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PREFACE B

Ox July 21, 1910, we published a brief article.éhtiﬁled ¢The Pro-
gram and First Platform of Six Realists,” ! in W@ié"h_.’We-indica._t_qd the
direction philosophical inquiry ought to take. ~We there asserted
that advance would be facilitated by cooperativé'investivations ‘and
the drafting of the platform was a first attemp’é tQ confirm this -
belief. The present volume continues, on 2 larcrer;-Scale‘ the work
there inaugurated ; and we hope it will be followed by other col-
lections of studies.

The introduetory essay voices our common opinions. The other
essays do so only in part. It has seemed best to publish them with-
out laboring for complete unanimity, inasmuch as their agreements
quite overshadow their differences. They have been written after
prolonged conferences. A few important debatable topies are briefly
discussed by dissenting members in the Appendix.

Decemper 31, 1911.

L.J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 7, 393. This is reprinted in the Appendix.
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INTRODUCTION *

TaE new realism may be said to be at the present moment some-
thing between a tendency and a school. So long as it was recog-
nized only by its enemies it was no more than a tendency. But
war has developed a class-consciousness, and the time is near at
hand, if indeed it is not already here, when one realist may recog-
nize another. This dawning spirit of fellowship, accompanied
by a desire for a better understanding and a more effective co-
operation, has prompted the present undertaking.

It is perhaps inevitable that the new realism should for a time
remain polemical in tone. A new philosophical movement in-
variably arises as a protest against tradition, and bases its hope of
constructive achievement on the correction of established habits
of thought. Neo-realism is still in a phase in which this critical
motive dominates, and is the chief source of its vigor and unanim-
ity. Before, however, a philosophy can come of age, and play a
major part in human thought, it must be a complete philosophy,
or must at least show promise of completeness. If it is to assume
the réle, it must undertake to play the whole part. The authors
of the present book thus entertain the hope that they may have
succeeded not only in amplifying, clarifying, and fortifying the
realistic critique, but also in exhibiting that critique as a basis for
the solution of special philosophical problems, and for the pro-
cedure of the special sciences.

1 The following introduction expresses opinions common to the several authors
of this book; but it has proved convenient to make use of parts of the following
articles which have already appeared in print. Montague. The New Realism
and the Old. J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1912, 9, 39. Perry. Realism as a Polemic
and Program of Reform. J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1910, 7, 337, 365.

B ;



2 INTRODUCTION

I

THE HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE NEW REALISM

THE new realism is not an accident, nor a tour de force, nor an
isolated and curious speculative eruption. Whatever may be
thought of its correctness or power to endure, it must at least be
accorded a place in the main current of modern thought. It is a
fundamental and typical doctrine — definable in terms of the
broad play of intellectual forces, and peculiarly characteristic of
their present conjunction.

The historical significance of the new realism appears most
clearly in its relations with ‘naive realism,” ‘dualism’ and ‘sub-
jectivism.” The new realism is primarily a doctrine concerning
the relation between the knowing process and the thing known ;
and as such it is the latest phase of a movement of thought which
has already passed through the three phases just indicated. Neo-
realism, in other words, seeks to deal with the same problem that
has given rise to ‘naive realism,” ‘dualism’ and ‘subjectivism’;
and to profit by the errors as well as the discoveries for which these
doctrines have been responsible.

1. The theory of naive realism is the most primitive of these
theories. It conceives of objects as directly presented to con-
sciousness and being precisely what they appear to be. Nothing
intervenes between the knower and the world external to him.
Objects are not represented in consciousness by ideas; they are
themselves directly presented. This theory makes no distinction
between seeming and being ; things are just what they seem. Con-
sciousness is thought of as analogous to a light which shines out
through the sense organs, illuminating the world outside the
knower. There is in this naive view a complete disregard of the
personal equation and of the elaborate mechanism underlying
sense perception. In a world in which there was no such thing as
error, this theory of the knowledge relation would remain unchal-
lenged ; but with the discovery of error and illusion comes per-
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plexity. Dreams are perhaps the earliest phenomena of error to
arouse the primitive mind from its dogmatic realism. How can a
man lie asleep in his bed and at the same time travel to distant
places and converse with those who are dead ? How can the events
of the dream be reconciled with the events of waking experience ?
The first method of dealing with this type of error is to divide the
real world into two realms, equally objective and equally external,
but the one visible, tangible, and regular, the other more or less
invisible, mysterious, and capricious. The soul after death, and
sometimes during sleep, can enter the second of these realms. The
objectified dreamland of the child and the ghostland of the sav-
age are the outcome of the first effort of natural realism to cope
with the problem of error. It is easy to see, however, that this
doubling up of the world of existing objects will only explain a
very limited number of dream experiences, while to the errors of
waking experience it is obviously inapplicable. Whenever, for
example, the dream is concerned with the same events as those al-
ready experienced in waking life, there can be no question of ap-
pealing to a shadow world. Unreal events that are in conflict
with the experience of one’s fellows, and even with one’s own more
inclusive experience, must be banished completely from the ex-
ternal world. Where, then, shall they be located? What is more
natural than to locate them inside the person who experiences
them ? For it is only upon him that the unreal object produces any
effect. The objects of our dreams and our fancies, and of illusions
generally, are held to exist only ‘in the mind.” They are like
feelings and desires in being directly experienced only by a single
mind. Thus the soul, already held to be the mysterious principle
of life, and endowed with peculiar properties, transcending ordi-
nary physical things, is further enriched by being made the habitat
of the multitudinous hosts of non-existent objects. Still further
reflection on the phenomena of error leads to the discovery of the
element of relativity in all knowledge, and finally to the realiza-
tion that no external happening can be perceived until after it has
ceased to exist. The events we perceive as present are always
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past, for in order to perceive anything it must send energy of some
kind to our sense organs, and by the time the energy reaches us
the phase of existence which gave rise to it has passed away. To
this universal and necessary temporal aberration of perceived
objects is added an almost equally universal spatial aberration.
For all objects that move relatively to the observer are perceived
not where they are when perceived, but, at best, where they were
when the stimulus issued from them. And in addition to these
spatial and temporal aberrations of perception we know that what
we perceive will depénd not only upon the nature of the object but
on the nature of the medium through which its energies have passed
on their way to our organism; and also upon the condition of our
sense organs and brain. Finally, we have every reason to believe
that whenever the brain is stimulated in the same way in which it

is normally stimulated by an object we shall experience that ob-

ject even though it is in no sense existentially present. These

many undeniable facts prove that error is no trivial and excep-

tional phenomenon, but the normal, necessary, and universal

taint from which every perceptual experience must suffer.

2. It is such considerations as these that have led to the aban-
donment of naive realism in favor of dualism, the second of the
aforementioned theories. Accordingto thissecond theory, which is
exemplified in the philosophies of Descartes and Locke, the mind
never perceives anything external to itself. It can perceive only
its own ideas or states. But as it seems impossible to account for
the order in which these ideas occur by appealing to the mind in
which they occur, it is held to be permissible and even necessary
to infer a world of external objects resembling to a greater or less
extent the effects, or ideas, which they produce in us. What we
perceive is now held to be only a picture of what really exists.
Consciousness is no longer thought of as analogous to a light which
directly illumines the extra-organic world, but rather as a painter’s
canvas or a photographic plate on which objects in themselves
imperceptible are represented. The great advantage of the second
or picture theory is that it fully accounts for error and illusion ;
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the disadvantage of it is that it appears to account for nothing else.
The only external world is one that we can never experience, the
only world that we can have any experience of is the internal world
of ideas. When we attempt to justify the situation by appealing
to inference as the guarantee of this unexperienceable externality,
we are met by the difficulty that the world we infer can only be
made of the matter of experience, that is, can only be made up of
mental pictures in new combinations. An inferred object is al-
ways a perceptible object, one that could be in some sense experi-
enced ; and, as we have seen, the only things that according to this
view can be experienced are our mental states. Moreover, the
world in which all our interests are centered is the world of experi-
enced objects. Even if, per tmpossibile, we could justify the belief
in a world beyond that which we could experience, it would be but
a barren achievement, for such a world would contain none of the
things that we see and feel. Such a so-called real world would
be more alien to us and more thoroughly queer than were the ghost-
land or dreamland which, as we remember, the primitive realist
sought to use as a home for certain of the unrealities of life.

3. It seems very natural at such a juncture to try the experi-
ment of leaving out this world of extra-mental objects, and con-
tenting ourselves with a world in which there exist only minds and
their states. This is the third theory, the theory of subjectivism.
According to it, there can be no object without a subject, no exist-
ence without a consciousness of it. To be, is to be perceived.
The world of objects capable of existing independently of a knower
(the belief in which united the natural realist and the dualistic
realist) is now rejected. This third theory agrees with the first
theory in being epistemologically monistic, that is, in holding to the
presentative rather than to the representative theory of percep-
tion; for, according to the first theory, whatever is perceived must
exist, and according to the present theory, whatever exists must be
perceived. Naive realism subsumed the perceived as a species
under the genus existent. Subjectivism subsumes the existent as
a species under the genus perceived. But while the third theory
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has these affiliations with the first theory, it agrees with the second
theory in regarding all perceived objects as mental states — ideas
inhering in the mind that knows them and as inseparable from
that mind as any accident is from the substance that owns it.
Subjectivism has many forms, or rather, many degrees. It oc-
curs in its first and most conservative form in the philosophy of
Berkeley. Descartes and Locke, and other upholders of the
dualistic epistemology, had already gone beyond the requirements
of the picture theory in respect to the secondary qualities of ob-
jects. Not content with the doctrine that these qualities as they
existed in objects could only be inferred, they had denied them even
the inferential status which they accorded to primary qualities.
The secondary qualities that we perceive are not even copies of
what exists externally. They are the cloudy effects produced in
the mind by combinations of primary qualities, and they resemble
unreal objects in that they are merely subjective. The chief
ground for this element of subjectivism in the systems of dualis-
tic realism immediately preceding Berkeley, was the belief that
relativity to the percipient implied subjectivity. As the secondary
qualities showed this relativity, they were condemned as subjec-
tive. Now it was the easiest thing in the world for Berkeley to
show that an equal or even greater relativity pertained to the
primary qualities. The perceived form, size, and solidity of an
object depend quite as much upon the relation of the percipient
to the object as do its color and temperature. If it be axiomatic
that whatever is relative to the perceiver exists only as an idea,
why, then, the primary qualities which were all that remained of
the physical world ecould be reduced to mere ideas. But just here
Berkeley brought his reasoning to an abrupt stop. He refused
to recognize that (1) the relations between ideas or the order in
which they are given to us, and (2) the other minds that are known,
are quite as relative to the knower as are the primary and secondary
qualities of the physical world. You can know other minds only in
so far as you have experience of them, and to infer their independent
existence involves just as much and just as little of the process of
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objectifying and hypostatizing your own ideas as to infer the in-
dependent existence of physical objects. Berkeley avoided this
obvious result of his own logic by using the word ‘notion’ to
describe the knowledge of those things that did not depend for
their existence on the fact that they were known. If you had an
idea of a thing — say of your neighbor’s body — then that thing
existed only as a mental state. But if you had a notion of a thing
—say of your neighbor’s mind — then that thing was quite ca-
pable of existing independently of your knowing it. Considering
the vigorous eloquence with which Berkeley inveighed against
the tendency of philosophers to substitute words for thoughts,
it is pathetic that he should himself have furnished such a striking
example of that very fallacy. In later times Clifford and Pearson
have not hesitated to avail themselves of a quite similar linguistic
device for escaping the solipsistic coneclusion of a consistent sub-
jectivism. The distinction between the physical objects which
as ‘constructs’ exist only in the consciousness of the knower, and
other minds which as ‘ejects’ can be known without being in any
way dependent on the knower, is essentially the same both in its
meaning and in its futility as the Berkeleian distinction of idea
and notion. For the issue between realism and subjectivism does
not arise from a psychocentric predicament — a difficulty of con-
ceiving of objects apart from any consciousness — but rather from
the much more radical ‘ego-centric predicament,’! the difficulty
of conceiving known things to exist independently of my knowing
them. And the poignancy of the predicament is quite independ-
ent of the nature of the object itself, whether that be a physical
thing such as my neighbor’s body, or a psychical thing such as my
neighbor’s mind.

Some part of this difficulty Hume saw and endeavored to meet
in his proof that the spiritual substances of Berkeley were them-
selves mere ideas; but Hume’s position is itself subject to two
criticisms: First, it succeeds no better than Berkeley’s in avoid-
ing a complete relativism or solipsism—for it is as difficult to ex-

1 Cf. below, 11-12.
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plain how one ‘bundle of perceptions’ can have any knowledge
of the other equally real ‘bundle of perceptions’ as to explain how
one ‘spirit’ can have knowledge of other ‘spirits.” Second, the
Humean doctrine suffers from an additional difficulty peculiar to
itself, in that by destroying the conception of the mind as a ‘sub-
stance,” it made meaningless the quite correlative conception of
perceived objects as mental ‘states.’” If there is no substance
there cannot be any states or accidents, and there ceases to be
any sense in regarding the things that are known as dependent upon
or inseparable from a knower.

4, Passing on to that form of subjectivism developed by Kant,
we may note three points: (1) A step back toward dualism, in
that he dallies with, even if he does not actually embrace, the
dualistic notion of a ding-an-sich, a reality outside and beyond the
realm of experienced objects which serves as their cause or ground.
(2) A step in advance of the subjectivism of Berkeley and Hume,
in that Kant reduces to the subjective status not merely the facts
of nature but also her laws, so far, at least, as they are based upon
the forms of space and time and upon the categories. (3) There
appears in the Kantian system a wholly new feature which is des-
tined to figure prominently in later systems. This is the dualistic
conception of the knower, as himself a twofold being, tran-
scendental and empirical. It is the transcendental or noumenal
self that gives laws to nature, and that owns the experienced ob-
jects as its states. The empirical or phenomenal self, on the other
hand, is simply one object among others, and enjoys no special
primacy in its relation to the world of which it is a part.

The post-Kantian philosophies deal with the three points just
mentioned in the following ways: (1) The retrograde feature of
Kant’s doctrine — the belief in the ding-an-sich — is abandoned.
(2) The step in advance — the legislative power conferred by Kant
upon the self as knower — is accepted and enlarged to the point
of viewing consciousness as the source not only of the a prior: forms
of relation, but of all relations whatsoever. (3) The doctrine of
the dual self is extended to the point of identifying in one absolute
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self the plurality of transcendental selves held to by Kant, with
the result that our various empirical selves and the objects of their
experience are all regarded as the manifestations or fragments of
a single, perfect, all-inclusive, and eternal self. But it is not
hard to see that this new dualism of the finite and the absolute
selves involves the same difficulties as those which we found in the
Cartesian dualism of conscious state and physical object. For
either the experience of the fragment embraces the experiences of
the absolute or it does not. If the former, then the absolute be-
comes knowable, to be sure, but only at the cost of losing its ab-
soluteness and being reduced to a mere ‘state’ of the alleged frag-
ment. The existence of the absolute will then depend upon the
fact that it is known by its own fragments, and each fragmentary
self will have to assume that its own experience constitutes the
entire universe — which is solipsism. If the other horn of the
dilemma be chosen and the independent reality of the absolute be
insisted upon, then it is at the cost of making the absolute unknow-
able, of reducing it to the status of the unexperienceable external
world of the dualistic realist. The dilemma itself is the inevitable
consequence of making knowledge an internal relation and hence
constitutive of its objects. Indeed, a large part of the philosophi-
cal diseussion of recent years has been concerned with the endeavor
of the absolutists to defend their doctrine from the attacks of
empiricists of the Berkeleian and Humean tradition in such a way
as to avoid equally the Scylla of epistemological dualism and the
Charybdis of solipsism. But, as we have seen, the more empirical
subjectivists of the older and strictly British school are open to
the same criticism as that which they urge upon the absolutists;
for it is as difficult for the Berkeleian to justify his belief in the
existence of other spirits, or the phenomenalistic follower of Hume
his belief in bundles or streams of experience other than his own,
as for the absolutist to justify those features ‘of the absolute
experience which lie beyond the experience of the finite frag-
ments. :

5. And now enter upon this troubled scene the new realists,
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offering to absolutists and phenomenalists impartially their new
theory of the relation of knower to known.

From the standpoint of this new theory all subjectivists suffer
from a common complaint. The ontological differences that
separate such writers as Fichte and Berkeley, Mr. Bradley and
Professor Karl Pearson, are, for a realist, overshadowed by the
epistemological error that unites them. The escape from subjec-
tivism and the formulation of an alternative that shall be both reme-
dial and positively fruitful, constitutes the central preéminent issue
for any realistic protagonist. It is prior to all other philosophical
issues, such as monism and pluralism, eternalism and temporalism,
materialism and spiritualism, or even pragmatism and intellec-
tualism. This does not mean that the new realism shall not lead
to a solution of these problems, but only that as a basis for their
clear discussion it is first of all essential to get rid of subjec-
tivism.

The new realists’ relational theory is in essentials very old.
To understand its meaning it is necessary to go back beyond Kant,
beyond Berkeley, beyond even Locke and Descartes — far back
to that primordial common sense which believes in a world that
exists independently of the knowing of it, but believes also that
that same independent world can be directly presented in con-
sciousness and notf, merely represented or copied by ‘ideas.’” In
short, the new realism is, broadly speaking, a return to that naive
or natural realism which was the first of our three typical theories
of the knowledge relation; and as such, it should be sharply dis-
tinguished from the dualistic or inferential realism of the Car-
tesians. But the cause of the abandonment of naive realism in
favor of the dualistic or picture theory was the apparently hope-
less disagreement of the world as presented in immediate experi-
ence with the true or corrected system of objects in whose reality
we believe. So the first and most urgent problem for the new
realists is to amend the realism of common sense in such wise as
to make it compatible with the facts of relativity.

For this reason especial attention has been given in the present
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volume ! to a discussion of those special phenomena, such as illu-
sion and error, which are supposed to discredit natural realism,
and set going a train of thought that cannot be stopped short of
subjectivism. It is necessary to inquire closely into the mechan-
ism of perception, and into the logic of contradiction and falsity.
And it is necessary to obtain a definition of the central thesis of
realism, the thesis of independence, that shall not be so loose as
to violate the facts, nor so vague and formal as to disregard them.?

II

THE REALISTIC POLEMIC

InasmUcH as subjectivism, renewed -and fortified under the name
of ‘idealism,” is the dominant philosophy of the day, it affords
the chief resistance which an innovating philosophy such as realism
has to overcome. The realistic polemic is therefore primarily
a polemic against subjectivism; but the errors of which realism
finds subjectivistic philosophies to be guilty, are not necessarily
confined to such philosophies. They may be generalized; and
in so far as they are generalized their discovery is of greater mo-
ment. The following are some of the traditional errors which
neo-realism has thus far succeeded in generalizing.

1. The fallacy of argument from the ego-centric predicament.
— The ‘ego-centric predicament’ consists in the impossibility of
finding anything that is not known.? This is a predicament rather
than a discovery, because it refers to a difficulty of procedure,
rather than to a character of things. It is impossible to eliminate
the knower without interrupting observation; hence the peculiar
difficulty of discovering what characters, if any, things possess
when not known. When this situation is formulated as a proposi-
tion concerning things, the result is either the redundant inference
that all known things are known, or the false inference that all

1 Cf. below, Nos. IV, V, VL, 2 Cf. below, No. II.
3 In this connection, ‘ known ' means ‘ given as an object of thought.’
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things are known. The former is, on account of its redundancy,
not a proposition at all; and its use results only in confusing it
with the second proposition, which involves a petitio principii.
The falsity of the inference, in the case of the latter proposition,
lies in its being a use of the method of agreement unsupported by
the method of difference. It is impossible to argue from the fact
that everything one finds is known, to the conclusion that knowing
is a universal condition of being, because it is impossible to find
non-things which are not known. The use of the method of agree-
ment without negative cases is a fallacy. It should be added that
at best the method of agreement is a preliminary aid to exact
thought, and can throw no light whatsoever on what can be
meant by saying that knowing is a condition of being. Yet this
method, misapplied, is the main proof, perhaps the only proof, that
has been offered of the cardinal principle of idealistic philosophies
— the definition of being in terms of consciousness. It is difficult,
on account of their very lack of logical form, to obtain pure cases of
philosophical fallacies. Then, too, this particular fallacy has so far
become a commonplace as to be regarded as a self-evident truth.
The step in which it is employed is omitted or obscured in many
idealistic treatises. In others it is spread so thin, is so pervasive
and insidious, that while it lends whatever support is offered for
the cardinal idealistic principle, it is nowhere explicitly formulated.
But the following will serve as a typical illustration. “Things
exist,” says Renouvier, “and all things have a common character,
that of being represented, of appearing; for if there were no repre-
sentation of things, how should I speak of them?”’ ! It is clear
that no more is proved by this argument than that things must be
‘represented ’ if one is to ‘speak of them.” That all things have
the common character of being ‘spoken of,” which is the funda-
mental thesis restated in a new form, is left without any proof
whatsoever.

2. The fallacy of pseudo-simplicity. — There is a disposition
in philosophy as well as in common sense to assume the simplicity

1 Renouvier. Mind, 1877, 2, 378.
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of that which is only familiar or stereotyped. This error has
conspired with the error just examined to lend a certain plausi-
bility to subjectivism. For one would scarcely assert with so
much gravity that the world was his idea, or that the ‘I think’
must accompany every judgment, unless he supposed that the
first personal pronoun referred to something that did not require
further elucidation. Self-consciousness could never have figured
in idealistic philosophies as the immediate and primary certainty
if it were understood to be a complex and problematic conception.
Yet such it must be admitted to be, once its practical sim-
plicity, based on habits of thought and speech, is discounted.
Similarly the common dogma, to the effect that consciousness can
be known only introspectively, is based on the assumption that it
18 known introspectively, and that thus approached it is a simple
datum. Traditional spiritistic conceptions of will, activity, im-
mediacy, and life, rest on the same fundamental misapprehension
as does the materialistic acceptance of body as an irreducible en-
‘tity. Thus what is really at stake here is nothing less than the
method of analysis itself. In exact procedure it is not permitted
to assert the simplicity of any concept until after analysis. That
the concepts enumerated above are not analytically simple, is
proved by the fact that when they are treated as simple, it is
necessary to give them a complex existence also in order to account
for what is known about them. It is customary to say that this
is a ‘manifestation’ or ‘transformation’ of the simple and more
fundamental reality; but this is to reverse the order which is
proper to thought as the deliberate and systematic attempt to
know. It is equivalent to asserting that the more pains we take
to know, the less real is the object of our knowledge ; a proposition
which is never asserted without being contradicted, since it ex-
presses the final critical analysis of the thinker who asserts it. The
following is a characteristic example of the error of ‘pseudo-sim-
plicity,” as applied to the conception of activity.

“Every man,” says Professor Ward, “knows the difference be-
tween feeling and doing, between idle reverie and intense thought,
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between impotent and aimless drifting and unswerving tenacity
of purpose, being the slave of every passion or the master of him-
self. . . . It must surely ever remain futile, nay, even foolish,
to attempt to explain either receptivity or activity; for what is
there in experience more fundamental? And being thus funda-
mental, the prime staple of all experience, it is absurd to seek to
prove them real, since in the first and foremost sense of reality the
real and they are one.”! Nevertheless, activity and passivity
are capable of being analyzed in a variety of ways, logical, physical,
and psychological ; 2 and their nature can be regarded as a simple
datum only in so far as such analysis is deliberately avoided. They
are simples only in so far as they are not yet analyzed.

3. The fallacy of exclusive particularity. — It is ordinarily as-
sumed that a particular term of any system belongs to such system
exclusively. That this is a false assumption is proved empirically.
The point b of the class of points that constitutes the straight line
abc may belong also to the class of points that constitutes the inter-
secting straight line zby. The man John Doe who belongs to the
class Republican Party may belong also to the intersecting class
captains of industry. Unless this multiple classification of terms
were possible, discourse would break down utterly. All the terms
of discourse are general in the sense that they belong to several
contexts. It is this fact that accounts for the origin and the
usefulness of language. Without this generality of terms the
world would possess no structure, not even motion or similarity;
for there could be no motion if the same could not be in different
places at different times, and there could be no similarity if the
same could not appear in different qualitative groupings. It is
little wonder, then, that the virtual rejection of this principle by
philosophy has led to a fundamental and perpetual difficulty. To
this error may perhaps be traced the untenability of Platonie
universalism, recognized apparently by Plato himself, and the

1 Ward, J. Naturalism and Agnosticism, 2, 52, 53.
2 Cf, e.g. James, W. The Experience of Activity, in Essays in Radical Em-
piricism, VI.
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untenability of modern particularism, attested by the desperate
efforts which almost every modern philosopher has made to save
himself from it.

The most familiar variety of particularism is found in naturalism.
This may be traced to the naive bias for the space-time order, or
that historical series of bodily changes which constitutes the course
of nature. Naturalism asserts that this is the only system, and
that its terms, the several bodily events, belong to it exclusively.
That this theory is untenable is evident at once, since in order that
bodily events shall possess the structure and connections necessary
to them, being must contain other terms, such as places, times,
numbers, etc., that are not bodily events. But historically,
naturalism has been discredited mainly by its failure to provide
for the system of ideas, a system without which the bodily system
itself could not be known; and it is the exclusive particularity of
the terms of this latter that has figured most prominently in
philosophical discussions.

In dualism of the Cartesian type the terms of nature and the
terms of knowledge are regarded as exclusive, but in order that
knowledge shall mean anything at all, it is assumed that there is
some sort of representative relation between them. Spinoza and
Leibniz endeavored to bring them together through a third and
neutral term. Among the English philosophers the impossibility
of showing how the mind can know nature if each mind is a closed
cirele, possessing its content wholly within itself, leads finally to
the abolition of nature as an independent system. Thus the pen-
dulum swings from naturalism to subjectivism; and in the whole
course of this dialectic the mistaken prineiple of exclusive par-
ticularity is assumed.

4. The fallacy of definition by initial predication. — This form
of error is a natural sequel to the last. A subject of discourse is
viewed initially under one of its aspects, or is taken initially as a
term in some specific complex cr relational manifold. Then, owing
to the error of exclusive particularity, it is assumed that this sub-
ject of discourse can have no other aspect, or belong to no other
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relational manifold. Thus the initial characterization becomes
definitive and final.

Subjectivism, again, affords the most notable instances of the
error. Any subject of discourse may be construed as such; that
is, as a thing talked about or ‘taken account of,” as an object of
experience or knowledge. The vogue of the psychological, in-
trospective, or reflective method in modern thought has given rise
to the custom of construing things first according to their place in
the context of consciousness. Similarly, the habit of self-con-
sciousness among philosophers has emphasized the relation of
things to self; and the prominence of epistemology in modern
philosophy has tended to an initial characterization of things ac-
cording to their places in the process of knowledge, just as the
prominence of religious issues led early Christian ascetics to
name things first after their part in the drama of the soul’s
salvation.

Thus, idealism, quite unconscious of having prejudged the main
question from the outset, “seeks to interpret the universe after
the analogy of conscious life, and regards experience as for us the
great reality.” ! Or, as another writer expressed it, “we must
start . . . from the whole of experience as such.” 2 But all such
initial characterizations must be regarded as accidental. Allow-
ance must be duly made for alternative and complementary char-
acterizations; and the question of the priority of the characteri-
zation to which any subject of discourse submits must be discussed
quite independently of the order which is determined by habit or
bias. In short, the very general disposition at the present time
to begin with a psychological or epistemological version of things
must not be allowed in the least to prejudice the question as to
' whether that version is definitive or important.

5. The speculative dogma. — By the ‘speculative dogma’ is
meant the assumption for philosophical purposes that there is
an all-sufficient, all-general principle, a single fundamental propo-

1Tindsay, J. Studies in European Philosophy, 207.
2 Baillie, J. B. Idealistic Construction of Experience, 105.
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sition that adequately determines or explains everything. This
assumption has commonly taken one or the other of two forms.
By many it has been assumed that such a principle constitutes
the proper content or subject matter of philosophy. Thus Plato
said: “And when I speak of the other division of the intelligible
you will understand me to speak of that other sort of knowledge
which reason herself attains by the power of dialectic, using the
hypotheses not as first principles, but only as hypotheses — that is
to say, as steps and points of departure into a region which is above
hypotheses, in order that she may soar beyond them to the first
prineiple of the whole ; and clinging to this and then to that which
depends on this, by successive steps she descends again without the
aid of any sensible object, beginning and ending in ideas.” * And
Caird makes the same assumption when he says that “Philosophy
professes to seek and to find the principle of unity which underlies
all the manifold particular truths of the separate sciences.” 2 But
such an assumption is dogmatie, because it ignores the prior ques-
tion as to whether there is such a principle or not. So far as the
general task of philosophy is concerned, this must be treated as an
open question. Philosophy does aim, it is true, to generalize as
widely and comprehend as adequately as possible; but a loosely
aggregated world, abounding in unmitigated variety, is a philo-
sophical hypothesis. The discovery of a highly coherent system
under which all the wealth of experience could be subsumed would
be the most magnificent of philosophical achievements; but if
there is no such system, philosophy must be satisfied with some-
thing less — with whatever, in fact, there happens to be. By
others, in the second place, it has been assumed that the idea of
such a principle or system is the property of every thoughtful per-
son, the existence of an object corresponding to it being alone
doubtful. This assumption gave rise to the ontological proof of
God, which carried conviction only so long as man did not question
the definiteness and meaning of the idea; for the assumption

1Plato. (Jowett, trans.) Republie, 511, B,
2 Caird, E. The Social Philosophy and Religion of Comte, xiii.
(&)



18 INTRODUCTION

obscured a problem, the problem, namely, as to whether there is
any idea corresponding to the words ens realissimum. The pos-
sibility of defining, on general logical grounds, a maximum of being
or truth, is, to say the least, highly questionable; and it is cer-
tain that this problem must properly precede any inferences from
such a maximal idea.

The speculative dogma has been the most prolific cause of the
verbal abuses which abound in philosophy, and which are to be
considered separately. It is through this dogma that various
words have been invested with a certain hyperbole and equivo-
cation, in consequence of the attempt to stretch their meaning
to fit the speculative demand. A further evil arising from the
speculative dogma is the unjust and confusing disparagement of
positive knowledge through invidious comparison with this Un-
known God to which the philosopher has erected his altar.

6. The error of verbal suggestion. — Words which do not possess
a clear and unambiguous meaning, but which nevertheless have a
rhetorical effect owing to their associations, lend themselves to a
specious discourse, having no cognitive value in itself, and stand-
ing in the way of the attainment of genuine knowledge. This is
Bacon’s famous idol of the forum. In philosophy this reliance on
the suggestive, rather than the proper denotative or connotative
funetion of words, is due not only to man’s general and ineradicable
tendency to verbalism, but also to the wide vogue of doctrines
that are fundamentally inarticulate. We have already examined
two errors which lead philosophers to accept such doctrines. The
error of pseudo-simplicity involves a reference to topies that
cannot be analytically expressed; they cannot be identified and
assigned an unequivocal name. The speculative dogma has, as
we have seen, led to the use of words which shall somehow convey
a sense of finality, or of limitless and exhaustive application, where
no specific object or exact concept possessing such characters is
offered for inspection. This is what Berkeley calls the “method
of growing in expression, and dwindling in notion.”” Ordinarily
the words so used have a precise meaning also, and there results a
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double evil. On the one hand, the exact meaning of such
terms as ‘force,” ‘matter,” ‘consciousness,” ‘will,’ ete., is blurred
and vitiated; and on the other hand, their speculative meaning
borrows a content to which it is not entitled. The desire of philos-
ophers to satisfy the religious demand for an object of worship or
faith, doubtless one of the fundamental motives of the speculative
dogma, leads to yet another variety of verbal suggestion, in which
a technical philosophical coneeption is given a name that possesses
eloquence and power of edification. Thus philosophers commonly
prefer the term ‘eternal’ to the term ‘non-temporal,’ and ‘in-
finite” to ‘series with no last term,” or ‘class, a part of which
can be put in one-to-one correspondence with the whole.” Such
terms as ‘significance,” ‘supreme,” ‘highest,’ ‘unity,” have a
similar value. Or the same end may be achieved by decorating
almost any word with a capital letter, as is exemplified by the
emotional difference between truth and Truth, or absolute and
Absolute. :

Finally, there is a wverbal abuse which is worse, even, than
equivocation; for it is possible to invent utterly fictitious con-
cepts simply by combining words. In such cases, the constituent
concepts, if the words happen to signify any, are not united. They
may be positively repugnant, or simply irrelevant. At any rate,
they have not been tested for consisteney, and whether they do or
do not constitute a true system or complex concept remains wholly
problematic. Such, for example, is the case with Eucken’s “total
activity, which by its own movement develops into an independent
reality and at the same time comprehends the opposition of subject
and object, subjectivity and objectivity.”! Such procedure is the
principal source of the fallacy of obscurum per obscurius and affords
an almost unlimited opportunity for error.

