in Aristotle

337, ntercommunication be-
twcen 308 f, 312 f, 332 f, 342
Momsm 533 f, 569 f, 652, 665,

and Phil P E 334 f, 657

381 f, 461 £, 676, 1n Chenustry | Montasgne 21, 176
461 f, 1n Kant 215, 1n Schiller Aloose, G E 30, 98, 176

I54, 157, 300 f, 322, 328 f
Maswell 5o3

Mayer's principle of Conseriation !

of Energy (g v.)

McDougall 379

McTaggart 13

Meaning, as consequencus 542 f,
v Content, relation to appli-
cation §59, ¢ Relerence,
objectnne

Measurement,
mate 480 f, nvolved
scientific  definition 478,
objectivity of 249

Mechanical 1interpretation of the
physical world 363, 451, 469,

87, 50

Mgcharsugs{:prmcxples 407 f

Mediating notions 299, 426 f

Mellone 514

Memory 36, 53/, 142, 350,631 )

Meta-geometry 433 444 /

Metaphysics, aim  of
attempts to re-establish G 4,
15 /2 652, 674 ; methol of 256/,

always approxi-
1n

597,

| Aloral Ideal 131

Motion, imples a cause 409 f,
Laws of, valid but not axio-
matic 407, 409 f, 441, 464, 469,
490, 500 f relahwvity of 441,
620f, Time and Space as
measure of 249

Muller 379

Muscular Sense 386, 390

! Nawme, 1dea (gv) not identical

with

Naturalism 593

Nature complete phil of, im-
possible 364, 1n Bradley 236,
Fichte 221 f, Green 227 f,
Hegel 223 f, 242, Kant 9, 131,
209, Schelling 222; 10 Plul de
la Contingence 20

Necessary Being 342 f, 646

Necessity, hypothetical 511 f,
516 f, Intrmsic ¥ Axioms,
Truth, necessary, Kant's expla-
nation of z40 f, physical 20,
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407 f, subjective 555 £, 579,
583, 608 f, 615

Needs, human, constancv of 469
1mply unmity of giound 340 f
must be satisfied 547, 596 f
618, theoretical and practical
68 f, 518,606, truth (g v ) rela-'
tine to

Negative judgment 247 f

Neoc Kantanism 12 f

Nerve terminals, difterentiation
of 380, sensation in 388 f

Nervous 1mpulse 379 f, 630 f,
processes v Cerebral, I’hysio-
logical processes , tissue, differ-
entiation of 38c f

Newman 596, 647 f, 671

Newton 315,407, 409 f, 441 f, 464
469, 472

Nomunalism 167 f

/ Notions, ultimate 165, 369, 375
392 f, 394 f 399, 401 f, 446
v Concept ldea

Nun;;ber, mnplies finite opjects

24

Opject, distinction of, from
subject (7v), of sense per-
ception v Perception

Objective Lvidence n Criteria

sObjcetneIdealism v Absolutism

Objcctivity, how explamned
Pragmatism 173 f, 302, 305,!
534, 577 f. 579 561 f, 1n|
Absolutism 2%4 f, ‘normal
22, 453, 467 f, 553 1, 613 f

Occam 14

Orgamsm as vehicle of Ltcrnal
Consciousness 231 282 f 52

INDEX

{7 v) . between physical theory
and empirical fact 554 f
Puymendes 3,
Puscal 456
Icnson,Kail 452,457, 460 f, 462 f
Penice, C S 141 15, 24, 133 161,
206 206 322 f, 431, 590, 673
Perception, Anstotelian view of
ch wiv,and ef 3772, Bradley s
account of 101 f 107 f, 234 f
external 39 f, 1mplies thought
84, 110, 143 f, 150 f, 1mplies
unnersal (g v ) 1deas, tnfluence
of subjectne factor 1n 457 f,
?75f, 627 f, v Illusions, nota
orm of inference 45 f. 303 1.
object of, detcrmuires con-
tent 42 £, 47, 376 /. 3% [, 416,
distinct 35,40 f 45 109 f, 113 f
175, 178, 181 f, 344, Dot a felt
whole 41 £, 89, 105 f, 116 f, 660,
of distance (g v }, of own body
48 f, physiological process
underlying 3% f, 384 f 632,
purposne v Purpose, selec-
tive v Sclection, sensation as
the ad gquo of, v Sensition,
Strong s account of 177 f 308,
Percepts have meamng 5z f,
nesver 1dentical 305, relation
to sensation-complex 46 f, 511
Personal equation 481 500
Personal Idcalism 25, 157, 309 f,
335, 341 £\ 344, G52, 057 f
Personal ‘tinge' 22, 510, 516,
574 f, 580

