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Preface

This work is a slightly abridged version of my thesis
-accepted by the University of London in 1968 for the award of
the Ph.D. degree. One or two books on aspects of Russell’s
philosophy have since come out, but these do not suggest and
need for modification of my interpretation of Russell’s views.
I have retained the use of the present tense in the text to leave
the impression that the work was originally done while Russell
"was still alive.

This work was accepted for publication by M/s. George
Allen and Unwin Ltd., London, in 1969 when the mass move-
ment leading ultimately to the war of independence of Bangla-
desh had already started in the country. During those days of
difficulty, the press copy was prepared but before it could be

-sent to the company in London I together with my family had
to flee the country and take shelter in India. On our return here
in 1972, we found that all our belongings including the press
copies had been looted. Luckily, two copies of the original thesis
were with us while in India and were thus saved. I started to
prepare the press copy afresh and, in view of the lapse of time,
Dr. K. S. Murshid, the then Vice-Chancellor of Rajshahi Uni-
versity, took up the matter with the British Council so that
the agreed publication could be arranged. There had be_en
quick changes in the management of the company following
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the sudden demise of Sir Stanley Unwin and owing to certain
difficulties the company could not undertake the publication.

Thanks so much to M/s. Mittal Publications, New Delhi,
and its Managing Director Mr. K. M. Mittal who have very
kindly undertaken the publication of this work.

M AHMED-



Acknowledgements

I wish to express my gratitude and deep appreciation to
Professor B. A. O. Williams, Provost, King's College, Cam-
‘bridge, under whom I worked in London, for his encourage-
ment, patience and guidance in the preparation of this work.

I am thankful to the University of Rajshahi for granting me

| leave and financing of my higher studies in London leading to

the writing of this book. I am grateful to Professor K. S.

Murshid and the British Council for their interest in the
publication of this work.

My wife, Professor Khanam Mumtaz Ahmed, helped me in
various ways in the prepardtion of the press copy. My son,
Imtiaz, and my daughter, Lisa, were helpful in handlidg the
type-script.

Finally I should express my thanks to Mr. Ajit Kumar
Chakravarty for meticulously typing the press copy.

M Ahmed

Rajshahi University
Bangladesh






Contents

PREFACE

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

INTRODUCTION

I. ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF NEUTRAL MONISM

Neutral Monism in General
Ernst Mach

William James

The New Realists

1I. DEVELOPMENT OF RUSSELL’S NEUTRAL MONISM

An Outline of the Development

Russell’s Earlier Objections to Neutral Monism
Two Phases of Russell’s Neutralism

Logical Atomism and Neutral Monism

III. THE THEORY OF NEUTRAL PARTICULARS

Psycho-physical Dualism in Sensation

Abolition of Dualism: Identification of Sensation and Sense-

datum

Sensation as Neutral Particulars
Events as Neutral Particulars
Sensation and Organism
Location of Percepts in the Brain
Subjectivity of Percepts

Images as Particulars
Unpercieved Particulars

Monads and Neutral Particulars

vi¥

i
14
18

22
26

33
40

54

54



X Bertrand Russell’s Neutral Monism

IV. THEORY OF NATURE 108
Simples versus Constructs 108
Material Objects as Classes of Appearances 119
Material Objects as Structures of Events 135

V. THE THEORY OF MIND 155
Rejection of the Dualistic Criteria of Mind 155
Analysis of Mental Phenomena 166
The Definition of Mind 198

V1. BODY, MIND AND PERSON 215
The Concept of a Person 215
Is Mind-an Emergent from Matter? 226
Mind-Body Relation: The Identity Hypothesis 230

‘BIBLIOGRAPHY 238

INDEX 245



Introduction

Bertrand Russell in his long career as a philosopher has
produced a large number of works covering a wide variety of
subjects. He has made important contributions to various
fields, has developed many new ideas and has suggested instruc-
tive hypotheses. His influence on contemporary philosophy,
especially in logic, logical analysis, the philosophy of science,
epistemology and metaphysics, cannot perhaps be exaggerated.
There are few books written on philosophy during the last few
decades, which do not in some way refer to Russell’s works or
make use of some of his ideas. This is perhaps the reason
why Allan Wood remarks that “there is little of importance in
present-day philosophizing which is not derived from him.
The post-Russellians are all propter-Russellians”.!

In the course of the development of his thought, Russell’s
views on many topics have undergone changes, sometimes
resulting in opposite ideas at different stages. In spite of this,
there is throughout a unity of purpose and constancy of
method.? The purpose has always been to attain as much
certainty in knowledge as possible, a passionate search for
truth. The method is that of logical analysis, developed in
his mathematical logic and employed in every branch of
philosophy. For him, every philosophical problem is a problem

My Philosophical Development, p. 257.

3M. Weitz, ‘Analysis and the Unity of Russell's Philosophy’, The Philosophy
of Bertrand Russell, pp. 556
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of analysis, and the business of philosophy is essentially that
of logical analysis followed by logical synthesis.!

Truth, Russell believes, can only be obtained from the
understanding of the world as a whole, not simply the little
world of human mind and expcrience. He has often com-
plained against philosophers of ‘‘cosmic impiety””,2 of being
too much concerned with this petty planet and with ‘“‘the
different ways in which silly psople can say silly things”,® and
not trying to understand the world. He finds little satisfac-
tion “in contemplating the human race and its follies”’.* He
says, “Those who attempt to make a religion of humanism
which recognises nothing greater than man, do not satisfy my
emotions. And yet I am unable to believe that, in tle world
as known, there is anything that [ can value outside human
beings . . .”"5 This conflict shows the attitude he has taken to
philosophy in general. He has tried to obtain a philosophy
of the world in which man and other things are seen in their
proper places. His attempts, like those of any other philoso-
pher, have been a failure in the sense that he has not been
able to get the certain impersonal truth which he set out to
find.® But they are also a success in the sense that he has been
able to show that such impersonal absolute truth is not attain-
able, at any rate of purely empirical grounds. And in his
search for truth he has developed a philosophical method
which gives valuable knowledge, though not absolute certainty,
and which enables the philosophers employing it to argue and
concur in respect of exact hypotheses, all compatible with the
existing evidence.?

The philosophical study of the world involves a vast range

Philosophical Importance of Mathematical Logic', Monist, October, 1913,
Logic and Knowledge, p. 341,

*History of Western Philosophy, p. 782 (New Edition, 1961).

3My Philosophical Development, p. 230.

1/bid., p. 131

My Mental Development’, The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell,
pp- 19-20.

sRusscll recognises this in retrospect; see ‘My Mental Development’, The
Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 19-20.

“Ibid., p. 20.
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of topics, and Russell's works cover them generally. The wide
variety of his philosophical interests makes it difficult to
obtain, with justice to them all, a systematic account of his
philosophy within a short space. It is, however, possible to
recognise some aspects which have engaged his attention more
or less permanently, and to produce an account of the rele-
vant issues with special reference to the development of his
ideas about them. One of such aspects concerns the meta-
physical problem of the ultimate nature of the reality of the
world with the question of the relation of mind and matter as
an important aspect of it. This problem is in some sense
basic in philosophy, and any system of philosophy must offer
some explanation of it. As in many other cases, Russell's
views on this particular subject have undergone changes; but
we find that in his later writings he has constantly maintained
a theory called neutral monism. According to it, mind and
matter are not the ultimate realities of the world; the world
consists of something more primitive and fundamental; and
mind and matter are composed of the primitive ‘stuff’ arrang-
ed in different ways. Thus, the theory holds that there is no
fundamental dualism between mind and matter, but only a
difference of arrangement, relation or context.

Neutral monism had been maintained by some philosophers
before Russell. He accepted it in 1919 and has since then
advocated it continuously. This theory has been his mecta-
physical faith for nearly half a century, a period which has
witnessed some of the results of his maturer philosophical
thought. It is, therefore, important to understand his theory of
neutral monism both because the theory itself is important and
instructive, and because a study of it is a valuable help in gain-
ing an insight into his philosophy in general,

While maintaining the fundamental thesis of neutral monism
throughout this period, Russell has made important changes
in the details of it at different stages of his philosophy. Accor-
dingly, there is a history of the development of his neutral
monism. In developing this theory as also his philosophy in
general, he has not claimed that his solutions are the final
truth. He is a philosopher who is an example of seif-criticism.
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As he has considered his pbilosophy, he has at any
subsequent stage criticised his earlier views; each advance he
has made constitutes a criticism of his previous position. So,
his philosophy leaves little scope for criticism on orthodox
lines. What is needed, therefore, is not so much to criticise
him as to understand him.!

However, Russell’s philosophy in general, and his neutral
monism in particular, have not gone unopposed. There are a
good number of reviews, articles and short references here and
there in which his neutral monism has been criticised, and
sometimes rather severely. There are two things that one
finds about these criticisms. First, there is in some casesa
lack of recognition of the different stages of the development
of the theory with the result that attacks have been directed

_to a position which Russell had already criticised and aban-

doned. Secondly, criticisms have sometimes been made on the
basis of interpretations of some of his ideas, which he would
not perhaps recognisc as adequate interpretations at all. The
latter has arisen from two things. On the one hand, Russell
himself has not always been as precise and unambiguous as
one might wish, thus leaving room for alternative interpreta-
tions to suit a commentator’s special bias, On the other
hand, interpretations have sometimes been made out by consi-
dering some of his statements taken out from the proper con-
text and without regard to other relevant statements.

Besides criticising his own earlier positions at subsequent
stages, Russell has also tried to clarify his position in defen-
sive articles and replies. We have, therefore, a complex situa-
tion about his theory of neutral monism: he has developed
it in different phases by making important changes at different
times, and thus his views are to be found ina number of
books and articles; his critics and commentators have represen-
ted him in ways which he often disapproves (and sometimes
rightly) and which are mostly partial; and there are his own
replies and clarifications. A proper understanding of his
theory will now rcquire a consideration of these various

1cf. Allan Wood's remarks, My Philosophical Developmenr, p. 258.
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developments. There is, however, no single book either of
Russell himself or of anyone else, which offers a brief account
of the theory,—an account that shows the development of the
theory in its different phases and contains references to these
various sources.

It is clear that there is a case for a study of Russell’s
neutral monism in the manner indicated above, and that this
would be a valuable contribution to the understanding not
only of his metaphysical position, but also of his philosophy
in general to some extent. At present the study is also impor-
tant from another point of view. Since long Russell has main-
tained as an aspect of his neutral monism a theory of the rela-
tion of mind and body (brain in particular) which in a some- °
what modified form is much in vogue nowadays. In recent
years it has been called the mind-body identity theory, which
is sometimes maintained without proper recognition of its
original form or source. But it is useful to know it in its
original form and context. A study of the development of
Russell’s neutral monism will reveal that the identity theory
owes its origin to his neutral moristic construction of mind and
brain.

But the proposed study is not an easy and simple task; the
very complexity of the situation speaks for this. Volumes
may be necessary to make it exhaustive. Yet it is not impossi-
ble to take it up in a limited scale and make a worthwhile
contribution to the subject.* The present work is such a limited
attempt at producing a brief historical account of Russell’s
neutral monism with special reference to the stages of its
development. The purpose is mainly interpretative. But inter-
pretation must involve a good deal of criticism and compari-
son of both Russell’s views of the different stages and the
comments of his critics. In this sense the present work may be
called a critical exposition of Russell's neutral monism.

The limitations of the present work should perhaps be made
a little more precise. Neutral monism is a metaphysical theory.
But as Russell presents it, it is not kept separate from problems
which are not strictly mectaphpsical. In his works, various
logical and epistemological problems are discussed elaborately
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side by side with his metaphysics. These problems are not
discussed here except to the extent it is absolutely necessary
for understanding the metaphysical position. Again, this work
is mainly concerned with the development of Russell’s ideas in
his own philosophy and not with their continuation by other
philosophers, with one or two exceptions. One such exception
is the identity theory about which something is said in the
sequel.

The scope of the work can perhaps also be understood
from its plan which is as follows. As neutral monism was
held by other philosophers before Russell, some knowledge of
the earlier versions of the theory would certainly facilitate the
understanding of Russell’s position. So, our discussions begin
with a brief representation of these earlier views. This forms
the subject-matter of Chapter 1.

The consideration of Russell’s theory is divided into several
chapters. First, the question of the development of his neutral
monism out of his earlier positions is taken up. Two distinct
phases of his neutral monism are recognised. These are called
partial neutralism and complete neutral monism. The first is
the theory advocated in The Analysis of Mind, and the second
in his later works. Attempts are also made to give a short

account of the relation of his logical atomism and neutral
monism. All these constitute the contents of Chapter II.

Neutral monism may be said to have three main parts,
namely those dealing respectively with the ncutral stuff, matter,
and mind. These three parts are considered separately in
this order in chapters III, IV and V. In each of these chapters
the subject is discussed with reference to the development of
Russell’s views and the changes he makes at different stages.
Finally, some questions concerning the concept of a person
and the mind-body relation are discussed in Chapter VI. In
this connection, reference is made to a recent development,
namely, Identity Hypothesis, which is a continuation of an
aspect of Russell’s theory in a modified form.

The final version of Russell’s complete neutral monism
turns out to be a kind of emergent neutralism. It attains a
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sort of theoretical completeness and avoids certain difficulties
involved in his earlier theory of partial neutralism. The Identity
Hypothesis is found to be originally Russell’s idea, and to be
as old as his co:hp]et‘e neutral monism. It is argued to some
extent that in its present physicalist form this hypothesis seems
untenable, and that it has a better chance of being true as an
aspect of neutral monism, such as is found in Russell’s
philosophy.



ONE

Origin and Development of
Neutral Monism

1. Neutral Monism in General

Neutral monism is the theory that things commonly regar-
ded as mental and things commonly regarded as physical do
not differ in respect of any intrinsic property possessed by
the one set and not by the other, but differ only in respect of
arrangement and context. Mind and matter, according to this
theory, are not two radically different kinds of entities, but are
constructed out of the same ‘stuff’. It is admitted that there is
some difference between the mental and the physical, since to
deny this would be an absurdity. But the difference is not one
of ‘stuff’, but of relations, arrangements, and contexts. There is
only one kind of ‘stuff’ out of which the world is made; the
stuff is called mental in one arrangement, and physical in the
other. ‘Russell illustrates! this theory by comparison with a
postal directory in which the names appear twice over, once
in alphabetical order and once in geographical order. We may
compare the alphabetical order with the material and the
geographical order with the mental phenomenon. The affinities

1Logic and Knowledge, p. 139; Portraits from Memory, p. 148.
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of a given thing are quite different in the two orders, and
its causes and effects may obey different laws. Just as every
man in the directory has two kinds of neighbours, so every -
-object will be at the intersection of two causal series, namely
the mental series and the physical series.

Thus, the neutral entities that make the world may be
arranged in two different ways. A group of neutral entities
arranged in one way will constitute a piece of matter or phy-
sical object; and the same neutral entities arranged in the other
‘way will constitute a mind or a series of mental events.
Considered by themselves and apart from either of the arrange-
ments, the neutral entities are neither mental nor physical.
‘That is why they are called neutral. Mind and matter are both

complexes derived from the same primitive stuff, the neutral
entities.

This theory is monist in the sense that the world, according
to it, is composed of only one kind of stuff, namely the neutral
entities; but it is also pluralist in the sense that a multiplicity
-of entities make up the neutral stuff of the world.

Any theory of neutral monism must contain three parts:!

(1) A theory of the neutral stuff: This must tell us what,
kind of entities the neutral entities are.

(2) A theory of matter: This must show how matter is
-constructed out of neutral “entities. It has to explain what
kind of relations hold among a set of neutral entities when
they constitute a material object; it has to show what exactly
the arrangement of a set of neutral entities is when that set
constitutes a piece of matter.

(3) A theory of mind: The main question to be answered
here is about how a mind is constructed out of neutral entities.
This part of the theory has to show what kind of rclations hold
among a set of neutral entities when they constitute a mind;
it has to explain what exactly the arrangement of a set of

'W, T. Stace, ‘Russell’'s Neutral Monism’, The Philosophy of Bertrand
Russell, p. 354,
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neutral entities is when that set makes up a kind of a mental
phenomenon.

Different versions of neutral monism formulate these three
parts of the theory differently. All answer the same questions;
but they differ in the answers they give to these questions.

Neutral monism has to be distinguished from other types of
monism, that is from both idealistic and materialistic monism.
According to the former, “mind alone is real and matter is
an illusion”; and according to the latter, “‘matter alone is real
and mind is an illusion’”.! Idealism or mentalism denies the
reality of the external world and explains everything in terms
of our ideas or mental states. Materialism, on the other hand,
takes the opposite view and declares matter to be the only
reality, and mind as only a function of matter, an epipheno-
menon, having no reality of its own. Neutral monism avoids.
the one-sidedness of both these theories; as regards mind and
matter, it does not reduce the one into the other or, in other
words, it does not derive the one from the other; but it derives
both mind and matter from the same primitive stuff that is

neutral between them.

The motives that has inspired neutral monism are mainly
two.2 The first motive is to get rid of the psycho-physical
dualism and the second motive is empiricism. Ever since
Descartes introduced in his philosophy a complete “bifurca-
tion of nature”® into mind and matter, philosophers have
found it difficult to explain their relation, particularly their
interaction. Descartes defined mind as the thinking substance
and matter as the extended substance. Thinking and extension
were conceived by him as mutually exclusive. Thus a gulf’
was created between mind and matter, there being nothing
common between them. Gilbert Ryle describes this position
as “‘Descartes” Myth”# which has caused a lot of troubles
in philosophy for more than two centuries. Throughout the
history of modern philosophy attempts have been made to

1 4n Outline of Philosophy, p. 303.
*Stace, op. cit., p. 304.
JA. N. Whitchead, The Concept of Nature, p. 25.

4G. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, p. 13.
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avoid this gulf by upholding one and consequently suppressing.
the other of the ‘substances’. The results have been idealism
or materialism according as mind or matter has been taken
as ‘the’ reality. Neutral monism is an attempt to get rid of
the psycho-physical dualism without falling into idealism or
materialism which hitherto seemed the only alternatives. It
tries to bridge the gulf between mind and matter by showing.
them both to be complexes derived from the same neutral stuff.

The second important motive of neutral monismis to give
an account of the world in terms of empirically verifiable
entities. The stuff of the neutral monists is never any kind
of hidden mysterious substance or thing-in-itself. The notion
of substance as something unknown and unknowable behind
the phenomenal world was rejected by Hume; and since then
it has always been doubted. The neutral monists are avowedly
opposed to the notion of Cartesian substance or Kantian:
Ding-an-sich. Neutral monism is an attempt to construct mind
and matter out of entities that are empirically verifiable.

Historically, neutral monism is of comparatively recent
growth. It was originated by Ernst Mach in 1886 and was
developed by William James, the American New Realists and
Bertrand Russell. The word neutral was not used by Mach
and James. It was invented by H. M. Sheffer!; and following.
his suggestion, the new realists used the terms neutral entities
and neutral stuff. Russell used the name neutral monism for
his own theory as also for the theories of Mach, James and
the new realists. We shall present below in bare outline the
theories of neutral monism as were developed by these pre-
decessors of Russell.

2. Ernst Mach

Neutral monism owes its origin to Ernst Mach. He develo-
ped the theory in 'The Apalysis of Sensations’ which was first
published in 1886 and in English translation in 1897,—a book
described by R. B. Perry as one ‘‘among the classics of modern

'cf. E. B. Holt, The Concepr of Consciousness, Preface, p. X1V.
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tealism”.! Mach’s views are based on an analysis of ‘observa-
tion’, that is, of what we observe in the world.

The world we observe is populated by various sorts of
objects, animate and inanimate, human and non-human,
‘body and ego. These things are relatively permanent cons-
tituents of the world.?2 But close inspection reveals to us that
.each of these objects is continually changing, and yetis
regarded as the same object. He says:

My table is now brightly, now dimly lighted. It may reccive an ink
stain. One of its legs may be broken. It may be repaired, polished,
and replaced part by part. But for me, amid all its changes, it
remains the table at which I daily write.3

The same is true of ‘I’ or ‘ego’. There are changes in me,
and yet enough durable features remain to identify the ego.
“This is possible because all the features of an object do not
change at a time, because more features remain apparently
unchanged than are obviously changed. So, the relative per-
manence of the object is due to the fact that it isa complex
of large number of features, properties or elements. Thus
“‘the component parts of the complex are first exhibited as its
properties”.4 We also observe that different objects have
-common properties or elements which are particular colours,
shapes, textures, tastes, particular experiences and so on. Not
only the sensible qualities of external objects are elements,
but also particular experiences; in fact, any cxperience is an
element of some complex.> Thus observation reveals to us
that objects are complexes of elements which are their com-
ponent parts. These elements are ultimate in the sense that
they are not further analysable. They are simple or atomic.¢

Mach thus arrives at the notion of elements as the consti-
tuents of objects. He then calls the elements ‘sensations’.
Elements are sensations because we discover them only through

IR. B. Perry, The Present Philosophical Tendencies, p. 310.
2E. Mach, The Analysis of Sensations, pp. 2-3.

albid., p. 2.

1Jbid., pp. 3-4.

stbid., p. S.

P. Alexander, Sensationalism and Scientific Explanation, p. 7.
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sense-experience. He says:

A colour js a physical object so long as we consider its dependence:
upon its luminous source, upon other colours, upun heat, upon
space and so forth. Regarding, however, its dependence upon the
retina . . . it becomes a psychological object, a sensation.!

A bare colour is neither physical nor psychical; it is, we may
say, neutral. Colours, tones, pressures, pains, desires, hopes
and fears are, so far as our experience goes, some things that
occur in us,—sensations which we combine to form ideas which
we call ‘external objects’, or our ‘body’ or ‘mind’.?

The world, according to Mach, consists only of sensations.
Properly speaking, the world is not composed of ‘things’ as
its elements, but of colours, tones, pressures, in short what we
usually call individual sensations. These include not only our
own sensations but also those of others. Mach admits other
people and their minds on the basis of an argument from
analogy.® These again are complexes as our own bodies and
minds are.

Mach feels that it is improper to call the elements sensa-
tious. He says:

Usually, thes: elements are called sensations. But as vesliges of a
onesided theory inhere in that term, we prefer to speak simply of
elements. The aim of all research is to ascertain the mode of
connexion of these elcments.?

The elements are the only stuff - the neutral stuff—of the
world, which is just a mass of these elements. Mind and
matter, body and ego, are only ideal shorthand names of
groups of such elements., Mach says:

The primary fact is not the I, the ego, but the elements (sensations).
The elements constitute the I, [ have the sensation green, signifies
that the element green occurs in a given complex of other elements
(sensalions, memories). When I cease to have the sensation green,

1Mach, op. cir., p. 14.
*Alexander, op. cit., p. 12.
SMach, op. cit., pp. 33f1.
iIbid., p. 18.
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when I die, then the elements no longer occur in their ordinary,
familiar way of association. That is all. Only an ideal mental-
economical unity, not a real unity, has ceased to exist.!

As regards bodies, Mach says that they do mot produce
sensations, but complexes of sensations or elements make
them up. Bodies are only “thought-symbols for complexes of
sensations”.2 Thus Mach rejects the idea of the world as
consisting of mysterious entities or substances acting upon one
another and thus producing sensations. The world, for him, is
composed of elements which are in themselves neutral entities.

3. William James

Mach arrived at neutral monism through physics. James,
whose opinions are fundamentally the same, arrived at them
through psychology. These were first published in an article,
‘Does Consciousness Exist?’, in 1904. This and other essays
containing the same views are collected in the posthumous

book Essays in Radical Empiricism.

There seems to be a confusion as to whether James develop-
ed his neutral monism independently of Mach. Russell thinks?
that as James in his articles on the subject does not refer to
Mach he must have reached his conclusions independently.
This is also the opinion of Morris Weitz.* On the other hand,
Passmore in discussing James’ views suggests that he must
have learnt much from Mach,® James says in his essay of
1904 that he had mistrusted ‘consciousness’ for the previous
twenty years and suggested its non-existence to his students
for the past seven or eight years.® This seems to support
Russell’s remarks. But the time James mentions is just about
the time that elapsed between the publications of their views.
Moreover, as R. B. Perry points out, James was in regular

iMach, op. cit., pp. 19-20.

2bid., p. 22.

8Logic and Knowledge, p. 140 fn.

‘Weitz, op. cit., p. 70.

tJ. Passmore, 4 Hundred Years of Philosophy, p. 109 fn.
W. James, Essaysin Radical Empiricism, p. 3.
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correspondence with Mach whose works he read carefully.!
Perry also points out that when ‘The Analysis of Sensations’
was about to be published Mach wrote to James about it, and
that James in a letter to Stumpf (January, 1886) said: ““I am
thirsty to read it”.2 In Perry’s opinion Mach’s book was a
precursor of James’ doctrine of pure experience.? In view of
all these, it seems natural to suppose, without minimising
James’ originality of approach and arguments, that he had
known Mach’s views and benefited by them.

James feels that philosophers including himself have not
been radical enough to follow strictly the empirical principle
that they must not admit into their constructions any element
that is not directly experienced, nor exclude any element that
is directly experienced. Radical empiricism must adopt this
principle, which he calls ‘the principle of pure experience’, ‘a
methodical postulate’.* For such radical philosophy, “the
relations that connect experiences must themselves be experi-
enced relations, and any kind of relation experienced must be
accounted as ‘real’ as anything else in the system™.5 This is
the central doctrine of radical empiricism, which makes it
possible to escape the vicious disjunctions that have hitherto
baffled philosophy,—disjunctions such as between conscious-
ness and physical nature, between thought and its object. The
disjunctions need not be overcome by calling in any ‘trans-
empirical connective support’; thej; may now be got rid of by
regarding them as only ‘‘differences of empirical relationship

among common empirical terms’’.

James comes to the view that the world is only the world
of ‘experience’; things and thoughts are no more than points
of emphasis within that world. Consciousness, James declares,

IR. B. Perry, The Thought and Character of William James, vol. 1I,
p. 463.

*Perry, op. cit., voi. 1l, p. 65.

3Ibid., vol. I, pp. 588-9.

4James, op. cit., pp. 42, 159, 241,

51bid., p. 42.
¢Ibid., p. X1 (Preface by R. B, Perry).
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is not an entity:

It is the name of a non-entity, and has no right to a place among
first principles. Those who still cling to it are clinging to a mere
echo, a faint rumour left behind by the disappearing ‘soul’ upon
the air of philosophy.!

While thus denying the existence of consciousness as an
entity, James admits that the word stands for a function. He
says that there is no aboriginal stuff or quality of being, con-
trasted with that of which material objects are made, out of
which our thoughts of them are made. But he thinks that there
is a function in experience which thoughts perform. This
function is ‘knowing’.? He says:

My thesis is that if we start with the supposition that there is only
onc primal stuffl or material in the world, a stuff of which every-
thing is composed, and if we call that stuff “pure experience”,
then knowing can be explained as a particular sort fof relation
towards one another into which portions of pure experience may
enter. The relation itself is a part of purc experience; one of its
terms becomes the subject or bearer of the knowledge, the knower,
the other becomes the object known.3

-

James rejects the view that experience contains an essential
opposition of subject and object. He believes that experience
has no such ‘inner duplicity’, and that the separation of it into
‘consciousness’ and ‘content’ comes, not by way of subtraction,
but of addition, to a given concrete bit of it, of other sets of
experiences. In connection with other sets severally, the
function or use of the given bit of experience may be of two
different kinds.* A given individual portion of experience,
taken in omne context of associates, plays the part of a
knower, of a state of mind, and in a different context, plays
the part of a thing known, of an objective content. In short,
the same piece of experience figures in one group as a thought,
and in another group as a thing.

'James, op. cit., p. 4.
3bid., pp. 4-5.
8ibid., p. 4.

4Ubid., pp. 9-10.
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The same experience can thus stand at once as a member of
two groups just as one identical point can be on two lines.!"
It can be counted twice over and spoken of as ‘existing in two
places’, although it remains all the time numerically a single
thing.?

Thus, for James, consciousness does not denote a special
stuff or way of being; it stands for a kind of external relation.
The stuff of the world is ‘pure experience’. ‘‘The peculiarity
of our experiences, that they not only are, but are known,
which their ‘conscious’ quality is invoked to explain, is better
explained by their relations—these relations themselves being
experiences—to one another.”* Thus we do not peed to
presume either ‘things’ or ‘consciousness’, considered as entities,
in order to give an account of knowledge.

The discrimination, as we ordinarily make, between some
of our experiences as existing ‘only in the mind’ and others as
‘real’ or ‘objective’ is only because they stand in different
relationship to our other experiences. James writes:

Mental fire is what won’t burn real stick . . . . Mental knives may be
sharp, but they won't cut real wood ... With ‘“‘real” objects, on
the contrary, consequences always accrue: and thus the real ex-
periences get sifted from the mental ones, the things from our
thoughts of them, fanciful or true, and precipitated together as .the
stable part of the whole experience—chaos, under the name of the

physical world.?

James declares that the central point of his ‘pure-experience
theory’ is that ‘outer’ and ‘inner’ are names for two groups
into which we sort experiences according to the way in which
they act upon their neighbours.> These two groups we call
physical and mental respectively. Both are composed of pure-
‘experience, the neutral primal stuff of the world.

1bid., p. 12.
21bid., p. 12.
81bid., p. 25.
Ibid., p. 33.
sIbid., p. 139.
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4. The New Realists

The new realists worked out their neutral monism under
the influence of Mach and James. However, not all the six
philosophers who in collaboration produced The New Realism
were advocates of neutral monism. Only Perry and Holt
turned out neutral monists: others, Montague especially, were
highly critical of this theory.! The fundamental points on
which thev all agreed are their insistence on the dependence
of philosophy on logic, particularly Russellian mathematical
logic, their defence of the validity of ‘analysis’ against the
doctrines of idealism, and their emphasis on the theory that
all relations, including knowledge relation, are external. In
‘knowledge, the known is not constituted by its relation to the
knower, or the knower by its relation to the known, or either
of them by the fact of its being a term in the knowledge
relation.

The new realistic theory of neutral monism is to be found
"in Perry's Present Philosophical Tendencies and Holt’s Concept
df Consciousness, both published in 1912. Their articles in
The New Realism contain some approach to the subject, though
the theory is not directly advocated in them. g

The Holt-Perry version of neutral monism is “an out-radi-
calising of James’s radical empiricism”.? James had rejected
‘consciouvsness’ as an entity. There are only ‘experiences’,
and knowing is a relation between portions of pure experience.
To this it is objected that ‘experience’ can only be defined as
that of which a conscious being is aware,- that to talk of
experience is to presume the reality of consciousness. Holt and
Perry try to meet the objection by defining experience without
making any reference, explicit or implicit, to consciousness.

These thinkers feel that James' views contribute only a
‘preliminary induction’. These views emphasise the fact that
‘mental content’ is distinguished, not by the stuff of which it
is composed, but by the way in which it is composed, that is,

'Passmore, op. cit., p. 263,
3lbid.
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by the composing relation. They afford “unmistakable evidence
of a special and important grouping of objects; but they do
not reveal the principle which defines the group”.! Perry and
Holt propose to investigate this principle, that is, the relation
that composes the group.

For this purpose, they turn upon an aspect of James’
earlier philosophy and combine it with the theory of perception
Bergson had propounded in Matter and Memory. In an essay
called ‘Spencer’s Definition of Mind’ (1878), James had
emphasised that a human being is an organism which has to
adapt itself to its environment for its survival. Bergson had
argued that a mind’s content consists of that part of its
eavironment to which its attention is momentarily directed. -
Holt and Perry conclude that mind is ‘an interested response
of an organism’. Pecrry says:

Content of mind must be defined as that portion of the surrounding
cnvironment which is taken account of by the organism in serving
its interests . . . . As mind appears in nature and society, it consists
primarily in interested behaviour?

Consciousness is not involved here, not even in the form of
a ‘mental content’.

These thinkers discard the notion of ‘private content’ of
particular minds. Perry declares that to argue that because
something is in one mind it cannot be in another mind, isto
commit what he calls “the fallacy of exclusive particularity”.?
Every content is public, because we can know each other’s
mind. If different minds could not know each other, if con-
tents of different minds could not intersect, inter-human
communication would be impossible. It is, of course, true
that one person may at times find it difficult to ascertain what
is going on in another’s mind; but this difficulty never amounts
to an impossibility.! All sorts of mental contents, that is
contents of perception, memory, thought, desire, etc., thus

1R. B. Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies, p. 278.
3Ibid. p. 330; cf., also, Holt, op. cit., p. 338.

3Perry, op. cit., p. 286.

31bid., pp. 286fF.
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turn out in the ultimate analysis to be ‘public’. They all
coincide with other manifolds, namely, nature, history and
other minds. Just as numbers and logical concepts are in our
minds and also inhere in physical nature, so also all other
mental contents. Perry says:
The contents of my mind exhibit no generic character ... The
elements of the introspective manifold are in themselves neither

peculiarly mental nor peculiarly mine; they are neutral and inter-
changeable.?

Holt writes:

Contents of our mind are not ‘“‘mental’” in their nature, these
contents are all neutral entities, are all of such a stuff as log’cal and
mathematical manifolds are made of.?

According to these philosophers, not only mind but also
matter revolves into neutral elcments. Material objects, like
mental objects, are composed of a neutral stuff. ‘‘The elements
of the physical world are neutral entities—terms and propcsi-
tions—with no residual substance to be called ‘matter’.’”?

The world, therefore, is composed of neutral entities.
Nothing exists except the neutral stuff, the objective elements.
Knowing is a relation between such elements; the only peculi-

arity about it is that at least one of its terms must be an
organic process.

These thinkers thus oppose both idealism and materialism.
As Holt says,

The idealistic doctrine that all being is idea is no more tenatle than
the derided materialistic doctrine that all being is matter . . . The
simple entities, of which in the last analysis all things arc composed,
have no substance . , . they are a class.!

This class includes all the actual and possible objects of
thought, real and unreal,—sensation, primary and secondary
qualities, terms and propositions, logical and mathematical
entities. While some of them are not real, thatis, do not
1/bid., p. 277.

aHolt, op. cit., p. 114.

3f/bid., p. 131.
41bid, op. cit., p. 135,
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exist, all alike subsist; they all have a timeless eternal ‘being’
in the all-inclusive universe of neuiral entities.

The difference between the ‘real’ and the ‘unreal’ is an
arbitrary convention. We set up a system of connected per-
-ceptions which we dignify with the name of reality; we call a
perception real if it has a place in that system, and unreal if
we wish to deny it the right of entrance to this exclusive
society. Thus the Holt-Perry version of neutral monism
amounts to a sort of logical realism.

There are real difficulties in this version of neutral monism.
In fact, the doctrine of the ‘very nearly Platonic’ eternal beings,
the distinction of ‘being’ and ‘reality’, and the consequent
conception of the ‘unreal’—error, illusion, ballucination—
were, in particular, severely criticised. At one time Russell
himself produced a criticism of the neutral monism of Mach,
James and the new realists. We shall shortly come to this. It
was because of the difficulties which he felt in the theories of
these thinkers, that he was rather slow in accepting neutral
monism. He adopted the theory only when he found good
reasons of his own to convince himself of the adequacy of the
fundamental thesis of the theory as an explanation of the
world.!

1The history of neutral monism includes another reputed philosopher.
He is Rudolf Carnap. In his book, The Logical Structure of the World
(English translation by R. A. George of Der Logische Aufbau Der Welt),
Carnap has produced a version of neutral monism by adopting the basic
thesis of the earlier advocates, especially that of The Analysis of Mind
by Russell, and by rigorously applying to it the latter’s logic. He
accepts Russell’'s method of logical construc ion and tries to establish a
‘constructional system of objects or concepts’ out of some basic elements
which, for him, are total moments of experience called ‘elementary
experiences’. By utilising Russell's theories of relations and types, he
attempts to represent all objects or conzepts including mind and matter
in one ‘epistemic-logical system of concepts or objects’ by arranging
them into a hierarchy of conceptual levels.

As we are not concerned with the continuation of Russell's ideas
by other philosophers, we are oot producing here an account of
Carnap’s neutral monism. This may be seen in his work referred to
above. Carnap has, however, given up neutral monism in favour of
physicalism; but Russell, who accepted the theory before Carnap and
whom the latter followed, still holds it. Itis his version of the theory
which we shall consider in the followi
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TWO

Development of Russell's
Neutral Monism

1. An Outline of the Development

Russell had been under the influence of Hegelian idealism
until 1898 when, with encouragement from G. E. Moore, he
threw over the doctrines of Hegel. He came to believe in
“‘the bizarre multiplicity of the world”.! He then accepted
the commonsense pluralism which assumes the existence of
external objects, of minds, and of universals. In his early
works he adopted without question the beliefs that all these
things exist and that we know them directly, In The Problems
of Philosophy (1912) he expresses a definite change of views.
He now asks if physical objects can be said to exist in the
sense in which common-sense supposes them to do; he asks
if we directly know them. In this book, these objects still
exist, but now we can only know them indirectly through our
sensations (or sense-data), Thus here was the beginning of a
process of modification of the commonsense picture of the
world. Russell carried on this process of modification in his
later works and thus arrived at his theory of neutral monism.

'Porirait s from Memory, p. 40.
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One way! of tracing the development of Russell’s neutral
monism is to begin by recognising three different stages relating
to his three important books, namely The Problems of Philoso-
phy; Our Knowledge of the External World (1914), and The
Analysis of Mind (1921).2 The successive stages may be
regarded as the result of successive application of ‘Occam’s
Razor’, one of Russell’s supreme methodological principles of
philosophising, which he had already found very successful in
solving logical and mathematical problems. Russell had
accepted Meinong’s view that in sensation there are three
elements, namely act, content and object.? In The Problems
of Philosoply, the mental act of being aware and that of which
one is aware are called after the fashion of Moore, sensation
and ‘sense-datum’ respectively. The physical object is not
the sense-datum, but the cause of it. We are directly acquaint-
ed with sense-data as also the mental facts, but the physical
object is mever directly perceived. We know the physical
object as that to which a certain description applies; it is only
by inference, not by direct perception, that we know that
there is such a thing.

To transform the ideas of The Problems of Philosophy into
neutral monism two major changes are necessary. First, the
physical object conceived as the cause of sense-data must be
got rid of. This can be done if the physical object or piece of
matter is declared to be nothing but the sum-total of the sense-
data. The second change concerns the theory of mind.

1Stace, op. cit., pp. 354f.

*There is a further stage, shortly to be discussed, that relates 1o Russell’s
works published after The Analysis of Mind. This stape is that of
The Analysis of Matter and An Ourline of Philosophy and the subsequent
works, and has to be distinguished from that of The Analysis of Mind.
Accordingly, we shall have to recognise two stages or phases of his
neutral monism.

3In The Analysis of Mind (p. 16) Russell ascribes the three-factor theory
of presentation to Mecinong, and in Ay Philosophical Developnient
(p. 134) he ascribes it to Brentano. As faras I can see the former is
correct, but the latter is not. For, this thcory was in fact produced by
Mcinong and not by Brentano. cf. J. N. Findlay, Meinong’s Theory of
Objects and Values, and Passmore, op. cit., pp. 179, 182.
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Consciousness as an entity has to be repudiated; mental act as
distinguished from sense-datum bas to be abandoned. Mind
and the mental have then to be identified with some arrange-
ment or grouping of sense-data (or sensations). Both mind
and matter will thus be shown to be composed of sense-data
which are to be regarded as neutral between them.

Russell did not make both the changes at once. In Our
Knowledge of the External World he still retains the psycho-
physical dualism of sensation and sense-datum. But there
now appears for the first time the constructional theory of
matter which was later incorporated into his neutral monism
developed in The Analysis of Mind and modified later on.

It may be said, in short, that Russell began with three factors
of sensalion in The Problems of Philosophy, reduced them to
two in Our Knowledge of the External World, and arrived at
one in The Analysis of Mind in which he produced his neutral
monism.! We should not, however, think that at the earlier
stages Russcll had already in mind neutral monism as the
objective, or a tentative objective, to be achieved by the succes-
sive application of Occam’s Razor. In his discussions of
Russell’s neutral monism, W. T. Stace remarks that ‘‘one half
of his neutral monism, namely the theory of matter, was
thought out first, and the second half, namely the theory of
mind, came seven years later’”.2 He of course, mentions in
the next sentence that in 1914 Russell was not yet a neutral
monist; but yet the remark in itself is misleading. For, the
theory of matter in the first edition of Our Knowledge of the
External World, to which Stace refers, was developed certainly
not as ‘‘one half of his neutral monism’’; it was formulated
as an independent theory, and it could fit into neutral monism
only when a very fundamental aspect of the theory was
abandoned, this aspect being the concept of sensation as
essentially a relational occurrence in which a subject is aware

IThis is only an approximate statement. Russcll, in fact, accepted
neutral monism in 1919 in a paper called ‘On Propositions: What They
Are and How They Mean®; The Analysis of Mind contains the first
book-long exposition of the theory.

*Stace, op. cif., p. 357.
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of an object, a concept that had to be got rid of in order to
effect neutral monism. This is the reason why Russell, in
order to adjust the doctrines of Our Knowledge of the External
World to neutral monism, brought out a revised edition of
that book in 1929 in which he eliminated all references to the
distinction of sensation and sense-datum which had appeared
in the first edition.

In 1914, Russell had no intention of giving up the psycho-
physical dualism. At this stage, he not only did not accept
the abolition of dualism as had been done by Mach, James
and the new realists, but on the contrary he opposed it. In
a paper called ‘On the Nature of Acquaintance’ published in
The Monist in 1914, he criticised the views of these thinkers
and rejected neutral monism. He first expressed some doubt
in dualism, particularly in ‘subject’ or mental act, in his lectures
-on logical atomism delivered in 1918 and published in The
Monist during 1918-19. He was not yet convinced of the
rightness of neutral monism and was still urging some of the
objections he had raised in 1914. But as he himself says,
“soon after I gave these lectures I became convinced that
William James was right in denying the relational character of
sensation”.! It was in 1919 that Russell acknowledged for the
first time his acceptance of neutral monism in a paper read
before the Aristotelian Society and called ‘On Propositions:
What They Are and How They Mean’. In it he stated his new
theory in a rudimentary form, the fuller exposition of which
came out in 1921 in The Analysis of Mind. He then modified
and completed his theory of neutral monism in The Analysis
of Matter (1927) and An Outline of Philosophy (1927), and
continued to maintain it in subsequent works.

But when Russell thus arrived at neutral monism, he had
to abandon a fundamental part of his “fighting faith in refuting
Berkeley and ridiculing Bergson’.® This is the distinction of
sensation and sense-datum the faith in which had earlier
enabled him to accuse the idealists of muddling up subject and

My Philosophical Development, p. 134.
3A. Wood, Bertrand Russell: The Passionate Sceptic, p. 104,
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object and to remark about Bergson that ‘“‘only one who has
never clearly distinguished subject and object can accept
Bergson's ‘intuitionism’.”! But he had to abandon this dis-
tinction now in order to effect neutral monism. So, we can
understand what Russell means when he says that he made
great endeavours to believe in James’ views.?

Of course, Russell’s writings before the publication of his
oeutral monism are of great interest to us since they reveal
how he developed the theory from his earlier positions;® but
it is not correct that his earlier views were developed as parts
of neutral monism or that they indicate a possibility of
development into neutral monism. In fact, Russell rejected
neutral monism at the earlier stage. We shall presently
consider the objections he raised against neutral monism in
1914. He then thought that these difficulties could not be
overcome in any theory of neutral monism. It will, therefore,
‘be a point for us in our discussion of the various aspects of
Russell’s neutral monism to see how he manages these difficul-

ties therein.

2. Russell’s Earlier Objections to Neutral Monism .

‘On the Nature of Acquaintance™ is a long paper consisting
of three sections. The second section bears the title ‘Neutral
Monism’. In it Russell considers the theories of Mach and
James generally and some aspects of the theories of the new
realists. He first offers a few quotations from Mach and
James in order to give an idea of what their neutral monism
is, and then raises a number of objections. In the third section
in which he explains the nature of acquaintance as -essentially
relational, he raises a further objection to neutral monism,
which he emphasised even in later days, that is in 1918,

Although Russell here rejects neutral monism, he does not
hesitate to recognise certain favourable aspects of it. The first

The Philosophy of Bergson, p. 35.

2Logic and Knowledge, p. 299.

3cf. Stace, op. cit., p. 356.

Reprinted in Logic and Knowledge, pp. 1271T.
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and foremost of these is what he calls “the very notable
simplification which it introduces”.! He says that a funda-
mental dualism in experience is far less satisfactory to our
intellectual desires than an apparent and artificial one, that
Occam’s Razor prescribes neutral monism as preferable to
dualism. if it could be made to account for facts. He rcfers
to a modern scientific hypothesis about matter under the
influence of which it has become a ‘remote supersensuous
construction’. He says, “What is immediately present in
sense, though obviously in some way presupposed in physics,
is studied rather in psychology than in physics. Thus we seem
to have here, in sense, a neutral ground . . .”’? He even quotes
in a footnote, as an illustration of neutrality as regards sensa-
tion in orthodox philosophy, from Stout’s Manual of Psycho-
logy and observes that there seems to be here an acceptance
as regards sensation of the doctrine of neutral monism, which
Stout would, of course, be far from accepting generally.” We
may note that when later on Russell accepts neutral monism,
these considerations form part of the grounds for his doing so.

A large part of the argument in favour of neutral monism,
Russell points out, consists in a polemic against the view that
we know the external world through the medium of ‘ideas’
which are mental. He is in complete agreement with neutral .
monism in his respect. He does not think that, when an
object is known to us, there is in our mind an ‘idea’ of the
object, the possession of which constitutes our knowledge of
the object. “‘But when this is granted”, says Russell, “neutral
monism by no means follows. On the contrary, it is just at
this point that neutral monism finds itself in agreement with
idealism in making an assumption which I believe to be wholly
false. The assumption is that, if anything is prescnt to me,
that thing must be part of my mind.””* He points out that the
idealists infer from this assumption that only ideas, not physical
objects, can be immediately present to us; and that the neutral

Ibid., p. 145.
bid., p. 146.
3Ibid., p. 146, fn,
Ibid., p. 147.
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monists, finding rightly that constituents of the physical world
can be immediately present to us, infer that the mental and the
physical are composed of the same stuff. .He remar!(s that
as the assumption is false, both these opposing theories are
false.

In refuting neutral monism Russell raise.s. a number of
objections. Firstly, he says that there is an initial difficulty in
the neutral monistic view that there is nothing cognitive in the
mere presence of an object to the mind. James argued that
knowledge consists in the experienced relations of one content
to other contents of experience. It is here that Russell feels
‘an insuperable difficulty’. For him at this stage, asingle .
presentation is certainly knowledge. He cannot think that the
difference between seeing the patch of red and the patch of red
being there unseen, consists in the presence or absence of
relations between the patch of red and other objects of the
same kind. *It seems possible to imagine a mind existing for
only a fraction of a secohd, seeing the red, and ceasing to
exist before having any other experience. But such a supposi-
tion ought, on James’s theory, to be not merely improbable
but meaningless.’’!

Russell is here arguing as a dualist. He is assuming mind
as an entity which is there as the subject, and to which some-
fthing is present as an object. But when he later accepts
ncutral monism, he does so by rejecting the subject, and on
being convinced that mere presentation or sensation is non-
cognitive. We shall also find that the way in which he then
explains mind leaves no room for the supposition of a mind
having a single sensation.

The second difficulty that Russell mentions is as to the
nature of judgement or belief, more particularly erroneous
belief. He maintains that belief differs from sensation in
regard to the nature of what is before the mind, that the matter
of belief is always different in kind from the matter of sensa-
tion. Error is in no way analogous to hallucination; a

*bid., p. 147-48.
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hallucination is a fact, not an error. When we believe ‘that
today is Wednesday’ though in fact today is Tuesday, ‘that
today is Wednesday’ is not a fact. He says, ‘“What idealists
have said about the creative activity of mind, about relations
being due to our relating synthesis, and so on, seems to me to
be true in the case of error; to me, at least, it is impossible to
account for the occurrence of the false belief that to-day is
Wednesday, except by invoking something not to be found in
the physical world.”!

To illustrate the argument Russell examines W. P. Mon-
tague’s views as given in ‘A Realistic Theory of Truth and
Error’, his part of the contribution in The New Realism.
Russell sums up these views in three statements: (a) every
reality is a proposition, (b) false propositions subsist as well
as true ones, and (¢) the unreal is the class of false proposi-
tions. There are difficulties about Montague’s position.
Russell comments that for Montague and the new realists
generally the typical error is the so-called ‘illusion of sense’
which, according to Russell, is no more illusory than normal
sensation; that they force all familiar kinds of error, such as
mistaking a day of the week or a date of a historical event,
into the mould of illusion of sense ‘at the expense of suppos-
ing the world to be full of such entities as ‘the discovery of
America in 1066’—or in any year that the ignorance of school
boys may suppose possible’.?