7. The fallacy of illicit importance. — This is one of the most
insidious errors which has ever been foisted upon mankind, and it
is the idealist who has popularized it. It consists in inferring
that, because a proposition is self-evident or unchallengeable, there-

1 Bucken. (Pogson, trans.) Life of the Spirit, 329.
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fore it is important. There is a healthy animal instinet behind
the fallacy. Men have early learned that the certain affords,
on the whole, a safer basis for conduet than the uncertain. The
merchant who is sure of his market grows rich faster than his igno-
rant competitor. The statesman who is sure of his constituents
acts with directness and decision. So it is throughout all practi-
cal life. Now, the practical man never reflects upon his own men-
tal processes, and thus he fails to note that the certainty he feels
toward things is not an attribute of them, but only a certain pre-
cision in his attitude toward them. But the fact that the relations
are unequivocal and clear is no proof that they happen to be of much
significance. A may surely be C, and yet its being C may be the
most trivial circumstance. A man, for instance, may be abso-
lutely sure he likes cucumbers; but this does not prove that
cucumbers are the true foundation of dietetics, nor that his
liking of them reveals either hiz own nature or the nature of
cucumbers.

Undeterred by such obvious ecases, however, the idealist is
wont to reason that all philosophy and all science must be built
upon the one fact that nobody can make any unchallengeable as-
sertion about anything excef)t his having an immediate experience.

One might ask the idealist whether he is any more certain of
being aware than he is of the presented object; whether, for ex-
ample, in addition to séying: “T am certain that I am experi-
encing”’ — he cannot say with equal assurance: ‘““There certainly
is a tree of some sort over yonder.” But to take up this debate is
to pass beyond the fallacy which he has committed. And no so-
lution of the question alters the fact that he has erred logically in
holding that, because A is undeniably B, therefore B is an impor-
tant characteristic of A. There is no sure connection between the
axiomatic and the significant. To think there is, is vicious in-
tellectualism. The fallacy is curable only by the use of strict
logie, but by this very easily. If one person is certain that a dis-
tant object is a tree, while his companion is equally certain that
the same object is an automobile, is it not obvious that certainty
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is a negligible factor in the problem of deciding what the object
really is?

III

THE REALISTIC PROGRAM OF REFORM

Parrosopay has repeatedly thrown off its bad habits, and
aroused itself to critical vigilance. Furthermore, there is good
ground for asserting that there has never before been so great
an opportunity of reform. Logic and mathematics, the tradi-
tional models of procedure, are themselves being submitted to a
searching revision that has already thrown a new light on the gen-
eral principles of exact thinking; and there is promise of more
light to come, for science has for all time become reflectively
conscious of its own method. The era of quarrelsome misun-
derstanding between criticism and positive knowledge is giving
way to an era of united and complementary endeavor. It must
not be forgotten that philosophy is peculiarly dependent on logic.
Natural science in its empirical and experimental phases can safely
be guided by instinct, because it operates in the field of objects
defined by common sense. But the very objects of philosophy
are the fruit of analysis. Its task is the correction of the cate-
gories of common sense, and all hope of a profitable and valid re-
sult must be based on an expert critical judgment. The present
situation, then, affords philosophy an opportunity of adopting a
more rigorous procedure and assuming a more systematic form.
It is with reference to this opportunity that it is worth while
here to repeat the advice which is our common inheritance from
the great philosophical reformers. None of these canons is origi-
nal, but all are pertinent and timely.

1. The scrupulous use of words. — This is a moral rather than
a logical canon. There is need in philosophy of a greater fastidi-
ousness and nicety in the use of words. A regard for words is,
in philosophy, the surest proof of a sensitive scientific conscience;
for words are the instruments of philosophical procedure, and
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deserve the same care as the lancet of the surgeon or the balance
of the chemist. A complacent and superior disregard of words is
as fatuous as it is offensive. It is a healthier intellectual symptom
to feel as Maclan felt in Chesterton’s ‘Ball and the Cross.’
“Why shouldn’t we quarrel about a word? What is the good of
words if they aren’t important enough to quarrel over? Why do
we choose one word more than another if there isn’t any difference
between them? If you called a woman a chimpanzee instead of
an angel, wouldn’t there be a quarrel about a word? If you're
not going to argue about words, what are you going to argue about ?
Are you going to convey your meaning to me by moving your ears ?
The church and the heresies always used to fight about words,
because they are the only things worth fighting about.” !

2. Definition. — “The light of human minds,” says Hobbes,
“is perspicuous words, but by exact definitions first snuffed and
purged from all ambiguities.” Words are properly signs. They
are serviceable in proportion as they are self-effacing. A skillful
word will introduce the hearer or reader to his object, and then
retire;; only the awkward word will call attention to itself. It fol-
lows, then, that the only means of escaping quarrels about words
is to use words with diserimination, with careful reference to their
objective purport, or usefulness as means of access to ideas. Fur-
thermore, a word is essentially a social instrument, whether used
for record or communication, and requires that its relation to an
object or idea shall be agreed on and conventionalized. This is
the only means of bringing several minds together in a common
topic of discourse. “Syllables,” says John Toland, ‘though never
so well put together, if they have not ideas fix’d to them, are but
words spoken in the air, and cannot be the ground of a reasonable
service.” 2

Philosophy is peculiarly dependent upon a clear definition of
the reference of words because, as we have already seen, its objects
are not those of common sense. It cannot rely on the ordinary

1 Chesterton. The Ball and the Cross, 96.
2 Toland. Christianity not Mysterious (2d ed.), 30.
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denotation of words. This fact affords a perennial and abundant
source of confusion, from which there is no escape save through
the creation of a technical vocabulary. Bacon’s observations on
this matter are worthy of being quoted in full. “Now words,”
he says, “being commonly framed and applied according to the
capacity of the vulgar, follow those lines of division which are most
‘obvious to the vulgar understanding. And whenever an under-
standing of greater acuteness or a more diligent observation would
alter those lines to suit the true divisions of nature, words stand
in the way and resist the change. Whence it comes to pass that
the high and formal discussions of learned men end oftentimes in
disputes about words and names, with which (according to the
use and wisdom of the mathematicians) it would be more prudent
to begin, and so by means of definitions reduce them to order.” !

Definition, then, means, in the first instance, the unequivoeal
and conventional reference of words. But there is a further ques-
tion which arises from the use of single words to refer to complex
objects. If such a reference is to be unequivocal, it is necessary
that there should be a verbal complex mediating between the single
word and the complex object. Thus if a circle is defined as ‘the
class of points equidistant from a given point,’ this means that a
circle is a complex object whose components are specified by the
words in the given phrase. The single word is virtually an abbre-
viation of the phrase. The clarity of words depends in the end
on their possessing a conventional reference to simple objects.
But with the progress of analysis and the demonstration of the
unsuspected or unexplored complexity of things, the single word
which at first denoted the object in its pre-analytical simplieity,
comes to stand for several words which denote the components of
the object in their post-analytical simplicity. Definition, then,
means two things: first, a convention regarding the substitution
of a single word for a group of words; second, a convention re-
garding the reference of words to objects.?

1Bacon. Novum Organum (edition of Ellis and Spedding), IV, 61.
2 The definition of things, rather than words, is apparently the same as knowledge
in general.
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3. Analysis. — The term ‘analysis’ properly refers not to the
special method of any branch of knowledge, but to the method
of exact knowledge in general, to that method of procedure in
which the problematic is discovered to be a complex of simples.
Such procedure may lead to the discovery of fine identities in the
place of gross differences, or fine differences in the place of gross
identities. Analysis in this sense means only the careful, sys-
tematie, and exhaustive examination of any topic of discourse.
It eannot, then, be proper to assert that such procedure destroys
its object. It does, it is true, require that naiveté and innocence
of mind shall give place to sophistication ; or that ignorance shall
give place to some degree of explicitly formulated knowledge. But
even the discovery that such psychological or moral values are
lost is itself the result of analysis. Nor is there any difficulty in
providing a place for such values within the psychological or moral
systems to which they belong. In the second place, it cannot be
proper to assert that there is anything which necessarily escapes
analysis, such as ‘real’ change or ‘real’ activity. The method
of analysis does not require that change and activity shall be any-
thing other than what any investigation shall discover them to be.
Analysis may show either that they are unanalyzable or that they
may be further reduced. If they turn out to be unanalyzable, it
can only be because they exhibit no complexity of structure, no
plurality of necessary factors. If they turn out to be reducible,
then they must be identical with the totality of their components.
If they appear to differ from such a totality, then they must appear
so to differ in some respect, and this respect must at once be added
to complete the totality. It is especially important not to forget
the combining relations. A toy is not identical with the collection
of the fragments into which it has been shattered, but it is identi-
cal with these fragments in that particular arrangement which has
been destroyed. Similarly dynamics does not reduce motion to
the occupancy of positions, but to the occupancy of positions in @
temporal order. There is a perfectly clear difference between
geometry or staties, on the one hand, and dynamics on the other.
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It is important also not to confuse analysis and synthesis with the
physical operation that often accompanies them. For the pur-
poses of knowledge it is not necessary to put Humpty Dumpty
together again, but only to recognize that Humpty Dumpty is not
himself unless the pieces are together.

The common prejudice against analysis is due in part to this
false supposition that it is an attempt to substitute a collection of
parts for an arrangement of parts. But it is due also to a more or
less habitual confusion between things and words. Those who
have employed the analytical method have been by no means
guiltless in the matter. So soon as any word obtains curreney it
begins to pose as a thing in its own right, and discourse is con-
stantly tending to take on the form of a logomachy. It has not
unnaturally been supposed that analysts intended to verbalize
reality, to give to its parts the artificial and stereotyped character
of words, and to its processes the formal arrangement of grammar.
But, as we have already seen, verbalism cannot be avoided by a
deliberate carelessness in the use of words. If words are to be
both useful and subordinate, it is necessary that they should be
kept in working order, like signposts kept up to date, with their
inscriptions legible and their pointing true.

4. Regard for logical form. — Logic is at the present time in a
state of extraordinary activity, and able both to stimulate and to
enrich philosophy. The principal contribution which modern
logic is prepared to make to philosophy concerns the form of exact
knowledge. This problem is by no means wholly solved, and there
is an important work to be done which only philosophers can do.
But the mathematical logicians have already broken and fer-
tilized the ground. The theory of relations, the theory of ‘logical
constants’ or indefinables, the theory of infinity and continuity,
and the theory of classes and systems, concern everything fun-
damental in philosophy. No philosopher can ignore these and
like theories without playing the part of an amateur. The mathe-
matiecal logicians may be quite mistaken, or they may have failed
to go to the root of things; but in that case they must be over-
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taken in their error and corrected on their own grounds, if the field
of seientific philosophy is not to be abandoned to them altogether.
The present situation is certainly intolerable ; for philosophy
deals with the same topics as modern logic, but treats popularly
and confusedly what modern logic treats with the painstaking
thoroughness and exactness of the expert.

There is another respect in which modern logic should be of
service to philosophy. In the course of a reconstruction of the
foundations of mathematies, certain general canons of good think-
ing have come to light ; and these are directly applicable to philo-
sophical procedure.! We refer to such canons as ‘ consistency’ and
‘simplicity.” These canons are new in the sense that they are
now well enough defined to afford a means of testing any theory.
A theory is consistent when its fundamental propositions actually
generate terms, or when a class can be found which they define;
and a theory satisfies the criterion of simplicity or parsimony when
none of its fundamental propositions can be deduced from the
rest. It behooves philosophy, then, both to ally itself with logie,
- in the investigation of the most ultimate concepts, such as relation,
class, system, order, indefinable, ete., and also to apply to its own
constructive procedure the most refined tests of scientific form.
It is one of the major purposes of the new realism to justify and
to extend the method of logic and of exact science in general. For
this reason one of the essays in this volume 2 is especially devoted
to defending the truthfulness of that method and giving it full
ontological validity.

5. Division of the question. — Although philosophy is especially
charged with correcting the results obtained in each special in-
vestigation by results obtained from other investigations, it is
folly to ignore the necessity, humanly speaking, of dealing with
one problem at a time. Not only is the attempt to raise and
answer all questions together futile, but it prevents either definite-
ness of concepts or cogency of reasoning. Exact knowledge must

1 Cf. Schmidt. Critique of Cognition and its Principles, J. of Phil., Psychol., eftc.,
1909, 6, 281. 2 No. III.
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be precisely limited in its application. A disposition in philosophy
to employ terms in an unlimited sense, and to make unlimited
assertions, is the principal reason why philosophy at the pres-
ent time possesses no common body of theory. And for the same
reason philosophy is to-day without any common plan of work to be
done. English and American philosophers have been much exer-
cised during the past decade over what is called ‘the problem of
truth.,” It is assumed that the various parties to this discussion
are referring to the same thing; but it is doubtful if this would
ever be suspected, did they not specifically mention one another’s
names and writings. These quarrels are perhaps due less to dis-
agreement on the merits of any question, than to an irritable de-
termination to be heard. If a sober and patient attempt were
made to reduce the present differences of philosophical opinion
to debatable propositions, the first result would be a division of
the question at issue. It would certainly appear that the present-
day problem of truth is one problem only so long as it is a symbol
of factional dispute; discuss it, and it at once proves to he many
problems, as independent of one another as any problems can be.
If one undertakes to enumerate these problems, one readily finds
as many as seven: (1) The problem of non-existence : What dis-
position is to be made of negated propositions, of non-temporal
propositions, and of imaginary propositions? (2) The problem
of the one and the many : How may many elements belong to one
system ? (3) The problem of logical form : What are the ultimate
categories? (4) The problem of methodology: How shall one
best proceed in order to know? (5) The problem of universality :
How can that which is known at a moment transcend that mo-
ment? (6) The problem of the values of knowledge: What are
the criteria of right believing? (7) The problem of the relation
between belief and its object : In what respect does belief directly
or indirectly modify its object ?

If agreement, or even intelligent disagreement, is to be obtained,
philosophical issues must be sharpened. If any steady advance is
to be made, special problems must be examined in order, and one
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at a time. There is a large group of such special problems that is
by general consent assigned to philosophy.. In addition to those
already enumerated, there are such problems as consciousness,
causality, matter, particularity and generality, individuality,
teleology, all of them problems whose solution is of the first im-
portance both for the special sciences and for religious belief.
These problems are examined by the traditional philosophy ; but
they are not sufficiently isolated, nor examined with sufficient
intensive application. They find their place in most philosophical
treatises as applications of a general system, and not as problems
to be examined independently on their merits.

6. Explicit agreement. — The recent discussion of the desir-
ability and expediency of a ‘philosophical platform’ has developed
a difference of opinion as to whether agreement should be explicit
or implicit.! Agreement of some sort is conceded to be a desidera-
tum, but there are some who believe that a common tradition or
historical background is all that is necessary. Now is it not evi-
dent that in theoretical or scientific procedure there 7s no agree-
ment until it is explicitly formulated ? The philosophical classics
afford no basis for agreement, because they are open to interpre-
tation. The difficulty is merely complicated through the necessity
of first agreeing on the meaning of a text. To employ terms and
propositions in their historical sense is to adopt precisely the course
which is adopted by common sense. It means the introduction
into what is supposed to be exact discourse of the indeterminate
human values with which tradition is incrusted. In exact dis-
course the meaning of every term must be reviewed ; no stone can
be allowed to go into the building that has not been inspected and
approved by the builder. Otherwise the individual philosopher
is no more than an instrument in the hands of the welt-geisi. He
must be possessed by a fatalistic confidence that the truth will
take care of itself if he only repeats the formulas that he has learned
in the schools or in the market place. But the most precious and

! Cf. Schmidt, Creighton, and Leighton, J. of Phal., Psychol., etc., 1909, 6, 141,
240, 519, 673.
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cherished privilege of philosophy is the critical independence of
each generation. Every philosophical reformer from the begin-
ning of European thought has been moved by a distrust of tradi-
tion, and has proclaimed the need of a perpetual watehful-
ness lest the prestige of opinion be mistaken for the weight of
evidence.

If agreement is to be based on tradition, then tradition, with all
its ambiguity, its admixture of irrelevant associations, and its un-
lawful authority, is made the arbiter of philosophical disputes.
That no theoretical difference is ever really judged in this way is
abundantly proved from the present situation in philosophy. We
sympathize, but we do not agree ; we differ, but we do not disagree.
It is of more importance in theoretical procedure that two or three
should agree, than that all should sympathize. “If the trumpet
gives an uncertain sound,” says Toland, “who shall prepare him-
self to the battle?” Agreement and disagreement alike require
the explicit formulation of theories in terms freshly defined. It
is not to be supposed that those who insist on the necessity of
explicit agreement have in mind any general unanimity. The
principle would be satisfied if a single philosopher could be found
to agree with himself — provided the agreement were explicit.
For then it would be possible for others to disagree with him, and
to disagree explicitly. We should then have before us a number of
carefully formulated propositions, which could be tested and de-
bated in the light of the evidence, propositions which would be
the common property of philosophers and the material with which
to construct an impersonal system of philosophical knowledge.

The first duty of philosophers, then, is not to agree, but to make
their implicit agreements or disagreements explicit. Moreover it is
not easy to see how this duty can be escaped without entirely
abandoning philosophy’s claim to be a theoretical discipline.
If we cannot express our meaning in exact terms, in terms that we
are willing should stand as final, if like the sophists of old we must
make long speeches and employ the arts of rhetoric; then let us at
least cultivate literature. At present we are bad scientists and
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worse poets. But philosophy is not necessarily ineffable.! The dif-
fieulties which some philosophies have in meeting the demands of
exact discourse are gratuitous, and are due to a habit of mixing
theory, on the one hand, with the history of theory, and, on the
other hand, with common belief. It is not necessary that phi-
losophy should abandon its interest in either history or common
belief, but it is necessary that it should isolate those interests, and
not permit them to compromise its direct study of problems.

7. The separation of philosophical research from the study of
the history of philosophy. — A problem can be solved only by the
attentive examination of that which the problem denotes. But a
problem of historical exegesis, and an original philosophical prob-
lem, necessarily denote different things and direct the attention
to different quarters. Thus the problem of Hume’s conception of
causality directs attention to a text, whereas the problem of causal-
1ty direets attention to types of sequence or dependence exhibited
in nature. It is worth while to formulate this commonplace be-
cause there is a present-day habit of procedure that obscures it.
It is customary to assume that it is the mark of rigorous scholar-
ship in philosophy to confine oneself to commentaries on the
classics. To raise the question of the importance of the history
of philosophy is not necessary. That it has an indispensable place
in human culture and in the discipline of every philosopher is not
to be doubted; but that it has a higher dignity than a direct and
independent analysis of special problems seems to be nothing more
than a superstition. What dignity the history of philosophy pos-
sesses it derives from the originality of the individual philosophers
whose achievements it records. If philosophy were to consist in
the study of the history of philosophy, it would have no history.
Doubtless the by-product of originality is charlatanry and sopho-
moric conceit ; but mankind is not less well served by this than by
the complacent pedantry which is the by-product of erudition.

But whether the historical form of treatment does or does not

1 Cf, Sheffer, H. M. Ineffable Philosophies, J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1909, 6,
123.
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lend dignity to philosophical discourse, it certainly adds com-
plexity and difficulty. Ferrier, good Hegelian though he was at
heart, confided to his readers the hopelessness of undertaking to
show whether his conclusion agreed with Hegel’s or not. “It is
impossible to say to what extent this proposition coineides, or does
not coincide, with his opinions; for whatever truth there may be
in Hegel, it is certain that his meaning cannot be wrung from him
by any amount of mere reading, any more than the whisky which
is in bread . . . can be extracted by squeezing the loaf into a
tumbler. He requires to be distilled, as all philosophers do more
or less — but Hegel to an extent which is unparalleled. A much
less intellectual effort would be required to find out the truth for
oneself than to understand kis exposition of it.””! Ferrier does not
exaggerate the difficulty of historical exegesis; for it is true not
only that the great philosophies require to be distilled, but that they
also require to be translated from the terms of their own traditional
context to the terms of another. Moreover there must always be a
large marginal error in any such interpretation. This being the case,
it is not only gratuitous, but suicidal, to add the difficulties of this
problem to the difficulties of each special philosophical problem.

v

REALISM AS A CONSTRUCTIVE PHILOSOPHY

As is almost universally the case with conscious and methodical
eriticism, realism finds itself committed to certain positive beliefs.
The very act of criticism itself cannot but define, however broadly
and tentatively, the outline of a general philosophy. Thus, the
grounds on which realism rejects subjectivism determine to some
extent the superstructure which is to be reared in its place; while
the very fact of the rejection of subjectivism excludes one of the
leading metaphysical alternatives, and gives heightened emphasis
to the alternatives that remain.

1 Ferrier. Institutes of Metaphysics, 96-97.
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1. Perhaps the most notable feature of a realistic philosophy is
the emanecipation of metaphysics from epistemology.! This means
that the nature of things is not to be sought primarily in the nature
of knowledge. It does not follow that a realist may not be brought
in the end to coneclude that moral or spiritual prineciples dominate
the existent world, but only that this conclusion is not to be reached
by arguing from the priority of knowledge over its objects. Moral-
ism and spiritualism must take their chance among various hy-
potheses; and the question of their truth is to be determined by
the place of such principles among the rest within the world. The
general fact that whatever the world be judged to be, it is at any
rate so judged, and therefore an object of cognition, is to be ig-
nored ; and one is left to decide only whether on empirical grounds
one may fairly judge the world to be spiritual or moral in part
only, or on the whole. It will be seen at once that the chief ground
on which a spiritualistic or ethical metaphysics has latterly been
urged is removed. But at the same time the metaphysical sig-
nificance of life, consciousness, and morality as facts among facts
is at once increased; and these may now be employed for the
formulation of hypotheses that are at least pragmatic and verifiable.

2. Again, in rejecting anti-intellectualism and espousing the
analytical method, realism is committed to the rejection of all
mystical philosophies. This holds of all philosophies that rely
on immediacy for a knowledge of complexness; of all philosophies
that regard the many in one as a mystery that can be resolved
only by an ineffable insight. A neo-realist recognizes no ultimate
immediacies nor non-relational nor indefinable entities, except
the simples in which analysis terminates. The ultimate terms of
knowledge are the terms that survive an analysis that has been
carried as far as it is possible to carry it; and not the terms which
possess simplicity only because analysis has not been applied to
them. Such a course of procedure is fatal, not only to a mystieal
universalism in which the totality of things is resolved into a mo-
ment of ecstasy, but also to those more limited mysticisms in which

1 Cf. below, No. 1.
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complexes such as substance, will, activity, life, energy or power,
are regarded despite the obvious manifoldness of their characters,
as nevertheless fused and inarticulate. It follows that neo-realism
rejects all philosophies in which metaphysics is sharply divorced
from the special sciences, on the ground that while the latter must
analyze, specify, and systematize, the former may enjoy a peculiar
illumination of its own, in which the true heart of things is made
apparent, and the facts and laws of science are reduced to dead
abstractions, or mere instrumental artifacts.

3. For several reasons the new realism tends, at least in the
present state of knowledge, to be metaphysically pluralistic rather
than monistic. Most metaphysical monisms have been based on
one or the other of two grounds. The first of these is the internal-
ity of relations; the supposition that the nature of terms contains
their relations. It is easy to argue from this premise, that since
all things are interrelated, the nature of each contains the nature
of all. Realism rejects the premise that all relations are internal,
because it is believed that it is contrary to the facts of existence,
and to the facts of logic. The second ground of monism is the
universality of cognition. The rejection of this is, as we have seen,
the very starting-point of realism. Without one or the other of
these grounds it is not possible to construct a monism dialectically
or a priori. This question also becomes an empirical question,
and in lieu of the discovery of a law, or set of postulates that shall
explain everything, we must at least remain skeptical. The evi-
dence at present available indicates that while all things may per-
haps be related, many of these relations are not constitutive or
determinative; that is, do not enter into the explanation of the
nature or existence of their terms.

4. Again, the primary polemical contention of realism, its re-
jection of subjectivism, has its constructive implications. If
cognition is not the universal condition of being, then cognition
must take its place within being, on the same plane as space, or
number, or physical nature. Cognition, in other words, has its

genesis and its environment. When knowledge takes place, there
= .
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is a knower interacting with things. The knower, furthermore,
since it cannot legitimately be saved from analysis, and referred
to a unique mystical revelation, must take its place in one mani-
fold with the things it knows. The difference between knower and
known is like the difference between bodies, or states of conscious-
ness, or societies, or colors, or any grouping of things whatsoever
in the respect that they must be brought into one field of study, and
observed in their mutual transactions.

In all this it is presupposed that if there is to be knowledge, there
must be something there to be known, and something there to
know; ‘there’ meaning the field in which their relation obtains.
Their correlation is not a basic and universal dichotomy, but only
a speeial type of correlation, having no greater prima facie dignity
than the many other correlations which the world exhibits. It
is not to be taken in bare formal terms, but is to be observed con-
cretely, and in its native habitat. The realist believes that he
thus discovers that the interrelation in question is not responsible
for the characters of the thing known. In the first place being
known is something that happens to a preéxisting thing. The
characters of that preéxisting thing determine what happens when
it 7s known. Then, in the second place, when the knowing takes
place, these characters are at least for the most part undisturbed.
If they are disturbed, or modified, then the modification itself has
to be explained in terms of certain original characters, as conditions
of the modification. So that even if it proved necessary to con-
clude that illusion and hallucination are due to modifications of
the stimulus by the reacting organism, this very conclusion would
imply the preéxisting and independent character of the body in
which the stimulus originated.

5. In immediate and intimate connection with this doctrine
of the independence of things known and the knowing of them,
stands another special doctrine — to the effect that the content
of knowledge, that which lies in or before the mind when knowledge
takes place, is numerically identical with the thing known.
Knowledge by intermediaries is not denied, but is made subordi-
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nate to direct or presentative knowledge. There is no special
class of entities, qualitatively or substantively distinguished from
all other entities, as the media of knowledge. In the end all
things are known through being themselves brought directly into
that relation in which they are said to be witnessed or apprehended.
In other words, things when consciousness is had of them become
themselves contents of consciousness; and the same things thus
figure both in the so-called external world and in the manifold
which introspection reveals.

6. Finally, because he regards analysis and conception as means
of access to reality, and not as transformations or falsifications of
it, and because he asserts the independence of reality in the know-
ing of it, the neo-realist is also a Platonic realist. He accords full
ontological status to the things of thought as well as to the things
of sense, to logical entities as well as physical entities, or to sub-
sistents as well as existents.

7. In short, for realists, knowledge plays its part within an in-
dependent environment. When that environment is known it is
brought into direct relations with some variety of agency or pro-
cess, which is the knower. The knower however is homogeneous
with the environment, belonging to one cosmos with it, as does an
attracting mass, or physical organism, and may itself be known as
are the things it knows. The world is of an articulate structure
that is revealed by analysis, consisting of complexes, like bodies,
persons, and societies, as well as of simples. The simple con-
stituents of the world comprise both sensible qualities and logical
constants. Both enter into the tissue of fact, and both possess
an inherent and inalienable character of their own. There is no
safe refuge from this conclusion in any abandonment of intellec-
tual rigor. Hence all speculative versions of the world that re-
quire the withholding of analysis, or that depend on the unique
and preéminent status of the act of cognition, must be rejected,
no matter how eagerly they may be desired for the justification
of faith. They must be rejected in favor of such hypotheses as
may be formulated in terms of the evident composition of the
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known world, and verified by its actual interrelations, history, and
trend.

These conclusions in the aggregate can scarcely be said to be
negative. It is true that they constitute neither a complete phi-
losophy, nor, even so far as they go, an absolutely systematic phi-
losophy. But that a philosophy should be absolutely systematic
in the sense of being deducible from one principle is itself a philo-
sophical doctrine that the realist is by no means prepared to adopt.
Moreover that his philosophy should be as yet incomplete is, to the
realist at least, a wholesome incentive, rather than a ground for
uneasiness. There are endless special philosophical questions
to which there is no inevitable realistic answer, such questions as
mind and body, teleology, the good, and freedom; and there is
as yet no general realistic philosophy of life, no characteristic
verdict on the issues of religion. Nevertheless, the foundations
and the scaffolding of the realistic universe are already built; and
it is even possible for some to live in it and feel at home,

A

REALISM AND THE SPECIAL SCIENCES

1. Itisthe earnest hope of those who have identified themselves
with this movement, that it may afford a basis for a more profit-
able intercourse with the special sciences than that which has lat-
terly obtained. There are common problems which have been
hitherto obscured by a radical difference of method, and an in-
commensurability of terms. So long as philosophy is simply the
exploitation of a unique and supreme insight of its own, it remains
either irrelevant to the special sciences or, through its claim of
superiority, a source of irritation and an object of suspicion. Such
has, to some extent, at least, been the case during the later philo-
sophical régime. Idealists have benevolently assimilated science
to a universal consciousness ; irrationalists have appealed to revela-
tion for insight that overrules and makes naught of all the hard-
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won truths of science. In either case, science is not helped by
philosophy, but after being allowed to do the work of truth finding,
is graciously assigned to headquarters labeled ‘ Appearance’ or ‘ Mere
Description,” where it may enjoy the patronage of a superior.

Realism advances no all-inclusive conception under which seience
as a body may be subsumed ; it claims no special revelation, and
asks no immunity from the pains of observation and analysis.
What is thus lost of eminence and authority, may, it is hoped,
be made up by a more cordial and profitable association with
fellow-workers in a common task. For, after all, the division of
the disciplines is less significant than the identity of problems and
the singleness of purpose that should animate all rigorous seekers
after knowledge. Consciousness, life, infinity, and continuity
are genuine and identical topies of investigation, whether they
happen to be alluded to by psychologists, biologists, logicians, and
mathematicians, or by philosophers. And it is reasonable to hope
that the difference of training and aptitude between the special
seientist and the philosopher should yield a summation of light,
rather than misunderstanding and confusion.

2. Thus psychology, for example, has for its very subject mat-
ter the concrete process of consciousness, and is therefore vitally
concerned in anything true which philosophy has to say about
consciousness in general. But the alleged discovery of subjectiv-
ism, that all things are mental, is so untrue to the phenomena on
which psychology has to work, that this science has been brought
thereby to a peculiar state of embarrassment. In the concrete
processes of perception and cognition, the corpus vile of psychology,
the stimuli, howsoever ‘mental’ they may be in some last and
remote analysis, are assuredly not mental in the sense in which the
correlated sensations and ideas are so. Precisely because the
psychologist has to accept the direct evidence for the existence of
particular minds, he can take no part in the conspiracy to make of
mind a universal predicate.

The result is that idealism has meant nothing to the actual
psychologist, who has in his laberatory remained a Cartesian dual-
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ist. And it is unmistakable that the results of the study of the
soul are to-day, and have been through the last three centuries,
read off and tabulated in terms of two substances — matter and
mind. Sensations and ideas, alleged to be peculiar and private
to each percipient, are conceived as invisible pawns which are cor-
related one-to-one with the ‘brain-cells’ or other cerebral structures,
and are superfluous to the actual processes of the brain in spite of
frantic efforts to assign to them some regulative function; and
they have none but the most chimerical and unstatable relations
to the outer objects which these pawns are said to represent. The
supposed need of interpreting the results of empirical psychology,
or rather of ‘observing’ all mental processes in terms of two sub-
stances, has thoroughly stultified the science as a whole. The
artificial and unsupportable situations to which this course has
led are numerous, but one in particular is so preposterous and
unendurable that it alone would demand a complete revision of
the current ‘presuppositions’ of psychology. This is the conerete
situation when two persons are making a psychological experiment.
One is called the experimenter, the other the observer or ‘subject,’
and between them lie the instruments for giving stimuli and re-
cording results. The experimenter, by hypothesis, has direct and
immediate knowledge of these instruments and in particular of
the stimuli which he employs. By hypothesis the observer, al-
though similarly a human being with the same gift of cognition,
has not a direct or immediate apprehension of these instruments
and stimuli, but this observer’s knowledge is limited to the field
of invisible pawns which ‘represent’ the stimuli, and which en-
joy an otherwise inscrutable status of one-to-oneness with some
structures within the observer’s skull. So the situation is inter-
preted, until presently the two experimenters exchange their rolls,
whereupon by a process of magic the just-now observer acquires
a direct apprehension of the instruments of stimulation, the scales
have fallen from his eyes and are adjusted to the other man’s, whose
conscious field now shrivels and is merely the fitful flux of the in-
tracerebral and invisible pawns.
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This is the situation which attends every psychological experi-
ment in which two persons take part. It is absurd, and can be
mitigated only by a theory which gives a satisfactory epistemologi-
cal status to the ‘outer objects’ which are the terms common to
all human experiences. Neither dualism nor idealism provides
such a status. This condition of things is sufficient to induce the
psychologist to look toward realism; and yet this is merely one
of several insupportable results attendant on a dualistic psychology.
In general, it may be said that any argument which makes dualism
indefensible in philosophy makes it concretely intolerable in
psychology. Psychology has not yet found the right fundamental
categories, and will not find them as long as dualism continues to
hold sway. Meanwhile its particular findings lie accumulated in
incoordinated heaps and investigators are beginning to sense an
wmpasse, and are somewhat inconsequently turning away to various
forms of an ¢ applied ’ science.

3. A similar state of things exists in biology; for here a real-
istic philosophical basis is even more clearly presupposed. Indeed,
the realistic point of view and all its fundamental propositions may
be served on the biologist as a mandamus; for to him are assigned
such problems as the origins of life, the origins of species, the man-
ners of growth, of variation, and of adaptation. Now each and
every one of these problems presents a situation wherein there is
an environment independent of a given creature which is being
affected by that environment and is, in turn, manipulating itself
and parts of the environment. Such a world is realistic; it is no
piece of human imagery, and its texture is made of other stuff
than mere thoughts. It is full of minds which it has somehow
made and which it, by a mere invisible lesion, can destroy.