Personahty 25, 187,282 f, 307 f,

341 f 526, 534, 668

Pficudeicr 217

decay of 357 f, 360 f, nature of F’hantasm 392 f, 406

290 f, 352, 357 f

Origin and 1aldity of kn 203 f,
208 f, v Knowledge

Ostwaid 23, 315,477

PaxpsvcHIsY 310, 331 f, 335, 337
342, 345, 657.
Panthersm 663 f

Paptm 24, 671 f
Parallelism, psycho - physical|

| Philosophy  de

t enomenalism 294 f, 1n Kant
212 f, 282

VAction (gv),
de la Contingence (gv), of
Pure (¢v) I.xperience, rela-
tion to common-sense 26 f,
677 f

hysical Science, aim of 23
451 f. 461, 474 fi 487, 494 f,
528 598, concepts of 414,
461, 466, 476 f; their validity
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414, 490, 496 f, 503 f, defim
tions of (; s), evolution ol
469, laws ol {7 # ), method of
407, 413 , 462, 404, 492 f, 561,
noaxloms 1n 406 £, 465 f, Piag
matism in 19 f, 21 f, 317, ch
xv1i, 507, Realism compatible
with 451 f, 460 f, 472 f,
ch xvim, relation of theory to
empirical fact 453 f, 462 f,
487 f, 492 f, 494 f, 643 f,
relation to Psychology 456,
467, Relativism 1n 319, 340,
452, 553, sensation as data of
23, 452, 454 f, 477, subjecine
element 1n 457 f, symbolism
m (gz), stages in develop
ment of 453, theoriesin, tenta
trne 439 f 455, useful 404 7,
vahdity of 463 f, 467 f, qu1,

495 f, 502 f, 554, 643 f
Thysiolcgical process 1 percep-

tion (7 v ), In scnsation (g1 )
relation toinicllect, » Cerebral
process

Ihysiology relation to Psycho
logy 299 f, 311

Place 249, as common nucleus
of perception 308 £, 334 f

Plasticity of ewperrence 126 cf
matter (g v ), of 1cality 300 f

Plato 3 ¢6 515, 671

P’lcasure and pain 30, 105, 287 f,

311
Ploralism 3091, 331, 339 342/
652, 658,665 665 asnormatne
principle 533/, 569 f,
Plurality, contradictory 234, 1m-
plics unity 280, 663 f
Powncaré, 19, 21 f, 315, 453 f. 467,
gésf. 470, ‘499- 503, 554, 5834
12

Positivism 31, 127, 315

Postulates, axioms as (gv), 1n
Physical Science 407, 4631,
origin of 135, 154 f

Postulation, 1n lant 92, 127, 129f
212 f, 1n other philosophies
127 f, in Realism 391, 415 561,
1n Science 159, 407, 462/ 475,
pragmaticdoctrine of universal

G99

16f, ch v, 301 f, 305 343 f 654f,
cunaised 151 f 134 f, 193, 561,
654 f, oniginof 1321

Potentie, actine and passive 355 f,
363 3761, 382, 391/, 405, 442,
v Actus

Practical Reason v Reason

Dractice, contiolled by idea 64,
reality rclative to 25, 544, rela-
tion of kn to 14, 68, 298,

316, 327, 454f, 457, 460, 545,
615

TPragmatic Method 14f, 155, 206 1,
420, 072 f

Prasmaticism 590,673

PIragmatism aim of 15f, 652,
unreahised 674, ambigmties of
322 f, 673f, defimtions of 17,
124f, 199, exageerations of
132f 192/, 654 f, French 19 f;
German 19, 22 f, influence of
evolution 1n, ch wn, practice
and prnnciples 1nconsistent
200 f, psychology of ch v, w,
vii 634 f, relation to Abso-
lutism 14, 124, 1281, 304 f, 334,
bs1f 657f, 671f 675/ to A-
priotism 18 20, 155, 305 f, 332,

to Anstotle 156 £, 332, to
Cnticism 128 f, 651 f, to
Lmpiricism 305, 672 f, to

Mctaphysics 14 1, 24 f, 295 f,

304 322/ 420, 657 1,671 1,674,

to Newman 647 f, to Personal

Idealism (gv), to Phil de la

Contingence (gv ), toPhil P E

(gt). to Realism 536 £, 655 f,

605 f, 676 f, to Scepticism 15,

315, 325, 345 422, 424/, 432,

562, 611, v23 f, 636 674, to

Subjectinism 572 f, 581 f, 608,

6

Pre?:gcm:on, tnds of 366 f,
v Subject and predicale

P'1eperception 633

Piesence 1n 1dea 53

Dresentation Bradley's account
101 f, v Perceplion

Pressure 381 f

Preston 477 f

Preternatural phenomena 438
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Primary quahties 384 f

