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PREFACE
IN the following pages | have confined mysdlf in the main to those problems of

philosophy in regard to which | thought it possible to say something positive and
congiructive, Snce merely negative criticism seemed out of place. For this reason, theory
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of knowledge occupies alarger space than metgphysics in the present volume, and some
topics much discussed by philosophers are treated very briefly, if a al.

| have derived valuable ass stance from unpublished writings of G. E. Moore and J. M.
Keynes: from the former, as regards the relations of sense-data to physicd objects, and
from the latter as regards probability and induction. | have dso profited greetly by the
criticisms and suggestions of Professor Gilbert Murray.

1912

NOTE TO SEVENTEENTH IMPRESSION

WITH reference to certain statements on pages 44, 75, 131, and 132, it should be
remarked that this book was written in the early part of 1912 when Chinawas dlill an
Empire, and the name of the then late Prime Minister did begin with the letter B.
1943

CHAPTER |

APPEARANCE AND REALITY

|S there any knowledge in the world which is so certain that no reasonable man could
doubt it? This question, which & first Sght might not seem difficult, isredly one of the
mogt difficult that can be asked. When we have redlized the obstaclesin the way of a
graightforward and confident answer, we shal be wdl launched on the study of
philosophy -- for philosophy is merely the attempt to answer such ultimate questions, not
cadessy and dogmaticaly, as we do in ordinary life and even in the sciences, but
critically after exploring al that makes such questions puzzling, and after redlizing dl the
vagueness and confusion that underlie our ordinary idess.

In daily life, we assume as certain many things which, on a closer scrutiny, are found to
be so full of gpparent contradictions that only agreat amount of thought enables usto
know what it is that we redly may believe. In the search for certainty, it isnaturd to
begin with our present experiences, and in some sense, no doubt, knowledge isto be
derived from them. But any statement asto what it isthat our immediate experiences
make us know is very likely to be wrong. It seemsto methat | am now gtting in achair,
at atable of acertain shape, on which | see sheets of paper with writing or print. By
turning my head | see out of the window buildings and clouds and the sun. | believe that
the sun is about ninety-three million miles from the earth; thet it is a hot globe many
times bigger than the earth; that, owing to the earth's rotation, it rises every morning, and
will continue to do so for an indefinite time in the future. | believe that, if any other
normal person comes into my room, he will see the same chairs and tables and books and
papersas| see, and that the table which | seeisthe same as the table which | fed
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pressng agang my am. All this seemsto be so evident as to be hardly worth stating,
except in answer to aman who doubts whether | know anything. Y et dl thismay be
reasonably doubted, and dl of it requires much careful discussion before we can be sure
that we have gtated it in aform thet iswhally true.

To make our difficulties plain, let us concentrate atention on the table. To the eyeitis
oblong, brown and shiny, to the touch it is smooth and cool and hard; when | tap it it
gives out awooden sound. Any one else who sees and feds and hears the table will agree
with this description, S0 that it might seem as if no difficulty would arise; but as soon as
we try to be more precise our troubles begin. Although | believe that the table is 'redly’ of
the same colour al over, the parts that reflect the light look much brighter than the other
parts, and some parts ook white because of reflected light. | know that, if | move, the
parts that reflect the light will be different, so that the apparent distribution of colours on
the table will change. It follows that if severd people are looking & the table at the same
moment, no two of them will see exactly the same distribution of colours, because no two
can seeit from exactly the same point of view, and any change in the point of view

makes some change in the way the light is reflected.

For most practical purposes these differences are unimportant, but to the painter they are
dl-important: the painter has to unlearn the habit of thinking that things seem to have the
colour which common sense says they redlly’ have, and to learn the habit of seeing things
as they appear. Here we have dready the beginning of one of the ditinctions that cause
mogt trouble in philosophy -- the distinction between 'appearance’ and 'redlity’, between
what things seem to be and what they are. The painter wants to know what things seem to
be, the practical man and the philosopher want to know what they are; but the
philosopher's wish to know thisis stronger than the practical man's, and is more troubled
by knowledge as to the difficulties of answering the question.

To return to the table. It is evident from what we have found, that thereis no colour
which preeminently appears to be the colour of the table, or even of any one particular
part of the table -- it appearsto be of different colours from different points of view, and
there is no reason for regarding some of these as more redly its colour than others. And
we know that even from a given point of view the colour will seem different by artificid
light, or to a colour-blind man, or to a man wearing blue spectacles, while in the dark
there will be no colour at al, though to touch and hearing the table will be unchanged.
This colour is not something which isinherent in the table, but something depending
upon the table and the spectator and the way the light falls on the table. When, in
ordinary life, we speak of the colour of the table, we only mean the sort of colour which it
will seem to have to anormd spectator from an ordinary point of view under usud
conditions of light. But the other colours which gppear under other conditions have just
as good aright to be consdered red; and therefore, to avoid favouritism, we are
compelled to deny that, in itsdf, the table has any one particular colour.

The same thing applies to the texture. With the naked eye one can see the gram, but
otherwise the table looks smooth and even. If we looked at it through a microscope, we
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should see roughnesses and hills and valeys, and dl sorts of differencesthat are
imperceptible to the naked eye. Which of theseisthe 'red’ table? We are naturdly
tempted to say that what we see through the microscope is more red, but that in turn
would be changed by a <till more powerful microscope. If, then, we cannot trust what we
see with the naked eye, why should we trust what we see through a microscope? Thus,
again, the confidence in our senses with which we began deserts us.

The shape of the table is no better. We are dl in the habit of judging asto the 'red’ shapes
of things, and we do this so unreflectingly that we come to think we actudly seethered
shapes. But, in fact, aswe dl haveto learn if wetry to draw, a given thing looks different
in shape from every different point of view. If our tableis'redly’ rectangular, it will 1ook,
from dmogt al points of view, asif it had two acute angles and two obtuse angles. If
opposte Sdes are pardld, they will ook asiif they converged to a point away from the
Spectator; if they are of equd length, they will look asif the nearer sde were longer. All
these things are not commonly noticed in looking at atable, because experience has
taught us to construct the 'red’ shape from the apparent shape, and the 'red’ shape is what
interests us as practical men. But the 'red’ shape is not what we seg; it is something
inferred from what we see. And what we see is congtantly changing in shape as we, move
about the room; o that here again the senses seem not to give us the truth about the table
itsdlf, but only about the gppearance of the table.

Smilar difficulties arise when we consider the sense of touch. It istrue that the teble
aways gives us a sensation of hardness, and we fed thet it ressts pressure. But the
sensation we obtain depends upon how hard we press the table and aso upon what part of
the body we press with; thus the various sensations due to various pressures or various
parts of the body cannot be supposed to reved directly any definite property of thetable,
but at most to be signs of some property which perhaps causes dl the sensations, but is
not actualy gpparent in any of them. And the same gpplies till more obvioudy to the
sounds which can be dlicited by rapping the table.

Thus it becomes evident that the red table, if thereis one, is not the same as what we
immediately experience by sight or touch or hearing. Thered table, if thereis one, isnot
immediately known to us at dl, but must be an inference from what isimmediately
known. Hence, two very difficult questions a once arise; namely, (1) Isthere ared table
at al?(2) If so, what sort of object can it be?

It will help usin congdering these questions to have afew smple terms of which the
meaning is definite and clear. Let us give the name of 'sense-data to the things thet are
immediately known in sensation: such things as colours, sounds, smells, hardnesses,
roughnesses, and so on. We shal give the name 'sensation’ to the experience of being
immediately aware of these things. Thus, whenever we see a colour, we have a sensation
of the colour, but the colour itsdlf is a sense-datum, not a sensation. The colour is that of
which we areimmediately avare, and the awareness itsdlf is the sensation. It is plain that
if we are to know anything about the table, it must be by means of the sense-data --
brown colour, oblong shape, smoothness, etc. -- which we associate with the table; but,
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for the reasons which have been given, we cannot say that the table is the sense-data, or
even that the sense-data are directly properties of the table. Thus a problem arises asto
the relation of the sense-data to the red table, supposing thereis such athing.

Thered table, if it exists, we will call a'physicd object’. Thus we have to consider the
relation of sense-datato physica objects. The collection of al physicd objectsis cdled
'matter’. Thus our two questions may be re-stated asfollows: (1) Is there any such thing
as matter? (2) If so, what isits nature?

The philosopher who first brought prominently forward the reasons for regarding the
immediate objects of our senses as not existing independently of us was Bishop Berkeley
(1685-1753). His Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, in Opposition to
Sceptics and Atheists, undertake to prove that there is no such thing as matter at dl, and
that the world conssts of nothing but minds and their ideas. Hylas has hitherto believed

in matter, but he is no match for Philonous, who mercilesdy drives him into
contradictions and paradoxes, and makes his own denid of matter seem, inthe end, asif
it were dmost common sense. The arguments employed are of very different value: some
are important and sound, others are confused or quibbling. But Berkeley retains the merit
of having shown that the existence of matter is cgpable of being denied without absurdity,
and that if there are any things that exist independently of us they cannot be the
immediate objects of our sensations.

There are two different questions involved when we ask whether matter exists, and it is
important to keep them clear. We commonly mean by 'matter' something which is
opposed to 'mind’, something which we think of as occupying space and as radicaly
incgpable of any sort of thought or consciousness. It is chiefly in this sense that Berkdey
denies matter; that isto say, he does not deny that the sense-data which we commonly
take as Sgns of the existence of the table are redlly signs of the existence of something
independent of us, but he does deny that this something is nonmentd, that it is neither
mind nor idess entertained by some mind. He admits that there must be something which
continues to exist when we go out of the room or shut our eyes, and that what we call
seeing the table does redly give us reason for believing in something which perssts even
when we are not seeing it. But he thinks that this something cannot be radically different
in nature from what we see, and cannot be independent of seeing atogether, though it
must be independent of our seeing. Heisthusled to regard the 'red’ table as an ideaiin
the mind of God. Such an idea has the required permanence and independence of
oursalves, without being -- as matter would otherwise be -- something quite unknowable,
in the sense that we can only infer it, and can never be directly and immediately aware of
it.

Other philosophers since Berkeley have aso held that, athough the table does not depend
for its existence upon being seen by me, it does depend upon being seen (or otherwise
gpprehended in sensation) by some mind -- not necessarily the mind of God, but more
often the whole collective mind of the universe. Thisthey hold, as Berkeley does, chiefly
because they think there can be nothing red -- or at any rate nothing known to be redl
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except minds and their thoughts and fedings. We might state the argument by which they
support their view in some such way asthis. 'Whatever can be thought of isan ideain the
mind of the person thinking of it; therefore nothing can be thought of except ideasin
minds; therefore anything dse isinconcavable, and what is inconcelvable cannot exist.

Such an argument, in my opinion, isfalacious, and of course those who advance it do not
put it so shortly or so crudely. But whether vaid or not, the argument has been very
widely advanced in one form or another; and very many philosophers, perhaps a
mgority, have held that there is nothing red except minds and their ideas. Such
philosophers are cdled 'idedists. When they come to explaining matter, they ether say,
like Berkeley, that matter is redlly nothing but a collection of idess, or they say, like
Leibniz (1646-1716), that what appears as matter is realy a collection of more or less
rudimentary minds.

But these philosophers, though they deny matter as opposed to mind, neverthdess, in
another sense, admit matter. It will be remembered that we asked two questions; namely,
(1) Isthere ared table at al? (2) If so, what sort of object can it be? Now both Berkeley
and Leibniz admit thet thereis ared table, but Berkdey saysit is certain ideasin the
mind of God, and Leibniz saysit isa colony of souls. Thus both of them answer our first
question in the affirmative, and only diverge from the views of ordinary mortasin their
answer to our second question. In fact, dmost al philosophers seem to be agreed that
thereisared table. they amog al agree that, however much our sense-data -- colour,
shape, smoothness, etc. -- may depend upon us, yet their occurrence isasign of
something existing independently of us, something differing, perhgps, completdy from

our sense-data whenever we arein asuitable relation to the red table.

Now obvioudy this point in which the philosophers are agreed -- the view that thereisa
red table, whatever its nature may be is vitaly important, and it will be worth while to
congder what reasons there are for accepting this view before we go on to the further
guestion as to the nature of the real table. Our next chapter, therefore, will be concerned
with the reasons for supposing thet thereisared table at dl.

Before we go farther it will be well to consider for amoment what it is that we have
discovered so far. It has appeared that, if we take any common object of the sort that is
supposed to be known by the senses, what the sensesimmediately tell usis not the truth
about the object asit is apart from us, but only the truth about certain sense-data which,
so far as we can see, depend upon the relations between us and the object. Thus what we
directly see and fed is merely 'appearance, which we bdlieve to be asign of some

redity’ behind. But if the redlity is not what appears, have we any means of knowing
whether thereis any redlity a al? And if so, have we any means of finding out whet it is
like?

Such questions are bewildering, and it is difficult to know that even the strangest

hypotheses may not be true. Thus our familiar table, which has roused but the dightest
thoughts in us hitherto, has become a problem full of surprisng possibilities. The one
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thing we know abouit it isthet it is not whet it ssems. Beyond this modest result, so far,
we have the most complete liberty of conjecture. Leibniz tdlls usit isa community of
souls: Berkdey telsusit isan ideain the mind of God; sober science, scarcdly less
wonderful, tdlsusit isavast collection of dectric chargesin violent mation.

Among these surprising possihilities, doubt suggests that perhaps thereisno table at dl.
Philosophy, if it cannot answer so many questions as we could wish, has &t least the
power of asking questions which increase the interest of the world, and show the
strangeness and wonder lying just below the surface even in the commonest things of
daily life.

CHAPTER 11

THE EXISTENCE OF MATTER

IN this chapter we have to ask oursaves whether, in any sense at dl, thereis such athing
as matter. Isthere atable which has a certain intringc nature, and continues to exist when
| am not looking, or is the table merely a product of my imaginaion, adream-tablein a
very prolonged dream? This question is of the greatest importance. For if we cannot be
sure of the independent existence of objects, we cannot be sure of the independent
existence of other peoplé€'s bodies, and therefore il less of other peopl€'s minds, since
we have no grounds for believing in their minds except such as are derived from
observing their bodies. Thusif we cannot be sure of the independent existence of objects,
we shdl be left donein adesart -- it may be that the whole outer world is nothing but a
dream, and that we alone exigt. Thisis an unconfortable posshility; but athough it
cannot be grictly proved to befase, thereis not the dightest reason to suppose thet it is
true. In this chapter we have to see why thisisthe case.

Before we embark upon doubtful matters, let ustry to find some more or lessfixed point
from which to sart. Although we are doubting the physica existence of the table, we are
not doubting the existence of the sense-data which made us think there was atable; we
are not doubting that, while we look, a certain colour and shape appear to us, and while
we press, a certain sensation of hardnessis experienced by us. All this, which is
psychologicd, we are not cdling in question. In fact, whatever ese may be doubtful,
some at least of our immedi ate experiences seem absolutely certain.

Descartes (1596- 1650), the founder of modern philosophy, invented a method which may
dtill be usad with profit -- the method of systematic doubt. He determined that he would
believe nothing which he did not see quite clearly and digtinctly to be true. Whatever he
could bring himsdlf to doubt, he would doubt, until he saw reason for not doubting it. By
applying this method he gradually became convinced that the only existence of which he
could be quite certain was own. He imagined a deceitful demon, who presented unred
thingsto his sensesin a perpetud phantasmagoria; it might be very improbable that such
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ademon existed, but Htill it was possible, and therefore doubt concerning things
perceived by the senses was possible.

But doubt concerning his own existence was not possible, for if he did not exist, no

demon could deceive him. If he doubted, he must exigt; if he had any experiences
whatever, he must exist. Thus his own existence was an absolute certainty to him. 'l

think, therefore | am, ' he said (Cogito, ergo sum); and on the basis of this certainty he set
to work to build up again the world of knowledge which his doubt had laid in ruins. By
inventing the method of doubt, and by showing that subjective things are the most

certain, Descartes performed a great service to philasophy, and one which makes him Hill
useful to dl students of the subject.

But some care is needed in using Descartes argument. 'l think, therefore | am' saysrather
more than is drictly certain. It might seem as though we were quite sure of being the
same person to-day as we were yesterday, and this is no doubt true in some sense. But the
redl Sdf isashard to arrive at asthe red table and does not seem to have that absolute,
convincing certainty thet belongs to particular experiences. When | ook a my table and
see acertain brown colour, whét is quite certain at once isnot 'l am seeing abrown
colour', but rather, ‘abrown colour is being seen’. This of course involves something (or
somebody) which (or who) sees the brown colour; but it does not of itsdlf involve that
more or less permanent person whom we call 'I'. So far asimmediate certainty goes, it
might be that the something which sees the brown colour is quite momentary, and not the
same as the something which has some different experience the next moment.

Thusit isour particular thoughts and fedings that have primitive certainty. And this
gopliesto dreams and hdlucinations as well asto norma perceptions. when we dream or
see a ghost, we certainly do have the sensations we think we have, but for various reasons
it isheld that no physical object corresponds to these sensations. Thus the certainty of our
knowledge of our own experiences does not have to be limited in any way to alow for
exceptiona cases. Here, therefore, we have, for what it is worth, a solid basis from which
to begin our pursuit of knowledge.

The problem we have to consider isthis: Granted that we are certain of our own sense-
data, have we any reason for regarding them as Sgns of the existence of something e,
which we can call the physical object? When we have enumerated dl the sense-data
which we should naturally regard as connected with the table have we said dl thereisto
say about the table, or isthere still something dse -- something not a sense-datum,
something which persgsts when we go out of the room? Common sense unhesitatingly
answersthat thereis. What can be bought and sold and pushed about and have a cloth
laid on it, and so on, cannot be a mere collection of sense-data. If the cloth completely
hides the table, we shdl derive no sense-data from the table, and therefore, if the table
were merely sense-data, it would have ceased to exi<t, and the cloth would be suspended
in empty air, reing, by amiracle, in the place where the table formerly was. This seems
plainly absurd; but whoever wishes to become a philosopher must learn not to be
frightened by absurdities.
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One great reason why it isfelt that we must secure a physica object in addition to the
sense-data, is that we want the same object for different people. When ten people are
gtting round a dinner-table, it seems preposterous to maintain that they are not seeing the
same tablecloth, the same knives and forks and spoons and glasses. But the sense-data are
private to each separate person; what isimmediately present to the sght of oneis not
immediately present to the sght of another: they dl see things from dightly different
points of view, and therefore see them dightly differently. Thus, if there are to be public
neutral objects, which can be m some sense known to many different people, there must
be something over and above the private and particular sense-data which appear to
various people. What reason, then, have we for believing that there are such public
neutral objects?

The firgt answer that naturdly occurs to one is that, athough different people may seethe
table dightly differently, dill they al see more or less smilar things when they look at

the table, and the variations in what they see follow the laws of perspective and reflection
of light, so that it is easy to arrive a a permanent object underlying dl the different
peoplée's sense-data. | bought my table from the former occupant of my room; | could not
buy his sense-data, which died when he went away, but | could and did buy the confident
expectation of more or less Smilar sense-data. Thusit isthe fact that different people
have amilar sense-data, and that one person in a given place at different times has smilar
sense-data, which makes us suppose that over and above the sense-datathereisa
permanent public object which underlies or causes the sense-data of various people a
varioustimes.

Now in so far as the above consderations depend upon supposing that there are other
people besides ourselves, they beg the very question at issue. Other people are
represented to me by certain sense-data, such as the sight of them or the sound of thelr
voices, and if | had no reason to believe that there were physica objects independent of
my sense-data, | should have no reason to believe that other people exist except as part of
my dream. Thus, when we are trying to show that there must be objects independent of
our own sense-data, we cannot apped to the testimony of other people, sncethis
testimony itsdf congsts of sense-data, and does not revea other people's experiences
unless our own sense-data are Sgns of things existing independently of us. We must
therefore, if possible, find, in our own purely private experiences, characteristicswhich
show, or tend to show, that there are in the world things other than ourselves and our
private experiences.

In one sense it must be admitted that we can never prove the existence of things other

than oursalves and our experiences. No logicd absurdity results from the hypoths's that

the world conssts of mysdf and my thoughts and fedlings and sensations, and that
everything ese is mere fancy. In dreams a very complicated world may seem to be

present, and yet on waking we find it was adelusion; that isto say, we find that the
sense-data in the dream do not appear to have corresponded with such physica objects as
we should naturdly infer from our sense-data. (It is true that, when the physical world is
assumed, it is possible to find physical causes for the sense-data in dreams. a door
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banging, for instance, may cause usto dream of anava engagement. But athough, in this
case, thereisaphysicd cause for the sense-data, thereis not aphysical object
corresponding to the sense-data in the way in which an actua navd battle would
correspond.) Thereisno logical impossibility in the supposition that the whole of lifeisa
dream, in which we ourselves cregte al the objects that come before us. But dthough this
isnot logicdly impossible, thereis no reason whatever to suppose that it istrue; and it is,
in fact, aless smple hypothess, viewed as a means of accounting for the facts of our

own life, than the common-sense hypothesis that there redlly are objects independent of
us, whose action on us calises our sensations.

Theway in which smplicity comesin from supposing thet there redlly are physicd
objectsis easly seen. If the cat appears at one moment in one part of the room, and at
another in another part, it is natura to suppose that it has moved from the one to the
other, passing over a series of intermediate postions. But if itismerely a set of sense-
data, it cannot have ever been in any place where | did not seeit; thus we shall haveto
suppose that it did not exigt a al while | was not looking, but suddenly sprang into being
in anew place. If the cat exists whether | seeit or not, we can understand from our own
experience how it gets hungry between one med and the next; but if it does not exist
when | am not seeing it, it seems odd that appetite should grow during non-existence as
fast as during exisence. And if the cat conssts only of sense-data, it cannot be hungry,
since no hunger but my own can be a sense-datum to me. Thus the behaviour of the
sense-data which represent the cat to me, though it seems quite natura when regarded as
an expresson of hunger, becomes utterly inexplicable when regarded as mere movements
and changes of patches of colour, which are as incgpable of hunger astriangleis of
playing football.

But the difficulty in the case of the cat is nothing compared to the difficulty in the case of
human beings. When human beings speak -- that is, when we hear certain noiseswhich
we asociate with ideas, and Smultaneoudy see certain motions of lips and expressions
of face -- it is very difficult to suppose that what we hear is not the expresson of a
thought, as we know it would be if we emitted the same sounds. Of course smilar things
happen in dreams, where we are mistaken as to the existence of other people. But dreams
aremore or less suggested by what we cal waking life, and are cgpable of being more or
less accounted for on scientific principles if we assume thet thereredly isaphysica
world. Thus every principle of smplicity urges us to adopt the natura view, that there
redly are objects other than oursalves and our sense-data which have an existence not
dependent upon our perceiving them.

Of courseit isnot by argument that we origindly come by our bdlief in an independent
externd world. We find this belief ready in oursalves as soon as we begin to reflect: it is
what may be caled an instinctive belief. We should never have been led to question this
belief but for the fact that, at any rate in the case of sight, it ssems asif the sense-datum
itsdf wereingtinctively believed to be the independent object, whereas argument shows
that the object cannot be identica with the sense-datum. This discovery, however --
which isnot at al paradoxica in the case of taste and smdl and sound, and only dightly
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S0 in the case of touch -- leaves undiminished our indinctive belief thet there are objects
corresponding to our sense-data. Since this belief does not lead to any difficulties, but on
the contrary tends to smplify and systematize our account of our experiences, there
seems no good reason for rejecting it. We may therefore admit -- though with adight
doubt derived from dreams -- that the externa world does redly exist, and is not whally
dependent for its existence upon our continuing to percaiveit.