As with the world, so with the organisms in it. They are not
the products of the minds they bear. Although these minds do not
even suspect the form and flux of their sustaining organs, yet the
latter operate, day and night, indifferent to that ignorance. They
are as independent of the mind as is the wind which sighs around
the house while the mind sleeps.
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It is true that many biologists look with favor upon idealistic
doctrines, which, if accepted, would lead to absurdities. They
have applied them only half-heartedly though and thereby be-
fuddled many questions, notably that of vitalism versus mechan-
ism. So far have some of them gone with the doctrine that things
are ‘mental construets,” that they have projected conscious intel-
ligence the whole organic process. But they cannot doubt that
an organism is needed to produce a ‘mental state.” Thus Pauly
cannot understand how an organism could ever ‘grow’ eyes,
unless the cause of the growth also had eyes. Nothing, he vir-
tually argues, can be done unless the deed is known beforehand in
detail ; though to know it, the knower behind the organism must
in turn have a perceiving mechanism. It is to avoid such bewil-
derment that realism wishes to join hands with the cautious biol-
ogists.

4, If realism can afford assistance and clarification to psychology
and biology, this is no less the case with logic and the mathemati-
cal sciences. At the present time these latter sciences suffer
chiefly from a confusing admixture of psychology. = This confusion
takes two forms, as illustrated by the case of logic. On the one
hand, logic as a science of such entities as terms, propositions,
propositional functions, ete., is confused with the study of the art
and processes of thought. On the other hand, logic as a science
of implication and necessity is confused with the study of the his-
torical genesis of knowledge. Realism frees logic as a study of
objective fact from all accounts of the states or operations of mind.

For the realist there are empirical grounds for holding that the
object known is independent of and may be dissimilar to the cog-
nitive process. Cognition can be eliminated. It is discovery.
Accordingly, the realist is an open-minded empiricist. He stands
quite ready to find and to admit that anything may be a fact,
that any kind of entity may exist, or subsist. The only limitations
are a posteriori. For the realist, the study of the knowing process
is only one of many fields of investigation. Logie, arithmetic, and
mathematics in general are sciences which can be pursued quite
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independently of the study of knowing. The entities with which
they deal are not physical; nor are they mental. They are sub-
sistents in that they are entities notwithstanding this fact. Thus
these sciences investigate neither physical nor mental entities,
but have to do with an independent and objective field of their
own.

5. It is necessary that philosophy should raise the questions of
epistemology, if only in order to assign them a subordinate place.
It will not do to ignore the fact of knowledge itself. Sooner or
later, the knower must take himself into the account and become
conscious of that inward relation to a subjective background which,
in the first objective or outward intent of knowledge, is naturally
overlooked. Realism is not a naive or blind neglect of the prob-
lem. If realism concludes, as it does, that the knower himself
may, in the great majority of cases, be disregarded, and the object
be explained in its own terms, it is only after due consideration of
the matter. The right so to disregard the subjective conditions
of knowledge is an achievement of critical reflection.

And it is an achievement of no small moment; for it at once
establishes the full rights of all special branches of knowledge.
Philosophy must, it is true, now abandon its supposed privilege
of radically transforming all results which have been reached with-
out taking knowledge into account. Philosophy can no longer
condemn such results as necessarily and universally false, or re-
place them with a higher esoteric truth, which is revealed only to
the initiated. The disregard of epistemological considerations
which is characteristic of special investigations is now justified.

But what philosophy loses in prerogative, it gains in the improve-
ment of its relations with other branches of knowledge. It may
now employ the results of the special sciences as they stand. This
is true not only of the physical sciences, but of the moral sciences;
and not only of scientists in the professional sense, but of all ob-
servers and investigators who have anything to report concerning
the state of things in this common world. In other words, once
subjectivism and mysticism are discredited, the work of philosophy
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becomes continuous with that of all who have chosen to limit
more narrowly the field of their labors. There will always remain
a certain difference of procedure between philosophers and spe-
cialists. Philosophers will be looked to for breadth of generaliza-
tion, for refinement of criticism, and for the solution of such prob-
lems as are peculiarly connected with the limits of generalization
and ecriticism. But, even so, the task of philosophy is not radi-
cally different from that of the special knowledges. It lies on the
same plane, or in the same field. It is a difference of degree and
not of kind ; a difference like that between experimental and theo-
retical physics, between zooélogy and biology, or between juris-
prudence and political science.

Thus, realism proposes that philosophy should abandon for all
time that claim to the hereditary exclusive possession of truth
which was made in the first days of its youthful arrogance. Though
philosophy has until now clung tenaciously to that dualism of
knowledge by which Parmenides assigned to philosophy ““the un-
shaken heart of persuasive truth,” and left for the less privileged
workers in the field of empirical facts only ““the opinions of mortals
in which is no true belief at all”’; it is the conviction of those
who have undertaken the present volume that the way of all
mortal opinion, in so far as it is honest and attested by evidence,
is the way of truth.
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THE EMANCIPATION OF METAPHYSICS FROM
EPISTEMOLOGY

By Waurer T. MARvVIN
I

THE ISSUE BETWEEN DOGMATISM AND CRITICISM

1. TeE purpose of this essay is to present some arguments
in opposition to the belief, held by many philosophers, that the
science which investigates the nature, the possibility, and the
limits of knowledge is fundamental to all other sciences and to all
other scientific procedure, and in particular that this science
either is metaphysics or is fundamental to metaphysics.! As a
preliminary to our discussion we must clearly understand what is
meant by “one science being fundamental to another.” To an
inquiry concerning the meaning of the words “one science is
fundamental to another,” three answers appear to be offered.

First, one science is fundamental to another when it is logi-
cally prior; and by logical priority is meant that relation which
holds between a proposition and its necessary condition. Thus
if A implies B but B does not imply A, then B is the necessary
condition of A ; for A’s truth depends upon B’s truth. That is,
should B prove to be false, A must be false: and though 4 be
false, still B may prove true; for we are saying merely that A’'s
truth is a sufficient condition of B’s truth, and are not maintain-
ing that it is the only condition, or a necessary condition. For
example, let us assume it to be true that if the tissues of a man’s

1 Under the term metaphysics I include two subjects: ‘(@) the study of the
logical foundations of science; (b) the theory of reality. Here and throughout
this essay I mean by the words, theory of reality, any collection of fundamental

existential propositions and of high existential generalizations.
45
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body absorb a certain amount of arsenic, he must die, that there
is no preventing cause either known or unknown. Then evi-
dently for it to be true that this man’s body has absorbed such
an amount of arsenie, it must be true that the man is dead ; whereas
the mere fact of his death does not prove that many another pos-
sible cause is not the actual cause. In short, “the man is dead”
is logically prior to the proposition, the tissues of his body have
absorbed the required quantity of arsenic. But let us illustrate
specifically the logieal priority of one science to another. Much
of mathematics is logically prior to mechanies and physies, since
much of these latter sciences could prove false without thereby
indicating any errors in our pure mathematical theories; but
should it be found that arithmetic, the calculus, and elemen-
tary geometry are false, evidently our mechanical and physical
theories, based as they are upon these sciences, and being in great
part explicit deductions from them, would fall to the ground.
Of course there may be other, as yet totally unknown, ways by
which mechanics and physics can be demonstrated; but accord-
ing to our present knowledge, unless a large part of mathematics
is true, mechanics and physics must be false. If then we accept
the foregoing as the meaning of the word ‘fundamental,” we get
as the first answer to our question : In calling the theory of knowl-
edge fundamental, the philosopher means that it is logically
prior to all other knowledge.

2. The second answer offered appears to be different, though
a closer serutiny may reveal the presence of the same conviction.
“The theory of knowledge is fundamental,” means not only that
the epistemologist can ascertain through his science the limits
of possible knowledge, but especially that he can do so without
studying the various special sciences or the history of science and
of scientifie discovery, or without in any way going for informa-
tion beyond the territory of his own science. In other words,
it is maintained that there is a science of the possibility of knowl-
edge which is not an induction from men’s scientific experience
during the centuries of civilization nor from the sciences as they
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are now known, but which is a direct, independent, and final
study of the nature and limits of knowledge. Indeed, it. is held
that unless we have proven in this way the possibility of any
special science, such a science is mere dogmatism; and therefore
that he only is a critical scientist who does not attempt to inves-
tigate until he proves to himself by the theory of knowledge that
what he hopes to discover and to explain is a possible object
of knowledge.

Of course the writer has in mind especially Kant and his “ Cri-
tique of Pure Reason.” He it was who taught, as no other man has
taught, that dogmatism and eriticism are forever irreconcilable,
that one science, the science of the possibility of knowledge, can
ascertain what are and what are not problems which the human
mind can solve. He thought that the older metaphysicians,
who were either ignorant or careless of these matters, were led
hopelessly into error precisely because they undertook to solve
their problems before they wrote or studied a eritique of pure
reason.

Moreover, note well; this critique of pure reason is not a his-
tory of the successes and failures of scientists, nor is it a summary of
what in the course of human history have proved solvable and
insolvable problems. Rather it is a direct study of the nature of
knowledge in the abstract and of the behavior of the human in-
tellect ; and its conclusions are said to be drawn from this study
without the aid of the other sciences. On this account its results
are believed to be independent of the special sciences and au-
thoritative over them ; whereas if it drew its information from them
or were itself a mere induction from human experience, it would
be admittedly a vicious circle. :

3. The third answer informs us that in calling the theory of
knowledge fundamental the philosopher asserts that this science
can enable us to ascertain the validity of the special sciences
and of their methods, and in certain respects at least can enable
us even to correct their results. For example, if a science offers
us a solution of some problem which we know to be insolvable,
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or asserts what is beyond the possibility of human knowledge,
we can infer at once that this part of such a science must be in-
valid. But this is by no means all that is referred to in the third
meaning of the word, ‘fundamental.” Rather we are given to
understand that the theory of knowledge offers us information
regarding reality, and that this information is of great value in
two respects; it is more certainly true than are the results of the
special sciences, and it is a means of -refuting, correcting, and
limiting these results. For example, if a study of the nature of
knowledge shows that the universe must be an organic unity;
it can be inferred that should the sciences indicate the opposite,
they are at the best only relatively or partly true. Again, if a
study of knowledge shows that only mental contents can be known,
that an object to be known must be part of the mind’s experi-
ence; then it can be inferred directly without further evidence
from science that reality as far as it is knowable must be the
experience of some mind. Then if in addition the theory of knowl-
edge shows that whatever is essentially unknowable eannot be
- real; we reach the conclusion, reality as such is the experience of
one or more minds, and only that. Hence, should popular opinion
and scientific inference assert in opposition to this that things
exist which cannot be experienced or which belong to no ones
experience, such doctrines would be subject to correction by our
fundamental science.

Still again, if it be true, as some epistemologists have taught,
that the mind in knowing gives a form to the objects known and
consequently that whatever is known must have this form or
structure; then their science can lay down for all time to come
the main outlines of the world as the possible object of scientifie
research. Should the physicist or any other scientist ever quar-
rel with this outline furnished by our philosopher, it will be our
duty to inquire whether or not he is a student of the theory of
knowledge and has made a discovery in that field. Should it
prove that he is not an epistemologist, but just a physicist, mathe-
matician, or chemist; our philosopher will tell him that he is not



ISSUE BETWEEN DOGMATISM AND CRITICISM 49

competent to talk about ultimate reality, for his science may
indeed give useful information, but cannot give any independent
and fundamental insight into what is and what is not ultimately
real. For example, it has been claimed by one epistemologist
or another that the world as an object of knowledge must be a
three-dimensional spatial system, a temporal system, a ecausal
system, a system of sense impressions, a society of minds, an
organic unity, an infinite and perfect personal mind, a divine
language by which God sends us messages, a battlefield created
by the mind wherein the will may fight for the moral ideals, the
dreary, hopeless outcome of the struggles of an impersonal, blind
and restless will, an evolution of an absolute mind. Negatively
it has been held by one philosopher or another as the result of
his study of the nature of knowledge, that matter does not truly
exist, that colors and sounds, heat and cold, do not exist outside
the mind, that scientific laws are not truly parts of nature, that
the real world cannot be known.

4. Let us sum up briefly these three meanings of the state-
ment, “the theory of knowledge is fundamental,” in the following
propositions : First, the theory of knowledge is logically prior
to all other knowledge; secondly, one can by a direct study of
the knowing process infer the limits of possible knowledge; and
thirdly, the student of epistemology can give us, independently
of all other sciences, a theory of reality. By no means do I claim
that these three propositions cannot be and should not be further
analyzed and reduced to one, namely to the first; rather, I believe
precisely this: but for the purpose of the present argument it is
better to leave them as they stand.

5. In opposition to these beliefs in the fundamental charae-
ter of the theory of knowledge, this essay will support directly or
indirectly the truth of the following propositions: (a) first, that the
theory of knowledge is not logically fundamental, that on the con-
trary its logical position is posterior to many of the special sciences,
such as physics and biology; (b) secondly, that the theory of

knowledge does not enable us to show, except inductively and em-
B
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pirically, either what knowledge is possible or how it is possible,
or again, what are the limits of human knowledge; (¢) thirdly,
that no light is thrown by the theory of knowledge upon the na-
ture of the existent world or upon the fundamental postulates and
generalizations of science, except in as far as the knowledge of one
natural event or object enables us sometimes to draw inferences
regarding certain others; (d) fourthly, that epistemology does
not give us a theory of reality, on the contrary,'it assumes one;
(e) finally, that it neither solves metaphysical problems nor is it
the chief source of such problems. One may express all of this
affirmatively as follows. I shall try to show three things: (a)
first, that the theory of knowledge is one of the special sciences,
that it studies knowledge as a natural event and in virtually the
same way and by the same methods as biology studies life or
physics light; (b) secondly, that as such a science, it assumes the
formulze of logic and the results of several special sciences, such
as physics and biology; (¢) and finally, that logic, metaphysies,
and some existential sciences are logically prior to the theory of
knowledge.

6. In short, the general conclusion which I shall draw is that
metaphysies is logically prior to the theory of knowledge and
that it is not peculiarly indebted to this science either for its
problems or for their solution. If this conclusion is true, then
metaphysics should be completely emancipated from epistemology ;
for the sway that this science has held over metaphysics from the
days of Locke to our own time is a thoroughly unconstitutional
assumption of authority. Thus in a certain respect I am urging
a return to the old days of the seventeenth century, to the days
of Desecartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz, to the method that Kant con-
demned as dogmatism. Indeed, let us for the sake of brevity ac-
cept throughout this essay Kant’s terms to indicate the two oppos-
ing tendencies. In a narrow and technical meaning of the words,
the one tendency is dogmatic and its doctrines are dogmatism,!

1 Tt should be distinctly understood by the reader that the word dogmatism
is used throughout this essay in the narrow and precise sense above defined. The
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whereas the teachings of the opposed tendency are eriticism
and their defenders are criticists.

I

THE THEORY OF ENOWLEDGE IS NOT LOGICALLY FUNDA=-
° MENTAL

1. Tae first and most prominent tenet of the eriticist may
be stated thus: Inasmuch as all sciences are cases of knowl-
edge, the science which investigates knowledge as such is funda-
mental and is, both in fact and by right, a critique of all science.
Underlying his doctrine the dogmatist finds, or at least suspects,

name is taken from Kant's Critique of Pure Reason where, whatever else it may
. mean, it denotes the contradictory of what Kant calls ecriticism. Unfortunately,
the word has other associations in Kant's mind and in the mind of the student of
Kant; for it sometimes means specifically the rationalistic ontology of the Cartesian
and Leibnizian philosophers, whereas neo-realism differs radically from this phi-
losophy. For example, many neo-realists have a strong tendency toward an extreme
empiricism and toward an abandonment of the substance-attribute notion as a
fundamental notion in metaphysics. Again, neo-realism is epistemological monism ;
whereas the Cartesians were epistemological dualists, holding to a representative
rather than a presentative theory of perception. Finally, a modern dogmatism
must of necessity differ from that of the earlier centuries just because it has behind
it two centuries of experience with criticism. That is, it is consciously and de-
liberately dogmatic, whereas the earlier dogmatism was naive and was therefore
easily migled into idealism and its so-called eriticism. But in spite of these unfortu-
nate associations I believe the names dogmatism and criticism not only appropriate
but enlightening ; for I think the neo-realistic movement to be a reaction against
the whole enterprise of Locke, Kant, and their followers to get at a fundamental
seience and not merely against their idealism. That is, neo-realism is not only a
different theory of knowledge but, what is more important for metaphysics, a
different doctrine as to the place of epistemology in the hierarchy of the sciences.
As the names realism and idealism do not point out this difference clearly; I prefer
the names dogmatism and criticism, which, if taken in their generic meanings as
given by Kant, certainly indicate precisely this difference. Indeed, I would go
further ; for many contemporary realists are criticists, and it is at least conceivable,
no matter how remarkable, that some dogmatists may be idealists. My points
may be summed up briefly in the following two sentences. Dogmatism is the con-
tradictory of criticism and defines neo-realism negatively or by exclusion. Chiefly
and perhaps only in this respect is neo-realism a return to seventeenth century
philosophy.
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two errors, on the one hand the assumption of a false theory re-
garding the nature of logic, and on the other a failure to distin-
guish between two uses of the word ‘knowledge,” that which
denotes the act of knowing and that which refers to the truths
or propositions known.

2. To many philosophers logic still seems to be a science of
the knowing process, or more precisely, a science of the laws of
thought, that is, of the rules dictated by the mind’s own nature
and obeyed by us whenever we think correctly; whereas logic
is nothing of the sort. The formule of logic are no more laws of
thought than is the undulatory theory of light, the Mendelian
law of heredity, or for that matter a recipe for cake or even an
adding machine. Logic gives us no information in particular
regarding the mind or the thinking process; and the logician’s
views on such subjects might be quite erroneous without leading
him astray within his proper field.

3. What then is logic? And I mean by logic not only the re-
sults of recent study, which the reader may or may not value highly,
but also the ancient doctrines to be found in the writings of Aris-
totle and in the textbooks of past centuries. The logician offers
us, as does any other scientist, information regarding certain terms
and their relations. Some of these terms are classes, and some
of these relations are the relations obtaining between classes and
their members or between one class and other classes. Further,
some terms studied in logic are propositions, and propositions
are found to be related in a way called implication. Therefore
the logician tries to learn the ways in which one proposition can
be related by implication to another. Finally, logic deals with a
number of fundamentally different sorts of relation., As the logi-
cian puts it, some are transitive, some intransitive, some sym-
metrical, some asymmetrical, and so on.

4. Now in all of this logic is studying something non-mental
in the same sense as does mathematics or chemistry. There are
in the world about us classes and these classes are related. There
are such things as truths and falsehoods and these as such are



EPISTEMOLOGY NOT FUNDAMENTAL 53

related to one another. Moreover, they are so related quite
apart from any question of human existence or human thought.
“Two plus two equals fourteen,” was false fifty million years ago;
and the fact that it was false, made the world of that day a very
different world from what it would otherwise have been. Thus to
the best of our knowledge, the fact that one proposition implies
another is not merely a pleasant and playful thought of this man
or that, but it is a downright serious matter. It séems to deter-
mine what happens in this world about us, it seems to determine
whether a man shall die or live, shall be born or not be born,
shall be happy or utterly wretched. It seems to determine even
whether a solar system shall go along peacefully and evolve habit-
able planets, or shall go to smash and end in chaos. There may
be some sense in which all of these things are mental; that is,
gome sense in which astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology,
geology, and what not other science is a study of human knowl-
edge and of the knowing process. All well and good; if such be
the case, no doubt logic is so too; but if in other respects they
are not such a study, then neither is logic. The nature of the
physical universe depends upon whether or not logic is true as
genuinely as it does upon the truth of this or that physical theory.
Therefore the logician has a right to say: “When I study classes
and their relations, or propositions and their relations, I am
studying aspects of the world about me as truly as does the physi-
cist when he studies the nature of light, heat, gravity, and elec-
tricity.”

5. “But,” you ask, “is not logic the science or art of correct
reasoning ? And is not reasoning a mental process?” No, logie
is not. Of course there is such a study or art, and of course there
is excellent authority for the use of the word logiec as the name
of this art. But the art called logic, when examined ecritically
from the point of view of the pure sciences, is a conglomerate of
many sciences applied to solving one type of practical problem.
In short, it is the application of information from many scien-
tific sources. It draws on pure logic, it draws on psychology, it
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dr.a,ws on mathematics; indeed, I decline to mention the pure
science upon which it should not draw.

6. Yet it may be protested, “In all our reasoning we use logie,
:therefore logic is the science of reasoning.” Such an argument
is fallacious, and what is more, its conclusion is false. To make a
long story short, we must define what is meant in this argument
by the word ‘use,” and we must decline from the start to reckon
by percentage of use whether or not this or that science or part of
a science is a study of the knowing process. Do we in our reason-
ing use logic in a different way from that in which we use mathe-
matics, physics, chemistry, or astronomy? Now if we do not,
and if the only difference is that we use some parts of logic every
time we reason, why should we then draw the line at one hundred
per cent (really a lesser per cent for parts of logic may be used
quite infrequently and we should take the average) and not at
forty-five per cent? Evidently the man who believes logic to
be a science of reasoning is not thinking of percentage of use.
Rather he holds that the use our reasoning makes of logic is differ-
ent from the use our minds make of mathematics or chemistry.
It is then all a question of the meaning of the word use.

How do we use logic in our reasoning? I reply, in the same
way in which we use physics. How is that? We make use of
the laws or propositions of physics as premises or as Jormude for
whose variables we. substitute constants. Let me illustrate. I want
to know how far a projectile will go if it leaves the ground at a
given angle and at a given velocity. Physics gives me formula
from which, if I use as premises along with the given conditions also
used as premises, I can infer the proposition which I wish to know.
Again, mathematics tells me (a + b)? = a*+ 2ab + 0% 1 want
to know the square of 27. How then do I use (in my reasoning)
this information? We substitute, let us say, for & 20 and for
b 7; that is, we substitute constants for the variables in the equa-
tion. Thus (20 4 7)? = 400 + 280 + 49 = 729. Hence fo use
physics or any other exact or natural science in our reasoning is
to adopt its propositions as premises, Now is the same thing
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true when we use logic in our reasoning? It is. The results or
truths of logic are assertions, as we have said, regarding the re-
lations of classes and propositions. Further, these results of
logic are usually formule, that is, propositions whose terms are
variables. Thus, roughly stated, if any class a is contained in
another class b, and if this class b in turn is contained in a third
class ¢, then the first class a is contained in the third class ¢; or
more precisely stated, [(e < b)(b< ¢)] implies (a < c¢), where a, b, ¢,
represent any class. Here is a logical formula taken from the
logic of classes. How do we use it in our reasoning? Assuming
it as true, we substitute constants for its variables. For example,
if this formuls is true, and if the class men is ineluded in the class
mortals, and if Socrates is a member of the class men, then Soe-
rates is a member of the class mortals. Every student will agree
that logic is not ‘concerned with Socrates or man but with some-
thing more general. But notice what this means: Logic is con-
cerned with variables. It gives us formule. If so, and if we use
logic always in our reasoning, we shall find, no matter what in-
stance of reasoning we may take instead of the trite example afore-
given, that some formula is presupposed by it. That a formula
is presupposed means that it is assumed as a premise which
we have used by substituting constants in place of its varia-
bles. In short, to use logic means to substitute in a formula con-
stants for the variables of the formula and then to assert one of
the resulting propositions, namely, the one found in that part of
the formula called the conclusion. But this, we know, is pre-
cisely what we do when we use physical formul® in our reasoning.

7. The mere fact that logical formule are used so widely, the
mere fact that physies itself presupposes parts of logic, does not
alter the essential nature of the use. It would be perhaps a more
serious maftter to have logic false than to have the undulatory
theory of light false; but of what true proposition can we not say
something similar? Practical importance then does not deter-
mine whether or not a science is actually a study of beasts, rocks,
stars, or ocean currents; for that depends upon the terms to be
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found in the propositions constituting the science. So too in the
case of logic, whether or not logic is a study of the knowing process
depends upon what terms are found in its propositions. Now these
terms are as non-mental as are rocks and ocean currents.! Hence,
one must draw the general conclusion : Logic is not a science of
the knowing process. Its principles and formuls are not laws
~of thought. Its terms and relations are as clearly distinet from
those of thought as are the terms and relations of physies.

8. It has been stated above that a second error also is believed by
the dogmatist to underly the criticist’s assertion that the science
which investigates knowledge as such is fundamental, to wit, the
criticist fails to distinguish between two uses of the word ‘knowl-
edge’: first, that which denotes the act of knowing, the natural
event called knowing, or ‘knowing in the making’; and secondly,
that which refers to the truths or propositions known, the systems
of propositions called, for example, the sciences. As a consequence
of this neglect, the dogmatist believes, the criticist aseribes to
sciences, for instance to mathematics, that which is true only
of the student of mathematics, as such a student learns, thinks,
or makes discoveries in the course of his mathematical research.

Hundreds of things may be true of this or that mathematician at
work studying his science, which are not true of mathematics.
He may be dependent upon visual pictures in his geometrical
research. He may make an important discovery by mere acci-
dent or a happy and brilliant intuition. He may be more sue-
cessful studying while he smokes than when he is not smoking.
He may be more inventive and mentally acute mornings and

1 Of course any such discussion can be a dispute about mere words, but we deny
that this is true of the foregoing. Logic is an ancient science, and it is possible,
without any idle disputation, to ascertain what its nature is. Now, as is the case in
the human history of almost every science, the student has not always seen clearly
what the nature of his science is. Thus we are far better able to-day to define logic
than was Aristotle in his time, precisely as we are better able to define geometry
than was Euclid. If to this the reply is made, * Any attempt to define a science is
either a purely verbal matter or an idle matter,” I can but reply, it seems to me just
the opposite. To be able to define a science rigorously and correctly is to pass a
most important and significant milestone in the course of human history.
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nights than he is afternoons. In short, health, fatigue, fresh air,
digestion, season of the year, time of day, inborn mental and physi-
cal traits, previous training, praise and fame, example and com-
petition, ideals and curiosity, and what not else may all be fac-
tors in determining what he learns, what he discovers, and the
rigor of his demonstration. But what has all this to do with
mathematics? Is it part of mathematics? Would any sane
man put into a rigorous mathematical demonstration memoranda’
regarding his health, the time of day, and the state of the weather,
his ambitions, and his mental imagery? Yet why not? Clearly
because such information is not mathematics. True, he might
state in a book on geometry the date when a proposition was dis-
covered and first proved, and who the discoverer was: but if
he did so, it would not add one whit to the mathematical infor-
mation he was giving the reader; and if he failed to do so, it would
not lessen either the accuracy of the geometrical doetrine or the
rigor of its demonstration.

9. In other words, propositions, and they alone constitute a
science, are not events in time. They do not come into being
or get created by the student who first learns that they are true.
They are discovered and not made, as truly as was the American
continent discovered and not made by the explorers of the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries. Thus mathematics as a system
of true propositions has been in part discovered by man; but
this discovery or that failure to discover did not add or sub-
tract anything to or from mathematics, did not make any of
its propositions either true or false, did not alter it in any way.
Two plus two equaled four, and the sum of the angles of a plane
triangle in Euclidian space equaled two right angles when the
earth was a molten mass, as truly as they do to-day. Mathe-
matics and any other science is what it is for only two reasons:
because certain propositions are true and others false, and because
one proposition implies certain propositions and does not imply
certain others. Thus if a physicist is asked why it is true that the
cables of a suspension bridge in hanging from tower to tower
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are taking the words of men and treating them as timeless super-
natural entities, dwelling in a Platonic world of pure thought.
Apart from the thoughts of men, mathematics, or any other sei-
ence, has no more existence than has the man in the moon.” To
this I reply : I have no desire either to refute or to support nomi-
nalism in what I have said; but I do wish the nominalist to under-
stand me, and I fear that up to this point he may not have done
so. He certainly has not if the words which I have just put in
his mouth are truly there. Of course mathematics as a timeless
system of true propositions does not exist in the sense that the
Rocky Mountains or the Atlantic Ocean exists; but on the other
hand, when man discovers a mathematical truth, he truly discovers
it as he truly discovers and does not create the distant islands
of the South Seas. Hence, whatever may be the full sense of the
statement, mathematics has its being apart from man’s thought, it
will include or imply two propositions at least: first, mathematies

1 All this does not mean that the word ‘science’ has not the same ambiguity as
has the word ‘knowledge.’! Quite the contrary, the word ‘science’ means two
distinct things: on the one hand, a part of human achievement, a thing that has
had a growth and a history, a thing that can prosper or perish, a thing that de-
pends upon man for its existence; on the other hand, a collection of propositions
that do not exist in time, that are discovered by man but in no way are made or
altered by this discovery, that would subsist and would be true or false even had
man never existed. Such is usage, and it would be in vain as well as unnecessary
to attempt to ayvoid this custom. Hence throughout this essay I shall use ther
word ‘science’ in both senses, speaking for example of the history and growth of
seience as well as of the propositions of science. Which is the intended meaning

in each case the context should always make quite clear.
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does not depend for its truth upon our minds any more or in any
other sense than does the existence of the North Pole ; and secondly,
the historical origin of man’s knowledge of mathematics is in no
sense mathematical, nor does mathematics presuppose logically
any propositions regarding man, his knowing process, or in gen-
eral any proposition constituting a theory of knowledge. If mathe-
maties is true, it is so for the same reason that any other proposi-
tion in all reality is true, which seems to mean the truism, it is
true because reality is just what reality is.! Again, if mathematics
is true to-day, it always was true and always will be true, because
we mean by truth something in no way a function of the time at
which it is asserted by the knower. Mathematics, then, or any
other science, does indeed not exist; but it is, has being, subsists,
and as such it is a timeless system of propositions.?

1 That is, the question why a proposition is true can mean one of two things,
the first of which admits of an answer and the second does not. A proposition is
true because some other proposition is true and implies it. But why is that other
proposition true, why ultimately is anything true thatis true? Well, the question
is as absurd as the question, Why is red red? The question asks us to go beyond
the ultimate, and its absurdity shows us that truth is ultimate and as such is only
to be discovered, and is not to be ascertained by any device which would make it
explicable.

2T hope that the pragmatist reader also will not misunderstand the foregoing
statements. Of course, knowing is a natural event and as such its nature is to
be ascertained by a frank, unprejudiced study of fact and not by any dialectie.
Or, as I should prefer to put it, logic throws no light upon the nature of the knowing
process except in the sense in which it is true that logic throws light also upon the
nature of the rocks, the ocean currents, or anything else that exists or takes place,
Therefore, in as far as the pragmatist is against that type of epistemology which is
chiefly dialectic, I am heartily in sympathy with him. But as he is liable to suspeet
anything which sounds like dialectic, he will no doubt think the foregoing statements
at best disguised error. If so, I believe either he fails to understand me or he mis-
takes quite the nature of logic. If he rightly permits the mathematician to go ahead
with his mathematics undisturbed, why should he interfere with the formal logician ?
The whole preceding problem is strictly and solely one of logical analysis. Formal
logic defines the relation logical priority, and holding to that definition I have
urged that the theory of knowledge is not logically prior to logic or to physics.
Questions of fact are in no way involved. If they were, of course the foregoing argu-
ment begs the question. If the problem is solely one of logical analysis, as I claim
it to be, then either there is no such rightful procedure as logical analysis, or I must
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10. If then logic is not a science of the knowing process, and if
most of the sciences do not presuppose any information regard-
ing the knowing process, what is the place of the science of knowl-
edge relatively to that of other sciences? This question will
be answered more fully later on; but for the present it suffices

. to say, the knowing process, the act of discovery, man’s reasoning
and the conditions of this reasoning, are natural events. They
take place at definable moments; and in all essential respects
they are like other natural events which lend themselves to our
study and research. As a consequence, the science of knowledge
instead of being sui generis, and instead of occupying an excep-
tional position relatively to the other sciences, is simply one of
the special sciences. Its implications may or may not be wide
reaching, a matter to be ascertained only by a study of the faets
and certainly not by any a priori consideration of the field of the
science.