Russell’s examination of Montague’s views on error seems
rather confusing as it seems to suggest that Montague was a
neutral monist. But we have said above that Montague did
not accept, and was in fact critical of, neutral monism.
Accordingly, Russell's criticism here might be said to be
misdirected. But his point as against neutral monism is not
wholly irrelevant; and the relevance of his criticism consists in
that the views,—thal the true and the false are respectively the
real and the unreal, and that both the real and the unreal,
both true and false propositions, subsist as entities forming
part of the stuff of the world, - were held not only by

11bid., p. 149.
bid .,p. 150.
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Montague but also by other new realists including those who
were neutral monists. Russell seems right in holding that the
earlier neutral monists were not able to account for the occur-
rence of error.

The third objection that Russell makes concerns the thought
of ‘non-temporal’ cntities, and memory. As regards non-
temporal entities,—for example 2+4-2=4" (sometimes thought
of and sometimes not), —Russell says that if we adopt the view
that there is no ‘specifically mental element’ in the universe,
we shall have to hold that ‘2+2=4’ is an entity which exists
at those moments of time when some one is believing it, but
not at other times. He says that it is very difficuit to conceive
of an abstract fact of this sort actually existing at some
moments only.!

This argument scems obscure. It is not clear if Russell
urges it against all the earlier neutral monists or only some of
them. It is not also clear how the assumption of some ‘speci-
fically mental element’ would account for the existence of the
‘non-temporal entities’ at moments when some one is not
believing, or thinking of, them. Moreover, according to
some neutral monists, especially the new realists, not only such
entities as, for example, ‘2+2=4’, but all entities are timeless,
having eternal subsistence, which is not affected by their being
belicved or thought of. It is difficult to sce how Russell’s
point here is really a criticism of such a position,

Russell thinks that memory raises a similar difficulty. When
I remember something that happened an hour ago, my present
remembering cannot be numerically identical with the event of
an hour ago. “If, then, my present experience involves nothing
but the object experienced, the event I am said to remember
cannot itself be the object experienced when | remember. The
object experienced must be something which might be called
an ‘idea’ of the past event.”’2 But this, he thinks, would invite
all the objections that are there to the doctrine that all our
contacts with the external world occur through the medium of

bid., p. 151.
21bid.
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ideas—a doctrine against which neutral monisin has arisen as
a protest. If the past can never be directly experienced in
memory, it becomes difficult to know how the present object
of memory is at all similar to the past object. “If what is
remembered actually exists in the remembering mind, its posi-
tion in the time-series becomes ambiguous, and the essential
pastness of the remembered object disappears.”!

Russell is here emphasising what he calls ‘the essential
pastness of the remembered object’; he nmow thinks that the
earlier neutral monists could not account for it. But as we
shall see later, when he accepts neutral monism, he dispenses
with this conception and develops a theory according to which
it is not logically necessary for memory that the remembered
event should have occurred or that the past should have
existed at all.

The fourth objection that Russell urges is the question:
‘How is the group of my present experiences distinguished
from other things?” It is undeniable, he says, that at any
given moment some of the things of the world, but not all,
are somehow collected together into a bundle consisting of
what now lies within my immediate experience. He thinks
that neuiral monism could not give a ‘“‘tenable account of the
bond which unites the parts of this bundle, and the difference
which marks them out from the rest of the things in the
world”.2 In this connection he considers Perry’s discussion of
the problem?® but his explanation of it by reference to the
relation of the experienced objects with the nervous system
does not satisfy Russell. He, therefore, comments that to
know what things lie within one’s experience it is not necessary
to know anything about one’s nervous system, that people
who are ignorant of physiology and of the nervous system are
quite competent to know what comes within their experience.
So much, Russell thinks, is clear to inspection. “But if so,
then neutral monism cannot be true, for it is obliged to have

bid., p. 159.
1/bid., p. 155.
3R. B. Perry, Preseat Philosophical Tendencies, Chapter XII.
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recourse to extraneous considerations, such as the nervous
system, in order to explain the difference between what I experi-
ence and what I do not experience, and this difference is too
immediate for any explanation that neutral monism can give.””!

This is an important objection. It remains for us to see
how Russell tackles the problem in his neutral monism.

In the third section of the paper, Russell raises a fifth
objection which relates to the explanation of ‘this’ and ‘1’ and
‘now’—the ‘emphatic particulars’ as he calls them. After
explaining the nature of acquaintance as essentially relational,
in which a subject attends to an object, he gives an explana-
tion of these emphatic particulars in terms of this relation.
The object to which the subject attends is given the name
‘this’ in absence of any other; the subject attending to ‘this’ is
called ‘I’, and the time of the things which have to ‘1’ the
relation of presence is calied the present time.?

Russell then retorts on neutral monism with the demand
that it should produce an account of °‘this’ and ‘I’ and ‘now’.
He thinks that it is impossible to explain the emphatic parti-
culars without ‘the selectiveness of mind’. He, therefore,
concludes that the consideration of emphatic particulars affords
a new refutation, and ‘the most conclusive one’, of neutral
monism.?

In 1918, when in ‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’
Russell expresses doubt about his earlier criticism of neutral
monism, he still places ‘most reliance’ on the argument about
emphatic particulars. He still thinks that it is extremely difficult
to explain the emphatic particulars on the basis of neutral
monism. He does not however, lay it down dogmatically, only
he does ‘not see how it can be done’.%

It may be noticed that among the above objections, all
except the fourth are based on a fundamental objection,
namely that neutral monism can not explain the difference
between the subject and the object of experience, and for

Logic and Knowledge, pp. 157-58.
Abid., p. 168.
8lbid., p. 169.
4ibid., p. 222.
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Russell at this stage this difference is a fundamental one. The
fourth objection is another fundamental reason for Russell’s
rejection of neutral monism; and this is that this theory could
not account for the fact that each person's experience is
partial and not inclusive of all reality.

Notwithstanding his criticism of neutral monism, Russell
even in 1914 recognised the attractive aspects of the theory.
In 1918, he expressed for the first time some doubt in the
‘subject’ as an essential factor in sensation and showed himself
as more favourably inclined to neutral monism than before.
He now doubts the validity of his earlier criticism of the
theory and says that ““the difficulties that occur in regard to it-
are all of the sort that may be solved by ingenuity”.! He says
that he does not yet know whether neutral monism is true or
not, but he hopes that in course of time he may be able to find
its truth or falsehood. And in course of time, in fact in the
course of one year, he comes to accept neutral monism as
true. But when he does so, it remains for us to see how his
ingenuity has enabled him to solve the difficulties which he
once thought to be insoluble on the basis of neutral monism.
In the discussions that follow we shall see that Russell’s
answers to the two fundamental objections mentioned in the
preceding paragraph consist respectively in his abolition of the
distinction of sensation and sense-datum and in his two ways
of classifying or grouping of neutral particulars into mind and
matter. We shall consider in. due course these and other
answers that he offers to the objections mentioned in the above
pages. Meanwhile it may be well to say something about two
different forms or phases of Russell’s neutral monism corres-
ponding to two different stages of its development.

3. Two Phases of Russell’s Neutralism

Russell accepted neutralism in 1919, and since then conti-
nued to advocate it in all his works. He did not, however,
admit at once all the basic doctrines of “‘orthodox neutral
monism’’,? that is the theory as propounded by Mach, James

bid., p. 279.
2Weitz, op. cit., p. 72.
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and the new realists. At first he accepted them only partially.
His theory in its first book—long exposition in The Analysis of
Mind (1921) is a partial neutralism. It is only from 1924
onwards that he maintained a theory of complete neutral
monism, the full exposition of which appeared in The 4nalysis
of Matter and An Outline of Philosophy, both published in
1927. In all his latter works he has held the latter form of the
theory. Of course, in these latter works, particularly An
Inquiry into Meaning and Truth and Human Knowledge, he
has almost entirely been occupied with the consideration of
epistemological problems. But he has not said in them any-
thing that contradicts his metaphysical theory of neutral
monism; on the contrary the metaphysics he has incidentally
developed, or referred to, in them is the theory of neutral
monism as produced ip the earlier works. In his latest books,
such as Portraits from Memory' and My Philosophical Develop-
ment, he retains the same theory and advocates it at some

length.

In his neutral monism, Russell tries to harmonise two
different tendencies, one in psychology and the other in
physics, with which he finds himself in sympathy. Modern
psychologists, particularly the behaviourists, have adopted a
materialistic position, making psychology more and more
dependent on physiology and external observation. They think
that all mental phenomena can be explained in terms of the
observed behaviour of the individual under various circum-
stances, without the supposition of ‘consciousness’ as an
entity or a fundamental characteristic of mental phenomena.
They take matter as more ‘solid and indubitable’ than mind,
and physics as the most fundamental science in existence. On
the other hand, the physicists, especially Einstein and other rela-
tivity-theorists, have divested the so-called ‘matter’ of the quality
of substance. ‘“‘Their world consists of ‘events’, from which
‘matter’ is derived as a logical construction.”” Thus Russell
points out that under the influence of modern psychology

1The chapter on ‘Mind and Matter’.
2The Analysis of Mind, p. S.
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mind has become less mental, and that under the influence of
modern physics matter has become less material.!

The materialistic tendency of psychology and the non-
materialistic tendency of physics close up the gap between

mind and matter. This opens, Russell thinks, a way for
bringing mind and matter together under a common head, for

reconciling psychology and physics, not by subsuming one
under the other as is done by the idealists and the materialists,
but by finding a common subject-matter for both the sciences.
He finds that the view which reconciles these tendencies is the
theory of neutral moanism as suggested by Mach, James and
others. Following them, he declares that the dualism of mind
and matter is not metaphysically valid, that the stuff of which
the world is composed is neither mind nor matter, but some-
thing which is more primitive than both and thus neutral bet-
ween them. Both mind and matter are- composite, and
“the stuff of which they are compounded lies in a sense
between them, in a sense above them both, like a common
ancestor’.?

Although Russell’s neutral monism is thus primarily con-
cerned with a reconciliation of physics and psychology, it is, in
fact, the result of a synthesis of four different sciences, namely
physics, physiology, psychology and mathematical logic.?
Mathematical logic is used to replace the so-called permancnt
substances by creating logical structures out of particulars
obtained from an analysis Jf data taken from the other
sciences.! The world thus conceived by Russell does not con-
sist of any mysterious entity, like the thing-in-itself ot
some unknown and unknowable substance. The stuff
of which the world is composed consists of verifiable pa_m'
culars. Mind and matter are not single, simple, existing
things; they are complexes constructed out of the ncutral

particulars.
»

1Ibid., p. 5; The Analysis of Muatter, p. 7.
"The Analysis of Mind, pp. 10-11.

My Philosophical Development, p. 16.
4Ubid., p. 16.
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We have said that Russell did not at first accept all the
basic doctrines of orthodox neutral monism; his neutral
monism has two distinct phases, an early phase of partial
neutralism and a later phase of complete neutral monism. We
have seen that a theory of neutral monism contains three main
parts relating to the conception of the neutral stuff, of matter,
and of mind respectively. As the constructions of matter and
mind are bound to be coloured by the conception of the nature
of the stuff out of which they are constructed, the difference in
the conception of the stuff of the world may be taken asa
good ground for a classification of the theories of neutral
monism. On this basis it seems possible to distinguish two
kinds of the theory, namely partial and complete neutralism.
Partial neutralism would state that the stuff of the world is
partly neutral, and partly mental or partly physical or both.
The neutral part of the stuff would equally go into the construc-
tion of both mind and matter. Mind would consist partly of
neutral entities and partly of mental entities; and matter
would consist partly of neutral entities and partly of physical
entities. Complete neutral monism, on the other hand, would
state that the whole of the stuff of the world is neutral, mind
and matter both being composed entirely of the neutral stuff.

This classification of neutralism as partial and complete is
peculiarly necessary for an understanding of the development
and contents of Russell’s theory; for his views expressed at
different stages exemplify the forms. -In The Analysis of Mind,
his theory is only a partial neutralism, whereas in the latter
works, his theory is a complete neutral monism.

The orthodox neutral monism may be summed up in three
basic doctrines: (1) that the stuff of the world is neither mental
nor physical, but neutral; (2) that every neutral entity can be a
member of either of the groups forming mind and matter, that
is, can be treated by both psychology and Rhysics; (3) that the
dualism in the world is not of entities, but of causal laws. It
would be clear from the discussions below that Russell accepts
(3) from the beginning. So far as (1) is concerned, he at first
accepts it only partially, and at a later stage completely. This
is the reason for our assertion that his theory has been
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developed in two phases exemplifying the two forms of neutral-
ism as indicated above. As to (2), Russell has never admitted it
as such;—the reason for this will appear in the next chapter.

In The Analysis of Mind Russell declares that the dualism
of mind and matter ‘“cannot be allowed as metaphysically
valid”, although there is a certain dualism, not ultimate and
“not primarily as to the stuff of the world, but as to causal
laws”.! This shows his acceptance of the third doctrine of
the orthodox theory, which relates to dualism of causal
laws. But as regards the first doctrine, Russell states:

My own belief. . . is that James is right in rejecting consciousness
as an entity, and that the American realists are partly right, though
not wholly, in considering that both mind and matter are com-
posed of a neutral-stull which, in isolation, is neither mental, nor
material. 1 should admit this view as regards sensations: what is
heard or seen belongs equally to psychology and to physics. But
Ishould say that images belong only to the mental world, while
those occurrences (if any) which do not form part of any “‘experi-
ence” belong only tothe physical world. There are ... different
kinds of causal laws, oae belonging to physics and the other to
psychology. . . Sensations are subject to both kinds of laws and
are therefore truly “neutral”... But entities subject omnly to
physical laws, or only to psychological laws, are not neutral, and
may be called respectively purely material and purely mental.?

Russell here recognises three kinds of stuff, namely sensa-
tions, images and “‘those occutrences which do not form part
of any experience”. He agrees with the new realists only in
admitting the neutrality of sensations, while he is quite empha-
tic in his disagreement with them as regards the neutrality of
images and the occurrences not forming part of any experi-
ence. Moreover, in this book he draws a distinction between
‘active’ and ‘passive’ places of particulars and makes it a basis
for distinguishing the physical from the mental. He says,
“Some particulars, such as images, have no active place, and
therefore belong exclusively to psychology”.?

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 137.

SThe Analysis of Mind, pp.25-26. Forjsimilar statements seo also ‘On
Propositions’, Logic and Knowledge, pp. 299, 306.

8The Analysis of Mind, p. 301.
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It follows, therefore, that at this stage Russell admits the
first doctrine of the orthodox theory only partially. For him
now, only a part of the stuff of the world, namely sensations,
are neutral, whereas images and some other occurrences which
are part of the stuff of the world are not neutral. Accordingly,
the theory of The Analysis of Mind is only a partial neutra-
lism. Here I am in complete agreement with Stace who in
considering the theory of The Analysis of Mind says that ““the
statement that Russell’s theory is not pure neutral monism is
not in any sense a criticism of it. It is mere description.
Russell simply thinks that neutral monism is partly right and
partly wrong.”?

Russell’s position in The Analysis of Mind is then only
partially neutral monistic. But it is also partially dualistic,
though not in the Cartesian sense of dualism of substance.
There is still something which is purely mental, and something
which is purely physical. Such an admixture of monistic and
dualistic elements might well be true; but it will not be proper
to call it monism. The name partial neutral monism would
thus be misleading. In order to avoid this, we have called it
partial neutralism.

Russell’s views as expressed at this stage involve some
difficulties in respect of their different aspects. Russell soon
realised some of these difficulties and modified his views. He
also came to believe that all entities forming the stuff of the
world are neutral and thus accepted the first doctrine of the
orthodox theory wholly. This new belief was first expressed
in 1924 in an article called ‘“‘Logical Atomism’’ and was later
fully developed in The Analysis of Matter (1927) and An Out-
line of Philosophy (1927), and retained in all subsequent
works.

The theory of neutral monism as Russell holds at this later

stage states that entities forming the ultimate stuff are all
neutral. They are sensations (or percepts as they are now
called), images and unperceived particulars. All of them are now

Stace, op, cit., p. 363.
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declared to be neutral; and thus the theory comes to take the
form of complete neutral monism in the sense as indicated
above. Russell generally calls all neutral entities events; so
his theory has sometimes been called eventism.!

It should be noted hcre that when Russell arrives at com-
plete neutral monism he does not do so by wholly rejecting
the earlier partial theory but by adding to the neutral part of
the earlier theory the neutrality of other parts along with cer-
tain modifications of the earlier position. Of course, these
modifications in some cases are of such fundamental nature
that they may be taken as sufficient grounds for distinguishing
Russell’s earlier and later theories of neutral monism. Russell’s
conception of neutral particulars as events and their classifi-
cation, his acceptance of the causal theory of perception, the
concept of the unperceived events and the corresponding.
changes in his construction of matter and mind are some cf
the important modifications that characterise his theory of
complete neutral monism. In view of this, it seems clear that
we must anyhow recognise two distinct phases of Russell’s
neutral monism; and the distinction of his theory as partial
and complete is only one convenient way of bringing out this
point.

The importance of making this distinction does not lic only
in that it shows how Russe]l has gradually developed the
theory stage by stage. This in itself is indeed very important
for an understanding of his theory. But there is another
important thing about it. The failure to recognise the two
stages and forms of Russell’s theory has sometimes misled his
critics. This has happened in at least two ways. Firstly, the
later form of the theory which we have called complete neutral
monism has been declared to be not a theory of neutral
monism at all. Stace, for one, has done this in his article
already referred to; and Russell himself has objected to this
way of treating his theory of neutral monism.> Russell has

'Weitz, op. cit., p. 73.
YThe Philosophy of Bertand Russell, p. 707.
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very emphatically stated in The Analysis of Matter' and An

Outline of Philosophy® that the theory he advocates in them is

neutral monism. There seems to be no reason why the

theories of these latter books should not be considered as

neutral monistic; on the contrary. these are the books that in
- fact contain the final version of Russell’s neutral monism.

The second way in which the failure to recognise the two
forms of Russell’s theory has misled critics may be stated as
follows. If our analysis of the two forms is correct, it is clear
that for the purpose of rejecting Russell’s neutral momnism,

“criticism should properly be directed against the later form of
the theory, and not against the earlier theory of partial neutra-
lism; for, a criticism of thc earlier theory may not be a criti-
cism of the later theory at all, unless, of course, it is about a
.point clearly shown to be common in the two forms. It follows

that the rejection of Russell’s neutral monism as a whole on
the basis of a critique of ‘any’ aspect of the earlier theory may
‘be “entirely mistaken. Such a mistake is to be found in
A. Quinton’s rejection of neutral monism in general and
Russell’s theory in particular.> Quinton rejects Russell’s neutral
. monism on the basis of his criticism of the theory of The Analysis
of Mind. But we shall see later on that the objections he raises
do not in any way affect Russell's later position of complete
neutral monism, and that consequently his criticism entirely
fails to serve its purpose. The important thing, therefore, to
note here is that if the stages of the development of Russell’s
neutral monism along with the corresponding forms of the
theory were properly recognised and kept in mind while criti-
cising it, some criticisms would not have been made at all.

4. Logical Atomism and Neutral Monism

In 1924 Russell wrote:

The philosophy which I advocate is generally regarded as a species
of realism . ... 1do not regard the issue between realists and

LThe Analysis of Matter, p. 10, 382fT.

34n Outline of Philosophy, pp. 214ff. 293, 303.

3A. Quinton, ‘Mind and Matter’, Brain and Mind (J. R. Smythies, ed.),
pp. 216-17.
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their opponents as ‘a fundamental one. . . T hold that logic is what
is fundamental in philosophy, and that schools should be charac-
terised rather by their logic than by their metaphysic. My own
logic is atomic, and it is this aspect upon which I should wish to
lay stress. Therefore, I prefer to describe my philosophy as ‘logical
atomism’ rather than as ‘realism’, whether with or without some
prefixed adjectives.?

These statements appear in the opening paragraph of an
article called ‘Logical Atomism’ which contains the first brief
exposition of Russell’s complete neutral monism, fully deve-
loped in The Analysis of Matter; An Outline of Philosophy and
-other works. The general characterisation of his philosophy .
as indicated in these remarks has been repeatedly stressed by
him. This shows how we should understand the relatiod of
his metaphysics with his philosophy. Logical atomism is the -
logical name of his philosophy in general whereas neutral
monism is the ontological name of the atomistic metaphysics
which he ultimately came to develop. In fact, neutral monism.
is the metaphysical theory which he finally produced fromi the
position of logical atomism. :

Russel!l describes his logical atomism as a ‘“‘certain kind of X
logical doctrine, and on the basis of this a certain kind of
metaphysic”.? Itisa philosophy of logic; it is ‘atomistic’
because Russell believes that the world is composed of many
separate things, and ‘logical’ because ‘the atoms that I wish
to arrive at as the sort of last residue in analysis are logical
atoms and not physical atoms’.? The atoms are not obtained
by physical analysis or partition, but by logical analysis. Thus -
Russell’s logical atomism is his philosophy of logical analysis.

Ever since Russell successfully applied his method of
analysis in logic and mathematics, he has been gradually
applying it in dealing with more and more problems of
philosophy, and this has finally resulted in the production of
his logical atomism. It is, therefore, natural to find some aspects

1Loglc and Knowledge, p. 323.
*I1bid., p. 178.
31bid., pp. 178-79.
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of the atomistic doctrines in his philosophy from the beginn-
ing;! but these were systematically developed first in a series
of lectures under the title The Philosophy of Logical Atomism
(1918), and then in almost every subsequent work. Here again
as in ths case of many aspects of his philosophy, his views
have undergone modifications at various stages. The com-
paratively simple form of the theories of 1918 has gradually
been abandoned, and logical atomism as advocated in later
works, such as An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth and Human
Knowledge, has taken a complex form.

The doctrines of Russell’s logical atomism (together with
those of Wittgenstein?) represent a very influential step in the
development of contemporary philosophy. These doctrines
with the stages of their development and modifications should
therefore make an interesting and profitable subject of study
and research.’ The purpose of the present work would not,
however, allow such an undertaking here. [ shall, therefore,
content myself with merely indicating very briefly (and perhaps
quite insufficiently) how Russell has developed his neutral
monism from the position of his early logical atomism.

From experience in logic and mathematics, Russell found
that many things, hitherto supposed to be simple entities with
neat logical properties, can be replaced by logical structures

1Russell says that he adopted logical atomism in the ycars 1899-1900. He
says that this ‘‘was a revolution; subsequent changes have been of the
nature of an evolution”.—My Philosophical Development, p- 11.
Wittgenstein  developed his logical atomism in Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus, to which Russell wrote an introduction. The relation of
the two philosophers is one of mutual influence; consequently there are
some similarities between their theories of logical atomism. Some
comparative references may be found in Russell’s Introduction to the
Tractatus and My Philosophical Development; also in D.F. Pears,
Bertrand Russell and the British Tradition in Philosophy, C.E. M.
Anscombe, Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus, M. Black, A Com-
panion to Wittgenstein's Tractatus, 1. Griffin, Wittgenstein’s Logical
Aromism;, etc.

3pcars’ book mentioned above is an admirable account of the early
development of Russell’s logical atemism during 1905-1919, with com-
parative references to Hume, Bradley and Wittgenstein.
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composed of entities which have not such properties. The
supposed entities are always inferred; and Russell found that
propositions in which they occur can be interpreted without
making the inference, that the ground for the inference thus
fails and the body of the propositions is secured against the-
need of a doubtful step.! Thisis a case of the principle of
economy known as Occam’s Razor. In a general sense the
principle means that as few entities as possible are to be
assumed in explaining the facts of the world; replacing
inferred entities by logical structures is only a special use of
it. Russell states the special form of the principle as this:
“Wherever possible, substitute constructions out of known
entities for inferences to unknown entities”.2 He adopts
generally the method of ‘‘constructions Vs. inferences” as
a maxim of interpretation in philosophy. He conceives the
business of philosophy as being ‘‘essentially that of logical
analysis, followed by logical synthesis”.® But analysis and
construction require materials. Where are we to look for the
materials or data for our philosophy? It is an important
methodological principle with Russell that we should take the
data from science, for he thinks that science is more likely to
be true than common-sense and philosophy.* Russell, however,
thinks that the question of the materials of analysis and cons-
truction ‘‘requires as a preliminary discussion of logic and"
language and their relation to what they try to represent’.
This is because “the influénce of language on philosophy
has been profound and almost unrecognised™ throughout the
ages.b

The purpose of the discussion of language is twofold: first,
to free philosophy from the bad influences of logical defects

YLogic and Knowledge, p. 326.
31bid., p. 326.
81bid., p. 341.
41bid., p. 339.
5Ibid., p. 330.

*The emphasis in contemporary philosophy on linguistic analysis is very
largely due to the influence of Russell’s philosophy of language.
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of ordinary language; and secondly, to supgest, by inquiring
the requirements of a logically perfect language, ‘‘what sort of
a structure we may reasonably suppose the world to have”.!
As to the bad influence of ordinary language, Russell emphasi-
ses that syntax and vocabulary provoke erroneous metaphysical
beliefs. Syntax induces the subject-predicate logic, with sub-
stance attribute metaphysics, while vocabulary, by promoting
the assumption of pseudo-entities, encourages ‘a kind of

platonic pluralism of things and ideas™.? Russell’s analysis of

" .-language is an attempt at remedying the defects that arise out

of our “giving metaphysical importance to the accidents of
-our language™.?

Oneé of the remedies for the logical defects of language is
“provided by Russell’s theory of types.* This theory is a cure
for the puzzles and contradictions that arise out of the use of
symbols or words of different types in the same context. It
was first produced for solving logical and mathematical para-
- doxes, and then extended to ordinary language. It puts a sort
of restriction upon the kind of symbols or words that we may
use in a given context. Symbols that can be inserted into
some one context are said to belong to the same logical type.
There arises thus a sort of separation of entities into a logical
hierarchy of types, whose members are individuals, functions
of individuals, and so on; similar extensional hierarchies
are there in respect of classes and relations as well.’
The following passage shows what Russell means by a logical

type:

The definition of a logical type is as follows: A and B are of the
same logical type if, and only if, given any fact of which A is a
constituent, there is a corresponding fact which has B as a

1bid., p. 338.
Ibid., p. 331.
8The Analysis of Mind, p. 192,

4This theory was first produced as an appendix to The Principles of Mathe-
matics in 1903, and was then reproduced in Principia Mathematica,
‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’, and other works.

“The theory of types in its form specifically as a hierarchy of classes is
not being discussed here.
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constituent, which either resulls by substituting B for A, or is the
negation of what so results. To take an illustration, Socrates and
Aristotle are of the same type, because ‘‘Socrates was a philoso-
pher’ and “‘Aristotle was a philosopher” are both facts; Socrates
and Caligula are of the same type, because ‘'Socrates was a
philosopher’* and ‘‘Caligula was not a philosopher™” are both facts.
To love and to kill are of the same typ:, because *‘‘Plato loved
Socrates’ and “‘Plato did not kill Socrates’ are both facts.?

The theory of types asserts that sentences often become
nonsensical because of the substitution in the same context
words of different logical types;? that ‘‘a word or symbol may
form part of a significant proportion, and in this sense have
meaning, without being always able to be substituted _foij
another word or symbol in the same or some other proposition
without producing nonsense.® Thus ‘Brutus killed Cacsar’ is
significant, but ‘Killed killed Caesar’ is nonsense. .We cannot
substitute ‘killed’ for ‘Brutus’, and therefore, they are of
different logical types. Some important cases of difference of
types are those of substance and attribute, terms and relations,
and simples and complexes. Thus, for example, ‘There are.
simples’ and ‘There are complexes’ must use the words ‘there are” .
in different senses. But if we use the words ‘there are’ in the
sense which they have in the statement ‘There are simples’,
the form of words ‘there are (or are not) complexes’ is neither
true nor false, but meaningless.*

The theory of types cannot, however, cure all the philoso-
phical difficulties that arise out of the logical defects of ordinary
language. One important instance of such difficulty concerns
what Russell calls ‘definite descriptions’, i.e., phrases of the
form ‘the so and so’, such as the author of Waverley’, ‘the
present king of France’, and the like. There has always been
difficulty in interpreting propositions containing definite

YLogic and Knowledge, p. 332.

Gilbert Ryle’s concept of ‘category-mistake’ is essentially connected
with Russell's concept of logical types; cf., The Concept of Mind,
p. 171T (Penguin edition).

3Logic and Knowledge, p. 334.

sIbld., p. 337.
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descriptions, such as ‘Scott is the author of Waverley’ or ‘The
present king of France does not exist’. Russell’s theory of
descriptions' is designed to meet this.

Russell points out that the difficulty arises through suppos-
ing that ‘the author of Waverley’ or ‘the present kKing of France’
is a name, and refers to an entity which is the subject of the
proposition and has some sort of ‘being’ or existence. ‘Scott
is the author of Waverley’ asserts an identity. But ‘the
author of Waverley’ is not a name, and we cannot substitute
for it a proper name without making the proposition a tauto-
logy. Thus if we substitute Scott for ‘the author of Waverley’,
we get ‘Scott is Scott’, which is tavtology and is a different
proposition from the original one. This becomes clear from
the fact that we can ask whether Scott is the author of
Waverley, but we cannot significantly ask whether Scott is
Scott. It follows that in the original proposition, the phrase
‘the author of Waverley’ is not a name and cannot be replaced

by a name.?

Moreover, ‘The golden mountain exists’ and ‘The round
square does not exist’ are not the same statement, but different
statements. This seems to suggest that the golden mountain
is one thing and. the round square is another thing, although
neither exists. Apgain, of the two propositions, ‘The golden
mountain exists’ and ‘The golden mountain does not exist’,
one must be true according to the law of excluded middle, and
yet there is no such thing as the golden mountain. These
puzzles have led many philosophers to invent a whole realm
-of ‘unreal’ entities having the objective status of ‘being’.?
Russell’s theory of descriptions solves the puzzles by showing
that when a proposition containing a phrase of the form ‘the

First produced in ‘On Denoting’ (1905)—reprinted jn Logic and
Knowledge—, elaborated in Principia Mathematica, and reproduced in a
modified form in [miroduction to Mathematical Philosophy, and ‘The
Philosophy of Logical Atomism’.

*Logic and Knowledge, pp. 47fT, 244(T.

‘8BMeinong is a classical source of this view; cf., J. N. Findlay, Meinong's
Theory of Objects and Values, Chapter I1.
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so and so’ is rightly analysed, the phrase ‘the so and so’ dis-
appears. Thus, for example, the statement ‘The golden
mountain docs not exist’ is interpreted as saying, ‘“There is no
entity C such that ‘X is golden and mountainous’ is true when
X is C, but not otherwise”.! With this interpretation the
puzzle as to the use and meaning of the description ‘the golden
mountain’ disappears; for it is shown that the phrase is not a
name and is not a constituent of the proposition, i.e., there is
no constituent of the proposition which corresponds to the
description as a whole,

The theory of descriptions thus provides a method of inter-
preting or translating propositions in order to get rid of phrases
or symbols which are not really names and thereby to get rid
of unreal entities. By descriptions Russell includes not only
such phrases as ‘the author of Waverley’ and ‘the present king
of France’, but also all names of ordinary language, such as
Socrates, Piccadilly, the table, the chair, etc. He says that
these ordinary names are not really names, but each ‘‘a sort of
truncated description”.?

The extension of the thecory of descriptions to ordinary
names of common-sense objects involves a different level of
analysis. When, for example, a proposition containing the
phrase ‘the author of Waverley’ is analysed, it is done in terms
of ordinary common-sense objects. But the analysis of the
names of the common-sense¢ objects involves a deep level
analysis of these objects in terms of particulars which are
sense-data with which we are directly acquainted in experience,
and which are of a different kind from ordinary things. D.F.
Pears calls the two levels of analysis the horizontal and deep
analyses respectively.® The deep analysis involves the meta-
physical analysis of common-sense things and persons in terms
of basic realities or ultimate particulars composing the world;

YHistory of Western Philosophy, p. 785.
3Logic and Knowledge, p. 243.

BPears, op. cir., pp. 16f. Cf. also, J, O. Urmson, Philosophical Analysis,
p. 2711.
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it involves replacing inferred common-sense substances by
logical structures out of basic metaphysical entities.

The ordinary proper names, according to Russell, are really
‘descriptions. The only proper names that are recognised by
him are what he calls ‘the logically proper names’; these are
‘this’ and ‘that’ which the individuals apply to the particulars
which are the immediate objects of their experience. Ata
later stage Russell gives up even these. He says, ‘‘All the well-
known difficulties of substance remain so long as we retain a
‘this’ which is not a bundle of qualities, as appears at once
when we try to explain how we distinguish between ‘this’ and
‘that’ otherwise than by difference of qualities”.! He declares
that theoretically there is no need of proper names but only
names of qualities and relations.?

There seems to be a wide range of agreement among
philosophers? as regards the success of Russell’s theory of des-
criptions in so far as the ordinary horizontal level of analysis
is concerned. But its success has sometimes been questioned
in respect of the deep level analysis which involves logical
-construction of common-sense objects and translation of state-
ments about them. We shall come to the objections later on;
meanwhile we may continue with our account of Russell’s
logical atomism.

Russell’s analysis of language and meaning, then, purports
to avoid the logical defects of ordinary language in order to
determine the structure of the world. The basic ubpit of

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 686.

Y4n Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, ch. 6, Human Knowledge, p. 321;
My Pihilosophical Development, p.170. There is a controversy about
the elimination of proper names; cf. P. F. Strawson, ‘On Referring’,
reprinted in A. Flew (ed.), Essays in Conceptual Analysis, p. 40ff;
W. V. Quine, Methods of Logic, p.218fT; From a Logical Point of View,
pp. 7ff, 167.

3Recently there have been some criticisms of the theory on general lines;
but these are not very serious. A brief assessment of the main points
may be found in A. J. Ayer, ‘An Appraisal of Bertrand Russell’s
Philosophy’, in R, Schoenman (ed.), Bertrand Russell—Philosopher of
the Century, pp. 169-70.
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discourse is proposition. Therefore the discussions are primarily
concerned with the objective reference of propositions and
their analysis into constituents. For a long time Russell, like
Wittgenstein, believed that a true proposition must reproduce
the structure of the fact to which it refers; but finally he gave
up this idea,' although he never minimised the importanée of
the analysis of language for sound metaphysical thought.

The proposition is a complex symbol consisting of parts
which are also symbols. The objective references of proposi-
tions are called facts. If there is a fact corresponding to a
proposition, it is true; if not, it is false. In ‘The Philosophy
of Logical Atomism’, the facts and propositions are classified:
into various types. The simplest are the ‘atomic propositions’
and the ‘atomic facts’. Atomic facts are composed of terms.
and relations or qualities. They form a hierarchy according
to the number of terms involved. The simplest atomic fact
consists of one term and a quality; the next two terms and a
diadic relation; the third, three terms and a triadic relation;
and so on.

There are more complex propositions than the atomic ones.
These are called ‘molecular’ propositions. A molecular pro-
position is formed by joining two or more atomic propositions
by logical conjunctions, such as ‘if-then’, ‘or’, ‘and’. Mole-
cular propositions are called the truth-functions of the com-
poncnt atomic propositions, and are true or false according as
the component propositions are true or false. There are no
molecular facts corresponding to molecular propositions; the
facts they refer to are those referred to by the component
atomic propositions. Russell recognises at this stage other
kinds of propositions also; these ace called ‘existence proposi-
tions’ (with existence facts), general propositions (with general
facts) and negative propositions (with negative facts). Russell’s
views on the different types of propositions have undergone
changes. We shall not, however, consider them; Russell’s
discussions may be referred to for further treatment. We
shall carry on our discussions in connection with his analysis

My Philosophical Development, pp. 113-14.
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of atomic propositions and atomic facts which are the basic
-type anyway.

An atomic proposition contains symbols or words standing
for the terms and relations that make the corresponding ato-
mic fact. What are these terms? Russell initially believed
that the terms are what are known ip direct presentation or by
acquaintance.! Things that are known by acquaintance are
called particulars. Russell later on modified this position,
and declared that particulars, also called samples, are not
experienced as such, but are kaown only inferentially as the
limit-of analysis.2 A particular is defined asa term of a rela-
tion in an atomic fact. Words that stand for particulars are
called proper names; a proper name is defined as a word
" denoting a particular.?

As facts are composed of parts, they are complexes;
whereas particulars are simples. And complexes and simples
are of different logical types. The proper symbols for facts
are propositions, and those for particulars are proper names.
Facts can only be asserted (or denied), whereas particulars can
only be named. Ordinary names, we have seen, are not names

"in the strict logical sense. They are, for Russell, descriptions;
and what they describe ‘“‘are not particulars but complicated
systems of classes or series’.* In this early formulation of
logical atomism, Russell accepts as logically proper names
only the words ‘this’ and ‘that’” which he thinks can only be
used by the speaker for a particular he is acquainted with at
the moment.

Particulars, being the simples, stand each entirely alone;
they are wholly self-subsistent. They have the quality of self-
subsistence that used to belong to ‘substance’ but not the
quality of persistence through time. A particular, according to
Russell, lasts for a very short time, and in this respect it differs

*Logic and Knowledge, p. 201.
1bhid., p. 337.

31bid., pp. 199-200.

41bid., pp. 200-01.
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from the ‘old substance’.! The particulars have a sort bf‘
being which does not belong to objects of other types. Quali-
ties and relations, which are the other factors besides parti-

culars that make the atomic facts, are of a different type.

They differ from the simples or particulars *‘by the fact that they

suggest a structure, and that there can be no significant symbol

which symbolizes them in isolation’,2 and also that they can-

not be the subject of the proposition in which they occur.

Thus the proper symbol for yellow is not the single word

yellow but the propositional function ‘x’ is yellow. The

same is true of relations, and this shows that qualities and

relations involve a complexity which particulars do not.3

These are Russell’s early views; but he has finally given up the

idea of particulars as simples, which he now conceives as’
complexes of qualities and relations only; he now accepts no

proper names but only the names of qualities and relations.

The logical doctrines thus developed from the analysis of
language and meaning, of propositions and facts, provide
Russell with a framework for analysis of the problems of tradi-
tional philosophy. The doctrines provide what he calls
‘philosophical grammar’, and he thinks that all traditional’
metaphysics is filled with mistakes due to ‘bad grammar’, that
is, ‘‘due to a failure to make the kind of distinctions in what
we may call philosophical grammar with which we have becn
concerned.”’*

One bearing of the above analysis on metaphysics is that
““you can get down in theory, if not in practice, to ultimate
simples, out of which the world is built, and that those simples-
have a kind of reality not belonging to anything else”. Itis
also clear that anything that is not a simple is complex and as
such a construction. We thus find here a metaphysical struc-
ture of the world, on the basis of which we can now analyse

!Logic and Knowledge, pp. 201-04.
bid., p. 337.
31bid., p. 338.
41bid., p. 269.
51bid., p. 270.
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the data that physical and psychological sciences may offer, in
order to determine what particulars or simples are there in the
universe and what can be represented as constructions. This
last analysis enables us to organise the particulars under the
ontological categories, namely mental, material and neutral.

Russell’s application of the method of analysis and con-
struction to physics resulted in the construction of physical
objects out of particulars or simples alone. In QOur knowledge
of the External World, he shows that the only particulars that
go into the construction of the external world are what he
then calls sense-data. In ‘The Philosophy of Logical Ato-
mism’, he gives an analysis of matter that is similar to the one
given in Our Knowledge of the External World.

In the latter work Russell maintains the distinction of the
mental and the physical in respect of the constituents of the
world, Sensations are then distinguished from sense-data,
subject from object; and thus mind and the mental are treated
as being fundamentally different from matter and the material,
In ‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’, Russell doubts
this distinction, and even produces an analysis of ‘person’ to
show that it is possible to represent 2 person as a construction
out of experiences without reference to an ‘ego’.! But heis
not yet sure if such a construction of a person is right, whether
the distinction of subject and object, of sensation and sense-
datum, is valid. In other words, he is not sure if neutral
monism is true. But he thinks that his new logical doctrines
have given him an instrument of interpretation which would
soon enable him to determine the truth or falsehood of the
theory. And really he soon came to abolish the distinction of
sensation and sense-datum, and thus effected his partial
neutralism first in ‘On Propositions: What They Are and
How They Mean’, and then in The Analysis of Mind. The
former is an article which as a work on proposition must be
taken as being a continuation of the analysis undertaken in
‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’. In fact, it begins with
a reference to that earlier work, assumes the logical doctrines

1Logic and Knowledge, pp. 276f.
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provided therein! and undertakes a further analysis of pro-
positions and facts. As the result of this, the doubts that were
there in the earlier work are now settled; ‘ego’ or ‘conscious-
ness’ is rejected as an entity, and sensations are declared to be
identical with sense-data and are said to be the neutral parti-
culars. Other particulars that are admitted are ‘images’
(purely mental) and some physical aspects. Thus, neutralism
is produced in the context of or within the framework -of logi-
cal atomism. The Analysis of Mind is a work that only
elaborates the theory contained in this article by applying the
method of analysis and construction to various mental pheno-
mena. The complete neutral monism which was developed
later on is, we have seen, continuous with his partial neutra-
lism. This, again, first appeared in an article called ‘Logical
Atomism’. In it Russell calls the particulars or simples
‘events’, and represents both mind and matter as constructions
out of events which are all neutral entities. This theory of
eventism or complete neutral monism has been developed and
maintained in all his later works.

It may now be clear that the metaphysics which Russell has
thus finally produced can be characterised in two ways, namely,
from the point of view of the logical structure of the world,
and from the point of view of the ontological categories of
mental, physical and neutral as applied to the ultimate reali-
ties or constituents of the world. In the former sense, Russell’s
theory is logical atomism, bgcause it states that the world is
composed of many separate entities which are the logical
atoms as explained above. In the latter sense, this theory is
properly called neutral monism, or because it states that the
logical atoms are neither mental nor physical, but are all of
the same category, neutral. Russell does not, however, con-
fine the name logical atomism to his metaphysics alone; he
uses it to include other aspects of his philosophy. In this
sense logical atomism has a wider application than neutral
monism which applies only to his metaphysics,

'Logic and Knowledge, p. 285, foot-note.



THREE

The ‘Theory of Neutral Particulars

We noted carlier that a theory of neutral monism must
have a theory of the neutral stuff, a theory of matter and a
theory of mind. In what follows we shall consider in some

" details the three parts of Russell’s neutral monism with special

“reference to the development of his views in regard to them.
In the present chapter we shall discuss the different aspects
_of his theory of the neutral stuff, and in the two subsequent
chapters we shall take up his theories of matter and mind
separately. Finally, we shall consider in a concluding chapter
some special problems concerning the mind-body relation and
the concept of a person.

1. Psycho-physical Dualism in Sensation

Russell arrived at his neutral monism by abolishing the
relational character of sensation, that is, by abandoning the
psycho-physical dualism of sensation and sense-datum, by
" giving up the dualism of subject and object of sensation, and
by thus repudiating ‘consciousness’ as part of the stuff of the
world. We say ‘the psycho-physical dualism of sensation and
sense-datum’— because in his earlier writings in which he
upheld the relational character of sensation, Russell very
clearly maintained the view that the dualism was between a
mental factor, namely sensation, mental act or subject, and a



The Theory of Neutral Particulars 55

physical, factor, namely sense-datum or object of sensation.
It is the abolition of this dualism which enabled him to effect
his neutral monism.

In Our Knowledge of the External World and other writings
of this stage, Russell gave up the three-factor theory of sensa-
tion which he himself had maintained in The Problems of
Philosophy. He then rejected what was called the ‘content’
and retained only the subject or mental act of sensation and
the sense-datum. In ‘On the Nature of Acquaintance’ referred
to above, he arpued against the conteat.! This and two
other articles, namely ‘The Relation of Sense-data to Physics’
(1914)2 and ‘The Ultimate Constituents of Matter, (1915)3,
contain essentially the same views as expressed in Our
Knowledge of the External World (1914). In these articles,
he emphatically maintained the psycho-physical dualism -of
sensation and sense-datum.

Whereas sensation has traditionally been regarded as
mental, there have been controversies among philosophers
regarding the nature of the immediate object of sensation.
The Berkeleian tradition has been to regard as mental not
only the act of sensation, such as seeing, hearing, etc., but
also the object of sensation, such as colour, sound, etc. Now,
such things as colour, sound, smell, taste, etc., which are
the immediate objects of sensation are what Moore and
Russell call sense-data. While the Berkeleians declare them to
be mental, Russell in the articles mentioned above takes the
opposite view and declares them to be fully physical. The
term ‘physical’ is to be understood, according to Russell, as
meaning ‘“‘what is dealt with in physics”.* He calls a parti-
cular ‘mental’ “when it is aware of something” and he calls
a fact ‘mental’ when it contains a mental particular as a
constituent™. He says, “I regard sense-data as not mental,

11bid., pp. 1991,
*Reprinted in Mysticism and Logic, ch. V1II.
3Reprinted in Mysticism and Logic, ch. VII.

Mysrticism and Logic, p. 150.
s1bid., p. 150.
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and as being, in fact, part of the actual subject-matter of
physics.”’!

In ‘The relation of Sense-data to Physics’, Russell argues
against the view that sense-data are subjective and mental.
He says that the view that sense-data are mental is derived
partly from their causal dependence on sense-organs, nerves
and brain and other conditions of the perceiving subject,
and partly from a failure to distinguish between sense-data
and sensations. He maintains that the arguments for the
subjectivity of sense-data on grounds of their causal depen-
dence on physiological conditions do not prove anything
beyond “physiological subjectivity’.? But physiological
subjectivity of sense-data is of the same nature as their causal
dependence on the intervening fog or smoke or coloured

glass: and ncither makes sense-data in any sense mental. He
says:

Logically a sense-datum is an object, a particular of which the
subject is aware. By a sensation I mean the fact consisting in
the subject’s awareness of the sense-datum. Tke s:nse-datum, oo
the other hand, stands over against subject as that external object
of which in sensation the subject is aware. So soon, therefore,
as sense-data are clearly distinguished from sensations, and as
their subjectivity is recognised to be physiological the chief
obstacles in the way of regarding them as physical are removed.?

In ‘The Ultimate Constituents of Matter, which is a
declared defence of psycho-physical dualism, Russell maintains
the same views as above regarding the status of sense-data,
Sense-data, he says, are ‘‘purely physical and among the
ultimate constituents of matter”.* In support of his position,
he offers arguments including one refuting Berkeley's claim
that objects of sense are not outside the percipient mind.5 He
contends that it is an error tosay that what we perceive
through any of our senses is mental. He argues that seeing,

*Mysticism and Logic, p. 149.
1bid., p. 149.

Sbid., p. 152.

4Ibid., p. 128.

Slbid., pp. 132-33.
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hearing, and generally perceiving through senses are mental
occurrences just as believing, doubting, wishing and willing
are mental occurrences. But from this, he says, it does not

follow that what is seen or heard or perceived through senses
is mental.

In reply to the question whether colour, sound or any
other secondary quality is inside or outside the mind, Russell
says that colours and noises are not mental in the sense of
having that intrinsic peculiarity which belongs to beliefs and
wishes and volitions but not to the physical world. He
maintains that if by saying that something is in the mind we
mean that it has a certain recognisable intrinsic characteristic
such as belongs to thoughts and desires and volitions, then
“it must be maintained on grounds of immediate inspection
that objects of sense are not in any mind”.! To put itin
the words of H.A. Prichard, “What Mr. Russell holds is
that smells, colours, sounds, etc., have an independent existence
.of their own, in the way in which common sense thinks of
bodies as having an independent existence.’"?

This is, in short, the position that Russell was maintaining
as regards the status of sense-data. Sense-data were now
tegarded as fully physical,® and sensations as fully mental,—

a position which he had to abandon in order to arrive at
neutral monism.

2. Abolition of Dualism: Rientification of Sensation and Sense-
datum

Russell maintained the psycho-physical dualism of sensation
and sense-datum right upto 1918. But after that his views
underwent a very great change. In 1919, he rejected the

*Mysticism and Logic, p. 133.

*H. A. Prichard, ‘Mr. Russell on Our Knowledge of the External World’,
Mind, XX1V, 1915, p. 151.

*In The Analysis of Mind (p. 143) Russell seems to refer to the articles
mentioned above as he says, ‘‘I shall not trouble you now with the
grounds for holding as against Berkeley that the patch of colour is
physical; I have set them before . . .»".
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relationai character of sensation; and this enabled him to effect
neutral monism, As he himself says

So long as the subject was retained there was a mental entity to
which there was nothing analogous in the material world, but if
sensations are occurrences which are not essentially relational,
there is not the same need to regard mental and physical
occurrences as fundamentally different. It becomes possible to
regard both mind and a piece of matter as logical constructions
formed out of materials not differing vitally and sometimes actually

‘identical.?

