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PREFACE

THE present re-examination of the central issues of epis-
temology may be described as an essay in philosophical
psychology. I am convinced that no epistemology can be
sound which is psychologically defective, nor any psycholo-
gical analysis of knowledge significant which is philosophically
naive. A common practice of epistemologists 1s erther to
appropriate unconsciously outmoded psychologies of the past
or else to improvise psychological theories to meet the exigen-
cies of their epistemological speculations. But regarding the
relation between epistemology and psychology, so much 1s
certain—the psychology of perception, memory, ¢onception
and of the other cogmtive processes of mind affords the 1n-
dispensable data of the theory of knowledge and any epis-
temological theory which 1s commutted to psychologically
false assumptions 1s to that degree false.

In the epistemological analyses of the chapters which follow,
I have attempted to discern a single structural pattern under-
lying every type of cogmtive situation. The analysis of
knowledge 1s undertaken at three principal levels: the per-
ceptual, the introspective and the conceptual, and the thesis
1s maintained that knowledge, whatever 1ts professed object,
has a characteristic internal structure and external reference.
The resultant theory, which may perhaps be described as a
referential or intentional theory of knowledge, has close
affimties with recent positivistic, phenomenalistic and fic-
tionalistic tendencies in epistemology, and yet at the same
time seeks td do justice by the reahstic claims of knowledge.

My 1nterest 1n philosophical psychology and in the psycho-
logical approach to epistemology was aroused by my former
colleague, Dr. R. B. C. Johnson, McCosh Professor of
Philosophy, Emeritus, in Princeton University, whose dis-
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. The Andlysis of Knowledge

tinguished mind combrnes to a remarkable degree extensive
learning with philosophical subtlety and penetration. I have
received from Dr. Arthur O. Lovejoy, Professor of Philo-
sophy, Emeritus, in The Johns Hopkins University, many
helpful suggestions in the terminology of epistemology and
m the precise formulation of 1its problems, although my
present epistemological position diverges widely from
Professor Lovejoy’s verston of critical realism. I have derived
much assistance, particularly 1n the early stages of the present
project, from my former colleague, Mr. John A. Irving, now
Professor of Philosophy 1n the University of British Columbua,
whose criticisms reflected his wide acquaintance with both
philosophical and psychological literature. To my colleague,
Professor W. T. Stace, I wish to express my gratitude for
his sustained 1nterest and encouragement in the present pro-
ject. His contagious enthusiasm for epistemological analysis
and the example of his critical and constructive originality
have been a source of constant inspiration to me. Fnally, I
am indebted to Professor D. F. Bowers of the Princeton
philosophy department, whose appreciative understanding and
able critictsm have been invaluable at every stage in the com-
position of the present volume.

LEDGER WQOOD
PRINCETON, N.J.
June 1940
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CHAPTER I

The Knowledge-Situation

THE problem of knowledge, broadly considered, is unques-
tionably the most absorbing problem for the classical modern
philosophers and 1t continues to bulk large in contemporary
philosophy. The problem 1s enormously mtricate, and has
come to embrace a great variety of subsidiary and related
problems such as the problems of method, sense-perception,
the function of reason 1n knowledge, and the criterion of truth.
The array of problems 1s bewildering and one is certain to
become lost in the maze of epistemology unless one restricts
the area of exploration or adopts some leading thread to guide
his steps. I propose, accordingly, in dealing with the crucial
questions of epistemology, to adopt as my leading conception
that of cognitive transcendence—the reference of all know-
1ledge to something beyond 1tself. A peculianity of knowledge
is that 1t 15 always of or about an actual or supposed object other
lthan itself. Referential transcendence 1s, I shall contend, an
essential and mndispensable feature of all knowledge—a feature
which is 1n large measure responsible for the peculiar structure
of the knowledge-situation. I shall attempt to describe 1n the
present chapter the charactenstic pattern of knowledge which
is repeated with variations in the several sub-types of cogni-
tion. There are no doubt many ways of classifying knowledge,
but certainly one of the most frutful 1s to enumerate the types
of knowledge according to the character of the object cognized.
Thus perception is the apprehension of a supposed auter reality; |
memory 1s the recollection of past perceptual objects or past |
expenences of the remembering subject, conception is directed
toward abstract systems and umiversals. These instances of
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The Analysis of Knowledge

cognition—dtverse as they are—arc altke 1 so far as each
mnvolves a reference to something beyond the immedsate data
of/experxence. Hence reference would seem to be the common
Jenomtnator of the several types of cognition and the defining
tratt of the knowledge-situation. The factualizy of transcendent
reference is indisputable, for it is a recogmzable feature of
every act of cognition from the most rudimentary perceptions
to the most abstract and recondite constructions of mathe-
matics and philosophy, but 1ts explanation 15 quite another
matter. The ability of an item of immediate experience to
refer to that which lies beyond the expertence itself 1s a truly
remarkable property of our conscious experience for which
there 1s no exact analogue 1n the order of nature. A precise
descriptive analysis of the referential quality of our cogmtive
expenience 1s therefore the first task of epistemology.

The phenomenon of reference or transcendence 1s found
whenever anything contains within 1tself a clue to something
outstde 1tself, and thus transcendence, 1n the epistemological

-sense, may be tentatively described as zhat within any “‘given”
Awhich points to something beyond wself. The referential function
of knowledge 1s not to be confused with the allied pheno-
menon of significaton. To refer to something, whether
existent or subsistent, 1s merely to intend it or to direct one’s
attention toward it, as when I think about the desk in front
of me or about the number “two”. The desk and the number
“two” may under these circumstances be described as the
objects or the referents of my act of reference. Signification,
on the other hand, is a relation between one referent and
another when the one is taken as the sign of the other. A
certain barometric reading which 1s a referent 1s a szgn of rain
which 1s also a referent. Agamn, certan articulate sounds or
marks on the printed page may, be signs of the number “two”
which is a conceptual referent. Reference is an attitude of the
i knowing or mtending mind towards something real or sup-
« posititious, whereas signification 1s relation between two or
more objects of reference. It 1s evident that reference 1s the
10



The Knowledge-Situation

more fundamental of these two processes, for reference may
exist without signification, whereas signification always
depends upon a prior reference.

Difficult as 1s the description of transcendence, it is a
familiar and pervasive aspect of our expertence which one can
scarcely fail to recognize and identify when it 1s actually
encountered. Every act of perception 1s accompanied by a
feeling of “out-there-ness”. When I look at the design of the
wall-paper on the side of the room which I face, I do not
merely see a pattern of colour patches, but I see the wall as a
perceptual object and 1t 1s the act of reference which 1s one
of the mmportant factors contributing to this sense of per-
ceptual objectrvity. I can no doubt consciously suppress the
referential, constructional, and interpretational ingredients of
my perception of the wall-paper with the result that 1t 1s seen
no longer as an object but as a mere colour design, but 1n so
doing 1 destroy the onginal perception and transform it into
the apprehension of a number of discrete sense qualities. ,”

The referential function which characterizes even the most
rudimentary perceptual experience 1s likewise present in
imagmation. If] while I am looking at the wall of my study, I
conjure up the other side of the wall as I imagine 1t would
appear 1if I were 1n the adjacent room, I do not merely recall
the sensuous 1magery which I retain from earlier perceptions
of the interior of that room, I also project these images into
the referential scheme of my present perception. Imagmnation,
even when 1ts objects are far removed 1n space and 1n time,
preserves 1ts referential characteristics. When I call to mind
a building 1n a distant city or the memory of a childhood
mcident or reconstruct a remote historical age, I assimulate
the object in every case to its appropriate referential scheme.
Even the more abstract forms of knowledge conversant with
conceptual objects are likewise characterized by reference.
When I follow a mathematical demonstration, I am thinking
about hnes, planes, numbers, and other 1deal entities which,
even 1if they have no existential status, are yet objects of
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The Analysis of Knowledge

reference and have their proper place 1n the ideal scheme of

mathematics. The same 1s true of philosophical speculations

about substance, truth, goodness, God, and other metaphysical
! objects Concrete, sensuous 1mages are the vehicles of abstract
} thinking 1n logic, mathematics, and philosophy, but all such
{ thinking professes to be conversant with abstract realities
Lwhlch transcend 1mages. Abstract and 1deal objects may or
may not possess the reality which the mind tends to ascribe
to them, but the factuality of the reference to such objects 15
indisputable.

Admitting the existence of transcendent reference, one 1s
next confronted with the problem of accounting for 1ts pecuhar
character and mode of operation. How 1s 1t possible for a given
which simply zs 1tself to contan a reference to something
beyond? Cognittve transcendence 1s certainly one of the
most mystifying properties of mind. The mystery and mex-
plicabihity charactenzing the phenomenon of reference result,
at least 1n part, from the fact that reference pertains exclustvely
to conscious content and does not characterize extra-mental
objects. The mund can refer to an object, but one object,
properly speaking, never refers to another object, even though
1t may signify another by virtue of the inclusion of the two 1n
the same referential scheme, and thus observation of physical
phenomena affords no clue to the understanding of conscious
reference. But when one seeks to examine directly the re-
ferential function of conscious content, one encounters the
observational difficulty that the act of reference 1s mnscrutable
at the ime when 1t prevails 1 consciousness. Any given
referential act 1s directed towards 1ts proper referent and
cannot be an object for tself, but only for some subsequent
referennial act. Reference, because 1t 1s intrinsic to the cogmitive
act, ts no more capable of self-scrutiny than is the eye, which
is the organ of vision, capable of seeing itself, .-~

The question: “What is the modus operand of the cognitive
transcendence of the given?” may in the last analysis be a
1neanmgless and unanswerable question because reference is
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The Knowledge-Situation

an ultimate, irreducible, and hence inexphcable property of
the knowing mind on a par with intensity, duration, extent,
and other basic features of consciousness. Nevertheless, cog-
nitive transcendence admuts of a purely psychological explana-
tion 1n so far as the referential function of knowledge may be
considered a specification of a general property of conscious
experience, namely “intent” or “intentionality” winch charac-
terizes, besides the cognitive, the volitional and perhaps other
phases of the mental hfe. Volitional activity 1s directed towards
its goal or “objective” precisely as knowledge 1s directed
towards 1ts object. “Intent” may very properly designate that
self-transcendence of the immediately given involved in
every destre, wish, purpose, or act of ntellectual apprehension.
Certainly the verb “intend” and the corresponding substantives
“intent” and “intention” are commonly employed both in
the conattve and 1n the cogmtive senses. The question, “What
is your intention?” may 1n a certain context mean ‘“What 1s
your purpose?®”’ but under other ctrcumstances it may mean
merely: “What are you referring to?” Intent, intention,
reference, and meaning (in the referential sense) are virtually
synonymous The usefulness of the term “intent” arses from
its dual cognitive and conative import, 1t suggests the essential
stmularity between cogmition and other referential situations,
and that reference 1s a characteristic common to many diverse
types of situation i wluch mind 1s a participant. Desire—
except 1n certain pathological cases n which 1t 1s apparently
objectless—is always desire for something. A purpose 1s
always directed roward its goal however abstract, ideal, and
marticulate; knowledge 1s of or about something; and even
emotions are ordinarily attached to some object or other.
The objects of desire, will, cognition, and emotion may not
and frequently do not enjoy actual and literal existence. Thus
the objects of desire and volition are in the nature of the case
inexistent at the moment of desire or volition, and the objects
of conception and imagination are merely envisaged without
being actualized at the time. The appearance of intentional

13
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reference 1n these diverse conscious processes suggests that
intent 1s an ntrinsic and pervasive feature of the psychologi-
-cally given and is on a par with the other primary dimensions
of consciousness, namely quality, intensity, duration, etc.
Intent 1s an elusive and ineffable feature of mental events
which has consequently not received from psychologists the
attention to which 1t 1s entitled. Despute 1ts elusiveness, there
can be no question about the existence of intent as a psychic
fact which reveals 1tself to careful introspection and which 1s
as inseparable from conscious content as are their intensity
and duration. Consciousness, 1f deprived of the attribute of
intent, would lapse into a condition of pure aesthess closely
approximating the complete absence of consciousness. Intent
is so pervasive a feature of our conscious experiences that 1t
is capable of serving as the criterion of mentahty; the defining
trait of a mental event 1s 1ts character of intentionality. To ths,
it may be objected that there are certain patently non-inten-
tional items of the mental life, notably vague, objectless
emottons and feelings of pleasantness and unpleasantness.
But I think 1t will be found on closer introspective scrutiny
that no feeling or emotion 1s ever really objectless. Even when
the object recedes, as when a violent personal hatred gradually
loses 1ts original object and 1s transformed into a generally
hateful disposition, the emotion either retamns some of 1ts
ongmnal objectivity or 1s transferred to new objects. An
emotion or feeling which no longer has a specific object still
preserves 1ts urge towards objectivity and embraces any appro-
priate object which presents itself. That attitude of pervasive
and romantic sentmentality described as being “in love with
love” has a latent objectivity and readily attaches itself to
some particular member of the opposite sex. An emotion or
sentiment may be miumally or generically objective, but it is
never completely objectless. Pleasantness and unpleasantness
are not easy to assimilate to an intentional theory of con-
sciousness, for they alone of all the constituents of the mental
life seem to be non-referential. We have knowledge of; desires

14
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for, and emotional reactions towards various objects, real and
imagnary, but we can scarcely be said to have pleasures of,
for, or towards anything. The prepositions expressing reference
are not appropriate in connection with hedonic feelings because
these seem to subsist i their own right 1n a “subjective”
realm without being directed towards anything beyond them-
selves. Are not the feelings of pleasantness and unpleasantness
devoid of that self-transcendence which characterizes the rest
of the mental and are we not, as a consequence, faced with the
dilemma of either excluding them entirely from the mental
realm—which 1s an exceedingly arbitrary procedure—or else
repudiating the definition of the mental 1n terms of intent?
There 1s, I believe, an escape from this dilemma if pleasantness
and 1ts opposite are considered not primary ingredients of
consciousness on a par with sensations, perceptions, emotions,
etc., but rather affective qualities of the latter. The substantives
pleasure and pain should be replaced by the adjectives pleasant
and unpleasant respectively. The substantival view of the older
hedonstic psychology that pleasure and pamn exist in their
own right and mingle on a basis of equality with the other
inhabitants of the psychological world 1s to be rejected 1n
favour of the view that they hive an attributive and parasitic
existence 1n the realm of mind. There are no pure pleasures
and no pure pains, but instead pleasant and unpleasant colours,
sounds, tastes, odours, and emotions. Although pleasure and
pain are not substantive states of consciousness possessing
intent, they are always assoctated with other primary states
which are themselves intentional. Intent may therefore, with-
out reservation or exception, be considered a pervasive and
defining property of consciousness both 1n 1ts cognitive and
non-cognitive aspects. Cognitive transcendence 1s not, to be
sure, explained in any ultimate sense through its subsumption
under intent, but when so considered it ceases to be a
mysterious and 1solated phenomenon.

A physiological type of explanation of intent in general and
of cognitive transcendence in particular 1s available. Intent

15
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and cognitive transcendence are mn all probability correlated
in some way with the efferent phase of the stimulus-response
mechamsm and not exclusively with 1ts sensory phase. The
assertion that mtent 1s nothing but the mner sense of motor
discharge or innervation 1s perhaps not warranted by our
present knowledge of the psychophysical relation and yet just
this may prove to be the case. Intent 15 the conscious corre-
lative of the total sensory-response mechanism, and 1t seems
likely that, if the motor concomutants of perception were
entirely eliminated, the object would dissolve into an aggregate
of sense qualities lacking 1n the characteristic objectivity and
externality conferred upon them by intent. The response and
the correlative intent need not, of course, be occasioned by a
present sttmulus—as 15 the case 1 ordinary perception—but
may 1n certain forms of cognition, for example memory and
imagnation, be a complexly conditioned and long-delayed
response. Since 1 no forms of cogmition are the motor ele-
ments entirely lacking, they are thus always available for the
explanation of cognitive transcendence

The psychological theory of intent provides an explanation
of cognitive transcendence and makes possible a description
of the cognitive-situation far simpler and more adequate than
1s afforded by the traditional analysis of the factors 1n cognition.
By the traditional analysis of cogmition I mean the repre-
sentative theory espoused 1n one form or another by Galileo,
Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, and even Kant. The last named
superimposed much of the paraphernalia of representative
perception upon the critical philosophy, and even thinkers hike
Berkeley and Hume who repudiate the theory, phrase their
own views i the language of representatiomsm and retain
many of the assumptions and presuppositions of that theory.,
Not only because of 1ts historical importance, but likewise
because the alternative accounts of the knowledge-situation
are ether modifications of or protests agamnst 1t, representa-
tionism provides the most natural point of departure for the
consideration of the problem of knowledge. The repre-

16
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sentative theory distinguishes three factors in the epistemo-
llogical situation: (1) the subyect, (2) the content or vehicle of
knowledge, and (3) the ofect. The cognizing subject 1s a self
or a simple act of awareness which 1s the possessor of the
knowledge. The content—otherwise designated “the given”,
“data”, “ideas”—embraces all that 1s immediately given to
the subject, through which 1t knows the object. While most
historical forms of the theory of representative cognition have
ascribed a mental or psychic status to the “content”, this
ascription 1s by no means essential to the theory, for the
immediate data of cognition need not partake of the mental
nature of the subject to which they are presented. The “object”
1s the ulumate goal or referent of knowledge—it 1s that which
the knowledge 1s about. The essential and distinctive tenet of
the traditional representative theory is that the object of
knowledge does not appear directly to the knowing subject
but only vicariously. The analysis of knowledge 1nto 1ts three
factors is framed with special reference to perception: the
subject 1n this case 1s the percerver, the “I”” which now sees the
coloured design of the wall-paper 1n front of me, the content
1s the configuration of colours considered as immediate data
of experience, and the object 1s the thing perceived, the wall
considered as a part of a world of perceptual objects. The
formula 1s, also, readily applicable to the several forms of non-
perceptual cognition, and 1t must be accounted one of the
great merits of the representative theory that 1t thus admuts of
generalization. Memory 1s peculiarly amenable to treatment
by the traditional theory—indeed the pastness of the objects
of memory seem almost to render a representattve theory
mescapable. In memory the three factors of subjects, content,
and object appear as: (1) the present act of rememberng,
(2) the memory image, and (3) the past event remembered.
The duality between the second and third tactors 1s as has
already been suggested pecuhbarly impressive in memory
because of the obvious time-discrepancy between them.
Memory 1s a present apprehension of a past occurrence and
17 B
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it is difficult to see how it could be anything else than
representational.

To assimilate abstract and conceptual cognition to the
representative pattern necessitates the admission of universals
1n some sense. The literal object of an abstract concept—in the
sense 1n which the thing percerved 1s the literal object of a
percept—would be an abstractum or umversal. A universal 1s
precisely that kind of entity which is approprately represented
1n consciousness by an abstract or generic concept. The episte-
mological triad: subject, content, and object becomes in
conceptual cognition: conceiver, concept, universal.

Pure representationism would apply the triadic formula to
all forms of knowledge, but there are no historical mnstances of
pure representationusm. Historical theories of knowledge are
hybrid, perhaps combimng a representative theory of per-
ception with an 1mmediate or intuitional theory of the know-
ledge of unuversals which dispenses entirely with concepts.
Or representative perception may be combined with a
nominalistic account of conceptual knowledge which retains
the concepts while repudiating the correlative universals. It
s, of course, quite possible that some mixed or impure vartety
1s true, but 1t 1s certainly 1n the interest of simplicity to discover
if possible a single formula to embrace perceptual, mnemic,
conceptual, and other types of cogmition. I hope I shall be
able to show in later chapters that the intentional or referential
rather than the representational formula accomplishes just this.

The theory of representative knowledge 1s not to be identi-
fied with a crude copy theory of knowledge—although the
copy theory 1s admuttedly a representative theory. A common
misconception of the representative theory—fostered by most
of 1ts critics and even by some of its exponents—is that the
relation between datum and object is necessanly one of
resemblance. Resemblance and representation are two very
different relations and either may obtain between two terms
m the absence of the other. Two trees 1n a forest may be
stmilar although 1n no sense 1s the one a representative of the

18
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other. On the other hand, the printed word “tree” 1s sym-
bolically representative of the tree in the forest, but there 1s
no sigmficant resemblance between the black shapes on the
page and the living structures to which they refer. Resemblance
and symbolism may to be sure coexist, e.g. between a coloured
photograph and 1ts onigmal, but this fact does not obliterate
the real distinction between the two relations. Thus i the
knowledge-situation the content may be representative of the
object without 1n the least resembhing 1t. The disrepute into
which the representative theory has fallen 1s 1n no small measure
due to the failure to differentiate between logically distinct
relations, representation and reproduction.

The several alternative solutions to the epistemological
problem may be most convemently stated in the language
of representationism. This 1s because the other theories are
simplifications of that theory obtained by a synthestzing or
telescoping of the elements 1n the representative situation. In
describing the vanious transformations of the primary theory
1t will be conventent to refer to the subject, the content, and
the object as S, C, and O respectively.

One possible transformation of the primitive theory results
from the fusion of S and C. The 1mtal separation between
subject and content was undoubtedly made under the influence
of the metaphysical soul-substance dogma. If the self 1s a pure
principle of subjectivity, then the variegated contents of con-
scrousness—colours, sounds, tastes, odours, pleasures, emo-
tions, etc.—must be relegated to another category of the
mental. They are present to the knower but do not participate
in his essential nature. The psychic realm 1s thus divided into
two compartments: on the one side 1s the single permanent
and indivisible self or knower, on the other a multiplicity of
changing 1deas and thoughts. The gradual dissolution of the
doctrine of substantial souls in the course of the development
of modern philosophy has largely nullified the distinction
between subject and content, but 1t still survives in a weakened
form in the distinction between the activity and the content

19
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of consciousness. Epistemologists have often accepted un-
crifically the view of mind as a pure activity which directly,
cognizes conscious content or even external objects, much as
a searchlight plays upon and reveals the surrounding land-
scape. The view of consctousness as a contentless act 15 the
product of false abstraction and would never have prevailed
except for the encouragement of the traditional theory of the
pure ego. There are neither psychologcal nor epistemological
grounds for splitting consciousness into halves—act and
content. Consciousness 1s a process tn which the existence of
content 15 zpso facto the awareness of it. There 1s, strictly
speaking, no consctousness of content, but merely the conscious
presence of conscious content. It would never have occurred
to anyone who was not deluded by a metaphysical dogma to
distinguish between his emotion of anger and his awareness
of that emotion or between the sensing of a green patch and
the colour patch sensed. The distinction 1s given a semblance
of plausibihty by the employment of the physical analogy of
the searchlight, the activity of awareness 1s likened to the pure
bright light of the search-hght and the contents of the mind to
the multi-coloured objects upon winch it plays. But the analogy
15 spurious and misleading, for in consciousness there 1s no
duality between the illuminating and the 1lluminated. A much
more appropriate physical analogy to consciousness 15 some
such simple physico-chemical process as combustion. The
burning of a log in a fireplace 15 a contmuous process of
combustion or oxidization which spreads slowly from one
part of the wood to another until the whole log has been
transformed into smoke and ashes. Language permits us to
speak of the flame as burning, the log as being burned by the
flame, but tus 15 a scientifically incorrect description of what
takes place. The duality which is attributed to the flame and
the burming log and the duality between act and content
which 15 attributed to conscious processes, both result from
false abstraction and hypostatization—in the one case of the
flames and 1n the other of the pure activity of mimnd. Physcal
20
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analogies suggest that the subjective act, S, and the content, C,
are distinguishable but inseparable aspects of the one conscious
process. The telescoping of S and C accomplishes a great
simphfication of the epistemological situation, for now a
single conscious process, considered as a fusion of activity and
content, serves both as subject and as vehicle of knowledge.
Consciousness as an attentive and selective activity performs
the function as knowing subject and the same conscious
content by virtue of 1ts referential capacity cflects the cognitive
transcendence of the immediately given 1equsite to knowledge
1n all 1ts forms. In abolishing the subject as a separate principle
apart from the content, nothing of epistemological importance
has been lost, since the content itself 1s capable of performing
the functions for which the separate subject was devised.

Far more difficult of solution 1s the problem of the relation
between C and O which 1s among the most controversial
1ssues of epistemology. The main types of epistemological
doctrine, representative realism, subjectivism, and presentative
realism are just so many possible positions wiich may be
adopted concerning this relation. If C and O be 1denufied 1n
such fashion that O 1s telescoped into C—or what amounts
to the same thing, if O be demied altogether—the resultant
doctrine 1s subjectivism or epistemological 1dealism. Episte-
mological idealism 1s not to be confused with metaphysical
1dealism. An epistemological theory affirms nothing regarding
the metaphysical character of the factors in the cognitive-
situation, 1ts sole function being to describe the epistemo-
logical relations among those factors 1n total disregard of their
substantial nature. Thus epistemological idealism 1dentifies
object and content, and asserts the dependence of the object
(or content) upon the knowing subject without being com-
"mitted to a mentalistic interpretation of the object. As a matter
of hustorrcal fact, epistemological and metaphysical 1dealism
are invariably found in combination, but this 1s due to a
natural affimty between the two doctrines and not to the
logical entailment of the one by the other. Epistemological
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1dealism mught concervably be found m combination with a
non-idealistic metaphysics. The essential tenet of epistemo-
logical idealism 1s that the only object of cogmition s the
rcontent and that this object exists when and only when it 1s
apprehended by the knowing subject. At such umes as the
content or object 1s uncognized 1t lapses into sheer nonentity.
The epistemological situation 15 accordingly reduced by the
eptstemological 1dealist to the two factors: (1) the immediate
content or tdeas, and (2) the subject which apprehends them.

A second “degenerate” (using the term, of course, in its
descriptive and not 1ts derogatory sense) form of the repre-
sentative theory 1s pan-objectivism, which, like subjectivism,
identifies C and O, but unlike subjectivism assimilates C to O
wnstead of O to C. Thus, whereas subjecttvism 1s the virtual
denial of O, pan-objectivism 1s the virtual denial of C. No
content supervenes between S and O, and thus the object,
which 1s independent of the knowing subject, 1s directly
apprehended by the knowing subject. Both subjectivism and
objectivism derive from the onginal representative theory by
the identification of C and O, and the only significant difference
between them 1s that according to the former theory the
object, being content, lapses into nothingness when uncog-
nized, whereas on the latter view the object persists during
inter-cognitive ntervals and preserves at such times the same
properties which 1t had when cognized. _/

The issue between epistemological monism, the theory of
the numencal identity of content and object, and episte-
mological dualism, the theory of the numerical duphcity of
content and object, cannot be decided 1n the abstract and 1n
advance of examination of each of the several varieties of
cogmtion. It 1s quite possible that the monstic formula may
apply to some kinds of cogrtion and the dualistic formula to
the rest. The possibility of combining an intwtional (monistic)
theory of conceptual knowledge with a representative (dualistic)
theory of perception or vice versa has been suggested above. It
15, however, more likely that a single epistemological pattern
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is repeated with appropriate modifications for each of the
several types of cognition, and the attempt will be made in the
chapters which follow to demonstrate that the principal sub-
varteties of cognition exemplify such a pattern. The cognitive
situation will be analysed into two factors, namely, (1) the
ideational content, and (2) the cogmitive object. Although the
subject of the tradinonal analysis 1s dispensed with entirely,
1t will be convenient at times to retain the terms subject and
knower to designate the ideational content n so far as 1t
belongs to the continuum of someone’s personal experience,
and thete is no objection to this usage provided the words
are not allowed to suggest a pure, substantial, or transcendental
ego. Intent 15 not mncluded as a third distinct factor 1n the
cognitive situatton because 1t 1s an intrinsic and 1inseparable
determination of the content—the reference of the ideational
content to the object being mediated by the intent resident 1n
the 1deational content. The cognitive or epistemological object
is that which 1s intended by the 1deational content. The cog-
nitive object 1s a “meamng” or an “objective” constituted by
the intentional process and 1s not an actually existent entity.
In veridical cogmtion there undoubtedly exists a literal object
correspondent to the cogmitive object, but frequently, as in
fictional and supposititious cogmtion, there 1s no actual or
ontological object. The presence or absence of a literal object
1s an existential questton of the utmost importance, but 1t 1s
totally irrelevant to the cogmtive situation as such. The
structure of the referential situation 1s the same whether or
not there exists an actual object conformable to the specifica-
tions of the intended object. It 1s for this reason that the real or
existential object 1s not included among the factors 1n the
cogmtive situation. Some of the most perplexing paradoxes
and anomalies of epistemology result from a failure to dis-
tinguish between the epistemic object (the object as intended),
and the ontologic object (the object as 1t really exists). The
former alone is the concern of epistemology, the latter belongs
to the domain of metaphysics. The exclusion of the literal
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object from the cognitve situation makes 1t possible to sub-
sume all types of cogmition—veridical and non-vendical altke
—ander a single comprehensive formula. The analysis of
knowledge 1n accordance with the intentional or referential
formula w1ll be applied to each of the following sub-varieties
of cognition:

1. Perceprion 1s the_apprehension of phenomenal objects,

‘ such as mountains, trees, houses, human and animal forms, etc.,
on theioccaston of sensory sttmulation. Since perceptual cog-
mution 1s the product of direct sensory stimulation, the sensory
ingredients are central and predominant, but not to the ex-
clusion of interpretational factors. Another characteristic
feature of perception is the presumptive contemporaneity of
the perceived object and the act of perception; the object
1s cognized as contemporaneous whatever time discrepancies
may be revealed by physical measurement The percipient
feels that he 1s directly present to the perceptual object.

The distinction between perceptual and non-perceptual
knowledge 1s not absolute: there are many inferential and
constructional elements 1n perception, but they all cluster
.about_a sensuously produced core. On the other hand, all
non-perceptual knowledge contains as 1ts quasi-sensuous core
a sense-dertved 1mage which takes the place of the sense data
of perception, but 1n all such knowledge the constructional
and inferential elements are relanvely more promment than
1N perception.

2. Perceptual Memory 15 the apprehension by a subject of
objects belonging to his perceptual past, that 1s to say, which
were once actually perceived by him. The object of the orgnal
perception and the object of 1its subsequent recollection are
referentsally identical, the onginal percept and the subsequent
memory are of the same thing. "The subject’s recognition that
the now remembered object was once a part of his perceptual
experience 1 essential to memory. The remembered object must
not only be cogmized as past but as belonging to my past. A
memory which bas entirely lost its personal and temporal
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moorings ceases to be a memory and becomes a mere
image.

3. Historwcal cognition 1s a non-perceptual apprehension of
past objects.” It differs from perceptual memory 1n that us
objects were never perceptual objects for the knower or, if
they ever were, they have been entirely forgotten. Historical
knowledge includes, not only history 1n the narrow sense of a
reconstruction of human events on the basis of documentary
evidence, but also astronomuical, geological, anthropological,
and archaeological reconstructions of the past. Historical know-
ledge 1s dependent upon perception 1n that all historical recon-
struction depatts from present perception of documents,
monuments, etc, or else from perceptual memory of them.
Furthermore, historical knowledge has a quasi-perceptual
character 1n that the objects envisaged by 1t are not scientific
objects, like atoms, electrons, etc, but perceptual things and
events as they appeared or might have appeared to some actual
or hypothetical percipient. A typical instance of historical
knowledge would be the imagmative reconstruction by an
astronomer of the appearance of the heavens to an earthly
observer at some definte date 1n the past.

There are, of course, besides historical knowledge many
other classes of indirect and inferential knowledge of pheno-
menal objects such as the 1magmative construction of future
occurrences and of contemporaneous events which are remote
1n space or otherwise inaccessible to perceptual observation.
These objects, although they have never been perceived by
the subject, are inferred from objects which he has percerved.
Inferential cogmition of this sort enables the subject to attain a
conception—however fragmentary and inadequate—of the
system of nature. From the indefinite totality of possible per-
ceptions, 1t 15 the lot of each individual to perceive and re-
member a few which provide a point of departure for the
inferentidl construction of the framework of the phenomenal
world. Every percipient, however restricted the scope of his
perceptual experience, has the materials for the erection of
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his own individual “cosmology” which far transcends the
items actually perceived and remembered. The varieties of
inferential cognition whereby the phenomenal world 1s
extended and even 1deally completed do not involve any new
principle not already 1nvolved in historical knowledge.

4. Introspective cognition 1s the apprehension by a subject
of earlier processes of the same subject. Every introspective
observation and analysis is necessanly an act of memory—
this is the import of the farmbhiar formula: “All introspection
is retrospection”—but the converse: “All retrospection 1s
introspection” 1s not true, for most memories are perceptual
and non-introspective. The difference between ordinary
memory and introspection 1s solely referential or contextual.
The object of perceptual memory 1s the object of an original
perception considered in the context of other perceptual
objects, that 1s to say, as a part of the system of nature; the
object of an introspective cognition 1s an earhier cognition,
emotion, volition, or other process of the cogmzing subject,
considered 1n the context of his personal hife. Introspection 1s
directed both towards particular processes of a subject and
towards the total self, envisaged as the 1deal completion of
the sertes of 1ts conscious processes. The self, however, con-
sidered as a psychic substance or pure ego, can never become
an object of introspective scrutiny and 1s posited, if at all, on
the basts of inference and construction from the empurical
self apprehended by ntrospection.

Introspection 1s commonly supposed to be a direct—
perhaps even the most direct—form of cogmition, but 1t 1s
evident from the referential character of introspection that 1t
is neither more nor less direct than perception and memory.
The recogmition that the introspecting act and the introspected
process belong to the same subject does not alter the fact that
the real object of introspection is no longer actual at the time
of introspection, but 15 merely intended or referred to and
consequently that even introspection 1s knowledge i absenta.

5. Cogrution of other subjects—The apprehension by one
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subject of the sensuous, perceptual, emotional, affective, and
volitional contents of another subject 1s Iughly mferenual and
\constructional.” The belief 1n the existence of other psychic
“centres and the reconstruction of their private contents
depend upon the introspection of one’s own conscious pro-
cesses and the perception of the bodily, mcluding the lingu-
1stic, responses of others. The evidence for other minds 1s
largely analogical, but one has in the presence of other selves
a sense of immediate personal presence. This sense 1s deeply
rooted 1n the social instincts of mankind and may even ante-
date all analogical reasoning regarding other selves, but this
fact 1s not, however, to be construed as supporting an intu-
itional view of intersubjective cogmtion. Every cogmzing
subject remains at home with himself and his acquaintance with
other selves 1s solely referential.

6. Conceptual cognution may be described as knowledge &y
concepts of abstracta. Perception, memory, introspection, and
inter-subjective cogmition are directed towards particular con-
crete objects, whether actual, hypothetical, or fictional; con-
ception, on the other hand, 1s directed towards abstractions.
The most rudimentary conceptual knowledge, and that which
departs least from the cognition of individuals, 1s the con-
ception of actual classes. The generic concept of an actual or
exemplified class, e.g. house, dog, man, tree, is a linguistic
symbol referring to a number of resembling individuals.
The 1ndividual members of a class constitute a referential not a
real totality. The class exists as a class only by virtue of the
fact that its members, however widely separated 1n space and
in time, are referred to by a single symbol, namely, the class-
name or concept-symbol. To be sure the selection of indivi1-
duals to constitute a class 1s governed by intrinsic properties
of the individuals—properties between which there is a
resemblance, structural or qualitative—yet the class 1s con-
stituted by the act of reference. The class 1s thus a very different
sort of cognitive object from the individual thing, the parts of
which are contiguous and hence constitute a natural totality.

27



The Analysis of Knowledge

The object of an exemplified generic concept 1 then a number
of indrvidual things, qualities, or relations which are stmil
to one another and are referred to by the class—name.’l{:
conceptual situation becomes even more complicated when
we pass from exemphified to unexemplified concepts, but by
the extenston and generalization of the class notion which
applies to actual existents, 1t 1s possible to envisage concepts
of 1maginary, ideal, and hypothetical classes. Most, if not all,
the concepts of mathematics are of 1deal objects; such meta-
physical categortes as essence, substance, possibility, non-being
are unexemplified concepts as also are the concepts of ethical
ideals, norms, and values.
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CHAPTER 1II

Sensory Knowledge

PERCEPTION 15 the most appropriate starting-point for episte-
mological enquiry since bare sensation, the awareness of
simple 1solated sense qualities, even 1if it be admitted to exist
as a psychological fact, belongs to a pre-cognitive level of
experience. Perception, defined as the apprehension of an
integral object—a tree, a chair, a book—is the most primitive
activity of mind which may be dignified as cognition. Further-
more, perception preconditions all the other forms of cogni-
tion. It 1s difficult to see how without perception any one of
the other forms of cognition enumerated 1n the last chapter
could have evolved. Memory 1s patently dependent on per-
ception—every memory tmage being a revival of an earher
percept. The relation between perception and memory s,
however, somewhat more complicated than this statement
would suggest, for while 1t 1s true that there 1s no memory
without perception, 1t 1s equally true that there 1s no per-
ception without memory. In every act of perception, however
stmple, recogmition and 1nterpretation play their mndispensable
role. Nevertheless, perception 1s, for most epistemological
purposes, the primitive cognitive activity, and even the higher
thought processes contain perceptually derived ingredients.
Although perception 1s the most rudimentary cognitive pro-
cess, 1t is analysable into sub-cogmtive or infra-cognitive
ingredients and this analysis is an indispensable prelimmary
to she epistemology of perception.

The perceptual situation—just because it 1s the most rudi-
mentary type of cogmtion—clearly exemplifies the pattern
of all cognition and provides helpful clues in the investigation
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of the lugher cognitive processes. Perception is so concrete,
so palpable, and so transparent that 1ts structure can be readily
discerned and its ingredients discriminated. The temptation
1s accordingly great to equate the theory of knowledge and
the theory of sense-perception—a procedure which 1s quite
illegitimate. Too great a preoccupation with perceptual cogni-
tion obscures the very real and very significant differences
between it and the other cognitive forms. Indeed, much recent
epistemology 1s vitiated by 1ts arbitrary restriction to sense-
perception and 1n particular to vision. The mechanism of
vision has afforded the model not only for the interpretation
of perceptual cognition but of cognition generally. Thus per-
ception 1s indeed an invaluable guide 1n the exploration of
,non-perceptual knowledge, but a guide which cannot be blindly
*followed. The epistemologist must be ever alert for deviations
from the perceptual pattern 1n his description of non-per-
ceptual cognition. His quest 1s for a general epistemological
formula, which like an algebraic equation with 1ts variables,
may assume spectal values for each of the several kinds of
knowledge. The referential formula proposed in Chapter I
introduces two such epistemological variables, the imme-
diately given ‘““content” or vehicle of knowledge, and the
“object” of knowledge. The character of the “content” and
the presumptive status of the “object” vary from perception
to memory, from memory to imagination, and from imagina-
tion to conception, but the invariant feature of the cognitive
situation 1s the presence of some content or other along with
the reference to objects whether actual or fictitious.

In harmony with the referental formula, perception may
be defined as the apprehension of a phenomenal object on the
occasion of sensory stimulation- The differentiatng feature of
perceptual knowledge is the literal presence to the percipient
organism of the physical object which occasions perception.
The physical object may be 1n direct contact with the organism
(as are the articles we handle and manipulate in ordinary
activities of daily life), they may in the case of vision and
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audition be 1n the immediate viciuty of the percipient (like
the trees, buildings, and mountains on the landscape), or they
may in the case of vision be separated from the organism by
astronomical distances (as are the moon, the planets, and the
stars). The epistemologist mn lus definition of perception dis-
regards, and quite properly, the physical distance separating
the organism from the remote physical object which occasions
the perception and the consequent time-discrepancy between
the act of perception and the date of the source of the per-
ceptual sumulus Any event, however remote physically or
astronomically, 1s 1 a certain epistemological sense present
to the percipient 1if any one of the senses of the organism is
recerving sensory stimulation which emanates from the event
in questton. The “epistemological present” embraces all
objects and events, which through a continuous physical
influence now stimulate one or more of the sense organs of
the percipient. If I simultaneously see the sun, feel the desk
on which I write, and hear a distant bell, the objects are per-
ceptually compresent whatever may be their physical time-
relations. The epistemology of sense-perception need not
become involved 1n the time paradoxes introduced by relativity
theory nor i the time-discrepancy between the date of the
physical object and of the act of perception implied by the
older physics.

The possibility of tracing a continuous chain of physical
causation from the physical object of perception to the sense
organs of the percipient 1s the differentia of perception. In
other forms of veridical cogmition also there must be some
lines of continuous influence between the cogmitive act and
its real or ontologic object; thus 1n memory there exists
between the present memory act and the object remembered
a continuous chain of causation, but it proceeds dackward 1n
time from effect to cause through the brain and nervous
system and then outward to the physical occasion of an earlier
perception. In perception alone 1s the correlative physical
object the direct occasion of the cognitive process.
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The physico-phystological treatment of perception involves
a detatled description of the mechanism of the process,
beginning with the physical object or source of sensory
stimulation and terminating in the organism’s response to the
perceived situation. The process 1s one of enormous com-
plexity for the detaled description of which the epistemo-
logist has to draw heavily upon the physicst, the chemust,
the physiologist, and the psychologist. Modern science can at
the present time draw a remarkably complete picture of the
elaborate machinery of perception and the epistemologist must
accept the scientific account so far as 1t goes. But epistemology,
as a philosophical discipline, 1s not concerned so much with the
question: “How are objects percetved *”” as with the question*
“What 1s the nature of perceptual cognition®” Whereas
the scientific account of perception proceeds causally from the
perceived object to the percept, epistemology reverses the
order and proceeds referentially from the percept to the per-
ceived object. The percept and 1ts object are related both
causally and symbolically, and epistemology 1s concerned
primarily with the latter aspect of the perceptual situaton

The percept, subjectively considered, 1s the most cons entent
starting-point for an epistemological analyss of the perceptual
situation. In calling the percept “subjectrne”, I do not wish
to suggest that the percept belongs to a pure ego or knower
nor even that 1t 1s made of some mental or psychic stuff, I am
advocating merely a phenomenological analysis of the percept
as a preliminary to the description of the total perceptual
situation. A methodological subjectivism docs not commut us
to solipsism and to the ego-centric predicament, nor does 1t
otherwise prejudice 1n advance other epistemological 1ssues.

Perception 1s, according to the definition already advanced,
conditioned by sensory excitation and the percept as a conse-
quence has asfits core or nucleus a sense quale or group of
sense quala. -The irregular green patch which 1s the clue to
the tree on the distant landscape, the faint ticking sound which
I interpret as my watch are the sensory ingredients of these
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two percepts. The sensory content 1s the concrete nucleus, the
moonng, or the ndividuagng principle of the percept. In other
forms of cognition, for example memory and conception, a
sensuous image replaces the sensation as the core of the
cognitive apprehension. About the central sensuous ingredients
of the percept there 1s a cluster of imaginative and other inter-
pretative ingredients, the consideration of which we defer for
the time being. At present we are 1solating the sensuous factor
and disregarding 1ts interpretative context, which wall be treated
in the next chapter.

The sense quaha—otherwise known as sense data or sensa—
have been the occasion of bitter and acrimonious controversy
among, epistemologists. Do sense data exist as such or are they
the products of false abstraction? What 1s the ontological
character of the sensa? Are they made of mental or neutral
stuff? Do they exist or subsist? These and similar questions
have, I believe, recetved a disproportionate amount of atten-
tion from the epistemologist. The primary task of episte-
mology 1s the description of the cognitive situation 1n 1ts
entirety, and the question of the ontological status of the
sensa 1s relatively inconsequential 1n the accomplishment of
thus task. It 1s allimportant to determine the relation of the
sensa to the mind and to the object of knowledge, but the
problem as to what 1s the stuff or substance of the sensa 1s
meaningless or, if it has a meaning, 1s trivial. I know of no
sigmificant criteria whereby the mentality, the physicahty, or
neutrality of the sensa can be determined. Disregarding
entirely the metaphysical questions concerning the sensa, I
shall seek only to assign them to their proper place in the
knowledge-situation.

Modern epistemology, 1n its treatment of the sensa, has to
its detriment been under the domination of sensationalism. The
doctrine of the atomicity of the sensa has to a great extent
vitiated the theories of contemporary sense datum episte-
mologysts. I do not propose to enter upon a detailed critique
ot recent and contemporary discussions of the sensa, but shall
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merely give some indication of the pernicious influence of
psychological atomism on epistemology. The sense data, which
many epistemologists suppose to be immediately given and
to constitute the burlding-blocks of knowledge, are considered
by them to be pure, homogeneous, sense qualia. Like the
“impressions” of Hume from which they dertve historically,
sense data are discrete, qualitative essences produced by
epitomizing extended and enduring sensational qualities. In
other words, a sense datum is the 1deal limut approached by a
qualitative munimum sensible when 1t 13 1magined to be qual-
tatively homogeneous and changeless. Pure sense data con-
sidered as qualitative epitomizations are very much like the
qualitative essences of Platonic realism; it 1s an interesting
philosophical paradox that extreme nominalism approaches
very closely to an extreme realism Humean impressions in
their durationless qualitative purity are almost indistinguish-
able from the logical essences of traditional realism.

The sense data conceived as pure, homogeneous and
changeless qualities have no psychological existence—they
are in fact mere abstractions from and idealizations of qual-
tatively complex experiences. Even the psychological mimimum
senstble contains internal complexity and qualitative differen-
tiation. The sense data, far from being the firsz in the order of
knowledge, are the end products of refined and subtle psycho-
logical analysis and philosophical abstractions. The epistemo-
logical procedure which strives to interpret perceptual pheno-
mena as the compounding of atomic sensa 1s foredoomed to
failure. This method, which has been aptly called “elementism”,
is at variance with the overwhelming evidence derived from
psychology tending to support a structural and organic view
of perception. The type of mental chemistry which charac-
terized the older psychology—but from which psychology
has largely emancipated itself—still infects the theories of
sense datum epistemologists. The revolt agaimst psychological
atomism has spread to almost every contemporary school of
psychology; the Gestaltists are, of course, the leaders in the
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movement, but the revolt agamst psychological atomism can
be detected in psycho-analytical and even in behaviouristic
psychologies. Sense datum epistemologists remain to-day the
only defenders of an outmoded sensationalism.

Some believers 1n atomic sense data have sought to defend
their view agamnst psychological criticism by urging that
therrs is a Jogical and not a psychological analysis of perception.
They are prepared to admut that sensa data have no exsstence
as psychological facts antecedent to perception, but, they insst,
every perception 1s logically analysable into discrete and atomic
sensa. Hence, while the compounding of perceptions from
sense data 1s psychologically indefensible 1t is a logically sound
procedure. The extreme opposition between psychology and
logic which this view implies 1s untenable. There 1s, of course,
a great divergence between the aims, methods, and assumptions
of psychology and logic, yet the two cannot be completely
divorced. The analytical procedure employed by the psycho-
logist, does not actually separate out the components of con-
sctousness as the chemist splits up a compound 1n the labora-~
tory; rather does psychological analysis constst 1n the focusing
of his attention on one ingredient of a consctous process to the
exclusion of the rest. The analysis 1s 1deal 1n that the ingredsents
are imaginatively not actually separated. On the other hand,
the processes of logic are, in the context of the mental pro-
cesses of the individual logician, psychological occurrences
susceptible of psychological treatment. The attempted divorce
between logic and psychology has had disastrous conse-
quences, particularly for epistemology. Epistemology has
tended to ally 1tself with logic with the consequent neglect
and disparagement of relevant psychological considerations.
But epistemology is a barren and forma] discipline unless 1t
incorporates the results of psychology! Especially is it true
that the psychology of perception provides the only possible
point of departure for an epistemology of perception. The
sense datum theory if judged psychologically false cannot
claim to be logically or epistemologically true.

35



The Analysis of Knowledge

In repudiating atomic sense data, and the entire mechanism
whereby they are compounded 1nto perception, I am not deny-
ing the legitimacy of the analytical method as applied to per-
ception, but merely proposing the substitution for the quasi-
phystcal analysis of perception into atomic sense data of a
type of analysis better suited to the subject-matter. All
analyses, except those performed in the chemical and physical
laboratories where compounds and mixtures are actually
separated 1nto their elemental constitutents, are intellectual and
ideal. Analysis as employed by the psychologist or the episte-
mologst, consists 1n the focusing of attention successively on
the ingredients of a conscious process. The ingredients may
be 1maginatively isolated but they are not actually separated.
No sophssticated psychologist believes that he can take a
complex mental occurrence, say an emotion or an act of per-
ception, and by some feat of mental chemistry precipitate out
one of its ingredients 1n 1ts psychological purity. His analysis
consists 1n the selective attention to and the imagmative
representation of aspects of the conscious expertence which
can never, 1n fact, be 1solated.

As the first step 1n the present epistemological enquiry I
shall undertake an ideal analysis of perception. The percept
will 1n the first place be analysed into 1ts sensory and non-
sensory or interpretational components, and then each of these
will in turn be subjected to further analysis; the sensory into
visual, auditory, gustatory, olfactory, and somaesthetic sensa-
tions with their pecubiar quality, imntensity, and the like; the
interpretational into various inferences and constructions. The
sensory factors in perception will be discussed 1n the present
chapter; the complicated inferential and constructional aspects
of perception will be dealt with 1n the next chapter.

A

Perception, which I have adopted as the unit of cognition,
is a structural whole having a sensory nucleus and an inter-
pretational fringe. The data of one sense frequently prepon-
derates in the nucleus of the perception—as when I visually
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apprehend a distant landscape but recerve no other sensory
stimulation from 1t or hear a locomotive whistle before the
train has rounded the curve and become visible, but ordinanly
the sensory nucleus results from the combined stimulation of
several senses, sight and hearing or sight and touch or any one
of an indefinite number of sensory combinations.

The first step 1n perceptual analysis consists, then, 1n dis-
criminating the contributions of the several senses. This
discrimination 1s for the most part obvious and familiar, but
at certain points difficulties are encountered, as, for example, 1n
the differentiation of chromatic from achromatic vision and
in distinguishing taste from smell or pressure from pain. Fre-
quently the analysis cannot be accomplished by psychological
nspection alone but requires the aid of the physics and phy-
siology of sensation. Even more serious difficulties are en-
countered in the analysis of such features of sensations as
quality, quantity, intensity, extent, duration, and the like,
which cut across the several senses and which are so funda-
mental to psychology that they may properly be called
“dimensions” of consciousness or psychological categories.
Although no one of these sensory categories 1s logically more
fundamental than the rest, quality 1s the most obvious and
mmpresstve. Qualitative differentiation exists both between the
sensory presentations of different senses and also within the
same sense. The radical discrepancy between colour and sound
as well as the less radical differences between various colours
and between various sounds, equally exemplfy the category
of quahty. Qualitative analyss, discrimination, and com-
parison are in the main confined to a single sense because the
qualitative gaps between the senses are so wide as to render
them qualitatively incommensurable. There 1s, to be sure, some
evidence that all the senses are differentiations of a single
rudimentary tactual sense and that, as a consequence, the data
of the several senses range themselves 1nto a single qualitative
continuum. A further unification of the senses 1s indicated by
synaesthesia—the fact that qualities of different senses appear
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to have inherent, non-associative affimitics: for example, a
given colour may, apart from association and conditioning,
seem appropriate to a certain sound. But the evidence for such
basic qualitative correlations between the senses is still frag-
mentary and consequently qualitative analysis must for the
most part proceed within a single sensory compartment.

(1) The category of guality manifests itself in vision as
colour—colour being understood 1n a broad sense to include
the achromatic series shading from white through grey to
black as well as the chromatic series with 1ts four psycholo-
gically primary hues, red, yellow, green, and blue. Psycho-
logically speaking, vision is not one sense but two senses,
since there 1s an abrupt qualitative discontinuity between the
chromatic and achromatic series. Visual quality may be
described as the umque determination whereby the several
hues differ from one another and by virtue of wlich they
may be arranged 1n serial order. The order within each of the
two visual sertes is determinable by means of simple psycho-
logical inspection. In other words, scrutiny and comparison
of the individual colours alone suffice to determine their posi-
tions relative to one another in the qualitative continuum.
There 1s a correlation between the frequency of the physical
stimulus and the hue, but this correlation, while 1t corroborates,
is not necessary for the 1mtial establishment of the qualitative
sertes. The discrimination and the ordering of our colour
experiences are achieved at the psychological level and hence
colour-quality 1s a purely psychological category. Quality 1n
general 15 an exclusively psychological or phenomenologjcal
category,! and 1ts ascription to physical objects 1s only by
courtesy. The perceptual judgment, “That tree 1s green”, 1s
conversant solely with the tree as sensuously apprehended,
and has no direct reference to the tree as a physical object
which presumably consists of colourless atoms and electrons.,
The perceptual object affords at best a clue to the correlative
physical object and thus a basis for an mdirect knowledge of it,

1 Cf. the treatment of quality n chapter viu, p. 168
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but perception as such 1s conversant with phenomenal not
with physical objects.