111

THE LOGICAL POSITION, RELATIVELY TO THE OTHER SCIENCES
OF THE THEORY OF ENOWLEDGE AND, IN PARTICULAR, OF
THE PROBLEM OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ENOWLEDGE

1. Against all of the foregoing statements some criticists will
immediately urge: “Logie, as any other science, has to assume the
possibility of knowing and, in particular, the possibility of know-
ing matters logical. Hence, there must be a science prior to all
others, even to logie, which shows the possibility of knowing.
Or if logic is indeed fundamental and therefore has to be ex-
cepted from this axiomatic statement, then it alone is prior to
the science of the possibility of knowledge, but all other sciences
are subsequent and dependent.”

be permitted to pursue my enterprise undisturbed as long as I am not surreptitiously
introducing information unattainable by logical analysis, and as long as I keep to
information so commonplace and so much a matter of course that to prove it true
by a fresh investigation of fact would be needless.
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Let us examine the extreme position first, “even logic presup-
poses the conclusions of this ultimate science, the science whose
subject matter is the possibility of knowledge.” How is the
criticist to avoid here a vicious ecircle? It will be his business
to show that knowledge is possible and to show the conditions that
make knowledge possible, yet in doing this he too will have to use
premises and among these will be one asserting that his investiga-
tion as an instance of knowing is possible. Now if it is permissible
for the criticist to make this assumption in the pursuit of his re-
search, why may it not be permissible for the logician to do the
same in his study, and similarly any other scientist? In other
words, if it is the business of Kant in his * Critique of Pure Reason’
to show how mathematics is possible, whose business is it to show
how the ‘ Critique of Pure Reason’ itself is possible? Moreover,
if there were such an ultimate science, it would presuppose parts
of logic in the dourse of its demonstrations, and therefore the
criticist would be in the uncomfortable position of assuming the
possibility of logic in order to prove the possibility of logic.

2. The extreme position then involves a vicious circle and is
untenable ; but is not the other position also untenable? That
is, if the logician and the criticist may rightly assume the possi-
bility of discovering and demonstrating the propositions of their
sciences, for what possible reason do they forbid the mathema-
tician, the physicist, the biologist, the historian, or any one else
from doing likewise in other branches of scientific or popular
research? Do they do so by showing that it is less difficult to
read and understand Kant’s ‘ Critique’ than to learn how to light
a fire or to shoot an arrow? If so, our savage ancestors must
have had remarkable intellects. Do they do so by showing that the
mathematician and the astronomer had to wait until the eighteenth
century of our era to get their doctrines well established? If so,
history proves the contrary. Do they do so by showing that
the premises upon which logic and eriticism rest are self-evident,
and that their doctrine is infallible? Even Kant admits the in-
fallibility, nay, explicitly bases his views upon the assumed in-



62 METAPHYSICS AND EPISTEMOLOGY

fallibility, of mathematics and mechanics. Do they do so by
showing that the science of the possibility of knowledge presup-
poses only the results of logical research and not the results of any
other science? That is, do they show that they are not guilty of
a similar vicious circle here in respect to some of the other sciences,
as they were shown to be in respect to logic; for perhaps they
presuppose the possibility of certain sciences in order to prove
the possibility of these same sciences ? Indeed, I shall give rea-
sons later for thinking that they do precisely this. Finally, if
none of these implied objections be true; do they show that we are
so muech better able to observe directly and accurately the faets
involved in knowing that there is no need to have a science of
the possibility of knowing how we know and how we can know,
whereas it is necessary to have such a science to show that we ean
know the trees, the birds, the rocks, the earth, and the stars?
Some ecriticists no doubt would try to show this; but in the se-
quel I shall endeavor to prove that their theory also assumes the
possibility of observing precisely these out-of-door things and so
make evident that they also assume the possibility of such knowl-
edge in order to demonstrate its possibility.

3. To put it affirmatively, I am convinced that either the
possibility of knowledge is not the premise of any science, or it is
the premise of all sciences and the conclusion of none; and of
these alternatives I believe that the former alone is true. I ar-
gue thus: The word ‘possibility’ contains the ambiguity pre-
viously referred to; that is, either it means the possibility of man’s
discovering and demonstrating science, or it means logical possi-
bility. The former, which seems to be the meaning in the mind
of the eriticist, lies, as we have seen, entirely without the various
sciences, and has nothing to do either with their content or with
their validity. Mathematics certainly has no premise, “mathe-
matics is possible knowledge.” On the other hand, if logical pos-
sibility be meant, it can refer only to the question, whether or not
the premises from which the results of a given science follow are
true. In other words, what a science assumes is not the possibility
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of its being known, but the truth of its premises; and, this is even
more to the point, what you and I assume in believing this or that
doctrine to be true, for example, in believing that light is due to an
undulating motion in the ether, is not the possibility of knowing
such maitters but again the truth of the premises upon which our
particular demonstration rests. Hence the statement, ‘it is im-
possible for us to know such propositions,” could mean only, “ we
cannot know them to be true”; but if we cannot know them to
be true, this must be because we cannot know that the premises
are true, from which they follow. In short, in believing the
seiences we assume their premises to be true, and this is our only
assumption.

4. But, you retort, “Ought we not to ascertain whether or not
these premises are true?” Yes, by all means; but to assume
the possibility or even to know the possibility of our doing so,
will not help us actually to get the information: for either we
can get it or we cannot; and if we can, we do, and if we cannot,
we do not. “Yes, but there is a further question which remains
entirely unanswered,” you may reply. “In accepting these
premises are we not able to state which ones are merely assumed
to be true and which ones are true? If so, then we must know
when we are merely assuming and when we really know. But
how can we tell the difference unless there be some ultimate
seience which gives us infallible criteria by which ignorance can
be distinguished from knowledge and by which the field of possi-
ble knowledge is marked off forever from that of impossible knowl-
edge? Of course you can take the position that we always as-
sume and never genuinely know;! but, if you do, why do you
believe some things and not others ?  'Why do you not believe every-
thing? Is your choice purely whim? If it is not, there must
be some infallible criterion to guide you at least in making as-
sumptions; even the pragmatist seems to have that much.”

Well, some dogmatists admit the force of this argument, but they

1] confess that some dogmatists seem to take this position; and if they do, I
believe that in their case the criticist has the better of the argument.
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draw a quite different conclusion. Let us grant that a thorough
logical analysis of any man’s knowledge shows the premises of
that knowledge to be divided into two classes; first, premises
that are merely assumed and therefore are tentative, and, secondly,
premises that are not tentative, but are out-and-out fact. Other-
wise expressed, let us admit that some premises are assumed to
be true, and that some are known (or perceived) to be true! What
follows? Does it follow that we cannot know a proposition to be
true without assuming the possibility of this knowledge, or, in other
words, without assuming that we know that we know it to be true?
If so, we have an infinite regress on our hands; and it would be
far better frankly to admit that we do not know anything, but as-
sume everything we assert.? But this does not follow. If we
do indeed perceive, or know some propositions to be true, then
this knowledge is ultimate, and no further assumptions, premises,
or explanations lie logically behind it. If you still persist in ask-
ing how it is possible to perceive a truth, I have to reply, your
question is as absurd as the questions: Why is hard, hard? Why
is blue, blue? I perceive it, and that ends the matter. More-
over, this must be the criticist’s own real position; for either his
epistemology, as an ultimate science, is mere assumption, or it
is based at least in part upon perceived truth. If the latter, he
has either to admit that this calls for further investigation, or to
affirm with me that it is ultimate and no investigation can go
logically behind it.

Even many realists may think that I go too far in asserting this
extreme dogmatism. They may urge: ““ Unless knowledge is pos-
sible, you cannot know, that is, knowing presupposes the possibil-
ity of knowing. Again, if as a realist you maintain that we
perceive the physical world truly as an extra-mental world, you

1 Cf. Stout, G. F. Immediacy, Mediacy, and Coherence. Mind, 1908, N. 8.,
17, 20.

2 As far as I can see, this is the pogition of those who hold to the organic or monis-
tic theory of fruth. Cf. Russell, B. Philosophical Essays, ‘* The Monistic Theory
of Truth " ; also Stout, loc. cit,
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thereby presuppose some theory of perception, which, if true,
would make such an act possible. In short, upless realism is true,
we do not perceive an extra-mental world ; or, our perceiving an
extra-mental world presupposes realism.”” Such opinions seem to
me to indicate fallacious reasoning and to be an invalid objection
to my ‘extreme’ dogmatism. Knowing as an event has indeed its
necessary conditions, Therefore when I assert that knowing is tak-
ing place I do presuppose all the necessary conditions of knowing, pre-
cisely as when I assert that water is boiling I assert implicitly all the
necessary conditions of water boiling. Of course, but all of this is
beside the issue. The issue is this: when I assert that water is boil-
ing, am I ipso facto asserting that I am knowing that water is boiling ?
No, for “water is boiling”” and “I perceive that water is boiling ”’
are two different propositions and have different presuppositions.
The former proposition has no presuppositions, as far as physical
science informs me, regarding the knowing process or its possibility ;
whereas the latter proposition has such presuppositions. Now I
urge that if this last statement were not true, the science of the pos-
sibility of knowing would be an unavoidable vicious circle. As
any other science, it too has its presuppositions, and has, I sup-
pose, crucial tests for its various theories. Hence the epistemologist
is no better off than is the chemist, for as the chemist he must assume
postulates and observe facts in order to discover and to demonstrate
his theory of the possibility of knowledge. If in so doing he as-
sumes the possibility of knowing (as he claims the chemist does),
then he assumes the possibility of knowing in order to prove that
knowing is possible. In short, we have logically to start some-
where, and I maintain that it is a matter verifiable by ordinary
empirical study that the scientific investigator does not start with
propositions regarding the knowing process. I do indeed believe
that we start with postulates and presuppositions, but, I add, we
start also with perceived truths. Now, a perceived truth in no way
presupposes a theory of any sort or kind. It is logically ultimate,
it is a crucial test of our theories and of their presuppositions. Even

a theory of the possibility of knowing presupposes its crucial tests ;
F
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whereas if the crucial tests themselves presuppose the theory, they
are not erucial tests. To be sure, there is one philosopher for
whom this argument is utterly inadequate, namely, the believer in
the monistic or organic theory of truth. He really denies that
there is any such relation as logical priority ; and I have to confess
that I know no way of refuting the theory of a man who rejects
formal logic and holds consistently to this rejection. Fortunately,
however, the monist is never a consistent monist, for he argues; and
it is, I believe, possible to reduce his monism to the absurdity
pointed out by Mr. Russell in the essay to which I have referred.

Here the realistic reader may again protest: ““The dogmatist,
no matter where he starts logically, will sooner or later come to
the problems of the theory of knowledge; and he must solve these
epistemological problems in such a manner that his solution will
be consistent with the solution of his logically prior problems.
Therefore in his solution of logically prior problems he has already
indicated implicitly a part at least of his future epistemological
theory. If so, he really starts with an epistemological theory.”
Yes, but only in the sense in which I can maintain that the chem-
ist starts with a biological theory. His chemistry has no doubt
shut out certain conceivable biological hypotheses which presup-
pose that present-day chemistry is false. So, no doubt, logic, math-
ematics, physies, and biology shut out certain epistemologieal
theories.! Yet notice this is so, not because they presuppose any
theory of knowing, but because our theory of knowing presupposes
them. It is utterly idle to work out a theory of knowing which
presupposes that the exact sciences are false, unless we are pre-
pared to go back to intellectual savagedom. In short, we have to
start logically somewhere, but this ‘somewhere’ is not with a
theory of knowing ; and in so starting, we do indeed shut out all
theories of knowing which contradict whatever constitutes the
ultimate crucial tests of our theories. My own conviction is per-
ception 1s that ultimate crucial test, and as such it does not presup-

1 Pergonally I believe that they shut out idealism.
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pose its own possibility. It simply 7s; and the man who questions
it assumes it in order to do the questioning.

5. If all of this be so, what follows? In case our beliefs are en-
tirely built upon assumptions, then our whole question becomes:
Are the assumptions of epistemology more nearly fundamental
than those of other sciences; in other words, what is the logical
position of epistemology among the sciences? Whereas, in case
there are perceived truths, then either epistemology has to show
that it has a monopoly of these perceived truths and that it is in
its assumptions logically independent of the sciences, or it has to
admit that other sciences have no need of its good offices. But
this again is merely to say, epistemology has to show that it is
logically prior to the other sciences. That is, our whole question
regarding the science of the possibility of knowledge reduces to
the question, What is the logical position of epistemology among
the sciences, and, in particular, what is the logical position of that
branch of it which deals with the conditions of knowledge? As
I have already shown that epistemology presupposes logic, my
question may be restated as the two following problems: What is
the logical position of the theory of knowledge relatively to the sei-
ences other than logic? and, in particular, What is the logical po-
sition of that branch of epistemology which investigates the
possibility of knowledge ?

6. The answer to the first question asserts: not only is the
theory of knowledge subsequent to logic, but it is subsequent
also to some of the special sciences, such as physics and biology.
The knowing process as a natural event is conditioned by many
factors, the mind’s physical and social environment on the one
hand, and the needs, the structure, and the health of the bodily
organism on the other hand. No explanation of knowledge has
ever been given that ignored totally what we know regarding
these factors.

In opposition to this, no one will claim that an epistemology
can be deduced from the principles and formule of formal logic
alone. Surely more data must be allowed the investigator. But
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what data? Would it be sufficient that the epistemologist be
furnished in addition with the sciences themselves as systems
of propositions in which various doctrines are demonstrated ?
If so, his task would be to show precisely what are the logical foun-
dations of the sciences. That is to say, he would state rigorously
the ultimate premises presupposed in them, he would define the
fundamental notions as far as they are definable and point out the
ones that he finds himself unable to define. It is true that many
an epistemologist, e.g. Kant, has attempted to solve some of these
problems, which fall strictly within the field above defined; but
is this epistemology ? It is not, for as we have seen it would ex-
clude a study of the knowing process, of the factors entering into
knowledge, and of the growth of knowledge and of many other
problems usually accredited to the theory of knowledge.!

Well then, would he have sufficient data if he got all his other
information by mere introspection, if he became an expert intro-
spective psychologist of the knowing process? As such an in-
vestigator he would watch our knowing in the making; and he
would describe for us the facts precisely as he directly observes
them, for he would not derive them from physiology, physies,
or any other science. In this case he could not offer us any ex-
planation of these facts, or give us any hint as to what part they
play in man’s life, as to what factors influence the knowing
process from without, as to what goal human cognition is prob-
ably heading toward, as to what limitations are set to the field

1 Of course if the reader chooses to limit thus his own use of the word, he may
have a right to do so; but as the names metaphysics and epistemology are em-
ployed in this essay, the problem of the purely logical foundations of the sciences
falls entirely within metaphysics and entirely without epistemology. There is
indeed danger of idle dispute regarding the proper use of these words; for recent
books entitled theory of knowledge and the great classic writings of the past two
hundred and fifty years often contain matter that is both metaphysical and episte-
mological as I define these terms. This difficulty, however, can and ought to be
avoided, for the nomenclature lies quite beyond the purpose of my essay; whereas
the specific problems and the logical relations of their solutions are all-important.
Therefore the conclusion follows, as the word epistemology is here defined, that the
investigator in that field must have other or additional data.
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of possible knowledge. Indeed, some philosophers would urge
that he could not tell us about anybody’s knowing process ex-
cept his own; and other philosophers would maintain that he
could do even this only through outside information regarding
his own life and its environment. Evidently, the science in which
we are interested should not be thus hedged in; for, as we see,
the chief problems regarding the knowing process, its nature,
its conditions, its growth, its goal, and its limitations would
have to be excluded.

If, then, we are to require all this knowledge from the epistemolo-
gist, what sources of information must be open to him? Clearly,
almost everything that modern knowledge can put at his dis-
posal. He must know all that biology and, in particular, physi-
ology can tell him of the relation between man’s body, its func-
tions, and its origin on the one hand, and man’s knowledge on the
other hand. He must know of the functional relationship be-
tween man’s environment, both physical and social, and man’s
knowledge, between our instinctive impulses, needs, and purposes
and our knowledge. He must know the history of our knowl-
edge and of our sciences from prehistoric days to our own time,
in order to learn the course of scientific evolution and the fac-
tors which determine this course. Likewise, he must know the
development of knowledge in the individual and the factors which
determine it. In short, besides contributions from biology
and physiology, he will need all the help psychology, social psychol-
ogy, physics, political and social history, and the history of sei-
ence can give him.

Thus, one must answer our question regarding the logical posi-
tion of epistemology among the sciences somewhat as follows:
Epistemology is not logically fundamental ; on the contrary, it
presupposes logically the results of many of the special sciences.
If these results are false, so also, as far as we can tell, is epistemol-
ogy; and without these results granted as data the epistemolo-
gist would be unable to solve most, if not all, the problems belong-
ing properly within the field of his science.
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7. Much the same is true of our second problem, the problem
we face when within epistemology we try to ascertain what knowl-
edge is possible and how it is possible. Man has never succeeded
in getting trustworthy information on this subject except em-
pirically ; for in case after case man has been able to discover what
scholars in an earlier age pronounced unknowable, or would
have pronounced unknowable if the question had so much as en-
tered their minds. This has been true of what man has learned,
precisely as a similar truth holds regarding what he has proved
himself able to do in spite of an earlier belief that the deed was
impossible. We have been able to see the far-distant and the ex-
ceeding small where centuries ago such vision would have seemed
impossible. We have been able to study the chemistry and the
temperature of the stars, we can weigh the planets, we can tell
with complete accuracy the area of curved figures whose sides
stretch out to infinity. In short, precisely as our wireless tele-
graph and telephone, our X-ray photographs, and our trolley
cars would seem miracles to Galileo, could we suddenly usHer
him from the seventeenth century into the twentieth; so, too,
what has proved possible for man to learn since his day would seem
to him miraculous.

It will be objected that all such trite instances and the whole ar-
gument which appeals to them are entirely beside the issue. “What
within certain large areas will prove possible or impossible can of
course be learned only inductively; and Galileo might well have
been clever enough to refuse to answer questions regarding such
matters. But Galileo was able, and as able as we, to study di-
rectly the nature and conditions of knowledge and learn the ul-
timate boundary within which knowledge must keep. Thus,
QGalileo could not predict the future of physical and astronomi-
cal science nor in any way give the details of what was to prove
possible within this general field which as a division of science
he knew to be possible ; but he could have shown that there are
other problems essentially unlike any man has ever solved, and that
man lacks totally the kind of mind which could solve these prob-
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lems. Take as an illustration a doctrine of Kant. Man has a
sensuous intuition only. He lacks an intellectual intuition; and
since there are problems which could be solved only by such a
higher faculty, man must be content to let these problems remain
forever unsolved. Thus man cannot experience God, just be-
cause God is not sensuous. Again, man cannot trace back the world
to an origin or know it in its totality, because from the nature of
the mind such is not a possible experience. The two types of
problem are fundamentally distinet, and the methods of their
solution also are fundamentally different.” Thus the eriticist
agrees with the dogmatist that in the one case only an inductive
study of the history and status of the problems before the sei-
entist could enable us to predict with any probability what will
or will not prove possible knowledge : whereas, in the other case,
he maintains that a direct study of the nature of knowledge can
show that some problems are and some are not solvable. We must
accordingly turn our attention to the latter case to ascertain pre-
cisely what constitutes this branch of the theory of knowledge.
What is this study of knowledge which can reveal the field of
possible knowledge and its bounds? If the question means by
a study of knowledge a study of the knowing process and of the
factors conditioning it, then evidently we are referred again to one
of the special sciences, to the empirical study of the origin and
growth and function of knowledge in the individual and in the
race. This study is not a fundamental or peculiar science. Let me
take Kant’s doctrine, not as proof of this, but as an illustration of
what I mean. In the first place, his ‘ Critique ’ assumes that we
possess certain types of information, and it endeavors to show that
the mind must possess certain faculties in order to make this knowl-
edge possible. Kant’s actual argument, to be sure, confuses this
with some other problems; but in the main his reasoning shows
clearly that he is presupposing a definite psychological theory
and that his problem introduces only what lends itself to induec-
tive and empirical research. In short, it is psychological. In the
second place, Kant’s ‘Critique,” holding to a certain theory
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of existence and to a certain theory of the knowing process, de-
duces from them the impossibility of our knowing a supersen-
suous world or the sensuous world in its totality. In short,
his results presuppose two things which make his theory far
from logically ultimate, a theory of existence and a psychology
of cognition. It is true that there is far more than this involved
in Kant's ¢ Critique’; but the moment we consider these further
problems, we pass over to a radically different sort of study of
knowledge and its possibility, for this study is not a study of the
knowing process proper, but of that which is known, the evidence
upon which it is based, and the postulates or axioms which it
assumes. Thus to return to our question, if we examine actual
specimens of the science of the possibility of knowledge, the
science that the criticist assures us is ultimate and swi generis,
we find only two things : first, psychology and cognate branches of
science, and secondly, a study of the logical foundations of our
knowledge. Either we find that the criticist is analyzing the
sciences logically to ascertain what data, or facts, what postulates
or principles, and what logical formule make them possible;
or we are introduced anew to the historical and empirical study
of the origin and growth of knowledge in the individual and in the
race. If there is some further problem or some further method,
examination of the criticist’s work fails to reveal it; and the dog-
matist, in despair lest he has overlooked it, can only beg that it
be produced.

I am well aware that the criticist replies to all such statements:
“You do not understand criticism. It differs from other episte-
mologies precisely in its keeping psychology and epistemology
distinet. The mind, and the knowing which it studies, are not the
personal but the over-personal. Of course psychology is one of
the special sciences. This we too, not only admit, but teach, for
psychology itself presupposes epistemology.” Yes indeed, it
is perfectly clear what your intentions are, and that if epistemol-
ogy would only be what you want it to be, it would indeed be
fundamental to psychology and in no way itself psychological.
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But the question is not one of definition or of good intention.
The question is, What is the epistemology you offer mankind ?
I know what you want to do, but doyou doit? Produce the episte-
mology that does not presuppose psychology. Produce the episte-
mology that is fundamental. My point is, the deed has never been
done and cannot be done; and therefore that there is but one
refutation to dogmatism, to wit, the production of an epistemol-
ogy that is at once truly fundamental and not a vicious circle. Most
dogmatists of to-day were brought up in the Kantian philosophy.
They had explained to them the nature of criticism, its funda-
mental character, and its difference from psychology. What is
more, they believed what they were taught. But later they began
to examine more critically the epistemology actually offered them
and found it not fundamental but saturated with scientific prej-
udices of one sort or another, found it distinctly a doctrine of the
day and generation of its author, found it, in short, a vicious eirele.
To such a student of philosophy it is not enough to reiterate,
epistemology is such and such. There is but one thing to do,
that is, to produce the epistemology which is in accord with the
criticist’s definition.

8. If the dogmatist is right in his conviction that the summary
aforegiven states fully the ecriticist’s problem of the possibility
of knowledge, then the following seems to him a sufficient refu-
tation. As to the data, or facts open to possible observation,
history shows that human prediction is quite fallible, especially
where new methods and new instruments have come to man’s aid.
As to our sensory and intellectual limitations, only the elaborate
empirical and inductive studies of the psychologist can give us
precise information; and psychology is one of the special sci-
ences posterior to several others. As to the postulates and
principles of science, history shows that these have often changed,
and experience has proved that not only in chemistry and phys-
ics, but even in mathematics, the method of trial and error has under-
lain man’s discovery and selection of these fundamental proposi-
tions. Moreover, prediction here too has been decidedly fallible,
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and no evidence whatsoever is forthcoming that any a prior:
method of discovery will ascertain what principles will be suffi-
cient, not to mention which ones will prove necessary or even that
any will prove necessary. The history of philosophical mathe-
matics from Kant’s time until to-day ought to banish from any
philosopher’s mind the belief that the theory of knowledge can
reveal with certainty the necessary principles for the demonstra-
tions of the future scientist. Even the logician should learn from
past experience that many an accepted logical principle may in the
future prove to require radical revision, or at least may be capable
of further analysis or better formulation. Thus the science of
the possibility of knowledge is not suz generis, but is empirical and
inductive, as are most other sciences. The information that it
offers carries with it no categorical imperative to the special
scientist to be guided thereby ; for he is precisely the one that in
the past has successfully rebelled against the older or traditional
principles, and that has been the discoverer of the new ones which
take their place. Thus our general conclusion, I believe, must
stand : The theory of knowledge is not logically fundamental to the
sciences, and it cannot by any direct or a priori study of the know-
ing process ascertain the possible field or the limits of the sciences.

o 1

EPISTEMOLOGY DOES NOT GIVE, BUT PRESUPPOSES, A THEORY OF
REALITY

1. WE have next to inquire whether or not the theory of
knowledge can give us general existential truths revealing the
outlines of reality or constituting a theory of reality. By main-
taining that the fundamental postulates, or principles of science, are
laws of thought, and that these laws of thought can be discovered
by the student of knowledge, transcendentalism claims to be able
to show a priori the most general features of the existent world.
Thus according to the familiar doctrine of Kant, the world we
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experience is determined in part by the experiencing mind, for the
mind’s nature gives to whatever we experience its form. In this
way he explains that the world which we experience is a world in
space and time and a world ruled by causal law. Or, as we might
put it to-day: were our minds of a different nature, the world
which we should then perceive and know might be quite other than
our present world; for example, it might be a spaceless world,
or if a spatial world, it might have four dimensions; or again,
if it were spatial and had three dimensions, it might none the less
be a world in which parallel lines meet or in which the sum of the
angles of a triangle are more or less than two right angles. In
short, we owe it to the nature of our mind that in this world the
sum of the angles of a plane triangle equals two right angles.
Hence, if our modern mathematicians can deduce for us various
geometries other than the familiar one of Euclid, the transcen-
dentalist can show us from the nature of our experience which one
of them all is the one that truly holds in the world about us. The
others may be perfectly logical, that is, true if their premises are
true; but the epistemologist shows that their premises are not
true. Moreover, to do this he does not have to go to nature, nor
does he have to experiment, measure, and observe until he finds
some facts inconsistent with all but one of the geometries; rather,
he can employ the far easier method already described.!

Besides the Kantian and more closely related doctrines I wish
to include under the term transcendentalism the neo-Hegelian
theory of knowledge. Thus we are told by some Hegelians:
Reality is experience; and reality is at least to some degree man'’s
experience, for though our experience falls short of completeness and
perfection, and though on this account we must look beyond man’s
mind for the perfect experience of reality, still man’s experience
reveals the essential nature of that perfect experience. Our ex-
perience develops, and the course of its development reveals the
goal whither it tends. That goal is the experience of the abso-

1 Cf. as a recent example of Kantian transcendentalism, Bauch, Bruno, Studien
zur Philosophie der exakten Wissenschaften, 108-141.
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lute or universal mind, and this experience is absolute reality.
Briefly expressed, it is the business of the epistemologist to ascer-
tain from our knowledge the general nature of a perfect knowledge,
and from that to infer the general nature of absolute reality.
Thus from the nature of our knowledge it can be shown that no
self-contradictory experience is true, and from this it can be in-
ferred infallibly that reality is self-consistent. This example is
perhaps not so startling to the uninitiated as some others, because
it happens that no sane man believes that two contradictory
propositions can both be true. Yet for our purpose its seeming
self-evidence makes it an excellent illustration, for if the dog-
matist is in the right, even this argument of transcendentalism
is fallacious. Again, that reality is an organic unity, and that this
can be deduced from the nature of knowledge is another favorite
doctrine of some Hegelians. They argue : As our knowledge grows
at one part all other parts undergo change; for even the proposi-
tion, two plus two equals four, is not the same truth to you and to
me now that it was in our childhood. As our insight into other
things mathematical has increased, so too has our insight into this
information belonging to childhood; and so the adult’s state-
ment, two plus two equals four, is, strictly speaking, not the same
as the child’s, for it has become a profounder knowledge. Henee if
knowledge grows as a totality and never by mere addition of new
information to the old, if its various parts are so organically con-
nected that a change anywhere means a change everywhere, and
if an increasing and better knowledge always reveals these aspects
even more prominently; then a completely true or perfect knowl-
edge must be a perfect organic unity. Hence each so-called part
will be what it is because of the whole, and the whole will be what
it is because of each part. Now if such a knowledge is the truth,
if, in other words, to be true it is compelled to be such a knowledge;
then the world also of which it is a perfect knowledge must be an
organic unity. The universe must be what it is because of its
members, and the members must be what they are because of the
whole to which they belong; it cannot be a mere aggregate of in-
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dependent parts. Hence, again, if you ask the ecriticist how he
knows this, he does not reply that he has got his information in
experimental laboratories, astronomical observatories, or through
research in the field; rather, he asserts it follows from the nature
of knowledge.

2. How persuasive is the argument, yet is it not utterly falla-
cious? And if it is fallacious, is it not perhaps the most gigantie
case of self-deception of which the human intellect has been guilty ?
What does the dogmatist teach in opposition? One thing just
as dogmatist he does not do, and that is to deny any of the existen~
tial propositions of transcendentalism. It may be that the world
is a causal system, or it may be that the world is an organic unity.
What he does object to is the means by which the eriticist claims to
get this information. He denies that the study of the nature of
knowledge can reveal any such theory of reality. Hence he
believes that if the criticist’s theory of reality be true, it has been
logically smuggled into the theory of knowledge and then exhibited
afterward as a home product.

In particular the dogmatist’s objections will differ somewhat for
different types of transcendentalism. Thus the transcendentalism
of Kant, and of those who follow him or Hume or Berkeley closely,
often asserts less general existential propositions than does the
present-day Hegelian transcendentalism. Now these less general
existential assertions are easy either to disprove or to trace back
to their logical origin in the special sciences; whereas the criti-
cism of such a proposition as the one asserting the world to be an
organic unity is more difficult both to formulate and to follow.

Let us consider first the objections to the former type of tran-
scendentalism. The attempts to discover a priori the structure
of reality within the field of the natural sciences has been, as al-
most all philosophers admit, most unsuccessful. Who to-day
would dare infer from the nature of knowledge the number of the
planets in our solar system? Yet is it any the less foolhardy for
the philosopher, basing his opinions solely upon his theory of knowl-
edge, to deduce the nature of space and time, to decide whether
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mechanics or energetics is in the right, to show that we ought
to banish such notions as matter, empty space, and infinity from
our existential sciences, to deduce the persistence of force, or to
claim that events in nature are not related by causal law? More-
over, where the attempt has been made and where the inference
seems to be quite correct, there remains still the question: Was
not the method actually used quite other than a priori? Did the
argument indeed keep quite within the theory of knowledge? The
dogmatist believes it did not. Rather he believes the principles
were discovered by means of a logical analysis of the scientific
views of the day and were afterwards fallaciously shown to be
laws of thought or necessary forms of cognition. If this is the
course of procedure, transcendentalism follows logically the re-
sults of the special sciences, and it certainly is not in a position to
dictate to science her principles. Indeed, the position of transeen-
dentalism relatively to the sciences reminds one of the stern father
who ordered his small boy to go to bed, and upon the latter’s reply,
“TI won't !” said, “Then don’t! I’ll be obeyed.” A growing science
is a hard youngster to discipline, and history shows that the
philosophers who have been foolhardy enough to lay down rules
for its behavior for all time to come have had later to beat a
retreat.

3. To be sure, merely to assert all this is not to prove it; yet
to prove it fully would require me to examine with great care many
different examples of critical epistemology. This cannot be done
here; rather it must suffice to take the greatest of the criticists
as our example and ask my questions regarding his work. Kant’s
‘ Critique of Pure Reason’ claims to show that certain great exis-
tential principles are deducible from the nature of knowledge,
for they are forms either of our intuition or of our understanding.
In other words, a study of the transcendental activity of the mind
will reveal the necessary principles of all existential science.

Whence did Kant get, and by ‘get’ I mean infer, these great laws
of the pure reason? Did he, after genuinely studying the nature
of knowledge, derive his information from this study; did he not
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rather get his great principles first from his own scientific and meta-
physical research and from the science and metaphysics of his day,
and then did he not, after reading them into the nature of knowl-
edge, read them out again? My conviction, and the conviction
surely of many students of Kant, is that the latter was altogether
the case; for is it possible to understand thoroughly the conclu-
sions of Kant’s ¢ Critique of Pure Reason’ and be quite ignorant of
his scientific and metaphysical environment and precritical growth ?
Where did he get his phenomenalism, which is a premise and not a
conclusion of his argument? Where did he get his psychology,
which again is a premise and not a conclusion? Indeed, is not his
psychology decidedly faulty, and has it not led him into many
epistemological and metaphysical errors? Where did he get his
first two antinomies which played such an important part in the
development of his transcendentalism? Did they come from a
study of knowledge or from a study of science? Moreover, is
there not good reason to believe that the Newtonian conception of
nature underlies many of his conclusions and often leads him to
think of the world of things in themselves as a follower of Locke
and Newton would have done?! Further, were his conelu-
sions regarding the fallacious character of the arguments for the
existence of God genuinely the outcome of his study of the nature of
knowledge? Were they not rather the result of a profound study
of the arguments themselves ? Again, is his doctrine of space and
time truly the outcome of a direct and cautious study of our
spatial and temporal intuitions? Is it not the other way round ?
That is, is not his doctrine of space and time an hypothesis logi-
cally dependent upon his metaphysical conviction that mathe-

1 All the statements made in this essay regarding Kant are meant chiefly as
illustrations. To those who interpret Kant differently they may seem to call for an
extended exposition and proof, which would take us far from our main theme.
In justification of most of my views regarding Kant's Critique I shall then have
to refer to the excellent study of his theory of knowledge by Prichard. Kant’s
Theory of Knowledge. Oxford. 1909. Cf. also Erdmann, Benno. La eritique
Kantienne de la connaissance comme synthése du rationalisme et de I'empirisme.
Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale. 1904,
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matics can furnish us infallible information regarding the nature
of real space and real time? Finally, how about his doctrine of
causation? Surely the two following premises underlie logically
this part of his epistemology : first, the facts under observation in
the natural sciences do not reveal a causal relation or necessary se-
quence;! and secondly, all explanations of nature presuppose
logically that the sequence of events in nature is a necessary order.
In other words, was Kant truly in doubt about the existential
validity of physics until by investigating knowledge he proved
to himself that experience would be impossible unless the under-
standing by a transcendental activity makes nature a causal sys-
tem; or was not this rather the logical order of his thought?
Nature is a causal system, physics is existentially true; what
possible theory of knowledge then will account for the faet
that although nature does not reveal this causal-nexus to our
senses still we know that it is there? Kant became here and there
an empiricist ; but we must not forget that he grew up and never
ceased wholly to be an old-fashioned rationalist, which indicates
that he remained a dogmatist in spite of his efforts to be a genu-
ine eriticist. In short, his transcendentalism as a whole presup-
poses his precritical psychology and metaphysics, even though it
be true that here and there in his ‘ Critique’ are to be found bril-
liant studies of the knowing process. If this be so, the Kantian
transcendentalism is a vicious circle; ? and that it is so, is no ar-
gument against the greatness of Kant, for even a Kant could not
do the impossible.