~ So long as Russell was adhering to the relational theory of
sensation, every sensation, for him, was itself a cognition.
Thus mere seeing, some colour or hearing a sound was itself
knowledge. But in his neutral monism, he regards mere
sensation as non-cognitive. He says, “When, say, Iseca
person I know coming towards me in the street, it seems as
though the mere seeing were knowledge. It is of course
undeniable that knowledge comes through the seeing, but I
think it is a mistake to regard the mere seeing itself as know-
ledge.””? If mere seeing, or any other mere sensation, is.
. regarded as knowledge, it seems natural. Russell points out,?:
to distinguish the seeing from what is seen; and this admits
- the distinction of the subject or mental act, and the object or
sense-datum, the subject having a relation to the object a
relation that may be called ‘awareness’. But he is now
‘convinced that mere sensation is not cognitive, and that the
" distinction of the subject and the object of sensation, in other
words the psycho-physical dualism of sensation and sense-
" datum, is wholly untenable.

It may be noticed that Russell is doing two things ata
time, namely (a) he rejects the cognitive nature of sensation,
and (b) abandons the distinction of sensation and sense-datum
'and. thus identifies them. The cognitive and the relational
characters of sensation are, however, so intertwined in his

My Philosophical Development, p. 139,
®The Analysis of Mind, p. 141. In My Philosophical [ Development, Russell'
quotcs the long paragraph in which this passage occurs.

3The Analysis of Mind, p. 141.
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arguments that they may be said to be two aspects of the
same character, and the rejection of the one means the rejection
of the other also; for the rejection of cognition in sensation
means the rejection of awareness or consciousness in it, and’
if consciousness or awareness is not there in sensation it can-
pot include in it the subject or mental act, and hence no-
dualism remains.

The main argument that Russell offers in rejecting the
cognitive and relational nature of sensation is that of the-
abolition of the subject or mental act of sensation. He
rejects the subject of sensation and thereby arrives at the
conception of sensation asa neutral particular which is the
subject-matter of both physics and psychology. In The
Analysis of Mind, Russell refers to the Brentano-Meinong
theory of perception and says that his view has grown out
of various views that result from modifications of the three-
fold analysis of presentation into act, content and object.?
He rejected the ‘content’ in his earlier works; he emphasises
this once again.? As regards the ‘subject’ or ‘mental act’ he
now argues that “the act seems unnecessary and fictitious.
Empirically, I cannot discover anything corresponding to the
supposed act, and theoretically I cannot see that it is
indispensable.’”® Russell declares that the theory which analyses
a presentation into act and object no longer satisfies him. He
says:

The act, or subject, is schcmﬁtically convenient, but not empirically
discoverable. It seems to serve the same sort of purpose asis |
served by points and instants, by numbers and particles and the
rest of the apparatus of mathematics. All these things have to be
constructed, not postulated: they are not of the stuff of the world.
... The same secems to be true of the subject, and I am ata loss to
discover any actual phenomenon which could be called an “‘act™
and could be regarded as a constituent of a presentation.*

1The Analysis of Mind, pp. 14-20.

'Ibid., pp. 18-20, 21-22, Russell rejects it in respect of sensation oOr pre-
sentation, but not in respect of memory and thought.

3Ibid., pp. 17-18.

4‘On Propositions’, Logic and Knowledge, p. 305.
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The subject, according to Russell, is introduced not because
observation reveals, it, but because it is linguistically conveni-
ent and apparently demanded by grammar. The function it
performs can always be performed by classes or series or other
logical constructions, “consisting of less dubious entities”.*
The grammatical sentence, such as ‘I think so and so’, suggests
that ‘I’ stands for a person, and that thinking is the act of the
person. But Russell thinks that the person ‘‘is mot an ingre-
dient in the single thought: he is rather constituted by relations
of the thoughts to each other and to the body”.? He says that
the grammatical forms, such as ‘I think’ and ‘you think’, are
misleading, and that we should better say ‘It thinks in me’, or
‘better still ‘There is a thought in me’. Meinong’s act is not
-empirically observable or even logically deducible from what
we can observe. It is what Russell calls the ghost of the subject
of what once was the full-blooded soul.® The subject, accord-
ing to him, is “a completely gratuitious assumption’ and must
therefore be rejected as an actual ingredient of the world.*

But when we do this, the possibility of distinguishing the sensation
from the sense-datum vanishes. Accordingly the sensation that we
have when we see a patch of colour simply is that patch of colour,
an actual constituent of the physical world, and“part of what
physics is concerned with. A patch of colour is certainly not
knowledge, and therefore ws cannot say that pure sensation is
cognitive.®

Russell says that all knowledge comes through sensations; in
other words, sensation, through its psychological effects, causes
cognition by virtue of its correlations with other things and by
giving rise to images and memories, but in itself it is not
cognitive.

When Russell was earlier holding the relational theory of
sensation, he accepted Brentano's definition of mental pheno-

YThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 141-42,
*Ibid., p. 18.

bid., p. 18.

sIbid., p. 142.

SIbid., p. 142.
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mena as the “phenomena which intentionally contain an
object”.! He now argues agairst it and says that it is incapable
of maintaining itself either against an analytic scrutiny or
against a host of facts supplied by psycho-analysis and animal
psycholopgy.? Having rejected this view in general, he rejects it
in the particular case of sensation also.® He says that the
argument that formerly made him accept the view was, histori-
cally, directed against idealism; the emphatic part of it was the
assertion, as against Berkeley, that sound, colour, etc., are
physical, not psychical. But now he argues that from that
colour is physical it does not follow that it is not also psychi-
cal, unless we assume that the physical and the psychical
cannot overlap, which he no longer considers a valid assump-
tion. He says, “If we admit—as I think we should—that
the patch of colour may be both physical and psychical, the
reason for distinguishing the sense-datum from the sensation

disappears, and we may say that the patch of colour and our
sensation in seeing it are identical.”’*

3. Sensations as Neutral Particulars

Russell thus identifies sensation and sense-datum. In this
respect he, in fact, maintains the same view as that of Mach,
James, the new realists and Dewey.® He acknowledges this
and even quotes from their works to support his position.
Sensation and sense-datum arg¢ one and the same thing. So, the
earlier idea of sense-datum as opposed to sensation is aban-
doned. According, The Analysis of Mind Russell uses the

name ‘sensation’ for such things as, for example, coloured
patches and sounds as well as seeing coloured patches and

hearing sounds, In his later works he uses the name percept
for the name sort of things as sensation in the earlier works
stands for,

Sensations, according to Russell, are non-cognitive, but

3The Analysis of Mind, pp. 15, 142,

bid., p. 15.

31bid., p. 142,

3Ibid., p. 143.

tJ. Dewey, Essay in Experimental Logic, pp. 253, 262,



62 Bertrand Russell’s Neutral Monism

-supply data for our knowledge of the physical world including
our own bodies. They are what is common to the mental and
the physical world; they are defined as ‘the intersection of mind
. and matter’.! They are neutral particulars and are among the
.ultimate stuff of the world. They are transient entities, occurr-
ing at the place of the perceiving organism, in fact in our brain,
and lasting each for a very short time. Russell calls them
aspects and appearances. They are existent particulars; they
are in themselves neither mental, nor material, but form both
mind and matter. They fall into groups in two different ways,
one group forming ‘a piece of matter’ and the other ‘mind’.

Russell brings out his position with the famous illustration
of stellar photography.? If a photographic plate is exposed to
a portion of the sky on a clear night, it takes photographs
of the portion of the sky with the stars. Taking one parti-
cular star, we are to conclude according to the laws of the
continuity of physical processes that at the place where the
> . plate is, and at all places between it and the star, something

is happening which is specially connected with the star. If
there are many such plates, each plate will photograph the star
somewhat differently. These photographs are the different
appearances of the star at different places. Russell calls them
Jparticulars, aspects Or events. Apgain, each plate will photo-

_ graph many other things simultaneously with the given star. [t
follows that ‘*in every place at all times’ a vast multiplicity of
things (i.e., particulars) must be happening.®

Now, the particulars may be classified in two ways:*

(1) We can collect together all the happenings at different
_ places as are usually taken to be emanating from the same
object; as in the above example, all the appearances of the star
at different places.

(2) We can collect together all the happenings that take

YThe Analysis of Mind, p. 144; An OQutline of Philosophy, p. 217.
AThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 99f.

3Jbid., p. 100; My Philosophical Development, p. 26.

$The Analysis of Mind, pp. 100ff.
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place in one place; as in the above example, all the appearances
of different stars and other things at the place of one particular
plate.

In the first collection we have the group of all the aspects
radiating from one common centre. This bundle of particulars
constitutes a momentary physical object,—the particular star
in the above example. In the second collection, aspects of
different things combine at one place; this is what Russell calls
a perspective. One particular of this second group, namely
the appearance of the given star at the given plate, will also
belong to the first group, which constitutes the momentary
star. Thus every particular belongs at once to two groups or
systems of particulars, one constituting the physical object and
the other a perspective. Thus a material object and a perspec-
tive are both composed of the same particulars, which are
among the ultimate stuff of the world. They differ from omne
another not by virtue of difference of stuff, but by virtue of
different arrangements of the same stuff.

Every perspective is a view of the world from a particular
place, and there are many perspectives in the world as there
are places from where there can be views of the world. No
perspective contains any place in common with that contained
by any other perspective. Each perspective consists entirely
of particulars which are appearances from one point of view;
and this may be called their subjectivity. :

Now, if we have at the place of the photographic plate an
organism with sense-organs, nerves and brain, what happens
at this place are not photographs but what we call sensations
or perceptions of the stars and other things. These are noth--
ing but the appearances of these objects at this place. One of
these sensations will be the appearance of the given star. This
particular sensation will at once belong to two different scts of
particulars, namely the group that makes the material object
(the star), and the group which (together with other entities,
viz., images) make a mind. As a member of the former group
it is usually called a sense-datum, and as a member of the
latter a sensation. But it is one and the same particular;
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therefore the distinction of sensation and sense-datum vanishes.
It is the same neutral particular taken twice over in two diffe-
rent contexts. In one it is a constituent of a material thing
and in another it is a constituent of a mind. The difference
between what is called a mind and what is called an object
presented to a mind is, therefore, not onc of substance but of
arrangement of particulars that form the stuff of the world.

Thus, according to Russell, sensations are neutral parti-
culars. Generally, everything that comes to us through senses
is sensation, and we have to include such things as headache,
muscular strains, in short all bodily sensations. But in actual
experience as when we see something or hear a sound, what
we have is perception and not mere sensation. In fact ‘‘so
much interpretation, so much of habitual correlation, is mixed
up with all such experiences, that the core of pure sensation is

only to be extracted by careful investigation.... In order,
therefore, to arrive at what really is sensation in an occurr-
ence . . . we have to pare away all thatis due to habit or

expectation or interpretation.”! Sensation, accordingly, is
that part of perception which is due only to stimylation; it is
the non-inferred element in experience. So, Russell defines a
sensation “‘as the non-mnemic element in a perception”.? And
it is this non-inferred, non-mnemic element that is non-cogni-
tive.

Russell accepts in his theory of neutral stuff not omnly our
own sensations but also the sensations of other people. The
world view that would follow if we were to develop it out of
our own seasations only would be solipcism. But solipcism,
however, consistent it may logically be, is psychologically
impossible to believe. It contradicts common-sense and denies
the picture of the world as science gives us.® The usual sort
of considerations that show solipcism to be unbelievable are
sufficient reason, for Russell, for dismissing it.

1The Analysis of Mind, pp. 139-40.
21bid., p. 139.
3The Analysis of Matter, pp. 213, 398; Human Knowledge, p. 180.
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In fact, we live our life not in a private world confined to
ourselves alone, but in a common world in which we communi-
cate with other people. When we see a physical object, we
also believe that other people suitably situated can see the
same thing. Verification of statements about the external
world requires us to have reports from people with whom we

can communicate, and it is thus necessary to accept the use of
testimony.

The sensations of other people are not directly perceived
by us. OQur knowledge of them is indirect and inferential.
We depend on analogy for the knowledge of other people’s
sensations. In this connection Russell accepts the usual ana-

logical arguments for our belief in other minds and their sensa-
tions and images.!

Now, the arguments Russell offers in connection with the
neutral character of sensations give rise to some problems
which may be briefly noted here. Russell has dispensed with
the ‘subject’ of sensation. Sensation is not knowledge, and
hence no distinction of subject (the knower) and object (the
known) in it. That sensation by itself is not knowledge seems
pretty established; and the notion of subject as mental act seems
to have lost favour with most philosophers. But knowledge
is a fact; its very nature is such that it involves a distinction
of the subject and the object, of the knower and the known.
Although it is possible for Russcll to eliminate the distinction
from sensation which he takes as non-cognitive, he canpot
possibly do so in case of perception and other processes which
are cognitive. He has, therefore, to re-introduce it in his
theory. He realises this; but the subject as he conceives it is a
construction and not a single substance or ego.

Russell argues that in a statement like ‘I think’ or ‘He
thinks’, ‘I’ or ‘He’ suggests that thinking is an act of a person;
but that in fact the person is not an ingredient in a single
thought. He suggests that instead of saying ‘I think’, itis

YQur Knowledge of the External World, pp. 101{I; The Analysis of Matter,
p. 201(; Human Knowledge, pp. 205-09.
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better to say ‘It thinks in me’, etc. Now, it is difficult to see
how shifting from ‘I’ to ‘me’, from ‘he’ to ‘him’, can possibly
avoid the suggestion of a person. Even though it may be
possible to avoid the subject by such change of the grammati-
cal structure of statements, it would not certainly be possible
to avoid the suggestion of the person. In fact, the concept of
person must somehow and somewhere come up in the scheme
of an explanation of the world. Russell, of course, recognises
this. What he intends to do in the above argument is to dis-
‘pense with the concept of a person as the subject of a single
thought or sensation, and thus to show that it is not among
the ultimate constituents of the world. Both subject and
person, according to him, are constructions out of the ultimate
stuff; and we shall have occasion to consider them in due
course.

Now, in declaring sensations as neutral particulars Russell
gives a very special and peculiar meaning to the word sensa-
tion, very different from the ordinary meaning ofit. Usually
it has always meant something connected with consciousness.
But now it is stripped of all such connections and given a
status neutral between mind and matter. But when this is done,
Russell should have, as has bezn suggested,! abandoned the
term ‘sensation’ and given a more neutral name to what it now
stands for. Russell, of course, might reply that the thing he
calls sensation is the very thing which other people call sensa-
tion, but that they are mistaken in regarding it as mental, and
that he is therefore right in retaining the word while freeing
it from its false associations. It may not, however, be a suffi-
cient answer. As Dorward puts it, “When they call a thing
sensation, they mean to imply that it is mental; and if they
were convinced that they were mistaken in supposing it to be
mental, they would probably say, not ‘Well, you have now
convinced me that sensations are not meatal’, but ‘I now
see that what I thought to be mental is really not so, and I was
therefore mistaken in calling it a sensation’.”?
1A, Dorward, ‘Critical Notice of Russell’s Analysis of Mind’, Mind,
1922, p. 92,
3Ibid.
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William James used the term ‘experience’ for his neutral
entities. Russell objected to it saying that the use of the term
‘experience’ indicated a lingering influence of idealism.” .mes
might now retort in the same words against Russell in respect
of his use of the term sensation for his neutral particulars,

This, however, is not a grave criticism. It is a quarrel
about names; and names do not matter so long as we use them
each with a specific meaning, for a fparticular thing or a speci-
fic kind of things. Neither James nor Russell seems to bave
failed in this respect.

4, Events as Neutral Particulars

Russell, at the later stage of his neutral monism, calls the
neutral particulars events.? He uses the term ‘event’ to include
not only sensations or percepts but also images and unperceiv-
ed particulars. At all stages of his neutralism he has accepted
sensations, images and unperceived particulars as forming the
stuff of the world. But while he has always taken sensations
or percepts as neutral, he has not always regarded the others
as being so. In The Analysis of Mind, images are purely
mental and unperceived particulars (sensibilia) are purely
physical. But at the later stage he takes all particulars as
neutral and gives them the common name event. Moreover,
he now includes as unperceived events not only ‘sensibilia’ but
also ‘unperceivable’ events. He thus tries to make his theory
more scientific than before and give it a sort of completeness
by declaring all constituents of the world to be neutral. This
is the reason why we have called this later theory complete
neutral monism and his earlier theory partial neutralism.

In his complete neutral monism Russell makes a number
of developments from his earlicr position. One of these con-

Logic and Knowledge, p. 145.

*For example, The Analysis of Matter, cspecially chapters XX, XXIII,
XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXXVII, XXXVIII; A4n Outline of Philosophy,
chapters X through XV, XVI, XVII; Human Knowledge, chapiers, 1V
and VII of part III, and chapters V and VII of part 1V; Portraits from
Memory, chapter on ‘Mind and Matter’; My Philosophical Developnient,
chapter I1.
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cerns the nature of percepts. Things like seeinga patch of
colour or hearing a sound (as well as coloured patches or
sounds) which he earlier called sensations are now called
percepts. But there is a little difference in the meaning he
now attaches to them. Sensations were regarded as the purely
pon-mnemic, non-inferred elements in perception, which are
entirely due to stimulation. But as in normal adult life such
pure sensations are not obtainable and as by conscious atten-
tion we cannot know them in their native character, he thinks
that we may take the basic element in presentation as not the
theoretical core of sensation, but the percept which includes
some amount of inference due to physiological habits. The
percept is not entirely non-inferred and non-mnemic, but is
due to stimulation and unconscious physiological inference.
It is that actual part in perception, which does not contain
conscious inference or interpretation. With this difference in
_mind, we may use both the terms ‘sensation’ and ‘percept’ in
presenting Russell’s later views in which sensations are to be
taken in the sense of percepts.

Another development is about the conception of causal
laws. Russell had earlier distinguished two kinds of causal
laws, namely physical and psychological. He retains the dis-
tinction, but now thinks that physical causation is universal.
In his earlier theory, only scnsations were subject to both
kinds of causal laws; whereas images were subject to only
psychological causation and unperceived particulars to only
physical causation. He now argues that all things whether
mental or physical fall under the physical laws of causation.
Even images are now subject to physical causation. So he
says, ““Mind is merely a cross-section in a stream of physical
causation, and there is nothing odd about its being both an
effect and a cause in the physical world.””! He thinks that we
cannot escape from the universality of physical causation.?

We should notice that, although the above statements tend
towards physicalism or causal materialism, Russell does not in

*An Outline of Philosophy, p. 156.
2The Analysis of Matter, p. 393.
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fact accept this position. He does not think that mental
causal laws are all reducible to physical causal laws. On the
contrary, he maintains that we have knowledge in psychology
which can never form part of physics.! In fact, for him, the
criterion of the two ways of grouping of events into mind and
matter is that of the two kinds of causal laws. What heis
asserting is that the neutral events may fall under two kinds
of causal laws, that while all events are known to be subject
to physical causation, only some are known to be subject to
psychological causation. Accordingly, while we can say that
all events are physical, we cannot say that all events are, in
fact, mental. Only percepts and images are known to be
mental events, but “we do not know enough of the intrinsic .
character of events outside us to say whether it does or does
not differ from that of mental events.”’> As a matter of fact,
some events may always remain outside the scope of mental
causation; and in so far as Russell now accepts ‘unperceivable’
events, these seem to be for ever outside the scope of the
causal laws of psychology. This is the reason why we have
said that Russell has not accepted the second doctrine of
orthodox neutral monism according to which any neutral event
can be treated by both psychology and physics.

Events in themselves are neither mental nor physical but
neutral. Neutrality is the non-relational characteristic of
events. It does not consist in their being subject to both
physical and mental causation; whereas mentality and physi-
cality are relational characteristics depending on the relevant
causal connections of events. Every event is a “logically self-
subsistent entity”’.® It can be treated in two different ways,
namely (a) in isolation, and (b) in its causal relations to other
events. This is a distinction of type; and it holds between
neutrality on the one hand and mentality and/or physicality on
the other. Whereas, neutrality is the first-order characteristic

11bid., pp. 392-93; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 300, Human Knowledge,
pp. 58, 65.

24n Outline of Philosophy, p. 222.
3Ibid., p. 293.
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of an event-in-isolation, mentality and/or physicality are the
second-order characteristics of an event-in-causal-relation.
Thus two or more neutral events may have a causal relation to
one another, which is studied by psychology; they are then
mental. Again, two or more neutral events may have a causal
relation which is studied by physics; they are then physical.
This interpretation reconciles the apparent inconsistency in
Russell’s writings in which in speaking about events he uses all
the three expressions, namely neutral events, mental events
and physical events. This also explains how an event may not
fall under both the causal laws and yet can be treated as

neutral.

The above interpretation of the neutrality of events also
brings out a difference between Russell’s earlier theory of
partial neutralism and the later theory of complete neutral
monism, In the earlier theory, a particular is neutral only
when it is “‘subject to both kinds of laws”, and only sensations
satisfy this condition and are therefore ‘‘truly neutral”, But
in the later theory as explained above, neutrality is nota
matter of causal laws. Morris Weitz! offers a similar interpreta-
tion in connection with Russell’s peutralism in general includ-
ing the theory of The Analysis of Mind. But in view of the
conception of the truly neutral as given in that earlier book,
it seems impossible to apply the above interpretation to the
theory of that book and regard it as complete neutral monism.

Another aspect of causation that is emphasised at this later
stage is what is called ‘the irreversibility of physical process’,
or ‘the directed causality’. Russell points out that in classical
physics everything was reversible, and that modern physics has
abandoned this view. He says:

Speaking generally, processes in the physical world all have a
certain direction which makes a distinction between cause and
effect that was absent in classical dynamics. I think that the space-
time order of the physical world involves the dirccted causality. It
is on this ground that I maintain an opinion which all other philo-

Weitz, op. cit., pp. 72-73.
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sophers find shocking: namely that people’s thoughts are in their
heads.!

One very important change that Russell makes at this later
stage is his adoption of the causal theory of perception, which
forms a basis for inclusion of unperceived events which are the
physical causes of percepts and are among the stuff of the
world. This theory holds that apart from the subjective factors:
influencing our perceptions, external events cause our percep-
tions. and that the existence of these causes can be inferred
from the perceptions. It is a theory which, Russell thinks, is
in keeping with the common-sense view of perception that
there are external occurrences which cause our perceptions.
Common-sense holds that perception reveals external objects
to us directly. But science holds that perception occurs as
an event at the end of a long causal chain; our knowledge of
the physical object thus becomes indirect and inferential. But
in both cases, says Russell:

There is the assertion that it (perception) has external causes as to
which something can be inferred from it . . . (The theory) depends
upon postulates which have little more than a pragmatic justifica-
tion. Tt has, however, all the merits of a good scientific theory . ..
namely that it links together a number of known facts, that it does
not have any demonstrable false consequences, and that it some-
times enables us to make predictions which are subsequently
verified. All these tests the causal theory fulfils . . .2

Russell points out that physics demands the causal theory
of perception: “Epistemologically, physics might be expected
to collapse if perceptions have no external causes”.> This
theory, Russell feels, cannot be disproved, and it offers an
alternative to both solipsism and phenomenalism as a way out
of the difficulties involved in the common-sense notion of the
world.

These are primarily the grounds on which Russell accepts
the causal theory of perception. According to this theory, “‘a

My Philosophical Development, p. 25.
*The Analysis of Matter, pp. 197, 199.
bid., p. 197,



72 Bertrand Russell’s Neutral Monism

sensation is merely a link in a chain of physical causation”,
it is one of a vast series of connected events, travelling out
from a centre according to some mathematical laws, in virtue of
which the sensation enables us to know a good deal about the
events elsewhere.! Previously Russell did not think that the
notion of ‘cause’ was reliable enough to guarantee inferences
to unperceived events. But he now accepts and uses the causal
theory as the principal ground for inferring the existence of
not only the ‘sensibilia’ but also further unperceivable events.

Russell now calls the ultimate stuff of the world ‘events’. He
_says. “Evervthing in the world is composed of ‘events’; that,
at least, is the thesis I wish to maintain™.? Events are existent
particulars, and mind and matter are complex constructions
out of them. Every event occupies a small finite amount of
space-time: it has a small finite duration and a small finite
extension in space. It is neither impenetrable nor indestructi-
ble.? Every event in space-time is overlapped by other events;
we know this empirically in our experiences. And according
to physics, events in the form of electrons and protons annihi-
late each other. No event is permanent; but given any event
or group of events we find at a neighbouring place in space-
time a very similar event or group of events. This is a
character which, we shall see, accounts for what Russell calls
a ‘quasi-permanence’ of things and persons. The world consists
of morc or less independent chains of events called ‘causal
lines’. A causal linc is a temporal series of events so related
that given some of them we can infer something about others.
The chains of events are not completely indspendent of each
other, because they can influence each other; there is the fact
of mutual modification.® The chains of events are continuous
so that there is no ‘action at a distance’.”

14n Qutline of Philosophy, v. 156.

rbid., p. 287.

3lbid., pp. 287, 290-1; The Analysis of Muatter, p. 386.

“An Outline of Philosophy, p. 124; Human Knowledge, p. 308.

The Analysis of Matter, pp. 313-14; Human Knowledge, pp. 333f., 476f.
The Analysis of Matter, p. 314; Human Knowledge, pp. 490-1.

The Analysis of Matter, pp. 328, 359, 380; Human Knowledge, p. 509ff.
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This last point marks an important difference from Russell’s
-earlier position. In The Analysis of Mind, he accepted ‘action
at a distance’ in time in connection with ‘mnemic causation’.
"This is now rejected mainly on the ground of causal continuity.

Now, onc point seems in order here. According to Russell,
an event is a happening which has a small duration. But
whatever happening lasts for a period of time might be called
a ‘process’. But ‘process’ as a term seems quite unsuitable for

-what Russell calls ‘event’. For, a process seems to involve"
among other things a passage of time in which changes occur;
we say, ‘something undergoes a process of change’ and so on,
When a certain state of affair is changed iato (i.e. succeeded
by) another state of affair, there is a process. Process is thus
a complex of successive states of affair. But what Russell calls
-events are not such complexes of successive states, but the
- states themselves. The term ‘event’ itself is not, however,
unambiguous. We may call the Battle of Waterloo an event.
"“But in a complex event of this sort, there are parts which
have spatio-temporal and causal relations to each other; no
-single entity devoid of physical structure persists throughout
the whole period.”! But if we are to explain the structure of
" the world, we have according to Russell to distinguish between
objects having physical (i.e., spatio-temporal) structure and
the comiponent parts of such structure. He uses the term ‘event’
for these parts which do not have internal spatio-temporal
structure. An event in this sense is what he sometimes calls ‘a
" ‘minimal event’? which has an upper time-limit and does not
last “for more than a few seconds at most”.3 In this connec-
tion his views differ from those of Whitehead for whom events
have no time-limits.4

Russell thus uses the term ‘event’ in a techmical sense.
Events, for him, are the ultimate neutral constituents of the
world. He uses the terms ‘simple’, ‘ultimate constituent’ and

The Analysis of Matter, p. 293.

2An Outline of Philosophy, p. 288.

3The Analysis of Matter, p. 294.
“31bid., pp. 292-94.
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‘particular’ in a relative sense, that is, to mean that they are
the limit of analysis depending on the state of our knowledge.
He does not mean that particulars or events are incapable of
further analysis, but that we cannot at present analyse them.
He has held this view from the beginning of his neutral
monism.! He at first accepts particulars or events as relative
simples or relative ultimate constituents of the world. But
later on he produces a further analysis of events and parti-
culars.2 According to this later analysis, events are complexes.
of qualities and relations. Russell says that qualities may
recur at different times and different places.® A particular
shade of red, for example, may be found to occur on different
occasions. Thus the same quality may recur, but it is possi-
ble to obtain unique events. The shade of red does not occur
all alone; it occurs as a member of a complex of compresent
qualities, such as size, shape, hardness, etc., and relations,.
such as ‘to the right of’, ‘to the left of’, etc. Any such com-
plex of compresent qualities and relations will be unique; ‘‘the
complex is something new over and above the qualities” and
‘“‘can be mentioned in a way which is not reducible to a state-
ment about any or all its constituents™.4 .

Such a complex may be called an ‘event’, and it has the
property of ‘‘non-recurrence’”.> This new analysis of events.
does not introduce any conflict with the results Russell has
obtained from employing events as particulars. In fact, he
himself has continued his discussions generally in terms of’
events in Human Knowledge and the subsequent works.

5. Sensations and Organism .

In Russell’s theory, sensations or percepts are dependent on:
both physical and physiological conditions. When, for example,
we see the sun, what happsns is somewhat as follows: The

'The Analysis of Mind, p. 124.

2Human Knowledge, pp. 97-8, 313f.

?Russell does not regard qualitics as universals. See his discussion in.
The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 685, 714.

SHuman Knowledge, p. 325.
5[bid., p. 322.
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light from the sun travels over the intervening space for about
eight minutes and meets the eye where it produces its effect
which produces its effect on the optic nerve, and this in turn
produces its effect in some visual centre in the brain. The-
process that starts from the place where common-sense takes.
the sun to be, ends in producing the effect in the brain, which
is called ‘seeing the sun’. It is thus clear that sensations or
percepts are dependent on the sense-organs, nerves and brain,
that is, on the percipient’s body. The sense-organs, nerves
and brain form part of the intervening medium and distort
the appearance.

The dependence of sensations on the organism may be:
considered in respect of at least three points, namely (1) the
role of organism in Russell’s explanation of sensations, (2) the
location of sensations or percepts in the brain, and (3) the:
subjectivity of sensations. We shall discuss these three ques-
tions separately, the first in this section and the second and the-
third in the two subsequent sections in this order.

Sensations, according to Russell, are as much dependent on
physiological conditions as on physical conditions. The physio-
logical factors, namely the sense-organs, nerves and brain,
map therefore be said to be fundamental in the explanation of
sensations. In respect of the role assigned to the physiological
factors, C. D. Broad has offered a criticism in his Scientific
Thought, on which A. O. Lovejoy in The Revolr against Dualism
lays much emphasis. Broad remarks that Russell has not
treated the observer’s body in terms of his general theory of
physical objects. The body is a physical object and must,
according to Russell’s theory, consist of a set of groups, each
composed of correlated aspects or appearances. ‘‘I am not
sure”, says Broad, ‘“‘that his theory does not at present owe
some of its plausibility to the fact that, while we read his.
exposition, we think of our own bodies (and perhaps of other
media, like mirrors and coloured glass) as physical objects in
the non-Russellian sense, and of all other pieces of matter as.

”» g

physical objects in the Russellian scnse’.

1C. D. Broad, Scientific Thought, pp. 533-34.
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Broad has made this criticism against Russell’s views as
-expressed in The Analysis of Mind. But as to the role of the
organism in respect of sensation or percept Russell holds the
same views in his later works as well, and therefore this criti-
cism, if valid, may be said to apply to his theory generally
irrespective of the stages of the development of his neutral
monism.

Russell has offered a reply to this criticism in The Analysis

of Matter. He points out that the criticism arises from a

failure to notice that in the theory of perception a physical

object has a twofold character. On the one hand, it isa

" group of appearances or events; and on the other hand, it has

an influence upon the appearances of other objects, particularly

appearances in its neiphbourhood, making them different from

what they would have been if they followed the laws of pers-
‘pective only.! He says:

The sense-organs have only this second function to perform in the
theory of perception, while the object perceived has the first func-
tion. Tt is this difference of function, in the thecry of perception,
which makes it seem as if we were treating the percipient’s body
more realistically than external objects. But this is only a matter
of degree. The appearance of an external object is modified also by
other external objects—e.g., by blue spectacles or by a microscope.
I conceive the part played by the eye as essentially analogous to
that played by a microscope; and I take the same view as to the
part played by the optic nerve.?

Now, Lovejoy rejects this reply as unsatisfactory.’ He
points out that in Russell’s theory a physical object cannot
have a neighbourhood and that only aspects or appearances
can be neighbours to other aspects. He says that the reply
misses the point at issue. For, the objection is that any
objects,—sense-organs, nerves, mirrors or coloured glasses,—
in so far as they are regarded as distorting factors, have not
been taken “‘as having the properties of a [piece of matter” in
the Russellian sense. “It is no reply to this remark thata

1The Analysis of Matter, p. 259.
*Ibid., pp. 259-60.
%A. O. Lovejoy, The Revolt Against Dualism, pp. 259-61.
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‘physical object’ (in the theory) has ‘a twofold character’; that
fact is the point of departure of the objection.””! The essence
of the objection, he points out, is that Russell has ascribed
‘two implicitly incongruous characters’ to physical objects. To
say that one character or function belongs to the physical
object as perceived and the other to the object that is a dis-
torting factor, does not answer the objection; for the sense-
organs or any other media such as mirrors and coloured
glasses, can also be perceived and therefore ‘‘must have both
characters—one set qua physical ‘in the Russellian sense’, the
other qua causal—and yet cannot have both consistently. . ...
The secret of the new theory. . . consisted in operating with
two distinct and opposed concepts of a ‘physical object’, using
one or the other as the exigencies of the argument required”.*

C. E. M. Joad offers a similar criticism wherein he remarks
that *‘an analysis of objects of perception in terms of physics
can only be given provided we refrain from applying it to the
sense-organs by and through which we perceive them”, and
that if we push the analysis further and resolve the sense-
organs into their atomic components the explanation of the
facts of perception becomes impossible.>

Now, the issues involved in the above arguments and
counter-arguments relate as much to the theory of sensations
as to the theory of the construction of matter. We have not
yet considered the latter in detail; but what has been said

above will not perhaps be insufficient for at least understand-
ing the situation.

The objection raised by Broad and emphasised by Lovejoy
and Joad is not without its justification altogether. In fact,
in explaining sensations or percepts, Russell very often speaks
as if the sense-organs, nerves and brain, and also other dis-
torting media were each a simple physical unit and could act
as such. This is unfortunate; it is all the :more so because his
own reply in itself does very little to dispel the difficulty.

1A. O. Lovejoy, The Revolt Against Dualism, p. 260.
arbid., p. 261.

3C.E.M. Joad, Philosophical Aspects of Modern Science, p. 106.
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Lovejoy seems to be right insofar as he says that speaking of
‘a twofold character’ of a physical object is useless.

The situation, however, is not as bad as it looks. In ex-
plaining a certain fact or thing it may be sometimes necessary
and also legitimate to use certain concepts or things as part of
the explanatory mechanism. Such concepts or things may or

. may not be real; even if real, their nature need not be ex-
plained in course of the particular explanation concerned any
more than to be defined in terms of the functions they per-
form as part of the explanatory:  mechanism. This is so,
‘because we cannot explain the facts or things of the world all
at a time. It is, therefore, possible that, when Russell speaks
.of the function of the ‘media’, he has in mind the idea of this
sort of explanatory function that they may be said to perform
in the theory of perception. But as Russell speaks of the
other character or function of a physical object as a group of
appearances or connected events, he is talking: ontology. If

. they could be kept separate, the two characters would perhaps
be quite understandable. But in Russell’s philosophy, they
have not been, and cannot be, kept separate. They have been
combined, and combined in a way so as to give risc tpa con-
fusion of epistemological and ontological arguments.

What Russell has done is this: He explains sensations or
appearances by using the sense-organs, nerves and brain as
also other ‘media’ as part of the explanatory mechanism. He
then constructs physical objects out of such sensations or
appearances, declaring also that all the media—i.e., parts of
the mechanism of the former cxplanation—are constructions
out of sensations. What he should do now is to bring the
two together so as to obtain a final explanation of sensations
in which the media as units would be replaced by particulars
or appearances that form the constructions of things which
have previously been so used as though they were real units.
Until this is done, the whole position remains confused and
involved in a vicious circle.

It is not that Russell does not realise the importance of
what we have said above. In fact, he has at times made such
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statements as to give us the final position we are looking for.
As an early example we may quote him from Mysticism and
Logic where in discussing the notion of causal dependence he
writes:

The fact that there exists a chain of antecedents which makes our
seeing dependent upon the eye and nerves and brain does not even
tend to show that there is pot another chain of antecedents in which
the eye and nerves and brain as physical things are ignored. If we
are to escape from the dilemma which seemed to arise out of the
physiological causation of what we see when we say we see the sun,
we must find, at least in theory, a way of stating causal laws for
the physical world, in which the units are not material things,
such as the eye and nerves and brain, but momentary particulars
of the same sort as our momentary visual object when we look at
the sun. The sun itself and the eyes and nerves and brain must be
regarded as assemblages of momentary particulars. . .. Thus the
sun of eight minutes ago is a class of particulars. ... The various
particulars constituting this class will be correlated with each other
by a certain continuity and certain intrinsic laws of variation as we
pass outward from the centre, together with certain modifications
correlated extrinsically with other particulars which are not mem-
bers of this class. It is these extrinsic modifications which repre-
sent the sort of facts, that in our former account appeared as the
influence of the eye and nerves in modifying the appearance of the
sun.! )

Russell has discussed intrinsic and extrinsic causation at
some length in his later works as well.? According to him,
events change in two different ways. One kind of change
happens according to the laws of perspective. Any two
appearances of the same thing, although they are very similar
and may be at two neighbouring places, are different to some
extent. No two views of the world are exactly the same. The
other kind of change is what he calls ‘extrinsic modifications’.
When a particular belonging to a group of events making one
thing meets—i.e. comes to the immediate neighbourhood of —
particulars of another group making another thing, there is
this sort of change or modification because of mutual influence.
This is the kind of change that Russell is speaking aboutin
the concluding part of the passage quoted above.

*Mysticism and Logic, pp. 136-37.
2The Analysis of Matter, pp. 313f., 324f.; Human Knowledge, p. 49411
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Applying this to the case of sensation, for example seeing.
the sun, we would get a situation like this: a chain of events,
that is a causal line, passing outward from a centre where we
suppose the sun to be and traversing the intermediate space
for about eight minutes, meets (or reaches the immediate-

* neighbourhood of) some particulars or events of another group-
which we would call the eye; here the former and the latter
interact, and as a result of this the appearance of the sun
changes its character. Similar changes occur as the process-
or chain reaches successively the neighbourhood of particulars-
of the groups forming respectively. the mnerves and the brain.
Thus the final appearance or event is what we call ‘seeing the

?

When this is said, the objector may still insist that such.
extrinsic modifications are not possible. He may point out
that the suggested modifications, to be possible, must occur at
some places, namely the places of the eyes, nerves and brain,.
that according to Russell there is nothing at the places of these:
things, that these places are empty centres around which
events or appearances scattered all over space are arranged to-
form the constructions which are these objects, and that there-
fore the suggested contact is impossible.

The concept of a hollow centre defined as the place of a
thing offers a real difficulty. We can, however, indicate gene-
rally how the supposed contact may be possible. Taking the
eye for example, we can say that, although the place of the
eye is said to be an empty centre, the centre as the limit of
analysis may be taken as very small, and that it has all around
it in its immediate neighbourhood some particulars of the
group forming the eye. These particulars may be treated as
a causal unit.! Now, the chain of events forming the light-
wave as it reaches the place of the eye will come into the
immediate neighbourhood of these particulars. The influence
of one particular of one group upon that of another group-
does not require anything more than this. But this explana-
tion will not perhaps cover the whole of what Russell says.

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 106.
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about the hollow centre. We shall come to it later on. We
may now only note that he has finally rejected the idea of the
hollow centre in his later writings, and consequently the diffi~
culties about it have been removed,

6. Location of Percepts in the Brain

One aspect of the relation of sensations or percepts to the
organism, as Russell conceives it, is the location of percepts in
the brain.! According to him, the correct interpretation of
what is usually called the observation of physical objects is
that what we perceive are really percepts located in our brain.
The well-known illustration with which he brings out the idea
is that of the physiologist observing another person’s brain.
He says, “It is natural to suppose that what the physiologist
sees is in the brain he is observing. But if we are speaking of .
physical space, what the physiologist sees is in his own brain”.?

This appeared as a startling position; and Russell has been
vehemently criticised on this account.” But within the frame-

work of his theory this is quite an intelligible position.

In this connection Russell’s position differs from the
positions of other philosophers who gave the same or similar
status to percepts. It is a new development and is not found in
the theories of the earlier neutral monists. In this, he differs-
also from other thinkers who,. along with him, accepted the
causal theory of perception. C.D. Broad, for instance, in his
Sensum Theory® accepts the causal theory of perception and

YThe Analysis of Matter, p.320; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 140ff;
Human Knowledge, p.229; My Philosophical Development, p.25; The
Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 705-06.

2An Outline of Philosophy, p. 146.

®For example: E.P. Edwards, ‘Are Percepts in the Brain? Australian
Journal of Philosophy, 1942; Lovejoy, op. cit., p. 280ff; E. Nagel's
article in The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell.

¢C. Fritz, Bertrand Russell's Construction of the External World, p. 116;
D. Cory, ‘Are Sease-data in the Brain?’, Journal of Philosophy, 1948,
p. 533fT.

Seientific Thought, ch. VIII; The Mind and its Place in Nature, p. 180f.
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gives percepts or what he calls ‘sensa’ a similar status as Russell
does. According to Broad, the sensum is the joint effect of
external stimulation of the sense-organs, nerves and brain.
Sensa are transitory particulars; “they are really extended; they
really last for so long”.! They are particular existents ‘‘of a
particular kind, being neither mental nor physical”’.?2 They
are appearances of physical objects. In all these, Broad
seems to be in complete agreement with Russell as regards the
status of sensa. But one fundamental point (among others)
in which he differs from Russell is that while Russell places
percepts in our brain, Broad thinks that sensa “‘are not, in any
‘plain straight forward sense, in the one Physical Space in which

" physical objects are supposed to be”.?

In order to understand Russell’s position, we should keep
in mind that he has now accepted the causal theory of per-
ception along with what he calls ‘the directed causality’, and
the impossibility of ‘action at a distance’; that all events inclu-
ding percepts exist as events in causal chains. From all this
he draws the conclusion that percepts as physical events must
have a place in the physical space and that this place cannot
be anywhere else than that of the brain. He says:

Whoever accepts the causal theory of perception is compelled to
conclude that percepts are in our head, for they come at the end of
a causal chain of physical events leading, spatially, from the
object to the brain of the percipient. We cannot suppose that, at
the end of this, the last effect suddenly jumps back to the starting

. point, like a stretched rope when it snaps. And with the theory of
space-time as a structure of events,. . . .. there is no sort of reason
for not regarding a percept as being in the head of the percipient. I
shall therefore assume that this is the case, when we are speaking
of physical, not sensible, location.*

Russell maintains that every event occupies a finite amount
of space-time and that points or what he calls ‘minimum
volumes’ are only collections of events. “Causal laws enable

1The Mind and its Place in Nature, p. 181.

bid., p. 184,

3Selentific Thought, ch. VIIY; The Mind and its Place in Nature, p. 181.
8The Analysis of Matter, p. 320.
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us to arrange points (or minimum volumes) in a four-dimen-
sional order. Therefore when the causal relations of an event
are known, its position in space-time follows tautologically™.!
Now, what happens when for example I see a friend coming
towards me, is that some physical process starts from the body
of my friend, meets my eyes, where it produces its effects; these
in turn produce their effects on the optic nerves, which again
produce an effect at the visnal centre of the brain, which I call
“seeing my friend’. Apgain, seeing my friend leads to my
movements towards my friend and embracing him. This
means that the event I call ‘my seeing the friend’ produces its
effects on the efferent nerves leading finally to the movement
of the external limbs. Thus the percept, causally considered,
. isan event between events in the efferent and the afferent
nerves. So Russell concludes that ““the causal and temporal
connections of percepts with events in afferent and efferent
nerves give percepts a position in the brain of the perceiver’.?

When Russell says that percepts are in our brain, he does
not mean that a percept is a ‘portion’ of the brain. ‘Portion’,
he says, is a material concept; ... a ‘portion’ of a brain is
a set of points (or minimum volumes); an event may be a
member of certain points that are members of the brain, and
is then said to be ‘in’ the brain, but it is not ‘part’ of the
brain. It is a member of a member of the brain™.?

So much for the physical -location of percepts. But per-
cepts have ‘sensible’ location also. A percept has spatial and -
temporal relations with other percepts of the same perceiver,
all the percepts of one perceiver making a perspective. The
space that is generated by the mutual spatial relations of the
events forming a perspective is called the ‘private space’ of the
perspective.  In this sense, there is a private space at every
place from which there can be a view of the world; thus there
is a private space in the perspective that is at the place of the
photographic plate as there is one at the place of a percipient’s

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 705.
3Ibid., p. 705.
31bid., pp. 705-06.
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brain. In the private space of an observer, percepts may be
outside one another. Thus in my private or perceptual space
my percept of a star is outside my percept of my body, just
as it is outside my percept of a table.

But this perceptual or private space,—though it is immense
within itself, i.e., has enormous relations obtaining among its
member-events,—is in a “tiny region™' that forms part of the
one physical space, also called the ‘perspective space’. Each
private space is only a small region of the physical space.
Whatever events are there in this small region, i.e., the private
space, are then in a region which is a region of the physical
space, and therefore are in the physical space. Thus, “when
I see a star, three places are involved; two in the physical
space and one in my private space. There is the place where
the star is in the physical space, there is the place where I am
in the physical space; and there is the place where my percept
of the star is among my other percepts”.2 Of these three
places, the first and the second are outside each other, but the
third is within the second.

It may be noticed that when we use such words™ as ‘in’,
‘inside’ or ‘outside’, we may mean either of two sorts of rela-
tions, namely (a) the relation of one percept to another per-
cept within the same private space, or (b) the relation of one
physical event to another in the physical space. Daniel Cory
amplifies this point as follows: When the layman says that
the table he sces is outside his head, he is right in one sense of
the word outside. The apparent table (the percept) is certainly
outside the apparent head (another percept) in the perceptual
space. But in Russell’s other sense of the word, outside, the
layman is neither right nor wrong, because he does not make
the necessary distinctions. In the second sense of the word, the
physical table is outside of my physical head in the physical
space. But it does not follow from this that the apparent

1My Philosophical Development, p. 24.
21bid., p. 106.
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table (the percept) is outside of my physical head; on the con-
trary, if Russell is right, it is in it.!

There is a” correspondence between physical space and
private space. The spatial relations of private space and
public or physical space cannot be identical; their correspon-
dence consists in the similarity of structure. The pércepts in a
private space have similarity of structure with the physical
objects in the physical space. The logical properties of the
relations in the two spaces are the same.? When, for exam-
ple, a person observes three physical objects a, b and c, they
being situated in the physical space such that b is between a
and c, the percepts in his private space will have the same
relation, namely that the percept of b will be between the
percepts of a and c.

A private space may be that of an individual, or of a re-
cording instrument, or may be one at a place where there is
no observer or instrument at all. When a photographic plate
photographs a number of stars at a time, the photographs of
the stars have spatial relations between them, which make the
private space of the perspective that is in the photographic
plate; and these relations correspond to the spatial relations
of the physical stars in the physical space. The photograph
of any of the stars is in the photographic plate. It is an
appearance of the star as much as my percept of the star,
which is in my private space, i§ an appearance of the star.

That the photograph of any object is a physical event
which is in the plate will not perhaps be seriously doubted
even by Lovejoy. Perhaps it will not also be required of a
photograph of a five-mile-high mountain-peak to be itself five
miles in height, and consequently of the plate to be even
bigger than that. But when we come to the question of the
nature and location of percepts, all these doubts are raised
and all these demands are made.®* But if the doubts and
demands are not legitimate in respect of the photograph, it is

'1D. Cory, ‘Are Sense-data in the Brain?’, Journal of Philosophy, 1948.
*The Analysis of Matter, p. 252.
3Lovejoy, op. cir., p. 301fT.
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difficult to see how they are so in respect of percepts. It must
be emphasised that the correspondence between things and
their percepts is a relation of ‘structural’ resemblance and not
of actual physical extension.

The view that our percepts (and even all our experiences)
are in our brain is no more a shocking idea now-a-days.
Many philosophers admit it; the modern identity-theorists are
the most emphatic supporters of it.! But Russell seems to be
the originator of the idea as also of the identity theory.

7. Subjectivity of Percepts

Sensations or percepts, according to Russell, are as much
dependent on physical conditions as on physiological condi-
tions. In so far as they are conditioned by the physiological
factors. they may be said to be subjective in a wider sense.?
Russell admits it and extends the concept of subjectivity to
relate it even to physical conditions. He says that subjecti-
vity is not a peculiar characteristic of percepts alone; it is.
present in all perspectives. “What may be called subjectivity
in the point of view is not a distinctive peculiarity of mind:
it is present just as much in the photographic plate.”’* As
every event occurs in the private space of the perspective of
- which it is a member, it is in this sense subjective and private.

We have seen how Russell comsidered the subjectivity of
sense-data. The subjectivity of sense-data on grounds of their
dependence on physiological factors was then called ‘physio-
logical subjectivity’. While he retains this opinion in his later
writings, he therein develops a distinct theory of subjectivity.*
He discusses side by side the notions of subjectivity and
objectivity as connected with perception. We may put it briefly
as follows:

When, for example, 2 number of people see a particular

1See for example, Quinton, op. cit., p. 214.
*Passmore, op. cif., p. 238.
3The Analysis of Mind, pp. 130-1.