The category of quality is exemphfied 1n auditory sensation
as pitch—pitch being the auditory equivalent of colour. The
analogy between colour and pitch 1s evident to direct inspec-
tion, but this phenomenological equivalence 1s corroborated
by the fact that both colour and pitch are functions of the
frequency of the stimuli—colour being correlated with the
frequency of electro-magnetic waves and pitch with the
frequency of the airr waves. However, even without the
corroborative evidence afforded by the similarity of physical
stmul,, pitch 1s inspectively recognized as the auditory
equivalent of colour, subsumable ltke colour under the
category of quality.

The applicability of the category of quality to the data of
senses other than vision and audition 1s a commonplace of
the psychology of sensation. The distinctions between the
four primary tastes—sour, saline, bitter, and sweet—are made
by simple psychological inspection, and the corresponding
stimulus differentrations—acids, salts, alkaloids, and carbo-
hydrates—serve only to reinforce the qualitative or pheno-
menological distinctions. The stimulus parallelism between
visual and auditory qualities breaks down in the case of taste,
for here instead of varmation of frequency, difference of
chemical constitution 1s responsible for the quality of the
correlative sensations. It is significant that failure to find
frequency as the stimulus-correlative of gustatory quahty
in no way destroys our confidence 1n the correctness of the
phenomenological analysts of taste-qualites.

The psychology of smell, which 1s stll 1n 1ts infancy, has
not as yet achieved a scientifically adequate classification of
olfactory qualities. Smells ate now crudely classified according
to the various classes of objects which produce them, such as
fruity, spicy, resinous, and burned. The qualitative distinctions
do exist and there is no reason why further research and greater
refinement of analysis should not discover a scale of olfactory
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qualities comparable to the visual and the auditory. Here, also,
a more complete knowledge of the physical and chemical
character of the olfactory sttmulus may be expected to gude
and confirm the mspective, psychological analysis.

In addition to the sensa onginating in special sense organs,
there 1s a heterogeneous residue of sense qualia grouped
together under the heading of bodily or organic sensations.
The psychologist has discovered here a qualitative richness of
sensations of pressure, fatigue, cold and warmth, hedome
sensations, etc., the analysis and cataloguing of which 1s not
necessary for the purposes of the epistemologist, whose sole
concern 1s with the fact that the category of quality prevails
here too. So essential 1s the category of quality in the sphere
of the phenomenal that 1t 1s the primary dimension of the
sensuous while intensity and the rest are sub-dimensions of
quality.

(2) Intensity, the second dimension of our sensory experi-
ence, is never found disassociated from quality. There 1s no
pure unattached intensity but only the intensity of a particular
quality; for example, the brightness or dullness of a blue patch, v
the loudness or famntness of a sound, and the acuteness of
a pamn. If the psychological categories were arranged 1n a
hierarchy, quality would be placed above intensity 1n the
scheme. Quality and intensity are so intimately umted that
psychological observation, unassisted by sumulus correlation,
would in some cases have the greatest difficulty 1n differen-
tiating them, but the distinction 1s, nevertheless, phenomeno-
logically valid. The distinction 1s not psychologically less real
because 1ts discernment 1s sometimes posstble only by clues
deritved from the nature of the correlative stmulus. Intensity
is, like quality, an exclusively psychological category, having
no physical application. In the description of physical pheno-
mena, the terms “degree’”” and “intensity” are often employed,
but the physical attributes denoted by these terms will, I think,
always be found to be quantitative and not quahtative. Thus
the ascription of intensity to physical objects is mere psycho-
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logical metaphor, and the expression mtensity of stimulus is
a complete musnomer. What the term actually designates 1s
the “amount” or “energy” of the stimulus, the physical
correlate of psychological intensity, and not physical intensity
propetly speaking.

Intensity 1s a concomitant of quality throughout all the
divisions of sensory experience. The intensity of a wvisual
expenience 1s the brightness or dullness of the colour and 1s
distinguishable from 1ts quality since the shade of colour
remaining constant, the brightness may vary. The brightness,
however, cannot exst apart from some colour, nterpreting
colour to include the achromauc as well as the chromatic
shades. Similaily, anditory intensity, consisting of loudness
and faintness, varies independently of auditory quality or pitch
and yet the intensity of sound 1s never entirely dissociated
from patch.

(3) Extent or extensity 1s the third category of our sensuous
experience. Like intensity, 1t 1s a sub-category of quality, for
extent 1s always extent of a quality. On the sensuous level
there can be no such thing as pure, quality-less extent—this
notion 1s, as we shall see, a product of abstraction and 1magna-
tive construction. Extent refers only to the primittve spatiality
of our sensations and not to the spatial properties and relations
of perceptual objects—much less to the elaborate spatial
constructions of physics and geometry. There are three dis-
tinct levels of spatiality: (1) the sensuous, (u) the perceptual,
and (m1) the conceptual, and of these 1t may be said that the
conceptual depends upon and 1s dertved from the perceptual
and the perceptual in turn arises from the sensuous. Extent
refers only to the lowest and most primtive of the mani-
festations of spanahty from which the other two arc dertved.

Extent is a pervasive category of the sensuously given; that
is to say, all sensory presentations without exception have a
certain spatiality which may vary from the vague and un-
differentiated volumunosity of our organic sgnsations to the
fully articulated spaces of touch and sight. So disparate are
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these various manifestations of the primitive space-quality
that it is by no means easy to find a single formula descriptive
of spatiality as such; yet they are recognized as instances of
spatiality, even though we have no clear notion of the common
property by virtue of which all sensations are spatialized.
What, for example, are the common properties of exten-
sionality shared by two experiences so qualitatively diverse as
a green colour-paich and a surface rough to the touch? A
comparison of these apparently incommensurable experiences
reveals two things in common: (1) there 1s within each an
internal differentiation into discrete parts, and (11) these parts
constitute a continuum. The green patch consists of psycho-
logically discriminable elements which constitute an exten-
stonal continuum. A qualitatively homogeneous experience
of green, with no internal differentiation, 1s a psychological
impossibility, for such a pure experience of gieen would be
a non-spatial essence, having quality and intensity without
extent. Similarly, the rough tactual surface 1s a mosaic of dis-
crete rough “points” each differing qualitatively from 1ts
neighbours. The qualitative variations from pont to point are
shght, consequently a single quality of roughness seems to
pervade the whole surface. Tactual extent anises from just this
peculiar distribution of discrete tactual qualities. The sensory
continuum here described 1s the prototype of the highly
abstract continua of mathematics. The discrete sensory parts
become by abstraction and idealization the pomnts of geo-
metrical space and the sensory continuum serves as a model
for the abstract continuity of geometrical space.

The physiological basis of the internal differentiation of the
sensory fields 1s a difference of sensory receptors stimulated.
The diverse parts of the green patch are produced by a sumu-
lation of different portions of the retina. The several elements
in the touch manifold are correlated with parts of the cutaneous
area sttmulated. Physiological psychology 1s not yet able to
give a complete explanation of our ability to distinguish sen-
sations emanating from different parts of the body. There are
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recogmzable differences between sensations of touch coming
from the finger-tips and sensations produced by the same
object in contact with the back of the hand. The “‘same”
quality of roughness feels somewhat different to two different
portions of the skin, which can only mean that there 1s a slight
qualitative difference between the two sensations of the “same”
quality. Some form of the “local sign” theory must be mnvoked
to explain our ability to localize our sensations. The sensations
onginating 1n different portions of the skin or of the retina
undoubtedly differ among themselves qualitatively or inten-
stvely or both. The sense of spatial continuity, which is an
integral part of the experience of space, 1s due to the qualitative
and 1ntensive approximation of sensations from contiguous
parts of the skin or retina. The difference between “local sign”
qualities of nearby points 1s slight 1n comparison to their bastc
resemblance, but 1t gradually increases with an increase of
distance. Thus there emerges within a sensory continuum the
conception of “psychological distance”, definable 1 terms of
the degree of sinularity or dissimibarity of points 1n a sensuous
manifold, and this qualitatively discerned distance 1s the
prototype of physical and geometrical distance.

(4) Duration or protensity, the fourth “dimension” of our
sensory expertence, closely parallels sensory extent. Every
sensation 1s both spatial and temporal; 1t 1s spread out and 1t
also endures. The essental feature of both duration and
extent 1s the felt continuity within a qualitatively differentiated
experience. Duration like extent presupposes qualitative multi-
pheity—in the one case, a multupleity in succession, m the
other, a multipheity 1n coexistence. Durational continuty 1s
further analogous to the contmuty of a spatial spread 1n that
the continuty in both cases involves a basic qualitative
similarity subject to the gradual encroachment of disstmularity.
A sense quality endures only because of the basic resemblance
between 1ts successtve states—a resemblance which does not
preclude gradual qualitative change. Indeed the change 1s
as indispensable to endurance as is the underlying similanity.
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If the ficld of consciousness contained only a single, homo-
geneous and unchanging quality, duration would have no
meaning. Although duration 1s most readily apprehended in
qualitative change, changes of intensity or extent of sense
qualia are also durational. The increase or diminution of the
brightness of a colour, the expansion or contraction of a
colour-patch, exemphify duration as much as does the change
of the colour itself. Duration, Lowever, 1s never found 1
complete divorce from all quality.

Duration differs 1n one rather important respect from extent.
Extent, although 1t 15 a property of every sensuous experience,
varies greatly from one sense to another with the consequence
that there are as many spaces as there are senses. Duration,
however, 1s far more homogencous 1n 1ts various mamfestations;
there 1s only one duration which pervades our entire sensuous
expertence—indeed our entire conscious life. The durational
quality of sounds, of colours, and of emotions are all felt to
belong to the one durational flow. Time permeates the whole
of consciousness, but space 1s tied closely to the individual
senses. Consequently the intellectual constructions required
in framing the conception of an abstract unitary time are far
simpler than the corresponding constructions for space.

The foregoing analysis of the sensuous elements 1n per-
ceptual experience, though largely a restatement of farmliar
psychological material, 1s of considerable epistemological
significance, affording, as 1t does, the basis for one of the mamn
types of knowledge, namely, inspective or sensuous cogmition.
Inspective knowledge consists of all judgments which can be
made concerning the quality, intensity, extent, and duration
of sense qualta on the basis of simple inspection alone. In-
spective knowledge differs from perceptual knowledge in that
it is not concerned with objects but merely with qualities in
their character of presentational immediacy. It represents the
phenomenological level of experience, and as such involves a
minimum of interpretation. The proposttion, “This 15 a red
patch” or “This red is brighter than that red”, are inspective
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propositions, whereas the proposition “This 1s a red apple”
1s a perceptual proposition. Of course, even the terms “this”
and “that” and “patch” have some perceptual, that is to say
“objective”, connotations, but they are negligtble. -~

Inspective knowledge must also be distingmshed from
introspective knowledge with which 1t 1s frequently confused.
The nspectional apprehension of sense quahia differs from
introspection in that 1t has no concern with their “subjecttve”
status or their place in the stream of consciousness. The sense
qualia are scrutinized 1n and for themselves without regard to
their participation 1n perceptual objectivity on the one hand,
or introspective subjectivity on the other. The question of the
mental or physical status of the sense qualia 1s completely
wrrelevant at the level of inspection. The propositions, “This
1s a red sensum’ and “This emotion 1s more intense than that
emotion” are inspective propositions 1n contrast to the pro-
posttions, “I have an experience of 1ed” and “I am angry”,
which are introspective. There can be no introspection without
mspection, but 1nspection 1s not necessarily introspective. The
failure to distnguish between inspection and introspection 1s
responsible for much confuston prevailing 1n psychology and
epistemology. The difficulties and paradoxes of self-knowledge
which are supposed by many to vitiate introspection are 1n-
applicable to inspection. Inspection yields a large body of
empirically sound truths: indeed all emprrical truth has in the
last analysis an inspectional basts.

Inspecttonal proposttions are possible with respect to each
of the dimensions of sensory experience. (1) The simplest
inspective propositions of quality merely attach a qualitative
label to a sensum. “Thus 1s a red patch”, “This taste 1s sweet”,
are typical examples of such simple descriptive propositions.
Even propositions of this most elementary type involve some
conceptualization, for the recognition that a colour patch is
red or a taste sweet presupposes a rudimentary classification
of sense qualities. A purely inspective apprehension of a
sensum, 1f such were psychologically possible, would be
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ineffable. Nevertheless, it 1s quite justifiable to call the pro-
positions just cited inspective, because they approximate
inspection as closely as intellectual discourse permuts.

A somewhat more complex type of inspective proposition
asserts the coincidence of two or more sensory qualities. For
example, the proposition, “This sweet taste 1s pleasant”, 15
resolvable into the two simple statements, “This taste 1s
sweet” and “This same taste 1s pleasant”. So completely fused
are the two sensa—the one described as “sweet”, the otheras
“pleasant”~—that they may almost be regarded as two aspects
of one and the same sensum. Indeed if, as has been suggested
above, pleasantness 1s not an independent quality, but merely
a quahty of a quality, the proposition 1n question expresses
the amalgamation 1nto a single sensum of the two qualities
sweet and pleasant.

There 15 yet another subvariety of inspective proposttions
of quality, namely, propositions asserting similarity or dis-
similarity between qualities. Similarity between qualities 1s
an 1nspective relation, 1n that 1t 1s discermble by direct inspec-
tion and comparison. The relational proposition, “This red
resembles that red”, 1s on a par with the purely qualitative
proposition, “This 15 a red sensum”. Similanity 1s an 1n-
spective relation, indeed, 1t 1s one of the few relations which 1s
apprehensible by simple inspection and comparison of qualities.

(2) Inspective propositions of intensity, such as “This red
1s bright”, “This sound 1s loud”, “This pan is dull”, “This
heat 1s tepid”, employ approximative adjectives to describe
the degree of intensity of a quality. The relation between a
quality and 1its intensity 1s, as has already been indicated, very
inumate—in fact, the act of apprehension of a quality 1s ipso
facto the apprehension of 1ts intensity. Consequently the
relation—if 1t may properly be called such—between a
quahity and its intensity is discernible by direct inspection. To
be sure, propositional description of mtensity, as of qualty,
requures at Jeast a minimum of conceptualization. The intensive
adjectives “bnight”, “loud”, “dull”, “tepid”, etc., are con-
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ceptual descriptions of the degree of intensity of its quality
i terms of a rough scale of ascending intensities within a
certain sensory medium. But the conceptual element may be
disregarded for the time being, since our present concern
1s with intensity solely in its character of presentational
immediacy.

Comparative judgments of intensity, like judgments of
qualitative resemblance, rest upon inspection. I can judge
that of two reds given simultaneously one 1s brighter than the
other, or that a toothache is more acute than a simultaneous
headache. Usually, of course, the comparison 1s between a
memory image and a sensation or between two memory
images rather than between simultaneously given sensations,
but the comparison of intensities 1n all such cases 1s equally
direct and inspectve. Whether we compare sense data or
image data, the relations discerned belong to the sphere of
presentational immediacy.

(3) Inspective proposittions of extent—the most rudi-
mentary type of quantitative judgments—describe the size,
shape, and relative posttions of sense qualia 1n the sensory field
by means of approximative adjectives. Of thus type are asser-
tions that a given red patch 1s larger or smaller, of greater or
lesser extent than some other colour patch, etc. Conceptualiza-
tion makes 1ts encroachments so rapidly under the category of
quantity that a sharp line of demarcation between inspective
and conceptual judgments of space cannot be drawn and thus
1n any given judgment the nspective and conceptual elements
have to be carefully balanced against one another to determine
which preponderates. For example, the statement, “Tlus patch
of red 1s at the centre (or the periphery) of the field of vision”,
15, despite 1ts geometrical language, essentially and pre-
dominantly inspective. The decision concerning the inspective
or non-inspective character of any proposition hinges on the
question: “Is the proposition about the sensuously given and
directly venfiable by reference to it?”

Judgments concerning certain rudimentary spatial relations
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obtatning usually within a single sensorium are inspectional.
The statements: “This red and this blue are juxtaposed” and
“A certain ring of blue encircles a patch of red” are verifiable
by direct inspection. Obviously all statements about the
relative positions of objects in a umitary perceptual space
belong to a higher level of cognition. To say that one sensum
is to the nght or left, above or below another sensum is trans-
inspectional, since 1t brings to bear upon the visnal field the
axis of bodily reference which 1s known by muscular and
kinaesthetic sensations. Inspectional statements of direction
are, then, restricted to those which require only the rudimentary
spatial sense discermble within a single sensory field without
the assistance of the more precise spatial orientation achieved
by inter-sensory correlations.

(4) Inspective propositions of duration describe the 1mme-
diately apprehended duration spreads of our sensa. Since felt-
duration, as has been noted above, cuts across the sensory
boundaries, the range of inspective propositions of duration
1s unrestricted to a single sense field. For example, mspection
alone, without the assistance of conceptual construction, dis-
closes that a given sound lasts longer than a concurrently given
visual experience. The comparison of overlapping duration-
spreads 1s inspectional whether the enduring quala are of a
very brief duration embraced within the “specious present”
or whether—as 1s usually the case—they extend beyond the
psychological present, so that their comparison 1s effected
through primary memories conserved in the present moment.
In either case the durational judgment depends for 1its ultimate
verification upon direct durational comparisons achieved
within the “specious present”.

The immediacy of inspective knowledge 1s not, as might be
supposed, a guarantee of 1ts absolute accuracy and certainty,
for error may intrude even between the mnspection and 1ts
propositional articulation—a type of error which may be
described as “inspectional 1llusion”. The incorrect reporting
of what 1s sensuously given usually results from reading inter-
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pretations and constructtons achieved at higher levels of
cogmtion nto the sensuous content. Accurate mspection
requires the utmost concentration of attention in order to
discern “the given” as given and to exclude all extraneous
projections and nterpretations. The perceptual apprehension
of objects 1s, as has been repeatedly affirmed, the cognitive
level most natural to the mind, and consequently sub-per-
ceptual cognition 1s achieved only by sustained and con-
centrated effort to suppress perceptual interpretation. To
become a competent inspectionist, that 1s to say, one who
reports merely what he finds and not what through assocation
and habit he has come to expect, requires constant practice
and the utmost restraint. The phenomenological attitude of
mind demands on the one hand a passive receptiveness, and
on the other an alertness of attention, a combination which 1s
by no means easy to cultivate. To be a successful mtrospec-
tionist one must recapture a certain mnnocence of mind which
paradoxically enough 1s attainable only by one who 1s psycho-
logically and epistemologically very soplusticated. The intro-
spective, or rather inspective, judgments of the ordinary man
—preoccupied as he 1s with perceptual objects—are as unre-
hable as are those of the scientist for whom the theoretical
constructtons of physics have interpenetrated with the sensuous
data of immediate experience. The artist having learned to
transfer to his canvas the surface appearances of things 1s
better qualified than either the scientist or the proverbial man
1n the street for the exacting tasks of inspective analysts. The
term “aesthetic surface”, by which Professor Prall designates
“the attitude peculiar to the artist and the appreciator of art”,!
may be appropriated by the epistemologist to describe the
domain of inspective cognition. “Aesthetic” 1n this epistemo-
logical context reverts to its etymological meaning, namely,
pertamning to “feeling” or to the immediately given, the sense
mn which 1t 1s employed by Kant in lus Zranscendental Aesthenc.
Just as the function of the painter 1s to recapture his sensuous
1 Cf. D. W. Prall, The Aesthetic Judgment, especially chaps. 1 and
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innocence and to depict things as they appear rather than as
he knows them to be, so the first task of the epistemologst 1s
to report the given as it 1s without the elaborate interpretative
constructions of common sense and of science. Little wonder,
then, in view of the inherent difficulties of introspection, that
psychologists have despaired of attamning scientific results by
this method and have in their desperation turned from
genuinely psychological to behaviouristic and physiological
investigations. There 1s, however, no reason why introspective
—or rather mnspective—enquiries should not be successfully
pursued and their results formulated in exact scientific terms.
The formal objections to introspection—such as, for example,
the contention that sel/f~cognition 1s 1mpossible—are nappli-
cable to the inspective scrutiny of the given. The really con-
clusive answer to the critics of an introspective psychology 1s,
however, the exhibition of a body of scientific knowledge
achieved by the methods of direct observation of the given,
and it is unquestionably true that psychology has achieved
some genuine knowledge of this type. The Titchenerians and
the Gestalusts may be cited as psychologists who have success-
fully employed a method which 1s essentally inspective.
Titchener explicitly drew a distinction between 1nspection and
introspection! and recognized that many psychological investi-
gations are on the inspective level. His inspectional techmque
1s of especial interest since he was mnsistent that the intro-
spector—or rather the “mnspector”—should be not an ordinary
subject but a psychologist especially tramed to this type of
observation. His experiments required the co-operation of
two psychologists—the one in the rble of experimenter
devises the experiment and presents the stimuli to the other
who only observes and reports the content of his immediate
experience. This method, despite the practical and experi-
mental difficulties which beset it, 1s theoretically sound.
Gestalr psychology likewise employes an inspective technique;
the Gestaltist is convinced that “direct experience” is not only
1 E B. Titchener, A Text-Book of Psychology, pp 19 ff
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a legitimate sphere of investigation but, in fact, 1s the only
possible point of departure for psychological as well as for
every other type of scientific investigation.! Even the be-
haviourist when he 1s studying the higher forms of human .
response makes an indirect appeal to nspection, even though
he states hus results i the language of stimulus and response,
for he unavoidably relies on the ability of the human subject
of a behaviouristic experiment to scrutinize the data of sense
occasioned by the controlled stmulus and to report his
findings—a report which the behaviourist 1s pleased to call a
response. But what is even more important, the behaviouristic
experimenter himself in observing and recording the responses
of hus subject 1s relying on his powers of nspection The present
emphasis on the inspective elements in psychology is not
intended to exclude the possibility of an introspective psy-
chology as well. The nature of introspection, 1n contradis-
tinction to tnspection, 1s postponed until Chapter V, where per-
ceptions, emotions, sentiments, the self, and other ingredients
of the stream of consciousness are considered as “objects” of
an introspective cognition. In the present chapter, however,
I have confined my attention to that rudimentary type of
cognition which first inspects and then describes the properties
of the sensuously given.

The results of the foregoing analysis of sense quala and
their réle 1 perception may be summed up as follows:

(1) Perception, that 1s to say the integrated apprehension
of an object of sense, 1s the umit of knowledge and the sense
data are merely analytical abstractions from the umified per-
ception which have no independent existential status whatso-
ever. Sense datum epistemologies are vittated by the 1mual
false assumption of the atomicity of the sense data; from such
a starting-point no really valid inferences and constructions
are possible and thus scepticism and solipsism are inevitable. ./

(2) The percept, although not resolvable into sense data,

1 Cf Wolfgang Kohler's defence of psychology as the science of “direct
experience’’, Gestalt Psychology, especially chaps. 1 and u
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contains sensory ingredients the analysis and classification of
which is the first task of epistemology. Sense qualia are
obviously classifiable according to their sensory ongin as
visual (achromatic and chromatic), auditory, gustatory,
olfactory, and somaesthetic. There are wide qualitative gulfs
between the different senses and, at least in the present state
of our psychological knowledge, there 1s no indication that
sensations of the several senses admit of arrangement in a
stngle unbroken series as do, 1n certain cases, the qualities of a
single sense. This qualitative incommensurability between the
senses I shall hereafter call the principle of the heterogeneity
of the senses. The qualitative gaps between the senses do not,
however, as I shall seek to show in the next chapter, preclude
certain extremely important correlations between the senses—
correlations without which our experience would remain so
many insulated sensory compartments.

(3) Cutting across the several sensory compartments are
the four categories or “dimensions™ of sensory experience:
quality, intensity, extent, and duration, with respect to which
a full and complete description of any sensation may be given.
The essential correlations between the senses upon which
perception depends relate to one or more of these dimensions
of the sensuous, and consequently they play an indispensable
rdle 1 the inferential side of perception which 1s the subject
of the next chapter. .
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CHAPTER 1III

The Perception of “‘Things”

THE mspective awareness of sense qualia, which was described
1n the last chapter, is no doubt a rudimentary type of cognition,
but since it 1s doubtful whether sense data can exist apart from
or can be apprehended except in their perceptual context,
integrated knowledge of objccts first emerges with perception.
Perception defined as the apprehension of common objects—
the wvisible, tangible, audible “things” of ordinary sense
experience—is the cognitive unit in relation to which sensation
is precognitive or subcognitive. To charactenize sensation n
this way 1s not to deny the possibility of genuine knowledge
about sense data, their properties and relations, but merely
to emphasize that such knowledge involves selective abstrac-
tion from the total perceptual apprehension of phenomenal
objects. Perceptual experience 1s analysable into and 1s an
interpretation of 1ts sensvous ingredients. Moreover, percep-
tion underhes and preconditions the lugher types of cognition,
namely, memory, scientific knowledge, as well as self-know-
ledge and knowledge of other selves. Perception 1s the unit of
cognition 1n that 1t 1s the most elementary form of knowledge
of objects, from which all other forms of objective knowledge
are directly or indirectly derived.

The first task of the present chapter 1s that of dcyrlbmg the
function 1n perception of the sensuous mamfold.” There 1s a
duality within the percept between the sensory ingredients
just isolated and described and the interpretational factors to
which we shall now direct our attention. Interpretation
includés fiot only conscious inferences and constructions, but
every kind of organization, structure, and meaning which
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pertains to perception—in short, everything except the bare
data of sense~"The non-sensuous or interpretative processes of
perception are varted and intricate. They include such pro-
cesses as the selective discrimination of attention, the ima-
gmnauve projection of 1deal elements, sensory correlation
through association as well as various conscious and uncon-
scrous inferences and constructions. An attempt will be made
to discriminate such interpretative processes and to arrange
them 1f possible 1n a single concatenated series, 1n which each
stage serves as the basis for 1ts successor and the entire series
culminates 1n the fully developed perception. It cannot, of
course, be claimed that every actual perception 1s generated
by just these processes 1n a specified order, but merely that all of
them are somhow involved 1n any fully articulated perception.

Any actual perception, the perception of a tree, a charr, or
a table, may be taken as the starting-point of the mvestigation
of perception With respect to any such perception the question
to be asked 1s: ““What associative and interpretative processes,
conscious or unconscious, are involved in this fully developed
perception ™’ The procedure 1s analogous to Kant’s_retro-
gressive argument from experience to the conditions of its
possibility; but whereas Kant’s argument 1s logical and pre-
suppositional, the present mnvestigation 1s psychogenetc and
empiricalWhen the interpretational operations of perception
are actually and consciously performed in the individual act
of perception a psychogenetic account 1s forthcoming; but
when, as 1s frequently the case, the constructions are tacit and
unconsctous, they admit onl)_r_ of hypothetical and problematic
reconstruction:” Of the Tatter, 1t can only be said that the com-
pleted perception 1s of such a character that it 15 as if 1t had
been brought into being by such and such operations.” The
justification of this hypothetical procedure is that even though
the operations may never have actually been performed 1n the
indrvidual act of perception, their postulation may, neverthe-
less, clanfy the nature and structure of the completed per-
ception. With thése preliminary ¢ explanations, [ proceed tc
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the actual description of the four principal interpretative
| operations mvolved m perception.

(1) Qualitatrve discrumination, the most rudimentary of the
interpretattve processes of perceptton, 1s the carving of
qualttative “blocks” out of the contmuum of experience.
Every act of perception involves in some degree the kind of
qualitative analysis of the sense-mamfold systematically
described 1n the last chapter.” The recognition of lnes of
demarcation both between the different senses and within each
sensory compartment 1s a prerequistte of perception at every
level. The preliminary analysis of experience yields the
elements with which the subsequent synthetic processes of
perception operate.

The carving of qualitative “blocks” from experience 1s by
no means arbitrary, but 1s always a selective activity of atten-
tion guided by the natural lines of qualitative cleavage within
a sensory continuum. The qualitative cleavages are far from
definite, and 1t 1s frequently impossible to define the exact
boundaries between one sensory “block” and another which
1s adjacent to 1t. But the contours can always be defined with
sufficient exactitude for the purposes of perceptual con-
struction.

A sensory “block” may be defined as the maximum quali-
tative expanse which 1s throughout 1ts extent approximately
homogeneous. The “sensory block” enjoys many advantages
Qver the sense datum as_the unit in the sensory field. The
sense data of contemporary epistemology are simply the
“ideas” of Brinsh Empiricism completely dementalized, but
retaining the discreteness and atomicity of their mentalistic
rprototypes.\%ertamly inspection of the sensory fields does not
disclose any such simple, indivisible, qualitative elements, and
we can only suppose that they represent the entification and
hypostatization of minima sensibilia The sense data of episte-
mology are indeed the last vestiges of an out-moded sensa-
tionalistic psychology. But even if one were to admit the
actual existence of atomic sense data, their compounding into
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perceptual objects still remains umntelligible since sense data
in mere juxtaposition would remain just so many sense data,
and their compounding into an integrated perceptual object
presents insurmountable difficulties.r The “sensory blocks”
which are discrimimable witlun the continuum of expenence,
unlike atomic sense data, are fluid, sensory wholes, which
harmonizewith the modern organic an and functlonal\ lew of mind.v
The qualitative cleavages within the visual field are the
most pronounced and hence more readily traced than 1n the
other sensory fields. The visual field 1s a mosaic of colours
between which lines of demarcation can be drawn with con-
siderable precision. The silvery patch, which 1s the visible
appearance of my ash-tray, stands out agamst the brow n back-
ground of my desk. To be sure colour differences do not
always comncide with the boundaries of objects, since there
may be variegated colours within the contour of an object,
while on the other hand a single colour may spread over a
multiplicity of perceptual objects. Hence the delimitation of
objects requires not only the demarcation of colours within the
visual field, but also depends upon correlation of visual
cleavages with those of other senses, notably touch, also upon
the observance of the joint motion of a collection of colours
and upon innumerable other factors. It remains true, howexer,
that a differentiation of colour 1s the first clue to the boundary
of objects mn the visual field. The discrimination of qualitative
patterns of touch 1s almost as precise as of vision, and differences
of texture and of heat and cold are frequently found to coincide
with those of colour and thus to determine the boundaries
between objects. For example, the surface of my ash-tray feels
both smoother and colder than the surface of the air and desk
which surround it. Touch and vision 1n collaboration are,
because of the defimiteness of their qualitative demarcations,
principally concerned 1n the perception of objects, but the

1 Cf William James’s argument against the self-compounding of mental
states, which he offered only as a refutation of psychological atormsm, but
which 15 also an indictment of all sense datum epistemologies James, Prin-

, ciples of Psychology, vol 1, pp 158-62
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other senses make their contnibution also. The houndaries
between objects may sometimes be determined by sounding,
that 1s by noting the varying qualities and intensities of the
sounds emitted by the successtve striking of the surfaces.
The metallic ring produced by my ash-tray when I strike 1t
with my pen is very different from the dull thud emitted by
the desk on which 1t lies. The prelimmnary mapping of the
fields of the several senses, following the lines of qualitative
differentiation, 1s only a first approximation 1n the delimitation
of objects and the provisional boundaries often have to be
drastically revised through the correlation of the several senses,
but 1t affords the indispensable foundation for the subsequent
constructions of thinghood.

(2) Sensory correlation, the second operation 1n perception,
1s the discovery of de facto correspondence between the
“sensory blocks” or patterns dertved from different senses.
Thus correlation cannot be accomplished by mere examination
and companson of the items in the different sensory fields
because, as has been emphasized 1n the last chapter, the
qualities of the several senses are quahtatively incommen-
surable. That the fields of the several senses are so many
virtually water-tight compartments 1s an 1nescapable truth of
epistemology. The principle of the heterogeneity of the
senses is the recognition that there are no natural and ntrinsic
affinities between the qualities of different senses discermble
by direct mspection, and that consequently all inter-sensory
correlations are de facto associations which can ordinanly be
established only by indirect and inferential methods. Between
the qualities of one sense and those of another there exist no
uniform one-to-one correspondences such that, for example,
every degree of surface texture 1s conjoined with a defimte
and determinate shade of colour. Furthermore, a surface may
be tactually homogeneous and visually heterogeneous as when
a large area of uniform texture is painted in stripes of different
colour. But such discrepancies between the senses are the
exception rather than the rule, and if our sepseswere more
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acute they would tend to vanish altogether. If, for example,
our sense of touch were sufficiently developed we would be
able to discriminate tactually between the red and the green
pigment covering the “uniform” surface and would be able
to feel as well as see the striped areas. Only if our senses pos-
sessed a sensitivity far surpassing that which they actually have,
would there be a perfectly uniform one-to-one correspondence
between the senses such that from 1its surface-feel we might
infallibly predict 1ts visual appearance, its sound-qualities, and
all the rest. If the diverse sensory fields were completely 1so-
morphic, perception would be enormously simplified and the
correlations now so arduously achieved could be entirely
dispensed with; but as 1t 1s, almost any quality of one sensory
field might concervably be found in conjunction with any
quality of another. Some regularities of correlation do, in fact,
exist: smooth surfaces are usually bright and shiny, rough
surfaces lustreless. Were 1t not for the possibility of some such
correlations between the senses, our experience would to the
end remain divided into water-tight sensory compartments,
and the conception of a single object simultaneously present
to the several senses could never have emerged.

The unification of heterogeneous sense qualities into an
integrated perception, although performed unconsciously and
without effort 1n any single act of perception, 1s conditioned
by the most elaborate and intricate sensory correlations. We are
,able to bring together diverse sense qualities into an object
only because of the cumulative effect of correlations-arduously
_discovered in_childhood. and infancy. When I now perceive
my ash-tray the diverse qualities seem to belong so naturally
together that I tend to lose sight of the complex associative
and inferential processes without which I would now perceive
not an ash-tray but a congeries of heterogeneous sense qualities.
It has already been argued that simple inspection of the silvery
circular patch, the smooth circular! surface, and the metallic

1 The same adjective “‘circular” 1s here employed to describe the shape
of the visual and tactual qualia, but, of course, at this stage of the argument

58



The Perception of “ Things”

sound produced by striking the ash-tray would never suggest
a connection between them. The three sensory experiences are
as quahtatively dissimilar as a headache, the taste of salt, and
the odour of perfume. Furthermore, the correlation cannot
be established solely on the basts of the conjunction of the
diverse data, although undoubtedly such conjunction aids
matenially 1n effecting a correlation. Suppose @, &, ¢, d . . .
represent the several qualitatively differentiated “blocks™ or
patches in the visual field, while p, ¢, 7, s . . . are “blocks”
in the tactual series. The parallel apprehension of these two
series suggests, but does not conclusively establish, the inter-
sensory correlation of @ with p, 5 with ¢, etc. While a single
instance of parallelism between the data of two or more senses
1s insufficient ground for their correlation, the repeated con-
junction of similar data greatly enhances the presumption of a
genuine sensory correlation. Thus the frequent—though not
constant—conjunction 1n the past of bright, silvery patches
and of smooth, cold surfaces, embodied in the concept
“metallic”’, conditions the present perception of the ash-tray.
Likewise, the correlation established by past experience
between circular, oval, or other curved colour patches and
felt curvature, which 1s inspectively different from sharp,
jagged, or straight-edged contours, 1s symbolized by the
concept “curved”. The intersensory concept “curved” facili-
tates the identification of the visual and tactual appearances
in the perception of the ash-tray. The perception of the ash-
tray 1s thus conditioned by a number of previously established
correlations of pairs of similars. Each of these earlier corre-
lations has been inductively established by repeated conjunc-
tion of similars. The correlation between the visual series
a, b, ¢, d, etc., and the tactual sertes p, g, 1, s, etc., 1s confirmed

117

by the fact that in the past d’, a/, @' . . . (a set of sense

the word “‘circular” means two radically different things, for the shape seen
and the shape felt have no intrinsic resemblance and the 1dentification of the
two as both circular depends upon a sensory correlation which has not as yet
been validated
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qualities resembling @) have been frequently conjoined with
Psp’s P .. . respectively (a set of sense qualities re-
sembling p), and similarly for the other members of the two
series. “These qualitative correlations give rise to adjectival
concepts like “metallic”, “curved”, “hquidous”, etc.—con-
cepts which, because they cut across several senses, ad
materially in the integraied perception of things. Without
such concepts, all imntersensory correlations would have to be
established de novo with each new perception.

Sensory correlation 1s greatly facilitated by the fact that the
organs of one sense are 1n the field of other senses and can be
apprehended at the very time when they are performing their
sensory function. The importance of this obvious fact of
sensory experience, perhaps because 1t 15 so extremely obvious,
1s easily lost sight of. When my hand explores the surface of
my desk with the ash-tray and other items resting on 1t, [
not only have a series of visual impressions accompanied by
a tactual series, but I also actually see the motion of a system
of colour patches which I have learned to construe as my own
hand and which 1s at this very time functioning as the organ
of sense for my tactual sensations. This ability of organs of
sense to observe one another in action while 1t contributes
little to the general theory of sensory correlation, does assist
matenally in achieving particular correlations. It would no
doubt be theoretically possible to affect a correlation between
the several senses through the mere concomitance of the
diverse data even if the mechanism of the sensory apparatus
prevented the organs of one sense from apprehending the
organs of another sense, yet, as our senses are actually con-
stituted, the mutual apprehensibility of the sense organs
breaks down the barriers between the different senses and
thereby enormously expedites sensory correlation and the
resultant perception of “things.” As regards the mutual per-
ceptibility of the organs of sense, 1t has been argued, ingeni-
ously but perversely, that the very presence in the visual field
of the organs of touch 1s, far from being an aid, an actual hind-
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rance in the correlation of visual with tactual data, for at the
moment when the hand 1s 1n contact with the surface of the
object of sense, that very coloured area with which the surface
is supposedly correlated 1s momentanly obscured from view.
When I explore the surface of the desk with my hand, following
its movement with my eye, the position I feel at any time 1s
obscured from view by the interposition of my hand. How, 1t 1s
asked, can the absenceof a given colourarca be the ground for 1ts
correlation with the presence of the sensation of touch? The
obvious answer to the argument from the invisibility of the felt
surface 1s that the correlation of a particular colour patch with a
particular hard surface does not require the simultaneous appre-
hension of the two.No doubt the imtial establishment of general
correlations of sensory qualities depends upon their co-appear-
ance, so that 1f the organs of one sense invariably obscured their
correlative data 1n other senses, their sensory correlation would
perhaps be precluded, but, fortunately, reciprocal sensory inter-
ference 1s the exception rather than the rule. The correlation of
sight and sound affords a typical instance of non-interference;
see the vibration of a bell and almost contemporaneously hear
its ring. But a general scheme of visuo-tactual correlation can
be achieved only by indirectly correlating a “given” tactual
sensatton with an obscured colour patch. When my hand
covers the coloured patch which I formerly saw, I need not
assert the actual existence of the colour patch beneath my
hand. All T mean by the correlation 1s that :f I remove my
hand the colour patch will reappear, in other words the
colour patch 1s a farly reliable clue to the hard surface and
vice versa. My ability under these conditions simultaneously
to apprehend the visuo-tactual correlation 1s not surprsing,
since 1t 1s m accord with the famuliar generalization that
opaque objects obscure all objects beyond them 1n the line
of vision. Thus the correlation between an absent colour
patch and a present touch-surface far from being an anomaly
1s in accord with everything we know about the nature of

vision.
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In short there 1s 1n the last analysis no other ground for
sensory correlation except conjunction, and even the most
mnvolved and indirect correlations are traceable to an original
co-appearance of diverse qualities. Qualities of different senses
are correlative simply because they are found together. Critics
of associative correlation have objected to the procedure on
technical grounds—and no doubt the procedure does encounter
certain theoretical difficulties—but there seems to be no alter-
native method of achieving sensory umfication unless, to be
sure, one postulates an orgmal and inherent connection
between the data of diverse senses, and this seems to be con-
trary to all the available evidence. Even 1if there were sufficient
psychological evidence for a detailed and uniform synaesthesta,
the fact that a certain quality of one sense always tended to
evoke a certain and determinate quality of another sense would
not establish the kind of sensory equivalence between the
two which 1s requisite for perception. Synaesthesia and sensory
equivalence are two very different kinds of inter-sensory corre-
lation and there 1s no reason to suppose that the former 1s a
guide to the latter. The associative correlation between the
senses 1s thus indispensable to the unification 1n perception of
quahties yielded by different senses. The principle of the
heterogeneity of the senses, as enunciated 1n the last chapter,
affirms the quahitative discontinuity between the several senses,
and 1n order to account for the sensory correlations just
expounded a complementary principle, the principle of sensory
equivalence, must be postulated also. Beneath the qualitative
dissimilarities between the senses, there exist structural
parallels. Only by virtue of such sensory parallelism is the
perception Of ~orié object through many senses rendered
possible.

(3) The synthesis of thinghood—The most essential inter-
pretative process of perception is that whereby the diverse
data are synthesized into the umty of a thing or object. Per-
ception was Tnitially defined as the integrated apprehension of
objects and 1t 1s accordingly the main task of the epistemology
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of perception to show just how groupings of sense qualities
are constituted 1nto integrated things™The correlation of the
sensory “blocks” which we have just described 1s 1n itself a
process of unification which paves the way for the final inte-
gration of the sense qualities in accordance with the perceptual
category of thinghood. The sensory correlation just described
is an inter-sense umification; the synthests of thinghood 1s both
an inter- and an intra-sense unification. Expressed 1n the sym-
bolism already employed, @, 5, ¢, . . . are homogeneous
sensory blocks within the sensory field, S;; p, ¢, 7, . . . are
corresponding blocks within the field §,. Now by inter-sensory
or horizontal correlation, a 1s pared with p,  with ¢, ¢ with 7,
etc., and by intra-sensory or vertical umfication a selection 1s
made of the group of sensory blocks which “hang together”
within each of the sensory fields. The final integration of the
inter-sensory correlations and the intra-sensory groupings s
the perceptual object. The thing as a perceptual object 1s
nothing more nor less than a grouping of quahities, which cuts
across sensory lines and which 1s governed by the natural
cohesions among such qualities.

The perception of any common object, such as the book
lying on the desk before me, 1llustrates the horizontal corre-
lations and vertical groupings which together constitute the
synthesis of thinghood. The book 1s so placed in relation to
me that I can see both 1ts blue cover and the white edges of
the pages. The visual face which 1t presents to me 1s a com-
bination of blue and white patches which are correlated with
the characteristic grille texture of the cover and the parallel-
line texture of the edges of the pages. The horizontal or
inter-sensory correlations are mediated by such concepts as
“gnlled”, “parallel-lined”, “rectangular”, and the hike—con-
cepts which are mult-sensory. By their aid the boundares of
the cover and of the edges of the pages of the book are
delimited. The book as a whole is an integration of blue and
white colour patches, of a certain umiform, felt roughness and
of charactenstic sounds produced by moving my finger-nail
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over the cover. Tlus collection of colour, texture, and sound
quaha is determined solely by their constant association—the
mere fact that they are always in one another’s company.
When the blue patch belonging to the book changes its
position relative to the surrounding brown patches which
belong to my desk, the white patch moves with 1t and the
rough surface of the book undergoes a corresponding change
of posttion relative to the smooth-gramned surface of the table.
By manipulation and movement, I can venfy the cleavages
between objects which are first suggested only by qualitative
differentiation.

Up to this point, we have spoken as though the percept
conststed of a collection of sense qualities—all of which were
actually given in sense at the moment of perception, which 1,
of course, far from being the case. It would no doubt be
theoretically possible to have a perception all of whose
ingredients were sensuously produced at the time of per-
ception, but i all actual percepts imaginative ingredients
supplement the sensuously given. This inclusion in the percept
of imagined but now unsensed qualities on a par with the
directly sensed qualiies, I shall call imaginative introjection.
Although the imaginatively supplied qualta may far outnumber
the sense qualia, there must 1n every perception be a sensory
bnucleus—otherwise we would call the act not perception
but 1nstead memory or 1magination” Perception was ongmally
defined as the apprehension of objects on the occasiofi of sensory
samulation, and when the sensory ingredients are gradually
eliminated the percept evaporates Into a memory Or an 1mage. .
It 1s an interesting epistemological experiment to transform a
percept mnto a memory by eliminaung one after another the
sensory ingredients. By simply closing the organs of sense or
placing obstructions between them and the object, I can
readily transform the percept of the book on the table before
me into a memory of the book thereby retamning in the
memory-image some of the vivid sense of “presence” which
characterized the percept.
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There cluster about the sensory nucleus imaginatively
reproduced qualities. By imaginative introjection, qualities
which are not now sensed fill out and complete the total per-
ception. The 1maginatively supphed qualities may be qualities
of the same sense as the “‘nucleus”, as 1s the case when I see
one side of the book and imagatively entertain other visual
perspectives of the book, or conjure up one of its pages whose
format I am able to recall or the imaginative ingredients of a
perception may be the correlatives mn other senses of given
qualities of one sense. This occurs when I imagne the felt
texture of the book which I now only see or when, 1n reverse
fashion, I 1maginatively supply the colour and visual shape
of an object which I encounter 1n the dark. In all these cases,
the images are as genuine components of the percept as is the
sensational nucleus.

Although the compounding of qualitites into a thing is
guided by the natural cohesions among qualities, there 1s also
a pragmatic factor governing the selection of sense qualia
which shall constitute a thing. A thing 1s a unit which can be
convemently mampulated and to which we make a unified
behavioural response. Although the carving of things from
our expertence must in general follow the lines of qualitative
cleavage, the qualitative boundaries and the boundaries
between objects do not always comncide. There are often many
possible ways in which sense qualia may be combined to form
things and the choice between the alternative combinauons 1s
determined by pragmatic constderations. It 1s always true,
however, that any pragmatically sigmficant selection from the
continuum of experience will rest upon some phenomenally
real cohesion of quahties. Objects are not carved out of
expertence completely ad libutum. Whether I choose to regard
a single page or the entire book, or a set of books or an entire
library as an individual thing, the contours of the object will
be dictated by quahtative boundaries of some sort, and 1t 1s
difficult to see how an arbitrary selection cutting across all
lines of sensory cleavage could have any pragmatic worth
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whatsoever. Thinghood 1s no doubt a pragmatic category
but it 1s grounded 1n the structure of the phenomenally real.

4. External projection>—The final step 1n the constitution of
full-blooded perceptual objects 1s their externalization. An
integrated collection of sense qualities would not be a per-
ceptual object unless 1t were thought of as bemng outside the
percipient 1 a world of public objects. We always attribute
externality to perceptual objects and 1t 1s our task to explain
just how this attribution comes about. The legitimacy of the
attribution 1s quite another problem and one which I shall\
defer for the time being. To the question: “How do per-
ceptual objects acquire their semblance of externality ?”’ I reply!
that the explanation of the externality of our perception is to
be found 1n the intentionality which charactenizes all our data,
but more particularly the data of sense. Every content of con-
sciousness has an inherent reference beyond 1tself, which 1s
the principal psychological factor responsible for the belief
1n the externality of perceived objects. Every datum of sense 1s
accompanied by a tendency of the body to react to the stimulus
producing the datum and this reactive tendency somehow
confers upon the datum 1ts outer reference. Since each of the
sensory—and even the imaginative components—of a percept
has external reference, the percept as a whole will possess 1t to
a ligh degree. Externality 1s a property of each of the individual
qualities of the thing and of the collection of qualiies which
1s the thing.

The externalization of the perceptual object is confirmed by
our ability to perceive our own bodies, including their organs
of sense, and the bodies and sense organs of others when
they are actively engaged 1n percerving objects. I can hterally
see that one perceptual object is external to another. I see my
hand 1n contact with the surface of the table at the very time
when I feel its smooth, hard surface; in my visual field the
surface of the table 1s outside my hand and the rest of my body.
What 1s more natural then than to suppose that the felt hard-
ness and smoothness are in the table outside my body and
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that they continue to reside there even when my hand is no
longer 1n contact with the table? If our organs of sense were
so arranged that we could not perceive our own bodies—nor
the bodies of our fellows—we should no doubt even then be
able to form the notion of perceptual externality but with
considerably more difficulty. In any case, the attribution of
externality to perceptual objects depends 1n part on our ability
to percetve by one sense an object which 1s in process of
stimulating another sense.

The beltef 1n the externality of the perceived object and 1ts
continued existence even when 1t is not percerved, is an
integral part of the perception of objects. Whatever the merits
of realism as an epistemological theory, it 1s undeniably true
that everyone 1s “instinctively” \a perceptual realist. Ask any
man what happens when he percetves a building, a tree, or
any perceptual object and, unless his mind has been debauched
by epistemological learning, he will reply that he looks out
through his eyes and sees the colours and shapes of real
objects external to hm-—objects which continue to exist in
the way 1n which he now perceives them whether he 1s per-
ceiving them or not. A brief exammation of the nature and
origin of this natural realism will throw some light on the
externahzation of the perceptual object. -

A belief 1n the continued existence of the perceptual object
even when 1t 1s not percerved 1s ordinarily associated with the
belief 1n 1ts externality. Continued exstence 1s by no means
the same thing as externality, for i1t 1s quite conceivable—
although not very plaustble—that the perceived object, while
external to the percipient orgamsm, should exist only during
the perceptual period, and then lapse completely into non-
existence only to be re-created on the occaston of its subse-

{ quent perception. Externality certainly affords a presumption
in favour of continued existence, for 1f the perceived object is
external to the perceiver it is more likely to be independent of
the mechanism of perception. There are also other considera-
tions which seem to pont to the realistic assertion that the
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perceptual objects exist during inter-perceptual intervals. One
of the most cogent of these 1s the continuity between per-
ception and 1magmation to which attention has already been
called. Every perception contamns an admixture of imaginative
with sensory elements; the sensory ingredients of the percept
can be successively eliminated and replaced by images until
the onginal percept 1s completely transformed into an imag:-
native representation of the same object. The orange which I
hold before me 1s simultaneously given to sight, smell, and
touch. If T gradually remove 1t and conceal 1t from view so
that it no longer stimulates any one of my senses, I still retain
a strong sense of 1ts actual presence and believe as confidently
in the objective reference of the image of the orange as of
the original percept. The continmty between perception and
imagination 1s 1n part responsible for the tenacity of our
belief in the unpercerved aspects of percerved objects and
in 1magined yet totally unsensed objects.

Perception 1 the hght of the foregomg analysis may be
comprehenstvely defined as the integration of qualities, both
\sensedandimagined, into a “thing” whichs regarded asexternal
to the percipient and capable of existing when not percerved.
In distinguishing four steps 1n the perceptual process, we are
neither suggesting that the mind in every act of perception
exercises all of these interpretative functions nor that the
operations are performed in the order enumerated. The per-
ception of an object, although conditioned by complex
inferences of the types indicated, 1s ostensibly immediate! We
seem to be face-to-face with real objects and to apprehend the
qualities which externally belong to them. I look out through
my eyes and behold an object’s colour, I extend my hand until
it comes 1nto contact with the surface of the object or I hear
the sound which it emits. Nothing is for common sense more
natural and direct or less in need of elucidation than our
acquaintance with the things about us. The elaborate correla-
tions, inferences, and constructions which are involved in
68
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every act of perception have been achieved at an unconscious
or quasi-instinctive level~Or what 15 more hkely, every
individual during infancy and chuldhood has been obhged to
achieve consciously for umself correlations, integrations, and
inferences of the type essential to the perception of “things” and
the retention of these patterns of perception condition all his
later perceptions. The infant’s first genuine perception of his
rattle or his crib is a genuine creative synthesis and one which
1s repeated with greater ease in each subsequent act of per-
ception. (The acquired facility in performing the intellectual
synthesis of perception accounts for the apparent directness
and 1mmediacy of perception, but every act of perception is
actually mediated by a complex and elaborate interpretational
mechanism,)

— a—
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CHAPTER IV

Perceptual Memory

PercerTUAL memory is of all types of cognition the one
most closely resembling perception. Memory may be described
as a postponed or deferred perception, or rather as a re-per-
ception m the absence of the sensory stimulation which
occastoned the onginal perception. Perception 1s the primary
or non-inferential cognition of a phenomenal object on the
occastion of sensory sumulation; perceptual memory 1is the
primary or non-inferential cognition of the object of a past per-
ception in the absence of direct sensory stumulation. Every form
of cognition has a perceptual basis of some sort, but the
dependence of memory upon 1its correlative perception 1s
pecuharly inumate. The memory 1s the reproduction of its
perceptual onigmal both 1n its sensuous and interpretational
features, with, however, the addition of certain interpreta-
tional features peculiar to it. Memory may, to borrow an
expression from the calculus, be described as a “first
denvative” of perception.

