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FROM ABSOLUTISM TO EXPERI-
MENTALISM

By JOHN DEWEY

Born 1859; Professor of Philosophy, Columbia University,
New York City.






FROM ABSOLUTISM TO EXPERIMENTALISM

IN the late 'seventies, when I was an undergraduate, “‘electives’’
were still unknown in the smaller New England colleges. But in
the one I attended, the University of Vermont, the tradition of
a “senior-year course’ still subsisted. This course was regarded
as a kind of intellectual coping to the structure erected in earlier
years, or, at least, as an insertion of the key-stone of the arch.
It included courses in political economy, international law,
history of civilization (Guizot), psychology, ethics, philosophy of
religion (Butler’s Analogy), logic, etc., not history of philosophy,
save incidentally. The enumeration of these titles may not serve
the purpose for which it is made; but the idea was that after
three years of somewhat specialized study in languages and
sciences, the last year was reserved for an introduction into
serious intellectual topics of wide and deep significance—an
introduction into the world of ideas. I doubt if in many cases it
served its alleged end; however, it fell in with my own inclina-
tions, and I have always been grateful for that year of my
schooling. There was, however, one course in the previous year
that had excited a taste that in retrospect may be called philo-
sophical. That was a rather short course, without laboratory
work, in Physiology, a book of Huxley’s being the text. It is
difficult to speak with exactitude about what happened to me
intellectually so many years ago, but I have an impression that
there was derived from that study a sense of interdependence and
interrelated unity that gave form to intellectual stirrings that had
been previously inchoate, and created a kind of type or model
of a view of things to which material in any field ought to con-
form. Subconsciously, at least, I was led to desire a world and
a life that would have the same properties as had the human
organism in the picture of it derived from study of Huxley’s
treatment. At all events, I got great stimulation from the study,
more than from anything I had had contact with before; and
as no desire was awakened in me to continue that particular
branch of learning, I date from this time the awakening of a
distinctive philosophic interest.
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The University of Vermont rather prided itself upon its
tradition in philosophy. One of its earlier teachers, Dr. Marsh,
was almost the first person in the United States to veature upon
the speculative and dubiously orthodox seas of German thinking
—that of Kant, Schelling, and Hegel. The venture, to be sure,
was made largely by way of Coleridge ; Marsh edited an American
edition of Coleridge’s Aids to Reflection. Even this degree of
speculative generalization, in its somewhat obvious tendency to
rationalize the body of Christian theological doctrines, created a
flutter in ecclesiastical dovecots. In particular, a controversy
was carried on between the Germanizing rationalizers and the
orthodox representatives of the Scottish school of thought through
the representatives of the latter at Princeton. I imagine—
although it is a very long time since I have had any contact with
this material—that the controversy still provides data for a sec-
tion, if not a chapter, in the history of thought in this country.

Although the University retained pride in its pioneer work,
and its atmosphere was for those days theologically ‘“‘liberal”’—
of the Congregational type—the teaching of philosophy had
become more restrained in tone, more influenced by the still
dominant Scotch school. Its professor, Mr. H. A. P. Torrey, was
a man of genuinely sensitive and cultivated mind, with marked
esthetic interest and taste, which, in a more congenial atmosphere
than that of northern New England in those days, would have
achieved something significant. He was, however, constitutionally
timid, and never really let his mind go. I recall that, in a con-
versation I had with him a few years after graduation, he said:
‘““Undoubtedly pantheism is the most satisfactory form of meta-
physics intellectually, but it goes counter to religious faith.” I
fancy that remark told of an inner conflict that prevented his
native capacity from coming to full fruition. His interest in
philosophy, however, was genuine, not perfunctory; he was an
excellent teacher, and I owe to him a double debt, that of turning
my thoughts definitely to the study of philosophy as a life-
pursuit, and of a generous gift of time to me during a year
devoted privately under his direction to a reading of classics in
the history of philosophy and learning to read philosophic
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German. In our walks and talks during this year, after three
years on my part of high-school teaching, he let his mind go
much more freely than in the class-room, and revealed poten-
tialities that might have placed him among the leaders in the
development of a freer American philosophy—but the time for
the latter had not yet come.

Teachers of philosophy were at that time, almost to a man,
clergymen; the supposed requirements of religion, or theology,
dominated the teaching of philosophy in most colleges. Just how
and why Scotch philosophy lent itself so well to the exigencies of
religion I cannot say; probably the causes were more extrinsic
than intrinsic; but at all events there was a firm alliance estab-
lished between religion and the cause of “intuition”. It is prob-
ably impossible to recover at this date the almost sacrosanct
air that enveloped the idea of intuitions; but somehow the cause
of all holy and valuable things was supposed to stand or fall
with the validity of intuitionalism; the only vital issue was
*that between intuitionalism and a sensational empiricism that
explained away the reality of all higher objects. The story of this
almost forgotten debate, once so urgent, is probably a factor
in developing in me a certain scepticism about the depth and
range of purely contemporary issues; it is likely that many of
those which seem highly important to-day will also in a genera-
tion have receded to the status of the local and provincial. It
also aided in generating a sense of the value of the history of
philosophy; some of the claims made for this as a sole avenue
of approach to the study of philosophic problems seem to me
misdirected and injurious. But its value in giving perspective and
a sense of proportion in relation to immediate contemporary
issues can hardly be over-estimated.

I do not mention this theological and intuitional phase because
it had any lasting influence upon my own development, except
negatively. I learned the terminology of an intuitional philosophy,
but it did not go deep, and in no way did it satisfy what I
was dimly reaching for. I was brought up in a conventionally
evangelical atmosphere of the more ‘“liberal” sort; and the
struggles that later arose between acceptance of that faith and
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the discarding of traditional and institutional creeds came from
personal experiences and not from the effects of philosophical
teaching. It was not, in other words, in this respect that philosophy
either appealed to me or influenced me—though I am not sure
that Butler’s Analogy, with its cold logic and acute analysis, was
not, in a reversed way, a factor in developing ‘“‘scepticism’’.

During the year of private study, of which mention has been
made, I decided to make philosophy my life-study, and accord-
ingly went to Johns Hopkins the next year (1884) to enter upon
that new thing, ‘‘graduate work”’. It was something of a risk; the
work offered there was almost the only indication that there
were likely to be any self-supporting jobs in the field of philosophy
for others than clergymen. Aside from the effect of my study with
Professor Torrey, another influence moved me to undertake the
risk. During the years after graduation I had kept up philo-
sophical readings and I had even written a few articles which I
sent to '‘Dr. W. T. Harris, the well-known Hegelian, and the
editor of the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, the only philo-
sophic journal in the country at that time, as he and his group
formed almost the only group of laymen devoted to philosophy
for non-theological reasons. In sending an article I asked Dr.
Harris for advice as to the possibility of my successfully prose-
cuting philosophic studies. His reply was so encouraging that it
was a distinct factor in deciding me to try philosophy as a pro
fessional career.

The articles sent were, as I recall them, highly schematic and
formal; they were couched in the language of intuitionalism; of
Hegel I was then ignorant. My deeper interests had not as yet
been met, and in the absence of subject-matter that would corre-
spond to them, the only topicsat my command were such as were
capable of a merely formal treatment. I imagine that my develop-
ment has been controlled largely by a struggle between a native
inclination toward the schematic and formally logical, and those
incidents of personal experience that compelled me to take
account of actual material. Probably there is in the consciously
articulated ideas of every thinker an over-weighting of just those
things that are contrary to his natural tendencies, an emphasis
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upon those things that are contrary to his intrinsic bent, and
which, therefore, he has to struggle to bring to expression, while
the native bent, on the other hand, can take care of itself.
Anyway, a case might be made out for the proposition that the
emphasis upon the concrete, empirical, and “practical” in my
later writings is partly due to considerations of this nature. It
was a reaction against what was more natural, and it served as
a protest and protection against something in myself which, in
the pressure of the weight of actual experiences, I knew to be a
weakness. It is, I suppose, becoming a commonplace that when
anyone is unduly concerned with controversy, the remarks that
seem to be directed against others are really concerned with a
struggle that is going on inside himself. The marks, the stigmata,
of the struggle to weld together the characteristics of a formal,
theoretic interest and the material of a maturing experience of
contacts with realities also showed themselves, naturally, in
style of writing and manner of presentation. During the time
when the schematic interest predominated, writing was com-
paratively easy; there were even compliments upon the clearness
of my style. Since then thinking and writing have been hard
work. It is easy to give way to the dialectic development of a
theme; the pressure of concrete experiences was, however, suffi-
ciently heavy, so that a sense of intellectual honesty prevented
a surrender to that course. But, on the other hand, the formal
interest persisted, so that there was an inner demand for an intel-
lectual technique that would be consistent and yet capable of
flexible adaptation to the concrete diversity of experienced
things. It is hardly necessary to say that I have not been
among those to whom the union of abilities to satisfy these two
opposed requirements, the formal and the material, came easily.
For that very reason I have been acutely aware, too much so,
doubtless, of a tendency of other thinkers and writers to achieve
a specious lucidity and simplicity by the mere process of ignoring
considerations which a greater respect for concrete materials of
experience would have forced upon them.

It is a commonplace of educational history that the opening

of Johns Hopkins University marked a new epoch in higher
VOL. 11 R
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education in the United States. We are probably not in a condi-
tion as yet to estimate the extent to which its foundation and the
development of graduate schools in other universities, following
its example, mark a turn in our American culture. The ’eighties
and ’'nineties seem to mark the definitive close of our pioneer
period, and the turn from the civil war era into the new
industrialized and commercial age. In philosophy, at least, the
influence of Johns Hopkins was not due to the size of the pro-
vision that was made. There was a half-year of lecturing and
seminar work given by Professor George Sylvester Morris, of the
University of Michigan; belief in the “demonstrated”’ (a favourite
word of his) truth of the substance of German idealism, and of
belief in its competency to give direction to a life of aspiring
thought, emotion, and action. I have never known a more single-
hearted and whole-souled man—a man of a single piece all the
way through; while I long since deviated from his philosophic
faith, I should be happy to believe that the influence of the
spirit of his teaching has been an enduring influence.

While it was impossible that a young and impressionable
student, unacquainted with any system of thought that satisfied
his head and heart, should not have been deeply affected, to the
point of at least a temporary conversion, by the enthusiastic and
scholarly devotion of Mr. Morris, this effect was far from being
the only source of my own ‘‘Hegelianism’”. The 'eighties and
‘nineties were a time of new ferment in English thought; the
reaction against atomic individualism and sensationalistic em-
piricism was in full swing. It was the time of Thomas Hill Green,
of the two Cairds, of Wallace, of the appearance of the Lssays
i1 Philosophical Criticism, co-operatively produced by a younger
group under the leadership of the late Lord Haldane. This
movement was at the time the vital and constructive one in
philosophy. Naturally its influence fell in with and reinforced
that of Professor Morris. There was but one marked difference,
and that, I think, was in favour of Mr. Morris. He came to Kant
through Hegel instead of to Hegel by way of Kant, so that his
attitude toward Kant was the critical one expressed by Hegel
himself. Moreover, he retained something of his early Scotch
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philosophical training in a common-sense belief in the existence
of the external world. He used to make merry over those who
thought the exisfence of this world and of matter were things to
be proved by philosophy. To him the only philosophical question
was as to the meaning of this existence; his idealism was wholly
of the objective type. Like his contemporary, Professor John
Watson, of Kingston, he combined a logical and idealistic
metaphysics with a realistic epistemology. Through his teacher
at Berlin, Trendelenburg, he had acquired a great reverence for
Aristotle, and he had no difficulty in uniting Aristoteleanism
with Hegelianism.

There were, however, also ‘“‘subjective’” reasons for the appeal
that Hegel's thought made to me; it supplied a demand for
unification that was doubtless an intense emotional craving, and
yet was a hunger that only an intellectualized subject-matter
could satisfy. It is more than difficult, it is impossible, to recover
that early mood. But the sense of divisions and separations that
were, I suppose, borne in upon me as a consequence of a heritage
of New England culture, divisions by way of isolation of self
from the world, of soul from body, of nature from God, brought
a painful oppression—or, rather, they were an inward laceration.
My earlier philosophic study had been an intellectual gymnastic.
Hegel’s synthesis of subject and object, matter and spirit, the
divine and the human, was, however,no mere intellectual formula;
it operated as an immense release, a liberation. Hegel’s treat-
ment of human culture, of institutions and the arts, involved the
same dissolution of hard-and-fast dividing walls, and had a
special attraction for me.

As I have already intimated, while the conflict of traditional
religious beliefs with opinions that I could myself honestly
entertain was the source of a trying personal crisis, it did
not at any time constitute a leading philosophical problem.
This might look as if the two things were kept apart; in
reality it was due to a feeling that any genuinely sound religious
experience could and should adapt itself to whatever beliefs
one found oneself intellectually entitled to hold—a half uncon-
scious sense at first, but one which ensuing years have deepened
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into a fundamental conviction. In consequence, while I have,
I hope, a due degree of personal sympathy with individuals who
are undergoing the throes of a personal change of attitude, I
have not been able to attach much importance to religion as a
philosophic problem; for the effect of that attachment seems to
be in the end a subornation of candid philosophic thinking to
the alleged but factitious needs of some special set of convictions.
I have enough faith in the depth of the religious tendencies of
men to believe that they will adapt themselves to any required
intellectual change, and that it is futile (and likely to be dis-
honest) to forecast prematurely just what forms the religious
interest will take as a final consequence of the great intellectual
transformation that is going on. As I have been frequently criti-
cized for undue reticence about the problems of religion, I insert
this explanation: it seems to me that the great solicitude of
many persons, professing belief in the universality of the need for
religion, about the present and future of religion proves that in
fact they are moved more by partisan interest in a particular
religion than by interest in religious experience.

The chief reason, however, for inserting these remarks at this
point is to bring out a contrast effect. Social interests and prob-
lems from an early period had to me the intellectual appeal
and provided the intellectual sustenance that many seem to have
found primarily in religious questions. In undergraduate days I
had run across, in the college library, Harriet Martineau’s exposi-
tion of Comte. I cannot remember that his law of ‘“‘the three
stages” affected me particularly; but his idea of the disorganized
character of Western modern culture, due to a disintegrative
“individualism”, and his idea of a synthesis of science that
should be a regulative method of an organized social life,
impressed me deeply. I found, as I thought, the same criticisms
combined with a deeper and more far-reaching integration in
Hegel. Idid not, in those days when I read Francis Bacon,
detect the origin of the Comtean idea in him, and I had not
made acquaintance with Condorcet, the connecting link.

I drifted away from Hegelianism in the next fifteen years;
the word ‘‘drifting” expresses the slow and, for a long time,
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imperceptible character of the movement, though it does not
convey the impression that there was an adequate cause for
the change. Nevertheless I should never think of ignoring, much
less denying, what an astute critic occasionally refers to as a
novel discovery—that acquaintance with Hegel has left a per-
manent deposit in my thinking. The form, the schematism, of his
system now seems to me artificial to the last degree. But in the
content of his ideas there is often an extraordinary depth; in
many of his analyses, taken out of their mechanical dialectical
setting, an extraordinary acuteness. Were it possible for me to be
adevotee of any system, I still should believe that there is greater
richness and greater variety of insight in Hegel than in any
other single systematic philosopher—though when I say this I ex-
clude Plato, who still provides my favourite philosophic reading.
TFor I am unable to find in him that all-comprehensive and
overriding system which later interpretation has, as it seems to
‘me, conferred upon him as a dubious boon. The ancient sceptics
overworked another aspect of Plato’s thought when they treated
him as their spiritual father, but they were nearer the truth, I
think, than those who force him into the frame of a rigidly
systematized doctrine. Although I have not the aversion to system
as such that is sometimes attributed to me, I am dubious of my
own ability to reach inclusive systematic unity, and in conse-
quence, perhaps, of that fact also dubious about my contem-
poraries. Nothing could be more helpful to present philosophizing
than a “Back to Plato” movement; but it would have to be
back to the dramatic, restless, co-operatively inquiring Plato of
the Dialogues, trying one mode of attack after another to see
what it might yield; back to the Plato whose highest flight of
metaphysics always terminated with a social and practical turn,
and not to the artificial Plato constructed by unimaginative
commentators who treat him as the original university professor.

The rest of the story of my intellectual development I am
unable to record without more faking than I care to indulge in.
What I have so far related is so far removed in time that I can
talk about myself as another person; and much has faded, so that
a few points stand out without my having to force them into
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the foreground. The philosopher, if I may apply that word to
myself, that I became as I moved away from German idealism,
is too much the self that I still am and is still too much in process
of change to lend itself to record. I envy, up to a certain point,
those who can write their intellectual biography in a unified pat-
tern, woven out of a few distinctly discernible strands of interest
and influence. By contrast, I seem to be unstable, chameleon-like,
yielding one after another to many diverse and even incompatible
influences; struggling to assimilate something from each and yet
striving to carry it forward in a way that is logically consistent
with what has been learned from its predecessors. Upon the whole,
the forces that have influenced me have come from persons and
from situations more than from books—not that I have not, I
hope, learned a great deal from philosophical writings, but that
what I have learned from them has been technical in comparison
with what I have been forced to think upon and about because
of some experience in which I found myself entangled. It is for
this reason that I cannot say with candour that I envy com-
Pletely, or envy beyond a certain point, those to whom I have
referred. I like to think, though it may be a defence reaction,
that with all the inconveniences of the road I have been forced
to travel, it has the compensatory advantage of not inducing an
immunity of thought to experiences—which perhaps, after all
should not be treated even by a philosopher as the germ of a
disease to which he needs to develop resistance.

While I cannot write an account of intellectual development
without giving it the semblance of a continuity that it does not
in fact own, there are four special points that seem to stand out.
One is the importance that the practice and theory of education
have had for me: especially the education of the young, for I
have never been able to feel much optimism regarding the
possibilities of “higher”” education when it is built upon warped
and weak foundations. This interest fused with and brought
together what might otherwise have been separate interests—that
in psychology and that in social institutions and social life. I
can recall but one critic who has suggested that my thinking
has been too much permeated by interest in education. Although
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a book called Democracy and Education was for many years that
in which my philosophy, such as it is, was most fully expounded,
I do not know that philosophic critics, as distinct from teachers,
have ever had recourse to it. I have wondered whether such
facts signified that philosophers in general, although they are
themselves usually teachers, have not taken education with
sufficient seriousness for it to occur to them that any rational
person could actually think it possible that philosophizing should
focus about education as the supreme human interest in which,
moreover, other problems, cosmological, moral, logical, come to a
head. At all events, this handle is offered to any subsequent
critic who may wish to lay hold of it.

A second point is that as my study and thinking progressed,
I became more and more troubled by the intellectual scandal
that seemed to me involved in the current (and traditional)
dualism in logical standpoint and method between something
called “science” on the one hand and something called ‘‘morals”
on the other. I have long felt that the construction of a logic,
that is, a method of effective inquiry, which would apply without
abrupt breach of continuity to the fields designated by both of
these words, is at once our needed theoretical solvent and the
supply of our greatest practical want. This belief has had much
more to do with the development of what I termed, for lack of
a better word, “‘instrumentalism’’, than have most of the reasons
that have been assigned.

The third point forms the great exception to what was said
about no very fundamental vital influence issuing from books;
it concerns the influence of William James. As far as I can dis-
cover, one specifiable philosophic factor which entered into my
thinking so as to give it a new direction and quality, it is this one.
To say that it proceeded from his Psychology rather than from
the essays collected in the volume called Will to Believe, his
Pluralistic Universe, or Pragmatism, is to say something that
needs explanation. For there are, I think, two unreconciled
strains in the Psychology. One is found in the adoption of the
subjective tenor of prior psychological tradition; even when the
special tenets of that tradition are radically criticized, an under-
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lying subjectivism is retained, at least in vocabulary—and the
difficulty in finding a vocabulary which will intelligibly convey
a genuinely new idea is perhaps the obstacle that most retards
the easy progress of philosophy. I may cite as an illustration the
substitution of the “stream of consciousness” for discrete ele-
mentary states : the advance made was enormous. Nevertheless
the point of view remained that of a realm of consciousness set
off by itself. The other strain is objective, having its roots in a
return to the earlier biological conception of the psyche, but a
return possessed of a new force and value due to the immense
progress made by biology since the time of Aristotle. I doubt if
we have as yet begun to realize all that is due to William James
for the introduction and use of this idea; as I have already inti-
mated, I do not think that he fully and consistently realized it
himself. Anyway, it worked its way more and more into all my
ideas and acted as a ferment to transform old beliefs.

If this biological conception and mode of approach had been
prematurely hardened by James, its effect might have been
merely to substitute one schematism for another. But it is not
tautology to say that James’s sense of life was itself vital. He had
a profound sense, in origin artistic and moral, perhaps, rather
than “scientific”’, of the difference between the categories of the
living and of the mechanical; some time, I think, someone may
write an essay that will show how the most distinctive factors in
his general philosophic view, pluralism, novelty, freedom, indi-
viduality, are all connected with his feeling for the qualities and
traits of that which lives. Many philosophers have had much to
say about the idea of organism; but they have taken it
structurally and hence statically. It was reserved for James to
think of life in terms of life in action. This point, and that about
the objective biological factor in James’s conception of thought
(discrimination, abstraction, conception, generalization), is funda-
mental when the réle of psychology in philosophy comes under
consideration. It is true that the effect of its introduction into
philosophy has often, usually, been to dilute and distort the
latter. But that is because the psychology was bad psychology.

I do not mean that I think that in the end the connection of
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psychology with philosophy is, in the abstract, closer than is
that of other branches of science. Logically it stands on the same
plane with them. But historically and at the present juncture
the revolution introduced by James had, and still has, a peculiar
significance. On the negative side it is important, for it is indis-
pensable as a purge of the heavy charge of bad psychology that
is so embedded in the philosophical tradition that is not generally
recognized to be psychology at all. As an example, I would say
that the problem of “‘sense data”, which occupies such a great
bulk in recent British thinking, has to my mind no significance
other than as a survival of an old and outworn psychological
doctrine—although those who deal with the problem are for the
most part among those who stoutly assert the complete irrele-
vance of psychology to philosophy. On the positive side we
have the obverse of this situation. The newer objective psychology
supplies the easiest way, pedagogically if not in the abstract, by
which to reach a fruitful conception of thought and its work,
.and thus to better our logical theories—provided thought and
logic have anything to do with one another. And in the present
state of men’s minds the linking of philosophy to the significant
issues of actual experience is facilitated by constant interaction
with the methods and conclusionsof psychology. Themoreabstract
sciences, mathematics and physics, for example, have left their
impress deep upon traditional philosophy. The former, in connec-
tion with an exaggerated anxiety about formal certainty, has
more than once operated to divorce philosophic thinking from
connection with questions that have a source in existence. The
remoteness of psychology from such abstractions, its nearness
to what is distinctively human, gives it an emphatic claim for
a sympathetic hearing at the present time.

In connection with an increasing recognition of this human
aspect, there developed the influence which forms the fourth
heading of this recital. The objective biological approach of the
Jamesian psychology led straight to the perception of the
importance of distinctive social categories, especially communica-
tion and participation. It is my conviction that a great deal of
our philosophizing needs to be done over again from this point
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of view, and that there will ultimately result an integrated
synthesis in a philosophy congruous with modern science and
related to actual needs in education, morals, and religion. One
has to take a broad survey in detachment from immediate pre-
possessions to realize the extent to which the characteristic traits
of the science of to-day are connected with the development
of social subjects—anthropology, history, politics, economics,
language and literature, social and abnormal psychology, and so
on. The movement is both so new, in an intellectual sense, and
we are so much of it and it so much of us, that it escapes definite
notice. Technically the influence of mathematics upon philosophy
is more obvious; the great change that has taken place in recent
years in the ruling ideas and methods of the physical sciences
attracts attention much more easily than does the growth of the
social subjects, just because it is farther away from impact
upon us. Intellectual prophecy is dangerous; but if I read the
cultural signs of the times aright, the next synthetic movement
in philosophy will emerge when the significance of the social
sciences and arts has become an object of reflective attention in
the same way that mathematical and physical sciences have been
made the objects of thought in the past, and when their full
import is grasped. If I read these signs wrongly, nevertheless the
statement may stand as a token of a factor significant in my
own intellectual development.

In any case, I think it shows a deplorable deadness of imagina
tion to suppose that philosophy will indefinitely revolve within
the scope of the problems and systems that two thousand years
of European history have bequeathed to us. Seen in the long
perspective of the future, the whole of western European history
is a provincial episode. I do not expect to see in mydaya genuine
as distinct from a forced and artificial, integration of thought.
But a mind that is not too egotistically impatient can have
faith that this unification will issue in its season. Meantime a
chief task of those who call themselves philosophers is to help
get rid of the useless lumber that blocks our highways of thought,
and strive to make straight and open the paths that lead to the
future. Forty years spent in wandering in a wilderness like that
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of the present is not a sad fate—unless one attempts to make
himself believe that the wilderness is after all itself the promised
land.
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LOGIC AND PRAGMATISM

THE most powerful single influence in my intellectual develop-
ment was an old lady whom I met when I was fifteen. A year or
two earlier I had begun a period of the most intense and furious
thinking I shall ever experience. The combination of native
scepticism and an orthodox upbringing had proved to be an
explosive mixture: I had been plunged into doubts and questions
which went on and on until I faced the universe with something
of the wonder of the first man. The old lady, with compassionate
understanding, confessed that she too was a heretic, and after
establishing our agreements we went on to the much more
enticing matter of our disagreements. Our discussions continued,
at intervals, over a period of about two years, at the end of which
time I had worked out my own answers to the puzzles which
beset me. Some of these, I am sure, must have startled and amused
my mentor, but she always agreed solemnly to consider them.
As yet no book on philosophy had even fallen under my cye;
but about this time someone must have said the right word,
because I remember reading a short history of Greek philosophy
(Marshall’s, I think), and then, following the references, looking
into Ueberweg and the Zellcr books. My chagrin was enormous.
Much of my philosophy had been anticipated by two gentlemen
named Heraclitus and Anaxagoras, and the rest could be fairly
duplicated by a judicious eclecticism amongst the other pre-
Socratics. It was my first professional disappointment, and
quite the most grievous. I read Spencer’s I'irst Principles also,
and found there much of stimulus and much which broadened
my horizons—so much, in fact, that I cannot now recall any
sense of bewilderment or failure to understand. Very likely I did
not comprehend enough of it even to be properly puzzled.
Nothing comparable in importance happened after that until
I became acquainted with Kant. I was now safely under academic
auspices, and thinking was no longer a lone adventure. Kant
compelled me. He had, so I felt, followed scepticism to its inevit-
able last stage, and laid his foundations where they could not be
disturbed. I was then, and have continued to be, impatient of
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those who seem not to face the sceptical doubt seriously. Kant
attracted me also by his intellectual integrity and by the mas-
siveness and articulation of his structure. The evidence of Kant
in my thinking ever since is unmistakable, however little I may
achieve the excellences which aroused my youthful admiration.

Of my teachers at Harvard, Royce impressed me most. His
ponderous cogency kept my steady attention, even though I
never followed to his metaphysical conclusions. James, I thought,
had a swift way of being right, but how he reached his conclusions
was his own secret. Royce was, in fact, my paradigm of a philo-
sopher, and I was prone to minimize the difference from him of
such convictions as I had. It was Royce himself, finally, with
my doctor’s thesis before him, who pointed out the extent of
these differences. He concluded by saying, with his usual dry
humour, “I thought you were principally influenced by Perry,
but I find he thinks you are principally influenced by me. Between
us, we agreed that perhaps this is original.”

Royce was also responsible for my interest in logic, or at least
for the direction which it took. In 19r0-1I I wWas his assistant
in two courses in that subject, and he put into my hands one
of the first copies of Principia Mathematica, volume 1i, which
came to Cambridge. It is difficult now to appreciate what a
novelty this work then was to all of us. Its logistic method was
so decidedly an advance upon Schroder and Peano. The principles
of mathematics were here deduced from definitions alone, without
other assumptions than those of logic. I spent the better part of a
year upon it.

However, I was troubled from the first by the presence in
the logic of Principia of the theorems peculiar to material impli-
cation, such as ‘‘A false proposition implies any proposition,” and
“A true proposition is implied by any.” The theorems them-
selves, of course, were familiar; they went back to Peirce and
Schroder. But in spite of Peirce’s remarks on the topic, I had
never taken them seriously, because of their obvious historical
origin.

The investigations to which I was moved by this relatively
small matter grew in scope and occupied such leisure as I had
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for the next six years. Moreover, my thinking on other philo-
sophic topics has been much influenced by these researches, so
that I must present, as briefly as possible, the gist of this
problem,

Those logicians who were earliest interested in an exact
calculus of logic had, all of them, turned first to the relations
of concepts or classes. This necessitates a choice—as may be
discovered by their mistakes—between the logic of intension and
the logic of extension. The relations of class-names in intension
are meagre in certain ways, and hardly afford a calculus. Boole
founded the algebra of logic, where Leibniz and his Continental
successors had failed; principally because Boole interpreted
logical relations exclusively in extension. This is no particular
merit of Boole’s; it seems, rather, to result from the fact that
he was born in Great Britain, and knew nothing about his Conti-
nental predecessors. British logicians, when really original, have
always thought in terms of extension; Continental ones in terms
of intension. (Some psychologist with an eye for history ought
to investigate this.) So Boole took the universal proposition,
“All @ is b,” to mean, “The class of things a is included in the
class b,” instead of ‘“The concept a includes or implies the con-
cept b,” as a Continental would have done. This extensional point
of view requires the special case that if there are no members of
the class a, then “All @ is ¥ will hold, regardless of the conno-
tations of @ and b. If Boole had any misgivings about this para-
dox, the arithmetical analogies which he followed in constructing
his algebra would have compelled it in any case. The null-class is
contained in every class just as 0 < #, for any positive number x.
The converse principle, that any class is contained in the class of
“everything,” is obvious.

The effect of these limiting cases is to restrict the interpretation
of the algebra as a logic of class-terms to the relations of exten-
sion, If there are no centaurs, then all the centaurs there are
will be Greeks; this is true regardless of the connotation or
intension of ‘“‘centaur” and ‘‘Greek.” It does not follow that if
there were any centaurs they would be Greeks.

Now Boole discovered a second application of his algebra,

VOL. 1I C
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to propositions (more correctly, to propositional functions), -
For this, he let the symbols a, b, ¢, . . . represent the times when
the propositions 4, B, C, ... are true. Here the analogue of
“All ais b” is, “Whenever 4 is true, B is true,” or “4 implies
B.” If the algebra is to have this second application, the proper-
ties of implication must be point for point analogous to those of
classes in extension. Hence if A = o—that is, if 4 is always false
—then 4 must imply any proposition B whatever. And if B is
always true—that is, if B = 1—then B must be implied by
every proposition. Boole’s principal successors, Peirce and
Schroder, observed that a proposition, as distinguished irom a
propositional function, if once true is always true. Hence as
applied to propositions, 4 == 0 may be interpreted simply as
“A is false,” and B = 1 as “B s true.”

Thus the application of the algebra to propositions requires
these two principles, ‘A false proposition implies anything,” and,
““A true proposition is implied by any.” In the sense of “implies,”’
which figures in the algebra, ‘4 implies B”’ will hold if A is false
or if B is true, and will fail only when 4 is true and B is false.

As the analogy with classes shows, this is the case only because
the algebra must be restricted to relations of extension. The
relation here designated by “‘implies” is such that a false pro-
position implies anything, but that throws no light on what it
would imply if it were true.

A meaning of “implies’” which is such that the implications
of a proposition depend upon its truth or falsity is certainly not
the usual one. And the peculiar properties of it are neither
important logical discoveries nor absurdities; they are merely
the inevitable consequences of a novel denotation for an old
and familiar word, long used in common parlance in a different
meaning. Thus the calculus of propositions which is historically
continuous with Boole is not a calculus of implications, such as
those with which logic and deduction generally have always been
concerned. This new meaning of “‘implies”’ (now called ‘‘material
implication”) should be submitted to some examination before
its laws are accepted as a canon of deduction. Such examination
was lacking in Principia.
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Two sorts of problems were before me. First and most obvi-
ously: Is there an exact logic, comparable to this extensional
calculus, which will exhibit the analogous relations in intension?
And is the intensional analogue of material implication the
relation upon which deductive inference is usually founded?
Second, there were larger and vaguer questions: Could there be
different exact logics? If I should find my calculus of intension,
it and material implication would be incompatible, on some
points, when applied to inference. In that case, in what sense
would there be a question of validity or truth to be determined
between them? And what criteria could determine the validity
of logic, since logic itself provides the criteria of validity used
elsewhere, and the application of these to logic itself would be
petitio principii ?

Even the two questions of the first sort could not really be
determined in separation from these more general problems.
Yet I chose to begin with them. It seemed more promising to
:irgue from exactly determined facts of the behaviour of sym-
bolic systems to conclusions on more general problems than to
attempt to reverse this procedure. Logicians who argue from
“first principles’’ to the validity or invalidity of logistic develop-
ments find themselves in a weak position, since they dogmatize
about a matter which they either have not investigated or have
approached with an initial prejudice which commits the petitio
principis just pointed out.

Leaving, then, the larger questions, I turned to the logistic
development of the logic of intension. The results of this investi-
gation may be briefly summarized, since it has been outlined in
Chapter V of the Survey of Symbolic Logic.t

t A note should be added concerning the mistaken postulate, which I
there assumed for the system of strict implication. This was later pointed
out by Dr. E, L. Post, and corrected by me in a note in the Journal of
Philosophy. In developing the system, I had worked for a month to avoid
this principle, which later turned out to be false. Then, finding no reason
to think it false, I sacrificed economy and put it in. It was because it thus
entered the system so late in its development that I was able, when the
mistake was discovered, to correct it in brief space.

