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EDITOR’S PREFACE

This volume consists of selections from three courses of lectures.
The first course was given in the academic year 1925-26, the
second in 1928-29, and the third in 1933-34. The first two
(entitled “Metaphysics”) were intended primarily for Part II of
the Moral Sciences Tripos; the last (entitled “Elements of
Philosophy”) for Part 1. (The selections from the second course,
which are the most extensive, are printed first.)

The task of editing Moore’s lecture-notes was not an easy one.
They were not intended for publication and he never revised
them. Moreover, each of the three manuscripts consists of a
bundle of loose sheets, and in each bundle many sheets are missing
altogether and many others are very fragmentary indeed. A great
deal of editorial work was therefore necessary in order to produce
anything suitable for publication. And I thought that this could be
best achieved by omitting those portions of the manuscripts
which were so closely connected with the missing or fragmentary
ones as to be very largely unintelligible. The only other possibility
was to attempt to reconstruct the missing and fragmentary parts.
But I could see no way of doing so.

There was another difficulty. Many of the sheets have remarks
written in the margins, on the back, and even between the lines
of the text itself. It is not always clear where these remarks should
be inserted, and I thought it best to indicate the insertions by
enclosing them in pointed brackets. Round brackets, on the other
hand, are Moore’s, except that I have added them in those places
where he had obviously left them out by oversight. Lastly,
square brackets are used for my own insertions and also for my
own footnotes.

I have in general retained Moore’s contractions of words, and
I have not interfered systematically with his use of quotation
marks and italics. This is not uniform, but I do not think that it
will cause the reader serious difficulty. I have also interfered
as little as possible with Moore’s punctuation.

The division into sections and the titles of the sections are my
own; but the order in which the sections are arranged is the same
as in the manuscripts.
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EDITOR’S PREFACE

I am very grateful to Mrs G. E. Moore for her advice on a
number of questions; to Timothy Moore for his help with proof-
reading; and to the Rockefeller Foundation for financial assistance
in connexion with the typing of the manuscripts.

C. LEWY
Trinity College
Cambridge
September 1965
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PART I

SELECTIONS FROM A COURSE OF LECTURES
GIVEN IN 1928-29






I
WHAT IS MEANT BY “NATURE”’?

What is meant by Nature; & what has philosophy to do with it—
what kind of questions about Nature are philosophical, as opposed
to scientific, questions.

This term “Nature”, with a capital “N”, is constantly used in
philosophy, as elsewhere, as if we all understood what it meant;
but I think it’s important for philosophy to attempt to define it.

There are 2 senses, pretty sharply distinguished: a narrower &
a wider.

(1) The narrower in wh. Phil. of Nature is opposed to Phil. of
Mind—i.e. one in wh. Nature doesn’t include our minds & mental
processes; the sense in wh. Whitehead uses it, when he talks
about Nature being closed to Mind; the sense in wh. it is used
when we talk of Natural as opp. to Moral Science, & don’t
include Psych. in the Natural Sciences.

(2) A wider sense in wh. our minds & mental phenomena, all
those of living creatures on the earth or anywhere in the material
universe, are included in Nature.

(It might be thought that in this sense Nature is identical with
the Universe; & so perhaps it is in extension; but certainly not in
intension, since it is possible to hold without contradiction that
there are existents which neither are Nature nor fall within it.
E.g. the Absolute.)

Both these conceptions are important conceptions & neither is
at all easy to define.

We’re obviously meant to confine ourselves to (1); & (1), with
a certain proviso, = the material universe. The proviso is that if,
as some Behaviourists & Materialists seem to have held, all our
mental processes are, in fact, merely material processes, then we
should have to define Nature = all that part of the material
universe wh. is not mental. I think such views are certainly not
true, & in that case Nature simply = the material universe.

(2) in any case needs, I think, to be defined by reference to
material universe; it is the material universe & all mental entities
that have a certain relation to it.

In any case, the def. of Nature, in our sense, depends on def.
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4 LECTURES ON PHILOSOPHY

of “material universe’’: either it’s identical, or we have to define
it as material universe minus whatever is mental in it.

What do we mean by ‘‘the material universe’’?

Let’s consider the matter in this way:

There are two prima facie different types of entity, which we
certainly consider as forming part of, or included in, the material
universe. I mean: physical things & physical events. I mean by
“things” what Johnson calls “continuants” & Whitehead physical
objects. The sun, the earth & planets, the stars & nebulae etc.
certainly form part of or belong to the material universe. And
there is at all events a prima facie difference between them &
physical events during an earthquake, or the eruption of a volcano:
which also form part of the material universe. There are, as you
know, some philosophers who maintain that continuants are really
only a certain sort of event, e.g. Broad, & still others who think
they can only be defined in terms of events. And I shall presently
discuss this: I don’t think it can possibly be true. But even if it
is, we can at all events say that both physical continuants &
physical events are included in the material unjverse,

Can we then say ’fhat by the material universe we mean the sum
of all physical continuants past, present & future & all physical-
events past, present & future? All these are jncluded in it: can
we say it is their sum, or the class of which they’re all members?

The first thing I want to say is that though, in a sense, I think
we can, yet in another sense, & perhaps the most obvious one,
I think we certainly cannot:

Both by physical things & by physical events, one thing we
mean, is things & events of a certain character or quality: & the
first thing I want to emphasize is that, if we mean this, we can’t
say that the material universe means the sum of all su(,:h things,
because there may be parts of such things which don’t belong to
the physical universe at all.

This is a point which I’m afraid some philosophers might deny,
but which seems to me quite clear, & a point that certainly should
be considered in philosophy.

Why I say it is this.

When we talk of zhe material universe, I think it’s quite plain
we always really mean #his material universe : the materijal universe,
for instance, to which the sun & the earth belong. And #his
material universe does not include necessarily all material things,
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but only those which have or had or will have a certain positive
real relation—not merely a relation in respect of resemblance—to
the sun, or any other object belonging to it which we pick out.
You may say the material universe is a unity constituted by the
fact that not merely all the things within it are of a certain sort,
but that there’s a certain real relation which holds between any 2
of them.

Now there may be, so far as I can see, ever so many continuants
which resemble physical continuants, & are in that sense physical
continuants, & yet haven’t got this relation to the sun say. I think
we certainly don’t know that there are any; but it is logically
possible that there should be; & to say this is to say that we can’t
define the material universe simply as the sum of all physical
things & events; but only as the sum of all those which have a
certain relation to this physical event. This is one reason why
Nature certainly isn’t identical with the whole Universe.

Try to consider what actually happens when you think of Nature.

By “Nature”, then, I think, we mean: All the entities which
have a certain property.

But what property?

I feel great hesitation as to what I'm going to say; for it’s
certainly not easy to see for certain: but I can’t help thinking that
something Lke what I'm going to say is true, & that it contains
very important points.

It seems to me that the connotation of the word Nature is
almost certainly different nearly every time we use the word:
though the denotation is always the same: that is to say we are
referring to a class of things defined by an immense number of
different properties. The only question is then of saying what
sort of properties they are. Ome class of such properties is the
following.

What are we thinking of when we actually think of Nature?

I can’t help thinking that we all of us are always thinking of
some particular material thing or a number of them—a different
one on different occasions, but always some particular one or
group.

And here I mean by a material thing, a thing wh. is material in
the sense in which my body most certainly is so: there is such a
sense, what it is we shall be engaged in trying to define: but it
certainly includes 2 things (a) having shape & size in 3 dimensions,
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in the sense in which my body has—a sense with wh. we are all
familiar, though the analysis of it is difficult & (b) continuing to
exist for a certain time, in the sense in which my body has done
s0.

Starting from this, part at least of what we mean by Nature is,
I think, this thing together with all those wh. have the property

of being related to it in botk the following ways:

() are similar to it in the 2 respects mentioned

(b) are also positively related to it in this respect: that they
either have been or will be, or both have been and will be, at
every moment of their existence, in the same space in which it is
or was.

The first point I want to insist on is that both these things are
necessary in order that a material thing may form part of the
material Universe or of Nature.

So far as I can see, there may be things wh. fulfil the first
without the second; & in that case they would not be parts of ke
material Universe or Nature.

What I’'m insisting on is that Nature does not mean merel
all those things wh. have a certain intrinsic property: but all those
things wh., besides this, stand in a certain relation to thés thing,

Try to think of what you mean by all the things that are nog
parts of Nature, or parts of the Material Universe.

This is, of course, only a part, because things that have been &
have ceased to exist, & things that will be (if any will be) will also
be parts of nature.

Well, one natural way of thinking of it, is, I think, certainly this,

We start from certain things we are perceiving, things in this
room, our own bodies & their parts, this desk & so on, these are
quite certainly part of Nature now: not mere sense-data: whether
these are or are not included in Nature, is to be left over.

But this does not constitute the whole of Nature now: we know
that there are, or may be, other things which are also parts of
Nature now: we know that is, of certain properties, that if there
are any things wh. have those properties they also are parts of
Nature now.

What properties?

These at least: Things wh. 7esemble our bodies etc. in this
respect at least, that they have size & shape in 3 dimensions, in the
familiar sense, whatever it is, in which our bodies have
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& also have one or other of tAree important relations to things
we are perceiving:

are either parts of, or in contact with, or at some distance from
them.

Part at least of what we mean by Nature now is ‘“Those things
& all those things that satisfy the 2 conditions (a) that they’re
extended in 3 dimensions (b) that they are in the same Space with
these.”

This may not be all, but it is part.

But now, for the past & future.

We don’t necessarily include in Nature all the things wh. have
been or will be, which are extended in 3 dimensions.

It’s only those among them wh. fulfil a condition analagous to
(b) —have been or will be in the same Space with these.

And the trouble is that to say that A was in the same space in
which B is, can’t have the same meaning as s in the same space
in wh. B is.

I said when we think of Nature on any occasion, we have
vaguely in our minds a certain property, & what we mean is:
“all the entities which possess this property”.

I said it’s a different property on each different occasion, but
the different properties all have the same extension.

And then I went on to try to describe what sor¢ of properties
they were, by giving an instance of one of the sort.

But I didn’t complete this.

I said starting from anything wh. I am now perceiving in the
sense in which I’'m perceiving my hand, the blackboard, that:
clock, part of what I mean by Nature may be:

This thing, together with all that fulfil the 2 conditions
_ (a) that they have size & shape in 3 dimensions in the same sense
in wh. this has it ‘ ’

(b) that they are all of them in the same Space with it = either
parts of it o7 in contact with it or at some distance from it—again,
in certain defined senses (= R). .

{It’s possible, as far as I can see, that there may be things
existing now, which satisfy (a) but not (b). If so, they are certainly
not parts of Nature.)

But obviously this isn’t all we mean, since things that have

ceased to exist, or wh. don’t yet exist, did belong to Nature.
B
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And such things simply haven’t got now to any of the things
I’'m perceiving now relation (b).

What they do have to those is some relation wh. can be ex-
pressed by saying that they were in the same space in which ¢/ese
are.

Now the analysis of this I don’t pretend to give, but I said I
thought I could give a criterion = something which is true of
all those things & those things only which were at any time in the
same Space in wh. these are now.

(1) All those things which exist now as parts of Nature & also
existed in the past, were at every moment of this past existence
in the same Space in which they now are.

(2) All those things which had at any time to one of these the
relation R were in the same Space in which these are now.

This includes a very great deal; since e.g. the earth & sun &
moon & stars exist now & have existed for a very long time in the
past: & every extended thing which has at any time had R to
any of these is then included in Nature.

(3) But even this is not enough: for Nature may have existed
(& that it may is enough) before any of the things wh. exist now
did exist, & may continue to exist in the future after they have
ceased. What do we mean by this supposition?

I think the case may be met by taking instead of R, R, '

But even this is not enough: this only gives us things in Nature;
events are also certainly in Nature, & this forms part of oyr
conception.

But how are we to define natural or physical events?

I think we can define them as (1) events which have happened,
are happening, or will happen Zo natural things or which hap-
pened where certain physical things were (I'm inclined to think,
in opposition to Whitehead, that to say they happened somewhere
in physical space is to say something wh. is to be defined in terms
of this), & (2) events wh. are not mental events, i.e. not of a kind
such that any event of that kind must be an experience.

If you ask for a property which belongs to all physical things
(in wide sense) belonging to Nature which exist now & only to
those, the following will, I think, do: namely this desk together

'[R, = the ancestral of R. Cf. Principia Mathematica, vol. I, 2nd ed.,
pp. 543 ff.]
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with all other things that are either parts of it or in contact with
it or at some distance or other from it. (We ought perhaps to add
“or share with it a common part” & “of which it is a part”:
since I’m afraid I’m wanting to use “thing” in a sense in which
this desk together with the atmosphere in this room make “one
thing”; & therefore also any part of the desk, together with any
part of the atmosphere that is in contact with it. It’s only if you
do say this, you’ll be able to say that any drop of water in a
glassful of water is one thing.)

Call this relation “U”. U is a relation wh. 2 things can have to
one another only if they exist at the same time.

I say among physical things wh. exist 70w, it’s only those which
have U to this desk that belong to Nature. But it seems to me
clearly conceivable logically that there may be any number of
physical things (in wider sense) wh. don’t belong to Nature.
Perhaps I'm wrong here. Some philosophers would be inclined
to ask: Where can they be? The answer must be ‘“‘nowhere”, &
this it might be said is self-contradictory, since by def. they are
extended & must therefore be somewhere. But “nowhere”’means
nowhere in the space of nature, which is equivalent to not having
U now to this desk. And it seems to me perfectly conceivable
that there are whole worlds of physical things, existing now, that
haven’t got U to this desk.

But obviously there have belonged to Nature things wh.
neither have now nor ever have had in the past U to this desk—
things wh. existed before it existed; & it certainly may be the case
that there will be such in the future. What is meant by saying of
such a physical thing that it has belonged or will belong to Nature?

Tt neither has nor ever has had nor will have U to this desk;
& there may be things which neither have, have had, nor will have
U to anything which exists now.

By “has been” when I use it now I mean what has been
previously to the present time; yesterday I meant previously to
the then present time; tomorrow (if I exist tomorrow) I shall
mean past relatively to the then present time.

It might be thought this could be avoided by taking a particular
date e.g. noon on Oct. 14, 1923, & defining Nature as all the mater-
ial things & physical events wh. are (in a non-temporal sense)
either present or past relatively to or future relatively to that date.

In fact, however, I feel doubtful whether there # any such
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non-temporal sense of are—whether in fact ‘has been” is anab{'
sable in terms of #s (non-temporally) at a time previous to this
time: & not rather “is” in any non-temporal sense into “either
has been, is, or will be”’. And even if it can be done, we don’t do it:
we always do know of any date we take whether it is past, present
or future, & speak of it as such.

And even if it is we certainly shouldn’t get over the difficulty
of having many different connotations for Nature, since it’s quite
certain that by no means every time we use it are we referring to
the same date.

And it’s quite certain we don’t mean by Nature all things that

have (non-temporally) a certain property which doesn’t refer to
any date.

The Natural Sciences do raise & answer (rightly or wrongly)
all sorts of questions about Nature, & everybody is agreed that
many of these questions, at all events, are not questions of the
kind we now call philosophical, although many that are not of
this kind used to be so called when Natural Philosophy was used
in the same sense in wh. [“science” is now used].

Thus, to give illustrations wh. it’s important to bear in mind:

The question of the age of the earth, how long it has existed,
whether as implied in the Bible only since about 4000 B.C., or
for longer, & how much longer, is certainly not a philosophical
question: it’s no part of the business of philosophy to discuss
whether it’s true. Though with regard to another question, not
very easy to separate from it, viz. whether Nature has alwfzys
existed, I think it must be allowed that it is a philosophical
question. )

Similarly everybody would agree with Wittgenstein, 4.1122 :
that Darwin’s Theory of the Origin of Species, including man,
has nothing more to do with philosophy than any other hypothesis
of Natural Science: & that whatever it may have to do with it, it’s
not the business of philosophy to discuss whether it’s true or not.

I've taken these because they’re historical questions about
Nature, dealt with by the Natural Sciences; too often people
forget that such questions belong to the Sciences as well as
generalizations like the Law of Gravitation.

' [L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico~Philosophicus (London, 1922).]
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Whether Newton’s Law of Gravitation or Einstein’s is more
nearly correct is again not a philosophical question.

What questions are philosophical?

It’s quite clear that the question I've discussed about whether

the word “Nature” has a connotation, & if so what it is, s a
philosophical question: nobody but a philosopher would discuss
it: but it isn’t about Nature, but about the word Nature, or about
a certain concept.
. I'm going to distinguish 5 questions, wh. must I think be
allowed to be philosophical questions about Nature, & wh. seem
to me the most important in the sense that they have been most
discussed in philosophy.

I’ll formulate them as follows:—

(1) Is Nature Real? or is it an appearance, an illusion?

(2) Do we know that Nature is real?

(3) If we do, kow do we know that Nature is real?

(4) What is the analysis of the concepts that occur in the con-
notation of ‘“Nature”?

(5) Is Nature, in any sense, dependent on “mind”’?



I1
ARE MATERIAL THINGS REAL?

Is Nature real? or is it a mere appearance or illusion? ¢h
I don’t intend to discuss this question fully now; some of o
detailed questions which require to be gone into for a full o
cussion will, I think, come better later; but I’ll try to indicate now
what these are, & I think it’s desirable now at once to try t© give
a general idea of what the points are which do arise. :on
First of all, some of you may think this is a very queer quesi_l}? t
to raise. It may seem to you that there’s no doubt whatever *, a
Nature is real; & that it’s not worth while discussing the vifz
that it isn’t; that that view is purely fantastic & absurd. And ’s
bound to say I agree as to the first & last point: I do think ther‘ﬁ
no doubt whatever that Nature is real, & I’m afraid I don’t rea ,Z
understand how anybody could have come to think that 1t o
But this calls for an explanation: I think I can understand hoV:
people should have come to doubt whether it is real; though no’t
how they should have come to think it isn’t. By thinking that *
fsr}’t, I mean something much more than merely doubting Whethﬁer
it 1s: I mean, what I think we all do mean, thinking that it’s €2 }:;
more likely than not that it isn’t or even that it’s certain that?
1sn’t. A person who doubts whether it is, may quite well tl_ll 1’
though he doubts, that it probably is—i.e. that it’s more hke};
th.an not; that is to say, he will believe that Nature is real, bU
will only think we don’t know for certain that it is. That is t says
his view will be a negative answer to my second question, not 9
my first: he will be a believer in the reality of Nature, but 0n
who holds that it’s not one of the things we know to be troe

This. diﬁerel’lce of attitude, I think, does really exist & is im.pOI;
?\1:1121’ I&tl?il:lt SI V::y I distinguished my first & second questior™

think 1 can understand how people should have com™€ to

have this attitude of doubt; but I’m afraid I don’t really under-

st and how anybody should have come to think it's really mor®

likely than not or certain that Nature is an illusion: the view does

>cem to me absurd & fantastic. That is to say, I’m afraid I shall
be an unsympathetic critic of such views. s

But though I think the view absurd & fantastic, I do think 1t's

12
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worth while discussing it, & trying to see what there is to be said
for & against it; because it seems to me that some of the ablest
philosophers have really held it, or, in other cases, have held
views which implied it, if not it itself. And it seems to me part of
the business of Metaphysics to try to face such views. I shall,
I’'m afraid, do it badly, because I’'m an unsympathetic critic,
because I do really think the view simply absurd: but at least I
can try to explain why I think so.

But now in all this, I’ve been assuming that the view that Nature
is not real has really been held not merely by madmen but by able
philosophers, or at least views which imply it. But is that really
the case? I think some people would be inclined to doubt whether
it is: I think they would be inclined to think that I’ve merely
misunderstood the views of those philosophers to whom I should
attribute this view—that in attacking this view, I'm merely
attacking a man of straw; & that the view which I mean by the
view that Nature is real is a view which nobody has ever doubted
or disputed. And that sort of misunderstanding is undoubtedly
possible in philosophy: philosophers do express their views so
obscurely, often using such a technical jargon, that it’s very
possible to think they mean one thing when after all they mean
another. But nevertheless in this particular case, I can’t help
thinking that I am right.

Now, on the def. I gave of Nature, Nature can’t be real, unless
physical things are real. If I was right in saying that it is quite
conceivable that there are physical things which don’t form pa{‘t
of nature, then the prop. that there are real physical things 1s
by no means equivalent to the prop. that Nature is real: on the
contrary there might be real physical things, & yet Nature mi.ght
not be real. In order to prove that Nature is real, it is not sufficient
to prove that there are physical things: you have also to prove
2 other things; viz. that there are also physical events: & also
that there are both physical things & physical events which form
part of a system of physical things & events to which this desk,
or some other thing or event which belongs to the same system
to which this desk belongs, belongs. You will see that this last con-
dition is one which involves rather complicated logical puzzles to
think out. But though, in order to prove that Nature s real, you’d
have to prove all this; in order to prove that Nature is not, it
would be sufficient to prove that there are no real physical things.
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For if there aren’t, what we mean by Nature certainly isn’t re%l;
though, even if there are, it might well be that Nature isn't.
And'one reason why I think some philosophers have deﬂied,or
implied denial of reality of Nature is because I think they V€
really held that physical things aren’t real.
Let’s consider then this prop.: that physical things are real—
that there really are real physical things.
Some philosophers certainly seem to have denied it—t0 have
held that it’s most likely or even certainly untrue. But have they,
perhaps, not meant by these words what I mean by them? I thmyk
that the prop. that physical things aren’t real—that there are? t
really any real physical things is purely fantastic & absurd- ut
possibly all the philosophers who seem to have held it have
meant something different, which isn’t. :
Now I think there’s no doubt some have. One has to admit
tl}at the words “Physical or material things are real” ar€ am-
blguous, & that in 2 respects: different people mean different
things by “material things” & different things by “real”.
Let me first try to say how I understand them, when I say the
prop. that they aren’t real is absurd. .
(1) HQW I use “material thing” or “physical thing”. I think
I can give a very clear definition—a definition much clearer
than ’phllosophers generally give; but, as you’ll see when I 81V¢
i’;, It's a queer sort of definition, & unsatisfactory in some
ays.
. It’s a def. by examples: i.e. all I' can tell you is that.I us€

material thing” in such a sense that if there are any chairs, OF
desks, or blackboards, or planets, or human bodies etc. €tc. then
there certainly are material things.

It s?:ams to me that there certainly is one proper use of the
terms “‘materia] thing",“Ph}’sical object” etc. which is such that
a person who says “there are human bodies, but there aré no
material things” is contradicting himself, just as would be 2
person who said “There are things which are red, but there ar¢
no things which are coloured” or who said “There are 8rey-
hounds, but there are no dogs”. It seems to me that if a person
tells you “Materia] things aren’t real”, you would naturally
understand him to imply that this book, this hand, this piece of
faper aren’t real; & would have a right to accuse him of misusing
anguage if he didn’t mean something which implies this.
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And to say as much as this, does seem to me to be saying
something very clear & definite.

Why it’s unsatisfactory is for 3 reasons:

(1) it doesn’t enable you to settle definitely, with regard to
certain kinds of things that can be mentioned, whether they are
material things in the required sense or not: e.g. is a rainbow a
material thing; is an electron a material thing?

(2) it’s possible that there are several different senses of “material
things” wh. satisfy the given condition, & it doesn’t tell you which
of them is meant: e.g. it’s possible there’s one sense in wh. both
a rainbow & all the things I’ve mentioned are & another in which
they are but a rainbow isn’t.

(3) it doesn’t mention any property wh. is both necessary &
sufficient for being a material thing: it tells you that to be a
human body is sufficient, but of course that isn’t necessary.

I'm presently going on to enquire under my fourth question
what it is that’s common to all these different kinds of things,
which makes us call them “material’’; it’s of course a very difficult
job.

But for the present it seems to me my def., in spite of its defects,
is sufficient & very clear: for it enables us to know that the sense
of “Material things are not real” with which we’re concerned is
one which does involve that human bodies, desks, blackboards
etc. aren’t, & hosts of other things, with regard to which, though
I’ve only given examples, you will have no doubt.

This being how I use “material thing”, do philosophers ever
perhaps use it in a different sense, a sense in which the dem'fll
that material things are “real” does 7ot entail that my body 1s
not real?

I think some certainly do. There are, I think, 2 (?ther .uses’;
sometimes adopted, such that “There are no material things
does not entail ‘“There are no human bodies”.

(2) May be illustrated by reference to Berkeley. B. is commonly
held to have denied the reality of matter; and so, in a sense, he
does. But if you read him carefully you will find he does not deny
the reality of human bodies, & clouds, & mountains & loaves of
bread. On the contrary he insists he holds such things are real.
He is careful to say that what he denies is only matter i the
bhilosophical sense. By saying so, he of course implies that some
philosophers have used matter in such a sense that to deny



16 LECTURES ON PHILOSOPHY
matter does not involve denying loaves of bread. And I think
he’s right that they have. And in trying to define what the sense
15, he mentions ope characteristic which is, I think, often 1N~
cluded—that of being independent of perception, This is, Of
course, an ambiguous phrase. But if you do include it in YOUr
def., then you are using “‘material thing” in a different sense:
It nay possibly be true, as B. would have said, that this desk is Nt
independent of perception. )
(“This is a desk but is not independent of perception” is 79
§el>‘f-contradictory but “This is a desk but is not a material thing
is.
. From the Prop. that there are no extended things that 2are
independent of perception, it certainly does not follow logically
at there are po blackboards. Of course, I believe mySelf tl at
})‘lackbqards are independent of perception. But I am not USIN&
Materia] thing” in such a sense that, if they’re not, then they 1€
not materia] things. I think myself that such a usage is absur d.&;
unjustifiable, It seems to me a separate question whether mat<.ar1a.
D8S are real, & whether they’re independent of perception:
that's why I distinguished (1) & (5). But the questions wouldn’t
- Separate if we included in the meaning of material things,
1ndep§3ndent of perception. .

18 is one meaning of ‘“material things” such that “There
are no materig] things” does not entail “There are no black-
boards”; & therefore a different one from mine. .

(b) Another, wh, I think occurs, I will illustrate in this W%Z'
¢ are some philosophers who seem to hold, I will cite
Leibniz & James Ward, who seem to hold that blackboards
human bodjes are really ‘collections of conscious beings—monads.
And there are gome who use “material thing” in such a way, tl;l.at’
if a blackboard ;g such a collection, then they would say it isn't a
Materia] thing, They include in the def. of “material things
10t dependent upon mind”’ in a sense in wh. if a blackboar.d
W2 2 colony of monads it would be dependent upon mind. This
:ﬁ?m,,ls. A quite different usage from mine. I don’t use «mater%a}
th;?lg '0 such a sense that in saying that a blackboard is a materlz
Ithjg I.m‘ saying that it’s not a colony of monads. Of ‘i;’ursd’
ut Eotlt 1s0’t: the view that it is seems to me fantastic & absurd.
Mater; “e‘}rly 8o fantastic & absurd as the view that there are no
erial things i my sense.
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I say: That is a blackboard, does entail ‘“that’s a material
thing” but does 7ot entail “that’s independent of perception” or
“that’s not a colony of monads”.

I say my sense is the right one, & the others are wrong &
improper senses; but even if they’re right, they’re certainly
different.

Possibly there are other senses in which ‘“‘material thing” may
be used such that the denial of the reality of ‘“material things”
would zot involve the denial of this blackboard.

But I’ve said that I’m only concerned with a use in wh. it does.

We are considering the expressions ‘“Material things are rc*:al”
& ‘““Material things are not real” ; and I said that different philo-
sophers may possibly use these expressions to convey very differe.nt
props., & that for 2 different reasons: (1) bec. they use “maten-al
things” in different senses, (2) because they use “‘are real” in
different senses. .

I pointed out last time what seems to me to be the chief
different senses in which “material things” is used: they can be
summed up briefly as follows. .

(1) Senses such that from “There are human bodies” by #tself
there follows “There are material things”: i.e. such that the prop.
“There are human bodies, but there are no material things” is
self-contradictory. )

I intend to use “material things” exclusively in this kind of
sense. I feel quite sure I am right in saying that that is one proper
usage. .

But it’s worth noting that this assumes there is no correspon.dn}g
ambiguity in “There are human bodies”. I think ther‘e isn't.
But it’s worth noticing that, as Russell has pointed out, * }mn‘lan
bodies” is, in a sense, a vague term.' Suppose that Darwin's ViIeW
of the descent of man is true. Then there will in the past h:ilve
been among the ancestors of man creatures with regard to Wh{Ch
it would be impossible to say with certainty whether their bodies
were human bodies or not. If you go far enough back, there will
be creatures of whom you can say with certainty that their bodies
are not human bodies—that they aren’t men; & we can say with
certainty that ours are. But at some point in our ancestry there

! [B. Russell, “On Vagueness”. The Australasian Journal of Psychology and
Philosophy, vol. 1, 1923.]
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will have been hosts of creatures—if the transition was gradual,
as Darwin supposes—with regard to which you couldn’t S2Y
whether they are or not: R. says, not only you can’t say, but the’y
neither are nor aren’t: the Law of Excluded Middle doesn't
hold for such terms. And the same can be shewn by considering
the development of each human body. The ovum can hardly be
said to be a human body; at what point in the development of the
embryo does it become one? It seems impossible to draw a clear
line. And so, if you consider what happens to the body after
death. A skeleton is not a human body; but at what point in the
process of decay by which a corpse is reduced to a skeleton, does
the corpse cease to be a human body? This kind of consideration
is, I think, undoubtedly of great philosophical importance, if
only one knew what to make of it: something very important
about the nature of concepts & the laws of logic does follow from
it. But I must confess I’m wholly unable to see what follows.

Why I’ve mentioned it now is because, in spite of it, my way

of defining “material things”’ by reference to human bodies, &
other kinds of things with regard to all of wh. the same sort of
difficulty occurs, does seem to me really clear, with the sort of
clearness that is wanted in philosophy. There isn’t any ambiguity
about the term ‘“human body”, in the sense in which there is
about ‘““material thing” or “physical object”; although what I’'ve
just said shews that in a sense there is an ambiguity. I don’t
need to try to define to you what’s meant by a ‘“human body”, as
Broad tries to define what’s meant by a physical object. It isn’t
true that philosophers have ever used the term “human body’ in
different senses.
. (2) Senses such that from “There are human bodies” alone
‘ There are material things” won’t follow; but such that from
_‘Th.ere are human bodies which are independent of perception’,
it will follow.

In saying that there are such senses I am, of course, assuming,
what is perhaps disputable, that from “This is a human body”’
there does 7ot follow “This is independent of perception”: that
1S to say that the prop. “This is a human body, but is 7ot inde-
pendent of perception”,; is not self-contradictory.

<So far as I can see, with regard to all meanings of “independent
of perception”, this is true.)>

(3) Senses such that from ‘“There are human bodies” alone
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“There are material things” won’t follow; but such that from
“There are human bodies which are not systems of monads” it
will.

Here again, it may be held that “This is 2 human body, and is
also a system of monads” is a self-contradictory prop. I don’t
think it is. But if it is then I’'m wrong in supposing that there is
such a sense as this.

(4) We ought perhaps also to add: senses such that “There
are material things” will only follow from “There are human
bodies which are neither dependent on perception nor systems
of monads”.

But now let’s turn to different uses of “real”. This is a fright-
fully difficult subject.



III
“REAL’’> AND “IMAGINARY”’

What different things may philosophers have meant by denyng
the reality of matter (assuming we understand what they ™€an
by “matter’) i.e. by ‘““material objects aren’t real”?

According to me, one thing they have meant is simply: There
are no material objects.

And this is the meaning which seems to me absurd & fantastic,

But is it clear what this means?

I think it is. Its contradictory is: There are material objects.

But there are, of course, difficulties about its meaning which I
will raise later.

But some people would be inclined to argue that ‘“material
objects aren’t real” can’t ever properly mean “There are no
material objects”, for the following reasons.

(1) They might say

“Material objects aren’t real’’ is of the same form as ‘“Lions
aren’t blue”.

And that, if we examine “Lijons aren’t blue”’, we find it means

“There are lions, & no lion is blue”.

Similarly, then, “Material objects aren’t real” must mean

‘““There are material objects, but no material object is real”.

And obviously, so far from being identical with ‘“There are
no material objects”, this is incompatible with it.

"They m aintain, the.refore, that any proper sense of “real” must
b‘f su::‘h that ‘‘Material objects aren’t real” is quite compatible
with The.re are material objects”:

. there is no sense of “real” sych that ‘“Material objects aren’t
real = ghsre are no material objects.

SUPPose that there must be some sense of “real”

such that ‘“Material obj s . . . .

«“There are materi JEcts aren’t real” is quite compatible with

1al objects”, Thi . 1

explain why Bradley insists th tls’ O P et & yot

aren’t real. You see, it Pl‘esentsa appearances are & e.’xzst & ye t

order not to be real, a thing my an argument for the view th.at mn

st at least be: there must be lions,

20
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if it’s to be true that they’re not blue. Similarly it might seem that
in order not to be real, a thing must at least be.

Now as to this argument, I fully admit that there are senses of
“real” such that “Material objects aren’t real” is compatible
with There are material objects. But what I want to insist on is
that there is a sense in which it’s not: & why I've used this
argument is because it brings out that to say so involves saying
that ‘“Material objects aren’t real” is not of the same form as
“Lions are not blue”. For I do think that “Lions are not blue”
does = ““There are lions & no lion is blue”.

In support of my contention consider what is meant by:
Unicorns aren’t real; griffins aren’t real; dragons aren’t real.

It’s quite clear, I think, that in asserting these things we aren’t
asserting ‘“There are unicorns”, “There are griffins”, etc.

But

(2) some people might use another argument in favour of the
view that “‘material objects aren’t real” can’t possibly be properly
used = ““There are no material objects”.

They might say: )

Unicorns & dragons are #maginary material objects; & since
they are, it follows that there really are imaginary things. ‘

But if there’s a sense of “real” such that “There are maten:al
objects” = “Material objects are real”, then it follows that in
that sense “There are imaginary material objects” must = “Im-
aginary material objects are real”. But there’s certainly no sense
whatever of “real” in which imaginary material objects are “‘real”.

(Some philosophers have drawn just the opposite conclusion
that there is a sense in which imaginary things are real.) .,

Or, put it in another way: if “Material objects aren’t real
= There are no material objects; then “Imaginary mater{al
objects aren’t real”’ should mean “There are no imaginary material
objects” : but it certainly doesn’t, in any sense, because “Th.ere are
no imaginary material objects” is false, whereas the other is true.

I think this argument is really puzzling, & I want to try to
say how I shall meet it. ) o

I think the expression “There are imaginary material objects
is true, in a sense, & I also agree that there’s no sense whatever
in which imaginary material objects are real: and I can, therefor?:
only meet the argument by saying that the way in wh. “There are
is used in “There are imaginary material objects”, where this

21403
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expresses something true, is different from the way in Wh- 1ts
used in “There are material objects”: & this seems inconsistent
with my maintaining that the latter is unambiguous. .

I want to maintain, of course, that though, in one sense, There
are imaginary material objects” is true, in another it 18 .false’i
thatthough in one sense ‘““There are no imaginary material 0bJects
is false, in another it is true. What’s the difference between the
2 senses? .

The argument used to prove “There are imaginary material
objects” was “Unicorns are so”, therefore there must ¢; &1
think it’s true that unicorns are, & also that in a sense thjls d?es
prove it. We ought to be able to discover the sense by considering
in what sense it’s true that “Unicorns are imaginary material
objects”. . ) "

Now it’s quite plain that this is 7ot like “Lions are m.ammals
where that has existential import: we're not asserting both
“There are unicorns” & ‘““There’s nothing which is a unicorn &
isn’t imaginary”. L.

What it seems to me it does mean is this: ) )

“If anything were a unicorn it would be a material thing, but
there are no unicorns (where one includes never have been &
never will be)”. . .

If there are, or ever have been or will be, any unicorns, then
unicorns are not imaginary.

But in what sense does this conjunction justify the prop. that
there are imaginary physical things?

It justifies the prop.: There are properties such that both (a) any-
thing which had them would be a material thing & (b) nothing has
them.

This, then, is the interpretation I offer of “There are imaginary
material things” in the sense in which it’s true.

The sense in which it’s false is that in which it would
mean :

“There are things which are both material things & imaginary”,
ie. if it were like “There are vertebrate animals”.
. Our problem is to find senses of “real” such that the prop.

Material things are not real” is compatible with “There are
material things”.

. Ive so far given only one sense of “real” & that is such that

Material things are not real” is incompatible with “There are
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material things”, since it is such that Material things are not
real = There are no material things.

And it’s to be noticed that with this sense of “real’’, ‘“Material
things are not real” does not mean ‘‘All material things are not
real” {nor yet Some material things are not real): on the contrary,
it’s a sense of ‘“real” such that in the expression ‘“All material
things are not real”, “real’” couldn’t possibly be being used in this
sense; we can say it’s a sense of “real” such that, for that sense,
“All material things are not real’” is meaningless.

For consider. A prop. of the form ‘“All material things are not
real” is, as is well known, capable of 2 interpretations—the one
with existential import & the one without.

The one without is “There’s nothing which is both a material
thing & real”.

The one with is “There are material things, & there’s nothing
which is both a material thing & real”.

But the sense of ‘real” we’ve given is such that “Mate.ria.l
things are not real”” = There’s nothing which is a material tlfmg.

And obviously “There’s nothing which is a material thmg”
can’t mean the same as ‘“There’s nothing which is botk a mater.lal
thing & real”, since this does not entail “There’s nothing which
is a material thing”.

This is another way of bringing out that with this sense of
“real”’, “real’’ doesn’t stand for any conception since: “Thel:e’s
nothing which is botk a material thing & real” can have a meaning
only if “real” does stand for a conception. . .

And still more obviously it can’t mean the one with existential
import; & this also would be meaningless with this sense of
“real’. ) .

And similarly the sense is one with which “4/ material things
are real” will have no meaning. )

For this will mean either ‘“There’s nothing which is both a
material thing & not real” o

or “There are material things & there’s nothing which is both
a material thing & not real”. )

And with our sense of “real” you can’t get any meaning for
“There’s nothing which is not real”. )

If, therefore, there is any sense of “real” in which “Al n.laterlal
things are not real” has a meaning (whether true or false), it must
be different from this.

c
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And now consider the following argument to prove that there
is such a sense & to point out what it is. s

The use of “real” we’ve so far considered is one in "f’thh 1t
occurs in general props. like “Unicorns are not real”, ‘1107 are
real”. )

The use which #kis argument appeals to is one in which 1t oclc{}lrs
in singular props. like ““The unicorn in Alice Through the ‘Lool-l;ng
Glass was not real”, “The centaur Chiron was not real”, ‘ Calt f}f‘
was not real”, “Mr. Pecksniff wasn’t real”, “Henry VIII was real .
It seems to me it’s most important to consider these separately.

Aladdin’s lamp was a material thing, & Aladdin’s Jamp Was
not real )

* There is at least one thing which is both a material thing &
not real. C -

But if this has a meaning, sO will “There is nothing which is
both a material thing & real”. ) .

Therefore, this is a sense of “‘real” different from the one hltlilfrt.o
considered; & such also that “No matefrlal”thlx}gs are r?a 18
compatible with ‘“There are rnaterl.al t.hmgs ; since the former
asserts merely “There’s nothing which is both' a materle.ll thmg &
real” & this is quite compatible with “There is something Which
is a material thing”.

How are you to meet this argument? It may seem t0 yOu a
mere quibble; & so I think it is; but I'm afraid some philosophers

are inclined to take it very seriously.

Both the premisses are true, in a sense. )

But the sense is not such that there follows “There is at least
one thing wh. is both material & not real”. )

From “Aladdin’s lamp was a material thing” in the sense in
which it’s true there does not follow “There is at least one material
thing” since it only means ‘“Aladdin’s lamp, #f it had existed,
would have been a material thing”. .

That is to say, when we say “There are material things”
= Some props. of the form ‘“This is a material thing” are true,
we don’t mean to include props. like “Aladdin’s lamp was a
material thing”, in the sense in which it’s true, but only props.
like “This desk is a material thing”, where the meaning is different,
or St. Paul’s cathedral is a material thing.

What is the difference?

en we say “Aladdin’s lamp was a material thing” we are I
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think undoubtedly referring to a certain property, & are saying:
If anything had had this property, it would have been a material
thing. (It’s very difficult to say what property.) And obviously this
doesn’t imply that there is anything wh. has the property, nor
therefore that there is any material thing. When I say ‘“This desk
is a material thing” I am again referring to a certain property
but I am also asserting that there is something wh. has it.

Surely it is obvious that when you say “Aladdin’s lamp was a
material thing” you’re not asserting that there ever was such a
thing as Aladdin’s lamp? any more than when you assert that
Unicorns are material things, you’re asserting that there are
unicorns.

For this reason this argument doesn’t prove that the sense in
which “real” occurs in ‘“Aladdin’s lamp was not real”, is a sense
such that in that sense “There are things which are both material
& not real” has a meaning: still less that it’s a sense such that
“‘All material things are unreal” bot/ has a meaning & is compatible
with There are material things.

Yet I'm afraid it’s an argument which does appeal to some
people.

It can be put in another form as follows:

Aladdin’s lamp is an imaginary material thing: .". there are
imaginary material things: but there are imaginary material things
entails there are material things: & if so, ‘‘All material things are
imaginary” must be compatible with ‘“There are material things”.

The mistake is in supposing that “There are imaginary material
things”, in the sense in which it is true, entails ‘““There are material
things”: it doesn’t: it would only do so, if it meant ‘““There are
things which are both material & imaginary”, which is meaning-
less with that sense of imaginary wh. occurs in ‘“‘Aladdin’s lamp
is imaginary”. .

There are imaginary material things = There are properties,
which belong to nothing, & which are such that, if they belonged
to anything, then they would be material. )

I'm afraid, however, some people would still persist that in
some sense or other there certainly is such a thing as Aladdin’s
lamp.

They would say: There must be, because it’s just one par-
ticular, identifiable imaginary thing: you & I & crowds of other
people can all think of just that particular imaginary thing, just
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as we can of Caliban & Ariel & Mr. Pecksniff. What on earth can
be meant by saying that we all now are just thinking of Aladdin’s
lamp—that it is an object to all of us, if there is no such thing?
Of course it’s unreal, but it has being, & it is material: & hence
from the fact that it is material, it does really follow that there is
at least one material thing.