4Ibid., pp. 118-9; The Analysis of Matter, p 222ff; An Outline of
Philosophy, p. 160(.
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thing and a number of cameras photograph it simultaneously,
the impressions upon different persons and cameras will be
alike in some respects and different in others. The elements
which are alike are ‘objective’, and the elements which are
peculiar are ‘subjective’.! Now, impressions differ in two
ways: ‘““Their first-order differences are in accordance with the
laws of perspective, while their second-order diflferences are
functions of groups with other centres’,? that is, are due to dis-
tortions caused by the objects of intervening medium. It is
because of their similarity that we can group them together as
forming one physical object; and the more the distortion of
an impression, the less the possibility of our connecting it
with, or inferring from it, other impressions or events of the
group to which it should belong. ‘“The more correct are the
inferences we can draw from a percept as to other events
(whether percepts or not) belonging to the same group, the
more objective is the perception.”” This Russell offers asa
definition of objectivity (also publicity) in perception, which is
a matter of degree.

In a wider sense, subjectivity consists in either or both of
first-order and second-order differences; in this sense all events
arc subjective. The subjectivity of percepts generally consists
of both types of differences. But in a special sense the subjec-
tivity of percepts and other events consists in a marked degree
of the second-order difference. In this sense, subjectivity is
defined by the element of distortién due to the function of the
intervening objects.* Russell distinguishes three kinds of
subjectivity according as the distorting objects are (a) outside
the body of the percipient, or (b) inside his body but not in
his brain, or (¢) in his brain. They are called respectively
(a) physical subjectivity, (b) sensory or physiological subjec-
tivity, and (c) cerebral or psychological subjectivity. Physical
subjectivity exists in photographs, gramophone records, in the

3 4n Outline of Philosophy, p. 1€0.
2The Analysis of Matter, p. 221.
31bid., p. 222,

41bid., p. 222.
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appearance (or percept) of a stick as it looks bent when it is
half in water, and in similar other events. Sensory subjecti-
vity arises in cases of defects of sense-organs or efferent nerves
as is exemplified in the case *“‘where one person sees two
colours, red and green, another only sees one’’.! Cerebral or
psychological subjectivity is a result of past experience. ‘‘An
obvious example is a sensation which appears to be in a leg

which has been amputated.”®

The three types of subjectivity are connected with percep-
tion where ‘‘subjectivity enters in when we are led to make
*false inferences’”.3 Russell is using here ‘subjectivity’ in a special
sense in which it includes those cases only which he calls “‘the
sources of error”.* But though there is a difference of meaning

" of subjectivity in Russell’s usages, they have one very impor-
taot feature in common which we should specially notice here.
His use of ‘subjectivity’ has very little to do with the traditional
use of the word, in which when something is said to be sub-
jective it is understood to be in some sense mental. Russell’s
subjectivity has no such exclusive implication.

Russell’s two meanings of subjectivity, though distinct, are
‘not however incompatible. In fact, they may be regarded as
a wide and a narrow sense of the word, the narrow sense being
implied by the wide sense. In the wide sense subjectivity stands
for any difference of percepts or events, irrespective of the
degree of their distortion or modification; while in the narrow
sense it stands only for those cases of unusual degree or kind
of distortion which makes inferences difficult or even leads to
wrong inferences.

There is an important question about the special sense of
subjectivity, It is as to how we know that in a particular percep-
tion there has been distortion at al). When, for example, a stick
half in water looks bent, how do we know that it is not, in
fact, bent? The question is about the criterion of determining

1The Analysis of Matter, p. 224.
2Ibid., p. 225.
2{bid., p. 225.
$Ibid., p. 225.
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cases of distortion in perception. Russell does not seem to
-directly ask the question himself, and hence no direct answer
from him. .But from his discussions of related points, it is
possible to suggest what his answer would be. Now, it is
obvious that a single percept, however much distorted it may
be, does not contain in itself anything that would enable us to
know that it is a distorted appearance of the object. We can
-only koow about the distortion from a comparison of the
percept concerned with other percepts related to the object.
While looking at the stick we may also touch it moving our
hand from one end of it to the other. There will then .be a
.discrepancy between the two percepts. We cannot yet tell
which is the distorted percept. But normally we have other
-experiences also in connection with the object both at the same
time and at successive moments under different conditions.
We then find that all the percepts agree with one another in a
_certain respect except one, namely the percept of the bent look.
It is this lack of correlation with other relevant percepts. that
is the criterion of determining the fact of distortion of any
percept. This is an empirical criterion and becomes increa-

-singly perfected as our experience grows more and more
numerous.

This accords with what Russell says about the inferability -
-of correlated events from our perceptions. He says that very
little can be inferred from a single percept, that a single per-
-cept may be deceptive, ahd that we need for the purpose of
inference observation from different points of view and through
a ccrtain period of time.! This may be taken as a clue to what
Russell’s answer would be to the question we have raised.
And accordingly the answer we have suggested above seems to
be the only possible answer from the Russellian point of view;

-and this is perhaps the only possible criterion from any point
of view.

8. Images as Particulars

From the beginning of his neutralism Russell accepts images

1The Analysis of Matter, pp. 225-26.
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as part of the ultimate stuff of the world. He explains images
by comparing them with sensations. Images do not differ from
sensations intrinsically; they are ‘copies’ of sensations! which
are their prototypes. He says:

‘It is this fact, that images resemble antecedent sensations, which
enables us to call them images of this or that. For the understand-
ing of memory, and of knowledge generally, the recognizable
resemblance of images and sensations is of fundamental impor-

tance."

The difference between images and sensations, according to
Russell, is that of causal nature.® Images are causally connected
with past expsrience. An image is caused, through association,
by a sensation or another image. He says that ‘‘the causation
of an image always proceeds according to mnemic laws, i.e.,.
that it is governed by habit and past cxperience’”.* Butin the
causation of sensation, past experience and mnemic laws do
not . play any part. The stimulation of nerves carrying an
effect into the brain has an essential role in the causation of
sensations, but not in the causation of images.®

Sensations and images also differ in respect of their effects.
Sensations have both mental and physical effects, but images.
have only mental effects, or at any rate effects that follow
according to mnemic laws.6

On the basis of the similarities and cauvsal differences.
between images and sensations, Russell develops his definition
of ‘image’. He says, “We might have called an event an ‘image’
when it is recognisably of the same kind as a ‘percept’, but does.
not have the stimulus which it would have if it were a percept”.’
He makes a further refinement of the definition and says that

It hardly needs emphasising that Rus.ell's theory of images is in the maio.
Humeian.

*The Analysis of Mind, p. 155.

3bid., pp. 1496; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 187.

4The Analysis of Mind, p. 150.

sIbid., p. 151.

SIbid.

7An Outline of Philosophy, p. 193.
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“an ‘image’ is an occurrence recognisably visual (or auditory
or etc,, as the case may be), but not caused by a stimulus
which is of the nature of light (or sound or etc., as the case

may be), or at any rate only indirectly so caused as a result of
association”.?

We already know that Russell, in his partial neutralism,
regards images as purely mental; but in his complete neutral
monism he regards them as neutral. In the earlier theory, he
takes images to be subject to only psychological laws,—mnemic
laws being part of psychological laws. He then wishes that, if
mnemic causation of images could be explained in terms of
modifications of brain states, it would have been possible to
bring images under physical causation and to treat them as
neutral. In the later theory, he effects what he wished before,
and thus trics to bring images under physical causation. He
now declares images to be neutral. But we have seen that neu-
trality, in his later theory, does not depend on causal relations;
and therefore bringing images under physical causation, or in
other words explaining mnemic causation in terms of modifica-
tions of brain states, has little to do with the neutrality of
images. Anyhow, the neutrality of images is a new develop-
ment in his later theory. ¢

Another development from his earlier position, as we shall
see is that, whereas images were previously regarded as consti-
tuents of mind or mental phenomena only, they are now
constituents of matter as well, namely the matter of our brain.

Russell takes images as among mnemic phenomena, that is
as being subject to mnoemic causation. But his conception of
mnemic phenomena and mnemic causation has undergone
changes at different stages. In ‘The Analysis of Mind’, he
gives the following explanation:

We will give the name of “mnemic phenomena’’ to those responses.
of an organism which, so far as hitherto observed facts are con-
cerned, can only be brought under causal laws by including past
occurrences in the history of the organism as part of {the causes of

1An Outline of Philosophy, p. 193.
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the present respohse. ... I mean that, in attempting to state the
proximate cause of the present event, some past event or events
must be included.!

According to this view, mnemic causation involves an
interval of time between the cause and the effect without any
intervening chain of causes. This is action at a distance in
time.

In his later works Russell rejects ‘action at a distance’ and
accordingly modifies his conception of mnemic causation. He
says that *“if we are to avoid ‘mnemic’ causation, which in-
volves action at a distance in time, we must say that mnemic

" phenomena in mental events are due to the modification of the
body by past events™.? He makes this position more specific
-and explains mnemic causation in terms of modification of
brain states. He says that the connection of images with past
experience is clearly known and that *“this connection works
through an effect of the past experience on the brain”.® Thus
it is possible to talk of association in regions of the brain.
“The state of the brain which causes us to hear the word
‘Napoleon’ may become associated with the state of the brain
which causes us to see a picture of Napoleon and thus the
word and the picture will call each other up,”4

Russell accepts this brain-state theory of image and asso-
ciation first tentatively in An Qutline of Philosophy and then
categorically in his reply to criticism in which he uses the term
‘modifications ol brain structure’s to convey the idea.

The term ‘modification of the body’ or modifications of
brain structure needs clarification. For, according to Russell,
there is no permanent body or brain, but only a series of
groups of events. What he seems to mean by these terms is
this: A percept or sensation is an event in the brain; itis
succeeded by an event which is its copy or image; this is

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 78.

*An Outline of Philosophy, p. 306.

Apid., p. 189.

31bid., p. 187.

The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 700.
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succeeded by another event, and so on. Thus there persists a

chain of events as a part of the series of groups of events that
is the brain.

Thus, Russell offers what he calls a ““physical basis’® of the:
mental mnemic phenomena. But we need not suppose that
this necessarily means a reduction of the mental causal laws
of images to a physical law of brain events. It is of course
true that according to Russell the events of this particular
chain are constituents of the brain and as such are subject to-
physical causation. But so also are our percepts and conscious
experiences. It is possible that the events of this chain remain .
all the time members of the other arrangement which is the
mind. It is not necessary to suppose that one member of the
chain becomes mental at the time when there is a memory or
thought, and that its antecedent and consequent members of
the chain should remain purely physical. In so far as Russell
maintains at this later stage that tbere can be unconscious
images and percepts and that the brain has for its constituents
all mental events, conscious or unconscious, it seems only
natural to supposc that the events of this particular chain
remain all the time members of both the groups or arrange-
ments, namely mind and brain. At times members of the
chain are conscious, as in cases of memory and thought, and
at other times, the members are unconscious,—we may say
unconscious images. This docs, not contradict any of Russell’s
fundamental principles, and accords well with the causal
dualism which he in fact retains throughout his mneutral
monism.

9. Unperceived Particulars

Besides sensations and images, Russell accepts ‘unperceived
particulars’ as part of the stuff of the world. He recognised
them prior to his acceptance of neutralism. He then called
them ‘sensibilia’. In his neutralism, he retains them, but no
more calls them sensibilia; he now names them variously as
unperceived appearances, particulars, aspects or events. The

YAn Outline of Philosophy, p. 187.
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name °‘unperceived events’ is used in his complete neutral
monism with a wider denotation, and includes not only the
unperceived particulars which were called sensibilia, but also
‘unperceivable’ events.

Russell defined sensibilia as “those objects which have
the same metapbysical and physical status as sense-data with-
out necessarily being data to any mind'.! He conceived the
relation of a sensibile to a sense-datum as “like that of a man
to a husband: a man becomes a husband by entering into
the relation of marriage; and similarly a sensible becomes a

. sense-datum by entering into the relation of acquaintance”.?

Russell gave this definition in 1914 when he believed in the
psycho-physical dualism of sensation and sense-datum. He
then took sense-data as appearances of objects to a perceiving
mind, and sensibilia as appearances of objects from places
where there were no perceiving minds. Now, as in his neutral
monism sensation and sense-datum are identified, the above
definition needs modification which may be effected by taking
sensation in place of sense-datum.  While scnsations are
now appearances where there are percipient organisms, sensi-
bilia are appearances where there are no percipients. The rela-
tion of sensation and sensibile is still like that of husband and
man, in the sense that a sensibile is an aspect which can become

a sensation by coming “into contact with a living body”.?

Russell feels the necessity of asserting the existence of
unperceived aspects because without them our construction of
the world would be fragmentary and discontinuous. Physical
objects are groups of aspects or appearances. If an object
be only the group of perceived aspects, it would then exist
only where and when there were observers. But this is not
the usual conception of material objects; and according to
this conception it would be impossible for us to make state-
ments about things when no observers were perceiving them,
and verifiability of physical laws would become impossible.

Mysticism and Logie, p. 148.
*Ibid., pp. 148-9.
3The Analysis of Mind, pp. 143-44,
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To avoid these difficulties, Russell accepts unperceived aspects

or events correlated to one another and to the perceived
aspects according to the laws of physics.

At the early stage of his neutralism Russell asserts the
existence of unperceived aspects on grounds of continuity
and resemblance.! As we move around an object, we get
similar sensations from different positions, and we believe
that if the object is a physical thing we should be able to get
a continuous series of sensations. Again, if a number of people
observe the same thing, they get more or less similar sensa-
tions, and it is believed that if there were other observers,
they also would have similar semsations. The existence of
aspects of objects at places where there are no observers can
be verified to some extent by placing recording instruments,
such as cameras, dictaphones, etc., between observers and
then comparing the records with the sensations of observers -
as they would recollect them. This argument is developed in
some detail in The Analysis of Matter.2

In his complete neutral monism, the acceptance of the
causal theory of perception offers further justification for our
inference from perceived events to unperceived events. Russell
now feels that continuity alone is not enough for establishing
the ‘‘reality” of unperceived events; ‘ideal’ or imaginary
aspects would be sufficient to gjve continuity and fullness to a
set of aspects. But “‘itis hard to see how anything merely
imaginary can be essential to the statement of causal laws™.?
It is therefore necessary to establish the existence of un-
perceived events on some surer ground than mere continuity;
and the causal theory of perception, Russell thinks, affords
the desired ground. On the basis of this theory, we can
infer from our percepts the existence of unperceived events
causally correlated and continuous with them. We cannot,
however, infer anything as to the intrinsic nature of these

Mbid., p. 99; Mysticism and Logic, p. 154.
3The Analysis of Matter, p. 256fT.
2Ibid., p. 197.
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events but only that they are similar in structure to our
percepts; and beyond this we cannot go.?

From the percept we can infer something about the
stimulus which is an event that causes the percept. Differences
between percepts cnable us to infer the differences between
their stimuli. Russell says that by inverting the maxim ‘same
cause, same effect’ we may argue ‘different effects, different
causes’. He says:

...if a person hears two 'sounds at once or sees two colours
at once, two physically different stimuli have reached his ear or
. his eye. This principle, together with spatiotemporal continuity,
suffices to give a great deal of knowledge as to the structure
of stimuli. Their intrinsic character, it is true, must remain
unknown . . . there is a roughly one-one relation between stimulus
and percepts . . . This enables us to infer certain mathematical
properties of the stimulus when we know the percept, and con-
versely enables us to infer the percept when we know these
mathematical properties of the stimulus.?

The acceptance of the causal theory of perception leads
Russell to assert, not oanly unperceived events which were
called sensibilia, but also unperceivable events. The un-
perceived appearances of his partial neutralism are all percei-
vable in so far as they can be transformed into sensations
by their coming into contact with appropriate organisms.?
But his later theory includes further unperceived events which
are unperceivable as well. This follows from the causal
theory. If perceptions are caused by events outside our body,
there must always remain some events which are only causes
of perceptions and are not themselves percepts. In a causal
chain of events of which the end-product is a percept, any
two neighbouring events would be such that the prior one
is the cause of the other which is later. How, if we take
various positions along this chain, it is possible that most of
the events of the chain would be transformed by our organism

11bid., pp. 226-27, 254; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 163-64.
1The Analysis of Matter, pp. 226-27.
3The Analysis of Mind, p. 144,
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into percepts; but there will have to be some event, at least
the one at the beginning of the series, which cannot become
a percept. For, if it does, this perception will have no cause,
and this will contradict the causal theory of perception.

Thus our inferences from percepts to unperceived events
are made possible; and what we know about them is their
structural similarity with percepts. Russell does not, however,
think that the arguments for unperceived events are as
strong as those for the percepts of other people; but these
arguments, especially the one from the causal theory of
perception, are as good as any of the fundamental inductions
of science.! Accordingly, there are three grades of certainty
or probability that attach to our knowledge of the events
which form the stuff of the world. While our own percepts
and images are most certain, those of other people are less
certain than ours, and the unperceived events are even less
certain than the percepts of other people.

Russell calls all particulars ‘verifiables’. He uses the term
‘verifiable’ in a wide sense to include not only what we our-
selves or human beings generally experience, but also un-
perceived particulars which can be inferred from what we
experience. Two principles must be followed in inferring
unperceived events: (1) the inference must be made explicit
and must be in accordance with recognised canons of scientific
method; and (2) the entitics -inferred should be similar to
and continuous with the observed entities and must not be
like the Kantian ‘Ding an sich’ which is wholly unlike and
removed from the observed data.? An unverifiable entity is
in this sense any supposed object the like of which we can
never experience; it is something which involves an inference
the ground for which cannot be discovered. “In this sense”,
says Russell, “I do wish to dispense with ‘unverifiable’
entities””. This is my reason for doing without matter, points,
instants, etc. It is my reason for the use of Qccam’s razor. . .
if entities are validly inferred, I do not think they can be

1The Analysis of Matetr, pp. 206-07.
*Mysticism and Logic, p. 157; The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 707-08.
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rightly called ‘unverifiables’, in the sense in which this word
is commonly used in science.’

Now, unperceived particulars are constituents of physical
objects just as perceived particulars are. So the question
naturally arises as to whether unperceived particulars possess
the same qualities as the percepts do. There seems to be
no difference of opinions as to Russell’s later views on the
subject according to which we can only know the abstract
logical and mathematical properties of structural similarity
of unperceived events with percepts. But as regards his
earlier views there is much confusion among commentators.
Fritz and Lovejoy? represent bim as maintaining at the
early stage that unperceived aspects are in all ways exactly
*“like sense-data (or sensations), except that they do mnot
happen to be perceived’”.® According to their interpretation,
"the unperceived aspects have all the sensible qualitics of
sensations. Thus the unperceived appearance corresponding to
a perceived red patch is red in the same sense as the perceived
patch. Lovejoy represents Russell’s views as follows:

“An ‘appearance’ is just the sort of thing you actually see, even
though it may be in fact unseen; it is primarily a colored shape,
or rather a group of colored shapes... It is only by thus
imputing to the ‘outside particulars’ ... all the sort of pro-
perties empirically found in sense-data, that he is enabled to main-
tain that sense-data are matter.”!

But this seems to be a complete misrepresentation of
Russell’s position., This seems to be based on a failure to
‘take notice of his clear positive statements which are sufficjent
to establish his position which in fact is contrary to the
one imputed to him in the above interpretation. This inter-
pretation seems to have been derived from a misunderstan.
ding of some such statements as (a) that sense-data (or
sensations) are perceived sensibilia; (b) that sensibilia are

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 708.

*Fritz, op. cif., Ch. 1V, Part I; Lovejoy, op. cit., pp. 150, 152f., 277.
sLovejoy, op. cit., p. 165.

1]bid., pp. 253-54.
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similar to, and have the same metaphysical and physical
Status, as sensatjons or sense-data; and (c) that colour, sound,
etc., are actual constituents of the physical world. What Russell
says later' about ‘ideal elements’ by way of constructing the
phenomenalistic picture of the world only to reject it, seems
to have been taken by these commentators as his own views
on the subject. But if they considered these statements
carefully in their proper contexts and compared them with
many other statements (some of which we shall present shortly),
they would have then seen that their interpretation could
not be thrust upon Russell.

The statements (@) and (b) above do not by themselves
prove that sensibilia as unperceived have the same qualities as
when they are perceived. For when they are perceived, they are
sensations (sensibilia transformed) and not sensibilia as such..
The similarity of unperceived particulars and sensations may
not be, and according to Russell is not, a complete similarity;
and their partial similarity may be enough for treating them
as having the same metaphysical and physical status. About
the statement (c) above there is a clear misunderstanding of
Russell’s position. Lovejoy says, “It is, of course, an essential
of Mr. Russell's theory ... that colours and sounds and
secondary qualities generally should not be excluded from the
physical world’.’* He then quotes from The Analysis of Mind -
{p. 142) the following: °

The sensation that we have when see we a patch of colour simply is
that patch of colour, an actual constituents of the physical world,
and part of what physics is concerned with.

Lovejoy finds in this sentence justification for regarding unper-
ceived aspects as having colour, sound and all other secon-
dary qualities. But, I fail completely to see how it can
offer the justification sought for. We have already seen that
this sentence forms part of Russell’s arguments for abolishing
the dualism of sensation and sense-datum. In this sentence,

1The Analysis of Matter, pp. 210ff.
2Lovejoy, op. cit., p. 253 footnote.
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it is the sensation, and not sensible or unperceived aspect, that
is the patch of colour; and even without going into the con-
text it is easy to see that in it there is absolutely no reference
to any unperceived aspect. Sensations are constituents of
physical objects, and the possession of secondary qualities by
them would preserve their inclusion in the physical world.
But from this it does not follow that other particulars, namely
the unperceived aspects, should necessarily possess them; and
Russell’s sentence quoted above does not have any such impli-

cations.

As to the ideal elements which Russell speaks of in his
formulation of phenomenalism, we need only to point out that
he does not assert anything there as his own views. He
develops that position only to reject it; and the ground for
this rejection is mainly his non-acceptance of ‘ideal elements’.!

Let us consider some positive statements that show that
unperceived aspects, according to Russell, cannot have the
same qualities as sensations. In Our Knowledge of the External
World, he says that “immediate objects of sense depend for
their existence upon physiological conditions in ourselves, and
that, for example, the coloured surfaces which we see cease to
exist when we shut our eyes”.? When two people sce the
world from neighbouring places, they will see two somewhat
similar worlds. If a third man comes and takes a position
between them, he will see a third and intermediate world.
““We cannot”, says Russell, “‘reasonably suppose just this world
to have existed before, because it is conditioned by the sense-
organs, nerves, and brain of the newly arrived man; but we
can reasonably suppose that some aspect of the universe
existed from that point of view, though no one was perceiv-

3

ing it”,
1The Anulysis of Matter, p. 197. Phenomcnalism has been variously
defended and criticised in recent philosophy. Compare, e.g., its defence by
A. J. Ayer in Philosophical Essays, pp. 125ff., and its criticism by R.J.
Hirst in The Problems of Perception, Chapter 1V, and 1. Berlin, ‘Empirical
Propositions and Hypothetical Statements’, Mind, 1950 (Ayer has now
abandoned phenomenalism).

*Our Knowledge of the External World, p. 68.

31bid., p. 95.
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The same view is expressed in The Analysis of Mind.
Speaking about particulars other than those we experience, he
says that they are what “make up that part of the material
world that does not come into the sort of contact with a living
body that is required to turn it into a sensation”.!

These statements clearly show that unperceived events can-
not become sensations without contact with percipient orga-
nisms, and cannot have the qualities possessed by sensatioms
because these qualities are dependent upon physiological con-
ditions. It follows that it is very wrong to suggest that accor-
ding to Russell unperceived aspects have the same qualities
as sensations or percepts.

As to what we can know about the qualities of unperceived
aspects, Russell’s 'views are Yclearly stated in the following
passages:

What it is that happens when a wave of light reaches a given
place we cannot tell, except in the sole case when the placein
question is a brain connected with an eye which is turned ino the
right direction. In this one very special case we know what
happens: we have the sensation called *‘seeing the star”. In all
other cases, though we know (more or less hypothetically) some of

the correlations and abstract properties of the appearance of the
star, we do not know the appearance itself.!

‘I contend that the ultimate constituents of matter are not atoms or
electrons, but sensations and other things similar to sensations as
regards extent and duration.’s

Thus, according to Russell, we can only know some corre-
lations and abstract properties of unperceived aspects. This
is virtually the same theory as that of the later stage according
to which we can only know abstract logical and mathematical
properties of unperceived events. While in the earlier theory
the similarity of unperceived aspects with sensations is said to
be as regards extent and duration, in the later theory it is said

YThe Analysis of Mind, p. 144.
MMbid., p. 134.
81bid., p. 121.
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tobe a structural similarity, But extent and duration are
structural properties; so, the earlier and later views are in
effect the same.

The contention that unperceived aspects are similar to
sensations as regards extent and duration gives Stace a clue
for saying that Russell in the earlier theory revives Locke’s
distinction of primary and secondary qualities, that he holds
the selective type realism in respect of the primary qualities
and the generative type in respect of the secondary qualities,
and that he holds primary qualities to be objective and secon-
dary qualities subjective.! But Russell has rejected this inter-
pretation;? he holds the generative theory about both primary
and secondary qualities, and he rtegards *‘both as subjective in
the sense that neither can exist except in a region where there
is an organism with sense-organs and a brain.® This last
statement is apparently misleading insofar as it seems to
suggest that there are no qualities at places where there are no
no percipient organisms. Taken in this sense, this would con-
tradict his other statements to the effect that every event,
perceived or unperceived, occupies a little space and has a
short duration and that there are differences between events
which are causes of different percepts such as those of red and
green, and so on. It would appear from this that he is simul-
taneously affirming and denying qualities of unperceived
events.

But the inconsistency is more apparent than real. Of
course, the statement quoted above is an example of the sort
of ambiguity one often finds in Russell’s writings. The ambi-
guity here arises from the fact that he does not specify whether
he is speaking here of qualities of events in general or of the
qualities of percepts alone. But if we are to avoid the incon-
sistency mentioned above, we have to take the statement to
be about the qualities of percepts, qualities that we know
directly in our experiences, We have also to remember

1Stace, op. cit., p. 368f; For a discussion of selectivism fand generativism,
cf. H. H. Price, Perception, p. 40f].

9The Philosophy of Bartrand Russell. p. 709.

3Ibid,
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Russell’s special sense of ‘subjective’ according to which every
event is subjective insofar as it occurs in the private space of
a perspective having its own local time, and is somewhat diffe-
rent from every other event correlated withit. Thus the
qualities (primary and secondary) of percepts are known to us
directly in our experience; they do not exist anywhere else than
in us, and do not qualify anything outside us. The above
statement means only this. But the extent and duration of
any unperceived event are a matter of inference from our per-
cepts, and are peculiar to the event itself and are not just the
same as those of our percepts. Accordingly, the extent and
duration of an unperceived event, which more or less corres-
pond structurally to the primary qualities of a percept, are as
much subjective as the latter are. As regards secondary quali-
ties. what we can at best infer about unperceived events is
that there are differences between them corresponding to the
differences between the percepts they cause; but we cannot
know what these differences are. We cannot therefore know
the intrinsic characteristics of unperceived events; and what-
ever these characteristics (if any) may be, they would be
entirely subjective depending on the perspectives to which the
events belong, and on the conditions connected with these
perspectives. Thus all qualities are found to be subjective in
this sense.

Coming to the question of the neutrality of unperceived
events, we have only to repeat that in Russell’s partial neutra-
lism they are purely physical and that in his later theory they
are ncutral. In the early theory, a particular is neutral if it is
subject to both psychological and physical laws; but unper-
ceived particulars are subject only to physical laws and are
therefore purely physical. But Russell could perhaps avoid
this and take unperceived particulars as neutral even on the
basis of that early criterion. For the unperceived aspects or
sensibilian, besides being of the same status as sensations, are
all perceivable; each sensibile can become a sensation by com-
ing into contact with a living body. Thus, although unper-
ccived appearances are in fact subject to physical laws only,
they have a potentiality of being subject to psychological laws.
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On the basis of their potential nature they might be regarded
as neutral particulars. But Russell does not so regard them
at that stage. So long as they are unperceived, they are not
part of any expericnce and are thcrefore outside the scope of
psychology and are purely physical. We have seen that Russell
was then quite emphatic is denying their neutrality. It is only
in his complete neutral monism that he regards them as neutral
entities.

10. Monads and Neutral Particulars

According to Russell, sensations (or percepts), images and
unperceived particulars form the primary stuff of the world, and
mind and matter are complex constructions out of them. In his
partial neutralism only sensations are neutral, but in his
complete neutral monism all particulars are neutral. Now, the
influence of Hume on Russell’'s conception of the constituents
of the world is obvious and can hardly be exaggerated. There
is complete agreement between them as regards the rejection
of substance generally and the self or ego as an entity in parti-
cular. Russell conceives the nature of sensations and images
more or less in the fashion of Hume’s impressions ‘and ideas.
His concept of ‘sensibilia’ is also derived from Hume with the
difference that for Hume they are imaginary or hypothetical
clements' while for Russell they are self-subsistent real enti-
ties. Russell, however, goes beyond Hume in accepting un-
perceived events other than sensibilia, namely the unperceiv-
able events. There is also a difference of standpoint. Hume’s
approach 1s psychological, and his philosophy is called psycho-
logical atomism. Russell’s analysis is logical, and his philoso-
phy is logical atomism. His atoms are finally declared to be
neutral, while Hume’s atoms are psychological.

Another philosopher who was not a peutral monist but
with whose philosophy Russell’s neutral monism has similari-
ties in some important respects, is Leibniz. Russell himself
acknowledges that his neutral monism can be understood ‘‘as

1D. Hume, 4 Treatise of Human Nature, Book 1, Part 1V, Section II; H. H.
Price, Hume's Theory of the External World, pp. 178-9.
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a modification of Leibniz, dropping the dogma that monads
are ‘windowless’ and the belief that all of them arein some
sense ‘souls’”.! The general structure of Russell’s world can,
according to him, be derived by amending that of Lcibniz’s
world. Infview of this, a comparative study of Leibniz’s
monadology and Russell’s neutral monism must be instructive,
‘This should therefore form the subject-matter of an indepen-
dent research project. We cannot go into it here and will
therefore make only a very brief statement about how we
.could understand Russell’s neutral particulars with reference

to the monads of Leibniz.

The world, according to Leibniz, consists of an infinite
‘number of unextended simple substances which are called
‘monads’. Each monad is a soul or spiritual atom. There is
no interaction between monads; each monad is shut up within
-itself, it is ‘windowless’. It mirrors the universe as a whole
‘from a certain ‘point of view’; itis a universe in miniature.
In the world consisting of monads there are two kinds of
:space: (a) the subjective or private space in a monad’s picture
of the world, which orders a manifold that is within the
‘monad; and (b) the objective space which is the assemblage of
“‘points of view’ (i.e., monads) ordered according to differences
-of perspective; this is the space of physics.?

We have already seen how Russell accepts the Leibnizian
-distinction of private and public space. But as he explains?®,
various modifications of the Leibnizian ‘schema’ are necessary
“in order to obtain from it his neutral monistic world. In the
first place, there is no reason why a monad should be a ‘soul’;
it consists, according to Russell, merely “‘of all the occurrences
-exhibiting a certain perspective point of view;* even a photo-
graph satisfies this condition. Secondly, a monad, for Russell,

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russe!l, p. 708; My Philosophical Development,
pp. 24f,

3G. W. Leibniz, Monadology, in Basic Writings (Open Court Ed.), pp.
2511T.

8The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 708-09.
81bid., p. 708.
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is not windowless and does not mirror the whole universe but
only a part of it, npamely that part with which it is causally
connected. Thirdly, the image (or effect) of one monad at
another depends not only on the former and its distance from
the latter, but also on the intervening medium. Fourthly, a
monad does not mirror the present state of another monad
but only a somewhat earlier state of it, depending on the velo-
city of light, sound, etc. Fifthly, the images of two monads.
may so inferfere with one another that the resultant event at a
third monad cannot be regarded as representing either or both.
Russell thinks that further modifications may be necessary,
but he accepts the Leibnizian ‘schema’ as amended in the
above manner as a “ground plan™.}

But f'we have not yet got Russell’s neutral particulars.
What has so far been done by making the above emendments.
is that the monad has been made neutral and also a causal
unit. It was originally a ‘soul’ or spiritual atom; but it is no
more so, and it is not matter cither even for Leibniz. But to
arrive at Russell’s neutral particulars one further step is neces-
sary. For a monad mirrors a part of the world; it is a point
of view or what is called a perspective. But we know that for
Russell a perspective is not atomic or simple, itis the group-
of all the particulars that exist at a place at a given moment,

Thus in Russell’s neutral monism, the monad is analysed
into its constituent elements which are the neutral particulars.
The position is analogous to the onc that we find in physics.
In atomic physics, the atoms are the ultimate units, while sub-
atomic physics analysis the atom into electrons and protons.
If monadology is taken as atomic, Russell’s theory is sub-
atomic; Russell analyses the monads into neutral particulars.

Russell’s neutral particulars are sensations (or percepts),.
images, sensibilia and unperceivable events. All these except
the last are found in Hume’s psychological atomism. Thus.
we may conclude that there is in Russell’s theory of neutral.
particulars a peculiar fusion of the atomistic ideas of Hume.

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 709.
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and Leibniz, Russell, in fact, makes the monads neutral and
analyses them in terms of Hume’s atoms (with additions)-
which also are made neutral. He takes the Leibnizian schema
or structural plan of the world, fills it up with Humeian ele-
ments adding to them unperceivable events, and applies to all
the elements the category of ‘neutrality’ as conceived by
Mach, James and the new realists.



FOUR

The Theory of Matter

‘1. Simples versus Constructs

In the preceding chapter we considered the nature of
neutral particulars and some problems connected with them.
We should now consider how Russell constructs matter and
‘iind out of them. But before that, something should be said
about what distinguishes a construct from what is not a cons-
truct. From our earlier discussions it is perhaps clear that the
particulars obtained as the limit of analysis are not constructs;
they are the units which are the ultimate entities in the relative
‘sense as explained above. But what is a construct?

There is some confusion as to what Russell takes to be a
construct. He makes at least two suggestions. He puts it as
-2 maxim: “Wherever possible, substitute constructions out of
known entities for inferences to unknown entities”.! He calls
it the principle of ‘‘constructions versus inferences”.? The
unknown inferred entities with neat logical properties are the
suspects? and are to be represented as constructions.

'Logic and Knowledge, p. 326; Mysticism and Logic, p. 155.
2Logic and Knowledge, p. 329.
-81bid., p. 326; My Philosophical Development, p. 16.
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The expression “constructions versus inferences” seems.
misleading. It may be supposed to mean that all inferred
entities should be regarded as constructs, and that whatever is.
not inferred is not a construct. It may also be taken to mean
that the materials used in a construction must all be non-
inferred, that a construction which uses inferred elements fails.
to perform the function of replacing the unknown inferred
object for which it is a construction, because it then involves
a “circularity” in the sense that it purports to replace an
inferred object by a construction out of inferred elements (with
additions). Russell's maxim has sometimes been interpreted
in this semse, and his use of unperceived particulars has been.
accordingly criticised.* This interpretation and the criticism
based upon it seem relevant with reference to Russell’s expres-
sion ‘‘constructions out of known entities for inferences to-
unknown entities”, if known and unknown here are supposed
to mean perceived and unperceived respectively.

But this interpretation as well as the criticism seems
unnecessary. Of course, Russell is partly to blame for this.
unfortunate situation; for he docs not initially specify the
meaning of the words known and unknown in the above
maxim, and thus leaves his position ambiguous. But the ambi-
guity can be removed by considering his actual practices and
later statements.

We should notice that Russell proposes to substitute cons-
tructions for inferred objects “wherever possible””. This means.
that we cannot, possibly need not, dispense with inferences
altogether. Inferred entities with neat logical properties are
the suspects, but all inferred entities may not be taken as
constructs. In fact, Russell allows two kinds of inferred
entities, namely the percepts of other pecople and unperceived
particulars.

Secondly, we have seen that Russell calls particulars (both
perceived and unperceived) verifiables. What is verifiable or
rather verified is also known to the extent of its verification.

YFor example, Fritz, op, cit., pp. 177-78.
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‘This sense of known is wider than that in which known means
perceived or experienced; and Russell’s use of known is to be
understood in this wider sense in which it means verifiable.
Some inferred entities are verifiable because the like of them
(with which they are continuous) are directly perceived, and
the former are inferred from the latter in accordance with
scientific methods. Thus unperceived particulars, though
inferred, are verifiable.! But some inferred entities are not
verifiable, because neither they themselves nor anything like
them are ever experienced. Matter and mind, for example, are
such inferred non-verifiable entities, and are to be shown as
constructs. Russell’s maxim would perhaps avoid the above
criticism, had he used in it verifiable and non-verifiable in
places of known and unknown respectively. It is a fact about
Russell that he has never produced constructions of material
objects out of perceived elements alone. Even in Our Knowledge
.of the External World wherein he proposes to construct matter
out of hard data (i.e., perceived data) alone, he in fact includes
sense-data of other people and unperceived sensibilia which
are for us only inferred entities. Indeed, the meaning of
Russell’s use of the maxim can be given by saying: “Wherever
possible, substitute constructions out of verifiable entities for
“inferences to non-verifiable entities”—using verifiable and
non-verifiable in Russell’s sense as explained above.

We should not, however, suppose that the inferred non-
verifiable entities are alome constructs, or that the materials
for constructions are all non-inferred. Russell obviously does
not mean this. He in fact uses constructions for phenomena
that are directly known to us. Our actual experiences such as
perception, memory, etc., are neither inferred nor non-verifia-
ble, but according to Russell they are constructions. Moreover,
the particulars out of which constructions are made are not all
non-inferred; unperceived particulars are the obvious examples.

It follows that neither ‘inferred-mess’ nor ‘non-verifiable-
ness’ is by itself the distinguishing characteristic of the cons-

1According to Russell they are of the same kind as the perceived particu-
lars, whereas the non-verifiable inferred objects are of a different kind.
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truct. Some constructs, for example perception, memory, etc.,
are non-inferred and also verifiable; whereas some constructs,
for example mind, matter, etc., are inferred and non-verifiable.
The ‘inferred non-verifiable’ entities are constructs; but all
-constructs are not so. Thus we do not get here the distinguish-
ing mark of the constructs.

We have, therefore, to turn to Russell’s second suggestion.
According to it, a construct is something which is a complex.
Whatever is analysable into elements and their relations is a
complex and is therefore a construct; and whatever is not so
analysable is a simple and thus is not a construct, Thus the
real distinction between the constructs and the non-constructs
is that between the simples and the complexes composed of
simples. From the standpoint of neutral monism this distinc-
tion is important; the neutral particulars are the simples that
form the ultimate stuff of the world, and both mind and matter
are complexes composed of the simple particulars.

The uses of constructions in Russell's philosophy are
various; numbers, points and instants are some of the early
examples of them. His construction of matter and mind with
which we are mainly concerned may be considered from various
epistemological and metaphysical points of view. As we are
not primarily concerned with the epistemological uses of his -
constructions, we shall not dwell on them at length. We shall
only give a brief statement of the epistemological problem and
then pass on to the metaphysical use of constructions, parti-
cularly with reference to neutral monism.

The epistemological problem may be stated as follows. We
have beliefs about our immediate experiences and beliefs about
what common-sense and science call physical objects, matter
and mind. The former beliefs are certain because they are
self-evident. But the latter beliefs are all inferred and are
about uaverifiable entities. Question arises as to how we are
Jjustified in entertaining beliefs about such entities. The evidence
necessary for such beliefs cannot, according to Russell’s
analysis, be provided by our fragmentary experiences. At this
point the use of constructions becomes significant, for it makes
such evidence unnecessary. The analysis of these cntities as
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constructions out of particulars some of which are actually
experienced and the remaining of which are legitimately
inferred from them as being similar to and continuous with
them. Offcrs an interpretation of the beligls in question in
terms of justifiable beliefs. It shows how we can entertain the
beliefs about these entitics without assuming non-verifiable

substances.

We express out beliefs in statements of propositions. So
the epistemological problem may be stated in terms of the
statements of our belicfs. The problem is to find an inter-
pretation of the statcments of the beliefs about non-verifiable
entities like matter and mind in terms of the statements of
beliefs about verifiable entities. By showing that non-verifiable
inferred entities are comstructions out of verifiable entities,
Russell offers a method of interpretation of the statements of
the beliefs about the former objects. Thus in apparently
establishing the truth of the statements about complexes we
are in fact establishing the truth of the statements about the
classes of particulars that constitute these objects, or about the
structures composed of simple particulars.

The extent of the success of Russell’s constructions in
solving the epistemological problem has sometimes been
doubted. For example, his contention that the statements
about complexes are equivalent to the statements about their
constituents has been questioned. It has been said that the
suggested translation or analysis of a statement about a com-
plex into those about the constituents and their relations is not
possible, because symbols such as ‘table’ and ‘I’ are indispen-
sable,! or because the translation would introduce serious
complications in the structure of science,® or because the
collection of simpler statements into which the original com-
plex statement is analysed do not give the whole meaning of
the original and therefore are not equivalent to it.3

1M. Black, in The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 250.
2E. Nagel, Ibid., p. 348,

2J. 0. Urmson, Philosophical Analysis, pp. 150f. Russell's reply may be
seen in My Philosophical Development, pp. 223-25.
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Russell seems to think that the difficulties are of a practical
nature due to lack of sufficient knowledge and the lengthy
elaborate process of analysis that may be required for trans-
lating a given complex proposition. He thinks that, given
sulllcient time and lu\owchgc, all the facts asserted by the usc

of complex symbols such as Whale or England could be
asserted without the use of thesc symbols, Fle says, “No

logician imagines that such a language would have practical
utility. HMe is only concerned to say that it is possible. and
that its possibility is duc to the nature of world-structure”.!

Now, the difficulty of the supposed translation does not
seem to be only that of the lack of sufficient knowledge and
time. Of course, if the question of enumerating the constitu-
ents of a complex Jjs involved, there is, then, one form of
constructionism in which it might be an endless process. In the
phenomenalist form of constructionism which Russell shares
in his early theory wherein he constructs things out of their
appearances, this would be the case; for the appearances of a
thing could be anywhere and everywhere and present them-
selves under an infinite variety of conditions, and as such
would be infinite in number?® or at least of such an indefinite
number as we would never be sure to have completely enume-
rated them. But this does not affect his later theory in
which, as we shall see, he constructs things out of the events

that are at the place of the thing and therefore limited in
number. -

It is not, however, the number of the constituents of a
given complex that alone is in question. There is the objec-
tion that any list of statements about the constituents could
only give us the means of referring to some particular occasion
of the use of such a sentence as ““The battalion is on a
night exercise’ or “This table is brown.” And on each
occasion the translation would be different with the result
that the meaning of the sentence was different on each occa-
sion. But it secems that such sentences are quite significant

My Philosophical Development, pp. 224-25.
2Hirst, op. cit., p. 83.
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without reference to any specific occasion of their use! To
this the simple reply that in the world there are only specific
cases seems insufficient, because it leaves the generality of
the use or meaning of such sentences unexplained. Perhaps the
general meaning of such a sentence is to be found in the
-‘respects’ in which the particular cases resemble one another:
there must be some similar constituents related in some similar
ways. Perhaps the statements about the similar constituents
and relations would give a translation of the general meaning
of the sentence. But then it is not clear how these simila-
rities are to be mentioned when no specific case is being
considered. We do not seem to have any definite logical and
philological rules that might help us here; and short of these
-"it is not clear how this is possible.?

Some philosophers think that constructionism or logical
analysis is in the main true, although the supposed transla-
tion is not possible. Carnap at a later stage came to take
such a position,® and Urmson seems to maintain such a view
in his book referred to above. Russell’s final position is
peculiar.  He thinks that the assertion that something is a
logical construction such that it is not anything new over and
above the constituents and the assertion that the statements
about the constituents are not equivalent to the statement
about the complex are incompatible. But this has to be
taken with a grain (in fact, a big pinch) of salt. For, in
Human Knowledge,® he maintains a view according to which
many complexes are such that the statements about them
cannot be reduced to the statements about their constituents.
These are what he calls the ‘complexes of compresence’.

Icf. G. J. Warnock, ‘Empirical Propositions and Hypothetical Statements’,
Mind, 1951, pp. 90-94,

*There are similar difficulties about translating sentences like ‘‘There is a
car in the garage’ or ““There is a dog in the garden™. cf. Hirst, op. cit.,
p. 85.

?Preface to the Second Edition of The Logical Structure of the World,
p. VIIIL.

*My Philosophical Development, p. 225 .

5rbid., pp. 315-25.



The Theory of Matter 115

He says that when several things or qualities are compresent,
they form a complex of compresence. (Events or particulars,
point-instants, I-now, I-then, the total states of mind or
person, physical particles or minimal pieces of matter are all
complexes of compresence.) He says that a complex of
compresence, though defined when all its constituents are
given, “is not to be conceived, like a class, as a mere logical
construction”, but as something which can be known and
named without our having to know all its constituents. In
the case of a purely logical construction, a statement about
the complex can be reduced to one about its components.
But a complex of compresence can ““be mentioned in a -way
which is not reducible to astatement about any or all of its
constituents.” A complete complex of compresence is a-
“single complex whole, defined when jts constituents are
given, but jtself a unit, not a class. That is to say, it is
something which exists, not merely because its constituents
exist, but because, in virtue of being compresent, they cons-
titute a single structure. One such structure, when com-
posed of mental constituents, may be called a ‘total momentary
experience’”.? Such a complex is “‘something new” over and
above the constituents;? and what is new in it is the “single
structure” that is produced by the constituents and their
relations. We may say that it is not just an aggregate but an
‘organised whole’ which can be treated as a unit.

Russell finally recognises two kinds of constructs or com-
plexes, viz.,, complexes that are purely logical constructions
(logical fictions as he sometimes called them) such as classes,
and complexes of compresence that are not. merely logical
constructions but are also something new, each being an
organised whole and possessing a single structure composed
of its constituents. The statements about the former are
reducible to the statements about their constituents; but the
statements about the latter are not so reducible. We have
generally indicated the sort of difficulties connected with the

1Human Knowledge, p. 325.
2Ibid., p. 315.
3Ibid., p. 325.
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concept of the supposed translation. Throughout Russell’s
later theories of complete neutralism, the emphasis is on the
complexes of compresence; and as Le finally admits the noa-
reducibility of the statements about them and as we are
mainly concerned with some of the complexes of this type, the
question of the translation should not detain us any longer.

What Russell seems to have achieved by his epistemological
use of constructions is that he has made it explicit that our
ordinary beliefs about matter and mind involve inferences
to unknown and unverifiable ‘substances’, that these inferences
are unnecessary, and that it is possible to entertain beliefs
about matter and mind without assuming some unknown
permanent entities the ground for the inference to which
cannot be discovered.

The epistemological use of constructions does not require
any consideration of the metaphysical status of either the
particulars or the constructs. In this sense Russell is not
required to say whether or not entities like matter and mind
exist. But in metaphysics, such a non-committal procedure
is not possible. He therefore gives to the partigulars the
metaphysical status of being the ultimate neutral stuff of the
world, and thet shows that matter and mind are constructs
out of them. The sole purpose of constructions as applied
to his neutral monism is to show that matter and mind are
not simple permanent substances but are complex structures
composed of simple elements, that both are composed of the
same neutral stuff, and that there is therefore no dualism
between them. It is this use of constructions which primarily
concerns us, and we shall therefore consider the constructions
mainly from this point of view.

In the specific case of the construction of the physical
world Russell has the two-fold problem: epistemological and
metapbysical. Epistemologically, it is the question of justi-
fying inferred beliefs in the existence of common-sense
permanent material objects and the beliefs comprising physical
scicnces. Onec essential part of justifying scientific beliefs is
what he calls the interpretation of sciences, especially
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physics,—a problem that has considerably absorbed his atten-
tion, particularly in his later works. Russell says that the
interpretation of physics is important, if physics is to be taken
as an empirical science. The laws of physics are generally
believed to be true and the evidence for them are empirical.
All empirical evidence ultimately consists of perceptions and
therefore ‘‘the world of physics must be, in some sense, con-
tinuous with the world of our perceptions”.! But perception
gives us knowledge of the immediate data of sense alone
such as patches of colour, sounds, tastes, etc., with certain
spatio-temporal relations. But “‘the supposed contents of the
physical world are prima facie very different from these:
molecules have no colour, atoms make no noise, electrons
have no taste, and corpuscles do not even smell”.? Thus
there is a ‘“‘gulf between physics and perception”.? If this is
to be bridged over, physics must be so interpreted as to show
that the objects of physics have some correlations with
perception and are verifiable through their correlations.®
Russell says:

The evidence for the truth of physics is that perceptions occur as
the laws of physics would lead us to expect.... But physics
never says anything about perceptions .... The passage from
what physics asserts to the expected perception is left vague and
causal . ... We must therefore find an interpretation of physics
which gives a due place to perceptions: if not, we have no right to
appeal to empirical evidence.® -

Thus the question of the interpretation of physics is the
same as that of the relation of physics and perception.
Russell’s construction of physical objects out of percepts and
other entities inferred from them as being similar to and
continuous with them is supposed to serve the purpose of
correlating physics with perception,

YThe Analysis of Matter, p. 6.
8Mysticism and Logic, p. 145.
3The Analysis of Matter, p. 8.
SMysticism and Logic, p. 145; Human Knowledge, pp. 213f.
8The Analysis of Matter, p. 1.
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The problem of the relation of physics and perception has
a metaphysical side also. The question here is: What are
the ultimate existents in terms of which physics is true? Are
percepts or their correlates among these ultimate existents?
Here comes the question of absorbing the world of physics
and the world of perception into one another. As Russell
says, “It belongs to this part of our subject to ‘enquire whether
there is anything in the known world that is not part of the

metaphysically primitive material of physics”.!