The system of strict implication, as printed, contained no postulate
logistically incompatible with a material interpretation, such as
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The intensional implication relation (or ‘‘strict implication”
as I called it) gives rise to a calculus as exact as the older logistic
systems. It is also more inclusive; when the extensional relations
are introduced by definition, it includes the calculus of proposi-
tions, as previously developed, as a sub-system. While there are
ambiguities about the usual meaning of “implies,” and the
final issues are such as have seldom been faced at all, on the
whole accepted deductive procedures and ordinary logical
intuitions accord with strict implication and do not accord with
material implication where it diverges.

The only implication relation upon which inference is likely
to be based is this intensional or strict implication, for reasons
which are fairly obvious. ‘“The proposition 4 materially implies
the proposition B’ means precisely, “It is not the case that 4
is true and B false.” This is necessary to ordinary deduction,
since otherwise false conclusions could be derived from true
premises, but it is not sufficient. To see this, let us inquire how
this relation might be verified as holding. In a particular case,
it could be verified simply by finding 4 to be false; but that
would mean finding our premise false, so that the conclusion B
would ordinarily not be drawn. Sometimes, however, we are
interested to draw the inferences from false assumptions. But
we should not do this on the basis of material implication, pre-
cisely because a false premise materially implies anything and
everything. That A materially implies B, because A is false,
throws no light on the question what 4 would imply if it were
irue.

We might also verify “4 materially implies B” in a concrete
instance by finding B to be true. But this would mean finding
our conclusion to be true. Most frequently in such cases we should
not ‘“make the inference” because it would be superfluous.
Sometimes, however, we are interested to discover what implies
some known fact and what does not—for example, in the testing

Zp: —p.— (p < — p). To include this would have required a funda-
mental complication, undesirable in a book addressed to beginning students.
1 am lately in receipt of a proof, made by a Polish student, M. Wajsberg,
that the principle p < .¢ < p is independent of the amended postulates.
This covers the same point.
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of hypotheses. But a known fact is maferially implied by any
hypothesis. Amongst known facts, the material implications of
all hypotheses whatever are identical.

Consequently no use can be made of material implication in
drawing valid inferences, except in those cases in which the
implication can be known to hold for some other reason than
that the premise is false or that the conclusion is true. When we
inquire how we can know that it is not the case that 4 is true
and B false, without knowing that A4 is false and without know-
ing that B is true, the only answer is: By knowing that if 4
were true, B must be true; by knowing that the truth of 4 is
inconsistent with the falsity of B; by knowing that the situation
in which A4 should be true and B false is an impossible situation.
That is to say, the only case in which any inference could be
based on a material implication is precisely the case in which it
should coincide (and be known to coincide) with the intensional
or strict implication of B by 4. This amounts to saying that the
real basis of the inference is the strict implication. “4 strictly
implies B’ means exactly “The truth of 4 is inconsistent with the
falsity of B.”

The so-called “formal implication,” “For every %, ¢x materially
implies yx,” would coincide, in its general deductive significance,
with strict implication provided ‘“For every x”’ be interpreted
to mean, “For every possible or conceivable x.”” It will be obvious
that “For every conceivable x, it is not the case that ¢x is true
and Yx false,” is a strict implication, differently phrased. But if
“For every x”” means ‘‘For every x that exisfs,” then this formal
implication represents the ordinary relation of classes, “Every
existent thing having the property ¢ has also the property ¢.”
In Principia it is this second interpretation of formal implication
which is chosen.

Various technical problems which came to light in the course
of these investigations may be omitted here as probably of
small interest to the general reader. However, there is one such
matter which must be mentioned because it influenced the
direction of my thinking outside the field of exact logic. Early
in the course of these researches I formed the conviction that all
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valid inference, being a matter of intension, rests upon the analysis
of meaning. The reasons for this will probably be evident from
the foregoing. But the symbolic relations I was dealing with
proved to have properties which I had not anticipated, and some
of these gave me pause. In particular, while it would not be true,
in the system of strict implication, that a merely false proposi-
tion implied anything and everything and a merely true pro-
position is implied by any, it would hold that a ‘‘necessary”
proposition (defined as one which is implied by its own denial)
is implied by any, and that a self-contradictory proposition (one
which implies its own denial) implies anything.

Had I made a mistake in my assumptions so that the system
was out of accord with the properties of analytic inference? Or
did the implication relation of ordinary inference have these
properties? The latter proved to be the true alternative. There
was no way to avoid the principles stated by these unexpected
theorems without giving up so many generally accepted laws
as to leave it dubious that we could have any formal logic
at all.

There were many corroborations. The simplest to set down is
as follows: Suppose that a proposition A (say, “To-day is
Monday”’) implies another, B (“To-morrow is Tuesday”’). Then
the premise A, together with any additional proposition, C
(say, ‘“Mars is not inhabited”), will likewise imply B—that is,
“To-day is Monday and Mars is not inhabited” implies
“To-morrow is Tuesday.” According to another general principle,
if two premises give a conclusion, but that conclusion is false
while one of the premises is true, the other premise must be false.
“All men are mortal” and ‘‘Socrates is a man’’ together imply
“Socrates is mortal.”” Hence if all men are mortal, but Socrates
is not mortal, then it follows that Socrates is not a man—
that is, we have the rule: If “4 and C” implies B, then “4 but
not B” implies “not C.” Applying this rule to our first example,
we have: “To-day is Monday and Mars is not inhabited”” implies
“To-morrow is Tuesday,” hence “To-day is Monday, but to-
morrow is not Tuesday” implies “Mars is inhabited.” In this
illustration, the last-mentioned proposition might have been
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anything you please without altering anything else. Thus ordinary
logical conceptions require that the affirmation of a premise,
together with the denial of its consequence (a case of contra-
diction), will imply anything and everything.

If, then, I had made no mistake, the line of division which marks

off that class of propositions which are capable of corroboration
by logic alone (necessary propositions) from merely empirical
truths, and marks off the impossible or absurd, which can be
refuted by logic alone, from merely empirical falsehood, is a
division of major importance. Possible and impossible, con-
tingent and necessary, consistent and inconsistent, such cate-
gories of intension are independent of material truth, and their
distinct nature is founded in logic itself. Moreover, as is easily
obvious, all the propositions of logic are truths of intension, and
therefore certifiable without reference to the merely factual or
empirical.
" But I had further doubts. In particular it was not clear that
if one should, by inadvertence, set out with incompatible assump-
tions, there would be no conclusion whatever which one might
not draw from them by analytic inference. Nor was it clear that
all necessary propositions are analytically derivable from any
assumption you please. The facts of the symbolic system were
inescapable, and ordinary practice corroborated them; but what
did these facts mean?

In part, the answer was a simple one which should have been
anticipated. These unexpected properties of implication did not
mean that all necessary propositions are analytically derivable
from any arbitrarily chosen assumptions whatever; they did
represent the fact that implication is not a property of isolated
propositions as such, but of systems. Necessary truths are all of
them principles of logic, or such as can be certified on grounds of
logic alone. Without logic, nothing is derivable from anything;
the logic of it is implicit in every deductive system. All necessary
propositions are thus, explicitly or tacitly, present in every
system, and indeed in every assertion conceived as having logical
consequences. Inference is analytic of the system rather than
of its separate and bare constituents. If there is any exact logic
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which is capable of representing inference as analytic in any
other sense, I have never been able to discover a clue to it. I
should but be dumbfounded to learn of such to-morrow, but I
have followed every lead that has occurred to me, always with
negative results.

If inference is analytic of systems, not of propositions in
isolation, does this mean that logic compels the acceptance of
a coherence theory of truth or the acceptance of that kind of
unity of the world which is maintained by logicians of the
“modern’’ or Hegelian school? I turned briefly to the considera-
tion of this possibility—though, I must admit, without any con-
viction of the necessity of so doing—because while it had become
apparent to me that logic required the existence of necessary
propositions, it was not so apparent that it required the existence
of any truth which is nof necessary. That the distinction of
necessary and contingent must finally fail and all truth reveal
itself as necessary, because inference depends on systematic
unity, is just what the modern logicians claim. The conclusions
which I reached are outlined in a little paper, ‘Facts, Systems,
and the Unity of the World.” The thesis that all truths are
necessary, and none independent of any other, is hopelessly
implausible in the light of certain facts of mathematical systems
concerning which nobody (unless it be the modern logicians them-
selves) has ever entertained a doubt. The whole development of
modern geometry, for example, must be somehow invalid if they
are right.

The most general and important issue was still before me. I
had set out to determine a question of truth between two sym-
bolic systems—material implication and a logic of intensional
implication. This had raised the further question what kind of an
issue of truth there could be in such a case, and what criteria
could determine it. I had found, in commonly accepted practices
and principles, corroboration of the characterizing features of
strict implication—the distinction of necessary from contingent
truth, the classification of logical principles themselves as neces-
sary, and, as a consequence, the status of logic as self-affirming
or self-critical, its principles being implied by their own denial.
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Could such necessity or self-affirmation be accepted as a final
criterion of truth in logic?

There was unmistakable evidence that such was not the case.
In the first place, both material implication and strict implication
had this character, yet both could not be accepted as stating the
truth about what can validly be inferred from what—the truth
of logic. Also I found that other and somewhat similar systems
could be devised, each of which would have the same general kind
of mathematical precision and methodological integrity. These
might be called ““pseudo-logics” or ‘“‘metalogics.” Though I made
no systematic investigation, it became evident that the number
of such would be limited only by some criterion of “logistic
system’” or of the principles of derivation which should be
allowed. Such a criterion would itself be an antecedent principle
limiting “logical” truth. That such a system might be totally
ynacceptable as a ‘‘true logic’’ and yet be entirely consistent,
and even self-affirming, in its own terms, is due to the curious
involution which is peculiar and inevitable to logical truth.
“Consistency’’ is the absence of an “‘implication”: two proposi-
tions are consistent when neither implies the negation of the
other. Hence if the meaning of ‘‘implies”’—and consequently the
methods of derivation—be allowed to vary, a “queer” logic
may be “consistent” or ‘‘self-critical”’ in its own “queer”’ way.

Thus we revert to the previous question, which now assumes a
somewhat complicated form. If formal logic is capable of any
exact development at all, then we are confronted with the task
of deciding which, amongst various possible and actual logistic
systems, is such that its principles state the truth about valid
inference. Internal consistency and ‘‘self-criticism’”’ are not
sufficient criteria to determine a truth which is independent of
initial assumptions which are themselves logical in nature. Thus
logic cannot test itself—or rather, such test does not prove truth
in logic.

It was clear that such a problem has no solution in logic; I
was carried beyond logic into the field of epistemology. Many other
strands, not mentioned here, were, of course, already woven
into my thinking. In particular it had been impressed upon me
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that it is possible to take symbolic procedures both too seriously
and too lightly. To paraphrase Hobbes: Symbols are our counters;
they are the money of fools. But on the other hand, the behaviour
of symbolic systems is nothing more nor less than the behaviour
of the human mind, using its most characteristic instrument:
there is nothing in them which we have not put in ourselves, but
they teach us inexorably what our commitments mean.

Also, at just this time it became my duty and privilege to
turn over the numerous unpublished papers of Charles Peirce.
Though I was not specially conscious of it, this was perhaps the
means of stirring up old thoughts of the time when I had listened
to James, and reminding me also of what Royce used to call
his “absolute pragmatism.” Again, I had long been attracted
to certain theses of Dewey’s logic—if only he would not mis-
call “logic” what is rightly a much wider thing, the analysis of
the constructive thought-process! The study of exact logic itself
had revealed unmistakably that in every process of reasoning
there must be an extra-logical element. This cannot but be so,
since from any premise or set of premises whatever an infinite
number of valid inferences can be drawn. (This is an immediate
consequence of Poretsky’s laws.) What is called ‘‘#4¢ conclusion”
must be selected from this infinity by psychological obviousness
or by some purpose or interest; certainly logic does not dictate
it. The direction of thought inevitably belongs, then, to such
an extra-logical factor. Finally, Peirce’s ‘‘conceptual prag-
matism,”’ turning as it does upon the instrumental and empirical
significance of concepts rather than upon any non-absolute
character of truth, was at some points consonant with my own
reflections where James and Dewey were not.

Whatever it was that turned my thoughts in this direction,
at any rate I began to see that the principles of logic will answer
to criteria of the general sort which may be termed pragmatic,
and that where empirical verification is not in point, and logical
“necessity”’ itself is not sufficient, no other kind of criterion can
in any sense be final.

It had become apparent from my little experiments with
strange ““logics’ that two minds which followed different systems
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in their modes of inference need not be unintelligible to one
another—that, in fact, they might be so related that when their
premises were common neither (outside of logic itself) would
ever reach a conclusion which the other must repudiate as
false. But, as between two such, the road from premise to con-
clusion would be more or less direct, more or less impeded.
Fundamental psychological bent might here dictate a choice.
Or again, if the general course of experience were other than it
is—if, for example, all processes in nature should be reversible—
then, although no different choice of modes of inference would
be dictated, a different “‘logic” would apply with more facility.
Thus the ultimate ground of accepted logical principles, as
against other self-consistent modes, might be criteria of con-
venience (a poor word, but the best I can think of), somewhat
like those which Poincaré suggested as determining our choice
aof Euclidean geometry.

This thesis, by itself, seems implausible and highly para-
doxical; the stronghold of pragmatism supposedly lies in the
empirical; logic is the citadel of rationalism. Nevertheless I
became more and more convinced that this was right. Prag-
matism, as ordinarily understood, seems to take things wrong
end on; it is the element which mind contributes, in truth and
knowledge, which may be pragmatic; the empirical brute fact
of the given is absolute datum. Logic contains no material truth;
it is independent of the given precisely because it dictates nothing
whatever with regard to the content of experience, but deter-
mines only the mind’s mode of dealing with it. This thought
suggested others, which soon came to keep it company and miti-
gate the paradoxical air which it exhibited in isolation.

A variety of other problems, mainly in the theory of know-
ledge, had been in my mind for the past few years. Some of
them were closely related to those already suggested as growing
out of logic. I now sat down (this was in 1921) to the first draft
of something concerning these, which I projected as “Studies in
Logic and Epistemology.” These will never see the light. They
grew from one box to two, and then to several. But the yeast of
the newly awakened pragmatic conceptions was working too
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strongly. My thought changed and widened as I attempted to
formulate it, and the result, instead of moving toward some
unity of subject and literary coherence, spread in widening
circles through the whole field of philosophy. It was a most
satisfactory period to me personally, because in the course of it
I squared my account with many problems and brought them
into touch with one another. What I shall venture to call “‘con-
ceptualistic pragmatism’’ proved to be, for me, the key that
opened many doors. But my notes I put away, except for a rela-
tively small portion, and concentrated upon certain closely
related topics which I found myself particularly intercsted to
develop further. The attempt to outline some of these is the
remaining task of this paper.

Logic, and that which is certifiable on logical grounds alone,
constitutes the a priori element in knowledge. The Kantian
cross-classification, by which synthetic judgments a priori become
the foundations of science, has more and more clearly been proved
to be without foundation, as mathematics and exact science have
developed. Mathematics has been shown to be capable of purely
logical development, by analysis alone, and without recourse to
any synthetic element, such as geometric constructions, which
represent an appeal from pure conception to intuition. Principia
Mathematica represents the final stage of the movement in this
direction: we see here the deductive development of mathematics
merely from the logical analysis (definition) of the mathematical
concepts. There is and must be a synthetic element in judgment
about the applications of mathematics, about rcal space, or
about concrete collections of things. At the same time that
mathematics becomes purely logical and analytic, it becomes
abstract. Which of the various abstract geometrics applies to
space becomes a separate and extra-mathematical question, and,
as Poincaré and relativity have shown, one which is to be deter-
mined either upon empirical grounds; in which case the answer
is probable only, or by some pragmatic choice, or by some inter-
play between these two.

Hume was right in his somewhat wavering conviction that
the truths of mathematics represent necessary connections of
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ideas, and likewise right that this by itself does not prove any
necessary connection of matters of fact. The line between the
a priori and the a posteriori coincides with the division between
conceptual and empirical; and it likewise coincides with the
distinction between what mind itself contributes or determines
and what is given as datum of sense.

A priori truth is independent of experience because it is
purely analytic of our conceptual meanings, and dictates nothing
to the given. Logic, mathematics, and in general whatever has
structure and order and system, may be developed in abstraction
from all consideration of the empirical by purely logical analysis.
It depends upon nothing but its own conceptual integrity for
that kind of truth which is possible to abstract systems.

Such a priori truth is not assertive of material fact, but
definitive. This is the clue to many problems. In the first place,
it exhibits clearly the sense in which we can make stipulations
applicable to experience but independent of its content. In the
dbsence of definitive criteria, experience would be unintelligible;
these are prerequisite to truth and knowledge, though not to
mere givenness. The definitive principle is “necessary’ truth;
it cannot be false; it is prerequisite to intelligibility; it must be
taken in advance of the particular experience; it dictates nothing
as to the content of the experience.

In the second place, this solves the problem of the criterion
between what mind contributes in truth and knowledge and
what is independent of the mind. How should we know what
mind does, if mind could do no different? I discover what I do
solely by the difference in what ensues when I refuse to do, or
do differently. If there should be immutable and “ungetoverable”’
modes of intuition or of thought, the mind could never discover
that these belonged to itself and were not characters of the
independent real; they would be absolute data, flatly given in
experience, and the individual would find them as he finds
his ears.

There must, then, in some sense or other, be conceivable
alternatives to what is a priori. In those modes of our own intel-
lectual activity which are exhibited in the criteria supplied by
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definitive principles, there are such alternatives. A definition may
be laid down in one or another way; we classify and order and
understand as we ourselves determine. Once our exact concepts
are taken, the unfolding of them is an absolute truth: there is
no alternative about that (unless we ascend to some higher
choice of alternative modes of deductive order itself). But what
concepts we shall formulate, and what we shall apply, admits of
choice. The mind approaches the chaos of experience with its
own intellectual instruments, which are independent of the given
as the given is of them. Truth and knowledge represent the
meeting of these two. That the particular truth and knowledge
may reflect, in some part, a choice of such instruments, that the
net of understanding may be stretched across the given in terms
of one or another reference system of conceptual order, is a
matter which might well be illustrated at some length, but will
probably be evident without such exemplification. And the
sense in which the truths of experience will be, on one side,
determined by the presence of such definitive conceptual order,
though the content of the given is not thus determined, will
likewise be clear. The whole trend of exact science serves strongly
to enforce the fact of this presence, throughout all knowledge,
of an a priori element which enters through the simple fact
that experience never supplies its own conceptual interpretation,
but that conceptual systems, amongst which there may be
possible choice, serve as criteria of such interpretation, without
imposing any limit on the empirical content. That in the presence
of such alternative systems of order, pragmatic criteria, which
may reflect on the one side human bent and interest, and on the
other a facility determined by the general character of what is
presented, will have their place in fixing the truths of experience,
needs no special demonstration.

If, however, all truth which can be certain in advance of the
experience to which it applies is of this purely analytic and
definitive sort, then we might be led to remark that such abstract
a priori truth tells us nothing of the nature of reality beyond our
own minds, and is significant only of our own consistency of
thought. This conclusion would be a mistaken one; paradoxical
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as it may sound, we can predict the nature of reality without
prescribing the character of future experience. What the mind
meects in experience is not independent reality, but an independent
given; the given is not, without further ado, the real, but contains
all the content of dream, illusion, and deceitful appearance.

In fact, the criteria of reality represent a peculiarly illu-
minating example of the a priori. The word “real”” has a meaning,
and represents a definite conception which, when applied to the
content of experience, leads to the interpretation of this content
sometimes as ‘“‘real,” sometimes as ‘“‘unreal.” The formulation
of the criteria of the real constitutes a merely analytic or defini-
tive statement, representing our interpretative attitude. Such
criteria of reality can neither be supplied by experience (since
direct generalization from an unsorted experience, not already
classified as real, would not serve) nor can experience invalidate
them. Whatever in experience does not conform to the criteria
of reality is automatically thrown out of court.

‘We can and must prescribe the nature of reality. We cannot
prescribe the nature of the given. The paradox of this is miti-
gated somewhat when we observe that the word ‘‘real” is syste-
matically ambiguous. “Reality’’ is of different sorts, physical,
mental, mathematical—the easily named categories do not cover
the easily recognized distinctions. A mirror-image, for example,
is its own particular kind of reality, neither “physical” nor
“‘mental,” as is also a mirage and ‘‘appearances’ in general.
Each category of reality has its own peculiar criteria, and what
is unreal in one sense will be real in some other. Any content
of given experience will be real in some category or other—
will be that kind of reality which is ascribed to it when it is
“correctly understood.” The categories are neither a Procrustcan
bed into which experience is thrust nor concepts whose applic-
ability depends on some pre-established harmony between the
given and the mind. Rather they are like the reference system
which the mathematician stretches through all space and with
respect to which whatever positions and motions are there to
be described will inevitably be describable. Categorial criteria
arc neither insignificant and verbal tautologies nor empirical
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prophecies, but exhibit definitive criteria of intelligent classi-
fication and interpretation.

The content of a properly conceived metaphysics is the ana-
lytic truths which exhibit the fundamental criteria and major
classifications of the real; it is definitive of ‘‘real’-ity, not de-
scriptive of the universe ¢n exfenso. In fact, all philosophy has for
its task such analytic depiction of the a priori—to define the
good, the right, the true, the valid, and the real.

It will be evident that the absoluteness of such a priori
principles, whenever and wherever they are held, is entircly
compatible with their historical alteration, just as modes of
classification or alternative reference systems, expressible in defini-
tive principles or initial prescriptions, would be absolute while
adhered to, but might be subject to considerations of usefulness
and to historical change. The assurance of perpetuity for our
categories is no greater than the assurance that our basic humarr
nature and the broad outlines of experience will never alter.
There is an eternal truth about our abstract concepts—the given
is absolute datum; but the chosen conceptual systems applied
to the interpretation of the given are subject to possible change.
In the field of metaphysical concepts particularly, such change
would seem to be a fact—as the history of such concepts as
“matter,” “‘mind,” and ‘“‘cause,” bears witness.

The categories differ in no wise from concepts in general except
in degree of comprehensiveness and fundamental character.
Every concept whatever exhibits criteria of its own little kind
of reality. In so far as experience is intelligible and expressible
only when grasped in some framework of conceptual interpreta-
tion, this a priori element of the definitive is all-pervasive.

It is the conceptual order of experience alone which is com-
municable or expressible. The given, apart from such conceptual
interpretation, is ineffable. If, so to speak, one sensory quality
could be lifted out of the network of relations in which it stands
and replaced by another, the @®sthetic character of experience
might be altered, but everything which has to do with knowledge
and with action would remain precisely as before. Community of
thought and knowledge requires community of concept or of
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relational pattern, but if there should be idiosyncrasies of sense
which do not affect discrimination and relation, these would be
immaterial to our common understanding and co-operation. In
fact, in the face of all those verifiable differences of sense which
are evidenced by our different powers of discrimination, we
possess a common understanding and a common reality through
the social achievement of common categories and concepts.
When the vast and impressive institution of human education—
in its wider sense—is remarked, the assumption that such com-
munity is simply native or ready-made is seen to be superfluous.
My world is my intellectual achievement; our common world, a
social one. The frequent objection of the sceptic, that knowledge
is implausible in view of the subjectivity of sense, is an ignoratio
elenchi.

Knowledge grasps conceptual structure or order alone. It was
Berkeley who, almost without noting it himself, first phrased this
nature of our knowledge. One idea is “sign of’ another in the
order of nature. If it be a reliable sign—that is, if it bear con-
stant and orderly relationships—one empirical guale is as good
as another to serve this function of cognition. Knowledge of the
external world consists of relations between one item of experi-
ence and another, not in the content of experience somehow
matching the quality of an external real. Such qualitative coinci-
dence of idea and object—if the notion means anything—would
be extraneous to knowledge. This conclusion is quite independent
of idealism.

There are not two kinds of knowledge; one of principles or
rclations, expressible in propositions, and another which we have
by mere presentation of the object. The conceptual interpretation
of the given is the implicit prediction of other possible experi-
ence, As Mr. Whitehead has pointed out, no object can be known
without reference to some temporal spread. My knowledge of
the object is not the mere having of this presentation, but the
implicit prediction of the eventuation of other experience con-
tinuous with this. What is thus predicted is not at the moment
verified, but it must be verifiable if the interpretative concept is
veridically applicable. The mere naming of this thing I sce as

VOL. II D
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“desk” predicts eventualities of a specific sort, which, if they
should fail to be realized, would lead to the repudiation of the
concept “desk” (or perhaps even of ‘‘physical reality”) as in-
applicable to this which I see. The knowledge of any object
transcends its given presentation and grasps a structure of
experience. Without order, there can be no thing, no experience
of reality. This, in brief, is the deduction of the categories.

That if this be a desk, it will be thus and so, is an analytic
consequence of the concept “desk,” not subject to any falsifica-
tion by experience. That any given ‘“‘this’’ is really a desk, is
theoretically not completely certain. Thus there is an a priori
element which is all-pervasive in knowledge and prescriptive
of reality. Yet all empirical truth, without exception, is probable
only.

One further note I should like to make in closing. As the word
“knowledge’”” has been used above, it is narrowed somewhat
from its usual meaning. It comprises what have sometimes been
called the “truths of description” which, as it is here conceived,
depend exclusively upon conceptual order. It excludes “‘truths
of appreciation,” the asthetic quality of the given, and all that
depends upon sympathy and upon that communion of minds
which requires coincidence of immediate experience. Evaluation
can hardly be indifferent to the quality of the given. Nor can
the basis of ethics be laid without reference to the felt character
of experience in another mind. And the religious sense, if it is
to take reality as the matrix of human values, will likewise
transcend the interests of knowledge in this restricted sense.
There is, then, a line of division between such interests and
cognition of the type of science. And it is suggested that the
foundation of these, not being found in knowledge alone, may
rest upon some postulate.
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PROBLEMATIC REALISM

PHILOSOPHICAL labels are necessary evils. How get on without
them? How distinguish one doctrine from another? But there
are two kinds of labels. Lazy labels—the felicitous expression is
Professor Palmer’s—are those which we affix to beliefs not our
own: they are inert names for endlessly variable shades of
opinion. Such naming is simply pigeon-holing. It is a facile way of
lumping together under a single rubric incomparable visions and
theories. Philosophers not unjustly resent having their doctrines
so indolently amalgamated from without. Witness, for instance,
the notorious disavowal by modern idealists of the epithet
““Hegelian.” The names under which we epitomize our own
philosophies we take more seriously. They are creative labels.
They are scrupulously designed to convey what is indigenous
and characteristic. They are part and parcel of the creative
activity to the products of which they are attached.

The label by which I here designate my own philosophic
beliefs must be understood as intimately bound up with them.
It has been chosen with care to express a fresh variation of an
ancient doctrine. Realism is certainly venerable; and even those
who qualify it as “new’” are not ignorant of its antiquity.
Realism was not born with ‘“New Realism.” The adjective
“new” is here either pretentious or factitious. Its usurpation by
a particular version of realism is to be deplored and resented.
Novelty is a feature belonging to every genuine variant of a
general theme.

The variation of realism which I label “problematic” shares
with the variations distinguished by other names a central theme.
What is the common thread that runs through the manifold
forms of realism? To this question there is unfortunately no
unambiguous answer. But when technical guises are laid aside
all realism appears to consist in the conviction that reality is
prior to the knowledge of it, and that consequently mind has a
status which is derivative and not pivotal. It is misleading, I
think, to state the case for realism by saying that reality is
independent of being known. Why is reality independent of the
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cognitive relation? Is it because the cognitive relation is a
relation or because it is cognitive? And what is independence?
Independence is either too equivocal or too uncompromising a
term through which to express the cardinal principle of realism.
Every philosophy, to be philosophy at all, must rest on the
supposition that between being and knowing there is some
linkage. What distinguishes realism from other views is not
insulation but emancipation of being from knowing. What is
insulated is isolated and thus disconnected; what is emancipated
is merely liberated, but not deprived of relation. Not in extruding
from reality all relations consists the work of realism, but rather
in investing it in respect to knowledge with a particular kind of
relation, the relation of priority.

I share, then, the general view common to all forms of realism—
namely, that reality is prior to knowledge, and hence to mind, if
knowledge is impossible in the absence of mind. But what are we
to understand by reality? And what by knowledge? To thesc
two questions—surely second to few in philosophic importance
—my version of realism hazards an answer.

I hold, for various reasons soon to be mentioned, that reality
is a substantive qualifiable by human knowledge as problematic,
if the qualification is to be regarded as final. In other words, the
only adjective ultimately descriptive of reality is the adjective
problematic. To this belief—big with implications—I have come
by different routes. It is, of course, not possible to retrace them
here in detail. I can only indicate a few salient landmarks.

One route leading me to Problematic Realism lies in following
the ontological consequences of scientific methodology. Scientific
knowledge is surely knowledge of the real, and the only kind
of knowledge which is controlled by rigorous methods of observa-
tion and experiment. Hence the solidity and solidarity of scientific
achievements. The results of scientific investigation are public,
attained though they are through the toil or genius of individual
men. It is hardly worth mentioning that no fact is a scientific
fact, even though but one individual may claim the glory of
having observed it for the first time, if it is inaccessible to
observation by other individuals competent to observe it. And
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similarly no inference about the nature of things is valid, however
justified in the light of numerous and meticulous observations,
if it is contradicted by later discoveries of fresh and relevant
data. Scientific observations and generalizations are seemingly
handicapped by the very qualitics to which they owe social
prestige and logical exactitude. For if all that in science is certain
is the result of actual verification, and if all that in science is
established is modifiable through discovery of facts as yet
unfathomed, then the limits of science—limits variable and
extensible—are the limits of verification and discovery. As long
as the need for verification is perennial, and as long as the
unknown regions of fact are still undiscovered, an ineradicable
scepticism must always cleave to the work of science. The method
of science seems to be a method either of allaying or of confirming
ubiquitous suspicion—suspicion that what for the nonce is
certain and established may require revision and reconstruction.
And the instruments through which such suspicion is either
weakened or fostered are endless verification and indefatigable
discovery. It would, however, be wrong to conclude that scientific
suspicion which engenders the twin demands for insatiable
verification and discovery involves merely scepticism of meta-
physics. Science is indeed radically opposed to metaphysics, in
so far as the latter is charged with the office of furnishing a descrip-
tion of the universe so final that further verification becomes
otiose and further discovery negligible. Finality of this sort
is obviously incompatible with the spirit and method of science.
Yet metaphysical finality of another kind is clearly involved
in the enterprise of science. The view that reality is such as
to suffer no judgment concerning its nature to stay continual
verification and discovery is itself a final view. I call this view,
not scepticism of metaphysics, but metaphysics of scepticism.
Suspicion of finality, one of the most characteristic traits of
science, is born of the ontological insight that reality is full of
surds—surds that pale the brilliance of all scientific achievements.
In the last analysis, it is the metaphysical conception of the
universe as the #nexhaustible source of problems which forbids
scientific assertions the enjoyment of security and completeness.
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Another route towards Problematic Realism proceeds from the
very idea of the ‘‘ultimate,” which science is said to shun and
which metaphysics is supposed to court. What are we to under-
stand by the ultimate, a notion so very vague yet so much in
vogue? It is ordinarily used with reckless inattention to the
conflicting meanings it harbours. I find it employed as a synonym
for notions bewildering in number and variety. Here are some
of its equivalents—the absolute, the unconditioned, the inex-
plicable, the indescribable, the indefinable, the indiscernible, the
fundamental, the basic, the primary, the final, the indubitable,
the irreducible. Are these terms on a parity? Are they really
synonymous? Apart from the obscurity of it, due to too much
opulence of meaning, the ultimate as commonly employed
suffers from incurable stiffness or rigidity. It is a state or con-
dition or act or category so inelastic that any stretching or
straining beyond it is assumed to be for ever precluded. And of
the ultimate as something ‘‘unstretchable” philosophers are
supposed to be the traditional champions and custodians. But
there are two ways of regarding anything as unmalleable. The
being or constitution of the thing itself may be such as to prevent
stretching, and if so, then it is what I call ontologically ultimate;
or it may be inflexible simply for our thought, in the sense that
it defies further reduction or analysis or definition, in which case
it is what I designate as cognitively ultimate. In metaphysics,
all sorts of things have paraded as ultimate, either because
of their own irrefragable nature or because of our inability to
stretch our imagination beyond them. Atoms, monads, essences,
events, space-time, experience—need I mention other “unstretch-
ables”’?—have been proclaimed by different philosophers as
the irresilient constituents of being or the unbreakable terms of
thought. Unfortunately, what in one system of metaphysics is
viewed as ontologically or cognitively tenacious is in another
considered constitutively or logically brittle. From system to
system the ultimate changes its content. This is manifestly an
intolerable situation. It can be relieved only by the recognition
of what I venture to call the elastic ultimate.