The point here is a different one from the one I raise explicitly
in Phil. Studies, p. 217", when I try to explain what must be true
of me, if it’s to be true of me at a particular time that I am thinking
of a unicorn. What I say there is true so far as it goes: particularly
of course the fundamental point that “S is thinking of a unicorn”
does not mean There is something of wh. it’s true both that it is a
unicorn & that S is thinking of it: it’s not true that the fact that S
is thinking of a unicorn proves that there is at least one unicorn:

as, if it were true that I was shooting a unicorn, it would be true
that there was: S is shooting a unicorn does = There’s something
of which it’s true both that it is a unicorn & that S is shooting jt,
It’s also true, I think, so far as it goes, that in order that it may be
true that I am thinking of a unicorn, I must (1) be thinking of
some property, such that, if anything had that property, it woyjq
be a unicorn & (2) conceiving the hypothesis that there is sopq_
thing wh. has that property. But this though it's necessary ;o
certainly not sufficient in order that it should be true that T 5,
thinking of a particular unicorn: for it is something wh. happe,
when I am merely conceiving the hypothesis that there are unicoyy,
wh. is not the same thing as thinking of a particular unicorn. B,
I can do this. T can think of the unicorn in Alice Through the
Looking Glass: you & I can both th}nk of the same particula,
anicorn. What more am I doing? It is natural here to think of
Russell’s statement that “Apollo” means “the object having such
& such properties”?, j.e. as he elsewht_ere Puts it that it is <,
definite description”: so that to cOnCeélve any hypothesis witp,
regard to Apollo, e.g. that he was brother of Artemis, is to concejye
with regard to some property or collection of properties, ¢

“There’s a thing which has ¢, which alone has ¢, & wh, i;
brother of Artemis”. And this is actually offered by R. as an
explanation of how it can be true that Apollo isn’t real: he says

' [G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies (London, 1922).]
?[A. N. Whitehead and B, R 1 incipta }W th nati
(Cambridge, 1925), p. 31] vl Frmepie HShemasice, vol. 1, 3nd o,
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that Apollo doesn’t exist is of the form ~ E! (1x)(¢#x). It would
seem to follow that in his view, whenever I think of a particular
imaginary thing, I must be conceiving with regard to some property
which in fact belongs to nothing, not merely that it does belong
to something, but that it belongs only to one thing. Thus in order to
be thinking of the unicorn in Alice Through the Looking Glass,
I must on his view, so far as I can see, be conceiving, with regard
to some property wh. belongs to nothing, that there’s a thing
which is the only thing which has it & which is also a unicorn.
Now I think this may be correct, though I very much doubt
whether it is. But it doesn’t explain how you & I can both be
thinking of the same imaginary thing. The explanation which he
gives of what happens when you & I both think of the same real
thing, is that I know with regard to a certain property ¢, that it
belongs to one thing only, & you know with regard to another
property x that it belongs to one thing only; & we shall then be
thinking of the same thing if ¥ & ¢ do in fact both belong to the
same thing. Thus, e.g., you may think of Scott as the author of
Marmion & I as the author of Waverley, & we shall both be
thinking of the same person, because Scott is both the only
person who wrote Waverley & the only person who wrote Mar-
mion. R. insists strongly, & I think undoubtedly rightly, that if
we call the property which belongs to Scott only, by wh. I think
of him on a particular occasion, the description by wh. I think
of him, & that by which you think of him the description by which
you think of him, no 2 people ever think of the same real thing by
the same description. (Pp. 86—7).! It’s convenient to use ‘“‘des-
cription” in this sense = McTaggart’s exclusive descr. It’s true
you & I may both think of Scott as the author of Marmion; but
even then we’re not really thinking of him by the same description:
for we both know Marmion only by d., & the d. by wh. I know it
is different from that by wh. you know it. But now, suppose that
when we think of particular imaginary things, we are, as he seems
to suggest, thinking with regard to some property that it belongs
to one thing only. There is no reason whatever to think th:clt when
2 people both think of the same particular imaginary thing, the
property with regard to which they are thinking that it belongs
to only one thing is the same in each case. On the contrary there
are the same reasons for supposing they will always be different.
! [B. Russell, The Problems of Philosophy (London, 1912).]




28 LECTURES ON PHILOSOPHY

I had begun discussing what it is that happens when 2 different
people both think of the same imaginary object: as does in fact
constantly happen, whenever 2 people think of any famous
fictitious thing or person, such as Aladdin’s lamp, or Ariel, or
Caliban, or Apollo, or the Centaur Chiron, or Mr. Pecksniff.
The reason for discussing this being that the fact that we can all
think of the same imaginary object may easily seem to be in-
consistent with the view which I want to take, & which seems to
me to be obviously true, that there are no imaginary objects.
If there #s no such thing as Aladdin’s lamp, how can you & I
both think of 7#? This argument, I think, is probably one of those
which influence people who say There certainly s such a thing,
but it is unreal: or it’s a thing which has being, but not existence.
This view, which is a very common one, seems to me to be quite
certainly wrong; and I don’t think it’s possible to understand the
most important usages of the words “real” & “‘unreal”, until you
see that it is wrong & why it is wrong. But if you’re going to say
that it 45 wrong, you ought to be prepared to give some accoypt
of what the sense is, in which, if it 18 wrong, 2 different People
can think of the same imaginary thing. I.’VG never seen any gyqp;
account & I think it’s puzzling; but I think it’s a question that's
eminently worth considering. I want what I say about it to g at
all events clear, whether it’s right or wrong.

I said that it’s natural to think of R.’s theory of descriptiong as
giving some clue to the question: indeed he does actually offe
it as explaining how it is that we can truly say that Apo]jq is
unreal, when there is no such thing as Apollo. He even goeg $o
far as to say that “Apollo is unreal” is a prop. of the form
~ EL(x)(¢x). (Principia, vol. 1, 2nd ed., 66 & 67.)

I’'m going presently to give 2 separate & distinct reasons for
saying that this is a mistake: I think R. is making 2 mistakes j,
saying it. But so far as I know, he has nowhere tried to explajn
how you & I can both think of Apollo; & the first thing I want ¢,
shew, is th.at even if he were right on the point just mentioneq
there are difficulties about this. And in order to bring this out it’s’
necessary to compare what happens in this case with what happeng
when you & I both think of the same real person, e.g. Juliyg
Caesar or Bismarck,

N?wton this point R, dqes seem to me to have given a perfectly
satistactory account. I think he’s the first person in the whole
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history of philosophy who has done so. His theory of descriptions
was perfectly new, & made clear for the first time things about
which everybody had gone wrong. Lots of people still don’t
understand it; but it seems to me eminently worth understanding.
I said last time that according to him, when you & I both think
of Julius Caesar, what happens is this. I have before my mind
some property or other, with regard to which I know that it
belongs to one thing & only to one thing, & of which also it is in
fact true that it’s a property which belonged to J.C. & to no one
else (though I don’t know this). Let’s call the property which I
have before my mind ¢—it might be that of having written the
De bello Gallico, or having been murdered in the Senate House
at Rome by Brutus or any of hosts of others—any property (it
might be a conjunction of properties) which did in fact belong to
J.C. & to no one else, would do. It’s convenient to call such
properties, as McT. does, “exclusive descriptions”: ¢ is an
exclusive descr. if & only if it is a property which belongs to one
thing & one thing only; & it is an exclusive descr. of Julius Caesar,
if it belongs to J.C. & to no one else. Well, then, when you & I
both think of Julius C., I have before my mind some property
of which it’s true that (1) I know with regard to it that it belongs
to one thing & one thing only & (2) also true (though I don’t
know this) that it does belong to J.C. & no one else. Call the
property, ¢. Then R. says that I am knowing to be true the prop.
E ! (x)(¢x)—that is merely his way of writing “¢ belongs to
one thing & to one thing only”. He says that if (1) I know this with
regard to ¢, (2) ¢ does belong to J.C. & (3) I dor’t know that ¢
belongs to J.C., then “I have merely descriptive knowledge of
J.C.” & he holds that in fact none of us ever does know of any
property that it belongs to J.C., i.e. that we all have merely degcr.
knowledge of him. Well, then, when you & I both think of hl'm»
I’'m knowing with regard to ¢, E ! (x)(¢x), & you’ll be knowing
with regard to some other property, x, which also is an exclusive
description of J.C. though you don’t know that, E ! (1x)(x)-
As I said last time, he insists, as I think with obvious truth, that
the exclusive d. with regard to which I know this, will always be
different from that with regard to which you know it. Even if we
both happen to be thinking of him as the author of the De bello
Gallico, the description will be different bec. we know this only
by description & by different ones. What, then, is the explanation
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of what’s meant by saying that nevertheless we’re both thinking
of the same person? Simply that the exclusive descr. with regard
to which I'm knowing that it belongs to only one thing does i
Jact belong to the same thing as that with regard to wh. you know
this. I think this explanation is obviously right, & completely
satisfactory. The only queer thing about it is the assertion that
I don’t know that J.C. was the author of the De bello Gallico: of
course in a sense I do, but the sense in wh. I do, is that of knowing
with regard to 2 different exclusive descrs. that they both belong
to the same thing & are both exclusive descriptions.

But now let’s ask what happens when we both think of Apollo.
Let’s suppose R. is right (I think he’s wrong) that we are each
conceiving with regard to some property the hypothesis that it
belongs to one thing only (i.e. are conceiving the hypothesis that
it is an exclusive descr.>. If, as he & I are supposing, there is no
such thing as Apollo, the property with regard to which I conceive
this hypothesis won’t be an exclusive descr. of Apollo, bec. if
there’s no such thing as Apollo no property can belong to him at
all: of course it might possibly be an exclusive descr. of some-
thing else, but also quite possibly it may not l.)e. an exclusive
descr. of anything, nor even a'descr. of anything: it is ex hypothess
a property with regard to which I am concelving the .hypothesis
that it is an exclusive descr., but it doesn’t follow th.at it s in fact
an exclusive descr., nor that it belongs to anything at all, g
even if it does, ex hypothesi on our view of wha!:’s meant by saying
that Apollo is imaginary, it won’t belong to him, because there’s
no such person for it to belong to. B.ut though thus there’s no
reason whatever to say that you & I.w1ll both be conceiving with
regard to some exclustve descr. that it belongs to one thing only,
there’s just as much reason as l?efore to suppose that the property
with regard to wh. I'm conceiving that it is an exclusive descr.
will be different from that with regard to wh. you are. If you & I
never think of Julius Caesar by the same exclusive descr., it’s
quite certain that the properties by wh. we think of Apollo won’t
be the same either. But 1€ $0, what on earth can be meant by
saying that nevertheless we’re both thinking of the same imaginary

object? . .
’% posslbly be, as in the case of Julius Caesar, that they

It can lo: b
both do belong to Apollo: bec., on our view that there’s no such

person as Apollo, nothing can belong to him. Obviously some
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other account must be given of what’s meant by saying that when
I conceive with regard to one property ¢, that it belongs to one
thing only, & you with regard to another, y, that it belongs to
one thing only, we are nevertheless thinking of the same imaginary
object. It must be because ¢ & x are somehow related; but how?
I think it may be partly because people have felt obscurely that
the relation must consist in their both being exclusive descrs. of
the same object, that they have felt that there must e such an
object as Apollo, though he isn’t real: they would say ¢ & y must
really be descriptions which apply to Apollo & Apollo only, else
it wouldn’t be Apollo we were both thinking of. I've seen the
objection put in this way. On your view, they say, Apollo, &
Aladdin’s lamp, & the Centaur Chiron, & Ariel are each of them
just nothing. But if each of them were just nothing, they would
all be the same. But they’re not the same, & therefore they must
have different properties. And obviously what requires to be
shewn to answer this is just what is meant by saying that when I
conceive of one property ¢ that it belongs to only one thing &
you of another y that it belongs to only one thing, we are never-
theless conceiving the same imaginary object. What kind of
relation must hold between ¢ & ¥, in order that this may be so?
So soon as we see that this question remains to be answered,
even if we do say that I am in fact conceiving with regard to one
property ¢ that it belongs to only one thing, & you with regard
to another that it belongs to only one thing, it becomes obvious,
I think, that the hypothesis that we are doing this doesn’t help
us at all. Why shouldn’t it be the case that we’re not? that we’re
not thinking with regard to any properties that they belong only
to one thing? We may equally well be able to give an account of
what relation between the properties it is wh. makes us say that
we’re both thinking of the same imaginary object, whether the
properties are properties with regard to wh. we are conceiving
that they belong to something, or whether we are conceiving that
they belong only to one thing. I don’t think, therefore, that there’s
any reason to accept R.’s suggestion that when we think of Apollo
we are thinking with regard to any property that it belongs only
to one thing: & I shall try to give positive reasons for thinking that
we’re not. And even if we were, I think he would still be mistaken
in saying that “Apollo is a fiction” [is of the form ~ E! (1x)(¢x),
for this reason. It seems to me quite plain that when we say these
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things are fictions, what we are saying is, with regard to some
property or other, that nothing has it. But ~ E! (1x)($x) does
not say with regard to ¢ that nothing has it, but only that it’s not
the case that only one thing has it. Thus R. is asking us to believe
that when we say Apollo is a fiction, we’re only saying with
regard to the properties mentioned in the Classical Dict. under
Apollo, that it’s not true that only one person possessed them all,
& are leaving it perfectly open that there may have been several
who did. Or that when we say that there was no such person as
the author of Slawkenburgius on noses, we are only denying that
“Slawkenburgius on noses” was the work of one man only, &
are leaving it a perfectly open question whether it wasn’t written
by several persons.! I think there’s obviously something wrong
here. In all these cases we’re obviously saying of some property
or other that nothing whatever possessed it: we’re not leaving
open the possibility that, though there wasn’t only one thing
which did, yet there may have been several. And this is shewn,
I think, by the extremely careless way in wh. R. introduces hig
statement. He is then talking of the prop. “the round square
does not exist” (a prop., by the way, which nobody would think
of making; & wh. has no meamng)-.He_ says we may substityte
“Ig’s false that there is an object x which is both round & Square”
This gives us there are no round squares.

But now what does actually happen when 2 people both think
of the same imaginary object? In order to answer this question,,
the first thing necessary is to consider what‘happens when 5
person tells you a fairy-tale, or any other fictitious story for the
first time. Take the simplest possible case, such as the parable of
the Good Samaritan in the N.T', or as J. takes (I. 85)? the story
of Jack & the Beanstalk—only he tells it quite wrong: J. is talkjng
about the difference between what he calls the Introductol-y
Indef. article & the Alternative Indef. He says there’s an impor..
tant difference between ‘“A man must have been in this room” &
“Once upon a time there was a boy who bought a beanstalk” .
he says the first means ‘““Some man or other”, & the second meang
“a certain boy” (p. 85). What the difference is, he never tells us.
I don’t believe there is any. But let’s take Luke 10.30: “A certain
man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho; & he fell among

! [Principia, 2nd ed., vol. I, p. 68.]
> [W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part I (Cambridge, 1921).]
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l’C_>bbers, which both stripped him & beat him & departed, leaving
him half dead”. What happens when you hear this? So far as I
Can see simply & solely that you are led to conceive with regard
to a certain property that someome or other had it. You don’t
need to conceive with regard to any whatever that only one man
had it. (You’re not thinking: There was only one; but merely
“There was some or other” & failing to think “There were
several”.) Obviously there may have been many men to whom
this really happened. Yet, if you understand the story, you will
have conceived the same imaginary person as the man who tells
it to you. It doesn’t matter that in this case no proper name is
given to the person. A modern novelist would be apt to begin
his story not in this simple way, but by saying: “Mr. Smith was
going down etc.,” as if you knew who Mr. Smith was. But, of
course, you don’t. What actually happens is merely that you're
led to conceive the hypothesis that there was someone or other
called Mr. Smith to whom certain things happened. What then
is necessary, in order that you should be said to have been thinking
of the same imaginary person as the man who tells the story?
Obviously the property with regard to wh. you conceive the
hypothesis must resemble in a certain degree the one with regard
to which he does. But this though necessary, is not sufficient.
A person might independently think of the same story, & yet
not be thinking of the same imaginary person. What's essential
is simply that your conception of the hypothesis with regard to ¢
should have been caused by Ais conception of the hypothes.is
with regard to y. The relation wh. must hold between ¢ & x 1n
order that you in conceiving “Something or other had ¢” may
be thinking of the same imaginary person as he in thinking
“Something or other had x”, is I think simply that there must
be a causal relation between your conceiving of the hypothesis
on that occasion & his. Of course the causal relation needn’t be
that the one caused the other. It may be that both were indirectly
caused by the conceiving on the part of the person who first told
the story. When we both think of Aladdin’s lamp, that is because
your conception & my conception were both derived from one &
the same original one.

In the simplest case, in which a person tells you a story about
an imaginary person whom he has invented, he will be conceiving
with regard to some property, ¢, the hypothesis that there was
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somebody or other who had 4, & you will be conceiving with
regard to a different property, x, the hypothesis that there was
somebody or other who had y. ¢ & yx will be similar, in the
sense that if there is or had been anything wh. had ¢ & anything
wh. had y, everything which has ¢ s similar to everything which
has y, or anything wh. had had ¢ would have been similar to
anything which had had x; and in addition to that, what makes
you say that you will be thinking of the same imaginary person
as A, is according to me simply & solely that your conception of
the hypothesis that there was somebody or other who had y
was caused by A’s conception of the hypothesis that there was
somebody or other who had ¢ or rather caused in the particular
way in which when you think of a story because somebody else
tells it to you, your thinking of it is so caused. Thus the relation
between the properties ¢ & yx, wh., as I said, there must be, in
order that you may both be said to be thinking of the same
imaginary object, is only partly a direct relation (that of similarity)
between ¢ & y, it is partly an indirect relation constituted by the
fact that your conceiving on that particular occasion of the hypo-
thesis that there is a y is caused in a certain manner by his thinking
on that occasion of the hypothesis that there is a ¢. It seems tq
me certain that this causal relation must be involved in what we
mean, because it is certainly possible, in simple cases, that ,
different people should both invent an imaginary character, sycp
that the resemblance between the ¢ & x they are thinking of
should be quite as great as when you conceive a character wh_
someone else has invented, & in such a case we should not say
that the character A invented was the same, but only similar tq
the character invented by B. We make this distinction betweeli
thinking of the same imaginary person, & merely thinking of
similar ones, just as we make the distinction between thinkin
of the same real person & thinking only of a similar one. Only
the account of what the difference is, is quite different in the
2 cases.

This account can easily be extended to more complicated caseg
like our all thinking 70w of Aladdin’s lamp. In the case of every
imaginary object, there must have been somebody who was the
first person who invented it; & when we say that a number of
different people are all thinking of the same, what we mean is
merely that there was one conception of a similar hypothesis



‘“‘REAL’’ AND ‘‘IMAGINARY’’ 35

such that all of their conceptions were causally derived in this
particular way, however indirectly, from that one. (Suppose we
call the original relation R, the relation wanted is Ry.> Thus we’re
all thinking of Aladdin’s lamp, if we are, because our various
conceptions are all derived from a common source—the con-
ception of the original author of the story in the Arabian Nights.
There remains the question what is meant by saying that it’s
an imaginary or unreal object we’re all thinking of. And here I
think the consideration of a case like the parable of the Good
Samaritan is important. I pointed out there that it may quite well
have been the case that there really were many men who went
from Jerusalem to Jericho & fell among thieves: not only so,
there might quite well have been several of whom the whole
story was true. In saying then that the man is an imaginary one,
we are not necessarily saying of the character, ¢, with regard to
wh. we conceive that there was something which had it, that
nothing had that. What we are saying in such a case is, I think,
something about the original author of the story: I don’t mean
that we know who he was; but we know that there was an original
author: what we are saying is that the original author was not
telling the story about a real person; or to put it in another way:
we are saying: The conception from which this conception of
mine was originally causally derived was not a conception of the
form: This person went down from Jerusalem to Jericho & fell
among thieves, but merely of the form: Some person or other d1d
That is to say we have to refer to the perfectly obvious & familiar
distinction between a fictitious story about a real person & a
fictitious story about an imaginary one. Shakespeare represents
Richard III as saying ever so many things which no doubt he
never said; but nevertheless his play in this case is about a.real
person R. III, in a sense in which what he tells of Ariel & szh'ban
is not told of real persons. In order that you should tell a fictitious
story about a real person, it seems to me to be necessary that
you should actually know the real person by description in R.s
sense, i.e. there’s some description or other, which did in fgct
belong to him, with regard to wh. you know that it is an exclusive
descr.: & when you proceed to conceive a fictitious story about
him (which you may or may not believe) what happens, supposing
¢ is the description by wh. you know him, & y the property
which you conceive of him as having but wh. he hasn’t really
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got, is that you’re conceiving a prop. of the form (3c) : ¢c : x£c.

Ox. ~ ¢x:xc, where the first part is something which you
know, although the whole prop. is something wh. you merely
conceive (or perhaps believe too). When, however, you invent a
story about an imaginary person, what you are doing is simply to
conceive an hypothesis of the form (3c) . ¢c . xc, & not to think
that there are many such: where no part of the prop. is of the form
(Fc): gec:x#c. D . ~ ¢x.

It seems to me then that the full def. of: A & B are thinking
of the same imaginary person is simply this: A is thinking of an
hypothesis of the form (3c) . ¢c, & B of an hypothesis of the form
(3c) . xc; ¢ & x are similar; either A’s conception of this hypo-
thesis was causally derived from B’s of his, or vice versa, or
there is some conception of the same form from which both
were ultimately derived: & the conception from wh. one or the
other or both were originally derived was not of the form
(3c): ¢c:xF#C. Dy . ~ ¢x : xc, where the first part was known
by the person who formed it.

I said you are saying of some property or other that nothing
had it; &, on this view, the property of which you’re asserting
this is that of being a person about whom the original teller of the
story was telling it: you are saying that there is nobody of whom,
it is true that the original teller was telling the story about that
person in the sense defined.

And with this meaning of “Apollo is imaginary”, it’s clear
that this assertion is identical with saying that Apollo was not
a historical personage <in just the sense in which it is discusseq
whether Agamemnon or Abraham were historical personages>,
And there may perhaps be some doubt about this: it is just
possible that the original person from whom the conception of
Apollo was derived, was telling some story about a real person
whom he knew to be real, & perhaps even believing it. ’

We have, therefore, I think, possibly to recognise armother
sense in wh..we may say “Apollo is unreal”, i.e. one in which we
are saying with regard to a set of properties, with regard to which
in thinking of Apollo, we are conceiving that someone had them:
simply that no-one ever had them. I think we must recognise
these 2 different possible meanings of “Apollo is imaginary, or
unreal”. But WhICheYer you take, the meaning of ‘“we’re both
thinking of the same Imaginary object” will be the same.
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I hope I’ve now made my view clear. To return, for a moment,
to the 2 views I have criticised—R.’s & Johnson’s.

The point I insisted on as ag. R. is that, in believing that
Apollo is unreal, I am not believing any prop. of the form
~ E! (x)(¢x). There are 2 reasons for saying this: (1) that I
certainly am believing a prop. of the form ~ (3x). ¢éx & (2) that,
if this were true, in thinking of Apollo I should be conceiving a
prop. of the form E ! (»x)(¢$x), whereas, so far as I can see, I need
only be conceiving one of the form (3x) . ¢x, though I must not
be thinking (Ix, y) . ¢x . ¢y.

As for Johnson, I said when I conceive “A certain man went
down ...” I am conceiving neither more nor less than what might
be expressed by ‘“Some man or other”.

But now to return to the point from which I started—the
meanings of “real” & ‘“‘unreal”.

I said it might be suggested that the meaning of ‘“‘unreal”
which occurs in “Aladdin’s lamp is unreal” was different from
that which occurs in ‘“Unicorns are unreal’”’, & that that meaning,
unlike the other, was (1) such that “All material things are
unreal” would have a meaning & (2) would be consistent with
“There are material things”.

Now, if what I’ve said is true, this meaning of ‘“unreal” is just
like the meaning which occurs in “Unicorns are unreal”, in
respect of the fact that in both cases we are merely asserting with
regard to some property or other that there is nothing which has
it—that it belongs to nothing. And this meaning is such that in a
sentence of the form ‘“There are things which are unreal”,
“unreal” can’t possibly have the same sense. But it’s only with a
meaning of “unreal” such that “There are unreal things” would
have a meaning, that “A4Il material things are unreal” could have
one; .. this doesn’t give a sense in which that has a mean-
ing.

Of the corresponding sense of “real”, as in ‘“The author of
Waverley is real”, it is also evident that it doesn’t give a sense in
which “There are things that are real” has any meaning. And
here the meaning of “real” is certainly different from what it is
in “Horns are real”: the difference being that you are in the one
asserting of some property that it applies only to one thing,
whereas [in] the other only [that it] applies to something.
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It is because this is the corresponding sense of “real” that R.
thought “Apollo is unreal” = ~ E ! (1x)(¢x).

I went into this bec. I thought it might be tried to shew that
this was a sense of “unreal” such that the prop.

(2) “There are things which are both (1) material objects &
(2) are unreal” was actually true

by saying that this follows from

(r) “Aladdin’s lamp is both (1) a material object & (2) unreal”.

It’s very easy to think the argument is a good one; because it
looks exactly like

“This is a swan & is not white”

- “There are things which are both swans & not white”
which is in fact a perfectly valid argument; & bec. (1) is in a
sense true; & I don’t think most philosophers have in fact been
conscious of the difference between the 2 cases.

The difference is that (1) would only yield (2), if “Aladdin’s
lamp is a material object” were true in a sense wh. yielded ‘“There
are material objects”: but obviously it isn’t since it only = “If
Aladdin’s lamp existed, it would be”, from which you can’t infer
“There are material objects”. It isn’t true if you take it to mean
“There is something wh. both is Aladdin’s lamp & a material
object”.

And T went into the argument I have gone into, bec. I said
people might be tempted to argue “There is something Wh. both
is Aladdin’s lamp & a material object” from the argument that we
all can think of Aladdin’s lamp.

I don’t know if I’ve persuaded you: I wish I could make it
clearer: but the point seems to me of fundamental importance in
bringing out the extreme difference between ‘“Aladdin’s lamp
is unreal” & ‘“This swan is not white” & therefore between
“There are unreal things” & “There are things wh. are not
white”,

I say that with that sense of “unreal” in wh. “Aladdin’s lamp
is unreal” is true, “There are unreal things” is meaningless.

But now I want to consider another different sort of case, of
singular props. in which “real” & ‘“‘unreal” can occur; bec. it
might be thought that here we kave a meaning such that “All
material objects are unreal” has a meaning & is consistent with
“There are material things”.
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There certainly seems some meaning in “This desk is real”;
but what?

Let us try to find out by considering what could be meant by
“This desk is unreal”.

It’s quite easy to see by considering a case of hallucination.
Suppose a person in hallucination is seeing snakes—unreal
snakes. He can pick out a particular imaginary snake & say with
regard to it (if he knows he is under an hallucination) That is
unreal; & so when I ask: Is this desk unreal? I may be asking
whether I am under an hallucination or not.

What is meant here?

I think it’s quite easy to see. The person under hallucination
is speaking of a particular sense-impression which he has, & is
saying of it ‘““This is not an impression of a physical object” at all.
{This impression is 7ot of a snake; or not of a material object;

. it’s not true “This is a snake”.> And what I mean by “This
desk is real” is similarly “This impression is of a physical object”.
The sense is the same with regard to a sound when we wonder
whether it is subjective or objective: we mean is it of a physical
event or not? What the of a physical object means we shall presently
consider.

When I say “This desk is real” I am saying “This impression
is of a physical object” ; but the impression isn’t the desk, nor does
““is real”” mean is of a physical object.

Here, therefore, again ‘“real” doesn’t stand for any character
wh. belongs to physical objects; & if the impression really is of a
physical object, the statement ‘“‘this is unreal” is always false.

We can’t then in this way find a property meant by “real” such
that there might be physical objects which don’t possess it.

But

It might be said this isn’t a/l I mean by this desk is real. And
I'm inclined to think there may be something more.

This seems to me terribly difficult.

Consider first this point.

Suppose there are material things. Mustn’t there in that case
be a collection of which you can speak as “all the material things
there are”? This will have no meaning whatever, with the meaning
we've given to “there are”. Yet it seems as if we meant, all the
material things that have being. This is what McT. is supposing

when he says “reality” is an ultimate notion.
D
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Now it may be said this is a mere mistake. That all the material
things there are simply = all material things: and that we imagine
there’s a difference, simply because of the inveterate mistake of
supposing that imaginary material things are material things:
that there are 2 classes of material things, imaginary ones & real
ones, just as there are 2 classes of animals, birds & mammals.

But there’s one reason which makes me think that it may
possibly not be a mistake: that there’s a sense of ‘“real’” such that
“Every material thing is real” has a meaning & is true.

The reason is this. Consider the prop. that this desk is real or
exists. On the interpretation I’ve just given this means merely
that this impression of mine is an impression of a physical thing.
And to say that it isn’t means merely that it’s not of a physical
thing. But isn’t there another way in wh. it might have failed to
be true: namely if this impression of mine hadn’t existed? Isn’t
there some sense in supposing that there might have been a
universe in wh. this impression simply didn’t exist? I can’t help
supposing there is. But if so, we get a new sense of “real”. If it
might have been the case that this impression didn’t exist, there
must be some sense in saying that it does exist. Only, of course, we
mustn’t suppose that, if it hadn’t existed, there would still have
been such a thing, & it would have had the property of not exist-
ing: so that this gives us no sense in which it can be true of anything
with regard to which we can actually make a proposition, in the
sense of “make a prop. about” in wh. you can make a prop. only
about something with which you’re acquainted, that that thing
#s unreal. Anything about which we can make a proposition in this
sense, must be real; since if it weren’t we shouldn’t be able to
make a prop. about it. If this impression hadn’t existed, it would
have been impossible for any one to make about it the prop. that
it didn’t: it would simply have been absent from the universe.
But the hypothesis “It doesn’t exist” though certainly false,
doesn’t seem to be meaningless: we can understand, since it does
exist, what would be meant by its absence, & can see that that is
something which might have been the case. And hence, in affirming
that it is not the case we are affirming something.

All this, I’m afraid, is very obscure: & I don’t feel certain what
the truth is about it.

But I can put what seems to me to be the point at issue in
another way.



‘“‘REAL’’ AND ‘‘IMAGINARY”’ 41

Consider a particular sense-impression like that of this white
cross. Now, when I have ceased to see it, I can know it by des-
cription, as the white sense-datum looking like a cross I was seeing
just now. I do in fact know that there’s one & only one thing of
wh. it’s true both that it was a white sense-datum looking like a
cross, & that I was seeing it just now. That is to say, if we write
¢ =1is a white cross seen by me just now, I know E! (1x)(#x)
= (Jc) : gc:x5#cC. Dy . ~ ¢$x. Now R. maintains that if I say:
that white cross I saw just now existed, all I can mean by this
is this & this only: that there is no meaning of “is real” or “exists”,
such that I might mean: (Ic) : ¢c:x5%c. D, . ~ ¢x : c was real.
But if, at the time when I saw it, I could have meant anything
by “This exists”, there must be such a meaning. It will be a
meaning such that if E ! (x)(¢x) is true, it must be true too. But
it won’t be the case that the whole meaning of ‘““That impression
was real” is exhausted by E! (1x)($x).

Now if there is such a sense in which we can say that a par-
ticular impression is real, we shall be able to mean by ‘“‘Sense-
impressions are real”, not only “There are sense-impressions”,
but also “Every sense-impression is real”: & by all the sense-
impressions that there are, not merely all sense-impressions but
all that are real.

And if we can do so in the case of sense-impressions, it is
possible (though I don’t say certain) that in the case of material
things, too, by ‘“‘Material things are real”, we may mean not only
“There are material things”, but ‘“Every material thing is real”.
If material things are known to us by description as ke thing of
which this is a sense-impression, we shall.

{So that “This desk is real” will be capable of meaning not
only There is something of which this is a sense-impression, but
also: There’s something of which it’s true that this is of it, that
this is not of anything other than it, & also that it’s “real”.}

This, however, still doesn’t give us a sense in which “Material
things are unreal” is consistent with There are material things:
for, in this sense, if there are any material things, every material
thing is real.

I come on now then to senses of ‘“real”’, such that “All material
things are unreal” or “Some material things are unreal”, both
have a meaning & are consistent with “There are material things”.
And there are only 3 such meanings that I know of.
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(a) is the meaning or pair of meanings with which R. uses the
term ‘“real”, e.g. in the last of his lectures on the Philosophy of
Logical Atomism (Monist, July 1919, pp. 364 foll.: everyone
should read them: they occur in Monist, Oct. 1918 & 3 foll.).!
His last lecture is called “What there is?”” You’ll find he there
says (p. 365) “One purpose that has run through all that I h:f\ve
said, has been the justification of analysis, i.e., the justification
of logical atomism, of the view that you can get down in theory,
if not in practice, to ultimate simples, out of which the worlc} is
built, and that those simples have a kind of reality not belongxflg
to anything else. Simples, as I tried to explain, are of an inﬁ_nlte
number of sorts. There are particulars and qualities and relations
of various orders, a whole hierarchy of different sorts of simples,
but all of them if we were right, have in their various ways some
kind of reality that doesn’t belong to anything else”. He goes
on to say that there’s no reason to think that this desk is such a
simple: that it may be merely what he calls ““a logical fiction”—
3s to what he means by this I shall presently have a lot to say.
And then he goes on to say that in saying that desks are “‘logical
fictions” he is maintaining “the unreality of things we think real”.
And he goes on to insist on what he calls the “reality of things
we think unreal”. He says phantoms & hallucinations “have the
most complete & absolute & perfect reality that anything can have”.
And he goes on to say that “the things that are really real last a
very short time” (p. 371). In this he is purely mistaken in sup-
Posing that phantoms & hallucinations, in the sense in which he
Supposes them to be “real”, are by anyone supposed to be unreal.
Nobody supposes that the drunkard’s sense-impressions are
unreal: it is only the snakes he sees which are unreal, & his
Impressions are not the snakes he sees.

Now what does he mean by “real” here?

I think we can detect 2 meanings: (1) = simple, or ultimate
constituent of the world (p. 371)

_(2) that particular kind of simple, which he calls a “particular”,
since it is only these, not qualities & relations, that can be said to
‘last only a very short time”.

We get here a fairly clear meaning for “real” & ‘“‘unreal”:
to say material objects are ‘‘unreal” may mean merely (a) that
they’re not simples, (b) not particulars; & of course the prop.

! [Reprinted in B. Russell, Logic and Knowledge (London, 1956).]
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that they are not is perfectly consistent with ‘“There are material
things”.

It seems to me perfectly possible, nay probable, that R. is
right in saying that material things are not simples: & it seems
to me very likely that it’s not only R. who uses ‘“‘real” in this sense,
but that many use it = “particular’”’. When people talk of “the
real” they may mean this.

<I think people who say that the Absolute alone is real, probably
mean (though they don’t know they do) that it’s the only par-
ticular.)

The only other meaning I can think of is one in which “real”
= having value, = “good”—it’s a term of approval. We do so
use it in “is a real man”. And that seems to me the only definite
sense involved e.g. in Bradley’s use of it. And of course it is a
sense in wh. reality can have degrees.

This is of course perfectly consistent with ‘““There are material
things”. It may well be the case that, though there are, yet none
of them have any value; still less are perfect.
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DO WE KNOW THAT MATERIAL
THINGS ARE REAL?

Suppose we are presented with an argument designed to shew
either

(1) Nothing has shape or size, or Nothing is extended 4

(2) No proposition of the form “There have been extende
things” is true

(3) Whenever we judge “This is a material thing”, we aré
mistaken. .

1f I'm right, from each of these props. there will follow Nature
is not real” ; & each has been believed to be more likely true than
not by some philosophers.

Can we refute any of these props.? 1.e. prove them to be untrue-

I think we can. )

In order to refute a given prop. g, all that you need to do 1s to
find some prop. p, which (1) you know to be true, which (2) 18
inconsistent with the prop. in question, & (3) is such that 10 ?rglu-.
ing “Since p therefore not q”’ you are not arguing in a C1rc1¢:
e.g. in order to refute “There are no black swans’’ you haV? QHIY
to find a black swan, i.e. to find a prop. of the form ‘“This 15 2
swan & is black”, which you know to be true. b

Now consider (1) I refute “Nothing has shape or size” DY
pointing to the prop. “This desk has shape & size”.

Isn’t this a conclusive refutation?

I think it is.

People who say that it isn’t will be apt to use 3 arguments

(a) They will say the argument is a petitio principii = circulus

in probando.

But this seems to me a mere mistake—the same mistake which
Keynes points out pp. 425 foll.! .

It is perfectly true that “This desk has shape” is something
which can only be true if “Nothing has shape” is false, & ’3”0}1
may perhaps say, if you like, that “something has sl.l‘ape 15
contained in it. But I should be guilty of petitio principit only if

' [J. N. Keynes, Formal Logic, 4th ed. (London, 1906).]
44
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my knowledge that this desk had shape was based on a prior
knowledge that ‘“Some things have shape”: only if we could
say, “I shouldn’t have known this, if I hadn’t first known the
other”. And obviously this isn’t true, any more than the know-
ledge, on the part of the first person who saw a black swan,
“This is a swan & is black” was based on a prior knowledge
“There are black swans”.

You are guilty of petitio principii in offering p as a proof of q,
only if your knowledge that p, or that p is probable, was not
independent of your knowledge that q or that q is probable, i.e.
was based upon it. This is what Johnson (II. 10)! expresses badly
by saying: your asserting of p has implied a previous asserting
of q.

{Circular proof

It is natural to say:

If S (1) knows (p) “Whatever the bible says is true; & the
bible says God exists”, & (2) sees that from this there follows (q)
“God exists”, then S has proved that God exists.

But this is not the case.

S will not have proved that God exists, unless the knowledge
of p from which he inferred q was independent of any knowledgf?
of q: = unless he would have had #hat knowledge of p, even if
he had not known q previously, nor known previously anything
else from which q followed.

If his knowledge of p is dependent on his knowledge of (r)
“The bible was inspired by God; & whatever is said in 2 b.OOk
inspired by God is true” then it is dependent on a previous
knowledge of something else from which q follows.> .,

(b) They may say: You don’t know “This desk has shape”.

This is an argument which I shall discuss under: Do we know
that Nature is real? . -

(c) They may say: “This desk has shape” is false, because 1t 15
self-contradictory. .

Now the argument: “This desk has shape” is true .". it 1s not
self-contradictory

is just as good an argument as )

“This desk has shape” is self-contradictory .. it is f.alse. .

(What I can’t understand is how anybody can think their
argument a better one.)

! [W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part II (Cambridge, 1922).]
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We can argue: The premisses offered as shewing that “This
desk has shape” is self-contradictory, either cannot be true or
cannot shew it, bec. “This desk has shape” [is true].

People don’t see this, I think: If you know that this desk has
shape, then it follows that the argument used to shew that it is
self-contradictory must be invalid—either the premisses are false,
or they don’t shew it. This really is a conclusive proof, provided
you know that the desk has shape.

Exactly the same argument may be used in both the other
2 cases.

But there is an additional argument which can be used against
(3) & not against (1) & (2).

(1) & (2) are not self-contradictory; but (3) is.

This arises from the fact that (3) is a prop. about our judgments:
It asserts “We do make judgments of the form “This is a material
thing” ”. But what does we mean? It means “men with human
bodies living on the earth”; & this means men related to material
things related to zhis material thing.

I said there are other things to be said:

Denial that there are physical things involves certain conse-
quences, not commonly seen.

(1) Philosophers who deny it, almost all, not only admit but
insist that we do make such judgments as ‘“This is a desk’ & so on.

The prop. that we make such judgments entails there are
physical things. For [it means] human beings who have had bodies,
which lived upon the earth, have made such judgments, during the
lifetime of their bodies.

A philosopher who denies physical things need not be a Solip-
sist; but he must deny the existence of any men, in ordinary
sense, beside himself,

(2) Philosophers who deny it almost all make props. about the
proper use of words.

This involves the “we”.

(3) Philosophers who deny it refer to the opinions of other
philosophers. They always mean by this human philosophers,
who have had bodies & lived on the earth, & refer to opinions
wh. they held during the lifetime of their bodies.

If human philosophers have denied the reality of physical
things, then there certainly are physical things.
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It follows that I can’t consistently regard the fact that other
human philosophers have held that there are no physical things
as a reason which gives some probability that there are none.
For if they have, then there are physical things. I can’t work this
out, I give it as a suggestion.

(4) They imply that it’s not true that the earth existed more
than 6000 years ago: i.e. that all scientific judgments are false.

Do we know that Nature is real? I distinguish this from the
question: Is Nature real? both because the prop. “Nature is real”
does not necessarily entail “We know it to be so”’; bec. in fact
a very large number of philosophers seem to me to have held the
view that Nature is real, while at the same time holding that we
don’t know it to be so; & bec. although arguments to shew that
Nature is not real will necess. shew also that we don’t know it to
be so, people who hold the view just mentioned use different
arguments.

I should explain that by “know’” I mean ‘“know for certain”—
wh. is tautological. And one thing is clear at once that ‘“know”
not = believe truly; for I certainly do either know or believe that
Nature is real, & if Nature were real & know = believe truly, it
would follow that I know. This is a point often not seen. But
proved by Russell. (Problems of Philosophy, p. 205.)

What people commonly say is: We do all believe these; they
are Beliefs of Common Sense; but they may be false = we don’t
know for certain that they aren’t, in any particular case, though
in fact they often aren’t false.

And others say: They are matters of Faith—meaning not of
Knowledge. Faith is perhaps sometimes used as opp. not to
knowledge, but to reasoned knowledge; i.e. so that Faith can be
merely a species of knowledge. It seems to me perfectly evident
that if we’re to have reasoned knowledge of anything, we must
have unreasoned knowledge of some things. So that to say that
such props. were matters of Faith, not of Reason, wouldn’t
necessarily exclude their being known. But commonly people are,
I think, forgetting or denying this, & if they say these are mere
matters of Faith, mean that they are not known.

What is meant is: “If’s certain that we all do believe many such
props., but none of us kzow any of them to be true”.

And what’s meant by “It’s certain that . . .’ is
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“I & many other men know that we all do believe many such
props., but none of us know any of them to be true”.

This is self-contradictory, because if I know that other men have
believed such props., I know that the earth has existed & that
human bodies have existed; & hence if we all know these things
we know this; & if we know that other human beings have existed,
we certainly know a prop. of the form “There have been material
things”.

It seems to me philosophers overlook this point in the most
amazing way. They hold it’s quite certain that men believe these
things, that they are beliefs of Common Sense; & yet that it’s not
certain that there are any men.

But “We know that men believe these things, but we don’t
know tha_t any such props. are true” is self-contradictory.

My point is that when people say: “We believe such things”
thFY commonly mean, “It’s certain that we believe them”; & by
this, not only, I know that we believe them: though even that
vl:r(:uld be self-contradictory, since we don’t know, includes Idon’t

ow.

I can only appeal to you to ask whether that isn’t really what
you are meaning. A dogmatic form of statement usually implies

It is certain that”. But this is a point about which I feel un-
certain.

%ﬁ?ssﬁi ::n‘l‘es; in merely if you say: “We don’t kI}OW"-

it’s certain that other men have existed, but
none of them have known”,

Nobody, in fact, means only: “I don’t know, &, 7 other men
ha\I’e existed similar to me, they don’t know either”.

actuazﬁl; gr?ll; ;:’lhgher philos. who say things about ‘“we’” are

“T believe that he re state wh. would be naturally expressed by
ere have been other men beside myself, & that

thiy have made judgments of this sort”.

knoZo si:.ems to me quite plainly not: they certainly think they

In all thi i
" 1 this, 'hOW?Ver, I am assuming that I know how other men
use language: or, if not, what am I assuming?

There certai ;
rtainly is, however, no self-contradiction in the

Pl?c?ltm:n:tsT}ll)erte l}llave been other men, & they have made these
Judgments, but they haven’t ever known any to be true.

There is only self-contrad. in holding I know there have been
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other men, & they have made these judgments, but they haven’t
known them to be true.

But in fact, I think, everybody who has held [the former] has
held [the latter].

I can ask myself: Do I know that that is a physical thing?