The argument which has led usto this conclusion is doubtless less strong than we could
wish, but it istypica of many philosophica arguments, and it is therefore worth while to
consder briefly its genera character and vdidity. All knowledge, we find, must be built
up upon our indinctive beliefs, and if these are rgected, nothing is left. But among our
indinctive beliefs some are much stronger than others, while many have, by habit and
association, become entangled with other beliefs, not redly ingtinctive, but fasdy
supposed to be part of what is believed ingtinctively.

Philosophy should show us the hierarchy of our ingtinctive beliefs, beginning with those
we hold most strongly, and presenting each as much isolated and as free from irrdlevant
additions as possible. It should take care to show that, in the form in which they are
finaly sat forth, our indinctive beliefs do not clash, but form a harmonious system. There
can never be any reason for regecting one indinctive belief except thet it dasheswith
others, thus, if they are found to harmonize, the whole system becomes worthy of
acceptance.

It is of course possible that al or any of our beliefs may be mistaken, and therefore dl
ought to be held with at least some dight eement of doubt. But we cannot have reason to
rgject abelief except on the ground of some other belief. Hence, by organizing our
indinctive beliefs and their consequences, by consdering which among them is most
possible, if necessary, to modify or abandon, we can arrive, on the basis of accepting as
our s0le datawhat we inginctively believe, a an orderly systemétic organization of our
knowledge, in which, though the possibility of error remains its likeihood is diminished
by the interrelation of the parts and by the critical scrutiny which has preceded
acquiescence.

Thisfunction, at least, philosophy can perform. Mot philosophers, rightly or wrongly,
believe that philosophy can do much more than this -- that it can give us knowledge, not
otherwise attainable, concerning the universe as awhole, and concerning the nature of
ultimate redlity. Whether this be the case or not, the more modest function we have
spoken of can certainly be performed by philosophy, and certainly suffices, for those who
have once begun to doubt the adequacy of common sense, to justify the arduous and
difficult Iabours thet philosophica problemsinvolve.

CHAPTER 11
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THE NATURE OF MATTER

IN the preceding chapter we agreed, though without being able to find demonstrative
reasons, that it is rationa to believe that our sense-data -- for example, those which we
regard as associated with my table -- are redly signs of the existence of something
independent of us and our perceptions. That isto say, over and above the sensations of
colour, hardness, noise, and so on, which make up the appearance of the table to me, |
assume that there is something else, of which these things are appearances. The colour
ceasesto exid if | shut my eyes, the sensation of hardness ceasesto exit if | remove my
arm from contact with the table, the sound ceasesto exist if | cease to rap the table with
my knuckles. But | do not believe that when dl these things cease the table ceases. On
the contrary, | believe that it is because the table exigts continuoudy thet al these sense-
data will reappear when | open my eyes, replace my arm, and begin again to rap with my
knuckles. The question we have to consder in this chapter is What is the nature of this
redl table, which perssts independently of my perception of it?

To this question physicd science gives an answer, somewhat incomplete it istrue, and in
part sill very hypothetical, but yet deserving of respect so far asit goes. Physica science,
more or less unconscioudy, has drifted into the view that dl naturd phenomena ought to
be reduced to motions. Light and heat and sound are dl due to wave-moations, which
travel from the body emitting them to the person who seeslight or feds heat or hears
sound. That which has the wave-moation is either agther or 'gross matter', but in either
case iswhat the philosopher would call matter. The only properties which science assigns
to it are position in space, and the power of motion according to the laws of motion.
Science does not deny that it may have other properties; but if so, such other properties
are not useful to the man of science, and in no way assst him in explaining the
phenomena.

It is sometimes said that 'light is aform of wave-motion', but thisis mideading, for the
light which we immediatdly see, which we know directly by means of our senses, isnot a
form of wave-moation, but something quite different -- something which we dl know if

we are not blind, though we cannot describe it so as to convey our knowledge to aman
who isblind. A wave-motion, on the contrary, could quite well be described to ablind
man, since he can acquire a knowledge of space by the sense of touch; and he can
experience awave-motion by a seavoyage dmost as well aswe can. But this, which a
blind man can understand, is not what we mean by light: we mean by light just that which
ablind man can never understand, and which we can never describe to him.,

Now this something, which dl of uswho are not blind know, is not, according to science,
redly to be found in the outer world: it is something caused by the action of certain
waves upon the eyes and nerves and brain of the person who seesthe light. When it is
sad that light iswaves, what is redly meant isthat waves are the physical cause of our
sensations of light. But light itsdlf, the thing which seeing people experience and blind
people do noat, is not supposed by science to form any part of the world that is
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independent of us and our senses. And very similar remarks would gpply to other kinds
of sensations.

It is not only colours and sounds and so on that are absent from the scientific world of
matter, but also space aswe get it through sight or touch. It is essentid to science that its
matter should bein a space, but the space in which it is cannot be exactly the space we
see or fed. To begin with, space as we seeit is not the same as space as we get it by the
sense of touch; it isonly by experience in infancy that we learn how to touch things we
see, or how to get asight of things which we fed touching us. But the space of scienceis
neutral as between touch and sight; thusit cannot be elther the space of touch or the space
of sght.

Again, different people see the same object as of different shapes, according to their point
of view. A circular coin, for example, though we should awaysjudge it to be circular,

will look ova unless we are raight in front of it. When we judge that it is circular, we
arejudging that it has ared shape which is not its gpparent shape, but belongsto it
intringcaly apart from its appearance. But thisreal shape, which iswhat concerns
science, must be in areal space, not the same as anybody's apparent space. The red space
is public, the apparent space is private to the percipient. In different peopl€'s private
gpaces the same object seems to have different shapes; thus the real space, in which it has
itsred shape, must be different from the private spaces. The space of science, therefore,
though connected with the spaces we see and fed, is not identica with them, and the
manner of its connexion requires investigation.

We agreed provisonadly that physica objects cannot be quite like our sense-data, but
may be regarded as causing our sensations. These physical objects are in the space of
science, which we may cal 'physicd’ space. It isimportant to notice that, if our

sensations are to be caused by physical objects, there must be aphysica space containing
these objects and our sense-organs and nerves and brain. We get a sensation of touch
from an object when we are in contact with it; that is to say, when some part of our body
occupies a place in physica space quite close to the space occupied by the object. We see
an object (roughly speaking) when no opague body is between the object and our eyesin
physicd space. Similarly, we only hear or smell or taste an object when we are
sufficiently near to it, or when it touches the tongue, or has some suitable position in
physica space relatively to our body. We cannot begin to state what different sensations
we shdl derive from a given object under different circumstances unless we regard the
object and our body as both in one physica space, for it ismainly the relative postions of
the object and our body that determine what sensations we shal derive from the object.

Now our sense-data are Situated in our private spaces, either the space of sight or the
gpace of touch or such vaguer spaces as other senses may give us. If, as science and
common sense assume, there is one public al-embracing physica spaceinwhich
physica objects are, the relative postions of physica objectsin physica space must
more or less correspond to the relative positions of sense-datain our private Spaces.
Thereis no difficulty in supposing thisto be the case. If we see on aroad one house
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nearer to us than another, our other senses will bear out the view that it is nearer; for
example, it will be reached sooner if we wak aong the road. Other people will agree that
the house which looks nearer to usis nearer; the ordnance map will take the same view;
and thus everything points to a spatia relation between the houses corresponding to the
relation between the sense-data which we see when we look at the houses. Thus we may
assume that there isa physical gpace in which physical objects have spatid reations
corresponding to those which the corresponding sense-data have in our private spaces. It
isthis physicd space which is dedlt with in geometry and assumed in physics and
astronomy.

Assuming that thereis physical space, and that it does thus correspond to private spaces,
what can we know about it? We can know only what is required in order to secure the
correspondence. That isto say, we can know nothing of what it islike in itsdf, but we
can know the sort of arrangement of physical objects which results from their spetid
relaions. We can know, for example, that the earth and moon and sun are in one straight
line during an edipse, though we cannot know what aphydcd draight lineisinitsdf, as
we know thelook of agraight linein our visua space. Thus we come to know much
more about the relations of distances in physica space than about the distances
themsdlves, we may know that one distance is greater than another, or thet it isdong the
same graight line as the other, but we cannot have that immedi ate acquaintance with
physica distances that we have with distances in our private spaces, or with colours or
sounds or other sense-data. We can know al those things about physical space which a
man born blind might know through other people about the space of sight; but the kind of
things which a man born blind could never know about the space of sight we aso cannot
know about physical space. We can know the properties of the relations required to
preserve the correspondence with sense-data, but we cannot know the nature of the terms
between which the rdations hold.

With regard to time, our feeling of duration or of the lapse of time is notorioudy an
unsafe guide as to the time that has elapsed by the clock. Times when we are bored or
suffering pain pass dowly, times when we are agreesbly occupied pass quickly, and
times when we are degping pass dmog as if they did not exigt. Thus, in so far astimeis
congtituted by duration, there is the same necessity for digtinguishing a public and a
private time as there was in the case of space. But in o far astime consstsin an order of
before and after, there is no need to make such a digtinction; the time-order which events
seem to haveis, so far as we can see, the same as the time-order which they do have. At
any rate no reason can be given for supposing that the two orders are not the same. The
sameisusudly true of space: if aregiment of men are marching along aroad, the shape
of the regiment will look different from different points of view, but the men will appear
arranged in the same order from dl points of view. Hence we regard the order astrue
aso in physica space, whereas the shape is only supposed to correspond to the physica
gpace S0 far asisrequired for the preservation of the order.

In saying that the time-order which events seem to have is the same as the time-order
whichthey really have, it is necessary to guard againgt a possible misunderstanding. It
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must not be supposed that the various states of different physica objects have the same
time-order as the sense-data which congtitute the perceptions of those objects. Considered
as physica objects, the thunder and lightning are smultaneous, that isto say, the

lightring is Smultaneous with the disturbance of the air in the place where the

disturbance begins, namely, where the lightning is. But the sense-datum which we call
hearing the thunder does not take place until the disturbance of the air has travelled as far
asto wherewe are. Smilarly, it takes about eight minutes for the sun'slight to reech us,
thus, when we see the sun we are seeing the sun of eight minutes ago. So far as our sense-
data afford evidence as to the physical sun they afford evidence as to the physica sun of
eght minutes ago; if the physicd sun had ceased to exig within the last eight minutes,

that would make no difference to the sense-data which we call 'seeing the sun'. This
affords afresh illudtration of the necessity of digtinguishing between sense-data and
physical objects.

What we have found as regards space is much the same as what we find in relation to the
correspondence of the sense-data with their physical counterparts. If one object looks
blue and another red, we may reasonably presume that there is some corresponding
difference between the physica objects; if two objects both look blue, we may presume a
corresponding similarity. But we cannot hope to be acquainted directly with the qudity in
the physical object which makesit look blue or red. Science tells us that this quaity isa
certain sort of wave-motion, and this sounds familiar, because we think of wave-motions
in the space we see. But the wave-motions must redlly be in physica space, with which
we have no direct acquaintance; thus the red wave-motions have not that familiarity
which we might have supposed them to have. And what holds for coloursis closaly
smilar to what holds for other sense-data. Thus we find that, athough the relations of
physical objects have adl sorts of knowable properties, derived from their correspondence
with the relations of sense-data, the physica objects themsaves remain unknown in their
intringc nature, so far a least as can be discovered by means of the senses. The question
remans whether there is any other method of discovering the intrinsic nature of physica
objects.

The most naturd, though not ultimately the most defensible, hypothesis to adopt in the
first ingtance, a any rate as regards visud sense-data, would be that, though physicd
objects cannot, for the reasons we have been considering, be exactly like sense-data, yet
they may be more or less like. According to this view, physical objects will, for example,
redly have colours, and we might, by good luck, see an object as of the colour it redly is.
The colour which an object seemsto have a any given moment will in generd be very
samilar, though not quite the same, from many different points of view; we might thus
uppose the 'red’ colour to be a sort of medium colour, intermediate between the various
shades which gppear from the different points of view.

Such atheory is perhaps not capable of being definitdy refuted, but it can be shown to be
groundless. To begin with, it is plain that the colour we see depends only upon the nature
of the light-waves that drike the eye, and is therefore modified by the medium

intervening between us and the object, as wdl as by the manner in which light is reflected
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from the object in the direction of the eye. Theintervening air dters colours unlessit is
perfectly clear, and any strong reflection will dter them completely. Thus the colour we
seeisaresult of theray asit reaches the eye, and not Smply a property of the object from
which the ray comes. Hence, aso, provided certain waves reach the eye, we shdl seea
certain colour, whether the object from which the waves start has any colour or not. Thus
it is quite gratuitous to suppose that physical objects have colours, and therefore thereis
no judtification for making such a suppogtion. Exactly smilar arguments will apply to
other sense-data.

It remains to ask whether there are any generd philosophica arguments enabling usto
say that, if matter isred, it must be of such and such anature. A explained above, very
many philosophers, perhgps mogt, have hed that whatever isred must be in some sense
mentd, or a any rate that whatever we can know anything about must be in some sense
mental. Such philosophers are called 'idedlists. Idedists tell usthat what appears as
matter is redly something mentd; namely, either (as Leibniz hed) more or less
rudimentary minds, or (as Berkeley contended) ideas in the minds which, as we should
commonly say, 'perceive the matter. Thus idedlists deny the existence of matter as
something intringcaly different from mind, though they do not deny that our sense-data
are sgns of something which exigts independently of our private sensations. In the
following chapter we shdl consider briefly the reasons -- in my opinion fdlacious --
which idedigts advance in favour of ther theory.

CHAPTER IV

IDEALISM

THE word 'idediam' is used by different philosophersin somewhat different senses. We
shall understand by it the doctrine that whatever exigts, or a any rate whatever can be
known to exigt, must be in some sense mental. This doctrine, which is very widdy held
among philosophers, has severd forms, and is advocated on severd different grounds.
The doctrine is 0o widdly held, and so interesting in itsdlf, that even the briefest survey of
philosophy must give some account of it.

Those who are unaccustomed to philosophica speculation may be inclined to dismiss
such adoctrine as obvioudy absurd. There is no doubt that common sense regards tables
and chairs and the sun and moon and materia objects generaly as something radically
different from minds and the contents of minds, and as having an existence which might
continue if minds ceased. We think of matter as having existed long before there were
any minds, and it is hard to think of it as amere product of mentd activity. But whether
true or fase, idedlism is not to be dismissed as obvioudy absurd.

We have seen that, even if physica objects do have an independent existence, they mus

differ very widdy from sense-data, and can only have a correspondence with sense-data,
in the same sort of way in which a catalogue has a correspondence with the things
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catalogued. Hence common sense leaves us completely in the dark asto the trueintringc
nature of physical objects, and if there were good reason to regard them as menta, we
could not legitimately rgject this opinion merely because it srikes us as strange. The truth
about physical objects must be strange. It may be unattainable, but if any philosopher
believes tha he has attained it, the fact that what he offers as the truth is strange ought
not to be made a ground of objection to his opinion.

The grounds on which idedlism is advocated are generaly grounds derived from the
theory of knowledge, that isto say, from a discussion of the conditions which things must
satisfy in order that we may be able to know them. The first serious attempt to establish
idealism on such grounds was that of Bishop Berkeley. He proved fird, by arguments
which were largdly vaid, that our sense-data cannot be supposed to have an existence
independent of us, but must be, in part a leadt, 'in' the mind, in the sense that their
existence would not continue if there were no seeing or hearing or touching or smelling

or tasting. So far, his contention was dmost certainly vadid, even if some of his
arguments were not so. But he went on to argue that sense-data were the only things of
whose existence our perceptions could assure us, and that to be known isto be'in' amind,
and therefore to be menta. Hence he concluded that nothing can ever be known except
what isin some mind, and that whatever is known without being in my mind must bein
some other mind.

In order to understand his argument, it is necessary to understand his use of the word
'Ided. He gives the name 'ided to anything which isimmediately known, as, for example,
sense-data are known Thus a particular colour which we seeisan ideg; soisavoice
which we hear, and s0 on. But the term is not whally confined to sense-data. There will
aso be things remembered or imagined, for with such things dso we have immediate
acquaintance & the moment of remembering or imagining. All such immediate deta he
cals'idess.

He then proceeds to consider common objects, such asatree, for instance. He shows that
al we know immediately when we ‘perceive the tree conssts of ideasin his sense of the
word, and he argues that there is not the dightest ground for supposing thet there is
anything real about the tree except what is percelved. Its being, he says, consstsin being
perceived: in the Latin of the schoolmen its'esse’ is ‘percipi’. He fully admits that the tree
must continue to exist even when we shut our eyes or when no human being is neer it.
But this continued existence, he says, is due to the fact that God continues to perceiveit;
the 'redl’ tree, which corresponds to what we called the physica object, consists of ideas
in the mind of God, ideas more or less like those we have when we see the tree, but
differing in the fact that they are permanent in God's mind so long as the tree continues to
exig. All our perceptions, according to him, consst in a partia participation in God's
perceptions, and it is because of this participation that different people see more or less
the same tree. Thus apart from minds and their ideas there is nothing in the world, nor is
it possible that anything else should ever be known, since whatever isknown is
necessarily an idea.
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There arein this argument a good many falacies which have been important in the
history of philosophy, and which it will be aswell to bring to light. In the first place,

there is a confuson engendered by the use of the word 'ided. We think of an ideaas
essentidly something in somebody's mind, and thus when we are told that a tree consists
entirely of idess, it is naturd to suppose that, if o, the tree must be entirdly in minds. But
the notion of being 'in' the mind is ambiguous. We spesk of bearing a person in mind, not
meaning that the person isin our minds, but that a thought of himisin our minds. When
aman says that some business he had to arrange went clean out of his mind, he does not
mean to imply that the business itsalf was ever in hismind, but only that a thought of the
business was formerly in hismind, but afterwards ceased to bein hismind. And so when
Berkdey saysthat the tree must bein our mindsif we can know it, al thet heredly hasa
right to say isthat athought of the tree must be in our minds. To argue that the tree itself
mugt bein our mindsis like arguing that a person whom we bear in mind is himsdf in

our minds. This confuson may seem too gross to have been redly committed by any
competent philosopher, but various attendant circumstances rendered it possible. In order
to see how it was possible, we must go more deeply into the question as to the nature of
idess.

Before taking up the genera question of the nature of ideas, we must disentangle two
entirely separate questions which arise concerning sense-data and physical objects. We
saw that, for various reasons of detail, Berkeley was right in tresting the sense-datawhich
condtitute our perception of the tree as more or less subjective, in the sense that they
depend upon us as much as upon the tree, and would not exist if the tree were not being
perceived. But thisis an entirely different point from the one by which Berkeley seeksto
prove that whatever can be immediately known must be in amind. For this purpose
argument of detail asto the dependence of sense-data upon us are usaless. It is necessary
to prove, generaly, that by being known, things are shown to be mental. Thisiswhat
Berkeley believes himsdlf to have done. It isthis question, and not our previous question
as to the difference between sense-data and the physical object, that must now concern
us.

Taking the word 'ided in Berkeley's sense, there are two quite ditinct thingsto be
consdered whenever an ideais before the mind. There is on the one hand the thing of
which we are aware -- say the colour of my table -- and on the other hand the actua
awareness itsdlf, the menta act of apprehending the thing. The mentd act is undoubtedly
menta, but is there any reason to suppose that the thing apprehended isin any sense
mental? Our previous arguments concerning the colour did not prove it to be mentd; they
only proved that its existence depends upon the relation of our sense organsto the
physica object -- in our case, thetable. That isto say, they proved that a certain colour
will exig, in acertain light, if anormd eyeis placed a a certain point relaively to the
table. They did not prove that the colour isin the mind of the percipient.

Berkeley's view, that obvioudy the colour must be in the mind, seems to depend for its

plaushility upon confusing the thing gpprehended with the act of gpprehension. Either of
these might be called an ‘idedl; probably either would have been called an idea by
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Berkeley. The act is undoubtedly in the mind; hence, when we are thinking of the act, we
readily assent to the view that ideas must be in the mind. Then, forgetting thet this was
only true when ideas were taken as acts of gpprehension, we transfer the proposition that
ideas are in the mind' to ideas in the other sensg, i.e. to the things apprehended by our
acts of gpprehension. Thus, by an unconscious equivocation, we arrive a the concluson
that whatever we can gpprehend must be in our minds. This ssemsto be the true andysis
of Berkdey's argument, and the ultimate fallacy upon which it rests.

This question of the digtinction between act and object in our gpprehending of thingsis
vitaly important, snce our whole power of acquiring knowledge is bound up with it. The
faculty of being acquainted with things other than itsdf is the main characterigtic of a
mind. Acquaintance with objects essentially condgsts in arelation between the mind and
something other than the mind; it is this that congtitutes the mind's power of knowing
things. If we say that the things known must be in the mind, we are either unduly limiting
the mind's power of knowing, or we are uttering a mere tautology. We are uttering amere
tautology if we mean by 'in the mind' the same as by 'before the mind, i.e. if we mean
merely being gpprehended by the mind. But if we mean this, we shdl have to admit thet
what, in this sense, isin the mind, may nevertheess be not menta. Thus when we redize
the nature of knowledge, Berkeley's argument is seen to be wrong in substance as well as
inform, and his grounds for supposing that 'idess -- i.e. the objects apprehended -- mugt
be mentd, are found to have no vdidity whatever. Hence his grounds in favour of
idealism may be dismissed. It remains to see whether there are any other grounds.

It is often said, asthough it were a salf-evident truism, that we cannot know that anything
exists which we do not know. It isinferred that whatever can in any way be rdevant to
our experience must be at least capable of being known by us, whence it follows that if
meatter were essentidly something with which we could not become acquainted, matter
would be something which we could not know to exist, and which could have for us no
importance whatever. It is generdly aso implied, for reasons which remain obscure, that
what can have no importance for us cannot be redl, and that therefore matter, if it is not
composed of minds or of mental idess, isimpossible and a mere chimaera

To gointo this argument fully at our present stage would be impossible, sinceit raises
points requiring a considerable preiminary discussion; but certain reasons for regjecting
the argument may be noticed at once. To begin at the end: there is no reason why what
cannot have any practical importance for us should not bered. It istruethat, if
theoretical importance isincluded, everything red is of some importance to us, Since, as
persons desirous of knowing the truth about the universe, we have someinterest in
everything that the universe contains. But if this sort of interest isincluded, it is not the
case that matter has no importance for us, provided it exists even if we cannot know that
it exists. We can, obvioudy, suspect that it may exist, and wonder whether it does; hence
it is connected with our desire for knowledge, and has the importance of ether satisfying
or thwarting this desire.
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Again, it isby no meansatruism, and isin fact fase, that we cannot know that anything
exists which we do not know. Theword 'know' is here used in two different senses. (1) In
itsfirgt useit is goplicable to the sort of knowledge which is opposed to error, the sense
in which what we know is true, the sense which gpplies to our beliefs and convictions, i.e.
to what are cdled judgements. In this sense of the word we know that something isthe
case. This sort of knowledge may be described as knowledge of truths. (2) In the second
use of the word 'know' above, the word applies to our knowledge of things, which we
may cdl acquaintance. Thisisthe sense in which we know sense-data. (The distinction
involved is roughly that between savoir and connaitre in French, or between wissen and
kennen in German.)

Thus the statement which seemed like a truism becomes, when re-gated, the following:
'We can never truly judge that something with which we are not acquainted exigs' This
is by no means atruism, but on the contrary a papable fasehood. | have not the honour
to be acquainted with the Emperor of China, but | truly judge that he exigts. It may be
sad, of course, that | judge this because of other peopl€'s acquaintance with him. This,
however, would be anirrdlevant retort, snce, if the principle were true, | could not know
that any one ese is acquainted with him. But further: there is no reason why | should not
know of the exigtence of something with which nobody is acquainted. This point is
important, and demands e ucidation.