The elasticity of the ultimate is certainly demanded by the
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scientific method. Every science is able to reach something
“‘unstretchable,” when it pushes analysis as far as it will go, and
when its inferences are such as to withstand the tests of consistent
thought. Within the limits of human observation and generaliza-
tion science is competent to traffic in things and ideas relatively
irresilient; the accumulated evidence is for the time being so
overwhelming in their favour that, if there is to be any science
at all, no doubt can be entertained as to their present right to
claim finality. But the state of the “unstretchables” in any
particular science is a limiting state; if and when we have in
any given science reached the limits of observation and inference
we have reached what is inelastic pro fempore. The element of
suspicion, such an essential part of the scientific method, casts
its shadow upon everything. There is no guarantee that what
now appears irrefragable will enjoy this privilege in perpetuity.
The absolute to-day may become relative to-morrow. What at
present is rigid and fixed may in the future, through continual
analysis and experiment, exhibit astonishing plasticity. It must
thus be said that science both vindicates and repudiates the
ultimate—it needs it as an elastic concept, but it shuns it as
something inherently unstretchable. The elastic ultimate, as
furnished by science, is a singular instance of what I mean by
the real which is problematic and the problematic which is real.
For such an ultimate is describable by the two adjectives
simultaneously and interchangeably: it is real, since it represents
the actual limit of scientific verification and discovery; and it is
problematic, since a later limiting state of observation and
inference may render precarious the ‘‘ultimates” now in force.
That the ultimate is but ultimate in fransitu—that it has movable
boundaries in the extension of which science is continually
engaged—is indeed a powerful argument in favour of Problematic
Realism.

Another way pointing in its direction lies in considering what is
meant by the “given.” What are we to understand by a concept
doing such yeoman’s service for science and philosophy? It is
certainly a fundamental term, but is it unequivocal? I find the
“‘given” as bewildering a notion as the notion of the “ultimate.”
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And here, too, we may profit by discerning the elastic from the
inelastic uses of it. For the given may mean either that with
which inquiry starts or that in which it terminates. It is important
to render distinct these two meanings by giving them separate
names. Accordingly, by ‘‘pre-analytical” I designate whatever
functions as a source of analysis, and by ‘post-analytical”’
whatever is discovered as the limit of analysis. It is manifestly
bootless to appeal to the given unless we distinguish in the most
explicit manner between what is given for analysis and what is
given through analysis. By a strange equivocation the given, with-
out forfeiting the sense of something “primitive,” is in philosophy
frequently identified, not with that from which the investigation
takes its start, but with the simple constituents to which the
wnvestigated object may by analysis be reduced. Givenness, in short,
is viewed as belonging to post-analytical entities and relations,
those at which analysis is obliged to halt, rather than to a pre-
analytical situation inaugurating and prompting analysis. No
such equivocation can be laid at the door of science. All scientific
data are pre-analytical: they are literally points of departure,
initial states or stages in any investigation. The given in science
signifies any fact, event, situation, or circumstance capable of
enticing inquiry and eliciting the operation of the scientific
method. Thus democratic and accommodating is the scientific
use of the given. Furthermore, if we distinguish between the object
demanding description and the terms employed in describing
it, the scientific datum signifies not that by which it is described,
but rather that fo which scientific description addresses itself.
When a more adequate study of any ‘‘given situation” necgssitates
a different description of it, what happens is that we simply
exchange one set of terms for another; the datum, however
fluctuating the descriptive terms, is the same original situation
at the behest of which the descriptive process is set in motion.
It follows that the scientific datum, connoting for the most part
something supple and provisional, coincides essentially with
what we ordinarily mean by a ““problem.” The given from which
scientific inquiry takes its start is neither an unquestioned fact
nor the indubitable knowledge of it. As a whole or as an incident
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in a wider context, the given is for science a continual challenge,
always remaining ‘‘pre-analytical,” in the sense of never con-
demning as superfluous the task of more searching analysis.
What a contrast is the philosophic use of the given! The
given, as, for instance, it figures in epistemology, is never a rela-
tive starting-point of analysis, but rather its absolute halting-
place. The given in which analysis terminates is the termination
of the analytical process itself. Although disclosed by the solvent
work of analysis, the given once revealed is that which compels
analysis to draw its last breath. For the given is ultimate, and
the ultimate is in philosophy the unstretchable. Post-analytical
data, unlike their pre-analytical cousins, are thus essentially
aristocratic: they are privileged beings of an exclusive order.
The data, which in epistemology the discerning work of critical
analysis brings to light, are alleged to enjoy peerless predicates,
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such as “pure,” “irreducible,” *‘original,” “immediate,” “indu-
bitable.” These evidently are not the tokens of our plebeian
objects of perception. It thus follows that the given, standing
as it does for a restricted and favoured class of beings, designates
the elements to which our complex objects may be reduced and
not the reducible complexes themselves. The hard and inflexible
terms, those resisting the stoutest assault of analysis, these alone
are regarded as the legitimate and strait-laced data. And if this is
the case, such post-analytical terms, incapable as they are of
being reduced to anything more elementary or more primitive,
partake of the nature of “solutions.” There is supposedly nothing
problematic about epistemological data. Repelling the need of
further analysis, they have a finality which can obviously not
belong to scientific data.

And yet, despite the contrast between pre-analytical and post-
analytical data, is it not apparent that epistemological data are
scientific in disguise? The signification of a datum as a “starting-
point” is never lost sight of in epistemology. In the beginning is
the given. This is a maxim for every discipline; but whereas in
science the given is an initial state by which knowledge is carried
forward, in epistemology the given is a primary state to which
analysis carries us dackward. Back of our knowledge of objects
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and the objects of our knowledge lies something aboriginal,
and to this the tortuous work of epistemological analysis
endeavours to return. The epistemological anomaly resides in
the demand that the given be at once something “initial” and
“terminal”’—the Alpha and Omega of knowledge. It is endowed
with precedence, sometimes genetic and sometimes evidential,
but it is a precedence which coincides with the end of analysis.
But how can we be sure whether the limits of analysis are not
spurious limits, due simply to our present impotence to discern?
Can epistemology, unlike any other science, evade the concep-
tion of elastic finality? Besides, the faith in the revelations of
unstretchable data by rigorous analysis or pure intuition (and
pure intuition is itself an analytical product, in the sense that
neither its enjoyment nor its definition is possible without a
process of abstraction or insulation from the mixed and impure
states of ordinary knowledge) is a faith bound up with too simple
a view of judgment and of truth. This, however, will occupy us
later.

I have allotted so much space to a consideration of the “given”
because the central thesis of Problematic Realism may by means
of it be stated most succinctly. Is the real given, and is the given
real? At first blush the question seems meaningless. With both
of its terms so equivocal (the ambiguity of the ‘“‘real” will be
mentioned anon), how can the suggested equation be hazarded?
Nevertheless we cannot avoid linking each to each the ‘‘real”
and the “given,” for to sever them s to leave both concepts naked
of all possible meaning. For me the real is indeed the given, and
given in both senses of this misused term. But the two senses of
the given signify for me different aspects of a more fundamental
notion—namely, the notion of the problematic. Accordingly,
I state the equation thus: the real = the given and the given
= the problematic. From one point of view, the real is a pre-
analytical datum, as it figures in any scientific investigation,
and as such it is problematic at both ends of the investigational
scale. At one end the real is a problem productive of scientific
inquiry, and at the other it is a problem which scientific inquiry
itself produces: it is the real as ultimately described or explained,
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but in terms whose ultimacy is elastic in the light of progressive
verification and discovery. From another point of view, the real is
a post-analytical datum, such as it emerges on the highest or
deepest reaches of philosophical discernment, and there its
problematic character has a double face rather than a dual
direction. Is the post-analytical datum a pure what, or is it a
pure that? If it is a pure character or quality—and this seems
to be the prevailing opinion—what is the 7hat to which it is
attached? For those who cannot envisage the possibility of
“floating adjectives,” such a datum is problematic with respect
to the substantive it qualifies or characterizes. If it is a pure
substantival entity—and as such it appears to me to be disclosed
by analysis—what are its true predicates or attributes? I, for
one, cannot readily dissolve the union of the what and the that.
I can conceive neither of unanchored qualities nor of unqualitied
(though, indeed, of unqualified or unqualifiable) substances. The
post-analytical datum, the result of final analysis, has to be
conceived cither as a quality belonging to an unknown substantive
or as a substantive of which the true description is uncertain.
In either case the datum is problematic. For my own part I
find nowhere in my experience anything corresponding to either
abstraction. I have never encountered either loose qualities or
characterless entities. Yet, if I take any concrete experience and
remove by abstraction all that I can possibly detach from it,
what remains is an indeterminate this or that. I find it quite
possible to disengage by analysis the that from the what, but I
cannot perform the opposite operation and take away the that
from the what. The appeal to experience is here unavailing;
never are bare qualities and unqualitied entities “‘given,” if given
be understood as “presented,” they are ‘“taken” by an act of
difficult abstraction from a concrete situation in which they are
always found together.

The analysis of concrete experience, when it culminates in
the priority of the that over the what, brings us face to face with
the notion of substance. Substance is indeed the absolute surd of
all awareness and all analysis. I am not unmindful of the many
meanings which the idea of substance connotes. I am using it
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here not as category or as thing. As category, its use is logical or
formal, indistinguishable from that of the grammatical subject.
As thing, its use is empirical or material, applicable to every
cohesion of qualities and relations that exhibits relative individu-
ality and permanency. What I here mean by substance is meta-
physical self-existence. It is a name for the reality wnderlying
whatever we encounter in concrete experience. It is the absolute
ground of things, the nethermost root of them. It is that than
which there is nothing deeper. Existing upon its own terms, it
is the fertile source of all that appears. It asserts itself in all
things, and can be known only through its manifestations, none
of which, however, can define or exhaust it. What is its intrinsic
nature? This is the perplexing question perennially present in
every science and in every philosophy. The ‘“‘ontological argu-
ment,” in its traditional employment, has distorted a genuine
problem by placing the cart before the horse. Taking for granted
God’s essence, partisans of this argument have by tortuous
devices sought to demonstrate his existence. The problem lies in
the opposite direction. It is casy enough to grant God’s being,
if God is (as in the case of Spinoza) but another name for substance
or self-existence; but what save a verbal definition assures me of
his nature? His essence (his what) is infinitely more problematic
than his being (his #kat). I am ready, indeed, to accept as specula-
tively plausible all the “proofs” of God’s existence, but who can
tell me whether God is actually good and wise and powerful?
The mystics are less perverse. Sure as they are of God’s being, they
consistently refuse to define his attributes. Theirs is the only
proof entitled to be called onfological, since the assurance it
vouchsafes is confined to the bare affirmation that “God is.”
The attempt to describe his intrinsic nature, they rightly hold,
is enmeshed in snares and illusions. How extremes meet! The
logic of mysticism—I am, of course, not speaking of its psychology
—is the logic of modern science. 1t is the logic of what I have
called the metaphysics of scepticism involved in scientific
methodology. Science, too, is infinitely more certain of the being
of things than it is of their inner nature. The “‘given” in science
—the incipient occasion or generating condition of inquiry—
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has being as a matter of course, for the question what the datum
is, the question with which scientific description is primarily
concerned, presupposes the presence of that which provokes the
question. It is not the being of the datum which is ever doubtful,
but the manner of its being, the circumstances under which it
appears, the specitic characters and qualities it owns, the detailed
affinities to other appearances it enjoys. In short, science is
description, and description means adjectival qualification of an
antecedently present substantive. And since adjectival qualifica-
tion of any scientific substantive can possess elastic ultimacy
only, owing to the extensible character of verification and the
ubiquitous possibility of discovery, the scientific object, though
never surrendering its substantival status, has but a temporary
title to the adjectives assigned to it. Scientific methodology 1is
thus always dealing with indubitable substantives that are
adjectivally problematic. Since this is true of all the sciences,
the ontology common to them may therefore be described in
terms of substance. All science presupposes the self-existent
whose manifestations it notes; and since the manifestations of
substance are relative to ceaseless discovery and the noting of
them subject to endless verification, “‘scientific”” description can
never disown its problematic character. And is it otherwise
with descriptions called “‘metaphysical”? Metaphysical systems,
too, if Aristotle is right, are “‘sciences’’; they are no less intent
upon describing the essential attributes of being, limiting or
qualifying by preferential adjectives an antecedently existing
substance. It is the ‘“same’ substantive reality which in all the
competing systems of metaphysics is subject to divergent descrip-
tions. And what do these rival descriptions indicate save the
priority of the that over the what? Of the substantival status of
reality we are much surer than we are of its adjectival nature;
this holds in the case of metaphysics as much as it does in that
of physics. The possibility (sufficiently attested by the perennial
strife of metaphysics) of ascribing to the same “‘world” or ‘“‘uni-
verse” emulous predicates, all reeking with ultimacy, may justify
two different positions. We may move in the direction of
mysticism, refusing altogether to describe reality, on the ground of
VOL. II E
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its being intrinsically unqualitied and hence unqualifiable. Or we
may move in the direction of realism, describing the inner nature
of things as problematic, on the ground that substance is so richly
qualitied as to license the multiform qualifications of it by the
different metaphysical systems. Any escape from Problematic
Realism by a way other than the mystic seems to me to culminate
in anthropomorphism, for what else than anthropomorphic is the
identification of the inherently qualitied real with the preferential
qualifications of it such as are embodied in the sundry systems of
human judgments?

For the view that reality is always manifest substantivally
but never adjectivally—and this is the essence of Problematic
Realism—I find confirmation in the nature of judgment itself.
What is judgment ? No question is more crucial. For it is judgment
which renders explicit by its work of predication the adjectival
nature of reality, and it is judgment to which alone the distinc-
tion between the true and the false appears to be relevant.
Judgment thus communicates at once with reality and with
truth, being a sort of hyphen between them, separating and join-
ing at the same time. A thing so fundamental—the vehicle of
truth in pursuit of reality—must obviously be purged of its
wonted confusion. The confusion from which judgment ordinarily
suffers is due to the neglect of its manifold nature. Judgment is
too commonly identified with only a fragment of its essence. 1
find judgment to be a composite term. Any judgment—the
simple perceptual judgment that “this flower is red” may serve
as illustration—is the expression of a man’s belief; it is the
discursive statement of such belief; it is what awareness prompts a
man to believe and to assert that he believes; and it is a description
of a real object or situation occasioning the awareness in question.
These four aspects of judgment—the personal, the formal, the
noetic, the material—I find distinguishable, but not separable.
They are all present whenever any significant judgment is
present.

This complex or composite nature of judgment, which in
traditional theories tends to be violated either by the suppres-
sion or exaggeration of one or another of its aspects, is the source
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of two major paradoxes. (I shall briefly mention them and show
how each points in the direction of Problematic Realism.) One
paradox—the “ontological,” as I may call it—centres around the
so-called ‘‘existential”’ or “objective” reference of judgment.
Reference is, of course, an indicative relation, but judgment,
endowing whatever it indicates with a determinate nature,
transforms ineluctably by its work of predication the act of
reference into an act of description. In other words, the only
mode of reference to its object which judgment can establish
is by describing it, i.e. by asserting what it is. The objective
reference of judgment and the description of the object by judg-
ment are identical acts. And if this is so, the situation is indeed
paradoxical: the object referred to by judgment is whatever
judgment itself succeeds in describing. The absolute fusion of
the referential and descriptive acts on the part of the judging
process inevitably leads to the confusion of different ontological
levels, as if the referred real and the described real, distinguishable
by analysis, could ever be made to coincide: the referred real is
the subject of characterization, the described real is the charac-
terized object. The referred real is simply that boundless ontological
realm to which we give the compendious name of “being.”” In this
realm room is provided for everything imaginable or mentionable.
Prior to the specifying work of judgment nothing is lacking in
being; even ‘“‘nothing,” as a logical conception or as a term in
discourse, has an ontological status. It is to the labour of attri-
bution wrought by judgment that we owe the distinction within
the sphere of being between one mode of being and another. While
it is possible with the aid of specific attributes to distinguish
the existent from the non-existent and the real from the unreal,
it is not possible to refer to anything not rejoicing in being.
The reference of judgment is never “‘existential”’; it is merely
“ontological.” Existence, connoting as it does a determinate
region within the area of being, has such determinations as judg-
ment by its act of description ascribes to it. The nerve of the
ontological paradox of judgment lies in the irremediable fact that
its reference is identical with description, yet that to which it
refers must be differentiated from what it describes. What judg-
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ment describes is some aspect or mode of being as disclosed in
awareness. And since awareness may be of the unreal and the
non-existent, what is ‘‘given’” in awareness, never problematic
as regards its being, is always problematic as regards its reality
or existence, until judgment has determined by valid description
its intrinsic qualities and relations. Judgment, therefore, when its
composite nature is acknowledged and not mutilated, furnishes
another road towards Problematic Realism. Judgment is always
a mind’s expression of a belief in simultaneous commerce with
the two dimensions of “knowing” and “being.” In so far as its
noetic aspect can by analysis be detached from its material
aspect, judgment simply refers to what a mind is aware of.
And what it is aware of is something indubitable substantivally
but problematic adjectivally. It is judgment, on its material
side, which by its work of predication determines whether
anything rejoicing in being is included also in the more restricted
areas of reality and existence; but whether judgment’s description
of being corresponds with its intrinsic or qualitied nature involves
the question how far we can validate judgment’s claim to “truth.”

This leads me to the second paradox with which judgment is
burdened—namely, the “‘epistemological.” This paradox resides
in the fact that truth has a four-fold root. If truth is a property
of judgment, it is a property of its four aspects; and truth is
equally anomalous whether it is the property of the ingredients
of judgment taken separately or jointly. If truth belongs to the
components of judgment distributively, we have four kinds of
truth; and if it belongs to them collectively, we may secure the
unity of truth, but only through an arbitrary fiat that one com-
ponent exercises control over the rest. If by analysis we isolate
the four elements which together belong to the meaning of
judgment, we may readily construct a different theory of truth
appropriate to each of them. (1) Detaching belief as the primary
element of judgment, the truth of it may be called adverbial,
if the meaning of belief lies, not in its verbal assertion, but in its
practical enactment, and if any distinction can be established
between successfully and unpropitiously enacted beliefs. That
belief, the enactment of which is functionally efficacious, is
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truly efficacious. The emphasis upon the adverb ‘‘truly” as
fundamental seems distinctive of pragmatism. And since the
adverb always expresses a way of acting, successful or satisfactory
practice is obviously the standard to which adverbial truth must
conform. (2) If we identify judgment with the formal expression
of it, truth acquires a purely logical status. Truth is then pre-
eminently a noun or substantive. It is a name for a self-generated
concordance of propositions divorced from their psychological
origin and actual application. Truth, consisting in agreement of
discourse with itself, when discourse is carried on in accordance
with certain rules laid down and recognized as coercive by dis-
course itself, may be called substantival: it is an independent
“body” or “system” of pure propositions. And substantival
truth, being a structure of harmonious discourse, is manifestly
subject to the standard of consistency or coherence. (3) The
definition of judgment as the exhibition in discursive dress of an
act or state of awareness leads to the notion of truth as adjectival:
“trueness’’ is an inexpungible quality of awareness itself, and
may thus vicariously be attached to the judgment, if judgment
is nothing but a case of awareness given articulate expression.
My judgment can never be false if what it expresses is merely
what I am aware of. The test of adjectival truth accordingly is
the test of awareness itself. And what is this test but immediacy?
Whatever I am immediately aware of is true, ¢/ I am immediately
aware of it. (4) If judgment is primarily a description of something
real or existential, truth is material—that is, truth is about that
which somehow transcends belief and discourse and awareness.
Neither the judgment as description nor the described ‘“‘some-
thing”’ is true by itself; true is the relation between them. Material
truth is a form-matter truth; truth resides in the link between
the two and not apart from either of them. We may call this
truth bi-prepositional, since it is the truth of the real and by
discourse, or we may speak of it as Ayplienated, since truth here
is a span or bridge between the world of discourse and the world
of things, and the test of such truth is evidently by correspondence
or agreement between judgment as description and the described
thing or event transcending it.
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The mutilation of judgment thus leads to the growth of a
separate kind of truth from each of its segmented roots. Is truth
adverbial, substantival, adjectival, or prepositional? And is it
tested by practice, coherence, immediacy, or correspondence?
Whatever names we give to them—and I do not set store by the
labels I have chosen—these four kinds of truth are as distinguish-
able as the four aspects of judgment with which they are corre-
lated. The epistemological paradox is equally irremediable
whether we regard each truth as a truth sus generis or whether we
proclaim one as the genus and the remaining three as its species.
Shall we confer plural sovereignty upon a quadrified truth, or
absolute sovereignty upon a single overweening type holding in
subjection whatever other truths may rebelliously assert their
independence? In the former case, any judgment is in the
anomalous position of being at once truec and false, for it may
be true substantivally (formally or rationally), but false pre-
positionally (existentially or materially), or true adjectivally
(intuitively or mystically), and false adverbially (instrumentally
or pragmatically), and vice versa. In the latter case, to which
kind of truth shall we accord the place of genus enjoying exclusive
sovereignty? If truth is the truth of judgment as composite,
one only of the components being in the privileged position of
mastery, to which shall we yield the sceptre? If the claim
to such rule be based upon self-sufficiency and inclusive-
ness, has one element the advantage over the rest? As a
matter of fact, each element has the power to annex and
to control on its own level the other three ingredients of
judgment.

The epistemological paradox of judgment, the analysis of
which leaves us either with four unassimilable kinds of truth or
with four different ways of assimilating them, affords another
approach towards Problematic Realism. The truth-paradox is
the heel of Achilles of human knowledge. Human knowledge
can be neither true nor false until it passes through the crucible
of judgment, but judgment has a composite nature with filaments
stretching out in four different directions. The truth of judgment
is relative to the way a man believes and thinks and experiences;
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and since his ways of believing and thinking and experiencing
can be distinguished but not separated from the descriptive
function of judgment, the described real can never be identical
with the real described. I am forced to the inference that the
real as judgmentally qualified can never coalesce with the real
as internally qualitied, which is to say that the inherently adjec-
tival nature of reality is for human knowledge problematic. The
truth of our descriptive judgments, if true at all, is a resultant
of several factors, and some are induced by our responsive
natures rather than by the nature of reality to which in our
judgments we seek to respond.

Judgment for me is thus always the response of a mind to a
problematic situation. The four constituents of judgment simply
represent different levels of response. By truth I mean the
response on each level conceived as consummated. On all the
levels truth has thus the same ‘“‘meaning”: it is completely
successful action or finally coherent discourse or absolutely
immediate experience or ultimately relevant description. On all
these levels judgment functions as one and whole, since its
ingredients are mutually implicative; and its truth, if achieved,
is simply the “‘solution”” of such “‘problems’ as are encountered
in action, in thought, in experience, and in science. The truth-
relation is in the end definable as a relation between a ““problem”
and its “solution.” But is the ‘‘solution” ever attained?
Relatively, yes. Our enacted beliefs enjoy the success which a
dynamic ideal of ‘‘work-ability”’ is able for the nonce to guarantee;
our deductive systems of propositions possess such actual
coherence as the man-made rules of discourse permit; our
intuitions and visions may achieve completeness and infallibility
in conformity with the elusive or illusive standard of imme-
diacy; and our sciences may indeed assume, in the light of
present verifications and discoveries, that their descriptive
versions of the real are ultimate, remembering, however, that
such ultimacy is elastic. The standards in control of man’s four-
fold response embodied in judgment are all “regulative”’—ideals
to be striven for, not fixed ends ever attained or attainable. The
truth-relation, being on all the levels of response a relation between
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a “‘problem” and a “‘solution,” must thus be regarded as essentially
plastic and variable.

The notion of levels of response, in which the analysis of
judgment and of truth culminates, enables me to survey ‘‘the
life of reason” from the point of view of incommensurable
attitudes, to each of which I must assign a relatively autonomous
character. The German expressions, Weltanschanung and Lebens-
anschauung, though verbally sonorous, are more or less factitious,
as if the whole of our tangled world and confused life could be
focussed and compressed into a single snapshot. What is there so
disconcerting about a diversity of incongruous views? It does not
worry me to look upon the world and life from different stand-
points, and I do not feel abashed because I cannot combine them
into a total and absolute perspective. Thus—to mention thrce
divergent ‘“‘views”’—between ‘‘anthropomorphism,” “‘solipsism,”’
and ‘‘cosmomorphism,” I do not feel the need of making a
drastic choice or of uniting them into a ‘“higher synthesis.”
I find them equally relevant and equally important.

In ethics and logic I am frankly anthropomorphic: I do not
see how in action and in thought we can ever get out of the human
skin. What is morally good and formally true for species other
than the human we can either not assert at all or we must give
to human postulates a cosmic range. The latter alternative is
grossly impertinent and constitutes bad anthropomorphism.
The general will (if there is such a thing) which expresses itself in
human behaviour and the universal reason which asserts itself
in human thinking are general and universal only for a particular
species. To graft human ideals upon cosmic nature is a pathetic
fallacy. Good anthropomorphism lies in the avoidance of this
fallacy by giving unto Caesar what is merely Caesar’s. If
nationalism, for instance, is morally good for man, what folly
to extend it to other animals or to angcls! And if coherent
discourse, whether mathematical or rhetorical, syllogistic or
dialectical, is logically true for the human understanding, is it
not likewise absurd to regard it as coercive for beings possessing
different forms of thought and of speech? It is human action
alone to which the morally good is relevant; and logical or formal
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validity is pertinent only to human discourse. What I have called
adverbial truth and substantival truth are both inescapably
anthropocentric.

Anthropomorphic as I am in ethics and logic, I am willing to
be called a solipsist in art and religion. In so far as they are
embodied in action and discourse, art and religion share, of course,
in the anthropocentric nature of morality and logic; and in so far
as they are held to make manifest, sensuously or pictorially, a
trans-human world, art and rcligion arc cognate with the explicitly
cosmocentric endeavours of science and metaphysics. But when
I strip away from art and religion those expressive and representa-
tive featurcs which, being the defining characteristics of other
modes of response, are but ancillary to them, I am left with
intimate intuitions and incffable feelings radiating from the
inaccessible depths of solitary beings. The original seat of art
and religion is in the inner recesses of each soul in perfect isolation
and private “enjoyment.” The inner life with which art and
religion is primarily concerned is indeed the life of “windowless
monads.” And those who make light of solipsism because it is
seemingly confined to the life of feeling and dreaming must be
reminded of death as the most striking instance of it. I know
that I shall dic alone. The experience of dying will be endured by
me in complete solitude. At that moment of supreme anguish or
supreme joy the world will collapse for me like a house of cards.
We shall all be solipsists when the flame of life flickers away from
us. But dying is no exception. We are no less alone during all
other moments of intense experience, when, insulated from other
beings, we revel in our own ego-centric world. Such solitary
moments come to their fullest fruition in art and religion. And if
during the absorbing moments of asthetic enjoyment and religious
meditation we appear to be selfless, it is because no other selves
intrude to give rise by contrast-effect to the consciousness of
separate selfhood. To be absolutely alone is to be free from that
oppressive loneliness born of social intercourse. Speculative
mysticism has its raison d’étre in the radical solitariness of all
feeling: mysticism is emotional individualism distilled into
philosophical solipsism. And if mystic self-absorption is the
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distinguishing mark of those experiences commonly called
@sthetic or religious, the standard of their truth lies in the
bosom of the self who has these experiences. Here if anywhere
are comparisons odious. What I have called adjectival truth is
but a pedantic circumlocution for solipsism. Every judgment
has an inalienable verity if it is but a record of what a mind
chances to experience. A fortiori, therefore, each wsthetic or
religious judgment is indefeasibly true for him whose private
feelings and intuitions it expresses. The anarchy which prevails
in the case of the asthetic and the religious judgments of man-
kind is thus not to be wondered at: it results from the sincere
asseverations of idiosyncratic solipsists, one ipse dixit being as
infallible as another.

Such anarchy we find justly intolerable in dealing with judg-
ments designed to describe “‘the nature of things.” In science
and metaphysics we must seek to eschew—how far we can succeed
in this is another question—solipsism as well as anthropo-
morphism. Here our at#titude is deliberately cosmocentric; the
centricity which on other levels of response belongs to the human
species or to the single self is in science and metaphysics trans-
ferred to a wider sphere, to a sphere not coincident with the
scene of human action and discourse or with the seat of idio-
syncratic intuitions and feelings. What I call cosmomorphism
exacts a conscious surrender of those perspectives which enable
us to define judgment either as belief or as discourse or as aware-
ness: all these differentiae of judgment tend to magnify the
importance of the human or individual agent engaged in judging.
It is only in relation to subjects functioning in certain ways that
the threc varicties of immanent truth—pragmatic or adverbial,
formal or substantival, mystic or adjectival-—can be rendered
unexceptionable. But when stress is laid upon the descriptive
office of judgment the centre of gravity shifts at once from the
act of judging to the thing judged. A different designation is thus
needed for the truth of descriptive judgments. Material truth is
the name commonly given to it. Material truth is franscendent
truth: it is of something transcending the forms in which we incase
it under the pressure of anthropocentric and egocentric activities
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and experiences. Such truth (in my own terminology) is bi-pre-
positional, but only one preposition plays here the dominating
role. All truth is of reality by a mind employing the complex
vehicle of judgment. But whereas in anthropomorphism and
solipsism the importance lies in the fact that truth is truth by a
mind, in cosmomorphism the accent falls on the other preposition,
and truth is viewed exclusively as truth of the real or existential.
In the interest of cosmomorphic truth I must be willing to sacrifice
one preposition in favour of the other.

It is of the cssence of Problematic Realism to recognize at
once the necessity and the impossibility of such sacrifice. We
long to be cosmocentric, yet it is a longing that cannot be
satisfied. The choice of the term ‘“‘problematic,” by which my
realism is to be distinguished, may now be seen to have a double
implication. One implication is ontological: in suffering no
adjectival limitation of being, wrought by judgment, the enjoy-
ment of absolute certainty, the substantial status of the real
is made impregnable against anthropomorphism and solipsism.
The assertion that the adjectival nature of reality is for human
knowledge problematic involves the most complete avowal of
cosmomorphism, since it recognizes the disparity between the
intrinsically qualitied real and the real as humanly qualified.
The other implication is epistemological: the characterization as
problematic of the results of our cognitive efforts to lay bare the
inherently qualitied nature of being follows from the composite
character of judgment whose cosmocentric direction can be
distinguished but not separated from its anthropocentric (or
egocentric) source and origin. In other words, judgments of
the real, being incluctably judgments by the mind, are peren-
nially precarious. The refusal to accept as final the adjectival
limitation of the real by human judgments—and scientific and
metaphysical judgments are certainly human—is complementary
to the ontological notion of a cosmomorphic substance. These two
implications of Problematic Realism constitute the quintessence
of scientific methodology. Scientific methodology, as I have
shown, requires for its application a cosmomorphic reality, the
descriptions of which, however ultimate, must remain elastic
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or problematic, for reasons at once objective and subjective. Itis
this conception of the elastic ultimate which furnishes the basis
for a new sort of metaphysics—the metaphysics:of scepticism.
Problematic Realism is but another name for this kind of meta-
physics. As for other brands of metaphysical generalizations—
those that issue in accounts of the nature and structure of the
universe presumably ultimate in a dogmatic or inelastic sense—
the very divergences between them converge upon Problematic
Realism. For what are they but the Procrustean translations of
a cosmomorphic substance, differing from one another in accord-
ance with the multifarious visions by which speculative minds
are inspired? Whenever any one of these mighty generalizations
will have been proved undeniably true—not as a national policy
is pragmatically true, nor as one of the non-Euclidcan geometrics
is formally true, nor as the @sthetic contemplation of a sunset
is mystically true, but true cosmocentrically as a final descrip-
tion of the intrinsic nature of rcality—then I shall gladly renounce
Problematic Realism.

The salient features of my philosophy, to which I am here for
the first time attaching a hazardous label, may be found
elaborated in a number of essays and articles. The chronological
order of these has determined the form of the present sketch.
Although still in the making, my philosophy has deviated but
little from its earliest inceptions and utterances. I find it difficult
to state at what period in my intellectual development the
philosophic insight which I now call my own came to light or took
on definite shape. Various influences have contributed to its
genesis; and some of these I shall now briefly indicate.

I confess to an early attachment to Kant’s “thing-in-itself.”
I could never make head or tail of transcendentalism without its
realistic underpinning. The cavalier neglect of Kant’s realism by
those who profess to follow in his epistemological footsteps has
always seemed to me a scandal. It is the “thing-in-itself” which
saves experience from being downright autogenous. An unknown
ground of knowledge, though dialectically a baffling conception,
is certainly more intelligible than the alternative we are bidden
to countenance—namely, the conception of knowledge as self-
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generated or self-grounded. To escape from a cosmomorphic
reality inaccessible to human knowledge, we are asked to accept
the absurd apotheosis of anthropocentric sensibility and under-
standing. The reflection upon the necessity of some ‘‘thing-in-
itself,” without which knowledge has to be conceived as producing
itself as well as its objects, first led me to the view I now designate
as Problematic Realism. I soon perceived that the ‘“‘thing-in-
itself”’ is but an infelicitous name for substance or self-existence,
and in that I soon recognized a cosmomorphic bulwark against the
connivance and idolatry of human passion and logic.

