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THE COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH IN BRADIEY'S PHITOSOPHY

'"When in the reason's philosophy the rational appears
dominant and sole possessor of the world, we can only wonder what
place would be left to it, if the element excluded might break
through the charm of the magic circle, and, without growing
rational, could find expression. Such an idea may be senseless
and such a thought may contradict itself, but it serves to give
expression to an obstinate instinct.!

Bradley in The Principles of Logic

'Only a rich man may wear a bad coat, and only a philosopher

of Mr. Bradley's force could escape suspicions of a crude dualistic
realism.’'

B. Bosanquet in Xnowledge and Reality
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CHAPTER 1.

Bradley's Philosophy in Ethical Studies

'Those who try to treat polities and morals separately
will never understand either of them.'

Rousseau: Emile Liv. IV.

The purpose of this thesis is to expound the coherence theory
of truth as found in Bradley's philosophy, and the aim of this chapter
is to illustrate the general shape and emphasis of Bradley's thought by
outlining some of the important points in his ethical theory. That is,
while his work is by no means a tightly orgenized system, nonetheless
his writings do possess certain common features and show a fairly
consistent orientation towards philosophical problems; and, consequently,
if we take one part of his thought and describe it in general we will be
able to detect certain principles which will serve to guide us through
the more detailed analysis of subsequent chapters. We will examine these
principles below, but in the meantime we will make some remarks on the

aim of this thesis.

The title, that is 'The Coherence Theory of Truth in Bradley's

Philosophy} suggests that we have two purposes. The first of these being
an account of the coherence theory in general, and the second a deserip-
tion of its particular form in Bradley's work. This supposition is correct
to the extent that the historical background of Bradley's thought can
illuminate his own position. Yet if our historical background is incomplete
we have not thus imperfectly fulfilled our first task, for in discussing
Bradley's own theory we are at the same time discussing the coherence

theory; that is, the theory does not live by itself in some remote heaven



apart from its particular embodiments in the work of different
philosophers. Thus even if the theory has had a long history it is
not something apart from Bradley's work, and this means that our two

purposes will for the most part be identical.

Nevertheless, they do diverge to the extent that Bradley
introduced radical innovations into the traditional view, and these
innovations can only be understood to be such when at least something of
the historical background is presented. Thus, in spite of the fact
that in discussing Bradley's work we are ipso facto discussing the co=
herence theory of truth, this study will be at least facilitated if we
are enabled to appreciate something of the philosophical context in which

he wrote, and the problems set him by the history of philosophy.

Bradley's own philosophical enviromment was the empiricism of
Mill and Bain and their train of minute philosophers. In later years he
wasto call this empiricism 'a dense body of stupid tradition and ancestral
prejudice‘.l It was an enviromment which did not differ too much from our
own, with its insistence on analysis, and its rejection of 'transcendental-
ism' which all the time hid the presence of unexamined metaphysical dogms.
To this philosophy he brought his critical sceptical mind and a warm
admiration for German thought. Yet this admiration was by no means un-
qualified, and one of the basic reasons for this was his adherence to what

might be called the motive behind a great deal of British philosophye.

This motive is respect for fact and for the common world of perception,

1. Appearance and Reality, 'Preface' p. 10, Second Edition, Tenth Im-
pression, 1946. In future I shall refer to this book as A&R in the
notes, and in the text, for the most part, as Appearance.
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discussed problems in this way, and we know long before any such problem
is even raised what his attitude towards it would be. DBut when we say
that Kant holds the same doctrine we are asserting something of importance

as it marks a definite line beyond which he would not go.

The notion that there is a Kantian element in Bradley's thought
is familiar to anyone who has read any commentaries on his work. C. R.

Morris for example in Idealistic Logic brings out the tremendous influence

which Kant had on all subsequent forms of idealism, and more particularly
the similarity of many of his and Bradley's views. 4gain, G. R. G. More
has no hesitation in attributing many of the non-Hegelian elements in
Bradley's work to the influence of Kant. In both An Introduction to Hegel
and a Study in Hegel's Logic he gives careful attention to the Kantian
elements in Bradley's thougbt. Finally, Professor Kemp Smith in his
Commentary on the First Critique, states that '"Modern logic, as developed
by Lotze, Sigwart, Bradley, and Bosanquet, is, in large part, the recasting
of general logic in terms of the results reached by Kant's transcendental
enquiries'. It would thus seem that we are at least justified in looking

for a Kantian element in Bradley's thought.

We must add at once, however, that even when we have searched for,
and elucidated, the Kantian elements in Bradley's thought, he accepted
everything which Hegel wrote in criticism of Kant. This will mean that
those Kantian elements which we are able to detect will represent a return
to the Kantian position which has been mediated by the Hegelian criticism.
To enable us to understand this we must adumbrate the relation of Bradley

to Hegel's thought.

1. N. K. Smith, Commentary on Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, Macmillan,
London 1918, p. 1€1.
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In the 'Preface! to the first edition of The Principles of logiec,

published in 1883, we have his own statement of this relationship. 'For Hegel
himself, assuredly I think him a great philosopher; but I never could have
called myself an Hegelian, partly because I cannot say that I have mastered
his system, and partly because I could not accept what seems his main
principle. I have no wish to conceal how much I owe to his writings; but
I will leave it to those who can judge better than myself, to fix the limits
within which I have followed him. As for the "Hegelian School" which exists
in our reviews, I know no one who has met with it anywhere else.'l Again
in 1922 he wrote 'I did not, and do not, know the limits of my indebtedness
to Hegel; and if once I began to acknowledge what I owed, I felt that I
might be taken to deny or to ignore, wherever such an acknowledgement was
omitted. I feared to fall into at least a tacit claim to originality, a
claim which throughout my whole career I have, I hope, everywhere avoided,
and with regard to which I entertain a feeling of something like con'bﬂnpt'.2
It would be 2 brave man who would consider himself better qual-
ified than Bradley to judge the precise limits to which he had followed Hegel.
Yet from the above we learn at least that he was greatly indebted to Hegel,
but could not accept 'what seems his main principle!'. This principle I take
to be Hegel's belief that the real is the rational. Bradley was unable to
accept this fundamental prineciple, which is taken as a starting point and
is supposed to be justified in the actual process of philosophizing, because

he could not see how a reality which was Mind could account for the exist-

ence of feeling. This is not to say that Hegel was unaware of feeling, he

l. The Principles of Logic, 'Preface' to the first edition. All references
in this thesis are taken from the second edition published in 1922,
corrected in 1928, and reprinted in 1950, which preserved the text of the
first edition and added notes to each chapter, and twelve 'Terminal Essays'.
2. Principles of Logic, p.515.



had some important things to say about psychology, and feeling plaeys an im-
portent place in both the Phenomenology and The Philosophy of Spirit. Hegel
was not the fool he is so often made out to be, and he is often more 'empirical’
than the empiricists in his analysis of the actual situation in which finite
experients find themselves. What Bradley is objecting to is Hegel's belief that
feeling and the world of our experience is ultimately a manifestation of Spirit

or Mind -

When we say 'manifestation'! this is not to be understood in the
Christian sense of creation, but in the Spinozistic interpretation as substance.
Hegel's Absolute, however, is not merely substance, it is also subject, that is,
it is an active principle which, in order to achieve a more concrete embodiment
of itself, puts itself forth in a dialectical process.2 This process has, as
some of its 'moments' or functional parts, the world of nature and of finite

experience.

Bradley attempted to retain the doctrine of an absolute reality which
was manifested in different forms, but this absolute was not Mind but was an
experience which was more like feeling than anything else? Now, because the
Absolute is not thought, but something other than thought, Bradley is less meta-
physical than Hegel. He is content to describe the outlines of reality; what
we know must be, but which we do not see is the case, or understand how it can be
so0. The fact that thought cannot know reality in any detail introduces a dual-
istic element into his work. Dualistic, that is, in the sense that reality and

thought are looked upon as being of two distinet natures.

