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PREFACE

This work is intended primarily for students of philosophical
theology, or of those tracts of philosophy which have bearing
on the cognitive basis of religion: the field that is usually and less
aptly called philosophy of religion. But it cowers so much of the
fields of psychology and epistemology, that it is hoped to prove
not without use to such as read those subjects without paramount
interest in their theological bearing.

It is through knowledge about the self, mankind and the world
that developed belief in God is mediated; and it is in relation to
such knowledge, its nature, presuppositions, scope and validity,
that the intellectual status of theology, and the reasonableness of
theistic conviction, are to be estimated. The present volume
accordingly deals with the human self, and with the mental functions
of the social individual that are involved in scientific and theo-
logical thought. It will be succeeded by another volume in which
the theistic interpretation of the world will be discussed, in the
light of the prolegomena here set forth and with the aid of the
conclusions to which the propaedeutic studies, here pursued, are
taken to point.

The student of theology, in the comprehensive sense that has
been indicated, needs to know what is known, and to beacquainted
with the main types of theory, concerning the self as knower, its
capacities and faculties, and concerning the world and our science
thereof, in so far as such knowledge bears upon his own quest.
He must therefore be equipped with learning in psychology and
theory of knowledge; he must have some acquaintance with the
facts and theories, with the methods and the limitations, of the
natural sciences: and he must be familiar with the outstanding
systems of metaphysic. Happily, there is much in thesg vast fields
which it does not behove even the complete theologian to study.
At the outset of his course, however, the student is notin a posjtion
always to discern what portions of them he can afford to neglect ‘
as havipg no indirect relevance; to estimate the f'elative importance
of topics that seem relevant; or to associate scattered items be-
tween which riPer learning would see connexion, It is with a
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view to affording temporarily acceptable guidance, by doing this
selective work for him, and in consequence of petitions to proffer
to others help of this sort that some believe they have received
in my lecture-room, that this treatise has been undertaken.

Seeing that the work, as a whole, does not set forth an assumed
theological world-view, it does not pursue, as 2 mode of exposition,
the ordo essendi. It does not set out from the achieved result of
theistic thought, ané, starting from God as termsinus a guo, proceed
in deductive fashion from the source of being to derivative
existents, the world and man: theistic interpretation is only its
final task. The first volume is not theological but philosophical.
Concerned with studies requisite for serious discussion of the
knowability of God, and for estimation of the intellectual grounds
on which theology rests, it sets out from our presumptive fact-
knowledge. After analysis and examination thereof, it advances
from what presumably is best, as well as first, known to what,
though logically prior and metaphysically ulterior, is in order
of time last known. The ordo cognoscend; is deliberately chosen.
Itis only because this method is not commonly adopted in manuals
on philosophy, that I have ventured to address my book to the
studeht with interests not centring in theological issues, as possibly
possessing sufficient of individuality, among the large number of
cognate treatises, to offer him material on which to whet his
critical faculty.

As it is part of the function of Vol. 1 to supply what is normally
sought in several kinds of text-book, some portion of it necessarily
consists of reproduction of facts, of analyses thereof and con-
clusions therefrom, already furnished by professed psychologists,
logicians, etc. Such matter, though derived from standard
authorities, has not been assumed to be the only doctrine in the
field, or to be always beyond question. Impartiality has prescribed
frequent reference to views emanating from other schools. Many
books and articles have thus been drawn upon; but in outstanding
degree, the Psychological Principles of the late Prof. J. Ward. It
would have been simpler, in some of my earlier chapters, merely
%o refer to his pages; but, to do so, would defeat one of my purposes,
viz. that of providing a concise compendium of fact and agalysis,
selected and arranged with relevance to the special needs of the
reader that I chiefly contemplate. I can therefore only acknow-
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edge the magnitude of my borrowing, which i8 greater than the
explicit citations and references indicate. When these transcribed
data are turned to account for construction of philosdphy, the
responsibility generally rests with myself, unless there is statement
to the contrary.

Should a theological student, ifito whose hands this volume may
fall, command sufficient leisure to prosecute psychological studies
with more thoroughness than is provided in my selective com-
pendium, he should turn to the fountain-head that I have men-
tioned. At a later stage of his psychological education, he may
profitably study literature supplied by other schools of thought.
But at the beginning, when he is relatively at the mercy of his
teacher, I would venture to advise resort to portions of Ward'’s
formidable work. Not because I myself regard it as the greatest
single work, of any age, on the human mind; but on account of
several specific characteristics of its masterliness, that make it
pre-eminently suitable for the purpose now in view. Like the
Origin of Species, it lets the facts which it marshals tell their own
tale, and displays a sagacity in comparison with which, cleverness
is a thing of naught. It may be read from cover to cover without
the reader being able to guess from it, what are its author’s meta-
physical convictions: it is disinterested science, if abounding in
the tentative theorising of a pioneer. Again, its sustained and
unswerving adherence to the strictly psychological point of view,
in which also it is perhaps unique, and which alone suffices to
make it a classic, is another grace for which the beginner will
follow on to become thankful.

In the constructive and the critical efforts put forth in the
present volume, I have made plain the concltisions, as to many
controversial issues, to which the collected facts or data have
led me. That procedure does not of itself make impartiality, in
the stating and examining of alternative views, impossible; while
it may somewhat relieve tediousness by putting up a fight for
the reader. But one’s own partialities are generally’beyond the
range of one’s own unaided introspection. Some of those that
may lurk in my chapters, as well as defects in learning, diction,
and perhaps judgement on minor matterss might have been
obviated, had I submitted my proofs to others for scrutiny. But
those of my friends, whose aid I most should value in revising
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the chapters that twould most abundantly be improved by external
help, are themselves engaged in more important work; so I have
shrunk from seeking from them this service. I mainly regret that
my loss will extend to my readers.

It will be observed that, besides positive statements that may
safely be taken as assertions of established and accepted fact,
others abound in this book, that rather express conclusions and
opinions on disputable questions. Constant reiteration of phrasés
such as ‘it seems’, or ‘I think that’, is wearisome; while throwing
a statement into question-form is but a transparent device. I have
therefore often adopted the dogmatic method, also a device,
leaving the reader to supply the writer’s ‘I think’, as if outside
algebraic brackets enclosing all that may beaccounted his thought.

F. Re TENNANT

1927
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CHA?TER 1
Data and Method in Psychology and Philosophy

There is but one way of inquiring into the nature of the self,
whether as knower or as object known, that can lead to science,
[ ] . . .

and so provide a basis for trustworthy philosophy of human per-
sonality and human knowledge. Itis to set out from the observable
facts concerning mentality, as these are constituted at the level of
experience-organisation involved in the presumptive knowledge
that we employ in the conduct of life; or rather, as they areanalysed
and reduced to system in the science of psychology. These facts
are by no means pure data, but they are our only data. Our minds
have fashioned forms of thought and a body of ‘knowledge’, of
which they cannot now wholly divest themselves, even when en-
gaged in thinking these acquisitions away or conceiving them as
transcended. What is given to ~r minds, at this status, is the facts
on which psychology reflects: not the elements into which they
may be analysed, nor the concepts which the conceptions of these
elements may logically presuppose, nor the metaphysical entuies
of which observed actualities may be appearances, nor the simpler
complexes that preceded them at earlier stages of our mental life.
We can now no more begin inquiry otherwise than from fact-data,
at the stage of elaboration and with that degree of compositeness
and turbidity with which, as experience-units, they are actually
received, than a bricklayer can start house-building with other
units than bricks; though our data are capable of being resolved
into constituents, just as bricks may be broken to fragments,
ground to dust, or analysed into chemical elements. In the order
of knowing, as distinguished from both the temporal order of the
becoming of things known and the timeless order of logical pre-
supposition, the analytica are attainable only after, and Qy means
of, the analysanda: the antecedents are reached only through
examination of the data. This is a consequence of the fact that
we have elaborated, through stages of which we are obliviscent,
our present system of experience-synthesis: a 3ystem that has
grown up with us and is constitutive of what we call knowledge.
"The earliest, the simplest, the logically prior, the mgtaphysically
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ultimate, may be goals: none of them can be datum or starting-|

pot

&Ihethcr as common-sense people we simply accept our fact-
data and, asking nq question about them for conscience’ sake,
proceed to build with them; or whether as philosophers we first
undertake the critical regress, scrutinising their construction and
thelogical presuppositions and processes 1nvolved therein: in either
case we can start from no other ‘origin’, or point of depart‘hre,
without our work being groundless. Of course our prima facie
fact-knowledge is itself open to sifting examination. It involves
prehistoric metaphysics; and man’s language and modes of thought,
formed with a view to practical needs, may fall short of the pre-
cision and subtilty required for exact science and philosophy.
Indeed, the presuppositions involved in its pretension to be know-
ledge have been ascertained. But psychology is, in this respect,
in no different case from that of other empirical sciences. If our
foundation, epistemologically regarded, be thus provisional and
unstable, so is that of all so-called knowledge of actuality that
we deem worth having. Moreover, the indemonstrable beliefs
that are unavoidably assumed in it, such as the trustworthiness
of*hemory as immediate intuition ‘of the past, the existence of
other selves, the principles on which induction rests, can be
explicitly confessed and allowed for: we can at least replace pre-
sumptive knowledge by learned ignorance. And if as philosophers
we need eventually to choose other co-ordinates, so to speak, than
those of common sense, as psychologists we can still retain our
equations bodily; for, their truth not being affected by change
of co-ordinates, they will be some version of the ultimate state-
ments by which we hope to replace them. In terms of another
analogy, common-sense knowledge is the original, or rather the
only extant version of the original, of which metaphysics should
be a translation; philosophy, as here conceived, is not free com-
position! To drop metaphor: if any portion of the received facts
or of the accepted analysis of them be disputed, it will still be
1 Philosophy differs from science, at least to some extent, in both subject-matter
and method. But 1t is not, on that account, talk too vague to be worthy of the name of
science, nor eclectic opining, nor baseless speculatton. It differs from science chiefly
in what may be called direction of departure from the self-same data. It should be

strenuous exploration of presuppositions and problems whuch it is not the business
of any specal rcience to investigate. Metaphysics, or, speaking more generally,
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unavoidable that we make use of other portions of the same body
of fact-knowledge, and of the same experience-organisation, in
order to allege or to correct error in any part. Consequently this
body of presumptive knowledge is not only our sole collective
datum; it is also an indispensable instrument for intellectual
operating, and, at the first stage at any rate, an irreplaceable
JYehicle for comprehensible expression of destructive criticism of
its’ own contents. It will not be assumed that every generally
received analysis is beyond question: forthcoming criticism shall
be weighed. But at this stage it is insisted that the presumptive
knowledge, taken over in the crude from common sense by ana-
lytical psychology, is the only starting-point for a science, and
therefore for philosophy (other than vain deceit), of actual experience.
‘When the data have been described without suppression or mutila-
tion, without gratuitous interpretation in terms of supposititious
theory framed according to predilection: then, and only then, can
we reasonably proceed to consider what implications they contain,
and what metaphysical interpretation they may suggest or require.
Psychology indeed not only may, but should, be expounded
without influence of foregone metaphysical conclusions: that is
to say, without assumptions of that sort, other than such afare
involved in the very grammar of speech and in any supposition
of there being knowledge of an actual world. That, at the outset,
is our irreducible residuum of the metaphysical. Nevertheless, it
may quite well count but for an ultimately supersedible tool or
vehicle. The metaphysic of Mind, in so far as it is a theoretical
end and not a provisional practical means, can only follow upon
the empirical science of minds. To start from metaphysic, especially
such as is constructed apart from exegesis of fact, is idle; to
mate it with fact, is but to engender monstrosities and confusion.
Fortunately, description and analysis can be prosecuted in psycho-
logy, as in physics, with indifference or unsectarian neutrality as
to explicit metaphysics transcending experience. But Jfoo often
exposition has been guided by dogmatic preconceptions—pure
sensations and sensibles, neutral stuff, derivability of the psychjcal
from the physical, etc.: and then the facts for which observation

philosophy, differs from physics, not in transcending perceptual experience, but in
raising questions whach physics takes as granted in consequence of 1ts origimation in,
and continuity with, relaively unreflective common sense.