If I am acquainted with a thing which exigts, my acquaintance gives me the knowledge
that it exigts But it is not true that, conversaly, whenever | can know that athing of a
certain sort exists, | or some one else must be acquainted with the thing. What happens,
in cases where | have true judgement without acquaintance, is that the thing is known to
me by description, and that, in virtue of some generd principle, the existence of athing
answering to this description can be inferred from the existence of something with which
| am acquainted. In order to understand this point fully, it will be well firgt to ded with
the difference between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description, and
then to consider what knowledge of generd principles, if any, hasthe same kind of
certainty as our knowledge of the existence of our own experiences. These subjects will
be dedlt with in the following chapters.

CHAPTER V

KNOWLEDGE BY ACQUAINTANCE AND
KNOWLEDGE BY DESCRIPTION

IN the preceding chapter we saw theat there are two sorts of knowledge: knowledge of
things, and knowledge of truths. In this chapter we shal be concerned exclusvely with
knowledge of things, of which in turn we shal have to distinguish two kinds. Knowledge
of things, when it is of the kind we cal knowledge by acquaintance, isessentidly
smpler than any knowledge of truths, and logicaly independent of knowledge of truths,
though it would be rash to assume that human beings ever, in fact, have acquaintance
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with things without at the same time knowing some truth about them. Knowledge of

things by description, on the contrary, dways involves, as we shdl find in the course of
the present chapter, some knowledge of truths asits source and ground. But first of al we
must make dear what we mean by ‘acquaintance’ and what we mean by 'description’.

We shdll say that we have acquaintance with anything of which we are directly aware,
without the intermediary of any process of inference or any knowledge of truths. Thusin
the presence of my table | am acquainted with the sense-data that make up the appearance
of my table -- its colour, shape, hardness, smoothness, etc.; al these are things of which |
am immediately conscious when | am seeing and touching my teble. The particular shade
of colour that | am seeing may have many things said about it -- | may say thet it is
brown, that it is rather dark, and so on. But such statements, though they make me know
truths about the colour, do not make me know the colour itself any better than | did
before: so far a concerns knowledge of the colour itself, as opposed to knowledge of
truths about it, I know the colour perfectly and completely when | seeit, and no further
knowledge of it itsdlf is even theoreticaly possble. Thus the sense-data which make up
the gppearance of my table are things with which | have acquaintance, things
immediately known to me just asthey are.

My knowledge of the table as aphysica object, on the contrary, is not direct knowledge.
Such asitis, it is obtained through acquaintance with the sense-data that make up the
gppearance of the table. We have seen that it is possible, without absurdity, to doubt whet
thereisatableat dl, whereasit is not possible to doubt the sense-data. My knowledge of
the tableis of the kind which we shdl cal 'knowledge by description’. The tebleis ‘the
physica object which causes such-and-such sense-data. This describes the table by
means of the sense-data. In order to know anything a al about the table, we must know
truths connecting it with things with which we have acquaintance: we must know thet
'such-and- such sense-data are caused by a physical object’. Thereis no state of mind in
which we are directly aware of the table; al our knowledge of the table isredly
knowledge of truths, and the actud thing which isthe table is not, Strictly spesking,
known to us a dl. We know a description and we know that there is just one object to
which this description applies, though the object itsdf is not directly known to us. In such
acase, we say that our knowledge of the object is knowledge by description.

All our knowledge, both knowledge of things and knowledge of truths, rests upon
acquaintance as its foundation. It is therefore important to consider what kinds of things
there are with which we have acquaintance.

Sense-data, as we have dready seen, are among the things with which we are acquainted;
in fact, they supply the most obvious and gtriking example of knowledge by

acquaintance. But if they were the sole example, our knowledge would be very much
more restricted than it is. We should only know what is now present to our senses. we
could not know anything about the past -- not even that there was a past -- nor could we
know any truths about our sense-data, for al knowledge of truths, as we shall show,
demands acquaintance with things which are of an essentidly different character from
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sense-data, the things which are sometimes caled "abstract ideas, but which we shdll call
‘universas. We have therefore to consider acquaintance with other things besides sense-
dataif we are to obtain any tolerably adequate andysis of our knowledge.

The firgt extension beyond sense-data to be considered is acquaintance by memory. It is
obvious that we often remember what we have seen or heard or had otherwise present to
our senses, and that in such cases we are till immediately aware of what we remember,
in spite of the fact that it appears as past and not as present. Thisimmediate knowledge
by memory isthe source of al our knowledge concerning the past: without it, there could
be no knowledge of the past by inference we should never know that there was anything
past to be inferred.

The next extension to be consdered is acquaintance by introspection. We are not only
aware of things, but we are often aware of being aware of them. When | seethe sun, | am
often aware of my seeing the sun; thus'my seeing the sun' is an object with which | have
acquaintance. When | desire food, | may be aware of my desire for food; thus'my
desiring food' is an object with which | am acquainted. Similarly we may be aware of our
feding pleasure or pain, and generdly of the events which hgppen in our minds. This
kind of acquaintance, which may be called self- consciousness, is the source of dl our
knowledge of mentd things It is obviousthat it is only what goes on in our own minds
that can be thus known immediately. What goes on in the minds of othersis known to us
through our perception of their bodies, that is, the sense-datain us which are associated
with their bodies. But for our acquaintance with the contents of our own minds, we
should be unable to imagine the minds of others, and therefore we could never arrive at
the knowledge that they have minds. It seems natura to suppose that self-consciousness
isone of the things that distinguish men from animas. animas, we may suppose, though
they have acquaintance with sense-data, never become aware of this acquaintance. | do
not mean that they doubt whether they exist, but that they have never become conscious
of the fact that they have sensations and fedlings, nor therefore of the fact that they, the
subjects of their sensations and fedings, exist.

We have spoken of acquaintance with the contents of our minds as salf- consciousness,
but it is not, of course, consciousness of our salf: it is consciousness of particular thoughts
and fedings. The question whether we are dso acquainted with our bare selves, as
opposed to particular thoughts and fedings, isavery difficult one, upon which it would

be rash to speak postively. When we try to look into ourselves we dways seem to come
upon some particular thought or feding, and not upon the 'I' which has the thought or
fedling. Neverthel ess there are some reasons for thinking that we are acquainted with the
'I', though the acquaintance is hard to disentangle from other things. To make clear what
sort of reason thereis, let us consider for amoment what our acquaintance with particular
thoughts redlly involves.

When | am acquainted with 'my seeing the sun), it ssems plain that | am acquainted with

two different thingsin relation to each other. On the one hand there is the sense-datum
which represents the sun to me, on the other hand there is that which seesthis sense-
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datum. All acquaintance, such as my acquaintance with the sense-datum which represents
the sun, seems obvioudy a relation between the person acquainted and the object with
which the person is acquainted. When a case of acquaintance is one with which | can be
acquainted (as | am acquainted with my acquaintance with the sense-datum representing
the sun), it is plain that the person acquainted is mysdf. Thus, when | am acquainted with
my seeing the sun, the whole fact with which | am acquainted is 'Sdf-acquainted-with
sense-datum'.

Further, we know the truth 'l am acquainted with this sense-datum’. It is hard to see how
we could know this truth, or even understand what is meant by it, unless we were
acquainted with something which we call 'I'. It does not seem necessary to suppose that
we are acquainted with amore or less permanent person, the same to-day as yesterday,
but it does seem as though we must be acquainted with that thing, whatever its nature,
which sees the sun and has acquaintance with sense-data. Thus, in some sense it would
seem we must be acquainted with our Selves as opposed to our particular experiences.
But the question is difficult, and complicated arguments can be adduced on ether side.
Hence, dthough acquaintance with ourselves seems probably to occur, it is not wise to
assert that it undoubtedly does occur.

We may therefore sum up as follows what has been said concerning acquaintance with
things that exist. We have acquaintance in sensation with the data of the outer senses, and
in introgpection with the data of what may be cdled the inner sense -- thoughts, fedings,
desires, eic.; we have acquaintance in memory with things which have been data either of
the outer senses or of the inner sense. Further, it is probable, though not certain, that we
have acquaintance with Sdf, asthat which is aware of things or has desires towards

things

In addition to our acquaintance with particular exigting things, we aso have acquaintance
with what we shdl cdl universals, that isto say, generd ideas such as whiteness,
diversity, brotherhood, and so on. Every complete sentence must contain at least one
word which stands for a universa, snce dl verbs have ameaning which is universal. We
shdl return to universas later on, in Chapter IX; for the present, it is only necessary to
guard againgt the suppostion that whatever we can be acquainted with must be
something particular and existent. Awareness of universalsis called concelving, and a
universal of which we are aware is called a concept.

It will be seen that among the objects with which we are acquainted are not included
physical objects (as opposed to sense-data), nor other people's minds. These things are
known to us by what | call 'knowledge by description', which we must now consider.

By a'description’ | mean any phrase of the form ‘aso-and-so' or ‘the so-and-so'. A phrase
of the form 'aso-and-s0' | shdl cdl an'ambiguous description; a phrase of the form ‘the
so-and-s0' (inthe singular) | shdl cdl a'definite’ description. Thus'aman' isan

ambiguous description, and 'the man with the iron mask’ is a definite description. There

are various problems connected with ambiguous descriptions, but | pass them by, since
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they do not directly concern the matter we are discussing, which is the nature of our
knowledge concerning objects in cases where we know that thereis an object answering
to a definite description, though we are not acquainted with any such object. Thisisa
matter which is concerned exclusvely with definite descriptions. | shdl therefore, in the
seque, spesk smply of ‘descriptions when | mean 'definite descriptions. Thusa
description will mean any phrase of the form 'the so-and-s0' inthe singular.

We say that an object is'known by description’ when we know that it is 'the so-and-so/,
i.e. when we know that there is one object, and no more, having a certain property; and it
will generally beimplied that we do not have knowledge of the same object by
acquaintance. We know that the man with the iron mask existed, and many propositions
are known about him; but we do not know who he was. We know that the candidate who
gets the mogt votes will be dected, and in this case we are very likdly aso acquainted (in
the only sensein which one can be acquainted with some one e se) with the man who is,
in fact, the candidate who will get most votes; but we do not know which of the
candidates heis, i.e. we do do not know any proposition of the form 'A is the candidate
who will get most votes where A is one of the candidates by name. We shdl say that we
have 'merely descriptive knowledge of the so-and-so when, athough we know that the
so-and-0 exigts, and dthough we may possibly be acquainted with the object whichis, in
fact, the so-and-s0, yet we do not know any proposition ‘a is the so-and-so', where ais
something with which we are acquainted.

When we say 'the so-and-so exigts, we mean that there is just one object which isthe so-
and-s0. The proposition ‘a is the so-and-s0' means that a has the property so-and-so, and
nothing ese has. 'Mr. A. isthe Unionigt candidate for this condituency’ means'Mr. A. is
aUnionigt candidate for this congtituency, and no one dseis. The Unionist candidate for
this congtituency exists means 'some oneisaUnionist candidate for this condtituency,

and no one eseis. Thus, when we are acquainted with an object which is the so-and-so,
we know that the so-and-so exigts; but we may know that the so-and-so exists when we
are not acquainted with any object which we know to be the so-and-so, and even when
we are not acquainted with any object which, in fact, is the so-and- so.

Common words, even proper names, are usudly redly descriptions. That isto say, the
thought in the mind of a person using a proper name correctly can generdly only be
expressed explicitly if we replace the proper name by a description. Moreover, the
description required to express the thought will vary for different people, or for the same
person a different times. The only thing congtant (so long as the name is rightly used) is
the object to which the name applies. But S0 long as this remains congtant, the particular
description involved usudly makes no difference to the truth or falsehood of the
propogition in which the name appears.

Let ustake some illustrations. Suppose some statement made about Bismarck. Assuming
that there is such athing as direct acquantance with onesdlf, Bismarck himsdf might
have used his name directly to designate the particular person with whom he was
acquainted. In this case, if he made ajudgement about himsdlf, he himsdf might bea
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condtituent of the judgement. Here the proper name has the direct use which it dways
wishes to have, as Smply standing for a certain object, and not for a description of the
object. But if a person who knew Bismarck made a judgement about him, the case is
different. What this person was acquainted with were certain sense-data which he
connected (rightly, we will suppose) with Bismarck's body. His body, as a physica
object, and il more his mind, were only known as the body and the mind connected
with these sense-data. That is, they were known by description. Itis, of course, very
much amatter of chance which characterigtics of aman's appearance will comeinto a
friend's mind when he thinks of him; thus the description actudly in the friend'smind is
accidentd. The essentid point is that he knows that the various descriptions dl apply to
the same entity, in spite of not being acquainted with the entity in question.

When we, who did not know Bismarck, make judgement about him, the description in
our minds will probably be some more or less vague mass of historica knowledge -- far
more, in most cases, than is required to identify him. But, for the sake of illugtration, let
us assume that we think of him as 'the first Chancdllor of the German Empire. Here dl
the words are abstract except 'German’. The word 'German’ will, again, have different
meanings for different people. To someit will recal travels in Germany, to some the look
of Germany on the map, and so on. But if we are to obtain a description which we know
to be gpplicable, we shall be compelled, at some point, to bring in areferenceto a
particular with which we are acquainted. Such reference isinvolved in any mention of
past, present, and future (as opposed to definite dates), or of here and there, or of what
others have told us. Thus it would seem that, in some way or other, a description known
to be gpplicable to a particular must involve some reference to a particular with which we
are acquainted, if our knowledge about the thing described is not to be merely what
follows logically from the description. or example, ‘the most long-lived of men'isa
description involving only universals, which must gpply to some man, but we can make
no judgements concerning this man which involve knowledge about him beyond what the
description gives. If, however, we say, The firs Chancellor of the German Empire was
an astute diplomatist’, we can only be assured of the truth of our judgement in virtue of
something with which we are acquainted -- usudly atestimony heard or read. Apart from
the information we convey to others, gpart from the fact about the actual Bismarck, which
gives importance to our judgement, the thought we redlly have contains the one or more
particulars involved, and otherwise conssts wholly of concepts.

All names of places-- London, England, Europe, the Earth, the Solar System -- amilarly
involve, when used, descriptions which start from some one or more particulars with
which we are acquainted. | suspect that even the Universe, as considered by metaphysics,
involves such a connexion with particulars. In logic on the contrary, where we are
concerned not merdly with what does exi<t, but with whatever might or could exist or be,
no reference to actud particularsis involved.

It would seem that, when we make a statement about something only known by

description, we often intend to make our Statement, not in the form involving the
description, but about the actud thing described. That isto say, when we say anything
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about Bismarck, we should like, if we could, to make the judgement which Bismarck
aone can make, namely, the judgement of which he himsaf is a condtituent. In thiswe
are necessaxily defeated, since the actud Bismarck is unknown to us. But we know that
thereis an object B, caled Bismarck, and that B was an astute diplomatist. We can thus
describe the proposition we should like to affirm, namely, ‘B was an astute diplomat’,
where B is the object which was Bismarck. If we are describing Bismarck as 'the first
Chancellor of the German Empirée, the proposition we should like to affirm may be
described as 'the proposition assarting, concerning the actual object which was the first
Chancdlor of the German Empire, that this object an astute diplomatist’. What enables us
to communicate in spite of the varying descriptions we employ is that we know thereisa
true proposition concerning the actua Bismarck, and that however we may vary be
description (so long as the description is correct) the proposition described is il the
same. This proposition, which is described and is known to be true, iswhat interests us,
but we are not acquainted with the proposition itsdf, and do not know it, though we know
itistrue,

It will be seen that there are various stagesin the remova from acquaintance with
particulars. there is Bismarck to people who knew him; Bismarck to those who only
know of him through history; the man with the iron mask; the longest-lived of men.

These are progressvely further removed from acquaintance with particulars; the first
comes as near to acquaintance asis possible in regard to another person; in the second,
we shdl 4till be said to know ‘who Bismarck was; in the third, we do not know who was
the man with the iron mask, though we can know many propositions about him which are
not logicaly deducible from the fact thet he wore an iron mask; in the fourth, findly, we
know nothing beyond what islogicadly deducible from the definition of the man. Thereis
adgmilar hierarchy in the region of universas. Many universds like many paticulars, are
only known to us by description. But here, asin the case of particulars, knowledge
concerning what is known by description is ultimately reducible to knowledge
concerning what is known by acquaintance.

The fundamentd principlein the andysis of propositions containing descriptionsisthis
Every proposition which we can understand must be composed wholly of constituents
with which we are acquainted.

We shdl not at this stage attempt to answer dl the objections which may be urged againgt
this fundamentd principle. For the present, we shal merdy point out that, in some way

or other, it must be possible to meet these objections, for it is scarcely conceivable that
we can make a judgement or entertain a supposition without knowing whet it is that we
arejudging or supposing about. We must atach some meaning to the words we usg, if we
are to speak significantly and not utter mere noise; and the meaning we attach to our
words must be something with which we are acquainted. Thus when, for example, we
make a statement about Julius Caesar, it is plain that Julius Caesar himsdlf is not before
our minds, Snce we are not acquainted with him. We have in mind some description of
Julius Caesar: 'the man who was assassinated on the Ides of March, ‘the founder of the
Roman Empire, or, merely ‘the man whose name was Julius Caesar'. (In thislast
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description, Julius Caesar isanoise or shape with which we are acquainted.) Thus our
statement does not mean quite what it seems to mean, but means something involving,
instead of Julius Caesar, some description of him which is composed wholly of
particulars and universals with which we are acquainted.

The chief importance of knowledge by description is that it enables us to pass beyond the
limits of our experience. In spite of the fact that we can only know truths which are
wholly composed of terms which we have experienced in acquaintance, we can yet have
knowledge by description of things which we have never experienced. In view of the
very narrow range of our immediate experience, thisresult isvitd, and until it is
understood, much of our knowledge must remain mysterious and therefore doubtful.

CHAPTER VI

ON INDUCTION

IN almogt al our previous discussions we have been concerned in the attempt to get clear
asto our data in the way of knowledge of existence. What things are there in the universe
whose exigence is known to us owing to our being acquainted with them? So far, our
answer has been that we are acquainted with our sense-data, and, probably, with
ourselves. These we know to exist. And past sense-data which are remembered are
known to have existed in the past. This knowledge supplies our data.

But if we are to be able to draw inferences from these data -- if we are to know of the
existence of matter, of other people, of the past before our individua memory begins, or
of the future, we must know generd principles of some kind by means of which such
inferences can be drawn. It must be known to us that the existence of some one sort of
thing, A, isasgn of the existence of some other sort of thing, B, ether a the sametime
asA or a someearlier or later time, as, for example, thunder isa sign of the earlier
existence of lightning. If this were not known to us, we could never extend our

knowledge beyond the sphere of our private experience; and this sphere, as we have seen,
is exceedingly limited. The question we have now to consder iswhether such an

extenson is possible, and if o, how it is effected.

Let ustake as an illudtration amatter about which of us, in fact, fed the dightest doubt.
We are dl convinced that the sun will rise to-morrow. Why? Isthis belief a mere blind
outcome of past experience, or can it be judtified as areasonable beief? It is not find a
test by which to judge whether abelief of thiskind is reasonable or not, but we can a
least ascertain what sort of generd beliefs would suffice, if true, to judtify the judgement
that the sun will rise to-morrow, and the many other smilar judgements upon which our
actions are based.

It isobviousthat if we are asked why we believe it the sun will rise to-morrow, we shal
naturally answer, 'Because it dways has risen every day'. We have afirm beief that it
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will risein the future, because it hasrisen in the padt. If we are chalenged asto why we
believe that it will continue to rise as heretofore, we may gpped to the laws of motion:
the earth, we shdl say, isafredy rotating body, and such bodies do not cease to rotate
unless something interferes from outsde, and there is nothing outside to interfere with
thee earth between now and to-morrow. Of course it might be doubted whether we are
quite certain that there is nothing outside to interfere, but thisis not the interesting doulot.
The interegting doulbt is as to whether the laws of motion will remain in operation until
to-morrow. If this doubt is raised, we find oursdvesin the same position as when the
doubt about the sunrise was first raised.

The only reason for believing thet the laws of motion remain in operation is thet they
have operated hitherto, so far as our knowledge of the past enables us to judge. It istrue
that we have a greater body of evidence from the past in favour of the laws of mation
than we have in favour of the sunrise, because the sunrise is merely a particular case of
fulfilment of the laws of motion, and there are countless other particular cases. But the
red question is Do any number of cases of alaw being fulfilled in the past afford
evidence that it will be fulfilled in the future? If nat, it becomes plain that we have no
ground whatever for expecting the sun to rise to-morrow, or for expecting the bread we
shall eat at our next med not to poison us, or for any of the other scarcely conscious
expectations that control our daily lives. It isto be observed that dl such expectations are
only probable; thus we have not to seek for a proof that they must be fulfilled, but only
for somereason in favour of the view that they are likely to be fulfilled.

Now in dedling with this question we mugt, to begin with, make an important distinction,
without which we should soon become involved in hope ess confusions. Experience has
shown usthat, hitherto, the frequent repetition of some uniform successon or coexistence
has been a cause of our expecting the same succession or coexistence on the next
occasion. Food that has a certain gppearance generally has a certain taste, and it isa
severe shock to our expectations when the familiar appearance is found to be associated
with an unusud taste. Things which we see become associated, by habit, with certain
tactile sensations which we expect if we touch them; one of the horrors of aghost (in
many ghodt-stories) isthat it fallsto give us any sensations of touch. Uneducated people
who go abroad for the first time are so surprised as to be incredul ous when they find their
native language not understood.

And thiskind of associaion is not confined to men; in animasaso it is very strong. A
horse which has been often driven dong a certain road res s the attempt to drive him in
adifferent direction. Domestic animal's expect food when they see the person who feeds
them. We know that dl these rather crude expectations of uniformity are liable to be
mideading. The man who has fed the chicken every day throughout its life at last wrings
its neck instead, showing that more refined views as to the uniformity of nature would
have been useful to the chicken.

But in spite of the mideadingness of such expectations, . they neverthdessexist. The
mere fact that something has happened a certain number of times causes animas and men
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to expect that it will happen again. Thus our ingdincts certainly cause usto believe the sun
will rise to-morrow, but we may be in no better a pogition than the chicken which
unexpectedly has its neck wrung. We have therefore to distinguish the fact that past
uniformities cause expectations as to the future, from the question whether there is any
reasonable ground for giving weight to such expectations after the question of ther
vaidity has been raised.

The problem we have to discussis whether thereis any reason for believing in what is
cdled 'the uniformity of nature. The bdief in the uniformity of nature is the belief that
everything that has happened or will happen is an ingtance of some genera law to which
there are no exceptions. The crude expectations which we have been considering are dl
subject to exceptions, and therefore liable to disappoint those who entertain them. But
science habitualy assumes, at least as aworking hypothes's, that generd ruleswhich
have exceptions can be replaced by genera rules which have no exceptions. ‘Unsupported
bodiesin ar fal' isagenerd rule to which baloons and aeroplanes are exceptions. But
the laws of motion and the law of gravitation, which account for the fact that most bodies
fal, dso account for the fact that balloons and aeroplanes can rise; thus the laws of
motion and the law of gravitation are not subject to these exceptions.

The belief that the sun will rise to-morrow might be fasfied if the earth came suddenly
into contact with alarge body which destroyed its rotation; but the laws of motion and the
law of gravitation would not be infringed by such an event. The business of scienceisto
find uniformities, such as the laws of motion and the law of gravitation, to which, so far

as our experience extends, there are no exceptions. In this search science has been
remarkably successful, and it may be conceded that such uniformities have held hitherto.
This brings us back to the question: Have we any reason, assuming that they have dways
held in the pagt, to suppose that they will hold in the future?