4. However, the transcendentalist can make his position far
more secure by reducing the existential principles he claims to
infer from epistemology to a few high generalizations; for ex-

1 Ag philosophers of the enlightenment beginning with Locke and Leibniz and
ending with Hume and Kant were coming to see more and more clearly.

2 How apparent and utterly naive the vicious circle is in the phenomenalism of
Karl Pearson! His ‘metaphysics of the telephone exchange’ is almost explicitly
the presupposition instead of the conclusion of his theory of knowledge. In short,
by assuming a goodly supply of information regarding the transcendent world he
ean prove to us that we can know nothing at all about that world !
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ample, if he teaches only these two propositions: reality is a
self-consistent system, that is, two contradictory existential propo-
sitions cannot both be true; and reality is an organic unity.
Whence does he infer these proposmons whose truth of course is
here in no way under debate ?

It is impossible to believe that the former proposition comes from
a study of knowledge. In the first place, the epistemologist be-
lieved this truth from his childhood and it seems most unlikely
that he avoids assuming the proposition as a premise in his episte-
mological research. In the second place, what is our proof that
two contradictory propositions cannot both be true? There
seem to be only four tenable answers: it is a self-evident truth
or axiom, it is a generalization from particular propositions, it
is an indemonstrable or ultimate assumption of formal logie,
it is a deduction of formal logic from some more nearly ultimate
postulates. In any case, it is a proposition presupposed by a
large part of logic and is logically prior to any epistemological
investigation. Itisnot alaw of thought. If in our thinking we use
it, we use it as a premise, and we use it because it is true. If our
thought is almost always compelled to use it, this is solely because it is
true, and because so few inferences fail to presuppose it. In short,
we can contradict ourselves, but we cannot contradict ourselves
and be correct ; and this is so, not because of the nature of thought,
but because two contradictory propositions are not both true.
Thus we may conclude: No examination of thought discovers the
law of contradiction or proves it, rather such an investigation
presupposes it. Hence if the world is a consistent system, our
thought has no more to do with making it so than has the nest-
building instinct of the oriole.

5. Again, is the world an organic unity? Let me grant it for
the sake of the present argument. Does this proposition follow
from the nature of thought? The dogmatist denies that it does.
Rather the doctrine has its logical source in a principle usually
named in these days, the internal or organic theory of relations.

But whence this principle? Sometimes the philosopher who
(¢4
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holds it appears to infer it from the general results of the sciences.
If so, it is a generalization such as a law of physics. Some-
times the philosopher appears to infer it from a genuinely em-
pirical and inductive study of the evolution of knowledge in the
race and in the individual. If so, again it is a generalization from
science.! Now neither of these methods of discovery is consistent
with transcendentalism, nor can either be made to be so. There
seem to be but two ways of escape from this conclusion. The
first is, to retrace our steps and to show that the theory of knowl-
edge is fundamental and that reality is to be identified with the
knowing mind. The second is to admit frankly that this principle
is an ultimate postulate or axiom of a science logically prior to
epistemology; namely, a proposition of metaphysics. With the
latter dogmatism has no quarrel, for it frankly gives up transcen-
dentalism. With the former, however, the case is different. Its
first proposition is false. Its second, that reality is to be identi-
fied with the knowing mind, is certainly a proposition which can-
not be proved by epistemology, for epistemology presupposes too
many existential propositions from science to avoid a vicious circle
in any such proof. If, then, the epistemologist assumes it, he does
50 as a metaphkysician and a dogmatist.?

6. What then should be our general conclusion regarding tran-
scendentalism ? Transcendentalism stands or falls depending
- upon the truth or falsity of two propositions: first, that highly
general information regarding reality can be inferred from the na-
ture of knowledge; secondly, that this information is truly fun-
damental, that it does not itself presuppose an array of exis-
tential generalizations and postulates borrowed from the other

1 Joachim in his book, The Nature of Truth, seems to me to do both.

2 Kant’s boasted discovery, which he compares with that of Copernicus, comes
here in question. Is it an assumption or & valid conclusion of his Critique? If
the former, he is an out-and-out dogmatist. If the latter, he has wrought a logieal
miracle ; for his epistemology certainly assumes existential propositions, and how
could it do so without assuming an existential proposition of such high generality
or the contradictory of this proposition? It ig gratuitous to add that I believe
he unconsciously presupposed the last.
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sciences. The evidence shows that the latter at least of these
two propositions is false. In short, transcendentalism is a vi-
cious ecircle. Its supporter pretends to derive from a stated source
information which unconsciously he has imported from elsewhere.
It is like a ‘salted’ mine, in which the most valued ore has been
put not by nature but by human hands. The result has been in-
evitable. Every intellectual enterprise except transcendentalism
seems to be prospering. We are learning much from the sciences
to-day regarding subjects that were once the center of the philoso-
pher’s interest, the nature of the heavenly world, the nature of
matter, the nature of life, and the nature of mind. Even the
empirical and inductive study of the nature and growth of knowledge
is prospering, for we surely know far more about it than did Kant.
In contrast, what careful philosopher would offer mankind to-
day the amount of a prior: information Kant claimed to derive
by means of his transcendentalism? Yes, the intervening years
have certainly proved the need of greater caution, and this too
in spite of an increasing insight into the nature of knowledge !
Is it not, then, high time for the epistemologist as well as the meta-
physician to declare his freedom from this difficult and fruitless
enterprise? There is no reason why a direct study of man’s
growing knowledge and of the knowing process, if it be conducted
as one of the special sciences, should not yield great and valuable
and demonstrable results: but as long as the individual episte-
mologist feels it his duty to tease out of knowledge by a dialectic
a world-hypothesis, rather than to devote himself to a modest, open-
minded, and inductive study of cognitive facts, so long will his
work continue to promote intellectual distrust and to give back
disappointing rewards.

\'

AN APPEAL TO THE PRAGMATIC TEST, TO THE VERDICT OF
HISTORY

1. Tuere remains one further line of argument which must
not be totally neglected, the appeal to the pragmatic test, to the
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verdict of history. Has epistemology been psychologically and
historically the chief source of metaphysical problems and of their
solution? During the past two centuries, in which the influence
of epistemology has been so great and in which she has had as
her leaders the ablest philosophical thinkers, has the progress of
metaphysics been due chiefly to epistemology rather than to the
special sciences? Have two centuries of its dominance in philo-
sophiecal research been a help or a hindrance ?

It would be most unconvinecing to offer a brief answer to these
questions, if I pretended for a moment that my answer were based
upon an analytic and well-established solution of the minuter
problems belonging to the history of philosophy. The same phi-
losopher has usually been both metaphysician and epistemolo-
gist; and the actual course of his thought from day to day has
seldom kept the two sets of problems distinet, but has interwoven
them most intricately. Then, too, his writings may completely
conceal the actual evolution of his thought. However, history
is written in large letters as well as in small; and it is therefore
not impossible to make a brief and convincing statement regard-
ing the influence of epistemology upon metaphysics in the last
two hundred years.

What has done most to change our modern theory of reality ?
To what discoveries or doctrines of the past two hundred years
is our present-day metaphysics especially indebted, to episte-
mology or to the progress of the natural sciences? Most de-
cidedly the latter. Even epistemology itself is similarly indebted.
How great a change in our conception of the world has taken place !
Not as great to be sure as the change from the thought of Dante
to that of Sir Isaac Newton; still the two changes are comparable.
Mathematics, physies, and biology have undergone a very great
and wonderful growth. Chemistry has been born and reached
maturity. So, too, has the historical research into almost every
field of human interest. That all this could have taken place
without influencing directly and profoundly our metaphysical
views is unbelievable. Let us see.
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2. First there has been the great growth of mathematical knowl-
edge. In the past one hundred years this has quite changed our
view of the nature of mathematics itself; and, what is especially
important, it has done away with the older metaphysies of space.
Instead of a definite and infallible conception of the nature of
existent space and time, such as Kant believed we possess, we know
to-day that their nature cannot be inferred solely from pure
mathematics, but must be learned in part at least empirically
and inductively as truly as must the nature of light or electricity.
To be sure, mathematics also will continue to contribute very largely
to this knowledge, but mathematics contributes also very largely
to our knowledge of light and electricity. In short, mathe-
maties, and mathematics quite divorced from any epistemolog-
ical considerations, has completely transformed this old and im-
portant metaphysical problem, the nature of space and time.

A similar truth holds regarding the problem of Kant’s first two
antinomies. The problem of the nature of the mathematical in-
finite and continuum certainly seems to have reached a new and
higher stage; and the resulting insight into these two notions,
together with a better understanding of the nature of mathe-
matics itself, have removed one chief source of error in the older
metaphysics. For, as pure mathematics alone cannot solve the
problem of space and time, so, too, it cannotsolve the problem of
the origin, extent, or continuity of the physical world. This prob-
lem, as so many others, must remain unsolved until facts are
discovered which can be shown to form a crucial test of the merits
of rival hypotheses. Whereas if mathematics could furnish us
knowledge of the existent world without the aid of other sciences,
as Kant believed it could, then indeed a purely dialectical pro-
cedure might give us the information sought in this way by the
~ older dogmatic metaphysics. Indeed, one of the greatest philo-
sophical discoveries of all time seems to have been made, and
made in the nineteenth century; namely, the discovery that mathe-
matics is a non-existential science; and this discovery we owe not
to the epistemologist but to the philosophical mathematician.
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3. Not only are we indebted to mathematics, but also to physies
and chemistry for vast changes in our conception of the physical
world. Of all metaphysical problems the nature of matter is one
of the oldest. Now in the last few years, as we all know, we seem
to be learning more concerning the nature of matter than man
succeeded in discovering in the preceding two thousand years.
Even such a good old conviction as that mass is an absolute con-
stant is now contradicted, and what could be more startling than
to be told that electricity is to be an all but fundamental concept
in the mew philosophy of nature? A thousand years of tran-
scendentalism or of any other theory as to what matter must be
in order to be a possible experience, could not have revealed to us
such truths. Again, the rise of thermodynamics and its doctrines
regarding the conservation of energy and the irreversibility of
nature’s processes have modified greatly our conception of the
physical world about us. It may be that their ultimate meta-
physical significance is still hidden from us, but in any case their
great importance to metaphysics seems to be assured.

4. In the third place, nothing during the past one hundred years
has transformed more remarkably our theory of nature and of
life than has the doctrine of animal and plant evolution and in
general the modern historical point of view. To whom do we
owe this new insight? In part, indeed, to men whose names are
foremost in the list of epistemologists, to Kant and Hegel, and to
men whom they have strongly influenced. However, it is very
easy to exaggerate this truth by inferring that we owe this part of
their contribution to their epistemology. Moreover, without any
desire to minimize our debt to them, there is every reason to be-
lieve that the evolutionary and historical point of view would
have come in the nineteenth century had they never lived and
had epistemology been completely neglected in those days; for
the men and the influences that led us to the new way of think-
ing belong to almost every department of European science and
go back probably to the days of Galileo. There is the growth of
astronomical theory from the Renascence to Kant and Laplace
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with their evolutionary hypotheses of the origin of our solar system.
There is the new and profound interest in history and historical
research due on the one hand to linguistic and literary discoveries
and on the other to the political, social, and religious ferment of
the times and, we should add, due in general to the new and wide-
spread romantic interest in the life of past ages and of other lands.
Finally comes the rise of the biological evolutionary hypothesis
with its tremendous influence upon the thought of our day. Surely
this doctrine also was chiefly due, not to the philosophical in-
quiries of the eighteenth century, but to the enormous accumu-
lation of geological and biological data which was compelling the
scientist to seek a theory to explain and to systematize them.
Indeed, one must infer in all departments that instead of our new
historical point of view being indebtgd to epistemology, episte-
mology has itself been completely transformed by this influence
from without. The most superficial study of the epistemology
taught to-day, be it that of the modern Hegelian or that of James
and Dewey, will reveal the truth of this conclusion; for knowl-
edge is now regarded by all as an essentially evolutionary process.

5. As against these changes in our conception of nature and of
life there stand five important metaphysical doctrines which
appear to be indebted especially to the study of knowledge:
first, the doctrine of primary and secondary qualities; secondly
and thirdly, the eighteenth century’s criticism of the older doc-
trine of causation and of substance; fourthly, the idealistic, or
spiritualistic, theory of reality; and fifthly, in more recent days,
the issue regarding the organic, or internal, theory of relations
leading to the opposed theories, monism and pluralism. Some
of these doctrines and their logical relation to epistemology have
been already considered; but we are now concerned solely with
influences, psychological and historical. The dogmatist has to
admit that the influence of epistemology here has been very great.
However, he makes this admission with a satanic delight, for he
believes that the influence has been all but disastrous. The in-
tellectual world has been led astray for over a century by a com-
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plete confusion of two fundamentally different problems and by
the resulting mad hope that under the leadership of psychology
metaphysics was to find its way at last into the promised land.
Even our greatest philosophical thinkers for two centuries have
been under the spell. None the less much can be said to show that
even within these five problems other influences than epistemology
have been at work.

In the theories of the primary and secondary qualities there is
clear evidence that the physical doctrines of the day had their
strong influence upon all who held the theories. Moreover, there is
ample evidence to show that physics really went on its own way
minding its own business and neglecting what the epistemologists
had to say on this subject. Indeed, what physicist to-day need or
would bother his head with epistemological doctrines respecting
what are and what are not primary qualities! This he learns by
questioning nature and by ascertaining what theories of matter
will aceount for the facts he observes. Indeed, the metaphysician
who to-day goes for information on this subject either to the psy-
chologist or to the epistemologist is liable to find that not one
in ten can tell him what physics has to say regarding the primary
qualities of matter, let alone, give him a theory at all adequate
in the light of our present knowledge and therefore worth
listening to. Rather what he will get as an answer is a vestige
pointing back to the physics of an earlier century. Perhaps no-
where has a combination of antiquated physics and epistemo-
logical metaphysics given rise to more worthless discussion. The
truth of the case is, we do not know what are the primary quali-
ties of matter. Energetics gives us a very different answer from
that given by the mechanist. Then, too, we are in the midst of a
period when a flood of new light regarding the ultimate nature of
matter is coming into physics.! Indeed, the whole subject needs
to be studied anew from top to bottom by the metaphysician un-

1 Cf. on one physicist’s view as to what is the basis for dividing qualities into
primary and secondary, Duhem, P., La théorie physique. Paris, 1906. Pt. 2,
Chap. 2.
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der the instruction of the physicist. But all of this is beside our
question except in so far as it shows that-an older physics has been
strongly influencing the views of many an epistemologist from
Locke’s day to our own.

6. As regards the various doctrines of causation the influences
at work have probably been much more complicated than the text-
books on the history of philosophy indicate. It is true that as
we read Berkeley, Hume, Kant, and Mill, we are liable to feel
that epistemological considerations alone are at work behind
their criticism of the older doctrines of causation. The same feel-
ing, too, may come in reading Mach and Pearson. Still it is far
from certain that this feeling is justified, for they were dealing
with a problem that, though usually regarded as epistemological,
may in truth turn out not to be such. To be more explicit and
to illustrate : If T am looking at a landscape gorgeous with the light
of the setting sun in order to ascertain whether or not certain colors
are there, is my problem epistemological ? No, it is not, though it
be true that the step from my problem to those of epistemology
might be a very short one for many thinkers. Now the problem
of Berkeley and Hume and many other classical writers since their
day was in part one that is strictly analogous to the foregoing.
They were not studying the knowing process so much as the
actual empirical evidence of a necessary sequence of events. In-
spection, Hume really tells us, does not reveal any such connee-
tion. It reveals a succession, but not a causal relation. So the
nominalist Pearson of our own day inspects nature and does not
see there any causal law. He does see the flow of events, but he
claims that is all nature reveals. Hence, he concludes, to assert
the existence of law in nature is to read into nature a quite foreign
set of relations. This leaves him, and Hume before him, with the
problem, what, then, is so-called natural law and why do we tend
to talk as though it were a genuine element in nature? In short,
quite apart from any question as to what is the correct solution
of their problem, it does seem as though something in addition
to merely epistemological influences were at work and that this
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something else can be described as a reaction against older meta-
physical theories, together with a greater open-mindedness in their
direct observation of the facts of nature. If this is true, then
we have to conclude that a clearer awareness of the absence of cer-
tain facts, a keener insight into the logical topheaviness of the
theories of the day, as well as a greater attention to the nature
of knowledge, were all at work in bringing about the reaection
against the seventeenth-century doctrine of causation.

7. Inregard to the doctrine of substance, a much stronger proof
can be offered that direct evidence in the form of fact, together with
the progress of theory in science, played an important part in the
change from seventeenth-century thought, for the old notion was
rejected not only by philosophers, but also by scientists. In meta-
physies the substance hypothesis had led to views as far apart as
materialism and occasionalism, as Spinoza’s monism and Leibniz’
monadism ; and this divergence of opinion certainly promoted &
skeptical attitude toward the whole endeavor to explain the
world in terms of substance. In natural science the tendency was
more and more to lay stress upon the relations between things,
and less and less upon substance and attributes; in fact, modern
physies was largely a reaction against just this notion, the old no-
tion of forms. KEspecially does this change of view come out in
the downright hostility to any explanation which makes use of
the notion of force or foreces.! In short, the growing explicit oppo-
sition to the old doctrine of substance not only had to come,
epistemology or no epistemology, but did come through many
influences other than the study of knowledge.

Moreover, the Kantian and post-Kantian epistemology has
been rather a conservative influence against the tendencies of the
natural scientists and of some metaphysicians. Though Kant
admits the full justice of Hume’s criticism of the dogmatic doc-
trine of substance, he endeavors to show that substance is a neces-
sary form of thought and has validity a priori; and the modern

1 Cf. the opposition to Newton's theory of gravitation on the part of the Car-
tesians,
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members of the Kantian-Hegelian schools, in their doctrine of the
absolute, tend strongly to uphold the substance-attribute notion
as the fundamental notion in the theory of reality. Hence,
whether right or wrong, the modern tendency within science to op-
pose any use of the substance notion and to confine the proposi-
tions of science to assertions of relations between terms, ha.s
little indebtedness at least to German epistemology.

8. In regard to the two remaining metaphysical issues, the issue
between those who hold to the organic theory of reality, or pres-
ent-day monism, and their opponents, the pluralists, and again
the issue between the idealistic spiritualists and those who find
their views unwarranted, it must be frankly admitted that the
influence of epistemology has been very great indeed. But
here again the question transforms itself into the other question,
has this influence been for good or for bad ? — a question, however,
which lies beyond the field of our present inquiry. Here, then, the
dogmatist must be content to urge his conviction that such doe-
trines should be based by their upholders upon facts and prinei-
ples that may indeed be presupposed by a particular epistemology,
but that themselves are truly fundamental. TUntil this is done
monism, pluralism, or any other metaphysical theory is a house
built upon the sands.

9. T have appealed to history, and the answer seems on the whole
to be decidedly in favor of the dogmatist’s prejudices except in
the case of certain prominent metaphysical doctrines of to-day,
which are explicitly founded by their advocates upon episte-
mouogical considerations. But even here the dogmatist finds
the influence of many non-epistemological factors, such as the
doctrines of evolutionary biology and psychology. Hence the fol-
lowing conclusion seems to be just: Where the change in our
modern views of nature and of mind is admitted by all to have
been genuine progress, there epistemology has not played the
part it should if it be the truly fundamental science; for this prog-
ress has come notoriously from other sources and has been very
influential even in bringing about changes within epistemology
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itself. On the other hand, where no doubt exists that episte-
mology has been supreme in its influence, there one finds to-
day the most serious questioning as to whether the influence has
been good or bad.

VI

METAPHYSICS SHOULD BE EMANCIPATED FROM EPISTEMOLOGY

1. We are now prepared to take up the general question,
Should not metaphysics be emancipated from epistemology ? If
epistemology is not logically fundamental, if epistemology cannot
of itself show either what knowledge is possible or how knowledge
is possible, and finally if epistemology cannot give us the logiecal
foundations of a theory of reality, may we not conclude that
metaphysics owes neither its problems nor their solution es-
pecially to epistemology? I believe that we may, for I am con-
vineed that all the reasons for making metaphysics identical with
epistemology or logically and methodologically dependent upon it
are those which have been given and disputed.

Metaphysics as a logical study of the foundations of the sciences
‘needs as its data only two things, the sciences in their most rigor-
ous formulation and formal logic. What metaphysics as a theory
of reality needs may be more doubtful. The following may
serve as a brief and tentative answer. It needs the preceding-
branch of metaphysics, for that study will reveal the theory of
reality implicitly contained in the sciences; and with this meta-
physics will certainly have to reckon. Will it need more than
this? That depends upon how the following difficult questions
are answered, questions which themselves perhaps belong quite
within metaphysics. In the first place, will not logical analysis
reveal besides the foundations of science the foundations of other
independent systems of propositions, systems at least implicitly
asserted in man’s art, in his morals, and in his religion? If so,
will not the theory of reality have to presuppose them? Let
me reply, Yes. Secondly, what is the factual, or that ultimate,
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concrete which we observe but do not either assume or infer?
Can there be a science just of it, a ‘Gegenstandstheorie,” if you
will? TIs this ultimate truly analyzable; or is it alogical, as
Bergson and James believe? Here let me reply : If there be such
a group of problems, either they are a part of metaphysics and not
of some more nearly ultimate science upon which metaphysics
depends; or they and their solution fall within the bounds of the
different special sciences and of the other aforementioned non-
scientific systems. In the former case, our non-metaphysical
systems will presuppose our metaphysics, whereas in the latter
case metaphysics will arrive at this body of information by logi-
cal analysis of all these systems. Probably this is not a genuine
disjunction, and both propositions are in part true. However, all
of this is a matter not of theoretical but of great methodologi-
cal importance; for it reduces to the purely methodological
question, who is the real metaphysician, the real authority in
metaphysics? Is he mankind at large or is he the professional
metaphysician ? Finally there is a third question: May not
metaphysics have among its postulates or indemonstrable propo-
sitions some that are nowhere else to be found, that are peculiar
to metaphysics? If so, these parts of metaphysics are certainly
fundamental. In short, all of these many problems (including
logic) are fundamental, and the sum of their solutions certainly
constitutes a science which underlies logically the remainder of
our knowledge. It is the first science; and if so, it is meta-
physies.

Further we may make the following general statements regard-
ing the methodological indebtedness of metaphysics to other
bodies of knowledge. In parts it may be indebted to none. In
great part it is surely indebted to logic. As a study of the logical
foundations of the sciences, it has to be given the sciences themselves
as data. Finally as the theory of reality, it may draw information
and help from every department of man’s intellectual life. The
growth of science can revolutionize metaphysics as it did in the
days of Galileo. A radical change in one or more of the postu-
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lates of science may do the same, and so also may a great empiri-
cal discovery. Then, too, as man grows in artistic taste, and in
moral and religious insight, he discovers new and, it may be,
fundamental truths. If so, his discovery may lead him to revise
radically his theory of reality or at least to present to the meta-
physician new problems for the latter to solve.

2. Finally we come to the special question, what does meta-
physics owe to epistemology ? It owes much by way of sugges-
tion. The story of how human knowledge grows in the individual
and in the race, and the story of the knowing process itself do
often suggest to the student of logical analysis what to look for
and where to find what he seeks. For example, that knowledge
grows by the trial and error method, or the experimental method,
indicates at once that science as a system of propositions has as its
premises many unproved assumptions, postulates, and guesses.
The story of this growth indicates also that the work of the meta-
physician will never be finished as long as man keeps growing in-
telleetually ; for no sooner do we work out (as the philosophers
did in the Middle Ages) the theory of reality presupposed in or
consistent with the knowledge of one age than the work has to
be done once more for the knowledge of a new age. A second
example is the great mental law of association which suggests at
once (as it did to Hume and to Kant) that causation must be one
of the fundamental or nearly fundamental postulates of science;
and, to take a third example, the theory of knowledge can throw
much light upon the history of science, and the history of science
in turn is full of suggestions for the metaphysician.

3. All this is true of the methodological relationship of epis-
temology to metaphysics, and it would be foolish indeed not to
admit it; but at the same time we must not forget the limitations
of this indebtedness, for the errors that can then arise are, as we
have seen, very serious. A correct epistemology can be full of
valuable suggestion to the metaphysician; but this science is in
no peculiar respect nor to any peculiar extent fundamental to
metaphysics. It is not peculiarly a part of metaphysies, nor is
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it in any respect to be identified with metaphysies. On the con-
trary I have endeavored to show that epistemology is not a logi-
cally fundamental science, that the solution of the problem of
the possibility and the limits of knowledge is logically subsequent
to some at least of the special sciences, that epistemology eannot
furnish us with a theory of reality, that metaphysics owes logi-
cally neither its problems nor their solution to the theory of knowl-
edge, and finally that though the full verdict of history has not
been delivered, there is strong evidence that criticism has se-
riously hindered as well as helped metaphysics during the past
two centuries. If these conclusions are true, then metaphysiecs is
by right free and independent of epistemology and should at once

proceed to emancipate itself entirely from the dominion of this
science.!

1 Though few physicians are expert in diagnosing their own case, still I can
perhaps help some readers to discover my bias or prejudices. As we look back over
the course of this argument, what is the world of discourse within which it proceeds ?
The answer is, logical analysis. There are, I believe, two prominent and radically
different points of departure nowadays in our philosophical studies. One man isim-
pressed with the facts of psychology; and though he admits that psychology itself
is one of the special sciences, he still seeks a philosophical foundation by nieans of a
study of these facts. The other man, though not blind to these facts, cannot regard
them as the most significant; rather he is impressed with the truth that the chief
business of science is fo demonstrate. As a consequence, the question, What are
the premises of any hypothesis? is the all-important philosophical problem. Every-
where in man’s knowledge he finds two sets of premises, on the one hand the prin-
ciples of formal logic and on the other hand postulates and observed truths, or facts.
Now the sum iotal of these presuppositions form the philosophical foundation upon
which he believes he must build; and, of course, he sees in the other philosopher a
thinker who has hopelessly confused psychology and logic. In short, the one man
s temperamentally a psychologist; the other, a logician. Moreover, each feels that
he has dug deeper down for his foundation than has the other. Hence the dead-
lock where neither seems able to convince the other, and where our ultimate duty
to one another seems to be not to try to persuade or to refute but to try to make
our positions clear to each other. Even though each party may see truths to which
the other is blind, and even though the ultimate verdict may be a part victory for
both, T am convinced that the two positions have their centers at different points,
and that these points are mutually repellent. If so, one is essentially right and
the other is essentially wrong, and there can be no compromise.
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A REALISTIC THEORY OF INDEPENDENCE
By Rarra BArRTON PERRY
I 0
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NOTION OF INDEPENDENCE

EigaT years ago, in describing “a curious unrest in the philo-
sophic atmosphere of the time,” Professor James concluded with
the remark that “strangest of all, natural realism, so long decently
buried, raises its head above the turf, and finds glad hands out-
stretched from the most unlikely quarters to help it to its feet
again.” ! This reanimated corpse is now fairly on its feet, and able
to protest with Mark Twain that the reports of its death were
“greatly exaggerated.” As a living and hopeful member of the
philosophical community, it is naturally concerned that its iden-
tity should be unmistakably defined, lest it should again be care-
lessly interred or reported missing; or lest in the mélée of con-
troversy it should suffer from blows intended for another. The
present essay attempts such an identification of realism redivivus —
or of what may now conveniently be designated neo-realism.

1. It is necessary, in the first place, to explain the crucial im-
portance of the conception of ‘independence.” For the term
‘realism’ is also traditionally associated with another conception,
the conception, namely, of ‘substance.” When construed in this
latter sense, realism is contrasted with ‘phenomenalism,” ‘immedi-
atism’ and ‘empiricism.” It is taken to mean that the real is not
what is experienced, but some substance or essence which lies behind
what is experienced. The real, according to this view, is not con-
stituted by its predicates, but is manifested in them; it is the

1 James, W. Essays in Radical Empiricism, 39-40.
99
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subject that owns them, the ground that supports them, or the
cause that produces them. According to ‘phenomenalism,” ‘im-
mediatism,” or ‘empiricism,” reality coincides with appearance —
things are what they are “known as.’”’! According to realism in
the contrasted sense, reality is that which appears, that of which
something is known.

2. The most straightforward statement of this version of
realism is to be found in the following passage from Thomas
Reid’'s “Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man”: “Things
which may exist by themselves, and do not necessarily suppose the
existence of anything else, are called substances; and, with rela-
tion to the qualities or attributes that belong to them, they are
called the subjects of such qualities or attributes. All the things
which we immediately perceive by our senses, and all the things we
are conscious of, are things which must be in something else, as their
subject. Thus by my senses, I perceive figure, color, hardness,
softness, motion, resistance, and such like things. But these are
qualities and must necessarily be in something that is figured,
colored, hard or soft, that moves, or resists. It is not to these
qualities, but to that which is the subject of them, that we give
the name of body. . . . In like manner, the things I am conscious
of, such as thought, reasoning, desire, necessarily suppose something
that thinks, that reasons, that desires. We do not give the name of
mind to thought, reason, or desire; but to that being which thinks,
which reasons, and which desires.” ?

The peculiarity of such a realism as this lies in the absolute dis-
tinetion between real body and real mind, as substances, and the
‘qualities’ or ‘attributes’ by which they are known. The ‘reals’
are different from the content of knowledge. Whether they are
also independent is a second and more ambiguous question. That
body is independent of mind would seem to be clear, in that as

1 Cf. James, W., Pragmatism, 50.

2 Reid, T., Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, Essay I, Ch. II, Hamil-
ton’s edition (1895), 232. For an account of the development of the same general
view in recent German philosophy, cf. Stein, L., Philosophische Strémungen der
Gegenwart, Ch. VL.
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substances bodies ‘“may exist by themselves,” while bodily qualities
“must necessarily be in”” bodily substances. The qualities them-
selves, whether bodily or mental, are evidently not independent
in that they “must be in something else.” Whether the sub-
stances themselves are independent of the qualities that are in
them is more doubtful. Locke, whose view of substance closely
resembles Reid’s, regards it as probable that the soul may exist
without thinking, that its nature, in other words, is independent of
those forms of consciousness by which it is known.! That the same
view might be held with reference to bodies is suggested by Locke’s
repeated assertion that “the real essences, on which depend their
properties and operations, are unknown to us.” 2

It is probably safer, however, to conclude that for both Locke and
Reid, some properties, namely, the ‘primary’ qualities, extension,
hardness, ete., belong necessarily to the nature of the body. There
is a notable difference between these two authors as respects the
ground of the distinction between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’
qualities. For Locke, the primary qualities are such as produce
stmilar ideas in the mind. Thus the quality ‘hardness,” and the
‘idea of hardness’ produced by it, are similar. The secondary
qualities are such as produce dissimilar ideas in the mind, as when
“a violet by the impulse of such insensible particles of matter of
peculiar figures and bulks, and in different degrees and modifica~
tions of their motions, causes the ideas of the blue color and sweet
scent of that flower to be produced in our minds.” * Reid, on the
other hand, sought to avoid that “theory of ideas” which he held
to be the besetting sin of philosophy. Knowledge is not a having
of ideas produced in the mind by things. It is an act of belief in

1Cf. Egsay concerning Human Understanding, Book II, Ch. I, §§ 10 fi. For
Locke’s view of substance, ef. Controversy with the Bishop of Worcester, No. IV
(St. John's Edition, Vol. II, 352): “We cannot conceive how simple ideas of sen-
sible qualities should subsist alone, and, therefore, we suppose them to exist in,
and to be supported by, some common subject; which support we denote by the
name substance.”

? Essay concerning Human Understanding, Book IV, Ch. VI, § 12.

3 0p. cit., Book II, Ch. VIII, § 13. Ci. §§ 7-26, passim.
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an object, of which one must have a ‘conception.” Precisely how
Reid distinguished ‘conception’ from ‘idea’ is far from clear.
But it is evident that he wished to get rid of the traditional barrier
between the mind and its objects. The ‘conception’ was an act or
instrument of the mind itself, and not a product or counterpart of the
things. It was part of that faculty of knowing which the author
was satisfied to leave inexplicable since he was confident that it
must in any case be presupposed.! In any case primary and
-secondary qualities are distinguished without reference to ‘ideas,’
the former being the qualities that are known directly and dis-
tinetly, the qualities of which one knous “what they are in them-
selves.” “Therefore,” says Reid, ‘“were I to make a division of
the qualities of bodies as they appear to our senses, I would divide
them first into those that are manifest and those that are occull.”
Reid’s ‘manifest’ qualities correspond to Locke’s primary qualities, «
such as ‘extension,” ‘hardness,” ete.; and his ‘occult’ qualities
comprise Locke’s secondary qualities, together with the feelings
which bodies induce in the organism and the ‘powers’ which they
display in their operations on one another.?