1-2
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vouches, have been ignored, distorted, or used as a repertory
whence, by advocate’s selectivensss, instances have been pro-
ducible in support of cunningly devised fables. These vicious ten-
dencies, subversive ef science and rendering philosophy fatuous,
can be escaped if we study mental processes without prejudice
as to the superiority of dualism or monism, realism or idealism,
and renounce speculative gnosticism as to the unknowable. Factg
must precede theory: science comes before philosophy; empiric
knowledge, before science, To whatever definition and theory of
knowledge in general, and to whatever doctrine of the self, we may
be led, such theory must justify itself by its capacity to account
for the prima facie facts being what they are. The one fact which
every school of philosophy can accept as common ground, is the
existence of so-called knowledge of so-called actuality by so-called
persons: whatever knowledge, actuality and persons may turn out
on examination to be. Our so-called knowledge may be assump-
tional, inadequate, a provisional makeshift ; but its forthcomingness
is fact with which our analyses and our refined interpretations
must be compatible. It furnishes, so to say, equations which the
values to be assigned to our as yet unknown quantities must
satisfy. There is no escape from what these prima facie facts
dictate, translate them how we may. Without them, as foundation,
all building is in the air. They are the sole external control; there
is nothing else whereby to distinguish opinion and speculation,
baseless however ingenious and self-consistent, from knowledge
and genuine philosophy of our world and what is therein. Common-
sense knowledge, then, shall here be used as datum and as touch-
stone: the forthgomingness of it, however much it calls for scrutiny
and restatement or translation, is the only broad fact that com-
mands unanimous acceptance and can control speculation. At the
outset, at least, private prepossessions such as are self-evident to
this, but not to that, philosopher, will thus be avoided.

Our common ground, be it noted, does not assume that the
ratio essendi is known, as does all procedure according to the ordo
essendi, adopted by common sense and science. That sense-data
are the ratio cognoscendi of the physical world, Z.e. the conceptual
world of science'and common sense, is undoubted and indnbitable;
while that physical objects are the ratio essendi of sensation, is but
opinion. Indeed, if the physical be not the ontal, but phenomenon
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thereof made by our minds as well as by ultimate reality, the
physical cannot be the ratio esendi of the psychical. Hepce it is
that psychology cannot safely and finally, or otherwise than pro-
visionally, be expounded from the standpoipt of psychophysics.
Such a method, based on such an assumption, involves some con-
fusion of the phenomenal of science with the ontal of metaphysics;
it assumes, as closed, a question that for psychology is open, and
as to which psychological investigation may afford evidence. If
dreams subsist at all through their reproductive imagery being
for the time beyond correction by appeal to the impressional, our
waking life in the conceptual world of common sense and science
may be another sort of dream, subsisting only in virtue of the
constructions of our creative and interpretative imagination being
uncorrected by appeal to the ontal hidden from the mind’s eye.
‘Whether or not we come to regard our presumptive knowledge
as a dream-product of this kind, it is our sole datum whence more
ultimate knowledge may possibly be derived; and it assuredly is
some ‘function’ of such knowledge. It contains our explicandum,
though it may be a faulty explication thereof. Knowledge, in the
comprehensive sense of a structure of facts and generalisations,
with analytica and logical presuppositions beneath, and plilo-
sophical interpretations above, may be compared with a house of
several storeys, whose only entrance is on the ground-floor. Having
gained access to the interior by the one door, we may proceed to
explore from cellar to roof. But otherwise to seek knowledge
of the house, involves either destructive violence or else recourse
to the use of imagination. The latter method can be pursued
perfectly well, if perfectly vainly, outside the building: the former
substitutes another structure for the one to be investigated, and
that on a scale which our analogy altogether fails to suggest.
If to set out from fact, and to keep in touch with fact, be called
empiricism, then, whatever else be found necessary, the empirical
method is a sine gua non for knowledge of actuality of gny sort.
The comparison of science and philosophy with a house, lends
itself to illustrate a further important truth. For there is one
respect, so far as the process of building is concerned, in which
the house and the edifice of philosophical knowledge differ
entirely. In house-building we first lay foundations: they are
both the preconditions and the beginning of the house. But in
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phiflosophy we cannot so begin. The foundation is laid already; and
no other can be laid than that hasebeen laid. Existing structure,
of empiric fact and obscure concepts, occupies the site. Philosophy
cannot begin at the lagical beginning, simply because the logically
prior is only knowable from the logically posterior. Philosophy
of the actual cannot begin otherwise than it did with Thales,
in mediis rebus. That it has tried to do so, or to appear to do so,
has sometimes persuaded itself that it has done so, we well know:
likewise we know that it has then convinced but few of its own
devotees as to its success. To make a purely a4 priori start, has
always proved to set out, not only from arbitrary assumptions, but
also from concealed brute facts. The ideal or pure science of
mathematics was taken by Plato to be the ideal or paradigm of
knowledge of actuality. And this, it must be affirmed, was philo-
sophy’s catastrophic fall from pristine innocence: its original sin
which infected modern philosophy also from its birth. A method
was thus prescribed to philosophy that is inapplicable within its
sphere. Mathematics indeed lays its foundations, because it creates
its entities by definition, postulates its indefinables, and has no
place for ‘real’ categories such as those of substance and cause,
whith are indispensable for knowledge based on sense. But a
science founded on non-actual entities such as the line without
breadth, however exact, certain, and logically consistent with
itself, has not necessarily any applicability to the actual world
with which philosophy professes to deal! Pure mathematics, and
metaphysic that would fain be wholly & priori or pure, are free
to lay any number of diverse foundations and then to construct
an indefinite tale of possible worlds at their pleasure; but no such
system will necessarily tell anything, worth knowing, about the
one world in which we are interested. The application of a pure
science to the actual world,2 is wholly tentative and problematical.

1 Though Euclid is used as illustration here, it is not a pure science; it presupposes
knowledge of sohd bodies. Definitions like that of the circle, moreover, are not
creations out of nothing; the circle 1s partly an abstraction, partly an idealisation, con-
strugted from the perceptual.

% By ‘actual’ 15 here meant whatever is known in the first instance through sense-
perception. ‘The word is preferable to the hopelessly ambiguous term ‘real’, but is
itself not univocal because, as will be seen later, the perceptual objects of mdividual
experience—actuality in its primary sense—are not identical with the so-called
“perceptual’ of cammon sense and science, which is what ‘actuglity’ usually denotes.
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Moreover, it can never yield adequate or exhaustive knowledge
of the world. When mathematigs becomes applied science, it loses
the precision and certainty, in virtue of which it was selécted as
the exemplar of knowledge. There is no “‘thought which pierces
this dim universe like light”’. Our world owes its determinateness
not wholly unto us; knowledge about it can be had only by
attending to what is thrust upon us in the experience we happen
to have. Instead of creating our foundations by fiat we have to
discover them. Our logically prior concepts can only be attained
through the 4 posteriori. Philosophy can proceed only by ac-
cepting obscure ideas, shaped by mankind for practical purposes,
and refining them tentatively into tools suitable for theoretical
ends. To the pure mathematician, the existence of our world is a
superfluity. On the other hand, his ‘possible’ worlds are no affair
to the philosopher. For him, laws of thought, unless laws of
thought about things, have no significance; and logical construc-
tions are irrelevances unless possessing applicability. There are
doubtless 4 priori conditions of our thought, i.e. conditions inde-
pendent of sense-data and their reception—according to one of
the meanings of ‘independence’; there are no such conditions of
experience, and none as to our thought being the sole possible
kind of thought, or as to our thought according with actuality—
which experience alone can decide. Thus mathematics or any
pure science, just because ideal in the sense of being concerned
directly with ideas alone, is so far from being the ideal, in the
sense of the paradigm, of knowledge about actualities, that it does
not necessarily possess indirect relevance thereto: its method is
out of place where a willy-nilly core or an element of ‘brutality’
in the data is determinative. ’

Enough has been said as to the mischievousness of an ancient
prejudice, to account for avoidance, in this work, of the a priori
method; perhaps enough to suggest that there is but one truth
concerning actuality, that pure apriorism can reach: viz. that any
other wholly a priori knowledge of actuality is @ priori ifhpossible.
The case is the same with the metaphysically ultimate as with the
logically prior; for if the ontal reveals itself only in the pheno-
menal, it can only be known by means of the ghenomenal.

If philosophy is to be more than a pastime, it would seem that
the only procedure open to it is to set out from the ‘knowledge’
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that we have, the facts which prima facie are best known. Our
one unimpugnable fact, at the leyel at which we must first use
that* wotd, is the existence of so-called knowledge of actuality. Of
course, no philosopher has ever but set out from this collective
datum, however he®may have camouflaged his method when
giving exposition to his system. In ordine cognoscendi—i.e. not
the order of logical priority but of actual knowledge-process—the
first things of Plato or Spinoza are last things. If this truth tras
first brought home to rationalists by Hume, his trumpet-blast,
that roused Kant from rationalistic slumber, was one of the most
momentous events in the history of philosophy. Kant, unfortu-
nately, was but half aroused. He continued to assume that in
Newtonian physics he possessed a pure science of Nature, separate
indeed from mathematics, yet grounded on necessary principles and
concepts; and he wasted his invaluable time in trying to discover its
preconditions. The impurity of his pure science, 7.¢. its clandestine
resort to brute fact, is now patent. The necessity of reliance on the
empirical may be said to have become at last self-evident.2
The analysandum from which philosophy must needs set out
having been indicated, it remains to justify the method of dealing
with it that it is proposed to follow. Hitherto it has merely been
urged that no analysis can stand, that is incompatible with the
existence of any part of the analysandum itself; no theory of
knowledge can be approved that involves the impossibility of the
data being forthcoming. These statements may read as harmless
platitudes: they will turn out to be engines of destruction for
which much work lies to hand.2
There are two ways of proceeding from presumptive know-
ledge to philosophy. One of these, sometimes conventionally
called the ‘epistemological’, seeks to ascertain the logical pre-

1 In so far as Plato regarded mathematics as the paradigm of knowledge, it must
be submitted that he was the Adam of the race of # priors philosophers, and his the
peccatum originans, Perhaps some day a genius of hike stature, a second philosophic
Adam, will urise to pursue the ordo cognoscendi and work out the first completed
system of genuinely empirical type As yet but partial enterprises of this kind have been
undertaken, beginning in Anstotle’s incomplete break with Platonism.

2 Common-sense knowledge is often said, truly enough, not to be knowledge in
what may be called the perfectionist’s sense, either in respect of adequacy and punty
or in respect of rigid logical certainty: it has accordingly been here designited ‘pre-
sumptive’. It is not so commonly stated, nor even borne in mind, that whatever
ultimate reality and genuine knowledge be, they must have compatibility with the
emergence and existence of the product called (of courtesy) knéwledge, whatever its
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conditions of knowledge and of its possibility.! It concerns itdelf
with thinking and knowing, only as perfected arts; with know-
ledge, as an actually or ideally finished product; with reason, as a
developed faculty, sometimes as abstracted, from reasoners and
hypostatised into a quasi-existent absolute. It deems insignificant
the possibility that the nature of our reason is contingent on
mankind’s evolution, conditioned by relations with environment
or by the fact that human selves are embodied. It is indifferent
to genetic studies, and more than indifferent to the individual
experiences by which common or universal knowledge is actually
determined. Such matters are regarded as irrelevant. Psycho-
logical conditionings, it is said, have nothing to do with logical
presuppositions; nor does the truth of a proposition depend on
how it came to be believed. It is assumed, however, that there is
a body of knowledge, properly so called, and a ratio essendi that
is known, if but in part.