It has been argued that we have reason to know that the future will resemble the past,
because what was the future has constantly become the past, and has dways been found
to resemble the pagt, so that we redlly have experience of the future, namely of times
which were formerly future, which we may cal past futures. But such an argument redly
begs the very question at issue. We have experience of past futures, but not of future
futures, and the question is: Will future futures resemble past futures? This question is

not to be answered by an argument which starts from past futures done. We have
therefore dill to seek for some principle which shdl enable us to know that the future will
follow the same laws as the padt.

The reference to the future in this question is not essential. The same question arises
when we gpply the laws that work in our experience to past things of which we have no
experience -- as, for example, in geology, or in theories asto the origin of the Solar
system. The question we redlly have to ask is. "When two things have been found to be
often associated, and no instance is known of the one occurring without the other, does
the occurrence of one of the two, in afresh instance, give any good ground for expecting
the other? On our answer to this question must depend the vdidity of the whole of our
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expectations as to the future, the whole of the results obtained by induction, and in fact
practicaly dl the beliefs upon which our daily lifeis based.

It must be conceded, to begin with, that the fact that two things have been found often
together and never gpart does not, by itself, suffice to prove demondratively that they
will be found together in the next case we examine. The most we can hope is that the
oftener things are found together, the more probable becomes that they will be found
together another time, and that, if they have been found together often enough, the
probability will amount almost to certainty. It can never quite reach certainty, because we
know that in spite of frequent repetitions there sometimesis afalure & the last, asin the
case of the chicken whose neck iswrung. Thus probability isal we ought to seek.

It might be urged, as againgt the view we are advocating, that we know dl natura
phenomenato be subject to the reign of law, and that sometimes, on the basi's of
observation, we can see that only one law can possibly fit the facts of the case. Now to
this view there are two answers. The firdt isthat, even if some law which has no
exceptions applies to our case, we can never, in practice, be sure that we have discovered
that law and not one to which there are exceptions. The second isthat the reign of law
would seem to beitsdf only probable, and that our belief that it will hold in the future, or
in unexamined cases in the padt, isitsdf based upon the very principle we are examining.

The principle we are examining may be cdled the principle of induction, and its two parts
may be stated asfollows:

(a) When athing of a certain sort A has been found to be associated with athing of a
certain other sort B, and has never been found dissociated from athing of the sort B, the
greater the number of casesin which A and B have been associated, the greater isthe
probability that they will be associated in afresh case in which one of them is known to
be present;

(b) Under the same circumstances, a sufficient number of cases of association will make
the probability of afresh association nearly a certainty, and will make it gpproach
certainty without limit.

Asjug stated, the principle gpplies only to the verification of our expectation in asingle
fresh ingance. But we want dso to know that there is a probability in favour of the
generd law that things of the sort A are always associated with things of the sort B,
provided a sufficient number of cases of association are known, and no cases of failure of
asociation are known. The probability of the generd law is obvioudy less than the
probability of the particular case, Snce if the generd law istrue, the particular case must
aso be true, whereas the particular case may be true without the generd law being true.
Nevertheless the probability of the generd law isincreased by repetitions, just asthe
probability of the particular case is. We may therefore repest the two parts of our
principle as regards the generd law, thus:
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(a)The greater the number of casesin which athing the sort A has been found associated
with athing the sort B, the more probableit is (if no cases of failure of association are
known) that A isdways associated with B;

(b) Under the same circumstances, a sufficient number of cases of the association of A
with B will makeit nearly certain that A is dways associaed with B, and will make this
generd law gpproach certainty without limit.

It should be noted that probability is dways relaive to certain data. In our case, the data
are merdly the known cases of coexistence of A and B. There may be other data, which
might be taken into account, which would gravely dter the probability. For example, a
man who had seen a great many white swans might argue by our principle, that on the
data it was probable that al swans were white, and this might be a perfectly sound
argument. The argument is not disproved by the fact that some swans are black, because
athing may very well happen in spite of the fact that some data render it improbable. In
the case of the swans, aman might know that colour isavery variable characterigtic in
many species of animals, and that, therefore, an induction as to colour is pecdialy ligble
to error. But this knowledge would be a fresh datum, by no means proving that the
probability relatively to our previous data had been wrongly estimated. The fact,
therefore, that things often fail to fulfil our expectationsis no evidence thet our
expectations will not probably be fulfilled in a given case or agiven class of cases. Thus
our inductive principleis a any rate not capable of being disproved by an appeal to
experience.

Theinductive principle, however, is equaly incgpable of being proved by an apped to
experience. Experience might concalvably confirm the inductive principle as regards the
cases that have been aready examined; but as regards unexamined cases, it isthe
inductive principle done that can judtify any inference from what has been examined to
what has not been examined. All arguments which, on the basis of experience, argue asto
the future or the unexperienced parts of the past or present, assume the inductive
principle; hence we can never use experience to prove the inductive principle without
begging the question. Thus we must either accept the inductive principle on the ground of
itsintringc evidence, or forgo dl justification of our expectations about the future. If the
principle is unsound, we have no reason to expect the sun to rise to-morrow, to expect
bread to be more nourishing than a stone, or to expect that if we throw ourselves off the
roof we shdl fal. When we see what 1ooks like our best friend gpproaching us, we shdl
have no reason to suppose that his body is not inhabited by the mind of our worst enemy
or of sometota stranger. All our conduct is based upon associations which have worked
in the pagt, and which we therefore regard as likdly to work in the future; and this
likelihood is dependert for its validity upon the inductive principle.

The generd principles of science, such asthe belief in the reign of law, and the belief that
every event must have a cause, are as completely dependent upon the inductive principle
as arethe bdiefs of dally life All such generd principles are believed because mankind
have found innumerable ingtances of their truth and no instances of their falsehood. But
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this affords no evidence for ther truth in the future, unless the inductive principleis
assumed.

Thus al knowledge which, on abasis of experience tells us something about what is not
experienced, is based upon a bdief which experience can neither confirm nor confute, yet
which, a least in its more concrete gpplications, gppears to be as firmly rooted in us as
many of the facts of experience. The existence and judtification of such beliefs -- for the
inductive principle, aswe shdl see, is not the only example -- raises some of the most
difficult and most debated problems of philosophy. We will, in the next chapter, consider
briefly what may be said to account for such knowledge, and what isits scope and its
degree of certainty.

CHAPTER VII

ON OUR KNOWL EDGE OF GENERAL
PRINCIPLES

WE saw in the preceding chapter that the principle of Induction, while necessary to the
vaidity of al arguments based on experience, isitsdlf not cgpable of being proved by
experience, and yet is unhesitatingly believed by every one, a least in dl its concrete
goplications. In these characteridtics the principle of induction does not stand aone.
There are anumber of other principles which cannot be proved or disproved by
experience, but are used in arguments which start from what is experienced.

Some of these principles have even greater evidence than the principle of induction, and
the knowledge of them has the same degree of certainty as the knowledge of the
existence of sense-data. They condtitute the means of drawing inferences from what is
given in sensation; and if what weinfer isto betrue, it isjust as necessary that our
principles of inference should be true asit isthat our data should be true. The principles
of inference are apt to be overlooked because of their very obviousness -- the assumption
involved is assented to without our redlizing that it is an assumption. But it isvery
important to redize the use of principles of inference, if acorrect theory of knowledgeis
to be obtained; for our knowledge of them raises interesting and difficult questions.

In al our knowledge of generd principles, what actualy hgppensisthat first of al we
redlize some particular application of the principle, and then we redize the particularity is
irrdlevant, and that thereis a generdity which may equdly truly be affirmed. Thisis of
course familiar in such matters as teaching arithmetic: ‘two and two are four' isfirst learnt
in the case of some particular pair of couples, and then in some other particular case, and
so on, until at last it becomes possible to seethat it istrue of any pair of couples. The
same thing happens with logical principles. Suppose two men are discussing what day of
the month it is. One of them says, 'At least you will admit thet if yesterday was the 15th
to-day mugt the 16th." 'Y es, saysthe other, '| admit that.' 'And you know’, the first
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continues, 'that yesterday was the 15th, because you dined with Jones, and your diary will
tell you that was on the 15th.' 'Y es, says the second; ‘therefore to-day is the 16th’

Now such an argument is not hard to follow; and if it is granted that its premisses are true
in fact, no one deny that the conclusion must aso be true. But it depends for itstruth
upon an ingance of agenerd logicd principle. Thelogicd principleis asfollows:
'Suppose it known that if thisistrue, then that istrue. Suppose it also known that thisis
true, then it follows that that istrue’ When it isthe case that if thisistrue, that istrue, we
shdl say thet this implies that, that that 'follows from' this. Thus our principle Sates that

if thisimplies that, and thisistrue, then that istrue. In other words, ‘anything implied by
apropostion istruée, or ‘whatever follows from atrue proposition istrue.

Thisprincipleisredly involved -- at least, concrete instances of it are involved -- indl
demondtrations. Whenever one thing which we bdlieve is used to prove something e se,
which we consequently believe, this principle is rlevant. If any one asks: 'Why should |
accept the results of valid arguments based on true premisses? we can only answer by
appedling to our principle. In fact, the truth of the principle isimpossible to doubt, and its
obviousness is so greet thet at firgt Sght it seemsadmost trivid. Such principles, however,
are not trivia to the philosopher, for they show that we may have indubitable knowledge
which isin no way derived from objects of sense.

The above principle is merdly one of a certain number of self-evident logica principles.
Some & least of these principles must be granted before any argument or proof becomes
possible. When some of them have been granted, others can be proved, though these
others, so long asthey are smple, are just as obvious as the principles taken for granted.
For no very good reason, three of these principles have been singled out by tradition
under the name of 'Laws of Thought'.

They are asfollows

(2) The law of identity: 'Whatever is, is.

(2) The law of contradiction: 'Nothing can both be and not be!'

(3) The law of excluded middle: 'Everything must either be or not be!'

These three laws are samples of self-evident logicd principles, but are not redly more
fundamenta or more self-evident than various other smilar principles: for ingance. the
one we congdered just now, which states that what follows from atrue premissistrue.
The name laws of thought' is also mideading, for what isimportant is not the fact that we
think in accordance with these laws, but the fact that things behave in accordance with

them; in other words, the fact that when we think in accordance with them we think truly.
But thisis alarge question, to which wereturn at alater stage.
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In addition to the logical principles which enable us to prove from a given premiss that
something is certainly true, there are other logica principles which enable usto prove,
from a given premiss, that there is a greater or less probability that something istrue. An
example of such principles -- perhgps the most important example isthe inductive
principle, which we considered in the preceding chapter.

One of the great historic controversies in philosophy is the controversy between the two
schools caled respectively ‘empiricists and 'rationdists. The empiricists -- who are best
represented by the British philosophers, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume -- maintained that
al our knowledge is derived from experience; the rationdists -- who are represented by
the continental philosophers of the seventeenth century, especialy Descartes and Leibniz
-- maintained that, in addition to what we know by experience, there are certain 'innate
ideas and 'innate principles, which we know independently of experience. It has now
become possible to decide with some confidence as to the truth or falsehood of these
opposing schools. It must be admitted, for the reasons aready stated, that logica
principles are known to us, and cannot be themsalves proved by experience, sncedl
proof presupposes them. In this, therefore, which was the most important point of the
controversy, the rationaists were in the right.

On the other hand, even that part of our knowledge which is logically independent of
experience (in the sense that experience cannot prove it) is yet eicited and caused by
experience. It ison occasion of particular experiences that we become aware of the
generd laws which their connexions exemplify. It would certainly be absurd to suppose
that there are innate principles in the sense that babies are born with a knowledge of
everything which men know and which cannot be deduced from whét is experienced. For
this reason, the word 'innate’ would not now be employed to describe our knowledge of
logicdl principles. The phrase'a priori' isless objectionable, and is more usud in modern
writers. Thus, while admitting that al knowledge is dicited and caused by experience, we
shdl nevertheless hold that some knowledge isa priori, in the sense that the experience
which makes us think of it does not suffice to prove it, but merely so directs our attention
that we see its truth without requiring any proof from experience.

Thereis another point of great importance, in which the empiricits were in theright as
againg the rationdists. Nothing can be known to exist except by the help of experience.
That isto say, if we wish to prove that something of which we have no direct experience
exists, we must have among our premisses the existence of one or more things of which
we have direct experience. Our belief that the Emperor of Chinaexids, for example, rests
upon testimony, and testimony consdts, in the last analys's, of sense-data seen or heard in
reading or being spoken to. Rationdists bdieved that, from generd consderation asto
what must be, they could deduce the existence of this or that in the actua world. In this
belief they seem to have been mistaken. All the knowledge that we can acquire a priori
concerning existence seems to be hypotheticd: it tels usthat if one thing exists, another
must exigt, or, more generdly, that if one proposition istrue another must be true. Thisis
exemplified by principles we have dready dedt with, such as'if thisistrue, and this
implies that, then that is true, of ‘ifthis and that have been repeatedly found connected,
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they will probably be connected in the next ingtance in which one of them isfound'. Thus
the scope and power of a priori principlesis grictly limited. All knowledge that
something exists must bein part dependent on experience. When anything is known
immediately, its exisence is known by experience alone; when anything is proved to
exig, without being known immediately, both experience and a priori principles must be
required in the proof. Knowledgeis caled empirical when it rests wholly or partly upon
experience. Thus al knowledge which asserts existence is empirica, and the only a
priori knowledge concerning existence is hypothetical, giving connexions among things
that exist or may exigt, but not giving actud existence.

A priori knowledge isnot al of the logica kind we hitherto consdering. Perhaps the
most important example of non-logicd a priori knowledge is knowledge asto ethica
vaue. | am not gpesking of judgements as to what is useful or asto what is virtuous, for
such judgements do require empirica premisses; | am speaking of judgements asto the
intringc desirability of things. If something is useful, it must be useful because it secures
some end, the end mug, if we have gone far enough, be vauable on its own account, and
not merely because it is useful for some further end. Thus al judgements asto what is
useful depend upon judgements as to what has vaue on its own account.

We judge, for example, that happinessis more desirable than misery, knowledge than
ignorance, goodwill than hatred, and so on. Such judgements must, in part at leest, be
immediate and a priori. Like our previous a priori judgements, they may be elicited by
experience, and indeed they must be; for it seems not possible to judge whether anything
isintringcaly vauable unless we have experienced something of the samekind. But it is
fairly obvious that they cannot be proved by experience; for the fact that athing exists or
does not exist cannot prove ether that it is good that it should exist or that it isbad. The
pursuit of this subject belongs to ethics, where the impossibility of deducing what ought
to be from what is has to established. In the present connexion, it is only important to
reglize that knowledge asto what isintringcdly of vaueisa priori inthe same sensein
which logicisa priori, namely in the sense that the truth of such knowledge can be
neither proved nor disproved by experience.

All pure mathemdticsisa priori, likelogic. This strenuoudy denied by the empirica
philosophers, who maintained that experience was as much the source of our knowledge
of arithmetic as of our knowledge of geography. They maintained that by the repeated
experience of seeing two things and two other things, and finding that dtogether they
made four things, we were led by induction to the conclusion that two things and two
other things would aways make four things atogether. If, however, this were the source
of our knowledge that two and two are four we should proceed differently, in persuading
oursalves of itstruth, from the way in which we do actualy proceed. In fact, acertain
number of instances are needed to make usthink of two abstractly, rather than of two
coins or two books or two people, or two of any other specified kind. But as soon aswe
are able to divest our thoughts of irrelevant particularity, we become able to see the
generd principle that two and two are four; any one instance is seen to be typical and the
examination of other ingtances becomes unnecessary.*

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com

36



THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY

The same thing is exemplified in geometry. If we want to prove some property of all
triangles, we draw some one triangle and reason about it; but we can avoid making use of
any property which it does not share with al other triangles, and thus, from our particular
case, we obtain ageneral result. We do nat, in fact, fed our certainty that two and two are
four increased by fresh instances, because, as soon as we have seen the truth of this
proposition, our certainty becomes so great as to be incapable of growing greater.
Moreover, we fed some qudlity of necessity about the proposition ‘two and two are four’,
which is absent from even the best attested empirica generaizations. Such

generdizations dways reman mere facts we fed that there might be aworld in which

they were false, though in the actud world they happen to be true. In any possible world,
on the contrary, we fed that two and two would be four: thisis not amere fact, but a
necessity to which everything actud and possible must conform.

The case may be made clearer by consdering agenuindy empirica generdization, such
as'All menaremortd.’ It is plain that we believe this propostion, in the firgt place,
because there is no known instance of men living beyond a certain age, and in the second
place because there seem to be physiologica grounds for thinking that an organism such
as aman's body must sooner or later wear out. Neglecting the second ground, and
considering merely our experience of men's mortdity, it is plain that we should not be
content with one quite clearly understood instance of a man dying, wheress, in the case of
‘two and two are four', one instance does suffice, when carefully considered, to persuade
us that the same must happen in any other ingtance. Also we can be forced to admit, on
reflection, that there may be some doubt, however dight, as to whether all men are
morta. This may be made plain by the attempt to imagine two different worlds, in one of
which there are men who are not morta, while in the other two and two make five. When
Swift invites us to consider the race of Struldbugs who never die, we are able to
acquiesce in imagination. But aworld where two and two make five seems quiteon a
different level. We fed that such aworld, if there were one, would upset the whole fabric
of our knowledge and reduce us to utter doubt.

The fact isthat, in smple mathematical judgements such as ‘two and two are four', and
aso in many judgements of logic, we can know the generd proposition without inferring

it from ingtances, dthough some instance is usually necessary to make clear to us what

the generd propogition means. Thisiswhy thereisred utility in the process of

deduction, which goes from the generd to the generd, or from the generd to the
particular, aswell asin the process of induction, which goes from the particular to the
particular, or from the particular to the generd. It is an old debate among philosophers
whether deduction ever gives new knowledge. We can now seethat in certain cases, leadt,
it does do so. If we aready know that two and two aways make four, and we know that
Brown and Jones are two, and so are Robinson and Smith, we can deduce that Brown and
Jones and Robinson and Smith are four. Thisis new knowledge, not contained in our
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premisses, because the general proposition, ‘two and two are four, never told us there
were such people as Brown and Jones and Robinson and Smith, and the particular
premisses do not tell us that there were four of them, whereas the particular proposition
deduced doestdll us both these things.

But the newness of the knowledge is much less certain if we take the stock instance of
deduction that is aways given in books on logic, namely, 'All men are mortd; Socratesis
aman, therefore Socratesis mortd.' In this case, what we redlly know beyond reasonable
doubt isthat certain men, A, B, C, were mortal, since, in fact, they have died. If Socrates
isone of these men, it isfoolish to go the roundabout way through ‘al men are mortd' to
arrive a the concluson that probably Socratesis mortd. If Socratesis not one of the men
on whom our induction is based, we shdl il do better to argue sraight from our A, B,

C, to Socrates, than to go round by the general proposition, ‘al men are morta'. For the
probability that Socratesis mortd is greeter, on our data, than the probability that al men
are mortd. (Thisisobvious, becauseif al men are morta, so is Socrates; but if Socrates
ismortd, it does not follow that dl men are mortd.) Hence we shdl reach the concluson
that Socrates is morta with a greater gpproach to certainty if we make our argument
purely inductive than if we go by way of ‘dl men are mortd' and then use deduction.

Thisillugtrates the difference between generd propositions known a priori, such as 'two
and two are four', and empirical generaizations such as'dl men are mortd'. In regard to
the former, deduction is the right mode of argument, whereasin regard to the latter,
induction is dways theoreticaly preferable, and warrants a greater confidencein the truth
of our conclusion, because al empirical generdizations are more uncertain than the
ingtances of them.

We have now seen that there are propositions known a priori, and that anong them are
the propositions of logic and pure mathematics, as well as the fundamental propositions
of ethics. The question which must next occupy usisthis. How isit possible that there
should be such knowledge? And more particularly, how can there be knowledge of
generd propositionsin cases where we have not examined dl the instances, and indeed
never can examine them dl, because their number isinfinite? These questions, which
were first brought prominently forward by the German philosopher Kant (1724-1804),
are vey difficult, and historically very important.

CHAPTER VIII

HOW A PRIORI KNOWLEDGE ISPOSSIBLE

IMMANUEL KANT is generdly regarded as the greatest of the modern philosophers.
Though he lived through the Seven Y ears War and the French Revolution, he never
interrupted his teaching of philosophy at Konigsherg in East Prussa. His most distinctive
contribution was the invention of what he called the ‘critica’ philosophy, which,
assuming as a datum that there is knowledge of various kinds, inquired how such
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knowledge comes to be possible, and deduced, from the answer to thisinquiry, many
metaphysical results asto the nature of the world. Whether these results were valid may
well be doubted. But Kant undoubtedly deserves credit for two things: first, for having
perceived that we have a priori knowledge which is not purdly 'andytic), i.e. such that the
opposite would be salf-contradictory; and secondly, for having made evident the
philosophica importance of the theory of knowledge.

Before the time of Kant, it was generdly held that whatever knowledge was a priori must
be 'andytic. What this word means will be best illugtrated by examples. If | say, ‘A bad
man isaman', 'A planefigureisafigure, ‘A bad poet isapoet, | make a purdy anaytic
judgement: the subject spoken about is given as having at least two properties, of which
oneissingled out to be asserted of it. Such propositions as the above are trivid, and
would never be enunciated in red life except by an orator preparing the way for a piece
of sophistry. They are cdled 'andytic' because the predicate is obtained by merely
andysing the subject. Before the time of Kant it was thought thet al judgements of which
we could be certain a priori were of thiskind: thet in dl of them there was a predicate
which was only part of the subject of which it was asserted. If this were so, we should be
involved in adefinite contradiction if we atempted to deny thinging that could be known
apriori.'A bad man is not bald' would assert and deny badness of the same man, and
would therefore contradict itsalf. Thus according to the philosophers before Kant, the law
of contradiction, which asserts that nothing can at the same time have and not have a
certain property, sufficed to establish the truth of al a priori knowledge.

Hume (1711-76), who preceded Kant, accepting the usua view as to what makes
knowledge a priori, discovered that, in many cases which had previoudy been supposed
andytic, and notably in the case of cause and effect, the connexion was redly synthetic.
Before Hume, rationalists at least had supposed that the effect could be logicaly deduced
from the causg, if only we had sufficient knowledge. Hume argued -- correctly, as would
now be generdly admitted -- that this could not be done. Hence he inferred the far more
doubtful proposition that nothing could be known a priori about the connexion of cause
and effect. Kant, who had been educated in the rationdist tradition, was much perturbed
by Hume's scepticiam, and endeavoured to find an answer to it. He perceived that not
only the connexion of cause and effect, but al the propostions of arithmetic and
geometry, are 'synthetic' i.e. not andytic: in dl these propositions, no andysis of the
subject will reved the predicate. His stock instance was the propostion 7 + 5= 12. He
pointed out, quite truly, that 7 and 5 have to be put together to give 12: theideaof 12 is
not contained in them, nor even in the idea of adding them together. Thus he was led to
the concluson that al pure mathematics, though a priori, is synthetic; and this

conclusion raised a new problem of which he endeavoured to find the solution.