To Josiah Royce, my first teacher in metaphysics, I owe a
debt greater than can here be intimated. From him I first learned
to suspect the “existential predicate” of being the bull in the
philosopher’s china shop. His Four Conceptions of Being showed
me that nothing can apparently be characterized as ‘‘real” save
in relation to the truth of this or that metaphysical theory.
This soon led me to the following dilemma: either the “‘real” is
so neutral a term that, prior to the validated truth of a particular
ontology, it is applicable to anything and everything—in which
case it is meaningless—or it is a eulogistic term, restricted by
metaphysical fiat to favoured entities and relations—in which
case it is useless until the fiat question has established its claim to
exclusive validity. The reflection upon this dilemma has taught
me to be wary of a term so strangely equivocal and to use it in
the manner already proposed. The ‘‘real,” to be initially free
from the constraining influence of any special ontology, can
obviously signify nothing more than the substantive occasion
of metaphysical inquiry, the adjectival nature of which must
remain problematic until judgment concerning it attains the
degree of material truth supposedly inelastic. The “real” and the
“problematic” thus gradually grew in my mind as inseparable
as twins. In this direction Royce’s examination of the “‘ontological
predicate” inevitably led me. His own Idealism or Voluntarism,
though logically formidable, could never elicit my assent. I could
never escape the conviction that his massive edifice of dialectical
construction rested on the parlous foundations of solipsism and
anthropomorphism. The ‘‘internal meaning” of ideas, starting



78 CONTEMPORARY AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY

the sloping process up to God, to the ‘“‘external meaning” of
absolute or cosmomorphic bulk, could never lose for me its
taint of idiosyncrasy or humanity. The “purpose’ seeking fulfil-
ment, which is supposed to constitute the “internal”’ life of
every “idea,” I could not take seriously as being anything else
than uniquely egocentric or uniformly anthropocentric: purposes
not analogotts to my own solitary strivings or to the collective
ends embodied in the stratified institutions of human society I
simply could not fathom. To draw the universe within the orbit
of “purpose’ seemed to me tantamount to a denial of its cosmo-
centricity. Royce’s metaphysics, with which I earnestly wrestled
with all my might, had the effect of establishing in my own mind
as fundamental the distinction between reality as substantival
or cosmocentric and the adjectival limitations of it inspired by
will-attitudes either incommensurably individual or concurrently
human.

My initiation into the mysteries of Hegel's philosophy, which
played an important part in my intellectual development, I
owe chiefly to Royce. Left to myself, I should have imbibed the
hackneyed interpretations of Hegel repeated in a hundred text-
books. Royce, however, taught me to look for the genius of
Hegel in the neglected Phenomenology rather than in the exploited
Logic. The Phenomenology, accordingly, has been one of my
chief sources of philosophic inspiration. The dialectical method,
as exhibited in that perverse but great book, strengthened
immeasurably some of my spontaneous convictions. I soon
discovered in Hegel's dialectic two distinct strains, one repelling
and the other attracting me. What I found repellent was the view
of the dialectic as a mode of rhythmic experience. This strain,
which I call the Aistrionic, obliges us to equate the rcal with the
totality of ‘“parts,” enacted and superseded by an Absolute
Mind. The universe is thus made to proclaim the glory of a
versatile genius in whose dramatic will and reason we must find
the spiritual necessity of all the seemingly irrational gyrations
in nature and history. The dialectic as a method of tragic experi-
ence is simply a sinister apology for the spirit of romanticism:
Truth is Jodged in the restless and insatiable mind of a Protear
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Absolute. By a strange equivocation Hegel managed to impugn
the romanticism of the human self while endowing with romantic
traits his super-human ““‘Subject.” More to my liking I found
the second strain in his dialectic, which I call the comic, because
it is an impersonal mode of exhibiting the perpetual incongruities
involved in all human ideas and attitudes. This side of the
dialectic appealed to me as a weapon for laying siege to every-
thing dogmatic by rendering its partisan claims logically
ridiculous. Hegel’s dialectical method, though impotent to win
absolute knowledge, led me to see the absurd consequences that
inhere in the attempts to lodge absolute truth in anything ego-
centric or anthropocentric. His Phenomenology thus became for
me a comedy of errors, a vast playground of human ideas striving
to be more than human. The impressive panorama of our typical
attitudes and beliefs, all suffering from the illusion of perspective
and the blindness of partisanship, taught me to turn Hegel's
idealism into “its own other’’: the lesson I learned was to accept
as absolute a realistically qualitied substance, of which all the
human qualifications, Hegel’s own included, must remain dia-
lectically vulnerable—that is, problematic.

Fresh impetus in the direction of Problematic Realism I
received later from Mr. Santayana. His books, the depths of
which I did not gauge at first, became for me, as I read them over
and over again, treasure-houses of sanity and wisdom. In melo-
dious language, free from cant and sophistry, Mr. Santayana
has richly variegated the only theme that really matters in all
philosophy: the relation between substantive reality and the
translations of it in the polygot terms of human reason and
imagination. His naturalism, viewed as cosmomorphic descrip-
tion, seemed to me too positive, and his scepticism of existence,
assumed to follow when knowledge by suspension of judgment
becomes intuitive or disinterested, too transcendental. But the
difficulty in understanding the relation between his naturalism
and scepticism could never obscure the fact for me that for
Mr. Santayana no identity can be established between the intrinsic
nature of substance and the symbolic portrayals of it wrought by
the human (or animal) psyche. Mr. Santayana taught me not
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to confuse the life of reason with the life of substance. The life of
reason, being essentially egocentric and anthropocentric, being a
life in which romance and fable are such potent organs, is incom-
mensurable with the inner nature of what exists in itself, and what
can only be understood through itself. The understanding of
substance, beyond the fact that it exists, involves the impossible
feat of seeing it from its own point of view: a feat as impossible
for Mr. Sanatayana as apparently it was for Spinoza. Even the
highest kind of knowledge to which Spinoza appealed—even
the view of the universe sub specie aeternitatis—was powerless to
reveal the specific nature of the infinite attributes belonging
to substance. And since the indigenous attributes of substance
(on the assumption that their number is infinite) are unfathomable
—a view which for different reasons Mr. Santayana shares with
Spinoza—the human ‘‘circumnavigators of being,” to employ
Mr. Santayana’s striking phrase, in fathoming the universe,
sound their own hearts and minds, and import into cosmic
nature the illusory limits of their dreams and speculations.

These dreams and speculations, though no indices to the secret
operations of substance, are precious as human responses to
them. The recognition that in framing judgments about the
cosmos we never leave the human plane does not detract from
their ““truth,” if truth is a category pertinent to all the ingredients
of such judgments. The notion that truth is a category ancillary
to that of “‘response” I owe to the pragmatists, but I am reluctant
to connive at their vernacular, which is either too psychological
or too biological. I refuse to put my philosophical eggs in the
basket of a particular science. The pragmatic element in my
doctrine, which is speculative or dialectical, was inspired more by
George Simmel than either by William James or by John Dewey.
From these two great American liberals and liberators I imbibed,
indeed, the spirit of rebellion against the pretensions of absolutism,
but a constructive humanism, not enmeshed in exclusively
psychological or biological terms, I first found in Simmel. The
books of this subtle thinker played no inconsiderable part in
shaping my view of ‘“‘differential” metaphysics. It was perhaps
through them that I first came to understand the positive
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implications in the perennial strife of systems. Metaphysical
harmony is no more feasible than either religious harmony or
political harmony. All the ‘‘humanities” exhibit incomparable
responses to the same “problematic’ reality, each at once universal
and particular, unique yet perpetually recurring, like a musical
theme which is capable of endless variations. Problematic
Realism, though issuing in what I have called the “metaphysics
of scepticism,”” which is nothing more than a speculative extension
of the “elastic ultimate” involved in all scientific methodology,
is on its positive side a philosophy of liberalism and tolerance.
Just because the nature of reality is so everlastingly problematic
every human cfiort to sound its depths becomes invested with
indelible worth.
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A TEMPORALISTIC REALISM

‘I'ne metaphysics of the philosophical teachers whose influence
was dominant in most of the Amecrican universities thirty-five
years ago had one common and fundamental premise which was
supposed to be established beyond the possibility of reasonable
doubt; to question it was simply to betray one’s want of a genuine
initiation into philosophy. It was the proposition that, in Bradley’s
words, ““to bereal, or even barely to exist, is to fall within sentience;
sentient experience, in short, is reality, and what is not this is
not real. There is no being or fact outside of that which is com-
monly called psychical existence.” As my first teacher in philo-
sophy, George Holmes Howison said, in summing up a memorable
philosophical symposium in 1895: “We are all agreed” in one
“great tenet,” which is “thc entire foundation of philosophy
itself: that explanation of the world which maintains that the
only thing absolutely real is mind; that all material and all
temporal existences take their being from Consciousness that
thinks and experiences; that out of consciousness they all issue,
to consciousness they are presented, and that presence to con-
sciousness constitutes their entire reality.”” With almost a whole
generation of acute and powerful minds this passed for a virtual
axiom. And with a great part of the succeeding generation of
American and British philosophers the contradictory of this
proposition has passed for a virtual axiom: viz., that “all experi-
ence’’—or, at least, ‘‘all sensory experience’’—‘‘carries with it the
guarantec of the extra-mentality of its object.” To me neither
of these propositions has appeared either self-evident or, on its
face, particularly probable. It is, obviously, unpleasant and
disillusioning to be compelled to believe so many of the teachers of
one’s youth, on the one hand, or so many of one’s most eminent
contemporaries, on the other, to be simply the victims of a
specious pseudo-axiom concerning the primary issuc of meta-
physics; but this alternative, at least, has been unescapable for
most of us who contribute to these volumes. It is, however, still
more unfortunate, and still more productive of doubts about
the way in which the business of philosophizing is conducted,
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to be compelled to regard both groups as basing their philosophies
upon opposite and equally unconvincing pseudo-axioms. And
in this latter position I regretfully find myself placed. I am unable,
in short, to see any inconceivability in the supposition that
‘‘reality”’ may be of a mixed character, and that the ““objects”
apprehended in sensory or other experience may be in some
cases purely ‘“‘mental” and in others ‘‘extra-mental”’—though I
regard these traditional adjectives as not altogether happily
chosen; and I find what seem to me strong reasons for regarding
this supposition as probable.

The student of philosophy in our time, in other words, appears
to me to have usually been confronted with the entirely gratuitous
dilemma of an absolute idealism or an absolute realism (i.e., a
““pan-objectivism”). To be unable to embrace either horn of the
dilemma—to believe in a physical world, a most disreputable
thing in the eyes of the one party, but also to believe in “‘ideas”
in something like the Cartesian and Lockian sense, an equally
disreputable thing in the cyes of the other party—is to be in a
position which, among its other inconveniences, imposes upon
one who has a natural wish to vindicate the reasonableness of his
opinions the necessity of conducting a polemic upon two fronts
at once, or, at the least, of meeting two convergent attacks. And
to do both (not to say either) in a manner adequate to the impor-
tance of the issues and the number and undeniable plausibility
of the considerations urged upon the two sides would obviously
be impossible within the limits set for these papers. But there is,
after all, one considerable advantage in an intermediate position:
the object of convergent attacks may save himself some effort
by stepping aside and permitting the attacks to converge upon
one another. The result may be the destruction of one, if not both,
of the assailants, or at least the weakening of one or both. And
of this possible economy of effort I shall take advantage. Some of
the reasons why the ‘“‘great tenet” of idealism has ceased to appear
to me evident or probable will, I imagine, be found clearly and
forcefully expressed in other contributions to these volumes;
and it would be a redundancy to repeat them here. Most—though
by no means all—of us in America who were initiated into
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philosophy thirty or forty years ago have passed, up to a point,
through much the same reflective experience; we have found
the idealistic creed, in one or another form of which our philo-
sophic youth was nurtured, untenable, and have done so in part
under the pressure of the same considerations. But of those who
have gone thus far together, the greater number (at all events
until recently) have seen no permanent assurance for philosophy
against a relapse into the error from which they have themselves,
as they believe, escaped, unless the road be followed almost or
quite to its opposite extreme—aunless, that is, it be held, either
that ‘‘consciousness’’ does not exist at all, or that, at most, it is
a mere otiose awareness of objects in no way dependent upon it—
that, in other words, there are no existences which ‘“take their
being from consciousness,” or whose “presence to consciousness
constitutes their entire reality.” In my own belief the real danger
of a relapse lies rather in passing to this alternative extreme;
but I am glad to profit by such arguments as others have offered
to show, at least, the necessity of abandoning the old position.
There is, however, one consideration, relevant to the question
of the tenability of idealism, but also to many other philosophical
issues, which has figured much more largely in my own reflection
than it has, so far as I have been able to gather, in that of most
American realists; and I shall be less likely to repeat what others
will have better said if I dwell chiefly upon this. To all theories
about the nature of reality or of knowledge I carly began to
apply one touch-stone before any other—that of congruence
with the most indubitable fact of our experience, namely, that
experience itself is temporal. That life is transition; that our
cxistence is meted out to us in fragments which succeed and
supplant one another; that there is a region of being—even
though it consist only of our own past thoughts and deeds and
emotions—of which the content and character are settled and
unalterable, and a region of the not-yet-realized, which our
volitional natures and our most irrepressible affective attitudes
—hope and fear, resolution and hesitancy, purpose and planning—
manifestly presuppose, and apart from the conception of which
they would be meaningless: these have always seemed to me to
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be the first and fundamental empirical truths of which philosophi-
cal speculation must take account. It is in the degree in which
it keeps steadfastly in mind the temporality of man’s being and
his knowing that a philosophy is faithful to the primary certitude
of human consciousness about its own nature, and is relevant to
human life. But it is precisely from this aspect of existence that
philosophy has throughout the greater part of its history made
haste to turn its gaze, to fix it upon things that are complete,
self-contained, eternal, or immutable. That there are no such
things, or even that our chief concern may not be with them, is
not, indeed, implied merely by the fact that our experience is
mutable and successive; but no assertion of any supra-temporal
rcalm of being can, as it has seemed to me, be admitted into a
philosophy which does not resort to the silly verbal subterfuge
of illusionism, unless the reality of the eternal entities which are
affirmed can be shown to be reconcilable with the elementary
and immediately certain fact that we mortals /ive—that is, have
a transitive, perpetually lapsing and yet continuing, mode of
being under the form of time, and with what is implied cven by
the theory of eternal realities itself—namely, that the knowing of
such realities by us occurs in time.

How many difficulties and paradoxes the notion of temporal
process presents to the analytic understanding I am well awarc;
that philosophers, being for the most part eager and impatient
rationalizers of the scheme of things, have often had little interest
in that notion is only too easily comprehensible. Reality would,
of course, be far more manageable intellectually if it were innocent
of succession; some of the German Romanticists, and Bergson
after them, were quite right in declaring that the natural and
persistent tendency of the intellect is to translate temporal into
quasi-spatial categories, to treat the flux as if it were stationary
and the unrealized as if it were existent. But the embarrassments
which the concept of time has created for philosophy are no
justification for denying, ignoring, or slighting the strange yet
unescapable fact which every man, and therefore every philo-
sopher, is continually experiencing—the fact that his very thought
is in process, that there lie behind him moments of being which
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he can never in themselves recapture and before him a possible
future which he can, perhaps, in some measure foreshadow, but
which he assuredly does not yet in its living poignancy possess.

I came, then, to a conclusion which—along with much with
which I should disagree—Bosanquet long afterwards expressed
when he wrote: “The ultimate crux of speculation’ is “‘the place
of time, progress, and change in the universe. There is nothing
so difficult as this problem and nothing so essential to reasonable
thought or conduct.” It was thus the fact of the reality of time,
and the problems of the psychological naturc of our experience
of succession and the significance of the temporal process, that
did most to arouse my dissatisfaction with the doctrines of some
of my early teachers, and to set me upon the attempt to philoso-
phize for myself; and when, later, it seemed necessary to have
a label to attach to the way of thinking to which I inclined, I
ventured to coin the word “‘temporalism’ for that purpose.r The
term still scems to me a desirable addition to the philosophical
vocabulary as a means for setting off from all other doctrines
those which regard the reality of time as among the irreducible
ultimates of philosophy and as a crucial test of the tenability
of metaphysical and epistemological theories. A ‘‘temporalist”
philosophy, as I should use the term, would not necessarily assert
that all that is is temporal; but it would insist that whatever
cmpirically 7s temporal is so irretrievably—that its temporality
can by no dialectical hocus-pocus be transubstantiated or aufge-
lioben into, or embraced within, the eternal.

Tested by this criterion, the whole scheme of absolute idealism,
which had bcen so earnestly and impressively taught (with
variations) by Green, the Cairds, Bradley, Bosanquet, and other
British neo-Hegelians, and to which Royce was in the eighteen-
nineties giving what seems to me its most coherent and adequate
expression, at once broke down. The essence of that doctrine
was the supposition that an eternal whole can be conceived to be

' The term has not, I believe, been extensively adopted; it is, however,
frequently employed by Bosanquet in The Meeting of Extremes in Contem-
porary Philosophy to designate the view which he there chiefly attacks—
and which is, in essence, the view that I hold and should so designate,
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made up of temporal parts, that an absolute experience, which is
incapable of alteration because it is for ever at the goal, can include
within itself innumerable experiences of succession. This, even
in my student days, seemed to me no better than a flat contradic-
tion—and so it seems to me still. That there may be, apart from
the temporal world, some reality corresponding to that Boethian
definition of eternity which Royce loved to quote—interminabilis
vitae tota simul ac perfecta possessio—in other words, to the
Aristotelian and Scholastic Absolute—I will not deny, though,
as a temporal creature, I find the conception, to say the least,
difficult, irrelevant, and unappealing. But that such a reality
should be identified with the whole of a world of which we
temporal creatures and our present strivings, our lost yesterdays
and hoped-for to-morrows, are declared to be genuine component
parts—this I cannot but consider as preposterous a paradox as
any which the history of philosophy has to show—and that, I
think, is saying much.

I am, also, not unaware how strong and natural are the religious
motives which make for this sort of metaphysics. It is a very
soothing and comfortable self-contradiction—as is not surprising;
for it is of the nature of self-contradictions to be comfortable,
and conversely, I am not sure that there are any altogether
comfortable views of the world which are not self-contradictory.
The good which all men naturally desire is the privilege of eating
their cake and having it too; and this human craving, which finds
such small satisfaction in the world of physical experience and
the logical world of the “mere understanding,” many types of
philosophy have sought to gratify in the matter of our beliefs.
Psychologically considered, this has been one of the frequent
historic functions of speculative philosophy; and psychopatho-
logically considered, it has, perhaps, been a benign function. To
escape somewhere from the exasperating factual and logical
incompatibilities of things, from the necessity of choice between
alternatives of which both are desirable, from the everlasting
entweder-oder des hartndckigen Verstandes—this, of course, is a
grateful, and may to some temperaments be a needful, relief;
and those philosophies which offer it, and especially those
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which give what seem subtly reasoned justifications for it, have
always been assured, and probably always will be assured, of a
welcome. But of all such philosophies, and therefore, in particular,
of Hegelianism and its offspring, I early became suspicious—
chiefly, I think, under the influence of William James and of
the reading of Renouvier, to which he used to incite his students
in the 'nineties. Both helped me to realize that the lust to reconcile
the irreconcilable is one of the besetting temptations of the meta-
physical temperament, one of the dangers against which the
philosopher needs most to be on his guard—a temptation the
greater and the more insidious in proportion to the many-sided-
ness of the philosopher’s mind and the consequent diversity and
intensity of his intellectual sympathies.

This conviction, of course, settled no specific problem. There
obviously have been set up, in the history of thought, a number
of spurious contradictions which do disappear upon adequate
analysis. But the influences which I have mentioned helped to
create, or to sharpen, a predisposition which has, I suppose,
affected my conclusions on a number of problems, and in particu-
lar upon the tenability of absolute idealism. They freed me (I
hope) of any readiness to let the attractiveness or “‘nobility” of
any proposed reconciliation of opposites obscure contradictions
lurking in it or in the argument for it; and they led me to believe
that, in the main, the philosopher’s business consists in making
choice between alternatives. I did not fail to examine with care
such acute and ingenious arguments as were offered by Bradley
and by Royce to prove that there is no contradiction in the notion
of a totum simul made up of successive parts. But Bradley’s
argument, as Royce himself helped me to see, was only a round-
about way of saying that the Absolute Experience is not really
made up of the sort of relational (including temporal) experience
which is ours; and Royce’s own attempt (especially in vol. ii of
The World and the Individual) to show how it conceivably may
be literally so made up seemed to me a failure. (To prove that it
was, in fact, a failure would, of course, require an analysis far too
lengthy to be presented here.) Nor, I may add, was my conclusion
shaken when, long after, Bosanquet, in his The Meeting of
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Extremes in Contemporary Philosophy, endeavoured afresh to
vindicate “the view that the foundational character of all that
is, while containing the infintte changes which are the revelation
of its inexhaustible life, not confinable within a single direction
or temporal career, is not itself and as such engaged in a progress
and mutation.”’* The greater the dialectical resources bestowed
upon the justification of such a conception, the more nakedly
did the essential self-contradiction in it appear to me to stand
out.

The form of idealism to which I had been introduced by
Howison did not, indeed, present this contradiction. While it
recognized an eternal as well as a temporal order of being, the
eternal did not—for it—contain the temporal. Each finite mind
was declared to be, “in one side of its being,” an “‘empirical’ exist-
ence in time, and, in another side, to “have an eternal reality
that did not arise out of change, and that cannot by change pass
away’’—‘‘eternal”’ here being expressly defined as the negation
of “temporal.”* That what is experienced as temporal is so
genuinely and without any sublation into its opposite was there-
fore not denied by this theory. Yet even this less paradoxical
sort of eternalism I was unable to accept. In the first place the
proofs offered for it seemed to me unconvincing. It rested mainly
upon Kantian premises. Our possession of a priori knowledge was
supposed to imply the existence of an eternal or noumenal Ego
as the ““source”” and ground of all these “‘connecting and inference-
supporting elements in human consciousness.” But I could never
see the connection between the premise and the conclusion. That
at each moment the contents of each individual consciousness
have a ‘“‘unique and not further analysable togetherness” I
recognized; and that somec factor of continuity, some element
persistent or identically recurrent in consciousness from moment
to moment, must be assumed, to make our experience of succes-
sion and duration conceivable at all, seemed to me evident.
But why the fact—supposing it a fact—that we find certain
specific judgments ‘‘necessary,” and therefore are constrained to

1 0p. cit.,, p. 210; italics mine.
1 The Limits of Evolution, 1901, Pp. XV, XVi,
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think them valid for cases of which we have not yet had experience,
should be regarded as a reason for affirming the reality of a multi-
tude of supra-temporal or eternal selves, was to me incomprehen-
sible. The apprehension of the necessity is itself always an empirical
event having a date in a temporal sequence; and if the necessity
apprehended be something both objective and eternal, the
eternity, surely, must attach to the logical order—to what Locke
calls the “relation of connection and agreement, or disagreement
and repugnancy between ideas’’—to which the judgment, gud
necessary and universal, relates, and not to the function of judg-
ing nor to the psychological subject, or maker, of the judgment.t
If, in short, any “eternal reality” is implied by the assumption
that we have a priori knowledge, that reality is the world of
noumenal objects of Platonic realism, not the noumenal Egos
of Kantianism.

Not only did the proof offered for the latter seem unpersuasive,
but the conception, when taken in its entirety, seemed impossible.
How a temporal experience could be hitched on to an eternal
self without infecting the latter with its temporality, I could not,
and cannot, see—nor yet how an cternal self could be constantly
cngaged in temporal acts of cognition without impairment of its
cternity. As little did the theory appear to me to have the ethical
and religious consequences which were drawn from it, and which,
as I could not but feel, were in reality its chief generating motives.
It purported to vindicate both freedom and immortality. Because
out of time all selves were also out of the causal nexus and thus

t Misconception of Locke’s position is so prevalent that the quotation
{rom him here will perhaps seem to some readers inapposite. But it should
be patent that in the fourth book of the Essay his theory is essentially a
sort of Platonistic rationalism. We “know,”” in the strict sense, only when
we perceive a logically inherent ‘‘connection between ideas,” and experi-
ence is not for him knowledge nor, properly speaking, a source of know-
ledge. The notion that Locke was an empiricist has arisen through reading
his sensationalist account of the “‘origin of our ideas,” i.e. of the way in
which “ideas’’ get into our minds, into his theory of the nature and grounds
of knowledge. His total doctrine is that the ideas, though they come to us
through our senses, come bringing their eternal and necessary logical
inter-relations with them; and ‘‘knowledge’’ consists exclusively in intui-
tively reading off these relations,
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undetermined and independent; “relatively to the natural world
they are free, in the sense of being in control of it: so far from
being bound by it and its laws, they are the very source of all
the law there is or can be in it.” But even supposing this admitted,
such freedom manifestly had no moral significance; it belonged
to an abstraction, a noumenal Ego that never acted in time, in
which alone moral good and evil subsist—or, if it did so act,
became thereby enmeshed, along with all the temporal life of
man, in necessity. And inasmuch as the distinctive “‘empirical
character” of the individual was supposcd—as it had already
been by Kant'—to be somehow the expression or temporal
unfolding of something unique in the “intelligible character’ of
each eternal self, this so-called freedom was indistinguishable
from the most absolute necessity. Every man is and does what
the differentiating nuance that makes his supersensible character
distinct from all others requires; and this determination from all
eternity, and apart from all volition, to be the kind of self that
one is, is a blanker, more unexplainable sort of predestination
than that implied by the postulate of causal uniformity in tem-
poral phenomena. Similarly, any argument from the “eternity”
of the noumenal self to the persistence in the future of an empirical
individual existence—which, moreover, was supposed to have
begun in time—appeared to me impossible. Either the “super-
sensible self” really was eternal—i.e., without duration or
succession in time—or it was temporal. If the former, nothing
could be inferred about the duration of the temporal self somehow
incomprehensibly associated with it; if the latter, it appeared
antecedently as conceivable that any individual entity of this
kind should have an end as that it should have a beginning.
Thus both the pluralistic and the monistic type of idealism,
though they were presented by teachers of such rare gifts and
philosophic power as Howison and Royce, appeared to me
equally unacceptable as wholes. Yet one essential contention of
the former theory, as against the latter, I found convincing;
and this consisted precisely in its pluralism. That there is in the

t I am referring to Kant’s amazing reasoning about freedom in the
Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, pp. 224-36.
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experience of each individual at each moment something unique
and unshareable—that to know about another’s experience is
never the same as having it—this seemed to me a truth upon
which the “multi-personalist” rightly insisted. Monistic idealism
-—especially in the form which it had when Royce rid it of its
usual foggy indefiniteness—seemed to imply that you could take
a lump of experience commonly called John’s, add to it another
lump commonly called Peter’s, another commonly called the
experience of Peter’s dog, and so proceed ad tnfinitum, and thereby
could compound a total, called the Absolute Experience, in which
nothing that had belonged to any of these component units
would be lacking, though much might be added. But something,
I think, would necessarily be lacking—namely, that which made
the first experience John’s, the second Peter’s, the third the dog’s.
An experience, in short, appears to be always a centred or appro-
priated mass of ingredients; it may have elements in common
with other experiences, may be directed upon identical objects,
but the ‘‘unique togetherness” of the mass in the individual
moment of consciousness is a togetherness from a special point
of view; and ¢his feature of any one experience, though it can be
designated in general and abstract terms, cannot, so far as I
can see, be actually and in its concrete particularity an attribute
of any other experience. Even the limitations or dissatisfactions
of my present thought or feeling are more than mere limitations.
If the Absolute knows my error, but at the same time sees beyond
it to the truth, it is not my experience of erring that he is having;
and if he is aware of my grief, but at the same time knows that it
is transitory and that some joy is to follow, he is not sharing my
grief, since of that the very essence is its seeming finality. You
can’t, I am inclined to think, ever add to an experience without
subtracting something; cannot enlarge without also omitting;
cannot, even from what is called a more comprehensive point
of view, see all the aspects which things present from a more
contracted one. This, if true, confirmed the conclusion based upon
the considerations respecting time which have been previously
mentioned. Both the temporality and the individuatedness of
our human experiences forbade the supposition that they can
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all be embraced as experiences in any single Whole or be in their
immediacy and integrity possessed by any Universal Mind.

But the same two considerations which thus led me to reject
absolute idealism seemed to contain a positive implication of
great importance. They both assert the separateness, the mutual
existential externality, of certain of the parts of reality—exter-
nality which in the one case may be called lengthwise, in the other
case crosswise. Yesterday’s experience is truly contained neither
in my to-day nor in any eternal to-day of a Cosmic Consciousness;
as little, even apart from the question of time, can my neigh-
bour’s life be integrally a part of mine or of that of a Cosmic
Consciousness. But I was constrained to believe that I am capable
of knowing (more or less imperfectly) both my own yesterday and
my neighbour’s life—not only that there was a yesterday, and
that there are lives not my own, but also something of their
content and character. These beliefs are not derived through
reasoning; they are not ‘‘necessary’” in the sense that their
opposites are self-contradictory; and they obviously can never be,
in the strict sense, ‘‘empirically”’ verified, because they consist
in affirmations of the possibility of a knowledge of existents
which are not, when known, immediate data i» experience. But
they are beliefs which underlie the whole of human life as it is
actually lived by all of us; genuinely to disbelieve them appears
to be impossible to man, certainly to those whom we are accus-
tomed to classify as sane. The occasional lovers of philosophic
paradox who have professed such disbelief seem to me merely to
display an unconvincing affectation. In any case these beliefs
were obviously implicit in the temporalism and the pluralism
which I had already accepted; and at the same time, when
explicitly construed from a temporalistic and pluralistic point
of view, they manifestly entailed a definite theory about the
nature of knowledge. If there is a real succession of experiences,
and if, nevertheless, the experience of one moment may include,
or consist in, a knowing of the existence of some prior or subse-
quent moment’s experience, it follows that knowledge consists
in somehow ‘“‘apprehending’ one bit of existence by means of
another which is not identical with it. And, similarly, if my
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fellow’s experience—at all events his experiencing—may never-
theless be known by me, the same conclusion again follows.

The acceptance of a temporalistic and pluralistic metaphysics
thus carried with it the acceptance of an epistemological dualism.
Both intertemporal cognition and interpersonal cognition seem
to me to show that, in its very essence, knowing, our most
characteristic human function, is an organic process characterized
by a potential reference to, an evocation and apprehension of, a
Beyond. When we know in these ways we appear somehow to
have presented in our experience at a given moment realities
which we must at the same time conceive as existing outside of
that experience, in the sense (at least) that they do not exist at
that moment, or that they are experiences (or experiencings) of
other selves. To be known (except in the way in which immediate
sensory content is sometimes, but, as I think, unfortunately
said to be ‘‘known’”) things must—to use a happy phrase of
Professor Dewey’s—be ‘‘present-as-absent”; but since—in the
view of a temporalist and a pluralist—a given bit of reality
cannot be literally both present and absent, knowing must be a
function of a unique and anomalous (but not a self-contradictory)
sort. It must consist (partly) in the existence, at a given time and
within an individuated field of consciousness, of particulars which
do duty for other particulars, extraneous to that time and that
field; and the former particulars must have associated with
them in consciousness, the peculiar—but, as I submit, empiric-
ally the perfectly familiar—property which some of the School-
men termed “‘intentionality’’ and later dualistic epistemology
has called “‘self-transcendent reference.” The ‘“‘intentional” or
referential quality of a given bit of content present now in my
cognitive experience is itself an item in the same present experi-
ence. For example, the pastness of its date of reference is itself
a present and directly experienced quality of a memory-image,
which does not in the least mean that in memory the past is
directly experienced. ‘“We apprehend the various elements of
our presented content as fitting into a framework of conceptual-
ized temporal relations—which, in fact, appear in consciousness,
at a given moment, largely by the aid of spatial imagery, as of a

VOL., 11 G
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calendar or a time-table. And this temporal framework in which
our images appear has a curious twofold relation to our present
consciousness. As a datum for introspection, as an existent now
given in experience, the framework is included in the  present
content; but at the same time, as a conceived scheme of relations,
it logically includes the present moment and its content as a
single unit in the larger system represented.”