Perceptual memory, to which I shall at present restrict
myself, 1s the retrospective cogmition of perceptual objects
and 1s not to be confused with another type of memory, »4.
introspective memory, which 1s the retrospective cognition by
a subject of his own psychic content. I say, for example, that
I remember yesterday’s toothache, or that I recall my pleasure
on heaning an item of good news, and this is a perfectly
legitimate sense of the word memory, but one which 1s
purposely excluded here, since 1t propetly belongs in the next
chapter on “Introspective Knowledge”. Perceptual memory,
1n contrast to introspective memory, is the apprehension of
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objects of past perception, not of past perceptual or other con-
scious processes themselves. Thus I may be said to remember
the expression of the prisoner’s face when he heard his sentence
or to remember the sun’s eclipse of 1925, but the memory in
these cases is of the originally percerved objects, “the anguished
countenance of the prisoner”, “the eclipsing sun”, not of my act
of percerving these. To be sure I may also happen to remember
how I was impressed by these past perceptual experiences, but
this recollection 1s introspection and not memory in the
proper epistemological sense.

Every memory, although mediated by an antecedent per-
ception, is not on that account an inference from perception.
The memory 1s an effect of the perception from which it
dertves and, 1n the role of epistemologist, I may infer that
such and such a memory mmplies such and such earlier pet-
ceptions, but as a rermniscent subject I simply remember the
past thing or event and accept memory at 1ts face value as I
do perception. Thus memory 1s, like perception, a primitive
and non-inferential cogmition in spite of the fact that 1t is
causally conditioned by perception. The length of the causal
chain intervening between an act of cognition and the cause
or occaston of the cognition has nothing to do with the direct-
ness or indirectness of the resultant cognition. Memory is
causally mediated by an earlier perception, yet the remem-
bering subject 1s cogmizvely present to the remembered
object precisely as the perceiver 1s ostensibly present to the
petceptual object. Memory is epistemologically neither more
nor less direct than perception.

Not only 1s every perceptual memory conditioned by an
earlier perception, but the object remembered, to the extent
that the memory 1s vendical, is the same as the object or-
ginally perceived, which, stated in the language of inten-
tionalism means that the earher perception and the subsequent
memory are, as regards intentional reference, identical. The
mnemic situation 1s characterized by the identity of 1ts object
with that of an earher perception. The point of cogmtive
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reference shifts when perception is supplanted by memory,
but the object of reference remains constant. The sunset which
I percerved yesterday 1s remembered to-day and may even be
recalled to-morrow, but the object of all three cognitive acts
15 “The-sunset-of-yesterday”. Even 1n the case of delusive
memory there 1s at least a partial :1dentity between the memory-
object and 1ts perceptual prototype—otherwise the cogmtion
would be not memory but pure 1magination or hallucination.

‘The memory situation embodies the same structural pattern
as does the perceptual situatnon—~which 1s not at all surprising
m view of the fact that both perception and memory are
primutive, non-inferential cognitions. In the analysis of per-
ception a distinction was made between the sensory nucleus
and the imagmative and mterpretative fringe of the percept,
the sensory nucleus consisung of one or more sensa produced
by the stimulation of the organs of sense at the time of per-
ception. The memory-image 1s produced without sensory
stimulation and therefore contains no sensa; it does, however,
possess a quast-sensory, imaginal nucleus which 1s distin-
gwishable from the other 1maginative ingredients of the total
memory-image by 1ts greater vividness. The structure of a
memory thus reproduces the structure of the original percept;
the sole difference 1s that an imaginal datum 1s substituted
for the sense datum of the percept. The core of the memory
15 the imaginative reproduction of the sensuous ingredients
of the percept of which the memory 1s a dervative. In recalling
the ash-tray as I saw it on my desk yesterday, the nucleus of
the memory-image 1s, 1n so far as my memory 1s accurate, a
shiny, silvery, oval image, 1n some degree similar as regards
quality, shape, and intensity to the corresponding sensa. The
imaginatively supplied ingredients of the original percept, such
as the unsensed, smooth, cold, tactual qualities associated with
the visual appearance and the imagined metallic rning which I
believe the ash-tray to be capable of emutting 1f struck with
my pen, may also be retained in the total memory-image, but
they belong to its interpretational fringe which 1s distin-
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guishable from its quasi-sensuous core. The presence in every
memory-image of elements identifiable as reproductions of
sensa in the onginal percept confers upon memories some-
thing of the compulsiveness characteristic of the original per-
ceptions. To be sure the feeling of real presence of the object
is far less compelling in memory than mn perception—indeed
the feeling of “presence-m-absence” 1s charactenstic of the
memory expertence. In perception I feel that the object is both
cognitively and ontologically present; in memory I feel that
it is cognitively present while ontologically absent, yet some
of the coerciveness and compulsiveness of perception is
retained even 1n memory.

The complicated constructional and interpretational opera-
tions involved in the imtial perception of an object are pre-
served 1n the memory of 1t. This does not mean that the four
operations described n the previous chapter are actually
repeated 1n every act of remembering, but merely that the
representation of an integrated object, once having been
achieved by perception, 1s reproduced in every subsequent
memory of the same object. Furthermore, remembered
objects, since they are cogmtively identical with previously
percerved objects, are assumed to have the traits customanly
attributed by common sense to objects of perception. The
remembered object 1s considered to be a relatively stable
“thing” possessing the qualities originally sensed along with
other unsensed qualities and capable of persisting even when
unperceived and unremembered. The object, formerly per-
cetved and now remembered, 1s thought of as perhaps con-
tinuing 1n existence down to the present moment and as being
capable of being re-perceived by me under appropnate
conditions. The ash-tray which I remember having used
yesterday, I perceive on my desk to-day and thus I stmul-
taneously remember and perceive two different stages in the
life history of the ash-tray. Of course, the nature of time does
not petmit me actually to re-percerve the ash-tray of yesterday
so as to compare it directly with my memory of it, but I can
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perceive the ash-tray of to-day which 1s substantially identical
with yesterday’s ash-tray and thus by inference authenticate
my memory. Obviously, re-perception of remembered objects
at a later stage of their development 1s one of the commonest
ways of venfymg our memories. Common sense has been led
by considerations such as these to espouse a mnemic realism
perfectly paralleling perceptual realism; the remembered object
was real 1 precisely the same sense n which the perceived
object zs real. Mnemic realism 1s a direct corollary of perceptual
realism, for the now remembered object and the once perceived
object are one and the same thing, and if the percerved object
is independent of the perceiving then certainly the same object
as remembered 1s independent of the remembering act.
Memory preserves the essential interpretative features of
perception along with certain contributions peculiar to 1t. In
other words, 1t 1s a re-cogmition of a formerly percerved object
—but 1t 1s also a recognition of that object as one which has
been perceived before. The imaginative reproduction of the
ash-tray as I perceived 1t yesterday 1s not a genuine memory
unless it 1s accompanied by the recogmtion of the ash-tray as
an item of my past perceptual experience. Reproductive
imagnation without recogmtion undoubtedly occurs and 1t
may even possess a degree of cogmitive significance. For
example, the vague sense of famihiarity which we often feel 1n
the presence of strange persons or situations 1s 1n all prob-
abihty nothing but a faint reproduction of some almost
forgotten perception revived by the present situation which
resembles 1t. The famihanty felt under these circumstances
which has been thought by some to be an intimation of the
mind’s pre-existence and immortality 1s 1n fact nothing but a
nascent memory of long forgotten experiences of childhood—
or it may even be due to incomplete and unrecognized
memories of dreams. Premonitions can be explained in similar
fashion as memories which, detached from their context in
past perceptual experience, are projected into the future.
Recognition, then, 1s an indispensable ingredient of a memory,
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and memories when they are not recognitory are mere
detached 1mages. Reproduction without recognition is mere
imagnation but reproduction when combined with recognition
becomes genuine memory.

The time-transcendence of memory 1s one of 1ts most
characteristic yet paradoxical features. Memory is the cognition
in the present of a past object and consequently the projection
of the memory object into the past 1s an interpretanve function
performed by the mind 1n every act of memory. The explana-
tion of just how thus 1s accomphshed will require a careful
examination of the time-relations of the memory-situation.
Attention has already been called to some of the difficulties in
any attempt to give a coherent account of the ime-relations 1n
perception and these difficulties are greatly accentuated n the
case of memory. Perceptual and other cognitive objects con-
strued as “objectives” intended by the knowing subject rather
than ontological existents are, strictly speaking, timeless and
daieless. The conception of the real date of a perceptual object
1s as meaningless as 1s the date of a umiversal, an imagmary
object or a value. Phenomenal objects do not have real times
for the simple reason that they do not belong to the existential
system of physical and psychical events. For certain purposes
1t 15 conventent to construe the phenomenal object as physical
and to assign to 1t the date of the physical cause or occasion
of the perception. It will, however, be found more convenient
for the purposes of defining the ume-relations in cognition to
adopt the convention of embracing in the “epistemological
present” all objects perceived i the “psychological present”;
of including 1n the “‘epistemological past’ all objects actually
petcerved or perceptible 1n the subject’s past; and in the “episte-
mologcal future” all objects percepuible in the subject’s future.
The epistemological date of an object of cogntion 1s then past,
present, or future according as the perceptual date precedes,
coincides with, or succeeds the cognitton itself. Imaginal,
conceptual, and valuational objects—because they are non-per-
ceptible—are epistemologically as well as physically dateless.
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Employing the scheme of epistemological time, memory 1s
definable as primary cogmtion of objects whose perceptual
date 1s past. The pastness of the memory object means that 1t
was actually percerved at an earlier stage 1n the life history of the
cogmzing subject. The time-relations 1n memory are thus
determinable by reference to the subject’s sense of the flow
of time alone and of the relations of earher and later 1n hus inner
expertence. The intuitively felt time-relations of memory may
often be translated into clock-time because of the possibility
of correlation of the time-scheme of psychic events with that
of physical events, and thus we may assert that a memory,
occurring at a time t,, 1s of an object ongnally perceived at a
time ¢, both ¢, and ¢, representing physical times. The time
of a percept or any other psychic event can be approximately
determined by reference to any physical chronometer. I per-
cetve a clock and assign the time indicated by 1t to the per-
cewving of the clock and to all other conscious contents which
co-exist with the percept of the clock. But in the last analysis
the dating of psychic events 1s accomplished by reference to
felt duration.

The time-transcendence characteristic of memory which 1s
so puzzhing to most theories of knowledge offers no serious
obstacles to the referential theory. Memory for any presenta-
tional theory of knowledge 1s an anomaly, for how can a
present cogmtive act be directed upon an earlier and now
non-existent object? To admit with mnemic momsm the
accesstbility to direct inspection of a past which now no longer
1s, 15 to accept an epistemological miracle. The representative
theory of memory,according to which a present memory-image
stands 1n a symbolic relation to a past memory-object, 1s far
more plausible than the presentative theory, but 1t 1s still
difficult to see how a cognitive relation can hold between two
terms so widely separated in time. All these difficulties are
avoided 1n the referential theory which asserts merely that a
present memory-image refers to or intends a past perceptual
object—an object which was also ntended at an earhier date
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by the original percept. The time-transcendence of memory
is thus a purely referential transcendence comparable to the
ostensible spatial transcendence of perception.* Memory has
nothing to do with the physical or ontological object—sup-
posing there 1s such—which caused the onginal perception
and through 1t indirectly the present memory, but 1s conver-
sant solely with the perceptual object viewed now in a new time
perspective. :

The analysts of non-veridical cogmtion frequently contri-
butes much to the understanding of veridical cogrtion of the
same type and this 1s pre-eminently true of memory. Memory
is notoriously delusive and 1ts delusions are peculiarly in-
structive. The greater fallibility of memory as compared to
perception 1s, of course, due to the fact that the sensory core,
which 1n perception 1s produced by direct sensory stimulation,
1s 1n memory a purely 1maginal vestige of an earlier perception
and thus memory 1s not only subject to mistakes of inter-
pretation but even 1ts sensuous ingredients are subject to the
fading and accretive effects of time.

Delustons of memory, like perceptual delusions, are classi-
fiable as partial and total: the former being memory 1llusions,
the latter memory hallucinations. An illusory memory 1s one
which distorts an origimal perception while an hallucinatory
memory 1s one for which no perceptual orginal exists.
Hallucinatory memory 1s a product of pure imagination mis-
taken for a memory, and 1s thus not really memory but
pseudo-memory. Hallucinatory memory may, however, be
conveniently considered as a subvariety of memory, since it
1s the hmuting case of a delusive memory as the illusory
elements become increasingly predommant. The memory
sertes thus proceeds from the himiting case of a completely
veridical memory at the one extreme to the hallucinatory
memory at the other extreme, with the varying degrees of
veridical and 1illusory memory between the two extremes.
There is, strictly speaking, no actual memory which is either
completely veridical or entirely hallucinatory.
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Memory 1s peculiarly hable to error and striking examples
of delustons of memory are found on every hand. One has
only to rereadl 1n one’s diary his doings of a few years ago to
be impressed by the astomshing discrepancies between the
things and events recorded and the present memories of the
same occurrences. Illusion of memory exists whenever there
are discrepancies in the testimony of different witnesses to the
same event after allowances have been made for possible per-
ceptual errors and assuming, of course, that the testimony of
all the witnesses 1s given 1n good faith. Memory hallucinations
are much rarer than 1llusions, but they are not infrequent even
n normal persons. A common type of memory hallucination
is that which results from the gradual transformation of an
item of historical knowledge into a pseudo-memory. The
memory of an often repeated narrative about an event of
which one was not a witness or an event which has passed
into complete oblivion may be mistaken for the memory of
the actual event. Thus a child having repeatedly heard lis
parents describe an occurrence of his infancy to which he
was a witness but of which he may have not the shightest
actual recollection, comes in time to believe that he remembers
the event. Another typical example of hallucinatory memory
1s the mistaking of the memory of a dream for the memory of
an actual experience dreamed of. Hallucinations of memory
may, especially in abnormal minds, be self-induced; witness
the pathological hiar who not infrequently becomes a victim
of his own fabrications, his imaginings having become through
frequent repetiion indistinguishable from actual memories.
Such unfortunate individuals, as a result of constant deception
of others for the sake of self-glorification, have in time lost the
ability to distinguish between the true and false. Thus 1t was
that George IV presumably came to believe in his own par-
tictpation in the Battle of Waterloo. Successful raconteurs,
particularly of the big-game and Casanova varieties, imper-
ceptibly lose the ability to differentiate between their fancies
and therr memories. The chronic nability to distingwsh the
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fabrications of the imagination from actual memories of the
past 1s one of the early symptoms of sertous dementia, but
even the normal mind 1s not exempt from frequent memory
illusions and occasional memory hallucinations.
Non-veridical memory readily yields to treatment in con-
formity with the intentional theory of cognition. A non-
veridical memory 1s one the object of which 1s at variance
with the percerved object of which 1t purports to be the
memory. The objects of a memory are ostensibly the same as
the objects of a certain earher perception. Delusive memory
arises whenever, as a result of obliviscence and the unwitting
substitution of a new imaginal content for the content of the
ongmal percept, the memory object deviates from 1its per-
ceptual ongmal. The veridical or non-venidical character of a
given memory 1s determined by the correspondence or lack
of correspondence between the memory object and the per-
ceptual object, and the question as to whether the original
percept was itself verdical, ilusory, or hallucinatory is
entirely 1rrelevant to the question of the veridicity of the
memory as memory. Perceptual illusion and memory illusion
are quite mndependent of one another and thus all combina-
tions of veridical and delusive perceptions and memory are
possible. I may have (1) veridical memory combined with an
onginal vendical perception, or (1) I may have a veridical
memory of a perceptual object which was itself 1llusory or
hallucinatory, or (m1) a delusive memory of a veridical per-
ception, z e. of a veridically percetved object, or finally (1v) a
delusive memory of a delustve perception, ze. of a delusively
percetved object. The falsity of a memory judgment may be
due erther to the distortion of memory or to the distortion of
perception or to a combination of both. It 1s, perhaps, con-
ceivable that two distortions should neutralize one another,
with the paradoxical result that an illusory perception, plus
an 1illusory memory, should yield a veridical cognition, but
such a combimation of circumstances would be so extra-
ordinary that 1t can be disregarded 1n the theory of illusion.
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Perceptual illusion and memory 1llusion aie ordinarily cumu-
lative and the problem is, so far as possible, to disentangle the
two.

The veridical or non-veridical character of any given
memory 1s ascertainable only by 1ntricate inferential procedures.
There are four princtpal methods of mnemic venfication.
(1) The most obvious and direct method of confirmation of a
memory is the companison of the memory with a present
perception of the same object—a form of verification which
1s possible only if the physical object which causally con-
ditioned the earher perception stll persists to condition the
new perception. The 1dentification of the object now remem-
bered with the object now percerved, does not, according to
the referential or intentional theory, imply the contmued
existence of the cogmtive object during the interval between
the earlier and later perception of 1t, but only that the object
of the present memory 1s referentzally the same as the object
of the init1al perception which mn turn 1s mdiwvidually 1dentical
with the object of the present percept. The individual 1identity
of the phenomenal object does not require 1ts literal existence
during the inter-perceptual mterval, but only that 1ts 1nter-
mediate stages should be accessible to an 1deal or hypothetical
percipient. The identification of the memory-object and the
present perceptual object 15 not a matter simply of 1nspection
and comparison, but 1s achieved by elaborate inferential and
constructional processes. The mere resemblance, hogvever
close, between a memory and a perception, does not con-
clusively prove the memory vendical, for there 1s always the
possibility of the substitution of a new perceptual object
similar to the object remembered. Nor, on the other hand, 1s
resemblance indispensable to 1dentity for the physical cause of
the perception and the percipient organism may have under-
gone alteration during the interval, such that the percerved
object 1s phenomenally identical with the remembered object
but no longer resembles it. The question of identty, then,
hinges upon whether the memory-object coincides with the
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object of present perception after allowances have been made
for 1its changed condition. In other words, we have to imagi-
natively reconstruct from the present condition of the object
and the percipient orgamsm 1its probable appearance at the
time of ongal perception. The agreement of this recon-
struction with the memory of the same object 1s a test of the
correctness of the memory. When objects are relatively stable
we can safely rely on direct comparison of the memory and
the present perception without making the correction for
alteration, but usually the perceptual verification of a memory
entails elaborate and highly problemauc inferences.

(1) A shghtly more involved method of venfication or
falsification of memory is employed when the memory-
object 1s no longer 1n existence or is no longer accesstble for
re-perception. Under these circumstances there are often
tangible effects of the remembered object from which its
probable character at the time when orgmally perceived may
be inferred. The inferential or historical reconstruction of the
remembered object may depart from notes and memoranda
of the percipient himself or simply from the natural effects
of the remembered event—in either case 1t affords an
“objective’”” check on memory.

(u1) A third method of indirect and inferential venfication
of a memory consists 1n the subject’s appeal to other memories
of contemporaneous or nearly contemporaneous objects. If
the memory 1n question coheres with the system of related
memories, we assume that 1t 1s vendical; if 1t fails to do so
we are obliged to correct 1t or reject 1t altogether. The testing
of a memory by deliberate, associattve recall of related events
is a procedure to which we frequently resort in the absence of
evidence of a more tangble sort.

(1v) A final method of memory verification consists in the
correlation of the subject’s memory with another subject’s
memories of the same or related objects. The social verifi-
cation of memory 1nvolves complex inferences and raises some
of the most difficult problems of epistemology, namely those
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relating to the existence of other subjects and the mode of
communication between them, problems which will be dis-
cussed in the chapter on “Knowledge of Other Selves”.

The time-transcendence characteristic of memory is by
no means an exclustve property of memory, but 1s shared by
it with several other forms of inter-temporal cognition. Inter-
temporal cognition is the apprehension of objects whose episte-
mological or perceptual date s other than the date of cognution,
and since such knowledge may be inferential or non-inferential,
of the past or of the future, there are four possible sub-varieties
of inter-temporal knowledge.

(1) Memory 1s primary, re. non-inferential cognition of
objects of actual past perceptions. Memory obviously con-
forms to the defimtion of inter-temporal cognition; the
memory object having been actually percetved by the remem-
bering subject at an earlier date 1n his life history. Nerther the
existence of the memory object nor 1ts pastness 1s inferred from
the memory-image; the subject has a primary and immediate
awareness of the memory-object as belonging to Iis past.
Pastness 1s not something added to the memory-object but 15
an 1ntegral part of 1t. To be sure, the memory-object may be
inferable from the memory-image by the psychologist, the
epistemologist, or even the knowing subject himself by a
subsequent reflective act, but this 1s only because each, for the
time being, adopts the point of view of an outside observer
rather than that of knower. For the remembering subject, as
such, memory is not an act of inference but an immediate
apprehension of an object as past.

(2) Hustorical cognition.—Histoncal cognition 1s secondary
or inferential knowledge of objects belonging to the episte-
mological past; histonical knowledge, in contrast to memory,
is conversant with things past which have never actually been
percetved by the knowing subject, or if they have been
percerved are unremembered. An object of my past perception
which I have completely forgotten may come to be known
by me only historically, and it 1s not an unfamihar experience
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suddenly to recall to memory something of which one had
previously had only descriptive or historical knowledge.
Although historical cogmition, unlike memory, 1s not re-
stricted to objects which have at some time been perceived by
the remimuscent subject, 1t 1s, nevertheless, restricted to per-
ceptible objects, i.e. such as may have been percerved by some
perciptent real or 1maginary. Historical cognition 1s, like per-
ception and memory, conversant with the perceptual or
phenomenal world. Historical objects, although they ordimarily
have never been percetved by the historical knower, are
asstmilated to the scheme of perceptual objectivity. Indeed,
what 1s an historical object for me may have been an actual
perceptual object for some other observer. The eclipse of
585 B.c. which was a percerved object for Thales and his
contemporaries becomes for later historrans an historical
object, but the eclipse as an historical event 1s not the astro-
nomical conjunction of earth, moon, and sun, but the per-
ceptible appearances to a contemporary observer produced
by such a conjunction. Historical cognition 1s conversant
with the phenomenal order, in the sense of the 1deal totahity
of all perceptual, mnemic, and historical events, but excludes
cognition of such trans-empirical and non-phenomenal objects
of science and of metaphysics as atoms, electrons, ether,
umversals, Euclidean space, and things-in-themselves.
Memory and history are conversant with the same type of
objects, namely, perceptual objects belonging to the past.
Every item of historical knowledge, like every memory, has
its perceptual basis, but the two kinds of knowledge differ
radically in their derivatf®n from perception. Whereas memory
is condittoned by, but not imnferred from, its correspondent
eatlier perception, historical knowledge 1s both conditioned
by and inferred from some present perceptual object. The
difference between mnemic and historical cognition 1s most
strikingly illustrated by situations in which a single subject
.cogmzes an identical object both mnemucally and historically.
The combined mnemic-historical situation may be described
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in general terms as follows: a subject, S, having perceived an
object o, at a time #, remembers the same object o, at a subse-
quent time £, and, at the same tme, perceives another object
o, which 1s an effect of o, and from which the subject may
proceed inferentially to o;. Under these circumstances the
subject 15 at the time ¢, 1n possesston of both mnemic and his-
tonical knowledge of the 1dentical object o;, mediated 1n the
one case by the subject’s earlier perception of o; and 1n the
other case by his present perception of o,. Examples of this dual
type of cogmtion are found whenever the verification of a
memory 1s accomphished by attarning historical knowledge of
the memory-object. Thus my memory of the details of the
eclipse of 1925, having grown hazy with the passage of time,
1s supplemented and corroborated by astronomical records
and photographs which are the remote efects of the eclipse
and by the aid of which the eclipse 1s known lustorically. In
the absence of any available records or other discoverable
effects of a remembered object, I may seek to determine the
correctness of the memory by correlation with other memories
of my own or with the memories of other witnesses to the
original occurrence. These correlations involve inferential pro-
cesses and the resultant cogmtion 1s accordingly historical. It
is indeed difficult to conceive of any method of memory ver:-
fication which would not involve a combined mnemuc-his-
torical cognition of the same object.

Memory and historical cogmtion hke perception are
mediated by a chain of causal influence proceeding from the
cognitive act as effect to the physical correlate of the pheno-
menal object as cause. In perception the physical influence
emanating from the physical object! stimulates the sense organs
of the percipient and produces those changes in the bram
and the nervous system of the percipient which underlie
perception. Memory is conditioned by an intra-organic causal

1 The phystcal object 1n the perceptual situation 1s not to be confused with
the percetved object—the former 1s an inferential scienufic construct, the
latter is the epistemological “object”” of the perceptual cognition
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scquence traceable back to the neuro-cerebral processes
underlying the original perception. In memory the mediating
causal processes—when traced from effect to cause—proceed
first backward 1ntra-orgamcally to the physiological processes
correlated with the orgmal perception and then ourwerd to
the physical cause of the perception. In historical cognition of
the same object, the conditomng causal processes—again
traced from effect to cause—proceed first ourward to the
physical object occasioning perception and then backward in
time to the same physical object which occasioned the first
perception. The 1dentical physical object 1s reached along
two different lines of causal influence when a subject has
both mnemic and historical knowledge of the same cognitive
object.

(3) Prescience—rrespective of the question as to whether
or not there actually 1s such knowledge—may be defined as
primary or non-inferential cognition of objects belonging to
the “epistemological future”. The mund occasionally has
moments of prophetic vision 1n which 1t seems to be 1n the
presence of as yet non-existent objects of future perception
just as n memory 1t enjoys primary cogmtion of no longer
existing objects of past perception. Cogmmnive transcendence
as regards the future 1s no more theoretically imposstble than
time transcendence as regards the past. The argument that the
past at least has been, whereas the future has never enjoyed
any ontological status whatsoever, 1s inconclusive for the
future which will exist 1s certainly no more anomalous than'
the past which has existed but no longer exists. In asserting
that primary cogmition of the future 1s an epistemological
possibility we are not, however, maintaming 1its factualty.
Primary cogmtion of the future would seem to be precluded
by the very nature of the causal conditions indispensable to
every primary cognition. In perception and memory, the two
authentic forms of primary cogmition, the cognitive act 1s the
terminal effect of a causal series whose other termunal 1s the
cogmzed object—or rather 1ts physical counterpart. But the
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causal process 1s unidircctional and thus the act of prescience
cannot be the effect of the physical occaston of the future per-
ception. Furthermore, alleged 1nstances of primary cognition
of the future are found on closer scrutiny to be imaginative
anticipations of the future, resting upon obscure and tnarti-
culate inferences, and thus not to be primary cognition at all.
Premonitions are typical; they are secondary cogmtions of
the future whose inferential basis 1s so obscure and confused
that they are mistaken for primary cognitions.

Primary cognition of the future may be unattamable and
yet the mind on occasions seems to cognize future objects,
precisely as 1n perception and memory 1t cogmzes present and
past objects. Epistemological theory ought, therefore, to be
prepared to take account of them should authentic instances
of presctence occur. Primary anticipatory cogmtion would
certainly conform to the epistemological pattern of memory.
A present anticipatory image—somehow induced by the
future—would point forward towards the object of an expected
future perception precisely as in memory the image points
backward towards the object of a past perception. The antici-
patory apprehension would be vendical if subsequent per-
ception encountered an object which was referentially identical
with the object of anticipation. The anticipatory image,
preserved in memory, would then be venfied or falsified by
comparison with the percetved object when and if actualized.

(4) Expectation 15 secondary or inferential cogmtion of
objects belonging to the epistemological future. Expectation
bears the same relation to prescience as historical cognition
does to memory. Indeed, since there are presumably no
instances of genuine prescience, all cognition of the future is
expectation. All ordinary predictions and prognostications of
the future are obviously expectations based upon inference,
and even prophetic visions and premonitions with their illusory
sense of the presence of the future object are expectations in
which the inferential elements are unconscious or obscure.
Expectation has precisely the same epistemological character
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as historical cogmtion. The inferential processes involved in
proceeding from the past and the present to the future are
essentially the same as those by which the past is inferred
from the present. The reconstruction of the past can be
accomplished with greater assurance and 1n greater detail than
the projection of the future, but the difference between retro-
spection and anticipation pertains only to the character and
the amount of available evidence in the two cases and does not
indicate any essential difference of pattern between the two
cognitive situations. Intertemporal cogmition, 1n 1ts three
commonly exemplified forms, namely, memory, historical
retrospection, and expectation, conforms to the referential
pattern of all knowledge. The only epistemologcally significant
difference 1s between memory, which 1s primary and quast-
perceptual, and historical and anticipatory knowledge, both of
which are descriptive and inferential.
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CHAPTER V

Introspective Knowledge

IN addition to the supposedly extra-mental objects of percep-
tion discussed 1n the previous chapters, there 1s a class of
introspective objects which belong to the conscious experience
of the knowing subject. Perception and perceptual memory
are both extrospective in that they are conversant with public
perceptual objects; introspection, on the other hand, 1s directed
towards the private and the subjective. Both extrospection and
introspection have their ongin m the inspectively given which
is nerther “objective” not “subjective”. The objects of intro-
spection include emotions, hedonic feelings, desires, volitions,
and even cogmtive processes hike perception, memory, and
conception 1n so far as these are considered in the context of
the subject’s conscious life rather than in their capacity of
referring to supposedly extra-mental objects. Introspection
culminates 1n self-cogmition, the subject’s apprehension of
himself as the unity in and of his private states. I shall attempt
1n the present chapter to show that although the analysis of
ntrospection presents problems and difficuluies peculsar to 1t
and not encountered in the several forms of extrospection,
nevertheless the introspective situation has essentially the
same referential structure as the perceptual and the mnemic
situations.

Introspection may be provisionally defined as the knowledge
by a subject of hus own states and processes and of the self con-
sudered as the umity of us several states. Introspection 1s then
that sub-species of cognition, the objects of which are items
in the same conscious continuum as the cognizing subject. It
15 this ntimate relation between subject and object which
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confers upon introspection its peculiar flavour and which
1s responsible for the spectal difficulttes of this type of
cognition.

As a preliminary to a detailed analysis of the mtrospective
sttuation, ntrospection must be carefully differentiated from
two affiliated types of cogmtion, namely, (1) wmspection and
(1) memory. Introspection 1s closely allied with, yet distin-
gushable from both of these. (1) Inspection, the most basic
and rudimentary of the forms of cogmition, has been described?
as the direct apprehension of qualia and of the relations
between qualia; 1n contra-distinction to perception, memory,
mntrospection, conception, and other higher cognitive pro-
cesses, 1t 1s concerned not with objects but with qualia 1]
their character of presentational immediacy. Inspection thus
belongs to a pre-cogmtive level of experience which antedates
any distinction between subjective and objective, between
mental and extra-mental. The duality between the subjective
and the objective aspects of cxperience, between cognizing
subject and cognized object, which 1s only latent 1n tnspection,
emerges first 1n perceptual and mnemic cogmition and then
mntrospection. Introspection in contrast to inspection 1s a
cogmtion of objects—albert objects which happen to belong
to the same existential continuum as the act of cognition 1tself.
Introspection thus involves interpretative elements totally
absent from inspection. The introspected object, whether 1t
be an emotion, a perception, an act of will, 1s brought under
the category of thinghood and is assimilated to the system
of events which is the cogmzing subject. The distinction
between inspection and introspection 1s of the utmost impor-
tance, for much that passes for mtrospection 1n psychology 1s
not genuine inirospection at all but mere inspection of the
immediately given. The confusion between inspection and
introspection 1s also responsible for the erroneous belief that
introspection is a direct self-awareness accompanying every
conscious process. (11) Memory embraces all non-inferential

1 Cf chapter u, especially pp 44~52
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)apprehension of the past whether perceptual or introspective
in character; introspection is accordingly a sub-species of
memory 1n the wide sense. Every act of introspection 1s an
lact of retrospection, but some—imn fact most—memories are
{non-introspective. The difference between perceptual memory
and introspective memory 1s simply a difference of referential
object: the former 1s conversant with past perceptual objects,
the latter with states of the knowing subject. Thus, 1f T recall
having seen Mr. A on the street yesterday, the memory 1s
perceptual since the memory-object of to-day 1s—to the extent
that my memory 1s veridical—identical with the perceived
object of yesterday. But 1f I recall the incident not for 1ts own
sake but as the occasion for an introspective analysis of pet-
ception, the cogmtive object 1s now no longer merely “Mr. A”
but the total situation “myself-in-the-act-of-percerving-Mr. A”.
The original perception and the subsequent introspection of
the perception have two different objects—though the one 1s
inclusive of the other. The distinction between introspection
and memory is perfectly clear when the memory 1s perceptual,
but it may be asked whether the distinction holds when, as 1s
usually the case, the object of introspection 1s a non-cogni-
tive process, say an emotion, a feeling, or a volition. The
distinction between 1ntrospection and memory 1s, in these -
stances, elusive. What 1s the difference between remembering
an emotion of yesterday and introspectively examining the same
emotion? There 1s, I beheve, a subtle referential difference
between the memory and the introspective scrutiny of an
emotion, say, of anger. If I am merely recalling my anger of
yesterday, I revive the original emotion and consider it 1n the
context of the situation which occasioned the emotional out-
burst; on the other hand, the introspection of yesterday’s
anger entails also the conscious recognition that 1t was my
anger and that it belongs to continuum of my personal
experiences. The essential difference, then, between memory
and 1ntrospection 1s referential and contextual: 1n memory I
relate the remembered object to other objects and events 1n
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the original situation; 1n introspection I assimilate the con-
sctous process to the context of my subjective experiences.
In general, then, the relation between memory and intro-
spection 1s such that without memory introspection would be
utterly impossible, yet, on the other hand, most memories are
devoid of introspective significance.

Introspection may be described as inzra-subjective cogni-
tion, that 1s to say, cognition by one member of a conscious
continuum of another member of the same continuum—the
conscious continuum being the entire succession of processes
which constitute or belong to a single mind or self. The
description of 1ntrospective objects as mental or subjective
does not necessarily commut one to the adoption of a mental-
sstic or idealistic theory of their metaphysical status. I am not
asserting that the objects of introspection are entities su:
generus, constituted of some unique, psychic stuff; the words
“mental” and “subjective’ are applied to introspective objects
merely to indicate the context in which they are found, namely,
that of private as distinguished from public objects. The
objects of introspection are private 1n that they are accessible
by a primary act of cogmtion only to the introspectionist
himself and not to the generality of percipients. The contents
of my own mind are introspectively cognized by me; the
contents of another’s mind are introspected by him, but our
cognition of one another 1s non-introspectrve. One and the
same 1tem 1n the past experience may be the object of my
own 1ntrospection and of another’s extrospection, as when I
describe to another the toothache which I experienced yester-
day. For me the mntrospected feeling has a peculiar quality of
intimacy which 1t entirely lacks for another. The characteristic
mntmacy of all intra-personal, 1 contrast to inter-personal,
cogmtions defies precise analysis and description. It may be
due to a relauvely constant fringe of muscular, organic, and
other bodily sensations which are revived along with the
reproduction of the retrospected experience and which 1s
recognized as “mine” on account of 1ts similarity to my present
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bodily tone. But, whatever the psychological cxplanation of
the feeling of intimacy, 1ts factuality cannot be questioned;
present in every act of nirospection 1s the charactersstic
flavour of selfhood.

The object of introspection 1s erther a single ingredient of
the empirical ego—a so-called “state of mind”—or the entyre
empurical ego considered as the 1deal completion of 1ts states.
Introspective cognition 1s definable 1 terms of its peculiar
object, namely, the empirical ego, and the distinction between
mtrospection and perception piesupposes a discrimination
between the nexus of events which constitute the empirical
self and events belonging to the world of public objects.
While the determination of the exact nature and constituents
of the empurical ego 1s the 1ask of psychology and metaphysics
—not of epistemology—a brief consideration of the nature
of the self as a cognitive object 1s necessary. The empirical
self 1s a umty 1n and of its constituent cognitions, emotions,
acts of volition, etc., precisely as a perceptual thing 1s the
unity of sensory and 1deational qualities. The unity of selfhood
is the umty of thinghood—the category of substance applies
univocally to perceptual objects and to empirical selves. The
desk on which T am now writing 1s a thing in that its succes-
sively percetved states may be organized in terms of a per-
sistent structural pattern. Structural and quahitative similanity
and their spatial continuity are the two principal ingredients
entering 1nto the constitution of the umty of an object of
perception. Similarly, the self 1s an ordered seres of states of
mind, which are both continuous and resembling. Continuuty
and similarity are, as Willam James insists, mutually com-
plementary ingredients of selfhood: “Continuity makes us
unite what dissimilarity might hold apart”.? The apprehension
of the self as a “thing” involves interpretative and construc-
tional processes analogous to those by which discrete qualia
are fused mto the unity of a perceptual object. The self which
is the object of introspective cognition 1s etther a segment of

1 Principles of Psychology, vol 1,p 334
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the continuum of resembling states or the ideally envisaged
totality of such a conscious continuum.

The object of introspection 1s emphatically not a pure
principle of subjectivity. The pure ego, supposing that there
1s such, is not a possible object of introspecttve scrutiny. The
pure ego according to Kant, and most other defenders of the
transcendentalist theory, is established by inference and not
by direct self-inspection. Kant’s presuppositional method of
arriving at the “transcendental umty of apperception™ 1s an
elaborately inferential approach to the pure ego.! Kant ex-
plicaitly repudiates an empurical or introspective apprehension
of the pure ego; his theory of the pure ego may be interpreted
as a highly technical expression of the doctrine of the essential
mscrutability of the present state of consciousness. Every
present thought 1s transparent, that 1s to say, 1s cognizant of
something other than 1itself, but 1t 1s in the nature of the case
incapable of self-scrutiny. The pure ego 1s simply the supposed
unity of such a succession of inscrutables conceived as an
absolute and abiding subject of knowledge. Since the pure ego,
or knower, 1s not introspectable, the only self which could
possibly become an object of introspection 1s the empirical self
made up of such items as emotions, hedonic feelings, bodily
and organic sensations considered 1n their personal context.

The crucial questions concerning ntrospection which con-
front the epistemologst pertain to the structure of the cognitive
situation 1n which the mind 1s aware of 1itself and of 1ts own
states. What is the structure of self-cognition and what 1s the
modus operandy of this type of knowledge? These questions
may be most conveniently answered by an examnation and
criticism of introspective monism, the most prevalent view
of the introspective situation. Introspection 1s the last strong-
hold of epistemological monism, for if the identity between
subject and object exists at all, 1t 1s in se/f~cognmition. What

1 An analysis of the inferential processes by which Kant attains the trans-
cendental ego 1s given 1n the present author’s essay, “The Transcendental
Method”’, 1n The Herttage of Kant Edited by ] T. Whitney and D F Bowers
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is more natural to assume than that introspection is a simple,
intuitive self-awareness, and that the mind being, so to speak,
at home with stself should know utself directly in every con-
scious activity ? Descartes argued with specious plausibility n
Medstation 11, that nothing 1s more easily known than the
mind since the mind 1s uself the instrument of knowledge,
and modern philosophy has, with a few notable exceptions,
allowed this argument to go unchallenged. But the simplicity
attributed to introspective cognition will be found on closer
examination to be a pseudo-simpheity, for introspection con-
tains the same referential duality which characterizes the other
types of knowledge.

Introspective monism asserts that all conscious processes are
self-revelatory and that the mind in being conscious of any-
thing 1s contemporaneously aware of itself. When, for example,
I percetve the tree outside my window, I am not only aware
of the tree but of myself percetving the tree. I am aware of
my awareness 1n the very act of being aware of an object,
and what 15 true of perception 1s equally true for the whole
range of conscious experiences: an emotion 1s expertenced as
my emotion, a feeling of pleasantness or unpleasantness as my
feeling, a decision as my decision.

Introspective monism assumes a variety of forms: there 1s
the naive or dogmatic posttion of those who, with Descartes,
confuse consciousness and self-consciousness, and then there
is the more critical and soplusticated view of idealists, like
Lethniz and Hegel, who, while recognizing the mherent com-
plexities of self-awareness, nevertheless assert that every act
of consciousness 1s at the same time an act of self-conscious-
ness. Descartes’ confusion on the subject of introspection 15
nowhere more glaring than when he argues that “nothing 1s
easier for me to know than my mind”, since the apprehension
of any physical object, for example, the piece of wax, is an
activity of the mind.? The Cartesian argument that knowledge

1 Cf. Meditation 11 The Philosophical Works of Descartes (Haldane and
Ross translation), vol. 1, pp 153-7.
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of physical objects 1s Zpso facto knowledge of the mind is
confused and fallacious. The mund is, of course, operative 1n
every act of knowledge, for it 1s the instrument of knowledge,
but this does not mean that 1t 15 contemporaneously aware of
itself as knowing. The argument erroneously assumes that the
mind, because 1t must be present to know the piece of wax,
necessarily knows 1tself in the act of knowing the wax. The
fact of the matter 1s that the mind first knows the piece of
wax and only retrospectively knows itself. The mind in
functioming as subject of knowledge is preoccupied with 1ts
appropriate object, 1n this case the piece of wax, and 1s not
simultaneously aware of itself. Indeed the pecular difficulty
of a theory of introspective cognition 1s that of explaing
how the mind is capable of playing the dual réle of knower
and object known.

More subtle than Descartes’ account of self-cognition is
that of Leibniz, who sharply distinguished between percep-
tion, “the passing condition which involves and represents a
multiplicity 1n the . . . simple substance” and “the acts of
reflection, which make us think of what 1s called I”. Leibruz
acknowledged the possibility of “perception” without “reflec-
tion”, but he presumably maintained that “reflection”, when
it does occur, is mextricably umited with a “perception”.
“Reflection” then 1s, for Letbniz, an immediate self-appre-
hension accompanying perception. Thus, although he distin-
gusshed ‘“reflection” from “‘perception”, Letbniz has to be
classed with the introspective montsts, because he considered
“reflection” to be an immediate self-apprehension accompany-
ing certain—though not all—perceptions.

Introspective monism receives it most elaborate formulation
in the doctrine of reflection of post-Kantian idealism. Hegel
repudiates the doctrine of immediate self-consciousness and
substitutes for 1t the theory that the mind becomes conscious
of 1tself 1n being conscious of another. The “other” serves as a

1 Letbniz, The Monadology, etc., sections 14 and 30. R Latta translation,
PP 224-5, 230
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murror 1n which the self sees 1ts image, or rather sees itself.
This reflective self-consciousness 1s possible even at the level
of perception. “Self-consciousness”, says Hegel, “is reflection
out of the bare being that belongs to the world of sense and
perception, and 1s essentially the return out of otherness.”1
Perceptual self-consciousness 1s, however, crude and impetfect
in contrast to the lugher self-knowledge entailed 1n the know-
ledge of other minds. In establishing rapport with another self,
I become more poignantly aware of myself. Two minds,
through their 1mpact on one another, “recognize themselves
as mutually recognizing one another”.2 Hegel’s doctrine of
self-consciousness 1s far more adequate than the naive theory
of immediate self-apprehension 1n that 1t acknowledges duality
and mediation 1n self-cogmtion, but the theory remains a
variant of introspective momism since the mind 1n the act of
perceiving an object or knowing another mind 1s contem-
poraneously aware of 1tself. Whatever plausibility the Hegelian
account of self-consciousness has resides 1n the simile of the
mirror—a simile which, however, cannot withstand critical
scrutiny. The suggestion that the percerved object 1s a mirror
1n which the cogmizing self sees 1ts image and reflection cannot
be defended as a serious epistemological hypothesis. The per-
cetved object since 1t 1s 1n part a construction of the knowing
and mterpreting mind bears the imprint of that mind, but 1t
would be absurd to base introspective psychology on the clues
to the nature of mentality revealed 1n perceptual experence.
Furthermore, although cogmtion of other minds may -
directly promote self-cognition, 1t 1s capable of doing so only
because the mind has an antecedent introspective knowledge
of 1self. The knowledge of one’s self if gleaned solely from
an exammation of one’s knowledge of another would be
exceedingly impoverished and unrehable.

Introspective monism possesses an attractive simplicity and
prima facie plausibility, but it may be criticized on both
1 Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind J. B. Baillie translation, vol 1, p 166.

2 Ibd, p. 178.
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epistemological and psychological grounds It 1s epistemo-
logically unsound because 1t aflords no intelligible explanation
of the modus operand: of self-consciousness. The immediate
self-awareness whereby the mind 1s supposed to turn back
upon 1tself 1s an obscure and mysterious process. How can
a consctous event which simply s itself also be cognizant of
itself? Are not self~identity and self-cogmtion incompatibles ?
The bare self-idennity of a state of consciousness precludes the
duality of subject and object which 1s essential to every act
of knowledge. The unintelligibility inherent 1n the very notion
of immediate self-cogmition 1s not clanified by such vague,
metaphorical notions as “Erlebmiss” and “enjoyment”. It 1s
true that each of us “lives through” his conscious experiences,
but to lrve through an experience and to be truly cogmzant
of 1t are by no means the same thing. A man at the time when
he 1s subject to a violent fit of anger cannot be said to have
mtrospective knowledge of that emotion, although he does,
of course, have the materials for subsequent introspective
examination. Mr. Alexander’s conception of “enjoyment” as
opposed to “contemplation” does not solve the problem of
self-cognition. He believes 1t possible for the mind to con-
template an object and at the same time to enjoy 1tself.! But
self-enjoyment, 1if 1t 1s no more than being or hiving through
a conscious process, has no cognitive significance whatsoe e,
and thus enjoyment cannot be construed as a mode of cogni-
tion on a par with contemplation. All genuine cognition 1s
“contemplative” 1n Mr. Alexander’s sense of the word. It may
be noted in passing that enjoyment 1s a peculiarly unfortunate
term to designate immediate self-apprehension, for “enjoy™ 1s
a transitive verb and thus enjoyment must be of something.
Enjoyment suggests a duality between the enjoymg and the
enjoyed, which is precisely what Mr. Alexander is anxious to
avoid.

The difficulties inherent in immediate self-cognition may
be graphically illustrated by the aid of certain physical
L S. Alexander, Space, Time and Dety, vol i, pp. 11-20.
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analogyes; the most familiar of these 1s the analogy between
viston and cogmition. The mind as the organ of cognition may
be likened to the eye as the organ of vision. Now the visual
situation which would exactly correspond to direct, 1ntro-
specttve cognition would be that in which the eye while
looking at an object sees itself. But this is an opucal impossi-
bility just as the supposition that a state of mind can cognize
wtself ifighe act of cognizing 1ts object 1s a psychological and
episten¥®logical impossibility. But, it may be argued, although
the eye cannot directly see 1tself 1n the act of seeing something
else, 1t can by the aid of a murror see1ts image and thus virtually
see itself. The mind cognizes 1tself by discerning a reflection
of itself in perceptual objects, and more particularly in other
selves. The reflective theory of self-cognition, propounded by
the classical systems of 1dealism, 1s certainly more satisfactory
than the naive theory of immediate self-cognition, but 1t 1s
not without 1ts peculiar difficulties. A technical objection to
the reflective theory of introspection 1s that the mind is only
apprehending 1ts reflection and not 1tself, just as the eye,
looking at 1tself 1n a mirror, 1s not seeing 1itself but an 1mage
of itself. This objection 1s perhaps not really damaging since
the cognition of a reflection 1s equivalent to the cognition of
1ts origmal provided we have assurance that 1t 1s a faithful
reproduction of the ongnal. But this raises the deeper 1ssue
as to how we know that physical objects and other minds
really do reflect the cogmzing subjects with sufficient precision
to yield reliable knowledge of them. No doubt there 1s much
truth 1n the essential insight of the Kantian epistemology that
any perceptual object by virtue of the interpretational elements
contributed by the cognizing mind 1s 1n some degree a reflec-
tion of that mind. Furthermore, as regards the cognition of
other minds, it may be said that I am capable of discerning
n others only those traits of character which I possess to a
greater or lesser degree myself. But did I not possess an inde-
pendent knowledge of myself, I should have no basis for the
behef that I am reflected in others. The reflectional theory of
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introspection presupposes some other mode of self-cognition,
for otherwise I could never have come to know 1n the first
place that things and persons cognized by me are in some
measure reflections of me. The reflectional theory of self-
cognition adopted by the absolute 1dealists 1s then no more
than a suggestive but vague and inexact metaphor, and does
not afford an epistemologcally adequate theory of introspec-
tion. Closely allied with the mirroring analogy 1s the spatial
simile which likens direct self-cogmtion to a circle which
“turns back” upon 1tself. A point moving 1 a circular path
returns upon 1tself from the opposite direction. Why may not
introspection be an act of mind capable of a circular return
upon 1tself? Thus a single act of mind S, say an act of per-
ception, 1s directed outward 1n a rectilinear fashion upon its
extrospective object O, but 1s at the same time directed 1n
circular fashion inwardly upon itself. The circle 1s no doubt
a conventent device for symbolizing self-cogmtion, and yet it
affords no real clanfication of the way 1n which self-cognition
takes place. If the cognitive act S 1s directed upon 1ts perceptual
object O, 1t 1s difficult to see how the identical cogmtive act
could turn around upon 1tself and be an object for 1tself. The
analogy between circular motion which completes 1tself by
returning to 1ts starting-pownt and self-cogmtion, which 1s
cognttion turning back upon 1tself as object, scarcely solves
the paradox of introspective immediacy.

The basic criticism of immediate self-cognition may be
stated formally as follows: a state of mind S cannot be directly
cognized by itself, for 1f S 1s a unified state of mind 1t cannot
perform the dual réle of subject and object. The only con-
cervable relation which can obtain between a thing and 1tself
1s that of numerical or self-identity, and this 1s incompatible
with the duality requusite to the cognitive relation. If, how-
ever, the defender of immedate self-awareness maintains that
S 1s not a unified state of mind, but one which contans an
inner duality S and §', and that one of 1ts aspects, say S,
cognuzes the other aspect S, then he has abandoned his ntro-
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spective monism. The situation 1s no longer one of self-
cognition, for S 1s not known by S but by another state S,
albeit intimately related to the first. The dilemma of direct
self-cognition 1s this: etther the subject and object are identcal,
in which case there 1s no cognizzon at all, or else they are
distinct, 1n which case the cognition 1s not self~cogmtion.

Direct 1ntrospective cogmtion may be criticized not only
on formal grounds, but by appeal to empirical o1 psychological
evidence. In the last analysis, the nature of introspective
cognition can only be introspectively determined. To the
objection that the introspection of introspection 1s a circular
and therefore 1illicit procedure, the reply 15 that the circle 1s
unavotdable but 1s not vicious. Every epistemological inquiry
is circular 1n that it 1s knowledge of knowledge, but epistemo-
logical science 1s not vitiated by this fact. Introspection in
particular can only be ntrospectively investigated. The possi-
bility of introspective cognitton must be assumed at the
beginning 1n order to discover by wntrospection the structure
of the introspective situation. The circular procedure 1s not
self-vitiating but rather self-confirmatory, for we succeed 1n
gaimng new introspective sights, assuming the vahdity of
ntrospection. The appeal to introspection to determine the
character of the introspective situation 1s not only legitimate
but 1s 1n the nature of the case the only possible procedure
open to the epistemologist.

Introspection may be directed toward any conscious process
whatsover, an emotion, volition or feeling, but 1t 1s most
strikingly 1llustrated when 1t departs from a cogmtive process.
If a primary cognitive act S, such as a memory or a perception,
which has its object O, 1s made the object of another act §',
and this in turn the object of a third cogmtion S”, §' 1s an
introspective cogmtion and S”' is an ntrospection of an intro-
spection. There are thus three cognitive activities mnvolved 1n
the formulation of a theory of introspection: (1) the primary
act, S, e.g. the perception of a tree; (1) the secondary or intro-
spective act, ', 1n this case the introspection of perception;
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and (m) the tertiary act, S, the introspection of an intro-
spection. By a comparative analysis of many introspective
situations and mducnve generalizations from these 1t is posstble
to formulate a theory of ntrospection. The introspective
scrutiny of a vartety of introspective situations discloses in
each an mner duality between the introspectng and the
mntrospected, and thus supports introspective dualism as
aganst introspective mMOMISM.

The refutation of introspective monism will not be entirely
convincing until an explanation 1s given for the plausibility
of the theory of direct self-apprehension. Why, if direct self-
scrutiny 1s 1mposstble, 1s the belief so prevalent that the mind
1s capable of direct self-examination? Hume set an admirable
precedent for all later philosophy when he acknowledged the
sceptic’s obligation of explaining the onigin of those concep-
tions the validity of which he challenged. He was not satisfied
merely to demolish the traditional conceptions of substance,
the self and causality, but felt 1t incumbent upon him to give
an account 1n terms of his own theory of the genesis of the
belief 1n such metaphysical principles. In rejecting introspective
immechacy we must be prepared to explain why the doctrine
that every conscious act 1s per se an act of self-consciousness
seems so plausible and has had so many adherents among
philosophers. What 1s the genesis of the false belief 1n the
ubiquity of self-consciousness® The most plausible answer 1s
that the shift from the initial consciousness actrvity (the
prmary act listed as (1) above) to the retrospective appre-
hension of 1t (the secondary act listed as (1) above) 1s so
rapid that the original act seems to involve self-consciousness.
At one moment I am conscious of a perceptual object, ¢ g. the
tree outside my study window, and immediately afterward I
reflect upon my earlier perception of the tree. The distinction
between the primary act of perception and the subsequent
introspection 1s lost sight of and I erroneously believe that I
was imitially aware of myself perceiving the tree. Thus the
monistic theory of introspectjon arises from the failure to
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discriminate the primary and the secondary acts of conscious-
ness which follow one another 1n rapid successton.