And I know (I think) that other philosophers have given the
following reasons why they think I’'m unreasonable if I answer
that I do know for certain.

Have they? do I know it? do I know it’s probable? If I don’t
know that it’s a blackboard, I don’t know any of these things.

But what are the reasons?

(2) You don’t know for certain, anything wh. you can doubt.
And you can doubt that is a blackboard.

I really don’t know whether I can. Nor do I know that if I can,
that proves that I don’t know it.

(People who say this seem to me confusing “indubitable”
= not able to be doubted with ‘“‘indubitable’” = known. To
doubt is to believe a prop. of the form ‘‘Perhaps this isn’t a black-
board” & to believe that is to believe you don’t know it. But
mayn’t you believe this, even when you do know it?)

(b) In hallucinations & dreams you feel certain that so-&-so
is a lion or a house, & yet you are wrong. .". Judgments like this
are sometimes wrong; i.e. this may be wrong.

I want to consider the bare question: Do I know of the existence
of Nature? (But, #f I do, then certainly others do.> Are there
argum. wh. ought to convince me that I don’t?

This is a view which may be held in 2 forms:

What are the reasons for saying we don’t know?

Is there anything that ought to convince me personally that I
don’t know this is a blackboard?

(1) That sometimes, e.g. in dreams & hallucinations, we think
we know a prop. of this form to be true, when in fact we
don’t.

(You will find this arg. given in Russell’s Outline.! Therefore
it’s possible in any particular case that you are mistaken. Is it
possible I am mistaken in ‘“This is a blackboard”? Not, if I know
it. What does the argument prove? There are experiences wh.
resemble this in a certain respect & wh. are false beliefs, .". this
one may be a false belief. I.e. some of its characters are compatible

! [B. Russell, An Outline of Philosophy (London, 1927).]
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with its being a false belief. I don’t see how this can give any
good reason for thinking this is not a case of knowledge.)

If such a view says: We know that in some cases we are mistaken,
it is self-inconsistent: for we can certainly only know that in a
particular case “This exists” was not true, by inference from cases
in wh. we know that it is true.

This is the form in wh. this argument is generally used.

But a person might say ke or we only know that it’s highly
probable we are sometimes mistaken; & I can’t see that he need
then be guilty of a logical absurdity.

I certainly do at present either know or believe that this is a
physical thing.

That is (certainly means this) I know that I either know or
believe it.

But suppose I don’t: how am I to argue the question with
myself whether I know it or not?

One last argument that has been suggested to me is this.

(1) No human being has ever known immediately: This is a
physical thing.

(2) No human being has ever known this by formal deduction
exclusively from premisses that were known immediately.

(3) Part of the reasons for the conclusion: “This is a physical
thing” has in every case been of an inductive nature: it is a
conclusion based on past experience, i.e. facts immediately-known
by me in the past, none of which were of the nature “This is a
physical thing”, or entailed it.

(4) Reasons of an inductive nature never prove any stronger
conclusion than: It’s highly probable that p. That is, anything I
know, in consequence of them, must always be of the form “It’s
highly probable that this is a physical thing”’: I can never know
in this way ‘“This #&s a physical thing”.

From the premisses it would follow I don’t know “This is a
physical thing”; but that I not merely believe it, but do know
“It is highly probable this is a physical thing”.

Now I don’t feel perfectly certain of (1) & (2): I shall discuss
them presently: whether they are true partly depends on what
I am believing or knowing when I believe or know “This is a
physical thing”, i.e. on the analysis of this prop. or fact.

But, if they’re true, & (4) is true, the conclusion follows: & (4)
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is something for which I believe there is very high authority;
Johnson, Keynes & Broad are all agreed about it.

But why? Do I in fact know this? I can’t understand 4ow such
a prop. as this can be known, except on the basis of a number
of cases of immediate knowledge to the effect “It’s only known
that this is highly probable”, ‘““This was arrived at by induction”.

(It’s itself an induction: you examine all the cases of conclusions
known by induction, & find that they’re all only of the form
“it’s highly probable that p”.>

And I don’t dispute that in many cases I do know this. I think
I don’t know for certain that the sun will rise tomorrow—only
that it’s highly probable. But that this is always the case with
conclusions arrived at by induction, I am not satisfied.

Broad (Mind, Oct. 1918)" is the only one who, so far as I know,
has tried to prove it.

He says “I propose to try to prove 3 points’.

(1) Unless inductive conclusions be expressed in terms of
probability all inductive inference involves a formal fallacy.

And he goes on to say “I believe this first point can be rigor-
ously established”.

I will try to say what I think he means:

If you infer p from a set of inductive premisses, & p is not of
the form “it is probable that q” you are guilty of a formal fallacy.

It is not a valid form of inference (p. 391) if you infer p from a set
of inductive premisses, if p is not of the form “itis probable thatq”".

And this means more definitely: You cannot know p as a
consequence of an inductive arg., unless p is of this form.

Now, regarded as an argument to establish the latter conclusion,
it seems to me that his argument itself involves a formal fallacy.

It is of the general form that: an inductive arg. is from “All
observed S’s are P’ to “All S’s are P”’; & that this is always a
formal fallacy, whatever other premisses you take.

This, of course, does not apply directly to eduction: but “All
past S’s have been observed to be P”, therefore this S is P (though
this is not observed).

Now what does this prove? That the conclusion All S’s are P,
or This S is P, does not follow formally or deductively from the
premisses.

Certainly it doesn’t.

1 [C. D. Broad, “On the Relation between Induction and Probability (I)”.]
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But it’s a formal fallacy to infer that, because it doesn’t follm’?:
deductively, it doesn’t follow: i.e. that the argument doesn
prove it: that you don’t know the conclusion.

. )
If you know p in consequence of these premisses, you don’t
know it deductively.

. b
But from the fact that it’s not known formally, it doesnt
follow that it’s not known. by the
Broad in inferring [from] “p is not proved .formally hY »
premisses q, r, s—& these are the only premisses you have:,
“p isn’t proved at all”. .
pThis if a thing wh. doesn’t itself follow formally: acc. tome lt,”:;‘g’
nevertheless be a good argument. Butif B. wereright, it C?UIdn t 2;
What I ask is: Why shouldn’t premisses wh. don’t prove -
conclusion formally yet prove it? Why shouldn’t you knoztohat
thing in consequence of certain premisses, in spite of the fact
it doesn’t follow formally from them? Lnow
Broad urges in favour of his conclusion that we never (“It’;
in consequence of inductive premisses, anything except o
highly probable that”, the difference between “All grass 15 gre¢ »
& “2 + 2 = 4”. He says we always admit that the.OPPOS“‘:’B .
an inductive conclusion is possible. So we do in this case. :il”
suppose my present conclusion “I’m now seeing a ’blackboal:n
as opp. to “I’'m having an hallucination of one” or “I'm dream(li %
of one” is an inductive conclusion. Do we admit it there? And 1
there any reason why we should?

All args. to prove that I don’t know that this is a physical thing,
seem to me obviously weak. s et ms to

All must necessarily assume: “I do know this , &.1t seems .
me much more doubtful whether I do know the thing in question,
than whether I know this.

I can’t prove that I know it; but I think I do. . ho

And if T do, you do too: I agree with the phllosoghel‘é :V 1
assume (quite against their principles) that it is cerfain that a
human beings are in the same boat in this respect. hings:

I don’t of course say that all human beings know these things:
that isn’t meant by we. i

But though sorr?e of you may think you don’t know tl.lem, }:Ihl(l);
I think I do: if I do, you certainly do know them, in spite

thinking you don’t: just as, if you don’t, I certainly don’t either,
in spite of thinking I do.
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SENSE-DATA AND SENSE-QUALITIES

Some people both use & understand the term “sense-data” to
mean the same as (1) the term ‘“‘sense-qualities’” or (2) absolutely
specific sense-qualities or (3) sense-qualities which are given to
somebody or (4) absolutely specific sense-qualities which are
given to somebody.

I don’t use ‘“‘sense-data” in any of these ways—or at least 1
think 1 don’t: for there are some people who maintain that the
very things which I call sense-data are in fact sense-qualities:
in which case my usage would be (4), though I think it isn’t.

It seems to me very important to distinguish the things which
I call sense-data from sense-qualities. The things which I call
sense-data are in my view certainly ‘“particulars”, not qualities
at all; so that the 2 classes “‘sense-data” & ‘‘sense-qualities” are
mutually exclusive; nothing which belongs to the one belongs to
the other. And, of course, there is nothing in the name sense-data
to shew this: some sense-qualities are undoubtedly in a sense
‘“given”’ & given by sense. The 2 classes are, it seems to me, very
frequently confused.

Sense-qualities appear to be what Whitehead means by sense-
objects—& of course by this name he suggests that they are the
only things which can properly be said to be sense-data.

Sense-qualities themselves may be divided into 2 classes: those
which are absolutely specific, & those which are generic: or, in
Johnson’s language, those which are absolutely determinate
= not sub-determinate to any other quality, & those which are
more or less indeterminate = are sub-determinate each to several
other qualities. The distinction between these 2 classes seems to
me of the utmost importance, & often overlooked. “Blue”, “‘red”
& “yellow” are generic sense-qualities—at least when we mean by
them qualities which sensibly appear to belong to sense-data:
“blue”, “red” & ‘“‘yellow”, in the sense in which physical objects
have these colours, are, of course, very likely not sense-qualities
at all: this is again a distinction which is very frequently over-
looked ; people very often suppose that if this piece of chalk is
white at all, it must have the sense-given quality ‘“‘white”: they
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think that what we mean by saying that it is white, is that it has the
sense-given quality; & concluding for various more or less good
reasons that it hasn’t got that, they think themselves bound to deny
that it is white at all. In my view, it’s perfectly certain that the
assertion “it is white”, in the sense we mean it, is true, but highly
doubtful whether it has the sense-given quality: from which it
follows that it’s highly doubtful whether “white” in the sense
in which it does belong to physical objects is the sense-given
quality. )
Assuming that you understand what I mean by sense-given
qualities, or sense-qualities, the distinction between those which
are absolutely specific & those which are generic is plain enough.
“Blue” is generic because it is sub-determinate both to “Can}-
bridge blue” & to “Oxford blue”; “red” is generic because it is
sub-determinate both to ‘scarlet” & to “crimson”. But “Cam-
bridge blue” & “‘scarlet” are also generic: there are many slightly
different shades all of which are shades of Cambridge blue, &
so of scarlet. In fact absolutely every colour which can be named
is generic: & I think the same is true of absolutely every sense-
quality which can be named. You might think there is an excep-
tion to this in such qualities as “exactly circular” or “exactly
square”: “circular” & “‘square” themselves are clearly generic.
But it seems to me that even “exactly circular” is so too: for a
sense-datum can’t sensibly appear to be so, without also appearing
to be of a particular size, & it seems to me that “exactly circular
& of this size”, though it appears to be a conjunctive property,
is not really so, but is super-determinate to ‘“‘exactly circular”,
just as “scarlet” is to “red”. Similarly you might think that the
quality of being of the pitch of the A of a tuning-fork at concert
pitch is absolutely determinate: but no auditory sense-datum
can sensibly appear to be of that pitch without being of some
special timbre or quality; & to be of this special quality & that
pitch, is, it seems to me, super-determinate to being of that pitch.
And we have no names for these special timbres: even different
Fur.ung-forks will be of slightly different ones. I think therefore
1t is true that absolutely specific sense-qualities never have any
names: that any sense-quality which has a name is generic.
Now, whenever a sense-datum sensibly appears to have a
generic quality, it always also sensibly appears to have an ab-
solutely specific one. A sense-datum can’t sensibly appear to be
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Cambridge blue, without sensibly appearing to be of a particular
nameless absolutely specific shade of Cambridge blue. And I
think myself that “sensibly appearing to be Cambridge blue” is
to be defined in terms of “‘sensibly appearing to be of an abso-
lutely specific shade.” To say “O sensibly appears to S to be
Cambridge blue” = “O sensibly appears to S to have some shade
which is a shade of Cambridge blue”’, where the second ‘“‘sensibly
appears” can’t mean the same as the first. And similarly I think
all generic qualities are general qualities: i.e. “O is Cambridge
blue” = ““O has some shade which is a shade of Cambridge blue”,
i.e. there is a quality of a quality (being a shade of Cambridge
blue) such that “O is Cambridge blue” = “O has some quality
of this quality”. Similarly there is a quality, x, of certain absolutely
specific qualities, such that “O is red” = “O has some quality
having x”’. I.e. “being red” is to be defined in terms of “being a
shade of red”: it looks as if this were a circular def., but only bec.
we have no simple name for the quality “being a shade of red”.

But now, I said some people seem to suppose that the very
things which I call sense-data are in fact sense-qualities. There is
no question of their being generic sense-qualities, though I don’t
think people ever see this. If they are sense-qualities at all, they
must be absolutely specific ones. Can they be? Is it possible that
what I mean by “sense-data” is ‘‘absolutely specific sense-
qualities that are given to some one”? Are corresponding objects’
qualities?

The American people who call themselves Critical Realists
seem to hold this: they hold that nothing is “‘given” but essences;
& seem to mean by ‘“‘essences” absolutely specific sense-qualities,
or patterns of such.

How is one to argue the view that corresponding objects are
not qualities at all, but particulars?

It seems to me that the contrary view is a sheer mistake; but
I don’t know how to argue it.

The difference can be put in this way. Given sense-qualities
are entities which sensibly appear to some-one to belong to some-
thing. Sense-data are entities to which sense-qualities sensibly
appear to some-one to belong. “Sensibly appears” is a triadic
relation, & not a symmetrical one.

But how is this to be proved? You may have 2 different sense-

! [L.e. sense-data “corresponding” to material things. Cf. the next footnote.]
E
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data which sensibly appear to have the same absolutely specific
sense-qualities: every internal sensible quality which either
appears to have the other [does] also. And since they are different,
neither can be identical with any one, or the property of combining
them. But then there are people who say that absolutely specific
sense-qualities are particular: that no 2 sense-data ever have or
sensibly appear to have the same: that what we call this is
really having 2 different sense-qualities, exactly like one another.

This view seems to me to be in the last degree fantastic & one
for which there is nothing whatever to be said: yet it is taken by
Cook Wilson, Stout, Joseph, Kemp Smith: & I don’t know how
to refute it. Consider any considerable part of this blackboard
which seems to you to be of a uniform black all over. The view
implies that every part of that sense-datum sensibly appears to
have a dijfferent sense-quality, though that which each sensibly
appears to have is exactly like that which every other does. Thus
the sensible absolutely specific shade of black which this whole
appears to have is different, though exactly like, that which each
of them appears to have! Could anything be more absurd! There
could be no more flagrant instance of a multiplication of entities
beyond necessity. The refutation perhaps is that: when I say
“This sensibly appears to me to be of that shade” & ‘“That
set}sibly appears to me to be of that shade”, I am saying the same
thing of this & that.

Suppose this colour is not identical with but only exactly like
thflt, this shape & this size the same: why shouldn’t we say that
this sense-datum is merely the quality of uniting the 3 in a par-
ticular way?

If this sense-datum really does possess them all, they are
undoubtedly united in a special way: the way in which they
would be united if they all characterised anything else whatever:
the way wh. we may express by saying that they all characterise
Some t.he same thing (though shape & size certainly characterise
In a different sense from colour).

Why shouldn’t we say that this sense-datum doesn’t possess
them all, but is identical with the property which anything which
did would possess?

This, T think is what Santayana means by an essence.

I can see no objection to this, except (1) that when two sense-
data look to you exactly alike in colour, the colour wh. the one
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sensibly appears to you to have is certainly not always different
from that which the other does, nor the shape nor the size, & yet
the sense-datum is: (2) that this couldn’t ‘“‘belong to” or character-
ise anything in the sense in which when 2 things are exactly alike
in any internal respect they are characterised by the same quality.

One form in which this view that sense-data are qualities is
apt to be implied is that of calling visual sense-data ‘‘colours”.
Nothing is a “‘colour” except a quality. Sense-data, on my view,
are not “colours” but ‘“coloured things”. Yet you find people
constantly talking of ‘“‘colours” & ‘“‘sounds” as if they were on a
level. In the case of “sounds’ we have no name corresponding to
“colour”—a name which is the name of the kind of quality wh.
belongs to sounds.



VI
SENSE-DATA, EVENTS AND CHANGE

I'm now going to take [an argument] wh. seems to me qlllllte
independent of the assumption that s. d. have the properties t ‘;Y
sensibly appear to have, & wh. raises one or more tremendously
fundamental questions. . .

I look at this surface; then shut my eyes; then look at 1t again.

I can truly say: I saw this surface in the past. hat T

But, people say: Of this sense-datum I can’t truly Sa);lt at .
saw it in the past: the corresponding s. d.! I saw in t et'p?ls
may have been exactly like it, but was certainly other (existentially
other) than it. .

)this sense-datum was 7ot seen by me in the past; this surface

was; therefore this s. d. is not identical with this s:u’rface- "

The first premiss seems to me quite certain: it’s constantly
presupposed by things we know in common life; I can recogniseé
the same physical objects, & therefore also their surfz?ces. )

The question is: Is it true that I didn’t see this s. d. in the past

Hume, & others, have assumed confidently that it is true; bu;:
I can’t see that it is self-evident. What arguments can be used!

(a) This sense-datum can’t be identical with the one I saw
before, because it didn’t exist in the interval during wh. my €yes
were shut. .

<This is one of the things which distinguishes concrete things
from universals. This would give a reason for saying that no
particular can exist both now & in the past.> .

This assumes that no concrete thing can exist at one time, go
out of existence, & then exist again; & I don’t want to dxspute
this, though I do want to call attention to it: I think very likely
it is a matter of def, .

But I see no reason why it shouldn’t have existed while my
eyes were shut: even if it were true, as Berkeley seems t0 I}OIC}»
that it can only exist when perceived, it won’t follow that it didn’t
exist, bec. all I know is that 7 didn’t perceive it.

! [For the notion of a “corresponding sense-datum”’ see G. E. Moore, ‘“The
Nature of Sensible App

(102601 earances”, Aristotelian Soc., Supplementary Vol. VI
1926).
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I think I can conceive clearly that it should have existed all
the time, whether it has all the qualities it seems to have or not;
if it does now while I look at it.

(b) That even when I keep looking at the object, I am con-
tinually seeing new sense-data, though the same surface: that in
fact, no sense-datum wh. I see at any time has ever been seen by
me in the past.

This seems to me to be a contention of the same order as the
contention that all sense-data really have the qualities they appear
to have, though quite independent of it: i.e. it may, I think,
really be self-evident, though I can’t see that it is so: & the
question whether it is so or not seems to me to be a very funda-
mental question, like that one. I.e. it’s a question on which hosts of
other philosophical questions depend. It’s also a question as to
wh. it seems to me extremely difficult to be sure.

It seems to me it would be self-evident, if it were self-evident
that every sense-datum is an event. I don’t think it’s identical with
this: I suppose even if sense-data were not events, it might be
true; but I don’t see how it could then possibly be self-evident.
But it may, I think, be self-evident that sense-data are events; &
if so it would follow that no present s. d. can possibly have existed
in the past. It is one of the marks of an event that no present event
can possibly have existed before.

Whitehead, Johnson & Broad (& now R.) all seem to assume
that sense-data are events (Whitehead, of course, holds that
sense-objects aren’t: but what I call sense-data he seems to hold
are—& not only so but physical events); but so far as I can see
without discussion.

And with regard to sense-data, Broad expresses the assumption
in question (apart from the question whether they’re events) in
the following way:

Talking of the assumption with regard to 2 successive sensible
fields, [he says] that “‘a sensum in one field is ipso facto different
from any sensum in another field”.! He says this is partly a matter
of def.; by wh. he means that if you used “sensum” in the same
way as he proposes to use “sense-object”, it would not be true.
To say this is to say that his def. of sensum was not unambiguous,
since it ought to have made clear that a sensum was not a sense-
object.

! [C. D. Broad, Scientific Thought (London, 1923), p. 346.]
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What, acc. to him, is not a matter of def.? That, if you’re not
using sensum = sense-object, then in a case where you have
2 successive perceptions that don’t overlap, every sensum in the
field perceived in the earlier perception is past at the time at
which you have the later perception, & every sensum in the field
perceived in the later is present at the time when you have that
later perception. .

{Successive sense-fields = not sense-fields such that one is
wholly past relatively to the other, but such that the presentation
of one to me is wholly past relatively to that of the other.>

He then says it is obvious that what is now past can’t be precisely
& numerically identical with what is now present. )

But what is not obvious to me is that every sensum perceived
at the earlier time s past at the time at wh. I have the later per-
ception.

All that s obvious is that it existed in the past, & it’s by no means
obvious that what existed in the past can’t be precisely & numeri-
cally identical with what exists now. .

If you mean by a past sensum, one wh. you saw at a past lee,
then it isn’t obvious to me that it can’t be precisely & numerically
identical with what I see now.

I want to make as clear as possible what the issue is: bes:. it
seems to me a very fundamental one, of distinguishing notions
wh. language easily leads us to confuse.

A existed in the past is not inconsistent with A exists now.

But there is a sense of “past” such that “A is past’ is incon-
sistent with “A is present”: namely that which applies to events.

The whole question is: Do I know with regard to the corres-
ponding s. d. I saw before I closed my eyes that it is past, or
merely that it existed in the past?

I don’t see how I could know the former, unless I know that
every s. d. is an event: in that case, I could know it, since every
event wh. I saw before now must be past now (though things wh.
are not events may be past too). I cannot see that visual & tactual
sense-data are events: that as I watch this piece of chalk, this
sense-datum may not be precisely identical with what I saw just
now.

As for the premiss that I did see this surface in the past, that
seems to me perfectly certain, We can recognise physical objects;
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& they may be the same even if we don’t recognise them. Events
Wwe never can recognise.

People who deny that we see the same surface are really doing
so bec. they think the sense in wh. this surface I see now is the
same as that I saw just now, is not the same as that in which the
white cross enclosed with this ring is the same as the white cross
that is on the blackboard. Probably, I think, almost certainly,
the sense is not the same, but of course that isn’t ke sense in wh.
we commonly use the words.

This argument, therefore, as it stands, seems to me inconclusive
bec. I can’t feel sure that it’s ever true that I haven’t seen the
same corr. s. d. in the past.

An argument liable to be confused with the last; but which I'm
inclined to think is really conclusive.

Often true:

“This surface may have been internally different a minute ago”

“This sense-datum can’t have been internally different a
minute ago”.

By “internally different” I mean having different internal or
intrinsic properties: & by “internal properties” I mean such
properties as (1) qualities, like size, shape & colour; (2) the having
or not having a particular part, say A, so that if, for instance, a
microscopic particle of chalk dust has fallen off this chalk line,
since a minute ago, this chalk line will be internally different
from what it was then, simply because that particular particle
was then a part of it, & is not now; (3) any property which con-
sists in having its parts arranged in a particular way relatively to
one another: e.g. even supposing the same individual electrons
are contained in this chalk line as were a minute ago, yet if they
changed their relative positions since then, the line will be
internally different, simply because it had then the property
“these parts of it are arranged in this pattern” & has now the
property “these parts of it are arranged in this different pattern”.

And by “may have been” I mean merely that the proposition
that it is so is not self-contradictory; by “can’t have been” that
it is.

(To say “A is exactly like B” = A has no internal property
which B hasn’t, nor B which A. Nobody uses exactly like to
include properties consisting in relation to external things (= not
parts) e.g. nobody, except a philosopher, would say that the fact
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that this & that are differently related to this line, prevented
this from being exactly like that.>

This argument, provided the premisses are true in any par-
ticular case, will be absolutely conclusive that in that case the
surface & the sense-datum are not identical, since of the one some-
thing is true which is not true of the other: & then, in virtue of
our general principle, if it is true in any case that a corr. s. d. is

not identical with the surface it represents, it will be so in all.
And it raises an issue of fundamental philosophical importance
——comparable to that raised by the last, namely whether all sense-
data are events—namely the problem of internal change: what is
meant by saying that a thing changes internally. People oftep
talk of “the problem of change” as if it were only one. But it
seems to me there are several; & that in particular the proble.rn
of internal change is quite a different one from that of change in
respect of external relations to other things. There is obviously a
broad difference between the two which everyone sees. My body
1s constantly changing its position relatively to the sun & the stars,
owing both to the revolution of the earth on its axis, & to its
ovement round the sun. But it wouldn’t follow from that that
iIt's chaqging internally, except on the views of those who say that
no relations are Purely external—a consequence of which is that
nothing can change its relations to other external things (= not
parts ?f it) without changing internally. But even those who take
this VIEW are bound to admit that there is a difference between
the meaning of internal change & external change, since they can
only de.ﬁne their view by saying that a difference of relatio-nal
pArogef'tles always involves a difference of internal properties.
inrtlerngﬁ;rgil “fhange does ~obviously exist: my body cllllanges
in itself, rajseq 3y 3) every time my heart beats. External Cf ange,
But interna] chano problems but the general problems o tlml:.
lem, which seemnge raises a quite different & independent PII; ob-
been satisf 25 to me to be of extreme difficulty & not to have

stactorily trepteq 1, bod

By internal chy y anybocy. . 1
happen to a continge I mean a sort of change which can OnhY
same continuant en'uant: Wthh. happens when & only when the
internal propert ’“}Slt_s at two different times, & has at, the one an
to say this, beczu:, ich it 'has not got at the .other.. It’s necessary
can change ing ¢ there is a certain sense in which events also
8¢ Internally. namely when one temporal part of an
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event has a different internal property which a later part of the
same has not got. Every temporal part of an event is also an
event; & very often one of these contained events has internal
properties which another has not got. E.g. the whole event which
consists in my grasping this book; or a note which begins soft &
gradually gets louder. In general an event which changes internally
is what is meant by a process; & people often use ‘“‘process” =
“event”. But I think this is entirely a mistake. There’s no reason
why there shouldn’t be events which involve no change at all:
such that every event which is a part of them is exactly alike in
internal properties to every other. But the point I am at present
concerned with is that the sense in wh. an event changes internally
is quite different from that in which a continuant does. About
the former there’s no special problem, except the general problems
of time. But about the latter there is a very special problem. Of
course, there would not be if Broad were right in saying that “a
thing is simply a long event, of a particular kind” (Sc. Tk., p- 393)-
But in saying so it seems to me he is quite certainly wrong. He
only says so because he has confused two quite distinct props.
with one another, as I am going to try to explain.

Having said all this, we can express the above argument as
follows

(1) This surface is a mutable continuant = the sort of continuant
which it is not self-contradictory to suppose to change internally

(2) This sense-datum is 7zot a mutable continuant. )

And this is a way of bringing out the difference between this
& the last argument which was

(1) This surface is a continuant (= may have existed in the
past)

(2) This sense-datum cannot have existed in the past. (For an
event can only exist in the past by being past, & a present event
can’t be past.)

I’'m by no means certain that sense-data are not continuants
—that’s why I thought the last argument inconclusive. But it
does seem to me practically certain that they’re not mutable
continuants—that’s what I’m going now to argue: & hence,
even if it did then exist, can’t be identical with the surface. And
why the 2 arguments are liable to be confused, is because people
in general do not distinguish between being a mutable continuant,
& being a continuant. They think (perhaps rightly) that whatever
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is a continuant must be a mutable continuant. I don’t think this
is certain; &, even if it is so, it needs to be expressly argued.

Now let’s consider the argument

(1) This surface #s a mutable continuant. You don’t know that
there wasn’t a particle of chalk which formed part of it a minute
ago & which doesn’t now: there may be, in that sense: & hence
also it’s not self-contradictory. ) .

We’ve got to stick to this that there are things which exist at
2 different times, & yet have different internal properties ,at the
2 times. Consider the West Front of King’s Chapel. We've all
of us seen it several times: and it has existed fo.r more than
300 years. Yet some of the stones of which it is built have been
replaced by others—perhaps they all have by now; the stones
have weathered & so on. .

We can recognise the same object: we’ve seen 1t belo
is the same face you saw on Tuesday, & you know it's the samle.
And yet it has almost certainly changed internally. The or;ly
question is, in what sense it’s the same; & this seems .to me a really
difficult question. Recognising things is quite different from
recognising qualities. .

(2) This sense-datum car’t have had different internal properties
a minute ago, even if it existed a minute ago.

Why not? ..

I think this is something which it’s extremely difficult to ?Xplaln ;
& I may be wrong about it; but I feel there is a real difficulty.

Let’s try to put it first in this way. I feel that if A hashan
internal property Q at t,, & B has not got Q at tp, A must be other
than B: that it can’t be A which has not got Q at ts. This 1s
exactly the same sort of thing which people say to prove that no
relational properties are purely external. But about them 1 feel no
difficulty at all. It seems to me perfectly easy to concetve how
exactly the same thing should be at one time only an inch frqm
the blackboard, at another a yard. But with internal properties
it does seem to me difficult.

But now, it won’t do to put the argument in this form; because
now we’re denying (1). What I really wanted to say & to make you
see is only that there’s one sense of ‘“‘same’ in which a thing
which has the internal property Q at t, can’t be the same as a
thing which hasn’t got Q at t,. We have to stick to it that there1s a
sense in which it can.

before. My face
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But how are you to point out & make clear to yourself what
the sense is?

There is a sense of “x had q at t,” such that this is a conjunctive
prop. = “x existed at t, and had q”; a sense, that is to say, such
that having an intrinsic property at a time does not involve an
ultimate triadic relation between the thing, the property & the
time, but involves the notion of a thing having a property Zime-
lessly, i.e. a meaning of x kas q, such that this does 7ot mean has
now q, or had at some time q.

Now, with this meaning of “having a property” it’s impossible
that a given thing should both have & not have the same property:
it’s impossible that anything should both timelessly have q, &
also timelessly not have q.

Consequently with #his meaning of “having q at t;”” & “not
having q at t,” it’s impossible that anything whatever should
have q at t; & not have q at t,.

Since what this means is

a existed at t; & has timelessly q

a exists at t, & has timelessly not q

& though it’s perfectly possible that a should have existed at
both, it’s not possible that anything should #imelessly have a
certain property & also timelessly not have it.

I insist on this point, because it’s often, & rightly, said that the
fact that having q at t, is incompatible with not having q at t;
(which is always the case), does not entail that having q at t; 1S
incompatible with not having q at t,. In general this is true; but
in particular cases having q at t, 7s incompatible with not havm.g
q at t,. It all depends on the analysis of ‘“has q at t,”’. Where Flus
= “exists at t,, & has timelessly q”, “had q att,” #s incompatible
with “has not q at t,”. It does not always mean this: e.g. “Queen
Anne’s death was at one time not past” is not incompatible. w1t}1
“Queen Anne’s death was at one time past”. From which it
follows that “Queen Anne’s death is now past” is not analysable
into “Queen Anne’s death exists now, & is timelessly past”-.—
which is obvious enough, as regards the first part of it. When it
is said that q is incompatible with not-q, it may be meant merely
that having q at t, is incompatible with not having q at t;; & the
point to make is that sometimes this involves that having q at some
time is incompatible with not having q at some time, & sometimes
it isn’t.
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(Broad, Sci. Thought, p. 63.

Two things that puzzle me.

“On these grounds the whole long event is treated as the
history of a single thing T”. .

He cannot mean that every long event which satisfies these
conditions is so treated. .

He must mean: Suppose anybody knows of the long event in
question, e treats it as the history . . . . .

But what’s meant by saying that: he “‘treatsitas the history of...

There are 2 different alternatives, which the use of this lan-
guage conceals: as constantly happens in PhilOSOP},‘y‘ .

(1) It may mean: he will say or think “There is some thing,
one & only one, such that this event is the history f’f i

Or (2) There is some thing, one & only one, w}th regard It?
which he will say or think “This event is the history of this
thing”.

These 2 are constantly confused:

S is thinking that something is green

may mean . « H
~ (1) There is so}r,nething with regard to wh. S is thinking This
1s green”’.

(2) Sis thinking “Something is green”. .

The latter alternative is the only one consistent with what
follows: he is contemplating our saying *This thing has changed
from red to green”. P

But Zow, when we say this, are we using the expression This
thing”?

I think what B. is orj inally thinking is: .
He will say “There isg som}; thing, gne & only one, of which
this event is the history” meaning by these words merely “This
event satisfies these conditions”. )

But. merely to say this gives no answer at all to the question
what is meant by “This event is the history of this thing”.>



VII
PERCEPTUAL CONTINUITY

When you see the sun, your corr. s. d. exists at the time at which
you’re seeing it, but the phase of the sun’s surface wh. you’re
seeing does 7ot exist then, but existed about 8 mins. earlier. If so,
the 2 must be different.

This is an argument which differs from all that I’ve hitherto
considered, bec. it depends on premisses which are supposed to
have been scientifically established. And I’'m bound to say it
seems to me a very strong one. But it doesn’t in fact seem to me
absolutely conclusive, as it does to many people: perhaps it ought
to, but I confess I am in fact in doubt.

(1) Let’s take here first the prop. that, suppose you are seeing
the sun’s surface at T, the phase of its surface which you are
seeing does not exist at T, but existed about 8 mins. earlier than T.

It’s easy to state 2 of the premisses on which this conclusion
rests, but not by any means easy to see what the other premisses
are which it requires.

The 2 are

(a) that the sun is about 90,000,000 miles distant from us

(b) that light travels at a velocity of about 300,000 km. a second.

These are both considered to be very well-established scientific
props. but of very different orders: and I for one don’t really
doubt them a bit. But ought I to? According to many philosophers,
& some scientific men themselves, they can’t really be quite
certain: they can only have a very high probability. And if I
consider what reason I personally have for believing them, it
rests entirely on my belief that there is a consensus of experts
with regard to them: and this rests on my knowledge that other
people on the earth have thought & done certain kinds of things:
so that their certainty can’t be greater, if as great, as my know-
ledge that this desk & blackboard are here now & at certain
distances from one another. Moreoever it’s quite certain, I think,
that how scientific men have arrived at it is from premisses of
just this sort: knowledge about their instruments etc. And it may
be said, when I see the sun I know with certainty that it exists
now, just as I do that this desk does. It seems to me philosophers
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are often guilty of inconsistency in supposing such scientific
props. as these known to be true, while denying that we ever
know such facts as that this is a desk—on which they rest. I can
be much more certain that Einstein has existed & has held certain
theories, than I can be that his theories are true.

But now, assuming that these 2 props. are certainly or almost
certainly true, how does it follow that, if I see the sun at T, the
phase of it I am then seeing does not exist at T, but only existed
about 8 mins. before T'? .

Obviously there is required some such extra premiss as th.ls:
that, when I see a thing, the phase of it which I see is that Whlt::h
emitted those particular light-rays which caused my seeing of it.

This, I think, is usually taken for granted, & I don’t doubt it;
but 'm puzzled to know how it is known. .

I,BY the way, this argument is one, which, even to state it, re-
quires the assumption that continuants have phases. I say, &
rightly, that it’s the surface of the sun I see. But this is a con-
tnuant, And the argument does not maintain that i doesn’t
exist when I see it, It is willing to allow that i¢ may quite well.
It only maintains that the “slice of its history” which I see is
one wh. existed 8 mins, ago; or as R. puts it that what I see is

the sun of 8 mins, ago”. But there’s no such thing as “the sun
:’é 8 mins. ago”; nor s it a slice of its history that I see: It’s i,
Stai:u{f?ce of the sun: and it seems to me the qnly proper way to

'L 1S t0 assume that a continuant is a logical constr. out of
phases.
“T?:; 2215 View, we should have to say that such statements as
the sun”n :_ shining now”, or “There’s a cloud between me &
what we ;neaen E;)lther th{ngs whicb we'don’t know to be true, or
by “This piece thhem is something different from what Zlve&mt?in
desk”. Tt ‘seen, ©! Paper is now between this blackboar - s
which we do knj to me we certainly are expressing someth}ng
which we dOn’tP‘;’ to be true; but are we also expressing sometk ;ﬁg
false? I raise thi, $ what we say something which may be P?;lrtl y
express by “Tmqulnt because so many people hold that “llc’?t Wﬁf

common sense &5 Ce¢ Of paper is between me & this ’des —a
S¢ Judgments—are partially false: I don’t see how

they can be; byt -
, D€; but it doeg m ’s some reason for
saying so in th; seem to me there’s so
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Many people hold that it is: that this is self-evident. And I
think there’s a great deal to be said for that view.

If our sense-data really have the qualities they appear to have,
then I think it must be so; because then the existence of my
sense-datum of the sun will be causally dependent on something
wh. happened in my body less than 8 mins. ago; & hence the
sense-datum can’t be identical with something which used to
exist 8 mins. ago.

This is a subject of which I know no satisfactory treatment
anywhere; & it seems to me very complex & perplexing.

I'm going to introduce this by a quotation from Russell’s
ABC of Atoms'—the opening words.

“To the eye or to the touch, ordinary matter appears to be
continuous; our dinner-table, or the chairs on which we sit,
seem to present unbroken surface. We think that if there were
too many holes the chairs would not be safe to sit on. Science,
however, compels us to accept a quite different conception of
what we are pleased to call ‘solid’ matter; it is, in fact, some-
thing much more like the Irishman’s definition of a net, ‘a
number of holes tied together with pieces of string’. Only it
would be necessary to imagine the strings cut away until only
the knots were left.”

R. says Science compels us to accept certain views as to physical
surfaces like this of the blackboard.

And he says first that it compels us to accept the view that this
surface s a number of different surfaces with empty space be-
tween them.

And what follows, taken with this, implies, though it does not
say, that the surfaces in question are surfaces of electrons.

What it does say is that these surfaces are in the area wh. seems
to us to be occupied by the surface of the blackboard; & that the
greater part of this area is not really occupied at all.

He doesn’t directly say the surface #s the surface of these
electrons.

This gives us one of our premisses

viz. (1) a physical surface wh. we see very often zs a number of
different surfaces each separated from all the rest by empty
intervals.

Now as to the other.

! [B. Russell, The ABC of Atoms (London, 1923).]
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He says this surface seems to be continuous or unbroken—wh.
is certainly true. )

And the “seems” of course implies that the corr. s. d. either
sensibly appears to be “‘continuous’ or s so. )

The corr. s. d. #s continuous: entails: is not a number of dis-
continuous surfaces.

Let’s take this argument.

Is the corr. s. d. continuous? ) .

Why shouldn’t we answer this by saying merely it sensibly
appears to be so?

It seems to me we can’t do this. ‘ )

<For here to say that i only sensibly appears implies som'ethmg
positive about its internal properties. If a set of .dl-scontm.uous
things are to appear to be a continuous whole, this is not like a
thing appearing to be yellow or elliptical; there must b:e a con-
tinuous whole, which the things in question appear to be identical
with. There’s a question raised of what it is that appears to be
so-&-so: & I think it’s imposs. that any discontinuous set of
things, with which we’re acquainted, should appear to be a
continuous whole.»

I've suggested that a sense-datum may sensibly appear to b.e
white, without anything whatever really being white; but. ,lt
seems to me this is a different case: I want to suggest that it’s
impossible that a set of things should sensibly appear to form a
continuous whole, unless something really is a continuou,s whole.

But this is a question which partly depends on what's meant
by “forming a continuous whole”. What are the fundamental
notions involved?

This white line & that certainly are discontinuous = separated
by an interval either of time or space.

But this white line seems to be a continuous whole: R. suggests
perhaps it isn’t: it may be suggested: Nothingis a continuous whole.

What’s meant by saying that a set of things do form a con-
tinuous whole?

I think the answer depends on the analysis of a certain relation
to which Whitehead has called attention, & which he calls that
of “adjoining”. He has suggested a certain analysis of it, which I
think is correct; & if it is correct, then, I think, it’s impossible

that there should seem to be continuous wholes, unless there are
continuous wholes,
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The surface of that blackboard, as R. says, “appears to be
continuous’: it certainly does; there’s no doubt about it: it
appears to be a continuous whole.

But this means that the corr. s. d. either really is or sensibly
appears to be continuous, in some sense or other. In what sense?
We're asking what that property is which a corr. s. d. must
possess or sensibly appear to possess, if the surface it represents
is to be said to appear continuous: which is such that to say that
the surface so appears is to say that the corr. s. d. wh. represents
it either has that property or sensibly appears to have it.

And we’re then going on to ask whether a sense-datum can
sensibly appear to have it, without really having it.

And I want, first of all, to say something about what R. has to
say about the meaning of the word “continuity” or “continuous”.

This, as you all know, is a topic with which he has dealt again
& again.

Take, e.g., Lecture V in E.IW.! on the “theory of continuity”,
p. 131. He there tells us that “continuity, in mathematics, is a
property only possible to a series of terms”.

That is to say, the sense in wh. mathematicians use the word
is one in which series, & nothing but series, can be continuous.

He says (132) that “math. have distinguished various degrees
of continuity”: which really means that they have used it in
several different senses: but all the senses are senses in wh. nothing
but a series can be continuous.

He says, for philosophical purposes, all that is important is the
lowest degree called “compactness”. I.e. that sense of “con-
tinuous” where “continuous” = “compact”: no series is ‘“con-
tinuous” in any of the other senses unless it is compact.

And this is a perfectly clear & easy notion: a series is compact
if & only if between any 2 terms of it there is another. He points
out that this is true of the series of fractions in order of magnitude.
E.g. g3t ; there’s another greater than I & less than —S—I—,

2 100 2 100
101 . .
eg ~ o’ & whichever you take there will always be another.

This sense of ‘“continuous” seems to me to be a perfectly
clear one: the only thing that seems to me at all obscure about it

! [B. Russell, Our Knowledge of the External World (London, 1914).]
F
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is what a “series” is. It’s only series which can be continuous:
but what is a series? This is a question about wh. I wish he had
said more,

A series, he tells us, is “a set of terms arranged in an order”.
(Might mean “Any set of terms of wh. it’s true that they are
arranged in an order is a series’”, but that would not be true.)
“Numbers in order of magnitude” are a series. But the set ?f
terms itself isn’t the series: it’s only “a set of terms in a certain
order” which are a series. The same set of terms can be arranged
in different orders; & a given set, in one order, may be a compact
series, & in another not a compact series. ) .

But what sort of an entity is ““This set of terms in this order”,
“The integers in order of magnitude’’? .

In Introd., P- 34!, he says baldly “A series is the same thing as
a serial relation”’.

And about the def. of a serial relation, there is no difﬁcul.t)‘f at
all: to say a relation is serial is to say that it is asymm., transitive,
& connected. )

But obviously what we commonly mean by a series is not a
serial relation: it is certain terms #n a certain serial relation. R.
practically admits this later when he says: ‘“‘the ordinary relation
may be taken to be the series”. And in the corresponding passage
In Principia, Vol. II, this is quite explicit: p. 498, “For our pur-
Poses, there is no use in distinguishing a series from its generating
relation . . . The generating relation completely determines the
Series, and may, for all mathematical purposes, be taken to be
the series”,

This is to admit that, after all, a serial relation 77’2 @ Series,
but only determines one, And I wish he had thought it worth
while to give a clear explanation of what a series is. It isn’t true
that.any set of terms, which actually are the field of a serial
relé_ltlon, is a series. For the same set may be the field of 2 different
serial relations, P & Q; & the terms in question, as related by P,
will be one series; the same terms, as related by Q, another. The
terms themselves arep’t a series at all. It’s only ‘‘those terms as
relateaz by P” which can be said to be a series, or to form a series.
And I'm sorry to say I can’t explain what this means.