In his reply to criticism, Russell clearly expresses his
attitude towards the metaphysical and the epistemological
‘problems of the relation of physics and perception, and the
statements he makes are relevant to the consideration of his
- neutral monism. He says:

I wish to distinguish sharply between ontology and epistemology.
In ontology I start by accepting the truth of physics; in episte-
mology I ask myself; Given the truth of physics, what can be
meant by an organism having “knowledge”, and what knowledge
can it have??

His justification for accepting the truth of physics is
“merely a commonsense basis’”. The common man Ssupposes
that physics has a much better chance of being true than has
this or that philosophy. “To set up a philosophy against
Physics is rash; philosophers who have done so have always
ended in disaster”.> Russell has elsewhere expressed the
same attitude as regards the acceptance of the truth of physics.
It is just for common-sense reasons that we cannot afford to
ignore physics; we have to accept it “‘on pain of death”.*

Thus in ontology Russell’s problem is not that of the
justification of physics; this belongs to epistemology. The
ontological problem is that of showing that the world of
physics and the world of perception consist of the same kind

1The Analysis of Matter, p. 10.

*The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 700,
3Ibid.

*My Philosophical Development, p. 17.
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of “metaphysically primitive’” existents,—showing that the
traditional separation ‘‘between physics and psychology, mind
and matter, is-not metaphysically defensible”.? The two
are brought together “‘not by subordinating either to the other,
but by displaying each as a logical structure composed of
what . . . we shall call ‘neutral stuff” .2 This is the meta-
physical use of constructions with which we are mainly con-
cerned. In what follows we shall consider Russell’s construc-
tions accordingly.

2. Material Objects as Classes of Appearances

Russell, in his theory of partial neutralism as advocated
in The Analysis of Mind? accepts sensations and unperceived
‘aspects’ as the constituents of the physical world. He calls
them appearances. The thecory of matter as maintained in
this book is the one which had appeared in Our Knowledge
of the External World* and two articles which later on formed
Chapters VII and VIII in Mysticism and Logic5  One
important change that is now effected is the abolition of the
distinction of sensation and sense-dalum; they are now identi-
cal and can be used interchangeably. Another point of
difference is that whereas in the earlier works the account of
matter was put forward tentatively as a hypothetical cons-
truction which was to fulfil certain functions but did not
necessarily claim to be true, «it is now advanced as a theory
claiming truth® With these differences in mind we can,
following Russell’s practices, refer to all these sources in
presenting his account of material objects and matter as
classes of perceived and unperceived appearances. We have
seen how Russell classifies particulars into two groups, one

1The Analysis of Matter, p. 10.

2Ibid., p. 10,

3The Analysis of Mind, Chapters V, VII and XV.

4Our Knowledge of the External World, Chapters I1I and 1V.

A critical exposition of the theory is to be found in Fritz, op. cit. Chapler
1V, Part I.

*Stace, op. cit. p. 355, footnote,
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forming a ‘perceptive’ and the other a ‘momentary thing’.
We shall now consider these in some detail.

The appearances that constitute the physical world are
our own sensations, the sensations of other people and un-
perceived appearances called ‘sensibilia’. These momentary
particulars in their various correlations form the material
objects or things of common-sense and the ‘matter’ of
physics. To understand these correlations, the most natural
way is to begin with our own sensations and their correlations,
and then to add up to them other particulars. Each indivi-
dual possesses at any given moment various sensations of
different things of his environment, obtained from his visual,
tactual, auditory and other senses. His perceptual experience
of the moment consists of a set of sensations giving him a
momentary vicw of the world; and his life-long experiences
would consist of all the views or sets of sensations he has
ever had.

The sensations of one sense form a ‘world’ peculiar to
that sense with spatial relations determined by these sensations.
‘Thus the sensations of sight are given as spatjal in sight-
space, the sensations of touch as spatial in tactual space, and
so on for the other senses. The one inclusive space of the
individual’s perceptual experiences is a construction from
the spaces of the different senses made by variously correlating
the scnsations of one sense with thosc of others. This cons-
truction makes it possible for him to say that the object he
is seeing is at the same place as the one he is touching, and
so on. Russell maintains that this correlation is learned in
our carly childhood.!

The momentary set of sensations of an individual is the
view of the world that he has at once moment; this Russell
calls a ‘private world’. The private world of an individual at
any moment is a perspective; and this is called a ‘perceived
perspective’. He defines the perspective to which a given
sensation belongs ““as the set of particulars that are simul-

10ur Knowledge of the External World, p. 118; Mysticism and Logic, p. 159,
The Analysis of Matter, p. 252.
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taneous with this sensation’,! where ‘simultaneous’ is to be
understood “as a direct simple relation, not the derivative
constructed relation of physics”.2 He intends to avoid in this
definition any reference to a perceiving subject, and thereby
to include unperceived perspectives also, - “Thus a ‘private
world” is a perceived ‘perspective’ but there may be any
mnumber of unperceived perspectives.””3 A perceived perspec-
tive is a momentary set of sensations of an individual; at
different moments he has different sets of sensations, which
.can be said to form a series of sets of sensations. The
-complete series of such sets of sensations that the individual
has ever had in his life, is what forms his ‘biography’. But
Jjust as there are perspectives which are not perceived, so
.also there may be bjographies which are not lived by anyone.
Thus the biography to which a given particular belongs is
defined as “‘the sum-total of all the particulars that are
(directly) either simultaneous with or before or after a given
particular”.4 A biography that is not lived by any one is
-called an “official” biography.’

The private world of which one can be certain is only
-one’s own. But Russell accepts the beliers that there are
-other people having their [private worlds and that there are
unperceived {perspectives. We have seen his arguments for
accepting the percepts of other people and unperceived
Jparticulars. Now, two perspectives, whether of the same
individual at different placés or of different individuals, are
never exactly alike, but are very often similar. Thus an
individual will have different perspectives with the continual
-change of his bodily state or position. Moeving around an
object he will have a sequence of perspectives containing
changing sensations or appearances of the object. He can
.correlate the changing appearances of the object into a series.
Admitting the testimony of other people, we find that they

‘The Analysis of Mind, p. 128.

IMysticism and Logic, p. 141.

2Our Knowledge of the External World, p. 95.

“Mysticism and Logic, p. 141, The Analysis of Mind, p. 128.
*Mysticism and Logic, p. 141.
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also have sequence of perspectives containing similar
appearances of the object. It becomes thus possible to cor-
relate the similar aspects of different perspectives, our own
and also those of other people; to these we may add the
unperceived aspects belonging to unperceived perspectives.
It is the establishment of such correlations between similar
perspectives that gives us a basis upon which we can define
material objects as classes of correlated appearances. Thus
Russell says:

By the similarity of neighbouring perspectives, many objeccts in -
the one can be correlated with objects in the other, namely with
the similar objects. Given an object in one perspective, form

- the system of all the objects correlated with it in all the parspec-
tives; that system may be identified with the momentary common-
sense “‘thing”. Thus an aspect of a *‘thing’ is a member of the -
system of aspects which is the *‘thing’ at that moment.® .

The ‘thing’ so explained has, according to Russell, the
merit of being neutral as between different points of view, and
of being observable to more than one person in the sense that
each observes one of its aspects.?2 According to this view, a
piece of matter or a physical thing is not a single existing
thing but a system of existing things. When a number of
people simultaneously sec a table, they all see something
different. ‘The table’ is to be neutral as between different
observers. Therefore, common-sense mistakenly supposes that
there exists a ‘real’ table as the common cause of all the
appearances which ‘the table’ is said to present to different
observers. But Russell thinks (at this stage) that ‘“‘the notion
of ‘cause’ is not so reliable as to allow us to infer the existence
of something that, by its very nature, can never be observed™.?
He, therefore, suggests that instead of looking for a common
unknown cause of the sensations of various observers, we can
secure the desired neutrality by the equal representation of all

10ur Knowledge of the External World, p. 96.
3 bid., pp. 96-7; The Analysis of Mind, pp. 97-98.

30ur Knowledge of the Exiarnal World, pp. 96-97, The Analysis of Mind, .
p. 97.
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‘parties’, that is, by taking the whole set of these sensations .
together with the unperceived appearances correlated with
them as actually being the table. In other words, the table
which is neutral as between different observers and different
faoints of view, is the set of all those particulars which would
naturally be called aspects or appearances of the table from-
different points of view.!

A ‘momentary thing’ is thus the set of all particulars,
perceived and unperceived, which may be defined as appear-
ances of the thing at one moment. We can now define “the
successive states of one thing' as ‘‘the series of momentary
things” correlated according to laws governing changes of
aspects from one time to a slightly later time. “Thus the
momentary thing is a set of particulars, while a thing (which
may be identified with the whole history of the thing)is a
series of such sets of particulars. The particulars in one set
are collected together by the laws of pzrspective; the successive
sets are collected together by the laws of dynamics.”?

Here we find the answer to a question that naturally arises -
in connection with the above account of material objects. The
thing is identified with a class of correlated appearances; there
is no single permanent substance as the common cause of
these appearances. The question.is: On what basis can we
collect this class of appearances without employing the notion
of a permanent substance? Why do we distinguish one scries
of appearances as being the thing rather than some other
series of appearances? Things are continuous series of similar
appearances. From this, it might be supposed that similarity
and continuity were the sole grounds upon which aspects were
arranged into groups. But Russell does not think that these
are sufficient grounds. Similarity is not a sufficient condition; .
for two similar things would present similar appearances, and
we should be able to distinguish them. Continuity, again, is-

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 98.
$1bid., p. 126,
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neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition.! It isnota
necessary condition because it is largely hypothetical; we do
not observe any one thing continuously. It is not a sufficient
condition, because in some cases there is sensible continuity
between appearances of separate objects; for example, there is
sensible continuity between drops of water in the sea; but we
-should be able to define drops and distinguish a current within
water. It is therefore necessary that a class of appearances to
be defined as a thing should, besides being similar and con-
tinuous, conform to laws. Thus 2 momentary thing is a set
of particulars collected together by the laws of perspective;?
-and the series of momentary things which constitute one
permanent thing are collected together by the laws of
-dynamics.3 Thus series of appearances belonging to one thing
behave, with regard to the laws of physics, “in a way in which
series not belonging to one thing would in general not behave.
If it is to be unambiguous whether two appearances belong to
‘the same thing or not, there must be only one way of grouping
appearances so that the resulting things obey the laws of
'physics”.* Russell thus lays down this definition: ‘“Things are
those series of aspects which obey the laws of physics”.?

We have seen that an individual’s percepts determine their
-own space, and that his private space is constructed from the
correlations between the spaces of his different senses. Each
perspective, perceived or unperceived, has its private space,
and Russell constructs the all-embracing public, physical or
perspective space by correlating the private spaces of perspec-
tives. He places material objects in this public space.® This
may be illustrated with a penny which appears in many pers-
pectives. The penny will appear in one perspective as larger

*Mysticism and Logic, pp. 170-71; Our Knowledge of the External World,
p. 114.

The Analysis af Mind, pp. 125-26.
3bid., pp. 125-26; Myticism and Logic, p. 172.
UIbid., pp. 172-13; Our Knowledge of the External World, p. 115.

*Our Knowledge of the External World, pp. 115-6; Mysticism and Logic,
p. 173.

"®Our Knowledge of 1he External World, pp. 98ff.
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than in another perspective, in some perspectives as round
and in others as elliptical, in some perspectives in one colour
and in others in another colour, and so on, We can arrange
in a straight line the perspectives in which the penny looks
round according to the varying sizes of the appearances.
We thus form a continuous series of these perspectives, and
can imaginatively prolong the line indefnitely. Similarly we
can form another straight line consisting of the perspectives
containing elliptical appearances of the penny, and so on for
other kinds of appearances of it. These straight lines will meet
at a certain place in the perspective space. It is this place of
intersection of these lines which is “‘defined as the place (in
perspective space) where the penny is”.}

Now, every particular is at once a member of two groups,
namely the group making a thing to which it belongs and the
group making a perspective to which it belongs. Accordingly,
two places in perspective space are associated with every
particular, namely the place in perspective space where the
thing is and the place in perspective space where the perspec-
tive is.2 Russell calls these two places the active and the
passive places respectively, using them as mere names without
implying any idea of activity at all.

The perspectives containing a large appearance of a thing
are nearer the thing than those containing a small appearance.
But therc is a limit to the closeness we can get to any object,
“‘because so far as experience goes, the penny ceases to present
any appearance after we have come so near to it that it touches
the eye”.> At the place in perspective space which is defined
to be the place of the thing, there may not be any appearance
of the thing; it is the centre about which the appearances are
arranged into a group, the whole group being the thing of
common-sense, As Russell says, “Asa rule...the centre
.. .contains no member of the group, not even an ideal

1Qur Knowledge of the External World, p. 98; Mysticism and Logic, p. 162;
The Analysis of Matter, p. 208.

Ibid., p. 100; Mysticism and Logic, pp. 162-63; The Analysis of Mind,
p- 130.

>bid., p. 98.
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-member: ‘the eye sees not itself’. A group, that is to say, is
hollow; when we get sufficiently near to its centre it ceases to

have members’.

The physical thing of common-sense is defined as the class
of its appearances that fall into a group about a centre which
is defined to be the place of the thing, Russell thinks that this

.can hardly be taken as the definition of ‘matter’ of physics.
The appearances of a thing from different places change partly
according to laws of perspective and partly according to the
nature of the intervening medium. We should be able to
express the fact of the influence of the medium as also of the
matter of the thing on the appearances in question. Itis
_therefore desirable to construct things and matter differently.
The difference, however, is not one of procedure, but that of
the appearances which are included in the construction. The
thing consists of all its appearances from every point of view
at varying distances and through all sorts of media. But the
matter of the thing is to be constructed out of these appear-
ances only which are not at a great distance from the thing
and which are not seriously affected by the intervening medium.
Thus in Mysticism and Logic, Russell offers the folldbwing tenta-
tive definition:

The matter of a given thing is the limit of its appearances as their
distance from the thing diminishes.’

Russell feels that this definition is not quite satisfactory but
that it suggests the right direction in which to look. In The
Analysis of Mind,? he defines matter in terms of the “regular
appearances’ which are not affected by the intervening medium
at all. If we construct hypothetical systems of appearances
of an object approaching nearer and nearer to it, we shall
finally “‘approach to a limiting set, and this limiting set will be
that system of appearances which the object would present if

‘AThe Analysis of Matter, pp. 211-12, cf. also Fritz, op. cit., pp. 150-51;
Lovejoy, op. cit., pp. 243-45.

*Mysticisin and Logic, p. 165.
-2The Analysis of Mind, pp. 106-07.
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“the laws of perspective alone were operative and the medium
-exercised no distorting effect’”. This limiting set which is an
‘ideal system- of regular appearances” is defined, for purposes
-of physics, to be the matter of the thing: matter in this sense is
-only a “‘logical fiction, invented because it gives a convenient
way of stating causal laws”.2

We have seen that Russell distinguishes between active and
passive places of an appearance. The material object is a
group of appearances collected about the same active place;
.and a perspective (as- well as a biography) is a collection of
appearances at the same passive place. Now, as the place of
a thing (in this sense an active place) can also be the place of -
a biography (in this sense a passive place), the result is that
there is a “dualism of body and biography in regard to every-
thing in the universe™.® But this, Russell points out, does not
imply a mind-body dualism; for this is present not only in the
-case of living beings but also in the case of non-living things.
Thus “the photographic plate has its biography as well as its
matter. But this biography is an affair of physics, and has
none of the peculiar characteristics by which mental pheno-
mena are distinguished, with the sole exception of subjecti-
vity.”* The biography and the body (or material object) are
“thus two distinct groups at one and the same place such that
no member of the one is a member of the other. Strictly
speaking, the former is a group of appearances collected
“‘passively” ‘at’ the place in question, whereas the latter is a
group collected ‘‘actively” ‘about’ the same place. Thus the
biographical particulars in the photographic plate are not
among the stuff of the plate as a material thing,.

Now, in the theory as presented above, Russell calls
material things logical constructions. By this he does not,
however, deny that there are things such as chairs and tables.
What he means is that they are not simple single permanent

LThe Analysis of Mind, p. 107.
3Ibid, pp. 107, 300.

3Ibid , p. 129.

41bid., p. 131.
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things but are complex structures composed of simple parti-
culars or appearances. The significance of Russell’s account
of the physical world lies not in denying the existence of
physical objects, but in defining the sense of such expressions
as material objects, things, etc., and in showing that physical
objects as complexes are composed of e¢lcments that are
constituents of mental phenomena as well.

It may have been noticed that, in presenting Russell’s theory
of material objects, I have avoided such expressions as the
external world, external objects, and external things. For, the
epithet “external’ as found in these expressions is not consis-
tent with Russell’s neutral monism. External and internal have
the old metaphysical implication of a dualism of matter and
mind with their spatial separation such that internal is supposed
to apply to the mental world and external to the physical
world. But in a theory of neutral monism, it is this dualism
which is rejected; and if Russell’s theory is correct, the physical
world cannot be said to be external to mind; on the contrary,
in so far as material objects and mind are composed of the
same neutral stuff, they overlap. There is, I understand, a
sense in which things are external to our body, and also a
sense in which a material object may remain external to any
mind in so far as it may not be perceived by anyone;! but
neither the former nor the latter is implied when the physical
world and physical objects are traditionally called external.
Traditionally, the physical world as a whole is said to be
external to mind; and neutral monism is incompatible with
this idea. It will, therefore, be a mistake to call Russell’s theory
the “construction of the external world’2,

In evaluating the above theory of matter we should consi-
der how far it fulfils the purposes it is supposed to serve, One
important motive is the abolition of dualism. Amnother is to
construct material objects out of ‘verifiables’ only in order to

*Russell sometimes uses the word ‘External’ in these senses.

*cf. Fritz, op. cit., The title itself is misleading, because the author considers
not only Russell's pre-neutralistic but also his neutral monistic construction
of matter.
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show that there is no unknown and unknowable permanpent
entity called ‘material substance’ or ‘thing-in-itself’. A third
motive is to solve the problem arising out of ‘the relativity of
sensations’.! Besides, there are those epistemological purposes
which we mentioned in the preceding section, wherein we.
stated whatever comments we had to make in regard to them.

The problem of the relativity of sensations is an epistemo--
logical one which we have not so far considered, but which
must be solved in a theory of physical objects. The problem
may be stated as follows: When several people simultaneously
see an object, they all are supposed to see the same thing.
But the appearances they see are not the same. To one person.
the object may look round, to another elliptical; to one it may
look red, to another green. The common-sense view that they
all see the same identical thing entails that the red thing is at.
the same place as the green one, that the round thing is at the
same place as the elliptical one. But this is impossible; for
red and green, round and elliptical, are mutually exclusive..
This is the puzzle which Russell’s theory is supposed to solve..

Now, there is, as Stace points out,2 only one possible:
principle for solving this problem, namely to suppose that the
appearances with opposed qualities do not exist at the same
place. Berkeley adopted this principle insofar as he thought
that the aspects with opposed qualities exist only as sensations
in different minds; as there are different private spaces in diffe-
rent minds (which are not, however, in space), the red aspect
is in the private space of one mind while the green aspect is in
the private space of another mind, and so on. For Russell
also, the different aspects are not at the same place; they are
spread out through space;? there is no appearance at the centre
which is defined to be the place of the thing. Thus the red
circular aspect one person sees is at the place where he

IThese three objectives are mentioned by Stace in his article in The Philo-
sophy of Bertrand Russell, pp. 363f.

2Ibid., p. 372,

’Ru:sscll seems to have taken this idea from T. P. Nunn; cf. the latter’s
article ‘Are Secondary Qualities Independent of Perception?, Procecdings
of Aristotelian Society, N. S. X (1909-10), pp. 191
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is or rather his head or brain is, and the elliptical green aspect
is at the place where another person’s head is. But Russell’s
solution of the problem should not be supposed to rest only
on the principle of the variation of characteristics of appear-
ances according to the spatial position of the percipient; this
. alone would not explain such differences as are experienced by
"two persons who may take the same position at successive
moments and see an object as red and green respectively. This
principle, therefore, has to be taken in conjunction with the
principle of the subjectivity of sensations. We have seen that
according to Russell all qualities are subjective and that he
adopts the generative theory of realism in respect of all quali-
ties of appea'rances. Thus these two principles together solve
successfully the problem arising out of the relativity of sensa-

tions.

As to the success of the above theory in constructing mate-
rial objects out of ‘verifiables’ only, the question must depend
" on what is meant by ‘verifiables’. We have seen that Russell
uses the term ‘verifiable’ in a wide sense to include not only
what we ourselves or even human beings generally experience
but also such particulars as can be inferred from what we
experience in accordance with the recognised canons of scienti-
fic method. Accordingly, his theory may be said to fulfil the
pPurpose of constructing material . objects, out of verifiables
only. But many thinkers would perhaps object to treating
unperceived particulars as verifiables, for they might like to
restrict the use of the term to such entities as are actually
experienced by us. In that case, the question is whether we
are entitled to accept entities which are nat verifiables in this
strict sense. If we are not, it would obviously be impossible
to get out of ‘scepticism of the momen’, a position which few
philosophers have in fact entertained. Science and common-
sense do assert entities beyond what is actually experienced, so
also do most philosophers. Russell does the same thing. In
what his position differs from that of many others is that he
refuses to assert entities which are unlike anything conceivably
experienced by us. Thus, material objects of common-sense
and ‘matter’ of science are entities the like of which we never
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experience, and can therefore be asserted only on risky
grounds. But the particulars accepted by Russell on the basis
of continuity and resemblance (and supported by the laws of
physics) are never completely unlike what we experience.
Accordingly the inference to such particulars is perhaps better
grounded than the inference to material objects.

Thus, it seems reasonable to admit particulars other than
those we actually experience. Whether we should call them-
verifiables is a matter depending on how we define verifiables.
There seems nothing objectionable in accepting Russell’s use
of the term in an extended sense to include such particulars
as can be inferred in accordance with scientific methods.
This wider notion of verifiables allows for degrees of verifi-
ability and, therefore, degrees of certainty that we can attain in
respect of our beliefs; and the concept of degrees of reason-
ableness or certainty in matters of rational beliefs seems to
desetve a place in our philosophies.

The assertion of the existence of unperceived particulars
and their inclusion in the construction of material objects are
very important in Russell’s theory of matter. Without them
his position would not have differed significantly from that of
Berkeley; for in that case, material objects would coansist, for
him as for Berkeley, only of actual sensations. But the inade-
quacy of Berkelcy’s position is what Russell intends to avoid.
He, therefore, accepts them as real constituents of the physical
world. *

The abolition of the psycho-physical dualism is the most
important objective of the theory under consideration. But it
is here where the theory fails most. The unperceived appzar-
ances which Russell admits as part of the stuff of the physical
world, are now regarded by him as purely physical; they are
not neutral. This is one reason why this theory is only
partially ncutral; and this makes it impossible to abolish
psycho-physical dualism. Insofar as there are occurrences
that do not form part of any cxperience and are theretore
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purely physical,! it is clear that there is dualism. The most
that Russell may be said to have done is that he has shown
material objects to consist, partly at least, of sensations which
constitute mental phenomena as well. If this is found success-
ful, he has then considerably, but not wholly, bridged the gulf
between mind and matter. But this would not mean abolition
of dualism, and as such it is reasonable to doubt the validity
of calling this theory neutral monism. Stace says that it is
difficult to see how Russell can have ‘“one foot in the dualist
camp and the other in the monist”.2 It may however be
possible in a philosophy to combine some neutral elements
with some dualistic ones. But I do not think that such a
philosophy could be properly called monism. I have there-
fore called Russell’s metaphysics of this stage partial neutra-
lism rather than partial neutral monism.

The theory also involves some other difficulties. One of
them concerns the statement that there is a dualism of body
and biography in regard to everything in the world. The
photographic plate, for example, has a body and a biography;
but according to Russell’s definition of material objects, the
biographical elements are not among the stuff of the plate as
a physical thing. This biography is a physical affair and
belongs to the plate. And yet' the plate as a thing cannot, and
does not, possess as its constituents the particulars of its bio-
graphy. These seem to be contradictory statements. If the
plate has a body and a biography, it consists of both; both are
physical; therefore the plate as a physical thing should be
defined as the whole class of particulars composing the body
and the biography. But Russell seems to identify the thing as
being the one, and not the other. This, of course, accords
with his refusal to admit any constituents of the thing at the
centre which is the place of the thing; and the biographical
elements are all at the centre and are not therefore constituents
of the thing. Yet the biography is of the thing, though it is

1We said earlier that Russell could perhaps avoid this and regard ‘sensi-
bilia® as neutral even on the basis of his early criterion. But in fact he did
not; and hence the dualism in this theory of matter.

2Stace, op. cit., p. 364.



The Theory of Matter 133

not a part of it. This is an inconsistency; it is difficult to see
how a thing can have a body and a biography, and at the
same time be wholly the one and not the other also.

Similar inconsistency is to be noticed in respect of Russell’s
use of the notion of cause. He says that this notion is not
very reliable and that we cannot suppose a ‘table’ as the
common cause of the table-appearances perceived by various
observers. The table-appearances are not caused by any
‘table’. Yet he says, “The appearance of a star at a certain
place, if it is regular, docs not require any cause or explana-
tion beyond the existence of the star...a regular appearance
is due to the star alone. . .”.!

The concept of the hollow centre defined as the place of a
thing offers another difficulty. We have scen that it raises
questions as to how causal contact (e.g., the stimulation of
sense-0rgans) is possible when there is no member of the group
at the centre where the contact is supposed to take place. We
have then said that the centre as the limit of analysis could
perhaps be taken as very small and that the appearances in its
immediate neighbourhood could explain the causation in
question. But this explanation is possible only on the basis
of Russell's later theory and not on the basis of the theory
now under consideration. In The Analysis of Mind, he suggests
that the particulars sufficiently near the place of the thing can
be taken as a causal unit.> But difficulty arises from the
assertion which seems characteristic of the present position,
namely that the centre of the group is not a point, ‘“‘but a
volume which may be as small as an electron or as large as a
star”.® Now, if the whole area which is the place of our brain
or of a house is hollow, even its nearest appearances will be
at quite a distance from most parts of the place, and any

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 134.

31bid., p. 106.

3This statement occurs in The Analysis of Matter (p.217); but it refers
more characteristically to the position we are now considering. In this
book as also in subsequent works, this assertion is later modified. In fact,
in his later theories Russell abandons the concept of the hollow centre,
which is, however, a characteristic of the theory now under consideration.
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causal contact at these parts would be rather implausible and
would involve action at a distance. Thus there is an oddity
about the concept of the hollow centre; and although oddity
and implausibility are not logical objections, they are good
reasons for doubting the truth of a theory.

These difficulties may be said to be due to the very concept
of analysis of physical things in terms of appearances. Appear-
ances of a thing are ordinarily regarded as being different
from the thing. Appearance usually implies something
appearing to some one. Russell, of course, warns us against
this. For him, there is nothing of which a particular is an
appearance; appearances are the only realities that are there
in the world. But I suspect that he has not been able to get
rid of the ordinary implications of the word appearance. The
idea that an appearance of a thing i§ not and cannot be at the
place of the thing is a characteristic consequence of the ordi-
nary concept that an appearance of a thing is different from
the thing. In asserting the consequence Russell is, in fact,
assuming the premise itself. That the idea of the common-
sense thing is at work at the back of his mind is fo be noticed
in many of his statements. He says, for example, that “‘the
penny ceases to present any appearance after we have come so
near to it that it touches the eye’’. Here ‘pear to it’, ‘it
touches the eye’, etc., are expressions that indicate how
Russell is using the common- sense notion of things. We have
already said that he uses such expressions as ‘“‘appearances due
to the star” and so on. It is not necessary to cite more
examples of his uses of similar expressions. We need only to
notice that in his exposition of the theory he has not been able
to dispense with the common-sense notions altogether. This
has been emphasised by many commentators' and hardly
needs elaboration.

Indeed, Russell’s theory of matter at this stage has not
been fully satisfactory. Russell himself has realised some of
these defects and has accordingly revised his account of

tFor example, Lovejoy, op. cir., pp. 2551, Fritz, op. cir., p. 163.
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material objects and matter, It is this revised theory which we
shall now proceed to consider.

3. Material Objects as Structures of Events

The account of material objects and matter that Russell
produces in The Analysis of" Matter and the later works is
designed to give a more adequate view of the world than the
earlier account provided. His construction now includes,
not only what he formerly called perceived and unperceived
appearances, but also further unperceived events. All parti-
culars, perceived and unperceived, are called events, and all
events are regarded to be of the same kind; they are all now
neutral particulars. Accordingly, his theory takes the form of
complete neutral monism.

The procedure of construction in the revised theory is -
basically the same as in the carlier theory. The new theory is to
be viewed as a modification, rather modifications, of the
old one. In order, therefore, to understand this new position,
it is only necessary to notice the progression from the earlier
position. The modifications are not, however, made. all at -
once. Although most of them are effected in The Analysis of
Matter, some are introduced in An Outline of Philosophy.
We should rather say that the theory of matter produced in
» this former work undergoes a further major change in the
latter work. It is the theoty of the latter work that has been
adopted and advocated in all subsequent works of Russell.
It is, thercfore, possible to maintain that the theory in The
Analysis of Matter is an intermediate link between the earlier
theory discussed above and the final theory developed in the
later works,

A. The Analysis of Matter

In The Analysis of Matter, as also in his later works,
Russell, in the first place, calls all particulars ‘events’ and
does not make much use of the earlier term ‘appearance’.

This makes it possible for him to avoid the difficulties con-
nected vyith the word ‘appearance’. Moreover, ‘event’ as a
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term can be used with a wider denotation to include parti-
culars that cannot all be called appearances. Images cannot
possibly be called appearances, and so also perhaps such
particulars that are now regarded as unperceivable causal
particulars. But they can all be called events; and in fact the
whole world, for Russell, is now a complicated system of
events correlated according to causal laws.

Secondly, one of the most important points of departure
from the earlier position is that Russell now accepts the
causal theory of perception. Previously he did not consider
the notion of ‘cause’ as at all reliable to guarantee inferences
of unperceived entities. He now accepts and uses the causal
theory of perception as the main ground for inferring the
existence of unperceived events. We have noted his reasons
for accepting this theory. At a later Pstage he expresses his
conviction as to the legitimacy of the theory in the following

words:

I have been surprised to find the causal theory of perception
treated as something that could be questioned. I can well under-
stand Hume's questioning of causality in general, but if causality
in general is admitted, I do not see on what grounds perception

should be excepted from its scope.?

The acceptance of the causal theory of perception leads,
Russell to assert, not only unperceived ‘sensibilia’, but also
unperceivable events, the inclusion of which forms a third
point of difference. The need for employing these additional
events arises from his desire for a more adequate metaphysical
theory than the previous one; these events, he thinks, provide
a view of the world that more nearly accords with common-
sense and attains a sort of completeness which the earlier
theory could not achieve. He had already admitted unper-
ceived particulars, namely the percepts of other people and
unperceived appearances. He now says, *‘If we have once
admitted unperceived events, there is no very obvious reason

1The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 702.
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for picking and choosing among the events which' physics
leads us to infer”.!

The acceptance of the causal theory does not, however,
require the existence of a permanent material substance. The
material object is still a construction; only that it now includes
more events than those previously used. The physical thing
is now a group of events, including our own percepts,
percepts of other people, and unperceived events (some of
‘which are unperceivable) that are fcausally continuous with
percepts. Even ‘images’, and in fact all ‘mental states’, are
now included among the stuff of the physical world (i.e., of
the brain),—a fourth point which makes the new theory
fundamentally different from the earlier one, a point which,
-as emphasised more and more in Russell’s later works,
marks the beginning of the development of modern identity
‘hypothesis’.

We have said that the procedure of construction in the
new theory is basically the same as in the earlier theory. But
this needs a little modification. In the earlier theory Russell
-constructed two groups of particulars, namely the material
thing and the biography (or series of perspectives); he then
kept them separate, though inconsistently. The material
object did not then include biographical elements. But in the
new theory he combines the two and constructs the physical
-object as the totality of the two groups. In The Adnalysis
of Matter he does this in two steps. He first gives a cons-
truction of the physical object? as consisting of our percepts,
the percepts of others, and unperceived events. Up to this
point, his construction is very much the same as the earlier one
with the sole difference that he now includes unperceivable
-events. This group of events occur as arranged about a centre
which is hollow and ‘“‘as small as an electron or as large as a
star”.> He then proceeds to give a construction of matter,
more properly of electrons and protons* composing physical

3The Analysis of Matter, p. 325; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 302.
1The Aualysis of Matrer, Chapter XX.

31bid., p. 217.

“A1bid., pp. 3191T.
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objects. This latter construction is so infused into the former
that the physical thing becomes a combination of the two.
" That Russell intends this infusion is evident from the fact
" that having given the construction of electrons he immediately
returns! to the views suggested in the former construction
with a view to completing the account of material objects and
matter.

~ Russell thinks that ‘‘we must find some reality for the
electron, or else the physical world will run through our
fingers like a jelly-fish”.2 But he does not think electrons to
be part of the ultimate stuff of the physical world; they are
real in the sense that they are groups of events. He explains
this by way of constructing the electrons of our brain. We
do not, Russell says,® know much about the contents of
any part of the world cxcept our own heads; our knowledge
of other parts is only abstract. Bul we know our percepts,
thoughts and feelings more intimately; and these are in our
.brain. He says:

What is in the brain by the time the physiologist, examines it
if it is dead, I do not profess to know; but while its owner was
- alive, part, at least, of the contents of his brain consisted of his.
percepts, thoughts, and feelings. Since his brain also consisted
of electrons, we are compelled to conclude that an electron is a
grouping of events, and that, if the electron is in a human brain,
some of the cvents composing it are likely to be some of the
‘‘mental states’ of the man to whom the brain belongs. Or, at
any rate, they are likely to be parts of such ‘“‘mental states™ , , .
This, I think, is the most concrete statement that can be made
about electrons; everything else that can be said is more or less
abstract and mathematical.

Russell thus concludes that “an electron at an instant is a
grouping of events . . . . Obviously it includes all the events

Ubid., p. 322.

bid., p. 319. Russell intends the construction of electrons to be that oi
protons also.

*1bid., pp. 319-20.

41bid., p. 320,
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that happen where the electron is.! The size of the electron,
whether finite or infinite, is not important; but “it will save .
circumlocution to speak of the eleetron as a point”.2 The
term ‘point’ or ‘point-instant’ is defined as a minimal place
in space-time occupied by a group of events having two pro-
perties, namely that ‘“‘any two members of the group are
compresent’”, and that ‘“no event outside the group is com-
present with every member of the group”.® ‘Compresence’
is another name for ‘overlapping’ of events in space-time;
any two events are said to have the relation of compresence
when they “overlap in space-time™.*

An electron is thus a complex of events. This has to be
combined with the view of physical objects according to which
“events occur, usually, in groups arranged about centres. -
These centres may be taken to be the places where there is.
matter . . . The centre is ‘where the piece of matteris...
But as to what are the actual events at the centre, we know
nothing except what follows from the fact that our percepts
and ‘mental states’ are among the events which constitute the
matter of our brain”.’

Several results follow from the above account of matter.,
The centre, “where the piece of matter is’’, is not in fact
empty.® It contains the matter of the thing; the matter con-
sists of electrons and protons, but clectrons and protons are
only groups of events. As each electron or proton is a
point, the centre where the thing is consists of a complicated
system of events; in fact it contains as many points or
centres, and groups, as there are electrons and protons in it
Accordingly a physical thing or peice of matter, for example
a table, is a very complex system consisting of our percepts,

1The Analysis of Marter, pp. 320-21.

21bid., p. 321.

*lbid., p. 295; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 288-89.

$The Analysis of Matter, p. 294.

SIbid., p. 322,

°This settles the difficulty connected with the earlier concept of a hollow
centre.
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‘the percepts of others, and the unperceived events including
a ‘central system’ of events.

This central system consists, partly at least, of such events
which in the earlier theory were regarded as the biographical
-elements. This follows from the fact that our percepts and
‘mental states’ constitute part of the stuff of our brain.
Formerly my percept of a table was a member of the group
making the table and a member of the biography at the
place of my brain; my brain was not composed of my percepts,
but of its appearances. But now my percepts are among
the stuff of my brain; the brain now consists of all the events
‘which formerly formed two separate groups, body and
‘biography. This is true of all physical things, only that we
-do not know what the central events are except in the case of
-our own brain.

Not only our percepts but also our thoughts and feelings,
‘in fact all mental states are constituents of the matter of
the brain,! Thoughts and feelings and other ‘mental states’
are not, however, simple elements. In this sense, these
expressions are misleading; we should not suppose them to be
among the ultimate constituents of the brain. All mental
states including thoughts and feelings are, according to
Russell, complexes of percepts and images in their various
correlations. Accordingly, we must interpret Russell as main-
taining that the brain is composed of percepts and images,
besides other events. This brings out a difference of the
present theory from the earlicr one in which images were not
.constituents of matter; but now they are. [mages are now
.constituents of both mind and matter, whereas previously they
belonged to the former only.

Now, this is a consequence of the present theory, which
is sometimes overlooked but which needs emphasising. The
view that images constitute part of the stuff of both mind
and matter is adopted in Russell’s subsequent works as well.
This is one of those points of difference, the recogmnition of

'This is the basic thesis of ‘identity hypothesis’.
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which would properly direct the attention of the critics more
to the later views than to those of The Analysis of Mind.
This is one of our reasons for saying earlier that Quinton’s.
rejection' of Russell’s neutral monism is not very proper.
One of Quinton’s arguments concerns the point that images
in Russell’s theory are constituents of mind alone. This is
correct as regards his earlier position; but this does not even.
touch the position that is being explained here. If Quinton
is to reject Russell’s neutral monism, he has to repudiate
this later position. In another argument Quinton suggests.
that according to most theories of neutral monism, ‘ex-
periences are not literally parts of physical objects.> It is
not clear what he means by ‘literally parts of’; but as against
Russell’s present position this seems quite inapplicable.
‘Experiences’ in this quotation are taken as part of the ulti-
mate stuff of the world. For Russell percepts and images
make all ‘experiences’; and if our analysis is correct, these,
then, are as much constituents of matter as they are cons-
tituents of mind. Quinton’s arguments therefore fail to refute
Russell’s position.

We may now come to another consequence of the present
account of matter, which concerns our percepts. In the
earlier theory, a percept is a constituent of a mind and of a
physical object. In the new theory, it enters at once into the
constitution of three different complexes, namely a mind and
two physical things,—a point which often passed unnoticed,
but which is a peculiarity of the theory of The Analysis of
Matter. Thus, my percept of a table, for example, besides
being among the stuff of my mind, is a copstituent of the
table and a constituent of my brain. This three-fold role
as assigned to our percepts leads to two very important
results; one concerns the relation of mind and matter, and
the other the relation of our brain and other physical things.

The first result is this. In The Analysis of Mind, the two

'A. Quinton, ‘Mind and Matter’, in Brain and Mind (J. R. Smythics ed.),
pPp. 216-17.

'1bid., p. 216,
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ways of classifying appearances into matter and perspective
(or biography) formed a fundamental basis for distinguishing
matter and mind, physics and psychology. The perspective
(with additions) at the place of a human brain was a mind.
This particular perspective was constituted by all the sensa-

tions or percepts obtained by the percipient at opne moment;
it was a group ‘passively’ collected at the ‘passive’ place of

the percepts, whereas a piece of matter was a group ‘actively’
collected about the ‘active’ place of percepts and similar
appearances. In the present theory, the percepts form both
mind and brain (i.e., matter); and they do so as collections
at the same ‘passive’ place. It follows that the distinction
of “passive’ and ‘active’ places with the corresponding classi-
fication of events at and about them does no more form
a basis for distinguishing mind and matter. However, Russell
still thinks that the difference of mind and matter is a
difference of arrangements of events, but it is not a difference
of arrangements about two different places, but a contextual
difference relating to two different causal laws.!

The second result which follows from the three-fold role of
percepts is rather puzzling. My percept of the table is at once
a constituent of the table and of my brain. Thus a ‘part’
(constituent) of my brain is a ‘part’ (constituent) of the table,
and ‘vice versa’; and this is true of each of my percepts. But
this is not the usual conception of physical things; neither
common-sense, nor science, regards a part of my brain to be
a part of a table. It sounds absurd to say that aslcata
meat-pie I also eat a part of my brain, or that in burning the
rubbish heap in my garden I actually burn a part of my brain
too. This also opposes the much emphasised assertion of
Russell’s that the table as a physical thing'is outside the
physical thing ‘brain’; but the inconsistency follows naturally
from his inclusion of the same percept in the constructions of

both the table and the brain.

B. An Outline of Philosophy and Later Works

Russéll perhaps comes to realise this difficulty. In An

An Outline of Philosophy, p. 300; Portraits from Memary, p. 152,
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Outline of Philosophy, he abandons the three-fold role of our
percepts and thereby effects a major,modification of the theory
we have discussed above. In this work, he no more regards
our percepts as part of the stuff of the physical objects such
as tables and chairs; the only physical thing of which they
are constituents is our brain. He comes to emphasise more
and more the construction of what we have described as the
‘central system’ in the above analysis of physical things; and
he recognises this ‘central system’ as being the physical object
and thus brings his theory of matter closer to common-sense.
Our percepts as well as ‘mental states’ constitute our brain
and not the things outside our body; percepts thus come to
have a two-fold role in the final version of Russell’s neutral
monism; they are constituents of mind and of the brain. Thus
he says:

1 take it that, when we have a percept, just what we perceive is an
event occupying part of the region which, for physics, is occupied
by the brain. In fact, perception gives us the most concrete
knowledge we possess asto the stuff of the physical world, but
what we perceive is part of the stuff of our brains, not part of the
stuff of tables and chairs, sun, moon, and stars. Suppose we are
looking at aleaf, and we see a green patch. This patch is not
“‘out there' where the leaf is, but is an event occupying a certain
volume in our brains during the time that we see the leaf. Seeing
the leaf consists of the existence, in the region occupied by the
brain, of a green patch causally connected with the leaf.?

Where the philosopher’s chjld at the Zoo says, “There is a
hippopotamus over there”, the philosopher should reply: *‘There
isa coloured pattern of a certain shape, which may perhaps be
connected with a system of external causes of the sortcalled a
hippopotamus”.?

The leaf or the hippopotamus is a system of events at the
Tegion where the physicists place the thing. Our percepts of
the thing belong to a wider system of events that emanate
from the place of the thing; but they do not constitute the
thing, they are causally connected with the other events of the

14n Outline of Philosophy, p. 292.
*1bid., p. 291.
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system including a “‘central system’ of events which is the
thing, the “‘common causal ancestor’ of the whole complex
system of events.

Russell adopts this modified theory in all his later works.
In Human Knowledge,® he recognises that there are common
objective ‘things’ or groups of events which arec the common
origin of the percepts of various observers. One illustration is
the case of several people and several motion picture cameras
watching the same performance of a play. These observers
describe similar percepts, and the camera-records are also
found similar to each other and the percepts. In such a case,
“When a group of complex events in more or less the same
neighbourhood and ranged about a central event all have a
common structure, .. they have a common causal ancestor.
In the case of a physical object seen simultaneously by a num-
ber of people or photographed simultaneously by a number of
cameras, the central original event is the state of that physical
object at the time when the light rays which make it visible
left it”.3 The “‘central original event’’ is a complex event and
_therefore a system or structure of minimal events; and this is
the momentary thing.

Our percepts, then, are not constituents of any physical
- objects other than our brains. In Portraits from Memory as
also later on Russell maintains the same view. Thus, “What
we see when we see chairs and tables and the sun and the
moon and so on... are not either the whole or part of the
physical objects that we think we are seeing”.* Our percepts
are constituents of our minds and brains; other physical things
are composed of events which form the original causal ancestry
of our percepts,

The world as conceived by Russell in this modified theory
of his later works is a complex system of events. The events
form themselves into different groups; they fall into various

1Human Knowledge, p. 483.
*Ibid., pp. 480f1T.

aIbid., p. 483.

{Portraits from Memory, p. 150.
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causal series or chains that are called “‘causal lines”.! In
Human Knowledge, a causal line is defined as “a temporal
series of events-so related that, given some of them, something
can be inferred about the others whatever may be happening
elsewhere”.> A causal line may always be regarded as the
persistence of something, a person, a table, a photon or what
not.> There are two specially important kinds of chains of
events, namely “those which constitute the history of a given
piece of matter’” and “those which connect an object with
the perception of it”.# The sun, for example, has its history
or biography consisting of all that happen in the part of
space-time that it occupies, ‘‘this biography may be said to
be the sun”. The other causal chain consists of events
radiating from the sun and terminating in our perception of
the sun. Not only do we have causal lines from a centre to our
own percepts, but also a number of similar causal lines pro-
ceeding from the same centre to different observers and other-
places. Thus various observers have similar perceptions of the
same object which is independent of such perceptions. It
is this notion which provides a public objective world of
common reference.

The events out of which the physical world is constructed
are, Russell points out, very different from matter as tradi-
tionally conceived. Matter is traditionally expected to be
impenetrable and indestructible. But events are neither. Matter
as constructed in this theory is impenetrable as merely a
tautological result of the way in which it is defined.6 The
matter in a place is all the events that are there, and conse-
quently no other event or piece of matter can be there.
Indestructibility is an empirical property, and is believed to

1The Analysis of Matter, Ch. XXX, pp. 313ff; Human Knowledge, pp. 333-34,
476-77.

2Human Knowledge, p. 477.
3Ibid., p. 477.
4Ibid., p. 341,
8Ibid., p. 341.

8The Analysis of Matter, p. 385; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 291; Human
Knowledge, p. 297.
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be approximately' but not exactly possessed by matter; and
there is no known reason why matter should be indestructible.!

The view of the world as thus finally produced by Russell
more nearly accords with common-sense and science than his
-earlier view. Itis a more believable world which provides
the publicity and independence of the physical objects. The
theory also offers a probable explanation of the nature of
the relation between perception and physical objects. Russell
.does not dogmatically assert that it is the only possible view
-of the world that accords with science; he accepts the view
The has produced on grounds of greater consistency, simplicity
-and believability, He thinks that there might be alternative
views which would be equally probable, but he does not see
swhat these alternatives could be.

Throughout his ‘eventism’, Russell maintains the causal
theory of perception. In the latest version of the theory,
physical objects are the remote causes of our perceptions; we
do not perceive the events making these objects. What we
perceive are our own percepts which are in our brains. The
events that make things outside the brain are only known
indirectly as inferences from our percepts. All that-we know
about them is their structural similarity to our percepts and
not their intrinsic nature. Epistemologically, this constitutes
a return to the position of The Problems of Philosophy in
which Russell had maintained a sort of representative theory
which he subsequently abandoned. The difference is that in that
early work physical objects were simple permanent things, but
now thev are complex structures of momentary events,—
permanence is not now a characteristic of the stuff of the
world, it is “only approximate, not absolute’;? there is only a
sort of ‘quasi-permanence’? belonging not to single events but
to series of events correlated in certain ways.

The causal theory of perception, we have said, offers

The Analysis of Matter, pp. 386-87;, An Ouiline of Philosophy, p. 290;
Human Knowledge, pp. 327, 476-77.

2An Outline of Philosophy, p. 290.

3Human Knowledge, pp. 475-76, 506-07.
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Russell a better ground for the inference to unperceived
events than mere continuity. But this causal theory is itself
an inference which needs justification. We bave seen that
Russell accepts it on more or less ‘pragmatic’ considerations.
But these considerations cannot be taken as sufficient for
-establishing the theory.! Moreover, Russell very often appeals
to physical causal laws and utilises them in both his earlier
and later constructions which are again supposed to justify
our beliefs in physics. But if he is to -avoid circularity and if
the laws of physics are to serve as grounds for inferences
involved in his constructions, he has to obtain them indepen-
dently of the constructions. In his writings he has always
assumed that in general laws of physics are true and that there
must be some principles of scientific inference which would
justify them. He has asserted that unperceived events that
are inferred in accordance with the canons of scientific
methods are ‘verifiables’. But it is necessary to formulate
and establish these canons. Russell realises this, and conse-
quently employs himself in Human Knowledge to the task of
formulating the fundamental principles of scientific inference
that he thinks will be sufficient to guarantee the truth of
science and to justify those inferences which result in what he
maintains is the picture of the world that science gives us.
These principles are called the ‘Postulates of Scientific
Inference’.