The question which Kant put at the beginning of his philosophy, namely 'How is pure
mathematics possible? is an interesting and difficult one, to which every philosophy
which is not purely scepticd must find some answer. The answer of the pure empiricists,
that our mathematical knowledge is derived by induction from particular instances, we
have dready seen to be inadequate, for two reasons. firgt, that the vaidity of the
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inductive principleitself cannot be proved by induction; secondly, that the generd
propositions of mathematics, such as 'two and two aways make four', can obvioudy be
known with certainty by consderaion of asingle ingance, and gain nothing by
enumeration of other casesin which they have been found to be true. Thus our
knowledge of the genera propositions of mathematics (and the same gppliesto logic)
must be accounted for otherwise than our (merely probable) knowledge of empirica
generdizations such as 'dl men are mortd'.

The problem arises through the fact that such knowledge is generd, whereas all
experienceis particular. It seems strange that we should apparently be able to know some
truths in advance about particular things of which we have as yet no experience; but it
cannot easly be doubted that logic and arithmetic will apply to such things. We do not
know who will be the inhabitants of London a hundred years hence; but we know that
any two of them and any other two of them will make four of them. This apparent power
of anticipating facts about things of which we have no experienceis certainly surprising.
Kant's solution of the problem, though not vaid in my opinion, isinteresting. It is,
however, very difficult, and is differently understood by different philosophers. We can,
therefore, only give the merest outline of it, and even that will be thought mideading by
many exponents of Kant's system.

What Kant maintained was that in al our experience there are two eementsto be
digtinguished, the one due to the object (i.e. to what we have called the ‘physica object),
the other due to our own nature. We saw, in discussing matter and sense-data, that the
physical object is different from the associated sense-data, and that the sense-data are to
be regarded as resulting from an interaction between the physica object and oursalves.
So far, we are in agreement with Kant. But what is distinctive of Kant is the way in which
he gpportions the shares of oursalves and the physical object respectively. He considers
that the crude materid given in sensation -- the colour, hardness etc. -- isdueto the
object, and that what we supply is the arrangement in space and time, and dl the rdations
between sense-data which result from comparison or from considering one as the cause
of the other or in any other way. His chief reason in favour of thisview isthat we seem to
have a priori knowledge as to space and time and causality and comparison, but not asto
the actual crude materia of sensation. We can be sure, he says, that anything we shall
ever experience must show the characterigtics affirmed of it in our a priori knowledge,
because these characterigtics are due to our own nature, and therefore nothing can ever
come into our experience without acquiring these characteritics.

The physicd object, which he cdlsthe ‘thing in itsdf',* he regards as essentidly
unknowable; what can be known is the object as we have it in experience, which he cals
the 'phenomenon'’. The phenomenon, being ajoint product of us and thething in itsdf, is
sure to have those characteristics which are due to us, and is therefore sure to conform to
our a priori knowledge. Hence this knowledge, though true of dl actua and possible
experience, must not be supposed to apply outside experience. Thusin spite of the
exigenceof a priori knowledge, we cannot know anything about the thing in itsdlf or
about what is not an actua or possible object of experience. In thisway hetriesto
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reconcile and harmonize the contentions of the rationdists with the arguments of the
empiricigs.

* Kant's'thing initsdf* isidentica in definition with the physicd object, namdly, it isthe
cause of sensations. In the properties deduced from the definitionit is not identicd, Snce
Kant held (in spite of some inconsstency as regards cause) that we can know that none of
the categories are gpplicable to the ‘thing in itsdf'.

Apart from minor grounds on which Kant's philosophy may be criticized, thereis one
main objection which seemsfata to any atempt to dea with the problem of a priori
knowledge by his method. The thing to be accounted for is our certainty that the facts
must dways conform to logic and arithmetic. To say that logic and arithmetic are
contributed by us does not account for this. Our nature is as much afact of the existing
world as anything, and there can be no certainty that it will remain congant. It might
happen, if Kant isright, that to-morrow our nature would so change as to make two and
two become five. This possibility seems never to have occurred to him, yet it is one
which utterly destroys the certainty and universdity which heis anxious to vindicate for
arithmetica propostions. It istrue that this posshility, formdly, isinconsstent with the
Kantian view that time itsdlf is aform imposed by the subject upon phenomena, so that
our red SAf isnot in time and has no to-morrow. But he will gill have to suppose that
the time-order of phenomenais determined by characteristics of what is behind
phenomena, and this suffices for the substance of our argument.

Reflection, moreover, ssemsto make it clear that, if thereisany truth in our arithmetical
bdliefs, they must apply to things equally whether we think of them or not. Two physica
objects and two other physica objects must make four physica objects, even if physica
objects cannot be experienced. To assert thisis certainly within the scope of what we
mean when we state that two and two are four. Itstruth isjust asindubitable as the truth
of the assertion that two phenomena and two other phenomena make four phenomena
Thus Kant's solution unduly limits the scope of a priori propositions, in addition to
faling in the atempt & explaining ther certainty.

Apart from the specid doctrines advocated by Kant, it is very common among
philosophersto regard what isa priori asin some sense mentd, as concerned rather with
the way we must think than with any fact of the outer world. We noted in the preceding
chapter the three principles commonly caled laws of thought'. The view which led to
their being so named is a natura one, but there are strong reasons for thinking thet it is
erroneous. Let ustake as anillugration the law of contradiction. Thisis commonly stated
in the form 'Nothing can both be and not be, which isintended to express the fact that
nothing can a once have and not have agiven qudity. Thus, for example, if atreeisa
beech it cannot dso be not a beech; if my table isrectangular it cannot aso be not
rectangular, and so on.
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Now what makes it naturd to call thisprinciple alaw of thought isthat it is by thought
rather than by outward observation that we persuade oursealves of its necessary truth.
When we have seen that atree is a beech, we do not need to ook again in order to
ascertain whether it is aso not a beech; thought aone makes us know that thisis
impossible. But the conclusion that the law of contradiction isalaw of thought is
nevertheless erroneous. What we believe, when we believe the law of contradiction, is
not that the mind is so made that it must believe the law of contradiction. This blief isa
subsequent result of psychological reflection, which presupposes the belief in the law of
contradiction. The belief in the law of contradiction is abelief about things, not only
about thoughts. It is nat, e.g., the belief that if we think a certain tree is a beech, we
cannot at the sametime think thet it is not a beech; it isthe belief thet if atreeis a beech,
it cannot a the same time be not a beech. Thusthe law of contradiction is about things,
and not merdly about thoughts; and dthough bdlief in the law of contradictionisa
thought, the law of contradiction itsdlf is not athought, but afact concerning thethingsin
the world. If this, which we beieve when we bdieve the law of contradiction, were not
true of the thingsin the world, the fact that we were compelled to think it true would not
save the law of contradiction from being false; and this shows that the law is not alaw of
thought.

A smilar argument gppliesto any other a priori judgement. When we judge that two and
two are four, we are not making a judgement about our thoughts, but about al actud or
possible couples. The fact that our minds are so congtituted as to believe that two and two
arefour, though it istrue, is emphaticaly not what we assert when we assert that two and
two are four. And no fact about the congtitution of our minds could make it true that two
and two are four. Thus our a priori knowledge, if it is not erroneous, is not merely
knowledge about the condtitution of our minds, but is gpplicable to whatever the world
may contain, both what is mental and what is non-mentd.

The fact seemsto be that al our a priori knowledge is concerned with entities which do
not, properly speaking exist, ether in the mentd or in the physica world. These entities
are such as can be named by parts of speech which are not substantives; they are such
entities as qudities and relations. Supposg, for ingtance, that | am in my room. | exist, and
my room exigs; but does'in' exig? Y et obvioudy the word 'in' has a meaning; it denotes
ardaion which holds between me and my room. Thisrelation is something, athough we
cannot say that it exigts in the same sense in which | and my room exist. Therdation 'in’
is something which we can think about and understand, for, if we could not understand it,
we could not understand the sentence 'l am in my room'. Many philosophers, following
Kant, have maintained that reations are the work of the mind, that things in themselves
have no rdations, but that the mind brings them together in one act of thought and thus
produces the relations which it judges them to have.

This view, however, seems open to objections smilar to those which we urged before
againg Kant. It ssems plain that it is not thought which produces the truth of the
proposition ‘| amnin my room'. It may be true that an earwig isin my room, even if neither
| nor the earwig nor any one elseis aware of this truth; for this truth concerns only the
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earwig and the room, and does not depend upon anything ese. Thus reations, as we shal
see more fully in the next chapter, must be placed in aworld which is neither menta nor
physicd. Thisworldisof great importance to philosophy, and in particular to the
problemsof a priori knowledge. In the next chapter we shadl proceed to develop its
nature and its bearing upon the questions with which we have been deding.

CHAPTER IX

THE WORLD OF UNIVERSALS

AT the end of the preceding chapter we saw that such entities as relations gppear to have
abeing which isin some way different from that of physica objects, and dso different
from that of minds and from that of sense-data. In the present chapter we have to consider
what is the nature of thiskind of being, and also what objects there are that have this kind
of being. We will begin with the latter question.

The problem with which we are now concerned is a very old one, sSince it was brought
into philosophy by Plato. Plato's 'theory of ideas is an attempt to solve this very problem,
and in my opinion it is one of the most successful attempts hitherto made. The theory to
be advocated in what follows islargdy Plato's, with merdy such modifications astime
has shown to be necessary.

The way the problem arose for Plato was more or less as follows. Let us consider, say,
such anotion asjustice. If we ask oursdveswhat justiceis, it is natural to proceed by
congdering this, that, and the other just act, with aview to discovering what they havein
common. They must al, in some sense, partake of a common nature, which will be found
in whatever isjugt and in nothing dse. This common nature, in virtue of which they are

al jus, will bejustice itsdlf, the pure essence the admixture of which with facts of
ordinary life produces the multiplicity of just acts. Smilarly with any other word which
may be applicable to common facts, such as ‘whiteness for example. The word will be
applicable to anumber of particular things because they dl participate in acommon
nature or essence. This pure essence iswhat Plato calls an 'idedl or ‘form'. (It must not be
supposed that ideas, in his sense, exist in minds, though they may be gpprehended by
minds.) The 'ided justice is not identicd with anything that isjudt: it is something other
than particular things, which particular things partake of. Not being particular, it cannot
itsdf exist in theworld of sense. Moreover it isnot fleeting or changesble like the things
of sense itiseterndly itsdf, immutable and indestructible,

Thus Plato isled to a supra-sensible world, more red than the common world of sense,
the unchangeable world of ideas, which aone gives to the world of sense whatever pale
reflection of redity may belong to it. The truly red world, for Plato, isthe world of idess;
for whatever we may attempt to say about things in the world of sense, we can only
succeed in saying that they participate in such and such ideas, which, therefore, condtitute
al ther character. Hence it is easy to pass on into amysticism. We may hope, in amystic
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illumination, to see the ideas as we see objects of sense; and we may imagine that the
ideas exigt in heaven. These mystica developments are very naturd, but the basis of the
theory isinlogic, and it is as based in logic that we have to consider it.

The word 'idedl has acquired, in the course of time, many associations which are quite
mideading when applied to Plato's ‘ideas. We shdl therefore use the word ‘universal’
instead of the word 'ided,, to describe what Plato meant. The essence of the sort of entity
that Plato meant isthat it is opposed to the particular things that are given in sensation.
We spesk of whatever is given in sensation, or is of the same nature asthings given in
sensation, as a particular; by opposition to this, a universal will be anything which may
be shared by many particulars, and has those characteristics which, as we saw, distinguish
justice and whiteness from just acts and white things.

When we examine common words, we find that, broadly spesking, proper names stand
for particulars, while other substantives, adjectives, prepostions, and verbs stand for
universals. Pronouns stand for particulars, but are ambiguous. it is only by the context or
the circumstances that we know what particulars they stand for. The word 'now' stands
for aparticular, namely the present moment; but like pronouns, it stands for an
ambiguous particular, because the present is aways changing.

It will be seen that no sentence can be made up without at least one word which denotes a
universa. The nearest gpproach would be some such statement as'l like this. But even
here the word 'like' denotes a universd, for | may like other things, and other people may
like things. Thusdl truthsinvolve universds, and dl knowledge of truthsinvolves
acquaintance with universas.

Seeing that nearly al the words to be found in the dictionary stand for universds, it is
strange that hardly anybody except students of philosophy ever redizes that there are
such entities as universals. We do not naturally dwell upon those words in a sentence
which do not stand for particulars, and if we are forced to dwell upon aword which
gands for auniversa, we naturdly think of it as standing for some one of the particulars
that come under the universa. When, for example, we hear the sentence, ‘Charles I's head
was cut off', we may naturdly enough think of Charles|, of Charles I's head, and of the
operation of cutting of his head, which are al particulars; but we do not naturaly dwell
upon what is meant by the word 'head' or the word ‘cut’, which isauniversd. We fed
such words to be incomplete and insubstantid; they seem to demand a context before
anything can be done with them. Hence we succeed in avoiding dl notice of universals as
such, until the study of philosophy forces them upon our attention.

Even among philosophers, we may say, broadly, that only those universas which are
named by adjectives or substantives have been much or often recognized, while those
named by verbs and prepositions have been usualy overlooked. This omission has had a
very great effect upon philosophy; it is hardly too much to say that most metaphysics,
snce Spinoza, has been largely determined by it. The way this has occurred is, in outline,
asfollows Speaking generdly, adjectives and common nouns express qualities or
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properties of single things, whereas prepositions and verbs tend to express reations
between two or more things. Thus the neglect of prepositions and verbs led to the belief
that every proposition can be regarded as atributing a property to asingle thing, rather
than as expressing arelation between two or more things. Hence it was supposed that,
ultimately, there can be no such entities as relations between things. Hence either there
can be only onething in the universg, or, if there are many things, they cannot possbly
interact in any way, Snce any interaction would be arelation, and rdations are
impossble.

The first of these views, advocated by Spinoza and held in our own day by Bradley and
many other philosophers, is caled monism; the second, advocated Leibniz but not very
common nowadays, is caled monadism, because each of the isolated thingsiscd a
monad. Both these opposing philosophies, interesting as they are, result, in my opinion,
from an undue attention to one sort of universals, namely the sort represented by
adjectives and substantives rather than by verbs and prepositions.

As amatter of fact, if any one were anxious to deny atogether that there are such things
as universas, we should find that we cannot strictly prove that there are such entities as
gualities, i.e. the universas represented by adjectives and substantives, whereas we can
prove that there must be relations, i.e. the sort of universals generdly represented by
verbs and prepositions. Let ustake in illustration the universal whiteness. If we believe
that there is such auniversd, we shdl say tha things are white because they have the
qudity of whiteness. This view, however, was strenuoudy denied by Berkeley and
Hume, who have been followed in this by later empiricists. The form which their denid
took was to deny that there are such things as 'abstract ideas. When we want to think of
whiteness, they said, we form an image of some particular white thing, and reason
concerning this particular, taking care not to deduce anything concerning it which we
cannot see to be equaly true of any other white thing. As anaccount of our actua menta
processes, thisis no doubt largely true. In geometry, for example, when we wish to prove
something about dl triangles, we draw a particular triangle and reason about it, taking
care not to use any characteristic which it does not share with other triangles. The
beginner, in order to avoid error, often findsit useful to draw severd triangles, as unlike
each other as possible, in order to make sure that his reasoning is equdly applicable to dl
of them. But adifficulty emerges as soon as we ask oursalves how we know that a thing
iswhite or atriangle. If we wish to avoid the universas whiteness and triangularity, we
shdl choose some particular patch of white or some particular triangle, and say that
anything iswhite or atriangle if it has the right sort of resemblance to our chosen
particular. But then the resemblance required will have to be auniversd. Snce there are
many white things, the resemblance must hold between many pairs of particular white
things and thisis the characteristic of auniversd. It will be usdessto say that thereisa
different resemblance for each pair, for then we shdl have to say that these resemblances
resemble each other, and thus at last we shdl be forced to admit resemblance asa
universd. The reation of resemblance, therefore, must be atrue universal. And having
been forced to admit this universd, we find that it is no longer worth while to invent

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY

difficult and unplaugible theories to avoid the admisson of such universals as whiteness
and triangul arity.

Berkdley and Hume failed to perceive this refutation of their rgjection of ‘abstract idees,
because, like their adversaries, they only thought of qualities, and atogether ignored
relations as universas. We have therefore here another respect in which the rationdists
appear to have been in the right as againgt the empiricists, athough, owing to the neglect
or denid of reations, the deductions made by rationdists were, if anything, more apt to
be mistaken than those made by empiricigs.

Having now seen that there must be such entities as universds, the next point to be
proved isthat their being is not merdy mentd. By this is meant that whatever being
belongs to them isindependent of their being thought of or in any way apprehended by
minds. We have dready touched on this subject at the end of the preceding chapter, but
we must now congder more fully what sort of being it isthat belongs universds.

Consder such a proposition as 'Edinburgh is north London'. Here we have ardation
between two places, and it seems plain that the relation subsists independently of our
knowledge of it. When we come to know that Edinburgh is north of London, we come to
know something which has to do only with Edinburgh and London: we do not cause the
truth of the proposition by coming to know it, on the contrary we merely apprehend a fact
which was there before we knew it. The part of the earth's surface where Edinburgh
stands would be north of the part where London stands, even if there were no human
being to know about north and south, and even if there were no minds at dl in the
universe. Thisis, of course, denied by many philosophers, either for Berkeley's reasons or
for Kant's. But we have already considered these reasons, and decided that they are
inadequate. We may therefore now assume it to be true that nothing mentdl is
presupposed in the fact that Edinburgh is north of London. But this fact involves the
relaion 'north of', which isauniversd; and it would be impossible for the whole fact to
involve nothing mentd if the reaion 'north of', which is a condtituent part of the fact, did
involve anything mental. Hence we must admit that the relation, like the termsiit relates,

is not dependent upon thought, but belongs to the independent world which thought
apprehends but does not creste.

This concluson, however, is met by the difficulty that the relation 'north of' does not
seem to exist in the same sense in which Edinburgh and London exist. If we ask 'Where
and when does this relation exist? the answer must be 'Nowhere and nowhen'. Thereis
no place or time where we can find the relaion 'north of. It does not exist in Edinburgh
any more than in London, for it relates the two and is neutra as between them. Nor can
we say that it exigts at any particular time. Now everything that can be apprehended by
the senses or by introgpection exists at some particular time. Hence the relation 'north of'
isradicdly different from such things. It is neither in space nor in time, neither meterid
nor mentd; yet it is something.
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It islargely the very peculiar kind of being that belongs to universds which hasled many
people to suppose that they are redly menta. We can think of auniversa, and our
thinking then exists in a perfectly ordinary sense, like any other mentd act. Suppose, for
example, that we are thinking of whiteness. Then in one sense it may be said that
whitenessis 'in our mind'. We have here the same ambiguity aswe noted in discussng
Berkeley in Chapter IV. In the gtrict sensg, it is not whiteness that isin our mind, but the
act of thinking of whiteness. The connected ambiguity in the word ‘idegl, which we noted
at the same time, aso causes confusion here. In one sense of thisword, namely the sense
in which it denotes the object of an act of thought, whitenessis an 'ided. Hence, if the
ambiguity is not guarded againgt, we may come to think that whitenessis an 'ided in the
other sense, i.e. an act of thought; and thus we come to think that whitenessis mentd.
But in so thinking, we rob it of its essentid quality of universdity. One man's act of
thought is necessaxily a different thing from another man's, one man's act of thought a
onetimeis necessarily adifferent thing from the same man's act of thought at another
time. Hence, if whiteness were the thought as opposed to its object, no two different men
could think of it, and no one man could think of it twice. That which many different
thoughts of whiteness have in common isther object, and this object is different from dl
of them. Thus universas are not thoughts, though when known they are the objects of
thoughts.

We shdl find it convenient only to spesk of things existing when they arein time, thet is
to say, when we can point to some time at which they exist (not excluding the possibility
of thelr exiging a dl times). Thus thoughts and fedings, minds and physical objects
exist. But universals do not exist in this sense; we shdl say that they subsist or have
being, where 'being' is opposed to 'existence as being timeless. The world of universals,
therefore, may aso be described as the world of being. The world of being is
unchangesble, rigid, exact, delightful to the mathematician, the logician, the builder of
metaphysca systems, and al who love perfection more than life. The world of existence
is flegting, vague, without sharp boundaries, without any clear plan or arrangement, but it
contains dl thoughts and fedlings, dl the data of sense, and dl physical objects,
everything that can do ether good or harm, everything that makes any difference to the
vaue of life and the world. According to our temperaments, we shal prefer the
contemplation of the one or of the other. The one we do not prefer will probably seem to
us apale shadow of the one we prefer, and hardly worthy to be regarded asin any sense
redl. But the truth is that both have the same claim on our impartid attention, both are
red, and both are important to the metaphysician. Indeed no sooner have we
distinguished the two worlds than it becomes necessary to consider their relations.

But firgt of dl we must examine our knowledge of universals. This consderation will

occupy usin the following chapter, where we shall find that it solves the problem of a
priori knowledge, from which we werefirst led to consder universals.

CHAPTER X
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ON OUR KNOWLEDGE OF UNIVERSALS

IN regard to one man's knowledge at agiven time, universds, like particulars, may be
divided into those known by acquaintance, those known only by description, and those
not known either by acquaintance or by description.

Let us congder firg the knowledge of universas by acquaintance. It is obvious, to begin
with, that we are acquainted with such universals as white, red, black, sweet, sour, loud,
hard, etc., i.e. with quaities which are exemplified in sense-data. When we see awhite
paich, we are acquainted, in the first instance, with the particular patch; but by seeing
many white patches, we easly learn to abdtract the whiteness which they al havein
common, and in learning to do this we are learning to be acquainted with whiteness. A
amilar process will make us acquainted with any other universa of the same sort.
Universds of this sort may be caled 'sensble qudities. They can be gpprehended with
less effort of abstraction than any others, and they seem less removed from particulars
than other universals are.

We come next to relations. The easiest relations to apprehend are those which hold
between the different parts of a angle complex sense-datum. For example, | can seeat a
glance the whole of the page on which | am writing; thus the whole page isincluded in
one sense-datum. But | perceive that some parts of the page are to the | eft of other parts,
and some parts are above other parts. The process of abgtraction in this case seemsto
proceed somewhat as follows: | see successively a number of sense-datain which one
part isto the left of another; | perceive, asin the case of different white patches, that al
these sense-data have something in common, and by abstraction | find that what they
have in common is a certain relation between ther parts, namely the rdation which | call
'being to the left of'. In thisway | become acquainted with the universa relation.

In like manner | become aware of the relaion of before and after in time. Suppose | hear
achime of bells when the last bdll of the chime sounds, | can retain the whole chime
before my mind, and | can perceive that the earlier bells came before the later ones. Also
in memory | percaive that what | am remembering came before the present time. From
ether of these sources | can abstract the universa relation of before and after, just as|
abgracted the universd rdlation 'being to the left of'. Thustime-relations, like space-
relaions, are among those with which we are acquainted.

Another relaion with which we become acquainted in much the same way is

resemblance. If | see smultaneoudy two shades of green, | can see that they resemble
each other; if | dso see ashade of red at the sametime, | can see that the two greens have
more resemblance to each other than ether hasto thered. In thisway | become
acquainted with the universal resemblance or similarity.

Between universas, as between particulars, there rdations of which we may be
immediately aware. We have just seen that we can perceive that the resemblance between
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two shades of greenis greater than the resemblance between a shade of red and a shade
of green. Here we are dealing with arelation, namely ‘greater than', between two
relations. Our knowledge of such relations, though it requires more power of abstraction
than isrequired for perceiving the qudities of sense-data, appears to be equally
immediate, and (at least in Some cases) equally indubitable. Thus thereisimmediate
knowledge concerning universds well as concerning sense-data.