This method cannot be adopted here as all-sufficient. With the
history of science behind us, it behoves us to be chary of sup-
posing that we understand the nature, scope, or significance of
anything—even knowledge—until we have learned how it came
to be what it is.2 It shall not be assumed that our kind of scienufic
thinking has the same preconditions as any other possible kind.
Our thought shall not be identified with Thought, nor our reason
with universal Reason. Nor shall it be presupposed that the world
is through and through rational, and our reason adequate to the
reading of its rationality. Such questions shall not be foreclosed;
for it waits to be seen whether the office of our reason has not
sometimes been magnified, and its aristocratic nature accredited,
through ignorance as to its plebeian descent and connexions.

nature, constitution and status. ‘T'o seck what is consistent with the forthcomingness
of so-called fact-knowledge, despite its need of overhauling, is a profitable quest.
The same cannot be assumed as to the quest for the presuppositions of ‘necessary
knowledge’ of actuality, which may turn out to be a chimaera of our opm making.

1 As thus used, e.g. by Ward, ‘epistemological’ inclines towards the meaning of
‘logical’ and away from that of ‘psychological’, but also suggests connexion with
the common or ‘universal’ (science), and transcendence of the private nature of
individual experience. In later chapters we shall encounter another conventional use
of ‘episteqpological’, or rather of ‘epitemic’, adopted by Ms Johnson, where the
opposite emphasis is intended, and the psychological, rather than the logical, aspect of
the subject-matter is indicated.

8 So taught Aristqfle: we must know the generative principle, if we would
understand the essence, of a thing.
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Asto truth being independent of the manner in which beliefs are
reached, the dictum seems as insigaificant as it is inexpugnable. It
ignores the difference between truth recognised assuch, and ‘truth’
independent of our, recognition—which is rather ‘fact’ than
correspondence of thought with fact. So long asa ‘truth’ remains
unrecognised, its subsistence and its non-subsistence are alike
nothing to us: it is little use there being true propositions, unless
we know they are true. But, in order to know a proposition con-
cerning actuality to be true, we do generally need to have ascer-
tained how it was arrived at. And we need also to bear in mind
that our most important convictions, in science, philosophy and
theology alike, are partly due to causes other than logical grounds;
that they rest on notions that are but postulated, and such postula-
tion enters at so low a stage as the judgement of perception.

Again, although the logical implications of propositions, and
the logical connexions of ideas, are independent of origin and
developement, it is not self-evident that the range of their signi-
ficance, and the scope of their kzowable applicability, are other than
coextensive with the experience-contexts within which they were
evoked. When this consideration has been disregarded, as e.g.
when concepts that are over-individual have been assumed to be
also over-social, as to their origination and relevance, and then
treated as absolute, perhaps grave errors have been made, whether
in epistemology, natural philosophy, or ethics.

On these grounds the ‘epistemological’ method will here be
made subsidiary to another. If we are to know actuality, and to
know that we know about it and are not merely conjecturing as
to it, we shall need to inquire, what knowledge of actuality is,
and what it is not.! This involves recourse to analytic and genetic
psychology.? At the worst such a resort would be a harmless

1 Tt is sometimes said that it is as foolish to ask how knowing can know, as to inquire
how being was made, But how knowers came to know, and what their knowing
consists in, are questions for the answering of which positive fact-data lie to hand
for exposition and analysis.

# By genetic psychology is not meant the attempt to shew that there is nothing, in
the hughly developed mind, that was not in the primitive mind; nor concentration of
attention solely on the beginnings of experience, to the neglect of any characteristics of
the complex final prrduct that were absent from incipient stages of the process. All
actual developement is epigenesis, growth out of something into something tlse; and it

is the continuity of this growth through all its stages that genetic science studies. The
dangers of the genetic method are avoided when it is coupled with the analytic. There
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superfluity; if the foregoing contentions be granted, it becomes
a sine qua non. Some account ¢f the origin and context of, philo-
sophical concepts shall therefore be thrust upon the reader, in the
hope that thereby a warning may be imparted against the hyposta-
tising of abstractions, which leads but to metaphysic devoid of
relevance in spheres beneath the supercelestial. The genesis of
our knowledge shall be set forth at length, because any philosophy
that ignores it, is here regarded as vain; and-any definition of
knowledge that does not reckon with it, may turn out to lack
denotation. All concepts are derived ultimately from percepts:
no sense-impressions, no science; no individual experience, no
universal knowledge. If, then, we would learn what actuality and
knowledge are, we must study actual sources and preconditions.
It is only by tracing the developement of the knowledge-process
that we can ascertain the nature, scope and limitations of the
product. So the facts established by psychology concerning indi-
vidual experience, must be the first quest. No less is meant than
that the ordo cognoscendi is the sole route that possibly may lead to
a known ordo essendi: that psychology 1s the fundamental science,
the first propaedeutic to philosophy, rather than a science to be
placed somewhere between chemistry and history. Perhaps the
overlooking of this possibility is chiefly responsible for the result-
lessness of so large a measure of philosophical endeavour. Even
other kinds of empiricism than that which has just been pro-
pounded, are here excluded as either dogmatism or disguised
rationalism: as setting forth from arbitrary concepts rather than
from determinative data.

The reader, who happens to be at the beginning of his study
of philosophy, should be cautioned that the opinion just expressed,
viz. that critical investigation of knowledge cannot be effectively
pursued by the ‘epistemological’—the 4 priori or the logical—

is then little risk of overlooking the pecularities and the complegity of the product or
analysandum. ‘To take the analysandum as a sacrosanct infallibility—which, in some
respects, is what the method here conventionally designated ‘the epistemological’
does—and to proceed, without further ado, to analyse it and ascertain its logical pre-
conditions, 15 dogmatism dangerous as is ‘the naturalst’s fallacy” just now referred to.
Theanalytical-genetic method, it must be submutted, is the only safeguard against either
error. Use of this method will be found to reveal metaphysicalassumptions lurking
unsuspected in what are taken for data; to detect the medacy of many supposed
immediacies, the acquiredness of much that has passed for innate or 4 priors; and to
shew that part of what has been ascribed to our nature, is but second nature.
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meéthod alone, is accounted heresy by most philosophers whose
judgement commands respect. if one be not mistaken, it is
generally agreed that the difference, perhaps disparateness, be-
tween the two methpds, and the irrelevance of the psychological
to the ‘epistemological’, constitute one of the permanent lessons
taught us by Kant. Nevertheless, it may be urged that certain
shortcomings of Kant’s great accomplishment are due to his tgo
complete neglect of data which empirical investigation might have
supplied, and to his too hasty assumption of their irrelevance, had
he found them. Moreover, the Kantian epistemology is by no
means independent of the faulty psychology that he inherited;
and it must be submitted, in the light of Kant’s instructive defects,
that epistemology is not, and cannot be, a science sui generis, sitting
loose to facts about the nature and conditioning of cognitive
psychoses, a tertium quid between psychology and logic, but is a
compound of the two. When apriorism takes the intellectual pro-
duct in abstraction from its psychological and biological setting,
and (neglecting its history, aim and function) conceives how it
can be put together out of ‘analytica’ invented 4 o, it becomes
mythology of the fancy-bred, and has little connexion with science
of the factual. However, if the view here adopted be heresy,
Dr Schiller long ago proclaimed it; and the heresiarch is Locke.
Indicating a change of application by italicising one word, I would
quote from him the following sentence, as expressing my stand-
point: ‘I thought that the firsz step towards satisfying several
inquiries the mind of man is very apt to run into was to take a
survey of our own understandings, examine our powers, and see
to what things they are adapted”.! And with this citation may
be coupled another from Reid:

A creative imagination disdains the mean offices of digging for a founda-
tion, of removing rubbish, and carrying materials; leaving these servile
employments to the drudges in science, it plans a design, and raises a fabric.
Inventionsupplies materials where they are wanting, and fancy adds colouring
and every befitting ornament. The work pleases the eye, and wants nothing
but solidity and a good foundation. It seems even to vie with the works
of nature, till some succeeding architect blows it into rubbish, and builds
as goodly a fabric ¢f his own in its place.2

(9

1 Essay concerning the Human Understanding, 1. . 7.
% 4n Inquiry into the Human Mind, ch. 1. § 3.



CHAPTER II
Consciousness: Its Subject and Subjective Elements

I. ‘SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS' AS DATUM.

“The primary crude datum of psychology is ¢he fact that there
are selves aware of their own existence and mentality. This, of
course, has never been doubted at the level of experience-organisa-
tion involved in common sense. Whatever selves may be found
to be, and into whatever analytica they and their minds may be
resolvable, the analysanda simply are. And they are the only
touchstone by which analytical theories can be tried.

The ground of belief of a self in its own existence is stated in
cogito ergo sum; and as that dictum is wont to be regarded as a
foundation-stone of modern philosophy, it may fittingly be taken
as our starting-point. To Descartes it seemed to assert indubitable
truth, because doubting it only reinstates the impugned fact.
Cogitatio, even when dubitatio de cogitatione, is an actual occurrence
involving a res cogitans. It is a further question whar this res is,
but it cannot be non-existent. To be conscious is to be: in the
fact ego cogitans sum, being and thinking meet.

The point first to be noted as to the statement of Descartes,
is that the cogitatio, that it asserts, is not consciousness such as the
sentience of which we are aware, but awareness of it. If the
dictum is to possess the significance it had for its author, cogito
must not be equivalent to sentio, but rather to scio (me) sentire. The
worm presumably feels: presumably it does not know that it
exists. It is, then, awareness of consciousness, technically called
self-consciousness, such as is generally believed to be explicit only
in human beings, that Descartes laid down as foundation-fact, and
that common sense offers as knowledge-datum. This datym, how-
ever, presupposes consciousncss. Here we encounter an ultimate
concept: the concept which is called for to indicate the whole class
of actual occurrences that furnish the unique field of psychology,
as distipguished from physical sciences. The actuahty also is
ultimate for us, because, as to the becoming of consciousness out
of something else, we have no knowledge. Logically,and actually,
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consciousness is prior to self-consciousness. Orderly procedure
from what happens to be our prime datum, obliges us at once to
turn from it to this first result of analysis.

2. CONSCIOUSNESS.

. The word ‘consciousness’ has borne many meanings: indeed,
a dozen or more have been counted. It was used as synonymous
with awareness of consciousness, by Descartes and Locke; aid as
inclusive of self-consciousness, by Hamilton and Mill. Nowadays
it is often restricted to awareness of objects, or to experience of
the cognitive type, exclusive of feeling and conation. With some
psychologists, the word then replaces ‘subject’, standing for the
being or 7es that is conscious or has consciousness. With others,
it denotes the ‘contents’ of consciousness, i.e. the objects, such
as a noise, of which there is consciousness. Often it stands for
states of consciousness, such as the mental act of hearing: and,
whether as useful abbreviations or as fraught with psychologically
iconoclastic intent, the somewhat barbarous phrases ‘conscious
process’, ‘conscious states’, occur in the vocabulary of unfastidious
writers. To call attention to the equivocality of this word, will
convey the premonitory hint that slovenliness of speech, one
source of confusion in thought, may account for some paradoxical
views concerning consciousness that are rife: may it serve the
further purpose of indicating that one of the requisites of thinking,
is to ascertain, at the outset of any particular investigation, the
several meanings which leading terms have borne, so that one
may be saved from falling a victim to the commonest and often
subtlest form of fallacy—the using of an ambiguous term as if
it were univocal: which may reduce argumentation to a kind of
punning, and substitute verbal legerdemain for logic.