Russell formulates five p'c'>stulates,2 namely (I) the postulate
of quasi-permanence, (II) the postulate of separable causal
lines, (III) the postulate of spatio-temporal continuity in
causal lines, (IV) the structural postulate, and (V) the postu-
late of analogy. He feels that it may be possible to reduce
their number by further investigations, and accordingly they

1A. 1. Ayer objects to the causal theory of perception as he thinks that it is
an hypothesis without any valid evidence and that itis an illegiumate
extension of the concept of causality beyond the field of its signincant
application, cf. The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, pp. 2.0-21. For
Russell’s reply to similac criticism, sce The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell,
P. 702.

2Human Knowledge, pp. 506fF; My Philosophical Development, pp. 16Utl.
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all may not be necessary to validate scientific methods. But he
believes that they are sufficient.!

The postulate of quasi-permanence states: “Given any
event A, it happens very frequently that, at any neighbouring
time, there is at some neighbouring place an event very

gimilar to it”’.2  The chief use of this postulate is to preserve,
and to account for, the relative permanence of things and
persons without assuming the common-sense notion of sub-
stance. This can be done if we do not suppose that any event
is permanent in the strict sense of the word, but instead speak
of quasi-permanence among events. We should not suppose
that a thing, for example a table, is composed of some events
which all persist throughout its history, but that the events
composing it at one moment are not the same but very similar
to those composing it at a shortly earlier or later moment.
Thus, the table is a series of events; it has no absolute perma-
"nence, but only quasi-permanence.

But similarity alone would not be enough to identify a
thing. We should be able to distinguish two similar things.
Russell therefore introduces the notion of separate independent
scausal lines’; and his second postulate relates to them. Accor-
ding to it, “It is frequently possible to form a series of events
such that, from one or two members of the series, something
can be inferred as to all the other members”.®

Causal lines or chains of events are continuous. Russell
denies action at a distance. Events will not influence each other
if they are completely separate in space and time; when there
is a causal connection between two events which are not
continuous, there must be intermediate link in the causal
chain such that each is contiguous to the next. The third
postulatz, namely the postulate of spatio-temporal continuity,?*
is concerned to deny ‘action at a distance’. This enables us

1fruman Knowledge, p. 513.
aIbid., p. 506.

3/bid., p. 508.

4bid., pp. 509-10.
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to believe that physical objects exist when unperceived, and
that between our recollections of an occurrence there is some-
thing in the brain which exists at the intervening times and
makes causal lines continuous. A great many of our inferences
to unperceived events, according to Russell, depend upon this
postulate.

The fourth postulate, namely the structural postulate,! is
concerned with our belief in common objective things or
common origin of the percepts of various observers. We
have seen that Russeli accepts such common objects; and the
structural postulate is supposed to validate their acceptance.
The postulate of analogy, the fifth postulate,? relates to our
inferences to events in other minds. We do not perceive the
percepts and images of other people, but infer them on analo-
gical grounds. The postulate of analogy formulates the prin-
ciple of this infereace, and is supposed to justify this infer-
ence. :

These postulates collectively are intended to provide ‘‘the
antecedent probabilities required to justify inductions”,® and
thus to justify inferences to unperceived events. But
there is now the question of the justification of the postu-
lates themselves. According to Russell, they cannot be dedu-
ced from experience, nor can they be definitely proved by us.t
Their justification is their great usefulness in validating the
inferences from perception to-the laws of science; their justi-
fication is that they enable us to form a view of the world
which is confirmed, and never contradicted, by our experience.
The postulates are universal propositions of a sort that ex-
perience alone cannot prove. But we most certainly need
some universal propositions to validate science. “Either, there-
fore, we know something independently of experience or

*Human Knowledge, pp. 510-11.
3Ibid., pp. 511-13.

31bid., p. 506.

sIbid., p. 527.
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science is moonshine”.?2 Russell says further:

It is nonsense to pretend that science can be valid practically but
not theoretically, for it is only valid practically if what it predicts
happebs, and if our canons (or some substitutes) are not valid,
there is no reason to believe in scientific predictions.?

Thus the postulates are not based on experience, but all
their verifiable consequences are confirmed by experience.? So,
finally Russell admits that empiricism has its limits,* that if we
are to avoid ‘solipcism of the moment’ we have to accept
some such principles as the postulates or their substitutes in
order to arrive at.a view of the world which is confirmed by

experience.
C. The Concept of Quasi-Permanence

Before leaving this chapter, we would like to refer back to
Russell’s postulate of quasi-permanence which seems to admit
of alternative interpretations. A thing or a person at one
moment is composed of a group of events. The next moment
the group is replaced by another group of similar events, and
so on at all subsequent moments. Thus the history of the
thing consists of the series of groups of events.

This seems to suggest that the events of a momentary
group making the momentary state of the thing change or are
replaced ‘‘all at once” by a set of nmew but similar events.
This would perhaps accord with Russell’s statement in The
Analysis of Mind that a (permanent) thing is a series of
momentary things.® This may also be supposed to be implied
in his explanation of continuity as given in The Analysis of
Matter. 6 He says there that events can be arranged about

Human Knowledge, p. 524.
21bid., p. 524.

3Ibid., p. 527.

*1bid., pp. 516fT.

SThe Analysis of Mind, p. 1285,
8The Analysis of Matter, p. 322.
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centres; that given such a group at one time it is generally
found that there are similar events arranged about neighbour-
ing centres at slightly earlier or later times;' and that by tak-
ing the centre very small and by continually diminishing the
time-like interval concerned, we get continuity in the limit
when the interval tends towards zero.

According to this interpretation a thing (i.e., a momentary
thing) comes into existence at one moment and then comple-
tely goes out of existence at the nmext moment when another
group of similar events, that is another momentary thing,
comes into existence. The two groups are numerically diffe-
rent having no numerically common identical element between
them. We identify them as the same thing or as the states of
the same thing because of the similarity of the groups. This
may be called a cinematographic view of the world. But this
is not the sort of continuity that is usually supposed to
characterise things and persons. Similarity alone cannot
account for their relative permanence; this would not enable
us to distinguish between to similar things that may occupy
the same place at two successive moments. Russell realises
this, and therefore introduces the concept of independent
causal lines with the postulate concerning them. This postu-
late asserts self-determined causal processes or chains of
events. Of the two kinds of causal chains, the one which
relates to quasi-permancnce of things and persons, does not
scem to counteract the cinematdgraphic view that between two
successive momentary states of a thing or person there is
nothing common except the similarity of the component events.
Thus interpreted, Russell’s theary of quasi-permanence would,
among other things, fail entirely to account for our feeling of
moment to moment continuity of our personal life.

But we need not suppose that this interpretation is neces-
sary or that such a view of quasi-permanence is correct. It is
possible to produce another interpretation of the concept of
quasi-permanence of things and persons, which would equally

1This is, in fact, what is later on asserted by the postulate we are consi-
dering.
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avoid the notion of a permanent substance and yet would not
make the states of a thing or person at two successive moments
entirely different as being composed of numerically different
events. This account of quasi-permanence may be stated as
follows:

Every event is momentary (i.e., of very brief duration) and
is replaced by a new but similar event. But this need not be
a necessary feature of that complex group of cvents (asa
whole) which makes the momentary state of a thing or person.
For it is possible that, while each event js replaced by a new
event, the group as a whole is not completely replaced by a
group of all new events. The events of a given group may
not change “all at once’, but differently such that any parti-
" cular event belongs to two contiguous moments in the history
of the thing. The thing at any two successive moments is not
entirely different; the group of events at any particular moment
iIs partially new insofar as some earlier events have now been
replaced by new events (say, A B C .. .); but it is also partially
‘old’ in the sense that some events {say, X Y Z...) which came
into existence slightly before the new events (A B C...) have
not yet been replaced but are about to be replaced. When
these ‘old’ events (X Y Z ...) are then replaced, the former
pnew ones (A B C . ..) will not have yet been replaced but will
be about to be replaced. Thus successive moments in the
history of the thing may be roughly represented as the
following, in which any two bracketed lines represent two
contiguous moments or states of the thing:

(D
X Y z A B C)

(X, Y, Z, A B C J>
‘Lx. Y, Z;, A, B C
(X, Y. Z, A, B, GCJ
<LX:». Y Z, A B: C, andsoon.

We need not sort out the events of the groups into two
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varieties only as shown in these lines; the varieties of the slight
difference in the time of change of events may in fact be
many. The main point is that the events composing a thing
are all changing but in slightly different time, such that it
would not be possible to isolate two contiguous states of a
thing into two completely discrete groups.

This conception of a series of groups or structures of events
retains all the important features of Russell’s account of things
and persons including their quasi-permanence, and yet does
not require a cinematographic view of the world. This
-accords with, or rather follows from, Russell’s statements that
‘“‘every event is contemporaneous with events that are mnot
-contemporaneous with each other”’,! that an event may over- °
lap in time or be compresent with events which do not overlap
in time with each other,2 and that an event is a member of
‘many point-instants.? Thus an event which is a constituent of a
thing belongs to more than one instant in the history of the
thing; and this may be true of all events composing a thing or
person. Accordingly, between any two successive moments
in the biography of a thing or person there will be events that
.are actually identical, and events that are only similar. This
account of quasi-permanence of things and persons does not
involve complete separation of their momentary states which
.are thus shown to be overlapping. This view will, 1 hope, be
seen to offer an explanation of our fecling of moment to
‘moment continuity of our personal life.

This view of quasi-permanence is not explicitly stated by
Russell; his formulation of the postulate concerned does not
by itself seem to result in this explanation. But it follows
from his conception of overlapping events in time and over-
lapping points and instants (or point-instants) taken in con-
junction with the postulate. This analysis of quasi-permanence

YAn Outline of Philosophy, p. 288; The Analysis of Matter, p. 292,

aThe Analysis of Matter, p. 315; An Outline of Philosophy, p- 288, Human
Knowledge, p. 348.

3An Outline of Philosophy, p. 289; The Analysis of Matter, p. 299, 302,
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does not involve any new ideas; but it follows from putting
together several of Russell’s ideas. It avoids the difficulties
of the alternative interpretation stated above. I, therefore,
suggest that this is a more appropriate explanation of
quasi-permanence of things and persons. It is difficult to
say if Russell intends it this way. I think he does; but if not,
I should offer this as a modification of his comcept of quasi-
permanence.



FIVE

The Theory of Mind

1. Rejection of the Dualistic Criteria of Mind

The theory of mind as produced in Russell’s neutral
monism, may be said to have a negative and a positive side.
Negatively, it consists of an analysis and rejection of the
Cartesian and non-Cartesian dualistic criteria of the distinction
between mind and matter; positively, it consists of an explana-
tion of mind and mental phenbmena in terms of sensations.
and images, the neutral atomic gonstituents of mind. We shall
consider the negative side of the theory in the present section
and the positive side in the subsequent sections of this chapter.

Mind, according to Russell, is not a simple substance.
Following William James, he rejects the notion of ‘consciousness’
as a specific entity containing or expressing itself as the ‘act’
or ‘subject’ of consciousness. There are sensations (or percepts)
and images, but not a ‘consciousness’ which is conscious of,
among other things, sensations and images. Nor is conscious-
ness an essential characteristic of all mental phenomena. There
is much in our mental life, that is to be taken as unconscious.
There are such things as unconscious desires, motives, conflicts,.
etc. This is confirmed by comparative psychology, psycho-
analysis and behaviourism. Consciousness in the sense of
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“‘awareness’ belongs to groups of sensations and images by
virtue of their various correlations among themselves and with
the organism.

In recent philosophical literature there are many instructive
-discussions about various dualistic criteria of the distinction of
mind and matter. Herbert Feigl has produced a list of alterna-
tive ways of distinguishing the mental and the physical, and
has argued against them.! Besides the notion of ‘consciousness’
as a substance, he considers eight Cartesian and non-Cartesian
dualistic criteria of the mental. These identify the mental with
the intentional, the subjective (private), the non-spatial, the
mnemic, the purposive, the qualitative, the holistic and the
-emergent.2 Quinton refers to this list and offers his arguments
against these criteria,® The arguments of these philosophers
are indeced very useful in rejecting dualism and go a long way
in favour of monistic philosophy. Now, Russell has been
arguing against psycho-physical dualism since a long time
before these philosophers; and it is curious to notice that the
criteria they mention have all figured in some form or other in
Russell’s discussions. In this sense, the arguments of these
philosophers may be viewed as in many respects extension and
elaborations of Russell’s views. As the case against the
dualistic criteria of the mental has been elaborately argued out
by these philosophers (and many others to whom they refer),
it seems hardly necessary for us to reproduce Russell’s argu-
ments in detail. We shall therefore state his views here in
bare outline and only to the extent that seems necessary for an
understanding of his position.

A. Intentionality

It is a criterion which was much stressed by Brentano and
his followers. According to this point of view, the most
fundamental difference between the mental and the physical
is that the mental life consists of ‘acts’ directed upon objects.!

'H. Feigl, ‘The Mental and the Physical’, Minnesota Studies in the Philo-
sophy of Science, Vol. I1, pp. 370fF.

21bid., pp. 396MT.

3Quinton, op. cit., pp. 204fF.

4The Analysis of Mind, pp. 14ff; Feigl, op. cit., p. 417.
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We have seen that Russell’s rejection of this principle consists.
in rejecting the act-content-object scheme. The ‘act’ (or
subject) is not- empirically discoverable and is logically un-
necessary. The relation of ‘content’ and ‘object’, again, ‘“‘is.
oot ... the simple direct essential thing that Brentano and
Meinong represent it as being”.! In sensation there is no such
distinction; and in cases where it seems to be present, as in
memory, it is a derivative relation involving belief which is
again a complex phenomenon. In pure imagination there is
only ‘content’ without ‘object’.2 Thus, the reference of an ‘act’
to some object cannot be regarded as the essence of mental
phenomena.

B. Subjectivity or Privacy

We have already considered the notions of subjectivity
and objectivity as conceived by Russell, particularly in con-
nection with sensations or percepts.’ Subjectivity, according
to him, is not a peculiar characteristic of the ‘mental alone.
It is present in every perspective perceived or unperceived.
Thus it is there in' a photographic plate as itis thereina
mind. An event is in the private space of the perspective of
which it is a member. It may be similar to other events in
other perspectives, but it is also somewhat different from
those others. Thus subjectivity or privacy belongs to every
event, no matter whether it is a mecmber of a mental or a
physical group. In this sense there is no fundamental
difference between the case of two men seeing the same table
and “the case of two thermometers immersed next to each
other in the same glass of water”.* The sensation of each of
the men is subjective or private, but so also what happens in
each of the thermometers. Yet it makes good sense to say
that the two persons see the ‘same’ table and that the two
thermometers indicate and have the same temperature. Thus
subjectivity and objectivity inhere in each event.

XThe Analysis of Mind, p. 18.
Ibid. p. 19.

3See above, Chapter 111, Section 7.
4Feigl, op. cit., p. 398.
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Objectivity or publicity consists in the similarity, or rather
-semi-similarity, of events, which makes it possible to correlate
them and thus infer them from one another. It is the degree
.of the correctness of the inference that determines the degree
of the objectivity or publicity of the event.! As Russell says,
“there are different degrees of publicity attaching to different
sorts of sensations’.? Sight and hearing are the most public
of the senses, and the bodily sensations are the most private
sensations; while touch, smell, taste are intermediate between
‘them in increasingly lower degree of publicity in this particular
order. ‘““‘As regards privacy, all images, of whatever sort,
belong with the sensations which only give knowledge of our
own bodies...even the most private sensation has correla-
tions which would theoretically enable apother observer to
infer it”.®> Thus the dentist does not feel my toothache, but he
can infer it from seeing the cavity that causes it. As,in
ultimate analysis, all our experiences consist of sensations and
images, they can be inferred by other observers. It is this fact
which, according to Russell, constitutes the objectivity or
publicity of our experiences; and Feigl's conception of
‘objective’ or ‘public’ in the sense of “in-principle-inter-sub-
Jectively-confirmable”* is simply the Russellian principle as
_indicated above.

In this connection it is perhaps worth mentioning that
there is a fundamental difference between Russell and the
behaviourists as regards the question of introspection. The
behaviourists over-emphasise the publicity of experiences and
thus ‘‘extrudes from science observations which are private to
one observer”.> But for Russell, privacy and publicity are
not mutually incompatible, and therefore privacy ‘‘does not by
itself make a datum unamenable to scientific treatment. On
this point, the argument against introspection must be
rejected.’’

1The Analysis of Mind, pp. 118-19; The Analysis of Matter, pp. 222fI; An
QOutline of Philosophy, pp. 160f.

2The Analysis of Mind, p. 118,

3ibid., pp. 118-19.

‘Feigl, op. cit., p. 399.

5The Analysis of Mind, p. 119.

°lbid.
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In favour of introspection or self-observation, Russell has
produced elaborate arguments as against the behaviourists,
particularly J.-B. Watson.! We need not go into the details of
these arguments. It will perhaps suffice to point out that for
Russell introspection is a genuine source of knowledge. He
argues that in one sense all our knowledge is based on intros-
pection. The facts of physics like those of psvchology are
obtained by what is really self-observation. All our percepts
are in our heads; and in knowing them, we are knowing what
is in us; their external causes are only inferred from them, and
the inferences are sometimes mistaken.? Russell, however,
recogmises that there is a difference in the degree of correlation
of our knowledge with events outside our body. In some
cases these correlations can be easily established and are often
testified by other observers; in others they are difficult. In the
latter cases, other observers can only have very indirect know-
ledge. Another man can see the hole in my tooth and can
infer that, I feel toothache, but ‘“‘he still does not have the
very same knowledge that I have”.? A man knows a great
deal about himself which another man can know only
indirectly. ““This peculiar knowledge is, in one sense, ‘intros-
pective’ . .. .”.* Moreover, thinking, imagination, hallucina-
tion and dreams are facts about our life. In these cases, though
there may be an external stimulus, there is not anything in the
outside world correlated with them in the same way as in
normal perception. Yetin aH these cases, we clearly know
what is happening in us. In this sense, self-observation or
introspection ‘“‘can and does give us knowledge which is no
part of physics”.5 Introspection therefore makes important
contributions to the study of psychology, and there is a dis-
tinction between psychology and physics such that the former
cannot be reduced to the latter.

\1The Analysis of Mind, pp. 108ff; An Outline of Philosophy, Ch. XVI.
34n Outline of Philosophy, p. 180.

3Ibid., p. 182,

4Ibid.

31bid., p. 183.
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Russell accepts introspection as a source of knowledge;
but it is not infallible, it is often misleading ‘“‘unlessit is
constantly checked and controlled by the test of external
observation”.! It gives us direct knowledge® about what is
private to ourselves and can only be known by others through
inference and testimony. But privacy and publicity are not
mutually incompatible and cannot, therefore, be the basis
of the dualistic distinction of mind and matter. In this sense,
this criterion was rejected by the new realists especially by
Perry;? it is rejected by Russell as also by the modern identity
theorists.

One thing should, however, be mentioned here. Although
we cannot divide the world into two separate compartments
as the private and the public and thereby erect an absolute
barrier between mind and matter, there is nevertheless an
important distinction. What is private to omneself is known
by oneself directly. When one feels a pain, others may have
an indirect inferential knowledge of it, but they do not
have the same knowledge as one has. But what is not private
to anyone, i.e.,, the outside events, are known by one in the
same manner as by others. This is a distinction which
Russell finally recognises to be the ordinary source of our
making the distinction between the mental and the physical.
As this point needs further considerations, we may leave it for
a later occasion.

C. Non-spatial versus Spatial

The Certesian distinction of mind and matter as non-
spatial and spatial has persisted throughout centuries. Russell
has opposed it and argued that all events whether they are
members of the mental or the physical group occupy space
and time, rather space-time, and that all our experiences
(sensations and images) are located in our body, more parti-

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 48.

*There is an argument in Stace’s article (op. cif., pp. 380-81) which scems to
suggest that Russell does not accept introspection. But what we have said
above is enough to show that the suggestion is unacceptable.

Perry, op. cit., pp. 286T.



The Theory of Mind 161

cularly in our brain. This argument, we have seen, is con-
nected with the distinction of perceptual (psychological) space
and physical space and their relation to each other. Russell
derives an argument from the relativity of space and time.! He
says that it is usual to hold that mental events are in time
but not in space. But according to the modern scientific
theory of relativity, space and time are not as distinct and
disparate as they were thought to be. Consequently, *“it has
become difficult to hold that mental events, though in time,
are not in space™.?

The important point in this connection is the relation of
the psychological space and the physical space. The mere
recognition of the two Kkinds of space would not amount to
a rejection of dualism. For one may accept the spatiality of
mental events and at the same time maintain that mental events
are in psychological space and physical events are in physical
space. This would be psycho-physical dualism, though not in
the Cartesian sense. Such a view, however, would have a diffi-
culty similar to one of Cartesian dualism. One difficulty of Car-
tesian dualism is that it cannot explain the fact of interac-
tion of mind and matter; it is difficult to conceive how some-
thing not in space can affect, and be affected by, something
else which is in space. Spatiality of mental events is supposed
to overcome this difficulty. But if the mental and the physical
events are supposed to be in entirely two different ‘spaces’
having no relation between them, the old difficulty returns.
The question is as to how a mental event which is in the
mental space can affect, and be affected by, a physical event
which is in the physical space. The problem can only be
solved if the two spaces can be shown to be so related as to
make interaction possible.

Russell’s construction of physical space out of perceptual
spaces (i.e., the private spaces of perspectives) offers a solu-
tion of the difficulty and makes it possible to maintain that
all events including our experiences (percepts and images)

1The Analysis of Matter, pp. 383-85.
2Ibid., p. 384.
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are not omly in private or perceptual spaces but also in the
one physical space.

D. The Mnemic

A regards the question of the mnemic as a criterion of
the mental, I should better begin by quoting Feigl, for it seems
to me that he definitely misunderstands Russell. He says:

The mnemic as a criterion of mind was stressed especially by
Bertrand Russell. But lopg before him, the physiologist Ewald
Hering (and his disciple Semon) considered the mnemic as a
general property of all organic matter. Even in inorganic matter
there are more or less permanent modifications of dispositional
properties which can be effected by various influences.*

From the last sentence in this passage it would appear as
if Feigl is stating something new which was not noticed by
anyone before him. This is not true; nor is it true that
Russell accepts the mnemic as an absolute criterion which
distinguishes the mental from the physical or even some forms
of organic matter from some others. We have already seen
how Russell’s views have undergone changes in respect of
mnemic causation. But in one respect his position has
remained constant. Though he accepts the mnemic as a
characteristic which ‘‘broadly” distinguishes the behaviour of
living organism from dead matter, he never takes it as an
‘“absolute” criterion of mind alone or of organism alone.
Thus in The Analysis of Mind? wherein he emphasises this
characteristic most, he says:

The characteristic is not wholly confined to living organisms.
For example, magnetized stecl3 looks just like steel which has not
been magnetized, but its behaviour is in some ways different.

He expresses the same view in his later works with much
emphasis, and says that the mnemic cannot be taken as a

Feigl, op. cit., p. 413.
3The Analysis of Mind, p. 78.

3This example appcars in Feigl's work (op. cir., p. 413); but the author
seems unaware that Russell had already used it for the same purpose.
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ground for erecting an ‘‘absolute barrier between mind and
matter”,! because it is present in all living bodies as also in
-some forms .of inanimate matter. Thus Feigl is wrong in
suggesting that Russell accepts the mnemic as an absolute.
criterion of the mental alone and fails to recognise its presence
in all organic matter and also in some forms of inorganic
matter. But while this is said, we should also notice that
Russell emphasises the prominent degree in which the charac-
teristic is present in living organisms as against the rudi-
mentary form in which it is present in dead matter. In this
sense the distinction of mind and matter is a difference of
degree,® and the difference is enormous but not absolute.
‘Consequently, Russell makes use of the mnemic phenomena
in his explanation of mental phenomena, such as habit,
learning, memory, etc. As the latter, according to Russell, are-
mainly mnemic developments and as the mnemic charac-
teristic is prominently present in all living organisms, in various
degrees, he gives a view of mind in which the human mental:
life is conceived as being continuous with the animal life?
and in which mind is “a matter of degree chiefly exemplified
in number and complexity of habits’.# Thus ‘‘an cyster is less
mental than a man, but not wholly unmental’”.*

E. Purposiveness and Mechanism

Purposiveness is a characteristic which is very much em-
phasised in the common-sefse conception of mentality. Ina
general sense, it is characterised by actions directed towards
the attainment of ends. But in a special sense, it includes only
those cases which involve conscious ends with conscious
utilisation of means to such ends. Now, it is clear that in the
general sense of ‘purposiveness’ or ‘teleology’, it is exhibited
in all forms of organic life including plants; and accordingly
it is difficult to draw any line to indicate where mentality

14n Outline of Philosophy, p. 306.

2fbid., p. 209.

3The Analysis of Mind, pp. 10, 41f.

41bid., p 308; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 209, 222, 297.
5Ibid., p. 209.
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begins within that realm. But taken in the sense of conscious
aims, it is found only in the behaviour of higher animals, parti-
cularly human beings.

As Feigl points out, purposiveness taken in the wider sense
of teleology does not help in the definition of the mental
versus physical distinction; teleology in this sense is present
even in the movements of some physical machines, and “the
phrase ‘teleological mechanism’ in our age of cybernetics
is no longer a contradiction in terms”.! What needs con-
sideration is, then, the special sense of purposiveness; and
Russell’s views in this respect are briefly as follows:

Russell does not seem to accept purposiveness or teleology
in the sense of a ‘pull’ or ‘attraction’ towards a goal or object.
Conscious aims or desires are a fact particularly of human
life; but according to Russell it is a very complex pheno-
menon which is rather a late development in the life of the
individual. Desire as a characteristic of behaviour begins
very low in the scale of evolution;? it remains in most eases
‘blind’ or unconscious. Even in human life all desires are
initially blind tendencies to certain kinds of activity; it is
- only experience, memory and]association which confer cons-
ciousness or knowledge of the object to some of them.?

According to Russell, the primitive condition out of
which explicit conscious desire is evolved is non-cognitive;
it is “a push, not a pull, an impulse away from the actual,
rather than an attraction towards the ideal”. Certain
sensations and other mental occurrences have a property
which may be called discomfort; these cause bodily move-

* ments ultimately leading to their cessation. When the dis-
comfort ceases, we have sensations which are pleasant. Thus
a hungry animal feels discomfort, makes various movements
until it finds the food and eats it; his discomfort is over
and his sensations are now pleasurable, It is a mistake, says

1Feigl, op. cit., p. 413.
e 4n Ourline of Philosophy, p. 229.

3fbid., p. 231.
sThe Analysis of Mind, p. 68; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 230.
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Russell, to suppose that the animal has had the situation
in mind throughout, when in fact it has been continually
pushed by discomfort! which is initially aimless restlessness.
In human life, as in animals, desires are initially blind. It is
only repeated experience which leads to the consciousness
of the object and of means towards its realisation. But even
when we reach the level of conscious explicit desires, though
we seern to be attracted to a goal we are in fact pushed from
behind.? Russell says:

The attraction to the goal is a short-hand way of describing the
effects of learning together with the fact that our efforts will
continue till the goal is achieved, provided the time required is
not too long. There are feelings of various kinds connected with
desires, and in th: case of familiar desires, such as hunger, these
feelings become associated with what we know will cause the
desire to cease. But, I see no reason in the case of desire than
in the case of knowledge to admit an essentially relational occur-
rence such as many suppose desire to be.?

Russell thus rejects the concept of desire as an essentially
relational occurrence, and the concept of purposiveness as a
basic characteristic of mind.

F. Mind as the Qualitative, the Holistic, and the Emergent

Of these, the first two criteria may be quickly disposed of,
while the third needs some. coasideration. The contrast of
the mental and the physical in terms of the qualitative and the
quantitative is described by Feigl as a *‘Time-honoured distinc-
tion”.* Broadly speaking it consists in the idea that mental
phenomena, unlike the physical, admit only of qualitative,
but not quantitative, distinction or description. Now, that
Russell does not accept this idea is clear., We have said that
be conceives mind as a matter of degree. And as this is
basic in his theory of mind, the criterion in question is simply
unacceptable from his point of view.

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 68.

2*4n Outline of Philosophy, p. 230.
3bid., pp. 230-31,

4Feigl, op. cit., p. 409.
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The holistic as the criterion of mind is opposed to atomism.
It is suggested that while matter is atomic, mind is not,
Now, it can hardly be exaggerated that Russell’s theory of
mind is a complete antithesis of this dualistic suggestion.

The notion of ‘emergence’ means that the laws and pro-
perties of complexes cannot be inferred from those of their
constituents. Now, it is a familiar fact of history that the
advocates of the concept of emergence have not restricted it to
"mind, but have applied it to physical complexes as well.

Russell has at times disfavoured the idea of emergence.
In The Analysis of Matter he says that emergent properties
represent merely scientific incompleteness. He however
admits that it is difficult to advance any conclusive argument
on either side as to the ultimate nature of ‘apparently emer-
gent properties’.! In An Outline of Philosophy?, he considers
-at some length the notion of emergence particularly as
_applied to mind. The question with which he is specifically
concerned, is not that of Jemergence as a dualistic criterion
of mind; it is rather the question asto whether mind is an
emergent from a material structure. C. D. Broad in The Mind
and its Place in Nature holds the view that mind is a material
structure but that it has properties which cannot, even
theoretically, be inferred from those of its material consti-
tuents. It is this particular view of mind which Russell
considers. The argumecnts he offers do not only repudiate
Broad’s emergent materialism but also the alleged dualistic
idea that mind alone is emergent. He, is fact, accepts both
mind and matter as emergent from events, the ultimate stuff
of the world; but for him, neither is emergent from the other,
“As this discussion is important and involves a definition of
mind, its consideration should better be postponed for a later
occasion.

2. Analysis of Mental Phenomena

Russell’s theory of mind, on its positive side, consists in

The Analysis of Matter, p. 286 foot-note.
*An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 2931.
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explaining mind in terms of sensations and images. His
objective is to give an account of all mental phenomena such
as memory, imagination, beliefs, emotion, desire, will etc.,
without introducing anywhere ‘consciousness’ as an entity, act
or subject,

In respect of some points connected with the theory of
mind, Russell’s views have undergone fundamental change at
the two stages of his neutralism. One of these concerns the
neutrality of images; while in The Analysis of Mind, they are
not neutral, in the later works they are. A second point
relates to mnemic causation. Russell first accepts it as invol-
ving action at a distance in time, but later on explains it in
terms of permanent modifications of the structure of the
brain due to past experience. A third point is the view that -
all our sensations and images are among the stuff of our
brain; this is held at the later stage, but not at the earlier
stage. We have already considered these. There are also -
other points of difference such as the acceptance of the notion
of emergence in respect of both mind and matter, the intro-
duction of the concept of ‘noticing’, etc. But these changes
have not affected the basic idea that mental phenomena are
complexes of sensations and images. The explanations of
these phenomena as given in The Analysis of Mind, and in
An Outline of Philosophy, are substantially the same. We
shall therefore consider them genecrally without always dis-
tinguishing the stages, but ilways indicating the important
developments that have bzen made at times.

Russell’s explanation of various mental phenomena are
very well known; we need not therefore reproduce them in
great detail. There are, I think, two problems of fundamental
importance which are connected with his neutralistic theory
of mind. The first is concerned with showing that in each
case a mental phenomenon is a complex of sensations and
images, and does not involve a special entity called ‘cons-
ciousness’. The second problem: is to explain how certain
combi'nations of sensations and images come to possess
consciousness in the sense of ‘awareness’—the only sense in
which Russell accepts it. The two problems are, in fact,
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interconnected and cannot perhaps be satisfactorily explained
one without the other; nevertheless they can be distinguished.
The second problem arises from the nature of the ultimate
constituents of mind. A single sensation or image, according
to Russell, is not in itself cognitive, Now, in explaining
a mental occurrence which is conscious, it would be necessary,
besides analysing it into its non-cognitive constituents, to
show what constitutes consciousness or awareness in it. We
shall therefore consider Russell’s explanation of mental
phenomena specially with reference to these two problems.

It has been said above that, according to Russell, there is
mental continuity throughout organic evolution. The progress
in experimental studies of animal behaviour has thrown much
light on the nature of the human mental life. Accordingly,
Russell thinks that a part of the problem of mind can be dealt
with by behaviourist methods. One of the differences between
dead matter and living organism is that the response of the
organism to a stimulus changes with frequent repetition of the
stimulus, but the response of dead matter in general shows no
such change. Thus, ‘a burnt child dreads the fire’, but a slot
machine never learns to respond to the mere sight of the coin.
Habit, which is one of the most fundamental characteristics of
living organisms, particularly of higher forms of life, consists
according to Russell essentially in what is known as condition-
ed reflex. Conditioned reflex is in essence this. An animal
responds in a certain way to a particular stimulus. Now, if
this stimulus is frequently presented to it along with another
stimulus, it tends in time to behave in presence of the second
stimulus as it previously did in presence of the first. Thus
the animal comes to use the second as a ‘sign’ for the first and
behaves appropriately. Russell says that much the same
thing happeans to school-children trying to learn a multiplica-
tion table. Repeated attempts for a long period enable them
to choose the right numbers. Thus repetition of behaviour in
response to stimulus leads to the formation of habits which
result in learning. The rat in the maze finds its way out after
several attempts; and after repetition of this for a while it
ceases to make any wrong turnings. It thus comes to learn or
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know its path in the maze. ‘It is by essentially similar pro-
cesses that we learn speaking, writing, mathematics, or the
government of an empire.’!

All these can, Russell points out, be studied objectively by
investigating bodily responses to bodily stimuli without postu-
lating that the organism thinks or has a consciousness.
Response to stimulus, also called sensitivity, is not a charac-
teristic of living organisms alone; galvanometers, thermometers
and computers respond to appropriate stimuli. Russell says
‘that what distinguishes animals is called learning which consists
in changing the response as a result of the acquisition of habits.’
Tn this respect, there is a difference between different kinds of
animals; and ‘“‘a large part of superiority of human beings to
other animals consists in their greater capacity for acquiring

numerous and complex habits”.?

Although this principle is useful in explaining a considera-
‘ble part of mental phenomena studied objectively by the
behaviourist methods, this would not be sufficient to explain
everything that is mental. We have seen that Russell accepts
introspection or self-observation which gives us direct know-
‘ledge of our mental life which can only be indirectly known by
other observers. Russell therefore recognises the importance
of both the ways of studying mental phenomena.

A. Perception

As regards the analysis of cognitive phenomena, percep-
‘tion and memory demand consideration before anything else.
We have already considered Russell’s views on many ques-
‘tions connected with perception: When we say, ‘“‘we seea
table””, what happens in us is only indirectly related to ‘the
table’ which is either a construction or an inference. What
in fact we perceive, is a ‘coloured pattern’ which is a percept
‘belonging to the perspective at the place where our brain is. It
is not essential for the occurrence of the percept or sensation
that there must be some external event or object as its

‘The Analysis of Mind, p. 52; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 36{T; My Philo-
sophical Development, pp. 137-38.

“Ubid., p. 138,



170 Bertrand Russell's Neutral Monism

cause, but in most cases there is such a cause. The sensation
itself is not cognition or knowledge, but it gives rise to
knowledge through its psychological effects, partly by being
itself a ‘sign’ of things that are correlated with it, as for
example sensations of sight and touch are correlated, and
partly by causing images and memories after the sensation is
faded.! Thus perception is a complex phenomenon. When
e.g., we say, ‘“‘wesee a table”, there is a coloured pattern
which is sensation or percept in our brain. The sensation
causes the image or rather after-image of which the sensation
is the prototype. It also gives rise to images of sensations
that are correlated with it due to past experience. Thus besides
the sensation (i.e., the visual coloured pattern), ‘there are
tactual expectations or images: there is probably belief in an
external object; and afterwards there may be memory or other
mnemic effects’”.2 All these may be taken as representing
what naive realism takes to be the “‘subject-side” of perception,
and the ‘coloured pattern’ as the ‘“‘object-side’” of it.?

_The totality of all these constitutes perception, and in it we
can distinguish the ‘sensational’ part and the part which is
due to past experience. The two sides are on a level as
regards being mental; and the relation between them js not
such that the existence of the one logically demands the
existence of the other; the relation is causal, being dependent
upon experience and the law of association. The part which
is due to past experience consists of images. Thus, perception
is composed of sensation and images only.

But sensations and images are each in itself non-cognitive.
So, the question is as to what constitutes ‘consciousness’,
‘awareness’ or ‘apprehension’ in a combination of sensations
and images, which is perception. On this point C. B. Broad,*
and following him C. E. M. Joad,’ taks Russell’s theory to -
come to this. All the sensations of which it would be true to-

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 142.

24n Outline of Philosophy, p. 221.

3fbid., p. 221.

$The Mind and its Place in Nature, pp. 2101T.
*Joad, op. cit., pp. 98, 110-11.
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say that they are apprehended, belong to a certain sense-field.
or perspective; and of all sensations which belong to this sense-
field it would be true to say that they are apprehended. Hence,.
the properties of being apprehended and of belonging to a
certain sense-field or perspective are logically equivalent. In
fact we have not two different properties but a single property
with two different names. ‘In other words, the relation which
the sense-datum has to something else when it is apprehended
is precisely the same as its relation to the visual sense-field or
perspective to which it belongs. In this event the ‘something
else’ must not be a mind but a ‘perspective or visual sense-
field’, to which the mind is from this point of view apparently
equivalent’’.?

As against this Broad offers a criticism which, according to
Joad, is a conclusive refutation of Russell’s theory. The
argument may be briefly put as follows. A sensation which is
a part of a visual perspective which is not experienced cannot
itself be experienced. Therefore to be apprehended and to
belong to a visual perspective could be equivalent only if it is
logically impossible for there to be a visual perspective which
is not experienced. Now, ¢s a visual datum can exist without
being apprehended, there is no logical reason why a.visual
perspective should not exist which is not experienced. It
follows therefore that to be apprehended and to belong to a
visual perspective cannot mean, the same thing.*

Broad offers the above interpretation and criticism as
regards Russell’'s position in The Analysis of Mind; and Joad
applies them to the views expressed in 4n Qutline of Philosophy
as well. Now, the above interpretation, taken as that of
the theory of either or both of the books seems to be at
best a partial representation. It is true that according to
Russell a percept belongs to the perspective which is at the
place where our brain is. But this perspective is not just a
visual perspective; it consists of all the sensations, visual,
tactual, auditory, etc., that we have at onme moment. Even

YJoad, op. cit., p. 98.
*1bid., pp. 110-11; Broad, op. cit., p. 211.
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this complex perspective is not in itself equivalent to mind.
This perspective together with the mnemic phenomena that
are connected with it constitutes mind. In the particular case
-of perception, the mnemic phenomena include the image which
the sensation causes directly and other images which it gives
rise to because of correlations due to past cxperience. The
sensation becomes apprehended by virtue of not only its being
in the perspective of which the visual sense-field is an aspect,
but also the mnemic phenomena to which the sensation gives
rise. In fact, the mnemic elements play a vital role in Russell’s
-explanation of consciousness or apprehension.

In The Analysis of Mind, Russell gives an explanation of
-consciousness or awareness.! He says that consciousness must
be of something and should therefore be defined in terms of
that relation of images or words to an object which he calls
meaning. When an image or a word is a ‘sign’ of something
-else, this ‘something else’ is the meaning of the image or the
word.®? Now, when a sensation is followed by an image
which is a ‘copy’ of it, “‘the existence of the image constitutes
-consciousness of the sensation, provided it is accqmpanied by
that sort of belief which, when we reflect upon it, makes us
feel that the image is a ‘sign’ of something other than itself”.?
‘The image itself does not constitute consciousness; it does so
-only when it is accompanied by a belief of the sort that consti-
tutes “objective reference, past or present”.* In memory it is
the belief in the existence of the past object; in perception it
is the belief in the qualities correlated with present sensations.
“An image, together with a belief of this sort concerning it,
-constitutes, according to our definition, consciousness of the
prototype of the image”.’

When we pass from the consciousness of sensation to that
of the object of perception, an addition has to be made to

1The Analysis of Mind, pp. 288fF.
21bid., p. 209.

3bid., p. 289.

*Ibid.

Slbid.



The Theory of Mind 173

the above definition. Perception consists of the semsation,
together with associated images and a belief in the existence
of the object to which the sensation and images are referred.
The belief may be of the nature of the expectation of sensa-
tions correlated with the present sensation.! In perception,
there is then the consciousness of the present sensation
together with the consciousness of correlated but absent
sensations. But as all the sensations and images are referred
to the perceived object, the present sensation becomes a ‘sign’
of the object of perception much the same way as a memory-
image is a sign of a remembered object.

But the consciousness of an image, as in °‘thought’, is to
be explained differently from the comnsciousness of a sensation.
The latter is constituted by the image which is a copy of
the sensation. But there is no image or copy of an image. So
Russell says that the consciousness or knowledge of an image
is not constituted by a copy of it, but by another image of the
same prototype, together with the appropriate belief. *‘There
may be two images of the same prototype, such that one
of them means the other, instead of meaning the prototype”.?
In such a case, we think of an image A when we have a
similar image B associated with recollections of circumstances
connected with A but not with its prototype.

It follows that consciousmess or cognition is a kind of
mncmic effect, that it is always a case of remembering.
Sensation itself is not a case of consciousness, but its ‘immedi-
ate memory’ is. Russell says:

A sensation which is rememtered becomes an object of conscious-
ness as soon as it begins to be remembered. . .. The essential practi-
cal function of *‘consciousness’ and *‘thought” is that they enable
us to act with reference to what is distant in time or space . . . .
This reference to absent object is possible through association
and habit. Actual sensations, in themsclves, are not cases of

consciousness, because they do not bring in this reference to what
is absent.?

YThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 289-90.
31bid,, p. 291.

*Ibid., p. 292,
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Russell holds virtually the same view of consciousness in
his later works as well. In An Outline of Philosophy', he
states: ““To say that, I am ‘conscious’ of an event is to say
that I recollect it, at any rate for fa short time after it has
happened”. In An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth®, he
emphatically argues that we do not know our present percepts
.or experiences. He says that ‘knowing’ an event is a different
occurrence from the event which is known, and that accor-
dingly it is not possible to maintain that we know our present
experiences. For, if an experience is one thing and knowing
it is another, the supposition that we know our present
experiences involves an ‘infinite multiplication of very event’;
thus, I feel hot; 1 know that I feed hot; I know that I know . ..
etc., ‘ad infinitum’, which is absurd. Russell, therefore, main-
tains that as knowing is different from what is known, we do

" not know our present experiences or percepts. Even percep-
tual knowledge or consciousness involves memory’; percepts
are known only when they are remembered.

Throughout his neutral monism Russell has maintained
that sensations or percepts are in themselves non-cognitive,
and that there can be sensations that are not known. The
above argument from the ‘infinite regress’ is an emphatic
assestion of this. This reminds one of Leibnitz who used a
similar argumenpt to establish ‘unconscious’ perceptions or
mental states. Leibnitz held that it is impossible always to
reflect expressly upon our thoughts without falling into an
infinite regress. Russell in his work on Leibnitz recognises
this to be his “most conclusive argument” in this connec-
tion.* According to Leibnitz, we are aware of only those
perceptions which the mind reflects upon or ‘apperceives’.
Russell uses his argument not only to assert unconscious
percepts, but also to assert that only those percepts are

known which are remembered.

An Outline of Philosophy, p. 299.

2An Enquiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 49fT.

"The same is maintained in Portraits from Memory, p. 143.
*A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibnitz, p. 156.
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Two questions are pertinent here. The first is the one
which is the only valid part of the criticism of Broad and
Joad. The question is why a sensation or percept is not
sometimes known, in other words, why a sensation is not
sometimes remembered and thus remains unknown. The
second question, which is more important, is about why
Russell thinks that an image (accompanied by a suitable belief)
should constitute the knowledge or consciousness of the
sensation which is its prototype, in other words, why it is only
memory (immediate or mediate) that constitutes knowledge.

So far as the first question is concerned, Russell does
not seem to realise any such difficulty in The Analysis of Mind.
But he realises it in his later works and tries to solve it by
introducing the notion of what he calls ‘noticing’. We
shall shortly come to it.  But let us consider the second ques-
tion first.

As to the question why an image should constitute the
.consciousness of the sensation of which it is a copy, there is,
as far as I can see, no straightforward answer to be found
in Russell’s works. But it is possible to formulate an answer
from an analysis of his relevant ideas. Now, a sensation or
percept is in itself non-cognitive and does not have that
objective reference to absent objects which is characteristic
of consciousness. Sensation is the cause of knowledge, through
its ‘mnemic’ effects; knowledge consists not in a single sensa-
tion, but arises out of a combination of sensations and images.
Perception is knowledge; but it is a complex in which the
present sensation gives rise to images and expectations of
correlated sensations with the belief in the existence of an
object to which the sensations and images refer. But this is
a matter of association and habit due to past experience.
For example, the sensations of sight and touch have become
correlated due to repeated experience, and their images
have become associated. The association, strictly speaking,
is not between a sensation and an image of another sensation,
but between either two or more sensations, or between two
or more images. Now, when we have a sensation which results
in perception of an object, the given sensation does not
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bring about the correlated sensations, because these can only
arise through appropriate stimulation of the senses and the
brain, which is absent. But in perception there is reference
to these sensations which are absent. This is possible through
their images which, in fact, are brought up in actual percep-
tion. But the present sensation is not itself associated with
these images, but the image of which it is the prototype.
This means that until the piven sensation change into its
image which becomes assimilated to the image of the similar
past sensations (i.e.,, the same prototype), the correlated
jmages cannot be brought up. As, according to Russell,
perceptual knowledge consists in this complex of correlated
images. it follows that it is a case of remembering. Thus, for
example, when I have the perceptual knowledge of an orange
as 1 see it, what happens is something like this. I have a
sensation of a certain coloured pattern. This itself is not the
knowledge I have. The sensation changes into an image
which brings up images of sensations of touch, smell, taste,
etc. correlated with it due to past experience. All these
together make up my perceptual knowledge of an orange. It
is the immediate memory of the given sensation plus the
memory of the correlated past sensations; but the latter is not
subjectively distinguished from the former and therefore the
object to which they refer is believed to be a present object.

This, I think, explains why Russell holds that to be cons-
cious of an event is to recollect it, that images constitute
the consciousness of their prototypes. Now, if this analysis
is correct, it will be seen that according to Russell perceptual
knowledge is apperceptive. Apperception, as it used to be
defined in psychology, consists in a new experience being
assimilated to, and transformed by the residuum of past
experience of an individual to form a new whole. In episte-
mology, Leibnitz introduced the term ‘apperception’ as distinct
from perception and meant by it the introspective or reflec-
tive apprehension by the mind of its inner states or percep-
tions. Russell maintains that all knowledge is in a sense
introspective. This is an aspect of the Leibnitzian schema
which Russcll accepts. But for Leibnitz the mind is there to
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apperceive; for Russell mind is not there already given to
perform apperception, but apperception must arise out of a
complex of percepts and images. It is possible that Russell
is trying to combine in a way the psychological and the
Leibnizian epistemological' senses of apperception in his.
explanation of consciousness. That he holds some such posi-
tion may be seen from a consideration of his concept of
‘noticing’ which embodies his answer to the first of the two-
questions we have raised above.

In My Philosophical Development, Russell says that he
replaced ‘acquaintance’ by mnoticing in his Inquiry in order to-
give a reinterpretation of ‘consciousness’, ‘knowledge’ etc., ne-
cessitated by his earlier rejection of sense-data and adoption of”
neutral monism.2 I should very much like to take his word for
it; but as far as I can see, he in fact introduced it in An Outline
of Philosophy® wherein he calls it ‘attention’, whereas in the
Inquiry® he calls it both ‘attention’ and ‘noticing’. In these
works he accepts ‘noticing’ as an undefined term; it is a
matter of degree and “seems to consist mainly in isolating
from the sensible environment”.> The contents of our mind
at any given moment are according to Russell very complex.
He says:

Throughout our normal waking life we are always seeing, hearing,
and touching, sometimes smelling and tasting, always having
various bodily sensations, always feeling pleasant or unpleasant
feelings (usually both), always having desires and aversions.
We are not normally aware of all these items, but we can become
aware of any of them by turning our attention in the right
direction . . .. Out of the whole multiplicity of objects of sense, it
(atlention) enables us to single out a small selection. . . .°

In the Inquiry Russell asks: ‘‘What must be done with an

1Russell considers Leibnitz’s distinction of perception and apperception as a
‘very important advance in psychology’, ibid., p. 156.

1My Philosophical Development, p. 140.

30p. cit., p. 213.  An Outline of Philosophy, p. 213.

SAn Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 50ff.