Principles, ultimate ¥ Axioms,

Probabulitics, sum of 646 f

Process and product 106 f, 120 f,
270

Projection, sigmficanceof external

359 f
Proof of eusstence of God (7 v),
reciprocity of 529 £, 637 f
Protagoreamism 3, 549 f, 573 f
618

Psychological Method, The 197,

199

Psychologist's fallacy, The 73, 86.

Psychology, Analytic 186 f,
Caird's view of 78 f, Genetic
ch v, of Absolutism (gv),
of Bradley ch 1v, of Criticism
73,87 f, of Kant 77, 87,92,
186 f, 202 f, of Locke 73 f,
78 f, of Pragmatism (gv ), of
Realism {g%), 1ielation to
Epistemology (7 v ), to Physics
456, 467, to Mctaphysics (g v ),
Transcendental 77

Psychio physical Paiallelism 299,
311, 338

Ptolemy 440

Pute ksperience, data of 34 f,
defimtion of 297, evstence ol
297, nature of 312 f

Pure Experience, Phil of 24 So,
141, 173 f, ch AL, X2, 451, 457,
536 584 1, 556, 652, aim of 24,
313 f, 325, disruptive tendency
of 309 f 321, 334, 336 f, 339 £,
342 f, rclation to Momam 309 f
334. 338, 657, to P’ragmatism
and Humamsm 160, 164, 159,
295 f, 317, 322 f, 331, 419 f,
657 f, to Realism 336 £, 335,
343 f, to Science 436 £, 457

Purpose, function of 63 £, 69 415
474 f, 656, 1n Sense percep-
tion 42 f, 68, mfluence of,
exaggerated in Pragmatism 16 f
19, 64 f, 125 193 f 457 f, 511/,
575 f, 618, 633 f, notion of, its
origin 395 f

Quarny and Relation 100,

INDEX

227 f, 232 f, 246 f, 266 f, 273 f,
401 f, 405, §15, objictive 26,
103, v Perception, of judg-
ment (g9), predication of,
not contrad.ctory 366, primary
384 f, relauon to quantity 314,
525, to substance 353 f

Qualities, synthesis of, 1n thing
-50ft

Quantlity, equations express
1dations of 410 f, of judg-
ment 247 f, relation to sub-
stance 353 F

Rapicar EMPIRICISM 141, 163,
171 £, 305 f. 337, 340/, 63

Radio-activity 426 f, 443

Rankine 315

Rationalism 6, 8, 10, 9I,
672 f eaperimental 315

Raulinson 435

Reaction, mn third law of Motion
411 f, modifies effect 3597,
of inammate objects 326 f

Realism and Common -sense
25, 677 f, and DIhysical
Scerce ch xvin, as Ingher
synthesis of Absolutism and
Pragmatism 31, 347, O51 f,
675f essence of 621, 1n hant
215 f, 'New' 4, 30, 176,
objcctions to 177, 365 f, prag-
matic v Uue of 323 f, psycho-
logy of, ch 1, 1, 420, 655/
relation to ’hu P E (g7 ),
Schalastic 25 f,ch xu, wiv, v
au, Scottish School of 4, 30,

Reality as experince g7 f, 175 f,
296 f, 302, 30b, 310 £, 318, 325,
536 1, 545 /. as Knowledge 12,
219, 221, 224, 318, 658, as
organic whole 11, 14, 223 f,
290 f, 363 400, 523, 621, 663 f,
as presentcd 1 ‘this' 102 f,
111 f, 234 f, 285, as sensation
454 f, v Matter, as Sentient
Lapunience 82, ch v, 270,
537 f, as subject of all judg-
nients 103 £, 105 f, 233, 522, as
syslem of 1ational Ligos 221 /,
342, 657 f, as system of 1ela-