In cognition, in short, consciousness becomes, in Royce's
phrase, “self-representative.” A given moment of thought may
consist in a representation of a whole world of objects in relations
of many kinds—-temporal, spatial, logical—in which it is itself,
as represented, a mere fragment. Thus it is that a given experience,
e.g. a memory can cognitively or representatively transcend
itself without any existential self-transcendence. The memory-
image exists as a transient bit of reality now and at no other
time; but it exists in its place in a representation of a more com-
prehensive whole in which the now is an element consciously
distinguished from the not-now. If the notion of “intentionality”’
seems to some a paradox and a mystery, I reply that, on the
contrary, it is a notion obviously entertained by the plain man
and by most philosophers in their normal moments. For—to
leave the case of memory—when men conceive themselves to
be knowing about a future event, or even so much as distinguish-
ing the future from the past, they do not conceive of the future
as existent in the same sense as the present. The whole point of
the distinction lies in the conception of the future as something
not now experienced or possessed; yet the conception of it as not
now experienced manifestly s now experienced. And what is
described by the formidable term ‘‘self-transcendent reference”
is no more (and no less) mysterious than this common phenomenon
in the functioning of any creature capable of looking before and
after.x

My approach to realism was thus through a criticism of the

1 The theme of this paragraph I have dealt with somewhat less in-
adequately in a paper on ‘“The Anomaly of Consciousness’’ in the University
of California Publications tn Philosophy, vol. iv, from which a few sentences
above are taken,
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idealistic philosophies prevalent when my reflection on these
matters began; but this criticism, when its implications were
examined, turned out to require, as its positive corollary, a con-
ception of knowledge as indirect and substitutional; it involved,
in short, a theory of representative ideas, at least with respect to
cognition of past and future events and of the experiences of
other selves. And with this the epistemological basis of every
sort of idealism collapsed. If knowledge was, in fact, mediate in
certain cases, it might conceivably be mediate in others—for
example, in the case of sense-perception. There might be reasons
of other kinds for accepting a spiritualistic metaphysics; but the
citadel of the idealistic position—to change the figure—had
always been the epistemological assumption that only the
immediate compresent content of a cognitive experience could
be known through that experience; even in “objective’” idealism
this assumption had persisted, but its application had been
transferred to the Absolute, who in that theory was the only
knower in the strict sense, the sole possessor of genuine truth.
But this citadel had now, as it seemed to me, been breached.
In the usual epistemological sense of the term, a temporalistic
or a pluralistic “idealism” would obviously not be idealism at
all; for example, any consistent monadology is clearly a form of
realism, since it implies that there are, between two monads,
real relations which do not fall within the experience of either or
of any third monad. If, then, a particular knower at a particular
time can truly know realities which do not have their existence
within, or in dependence upon, his consciousness at that time;
and if there may subsist relations, even though they be relations
between consciousnesses, which are not in any consciousness—
then there is no decisive presumption to be drawn from purely
epistemological considerations against even physical realism.
Meanwhile, a vigorous revolt against idealism had been taking
place in other quarters, motivated by other reasons. Some of
these seemed to me valid, and therefore reinforced the argument
based upon the temporalistic and pluralistic considerations I
have mentioned. Especially sound and salutary seemed to me
the attacks made by several writers upon the doctrine of the
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“internality’’ of all relations, which had been so important
among the logical motives of post-Kantian idealism. This I had
already rejected as incompatible with both temporalism and
pluralism; but I had not subjected it to the separate and direct
analysis which was now brought to bear upon it by others.
Nevertheless the theses that were most distinctive, and in some
sense ‘‘new,” in the neo-realistic movements which became
conspicuous in American and British philosophy during the first
decade of the century, I could by no means accept; and the pri-
mary reason for this was the view about the nature of knowledge
that was implicit on the grounds upon which I had rejected
idealism. The new types of realistic theory were profoundly
influenced either by William James’s supposed discovery that
““consciousness,” as distinct from ‘‘content” or “‘objects,” does
not exist, or by G. E. Moore’s supposed discovery, about the
same time, that “consciousness’’ does exist, but is entirely distinct
from content and is incapable of generating or modifying its
immediate data. If either of these premises was adopted, it
followed that all knowing is immediate, that the “content” (of
consciousness, or the ‘“content” without any consciousness)
present in the cognitive experience is existentially identical with
the object known. In the words of the authors of The New Realism,
“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 contentsof consciousness.”’* Therewas
some wavering among neo-realists about following out this principle
universally; but so far as it was consistently followed out it led
to a sort of epistemological primitivism. What was proposed, as
the same volume announced, was ‘‘a return to natural or naive
realism,” which was defined as the “theory which makes no
distinction between seeming and being,” but holds that “‘things
are just what they seem.”’?

Now it appeared to me, for the reasons previously indicated,

1 Op. cit, 1912, P. 35. 3 Ibid., pp. 10and 2,
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to be certainly false to say that when I recall an event of yester-
day, or foreknow an event of to-morrow, or apprehend my neigh-
bour’s thought or feeling, these objects of my knowledge liter-
ally “become themselves contents of (my) consciousness,” in the
same way in which my own present sense-datum, or imagery, or
fecling, is content of my consciousness. If yesterday’s experience
is past, it cannot be “numerically identical” either with the present
event of my experiencing or with the content which is existent
simultaneously with my present experiencing. Attempts have
sometimes been made to meet this objection, either by suggesting
that a present remembrance need have no compresent content
-—which seems to me an absurdity—or by conceiving of the past
event as somehow actually persisting in the present. With respect
to the latter way of evading the difficulty I am in agreement with
the remark of Mr. Bertrand Russell: “This is mere mythology.
The event which occurs when I remember is quite different from
the event remembered. People who are starving can recollect
their last meal, but the recollection does not appease their hunger.
There is no mystic survival of the past when we remember
merely a new event having a certain relation to the old one.”*
In short, a consideration of memory alone would suffice, if there
were no other reasons, to lead me, as a “temporalist,”’ to reject
the epistemological monism, i.e. the generalized hypothesis of
direct knowledge without intermediating “ideas,” which is the
essence of the “new” realism.

But there are many other reasons. The most important of
these is the utter inability of any theory which regards knowledge
as always an immediate apprehension of its intended object to
account for error and illusion. The fact of error is the acid test
for any epistemology; and the implication, in this regard, of
neo-realism was all too truly indicated by the early American
champions of that philosophy when they identified it, “‘broadly
speaking,” with the theory—so ‘‘naive” that no one, I suppose,
had ever previously asserted it—which ‘“makes no distinction
between seeming and being,” but regards objects as ‘‘being
precisely what they appear to be.” The definition did not, it is

t Philosophy, p. 198.
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true, prevent the authors of it from elsewhere recognizing clearly
and candidly that the problem of error was for them crucial, and
from attempting to find a solution of it which should be consis-
tent with their hypothesis. These attempts are both too numerous
- -since nearly every adherent of the theory offers a different
solution—and too ingenious and involved to be examined in
detail here. I must be content, without repeating the reasons
which I have tried to set forth elsewhere, to say that none of the
attempts appears to me successful, and that any doctrine of
direct knowledge must, I believe—precisely so far as it really ¢s
such a doctrine—be incapable of accounting for error or even
of recognizing its possibility.

It is a further implication of the theory that knowing is always
a direct apprehension of objects which would be just the same
if no cognitive event had occurred, that all data of perception,
whether those commonly regarded as veridical or those called
illusory, are genuine parts of the physical world. To this conclu-
sion the neo-realist is led, no doubt, by more than one logical
motive. The desire to eliminate the duality of “mental” and
“‘physical,” at all events with respect to the content of conscious-
ness (in distinction from a possible function of merely ‘‘being
conscious”’), is widely manifest in contemporary philosophy. It
is, of course, a natural desire, since, if it could be satisfied, the
result would be a great unification of our conception of the nature
of things—a unification in realistic instead of idealistic terms.
It is manifest, therefore, in other contemporary realists, such as
Mr. Bertrand Russell, who reject epistemological monism. But
here, too, I have been unable to follow the road which so many
philosophical minds of my generation have found inviting and
apparently satisfying. To explain the considerations which have
deterred me from doing so would manifestly require, first of all,
an attempt to define the nature of the “physical world,”” and then
an examination of each of the classes of experienced content
which seem to me to resist inclusion in that world, when so
defined. It would also require, in order to be relevant to the
latest phase of the controversy, a discussion of Mr. Russell’s
recent ingenious hypothesis that our percepts (and apparently
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all other content) are “in our heads,” and that, e.g., the bit of
what I call “blue sky” which is now present in my visual field is
really a part of my brain—a task the more difficult because I
find it hard to see how Mr. Russell’s general theory permits us
to suppose that we have any members properly describable as
“heads.”” These are, of course, too large and complicated under-
takings to be attempted here. But if I may assume that member-
ship in the physical world means presence in a single, public,
spatial, or spatio-temporal order, in which the laws of physics
hold good, then I cannot see how the content of dreams, hallucina-
tions, illusions, or even the contents of veridical perception as
the epistemological dualist must conceive them, can be given
a place in that world. This does not imply that the cxistence
of these contents is not dependent upon processes themselves
physical and conforming to the generalizations of the physicists.
But physical science itself would be impossible if such entities as
dream-monsters, the dipsomaniac’s pink rats, or present memory-
images of vanished objects—all with the qualities and behaviour
which they are experienced as exhibiting—were placed upon the
same footing as “scientific objects.” The distinction between the
“mental,” in the sense of that which merely “appears” in an
individuated private ficld of content, and the “‘physical,” in the
sense of an independent, orderly, perduring system of entities
or “events” having dynamic or causal relations inter se of the
kind which physical science hypothetically describes, was perhaps
one of the earliest, and is still, I am disposed to think, one of the
most indispensable of the philosophical acquisitions of mankind.
The “bifurcation” of experience, if not of “nature” (the use of
the term in this connection is question-begging), is the beginning
of wisdom in metaphysics.

This will, perhaps, suffice to convey some very general notion
of the primary considerations (though these are by no means all)
which have brought me to that position mentioned at the outset,
intermediate between the idealism accepted by most good philo-
sophers when my acquaintance with philosophy began, and the
type of realism enthusiastically adopted by so many good philo-
sophers during the past quarter-century. Some steps in this
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stinerarium mentis have necessarily been omitted altogether.
For example, any idealistic reader will have discerned that no
positive reason has been given for accepting a physical realism;
but that is one of the deficiencies which will, I hope, be abundantly
made good by some of the other contributors to these volumes.
And the temporalistic premise in which the whole process began
needs, I realize, much further elucidation, alike with respect to
the difficult concept of time itself, to its cosmological implications,
the general world-view which it entails or suggests, and to its
bearing upon the historic issues of religious belief. But both to
express opinions on these further matters and also to present
reasons for the opinions is plainly out of the question within the
limits of space available here; and the statement of conclusions
(on matters about which the views of reasonable men differ)
without reasons is manifestly not philosophy.
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A TENTATIVE REALISTIC METAPHYSICS

My philosophical creed is that if ever we are to have an even
partially satisfactory philosophy, we shall get it only by the use
of scientific methods. The materials to which these methods are
to be applied are supplied by experience, not the crude experience
of everyday life, but this experience as interpreted by the various
special sciences. The interpretation given by any special science
to the material it investigates is relevant to that material; but
the question of the adequacy of that interpretation when that
material is considered as only one aspect of the world revealed
to us in experience is one that the special science seldom raiscs.
What the philosopher tries to do is to fit this interpretation
into a larger scheme which embraces other aspects of the world
as interpreted by other special sciences. Thus the self-imposed
task of the philosopher is the integration of the scientific inter-
pretations of the world in which he finds himself. Any step he
takes in the accomplishment of his task is precarious; there are
too many factors of uncertainty. The special sciences are them-
selves constantly changing their interpretations, and even at
any time the interpretation any science gives to findings in its
field cannot be fully understood unless all the facts it investigates
are taken into account; and it is only the special scientist who
has detailed knowledge of these facts. It thus behoves a philo-
sopher to be quite humble in his attitude toward his results.
He should never infallibly know that he is right, and should
always suspect that he is wrong. He attacks his problem not
because he believes that he can definitely solve it, but becausc
he is interested in it and cannot keep his hands off. He merely
hopes that he may perhaps contribute something to its solution;
at best the contribution will be infinitesimally small in the ultimate
reckoning—and perhaps there will be no w«ltimate reckoning.

For this reason it is wise for the philosopher to content himself
with being a philosopher only within very narrow limits. He will
attack only one philosophical problem at a time: he will attempt
to integrate the interpretation of experience given in some
special science with that given in some other special science,
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but he will not attempt a wholesale integration. This does not
mean that he does not keep a weather-eye open for winds that
may be brewing elsewhere. As a philosopher he must have that
eye always functioning; but it cannot see everything. It is rather
on the look out for something that may be at variance with
what he thinks he sees in the immediate neighbourhood.

There are two philosophical problems that have most per-
sistently interested me, the metaphysical and the moral problems.
In a paper like this it seems better to confine myself to the former.
In view of the direction in which the solution of this problem
seems to lie, I am tempted to define metaphysics as the view of
the world in which physics and psychology are satisfactorily
integrated. Under such a definition behaviourism is metaphysical.
The reason it has not recognized its metaphysical status is that
for it only that metaphysics is metaphysics which is not its own
metaphysics. Behaviourism is, I think, a one-sided metaphysics,
which has managed somehow to lose its first two syllables with
out thereby becoming identical with physics. The works of such
men as Whitehead, Russell, and Broad would seem to show
that a metaphysician can keep in close touch with physics
without developing an evangelical fervour hard to reconcile
with an impartial outlook upon the facts of experience. The
metaphysics of lip-service to physics, including laryngeal minis-
trations, may consistently with itself prove to be neither physics
nor philosophy, but mere talk.

Descartes and Santayana have tried to see how much of
common sense they can doubt and yet have anything left. I
have been trying for years to see how much of common sense
one can keep and yet have anything scientific. As yet I have
found no conclusive evidence that the space and time found in
my experience are not the space and time of physical objects;
of course not all of the latter, but at least parts of the latter.
Whether any of the sensible qualities found in my experience
can be regarded as belonging to physical objects is a question
that I will touch upon later.

In saying that the space and the time in which I see things
are actually and identically the space and the time in which
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physical objects have their being, I do not mean to prejudge
the question of relativity in physics. Even if the relativist’s
conception of space-time be accepted, still the space and time
of the system to which my body belongs are physical, and it is
that space and that time that, I believe, can be shown to be
the space and time of my experience; or rather they cannot be
shown not to be. Even if one goes so far as Mr. Eddington in
suggesting that “‘space and time are only approximate concep-
tions, which must ultimately give way to a more general con-
ception of the ordering of events in nature not expressible in
terms of a fourfold coordinate-system,” * one need not despair
of common sense. Four-dimensional space-time does not neces-
sarily annul the difference between space and time; space and
time cach may keep within the higher unity its indelible
character, and cach 1s an order-system, even though cach is an
element in a more comprehensive order-system. If mathematical
physics should ultimately find that space-time belongs to a
more general ordering of nature, there is no reason to suppose
that it will lose its character in the larger order. Just as the
spatial character of a parabola is not lost when cxpressed in an
equation with time as parameter, so if ultimately we shall find
it necessary to express space-time in equations with an as yet
unknown parameter, it is gratuitous to fear that the spatial and
temporal character of space and time will be lost by reason of
such equations. Mathematics mistakes its scientific function if it
supposes that its equations undo the facts of the experimentalist;
correlation is not annihilation.

As a preliminary to showing that the space and time of sensible
experience can be identified with the space and time of physics,
it is necessary to call attention to a classification of relations
which has quite often been ignored. Relations may be direct or
indirect. An example of a direct relation is similarity; an example
of an indirect relation is brotherhood. When we say that A and
B are similar, we do not imply any other relation in which A
and B stand. When we say that A and B are brothers, we do
imply that they stand in another relation, the relation of sonship

t The Mathematical Theory of Relativity, p. 225.
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to shared parents, C and D. Only by reason of their common
sonship to C and D are they brothers. Let us call any relational
complex in which the terms are indirectly related an “indirect
complex.” Let us call the implied term or terms of the relation
implied by an indirect complex the “condition” of the complex.
Thus the condition of an indirect complex is not a member or
term of that complex: the parents of A and B are not members
of the complex ‘‘brothers’”; they are members of the more
comprehensive complex ‘““family,” of which the members of the
indirect complex are members. The relationship of father-
mother to son or daughter is by our definition the only direct
relation found in a consanguine family.

Let us now take the indirect complex, ‘‘second cousins at
common law.” They are great-grandchildren of common great-
grandparents. The latter are the ‘““‘condition” of the relation of
second-cousinship. In general, great-grandparents are not alive
when their great-grandchildren are born. In such a case, the
great-grandparents do not become great-grandparents until after
they are dead, thus reminding one of Solon’s happy man. The
cousins before they are born do not have great-grandparents,
and after they are born it would seem as if, by a logic often
employed, they were too late to kave them. What I mean can
be illustrated by the possible answers to the question, “Have
you a wife?” “Yes” means “I have a wife and she is living.”
“No” may mean ‘‘I haven’t and never had one,” or it may
mean ‘‘I had one but she is dead” (or probably divorced). In
these cases the present tense ‘I have” implies that the wife is
living and is a wife at the time of the answer. On the other
hand, ask a man how many great-great-grandfathers he has,
and ten to one, if he likes to calculate, he will begin to count
up without noticing the tense of the verb in your question.
When it comes to accurate expression, tenses are difficult and
treacherous; there are too few of them for precision, and what
there are of them must often serve purposes for which they
were not intended, with the result that a grammatical philosopher
is misled or becomes sophistical.

The difficulty found by so many philosophers in my seeing
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now what now no longer exisis is, I think, exactly the same
difficulty a man grammatically meticulous has in deciding
whether he has any great-grandfathers. I postulate that a
physical field of vision is an indirect complex whose condition
is an organism with an optical nervous system normally func-
tioning and whose terms are material surfaces. The surfaces
of physical objects (or events if you prefer) from which light
arrives at the same time at the normally functioning eyes of an
organism form a collection indirectly related by virtue of their
relation to the organism. Vision is the relation in which the
organism stands to the indirect complex just described. Vision
is not an act of the organism or of a mind; it is the converse of
the relation in which the objects just identified stand to the
organism. If vision were an act of the organism, it would indeed
be difficult to understand how an organism could see now what
antedates the seeing. But if vision is the relation in which an
organism stands to what initiated (or reflected) the light that
on arriving at the eyes of the organism sets up changes in it,
it is difficult to understand how vision could fail to be later
than the objects (or cvents) which initiated the light. Just as
great-grandparents do not become great-grandparents until a
great-grandchild is born to them, so physical objects do not
become a field of vision until light from them has stimulated
an organism through its eyes. Upon the arrival of light from
objects, the organism has vision in relation to these objects,
just as a child in being born is born having great-grandparents,
not having had them before.r When I say “I see physical
objects,” the verb “see” does not name any act I perform on
the objects that I say I see, any more than my having a great-
grandfather is an act I perform toward him. I see, in having a

! The analogy fails in a point not relevant to our argument: my ancestors
were instrumental in bringing me into the world; the objects that eventually
have succeeded in stimulating my organism through my eyes did not play
any such part, exceptional cases excepted. To see that all this is irrelevant,
consider the case of a man who marries an orphan, thereby making two
deceased persons his parents-in-law. By his act a posthumous relation
comes to obtain between them, the relation of being in common pareats-in-
law. Here there is no question of an existential dependence on either side.

VOL. 11 H
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physical field of vision; I don’t have it because 1 see. In other
words, “‘to see physical objects” means exactly the same thing
as ‘‘to have a physical field of vision.”

To make this point clearer, let us take the case of a camera
in act of photographing objects. Something is doing in the
plate of the camera, something consisting in photo-chemical
processes. Now the field of the camera may be defined as all the
surfaces of physical objects, light from which eventually sets
these photo-chemical processes afoot. If the camera be an
astronomer’s camera photographing a star-cluster, the objects
in the field long antedated the processes they now have set
going; and those objects did not all at the same time send out
the light whose arrival at the same time as the camera makes
the changes in the plate which we call photographing the stars.
If it be objected that the field of the camera does not consist
of the stars of long ago that sent out this light, but of the light
now arriving from those stars, I reply that this is a matter of
definition merely. If you wish to reserve the term “ficld of the
camera’” for the light arriving at the plate, this does not annul
the fact that the dynamic relation starting from the stars and
ending at the plate divides the objects of the physical universe
into two classes, one consisting of the objects in this relation
and the other consisting of all other objects. The camera stands
to the former objects in a relation converse to that in which
they stand to it; and in standing to those objects in that converse
relation it has in them a natural group of correlata all of which
long antedated its having them, and all of which presumably
had various physical time-relations to each other. The time and
place of its having these correlata are the time and place of the
chemical changes occurring in it. The times and places of the
correlata it has are not the time and place of the chemical
changes it undergoes; each of the correlata had its own time
and place.

Now in the theory I propose as to the physical field of vision,
the objects ‘‘seen” are analogous to the objects photographed.
“Seeing” is analogous to the relation in which the camera while
photographing its objects stands to the objects it photographs.
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In seeing an object, I do nothing to it; it has succeeded in doing
something to me. When I see, I am indeed doing, but this doing
is not my seeing. The analogy fails linguistically, only in that the
verb ‘‘to photograph” does not, except by implication, express
the relation in which the camera stands to the stars while it is
photographing them; it expresses the changes taking place in
the plate which will later result in a developed negative, whereas
the verb “to see” does express the relation in which my organism
stands to the stars, and does not express but merely implies
what is taking place in my organism.

If it be objected that we sometimes have vision of only one
object, and that therefore we may not properly define the
physical field of vision as the class of objects from which light
arrives at the eyes and starts physiological processes, I am
willing for the sake of argument to concede the point. I should
then define a vision of that object as the relation of an organism
to that one object, a relation which is the converse of the relation
in which that object stands to the organism in having started
processes which finally result in stimulating the organism.

Now a logical definition of a thing is not that thing itself.
So our proposed definition of vision is not vision itself. It is
possible to define many classes which as classes are artificial.
Thus I can classify all the events in the universe into two groups,
one consisting of all the events that occurred within the twenty-
nine minutes that began forty-seven hours and thirteen seconds
after the birth of any of Julius Caesar’s ancestors, the events
having occurred at a distance from the relevant birthplace of
not less than two thousand three hundred fifty-three miles,
and of not more than fifty-two thousand three hundred
eighteen miles and eleven inches. There is logically such a class
of occurrences, which of course would have to be defined more
precisely if we accept the theory of relativity. But such a classi-
fication is wantonly capricious and so far as we know does not
correspond to any natural, i.e. dynamic, grouping in nature.
On the other hand, the class consisting of all the ancestors of
any person is a natural class, corresponding conversely to a
certain dynamic cleavage in nature, i.e. converging lines in the
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““advance of nature” give rise to a grouping of points of departure
retrospectively considered. So also it is with the class of surfaces
of physical objects that have sent out light that reaches the eyes
of an organism at any time.

But this is not the whole story of the naturalness of the latter
class. So far as we have gone, the only difference between the
physical field of vision and the field of a camera, as we have
defined them, is found in the difference between a camera and
an organism with eyes. Is this the only difference? No! In the
case of the indirect complex whose condition is an organism
with eyes, the group, in addition to being a natural class con-
sidered retrospectively, is a natural group from which all con-
stderation of anything takes its departure. In fact, there would
be no science of physics and no logical classification were there
not in nature such a natural group. Whatever else the physicist
is, he is an organism which under proper conditions has a physical
field of vision as an integral natural group, and he begins his
studies by starting from what is in that field of vision and in
other fields similar in character. In other words, such sense-
fields are the natural premises of all knowledge, and whatever
later passes for knowledge may not contradict these premises.
No other groupings which he later comes to recognize as natural
may involve the denial of the epistemologically more funda-
mental natural character of such groups. Groups of this latter
sort are first in the order of knowing even though they are late
in the order of being: they are the most “primitive” and most
natural groups we know. We do not discover them by logical
construction; we start from them as the aboriginally given.
Later we discover by logical construction how to classify them.
Nature has been kind to us in sparing us the futile labour of
making a physical universe out of whole cloth. To adopt and
adapt a splendid personification from Mr. Santayana (Scepticism
and Awimal Faith, p. 191), Nature says to Knowledge: “My
child, there is a great world for thee to conquer, but it is a vast,
an ancient, and a recalcitrant world. It yields a wonderful
treasure to courage when courage is guided by art and respects
the limits I have set to it. I should not have been so cruel as
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to give thee birth if there had been nothing for thee to master,
nor so fatuous as to think thy task could be accomplished by
one who had no foothold in the world to be won. In giving thee
senses I give and will continue to give thee parts of that world,
as vantage ground from which thou art to advance to thy
conquest.”

A concept which has become familiar to all readers in the
literature of relativity will aid us in formulating our theory,
whether or not we accept the theory of relativity as valid. In
this theory a spatio-temporal “‘interval” between any two events
has zero-value if it is such that the same ray of light can be
present at both events. Thus the event of the departure of a
light-ray from the sun and the event of its arrival on the earth
have a zero-interval between them, i.e. no interval at all. For
relativity this interval is physically more fundamental than the
time-lapse of eight minutes or the distance of ninety odd millions
of miles separating the two events. Speaking relativistically, we
may say that nature in our physical fields of vision includes
surfaces which are separated by zero-interval; and the primitive
unity of such fields is a unity that does not have to be undone
when in physics we come to separate the events into time and
space. Nature does not distort herself in giving us all these
objects at once in space-time; it is we who are responsible for
any mistake when later we come to the conclusion that what is
thus given is all at once in physical time. The philosopher may
find the greatest value of relativity in its insistence on the fact
that the concept of physical simultaneity is a logical construction
which comes about as a result of our operations of measurement
of velocities. Physical simultaneity is a matter of definition; it
is not a ““datum” given aboriginally in expericnce. Any classi-
fication of events as physically simultaneous, if it is to have
relevance to observation and experiment, may not make null
and void the relation of spatio-temporal “at-onceness’’ in which
events stand as they are given in the field of vision of the
observer.

Now in the physical field of vision the events which are at ““zero-
interval” from the conditioning organism have the relation that
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I shall name “‘visual simultaneity.” When I see a star through
the branches of a tree, the star and the branches are visually
simultaneous, although in physical time they are separated by
hundreds of years. There is no contradiction in this statement;
those who find such contradiction either regard the seeing as a
present act which has the star of long ago as its present object;
else they fail to see that physical simultaneity is a matter of
definition. Once recognize that the verb “to see’” belongs to the
class represented by the verb “to relate” rather than to the
class represented by the verb “‘to strike,”” and the difficulty of
the first group of puzzled thinkers disappears. Similarity and
posteriority can relate a man to his great-grandfather; in thus
relating them they do not do something to the past now. What
similarity and posteriority can be in the way of relations, there
is no logical reason why vision cannot be. It relates an organism
to what has physically preceded it. When this relation occurs,
the organism is said to ‘‘see’” the physical objects to which it
is thus related. As against those who fail to see that physical
simultaneity is a matter of definition, perhaps nothing argu-
mentatively effective can be said. They have a self-evidencing
intuition that is proof against dispute.

A more mathematical way of stating what we have just said is
to assert that what is called physical simultaneity is simultaneity
treated mathematically, i.e. an event at any place is given a
time-coordinate equal to the coordinates given to certain other
events in other places. What I call visual simultaneity can be
treated mathematically by a distribution of equal coordinates
to a different set of events, the two distributions, however, retain-
ing the same order of temporal sequence. The difference is
analogous to the reference of points in a plane to two different
frames of reference, one rectangular and the other oblique, both
of them having their X-axes and their origins respectively
coincident. Except for points on the X-axis, the abscissa of
any point referred to one frame is different from that of the
same point referred to the other frame; but the difference of
reference does not disarrange the serial order of points in the
X-direction. Even so the difierence between physical time and
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visual time treated mathematically is a difference as to the
events which at different places shall have the same time-
coordinates as the events at the origin; it is not a difference as
to the temporal order of the events. It is the same time-order
that is visual and physical; but the same time referred to different
temporal planes of simultaneity. By a plane of simultaneity is
meant all the events at different places which are regarded as
having equal time-coordinates. Any plane of simultaneity is
logically as good as any other. The two planes of simultaneity,
the onc physical, the other visual, intersect at the physiological
events that condition the physical field of vision. Just what
these events are, it is not necessary nor is it as yet possible to
state in detail. All that we need do is to say that somewhere
along the line of physiological changes, beginning with the
stimulation of the eyes and ending with muscular response, the
planes of simultaneity of visual time and of physical time
intersect.

Before going farther it may be of help to contrast our theory
with some others now held. Behaviourists make vision consist
in the muscular processes which take place in the organism;
our theory recognizes these processes and also their relevance to
vision; but it denies that the relevance is an identity. The
processes are one thing, the vision another. Without the processes,
no vision; but the vision is not the processes. The American
critical realists (in general), together with the happily non-
American Mr. Broad, distinguish, indeed, between vision and
the physiological processes that condition it: for them what is
in the field of vision stands in spatial and temporal relations,
but the space and time in vision are not the space and time of
physics; the world of each organism’s visual experience is a
world of its own, both as regards qualities and seen relations.
Mr. Russell takes such a world with all its qualities and seen
relations and puts the whole thing in the physical space of the
brain of the organism concerned. The view I have been presenting
of the physical field of vision is more closely allied to that of
the new realist than to any of the others. For instance, Mr.
Holt (The Concept of Consciousness, p. 182) says: “We have
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seen that the phenomenon of response defines a cross-section of
the environment without, which is a neutral manifold. Now this
neutral cross-section outside of the nervous system, and com-
posed of the neutral elements of physical and non-physical
objects to which the nervous system is responding, by some
specific response—this neutral cross-section, I submit, coincides
exactly with the list of objects of which we say that we arc
conscious.” Leave out reference to “non-physical objects” and
“the neutral manifold,” and restrict the statement to the time
and space relations of the physical objects which initiate physical
processes that finally stimulate the organism through its end-
organs to response, and the statement would express our view
quite correctly. But when Mr. Holt goes on to say: ‘“This neutral
cross-section . . . is consciousness,” I fail to follow. I should
rather say that the consciousness in vision, for example, is the
vision, which, as we have repeatedly observed, is the relation in
which the organism stands to the objects in the cross-section
defined. This, however, may be a mere difference in terminology.

Before taking up the question of the qualities found in the
physical visual field, we must consider some other problems.
The physical field of vision is, of course, not our only sense-field.
Physical objects stimulate the human organism through many
sense-organs. When this occurs there is a physical field of sensc-
objects including all the objects that have initiated the stimula-
tions. However it may be in infants, whose sense-fields I cannot
investigate, my adult sense-field is unitary. To call a physical
object in such a complex field a seen object and another a heard
object is to imply a belief that the former is in the field because
of my eyes, the latter because of my ears. But the heard objects
are in the same space and the same time with the seen objects. If
it is argued that this is the result of laboriously acquired co-
ordinations in infancy, the statement may be true; for the sake
of argument let us grant that it is true. From such a concession
it does not necessarily follow that the space of sight and the
space of hearing are originally different spaces. I suppose that
infants, as well as grown people, who go to sleep in a seen familiar
room and wake up in a seen unfamiliar one have to do a good



EVANDER BRADLEY McGILVARY 121

deal of coordinating to get the two seen spaces connected into
one visual space; and if preliminary coordinating is proof of
lack of original identity of the spaces ultimately coordinated,
an infant begins life with a good many more spaces than he has
sense-organs. Not finding it necessary to have quite so many
different spaces and times, I agree with Mr. Russell when he
says: ‘“The direct logical importance of investigations into the
origins of our mental processes is ##l.”” * And on that account I
find of no logical value practically all the chapter toward the
end of which this sentence occurs. Much of this chapter is devoted
to the thesis: “In physics there is only onc space, while in
psychology there are several for each individual”; the thesis is
established by appeal to the fact that infants have to coordinate
the originally different spaces of each sense-field. Mr. Russell
admits that “an immense theoretical reconstruction was required”
before the theory of relativity was achieved; and yet he himself
accepts the objectively unitary character of the space-time of
relativity. What was this theoretical reconstruction but a
stupendous coordination. Coordination may result in the dis-
covery of unity as well as in the production of unity.

When we take into consideration not merely the physical
field of vision but any integral physical ficld of sense, say of
vision and of audition, we have a sensible simultaneity of objects,
as in the case of hearing the whistle of a not too distant loco-
motive while still seeing the steam coming from the whistle.
In such a case the whistle heard is physically prior to the steam
scen. This example shows that according to our theory the
relativist’s zero-interval cannot be identified with all sensible
simultaneity. This is because the relativist deals almost exclu-
sively with what Mr. Russell calls “‘sight-physics.” 2 The corre-
lation of sensible simultaneity with physical simultaneity requires
consideration of the varying velocities of propagation from
physical objects to the sense-organs of an organism.

But not all objects in a sense-field are sensibly simultaneous.

' The Analysis of Matter, p. 154. The next two quotations made above
are from pages 144 and 195.
* Op. cit. pp. 160 ff.
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Some are there as prior to others, even though some are there
as simultaneous with others. The time therein is a stretch of
time and not a durationless instant. The sensible stretch of
time is what William James signalized as the “‘sensible present.”
Unfortunately his description of it contained an inaccuracy
which, I cannot but think, proved fatal in that it has led to
many mistakes in recent philosophies. The passage in which
this mistake occurred is so famous that full quotation is un-
necessary. I will quote only one sentence, trusting to the reader
to supply the context from memory. Speaking of this sensible
present, James says: “We do not first feel one end and then feel
the other after it.” (I have italicized the words which seem to
me to be mistaken.) It is generally just the other way around:
we do first feel one end and then feel the other after it. For
instance, in looking at an electric sign in which the bulbs are
successively illuminated I see first one point of light and then
another, and then another; while st/ seeing the first I come to
see the second; while still seeing these two I come to see the
third. The experience is not ‘‘a synthetic datum from the outset”
in the sense that what I see when I see the third is exactly what
I saw when first I saw the first. The seeing of all three becomes
a synthetic datum when the third sign is seen as illuminated.
The confusion perhaps arises from the fact that most specious
presents follow upon other specious presents, each, when it is,
being a synthetic datum.

An analogy will make my point clear. Take a short tube,
open at both ends, and pass it lengthwise through water. At
any time therc will be water in the tube, but some of the water
will be just passing into it, and some just passing out of it, while
between the two ends there will be water all of which is un-
ambiguously within the tube. But of this water that toward
the forward end entered the tube after that toward the rearward
end; but after it has entered, it is in the tube together with the
rest that is in the tube. The water in the forward end is analogous
to what is later in any specious present; that in the rear end
is analogous to what is earlier in the specious present; all the

v The Principles of Psychology, 1, 608 ff.



EVANDER BRADLEY McGILVARY 128

water in the tube at any time is analogous to the whole of the
specious present at any time; the water lying in any perpendicular
cross-section is analogous to what is sensibly simultaneous in
the specious present. The priority of any object in a specious
present with reference to any other object therein is due to its
earlier entrance into the field. In general the specious present does
not come by jumps, each replacing its predecessor in fofo. There
is continuity of sequence. This continuity is just the fact that
there is at any time a hold-over to greet a new-comer. It is not
continuity as defined by the mathematician. Royce and Santa-
yana, each in his own way, has allowed himself to be misled
by James on this point; thus the former got the fotum simul of
the Absolute Experience, and the latter the “speciousness’ of
the specious present and the changelessness of change.