Thus with Reid the qualities of bodies, whether manifest or oc-
cult, belong to the bodies themselves. They are not primarily
‘ideas,” of which some are similar and some dissimilar to bodies.
Their original locus is in the bodies themselves. There can, there-
fore, be no question of their remaining mere ideas through the un-
certainty of the existence of their bodily counterparts. In other
words, Reid believes himself to have removed the assumption
which underlies the idealism of Berkeley and Hume. And yet the
realism of Reid is open to a very obvious idealistic rejoinder. For
the qualities do not constitute the body. He makes it perfectly
evident that the principle of substance is the controlling motive
in his thought. He thinks that it requires some ripeness of under-

1 Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, Essay IT, Ch. XX. For the
difficulties and ambiguities of Reid’s view, cf. Sir William Hamilton’s notes to his
edition of this and other essays. 3

2 Op. cit. (1895), 313, 322.
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standing to distinguish the qualities of a body from the body.”
The relation of the qualities to the bodily “substratum” must
doubtless remain “obscure”; it “is not, however, so dark but
that it is easily distinguished from all other relations.” ! The
qualities of bodies are thus left in a precarious situation. Since
they are not identified with the body, they may the more easily
be captured by mind and converted into ideas; and since body
bereft of them is reduced to a nullity, it may the more easily be
ignored as a non-entity. Thus, the principle of substance betrays
realism into the hands of its enemy.

3. It is reasonably clear, then, that the traditional realism has
been both confused and compromised by an alliance with substan-
tialism. In view of this fact, the critics of realism are scarcely to
be blamed if they have not shown a nicety of diserimination which
realists themselves have failed to show. Of contemporary eritics,
Professor Royce is especially notable for expressly identifying
realism with the theory of independence. Nevertheless, even this
writer has not succeeded wholly in separating this theory from
substantialism. Thus he distinguishes three “popular ontological
predicates.” “To be tmmediate, or, on the other hand, to be well
founded in what is not immediate, and, thirdly, {0 be genuine and
true, — these seem to be the three principal conceptions of what it
is to be real in the popular ontology.” The author presently con-
cludes that realism is “a synthesis of the three popular ontological
predicates, although, as history shows, with a preference for the
second predicate.”” In other words, “realism is fond of sub-
stances, of ‘inner’ or of ‘deeper’ fundamental facts, and of inacces-
sible universes.” 2 Now it happens that the realism of the present
day has strong aversion for these things. It is in sympathy with
the whole modern trend of thought toward identifying reality with
the elements, processes, and systems of experience. But it main-
tains that these elements, processes, and systems are independent

1 Ihid., 323.
2 Royee, J., The World and the Individual, First Series, 54-55, 68; cf. also 63,
66, 67, 86, 106, 115.
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of being experienced. Although they may compose or enter into an
experience, they need not do so. In other words, neo-realism as-
serts the independence of the experienced on the act of experience;
or of the sensible and intelligible properties of things on the opera-
tions of sensation and intellection. Thus realism must purify the
notion of independence of all suggestions of other-ness, remote-
ness, or inaccessibility, not only for the sake of a full and forecible
presentation of its case, but even to avoid being confused with a
whole alien and objectionable tendency of thought.

4. Tt must be confessed that realists have not as yet taken pains
to define ‘independence.” Thus in a discussion before the Aristo-
telian Society of the question, “ Are Secondary Qualities Independ-
ent of Perception,” Mr. Nunn, as a realist, adopts the “affirmative
answer.” ! And in reply, Mr. Schiller justly puts the question,
“What does independent mean to a realist?” But as Mr.
Schiller himself remarks, the idealist has been no more precise in
his use of the term than the realist. Both Royce and Joachim,
who, like Royce, explicitly identifies realism with the independence
theory, constantly employ the term in their polemic without under-
taking to define it. Both of these writers characterize an independ-
ent entity as that to which another entity “makes no difference.” 2
But this is only a figurative paraphrase of the term. It introduces
practical or dynamical considerations which are more confusing
than clarifying.

Nor can the idealist be said to have given a satisfactory account
of his own notion of independence. Thus Mr. Joachim apparently
maintains that truth is “independent of the intuition qua this act
of intuiting here and now.” 3 Similarly, the majority of contem-
porary idealists insist strenuously that the logical or universal prin-
ciples are independent of the psychological circumstances attending
their appearance in finite minds. But so far as I know the precise

1 Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, N. S., 1910, 10, 191, 218.

2 Royce, op. ecit., 118, 120, 123. According to Joachim, realism asserts that
‘experiencing makes no difference to the facts’ (The Nature of Truth, 33, 58).

3 Op. cit., 52. ;
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meaning of the term in this application is left to be determined by
common sense. Nor has the idealist ever given a general and pre-
cise definition of the correlative notion of dependence. This notion
is essential to the idealistic theory of the internality of relations, and
to such fundamental conceptions as ‘coherence,” ‘synthetic unity,’
‘significant whole.” And if the idealist’s polemic against realism
is successful, we are left to conclude that experiencing does “make
a difference” to facts. This is as truly the central contention of
idealism as the contrary is the central contention of realism. But
we are left in the dark as to the precise nature of the dependence
which is predicated. Idealism has even derived a certain advan-
tage from its failure to define dependence. For it has been able to
vary the meaning to suit the polemical exigency. And this ab-
sence of explicit definition has enabled idealism to profit by the
vague but natural assumption that any relation whatsoever in-
volves dependence. To prove dependence idealism has not found
it necessary to do more than to establish some sort of connection
between the term in question and some other term. The moment
dependence is distinguished from bare relation, a very consider-
able portion of idealistic reasoning is rendered worthless — a mere
recitation of the obvious and trivial.

A realist might fairly take the position, then, that he means by
independence the negative of what his opponents mean by depend-
ence. If a vague, common-sense notion will suffice in the one case,
it will suffice also in the other. The question can be argued in the
vague terms common to both parties; and this is, as a matter of
faet, what has thus far taken place. But in adopting such a course,
realism loses an important opportunity. Realism is responsible
for forcing this issue of dependence or independence, and should
undertake to clarify the conception to which it has given a fresh
prominence. Realism as a constructive doctrine is professedly con-
cerned with the merits of the question rather than with the turn of
controversy. Nor will any realist be deterred from thorough analysis
by fear of enlightening his adversary. Furthermore, the present
realistic movement is largely inspired by the logical motive, and
finds the clarification of current notions a proper and congenial task.
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11

MEANINGS OF THE TERM DEPENDENCE

TaE term ‘independence’ is evidently used to deny ‘dependence.’”
Like other negative terms such as ‘immaterial,’ ‘unworldly,’ ete.,
it has acquired secondary meanings of a positive character. Thus
political independence has come to signify self-government, or
certain positive ‘liberties,” such as ‘free speech’ and ‘freedom of
the press.”” Similarly, practical independence may mean com-
peteney, self-reliance, or initiative. But with these derived mean-
ings we here have nothing to do. They are particular cases of
independence in which the circumstances of the application have
impregnated the general meaning of the conception. The primary
and general meaning of independence is non-dependence.

Hence we must begin our analysis with an enumeration of the
various senses in which the term ‘dependence’ may be intelligibly
used. One cannot be at all confident that such a list as follows is
final, either in respect of completeness or of logical codrdination.
Indeed, one may feel reasonably sure that it is not. But while
inviting corrections and additions, one may hope that such a list
will at least cover the various senses of the terms that are likely to
be in question in connection with the present issue.

1. Relation. — Even though one may conclude that bare ‘rela-
tion’ is so radically different from the types of dependence that
follow as to justify its eventual rejection from the list, it is impor-
tant to include it provisionally. We must have this conception
before us from the outset, since it will figure so prominently in our
conclusions.

It is not possible to define ‘relation.” It must either be accepted
as an ultimate logical category, or be simply cast out altogether
on the ground of the alleged dialectical difficulties in which if is
involved. But writers like Bradley who have thus rejected it have
confessed their inability to find a satisfactory substitute, and have
perforce taken refuge in agnosticism. That these dialectical diffi-
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culties are artificial, has, I think, been demonstrated by James.!
All exact or analytical thinking, as at present carried on, is depend-
ent on the conception of relation; and the empirical testimony
in its favor is so overwhelming as to justify its acceptance without
further ado. It is true that any attempt to deal with relations
systematically at once encounters doubtful cases, such as ‘iden-
tity’ and ‘difference.” But the unambiguous cases such as ‘be-
fore,” ‘after,” ‘more,” ‘less,” ‘like,” ‘unlike,” etc., are abundantly
sufficient to establish the genus.

2. Whole-part.* — A whole is said to be dependent on its parts, —
on what it contains, and can be divided or analyzed info. It is
worth while to introduce at this point a distinction between ‘ma-
terial’ and ‘formal’ instances of the whole-part dependence. The
first is exhibited in the relation between the present city of London
and Trafalgar Square, or between the existing government of the
United States and President Taft. The second is exhibited in the
relation between a city and its streets, or between a government and
its chief executive. In other words, a material relation is a rela-
tion between particular values of variables, while a formal relation
subsists between the variables themselves. The dependence of
whole on part may be of either type.

3. Part-whole. — Parts are said to be dependent on the whole
to which they belong when these wholes are ‘organic.” The dis-
tinction between ‘formal’ and ‘material’ may be applied here also.
Thus the hypothenuse of a right-angle triangle is formally de-
pendent on the definition of the right-angle triangle. Not only
does it derive its meaning from its participation in the whole, but
its magnitude is determined by its interrelation with other parts,
such as the opposite angle and its adjacent sides. A particular
hypothenuse is likewise both defined and determined by its ma-
terial membership in the particular triangle to which it belongs.
Similarly, an organ or member in the biological sense is said to be
dependent both formally, as respects its meaning, and materially,

1 “The Thing and its Relations,” Essays in Radical Empiricism, ITI,
2 Cf, also Spaulding, below.
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as respects its structure and function, on the integrity of the organ-
ism to which it belongs.

But such dependence would appear to be reducible to dependence
of other types. Thus when one says that the hypothenuse depends
on the right-angle triangle for its meaning, or that the conception
of an hypothenuse depends on the conception of a right-angle tri-
angle, we are virtually naming a part for its participation in @ whole.
We are virtually saying that the side-opposite-the-right-angle-of-a-
triangle cannot be such without the triangle. But this is no more
than to say that the conception of a triangle depends on the con-
ception of a triangle, which is as redundant as it is obvious. Or it
may be construed as meaning that a part cannot be a part, that is,
belong to a whole, without the whole. But this is equivalent to
saying that the complex relationship of part and whole depends on
the whole as one of its terms. And this is a case of dependence
of whole on part, and not of part on whole.

Similarly, to say that the length of the hypothenuse is materially
dependent on the magnitude of the other sides and the included
angle, is virtually to say that an interdependence of parts consti-
tutes the nature of a certain whole. The dependence of the part
is here conditional on its membership in the whole ; and its depend-
ence is on the other parts, not on the whole. We are simply say-
ing that in so far as an element belongs to a certain whole it must
possess the relations proper to it as a part of that whole. We do
not assert, that the element is dependent on its membership, and
thus categorically dependent on the whole; but only that if a line
is to assume the role of an hypothenuse, it must play the part.
On the other hand, there is evidently a new kind of dependence
here exhibited by the relation between part and part. But as this
is not a part-whole dependence, it will receive consideration else-
where, under causality.

The dependence of members of a living organism may be disposed
of in the same manner.! The respiratory system cannot be a vital
function without the whole organism. But this is merely to say

1 Cf. also Spaulding, below, 243 fi.
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that it cannot belong to an organism without an organism to belong
to. Tomake the dependence of the part evident one must deseribe
the part as part-of-whole. But the dependence of member-of-
organism on organism is not a dependence of part on whole, but
rather a dependence of whole on part. Tt asserts the dependence
of a complex relationship on one of its terms. The dependence of
the respiratory system on the circulatory system, however, means
that the two are connected by the laws of the complex process to
which they belong; or that the one supplies the necessary condi-
tions of the other; both of which relations would be instances of
causal rather than of part-whole dependence.

4. Thing-attribute. — Whether the thing-attribute relation is or
18 not a case of the whole-part relation need not here be decided.
But it is clear, I think, that the relation presents no novelties in
connection with the matter of dependence. It is doubtful, as we
have seen, whether in some varieties of substantialism the thing
is dependent on its attributes at all. If not, then the relation is
not a case in point. But where a thing is regarded as dependent on
its attributes, it is either ‘made up’ of them, or defined ‘in terms” of
them. It seems clear that except for an agnostic substantialism
a thing must be regarded as dependent on its attributes in that they
are in it or of it. Both would be instances of the whole-part type
of dependence, as described above.

5. Atiribute-thing. — The question of the dependence of attri-
butes on the thing to which they belong, resembles the question
of the dependence of part on whole. Red cannot be attribute of
the rose without the rose; nor would it bear the peculiar relation
! that it does to odor, form, and growth of the rose, were it not for
the nature of the rose as a whole. But this will, I think, turn out
to mean either that a rose is a rose (redundancy) ; or that the red-
rose relationship depends on ‘rose’ as one of its terms (whole-part);
or that the redness of the rose is determined by its age, chemical
structure, nutrition, ete. (causation). We may therefore dispense
with the attribute-thing relation as a primary type of dependence.

6. Causation. — It is desirable so far as possible to avoid staking
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the issue of dependence on a special theory of causation. Never-
theless, it is impossible to allow a certain theory of causality to
remain at large, lest it upset our calculations at the eleventh hour.
I refer to the theory that causation is creation ex nihilo by an ‘ae-
tivity.” I do not mean in the least to exclude the category of pur-
pose; %.e. to suggest that there is no such thing as moral or rational
causation. I mean to insist only that so far as causation is observ-
able or verifiable at all, in so far as it can in any given instance be
profitably discussed, it must be regarded as a complex or process in
which there is a relation of necessity between distinguishable and
definable parts. The cause must be displayed, as well as the effect ;
it must not be kept in the background a recondite and incalculable
factor. I shall not argue the matter further than to appeal to the
fact that the ‘creation’ theory has long since been discredited in
science and all other exact discourse.

If this possibility be excluded, there need, I think, be no further
oceasion for dispute here. Causality is a material relation between
two complexes, derived from a primary formal relation between
their constituent variables. Thus if v=g¢t, for all values of these
variables, then any given velocity (v), is dependent on the constant
of gravity (g), and some magnitude of time ({). The formal rela-
tion among the variables is called the ‘law,” and the material de-
termination of the values of the variables, as prescribed by the law,
is causation.

It would, perhaps, be more in keeping with verbal usage to con-
fine the term ‘causation’ to a special variety of the type of de-
pendence just described; that variety, namely, in which a com-
plex occurring later in time is determined by a complex occurring
earlier in time. In other words, it is customary to limit the ad-
jective ‘causal’ to laws which contain time as a variable; and to
treat time in the positive or forward direction as the independent
variable. Or one may still further narrow the conception of cause
to mean those other values which together with time determine the
value of a future complex.

It is to be remarked that causation is conditioned by the law.
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In other words, it takes place only within the system which the law
describes; and can be attributed to a complex only when the com-
plex is identified as “a case of” the system. Thus a complex which
is identified as a member of the gravitational system is caused, as
respects its position, velocity, orbit, ete., by the distances and masses
of surrounding bodies. Causes and effects are thus interdependent
within the given system, or under the law. But this leaves open the
question of whether they are dependent on the existence of the system
or the law. These determine their behavior under certain condi-
tions, but donot prove that the conditions themselves are necessary.
For it is possible that a given complex should be accounted for in
terms of one system, and yet conform to the requirements of an-
other system as well. Suppose, for example, the position of a body,
a to be defined in terms of its direction and distance from a second
body, b; and suppose it to be also defined in terms of its direction
and distance from a third body, ¢. It will then be the case that
the position of a is unequivocally defined in terms of either a or of b.
Similarly, the kinetic energy of a body is definable in terms of its
equivalence to the potential energy that has been converted into
it; or in terms of the energy of heat into which it may be con-
verted. In such cases, it is more correct to say that the complex
in question is not dependent on either determination, in view of its
possessing another determination which is sufficient to account for
it. It follows that a is dependent on b in the causal sense, only pro-
vided a is completely determined exclusively within the system in
which it is the effect of b; only provided, in short, it has no other
sufficient cause.

7. Reciprocity. — It is customary to use the term ‘reciprocity’
to express a relation of the same type as causation, but without
the same emphasis on temporal antecedence and consequence. It
is evident that the relation among the various values of the vari-
ables of a law is mutual. It is possible not only to predict the fu-
ture, but also in like manner to infer the past. Similarly it is
possible to infer simultaneities, as e.g., in the case of the configura-
tion of the planetary system, or the co-presence of extension and
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color in the visual field. It is not even necessary that time should
enter into such calculations at all; as is illustrated by the inter-
dependence of spacial magnitudes as formulated by geometry.‘
‘Reciprocity,” then, may be taken to mean the mutual deter-
mination of values of variables under the law, where the factor of
time-direction is not essential. Inasmuch, however, as the most
familiar cases are cases of causation, and inasmuch as the under-
lying principle is the same, I shall hereafter omit reciprocity and
speak only of causation. I shall assume, in other words, that
causal dependence is reciprocal.

8. Implying. — Finally, there is' the simpler logical relation of
implication. Itisunnecessary to discuss the question as to whether
this is or is not a ‘primitive’ conception. Mr. Russell shows that
it may be expressed in terms of other conceptions, such as ‘ contra-
dietion’ and ‘logical addition’ ;! but in any case there is some
fundamental form of logical necessity. ‘

It is important to point out that the relation of implication is
not a symmetrical one. That which ¢mplies is dependent in one
sense ; and that which 7s implied, in another. Thus the premises
of a syllogism cannot both be true unless the conclusion is true;
while the conclusion on the other hand may be true even though
the premises be false. Only the dependence of the implier on the
implied is positive and unqualified.

9. Being implied. — That which is implied, on the other hand,
is dependent on the implier only in the limited sense already noted
in the discussion of causation. For the implied may be otherwise
implied. That which is implied by two or more sets of premises
cannot be said to be dependent on any one of these sets. In the
absence of any one it would none the less be necessitated by the
others. Its dependence, in other words, is limited to the specifie
logical system in question.

Because of this fact, the ordinary mathematical conceptions of
dependence and independence are not of material assistance in our
present task. The ‘dependent variable’ is that variable whose

1 Principia Mathematiea, I, 6 ff.
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value is derived by implication when a value is assigned to another
value, called the ‘independent variable.” But since the operation
may be reversed, the one variable is logically as dependent as the
other. Furthermore, the question as to whether the value of the
dependent variable can be otherwise derived, is not raised. Simi-
larly, an ‘independent postulate’ is a postulate in a given system
that is co-determinant with the other postulates, but cannot be
deduced as a theorem from these other postulates.! But the de-
pendence of a postulate as established by this criterion is relative
to the system in question. By virtue of being a theorem in another
system, it might be independent of the first system. We conclude,
therefore, that a is not made unqualifiedly dependent on b through
being implied by it, unless it is implied only by b.

Omitting from the above list of possible meanings of the term
‘dependence’ those which involve needless repetition, we are left
with five: relation, whole-part, exclusive causation, implying, being
exclusively vmplied. Tt is not claimed that these are logically ul-
timate or coordinate, but only that they are intelligible, and, so
far as our main problem is concerned, complete.

ITI

THE MEANING OF INDEPENDENCE IN NEO-REALISM

We are now in a position to formulate the realistic notion of
independence, reserving the proof and the applications for a
later portion of the paper.

1. Independence is not non-relation.? — Realism does not deny
non-relation.? But it is not non-relation which the realist has in

1 Cf, Huntington, E. V., Monographs on Topics of Modern Mathematics,
edited by Young, J. W. A., 169.

2 Cf. also Spaulding, below.

3 Whether the conception of non-relation is tenable or not will, I think, be
found to turn upon what is made of ‘difference,” ‘possibility,” ete. If these be
genuine relations, then relation is universal; otherwise not. I leave the question
open, to avoid needless ecomplication of the issue.

1
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mind when he uses the term ‘independence.’” Thus Mr. Joachim
is eorrect in supposing that according to realism, ‘the facts’ and
‘experiencing’ ““are or may be related”; and that “the relation
when, or as, it obtains, leaves each (factor) precisely what it was,
viz., absolutely in itself and independent.” ! In other words, it is
fundamentally characteristic of neo-realism to distinguish ‘rela-
tion’ and ‘dependence.” Otherwise, as the critics of realism have
taken pains to point out, the independence theory would be equiva~
lent to agnosticism. For if the real were necessarily out of rela-
tion to knowledge, then it is obvious that, as real, things could not
be in the relation of being known. Thus it behooves realism to
define a species of relation in which the terms, although related, are
nevertheless independent ; or to show that dependence is something
over and above bare relation.

Although realizing that Professor McGilvary is in substantial
agreement with the view here set forth, I ecannot but feel that his
presentation of the matter is too easily open to misunderstanding.
“By an ‘independent’ object,” he says, “the realist means an
object that exists when there is no awareness of it.” Now this
must mean one of two things. It may mean that an object is
independent in so far as there 7s no awareness of it. But in this
case the only independent things are the unknown things; and
one must with Kant divide the world into known phenomena and
unknown reals. Or it may mean that an object is independent in
so far as it does not require awareness in order to exist. But this
is the same as to say that an independent object is independent of
awareness; and we still require a definition of independence. We
require, in short, a definition of independence that shall not either
affirm or deny the fact of awareness. ‘“If,” Professor McGilvary
continues, “he (the realist) ever speaks of the qualities of which he
is aware as now being independent of awareness, he begs to be
understood as meaning by ‘independent’ something different from
what he means by independence when he speaks of the independ-

1 0p. cil., 41.
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ence of the qualities of which he is not aware.! This is consistent
with Professor McGilvary’s own definition of independence. But
it is clear to me that what is required for an empirical realism is a
sense of the term ‘independence’ that shall hold of objects equally
whether there be awareness of them or not. And such a sense must
be defined without including in the definition either the presence
or the absence of awareness.

Thus Professor Dewey is equally mistaken in supposing that
realism assumes “the ubiquity of the knowledge relation.” * Real-
ism does not argue from the ‘ego-centric predicament,’ i.e. from
the bare presence of the knowledge-relation in all cases of knowl-
edge. On the contrary, it denies the possibility of arguing from that
predicament at all® Tts use of the predicament is polemical and
negative merely. It convicts idealism of so arguing, but does not
propose to fall itself into the same error. Realism defines depend-
ence as a peculiar kind of relation; so that the mere presence of
knowledge as a relation cannot be used to argue dependence. Is
being known a relation of dependence or not? If it is, then all
known things are dependent; if it is not, then things are inde-
pendent of being known, whether as a matter of fact they be known or
unknown.

2. Independence vs not priority. — That which includes, implies,
causes, or explains is not independent of what is included, implied,
caused, or explained. That which is inferred or determined is not
more dependent than its premises or ground. In other words, the
difference between logical activity and passivity, or the difference
of logical direction, is not the same as the difference between inde-
pendence and dependence. Such a notion of independence appears
in all varieties of ‘absolutism.” The ‘ideal of reason,” converted in
more recent times into an ‘ideal experience,’ ‘a perfect coherence,’

1B, B. McGilvary, J. of Phil., Psychol., elc., 1907, 4, 686.

2 Brief Studiesin Realism, II, J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1911, 8, 554, and
passim.

3 Cf. my article, The Ego-centric Predicament, J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1910,
g, 5-14.
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an ‘absolutely organized experience,” or into the ‘mandate’ (Sol-
len) binding on the act of judgment, is conceived as the final ‘pre-
supposition’ of thought.! It is regarded as independent of all
particular acts of thought in the sense that while the latter may be
psychologically antecedent, the former is logically antecedent.
The validity of the ideal is not derived from particular acts of
thought, but constitutes the standard by which the validity of the
latter is determined. Truth and being attach primarily to the
completed whole of knowledge, and to the parts or approximations
only in so far as these participate in the whole.

It is not necessary to urge what has been said concerning the
questionable character of this alleged dependence of part on whole,
or of the implied on the implier. Nor is it necessary to urge the
objection that this ‘ideal of reason’ upon which the whole argu-
ment turns is a meaningless combination of words.? For the ques~
tion immediately at issue would, I think, be promptly conceded by
the idealist. The ideal whole may be prior to its parts, but these
are none the less indispensable to it. The absolutely organized
experience is made up of the finite experiences which it organizes;
the incoherences are taken over into the completely coherent whole;
the mandatory ideal is an idealization of the judgments which pre-
suppose it. The solidarity of the whole requires that every least
part shall be and contribute precisely what it is. So that even
were it admitted that ‘priority’ is a sort of independence, the
ideal whole would not in the least on that account escape depend-
ence on its parts.

It is virtually the contention of idealism that the two notions
of independence just formulated are exhaustive of all the possibili-
ties. Either reality is independent of thought in the sense of being
wholly out of relation to it, or in the sense of giving the law fo it.
Thus idealism may be said to confront realism with a dilemma :
“Either your reality is'unknowable, and so utterly negligible, or it
is the ideal of knowledge itself, and so the very quintessence of

1 Cf. Joachim, op. cit.; Royce, op. cit.; Rickert, H., Der Gegenstand der Erkenntnis.
2 Cf. the author’s Present Philosophical Tendencies, Ch, VIII, §§7, 8.
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thought.” It is plain that the whole case for realism must rest on
the assertion of a third alternative. It must be possible to regard
reality as sustaining, or as being capable of sustaining, the relation
which constitutes knowledge, while at the same time sustaining
that relation only accidentally. And if reality be “the ideal of
thought,” as in a sense it undoubtedly is, then it must on realistic
grounds be possible to regard this as a réle which reality assumes
without prejudice to its independence. It will not be sufficient to
assert that reality is ‘prior’ to finite thought in the sense that finite
thought is regulated or determined by it; it must be further as-
serted that this very regulation or determination is gratuitous, so
far as reality is concerned. It must be shown that though reality
be related to thought as its ideal, or presupposition, that relation is
of the non-dependent type. It is clear, in short, that another mean~
ing of independence is called into play, and that this third meaning
is erucial. .

3. Independence s the total absence of dependence in the semses
enumerated above. — In order to prove the dependence of @ on b
it is necessary to show that @ contains b; or that a is the cause
or effect of b in a system which exclusively determines a; or that
a implies b; or that a is implied exclusively by . To exhibit any
relation of @ to b other than these is beside the point. Whether
a and b be otherwise related, or not, does not affect the independ-
ence of @. And if it can be shown that ¢ and b are related, and yet
not dependent in any of these senses, the relation in question is by
definition a non-dependent relation.

This is a suitable occasion on which to eliminate three current
misconceptions.

A. In the first place, the realist does not propose to define reality
in terms of its independence.! This would be a palpable and
clumsy self-contradiction. If ¢ is independent of b, then @ must
be definable, if at all, in terms other than b. Independence itself
is not a relation, but the absence of a certain type of relation.
Hence independence itself does not define anything. If a be re-

1 Cf. Royce, op. cit., 66, 92, 93, 108.
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lated to b, and yet independent, this is equivalent to saying that a
can be defined without reference to this relation.

B. In the second place, realism does not assert that “everything
that is true of” @, is independent of b.! For a’s independence of b
is true of @; and this judgment evidently depends on b. The
independence of a as respects b expressly means that the b-things
that may or may not be true of a are in any case not necessary to a-
The doctrine turns entirely on the distinction between what @
depends on, and what is merely true of it.

C. Thirdly, realism does not deny that when a enters into a
relation, such as knowledge, of which it is independent, ¢ now
acquires that relation, and is accordingly different by so much ;
but denies only that this added relation is necessary to a as already
constituted. Thus when a 7s known, it is a itself, as constituted
without knowledge, that is independent of that circumstance.
The new complex known-a is of course dependent on knowledge
as one of its parts.

Iv

A REALISTIC THEORY OF INDEPENDENCE FORMULATED IN GENERAL
TERMS

We are now in a position to advance the notion of independence
as a theory : in other words, to set forth its reasons and its applica-
tions.

1. All simple entities are mutually independent. — Simple enti-
ties cannot be dependent? in the whole-part sense because as simple
they cannot be wholes composed of parts. Simple entities cannot
be causally related because they cannot be values of variables,
since this again would belie their simplicity. And it is acknowl-
edged by all logicians that simple entities can neither imply nor
be implied, these being relations confined to propositions or com-
binations of propositions.?

1 Royce, op. cit., 117.

2 The term ‘dependence’ will henceforth be employed in the sense defined
above, 113. 3 Cf. Russell, B., Principles of Mathematics, 14, 15.
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2. Simple entities are independent of the complexes of which they
are members. — It is evident that a complex cannot be a part of one
of its own components. Nor can a simple constituent sustain
relations of either causation or implication with its including com-
plex.

3. Complexes are mutually independent as respects their simple
constituents. — This follows from the previous assertion. If the
constituents into which a complex may be analyzed do not depend
on that complex, the complex itself may be destroyed without
affecting the constituents. Therefore two complexes having some
constituents in common are not made interdependent by that fact.
Consider the argument advanced by Professor Royce. He sup-
poses two independent entities to have some quality in common,
such as ‘redness’ or ‘roundness.’” One of the beings is then sup-
posed to be destroyed; while the other, being independent, sur-
vives. But if the first being is destroyed, ‘redness’ must go with
it; hence the .surviving being cannot possess ‘redness,” which
contradicts the original supposition. “It follows,” he conecludes,
“that the many entities of the realistic world have no features in
common.””! But the argument turns entirely upon the assump-
tion that when an entity is destroyed its qualities are destroyed
likewise, or that the simple constituents of a complex are de-
pendent on the complex; and this assumption, as we have seen, is
false.

4. Complexes as wholes are dependent on their simple constituents.
— The cherry is dependent on ‘redness,” ‘roundness,” ete. This
is no more than a restatement of one of our definitions of depend-
ence. But when taken together with the previous assertion it
reveals the important fact that dependence is not always recipro-
cal. While a complex depends on the terms into which it may be
analyzed, these are none the less independent of the complex.

5. A first complex 1s dependent on a second complex when the
second complex is a part of the first.— This also is simply the re-
statement of the whole-part type of dependence. But it is im-

10p. cit., 130, 131; of. 114.



120 A REALISTIC THEORY OF INDEPENDENCE

portant to observe that here again dependence is not reciprocal.
A complex part is not dependent on its including whole simply by
virtue of its participation therein; but only in so far as it stands
in relations of dependence with the other parts. The members
of a collection are not dependent on the collection, but may be
dependent by causation or implication on other members of the
collection. The ordinary supposition to the contrary is due to a
confusion that virtually begs the question. Thus we may say
that the members of the planetary system depend on the whole
system for their being members-of-the-planetary-system. But
this is true only in the trivial and redundant sense. It does not
prove that Jupiter, e.g., is dependent on the collective planetary
system, which is the very question at issue. Jupiter 7s dependent,
however, not on the planetary system as a whole, but on the sun,
Saturn, etc., as causes and effects, or on the law of gravitation as a
premise of implication.

It follows that when two complexes are interdependent, this
does not involve the interdependence of their parts. Since a does
not depend on abe, a is not necessarily dependent on 7, even when
abe is dependent on 7st.

6. A first complex is dependent on a second complex when the first
18 either cause or effect of the second within a system which exclusively
determanes the first. — Thus Jupiter is dependent on the sun inas-
much as its velocity is a function of the sun’s mass according to a
law which alone accounts for that velocity. If the velocity of Jupi-
ter were deducible from the plan of God regardless of the mass of
the sun, then despite its conformity to the law of gravitation it
would be independent of the sun. Or, if one preferred, one might
say that it would then be dependent on the sun within the planctary
system of gravitation; it being understood that it would be inde-
pendent of that system by virtue of its place in the plan of God.
Similarly, the mass of Jupiter cannot be said to be dependent on
the mass of the sun, inasmuch as it is definable in terms of its own
satellites. Or it could be said to have a conditional dependence
on the sun’s mass, relative to its gravitational relations with the sun.
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But even supposing the velocity of Jupiter to be determinable
only in the planetary gravitational system, it is important to re-
mark that it is the velocity of Jupiter, or some such gravitational
property, that is then dependent. If one wishes to say loosely
that “Jupiter is dependent,” then one must recognize that this is
so only in so far as Jupiter is dependent on its gravitational prop-
erties as its parts. Dependence by causation is reciprocal; but
where it is complicated with the whole-part relation the resulting
dependence is not necessarily reciprocal. Thus while Jupiter as a
whole is dependent on the motion of the sun by virtue of compris-
ing gravitational properties that are causally dependent thereon,
it does not follow that the motion of the sun is dependent on
Jupiter as a whole, although it 7s dependent on its gravitational
properties. Being independent, let us say, of the apparent color
of Jupiter when seen from the earth, it is then independent of the
whole Jupiter ‘when this is taken to comprise that color.