305
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tions 13, 227 f, 266, 279 f, 318, Regulative principles 130, 216,

as systematic whole 363, 400 f,

218, v Axioms

523, as Lhought 12 £, 14, 1 f,| Rewd 30

91, 121, 180, 254, 268, 284 429 f,
467, 506, 518 , belief 1n 26 421
55 [, 678, v Exteinal woild,
cinnot be discrepant 13, 94
232 f, degrees of 224, 235,
256, 522 deturmines thought,
v Asscnt, Content, distinction
of appearance from, v Appear-
ance, mplics experlence 99 f
281, 585, 1mplies spunitual
principle 228 £, indeterminate
v Indeterminism, (the) making

of 155, 298, 300f, 322, 324/,

327, 580, 614, 673, nature of|

(Bradley) 112,233 /, no a prions
schema of 75, 243 /, 251 f, not
always sensible 55 f, 145, 160 f,
192, one and mdividual 13 £,
91, 94, 111 f, 116 f, 122 f, 225,
23z f, 266, 271, 289, 503,
v Momsm, Pantheism, ongin
of 330 f, plasticity of 300 f,
v Matter, possibility of know-
g, las 1t 15 345, 576 f, 530,
585, 678 f, ‘primary’ 151 f,
323 f, 545 /» 546, psychical
nature of 97 £, 102, 232, 268,
286, 310, 421 f, rational struc-
ture of 13, 58, 119, 251, 363 f,
400, 416, 516, 646, 662 , rela-
tivity of, to faculties 573 7, to
practical hife 25, 544, transper-
ceptual 584, 586, (the) work of
Mind (g v ), v Being, External
world
Reason, autonomy of 131, func-
tion of 429, v Intellect, Ideas
of Pure 213, 216, Pure and
Practical 19, 130f, 216 f, 423,
Schuller’s account of 190 f,
Reasoning, nature of 415, 417,647
Reconciliation of Antitheses in
Iligher (§ v ) Synthesis
Reference, objective, a function of
thought 28, 54, 81, 116, 175 f,
393, an accdent 173 f, 192
296, cssential to truth and
error 625.

Relations, all knowledge (¢ #)1s
of, .\ristotchan theory of 272,
400 f, 662, Bradley's theory of
269, G661 f, comjunctive and
disjuncine 56, 305 f, defimtion
by means of 400f, due to
thought 106, 120, external 233,
271, 276 f, 508, telt- 55 £, 169/,
173, 192, 305 f, Green's theory
of 2271, 206f, 279f, 661 f,
Hume's view of zo7 f, umme-
diate apprebension of 157 f
167, 414 f. 557, 560 f, 565, 6o5 f.
irrey ersible 433, 540, 557, 606,
modify their terms 508 £, 520 f,
necessary 402 f, 406, 414, 417,
561, 637, of God to creatures
(¢ v ), ratioms 275, 278, real 54,
275/, 305, v Quality

Relativism 319 £, 359, §27 f, 568,
v Knowledge, Truth

Religious belef, not kn 434,
436 f,

Renouwer 13, 19, 266, 319

Reveisdls of previous truth 438 1,
440 f, 524

Rey, Avel 3541, 536, 548, 583, 609

Reemann 441 f

Russell, B 30

ST THOWAS, v Aquinas

Satisfaction, as criterion (g » ) of
Truth, essential to Truth
(g v ), natureof 617 f, relation
to hn 194, 610,617; v Truth,
relativity of.

Scepticism, Absolutism (gv
tends to, and Kant 5 f,
8 f, 219, as alternative to
Realism 678 /; dogmatic and
practical 421, 1n Science 21,
433, 443, 446/, 471, not justi-
hable 433, 416/, 471, 5231,
relation to Pragmatism (g v

Schelling 13, 222, 224

Sehillyy, Friedvich 226,

|Scniller, F.C. S 15 f, 22, 24, 341,
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371,83, ch v, 162,187, ¢k vu, function of 383 £, 388, fusion
2061, 2391, 250, ¢h x1, 322f, ol 35v, ‘lag’' of 385, locali
334, 345, 433, 457, 459, 470, 536,  t1onof 497,389 f, naturc of :
543/ 355/ 565 5677, s72f 380, mot Lo =8, 113, n..
583 n, 584 f, 580, 593, 6oy, 677 f,' object of eiternal percepuion
71 25 47f, 50 179, 371, physio-

Scholastic principles 4, 29, 348 f,  logical processunderlying 3761 -
359, 389 1, 379f, possibility of 336, *qué

Scholasticism  Preface, c¢h xiu, | lity' of 379, 3b2f, 105 relatinite
X1, Xv, \xu1, v Realism + -'of 628f; resembles 1ts cause