A dualistic or referential theory of introspection 1s the only
alternative to the momstic theory of direct and contempora-
neous introspection. According to the referential theory,
conscious activities of sensation, perception, destre, emotion,
and volition are directed towards their proper objects and are
never self-cognizant, but they can be known by a later retro-
spective act directed upon them as cognitive objects. Thus
introspection exemplifies the referential transcendence of the
immediately given which has been found to characterize
perception and memory. When I now introspectively examine
a past conscious content, the wekcle of the introspective
cognition 1s the present imaginative reproduction of that
earlier content and the object of the introspective cogmition
1s that earlier content as now referred to. The earlier content
ontologically or existentially considered 1s no longer actual,
but 1s nevertheless intended or referred to by my present
introspective act. In veridical introspection the present content
is presumably a faithful reproduction of the earlier content;
in non-vendical introspection 1t 1s distorted. The theory of
introspective dualism, which 1s simply epistemological dualism
as apphed to the introspective situation, recognizes that all
introspection 1nvolves the numerical duality of the process of
introspecting and the real object introspected. Introspection
is then no more immediate, intwtive, or infallible than 1s
any other form of cognition, say perception, or memory; 1t
differs from these solely n that 1ts object is a member of the
subjective succession to which the cognutive act also belongs.
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CHAPTER VI

Knowledge of Other Selves

THERE is no field of epistemological inquiry which stands in
greater need of careful exploration and clarification of issues
than the cognition of other selves and their contents. The
shghting of this field of mquiry until quite recently 1s due to
the former excessive preoccupation of epistemologists with
perceptual and scientific knowledge. Even the terminology of
this division of epistemology is cumbersome and mexact.
There 1s no simple expression similar to perception, memory,
or introspection to designate the apprehension of the pro-
cesses and states of muind of subjects other than those of the
cognizing subject. In the absence of any recognized technical
expression, epistemologists employ such cumbersome ex-
pressions as “knowledge of other minds”, “intersubjective
intercourse”, and “contact between minds”. Intersubjective
knowledge 1s an accurate, though somewhat ponderous,
general designation for this type of cognition. The nouns
telegnosis, telepathy, telesthests, and theirr corresponding
adjectives are useful except for their obscurantist associations;
they suggest some sort of occult, extra-sensory transference of
thoughts, emotions, and feelings from one mind to the other,
instead of the normal sense-mediated communication between
munds.

Intersubgective knowledge is any situation in which one subjyect
cognizes another subject or its conscious content. The subject
cognized may be unaware that he is an object for another
subject, but frequently intersubjective cognition 1s reciprocal.
Intersubjective intetcourse is the state of affars 1n which one
subject, S,, 1s cognizant of another subject S,, and S, 1n turn

103



The Analysis of Knowledge

is simultaneously cognizant of S;. The preoccupation of two
minds with a common object 15 not 1n 1tself intersubjective
intercourse although 1t may very well serve as the occasion
for it. Two minds to be mutually cogmzant must estabhsh
between themselves a sympathetic rapport such that each 1s a
cognitive object for the other as are lovers engrossed in one
another’s subjectivity. Bilateral cognition of selves conststs
of two contemporaneous cognitions and mvolves no new
principle not found 1n the one-directional situation.

The already farmliar disunction between primary and
secondary cognition 1s applicable to cogmtion of other selves.
Primary intersubjective cogmition 1s the non-inferential
apprehension by one mind of another mind. Secondary inter-
subjective cognition 1s the inferential knowledge by one
subject of the contents of another’s mind. Primary inter-
subjective cogmition may, without sertous risk of misunder-
standing, be called “perception of other minds”.! By “per-
ception” of another mind I mean the apprehension of the
cognitive, affective, emotional, or volitional contents of that
mind on the occasion of my percetving the movements of his
body which I interpret as signs of his state of mind. These
movements may be vocal sounds, facial expressions, bodily
attitudes, and other behavioural mamifestations of his state
of mind. The mere perception of the bodily behaviour of an
animal or of another human being 1s not to be construed as
knowledge of his mind unless 1t 1s accompanied by the attr1-
bution to him of private states similar to those with which the
knowing subject 1s himself introspectively familiar. In charac-
terizing as “‘private” the states of another’s mind, we mean
only wmtrospectvely private, for they are epistemologically
public in so far as they may be cognized indirectly by another
mind. When I cogmze your private content, I apprehend it
as T 1magne 1t to be introspectable by you. Much of what
passes for knowledge of other minds 1s not genume inter-

1 C D Broad in Mind and wts Place in Nature, pp 358-9, defends the
appropriateness of this usage.
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subjective cognition but 1s the mere perception of the be-
havioural responses of other human beings. In perhaps
nine-tenths of our daily intercourse with our fellows we are
knowing them merely as integrated systems of bodily
behaviour and not as conscious and self-conscious subjects.
The salesman’s attitude towards his customers, the employer’s
treatment of his employees and domestic servants, and even a
public speaker’s attitude towards his audience are, alas! too
frequently exclusively on the behaviouristic level. It 1s only
rarely and with some effort that we seek imagmatively to
identify ourselves with the thoughts, sentiments, and feelings
of others and thus come to know them as minds. Since our
treatment of our fellows 1s so largely dependent upon a
knowledge of their behaviour patterns rather than their states
of mind, it 1s not surprising that behaviourism should have
so successfully asserted 1ts claim to be an adequate theory of
human psychology, but 1t 1s as incapable of accounting for the
attribution of mentality to others as of explaining our inspective
and 1introspective awareness of ourselves. Only when the
cognizing mind imaginatively identifies 1tself with another
mind and seeks to reconstruct the mental states of that mind
as they would be introspectively apprehended by 1t, does the
resultant cognition qualify as intersubjective. The knowledge
of behaviour alone, however acute, exhaustive, and prag-
matically efficacious, remams on the level of ordinary per-
ception—even though the perceptual object 1n this case
happens to be the bodily behaviour of other human beings.
The perception of the bodily behaviour of others, however,
becomes through processes which will be described, the
medium and the vehicle of the perception of their minds.

The “perception” of another mind resembles the perception
of a thing in that, though mediated by various past inferences
and constructions, 1t 1s at the time of perception quasi-tmme-
diate. The “perception” imnvolves previous elaborate inference
and yet the present perceptual act is not itself an inferential
process. Perception of both the ordmary and intersubjective
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varieties 1s a primary though inferentially mediated cognitive
act—it is, to employ the terminology of the Hegelian dialectic,
an example of “mediated immediacy”. When I perceive a
tree by the aid of certain sense-data, I do not infer the
exsstence and character of the tree from the sense data—
though such inference 1s undoubtedly possible—I simply
apprehend the tree through the epistemically transparent sense-
data. My ability to see a tree instead of a mere congeries of
sense data 1s to be sure conditioned by previously achieved
inferences and constructions, yet what I actually percerve us
the tree. Stmilarly, I am able to “percerve” another mind instead
of a mere succession of behaviour patterns because during
infancy and childhood I have gradually built up the notion
of other minds similar to my own which are associated with
certain types of behaviour phenomena. The retention of such
a conception enables me when I converse or otherwise com-
municate with another to ideally project a mind behind the
sounds and movements of his body. Hence the first task 1n the
analysis of intersubjecive cognition will be to describe the
processes whereby we come to believe in the existence of
other minds similar to the one with which each of us 1s
introspectively familiar.

The perception of another mind involves five steps: (1) the
perception of my own body and us discrimmation from other
perceptual objects.—Somatic perception which 1s so indis-
pensable to the formatton of the notion of myself as a psycho-
physical unit 1s an essential step in the apprehension of other
munds. If we were incapable of perceiving our own bodies 1t
may be doubted whether the conception of the self would

_ever have arisen.

(2) The perception of animal and human bodies other than
our own and the discriminasion of these from the world of inanimate
objects.—The recogmtion of other ammate bodies arises 1n
part at least from the observation of structural and be-
havioural similanities between these and our own bodies.
Even if the construction of our organs of sense were such
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that we could under no circumstances percetve our own bodies,
it would still no doubt be possible to differentiate behaviour-
istically between animate and 1nanimate bodies. However that
may be, we are able to differentiate between animate bodies
and mere automata and this differentiation preconditions the
apprehension of other selves.

(3) The ntrospective apprehension by an indwidual of his
own cognitve, emotwnal, and affective states and of himself as
the subject of these states.—Introspection affords a unique and
mtimate mnsight 1nto a subject’s own 1nner life without which
he could not even imaginatively envisage the internality of
other subjects. Just how introspective self-cognition 1s achieved
has already been fully described 1n the last chapter.

(@) The correlation of a subect’s perception of his own body
(achieved by step (1)) with the system of introspected processes
which constitute his mind (cf. step (3)). This basic psycho-
physical correlation 1s made at the common sense level and
rests upon such familiar observations as that injury to a bodily
member 1s accompanied by the feeling of pain. Indeed, the
fact that injury to one of my bodily members is invariably
accompanted by pain while injury to some other body 1s not,
1s one of the original grounds for considering the member in
question part of my body and thereby differentiating 1t from
other animate and inanimate objects. If the injury to any
object were uniformly accompanied by a feeling of pain 1
me, I should for this reason alone assimilate that object to
my body. The elaborate psycho-physical correlation achieved
by modern physiological psychology is nothing but an
extension and refinement of the elementary correlation made
at the common sense level. This elementary correlation
achieves the notion of the self as a body-mind unt.

(5) The imaginative introjection of mental states and processes
into the behaviour of other animate bodies—The knowing
subject reads a mund into the behaviour of other bodies
because of the similarity of their behaviour to observed
behaviour of his own which he has already correlated (by
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step (4)) with the introspectively apprehended processes of
his own mind. The imagnative reconstruction of other minds
and their contents 1s analogous to the imagmative intro-
jection 1nvolved 1n the perception of things. Just as 1n the
perception of things the sense data suggest through association
unsensed but imaginanvely suppled ingredients which are
fused with the sensuous ingredients 1nto the integrated per-
ception of a thing, so 1n the perception of other persons, the
percepuion of their voices, facial expressions, and bodily
attitudes suggest psychical correlates which are imaginatively
projected 1nto the mind “behind” those bodily mantfestations.
My percept of another’s total personality consists of the
percept of hus bodily attitudes and behaviour pfus the imag-
natively supplied psychic ingredients which I am led to
ascribe to lum on the basis of analogies with my own 1ntro-
spective experience. This 1s the element of truth 1n the much
maligned analogical theory of intersubjective cognition. The
analogical theory 1s absurd if 1t 15 interpreted to mean that
analogical reasoning 1s a part of every act of percerving
another mind, but 1f 1t 1s interpreted, 1n the light of the present
analysis, as asserting only that analogical considerations play
an important rdle 1n the mmtial apprehension of other minds,
then 1t 1s certainly sound. Every “perception’ of the contents
of another’s mind 1s mediated by the cumulatrve know ledge of
psycho-physical correlations acquired by the indrvidual from
early infancy. A socially sensitive person has at his command
a large accumulation of such analogical wisdom; he knows
“mtuitively”; as we commonly express 1t, that such and such
bodily reactions are the correlates of such and such states of
mind. If these inferences which ultimately condition all inter-
subjective intercourse are formalized, they are typical instances
of analogjcal reasoning. In the past whenever I have observed &
certain bodily reaction 1n myself, I have found it invariably
accompamed by a certain type of introspectively known,
conscious-content. When, then, I observe similar reactions 1’
organisms other than my own I infer the existence of a state
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of mind similar to that which has repeatedlfggeeEompanied

this type of reaction in me.

The question nevitably arises as to whether, without
analogical considerations of the sort just described, it would
be possible for one mind to frame the 1mage of another. Any
answer to a hypothetical question of this kind must of necessity !
be hughly conjectural. I should be inclined to answer in the
affirmative 1n view of the psychological phenomenon of
empathy which might suffice to yield knowledge both of the
existence and of the specific contents of other conscious
subjects even 1n the absence of all analogical evidence. If, as
seems to be the case, every organism has a tendency, without
any associative conditiomng, to imitate a bodily attitude or
reaction percetved 1n another organism, this might in itself
induce belief 1n the existence of therr minds. My imitative
reaction to another’s behaviour 1s accompanied by 1ts peculiar
subjecttve feeling, known mspectively or introspectively by
me, and I at once experience a tendency to project my own
psychic content into the other organism, the perception of
whose behaviour originally produced the feeling in me. An
illustration of empathetic communication between minds 1s a
contagious yawn w hich initiated by one member of a company
1s communicated to all present. The perception of your yawn,
which by some complex imtational mechanism makes me
yawn also, conveys to me a coercive, one 1s tempted to say
intuittve, impression of the state of boredom or fatigue which
you experience. I imaginatively attribute to you my feeling of
ennuz because 1t was occasioned by my perception of a physio-
logtcal response of yours. Examples of empathetic communi-
cation between minds can be multiplied endlessly and they
suggest the possibility of an exclusively empathetic theory of
the cognition of foreign subjects which would dispense
entirely with all analogical considerations. Certamnly 1f
empathy 1s employed to explain intersubjective cognition, the
apparent immediacy of that type of cognition 1s rendered
more plausible than if we rely on analogical explanation

109



The Analysis of Knowledge

exclusively. Doubtless the apprehension of other munds
depends upon the co-operation of the analogical and the
empathetic. The belief 1n other centres of subjectivity, simlar
to the one with which each of us 1s introspectively famila,
rests upon structural and behaviourstic similarities between
his and other human bodies as well as upon his instinctive
empathetic responses to the overt action of those other
bodies.

Memory, hke perception, affords a primary cognition of
other minds. Inter-personal perception 1s the acquaintance
with other minds mediated by a presen: perception, inter-
subjective memory may be defined as the apprehenston of
another mind which 1s mediated by a pasz perception of the
bodily mamfestations of the mind apprehended. This may
occur in either of two ways: (1) the cogmzing subject may
recall the behaviour, speech, or expression of the other person
and supply 1n the present a psychic interpretation of these,
or (ii) the knowing subject may merely recall the psychic
construction which he onginally placed upon the other’s
earlier behaviour without recalling the behaviour itself. Thus
I may remember another’s outburst of anger which occurred
yesterday either by conjuning up lus angry words and looks
or I may merely recall the emotion which I attributed to lum
yesterday because of these mamfestations of anger. There is no
difference 1n principle between these two modes of inter-
subjective memory: the difference is merely a question of
whether the imagiative introjection described 1n step (5)
accompanted the original perception and was later recalled or
whether this interpretative process occurs at the time of
remembering,.

In passing from the perception and memory of other minds
to the more indirect and inferential modes of intersubjective
cognition, it 1s difficult 1n certain border line cases to deter-
mine when non-inferential or primary cognition leaves off
and inferential or secondary cognition begins. One interesting
variety of mtersubjective cognition 15 the “relayed” know-
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ledge of other minds—that 15 to say, the indirect knowledge
of certain minds through the report of intermediary minds
with whom the cogmzing subject 1s directly acquainted. Thus
the subject A may be cognizant of the mental contents of the
subject B through the mediation of a third subject, C. Each
subject intervening between the cogmzing subject and the
subject ultimately cognized produces a distortion which 1s
analogous to the distorting effect produced by the phystcal
media 1n the perception of things. To the degree to which A’s
knowledge of B 1s coloured by the peculiar mentality of C,
D, and any other subjects through which the knowledge has
been transmutted, error and illusion arise. C’s description of
B 1s not infrequently more revelatory of C than of B. The
error introduced by transmitting minds—hke the analogous
perceptual error—can be corrected by someone who 1s inde-
pendently familiar with the character of the distorting media—
in this case the reporting minds. Knowing, as I do, the mental
idiosyncrasies of a friend, I can correct his description of a
third party otherwise unknown to me and thereby attain a
farrly adequate representation of his personality and one which
may be subsequently verfied, corrected, or falsified by direct
acquaintance with him. Direct personal acquaintance, although
itself subject to etror, 1s ordinanly more reliable than know-
ledge which has been subjected to the distorting effect of one
or more intermediaries. To be sure there are exceptions. Thus
the report of a friend of extraordinary personal nsight and
acumen may give me a more adequate knowledge of a third
person than I could gain through direct perception. But even
1n this case, my reliance on the judgment of my friend rests
upon long personal intercourse with him. Thus the final
venfication of all inter-personal knowledge 1s perceptual.

We must now seek to determine whether personally relayed
knowledge of other persons 1s pimary or secondary, non-
inferential or inferential¢ Now while it 1s undoubtedly true

at inferences play their réle 1n the acquisition of knowledge

f this sort—more so perhaps than even in the perceptual
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apprehension of another mund—I am convinced that the
resultant cognition should be classed as primary rather than
secondary. When I apprehend a remote and unpercerved mind
through an intermediary, I do not infer the existence and the
distinctive traits and contents of that mind from the descriptive
phrases and imutative expressions of the intermediary—
although undoubtedly such inferences are quite permussible—
rather do I catch fleeting glimpses of that personality and
enjoy a vicarious acquaintance with um In relayed knowledge
of other subjects I do not perhaps have the sense of personal
presence which characterizes intersubjective perception and
to a lesser degree intersubjective memory, but I do often have
a sense of the umque flavour of the personality and not
merely a number of descriptive propositions. Although not
actually 1n the presence of the person known I am in the
presence of those who have been 1n his presence, and thus I
feel that my access to him 1s more direct than 1if 1t were inferred
from impersonal effects or signs of the person. The personally
mediated knowledge of another subject has a quast-intuitive
character which 1s 1n distinct contrast to impersonal, descriptive
knowledge of the same subject. This type of knowledge 1
especially coercive when 1t has resulted from the impact of a
great number of independent intermediaries. There 1s, let us
suppose, in the community in which one resides a Dr. X
whom one knows only by reputation. Now, although I may
never have chanced to meet Dr. X, yet I may have a definite
impression of him which 1s far more vivid than 1s the memory
of many another with whom I am acquainted. My knowledge
of Dr. X may, to be sure, be lughly 1llusory and I may 1f I
meet hum experience a complete disillusion. It 1s, of course,
theoretically possible that Dr. X 1s altogether non-existent, a
fiction invented by my friends 1n a conspiracy to deceive me-
But these possibilities do not detract from the vivid intustional
character of my present image of him, which as a vehicle of
knowledge closely approximates an actual percept, of him.
Personally relayed knowledge often affords a virtual acquain-
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tance with other minds and should accordingly be classified
as primary cognition.

We have not yet exhausted the varieties of inter-personal
cognition. There remains for consideration biographical cog-
mtion—the knowledge of other persons through inferences and de-
scriptions rather than through direct or mediated contact with them.
Biographical knowledge 1s here concerved more narrowly than
1s suggested by the ordinary meamng of biography. Biography,
as a literary form, has as 1ts purpose the descripnion of the
external circumstances, events, and behaviour of the subject,
as well as of his subjective hife, but biographical cognition mn
the present epistemological sense 1s restricted to the thoughts,
purposes, mottves, and emotions of the biographical subject,
in so far as these shine through his words and actions. The
best possible source of biographical knowledge tn this re-
stricted sense 1s a lughly introspective autobiography or a
psychological biography.

/Biographical knowledge 1s conversant with personahities of
whom we have neitlier a direct nor indirect acquaintance: they
[Elay be remote and 1naccessitble contemporaries or they may
e historical figures. The affimities between historical and bio-
graphical knowledge are close: biographical knowledge 1s the
counterpart in personal knowledge of the historical knowledge
of things, indeed, biography may be defined as the historical

knowledge of persons. Just as all historical knowledge has 1tsj
basis 1n perception—either the perception by the knowing
subject of a present object from which the lustorical object or
event 1s inferable or the perception of a witness to the event
whose testimony or records constitute the evidence for the
event—so (loes all biographical knowledge mnvolve at some
juncture, direct perceptual acquaintance with the biograplical
subject. I may, on the basis of my present perception of a con-
temporary subject, infer his mental constitution at an earher
period 1n his life,or I may rely on the memoranda of those who
percerved the subject in the past and recorded his mental states.
As every item of historical knowledge is ultimately traceable
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to someone’s perception, so biographical knowledge invariably
rests upon someone’s “perception” of the mind of the bio-
graphical subject—this someone being either the biographer
himself or some contemporary of the biograplucal subject upon
whom the biographer relies. Subjective autobiography 1s no
exception, since it rests upon introspection, that 1s to say, the
biographical subject’s self-perception. Biographical knowledge
thus frequently resembles personally relayed knowledge—the
difference being that in the latter the knower 15 acquainted
with the relaying subject, whereas 1n the former he has access
only to wrntten records and documents which describe the
biographical subject.

Although ordinanly biographical knowledge 1s a substitute
for perceptual knowledge, when conditions render the percep-
tion of the subject ether difficult or entirely impossible, it 1s
sometimes possible to have both perceptual and biographical
knowledge of the same subject. Thus one may become
acquainted with another of whom he has previously had only
biographical knowledge—as when one 1s introduced to a
celebrity—the acquaintance affording an opportunity of
verifying or falsifying perceptually his earlier biographical
mmpressions. Such perceptual verification 1s, as has already
been pointed out 1n another connection, only relative since
one has no assurance that is own impression of the great
man 1s more reliable than the biographer’s.

Fictional cogmition may be considered a subvariety or
rather a limiting case of biographical cogmtion. Fiction and
biography are allied literary forms—fiction 1s, 1n fact, nothing
but imaginative biography, and I shall maintain that fictional
cognition, despite the unreality of the persons with which 1t 1s
conversant, 15 1 1ts epistemological essentials the same as
biographical cogmtion. By ficrional cognitzon, I shall under-
Istand the description of imaginative and non-existent personalities.
‘Fiction, like authentic biography, is a descriptive cogmition of
persons expressed in the medium of written discourse; the
existence of the persons described in the one case and their

114



Knowledge of Other Selves

non-existence 1n the other does not affect the character of the
cognitive situattons, When T think of a real person by the aid
of biographical description, and when I think of a character of
fictton or the drama, the cognitive and referential situations
are tdentical—except that in the one case I think of the historical
personage as having been existent, and in the other case I think
of the fictional character as purely imagimary. The ontologic
fact of existence 1n the one case and non-existence 1n the other
entirely transcends the present epistemic situation, and 1m-
portant though 1t be when questions of truth and falsity are
involved, 1t 1n no way modifies the epistemological analysis.
The real object of cognition—supposing that there 1s one—
1s not a part of the cogmtive situation. My “knowledge” of
Hamlet as a Shakespearean character 1s 1n 1ts intrinsic nature
no different from my knowledge of Socrates; the two situa-
tions are epistemically similar though ontologically very
different.

Fictional and biographical cognition should, I think, be
classed as secondary or inferential cognition. The reader of a
biography or a novel 1s confronted with conventional symbols
—words on the printed page—which provide the clues to the
complete 1maginative reconstruction of the personality
described by the biographical or fictional account. The per-
ceptual experience, which occasions the cognition of the bio-
graphical or fictional subject, bears not the shghtest resem-
blance to the bodily appearances of the subject known and,
consequently, there 1s no sense of the real presence of the
personality except that supplied by the reader’s imagination.
Biographical knowledge of other subjects 1s thus the exact
analogue of historical knowledge of past events. The imagi-
native reconstruction of historical personalities and their inner
experiences is achieved by inferential and hypothetical methods
similar to, although far more complex than, those whereby
historical events are reconstructed.

Although biographical knowledge must be classified as
secondary because 1t 1s mediated by artificial signs and because
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of the promunence of the inferential elements, it must be
acknowledged that when the rcader possesses subtlety and
discernment, his knowledge of an listorical or fictional figure
may be almost indistingushable from perception and the
other forms of pnmary knowledge. The reader of great
literature often ceases to be aware of the conventionalities of
language and the itricacies of logical inference involved 1n
the understanding of 1t, and to catch glmpses of the actual
personality depicred. Thus Socrates and Hamlet may be as
“real” to a modern reader as 1f he had encountered them in
the flesh. Under these circumstances biographical knowledge
approximates perceptual knowledge of personahues, just as
imagination of things may become so vivid as to be indistin-
guishable from perception, but the gulf between the tw o types

of knowledge remans.

The foregoing account of ntersubjective cognition has
sought to describe how the belief in other minds arises, and
not whether the belief i1s legitimate. The question of the
genests and the question of the legitimacy of a behef are quite
distinct: the former 1s epistemological and the latter strictly
ontological. To ask whether or not the belief 1n other minds
is justifiable 1s to ask whether in fact there are other munds,
and this 1s certainly a question regarding the constitution of
the real. The epistemological 1ssue regarding other minds 1s
doubtless sufficiently independent of the meraphysical 1ssue to
enable us to maintain the referential theory of other selves,
even 1f there were 1n fact no other minds. The apprehension
of and belief 1n other subjects is incontrovertible, and the
explanation of the several types of intersubjective cognition
given above might be psychologically and epistemologscally
correct, even if there were no independently existing subjects.
Yet the demal of other minds, if 1t were justified, would have
such serious epistemological repercussion that no theory of
intersubjective cogrution can afford to neglect 1t entirely. The
attack upon other minds has assumed two utterly different
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and utterly antithetical forms, namely, solipsism and be-
haviouristn. Solipststn, which 15 a subtype of metaphysical
1dealism, denies the existence of other minds, while stoutly
affirming the existence of the solitary mind. Subjectivism, with
its demal of the cogmtive transcendence of the cogmzng
subject, 1s the epistemological counterpart of solipsism.
Behaviourism, on the other hand, 1s the lineal descendant of
metaphysical materialism, and 1t is commutted to a demal of
other minds by 1ts blanket denal of e/ minds, including the
cognizing subject.

Solipsism 1s, as I have already suggested, a metaphysical
rather than an epistemological hypothesis, and yet if the
solipsistic challenge were sustamed, all cogmtion of other
subjects would be reduced to the sheerest illusion. Solipsism
1s the denial of authentic intersubjective cognition for the
stmple reason that 1t 1s the denial of the very existence of a
foreign subject to be cogmzed The 1ssue raised by solipsism
1s this: are there any instances of erther wholly or partially
veridical cognition of other minds, or 1s all such cogmtion
hallucinatory ? Solipsism, since 1t denies the very existence of
other minds apart from the representations of them mn the
mind of the solitary knower, 1s commutted to the 1llusoriness
of all professed intersubjective communication. Solipsism 1s
an essentially negative position and shares with agnosticism,
athetsm, etc., the inherent logical weaknesses of such a
philosophy. A negative proposition of existence cannot be
established by pure logic unless 1t can be shown that the
entity, the existence of which 1s under scrutiny, 1s a literal
self-contradiction, and certainly the supposition of a mind
or munds existing independently of my mind 1s not self-con-
tradictory. Neitther can a negative proposition be conclusively
established by experience—as some affirmative propositions
can—for the adsence of a describable entity from any
restricted domain of experience 1s no guarantee of 1its non-
existence. Every negative existentral proposttion 1s 1n realty
a proposition about the totahty of existents: “A does not
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exist” is equivalent to “No existent has the descriptive pro-
perties symbolized by A”. Experience could authenticate a
negative proposition of existence only if the two following
conditions were simultaneously fulfilled: (1) the existential
order were shown to consist of a fimte number of 1tems, and
(1) the existential order were exhaustively catalogued, with
the result that the entity whose existence 1s 1n question was
not found among 1ts constituents. Since these conditions are
never, 1n fact, satisfied, any proposition of non-custence 1s
highly problematic. The solipsist’s asserzzon of the existence
of himself as an introspective subject has—apart from the
difficulties 1nherent in the introspective situatton—a strong
presumption 1n 1ts favour; his demal of the existence and
cognizability of other subjects 1s supported only by such
tenuous and inconclusive considerations as: (1) the solipsist’s
ability to interpret all apparent mamfestations of other minds
in terms of the solipsistic hypothesis—for even the solipsist
does not deny that he and other subjects seem at times en
rapport—and (1) lis ability to refute all arguments which
have been adduced in favour of the opposing theory of
multiple subjects. As regards (1), 1t must be acknowledged that
solipsism 15 on the whole successful, the solipsist can, by the
exercise of ingenuity and resort to an occasional tour de force,
reduce other subjects to mere representations of s own mind.
This 1s not surprising since, according to the theory of inter-
subjective cogrition here defended, the other subjects are
known only referentially and by representation. Thus the
ability of the solipsist to give a reasonably coherent account of
intersubjective or soctal phenomena 1n terms of the solitary
mind does not 1n the least militate against the independent
existence of other subjects. As regards (n) the solipsistic
position is exceedingly vulnerable. Maintaining as it does the
negative proposition: “There are no subjects except the
solipsistic subject himself”, solipsism must be prepared to
meet every argument for the existence of other selves. The
solipsist 15 1 the uncomfortable position of a single warror
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who, although he occupies a seemingly impregnable position
and has hitherto successfully warded off every attacker, 1s yet
surrounded by so many potential enemies that no matter how
many he may destroy, he 1s constantly menaced by new
enemies and 1f only a single outsider succeeds in entering the
solipsistic fortress, his position 1s for ever lost.

The analogical argument, despite 1ts weaknesses as an
explanation of the mind’s ongynal apprehension of other minds,
1s damaging to solipsism. The belief in other minds may
originate 1n some empathetic response to other personalities
as 1t may rest upon some nstinctive sense of kind, but the
ground and justification of this belief 1s analogical reasoning.
I shall, accordingly, re-examine the analogical argument con-
sidered as a refutation of solipsism. The argument 1s briefly
and essentially this: there exists an observable correlation
between my bodily behaviour as perceptually observed and
my conscious processes as introspected, but I observe in others
(that 15 to say, in other human bodies) behaviour similar to
my own—behaviour which includes such complex and
highly integrated responses as articulate language professing
to report the other subjects’ inner thoughts and feelings. There
is, therefore, a strong presumption 1n favour of the existence
of other subjects who, like me, are capable of introspective
self-awareness. This argument conforms to the famihar
pattern of analogical reasoming. The other mund, whose
existence 1s posited, bears the same relation to his body as)
does my mind to 1ts body. Three items of this proportionality
are observable, namely, (1) my mind, (2) my body, (3) the
other body, whereas item (4), the other mind, 1s inferentially
supplied. This argument stated as a quasi-mathematical
proposttion becomes:

* MI:B1=M2:B2

where M, is my mind; Bzg'my body; M,, the other mind,
and B, its body. M;, B;, and B, are “known quantities” and
M, 1s the “unknown quantity” determinable by the equation.
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The inference to other minds is, as has heen already em-
phasized, mediated hy the correlation herween my mind and
my body. Not only 1s this correlation obvious to ordinary
observation, but 1t 1s confirmed 1n detail by the researches of
phystological psychology. The analogical argument for other
minds may be challenged on the ground that the empirical
correllation upon w hich 1t rests adduces only a single instance,
namely, the correlation of my mind with my body, and that
in the nature of the case this 15 the only nstance adducible.
The citation of other 1nstances of psycho-physical correlation
would be circular, for it would involve the admission of the
existence of other minds which 1s the very question at 1ssue.
Thus the analogical argument for other muinds 1s beset by a
limitation not encountered 1n those cases of analogical reason-
ing which have an adequate inductive basis. How, 1t will be
asked, can a generalizanon supported by a single instance
carry the heavy burden of the argument for other minds?
The answer to this plausible objection s that the psvcho-
physical correlation of M; with B; is not 1n fact a single
instance, but a summation of innumerable psychoses and their
concomitant bodily responses. The psycho-physical correla-
tion would thus have an adequate inductive foundation even
if solipsism were correct and I were the only person 1n
existence.

The analogical argument for the existence of other minds 1s,
like all analogical reasorung, inductive and hypothetical 1n 1ts

_procedure. The imual psycho-physical correlation between
consciousness and bodily response rests on induction, and the
positing of the existence of an alien subject correlated with
the observed behaviour of another 1s a philosophical hypo-
thesss which does not differ in 1its logical character from
exsstential hypotheses in science, such as the geological hypo-
thesis describing the conditions prevailing as centre of the
earth, astronomical hypotheses regarding the habitation of
another planet, or the chemical constitution of a remote star.
We accept the hypothesis of other minds similar to our own
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because this hypothesis is conformable with the behaviour
of other human beings, and because by attributing conscious-
ness to them we can more readily predict their behaviour than
on the assumption that they are mere unconscious automata.
The positing of other munds, since 1t rests on induction,
analogy, and hypothesis, can claim only probable truth—
never absolute certainty. Propositions about the existence and
the contents of other minds are not on this account inferior
to other propositions of science and philosophy, since all such
propositions are, with the possible exception of nspective
propositions, problematic 1n character. The affirmation of the
existence of another mind, though perhaps never equal to
the certanty of imnspective propositions, may attan a very
high depree of probabihty.
Since the analogjcal argument appeals to perceptual as well
{ as ntrospective evidence—B, and B, both being perceptual
)ob]ects—the question nevitably arises as to whether the
cogency of the argument depends upon the acceptance of
perceptual realism. Does the positing of other minds require
the real and independent existence of their bodies, or would
the analogical argument be valid even though my body and
the other body were nothing but phenomenal appearances to
the solitary mind? Now, although the analogical argument
for other minds 1s more plausible on the assumption of per-
ceptual realism, this assumption is not necessary to the argn-
ment. The argument appeals only to a phenomenal correlation
between the introspectively known processes of the cogmzing
mind and the extrospectively observed behaviour of his own
body and the bodies of others; 1t does not require at any stagé
the hypothesis of perceptual realism, namely, that my bod
and the percerved bodies of others exist independently of my
act of cognition and persist even when unpercerved by me. A
realistic interpretation of other minds may be established quite
independently of perceptual realism and the epistemological
solipsist 1n admitting the mere representation of other human
bodies within the solitary muind concedes all that is necessary
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for the purposes of the analogical argument for other minds.
The two essential steps 1n the analogical argument, namely,
(1) the correlation of my conscious processes as introspected
with my body as percerved, and (u) the discernment of an
essential similarity between my body and that of another,
may both be established at the phenomenal level without
making any assumption regarding the ontological or episte-
mological status of the bodily orgamsm. Perceptual realism
1s not involved n the argument for other minds and a per-
ceptual 1dealist can quite consistently affirm the reality of
other subjects.

Now solipsism 1s not alone 1n denying the possibility of
intersubjective cogmition, for obviously the extreme be-
haviounsst 1n denying the existence of all psychic subjects
abolishes at a single stroke the possibility of both ntro-
spective know ledge of oneself and extrospective know ledge of
other subjects. Thus behaviourism and solipsism, though
otherwise antithetical doctrines, agree in therr emphatic
repudiation of other minds. Behaviourism reduces other
persons to elaborate patterns of response, while solipsism|
reduces them to images resident in the solitary mind, but!
both equally dispense with foreign subjects as independent
psychic centres Behaviourism appears to be the more con-
sistent view, since it denies the existence of dot4 the cogmzing
subject and the foreign self cognized, whereas solipsismy
admits the former and denies the latter, but when the two!
positions are more closely examined, behaviourism 1s found,
to be the less tenable of the two. Behaviourism must acknow-
ledge the cognition of behaviour—for 1s not the behaviourstic
psychologist an expert 1n precisely this kind of knowledge >—
and yet how can knowledge of any sort exist without a cog-
mzing subject? If the behaviourist himself 1s—as his theory
would seem to demand—nothing but a system of behaviour
patterns, such a system cannot cognize and theorize about
other such systems.

The analogical argument for other subjects 15 valid even’
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though their bodily manifestations are, as idealists contend,
mere representations of the cogmzing subject. In other words,
a realistic interpretation of intersubjective cognition 1s quit

compatible with an ideahstic account of the perceptual suuaj
tton. The spiritual pluralisms of Berkeley and Leibniz have
been challenged because they employ the analogical argument
to escape from solipsism, and 1t 1s contended that this argu-
ment 1s inconclusive because these authors are commutted to
an 1dealistc interpretation of human and animal bodies. This
criticism 1s unfair because the analogical argument 1s found
upon close exammation to make no assumptions whatsoever
regarding the status of perceptual objects in general and of
bodily orgamisms in particular. There are, however, good
grounds for accepting the hypothests of perceptual realism 1n
preference to 1dealism erther of the pluralistic or absolutistic
type. Thus although intersubjective realism (the positing of
foreign subjects) may be established independently of per-
ceptual or physical realism (the positing of an external world)
the latter theory strengthens and reinforces the former. The |
continued existence of another subject during an inter-
perceptual interval 1s rendered more plausible on the reahstic
assumption that his body 1s a persistent object than on the,
1dealsstic assumption that 1t temporarily lapses from existence,
when unpercetved and 1s re-created when percerved again.
Suppose, for example, that I have conversed with another, that
1s to say, I have “perceived” his personality and then after
he has departed I continue 1n lis absence to believe 1n hlS}
existence and to think about his present state of mund. What are
the grounds and justification of this belief? On the hypothesis
of spiritual pluralsm and perceptual 1dealism, the affirmation
of another’s existence winle he was in my piesence was
validated by analogical considerations, but the assertion of
his continued existence now that he 1s no longer percerved by
me requires some additional proof, such as the appeal to the

principle of psychic conservation—a principle which when
carried to 1ts extreme limit yields one of the familiar arguments
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for the immortality of the soul. The sole justification of the
idealist’s belief 1n the continued existence of another self
during an interperceptual interval 1s that 1t affords the best
explanation of the reappearance of the same self at the end of
the interval. A physical realist, however, derives further con-
firmation of his belief 1n the continued existence of another
subject from his realistic affirmation of the continued existence
of the bodily conditions of consciousness The body persists
during the interperceptual interval, the mind 1s functionally
dependent upon the body, hence the mind continues to exist
also. Thus physical realism affords a more cons mncing vahda-
tion of the persistence of other centres of consciousness than
does idealism. i
The persistence of other minds during interperceptual
mtervals 1s not 1n all probabihty as uminterrupted as 1s pre-
sumably the existence of physical objects. There may be
prolonged lapses of consciousness during a dreamless sleep
or under the nfluence of anaesthettes and other drugs, or as
a result of bram injury—penods during which consciousness
is temporarily in complete abeyance. Moreover, 1t 15 quite
possible that there are brief gaps even in the normal, working
consciousness. Consciousness may be flickering and 1inter-
muttent like the successive images projected on a motion-
picture screen, which, although discrete, are resembling and
continuous. Even 1f consctousness were intermuttent 1t would
be exceedingly difficult to venfy the fact introspectively
because of the virtual indistingwshability of the conscious
state before and after the brief interval. Interruptions in the
stream of consciousness—whether of brief or long duration—
are not necessarily inimical to the persistence of other minds
during interperceptual intervals, for they preserve in spite of
such interruptions a virtual identity. A reahstic theory of
intersubjective cognition requires only that the other selA
shall exist at times when I am not percetving it and that its
existence at such times shall be substantally identical wath
actual states of that self perceived before and after the lapse.
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The most reliable evidence for the eistence of another self
at imes when he 1s unperceived by me 1s his own subscquent
report, based on memotv and introspection, that he existed at
such imes. Intersubjectn e realism, that 1s to sav the assertion
of the continued existence of other subjects and their inde-
pendence of being known by me, 1s like physical realism, an
hypothesis dependent upon indirect evidence.

The intwtional theory of interpersonal cogmtion enjoys a
wide acceptance, for there 1s no type of cogmuon—with the
posstble exception of introspection—which seems to be more
direct and immedrate. One’s numacy with another personali
1s surpassed only by one’s intimacy with oneself. I shall
therefore, proceed to examine the claims of intuitionism before
rejecting 1t n favour of a referennial theory of intersubjective
cogmuion The intwtional theory asserts that interpersonal
cogniion 1s direct and immediate—that when one subject
cogruzes another he apprehends that other’s conscious content
\precisely as each ntrospectively apprehends his own. The
privacy which 1s generally supposed to charactenze the
subjective 15 repudiated by the intwtional theory, for it
regards other minds as public objects. The ntutional
theory of interpersonal cogmtion 1s the presentattonal theory
of the perception of things extended to the perception of
persons. The presentational theory of perception affirms
that the colours, tastes, and other sensible qualities of
percerved objects are 1mmediately and 1dentically appre-
hended b~ all perciprents; similarly the intuitional theory of.
mterpersoml knowledge mantans that the thoughts, feelings,
emoticns, and volitions of one subject can under suitable
conditions be directly «crutinized by another subject. The
identical content vilnch you apprehend introspectively may
be apprehended mtersubjectively by me and in both cases
with the same immediacy, so that I can, under favourable
circumstances, inspect your subjective content precisely as
you can inspeet your ow,

Intuitionism of the form junt deseribed may be criticized in®
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| a purely formal way. Let us suppose that a subject, Sy, 1s.
inspecting a private, or rather on this view semi-private,
content, sav his feelmg of pain, P, and that another subject,
Ss, establishes ssmpathetic rapport with 5, so that he too
l simultaneously apprehends the 1dentical unpleasant feeling, P,
It 1s difficult to see how the intuitional theory can escape the
admussion that the feeling of pain, P, 1s as much S,’s feeling
as 1t 18 S;’s, with the consequence that P 1s a public quality
indistinguishable—except as to locus—{rom colours, tastes,
and other sense qualities The only difference between my
! experience of your pam and my experience of my own pain
1s that 1n the one case I localize 1t m vour body and 1n the other
Lcase T localize 1t in my own. Ths theory, by completely break-
ing down the barriers between minds, makes nonsense of
\interpersonal cognition.

The prevalence of the belief in the immediacy of cogmition
of other selv es 1s not surprising when one considers the facility
with which minds communicate when after repeated inter-
course they become highly sensitive to one another’s thoughts
and feehings. Between minds united by bonds of friendship or
love the illusion of temporary 1dentity 1s almost complete; such
minds have become i their own eves at least “two minds
with but a single thought”. The fusion of ego and alter-ego
into the unity of a Iugher self has been seriously affirmed by
romantic 1dealism with its apotheosis of the interpersonal
relation, but the theory rests upon a delustve feeling of identity
and cannot be defended as a serious epistemological hypothess.

A possible alternative to the intuitional theory, wlnch like

rt acknowledges direct interpersonal cogmtion, 1s the theory
' of mental transference implicit 1n the vague notions of mental
telepathssts and other occultists. The theory, although without
offical epistemological champions, 1s, nevertheless, in many
\respects superior to the highly respectable intuitional theory.
)Accordmg to this theory a “thought”, present at one time

1n the subject, S,, vanishes only to reappear at a later time 1n
some other subject, S,. The transfer 1s effected in some
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mysterious fashion without benefit of the sense organs of
the recipient or any other physical hinkage betw een the bodies
of the commumnicating subjects. The thought, #,, winch first
appears 1n Sy, 15 substantially, though perhaps not numerwcally,
identical with the thought ¢, 1n S;. The superionty of the
mental transference theory to the intuitional theory 1s 1ts ability
to preserve the privacy of the thoughts of different persons,
and yet to permut the appearance of the same idea n two
different minds. Mental transference does not obhterate the
gulf which separates one mund from another, but it does
permit two munds to apprebend in succession an identical
content. The principal objection to the mental transference
doctrine—apart from 1ts occultism 1n positing a mysterious
extra-sensory communication between minds—is 1ts assertion
of the substantial 1dentity of a given thought 1n two different
munds. How can the identity of a thought, #, 1n a mind, S,,
with a thought ¢,, which subsequently appears 1n a subject S,,
be meaningfully asserted when z; can never be directly scru-
tinized by S,, nor ¢, by S, ? Furthermore, 1f literal transference
actually takes place, #, would have to disappear from S, before
it could identically recur as z, in S,, but it 1s a matter of
common experience that I do notlose my thoughts as soon as I
have succeeded 1n communicating them to another. I continue
thinking my thoughts even after they have been shared with
another mind. Is 1t not much more reasonable to assert that
ty 15 an imagmative reconstructton by S, of a #, which has
been suggested to the latter through the medium of language?

The theory of interpersonal cognitton which has emerged
from the foregoing analysis 1s a referential theory analogous
to the referential theory of ordinary perceptton. The percep-'
tion of another mind 1s a reconstruction by the knowing
subject of the contents and processes private to other subjects.
Just as the ordinary percept consists of a sensuous nucleus
and an interpretative fringe, so in the perception of other
munds the perception of bodily behaviour affords a basts for
the inferential construction of a mund behind the bodily
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manifestations. My percept of another mind 1s my own
imaginative reconstruction of his subjectinity, and even when
I enter most sympathencally into the thoughts and feelings
of another, I remam at home with myself and only 1magina-
tively install myself within the private precincts of his inner
consclousness.

There 1s a sense 1n which everv person enjoys complete
and absolute privacy in that no one can share with him the
unique inspective and introspective know ledge which he has
of himself and of his states. This exclusiveness of the mental
life 1s a source of great comfort to many. I recall a friend who,
fearing the prospect of having his home invaded by outsiders,
remarked with great feeling: “Well, at least I shall not have
to hold mental open house.” He could tolerate having his
home overrun, but could imagine no more fiendish torture
than to have other minds encroaching on the privacy of his
consciousness and peering nto esery nook and corner of his
mind. Fortunately, every mind 1s protected against the en-
croachment of other minds by gulfs which William James has
described as the “widest 1n nature”." Another person may know
as much—indeed 1n some respects he may know much more—
about me than I know about the operations of my own mind,
but he cannot share with me the unique flavour which my
experiences possess by virtue of their being mine.

To sum up, the referential theory of interpersonal cognition
consists of two complementary tenets: (1) the affirmation of the
privacy of the individual subject, and (11) the assertion that
knowledge of other subjects 1s achieved by 1magnative recon-
struction on the basis of analogy. (1) The content of a given
subject is directly accessible to that subject and to no other.
I am incapable of literally sharing your sense data, your
memories, feelings, and emotions, and yet (u) the privacy of
your mental states does not preclude interpersonal communi-
cation, for I can imagmatively reconstruct your inner life.
The reconstruction and 1ts original reman, however, two

Y Principles of Psychology, vol 1, p 226.
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distinct things—the reconstruction 1s always my reconstruc-
tion and 1s limited 1n its range and richness by my own
capabilities and himutations of experience. My knowledge of
you 1s often as much a reflection of me as 1t 1s of you, and yet
clearly, although coloured by my personality, i1t differs from
my knowledge of Smuth or Jones. The inability of one mind
to become an object of direct acquaintance for another does
not preclude cognitive intercourse between the two. The
barriers between minds—wide though they be—are no more
insurmountable than those separating minds from physical
objects. When I perceive your body, I am as completely
1solared from the physical parts constituting it as I am from
your mind. Thus the referential theory of cognition apphcable
to the other types of cognition may be extended without
essential modification to embrace interpersonal cogmtion as
well.
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CHAPTER VII

Conceptual Knowledge'

THE mind tends to believe that there is a real object for every
thought it entertainsy This tendency to objectify 1s so deeply
rooted in man that he comes only gradually and reluctantly to
the recognition that there may be objectless thoughts: Percepts,
memories, 1maginings, and even dreams and hallucinations, are
all clung to with equal tenacity until the exigencies of life
render imperative a distinction between thoughts with and
thoughts warkout objects. The urge to objectify 15 by no means
confined to the plane of primitive and unreflective thinking;
1t persists on the higher levels of science and philosophy.
Not a few of the great philosophical systems of the past rest
on the assumption, usually tacit, though occasionally explicit,
that for every thought there must be an approprate object.
So frequent and so important 1s this assumption that 1t deserves
a label: let us refer to 1t hereafter as the “principle of objec-
tivity” or the “ontological postulate”. To mention a few
notable examples: Pythagoreanism involved the objectification
of the number-concept; the Eleatic philosophy is the entifica-
tion of the concept of Being; and the transformation by Plato
of the Socratic concepts into “forms” 1s mediated by the same
principle. Spmoza’s so-called rationalistic postulate—*the law
and order of things 1s the same as the law and order of 1deas”
—and even Hegel’s assumption that “the rational 1s the real
and the real 1s the rational” are vanants of the principle of
objectivity. ]

1 Ths chapter was ongunally published as an article entitled ‘““Concepts

and Objects™ in The Philosophucal Review, XLV, 4, pp 370-81, and 15 -
cluded 1n the present volume with the kind permission of the editors.
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The epistemological theories of the more radical of recent
realists represent a consistent and thoroughgoing application
of the principle of objectivity. A realist of the extreme type
finds objects for all mental representations whatsoever—
whether perceptual, conceptual, mmaginative, retrospective,
anticipatory, or hallucinatory. Perceptual realism 1s the theory
of the objectivity of perceptual knowledge. Similarly reahsm
in the scholastic sense postts universals as the objects of
conceptual knowledge. An analysis of the knowledge-situation
at the conceptual level 1s, accordingly, the proper approach
to the problem of umversals. 4

In what sense 1f any do concepts have objects? The radical
realist would reply that the universal 1s the literal object of a
concept 1n precisely the same way 1n which a physical thing 1s
the object of my percept, or an earlier state of my mind 1s the
object of an act of introspection. As the real physical tree 1s to
my perception of 1t, so 1s the universal “tree” to my concept
“tree”’~Indeed a universal may be defined as the literal and
appropriate object of an abstract or generic concept. Now if
the postulate of objectivity be valid, 1t 1s legitimate to
from the definition of universals to thelr objective reality. ThlS
we may call the ontological argument for universals. The
universal, at least so the argument runs, provides just the sort
of object which the concept demands. Moreover the theory
of untversals affords an admirably simple account of conceptual
knowledge—a correspondence theory of a priorz truth. Just
as the truth of perceptual knowledge isconsidered by many
to be a correspondence between percept and perceived object,
rational truth may be interpreted analogously as a correlation
between concepts and universals’ The theory 1s epistemologi-
cally intriguing, since 1t satisfies our natural craving for objec-
tivity and at the same time explains so simply the validity of
a priori knowledgeY but I fear that 1t 1s not well grounded.
Is not the plulosopher who relies on the objectivistic postulate
a vicim of wishful thinking? What assurance has he that
reality provides just those conceptual objects which the realistic
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temper of mind so fondly desires? A realm of logical or neutral
entities complicates the whole metaphysical situation to such
an extent that 1t should be resorted to only after every other
expedient has failed. Is 1t not possible to do justice by the
objectvity or seeming objectivity of the concept without
acknowledging objective meanings, essences, or universals?

Thus the man problem confronting a non-realistic theory
of conceptual cognition 1s one of accounting for the transcen-
dent or objective reference of the concept. Having deprived
the concept of 1ts literal object, some other way of interpreting
1ts objectrvity must be found. There are at least four devices
for accomplishing this. (1) The object of the concept 1s a class
or aggregate of particulars. (2) The object of the concept is
the relation of resemblance or similanty between particulars.
(3) The concept has no literal but only a hypothetical or sup-
posttitious object. (4) The object of the concept 1s a diaphanous
universal, resident in the particulars. These devices are by no
means mutually exclusive. Indeed the conceptualism defended
in this paper combines views 1, 2, and 3.

Proposition 1 1s valid within limits and subject to certan
qualifications. It 1s necessarily restricted in 1ts application to
concepts of actually existing things. The object of my concept
of a class of exstent things—such as tables, books, trees,
men—is the totality of the members of the class. It 1s to be
observed that the totality does not exist as an objective fact;
the individuals exist, but they constitute a totality only for the
mind which selects them. The selection may be arbitrary, but
1t 1 usually governed by a principle or purpose.

Resemblance or stmilanity 1s the guiding principle 1n the
constitution of most if not all actual classes. And thus we see
that proposition 2 is a necessary supplement to proposttion I
if classes are to be more than haphazard selections of indi-
viduals. Individuals are selected by the mind to form an
aggregate because of their resemblance in some significant
respect, and thus resemblance has to be incorporated into the
complete defimtion of conceptual objectivity. The object of
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the concept is not the bare particulars, but the particulars in
their resemblance to one another. This statement 1s not to be
nterpreted as meaning that the relation of resemblance is a
real entity on a par with the resembling particulars; on the
contrary the hypostatization of resemblance 1s almost as objec-
tionable as the realistic entification of universals from which
we are now trymng to escape. But if resemblance 1s not an
objective relation subsisting between the resembling terms,
what zs 1ts status? We cannot reply that it is purely subjective,
dependent entirely on the mind’s act of comparison, for
resemblance 1s too umform and coercive to be disposed of 1n
this way. I can no more refuse to acknowledge the similarity
of two red patches before my eyes than I can avoid seeing the
patches themselves when my eyes are open and the other
conditions of vision are fulfilled. From this 1t must be con-
cluded that comparison reveals but does not generate simi-
larity. Even though the similarity itself 1s not objecttve, there
must be an objective ground or basis for the stmilarity dis-
covered by comparison. The real or objective basis of quah-
tative similarity 1s not, we insist, a simularity between the
terms apart from the act of comparson, it 1s a quantitative
or structural 1dentity between the objects capable of producing
stmilar sense-qualities 1n us. The two objects are not m them-
selves similar, but they are so constituted that, when they are
simultaneously apprehended by the mind and are compared,
they are immediately—one 1s tempted to say intuitively—
recognized as resembling one another. To be sure 1t may be
convenient to speak of a resemblance between physical objects,
just as we commonly ascribe the sense-qualities to them; but
this usage 1s not strictly accurate. The epistemologist cannot
afford to confuse the similarity between two red patches with
the identity of surface-structure of the corresponding physical
objects and the equality of the light-waves emanating from
the two surfaces. Qualitative resemblance depends partially on
the comparing mind and partially on the structure of the
objects. Resemblance, conceived in this way, is an essential
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factor in the concept; the object of the concept 1s the aggre-
gation of resembling particulais.