7. A first complex is dependent on a second complex when the first
tmplies the second. — Thus the premises of a syllogism depend on
the conclusion, and the law of a mathematical or physical system
together with the values required for the solution of the equation,
depend on the value of the unknown quantity. It is important to
remark that it is that which implies that is dependent, and not its
components taken severally. The major premise of a syllogism
does not depend on the conclusion, nor the law on a particular
cause or effect ; for the single premise, or the bare law, do not of
themselves imply. So that the falsity of the conclusion does not
necessarily disprove the major premise but only the combination
of premises ; nor does the non-occurrence of an effect disprove the
law, but only the occurrence of the cause under the law.

8. A first complex is dependent on a second complex when the first
is implied by the second, and is not otherwise implied. — If a conelu-
sion follows from several alternative pairs of premises it cannot
be said to be dependent on any one pair. But if a certain pair of
premises constitute its sole determination, then it belongs to them,
and is dependent on them. Here, again, dependence is not neces-
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sarily reciprocal. In other words, that which is implied may be
independent of the implier, despite the fact that the implier is de-
pendent on the implied.

We have thus discovered several instances of non-reciprocal de-
pendence; and in so doing have removed a dialectical objection
that has been urged against realism with some force. If ‘objects’
be independent of the ‘ideas,” it does not follow from the formal
notion of independence that ‘ideas’ must be independent of their
‘objects.”t For the relation in question may belong to any one of
the several types of non-reciprocal dependence described above in
(2), @), (5), (6), and (8).

9. A first complex is independent of a second complex whenever
the first is not dependent on the second in any of the senses enumerated
above, regardless of their being otherwise related.

In other words, it is not necessary to present a list of non-depend-
ent relations. Independeﬁce is not a question of relation or non-
relation, but of the presence or absence in any given case of a cer-
tain type of relationship. Entities are independent unless they are
proved dependent. Their bare relation is in the great majority
of cases discovered before any dependence is proved; and in in-
numerable instances no such dependence is proved at all. Things
are ‘together’ in consciousness, or in space, they ‘succeed’ one an-
other in time, they are ‘different,” ‘more,” ‘less,” whether or not
they are whole and part, cause and effect, or implier and implied.
These simpler relations are entirely intelligible ; and must be so
regarded even by the most extreme advocates of interdependence.
For they enter into all cases of dependence. Such relations hold,
for example, of the several postulates, constants, values, ete., of &
deductive system, and of the parts of an organic unity. It is im-
possible to reduce relation to dependence, to reduce temporal sue-

1Cf. Royce, op. cit.,, 119, 69. Realists themselves have cited consciousness
as a case of non-reciprocal dependence, but without, so far as I know, discussing
the matter in detail. Cf. Russell, B., Meinong’s Theory of Complexes and
Assumptions, Mind. N. 8. (1904), 13, 515. 3
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cession to physical causation, for example; because the notion of
physical causation is more complex and includes the notion of
temporal succession. A complex notion can be no clearer than
the simpler notions that enter into it. Dependence is a complex
notion that is intelligible only provided the simpler notion of rela-
tion is intelligible. If bare relation be a “miracle,” ! then depend-
ence is a compound miracle. ;

There can be no logical presumption in favor of dependence.
Because things once thought independent are afterwards dis-
covered to be dependent, we may distrust our present judgments
of independence ; but if so we are governed by psychological and
not by logical motives. There is as much ground for the plain
man’s feeling of wonder at the laws of nature, as for the idealist’s
grieved surprise when his attention is invited to an external rela-
tion. In other words, there is no logical ground for either emotion.
If one is used to employing the method of inference, one is shocked
by unmitigated facts; if one is used to aggregates, sequences, and
contrasts, one is startled to discover identities and widely ramify-
ing necessities. But there is no logic that has ever been con-
ceived that prefers the one to the other. The assumption of
dependence where it is not found is not only a dogma; it is a
superstition that none of its devotees have ever subjected to a
searching examination. Had they done so, they would have
been forced to the conclusion that a pure, or entire, dependence, is
a meaningless combination of words.

The question of independence, then, is an empirical question
that must be raised over again for every case under dispute.
Given an entity a, and a second entity b, one must inquire whether
b is a part of a, or whether a implies b, or whether a is exclusively
determined by a system in which it is cause, effect, or implication
of b. An affirmative answer to any of these questions asserts the
dependence of @ on b. A negative answer to all of these questions
is equivalent to the assertion of the independence of ¢ on b. And

1 Cf. Joachim, op. cit., 44, 49.
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if such a negative answer is reached, then such relations as a
does sustain to b eannot prejudice its independence. :

10. A first entity may acquire dependence on a second entity.—
This statement must be carefully guarded, and is true only in a
very limited sense.

A. In the first place, a simple entity, o, may enter into a com-
plex which is dependent on a second complex containing a simple
entity b, of which ¢ was formerly independent. Thus ¢ may
enter the complex alm which is the cause of brs; as when the
round sun is the cause of the red sunset, ‘roundness’ having been

‘independent of ‘redness.’” But, as we have seen above (§ 3) the
dependence of complexes does not involve the dependence of their
simple components. These are as independent as they were
before, despite their figuring in an instance of dependence. This
conclusion is evident unless a is identified with alm, and b with
brs, which is a contradiction in terms.

B. In the second place, a complex may become dependent on a
second complex of which it was formerly independent. Thus a
body may move into a new field of force and so acquire a causal
dependence de novo. This affords a proper instance of acquired
‘dependence, provided it be admitted that the body in question
has changed. The motions of a body a up to a certain time were
dependent on certain bodies b, ¢, etec., within the field of force A7;
and independent of certain other bodies, r, s, ete., lying in a
second field of force N. After that time a is dependent on 7, s,
ete. In other words, a has changed from a', which is independent,
to a? which is dependent on r, s, ete. But it may be objected
that since @' and @® are reciprocally dependent, therefore a! is in-
directly dependent on r, s, ete., and a® on b, ¢, ete. In other
words, the body’s moving into the field of force N is a function of
its determination by the field of force M; and vice versa. We
must not, however, hastily conclude that two things dependent on
the same thing are dependent on each other. For as we have
already seen, causal determination in order to involve depend-
ence must be exclusive. And a at the moment of passing inte
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the second field of force is determined by both; d.e. its posi-
tion, velocity, etc., could be accounted for in terms of either
system. Hence if regarded as member of one, it is independent
of the other. If, then, we indicate by a' the body a so far
as wholly determined by system M, and by «® the body
so far as determined by system N, we may say that a! is inde-
pendent of r, s, ete., the members of system N; and that a, in
changing from a' to @?, becomes dependent.

It is impossible to say that an entity can acquire dependence
only when we include in our definition of the entity in question,
all that ever happens, or may possibly happen, to it. This is
what Professor Royece, e.g., expressly does. ‘“The man in China
who may become my enemy or my neighbor,” he says, “is already
such that certain changes in him, if they occurred, would not be
indifferent to me. This possibility already makes part of his
being.””! Now the possibility in question can be construed in
either one of two ways. In the first place, it may be construed
as the present actual nature of the man in China. But this is
indifferent to me. In the second place, it may be construed as
the man’s present actual nature fogether with a hypothetical rela-
tton to me. This, it is true, is not indifferent to me, but only’
because I have included the difference to me in the hypothests. It
in no way establishes my dependence on the man in China as
presently constituted. And even if we grant the eventual depend-
ence, even that does not prejudice our present independence.
For even if our paths do cross, the point of intersection is deducible
from the antecedents in my own life history, quite regardless of
the earlier days of the man in China. T should reach that point
anyway, following my own course, so that my suseeptibility to his
influence, my coming within his range, is not dependent on the
earlier stages of his course.

Furthermore, it is pertinent to observe, if I decline to define any-
thing short of all that does or may happen to it, I must not only

1 0p. ett., 126.
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deny change from independence to dependence; I must deny
change altogether. For as fast as I attribute change to any entity
a, that change is taken up into its nature; and a thus qualified does
not change. And the same will hold true of difference, or of any
other relation or predication whatsoever. But it is needless to
press this objection. It is sufficient for the purpose of a realistic
philosophy to say that if there can be change at all, there can be
change from a state of independence to one of dependence.

Vv

A REALISTIC THEORY OF INDEPENDENCE APPLIED TO THE CASE
OF KNOWLEDGE

1. When an entity is known or otherwise experienced it is related
to a complex. — It is impossible to furnish a justification of this
assertion without undertaking a complete account of the nature of
consciousness. But it is desirable so to explain it as to reduce
opposition to a minimum. This assertion would contradict the
supposition that in consciousness there is no difference between
subject and object, or between consciousness as agent and conscious-
ness as content. It would also contradict the supposition that the
subject or agent in consciousness is a simple ‘activity’ or ‘sub-
stance.” On the other hand, it would agree with a theory which
regarded the subject of consciousness as a context into which the
object is brought by virtue of a peculiar relation; or with a theory
that regarded the subject as an ‘apperceiving mass,” or background
of feeling, or organized self-consciousness, to which the object
known or experienced is assimilated; or, finally, it would agree
with the view that the subject in consciousness is the living and
responding organism.!

2. Simple entities are not dependent on consciousness. — There i,
as we have seen, no sense in which simple entities can be said to be
dependent at all. It follows that in so far as the knowledge of such

1 Cf. my Present Philosophical Tendencies, Ch, XII.
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entities is possible, they must be regarded as independent of knowl-
edge. But the knowledge of such entities is involved in the method
of analysis. If one is to recognize a complex as such, one must be
able to ascertain its simple components; for a complex depends on
such simple components both for its nature and its meaning,.

It is not necessary to assert that simple entities can ever stand
alone in knowledge, that they can be known without knowing some-
thing else af the same time. It may well be that they must be
known together with some context or schematism. There may be
a minimum cognoscible, which is a complex. But this does not
affect the question whether simple entities can be known. That
such is the case is the universal testimony of analysis. Empiri-
cism claims to know simple ‘sensory’ qualities, or ‘impressions.’
Rationalism claims to know logical ‘indefinables’ or ‘categories.’
And we must conclude that in so far as such elements are known
they furnish instances of independence.

Nor, indeed, can a philosophy which rejects analysis avoid the
same conclusion. Such a philosophy merely differs from other
philosophies in respect of what it holds to be simple. Whereas
the devotees of analysis regard ‘self,” ‘activity,” ‘substance,” ete.,
as complexes, this philosophy declares them to be indivisible. We
may fairly inquire, then, for the sense in which such indivisibles
are to be regarded as dependent. They cannot be wholes depend-
ent on parts; they cannot cause or be caused in the scientific
sense; they can neither imply nor be implied. It would, then, be
meaningless to speak of them as dependent. If they are none the
less denied independence of knowledge, then they must be regarded
asidentical with knowledge. No realist or other sane person would,
of course, propose to regard a thing as independent of itself. But
one who denies realism on such grounds must be prepared to deny
the difference between object and subject of knowledge, and iden-
tify being altogether with the act of knowing. Such a view does
not require attention until some serious effort has been made to
answer the objections that have long since been urged against it.

There is an interesting corollary to the conclusion we have al-
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ready reached. If simples are independent, it follows that knowl-
edge escapes subjectivity in proportion as it carries analysis
through to the end. The ultimate terms of experience are at any
rate independent, whatever may turn out to be the case with cer-
tain complexes of these terms. If the knower desires to eliminate
the personal equation and seize on thing-in-themselves, his safest
course is to sift experience to its elements and thus obtfain a sure
footing in the independent world. Such elements, whether sen-
sory qualities or logical indefinables, will afford him a nucleus of
independence to which he may add such complexes as will satisfy
his eriterion.

The present is a suitable occasion on which to comment on a
sentiment with which such a view as the above has had to contend.
Thomas Reid referred to Hume’s abolition of substance as a turn-
ing of the elements of experience “out of house and home . . .
without friend or connection, without a rag to cover their naked-
ness.”” ! ‘Tender-minded’ idealists have been moved by the same
sentiment — a sort of vicarious nostalgia. “‘Greenness,” ‘Har-
mony,” ‘Equality,’” says Mr. Joachim, “are to remain eternally
and unalterably themselves, whether they are also experienced or
not. They are ‘the facts,” and they are there independently and in
themselves. But what is their being there?” 2 1If this argument
has any weight, it is derived from a careless use of pronouns. The
hard-hearted realist is quite ready to conclude that the simple
elements are nowhere. They may enter into this or that group,
but they do not belong to it; they have no home. The benevolent
idealist, on the other hand, offers ‘experience’ or ‘consciousness’
as a public refuge for all ontological outeasts. It is the same senti-
ment that inspires the belief that there must be some last defini-
tive word that can be ‘said’ about everything. Reality must be
defined ; everything must be brought into the fold lest it perish in
outer darkness. It is important to devise something that can be
said of everything; and you can say of everything that it either is

! Inquiry into the Human Mind (1895), 103.
2 Op. cit., 40.
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experienced or “would be present to a sort of experience which we
ideally define.””! So idealism derives a certain support from the
sentimental demand or supposed logical need of some envelop-
ing characterization of things, of some permanent address where
things may be always reached despite their wanderings. With the
sentimental demand we need not trouble ourselves, while the logi-
cal need is the very question at issue. Is there one relation of
dependence which all things sustain, or not? If we avoid begging
the question, and are critical in our use of the term ‘dependence,’
we must, I believe, conclude as above, that simple elements, at
least, depend on no relation. They are the entities ‘at large,” and
belong exclusively to no constituency.

3. Complexes are independent of knowledge as respects their simple
constituents. — This is a further corollary of the conclusion reached
above, and requires to be stated separately only in the interests of
clearness. Whatever conclusion may be reached as to the de-
pendence of some complexes on knowledge, it is important to ob-
serve that this can in no way prejudice the independence of the
terms into which they can be analyzed. If we should conclude, for
example, that an imaginary complex ¢s dependent on the act of
imagination, it will none the less remain true that such elements as
‘blue’ or ‘identity,’ if they be found in the complex, are independent
of the imagination. In other words, such dependence as there is
must attach to complexes as such, and cannot involve their ulti-
mate parts.

4. The propositions of logic?® and mathematics are tndependent
of consciousness. — We have now to do with the independence of
some complexes, assuming that each type of complex must be dealt
with on its merits. We have only to select an instance of the type
and apply the criteria already adopted. Is the proposition,
=a?+b—2 ab - cos y, where v is the angle of a triangle, ¢ the op-
posite side, and a, b the adjacent sides, dependent on the rela-
tion to knowledge ?

1 Royce, Conception of God, 30.
2 Cf. Marvin’s proof that knowledge ‘presupposes’ logic, above, 51 ff.
X
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In the first place, the above proposition does not contain the rela-
tion of knowledge, as one of its parts, as it does contain ‘line,’
‘equality,” ‘angle,” ete. The relation to knowledge is not to be
found in it by analysis. This is true of all the notions of the cog-
nitive relation mentioned above (1).! There is no relation to a
background of feeling, or to an apperceiving mass, or to the activ-
ity of a self or responding organism. The proposition in question
is therefore not dependent on knowledge in the whole-part sense.
Nor does the proposition 9mply any of these relations. The only
serious question is whether it is causally determined, or implied by
such a relation. But as we have seen, this is not itself decisive as
respects its dependence or independence (see II, 6, 9). Assuming
for the moment that the proposition zs implied by knowledge, and
does sustain causal relations with the subject of knowledge; we
have still to inquire whether it is thus exclusively determined.
And it is evident that this question must be answered in the nega~
tive. For the proposition is sufficiently determined, without refer-
ence to knowledge, by the logical and mathematical systems to
which it belongs. It is implied by a set of postulates, and is cause
and effect in relation to coérdinate theorems. In other words,
- whether it be determined in the knowledge relation or not, it is
in any case not so determined exelusively. This may be expressed
more loosely by saying that even were it not necessary for cognitive
reasons, it would still be necessary for logical and mathematieal
reasons; so that its cognitive necessity does not make it dependent.

Thus the proposition in question, since it is not dependent on
the knowledge-relation in any of the accepted senses, may be de-
clared to be independent thereof.

5. Physical complexes are independent of consciousness. — The
question of the independence of physical nature introduces no
novelties. The mean velocity of the planet Jupiter, for example,

1 The argument would be more empirical and decisive were I to employ only
what I regarded as the trie conception of the cognitive relation. But as such g
course would narrow the scope of our conclusions I have so far as possible left the
question open.
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neither contains nor implies the cognitive relation. Assuming
that this complex is implied by the knowledge of it, and that it
sustains causal relations with the subject of knowledge, it is none
the less independent because of the fact that it is completely de-
termined by other relations, such as its distance from the mass of
the sun. It can be deduced, and has, as a matter of fact, been de-
duced, from the celestial gravitational system without reference
to cognition.

But I wish in this connection to profit by the powerful support of
Mr. L. T. Hobhouse. In his “Theory of Knowledge,” this writer
declares that the “independent existence” of A is a ‘“‘negative
characteristic of A’s existence.” ‘It says,” he continues, “ ‘ The
A which I now apprehend would exist now and would still be A
even though I did not apprehend it, and thus (for example) it
may continue to exist, though I should cease to apprehend it. . . .
We are brought, then, at once to the question, How ean this
independence be known? And the answer is, that it depends en-
tirely on our success tn discovering universal laws in the occurrences
of phenomena.’”* He concludes, in other words, that where a
physical event can be inferred from other physical events by
virtue of an established law, the inferred event can be regarded as
independent of other conditions, such as its “apprehension,” that
are not required for its inference.

But Mr. Hobhouse proposes a method of eliminating appre-
hension altogether. Thus if B, which is known from observation
to be the effect of 4, is given when A is not apprehended, we may
infer A to be causally operative despile its not being apprehended. In
other words, we may now conclude that although when the law was
discovered A was apprehended, its being apprehended was not a
condition of its effectiveness. This is, perhaps, the most convine-
ing way of presenting the argument. Nevertheless, it is impor-
tant to note that it involves a dangerous and needless concession
to the opponent. For it is not necessary to eliminate a condi-

1 Hobhouse, L. T., Theory of Knowledge, 522 (italics mine).
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tion in order to disprove its necessity. If A can be shown to be
the cause of B, so that B can be inferred from A alone, this is suffi-
cient to prove the independence of- B on C, whether C as a matter
of fact happens to be present or not. B is dependent only on those
parts of the context which exert determination upon it, or re-
quire to be employed in deducing it. Strictly speaking, it is never
possible to obtain an empirical instance in which only the deter-
mining conditions are present. It is the task of science to distin-
guish within a total manifold those factors which do count and
those which do not. Thus the determination of the length of a
side of a triangle by a specific ratio of the magnitudes of the opposite
angle and its adjacent sides, is discovered within a fuller context,

containing, for example, the absolute magnitudes of the adjacent
 sides. And at the same time that it is discovered that the ratio
in question does count, it is found that the absclute magnitudes de
not count. Similarly, when Galileo discovered that acceleration
was a function of the time of a body’s fall, he discovered that it was
not a function of the body’s weight or volume. And to establish
this it was not necessary for him to obtain an instance of a body
without weight or volume ; it was sufficient for him to show that
the factors, although present, did not enter into the calculation.

‘We may conclude, therefore, that in so far as physical phenomena
are deducible from physical causes without reference to conscious-
ness, they are independent of consciousness, even though conscious-
ness be present ; even, indeed, though they were to prove deducible
from consciousness also. In short, if physical event B be suffi-
ciently determined by physical cause 4, B is independent of €,
whatever iis relation thereto.

6. Logical, mathematical, and physical complexes may be or be-
come objects of consciousness, despite their independence.— Since
dependence has not been identified with bare relation, the assertion
of independence does not involve the assertion of non-relation. If
knowledge be defined merely as a relation, it is, therefore, impos-
sible to argue that a thing’s independence forbids its being known.

The question cannot, however, profitably be discussed in terms
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so general and non-committal. We must suppose that when a
thing ¢s known, it enters into a system which is internally deter-
mined. If we are not to regard the subject of knowledge as a
simple indefinable, and its relation to its objects as an ultimate
relation of which no more can be asserted than its disjunctive or
external character,! there is only one course open to us. We
must observe the knowledge process in the concrete, and take
into account whatever physiological, psychological, or ethical fac-
tors it appears to involve. If such a course is adopted, we can
scarcely deny that the knowledge process has laws of its own;
and that the parts of the knowledge process, including the object,
must come under the terms of the law and be determined by it.
In other words, 7f a thing is known, it must submit to the con-
ditions which knowledge imposes.

Thus Mr. Joachim says, paraphrasing what he regards as the
independence theory: “Greenness is an entity in itself. And
though, as experienced, it is related to a sentient consciousness,
yet even in that relation it remains in itself and unaffected by the
sentience.” He then very fairly inquires, “Is it then irrelevant
to the nature of greenness what the nature of the sentience may
be? Clearly, the sentience to which greenness can be related is
‘vision,” not ‘hearing.” But we are to understand that this re-
striction is not based on the nature of greenness as such, but is
just a fact. And presumably also the restriction in the range of
the sentience — the restriction, e.g., of vision to color, of hearing
to sound, of this type of vision to greenness, etc. — is just a faet,
which in no way enters into the nature of the sentience.” *

I regard Mr. Joachim’s remarks as entirely pertinent. The
relation between greenness and vision is not arbitrary. To sup-
pose so would be to ignore certain well established conclusions of
physics and physiology. Nor is the relation of the object to the

1 This appears to be the course adopted by Messrs. B. Russell and G. E. Moore.
To the present writer it seems to over-simplify the issue, and avoid very pertinent
questions. Cf. Moore, The Refutation of Idealism, Mind, N. S. (1903), 12, 442,
449, 453, 2 0p. cit., 43 (italics mine).
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other factors of consciousness, within the conscious process itself,
ever arbitrary. At any rate there is as much evidence of law
and determination here as anywhere else.

In discussing this matter further, I shall employ that doctrine
concerning consciousness which I personally hold to be true. In
this case, I feel justified in doing so because the doctrine in ques-
tion does not evade Mr. Joachim’s difficulty, but exhibits it in
the strongest possible form. Let us assume, then, that con-
sciousness is a process containing a nervously endowed organism,
a specific type of response to stimulation, and portions of an
environment selected by the response. Let us assume, further-
more, that this operation as a whole is tnferested or teleological.
It follows that when there is consciousness of B, B is introduced
into a system governed by two types of law. On the one hand,
B will now obey the laws of optics, acoustics, ete., determining the
interrelations of physical stimuli and physiological sensory mech-
anisms. On the other hand, B will now obey the biological and
ethical laws which govern the action of an organism on its en-
vironment. B, in so far as known, is determined by the subject
of consciousness, whether this be regarded as a physiological com-
plex or as a moral agent. And we must conclude that B is there-
fore deducible from these factors under the terms of the laws
governing its relations with them. So that did we but know our
sense-physiology, our biology, and our ethics, as well as we know
our celestial mechanies, we could presumably deduce B from our
consciousness of it; or ‘greenness,” e.g., from the sensory process
by which it is apprehended.!

Are we, then, to conclude that ‘greenness’ is dependent on the
sensation of it? No; and for a reason that has already been set
forth. To prove B to be dependent on C it is not sufficient to
prove that B is implied or causally determined by C. It is neces-
sary to prove that it is exclusively determined by C. And in so

1 In order to make such a deduction it would, of course, be necessary to possess
laws governing the interaction of organism and environment. Laws governing the
action of the organism by itself would not suffice.
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far as B is implied or causally determined by A4, as in the case of
physical events, that determination establishes B’s independence.
We may conclude, in other words, that even though an object
enter into relations of determination when it 4s known, such rela-
tions do not prejudice such independence as it possesses by virtue
of its logical, mathematical, or physical determination. In so far
as any given object is deducible otherwise than from econscious-
ness, it is independent of consciousness.!

The realist is by no means one of “those who admit that the sole
and exhaustive relation of the ‘self’ or ‘ego’ to objects is that of
knower of them.” He would willingly grant that “one who is
knower is, in relation to objects, something else and more than
their knower,”* and that “objects are, in relation to the one who
knows them, something else and other than things in a knowledge
relation.” 2 He does not, in other words, deal with the knowing
relation abstractly, but regards it as a complex process, involving
physical, physiological, biological, and ethical factors that are de-
terminable by the laws proper to these sciences. I do not wish to
limit the extent to which this determination’ may go,* nor even
to preclude the possibility of there being physical complexes ex-
clusively determined by the organic processes involved in conscious-
ness. But even in such cases the principle of independence would
not be endangered. If perceiving modifies its objects as one body
modifies another, then we must attribute to the object at least as
much independence of consciousness as we attribute to one body
in relation to another. No body is ever wholly dependent on
another body. Its being modified by another body means that the
second body makes some difference — but not “all the difference.”
Hence the alteration of the perceived body by the physiological
mechanism of perception could in any case prove only that a body

1 Cf. Pitkin, below, 396, etc., for evidence showing that on the whole it is char-
acteristic of organic response not to disturb the environment; that is, not to intro-
duce into it factors which are not determined by its own non-biological laws.

2 Dewey, J., Brief Studies in Realism, II, J. of Phil., Psychol., efc., 1911, 8,

5§51, 552.
3 Cf. Pitkin, below, 405.
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otherwise independent of consciousness is in a certain limited respect
dependent thereon. Furthermore, considerations such as these
could not possibly be used to establish either the universality or
the uniqueness of dependence on consciousness. It would be a
dependence happening to some bodies, under peculiar conditions
which sometimes obtain, and more often do not. It would be only
a special case of a very common kind of dependence, arising from
the fact that the organism belongs to the field of interacting bodies.

Thus a thing may become known and cease o be known (IV,
10), even though knowledge involve a modicum of dependence.
Thus B, e.g., might, owing to physical reasons alone, be brought
within the conscious process. Its earlier history, including arrival
at the point of entrance into consciousness, would be determined
by its physical antecedents. From thenceforth its history would
be determined by new laws, remaining independent of them just
in proportion as it could still be accounted for in terms of the
old laws. It might then drop out of the new system and there-
after be exclusively determined by its physical conditions. In
this way a body might have a continuous history that is independ-
ent of consciousness, despite an interval of determination by
consciousness.

VI

CASES OF SUBJECTIVITY, OR DEPENDENCE ON A PRIMARY CONSCIOUS-
NESS

By ‘subjective’ I shall mean whatever is dependent on conscious-
ness. It is important to recognize the existence of such a cate-
gory, and to present instances that will illustrate the meaning of
independence by contrast. We may also hope in this way to de-
velop a power of disecriminating doubtful cases; although many
cases must for the present remain doubtful.

We must distinguish at this point between dependence on a
primary and on a secondary consciousness. We shall find that a
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thing which is dependent on one consciousness-relation is inde-
pendent of others; or that cases of subjectivity are themselves in
an important sense independent.

1. Parts of consciousness as such, are dependent on the whole of
consciousness. — An object-of-consciousness cannot be such with-
out consciousness. As we have seen (III, 3) this is really equiva-
lent to asserting the dependence of a whole on its parts; it asserts
the dependence of consciousness in a broader sense, on conscious-
ness in a narrower and included sense. As it asserts the de-
pendence of consciousness itself, and not the dependence on some-
thing else on consciousness, it is included here, therefore, only for
the sake of clearness.

But it is worth while again to emphasize the asymmetrical charac-
ter of whole-part dependence in this application. Mr. Russell
observes that awareness is “utterly unlike other relations, except
that of whole and part, in that one of its terms presupposes the
other. A presentation must have an object.” ! Were Mr. Russell
to enter into the particulars of the question, he would find, I think,
that presentation is a case of whole and part; and that the one-
sided dependence of presentation on object is only a special case
of the asymmetrical dependence of whole and part.

It is further to be observed that even should a complex prove to
be dependent on the subject of consciousness, this would in no
way involve the dependence of its parts on the subject of conseious-
ness, whether those parts be simple or complex. Still less would it
involve the dependence of such parts on the parts of the subject.

2. Parts of consciousness are reciprocally dependent within the
system of consciousness, but only in a limited sense.—In other
words, a thing is a part of consciousness by virtue of the action of
the other parts; and once it is such its behavior is conformable to
the laws of consciousness. Thus when I perceive B, B is depend-
ent for the status ‘perceived-object,” upon the act of perception.
And in the new role of the ‘perceived-object,’ it obeys the laws of

1 Russell, B., Meinong's ‘ Theory of Assumptions and Complexes,” Mind, N, 8.,
(1904), 13, 515.



138 A REALISTIC THEORY OF INDEPENDENCE

perception, and is determined by the other factors involved in
perception. Thus if we limit our view to the system objects-
percewed-by-M, B’s history therein, its appearance, alterations, and
disappearance, are functions of the subject /. But, as we have
seen, this does not mean that B is unqualifiedly dependent on M,
unless it has been shown that the limited system in question de-
termines B exclusively.

Thus, neither of the cases thus far cited can be said to furnish a
real case of subjectivity. We require an instance of something
which is a part of consciousness, which implies consciousness, or
is exclusively determined thereby.

3. The presence of some elements alone in one complex is dependent
on the selective action of consciousness. — There is, in other words, a
privative character attaching to the assemblage of contents of
consciousness which can be accounted for in no other way but by
the sensibilities, threshold, attention, etc., of a sentient organism,
or by the organism’s selective interest.

The limited manifold of a mind’s contents appears upon retro-
speetion, when it is contrasted with the larger manifold from which
it is taken.! One then learns to distinguish what-one-was-conseious-
of, from the complete environment of consciousness. But intro-
spection alone does not reveal the causes of selection, the conditions
making the difference between what does and what does not ‘get
into’ consciousness. The difference is evidently not one of ele-
mentary constituents; for the contents of consciousness are inter-
changeable with the contents of the surrounding field. There is
nothing in the inherent nature or quality of ‘greenness,” ‘round-
ness,’ ‘relation,” ete., that determines either their presence or their
absence from among the contents of a mind. But an explanation
s found in the capacities and action of the organism. Thus in

1Tn an article entitled Conceptions and Misconceptions of Consciousness,
Psychological Rev., 1904, 11, 282-296, I attempted to justify and illustrate this
assertion. James (Essays in Radical Empiricism, 24) and Lovejoy (Reflections
of a Temporalist on the New Realism, J. of Phil., Psychol., efc., 1911, 8, 594)

have expressed their agreement with this view. But in the article mentioned I
did not sufficiently account for the limited manifeld.
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order that ‘greenness’ shall appear among the contents of mind M,
M must possess the capacity of vision developed to the point of
color discrimination; M must be attending to ‘greenness’; and
greenness must be relevant to some interest which is moving M.
These and other like conditions determine the difference between
greenness ‘in,” and greenness or any other element ‘out,” of con-
sciousness; or between the class of the ‘ins’ and the class of the
‘outs.’

Thus the complex of which one is conscious is determined as a
limited or partial complex by the relationship which it sustains
to the subject of consciousness. Much that is supposed to be
dependent on consciousness in a more drastic sense ean be explained
by this principle, notably the cases of spatial perspective and tem-
perature relativity. These are selections from the full geometrieal
or thermal field, and are not created, but only picked out by the
position or state of the sentient organism.!

4. The presence of some elements together in one complex s depend-
ent on the combining -action of consciousness. — The same condi-
tions which determine the inclusion of contents of mind, determine
also their partnership. The physical, physiological, biological, and
ethical principles which determine the entrance of ‘greenness’ into
the complex of M’s content, determine also what shall be there
with ‘greenness’; for example, the complex ‘ greenness’ and ‘round-
ness,’ as co-contents.

This may be a matter of little or of great importance for the
elements so correlated. In other words, it may mean no more than
the bare fact of fellow-membership, the peculiar cross-relation
among contents; or it may mediate some of the further varieties
of dependence enumerated below. Thus the relation sustained by
A and B within the content-field may also be wholly determined by
other causes; as when, e.g., A and B are perceived in their natural
spatial relations. Or, A and B may be combined in a new way;
that is, in a way determined by the agency of consciousness ex-

1 Cf. Holt, below, 303 et al.; and Pitkin, below, 393.
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clusively. It is this which occurs when the imagination is said
to be ‘creative.” Or A and B, through their co-presence as content,
may indirectly acquire new relations, such as ‘meaning’; and these
new relations may be of crucial importance for A and B. They
may, for example, bring about the employment of A and B in the
subsequent operations of M. In short, as fellow-members of one
consciousness, 4 and B may begin a new epoch in their careers
through being brought within the play of practical and social
forces.

Thus far, then, we have recognized two instances of genuine
dependence on consciousness ; both of which can be characterized
as content-patterns. Content-complexes possess an individuality
both as respects what they include, and as respects what they in-
clude together; and in both respects are determined exclusively
by the agency (selective and combining) of the subject of conscious-
ness. )

5. Value vs dependent on consciousness. — This is a matter on
which neo-realists are by no means agreed.! To the present writer,
however, it seems evident that value is a function of desire. This
does not mean that the ‘precious metal,” gold, is dependent on
desire; but only that its preciousness is thus dependent. It de-
rives its economic value from the ‘demand’ for it; 2 and its decora-
tive value from the sensuous gratification which it affords. Gold
in other respects may be, and is, for the most part, entirely inde-
pendent of consciousness. Gold can, on this ground, be declared
to be dependent on consciousness, only provided its preciousness
is included in its definition. There is a physical or chemical gold
that is not precious; which is, in other words, definable and de-
terminable without reference to the part it plays in economic and
wsthetice life.