For the much abused, and now hopelessly indefinite, word
‘consciousness’, it has been suggested that ‘experience’ be substi-
tuted. But, unfortunately, this term has acquired similar ambiguity.
‘Experience’ is preferable, in that it does not refer exclusively to
the cognitive functioning of the mind, which ‘consciousness’, in
keeping with etymology, is apt to suggest. Certainly some com-
prehensive term: is needed to indicate the class of acts apd states,
inclusive of others besides awareness, which we are wont to regard
as sui gemerfs, disparate from physical or vital occurrences, and
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distinct even from many called mental. It is immaterial which
term we retain for this specific purpose, provided we gt once
assign to it by convention this one definite denotation. Selecting
‘consciousness’, we may observe that it is ngt possible to define
its connotation!: simply because consciousness is ultimate or in-
describable in terms other than synonyms for itself.' We may
indicate what we propose to mean by it, though we but substitute
for it another indefinable, when we say that a state of conscious-
ness is one in which change not only takes place, but is ‘felt’, or
accompanied by ‘feeling’. So we point the difference between it
and the impact which a stone receives, but of which it has no
sensation; or between it and the response of a dead frog’s nerve
to stimulation, in which we observe a case of irritability, but not
of sentience. However, though we cannot, without tautology, de-
scribe the connotation of ‘consciousness’, we are familiar with the
various kinds of event which it denotes. Sensation, perceiving,
enjoying, thinking, etc., possess in common a guale in virtue of
which, in spite of their differences, they may be put into one class
and cannot be qualitatively compared with anything outside that
class: even with processes that are otherwise er/ebz or lived through,
as is the pulse. This guale, like that of red, can only be ostensively
defined : we can but point toinstances of it. So defined, ‘conscious-
ness’ has wider denotation than ‘awareness’. On the other hand,
itis narrower than the ‘mental’ or ‘ psychic’, if these termsinclude
the memory-trace and all else of the subconscious or unconscious
that psychology may postulate, in order to make coherent its
account of mental processes. Whether consciousness is coextensive
with life, is not known: whether with mentality, is a question for
later discussion. That it is not coextensive with self-consciousness,
is highly probable: certainly we can conceive anoetic experience,
or mere sentience, unaccompanied by awareness of it, and can
distinguish between, e.g., tasting and awareness of tasting. Yet
without the peculiar kind of erlebnis? which is the basi of cog-
nition, there can be no knowledge of being, as distinct from being.

1 Waiving subtleties here irrelevant, the connotation of a term may be said to com-
prise the attributes which make up its meaning, while 1ts denotgtion is the sphere of
its applicatidn. Thus ‘metal’ connotes a group of properties,and denotes 1ron, gold, etc.

? The useful term erleden will recur. It denotes not knowledge, even the simpler
kind called acquaintance, but bemg that is prior to knowing. Whether we know a
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‘Further consideration of self-consciousness, from which we
have already been diverted, is dé¢ferred until the presuppositions
of that advanced kind of experience have been investigated. The
first of these is the existence of what is here denoted by ‘con-
sciousness’, or the occurrence of events having the unique guale
just now alleged. The allegation has been questioned; and there-
with the very existence of psychology, as a science sui generis.

Denial of particular modes of consciousness is commoner than
the semblance of repudiation of it i . All stages in attempted
elimination of feeling, desire, imagination and sensatio,! respec-
tively, are represented in recent literature, and may be dealt with
as each of these kinds of mental process comes under consideration;
but here we are concerned only with the cancelling of all difference
between perception of events and occurrence of them. To take
this issue seriously, may seem to the reader a supererogatory act
of tolerance, and to suggest that psychology is a science deficient
in self-respect. But he can be promised that discussion of ap-
parent absurdity, in this instance, will conduce to recognition of
certain characteristics of psychology, as a science distinct from
all others: he may therefore be exhorted to suffer gladly. As the
recent outcrop of the doctrine known as presentationism provides
materialism with the substitute for psychology which it has needed,
the student may also begin to fulfil his worthy wish to leave no
system unexplored. He is referred to the Appendix, Note A,
where types of such theory receive notice, and reasons are pre-
sented for believing that, instead of the first principle of psycho-
logy—that there is a unique kind of erleben which simply is
and ‘‘shines by its own light’’2—having been discredited, it is
presupposed in the sophistry by which it is explained away.

mental er/ebnis immediately or mediately, 15 not of vital importance; but the view
adopted here is that a mental state such as longing 1s, like colour, directly apprehended,
not inferred, by self-conscious subjects.

1 We have unfortunately but one word, ‘sensation’, to denote both object ‘sensed’
and act of ‘sensing’ it. To avord confuston, this word will here be replaced by
‘sensum’ or ‘sensatio’, as the one or the other is called for. If dog-Latin need apology,
the madequacy of the Enghsh tongue for philosophical purposes, is sufficient excuse;
dog-Enghsh 1s the only other alternative by which to make up for our deficiency of
inflexion, ¢ .

2 Double inverted commas, throughout this book, indicate quotation. Single
commas have other signification,
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3. THE EXISTENCE OF THEQSUBJECT OF CONSCIOUSNESS.

The second fundamental proposition of psychology, received
or rejected, is that consciousness involves a subject. #kat the
subject is, is a remoter question; at this stagle we are to be con-
cerned solely with the assertion #at it is. And, not to let assertion
outstrip evidence, let us suppose that the alleged continuous self,
of common-sense belief, involves assumptions; that it may be found
possible to regard the enduring experience of an apparently en-
during self, identical at different times, as resolvable into discrete
events of short duration, each of which may be called an experience;
that the thinker and the doubter of Descartes are two, and not
one subject. For the present, it suffices to insist that whenever
there is such an occurrence as an instance of consciousness, be it
a passing’sensatio or a mental Blos, th'.}t experience involves an
experient.” Perhaps this has never been disputed, save when ‘there
is awareness of red’ and ‘red exists’ have been taken to be identical
propositions. But it has been hushed up by psychologists who
analyse a cognition into object and act of awareness, but shyly
refrain from confessing that acts involve agents and are not them-
selves agents. A state which is not a state of some being or 7es,
an act which is not an act of an agent, a relation which is not a rela-
tion between terms: these may be convenient logical counters, but
they are not actualities. Indeed, consciousness once admitted to
be unique erleben, it is but to assert an analytical proposition, when
we go on to say: consciousness involves a subject. ‘Awareness’ is
a meaningless term, a mere nonsense-word denoting nonentity,
unless it be an elliptical expression for ‘awareness of something
by something’. So, although the distinction between subject and
object may not ‘exist for’—i.e. be known to—the subject, as is
probably the case for many experients, it nevertheless always
exists.! ‘Consciousness’ is an abstract noun; and it is always
well to translate abstract propositions into concrete form, before

1 The confusion between ‘exist’ and ‘exsst for’, in the sense of ‘be known to’,
is an instance of ‘the psychologist’s fallacy’, of which behaviourism and kindred
theories seem to be but tedious elaborations, and 1s perpetuated by writers who ave
not professed behaviourists or presentationists. Surely any sensitivity, even that of the
amoeba, must be senmitivity of some being 0 some being. The former of these beings
is subject, th8ugh 1t have no awareness of being so. Tasting 1s possible without aware-
ness of tasting: 1t 1s non-existent unless there be (1) taster, (2) the tasted.

N.B. ‘Behaviourism’ shallherebe used to denote only extremer formsof atendency.

T PTX 2
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dssuming them to be significant. When the abstraction is hyposta-
tised, it does but reaffirm, while % superficially conceals, the con-
crete conscious subject which it is often used to suppress. To say
‘consciousness feels!, is simply to speak untruth. It follows that
expressions such as ‘conscious states’, as used by writers to whom
the concept of subject is obnoxious, are strictly nonsensical; and
that unless by ‘content of consciousness’ we denote an obigct
apprehended by a ubject, the phrase means nothing. Such figiira-
tive phrases may be harmless, however uncouth, if mere abbrevia-
tions; to take them seriously, is to extract science out of solecisms.
No one ever has really dispensed with the subject of consciousness,
whatever terms he may have used to hush up its existence. No
one ever will dispense with it, because to do so involves intrinsic
impossibility. The subject is a logical substance or substantive,
involved in affirming the existence of an experience, whether an
experience be described as a state or as a relation. A subjectless
experience is not merely an absurdity: a contradiction in meanings,
it should be a contradiction in terms. If ‘‘the thoughts are the
thinkers”’, zkey are subjects; if objects ‘‘ play the réle” of subjects,
that is but to say they are subjects. And since we cannot by any
means extract from the proposition ‘objects exist’, the proposition
‘objects appear’, the existence of the subject, as distinct from what
appears to it, is incapable of gainsaying.

Nevertheless, the impossible has been attempted. And 1t will
not be fruitless to examine the conditions that predisposed to the
endeavour, and the mistakes on which ‘psychology without a
subject’ has been founded.

Presentationism, as this theory is also called, has the merit of
offering a foil against which empirical psychology may be ex-
pounded, and of supplying an object-lesson as to what scientific
method in psychology is not.

One source of tendency to disparage the concept of the subject,
is metaphysical prepossession, which scientific procedure avoids.
It has been taught that subject and object arise out of undif-
ferentiated “‘pure’ experience or feeling. That they have arisen,
should suffice the psychologist: for further back than actual ex-
perience, which is from the first a duality, we can only go by
futile speculation as to the unknowable. *‘Pure experience’ is thus
the most camplete misnomer that could be devised for the fiction
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in question, as is *‘radical empiricism” for the rationalistic method
by which it was obtained. How such pure experience, by hypo-
thesis structureless, initiates its own differentiation from within,
and how it is to be distinguished from indeterminate being or
from nothingness, are the first puzzles. James, among others,
taught this doctrine that experience has no inner duplicity: the
separation of it into consciousness and content comes, he said,
“‘not by way of subtraction, but by way of aidition”. In order
to ‘‘ play the part of a knower, of a state of mind, of consciousness”’,
all that is needed is that a given portion of ‘experience’ ‘“‘be taken
in one context of associates’’. There could hardly be a plainer
admission that before ‘‘ pure experience’’ can undergo its requisite
fission, it needs an actual experient or subject to ‘‘take’ it in its
two contexts. All metaphysical speculation is out of place at the
threshold of a science; but this particular dogma plays the réle
of Balaam in spontaneously indicating that the familiar analytica
of actual experience cannot be dispensed with. Psychology is not
a pure science like non-Euclidean geometry; but James, Bradley,
and other expounders of pure experience, sometimes seem to have
treated it as such. Nor is its method of explanation that of
obscurum per obscurius. Genetic psychology, that is not based on
analytical psychology, is on a par with the mythical cosmogonies
that preceded science.

Another metaphysical assumption involved in attempts to dis-
pense with the subject, is that of the pure sensum. Reasons will
be given, in the next chapter, for the assertion that there is no such
actuality. Experience has never stumbled on one; and the dogma
that what thought can distinguish, is ipso facro a separable existent,
is neither self-evident, nor demonstrable, nor suggested by our
knowledge of how ideation is mediated. But if discrete pure sensa
did exist, we could not derive from them alone ‘‘a special com-
plex presentation which assumes the réle of subject’. For sensa-
tionism, a complex presentation can only be an aggregate of sensa;
and that, after all, is but sensa in aggregation. From mind-dust,
and @ fortiori from unconscious dust, there is no more a way.to
experience with its intrinsic duality, than from mind-stuff, neutral
stuff, or, matter. From anything other than experience there is
no deduction of it, no derivation that is not a generatio aequivoca.
“Endless genealogies” belong to mythology: they are out of

2-2
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place in science that would set out from facts and abide by them.
If consciousness is unique, we can now add that it is from first to
last a duality in unity.

The second kind of motivation to ‘psychology without a sub-
ject’, is the desire to “simplify’’ the science by identifying its
standpoint with that of physics. Science abstracts from the indi-
vidual experient: let psychology adopt the same method, and not
only may it then Hope for the progress that physics has enjoyed,
but it will find the so-called subject to be a product arising out
of the interaction of pure objects. Some of the fallacies underlying
this hope were pointed out by Prof. Ward! in the time of its
infancy. Application and supplementation of points in his refuta-
tion of the theory of knowledge on which the presentationist hope
is grounded, will put in clear light characteristics that mark off
psychology from the physical sciences, assimilation to which has
been zealously sought on its behalf.

It is true that science abstracts from the individual subject.
But to leave him out, 1s not to deny that he is there. The data
of science are not any individual’s percepts, but things common
to many experients. However, there could be no knowledge of,
say, the moon, as a thing independent of this or that person’s
perceiving, and as thought to have a far side which has never
been sensorily apprehended by anyone, unless individuals had
first been presented, each with his numerically and qualitatively
different object. The data of science, as knowledge-units, thus
presuppose individual subjects; and the contents of our sciences
are what they are, because the experiences we individually have,
happen to be what they are. The conceptualised Object of ‘uni-
versal’ experience is a very different entity from the object im-
mediately and sensorily apprehended by an individual.2 In the

1 Besides his Psychol Principles see Mind, N.S. vol 11. No. § Ward’s criticisms
seem to have escaped notice and not to have been met by more recent presentajomsts,
Attention te them would perhaps have spared us a large outcrop of pseudo-science.