But NOW, starting from “continuity” = “compactness”, R.
seefns to wish to say that all philosophically important senses of

[B. Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy (London, 1919).]
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“continuity” can be defined in terms of ‘“‘compactness”: he
never distinguishes any other sense; & he tries to argue that, in
some sense or other, ‘‘mathematical continuity is adequate to the
facts of sense”.

Does he then really mean that the sense in which that sense-
datum sensibly appears to be continuous, is that it sensibly appears
to be a compact series, or that it sensibly appears to have a number
of parts which form a compact series?

He never says so: & it seems to me perfectly certain that that
can’t be what we mean. It seems to me he never faces the question
of what’s meant by saying that a sense-datum “appears contin-
uous”, & that consequently there’s a good deal of confusion in
what he says.

In E.W. what he is chiefly concerned with is the question what’s
meant by saying that a given movement s continuous. He gives
what he calls “the mathematical theory of continuous motion”,
which is defined in terms of compact series. And seems to wish
to maintain, p. 141, that this theory will apply to the sense-datum
we see when we actually see a motion: that there is actually a
compact series of momentary views. Thus, p. 143, he distinguishes
the questions

(1) Are compact series logically possible? (2) Assuming they
are, are they possible as applied to actual sense-data? This seems
to mean: Can any actual sense-data be compact series, or have
parts which form a compact series? And maintains, p. 145,
that they can be & must be composed of “mutually external
units” — not parts of one another. Finally (3) he asks: Is
there any reason to believe the world of sense ‘‘continuous’?
And answers there isn’t: but there’s no reason why it shouldn’t
be.

But he never faces the question: What’s meant by saying ﬂ.lat
a motion sensibly appears continuous? Nor the different question
what’s meant by saying that this sense-datum appears to be a
continuous whole?

Even if he’s right in saying that the sense-datum of a seen
motion may be continuous in the mathematical sense, it doesn’t
in the least follow that what’s meant by saying that it seems
continuous is that it seems to be so. And I think it’s certain it
doesn’t: so that we have to ask, with regard to quite a different
sense of continuity: is it continuous in that sense?
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He returns to the subject, again, Anal. of Matter, pp.279—282."
And here again there seems to me to be the same lack of clearness.

He says (p. 279) “the philosophers’ insistence that the Cantorian
continuum does not resolve their difficulties, are all derived from
this one puzzle, that a motion seems to consist of motions—or, as
Kant says, that a space consists of spaces”.

He seems to want to say it doesn’t. )

And goes on (p. 280) “the continuity of the percept, they main-
tain, is quite obviously not that of the math. continuum, nor yet
the deceptive appearance of continuity wh. would exist 1f_ the
percept were a rapid staccato process”. He says it may be either
one or the other.

But what does he mean? The continuity wh. the percept
actually has, or appears to have? But then what sort of continuity
does it appear to have?

The people he’s arguing against say that it’s not the property
of being or containing a compact series, which it appears to hanf;
& also that it has this other property. And R.’s statement that it
may be that it actually has that of the mathem. continuum, &
that it may be that it hasn’t, is utterly irrelevant.

The question what’s meant by saying that a motion
app.ears to be continuous is quite distinct from what’s
saying that a sense-datum appears to be a continuous
tem’POral whole: it’s the latter question I want first to
& I’ll return to the other afterwards.

What do we mean by saying that one thing A is
with” another thing B?

XVhitehead, Principles, p. 1022, says )
thi The concept of the continuity of nature arises entirely from

S .l'elatlon of junction between events. Two _]omed events are
continuous one with the other.” Cf. Concept, 76.>
. H_e says then

Bls continuous with B” = “A is joined to B”.

I’lr;c ::(l)l:t does he mean by “A is joined to B”? difficult
to follow- bgomg to give h1§ actual de'ﬁmtlon, ‘whlch is diffi

W; but I think I’m right in saying that it comes to this

or change
meant by
spatial or
deal with;

“continuous

1
[B. Russell, T#e A ;.
AN L nalysis af: Matter (I:,ondon, 1927).]
(Ca [ brﬁgg};gf};;?d’ An Enquiry concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge

3
A. N. i
[A.-N Whitehead, The Concept of Nature (Cambridge, 1920).]
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) A is joined to B if & only if either (1) A ““intersects” B or (2) A
is “adjoined” to B.

And A intersects B if & only if either (1) A is a part of B or
(2)Bisa part of A (I think he also uses it so that, if A is identical
with B) or (3) A & B have a common part.

W. actually gives as the def. of A “intersects” B, “A & B have
parts in common”: but he does this only because he assumes that
every event has parts: if this assumption is true, then if A be a
part of B, then A & B will have parts in common. But it’s not
certain that it is true; &, even if it were not, he would certainly
wish to say that A & B do intersect if A is a part of B, so that it is
better to define as I have done. It’s certain that being a part of
does not mean the same as being a common part, since the latter
can only be defined in terms of the former.

W. is thus so using ‘“continuous with” that, if A is a part of B,
then A is continuous with B: but this does not seem to me to be
in accordance with common usage. It seems to me the common &
important usage of A is continuous with B is when it = A adjoins B.

The question is:

What does A ‘“‘adjoins” B mean?

A adjoins B if & only if (1) A & B are “separated” (Princs.,
p. 61) = R.’s mutually external = A & B do 7ot intersect & (2)
there is a third event C, such that (a) both A & B are parts of
C & (b) C has no part which is separated both from A & from B.
(McT., N.E., p. 134).!

When 2 events are adjoined, they form ‘“‘a set of parts’ of some
one event. What Broad calls “a set of adjoined parts” (p. 296).?

The important point here is the suggestion that “‘adjoined” is
to be defined in terms of one particular relation of “part to whole”
or “extending over’: that to say A is adjoined to B does not

merely mean that they have a relation to one another, but that
they both have a relation to a third thing, wh. they compose; &
to say they compose it doesn’t mean that they are it & have
certain relations to one another.

In other words to say that a sense-datum #s continuous is to say that
it’s a peculiar sort of whole: one wh. has parts, but is not those parts:
that it’s a sort of whole which isn’t a collection, nor a fact, nor aseries.

'[J. McT. E. McTaggart, The Nature of Existence, vol. 1 (Cambridge,
1921).]
2 [C. D. Broad, The Mind and its Place in Nature (London, 1925).]
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(There’s nothing to prevent it having parts which do form a
series, & a compact series. But that’s not what we mean by saying
that it is or appears to be continuous. What we do mean is merely
that it is a familiar sort of whole.)

It seems to me quite evident that our sense-data, many of them,
have parts but that they are not identical with any collection of
their parts or any series formed of their parts; & that very often
they are composed of many different sets of parts, which we
can’t discriminate.

It’s very important to distinguish this sense of whole & part
(as McT. doesn’t do) from that in which a member of agroupis a
part of that group. This sense of part is not transitive. And also
from the relation of class-inclusion, which is transitive. )

Thus to say: this appears continuous with that = !;here s a
Wwhole of this sort, such that this & that appear to ma‘lke it up.

. And to say this appears to be a continuous whole, is to say there
1s 2 whole of that sort such that this appears to be identical with it.

_ I think, therefore, there’s no doubt that sense—dflta are con-
tinuous in the sense that they are wholes of a peculiar sort—mot
collections, 7oy facts, nor series.

B‘{t is the physical phase which a sense-datum repr esents
certainly not continuous?

. .If it is a collection of electrons & nuclei or their surfaces then
1t 1S not continuous; and for all I know there may be some reason
for saying that it is that. But I don’t know what they are. Might
1t not be that al] the scientific arguments shew is that phases of
eleCtr(fnS & nuclei are contained in it, not that they are it? and that
thege 11:S 1ot empy space between them? Iwa
be icc)ler?:' as I can see, corr. s. d., though continuous, may aIWays
ical with what they represent, bec. what they represent
may be so too,
whole taishcertain is that two corr. s. d. may form one continuous
u; ; (l)ug}‘l the phases they represent do not. )
whole, Whole visual field at any one time forms ore continuous
cofiﬁ‘;’itlt Seﬁ{ns to me, gives one very fundamental Seflse'tOf
don’t seye’ }‘1" ich can’t be defined in terms of math. continuity.
OW 1t can be denied there is such a sense.

) Tl.lere may be others. What’s meant by saying a motion ‘““seems
ontinuous”; | can’t tell
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IDENTITY AND PLACES

(1) That we do sometimes see a physical surface double—have a
“double image” of one.

(2) That when we do thus see a surface P, then (as the name
implies) we do really directly perceive 2 sense-data which are
distinguished from all the other sense-data we’re perceiving at
the moment by the fact that they and they alone have to P a
relation, such that if we hadn’t been directly perceiving any
sense-datum which had that relation to P, we shouldn’t have
been seeing P at all.

(3) That the relation expressed by saying that each is “an
image of” P is precisely the same as that which I have expressed
by saying of a corr. s. d. that it “represents” a certain surface.

From these premisses it will absolutely follow that the relation
“represents” can’t be identity.

I want to examine these, as usual, not only for the sake of the
argument they jointly make, but for their own intrinsic interest.

(1) is quite certainly true. I want to note about it only (a) the
epistemological point that it can’t be true unless there are physical
objects; & that we can’t know it to be true unless we know there
are. Many philosophers calmly use this arg. from double images
while denying both;

& (b) that, in asserting it, I make no assertion as to whether
we are ‘“‘seeing’” the physical surface, in the same sense as when
we see one single. It may be held that the sense of “‘see” is
different, whether it is or not partly depends on the truth of the
other premisses.

(2) is the premiss which raises the most interesting points.

Many philosophers are not really convinced that it is true:
they think it may be the case that we don’t really have 2 sense-
data, each of which is an “image” of P, but that what this arg.
takes to be 2 entities is really only P itself; & that why it seems as
if there were 2, is because P appears to be in 2 different places
at the same time: they say P sensibly “appears to be 2” but isn’t
really,

77
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I’m sorry to say I can’t give actual examples. I can only give
examples of people arguing against the view.

Thus Stout says (British Academy, 1905) “I look at a candle-
flame . . .1

S. says this is plainly nonsense; but he would not have troubled
to say so, unless he thought some people held it.

But he does suggest a sort of argument when he says ‘“‘one of
which moves, while the other is unmoved”; & when he says
“each has a positive nature”. I.e. the only sort of arg. wh. can
be used, i.e. that “this” has a pred. incompatible with what that
has.

The truth is it’s frightfully difficult to state it at all without
begging the question.

You talk of “the one” & “the other”, &, of course,
assuming that there are 2. )

It can only really be done by taking a parti

you’re then

cular instance.
B
You see a whole that looks like that. A A

You can pick out A; you can pick out
B: is it really possible that B is the same as A?

In this particular instance we know it isn’t because We know that
A represents one part of the blackboard’s surface, & B another,
& that A does 7ot represent the part wh. B represents. (We do
know that: I don’t say that’s the only reason.)

But in the case of a double image we don’t ,
times we think, falsely, that A does represent on¢ that B doefn t
sometimes, when we know that it is a double image, we don’t.

Is it possible that sometimes, when you have an appearance
like this, A should be other than B, sometimes not?

Stout says: A & B can’t be identical because A MOVES & B
doesn’t.

And, at first, this looks very conclusive: but t
why it isn’t.

(1) Is it true that A moves, & B doesn’t? Perhaps, only that A
appears to me to move & B appears to me to be at rest. L.e. he is
assuming that sense-data actually have the qualities they appear
to have. This may be doubted, & make a difference.

(2) He says each with its own positive nature; & being “un-

know this. Some-

here are 2 reasons

! [“Things and Sensations”. Reprinted in G. F. Stout, Studies in Philosophy
and Psychology (London, 1930). See especially pp. 154 ff.]
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moved” is not positive. What his argument rests on is that A
has a certain character, B another & that these are incompatible.

But even if we grant they really have them, this isn’t conclusive
for 2 reasons.

Even if neither appears to move, A will always appear to have a
certain character & B another, e.g. being to right & left of C;
being at this distance & that distance from D.

Is it really impossible that a given thing at a given time should
be both moving up & down & at rest, both to the right of C & also
to the left of C, both at the distance D! from E & also at the
different distance D* from E, both completely surrounded by red
& also completely surrounded by black?

Suppose your thing is the sensible colour white: the sensible
colour, white, certainly does, in a perfectly plain sense, move up
& down in one part of your visual field while it is at rest in another;
it certainly is both to the right of C & to the left; both at this
distance D! from E & at this other.

Of course, there are people who deny this: who would say it’s
not the same colour which is both here & there: but that’s a view
which certainly can’t be proved, & all appearances are against it.

Of course, this is only possible because the thing in question
can be in 2 different places at the same time: but, then, in a
perfectly obvious sense, colours can.

It really is impossible that x should be both moving here now &
also at rest here now; but not at all impossible that x should be
moving here now, & at rest there now.

If, then, this is possible, in the case of a colour or other quality,
how are you to shew that it’s impossible in the case of this sense-
datum? Why shouldn’t this be both here & there? )

Of course, if, as some say, this sense-datum #s a quality, it
would follow that it can.

But even if it isn’t, why shouldn’t a sense-datum resemble a
quality in this respect? How are you to prove that it can’t?

I think the first answer is this.

If you consider what’s meant by saying white is to the left of C,
you find it is analysable into (3Ix) . x is white . x is to the left of C;
& to the right of C into (Ix) . x is white . x is to the right of C:
and that the latter relations are relations which it is really impos-
sible that the same thing should have to C at the same time. In the
same way, if you analyse “white is in 2 different places now”,
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this = (3x,y) . x is white.y is white.x & y are in 2 different
places: where the latter relation is necessarily aliorelative =
separated & not adjoined + something positive (i.e. not merely
mutually external).

It is this second sense of “in 2 different places” which R. is
supposing to exist, & is calling being “outside of”’, when he says
(drist. Proc., 1911-12, p. 17)* “itis in virtue of these self-evident
properties that the numerical diversity of the 2 patches of white
is self-evident. They have the relation of being outside each other,
& this requires that they should be two, not one . . . It follows
from this that the terms of spatial relations cannot be universals
or collections of universals, but must be particulars capable of
being exactly alike & not numerically diverse”.

{There are aliorelative spatial relations ; such a relation, it is logi-
cally possible, may hold between a & b, in spite of the fact that a is
exactly like b; therefore in that case a & b are not universals ; there-
fore the terms of these aliorelative spatial relations never are.)

But you have to add that the sense in wh. this sense-datum is
to the left of C is the fundamental one, which is incompatible
with its being at the same [time] to right of.

And how are you to prove (1) that there are these fundamental
relations, (2) that it is these & not the others which hold between
sense-data?

R. begins by assuming that this & that are two.

But suppose somebody says to him: There are 7ot 2 patches;
there are 2 places; & it’s the same patch which is in both, What
can he answer?

What he appears to answer is, in substance, pp. 14-15, that the
objector might be right, if pel:ceived space was absolute = abgo-
lute positions were among objects of perception. But that this ig
not so; & therefore it must be that A & B are 2.

Though this is not how he puts it: he puts it as if A & B them,-
e a “whiteness in this place”, or “whiteness in that’’

ight b
selves mig f which this place & that place are respectively

“complexes O

constituents”’, P- 10 P- 15). . o
And says (10 to 11) if we reject absolute position, it will become

imposs. t0 distinguish the 2 as 2, unless each is an instance [of

whiteness]-
1 [“On the Relations of Universals and Particulars”. Reprinted in B. Russell,

Logic and Knowledge (London, 1956).]
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But why?

Why shouldn’t places, which aren’t absolute places, do as well?

It seems to me certain we can give a definite meaning to ‘“‘this
place is different from that”, & hence to ‘“‘these are 2 places”,
without supposing absolute places to be perceptible.

Take this sense-datum. We have the idea of being at this
distance in this direction from it; & in that at that; & to say that
a thing might be related in these 2 different ways to it is to say,
these are 2 different places—2 different positions wh. it’s possible
for it to occupy. Anything which did occupy both would be in
2 different places.

I want to try to put in a precise form the argument I was
giving, when I stopped, against those who say that, when we are
directly perceiving a sensible whole like this, we really can dis-
tinguish 2 different places & see that A is in one, & B in the other,
but that in spite of that it is quite possible that A is the very same
sense-datum as B: that A & B are not 2.

We saw R. seemed to imply that we couldn’t possibly distin-
guish a place in which A is from a place in which B is, without
distinguishing A & B themselves as 2, unless absolute places
were directly perceived.

But it isn’t obvious he’s right in this.

It certainly is possible in a sense that the places where A & B
are should exist & be capable of being distinguished, even if A
& B did not exist.

Take this definition of: “There are 2 places”

= “There is an entity, z, & a pair of spatial relations, R & S,
such that if x had R to z & y had S to z then x & y would neces-
sarily be in 2 different places”.

This definition is not circular, since what is meant by “A & B
are in 2 different places” is certainly an ultimate indefinable
relation, not defined in terms of places. )

This gives a sense in which there can be places where nothing
is; just as there can be empty times. )

And if this is right, if you can distinguish z & the relations
R & S, then you can distinguish places, quite apart from A & B.

It looks, therefore, at first sight as if you can distinguisl.l 2
places in this way, & as if, since you can, it’s perfectly possible
that the same sense-datum should be in both of them.
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But now my def. says

R & S must be such that if x had R to z & y had S thenx & y
would necessarily be in different places. I.e. such that

xRz . ySz entails x & y are in different places.

This is obviously correct: there obviously couldn’t be 2 places,
unless if one thing were in the one, & another in the other, they
would be in different places.

But the point which people fail to notice is that

xRz . ySz entails x & y are in different places
can only be true if R & S are incompatible, i.e. if xRz entails
~ (xSz).

This is brought out by the fact that if z could at the same time
be here as well as there (which is what our people are supposing
to be logically possible) then the fact that x had R to z, & y had
S to z, would 7ot entail that x & y were in different places: they
might both be Aere.

The place defined as that in which anything would be wh. had
R to z can’t therefore be different from that defined as that in
which anything would be wh. had S to z, unless R & S are in-
compatible: & to say that they are so is just to say that the same
thing can’t at the same time both have R to z & also have S to z.

There would not, therefore, be different places at all in a
directly perceived spatial whole, unless these were incompatible
spatial relations.

And the only kind there can be must be spatial relations
between sense-data, since none of those between universals are
incompatible with one another: the same universal might at the
same time be in every place in this field.

Accordingly, any pair of spatial relations between sense-data
which are such that from the fact that x & y had them to the
same sense-datum it would follow that x & y were in different
places, must be incompatible relations.

Hence if A is to left of C & B to right, A & B can’t be the same.

I don’t suppose this argument is really conclusive; but I think
it’s worth while giving it, because it’s so important to call attention
to the question what’s meant by saying that the place where A
is or appears to be is in any case a different place from that in
which B is or appears to be. It certainly is; and, since A & B
certainly are sense-data, if A really is in the one place & B in the
other, A & B are certainly different.
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But of course this doesn’t prove the view wrong which says
that A is the same as B & that it only appears to be in one or both
of the 2 places.

You can often be quite certain that 2 things wh. you’re per-
ceiving in the same specious present do differ in colour, or length,
or pitch etc.; but you never can be quite certain of any 2 that they
dor’t differ in the very least degree—that they are exactly alike:
even where you can’t see that they differ, there may always really
be some difference—some imperceptible difference.

This is assuming that sense-data really have the qualities they
sensibly appear to have. As I say, this doesn’t seem to me quite
certain. But let’s first assume that’s true.

If it is true, then it seems to me there’s no doubt whatever
about the first part: you can often be quite certain that A is
longer than B, or different in colour, or different in pitch.

But I would call attention to a passage in Johnson which seems
to imply the denial of this: I don’t think he can really intend to
deny it: but if it’s true, then what he says must be false. (II.
176,179.)!

He begins by asking: What do we mean by the question,
or how can we test, whether one given line . . . is greater or less
than another?

Here he’s probably talking of physical lines; but what he says
ought to apply to sense-data as well.

He says relation of part to whole entails greater & less; & then
goes on “if M & N are coexclusive” (= Whitehead’s separated)
then “in order to compare their magnitudes” we must be able to
find parts of M that can be equated to one another as also to
parts of N.

That is to say, in order to see that M is greater than N, we must
be able to find a part of M exactly equal to a part of N!

He then goes on to say that we want “a test or definition gf
equality among unit parts”; and his conclusion is that there is
“no literally logical justification for asserting equality or in-
equality” (p. 177): app. that we never do know anything to be
exactly equal to anything else.

If not, & if to know one thing to be greater, we must know a

' [W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part II (Cambridge, 1922).]
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part to be equal, it will follow that we never can be certain that
one thing is greater!

This seems to me to be quite absurd. Perhaps he’s confusing
comparing with measurement & saying we never can be quite
certain how much greater. )

It seems to me quite certain that in order to know that M is
greater than N, we don’t need to know that anything we can

pick out is exactly equal to anything else we can pick out.

If M is greater than N, it does follow that there is @ part.of M
exactly equal to N: & perhaps this is part of the meaning of
greater than. But we certainly don’t need to be able to find any
part of M of which we can say this is exactly equal to N.

So p. 179 he says, talking of stretches of hue or pitch: “I can
see no sense in which they can be compared unless we have a
test of equality”.

Apparently he means that the difference between scarlet &
Cambridge blue can’t be seen to be greater than the difference
between 2 shades of scarlet, unless we can say the difference
between these 2 shades of scarlet is exactly equal to the difference
between these!

This seems to me perfectly absurd.

The positive part is therefore quite certain; unless you say

that all you can be quite certain of is that it sensibly appears to
you to be greater.

But how about the negative?

Can’t we ever say: This sense-datum is exactly the same length
as that? This is exactly the same shade as that etc.?

This is a question about which there is a real difference of
opinion.

Some people will say: Of these physical lines it is true: you
can’t ever tell that that’s exactly the same length as that.

But of the sense-data it’s different: that “of same length”

= “not different in length”, & that in the case of sense-data

“not different in length” = “not perceptibly different (distin-

guishable) in length”; not different in colour = not perceptibly
different in colour. In general that ‘“different in colour” =
“distinguishable in colour”, & “indistinguishable” = not different.

And as to this I must own I feel uncertain: if I can’t see any
difference in colour between 2 sense-data, can there be any
difference? or in length?
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That 2 sense-data which are indistinguishable, in a certain
respect, may nevertheless be different is one of the things R. is
keen on maintaining: Ext. World p. 141, “two sense-data may be,
& must sometimes be, really different when we can’t perceive
any difference between them”. The “must” refers to Stumpf’s
argument. So Analysis of Matter, pp. 280281, ‘“We are compelled
to infer a difference between A & B where we can’t see any”.
“The relations between percepts are sometimes percepts some-
times not”.

The question is: In the case of sense-data, isn’t the statement:
This is indistinguishable in respect of colour from that (= I can’t
distinguish them) identical with “This is exactly the same colour
as that”?

If “different” = “‘distinguishable”, they will be.

We can’t say it’s perfectly evident that sense-data may be
different, where we can see no difference.

Stumpf’s argument is supposed to prove that sometimes,
where we can see no difference, they are different.

But it may be doubted whether it does.

(«) So far as I can see the argument depends on making an
assumption, which can’t be proved & is uncertain, about the
relation of stimuli to sense-data.

You have 3 tuning-forks, A, B, C; tuned so as to give slightly
different sets of vibrations.

You first sound A & B in quick succession; & you can’t dis-
tinguish in respect of pitch between «, the sense-datum yielded
by A, & B, that yielded by B. .

You then sound B & C in quick succession, & you can’t dis-
tinguish between f’, the sense-datum zow yielded by B, & y that
yielded by C. .

You then sound A & C in quick succession, & you can dis-
tinguish between «’ & y’. .

Now you haven’t compared « withy, nor 8 with y, nor 8’ Wlth_'}"
(& haven’t got that B8 indistinguishable from y, nor that « dis-
tinguishable from y). )

What the argument assumes is that « is not only indistinguish-
able from, but not different from «'; B from B’;y fromy’. And the
only reason for this is that the stimuli are the same. This may be
highly probable; but I don’t see how it can be quite certain.
Isn’t it possible that y’ is really distinguishable from v, just
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because y was produced immediately after a tone produced by B,
& y’ immediately after one produced by A? The difference in
the preceding stimulus might cause a difference in the effect
produced by C, i.e. ¥’ might be different from y, just because of
its accompaniments.

(B) But the argument may be attacked on another ground.

Assuming that « & o', B & B’, y & y’, really are not different,
it may be said that R.’s arg. (Ext. W., p. 142) is invalid for the
following reason.

He says B & B’ must be different in pitch from « & «’, because,
if they weren’t, they would be distinguishable from y & y’, which
they aren’t; and also different in pitch from y & ', because, if
they weren’t, they would be distinguishable from « & «’.

This is to assume that if x & y are not different, & x & z are
distinguishable, then y & z must be distinguishable.

But suppose different = distinguishable.

Then the argument is certainly invalid.

For the admitted facts of the case are

« & B not distinguishable, « & y distinguishable, B & y 70t
distinguishable.

The argument assumes that indistinguishable does 70t entail
not different; & this is certainly true for physical things. But s
it true for sense-data?



IX

THE REPRESENTATIVE THEORY
OF PERCEPTION

Only 3 tenable views as to use of “this” in “This is part of the
surface of a blackboard”.

(1) says

There is some relation, R, such that

“This is part of the surface of a blackboard”

= The thing to which this s. d. has R is part of the surface of a
blackboard

= There is something to which alone this s. d. has R & which
is part of the surface of a bl.

Views of this type will differ acc. to the view they take as to
what relation or what sort of relation satisfies the above conditions.

But they may also differ, in an important way, acc. as they
hold that zke thing to wh. the corr. s. d. has R is or is not a group
or collection of things.

(2) says

There is some relation, R, such that

“This is part of the surface of a blackboard”

= There are more things than one, to wh. this s. d. has R,
& the things to wh. it has R (= the collection wh. has for members
all the things wh. have R to it & has no other members) are taken
collectively part of the surface of a blackboard.

Here again there are differences, according to the view taken
as to what relation or what sort of a relation R is.

I’m going to deal with (1) & (2) together, as Type 11, bec. the
difference between them does not seem to me to be very impor-
tant.

I want to say something about the relation of these views
Type I, Type II & Type III! to “Common Sense”.

This seems to me to be a subject about wh. it’s important to
get clear, & about which most philosophers are very far from
clear.

! [Type I = direct realism; Type III = phenomenalism. Cf. “A Defence
of Ca))r]nmon Sense”. Reprinted in G. E. Moore, Philosophical Papers (London,
1959)-

G 87
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Most philosophers talk as if “Comm. Sense” took sides in
this controversy; & as if, in saying this, they were saying that
“we” all constantly think the one or the other—we all, including
the plain man.

Thus Hume asserts that “we” all always take Type I—all
think that our sense-data are material things; & Broad asserts the
same on p. 1 of Perception, Physics & Reality': “Wf: think ‘Ehat
what we perceive {where his phrase ‘“‘what we percenfe” = “‘the
corr. s. d.”) is the tree . . . except that what we perceive may be
only a part of the tree”, i.e. a part of its surface. .

It seems to me that there’s an ambiguity wh. it’s very important
to clear up in the way in wh. “Comm. Sense” is used.

I don’t think it’s true that “we’’ all do in fact take any view at
all on the question to which Type I, II & III are answers:
“Comm. Sense” in one, & the most important of its §enses,
takes no view at all on this subject; it simply doesn’t raise the
question. .

What it does take a view on is that (1) “That’s a blackbogrd
is often true, (2) that you & I often both see the same things,
(3) that material things are continuants, & exist when none of us
is seeing them, (4) that they really have shape & colour.

In short, I think we may say, just those things wh. are pre-
supposed in saying that there is a “we” at all—that there is such
a thing as Common Sense at all. )

These are not merely Common Sense beliefs: they are things
wh. we all know to be true.

It’s only in quite another sense that we can say that C.S. ta}ces
or implies any view on the question to wh. these Types of view
are answers.

All that we can say is, I think, that some of these views wou!d
appear more natural—less paradoxical than others—to any plain
man who could understand the question. o

In fact, the sort of thing I said in my def. of sense-data?: it 1s
natural, at first sight, if you raise the question, to think that when
you say “That is part of the surface of a blackboard” it is the s. d.
that you’re declaring to be so. In this sense, & this sense only,
it may I think be said that Type I is a Com.S. view: not that we

' [C. D. Broad, Perception, Physics, and Reality (Cambridge, 1914).]
* [Cf. “A Defence of Common Sense”.]
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all do think it—we simply don’t—but that anyone who under-
stood the question would have a tendency to say ‘“Yes’—the
view would seem natural.

In this sense, & this sense only, I think we can say that to think
some view of Type II is true, is also natural to Com. Sense—
though incompatible with I (though some views of this type,
e.g. Russell’s, are paradoxical.y This also is implied in my def.
of sense-data—that it’s very easy on reflection to see reasons for
doubting that it is they that we know to be surfaces. It’s easy to
make a plain man take the view that what we know to be a surface
is not the sense-datum itself, but something of which the s. d. is
an appearance: provided the view is one wh. doesn’t make the
physical thing a logical construction, & also doesn’t make it a
collection of wh. its appearances are members.

In this sense, I think, C.S. is against Type III (Mill, for
instance, acknowledges that it is) & certain forms of Type II;
& I think a certain weight is to be attached to the fact that it is.
But the position is a fotally different one to that of Common
Sense to the assertion that there are material objects etc.: i.e. to
what is presupposed in saying that Common Sense exists.

Consequences of rejection of Type I & adoption of II or IIL

(1) To suppose Type I false, is to suppose that there is a sense
of “appearance” quite different from any wh. we’ve hitherto
met with; & many philosophers constantly use “appearance”, not
indeed certainly in this sense (they can’t do that, unless Type I
is false), but as a name for having the relation wh., on this view,
sense-data would have to the corresponding physical objects.

“Sensible appearances”. .

There are in any case “sensible appearances” of physical
objects. )

But on Type I, this only means that the surfaces of phys1c.a1
objects sensibly appear to different persons to have certain
properties.

Nothing can be said to be a sensible appearance, except any
fact wh. is the fact that they so appear, or (if there are such
things) the mental events wh. are the appearings of this & that
to some one.

Sense-data themselves aren’t sensible appearances.

But on Type II & III, sense-data themselves are appearances:
to be an appearance = either (1) to be a thing related to a physical
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thing in the way in wh. these are or (2) to be a thing perceived in
the way in wh. s. d. are, & also so related.

Thus we might say that Type II is the view that what we are
saying is ‘“There is a thing of which this is an appearance & wh.
is the surface of a blackboard”.

Only what I've said defines what’s here meant by appearance:
to be an appearance of a thing, is to have the relation, whatever
that may be, which sense-data have either (a) to the surfaces or
(b) to the objects. o,

(2) On this view the sense in wh. we “perceive” s. d. is quite
different from the sense in wh. we perceive surfaces of physical
objects, or physical objects. ]

Thus it says 3 different senses of ‘“‘perceive” as applied to
objects, apart from those applicable to facts. .

(3) The rejection of Type I commits us to ‘representative
theory of perception” or Mill’s view.

We’re now going on to consider as well as we can wl.lether
Type II can be a true view; & I think I defined this too
narrowly.

I.e. we've got either to find a relation, if this view be true,
of wh. it’s true that this s. d. has it to this surface or to every
member of this surface & to nothing else, or else a relation of
wh. it’s true that this surface & nothing else has it to this s. d.
or every member of this surface & nothing else has it to this s d.

I think the one follows from the other: i.e. if there’s a relation
wh. this s. d. has to this surface & nothing else, then the converse
of this relation will be a relation wh. this surface has to this s. d.
& nothing else. But I’m not sure about this.

And now for a general remark about views of this type.

I think the majority of modern philosophers have held vievsts
about the relation of corr. s. d. to material things acc. to wh. 1t
would follow that Type II is true. I say this bec. I think the
majority have certainly not held I & certainly not held III. As
for the Gks. I don’t know: I don’t know, e.g., that Plato &
Aristotle didn’t hold I, though I think the Epicureans didn’t.
And about the Schoolmen I don’t know.

But though modern philosophers have held views according to
wh. this must be the analysis, hardly any of them has told us at
all definitely, & none, I think, definitely enough, what relation
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or what sort of relation they suppose R to be. Russell, so far as I
know, is the first who has made a fairly definite suggestion as to
what it might be; & this isn’t definite enough. That people should
hold views of this type, without troubling themselves as to the
question what the relation is, seems to me rather a scandal—it’s a
mark of the very backward state of philosophy. Of course, it’s
possible the view should be true, even if we can’t discover what
the relation is: but we can’t have any reasonable certainty that it
is true, unless we can find some relation or kind of relation wh.
it’s plausible to suppose does hold.

I’m left therefore to guess as to the kind of relation wh. people
may suppose to be the one in question, except in Russell’s &
Broad’s case. And I'm going to consider all I can think of that
people might think at all plausible.

We’ve got to remember that there are 2 criteria wh. a suggested
relation must satisfy

(1) It must either be one of wh. we know with certainty that
every corr. s. d. has got it to the phase of surface wh. it represents,
or to every member of that surface (& to nothing else);

(2) This isn’t enough; it must also be one of wh. it’s plausible
to suppose that whenever we make these judgments we are
making a judgment about this relation, to the effect that this s. d.
has it to one thing only, or only one thing has it to it.

I. And first of all I want to consider a suggestion wh. may seem
plausible at first sight: namely, there seems to be a relation wh.
ex hypothesi satisfies (1)—viz. the relation wh. I have called
“representing”. Why shouldn’t we suppose that what we're
saying is: The thing wh. this represents is a phase of part of the
surface of a blackboard?

It is true that in the case of every corr. s.d. there is one & only
one surface or collection of surfaces wh. it represents.

But I think the objection is that the relation is such that we
don’t know that there’s only one thing (particular or group) to
wh. the s.d. has this relation.

On views of Type II we only know that this represents one &
only one thing, because we already know that it has some other
relation, R, to one & only one thing.

II. The second kind of view I want to consider is views wh. say
that R is to be defined partly at least in terms of “cause”. It has,
I think, been a view very commonly held in philosophy that we
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only know of physical objects as the things wh. stand in some
causal relation to our sense-data.

One thing seems to me to be certain: namely that whenever I
perceive a sense-datum wh. represents a physical surface, the
fact that I perceive has for one among its causes the phase of
surface in question. This seems to me a well-established psycho-
physical prop.

But it’s only my perception of the corresponding s.d. with rega{d
to wh. it seems to me certain that it is causally connected in this
way with the surface wh. I see: that the existence of the s.d. itself
is so connected is of course doubtful: & yet it’s only if the s.d.
itself is caused to exist by the physical phase, that we can get any
plausible view at all of R in terms of cause.

For it is, I think, practically certain that when we talk of that
surface, we are not talking about our perception of the s.d., but only
of the s.d. If, therefore, R is to be defined in terms of cause, the
s.d. 7tself must stand in a causal relation to the surface. .

This, therefore, must be assumed in any case to make any View
of this type plausible; but I don’t regard this as a fatal objection
to the view that R can be defined partly in terms of cause, for 1
think it’s possible that the s.d. itself really is caused in this way:
'I only want to emphasize that this is by no means certain, whereas
it is certain that my perception of it is. .

We assume then that the s.d. itself is caused by the phase 1t
represents.

And hosts of philosophers, who ought to have known better,
seem to me constantly to have talked as if we could simply describe
the phase of surface as the thing which causes the s.d.

If it were the only cause of the s.d., then of course we might
suggest that what we mean by “this surface” is “the thing which
caused this s.d.”, & that R = “caused”. Though it’s to be noted
that, then, the prop. that this phase caused this sense-datum
ceases to be a scientific prop., & becomes a mere tautology.

But what I want to insist on is that this def. certainly won’t do;
for the simple reason that even if this phase did cause this s.d.,
it’s certainly not the only cause of it. It is for instance quite certain
that a phase of my retina is also among its causes.

I ended by saying that by “that surface” we can’t possibly
[ {3 -
mean “‘the cause of this sense-datum”, for the simple reason that
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that surface is certainly not the cause of this sense-datum, i.e.
its only cause: it’s only at most one among its causes: all we know
for certain is that it’s one among the causes of my perception of it.

But I didn’t give my reasons; & it’s important to consider them.
How do I know that it isn’t the cause of this sense-datum?

Because I know that one of the causes of my perception of this
sense-datum is the occurrence of certain events in both my
retinae: I shouldn’t be seeing this sense-datum now, unless my
retinae had been affected in a certain way just before; & events
in the surface of the blackboard only do cause my perception of
the sense-datum bec. they first cause my retinae to be affected
in that way. Moreover, we can not only say I shouldn’t be seeing
it now, but for the way in which (unless) my retinae have been
affected, we are also, it seems, entitled to the prop. that, if my
retinae had been affected in just that way, then provided my
optic nerves & brain had been in the condition in wh. they were,
I should have seen just this sense-datum, even if the surface of
that blackboard had not existed.

But not only are events in my retinae just as much causes of
my perception of the sense-datum as events in the blackboard.
Also there are hundreds of others: e.g. first there are ever so
many events in the space between the blackboard & my retinae;
& also ever so many events in my optic nerves & brain.

All this seems to me to prove with certainty that events in the
blackboard are not the cause of my perception of this sense-
datum. But of course all these are only results of science, which I
personally take on trust, & they all assume the existence of
material things & our knowledge about them. It seems to me
astonishing how philosophers who profess to doubt of the exist-
ence of material things, yet constantly assume, in the very
arguments by which they profess to shew the doubtfulness of the
existence of material things, the certainty of such facts about the
retina & nerves & brain. .

“That surface” then certainly not = “The cause of this
s.d.”.

If, therefore, any view of this type is to be true, it must be
some view of the form “The thing wh. is cause of this s.d. &
also related to it in certain other ways”, i.e. the one among its
causes which also possesses certain other peculiarities.

(a) What definition of R of this sort is it plausible to suggest?
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What do we know to be true of this phase of surface, which is
not true of other causes of this perception of mine?

One thing we know is that it is the one among the causes qf
this perception, which I am non-referentially perceiving: this 15
really true. I’'m not perceiving either referentially or non-referen-
tially any other of its causes, e.g. my retina. .

But we certainly can’t define “having to this sense-datum f}’.
as = “both causing this sense-datum & perceived by me’:
because on views of type 11, part of what is meant by “this phase
is non-referentially perceived by me” is “I am directly appre-
hending a sense-datum to which this phase has R: 1e. notii
referential perception is defined in terms of R, & therefore
can’t be in terms of non-referential perception. This may not ble
the whole of what’s meant by non-referential perception: the wl.lo e
may be “I am non-referentially perceiving O’ = “There 18 2
sense-datum with regard to which I know that only one thing has
R to it, & to which O has R”. ., g

(b) Take “The primary cause of this sense-datum™. This 18
phrase frequently used. .

It looks at first sight as if in some sense or other events 11 th?
blackboard may really be the primary cause of my perception:
or to use another phrase ‘“the source”.

The objection urged against the cause was that there werg
other causes intervening between the events in the blackborilr
wh. are causes & my perception; & we avoid these by suggesting
that it is not the cause, but the primary one, i.e. earlier than any
of those others. .

But how can we possibly define “primary” cause 11 such a way
that it will be true that they are the primary cause?

If we substitute first for “primary” = earliest in time, every=
one would scout the suggestion that those are the first cause.
Those events in the blackboard must themselves have had. Causes,
certainly have in some cases: & cause is transitive, if A is cause
of B, & B of C, then A is of C. . "

It seems certain, therefore, that if we mean by “‘primary
simply “earliest”, the blackboard is not the primary ‘cause

of my perception; & very probable that there is no primary
cause.

In order to get a tenable def. we should have to suppose that
primary = the earliest among its causes wh. also satisfies some
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other condition. And though I'm not certain some such def.
couldn’t be found, I’m quite unable to suggest one.

(c) The most plausible suggestion I can think of, as to a relation
partly definable in terms of ‘“‘cause”, wh. it may be maintained
that the surface really always has to the corr. s.d. & nothing else
has to it, is one just the opposite of this, viz. that it’s the latest
among its causes wh. satisfies certain other conditions. This does
seem to me to be a really possible view.

This relation was suggested to me by certain passages in the
writings of Broad: & I’m going to introduce it by reference to
what he says, though as you’ll see he isn’t proposing to give an
answer to our question. I dare say he would no longer think
what he here says true; but it is worth quoting, bec. it is a sort of
thing which I believe many philosophers would say, & which at
first sight sounds very plausible. One thing it says is that we 0{11}’
know of physical objects as having a certain kind of causal relation
to our sense-data. .

Another reason I have for quoting it is that I want to bring
out the connection between the question Broad is here trying to
answer & our question—a connection wh. might easily be over-
looked, since it looks as if the 2 questions had scarcely anything
to do with one another. It seems to me, however, that any correct
answer to Broad’s question must mention a relation such that,
if the answer is correct, (1) it always holds between any
physical surface we see & any corr. s.d., & does not hold between
anything else & that s.d. & (2) is such that in any case in wh. we
know of the existence of any physical surface we are perceiving
we must know that it has this relation to the corr. s.d.

Mind, XXX [1921], p. 395." ol
Broad asks: On the hypothesis that sense-data are not identic
with the surfaces wh. they represent, what right have we t0 believe

in physical objects? b

And he answers that one fact which helps to give us a right;
is that it is reasonable to suppose that certain series of 'SL'ICCCSSIVC
sensa have a common, relatively permanent, set of conditions.

He implies we should have no right, unless it was reasonable to
suppose this.

This kind of assertion has been often made, & it seems to M
very difficult to see exactly what it amounts to.

! [C. D. Broad, “The External World”.]
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It isn’t reasomable to believe in physical objects, unless it's
reasonable to suppose this.

But there are steps here. ) -l

(1) B. must mean: Nobody believes reasonably 1n physica
objects, unless %e believes reasonably, in the case of some set O
sensa, that they have a common permanent condltlf)n.,

This isn’t clear from the statement of the form: It isn t reason-
able to believe in g, unless it’s reasonable to believe 1n p. "
This is partly a statement of a constitutive relation: g 1S1

true, unless p is true. _—

But it’s clear in fact that it isn’t reasonable for A to believe in q;
in spite of the holding of this constitutive relation, unless A no
only believes in p, but reasonably believes in p. .

The fact thatpp is true, & q follows from p, & A behevesbll)’
doesn’t make it reasonable for A to believe g, unless A reasona 4
believes p.

(2) If I./){ knows p, it is reasonable for him to believe p (though
not vice versa). . ably

Hence if he can’t reasonably believe q w1thou1€ reason 2
believing p, he can’t know q without reasonably believing P;
also obviously without knowing p. o ol

Hence if B. is right, before we can know: This 15 2 physica
object; that is a physical object; we must know: This series 0
sensa has a common permanent condition. . first

Can it be that what we mean by: “This is a clock th? ¢
time we do know this, is “The common permanent condition 0
this series of sensa is a clock”? .

If not, it seems to me B. must be wrong: for othe.rwlse, how
could it be necessary that we should know: ‘“This series ‘?f sensd
has @ common permanent condition” before we know: This 18
a clock”? .

Now this can’t be what we know, unless the physical f)]?JCCt
is the only common permanent condition, or set of conditions,
of such series of sensa as B. has described. .