1 Moore and Russell, e.g., hold that ‘good’ is independent of consciousness. Cf.
Moore, G. E., Principia Ethica, 137. For my own view, cf. The Moral Economy,
Ch. I, and Present Philosophical Tendencies, Ch. XIV.

2 Mere rarity does not, of course, give value to a thing unless there is a demand
for it.
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Whether value is dependent on knowledge, or not, is another
question. Though contrary to my belief, T am perfectly willing,
for the purposes of the present argument, to concede that a thing
cannot be desired without being known. In that case, then, value
does depend on knowledge of the object possessing value. But
in any case, as we shall see presently, value does not depend on
being known to be such. That is, it is possible to desire without
knowing that one desires. And it is the primary relation of desire
that endows a thing with value, whether the relationship itself be
known or not. The important fact is that A’s value is A’s being
desired by M, N, or some entity capable of desire. If one then
assumes that desire is a variety of consciousness, and that an entity
capable of desire is a subject of consciousness, it follows that A’s
value is dependent on consciousness ; not only on the primary de-
siring act which directly endows it with value, but on whatever
other conditions in the conscious subject, such as the presence of
other desires, affect that primary desire.

6. Works of art are dependent on consciousness. — By ‘work of
art’ I mean whatever complex is caused by the physical organism
acting in pursuance of its interests. Such a complex may owe its
internal and external arrangement to the organism’s action, {0 a
greater or lesser extent. It may be simply used ‘as it is’; or it may
be moved, divided, redistributed, or brought into new physical
configurations. In any case, what happens to it exclusively in
consequence of the purposive action of life, is dependent on con-
sciousness. Consciousness is the means of bringing things within
the range of purposive action. It determines the limits of the en-
vironment ‘taken account of,’ as distinguished from the total en-
vironment. The range of consciousness defines a field of things
liable to action. A thing ‘noticed’ is a thing that can be avoided,
used, or remade, as exigencies may require. Furthermore, the
actual dealings of the organism with such objects, the process of
art itself, is guided by consciousness.

It is important to note that the modification of the object is not
in this case directly due to consciousness. By consciousness the
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object is brought within reach of other causal agencies. It is made
dependent on the body by the action of the mind. Again, it does
not follow that any object A which is subsequently modified by the
action of the body is unqualifiedly dependent on the mind. It is
dependent thereon only for what is ‘done’ with it or ‘made’ with
it. It is quite open to us to suppose that A is independent of its
being manipulated at all. Furthermore, if for any reason the modi-
fying action of the organism were not to take place, A would never
enter upon the phase of dependence. Consciousness renders its
objects dependent in this sense only in so far as it is followed up
by some physical operation involving the objects. In short, works
of art are dependent on consciousness for, and only for, whatever
there is of art in them.

7. Higher complexes, such as history, society, life, or reflective
thought, are dependent on consctousness.— Whatever complex con-
tains consciousness as one of its components, or whatever set of
premises implies consciousness as its necessary conclusion, is evi-
dently dependent on it; and I have cited the most obvious in-
stances that occur to me. It is, of course, to be remembered that
while these complexes as wholes or sets of premises depend on
consciousness, it does not follow that the several components
depend on consciousness. Thus while a municipality depends on
consciousness, because it contains or implies it, its bricks and
mortar do not share this dependence. If they are dependent, it
must be for some other reason, such, e.g., as their being works of art.

‘Reflective thought,” as defined by the pragmatists, affords,
perhaps, the most instructive instance. ‘Reflective thought’ is a
complex process in which one ‘bit of experience’ means, or is
‘idea-of’ another. In order that A shall mean B, A, at least,
must be ‘experienced.” Whether we express this in terms of the
whole-part relation or in terms of implication, in any case the
meaning process depends on the simpler process of experiencing.
It does not, however, follow that experiencing is dependent on
meaning, or that the thing experienced is dependent on being
either experience or idea.
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It will be observed that in the above discussion a realm of sub-
jectivity has been explicitly admitted and defined.! If there
be a polemical virtue in admitting it, there is a constructive
virtue in attempting to define it. It is no part of realism, as I
understand it, to reject “purely subjective existence,” out of
hand ;? but rather to be more specific about it, and above all to
avoid hypostasizing the facts of subjectivity into a substance, or
into a new continent inhabited only by subjectives. But perhaps
I should say that the realist does deny ‘ purely subjective existence’ ;
for any realist would deny that there is anything that is sub-
jeetive through and through. A subjective complex can always be
analyzed into elements, or even into lesser complexes that are
‘objective.” Subjectivity, in the sense of exclusive determination
by a subject of consciousness, attaches only to certain relation-
ships or complexes in their solidarity.

Furthermore, realism does not consist essentially either in the
denial or the assertion of subjectivity; but in the assertion that
there are cases of entities, simple and complex, that are inde-
pendent of consciousness. ‘Epistemological monism’ means that
when perceived, things are directly and identically present in
consciousness ; in virtue of being perceived, they constitute what
is called content. And realism adds the further assertion that,
in certain notable cases, at least, things are none the less inde-
pendent for being so perceived. Thus the case for realism rests
on showing that to be content of a mind, is not to be dependent
on a mind.

The questions of error, illusion, hallucination, dreams, ete., all
raise new issues; and these issues are dealt with in other parts
of the present volume. Subjectivity is not error. The whole
point of error lies in the difference between building ‘air-castles,”
and mistaking them for something more substantial. But in the

1 This list of cases of subjectivity is not intended to be complete, but only illus-
trative. It is not intended to exclude, e.g., the possibility of cases in which the
body perceived is physically modified by the sentient organism in the act of per-
ceiving it. Cf, above, 135. 2 Lovejoy, op. cil., 597.
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concluding portion of the present chapter I shall present cer-
tain considerations that are at least relevant to the question of
. error. For I propese to point out that subjectivity itself possesses
a certain independence as respects a secondary consciousness, a
superadded knowledge of it ; which will at least show that there is
a radical difference between bare subjectivity itself, and that
vicious subjectivity through which the term is confused with the
misfortunes of cognition.

VII

THE INDEPENDENCE OF SUBJECTIVITY ON A SECONDARY
CONSCIOUSNESS

1. The subject of consciousness is independent of being known. —
The subject of consciousness is of course a case of subjectivity.
I do not mean that what assumes the role of subject is dependent
on that réle, but that it is dependent vn that rble. It is only in
a loose sense that one can speak of dependence here at all; it is,
more strictly, a case of identity, and I have not thought it worth
while to cite this as a case of dependence. The important fact is
that a subject need not be known. A subject may be the condition
of the content-status assumed by its content without itself assum-
ing such a status.

Thus there may be consciousness without self-consciousness.
Idealists have always accorded a partial assent to this conclusion,
in that they have denied the subject a place among its own con-
tent. They have called attention to the fact that the content-
manifold as a whole is the passive correlate of an active subject.
But they have felt called on to provide some unique way in which
the subject may be known without becoming content. The
result has been to formulate a contradiction that they have never
succeeded in relieving. For to refer to the subject as known,
whatever peculiarity may attach to knowledge in this instance, is
evidently to put it on the passive side of the correlation. The
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difficulty is as gratuitous as it is insuperable. There is no reason
whatsoever for supposing that whatever knows, must be known.
There is no reason why the subject, in order to condition a content-
manifold, should itself lie within the manifold.

On the other hand, there is no reason why the subject of the
cognitive relationship M-A should not be known, through sustain-
ing a like relation to another subject N. In other words, there is
no difficulty in supposing a complex relationship, N-M-A, where
. A is content of M, and M of N. Thus it is entirely consistent
that the acting organism which does not appear within the field
of its own objects should nevertheless appear within the field of
objects of a second organism.

2. One consciousness may be independent of another. — Two in-
dividual units of consciousness may be dependent in that one in-
cludes or implies the other, or in that the two are mutually and ex-
clusively determined. But on the same grounds one is independent
of the other in so far as it does not include or imply it, or sustain
relations of exclusive determination with it. And such cases
abound. :

Suppose, for example, as is universally the case when the ques-
tion of solipsism is under discussion, each of two consciousnesses
lays claim to the other. Thus M finds N as a part of itself, and &V,
M. Theninso faras M includes N as its object, it does not follow,
as is commonly argued, that N depends on M, but rather that A/
depends on N. Argued on these grounds the conclusion would be
just the reverse of solipsism and would result in an utter self-
abnegation. As a matter of fact, however, it is possible in the
majority of such cases to define a narrower M which excludes N,
and is independent of it. M does not depend on N unless M is de-
fined to exclude everything which happens toit. M may, however,
be a soul-substance, or a constant nucleus of states, or a central
purpose, and is then not dependent on N unless these include N or
are defined and determined by N exclusively. And the same holds
true of N in its relations with M. The root of the solipsistic ab-
surdity is a failure to remember that such a situation is mutual.

X
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If there is ground for asserting one witness, there is the same ground
for asserting a ‘cloud of witnesses.” And if any individual econ-
sciousness can set up independently and then proceed to annex
other consciousnesses, then these other consciousnesses enjoy the
same right. If the solipsistic train of reasoning is generalized, it
destroys itself. But as a dialectical argument it is always general-
ized. It postulates an independence in the case of one conscious-
ness which cannot on principle be denied to others, and which is
self-contradictory if generalized.

Philosophies which emphasize the unique certainty and inde-
pendence of the self make much of the argument from analogy.
We are said to know ourselves first, and then infer the existence
of other selves from the similarity of their behavior to our own.
But as Mr. Moore has very effectively pointed out, the argument
from analogy in this case assumes the independence of physical
facts.! Another’s consciousness is said to be inferred from his be-
havior. But such an inferred consciousness can be regarded as
another’s only provided I regard his behavior as a physical reality.
If I construe another’s behavior as my perception, then I can
infer only my own consciousness, and not his. The analogy from
which I argue may be formulated in either one of two ways. I
may say that when I have a perception of a bodily contortion, I
have also a feeling of my own pain. Or I may say that when there
4s a certain bodily contortion there is correlated with that body a
feeling of pain. And the argument from analogy leads to different
coneclusions in the two cases. In the first case having had a second
and similar perception of bodily contortion, I expect myself to have
a similar feeling of pain. I argue, in other words, from a relation
between my perceptions and my feelings. But in the second case,
observing a second and similar bodily contortion, I infer a similar
feeling of pain to be correlated with that body, as mine is corre-
lated with my body. In the one case I argue from my perceptions
to my feelings, and never get outside the operation of the laws of

1 Moore, G. E., The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception, Proceedings of
the Aristotelian Society, N. S., 1906, 6, 111-121.
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my own consciousness; in the other case, I argue from bodies to
feelings, and have from the beginning regarded my own conscious-
ness as only an instance of such correlation. As Mr. Moore justly
concludes, the existence of other consciousness, if it is inferred at
all, is inferred from bodies as such, and not from the states of the
mind which performs the inference.

In my own view, other consciousness is not inferred at all. It
is observed precisely as physical phenomena are observed. It
consists in a complex relation between a sentient and interested
organism and some parts of its environment ; and its independence
of another onlooking self is only a special case of the independence
of physical events on the observation of them.

In any case, there is no reason for doubting the mutual independ-
ence of selves as respeets their mere consciousness of one another.
They may enter into relations of whole and part or into physical
or social relations of causality ; but no universality or necessity
attaches to such dependence. The only general arguments for the
dependence of one consciousness on its apprehension by another,
namely, the dialectics of solipsism, and the alleged inference of
others by analogy with self, virtually presuppose independence at
the outset.

3. Mental content is independent of introspection. — Any doubts
as to the truth of this assertion must cast suspicion on the validity
of the method of introspection. For introspection is supposed to
be the means of knowing what contents are in the mind. These
contents are in the mind by virtue of the selective action of some
subject of consciousness. But once there it is supposed that they
may be observed there by introspection. Just in proportion as
introspection itself introduces new elements, it is a source of con-
fusion. Such new factors must if possible be identified and elim-
inated. Introspection yields genuine psychological results only
in so far as it reveals that which was determined to be in mind apart
from the act of introspection itself. Otherwise it is not knowl-
edge of psychical data, but simply a psychical disturbance, which
itself constitutes a new psychical datum.
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It is very easy to fall into confusion here. It is said that psychi-
cal facts appear only on retrospection when they are contrasted
with the non-psychical or objective. “The instant field of the
present,” says James, ‘‘is only virtually or potentially either object
or subject as yet.” The ‘state of mind’ is “first treated explicitly
as such in retrospection.”” ! But to be state of mind, and to be
“treated as such,” are very different matters. To say that the
Iimited field of ‘states’ is first discovered when a mind doubles on
itself, and sees around its former limits, is one thing, and is substan-
tially correct, so far as any single mind is concerned. But to say
that the limits did not exist until they were ‘seen around,’ is a very
different and entirely unjustifiable assertion. The “instant field of
the present” is a potential object of introspection, but only because
it already possesses a psychical character. Did I feel at liberty
to employ a conception of mind which I have not had an opportu-
nity of expounding or justifying in the present article,? I should go
further, and say that even the knowledge of mental contents is
independent of introspection, in that mental content may be di-
rectly, and in some instances more accurately, observed by a
second mind.

4. Value is independent of judgments about value. — Value, as
we have seen, consists in a relation to desire. In order that a thing
shall be valuable it must be object-of-desire. But it does not
follow that the complex relationship, object-of-desire, must itself
be object of consciousness. For the purposes of ethical inquiry,
needs, desires, demands, etc., together with their objects, must be
regarded as facts to be thought about, and if possible, explained
systematically. Butthey are no more dependent on ethical thought
about them, than physical events are dependent on physies.

It is only as facts or events that desires are final or infallible. If
M desires A, then he does, and there’s an end of the matter. But
if N, or M himself, thinks that M desires A, then he is liable to
error, Were value to consist in thought about value, we might

1 Essays in Radical Empiricism, 23, 24.
2 I refer to the view discussed in Ch. XII of my Present Philosophical Tendencies.
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be driven by the fear of a skeptical relativism into the haven of
an absolute thinker that should standardize values. To say that
the good is wlat anybody thinks good, is both dialectically and em-
pirically untenable. But to say that the good is what anybody
desires, is simply to offer a definition which is both in agreement
with fact and logically innocent. There is no more dialectical
difficulty in this than in saying that an instrument is what anybody
uses, or a footing what anybody stands on. The current confusion
of what should be a perfectly evident truth, is due mainly to the
invention and wide use of terms like ‘evaluation,” ‘appreciation,’
‘affective judgment,’ ete., in which the notions of desire and of
judgment are fused together into a vicious equivocation.

5. Perception and simple apprehension are independent of
reflective thought. — Reflective thought in which A means or is
wdea of B, requires that one or both shall be ‘experienced’; and
therefore contains or implies whatever relation is in question when
it is said that A or Bis ‘experienced.” The relation of meaning or
ideation is a relation within a manifold of elements, some of which
already belong to consciousness in a more primitive sense. The
reverse dependence, however, does not hold. In order that con-
cept A shall be apprehended, it does not require to be used as an
idea; in order that body B shall be, or be perceived, it does not
require to be meant by an idea.

There is good ground, therefore, for the pragmatist’s polemic
against identifying things with their thought-status, or intellectual
form. Things have an independent footing in an immediate or
presentative knowledge, which not only exceeds but also underlies
mediate or representative knowledge. The only fault in the
pragmatist’s view is that it does not clearly and expressly take the
next step, and say as any thorough realist will say that things are
likewise independent of experience.

This consideration affords just ground for suspecting that such
writers as Dewey, for example, are not thorough-going realists.
They emphasize independence of a certain elaborately complex in-
stance of experience, the instance, namely, of discursive or mediate
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knowledge ; but they by no means make it clear that they do not
take the realm of experience itself to be all inclusive.! And such
a generalization would certainly be contrary to realism. Further-
more, Professor Dewey’s restriction of the term ‘knowledge’ to
the discursive process, allows most instances of selective conscious-
ness, of experiencing, to fall outside the application of his prineiple
of independence. Thus sensing, for example, is not knowledge ;
and therefore the principle that things are independent of knowl-
edge, does not hold of the case of sensing. It would be more proper,
I think, to regard sensing as a case of knowing. Even ‘smelling,’
which Professor Dewey thinks to be clearly beyond the pale, should
be so regarded; for it is evidently different from ‘“gnawing or
poking” in that it introduces a specific content into the mind, and
so makes the mind aware of a characteristic of its environment.?
In any case it is clear that if things are universally dependent on
such experiencing as sensing, and if knowledge takes place only
within the field of experiencing, then the independence of things on
knowledge still leaves them dependent on action, or on life, or on
some such principle, which for a thorough-going realism must be
regarded as all one with knowledge.

Philosophy is here again the victim of an equivocal term. For
‘experience’ may be taken to mean the things experienced, or the
experience-relationship itself. To contend that experience is in-
dependent of discursive thought may still leave one well within the
ramparts of idealism. For the independent thus defined, may be
construed as the complex process of experiencing. One does not
become a realistic outlaw until one has either expressly interpreted
experience in the first sense, as things, simply, or has expressly as-
serted things to be independent of experience, in the sense of ex-
periencing or being experienced.

1 Cf. Dewey, J., Reality as Experience, J. of Phil., Psychol., etc., 1906, 3,
253-257. I have discussed this matter more fully in my Present Philosophical
Tendencies, pp. 224-225, 314-316.

2 Cf. Dewey, J., Brief Studies in Realism, I, J. of Phil., Psychol., elc., 1911, 8,
396 (note).
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VIII

CONCLUSION

Our conclusion, briefly summarized, is as follows: —

1. Independence is non-dependence.

2. Dependence is not the same as relation, but is a speeial type
of relationship, in which the dependent contains, implies, or is ex-
clusively caused or implied by that on which it is dependent.

3. The independent may be related or not, provided it is not
related as above (2).

4. The object of consciousness is related to consciousness, but
it does not follow that it is dependent on consciousness.

5. There are entities, embracing all simples and some complexes,
which are not dependent on consciousness, because not related to
it as above (2).

6. This in no way prevents their being otherwise related to con-
sciousness.

7. There are cases of subjectivity, that is, of complexes, that as
such are dependent on consciousness.

8. Subjective complexes both contain entities that are inde-
pendent of them, and also are independent of secondary conscious
relationships into which they may enter.












A DEFENSE OF ANALYSIS

By Epwarp GLEASON SPAULDING
I
INTRODUCTORY

In this essay I shall attempt both a general and a specific de-
fense of analysis. A general defense might not be exclusively
dependent upon a general realistic position; but there are re-
vealed in a defense of analysis as such many reasons which make
for the correctness of the realistic position. My specific purpose
becomes, then, not simply to defend analysis qua analysis, but
also by this means to defend the general realistic interpretation
of both whole and part. I shall, then, defend analysis as a method
of knowing which discovers entities or parts which are real in quite
the same sense as are the wholes which are analyzed. This posi-
tion may be called Analytical Realism.!

1. The Types of Analysis and of Wholes.— There are two
general types of analysis: (1) formal, and (2) experimental
or ‘material,” both of which imply a relation of great im-
portance to science and philosophy, namely, the whole-part
relation? That which is analyzed is a whole. Analysis is
the discovery, or, possibly, the invention of parts —the parts of
the whole analyzed. Which of these analysis is— discovery or
invention, — revelation of fact or falsification —, is in reality the
central question at issue. On this point parties divide. But all
agree that that which is analyzed is in some sense a whole, and that
that to which analysis leads is in some sense a part.

1 The general evidence and proof for the realistic position are presented in the
Introduction to this volume.
2 See Perry, this volume, 107, and Russell, B. Principles of Mathematics I, 360
et passim.
155
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By experimental a,nalsrsis is meant that kind of analysis which
i3 made in the case, for example, of chemical compounds. These
are sometimes physically taken apart, and their constituents are
perceived or revealed in quite the same way as are they themselves,
as wholes. It is this kind of analysis that is made, to a cer-
tain extent, at least, of those entities which are dealt with in the
chemical, the physical, the biological, and, perhaps also, the
psychological laboratories. It may not be justifiable to call all
such analysis ‘material,” except by analogy, but it can be called
experimental. ’

Of the same character is that analysis Whlch accompanies our
non-scientific, perceptual, and certain conceptual processes.
Perception is itself analytical, discriminatory, selective. In it,
preceding all scientific hypothesis, there is analysis like that to
which experimentation itself leads.

By formal analysis is meant that kind which is made of such
typical wholes as the motion of a projectile, the flow of an electri-
cal current, the number-continuum, the continuity of time, ete.,
where the parts are distinguished and discovered, but nevertheless
left ¢n situ. Some of these wholes are physically observable en-
tities and experimentally analyzable. But not exclusively so.
At a certain point other methods must be brought in, which are
identical with mathematical analysis, methods which are based
on rational principles, methods which lead to analytical results
that in many cases are directly confirmed by further experimentally
directed observation and measurement. Such analysis may be
called formal.

Examples of specific complexes which are analyzed might be
cited in great number, and so, of course, might also the specifie
analyses and the results to which they lead. But, just as the types
of analysis can be distinguished, so also can a classification be
made of the complexes or wholes which are analyzable, although
to do this itself involves analysis, and constitutes a statement of
results rather than a method of proof. But the very type of analy-
sis which is involved in discriminating not only different kinds of
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analysis, but different kinds of wholes, is subsequently considered
in detail in this essay, and receives its full justification.! There
are:

1. Aggregates or collections of any number of objects in any
order, in numerical conjunction. Thus there is the collection of
objects with which I am now concerned, namely, this chair, and
this table, and this pen, and my thoughts, and the concept ‘whole,’
and 1 and 2, ete.

2. Classes formed or composed of parts which are not classes,
but which may be either organic wholes, or individuals, or simples,
or collections. Thus the atoms of carbon, all electrons, the even
integers, the rational fractions, are such wholes.

3. Classes formed or composed of subordinate classes; ex-
amples: element, number, integer, ete., which are subdivided
respectively into the classes, monovalent and bivalent element,
cardinal and ordinal number, odd and even integer.

4, TUnities or organic wholes; examples: any specific individual
chemical compound existing at some particular place and time,
any one organism, any one individual molecule or atom.

2. What vs Analysis 2 — The wholes which are analyzed differ as
the above classification indicates, and analysis is itself either mate-
rial or formal. Butwhat are the characteristics of the genus analysis
which, for example, is presupposed by the classification of analyses
and by the discovery that there are wholes or complexes composed of
parts? Theansweristhatanalysisis, doubtless, itself somewhat com-
plex and devious, and that perhaps anything more than a working
definition of it is most difficult. Analysis may be a process, but
if it is, it would appear to be such a complex one that a simple
definition of it is impossible, and that its own character can be re-
vealed only by an elaborate analysis. But an exact and precise
logical definition may not be necessary. Every one understands
in a general way what analysis is, what it means, and what it does.
To this general understanding appeal may be made, and, relying

1 8ee Section IV of this essay.
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on it, it may be said that to analyze means to discover that an
entity is in some sense formed or composed of parts. Thus, as
previously asserted, analysis involves the whole-part relation.
The entity which is formed or composed of parts is for that reason
called a whole or complex, although, in some cases, its parts may
in turn be wholes or complexes, as we have seen. The position,
however, that analysis means in every, or even in any case, dis-
covery of parts, — implying that these already exist or subsist
independently of the analysis and discovery —is one which is dis-
puted. As opposed to it the position is taken by some, that to
analyze means to invent, to construct for purely practical purposes
of one kind or another, such as prediction and the control of nature,
an artifictal division into parts.! This view fits in with, or is a part
of that aspect of pragmatism which is well called the instrumental
or biological view of knowledge.? According to it, analysis is
simply an intellectual instrument, a mode of adaptation, where
anything which works, in the sense that it does adapt the organism
to its environment, is to be accepted at least at its face value,
namely, that it does work. Only, of course, pragmatism goes
beyond this, and identifies this working with truth. Secondly,
this pragmatic view is sometimes extended to mean that reality
in general, or any specific part of reality which may be selected
and distinguished from other parts, is plastic and lends itself to
almost any kind of analysis and moulding, but that the analyses
which are or have been actually made are necessarily constructed
from a human point of view., This is the humanistic interpretation
of analysis, as well as of its counterpart, synthesis, and of philo-
sophical and scientific method in general.® Thirdly, both of these
interpretations are compatible with that interpretation of analysis
which makes its validity identical with its verification, giving
psychological pragmatism,* — or dependent upon and tested by

1 Bergson, H. (Mitchell, A., trans,) Creative Evolution. 1910.

2 Cf. Montague, W. P., May a Realist be a Pragmatist, J. of Phil., Psychol., etc.,
1909, 6, 460 and 485.

3 Cf. Montague, 2bid., 561. 4 Cf. Montague, tbid., 543.
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its utility or value, giving logical pragmatism.! These four posi-
tions as to the nature of analysis are open to various criticisms,
among them being those which can be made from a realistic stand-
point. For the realist regards analysis, in the great majority of
cases at least, to be the discovery in a whole of elements or parts
which exist or subsist independently of the analysis and diseovery.
He grants, of course, that analysis is useful, admits, perhaps, that
there are few things more so, but he finds that such usefulness
presupposes the realistic interpretation of analysis.? So, also,
he admits that the validity of analysis may, to a certain ex-
tent at least, be tested by its value, although so to do involves
many difficulties and ambiguities as to what standard of value
shall be selected. Further, those aspects of wholes which
shall be discovered as parts may be dependent for their discovery
upon distinetly human interests. For various and sundry reasons,
namely, for those of scientific tradition, of religious feeling, of s~
thetic appreciation, — all hwman ‘things’ — the actual analyses
which men are interested in making may be only some out of many
that are possible; they may be selective. However, the realist
can make all of these admissions and yet retain his realism. In-
deed, not only this, but he holds, further, that he can show that
all of these positions which he is willing to admit demand his
realism rather than controvert it. It is only to the position,
that the validity of analysis is in any specific case identical with
its verification, that the realist is fundamentally opposed. For
such a position means, he holds, subjective idealism.? Of that he
can and will have none.

But the pragmatic interpretation is not the only one. There
is at least one very distinct type of attack, which, at the same time
that it is pragmatic to a certain extent, goes quite beyond this
interpretation. It isan attack which, while in direct opposition to
the realistic view of the results of analysis as discovery, is, never-

1 Cf. Montague, bid., 561. 2 Montague, in the four papers just cited.
8 Montague, thid., 543.
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theless, realistic in its interpretation of the whole which is analyzed.
It opposes one kind of realism only to reinstate another, using
rationalism as its method of attack, and mysticism in support of
the realism which it does accept. Such an attack on analysis
has been recently advanced by Bergson,! and has attracted much
attention. A similar attack was made by Bradley ? less recently.

The very core of this attack is the claim that analysis is identical
with falsification in that very precise sense in which this term (fal-
sification) can be defined, — namely, as involving contradiction.
According to this attack, analysis is the finding, or inventing, or
constructing, or discovering — or what-not — (in a whole) of
parts which in a certain one, or in a few, or in many respects are
the contradictories of the whole. For example, it holds that the
analysis of motion leads to ‘rests,” as terms,? but that, since rest
is the contradictory of motion, either the analysis or the intuition
of the whole, of the motion gua motion, is false, and the former
alternative is chosen. For Bergson, such contradictory parts
are invented — by intellectual processes, and, were he consistent,
he would have to admit that anything short of One all-inclusive,
interpenetrated, Evolving-whole is self-contradictory, and so false
and not real. For Bradley, the parts are produced, or even pos-
sibly discovered, by intellectual processes, but, since they in-
volve contradiction, anything short of One Absolute is false and
unreal. Briefly, the recipe for both of these philosophers seems
to be, Self-contradictory ‘things’ are what we find or get when we
reason; therefore, to get at truth, at reality, avoid reason, and
use feeling, intuition, ecstasy, absorption !

It is not my purpose to present the history either of the attack
or of the defense. But the point must be made, that all the at-
tacks on analysis are made by methods which themselves involve
analysis or are analytical. The analysis which is attacked may
be different from the analysis which is used in attacking, and so,

1 COreative Evolution, and Time and Free Will (Pogson, F. L., trans.) 1910.
2Bradley, F. H., Appearance and Reality, 1894.
3 Bergson. Creative Evolution, 163.
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conceivably, a specific attack might be valid. But if it were, it
could serve to invalidate only certain kinds of analysis, to show
their limitations, etc., but the invalidation could not be universal.
The validity of at least the means of attack would, willy-nilly, be
presupposed. Some analysis, at some point, would be exempt
from successful attack and criticism. Then the supposition would
remain, that, if some analysis is valid, all might be, and that at
best only certain specific analyses could be in error, but that analy-
sis qua analysis could not be invalidated.!

But to return to our question as to what analysis is. Given a
whole which, for one reason or another, is known to be analyzable,
then analysis reveals parts, but it also reveals the relations which
relate and so organize these parts into some kind of whole. Con-
sider also those properties which, in some cases, the whole, as a
whole, may have different from those of the parts. Of course,
analysis reveals these also. The analysis may be incomplete in the
sense that there may be further parts, that is, parts of parts, which
are not yet revealed ; but, if the analysis is incomplete only in this
sense, that is, if there have been revealed parts, their organizing rela-
tions, and, in some cases, the possibly’specific properties of the
whole, then the analysis may be said to be adequate. Itexhausts
the whole up to the point that it reaches, in that, while the speci-
fication of all that the analysis reveals does not specify the whole,
the whole, nevertheless, s the parts and their properties and the
relations relating the parts and the possibly specific properties of
the whole. There may be further parts of parts, more properties,
more relations to be revealed, but this of itself does not invalidate
the position that the properties of the parts and the generating
relations which are revealed are quite as real as is the whole which
is analyzed, are not the contradictory of the whole, and exist, or
subsist, independently of the discovery and of the specification.

This, then, is one meaning of analysis, a more precise and ade-
quate one than the one previously given. It is, however, another

1 Cf. my paper, The Postulates of a Self-critical Epistemology, Phil. Review, 18,
615.
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definition which is tacitly made by the attacking party of the
Bergsonian, and, sometimes, of the Bradleian type, although not
by the pragmatist, the definition, namely, by which analysis is
held to give only terms and in which no cognizance is taken of the
organizing relations. Advantage is taken of this omission to con-
trast the terms and their properties with the whole and its prop-
erties, and thus, through this neglect, to find the looked-for
contradiction between part and whole, and so the falsifying
character of the analysis.

II
COLLECTIONS AND ENUMERATIVE ANALYSIS

TaE first type of whole which can be distinguished is that
whole which is simply an aggregate, or collection. Among its
parts there may be similarities and differences of various degrees.
So, too, may the types of relations which exist, or subsist, be-
tween these parts be many or few, similar or widely different.
Certain specific relations may exist, or subsist, between certain
parts, others between other parts, but in any case, whatever be
the parts, and whatever be the relations, the parts form a col-
lection or aggregate in that all the parts are related to one another
by the relation which is expressed by and.! The process of enu-
meration can be started with some parts, whether or not it is com-
pleted or completable. In this sense, all the parts of any col-
lection, or any number of parts of any collection, form a whole;
they are denumerable, and so stand in one to one correlation with
the cardinal integers. This relation to the members of at least
one other class, the cardinal integers, the parts of a mere collection
have, whether or not between all of them as parts any one other
relation holds exclusively or not.

In this connection I may quote Mr. Bertrand Russell. “When

" 171 shall regard and as expressing a relation, namely, the numerical conjunective
relation, although there are departures from this usage. Cf. Russell, Principles
of Mathematics, 71.
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a class is regarded as defined by the enumeration of its terms, it is
called a collection. By a collection T mean what is conveyed by
‘A and B’ or ‘A and B and C,’ or any other enumeration of definite
terms. The collection is defined by the actual mention of the
terms, and the terms are connected by and. It would seem that
and represents a fundamental way of combining terms, and that
just this way of combination is essential if anything is to result of
which a number other than 1 can be asserted.” ! “Every pair of
terms, without exception, can be combined in the manner indi-
cated by ‘A and B, and if neither A nor B be many, then 4 and
B are two. A and B may be any conceivable entities, any possible
object of thought, they may be points or numbers or true or false
propositions or events or people, in short anything that ean be
counted. A teaspoon and the number 3, or a chimara and a four-
dimensional space, are certainly two. Thus no restriction what-
ever is to be placed on A and B. It should be observed that 4
and B need not exist, but must, like anything that can be men-
tioned, have Being. The distinction of Being and existence is
important, and is well illustrated by the process of counting.
What can be counted must be something, and must certainly be,
though it need by no means be possessed of the further privilege of
existence. Thus what we demand of the terms of our collection is
merely that each should be an entity.” 2

In this sense, then, anything, taken with at least one other ‘some-
thing,’ and these two with another something, and so on, formawhole.
Accordingly, there is an aggregate or collection of all entities— of
all terms, and relations, and classes, and concepts, and propositions,
etc., which exist, or subsist. Such an aggregate may be called the
universe, and is, 1n just the sense defined, a whole. It has parts,
and its parts are connected by numerical conjunction, but that
does not preclude the existence or subsistence both of wide dif-
ferences and of great similarities among its parts, and, in the latter
case, of classes whose parts are related by one or more specific
relations; nor does it preclude the independence both of terms