£ Perhaps no mstance of the bearing, by one word, of several scnses, has been more
productive of paralogism and confused discussion than ths, of ‘object’ and its deriva-
tivé ‘objective’. When these terms denote what 15 over agamst, other than, presented
to, an mdividual subject, or are used in their psychological sense, they shall here be
printed with small inttal letters; spelt with a capital, they will refer to what is common
to the many, the conceptual, more or less abstract thought-constructions of ‘universal’

experience; t.e. they will be used in their ‘epistemological’ sense, The same device
shall be used tJ distinguish the reality, encountered in the objective of individual
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latter kind of object, we are one by one brought into touch with
‘reality’, in the psychologicall’r fundamental sense of that word;
were we not, there could be no ground for attributing Reality,
in any derived sense, to the Object of universal experience. This
we do when, looking at a distant coin, we say the elliptical shape
actually seen, is the appearance of a circular Real coin which we
do not see (in the same sense) but zkink is there, in spite of sense-
evidence to the contrary. The derived Object is usually regarded
as not only existing independently of all percipients, butas causing
their diverse objects; and these are sometimes even called ‘sub-
Jectlve . It is obvious that, in so talking, we have exchanged the
ratio cognoscends for the ratio essendi. There need be no contradic-
tion involved, for the rationes are different. But whatever Realities
there be with which, in individual experience, we are in rapport,
it is indisputable that objects presented to individual subjects are
the precondition of krow/edge as to them; and that any disparage-
ment of the reality-status of individual experience involves dis-
paragement of the body of knowledge, on the strength of which
the disparaging remark is made.

If there cannot be scientific knowledge unless there be in-
dividual subjects, the hope that science can encourage psychology
to cancel the subject, seems forlorn. The hope arose through con-
founding objects with Objects. It became robust through para-
logistic usage of another ambiguous word—" phenomenon’. In
the primitive sense of what shines forth or appears, in which no
contrast of appearance with reality is insinuated, this word is only
applicable to objects presented to a subject; and such objects are
phenomena in this primitive sense alone. The objective, the real,
the phenomenal, in their primary significations, are identical; and,
for purely individual (unsocialised) experience, are indistinguish-
able. But ‘phenomenon’, as a technical term of science or of
philosophy, docs not bear this primary sense; it is applied to
Objects and it points antithesis with the Real, of which the
experience, from the Reality ascribed to the conceptual and common. Yet a third
class of entities is denoted by the terms 1n question: the noumenal or ultimate realities
behind the phenomenal Objects (such as the sun) of common sense. The words
then have a metaphysical sense. Lastly, the student of Descartes will meet with what
is hlstonEally the onginal meaning of ‘objective’, by whicl’ term the schoolmen

connoted existence in a mind. This usage, the mverse of the more modern, 1s now
obsolete.
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Object is appearance. Thirdly, ccmmon sense and science have
been pleased to apply the word fo what is neither presented to
the individual subject (a percept proper) nor is, like the moon,
a thought-construction or an Object known by conception as well
as sense (a percept so called), but is altogether unpresentable to
sense: e.g. the electron. Hence, in common parlance, ‘pheno-
menon’ has come to be used in what Dr Moore would call a
Pickwickian sense, and to denote the thing per se, the antithesis of
what the word means in its second sense. As a colloquialism
within the sphere of physics, this self-contradictory usage (phe-
nomenon per se) is harmless: science knows better than to take
its own slang seriously. But when presentationism exploits such
a terminological inexactitude for the demolition of psychology,
the matter becomes grave. This theory calls objects ‘ phenomena’,
not in the primitive sense in which they can be so called; that
would analytically involve the subject as correlate: but in the
Pickwickian sense. To ‘‘moralise two meanings in one word”’, is
no uncommon error: it is a less common blunder, to use one of
several meanings precisely where another is required. And this
is not all. Science is not concerned to make an epistemological
excursus of its own; and, while minding its own business, is non-
chalant as to whether its implicit epistemology be good or bad.
It hazards no assertion as to whether its Objects (f.e. so-called
phenomena, or phenomena in the second and third senses above
distinguished) are independent of experients; but as a rule of its
game, or as instrumental to its departmental procedure, it de-
liberately regards them as if they were. On the strength of this
irrelevant fact, presentationism declares that the properly so called
phenomena of individual experience, phenomena in the first sense,
are thus independent. It is therefore by a double confusion that
it has come to think that the subject, which science may for its
own purpose ignore, can be dismissed as a nonentity by psycho-
logy. This is exactly what psychology cannot do, without ceasing
to exist. It is to discard the one feature in which the ‘content
of consciousness’ is fact at all, for psychological consideration.
The object is only object for a subject, content for a continens:
if the continens be suppressed, the content vanishes aleo. The
standpoint of science, we have seen, presupposes that of psycho-
logy; though, while concerned with the conceptual and common,
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science needs must ignore the jndividual. It may now be added
that, when returning from coz’ceptual theory, it seeks concrete
verification, science reinstates the subject-object duality of indi-
vidual experience in all its pristine fundamegtality. For verifica-
tion of theory is always, in the last resort, the tallying, for this and
that observer singly, of one object of private experience with
another: e.g. a cross-wire in an eye—plecc with a mark on a scale,
as these objects are called when ‘communised’. That in its pro-
cedure intermediate between start and finish, when the individual
subject is irrelevant, science can overlook him, is thus no sign
of ability to sanction the paradoxical notion of ‘psychology with-
out a subject’. This turns out to be “psychology which ignores
the subject that it everywhere implies”’.

On the other hand, psychology cannot set out from the stand-
point of physical science, because she has one of her own which
conceptual science presupposes.! Dazzled by the prestige of
science, the presentationist has been deprived of discrimination
between things that differ. He seems to have been hypnotised
into meek imitativeness, where that is singularly out of place.

What is to be regarded as a passing wind of doctrine has here
received detailed notice, partly because any charge of instability
as to the facts, and their first analysis-products, on which the asser-
tion of a soul 1n man is ultimately based, needs to be taken
seriously; and partly because examination of some of the fallacies
on which behaviourism and kindred theories are built, will have
served to make clear one or two points of fundamental importance.
One of these 1s that the objective in individual and minimally
conceptual experience, is the basis or the source of all common
knowledge, scientific or philosophical, concrete or abstract, such
as in its self-exposition pursues the ordo essendi. From the stand-
point adopted here, that order awaits establishing, otherwise than
as a construction of uncritical common sense; and if it is to be a

1 We begin to see here the ground for the assertion that, from the comprehensive
outlook of philesophy, psychology 1s the propaedeutic to theory of knowledge. To
expound psychology from the epistemological standpoint assumed by any other scignce,
and m terms of its findings, 15 not merely to mvert the due order, but to expound
something other than psychology proper. Psychophysics takes for granted a theory
of know, edge which psychology cannot take for granted, sdve provisionally, just
because it is psychology’s business to examine the process, in virtue of which the theory
came to be selectively adopted, and trusted.
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known order, the knowledge of jt can only be derived from the
original data of individual experiet:ce. That ‘universal’ experience
has established such an order with finality, cannot be assumed,
save provisionally, 3t this stage. Thus the experience of the in-
dividual subject, which is the primary sphere of psychology and
the starting-point for theory of knowledge, called for vindication,
as against denials of its subject-object duality. )

It has already been hinted that the plausibility, such as it is,
of psychology that would dispense with the subject, is gained for
it by its claim to have reduced consciousness to the one and only
kind, awareness. How it has tried to dispose of that, we have
seen.l It is necessary, in order to expel the theory from its last
stronghold, to shew that, as a matter of fact, there are other factors
in consciousness: states and acts of a determinate subject, over
and above an abstract unity and continuity of a ‘mind’. This will
involve no deviation from the natural order of exposition of the
first principles of psychology.

4. THE SUBJECTIVE ELEMENTS IN CONSCIOUSNESS.
(a) Feeling

A few pages back there was occasion to use ‘feeling’ col-
loquially, as an indicative synonym for ‘consciousness’. Hence-
forth the word is to bear the restricted and technical denotation
nowadays assigned to it in psychology, viz. the affective states of
pleasure and displeasure (pain) which in some degree accompany
perception of objects. Partly because ‘pain’ has been used also
for organic sensum and sensatio, and partly because the affective
states enter into emotions which are wont to be called both
affective states and also feelings, the distinctness of feeling proper
long escaped recognition.? But, from about the time of Kant, it
has been regarded as an established fact, that pleasure and dis-
pleasure are unique and irreducible modes of consciousness, and
cannot be other than states of the subject.

The facts, on which this doctrine is based, may be briefly stated.

1 See Appendix, Note A.

2 The usage of ‘pheasure’ is further confused by such expressions as ‘Migher and
lower pleasures’, denoting pleasurable presentations. Pleasure proper hasno differences
of quality.
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They suffice to shew the arb‘ trariness of attempts to resolve
feeling into sensatio, and feelings into sensa or ‘feelables’.

Feelings cannot be localised like tastes nor, like colours, be
projected into things. Disparate sensa, e.g. hardness and colour,
coexist in one percept thhout losing their identity; whereas
feelings of different ‘sign’ do not coexist side by side as accom-
paniments of 2 simple perception, but blend into an affective state
neither purely pleasant nor purely unpleasans.l 'We never ex-
perience a sour colour or a blue flavour, as we do a pleasant taste
or an unpleasing colour. The same person feels differently toward
‘the same’ percept at different times; and, in different persons,
different feelings are evoked at the same time by the same stimulus.
Again, physiology has discovered special nerves or centres for
sensationes; none for feelings. Our fact-data shew that feelings
cannot be differentiated into parts, nor associated and ‘reproduced’,
in the same way as the sensa that evoke them. They do not follow
the same laws as do the objective factors of experience. What has
been called the feeling-tone of a percept, is therefore not to be
regarded as a constituent of the percept or as a quality of a thing,
but as a state evoked in the embodied percipient. Again, the kind
and the intensity of feeling evoked, are conditioned by his mental
dispositions and phase at the moment, while his sensory experience
generally is not. Feeling, then, cannot be regarded as other than
a subjective state consequent on apprehension of objects, without
violence to fact. Were feelings sensa or sensationes, our fact-data
could not be what they are.

That feeling is evoked, must be affirmed, because its emergence
makes no alteration in the object cognised, whereas change of
object does occasion change in feeling. How a subject is originally
affected by the sensory, whether external or internal to his body,
can depend only on that subject’s determinate nature. Otherwise,
there should ultimately be accounting for tastes, and one man’s
meat should not be another s poison. This is of impogtance in
connexion with the qucstlon of self-determination. How feeling
influences subsequent attention, and, as the sub_]ect s fundamental
capacity, is involved in his 1nd1v1dua11ty, appreciation of value,
volition, morality, etc., will be treated in subsequent chapters.

1 Stout, £ Manual of Psychology, 1913, p. 114.
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(b) Cohation

The second kind of subjective functioning, conation, is as
fundamental and irreducible, in mental life once begun, as feeling
and awareness. It presupposes both, but is distinct from both.
Broadly speaking, conation, as distinguished from conative action,
is the mode of consciousness identifiable as the erdeben of want—
whether of contimuance, or of change, of objects: it is unrest,
whether it issue in desire or aversion.’ As it is thus directed
towards the future, the active, as distinguished from the more
receptive, side of experience is especially connected with it. It
tends to bring about its own fulfilment. Movement such as has
been found by chance or trial to lessen pain or displeasure, receives
more concentrated attention ; and action, thus prompted by feeling,
takes the form of appropriation of the pleasing, and elimination
of the unpleasing. At the earliest stage of mental developement,
such action is determined by percepts; at a later stage, by ideas.
The conative side of experience indeed advances in complexity
pars passu with the cognitive, as will be described when the theory
of value is dealt with. Feeling and conation may be regarded,
respectively, as the passive and the active side of interest: i.e. of
the fact that the subject’s states have a difference made to them
by its interaction with objects. Such interest will be found to
prompt and direct cognition, at all stages after approximately bare
sensatio, and to become increasingly evident as cognition advances
to the intellectual level.