Proposition 3 1s also indispensable 1n the interpretation of
the more abstract concepts of science, mathematics, and philo-
sophy. There is at least a reasonable doubt whether the
physical concepts of the atom, the electron, energy, and the
like—1involving, as they do, elaborate inferences and construc-
tions—have literal objects. But whether we adopt a literal or
a fictional view of the concepts of natural science, we cannot
deny that mathematical concepts like number and infimty,
and philosophical categories like possibility, contingency, and
negation, are only quasi-objective.

Proposition 4 I reject entirely. The attenuated universal,
however thinly spread over a number of particulars, 1s still a
unversal. A universal “in” the particulars 1s no less objection-
able than the umversal “above” or “behind” the particulars.
If anything, the universal fused with the particular 1s less
intelligible than the umversal which stands apart.

Although we quite naturally speak of the object of a concept,
1t 1s clear from what has just been said that such an object does
not hiterally exist. The concept 1s “objective”, ze. 1t “intends”
an object; but there 1s no reason to suppose that there 1s an
actual entity corresponding to the concept. While the concept
may have no actual or venidical object, 1t always has a hypo-
thetical or supposititious object.

Let us now analyse the entire conceptual situation 1n order
to discover the nature of the concept’s objectivity. The concept
wself 15 an existentially unique and unrepeatable mental event.
This means that the concept 1s a determinate existent occurring
at a given time 1n the conscious life of an individual mind. It
cannot be literally shared by more than one mind nor can 1t
recur 1dentically even 1n the same mind. My present concept
of “chair” and the one which I entertained yesterday are
numerically distinct and quahtatively different psychologcal
occurrences. This 1s not to deny that the two concepts may
be concepts of the same “object” and thus, 1n a sense, the same
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concept. Even more obviously the concept of chair now
entertancd by my neighbour 1s quite distinct from mine, but
here likewise our disparate concepts may have a common
reference or meaning which permits us to converse about
chairs 1n the “abstract”. When we say that the same concept
cannot be shared by more than one mind and that the 1dentical
concept cannot recur in the individual mind, we are employing
the terms “same” and “identical” 1n a strict and absolute sense.
For the 1dentical recurrence of a concept, the original concept
would have to reappear unmodified and unchanged. The
“concept” cannot escape the corrupting influences of time.
Absolute identity, if there were such, would virtually Lft the
concept out of time. The annihilation of temporal distinctions
in the etermty of the concept i1s a misconception for which
the supposed timelessness of universals 1s largely responsible.
Epistemologssts 1 hypostatizing and eternalizing the concept
and 1n assuming that a concept can be identically repeated in
more than one mind are unconsciously embracing the theory
of umversals. Even associationist psychology with 1ts incor-
ruptible “ideas” which appear and reappear 1n varying com-
binations, has unwittingly fostered the universals of an
outmoded philosophy. Are not simple 1deas as epitomizations
of sense-qualities suspiciously like the essences of traditional
realism?

The abandonment of the absolute identity of the concept
gives rise to certain difficulties. How 1s 1t possible to explain
the ability of the mind to define and fixate concepts, to adhere
consistently to definitions throughout long sequences of
reasoning, and to communicate to others precisely defined
concepts? These questions are crucial, and the ability or
inability of any form of conceptualism to deal with them will
determine the worth of the position. The solution of these
difficulties is noz to be found in the concept regarded as a
brute psychological fact—a bare particular in the stream of
mental events. Heremn lies the fallure of nominalism 1n its
extreme form. The clue to the concept’s constancy of meaning
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and objectivity of reference 1s to be found 1n the psychological
factor of intent by which we have sought to account for the
transcendence of other forms of knowledge.

The concept 1s characterized by “intent”; that 1s, it contains
within 1tself a reference beyond 1tself. The intentional aspect
of the concept 1s perhaps 1ts most elusive and 1neffable feature.
Other primary dimenstons of the concept, quality, intensity,
and duration, are farly easy to identify and describe; but
intent seems to defy the analytical and descriptive procedure
of psychology. So much so that not a few psychologists have
failed to take account of it altogether. We do not propose to
explain /ow a concept is capable of a transcendent reference;
we do, however, insist ¢kaz 1t has this ability. There can be no
doubt about the reality of intent as a psychic fact. The “intent”
of a concept 1s revealed by careful and painstaking introspec-
tion to be as inseparable from 1t as 1ts intensity and duration.
The concept deprived of 1ts intent would lapse into a condition
of pure aesthests. Intent 1s not a mere addendum, supertmposed
on a pre-existent concept; the concept is intrmnsically and
inahienably intentional. When 1t ceases to be intentional, 1t
ceases to be a concept.

Intent we described as that “within a concept which refers
beyond 1tself”. This formula, vague though 1t seems, 1s accu-
rate, and should suffice for the identification of intent when
we come upon it n our conscious experiences. Intent 1s the
name for the self-transcendence of the concept, the fact that
1t points to or “intends” an object. I cannot entertain a concept
unless 1t be the concept of something. I have a concept of a
table, of a triangle, or of a number; 1n each case the preposition
of expresses my intent or meaning.

The difficulty of describing intent is 1n large measure due
to the fact that it 1s peculiarly a conscious attribute and has
no exact analogue 1n the physical world. Mental duration is
analogous to the duration of physical events; the same is true
of intensity, quality, and other fundamental traits of conscious-
ness. But not so with “intent”. One physical object cannot,
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in itself, mean or intend another physical object. To be sure,
words on a written page or sounds spoken or heard may have
a meaning, but solely because of the supervention of a mind.
Indeed, intent 1s so pecuharly mental that it might well be
taken as a defining trait of the mental. A mental event 1s one
which can be the vehicle of meaning; intent 1s a very satis-
factory criterion of mentality.

The elusiveness of intent or meaning has led some psycho-
logists as well as philosophers to deny 1its existence and to
view 1t as subszstentzal. No more indefensible procedure can
be imagined. The nature of meaning 1s 1n no wise clarified by
relegating it to a mbo of subsistence. If meaning 1s difficult
to comprehend, the mystery 1s 1f anything increased by trans-
porting it from the realm of existence to that of subsistence.
As well might one argue that a vague organic sensation or a
subtle and indescribable emotion is a subsistent meaning. Like
any other psychic phenomenon intent belongs to the existential
world.

The relational theory of meaning to which the intentional
theory 1s opposed asserts that meaning is a umque and 1nde-
finable relation obtaining between terms in themselves mean-
ingless. Thus two terms, say a symbol and the thing symbolized,
a concept and 1ts object, are conjoined by the meaning-relation.
This view of the meaning-situation, if 1t 1s not entirely false,
1s certainly musleading. In the first place, 1t assumes that the
meaning-relation, while it may obtamn between a mental
representation, say a concept or a judgment, and its object,
may equally well obtain between objects independent of the
mind. My thought 1s meaningfully related to its object, but
objects may according to this theory mean or symbolize one
another without benefit of mind. Now we have seen that
intent, which is only another name for meaning, is an inalien-
able property of the mind, and that extra-mental objects are
meaningfully related to one another only through the good
offices of the mind. Whatever our view of other relations the
meaning-relation 1s most assuredly mind-constituted. The locus
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of meaning 1s the interpreting mind, and were all minds
annihilated meaning would entirely vamish from the world.
The intentional theory of meaning 1s idealistic to the extent
that meaning 1s mind-derived and mund-dependent; 1t 1s
compatible with certain tenets of realzsm 1n that the items to
which meaning 1s attibuted may be and indeed usually are
independent of the mind. The symptom which reveals disease
1s as real and objective as the disease 1itself, and the two are
connected by an objective relation, causal or some other; but
the meaning resides solely in the mund of the physician who
makes the diagnosis. Meaning does not exist 1n 1ts own right,
but 1s projected by the interpreting mind.

From what has just been said, 1t 1s evident that meaning 1s
not in the strict sense a relation. It 1s a relating activity, which
inheres in the interpreting mind but does not hold besween the
terms themselves. As such 1t belongs under the category of
quality, not of relation. However, meaning zs quasi-relational.
When things are meaningfully co-present to the mind, 1t 1s
as if there were a relational bond between them. No harm will
result from speaking of meaning as a relation between terms
provided we are not betrayed by this mode of expression 1nto
hypostatizing the relation. The relational theory of meaning
has, however, a dangerous tendency to affiliate itself with a
realistic theory of subsistent entities. The meaning-relation,
if 1t be divorced from mind, can only be regarded as a logical
or neutral entity; for it 1s clearly no: physical. In terms of the
relational theory, the conceptual situation would be described
as follows: the concept and its obyect, a umversal, are jomed
by the meaning-relation, also a umversal. The intentional theory
offers a greatly simplified account of conceptual knowledge:
the concept 1s essentially and inherently symbolic or meaning-
ful; and though it has no literal object, yet it has objectivity
in the referential sense.

It 1s necessary at this point to introduce a further complica-
tion 1n the description of the symbolic function of the concept.
Conceptual knowledge involves what I shall hereafter refer
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to as multiple intent or multiple symbolism. The concept as
we described 1t above 1s an exstentially unique and unrepeat-
able mental occurrence; the same concept cannot be shared
by two different minds, nor can the absolutely 1dentical concept
recur 1n the “same” mnd. Thus 1s, of course, not to deny that
numerically distinct concepts may have the same meaning and
thus to all intents and purposes be the same concept or more
accurately be the concept of the same thing. My present concept
of “chair” and the one which I entertained yesterday are
numerically distinct and qualitatively different, yet in some
way, the explanation of which I shall undertake later, each of
these concepts suffices for the 1dentification of any given chair
as a charr and not a table or desk. In similar fashion the
concept which I have of chair and the concept possessed by
my neighbour have a common meaning despite the gulf which
separates our minds—a meaning which enables us to refer
unambiguously to and communicate about chairs and therr
properties. I have described this situation as a phenomenon of
“multiple symbolism™ because any one of a number of symbols,
in this case concepts, can refer to any one of a number of
objects. Thus conceptual cognition 1s a far more comphcated
affarr than 1t 1s usually supposed to be. A multiplicity of con-
cepts, a, b, ¢, d, etc.—existing at different times 1n the same
mind or even in different minds—nevertheless have the same
meaning 1n that eack symbolizes any member of a class of
objects p, g, r, s, etc. Any member of a “family” of concepts
refers to any member of a “family” of objects. The situation
1s analogous to that which would obtan in a communistic
soctety 1 which by multiple marriage every male member
was regarded as the husband of every female member, and
every female member the wife of every male. Such a com-
bination of polyandry and polygamy is the exact analogue of
the relation between a set of concepts and 1ts corresponding
set of objects. Many different concepts of chair may be framed,
yet each of these psychologically diverse concepts indiscrimi-
nately denotes any and all chairs. The multiplicity is on the

139



The Analysis of Knowledge

side of both concepts and objects, There is a “one-to-many
correspondence” between concepts and objects, as also between
objects and concepts. The set or ““family ” of concepts 1s related
to the set of objects 1n such a way that eack member of the
first set symbolizes any member of the second set. The fact
of multiple symbohsm 1s indisputable, 1ts explanation is quite
another matter. The question now confronting us 1s: How
is multiple symbolism possible? How can many concepts
symbolize one object and how can onz concept symbohize many
objects? Or more accurately, how can anv one of many con-
cepts symbolize any one of many objects? Muluple symbolism
is the very heart and core of conceptual knowledge, its
explanation should clarify many of the obscunties of con-
ceptual knowledge and thereby contribute to the solunion of
the perenmal problem of universals Tradinonal nominalism
and conceptualism have been defectrn e mainly because of their
apparent mabihty to explain how one name or concept can
represent a class of particulars, a defect which has driven many
into the camp of the realists.

Multiple symbolism depends upon and 15 partially analysable
into simple or direct symbolism. By simple or non-multiple
symbolism is meant the ability of a single, umtary symbol,
say a percept, to represent a unitary object. In thus type of
symbolism there 1s a “one-to-one” instead of a “one-to-many”
correspondence between symbol and symbolized. The psycho-
logical basis of non-multuple symbohism has already been
analysed 1 the discussion of “intent”. Tt 1s by wvirtue of
“intent” that a unitary symbol denotes 1ts object. My percept
intends, and 1n that sense symbolizes, a percerved object, one
extra-mental object symbolizes another such object, because
the mund projects 1ts own intent nto the first object. This
fact of “mtent” is to be accepted as an ultimate and inex-
plicable trait of consciousness. The psychological principle of
mtent is sufficient to account for symbolism of the simple or
rudimentary variety, but a supplementary psychological prin-
ciple 15 requiste 1n complex symbolism.
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The psychological principle which must be introduced to
account for multiple symbolism 15 the elementary law of
recognition: an object once apprehended by a mind is recog-
nized on 1ts reappearance, provided, of course, the mind has
retained an impression of the object. Depending as 1t does on
the mind’s power to retain an impression of the object, recog-
nition is a mnemic phenomenon, but 1t 15 much more than
this. Mere retention 1s not recogmtion, although of course
without retention there could be no recogmtion. The modus
operand: of recognition need not concern us here. We accept
the synthesis of recogmtion as, for our present purposes, an
ultimate and irreducible psychic fact—just as we have hitherto
accepted intent—and proceed at once to umlize 1t in the
explanation of the concept’s multiplicity of reference. Recog-
mtion 15 among the most rudimentary of the mind’s functions.
{t 1s biologically indispensable; a complex organism could not
successfully adapt itself to its environment without this
capacity for recogmtion. It 1s like all rudimentary functions
well exemplified 1n child-behaviour. Even a very young child
gives evidence of recognizing a familiar object. If his toy 1s
taken from Inm and 1s subsequently returned, there can be no
doubt of his joy of recognition when 1t reappears. The two
presentations, different as they are in superficial respects, are
sufficiently alike to be 1dentified. Moreover, a new toy sumilar
to the onginal will produce the same glow of recogmtion,
for the child 1s unable to discriminate between his particular
toy and other toys of the same type. Nevertheless he has
atraned a concept, nebulous and marticulate, but none the
less genuine. Further discrimination, aided by the acquisition
of speech, will serve to clarify and further specify the concept,
but the germ of the concept 1s found in the first faint glimmer
of recogmition.

There are few psychological principles more universal in
their scope and application than the principle of recognition.
The principle is operative 1n the formation of al/ concepts,
ranging from the ordinary class-concepts of common sense to
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the most exalted concepts of philosophy;, the categories. A few
examples will emphasize the réle of recognition 1n the forma-
tion of conceptions. Consider first the concept of the visual
quality, red. Two or more patches of the same shade of red
are so recognized; likewise several reds of differing shades.
Upon these recognitions depends the meaning of the concept
“red”. The more generalized concept of “colour” depends
upon the recognition of similarities between red and the other
members of the spectral series. By a continuation of the same
process, the mind readily ascends to the concept of “quality”.
Now quality, representing the most highly generalized concept
along thus particular line of advance, 15 a category or categoral
concept.

One can trace out a parallel conceptual sertes which begins
not with a simple sense-quality but with organizations of
sense-qualities, so-called sensible objects. A certain organiza-
tion of sense-qualities 1s called a rose. The charactenstic rose-
pattern 1s repeated 1n the successive appearances of an
individual rose as also 1n different roses. The concept “rose”
1s a symbol for this structural pattern; the sense-qualities may
vary, but so long as the essental pattern 1s preserved the com-
plex remains a rose. In similar fashion an individual mind ot
personality 1s a structure or configuration of mental attributes
and functions. I discover such a constant configuration within
myself; I recogmze myself or have a concept of myself. By
vanous mnvolved constructions I can form a concept of other
conscious selves and even of pure selfhood. By a further effort
of generalization I can attamn the concept of substantiality or
indrviduation, the terminal concept along this line of advance,
and therefore a category. In all these cases, the multiple apph-
cation of the concept depends upon the mind’s recognition of
quabitative and structural similarities between the several 1tems
to which the concept refers.

The foregoing analysis of the conceptual situation has
provided an answer, albeit tentative and provisional, to the
question: “In what sense does the concept have an object?
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The concept is noz objective 1n the sense of having a universal
as 1ts literal object. It is, however, objective 1n so far as it
means or intends a multiplicity of particulars, qualitatively or
structurally similar. If this definition of objectivity be adopted,
then evidently all concepts are objective, 1n so far as they
intend or point to objects beyond themselves—even though
these objectives are sometimes supposititious and hypothetical.
The fictitious concept “nothingness” 1s objective in precisely
the same way as the veridical concept of a class of existent
things. Conceptualism with 1ts redefimtion of the objectivity
of the concept 1s a genuine alternative to realism with 1ts
abstract universals and nominalism which is unable to trans-
cend the unmitigated particularity of the concept.
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Categorial Knowledge .

TxE plilosophical categories have been invested by tradi-
tional philosophy with a peculiar dignity and authonty. They
were set apart by Arnstotle from the general run of concepts
and they continued during the Middle Ages to occupy a
posttion of pre-eminence among untversals. During the early
modern period there was little discussion of the categories
as such, but they were restored to their exalted position by
Kant, and Hegel’s system 1s the most exaggerated historical
example of a categoral philosophy? Now while 1t would be
absurd to minimize the sigruficance of the categories, since no
metaphysical inquiry can proceed without employing concepts
like substance, existence, possibility, and negation, yet the
extreme deference and respect with which the categories have
been treated by many philosophers has tended to shield them
from the cntical scrutiny to which all plulosophical concep-
tions must submit>The glorification of the categories with
their consequent solation from the ordinary concepts of
common sense and science explains 1n part the barrenness of
the logical theory of the categoties. The theory of the cate-
gories in traditional logic was a thing apart, which was rarely
brought 1nto frustful relation with other branches of logcal
mquiry. The true nature of the categories and their relations
to one another and to other concepts are disclosed only if
they are brought down from their exalted position and forced
to mingle on terms of equality with the ordinary run of
concepts. \The categories, -after the overthrow of the aristo-
cracy of universals, are beginning to assume their proper
places in a democracy of concepts,
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The traditional exaltation of the categories 1s in terms of a
realism of universals; the categories are universals and as such
belong to a logical realm 1 SUPETIOT 10 the existential order of
events in space and time? Furthermore, the categories are at
the very top of the hierarchy of universals; they not only
qualify for admission to the higher order of being, the realm
of universals, but they occupy the dominating position within
that realm. A category may be defined in realistic terms as
an ultimate and wrreducible universal, a umwersal which can
neither be resolved into nor subsumed under a higher umwversal.
The realistic defimtion of category tends to remove the
categories from the existential world and to destroy their
commerce with other conceptions of common sense, science,
and philosophy. The only way to bring the categories down to
earth 1s to repudiate realism and to embrace some form of
nominalsm or conceptualism. The crudity of the older forms
of nominalism and conceptualism rendered them unequal to
the exacting requirements of a philosophical theory of the
categories, but present-day conceptualism, availing itself of
the results of psychological and epistemological analysss, is
mn a position to do justice by the categories on the plane of
factuality.

The theory of concepts outlined in the last chapter sought
to take account of conceptual objectivity without resorting
to the extremity of a realism of untversals. I shall first briefly
summarize that account of the nature and function of the
concept 1n general and then seek to assimilate the categories
to a conceptual scheme constructed 1n terms of 1t.

Conceptual knowledge designates the apprehension of
objects other than particular concrete individuals. We may, 1f
we choose, adhere to the termmology of realism and call all
such objects universals—provided we do not ascribe to such
, universals an umque subsistential status. Universals, according
to this usage, would embrace the referential “objects of our
abstract and conceptual thought. Such objects, although not
real 1n any ontologic sense, are epistemucally meaningful and
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significant. The conceptual knowledge of “untversals” will
then be set over against the knowledge of “particulars” gained
by perception and 1ts dervatives, perceptual memory and
imagmation, and by introspective self-knowledge and the
perception of other selves. These latter forms of knowledge,
even 1n their illusory and hallucinatory forms, at least profess
to be conversant with particular existents. In perceptual
knowledge, I apprehend some particular sense object, a table,

book, a tree, or a building; the percept means or intends a
single concrete object.” There 1s supposedly a simple one-
one relation between the percepts and the percerved objects.
Similarly 1n memory, when I recall the face of an absent friend,
an event of my childhood, or the interior of an adjacent room,
my memory image intends or refers to a single remembered
object. The object of memory or of historical knowledge no
longer exists as I now retrospectively enviston it, yet there
is the characteristic one-to-one correspondence between the
present memory and 1ts past object. In imagination, the
1magned object may never have existed and yet 1t 1s thought
of as an umque particular of the existential sort. And, finally,
conscious selves and their contents are thought of as exis-
tential particulars, although very different in nature from
perceptual objects. But when we attain the level of conceptual
knowledge all this 1s changed; the conceptual object or uni-
versal 15 no longer thought of as a single concrete object 1n
the existential order. Tt 15 concerved exther as a pattern or type
which 15 repeated with vanatons i different particulars, or
perhaps as a umversal essence which pervades the particulars
which embody 1t. The apprehension of even the simplest of
concepts, say, “‘chair’”’ or “tree’””, involves a cognitive situation
of greater complexity than that mvolved in perception,
imagination, memory, or introspection. The concept “intends”
not a single object but a multiplicity of objects, and thus the
one-one relation of perception and its 1mmedsate derrvatives
15 replaced by the one-many relation of conception. The
principle according to which the “many” are selected is
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ordinarily a qualitattve or a structural resemblance, but the
selection may be governed by any other principle which con-
vemence dictates“The generic concept with 1ts multiple repre-
sentation 1s transformed into a conceptual universal by a
process of unification. The conceptual universal refers not only
to the collection of individuals which constitute the class,
but also to the umtary character which supposedly pervades
all members of the class. The essential umty of a class may
have no ontological status over and above the resembling
qualities or repeated structural patterns in the several members
of the class, yet this does not prevent 1ts being thought of or
intended by the concept. Thus, while disbelieving 1n essences,
we may acknowledge that the notion of essential unity is part
of the meaning of a concept. The concepts of whiteness,
triangularity, justice, and the like are meaningful, even though
these essences have no reality apart from white objects,
triangles, and mdividual just acts. So remarkable are the
mind’s powers of conceptualization that it can by elaborate
processes of abstraction, generalization, and fictionalization
attain to the concepts of number, infinity, zero, nothingness,
possibility, and the like. The remainder of the present chapter
will be largely devoted to an account of the genesis and
meaning of the basal concepts of knowledge, the philosophical
categories.

A category is a concept 1n the sense 1n which concept has
just been defined. Like any other generic concept 1t refers to
the totality of items embraced under the concept. Thus the
category of existence 1s the concept of existent things; the
category of quality 1s the class of all qualities. The category is
related referentially to its instances, precisely as the ordinary
class-concept “man” 1s related to Smith, Brown, Jones, and
other individual men. But, it may be objected, “If a category
is a concept, what distinguishes a category from a non-
categorial concept?” “What 1s the place of the categories in
the scheme of co’ncepts ?” 1 shall contend that a categonal
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concept differs from any other generic concept solely in its
comprehensiveness and generality. A cazegory, conceptualis--
tically defined, 1s then a concept of high generality and wide
application.

While a categorial concept refers primarily to the multiple
mstances of the concept, each category also envisages a
unitary character which supposedly pervades the many
exemplifications of the categories. The general tendency of the
mind to postulate an 1dentical substrate underlying all members
of a class operates with especial strength 1n the case of the
categores. Thus the category of existence 1s concerved to be a
peculiar mode of being which spreads itself “over” or “under”
all existent things. The category of quality 1s an umque deter-
mination of all actual qualities. Now even though one may be
disposed to repudiate on metaphysical grounds the theory of
pervasive categorial essences, it cannot be denied that the
categories are actually thought of i this way. The category
of existence 1s attained by substantializing and hypostatizing
that umque and indefinable mode of being which resides in
every existent thing. Thus the category of existence 1s the
class-concept “existent”, plus the notion of an 1dentical
character resident 1n all existents.

The categories since they differ only in generality from
other class-concepts are arrived at by progressive generaliza-
tion of concepts. A category 1s a terminus reached i the
subsumption of a lower under a higher class-concept. The
only “deduction” which can be given for a category 1s an
exposition of how the category may be reached by ascending
from sensuous and perceptual particulars, through the imter-
mediate class-concepts, to the category mn question. This
procedure 1s more properly called a “derivation” than a
“deduction”; its purpose is not, like the Kantian “deduction
of the categories”, the validation of the categories, but merely
the explication of their meaning by reference to experience.
Every category then 1s empirical 1n that while it may not
actually be exemplified in experience, 1t can always be traced
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back to sources in experience. Whatever meaning it has
accrues to 1t directly or indirectly fiom the sensuously or the
introspectively given.

The objection will perhaps be raised that the class-concept
theory of categories works very well so long as 1t 1s restricted
to categories like existence and quality of which there are
actual instances, but it breaks down when one seeks to extend
1t to categories like negation and possibility which do not
admit of exemplification. There are existents and there are
qualities, but 11 may reasonably be doubted whether there
are real non-existents or real possibles. My reply to ths
objection is that even 1n the case of exemplified categories like
exsstence and quality, the meaning of the concepts derives
from existents and quahities considered not as actual but as
referred to or mtended. The meaning of any concept does
not depend upon the actuality of the items referred to, but
merely upon their character as referents. Thus negation and
possibility may be regarded as concepts which embrace non-
entittes and posstbles as referents. Just how an empirical
meaning may be assigned to unexemphfied and perhaps un-
exemplifiable concepts like negation and possibility will be
considered when we examine these categories. The eliciting
of the categories from expertence 1s thus not always a simple
process of abstraction and generalization. A sensuous category
like quality 1s attamned by ascending from particular qualia to
generic concepts like red, blue, colour, etc., and finally to
quality 1tself as a summum genus. But the less sensuous cate-
gories like thinghood or possibility are the products of creative
and constructional activities of thought i addition to mere
abstraction and generalization. Such constructional categories
are distinctly pragmatic 1n their origin and function, having
been devised by the human mind to cope more effectively
with the experiential order than is possible by abstraction
alone. But however far removed the non-sensupus categories
may seem to be from the “given” they are not spun out of
thin air 1n utter disregard ‘of the nature of experience, but are

149



The Analysis of Knowledge

1n every case suggested by experience and derive their meaning
from indirect reference to the experientially given

Although experience perhaps suggests a certain categorial
system, 1t does not uquely determine a g1ven set of categories
so that it and no other 1s coercive. Alternative categoral
schemes may be devised for the interpretation of experience,
just as may alternative geometries or alternative logics, and
the choice of a certain scheme 1n preference to 1its nvals 1s
dictated solely by its greater success in integrating and or-
gamzing the experiennal data from which every scheme of
categories ultimately departs. A categorial scheme which 1s
adequate at one time may prove weak and meflectual at a later
stage of intellectual inquiry. Indeed, the history of plilosophy
may be interpreted in one of its most important aspects as
the progressive redefimuon of fundamental categories of
human thought and discourse. No one categorial system
possesses an absolute and inherent necessity; rather does each
enjoy a temporary and limited capactty for ordering and
arranging the body of human knowledge. We have previously
noted that all attempts to “deduce” the categories, 1n the
sense of establishing their absolute necessity and authomnta-
trveness, are 1n the nature of the case unsuccessful. Kant’s
elaborate and highly ingenious demonstration that the cate-
gories are presuppositions of the very possibility of experience
and that as a consequence they are a priorz valid for experience
1s far from convincing. From the factuality of the categores
in experience, thetr coerciveness and legislauve force, even
within the domain of experience, cannot be derived. The pre-
suppositional method by which Kant seeks to “deduce” the
categories 1s found when subjected to close scrutiny to be
nothing but the familiar method of hypothesis masquerading
as demonstrative proof! No more successful 1s the Hegelran
deduction of the categores. Hegel’s vahdation of any given
category 1s accomplished by eliciting 1t, in accordance with
the dialectical method, from earher categories 1n the categonal
system. The deduction of any given category 1s found on close
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examination to be spurious, for the distinctive meaning of the
new category, instead of being actually elicited from ats pre-
decessors, is surreptitiously smuggled 1n from experience. But
even if the entire panel of categories of Hegel’s Logic were a
completely integrated system of categorial meanings, neither
the system nor any of 1ts members would thereby be validated.
Such a categorral system, comprehensive though 1t be, could
not claim an absolute and inherent vahdity, for the elaboration
of an alternative system of categories partially or entirely
exclusive of the Hegelian can always be envisaged. If the
Hegelian system of philosophical categories were unique 1n
that no alternative system suggested 1tself which could not
be assimilated to the Hegelian, then this one system would be
established, so to speak, by default; but even under these cix-
cumstances the one available system would continue to be
merely problematic and hypothetical.

Although a scheme of the categories cannot be “deduced”
1n an absolute and exclusive sense, there are certain desiderata
of a categorial philosophy by reference to which a given
panel of categories may be found preferable to rival schemes.
The requirements of a “good” set of categories closely parallel
those for a “good” hypothesis. An acceptable scheme of cate-
gories must be: (1) consonant with the empirical order, that
1s to say, all the concepts must admit of meaningful application
to the experiential world, (2) cokerent 1n the sense that the
several categories are logically interrelated and the reciprocal
relations between the categories are clearly definable and,
(3) comprehensive 1n that 1t contains concepts commensurable
with the richness and diversity of experience and knowledge.
The most that can be said mn favour of any proposed scheme of
categories s that 1t shall be empirically meaningful, logically
integrated, and ontologically inclustve. By these canons and
these alone are the categorial philosophies of the past to be
judged, and when this 1s undertaken the classical systems of
Anstotle, Kant, and Hegel will be found conformable to them
to a remarkable degree. The question of the hteral truth of
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categories is irrelevant and meaningless. Categories do not
admut of strict truth and falsity, but merely of greater or less
adequacy to the content of expertence. There are powerful and
significant categories, hke possibility and negation which,
though purely fictional, are almost indispensable to the frame-
work of knowledge. Such epistemic categories though they
do not admit of empirical exemplification, and could not by
any stretch of logic be characterized as “true”, have a sigm-
ficant reference to experience by virtue of the fact that they
enter into precisely definable relations with ontologic categories
like actuality and existence.

The conceptualistic or constructional view of the categories
may be summed up 1n the following formula: 4 caregory s a
concept of high generality and wide application fabricated by the
mind with direct or indirect reference to the experential world
and employed by the mind in the wterpretation of that world. A
detailed analysis of certain major categories will be undertaken
in the hight of this conceptualistic foimula. Emphasis will be
placed throughout on the affinities between the various cate-
gortes, the empirical origin and reference of the categorial
¢oncepts and their pragmatic and epistemic functions. The
enumeration makes no claim to completeness, since exhaustive-
ness 1s 1n this type of inquiry a meaningless and unattainable
ideal; it will, however, be found to contain the more repre-
sentative categortes which have figured prominently in the
classical discussions of the categories.

The central task of a categorial philosophy 1s the exposition
of the categortes, that 1s to say, the enumeration of the cate-
gories and the analysis of the categorial meanings 1n relation
to one another. There 1s, unfortunately, no formal principle,
such as Kant’s correlation between judgment forms and the
categories, to guide their enumeration and to insure the
completeness of the list. The suggestions of experience itself
afford the only clue 1n the enumeration of the categories and
I shall accordingly proceed from one empurically exemplified
category to another unul the features of experience seem to
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have been exhausted. Besides the patently empirical categories,
I shall also consider certain fictional calegories, which, though
not exemplified 1n experience, have an indirect reference to
experience. There is, of course, no clue to the discovery of the
purely pragmatic or fictional categories except the observation
of therr functioning 1n actual mstances of knowledge. Any
enumeration of exemplified and unexemplified categories 1s
in some degree accidental and adventitious, and the very 1deal
of an exhaustive enumeration of the philosophical categortes
1s delusive.

The categories treated below have been selected from the
vast array of concepts which have found their way into the
traditional lists, and constitute a representattve hst of funda-
mental concepts which are exemplified 1n experience or may
be frmtfully employed 1n the interpretation of experience. The
attempt will be made to determine the meaning of these con-
cepts in relation to one another and to the experientsal order.
Each category will be “deduced” only 1n the sense of indi-
cating 1ts direct or indirect reference to the experientially given.

j 1. Exstence 1s perhaps the most pervastve of the exemplified

categortes; indeed, 1t may be equated to the concept of “the
exemplified” tself. Physical objects, minds, systems of logic,
values, and 1deals, and even errors and illusions may be said
to exist 1n some sense or other. Contrary to the clatm of some
of the greatest philosophers of the past that there are com-
partments of reality beyond and above the existential, reahty
and existence are in fact coextensive. Despite the fact that 1t
1s possible to concezve of real but non-existent realms such as
Plato’s “intellgible world”, Letbmz’s “world of possibles”,
Kant’s “noumenal objects”, Hegel’s “Absolute Idea”, and
Schopenhauer’s “World as Will”, existence, ontologically
constdered, exhausts the real. The doctrine of inexistent
realities is a metaphysical delusion whose origin and specious
plausibihity will be discussed in connection with the pseudo-
categortes of non-existence and possibility.

In spite of the disagreement among philosophers as regards
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the relation between reahity and existence, there is almost
complete unanimity 1n their definition of exsstence or actuality
itself. Existence cannot be defined formally since any formal
definition of ewstence 1s, on account of the very inclusiyeness
of the concept, necessarily circular, Thus the definition of
existence as “the totality of all that zs” or as “everytlung which
1s the case” 15 manifestly circular. To say that existence 1s “the
property shared by all ewstents”, or that 1t 15 “that umque
mode of being by virtue of which the predicate ‘exists’ may be
asserted of anything”, are purely verbal and nominal defini-
tions. The meaning of the term can be conveyed only by
“pointing”, that 1s to say, by exhibiting instances of existence.
Any immediate experience of a conscious content, such as a
sensation, an emotion, an act of will, any event in the physical
world, whether percerved or inferred from what 1s percerved,
is an instance of ewstence. In short, existence 15 the categorial
concept which refers to any 1tem 1 the nexus of actual events.
, Existence has sometimes been defined 1n spatio-temporal
terms, an existent being anything which has a determunate
locus 1n the spatio-temporal continuum. The spatio-temporal
defimtion of existence encounters a difficulty when applied to
so-called “mental events” which, though certainly exstent,
are presumably not spatial 1n the same sense as are perceptual
objects. But even this difficulty 1s perhaps not insurmountable,
since mental events are at least temporal, and thus the realm of
existence 1s co-extensive with the total spatio-temporal con-
tinuum. Samuel Alexander has made a valiant effort to preserve
the spatio-temporal character of existence by the complete
identification of mental space-time with physical space-time.! -
Rather than resort to this drastic expedient, 1t 1s perhaps
better to restrict spatiality to perceptual and physical existents,
retaining temporality as the common denominator between
the physical and the psychical. Mental and physical events are
datable in the same temporal scheme and thus temporality
and existence are equivalent or at least co-extensive terms.
1 Space, Time, and Deity, vol 1, pp 93~102.
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The ontologic pervastveness of the category of existence
obviously does not preclude the possibility of thinking abour
fictittous, 1magunary, and non-existent objects The existence
of an 1dea and the 1dca of existence are two very different
things. Ideas of imagmary objects belong to the realm of
existence, even when the objects intended by them do not.
The confusion between the existential status of the vehicle of
cogmtion and the actual existence of the referent of the
cogmtion 1s responsible for the paradox of non-existence.
The concept of non-being seems to be infected with con-
tradiction since to entertain the concept 1s to confer upon 1t a
kind of being. But since the existential and referential aspects
of the concept are quite distinct, the paradox of non-being is
resolved.

The concept of existence refers denotatively to the many
and diverse existents which constitute the actual world.
Existence 1s a concept of indefinite extent 1n that 1t refers not
only to the collection of actually observed existents, but to all
observable or inferable existents belonging to the same nexus
of events. Impossible as 1t 1s to define the inherent nature of
existence, we are 1n possession of a rule for the recogmtion of
existents and their asstmilation to the concept of existence.
Any object of cogmtion which can be brought within the
concrete network of acknowledged existents 1s 1tself an
existent. The existential claims of any imagined object of
cognition are tested by an appeal ether direct or indirect to
the mspective and introspective data of experience. The
existential predicate applies to 1mmediate data of experience,
sense qualia, feehngs, emotions, and the like, and to other
cogmitive objects inferable from such data in accordance with
the canons of historical and scientific evidence. A cognitive
object which has no inferential connection with the experien-
tially given may be presumed not to exist. The truth of a pro-
posttion of existence or of non-existence 1s determinable solely
by direct or indirect appeal to immediate experience, and it
can never be established by a purely logical or ontological
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argument. By the experential test alone I am assured that
certain things, my own thoughts, the house in which T hve,
the furmture and books I use, the people who surround me
exist, while certain other objects of thought, the subjects of
myth and fable, the characters and situations of a novel, the
ideal constructs of mathematics, logic, and metaphysics are
non-existent. v/

2. Non-existence—The concept of non-existence cannot,
as can the concept of existence, be defined by reference to
actual instances, since 1t goes not 1n the nature of the case
have concrete instances.”Non-existence 1s an unexemplified
and unexemplifiable concept. The belief 1n the actualty of the
non-existent 1s a delusion which could only have imposed 1t-
self on one who was determined at all costs to impute hteral
objectivity to every concept or verbal symbol. The ontological
postulate, namely, the assertion that for every referential
symbol there 1s a correspondent actual object, commits one
to the theory of negative entities, for certainly the mind does
concetve of fictional or non-existent entities and of pure non-
existence as the class of such entities. Nowhere does the postu-
late of objectivity with 1ts identification of the cogmtive and
the ontologic objects lead to more absurd consequences than
when appled to the non-existent.

The concepts of non-existence 1n general and of the several
sub-species of non-existence, even though incapable of being
directly exemplified in expenence, are denvatives from
experience and possess an indirect and pragmatically signi-
ficant reference to experience. The concept of negativity 1s
framed by the human 1magination operating on the materials
of experience. The 1magative processes whereby the concept
of non-existence 1s generated are complex and elusive, but it
is by them alone that the empirical meaning of the concept
can be elucidated and this elucidation of the category of non-
existence constitutes the only “deduction” of which the
category admuts.

The concept of the non-exstent has 1ts basis 1n fiction and
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falsehood. Were 1t not for the capacity of the human imagina-
tion to form new combtnations of the ingredients of our
experience, the concept of non-existence would never have
arisen. When an imaginatively constructed complex of ex-
pertential ingredients fails to be empirically exemplified, 1t is
labelled a fiction and 1ts object 1s said to be non-existent. With
the gradual accumulation of imagnative fictions, the concept
of pure non-existence 1s evolved. The mind can conjure up an
indefimite vartety of fictional objects, square circles, lppo-
gnfs, soul-substances, universals, etc., which are non-existent,
and pure non-existence 15 the class name for such objects
thought of, but never actually encountered, 1n the real world.
The ability of the mind to refer to or intend imagnative and
fictional objects 1s the basis of the concept of non-being.
Non-existence may accordingly be described as the class or
rather pseudo-class of all fictional objects achieved by the
extension of the class notion from actualities to fictions, from
the exemplified to the unexemplified. The category of non-
existence is simply the concept of all fictronal objects.

The genesis of the concept of non-exiscence may be
accounted for in yet another way. Non-existence may be
viewed as the negative of exstence, which bears the same
relation to existence as any negative concept bears to the
corresponding positive concept. The negatives of most con-
cepts are exemplified; for example, the concept of not-blue s
exemplified by all the other colours except blue. If, however,
the original concept 1s existence, 1ts negative non-existence
cannot be exemplified. Non-existence, although by definition
unexemplifiable, 1s a meaningful concept because 1t is resolvable
into the two exemplifiable concepts, “existence” and “nega-
tion”. Non-existence 1s elicited from the existential by a
fictional existention of existential concepts, but it has no
direct application to the existential. Thus the paradox of
negation 1s resolved. The concept of non-existence 1s mean-
ingless if the meaningful be defined in the narrow and
restricted sense of the exemplifiable, for mstances of non-

157



The Analysis of Knowledge

existence cannot i the very nature of the case be exhibited,
and yet the concept 1s mcaningful 1n the wider sense of being
reducible to concepts which are themselves exemphfied.

Why, it may be asked, if existence exhausts the real, did 1t
ever occur to the human mind to frame the concept of non-
existence? This question has already been answered in part,
at least, 1n our account of the genests of the concept of non-
existence. The fertility of the human imagmnation enables 1t
to conjure up an almost limitless varety of fictional objects.
Furthermore, I have just pointed out how negation, which 1s
in the first instance applicable only within the existential order,
gives nise by a natural extension and generalization to the
concept of non-existence. The real source of the notion of
non-existence 1s to be found in the phenomenon of error.
Were 1t not for human fallibility, the concept of non-existence
might never have ansen, except as a speculative possibility.
Negative propositions of existence express the falsity of
attempted affirmations of existence. An affirmat e proposition
of ewustence, having been embraced through illusion, hallu-
cination or fauity inference, 1s subsequently discarded—a fact
which 1s expressed by the negative proposition of existence.
The negative proposition “Such and such does not exist” 1s
symbolically equivalent to “Tt 1s false that such and such does
exist”’. A negative proposition 1s thus a secondary proposition,
that is to say, 1t 1s a proposttion asserting the falsity of an
entertained or believed affirmative proposition. A neganve
proposition does not have a direct reference to the factual
order, but refers to it indirectly 1n that 1t falsifies a certain
affirmative factual proposition. It 1s evident that 1f the human
mind were constitutionally infallible, the need for negative
propositions would never have been felt, since the whole
truth about the existential order—and there 1s no truth,
properly speaking, except existential truth—can be stated in
affirmative propositions alone.

The truth of existential propositions, affirmative, and nega-
tive alike, can be established only empirically. There 15 no
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valid ontological argument for the existence of anything, nor
can anything be proven non-existent unless the very concep-
tion of 1t involves self-contradiction. The empirical venfication
of a negative proposition of existence encounters a peculiar
difficulty 1n that 1t requires 1deally an exhaustive survey of the
whole realm of existence. The unrestricted negative pro-
posttion, “S does not exist”, could be propounded with
assurance only after an exammation of all existents 1n order to
make certain that “S” 1s not among them. Even a restricted
negative existential proposition, for example the statement
that a certan book 1s mussing from my library, can be verified
only by an examination of all the books on my shelves to
make sure that the book 1n question 1s not among them. Only
Ommiscience Himself, contemplating the whole of existence,
could propound a negative proposition with absolute assur-
ance, but Ommiscience would have no need of negative pro-
positions since they are a consequence of human fallibility.
A negative proposition of existence 1s a proposition about the
totality of existents and 1ts truth at best highly problematic.

The category of non-existence, since 1t 1s unexemplified and
has its root in human fallibility, 1s a pseudo-category in
contrast to the genuine category of existence from which 1t 15
derived. As the concept of existence refers to the totality of
actual exstents, the concept of non-existence 1s supposed to
embrace the whole realm of imagnative and fictitious objects.
In terms of the distinction between ontologic and epistemic,
the concept of existence may be described as having onto-
logic as well as epistemic significance, whereas non-exstence
has epistemic significance only. Non-existence, then, 1s a
lighly convenient category for the fallible human mind, but
1t does not actually characterize the real world as do existence
and th other ontologic categortes.

3.‘50::15111'9/ is the next category to be considered, for it
too is closely allied with existence. As non-existence is the
negation of existence, so possibility is always the possibility
of existence. To say that such and such is possible is tantamount
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to saying that 1t may exist.Possibility seems to enjoy a greater
prima facieclaim to ontologic significance than does bare non-
existence.”Of the philosophers of the main historical tradition
Plato, Anstotle, and Letbniz insisted that possibility 1s in some
\sense constitutive of the real. Leibruz 1s the most enthusastic
exponent of the doctrine of real possibles. The Leibruzian
world of possibility 15 real—real, moreover, 1n a mpre pro-
found sense than 1s the actual or existential world. Leibmz’s
theory of the priorty of the possible to the actual 1s an
inversion of the relation which, 1 fact, obtains between these
two concepts. Existence 1s the primary concept possessing
direct ontological reference, whereas possibihity 1s denvative
from existence and has only epistemic sigmficance.

The genests of the concept of non-existence has been traced
to human susceptibility to error; the concept of possibility
is similarly generated by ignorance or the partiality of human
knowledge. In the words of Spinoza: “. . . a thing cannot
be called contingent (or possible) unless with reference to a
deficiency of our knowledge.”¥The statement that “A certain
event or situatton A 1s posstble” means that the available
evidence is not decisive as between the propositions “A
exists” and “A does not exist”. A problematic proposition
thus hovers with uncertainty between a proposition of exis-
tence and a proposition of non-existence. Possibility is not
like existence, a determination of the subject of which 1t 1s
predicated, but 1s the character of uncertainty resident 1n the
correspondent existential proposttion. Language permuts the
use of “possible” as the logical predicate of a proposition, just
as it permuts “‘existent’” to serve as a predicate, but there is
even less justification for the former than for the latter usage.
The same form of expression 1s employed, whether we assert
that “A. 1s possible”, “A is existent”, or “A 1s red”, but 1t 15
really appropriate only for propositions of the qualitative
type. The casting of propositions of possibility into the
predicative mould distorts their essential meaning. The state-

1 Ethucs, Prop. xxxu, note1 Elwes translation, vol u, p 71
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ment “A 1s possible” does not predicate possibility of A, for
possibility 1s not, like redness or loudness or heaviness, an
exemplifiable quality, but 1s rather the hingustic equivalent
of the complex proposition “ ‘A exists’ 15 possibly true”.
Propositions of possibility resemble negative propositions in
that they are secondary, that 1s to say, though not directly
conversant with the world of fact, they ascribe truth-falsity
value to other factual propositions. There are no possible
entities corresponding to problematic propositions any more
than there are negative enuties correlative to negatve pro-
positions, and yet problematic and negative propositions have
a factual meamng and reference. Moreover, the truth or falsity
of problematic and negative propositions 1s determinable by
factual considerations alone.

The concept of possibility 1s no more capable of exempli-
fication than 1s negativity. A non-entity, if exemplified, would
be ipso facto a positive existent; a possible which could be
exemplified would by virtue of 1ts exemplification cease to be
possible and become an actual existent. But just as we have
construed non-existence as a pseudo-class embracing purely
ficutious “objects”, hypostatized by the mind, so possibihty
may be considered a concept of indefinite extension whose
instances are tmagmatively projected possibihities. The realm
of possibles would then be peopled by all things, the existence
or non-existence of which is erther unascertammed or un-
ascertainable. The category of possibility 1s a concept which
designates all “objects™ thought of or imagined, which con-
form to certain of the conditions of existence, but for the
existence or non-exsstence of which the evidence 1s either
incomplete or inconclusive.

Possibility 1s a concept of great range and variability. The
conditions of existence by which the possibility or impossi-
bility of a contemplated object are judged vary from the
extreme minimal condition, namely freedom from contra-
diction, to the most elaborately specified conditions of exis-
tence. What 1s judged possible at one time and with reference
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to the then available knowledge may in the light of a fuller
knowledge be proved impossible. If the imagmatively pro-
jected object has nothing to commend 1t except freedom from
contradiction, then 1t 1s said to be logically possible, but if
addition 1t 1s conformable to the requirements of the spatio-
temporal order and to the categonal features which charac-
terize the spatio-temporal order, then 1t 1s said to be factually
possible. The former 1s the Leibnizian definition of possibility
in terms of the principle of contradiction alone; the latter
1s a modification of the Kantian conception of possibility as
conformity to the @ prior: conditions of experience, viz., space,
time, and the categories. Factual possibility may be further
restricted by introducing the scientific laws and generalizations
which are applicable to the several domains of fact. By such
specifications there emerge the concepts of physical, psycho-
logical, or biological possibility and 1mpossibility. The differ-
ence between logical and the several forms of factual possibility
15 not, as 1s commonly supposed, an absolute difference; logical
consistency 1s an empirical prerequisite of existence not
differing 1n kind from conformity to the spatio-temporal
structure of the world or to scientific law.

4. Impossibility—The category of impossibihity 1s definable
in terms of the categories of negativity (2 above) and possi-
bility (3 above). The impossible 1s simply the non-possible,
and since possibility relates always to existence, the impos-
stble 15 a species of non-existence. An object of thought
remains possible just so long as we know of nothing incom-
patible with 1ts existence,but as soon as 1t 1s shown to violate
one of the conditions of existence, say the principle of contra-
diction or a basic law of science, 1t becomes impossible.
Impossibility 1s thus virtually synonymous with non-exstence,
a non-existent thing 1s called impossible 1f 1t 1s at one time
entertamed as possible, but is subsequently discovered to
violate some indispensable condition of existence. There are
two ways of establishing the inexistence of a thing: the one
is a direct enumerative survey of a realm of existence in order
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to show that 1t fails to exhibit the thing in question; the other
1s the discovery that the thing 1s so concetved as to conflict with
one or more essential requirements of existence. When the
first method 1s employed the thing whose existence 1s dis-
proved 1s said to be simply non-existent, while in the other
case 1t 1s called mmpossible. Ontologically, however, there 1s
no difference between the propositions: “A 1s impossible”
and “A 1s non-existent”; they differ solely in the context in
which each 1s asserted and the method by which the conclusion
1s reached in the two cases. The impossibility of an object 1s
asserted 1n the context of an earlier belief 1n 1ts possibility, and
1s ordinanly arrived at indirectly or by inference as when the
thing 1s found to involve a latent contradiction or to conflict
with the properties of space and tme or with the laws of
nature; simple non-existence is asserted 1n the context of an
earlier belief 1n the thing’s existence—a belief which direct
expertence now falsifies.

There 1s a distinction between two types of mmpossibility
correlative to the distinction between the logically and the
factually possible. A thing 1s logically 1mposstble 1f 1t can be
shown to violate the primary condition of existence, namely,
consistency; it 1s factually, that 1s to say physically or psycho-
logically, impossible if 1t 1s mncompatible with the laws and
generalizations of science. Logical and factual impossibility
shade gradually into one another, for the laws of logic,
when they are not defimtional or postulational, are merely
factual.

Impossibility 1s, like possibility and negativity, an epistemic
category in that 1t owes 1ts genesis to the uncertainties and
limitations of our knowledge, but does not characterize the
real order. Impossibility 1s obviously an unexemplifiable
category. Actual instances of impossibles are as absurd as
actual instances of negatives; mmpossibility is, in fact, a sub-
category or negativity. The exemplification of impossibility
1s itself nherently impossible. An Ommiscient Mind surveying
the sum-total of all that 1s would nowhere discover possi-
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bilities, impossibilities, or negatives except to be sure as
concepts in finite and fallible minds. Ideally the system of true
knowledge could be cast 1n affirmative, assertoric propositions
dispensing entirely with problematic and negative proposi-
tions. The problematic and negative propositions of our
human knowledge and discourse would appear in such a
system of truth solely as propositions about the errors, uncer-
tainties, and vicissitudes of finite human minds 1n their quest
for knowledge and truth.

5. Necessiry—While there are many types of necessity,
natural or causal necessity, logical necessity, moral, and
perhaps aesthetic necessity, I shall here l? concerned solely
with ontological or existential necessity.” Necessity so con-
cerved 1s a category of modahty closely allied with—indeed
definable 1n terms of—existence and non-existence, posst-
bility, and impossibihity. The precise relation between neces-
sity and the other modal categories 1s embodied in the defim-
tion: That s necessary, the non-existence of whick is impossible.,
The most familiar application of this conception of necessity
1s the ontological argument for God’s existence, which seeks
to demonstrate the necessity of the existence of God from the
impossibility, that 1s to say, the contradictoriness, of His
non-existence. The ontological argument 1s, as Gaunilo’s
reductio ad absurdum 1ndicates, a generalized proof of existence
which 1s not restricted to God. Jf the argument 1s cogent for
ens perfectissimum, 15 it not equally valid for a perfect 1sland,
for the devil conceived as a being absolutely malevolent and,
in general, for a superlative instance of any type? The onto-
logical argument should be generalized so as to free it from
reference to perfection, since there are concepts other than
perfection from which existence might plausibly be elicited.
The underlying logic of the ontological argument becomes
evident only when considered as a generalized and unrestricted
proof of existence. I shall, therefore, raise the general question
as to whether there are any entittes which necessarily
exist because their non-existence 1s impossible. In other
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words, is intrinsic necessity of existence an exemplified or an
unexemplified category ?