This separation of thought and experience also gave a peculiar twist

to his metaphysics in that his proof for the existence of the Absolute is of

L. See infra pp. 62-6
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the cosmological and not the ontological type. Hegel contended that the
ontological proof was the basis of all sound philosophy because it asserted
the unity of thought and being. Now in maintaining this he was following a
tradition as old as Plato, and one which dominated the thought of the early
Middle Ages. The argument depends on a kind of experience, on an inwardness,
and for thinkers of this type the way to a knowledge of the ultimate reality
is by a kind of inward experience.l

The later Middle Ages under the influence of Aquinas rejected this
inward approach of Augustine and Anselm and maintained that the way to the
one reality was more 'objective'! and 'secientific', it was by a consideration
of nature, and by a realization of its deficiencies that we proved the existence

of God. A contingentia mundi was the watchword of these thinkers.

Most idealist thinkers are insistent that the early way is the
better way, and they accept Kant's argument that the cosmological proof depends
for its validity on the ontological,2 while at the same time discounting his
rejection of the latter argument. Bradley, on the other hand, attempted to
build his argument for the Atsolute on a cosmological type of proof. The
reasons for this, aside from a sceptical element in his own nature which made
him seek something more than the proof of his philosophy in a personal experience,
was the dualistic element in his thought. The world of our experience has two
elements, thought and reality. Thought considers reality and seeks to under-
stand the implications of the finite and so pronounces that there is an

Absolute. Only when we have reached this stage can we assert that in some

ultimate way thought and existence are manifestations of the same Absolute.

1. See Chapter VIIfor a more detailed discussion of this point.
2. See Critique of Pure Reason A 603, B 631.
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The germ of this dualistic element can be seen even in his first
book Ethical Studies, although it does not become explicit until the first
edition of The Principles. In Ethical Studies we find that in spite of his
acceptance of many Hegelian doctrines such as the concrete universal, and
an emphasis on the importance of the state for morality; nonetheless, we do
not see the state as an expression of the Absolute because the nature of
morality is such that it demands our adherence to an ideal which is beyond
any visible institution. This ideal, furthermore, is only grasped in
religion which depends on faith. In other words, then, even in Ethical
Studies the world of everyday living and experience is contrasted with a

more perfect reality which we can only imperfectly grasp.

We have said that there was a Kantian element in Bradley's thought,
although it was mediated by the Hegelian criticism. Now, that we have some
idea of Bradley's differences with Hegel, we are in a better position to
understand what this means. Because the reality which the nature of morality
demands is imperfectly known, Bradley's ethical theory emphasizes the finite
individuals' relation to the whole, not the whole's realization of itself in
and through finite individuals. His theory in the end is 'realize the good
will', and while there are significant differences in his and Kant's understand-
ing of this, such a theory is at least not un-Kantian. In this chapter we
shall consider these ethical problems in more detail, but first we shall in-
dicate what I regard as Bradley's partial return to Kantian positions in those
other parts of his work which will be our concern in the remaining chapters of

this thesis.

Kant's logic, unlike Hegel's, is largely concerned with the theory of

judgement, and this is true of Bradley's as well. Again Bradley holds that
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thought is discursive and has no moment of intuition, and this again he
shares with Kant. These logical views have important consequences for Brad-
ley's metaphysics, and in the latter chapters of this thesis we will have to
ask if Bradley's Absolute is not something very akin to Kant's thing-in-itself,l
and whether reason's ideal of systematic coherence is not something closer to
one of Kant's regulative ideas than to Hegel's belief that coherence is a

description of the nature of reality itself.

For the remainder of this chapter, however, we will be concerned with
Bradley's ethical theory. Here we shall try to show how, in spite of his
acceptance of Hegel's criticism of the Kantian moral philoscphy, he evolved a
theory which in many respects marks a return to Kant, or at least possesses

certain Kantian characteristics.
II.

In this section we will begin with an outline of the argument of
the remainder of the chapter, which is itself divided into three parts. In
the first we consider how Bradley argues, as did Kant, that morality can have
no theoretical justification. We then go on to give a brief summary of Kant's
theory of the good will. In the second section we have Hegel's criticism of
this doctrine, and a resumé of how he sought to make the idea of the autonomous
will concrete in the state. Thirdly we consider how Bradley's essay 'My
Station and its Duties' is in many ways a non-dialectical reformulation of the

Philosophy of Right; but then we show how his insistence that the laws of the

state are not always the expression of the free will of the individual, lead
him to assert that the good which we seek is partly ideal, or unrealized, and

that consequently my duty may necessitate my disobeying the laws of the state.
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This throws the individual back on himself, and of course wreaks havoc with
the Hegelian ethical theory. At the same time we insist that, while his
theory in the end is summed up by 'realize yourself as the good will', it is,

metaphysically speaking, far removed from Kant.

l. In this part we are to consider the argument common to both
Kant and Bradley that morality can have no theoretical justification, as well

as to give a brief outline of Kant's theory of the good will.

Ethical Studies is a book containing seven essays and a chapter
called 'Concluding Remarks'. The most important for our purpcses are numbers
II, IV, V, and VI, that is, 'Why Should I be Moral', 'Duty for Duty's Sake',
"My Station and its Duties', and 'Ideal Morality'. The most difficult problem
for an interpretation of Bradley's thought is the relationship between the
fourth and fifth essays, but for our purpose in this part it is the second

essay which will be our concern.

The second essay makes the point that the material for moral philosophy
is gui generis, and is of a different type from our ordinary knowledge of
objects. That is, while we might feel that it is rational to ask why I should
be moral, nonetheless, 'morality (and she is reason) teaches us that, if we
look on her only as good for something else, we never in that case have seen
her at all'. In fact to ask why in this case shows that we are dogmatically
assuming that morality must be dependent on something else, we are asking for

an end which is not in itself moral.

Here,then, practically at the beginning of his career, Bradley is

closer at least to the spirit of Kant than Hegel. For in Hegel's work there

l. Ethical Studies, 0.U.P., second edition 1927, pe. 49. This book was first
published in 1876. Hereafter referred to in the notes as E.S.
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is at least the attempt to give morality a theoretical justification, as

the idea of the good is subordinated to the idea of the true. BPradley, on
the other hand, seems to be expressing Kant's own position on this particular
point. Kant, that is, distinguished between theoretical and practical
reason. Reascon in its practical employment was concerned with the grounds
for determining our will. This practical reason is said to have the primacy
by which is meant that the interest or motive of practical reason determines
theoretical reason, because all interest is ultimately practical.l The

idea of freedom, for example, only becomes of importance to theoretical reason

because of its importance in connection with morality.

Morality Kant held had need of three postulates, freedom which
plays the most important role, and God and immortality. Insight into these
ideas, in the sense of understanding what they were really like as objects

of the speculative reason 'would render theology and morals', and through

the union of these two, likewise religion, and therewith the highest ends of

our existence, entirely and exclusively dependent on the faculty of speculative

reason‘.2 If this state were ever to be achieved then morality would be im-

possible, because we would no longer act from the only moral motive which is

respect for the concept of law, but we would be constrained by motives which

were external to the will. '(God and eternity with their awful majesty

would stand unceasingly before our eyes... Transgression of the law, would,

no doubt, be avoided; what is commanded would be done; but the mental dig-
osition, from which actions ought to proceed, cannot be infused by any command,

and in this case the spur to action is ever active and external...most of the

1l. Critique of Practical Reason, Abbott translation, paragraph 260 et seq.
2. Critigue of Pure Reason, B 395, note.
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actions that conformed to the law would be done from fear, a few only from
hope, and none at all from duty, and the moral worth of actions....would
disappear.'l

Morality, then, for both Kant and Bradley can have no theoretical
justification, for if it did morality would cease to be independent, and for
Kant at least the possibility of moral action would altogether disappear.