These few statements about conation suffice for our present
purpose, viz. the analysis of experience into its ultimate kinds
of elements, diversity between which cannot be resolved. Some
of them have been cited from Prof. Stout, to supplement others
taken from Prof. Ward. That striving or seeking, over and above
purely cognitive apprehension, is an essential element in desire, etc.,
has been emphasised by Prof. Stout.! Prof. Ward also insists
that conation, in so far as it is motivation to action, is sui generis.
And when he describes conative action as ‘‘attention” to motor
presentations, differing from non-voluntary attention only in being
consequent on feeling, he is not to be understood to ireply that
desire or longing is but cognitive attention to objects that are

¢ 1 See lus Manual of Psychology.
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pleasurably affecting; for ‘attem&on’, with this writer, is used as
equivalent to ‘activity’ and as inclusive of conation as well as
of cognition.!

Conation is no more reducible to feeling than to pure cognition.
Perhaps the most serious attempt to obliterate the distinction be-
tween conation and feeling, and to revert to the ancient dichotomy
from the Kantian (or earlier) trichotomous analysis of the psychosis,
is that of the influential teacher, Brentano. But a¢Stout shews,? the
argument that feeling and conation pass, the one into the other,
by insensible gradations, would equally serve to abolish distinction
between blue and green; while Brentano overlooks the fact that,
in longing for a pleasurable object, the want, so far from being a
pleasure-feeling, is cause of displeasure. A bolder attempt is that
of behaviourism, which follows up its fact-repudiating account of
feeling, by denying desire, etc., to be subjective attitudes. Desire
is said to be a convenient fiction, like force in physics, read into
the facts for the purpose of economically describing them. Intro-
spection and its findings are supposed to have been already ruled
out; so that ‘“‘the facts” are only those constituting a person’s
outward behaviour, as witnessed by another observer. Romeo’s
restless motions are thus the only data for an account of his state.
His passion is no felt longing, but a fiction invented by Benvolio
and others, to spare themselves verbosity when discussing his
sighs and postures, and which Romeo himself comes to know
about only by the book. His desiring is his desideratum; and
his desideratum is not anything wanted by him, but only what
other people find wanting to complete his behaviour-cycle. As
thus understood, Romeo, in attributing to himself erlebs desire,
presents a case, the converse of that of Punch's deceased Christian-
science patient, who ‘‘thinks he is dead”. Behaviourism allows
Romeo the faculty to make fictions; but even this concession only
lasts so long as it is obviously indispensable for expositional pur-
poses, and is withdrawn when thinking is identified with the
“word-habit”. How the fiction of felt desire, which most people

1 The relation of conation to attention is treated in Stout’s Analytic Psycholegy
where, however, ‘attention’ is used in a sense different from that which the word
bears with Ward. The same applies to the terms ‘object’ and presentation’. The
meaning of many technical terms in psychology is unfixed, which 1mposes on the

learner burdens that he might have been spared.
* Analytsc Psychology, 1902, 1. 116
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are as sure they ‘live through’ ts they are sure of anything, got
coined, for the description of muscular movements, by organisms
destitute of acquaintance with felt desire; and how that of force
came to occur to beings whose sole activity consists in fiction-
making, await, if one be not mistaken, behaviouristic explanation.
Granted conative states, first lived through or ‘enjoyed’, and then
contemplated, we can understand the poet’s talk of the loves of
plants; but, given only the clinging of ivy to oak, it is hard to
account for the superfluous word ‘love’. Sceptics as to the subject
and its states, from Hume onwards, have been fortunate in finding
to hand facts, ideas and words, which, were their own negative
theories true, had never been forthcoming. They have not scrupled
to use these conveniences, as they confess them to be. Hence the
plausibility of their conclusions to themselves and to uncritical
readers. When at last sceptics shall begin to dispense with these
“‘conveniences”, in the exposition of their negations, and to dismiss
conation as non-actual, without invoking impulse and unrest while
doing so, it will be time to take them seriously.

(c) Aruention and its Activity

There is a third function of the subject, presupposed by feeling
and conation, viz. that which is the source of all cognition: the
primary interaction between subject and object, which constitutes
awareness or direct, involuntary acquaintance. This has been
called presentation of object, and, in the converse direction, atten-
tion of subject. In so far as ‘attention’ is a synonym for ‘aware-
ness’ or ‘consciousness of’, it bears a technical sense, inclusive of
what in ordinary speech would often be called inattention. The
term, as technical, is due to Prof. Ward; but it is here used in
a more restricted sense than that in which he employs it, when he
understands by it the subject’s ““one faculty”, comprising the
whole range of cognitive processes, and apparently conative action
also. If we are to credit the subject with but one faculty, we shall
find it necessary to include distinguishable sub-species within it,
over and above reception of impression. This last is the only
function denoted by the word ‘attention’ in the present context.

In this analytically distinguishable, but actually inseparable,
factor in the simplest perceptual experience, we encounter at its
maximum the element of receptivity in cognition. It is the more



SUBJECTIVE ELEMENTS 29
!

in evidence, the more nearly pjrception approximates to pure
sensibility, an ideal limit never reached in actual experience.
Receptivity is not pure passmty In sensatio there must be so
much of subjective reactior as is required for rece1vmg an 1m-
pression. And that is not nil. Just as, in the analogue of “passive’
reception by wax of the impress of 2 seal, something must be
credited to the wax in that it undergoes What, in the same circum-
stances, iron or water does not; so in sensatio. The word ‘activity’,
as applied to the subject, is a bugbear to many psychologists; but
as another name for functioning by which something is done or
determined, it should be tolerated, whether liked or not.
Further, this activity must be erle4t as process, different in kind
from ‘unconscious’ vital processes such as normal heart-beat,
whether it be apprehended directly or indirectly. Without the
fact, the origin of this ‘fiction’ is inconceivable. “ We are, being
active”. Consciousness is wider than cognition thereof, and is
prcsupposed by it; hence it is idle to attempt to explain away the
activity of certain sub_]ectlvc functionings, on the ground that it
is not a ‘content’ known with explicitness. To deny activity in
cognition, on the strength of the fact that it is not presented along
with the object cognised, seems ltke denying our seeing, when we
see things but do not see our seeing of them. It must be main-.
tained, then, that activity is a characteristic of attention, as ex-
periencing. It is no metaphysical fiction imported into facts that
contain it not, in order to rationalise or to interpret them. It is
no dispensable hypothesis, a better than which may perchance be
found. The explaining of activity away, always presupposes its
actuality. This is as manifest in Bradley’s criticism as in that of
James, Miinsterberg, and avowed presentationists. All these writers
predicate activity, by implication, of that by which they would
replace the active subject. And when the higher stages of the
knowledge-process are studied analytically and genetically, or
even ‘epistemologically’ as by Kant, it becomes evident that
knowledge cannot be accounted for, save in terms of selective
and synthetic operation. Psychologxcally regarded, experience is
rapport, not timeless or static logical relation, between subject and
objects; experience is not only change, but also interaction. Unless
self-initiated change, different essentially from the “self-initiated
changes” we may ascribe to physical systems, and exhibited in
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attention and conation, were er‘ebt, we could not have obtained
the notion of activity in us or in things. It cannot be inferred;
it cannot be extracted by passive experience from elements that
are simply given. « Unless the supposed activity be actual, our
actual knowledge could not be forthcoming. Although Kant on
occasion could treat activity as if it were a pure judging-concept
like causality, his theory of knowledge essentially involves, and
insists on, the activity of the subject,

The concept of activity, however, has often been disallowed.
We have already seen that presentationism surreptitiously rein-
states it, in openly renouncing it; also that activity is no projection
into ourselves of the transeunt causality which we attribute to
things, for that notion is certainly derived from our own activity,
real or supposed. But other objections are forthcoming.

One of these is based on the fact that activity cannot be ex-
plained. But if it be ultimate and underivable, it is not surprising
that it is inexplicable, or incapable of description in terms of any-
thing else. Something must be ultimate for us. Bodily move-
ments precede knowledge as to how they are performed,
and are presupposed in such knowledge. We might as well
deny our capacity to move before understanding how we do
it, as deny our agency in cognition because we cannot supply
a rationale of how we are active! It does not follow, from the
inexplicability of activity, that the concept thereof is a ‘‘super-
stition’’ or a ‘“‘scandal”, or anything but a necessary presup-
position. Bradley’s resolution of this particular piece of reality
into appearance, besides confusing driving-power with machine,
involves play on the different senses of such words as ‘rational’,
‘intelligible’. 'What is unintelligible, in the sense of incapable of
manipulation by the law of excluded middle—e.g. change—is not
necessarily unintelligible, in the sense of nonsensical.

Sometimes, however, activity is dismissed on the ground that
it is “‘apalysable”; and then it is insinuated that orthodoxy is only

1 ‘The logistic philosopher would induce 1 us a hypnotic mactwity like that (to
Borrow a quotation used in this connexion by others) of the centipede who was asked
by the toad ““in fun,

Which leg goes after which}
Ske lay distracted 1n a ditch
Considering how to run.”
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able to believe in activity, becauv’e too idle or too stupid to under-
take the analysis. But the assertion that activity is analysable, turns
out merely to mean that the concept of it is complex, involving
prior concepts and relations. That is true, but ¥relevant. What the
statement ‘activity is analysable’ should mean, if it is to militate
against the doctrine here maintained, is that alleged actual activity
can be resolved into actual separate processes observable in isola-
tion, and is known to arise out of their amalgamation. But this
is not at all the case. Activity cannot undergo analysis, i.e. par-
tition such as the chemist performs; nor even that, of very different
kind, which is pursued in analytical psychology, where conceived
constituents are distinguished, but separable parts are not actually
isolated.

Another short way with activity, is to relegate it to the realm of
appearance or illusion. But, just as ideas presuppose percepts, so
fictions presuppose facts. Knowledge of illusion is correlative
with knowledge of real counterpart of some kind. Moreover,
illusion is out of place when talk is of immediate experience: at
that level, all that happens simply is, and illusion is an ex post
Jfacto condemnation of certain happenings, because in some respects
they are unlike others. Lastly, if activity be illusion, the illusion
involves as much activity as does reception of sense-impression.

Perhaps the ground on which activity is most often impugned,
is that we have no immediate apprehension or presentation of it;
that all we find, when we examine experiences alleged to evince
it, is muscular sensationes. Two questionable implications are
here involved. Firstly, attention is not to be identified with the
adaptive motor activities that are a means for making it more
effective, for these are not in all cases essential; while, instead of
being prior to attention, movements are determined by previous
attention to objects, Secondly, while the assertion, that we have
no acquaintance-knowledge of subjective functionings, is disput-
able, 1t 1s fact that we claim scientific knowledge as to thimgs with
which no one has had acquaintance. By reflection on experience
of change, we arrive at knowledge concerning temporal and spatial
relations: it is, therefore, not inconceivable that reflection on ex-
perience,may yield knowledge that activity 1s a precondition of
knowledge. But further inquiry as to introspection can better

1 See Appendix, Note B, on Analysis.
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be prosecuted after study of th¢ simpler stages of cognition of
objects, a topic to which the next two chapters are devoted. To
report progress up to the present: our prima facie facts, our data,
could not be what they are, unless (1) there is 2 unique kind of
erleben, viz. consciousness, which (2) involves an existent subject
that (3) has determinate states and activities. Later it will be
argued that the concept of subjective activity can be dispensed
with, only if psythology renounce all claim to be an explanatory
science of the Actual, and, dropping ‘real’ categories such as
substance and cause, it become quasi-mathematically descriptive.