8Jbid., p. 50.

°An Outline of Philosophy, p. 213.
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experience in order that we may know it?”! He recognises
that many of our experiences are not noticed at the time
when they happen, but are known retrospectively when, for
example, we are questioned about them; and often we can be
sure that the experience was there before we were questioned,
that is, before our attention was called to it. So he says:

It seems, then, that the most immediate knowing of which we
have experience involves sensible presence plus something more,
but that any very exact definition of the more that is needed is
likely to mislead by its very exactness.... What is wanted may
be called “‘attention’; this is partly a sharpening of the appro-
priate sense-organs, partly an emotional reaction.... Every
empirical proposition is based upon one or more sensible occur-
rence. .. Such occurrences, we shall say, are ‘“known’ when
they are noticed. The word “know’’ has many meanings, and this
is only one of them; but for the purposes of our inquiry it is
fundamental.?

Russell thus explains knowledge or consciousness in terms
of “the relation of noticing.”” When anything happens to us
we may or may not notice it. If we notice it, we may be said

to be ““conscious’’ of it.?

Russell’s concept of ‘noticing’ may be said to be the same
as Leibnitz’s ‘appreception’. Leibnitz used the word '‘distin-
guees” (translated as ‘‘noticed”)* to explain apperception.
Russell uses the same word, and maintains the Leibnizian
position that we have at any time a multiplicity of sensations
and images, and that those only are known which are noticed.
This is a case of reflective apprehension; but it always takes
place, according to Russell’s analysis, in the form of ‘remem-
bering’. Introspection, for Russell, is retrospection.

But does ‘noticing’ as Russell conceives it explain the
problem which it is supposed to explain? We have asked
why a percept is sometimes known and sometimes not. Russell

YAn Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 50.

21bid., p. S1.

3Ny Philosophical Development, p. 144,

4A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibnitz, p. 276.
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has a prima-facie answer, namely that we know it if we

notice it. Here again one may ask why we notice when we do

and why we do not notice when we do not. Russell does not

pive any very clear and detailed explanation. Nevertheless,

he suggests that ‘noticing’ is partly due to the nature of the

stimulus and partly due to the emotional significance of the

percept. “Sudden loud noise is almost sure to command
attention, but so does a very faint sound that has emotional

significance.””! But emotional significance involves the con-

cept of mind or person; something has emotional significance

for only a person. ‘Noticing’ cannot therefore be explained

without reference to a person who notices. In fact, attention,

noticing, knowing etc., involve the distinction of subject'
and object. We said earlier? that knowledge and thought

involve this distinction and that Russell has to re-introduce it

in his philosophy after he has removed it from sensation.

He, in fact, re-introduces it through the concept of ‘noticing’

or ‘attention’, and acknowledges it later.? But the subject,
for him, is not a single simple thing or ‘ego’; it is a complex
consisting of a correlated group of a sensation and images.

We have seen above how he recognises subject-side and
an object-side of the perceptual situation. But, for him, both
sides are on a level as regards being mental and, therefore,
do not involve the subject-object distinction in the sense of
‘naive’ realism.* However, the definition of the ‘subject’
would require a precise fofmulation of such concepts as ‘I’

and ‘you’ stand for, that is the concept of ‘person’; and we
shall come to it in a later section of this chapter.

B. Memory and Imagination
In his discussions of memory,’ Russell begins by showing

An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 51; My Philosophical Develupment,
p. 142,

*See above.
My Philosophical Developmens, p. 139.
‘An Outline of Philosophy, p. 221.

SThe Analysis of Mind, Ch. IX; An Outlire of Philosophy, Chs. VI and
XVUL; An Inquiry iuto Meaning and Truth, pp. 1541, Human Knowledge,
pp. 203f, 229f, 440f.
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that there is no logically necessary connection between our
present ‘remembering’ and the past event ‘remembered’. The
argument is as follows:

.. .everything constitutinog a memory-belief is happening now, not
in that past time to which the belief is said to refer. It is not
logically necessary to the existence of a memory-belief that the
event remembered should have occurred, or even that the past
should have existed at all. There is no logical impossibility in
the hypothesis that the world sprang into being five minutes ago,
exactly as it then was, with a population that ‘‘remembered” a
wholly unreal past. There is no logically necessary connection
between -events at different times; therefore nothing that is
happening or will happen in the future can disprove the hypo-
thesis that the world began five minutes ago. Hence the occur-
rences which are called knowledge of the past are logically
independent of the past; they are wholly analysable into present
contents, which might, theoretically, be just what they are even if
no past had existed.

Russell goes on to say that the non-existence of the past
should not be entertained as a serious hypothesis.2 He even
calls it a “silly"® hypothesis, and admits that it is ““psycho-
logically”™ and *“‘practically”? impossible to doubt the existence
of past events. We may also add, as does Price,® that the
hypothesis, although logically possible, is *“‘causally’” impossi-
ble. The whole point of the argument is that though the
hypothesis scems improvable it is not logically refutable. As
Ayer says, ‘““Even the view that the earth and all its inhabi-
tants had come into existence just at this moment would
‘not be formally inconsistent with anything that one could now
observe”.” But although the hypothesis is logically tenable,
there is equally no reason for believing it. But then we have

YThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 159-60; An Ourline of Philosophy, p. 7, Hman
Knowle.ge, p. 228.

2The Analysis of Mind, p. 160.

3The Relevance of Psychology to Logic', Proceedings of Aristotelian
Society, Suppl. Vol. XVII, 1938, p. 53.

41bid., p. 53.

5The Analysis of Mind, p. 165.

®H. H. Price,Thinking and Experience, p. 83.
"A.J. Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge, p. 184.
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to acknowledge that we believe in the existence of past events
not because the logical analysis of our present ‘remembering’
reveals them, but because we find it psychologically or
practically impossible to doubt them, and/or because the
causal explanation of the present occurrences implies or
assumes them. All this means that there is nothing to prove
conclusively that our belief in the existence of past events
is logically justified, and that this belief must always remain a
hypothesis or assumption. For any attempt to establish it
would at some stage rely on memory, and thereby involve the
belief that a past event is, as a rule, correlated with a present
memory. We all believe that memory is fallible: that what
we take to be a memory is not always correlated with a
past event. Nevertheless, we also believe that our memory is
generally trustworthy. But even in the case when a memory
is taken to be veridical, its veracity cannot be fully established
without involving memory. It may be possible to verify
a particular case of memory with the help of such evidences as
written documents records, testimonies, etc. But these in
their turn must at some stage depend on memory. Thus,
although particular cases of memory may be verified, memory
in general cannot be verified! without falling into petitio
principii. It follows that the general trustworthiness of
memory is an assumption. As A. J. Ayer says, ‘“‘one statement
about the past is used to justify another; but still there is
no independent means of justifying them all. There is not,
because there could not bé. To obtain this justification one
would have to be able to recapture the past in a way that
has been shown to be logically impossible”.?2 According to
Russell, this fact that there is no independent means, othcr
than memory, of arriving at all the facts that we know
through memory, makes memory a source or premise of
knowledge.® It is only by assuming that memory is in the

YAn Outline of Philosophy, pp. 207-08; An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth,
pp. 156-87.

%Ayer, op. cit., p. 163.

*An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 207-08; An Inquiry into Meaning and Truih,
p. 107; Human Knowledge, pp. 204-05, 440-41.
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main trustworthy that a present memory can be shown to
refer to, and represent, a past event. And it is this assump-
tion of the general veracity of memory that implies that
memory is causally connected with past events or experiences.

Russell thus maintains that memory-beliefs are ‘“‘logically
independent of the past”” and are wholly analysable into pre-
sent contents. But there is another theory of memory which
is sometimgs set against Russell’'s position as being opposed
toit.! ‘This view is embodied, for example, in R.F. Holland’s
statement that ‘“‘whatever I am supposed to have memory

- knowledge of now is necessarily something I have had know-
ledge before”.2 According to this view, memory, by defini-
tion or as a matter of logital necessity, involves the existence
of‘past events. According to it, memory is infallible.

The opposition between Russell and the supporters of this
view seems more apparent than real and to be due to a con-
fusion of the meaning or use of the word memory. As a
matter of logical definition of the word memory, it seems right
to say that it implies the existence of the past event. In this
sense, ‘I remember R’ implies that R existed, just as ‘l know
that P’ implies that P is true. This means that given a case of
memory-knowledge of R we have to accept the past existence
of R. This definition of memory can be considered linguisti-
cally or conceptually without reference to the question if there
are genuine cases of memory at all. In this sense the term
has application if there are such cases; but if there are no
such cases, the definition is still valid, only that it does not
apply to anything. This can be stated in the form of a
hypothetical proposition, namely, “If I remember R, then R
existed”. Holland’s use of the word “supposed” in his state-
ment is a clear indication of this.

But the word memory is not always used in this strict logi-
cal sense which demands that memory must be infallible. We

1A comparative study of the theories of memory of Russell and other
philosophers, particularly G. Ryle, may be found in W. von Leyden,
Remembering: A Philosophical Problem.

3R. F. Holland, ‘The Expiricist Theory of M:mory', Mind, 1954, p. 485,
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all ordinarily use the word memory in a sense in which
memory is not infallible. In this sense, memory stands not
only for the veridical cases of remembering but also for the
non-veridical cases. Of course, in the strict logical sense the
non-veridical cases cannot be called memory. But then the
question arises as to what we speak about when we say that
‘memory is fallible’. The answer seems to be that it is the
memory-claim or memory-belief that is fallible. The confu-
sion is between ‘memory-knowledge’ and ‘memory-belief’, a
special case of a wider distinction, namely that between know-
led e and belief. It seems possible to maintain that belief is a
state of mind or a psychological occurrence. But knowledge
as distinct from belief is not just a psychological occurrence; it
is something more, ‘the more’ being the truth condition built
up in it.! It is the psychological occurrence of memory-belief
that is either veridical or non-veridical. It has to be distin-
guished from the concept of memory as truth condition built
up in it, i.e., from the concept of memory-knowledge, which
is infallible. To avoid confusion, it would be well to use the
word ‘memory’ for the latter and the word ‘remembering’ for
the former, that is, for the psychological occurrence of
memory-belief. '

Now, if I have a memory of R, then R .existed. One may
raise the sceptical question: Is there a case of memory? One
may argue that what in fact we have are some experiences we
call ‘remembering’ or ‘memory experiences’. These are all in
the present and have nothing in them to assure us of the
reality of past events. No amount of logic or logical analysis
of the present experiences gives us the knowledge of the
reality of past events or enables us to distinguish the veridical
from the non-veridical cases. The veridical memory experi-
ences “will not differ qualitatively from thosec that are delu-
sive.2  Moreover, as Russell points out, it is logically possi-
ble that all memory experiences are non-veridical. This can-
not be logically refuted. The experiences of remembering as

1cf. Ayer, op. cit., pp. 91T.
1/bid., p. 169,



184 Bertrand Russell’s Neutral Monism

psychological occurrences are logically independent of past
events. There is nothing in the present memory experience
which will justify the truth of the statement about the exist-
ence of the past event, and whatever the characteristic of the

memory experience, ‘‘it would always be logically consistent
with it that the statement in question should be false™.!

In Russell’s theory, it is the memory-belief or the psycho-
logical occurrence called memory experience that is said to be
logically independent of past events. This follows from a
wider premise, namely that events at different times have no
logically necessary connection between them. Russell is not
so much concerned with the linguistic or conceptual definition
of the term memory as with the analysis of remembering, that
. is, of what happens in us when we have memory-beliefs.

Russell gives an analysis of remembering in terms of the
particulars and qualities that constitute the present content of
a memory-experience; and in this he uses the word memory in
the sense of remembering. The existence of past events
remembered is taken by him as a matter of belief or assump-
tion, and not as a matter of logical necessity. Following
Bergson,? he distinguishes two forms of memory, namely
‘habit-memory’ and ‘recollection proper’ (also called ‘true’
memory and knowledge memory). Habit-memory, according
to Bergson, is involved in such cases as, for example, when we
learn a lesson by heart; when we learn it by heart, we are said
to ‘remember’ it, but this only means that we have only
acquired a habit. But remembering a unique event, as for
example when I remember what I ate for breakfast this
morning, is different from learning a lesson by heart.
This is a case of recollection proper. Russell accepts
this distinction as a matter of theory; but he recognises that
there are practical difficulties in drawing any sharp lines. For
““habit is a very intrusive feature of our mental life, and is
often present where at first sight it seems not to be’.? There

icf. Ayer, op. cit., p. 169.
*H. Bergson, Matter and Meniory, Ch. 11, pp. 86ff.
3The Analysis of Mind, p. 166.
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may be habits of remembering unique events, as for example
when habits of words may fulfil the function of recollection.

In regard to memory, there are, according to Russell, two
distinct questions: (1) what is happening now when I recollect?
and (2) what is the relation of the present happening to the
past event that is remembered?! Of these two questions, the
first is a psychological one. while the second belongs to the
theory of knowledge. Russell’s analysis of memory is an
attempt at finding such an account of the present occurrence
in remembering as will make it not impossible for remember-
ing to give us the knowledge of the past.

Russell carries out his analysis of recollection mainly with
reference to those cases which depend on images. This does
not mean that, according to him, memory always depends on
images. Habit-memory does mnot usually require images.
Even such cases as for example the recollection of what I ate
for breakfast this morning may not always involve images.
“Sometimes words may come without the intermediary of
images’.2 For Russell, images are not essential for memory.
‘“*Sometimes there are memory-images, sometimes not; some-
times when images come in connection with memory, we may
nevertheless know that the images are incorrect, showing that
we have also some other and more reliable source of memory.
Memory may depend upon images.... Butit may also be
purely verbal”’.® Russell even speaks of himself as a poor
visualiser; he says that he can remember things more easily in
the form of verbal descriptions than in the form of images.
He does not think that ‘‘there is anything in memory that
absolutely demands images as opposed to words’’.* Nevertheless

'The Analysis of Mind, p. 178; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 205-06.
21bid., p. 175.

*An Outline of Philosophy, p. 195.

*Ibid., pp. 195-96. A. J. Ayer states: ‘*Assuming, as they both (Hume and
Russell) do, that the past event, or experience, which is remembered, can-
not itself be present to the mind, they infer that something clse must be;
and an image then seems to be the only candidate™. (The Problem of
Knowledge, p. 156). But in view of what we have said, it seems impossible
to accept this statement ia so far as it refers to Russell.
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there are cases of memory which depend on images, and
Russell’s analysis of recollection in terms of images and their
qualities concerns these cases only. In the case where words
replace images, the same or similar analysis will apply; the
characteristics present in image-memory will also be there in
word-memory.

Images, according to Russell, are vague copies of sensa-
tions. But images themselves cannot constitute memory, for
they are equally present in dream, imapgination, etc. So that
images may give memory, they must be accompanied by a
belief in past existence, that is by our confidence in themas
copies or representations of past sensations. What is needed
is some characteristics of memory-images, which will distin-
guish them from images in dreams and imaginations. Our
belief or ““confidence or lack of confidence in the accuracy of
a memory-image must be based upon a characteristic of the
image itself, since we cannot evoke the past bodily and com-

"1

pare it with the present image”.

Hume maintains that memory-images differ from impres-
sions by being fainter and from the images of imagination by
being livelier.? Russell realises the difficulty of distinguishing
memory-images by their faintness and liveliness. He accord-
ingly speaks of some other characteristics of memory-images.
One of them is what he calls “feeling of familiarity”.? Some
images, like some sensations, feel very familiar, while others
feel strange. This is a matter of degreec. In a complex image,
some parts of it may feel more familiar than others; in this
case we feel more confident in the accuracy of the familiar
parts than in that of the unfamiliar parts.* Familiarity is a
feeling, capable of existing without an object,  but normally
standing in a specific relation to some object. “The judge-
ment that what is familiar has been experienced before isa

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 161.

*Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book I, Part I, Sec. III.

°The Analysis of Mind, pp. 161, 168-69; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 203-
204, 206.

*The Analysis of Mind, p. 161, An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 206-07.
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product of reflection, and is no part of the feeling of familiarity.
... Thus no knowledge as to the pastis to be derived from
the feeling of familiarity alone”.!

Another important characteristic which memory-images
must have is what is called ‘“‘reference to the past”.2 Even
when recollection is purely verbal, this characteristic as well as
the feeling of familiarity must be present. The reference to
the past is due to more than one feature of recollection. When
a present occurrence, sensation or image, suggests something
by association, the suggested element is found to be different
from present ‘sensible occurrences. This difference, together
with the inconsistency of the suggested element with present
facts if it were placed in the present, may be taken as a cause
of our referring it to the past. But difficulty arises from the -
consideration that these differences and inconsistencies might
very well be the reason for regarding the suggested elements.
as purely imaginary. Something more is therefore necessary
to explain why we sometimes refer the ‘suggestion’ to the past
and sometimes take it as mere imagination.

This brings us to another feature of memory as opposed
to imagination. This concerns the order of the suggested
elements or images. In memory the several images appear in
the same order as their prototypes,® whereas in imagination
several ‘““known elements’’ combine in a new order. Memory
does not, like imagination, jnvolve a re-arrangement of
elements derived from past experience. Thus Russell says
that “‘in imagination there isa ‘novel combination of known
elements’, . . if nothing is novel, we have a case of memory,
while if the elements, or any of them, are novel, we have a
case of perception”’.4

Thus the inconsisteacy of the elements suggested by
association with present semsible facts and the order in which

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 169.

3Ibid., pp. 1620; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 196f.

*The Analysis of Mind, 162; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 199.
‘Ibid., An Outline of Philosophy, p. 199.
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they arrive give us a fecling that makes us refer our recollec-
tions to the past. The feeling of familiarity and the re-
ference to the past are the characteristics of memory-images
and memory-descriptions which, according to Russell, give us
the confidence in the accuracy of their being copies orrepre-
sentations of past events. But it should be remarked that
familiarity and reference to the past cannot be sharply
distinguished; because the reference to the past cannot be fully
independent of familiarity. The order in which the memory-
images appear must be felt as familiar. Russell realises this
and accordingly suggests the familiarity is perhaps enough
to cause us to refer memory-images to the past.!

Reference to the past does not give us the idea of pastness,
aeither does the feeling of familiarity. The reference of
something to the past presupposes of idea of pastness, and so
there must be some independent source from which we can

derive the idea of pastness. Russell rightly thinks that we
do not get the idea from recollection or memory proper.®
According to him, we derive it from ‘immediate memory’
involved in the perception of temporal succession within the
“specious present’. We shall come to it shortly.

Between sensation and recollection, Russell recognises
several stages? which are on way to recollection. Thus true re-
collection appears at the end of a series of gradual progress.
These stages are images, familiarity, habit-memory, recogni-
tion and immediate memory. Of these, we have already
considered the first three. We therefore need here very briefly
to consider the last two, and then say a final word on true
recollection.

Now, recognition,* according to Russell, has two forms:
Firstly, when, for example, one sees a dog and says there is

14n Outline of Philosophy, p. 206.

*For the difficulties in deriving the idea of pastness from memory, see
G. E. M. Anscombe, “The Reality of the Past’, Philosophical Analysis
(ed. M. Black), pp. 41ff.

*The Analysis of Mind, pp. 168{T; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 203(T.
41bid., p. 204; The Analysis of Mind, pp. 169-72.
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a dog without even recalling that one has seen a dog before,
one has recognition. But this does not involve any know-
ledge about the past; it is only an associative habit. Secondly,
one may know that ome has seen this before, but one may
not know where and when. In such a case there is some
knowledge about the past; but this js not recollection. “This
is about the minimum of knowledge about the past that

actually occurs”.!

‘immediate memory’® is something which, according to
Russell, is intermediate between sensation and memory proper.
When a sense-organ is stimulated, it does not, on the cessation
of the stimuli, return at once to its unstimulated condition.
When we see a flash of lightning, our sensation lasts longer
than the lightning as a physical occurrence. A sensation
fades gradually, passing by continuous gradations to the
status of an image. The sensation, while it is fading, is called
an akoleuthic sensation; and this retention and knowledge
of the immediate past is a condition intermediate between
sensation and image is called immediate memory.

This fact of akoleuthic sensation or immediate memory,
according to Russell, is of great importance in connection
with our knowledge of temporal succession. There is a short
time during which the sensation is fading. Everything
belonging to it is sensibly present to us during this period.
This short finite time is called the “specious present”. Russell,?
Broad,* and some other philosophers derive the concept of
pastness from the knowledge of temporal succession within
the specious present. Akoleuthic sensations, according to
Russell, enable us to perceive a movement as a whole, as for
example when we see the secondhand of a watch moving

14n Outline of Philosophy, p. 204.

21bid., pp. 204-205; The Analysis of Mind, pp. 174-75; Human Knowledge,
p. 111.

3The Analysis of Mind, pp. 174-75; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 203, 204-
0S; An Inguiry into Meaning and Trush, p. 147, Human Knowledge, pp. 226-
27.

*Minds and its Place in Nature, p. 267.
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.or a finger moving quickly from the right to the left. In this
case the whole movement falls within the specious present.
In it we can distinguish earlier and later parts by the felt
“degree of the fading of the sensation: the earliest parts are
those that have faded most, whereas the latest parts are those
that retain their full sensationmal character. Thus temporal
succession falls within one experience; and the idea of pastness
is derived from this.

According to this view, the present for our awareness is
not just an instant without perceptible duration, but has a
perceptible duration within which we can recognise an earlier
and a later part. Since we are aware of a temporal sequence
in the specious present, we can define the past as that
which is earlier than the specious present. Ayer who in
fact supports this view does not use the term specious present,
but he asserts that the relation of temporal sequence is
“given” to us in experience, that “As a matter of empirical
fact, one can see or hear A-following-B, in the same
immediate fashion as one can see A-to the left of-B”.! He thinks
that this relation of temporal precedence, coupled with the
notion of the present, is all that is needed to yield the notions
of both the past and the future. Woozley remarks that
the technical title of the specious present is ‘“‘unfortunately
apt’’, but that there is no reason for denying its occurrence.?
It is a matter of observation that we know temporal sequence
In our experience, and therefore it seems reasonable to main-
tain that the idea of pastness is derived from it.

Now, in regard to the theory of pastness as being derived
from the specious present, there is a point of historical
interest which needs a little clarification. In An Outline of
Philosophy® (1927) Russell says that the theory was suggested
by Broad in Mind and its Place in Nature® (1925). This
might be taken to mean that Russell accepted it from Broad.

1A. J. Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge, p. 170.
1A. D. Woozley, The Theory of Knowledge, p. 49.
8A4n Outline of Philoscphy, p. 203.

AMind and its Place in Nature, p. 267.
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But this could not be the case. For, Russell himself had
produced the very same theory in The Analysis of Mind (1921)
as already referred to above. In this work! he begins his
account of the theory by making a reference to William
James whom he quotes as saying that the apprehension of the
immediate past in an experience intermediate between sensa-
tion and image is *“‘the original of our experience of pastness,
from whence we get the meaning of the term™ (Psychology,
I, p. 604). The term akoleuthic sensation is taken from
Semon.? It seems clear from this that Russell has developed
the conception of specious present and the theory of the .
idea of pastness by following the suggestion made by James
and by utilising a term taken from Semon. His attribution
of the theory to Broad cannot, therefore, be accepted as
such. The two philosophers may have developed the idea
independently of each other; but this seems very unlikely.
Russell's referring of it to Broad may be one of those cases
of his over-generosity in attributing ideas to other philosophers
which Allan Wood refers to,” or a case of forgetfulness due
to his habit of not re-reading his own books once they were
published.*

Coming back to ‘true’ recollection, we have to refer once
again to the two questions involved, one about the present
content of recollection, and the other about the relation of
the present content to the past event remembered. We have
already considered the first: recollection consists of images
{or verbal descriptions) and a belief that refers to the past.
An image (or verbal description) does not constitute recollec-
tion unless it is believed to be a copy of a past event which is
its prototype.

As to the relation to the present happening to the event
remembered, Russeil’s explanation is briefly as follows, If -
we recollect correctly, the several images will have that kind

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 174.

3¢bid., p. 175, foot-note.

3cf. My Philosophical Development, p. 273.
41bid., p. 274.
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of resemblance of quality that they can have to their proto-
types; their structure and relations will be identical with those
of their prototypes. It is the similarity of quality and identity
of structure between the complex image and a past perception
that the correctness of memory counsists of.!

The causation of memory, according to Russell, is wholly
associative.? Something in the present is similar to some-
thing in the past, and calls up the past context in the form
of images and words, When attention falls upon this con-
text, we believe that it occurred in the past, and thus we
have recollection. Recollection is a matter of associative
reproduction due to past experience. It involves mnemic
phenomena. We have seen how Russell changes his explana-
tion of mnemic causation at the two stages of his neutralism.
His concept of associative "causation of memory has there-
fore to be understood accordingly. In his complete neutral
monism, the causal explanation of memory would include a
causal chain of events persisting in the brain due to past
experience, and the association of events in the brain.

We have seen that Russell introduces the notion of
noticing or attention at the later stage of his neutral monism.
Memory, like perception, involves attention. As we have
already “considered the concept, it should not detain us here
any longer. But what seems to demand attention is the fact
of belief involved in memory. Memory-belief involves a
specific feeling that makes /the belief refer to the past. But
then what is a belief?

C. Belief

In The Analysis of Mind®. Rassell gives an analysis of
belief which he seems to assume in his later works. In
this he uses the ‘act-content-object’ schema in a modified
form in whlich he substitutes ‘feeling’ for ‘act’. He recognises
three factors in a belief, namely (1) believing, (2) what i
believed, and (3) the objective.* When, for example, we
1An Outline of Philosophy, p. 207.
21bid., 208.

3The Analysis of Mind, Lecture XII.
$1bid., p. 233.
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believe that Columbus crossed the Atlantic, there are two things
that occur in us, namely the believing and what is believed.
These are to be distinguished from the objective fact to
which the belief refers, namely the actual crossing of the
Altantic by Columbus. It is this objective fact that makes
the belief true or false. The truth or falsehood does not
depend upon the intrinsic nature of the belief, but upon the
nature of its relation to its objective.? Accordingly the intrinsic
nature of belief can be treated without reference to what makes
it true or false.2

Russell says that we have to distinguish the ‘believing’
from what is believed (i.e., the content of belief). What is
believed is a complex of sensations or images or both; when
expressed in language it is a proposition. It may be different
in different cases, as in our beliefs that Columbus crossed the
Atlantic, and that the Derby will take place tomorrow. But
the ‘believing’ in each case in the same.?

We may bring out this distinction in another way. We -
believe in many things. Thus, for example, I may believe in P,
Q and R. The content, or what is believed, is different in each
case. But as beliefs they must have something in common.
This may be called the ‘attitude’ I take towards P or Q
or R. The mere presence of the idea of P is not belief, for
I may or may not believe in P. This means that 1 have to
take a definite attitude towards P; thus, the idea of P and the
attitude towards it together constitute the belief. What Russell

1There seems to be a further point about objective reference of belief
irrespective of its truth or falsehood. This arises from a consideration of
the fact that several people may have the same belief which may be either
true or false. The question is as to what constitutes the inter-subjective
objectivity of the belief. Russell seems to have left this out of account.
But he has never meant his analysis to be complete in all respects. What
he is concerned with is to give an analysis of the intrinsic nature of belief
as a psychological occurrence, which can be treated apart from the ques-
tion of both the objective that he recognises and the inter-subjective
objectivity which he omits.

tThe Analysis of Mind, p. 232.

3Ibid., pp. 232-33.
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calls ‘believing’ or ‘belief-feeling’ may be taken as this attitude
towards the content of belief.

The ‘believing’, Russell says, must not be taken in the
sense of Meinong’s mysterious ‘act’; it is, in fact, ““an actual
experience feeling, not something postulated, like the act’.!
He recognises, among others, three main forms of belief,
namely memory-belief, belief of expectation, and belief of
assent.? These are exemplified in our beliefs in the following
three propositions: (a) it rained yesterday; (b) it will rain to-
morrow; and (c) rains occur. In each case there is a specific
feeling that attaches to the proposition believed. Russell
calls it ‘belief-fecling’. He does not offer any special analysis
of the belief-feeling. He says non-committally that it may
be a sensation, Or an image or a complex of either or both.?

Wwhen Russell calls believing a feeling, he is using the word
“feeling’ in a special sense, and not in the ordinary sense in
which it means the feeling of pleasure and pain, or comfort
and discomfort. He says that he does not kmow how to
analyse the sensations and/or images that constitute the belief-
feeling, but he is “not prepar®& to say that they cannot be
analysed”.“ This may be possible; but the possibility has not
actualised in his philosophy. He calls believing an “‘actual
experienced feeling’’; he does not say that it feels as a sensa-
tion or an image or a complex of them. But if it does not
feel so and if it isof a different kind from feelings which he
analyses, one might argue, as does Laird, thatit is justan
«experienced feeling’’ and not a sensation or image, and that
Russell [is therefore “peopling the ‘mind’ with stow aways
whose very existence he began by denying”.?

But perhaps Russell is not really introducing some new
elements into his philosophy under the name of ‘belief-feeling’

1The Analysis of Mind, D. 2313.
bid., p. 244.
arbid., p. 187.

ifbid., p. 250.
). Laird, in The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 313.
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or ‘believing’. He may be right in suggesting that belief,
though a very complex phenomenon, does not involve any-
thing other than sensations and images, and their relations.
He seems definitely right in his contention that believing is
different from what is believed. The believing or belief-feeling
cannot be a function or property of the content of belief
alone; for the content may or may not be believed, and
it may be sometimes believed and sometimes not. As we
have said, the content and an attitude, or what Russell
calls believing or belief-feeling, together make the belief.
The belief-feeling attaches to the coatent. To understand
believing it is perhaps necessary to ask why some pro-
positions are believed while others are not, and why the same
proposition is sometimes believed and sometimes not. Various
Teplies may be possible. But one general answer would be to
say that something is believed because it ‘agrees’ with our
experiences (i.e., experiences other than those forming the con-
tent of a belief). These other experiences may include some
or all of our present and past experiences, and/or their effects
in the form of images and habits. The believing or belief-
feeling would then consist in the relation of the content of
belief to these other experiences; it would be a property that
attaches to the content because of its relation to other experi-
ences. These other experiences consist of sensations and
images, and may or may not be conscious. As, in belief,
a'ttention falls upon the content, it is the content that is cons-
ciously apprehended together with the belief-feeling that
attaches to it because of its relation to other sensations and
images which are not, however, consciously apprehended. Or,
ft may be the case that, although these other sensations and
tmages are not being individually apprehended, their presence
together with their relation to the content of belief constitutes
a sort of consciousness or feeling with reference to the content
which is being consciously apprehended; and this feeling may
be called believing or belief-feeling. Put in either way, the
belicf-feeling involves sensations and images other than those
which form the content of belief, but not anything other than
sensations, images and their relations.
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If one likes, one may say that in belief, as in perception,
there are two sides, subjective and objective, The content
may be taken as forming the objective side, whereas all the
other sensations and images may be said to form the subjec-
tive side of belief. But in this case, as in perception, there
would not be a subject which is a single simple substance or
ego or act.

Russell seems to imply some such explanation of belief-
feeling as above in his reply* to Laird’s criticism of his con-
ception of feeling in general and belief-feeling in particular.
He still denies emphatically that there is an observable subject
in the sense of a substance or Meinong’s act. But he admits
that it is necessary to provide an explanation of the difference
between ‘you’ and ‘me’. He says that if we take remembering
or believing (or being remembered by or being believed by) as
a relation, ‘I’ is anything compresent with any member of the
‘ancestry’ of ‘this’ (i.e., the content of memory or belief).
Here Russell’s statement is very brief; but it is possible to
analyse the full implications of the statement. This we shall
do in the next section. For the moment, it suffices to notice
that here ‘I’ refers to all sensations and images which (along
with the content ‘this') are parts of one biography or ‘mind’;
and that believing consists in the relation of the content to
other sensations and images that form parts of one mind.

D. Emotion, Desire and Will

Russell’s discussions of these pbenomena are often brief,
and we can perhaps be briefer still; for, in so far as they are
conscious processes, their explanation includes that of percep-
tion and memory which we have already considered, As regards
emotions, Russell recognises the importance of the physiologi-
cal causation and constitution of them. He refers in this con-
nection to James-Lange theory and its criticism made by
Sherrington and Cannon.?2 Without taking a definite side in
that debate, he accepts this much that bodily coanditions are

1The Phtlosophy of Bertrand Russell, p. 699.
tThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 280-83; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 226.
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jnvolved in both the causation and the constitution of emo-
tions. An emotion involves knowledge of something; it is the
perception, of a bodily condition according to James, or of an
external object accordingto his opponents.! In respect of
causation, secretions from certain glands into the blood are
essential conditions of emotions. These produce bodily
changes which form parts of a full emotion. But these alone
are not sufficient to account for emotions, because bodily
changes appropriate to an emotion may be produced by
administering drugs, but if there is no knowledge of the proper
object of the emotion, it may fail. Only the objectless
emotions, for example melancholy, may be entirely due to
physiological conditions. In other cases the knowledge of the
object is necessary.?

Emotion, according to Russell, is a very complex pheno-.
menon. It is ““essentially a process”, and in its entirety con-
tajns perception or knowledge and ‘‘dynamic elements such as
motor impulses, desires, pleasure and pain”.? Desires, pleasu-
res and pains are characteristics of processes, ‘not separate
ingredients”. And perception or knowledge involves only
sensations and images. Therefore, “‘the ingredients of an
emotion are only sensations and images and bodily movements
succeeding each other in a certain pattern”.4

We have already given a short account of Russell’s con-
ception of desires, and we have ljttle to add here. For him,
all desires are initially ‘blind’. Even when we reach the level
of conscious explicit desires, we are not in fact attracted to a
goal, but pushed from behind.

Like conscious desires, will, according to Russell, is a late
development in our life. He rejects the idea of will asa
faculty which is for bim a metaphysical superstition. He
recognises it only as an observable phenomenon. In this
seose it concerns voluntary movements. A child’s movements

1The Analysis of Mind, p. 284.

$An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 226-27.
"The Analysis of Mind, p. 284.

41bid.
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are not at first voluntary, but are only reflexes. As a result
of repetition of a reflex movement, the child discovers that the
movement is either pleasurable or unpleasurable. It thus
learns to think of the movement first and then makes it.
“Obviously we cannot think of a movement unless we have
previously made it; it follows that no movement can be volun-
tary unless it has previously been involuntary”.! The view
was suggested by William James, and is accepted by Russell
at all stages of his neutralism.2 A voluntary movement, for
him, is one that is preceded by the thought of it and has the
thought of it as an essential part of its cause.

Volition,? in the emphatic sense of decision after delibera-
tion, involves voluntary movement as an essential part of it,
but it also involves thoughts {of conflicting forces, that is the
thoughts of the pleasurable and the unpleasurable associations
of the movement and/or the thoughts of alternative movements

and their associations. There is thus a conflict of desires or
thoughts, which produces a sort of tension until one or other
thought proves stronger and decides the case. Here again, the
thoughts involve nothing more than sensations and images.
Russell therefore concludes that ‘will’ adds no new- irreducible
ingredients to the analysis of mind.

3. The Definition of Mind

Russell, we have seen, explains various mental phenomena
in terms of sensations and images and their correlations. There
is no entity or substance called ego or consciousness. Mind
is not a simple thing over and above the mental phenomena.
It is rather a complex structure consisting of the mental pheno-
mena themselves which in their ultimate analysis are only
complexes of sensations and images. The mind of an indivi-
dual at a particular moment consists of all the sensations (or
percepts) and images that he has at that moment; and the

14n Outline of Philosophy, p. 231.
2The Analysis of Mind, pp. 284-86; An Outline of Philosophy, p. 231f.
2Ibid., pp. 285-86; Ibid., p. 232.
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history or biography of the mind consists of all the sensations
and images he has had during his life-time. Thus sensations
and images are the ultimate constituents of mind. But they
are also the constituents of matter. As mind and matter are
composed of the same neutral stuff, it is therefore, necessary to
define the characteristics that distinguish mind from matter.
In other words, we need a definition of mind as distinct from
matter.

Consciousness in the sense of awareness is not a universal
characteristic of all that is mental. It is therefore too narrow
to be able to offer a definition of mind. Again, mnemic causa-
tion is too wide, because it is present to some extent even in
non-living matter. So is subjectivity, being present in all
perspectives, mental and physical. The other so-called dualis-
tic criteria arc all inadequate. The search for the special
characteristics that would distinguish mind from matter and
thus define it leads Russell ultimately to the causal characteris-
tics of mental phenomena as distinct from those of the physi-
cal phenomena. He recognises two kinds of causal laws,
namely the psychological and the physical causal laws. Mind
isa collection of neutral particulars grouped according to
psychological causal laws, whereas matter is a collection
according to physical causal laws.! Thus causal laws, and
for that matter causal characteristics, form the fundamental
basis of the distinction of mind and matter.

Russell is, therefore, a métaphysical monist and a causal
dualist. That causal dualism is ultimate has remained a basic
idea throughout his neutral monism, although at times he has
wished to become a causal materialist, Materialism has two
types: First, the ultimate stoff of the world is physical or non-
mental; second, all genuine ultimate laws are physical. That
Russell rejects materialism in the first sense is obvious. The
second sense of materialism concerns the questions as to
whether psychological causal laws are reducible to or dedu-
cible from physical causal laws, whether the propositions of

'The Analysis of Mind, pp. 93ff, 137, 3010; An Outline of Philosophy,
pp. 298fF; Portraits from Memory, pp. 148-49, 152,
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psychology are translatable into those of physics, and whether
physical determinism is ultimate.

As to the irreducibility of psychological laws to the laws
of physics, Russell’s views in several of his works' are very
straightforward. In them he maintains that psychological
laws are genuine and cannot be reduced to or deduced from
physical laws. In The Analysis of Matter and An Outline of
Philosophy, he has sometimes said that physical laws are
universal? and that “physical causal laws are those that are
fundamental”.® But in these two books he has also said the
following:

... physics ... might be able to trace the physical properties
of the . . . events in the eye and the brain, one of which is, in
fact, a visual percept; but it could not itself give us the knowledge
that one of them is a visual percept. It is obvious that a man
who can see knows things which a blind man cannot know; buta
blind man can know the whole of physics. Thus the knowledge
other men have and he has not is no part of physics.*

... there certainly is knowledge in psychology which cannot ever
form part of physics.®

No amount of physics can tell us all that we do in faet know about
our own percepts.®

We have seen that Russell has changed his explanation of
‘mnemic’ causation at different stages, and that his explanation
of it with reference to modifications of the structure of the brain
does not necessarily reduce it to physical causation. In view
of this and the statements quoted above, it is not possible to
maintain that Russell has ever succeeded in maintaining causal
materialism. The above statements bring out. also what his

YThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 93{T, 137, 301ff; Human Knowledge, Ip. 63f;
Portraits from Memory, pp. 148-49, 152.

8The Analysis of Matter, p. 393.

3An Outline of Philosophy, p. 155.

4The Analysis of Marter, p. 189.

SAn Outline of Philosophy, pp. 300, 183.
¢Ibid., p. 295.
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attitude is towards physicalism according to which all state-
ments of scientific knowledge can be translated into the
language of physics.?

As regards physical determinism, Russell maintains that
modern quantum theory destroys any form of mind-body
determinism. He says that the minute phenomena in the brain
which make all the difference to mental phenomena may belong
to a region where physical determinism does not hold. This,
he says, is a mere speculative possibility, “but it interposes a
‘veto upon materialistic dogmatim™.2

We may, therefore, conclude that Russell is a causal
-dualist.? Thus, according to him, ‘being grouped according to
psychological causal laws’ is the differentia of the collection of
-events that is a mind, and ‘being grouped according to physical
causal laws’ is the differentia of the collection called matter.

It seems natural to ask: what is the basis of the distinction
-of the psychological and the physical laws? We have already
hinted to what the answer would be. We have said that,
although Russell rejects the distinction of privacy and publicity
of events as a dualistic criterion of the mental and the physical,
he nevertheless recognises that in an important sense this dis-
tinction is the source of our distinguishing what we call mental
-and physical. In this connection we have also seen how
Russell thinks that introspection gives us fknowledge which is
no part of physics. So, ultimately it is the introspective
knowledge of what is private to ourselves that forms the basis
of our distinguishing psychology from physics, the mental from
the physical. When someone has a thought or feels a pain,
-others may have an indirect and inferential knowledge of it,
but they do not have the same knowledge as one has. So,
Russell thinks that in an important sense there are private
events, i.e., events that are private to ourselves. These events

*See for example, R. Carnap,. Philosophy and Logical Syntax, p. 89.
"The Analysis of Matter, p. 393; Human Knowledge, pp. 55-56.
*Weitz, op. cir., p. 78.
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may be public, but their publicity is only inferential® in the
sense that they can be known by others only through inference.
On a commonsense level, these events may be called ‘mental

events’.

But Russell recognises that, stated in terms of the private
and the public, the distinction is not good enough for theore-
tical purposes. As we have seen, every event is in some sense
private and io some sense public. It is, therefore, necessary to
distinguish between the events which are private to ourselves,
and the events which, though private to the perspectives to
which theyv belong, are somehow different from the former.
This can be done, Russell suggests, by reference to the ways in
which the events are known. The events that are private to
ourselves are known by us directly without inference. But the
events that belong to outside perspectives can be known by
anyone only through inference. Russell therefore comes to
recognise that the distinction of the mental and the physical is

basically epistemological. So he says:

... the “mental’”’ and the ‘‘physical” are not so disparate as is
generally thought. I should define a ““mental’’ occurrence as one
which some one knows otherwise than by inference; the distinction
between “‘mental” and “physical” therefore belongs to theory of

knowledge, not to metaphysics.®

The distinction is not exclusive. The mental events can be,
and in fact are, also physical. As Russell says:

My own belief is that the distinction between what is mental and
what is physical does not lie in any intrinsic character of either,
but in the way in which we acquire knowledge of them. I should
call an event ““mental”’ if it is one that somebody can notice....1
should regard all events as physical but I should regard as only
physical those which no one knows except by inference.?

Russell doss not, however, mean that the events which are
1Human Knowledge, p. 67.

*Ibid., p. 224.
3My Philosophical Development, p. 254.
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here called ‘only physical’ cannot, in principle, be mental as
well. He suggests that we have no positive argument to prove
that they are not thoughts, except such as may be derived from
observation of the differences between living and dead matter
together with inferences based on analogy of its absence. Nor
do we have any evidence that they are mental. We may only
suppose that it is highly improbable that they are mental, but
we are certainly wrong, says Russell, if we say that it is
impossible.!

Although there is no exclusive division of events into mental
and physical, it is still possible to distinguish events that are
private to ourselves and known by us without inference. If it
is accepted that there are such private events, ‘“‘there is 1o
reason why there should not be a science of them.2 Psycho-
logy is the science which deals with such ‘‘private data and
with the private aspects of data which commonsense regards
as public”.® In contrast, physics is the science of what are in
this sense public events and of the public aspects of events in
general. As sciences, they define different laws, psychology
being concerned mainly with “laws that connect one mental
event with another” thus forming the groups called minds,
and physics with laws connecting events into physical groups
including those challed pieces of matter.

We should note that the distinction of the psychological
and the physical causal laws and its connection with that of
the private (introspective) and the public, as explained above,
have been always there in Russell’s neutral monism; but this
cpnnection, particularly the epistemological basis of the dis-
tinction comes out more prominently and is explained more
elaborately in Human Knowledge than in the earlier works.

We should observe that this epistemological definition of
the mental and the corresponding distinction of psychology

Human Knowledge, pp. 246-47.
'Ibid., p. 62.
1bid., p. 59.
41bid., p. 63.
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and physics do not appear to be altogether satisfactory. We
certainly include as mental events those which are unconscious,
" and we apply some mental characteristics to animals as well.
Russell himself admits these and takes human mental life as
being continuous with animal life. But the definition of the
‘mental events as being those which people know introspectively
is as such too narrow for all these. In order therefore to
accommodate these mental events which are pot introspective
in any straightforward sense, the definition has to be inter-
preted and applied somewhat liberally. Now, the uncons-
.cious mental events are such that they have been at some stage
on the level of consciousness or introspection and may at times
.come up to this level. So, in a generalised sense they can be
taken as introspective data. So far as attribution of mental
characteristics to animals is concerned, this is done on analogy
on the basis of the observation of their behaviour. The events
that constitute their mental life are such as are taken as some-
what analogical to our introspective data, In this way, the
unconscious mental events and the mental events of animal
life can be said to be connected with introspective data, and
therefore introspection may be regarded as the basis of the
-distinction of psychology and physics. We may remember in
this connection that in ontology Russell begins by accepting
the truth of science and physics and psychology as two funda-
mental sciences. In introspection he finds an epistemological
justification of the distinction of physics and psychology.
Russell recognises that physics has attained a state of pre-
-cision in defining its laws, which psychology has not yet
achieved. Nevertheless psychology is a science distinct from
physics and physiology, and in part independent of them.!
“Although, at present, it is difficult to give important examples
of really precise mental causal laws, it seems pretty certain . . , .
+ that there are such Jaws”.2 In many cases psychological
knowledge is based upon ‘“‘unformulated mental causality’ and
is “pre-scientific, but it could not Jexist unless there were
scientific laws which could be ascertained by sufficient study’’.?
4 Human Knowledge, p. 65.

*bid., p. 65.
3fbid., p. 64.
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In order to explain mind and its differences from matter,
Russell has utilised different other notions. Subjectivity which
mind shares with non-mental perspectives plays an important
role in The Analysis of Mind!, but not so much in the later
works. In this early work, the explanation of mind as distinct
from matter involves the distinction of active and passive
places. This is related to the distinction of perspective and
physical object or piece of matter. Not every perspective
or series of perspectives is a mind. The perspective or
biography that falls under psychological causal laws forms
a mind; and this is found at the place of an organism with
sense-organs, mnerves and brain. Several things combines
a group of appearances forming a perspective at a passive
place and falling under psychological causal laws and
being combined with mnemic phenomena make a mind. In
this explanation, the distinction of active and passive places
forms a basis of the two ways of grouping particulars. Thus
Russell says that causal laws of physics “group together parti-
culars having the same ‘active’ place, while psychology groups
together those having the same ‘passive’ place”.? But we have
already seen that the conception of active and passive places
does not and cannot offer a basis of the distinction of mind
and matter in his complete neutral monism in which the events

that conslitute both a mind (or a .perspective) and a piece of
matter (viz., a brain) are at the same place.

At the later stage of the theory, the manner in which events
fall into groups according to psychological and physical laws is
given in the following passage:

Even if a mind consists of all the events in a brain, it does not
consist of bundles of these events grouped as physics groups them,
i.e., it does not lump together all the events that make one piece of

matter in the brain, and then all the events that make up another,
and so on.?

Russell seems to mean that between the events which make

YThe Analysis of Mind, pp. 295-96.
3bid., p. 301.

84n Outline of Philosophy, p. 300.
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up one atom or electron in the brain and the events which
‘make up another, there can be another sort of relations,
namely relations according to the psychological causal laws
of habits, association, memory, etc. These laws do not require
events to be grouped into lumps, but into a different arrange-
ment in which the elements of different physical lJumps become
related to each other. Thus the consideration of psychological
relations of events requires a breaking up of the lumps into
which physics groups the events.! It is this different grouping
that distinguishes mind from matter, and psychology from
physics. The diflerence between mind and matter is a differ-
ence of arrangements of events in different contexts. Thus
“the context of a visual sensation for physics is physical, and
outside the brain .. .. The context of the visual sensation for
psychology is quite different”’.?2 The conlext in the latter case
is a ‘““number of events (which) will take place in your mind " in
accordance with the Jaws of psychological causation, and it
may be quite a long time before there is any purely physical

effect . ..”.3

In his complete neutral monism, Russell maintains that
all the events that constitute a mind are also among the ‘stuff’
of matter, i.e., the brain. Accordingly these events are
both mental and physical. In An Qutline of Philosophy, he
recognises two marked characteristics of a mind, one physical
and the other psychological.* First, it is connected with
a body; secondly it has the “unity of one experience’”’, From
the point of view of the physical characteristic, ‘“every mental
event known to us is also part of the history of a living
body, and we define a ‘mind’ as the group of mental events
‘which form part of the history of a certain living body™.3
Mental events are those “‘that are in a region combining
sensitivity and the law of learned reactions to a marked

1This idea has been expressed by Russell somewhat differently in The
Analysis of Mind, p. 301.

APortraits from Memory, p. 148.

4Ibid., p. 148.

SAn Outline of Philosophy, p. 297.

5ibid., pp. 297-98.
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degree”.r This means that mental events have causal pro-
perties which include ‘knowledge-reactions” and ‘‘mnemic
effects”.?

In the psychological way of defining a mind, it consists of all
the mental events connected with a given mental event by ‘‘ex-
perience’, i.e., by mnemic causation,...we shall define the
“experience” to which a given mental event belongs as all those
mental events which can be reached from the given event by a
mnemic causal chain, which may go backwards or forwards, or
alternately first one and then the other., This may be conceived
on the analogy of an engine shunting at a junction, or where
there are many points: any line that can be reached, by however
many shuntings, will count as part of the same experience.?