Returning now to the problem of a priori knowledge, which we left unsolved when we
began the congideration of universals, we find oursdvesin a pogtion to ded with it ina
much more satisfactory manner than was possible before. Let us revert to the proposition
‘two and two are four'. It isfairly obvious, in view of what has been said, that this
proposition states a relation between the universa ‘two' and the universa ‘four'. This
suggests a proposition which we shdl now endeavour to establish: namdly, All apriori
knowledge deals exclusively with the relations of universals. This propostion is of greet
importance, and goes along way towards solving our previous difficulties concerning a
priori knowledge.

The only case in which it might seem, a firgt Sight, asif our proposition were untrue, is
the casein which an a priori proposition satesthat dl of one class of particulars belong
to some other class, or (what comes the same thing) that dl particulars having some one
property aso have some other. In this case it might seem as though we were dealing with
the particulars that have the property rather than with the property. The proposition 'two
and two are four' isredly a casein point, for this may be stated in the form "any two and
any other two are four', or 'any collection formed of two twosisacollection of four'. If
we can show that such statements asthisredly dedl only with universds, our proposition
may be regarded as proved.

One way of discovering what a proposition deals with isto ask ourselves what words we
must understand -- in other words, what objects we must be acquainted with -- in order to
See what the proposition means. As soon as we see what the proposition means, even if
we do not yet know whether it istrue or falsg, it is evident that we must have
acquaintance with whatever isredly dedlt with by the proposition. By applying this test,

it gppears that many propositions which might seem to be concerned with particulars are
redlly concerned only with universals. In the specia case of ‘two and two are four', even
when we interpret it as meaning ‘any collection formed of two twosis a collection of

four', it is plain that we can under stand the proposition, i.e. we can see what it isthat it
asserts, as soon as we know what is meant by 'collection’ and 'two' and 'four’ . It is quite
unnecessary to know al the couplesin the world: if it were necessary, obvioudy we
could never understand the proposition, since the couples are infinitely numerous and
therefore cannot al be known to us. Thus dthough our generd statement implies
statements about particular couples, as soon as we know that there are such particular
couples, yet it does not itsdf assert or imply that there are such particular couples, and
thus fails to make any statement whatever about actud particular couple. The statement
made is about ‘coupl€, the universal, and not about this or that couple.
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Thus the statement 'two and two are four' dedl's exclusively with universals, and therefore
may be known by anybody who is acquainted with the universals concerned and can
perceive the relation between them which the statement asserts. It must be taken as afact,
discovered by reflecting upon our knowledge, that we have the power of sometimes
perceiving such relations between universds, and therefore of sometimes knowing

generd a priori propositions such as those of arithmetic and logic. The thing that seemed
mysterious, when we formerly considered such knowledge, was that it seemed to
anticipate and control experience. This, however, we can now see to have been an error.
No fact concerning anything capable of being experienced can be known independently
of experience. We know a priori that two things and two other things together make four
things, but we do not know a priori that if Brown and Jones are two, and Robinson and
Smith are two, then Brown and Jones and Robinson and Smith are four. The reason is
that this proposition cannot be understood at dl unless we know that there are such
people as Brown and Jones and Robinson and Smith, and this we can only know by
experience. Hence, athough our genera propositionisa priori, al its goplications to
actua particulars involve experience and therefore contain an empirical dement. Inthis
way what seemed mysteriousin our a priori knowledge is seen to have been based upon
an error.

It will serve to make the point dearer if we contrast our genuine a priori judgement with
an empirica generdization, such as'dl men are mortals. Here as before, we can

under stand whét the proposition means as soon as we understand the universalsinvolved,
namdy man and mortal. It is obvioudy unnecessary to have an individua acquaintance
with the whole human race in order to understand what our proposition means. Thusthe
difference between an a priori generd proposition and an empirical generaization does
not come in the meaning of the propogtion; it comesin the nature of the evidence for it.
In the empirical case, the evidence congstsin the particular instances. We bdlieve thet all
men are morta because we know that there are innumerable instances of men dying, and
no ingtances of their living beyond a certain age. We do not believe it because we see a
connexion between the universal man and the universal mortal. It istrue thet if
physiology can prove, assuming the generd laws that govern living bodies, that no living
organism can last for ever, that gives a connexion between man and mortality which
would enable usto assert our proposition without gppedling to the specid evidence of
men dying. But that only means that our generdization has been subsumed under awider
generdization, for which the evidence is ill of the same kind, though more extensive.
The progress of science is congtantly producing such subsumptions, and therefore giving
acondantly wider inductive basis for scientific generdizations. But dthough thisgivesa
greater degree of certainty, it does not give a different kind: the ultimate ground remains
inductive, i.e. derived from instances, and not an a priori connexion of universas such as
we have in logic and arithmetic.

Two opposite points are to be observed concerning a priori genera propositions. The
fird isthat, if many particular instances are known, our genera propostion may be

arived a in thefirgt instance by induction, and the connexion of universals may be only
subsequently perceived. For example, it is known that if we draw perpendiculars to the
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sdes of atriangle from the opposite angles, dl three perpendiculars meet in apoint. It
would be quite possible to be first led to this propostion by actudly drawing
perpendiculars in many cases, and finding that they adways met in a point; this experience
might leed usto look for the generd proof and find it. Such cases are common in the
experience of every mathematician.

The other point is more interesting, and of more philosophical importance. It is, that we
may sometimes know a genera proposition in cases where we do not know asingle
ingtance of it. Take such a case as the following: We know that any two numbers can be
multiplied together, and will give athird called their product. We know that al pairs of
integers the product of which islessthan 100 have been actudly multiplied together, and
the vaue of the product recorded in the multiplication table. But we aso know that the
number of integersisinfinite, and that only afinite number of pairs of integers ever have
been or ever will be thought of by human beings. Hence it follows that there are pairs of
integers which never have been and never will be thought of by human beings, and that
al of them ded with integers the product of which is over 100. Hence we arrive at the
proposition: "All products of two integers, which never have been and never will be
thought of by any human being, are over 100.' Here isa generd proposition of which the
truth is undeniable, and yet, from the very nature of the case, we can never give an
instance; because any two numbers we may think of are excluded by the terms of the
proposition.

This possibility, of knowledge of generd propositions of which no instance can be given,
is often denied, because it is not percaived that the knowledge of such propositions only
requires a knowledge of the relations of universas, and does not require any knowledge
of ingtances of the universalsin question. Y et the knowledge of such genera propositions
isquite vital to agreat dedl of what is generdly admitted to be known. For example, we
saw, in our early chapters, that knowledge of physical objects, as opposed to sense-data,
isonly obtained by an inference, and that they are not things with which we are
acquainted. Hence we can never know any propodition of the form ‘thisisa physcd
object’, where 'this is something immediately known. It follows that al our knowledge
concerning physica objectsis such that no actud instance can be given. We can give
instances of the associated sense-data, but we cannot give instances of the actua physica
objects. Hence our knowledge as to physica objects depends throughout upon this
possihility of generd knowledge where no instance can be given. And the same gppliesto
our knowledge of other people's minds, or of any other class of things of which no
ingance is known to us by acquaintance.

We may now take a survey of the sources of our knowledge, asthey have agppeared in the

course of our analys's. We have firg to distinguish knowledge of things and knowledge
of truths. In each there are two kinds, one immediate and one derivative. Our immediate
knowledge of things, which we cdled acquaintance, consists of two sorts, according as
the things known are particulars or universas. Among particulars, we have acquaintance
with sense-data and (probably) with ourselves. Among universals, there seemsto be no
principle by which we can decide which can be known by acquaintance, but it is clear
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that among those that can be so known are sengble qualities, relations of space and time,
smilarity, and certain abstract logica universals. Our derivative knowledge of things,
which we cdl knowledge by description, dways involves both acquaintance with
something and knowledge of truths. Our immediate knowledge of truths may be caled
intuitive knowledge, and the truths so known may be called self-evident truths. Among
such truths are included those which merdly state what is given in sense, and dso certain
abgract logicd and arithmetica principles, and (though with less certainty) some ethica
propositions. Our derivative knowledge of truths conssts of everything that we can
deduce from sdf-evident truths by the use of sdlf-evident principles of deduction.

If the above account is correct, al our knowledge of truths depends upon our intuitive
knowledge. It therefore becomes important to consder the nature and scope of intuitive
knowledge, in much the same way as, a an earlier stage, we consdered the nature and
scope of knowledge by acquaintance. But knowledge of truths raises a further problem,
which does not arise in regard to knowledge of things, namely the problem of error.
Some of our bdliefs turn out to be erroneous, and therefore it becomes necessary to
consider how, if at dl, we can distinguish knowledge from error. This problem does not
arise with regard to knowledge by acquaintance, for, whatever may be the object of
acguaintance, even in dreams and hdlucinations, there is no error involved so long aswe
do not go beyond the immediate object: error can only arise when we regard the
immediate object, i.e. the sense-datum, as the mark of some physical object. Thusthe
problems connected with knowledge of truths are more difficult than those connected
with knowledge of things. Asthefirgt of the problems connected with knowledge of
truths, let us examine the nature and scope of our intuitive judgements.

CHAPTER XI

ON INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE

THERE is acommon impression that everything that we believe ought to be cagpable of
proof, or at least of being shown to be highly probable. It isfet by many that abdlief for
which no reason can be given is an unreasonable belief. In the main, thisview isjud.
Almogt dl our common beliefs are ether inferred, or cgpable of being inferred, from
other beliefs which may be regarded as giving the reason for them. Asarule, the reason
has been forgotten, or has even never been conscioudy present to our minds. Few of us
ever ask oursalves, for example, what reason there is to suppose the food we are just
going to eat will not turn out to be poison. Y et we fed, when chalenged, that a perfectly
good reason could be found, even if we are not ready with it at the moment. And in this
bdlief we are usudly judtified.

But let usimagine some indgtent Socrates, who, whatever reason we give him, continues
to demand areason for the reason. We must sooner or later, and probably before very
long, be driven to a point where we cannot find any further reason, and where it becomes
amogt certain that no further reason is even theoreticaly discoverable. Starting with the
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common beliefs of daily life, we can be driven back from point to point, until we cometo
some generd principle, or some ingance of agenerd principle, which seems luminoudy
evident, and is not itsdf capable of being deduced from anything more evident. In most
questions of dally life, such as whether our food islikely to be nourishing and not
poisonous, we shdl be driven back to the inductive principle, which we discussed in
Chapter VI. But beyond that, there seems to be no further regress. The principle itsdf is
congtantly used in our reasoning, sometimes conscioudy, sometimes unconscioudy; but
there is no reasoning which, garting from some smpler self-evident principle, leads usto
the principle of induction as its conclusion. And the same holds for other logica
principles. Therr truth is evident to us, and we employ them in congtructing
demondirations; but they themsalves, or at least some of them, are incapable of
demondtration.

Sdf-evidence, however, is not confined to those among generd principles which are
incgpable of proof. When a certain number of logica principles have been admitted, the
rest can be deduced from them; but the propositions deduced are often just as sdlf-evident
as those that were assumed without proof. All arithmetic, moreover, can be deduced from
the generd principles of logic, yet the smple propostions of arithmetic, such as ‘two and
two are four', are just as salf-evident as the principles of logic.

It would seem, a0, though thisis more disputable, that there are some self-evident
ethica principles, such as 'we ought to pursue what is good'.

It should be observed that, in dl cases of generd principles, particular instances, dedling
with familiar things, are more evident than the generd principle. For example, the law of
contradiction states that nothing can both have a certain property and not haveit. Thisis
evident as soon asit is understood, but it is not so evident as that a particular rose which
we see cannot be both red and not red. (It is of course possible that parts of the rose may
be red and parts not red, or that the rose may be of a shade of pink which we hardly know
whether to cdl red or not; but in the former caseiit is plain that the rose as awhole is not
red, while in the latter case the answer is theoretically definite as soon as we have

decided on a precise definition of 'red’.) It is usudly through particular instances that we
come to be able to see the generd principle. Only those who are practised in dedling with
abstractions can readily grasp agenerd principle without the help of instances.

In addition to generd principles, the other kind of salf-evident truths are those
immediately derived from sensation. We will call such truths ‘truths of perception’, and
the judgements expressing them we will cdl ‘judgements of perception’. But here a
certain amount of careisrequired in getting at the precise nature of the truthsthat are
sdf-evident. The actual sense-data are neither true nor false. A particular patch of colour
which | see, for example, smply exigts: it is not the sort of thing thet istrue or fase. It is
true that thereis such a patch, true that it has a certain shagpe and degree of brightness,
true that it is surrounded by certain other colours. But the patch itsdf, like everything dse
intheworld of sense, is of aradicdly different kind from the things that are true or false,
and therefore cannot properly be said to be true. Thus whatever self-evident truths may
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be obtained from our senses must be different from the sense-data from which they are
obtained.

It would seem that there are two kinds of salf-evident truths of perception, though
perhaps in the lagt anadlysis the two kinds may codesce. Firg, there is the kind which
amply asserts the existence of the sense-datum, without in any way andysng it. We see
apatch of red, and we judge 'there is such-and-such a patch of red', or more gtrictly ‘there
isthat’; thisis one kind of intuitive judgement of perception. The other kind arises when
the object of sense is complex, and we subject it to some degree of analysis. If, for
instance, we see around patch of red, we may judge 'that patch of red isround'. Thisis
again ajudgement of perception, but it differs from our previous kind. In our present kind
we have a single sense-datum which has both colour and shape: the colour is red and the
shape isround. Our judgement anayses the datum into colour and shape, and then
recombines them by stating that the red colour is round in shape. Another example of this
kind of judgement is'thisisto the right of that', where 'this and ‘that’ are seen
amultaneoudy. In thiskind of judgement the sense-datum contains congtituents which
have some relation to each other, and the judgement asserts that these congtituents have
thisrelation.

Another class of intuitive judgements, andogous to those of sense and yet quite distinct
from them, are judgements of memory. Thereis some danger of confusion asto the
nature of memory, owing to the fact that memory of an object is apt to be accompanied
by an image of the object, and yet the image cannot be what condtitutes memory. Thisis
easly seen by merely noticing that the image isin the present, whereas what is
remembered is known to be in the past. Moreover, we are certainly able to some extent to
compare our image with the object remembered, so that we often know, within somewhat
wide limits, how far our image is accurate; but this would be impossible, unlessthe

object, as opposed to the image, were in some way before the mind. Thus the essence of
memory is not condituted by the image, but by having immediately before the mind an
object which is recognized as past. But for the fact of memory in this sense, we should

not know that there ever was apast at al, nor should we be able to understand the word
'past’, any more than a man born blind can understand the word ‘light’. Thus there must be
intuitive judgements of memory, and it is upon them, ultimately, that al our knowledge

of the past depends.

The case of memory, however, raises adifficulty, for it is notorioudy fdlacious, and thus
throws doubt on the trustworthiness of intuitive judgements in generd. Thisdifficulty is

no light one. But let usfirst narrow its scope as far as possible. Broadly spesking,
memory is trustworthy in proportion to the vividness of the experience and to its nearness
intime. If the house next door was struck by lightning haf a minute ago, my memory of
what | saw and heard will be so reliable that it would be preposterous to doubt whether
there had been aflash at al. And the same gppliesto less vivid experiences, so long as
they are recent. | am absolutely certain that half aminute ago | was Sitting in the same
char inwhich | am gtting now. Going backward over the day, | find things of which |

am quite certain, other things of which I am dmost certain, other things of which | can
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become certain by thought and by calling up attendant circumstances, and some things of
which | am by no means certain. | am quite certain that | ate my breskfast this morning,
but if I were asindifferent to my breakfast as a philosopher should be, | should be
doubtful. Asto the conversation at breskfast, | can recall some of it easly, some with an
effort, some only with alarge dement of doubt, and some not a dl. Thusthereisa
continua gradation in the degree of sdlf-evidence of what | remember, and a
corresponding gradation in the trustworthiness of my memory.

Thus the first answer to the difficulty of falacious memory isto say that memory has
degrees of self-evidence, and that these correspond to the degrees of its trustworthiness,
reaching alimit of perfect sef-evidence and perfect trustworthinessin our memory of
events which are recent and vivid.

It would seem, however, that there are cases of very firm bdlief in amemory whichis
wholly fase. It is probable that, in these cases, what is redly remembered, in the sense of
being immediately before the mind, is something other than what isfasdy bdieved in,
though something generaly associated with it. George IV is said to have at |last believed
that he was at the battle of Waterloo, because he had so often said that he was. In this
case, what was immediately remembered was his repeated assertion; the belief in what he
was assarting (if it existed) would be produced by association with the remembered
assertion, and would therefore not be a genuine case of memory. It would seem that cases
of fdlacious memory can probably al be dedt with in thisway, i.e. they can be shown to
be not cases of memory inthe dtrict sense at Al.

One important point about saf-evidence is made clear by the case of memory, and that is,
that self-evidence has degrees: it isnot aquality which is smply present or aosent, but a
quality which may be more or less present, in gradations ranging from absol ute certainty
down to an dmost imperceptible faintness. Truths of perception and some of the
principles of logic have the very highest degree of sdlf-evidence; truths of immediate
memory have an dmost equaly high degree. The inductive principle has less sdif-
evidence than some of the other principles of logic, such as ‘what follows from atrue
premiss mugt be true. Memories have a diminishing self-evidence as they become
remoter and fainter; the truths of logic and mathematics have (broadly spesking) less self-
evidence as they become more complicated. Judgements of intrinsic ethical or aesthetic
vaue are got to have some self-evidence, but not much.

Degrees of sdf-evidence are important in the theory of knowledge, since, if propositions
may (as seems likely) have some degree of self-evidence without being true, it will not be
necessary to abandon al connexion between self-evidence and truth, but merely to say
that, where thereis a conflict, the more self-evident proposition isto be retained and the
less s f-evident rgjected.

It seems, however, highly probable that two different notions are combined in 'self-

evidence as above explained; that one of them, which corresponds to the highest degree
of sdf-evidence, isredly an infdlible guarantee of truth, while the other, which
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corresponds to al the other degrees, does not give an infdlible guarantee, but only a
greater or less presumption. This, however, is only a suggestion, which we cannot as yet
develop further. After we have dedlt with the nature of truth, we shdl return to the subject
of sf-evidence, in connexion with the distinction between knowledge and error.

CHAPTER XIlI

TRUTH AND FALSEHOOD

OUR knowledge of truths, unlike our knowledge of things, has an opposite, namely
error. So far asthings are concerned, we may know them or not know them, but there is
no positive state of mind which can be described as erroneous knowledge of things, so
long, at any rate, as we confine oursaves to knowledge by acquaintance. Whatever we
are acquainted with must be something; we may draw wrong inferences from our
acquaintance, but the acquaintance itsalf cannot be deceptive. Thusthereis no dualism as
regards acquaintance. But as regards knowledge of truths, there is a duadism. We may
believe what isfdse aswdl aswhat istrue. We know that on very many subjects
different people hold different and incompatible opinions. hence some beliefs must be
erroneous. Since erroneous beliefs are often held just as strongly astrue beliefs, it
becomes a difficult question how they are to be distinguished from true beliefs. How are
we to know, in agiven case, that our belief is not erroneous? Thisis a question of the
very greatest difficulty, to which no completdy satisfactory answer is possible. Thereis,
however, apreliminary question which is rather less difficult, and that is. What do we
mean by truth and falsehood? It isthis preliminary question which isto be considered in
this chapter.

In this chapter we are not asking how we can know whether a bdlief istrue or fdse: we
are asking what is meant by the question whether a bdief istrue or false. It isto be hoped
that a clear answer to this question may help us to obtain an answer to the question what
beliefs are true, but for the present we ask only ‘What is truth? and 'What is falsehood?
not 'What bdliefs are true? and 'What beliefs are fse? It is very important to keep these
different questions entirely separate, Snce any confusion between them is sure to produce
an answer which is not redly gpplicable to either.

There are three points to observe in the attempt to discover the nature of truth, three
requisites which any theory mugt fulfil.

(2) Our theory of truth must be such asto admit of its opposite, falsehood. A good many
philosophers have faled adequatdly to satisfy this condition: they have constructed
theories according to which al our thinking ought to have been true, and have then had
the greastest difficulty in finding a place for falsehood. In this respect our theory of belief
must differ from our theory of acquaintance, snce in the case of acquaintance it was not
necessary to take account of any opposite.
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(2) It seemsfairly evident that if there were no beliefs there could be no falsehood, and
no truth ether, in the sense in which truth is correlative to fasehood. If we imagine a
world of mere matter, there would be no room for fasehood in such aworld, and
athough it would contain what may be cdled 'facts, it would not contain any truths, in
the sense in which truths are thins of the same kind as falsehoods. In fact, truth and
fasehood are properties of beliefs and statements. hence aworld of mere matter, sinceiit
would contain no beliefs or statements, would aso contain no truth or falsehood.

(3) But, as againgt what we have just said, it isto be observed that the truth or falsehood
of abdief dways depends upon something which lies outsde the belief itsdlf. If | believe
that Charles| died on the scaffold, | believe truly, not because of any intringc quality of
my belief, which could be discovered by merely examining the belief, but because of an
historica event which happened two and a half centuries ago. If | believe that Charles|
died in hisbed, | believe fdsdy: no degree of vividnessin my belief, or of carein

ariving a it, preventsit from being false, again because of what happened long ago, and
not because of any intringc property of my belief. Hence, dthough truth and fasehood
are properties of beliefs, they are properties dependent upon the relations of the beliefsto
other things, not upon any internd quality of the beliefs.

Thethird of the above requisites leads us to adopt the view -- which has on the whole
been commonest among philosophers -- that truth conssts in some form of
correspondence between belief and fact. It is, however, by no means an easy matter to
discover aform of correspondence to which there are no irrefutable objections. By this
partly -- and partly by the feding that, if truth conssts in a correspondence of thought
with something outside thought, thought can never know when truth has been attained --
many philosophers have been led to try to find some definition of truth which shdl not
conggt in relation to something wholly outside belief. The most important attempt at a
definition of this sort is the theory that truth consstsin coherence. It is said that the mark
of fasehood isfailure to cohere in the body of our beliefs, and that it is the essence of a
truth to form part of the completely rounded system which is The Truth.

Thereis, however, agreat difficulty in thisview, or rather two great difficulties. The firgt
isthat there is no reason to suppose that only one coherent body of beliefsis possble. It
may be that, with sufficient imagination, a noveist might invent a past for the world that
would perfectly fit on to what we know, and yet be quite different from thered padt. In
more scientific matters, it is certain that there are often two or more hypotheses which
account for dl the known facts on some subject, and athough, in such cases, men of
science endeavour to find facts which will rule out al the hypotheses except one, thereis
no reason why they should aways succeed.

In philosophy, again, it seems not uncommon for two riva hypotheses to be both able to
account for dl the facts. Thus, for example, it is possble that life is one long dream, and
that the outer world has only that degree of redlity that the objects of dreams have; but
athough such a view does not seem inconsistent with known facts, there is no reason to
prefer it to the common-sense view, according to which other people and things do really
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exigt. Thus coherence as the definition of truth fails because there is no proof that there
can be only one coherent system.

The other objection to this definition of truth is that it assumes the meaning of ‘coherence
known, wheress, in fact, ‘coherence’ presupposes the truth of the laws of logic. Two
propositions are coherent when both may be true, and are incoherent when one a least
must be false. Now in order to know whether two propositions can both be true, we must
know such truths as the law of contradiction. For example, the two propositions, ‘thistree
isabeech' and 'thistreeis not a beech’, are not coherent, because of the law of
contradiction. But if the law of contradiction itsalf were subjected to the test of

coherence, we should find thet, if we choose to suppose it false, nothing will any longer
be incoherent with anything ese. Thus the laws of logic supply the skeleton or

framework within which the test of coherence gpplies, and they themsalves cannot be
established by thistedt.