The most direct attack upon the problem of necessary
existence would, I suppose, involve examination of actual
exstents to see 1f any can claim ntrinsic necessity. Select any
existent at random, and give as complete a description of its
properties as you will, you will find that none of these
emptrical properties will be found to conflict 1n any way with
the demal of the existence of the thing in question. A survey
of the existential world reveals that any actual existents can
without contradiction be conceived as non-existent. Further-
more, there 1s no contradiction mnvolved 1n concetving as
non-existent the totality of all that actually 1s. /f anything exists
then the existential totality certainly does, but, as we have
seen, existence may without contradiction be denied of any
individual thing. Since the non-existence of anything or of
everything 1s logically possible, nothing 1s intrinsically
necessary.

The ontological argument, which we have hitherto
approached from the existential side, may also be approached
conceptually. Having shown that no actual existent 1s intrin-
sically necessary, 1t may next be asked whether there 1s any
abstract, conceptual character from which existence neces-
sanily follows. This 1s the more appropmnate approach to the
problem since the ontological argument 1n 1ts traditional for-
mulations proceeded from the concept or essence of the thing
to 1ts existence, rather than from some actual existent to its
inherent necessity. Kant, however, contended that the cosmo-
logical and teleological arguments are the ontological argument
in disguise, and that both these arguments do proceed from
an actual existent to the necessity of its existence. As Kant
recognized, the direction of the argument 1s immaterral; what
really matters in the ontological argument is the telescoping
of existence and necessity. The validity of the ontological
argument hinges upon whether there is any concept or con-
ceptual character from which real existence may be deduced.
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If there is such a character all instances of 1t will exist of neces-
sity and the ontological argument will have been vindicated.
Perfection is the character most commonly proposed as the
ontologically fertile concept and, for the purposes of the
ontological argument, perfection 1s defined as the possession
of the maximum number of predicates. Now existence 1s one
of the attributes or predicates of perfection. Therefore God,
the absolutely perfect being, as well as things perfect n their
own kind, necessanily exist. One need not quarrel with the
defimtion of perfection presupposed by this argument, for
defimtion—apart from considerations of intellectual con-
venience and conformuty to general usage—is arbitrary, and
the proponent of the ontological argument has a nght to
define his terms as he sees fit. Netther ought the objection
that existence 1s not a predicate be taken too seriously. Kant 1s
unquestionably right in distinguishing between qualities which
may appropriately serve as predicates of propositionsand basic
modalities like existence which are not properly predicates,
even though language permuts them to function as such. This
objection to the ontological argument may be forestalled by
a more hberal interpretation of the concept of perfection so as
to include within the meaning of petfection basic categoral
determinations as well as qualitative predicates. There still
remains, however, the most setious fallacy of the ontological
argument from perfection to existence, namely, that it con-
fuses conceptual existence with real existence. The concept
of perfection may be so defined that to concewve a thing as
perfect 1s also to concerve 1t as existent. But this does not
demonstrate 1ts rea/ existence for conceptual existence and
real existence are separated by an unbridgeable chasm. The
concept of perfection may imply the concept of existence and
yet both remain unexemplified concepts. Since the crux of the
ontological argument is the passage from conceptual existence
to real existence, the argument 1n its purity could dispense
with the concept of perfection and proceed from the concept
of existence to actual existence. Existence necessarily exists, for
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a non-existent existence 1s a self-contradictory notion. When
the argument 1s thus stripped to 1ts barest essentials the
inherent fallaciousness of its logic becomes evident, and 1t
could never have decerved anyone had not its essential logic
been concealed by the interpolation of the concept of per-
fection. The argument affirms that existence 1s of necessity
an exemplified concept, for existence 1s the very meaning of
the concept, but a concept may have a determinate meaning
or reference without having ontologic significance and the
concept of existence 1s no exception. Conceptual reference to
existence 1s no guarantee of the presence of real existence. To
be sure existence 1s an exemplified concept, but its exempli-
fication 1s not derivable solely from the meaning of the
concept. There 1s perhaps still another confusion of thought
responsible for the plausibility of the ontological argument
from the concept of existence to real existence. The concept
of existence is itself an existent, and thus to entertain the
concept of existence while denying that there are real existents
appears absurd. The confusion here is between existence as a
conceptual meaning and the concept of existence as an exis-
tential fact. The exsstential status of the concept of existence is
extraneous to the meaning of the concept. It 1s simply a fact
on a par with any other existential facts and will not serve to
establish the inherent necessity of the concept of existence.
The concept of existence may without any contradiction be
entirely unexemplified. Since existence possesses no ntrinsic
necessity the category of necessity in the sense of necessary
existence 1s a pseudo-category.

Existence alone of all the modal categories has direct onto-
logical sigmficance. There are no real possibles; existence is
never ntrinsically necessary and non-existence 1s purely
fictitious; there is only one mode of being and that is existence
wtself. All other categories accordingly are either characteristics
or relations obtaining within existence. Included among such
existential categories are spatiality and temporality, quality,
structure, quantity, thinghood, relation, causality, identity and
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difference, similarity and dissumlanty, whole and part, and
many others besides. I have chosen from tlus list certain
typical categories to further illustrate the methods of con-
ceptual analysis.

6. Qualiry.<The category of quality “‘communicates”
with the “category of eustence: all qualines are ewistents,
though there may be some question as to whether all existents
are qualitative. Whether or not quality 1s all-pervasive, 1t is
certainly a concept of wide application, and thus deserves to
be called a category. Quality 1s the terminal concept attained
by advancing from particular qualia. The progress 1s from
particular reds to the concept of red (or redness), from
particular blue to the concept of blue, and thence to the colour.
The concept of colour combined with the concepts of odour,
hardness, hotness, etc., ssmilarly derived from the data of the
other senses yields sense-qualitv. By further conceptual
generalization the concept of pure quality 1s reached, and since
no further progress 1s possible along this hine of ads ance short
of existence itself, quality 1s properly designated a category.

7. Relation 15 a category comparable to quality, but reached
at the fermination of a different line of advance. Indeed, the
dichotomy between a categorial determination, e.g quality,
and a categoral relation, e g. resemblance, 1s one of cardmnal
mmportance 1n the scheme of categories. Every category 1s
either a concept of some intrinsic determmation of existence
or the concept of a relation obtaining between ewstents.

Relation conforms to the principal desideratum of a category,
namely, pervasiveness, since relations of some sort obtan
between any two or more existents selected at random. Any
existent a 15 related to any existent &, 1f only by the relation
of resemblance, for the existence which they share 1s 1tself a
point of resemblance. If 1t be urged that existential resemblance
alone is trivial, 1t 15 always possible to find other more specific
relations. Any two existents ¢ and 5 are related as parts of
the spatio-temporal system; moreover, lines of physical in-
fluence—though perhaps indirect and circuitous—can always
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be traced between them. The domain of the category of rela-
tion 1s therefore co-extensive with the domain of the category
of existence. Relation 1s an existential category in the sense
that no relations are found apart from concrete existential
situations. Nevertheless, the further question must be raised
as to whether relations are themselves existents. The theory
of subsistent relations has been widely held, and 1t must be
admutted that the temptation 1s strong to entify relations and
to suppose that an 1dentical relation obtams between different
sets of terms. Thus, when two terms @ and 4 are related in a
certain way, and two other terms ¢ and J are similarly related,
1t seems natural to suppose that an 1dentical relation r obtains
between the two sets of terms. But the truth of the matter 1s
that r merely symbolizes the relational similarity between the
two situations aryb and cr,d, where r; and r, are similar rela-
tions. The concept of a relation, like the concept of a quality
or of a thing, depends upon a similarity between a number
of things, qualities, and relations respectively. The conceptual
or referential 1dentity, resting on simularity, does not justify
the positing of a real or substantial identity pervading the
instances of the concept.

The process of conceptual generalization whereby the
category of relation 1s achieved closely parallels that which
was outlmed above for quality. Let sy, 55, 55 . . . Tepresent
particular instances of simlanty, s; being the similarity be-
tween two blue patches, s, the similarity between two musical
notes, s, the similanty between two hard surfaces, etc. The
concept of smmlarity, s, 1s simply the class of similanities
Sy S35 83 « - « In like fashion, ¢;, ¢3, ¢5 « . ., particular instances
of spatial contiguity yield ¢, the concept of the relation of
contiguity, and #,, ty, t3 . . ., nstances of totality or the whole-
part relation yield ¢, the concept of totality. Now R, relation
as such, 1s the concept embracing s, ¢, ¢, etc. Relation 1s the
terminal concept reaching along this line of advance and
similarity, contiguity, totality, etc., are sub-categories under
the category of relation.
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The foregoing account of the genesis of the concept of
relation is an over-simplification, sincc rclations, unlike
qualities and things, are non-isolable. A relation 1s not an
element in the relational situation on a par with the terms
related, but 1s a structural feature pervading the entire rela-
tional situation. The statement, “The ash-tray 1s on the table”,
1s a description of a complex spatial situation in which “the
ash-tray” and “the table” are discriminable 1tems capable of
existing apart from one another, but the relation of “above-
ness”, which refers to the relative posttions of “the ash-tray”
and “the table” defined by reference to the up-down direc-
tional sense of the system, cannot be localized and isolated
in the same fashion. The verbal form of the statement suggests
that two entities called terms are bound together by a third
entity called a relation, but this form of statement, convenient
as it is for purposes of communication and logical analys:s,
utterly misrepresents the character of the relational situation
described by it. Instead of saying that a relation holds between
its terms, we ought rather to say that terms, or rather things
and quahues, are embedded iz relational situanions. The
analysis of the relational situation into terms and relations
results from the most common of lingusstic fallacies, namely,
the illicit transference of the structure of discourse to the
things with which discourse is conversant. The account just
gwen of the genests of the concept of relation remains sub-
stantially unchanged despite the repudiation of 1solated and
detached relations. The similarity upon which the concept of
a relation depends 1s not between two atomic relations but
between two relational sttuations. The concepts of resem-
blance, aboveness, contiguity, etc., refer to the characteristic
structural pattern of the several subvarieties of the relational
situation, while the category of relation per se 1s the concept
of the structure common to all relational situations.

The recognition that relations are non-isolable and non-
detachable eliminates a source of many errors and confusions
in the theory of relations. The 1ssue regarding the internality
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or externality of relations is a consequence of the entity theory
of relations, and with the rejection of the latter this much-
debated 1ssue entirely dissolves. On the assumption that a
relation is an isolable and localizable entity, one is confronted
with the question as to whether 1t 1s a zerzum quid joming
the two terms or whether 1t 1s reducible to an intrinsic deter-
mination of the relata, but 1f a relation 1s a structural organi-
zation pervading the entire relational situation of which the
relata are merely distinguishable components the issue is
meaningless. The relation 1s neither outside the terms nor 1n
the terms; rather are the terms at least temporanly 1n the
total relational situation. Thus the theory of internality of
relations 1s vitiated by the very entification of relations usually
associated with the rival theory of externality of relations.

8. Resemblance 15 a sub-category under relation which plays
an important réle mn any nomabistic or conceptualistic theory
of cognition. Resemblance 1s allied with both relation and
quality, being a relation which holds only between qualites.
In the strict and narrow sense there 1s no resemblance except
qualitative. To be sure, “things” are said to resemble one
another when they have the same colour, produce the same
sound, or taste alike, but, strictly speaking, such resemblance
1s between the qualities of the things and 1s extended only
by courtesy to the things having the qualties. There 1s yet
another sense 1n which resemblance and similarity are often
apphed to things. For example, the moon 1s likened to a
penny, or two biological spectmens are said to be similar, or
two profiles are said to have the same contour. While ths 1s
a perfectly legitimate usage, 1t should not be allowed to conceal
the radical difference between gualizative and structural resem-
blance—the former pertaiming to qualities, the latter to shape,
arrangement, and organization. The two forms of resemblance
are utterly different in their categoral nature and are by no
means coincidental: thus two things may be structurally
similar yet qualitatively different, e.g. a penny and the moon,
or they may be qualitatively similar yet structurally different,
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e.g. a penny and a bronze statue. Language in employing
resemblance and similanty to denote both the qualitative and
the structural relation 1s seriously muisleading, and i the
present section resemblance will be restricted to 1ts qualitative
meaning.

Qualitative resemblance has been regarded with some
suspicion by many philosophers because of 1ts alleged sub-
jectivity. All resemblance, 1t 1s argued, 1s discoverable by a
mental act of comparison, so that even though the qualities
compared were objecive—which 1s indeed doubtful—the
resemblance between them 1s certainly constituted by the
comparing mind. Tlus argument 1s an example of a typical
idealistic fallacy, the fallacy of supposing that the mental or
subjective character of the act of knowledge prejudices the
status of the object known. The two qualities may “really”
resemble one another. The fact that the mind’s act of com-
parison 1s necessary to reveal the resemblance between two
qualities does not preclude their really resembling one another.
Resemblance, according to the view of the nature of relations
suggested above, 1s not an entity existing apart from the
resembling qualities, but 1s an integral aspect of the total
situation mnvolved 1n the act of qualitative comparison. Resem-
blance 1s a relation which emerges in the complex situation
consisting of two or more qualities present to a comparing
mind which are recogmzed by that mind to be qualitatively
stmlar. While the resemblance between the qualities com-
pared does not antedate the act of comparison and 1s m
part at least constituted by that act, yet resemblance 1s not
“subjective’ 1n any sense which prejudices the validity and
coerciveness of judgments of comparison. Although the
qualities and their resemblance are inspectively accessible to
a single observer, the results of such observation and com-
parison so closely parallel the results of other observers
confronted with the same stimuli as to yield scientifically
objective knowledge. Questions concerning the locus and
ontological status of resemblance—even supposing such ques-

172



Categorial Knowledge

tions are capable of decision—do not greatly matter. The only
consideration of epistemological significance 1s that resem-
blance 1s a coercive relation discoverable by an act of com-
panison. Judgments concerning the degree of resemblance of
quahties are as exact as any inspective judgments with the
possible exception of judgments of temporal coincidence and
spatial conjuction. That red and pink are more closely resem-
bling than pink and green 1s a judgment of the highest
phenomenological certainty. Indeed the empirical evidence for
scientific conclusions of the highest importance often rests
upon “intuitive” comparisons of this sort. To reject all
judgments of qualitative comparison on the ground of therr
alleged subjectivity would deprive knowledge of vast and
important spheres of empirical data.

9. Qualutanve difference, dissimilarity, or contrast 1s the
negative or complementary category of qualitative resemblance.
Resemblance and difference, though opposites, are inseparable,
and both may be revealed directly by the same act of inspec-
tion and comparison. So intimately conjomed are resemblance
and difference that 1t may plausibly be questioned whether
they are really two relations. Since a relation 1s not an atomic
and 1solable entity, but the structure of a complex relational
sttuation, the relational situation which 1n one of 1ts aspects 1s
qualitative resemblance may in another aspect be qualitative
difference. Accordingly resemblance and difference are not
two relations, but two aspects of one and the same relational
situatton. There can be no resemblance without some degree
of difference, and no difference except between resembling
qualittes. Moreover, the degree of resemblance always varies
mnversely with the degree of difference: the greater the resem-
blance the less the difference and vice versa. Resemblance and
difference coexist in somewhat the same manner as do the
correlative spatial relations “above” and “below”, “to the
right of”” and “to the left of”, “greater than” and “less than”.
When ¢ 1s above & and 4 below q, there are not two separate
relations, but one relation having two senses. Simularly, when
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a resembles /—and at the same tme differs from &—there
is only one relation which might appropriately be called
qualitative distance or qualitative interval between a and 4.
Thus the qualitative distance between adjacent colours of the
spectrum 1s small, the interval between red and violet is great.
The concepts of resemblance and difference may thus be
subsumed under a single category of qualitative distance.

10. Qualitative identity 1s the limiting case of qualitative
resemblance reached when one or both of two resembling
quahties vary until the qualitative difference between them
entirely vanishes. Two or more qualities then become guali-
tatwvely identical if, while retamning their numerical distinctness,
the qualitative distance between them 1s reduced to zero. The
inability of the comparning mind to discern any difference
between two or more qualia indicates at least at the pheno-
menal level the absence of any difference whatsoever. The
“matching” of colours 1s a familiar illustration of the process
of comparison by which qualitative equality 1s discovered;
colours which exactly match are not merely similar, they are
quahtatively 1dentical. When a practised observer reports that
he 1s on close scrutiny unable to detect any contrast between
two qualitative data, we may conclude that there exists for
him no qualitative difference. Judgments of qualitative identity
possess an even greater reliability and exactitude than ordinary
judgments of resemblance. An “inspector’s” report of the
absence of qualitative difference 1s deserving of greater
credence than his estimate of the degree of resemblance
between qualities or his estimate of the relative qualitative
distances between two pairs of qualities. Accordingly, wherever
possible, knowledge should be tested and vemfied by an
appeal to qualitative comncidences rather then qualitative simi-
larities, and it is significant in this connection that in scientific
measurements the inspective identification of qualities, e.g.
spectral colours, colours of chemical solutions, 1s considered
almost as rehable as spatial and temporal corncidences.

11. The category of strict or numerical dentity 1s not to be
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confused with qualitative 1dentity. Qualitative identity 1s a
resemblance between qualities so complete as to render them
indistinguishable; 1ts opposite 1s qualitative difference or
contrast, which 1s, however, not incompatible with a degree
of resemblance; numencal 1dentity, on the other hand, is the
absolute identity of a thing with itself, and 1ts oppostte 1s
numerical distinctness or duality. So diverse are the two forms
of 1dentity that they cannot co-exist. Qualitative 1dentity can
exist only between terms which are numerically distinct, two
colour patches are the 1dentical shade of blue only in so far
as they are two and not one.

Numerical identity 1s commonly defined as the relation of
a thing with 1tself. Obwviously relation 1s employed 1n this
defimition in a Pickwickian sense, for, strictly speaking, a
thing cannot be related to itself—it simply zs 1tself. Absolute
idennity, 1n so far as 1t 1s supposed to hold between a thing
and 1tself, might more properly be defined as the absence of
a relation. If there 1s 1n fact no such relation as absolute or
numerical identity, “How”, 1t may be asked, “do we come
to concerve numerical identity, and how can statements of
the form ‘A 1s 1dentical with B’ be both signuficant and true *”
The answer 1s that any significant proposition of identity,
although affirmative 1n form, 1s negative in import: “A 1s
identical with B” 1s equivalent to “It 1s false that A and B
are distinct”, which 1n turn may be contracted into “A 1s
not B”. Like other negative proposttions 1t has its source n
human error and fallibility. A proposition of 1dentity 1s mnitially
uttered to controvert an erroneous belief 1n the distinctness
of two things. Distinctness 1s a genuine ontologic relation be-
tween things; 1dentity1s a pseudo-relation. The mind, by virtue
of its tendency to hypostatizerelations, believesin the persistence
of some relation even after the disunctness has been obliterated.
Suppose, for example, that A and B are two distinct things
which subsequently fuse 1nto a third thing C. What 1s more
natural than to suppose that A and B somehow preserve their
mntegrity 1n C, and that the relation of identity has now been
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substituted for the original diversity? Such a supposition s,
however, pure fiction, attributable to the hypostatizing ten-
dency of the mind. In other words, a proposition of the type
“A 1s 1dentical with B”, though ostensibly a statement about
two ofjects A and B and the relation of 1dentity 1s 1n fact an
assertion about A and B considered as symbols. “A is 1dentical
with B” means that a single entity referred to by the symbo] A
is also the entity referred to by the symbol B. The meamng-
fulness of the proposiion of idennity accordingly depends
upon the ability of a single indivaidual to be referred to by
more than one symbol.! A proposition of idennity 1s a state-
ment of symbolic equivalence or referential identity; 1t asserts
that two or more symbols refer to one and the same thing.
What 1s generally called absolute or numerical identity may,
from this point of view, be appropmnately re-named symbolic
or referential 1dentity. This does not mean that propositions
of identity are devoid of real meaming and content. The
symbols, which are discovered to be referentially the same,
imtially referred to different properties or sets of properties
of the thing—otherwise there would have been no occasion
i the first place for the use of two or more distinct symbols.
Propositions of identity may be very significant and 1llu-
minating—even startling—in their revelations. It is often of
paramount importance to learn that what we have mitherto
known by the name A 1s something we have also known by
the name B. Thus to label propositions of identity verbal
and symbolic 1s not thereby to disparage them or deny their
real cognitive significance.

An examination of propositions of identity as they occur
m actual thought and discourse shows that they often arise
because a thing known partially and 1n certain of tts aspects
receives a symbolic designation, and subsequently the same

1 The situation involved 1n symbolc identification 1s the reverse of the
“multiple symbohsm” or “muluple designation” employed 1n the last chapter
to account for the generic concept. The generic unuty 1s a single symbol
referning to a multiplicity of individuals: symbolic 1dentity 1s a single indi-
vidual referred to by a multiphaity of symbols.
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indrvidual 1s known 1n other aspects by some other symbolic
designation. The identification occurs when, 1n the light of a
more complete knowledge, the two sets of aspects are found
to belong to the same individual. Suppose the aspects a, 5,
and ¢ are known first and recerve the designation A, and then
d, e, and f, encountered in quite another context, receive the
designation B. Now when a fuller knowledge reveals that
a, b, c, d, e, and f constitute a single system or individual, the
discovery 1s signalized by the proposition “A 1s B”. Typical
judgments of 1dentification are those conversant with persons.
Suppose, for example, I have become casually acquainted with
a Mr. A and subsequently learn that he 1s Mr. A, the famous
novelist. The statement “Mr. A 1s the author of such-and-such
novels” is no mere equating of two terms, 1t 1s the discovery
of the personal or indwvidual identity of two apparently
distinct persons. Mr. A, my casual acquaintance, possesses a
certain set of personality traits; Mr. A, the distinguished
author, 1s associated n my mind with quite a different set of
traits. The assertion of the symbolic equivalence of Mr. A
of my acquamntance and Mr. A the distinguished author
requuires the unification of all these traits into the conception of
a single personahty. Many listorical propositions are identi-
ficatory 1n this sense: the theory of the Bacoman authorship
of the plays of Shakespeare takes the form of a proposition
of identity, asserting, as it does, the symbolic or referential
equivalent of “Bacon” and “the author of the plays attributed
to Shakespeare”. Such an identification, supposing 1t to be
justified by the evidence, would be no mere tautology, but
would constrtute a sigmificant addition to our knowledge. All
solutions to murder or crime mystertes, whether 1n fiction or
cnminology, assume the form of identity-propositions. “A. 1s
the murderer of B” asserts the referential 1dentity of “A” and
the “murderer of B”, and is far from being an insignificant
verbal tautology. A startling example of the synthetic or
revelatory character of a proposition of 1dentification 1s Thack-
eray’s story of the priest, quoted by Bosanquet to illustrate
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the réle of identity in inference. “An old abbé, talking among
a party of intimate friends, happened to say, ‘A priest has
strange experiences; why, ladies, my first penitent was a
murderer!” Upon this, the principal nobleman of the neigh-
bourhood enters the room. ‘Ah, Abbé, here you are; do you
know, ladies, I was the Abbé’s first penitent, and I promise
you my confession astonished im!* "2

A strictly tautological proposition of the type “A is A” is
a limiting case—one 1s tempted to say degenerate form—of
the significant proposition of identity. Whereas the proposition
of identity “A 1s B” equates two symbols for the same object,
the proposition “A 1s A” indicates that the symbol A may
be repeated and that 1t always denotes the same object when-
ever employed. It 1s thus a rule governing the use of symbols,
and not, like ordinary propositions of identity, possessive of
truth-value. Repetitiousness—or rather repeatability—is an
exceedingly mmportant property of a symbol—a property so
essential that 1t 1s merely taken for granted and 1ts importance
lost sight of. Were 1t not possible to repeat a symbol and yet
have 1t refer to the identical object, all thought and discourse
would be rendered impossible. The logical law of tdentity is
nothing but the postulate of symbolic repeution—the postu-
late that the same symbol may in different contexts have the
same referent.

The outcome of the foregoing analysis 1s that absolute or
self-identity 1s a symbohc relation which does not possess
ultimate ontologic significance. Identity, conceived as a rela-
tion between a thing and itself, 1s a pseudo-relation. Ident:fi-
cation 15 an operation performed on symbols to express either
the discovery that two symbols refer to the same object,
whether actual or merely intended, or recogmtion of the
repeated use of the same symbol to denote a given object.
The relation obtains not between a thung and itself, but
between diverse symbols for the same thing. The attribution
of identity to the object 1tself 1s a result of the common con-

1 B. Bosanquet, The Essentials of Logic, p 140.
178



Categorial Knowledge

fusion between the properties of symbols and of the things
symbolized by them. In the objective order of existence there
are no absolute 1denticals, and hence the category of identity
possesses no ontologic but only epistemic sigmificance.

12. Numerwcal distinctness or non-idenuty 1s,as I have sug-
gested above, more deeply rooted 1n the real than 1s numerical
identity. “Otherness” 1s a relation obtaining between any two
existents selected at random. If A and B are two such existents,
then the proposition “A 1s not B” (where “not” 1s equivalent
to “other than’) is always true. The use of the negative
proposition to express otherness 1s a curious perversity of
language, for difference or distinctness 1s a positive relation
between existent things and contains no ingredient of pure
negation. It would certamnly be more appropnate if the nega-
tive judgment were reserved for genuine denials—such as are
made conformable to the category of pure negation or non-
existence—and proposttions of otherness were uniformly cast
mn an affirmattve mould. The arbitrariness of language in
employing the same negative form of statement to express
both genuine negation and the affirmation of otherness has
musled many philosophers and logicians, among them the
1dealistic logicians, who seek to reduceall negation to otherness.

“Otherness” or diversity 1s a positive relation, and 1t 1s
identity which partakes of the character of negation. Numerical
identity has been characterized as the absence of relation, and
although this formula 1s not an adequate theory of identity,
1t does, as has already been suggested, contain an essential
truth. The negative ingredient 1n a judgment of identity is
obvious: the statement “A 1s 1dentical with B” corrects the
erroneously entertained impression that A and B are designa-
tions of two separate and distinct entities; 1t 15 equivalent to
the statement “A and B are not numerically distinct”, which
is equivalent to “It is false that A and B are numerically
distinct”. Just as all truth about the existential order is at
least ideally stateable without recourse to negative proposi-
tions, so it would be theoretically possible to dispense entirely
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with propositions of identity 1n the description of the exis-
tential order. Numerical duality or duplicity zs a determination
of the real, but numerical identity as the denial of duality
possesses only a symbolic significance.

13. Structure or orgamization 1 a relational category of
great philosophical significance. Structure may be defined as
the arrangement or organization of parts within an integrated

&‘ whole. The category 1s pervastve, since there 1s nothing actual
or existent which does not belong to a structured whole. The
continuum of expertence 1s in every part patterned or con-
figurational. There 1s an infinite variety of levels and types of
organization, ranging from mere collections of discrete and
relatively independent items, such as a pile of bricks, to the
most complex and lighly integrated orgamization—a hving
organism, a human personality, a work of archutecture, or a
philosophical system. The simplest orgamization, the whole
of parts, 1s a collection of items such that the alteration or
removal of any item does not drastically alter the other items
of the collection. To be sure, 1n any actual collection, however
loose 1ts orgamization, the alteration or elimination of any
1tem or mtroduction of a new item from the outside 1s certamn
to make some difference to the other members of the collection.
Since the difference 1s often neglgible, 1t requires little
imaginatton to concewve of a collection of absolutely indepen-
dent items. The whole of parts 1s not to be confused with the
class: the former 1s a concrete whole the parts of which are
in actual juxtaposition, e.g. the pile of bricks; the latter 1s not
an actual but merely a referential collection, 1t 1s a multiphicity
of items perhaps widely separated in space and time which
are symbolized by a single concept, e.g. the class of all bricks.
A whole of parts 1s a real collection, a class only an 1deal
collection. The higher types of organization are themselves
wholes of parts, but the parts are unuted not only by juxta-
position but by other integrating relations. Wholes in which
the inter-relation of parts 1s close and 1n which any alterations,
additions, and subtractions of items sigmficantly modify other
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parts and the whole itself, are commonly called orgamc wholes
—living orgamisms, muinds, socteties are typical examples of
organic wholes.

The existential order is an intricate network of structural
wholes which include, overlap, and interpenetrate one another.
Wholes include parts, which are m turn wholes inclusive of
subordinate parts. A remarkable example of such a structure
1s the self-representative system, a whole containing parts
within parts which are structurally simlar to the whole and
to one another. The philosophical imagination has always been
fascinated by the conception of the world as a sertes of patterns
within patterns, a conception which has played a dominant
réle 1n the systems of Plato, Bruno, Leibmz, and Hegel. The
view of the world as a system of structures within structures,
although 1t has led some of 1ts adherents to absurd and fantastic
conclusions, 1s grounded 1n experience and admuts of precise,
analytical description.

Structure, which we have defined as the arrangement or
organization of the parts of a whole, 1s basically—though not
exclusively—spatial. The purest instances of structure are
embodied m geometrical patterns and arrangements. The
structure of a crystal, a living orgamism, or a building obviously
consists of the spatial ordering and arrangement of parts, and
the structure as embodied in a human personality, a society,
a thought-system 1s an extension of spatial structure, or at
least 15 concerved after analogy with 1t. In a qualitative world
devoid of spatiality 1t 1s difficult to see how structure could
be of a very great significance.

Structure 1s a repeatable property of things, that 1s to say,
numernically distinct things may nevertheless possess the same
or simular structures. Two crystals, two living organisms, or
two buildings are structurally similar 1n so far as they exemphfy
the same geometrical pattern. This structural similarity is a
purely geometrical property and differs toto caelo from quah-
tative similanty: things may be qualitatvely different yet
structurally alike (for example, crystals of the same shape
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but of different colour), or they may be qualitatively the same
yet structurally different (for example, crystals of the same
colour but differing 1n shape). There 1s, however, an inter-
esting parallel between the qualitative and the structural
categories. Closely paralleling the distinction which has been
drawn between qualitative similanity and qualitative identity,
1s the distinction between structural similarity and structural
identity. The purely geometrical prototype of this structural
distinction 1s that between similar and congruent figures: thus
two circles differing in diameter are geometrically simular,
while two circles of the same diameter are geometrically
1dentical.

14. Individuality or indwidual wdentity, which 1s the lhneal
descendant of the traditional category of substance, 1s definable
in terms of structural similanity: an indwidual s a structured
whole which develops continuously and preserves in its successwve
stages structural and qualitanve similarity. In defining 1indi-
viduality as the continuity of a structural pattern, 1t 1s not
requisice that an individual possess throughout 1ts hife history
a single structural pattern, but only that from moment to
moment 1t preserve a similanty of structural pattern. A living
organism 1s a typical individual—durnng 1its development 1t
may pass through stages as dissimilar as an egg, a caterpillar,
and a butterfly, yet 1t 1s possible to trace 1ts life history con-
tinuously and to demonstrate structural similarity between
proximate and successive stages. The concept of individuality
1s by no means restricted to the biological level, but applies
equally to norgamc objects, and 1n this apphcation 1t may be
called thinghood. A thing 1s any patterned whole, carved out
of the world of perceptual objects, which changes continuously
and at the same time preserves from moment to moment
its structural identity. Any natural or manufactured object
possesses this sort of thinghood.

Individuality has precisely the same meaning whether
applied to animate things, to living organisms, or to con-
scious selves, but doubtless the highest manifestation of indi-
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viduality is the conscious self. Individuality at the level of
selfhood 1s personality: a person 1s a conscious and at times
a self-conscious individual. Personal identity, like the identity
of things, is constituted by continuity and similarity. I am a
person to the extent that my mner life unfolds continuously,
and the pattern of my mental life 1s repeated from moment
to moment. My self of ten years ago may be as different
qualitatively and structurally from my self of the present as
my present self 1s from some other quite distinct personahity
of my acquaintance, and yet I appropriate to myself the one
and not the other because I can link 1t up continuously with
my present self. Successive stages i my life history are
structurally similar, even though cumulative changes over a
long period may drastically alter the pattern of my mental
life. The final test of my continued existence as a self 15 my
ability to reconstruct a continuous and consecutive auto-
biography.

In reviewing the foregoing categories, they are found to
arrange themselves into two groups: (1) the ontologic cate-
gortes, like existence, quabity, similanty, numerical difference,
which correspond to exemplifiable determinations and rela-
ttons of the phenomenally real; and (2) the epistemic cate-
gortes, like possibility, negation, and numerical identity,
which, although not exemplfied or exemplifiable 1n experience,
are dervable from the exemplifiable features of experience by
symbolic constructions. Both the realistic and the pragmatic
categories are meaningful and legitimate, and the existence of
these two diverse types of categonal concepts need produce
no confusion in philosophy provided their difference 1s fully
apprectated. One of the great sources of error in traditional
metaphysics 1s the failure to differentiate between the two
groups of categories with the consequence that such categories
as possibihty and negation were considered pervasive and
exemplifiable features of the real, on a par with existence.

183



CHAPTER IX

Formal Knowledge

THE familiar antitheses between knowledge of principles and
knowledge of facts, between formal and material knowledge,
between a priori and a posterior: knowledge, between necessary
and contingent truths, though they do not exactly comcide,
all express a fundamental cleavage within the domamn of
knowledge of which epistemological theory must take account.
The foregoing chapters have been concerned principally with
the factual, material, a posteriorz and contingent aspects of
knowledge and I propose 1n the present chapter to investigate
whether, and 1f so, in what sense, the system of knowledge
contains formal, a prior: ingredients. The question stated more
spectfically 1s: “What 1s the rble of principles in formal
systems and to what extent, if at all, do principles possess
a priori truth?”’ A4 principle 1s tentatvely defined, for the pur-
poses of the present discussion, as a non-factual proposttion,
basic to a system of propositions either because it serves as a
first premuse of the system or as a rule conformable to which the
system 1s elaborated. A proposition m order to qualify as a
principle in accordance with this defimtion must be, (1) 7on-
dertvanve, and (2) non-facrual, and I shall examine 1n turn these
two distinctrve traits of principles.

(1) Principles are non-dervanive propositions.—The deriva-
uve or non-derivative character of a proposition 1s not as
traditional rationalism supposed an intrinsic property of the
proposition revealed by scrutiny of its meamng, but 1s a
relational feature determinable solely by the position which 1t
actually occupies 1n a formal system of propositions. If a pro-
position 1s the first premise of a logically articulated system,
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it is a primitive proposition wizk respect to that particular
system, but this does nol prevent 1ts being a dervative pro-
position with respect to some other system or systems.
Furthermore, a proposition may be both primitive and non-
prunitive with respect to the “same” system when the same
set of propositions admits of being systematized in more
than one way. A proposition which functions as first premise
or “axiom” in one systematic concatenation may become a
conclusion or theorem of another systematization of the same
proposttions. The construction of systems admuts of a two-fold
plurality—a plurality of systems and a plurality within a given
system. In the words of Professor C. I. Lewss: “The plurality
of equally cogent systems . . . dispells] the notion of the
mndispensability in what 1s logically prior.””* Modern logic has
completely undermined the traditional 1deal of a single formal
system consisting of propositions whose ordering 1s inflexible
and unalterable. The logical aristocracy of the older rationalism
which assigned to every proposition its inherent and 1nalien-
able niche 1n the system of knowledge has been superseded
by a democracy of propositions which—submitting to the
exigencies of system-building—elevates now one and now
another proposition to a position of pre-emmence. The
conception of a principle as primum inter pares has re-
placed the conception of the principle as an absolute logical
pruus.

Principles 1n the sense of non-dertvative propositions are
of two somewhat divergent types: (1) first premuses, such as
the axioms or postulates of a geometry which are actual con-
stituents of the formal system, and (u) asic assumptions and
rules of operation, such as the principles of inference which
govern the construction of the system though not actually
included 1n the system itself. Principles of the first type may
properly be described as constituzve because they actually
belong to the formal system; principles of the second type are
regulative because they afford rules to which the system

Y Mind and the Woild Order, p 204.
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conforms.! Whether the distinction between premise and
assumption, between constitutive and regulative principle 1s
ultimately defensible 1s open to dispute. There are at least three
possible views. (2) One extreme view 1s that the distinction
is absolute and that certamn propositions are inherently suited
to be assumptions mediating a formal system though they are
incapable of inclusion 1n the system as its premuses. (8) At
the other extreme is the view that all propositions which are
really relevant to a system admit of inclusion as consututive
elements of the svstem and that consequently the totality of
propositions explicitly or implicitly contamed 1n the system
exhaust 1ts meaning and logical content and thus the distinction
between principle and premise, between regulative and con-
stitutive proposttions is abolished entirely (c) Between these
extremes 1s the compromise view that the distinction between
premise and principle, although legitimate and important, 1s
relative and depends upon the exigencies of system-building.
This theory, adopting a functional conception of the structure
of a formal system, maintains that propositions, instead of
having a “natural” place 1n a system, fall 1nto a place deter-
mined by the architectural demands of the system 1n question.
The relation existing between presuppositions and premises
of a formal system may be clarified by a chemical analogy. The
principles of inference have been supposed by certain logicians
to underhe a formal system without belonging to 1t, much as a
catalytic agent was assumed by the older chemistry to facilitate
a chemical process without itself participating 1n the process.
A principle of inference thus performs the function of a logical
catalyist. With the advance of the chemustry of catalytic
agents, 1t has become increasingly clear that a catalytic agent
cannot expedite a process without itself being a reagent of
the process—a reagent which before the termunation of the

1 The present distinction between constitutive and regulative principles
obviously does not coincide with the Kantran, Kant’s distinction pertais to
the difference of function of the two types of principles 1n experience rather
than 1n formal systems Cf Critique of Pure Reason, A 236-7, B 295-6.
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process is restored to 1ts original condition so that 1t may be
recovered and used again and agam. The analogy of the
catalytic agent to the principles of inference, if the analogy 1s
sound, suggests that logical principles are actual though
tacit premises of a formal system, and that the distinction
between premise and principle 1s not ultimate. The principles
of inference are tacitly acknowledged rules common to all
formal, propositional systems. Such prmeciples function as
virtual premises of a system even though they are not explicitly
included 1n the system itself. Thus the distinction between
constitutive and regulative principles of a system is to be
construed as a legitimate though not an absolute distinction,
and logical principles, like the law of contradiction and the
dictum de omni et nullo, though they ordinanly function as
rules of a system, may be incorporated as actual premises of
formal systems. The question as to whether any given prin-
ciple 1s constitutive or regulative 1s decidable solely by whether
or not 1t actually functions as a premise or as a tacit assumption
of a specified system. The distinction between the two types of
principles—like the distinction between derivative and non-
dertvative propositions—is thus a purely functional and
relative, rather than an intrinsic and absolute, distinction, but
1s not on this account logically unimportant.

(2) Principles are non-factual statements.—A prnciple is
neither a descripion of a concrete factual situation nor an
inductive generalization from a number of concrete descrip-
tions. The highest generalizations of science are commonly
designated principles—as when we refer to the principles of
physics or the principles of psychology—but principles are
in the present chapter restricted to formal or non-factual pro-
positions. A factual generalization, no matter how broad and
inclusive, does not qualify as a principle 1n the strict logical
sense. Factual statements about the existential order are, to
be sure, assimilable to formal systems—as when physical laws
are expressed in geometrical language—but the principles of
the system are not thereby transformed into factual proposi-
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tions. Formal systems are devised by the mind to enable 1t
to integrate and systemanze 1ts knowledge of the factual
order, but the formal systems, theirr basic premises and
governing rules are not statements about the world of facts.

The untcnability of a purely factual interpretation of prin-
ciples 1s clearly illustrated by the principle of contradiction
itself. The principle of contradiction demands that within a
given formal system the propositions p and p’ shall not be
asserted and this desideratum of formal consistency 1s, by
a natural but illicit extension of its meaning, construed as an
assertion about the factual order—the assertion, namely, that
an existent thing cannot both possess and not possess a
determinate property. The principle of contradiction, expressed
in the quasi-factual proposition: “A thing cannot both have
and not have a certain quality”, professes to be a statement
concerning the de facto incompatibility of contradictory pro-
perties 1n existent things, but such incompatibility 1s not an
empirically discoverable property of the factual order. The law
of contradiction when stated factually 1s a principle about the
truth of propositions masquerading as a statement about the
compatibility of empirical qualities. The statement: “A thing
cannot possess contradictory qualities”, 1s equivalent to the
statement “Contradictory propositions cannot be simul-
taneously true”. But even the statement that a proposition and
its contradictory cannot both be true, although preferable to
the statement in terms of the contradictory properties of
things, also possesses, by virtue of its employment of the
concept “truth”, an ontological reference. The formulation:
“There are no factual situations 1n which the propositions
p and p’ are both true”, although not directly conversant with
facts, 15 a proposition about propositions and their truth-value,
and thus has the semblance of the inductive discovery that in
no actual truth-situations are p and p’ simultaneously assertable.
The incompatibility of p and p’ which prevents their being
truthfully asserted 1n any given situation 15, however, not a
uniform, empirical property of truth-situations, but anses
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from the initial definition of p and p’ as contradictories. Con-
tradictories are by defimtion propositions which cannot be
simultaneously true; the statement that p and p' can never be
simultaneously true follows from the symbolic equivalence
of “p is true” and “p’ 1s false”. The principle of contradiction
may be stated in such a way as to exclude all factual reference
and to emphasize 1ts regulative function, namely, “Contra-
dictory proposttions should not be included 1n a single formal
system”; 1n this form 1t makes no ontologic commutments
whatsoever, but merely formulates and prescribes a rule for
the construction of formal propositional systems.

Criteria of truth also illustrate the inadequacy of a factual
and inductive interpretation of principles. The correspondence
principle, though it cannot claim to be #ke criterion, 1s, at
least, a criterion of truth. Indeed, 1t 15 the criterion which
most serious takes account of factuality as a determinant of
truth. The correspondence principle, construed as a factual
generalization, would assert that “All propositions which
correspond 1 some spectfied way with the real are true”.
The full specification of the nature of this correspondence 1s a
problem for the theory of truth with which we need not be
concerned here. Now if the attempt 1s made to validate
inductively the criterion of truth as correspondence by corre-
lating instances of the truth of propositions with instances
of the property of correspondence to the real, obviously a
criterion of truth 1s presupposed n the very enumeration of
supposed instances of truth. But if this criterion 1s 1tself corre-
spondence, the procedure 1s circular, whereas if some other
criterion 1s introduced, we are faced with the question of us
validity. In neither case 1s the crterion of truth as corre-
spondence validated. Furthermore, the inductive correlation
of quteria of truth with one another would not constitute a
validation of the correlated criteria. Even if it could be shown
by inductive procedure that the decision on the question of
the truth or falsity of specific propositions was the same
whether the criterion C, or the criterion C, were adopted, this
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fact would, of course, authenticate neither of the two critera,
For example, 1t may be the case that all instances of “truth
as correspondence with the real” are instances of “truth as
coherence with a wider system”, and conversely that all
instances of coherence are instances of correspondence, but
such a de facto correlation of criteria, though 1t would be an
interesting and important epistemological discovery, would
vahdate neither the correspondence nor the coherence theory
of truth. The logical difficulues mnvolved in the attempted
verification of a crterion of truth suggest that the principle
of correspondence or any other purported criterion 1s nothing
but an arbitrary defimtion of truth incapable of inductive
validation. The concluston 1s mescapable—paradoxical as it 1s
—that a criterion of truth 1s not 1tself a truth.

Similar difficulties are encountered in any attempt to
estabhsh an ethical principle by generalization from ex-
pertence. Consider, for example, the hedomstic principle:
“All actions productive of pleasure are good”. The inductive
correlation of “pleasure producing actions” with “good
actions” 1s possible only if we are already 1n possession of some
criterion of “good actions” by reference to which they may
be recognized and identified as such. Now if this criterion
1s “productiveness of pleasure” obviously the subsequent
generalization 1s question-begging. If; on the other hand, the
instances of “good actions” are selected 1n accordance with
some other moral criterion, say self-realization, the inductive
procedure has accomplished only the correlation of the two
moral criteria of pleasure-production and self-realization, but
has not succeeded 1n validating either of them. Nor 1s the
failure of mnductive ethics surprising 1n view of the normative
or prescriptive character of ethical principles. Empirical
generalization cannot be expected to yield prescriptive cer-
tamnty. An empirical validation of ethical principles encounters
exactly the same difficulties as are involved in the inductive
validation of the logical principles of inference and the
epistemological criteria of truth.
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Principles are primitive propositions whose validity or
truth—if indeed they may be said to possess these properties
at all—s non-factual 1n character. In seeking an explanation
of the validity of principles, one encounters the traditional
problem of the a prior:: “Are there any principles possessing
a prior: truth and, if so, whence do they derive their apriority ?”
The remainder of the chapter will be concerned with the four
principal theories of the a priori:

(1) The theory of the intrinsic a priori: a priori principles
are self-evident truths.

(2) The method of affirmation by attempted denial: e prior:
principles are truths presupposed by their own attempted
demial.

(3) The presupposttional theory: e priori principles are
truths presupposed by the possibility of experience.

(4) The modern postulational theory: a priori principles
are rules or postulates posited by the mind 1n 1ts elaboration of
formal systems.

(1) The theory that principles are self-evident truths is
rationalism 1n its purest form and, while it has perhaps few
sertous defenders at the present time, 1t deserves serious con-
sideration simply because 1t 1s one of the theoretically possible
accounts of the a priori and also because the other theories of
the a priors, having first been proposed as alternatives to the
intrinsic theory, betray its influence. According to the theory
of self-evident principles, the truth of at least some proposi-
tions 1s disclosed to the reason by direct intellectual inspection.
The theory of self-evidence 1n 1ts purest form asserts that truth
15 literally a quality of certain propositions—or of the meanings
expressed by such propositions—and that 1t 1s discermble by
rational mnsight much as red 1s a quality of the rose discernible
by sense-inspection. The reason may directly intuit the umque
quality of trueness in a propositional meaning or it may intuit
other qualities, such as clanity and distinctness of ideas, which
are infallible clues to the truth of the proposttion 1n question.
But whether the quality of truth 1s directly intwited or ats
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presence is indicated by other qualines which invariably
accompany 1t, truth 1s an intrinsic determunation of the pro-
positions which possess 1t, and thus the theory of self-evident
principles 15 properly described as the intrinsic theory of the
a prori.

The 1ntrinsic theory of the a prior: recerved 1ts definitive
expression 1n the theory of “innate ideas” of seventeenth-
century rauonalism. Descartes and his followers beheved that
the reason was capable of intwitive insights which confer
truth upon the propositions expressing those msights and
that such propositions are the underlying principles of the
system of ratnonal knowledge. The historical rationalists
slurred over the disunction between the “idea” and the pro-
position expressive of 1t. Descartes’ use of ““1dea” 1s notoriously
ambiguous; he does not make clear whether the term desig-
nates an intuited meaning or the propositional articulation of
the meaning or perhaps both of these combined. The careful
differentiation between the “clear and distinct idea” and the
“true principle” 1s essential to a proper statement of the theory
of self-evident truth; the theory properly understood asserts
that the mind intuits a clear and distinct 1dea, which 1n itself
1s nerther true nor false, but which verifies the propositional
equvalent of the 1dea. Or to express the same thing 1n a more
modern terminology, the mind by inspection discerns the
clanty of a “meaning” which attests the truth of the proposi-
tion expressive of the “meaning”. The clear and distnct 1deas
of the classical rationalists are akin to the “meanings” of
contemporary discussion, while inspection 1s a more neutral
and less ambiguous substitute for mturtion.

The conventional criticism of the intrinsic theory of the
a priori, namely, that “clanity and distinctness” are purely
psychological qualities of ideas, and as such are incapable of
conferring truth upon the correlative principles, would seem
to be valid. How can subjective criteria guarantee an objective
truth? It 15 not only the subjectivity of the rationalistic
criterion of truth which 1s open to cmticism, but even more
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damaging to the theory 1s 1ts concealed factuality. However
much the rationalist may protest that his intution 1s a pure
intellectual 1nsight 1nto the essence of an 1dea, 1t 1s difficult to
see how 1t can altogether avoid the tant of factuality. The
quahities of “ideas” inspectively apprehended by the mind
which allegedly confer truth upon the corresponding pro-
posttions are, after all, de facto qualities which seem scarcely
capable of verifying a priorz truth. Inspection or intuition may
warrant the factual statement that such and such a meaning or
“idea” 1s characterized by psychological “clarity and distinct-
ness”, but 1t cannot authenticate the truth of the proposition
embodying that meaning. Hence the intrinsic a pror: of clear
and distinct 1deas 1s vitiated as much by 1its factuality as by 1ts
subjectivity.

(2) A second method of validation of a prior: principles 1s
the method of affirmation by attempted denial which contends
that propositions whose contradictories are self-refuting are
thereby proven true. If proposition p 1s the principle whose
validation 1s destred and if 1t can be shown that the contra-
dictory of p, namely p’, is internally self-contradictory, then
the original p must itself be true. This ingenious logical device
for demonstrating first principles was employed by the early
rattonalists, notably Descartes and Leibmiz, n conjunction
with the method of self-evidence which 1t gradually superseded.
Thus Descartes accepted the doctrine of ntuitive self-certainty
and of the lumen naturals, yet in promulgating the cogito ergo
sum as the first principle of hus philosophy, he unquestionably
employed the logical device of affirmation by demal. The
proposition, “I exist”, 1s true not only on account of an
mtrinsic  self-certainty—which Descartes undoubtedly as-
cribed to 1t—but more especially because 1n every act of doubt
or attempted denial of my own existence, I tacitly affirm my
existence. The methods of self-evidence and affirmation by
attempted denal are not necessarily incompatible since there
is no prima facte reason why a self-evident proposition should
not also admit of being proved by the indirect method. As a
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matter of fact, however, the “I exist” would seem to be the
only principle of Descartes’ philosophy established by both
the direct and indirect methods; other basic principles—for
example, the principle of eminent causality by which he
demonstrated God’s existence as the adequate cause of the
idea of God—possess intrinsic self-certainty, but their demal
is not self-contradictory.

The method of affirmation by attempted demal 1s super-
ficially similar to the reductio ad absurdum argument which 1s so
useful 1n mathematical demonstration, but the two methods
are really very different. The mathematical reducrio 1s far
more modest 1n 1ts pretenstons than 1s the rationalist’s method
of self-refutation. The mathematical argument seeks to prove
not the truth of a proposition but merely that 1t belongs to
a certamn implicative system, say the system of Euclidean
geometry. It accomplishes this by the indirect method of
assuming the contradictory of the proposition which it
wishes to prove, and then demonstrating that this contra-
dictory is inconsistent with the 1mtial postulates of the system
or their implicates. The rationalistic method of affirmation
by attempted denial on the contrary seeks to demonstrate
the actual sruth of a certan principle by showing that its
provisional denial leads to a self-contradiction.

The constructive possibilities of the method of affirmation
by attempted demial—if the method proved to be logcally
sound—would be almost unhimited. From a few basic pro-
posttions, which are true because their contradictories are self-
refuting, a complete system of rational truth could be demon-
strated. Professor E. G. Spaulding, in The New Ratwonalsm,
ingeniously deduces a complete system of knowledge from a
small number of primitive propositions which have been
validated by the method of “presupposition by denial’’—a
method which coincides with the procedure here described as
“the method of affirmation by attempted denial”. The latter
designation 1s, I believe, more exact than Professor Spaulding’s,

1 See The New Rationalism, especially pp 132-5.
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since it stresses the tentative character of the initial denial, a
feature of the method which Professor Spaulding himself
acknowledges. Moreover, 1t avoids the suggestion that the
attempted denial presupposes the thesis to be proved when as a
matter of fact the relation between the attempted denial and
the affirmation 1s one of logical entaiiment. Professor Spaulding
also recognizes this feature of the method when he says: “To
be presupposed 1s to be 1mplied.”* The method of the New
Rarwonalism would, if 1t were logically coercive, effect the
immediate realization of the philosopher’s perennial 1deal of a
unified system of demonstrative truth. It 1s imperative, there-
fore, that the pretensions of the method be examined with
the utmost care to determine whether there are genuinely self-
refuting propositions, the truth of whose contradictories 1s
thereby guaranteed.

In answering the question: “Are there self-refuting pro-
posttions®” I shall analyse a few propositions which have
with the greatest show of plausibility been proposed as self-
refuting. The selection of such typically self-refuting pro-
posttions 1s necessartly random and arbitrary, so that even if 1t
could be conclusively shown that none of them was actually
self-refuting, there would remain the possibility that there
are other propositions having tlus property. However, the
exammation and elimination of a few of the most typical of
allegedly self-refuting propositions may lead to the detection
of the general fallacy of the self-refuting procedure. I have
selected the following three propositions as being plausibly
suicidal:

(1) “There are no propositions.”
(1) “There 1s no truth.”
(1) “I do not exist.”