For Hegel, on the other hand, the moral idea is not underivative,
but needs 'the moment of the theoretical ide&'.2 That is, the idea of the
good is incomplete, and requires a final theoretical justification. Hegel
seems to argue that as morality is a rational activity it is deficient in
the degree to which it cannot provide its own justification. The idea of
willing is not fully consistent with the rest of knowing, because willing
seeks to alter reality, but if it alters reality then it alters the world of
truth, and in doing this it separates itself from the theoretical idea which
seeks to comprehend what is. But in so separating itself it is not con-
sistent, because so long as it is so separated it cannot become what it has
in it to become, that is, what it truly is. And it cannot become what it truly

is because it has cut itself off from the theoretical idea.

The reader even if he has tried to follow this last paragraph
might still ask why morality should try to become what it truly is. That is,
he might see that morality is an incomplete idea, but agree with Kant that
so far as we are concerned there is no more to be said. It is here that we

meet with Hegel's insistence that the real is rational and that consequently

l. Critigque of Practical Reason, par. 294

2. Science of Logic, Johnston and Struthers translation, p. 463, hereafter
referred to as L.L. (larger logic) to distinguish it from the Logic of
the Encyclopaedia.
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the moral idea is only real to the extent it can be seen to be part of a

rational dialectic.

We can conclude, then, that on this first point Bradley is closer
to Kant than Hegel. We cannot call Bradley a Kantian in moral theory, how-
ever, at least not yet, because we find that he accepts verbatim Hegel's
criticism of Kant's theory. This theory holds in essence that the only
thing which is good without any qualification is a good will. Bradley says
of this that it is 'no metaphysical fiction. It is a truth of life and the
moral consciousness. A man is not called good because he is rich, nor be-
cause he is handsome or clever. He is good when he is moral, and he is moral
when his actions are conformed to and embody a good will, or when the will is
good'.l Now while Bradley accepts this, he also insists, along with Hegel,
that the concept of the good will tells us little or nothing, and indeed
we find that Hegel hss no quarrel with this general formulation of Kant's

position. We must, then, probe a little deeper in order to understand the

Hegelian criticism.

Kant held that to act morally was to act in accordance with the
conception of law, and the motive for such action was respect for the law,
which was engendered by our experience of obligation. If we act with regard
for consequences we find that our will is determined by objects in the world
of nature and this leads to what is called heteronomy. A moral will, however,
is autonomous and free. Free, that is, from the determinations of the
sensible world, but not free in the sense of license to act in a purely
idiosyncratic way. The freedom of morality is another type of causality in
which we become subject to the necessity of not being able to do wrong. Thus
the freedom of the will also means that we are not determined by any sensible

particular.

1. Eﬁ" Pe 1‘-’&30 e
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Kant also tried to provide a kind of formula by which we could
determine whether any proposed action was in fact moral. This was to
universalize the maxim of our action and see whether or not the result was
fit to serve as a universal law; 'this is the sole condition under which
a will ean never contradict itself'.l In human beings this universal law
is always present to us as an ought, something which we only imperfectly

realize, and conseguently practical reason is conscious of its own defects

and limitations.

Finally, Kant introduced the idea of a summum bonum. Moral
action in this world has no connection with the happiness of the agent,
and yet we feel it ought to have. Yet given the world of nature which is
not determined by freedom and morality, the notion of happiness which is
proportionate to freedom must remain a continual beyond, something which is
unrealized. We should add in fairness to Kant that while he calls the summum
bonum the object of practical reason, he does not intend that it should be
looked upon as a motive to morality.2

In Chapter IV of Ethical Studies Bradley argues that a good will
must be universal, in fact that the good will is a universal will because it
must be good for everyone. I think that this may be so, but on the other
hand I do not believe that Kant wanted to say this. There is a similar
problem facing anyone who tries to deal with Kant's theory of the transcend-
ental unity of apperception -- is there only one, or are there many? Kant,
I believe, would not have held that there is only one will which is

differentiated in so far as individuals do not perfectly realize it. On

1. Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Morals, Abbott translation, p.55.
2. See The Critique of Practical Reason, Bke. II, Ch. II.
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the other hand, as we shall see, there seems no reason why he did not say

this. And in his politicel philosophy he does speak of the general will.

This then is a brief sketch of some of the points in Kant's moral
philosophy which were to be of importance in the philosophies of both Hegel
and Bradley. In the next part we shall examine Hegel's criticism of this
doctrine, and present a summary of how he sought to give the Kantian philoso-

phy a more concrete nature.

2. Hegel believed that Kant's moral philosophy was far superior
to his First Critique, as practical reason was sensible of its own deficien-
cies, and so was aware of 'absoluteness', where theoretical reason was not.
That is, for the latter its ideals were only ideal, while for the former the
law itself showed practical reason its own limitations, but at the same
time it became aware of the reality which was beyond itself. !'The satisfy-
ing part of Kant's philosophy,' wrote Hegel, 'is that truth is at least
set within the heart; and hence I acknowledge that, and that alone, which is
in conformity with my determined na‘bure.'1 Kant might have disliked the

language, but it certainly expresses one facet of his thought.

The moral man, as we know, has the moral law as part of his own
nature, and this law is grounded in freedom and the autonomy of the will.
The essence of the will is that is should determine itself from itself; and
so practical reason gives itself laws. All this is contrasted with the will
which determines itself by inclinations so leading to heteronomy; for
desires belong to nature, not to the real world of freedom. All this, says

Hegel, is most important, and it is essential to emphasize that the will

1. Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Vol. III, p. 458, translated by
E. Haldane and F. Simpson, Kegan Paul 1876.
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has no aim other than that derived from itself, the aim of its freedom. It
is a great advance, he says, when it has been established that 'the last hinge'
on which man turns is freedom -- freedom which is a 'highest possible pinnacle',
which allows nothing further to be imposed upon it; 'thus man bows to no
authority, and acknowledges no obligations, where his freedom is not respected'.l
The defect of this is that the practical reason as law giving is
supposed to be concrete as delivering the moral law. But its freedom is at
first only the negative of everything else; no bond of sense, no external
obligetion has any claim on the will; thus freedom seems to be only 'the
identity of the will with itself, its at-homeness with itself'.2 In fact the
law has no content, it does not say anything. The principle itself is nothing
more than the agreement of itself with itself, and so is something which can-
not possibly have reality in the practical sphere. As Bradley was later
acidly to write 'Our practical maxim is realize non-contradiction. Whatever
act is self consistent, and is done for the sake of realizing self-consist-
ency, and for the sake of nothing else, is moral. This is simple and this is
practical; and there surely is cause for thankfulness in the arrangement of
things which has placed the standard and text of all that is most important,
of everything which really is importan;, in a form which even the unlettered

can understand and a child can apply.'

The determination of duty, the categorical imperative, is thus nothing
but an abstract rule of the understanding, a bare A is A, which cannot possibly

have any bearing on action. Any action can be put in the form of a universal

1. ibid.p. 459.
2. ibid.p. 460.
3. M- Pe 148-
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moral law and got in a form in which it would not contradict itself, and
so says nothing or is in error. We might put Hegel's criticism by saying that,
if the law is purely formal, it can have no content, and so will tell us
nothing; if it does tell us something, then it is not purely formal, and pre-
supposes that of which it legislates. 'This is the defect in the principle
of Kant and Fichte, that it is really formal; chill duty is the final in-
digested lump left within the stomach, the revelation given to reason.'l

The second point Hegel criticizes is the relation of the Notion of
the will with the particular will of the individual. That is, I am a moral
human being in so far as my will and the general will are identical, in so far
as my willing is determined by the causality of freedom. This unity which is
necessary for the morality of man is, says Hegel, only postulated, and beyond.
It must always remain an unrealized ought, for morality presupposes a
difference between the particular and the general will. Morality is a struggle
in which the particular and sensuous are to be determined by the universal,
and this can only happen when the two stand in some degree opposed. Hegel
objects to the infinitude of morality that results from this, viz. immortal-
ity, and argues that it is wrong to put ultimacy and permanency into the
finite will. That is, one can say that the only thing in Kant which keeps
the finite will from being perfect is its limitations, it is only the evil
which infeects it which keeps it particular, and the more that sensuous deter-
minations are removed, then the less there will be to distinguish it from the
pure will. Kant never says this, but it is in some ways a logical extension

of his prineciples.

1. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Vol. III, p. 46l.




Bradley repeats both these arguments in Chapter IV of Ethical
Studies. The maxim of non-contradiction is useless, since it posits a
content which is the contradiction of its own form; but apart from that
it gives us no information. The second one he puts in the following way:
'"negate the sensuous self". But if the sensuous self is negated, possibil=-
ity of morality disappears. Morality is thus as inconsistent as theft.'l

Hegel's third criticism is of the summum bonum. The union of
nature and the moral law is again only a beyond, a thought which has no ex-
istence, but is something which ought to be. The law of necessity and the
law of liberty are different, and placed in a dualism, which so far as we are
concerned 1is irreconcilable. In the practical unity of nature and freedom,
nature would remain nature no longer, if it were confronted with the Notion
of the Good; and this means for Kant that the two sides remain in utter
opposition. The point here is that if willing is to mean anything, then it
must teke place in the sort of world which will can affect, and it is diffi-
cult to understand how willing can have any effect on Kant's world of nature.
The criticism of Kent is summed up in the following way: 'The vanity of man
aspires to have an ideal before him, in order to be able to find fault with
everything alike. We possess all wisdom, it is within us, but is not forth-
coming. That is the ultimate standpoint; it is a high standpoint, no doubt,
but in it the truth is never reached. The absolute Good remains "what ought
to be", or without objectivity; and there it has to remain.'2

Hegel's attempt to make the good actual, and to remove it from the

sphere of what 'ought to be' is found in the Philosophy of Right. In this

1. E.S. pp. 154=155.
2. Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Vol. III, p. 462.
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book Hegel examines how Mind put itself forth through the agency of the will
in order to realize the good. 'The basis of Right is, in general, Mind; its
precise place and point of origin is the will. The will is free, so that
freedom is both the substance of right and its goal, while the system of
right is the realm of freedom made actual, the world of mind brought forth
out of itself like a second nature.‘l

The three main sections of the dialeectic of right are abstract
right, morality, and ethical life., In the first of these the free will has
the character of immediacy, and has a negative actuality es compared with
the real world. That is, the existence which Mind gives itself here is an
abstract universal. It sets this universality up zs its pre-eminent char-
acteristic. Thus rights are said to be negative, because compared with
the actual world they are only abstract idea. To have a right is to have
a permission or warrant, but right being abstract is negative and all its
commends, even those of an apparently positive sort, will be seen to be
based on the prchibition that we are not to infringe on personality and its

rights.

Right, however, has an inward aspect, and on one side at least is
concerned with the intention and insight of the agent. This is the field of
morality, and is regarded as the sphere of subjectivity as here the will is
actualized in the subject and becomes purpose, intention, good and conscience.
We may peuse for a moment to ask what Hegel means by 'acting morally'. The
answer to this shows why some people say that Hegel has no moral philosophy at
2ll. Hegel as we have seen denies that Kent's formulation of the moral law

can have any effect on experience. The ground being indeterminate cannot be

1. The Philosophy of Right, para. 4, translated by T. M. Knox, 0.U.P. 1942,
hereafter referred to in the notes as P.R.
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the ground of any particulaer duty. Most men, says Hegel, accept the laws
and regulations of their society; but the moral man has gone beyond this
standpoint, and his freedom consists in obeying the universal law of duty.
But since the moral law cannot in fact determine any actions, it follows
that he must be determined by particuler impulses, desires, and the like
which escape the dictation of any law whatsoever. The good man is only
saved from this position because of the fact that he continues to follow
the traditional morality under the delusion that he is acting under the

law of duty. 'The consistently moral men would not be thus deluded; his
actions would therefore be determined solely by desire, and would differ
from those of the profligate in nothing but in the hypocrisy that they
were determined by the law of duty.‘l Hegel then concludes that the purely
moral will is identical with the impulse of passion; and that moral freedom
is indistinguishable from the empirical 'freedom of following desire'. It
should be remembered that this is not the whole of Hegel's ethical theory,
but only the outcome of Spirit 'in the condition of being certain of itself'.
Left to himself without the guidance of society this is all that morality
comes to, but ethical life is the fulfilling and completion of morality.
This is Hegel's solution to Kant's dilemma that as nature and will have no
common ground of which we can know, that morality must remain a perpetual

beyond .

Ethical 1life, being the synthesis of the triad, contains the Idea
as external in objects, which was abstract right, as well as realized in the

subject, which was morality. This synthesis is, says Hegel, the good come

1. Foster, M. B. The Political Philosophies of Plato and Hegel, 0.U.P.1935.
This 'disintegration' of morality is worked out in the Phenomenology under
the heading of 'Morality', but the reader is warned that 'Lthical Elfe'
does not mean the same thing in the Phenomonology and the Fhilosophy of

Right.
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alive, 'it is the concept of freedom developed into the existing world and
1

the nature of self-consciousness'. Ethical mind constructs for itself a

world of institutions in which the individual selves lead a common life, and

in which they find that the only complete freedom is the acceptance of the

rational ends of the state as their own.

This is the dialectic of Right in broadest outline. There are only
two points which we can notice here. The first of these contains what
Hegel calls the element of subjectivity. Freedom is the satisfaction of the
subjective element, and this satisfaction is found in the subjective willing
of an objective law. This law is the law of the state, and this is the law
that the men who has advanced to the moral standpoint of Kant and been dis=-

appointed, adopts in place of the empty super-sensible.

This, very crudely, is Hegel's position, and the trouble with trying
to make it any clearer is that it involves us in a very difficult problem,
and this is the precise meaning of 'subjective element'. Two things seem to
be meant by it. The first is the subject's willing of the law for its own
seke, a kind of Kantian idea of freedom; that is, the right of giving re-
cognition only to what my insight recognizes as raticnal, the universal. On
the other hand he sometimes means the very opposite, the willing of the part-
icular, just because the particular, gua particular, cannot be determined by
a law. It clearly makes a great deal of difference which of these two is
meant, and we can only indicate the difficulty as it appears in the transition
between what Hegel calls 'Civil Society' to the State. This is the second

point mentioned above.

lo Mo, Parn 142.



Civil society is the state as the understanding sees it, and so is
compounded of particulars and abstract universals. The first of these are
the individuals who are a 'totality of wants', 'a mixture of caprice and
physical necessity'. The second principle is brought in because each person
is related to other particular persons and these other persons serve to
satisfy his wants, and this brings in the abstract universal of universality.
That is, here, every member of society is his own end, everything else is
nothing to him. Yet except in contact with others he cannot attain his ends,
and these others are therefore means to the attainment of his ends. But be-
cause of this relation to other people the particular end assumes the form
of universality. 'Particularity, restricted by universality, is the only
standard whereby each particular member promotes his welfare.'l This is the
sphere where economic laws are fulfilled, and ecivil law is enforced. It is
here that we find the freedom of the subjective element in the second sense
noted above.2 'Civil society' is what the 18th century empiricist philosophers

meant by the State.