For the above two reasons, coherence cannot be accepted as giving the meaning of truth,
though it is often amost important test of truth after a certain amount of truth has become
known.

Hence we are driven back to correspondence with fact as congtituting the nature of truth.

It remains to define precisely what we mean by ‘fact', and whét is the nature of the
correspondence which must subsist between belief and fact, in order that belief may be
true.

In accordance with our three requidites, we have to seek atheory of truth which (1)
dlows truth to have an opposite, namey falsehood, (2) makes truth a property of beliefs,
but (3) makesiit a property wholly dependent upon the relation of the beliefs to outside

things.

The necessity of dlowing for falsehood makes it impossible to regard belief as ardation
of the mind to a single object, which could be said to be what is believed. If belief were
S0 regarded, we should find that, like acquaintance, it would not admit of the opposition
of truth and falsehood, but would have to be dways true. This may be made clear by
examples. Othdlo believes fasaly that Desdemona loves Cassio. We cannot say that this
belief congstsin ardation to asingle object, 'Desdemonas love for Cassio, for if there
were such an object, the belief would be true. There isin fact no such object, and
therefore Othedllo cannot have any relation to such an object. Hence his belief cannot
possibly consist in ardation to this object.

It might be said that his belief is ardation to adifferent object, namely ‘that Desdemona
loves Cassi0; but it isamogt as difficult to suppose that there is such an object asthis,
when Desdemona does not love Cassio, as it was to suppose that there is 'Desdemonas
love for Cassio. Henceit will be better to seek for atheory of belief which does not make
it congs in areation of the mind to a single object.
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It is common to think of relations as though they aways held between two terms, but in
fact thisis not dways the case. Some relations demand three terms, some four, and so on.
Take, for ingtance, the relation 'between’. So long as only two terms comein, the relation
'between’ isimpossible: three terms are the smallest number that render it possible. York
is between London and Edinburgh; but if London and Edinburgh were the only placesin
the world, there could be nothing which was between one place and ancther. Smilarly
jealousy requires three people: there can be no such relation that does not involve three at
least. Such aproposition as 'A wishes B to promote C's marriage with D' involves a
relation of four terms; that isto say, A and B and C and D dl comein, and the rdlation
involved cannot be expressed otherwise than in aform involving dl four. Instances might
be multiplied indefinitely, but enough has been said to show that there are relations which
require more than two terms before they can occur.

Therdation involved in judging or believing must, if falsehood is to be duly alowed for,
be taken to be a reation between severa terms, not between two. When Othello believes
that Desdemona loves Cassio, he must not have before his mind a single object,
'Desdemonas love for Cassio, or 'that Desdemonaloves Cassio), for that would require
that there should be objective falsehoods, which subsist independently of any minds; and
this, though not logicdly refutable, is atheory to be avoided if possble. Thusit is easer
to account for fasehood if we take judgement to be ardation in which the mind and the
various objects concerned al occur severaly; that isto say, Desdemona and loving and
Casso mug dl be termsin the rdaion which subssts when Othdllo believes that
Desdemona loves Cassio. Thisrdation, therefore, isardation of four terms, sSince
Othello dso is one of the terms of the relation. When we say that it isardation of four
terms, we do not mean that Othello has a certain relation to Desdemona, and has the same
relation to loving and dso to Casso. Thismay be true of some other relation than
bdieving; but bdieving, plainly, is not a reation which Othello hasto each of the three
terms concerned, but to all of them together: there is only one example of the rdation of
believing involved, but this one example knits together four terms. Thus the actud
occurrence, a the moment when Othdllo is entertaining his belief, is that the relation
caled 'bdieving is knitting together into one complex whole the four terms Othdllo,
Desdemona, loving, and Casso. What is caled belief or judgement is nothing but this
relaion of beieving or judging, which rdates a mind to severd things other than itsdf.

An act of belief or of judgement is the occurrence between certain terms a some
particular time, of the rdaion of believing or judging.

We are now in apostion to understand what it is that distinguishes atrue judgement from
afdse one. For this purpose we will adopt certain definitions. In every act of judgement
there isamind which judges, and there are terms concerning which it judges. We will

cdl the mind the subject in the judgement, and the remaining terms the objects. Thus,
when Othello judges that Desdemona loves Cassio, Othello is the subject, while the
objects are Desdemona and loving and Cassio. The subject and the objects together are
cdled the constituents of the judgement. It will be observed that the eation of judging
haswhat is caled a'sense or 'direction’. We may say, metaphoricdly, that it puts its
objectsin acertain order, which we may indicate by means of the order of the wordsin

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com

59



THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY

the sentence. (In an inflected language, the same thing will be indicated by inflections,

e.g. by the difference between nominative and accusative.) Othello's judgement that
Cass0 loves Desdemona differs from his judgement that Desdemona loves Cassio, in
gpite of the fact that it conssts of the same condtituents, because the rdation of judging
places the condtituents in a different order in the two cases. Similarly, if Cassio judges
that Desdemona loves Othello, the congtituents of the judgement are ill the same, but
their order is different. This property of having a'sense or ‘direction’ is one which the
relation of judging shareswith dl other reations. The 'sense of relationsis the ultimate
source of order and series and a host of mathematical concepts; but we need not concern
oursalves further with this aspect.

We spoke of the relation caled 'judging' or ‘believing' as knitting together into one
complex whole the subject and the objects. In this respect, judging is exactly like every
other relation. Whenever ardation holds between two or more terms, it unites the terms
into acomplex whole. If Othdllo loves Desdemona, there is such acomplex whole as
'Othello's love for Desdemond. The terms united by the relation may be themsdves
complex, or may be smple, but the whole which results from their being united must be
complex. Wherever there isareation which relates certain terms, there is a complex
object formed of the union of those terms; and conversdly, wherever there is a complex
object, thereis ardation which reates its constituents. When an act of believing occurs,
thereis acomplex, in which 'believing' is the uniting relation, and subject and objects are
arranged in acertain order by the 'sense’ of the relation of believing. Among the objects,
aswe saw in conddering 'Othello believes that Desdemona loves Casso', one must be a
relation -- in thisinstance, the relation 'loving'. But this rdation, asit occursin the act of
believing, is not the relation which creates the unity of the complex whole consgting of
the subject and the objects. The rdation ‘loving', asit occursin the act of bdieving, isone
of the objects -- it isabrick in the dructure, not the cement. The cement isthe reation
‘believing. When the bdlief istrue, thereis another complex unity, in which the relation
which was one of the objects of the belief relates the other objects. Thus, eg., if Othello
believes truly that Desdemonaloves Casso, then there is a complex unity, 'Desdemonas
love for Cassio, which is composed exclusively of the objects of the belief, in the same
order as they had in the belief, with the relation which was one of the objects occurring
now as the cement that binds together the other objects of the belief. On the other hand,
when abdlief isfalse, there is no such complex unity composed only of the objects of the
belief. If Othdlo believesfalsely that Desdemonaloves Cassio, then there isno such
complex unity as'Desdemonas love for Cassio'.

Thusabdief istrue when it corresponds to a certain associated complex, and false when
it does not. Assuming, for the sake of definiteness, that the objects of the belief are two
terms and arelation, the terms being put in a certain order by the 'sense’ of the believing,
then if the two termsin that order are united by the relation into a complex, the belief is
true; if nat, it isfase This conditutes the definition of truth and falsehood that we were

in search of. Judging or believing is a certain complex unity of whichamindisa
condtituent; if the remaining condtituents, taken in the order which they have in the belief,
form acomplex unity, then the beief istrue if nat, itisfase.
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Thus athough truth and falsehood are properties of beliefs, yet they arein asense
extringc properties, for the condition of the truth of a bdlief is something not involving
beliefs, or (in generd) any mind a dl, but only the objects of the belief. A mind, which
believes, bdieves truly when thereis a corresponding complex not involving the mind,
but only its objects. This correspondence ensures truth, and its absence entails fa sehood.
Hence we account smultaneoudy for the two facts thet bdliefs (a) depend on minds for
their existence, (b) do not depend on minds for their truth.

We may restate our theory asfollows: If we take such abelief as'Othdlo believes that
Desdemona loves Cassio', we will call Desdemona and Cassio the object-ter ms, and
loving the object-relation. If thereisacomplex unity ‘Desdemonas love for Cassio,
conssting of the object-terms related by the object-relaion in the same order as they have
in the belief, then this complex unity is caled the fact corresponding to the belief. Thusa
belief istrue when there is a corresponding fact, and is fase when thereis no
corresponding fact.

It will be seen that minds do not create truth or falsehood. They create beliefs, but when
once the beliefs are created, the mind cannot make them true or false, except in the
specid case where they concern future things which are within the power of the person
believing, such as catching trains. What makes a bdief trueisafact, and thisfact does
not (except in exceptiona cases) in any way involve the mind of the person who has the
belief.

Having now decided what we mean by truth and falsehood, we have next to consider
what ways there are of knowing whether this or that belief istrue or fdse. This
congderation will occupy the next chapter.

CHAPTER XIII

KNOWLEDGE, ERROR, AND PROBABLE OPINION

THE question as to what we mean by truth and falsehood, which we consdered in the
preceding chapter, is of much less interest than the question as to how we can know what
istrue and what isfdse. This question will occupy usin the present chapter. There can be
no doubt that some of our beliefs are erroneous; thus we are led to inquire what certainty
we can ever have that such and such abelief is not erroneous. In other words, can we ever
know anything at dl, or do we merely sometimes by good luck believe what is true?
Before we can attack this question, we must, however, first decide what we mean by
'knowing', and this question is not so easy as might be supposed.

At firg Sght we might imagine that knowledge could be defined as ‘true belief'. When
what we believeistrue, it might be supposed that we had achieved a knowledge of what
we believe. But this would not accord with the way in which the word is commonly used.
Totakeavery trivid ingance: If aman believesthat the late Prime Miniger's last name
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began with a B, he believes whét is true, Snce the late Prime Minister was Sr Henry
Campbe | Bannerman. But if he believes that Mr. Bafour was the late Prime Miniger, he
will ill believe that the late Prime Minigter's last name began with a B, yet this belief,
though true, would not be thought to constitute knowledge. If a newspaper, by an
intdligent anticipation, announces the result of a battle before any telegram giving the

result has been recelved, it may by good fortune announce what afterwards turns out to be
the right result, and it may produce belief in some of its less experienced readers. But in
spite of the truth of their belief, they cannot be said to have knowledge. Thusit is clear

that atrue belief is not knowledge when it is deduced from afase belief.

In like manner, atrue belief cannot be caled knowledge when it is deduced by a
fallacious process of reasoning, even if the premisses from which it is deduced are true. If

| know that all Greeks are men and that Socrates was aman, and | infer that Socrates was
aGreek, | cannot be said to know that Socrates was a Greek, because, athough my
premisses and my conclusion are true, the conclusion does not follow from the premisses.

But are we to say that nothing is knowledge except what is vaidly deduced from true
premisses? Obvioudy we cannot say this. Such a definition is at once too wide and too
narrow. In the first place, it istoo wide, because it is not enough that our premisses
should be true, they must dso be known. The man who believesthat Mr. Bafour was the
late Prime Minister may proceed to draw vaid deductions from the true premiss that the
late Prime Minigter's name began with a B, but he cannot be said to know the conclusions
reached by these deductions. Thus we shdl have to amend our definition by saying that
knowledge iswheat is vdidly deduced from known premisses. This, however, isacircular
definition: it assumes that we aready know what is meant by 'known premisses. It can,
therefore, at best define one sort of knowledge, the sort we call derivative, as opposed to
intuitive knowledge. We may say: 'Derivative knowledge iswhat is validly deduced from
premisses known intuitively'. In this satement there is no forma defect, but it leavesthe
definition of intuitive knowledge still to seek.

Leaving on one Sde, for the moment, the question of intuitive knowledge, let us consider
the above suggested definition of derivative knowledge. The chief objection to it isthat it
unduly limits knowledge. It congtantly happens that people entertain atrue belief, which
has grown up in them because of some piece of intuitive knowledge from whichit is
cgpable of being vdidly inferred, but from which it has not, as a matter of fact, been
inferred by any logicd process.

Take, for example, the beliefs produced by reading. If the newspapers announce the degath
of the King, we are fairly well judtified in bdieving that the King is deed, Snce thisisthe
sort of announcement which would not be made if it were false. And we are quite amply
judtified in believing that the newspaper assarts thet the King is dead. But here the

intuitive knowledge upon which our belief is based is knowledge of the existence of
sense-data derived from looking a the print which gives the news. This knowledge
scarcely rises into consciousness, except in a person who cannot reed easily. A child may
be aware of the shapes of the letters, and pass gradudly and painfully to aredization of
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their meaning. But anybody accustomed to reading passes at once to what the letters
mean, and is not aware, except on reflection, that he has derived this knowledge from the
sense-data cdled seeing the printed letters. Thus adthough avalid inference from the
letters to their meaning is possible, and could be performed by the reader, it snot in fact
performed, since he does not in fact perform any operation which can be cdled logica
inference. Yet it would be absurd to say that the reader does not know that the newspaper
announces the King's death.

We mug, therefore, admit as derivative knowledge whatever is the result of intuitive
knowledge even if by mere association, provided there isavalid logicad connexion, and
the person in question could become aware of this connexion by reflection. There arein
fact many ways, besides logicd inference, by which we pass from one belief to another:
the passage from the print to its meaning illustrates these ways. These ways may be
cdled 'psychologicd inference. We shdl, then, admit such psychologica inference asa
means of obtaining derivative knowledge, provided thereis adiscoverable logicd
inference which runs pardld to the psychologicd inference. This renders our definition

of derivative knowledge less precise than we could wish, since the word 'discoverabl€e is
vague: it does not tell us how much reflection may be needed in order to make the
discovery. But in fact 'knowledge' is not a precise conception: it merges into ‘probable
opinion', aswe shall see more fully in the course of the present chapter. A very precise
definition, therefore, should not be sought, since any such definition must be more or less
mideading.

The chief difficulty in regard to knowledge, however, does not arise over derivative
knowledge, but over intuitive knowledge. So long as we are deding with derivative
knowledge, we have the test of intuitive knowledge to fal back upon. But in regard to
intuitive beliefs, it is by no means easy to discover any criterion by which to distinguish
some as true and others as erroneous. In this question it is scarcely possible to reach any
very precise result: dl our knowledge of truths is infected with some degree of doubt, and
atheory which ignored this fact would be plainly wrong. Something may be done,
however, to mitigate the difficulties of the question.

Our theory of truth, to begin with, supplies the possibility of distinguishing certain truths
as sdf-evident in a sense which ensures infalibility. When abelief istrue, we sad, there
is a corresponding fact, in which the severd objects of the belief form a single complex.
The beief is sad to condtitute knowledge of thisfact, provided it fulfils those further
somewhat vague conditions which we have been considering in the present chapter. But
in regard to any fact, besides the knowledge condtituted by belief, we may aso have the
kind of knowledge congtituted by perception (taking thisword in itswidest possble
sense). For example, if you know the hour of the sunset, you can at that hour know the
fact that the sun is setting: thisis knowledge of the fact by way of knowledge of truths;
but you can dso, if the weether isfine, look to the west and actualy see the setting sun:
you then know the same fact by the way of knowledge of things.
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Thusin regard to any complex fact, there are, theoretically, two ways in which it may be
known: (1) by means of ajudgement, in which its severd parts are judged to be related as
they arein fact relaed; (2) by means of acquaintance with the complex fact itsdlf, which
may (in alarge sense) be caled perception, though it is by no means confined to objects
of the senses. Now it will be observed that the second way of knowing a complex fact,
the way of acquaintance, is only possble when thereredly is such afact, while the first
way, like dl judgement, isliable to error. The sacond way gives us the complex whole,
and istherefore only possible when its parts do actualy have that relation which makes
them combine to form such a complex. The first way, on the contrary, gives us the parts
and the rdation severdly, and demands only the redlity of the parts and the relation: the
relation may not rdate those partsin that way, and yet the judgement may occur.

It will be remembered that at the end of Chapter X1 we suggested that there might be two
kinds of sdf-evidence, one giving an absolute guarantee of truth, the other only apartia
guarantee. These two kinds can now be distinguished.

We may say that atruth is self-evident, in the first and most absol ute sense, when we
have acquai ntance with the fact which corresponds to the truth. When Othello believes
that Desdemona loves Cassio, the corresponding fact, if his belief were true, would be
'Desdemonds love for Cassio'. Thiswould be afact with which no one could have
acquaintance except Desdemona; hence in the sense of self-evidence that we are
consdering, the truth that Desdemonaloves Cassio (if it were atruth) could only be seif-
evident to Desdemona. All mentd facts, and dl facts concerning sense-data, have this
same privacy: there is only one person to whom they can be sdf-evident in our present
sense, since there is only one person who can be acquainted with the mental things or the
sense-data concerned. Thus no fact about any particular existing thing can be self-evident
to more than one person. On the other hand, facts about universals do not have this
privacy. Many minds may be acquainted with the same universals; hence ardation
between universals may be known by acquaintance to many different people. In al cases
where we know by acquaintance a complex fact conssting of certain termsin acertain
relation, we say thet the truth that these terms are so related has the first or absolute kind
of sdf-evidence, and in these cases the judgement that the terms are so related must be
true. Thusthis sort of self-evidence is an absolute guarantee of truth.

But dthough this sort of sdf-evidence is an absolute guarantee of truth, it does not enable
us to be absolutely certain, in the case of any given judgement, that the judgement in
question is true. Suppose we firg perceive the sun shining, which is a complex fact, and
thence proceed to make the judgement ‘the sunis shining'. In passing from the perception
to the judgement, it is necessary to analyse the given complex fact: we have to separate
out ‘the sun' and 'shining' as congtituents of the fact. In this processit is possble to

commit an error; hence even where afact hasthe first or absolute kind of self-evidence, a
judgement believed to correspond to the fact is not absolutely infalible, because it may

not redlly correspond to the fact. But if it does correspond (in the sense explained in the
preceding chapter), then it must be true.
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The second sort of salf-evidence will be that which beongsto judgementsin the first
ingtance, and is not derived from direct perception of afact as a single complex whole.
This second kind of sdf-evidence will have degrees, from the very highest degree down
to abareinclination in favour of the belief. Take, for example, the case of ahorse trotting
away from us dong a hard road. At first our certainty that we hear the hoofs is complete;
gradudly, if we ligen intently, there comes a moment when we think perhapsit was
imagination or the blind upstairs or our own heartbests; at last we become doubtful
whether there was any noise a dl; then we think we no longer hear anything, and at last
we know we no longer hear anything. In this process, there is a continua gradation of
sf-evidence, from the highest degree to the least, not in the sense-data themsalves, but
in the judgements based on them.

Or again: Suppose we are comparing two shades of colour, one blue and one green. We
can be quite sure they are different shades of colour; but if the green colour is gradualy
dtered to be more and more like the blue, becoming first a blue-green, then a greeny-
blue, then blue, there will come a moment when we are doubtful whether we can see any
difference, and then a moment when we know that we cannot see any difference. The
same thing happens in tuning amusica insrument, or in any other case wherethereisa
continuous gradation. Thus self-evidence of this sort isamatter of degree; and it seems
plain that the higher degrees are more to be trusted than the lower degrees.

In derivative knowledge our ultimate premisses must have some degree of self-evidence,
and so mugt their connexion with the conclusions deduced from them. Take for example
apiece of reasoning in geometry. It is not enough that the axioms from which we start
should be sdf-evident: it is necessary do that, at each step in the reasoning, the
connexion of premiss and concluson should be sdf-evident. In difficult reasoning, this
connexion has often only avery smdl degree of sdf-evidence; hence errors of reasoning
are not improbable where the difficulty is gredt.

From what has been said it is evident that, both as regards intuitive knowledge and as
regards derivative knowledge, if we assume that intuitive knowledge is trusworthy in
proportion to the degree of its salf-evidence, there will be a gradation in trustworthiness,
from the existence of noteworthy sense-data and the smpler truths of logic and
arithmetic, which may be taken as quite certain, down to judgements which seem only
just more probable than their opposites. What we firmly believe, if it istrue, is caled
knowledge, provided it is ether intuitive or inferred (logicaly or psychologicdly) from
intuitive knowledge from which it follows logicaly. What we firmly believe, if it is not
true, iscdled error. What we firmly believe, if it is neither knowledge nor error, and aso
what we bdieve hestatingly, becauseit is, or is derived from, something which has not
the highest degree of sdlf-evidence, may be called probable opinion. Thus the greater part
of what would commonly pass as knowledge is more or |ess probable opinion.

In regard to probable opinion, we can derive great assistance from coherence, which we

rejected as the definition of truth, but may often use asacriterion. A body of individudly
probable opinions, if they are mutualy coherent, become more probable than any one of
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them would beindividudly. It isin this way that many scientific hypotheses acquire their
probability. They fit into a coherent system of probable opinions, and thus become more
probable than they would be in isolation. The same thing applies to generd philosophica
hypotheses. Often in asingle case such hypotheses may seem highly doubtful, while yet,
when we consider the order and coherence which they introduce into a mass of probable
opinion, they become pretty nearly certain. This applies, in particular, to such matters as
the digtinction between dreams and waking life. If our dreams, night after night, were as
coherent one with another as our days, we should hardly know whether to believe the
dreams or thewaking life. Asit is, the test of coherence condemns the dreams and
confirms the waking life. But thistet, though it increases probability where it is
successful, never gives absolute certainty, unlessthereis certainty aready at some point
in the coherent system. Thus the mere organization of probable opinion will never, by
itsdf, transform it into indubitable knowledge.

CHAPTER XIV

THELIMITSOF PHILOSOPHICAL KNOWLEDGE

IN al that we have said hitherto concerning philosophy, we have scarcely touched on
many matters that occupy a great space in the writings of most philosophers. Most
philosophers -- or, a any rae, very many -- professto be ableto prove, by a priori
metaphysical reasoning, such things as the fundamenta dogmeas of religion, the essentidl
rationdity of the universe, the illusoriness of matter, the unredlity of al evil, and so on.
There can be no doubt that the hope of finding reason to believe such theses as these has
been the chief ingpiration of many life-long students of philosophy. This hope, | believe,
isvan. It would seem that knowledge concerning the universe as awholeis not to be
obtained by metaphysics, and that the proposed proofs that, in virtue of the laws of logic
such and such things must exist and such and such others cannot, are not capable of
surviving acritica scrutiny. In this chapter we shdl briefly congider the kind of way in
which such reasoning is atempted, with a view to discovering whether we can hope that
it may bevdid.

The greet representative, in modern times, of the kind of view which we wish to examine,
was Hegel (1770-1831). Hegd's philosophy is very difficult, and commentators differ as
to the true interpretation of it. According to the interpretation | shall adopt, which is that
of many, if not mog, of the commentators and has the merit of giving an interesting and
important type of philosophy, his main thesisisthat everything short of the Wholeis
obvioudy fragmentary, and obvioudy incapable of existing without the complement
supplied by the rest of the world. Just as a comparative anatomist, from asingle bone,
seeswhat kind of animal the whole must have been, so the metaphysician, according to
Hegd, sees, from any one piece of redity, what the whole of redity must be -- at least in
its large outlines. Every apparently separate piece of redity has, as it were, hooks which
grapple it to the next piece; the next piece, in turn, has fresh hooks, and so on, until the
whole universe is recongtructed. This essentia incompleteness appears, according to
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Hegd, equaly in the world of thought and in the world of things. In the world of thought,
if we take any ideawhich is abgtract or incomplete, we find, on examination, thet if we
forget itsincompleteness, we become involved in contradictions; these contradictions

turn the idealin question into its opposite, or artithesis; and in order to escape, we have to
find anew, lessincomplete idea, which isthe synthesis of our origind ideaand its
antithesis. This new idea, though lessincomplete than the idea we started with, will be
found, nevertheless, to be still not wholly complete, but to passinto its antithesis, with
which it must be combined in anew synthesis. In thisway Hegdl advances until he
reaches the 'Absolute Ided, which, according to him, has no incompleteness, no opposite,
and no need of further development. The Absolute Idea, therefore, is adequate to describe
Absolute Redlity; but al lower ideas only describe dity asit gppearsto a partid view, not
asit isto one who smultaneoudy surveys the Whole. Thus Hegd reaches the conclusion
that Absolute Redlity forms one sngle harmonious system, not in gpace or time, not in

any degree evil, whally rationd, and whally spiritud. Any gppearance to the contrary, in
the world we know, can be proved logicaly -- so he believes -- to be entirely due to our
fragmentary piecemed view of the universe. If we saw the universe whole, as we may
suppose God seesiit, space and time and matter and evil and dl striving and struggling
would disappear, and we should see instead an eterna perfect unchanging spiritua unity.