Is it? Our retinae aren’t, because they are not COIldltl.Ons for
tactual sensa. But our brains are. If tactual & visual sensations are
localised in different parts of the brain, we might say that no part
of the brain is a common permanent condition for both.

(Is the only physical object the whole of which is a common
permanent condition.)
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B. suggests (as many others, e.g. Ward, have) that before we
know: This is a physical object, we must have known not only of
a series of sensa of our own that they have a common permanent
condition, but also of sensa of other people.

This would get over the brain difficulty; bec. my brain is not
a condition for the sensa of other people.

But every such suggestion that our knowledge of physical
objects requires a previous knowledge of mental facts about other
people, is liable to the objection that (1) we seem to know of
physical objects as early as we know of any such facts & (2) that it
seems doubtful whether we can know of mental facts about other
people before we know of the existence of their bodies, i.e.
physical objects. )

We must then say something like: The permanent condition
of this set of sensa, which is common condition of them all.

I.e. of all the events wh. were causes of each of these sensa,
there are certain sets, one from each, wh. were events in one
permanent thing, & one such set consisted of events each of
wh. was earlier in time than any event in another set that was a
cause of the same sensa.

Does the physical object of which a set of sensa are all appear-
ances, satisfy this condition? )

I can’t see that it mayn’t: but it seems highly unplausible to
suppose we know all this about a set of sensa before we know:
This is a physical object. )

However, this is as plausible as any view wh. defines R in terms
of cause, wh. I can think of.

But there remains another objection.

We certainly often believe “That is a physical object”, l?efore
we have had any series of successive sensa of i, & we know 1t t00.

However what we mean by this can’t always be ‘“The common
remote cause of this set of sensa is a physical object”.

What else could we mean?

It may be urged we always do believe or know that under
certain circumstances we should have certain sensa, & that.what
we are judging is that there’s one & only one thing wh. is the
earliest thing, wh. both is a cause of this & would be or would have
been a cause of the other. (Wh. both is a cause of th}s & would
have been the earliest one of the other, if these had ex1ste'd.>

This view that when we know: This is a physical object; we
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always do know a set of props. to the effect, that, in certain
circumstances, we should have had certain other sensa, 1s a view
wh. we shall meet again—Mill’s view is based on it; & one
objection to it is that it seems as if, when we do know it, the
circumstances involve facts about physical objects, in wh. case
we must know of the existence of some physical objects without it.

This objection is perhaps not fatal. .

But in the causal form there’s another objection.

Namely we have to consider Broad’s statement: Is it reasonable;
to suppose that sets of s.d. have a common permanent Cause
He says we “need an explanation”. Do we?

It seems to me it’s only reasonable to suppose that so-&-io
has a certain kind of cause, if (a) we observe it to have one & ( )
we have in the past observed similar things to have one. Now we
can’t on this view observe such a series to have this for their
common cause, because that they have this for their common
cause is a tautology. bserve

But it’s only in the case of physical objects that we can obs
a series of successive things to have a common pern}anent cat.lsei

(Can it be true that our first knowledge “that is a physica
object” is knowledge with regard to some sensa “there 1s oneé
only one permanent condition of this & other sensa, wh. 15 later
than all other permanent conditions’’?)>

The latter part of what I said in my last lecture was Very
muddled. .

We saw in the earlier part that this phase of this surface 18
certainly not the only cause of this sense-datum. )

But I took certain statements of B.’s as suggesting that, lf: you
consider certain series of successive sense-data, instead of 2 single
sense-datum, there may be something or other which is the only
relatively permanent condition common to them all.

(B.’s language about this is rather vague. Sci. Th. P- 275
suggests that there is only one relatively permanent set of con-
ditions, common to them all if they’re all visual; but p. 276
suggests that where some are tactual & some visual “‘it is natural
to suppose that there is something (not some set of conditions)
common & relatively permanent which accounts for the predomi-
nant agreement in shape between the visual & tactual sensa”.
And I don’t think there’s any real reason for this distinction
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between the 2 cases, of a set of conditions in the one, & a single
condition in the other.)

Let’s take the case where you look at the same surface of a
penny from many different distances & many different directions.

Is there any sense at all in which the surface in question is the
only relatively permanent condition, common to all the different
visual sense-data; i.e. which is a causal condition of them all?

Obviously not literally; because my body is so, if the surface
is so: i.e. if it’s not only my perception of the sense-data, but the
sense-data themselves that are caused.

But I think what B. was really thinking of was: the only
relatively permanent thing which both is a cause of all these
sense-data, & not a cause of any of the other sense-data I have
simultaneously. This cuts out my body, & also particular parts of
my body like my retinae & my brain.

It think it’s just possible that something like this really is true:
i.e. that it’s the only thing of which it is true that every one of the
sense-data which represent that surface is caused by a phase of
that thing, & also that it’s zot true that any of the other sense-data
I have during the period is caused by a phase of it.

Why I brought in the “latest” common cause was because I
didn’t feel sure that there mightn’t be a common cause of all
these phases (e.g. the other parts of the penny) which would also
satisfy this condition. But perhaps this is unnecessary.

What does seem to me plausible is that that surface kas some
causal relation to that series of sense-data, which nothing else has:
though it’s very difficult to formulate.

Assume that it has; we now come to a more difficult question
still. Namely: is it plausible to suppose that, in such a case, what
I mean by “that surface” is: The thing, of which a phase was cause
of each of these sense-data, while no phase of it was a cause of
any others that I had during the period?

This involves

(1) the question whether the facts B. points out do by them-
selves make it reasonable to suppose that there is such a common
cause. And I can’t help doubting whether they do. I can’t help
suspecting that why it seems reasonable, is solely because of the
knowledge we have as to how physical things do behave: and that,
hence, unless we had other reasons to believe in physical things,
this would give us none.
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But

(2) it doesn’t directly give us an answer to the question what R
is; since R is a relation which this phase has to me, not this surface.

I suppose the answer would have to be this.

Let’s call the sense-datum we’re considering S. We're supposed
to know that there’s only one surface which was a common cause
of S & certain other sense-data, & also not of any others that'I ha‘d
at the same time. The relation wh. this surface has to S' 1s this
complicated one: let’s call it Q—a relation into the definition of
which those other sense-data, or descriptions of them, enter.

Then “the thing which has R to S” will = “zhe phase of the
thing which has Q to S, which was among the causes of S”. )

And R will be a different relation in each different case, since
different sense-data will enter into the definition of Q in €ac
different case.

(3) There are the cases, to which I referred last time, where
we haven’t had any series of sense-data. What do we mean here
by “That surface”’? ,

Y01'1 just take one glance at a thing & say: “That surface”.

This must mean, I think, something like: ““Z/e one among the
causes of S, which would have been causing now sense-data of
these kinds, under these conditions, & is 7ot a caus€ of any
sense-data I have now except S, & wouldn’t under those con-

ditions have caused any except of those kinds”.

We do in fact know that it would have, if we know that the
sense-d.a tum does repr. a physical surface. Our knowledge about
successtve sense-data of the same thing does give us knowledge
Of What Would have been the case.

And we can say we know this also in (2): that (2) gives Us
something equivalent to saying this.

th;]ihe theory suggested by Broad wh. I discussed last time was
“Tgat 1S part of the surface of a clock”
= “The latest among the causes of this s.d. of wh. it is also
true t'hat,. if I had been there, it would have been a cause of a s.d.
of this kind, if my hand had been there, it would have been a
cause.of a s.d. of this kind, etc. etc., is the surface of a clock”.
This or something like it seems to me the only account of R in
terms of cause which cap possibly be true; & it seems to me
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it may just possibly be true; but as it stands it does not, I think,
seem very plausible.

I will merely state in order what seem to me to be the principal
objections to it:

(1) That it requires that it should be true that the corr. s.d., &
not merely my perception of it, s caused by events in that
surface. It’s certain my perception is but doubtful whether the
s.d. is. And we can’t mend it by saying ‘“The latest among the
causes of my perception of this s.d. etc.”, bec. when I know ““That
is a physical surface” I am certainly 7ot always knowing anything
about my perception of the s.d. This is an objection to every
causal theory, i.e. [one] wh. defines R in terms of cause.

(2) That it seems highly doubtful whether the first time a child
knows ‘““That’s my hand” etc., he is knowing with regard to his
s.d. any fact whatever wh. includes as a part that it has a cause;
& doubtful also whether whenever we know such things we are
knowing any such fact.

This is an objection to every causal theory. )

(3) That the prop. ‘““That phase is one among the causes of thl.S
s.d.” does not seem to be a tautology; whereas on this view it
would be since it would be “The one among the causes of this
sense-datum wh. satisfies these conditions, is one among the
causes of this sense-datum”.

This is an objection to every causal theory.

(4) That it seems very doubtful whether the mere fact that a
succession of sense-data have to one another the relations wh. a
set of successive s.d. corr. to the same physical object sensibly
appear to have does by itself, as B. seems to suppose, rr%ake it
reasonable to suppose that they have a common cause: still less
that, if this was our only evidence, we could know that they have.
It seems, on the contrary, as if part of our evidence for the prop.
that they have, consists in our knowing first that they do all corr.
to the same surface, i.e. that they are all s.d. of the same object.

(5) That it seems very doubtful whether the hypothetical prop.
doesn’t involve a previous knowledge of physical objects.

On the whole, the view seems to me so doubtful that it’s certainly
worth while considering alternatives.

This is a theory which I’'m inclined to think most likely to be
true of any of Type IL.
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Tt consists in saying that R is a relation not to be 1c:fn:ﬂfer
with or defined in terms of any relation known to hold lfnci i,o whe
cases except between sense-data & the physical surfa
they correspond; & unanalysable. 5« anifestation
We might call it “being an appearance of” or "m
of”; & then say that this is ultimate. .,
“The thing of which this is an appearance . . that there is
We should have to say: we know, in certain case rance; &
one & only one thing of wh. a sensum 18 ar{:‘fppesce on the basis
we know this directly in many €ascs, not t'>y ! eref,»rience, because
of past experience. We cannot have learnt 1t by 319(011’ T etween a0y 2
we have never observed such a relation t0 ho
things.

. . ome senseé.
(I don’t want to say that it mayn’t be mféirenicti;li;n——-wh. the
Tt is because of all the properties—the whole s ;s round, or that
sense-datum seems to have, that I k.no";’ that it
the thing of wh. it is an appearance 1S $0- ast €X-
All thgat 1 say is that ft”ps not because L've fo:gi t})Bzidpthat o
perience that things wh. had those propertlfi; that a thing was
being round: because I never can have foun l
round in the sense in question. . intuttivety
You can say if you li%e that my view 18 that I kgogz something
in certain cases that a sense-datum is an appearanc
else, & also that it has certain properties. .« of this type; &
Some people feel a strong objection to theon.es. that’s why I've
I own I myself feel very uncomfortable about 1t:
thought it worth while to go into others. that T can know
It is only by induction from past experience hat properties
of the existence of objects wh. I don’t observe, &w ,
they have. . “observe
This seems a very plausible principle:‘& if you usl?f o Oi.e. that
in the sense in wh. it commonly applies 1n ordmar};l . t’he}’ have
sense in wh. you do observe physical objects, & tha
certain properties, I think it is true. . esting,
But whyppeople object to the view I've just beeﬁ iuiggtrue of
is that they have assumed, without enquiry, that ¥ at'on in the
observation in this first sense, is tr(tile also of observatt
sense in wh. it is applied to sense-data. . . in
1 don’t (if Type II)I;s to be rejected) observe Ph}’s“f"'1 Ob]: ::tihis
the sense in wh. I observe sense-data, nor do I (cither
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view or on that of Type I) observe them to have properties, in the
sense in wh. it is supposed that sense-data are observed to have
them—i.e. that they appear to have them.

Suppose (on Type I) a penny looks to me round, & really is
round: my knowledge that it is round, may be called “observation”,
but can’t be identified with its looking round.

People suppose this must be inference on the basis of past
experience.)






PARTII

SELECTIONS FROM A COURSE OF LECTURES
GIVEN IN 1925-26






I
CLASSES AND INCOMPLETE SYMBOLS

One of the commonest ways in wh. we use “thinking of” is
when we say S is thinking of so-&-so, where so-&-so is a class
or collection or set of things—as e.g. S was thinking of the human
race or of mankind, S was thinking of Woman (women in general),
S was thinking of children, S was thinking of elephants, etc. etc.
And it’s natural to ask: Is this use of “thinking of” the same as
that in wh. we use it of a real individual? Or in other words is
the relation in wh. we stand to a class as a whole, when we think
of it, the same as that in wh. we stand to a particular member of it,
when we think of that member?

In considering this question, I think it’s as well to begin by
pointing out that there are 2 very different relations in wh. we
may stand to a class, both of wh. are such that, if we stand in
either, we should be said to be thinking of it.

Namely: (1) If I consider such a prop. as “All men are mortal”
it follows that I am thinking of mankind—that is whenever I
conceive a hypothesis expressed by “all” where all is used dis-
tributively, i.e. [all men are mortal] = every man is mortal. And
(2) I can also consider such a prop. as “Mankind have already
exceeded many millions in number”, where we shall say that it 1s
the same class we are thinking of, but where I am conceiving
some hypothesis about mankind collectively: this can’t be put n
the form “Every man has exceeded many millions in number”.

On the other hand, if I’m conceiving merely ‘“Some men are
red-haired”, I don’t think it would be natural to say that ipso facto
I’m thinking of men or mankind.

Now it seems to me prob. that whenever we think of a class
we are doing one or other of these 2 things; & probable that to
say we’re thinking of it means that we are.

Let’s consider whether, if so, we have the same relation to the
class, as to Broad. )

(1) Take first what we may call thinking of it distributively.

It’s quite certain here that we have an actual relation to every
member of the class, wh. we haven’t to anything 7ot 2 member
of it, consisting in the fact that we’re conceiving a certain sort of
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hypothesis with regard to a predicate wh. applies to each of tfl f}r;
& to nothing else. And one thing that’s perfectly certain abou ber
whole business, is that this relation wh. we have to each rr{if?an,t
is not one that can be called thinking of ; & also I th}nk that lobody
be called a cognitive relation. It’s perfectly certail that}; same
ever does or can think of every man there’s ever been at t
time; although he can have this relation. . each of
But, of course, the fact that you have this relation tobetWeen
its members does constitute a relation (2 diff.erent on}?;} relation
you & the class as a whole; & it might be Salq t}{a? : 15‘1> or wit
is really identical with that wh. you have t0 an 1nd1v1du? hivi ual.
one of those meant by “thinking of” as applied t0 20 1m himse
But it certainly can’t be unless both (1) a0 md.l‘v lc}zi‘ . of” an
a class & (2) one of the things you mean by “thi ?i%ate wh.
individual, is conceiving, with regard to some pre e prop:
determines the class of things wh. is the indwlc.lual’ Sdcim;te L
or hypothesis of the form “Everything wh. has this PX? ‘Es so 1005
Even if (1) is true, it would by no means follow that (@)1 For mY
& it seems to me extremely unlikely that (2) is ever true- a goo
part I don’t think (1) is true either, although there -arfiesk are
many philosophers who would say that Broad & this
classes. g of it
(2) Take next the relation we have to a class when W€ o rop-
collectively; i.e. when we conceive with regard to It sorb Is)” or
of the form ‘“Mankind as a whole numbers many m'11 1'(c)inntical
“has me for a member”. Can it be that this relationt is 1 ga
with any wh. we mean by “thinking of” as applied to o ceive
What kind of relation have we to mankind when we 0P
a prop. of this sort? lain
In trying to answer this question, I must, I think, try €0 %Fl,ﬁte‘
the view with regard to classes put forward by Russe!l & also
head in Principia, vol. 1, pp. 75-80, 196—1981; & which bas 81—
been explained by Russell in Introd. to Math. P hiloS?P hy, PP- Ism :
184, & in Monist, July 1919, The Philosophy of Logical :Atomlmay
I don’t know whether this view is true or not; but I think 1t t
be true, & the mere ibili i be is very importan
) possibility that it may D¢ itie iS O
It seems to me that the understanding of this possibility

. ed.
1 [A. N. Whitehead and B. Russell, Principia Mathematica, 3 vols., 15t
(Cambridge,

1910-13).]
2 [Reprinted in B. Russell, Logic and Knowledge (London, 1956).]
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fundamental importance for philosophy. And though it’s extremely
difficult to understand fully, I think everybody who does Meta-
physics should try to understand it.

I talk of “‘the view’’; but in fact there are a good many different
views, not all necessarily connected with one another; & one of
my objects is to separate them out.

I think the best point to begin with is the analysis wh. R. & W.
give as being, possibly, the correct analysis of absolutely every
prop. in which anything is asserted of a class as a whole—of a
class collectively.

The exact formula is this:

f{e(fz)} . =:(3P): P! x. =, . yx: {132}

And we can best understand this by taking a particular example.

Let 2(3z) = the Apostles & let f = were twelve in number.

Then what this asserts is

The Apostles were twelve in number = (3¢): ¢ !X . =x-
x was an Apostle : ¢ ! 2 is 12 in number.

There’s one point in this, that’s irrelevant for our purposes, &
wh. I don’t propose to try to explain: viz. what is meant by ¢
in ¢! 2. This means that ¢ ! % is a particular sort of propl. func-
tion, wh. R. calls predicative: & this, in my language, means the
same as that it is a particular sort of predicate.

Apart from this, it’s easy to see what the statement amounts t0:

It says: The Apostles were 12 in number .

= There’s a predicate coextensive with the pred. ““is an Apostle’™
wh. was 12 in number.

This, you see, is not the same thing as saying that the Pde'
“is an Apostle”, has the number 12; although that is something
wh. follows from it.

And you can see one reason why it seems to be at all event,&‘:
more like what we do mean by “the Apostles were 12 in number,
than would be “the predicate ‘‘is an Apostle” is 12 in number .

The reason I mean is this. That the predicate “is an Apostle
is 12 in number, or applies to 12 things, is a prop. which nobody
could know without having this predicate directly before his
mind. Whereas it’s obviously possible that with regard to the
actual set of men who were Apostles, somebody should have
known that they were 12 in number, without ever having forn}ed
the conception of being an Apostle, & a fortiori without knowing
that these & these alone were Apostles. E.g. a person might have
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seen all the Apostles in a room together, & counted them, & found
out that they were 12, & he would have then known, with regar d
to thtf: class, wh. is in fact determined by the pred. ““is an Apostle”,
that it was 12 in number, even though he did not know that the
pred. was 12 in number. In other words, we have to allow for the
patent fact that we use class in such a sense that 2 different people
may both be knowing or conceiving with regard to the same class
that it has a certain number, although the defining pred. by wh.
one refers to the class is quite different from that by wh. the other
refers to it. And it seems fairly plausible to say that when I say of
somebody else: S knew that the Apostles were 12 in Ilun}ber’
I am saying something like (3¢): ¢ is coextensive with “is an
Apostle” : S knew that ¢ applied to 12 things. This, however,
1s not exactly what R.’s formula would seem to imply. It is rather
(34) : ¢ is coextensive with ““is an Apostle” : S knew 3x)-x1s
coextensive with ¢ . x is 12 in number. .
“.Suppose the defining pred. by wh. I refer to a given ?la‘sf s
is a man” & that by wh. another refers to the same class is “‘1s 2
featherless biped”. R.’s interpretation does not get over. th.e
difficulty that the actual fact I'm knowing when I know this 15
different from what S is knowing. I shall be knowing, say, ‘“There
is a predicate ¢ coextensive with “is a man’ wh. numbers more
than a million” ; while he’ll be knowing: ‘“There is 2 predicate ¢
coextensive with ‘“‘is a featherless biped” wh. numbers more
than a million.” All that R. does, so far as I can se¢, is to securé
that we should both have an indirect cognitive relation to each of
a set of other facts, wh. is the same in both cases: to every 'fact,
namely, wh. is a fact with regard to a pred. coextensive with e}thef
of our two, that that pred. applies to more than 2 million things.
If you know that there is at least one pred. coextensive with é,
wh. has the number 12, you have an indirect cognitive relation
to each such fact if there are several: & if y is coextensive with-zﬁ,
then anybody who knows this of x, has the same indirect cognitive
relation to each such fact. Whereas if all you knew, respectively,
was x has number 12, & ¢ has the number 12, even though these
were coextensive, each of you would have no cognitive relation
to any seme fact. R. does not secure that there’s any on€ fact
to wh. you both have the same cognitive relation, but he does

secure that there’s either this or a set to each of which you
have this.
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Principia, p. 75.

(1) Symbols for classes, = symbols like Z(¢z), will be in-
complete symbols; & says this means “their uses are defined, but
they themselves are not assumed to mean anything at all. That is
to say, the uses of such symbols are so defined that, when the
definiens is substituted for the definiendum, there no longer remains
any symbol wh. could be supposed to represent a class”.

Take the formula: there does remain a symbol which takes the
place of 2(¢z) but nobody would say that it represents a class.

Why not? Because the form of combination of f{2(¢z)} suggests
that 2(¢z) is the subject of this prop., whereas it turns out that
it’s a predicate. .

This is the best I can do, by way of explaining what this
particular view of R. comes to. .

Let’s now try to apply it to our particular problem of thinking
of a class collectively. .

According to this view what I am doing is always thinking with
regard to some particular pred., which defines or determines 'fhe
class in question, that there are one or more preds., coextensive
with this one, wh. possess the pred. in question; & I think I must
be knowing or at least reasonably believing that there are.

E.g. if I think with regard to the class of distinguished living
philosophers that it has Broad for one of its members, I am thlnk’
ing that there is some pred., coextensive with that of being 2
distinguished living philosopher, wh. has Broad for one of its
members.

Thus to say that I’m thinking of the class would be to say fhat
I have a certain peculiar relation to a certain pred. wh. determines
the class; the relation being that I'm knowing with regard t© it
that there is a pred. coextensive with it. that

Thus, if this analysis were true, it would seem to follow g a
I can’t possibly have the same relation to a class as to Broad—
unless Broad is himself a class. .

So much for that: the prop. that every prop. wh. 1s 2 prop-
about a class taken collectively is to be analysed in this way, seems.
to me to be a perfectly clear prop. But I said this isn’t all R. say$5
& I want now to discuss the other things he says.

R. himself uses the following language (Principia, p- 75) -

He says that 2(¢z), as he uses it, is an “incomplete symbo l’
& that hence, if in every prop. which is about a class taken col-
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lectively, the symbol which “represents” the class (or is a symbol
for a class) taken collectively is used in the same way, i.e. the
analysis of the whole prop. is that given, then symbols wh.
“represent” classes taken collectively are all of them “incomplete
symbols”.

But he talks further, p. 75, as if, supposing “symbols for
classes” or ‘“symbols wh. represent classes” are incomplete
symbols, these classes themselves are incomplete symbols: (p. 7’5,)
“an extension (wh. is the same as a class) is an incomplete symbol”.
And later “leads to the non-introduction of classes except as
incomplete symbols”. .

This is very confusing because he goes on to say, that, Supposing
his analysis is true, then classes are ‘fictitious obj.ects”, not
genuine objects”, “symbolic fictions”, “logical f.ict.lons. (else-
where “logical constructions”); & that to say this implies that
“there are no classes”. .

The identification of “classes are logical fictions” with
are incomplete symbols” occurs also in Introd., p. 182

So also Monist (April 1919), p. 222: ‘“There are a great many
other sorts of incomplete symbols. There are classes . . - Such
aggregation of symbols are really the same thing as what I call
“logical fictions” ”. .

But in Monist, pp. 353 & 359, he says something very different.

“You will have to say that in the sense in wh. there are par-
ticulars, in that sense it is not true to say that there are classes.
The sense in wh. there are classes is a different one from the
sense in wh. there are particulars.” .

(P. 359.) “It is not significant to say there are such things as
classes.” .

This seems to me to be all in the highest degree confusing.

You see, he says

If my analysis is correct
then (1) There is a sense of “There are” such that ‘“‘there are
classes” will be true.

(2) But there’s another sense of “There are such things as
classes” in wh. this will be false. )

(3) There’s a sense of “There are” such that the expression
“There are classes” will mean nothing at all, i.e. will express
neither anything true, nor anything false.

But he doesn’t try to tell us what these various senses are.

“classes
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Let’s consider the analysis, & try to discover what senses (1) &
(2) are.

(1) R. himself suggests (Monist, p. 359) ‘“what is the sense in
which one can say “There are classes”, or in other words, what do
you mean by a statement in which a class appears to come in?”’.

There are classes is equivalent to saying There are predicates
coextensive with other predicates.

¢And if you mention a particular class, e.g. “man”, to say
there is such a thing will mean merely that there’s at least one
pred. coextensive with “is a man”.)

(2) In what sense of “There are such things as classes” will this
statement be false?

This is a question which I want to discuss at some length.

[If “classes are logical] fictions” = there are no classes, & also
means the same as classes are incomplete symbols, then it would
follow that there are 7o such symbols as #(¢z). Throughout his
exposition R. seems to me to confuse in a scandalous way symbols
for classes with classes, symbols for prop. functions with prop.
functions, symbols for props. with props., etc.

What I want to do is to get as clear as I can (1) as to what he
means by saying “So-&-so is an incomplete symbol” (2) what he
means by So-&-s0 is a logical fiction; & then to consider in what
sense, if classes are logical fictions, there are no classes.

Incomplete Symbols

R. begins by saying (Principia, p. 69): “By an ‘“‘incomplete”
symbol we mean a symbol wh. is not supposed to have any meaning
in isolation, but is only defined in certain contexts . . . Such
symbols have what may be called a “definition in use”. “We
define the use of “The author of Waverley”, but “The author of
Waverley” itself remains without meaning”.

So p. 75: “the uses of symbols for classes are defined, but they
themselves are not assumed to mean anything at all”.

We can drop “not supposed to” have, & ‘“not assumed to
mean’ .

& we get: x is an incomplete symbol = x has no meaning in
isolation = x is only defined in certain contexts = the use of x
is defined = x itself has no meaning at all.
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So Monist, p. 221. “These things, like ‘““the author of Waverley”,
wh. I call incomplete symbols, are things that have absolutely no
meaning whatsoever in isolation but merely acquire a meaning in
a context.” “They are all incomplete symbols, i.e. they are
aggregations that only have a meaning in use & do not have any
meaning in themselves.” (p. 222.) o

Principia, p. 70. “The author of Waverley” has a meaning in
use, but means nothing. )

Now in all this, R. is trying to describe some dlffc’e’rence“wh.
he thinks distinguishes ‘“The author of Waverley” & ‘“the
Apostles” from some other symbols. ) )

And one of the ways in wh. he tries to do this obviously, I
think, fails to distinguish them from any other.symb.ols. He taﬁks
as if some symbols could be defined, without its being true t lat
their uses are defined. But to define a symbol is always precisely
the same thing as defining its use.

(The phrase “‘defined in isolation’ occurs in Ramsey's arlt ICI-‘;i
PP- 412 & 414'; where it is said (1) every incomplete symbo ‘g‘ "
be defined “not in isolation, but in conjunction V.Vlth any Symbol
of a certain sort” (2) gives an example of a case in wh. a symbo
“@” can’t be defined in isolation. ) .

It seems to me, however, that he does succeed in defining ¢
in isolation

viz. ¢ = has either R to a or S to b. .

He says ¢x = xRa v xSb does not explain what is meant by qS
itself, but that followed by any symbol x # is short for xRa v xSb;
but i is not short for xRa v xSb; it is the whole prop. wh. is short
for [it].>

Now what does R. mean by “has no meaning in isolation”’?

What you’d think he means is: Has no meaning except when
combined with other symbols into a sentence wh. expresses a
prop.: but has a meaning when so combined. L.

But you’ll notice he also says: remains without meaning; i.e.
even when 7ot in isolation: wh. looks as if he meant simply “has
no meaning” whether in isolation or not; & that what he means

' [F. P. Ramsey, “Universals”, Mind, vol. XXXIV (1925). Reprinted in
F. P. Ramsey, The Foundations of Mathematics and other Logical Essays
(London, 1931).]
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is “has no meaning” but is such that a sentence in wh. it occurs
has a meaning.

Moreover is there any sense in wh. “The Apostles” has a
meaning in a sentence & not in isolation? If I merely utter the
phrase, it certainly has in some sense some meaning, & the very
same wh. it has in the sentence.

I don’t want to say that there’s 7o sense in wh. these symbols
have a meaning in a sentence & 7ot in isolation, but I can’t find
one.

And moreover there’s ample reason to think that this is not
really what R. means; that he’s chosen a bad way of expressing
the characteristic wh. he really means to attribute to them.

He goes on to say that the characteristic he’s talking of is one
wh. distinguishes such symbols from proper names.

And you might think, therefore, that he is holding that every
symbol other than a proper name is an “incomplete symbol”:
this, so far as I can see, is what Ramsey means by “incomplete
symbol”. A precise sense can, I think, be given to this; but it
would turn out that all symbols we actually use are incomplffte
symbols—except, perhaps, “this”, as Russell himself has said.
And every symbol wh. can be analytically defined would be an
incomplete symbol.

And R. himself certainly does not mean this: he means to
allow a threefold division: “incomplete symbols”, proper names,
symbols which are neither.

Definitions of Incomplete Symbol

X is an incomplete symbol

= (1) x only has a meaning i use (not when it is not Esed)-

Every symbol only has a meaning in use: since to say " X has a
meaning” = “x is used with a meaning”. .

= (2) x has a meaning, but has no meaning i isolation

= x is sometimes conjoined with other symbols in such a way
as to form a sentence, which as a whole has a meaning, & X wh'en
so conjoined has a meaning, but except when so conjoined with
other symbols, x has no meaning. v

This does not appear to be true of “The author of Waverley
or “The Apostles”.

= (3) Sentences in wh. x is conjoined with other symbols
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have a meaning such that x helps to shew what that meaning is,
but % itself has no meaning (= x has no meaning at all).

This is not true of “The author of Waverley” or “The
Apostles”.

What is meant by x “has a meaning”? These symbols certainly
have got a meaning in some sense. All incomplete symbols have.

= (4) x is not a proper name.

Here we need a def. of proper name; but I think it is clear R.
uses “incomplete symbol” in such a way that some symbols aré
neither proper names, nor incomplete. S

= (5) x itself can’t be defined; though sentences in which 1t
occurs & which are such that the presence of x in them helps t0
convey their meaning, can be defined.

This is implied by R.’s Principia, 71, ‘“we must not attempt
define x, but must define the props. in whose symbolic expressiont
1t occurs”, :

This, like (4), does, I think, really suggest 2 property whldf
belongs to all the symbols wh. R. calls incomplete symbols;
though it does not belong only to them, since it also belongs t‘f
proper names—in R.’s peculiar sense. And it isn’t exactly l'lght,;
for what is true is something I'll express by * “incomplete symbols
can only be defined by other incomplete symbols”.

Pofm'bly, by combining (4) & (5) so as to get

x is an incomplete symbol = x has meaning, bu
Proper name, & can’t be defined

we get something wh. is both true of all the s
calls incomplete, & only of those; but of this
sure. .

But this is only true if we use defined in a special sense: I2 .
sense “the author of Waverley” can be defined, & so can the
Apostles”: R.’s equations do define these expressions.

And T don’t think we can understand the sense in Wi. t}}ey
can’t be defined, without going into the meaning of “definition” —
wh. is in a most frightful muddle. oy

I’ve used the phrase “analytically defined”’; & what I think ™
true is that incomplete symbols can’t be “‘analytically defined
except by other incomplete symbols: but I’ve got to explain what
I mean by “analytically defined”—of a symbol, i.e. @ word, a
Dhrase, a sentence, a symbol.

{Undoubtedly it s used of symbols; though there are others

pt to

t is not a

ymbols wh. R.
latter I’'m not
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who say you can also define a notion, a property, a relation, a
prop.>

I’ll refer to an example I’ve given:

x is brother of y = 4 x is male, & there’s some animal or
other of which it’s true that it’s a parent of x & also a parent of y.
This statement of mine is an example of an analytic def. What is
it that I have stated?

In asserting this I am giving an analytical def. (right or wrong)
of any prop. of the form ‘x is brother of y”.

But what am I doing? There’s one thing quite certain:

I’m using 2 expressions & am asserting either that one means
the same as (or means what is meant by) the other or am asserting
that the first means so-&-so (wh. I use the second to express).

Le. I define analytically a particular expression x, only when
(1) I use another y, & either assert with regard to this other
expression y that it means the same as x or assert that it means
this (which I use the second to express).

But this is obviously not sufficient: for if I were to say of

X is male, etc.
this means the same as “x is brother of y”; or should say it means
this, I shouldn’t be defining it, either rightly or wrongly.

I am defining the expression x, only when the expression ¥
is such that, if it does really mean the same as x (i.e. if my def.
is true), then x is short for it. Call the 2 expressions definiendum
& definiens; the definiendum must be short for the definiens.

But what is meant by saying that one sentence is shor? for
another? i

I think it’s clear enough; but the sort of thing is that x 18
short for y if & only if (1) they both mean the same & (2) ¥ con~
tains more symbols which have a separate meaning than x does, 80
that if y does mean the same as x, there are more constituents of
the prop. meant wh. have a corresponding symbol in y, than there
are in x. (Perhaps this needs further explanation.)

Is this enough? I think so. People do say that it’s also necessary
that the definiens should be understood: but I don’t think that
can be necessary: certainly not that you should. It is necess. that
the definiens shd. Zave a meaning; even if the def. is wrong.

We say then:

S is giving an analytic def. of the expression x = There’s some
other expression y such that (1) S is using it, (2) S either is asserting
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with regard to it that it does mean the same as (means what is
meant by) x or is using it to express something of wh. he is assert-
ing that x means that, & (3) is such that, if it does mean the same
as x, x is short for it, not #¢ for x.

One very important part of what R. means by x is an incomplete
symbol is: x in this usage is an incomplete symbol

[which] entails .

In the case of every sentence, p, in wh. x occurs with this meaning,
there can be formed another sentence, q, for which p is s/chrt &
which is such that neither x itself nor any expression for which x
is short occurs in q. )

But I said I didn’t think this was @// R. means; & I took.hls
statement about classes (Principia, 75), which implies that if a
given incomplete symbol is the sort of incomplete symbol wh'lc.h
“represents a class”, then it can only be an incomplete symbol if it
“could be supposed to represent a class”, as indicating that part
of the meaning of “x is an incomplete symbol” is “x could be
supposed to have such & such a property” = “‘looks as if it were
...”. What property exactly it must look to have I left for further
consideration.

What this extra thing is I’m now going to try to state. '

Namely: in the case of every sentence in which x occurs with
this meaning, x looks as if it expressed an argument to a'propl.
function expressed by the rest of the sentence, whereas in fact
it does not.

In other words: in the case of every sentence in wh. x occurs
with this meaning, the whole sentence looks as if the proposition
wh. it expressed were a value of some propl. function expressed
by the rest of the sentence whereas in fact it is not.

Thus in ‘“The author of Waverley is Scotch”, “js Scotch”
does express a function; but the prop. expressed is nof a v.alu.e
of this function, although the whole sentence looks as if it
were.

In ‘“The author of Waverley exists”, “exists”” does not express
a function; but it looks as if it did, & the whole sentence looks as
if it expressed a value of this function.

If these sentences be defined, the definiens makes it quite plain
that this is so.

““There’s some one or other who both alone wrote Waverley &
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was Scotch” is obviously not a value of “% was Scotch”.

I think this can be put otherwise, by saying that a value of the
prop. function “% is Scotch” is a prop. such that, in asserting that
prop., you are predicating “‘is Scotch” of something; whereas in
asserting ‘““There’s something wh. both alone wrote Waverley
& was Scotch”, you are obviously not predicating “was Scotch”
of anything but are predicating something of “was Scotch”;
viz. that there’s something wh. both had that predicate & also
had another.

There remains the question how it can be that if

“The author of Waverley was Scotch”
means the same as

“There’s something or other which both alone wrote Wavetley
& was Scotch”

& “was Scotch” means the same in both sentences, it can
possibly be that “the author of Waverley” does not mean the
same as [the rest of the second sentence].

All that I can say about this is that when a sentence expresses
a prop., it is the fact that the symbols are conjoined in a certain
way that expresses it, & that “The author of Waverley” is con-
joined with “was Scotch” in a different way from that in wh. the
other expression is.

My def. of how R. uses “x in this usage is an incomplete
symbol” is then:

In the case of every sentence, p, in wh. x occurs with this
meaning, there can be formed another sentence, q, for wh. p is
short, such that neither x itself nor any expression for wh. x is
short occurs in q, and p always looks as if the rest of it expressed
a propl. function, such that the prop. expressed by p is a value
of that function, whereas in fact it never does.

(You get 2 varieties, the second illustrated by E ! (x)(¢x);
the def. of this being, you can give an analytic def. of: a
sentence in wh. it occurs, such that neither the expression
itself nor any expression having the same meaning occurs in
the definiens, & such also that the same is true of the rest of the
sentence. )

This is not true of proper names: what’s true of them is that
they can’t be short for anything.

I don’t think, however, this is all that R. means by incomplete

1
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symbol: & I don’t think it’s a character wh. belongs only to what
he would call incomplete symbols.

E.g. in Fairies don’t exist = ~ (3x).x is a fairy, I think
“exist” is an incomplete symbol in the sense just defined but I
don’t think it has the particular character wh. R. means to attribute
to these. Also “fairies” is an incomplete symbol.>

I think perh. my point about the difference in the way 1n
which “The author of W.” is used in “exists’ and “is Scot.ch”
may be made clearer by reference to the 2 generalized expressions
which R. uses in Principia (p. 66, 30-31).

He gives

El(x)(¢x) =(c):dc:x #C. Dg. ~ ¢X
fox)(¢x) = (Fc) : pc:x # . Dy . ~ Px:fc

Both of these expressions represent purely jformal . progl.
functions, since ¢ and f are variables: the propl. functions in
question have no material constituents at all. .

If you substitute “wrote Waverley” for ¢ in (1) you get the
prop. ‘‘the author of W. exists”.

If you do the same in (2) you don’t get a prop. at all, oqu a
propl. function: in order to get a prop. you have also to substitute
for £, e.g. “was Scotch” or “was a poet”. )

Now what’s perfectly clear is that E ! is not a particular value
of f: if it were

E!(x)(¢x) would be = (Ic): dc:x7#C. Dx- ~ $x:ElC
which according to R. is nonsense. .

But that being so surely the use of (2x)(¢x) in (1) must be
different from its use in (2)? In (2) f appears on both sides .of the
equation; in E! only on one: so that E! has just the klnd.of
characteristic which makes R. declare (x)(¢$x) to be an in-
complete symbol, whereas f has not. e

It seems to me this really gives us 2 different senses of “in-
complete symbol”, wh. it’s important to distinguish.>

(A symbol, S, when used with a particular meaning, can’t
be defined in isolation, if either (1) Taking any expression p,
expressing a prop., in which S is used with the meaning 1in
question, then it’s logically possible to find another expression q,
expressing the same prop., and analytically defining p, such that
no expression in q has the same meaning as S, and such also that
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no expression in q has the same meaning as what is left of p
when S is exchanged for another constant.

This is the case of “There never was such a person as the
author of W.”
or (2) Taking any expression p, expressing a prop., in which S
is used with the meaning in question, it’s logically possible to
find another expression q, expressing the same prop., and analyti-
cally defining p, such that either there’s no expression in q having
same meaning as S, though there is one having same meaning as
what’s left of p when S is exchanged for another constant, or
if there is, the expression in q which has the same meaning as S
is not grammatical subject of q, whereas S is grammatical subject
of p: = there’s no expression in q wh. both has same meaning
as S & is grammatical subject of q.

This is case of “The a. of W, was Scotch”.)

Logical Fictions

We’ve seen R. says that x is a logical fiction = x is an incomplete
symbol; but this is absurd.

What he means is something like: The author of Waverley is
a logical fiction = ‘““The author of Waverley” is an incomplete
symbol. _

But this won’t do exactly; & I think he’s wholly wrong in
supposing that there’s any way in wh. he uses logical fiction,
such that from the mere fact that you’ve got a sentence containing
a description, you are entitled to assert the sentence obtained by
adding “is a logical fiction’ to the description.

If it were so we should have to say “The large red s.d. I saw
just now is a logical fiction”.

In fact the relation of the kind of incomplete symbol wh.
represents a class to “logical fiction” is quite different from that
of descriptions.

Classes are “logical fictions or constructions” =(a)' SymbOIS
for classes are incomplete symbols, (b) are not descriptions &
() are “logical” = every prop. or fact in the expression of which
a symbol for a class occurs, is logically derived from some other
prop., in the sense that it has no additional material constituents,
only formal ones.

{So “material objects are logical fictions” = symbols for
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material objects (a) are incomplete symbols (b) are not des-
criptions.)

There are classes

I come now to the question of distinguishing the 2 senses of
“There are classes”, viz.

(1) The sense in which, as R. says in the Monist, the prop.
“There are classes” is certainly true, even if R.’s definition of
sentences in wh. symbols for classes occur is correct,

& (2) the sense in wh., as he most often says, the prop. “There
are classes” is false, if R.’s def. is correct.

And I think the most important point to notice about this is
that (1) is a sense in wh. the prop. “There are classes” is not a
prop. about expressions; whereas (2) is a sense of ‘“There are
classes” in wh. this #s a prop. about symbols.

And this is one main point wh. distinguishes “logical fictions”
from fictions. “Logical fictions™ are not fictions at all, whereas I
think R. supposes they are, & he uses language as if they were.
The difference is that in the case of fictions, e.g. fairies, or dino-
saurs, or unicorns, the prop. “unicorns are fictitious” implies
“There are no unicorns” in a sense in wh. this is 7ot a prop.
about words; whereas “lions are logical fictions” only entails
“There are no lions” in a sense in wh. this zs 2 prop. about words.

(1) There quite certainly are classes, whether R.’s view that
they are logical fictions be right or wrong.

But what is the sense in wh. there are?

“There are classes” is, it seems to me, something wh. is logically
equivalent to saying that there are more than one prop. of a
certain sort that are true: viz. “My fingers are a class”, “The
hairs of my head are a class”. T [f there are classes, at least 2 different
props. of this sort must be true; & if one prop. of this sort is true,
then there is at least one class. In the same way, There are men,
or There are lions, is logically equivalent to: At least 2 different
props. of the sort “This is a man” or “This is a lion” are true.
I would suggest this as a general explanation of what we mean
by “There are . . .”. E.g. There are relations = at least 2 props.
of the form “Bigger than is a relation”, “Near to is a relation’ are
:t‘rue. There are qualities = At least 2 different props. of the form

red is a quality”, “blue is a quality” are true.

In this sense it’s quite clear verbally that R.’s view does not
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imply there are no classes. He maintains that many props. of the
form “My fingers are a class’ are true: e.g. he maintains 2 is a
class, 3 is a class, & so on. The only peculiarity in his view, is in
his view as to the analysis of such props.

This gives something equivalent to “There are classes” ; but does
it give what this means?

It seems to me we shall have to say what it means will be
something different, according to the view we take as to the
analysis of such props.: on R.’s view, I think it is equivalent to:
There are at least 2 preds. or propl. functions, not coextensive
with one another, with each of wh. some other predicative pred.
is coextensive. If this is true, then there are more than one class;
if not, not.