The State for Hegel, on the other hand, corresponds to the Absolute
Idea in the sphere of Right, and is the actuality of the Ethical Idea. It is
the ethical mind as the substantial will as it manifests and reveals itself to
itself, accomplishing what it knows 'and is so far as it knows it'. In Civil
Society the Idea was only imperfectly realized, and so the transition from it
to the state was necessitated by the idea itself. For, while the subject was
governed by a law which was the expression of Reason, nevertheless it only

regulated its activities, and was not itself the object of the individual's

1. Eﬁo, pare. 267-
20 _P;P%o, pa!'o 278.
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actions. The true freedom is the willing of the law of the state for its
own sake. 'If the state is confused with civil society, and if its spec-
ified end is laid down as the security and protection of property and
personal freedom, then the interests of the individuals as such becomes the
ultimate end of their association, and it follows that membership in the
state is something optional. But the state's relation to the individual
is quite different from this. Since the state is mind objectified, it is
only as one of its members that the individual himself has objectivity,
genuine individuality, and an ethical life. Unification pure and simple
is the true content and aim of the individual and the individual's destiny
is the living of the universal life.‘l

This freedom to obey the laws of the s tate, the willing of the
universal seen as rational and concrete, is the first sort of freedom dis-
tinguished above.2 The guestion is, does everyone possess it? The answer
seems to be no, only the ruler has this true freedom. Only he wills the
universal as his end, and the rest of society are the matter -- in the
Aristotelian sense of fb STFOMSTpavov én which the form is imposed. The
theory is, however, much more subtle and difficult than this. For one thing,
Civil Society, as no moment in the dialectic is lost, continues in the actual

state == this is difficult to understand, but even an attempt to consider it

would lead us toofar from our main purpcse.

This then, in broad outline, is the dialectic of Right. It re-
presents an attempt to combine an ethical theory which recognizes society as
indispensable for the moral life, with Kant's insight that there are obliga-

tions which cut across every other consideration and yet are obeyed because

1. P.R. p. 156.
2, P.R. par. 278.
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they are expressions of my rational will as autonomous and self-
legislating. Hegel's theory, it seems to me, in no way deserves the con-
tempt with which it has been visited; it may be wrong, it may even be
wicked, but the books which dispose of his work in two or three pages show
they have no appreciation of the difficult ethical and political problems

with which he was dealing.

It is to Bradley's credit that he admired the achievement and in-
sight, end recognized its greatness. At the same time, however, because of
what I consider a firmer grasp on the moral situation, he would not accept
the theory. In the next part we will examine how he sought to make use of

the Hegelian insights without accepting the whole doctrine.

3. In this section we are to deal with Bradley's reformulation of
the Hegelian moral philosophy, and his return to a position which is in some

respects the same as Kent's.

Bradley accepted Hegel's criticism of Kant, and said that as a
system Kant's philosophy had been 'annihilated' by Hegel. On the other hand
he realized that the 'fact or reason' which Kant was working with, that is
the categorical nature of obligation, the doing of duty for its own sake,
was a plain deliverance of the moral consciousness. ‘'Everyone knows' he says,
'that to do right is to do one's duty for its own sake, and that, if duty is
done for the sake of some ulterior cbject, that act may be legal but it is
certainly not moral.‘l

We see then that he accepted Hegel's fTannihilation' of Kant's

system, but wished to retain what he regarded as the most important part of

1. E.S. p. 147.
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that system. He tried to construct a theory which will take account of
both these facts, and this he does in three stages. He first of all
criticizes Kant's theory in 'Duty for Duty's Sake'. This essay is com-
pletely Hegelian, and there are places which are even paraphrases of the
Philosophy of Right. MNext, in the same way as Hegel does, he tried to in-
corporate the notion of the moral will into the social structure, in order
to give the dictates of the will some content which is not purely subject-
ive. This he does in 'My Station and its Duties'. There is, however, a
third stage, which is a criticism of the Hegelian viewpoint, and is largely

concerned with the problem of personal morality.

It will perhaps make his differences with Hegel clearer, if we
gsay that for Bradley the end for morality is self-realigation, with the
emphasis on the self, while for Hegel the interest is centred on how the
Idea is realized in selves. The emphasis in each case is different. We
might also say that for Bradley morality is a higher category than ethical
life. We will attempt to explain these differences lyconsidering 'My
Station and its Duties! and 'Ideal Morality'.

When Bradley says that the end is self-realization he is not
putting forward some 'music hall theory of life'f but uses the phrase to
express what he calls the 'ultimate practical why'. That is, we have seen
that morality presupposes an end which is not outside morality, for other=
wise morality would be dependent and derivative. This end is simply being
moral, so we can say it implies a good to be realized, or a something to
be done. On the other hand, morality is not merely the means to realizing

this good, or in performing this act, it is also the realizing of this

l. His description of Mill's Theory.



=06

good and the doing of this act. The doing of an action by a moral agent
Bradley calls self-realization. When the term is seen to have this
broad meaning it is surely not objectionable, and could be used even of
Kant or Aristotle. It only means the realization of the moral part of

our natures.

There may be apter expressions than self=-realization, but I can
see no objection to it when it is used in this general way. Furthermore,
Bradley makes it plain that the self to be realized is not the self to
be pleased. Neither is it to realize the good will, because this formula,
as Hegel showed, is useless for action. Nor again is it the self as I
happen to find it now. It is important to notice this point because many
of the objections to a self-realization theory seem to rest on the belief
that self-realization is a kind of aesthetic rather than moral criterion.
But Bradley insists that the moral consciousness teaches us that morality
implies a higher or a better self, and self-realization means realize

this better self.

Yet morality, besides this individual aspect, implies a universal
side, and Bradley uses for this Kant's term the good will; the good will
which confronts man with a law and an ought, and which does not depend for
its existence on the individuals' choice or ¢pinion. 'Either there is no
morality, so says the moral consciousness, or moral duties exist independ-
ently of their position by this or that person; my duty may be mine and no
other man's, but I do not make it mine.'l In this sense duty is objective,

because it does not depend on my particular wishes, yet this is not to say

that it is always and everywhere the same.

l. E.S. 1€2.
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This universal aspect of all morality is not a kind of Platonic
universal which lives apart from its copies, but is an Aristotelian form
which has no reality except in and through the particulars which embody
it. 'The good will (for morality) is meaningless, if, whatever else it
be, it be not the will of living finite beings.'l Thus the good will is
what the idealists call a8 concrete universal; it is universal because it
is more than any particular, and it is concrete because it is in and threough

all its embodiments, and is only so far as they are.

In this universal, individual selves realize their moral selves
by finding the function which is their duty, a function which they could
not find when left to their own devices with no concrete and specific
obligations. Similarly the whole moral organism is realized in the in-
dividual wills. 'Here, and here first, are the contradictions which have
beset us solved -=- here is a universal which can confront our wandering
desires with a fixed and stern imperative, but which yet is no unreal form
of the mind but a living soul that penetrates and stands fast in the de-
tail of actual existence.'2

Before going on to see where this belief leads Bradley we should
notice the doctrines of Absolute Idealism which are implicit in what he has
been saying. There is the belief in the concrete universal, there is the
seed of the doctrine of identity in difference, and, the notion that the

real is active in an objective way is also present.

These doctrines are all represented in the theory of 'My Station

and its Duties'. If there is a will which resides in individuals, yet which

1. E.S., p. 162.
2. ibid.
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is more than eny one individual, then, Bradley argues, self-realization ,
duty and happiness will all find their satisfaction in a social organism.
This organism, that is, will be at least a partial embodiment of the good
will. '""Mere rhetorie" we shall be told "a bad metaphysical dream, a
stale 0ld story once more warmed up, which cannot hold its own against the
logic of facts".'l We shall be told in 2 voice guivering with indignation
that the individual is prior to the state, and that the state exisits for
him, not the individual for the state. FPhilosophy would be a great deal
simpler if one could value such assertion as some appear to do. The objec-
tion to such a statement is not so much that it is wrong -= I do not know
if it is or not == but that it provides alconvenient escape from many of
the difficult problems of moral and political philosophy. This conclusion
is only strengthened when we see that the exponents of this hard headed
realistically biased argument often take refuge in an untenable metaphysics

which makes morality impossible.