This character of sensible continuity, with sensible priority,
sensible simultaneity and sensible posteriority in the continuity,
is doubtless due to the fact that the physiological processes
that are the condition of the field have what is called an akoluthic
character. They are not physically instantaneous, but have a
duration in which they wax and wane. While these processes con-
tinue, the physical objects that through intermediaries initiated
the processes remain in the field. Here, then, we have an
important difference between sensible time and physical time, in
addition to the difference we have already noted between physical
and sensible simultaneity. The measured physical duration of
the physical object may not be equal to its sensible duration.
A light-flash that occupies at its source an infinitesimal fraction
of a physical second may occupy a second in sensible time.
Does this difference force us to say that the two times cannot
be identical? Not unless we say that the time in which a dead
man remains a father-in-law is not the same time as that in
which he lived.!

Let us now consider the relation between physical space and

I A deceased father of a woman remains the father-in-law of her husband
so long as she remains the latter’s wife. The father-in-law may have died

at the age of twenty-two, and may later rvemain a father-in-law tor fifty
years,
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the space of a sensible field. The classic objection to a realistic
theory of sensible space is based on the differences in shape and
size a penny has as seen from different points. It is assumed by
objectors that a physical penny in physical space is only circular;
but the seen penny is rarely (if ever) circular; the conclusion is
that the seen space of the penny is not the physical space of the
penny. Mr. Broad * has stated this objection as forcibly as any
one. He distinguishes between the “‘sensible form” of the penny,
which is, of course, a variable, and the “geometrical property”
which is exclusively circular, and which is an “intrinsic’’ property
of the penny. The latter can be defined, the former can be
identified only by exemplification. Now presumably a definition
for Mr. Broad ties down what is defined to exclusive conformity
with the definition. That the circularity of a penny is a geo-
metrical property of it I do not deny. I cannot, however, concede
the claim that it is an énérinsic property, if by that is meant a
property the penny has without regard to relations in which it
stands to other things, or a property it has in all relations to
other things. The classical definition of circularity is most
obviously a relational definition; the definition tells what a
circle is in terms of measurement by a rigid measuring-rod, applied
in the plane of the circle; Euclidean equality of distance has
no meaning except in terms of measurement. The property thus
turns out to be extrimsic with a vengeance. This is not to deny
that the circle has the property Mr. Broad’s definition gives it;
it does have that property, but it has it only in a certain reference.
Apart from that reference, the property is meaningless. Euclid’s
geometry was largely metrical; but there is a Euclidean pro-
jective geometry. The projection of a circle upon another plane
is as much a geometrical property of a circle as its metrical
properties within its own plane; and its projection on such
planes is as much a physical property of a physical circle
as its “‘circularity,” as the amount of light reflected from a
penny in different directions proves. Try it on the camera. As
has been often pointed out, the shape of an object is the shape
it has where it is, but it is not that shape just by itself without
1 The Mind and its Place in Nature, pp. 170 ff,
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reference to anything else; it has, where it is, different shapes
from different places. What, for instance, is the “intrinsic”
shape of a man’s face? The shape it has in profile or vis-d-vis?
Is a tube round or straight? These and many other similar
questions lead one to be very suspicious of “intrinsic’’ geometrical
properties. An “intrinsic’’ property is intrinsic only when one is
so familiar with a standard reference that one uses it absent-
mindedly.

What is true of shape is also true of size. Is the sun large or
small as compared with the moon? In terms of linear measure-
ment it is vastly larger; in terms of angular measurement made
from some spot on the earth as the apex of the angle, it is about
the same size. So it is with sizes in general. A man at any distance
from you is physically, from where you are, twice as small in
any dimension as he is when at half that distance. Again, try
it on the camera. Our usual method of measurement of familiar
objects is by superposition of a measuring-rod; but this is only
one way of measuring; and the size got by any measurement is
always relative to the way in which the measurement is made.’

What has been said in the last two paragraphs is not equivalent
to the assertion that a thing has no properties. So far is it from
having no properties, that it has many more than any standard
description recognizes. It has all the properties that i any
rvelation it has, but it has each only in the relevant relation.
The contention that properties are relative is not the contention
that properties are relations, as Thomas Hill Green apparently
supposed. Just as a man is a father in one relation and a son in
another, without being the relation of fatherhood or of sonship,
so an object is big in one relation and small in another without
being the relation of bigness or smallness. So much is anything
what it is only in relation to other things, that I find it difficult
to believe that any one thing just by ifself could be even that
one thing.

It has been urged against the view which identifies physical
and sensible space, that when light comes to our eyes through
a refracting medium the object is not, in the space of the field

1 See Bridgman's The Logic of Modern Physics, especially pp. 66 ff,
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of sense, where it is in physical space; hence the two spaces
are not one space. Here we have in another form the same
problem. A physical object as a source of light arriving at another
physical object is for the latter something that electro-
magnetically was in the direction from which the light came.
In other words, direction in physical space is not just one simple
thing. We have accustomed ourselves to a standardized descrip-
tion of physical space conceived on Euclidean principles, and
when we find that our description does not fit the facts, we say
that the facts are not in physical space. The sensible brokenness
of a “straight” stick in water is a case in point. The “‘new
realists”” have not wearied of pointing out that in the optical
space of the camera the stick is just as much broken as it is in
sensible space. Physical space is not a rigid container of physical
objects. It is a system of relations, and what holds of physical
objects in one of these relations does not necessarily hold of
them in some other of these relations. There is no reason for
believing that the visual space of physical objects for human
beings differs from the optical space of the same physical objects
for cameras placed where the human beings are.

We are now ready to take up the question of the seen qualities
of physical objects. Is the seen redness of a physical object, for
instance, a quality that belongs to the physical object when it
is not in a field of vision? Most of the arguments used to prove
that it does not so belong are based on the theory that a physical
object, if it has any colour at all, can have only one colour at
any one spot on it at any one time. That theory is a huge assump-
tion. Colour is a relative quality; it is relative to the kind of light
that is emitted or reflected from the coloured object. A “red”
object is not red in the dark, nor in a room lighted only from
without, whose windows absorb or reflect all the red rays. The
same spot of a “red” object may be red from one direction and
not from another according to the kind of light it reflects in
the two directions. The experience of a jaundiced person proves
nothing, since the crystalline lens of such a person may have
become temporarily impervious to most of the light-rays. If
redness is a physical quality, the red object is red where it is,
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but that is not the whole story; it is red where it is from other
places, as Mr. Russell urges in another connection. The only
facts that give me pause when I am inclined to assume that
redness is a physical quality that an object would have from
the place where an eye is even if the eye were replaced by some
photo-sensitive object, are the facts of colour-blindness. If we
only knew enough of the physiology of colour-blindness, we
could in all probability resolve the question. But I understand
that no theory of colour-blindness is adequate; meanwhile, is it
not wiser to let the question remain unsettled than to settle it
dogmatically ?

If it be said, as it often is, that the physicist has proved that
physically no object has colour, I should reply with the question:
“When and how did he prove it?” In his mathematical treat-
ment of the physical world he ignores qualitative redness and
replaces it with frequencies of wave-length, after he has got
started on his mathematical equations. If this be proof, then a
surveyor, in ignoring the fertility of the soil or the mineral
deposits underneath, proves that there are no such things, when
his problem is only to find the boundaries and the area of a plot
of ground. What the physicist is justified in ignoring in the
physical world is not necessarily non-physical unless we adopt
Mr. Russell’s convenient definition of a physical object as what
physics is concerned with. In this sense X-rays and many other
things became physical objects only a short time ago; and so
far as we know colours may some of these days become physical
qualities.

I am content to leave the problem unsolved for the reason
that, unlike the new realists, I do not think that we can success-
fully maintain that cverything appearing in a field of vision is
physical. It perhaps will have been observed that heretofore I
have spoken of “‘physical fields of vision.” This unusual turn of
expression was purposively adopted in view of the fact that
there are other fields of vision, as for instance in dreams and in
delirium. While I believe that there is every reason to suppose
that in normal waking experience the surfaces of physical objects
are bodily in the field of vision, there is also every reason to
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suppose that they are not always the only things in the field.
Visual images are frequently there. I am credibly informed that
in some fields of vision with an alcoholic organism as condition
there are snakes (or is it rafs?) as well as physical pyjamas and
doctors and nurses, whereas from the fields whose conditions
are the organisms called doctors and nurses the snakes are
absent, but the pyjamas are present therein. From personal
experience I can testify that just now there is in my field of
vision a something (much like an old friend of mine) sitting in
a chair, and I am sure it would not appear in a field of a camera
placed anywhere in the room, although the chair could be made
to appear in it. Such a thing I call a visual image.

In such cases I find that the seen spatial and temporal rela-
tions between the image and physical things are just the kind
of relations that obtain between physical things and physical
things. I therefore say that images are in the same visual space
and time as physical objects. Why should I not? They are not
physical objects, but that is no reason why they should not be
where they are seen to be; in fact, it is a reason why they can
be there. In general, dealing macroscopically, we say that no
two physical objects are in the same place at the same time.
This is an empirically ascertained fact, not an a priori necessity.
But the very same empirical basis that justifies me in saying
that we cannot put a physical chair where a physical table is
without displacing the latter, justifies me in saying that an
image can be where a physical object is without displacing the
latter. Shakespeare was true to the kind of life Macbeth was
leading, when in Macbeth’s field of vision he put Banquo’s
ghost, shaking his gory locks at him, in the physical “place
reserved” for the living general. The difference between physical
things and images is not that they are in different spaces, but
that they behave differently in the same space. A physical
object is to be defined in terms of other relations than the
merely spatial and temporal ones. These other relations are
dynamical. This is the reason why we say that Banquo’s ghost
was not physical. If it had been physical, it would have reflected
light and thus got into the field of vision of anyone whose
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normally functioning eyes were directed toward the place
reserved. The question often asked of a holder of my theory,
“Why, if your image is where you say it is, do I not see it when
I look there?” is very simply and consistently answered by
saying that the reason is to be found in the fact that my image
is not a physical object and therefore does not send light to
your eyes. For the same reason my visual images cannot be
photographed and my auditory images cannot be phonographed.
The fact that they cannot be recorded by physical instruments
proves that they are not physical; it does not prove that they
are not where I sec them. I cannot see any reason why the
space-time which physical objects inhabit may not have as
temporary denizens at seen places all the images that all the
gentle reveries and wild ravings of men (and of animals if
necessary) have found in it. “There may be more things in
heaven and earth, Horatio, than are dreamt of in your philo-
sophy.” The recognition of them as there does no harm if they
are recognized for what they are, such stuff as dreams are made
of. They are where they are as the result of physiological processes.
With regard to them it would seem as if an epiphenomenalistic
interpretation would hold. There is no physical reason why an
alcoholized physiological organism may not give rise to such
physically ineffective and therefore non-physical things as
hallucinated snakes or rats which, when they are, arc where
they are scen to be.

But where did the drcam-objects of last night find their place
in the space in which physical objects are? I don’t know; but
if the unconscious victim of an accident is taken to an unfamiliar
hospital, can he say, when he comes to, where in physical spacc
he is? Is his inability to say a proof that he is not somewherc
in physical space? I rather suspect that the objects of a dream
are in the space neighbouring the dreamer’s body; but there
are sometimes not enough data to make a good map of the
locality. An adequate account of the whole matter, including
the question as to the whereabouts of Shakespeare’s Coast of
Bohemia, would take more space than we have left. We may
conclude our discussion of this topic by saying that while there

VoL, 1I 1
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are many problems requiring more detailed treatment, a sense-
field in general includes physical objects and objects not physical,
all in the same space and time, and none of them, in general, in
the brain of the organism which is the condition of the ficld. The
latter are in the brain only by metonymy; what ¢s in the brain
is only the physiological condition of their being in the sense-
field. They are “functions” of the nervous system, not in the
sense that they are nervous processes, but in the sense that they
depend on the nervous system for their being, and that they
change with changes in the nervous system. They are not
“functions” in the sense of being acts that the nervous system
performs. The ambiguity of the word “function” has led to
many mistakes.

Images are not the only transients in space-time which thus
depend on the physiological organism. It is not necessary to
list such “functions”; we may name a few. Desires and emotions
belong to this class. Specific processes take place in an organism
when it desires and when it has emotions; but these physical
(physiological) processes are not the only “desires” or “emotions.”
Physiological hunger is different from hunger as it appears in
the field of sense. Theoretically a physiologist with appropriate
instruments could discover the former; only the organism itself
discovers the latter. In this case certain nerves arc stimulated
by the processes taking place in the intestincs as the result of
lack of food, and at some time in the course of the nervous
excitation thus arising the quality known as hunger appears in
the sense-field. The hunger that I sense no one else can have
in his field of sense; he may see my grimaces and my writhings;
he may by proper devices discover glandular sccretions. But
none of these things nor all of them added together arc the
hunger as it is in my sense-field. There is no profit in discussing
the question which of these things is ke “hunger.” That question
is merely a lexicographical question; and lexicographically either
the outwardly observable facts or the inwardly sensed fact is
“hunger.” The point is that the proposed reservation of the
word “hunger” for what is outwardly observable, if adopted,
does not abolish the quality of hunger as it is in the sense-field
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of the organism whose physiological processes and secretions can
be detected by another.

Unfortunately it is not possible in this paper to decal with
perceptual fields as distinct from sense-fields, nor with thinking.
The rest of this paper, according to the specifications of the
editors, must deal with autobiographical details, stressing the
influences which, so far as I know, have been most powerful in
determining my philosophical thought. My first impulse toward
philosophy was a reaction against theology, in which I had been
schooled. Foremost among the positive influences I take pleasure
in naming the association I had with Professor G. H. Howison.
I have strayed far from the Kantian school in which in his day
he was a dominating personality; but, as Nietzsche said, one ill
requiteth a master if one remain merely a pupil. I owe to Professor
Howison my first living interest in philosophy, and also my
acquaintance with Hegel which has proved most useful. Anyone
who has studied Hegel sympathetically and thoroughly may
violently revolt against his system; but rebels often carry away
much that is positive from that against which they rebel. It
would be a hopeless task to name the philosophers of the past
to whom I owe much. For the last twenty-five or thirty years
the debts of which I am most conscious are to my colleagues
like Creighton and to my other contemporaries; those to whom
I owe most are those with whom I do not find myself in greatest
agreement. I had alrcady begun to work toward a realistic
philosophy before I became acquainted with the collaborated
volume The New Realism, but the writings of the members of
this group and a paper by Woodbridge helped me very greatly
in my subsequent thinking. Perhaps it was William James,
whom I met in 1897 when he delivered in Berkeley, California,
his famous address, ‘‘Philosophical Conceptions and Practical
Results,” who first of all set me to questioning the satisfactoriness
of idealism; at any rate I should name him as the most influential
factor in giving direction to my thinking for the next decade
and perhaps ever since. Naturally, John Dewey came next in
the order of time as well as in the order of power. The persistent
criticism with which I have confronted these two men in my
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private thinking is the best proof of the influence they have
had on me. To pass by the name of Bergson would be to do
him a serious injustice without his knowing or caring. Einstein
and the relativists, Whitehead and Russell, have been the latest
influences. My greatest regret in my present philosophical work
is that I have not had an adequate training in the higher mathe-
matics and in mathematical physics. If I mistake not, the meta-
physics of the next generation, as that of the seventeenth century,
will be in the hands of those who have command of a knowledge
of mathematical physics.

In naming my creditors I should be ungrateful if I were to
omit mention of my former and present pupils from whom I
have learned more than they have learned from me. When
“blue books” come in, and I am tempted to assent to the
cynicism of the professor who said that a university would be a
glorious place to work in were it not for the students, I have
only to look back upon my former pupils to see that it is the
living contact with young minds that perhaps alone can keep
an older mind from growing hopelessly senile.
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CONFESSIONS OF AN ANIMISTIC MATERIALIST

THE first question of a philosophic kind that I can remember
considering concerned the nature of the soul and its relation to
the body. Having been informed by my mother that the soul was
that which made you laugh and cry and think and move, I asked
if you could get it out by boring very carefully up through the
foot and leg until you reached it somewhere in the chest. To
this question my mother was giving a hesitant and somewhat
puzzled negative, when my father broke in impatiently with the
warning that I must never think of the soul in that way, that
it was not at all the kind of thing that had a place inside the
body from which it could be fished out.

I mention this little incident of early childhood because the
question I asked then is the kind of question I have been asking
ever since, and the reproof for it administered by my father is
the same reproof that I have received many times from my
teachers and colleagues in philosophy.

I feel myself to be a thing in a world of things. And the thing
that I am does not seem to me to be the thing that my body
is. The two are alike in being substantive rather than adjectival.
They are alike also in being agents and patients in space and
time, but they are contrasted with respect to the laws and
processes pertaining to them. The intimate union in existence
of these entities so disparate in essence has become to me ever
more mysterious. All my thinking has been oriented with regard
to the psycho-physical problem. And blessed or cursed by this
“animistic complex,” and goaded on by it, I have sought con-
tinuously for an intellectual theory that will bridge a dualism
imposed upon me by feeling or intuition and increasingly con-
firmed by the evidences of experience.

Next to the metaphysical question of mind and body there
came, and continued, the religious problem. Church services in
the early morning with my mother gave me a poignant sense of
the beauty of the Christian doctrine. Sunday-school and the
atmosphere of a small New England community gave me an
equally poignant sense of the falsity and incredible ugliness of
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the authoritarian and ascetic aspects of that same doctrine.
Cool, condescending approval or an equally cool and tolerant
contempt, which are the usual alternative attitudes toward
Christianity that are prescribed by the ‘“‘genteel tradition” in
American philosophy, have never done justice to its baffling
mixture of what is best with what is worst. Love and enthusiasm
for one half of the Church, righteous hate and contempt for
the other, are sternly called for.

Somewhere between twelve and fifteen I recad Bellamy’s
Looking Backward, Abbott’s Flatland, and articles on theosophy
by Blavatsky and others. Bellamy, in addition to making me a
socialist, made me realize that the business of the good life
was an institutional as well as an individual affair. Flatland and
the theosophy stimulated and made more explicit what might
be called my metaphysical interests. The characteristically theo-
sophic attempt to explain the mind and its doings in terms of
material or pseudo-material categories appealed to my animistic
attitude, and seemed to me then, as indeed it does now, to be
the most delightful of pastimes.

It was not until the middle of my sophomore year that my
formal education took on significance. I suddenly found myself
suspended from college, and very miserably I made visits to my
various professors to get instructions for the enforced period
of home work. Josiah Royce, whose course in the History of
Philosophy I had been taking with some real interest, received
me kindly, and inquired what I planned to fit myself for. I replied
that I didn’t know, but supposed that I should have to be a
lawyer. Whereupon he asked me encouragingly if I had ever
thought of the academic career. I never had, and I hardly knew
the meaning of the phrase, but the fact that here was a great
man showing me sympathy and faith in my dark hour stirred
me unforgettably. By hard, eager study I passed well the final
examination in his course. It had opened a new world to me.
Everything was changed, and I was happy. In my Junior and
Senior years in college, and in the three years in the graduate
school that followed, I gave my whole time, so far as I was
allowed, to philosophy. The classes suddenly ceased to be
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tedious interludes between parties, and became themselves the
most exciting of parties.

Everyone knows the extraordinary company who dispensed
philosophy at Harvard in the late ’'nineties: Palmer, James and
Royce, Miinsterberg and Santayana. Each of them had a dis-
tinctive philosophy, and each of them preached it with the force
of conviction. Their methods of teaching were almost as different
as their viewpoints. Palmer’s lectures were incomparably the
most finished, both as to content and to form, of all that I have
cver heard; and whether because of, or in spite of, their literary
perfection, their pedagogical effectiveness was extraordinary.
I had the good luck to be his assistant or reader, and so
had an opportunity to sce the progress in philosophic com-
prehension made by the large group of undergraduates in
his course, each of whom was required to submit four papers
during the year. Quite apart from this ideal of pedagogical
technique, and in addition to many specific illuminations, I
owe to Palmer the realization that a naturalistic relativism,
as regards the varying content of the good, is quite compatible
with a Kantian rigorism as regards the invariant form of right
or duty.

The classroom lectures of James were in striking contrast to
those of Palmer, and, indeed, to the polish of his own formal
papers. He would utter his thoughts spontaneously, just as they
came. As a result his talks were most uneven in quality. The
roughness and irregularity were, however, more than balanced
by the simplicity and directness of his conversational manner.
It was an inspiration to see and hear a great man work out his
own thoughts in the presence of his students. The informal and
colloquial speech coming from a scholar and a genius possessed
a peculiar piquancy. I have secn him stop in the middle of a
sentence with some such remark as: ‘“By George, Mr. Smith,
perhaps you were right, after all, in what you said a few
minutes ago; I had never really thought of that.”” Mr. Smith thus
honoured, would, of course, become the envy of all of us and
the devoted slave of his master. Nor would he realize that James,
with characteristic and unconscious generosity, had probably
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read into his comment a richness and meaning of which Smith
himself had been quite innocent.

The parts of James’s philosophy that concerned his Pragma-
tism and Radical Empiricism left me uninterested or actually
repelled, but to the more mystical and less explicitly developed
phases of his thought I owe much. His conception of the sub-
conscious and hidden energies of men, his Transmission hypo-
thesis, his defence of indeterminism and of a finite God, I greedily
accepted. Taken in connection with the Tychism of his friend,
Charles Peirce, they furnished me with a large part of my philo-
sophic faith. For Peirce himself I had a kind of worship. While
his intellect was cold and clear, his metaphysical imagination was
capricious, scintillating, and unbridled, and his whole personality
was so rich and mysterious that he seemed a being apart, a
super-man. I would rather have been like him than like anyone
else I ever met. And on the two or three occasions in which he
carefully criticized and then praised some of my student writing
I was transported with happiness.

It is to Santayana especially that I owe my realization of
Plato’s truth. I took his courses at about the same time that I
read Huxley’s Evolution and Ethics and Stevenson’s Pulvis et
Umbra. In all three the teaching was to the effect that value
did not depend on existence, nor right on might, nor ethics on
religion. An atheistic nature red with tooth and claw could in
no sense absolve man from his obligation to actualize ideals of
beauty and goodness; nor could it deprive him of the consolation
of knowing that those ideals were always and eternally there,
be the world what it might. The fact that I did not share the
pessimism of Huxley and Santayana as to the existing world in
no way lessened my debt of gratitude.

Another thing I got from Santayana’s courses was support and
confirmation of my temperamental belief in a world of substances.
Hegel’s hideous slogan, “Not substance, but subject,” so fertile
in sterilities of every kind, had been pretty generally adopted
by professional philosophers, and it was a relief to hear Santa-
yana, who had gone through that epistemological hell with his
common sense unscathed, talk delightfully and quietly about



WM. PEPPERELL MONTAGUE 139

the various substances of which the world might conceivably
be composed.!

It was, however, to Josiah Royce that my debt was greatest,
though in another sense it was also least. He taught me almost
all that I know about the world’s great philosophers, and yet in
his own philosophy there was hardly anything that seemed to
me true. His lectures on the history of metaphysics were glorious
affairs. He not only made the various systems clear in themselves,
but he portrayed their inter-relations so luminously and with
such originality and depth of insight that the whole course of
speculative thought was presented in a series of magnificent
vistas and then given the unity of a single great picture of the
human mind objectified. He had an unexampled power of
making abstract ideas concrete and almost sensuously vivid. It
was the ideas themselves rather than the biographical details
or even the identities of their authors that he emphasized;
and I think all his students were impressed with the fact that,
however it may be in other history, in the history of philosophy,
at least, it is not the who’s who but the what's what that really
matters. I not only got from Royce my knowledge and apprecia-
tion of philosophy, but I got from him the kindest and most
painstaking assistance in working out my own philosophic
problems. He gave me this technical help through my five years
of advanced study, and he accompanied it with continuous
personal interest and affectionate counsel. He had, moreover,
started me going, and trusted me when I was down and out. I
owed everything to him, and it seemed mean and disloyal for me
not to become his disciple. He was my dear teacher, and I longed
to call him master, but I couldn’t because his idealistic premises
seemed to me false. Despite this I felt the tug of the will to
believe wherever I could find elements within my teacher’s
philosophy that did not seem definitely false. And in a system
so rich there were, of course, many such elements. I remember
particularly the hypothesis about the varying time-spans in

I My first philosophic article, ““A Plea for Soul Substance” (Psycho-
logical Review, November 1899), was written with his kind advice and
encouragement.
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nature put forward in the second volume of The World and the
Individual, and how I jumped at it with almost tearful gratitude
as a clear good thought that might even be true. For it was a
new and interesting contribution to the great pan-psychist
tradition. It could be studied and appraised on its own merits
in the light of what was known and guessed about the world.
And it did not in the least depend upon the monstrous premise
on which the rest of the book was based, that that great nature,
in which we are such recent and humble participants, is itself
the product of our social consciousness and of the funny little
techniques of communication which we have developed.

My doctor’s thesis, formidably entitled An Introduction to the
Ontological Implicates of Practical Reason, was suggested by
Kant’s Critiqgue and by Hegel’'s Phenomenology. Sheldon and I
worked a great deal together, and we each felt that the principle
of negativitdt was inadequate to the great enterprise of cate-
gorial deduction which, translated into modern terms, meant
the scarch for a principle of hicrarchical organization in the
domain of subsistence or essence. We were cheerfully confident
of being able to remedy the defect. Sheldon took the principle
of the Self-Repeater and I took the principle of growth or increase,
perhaps suggested by Bergson’s durée to which James had in-
troduced us. Royce christened my principle the Pleon, and helped
me with his customary generous kindness to lick the thing into
shape. I supplemented my revision of the Hegeclian deduction
of the categorics with an adaptation of Kant’s treatment of the
sense of duty as revealing a reality more ultimate than anything
contained in the world of sense-perception, and attempted to
show that in the experience of moral obligation the Pleon re-
vealed itself in its true colours as the principle of reality itself.
The thesis was long, and must have been pretty awful as judged
by contemporary standards; but it was fun to write, and it got
me the degree.

The following year I secured my first regular job under Pro-
fessor Howison in the University of California. Howison, like
Royce, had a variant of post-Kantian idealism, but it was more
original than Royce’s, though not nearly so well organized and
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supported. It was a sort of Fichtean monadism in which God
was no Absolute, but merely primus inter pares, and the world
was the phenomenal manifestation of the society of eternal
persons who, by timelessly recognizing one another and onc
another’s recognitions of one another, etc., ¢ la Leibniz, created
the time process and generally kept things going. The pluralism
was in refreshing contrast to the anthropophagous absolutes of
Royce and Bradley, and to its author, at any rate, it had come
as a genuine apper¢n. He preached it with fiery and unflagging
earnestness, and so great was the forcc of his personality that
people all over the Pacific Coast began and have continued to
study the philosophy of German Idealism. The spirit at Berkeley
was very different from that at Harvard. Under Howison,
philosophy was not a fencing-match in which friendly gentlemen
exchanged playful thrusts and courteously applauded their
adversaries. It was a grim thing of life and death for the soul, a
veritable religion in which either you were orthodox (Howisonian),
or you were damned. I with my realism was mostly damned, and
would have been completely had it not been that Howison
was really two persons—a grand inquisitor who would burn
your body to save your soul and also one of the kindest men alive.
I was lucky enough to win his affection and not only his pro-
fessional condemnation, so for four years he kept me on, scolding
me angrily for my rotten views and even warning his students
against my courses, and then, together with dear Mrs. Howison,
showering me and my family with cvery sort of friendly kindness
and material help.

It was for me a strange, hard-working time, and in striking
contrast to the dreaming and brooding years at Cambridge. I
learned to teach, and found I could do it all right, which was a
great relief, because both I and my Harvard teachers had had
grave doubts about my being able to. I formed a friendship with
Overstreet, who was at that time devoted to the study of Plotinus
and in high favour with Howison, and that helped me as it has
ever since. I took two interesting courses, one with Professor
Slate in physics and one with Professor Stringham in mathematics.
The course with Slate was a splendid one, and started me reading
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hard such books on science as I could understand. Stringham’s
course had an even stronger effect. He was a man much like
Peirce. He had a Pythagorean sense for the things that really
count, and a Lewis Carroll humour. I had no ear for music,
but I think I got from his functions and serics the kind of experi-
ence that musicians must get from their music. The numbers had
always had for me an almost pathological fascination, and an
almost tangible objectivity. To regard the number 37, for
example, as the product of a human mind, a result of the count-
ing activity by which we reached it, seemed not only false but
idiotic. The numbers stand in vast and infinite array with all
their still more multitudinous inter-relations full of unending and
delightful surprises. They are what they are, and must through
all time be what they have been, more steadfast than the stars
and more clear and beautiful than existing things can ever hope
to be. It would be easier and less absurd to suppose that Baedeker
had by his descriptions created the Jungfrau at which I am now
looking than to suppose that the ephemeral mathematicians of
this planet create by their technique of procedure the timeless
truths which they discover.

Stringham’s course revived all my old interest in mathematics,
and the result was disastrous, for I became an addict and began
to neglect my philosophy in order to play amateurishly with the
new problems. Cardan’s solution of the Cubic seemed intoletably
complicated, and I got the feeling that the ease with which
equational knots of any degree could be tied must mean that
an equally general formula for untieing them must exist. On
that presumably hopeless quest I spent days and nights un-
dissuaded by the kindly warning of my mathematical colleagues
that the general equations of even the fifth degree had been
actually proved to be insoluble by the ordinary methods which
I was using. Then also there were the several simple-seeming
series for the summation of which no formula had yet been found;
and always, and best of all, there was the ancient lure of the primes.
I suppose it was vanity or laziness or an unacknowledged dis-
trust of my own competency to master the real stuff I needed
that prevented me from fitting myself by serious study for this
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new game. I preferred instead to wait until the house was quiet,
and then like a secret drinker unlock my cupboard and take
out with guilty joy, not the good little black bottle, but the
nice blank book in which I kept my scribblings, and hold high
revel with myself through the night, exploring the lovely grottos
in which the roots of my equations lurked, bound by mysterious
threads to combinations of the known and visible coefficients
on the surface up above. In the more than twenty-five years in
which I have indulged this vice I have discovered—at least I
think I have discovered—a few odd and pretty things, though
certainly not enough as yet to justify the hours filched from
philosophy.

In spite of this disastrous by-product of my work with String-
ham, and perhaps partly because of it, but still more because of
the course with Slate and the reading which grew out of it, I began
to take realism with a new seriousness. Science was discovering
most exciting things. With the atoms being not only arranged
in families, but actually caught and counted, it seemed a piece
of pedantic insolence for philosophers who knew nothing of the
new work, and cared nothing for it, to label the atoms and their
electronic constituents as “vicious abstractions from the organic
unity of experience,” or similar barren nonsense. If philosophy
was to play its historic role it must acquaint itself with the new
truths and exploit whatever speculative possibilities they con-
tained. Idealism began to secem to me, not just a falsity to be
neglected, but a positive menace debauching the minds of the
youths who studied it. There was need for a definite campaign
to deliver philosophy from the fog of confusion that threatened
to obliterate it. This feeling as to the increasing importance of
getting the epistemological situation properly cleared up, not as
an end in itself, but as an indispensable prerequisite to a worth-
while philosophy, made me glad to accept the call to Columbia
in 1903.

The new place was quite different in atmosphere from either
Harvard or Berkeley, and wonderfully stimulating. Sheldon was
there, and we could resume both our golf and our duets in ulti-
mate romantic metaphysics. Woodbridge was as realistic as I
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was myself—perhaps more realistic—at least as concerned the
world of concrete existence. And it was almost disconcerting to
find that what had for so long been my daring and dangerous
heresy was now taken by the head of my department as a mere
matter of course. And yet there were moments even in those
early days when I had misgivings that the new realistic accord
was itself not so close as it appeared and as I wanted it to be.
For Woodbridge seemed to have nothing of that inner veil of
sensation through which we all must pass to reach the outer
world. When a distant star would hit him in the eye with its light,
his body would bow or gesture in the direction from which the
light had come; and he would say in effect: “That is my perception
of the star—woild fout!”” What could it mean to identify the
publicly observable bodily antecedents and consequents of an
experience with the experience itself, the latter being obviously
private and not observable by others?

It was the first case of acute behaviourism that I had seen, and
the first, I believe, that existed. To believe in the outer world
was indeed very good, but to purchase that belief at the cost
of denying the inner world was too high a price even for realism.
The baby had been emptied out with the bath. But even though
the theory were as queer as it seemed it was original and never
put forward before. And in philosophy, at least, we should do
everything once. So I was not very much troubled if my friend,
for some unaccountable reason, chose to make believe that his
own sensations were non-existent. Moreover, Descartes had tried
this theory on the animals, and it was a pretty sporting thing
for a man to be willing to try it out on himself.

Under the stimulus of this new and, to me, delightful associa-
tion I changed from the representative or dualistic theory of
perception to a presentative or monistic theory. Not that I ever
doubted the existence of my own mental states and their location
inside my skull, but I got to believe that the objects immediately
present in perception were not those states but their meanings
or implicates, which as such could coincide (though they need
not), not only in essence, but in position and date with the things
and events in the extra-cranial world. The states that do this
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revealing are not themselves revealed. They are not motions,
but they are describable in physical terms. What kind of event
it is that can reveal events at other places and times than its
own is one phase of the psycho-physical problem. That intra-
cerebral states can and do reveal without creating such events
is sufficient for epistemology.

Beginning about 1910 there came the association with Perry,
Holt, and the others which resulted in the publication of T/e New
Realism. We set out with high hope of success, confident in one
another and in the sympathy of our big brothers in Europe,
Russell, Moore, and Meinong. We wanted, first of all, to introduce
into philosophy the two methods that had been so profitably
employed in science: the method of co-operative work and the
method of isolating problems and tackling them one by onc.
And in addition to these methodological policies we had (at
least so I thought) several epistemological theses which we all
believed to be true and which we intended to establish.