Russell recognises* that all the mental events connected
with one body may not be connected by links of mnemic cau-
sation with each other, so that the physical and the psychologi-
cal definitions of mind may not amount to the same thing. This
refers particularly to cases of multiple personality where some
mental events are present in the life of one personality and
absent in the life of the other. But both personalities may
have mnemic connections with events which had occurred
before the dissociation took place; and in that case there
would be only one mind according to the present definition.
There may be mental events in every cell of the body, and
only a few of them, particularly those in the brain, may
constitute the “central personality’’.s The ‘“‘unconscious’”
may be the mental lives of subordinate parts of the body,
having occasional mnemic effects upon the central mental
life.6 These are, of course, speculative possibilities, and
Russell does not seem to take them seriously. Generally, he
places the mental events, and therefore mind, in the brain,

1An Outline of Philosophy, p. 296.
irbid., p. 297.

3Ibid., pp. 298-99.

4Ibid., p. 299.

s1bid., pp. 297, 299.

Slbid., p. 299.
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Now, the important thing about the above definition is
that mind has ‘“‘the unity of one experience”. This means that
the mental events, i.e., sensations and images, which constitute
a mind are so related to each other that they together
make one whole system, one single structure, that has the
property of realising itself as one experience. The relations
that obtain among the events making up the unity of omne
experience are those of mnemic causation. Given any mental
event at one moment, it has direct and indirect mnemic
relations to many other other mental events which are com-
present with the given event. These events together with the
given event make one whole experience which is the mind at
the moment. All the sensations and images which make
this momentary state of mind need not, and in fact are not
conscious.! The whole realises itself as one experience in
being comscious in respect of some aspects of it. When, for
example, I am perceiving a cat, a2 number of percepts and
images are occurring in me of which the cat-percept is one.
They are not all conscious; but they together constitute one
experience which is ‘me’ at the moment, and which realises
“itself as such as being ‘“‘cat perceptive”.? The momentary
state of a mind is then a group of causally connected events.
This group is preceded and succeeded by similar groups
of mental events which are causally connected with the
events of the present group. We need not suppose that between
any two successive groups there will be no numerically
common events. On the contrary, between two successive
groups, some events will be numerically the same, others will
be numerically different but qualitatively similar. The two
groups as groups will be different, although some events will be
common. Such successive groups of mental events cons-
stitute a series which extending over the life-time of an indivi-
dual is his mind or biography. Every event is of a brief
duration; but a series of groups of them has a sort of quasi-
permanence. The series which is a mind, like one which
is a piece of matter, is a rclatively persistent independent

Ydn Outline of Philosophy, pp. 213, 299-300.
2An Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 114.
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causal line, or rather a complicated system of causal lines.
This accounts for the quasi-permanence as well as the identity
of one mind or person that consists in the semi-similarity
of the ecvents belonging to the different momentary states
of a mind or person. Not all the events of a state or
momentary group will be similar to all the events of any
other state. There will be new accretions every now and
then. But there will still be similar events between different
states or momentary groups; and the closer the states in time,
the greater will be the similarity.

Now, it will be noticed that in the above analysis of
Russell’s conception of mind I have made use of the account
of quasi-permanence as I have given before. 1 believe that
quasi-permanence as applied to mind and person can only
be conceived in this way; and I do not see how else we
could account for the fact of our feeling or knowledge of
continued existence from moment to moment. For, if my
mind at one moment consists of events of experiences which
are all numerically different from those forming my mind
at the immediate earlier or later moment, it would never be
possible for me at any moment to know that these momentary
minds make one continuous series that is ‘me’ or my mind.
Simple similarity between two or more discontinuous
momentary complex experiences, each entirely succeeding or
preceding another, would never give the knowledge of con-
tinuity; for there would be nothing in one momentary com-
plex experience that would make it realise that it has been
preceded by a similar experience. It is only with relation
to something known to be common between two successive
complex states of mind that other elements can be known to
be successive; and it is the knowledge of the common ele-
ment with relation to successive elements that can give the
knowledge of continuity. Thus the experience that gives us
the knowledge of temporal sequence (i.e., Russell’s ‘spacious
present’) should also be taken to give us the knowledge of
continuity. Russell says that we can know in one experience
one whole movement in which we can recognise an earlier
and a later part. But the movement of one thing can be
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known only with relation to what does not move or what
moves differently. If everything in our environment inclu-
ding ourselves were to move at a time at the same speed and
in the same direction, we would not know any movement
at all. Thus, for example, when I perceive the movement of
one’s arm, I can do so because other things which I simul-
taneously know do not move at all or move differently.
This means that while I am perceiving the movement of the
arm, some parts of this experience are present with my
experience of certain things, and other parts of this experience
with those of some other things. Thus the same experience
is compresent with experiences that are not compresent with
themselves. This gives me knowledge not omly of temporal
succession but also of continued existence from moment to
moment. We have seen that, according to Russell,
points and instants over-lap. If 1 have the knowledge of
continued existence, the instants of my life must overlap. But
they can overlap only by containing commeon events as
their constituents. I, therefore, conclude that the series of
groups of events which is my mind, is so constituted that the
events of one momentary group do not change all at once
but differently, so that any two successive grpups contain
events some of which are numerically the same, others being
different but similar and still others being some new accre-
tions. In this analysis of quasi-permanence of mind, as in
that of matter, I am not using any new idea, but only putting
together several of Russell’s ideas. 1 am combing the idea
of quasi-permanence with those of compresence and over-
lapping of instants in order to give an account of an obvious
fact, namely our knowledge of continued existence from
moment to moment, which seems otherwise inexplicable from
Russellian point of view.

We have said that in the later stage of his philosophy
Russell admits that in knowledge there is a distinction of
subject and object. In this connection he seems to make a
distinction between ‘I’ as a person and ‘I’ as a subject. It
is a peculiar thing to notice that, although most of his books
contain index lists of subjects (sometimes quite elaborate),
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none of them mentions ‘person’ or ‘personality’. Even in the .
texts these words are used on a few occasions only. An
Inquiry into Meaning and Truth! and Human Knowledge,?
have each a chapter on “‘egocentric particulars™ such as I,
now, this, that, etc. Here he tries to give some definitions of
these terms without reference to the concept of ‘person’ as
a simple thing. The discussions are carried on from rather
an epistemological and linguistic point of view, but they
imply the same metaphysical views as we have been discussing
so far. We need not go into the details of these discussions.
We may bring out the position in the following way:

Russell begins by taking ‘this’ as the basic term, and offers
the following definitions:

“ ‘I’ means ‘The biography to which this belongs’; ‘here’
means ‘The place of this’; ‘now’ means ‘The time of this’, and

so on.””?

He makes a distinction between ‘I' and ‘I-now’ and ‘I-
then’. This distinction is the same as that which we have
already discussed, namely the distinction of mind as the series
of groups of sensations and images making a biography,
and the momentary groups of sensations and images making
momentary states of mind. Thus * ‘I-now’ denotes a sct of
occurrences, namely all those that are happening to me at
the moment. ‘This’ denotes some of these occurrences”.*

As regards ‘this’, Russell suggests that it could be used
by a suitably designed machine’; and accordingly its use does
not involve anything specifically mental. But this would
not avoid the relation of a speaker to the object with which
the word is concerned. In respect of the theory of knowledge
the relation would be one of the subject and object of
knowledge. ‘This’ would then mean ‘“‘what [-now notice”.6

IChapter VII.

2Part II, Chapter 1V,

3An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 108.
4lbid., p. V14; Human Knowledge, pp. 319, 322.
SAn Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 11111
*lbid., p. 114.
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In Human Knowledge, Russell expresses this idea as follows:

“I-now’” denotes the complete complex of compresence which
contains the present contents of my mind. ‘‘This’ denotes whatever
parts of this complex I am specially noticing.

Thus, according to Russell, ‘I’ as a person is the whole of
my biography; ‘I’ as the subject is the ‘I-now’ or even a part of
it. ‘I-now’ consists of all my present sensations and images
making one total experience of which ‘this’ is a part. As
‘I-now’ mnotice °‘this’ which is the object, it follows that the
subject-object relation is one of ‘noticing’ by the whole (com-
plex of compresence) of a part of it. But if we consider what
Russell has said earlier,? the relation is between the part ‘this’
(one or more sensations or images) and the rest of the complex
that is my present momentary mind. On one view, the subject
is the whole of ‘I-now’; on the other, it is a part of ‘I-now’.
But on either view, the subject is a complex of sensations (or
percepts) and images, and not a single simple thing or ego.

The subject or ‘I-now’ is a complete complex of com-
presence baving a single structure composed of sensations and
images; these include not only the external sensations of sight,
touch etc., but also organic sensations of various sorts, with
the characteristic feelings of pain and pleasure, comfort and
discomfort, as also the images of past sensations. Many of
these are unconscious; only those upon which attention falls
are conscious. Russell says that ‘this’ is one occurrence (a
percept or image) which is ‘“‘specially noticed””. But he admits
that noticing or attention is a matter of degree. We need not,
therefore, suppose that only one occurrence is noticed at one
time. On the contrary, while one percept or image is specially
noticed, some others may also be simultaneously noticed in
various lesser degrees and are, therefore, conscious in various
degrees; while still others are not noticed at all and as such are
unconscious. It may be that the last group forms the greater
part of the complete complex of compresence that is a mind

‘Human Knowledge, p. 322.
3A4n Outline of Philosophy, p. 221.



The Theory of Mind 213
at the moment. In so far as Russell admits that noticing is a
matter of degree and that much of our mental life is uncons-
cious, this analysis of the complex which is the ‘I-now’ seems
quite reasonable. In any case, it will be improper to say that
Russell includes only cognitive elements.! For Russell, no
element is in itself cognitive; and even where cognition arises,
it attaches only to some elements of the complex unity of
experience that is a mind. The complex is not just an aggre-
gate or bundle; it is rather a highly integrated and organised
whole, a single structure composed of causally related com-

present events, and can be treated as a unit which has emergent
properties.

The subject-object relation, then, is between the whole (or
part) of ‘I-now’ and a part ‘this’ which is specially noticed.
Russell explains knowledge or consciousness with the help of
the notion of ‘noticing’, which he does not define. It may be
an emergent property appearing in the complex structure that
is a mind. In so far as Russell admits that mind is emergent,
there seems to be no difficulty in supposing that ‘noticing’ or
‘attention’ is an emergent property of mind.

Now, as a person [ am the whole of my biography which is
a series of groups of causally related events. Given any event
‘this’, ‘I’ may be defined as the whole biography to which ‘this’
belongs. But it is difficult, Russtll admits, to give a definition
of ‘you’ as distinct from ‘I’ Here we have to take some
inferred event, corresponding to ‘this’; and ‘you’ can be defined
as the biography to which the inferred event (a percept or
image) belongs.

According to Russell, there is thus a distinction between
‘I’ as a person and ‘I-now’ and ‘I-then’ which are the momen-
tary states of the person. The person persists for a certain
peroid of time during which it retains a sort of identity of
structure consisting in the similarity of eveats that compose it.
Personal identity, according to Russell, is mainly a matter of
memory. Buat if our analysis is correct, it must also involve

IThis rejects J. Laird's suggestion to the contrary. cf. The Philosophy of
Bertrand Russell, p. 301.
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the knowledge of continued existence from moment to moment.
Moreover, personal identity involves the identity of the body."
As, according to Russell, the events that constitute a mind also:
constitute a brain, and as a mind is always known to be con-
nected with a body, the connection of personal identity with
bodily identity is undeniable. His postulates of quasi-per-
manence and independent causal lines are supposed to account
for the identity of both persons and non-living things. We have
considered these before. But the relation of mind and body,
as conceived by Russell, is not one of logical necessity, but is.
only an empirical fact. We shall discuss this and some other
poiats about the mind-body relation in the following chapter.

1A discussion of the criteria of personal identity may be found in B. A. O..
Williams, ‘Personal Identity and Individuation®’, Essays in Philosophical
Psychology (D. F. Gustafson, ed.).



SIX

Body, Mind and Person

According to Russell, mind and matter are, then, complexes
composed of the same stuff, namely the neutral events. Minds
and material things are each a single structure, an organised
whole. Their difference lies in the two ways of grouping of
events under the two kinds of causal laws, namely the psycho-
logical and the physical laws, which are not reducible to one
another. Much that concerns the relation of mind and matter
has already been considered above. There are, however, a few
poiats that demand Ffurther consideration. These are some of
the questions that have special reference to the mind-matter or
mind-body situation. In what follows these will be taken up
in three separate sections.

1. The Concept of a Person

We have just referred .above to the concept of a person. In
a broad sense, ‘Person’ does not mean a mind alone or a body
alone. It stands for an individual human being who is said
to have both a mind and a body; perhaps more properly
speaking, it is the characteristic of a person in this sense that
it possesses various physical properties as well as different forms
of consciousness,
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The problems concerning the concept of a person are
mainly those of the relation of mind and body, or the mental
and the physical. Russell’s neutral monism is an attempt at a
solution of the mind-body problems that arise out of the
dualistic conception of a person as a combination of a mind
and a body. But there is a special problem connected with the
question of the mind-body relation. This is the problem of
personal identity, and it can be variously formulated from
different standpoints. It may, therefore, be well to rehearse
Russell’s conception of a person and to consider if it explains
the relevant problems of personal identity.

The various forms of the problem of personal identity may
be summed up as follows.! Any dualistic view, Cartesian or
non-Cartesian, has to produce an account of the way in which
a mind is lodged in a body. It must explain if there could be
more than one mind in one body, if the same mind could be
in different bodies at the same or different times, and how it is
decided which mind goes with which body. If the mind-body
relation is one of causal connection, this connection itself must
be explained. Again, if a mind is a substance, there is a ques-
tion about how it is identified. On the other hand, if it is a
collection of experiences, there is the problem of how the
collection is formed,—2a problem to which Hume himself con-
fessed perplexity and defeat. On such a view, there is the
further problem of identifying the expericnces themseclves; we
ordinarily identify experiences in terms of the persons whose
experiences they are; but if we are to analyse and define persons
in terms of experiences, there is then an apparent vicious

circle.

We have to ask: Does Russell’s neutral monism suffer from
these problems, or does it explain them? We have seen that
Russell defines a person as a biography. A person, on his
view, cannot be regarded as a compound of two separate enti-

ties; nor can it be regarded as the compound or product of
two sets of separate entities. The constituents of a mind are
also the constituents of a body (i.e., the brain); there is thus an

1A. J. Ayer, The Concept of a Person and Other Essays, p. 84.
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identity of the ‘stuff’ with a difference of arrangements. We
can, of course, talk of a mind as a complex set of entities
(events) formihg a biography, and of a body as a complex set
of entities (events) forming also a biography. We may also
call the former a mental biography and the latter a physical
biography. But we cannot say that a person is a sum-total of
two sets of separate entities. The two sets are in fact composed
of the same neutral entities. There is only one collection of
entities; all of them in one arrangement form the body, and
some of them fall also under a different arrangement and make
the mind. Thus, a person in the broad sense is a complex
biography consisting of all the events that make a complex
mind-body situation.

It may have been clear from our discussions so far that
Russell’s answer to the problems of how a mind is lodged in a
body and how they are related lies in his contention that the
mind of a person consists of the events which are among the
-constituents of his brain. There seems, therefore, no difficulty
in deciding which mind goes with which body. The mind that
goes with a body is the one that is constituted by the same
-events which (together-with others) constitute that part of the
body which is called the brain; and conversely, the body that
goes with a mind is the one which has a brain composed,
partially at least, of the events which constitute the mind.
‘This shows that one mind cannot be in more than one body at
the same time, in as much as one brain cannot be in more than
-one body at the same time. The question whether there can
be more than one mind in one body is the same as the question
whether there can be more than one brain in one body. We
have already discussed how he explains the connection of
events that form a mind. Each momentary total state of a
mind is what he calls a complete complex of compresence
which has a single structure and a unity of experience consist-
ing of events (sensations and images) connected by the relations
of psychological causation. The series of such momentary
‘states forming the mind or mental biography of a person (like
the serics of momentary states forming one physical thing or
body) is explained by the notions of quasi-permanence and
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the intrinsic causal laws of spatiotemporal and structural
continuity of separable causal lines.

The relation of one particular mind and one particular
brain follows from the way in which Russell constructs mind
and matter. The events that make one mind at one time are
all compresent. They are in one region of space-time. The
events that are in one particular region of space-time can be
constituents of that piece of matter only which is at that
“region of space-time, and in this case, the particular picce of
matter is a brain.

Thus far, the position seems to be one of a very clear and
strong connection between mind and body (brain), yielding a
straightforward criterion of personal identity. But the situa-
-tion becomes confused if we take into consideration Russell’s
suggestion of the logical possibility of ‘disembodied minds’,.
which tends to reduce the mind-body relation to an empirical
fact, or at best to an empirical necessity. Although this
suggestion comes out openly at a very late stage in the history
of Russell’s thought, this could, as we said, be connected with
his earlier views given in that book. We have seen thit he
offers therein a physical and a psychological definition of mind
and mental events, ‘and combines them to give a complete-
_ picture of the case. We quoted him saying that from the
point of view of the physical characteristics of mind and
mental events, ‘“‘every mental event known to us is also part
of the history of a living body, and we define a ‘mind’ as the
group of mental events which form part of the history ofa
certain body”. Now, interpreted literally with emphasis on
the expression “part of the history of a certain living body”,
. this definition should mean a logical connection between a.
particular mind and a particular body, and this would hardly
‘leave scope for a ‘disembodied mind’. But if the expression:
“knowan to us” as it occurs in this definition is emphasised, it
would then be consistent with a ‘disembodied mind’, but the
logical character of the definition and the logical criteria of’
personal identity would suffer a weakness. Thus, if we favour
and emphasise the stronger interpretation, the introduction of.
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the possibility of a ‘disembodied mind’, might be supposed to:
constitute a sort of inconsistency in Russell’s thought in so far
as the personal identity criteria are concerned.

But we nced not perhaps take Russell’s admission of the
mere logical possibility of a ‘disembodied mind’ too seriously
or even too literally. His intention seems only to be that he-
does not like to shut the conceivability of grouping of events.
according to psychological laws only. He only points out that
there is no logical impossibility in thinking that events may
fall into groups under psychological laws alone without falling
under physical laws, just as it is not only logically possible
but actually the case that events often fall into groups under
physical laws alone forming physical objects including pieces
of matter. But at a place where events fall under both kinds?
of laws they form one particular body and one particular
mind. He does not discuss at all what would be the nature
of the so-called ‘disembodied mind’, and he emphasises that
we have no evidence that there are such things. And we must
remark that it seems hardly possible to call such groups, if
any, ‘mind’ in the same sense in which Russell generally speaks
of minds of persons as explained above. Of the two ways of
defining a mind, one, viz., the physical way, would not apply
to them at all, but this is an essential part of Russell’s defini-’
tion of minds of persons. Accordingly, ‘mind’ as applied to
these supposed groups of events would be a misnomer in the
context of his neutral monistic thought. Taking into consi-
deration the general trend of his approach to the problem of
mind-body relation, I should think that the expression ‘‘dis-
embodied mind” should always be used within inverted
commas to indicate its fundamental difference from the con-
cept of mind as applied to persons.

We may, then, take Russell as advocating strongly that one
particular mind is connected with one particular body (or
brain) and that one mind cannot be in more than one body
at the same time. The last qualification seems important in
view of the present day sensational achicvements in transplant
surgery, which seem to make it logically possible that the brain
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of one person may be transplanted into the body of another.
As the mind of a person, according to Russell, is constituted
by the events which also constitute his brain, a ‘brain-trans-
plant’ would also be a ‘mind-transplant’. If, for example,
John’s body would then have not only John’s brain, but also
John’s mind, i.e., John'’s memories, mental habits, skills, etc.
There is, of course, the possibility that, as a result of the
transplant, ‘Albert’, with his new brain may have a complete
amnesia. But this is not the standard case under consideration.
The standard case would be one in which after the successful
operation ‘Albert’ had a past. Such a case is possible within
the framework of Russell’s theory; and it would be in a sense
a test case for the idea that the constituents of the mind of a
person are also the constituents of his brain. If after the
transplant of John’s brain into Albert’s body, ‘Albert’ had a
past and if this past did not fit with John’s past life but with
Albert’s own past life, the theory would be definitely dis-
proved. If, on the other hand, ‘Albert’ had, after the trans-
plant, a past which fitted completely with the past Jife of John,
the theory would have some support from the case. Of course,
this supposed case would lend support not only to R_usscll's
theory in particular but also to other theories of mind-brain
identity or correlation. The Cartesian sort of mind-brain
correlation has lost favour with most philosophers nowadays;
and we have seen in the last section that an identity theory
from a physicalist or a mentalist point of view is not logically
tenable. So, once these other theories have been rejected on
other grounds, there would remain only the neutralist identity
theory (such as Russell’s) to be either supported or disproved
by the supposed transplant cases. Until it is decided either
way, it seems not unreasonable to suppose that the theory may
be true.

The case of transplant or interchange of ‘brain and mind’
would, however, raise certain problems of personal identity,
It would be a question whether after the transplant of John’s
brain/mind into Albert’s body we should regard the person
now with Albert’s body and John’s brain/mind as the samec
person as Albert (or John) had been before the operation. As,
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in this case. there would apparently be no outward difference
in the body of Albert, there would be a motive for regarding
this person as the same Albert with memories, mental habits,
skills, etc., like those as John used to have. But let us suppose
that the surgeons find it easier to transplant the head with the
entire face and neck than to transplant the brain alone. In
this case, the temptation may be to the reverse of the former
case. I should remark that I mention these cases only to
point out the sort of difficulties that would arise from these
cases, and not to offer a definite solution of them. But
Russell’s position seems clear. He thinks that even in ordi-
nary cases a person at two different times is not just the same;
his identity consists not in the numerical identity of the consti-
tuents but in what he calls quasi-permanence and spatio-
temporal and structural continuity. As the complex mind-
body situation, i.e., the complex personal structure after the
transplant would be so very different from the one before it,
Russell would perhaps suggest a re-christening of the person
with a newly transplanted brain/mind or head/mind.

The possibility of these transplant cases has to be distin-
guished from certain other possibilities which would fall under
para-psychology. It may be supposed that someone, say
David, undergoes sudden and violent change of character, that
he claims to remember witnessing certain events and doing
certain actions which he previously did not claim to remember,
that he cannot now remember witnessing certain events and
doing certain actions which he previously did remember, and
that he now shows skills and habits which he previously did
not possess. On scrutiny it may be found that the memories,
habits, skills, etc., which he now has, all point to the life
history of some one person in the past, say Dr. Johnson.
This obviously does not involve anything like a transplant
case. The question is: could we possibly regard it as a change
of the mind of the person and a change of personal identity?
i.e., could we say that David had now Dr. Johnson’s mind or
that he was now Dr. Johnson?

This and similar other possible cases have been elaborately
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-discussed by B.A.O, Williams in his article referred to above.!
We need only to point out that this case is logically of a diffe-
rent kind from the transplant cases which we have discussed
above. The fundamental difference seems to lie in this: In
the surgical case one brain/mind can be transplanted at one
time into one body only. But the position is not the same in
the para-normal case. If it is logically possible that David
should undergo the changes described above, it is also logically
possible that another man, say Robert, should simultaneously
"undergo the same changes.? This means that both David and
Robert should at the same time have memories, skills, habits,
etc. like those of Dr. Johnson. But we cannot say that the
same mind (Dr. Johnson’s mind) is at once in two different
_bodies, or that David and Robert are both Dr. Johnson. There-
fore, the best description of David and Robert in their new
. conditions would be that they both had somehow become like
Dr.- Johnson, that they somehow knew all about him.?

We must note that the possibility of such changes arise
from what is called clairvoyance. The only possible way to
account for these changes is to suppose that David and Robert
have come to know clairvoyantly all about Dr. Johnson, and
that this new knowledge has been so obsessive that they have
forgotten their own past life. This forgetfulness may last for
the rest of their lives, but it can always be supposed that they
may be cured of that; and it .is only natural that they would be
‘put under psychiatric treatment. But in the transplant case,
one would not possibly think of psychiatric treatment of the

- person having a new brain/mind.

We may thus regard these cases as para-psychological
involving clairvoyance. We have already observed that, as
Russell accepts the irreducibility of psychological causation,
his theory is not necessarily repudiated by para-psychology.
Russell maintains that all our knowledge and experience con-
sists of events in the brain. So, if a person has clairvoyant

1williams, op. cit.
21bid., p. 341f.
3bid., p. 333.
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or telepathic knowledge, such knowledge would consist of
events which would be among the constituents of his brain
also. Para-psychology is not yet decisive; but there is nothing
in it which proves that para-normal cases do not require the
functioning of a brain or do not involve events in the brain.!

On Russell’s view, the concept of a person may be said to
be derivative in the sense that it can be analysed in terms of
simpler elements. Russell shares this idea with many others,
the difference lying in their conception of the nature of the
simpler elements and the manner of their combination. For
him, these are the neutral entities which are events; and those
among them which, besides being constituents of the body,
are also the constituents of the mind are known as sensations
(or percepts) and images. This might be supposed to invite
the problem of identifying the events which are the constituents
of persons. 1t is in connection with the question of the identi-"
fication of persons and whatever may be thought of as being
their constituents that the concept of a person as derivative
has, of late, been questioned. In his book, Individuals, P.F.
Strawson claims that the concept of a person is a primitive
concept,? and by this he means that it is not analysable in
terms of such elements as mind and body or sets of simpler
elements, one of which is the subject of consciousness and the
other is the subject of physical properties. He holds that the
subject to which we ascribe states of consciousness is literally
identical with that to which we also ascribe physical proper-
ties. If we ask what this subject is, the only correct answer is
that it is just a persou.

Strawson’s theory of persons, if itis true, would solve
many of the difficulties of the mind-body problem. Its impor-
tance with reference to Russell’s position lies in that it might
be considered as forming a basis of criticism of the latter. So,

1cf. Hirst, op. cit., p. 207.

a§trawson first produced this idea in an article on ‘Persons’ which appeared
in the Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol. 11, 1958
(H. Feigl and Others, ed.), and then revised and elaborated it in the book
Individuals. My references are therefore to the pages of the latter.



224 Bertrand Russell’s Neutral Monism

a comparative study of them would be instructive and could
form the subject-matter of an independent work. For obvious
reasons we cannot undertake here a full scale study of this
nature; nor can we produce an overall review of Strawson’s
position. We can only mention that what A.J. Ayer,! D.F.
Pears,2 J.O. Urmson,® B.A.O. Williams,* and others’ have
said in their criticism of Strawson’s position seem sufficient to
warrant the conclusion that Strawson has not been able to
prove the primitiveness of the concept of a person or to avoid
psycho-physical dualism and that therefore his theory fails to
overrule Russell’s neutral monistic concept of a person,

As regards persons, there is one more point about which
we should say a few words. The question is whether Russell’s
neutral monism, as it finally stands, allows for the concept of
a person as a free active agent. It is ultimately the question
about the possibility of freedom of will and action. A person,
according to Russell, is a complex of events organised into
single structure according to psychological and physical causal
laws. All actions are events or series of events, and all events
are causal events. Could we not, then, say that his position
did not allow for freedom of will and action, that it is deter-
minist and had no room for morality and ethics?

We have already seen how Russell explains will and volun-
tary action. He thinks that volition with deliberate choice is
a later development in human life, that an infant’s actions are
not at first voluntary, that as he grows in age and acquires
more and more knowledge and skill, he becomes more and
more free. In other words, as the mind of a person becomes
more and more complex, he has more and more freedom of
will and action.

1A. ). Ayer, The Concept of a Person and Other Essays.

2D, F. Pears, ‘Critical Study of Strawson’s Individuals', Philosophical
Quarterly, 1961.

3J. O. Urmson, ‘Critical Notice of Strawson’s Individuals’, Mind, 1961,

4B. A. O. Williams, ‘Mr. Strawson on Individuals® Philosophy, 1961.

“See e.g., My article, ‘Is the Concept of a Person a Primitive Concept?’
Proceedings, Summer Seminar in Philosophy, Rajshahi University, 1970.
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In respect of Russell’s views on the possibility of freedom
of will in a world governed by, and explained in terms of,
causal laws, we may notice the following: First, there are, for
him, psychological laws which cannot be reduced to physical,
laws. So, physical determinism would not entail psychological .
determinism. Accordingly, although human volitions could be
partially conditioned by physical laws, they would, at least
partially, be subject to psychological causation. But mental
causation is an internal affair of a person’s life. The mental
causation of volitions does not involve external determination;
it involves such conditions only as are factors of a person’s
inner life. In this sense, a person’s volitions may be said to be
a matter of self-determinism.

Secondly, in modern science, particularly in quantum
physics, physical laws are no more thought to be deterministic
as they previously used to have been. We cannot predict when
a discontinuous change in an atom or a quantum transaction
will take place; and the laws of physics cannot determine which
of several possible transactions a given atom will undergo.
Russell derives the possibility of human freedom of will from
this. He suggests that we may even fancy that an atom has a
limited free will. He thinks that mind-brain inter-relations
involve very minute phenomena, that very minute cerebral
differences must be connected with noticeable mental events,
so that mind-brain correlations may be regarded as belonging
to a region where causal determinism does not hold. He -
recognises that the unpredictability of quantum transactions
may be due to insufficiency of our knowledge, but that we can-
not be sure that this is the case. So, he thinks that it is not

pecessary for us to deny the possibility of human freedom of
will.

The argument for human freewill from the indetern_linist
nature of scientific laws has good following. Some philoso-
phers, for example, K. R. Popper?, have argued that not only

1The Analysis of Matter, p. 393; An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 305, 309;
Human Knowledge, pp. 5411.

2British Journal for Philosophy of Science, 1950, pp. 117f., 173f.
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quantum physics but even classical mechanics is not deter-
ministic. So, there seems no sound scientific grounds for
denying the freedom of will and action.

Now, to derive human freewill from the indeterminancy of
quantum transactions seem to be a philosophical muddle.
There is a fundamental difference between quantum indeter-
minacy and human freewill. The unpredictable quantum
transactions are random changes; but human freewill is not a
matter of random transactions, it involves deliberate choice of
ends and means. So, Russell’s attempt to derive free will from
‘the indeterminist nature of quantum physics is a confusion of
jssues. All that the supposed indeterminism of scientific laws,
particularly quantum physics, can lead to is the negative con-
clusion that determinism is not absolute.

Russell’s position concerning the problem of freedom of
will has to be considered from a different point of view. We
‘have already argued that the final version of Russell’s complete
neutral monism is a kind of emergent neutralism in so far as
he admits that body and mind have emergent properties. We
have tried to emphasise the importance of this in Russell’s
theory. An organised complex whole consisting of simpler
elements must have properties which are not to be found in the
elements themselves. To deny this is to commit what R.J.
Hirst calls the ‘fallacy of composition’.! Russell admits that
there are such emergent properties and that body, mind and
persons are complexes having emergent properties. Accord-
ingly, quite apart from the question of whether scientific laws
of events are rigid and determinist, it is quite possible to
maintain that deliberate, intelligent and purposive activity, and
freedom of will and action are the emergent properties of

persons.
2. Is Mind an Emergent from Matter?

We have referred to the question before. Russell considers
this in connection with C, D. Broad’s contention that mind is

1Hirst, op. cit., p. 217.
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a material structure, but that it has emergent properties which
cannot, even theoretically, be derived from those of its material
constituents. Broad is an emergent materialist, and Russell
tefutes this position in ‘An Outline of Philosophy’.'

Russell takes up the question in several parts. He asks:

Is matter emergent from events? Is mind emergent from events?
If the former, is mind emergent from matter, or even deducible
from the properties of matter, or neither? If the latter, is matter
emergent from mind, or deducible from the properties of mind, or
neither??

For the purpose of the consideration of these questions,
Russell coins a word, ‘chrono-geography’, for the science which
begins with events having space-time relations but does not
assume at the outset that certain streams of them can be
treated as persistent material units or as minds. The gquestion
now is whether the sciences of matter and mind are completely
teducible to chrono-geography. As regards matter, Russell
says that the present state of science does not offer a decided
answer. In so far as physics has not yet been able to reduce
the laws of clectrons, protons, photon, quantum, etc., into the
laws of chrono-geography, ‘for the present materiality is
practically, though perhaps not theoretically, an emergent
characteristic of certain groups of events.””?

As regards mind, Russell maintains that the insufficiency of
our knowledge of psychology makes it difficult to speak intelli-
gently. Nevertheless, the knowledge of events we have in
psychology is very different from chrono-geography, and no
amount of physics can give us the knowledge we have in
psychology. Our knowledge of facts about mind ‘“‘contains
features of a qualitative sort which cannot be deduced from
the merely mathematical features of the space-time cvents”.?
Russell concludes that mind is emergent from events.

1An Outline of Philosophy, pp. 2931T.
*bid., p. 294.

2Ibid., p. 295,

Slbid.
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Coming to the question as to whether mind is an emergent
from matter, Russell answers in the negative and thus rejects
emergent materialism.! The argument is based on that of the
two ways of grouping of events into mind and matter and the
definition of mind that follows from this. In a passage already
quoted Russell maintains that even if a mind consists of all the
cvents in a brain, the psychological and the physical ways of
grouping of events are still different. He also holds that events
might fall under either group without falling under the other.?

" This is also connected with the irreducibility of the two kinds
of causal laws into one another. Even if mnemic causation is
not ultimate, there would still be knowledge in psychology
which could never form part of physics.

In this connection Russell also mentions that it is possible
to maintain that matter is emergent from mind.? From a
phenomenalistic point of view, matter could be constructed
out of percepts and auxiliary concepts, derived from percepts
and assumed to have no reality but introduced to simplify the
laws of percepts. But although he recognises some merits of
such a theory, he in fact rejects it. Thus he maintains that
both mind and matter are emergents from events, but .neither
is an emergent from the other.

So, Russell’s theory at the later stage turns out to be a
kind of emergent neutral monism; but not emergent materia-
lism or emergent mentalism. Both mind and matter are emer-
gent. Mentality and materiality are emergent properties
belonging to differently arranged groups of events, but not to
single events. Events in themselves are neither mental nor
physical, but neutral.

The acceptance of the concept of emergence is a very signi-
ficant step in Russell’s philosophy and needs emphasising.
Without it his analytic philosophy would have remained in-
complete in a very important sense. So long as he did not

1An Outline of Philosophy, p. 300,
APortraits from Memory, p. 149.
2An Outline of Philosophy, p. 301.
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accept this concept, the model of philosophical explanation
for him was that of the physicist’s analysis of water into oxygen
and hydrogen.! He then thought that the hydrolysis of water
was all that was there to be done to explain water. He thought
that the properties of the complex could be inferred from those
of the parts? But as Allan Wood remarks, a physicist is
obviously wrong if he thinks that, after carrying out the hyro-
lysis of water, he can still get a cooling drink from the products
of his analysis.> Now, it is true that oxygen and hydrogen
into which water is analysed do not separately give the cooling
drink. Yet it remains a scientific fact that the cooling drink
which is water is not anything over and above oxygen and
hydrogen,—there is no third element, a cooling ingredient or
substance in it,—but only oxygen and hydrogen in a certain
proportion combined in a certain way. ‘Being a cooling drink’
is not a substance, element or ingredient; it is only a property.
But it is not a property of oxygen or of hydrogen. This could
not be deduced from or reduced to the properties of oxygen
and hydrogen. Yet it does not exist independently of oxygen
and hydrogen. It arises as a quality of a certain combination
of the two elements. It is thus an emergent property. So long
as this is not recognised, the physicist’s statement remains
incomplete. In the same manner, analytic philosophy remains
incomplete so long as it is thought that the analysis of a com-
plex into its elements is all that is to be done. This of course
gives important knowledge, but not the whole knowledgc.
Thus the analysis of mind and matter into particulars or events
does not give all knowledge about them. It only shows that
there is no further elements or substance called mind or
matter. But this does not complete the picture; there always
remains the question as to how we get the properties of the
complexes from those of the parts. As for example, in the
particular case of mind, it remains a problem as to how sensa-
tions and images which are in themselves non-cognitive can ’
give cognition or consciousness in certain combinations of

’For example, The Analysis of Matter, pp. 284fF.
bid., p. 286.
>My Philosophical Development, p. 271.
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them. So long as it is maintained that consciousness or cogni-
tion as a property of groups can be inferred from the proper-
ties of the constituents, it is imperative that the inference be
demonstrated. But this is not possible; at any rate Russell did
not do so. An in the absence of it, it was possible to say that
his explanation was incomplete and that it could not give a
satisfactory account of mind and matter. But the acceptance
of the concept of emergence affords a sort of theoretical com-
pleteness to his philosophy. The properties of complexes are
not now inferrable from the properties of the constituent
elements; they are emergent properties arising in certain groups
of elements. Thus consciousness, mnoticing, etc,, in short,
mentality and materiality, are now emergent properties not
reducible to or inferrable from those of events. This, however,
does not involve the introduction of any new element or sub-
stance over and above semsations (or percepts), images and
unperceived events, which still remain the neutral constituents
of the world. Thus, Russell’s philosophy as it takes the form
of emergent neutralism attains a greater plausibility and com-
pleteness than it had in its earlier form.

3. Mind-Body Relation: The Identity Hypothesis

In this connection what needs special consideration here is
the relation of mind and brain. Their difference, according to
Russell, consists not in the raw material of which they are
composed, but in the manner of grouping. We have seen how
he constructs the matter of the brain out of percepts and
images. In fact all our experiences, according to this view, are
parts of the stuff of the brain. So he says that *‘the events that
make a living brain are actually identical with those that make

the corresponding mind™.%

Thus the connection between brain and mind is obvious.
Corresponding to every mental event there is “some physical
modifying of the brain, and mental life must be connected with
physical properties of the brain tissue’’.2 For, it is the same

1Portraits from Memory, p. 147.
Ibid., p. 148.
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event that is at once a constituent of both the mind and the
brain. As a part of the structure of the brain it is related to
other parts according to physical causal laws; as a constituent
of the mind it is related to other events in the brain according
to the laws of psychology. Russell says:

An event is not rendered either mental or material by any intrinsic
quality, but only by its causal relations. It is perfectly possible for
an event to have both the causal relations characteristic of physics
and those characteristic of psychology. In that case, the event is
both mental and material as once. There is no more difficulty about
this than there is about a man being at once a baker and a father.!

Thus the same events can be, and in fact are, constituents
of a brain and a mind. Every mental event is also a brain
cvent. But Russell does not think that this justifies the state-
ment that there can be no such thing as disembodied mind.

He says:

There would be disembodied mind if there were groups of events
connected according to the laws of psychology, but not according
to the laws of physics. We readily believe that dead matter consists
of groups of events arranged according to the laws of physics, but
not according to the laws of psychology. And there seems noa
priori reason why the opposite should not occur. We can say we
have no cmpirical evidence of it, but more than this we cannot say.?

This confirms the statement we made earlier, namely that
events may fall under either group without falling under the
other also. This means that the relation of mind and body is
only contingent. [t is an empirical fact, but not of the nature
of logical necessity. Events may or may not fall under both
the groups at once. But as far as our knowledge goes, we
always find a mental group connected with a brain. This idea
is maintained by Russell not only in the above passage, it has
been implicd in his earlier works as well, particularly in 4n
Outline of Philosophy. In that book he qualifies his statement
about the connection of body and mind with the phrase

YPortraits from Memory, pp. 152-53.
*An Outline of Philosophy, p. 297.
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“known to us”l, suggesting thereby the idea that we find here.
His denial of the emergence of mind from matter may be taken
to support it. Thus, for him, the statement that ‘“the events
that make a living brain are actually identical with those that
make the corresponding mind’ is as much contingent as the
statement that “‘a man who is a baker is also a father”.

Russell maintains that the old problem of the relations of
mind and matter, and of the dependence of mind on brain or
of brain on mind, arises through mistakenly treating them as
simple things. But if they are treated, as he suggests, as groups
of events, the “whole problem vanishes”.2

It will have been noticed that as regards the relation of
mind and brain Russell is maintaining a theory which in a
somewhat modified form has, of late, corne to be known as the
identity theory, and has a good number of advocates
nowadays. Russell does not call his theory by this name;
nevertheless he uses the expression ‘‘identical with” in the
passage quoted above.

John Beloff recognises’ that Russell has maintained the
identity theory in Portraits from Memory (19567 and My
Philosophical Development (1959). But we have found that he
has in fact been maintaining the same theory since 1927 when
he published The Analysis of Matter and An Outline of
Phil :sophy wherein he constructed the matter of the brain out
of our experiences, that is, percepts and images. Even on
Beloff's showing, i.e., the bibliography he offerst, Russell
appears to be the earliest exponent of the theory. My point
is that the identity theory is not in fact as recent as it is suppos-
ed to be; it is, in one formi, as old as Russell’s complete neutral

monism.

There are, however, important differences between Russell’s
identity theory and its several versions. According to these

YAn Outline of Philosophy, p. 297.

2Portraits from Memory, p. 153.

3}, Beloff, ‘The Identity Hypothesis: a Critique', Brain and Mind
(J. R. Smythies, ed.), p. 37 fn.

41bid., pp. 37 fn., 38 fn.
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versions, mind and brain are one and the same, i.e,, mental
states are identical with brain-states. This has been held by,
among others, Feigl,! U.T. Place,? J.J.C. Smart? and Quinton.*
The world, according to them, consists of only one kind of
entities, namely physical events, some of which can be referred
to by both mental and physical expressions. Now, one funda-
mental point of difference is that for Russell events in them-
selves are neutral, whereas for others they are all physical.
Another important difference is that according to Russell mind
and body, or menta) states and brain states, as such are not
identical, the identity being of the events composing them
under different arrangements; whereas according to others
mind and body, or mental states and brain states, are identical.
A third point of difference concerns the question of disembodi-
.ed mind. In Russell’s view, this is logically possible, but
according to others this is not. While Russell is a neutral
monist, others are physicalists or materialists,

In view of the above, we can call Russell’s theory a theory
-of identity of the constituents of mind and brain, but we
cannot call it a mind-body identity theory.

The identity theory as Russell propounds it has certain
advantages over the theory of others. Some objections which
-are perhaps rightly made against the latter are not effective
against the former. For example, Russell’s position does not
involve the sort of categor‘y mistakes that James Cornman
mentions. Cornman says that the acceptance of the identity
theory will force us into applying expressions like nagging,
fading, false, true, etc., to physical processes, and such expres-
'sions as physical, swift, hard, etc., to mental processes. But
this means attributing predicates, appropriate to one logical
category, to expressions belonging to a different category; and

Feigl, op. cit.
*U. T. Place, ‘Is Consciousness a Brain Process?’, British Journal of
Psychology, 1956.

3J. J.. C. Smart, Philosophy and Scientific Realism; also ‘Sensations and
Brain Processes’, The Philosophy of Mind (F. C. Chappel, cd.).
-3Quinton, op. cir.
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this is a conceptual mistake.! As G. N. A. Vesey? points out,
the theory involves a ‘‘mixed-category” identity; the identity is
not that of one physical thing apprehended in two different
ways, or of a mind or anything else apprehended in two
different ways, but of mental states with brain states. Vesey
points out that the exponents of the theory do not supply the
criteria of the identity. Now, Russell’s position does not seem
to suffer from these difficulties. In so far as mind and brain
are different, there is no necessity of confusing the predicates
belonging to different logical categories, namely mental and
physical. Moreover, the identity is not that of a2 mental thing
with a physical thing, but of the same peutral events arranged

in two different ways.

One objection to the modern physicalist or materialist
identity theory is raised from the standpoint of parapsycho-
logy.® Russell, of course, does not discuss the problem of
parapsychology; and recent investigations in this field have
not yet been able to offer any decided opinion on the subject.
It seems, however, clear that paranormal cases like telepathy,
clairvoyance, etc., are an obstacle in the way of reducing.
the mental to the physical, the psychological causation to
physical causation. But Russell’s position does not seem
to be affected by this. We have seen that for him the two
types of causation are irreducible, and that a disembodied
mind is logically possible. These ideas may be flexible cnough
to accommodate paranormal cases in his neutral monistic
philosophy.

There are further difficulties involved in the physicalist
identity theory; and it is doubtful if a mind-body or mind-
matter identity can be consistently maintained from the
physicalist or materialist point of view. Thereis an ambi-

guity in the conception of the physicalist identity theory. The
theory may be said to make two main assertions: The first

1J. Cornman, ‘The Identity of Mind and Body’, Journal of Philosophy,.
Vol. 59 (1962), pp. 490-91.
2G. N. A. Vesey, The Embodied Mind, p. 39.

3Beloff, op. cit., pp. 50fT.
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statement is to the effect that mind is identical with the
brain or that mental states or events are identical with brain
states or events which are physical. Here the mental and
the physical are at par, i.e., of equal status, with one another;
as terms of a relation of identity they stand on equal footings,
they are, in other words, co-ordinate concepts or categories.
The second statement is that all states of affairs or events
are physical, that what is called mental (or what mental
state expressions stand for) is only physical, for the physical
is the only reality and the only real category. Here the
mental does not stand on the same or equal footing Wwith the
physical as it does in the first statement. These two state-
ments are not thus compatible with one another. Yet in the
physicalist theory they are put together; and thus put, they
involve the logical fallacy of equivocation. This can be
brought out in terms of the typical analogical illustration that
the supporters of the theory use. “The Evening Star and
the Morning Star are one and the same thing”. This seems
all right. But the difficulty arises if it is asserted in the same
breath that what is there is only the Evening Star (or only
the Morning Star). In the first statement Morning Star
stands as having an equal status with the Evening Star; but in
the second it does not; and hence the fallacy.

Thus to talk of mind-body or mind-matter identity and
to talk of physicalism or materialism at the same time involve
a conceptual confusion. According to the physicalist identity
theory, some entities of the world can be referred to by
two kinds of statements, namely the mental state statements
and brain state statements. There are therefore two sets of
statements or propositions; and there is a onc-one correla-
tion between them such that for every proposition in one
set we have a proposition in the other set. The correlation
or co-ordination is established through the fact of their
reference to a set of common objects. Thus, for example, two
propositions, say P and Q, refer to one and the same object. P
and Q become correlated or co-ordinated through the fact of
their reference to the common object. So there is an identity
of the object of reference of the two propositions. But the
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difficulty arises from the further assertion that the object
referred to is in fact appropriate only to P and not to Q.
The phvsicalist identity theory asserts that there is a correla-
tion between mental state statements and brain or physical
state statements, and that they are co-ordinated through the
common object to which they refer. But it declares at the
same time that the common object is in fact a brain state, a
physical object, and thereby gives supremacy to the physical
side. The two co-ordinate sets of statements are no more
co-ordinate, and hence the fallacy we have mentioned. In
fact, according to this theory, one set, one side of the rela-
tion of co-ordination, or in other words one term of the
relation of identity, ‘disappears’. The relation of mind-body
identity is conceived to be ‘“the sort of relation which obtains
between . . . existent entities and non-existent entities”.! But
if this is true, if one term of the relation is non-existent,
there simply is no relation, no case for identity. It is difficult
to see how a ‘non-existent entity’ is a term of a relation. If
there is only one term, to talk of a relation is to talk non-
- sense. .

It does not therefore seem possible to maintain mind-
body or mind-matter identity and physicalism at the same
time.2 For, if identity is true, mind and matter, the mental
and the physical, must stand equal in status; and if physicalism
is true, they cannot. For the same reasons, identity is not
possible to maintain from a mentalistic or idealistic position.

It seems to follow that the identity theory is not compa-
tible with either physicalism or mentalism. In this respect,
neutral monism is in a better position. It is able to assert

1R. Rorty, ‘Mind-Body Identity, Privacy, and Categories', Philosophy of
Mind (S. Hampshire, ed.), p. 33.

2The arguments here do not seem to apply to the Identity Hypothesis pro-
duced by R. J. Hirst in The Problems of Perception, pp. 19111, in so far as
he recognises two aspects (mental and physical) of the same ‘‘whole cvent™
or whole situation which he thinks can be referred to in a ‘‘neutral way”’.
Our concern has been only to argue against the physicalist form of the
Identity Hypothesis.
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a sort of identity of events constituting mind and brain. This.
is possible because neutral monism does not subsume or sub-
ordinate one of mind and matter under the other, because it
gives equal status to both of them. The identity it asserts is not
that of mind and brain as such, but of the constituent events
grouped in two different ways. Thus the identity theory in its.

neutral monistic form seems to be morec intelligible than it is.
in its physicalist form.

We have seen that the identity theory as propounded by
Russell avoids certain objections that are usually raised
against the theory in its physicalist form. And if what we
have said above is correct, it seems to follow that the theory
in its form of as aspect of neutral monism as we find in
Russell’s philosophy stands a better chance of being true than
it does in its physicalist or materialist form. In this form,.

the theory, we have found, is as old as Russell's complete.
neutral monism.
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