{There’s no ambiguity in “There are”, but only in “classes”.
On the ordinary view as to their analysis, we shall be asserting
with regard to a certain relation expressed by ‘“determined by”
that there are things wh. have that relation to preds.)

I ought, perhaps, to notice that R.’s def. gives a curious result,
as applied to 2(¢z) is a class.

If this is an example of f{3(¢z)} thenit = (Jy) : x ! x . = . ¢x:

x!2} is a class.

x ! 2 is a class would then need interpretation; & I suppose the
interpretation must be: there’s some predic. pred. coextensive with
x ! Z. But I must confess I don’t understand this, & may be wrong.

I’ve said that “there are classes” follows from any 2 different
props. of the form: This is a class, That is a class.

And you might think similarly that (1) “There are imaginary
beings” will follow from ““Ariel is an imaginary being” & “Oberon
is an imaginary being” ; & that (2) “There are fairies” will follow
from “Oberon is a fairy” & ““Titania is a fairy”. The answer to
this is that though these expressions are similar, the props.
expressed are not.

With regard to (1) I think the true account is to say that there
is a sense in wh. it is true & a sense in wh. it’s false.

(a) It’s true if it means: There are sets of preds. with reggrd
to wh. people have imagined that they all belonged to something
or other, without attributing them to any real person.

(b) It’s false, because self-contradictory, if it means: There are
sets of preds. which both belong to something & also belong to
nothing.
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As for (2) I think you have simply to say that it’s false, & does
not follow from Oberon is a fairy; because this is short for “The
attribute of being a fairy is one of the attributes wh. have been
attributed to Oberon”.

You could, if you like, say that “There are fairies” is true &
means: The attribute of being a fairy has been attributed to
particular imaginary characters.

But I'm not comfortable about this: one ought to be able to
give a general description of the sort of props. expressible in the
form ““So-&-so is a ¢ from which it will follow that there are ¢’s:
and this I can’t do.

“There are no classes.”

This is a prop. about symbols.

And what it asserts is I think precisely the same as what I
gave as meant by classes are logical fictions i.e. symbols for
classes are incomplete & are not descriptions. .

Thus the assertion that there are no classes amounts to saying
that “determined by” in this usage does not express any relation;
i.e. that “determined by” is an incomplete symbol.

One has to consider: What is the view wh. R. is opposing?
What is in fact the natural view to take about props. in wh. symbols
for classes occur?

The natural view is to say that there are 2 sorts of such props.:

(1) These dots are 3

(2) The pennies in my pocket, The fingers on my right hand,
are 5 in number

and that in (1) “these dots” is not an incomplete symbol; in
(2) “The fingers” is a description: namely: the entity determined
by the pred. “is a finger on my right hand”; i.e. every symbol
for a class is either 7ot an incomplete symbol or if it is, is a des-
cription.

Thus we can say, I think, that what R. means by ‘“‘there are
no classes”, where he says “if my def. of sentences containing
class-symbols is correct, there are no classes”, is equivalent to
saying ‘“‘determined by” in the usage in wh. we talk about
the class ‘“determined by” such & such a pred. is an incom-
plete symbol. That there are no classes in this sense, will
be true if & only if “determined by” is an incomplete
symbol.
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Now I come to the question: Is R.’s definition of sentences
containing class-symbols correct?

And this is a question which requires us to call attention to a
new ambiguity in the meaning of “There are classes”; because
there’s a corresponding ambiguity in the meaning of “class-
symbols”.

R. is, in fact, using the term “class”, in a sense wh., when you
realise it, will seem I think to be a very queer one; viz. a sense
such that every pred. determines a class; i.e. he’s using “is a class”
in such a sense that “¢ is a pred. or one-valued propl. function”
entails “There’s one class, & one only, determined by ¢”. And
this, equally, whether the pred. in question is one which is truly
predicable of nothing, or of one thing only, or of more than one.

Thus he is so using “is a class”, that there certainly is a class
determined by “is a fairy”, even if there are no fairies: it will be a
class which has no members: & there’s only one class wh. has no
members, namely what he calls “the null-class”, & the class
determined by “is a fairy”, if there is one, will be the same class
as that determined by “is a unicorn”, “is a dragon”, “is a griffin”,
“is a hippopotamus in this room”, etc.

(This being implied by a property wh. is certainly common
to all senses of class; viz. that any 2 coextensive preds. determine
the same class.)

Moreover he’s so using it that in the case of every pred. wh.
applies only to one thing, e.g. “wrote Waverley”, or “is a coat wh.
I am wearing”, there is a class determined by each such pred.;
i.e. so that there really are ever so many classes wh. have only one
member each—what he calls unit-classes; & so also that a ur}it-
class can’t possibly be identical with its only member: this being
a thing wh. follows from the fact that e.g. if you take the pl:ed-
“eleven wh. won the county championship this year”, that is a
pred. wh. belongs to only one thing, namely the Yorkshire eleven;
but this thing is itself a class, wh. has eleven members, so that if
you said that the unit-class “eleven wh. won the county champion-
ship” was identical with the Yorkshire eleven, you would have to
say that one & the same class had both only one member & also
eleven members, wh. is impossible. In other words, a pred. wh.
determines a class can never be a pred. of that class; & a pred. wh.
is a pred. of a class can never determine that class; & hence a
unit-class can’t possibly be identical with its only member—it is
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something determined by a pred. wh. is truly predicable
of that member, & such therefore that that pred. can’t be
truly predicable of it. Thus Scott is 7ot the unit-class deter-
mined by “wrote Waverley”, but is its only member: a point
wh. serves to bring out the distinction between descriptions &
class-symbols.

In ordinary language (apart from logical works) “class” is
clearly used in a very different sense; i.e. a sense such that nothing
is a class but what is also “‘a manifold”, “an aggregate’” (R. says,
Principia, 24, that he’s so using “class”), ““a group”, “a set”, “a
collection”: i.e. such that “¢ is a pred.” does 7ot entail ‘“There’s
one class & one only determined by ¢”; but that this is only
entailed by “¢ is a pred. wh. is truly predicable of more than one
thing”: & such that “so-&-so is a class” entails ‘‘so-&-so 1s
determined by a pred. wh. is truly predicable of more than one
thing” = so0-&-so has more than one member. I.e. the ordinary
meaning of ‘““class” is such that, by def., there can’t be any null-
class, or any unit-classes.

We find, then, that in order to discuss whether R.’s theory of
classes is true we have to raise 2 separate questions, viz.

(1) Is it true of classes in the sense in wh. he uses it, i.e. a sense
such that there certainly is a null-class & many unit-classes?

& (2) Is it true of classes in the ordinary sense, a sense such
that it’s logically impossible there should be a null-class or any
unit-classes?

And so far as I can see, hardly anybody would be disposed to
question that it is true of “‘classes” in the sense in wh. he uses it.
If it were not, we should have to say that ‘‘determined by”
expresses an ultimate relation, such that there really is one entity,
the null-class, determined by the pred. “is a hippopotamus now
in this room”; & one entity, distinct from Scott, determined by
the pred. “wrote Waverley”. It seems to me quite clear that there’s
no reason to believe in any such things; & that hence there’s no
reason to believe that ‘“there are classes” with this sense of

“classes” means any more than there are preds. coextensive with
preds. It’s obvious that “fairy” is coextensive with ‘“‘unicorn”, &
“wrote Marmion” with “wrote Waverley”.

When people think R.’s theory of classes paradoxical, it’s only
bec. they think it’s paradoxical as applied to ‘“classes” in the
ordinary sense: R., of course, does think it applies to these also:
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i.e. his view is that “class” in the ordinary sense = ‘“class (in
his sense) that has more than one member”.

What reasons are there for thinking that he’s wrong as to this?
i.e. that the phrase “the class determined by ¢ s a description?

Only that it does seem here as if ‘“‘determined by” is not an
incomplete symbol. I.e. it looks as if “having for a member”
expresses an ultimate relation, different from “characterising”,
& such that nothing can have onme member without having more
than one.

I know of no argument against the view that “determined by”
as applied to classes with several members is not an incomplete
symbol: the only arg. mentioned by Whitehead & Russell, viz.
that if so there would be something wh. really is both one &
many, does 7ot seem to me a strong one.

Is “There are many” incompatible with “There are one”?

There’s hardly any word used in philosophy so ambiguous as
“unity”, & it’s quite certain that there are many senses of “one”
such that “There are many” is not incompatible with “There are
one” = form a unity.

The only question, then, can be as to whether “There are
many” is incompatible with there are onme in the sense in wh.
the view that “is a member of” expresses a relation not identic?l
with “characterised by”, involves that what has members 1s
one.

What s this sense?

It seems to me that the sense is only this: viz. that there’s some
pred. or other such that anything wh. has members is only one
(= not many) of the things wh. have that pred. .

But this isn’t immediately evident: let me explain how I get atit.

What senses of “‘one” are there in wh. “one” is incompatible
with many?

Only those senses in which is one entails this is only one (not
many). )

(1) And there are such senses: “This is one man” d0<.es enta.ll
“This is only one man”; “This is one of these” does entail “This
is only one of these”.

Le. there are predicates such that “This (or these) is one of the
things wh. have this pred.” does entail “This or these 1s only
one (not many) of the things wh. have it”.



128 LECTURES ON PHILOSOPHY

¢And this is in fact how we commonly use the word, i.e.
relatively to a specific pred.) .

But these are senses in which you can only talk of “on}y one’
or “one” relatively to a given pred. What you are saying 1s: ThJS
is one relatively to this pred.; wh. is incompatible with: This 1s
many relatively to this. “

(2) If you want to get a sense in wh. you can use “one” & only
one” absolutely, you have to take a sense derived from this, 1n the
way in wh. absolute preds. are derived from relative.

This is one relatively to some predicate

= There’s some pred. such that this is only one of the things
that have it.

This gives: one relatively to some pred., & only one relatively
to some pred. )

And there’s no obvious reason why this shouldn’t be cpf{lpanble
with: There’s some predicate (another one) such that this 1s many
of the things wh. have it.

Certainly in the case of every class there is a pred. Sufh that
the class in question is only one of the things wh. have 1t: ¢€.8.
the pred. of being a class of this order; & there’s also some S}JCh
that it’s many relative to that pred., viz. any pred. wh. determines
the class.

There seems to me, therefore, to be nothing in the objection
that nothing can be both one & many.

It seems to me a much more serious objection that we seem to
have to admit in the case of classes that there are certain classes
wh. are both one relatively to a certain pred. & also many rela-
tively to the same pred. .

This would really be impossible, if “one relatively to this
pred.” always entailed only one relatively to this pred.; as It
might well seem to do.

And every class of classes really is both one class & also many
classes: e.g. The First class county elevens are a class, & are also
many classes.

But I think all we have to say is that there are certain preds.
such that x can be one of the things that have that pred. & ?150
many: i.e. that it’s not true of all preds. that x is one of the thmgs
that have this pred. entails x is only one of the things wh. have it.

This is not a case of a sense of one, such that is one 1s 1ncom-=
patible with is many.
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(1) “There is such a thing as this sense-datum” expresses a fact.

(2) The fact which it expresses is one of which the contradictory
is self-contradictory & yet the fact in question is not a necessary
fact.

(3) It is 7ot necessary, because “There might have been no
such thing as this sense-datum” also expresses a fact. {I'm not
quite sure of this.)

(4) “There might have been . . .” is not equivalent to *“ “There
is no such thing as this sense-datum” might have been true”:
“There is no such thing as this sense-datum” couldn’t have been
true, because it is self-contradictory. What it s equivalent to is:
“There might have been no such prop. as “There is such a thing
as this sense-datum’ nor yet as ‘““There is no such thing as this
sense-datum” . (Call this: p subsists contingently.)

(5) It’s not the case, therefore, that wherever ~ p entails 2
contradiction, p is a necessary truth: it’s only the case that where
{mth ~ p entails a contradiction & p subsists necessarily, then P
is necessary.

Hence there are 2 different kinds of contingent truth.

(6) It’s therefore also not the case that p entails q only where
P D q is a necessary truth. For, p D q can be a necessary truth
only where “There might have been no such prop. as p 2 q”
is false; and there might have been no such prop. as p 2 4
wherever there might have been no such prop. as p or as q; &
there certainly might have been no such prop. as “This sense-
datum is round & white”, & therefore none such as “This sense-
datum is round & white” > ‘““This sense-datum is white”.

If we make this distinction between props. wh. subsist con-
tingently & props. wh. subsist necessarily, then with regard to
any pair of props., p & q, obviously there are the following four
alternatives open, viz.

(1) p & q may both subsist necessarily

(2) P & q may both subsist contingently

(3) p may subsist necessarily & q contingently

(4) p may subsist contingently & q necessarily.

129
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And I have to say with regard to the sense in wh. I use “‘entails”,
that so far as I can see, in cases (1), (2) & (4) it is possible
that p may entail q, but in (3) it is impossible that p should
entail q.

Examples of entailing in (1), (2) & (4).

(1) There are red things entails There are coloured things.

(2) This is red entails This is coloured.

(4) This is red entails There is at least one red thing.

But now take a case of (3), where it is often supposed that q
follows from P-

P = “Whatever is red is coloured”

q = “This is red > This is coloured”.

. I say that p does 7ot entail q; but only p together with “There
1s such a prop. as ““This is red” ”.

. my reason is that I want to say p entails q only where it’s
inconceivable that p should be true & q not true; only where in
any possible universe in wh. p was true, q would be true too.

Now here it certainly is inconceivable that p should be true &
q false; but not at all inconceivable that p should be true & q no?
true, since it’s not inconceivable that p should be true, & that there
should be no such prop. as q.

It doesn’t matter whether you use “entails” to cover this case
or not; but what does matter, if I’m right, [is] that you should
not overlook the difference between

It’s inconceivable that p should be true & q not &

It’s inconceivable that p should be true & q false.

(2) may be true where (1) is false; so we ought to distinguish
between a relation wh. holds only where (1) is true, & one that
holds also in cases where (1) is not true.

What seems to me to be true is:

) Every prop. in wh. a particular is a copstituent subsists con-

tingently.,

Every prop. in wh. no particular is a constituent subsists
nNecessarily.

We can say P is a predicate wh. subsists contingently when &

only when the prop. (3x) - Px subsists contingently

& P is a pedicate wh. subsists necessarily when & only when
the prop. (3x) . Px subsists necessarily.

'And, if so, then every pred. in wh, a particular is a constituent
will subsist contingently.
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And every pred. in wh. no particular is a constituent subsists
necessarily.

Thus in my view every purely abstract pred. subsists necessarily
but all preds. that are not purely abstract subsist only contingently.
{p subsists contingently = There might have been no such
prop. as p

= In some possible Universe there would have been no such
prop. as p

= p might have been neither true nor false.

This last seems at first sight to be inconsistent with the Law of
Excluded Middle.

But it is not inconsistent with

Every actual prop. és either true or false
nor with

Every actual prop. must be either true or false if this means:
If p had been false, ~ p would have been true.

It’s only inconsistent with

If p had not been true, ~ p would have been true.>
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PROPOSITIONS AND TRUTH

The next epistemol. questions wh. I propose to consider are 2
questions wh. are often confused with one another: viz. (1) What
is Truth? & (2) What (if any) is the criterion or test of truth?

You might at first sight think that neither of these are epistemo-

log. questions at all: neither of them, at first sight, seem to be
questions about knowledge, nor even about cognition. Yet it seems
to me quite certain that the word epistemology is ordinarily
used in such a way that both are so. And as regards the second 1
think the explanation is simple: viz. that the question s really a
question about knowledge: what is meant is: what criterion 18
there by which we can know whether a given prop. is true or false?
As regards the first, I really don’t know why it is called epistemo-
logical: the best reason I can suggest is that it’s a question an
answer to which must be included in any complete answer to the
question as to what is the nature of 2 species of cognition—viz.
belief & conceiving the hypothesis that: each of these is such that
what is believed or conceived must be either true or false; & you
couldn’t give a complete account of their nature without explaining
why this is so; nor this without explaining what truth is. But I
will confess that the reason why I’m treating it now is bec. (2)
is a question about knowledge wh. I want to treat; & I don’t
think it can be treated as clearly as it should be without also
treating (1), which, as I say, is apt to be confused with it.

What is Truth?

You are prob. familiar with 3 names which are sometimes
supposed to be names of 3 radically different answers to this
question—each of wh. has many living adherents: viz. “The
correspondence theory of truth”, “The coherence theory of truth”
& “The pragmatist or pragmatic theory of truth”. People who
use the names don’t, I think, in general know at all clearly what
they mean by them; & I've no doubt they are often used in
different senses by different people. In particular with regard to
the last 2, what is often meant is a theory as to the criterion of
truth, not as to what truth is.

What I’'m going to say is that the 2 last are quite certainly
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false in all their forms; & that @ correspondence theory of truth
is certainly the right answer to our question. This is not to say
that many forms of correspondence theory are not false: there’s
no such thing as the correspondence theory. My main object will
be to try to define which correspondence theory is the true one.

The word ‘“‘true” is used in several different senses: & before
we proceed to discuss what it means, it’s essential to try to point
out which of the senses in wh. it is used is the one we’re dealing
with.

The sense or senses I'm concerned with may, I think, be
described by saying it is the one (or all the ones) in which many
propositions are true, & in which nothing but props. are true. And
we shall, of course, also be concerned with a corresponding sense
or senses of “false”, namely one in wh. many props. are false, &
in which nothing but a prop. is false.

And, I think, this is perkaps sufficient to describe it; but I'm
not quite certain, since I think it’s possible that the term ‘‘proposi-
tion” is used ambiguously, & that the sense in wh. a prop. can be
true, in one of its senses, is different from that in wh. it can be
true in another. I think it’s almost certain that many philosophers
use prop. in a sense different from that in wh. it’s ordinarily
used; philosophers having a great tendency to use words out qf
their proper senses, because they take a false view as to the analysis
of the ordinary sense (as with physical objects), & then occasionally
at least use the word with the connotation they imagine to be the
ordinary one: most other uses of prop. seem to me to arise from 2
false analysis of the true one.

There is a sense of prop. such that whenever anybody believes
that so-&-so or conceives the hypothesis that so-&-so, he can be
truly said to be believing the proposition that so-&-so or con-
ceiving the proposition that so-&-so. .

Le. S is believing that it will be dark soon entails S is believing
the prop. that it will be dark soon; S is conceiving the hyPO'd}eSIs
that Ariel was imprisoned in a tree by the witch Sycorax entails S
is conceiving the prop. that.

This gives a vague descr. of one (or several) uses of Prop-;
but it does not profess to give any analytic def. of p is a proposition;
& it leaves open the question whether propositions are single
entities, or, as R. at one time believed, are logical constructions—
i.e. that S believes that it will be dark soon does 7ot assert of any
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dual relation that S has that relation to a single entity, but only
that he has a multiple relation to several different entities.

What it does is to connect the meaning of “prop.” in a definite
manner with something which we all are familiar with, i.e. what
is meant by believing that so-&-so or conceiving that so-&-so:
but it doesn’t say anything as to the analysis of this pred.

The question what a prop. is, in this sense, can only be answered
by an analysis of this kind of expression & I don’t think anyone
knows what the analysis is.

Many philosophers have said things wh. imply that prop. can
be used in other senses; but it may be doubted whether they
actually use them in others. They adopt a false view as to 2 such
senses.

E.g. Keynes says, p. 66.! .

(1) “A judgment expressed in language is precisely what 18
meant by a prop.”. ,

Now, even if we suppose that he means by “a judgment’
something wh. has been judged by somebody & not an act of
judgment, this sense of prop. is clearly a different one from ours-

For it excludes

(a) props. wh. have been conceived, but never believed < judged>

(b) props. which have been believed, but never expressed at all

(c) props. which have been both believed & expressed, but
expressed not in language but e.g. in symbols.

I doubt myself whether there’s any sense of prop., in wh. a
prop. means what Keynes says; but he’s certainly wrong in saying
this is the only sense.

(2) He immed. goes on to say something apparently inconsistent
with what he’s just said: viz. “So far as we treat of propositions
in logic, we treat of them not as grammatical sentences, but as
assertions, as verbal expressions of judgments”.

Now Logic certainly professes to deal with all props.; & hence
Keynes implies that all props. are verbal expressions of judgments;
though not necessarily that all verbal expressions of judgments
are props.

This is obviously inconsistent with what he has just said, unless
it is true, as at first sight seems very unlikely, that every judgment
is itself both (a) a verbal expression & also (b) a verbal expression
of another verbal expression,

'[J. N. Keynes, Formal Logic, 4th edition (London, 1906).]
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And also it is something which can’t be true of our sense of
prop., unless whenever anybody believes or conceives tkat so-&-so,
both (1) that so-&-so s a verbal expression; i.e. we could say S
believes the verbal expression that the sun is larger than the moon
& (2) whenever anybody conceives that so-&-so, we can say not
only: he conceives the verbal expression that Ariel was im-
prisoned in a tree by the witch Sycorax, but also this verbal
expression is a verbal expression of a judgment.

But this is a view which implies the prop.:

All props. are expressions
and this view, in general, is one wh. is very commonly taken.

I pointed out that many philosophers have certainly supposed
there is a sense in which “proposition” may be properly used,
wh. is such that every proposition is also an expression.

But I should have said also that most philosophers who suppose
this, suppose also that there is a sense of “prop.” such that “p is a
prop.” entails “‘p is an expression’; and I think if we admit the
former we must admit this too: for it’s difficult to see how we
could possibly know the former, unless we know this.

Keynes, e.g., obviously means to say ‘“p is a prop.” = qr.
“p is a verbal expression of a judgment”; &, if so, then obviously
p is a prop. entails p is an expression, since p is a verbal expression
etc. entails this.

I then went on to consider whether the sense of prop. that I
have described is a sense of wh. this is true. If mine is a proper
sense at all, philosophers have certainly frequently implied this,
since they have implied that the only sense of prop. is one of
wh. this is true.

And 1 said this is certainly false: i.e. there is a sense of prop.
such that it’s not true that “is a prop.” entails *is an expression
or that every prop. is an expression. . L.

If it were true, then whenever we can truly say “S is behevxng
that the sun is larger than the moon”, or “S is believing that it
will be dark soon”, we should also be able to say truly “S Is
believing the expression that the sun is larger than the moon”,
“S is believing the expression that it will be dark soor}”; since
my sense of prop. is such that “S is believing p” f:ntal'ls “Sis
believing the prop. p”’; &, if every prop. s an expression, it would
follow that whenever the one is true the other is.

K
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I think this is one of the clearest ways of bringing out ;hi
falsity of the view that we always use prop. in such a sense tha
every prop. is an expression. .

But now, I said I wanted to go on to conside.r the view thf;l:
sometimes, though not always, what is a prop., 1 my sense,
also an expression. .

If this fvere s0, it would seem to follow that sometimes, tlho‘zig
not always, when it is true that S is believing p, he is also belie
the expression p. i

This view cfn be put in the form: Some, but not all, of the things
wh. are props. in my sense, are also expresstons. .

Now IpbePl)ieve thig view also is false; & to shew 'that it is 1:::,19:12’.
is the nearest I can come to explaining what a prop. 11t my sen not

But in order to do this, it is necessary to do what I have iy
yet done, that is, to raise the question what “'an exPresswnsion'
This, it seems to me, is certainly itself an ambiguous exprei0 mé
the ambiguity is one that’s very important, but wh. it seems
very difficult to express quite clearly. . :

We can give as a general def. of “expression”: X 15 an expression
= by means of x somebody has expressed something. The

But this def. is itself ambiguous in the way .I mean. ia
ambiguity in question is the one of wh. R. is talking (Pflnaiex;
vol. I, 2nd ed., p. 664) when he talks of “the diﬂ:.erence bet\;vh .
propositions considered factually & props. as Vehlcle§ of t;ut ”
falsehood”, & concludes “A proposition as the vehicle o ‘drre
or falsehood is a particular occurrence, while a prop- conSIPe.r ce
factually is a class of similar occurrences” ; & to which C,‘ S. Per
referred when he said the phrase “a word” iS.amblguous’ se
proposed to distinguish the 2 senses by saying that 1n the one sen :
every word is a token & not a type, in the other every word 18
type & not a token. . ] ce

I’ll begin to try to explain the ambiguity by taking the mStartlhe
of words. It seems to me very difficult to state exactly what
truth about the matter is. .o

I have written up the word “sun’ twice upon the board. This 15
certainly true. But what is it that I've written twice? I've written!
this once, & this once, neither of them twice. But quite certainly
in a sense of the word “word”, this is one word, & that is another
word: they are not the same word: I've written 2 words & not
one word twice. But in another sense: this is the same word as
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that; this is the word ‘“‘sun” & that is the word ‘‘sun’’: & since
we should naturally take the “is” here to stand for identity, we
seem to be contradicting ourselves, since this is 7zof identical
with that, & yet each of them is identical with the word “sun’.
It seems to me that the sense of ‘“‘word” in wh. we must admit
that there are 2 words & 7ot one word is a sense we comparatively
rarely use: but we do use it, e.g. in answering the question how
many words there are in a given line of print or on a given page:
nobody would say that in “The sun is larger than the moon”
there were only 6 words, on the ground that the first the is the
same word as the second the: & yet they certainly are the same
word. The sense of “word” in which there are 2 different words,
is that sense of “word” in which every word is a token & none
is a type; the sense of word in wh. they are the same word is that
in which no word is a foken, but every word is a type.

There are, of course, still further ambiguities wh. it’s perhaps
worth while to call attention to. I’ll write up “sol”, ‘“‘soleil”,
“Sonne”. Each of these is not only a different token from “sun”,
but also a different zype. But etymologically Sonne is the same
word as sun, & perhaps the others are too—I don’t know.

Now the question I want to raise is the question: What is the
word “‘sun’? This is certainly not identical with it, nor is that;
& yet each of them is the word “sun”. R. says that the word
“Socrates” is a class of series; & perhaps he would say the same
of “sun”: in any case he would say that it is a class. But this is
certainly not quite correct. When we say: “This is the word surn”,
we’re not saying that this is a class; nor when we say “The word
sun has been written up twice” are we saying of any class that it
has been. What seems to me quite plain is that we are talking of a
certain predicate, & are saying that this & that both have that
predicate.

This pred. determines a class—what we can call if we like all
“instances of the word “‘sun’ . But it’s not correct to say that the
word “‘sun”—the type—is either the predicate or the class. It’s
the sort of case where it’s tempting to say that there is no such
thing as the word “sun”; that the word “‘sun” is a fiction; that
words as types are all fictions. But even this is not I think correct.
There certainly is such a thing as the word “sun”. But what 'is
meant by this is only: There are token-words wh. share this
predicate—that of being similar to this token-word, or related to
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it in the way in wh. this noise is related to that scratch, or to
those printed letters.

I think we can say this: that ‘“the word ‘“sun”” is always
equivalent to some phrase of the form “some token-word having
this pred.” or “any token-word having the predicate” or “a
token-word”. Thus: this is the word—sun = this is a token-word
having this predicate—the predicate of being related in a certain
way to the token-noise I use: i.e. my prop. is about this noise.

What does: “This is the same word as that” mean? This
token-word shares with that a predicate of a certain sort.

Now there is obviously just the same ambiguity about “sen-
tence” & ‘“‘expression”. I have written down the same sentence
twice over; but I have also written 2 different sentences. We require,
therefore, to use the phrases: ‘“‘token-sentence” & ‘‘token-
expression”.

And the def.

X is an expression = by means of x somebody has expressed
something is ambiguous, bec. it may mean “By means of this
token-expression somebody has expressed something” or “By
means of some token-expression having this predicate (a pred. wh.
belongs to x) somebody has expressed something”.

But now, if we raise question: Are any things wh. are props.
in our sense also expressions?, we need to know whether this
means ‘‘token-expressions’ or not; & also what’s meant by
saying that so-&-so #s both a prop. & an expression.

Now (1) there’s no question whatever that no prop. in our sense
is identical with any token-expression.

When I say S is believing that the sun is larger than the moon,
there is no token-expression wh. I am either mentioning or
describing, of wh. I am saying that S is believing that. I am
indeed wuttering a token-expression; but I’m certainly not saying
that he’s believing that one;

& (2) there’s also no question that no prop. in our sense is
identical with any type-expression.

Only here we have to consider what would be meant by saying
tha:c it is identical with one—considering what a queer sort of
entity a type-expression is.

To say it was identical would be to say that “S believes the
prop. the sun is larger than the moon” = 4 ‘S is believing some
token wh. has the predicate wh. we assert of this when we say it
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is the sentence ‘‘the sun is larger than the moon” . But this is
certainly not the case. What we say is something wh. certainly
may be true when he’s not doing this, but e.g. using some token-
sentence, wh. is of the type-sentence “Sol maior est quam luna”.

The only sense in wh. it might be true that some props. in our
sense are expressions would be this.

Namely, it might be held that in the same queer sense in wh.
we can say of this token-expression that it is the type-expression
“the sun is larger than the moon’’; so we can sometimes say of a
token-expression that it Zs the prop. “the sun is larger than the
moon”; although the pred. wh. we assert of it when we say the
one will be different from that wh. we assert when we say the
other.

And the theory as to what we mean by “S is believing that the
sun is larger than the moon” would be “S is believing some token-
expression wh. s the prop. that the sun is larger than the moon’’;
& that this same token-expression s also a type-expression.

To say that a certain token-expression s this prop. would not
be to say that it’s identical with it, but that it possesses a certain
pred.; & the pred. will never be the same as that wh. we assert
it to have when we say it is the expression so-&-so. How it would
differ can, I think, be easily seen. The group of token-expressions
wh. are instances of the prop. the sun is larger than the moon
would be a very much larger group than that of those wh. are
instances of the type-expression the sun is larger than the moon.
It would include @/l these, & also all token-expressions which are
instances of expressions that have the same meaning as ‘‘the sun
is larger than the moon”’: e.g. le soleil est plus grand que la lune:
sol maior est quam luna; Die Sonne ist grosser als der Mond,
etc. .
Now in the theory there is one part wh. it seems to me may quite
well be true & it is an important suggestion: viz. that just as 10
“S made use of (uttered) the expression: It will be dark soon”,
what we are saying is quite certainly of the form “S made use of
some token having this predicate”; so in “S was believing the
prop.: It will be dark soon” what we are saying is of the form
“S was believing some token which had this pred.”. In other
words it suggests that the phrase “the prop.” is like the phrase
“the expression”, in respect of the fact that there are many
particular facts which can be called tokens, since they stand to it
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in the same relation in wh. words, in the sense in wh. these are
2 words, stand to ‘“the word “sun” .

{There is some relation R & some pred. ¢ such that what we're
asserting is of the form “S had R to some thing wh. has the
pred. ¢”. This we might express by saying: There are token-
props.»

This may be true; I see nothing against it; though also nothing
for it. It gives a suggestion as to the analysis of “is believing the
prop. that”.

The point with which I ended last time is, I think, a perfectly
clear one.

I said that if you consider expressions of the form *“S used
the expression x”°, there is always some predicate such that what is
being asserted is that S used some token-expression having that
predicate.

E.g. suppose I utter with regard to a particular person S &
a particular time t the words “S at the time t used the expression
“Tails differ greatly in length” ”,

Then in order that the prop. about S wh. T am expressing should
be true, it is absolutely necessary that either

(1) S should at t have spoken in succession a series of sounds
very similar to those wh. I utter in saying “Tails differ greatly in
length”: of course, not those particular sounds themselves, nor
any exactly like them, but very similar

or (2) S should at t have written down in succession a series of
visible or tangible letters or other marks, of a kind such that
marks of that kind have been commonly used to represent sounds
of the kind mentioned in (1). Many very different kinds of marks
will all do equally well: S may have used the Gk. or Hebrew
alphabet; or may have used shorthand. That is written token-
sentences need not resemble one another at all closely to be the
same type-sentence; whereas sound token-sentences have to. What
makes written token-sentences the same type-sentence is not
similarity, but their having the same relation to a given sound
type-sentence.

I’m not sure that either of these necessary conditions is sufficient.

(Moreover when I say this I am talking about the particular
token-sounds I utter & am saying that S used at t either some
token-sounds resembling those & having perhaps some other
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relation or some written letters or marks related to them in a
certain way.)

For suppose S uttered sounds satisfying (1) but meant what
we write “Tales differ greatly in length”, would he have been
using the same expression? I don’t feel sure.

Or suppose he had written “Tales differ greatly in length”,
he would have satisfied (2): but would he have used the expression
in question, if what I meant by the sound was “Tails differ greatly
in length”? I’m not sure.

Suppose in expressions of the form: S at t was believing p,
the prop. expressed is always of the following form: viz. There
is a pred. ¢ & a relation R, such that what we’re expressing is
that S at t had R to some entity wh. possessed ¢.

We can define: There are token-propositions to mean that this
theory is true; & can say that an entity is a token-proposition if
& only if somebody at some time has had to it either R or Q (the
corresponding relation in the case of conceiving), & also it has
had some pred. of the kind, which is such that x is believing a
prop. only if he has R to an entity having some pred. of the kind.

This may be true; & is part of what R. is asserting in Analysis
of Mind.*

But it’s to be noted that even if it is true, there will be an
important difference between the relation of token-props. to
type-props., & that of token-expressions to type-expressions.

The difference is that we never use the name ‘prop.” for
“token-props.”, whereas we do use “word” both for ‘‘token-
word” & for “type-word”.

<If you want to count the number of different props. asserted
in a page, there won’t be 2 different ways of counting, so long as
you’re using prop. in my sense.)

And in consequence of this it can’t be the case that what we
mean by “believe” is a name for a relation to token-props. Since
I’ve defined “prop.” in such a way that whenever you say
believes p, you can also say S believes the prop. p.

Le. whereas S utters the word “sun” = utters some token-
word having ¢; S believes the prop. “Sun is larger than moon”
can’t = “‘S believes some token-prop. having x”, but must be S

! [B. Russell, The Analysis of Mind (London, 1921).]
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has R to some token-prop. having x, where R is different from
“believes”.

On both these points R. is suggesting a mistake: he suggests
that what he calls image-props. & word-props. are props. in
some sense in wh. we commonly use that word, & also that they
are believed.

There is one other argument I want to use; but wh. I find it
difficult to express. A prop. is true if & only if there is some fact
wh. directly verifies it, & false if & only if there is some fact wh.
directly negates it. And the relation of the prop. in each case to
the fact is necessary, not accidental: that prop. couldn’t have been
verified or negated by any otker fact than this one. Of all token-
expressions, even in the wide sense, this is not true: the connectign
of any expression with the fact wh. verifies or negates it is acci-
dental. I don’t mean that they’re all conventional; some may be
natural. But it’s always logically possible that that expression
should have expressed something else.

Hence I think it’s clear that the sense of ‘“true’” in wh. expres-
sions are “true” is different from that in wh. props. in our sense
are “‘true’’.

To say that an expression is true is simply to say that it expresses
a true prop.

What then does ‘“‘true” mean in our sense?

In order to answer this question, the first thing necess. is to
call attention to an undoubted fact: viz. that p either means the
same as or is logically equivalent to p is true.

I explained that the sense (or senses) of “true” with which I'm
concerned is that (or those) in which many props. are true, & only
props. are true; & I’ve now tried to shew that the sense of prop.
with wh. I’'m concerned is not a sense in which every prop. 1§
also an expression, but on the contrary one in wh. (1) no prop.
is identical with any expression & (2) even if there are token-
props. no token-prop. is identical with any token-expression.

With regard to senses of prop. in which every prop. is also an
expression, I admit that there is a sense in wh. such props. can
be said to be true; but it seems to me obvious that every such
sense is one which can only be defined in terms of our sense—to
say an expression is true = it expresses a true prop.

It is primarily Zoken-expressions wh. are “true’’ in this sense:
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with regard to a type-expression to say that it was “true” would
be to say that every token-expression wh. was an instance of it
was true, & this is a thing which it would be rash to affirm was
ever the case; since, in general, different token-expressions which
are instances of the same type-expression express different props.,
& it would be rash to affirm of any type-expression that it has
never been used to express a prop. wh. was false: the most we
can ever affirm is, of certain type-expressions, that 7f used in their
proper sense, they have always expressed true props.: e.g. 2 4 2
= 4 or “the sun is larger than the moon”. It would be rash to
assume that these expressions have never been used by anyone
in a sense in wh. they expressed false props.

But now what is meant by “true” in that sense or those senses
of the term in wh. nothing but props. in our sense are true?

There is one fundamental fact, extremely obvious but constantly
overlooked, which is such that no answer to this question can
be right, unless it is consistent with it. And it is because only a
correspondence-theory as to what truth is, is consistent with i,
that I say some such theory must be right; & because all co-
herence & pragmatist theories wh. are answers to this question
are inconsistent with it, that I say they are certainly wrong.

The fact is this. For all values of p, where p is a prop. in our
sense (1) p is true if & only if p; or to put it in another way;
(2) in order that p should be true, it is both a necessary & sufficient
condition that p; or finally (3) p is true both entails & is entailed
by p.

Put in ways (1) & (2) it sounds rather queer, but if you :cake
any particular prop., no matter what you take, it is at once obvious
both what it means & that it is true.

E.g. (1) It is true that the sun is larger than the moon if & only
if the sun s larger than the moon.

(2) In order that it should be true that the sun is larger than the
moon, it is both a necessary & a sufficient condition that the sun
should be larger than the moon.

It seems to me quite indisputable that in the case of every
prop. without exception this is true; & hence any answer to tl}e
question what “true’” means must be such that p is true W}ll
both entail & be entailed by p. We can start from this fac:c, in
asking what it does mean ; but the answer is not perfectly obvious.

The fact I've stated does in fact strongly suggest the view that
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“p is true” means precisely the same as “p”, & if this were
always the case, then it seems to me the only correct answer to
our question would be that “true’’ means nothing at all. ]

That this is the only correct answer would follow from Witt-
genstein’s principle (5. 141)! “If p follows from q & q from P
they are one & the same proposition” (provided he is, as I think,
using prop. in our sense). And Johnson seems to take the same
view in I, p. 52, although so far as I can see what he there says
is quite inconsistent with what he says elsewhere. "

He raises the question “Is “p-is-true” a secondary Prop-f
and seems to hold (1) that in general it isn’t: “p is true” is i gene;at
reducible to the simple prop. p; (2) that we may say strictly t la
the adjective “zrue” is redundant as applied to p: wh. shoul
mean “p” & “p is true” always mean the same; & (3) p-true 1
practically indistinguishable from p; wh. should mean a]wayS- )

This is inconsistent with 4 things each also inc?nsm.tent' Wlits
one another (1) “true” is indefinable (p. 8), wh. lr{lpll‘e‘s it ;t
meaning, (2) p. xxxiv “p is true” is to be identified with “p oug ‘
to be accepted” (denied on p. 8), (3) “the truth of 2 judgmen
(expressed in a prop.) may be said to mean that the prop- 1s 10
accordance with a certain fact” & (4) ‘ “matter exists” 18 true

means any thinker who might assert it would be exempt from
error.

Now it seems to me

(1) that sometimes we do use “p is true” to mean f:xact!y Fhe
same as “p”: I think we always do so when we say ‘S is believing
that p is true”, or S is doubting whether p is true, wondering €tc-
J. p. 52).

But .

(2) if we always did, it would, so far as I can see, be inexphcable
that we should ever talk of “truth” at all.

I said

“p is true” is always logically equivalent to, & is P?rhaps
always or sometimes identical with, “if anyone were to believe P,
he would, so far as he were believing that, be believing truly or
correctly” (we saw J. on p. 34 said something very like this).

! [L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (London, 1922).]
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And we may, therefore, at least possibly get a hint as to what
true means, by considering what #his means.

But in order to discover what this means, we have to consider
what can be meant by ““S was believing p, & was so far believing

correctly’.
Well, it seems to me quite clear that sometimes, at least, the

following is meant.

Consider what it is that any one of us discovers when he dis-
covers that a past belief of his own as to the future was correct.

Suppose I believe at a given time “It will soon be dark”.

I subsequently find or discover (= know) that it is dark, &
know also that the time at which it is dark is only a little later
than the time at wh. I believed it would soon be dark.

I find or discover the fact “it was going to be dark soon after
that time”’ (the time of the belief).

And I can see that a certain one-one relation holds between the
predicate wh. then attached to me viz. “‘believing that soon after
t it will be dark”, & the fact “soon after t it was going to be dark”.

The relation in question is in fact the one owing to the existence
of wh. I use the same language to express the fact as I use to
express the prop. I believed. Of course, the language is not guite
the same: the one expression is “It will be dark soon after now”,
the other “It was going to be dark soon after then”. But if now
I talk of my past belief, I say: I believed it was going to be dark
soon after now.

I see that a certain one-one relation holds between the predicate
& the fact: i.e. a relation which that pred. couldn’t have had to
more than one fact, & which no other pred. could have had to
that fact.

This relation, I have to admit, is one for which, so far as I can
see, we have no name in common use: philosophers often call it
corresponding, but corresponding is too vague. I'm going to call it:
is directly verified by. I say directly bec. the pred. is indirectly
verified by its being of this degree of darkness; & by any other
fact wh. proves that it’s dark: i.e. by anything whatever from which
the fact wh. directly verifies follows. And to be verified by a fact
is thus 7ot a one-one relation: the same belief may be proved to
be true by each of very different facts.

But to be directly verified in my sense is a one-one relation.

And what I want to suggest is that what we mean by “in so
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far as I had that pred., I was believing correctly” is simply “that
predicate was directly verified by some fact”.

In the case of any particular belief we can express something
logically equivalent to this in another way: e.g. I believed that it
was going to be dark, & it was going to be dark. If that is true,
then the pred. must have been directly verified by some fact; &
if the pred. was directly verified by some fact, this must be true,
since the only fact that could directly verify it would be the fact
that it was going to be dark. But if we want to speak of a character-
istic common to different predicates of this sort, the only one we
can take is that of being directly verified by some fact.

One further point, & we get an analytic def. of “true”, as
applied to props.

It is quite obvious that in the case of every pred. wh. is directly
verified by some fact, there is another one-one relation wh. the
prop. related to the pred. in the way expressed by saying that that
pred. is that of “is believing this prop.” has to some fact, & always
to the same fact. Whether or not “‘directly verified” as applied to
preds. is to be defined in terms of this other relation, or vice versa,
I don’t pretend to say: it’s only in the latter case that is true
could be identical with “anyone who believed p, would be believing
correctly”. Let’s call the other relation “directly proved by”.

Then I say: p is true = p is directly proved by some fact.

I've here described what relation I mean by directly proved:
I haven’t analysed it but I kave analysed ‘‘true”.

It seems to me obvious & undeniable that this is how we
originally got at the notion of ‘“true” as applied to props.: viz.
we know in particular cases that we have believed a certain prop.;
we find that this pred. has been directly verified by this fact; &
we therefore say that the prop. we believed was true, meaning that
it had to some fact the one-one relation wh. it follows that it has
from the fact that the pred. was directly verified.

And this account is confirmed by considering the corresponding
account of “false”.

Here what we have to start from is that in certain cases we
know we believed a certain prop., e.g. about the future, & we
then find a certain fact, which has a certain one-one relation to
the prop. in question. E.g. we believe that S will be in a certain
room; or that S will not be in a certain room: we open the door &
find he’s not there, or find he is there.
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In both cases we perceive that the prop. we believed has to that
particular fact the same one-one relation—viz. one wh. I will call
“is directly negated by”’—a relation to wh. it is due that the
contradictory of the expression wh. expresses the prop. expresses
the fact.