To me, at least, these theses committed us to no decision as
to the more properly metaphysical issues concerning the ultimate
nature of the world, or even of the nature of mind and its
functions. On these latter questions I was pretty sure that I
was not in agreement with my confréres, except possibly with
Pitkin. Our realism was thus not a philosophy; it was rather a
prolegomenon to philosophy and a declaration of independence
that would make it possible to investigate the nature of things
on their own merits without dragging in the tedious and usually
irrelevant fact that they could be experienced by us.

But even within the domain of epistemology, or closely con-
nected with it, there were incipient differences that were destined
soon to loom large. The cognitive function was interpreted by
Perry and Holt, as by Woodbridge and Watson, to be nothing
more than a “specific response,” i.e. a motion of the organism, or
some part of it, elicited by a stimulus. For reasons already stated
this seemed to me preposterously false. Magnify the importance
of bodily movements as much as we please, they can never be
other than north or south, east or west, up or down, or in direc-
tions intermediate to these. But the peculiar rapport between

VOL. II K
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an individual and the objects of which he is aware extends to
past and future and to the realm of the abstract. And it is im-
possible for the body to move in the “direction’’ of such entities.
But what is perhaps an even more serious difference between my
neo-realist colleagues and myself has developed in recent years.
The objects which appear in distorted illusory and hallucinatory
experience, which were always for me, not existential, but merely
subsistential complexes of essences that could not on reflection
be believed to be in real space, however vividly they might
appear there at the moment of perception, have been given an
existential status by most of those calling themselves neo-
realists. The result is to make of the space in which we live and
move a dumping-ground for all the contents of dreams and
illusions, actual and possible. Any space would crack under
such a strain, and of course ‘‘neo-realist’ space has cracked and
broken up into a series of “‘private spaces’” and a ‘“‘public space”
as a construct of each individual. Are there as many public
spaces as there are individuals who construct them? Do they
interpenetrate completely or partly ? Or are they mutually
external and side by side in a super-public space which is not a
construct? These last questions must also be asked about the
private spaces. And where were the individuals who construct
public space before they did their constructing, i.e. when they
were babies or embryos? I would rather be an idealist, at least
a Kantian idealist, than swallow any such mess. For Kantian
space, even when reduced to an a priori form of perception, could
still keep up, though in straitened circumstances, a semblance of
Euclidean respectability and enjoy a dignified priority to its own
contents.

It seems to me to be a certainty that the things of which the
existing world consists must at each instant have ultimately uni-
vocal positions, regardless of all of the conflicting perspectives in
which they may appear. And if we make temporal cross-sections
of these things, as we always can, and thus treat them as histories
or continuous series of events, and accept in addition the Special
Theory of Relativity, the situation is not essentially altered;
for though in that case space and time will have become inter-
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dependent aspects of the single four-dimensional continuum
of “space-time,” yct even so cach event will enjoy a univocal
“‘date-locus” or absolute “‘position” in the new continuum. How
otherwise could the events be unambiguously inter-related by
the Eddington “intervals,”” which are to remain invariant, regard-
less of the perspectives which vary with the motions of the
systems from which they are taken? Nor do the spaces and
times of even these varying perspectives include places for hallu-
cinatory contents. Relativity to the photographic plates on
moving systems is not relativity to the apperception-masses of
the men suffering from nightmares or delirium.

If neo-realism is to mean an ontological equalitarianism in
which existential status is to be accorded to every content of
perceptual experience, whether veridical or illusory, then such
a theory is not realism at all. We may give new names, such as
“sense-data’ or ‘‘sensa’’ or ‘‘sensibilia,” to the rabble of experi-
ential contents, and insist piously on calling them ‘‘physical”
in every sentence; but they are not properly physical, for they
are not properly things at all. They are not agents and patients;
they cannot go under their own power; and, worst of all, they
are totally incapable of orderly arrangement in a single milieu,
whether a space or a time or the space-time of Relativity., They
are, in fact, nothing but the well-known adjectival sense-impres-
sions of Hume and Mill and Mach and Pearson masquerading
under fancy appellations. And in treating them as the sole con-
stituents of the world of existence, the New Realism has surren-
dered unconditionally to the old phenomenalism.

These sad trends of behaviourism and positivism, which have
taken place in the last ten years and which I have attempted
to describe, spoiled my interest in the movement from which
I had hoped so much good would result; and once more, as in
the old days at Harvard and at Berkeley, I am left without a
party.

My general ethical theory had developed smoothly into an
articulate conception of what I had always vaguely longed for.
The good life was the most abundant life. Happiness was incre-
ment of psychic substance—fulfilment of tendencies and capaci-
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ties. We should seek a maximum of it and a minimum of
its opposite for all. Courage and sympathy were the means to
that end. They were the intensive and extensive coefficients of
righteousness and the only primary virtues.

As to the religious question which had from the beginning
been my second philosophic interest, I felt that my views were
crystallizing into a fairly coherent structure. And this structure
was based upon two postulates:

1. The Problem of Good is insoluble in terms of the traditional
Atheism.

2. The Problem of Evil is insoluble in terms of the traditional
Theism,

There seemed to be too much of goodness and purposiveness
in the world to be the outcome of blindly or mechanistically
determined particles; but also too much evil and inconsequenti-
ality to be compatible with any power at once omnipotent and
benign. There must be a God, a force or trend upward, to account
for the more than casual amount of goodness in existence, and
there must be a tremendous limitation in such a power to account
for the evil. The finite Deity of Mill and James was thus indi-
cated, both on grounds of metaphysical plausibility and of
ethical satisfaction.

When, however, we consider, not the processes of the Universe,
but its structure, we must recognize that the only chance for
the existence of anything worthy the appellation of Deity must
turn on the possibility that the cosmos has a life and mind of its
own over and above the lesser beings included within it. In
the old and unattractive words we may ask: Is there any likeli-
hood that the world is an animal? Can the sprawling galaxies
conceivably possess that degree of integration and organicity
which would constitute them an adequate vehicle or external
manifestation of a unitary and personal experience? To this
question I could give an affirmative answer. Not with certainty,
but yet with high probability, we may believe that the enduring
unity of the whole is more rather than less than the transitory
unities of its parts. Such a Being would, like other beings, possess



WM. PEPPERELL MONTAGUE 149

an ‘“‘environment’”’ which would, however, be internal rather
than external, and would consist of its own confused and recalci-
trant constituents: “that in God which is not God.” Encompass-
ing this unitary totality of existence there would abide the eternal
Logos, or totality of subsistent possibles, of which the actual
world is itself but an infinitesimal fraction—an indeterminate
and ever-changing precipitate of compossibility, the resultant, so
to speak, of a struggle for existence on the part of the essences.
The will to good, or the tendency toward harmony, would be but
one essence among many; but its intent to inform the stubborn
and warring parts of the universe with the harmony and unity
of the Logos would give it an advantage over all other less cirenic
tendencies. And the epic of cosmic evolution would consist
in the uncertain, imperfect, and interrupted, but generally pro-
gressive, leavening of an infinite chaos by the element in it of
divine love and good. This little yet perfect thing working in
the heart of all things we can symbolize as Prometheus or as
Christ, the finite will of a God whose essence and substance are
all-comprehending and infinite.

I am painfullyaware, not only of the inadequacy of my language
to express this Leibnizo-Peircian theory, but of what will appear
to my colleagues as the antiquated and fantastic character of
the theory itself. And I am equally well aware that no such
theological system of hazardous and far-flung speculation, were
it a thousand times more skilful and plausible, could constitute
more than the intellectual husk of religious experience itself.
The feelings of loneliness, insufficiency, and terror are the real
drives that generate religion. The ancient and pathetic hope
that the world is somehow kin to us, and that the things for
which we care most are not ultimately at the mercy of blind and
indifferent forces, impels the search for God. And when this
hope is reinforced by a mystic sense of being sustained by some-
thing sweet and quick, not of us, but very close to us, we have
enough to justify the attempt to reconcile the need of our heart
with the cold and meagre knowledge of the facts of existence.

Of far greater importance to me than the beliefs on epistemo-
logy, cthics, and religion, the nature and genesis of which I have
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been describing, was a certain conception of the nature of the
mind and its relation to the body which came to me in a curious
way, and which has seemed to me to constitute the solution of
the problem which of all problems had interested me most.
I have tried in four or five articles to present and defend the
hypothesis in question, but my failure to convey to my friends
my own conviction of its truth and importance warns me that
I shall probably fail also in this new and necessarily brief
account of the nature of the theory and the manner of its
genesis.

In my second year of teaching at Berkeley I had been using as
textbooks Héffding’s Psychology, Pearson’s Grammar of Science
and the Critique of Pure Reason. In Hoffding I had come across a
reference to Lotze's comment on Herbart’s doctrine of degrees
of intensity in mental states. I do not remember thc exact
point of the matter, but it had been haunting my mind, and I
had commented upon it to my class. In Pearson I had been struck
with a statement to the effect that whether the analogy between
sense-impressions and forms of strain was anything more than
a mere analogy he would leave undetermined. In my course on
Kant we had been dealing with the “Analogies of Experience,”
particularly the one concerned with intensive quantity. At the
close of a morning in which the discussion in the Kant class had
been especially lively and profitable, I was walking home to
lunch in fine spirits and full of satisfaction with the students and
with the work that we were doing together. Suddenly I got the
strangest cxperience; and if in my attempt to describe it I make
it seem silly or ecven meaningless, I can only ask the reader’s
patience on the ground that, however preposterous he may find
it, it has meant more to me than anything else that has happened
in my life. The feeling came as I was crossing a little brook; and
it was as if I could look into and down through each point of
space and perceive a kind of well of indefinite depth. The new
realm was like a fourth dimension in that it was perpendicular
to the three dimensions of space, and yet as contained within
cach point it seemed to be a lesser thing than a spatial dimension.
1 described it to myself as a “hypo-space,” a realm of negative
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dimensionality or essential fractions of the punctiform units of
an extensive manifold. It scemed to be the domain of intensity
and density, so that if I thought of a continuous solid being
diminished in its extent until it had shrunk to a point, that would
not be a zero of mass magnitude, for each point of a solid must
be as different from a point of empty space as a finite sphere of
solid is from the same sphere of empty space. After you reduced
matter to points, each of those solid points would have to wane
or fade down in density or intensity in order to reach the true
zero of mass. The first implication or application of my apper¢u,
if I may dignify to that extent my novel experience, was the
realization that there was room inside a point for a whole micro-
cosmic intensive replica, though in a curious inverted form, of the
extended macrocosm outside; and that the elements of that
intensive replica would have, on the one hand, a privacy and
invisibility, and, on the other hand, a unity and organicity which,
while preserving the plurality of specificitics, would permit of
their being superposed upon one another rather than placed side
by side as in extensive pluralities. The different clements would
occupy the same place just as a shape and its colour, or a tone-
magnitude and its pitch. The second reflection it occurred to
me to make on the new conception was that whenever a motion
or stream of kinetic energy was checked and transformed into
a potential state of strain or stress, the place of that strain
and of an indefinite number of further strains that could be
successively superposed upon it was the new dimension that
stretched in and “down” through each point of space. It was
because of this beautiful and unsuspected hiding-place for energics
that they were enabled to pass into the seeming nothingness of
mere potentiality and emerge again with all their specificities
unscathed. And then, putting these two sctsof reflections together,
it came over me suddenly that I had discovered the real nature
of the psychical and the manner of its relation to the cerebral
matrix in which it was so elusively located. I had found the way
in which sensations were produced at the points in the brain
where the neural currents were transformed into potential
energy prior to their re-issuance as motor responses. I had found
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the place where an indefinitely rich system of memories could
be piled up as traces left by the sensory currents during the
potential stage of their journey. I had found how it was that a
sequence of successive moments, mutually cxclusive in the
physical order, could nevertheless be felt as a solid chunk of
duration extending back and down into the past, the “specious
present”’ or durée real of Bergson, which more than anything elsc
differentiates the mental from the moment-to-moment reality
of a physical system. I had, in short, discovered the soul in its
hiding-place, and not indirectly through dialectical inference, but
concretely through an intuition. I walked off the little bridge on
which I had stopped when the thing came on me and went home
in a daze of ecstasy.

The ideas initiated by the strange experience that I had under-
gone have persisted up to the present, and despite the epistemo-
logical, sociological, and religious interests to which I have
referred, my dominant philosophic purpose has been to make
clear to myself and others the full mecaning of what had been
revealed in my intuition while crossing the brook. To the fulfil-
ment of this purpose there have been obstacles—in particular,
my own self-distrust. I knew that I had the taint of the circle-
squarer deep in me, and that fantastic analogies were apt to
seizc on my mind and gain an importance and a fascination
far beyond their logical value. Perhaps it was because of my
weakness and tolerance for the fantastic that the various pseudo-
philosophic cranks, who arc always appealing to universities for
academic endorsement of their wild schemes, were usually re-
ferred to me by my colleagues in philosophy and psychology.
I recall one poor lady who had accepted as a commonplace and
established fact the crazy notion that every name had a “vibra-
tion rate’” which, by a sort of sympathetic magic, controlled the
object named. Her own original addition to this nonsense was
the great theory that the word ‘‘vibration’” must itself have a
vibration-rate which, could it only be discovered, would be a
potent control over the whole universe. I proceeded, as in less
acute cases, to disillusionize her gently but firmly as to any hope
of academic encouragement for her theory. As at last she turned
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to go, I noticed the stricken look begin to fade from her face
and the horrible secret smile of the paranoiac gradually triumph
over the hurt. I felt an ccrie goosc-flesh shudder on my own part,
and suddenly the memory of John Bunyan came to mind, and
I thought, “There, but for the Grace of God, go I"’—and perhaps
there I do go anyway. Was it not terribly possible that my own
gorgeous intuition might turn out to be of the same pitiful
tinsel stufi as that of the vibration-lady whose idea I had just
sentenced to a well-deserved death?

In the more than twenty-five years that have elapsed, my
theory has developed through four successive stages, psycho-
logical, epistemological, biological, and cosmological. I will try
to set down briefly and in turn the principal conclusions in each
of these fields.

1. Psychological.—Sensations are the modes of intensive or
potential cnergy into which the afferent currents of motion
or kinetic energy are transformed at those points in the nervous
system (presumably the synapses) in which they are re-directed
into efferent currents of muscular and other responses. When
and where the cnergy of the stimulus ceases to be externally
observable as motion, there and then the new kind of energy,
purely private and internally observable as sensation, comes into
cxistence. What from the standpoint of the physicist is mere
potentiality of future motion, is in and for itself the actuality
of feeling and sensation. These intensive energy-forms fade out
rapidly, though never completely, into their appropriate motor
responses; but their traces in all their specificity are retained,
accumulated, and superposed on onc another after the fashion
of the successive twists imposed upon a rope or spring. They
constitute the memory-system of the individual, and like a
faint but pervasive field of force they modify in accordance with
their structure and pattern the responses to later stimuli. There
thus grows up an organism within the organism, an enduring
and ever-present register of the succession of past sensations, not
externally observable yet causally effective upon the visible
cerebral matrix. Unless we are to assume that a complex system
of motions could pass at their moments of re-direction into
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complete nothingness and emerge unscathed in magnitude and
in form, we must believe that those energies in their latent or
so-called potential phase possess, though invisible, all the rich-
ness and definiteness of structure that characterizes their visible
antecedents and consequents. The character of such a field of
potential energy as indirectly inferred from without possesses
all the cssential characters of the mind as directly experienced
from within. Looked at from either standpoint, we find privacy,
unity, “extension in time,” or duration of the past in the present,
and variety of content without divisibility or side-by-sideness.
In any extensive aggregate of particles in motion, the unity is
factitious and secondary, and the behaviour is the sum of be-
haviours of the separate elements. The forms and relations of
the system are not, as such, primarily effective. But a field of
force is like a mind in that the organic unity and pattern of the
whole dominates the behaviour of the constituents, which are
thus distinct phases rather than separate parts. And the forms
and relations or géstalten within such an intensive system
become what they never are in an extensive aggregate—namely,
primary and effective determiners as such.

These, in briefest summary, arc some of the reasons in support
of the theory that the potentiality of external motion is the
actuality of internal experience. IF'urthermore, such a theory
has what seems to me a very important methodological advan-
tage over other theories of the relation of mind to body. It
enables us, in the first place, to accept as true the various points
which psycho-physical dualists, from Descartes to Bergson, have
urged so effectively as revealing the impossibility of the kind
of structure which we know as mind, being a mere concomitant
or inseparable aspect of the very different and essentially con-
trasting kind of structure which we know as brain. But in the
second place the theory enables us to express these truths of
dualism without departing from the physical categories which
constitute the strength and fruitfulness of the mechanistic con-
ception. To treat mind as a field of potential energy is to do justice
both to its uniqueness of structure and to its homogeneity with
the material world of which it is an integral part.
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2. Epistemological.—Turning from the psycho-physical problem
of the relation of mind to brain to that quite other though
related problem of the relation of the individual as knower
(whatever else he may be) to the object as known (whatever else
it may be), we find an extraordinary situation—a situation in
which an organism or system of events is in a curious and unique
rapport with other events whose loci and dates are different from
its own. Consciousness may, indeed, be decfined as a situation in
which certain events (the objects) cnjoy a vicarious efficacy in
spaces and times other than their own-—namely, those of the
brain that knows them. IFor when my conduct is controlled by
my awareness of spatio-temporally distant objects, to that
cxtent those objects are causally efficacious in positions other
than their proper ones. And again, from the side of the knower
or subject, the internal states by means of which he apprehends
arc controlled by their cxternal and objective meanings rather
than by their sensory content. The psycho-physical theory that
the mind is a system of potential energies enables us to undecr-
stand how and why its objects are other than itself. For potential
cnergy has a double self-transcending reference. As the determiner
of future motions it is an agent and faces futurc-ward, but as
the “determinec” of past motions it faces past-ward, and is a
patient. It is this retrospective reference of potentialities to their
causes that constitutes the curious cognitive function. We live
forward, but we experience backward. I'acts are what we appre-
hend, and every fact is a factum, something done, a fait accompli.
This explains the curious relativity of objects known to the
subject that knows them, a relativity that is “selective” but
never constitutive, like the relativity of historical events to the
words that describe them, Which things we shall know at any
moment depends on our internal states at that moment, but
the things thus known are independent both in essence and exist-
ence of the states that reveal them. And as a potentiality viewed
as a forward-facing tendency may be counteracted and fail to
produce its characteristic effect, so may that same potentiality,
in its backward-facing or cognitive reference, fail to reveal its true
cause. This is the explanation of error. Our cognitive states
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reveal their normal or most probable implicates, which may be,
but need not be, identical with existing objects.

3. Biological.—The outstanding mystery of organic life is
the peculiar capacity of a fertilized germ to embody in its
own material structure—apart from the truth or falsity of the
Lamarckian theory—the structures of its myriad of ancestors.
These present embodiments of an enormous past certainly do
not exist side by side or within one another, as the ““Encasement”’
theory would have it, nor can they be accounted for in terms
of the number of possible combinations and permutations of
their atoms. These various possible arrangements would, of
course, be more than sufficient numerically, but they would not
persist in any definite order through the intercourse with the
environment. Their definiteness of arrangement would be washed
out through successive interactions. In order to account for the
persistence of the heredity-structure through all the vicissitudes
of ontogeny and later growth, it is necessary to allow to the
germ tremendous causal prepotency over its environment. The
latter is only a releasing and sustaining condition, and by no
means an equal partner in the interactions. Now, if the ancestral
past of a germ is present in it as a system of potential energies
superposed to any degree upon one another in an intensive hier-
archy, then we have an adequate system of causal determiners
of the process that ensues, and the reason for its persistence with
unaltered specificity is plain. Pre-formation becomes reconciled
with epigenesis. For the constellation of atoms in the material
structure of the chromosomes can be meagre and without resem-
blance to the structures that are to ensue (epigencsis), while at
the same time the hierarchy of intensive energy forms may em-
body in their own invisible and temporally ordered structure an
infinitely rich system of all, and more than all, of the forms of
past ancestry and of possible future posterity. This is a sort of
pre-formationism, but it is “‘energic”’ rather than materialistic.

4. Cosmological.—The Einstein Theory of Relativity might
appear at first sight to have no relevant bearings upon my hypo-
thesis as to the nature of mind and life, and yet it has seemed
increasingly to be congruent with it. The Einstein-Minkowski
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world is a four-dimensional continuum of space-time. As usually
conceived, that world is in a queer sense static. The time aspect
of it is like time that is past. The present flowing of time, what
Whitehead calls the fact of Passage, is not provided for. It is a
world whose objects, when temporally considered, are histories;
but as in the world of Spinoza they are histories that subd specie
aeternitatis have been always completed. Now, if we amend this
world to provide for its life as well as its shadowgraph, we may
fancy it as a space-time hyper-sphere, not static, but growing or
expanding cumulatively, and (if the Special Theory of Relativity
is true) non-Euclideanly—in a direction perpendicular to its
“surface.” The three-dimensional ‘“‘surface’” of this growing
hyper-sphere is the spatial or material world. The electrons and
protons may be thought of as the hills and hollows, or pimples
and dimples, which are opposite and unequal fourth-dimensional
displacements in the three-dimensional “surface’” of our space.
They would be produced by equal and opposite corkscrew ‘‘twist-
thrusts.” If the “surface” were not expanding, the equal and
opposite ‘‘twist-thrusts” would give protuberances and depres-
sions that also were respectively equal. But in an expanding
spherical surface equal twists would be correlated with unequal
thrusts or displacements in the direction of the perpendicular.
If these displacements represent the mass of the hill or hollow
and the twists represent the electric charge, then we could under-
stand how the degree of the depression (protonic mass) could
be greater (1,845 times greater) than the degree of elevation
(electronic mass), though their degrees of twist or electric charge
were equal.

If material particles can be thought of (following Clifford) as
the permanent four-dimensional departures from the three-
dimensional surface of the ether on which they float, then the
associated vital and psychical systems of potential energy,
registering the actual past and so foreshadowing the probable
future of the bodies with which they are connected, can be
conceived as the temporary and more tenuous four-dimensional
extensions (or durations) that are the invisible appendages of
their visible matrices. Thus I believe that the mind, as a system
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of potential energies in the cerebrum, is a real soul, thick or
deep in the direction of the past from which the world has moved.
The world is a true “pleon,” a sclf-increaser, and the vital and
mental structures contained in it are moving all together with a
cumulative growth-motion in a fourth-dimensional direction.
That motion we perceive, not as such, but as the passage of time.
The inner part of the world-hyper-sphere constitutes its definite
and still enduring past, while the as yet unoccupied space out-
side, into which it will grow, constitutes its indefinite future,
filled only with the possibilities which are the shadows thrown
forward by what already is. The world-soul, like the souls of
men, hangs down in time, extends into the past. Its material
existence and ours at each present instant is but the three-
dimensional cross-section, the fighting-front of a four-dimensional
spiritual reality.

I have made a desperate attempt to expressin a few paragraphs
the broader implications or applications of my theory of the
character of mind and organic life. My philosophic speculations
have brought me to the goal of a cosmological spiritualism, but
a spiritualism that in a sense can be expressed in physical cate-
gories. And so with equal propriety it may be termed a spiri-
tualistic or animistic materialism. The hopes and fears of one’s
heart exert such hidden and potent influences on one’s intellect
that it is hard for anyone to be sure whether his conclusions in
matters of life-and-death importance are intellectually honest.
At times I feel a sort of shame and self-mistrust that I should have
come out with a philosophy so optimistic. That the world is a
spirit, and that we are; and that perhaps we share even the
immortality of a Life that contains and sustains us is a creed
almost too happy and too good to be true. And yet I do believe
that if not true it is something very like the truth.
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EMPIRICAL IDEALISM

My interest in philosophy dates exactly from the moment when,
in the little public library of Summit, N.J., a mere bov of eleven
years, I chanced upon White’s History of the Warfare of Science with
Theology and read on through the afternoon until closing hour;
then hastened home to announce to my astonished sisters that
Adam and Eve never existed, that Noah never gathered the
animals ‘“‘two by two”’ into the Ark, that Jonah was never swal-
lowed by a whale. Years of fervid quest followed, during which,
without teachers and without fellow-inquirers, I tried to discover
whether the ‘faith of my fathers’ was or was not true. Small
wonder that, with a brain seething with such thoughts, I lost
interest in the more usual pursuits of boyhood, so unexciting
by comparison! I read all the books relating to the subject I
could lay my hands on, making use later, on the family’s removal
to Boston, of the ample resources of the Public Library there;
first, books of ‘higher criticism,” beginning with Renan and
Strauss; then books of popular philosophy, like those of Fiske,
Haeckel, and Carus, dominated by the concept of evolution,
and even weightier works, such as Martineau’s Seat of Authority
in Religion and Spencer’s First Principles. Under the influence
of all this reading I passed from orthodoxy to Unitarian ‘theism’
(fortified incidentally by Felix Adler’s Creed and Deed, a book
that I know has left a permanent impress on my mind); thence
to a mystical pantheism and nature worship; and, finally, after
reading Matthew Arnold’s God and the Bible, Darwin’s Descent
of Man, and books of Spencerian and Comtean positivism, to
entire rejection, as I thought, of all theological beliefs.

When I entered Harvard in 1902 I had, therefore, lived through
six years of lonely and unguided reflection, with a purely negative
result. Yet I came with a tremendous eagerness to discover, if
possible, the real nature of things, and a profound conviction
that philosophy, and philosophy alone, could inform me. My
life’s purpose was henceforth fixed. In my Freshman year I
elected History of Philosophy, ancient philosophy being given
by Santayana and modern philosophy by Professor R. B. Perry.
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Few of my later experiences will stand comparison in vividness
and freshness of joy with my first readings in genuine philosophy
in connection with this course—the reading of Plato’s Republic,
Aristotle’s  Ethics, Descartes’ Meditations, Spinoza’s Ethics,
Hume’s T'reatise, Berkeley’s Dialogues. How trivial by contrast
all my previous reading seemed, as the shadow to the substance!
Later on 1 was to listen to Royce lecture on Kant and Symbolic
Logic, Santayana on Plato, Palmer on Goodness, Muensterberg
on Eternal Values, James on Tychism and Radical Empiricism.
To me and to my fellow-students, philosophy, as represented by
these men, whom we deemed immortal, was still in the making,
and “‘to be alive was very heaven” in their company. Yet I was
not able to count myself a disciple of any one of them. A regret-
table shyness, and a too great reverence for my professors,
prevented me from secking them out and getting personally
acquainted with them; and besides, there were always, in the
case of cach one of them, important matters of theory, with
regard to which T could not follow them. To my thoroughly
unpractical self, James’s pragmatism was meaningless as philo-
sophy; in his proofs for the existence of the Absolute, Royce
seemed to be always ‘working for an answer,’ like the small
boy who has peaked into the back of the exercisc book and
already knows the solution of the problem; Santayana’s material-
ism could not stand in my mind against Berkeley and Hume;
the new rcalism of Holt and Perry I thought incapable of account-
ing for subjectivity, for knowledge, error and illusion; Palmer’s
cthical pietism seemed inconsistent with the fact of evil, and
Muensterberg’s contrast between science and life too sharply
drawn. Yet from each of my Harvard teachers I learned things
invaluable for my philosophical development: from Royce my
interest in Symbolic Logic; from James the standpoint of
radical empiricism and a bias towards pluralism and indeter-
minism from Santayana an awakening to the problems of value
(I still think Santayana’s whole metaphysics, with its artifices
of matter and essence, however original and beautiful in
expression, a sad mistake, while his interpretations of culture
remain incomparable in our generation); from Perry and Holt a
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discontent with traditional solutions. Aside from my debt to my
teachers, I owed most, during my student days, to Berkeley and
Hume; to Hegel and Nietzsche; to Bradley, Mach, and Avenarius,
and outside of the field of philosophy, to my study of Greek and
mathematics.

Since leaving Harvard I have taught at the University of
Michigan for nearly twenty years, with the exception of two
years spent at the University of California. During these years I
have made a special study of aesthetics, both historical and
theoretical, falling successively under the influence of Santayana,
Lipps, and Croce, but eventually working my way to an inde-
pendent standpoint, as represented in my books, The Principles
of Aesthetics, 1920, and the Amnalysis of Art, 1926. Plato and
Aristotle, whom I teach, have persistently occupied my thought;
my knowledge of the German idealists and of Leibniz and
Spinoza has been intermittently renewed and extended; Bergson
and Peirce, both strangely neglected during my student days,
have influenced me powerfully. Like most of my contemporaries,
I fancy, I have been tantalized and stimulated by the writings
of Russell, so fresh and mercurial; and through his work largely
I have maintained my interest in symbolic logic, a subject which
I teach occasionally to minute classes of advanced students. My
book, The Self and Nature, 1917, represents the impact of all
these influences for the first ten years of my professorial career.
The book is merely an impressionistic sketch, full of inconsisten-
cies and other shortcomings; but I still adhere to its essential
positions. Very recently, as a result doubtless of ethical problems
raised by the Great War, I have become interested in the problems
connected with the general nature, classification, and criticismn
of Values. With reference to thesc problems I have derived the
greatest help from Hegel, Nietzsche, Freud, and the Austrians,
and more recently from the protagonists of the Gestalt concept.
Throughout my career at Michigan I have profited exceedingly
from the friendship and intellectual companionship of my
colleagues, Professors Wenley, Lloyd, and Sellars. From Sellars
I am sure I have borrowed some points in theory of knowledge,
while dissenting vigorously from his disguised materialism.
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With the above as an autobiographical introduction, I shall
now attempt to give a sketch of my philosophical position,
confining myself mainly to metaphysics.

For me the proper standpoint of philosophy is what James
called ‘radical empiricism,” which is, as I understand it, the
demand that the philosopher shall use only concepts representing
concrete experience. This point of view was already occupied
by Hume when, for cvery idea, he sought the corresponding
impression. Hence, I should say, Hume’s method remains
essentially sound, while his results are often defective owing to
faulty analysis of experience. The key to the understanding of
reality lies within experience, and to find the metaphysical
meaning and validity of such concepts as cause, law, stuff,
substance and the like, we must look to their experience-equi-
valents. Moreover, since cxperience is a part of the system of the
universe, it is reasonable to believe that it provides us with a fair
sample of the whole. I see no reason for believing that there
is any other stuff or substance except experience; hence, to
my thinking, materialism, naturalism—cvolutionary or not—
cpiphenomenalism, and the like, are the proles horrenda of philo-
sophic perversion. In philosophy we must start from ourselves,
and I would quote Goethe’s verses as applying not only to
happiness but to truth:

Willst du immer weiter schweifen
Sieh, das Gute liegt so nah.

If it be objected that this is too introverted a standpoint, my
reply is that following the other path has led to the contemporary
impasse. In so far as the great systems of idealism built upon
concrete experience rather than upon the abstract and prob-
lematic C concepts of natural science, they were, I believe, on the
right frack; they were wrong, however, in ncglecting such
humble problems as the relation between mind and body; i

accepting too uncritically the background of ideas supplied by
Christianity, and in paying too little heed to science and its
problems and major results. My own thinking is in line with the
more empirical type of idealism represented by Berkeley and
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by Schopenhauer in his saner moments, and among recent
thinkers, by the Bergson of Les Donnés Immédiates and the
little masterpiece on Relativity. But now for some results follow-
ing this method.

The analysis of experience reveals two types of facts, percepts,
and activities. By activities I mean such facts as desiring,
judging, appreciating; to call them activities is alrecady to
characterize them in a fashion, and to distinguish them from
percepts which are given to us as relatively passive. Emotions,
pleasures and pains, and the like, have an equivocal status,
partaking of the nature of both. The activities, in their order
and connections, constitute the self. I distinguish the sclf from
the mind, for by mind should be meant the whole complex of
activities and associated percepts. It is clear that each self is
associated with a group of percepts in a way not further
describable, and not associated in the same way with the
activities and percepts of another mind. So far as our knowledge
goes, there are no percepts without activities, and no activities
not associated with percepts.

Following the method of radical empiricism and granting the
existence of minds other than our own, we can define the nature
of physical things. Let us begin by inquiring into the nature of
the body of one of our fellow-men. In the first place, his body
consists of certain percepts of mine, of his own, and of other
minds that may be acquainted with him. These percepts resemble
each other, and are connected together in a certain order in time
and in space. To the old question whether a thing exists when
I do not perceive it, the answer is always possible that it does,
so long as there are any percepts of the type in question in the
mind of someone else. But we can go farther than this, and in
so doing we reach an enlarged notion of the reality of the thing.
Tor it is possible to show, by a process of reasoning easily divined,
but into the detail of which I have no space to enter, that all
the percepts in question proceed from a single centre. For example,
many men in a concert-hall get percepts of the violinist drawing
his bow; but all these percepts proceed from an activity of the
violinist—his interest, drive, wish, or whatever you choose to
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call it—which expresses itself in his playing. This activity is the
real thing-in-itself, the true physical object, the focus of the
thing, of which all our percepts may be called phenomena.
(My dependence upon Schopenhauer, at this point, is obvious.)
Of course, further knowledge of the body shows that most of its
phenomena are not conditioned by the activities of the violinist;
or, if so conditioned, are determined by other factors as well;
so that, in the end, we come to see that the organism is a compli-
cated system, of which the self is only a small part, co-governing
only such phenomena as voluntary muscular action, and to
a lesser degree, glandular and other ‘autonomic’ facts. What,
then, is the reality corresponding to our percepts of the more
purely somatic processes of the body? If we accept the principle
which I am employing, that the self is a sample of nature, we
shall be committed to believing that the other elements in the
system of the organism are of the same character as the self,
that they, too, are activities, associated as ours are, with percepts.