(1) The statement: “There are no propositions” is held to
be a self-refuting statement because it is itself a proposition.
The proposition cannot be true because its truth would pre-

1 See The New Rationalism, p 132.
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clude its utterance. In other words, the truth of the pro-
position “There are no propositions’ implies 1ts own falsity.

The self-refuting character of the proposition: “There are
no proposttions” affords an indirect proof of its contradictory:
“There are propositions.” Since 1t 1s false that there are no
proposttions, then 1t must be true that there are at least some
propositions. “There are proposttions” accordingly seems to
be an indisputable truth capable of being established by the
method of affirmaton by attempted demal. Similarly, the
proposition: “There are negativ e propositions’ seems provable
by the parallel argument that 1ts contradictory “There are no
negative propositions”, being 1tself a negative proposition, is
self-refuting.

The question at once suggests itself: Why 1s 1t necessary to
resort to an ndirect proof of the proposition, “There are
proposttions”, since the proposition in question can with equal
cogency be proven directly by what may be called ““the method
of self-affirmation”? The proposition, “There are proposi-
tions”, seems to be self-proving 1n so far as the mere enter-
tamning of 1t 1s 1tself a proposition. There are other apparently
self-affirming propositions: for example, the proposition
“There are affirmative propositions”, since 1t 1s itself an
affirmative proposition. It 1s surpnsing that so obvious a
device should have escaped the notice of rationalists, and that
a thoroughgoing application of the method of self-affirmation
has never been attempted. Fichte’s initial positing of the ego
by the ego 1s perhaps the closest historical approximation to
such a philosophic procedure.

The proposition: “There are no propositions” 1s a typical
self-refuting proposition, and exemplfies the essential logic of
self-refutation. Self-refutation depends upon a peculianty of
the self-refuting situation which I shall call “epistemological
reflexivity”. Every plausibly self-refuting situation is reflexive
in that the purported cogmition 1s abour that which 1t is. Thus
the statement, “There are no proposttions”, both is a pro-
position and 1s about proposittons—indeed, 1t zs a proposition
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about the proposition which 1t zs. The 1dentity of the vehicle
and the referenual object of a professed cogmtion gives rise
to the semblance of self-refutation. Contrast the statement:
“There are no propositions” with the statement: “There are
no oysters.” The apparently self-refuting character of the
former anses from the fact that 1t 1s a proposition about pro-
positions; the latter has no semblance of self-refutation for
the simple reason that a statement about oysters 1s not itself
an oyster. The contrast between a typically self-refuting and a
typically non-self-refuting proposition suggests that self-
refutation depends upon an exirnsic and adventitious pro-
perty of certain propositions. A self-refuting statement 1s not,
strictly speaking, refuted by uzself—such a supposition 1s
logucally preposterous—rather 1s 1t a statement refuted by the
fact of 1ts own existence. The 1llusion of self-refutation anises
because of a failure to discriminate between the umport of the
statement, namely, what the statement 1s about, and the logjcal
or psychological factuality of the statement. In all allegedly
self-refuting statements the import of the statement 1s con-
troverted by the factuality of the statement. The proposition
“There are no propositions” contains no mternal logical con-
tradiction—indeed, 1t 1s possible to entertain this proposition
with perfect logical consistency, i spite of the facr that the
entertatning of 1t 1s incompatible with 1its truth. The self-
refuting proposition 1s refuted not by itself but by a factuality
concealed within itself—a factuality which can be discerned
only by adopting a standpoint outside the proposttion itself.
The exponents of the method of self-refutation are thus guilty
of an unconscious shift from the logical level of the proposition
to that of a secondary proposition about the origimnal pro-
position. The “intent” of the original proposition 1s one thing;
the “intent” of the secondary proposttion about the orgnal
is quite another, and the contradiction is between these two
“intents”,

Thus a proposition established by Yhe method of self-
refution 15 an ordinary judgment of fact, and 1ts sole peculiarity
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is that the fact which confirms it 1s provided by the act of its
attempted denial. The proposition could as readily be sup-
ported by some other fact. Thus the proposition “There are
propositions™ 1s as conclustvely, if not as dramatically, estab-
lished by cating the proposition “There are oysters” as by
citing 1ts own contradictory. The characteristic feature of a
self-refuting proposition 1s the circumstance that the fact
which confutes 1t 1s provided by the proposition tself: 1t 1s
like any other factual statement except that the evidence for
its truth 1s hidden or concealed within itself. An ostensibly
self-refuting proposition 1s thus reducible to a statement of
fact, the evidence for the truth of which 1s the proposition
itself considered existentially, The method of self-refutation
is guilty of a confusion between the meaning or import of a
statement and 1ts psychological factuality and thus the advocate
of self-refutation is a victim of a subtle and ingenious form of
self-deception.

(1) “There 1s no truth’” 1s an ostensibly self-refuting pro-
posttion which 1s supposed to afford indirect proof of its
contradictory: “There 1s truth.” Thd argument 1s embodied 1n
the conventional refutation of absolute scepticism and has
become a permanent part of philosophical lore; absolute
scepticism or agnosticism 1s alleged to be self-refuting because
the denial of knowledge 1s 1itself an 1tem of knowledge. The
formulation: “There are no true proposttions” will, 1 the
present analysis, be considered the equivalent of: “There 1s no
truth.”” The subsntution of “true propositions” for “truth” 1s
more accurate since scepticism is not a demal of the existence
of “truth” 1n the abstract but of particular truths. It 1s quite
possible to assert particular truths while denying abstract
essential truth, and perhaps even to deny particular truths
while acknowledging truth as a Platonic essence. The logic of
self-refution as 1t apphes to the proposition: “There are no
true propositions” 1s not fundamentally different from that
which applies to the proposition: “There are no propositions.”
There 1s, however, this difference between the two situations:
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the second proposition 1s falsified by itself, whereas the first
is falsified by uts truth claim. The demal of truth is not
ttself a truth as the demal of propositions 1s a proposition—
indeed, the very purpose of the argument 1s to demonstrate
that the denial of truths 1s necessarily false. There 1s 1n this case
no conflict between what the proposition 1s about and what
the proposition zs, for 1t 1s about true propositions without
itself being a true proposition. The internal contradiction 1s
between what 1s asserted by the proposition and what the
proposition claims to be; the proposition asserts that there are
no true propositions, and yet it itself professes to be a true
proposition. The contradiction 1 proposition (1) is between
the import or “intent” of the proposition, namely, 1ts demmal
that there are true propositions and 1ts own spurious claim to
truth. In short, whereas proposition (1) 1s refuted by 1ts own
factuality, proposition (1) 1s refuted by 1ts pretensions.
Proposition (u) 1s more plausibly se/frefuting than 1s
proposttion (1), since the contradiction mvolved in (i) 1s
inherent 1n the total meaning of the proposition which includes
its import and 1ts truth pretensions; whereas the supposed
contradiction 1n (1) 1s between the meaning of the proposition
and the extraneous factuality of the same proposition. Never-
theless, since the truth-claim of a proposition 1s not part of its
essential meaning as a proposition, an inconsistency between
the truth-clam and the import 1s not a genune self-contra-
diction. The proposition: “There 1s no truth” may be enter-
tained without any inconsistency whatsoever, for to entertain
a proposttional meaning 1s not necessarily to asserz the truth of
the proposition. No doubt 1t 1s psychologically difficult merely
to entertain a proposition without giving some degree of
assent to 1t, but there remains an essential difference between
the attitudes of entertainment and assertion; it is always
posstble to cultivate with respect to any proposition an attitude
of entertainment without assertion—indeed the cultivation of
such an attitude 1s characteristic of the mathematician, the
logician, and the philosopher in contrast to the investigators 1n
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the several domams of factual truth. A proposition merely
entertained 1s a meaning intended rather than a truth pro-
clamed, and 1t 1s the propositional meaning alone which
should be tentatively envisaged i seeking to determine
whether any given proposition 1s self-refuting. Now there 1s
nothing 1n the meaning of the proposition: “There are no
true propositions” which imples that “There are true pro-
posttions”—although, of course, to assert the proposition:
“There 1s no truth” 1s a tacit acknow ledgment that there 1s at
least this one truth. The assertion of the proposition: “There
is no truth” 1s tantamount to entertaining the tw o inconsistent
propositions: “There 1s no truth” and “It 1s true there 1s no
truth”, a dual assertion which 1s, of course, untenable, but
not because the proposition: “There 1s no truth” 1s mherently
self-refuting. The proposition: “There 1s no truth” is not
genunely self-refuting, and only seems so because of a failure
to distinguish between entertainment and assertion; the con-
fusion between the two attitudes 1s natural, for 1t 1s rare n
ordinary discourse to entertain propositions without at the
same time asserting or denyimng their truth. Anyone who
seriously entertamns a proposition usually acknowledges 1ts
truth. Nevertheless, for purposes of logic and epistemology,
1t is necessary to abstract the meaning of a proposition from
actual assent to 1t and to consider truth as something super-
added to the meaning of the proposition as such. Accordingly,
an assertion of truth 1s a secondary proposition about an
original primary proposition which was merely entertamned.
The assertion that “There 1s no truth” 1s self-refuting 1n so
far as 1t 1s regarded as a complex proposition analysable into
prumary and secondary ingredients which are mutually con-
tradictory. The complex proposition consisting of the primary
proposition: “There 1s no truth” plus the secondary pro-
position: “It is true there is no truth”, is logically inconsistent,
but no smmple proposition—merely entertamed—is self-
refuting.

The logic of self-affirming propositions closely parallels
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that of self-refuting propositions, and I shall briefly digress
at this point to inquire whether the proposition: “There are
true propositions” 1s vahdly self-affirming. If the proposition
is asserted, the asserter implies his own belief 1n the existence
of at least this one true proposttion and s thus commutted to
the principle: “There are some true propositions.” But the
question as to whether his belief 1s correct 1s still undecided,
for the mere entertamment of the propositional meaning:
“There are true propositions” certainly does not imply that
there are, 1n fact, true propositions. Hence the method of self-
affirmation 1s as incapable of establishing the truth of the
proposition: “There are true propositions” as 1s the method
of self-refutation incapable of demonstrating the falsity of
the proposition: “There are no true propositions”, and the
failure of the two methods 1s to be accounted for 1n very much
the same way.

(ui) A third familiar example of ostensibly self-refuting
propositions 1s the attempted demal of my own existence.
The proposition: “I do not exist”, 1s said to be self-contra-
dictory because the “I” whose ensstence 1s denied by the
proposttion is the very “I” which propounds the proposition.
In this type of proposition, the conflict 1s between the mmport
of the proposition and an alleged umplication of the asserting
or even entertaining of the proposition. The inner self-con-
tradiction of (u1) 1s elicited 1n a somewhat different manner
from either (1) or (1) and yet the procedure 1s vitiated by
virtually the same fallacy. The statement: “I do not exist”,
considered as a detached propositional meaning, is free from
all contradictoriness as is evidenced by the fact that when the
same propositional meaning 1s entertained by another subject,
there 1s not the famntest suggestion of a self-contradiction. I
can deny your existence or you can deny mine without the
slightest suggestion of contradiction, and yet the proposition:
“I do not exist”, uttered by me, is the exact equivalent of the
proposition: “You do not exist”, uttered by you and addressed
to me. The demal of the self 1s logically suicidal only when I
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deny my own existence or you deny yours, but not when I
deny your existence or you deny mine. It follows, therefore,
that the proposition: “I do not exist”, when 1ts meaning is
divorced from the fact of 1ts being uttered or entertained by
me, 1S not per se self-contradictory. The semblance of self-
contradiction 1s produced only because the propositional
meaning 1s refuted when confronted with the extraneous fact
of my asserting or entertamning 1t. The proposinon “I do not
exist”, would really be a self-contradictory proposition only
if it implied the proposition: “I exist”, which 1t planly does
not. The most that can be claimed 1s that my- act of entertaining
the denial of my existence implies that I actually do exist and
thus that the complex proposition: “I deny that I exist” 1s
untenable. The cogito argument 1s guilty of an unconscious
and 1illiait shift from one epistemological level to another,
namely, from the perspective of the proposition: “I do not
exist”, to the new perspective of the proposition: “I denv that
I exist.” In shifing from the point of view of the primary
proposition: “I do not exist”, to the point of view of the
secondary proposition. “I assert that I do not exist”, the
argument surreptittously introduces an inspective or intro-
spective element foreign to the meaming of the proposition
inttially entertained. The argument thereby introduces 1nto
the meaning of the proposition an extraneous and concealed
factuality, just as did the attempted formal refutation of pro-
position (1). My assertion or entertainment of the proposition:
“I do not exist”’, may serve as the occasion for the mntrospective
apprehension of myself as then existing, but clearly this intro-
spective act is not an integral part of the meaning of the
proposttion asserted or entertained. The introspection of the
self could just as well have been performed on the occasion of
the entertainment of any other proposition. The denial of
the existence of a hippognf affords just as good an oppor-
tunity for self-observation as does my denial of self-existence.
The fallacy of concealed factuality which lies at the root of the
method of self-refutation assumes, in the case of the cogito
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argument, the special form of concealed and unrecognized
self-introspection.

The logic of the method of self-refutation may also be
attacked on the ground that 1t appeals to the principle of
contradiction, but that this principle 1s not uself provable
by the method of self-refutation. Even Leibmz, who relied
so confidently on the method of self-refutation to validate all
other a prior: truths, did not envisage the validation of the
principle of contradiction by this method, but presumably
resorted 1n the case of the laws of thought to the rationahstic
criterion of self-evidence. The contradictory of the principle of
contradiction, namely, “Contradictory propositions may be
simultaneously true”, 1s not self-contradictory. The exponents
of the method of self-refutation assert that all  priori proposi-
tions are deducible from the principle of contradiction, and
yet are unable to account for the validity of the principle of
contradiction 1tself.

The foregoing criticism of the method of self-refutation
would seem to justify the concluston that there are no
genunely self-refuting propositions. To be really self-refuting
a proposition would either have to mmply its own contra-
dictory—and this violates the very nature of formal implica-
tion—or else it would have to make a dual assertton and
demal of the same propositional meaning—and 1n this case 1t
would not be a single proposition, but two proposittons
combmned mnto a single statement. Such a dual statement
would be a self-refuting formal system, but not a self-refuting
proposition. Now 1t 1s, of course, quite possible to construct
propostiional systems containing mutually contradictory
propositions and such systems are certainly false, but their
falsity 1s no guarantee of the truth of any one of the contra-
dictory propositions which they contain. Truth, therefore,
would seem to be unattainable by any formal manipulation of
propositions.

(3) The presuppositional method of Kant is one of the
most origmal and ingenious variations of the rationalistic
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theme. The basic principles of mathematics and of the natural
sciences are, on Kant’s view, a prior: truths whose vahdity
1s established by the presupposional method. The purely
logical principles, although undoubtedly recognized by Kant
to be a prior: 1n character, are arbitranly excluded by him from
the body of principles validated by his presuppositional
procedure. He does not indicate whether he excluded them
because of a conviction that they are self-evident truths 1n the
sense of the older rationalism or because he regarded them as
rules not possessing truth-value. His farlure to give some
account of the validity of the principles of logic 1s doubtless
attnibutable to s uncritical acceptance of the traditional logic,
the laws of thought being sacrosanct do not receive transcen-
dental proof as do the axioms of mathematics and the basic
assumptions of natural science.! But, w1th the exception of the
stnictly logical principles, all @ priorr truth 1s guaranteed by
the transcendental or presuppositional procedure, the logic of
which I shall now examine.2

The truth of certain @ priori principles, namely, the axioms
of mathematics and the basic postulates of science, 15, according
to the Kantian thesis, presupposed by the very possibility of
experience. Kant’s argument from expenence to the a priort
prnciples of knowledge 15 not direct, but 1s mediated by
certain entties—the forms of intwinon and the categornes of
the understanding—with which the a priorz principles are
conversant and through which they are validated. The pure
forms and pure concepts are 1n Kant’s terminology also
described as a priort, but a prior: has two quite different senses
in these two contexts: the a priorz status of the mediating
entities is to be distngwshed from the a prior: truth of the
prnciples—though the former 1s the ground of the latter.
We may accordingly distinguish two principal steps in the
transcendental or presupposttional argument: (1) the regress

1 Cf Norman Kemp Smuth’s remarks on Kant and the traditional logie.
A Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’. Second edition, pp. 185 ff.

2 The analy sis of the presupposinonal method given 1n the next paragraph
I have condensed from my essay on ““The Transcendental Method™ m T#e
Heruage of Rant Edited by J. T Whitney and D F. Bowers
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from experience to the formal entities which are 1ts conditions
or presuppositions, and (u) the progressive vahdation of
a priwori principles on the basis of the aprionty of the forms
and concepts. (1) The regresstve argument from experience to
its indispensable presuppositions, which 1s the crux of the
transcendental argument, starts from a de facto analysis of
experience. Kant discovers within experience, 1n addition to
its matter or content, certain formal features, namely, space,
time, and the categories of substance, causality, etc., and he
seeks to demonstrate that these formal ingredients of ex-
pertence are of such a character that without them experience,
at least of the type with which human minds are familiar,
would be impossible. If they are thought away, experience
wtself 1s thought out of exstence. By this argument Kant
believes that he has proved the absolute necessity and, 1n his
sense, the apriority of space, time, and the categories, as
regards therr application to actual and possible experience.
The presuppositional argument 1s, despite its plausibility,
logically inconclusive. From the fact that space, time, and
the categories are empirically discoverable features of every
expertence and that experience devoid of them 1s “unthinkable”
1t does not follow that they are necessary in any absolute sense.
Kant’s conviction that experience without its a prior: forms 1s
impossible can be justfied only 1n one of two ways: either
he could argue that experience devoid of its formal features
is “inconcervable”, and 1n so domng would be reverting to a
pre-critical rationalism, or he could assert that the doctrine of
the aprionity and ideality of the formal ingredients of ex-
pertence 1s the most plausible hypothests to account for
experience as we know 1it, and in this case he would be
embracing ordinary empiricism. The presuppositional method
of Kant is found, on close examination, not to be a genuinely
new philosophical method and consequently an alternative to
both rationalism and empiricism, but a variant of one or the
other of these pure types of philosophical methodology. The
presuppositional procedure was foredoomed to failure by the
de facto character of its starting-point, combined with the
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demonstrative character of its procedure. Logical presupposl-
tion obtains between propositions within a formal system;
thus any theorem in a geometrical system may be said to
presuppose the earlier theorems and ultimately the axioms,
but the extension of the term to the relation between a de facto
feature of experience and its a prior: condition can only result
in confusion. A certain proposition belonging to a formal
system may be presupposed by another of the same system,
but a factual state of affairs cannot properly be said to pre-
suppose anything else. Kant’s attempt to graft the rationalistic
notion of logical presupposition upon an empirical or de facto
analysis of experience was, 1n the nature of the enterprise,
abortive.

(11) The progressive phase of Kant’s argument 1s the valida-
tion of a prior: principles by reference to the a prior: forms
and categories. If space, time, and the categories were necessary
and indispensable features of experience without which ex-
pertence would be impossible, then 1t would, no doubt, follow
that the principles descriptive of those features would be a
priore true of actual and possible experience. The a priore
status of the formal features of experience guarantees the
a prior: truth of the propositions descriptive of those features.
The transition from pure forms and concepts to principles,
while necessary to complete the transcendental argument, con-
tributes nothing to our understanding of the presuppositional
method as such. Hence Kant’s attempt to validate a prior:
truth by a presuppositional method starting from experience
must be accounted a fallure because the crucial step of the
argument (step (1) above) 1s logically anomalous and
inconclusive.

(4) The postulational theory of the a priorz so drastically
modifies the conception of the @ prior: held by the three
rationalistic theories just examined that it is a virtual abandon-
ment of the older @ priori. The theories of self-evidence,
affirmation by demal and presupposition, despite their radically
different explanations of the validity of a priorz knowledge,
share the conviction that certain propositions possess an
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absolute, z prior: truth, The postulational theory, on the other
hand, while retaining the notion of an a preori factor 1n know-
ledge, repudiates a priorz truth. According to the postulational
theory, a prior: principles are non-derivative and non-factual
propositions which serve as postulates m formal, deductive
systems. Postulational principles are @ prior: not in possessing
an absolute truth independent of experience, but by virme of
thetrr function 1n non-empirical, formal systems. The prin-
ciples which are entertained or posited 1n the construction of
deductive systems are not on this account asserted to be
mtrinsically true; truth accrues to them and to the system to
which they belong only 1n so far as they conform to experience,
and such truth s of the factual a posterior: kind.

A prior: puinciples are of three general types distinguishable
according to their logical character and the varying functions
which they perform in a formal system: (1) defintions,
(n) postulates, and (1) rules. (1) A defimtion 1s a statement
of the meaning of one abstract concept by reference to other
concepts of the formal system. Defimitions, since they are
statements of symbolic equivalence, are neither true nor false
nor, indeed, do they become true, even when a formal system
1s shown to be applicable to a concrete empirical situation.
Definitions, although cast in propositional form, neither
possess truth-value in themselves nor are they capable of
acquiring 1t when formal definitions are empirically exemph-
fied; they remamn purely defimtional even after a concrete
content or filling 1s supplied by experience. The most famihar
examples of definitional postulates are those encountered in
mathematics and logic. The defimuon of a straight line as the
shortest distance between two points 1s not a truth, nor does
1t become a truth because an actual physical line is found
which closely approximates the defimtion. The principle of
contradiction 1s, at least 1n one of 1ts versions,! to be accounted
a defimtion or rather a consequence of accepted defimtions of
truth and falsity. Definitional postulates are not restricted to
logic and geometry, although, no doubt, these two formal

1 Cf pp 188 f, above.
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sciences afford the most obvious examples of this type of
postulate. Epistemological systems, m so far as they aflord
alternative criteria of truth, are to be viewed as merely defini-
tional. The correspondence theory, the coherence theory, and
the other criteria of truth are but so many alternative defimuons
of truth—a position which, as suggested above, leads to the
paradoxical conclusion that a theory of truth 1s itself neither
true nor false. Similarly, formal systems of ethics may be
constructed upon a definitional basis, indeed, hedonism, per-
fectionism, asceticism, and other principles embodying moral
cnitena are, as will be shown 1n the next chapter, just so many
variant definitions of “the good”.

(1) A postulate s a non-derivative proposition in a deductive
system which serves as a premise for the system. Postulates
differ from definitions 1n that they are capable of acquiring
truth-value when the formal system of which they are the
premises 1s found to be conformable to the factual state of
affairs, whereas truth can never pertain to a definition. Pos-
tulates are cast in the mould of truth even when they do not
actually possess truth. The actual truth or falsity of a postulate
has nothing to do with 1ts apriority, a postulate 15 a priort
solely in consequence of the logical position it occupies 1n a
particular formal system. As a postulate 1t 1s merely entertained
or postted without regard to its truth-value. Nevertheless, the
truth capacity of postulates 1s a property of the utmost
significance. If 1t can be shown that a given set of postulates is
factually or empinically true—or more accurately if it can be
shown that a certain factual situation conforms at least approxi-
mately to the ideal and abstract conditions prescribed by the
defimtions and postulates of a formal system—-then it follows
that all propositions constituting the formal system are at
least approximately true of the factual situation. A system of
logic or of mathematics 1s pure so long as 1t remains on the
plane of abstractness; it becomes applied logic or mathematics
as soon as a factual situation can be shown to conform to the
abstract properties and relations defined by the formal system.
The transition from pure science to applied science 1s mediated

208



Formal Knowledge

by the all-important principle of inference—the principle,
namely, that 1f a factual state of affairs conforms to the defimi-
tions and postulates of a valid formal system, all the theorems
of the system are true of the same factual situation. Factual
truth enters the formal system by way of the postulates and
then, so to speak, circulates throughout the entire system.
Indeed the value and uthity of formal systems 1s in large
measure attributable to the truth-capabilities of the system.
Were 1t not for the truth-capacity of a formal system, 1t would
reman to the end a pure and unexemplified abstraction—
possessing perhaps an aesthetic perfection of its own—but
utterly without cogmtive significance. Thus it may be said
that the system of the Hegelian categories, despate 1ts ingenwuty
and perfection of form, 1s cogmtively worthless because, unlike
the propositional systems of formal logic and pure mathe-
matics, 1t 15 mcapable of assuming truth-value with respect
to determinate factual situations. A non-propositional system
of the Hepelian type 1s, despite the pretentious truth-claims
of 1ts author, inherently incapable of becoming a vehicle of
actual truth.

Postulates are a prior: i relation to the formal systems for
which they serve as principles, but they do not possess a priori
truth. That any particular postulate 1s not a priorz true 1s
conclusively demonstrated by the possibility of construcung
an equally valid formal system employmng an alternative
postulate which contradicts the postulate 1n question. If logical
and geometrical systems were umquely determined by their
defimtions, so that given a set of definitions one and only one
set of postulates could be constructed, this fact would suggest
—although even this would not conclusively prove—that
such postulates were axiomatic. The plausibility of the older
rationalism rested largely on the fact that the Euchdean
geometry seemed to be such an unique system, but with the
advent of non-Euchdean geometries, this principal support of
the absolute ¢ priorz: was demolished.

(u1) The third type of principle is the regulative principle
or rule 1n accordance with which the construction of formal
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systems proceeds. The laws of thought and the other principles
of inference belong to this type. The principle of contradiction
construed as a regulative principle is the rule which forbids
the inclusion of mutually contradictory propositions within a
single formal system. The rules of formal discourse resemble
the rules of a game in that neither type of rule admits of being
true or false. Regulative principles are closer to principles of
the definitional type ((1) above) than to principles of the
postulational type which are actual premises of formal systems
() above), since they are by virtue of their logical nature
incapable of assuming truth-value. The principle of contra-
diction in the form which serves as a rule of system-building
is devoid of truth-value; this is not to deny that other versions
of the pninciple of contradiction may serve as premises of a
formal system and may even be transformed mto factual
assertions.

The three types of principles, different as are their functions
in formal systems, have two important traits 1n common. In
the first place the principles, of whatever type, are a priorz 1n
the only legitimate sense of the word—that 1s to say, they are
abstract, intellectual constructions of the mind which are
suggested by already familiar facts and provide a pre-formed
framework for the assimilation of new domams of fact.
Formal systems are a prior: schemes applicable to actual facts
and envisaging as yet unexemplified factual possibilities. They
differ from ordinary a posteriors knowledge 1n that they are
neither inferences nor generahizations from the facts which
serve as their point of departure. In the second place, the
principles and the formal systems to which they belong do not
as such possess truth-value, although they are often cast in a
proposttional truth-mould which permuts the conversion of a
formal system into a system of truth whenever the premises
of the system are found to comncide with the inductive hypo-
theses and generalizations 1n a certain factual domain. The
truth of the system is, however, a posteriori 1n character. Thus,
although there are a priori principles and a prior: systems
there are no e preori truths.
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CHAPTER X

Valuational Knowledge

VaruaTION is ordmarily excluded from epistemology, pre-
sumably on the ground that it is a non-cogmtive process to
which the analyses and categories of factual and formal
knowledge are 1napplicable. Now 1t 1s unquestionably true
that moral and aesthetic appraisals cannot be judged true or
false m the same sense as ordinary factual propositions.
Nevertheless, moral and aesthetic apprasals have a quasi-
cogmitive aspect; they are expressed in the same propositional
form as statements of fact, they make claims upon our 1ntel-
lectual assent, and they are subject to the same logical
operations as factual truths. It would, therefore, seem 1ncum-
bent upon the epistemologist at least to consider the cognitive
clarms of valuational propositions and to examine the relation
between valuational, factual, and postulational propositions.
In the analysis of the meaning, import, and posstble vahdity
of valuattonal propositions I shall confine my attention to the
ethical, because ethical theory 1s 1n a more advanced stage
than aesthetic theory, and presumably there 1s no difference
of principle between the moral and the aesthetic judgment.
Traditional ethical theory, preoccupied with the criteria of
morality, has tended to shght questions relating to moral
knowledge. The primary concern of ethics 1s, and doubtless
should be: What 1s the nature of the good? What are the
criteria by which we distinguish between nght and wrong?
But these questions can only be intelligently answered in the
light of some theory as to the nature and cognitive function
of moral judgments. Even Kant, from whom one would expect
a critical treatment of the subject, never seriously addresses
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himself to the questions: “How is moral knowledge possible ?”,
“How are synthetic a priorz propositions in ethics possible?”
Indeed the little he does say on the subject of moral knowledge
is a relapse 1nto an uncritical rationalism.

The ethico-epistemological problem, “What 1s the nature
of moral knowledge and whence does 1t derive 1ts validity ?”
admuts of solutions corresponding to the solutions of the
general epistemological problem, namely, rationalism, em-
piricism, intmionalism, etc. But, since 1t would be futile to
re-hash the controversies of epistemology in an ethical con-
text, I shall define the 1ssue 1n distinctively ethical terms. The
crucial 1ssue of moral cogmtion 1s between the positivists and
the transcendentalists. Moral judgments, according to the
transcendentalists, are conversant with a trans-empirical realm
of moral values and 1deals, by reference to which their validity
(one may even say theirr “truth”) 1s determined; ethical
positivism, on the other hand, seeks to interpret moral know-
ledge in empirical terms and without recourse to transcendent
moral values.!

The issue between the moral transcendentahsts and the
moral positivists pervades the entire history of ethucal theory;
the classical systems of ethics can, with the exception of a
few doubtful and borderline cases, be classified as one or the
other. Plato, Arnstotle, St. Thomas, Kant, and Hegel are the
transcendentalists; Socrates, Spinoza, the utilitarians are to be
included among the posttivists.

The 1ssue between positivism and transcendentalism is a
fundamental one, and I shall not attempt to deal with 1t for
1ts own sake, but only to the extent that 1t directly bears upon
the epistemology of valuation. The transcendentalist posttion,
as the array of names supporting 1t would suggest, has much
to be said 1 its favour. The great ment of the theory is that

1 This definition of positivism 1s conformable to the historical posttivism
of Comte and should be acceptable to the most recent exponents of positivism,
the logical positivists, whose technique for the analysis of the meamung of
scientific and philosophical concepts may profitably be extended to ethical
concepts which are so notoriously vague and confused
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it affords an objective basis for moral knowledge. Transcen-
dent and objective values, 1if there really were such, would
provide a secure and adequate foundation both for the general
principles of morality and for individual moral judgments.
The theory of moral objectivity renders moral judgments
literally true 1n consequence of their conformity to the moral
order of the umiverse. If one insists upon real objects for
judgments of moral evaluation, he can scarcely avoird the
transcendentalist theory, for 1t alone posits moral values as
the appropriate and literal objects of moral knowledge. Value-
cogmition 1s precisely analogous to conceptual cogmtion, and
just as a realistic interpretanion of the latter presupposes a
world of universals, a realistic attitude towards the former
presupposes a realm of values. In both a realism of universals
and a realism of values the postulate of objectivityds mvoked
to provide approprate objects for the corresponding modes
of cognition. The 1ssue between positivism and transcendent-
alism 1n value theory 1s the exact parallel of the 1ssue between
the nomunalists and the realists as regards umversals. Uni-
versals are the proper objects of conceptual cogmtion, as
transcendent values provide a secure and absolute basis for
moral judgments, and thus 1t 1s no accident that conceptual
realists from Plato to the present have, with a few exceptions,
been defenders of the objectivity of values.

The epistemological argument for objective values 1s 1n-
conclusive. Although it would be very satisfying to our
metaphysical instincts to have an ontologic object for every
type of cognrtion, 1t is 1n vain that we expect reality to conform
to all our cognitive demands. The postulation of values, in
order to provide appropriate objects for valuational cogrution,
1s a vartety of “wishful thinking” to which the philosopher
is peculiarly prone, but he should curb this ontologcal impulse
and be guided by the maxim: “Accept nothing as real unless
its reality 1s supported by irresistible empirical evidence”.
There would seem to be no empirical evidence, either direct
or indirect, for a realm of transcendent values. On the con-
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trary, there are certain powerful considerations which mihtate
against ascribing to values a reality suz gencrss. Valuational
realism is open to all the objections which have been urged
against conceptual realism in Chapter VII. The principle of
parsimony which 1s so damaging to the claims of a realism of
universals 1s equally subversive of transcendent values, since
the transcendent theory of values 1s simply the extension to
value-concepts of the realistic theory of abstract universals.
The hypostatizing of 1deals, norms, and values 1s prompted
by the same motive which led in the conceptual domain to
the positing of abstract universals and essences, as universals
are posited to afford appropriate objects for generic concepts,
and thus to validate e priorz knowledge conversant with such
essences, so values and other ideal entities are posited to
afford appropriate objects for moral and other valuational
concepts and to authenticate moral and aesthenic “truth”. But
just as 1n the one case 1t 1s possible to give a thoroughly
adequate account of the objectivity of conceptual cognition
and formal principles without resorting to Platonic universals,
so 1n the other case the meaningfulness and validity of moral
and other normative judgments 1s explicable without recourse
to a transcendent realm of values, norms, or ideals. The
hypothesis of trans-emprirical values 1s by no means indis-
pensable to an adequate nterpretation of valuational cognition,
if 1t 1s possible to give a strictly positivistic analysis of moral
cognition.

Judgments of moral worth are embodied 1n propositions
having the same logical form as those employed to express
ordmnary factual truth.! Propositions of the type “Pleasure 1s
the highest good”, “Theft and lying are morally reprehen-
sible”, “I ought to come to the assistance of a friend 1n
distress”, etc., are Jormally indistinguishable from pun?ly
factual propositions such as “Pleasure accompanies the satis-

1 The present analysis of moral cogmtion 1s an expansion of my article,
“Cogmition and Moral Value”. The Journal of Philosophy, xxxtv, 9, pp 234-9
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faction of desire”, “A 1s a thief”, or “A is a friend of mine”.
Furthermore, judgments of moral evaluation are subject to
the same logical operations as are non-moral or purely factual
judgments; indeed judgments of the two types may combine
as premuses to yield conclusions, as when I argue “I ought
to help a friend 1n distress”, “A 1s a friend 1n distress”,
therefore “I ought to help A”. Syllogisms of this combined
factual-valuational type are of great moral and ethical utility,
stnce every application of an ethical prmciple to a particular
moral action may be expressed in such fashion. The ethical
syllogism ordmarily consists of a valuational major premise,
a factual minor premise, and a valuational conclusion. The
basic rule governing the valuational syllogism 1s: “The con-
cluston cannot be an evaluative proposition unless at least one
of the premuses 1s evaluative”—a rule which precludes a factual
proof of a moral maxim. Any violation of the basic rule of
the valuational syllogism commits “the valuational fallacy”.
Moral and other valuational judgments are, despite therr formal
stmilanity to factual judgments and their ability to enter mto
logical combination with them, radically different in their
import. Our first task will be to enumerate pecularities of
moral judgments—pecuharities disclosed by the logic of
meaning but not taken account of by formal logic.

Moral judgments assume a variety of forms: “Such and such
1s good or bad, nght or wrong”; “This ought to be done,
that ought not to be done”; “It 1s my duty to act 1n this
manner”, etc.; but the variant forms possess a common, core
of meaning. The distinctive features of the moral judgment,
in whatever form expressed, are the following:

1. The “subject” of the moral judgment 1s a person. ““Subject”
here refers not to the logical subject of the moral judgment,
which may be any one of several things—including the action
and the agent—but to the moral agent or agents whose
conduct is under surveillance. Very frequently, of course, the
moral judgment 1s concerned more with the action than with
the agent, as in the statements: “The country ought to be
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protected against Communist propaganda”, or “Someone
ought to tell um of his faults”. Furthermore, the moral
subject may be indefinite, or it may embrace a group of
persons, but there 1s no moral judgment without at least an
imphcit reference to personalities mn their capacity as moral
agents. Even 1n the case of general moral maxims or ethical
principles, such as “Pleasure 1s good”, “Selfishness 15 evil”,
etc., there 1s an implicit reference to moral agents—indeed to
the totality of all moral agents. Moral principles are trans-
latable into judgments about moral agents generally.

2. The moral judgment relates to action or conduct. A moral
judgment, to be complete, must include a description of the
moral situation and the specific action or type of action
deemed morally appropriate in that situation. It may be urged
that we sometimes appraise moral characters without regard
to their action, as when we say “X 1s a good man” or “Y 1s
a culprit”, but such judgments are in reality appraisals of the
totality of actions of X or Y extending over a long interval
of time, perhaps even a lifetime. It 1s impossible to appraise
characters except as bundles of action or tendencies toward
action. Characters cannot be judged except by their action,
nor actions except on the background of personality and
temperament.

Moral judgment often precedes action and operates as a
determmant of action, and this pragmatic function of the
moral judgment 1s sometimes considered an essential part of
its meaning. The moral judgment, “You ought or ought not
to do so-and-so”, 1s perhaps uttered 1n the expectation of
inducing the approved action 1n the agent who hears the
appraisal, but this exhortatory function of the moral judgment
is extrinsic and unessential. Any judgment of approval or
disapproval, whether or not calculated to influence action, is
to be classed as moral. The retrospective moral judgment,
“You ought to have done so-and-s0”, 1s 1dentscal 1n 1ts moral
import with the corresponding anticipatory judgment. The
distinctive trait of the judgment of moral valuation is noz 1ts
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ability to influence action, but the mere fact that it is about
action. '

3. Moral judgments are evaluative in that they involve the
appraisal, either favourable or unfavourable, of the agent and his
acton. The valuational factor, which 1s almost if not totally
absent 1n factual judgments, 1s the very nerve of the moral
judgment. If the normative element be extracted from moral
judgments, the science of ethics becomes nothing but a cata-
logue of factual statements, possessing psychological, histori-
cal, or sociological import, but devoid of ethical sigmficance.
The dichotomy between factual and valuational statements has
been criticized espectally by idealists on the ground that all
factual judgments are selective and that selection 1s a form of
valuation. The idealistic contention that factual judgments
contan a valuational ingredient results from a confusion
between the réle of value i the genesis of a judgment and
value as the object of judgment. No doubt the achievement
of a factual insight by the most prosaic scientific investigator
is guided and dictated by valuational considerations, but the
resultant judgment 1s about facts, not about values.

I shall postpone until a later stage of the argument the
explanation of moral valuation; at present I am merely insisting
that 1t is one of the essential ingredients of the moral judgment.
If the foregoing analysis of the import of ethical propositions
1s correct, every complete moral judgment ought to state three
things: (1) The agent or “subject” whose conduct 1s under
moral scrutiny; (2) the specific action or type of conduct being
judged; and (3) the appraisal or evaluation. The most con-
ventent formulation of the moral judgment 1s the obligatory
proposition: “X (the subject or agent) ought (the evaluative
copula) to do so-and-so (the action).” This 1s “the strict
logical form™ of moral propositions. The alternative subject-
predicate form 1s: “Y (a certain action by a specified agent)
is (the copula) good (the moral epithet).” Each of these forms
of statement has its pecultar advantages: the obligatory form
conforms more closely to the foregoing analysts of the import
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of the moral judgment, since 1t contains explicit reference to
each of the three ingredients of the moral judgment. Further-
more, it gives greater prominence to the normatrve or valua-
tional function of the moral judgment by embodying 1t in the
copula rather than in the predicate. The “ought™ expresses
the modality of the entire moral judgment, and therefore, like
the “may” of the problematic, or the “must” of the apodeictic,
properly belongs mn the copula. On the other hand, the
ordinary subject-predicate form of statement possesses the
advantage of entering more readily into logical combination
with propositions of the factual sort. The difference between
the two types of statement 1s largely one of emphasis, and I
shall accordingly assume that a statement of the one type 1s
translatable into a statement of the other type.

The present analysis of moral judgments 1s applicable both
to apprasals of the specific moral acts of specified agents as
well as to moral maxims and ethical principles. There 15 no
absolute distinction between individual propositions, general
propositions, and principles; a general proposition 1s simply
a shorthand summary of a number of individual propositions,
and a so-called “principle” 1s either a generalizatuon or a
postulate—in erther case 1t has meaning only 1n reference to
spectfic individuals. Moral statements of such varying degrees
of generality as “I ought to do so-and-so”, “Theft 1s wrong”,
and “Pleasure 15 the highest good” represent in the last
analysis moral apprassals of specific acts. The first 1s obviously
an individual apprassal of a specific act of a specified agent;
the second is a moral maxim applicable to all actions of a
certan type; the third, the hedomistic principle, asserts that
all indrvidual acts which are productive of the maximum of
pleasure are ipso facto good, and has no meaning except as
relating to individual pleasurable acts.

The question of the meaning of an ethical judgment, which
has thus far been our sole concern, 1s to be distinguished from
the question of the validity of the moral valuation. The dis-
tinction between meaning and validity in the valuational sphere
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is precisely analogous to that between meaning and truth in
the factual sphere; it 15 one thing to determine the precise
meaning of propositions and quite another to inquire into
the truth or falsity of the propositions to which a determinate
meaning has already been affixed. We encounter 1n the problem
of the validity of valuational propositions difficulties equal to,
if not surpassing, those which confront the epistemologsst in
the treatment of factual and formal cognition.

The valdity of judgments of moral valuatton—both of
principles and of individual moral judgments—receives a
different explanation by each of the four principal theories of
moral cognition: (1) the wntutional theory, (2) the emprrical
theory, (3) the demonstratve theory, and (4) the postulational
theory. I propose to examine each of these theories 1n turn and
to show that only (4) 1s epistemologically sound.

(r) T%e wntwtional theory claims that moral cognition is
effected by a direct and immediate nsight into the moral
worth of individual moral acts or into some supreme moral
value by reference to which the moral worth of individual
acts 1s determinable. According to one version of the theory,
the goodness of a specific act or agent 1s an intrinsic quahty
of the act discernible by direct inspection; according to the
other version, only pure, abstract goodness 1s intuitable, and
the moral worth of any specific act 1s decided by the degree
to which 1t approximates to the ideal of goodness. But it
makes little difference whether, with the moral-sense theory,
the moral value 1s construed as a quality resident in the
specific act and discoverable by the moral sense, or whether,
with the abstract and transcendental moralists, the moral values
are assigned a locus 1n a preternatural realm of eternal and
immutable values. The two theories, to be sure, differ in their
views concerning the locus of moral values, the former
asserting that values are immanent in the moral act, the other
assigning them to a transcendent realm of universals. They
also differ in theirr accounts of the relation between moral
principles and individual moral valuations; the moral-sense
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theory validates mdividual moral judgments by reference to
the intuition of specific moral values and regards moial prin-
ciples as inductive generalizations from such individual judg-
ments, whereas the transcendentalist theory first vahdates
moral principles by appeal to the abstract and eternal values
and then verifies individual moral judgments either by sub-
suming them under principles already established or by direct
comparnison of spectfic acts with the abstract moral values.
Both theories agree in asserting that moral statements are the
embodiment of truth—a truth wlich rests ultimately upon an
appeal to an intuition of objective values.

(2) Moral empiricism 15 the attempt to validate moral maxims
and moral principles by generalization from experience.
Empiricism 1n ethics holds that moral propositions may be
established inductively from the moral practices and the moral
precepts prevaiing among mankind. Whatever commends
itself to the moral consciousness of all men and 1s recognized
by them as good 1s thereby established as a valid moral
criterion. Moral empiricism assumes that a moral principle
may be elicited from the diverse and apparently conflicting
practices of different men and different societies, much as a
scientific law may be discerned n apparently diverse and
incomparable natural phenomena.

The empirical verfication of moral truths encounters an
msurmountable difficulty, namely, that the moral coerciveness
of a maxim of conduct cannot be derived from its factuality.
A strictly empirical validation of a moral judgment 15 un-
attainable because a value-judgment contains an ingredient—
namely, authoritativeness or coerciveness—which transcends
the meaning of a judgment of fact. It 1s a basic rule of valua-
tional logic that an evaluative conclusion cannot be elicited
from non-evaluative, z.e. factual premises. By generalization
from experience 1t is frequently possible to formulate uni-
formities of human behaviour and of apprasals of conduct,
but one cannot deduce a moral maxim or principle from such
uniformittes, however constant and exceptionless. Even if it
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could be shown that there 1s one basic moral maxim which
all men acknowledge and according to which they regulate
their conduct—and that this 1s oz the case 1s one of the most
obvious of moral facts—this would not constitute a validation
of the maxim 1 question. Moral philosophers, whenever they
have attempted an inductive science of ethics, have failed
lamentably: J. S. Mill’s argument from psychological to
ethical hedonism 1s a notorious instance of the fallacy of the
emptrical procedure. Because all men by nature desire pleasure,
he inferred that pleasure 1s desirable 1n the ethical sense. The
hedonstic fallacy commutted by this argument 1s merely a
particular instance of what I have already described as the
“valuational fallacy”, namely, the attempt to convert a factual
generalization 1nto an evaluative truth. The valuational argu-
ment violates the primary canon of valuation logic, namely,
that a valuational conclusion can only be elicited from premises
at least one of which 1s itself valuational. Evolutionary ethics
1s another classical example of the valuational fallacy. Let us
assume that 1t 1s possible to discern 1n the evolution of mankind
an all-embracing law of the type of the famous Spencetian
formula. The formula descriptive of the process of moral
evolution, even though 1t might be capable of suggesting a
certain moral cgterion, could not authenticate that criterion.
From the fact that evolution proceeds 1n a determinate direc-
tion, it does not follow that the individual ought to act in
such a way as to promote the continuation of this process.
Evolution and moral progress do not necessarily coincide, and
the assumption that the law of evolution 1s the basic principle
of ethics 1s entirely gratuitous.

Certain emptricists, facing the difficulty of discovering any
universally acknowledged good, have altogether repudsated the
quest for the normative in ethics, and have thereby reduced
ethics to a purely descriptive science—a subdivision of history
and anthropology. This total abandonment of the valuational
which 1s the outcome of a narrow empuricism is utterly mimical
to the science of ethics, for the normative or the valuational
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ingredient is the distinctive feature of ethical statements,
Certainly value and valuation, whatever then ultimate meta-
physical status, are 1n some sense indubitable facts of which a
broader empiricism cannot fail to take account.

(3) Ethical rationalism—Normative propositions cannot be
derived from experience; neither can they be established by
pure logic. The ratonalistic conviction that ethical truth 1s
embodied in a single, consistent system is refuted by the very
possibility of alternative ethics. Alternative ethics are internally
consistent systems of morals which contradict one another 1n
certain respects; conststent hedonism and consistent asceticism
are alternative ethics in that there are at least some actions
enjoined by the one system yet prohibited by the other. One
could doubtless devise alternative ethics so opposed to one
another that every act approved by the one would be forbidden
by the other. Logic offers no ground whatsoever for deciding
between alternative ethics, any more than between alternative
systems of geometry. The choice, if one 1s to be made, will
have to be determmed by extra-logical considerations. A
controversy between representatives of alternative systems of
ethics can no more be resolved than a dispute between two
foolish mathematicians one of whom espoused Euchdian
geometry wlile the other defended some form of non-
Euchdian geometry. If moralist A espouses a consistent system
of ethical principles, in accordance with which a given act 1s
good, while moralist B has adopted an alternative ethics by
reference to which the same act 1s bad, the confiict cannot be
decided by logic alone.

Empirical and demonstrative ethics are n a sense diametrical
opposites, and yet they are both guilty of precisely the same
fallacy, namely, the gratuitous derivation of a valuational
proposition from a non-valuational. Empirical ethics surrep-
titiously adds a normative ingredient to a factual generaliza-
tion; demonstrative ethics attempts by conceptual analysis,
employing only the laws of thought, to validate a standard
of conduct, but 1t fails because moral propositions are not
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analytic and cannot be proven by the principle of contradiction
alone.

The fallacy of demonstrative ethics 1s apparent in Kant’s
professed proof of the categorical imperative. From the mere
concept of a categorical imperative, Kant believes 1t possible
to dertve his own formula of the categorical imperative and
at the same time to prove its authoritativeness.® Kant argues
that a categorical imperative, since 1t 1s by definition universally
coercive, must of necessity enjoin universal action. The fallacy
of the argument 1s the illicit shuft from umversality of form
to umversality of conzent; simply because a categorical impera-
tive 1s umversal 1n form, that 1s to say, commands universally,
it does not follow that its content, namely, that which it
enjons, is umversality of action. In bref, Kant 1s gulty of
confusing the 4ow and the what of the categorical imperative.
An even more serious defect of Kant’s rationalistic procedure
1s that 1t fals to justfy the authority and coerciveness of the
categorical imperative. Kant argued that since his formulation
of the categorical imperative could be derived by logical
analysis from the concept of a categorical imperative, 1t alone
was morally coercive. But the concept of a categorical impera-
tive by no means umquely determines the moral principle
which Kant proposed as ke categorical imperattve; indeed,
any moral principle whatsoever—even hedontsm, which Kant
so greatly disdamned—can function as a categorical imperative.

The mability of pure logic to provide a principle for moral
action 1s tllustrated by another aspect of the doctrine of the
categorical imperative. The nerve of the categorical imperative
1s the logical principle of contradiction, 1n that a literal con-
tradiction results when the attempt 1s made to umversalize
the maxim of an immoral act. The categorical imperative 1s

1 «“We will first enquire whether the mere conception of a categorical
imperative may not perhaps supply us also with a formula of 1t, containing
the proposmon which alone can be a categorical imperative . . *’ and he
concludes, “ . when I conceive a categorical imperative, I know at once
what 1t contains ** Kant’s Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, _
Translated by T K Abbot in Kant’s Theory of Morals, sixth edition, pp,fj%’ff‘
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nothing but the principle of contradiction converted into an
ethical principle. Its madequacy for this purpose becomes at
once apparent 1n Kant’s attempted application of the principle
to concrete actions. The contradicions which Kant professed
to discover in the untversalizing of the lying promuse, stealing,
etc., are nothing but conflicts. He has shown at most that the
acceptance of certain maxims by all men would produce social
and economic chaos, but he uncovered no literal contradiction
in the universahzation of immoral maxims. Indeed any moral
maxim whatsoever, however subversive of society, admats of
universalization without logical contradiction. Since the canons
of logic cannot be transformed into ethtcal principles nor
ethical principles be logically demonstrated, the entire project
of erecting ethics on a foundation of pure logic must be
abandoned.

(4) Postulatwnal Ethics.—If the norms of moral valuation
cannot be elicited by generahization from experience nor by
the processes of pure logic, whence then do they come? How
is it possible 1n terms of empiricism and positivism to account
for the normative and evaluative functions of the moral
judgment? The modern conception of postulates lends itself
admurably to the solution of this difficult problem of moral
theory. If ethical norms and 1deals are in conformity with the
referential theory interpreted to be mere creations or imagma-
tive “projections” of the mind, then the so-called moral
“principles” may be considered postulational in character.
I shall 1n expounding this position first describe 1n some detail
the psychological genesis of 1deals, and then attempt to explain
how 1deals, although “subjective” 1n origin, acquire an 1nflu-
ence over the mind which has the semblance of absolute
authority and coerciveness.

Ideals are ““creations” of the mind, but this does not mean
that they spring suddenly out of nowhere. Ideals, like all other
products of the human imagination, are compounded of
ingredients, the origin of which may be traced to experience;
moreover, the framing of ideals 1s ordinarily prompted by
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obstacles and frustrations encountered mn experience. Ideals,
although originating in cxpericnce, are not cficited fiom the
expertence 1n the manner prescribed by ethical empiricism;
expertence provides the muliex and the stimulus for the forma-
tion of an 1deal, and may even suggest the 1deal, but the 1deal
itself 1s a product of the creative 1magmation of an individual
mind or of a society of minds. Any situation requiring action
permuts the imaginative projection by the agent of an indefinite
number of possible 1deals. Under these circumstances there is
a rivalry or competitton of 1deals which 1s resolved by the
domtnant interests, habits, and dispositions of the agent, and
the particular 1deal which finally gans the ascendancy is
determined by the peculiar mental make-up of the agent at
the ime. In short, an 1deal 1s 2 plan of action projected by an
agent to meet a specific problem or situation; 1t 1s the imagina-
tive representation of a state of affairs different from the actual
state, but one which 1s better suited to the needs and wishes
of the agent.

The psychological doctrine of intent which underlies the
account given of the cognitive processes, and which was
mvoked to explain the objective reference of knowledge, is
applicable to 1deals. An 1deal, once 1t has been adopted by the
mind for the guidance of action, is “intended” by the mind;
action 1s directed towards it as an objective just as every
cogmtive process is directed towards its peculiar object.
Indced, any imaginatively envisaged ideal of action is also an
object of cognition, since I cannot strive to realize an ideal
without cogmizing 1ts fulfilment. The phrase “my wmtzention is
so-and-so” aptly expresses the dircction of my mind toward
an 1deal or objecttve. The 1deal “intended” does not actually
exist when 1t 1 contemplated—indeed of 1t had such real
existence 1t would zpso facto cease to be an ideal. The common
belief in the literal objectivity of ideals is a consequence of
the same tendency of mind which leads to the hypostatization
of universals, negauve entitics, possibles, and their like. An
1deal possesses not literal but only quasi- or pseudo-objectivity;

225 P



The Analysis of Knowledge

it 1s an imagmanvely entertained goal towards which our
actions are directed and upon w hich they converge.