Schopenhaucy 226 " 374, 376f, 359, seat of PSS,

Science, abstract character of, synthesis of, objectively doter-r
differs in degree 4c4/, aim of  mned 387 d
23, 403 f. critique of 19, rela- Semsationalism, 452, .100, 652 -
tion to metaphysics 21, 449 f.: Sense, muscular 49, 380, 390, o
460f, suggested Critical method  sight 383 f, 3b; f, of touc.
9f. and Dragmatic Method 365 f
15/, 133/, 301, 450, v I’Mysical Sense-perception z Perception
Science Sensibile commune 384 f, propiium

Scottish School 430 1 382

Selection 43 68 f, 249, 324 397 §enscs, the 48 f, how far trust-
458, 532, 576, 579, and objéctive’  worthy 625 f
vahdity j0f, 457 f, 474 f; 613, Sentience, reiation to Thoyght
634 f, m scientihc defimtions
479 Scntient evpcrience, Reality as

Self, as groupof scnsations 455 f, ¢h n
distinction of, from not-sclf Series, implies unity 341
81/, 85/, 102 f, 109, 152, 213, Shaduerth Huds on 34 f. 50957
221 f, 234 f, 284, 312, 343. 534, 79f
m Pl P E 24, 296, 306 f,|Sudgaick, Henry 525
313, 3397, reality of 285, 340/, Smmel Georg 19, 23, 200 f, 520 f,
unknowable 652 f 543, 545. =47 f, 550, 561f,

Self-consciousness, 1n  Fichte| 35711, 583 f, 611, 013, 649, 675
221 f, 1n Green 230, 1n Ilegel | Solipsism 325, 334, 572
11, 223f, 242, 253, 1n sense-|Space, as common nucleus of
perception 36 391, 114 £, 177f.| perception 308 £, 334 f, implies
343, ‘substance’ mmplied in| wmpcricction 372, in Biadley
o 287, 1in Kant g2 f, 1n what

Sclf-evidence of Truth, due to sense a confounm 369 f, orgin
habit 316, not always apparunt  of notion of 248 f our, three-
500 f, v Cntena, Truth, dimensional 356 f, 444 f, per-
necessary ception of 3% f, validity of

Sensation, as dala of science 23, conceptual 444 f
452,454 f, 477, as dufterence of Spceies and Genus 250 f.
energy (g v), as ul quo per- Specus sansibilis 371,416, eafressa
epitur 40 f, 50, 511, 179 f, 371, 377, 3b2 f, tmpis @ 377, 379
378, 384, 418, as object of 365, wntelligibilis 374, 400
wternal perception 497, as Spucific energy of the nurves 379 f
quality of objcct 41f, sof,'Spemeer 127
177f, 266, 374, chaotic 10,|Stmeza 5, 357, 408 f, 412
341, -complex v Ferccpt,|Spirtual natme of mattcr 344 f,
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VAIHINGLE 77 Warrace 13, 82, 213, 2411,
Jalidity of umversal (7 ») 1deas, 623#
problem of, 1ts relation to Telion 148
Metephysics 419 f, relation to Whole, felt-; v Perception, logi-
ougin (g2 ) cal and real 250, 516, 664,
valaations, numan, urnersal; moral 5y, organic, v Organiam,
function of 25 544, 575/, Leality, 1ruth sysiematic as
otlective 583, 61357, svcial oppcsed to oigamic 303, 400,
513/ tclcolngical 217, 400, 664,
e logieal 17 £ 507 593, and Wilbes 19
¢ ‘ccononncal 526, 367, 5§84, Will, as formal cause of error
abjective 534 417, (40, lurcton of, 1 kn
b1z 245, 324 415, 579, 1ntellect
. il associations, contiolled subcrainated to g1, 189 f,
y Duipose 63 f, 7 Association  relation to  assent 71, 417,
verbalicauon “cestroys ‘pure’ 638/, subordinated 1o intellect
eapclience 2gd 1co
Venhcation-process esscntial to Will-to-beheve 16, 22, 72, 194,
truth (g7,), no.=application 475, 593, 595, 039
{7 v ), objective controlof 577 f, Fum 225
581 f, 617, potential 541/, Co3f Wolf 57

Vitual enstence 452 4358 Wundt 136, 185, 379 f
Vual series 23, 199, 299, 31I,
34, 338

Voluntarism 25, v. Practice, YouaG-HELMHOL1. theory of
Valuauon, Will | audition apd coloui-vision 380