It has sometimes been suggested that “false” = “not true”:
in wh. case p is false would = p is not directly proved by any
fact.

But it seems to me quite plain that “false” is a positive con-
ception; i.e. that there’s a positive relation such that we’re saying:
has this positive relation to some fact.

It has been suggested that we form the conception “false”,
before we form the conception “true”; & that if we hadn’t in
certain cases found props. to be false, we should never have
found the conception “‘true’ at all. I think this is very prob. true.
But the relation “being directly proved by” is certainly one wh.
could theoretically have been noticed, without our ever having
noticed the relation “is directly negated by”, i.e. it is 7ot definable
in terms of it.

I define a coherence-theory of truth (in our sense) to be one
which says

There is some many-membered class such that p is true includes
the prop. “p is coherent with many members of this class”.

And by ‘“‘coherence” is meant not mere consistency; nor yet
entailing; “p is coherent with q” #ncludes the assertion “q con-
firms p” or “renders p probable”, in the z senses appropriate
acc. as q is a fact or a prop.

It’s not a theory wh. says “coherent with some thing”.

Many different coherence theories can be held acc. as different
views are taken as to what the class is, & as to what p is true asserts
besides that p is coherent with many members of it.

E.g. the class wh. I refer to by “p is true” may be held to
mean “my experience” = all the props. I believe & facts I know.

And it may be held (1) that p is true = p is coherent with a
majority of these, wh. would give more true or less true acc. as a
greater or less majority ]

(2) that p is true = p is coherent with many, wh. wd. give
more or less true acc. as more or less.

It has to be remembered that the view is one wh. really arises
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from confusion with cokerence as a test of truth; & that what
people are here thinking of is being confirmed by a large number
of other facts known by me or props. known by me to be p’r,obable-

The simple objection to all these forms is that if “true’ meant
this, no belief could be true unless there were a con31derab1<?
number of other facts & believed props. with wh. it was coherent;
whereas quite plainly it could be. A belief might & would be tl’;g;
provided p, even if the person in question had no other belie o
knew no facts. I daresay it may be true that every ac.tual tlflubc
always 75 coherent with many others; but it’s quite clear 1t co
without. )

As for pragmatist theories of truth, it’s again extremely dlﬂi‘;}l::
to define any precisely, & they usually are mixed up with t},l,e © h
of the test of truth. The formula is that “true” = “works”, Wi
may mean ever so many different things. . .

ert all forms of it czn be simply refuted as inconsistent Wlﬁ;
our 3 props.; bec. “what works” includes ‘“‘has some rela.?c::?u h
some subsequent events”. It would then be impossible; 1 bae-
means this, that anything should be true, if there were 70 U
quent events; but it’s clearly not impossible.

The next Epistemological question I want to togch on 1? :;n:
wh. you may think at first sight has nothing to do with know/eag®
in our sense, but in fact has. ¢ or

It is the question usually put in the form: Is there a tes o
criterion of truth? & if so, what is it? Or often: What 18 the te
of truth? assuming that there is one. ed

I think people often take this to be a question nof concer
with knowledge, because they adopt the false view that to say

¢ is a positive criterion of truth is merely to say
¢ is a property other than truth itself .

& either (1) every prop. (or judgment) wh. has ¢ is true
N or (2) every prop. wh. has ¢ is true, & also every true prop-

as ¢.

If this were so, then a property wh. satisfied (1) would be ‘;
test of some truth, & one wh. satisfied (2) would be a universa
criterion of truth.

And ¢ is a negative criterion of truth

¢ is a property other than falsehood

& either (1) everything wh. has ¢ is false
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or (2) everything wh. has ¢ is false, & everything wh. is false
has ¢.

Being self-contradictory satisfies (1).

But in fact “criterion” never means merely this.

In order that ¢ may be a positive criterion of truth, it’s necessary
that it should not only be a property such that every prop. wh.
possesses it is true, but a property such that by finding that a
prop. possesses it we are able to find out that it is true. I.e. we
must be able to know that a prop. possesses it before we know
that it is true; & hence to infer that it is true.

Now that there are properties belonging only to true props.,
such that we can do this, is certain: e.g. that of following from a
true prop.

But when people talk of a <{the) universal test of truth, they
mean: A property (other than truth) such that bothk when we first
know it to belong to a prop., we know that prop. to be true; &
also only when. . ..

And it’s émpossible that there should be a universal criterion of
truth: since whatever ¢ may be, we shall have to know that it’s
true our prop. has ¢, before we can use it. It can’t be the case
that in the case of every prop. we know to be true we can know
it to be so, only if we first know some other prop. to be true.

In other words the prop. that there is a universal test of truth
is really identical with the false prop. that all knowledge is deriva-
tive. It’s perfectly certain that there are some things we know
immediately, i.e. not bec. of our knowing something else, wh. is
our evidence for them.

Hence neither coherence nor working caz be universal test of
truth.






PART III

SELECTIONS FROM A COURSE OF LECTURES
GIVEN IN 1933-34






I
WHAT IS ANALYSIS?

You no doubt have some conception of what philos. is—otherwise
you wouldn’t be here—but it’s quite a different thing saying
what you mean by doing philos. And it is a matter of some
importance to try to get clear as to what one is trying to do if one
tries to do philos. And it’s a matter of extreme difficulty to give a
precise def. of philos.: I have to confess I’'m very vague; but I
will try to be as definite as I can. It’s very hard, & I shall very
likely be wrong. But I think there are some things worth saying.

You see the general question we’ve got to try to answer is one
which it’s most natural to put in the form: What 7s Philosophy?
But this means the same as: How is the word philosophy in one
of its senses used now? What is the modern English usage?

And I think it’s important to insist that what we want to discuss
is how it’s used zow. And it doesn’t mean now “the love of wis-
dom” even if it once did. Bec. there is I think no doubt that at
one time it was used differently. Newton’s Principia was called
a work on Natural Philosophy: but nobody would think of saying
now that in stating the Law of Gravitation Newton was making 2
philosophical prop., though they would say that in that book
he does mix up philosophical props. with scientific, e.g. in what
he says about Absolute Space & Absolute Time. In the 17th &
18th century ‘‘philosophy” was used in such a sense that it
included what we now call Natural Science.

Now it’s not the case merely that people used “philosophy”
in the same sense as we do now, but took a different view as to
what questions were philosophical. People often use language
which seems to imply this. Thus it is held that when Physics
became thoroughly established, it ceased to be regarded as philos-
ophy; & that later the same happened or is happening to
Psychology. And it is sometimes suggested that ‘“‘philosophy”
means only the unscientific treatment of any subject whatever;
& that when scientific methods of treating all subjects are dis-
covered, people will have discovered that zo questions are philos.
questions.

What really happens is that the name “philosophy” has changed
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its meaning: & probably that will still go on happening to some
extent.

We mustn’t assume then that it meant the same as it does noW;
& what we want to know is what it means now.

And to this the first answer is that it’s still used in several
different senses: you all know the sense in wh. it is used when
it is said that a person bears misfortune with philosophy or thi‘t
he’s of a philosophical temperament. It means roughly that h? S
not unduly disturbed. Of course, that’s not the sense W€ re
concerned with. I

The sense we are concerned with is the sense in which it
used when we talk about books on philosophy: the sensé n
which it’s used when in a bookseller’s catalogue books a.re.ClaS.SI'
fied as books on philosophy. There is a pretty clear dlstlncfl‘;::
here: there are a good many books with regard to wh. there mig
be a doubt whether they are on philosophy; but there are 0"55
about wh. there’s no doubt at all that they are, & lots where there's
no doubt at all that they aren’t.

On what does it depend whether a book is a boo
or not?

There are questions or problems of a certain kind, such th%tg
book which tries to give the answer to questions of that kin
will be on philosophy, & a book which doesn’t won’t be:

I’'m not sure that this is quite satisfactory. I think it may be
that there are some questions such that a book which tries to
answer them by one kind of method will be philos., & a book wh.
tries to answer them by another won’t be: & perhaps there are
none such that a book will be philosophy if it tries to answer
them whatever method it uses. ,

But there are sorts of questions, such that a book won’t be
philosophy, unless it’s about questions of that sort: although
perh. to be about them isn’t sufficient to make it philos.

I'm going to begin by trying to say: What sort of questions
are such that a book which tries to answer them may be philo-
sophical?

The difficulty of answering the question what philos. is, largely
tonsists in the fact that there are so many different kinds of
questions of all of which we can say that a book which is about
them, provided it discusses them in an appropriate way, is about
philos. How can we get a general description which applies to

k on philosoth
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all of them, & applies to no questions which aren’t philosophical
questions?

.In order to get at some idea what sort of questions do satisfy
this description, I’'m going to take a classification of Prof. Broad’s
(Contemp. Phil. I, p. 82)! which attempts to make a distinction
Wwh. is, I think, in its broad outlines central.

Broad begins by saying that under the name “Phil.” there seem
to him to be included 2 very different subjects, which are pursued
by different methods & can expect to reach quite different degrees
of certainty, & which he is in the habit of calling “Critical” &
“Speculative Phil.”. He implies that if you are doing philos. at
a}l, you must be doing one or the other or both: so that, if he’s
right, then if we’ve got a complete account of the sort of questions
dealt with by each, we shall have a complete account of the sort
of questions wh. are philos. questions.

I said there are certain sorts of questions, such that you won’t
be doing philosophy, unless you are trying to discover the right
answer to one of them; though, perhaps, even if you are trying
to find the right answer to one of them, it won’t follow that you
are doing phil., unless you are trying to find it in certain ways.

And in order to answer the question: What is philosophy? part
of what you've got to do is try to give a general description of
all the sorts of questions such that you won’t be doing philos.
unless you are trying to answer a question of that sort.

I said this is very difficult bec. there seem to be such an immense
number of different sorts of questions, such that, provided you
are using an appropriate method, you will be doing philos. if you
are trying to find the right answer to one of them.

But I said Broad has tried to give a classification of th.e‘m—-OI‘
of some of the chief—in dividing philosophy into Cr1t1cal. &
Speculative, & then trying to describe 2 sorts of questions which
belong to Critical, & what sort belong to Speculative. )

And we saw that first sort he says belongs to Critical is the
analysis of certain sorts of concepts. He only describes what sorts,
by saying they must be very general concepts which are con-
stantly used both in ordinary life & in the special sciences, &
giving as examples number, thing, quality, change, cause. He

'[C. D. Broad, “Critical and Speculative Philosophy”’ in J. H. Muirhead
(ed.), Contemporary British Philosophy. First Series (London, 1924).]
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ir}"PlieS that if, by appropriate methods, you are trying to find the
right answer to the question: Is so-&-so a right analysis of the
concept “cause”? you will be doing philosophy. And implies, as
I think quite rightly, that a great part of what philosophers have
actually done, when everybody would say they were doing Philos.,
has consisted in trying to find the answer to questions oi:' this sort.

Now I gave a simple example to shew one sort of thing which
I thought he meant by “giving an analysis of a concept”.

I'said if you say or write up

X is brother of y means x is male & x & y had a common parent

you are giving an analysis of a concept—though, 1n t%ns case,
not of the sort of concept which it is the business pf pl}llosophy
to analyse, perhaps because the concept in question is not so
general as to be constantly used not only in ordinary l.1fe but in
all the special sciences: it isn’t, for instance, used at all in physics
& chemistry.

But I think Broad would say that if you made a statement about
the word “‘cause”, just of this kind, you would be giving an
analysis of the concept of “cause”. .

E.g. x caused y means x preceded y & whenever an event lfLe
X has been observed it has also been observed that an event like
y followed the event in question. )

PI'm quite sure this is 7ot what x caused y means, but this
would be an analysis though not a correct one.

I want to say a little more about this sort of analy sis, because
I.W.ant to point out certain things about it, & in particular to
fhsunguish it from some other sorts which I think are equally,
if not more important, in philos. :

Now such statements are statements to the effect that a certain
word or phrase has a certain meaning; but they differ from some
Statements to this effect in a respect which I want to state as
carefully as possible, namely this: .

hey are statements with regard to a word or expression, w,
such that in making the statement you use another verbal expres-

sion, with regard to which, in making the statement, you either

say or imply that it has the same meaning as W.

Eg if you say

‘fhls brother of y means x is male & has a common parent
Wi y
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you are using the [latter] expression & are certainly implyn‘l‘g,
if you are not saying, that this has the same meaning as 1S
brother of”; .

e.g. that the Duke of Connaught was a brother of King Edward

means the same as .

the Duke of Connaught was male & had a common parent with
[King Edward].

Everybody would so understand your statement. But now I
have said, either say or imply. Which is it?

There are people, e.g. Johnson, p. go', who say that

all you are saying is that “is brother of” means the same as
“is male & has a common parent with”. o

I think this is certainly not all you are saying: if it were al}:
you would not be telling anyone what the meaning of “brother
is, but merely saying either (1) that it had some meaning wh. the
other expression also had or (2) that the latter had only one
meaning, & that brother had the meaning which this had. I’f
this were all, it is an assertion you might make, even if you hadn’t
the least idea what the latter meant, & were not attaching any
meaning to it, & were not therefore mentioning any meaning 1t
had, & saying the first had that. But this is certainly not what you
are doing: you are making an assertion which you could no:‘.’ be
making unless you were attaching some meaning to “n?ale' &
to “has a common parent with” & to the form of combination.

That this is so, I think is also proved by the fact that you would
be saying exactly the same thing, if you said

x is brother of y means x est maleet. .. .

You would be saying the same thing, though you used different
words to express it; & so you would if you said: x &y h.ad el.th.er
the same mother or the same father as y or both, or said this in
French.

And this, I think, shews also that it is no part of wh_at you are
saying, since you would not be asserting the same thmg in the
2 cases if you were talking about the right-hand expression.

Look here

(1) “is brother of”” means the same as “is male & had a common
parent with”

is not the same prop. as

' [W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part I (Cambridge, 1921).]
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(2) “is brother of” means the same as “is male & either had
the same mother or the same father or both”. )

But the 2 expressions (a) “is brother of” means is male & had
a common parent with ) th

& (b) “is brother of”’ means is male & either had same mother
or same father as or both . the

do express the same prop. (the one prop. 15 the sam? ash Ps
other) & hence it can’t be the case that (1) is a part of wha
asserted by (a) & (2) of what’s asserted by (b). b)

Moreover (1) doesn’t follow from (a) nor (2)-f'rom l(1 t' v

<Although (a) implies (1)—from the supposition tha )irt il
expressed yourself correctly & that what you say 1s true,
follow.» .

This means that almost everything Johnson says aboll:e t def. is
wrong, & the same applies to a good many other peogt a1:n word

Now you can make statements to the eﬂe.ct that a ce o ther
or expression has a certain meaning, without u.smgthat N
verbal expression with regard to which you are implying
the same meaning. « ”»

Suppose a schoolboy asks you: What- colour d?es. “f;ﬁigs
mean? You could answer simply by po,i’ntmg, & saying:
the colour it means”; or “That colour”. . .

Johnson uses the phrase “ostensive def.” for the k(linl()i Ori; Z}ﬁ:gg
you are doing when you explain the meaning of a word by A state.
a statement of this sort; & you can do it without making some-
oy at all—by simply pointing. (You are here asserting Same”
thi(lilg, therefore perhaps making a prop., but you can y
said to be making a statement.

Our def. of “irother” is n)ot therefore merely a statement to
the effect that “brother” has a certain meaning: it is a statement
of this sort, which is not of the sort which Johnson calls an
ostensive def. e th

It is of the sort which J. calls a “bi-verbal def.” & I bel.leve at
what I have given is an exact def. of what J. means by this phrase
(not what he thinks he means).

Ut now our statement differs in an important way from some
“bi-verbal defs.”—with this meaning. .

J. gives as an instance “valour means courage”: he might have
given “rouge means red”: these are bi-verbal defs. in the sense
defined, though I think it’s a mistake to call them defs.
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How does ours differ from these?

In the fact that the phrase used on the right-hand side, which
is the one with regard to which it is implied that it means the
same as the one on the left, is a more complex phrase than the
one on the left, in the sense that there occur in it a greater number
of symbols to each of which a separate meaning is attached.
“Brother” is a simple symbol in the sense defined by Russell in
Introd.!, p. 173: it has parts, but no parts wh. are themselves on
this occasion used as symbols. In our def. the right-hand has
more parts which are themselves symbols in that usage.

When we give a def. of this kind, I say we are giving an analytic
def.

You can I think be said to give a def., without giving an
analytic one.

Johnson, p. 108, contends that this is so; & one of his examples
seems to me really to be a definition & not an analytic one.

“l is the logarithm of p to the base b’ means b’ = p.

So far as I can see this is exactly like defining

x is a grandparent of y means y is a grandchild of x
which isn’t analytic: is it a def.? .

x is grandparent of y means There’s somebody of whom x 1s
parent, & y is child, is analytic. .

A statement that a certain word or phrase W has a certain
meaning, when the statement is such that, in making it, you're
giving an analytic def. of W, is an analysis of a concept, provided
W does stand for a concept.

But now when we say “brother” means . . ., by “‘means’” we
may mean “always means” or “sometimes means’ Of “most
commonly means”. .

You can say each of these things, & whichever you are doing
you’ll be defining a word & analysing a concept. ,

But you’ll all of you see that, if you do say the first, you're
almost certain to be wrong, since there are hardly any words
which are used in one sense only. e

“Brother” isn’t, “number” isn’t, “thing” isn’t, ‘‘quality” isn’t,
& though I can’t say for certain “cause” isn’t, I think it’s extremely
unlikely.

Consequently if you want to give a frue analytic def. of “num-
ber”, youw'll have to say merely ‘“‘number” sometimes means

! [B. Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy (London, 1919).]
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s0-&-so, e.g. cardinal number, ordinal number, or most often
means so-&-so. Or you can say: In this usage.

And if this is all you say, what concept are you analysing?

Not the concept “number”, but one of the concepts for which
“number” stands.

I’ve said this bec. I don’t want you to be misled by people’s
talking of analysing the concept ‘‘number” etc., into thinking you
ever will be doing this. You’ll only be analysing one of a number
of concepts; or of course you may try to analyse several. '

For this reason I don’t like this way of talking of analysing the
concept, as if each word always stood for the same concept. Qf
course, there’s no harm in it, if it’s understood that all that 1s
meant is analysing one of the concepts for wh. “number” stands.

Broad I think talks, here, only of analysis of concepts; but I
think, before we leave this section of Critical Phil., it should.be
mentioned that there’s another thing some philosophers do, w}?l(:h
is called analysis & is very similar to what we’ve been considering,
but which is not analysis of a concept at all.

) Take Russell’s Theory of Definite Descriptions:
glving an analysis, & an analysis in a very similar s
we’ve been considering: it is considered by many to be 1P ortant:
nobody doubts that it’s philosophy, though some, €-g- MTr Joseph,
apparently think it’s bad philosophy, & is untrue: but that may
be bec. they haven’t understood what R. is saying: & yet so far
as I can see it’s 7ot analysis of a concept at all. Ramsey calls it a
Paradigm of phil. .

I,Jet’s see how it differs from, & resembles, the kind of analy.ms
we’ve been considering. (I may possibly zot give the essence of it.)

R. tells us one thing (I’'m not going to use his exact words,
because I don’t want to be bothered by irrelevant considerations)—

he tells us that the words “The present King of England 1s
more than 6o years old” if used in the ordinary way

mean

“There’s at least one person of whom the following 3 things
are all true viz. (1) that the person in question is at present a
King of England (2) that nobody except the person in question
Is at present a King of England & (3) that the person in question
1s more than 6o years old.”

He expresses this more neatly by saying

There is an x such that (1) x is at present a King of England,

this consists in
sense to what
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(2) nobody but x is at present a King of England & (3) x is more
than 60 years old.

And he explains further that this is equivalent to saying:

At least one person could be found, pointing at whom you
could say truly: This person is at present King of England;
Nobody but this person is . . .; & This person is more than
60 years old.

Or finally

that at least one conjunctive prop. of the form

(1) x is at present King of E., (2) nobody but x is & (3) x is
more than 60 years old, is true.

Now all this seems to me obviously true.

Has R. been analysing any concept?

He has, & he says so, been analysing a prop., bec. he has been
saying that words wh. express a prop., mean so-&-so.

What concept has he been analysing? If any “The present
King of England”? But is that a concept? I doubt if anyone would
say so.

But moreover the analysis of this prop. doesn’t constitute the
theory of definite descriptions: this is only an example.

What the theory of descriptions says is

Expressions of the form

“The thing which is ¢, is F”
mean

There is at least one x, such that (1) xis ¢, (2) nothing but x
is ¢ & (3) x is F.

What concept is being analysed here? No concept: you're merely
giving one meaning of a form of expression, not of a word which
means a concept.

You might say, & R. does sometimes talk as if this were so,
that you’re saying what the meaning of the word “the” is: &
perhaps this is true; but nobody would say “the” stands for a
concept.

Now this is obviously very similar to the sort of thing we did
in the case of brother, & yet it’s ot an analysis of a concept. It is
def. & it is analytic def.; but there’s no one word such that it
was a phrase on the right-hand that you imply has the same
meaning as that word.

How does it differ?

(1) It doesn’t use in the case of any one word or phrase, which
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occurs in ever so many different props., another phrase which
could be substituted for that one: it only tells you how “the
author of Wav.”, “the present King of England” can be translflted.

(2) R. apparently holds that even when you are considering a
single prop. like the King of England [etc.], you use no phrase
in the right-hand expression which means the same as the one on
the left. .

You're not using an expression, with regard to which you
imply that it has the same meaning. , ]

This is why he calls “the present King of England” an in-
complete symbol.

Finally, I think, it’s worth noticing that this resembles the last
in that, if you say

Expressions of the form

“The thing which is ¢, is F”
mean

There is at least one x such that . . . .
you will only be saying something true, if you say sometimes
mean, or generally mean, not always mean. .

That is you’re only giving one meaning of the form of ex;:resmgib
not the meaning; just as in the case of “brother” you're 0 y
analysing one of the concepts meant, not the concept. ¢

R. often speaks as if he were giving the meaning of the form ©.
expression

“The thing which is ¢, is F”:
but he isn’t.

“The right arm is often slightly longer than the left” ]
if you analysed this in that way you’d find you were asserting
that there’s only one right arm in the world. ) .

Now I’'ve mentioned 2 sorts of analysis, both of which consw}
in giving one of the meanings of a word or phrase, or a form o
expression, & giving it in one particular way. )

But I don’t think I ought to leave the subject without me.ntlon'
ing one other kind of analysis, wh. doesn’t seem to me quite the
same as either of these; which resembles (z) more than (1)*; but
which may perhaps be said to give an analysis of a concept.

The 2 problems of philos. which I think interest me most, &
also puzzle me most, are instances of this 3rd kind.

! [1.e. the kind of analysis exemplified by Russell’s Theory of Descriptions
rather than that exemplified by the case of “brother’’.]
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One is this:

Consider the prop.

“I am nearer to this blackboard than any of you are”.

This is a prop. which we all understand perfectly well & you
can all see that it’s true, & yet it seems to me fearfully puzzling
to see what its analysis is in a certain respect.

The point of difficulty is this. It seems to me perfectly clear
that when I say this I’m saying something about a percept or
sensation or sense-datum or sensum which I have at the moment.
But there’s every reason to think that this isn’t identical even
with the surface of the blackboard, far less with the blackboard:
that I’m not saying of it that I’m nearer to it than you are. Yet
somehow the statement about the blackboard which I make is
identical with a statement about it. What sort of statement about
it is it identical with?

This is similar to (2) in respect that, of course, it’s not the
analysis of this particular prop. we want to know; it’s only used
as an example of millions of others; & it differs from (2) in that
it’s much more difficult to say what others—of what form. You
can only say: All expressions in which you use “this” or “that”
to refer to a physical thing or material thing which you are at tl}e
moment perceiving. The question is as to how “this” is used in
such cases.

And I think this may be the way of giving an analysis of the
concept ‘““material thing”’.

Another problem of the same sort is how I use “I” in this prop.
This is a problem to wh. James was giving an answer when he
said “The present thought is the only thinker”. This doesn’t
sound like an analysis: but I think if you try to see what it means,
it is doing nothing except to say something about one way 1n
which the word “I” is used. What it seems to say is this: that
when I say “I am thinking of James’ doctrine that the pre‘s‘ent
thought is the only thinker”, I could substitute for “I”,. th.e
present thought”. If this were exactly what it meant, I think it
would certainly be wrong. I think it is saying that we could
substitute for ‘I am thinking about’ a phrase about the present
thought, not that it zhinks, but such that ‘“the present thought
is engaged about”’ means the same as “I am thinking abou‘t"_’,
although neither does “the present thought” = “I”” nor is
engaged about” = “is thinking about”. Of course this wouldn’t
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be supposed to give the meaning of “I am nearer this blackboard”:
that would mean “The body which belongs to this present thought”
& we should have to try to get clear as to what “‘belongs to”” here
means. The concept of the ‘“‘subject” or (a barbarism) the Self.
I am a Self = when I use the word “I” it has this kind of meaning.



I
THE JUSTIFICATION OF ANALYSIS

So far I’ve been saying that so far as the business of philos. consists
in Analysis, it seems to consist in trying to find, with regard to
certain kinds of words or phrases, & certain forms of expression,
true statements of the form “the phrase, W, or the form of
expression, Z, sometimes means so-&-so’’, where the part of the
statement which follows “means’ uses another phrase or expres-
sion, which is more complex than the one of which you are stating
that it means so-&-so. I emphasized that where what it tries to
give the meaning of is not a word or phrase, but a form of expres-
sion, it can’t in general be said to be giving an analysis of a
concept ; & that therefore B. doesn’t seem to me to give a complete
account in suggesting that the part of Critical Phil. which consists
in analysis is only analysis of concepts. And I’m not at all sure
that it isn’t part of the business of this part of philosophy to give
explanations about the meaning of words wh. are not analyses,
e.g. to say that they’re indefinable, & then say more about them.

It seems therefore that part of the object of philosophy is
merely to make props. about the meaning of words & phrases &
forms of expression (only of course certain kinds of props. about
their meaning, & certain kinds of words, phrases & forms of
expression); and it may seem that this is a very humble thing to
aim at, & a very uninteresting thing: that an answer to the question
what a word means, can’t be nearly so interesting as answers to
questions which are 7ot about the meaning of words: that so far
as this goes philosophy compares very unfavourably with other
studies which try to find & succeed in finding correct answers to
questions wh. are not merely about the meaning of words or
forms of expression.

So I want to say something about what is the use of trying to
find answers to this sort of question especially as I think that the
most important part of philos. is of this kind.

And first of all, it’s well to emphasize that it certainly hasn’t
got the use which finding out the meaning of a word has, when
for instance you are learning a foreign language. To find out the
meaning of a word, of which you don’t already know the meaning,
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can, of course, be of use in helping you to understand sentences
in which that word occurs: it may help you to read a foreign book,
or to understand a foreigner when he speaks to you, & also to
make yourself understood by him. But this is not the use of
philosophic definition; because they’re all of them definitions of
words or forms of expression you already understand—you
already know their meaning, in the sense that you attach the
common meanings to them when you use them or hear or read them,
though you mayn’t know their meanings in the sense of being able
to make true props. of the form “this means so-&-so”. Of course,
In philosophy there do occur defs. of technical terms, or technical
usages of old terms, which do serve the purpose of helping you to
understand sentences in wh. those words are used. But these
defs. of new terms, or new usages, are not part of what is meant
by analysis in phil. nor is it any part of the ultimate.obje_ct' of
philos. to give them. That is exclusively concerned with giving
defs. of words & forms of expression which you alr_eady under-
stand: this is said, when Broad says that what philos. tries to
analyse is concepts which you use in ordinary life.

{To use a concept for wh. a word stands = to use the word,
& attach a certain meaning to the word.)

What can be the use of finding out or trying to find out that a
word, which you already understand, means so-&-s0?

Now 2 things are said about the use of this, which don’t come
to exactly the same thing.

. (1) It is said that it helps to make your thoughts clearer—that
it helps you to think clearly.

. (2) Itis said that you are liable to be puzzled by certain sentences
1n which you find these words used, & that philosophic analysis
will prevent you from being puzzled in these cases, or at least
Wwill make you less puzzled.

Thus B. says: There is need for C.P. because those concepts
Wh. it tries to analyse really are “obscure”, & because their
obsc.urity really does lead to difficulties—the kind of difficulty he
has in mind being that we are puzzled by certain questions or
statements in wh. the words are used; a puzzlement which he
Says 1s certainly due in part to the fact that we’re not clear as to
what we mean by certain words.

He seems then to distinguish 2 objects of Crit. Phil.: (1) the
getting clearer, (2) the being freed from puzzles. One object of
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the getting clearer is to get rid of the puzzles, but only one. And
of course it might be that it’s worth while to get clear, quite
apart from being freed from the puzzles.

(1) As to clearness I don’t doubt that phil. analys. car help to
make some of your thoughts clearer in some sense: and that this
is part of its object. )

But I think it’s worth asking the question: On what occasions
does it make them clearer? )

I want to distinguish 4 different kinds of occasions on wh. it
might be supposed it does. )

(a) It must be remembered that the words & forms of expression,
of wh. this part of phil. tells us that they sometimes have certain
meanings, are words which we use in ordinary life & which those
who pursue the special sciences use in them.

So it might be asked: Does phil. anal. have the result that,
whenever you use the word or form of expression defined. in
ordinary life or in the special sciences, the thought you express
by the sentence in which you use it is a clearer one? Has philosophy
this bearing on life & the sciences?

I think some philosophers have suggested that it does have, &
ought to have this effect, & that the main or sole object of phil.
is to have it. But, so far as I can see, it doesn’t in fact make any
difference at all to the clearness of your thoughts on most occasions
when you use the word. E.g. I have been familiar for many years
with R.’s Theory of Descrs., but I don’t believe that on most
occasions when I use & read & hear expressions of the form “The
s0-8&-s0”’, my thoughts are any clearer than they were before, or
than are those of people who have never heard of the theory of
Descrs. I understand such expressions in general in exactly the
same way, & with exactly the same degree of clearness, as I did
before. And similarly even if I could get a satisfactory answer t’o
my question as to the use of “this blackboard” or of “I”, I don’t
believe it would make any difference to the way I used such
expressions in ordinary life. I should still go on using ’S’u?h
expressions as “I’m nearer the blackboard than you are” in
exactly the same way I do now & as I should have before.I began
phil.; & with the same degree of clearness. My thought in a way
is now very clear; & it wouldn’t in general be a bit the clearer for
my having found the answer to the 2 philos. p‘roble.rns. And I
believe the same is true of such terms in the special sciences.

M
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I don’t therefore think that one of the uses of philos. is to have
this sort of far-reaching effect on your use of the words defined
in ordinary life or in the special sciences. _

(b) On some occasions when you use these words in ordinary
life, you use them in a process of reasoning or in an argument, &
it may be said that on this sort of occasion, the philosophlcal
analysis will prevent your adopting false conclusions th.roug.h
confusion. And I think something wh. prob. B. had in mind in
talking of analysis may possibly have some little effect on these
occasions in preventing confusion. Only here I think it 18 not
strictly the def., as we have defined it, which has the effect, but'the
having discovered with regard to a given word that it sometimes
means this, sometimes that. Confused argument & reasoning it

ordinary life or the sciences generally results, I think, from faihqg
ression 1s

o

to distinguish different senses in which a word or exp "
used: & merely to know it’s sometimes used in this sense Vi’lon
help you, unless you know it’s also sometimes used in ot ef:;
Distinguishing of different senses, wh. philosophers do do, 1 Itlh .
to be confused with the analysis of some one sense. And it's
former wh. is most likely to be useful. And, of course, you ¢é%
distinguish without giving an analysis: you can say: In this sense
part of what you are saying is so-&-so, in this other case not. n

On the whole I think what philos. analysis can do in this wa}{ 1
very little; & this is certainly not the main justiﬁcation.of Phlt‘;ls'
—that it makes arguments & reasoning in ordinary life or the
sciences less confused.

The same, I think, is true of the special sciences.

(c) If I'm right, the chief use of analysis in the way of.clearnf;SS»
is only clearness which it produces when you're doing philos.
itself.

And here I think we’ve got to distinguish 2 things def

(«) The sort of clearness you have in understanding the det.
itself . ¢

(B) The sort of clearness which understanding a_given def.
may give you in understanding other philos. props.—e{ther anpthﬁjl'
def., or a philos. prop. of the kind we’re going to consider which is
not a def. . .

I think it has both these kinds of effects, & that this is its mailt
object. .

To say that («) is our main object, is, I think, to say that 1t's
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worth while finding out these defs. for its own sake. This is what
I do really think. I think it’s a mistake to think even of this part of
philos. as mainly useful for the sake of something else. Many
people certainly are interested in these problems of def. for their
own sake: and I should be inclined to say it’s not much use your
doing philos. unless you are. And I think not only are people in-
terested in these for their own sake; but they are right to be:
the sort of clearness you enjoy when you arrive at a good def. of
this sort of word or form of expression is, it seems to me, some-
thing worth having for its own sake. )

(B) No doubt it’s worth having for the sake of the clearness 1t
may bring on other philos. props.: but if other defs., only if that’s
worth having for its own sake. No doubt it does help with props.
that aren’t defs.—in the solution of puzzles, wh. aren’t merely
puzzles as to what a word means: & some people no doubt are
chiefly interested in these others. People say you must have a
clear notion what a question means before you can answer it.
But philos. clearness is not necess. to answer such a question as:
Am I nearer the blackboard than you are? And does it really help
to answer philos. props.? I doubt if it helps you at all to say
whether they are true; but only to see more clearly what the
question means.

I want now to say something about what sort of difficulties,
in the form of puzzles, it helps to remove.

Here too I think it’s only philosophical puzzles that it helps
to remove, & here again chiefly I think by distinguishing senses .of
words or forms of expression rather than strictly by analysis.
And it’s no use at all, in this way, unless it’s worth while for s
own sake to be free from these puzzles.

Broad gives 2 illustrations of puzzles, which he thinks phi{OS-
analysis will help to remove; & I think it’s worth while considering
them, in order to see what sort of thing it really can do, or can
be thought to do. (And to bring out the point that it’s only philos.
puzzles that it helps us to solve.) .

His first example is: Suppose we are asked: “In what place 1s
the mirror image of a pin? And is it in this place in the same
sense in which the pin itself is in #s place?”

He says we find ourselves puzzled by such questions; & suggests
our puzzlement will certainly partly be removed, if Critical
Philosophy gives us an analysis of what’s meant by “being in a
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place”. And he seems to assume that it's certainly worth while
to have this puzzlement removed.

Let’s consider this example in a little detail to see wha.t sort of
use he is claiming that Crit. Phil. is, & how it effects this useful
result. )

In the first place: Are you puzzled? I think I must aclIm,t I am
in a way, in spite of all the Critical Phil. I've done. But I'm not
sure my puzzlement is all of the sort B. means: it seems such a
queer question to ask: why should you ask it? )

But supposing you are puzzled, is it at all worth while to get
rid of that particular kind of puzzle? hat

And in favour of the view that it isn’t, it might be urge%tt a
you hardly ever are asked questions of that sort; nobofly ube
philosopher would think of asking them; & why shouldn’t youare
content just to be puzzled, on the rare occasions when }’01(1:l b
asked them? Is it at all desirable that you should be save y
Crit. Phil. from an experience which so rarely occ’urs?' pe sort

In order to carry the matter a little further, I Il give t this
of answer wh. I think a correct Critical Phil. would give 0
question.

In what place. ) .

It isn’t in any place at all, in the sense in which the pin rilt:::lf

is in a place: bec. when you say the pin is in 2 place, you coilet-
that it’s in a place in physical space, e.g. lying oo your, 'tin
table, & in a place near the middle of it. The image SimP ly 1s from
physical space at all: it’s not at any distance in any dir ec'_:“;n what
the toilet-table. So that if by “In what place” you mean: 5% =~
place in physical space? The answer is in nore. And thfs g e
we often do mean: e.g. Where is Broad now? (If Russell’s r1on
Phil. in Analysis of Matter were right this answer Wogld be v;,rs hgé
since he says that the answer is “It’s in your heagl - Byt 111) -ain
should mean in your head in the same sense in wl}lch your ld o
is in your head & in which the blackboard is in this room: 211:111 a
he does he’s certainly wrong. Of course he may be a'ble to ,de n:he
sense in wh. it may be said to be in your head, but it won't bih .
same sense in wh. one physical thing can be said to be 72 ano ; .
The sort of thing Critical Phil. really can do is to explain Why
R. is wrong when he says this: & if you don’t find that,qu?snoln
interesting, I think you'd better not do Crit. Phil. It is simp y
nonsense to say it’s in your head in that sense.)
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But now in saying it’s not in any place in physical space, one’s
implying that there’s perhaps another space, in which it is in a
place. And there certainly is in a philosophic sense of space &
place, namely your visual field at the moment—rvisual space or
your visual space. It certainly will be at a place in this space,
though you may not be able to answer at what place: if you could
say the middle point of the line is in the exact centre of my visual
field, that would answer in what place: & so would the middle
point is exactly equidistant from sense-data of 2 sides of mirror,
& of top & bottom.

The place in your visual field at which it is, is not identical
with any place in physical space.

Now this shews that there’s an ambiguity in “in a place”—
2 different senses (but not in its ordinary sense); so that it’s not
really one concept you’re analysing, but 2 different concepts: &
of course, what philosophers often are doing is pointing out 2
different senses in wh. words are used, which are liable to be
confused. .

And the problem of analysing one of these, when you’ve got it
clear, is rather a different problem. That the image isn’t any-
where, in the ordinary sense, is a quite clear prop.: just as it’'s a
clear prop. that there aren’t any unicorns anywhere.

I say this bec. B. suggests that it’s only where we’re not cle?r
about the meaning of a word, that it’s worth the while of Crit.
Phil. to analyse. But in fact some of its chief problems are in
analysing [statements] which are quite clear. “There’s a storey
in this building above us”’, ‘“This isn’t the top storey’” are pel.'fectly
clear; yet one of the main problems of Critical Phil. is to give an
analysis of this kind of statement. )

About the 2nd part of Broad’s question: this is not a question
of analysis of an ordinary meaning of “is a place”; but of ex-
plaining a philosophic meaning. . )

We’ve said it’s in a place in a different space. But is a place in
one space, a place in the same sense as a place in the c.>the1:? And
further, whether it is or not, is what’s meant by being that
place the same in the 2 cases? “ ”

I think that the answer is that it’s 2 different senses of “place”,
& that therefore “in’> means something different too. If, as many
philosophers think, the meaning of place were the same, 0 would
be the meaning of “in”.



III

QUESTIONS OF SPECULATIVE
PHILOSOPHY

What other kinds of questions than questions about the meanings
of words does philos. try to answer? .

Broad distinguishes 2 kinds, one of wh. he assigns to Critical,
the other to Speculative: but I said it wasn’t clear to me why
some of those he assigns to Critical shouldn’t be assigned to Spec.
And I'm not going to follow him in detail or try to find out
exactly what he means; but merely to try to give some sort of
classification of questions other than Analysis, wh. it seems to me
Philosophers do try to answer. ’

(1) “Discuss questions about the nature of Reality as a who}e-

This is obviously very vague; but some philosophers certainly
have discussed questions which come under this head: & I want
to try to give some idea what kind of questions coming under this
head phils. try to answer.

{You might think it must mean discussing props. of the form

“Nothing is real but so-&-so”. )

And some philos. have actually put forward props. of this
form, or been supposed to do so.

E.g. some have been supposed to say: (1) Nothing is real but
matter (Materialism), although I think nobody has ever r§aHY
held this in its natural meaning, i.e. there’s no such thing as Mind:
for it turns out that they’ve not been denying Mind, but mer e’l,y
suggesting a particular analysis of props. like “I see . - - >
“I think . . .” (e.g. Behaviourism). So that part at least of what
appeared at first sight to be a prop. not about the meaning of words,
is in fact merely about the meaning of words. .

(2) Nothing is real but a single experience (Bradley). I t.hlﬂk
this has some meaning, & is 7ot merely a question of analysis.

(3) Nothing is real but my own experience; or even my own
present experience (Solipsism). .

Has anybody ever really held this? People confuse it with:
Nothing is known to be real, which has really been held.

The other thing has I think only been held where it is really 2
question of analysis. They don’t deny that other people have had
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experiences, but only say that to say that they had is to say some-
thing about my own experience. )

So of the present moment: not deny that I had past, but that it
is saying something of a particular sort about my present.>

(2) The second thing I want to take from Broad is his saying
that one question which it is the business of phil. to discuss is the
question whether “Every change has a cause”. But this he puts
not under Speculative but under the second part of Critical Philos.

Now isn’t the prop. that “Every change has a cause” a prop.
about the (nature of) Reality as a whole?

I should have thought it was; & I should have thought people
generally would have said so. At all events I'm going to use
“about the nature of Reality as a whole” in a vague sense wh.
includes this.

It looks, therefore, as if Broad really wished to divide questions
about reality as a whole into 2 groups (1) those which he says
belong to Speculative Phil., (2) others, like “Every change has a
cause’’, which don’t.

What is the difference between these 2 groups?

Now a distinction, which does seem to me of very great impor-
tance, is suggested by one thing that B. says about “Every change
as a cause’’. .

He says, & that is apparently part of his reason for including
it under Critical not under Speculative, that “we always assume
it”. He gives it as an instance of a class of very fundamental props.
which are wuncritically assumed both in science & daily life: we
might take ‘“‘uncritically’’ in the case of the sciences, & perhaps
“assumed” too, to mean that they are not among the props.
which the sciences try to prove. Just as his first part of Crit. Phil.
consisted in the analysis of concepts, which we constantly use
both in the sciences & ordinary life but wh. are not deﬁped n
the sciences; so this second part consists in the criticism of
fundamental props. which are always assumed in both, but Wh}ch
the sciences don’t attempt to prove. How B. describes \.the kind
of criticism which philos. has to apply to these is that “it has to
expose them to every objection we can think of ourselves or find
in the writings of others”.

I.e. we’ve got to try to discover whether there’s any reason at
all to believe them, & if so how much. And there’s no doubt that
this describes something wh. philos. have tried to do.
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Now I'm not at all sure that we do always assume both in
ordinary life & in the sciences this particular fundamental prop.
that every change has a cause. Perhaps there is some sense of
“assume” in which we always do: I don’t know.

But I think B. is right that there are a number of very funda-
mental props., which may be said to [be] props. about Reality as
a whole, which philosophers have criticised & which it is con-
sidered the proper business of philos. to criticize, of which it is
true that they are in a certain sense, which I will try to define
(though perh. it’s not what B. meant by assumed) constantly
assumed by all of us both in ordinary life & in the sciences.

We may, therefore, I think, make a fundamental distinction,
which I think is very important & is also very striking if you look
at the actual works of philosophers, between 2 kinds of questions,
about reality as a whole, which philosophers have discussed.

(1) Questions about reality as a whole, to which one particular
answer is “‘assumed” or “presupposed” (in a sense I have yet to
define) by us all both in ordinary life & in the special sciences.