Ideals, then, are real, but only as plans of action 1n the minds
of their creators and in the minds of others to whom they
have been communicated and who share them with therr
originators. Were all minds anmhilated by some cataclysm of
cosmic proportions, 1deals would be swept away with them,
Since, however, 1deals can be thought of and communicated
from one mind to another, they acquire a quasi-objective
status, but, ontologically considered, they have a reality neither
greater nor less than that of 1magmary and fictitious objects.
They differ from ordinary imagmative and mythological
“objects” solely in the fact that they are considered to be
realizable. Anyone who sertously entertains an 1deal believes
that the present actual sttuation can by the incidence of his
ideal be moulded into conformity with 1t. An 1deal, then, 1s
an imagmative reconstruction of the actual projected upon the
actual in the hope and expectation that the actual can be
moulded in conformity to it. The ideal emerges from the
actual and then 1n turn becomes an tnstrument for its trans-
formation. The 1ideal, were 1t not for this close connection
with the actual state of affairs both in 1ts genesis and 1ts
mnstrumental function, would not differ from a purely imag-
mary object. The difference between an 1deal and a pure fiction
is well illustrated by the contrast between a mythological
ammal, say a centaur or a hippogrif, and some variation of
an existing biological species—or 1n rare cases even a new
species—the production of which by selective breeding is
within the himits of scientific possibility. Thus a breeder of
racing-horses 1s guided 1 his selective breeding by an ideal—
an 1deal which has been suggested by his acquaintance with
actual horses, but which has been modified to meet specific
aesthetic and utilitarian requirements and even to satisfy the
whims and caprices of the individual breeder. The ideal,
formed in this manner, may enable the breeder to produce
an animal closely approximating his ideal. The ideal thorough-
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bred is not a Platonic form residing 1n a heaven of universals,
but 15 a conception n the minds of horse-breeders and con-
noisseurs of fine horses. Such an 1deal differs from a pure
figment of the imagmation, such as a centaur, solely in the
closeness of 1ts relation to the actual; the 1deahized thorough-
bred is biologically possible, the centaur presumably s not.
Ethical and social ideals are not essentially different from the
idealizations of the plant or animal breeder, for, like the latter,
they ongmate 1n the actual while imaginanvely transcending
it. A man’s dominant ideal—his so-called hfe ambition—is
embraced 1 his youth, and 1s influenced by a multitude of
circumstances, such as his position in hfe, the example of
people about him, the impact of religious and educational
mstitutions; these formative influences provide the materals
for the formation of his personal moral ideals, but they are
little more than suggestions which each man fashions into a-
new and umique pattern which 1s his personal ideal. Thus,
while the moral 1deal 1s empirical 1n 1ts constituents, its plan
and orgamzation are creations of the individual’s creative
imagination. A social 1deal 1s more complex than a personal
1deal, but 1t can be accounted for in simular fashion; 1t 1s an
imaginative transformation and idealization of empirically
observed social practices and arrangements The prototype of
a socal 1deal, like democracy, communism, or totalitariamsm,
1s to be found in actual historical forms of social organiza-
tion—indeed their origin may usually be found m the structure
of primitive societies. The social reformer or the revolutionist
creates his 1deal by envisaging novel combmations and imagina-
tive transformations of features of historical or exsting
societies. Even a Utopia, which may be described as the
imaginative concretion of a soctal ideal, 1s resolvable into
empirical constituents. Empiricism as applied to personal,
social, and political i1deals means simply that the ingredients
of every ideal, however sublime or exalted, are derived from
observed moral and social practices. Ideals, as their empirical
original and imaginative character would suggest, possess a
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high degree of fludity. If an ideal when partially realized
proves disappointing, 1t can be drastically revised or can be
completely abandoned and replaced by a new 1deal. Indeed,
the history of individual moral development and social pro-
gress 1s one of the constant supercession of ideals The new
situation brought about by the mcidence of one ideal provides
the soil for the germination of a new 1deal, which 1n turn s
replaced by yet another 1deal.

The foregoing account of the genesis of moral and social

ideals may be briefly summed up as follows: (1) An 1deal has
reference to some actual situation, e.g. my present personality
and circumstances or the imperfect social arrangements of
the present, for the correction and improvement of which the
ideal 1s devised. (2) An 1deal 1s an 1maginatite projection upon
this actual situation, the imngredients of which are derived
from experience but the pattern of which 1s contributed by
the imagiation. (3) In any given situation there may be two
or more tival 1deals each competing for dommance. This may
be called the principle of rvalry of ideals. (4) An 1deal 1s
always motivated by want or desire and s devised either to
escape the distastefulness of the actual situation or to achieve a
new state of affairs in closer conformity to the agent’s desires.
Were 1t not for the operation of desire and the frustration of
desire, 1deals would never come mto bemng. (5) A serious
"ideal, 1n contrast to the fictions of 1dle day-dreaming, 1
presumed, within the limits of available knowledge, to admit
of realization. The agent who embraces an 1deal tacitly assumes
that the actual situation can, by appropriate action on his part,
be altered so as to approximate his ideal. Moreover, such voli-
ttonal action takes place under the direct control and guidance
of the 1deal. (6) When an 1deal has been realized or has shown
itself undesirable or unrealizable, or the external situation has
altered so that the ideal is no longer appropriate to 1t, it may
be discarded 1n favour of a new ideal, and this process of
supercession of 1deals may continue indefinstely.

The psycho-genetic account of the origin of moral ideals

228



Valuational Knowledge

and of their operation as formative influences i human
conduct provides the background for the moie significant
question of their validity. Why should one 1deal be accepted
rather than another? What authority and coerciveness, 1f any,
are possessed by ideals imaginatively projected by moral
agents upon concrete moral situations which confront them?
The question of the validity or “truth” of moral 1deals and
standards 1s the ethico-epistemological problem par excellence,
and the adequacy of a theory of moral standards 1s measured
by 1ts ability to answer 1t satisfactorily.

The impossibility of validating a moral 1deal by an appeal
to pure logic has already been established 1n the critique of
demonstrative ethics. If a man 1s confronted with a moral
situation 1n which I, I,, I, . . . are rival ideals any one of
which may serve as the basis of action, there 1s no purely
logical ground for choosing between them unless perchance
one o1 more of them 1s self-contradictory because 1t combines
within 1tself conflicting and incompatible 1deals. Nor can 1t
be said that one of these ideals harmonizes with, while the
others are discordant with, an eternal and immutable standard
of goodness, since the mind possesses no 1infallible moral
mtuition for the discernment of absolute moral norms. It 1s
equally impossible to elicit from experience a criterion for
deciding between the rival ideals. Expertence may suggest
certain 1deals and eliminate others which seem 1n any given
situation to be unrealizable, but there 1s always, with reference
to any concrete moral situation, a plurality of genuine alter-
nattve ideals among wlich experience affords no basis for
choice. These considerations suggest that no ideal has any
authority over an agent’s conduct except the authority which
accrues to 1t because he has voluntanily embraced the ideal,
or is a member of a society which 1s governed by the ideal
in question, The authority of an ideal is, in the last analysis,
self-imposed; an ideal, once grafted on an individual or group
either by chance or by choice, has henceforth the semblance
of coerciveness. Ideals, once embraced, persist, 1f only on
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account of the mental mertia of those by whom they have
been adopted and the inexpediency of constantly changing
one’s 1deals. Ideals which are embodied in the law, or have
the sanction of a religion, are especially tenacious. Thus ideals
to which we have become accustomed seem to possess an
absolute and inherent coerciveness, but actually they are
coercive only because we consider them to be so.

Ideals are communicated from one mind to another not by
logic and demonstration, but by example and persuasion; 1t
is impossible to mculcate an 1deal by proving that 1t alone 1s
valid and that all rival 1deals are spurious, but an ideal may
be portrayed 1n all 1ts ramifications and consequences so as to
persuade others to accept 1t also. Ideals vary greatly in therr
emotional appeal, in therr aesthetic quality, and also 1n their
ability to satisfy basic human needs and mmpulses. A man
having itially embraced an ideal because of its emotional
and aesthetic appeal or because of training and example, then
proceeds to act as if 1t and 1t alone were true and valhd. The
belief 1n the essential “rightness” of one’s own 1deals 1s like
all beliefs exceedingly contagious, and 1deals spread from indi-
vidual to individual until they pervade an entire society.

Moral ideals and moral principles—a moral principle 1s
nothing but the articulation of someone’s or some group’s
ideal—have an authonty not essentially different from the
rules of a game. The rules, let us say of contract bridge, have
been literally made by successive generations of players within
the conditions prescribed by the “materals” of the game, the
fifty-two cards divided into four swits, each suit consisting of
ace, deuce, etc. These “matenals” of bridge are the constant
factors of the game conditiomng any set of rules, much as
the “material”” conditions of morality, namely, human nature,
the structure of society, and physical nature are the relatively
invariant factors in moral situations to which any workable
moral 1deal must conform. But within the limits imposed by
these conditions there is considerable freedom in the formu-
lation of rules of bridge or canons of morality; there are
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alternative sets of bridge rules, just as there are alternative,
feasible systems of moiality. Thete 1s, however, a practical
compulsion to agree upon and to adhere to one of these
alternative systems. The particular set of rules of bndge
evolved under the specific conditions of the game must be
accepted by anyone who wishes to play the game, and simi-
larly an individual must adopt certain 1deals or rules to govern
his conduct, rules which harmonize more or less with general
rules of the society to which he belongs. Such ideals are con-
ditionally or hypothetically coercive for an individual 1n a
given society. Any mndividual who chooses to play the moral
game must accept the prevailing ideals of his society, but he
may at his own peril adopt ideals of his own which conflict
with prevailing social ideals, or he may even become an
ethical mihilist and reject ideals altogether.

Ethical ideals—or rather the principles which embody
them—have just been likened to the rules of a game, but
there 1s a more exact parallel, namely, between ethical prin-
ciples and the postulates of a mathematical science. Neither
ethical principles nor geometrical postulates are true i the
strict sense; they are only posited mn order that their logical
implications may be elicited. Furthermore, just as there are
alternative systems of geometry which are equally consistent,
so there are rival systems of ethucs, each internally coherent
yet mutually contradictory. Nor does the similarity end here;
the physicist or the astronomer takes over a geometry which
suits his purposes and employs 1t as a framework for ls
science, and 1n like fashion an individual takes over a system
of ethical ideals and moulds his conduct to it. There 1s thus a
surprising rapprochement between the two apparently disparate
sciences of mathematics and ethics.

According to the postulational interpretation of ethics, there
is no one absolute and definitive system of ethics; instead the
rival ethical theories of hedonism, asceticism, perfectionism,
etc., are genuine alternatives. The task of ethics 1s no longer
the elaboration of a system of moral truth. If there 1s 1n ethics
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no truth and no falsity, what becomes of ethics as a science?
What tasks rcmain to be performed by ethics and ethical
theory? To these questions 1t may be replied that the primary
task of postulational ethics becomes the deductive elaboration
of the various logically possible systems of ethics. To accom-
plish this mvolves not merely the taking over of historical
formulations of traditional ethical positions, for the typical
posttions rarely appear i pure and consistent form in the
history ethics, but requires the refinement and purification of
historical theories to elicit from them a number of internally
consistent, though 1n some cases mutually exclusive, systems.
Such a procedure may suggest varations of ethical theory
which, though logically possible and morally advantageous,
may never have appeared 1n the history of ethical theory.
The purely formal deductive aruculation of ethical theories
has the same value 1n relation to practical mozals that the
elaboration of formal systems of logic and mathematics has
in relation to empirical science; the formalization of deductive
systems renders them more available for application. A second
task for postulational ethics 1s to relate the several systems
of ethics to practical morals by considering the consequences
of the adoption of each alternative ethics under the actual
conditions of luman life and society. Such inquiries, although
incapable of proving or disproving the theories, may help to
determine therr availability under the conditions of human
society as now constituted. Thus consistent egoism, for
example, though theoretically sound, would, if widely or
universally adopted as a moral 1deal, produce 1ntolerable con-
sequences. Thus the practical consequences of ethical theories,
while incapable of verifying or falsifying them, may militate
for or aganst their acceptance.

While there is no way of proving one system of ethics
and disproving the rest, there are nevertheless two desiderata
of a “good” ethical system which, though in no sense absolute,
are practical rules which serve as a guide 1n the choice among
nval ethical theories. In the first place, an ethical theory
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should be internally consistent, since the incorporation of
conflicting elements 1nto one’s 1deal 1esults in discordant and
self-defeating action. Though consistency 1s a sme qua non
of a system of ethics, this does not, however, preclude the
modification of one’s ethical ideal when it proves in certain
respects unsatisfactory, nor even its abandonment 1f 1t proves
entirely inadequate. Ethical systems sometimes prove unwork-
able, and, when they do, it 1s advisable after a fair tral to
abandon one system and turn to a new one. But an ethical
system should never be hastily rejected m favour of a rival;
the arbitrary shifting from one system to another 1s tanta-
mount to the adoption of an inconsistent system. Secondly,
an ethical system should not conflict with a basic human
mstinct in such fashion as to enjoin actions for which men
have a deeply rooted antipathy. Human nature 1s so consti-
tuted that certain actions are revolting to most men. Thus the
ruthless destruction of life and property, while it cannot be
demonstrated to be morally reprehensible, 1s repugnant to the
moral sentiments of decent men everywhere. This considera-
tion has been frequently used to validate certamn ethical prin-
ciples and to refute others, but the procedure, however per-
suastve to men who share these sentiments, 1s theoretically
mconclusive. Any attempt to establish a moral precept by
appeal to the concensus genttum is an mstance of the valuational
fallacy of empuirical ethics already criticized. The most that
can be claimed for such a principle as the Kantian formulation
of the categorical 1mperative which enjoins treating other men
as ends, not as means, 1s 1ts profound persuasiveness, but never
its strict truth.

In concluding, let me repeat the principal contention which
the foregoing argument has sought to substantiate, namely,
that postulational ethics offers a far more satisfactory explana-
tion of moral knowledge than is offered by either rationalistic
or empirical ethics. The superionity of rationalistic ethics hes
m 1ts ability to provide standards for the testng of moral
judgments; but, unfortunately, these standards are rigid and
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absolute. Empirical ethics, on the other hand, allows for the
relativity and flexihility of morals, but 1t provides no genuine
standards of moral conduct or of moral appraisal. Postulational
ethics provides standards, but of a tentative and provisional
sort. In short, rationalism has standards without flextbility;
empiricism flexibility without standards; postulational ethics
combines standards with flexibility.
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CHAPTER XI

Knowledge, Meaning, and Truth

A THEORY of cognition, to be complete, cannot avoid giving
an account of the nature of truth and falsity, since truth per-
tains to at least certain cognitive situations, and is commonly
regarded as the goal and culmination of the cogmtive activities
of mind. The terms cognition and knowledge, in the broad
and inclusive meaning assigned to them in the foregoing
chapters, apply not only to definitely articulated truth-situa-
tions, but to any situations which might be expected to
eventuate in truth. Thus the direct, non-propositional appre-
hension of quahities and things involved in inspectton, per-
ception, and introspection 1s cognitive in so far as 1t may be
expected ultimately to yield truth and hkewise the imaginative
elaboration of concepts, categories, and formal systems is
cognitive in that such concepts and systems, although perhaps
not themselves true, are the instrumentalities of truth-seeking,
Even valuational propositions and systems have been mcluded
within the domain of the cogmitive broadly defined because in
form, at least, they resemble truth-systems, and because the
truth-claim has so often been made for them. The distinction
between true and false 1s frequently extended downward in
the scale of cognition as when one speaks of “true” perceptions
and “false” perceptions. A “true” or rather a veridical per-
ception is one which may be expected to yield a true perceptual
proposition, whereas a “false” or non-veridical perception,
e.g. an illusory or hallucinatory experience, is one which is
likely to deceive and thus to lead to a false proposition of per-
ception. Strictly speaking, of course, the epithets true and
false are applicable only at the proposttional level of cogmition
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and are only extended, so to speak, by courtesy to the several
forms of non-propositional or pre-propositional cognition.

The proposition 1s the proper locus of truth and nothing
except a proposition can become the vehicle for the expression
and communication of genuine truth. The supposition that
truth can reside 1n a conceptual scheme, such as, for example,
the Hegelian system of categories, 1s the result of a fundamental
confusion of thought—the failure to differentiate between the
cogmitive processes of sensation, perception, and conception,
by which truth is obtamned, and fully articulated knowledge
which 1s always embodied in propositions Cogmtion may
be either propositional or non-proposttional, but truth is
invanably propositional.

Truth 1s a property of propositions and thus the problem
of truth 1s that of determining what constitutes the truth of a
proposition. What are the characteristics of truth-situations
as distingwished from non-truth situations, including 1n the
latter category not only false propositions but propositions
merely posited, entertamned, or questioned? The traditional
theones of truth, which are the alternative answers to this
question, are: (1) the mtrmsic or qualitanve theory which
maintains that truth or a reliable index of truth 1s a property
inherent 1n certain propositions or propositional meanings;
(2) the cokerence theory which asserts that truth, while not
resident in individual propositions 1n their 1solation, accrues
to such propositions by virtue of their coherence with a wider
system of propositions and meanings; and (3) the extrnsic
theory according to which neither 1solated propositions nor
even coherent systems of propositions possess truth per se,
but that truth 1s attributable to propositions only by reference
to 2 domain of fact extraneous to the propositions them-
selves.

(1) “The intrinsic theory has been discussed and criticized
in Chapter IX 1n connection with the problem of the @ prior:
and I need not repeat here the reasons for rejecting it.

(2) The cokerence theory 1s, as I shall attempt to show, not
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an independent theory of truth, but 1s reducible erther to (1)
or (3). Coherence as the term 1s employed by the exponents
of this theory, 1s used ambiguously 1n both a formal and a
matertal sense. Formal coherence 1s a property of propositions
m so far as they belong to formal systems of the type described
in Chapter IX. The propositions constituting such systems
must be free from logical inconsistency; they must be framed
with reference to a specified set of defimtions; and they must
be constructed 1n accordance with the rules of inference. A
proposition 1s coherent with a given formal system if it can
be assimulated to that formal system without violating any of
the desiderata of formal systems just enumerated. The question
as to whether a certain proposttion 1s coherent or non-coherent
1s meaningful only in relation to some specified system, for
clearly a proposition may be coherent with one formal system
yet incoherent with another. Idealistic logicians, commutted
on metaphysical grounds to the doctrine of logical monism,
namely, the assumption that there can be one and only one
thoroughly coherent and hence true system, have naturally
constdered coherence an absolute and invariant trait of a pro-
position. Any given proposition erther 1s or 1s not coherent
with the one absolute system. But with the advent of logical
pluralism—the recogmtion that consistency and coherence
may be properties of different and even mutually mconsistent
formal systems—consistency can no longer be considered
both the necessary and the suffictent condition of truth.
Formal coherence of a system of propositions is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition of truth; though an incoherent
system cannot be true in 1ts entirety, a consistent system need
not be true. A formal system 1s, as formal, neither true nor
false and a perfectly coherent system may with respect to some
specified domain of fact be found false. A further criticism of
the coherence theory, in its traditional form is that the exponent
of the coherence theory when it suits his purposes, employs
the term in a material sense—as when he speaks of coherence
with the facts or coherence of facts with one another. Material
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coherence is the conformity of a proposition or a propositional
system to some domain of fact. It 1s evident that this extra-
propositional coherence 1s not properly speaking coherence at
all, but is an appeal in the name of coherence to an extraneous
factuality. The coherence theory so construed 1s nothing but
the extrinsic theory in disguise. The ambiguity latent 1n the
notion of coherence of the idealistic logician accounts for the
superficial plausibility of the theory, the 1dealistic logician
passes unconsctously and imperceptibly from formal to
matenial coherence and vice versa, with the consequence that
material factuality, which 1s so indispensable to any adequate
conception of truth, but so thoroughly uncongenial to the
idealistic logician, enters the 1dealistic system under the guise
of formal coherence. The coherence theory, after its funda-
mental ambiguity 1s brought to the surface, 1s seen to be
either the intninsic theory of truth of traditional rationalism,
extended from individual propositions to the single all-
embracing system of truth, or else a version of the extrinsic
theory of truth which substantiates truth by a concealed and
reluctant appeal to recalcitrant factuality.

(3) The extrinsic theory of truth assumes a varety of
forms of which the correspondence theory and the pragmatic
theory are the most familiar. The correspondence theory, 1n
its most familiar version, defines truth as a correspondence
between ideas 1n the mind and real physical objects external
to the mind. The theory 1s associated historically with the
theory of representative perception, but this affiliation of the
correspondence theory of truth with a particular epistemo-
logical theory of perception 1s the result of historical accident
and not of any necessary logical affinity between the two
theortes. Because of this accidental association, the corre-
spondence theory has been subjected to an unfair type of
criticism which, though perhaps damaging to a crude repre-
sentative perceptionism, is not pertinent to the conception of
truth as correspondence. The conventional criticism of the
correspondence theory 1s that if truth is a relation between
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ideas or sense-data as immediately given and an extra-mental
object, the correspondence could never be confirmed, since
its confirmation would requre the direct comparison of the
1dea with 1ts object—a comparnison which 1s precluded by the
maccessibility of the object to direct inspection. In other words
truth 15 defined by the correspondence theory in such a way
that its presence in any cognitive situation could not possibly
be ascertamned; 1t therefore affords a conception of truth
which is useless and meaningless. Now the difficulty embodied
1n ths criticism arises solely from the adoption of the theory of
representative perception—which, although to be sure 1t may
and in the past frequently has been combined with the corre-
spondence theory of truth, 1s not essential to 1t. When, how-
ever, the correspondence theory 1s entirely dissociated from
the theory of representative perception, 1t 1s no longer open
to this criticism, and 1t 1s such a theory of correspondence
which I shall now attempt to formulate.

Truth may be defined as the correspondence—or as I shall
prefer to designate 1z, the congruence—rbetween the meaning of a
proposition and a factual situation. Congruence, the crucial
conception 1n the defimtion, 1s an unique harmony or accord
between meaning and fact which eludes precise definition and
description. When a propositional mearung 1s confronted
with the crucial fact, the fact 1s recognized as either con-
formable to or discordant with the meaning intended. The
confronting of a meaning with a fact, whuch 15 the crux of
verification, is, m 1ts psychological aspect, an act of recog-
mition not essentially different from the recogmtion of a
familiar face or a familiar voice. In ordmary recognition, the
memory of the object of an earlier perception 1s confronted
by a present perception of the same object, whereas, in veri-
fication, a proposttional meaning—achieved by abstract con-
ceptual processes—is confronted by a perceptual object which
ordunarily is encountered for the first time. Verification is the
recogmition that a perceptual object is conformable to the
propositional anticipation of it. The psychological mechanism
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of recognition, and hence of verification, varies greatly from
individual to mdividual. Individuals, whose mmagmanon 1s
exceptionally vivid, perhaps achieve recognition by a com-
parison of a memory image with the present perception to
determine whether or not the two resemble each other;
usually, however, the recognition depends upon a felt-con-
gruence between the expectation and the fulfilment. When I
meet a friend on the street I do not, 1n order to recognize him,
have to conjure up a memory 1mage 1n order to compare 1t
with my present perceptual experience; I simply “feel” that
his appearance conforms to a familiar pattern. Similarly a pro-
positional meaning may for certamn minds be clothed 1n sen-
suous imagery, such that 1t can be directly compared with the
sensuous ingredients of the venfying percept, but usually the
congruence between the meaning of the proposition and the
percept which yerifies 1t is directly felt. When the propositional
meaning 1s confronted with the fact which venfies 1t, the mind
recognizes without any exphat comparson that the fact 1s
conformable to the meaning. The process of discoverng the
conformity 1s analogous to the successive trying of keys in
a lock to see which fits. We do not reject certain keys and
identify the “night” one by comparing the shape of the keys
with the internal structure of the lock, but by successely
trying the keys to see which “fits”. The term congruency—
rather than correspondence or resemblance—is employed
because of 1ts greater generality; the agreement between a
propositional mearung and the crucial fact which supposedly
verifies 1t 1s analogous to the congruence between two geo-
metrical figures which admut of superposition or to the agree-
ment between the shape of the key and the arrangement of
the inside of the lock. When the facts “fit” the proposition,
the proposition 1s true, but when the facts do not “fit” the
preconceived meaning, the proposition is thereby falsified.
The proposition to which truth accrues by wirtue of its
congruence with a factual situation is not the proposition
considered as a mere verbal statement, but the proposition
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as conveying a determinate meaning. A propositional meaning
may be defined as a propositional statement plus its meaning
or mtentionality. Now the meaning of a proposition 1s always
embodied 1n concepts which are individually empirical 1n their
origin and which are combined in a novel way 1n the pro-
position. Until the proposition 1s verified by the appeal to
expertence, 1t 1s not known whether the composite meaning
expressed by the propositton 1s or 1s not exemplified 1n fact.
When, for example, I assert that the ash-tray on the table
before me will produce a metallic ring 1f I strike it, the meaning
of the proposition 1s conveyed by the concepts, “table”, “in
front of”, “I” or “self”, and “metallic ring”, each empirical
mn origin. The truth or falsity of the statement hinges upon
whether the actual state of affairs is or 1s not congruent with
this total propositional meaning. If, when I actually strike the
ash-tray, the sound emitted exemplifies my empirical concept,
“metallic ing”, then the proposition 1s verified; if 1t does not
conform to my preconception, the proposition 1s falsified.
This example, which 1s typical of the process of direct veri-
fication of a proposition, illustrates the important réle played
by empirical concepts in the constitution of propositional
meanings and 1n their verification. Apart from the meaning
which accrues to a proposition from its constituent empurical
concepts, a proposition 1s an empty, verbal statement incapable
of verification or falsification; moreover, the verification 1tself
consists 1n exemplifying 1n the factual state of affairs one or
more of the concepts embodied in the proposition.

There remains to be considered the nature of the fact by
reference to which the truth of a proposition 1s determunable.
Empiricists commonly supposed that a proposition 1s verified
by reference to a bare datum 1n 1ts character of brute fact, but
such an account of the vertficatory situation 1s unintelligible.
How can a meaningless fact entirely devoid of conceptualiza-
tion and interpretation be assimilated to a meaningful pro-
position? It was this very difficulty which Kant formulated
and attempted to solve in the chapter on “The Schematism
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of the Pure Concepts of Understanding”. Kant 1s confronted
with the question: “How 1s the subsumption of intwitions
under pure concepts . . . posstble?”’ because of his contention
that “the pure concepts of the understanding are quite hetero-
geneous from empirical intuittons”.! His own solution to this
difficulty, which was to invoke time as a terzzum quid mediating
between the conceptual and the factual, was highly artificial
and unsuccessful, but the problem posed by the ““Schematism”
is genuine and unavoidable. Bare facts cannot be subsumed
under or assimilated to pure meanings, and hence the fact
which constitutes the verification or falsification of a pro-
positional meamng 1s not a bare fact, but a fact suffused with
conceptual meanungs. Accordingly, verification involves the
confronting of a propositional meamng with another meaning,
usually a perceptual meaning, and the congruence or incon-
gruence between the two meanings determines the truth or
falsity of the proposition. The “metallic ring” which verifies
my assertion that the ash-tray 1s metallic rather than wooden
1s no mere sound-datum, but 1s a sound perceived and recog-
nized by me as conforming to my concept, “metallic sound”.
The congruence by means of which truth 1s established 1s then
netther a correspondence between data of sense and a physical
object—as the theory of representative perception holds—nor
between a statement and a brute factual datum—as certain
posttivistic theories seem to maintain—but between a pro-
positional meaning and a non-propositional, usually a per-
ceptual meaming. But 1t will be objected: “If versficarion 1s the
assimilation of a perceptual meaning to an anticipatory
meaning, 1s not the correspondence theory thereby transformed
into a coherence theory which moves endlessly within a cir-
cumscribed system of meanings?” “Is not the conceptualization
of fact tantamount to the demal of factuality?” In reply to
this objection I should urge that the denial of &are factuality
and the insistence that factuality as encountered in experience

1 Immanuel Kant, Critzique of Pure Reason, A 137-8, B 176—~7. Norman
Kemp Smuth’s translanon, p 180
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1s suffused with meaning and interpretation is not to deny
factuality altogcther. Every percept contains a sensuous core
1n addition to 1ts conceptual, interpretational, and constructional
ingredients; the sensuous core of the percept itself 1s the
factual element 1n the perceptual situation by reference to
which the perceptual proposition 1s verified or falsified. No
perceptual proposition can acquire truth and no perceptual
concept can be shown to be exemplified except by exhibiting
an actual percept having a core of factuality. An ingredient
of factuality 1s similarly contained in non-perceptual know-
ledge, for example 1n introspection.

The direct venfication of any proposition consists in
exlubiting 1 experience actual objects which exemplify
the concepts specified by the proposition. If actual entities
can be found conformable to all the conceptual conditions
embraced within the total propositional meaning, the pro-
posttion 1s true, otherwise it 1s false. Besides direct verification
by appeal to perception, memory, introspection, and other
modes of factual cognition, there 1s an indirect verification by
means of inference and hypothesis. Historical propositions,
propositions about the future and other propositions about
maccessible objects admit of indirect or inferential verification,
but all such indirect verfication reles, at some poimnt, on
perceptual or quasi-perceptual evidence.

Certain empiricists 1 philosophy, for example logical
positivists and pragmatists, would challenge the distinction
between direct and indirect verification, or rather would urge
that all genume venfication 1s direct vertfication and that
propositions about tnaccessible objects, for example, the con-
tents of another’s mind, are meaningless, because unverifiable.
This view 15 an exaggerated expression of the important truth
that there is no indirect verification which does not entail at
some juncture the employment of direct verification, erther
perceptual, mnemuc, or introspective. The rejection as meaning-
less of all statements incapable of direct verfication rests on
too narrow a definition of the meaningful. The definition of
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the meaningful as the directly verifiable arbitrarily contracts
the domain of the meaningful and proportionately enlarges the
domain of the meaningless in a way which does violence to
ordinary linguistic usage, thereby relegating many genunely
significant and communicable propositions to a limbo of the
meaningless. The line of demarcation between the meaningful
and the meaningless may be drawn in another way with
logical precision, and yet in much closer conformity with the
usages of language, by defimng a meaningful proposition as
the description of a factual state of affairs by a set of concepts
each of which 1s empirically definable or exemplfiable. A
concept 1n order to possess empirical meaning need not
actually be exemplified in experience, as are the generic con-
cepts ash-tray, colour, sound, etc., but 1t must be resolvable
into concepts and operations which are exemplified or ex-
emplifiable.! When the meaningfulness of propositions 1s thus
broadly conceived, many so-called “metaphysical” proposi-
tions fulfil the conditions of meaningfulness, even though they
do not admit of direct verification. For example, proposttions
regarding the contents of another’s mind cannot 1n the nature
of the situation be directly verified, and yet I can meaningfully
assert that another mind has an emotion, say of anger, because
the component concepts, “other”; “mind”, “emotion”,
“anger”, and the relation asserted by the proposition to
obtain between them are individually exemplified 1n immediate
experience, and thus their conceptual amalgamation, though
not exemplifiable, 1s, nevertheless, mearngful. Not only are
such propositions meaningful, but they may often be zrue, even
though the evidence for them s indirect and their truth merely
problematic.

The conceptual theory of meaning extends the scope of the
meaningful and the verifiable fai beyond the limits of a posi-
tivistic or radically empirical theory of meaning and it must,
accordingly, guard against the opposite error of diluting the

1 The empirical derivation of various types of exemplified and un-
exemplified concepts 1s given 1n chapters vu and vin above
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concept of the meanmngful by allowing it to become too
comptehensive and therefore vaguc. The precise determtnation
of the meaningful will be facilitated by specifying the conditions
to which a proposition must conform in order to be meaningful
in the wide sense.

(1) Every concept employed in a meaningful proposition must
either wself be capable of empirical dervation and application or
is reference to experience must be supplied by supplemental
definitions. An mdividual concept possesses meaning only if
1t is actually exemplified, as are the familiar generic concepts
“snow”, “cold”, “quality”, “thing”, “relation”, “existence”,
etc., or if 1t 1s dertvable from experience by precisely definable
operations, as are such concepts as “4/-1”, “number”,
“centaur’”’, “fiction”, “ideal”, “possibility”’, and “negation”.
The citation of actual mstances of unexemplified or unexempli-
fiable concepts 1s precluded, and yet their empirical dertvation
gives them an indirect reference to experience.

(2) The concepts entering wnto a meaningful pioposition must
be mutually relevant and compatible. When concepts belonging
to utterly different universes of discourse enter nto combina-
tion, the resultant propositions are meaningless nonsense. The
mutual relevance or irrelevance of concepts can never be
determimned with absolute assurance, yet expertence usually
affords some 1ndication as to whether a specified combination
of concepts could or could not be co-exemplfied. A given
conceptual combination should be repudrated only after careful
examination because, frequently, the most original and signi-
ficant discoveries 1n mathematics, science, and philosophy have
been embodied 1n superficially nonsensical combmations of
concepts.

(3) The concepts constituting a meaningful proposition must
be mutually consistent. Conceptual consistency goes beyond
conceptual relevancy, since two concepts which are mutually
relevant—that is to say, belong to the same universe of dis-
course—may, nevertheless, be inconsistent, as, for example, the
geometrical concept of a square-circle; indeed, mutual relevance
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is an indispensable condition of both consistency and incon-
sistency. The nclusion of inconsistent concepts within a
proposittonal complex 1s tantamount to the entertainment of
a number of inconsistent propositions, and 1s thus a potential
violation of the principle of contradiction. Concepiual mncon-
sistency frequently lies beneath the surface and 1s discernible
only when precise definitions of the several component
concepts have been given.

(4) The total propositional meamng conveyed by the complex
of concepts must be such that the verification or falsification is
possible. A proposition to be vertfiable or falsifiable must
contain nothing which would preclude putting 1t to the test of
consonance with the facts. To be sure 1t can never be asserted
with absolute confidence 1n advance of the actual verification
of a proposition, whether or not 1t 1s verifiable. The statement,
“Such and such a proposition 1s verifiable”, 1s a statement of
possibility and, as was disclosed by the analysis of the category
of possibility, all assertions or demials of factual—n contra-
distinction to logical—possibility are problematic and con-
jectural. The question we have to ask ourselves i deciding
whether a proposition 1s possible of vertfication 1s this: “Is
the cructal situation, which would test the truth or falsity of
the proposttion, one which seems in the light of available
knowledge to be a factual possibiity ?”” The question of testa-
bility of a proposition 1s answerable only by speafying the
conditions requisite to the direct or indirect vertfication of the
proposttion. If these conditions are such that there exsts a
strong presumption that they could never 1n fact be fulfilled,

e proposition 1s unvertfiable; if, however, there seem to be
no nsurmountable obstacles to the fulfilment of the specified
conditions, the proposition is verfiable. The claim that a
proposition is verifiable or unverifiable can only be hazarded
after the most scrupulous consideration of what would be
mnvolved in 1ts verification.

The objection that the defimtion of meaningful here
advocated is guilty of the opposite error of that commtted
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by the logical positivists, namely, the error of so enlarging the
domain of the meaningful that there remain few if any really
meaningless statements, may be most readily met by illus-
trating each of the several respects 1n which propositions may
fal to qualify as meaningful.

(1) The most frequently violated canon of meaningfulness
1s the demand for empirical derivation of the component
concepts of a proposition. Illustrations of propositions which
are meamngless, because they utilize concepts for which no
factual derivation is forthcoming, may be taken almost at
random from treatises on metaphysics.

Consider, for example, the monstic thesis: “Reality is a
unitary substance.”” This statement, in order to be meaningful,
must be accompamed by mutually independent defimtions of
terms, “reality”, “unitary”, and “substance”. “Reality” 1s an
indefinite and indeterminate term which 1s often repeated 1n
the writings of monists, where 1t occurs as the subject of
innumerable propositions, but rarely receives explcit and un-
ambiguous defimtion. Reality may be defined as the class or
totality of all exzszent things, and this 1s a quite legitimate
sense of the word, but one which few historical reality-
philosophers would be prepared to accept. Reality 1s employed
by most metaphysicians i the broader sense to designate the
totality of all existent and subsistent things, mncluding 1 the
later category universals, essences, relations, values, and other
mexistent entities. There 1s a third philosophical usage which
opposes reality to mere appearance and designates by reality
the totality of objects of all actual and possible verdical
cogmtions. All cogmtive objects which are wholly or in part
non-veridical, including illusion, hallucinations, and even,
according to some philosophers, all sensuous objects, are
relegated to a world of appearances. “Unitary” 1s used by
monists in at least two different senses: first 1n the strictly
numerical sense of being numerable as one item, and secondly
in the sense of a whole of interrelated parts. The statement
“Reality 1s one”, 1s meaningful and indeed true, 1f “one” be
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understood numerically, for no matter how reality be defined,
it is a single cognitive object numerable as a “one”. But the
statement so construed s truistic and phrdosophically un-
important. If the oneness of reality 1s imterpreted as 1t is
by most monists to connote, 1n addition to numerical unity,
the unity of a whole of interrelated parts, the concept of
systematic interrelatedness requires considerable elucidation
before the proposition can be considered empirically mearung-
ful. While 1t would be rash to maintam that the concept of
an organic whole 1s incapable of empirical elucidation, yet
certainly 1n the case of its leading idealistic exponents, the
conception has remained empirically obscure and undefined.
Finally, the philosophtcal concept of “substance” 1n 1its role
of an inscrutable substrate is almost devoid of empirical
meaning. Indeed, the traditional conception of a trans-
emprrical substance and of its vanant, the thing-in-itself, are
defined so largely in negative terms that 1t 1s difficult to see
how 1t differs 1n meaning from the concept of nothingness
itself. Positive content can be given to the concept of sub-
stance only by appealing to higher types of experience—say
a non-sensuous intuitton or a mystical viston—the very
existence of which 1s open to question. If substance be defined
not as a trans-empirical substratum but as an absolutely 1nde-
pendent existent,! substance becomes an empirically meaning-
ful concept. The proposttion: “Reality 1s a unitary substance”,
is meamngful, and perhaps even true if “reahty” be defined
as the totality of all existent things directly apprehended or
inferentially asserted; if, further, “unitary™ be restricted to the
numerical meaning, in accordance with which any cogmtive
object 1s numerically “one” and if, finally, “substance” be
conceived as that which requires nothing else n order to exist.
The proposition is then equivalent to the statement: “The
totality of existents is numencally a single thing which requres
nothing beyond it in order to exist™. But certainly philosophers

1 Cf Spinoza’s defimtion, By substance, I mean that which 1s mn tself.”
Ethics, Part I, def, m.
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who have espoused philosophical monism have intended to
assert far more than the numerical oneness and independence
of the totality of all that 1s; the oneness of reality has connoted
for them a mystical fusion and interpenetration of the parts of
the world which 1s not expressible in precise and empirically
meaningful concepts. Thus we may conclude that the statement,
“Reality 1s a unitary substance”, 1s 1n 1tself and 1n the contexts
of the chuef lustorical systems of monism an empirically
meaningless proposition.

A parallel analysis may be given of many other metaphysical
propositions. “Reality 1s eternal” 1s meaningful if reality be
defined as above to embrace the totality of all existents and
hence to be synonymous with the empirical category
“existence”, and 1if eternal be defined negatively as the time-
less. The concept “‘timeless”, regarded as the fusion of the
emptrically meaningful concepts “temporal” and “negation”,
1s itself meaningful. “Reality 1s eternal” may thus be con-
strued as equivalent to “The sum-total of all exstents, 1n-
cluding temporal existents, 1s 1tself timeless—that 1s to say, 1t 1
not 1tself 1n time”. The proposition so understood 1s not only
meaningful, but 1ts truth might be defended with considerable
plausibility. This, however, 1s certainly not the meaning
mntended by the philosophers by whom 1t has been pro-
pounded. The equation of eternity and timelessness would not
have satisfied metaphysical eternalists hke Spinoza and Hegel,
for whom etermty 1s an urque and exalted mode of being.

Metaphysical statements about the soul share the difficultzes
of those about reality. The statement, “The soul 1s a self-
identical substance”, 1s meaningless, for both the concepts
“soul” and “substance” have a trans-empurical reference, and
are thus only negatively definable 1n terms of expertence. The
soul is, to be sure, described as the substance “behind” the
mtrospectively observable states of an individual conscious-
ness, and is supposed to be differentiated thereby from other
souls and from materal substances which are the substrates
of extrospective experience and from reality itself, the sub-
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stance underlying our total experience. The differentiation of
one substance from another by reference to the different
ingredients of experience 1s spurious and deceptive, because
in so far as substance 1s negatively defined with respect to
experience, the distinction between a material substance
behind perceptual or extrospective objects and psychic sub-
stances behind the objects of itrospection 1s a distinction
having no genuine expertential basis. The distinction between
the soul or transcendental ego, on the one hand, and the thing-
in-itself or transcendental object on the other, would be
meaningful only if the mind were endowed with two quite
distinct modes of super-sensuous intuition, correlative to
ordinary extrospection and introspection respectively. In the
absence of such a supertor plane of experience, the concepts
of substance in general and soul-substance and material-
substance in particular, are emprrically indistinguishable
because they equally transcend and negate ordinary experience.
The assertion: “The soul 1s a substance”, as the subsumption
of one negative and non-empirical concept under another, 1s
an empirically meaningless tautology tantamount to the
assertion “Nothing 1s nothing”. Furthermore, the self-1dentity
which 1s ascribed to the substantial soul by the proposition
under scrutiny, though 1n 1tself an empirically definable con-
ception, actually exemplified 1n the unity of the introspected
self, is meaningless when conjoined with the concept of soul-
substance. The proposition, “The soul is a self-identical
substance”, consists, then, of the two empirically empty
concepts, “soul” and “substance”, and the empirically exempl-
fied conception, “self-identity”, and 1s as a whole meaningless;
since one unmeaning concept suffices to vitiate the entire
proposition of which 1t forms an essential ingredient.

The immortality doctrine which ascribes eternity to a soul-
substance, is seen in the light of the above analyses to be an
empirically meaningless position, for the proposition, “The
soul 1s an eternal substance”, suffers from a negativity inherent
in all three component concepts, “soul”, “‘substance”, and
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“eternal”’. The problem of immortality becomes, however, a
meaningful 1ssue when concerned with the relation between
the empirical self of introspection and the body as a per-
ceptible object. The immortality doctrine is then expressible
in the proposition ““The empirical ego survives the death of its
body”, which, however difficult to venfy or falsify, combines
empirical concepts 1n a plausible way.

The meaningfulness or meaninglessness of a proposition
cannot be determined by scrutiny of the proposition itself, but
only by reference to the context of the proposition. If a pro-
position 1s part of a philosophical system, the question of
whether it 1s meaningful will have to be decided by an examu-
nation of the system 1n 1ts entirety to see whether or not the
author has elsewhere in lus system provided an empirical
derivation of each of the constitutive concepts of the pro-
position. If he has not, the proposition 1s meaningless in the
context of that system. This does not prevent the same verbal
statement from bemng entirely meaningful in some other
systematic context. There are some propositions which
themselves seem obviously meaningful, and others which are
patently nonsensical, but this 1s only because the words
employed 1n such propositions have a generally acknow-
ledged signification attached to them. The context, by reference
to which the presence or absence of genuine meanmng 1n such
proposttions 1s determined, 1s the context of ordinary lin-
guistic usage. The definitions provided by the dictionary are
the context by reference to which the meaningfulness of such
propositions 1s assessed, and hence they do not constitute
exceptions to the contextual account of meamng.

(2) The second kind of meaninglessness 1s attributable, not
to the component concepts of the proposition each of which
may possess a definite empirical reference, but to the way 1n
which such concepts are combined. When concepts in different
universes of discourse are combined or when concepts in
the same universe are mappropriately combined, the resulting
propositions are without meamng, even when the concepts
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employed possess definite empirical meaning. In mamfestly
absurd and nonsensical statements such as “Virtue 1s blue”,
“The idea of red 1s heavier than the 1dea of blue”, or “The
square root of an angle 1s five”, the conceptual incommen-
surability of the component concepts is manifest, but often
the incompatibility of concepts 1s concealed and the pro-
positions pass as meaningful and even true. Propositions which
are vitiated by conceptual incongruity are common m meta-
physics. For example, the 1ssue between optimism and pessi-
mism is meaningless because the statements: “This 15 the best
of all possible worlds” and “The world 1s essentially evil” are
guilty of the muxture of ethical and ontologic concepts.
“Goodness” and “‘evil” are epithets applicable to moral agents
and perhaps to their actions, but are totally irrelevant to the
world in 1ts enurety. Reality 1s as such, neither good nor evil,
but 1s ethically neuntral. Metaphysical controversies regarding
the physical locus of consciousness are meaningless because
the concept of simple location 1s urrelevant to conscious pro-
cesses. The statement: “Consciousness 1s 1n the brain”, seeks
to assimulate to a single spatial scheme consciousness which 1s
an object of introspection and the bran as a perceptual or as
a physical object. Items from two disparate untverses of dis-
course cannot be brought together by means of a relation,
expressed 1n this case by the word “in”, which 1s appropriate
to one and not to the other of the two universes. A similar
confusion of categories is involved in the uncritical employ-
ment of spatial metaphors in the description of conscious
relations. For example, 1n the statement “Ideas and thoughts
are in the mind”, the relation between the conscious stream
and its constituents 1s confused with the relation between a
physical receptacle and the articles mside 1t. The absurdities
of metaphysics are in large measure due to this kind of
conceptual incongruity and confusion of categories.

(3) Meaninglessness, arising from conceptual inconsistency,
is very different from the meaminglessness arising from con-
ceptual incongruity; in the one case, the concepts combined

252



Knowledge, Meaning, and Truth

are mutually relevant but inconsistent, in the other, they are
mutually consistent but irrelevant. Indeed, conceptual incon-
sistency 1s possible only between concepts belonging to the
same umverse of discourse. The proposttion “Square-circles
exist” employs mutually relevant concepts, provided the
concepts “square” and “circle” are understood not in the
strictly geometrical sense of ideal figures, but 1n the sense of
percetved shapes which approximate to the geometrical
defimtions. The proposition 1s, however, meaningless, because
of the inconsistency between the concepts “square” and
“circle”.

(4) Finally, there is a philosophically interesting class of
propositions which, though conforming to all three of the
aforementioned requirements, are meamngless because the
conditions requusite for their verification or falsification are
de facto impossible. Certain propositions are embodied in
empirically meaningful, mutually consistent, and mutually
relevant concepts, and yet the conditions for their verification
either cannot be specified or are impossible of fulfilment.
Many statements which are meaningless because they are un~
verifiable are to be found 1n science as well as 1n metaphysics.
The assertion of the absolute rest or absolute motion of a
physical particle 1s an intelligible and communicable statement,
for the concepts “rest”, “motion”, “absolute space”, “physical
particle”, are empirically definable, and indeed a physical
universe can readily be envisaged 1n which this proposition
would be both meaningful and true. Let us assume that there
existed an absolute physical space such that every pomnt had
its umque qualitative properties different from every other
point in space, and that the mind possessed some sensuous or
mtuitive faculty for disciminating the points 1n this space,
then it would be possible to scrutinize a given physical particle
throughout a given time interval and to determine whether 1t
was 1n motion or at rest, but in the physical world as 1t 1s
actually constituted, the human mind endowed with 1ts
present cogmtive faculties can neither verfy nor falsify pro-
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positions of this type. Questions of absolute motion and rest
are, accordingly, physically meaningless.! Non-decidable 1ssues
are constantly arising in metaphysics and epistemology. It is,
for example, difficult to resist speculations regarding the
similarity or dissimulanity of corresponding data in different
minds. I am disposed to believe that the sensory experience
which I call a red patch 1s simular to your sensory experience
produced by the same stimulus, and which you also designate
as red, but, since my mind presumably has no intuitive access
to your mind, my red patch and your red patch may be
qualitatively incommensurable. Consequently statements con-
cerning similanity and dissimilanity of private data of different
subjects are meaningless, 1n spite of the fact that all the con-
cepts involved 1n such statements are consistent, congruous,
and empirically definable.

Questions as well as propositions are to be designated as
meaningful or meamngless. I shall briefly digress to consider
how the theory of meaning here advanced may be extended
to questions. Questions belong to the same general category
of communicable meanings as commands, exclamations,
exhortations, moral, and aesthetic valuations 1n that they are
statements utterly incapable of assuming truth-value, and yet
not for that reason necessarily devoid of all meaming. In other
words, a question regarding the truth or falsity of questions
is utterly meaningless; what 1s significant about a question is
whether 1t 1s pertinent or impertinent, answerable or un--
answerable. The distinction between meaningful and mearung-
less questions may be drawn 1n terms of the conceptual theory
of meaning, despite the fact that questions are devoid of truth-
value. Meaningfulness accrues to a question only by implied
reference to thé proposition or propositions which would
constitute an appropriate and satisfactory answer to it. 4
question is meanungful if it is answerable: unmeaning if it is
unanswerable. A question to be meaningful must be so for-

1 Cf. P W Bridgman’s discussion of meaningless questions in T#4e Logee
of Modern Physics, pp 2832
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mulated that there is at least one proposition which would
be accounted an appropriate and satisfactory answer to it, and
which would itself be a meaningful proposition according to
the canons of meaningfulness set forth above. The concepts 1n
which a meaningful question 1s clothed must either be
empirically exemplified or empirically derived; otherwise the
question would tend to elicit a meamingless answer. The
ability to frame a meaningful question—while it 1s not 1tself
an item of knowledge—is indicative of the possession by 1ts
propounder of a system of knowledge to which the answer
would be relevant. The questioner, even 1n his ignorance of
the correct answer to his specific question, has sufficient
knowledge of the field of his question to know what kind of a
. proposttion would constitute a satisfactory answer to his
question, and thus 1t 1s that a man’s knowledge of a subject
may be appraised as much by the questions he asks as by the
theses he propounds.

A distinction may be drawn between two kinds of ques-
tions, namely, definite and indefinite, the former delimiting
the answer more narrowly than the latter. A definite question
1s one embodying the proposition, the assertion of the truth
or falsity of which would constitute an answer to the question.
Questions of the definite type are usually answerable by a
simple “yes” or “no”, but they may require the selection of
one from a number of presented alternatives. For example,
the question: “Is Mr. A at home?” 1s definite because the
appropriate alternative answers “Mr. A 1s at home”, or “Mr. A
1s not at home”, are suggested by the question itself. The
meanungfulness or meaninglessness of definite questions 1s a
direct function of the presence or absence of meaning mn the
suggested alternative answers, and 1s thus readily determined
by scrutiny of them. For example, the question: “Is virtue
red or blue?” 1s a defimite but meaningless question, whereas
the question: “Is Mr. A at home?” is quite meamngful,
assuming that Mr. A is an actually existing person. An inde-
finite question is one which prescribes the generic categories

255



The Analysis of Knowledge

and conditions to which an answer must conform, without
suggesting the specific propositions 1n which the answer 1s to
be embodied. The determmation of the meaningfulness of
indefimte quesuons, accordingly, encounters greater diffi-
culties than of defimte questions. “When will the next train
depart for New York?” 1s an mdefimite question, since the
interrogatory “when” indicates the temporal character of the
desired answer without mentiomng any specific time. “Will
the next train for New York depart at 8.40 a.m.r” 1s a definite
question. Though defimte questions usually 1ndicate a more
complete knowledge on the part of the interrogator than
questions of the indefinite type, the same test of meaningful-
ness is applicable, an indefinite question 15 answerable 1f
propositions approptiately answering the question may be
supplied which are themselves meamngful. The distinction
between meaningfulness and meaninglessness of questions,
accordingly, introduces no principle not already mvolved in
the corresponding distinction between propositions.

The cogmitive processes analysed and described 1n the pre-
ceding chapters take on their full significance only w hen viewed
in the perspective of truth. The processes of cogmtive appre-
hension, namely, inspection, perception, memory, intro-
spection, etc., are as primary acts of mind neither true nor
false. They are directed towards and absorbed 1n their peculiar
objects and only lead to truth when they are embodied 1
secondary or reflective acts of judgment. Perceptions,
memories, introspections, although in themselves neither true
nor false, contain an ingredient of factuality capable of con-
ferring truth upon proposttions conformable to them. The
significance of the lower cognitive activities consists in their
contributions to truth, and thus truth is the end and goal of
the cognitive endeavours of the mind.
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