The inorganic world should be interpreted in the same way.
For the organism is not essentially different from inorganic
nature; from the point of view of the chemist, it is built of the
same materials; metaphysically, also, it must be of the same
kind. Every physical thing consists, in the last analysis, most
immediately of percepts, which have no existence apart from
minds; these I shall call the circumférence of the object; and
secondly of activities, which do exist independently of a per-
ceiving mind; these I shall call the centre or focus of the object.
The percept may be viewed, causally, as the reaction of one mind
to the activities of another mind, and, epistemologically, as the
symbol or awareness of the presence and efficacy of the other
mind. Nature is a vast system of such centres of activity with
their associated percepts. What in the contemporary philosophy
of science are called events, are, in my view, happenings within
such centres. The aim of science, as Russell puts it, is to give
the chrono-geography of these events.

The activities are not only part of the stuff or material cause
in the Aristotelian sense—the rest of the stuff being percepts—
they are also substance, essence or ‘continuant’ (to borrow
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W. E. Johnson’s term), in the sense of that which remains
identical despitc change. There is nothing in the universe sub-
stantial except plan, purpose, wish, meaning. These facts are
given to us as identical; indeed, the very import of the concept
of identity can be shown to be dependent upon them. Sense data,
on the other hand, come and go, are qualitatively alike, perhaps,
but are never identical. My plans and interests, on the other hand,
remain observably the same through the years. This sameness is,
of course, not incompatible with difference; in fact, sameness, as
Hegel insisted, is meaningless apart from difference; to affirm that
“Ais A” is to say no more than just “A.” Essence is always
immersed in change and growth. It has been objected to the type
of metaphysics which I advocate that it provides no place for
conservation, which is so important a fact in science; since mind,
it is alleged, is by nature evanescent, new every day, following
sleep, and perhaps every few moments, with each pulse-beat of
attention. To this I would make reply that there are two important
ways in which there is conservation in mind: first, in the identity
of the activities, just referred to; and second, in memory and
tradition, through which something out of the past is carried on
into the present. And when one inquires narrowly into just what
science tcaches concerning conservation, one finds that it knows
of no conservation except of types of behaviour, of laws. But laws
arc precisely the plans, the habits, the purposes, the memories
of nature; or, more cxactly, the ways in which these things
manifest their invariances in our percepts.

The chief difficulty, however, in the way of accepting substance
as pertaining to mind comes from false views of time. And
since, in my opinion, almost everything of importance in meta-
physics depends upon getting this matter straight, I shall give
to a consideration of the category of time what might otherwise
be a disproportionate number of pages of this essay. But even
so, I shall be able to report only those radically empirical facts
which seem to me of basic consequence for metaphysics.

Decisive for any conception of time is the definition of the
‘present.” Now by the ‘present’ can be meant nothing short
of the whole of reality of which #irs, whatever this is which I
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perceive, is a part. The present and reality are co-extensive, not
to be sure in connotation, but in denotation. For reality can be
defined only through relation to the perceived, as the conceived
system to which the perceived belongs; it is the whole of which
‘this’ is a part. But the ‘this’ is not only the determining basis
for the construction of reality, but also for the construction of
the present; for the present is precisely the given, or the whole
of which the given is a part. Hence the extension of the two
concepts, ‘present’ and ‘reality,” coincide. This might seem to
reduce reality to a bare point, but only because of mistaken
views of past and future, as we shall sec. However, since percepts
are shifting, ncw ones emerging and old ones disappearing, the
present, and by the same token reality, as the whole of which
this percept is a part, is a variable. Yet the shift is never total;
for if my assumptions regarding substance are well-grounded,
some elements or parts of reality arc always conserved. If this
were not so, then, since the present is the whole of reality, past
and future would coincide with non-existence. But since it is so,
and since, as I think may be taken for granted without argument,
time by itself has no reality, but only its ‘filling’ is real, it follows
that at least part of the past exists as part of the present. It so
exists in two ways: First, all the identical elements of reality,
since they did exist as well as now exist, are themselves the past;
in them past and present overlap. Second, the past exists as
memory and history. The shift within the mind is not merely a
shift to new contents, but to the preservation of the old in memory
and conceptual reconstruction.

Consider the matter with reference to yourself. What is your
past? Surely your enduring interests are your past—this interest
in philosophy, that affection, that belief, that habit—without all
of which your past would never have been what it was. These
facts are of your past, part and parcel of it, quite as much as they
are of your present. When you look back over your past, you
find them there, just as you now find them here. The only reason
one might have for denying their pastness would be a false use
of ‘past’ as a contrast term to ‘present’; but there is no total
difference between past and present; for precisely over the area
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of our persisting interests, they coincide. Our memories and
records of the past are also bits of the past. As intuitive, memory
contains at least a part of what it knows; and if record is true,
its logical form or structure must be identical with the form
of the things it records. But so far as memory and record are
parts of the living mind, they not only contain a portion of the
past, but are themselves a portion of the present. Whether some
part of every past fact is conserved in the present through memory
or record, or whether, in Plato’s language, existence has a leak
in it and there are elements which disappear entirely, is a question
which, in my opinion, cannot be answered with certainty. So
far as our own cxperience takes us, we know neither the riches
nor the poverty of memory: we remember much more than we
think we do, and, on the other hand, we have reason to believe
that there werc many things which we have forgotten, and of
which there is no record. Yet that there exists no record of any
fact anywherc in the universe cannot, of course, be known.
But however this matter be settled, it remains true that not all of
the past is conserved; for in the transition from primary experi-
ence to memory and record, something is lost. We have a direct
experience of the breaking up, loss, and destruction of things.
The vase that I hold in my hand will not be wholly conserved in
my recollection of it if I drop and break it; nor will the deed
that I do be wholly preserved, but only its pale echo of memory
in my mind.

The theory of the status of the future can readily be con-
structed from the theory regarding the past. The future is real,
as the past is, so far as it is a part of the present. It is real as the
permanent interests, plans, and affections which, existing now,
will exist also then, are real. As expectation and prophecy, it is
also real. It has no more—and also no less—recality than this.
And it, too, like the present, is a shifting reality, only the shift
is in the opposite direction. Instead of beginning as primary
experience and then shifting to idea, in which it is then partly
conserved, it begins on the plane of idea and passes to the plane
of primary experience; and again, instead of there being a loss
as the result of the shift, there is a gain. The deed that T am about
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to do does not exist in some region remote from the present
called the future; it exists not at all except as my present purpose
and expectation, which are, however, also future. Hence through
the shift towards the future, when the plan is fulfilled in the deed,
there is compensation for what is lost through the shift to the
past; and, as a result of both processes, there is a growing com-
plexity in the present, which is reality; since something of the
new that comes in at the future end of the process is not lost,
but is conserved as memory or history, at the past end.

If this view is correct, it follows that past, present, and future
are not exclusive; that to exist, which is always to exist in the
present, is also to exist in the past and the present. There are no
momentary cxistences. There arc certainly no momentary selves.
The self is a system of habits and memories; but habits and
memories are ‘the past over again,” and when I act in accordance
with some habit or recollect some former deed, I am relieving a
fragment of my former self. Yet, in thus reaching back into the
past, I do not cease to live in the present; for my action and my
memory are occurring now. Moreover, I never act without a plan,
clear or vague; and when, reckoning with all relevant conditions,
I ‘dream on things to come,” my dream is more than mere
prophecy; it is ‘anticipation,” a taking before of the experience
to which I am moving: hence, while my dream lasts, I am actually
in the future. Nevertheless, I do not thereby cease to be in the
present, for the dream is here and now. I am always at once
past, present, and future, a threefold reality, but my past and
my future lic within the present. Or consider a series of geological
strata. The rock formations are dated in the past, yet they all
lie here together in the present. And if I can predict what will
overlie them as a new stratum, there must be something real of
the future that even now makes my prediction true; otherwise,
my judgment would be mere hypothesis, not truth. In general,
whenever prediction is possible, there must be something of the
future in the present which makes my predictions true: in the
present reality of the comet, something which makes me certain
of its return; in the earth, something which makes me certain
of its continued revolution; nature, like man, must have its plans
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and its habits. The present is, therefore, no knife-edge, nor cven
of the limited breadth of a saddle-back, but as broad as history
and prophecy.

The considerations adduced are fatal to the view of time as a
series of instants comparable to the series of points on a line,
and might serve to reinforce Bergson’s critique. And it does not
help matters at all to multiply the number of points to infinity,
so long as the points and correlative instants are taken to be
exclusive and repellent of their neighbours. Yet because time is
not a series like that of the points on a line, it does not follow
that it is no series at all, and that there is not a very definite
order among its parts. In my book, The Self and Nature, 1 sug-
gested that time might better be viewed as a series of over-
lapping areas, of which a series of concentric circles is the simplest
illustration. Adopting this analogy for the moment, it is clear
that the area of the outermost circle would represent #%e present,
and the area of each inner circle would represent the parts of
further presents which have been conserved; and since some
part of each present always is conserved, there would be as many
circles as there are ‘moments’ of past time, each moment con-
taining within itself parts of all preceding moments. There would
be no first moment (circle), and there would be a part of the
total area contained in all circles or moments, namely the point
that would be the limit of the series of diminishing circles. This
point would represent the eternal part of reality. This analogy,
like all static images of dynamic reality, is, of course, defective
in that it does not provide for new presents, for growth. To
remedy this defect, it is necessary to conceive of new circles being
continually added on. However, this defect does not touch the
main points of the discussion—the serial character of time and
the non-exclusiveness of moments, for the laying down of new
circles would occur in ordinal fashion, and the later circles would
include the earlier. There is, nevertheless, one serious defect in
the analogy, the failure to represent the inclusion of the future
in the present; but, with some ingenuity, this could be remedied.
The important fact of ‘leakage’ is represented by the diminishing
area of the inner circles, while the growing area of the outer
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circles represents the increasing complexity of the present as
compared with the past. Moreover, if the theory of relativity is
true—I do not think that philosophy can yef assume that it is
true—there would have to be as many circles as there are centres
of experience, overlapping, to be sure, but never quite identical.
Space, no more than time, is a substance; but, as Leibniz
asserted, a relation between substances. Moreover, as Guyau
already knew, and as we are certain from the work of Minkowski
and Einstein, space cannot be understood apart from time.
Naturally, I can merely sketch what I believe to be the true
picture of space. For example, the location of a thing is clearly
ambiguous, if the entire thing, circumference as well as centre,
is taken into account ; for each percept of the thingis in a different
place. For this reason, it is best to restrict the place of the thing
to the place of its focus. Thus restricted, to choose the most
interesting case, the place of the human mind turns out to be the
same as the place of the brain, as Sellars has maintained. But, of
course, place is nothing in itself, and one place can be defined
only in relation to other places. A place is an office, and just as
men may exchange their offices, as when two professors exchange
their chairs for a year, so they may exchange their places; that
is, the relations which A had are now had by B, and vice versa.
Not all relations are relevant, but only the relation which may be
called by a variety of names—influence, determination, com-
munication. To be in the same space with another thing is to
be able to influence, determine, communicate with that thing.
In terms of this relation we can define what is meant by one thing
being between two other things: A is between B and C, when,
in terms of a certain type of process, if B is to influence C, it must
first influence A; and conversely, if C is to influence A, it must
also influence B. Three things have this order ‘on the same
straight line,” when a light signal, in order to reach C from B,
must first pass through A. Again, one thing is in the neighbour-
hood of another, or is close to another, when, in order to com-
municate with that other, it can do so without first communi-
cating with relatively many other substances. The dependence
of space upon time is shown by the necessity for using the concept
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of temporal sequence in order to make these definitions. Distance
can also be defined through the concept of communication in
union with the concept of sequence. For one thing is nearer than
another to a third, if in terms of a given process you can com-
municate with the one sooner than you can communicate with
the other, starting from the third. Since, finally, metrical
geometric relations can be reduced to ordinal relations, all
spatial relations can be reduced to temporal relations, with the
use of the concept of communication. Distance, ‘spreadoutness,’
voluminousness, etc., are secondary, not primary qualities of the
world. Owing, however, to the tri-dimensionality of space, the
carrying out of these definitions is extremely complicated; and
if the theory of relativity is true, order itself, and therefore
distance and location, are not determinate in certain cases.

Are space and time continuous or discontinuous, or is there
some meaning in which they are both? Contemporary physics
seems to answer, Both; and with regard to the special problems
of science, metaphysics, standing in the position of humble
learner, has nothing to say of her own. Yet in view of the fluctu-
ating character of opinion in physics to-day, it is hazardous to
accept any result as final; and, on the other hand, if the method
.of radical empiricism is acknowledged to be true, metaphysics
has, I believe, something to contribute to the general problem.
For if we are in earnest in taking the mind as the ‘type-pheno-
menon,” we shall be inclined to accept as generally valid, the
sort of continuity and discontinuity exemplified there. And what
do we find when we examine experience? We find a basic con-
tinuity in the two fundamental dimensions of experience, its
flow and its extension (the one corresponding to time and the
other to space), and upon this continuity there is superposed
discontinuity. Thus the ‘advance’ into the future of my experi-
ence is sensibly continuous, yet is broken by the discontinuity
of the strokes of the campus clock as I hear them during the day;
thus my visual field is sensibly continuous in the sense that there
are no parts of it empty of colour, yet this continuity is overlaid
with the discontinuities of the differences in colour between one
patch and another.
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The empirical continuity is, however, far from being continuity
in the Cantorean sense, but rather in the sense of Aristotle, of
unbrokenness and wholeness. In the empirical continuum there
are no Dedikindean cuts, but party walls. In history, for example,
there are no division lines between one age and another—say
between the Middle Ages and the Renaissance; in the growth
of the man, there is no point of time before which he is a child
and after which he is a youth. A little way before, we can say,
now he is a child, and a little way after, now he is an adolescent ;
but there is a stretch of time during which it is impossible to
distinguish child from youth. So in space; some distance this
side, I can say, now I am in this object; and some distance that
side, now I am in that object, but there will be a stretch of space
within which the objects are one. Empirically, things fuse at the
edges, and at the edges the principle of excluded middle docs not
apply. It is a mere dogma to insist that it must apply everywhere;
whatever validity the principles of logic have is empirically
grounded. Nevertheless, I would not go the whole way with
Bergson; for while insisting on the wholeness and unbrokenness
of the empirical continuum, I believe that distinctions exist
within it, except at the edges, where one thing shades off into
another. The principle of excluded middle has a limited, and only
a limited, validity. I am therefore not surprised to learn that
contemporary physical theory does not seek to define the position
of a particle at an instant, but merely a certain range within
which it may be known to exist. This is not, I should think, a
purely ‘epistemic’ difficulty (to borrow the convenient term of
W. E. Johnson), but a metaphysical state of affairs. IFollowing
the guidance of the radically empirical facts, we shall expect
the universe to contain an enormous number of centres of experi-
ence, of varying degrees of complexity, communicating with each
other, some more directly, some more indirectly, through few or
many intermediaries; and finally constituting as a whole a
continuous unbroken substance, for the reason that there is
direct contact between foci nearest to each other, in a next to
next fashion. Thus, while there is discontinuity and only in-
direct communication between one man and another, there is
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direct and continuous communication between a man’s mind
and his body; or what is the same thing, between the nervous
system and the somatic processes of the body: no one knows
where the mind begins and the body ends. Certainly in the
sensory processes, at the point where stimulus and reaction
meet, and perhaps in many an obscure impulse, the mind of the
nervous system and the ‘mind’ of the ‘soma’ overlap.

Once the non-empirical and approximate character of the
Cantorean continuum is recognized, there remains no reason for
believing either that there are an infinite number of foci or that
each is infinitely complex. Empirically, we have what may be
called an Aristotelian continuum, with a finite number of indi-
viduals enmeshed within it, both in extension and in flow; and
while it is true that the success of physics in applying the differ-
ential calculus to nature seems to be a good argument for belief
in nature’s infinite complexity, two considerations on the other
side are relevant. First, the application of the calculus is never
more than approximate; and, second, recent researches into the
foundations of the theory of functions, notably by such men as
Brouwer and Weyl, have at least cast doubt upon the soundness
of the structure completed by Cantor. It is my own opinion that
the familiar paradoxes of the infinite have never been satisfactorily
explained away, and that, viewed as an existence, an infinite
collection is a self-contradictory notion. (I once ventured this
opinion to Mr. Russell, who told me that if I had studied the
matter for thirty years as he had, I would reach a different con-
clusion; I have to confess that I have studied it for only twenty
years, and that not continuously.) It is again my personal opinion,
which, however, I now hold with less diffidence than a decade
ago, that the whole notion of existence should be abandoned in
the philosophy of the infinite, and rules of construction sub-
stituted. Thus, instead of postulating in a dense point set that
there exists a point between any two points, it should be postu-
lated that I may construct one between any two whenever I
want to; and, of course, I shall never get more than a finite
number. In Aristotelian phraseology, the infinite is at best
potential, never actual. This is certainly true of time; obviously

VOL. 1I M



178 CONTEMPORARY AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY

of the future, the stages of which are not, as such, actual; but it
is no less true of the past, for, as we have seen, the past exists
either as persisting substance, within which no stages can be
distinguished, since it is identical both in the present and in the
past, or as memory and record, which never reveal more than a
finite number of events.

These considerations relative to continuity and discontinuity
are incompatible with an atomistic interpretation of mind and
nature. The fact that, judging from history, atomism seems to
be congenial to science, cannot weigh against its falsity from a
radically empirical point of view. And to-day the inadequacy of
atomism 1is receiving wide recognition; in psychology, notably
by the members of the Gestalt school, and in the philosophy of
science, by Whitehead, who recognizes that point, instant, and
even event, when conceived atomistically, are constructions, not
facts. Whole and part, not element and complex, are the meta-
physically valid categories. Atomism has, to be sure, a last
refuge to-day in the ‘logical atomism’ of Russell and Wittgen-
stein; but, once more, the facts require a different interpretation.
There is no living philosopher who is not in debt to these thinkers
—none more than I am—nor do I suppose that one can refute
this doctrine in a paragraph; but, to my thinking, the unity or
wholeness of the proposition is falsified by atomism; the assumed
‘simples’ are constructions, not facts; and a logic that has no
room for general facts as such and denies the logical connection
between present and future is clearly inadequate. But to return
to the exposition of my philosophical credo.

Every centre of experience is in communication, directly or
indirectly, with every other. (If the theory of relativity is true,
there are exceptions to this, when the separation between centres
is space-like.) This implies mutual determination, but allows for
the relative isolation of systems. Moreover, every event that
occurs is a response, determined partly from within its own
centre, and partly by its ‘neighbourhood.” There is no absolute
spontaneity; for without the relations between one centre and
another, nothing would happen; yet there is freedom in the
sense that every event is determined from within its own relatively
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isolated home. Every fact is a co-operative deed. We think of a
painting as the work of the artist, but his mind would be in-
effective without his hand, his paint, and his canvas; these must
lend themselves to his effort, and the product is their joint act.
Every event is, therefore, multiply determined and richer in its
significance than immediately appears. In the end, the entire
universe is implicated; yet, for all this, there is freedom; for if
the world has made me what I am, I in turn have made the
world.

One reason for the denial of even so limited a spontaneity as
this, is a false view of time. For if, as according to old views of
time, the past were discontinuous with the present, and the
present were its mere effect, there could obviously be no self-
determination anywhere in the universe. But if, as I would
maintain, the past exists in the present, its control over the
present is the present’s own control of itself. We cannot, for
example, shift the blame for our conduct upon our hereditary
past; for our heredity exists and operates within ourselves;
hence in blaming it we blame ourselves. If we say, ‘The past has
made me what I am,” the answer is, ‘You are that past that
made you.’

Any statement of a philosophical credo to-day must include
some stand with reference to the subject of evolution, especially
as interpreted in the sense of ‘emergence,’ creative evolution,
discontinuity of levels. And here my stand is far from the con-
temporary orthodoxy. In the first place, I am unable, with
Bergson and Alexander, to regard evolution as a category of the
universe. Evolution, I believe, is an affair of the part, not of
the whole of reality. Individual systems rise, flourish and decay,
but the universe ‘has no seasons.” Moreover, it is my conviction
that what we call the inorganic physical world is a higher system
than either the vital or the human. This is, I admit, a matter
about which it is difficult to offer demonstrative arguments; but
such reasons as I have are the following: First, a negative argu-
ment. The superior complexity of biological facts from a chemical
point of view is not an argument against my belief, since if you
take the larger physical systems as wholes, like the solar system,
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for example, with all the phenomena they include, they are un-
doubtedly more complex than the organism. The philosophy of
evolution has made the mistake of comparing the atom with the
cell; instead of comparing the cell with, for example, the sun.
This procedure is as false as it would be to judge the capacity
of the organism as a whole with the capacity of the cell. Without
doubt the atom is lowlier than the cell, but atoms are members
of vast physical systems, possessed of their own individuality
and way of existence, and these systems are incomparably higher
in the scale than a man. Second, the more recent philosophy of
physics tends to break down the sharpness of the distinction
between the physical and the biological, in extending the concept
of organism to the atom and the electron, and in recognizing a
realm of physical chemistry. Last, physical systems are more
permanent and stable than vital organisms, and with me, at any
rate, this is an argument for their superiority. The contemporary
mind does not feel the force of this consideration because of its
romantic predilection for the transient and wayward—in short,
for the pathetic. The Greek worship of the stars and Plotinus's
notion of emanation represent, I believe, a truer conception of
man’s place in the universe than contemporary naturalism,
which places man at the pinnacle of reality.

I find, however, a single valuable idea in the contemporary
concept of emergence, namely a recognition of a strain of irration-
ality in existence. I have already insisted on this from other
points of view. Here the emphasis is on the irrational element
in causation. We are told that at certain ‘critical’ points in the
world process, namely in the transition from physical to chemical
action, from chemical to vital, from vital to mental, new types of
behaviour and new qualities emerge, which, while determined
by the earlier phases of existence, in the sense of growing out of
them and being impossible without them, are nevertheless un-
predictable from the earlier and irreducible to the system of the
earlier phases. This concept of emergence is, by the way, not
new; for one finds it in Schopenhauer long before Lloyd Morgan,
Boutroux, Alexander, or Sellars. My chief point of criticism, and
the only one I shall make here, is that the restriction of this
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irrational aspect of causality to a few spots is unwarranted. Our
greatest American philosopher, Charles Peirce, had the truer
vision in recognizing the presence of irrationality in all causality;
and in what I am about to write I am following the spirit, if not
the letter, of his thought. What I have in mind is this: law, and
hence predictability, are secondary, not primary. It is true that,
as we have seen, every event is determined as growing out of
some system; but how it shall grow when the system contains
novel elements can never be known beforehand; and there
always ‘emerges,” therefore, something unknown to the world
hitherto. It is only after such an event has once happened that
we can predict that, under the same circumstances, it will happen
again; for by reason of its very happening, a habit or tendency
to happen thus again has been established. Every new habit grows
out of an old one, but when the old habit functions under novel
conditions, its new development is never subject to exact formu-
lation. Moreover, no situation in the world is ever quite new or
quite old; hence everything that happens is at once subject to
law and also beyond law. Law defines only the limits within
which an event will take place, and these limits are precisely
fixed; but within their bounds there is free play.

In contrast to all forms of materialism and naturalism,
descended from the ancient line of Leucippus, Democritus,
Epicurus, and Lucretius, which hold that value is a mere accident,
incident, or epiphenomenon in the world, confined to certain
so-called ‘high level’ regions, and that, therefore, there might
well have been a world without value, I would maintain that
value and existence are always correlative. This was the supreme
insight of the counter-tradition of Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato,
and Aristotle, There are certain facts within experience which
are, I should say, obviously impossible apart from value: the
song of the prima donna, the deed of love, the wine shared with
friends. To suppose, as materialism does, that these things could
be without their value is plain topsy-turveydom in philosophy.
And such facts reveal clearly the nature of all value, as satis-
faction of wish, or anticipation or memory of satisfaction of
wish, usually all three together, since a wish fulfils itself in stages,
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looking before and after. Yet experience contains other things
that are not so obviously values: the green colour and smell of
grass, the pattern of a crystal, the shape of a cloud. Wherever in
the mind the activities function and give form to percepts, there
is value undeniable; but in the case of other percepts, where our
experience is determined, not so much from within as from
without, there is no obvious value. Yet even such facts, I should
claim, are correlative with value; and I take my stand on the
type-phenomenon, which is for me the key to the interpretation
of the universe. For consider the song that I hear; this is a
percept that no wish of mine has determined; yet some wish
has determined it, for without some stirring in the breast of the
singer, not only not she, but also not I, would hear it. Every
percept is, similarly, determination from without, and also
communication of value. Even the shape of the cloud, the pattern
of the crystal, the smell and scent of grass, are the expression of
some wish, somewhere in the world. I admit that I have no
sympathetic understanding of these values; yet—to use the
example of James—neither has the cat any understanding of the
sonata that wakes her slumber. And while the value of some
percepts is not a value for me, it is a value for me that I have all
the percepts that I do have, because the whole structure of my
own values is made secure only by working in cooperation with
the external forces that control my percepts, and of which my
percepts are a sign.

It has been the assumption of certain forms of religious senti-
ment that we are able to understand the valucs expressed in
what we call the forces of nature, and that these forces are biased
in our favour. But this is, I believe, a great mistake. There is no
reason to suppose that man plays more than an insignificant part
in the cosmic drama. The more mystical types of religion have
recognized this in conceiving the glory of God, rather than the
welfare of man, as the highest good. The passion of love, which,
like religion, has often claimed a supermoral justification, is also
a witness to this in its high contempt for prudential and con-
ventional values, as if it knew itself to be serving larger interests
that work themselves out in the biological, as distinct from the
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human and social facts of the organism. However this be, it is
certain that no easy optimism regarding man’s destiny follows
from the recognition of the union of value and existence. For the
values of one centre of experience are too oftcn bought at the
cost of the values of other centres. The universe is the theatre
for a mighty conflict of wills, and without sacrifice there can be
no good anywhere. There is, nearest to us, the conflict of wishes
within each self; there is man’s conflict with his fellows; the
disharmony, as exemplified by death, between himself and the
purely biologic facts of his organism; and finally, the conflict
between the human mind and its inorganic ‘environment.” This
last—the inorganic world—is the final arbiter of our fate, and
to its will all other wills must bow. Nevertheless, it is possible
to exaggerate these conflicts, forgetting the inner peace of the
good man and the equilibrium of wishes attained in the imagina-
tion through art; forgetting mutual aid among men and the fact
that it is nature herself that, having permitted the new manner
of existence we call life, and later the human mind, still sustains
us. Our adaptation to the environment is also its adaptation to
us. Nature is ever the Great Mother. Yet this we know, that
whatever harmony is attained either by man or by nature is no
‘easy beauty,” but a beauty founded upon conflict, the ‘difficult’
beauty of tragedy.
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REALISM IN RETROSPECT

I. THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST IDEALISM

I UNDERSTAND that the purpose of the present book is to deliver
its authors from the bonds of reticence, or from that canon of
literary taste which limits the use of the first person. I therefore
begin with the pronoun “I,”” and shall use it with reckless fre-
quency. I shall also speak out the faith that is in me, allowing
my beliefs to override my critical conscience. To begin with,
let me confess that when, for the purpose of recovering the past,
I re-read my earliest writings, they impress me as extremely
convincing, affording an unexpected confirmation of my present
philosophical bias. Myself of twenty-five years ago committed
blunders, no doubt, but his faults were the faults of youth and
inexperience. His heart was in the right place.

Such philosophical nourishment as I received in early youth was
derived from Emerson and Carlyle. From them I caught no hint
of transcendental metaphysics, but only a desire to be heroic.
This influence, together with an intense adolescent religious
experience, brought me to the threshold of manhood with a
vague eagerness ‘‘to do good,”” or to contribute something to the
triumph of that cause of righteousness which I identified with
Christianity. My pre-natal philosophical experience was obtained
at Princeton, where an emeritus McCosh still walked the campus,
and where ““Jeremy’’ Ormond, ponderous, high-minded, and unin-
telligible, accustomed the ear and the pen to a polysyllabic
vocabulary. Migrating from Princeton to Harvard in the middle
‘nineties was for me a perilous spiritual adventure, an abrupt
transition from faith to criticism. Here, for the first time, some-
thing happened to my mind, and the vocation of the ministry was
gradually transformed, without reaction or bitterness, into that
of the teacher and scholar. Creeds and dogmas having become
impossible, I thought that I had found a way in which I might
think freely and still ““do good.” It is that naive hope that has
sustained me ever since.

At Harvard in the late 'nineties it was, for most of us, a choice
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between James and Royce. Palmer taught us ethics, and by his
example taught us how to teach. Santayana was historical and
critical, Miinsterberg schematic, and Everett learned. These were
important elements in the configuration, and they generated both
heat and light. But as regards fundamentals, whether of doctrine,
method, or temper of mind, there was the way of Royce and
the way of James. Royce was the battleship, heavily armoured,
both for defence and offence. James combined the attributes of
the light cruiser, the submarine, and the bombing aeroplane. It
was natural to suppose that Royce was impregnable and irresis-
tible. To surrender to him was as easy and as unexciting as to be
a fundamentalist in Arkansas. James provided the rallying-point
for those in whom the youthful spirit of revolt was stronger than
tradition and prestige. Royce was the latest and nearest of a
mighty race. His philosophy was powerfully reinforced by the
texts of Bradley and Green, and by the great cult of Kant. His
was the party of law and order, of piety and decency. This was
not Royce’s fault, nor did it at all adequately express his personal
traits; but he suffered, none the less, from the taint of established
things. So when James, overcoming his earlier fears, had the
audacity to make jokes about the Absolute, there were Athenian
youths who laughed with him. Many of us have, since that time,
become sadder, and, I hope, wiser. But the spell of absolute
idealism was irreparably broken. There arose a generation of
younger philosophers who were, as Creighton expressed it (speak-
ing more in sorrow than in anger), “flippant, like James.”
James’s right to flippancy was well earned. In the year 1896-97
he conducted a group of us through the text of Kant, and when,
after months of intense effort and profound discouragement, he
told me that I might sometimes attribute my difficulty to the
author’s obscurity or pedantry, rather than to my own feebleness,
he conferred on me the title to a canine bark of my own even
when Sir Oracle had spoken. James’s example did not suggest
an ignorance of philosophical literature, but it did beget in all of
his students the habit of checking every text, no matter how
authoritative, by their own experience. The question “What
does the text say?” was incidental to the ulterior questions,
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“What does the author mean?’”” and “Isit so?”’ I was not surprised,
therefore, that upon receiving a copy of my maiden effort on
“The Abstract Freedom of Kant,””* James should have written
me expressing the hope that I might now feel justified in casting
off the Kantian “ball and chain” which had for many years
hampered the movements of philosophy.

To specify my indebtedness to James is as impossible as it
would be to cnumerate the traits which I have inherited from
my parents. In view of contemporary developments in philosophy,
I should like, however, to record the most vivid of the doctrinal
impressions which he left upon me in the early days. I can remem-
ber even the stage-setting—the interior of the room in Sever
Hall, the desk with which the lecturer took so many liberties,
and the gestures with which James animatedly conveyed to us
the intuition of common-sense realism. I'rom that day I confess
that I have never wavered in the belief that our perceptual
experience disclosed a common world, inhabited by our perceiving
bodies and our neighbours, and qualified by the evidence of our
senses.?

It was the controversial atmosphere of my early studies that
led to my preoccupation with the shortcomings of idealism, and
to my sustained interest in the classification of contemporary
philosophical tendencies.3 European and American Philosophy,
as I saw it at the close of the nineteenth century, was a
dispute between the extravagant claims of the party of science
(naturalism) and the equally extravagant claims of that post-
Kantian idealistic philosophy, which, invigorated by its trans-
plantation from Germany to a foreign soil, had become the
bulwark of English-speaking Protestant piety.

It is unprofitable to quarrel over the diverse meanings of the
term “idealism.” That idealism which I went out to slay was

t Philosophical Review, 1900.

» The substance of this teaching was afterwards embodied in the article
entitled “How Two Minds Can Know One Thing,” which James published
in the Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and Scientific Methods, 1905.

3 ““Professor Royce’s Refutation of Realism and Pluralism,” Monist,
1902 ; The Approach to Philosophy, 1905; Present Philosophical Tendencies,
1912; Present Conflict of Ideals, 1918; Philosophy of the Recent Past, 1926.
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born of the marriage of subjectivism and universalism. Its proof
seemed to me then, as it seems to me still, to consist in an unsea-
worthy subjectivism rescued from the shipwreck of solipsism by
the miraculous intervention of absolutism. The first premise is
subjectivism, the doctrine, namely, that to be = to be perceived
or thought. The second premise is universalism, the doctrine,
namely, that being cannot be a product of human perception or
thought, because man is a part of nature, and because the truth
is a standard by which human perception and thought are them-
selves to be judged and corrected. The conclusion is absolute
idealism, the doctrine, namely, that to be = to be perceived or
thought (or willed, or felt, or otherwise manifested) by a trans-
finite, all-containing and infallible mind, commonly called “tke
Absolute.”

The argument is dialectical and a priori, and its force depends
on the truth of both premises. The critics of this reigning doctrine
are readily divisible into two groups: those commonly called
“realists,”” who have attacked the first premise; and those
variously called ‘‘pragmatists,” “‘instrumentalists,” and “human-
ists,” who have attacked the second premise. The former group
being united by their rejection of subjectivism, are divided
am