When the individual is said to be 'prior' to the state this can
be understood in an historical or a metaphysical sense. The former inter-
pretation seems to be wrong from the facts of history. If it is taken in
a metaphysical sense then this implies en atomic view of reality. Indi-
viduals are real, but there is no reality which answers to the social
organism, or the community, nor, I suppose, even to the family. A
community is the sum of its parts, the parts are real prior to the community
as they would be at its dissolution, and these are 'facts' not 'metaphysical

dreams'.

Now there is a sense in which such a view is tenable, but it is

1. E.S. p. 163.
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a sense which has nothing to do with moral or political philosophy. Kant
distinguished between the world of the understanding =nd the world of
reason. TFor understanding there were sense objects and subjects, and given
this world a universal is unreal or abstract. But Kant saw clearly that
this world depended on reason for its organization, and that morality could
not be fitted into the scheme of the understanding's interpretation of the
vorld. Thie is so because the possibility of morality is based on the idea
of action, and if the world is 'really' only subjects faced by objects, then
this barrier can never be crossed in the fulfillment of purpose because by
definition subjects and objects are distinet and unreconciled. But Kant
never made the vulgar mistake of assuming that the world of the understand-

ing was the same thing as reality.

We can see thic if we do as Bradley did and examine the teachings

of experience. We will find that men is, as Aristotle said he was, ¢ﬁ}’g|
ToMmTikd s - The individual men, the men inte whose essence his commun-
ity with others does not enter, who does not include relations to others

in bhis nature is a fiction. There are inherited traits and characterist-

ics as well as the consequences of habituation, from which the individual

cen never recover. 'Who can resist it?' asks Bradley, 'Way who but a
1

"thinker" could wish to have resisted it?' Bradley concludes that man is
essentially a social being, and that the notion of society or community

is more than an abstract universal which answers to no reality.

A man then is a part of a society and the being of each enters
into that of the other, and the whole must be the s elf-realization of
each member, for each member cannot find the function which makes him him-

self, apart from the whole to which he belongs. 'To be himself be must go

1. E.8. p. 171.
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beyond himself, to live his life he must live a life which is not merely
his own, but which, none the less, but on the contrary all the more, is
intensely and emphatically his own individuality.'l

Bradley argues that this theory supplements the deficiencies in
the Kantian theory and yet recognizes its strength. We have already
examined these defects in discussing Hegel's criticism of Kant, and
Bradley summarizes this criticism in three points. The universal which
was to be realized was abstract. The universal was subjective, that is
while it claimed to be 'objective' in the sense of being independent
of this or that person, still it was not real in the world, it always
remained 'within' us as Hegel put it. Again the universal left a part
of ourselves outside of itself, because we could never make our will
one with the moral will. These defects mean that a man cannot find
self-realization in the notion of pure duty because he is unable to
look upon either himself or any part of the objective world as the
realization of the moral law; nor, in fact can he even realize the
moral law at all because it has not content, or if it is given content
it is not the law that is realized since the content is derived from
elsewhere than the law itself. These defects are already familiar to
us, but we put them in this tabular form in order to see how they are

mended in 'My Station and its Duties'.

In 'my station' we find that the universal is concrete, that it
is objective, and that it leaves nothing outside of itself. It is con-
crete, yet not given by caprice. MAs we have seen the content we gave
to duty in Kant's theory was dependent on the individual. But, while

there are certain limits within which I can choose my station according

10 E;%o Pe 163-
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to my own liking, yet we cannot escape the fact that we must have some
station to which there will be duties attached. 4gain the universal
is concrete as well as objective, for it is not an abstraction, but
lives in and through the details of its system. 'The organs are always
at work for the whole, the whole is at work in the organs. And I am
one of the organs.'l

Secondly the universal is objective. Kant's will could have
no effect on nature, but the concrete tniversal has a being in institu-
tions and laws as well as in the individual man. The moral world, Bradley
contends, has these two sides which can be distinguished but not separat-
ed. The body of the moral world is systems and institutions from the
family to the nation. Yet this body must have a soul, otherwise it will
go to pieces; institubtions which are mere institutions are dead. In the
moral organism this soul is in the will of the particular wills of the
individuals, but it is felt and known by them to be more than their own
particular wills. '..moral institutions are carcasses without personal
morality, and personal morality apart from moral institutions is an un-

reality, a soul without a body.'

It is easy to see that this is merely a reformulation of Hegel's
argument in the Philosophy of Right, but it is important to see how
completely Bradley accepted Hegel's view that ethical life overcame the
dichotomy of morality and nature by arguing that I do not have to force
my will on a recalcitrant nature, but rather in fulfilling the duties
of my station, which are seen as the external embodiments of my will, we

are carrying out into the real world the demands of morality.

1. E.S. p. 176.
2. E.S. p. 178,
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Finally Bradley argues that we have also got rid of the contra-
diction between duty and the sensuous or 'empirical self'. Duty for
Kant was ever an unrealized ought, but in the concrete universal of my
station we are delivered from 'this last peevish enemy'. This is so
because not only what ought to be is in the moral organism, but also I
am what I ought to be because I can do my duty. 'My Station and its
Duties' teaches us 'that a man who does his work in the world is good,
notwithstanding his faults, if his faults do not prevent him from ful-
£illing his station. It tells us that the heart is an idle abstraction;
we are not to think of it, nor must we look at our insides, but at our
work and our life, and say to ourselves, Am I fulfilling my appointed
function or not?'l

It seems to me that there is a great deal of sound sense in all
this, and when we consider, as Bradley asks us to, whether the encourag-
ing of ourselves in holding opinions of our own is anything but sheer
self-conceit, we begin to see just how much common sense there is in
what he says. This opinion is only strengthened when he points out that
those who despise the common morality of those around them and try to
live a life of their own, often end by finding the despised common
rules of society an unattainable ideal. Of course none of this is very
exciting, we do not find any stark transcendentalism, nor tortured
'angst', and this is because most morality has little of this type of

element .

Yet the theory will not do as an account of all morality, and
its difficulties are much more obvious than its strength. The most

obvious difficulty is that the community in which the moral man finds

1. Mo Pe 181v
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himself may be confused and rotten, and even in the best conmunity it
will be in gross and not in detail that the external aspects of the world
situation will be the outward side of every individual's willing. In
none of these cases can the individual see his own self-realization.
But this concrete externalizing of his will was the strength of the theory
of my station. And so, the contradiction between what ought to be and
what is breaks out again 'and we must wrap ourselves in a virtue which
is our own and not the world's, or seek a higher doctrine by which, through
faith and faith alone, self-suppression lssues in a higher self-realiz-
1
ation.'
Hegel, it must in fairness be added, had recognized this kind
of difficulty. In the Philosophy of Right he wrote:
'..the tendency to loock deeper into oneself and to know and
determine within oneself what is right and good appears in ages
when what is recognized as right and good in contemporary manners
cannot satisfy the will of better men. When the existing world
of freedom has become faithless to the will of better men, that will
fails to find itself in the duties there recognized and must try to
find in the ideal world of the inner life alone the harmony which
actuality has lost.!'2
Hegel pays much more attention to the problem of the bad state
and the problems facing a moral person in such a state than is generally
recognized; but even so this slipping back into the sphere of personal
morality is only a second best, and is only a means to achieving a more
perfect state. Bradley's doctrine seems to be that this return to inward-
ness is necessary because no matter how good the community or state may be,

morality by its nature can never be perfectly realized in any sort of

visible community.

1. B.S. p.204.
2. P.R. par. 138.
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The most individual or original part of Bradley's theory is
found in the chapter on 'Ideal Morality'! where he emphasizes that the
whole which the individual seeks to realize is not visible in all its
aspects. The good self he maintains has a three-fold origin. The first
and most important of these comes from my station; but then there is
something besides, 'claims beyond what the world expects of us, a will
for good beyond whel we see to be realized anywhere'.l These are
virtues which depend on society for their exercise, such as exceptional
honesty or self-sacrifice. Finally there is in the good self an essence

whose ideal does not involve the relation to other men, and this is the

realization in myself of truth and beauty.