In this conception, there is undeniably something sublime, something to which we could
wish to yied assent. Nevertheess, when the arguments in support of it are carefully
examined, they gppear to involve much confuson and many unwarrantable assumptions.
The fundamenta tenet upon which the system is built up is that what isincomplete must
be not salf-subsistent, but must need the support of other things before it can exis. It is
held that whatever has reaions to things outside itsef must contain some reference to
those outsde thingsin its own nature, and could not, therefore, be what it isif those
outsde things did not exist. A man's nature, for example, is congtituted by his memories
and the rest of his knowledge, by hisloves and hatreds, and so on; thus, but for the
objects which he knows or loves or hates, he could not be what heis. He is essentialy
and obvioudy afragment: taken as the sum-totd of redity he would be sdlf-
contradictory.

Thiswhole point of view, however, turns upon the notion of the 'nature of athing, which
seems to mean 'dl the truths about the thing'. It is of course the case that atruth which
connects one thing with another thing could not subsst if the other thing did not subsit.
But atruth about athing is not part of the thing itsef, dthough it mugt, according to the
above usage, be part of the 'nature’ of the thing. If we mean by athing's 'nature dl the
truths about the thing, then plainly we cannot know athing's 'nature unless we know dl
the thing's rdlations to dl the other thingsin the universe. But if the word 'nature’ is used
in this sense, we shdl have to hold that the thing may be known when its 'nature is not
known, or at any rateis not known completely. Thereisaconfusion, when this use of the
word 'nature is employed, between knowledge of things and knowledge of truths. We
may have knowledge of athing by acquaintance even if we know very few propositions
about it -- theoreticaly we need not know any propositions about it. Thus, acquaintance
with athing does not involve knowledge of its 'nature in the above sense. And dthough
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acquaintance with athing isinvolved in our knowing any one proposition about athing,
knowledge of its 'nature, in the above sensg, is not involved. Hence, (1) acquaintance
with athing does not logicdly involve a knowledge of itsrdations, and (2) a knowledge
of some of its relations does not involve a knowledge of dl of itsrdations nor a
knowledge of its 'nature in the above sense. | may be acquainted, for example, with my
toothache, and this knowledge may be as complete as knowledge by acquaintance ever
can be, without knowing dl that the dentist (who is not acquainted with it) can tel me
about its cause, and without therefore knowing its 'neture in the above sense. Thus the
fact that athing has relations does not prove that its relaions are logically necessary. That
isto say, from the mere fact thet it is the thing it is we cannot deduce that it must have the
various rdaions which in fact it has. Thisonly seemsto follow because we know it

aready.

It follows that we cannot prove that the universe as awhole forms a single harmonious
system such as Hegd bdievesthat it forms. And if we cannot prove this, we dso cannot
prove the unredlity of space and time and matter and evil, for thisis deduced by Hegd
from the fragmentary and relationa character of these things. Thus we are left to the
piecemed investigation of the world, and are unable to know the characters of those parts
of the universe that are remote from our experience. This result, disappointing asitisto
those whaose hopes have been raised by the systems of philosophers, isin harmony with
the inductive and scientific temper of our age, and is borne out by the whole examingtion
of human knowledge which has occupied our previous chapters.

Most of the great ambitious attempts of metaphysicians have proceeded by the attempt to
prove that such and such gpparent features of the actual world were sdlf-contradictory,
and therefore could not be red. The whole tendency of modern thought, however, is more
and more in the direction of showing that the supposed contradictions wereillusory, and
that very little can be proved a priori from considerations of what must be. A good
illustration of thisis afforded by space and time. Space and time gppear to be infinite in
extent, and infinitdly divisble. If wetravel dong adtraight linein ether direction, it is
difficult to believe that we shdl findly reach alagt point, beyond which there is nothing,
not even empty space. Similarly, if in imagination we travel backwards or forwardsin
time, it isdifficult to believe that we shdl reach afirg or last time, with not even empty
time beyond it. Thus space and time appear to be infinite in extent.

Again, if we take any two points on aline, it seems evident that there must be other
points between them, however small the distance between them may be: every distance
can be haved, and the halves can be halved again, and so on ad infinitum. In time,
amilarly, however little time may egpse between two moments, it seems evident that
there will be other moments between them. Thus space and time gppear to beinfinitey
divisble. But as against these gpparent facts -- infinite extent and infinite divishility --
philosophers have advanced arguments tending to show that there could be no infinite
collections of things, and that therefore the number of pointsin space, or of indantsin
time, must be finite. Thus a contradiction emerged between the apparent nature of space
and time and the supposed impossibility of infinite collections.
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Kant, who first emphasized this contradiction, deduced the impossibility of space and
time, which he declared to be merely subjective; and since histime very many
philosophers have believed that space and time are mere appearance, not characteristic of
the world asiit redly is. Now, however, owing to the labours of the mathematicians,
notably Georg Cantor, it has gppeared that the impossibility of infinite collectionswas a
mistake. They are not in fact self-contradictory, but only contradictory of certain rather
obstinate menta prejudices. Hence the reasons for regarding space and time as unred
have become inoperative, and one of the great sources of metaphysca condructionsis
dried up.

The mathematicians, however, have not been content with showing that space asitis
commonly supposed to be is possble; they have shown dso that many other forms of
gpace are equaly possible, so far aslogic can show. Some of Euclid's axioms, which
appear to common sense to be necessary, and were formerly supposed to be necessary by
philosophers, are now known to derive their gppearance of necessity from our mere
familiarity with actud space, and not from any a priori logicd foundetion. By imagining
worldsin which these axioms are fd se, the mathematicians have used logic to loosen the
prejudices of common sense, and to show the possibility of spaces differing -- some
more, some less -- from that in which we live. And some of these spaces differ so little
from Euclidean space, where distances such as we can measure are concerned, that it is
impossible to discover by observation whether our actud space is strictly Euclidean or of
one of these other kinds. Thus the position is completely reversed. Formerly it appeared
that experience left only one kind of spaceto logic, and logic showed this one kind to be
impossible. Now logic presents many kinds of space as possible apart from experience,
and experience only partially decides between them. Thus, while our knowledge of what
is has become less than it was formerly supposed to be, our knowledge of what may beis
enormoudy increased. Instead of being shut in within narrow walls, of which every nook
and cranny could be explored, we find ourselves in an open world of free possibilities,
where much remains unknown because there is so much to know.

What has happened in the case of space and time has happened, to some extent, in other
directions as well. The attempt to prescribe to the universe by means of a priori
principles has broken down; logic instead of being, as formerly, the bar to possibilities,
has become the grest liberator of the imagination, presenting innumerable aternatives
which are closed to unreflective common sense, and leaving to experience the task of
deciding, where decison is possble, between the many worlds which logic offers for our
choice. Thus knowledge as to what exists becomes limited to what we can learn from
experience -- not to what we can actudly experience, for, aswe have seen, there is much
knowledge by description concerning things of which we have no direct experience. But
in al cases of knowledge by description, we need some connexion of universals, enabling
us, from such and such a datum, to infer an object of a certain sort asimplied by our
datum. Thusin regard to physica objects, for example, the principle that sense-data are
ggnsof physcd objectsisitsaf aconnexion of universds, and it isonly in virtue of this
principle that experience enables us to acquire knowledge concerning physica objects.
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The same gppliesto the law of causdlity, or, to descend to what isless generd, to such
principles asthe law of gravitation.

Principles such asthe law of gravitation are proved, or rather are rendered highly
probable, by acombination of experience with somewholly a priori principle, such as
the principle of induction. Thus our intuitive knowledge, which is the source of dl our
other knowledge of truths, is of two sorts: pure empirica knowledge, which tdls us of the
existence and some of the properties of particular things with which we are acquainted,
and pure a priori knowledge, which gives us connexions between universas, and enables
us to draw inferences from the particular facts given in empirica knowledge. Our
derivative knowledge aways depends upon some pure a priori knowledge and usudly

a so depends upon some pure empirical knowledge.

Philosophical knowledge, if what has been said aboveis true, does not differ essentidly
from scientific knowledge; there is no specid source of wisdom which is open to
philasophy but not to science, and the results obtained by philosophy are not radicdly
different from those obtained from science. The essentid characterigtic of philosophy
which makesit astudy distinct from science, is criticism. It examines criticaly the
principles employed in science and in dally life; it searches out any inconsstencies there
may be in these principles, and it only accepts them when, asthe result of acritica
inquiry, no reason for reecting them has appeared. If, as many philosophers have
believed, the principles underlying the sciences were capable, when disengaged from
irrdlevant detall, of giving us knowledge concerning the universe as awhole, such
knowledge would have the same claim on our belief as scientific knowledge has; but our
inquiry has not revealed any such knowledge, and therefore, as regards the specid
doctrines of the bolder metaphysicians, has had amainly negative result. But as regards
what would be commonly accepted as knowledge, our result isin the main postive: we
have seldom found reason to reject such knowledge as the result of our criticism, and we
have seen no reason to suppose man incapable of the kind of knowledge which heis
generdly believed to possess.

When, however, we speak of philosophy as a criticism of knowledge, it is hecessary to
impose a certain limitation. If we adopt the attitude of the complete sceptic, placing
ourselves wholly outside dl knowiedge, and asking, from this outside position, to be
compelled to return within the circle of knowledge, we are demanding what is
impossble, and our scepticism can never be refuted. For dl refutation must begin with
some piece of knowledge which the disputants share; from blank doubt, no argument can
begin. Hence the criticism of knowledge which philosophy employs must not be of this
degtructive kind, if any result isto be achieved. Againg this absolute scepticism, no
logical argument can be advanced. But it is not difficult to see that scepticiam of thiskind
is unreasonable. Descartes 'methodica doubt’, with which modern philosophy began, is
not of thiskind, but is rather the kind of criticism which we are asserting to be the
essence of philosophy. His 'methodica doubt' consisted in doubting whatever seemed
doubtful; in pausing, with each gpparent piece of knowledge, to ask himsdf whether, on
reflection, he could fed certain that he redly knew it. Thisisthe kind of criticism which
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congtitutes philosophy. Some knowledge, such as knowledge of the existence of our
sense-data, gppears quite indubitable, however cdmly and thoroughly we reflect upon it.
In regard to such knowledge, philosophica criticism does not require that we should
abgtain from belief. But there are beliefs -- such, for example, asthe belief that physica
objects exactly resemble our sense-data -- which are entertained until we begin to reflect,
but are found to melt away when subjected to a close inquiry. Such beliefs philasophy
will bid us rgect, unless some new line of argument is found to support them. But to
regject the beliefs which do not appear open to any objections, however closdly we
examine them, is not reasonable, and is not what philosophy advocates.

Thecritidsm amed at, in aword, is not that which, without reason, determinesto reject,
but that which considers each piece of apparent knowledge on its merits, and retains
whatever gill appears to be knowledge when this consderation is completed. That some
risk of error remains must be admitted, sSnce human beings are falible. Philosophy may
clam judtly that it diminishestherisk of error, and that in some casesiit rendersthe risk

s0 smdl asto be practicdly negligible. To do more than thisis not possiblein aworld
where mistakes must occur; and more than this no prudent advocate of philosophy would
clam to have performed.

CHAPTER XV

THE VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY

HAVING now come to the end of our brief and very incomplete review of the problems
of philosophy, it will be well to consder, in concluson, what is the value of philasophy
and why it ought to be studied. It is the more necessary to congder this question, in view
of the fact that many men, under the influence of science or of practicd affairs, are
inclined to doubt whether philasophy is anything better than innocent but usdess trifling,
hair-splitting distinctions, and controverses on matters concerning which knowledge is
impossible

Thisview of philosophy gppears to result, partly from awrong conception of the ends of
life, partly from awrong conception of the kind of goods which philosophy dtrivesto
achieve. Physicd science, through the medium of inventions, is useful to innumerable
people who are whally ignorant of it; thus the study of physical scienceisto be
recommended, not only, or primarily, because of the effect on the student, but rather
because of the effect on mankind in genera. Thus utility does not belong to philosophy.
If the study of philosophy has any value at dl for others than students of philosophy, it
must be only indirectly, through its effects upon the lives of those who sudy it. It isin
these effects, therefore, if anywhere, that the value of philosophy must be primarily
sought.

But further, if we are not to fail in our endeavour to determine the value of philosophy,
we mugt firgt free our minds from the prgudices of what are wrongly called 'practica’
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men. The 'practicd’ man, asthisword is often used, is one who recognizes only materia
needs, who redlizes that men must have food for the body, but is oblivious of the
necessty of providing food for the mind. If dl men were wdl off, if poverty and disease
had been reduced to their lowest possble point, there would still remain much to be done
to produce a vauable society; and even in the existing world the goods of the mind are at
least asimportant as the goods of the body. It is exclusively among the goods of the mind
that the value of philosophy isto be found; and only those who are not indifferent to

these goods can be persuaded that the study of philosophy is not awaste of time.

Philosophy, like dl other studies, ams primarily a knowledge. The knowledge it aims at
isthe kind of knowledge which gives unity and system to the body of the sciences, and
the kind which results from a critical examination of the grounds of our convictions,
prgudices, and bdiefs. But it cannot be maintained that philosophy has had any very
great measure of success in its attempts to provide definite answers to its questiors. If
you ask amathemdtician, aminerdogist, a historian, or any other man of learning, what
definite body of truths has been ascertained by his science, his answer will last aslong as
you are willing to listen. But if you put the same question to a philosopher, he will, if he
is candid, have to confess that his study has not achieved positive results such as have
been achieved by other sciences. It istrue that thisis partly accounted for by the fact that,
as s0on as definite knowledge concerning any subject becomes possible, this subject
ceases to be caled philosophy, and becomes a separate science. The whole study of the
heavens, which now belongs to astronomy, was once included in philosophy; Newton's
great work was caled ‘the mathematical principles of naturd philosophy'. Smilarly, the
Sudy of the human mind, which was a part of philosophy, has now been separated from
philosophy and has become the science of psychology. Thus, to a greet extent, the
uncertainty of philosophy is more gpparent thanred: those questions which are dready
capable of definite answers are placed in the sciences, while those only to which, a
present, no definite answer can be given, remain to form the resdue which is caled

philosophy.

Thisis, however, only apart of the truth concerning the uncertainty of philosophy. There
are many questions -- and among them those that are of the profoundest interest to our
soiritud life -- which, so far as we can see, must remain insoluble to the human intellect
unless its powers become of quite adifferent order from what they are now. Has the
universe any unity of plan or purposg, or isit afortuitous concourse of atoms?Is
consciousness a permanent part of the universe, giving hope of indefinite growth in
wisdom, or isit atrangtory accident on asmal planet on which life must ultimately
become impossible? Are good and evil of importance to the universe or only to man?
Such questions are asked by philosophy, and varioudy answered by various philosophers.
But it would seem that, whether answers be otherwise discoverable or not, the answers
suggested by philosophy are none of them demonstrably true. Y et, however dight may be
the hope of discovering an answer, it is part of the business of philosophy to continue the
congderation of such questions, to make us aware of their importance, to examine dl the
approaches to them, and to keep dlive that speculdtive interest in the universe which is gpt
to be killed by confining oursalves to definitely ascertainable knowledge.
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Many philosophers, it istrue, have held that philosophy could establish the truth of
certain answers to such fundamental questions. They have supposed that what is of most
importance in religious beliefs could be proved by gtrict demondtration to be true. In
order to judge of such attempits, it is necessary to take a survey of human knowledge, and
to form an opinion asto its methods and its limitations. On such a subject it would be
unwise to pronounce dogmaticdly; but if the investigations of our previous chapters have
not led us agiray, we shal be compelled to renounce the hope of finding philosophical
proofs of reigious beliefs. We cannot, therefore, include as part of the vaue of
philosophy any definite set of answers to such questions. Hence, once more, the vaue of
philosophy must not depend upon any supposed body of definitely ascertainable
knowledge to be acquired by those who study it.

Thevdue of philosophy is, in fact, to be sought largdly in its very uncertainty. The man
who has no tincture of philosophy goes through life imprisoned in the prejudices derived
from common sense, from the habitua beliefs of his age or his nation, and from
convictions which have grown up in his mind without the co-operation or consent of his
deliberate reason. To such a man the world tends to become definite, finite, obvious,
common objects rouse no questions, and unfamiliar possibilities are contemptuoudy
rgjected. As soon as we begin to philosophize, on the contrary, we find, as we saw in our
opening chapters, that even the most everyday things lead to problems to which only very
incomplete answers can be given. Philosophy, though unable to tell us with certainty

what is the true answer to the doubts which it raises, is able to suggest many possibilities
which enlarge our thoughts and free them from the tyranny of custom. Thus, while
diminishing our fedling of certainty asto wheat things are, it grestly increases our
knowledge as to what they may be; it removes the somewhat arrogant dogmatism of
those who have never travelled into the region of liberating doubt, and it keeps dive our
sense of wonder by showing familiar things in an unfamiliar aspect.

Apart from its utility in showing unsuspected possibilities, philosophy has avdue --
perhapsits chief value -- through the greatness of the objects which it contemplates, and
the freedom from narrow and persond ams resulting from this contemplation. The life of
the indinctive man is shut up within the cirdle of his private interests: family and friends
may be included, but the outer world is not regarded except as it may help or hinder what
comes within the circle of indtinctive wishes. In such alife there is something feverish

and confined, in comparison with which the philosophic life is cdm and free. The private
world of indinctive interestsisasmall one, set in the midst of a greet and powerful world
which must, sooner or later, lay our private world in ruins. Unless we can so enlarge our
interests as to include the whole outer world, we remain like a garrison in a beleagured
fortress, knowing that the enemy prevents escape and that ultimate surrender is
inevitable. In such alife thereis no peace, but a congtant strife between the ins stence of
desire and the powerlessness of will. In one way or another, if our lifeisto be great and
free, we must escape this prison and this gtrife.

Oneway of escape is by philosophic contemplation. Philosophic contemplation does not,
in its widest survey, divide the universe into two hogtile camps -- friends and foes,
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helpful and hostile, good and bad -- it views the whole impartialy. Philosophic
contemplation, when it is undloyed, does not am at proving thet the rest of the universe
isakin to man. All acquisition of knowledge is an enlargement of the Sdif, but this
enlargement is best attained when it is not directly sought. It is obtained when the desire
for knowledge is done operative, by a study which does not wish in advance thet its
objects should have this or that character, but adapts the Sdif to the characters which it
findsin its objects. This enlargement of SdIf is not obtained when, taking the SdIf asit is,
we try to show that the world is so Smilar to this Sdf that knowledge of it is possible
without any admission of what seems dien. The desire to prove thisisaform of sdf-
assartion and, like al sdlf-assertion, it is an obstacle to the growth of Sdf which it
desires, and of which the Sdlf knows that it is capable. SAf-assertion, in philosophic
gpeculation as e sawhere, views the world as ameans to its own ends; thus it makes the
world of less account than Sdlf, and the Sdf sets bounds to the greatness of its goods. In
contemplation, on the contrary, we start from the not-Self, and through its grestness the
boundaries of SAf are enlarged; through the infinity of the universe the mind which
contemplates it achieves some share in infinity.

For this reason greatness of soul is not fostered by those philosophies which assmilate
the universe to Man. Knowledge is aform of union of Sdf and not-Sdif; like dl union, it
isimpaired by dominion, and therefore by any atempt to force the universe into
conformity with what we find in ourselves. Thereis awidespread philosophica tendency
towards the view which tells us that Man is the measure of dl things, that truth is man-
made, that space and time and the world of universds are properties of the mind, and
that, if there be anything not created by the mind, it is unknowable and of no account for
us. Thisview, if our previous discussons were correct, is untrue; but in addition to being
untrue, it has the effect of robbing philasophic contemplation of dl thet givesit vaue,
gnceit fetters contemplation to Salf. What it cals knowledge is not a union with the not-
Sdf, but aset of prejudices, habits, and desires, making an impenetrable veil between us
and the world beyond. The man who finds pleasure in such atheory of knowledgeislike
the man who never leaves the domestic circle for fear his word might not be law.

The true philosophic contemplation, on the contrary, finds its satisfaction in every
enlargement of the not-Sdif, in everything that magnifies the objects contemplated, and
thereby the subject contemplating. Everything, in contemplation, thet is persond or
private, everything that depends upon habit, sdf-interest, or desire, distorts the object,
and hence impairs the union which the intellect seeks. By thus making a barrier between
subject and object, such persona and private things become a prison to the intellect. The
free intelect will see as God might see, without a here and now, without hopes and fears,
without the trammels of customary beliefs and traditiona prgudices, camly,
dispassionately, in the sole and exclusive desire of knowledge -- knowledge as
impersond, as purdy contemplative, asit is possible for man to attain. Hence dso the
free intdlect will vaue more the abstract and universad knowledge into which the
accidents of private history do not enter, than the knowledge brought by the senses, and
dependent, as such knowledge must be, upon an exclusive and persona point of view and
abody whose sense-organs distort as much asthey reved.
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The mind which has become accustomed to the freedom and impartidity of philosophic
contemplation will preserve something of the same freedom and impartidity in the world
of action and emation. It will view its purposes and desires as parts of the whole, with the
absence of inggtence that results from seeing them asinfinitesma fragmentsin aworld
of which al the rest is unaffected by any one man's deeds. The impartidity which, in
contemplation, isthe undloyed desire for truth, isthe very same qudity of mind which,
in action, isjudtice, and in emation isthat universal love which can be given to dl, and
not only to those who are judged useful or admirable. Thus contemplation enlarges not
only the objects of our thoughts, but also the objects of our actions and our affections: it
makes us citizens of the universe, not only of onewalled city & war with dl therest. In
this citizenship of the universe consists man's true freedom, and his liberation from the
thraldom of narrow hopes and fears.

Thus, to sum up our discussion of the value of philosophy; Philosophy is to be studied,

not for the sake of any definite answers to its questions since no definite answers can, asa
rule, be known to be true, but rather for the sake of the questions themselves; because
these questions enlarge our conception of whet is possible, enrich our intellectua
imagination and diminish the dogmetic assurance which closes the mind againgt
gpeculation; but above dl because, through the greatness of the universe which

philosophy contemplates, the mind also is rendered great, and becomes capable of that
union with the universe which condtitutes its highest good.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

The student who wishes to acquire an eementary knowledge of philosophy will find it
both easier and more profitable to read some of the works of the great philosophers than
to attempt to derive an dl-round view from handbooks. The following are specidly
recommended:

PLATO: Republic, especialy Books VI and VI1I.

DESCARTES:. Meditations.

SPINOZA: Ethics.

LEIBNIZ: The Monadol ogy.

BERKELEY: Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous.

HUME: Enquiry concerning Human Under standing.

KANT: Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysic.
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