(2) Questions about reality as a whole, to which 7o answer 1s
assumed or presupposed by us all either in ordinary life or in t}{e
special sciences. I think perhaps it was the discussion of t'hlS
kind of question wh. B. was mainly thinking of as constituting
Speculative Phil. So far as philosophers give answers to this. sort
of question, they would be saying something which was nelthfzr
presupposed by Common knowledge nor by the sciences, nor in
conflict with it. And I think a good many philosophers have aimed
at answering questions of this sort. Props. of this sort are, I think,
“That God exists” (this I think would always be taken to be a
prop. about reality as a whole); or Spinoza’s that there are an
infinite number of other attributes beside extension & thought;
or Leibniz’s ‘““that this is the best of all possible worlds”. So far
as this is the kind of question he is thinking of, you can see, I
think, why he holds that the degree of certainty attainable, at all
events at present, is not very high.

I said that, if we consider what sorts of philosophical questions
there are which are 7ot merely questions about the meanings of
words & are questions about the nature of Reality as a whole,
I thought we could divide questions of this sort into 2 great
divisions, which I distinguished as (1) questions to which one
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particular answer is “assumed’ both by us all in ordinary life &
by scientists in pursuing their special sciences—the same answer
both by us in ordinary life & by the scientists, & (2) questions to
which no particular answer is “assumed’’ both by us all in ordinary
life & by the special sciences.

I do believe the division I mean does exist & is of great impor-
tance in considering the general conception of Philosophy: but
I ought to say at once that I don’t think “assumed” is quite the
right word to use, either for the relation of (1) to us in ordinary
life, or for the different relation which I mean in the case of
scientists. I think “presupposed”—a word of which some philo-
sophers are very fond—would express it better. But I don’t
think there’s any single word which will express what I mean.
I’'m going to explain what I do mean; and the question I want
you to consider is whether this that I do mean isn’t true, even
if it can’t be properly expressed either by saying “assumed” or
“presupposed”’.

I’m going to treat ‘“‘Reality as a whole” = “the Universe as a
whole” = ‘““the World as a whole”.

And T’ll begin by giving 2 examples of questions, which seem
to me to be philosophical questions about Reality as a whole, to
which one particular answer is “presupposed”, in the peculiar
sense I’'m going to define, both by us all in ordinary life & by the
special sciences.

Consider these 2 props. (1) “Whatever else may be true about
the Universe, one thing that’s true of it is that there have existed
in it in the past very large numbers of material things—material
things = “bodies” in the XVIII century sense—the sense in
which the moon is a body, my body is a body, this desk & black-
board are bodies”. (2) “Whatever else may be true about the
Universe, it’s true of it that very large numbers of changes have
occurred in it in the past”.

I think both these props. may fairly be considered to be props.
about Reality as a whole. People who believe in them might say
“The existence of bodies is one fundamental feature of the
Universe”, “The occurrence of change is one fundamental feature
of the Universe”: meaning by ‘“‘the existence of bodies” & ‘“‘the
occurrence of change” nothing more, I think, than what I have
put down. The view being that any Universe in which there
are many material things must be very different from one in
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which there are none; or any in which there are many changes
from any in which there are none.

Well, then, these being props. about Reality as a whole, the
question: Are they true? will in each case be a question about
Re:ality as a whole. Only here the question asked is not strictly:
Is it true that there have been many bodies or not? But is it true
that there have been many, or zore at all? and “Is it true that there
have been many changes, or none at all?”” It being, I think, f?l‘
some reason always assumed when these questions are raised in
philos. that, if there are any bodies, there are certainly many; ’lf
any changes, certainly many: so that the only alternatives 1t's
nlcle;:essary seriously to consider are: Are there many, OF none at
all?

It can’t, I think, be denicd that these questions have been
discussed by philos., & if you discuss them 7z certain sorts of ways,
but only in certain sorts of ways, you are doing philos.

We might say, it has been discussed: Is Matter real? Is change
real?

And it seems to me that a particular answer to th
namely that there have been many material things, & there have
been many changes, is “presupposed” by us all in ordinary life
& the sciences in the following senses.

(1) Ordinary Life. That there have been many bodies is “‘pre-
supposed” by us all in ordinary life, in the sense that we have all,
in ordinary life, often observed facts from which, taken together,
it strictly follows that there have been many bodies. For instance,
I at this moment observe that there are a good many .human
bodies in this room, a good many desks, a good many articles of
clothing, a blackboard. And I have very often in the past made
similar observations. I’ve observed in walking down 2 street that
there were a good many houses in it; in looking at 2 wood that
there were a good many trees in it; in looking at a sea-beach that
there were a great many pebbles on it. It seems not too much to
say that all adult human beings have frequently observed facts

of this sort: so that in the case of each of us, it follows from many
facts that he has observed, taken together, that there have been
large numbers of bodies in the Universe, whatever else may be
true of it,
I. am, of course, well aware, when I say this, of an objection
which may occur to some of you at once. Many philosophers have

ese questions,
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said that ‘‘observe’ can be used in a sense such that it is not true
that, in that sense, I do observe that there are a good many human
bodies in this room, or that anyone ever has observed anything
of the sort. I think this is true: there is a sense of “‘observe”, in
which philosophers sometimes use the word, & which is an
important notion about which we shall have to talk a great deal,
such that in that sense I don’t observe that there are several
human bodies in this room, & never have observed [this].

Precisely the same applies to “No changes have ever taken
place”. We have all often observed that so-&-so has moved; &
these facts, taken together, entail “Many changes have taken
place”.

The props. “That many bodies have existed in the Universe”
& ‘“that many changes have taken place in it” are therefore
entailed by things we have all observed.

(2) In the case of the special sciences, what I mean by saying
that these 2 props. are presupposed by them, is something different.
In their case I say they’re entailed by established conclusions of
the sciences. One science, e.g., has established that thousand§ of
years ago there existed large numbers of enormous reptiles,
ichthyosauri & such like. This is a genuine conclusion of a science
& an established one; & from it there follows that there have been
many bodies in the Universe. Another science has established
that more than thousands of years ago just as now there were
millions of stars. This is a genuine conclusion of astronomy; &
from it again there follows that there have been many bodies 1n
the Universe.

And similarly of changes. That the earth has been very hot,
etc.

In discussing such questions about the nature of Reality as 2
whole as “Is Matter real” & “Is change real”, philosophers have
been discussing questions to which one particular answer, the
affirmative answer, follows both (a) from things we all observe
in ordinary life & (b) from established conclusions of many
sciences.

And I’'m emphasising this because it seems to me to have a
very important bearing on the relation of philosophy to the
sciences; & therefore on the general conception of philosophy.

One thing that is very commonly aimed at in discussing what
philosophy is, is to give such a definition of it as will ensure that
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n i .
dl?sc?l:::éloély iﬁguzs‘?d by philos. should be identical with any
within the provine Cle;nces. It lS-felt .that questions V\.'hl‘Ch fall
of philosoph The: Ofsoxpe Spemal. science can’t fall W:lthm that
In insistin tg’;t . .lshor instance is very prominent in Broad.
concepts a% ” 1 1; the business of philos. to analyse such general
that none of t‘;lse, € points out, as necessary to defend himself,
concepts: € special sciences do analyse these very general
Pts: he thinks they do analyse more special concepts,
f}fcu]lar to themselves, e.g. physics the conception of mass; &
A:t t/zer.efor e the analysis of these doesn’t belong to philosophy.
h d again no special science tries to discover whether every change
as a cause. The idea is to allow to philos. only questions wh.
don’t belong to any particular science.
re:??‘ut now how about our questions: Is Matter Real? Is Change
It’s true that no special sciences raise these abstract questions
the.l'nserCs; but if the sciences do raise & scttle questions from
Wh‘?h one particular answer to them follows, it seems to me
obviously rather a subterfuge to say that in raising them it is
Taising questions which the scientists don’t raise. For it is raising
qQuestions to which the sciences have proved that one particular
answer is true, though they haven’t said so; & raising questions
such that, unless the philosopher answers them in one particular
way, his answer will conflict with, be inconsistent with, the
results of the sciences. And moreover if he does reach the same
conclusion as the scientists, what’s the use of his going over the
ground again, & proving again what the scientists have already
Proved? It’s admitted that it’s not the business of philos. to
discuss whether millions of stars existed a million years ago: that
must be left to astronomy. But if so, how can it be his business to
discuss whether it’s true that many material things have existed in
the Universe or none have? If he comes to the conclusion they
have, he will be merely saying something which the astronomers
have already proved; if he says none have, he will be contradicting
the astronomers. ’
It seems to me that we can only allow these questions to belong
219 philos., if we insist that you will only be doing philos. if you
l}slcuss them by a particular method. And then the question arises
whether the method used by the sciences isn’t the best & the only
proper method for settling such questions.
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How is a philosopher to set about proving that there have been
many material things in the Universe, or that there have been
changes?

As for the way in which philosophers have reached the con-
clusion that Matter is not real, & Change is not real, I think
something can be said about that. They have tried to shew
that such props. as “There’s a blackboard in this room” or
“I moved my hand” are self-contradictory; & if they could shew
this, no doubt that would prove their conclusion. You certainly
are doing philosophy if you try to do that. And similarly you
will be doing philos. if you try to shew that the arguments used
by other phils. to shew this are invalid.

I’ve said some philosophers have denied that Matter is real:
& at least one (IMcT.) certainly has.

Berkeley did not deny that Matter is real. All he did was to
give a peculiar analysis of what’s meant by saying it is. But here’s
the same sort of ambiguity as I pointed out, when I said I thought
it doubtful whether anyone had ever been a Solipsist. What’s
expressed in this way may be merely a prop. of analysis.

Most questions which philosophers have raised about Reality
as a whole seem to me to be of this nature. It’s not easy to gi_ve
questions which aren’t except “God exists’, “There are infinite
attributes beside extension & thought”.

(As for ‘“Nothing is real but one single experience” it’s not
easy to say to which division it belongs.) .

But people have a vague idea that something could be done in
this way. That we might be able to discover all sorts of things
about the Universe, not in conflict with what the sciences tell us
about it, but supplementary to it.

Well, then, philosophers do raise these 2 kinds of questions
about Reality as a whole (a) questions to which an answer 1s
presupposed, (8) questions to which none is presupposed..

What other questions do they raise, besides those of analysis?



IV
OTHER PHILOSOPHICAL QUESTIONS

So far I’ve distinguished 2 main kinds of questions which it seems
to me to be the business of philos. to discuss.

1. Questions about the meaning of particular words, phrases
or forms of expression in common use (only some).

2. Questions about the nature of Reality as a whole—under-
stood in a very wide & a very vague sense.

And I've divided questions which fall under 2, into two very
different divisions

(«) questions about the world as a whole, to which one par-
ticular answer follows both from observations which we all make,
& from established conclusions of the sciences (as instances of
such questions I took: Do bodies exist = Is Matter real? And:
Do changes occur?)

(B) questions about the world as a whole of which it is not true
that any particular answer to them follows either from observations
which we all make or from established conclusions of the sciences
(as instances I gave (1) Does God exist? (2) Are there, as Spinoza
said there were, an infinite number of “attributes” beside exten-
sion & thought).

I said I thought it was rather difficult to find examples of this
kind of question, but I can give 2 others.

(A) Is it the case that, as Leibniz thought, this is the best of all
possible worlds? You might think that one particular answer to
this—the negative—follows from things which we have all
observed; but I think it’s plain it doesn’t—it could only follow
from things we observe together with an additional premiss—that
certain kinds of things are bad—and this is not a thing we observe
in the sense considered.

(B) My other example is Broad’s: Is it true that every change
has a cause? No answer to this follows from things we all observe,
nor from any established conclusions of the sciences. (Even if,
as B. says, it is true that, in some sense, we all always “‘assume”
it in ordinary life, & all the sciences do too.)

But now do all the questions of philosophy fall under one or
other of these 2 heads, (1) & (2)?

180
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It would be very rash to say so: and there is one special kind
of question, which ought, I think, to be mentioned in any general
account of philosophy, though perhaps it falls under (2) or partly
so.

Many philosophers have been very much interested in the
question, with regard to particular sorts of propositions, whether
any prop. of the sort in question is ever known with certainty to be
true (as distinguished from the question whether any such
props. are true): and I think it must be admitted that in the case of
certain sorts, the question whether props. of that sort are ever
known with certainty to be true is a philosophic question.

For instance: some philosophers have asked: do we ever know
for certain, with regard to any prop. entailing that other people
have experiences, that it is true? and others: do we ever know
for certain with regard to any prop. entailing that a material
thing exists, that it is true? and others: do we ever know with
regard to any prop. entailing that so-&-so was the case (in the
past), that it is true? These questions are often put in the form:
Do we know with certainty of the existence of other people?
Do we know with certainty of the existence of matter? Do we
know with certainty that anything has existed in the past? But I
want to emphasize that the real question is not, with regard to a
single prop., e.g. “Other people have existed”” or ‘“Matter exists”’,
whether we know that one to be true; but with regard to a whole
class of props. in each case, from each of which these props.
follow, whether we know any of them to be true. I think it would
be admitted, & in any case I think it is true, that I certainly don’t
know for certain that other people have had experiences, unless 1
know the truth in particular cases of such props. as “This person
is conscious now”, ‘“This person is seeing so-&-so”’, ““This
person is hearing so-&-so’’, ‘“This person is thinking so-&-so’’,
“This person is feeling so-&-so”. And as I emphasized before,
the question is always not: Do I know at least one such thing, or
none? But: Do I know many or none? it being taken for granted
that, if I know one, I certainly know many.

Now you will see at once how similar some questions of this
sort are to questions which I’ve already classed as questions about
reality as a whole. For instance, we now, instead of the question:
Is Matter real?, have merely substituted the question: Do we
know matter to be real? And it might be thought that, if we are
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to call the first a question about Reality as a whole, it must be fair
to include the latter also. Indeed you can see that precisely the
same answer might be an answer to both questions. T.'O. any
question of the form: Is so-&-so the case? you may be giving a
proper answer in each of 3 ways: viz. Yes, it is; No, it’s not; or
I don’t know whether it is or not. And so to the question: I.S
Matter real, it zs an answer to say: We don’t know whether it 1s
or not. And this, you see, is also an answer to the different ques-
tion: Do we know whether Matter is real? I

Take the case of the philosophical question: Does God exist:
You all know that different people give to it each of the 3 answers:
Yes; No; & we don’t know whether he does or not. To behevg
the first people would say is called Theism; to believe the secon
is called Atheism; & to believe the 3rd Agnosticism. Agnosticism
in this view is one possible answer to a question about Regllty
as a whole, namely Does God exist? But it is also at tl}e same time
an answer to the question: Do we know that God exists? Are we
then to call this a question about Reality as a whole, or no't? o

I think we may fairly say that in a sense it is. And t!lat similar );
a question of the form: Do we know (that so-&-s0 15 the case)ff
will always be in a sense a question about reality as 2 whole, lld
the so-&-so is such that the question: Is so-&-s0 the cgse? wou 1
be a question about Reality as a whole. And most p.lulosophlcap
questions of the form: Do we know that so-&-s0 1S the caser
do I think comply with this condition.

But nevertheless there is a very important difference between
the question: Do we know that so-&-so is the case? & the question
“Is so-&-so the case”?, where it is the same so-&-S0 that 1s 1n
question. . .

Let me illustrate again by the familiar case of Theism, Af:helsm
& Agnosticism. I think most people are apt to treat Theism &
Agnosticism as mutually exclusive alternatives: if you are a
Theist, it follows you’re not an Agnostic; & if you're an Agnostic,
it follows you’re not a Theist. But if the def. I gave above of
Agnosticism were the right one, it would follow that they are by
no means incompatible; a man can be at the same time a Theist,
& also an Agnostic—& perhaps in fact most Theists are also
Agnostics. For we said a Theist is one who believes that God
exists, an Agnostic one who believes that we don’t know for
certain whether he does or not. And obviously it’s possible for a
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person to hold both views at once: indeed, I think perhaps most
(certainly many) serious Theists do; they believe (sometimes very
strongly) that God does exist, but at the same time they would
deny that they or anyone knows for certain that he does; e.g. they
say that the existence of God is not a matter of knowledge but of
Faith. Similarly it’s obviously perfectly possible for an Atheist
to be also an Agnostic: he has only to believe that God does not
exist, & also to believe that we don’t know this for certain. This
shews, I think, that the def. of Agnostic is not: one who believes
that we don’t know for certain; but one who does this, & also
neither believes that he does zor that he doesn’t; or perhaps
believes that he doesn’t & believes we don’t know this for certain.

What I want to insist on is that you may give, & it is very
common to give, a negative answer to the question: Do we know
that Matter is real? & at the same time a positive one to the
question: Is Matter real? Some philosophers have really held that
Matter is not real; but many more have combined ‘“we don’t
know that Matter is real”’, with a belief that it is. The general
attitude has been: “Of course it zs real, but we don’t know for
certain that it is”.

Now I’ve said that in a sense: Do we know that Matter is real?
Do we know for certain that God exists? are questions about
Reality as a whole; but in a sense they’re not. As you’ll see they’re
questions about human knowledge; because what “we” means
here is human beings who have lived on the earth, & while they
had human bodies. The philosopher who asks these questions
isn’t asking: Do any human beings anywhere in the Universe
(perhaps on Mars) know with certainty that God exists? Nor is he
asking whether human beings, if they survive the death of their
bodies, may not know it then? As you know, many religious
people have held that human beings do survive the death of
their bodies, & that then some of them do really know for certain
of the existence of God—they see him face to face. If this were
so, it would be true to say some human beings do know of God’s
existence. And perhaps this question is a philosophical question
if treated in certain ways: it comes under Broad’s head of questions
about the position & destiny of man. But this is not the sort of
question I’'m now considering. When philosophers ask do we
know, they always mean men, in human bodies, living on the

earth: they mean do we know n this life. And so you see that, in
N
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%‘:ir);rzhls sort of ques'tion, so faf- from being a ques:tiqn about th?
hooL °¢ as a whole, is a question about a very limited part 0
niverse; about a particular species of animals living on the
earth, & asking a particular sort of thing about them—"name.ly
whether they know something, such that, if they did know 1t
they would be knowing something about the Universe as 2 “.rhole-
t.Sef.trn.s to me certain that such kinds of questions, in spite of
this hrmtation, must be reckoned as part of philosophy- .
It.would be quite a different question if it were asked: Is 1t
pos sible for any being to know of the existence of God? or of the
existence of Matter? To ask this would be to ask: Is it nonsense,
Or.self—contradictory to say: Some being knows for certain of the
cxistence of God or Matter. And it would come under our ﬁ~r5t
lead of questions of analysis (how difficult it is to distinguish
tchearly between questions of analysis & others): I”m not stflri
at the only good reasons for the opinion we don’t 'know -
cértain, in both these cases, isn’t that it’s a sort of thing Wh‘c,h
It's inconceivable any being should know for certain. But ;hli
e o i i 8 £
i e.lss €y do in fact ask something about us, 1n this Ii e.exist &
therefgrtmg: We don’t know, they are asserting: We ’
N re asserting tf.le existence of matter. . hical
W I've said that in most of the cases where it is a philosop
question to ask: Do we know for certain that so &-50 18 the ca:; -
Ca:eio-&-so in question is such that the question: I so-&;;ls:re iz
One. Woiuld be a question about Reality as a whole. 113111'5 Jestion
s o Pirtlc}llar class of cases where, if this is so at ?H’ the q sense
el Thon about Reality as a whole in an entirely new Si
i aven't yet distinguished. ) .
Sophy h(\)'ery remarkal?le & important fact, in const oo about
noWl,ed W many philosophers, when they have take w with
certuin 8€ or certainty & what sorts of props. we can no1 e
as givixtly to be true, have referred to Mathematics & F' orrnla q egas
certars gslnstances of really certain knowledge—or knowle 3% e
Loy Cowe can get. They seem to think of 2 + 2 =f4,h' of
whidh ntradiction, as giving instances of the .kmd of thing 1
. We can be really certain, if we can of anything. E.g. Russe

i ;
N Contemp. Philps. (p- 359).! “I came to philos. through mathe-

1
[“L . .
don, 19;6g)u::|al Atomism”, Reprinted in B. Russell, Logic and Knowledge (L.on-

dering philo-
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matics, or rather through the wish to find some reason to believe
in the truth of mathematics. From early youth, I had an ardent
desire to believe that there can be such a thing as knowledge,
combined with a great difficulty in accepting much that passes as
knowledge. It seemed clear that the best chance of finding indubitable
truth would be in pure mathematics”. R. seems here to say that
he looked to philos. in the hope that through it he would be able
to assure himself that some of the props. of pure mathematics
were not merely true, but indubitably true (= known by us for
certain to be true). That is to say he implies that in his view then
the question: Are any of the props. of Pure Math. indubitably
true? was a question which it is the business of philosophy to
discuss. And he says nothing later to lead one to suppose that he
has now changed his view as to whether this is a philos. question.
He does not tell us what answer to this question he ultimately
arrived at. He does tell us later that he thinks he discovered by
his work on mathematical logical that mathematics may be true.
But he adds that “‘to shew it 7s true would require other methods
& other considerations’’, & he does not tell us whether he has
found any; still less whether he has found any to shew it is
indubitably true. (N.B. he seems to imply that it is the business of
philos. to discuss whether math. is true; thus raising the same sort
of puzzling question as to the relation of philos. to math., wh. I
said was raised by the fact that philosophers do raise questions
to which the sciences imply an answer. Surely it’s the business of
the mathematicians to decide whether particular mathematical
props. are true? And if so what’s the use of the philosopher
discussing whether any math. props. are true? Suppose he decides
they are, can he give better reasons than the mathematicians give?
Suppose he decides they aren’t. He’s contradicting the mathe-
maticians. And aren’t they better judges? It’s admitted not to be
the business of philos. to discuss whether particular theorems are
true. But, if he insists on discussing whether any are, he’s bound
either to contradict the maths., or to be doing something wh.
seems superfluous.)

Now I think we must regard the question whether math. props.
are certain, are known to be true, as a philosophical question.
But, if so, is that a question about Reality as a whole? Only, if
at all, in a very different sense from that in which: Does God
exist? Does Matter exist? Does Change exist? are so. It might be

N*
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said that 2 4 2 = 4 is a prop. about Reality as a whole—bec. it is
umvers:al. But what “question about Reality as a whole” naturally
means is what sorts of contingent props. are true—things which
might have been otherwise. But 2 + 2 = 4, & ~(p. ~P) 3
tOté}lly different sorts of props.: if true at all, they are things
which couldn’t have been otherwise. In Leibniz’s language, they
are necessary truths, things which must have been tru¢ in any
possible world; & therefore give us no information as to this
world: whereas to ask about Reality as a whole is to ask what sort
of a world this world is.

I think, therefore, so far as philos. discusses whether any
math. & logical props. are known with certainty to be true, 1t
can’t properly be said to be discussing 2 question about
Real-ity as a whole, even in the modified sense in which in dis-
cussing “Do we know that God exists?”’ we are doing so.

But now there’s one other question about human knowledge
which has certainly been discussed by some philosophers, & which
must, I think, be admitted to belong to philos. I've said it’s always
philosophy to discuss: Do we know that so-&-s0 is the case?
Wf.lere “Is so-&-so the case?” is a philosophic question; & that
this (except in the case of Maths.) may be so only where the latter
1s a question about Reality as a whole.

.But now some philosophers have not contented thems elves
with discussing isolated questions of this sort; but have tried to
arrive at true props. of the form: Props. of the sorts Aor B, or
the sort C, are the only sorts of props. we know with certainty to
be true. In other words: What sorts of props. (if any) do we,
human beings living in bodies on the earth, know with certain’y

to be.true? This, if it is assumed that we do know someé, is the
question as to the kmits of human knowledge, pr ominent in Locke
& Kant.

words at all

In answer to this question, some have given (in
eévents) the answer: (1) Nothing is certain—which is called Abso-
lute Scepticism; others (2) Nobody ever knows any props. to be
true for certain except props. about his own present experience at
the moment in question—Epistemological Solipsism of the pr esent
morne.nt; [yet others] (3) Nobody knows any except props.
asserting something about his own present & past experience:

. (There’s one other thing I want to notice: namely that asser-
tions to the effect [that] nothing of this sort is certain are liable to
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conflict with results of the sciences. The sciences will say: This
is certain. Is the philosopher a better judge than the scientist?)

It is a sort of question wh. has been very prominent in philos.:
What are the limits of Human knowledge? It is why Locke,
Berkeley, Hume, Kant called their books, books about the
Human Understanding, Principles of Human Knowledge,
Critique of Pure Reason (= man’s reason). All of them were,
I think, trying to answer more or less clearly this kind of question.

And I want to illustrate by kinds of answers that have been
given to it. Various forms of Scepticism are the most prominent,
bec. they limit human knowledge most.

(1) Absolute Scepticism. No human being ever knows anything
for certain. Some philos. have said this; but others have said that
it is nonsense—you can’t mean anything by it. That all you can
say with meaning is: Mentioning a certain type, we know none
of that type.

(2) The next most extreme form would be one wh. so far as I
know doesn’t exist: it would be a philosopher taking one single
prop. & saying that is the only prop. that anyone ever knew for
certain. I can imagine things wh. might tempt a philosopher to
say this: e.g. “God exists”, “I exist”.

It’s an important thing that the general view has been that, if
we know anything for certain, we know several things.

I said that besides questions of the form: Do we know for
certain that so-&-so is the case? it seemed to me also that it is the
business of philos. to try to answer questions of the form: Have
we any reason to believe that so-&-so is the case? I think you
will find that philosophers have been very much occupied with
discussing questions of this form; and I don’t think it can be
denied that when you discuss certain questions of this form, in a
certain way, you are doing philosophy. .

But in the case of what sort of props., or classes of props., 1s
it a philosophical question to ask: Have we any reason to believe
that this prop. is true or that any props. of this class are true?
Obviously not in the case of all; and so far as I can see the props.
& classes of props. with regard to which it is philos. to a§k this
are precisely the same as those with regard to wh. it is philos. to
ask: Do we know for certain that this prop. is true, or that any
props. of this class are true?
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: God
E.g. if you've decided: We don’t know for certa:.lnr :-}:;OH to
exists, it will be proper to go on to ask: Have \ZC -avele 7o know
believe that God exists? (though not, if you deci ef.or certain any
for certain); & if you’ve decided: We don’t kqolwthings or any
Props. which entail the existence of materia ‘e any ;'eason to
mathem. props., it will be proper to ask: Have w
believe any? P we any
But novz it might be thought that the questlog ) gli::iiguis'hc
reason to believe that matter exists:p can hardly be
from the question: Does matter fa)ust_? . & that the view that
But I think it ought to be distlngms},]ed’ overlooking 2
there’s no difference between them is due Otgerlook: viz. the
distinction which philosophers do very ofteﬂI ask: Have I any
distinction between the question I ask when ;;ny reason to
T€ason to believe . . .? & the question: Have we
believe . . .? . etween:
So far as I can see there és no important dlf‘ferer;::;tbit does?,
Does matter exist? &: Have I any reason to beher;l settled that
when 7 ask both. If I start discussing the ﬁrSt’ h?wusgs whether 1
I don’t know it for certain, I shall certainly dl-icdoes only if I
have any reasons for it; & shall conclude d?atdl s than that it
believe I have more reason to believe that it doe
doesn’t. . » strictly,
(N.B. “Have I, or we, any reason to belxeve?I ag;a};;ason for
mean either of 2 things. One meaning' of: Have or an argument
P ?is: Do I know anything which is e}'ldence fOII"; case that there
in favour of p; and as you all knon, it may be the In a detective
1s some evidence for P, & yet more evidence for nOt:E.committe 1 the
Story some facts may favour the hypothesis that believe each.
murder, others that B. There is some reason t:any reason tO
Generally i philos. what is meant by: Have ‘:’o believe p than
believe p, is, T think, “Have we more reason ason at all? E.g.
Not-p”. But you can also ask: Have we any re en’t any reason
cT. concluded with regard to matter that we hav
at all to believe in its existence.) « I &
But whylisvthere an important difference betwee;onh:c‘:ebelievc
“have we”, Ag you all know, I may have good re to believe. To
a thing, which it’s not true that we a]l have reasOnore than that I
Say we all have is to say something immensely ms it is I think
have. But in the case of philosophical question
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always assumed, curiously enough, that if I have no reason to
believe that God exists, neither has anybody else; & if I have,
then everybody has. This is an assumption which needs to be
justified.

Now I said that in the case of human knowledge, philosophers
have tried & it is their business to try (1) to give an exhaustive
list of kinds of props. we know for certain, (2) in the case of any
kind, with regard to wh. they conclude we do know, to raise the
question: How do we know?, & I might have added (3) attempt to
give an exhaustive list of the ways in which we know things.

All this holds, mutatis mutandis, of have reason to believe: (1)
you can attempt to give an exhaustive list of the kinds of props.
we have reason to believe, (2) you can raise the question: What
reason have we to believe so-&-so?, & (3) attempt to give an
exhaustive list of the kinds of reason which are good reasons for
believing anything.

Also, just as with knowledge, philosophers in discussing: Have
we any good reason for believing props. of such-&-such a sort?
are liable to come into conflict with the sciences; so with: have
we reason to believe? For the sciences do say not only p, & p is
certain, but there’s good evidence for p: & it has happened that p
belongs to a class of props. with regard to wh. philosophers have
concluded: We never have good evidence for a prop. of that sort.
Isn’t the fact that the sciences say: Such-&-such #s good evidence
for so-&-so, a reason for saying: It is good evidence?

But there’s one extra question connected with ‘“have reason
for”, which doesn’t arise with regard to knowledge, taken strictly.
I said: Have we reason to believe p, often means Have we more
reason to believe p than not-p. And we can of course ask also:
Have we more reason to believe p than q? This sort of question
with regard to different classes of props., of the sort with regard
to wh. it is the business of philos. to discuss: Have we reason to
believe them?, is often raised by philosophers & seems to me
certainly to belong to philosophy. I, e.g., should say that we have
more reason to believe that matter exists than to believe that
other people believe that matter exists: bec. in saying the latter,
you are already saying that matter exists, & also something more:
it’s more certain that matter exists than that we believe. Other
philosophers have often said the contrary: they often say it’s
quite certain we believe it; & not quite certain that it does exist



190 LECTURES ON PHILOSOPHY

—which is absurd. Similarly I said that it’s as certain that ot:hel‘
people observe facts about material objects as that they behevﬁ
Props. about them. So again a theist, who hold that there’s muc
more reason to believe that God exists than that he doesn’t, may
nevertheless hold that the existence of Matter is more certain
than that of God. This type of question as to the order of reason-
ableness or certainty seems to me quite certainly to belong to
philos.

To sum up. (1) Questions about the meaning of words, PI}raSZZ
& forms of expression: Analysis, (2) Questions about Reality :
a whole, (3) A number of questions about human knowledge, (4&
Still more questions about what it’s reasonable for us to believe
in what degree. .

I don’t fee how it can be denied that all these sorts of Cl“esuon,i
do belong to philos. Of course, people may say that they oughtn
to: but as philos. is now used they do.

But now I want to return for a moment to the qmitted Pailt :(f
Broad’s description of Speculative Phil.: philos. 18 expecte
consider the position & prospects of men in the Universe. "

Now the questions: What sorts of things do we know abouli; ;
What sorts of things have we reason to believe about it? may Dby, X
stretch be said to be questions about the position of men 1n 1
And these T have said do belong to philes. o 105.2

But what other guestions about man’s position in it are philos.
& what about his prospects? . s

Nobody would say the question whether life is likely to cea
on this earth is philos.: that is a question for science.

I can only think of the future life & immortality. But

These aren’t questions discussed by any actual science. bllle
aren’t they questions, which, if answerable at all, are answera
by the methods of science?

Only not if you try to settle it by a priori arguments, such ﬂal\s
for instance (1) a thing can be destroyed only by division, (2) the
soul is indivisible. That style of arg. is philos., but I should say
bad philos. ) .

Does this exhaust the kind of questions which are ph.ﬂOSOPhlca,‘
Prob. not; but I do think I’ve mentioned most of the kinds. Ican’t
think of any important exception.
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It seems to me there is nothing wh. can be described as tke
method of philos. There can’t be if it deals both with questions
of analysis & with the other sort of questions.

Methods of analysis. I doubt if there’s any one method. How did R.
discover his prop. about def. descriptions?

You look for other props. which are mecessary conditions of
its truth, i.e. props. such that it can’t be true, unless they are true;
it must be false if they are false. And he found first 2 such:
Somebody wrote W.; Not more than one person did, i.e. it wasn’t
a work of joint authorship like Beaumont & Fletcher. These 2 are
necessary for the truth. This at once gives a partial analysis.

These things he concludes must be part of what you're assert-
ing.

But they’re not the whole. They’re not sufficient. They're
sufficient for “The author of Wav. was a real person”. What else
can you find?

It’s obviously also necessary that, if you met a person of whom
the 2 things were true, it should also be true of him that he was a
Scotsman. o

<¢But if you ask: How do you know that it does entail this?,
the answer is your general knowledge of the English language.
Only here again there’s a method wh. consists in looking about for
instances. E.g. ““have the same parents’ and then it occurs to you
that a person may be only a half-brother. A method of shewing
that so-&-so is not necess. or not sufficient.)

You would have proved it true (verified it) if you had f’ound all
this to be the case; & you would have found it false if you d found
any part of what it asserts not to be the case. .

Obviously then in a sense you've discovered what it means,
if you’ve discovered what would verify it & all the things that
would prove it false. Lo

And this is different from saying that’s what you were thinking
of when you said 1t. ) )

But the meaning of verify is here quite qlfferent than in:
finding that the pavements have been wet verifies (proves) that

191
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it has been raining. It doesn’t follow from their being wet that
it has been raining; nor from that it has been raining that they
will be wet.

It is, it seems to me, often one of the most difficult things
about analysis to be sure whether a prop. q which is such that 1t
proves p, proves it logically or only by experience.

I was talking about what rules can be given in answer to the
question: How am I to set about finding an analytic def. of a
word or phrase or expression?

And T said I thought this was one good rule:

(1) Take a prop., p, in the expression of which your phra§e
occurs & look about to see if you can find any other sentences I
which your phrase doesn’t occur which express props. that are
necessary but not sufficient conditions for the truth of p: = props-
which follow from p, but from which p doesn’t follow.

Thus R. found that 2 necess. conditions for the truth of

“The author of W. was Scotch” are

“At least one person wrote W.”

“Not more than one wrote W.” o

(2) Having found as many as you can, go on to consider if you
can find an expression in which these necessary conditions are
expressly mentioned, & which is such that both it follows fl"o.m P
(is a necess. condit.) & p follows from it (is a sufficient condition).

You see that p says something more than “q & 1’ & you uy
to find an expression which expressly says q & r & something
more, wh. satisfies these conditions. )

How you’re to do this I can give 7o rule: you just simply hav.e
to try to think of more. I only said you mustn’t assume that it
will be of the form q & r & s.

I said all that this can end in is giving you another'—-mw"e
analysed—sentence such that you can say this prop- entails & 1s
entailed by your original one. .

But I emphasized that where you can say p ent.alls q, & ¢
entails p, it doesn’t seem to be always true that q is what you
were thinking when you thought p: & that where p entz.uls q but
Mot Vice versa, it doesn’t seem always true that in thinking that p
you were thinking that q. _ ,

I said I thought that for the purposes of philos. 1t doesn’t
matter what the answer is to the question: What was I thinking
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when 1 thought p? If you've discovered a more analysed
expression, expressing a prop. which entails & is ex}tallefl by p,
you’ve done all a philosopher need want to do. I still think this
1s so, but I don’t know. o
It s a question for philos. what this “thinking of” consists 1n,
because it’s a question what “meaning’” means; but I think you've
done the important part of analysis, if you’ve done the other.

Now I want to go on to the question: Supposing you've thOlfght
of a q, which you think satisfies this condition, or ano.tflef philos.
offers one to you: how are you to test whether it's true or
not?

This, you will see, is merely the question: How are you to tell
whether p does entail q?

Now here in some cases it seems to be sufficient just to know’fh.e
language: so soon as you understand how the word “mother” 1s
used & how the word “female” is used, you can see that

x was mother of y . entails . x was female. )

But often p does entail q, when you can’t just see that it does:
in Math. or Princ. Math. you deduce q from p; you only ’haz'e
deduced q from p, if q follows from p, and a proof wouldn’t be
necess. if you could just see that it did follow. )

Thus it would be possible to prove that ‘“Whoever wrote Wav.
was Scotch’’ + the other 2 entails “The author . . .” & vice versa.

What methods are there for answering questions about reality
as a whole? )

Here I’ll take particular examples, one of each class of question ;
of the first class: Is Matter real? of the second: Does God exist:
though probably this isn’t sufficient. i

What method is there for discussing whether Matter 13 real
or not? .

I think it’s useful here to distinguish between the question:
What methods have been used? & What methods ought to be
used?

If you take this question seriously you want to ask: Are ther’e
any good reasons (conclusive, if possible) for belx.evmg 1t doesn’t
cxist? Are there any good reasons (conclusive, if possible) for
thinking it does?

And so far as I know 2 methods have been used to prove that
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matter doesn’t: i.e. it has been supposed that 2 kinds of conclusive
reasons can be given for the conclusions that it doesn’t. )

I. It has been supposed possible to shew that every prop. which
entails the existence of a material object is self-contradictorys
e.g. “There’s a blackboard in this room now”. )

Now this method, if successful, certainly would prove its point.

Ought you to look to see whether it does? I think, _Sil'{ce s0
many philosophers of the first rank have believed this, it 1s 01¢
of the businesses of philosophy to examine their ?rgumer}ts-
And such investigation generally has indirect results in clearing
up the meaning of expressions. ) I

I think the result is that they’re not self-contradictory; but
see no way of proving that they can’t be. but

2. McT.’s method of trying to prove: Nothing can be real ut
what has such-&-such characteristics; matter hasn’t got them;
therefore matter isn’t real. Perhaps Hegel had the same. o

"This also, if successful, would be a good method: and I thin
the same remarks apply to it. .

But now supposing you can’t find any good reasons for saying
it doesn’t: can you find any for saying it does? ] of

1. Here a method has been used by Descartes, 11! which one
the premisses is the existence of God & veracity of GOd' .

I do not think this is successful ; because I don’t think there 18
any good reason for thinking that God exists. ) g

But I suppose this sort of argument ought to be mvestlgateb'

2. T’ve insisted the sciences give indirect proofs of. this, DY
proving that particular material things have existed: I instance
the proof of the existence of Plesiosauri, Ichthyosauri, etc.; & o
the existence of millions of stars 10,000 years ago-

Now these props. are not philosophic props. Al{d I want t0
give one reason why I think they are not. All scientific proofs 0
the existence of particular kinds of material things seem to rrlft{
t0 assume as premisses the existence of others: the proof ©
ichthyosauri assumes the existence of fossils; that of stars 10,000
years ago the existence of stars now.

Relation to logic, psychology and ethics.
(1) Logic. I think the chief thing here to be said is that ic
word “Logic” is used in two very different senses; & the relation
of philosophy to each of the 2 is quite different.
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(a) Sometimes by logic is meant simply the working out of a
formal system: such as e.g. the formal theory of the syllogism
or that of Principia Mathematica. Here the sort of thing you are
told is that from certain premisses certain conclusions follow:
e.g. that from All S is P, A is S, A is P follows; or All S is P
All M are S, All M are P. Or any of the proofs in Princ. Math.

This subject is not philosophy at all; any more than mathe-
matics is.

(b) People talk of logic as the analysis of thinking (the mor-
phology of knowledge); & include in it such questions as what
“true” & “‘false” mean, what is a proposition, what does “follow
from” mean, what s a class?

These simply are questions of Critical Philosophy, the part
dealing with analysis. They’re just a part of it.

But also in logic, espec. Inductive logic, it seems to me there
certainly are often included questions of the sort: What is a good
reason for believing what? 1.e. the general question: What conditions
must be fulfilled by props. (or sets of props.) p & q in order that,
if a person knows p, he may be said to have good reason for
believing q?

Which may be a question of analysis.

(2) Psychology. Here, too, we have to say that 2 different
subjects are included in Psych., which have very different relations
to philosophy. One part is just a part of philosophy; the other is 2
science that has no more to do with philosophy than physics or
chemistry or biology.

(2) The science of psychology, the object of which is to discover,
by observation & experiment, laws with regard to mental facts,
either mere generalisations or causal laws. .

Take such a book as Prof. Bartlett’s on Remembering. He
conducted a number of experiments; made generalisatlons; &
suggestions as to the cause of the observed results. '

(b) Other psychology books often include, along with material
of this kind, analyses such as James’ ‘““The present thought is the
only thinker”. This kind of psychology is again simply a depart-
ment of philos.: the analytic part. i

But you see this is 7ot analysis of concepts which occur in all
sciences ; but only in ordinary life & in Psych. I think we have to
add to analysis as defined by Broad the analysis of concepts only
occurring in special sciences.
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It is, I think, bec. both these 2 different kinds of things occur
both in Logic & in Psych., that it is supposed that these are more
closely related to Philos.

(3) Ethics. Is it distinguished from Moral Philosophy?

If not, it’s just a sub-division of philos., which I ought perhaps
to have mentioned as such.

Partly analysis of what’s meant by ‘“‘good”, “‘ought”, “right”,
“wrong”, “valuable”, etc.

And if certain analyses of these are right, then other ethical
props., ones which aren’t analytic, wouldn’t be philosophical at
all, but belong to Psych., Sociology, or the theory of Evolution.

If naturalistic analyses are wrong, then it seems to me some
other props. do belong to philos.: e.g. Pleasure is not the only
good.
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MUIRHEAD LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY

An admirable statement of the aims of the Library of Philosophy was
provided by the first editor, the late Professor J. H. Muirhead, in his
description of the original programme printed in Erdmann’s History of
Plilosophy under the date 18go. This was slightly modified in subse-
quent volumes to take the form of the following statement:

“The Muirhead Library of Philosophy was designed as a contribution
to the History of Modern Philosophy under the heads: first of Different
Schools of Thought—Sensationalist, Realist, Idealist, Intuitivist;
secondly of different Subjects—Psychology, Ethics, Political Philo-
sophy, Theology. While much had been done in England in tracing
the course of evolution in nature, history, economics, morals and reli-
gion, little had been done in tracing the development of thought on these
subjects. Yet “the evolution of opinion is part of the whole evolution”.

‘By the co-operation of different writers in carrying out this plan it
was hoped that a thoroughness and completeness of treatment, other-
wise unattainable, might be secured. It was believed also that from
writers mainly British and American fuller consideration of English
Philosophy than it had hitherto received might be looked for. In the
earlier series of books containing, among others, Bosanquet’s History of
Aesthetic, Pfleiderer’s Rational Theology since Kant, Albee’s History of
English Utilitarianism, Bonar’s Philosophy and Political Economy,
Brett’s History of Psychology, Ritchie’s Natural Rights, these objects
were to a large extent effected.

‘In the meantime original work of a high order was being produced
both in England and America by such writers as Bradley, Stout,
Bertrand Russell, Baldwin, Urban, Montague, and others, and a new
interest in foreign works, German, French and Italian, which had either
become classical or were attracting public attention, had developed. The
scope of the Library thus became extended into something more inter-
national, and it is entering on the fifth decade of its existence in the
hope that it may contribute to that mutual understanding between
countries which is so pressing a need of the present time.’

The need which Professor Muirhead stressed is no less pressing to-
day, and few will deny that philosophy has much to do with enabling
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