Again, while Hegel said in the Philosophy of Mind that art and

religion had absolute right, nonetheless it is difficult to make one
system out of such statements and the doctrine of the Philosophy of Right.
Hegel's position on the worth of personal morality seems at best to be
ambiguous, while Bradley is quite explicit in maintaining that it is in
the self that the good will is most adequately realized. 'For morals

the universal is not realized within my station, and furthermore the moral
consciousness does not tell us it is realized anywhere at all.'2 And he

adds that neither in me nor in the world is what ought to be what is, nor

what is what ought to be.

Bradley is thus reintroducing Kant's distinction between what is
and what ought to be, and rejecting Hegel's view, at least as it is found

in the Philosophy of Right. 'It is just as absurd to fancy that a philosophy

can transcend its contemporary world' wrote Hegel 'as it is to fancy that

1. £.§ 12D

2. E.8. E{. 231.
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an individual can overleap his own age, jump over Rhodes. If his theory
really goes beyond the world as it is and builds an ideal one as it
ought to be, that world exists indeed, but only in his opinion, an un-
substantial element where anything you please may, in fancy, be built.‘l

Bradley's morality is not subjective in this sense, yet it is still ideal

and involves an ought.

Yet metaphysically his theory is a world away from Kant, for
the basis of most of Eradley's theory is Absolute Idealism, yet it is
an idealism which is modified to the extent that we cannot be said to
see the embodiment of the Idea in any social structure, and so we must
believe, not understand how, that the contradiction between the is and the
ought is somehow solved. This refusal to accept Hegel's point that a
good state ever can be complete realization of the individuals' good will,
and his argument that part of reality demands our adherence to a whole
accepted on faith, means in effect that he is breaking with the Hegelian
idea that the real is the rational. We believe that the contradiction
between the is and the ought is somehow resolved in a whole which we ac-
cept because we somehow experience it, yet which we cannot see or under-

stand.

With this hurried survey we have covered in the field of moral
philosophy what will be part of our concern in the fields of logic and
metaphysics, that is, Bradley's attempt to build a philosophy which
accepted the Hegelian criticism of Kant, yet refused to accept Hegel's

most fundamental principle that the real is the rational. As I have said,

1. P.R. '"Preface'.
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it does not seem unfanciful to believe that, in spite of the very Hegelian
nature of much of Ethical Studies, many of Bradley's logical and meta-
physical differences with Hegel may have had part of their origin in what

we can only consider as Bradley's firmer grasp of the ethical situation.

In the following chapters we will trace Bradley's thought from
the analysis of experience, through the logical problems of judgement and
inference, to the metaphysical questions of reality and truth. We shall
see how his unwillingness to believe in the comprehensibility of reality

which we have already found in Ethical Studies becomes quite explicit in

his Logic. We shall see how his logical enquiries led him in to what
Bosanguet called a 'crude dualistic realism' with a correspondence theory

of truth. ILater we shall see that even when, under Bosanquet's criticism
he gave up his more dualistic views and the correspondence of ideas with
things; that, nonetheless, while he has the Hegelian insistence that thought
is satisfied in an Absolute, this is combined with the most un-Hegelian idea

that this satisfaction is not thought.

In subsequent chapters we will not provide the detailed historical
background for each topic as we have done here. For one thing it would
throw the thesis out of balance, for to include a discussion of Kant and
Hegel's theory on every subject we discuss would inevitably end in our
restricting the discussion of Bradley's views. MNonetheless, Hegel and Kant
cannot be altogether ignored, and I trust that after this chapter it will
be seen that Bradley's philosophy can only be clarified when it is placed

against the background of Kant and Hegel's thought.
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Chapter II.

Immediate Exverience

'evo Hegel's doctrine of feeling as a vague continuum below
relations, seemed and seems to me to have an importance which really
is vital....his main doctrine here was to myself the formulation of
that which T had felt to be the fact.!

B!‘utl iej

We have seen that there is at least an incipient dualism in

Ethical Studies between a world which is and a world which ought to be.

This dualism between the actual and the ideal world becomes quite ex-
plicit in the Principles of Logic. In this book he teaches that there
is the actual world of reality and the realm of ideas, and that our

only contact with the world of reality is by means of perception.

An attempt to make this any clearer brings us face to face
with one of the most difficult of all philosophical problems, and this
is the relation between sense and thought. Furthermore, while any
discussion of this problem is difficult enough in itself, our treatment
will be even further complicated as Bradley had two different views on

the question. One of these I have termed Kantian and the other Hegelian.

The first view is that the datum of thought, or the given,
or the reality, is something quite other than thought. The basis from
which a judgement of perception starts, and on which it acts 'is for
the intellect nothing. It is a sensuous whole which is merely felt and

which is not idealized. It is not anything which, as it is, could

come before gn understanding..... We needs must begin our voyage of
3
reasoning by working on something which is felt and not thought.!'

1. Principles, p. 479.



This sensuous datum is something unlike thought; it is a
primitive awareness which is quite different from our well-defined
world of subjects and objects, and it is something which must be
'idealized' before it can be an object of thought. It is for these
reasons that I have called this theory Kantian, because like Kant's
position it holds that there is no kind of continuity or development
between sense and thought, but that each is something quite different.
This view naturally leads to at least a dualistic element in a philo-

sophy .

The other theory is different. This maintains that the sens-
uous whole, with which thinking is at first concerned, is a kind of
knowing; and any articulation of this incipiently rational element in ex-
plicit thought is more a self-development, or extension of its character,
than of a mere 'reporting' of its nature by thought considered as an
alien element. That is, thought is not about a strange element, it is
merely a continuation, a self-development, of what is implicit in prim-

itive experience.

The first theory is found in the first edition of the Principles,
and the theory of thought which it involves is also the basis of the

dialectic of Appearance and Reality. The other view is found in the

Essays on Truth and Reality, and in the seccond edition of the Principles.

We can see from the dates of publication of these works that he went
from a Kantian to an Hegelian viewpoint on this particular question.

This theory is spoiled, however, as the most explicitly Hegelian theory

1. Principles, first edition, 1823.
Anvearance 1892,
Essays 1914. )
Principles, second edition, 1922.
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of thought is found in Ethical Studies which is the earliest of his
books.1 This difficulty in finding any chronological order of develop-
ment has led us to consider this problem analytically by presenting the
elements of the two different points of view without giving much atten-
tion to the question of their development, and without attempting to
disentangle them. In the following chapters, where we will be concern=-
ed with the theories of judgement and inference, and thus inevitably to
some extent with the question of sense experience, e shall attempt a

more genetic account of Bradley's position, as well as presenting the

separate views as distinct theories.

We have already indicated that the first theory, which leads to
a dualistic element in a philosophy, is to be termed Kantian; while the
second, which emphasizes continuity, is to be considered as Hegelian.
Nonetheless, these labels are to be looked upon only as points of
departure, for the first theory is not wholly Kantian, and the second

differs significantly from Hegel's.

Thus in the first Bradley rejects the Kantian view of the re-
lation of thought to feeling in so far as he argues that immediate ex-
perience, in which the distinction between subject and object is not
present, can be made an object of thought without radically altering
its character. He uses this doctrine to argue that feeling is a distinct
mode of apprehension, which Kant would deny. For Kant, feeling as an
object of thought is a product of an operation which involves the same
intellectual factors as any other object and consequently cannot be

considered as a distinct mode of apprehension. At the same time, however,

:I_. E‘S’ 1876'.
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Bradley professes to hold a view of thought which is closer to Kant's
than anyone else's. Such a view holds that thinking is essentially judge-
ment, that is the ascription of meaning to an object; an obJect which,

as such, is never present in thought. Thought, in short, is always dis-

cursive and never intuitive.