CHAPTER I11

What is in the senses (In sensu) atd the Mind
Izself (Ipse intellectus)

The dictum #ékil est in entellectu quod non fuerif in sensu, together
with Leibniz’s amendment #isi ipse intellectus, is appropriate to
indicate the questions to be dealt with in this chapter. The sense-
impression 1s the ultimate analyticum of experience on its objec-
tive side, and reception of it is the source in which perception
and thought originate. The ‘mind itself’, used here to denote the
apprehending subject and its functioning—usage differing from
that of Leibniz—performs, from the first, more than passive recep-
tion of sensa; else perception and thought could not naturally
arise. As Kant says,® “Although all our knowledge begins with
experience [sensory], it does not follow that it arises from ex-
perience’’. To shew how psychology supports these conclusions,
will be to describe the lowest stages of the knowledge-process.

I. THE OBJECTIVE FACTOR IN EXPERIENCE.

The psychological objects of individual, 7.e. private, unshared
or unsocialised, experience are actually presupposed, in the order
of knowing, by the epistemological Objects of common sense. In
pursuing that order, the endeavour shall be made to keep distinct,
questions of priority in the different spheres of knowledge-pro-
cess, temporal happening, logical presupposition, metaphysical
ultimateness: which are easily confounded.

As to the objective in general, psychology knows no ground
for supposing the whole being and nature of an object to be
exhausted in the relation of presentation to a subject. For all that
psychology can reveal, the entity which plays the réle of object
may, when not apprehended, exist just 45 the object appre’mended,
or otherwise, or not at all. It may have other rdles or it may
have none. .

As metaphysician, the psychologist may have his conviction
on such® matters; as psychologist, he can know®nothing. But

1 Introd. to 2nd ed. of his 1st Crizigue.
TPTI 3
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though psychology can furnish ri‘p direct knowledge of this sort,
it does supply the only knowledge from which sober speculation
on these questions must set out. Inquiries, of the kind just
indicated, are not cuoncerned with objects as such, and therefore
not with objects at all. An object is what is immediately over-
against a subject s the act of apprehension, not a real or supposed
Object (for common and reflective thought) of which the object
may be appearance. Of the psychological object in individual
and non-conceptual experience, correlative with subject as left is
with right, it can be said that its esse (its objectum esse) is percipi.
That is simple fact, once our definition of object is clearly under-
stood. To illustrate: blue, while seen, is an object; the blue abiding
flower and the swarm of electrons it consists of, are kinds of
Object. Esse est percipi is metaphysical and questionable, only
when affirmed of Objects; or when it means that objects are
subjective modes. But to appropriate Berkeley’s dictum to objects
(as other than modes) and to nothing else, is merely to enforce
the fact that an individual’s world is colourless, if he be blind:
whatever the worlds of others or The World may be. It is but
to assert that nothing is given that is not received; to say guicquid
recipitur, recipitur ad modum vecipientis; to deny that there are
objects per se, though there may be Objects per se. The assertion,
therefore, has nothing to do with idealism such as identifies the
world, as known, with the world there is to know. Likewise, it
avoids the converse assumption of realism, that there are ‘reals’
that are not perceived. There well may be; but plainly there can-
not be acquaintance with them. To venture out of this ego-centric
predicament, as it has been called, involves for the metaphysician,
whether realist or idealist, a leap in the dark, a venture of faith,
such as may or may not be justified by consequences. It is of
first importance to distinguish between sensatio and sensum; but,
as abstracted from one another, they are alike naught. To postulate
‘sensibl:s’, like sensa save in not being sensed, is to indulge in
fiction which we have no means of distinguishing from falsity,
even if it be fact. Such Objects are not objects.

Again, there is no psychological ground for the assumption
that an object, such as a colour-sensum, is, like a feeling, a sub-
jective state or a mode of the subject. Psychologically, sensa are
objects presented. Theyare presented as objects and not as feelings,
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which, as already shewn, are sibjective states consequent on pre-
sentation of objects. This is not to deny that feelings can be
attended to, and so appear on the objective side of experience;
it is merely to affirm that, before they can so appear or be cogmsed

they must be erlelt as subjectwe states. To be object, is to be
over-against a subject: to be before the mind, but not necessarily
to be 1n the mind, in the sense of state of mind or state of subject.
Descartes bequcathed to Locke and Leibniz the assumption that
sensa are changes 1n the subject, and so gave to early modern
philosophy a bias towards idealism. It is now known that sensa
have gualia and relations of their own, and that they are psycho-
logically distinct from subjective modifications. If they were not,
there should presumably be no Real world; experience would be
‘absolute becoming’; and there should be no difference between
percepts and images, such as we shall presently find to be forth-
coming.

2., WHAT IS IN SENSU: SENSUM AND SENSATIO.

The objective is not coextensive with the sensory, nor with the
explicitly discriminated. It is a genus of which sensa are species.
Definitions of the sensum in terms of stimulus, commonly given
in text-books, are psychophysical; they are of no deep significance
for psychology, because stimulus contains and presupposes sensa.
Sensa, collectively, are ultimate and inexplicable for psychology:
and the fact is of importance. Psychology knows nothing of their
origin, and should be chary of interpreting the unique and
primordial subject-object relation as a case of the causal relation
which subsists between objects, or rather Objects. Psychophysics,
in asserting sensa to be caused by Objects, tacitly assumes a
particular theory of knowledge and a rat:0 essendi; whereas psycho-
logy must suspend judgement and eschew assumption, as well
as avoid metaphysics. She does not scorn psychophysics, how-
ever; she makes great use of its deliverances, as some ‘function’
of the truth that she herself seeks.

From the psychophysical, as distinguished from the purely
psychological, point of view, sensa have been classified thus: *

1. Those due to ‘adequate’ (i.e. appropriate) stimuli:

(4) Sensa mediated by the special senseZorgans, visual,
auditory, etc.

3-2
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(&) Organic sensa due to the body but not to sense-organs;
e.g. aches, nausea, fatigue.

2. Those due to ‘inadequate’ stimuli: e.g. light seen when, in
the dark, the head!is bumped, or the optic nerve stimulated
electrically.

3. So-called ‘subjective sensations’, e.g. the retina’s own light,
probably of cerebral conditioning.

4. Motor preséntations. These differ from the preceding kinds,
in that their order, being dependent on interest, is so far psycho-
logically explicable.

It may be observed that ‘sensory’, usually meaning impressional
or consisting of sensa, is also used as equivalent to sense-
sustained, sensum-like, containing sensa, and is then applied to
images, etc. as well as to sensa.

The denotation of ‘sensum’ has now been indicated. The only
connotational statement that can be made from the standpoint of
psychology, is that the sensum is that element in the objective
which may be said first to break in upon the experient, because
all other types of experience, that we can distinguish, are known
to presuppose it. The point in this assertion 1s not that subjective
states are consequent on sensatio, but that there is a species of
objective presentation, the imaginal, which does not arise without
previous attention to sensa, and which is derived from sensa when
they are fused into a percept. It is in recognition of this important
fact, that the sensum has been called ‘primary presentation’ and
‘impression’. The presentation, order and nature of impressions,
in so far as involuntary or non-selective attention is concerned,
are thrust upon us willy-nilly: that is what renders the impres-
sional psychologically ultimate and inexplicable. The analytically
simple data of all knowledge as to our actual world, are thus
posited for us, not by us: they constitute an irrational surd which
pure thought cannot eliminate.

The sext fact of philosophical significance about the impres-
sional or what is ‘in the senses’, is that there are no such actualities
ag the pure sensa that have figured in philosophical, and have
been foisted into psychological, literature. The pure sensum which
is impression gud nothing else, can no more be “‘caught” than
Hume’s “I”’. It is an analytically distinguishable element, a con-
ceptual limi¢, like the line without breadth: if sensatio were pure
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or anoetic, perception and higher knowledge could never emerge
from it. The patch of colour has been adduced as an instance of
a pure sense-datum; but in order to be discrimjnated and described
as a patch of colour, the pure sensum of colour must already be
combined with sensory and motor presentations, and with re-
presentations. It is then a relatively simple percept, not a pure
sensum. Conversely, the pure sensum is a hy.pothetical simple,
an artifact of conceptual and advanced intelligénce; such a ‘par-
ticular’ is as much an abstraction from a percept as is a universal.
If our sensa were pure, not fusions or complexes, and if sensatio
were no more than passive reception, not a single step could be
taken to explain a single psychological fact. This implies that at
bottom, in experience once begun, there is no ‘acquaintance’
(kennen) without some slight tincture of ‘knowledge about’
(wsssen), somewhat of assimilation and recognition; while there
can be no acquaintance with universals, as explicit, because ap-
prehension of them presupposes the intellectual comparison that
bespeaks more advanced experience.

As the impression is the kernel of the developed percept, as
there are no images not derived from percepts,! and as it is through
images that ideas are mediated, we can now see the truth in the
assertion that there is nothing in the understanding that was not
previously in the senses; while in the fact that the only actuality
that can be called sensatio, is germinal perception, richer than bare
reception, we gain our first glimpse of the significance of the
supplement: ‘“‘save the mind itself”’. We have also made first
acquaintance with the evidence for the fact that sense and un-
derstanding have a common root. The actual process commonly
called sense, is from the first possessed of the promuse and potency
of thought.

There 1s, again, no ground known to empirical psychology for
assuming sensa to be discrete, or that experience begins with
separate, discriminated, presentations. When psychobgy was
young, atomic theory dominated physics and was obsessive enough
to induce resort, in mental science, to misleading and irrelevapt
analogies. Some of the suppositions thus engendered are now

[ 4
1 Percepts, i.e. of lugher complexity than the very simplest,’the sensum. We do
not form an image of red or abstract redness, but only of an extended red something.
Answering to the sengum or impression we have not an image, but # concept
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seen to be without basis in fact; and there is little room for doubt
that the distinctness, which mature experience can attribute to its
impressional elements, is due to acquired proficiency in differen-
tiating what is first given as a continuum. Sensa will then be
particular changes, parts rather than individuals, interfusing ele-
ments rather than parts. Indeed the ultimate actual and concrete
bit of experience, prior to analysis by conceptual thought, is not
a sensum or an aggregate of sensa, but a stretch of change, within
which particular sensa come to be discriminated. It does not arise
by combination of them; they arise as differentiations of it. To
have always one and the same sensatio, would be tantamount to
having none at all: it is the coming into, and the going out of, the
field of consciousness or the focus of attention, by which, so to
speak, the objective announces its objectivity, or otherness from
its subject. It follows, by the way, that at the primary level of
pristine, concrete, unanalysed experience, change is the funda-
mental reality: all being is becoming: flux is a condition of
awareness., Ultimate analytica, then, are not to be mistaken for
genetically first things: in order of knowing they come late.

Yet another error as to sensa, that has played mischief in philo-
sophy, is the assumption that sensa are formless. If without form,
they should be also void, and consequently unrecognisable. The
prejudice was delectable to the rationalist: it secured to the mind
the dignified function of imposing all form on the matter of per-
ception. In this radical sense, the Kantian teaching expressed in
the apparently non-Kantian terms that ‘the mind makes Nature’,
is untenable. Sensa have form and character quite independent
of our subjective activity.!

1 From the standpoint of science, though not from that of the experient when
engaged in unreflectvely perceving, sensa are complex. They have guale and
intensity. Ward and other psychologists ascribe to them protensity (duration corre-
sponding to that of stimulus, 2 precursor of the concept of time) and extensity (pre-
cursor 1n yrimitive individual or unsocialised experience of extension 1n common
space). Those who, on the contrary, mamtain that sensa have temporal duration and
spatial extension, seem to be thinking of something different from what Ward discusses,
v1z_of percepts at 2 hugher stage of elaboration, as they now are for us adults equipped
with common knowledge or, at least, matured perception of the bodily self. As in-
tensity, ¢ g. degree of loudness or brighimess, varies with attention when stmylusis con-
stant, it is in part sipjectively determined: a fact which evidences the non-passivity
of the barest actual sensatio, and renders futile all attempts to isolate a pure datum.

This complexity of the sensum does not argue separable, constituents; 1t 1s not
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The foregoing characterisation of sensa has exposed various
errors, as to matter of fact, that have vitiated historically important
philosophical systems.

Some of them are traceable to the ratiorhalistic propensity to
set out from abstract ideas, rather than facts of concrete experience.
Sensationist psychology, though it arose in the school known as
the empirical, 1s essentially a rationalistic theory in this respect.
It still lives in the works of Mach, K. Pearson and neo-realists,
where sensa are conceived as like atoms flying through space,
now and again impinging on subjects, likewise conceived after
analogy with the physicist's mass-particle, in that they are as
destitute of ‘insides’, or intrinsic states and acts. Similarly rational-
istic is the Platonic assumption that sense and thought are dis-
parate, issuing from distinct sources. Before genetic sciences arose,
this opinion was natural; it prevailed for centuries. Kant hinted
at the possibility of a common root of sense and thought; but his
disdain of empirical psychology, and his ingrained rationalistic
leanings, prevented him from looking for the root. Taking from
Locke and Hume, without question, the assumption that sensa are
pure and atomic, and supposing thought to consist in forming,
comparing and unifying them, he perpetuated the old dualistic
view. Leibniz had vaguely anticipated Kant’s suggestion of the
common root, in supposing sense-perception to be obscure thought;
but he was yet farther than Kant from the only kind of investi-
gation that could establish their community of source. It will
presently be found that ‘thought is clarified sense’ is nearer the
truth than is ‘sense isobscure thought’. But, of course, the common
root is neither sense nor thought, in the differentiated form which
we have come to know; it is the actual sensatio which, from the
first, differs from ‘ pure’ sensatio in consisting partly of, and being

expressible by @444 ¢, but rather by abc, which =o if 2=o0, If the intensity of a
sensum be reduced to nil, the quality also vanishes. But, theoretically, sgnsa may be
analysable mto elements, homogeneous or heterogeneous, and be subconscious
syntheses. If so, a Iimit 15 set to our power of discriminaton. As to the different
qualities of the sensa mediated by our several sense-organs, there is reason to believe
that they have been differentiated out of one primordial kind. '

Such intrinsic characteristics of sensa as have been mentioned, suffice to belie the
assertion’ of their formlessness. There is form in Kant’s matter,.and also matter in his
form; the supposed sharp antithesis between matter and form 15 another of the evil
legacies of Greek philosophy.
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accompanied by, operations that are already vague and implicit
or germinal thinking. It may be that, in the present state of
psychological science, the stages of the evolution are not all clearly
and definitely tracehble in detail: at any rate Prof. Stout has
recently expressed his conviction that discontinuity is not over-
come, in Ward’s account of the developement of knowledge out
of sense-knowledge, especially in the case of time-perception. But
even supposing tHis expert doubt to be at present well grounded,
the evidence for continuity is so strong and clear, almost all along
the line, that belief in discontinuity, between sensatio and de-
veloped thought, is now much more precarious than belief in their
continuity. This evidence has yet to be submitted.

Several false assumptions have been exposed, on the strength
of which assertions have been made concerning sensatio, that are
inconsistent with fact. The science of psychology demands that a
clean sweep be made of philosophical theories, however venerable,
that are based on such assumptions. So far, we have found that
this science enforces the conclusion that the only actualities that
can be denoted by ‘sensa’, are germinal percepts, not pure im-
pressions. Unless sensatio be something more than passive re-
ception of impression, there could be no such thing as human
mentality todiscuss. To account for that mentality, we must proceed
to study the primary stages of mental process, and the subjective
activities over and above approximately passive or bare sensatio.

3. ‘““THE MIND ITSELFR.”

The first of these activities is retention, the precursor of memory
and mental dispositions. It is fact that sensa do not come and go,
leaving the subject as if they had never been presented; and fact
which sensationism and presentationism overlook. Sensa have
after-effects. When the impression has vanished, a residuum is
left, distinguishable from the impression itself. Neither persistence
of the old, nor substitution of a new, sensum, as if each successive
impression were for the time being our whole world, will account
for the growing picture which we form, e.g. when examining a
flower. At any moment, in the study of the flower, our total
experience is tl}.e cumulative effect of impressions vanished and
traces remaining. Retention involves change as well as persistence;
and change that is not sudden substitution. It also involves the
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activity and interest of the subject; for we do not retain all that
has been presented, but only what we select and assimilate. Again,
if sensa lapsed into complete oblivion, if the mind’s only activity
were momentary awareness of fleeting impression, sensa could
never be signs of, or point to, others. All they could do, would
be but to occur and be done with. Each would be “a petty
absolute’, with no reference beyond itself, no ‘meaning’. But
sensa are not only sensed; they are also recognised: repetition
breeds familiarity, which can only be accounted for, it would
seem, by invoking subjective interest. Apart from retained ele-
ments, sensa could not even ‘mean’ themselves: they would have
no recognised individuality, and could not be identified. Primary
meaning, as it is called, thus only exists through relation to the
subject, as retainer,

Retention is much simpler than memory, and is not to be con-
founded with it. But, no retention, no recognition; and no recog-
nition, no memory. Also, no comparison, no emergent knowledge
of relations. Thus, unless the germ of thought accompanied sensatio
from the first, thought could never arise, save by separate creation.
The purer we conceive our sensa to be, and the more passive
we suppose their reception, the further we remove the possibulity
of a natural explanation of knowledge. At the conceptual limit
of absolute purity and passivity, that possibility vanishes altogether:
sensa become blind and dumb. In actual, as distinct from fictitious
or conceptual, sensatio, there is already the root of thought, the
germ of understanding. In the simplest recognition—in the fact
that a later scnsatio of blue carries with 1t identification of the
sensum with a previous one, as resembling it, as ‘blue again’, or
a case of blue—therc 1s implicit awareness of the universal 1n the
particular. Lastly, familiarity is not always, and therefore not
necessarily, the effect of repetition of impression, nor of the atten-
tion that alone would be involved in pure sensatio; it presupposes
the interest, affectiveness, sclectiveness, of the subjec! whose
presentations at any moment are conditioned by the traces of the
presentations of previous moments. These facts will be found
significant, when we come to consider the attempt to describe the
continuity of a self’s experience in terms of a series of momentary
subjects: it will then be argued that to banish’ the enduring
subject involves resort to supernaturalism.
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Another primary functioning of ‘the mind itself’ is the
assimilation or complication which fuses old presentations or their
residua with new. This is the germ of all subjective synthesis.
It is presupposed by the association of ideas, for, without it, there
would be no ideas to associate. It had not been detected in the
days of mental chemistry, when mechanical association was be-
lieved to render subjective synthesis a superfluous notion. As said
before, in speakifg of sensa, etc. as separate units for assimilation,
it is not necessary to assume that experience begins with such.
The relative individualness that sense-impressions have, is, genetic-
ally speaking, probably the result of differentiation of what is
given to the experient as a continuum. Consciousness is not given
in atoms; its smallest portion is a process, and its simplest portion
is complex. Thus assimilation presupposes differentiation, dis-
cussion of which, were it not superfluous here, should have
preceded that of retention. It is enough merely to indicate this
third primary function of the mind, and to observe that integration
of the differentiated continuum developes pari passu with differ-
entiation.

‘Complication’ must ensue on sensatio, if ever they were
separate, before there can be presentation of images. For we never
form an image of the simplest actual sensum, as such, any more
than we form images without previous impressions; images are
always of relatively complex presentations, assimilated sensa. As-
similation is also the precursor of developed perception; it is
involved when we construct several different percepts out of the
same aggregate of sensa (colours, sounds, etc.), and one percept
out of sensa that are not presented together. Without this syn-
thetic activity, there would be no explanation of the fact that sensa
get combined otherwise than as they occur or are given., By means
of it, we can account for the emergence of secondary or acquired
meanir:f, as when we say that orange colour and spherical shape
togethel" mean juiciness; which, before tasting, is not given to
sense. Here an aggregate of actual impressions suggests, stands
for, means, something else.

The word “attention’, in the foregoing paragraphs, has borne a
conventionally restricted meaning; and apology is due for adding
one more to the uses to which an already overworked term has
been put.«But a name was temporarily wanted to distinguish
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barest reception of sense-impression, analytically isolated from
the more obviously active functions with which, from the first, it
is actually interfused, and at the same time tp indicate that this
relative passivity is itself by no means devoid of activity. The
“one faculty” on which Dr Ward with equally conventional
embracingness bestowed the same term, has already been seen to
comprise a plurality of activities, which are none theless irreducibly
different, for being refused the name of faculties. Naming is
relatively an unimportant matter; discrimination of things that
differ, is all-important. Retention, complication or fusion, and
differentiation, are three primordial contributions of ‘the mind
itself’—which phrase is here borrowed as if equivalent to ‘the
subject’—in interaction with its objective continuum. The sub-
ject retains, fuses, etc.: it does not attend (in the restricted sense),
to retenta, complcata, etc. Differcntiation is partly an emergent
from interaction: attention makes differences within the indi-
vidual's fiell. There is thus ground in psychological fact for
rejecting the epistemological theory, that all differences between
distinguishable cognitive processes are entirely due to difference
between objects attended to. Dr Ward speaks of the processes
that so far have here been described, as ‘‘constituting what we
may call the plasticity” of the presentational continuum; but he
distinctly implies, in spite of appearance sometimes to the con-
trary, the diversity of subjective moulding of the plastic. Prof.
Stout deals with these same processes in a chapter entitled
“Primary laws of mental process”. I have ventured more un-
ambiguously to call them irreducible subjective activities.

If what a subject is, be largely a question of what it does, we are
now well on the way to a science of its nature. We shall be carried
further on our way by investigation, in the next chapter, of higher
stages in the knowledge-process.



CHAPTER IV
Perception, Imagination, Memory, Ideation

I. PERCEPTION.

The sensum Was stated in the preceding chapter to be a simple
percept; and sensatio, the closest approximation to pure sensatio
that can have occurred in incipient experience, to be germinal
perception, already involving subjective activity and not consisting
in reception of a bare impression or in simultaneous reception of
several already distinct impressions. But the fluid term ‘per-
ception’, even if restricted to the formation of what shall here be
called the percept proper—i.e. the ‘thing’ constructed out of the
subject’s sensa by himself, without aid from communication with
others, and before he has attained the common standpoint—is
usually reserved for cognition involving further stages than have
as yet been mentioned. To these we now turn. We find in them
new synthetic operations; more of rudimentary conception than
is implicit in simple recognition; and sometimes a supplementing
of present impressions by the residual and the imaginal, or by
what are called ‘revived’ presentations. Perception, when thus
completed, includes localisation in the percipient’s private space;
also reification, 1n virtue of which sensa come to be regarded as
qualities of ‘things’, though these are not to be identified with
the ‘things’ of common or social experience. It should here be
noted that the word ‘perception’ is used, both in ordinary parlance
and in psychological literature, for cognition involving localisation
in public or conceptual space, and reification in terms of explicated
categories, such as are only forthcoming when individual percep-
tion has given place to conception dependent on intercourse. This
so-called perception is nine-tenths conception, and will be ex-
amined at a later stage.

As for the difference between perception (what I have ventured
to isolate as ‘perception proper’) and conception, it will have
appeared already that no hard or absolute line can be drawn be-
tween them, or between perception and sensatio. We can distin-
guish between their ideal limits, which thought substitutes for
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indefinite actualities. We cannot allege, but can deny, the separate-
ness of what we conceptually distinguish. Static concepts such
as dominate the abstractive method, are indeeq the only counters
that formal logic can use. They are but makeshifts, if the actuality
confronting us is fluid becoming.

Again, psychology must deny that philosophy can put its finger
on any bit of actual experience, and say that there we are in touch
with reality, in the sense of objectivity pure and’subjectively un-
defiled. If it point to the pure sensum, there is no such thing.

(If it submit the developed percept, there 1s nothing perceptual
that is not subjectively fused, and tinged with the incipiently or
implicitly. conceptual,) The perceptually real contains more than
temporally present datum; and the objective datum, in being
received, is overlaid with subjective contribution—retention, in-
tegration, etc. It would be confounding the implicit with the
explicit, to say that at this level of experience ““all f