In the second case, although knowing is present in every ex-
perience, including the feeling with which the soul 1life begins, none-
theless, Dradley's belief that feeling was a component of the absolute
reality led him away from the metaphysics of Hegel. And because he could
not accept these metaphysics, he rejected, at lesst in part, the theory
of thought which they involve. In spite of this Eradley did have the
Hegelian view that even in the most primitive feeling experience we have
a 'grasp'! of the world which is not in terms of a subject and object, a
gresp which is called a kmowing. In short, at times he seems to have a
doctrine of intellectual intuition which is incompatible with his theory

that 211 thinking is predicative and relational.

It must be emphasized thet we are not discussing the development
of these theories as they grew in Bradley's thought. Rather we shall dig-
cuss the relation of feeling and thought as a problem and thus show the kind
of consideration which might have led Bradley to his different points of
view. To do this we will take Bradley's theory of feeling or immediate ex-
perience, and ghow that this can only maintain itself against a Kantian type
of criticism by postulating an Hegelian kind of knowing. We shall then
point out that such a view is incompatible with the doctrine of thought

in the first edition of The Princinles and Avpvearance. MNext we shall show

that if we admit this more Hegelian interpretation of DBradley's theory of
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thinking the latter's metaphysics become untenable as they are based

upon, and presuppose, a theory of thought which is rigidly discursive.

1.

We shall begin the detailed argument of this chapter by con-
sidering Bradley's theory of feeling, and showing that it cannot main-
tain itself against a Kantian type of criticism without assuming a
theory of thought which is in wany respects closer to Hegel's,a theory

which is incompatible with the doctrine of thought put forward in the

Frinciples and in Appearance.

The importance of this theory of feeling is, as we have in-
dicated, that Bradley holds that it is in judgements of perception that
we come into contact with reality. This reality is experienced as a
'sensuous whole'! which the judgement of perception attempts to articulate.
Cur problem here is how do we know what this experience is like if 'It
is not anything which, as it is, could come before an understanding..‘l
The argument that we camnot know anything about this experience, or if
we did that we would have no guarantee that we were in fact having know-
ledge of it, may be considered as a Kantian criticism. Bradley's theory,
and a consideration of this criticism will form the first two parts of
this section. The third part will show that Bradley's reply to the

Kantian criticism necessitates a view of thought which is partially

Hegelian.

le Principles, pe 479.




la Bradley uses the term 'immediate experience' as a synonym
for feeling == or at least for the feeling of finite subjects as dis-
tinct from that of the Absolute's. In this theory we must distinguish
between its epistemological and metaphysical aspects. By an epistemol-
ogical aspect is meant those parts of the theory which deal with how im-
mediate experience is present in a subject's experience, and how it can
be known that it is so present. By metaphysical I mean the consequences
dravn from a consideration of our knowledge of feeling as to the structure

of reality. Here we are only concerned with the epistemological aspect.

Feeling, we are told in Appearance, 'may stand for a psychical
stage before relations have been developed, or it may be used generally
for an experience which is not indirect'.l The first meaning, given
the context in which it is written, has a metaphysical as well as an
epistemological aspect. The part of the statement which interests us
here is that immediate experience is said to be non-relational. We will
begin by considering the general meaning of an experience which is indirect
and show how this involves a belief in what may best be termed time transcend-

ence; then we will argue that one of the characteristics of such a state is

the absence of the consciousness of objects and so is non-relational.

An 'experience which is not indirect' means an experience which
is 'direct' and we must try to understand what this means. In ordinary
langusge we use such expressions as 'directly opposite' or 'directly
responsible', meaning in one case that the one thing is immediately op-

posite, while in the second we intend that no one intervenes between the

1. Appearance, p. 198.
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one who is responsible and the one to whom he is responsible. These
exemples mey help us to understand the meaning of direct, yet it might
be said that it is difficult to see how our analogies apply to exper-
ience. Any experience, it might be said, is what it is, and thus can

never be more or less direct.

While such an argument is not without weight, there is a legit-
imate sense in which experiences can be called either direct or indirect.
From our examples we can extract the sense of 'nothing intervening', and
there are some types of experience to which this term can be applied to
the subject and what he experiences, and so the experience itself can
be called direct. The intervening factor is time and the consciousness

of objects which are its necessary concommitant.

Consciousness of time involves consciousness of change, and this
is true whether we believe that this change is a mode of time, or some-
thing which takes place in a permanent which represents time. The point
is, that for consciousness of time there must be consciousness of change,
and consciousness of change involves consciousness of something which
changes; for, as Kant saw, we do not seem to be conscious of time it-
self. But once we are conscious of a something which does change, we
are already aware of an object set over against us; and thus we have
arrived at a stage of experience which can be called indirect, in the
sense that it requires something other than the subject for its realiza-
tion. Immediate experience, on the other hand, is direct in the sense
that it involves no consciousness other than that of the self's owmn

experiencing.
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We have seen that any experience which involves consciousness of
time is indirect, and this means that if there are any direct experiences
they will be of a time-transcending character. Consequently, we find
Bradley maintaining that immediate experience is the experience of a
now, or a present, which is not in time. Most of our present condition
seens bound up with the experience of the not yet, and the no longer,
or in a word it is succesgive. Immediate experience, on the other
hand, while it may possess a before and after, contains them as one

experience which seems to transcend the successiveness of time.

The experience of a present reality, of a now, must not be
looked upon as an atomic bit of time. 'In one sense of the word the
present is no tﬁne.‘l It is the meaning of this statement which we
must try to elucidate. We cannot, without getting into all kinds of
difficulties, conceiwe of the now as a section or slab of time. If,
that is, we say that the now has duration, then like all real time it
will have succession in itself, and if this is the case it will not
be our single present. Again, if the present was an atomic now, how

could the combination of these discrete bits account for the ebb and

flow of time?

For these reasons, Bradley affirms that it is a mistake to
suppose that the present is a part of time as an indivisible and station-
ary element, or that the now can be atomic. He maintains that the pres-

ent is the 'filling of that duration in which the reality appears to me

l. Principles, pe 53.



directly; and there can be no part of the succession of events so
small or so greabt that conceivably it might not appear as present.'l

A familiar example of what Bradley means is the perception of a melody.
Here there is a past and a future, yet successiveness, as the beyond
recall, and the not yet, is overcome. Immediate experience, then, in-

volves the idea of time transcendence, if we understand time in the

sense of successiveness.

This discussion may appear to be abstract and in order to
render the position more vivid we shall take some examples of immediate
experience drawn from ordinary experience. These examples will also
illustrate the absence of the awareness of objects, which is the second

mark of immediate experience with which we must deal.

Bradley's own example of immediate experience is drawn from
pleasure and pain. It is plainly inadequate, to say the least, to
describe such experiences in terms of a subject experiencing an object.
That is, while a twitch might be described by saying 'T have a pain',
a fierce attack will elicit the statement 'I am in pain'. I do not
think that the force of the point which Bradley is making here is in
any way diminished when the many different ways we describe pain are
taken into consideration; nor when we take into account the different
aspects of experience, distinguished (for example) by Professor Ryle,

for which we use the term pleasure. The important thing about pain is

1. op. cit. p. 53.
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not the different types we experience, but the experiencing of these
types. And even the 'confusion' of moods with feelings of pleasure
only illustrates Bradley's contention, for if we ask the reason for this
‘confusion' it is that both possess an aspect of immediacy. It is this
aspect of immediacy to which Bradley is calling attention. The point is
that my mood, or my feeling, is mine; it is part of that subtle all-
pervading withness of my being, and any description of this experience

which 'massively qualifies our consciousness' in terms of an object

and a subject is incorrect.

It must be emphasized that we are still engsged in trying to
elicit the epistemological aspects of the theory. We are not attempting
to formulate a theory of personal identity, nor to discuss what feeling
is 'really' like. With this reminder we may consider another example
of immediate experience. There is a common expression 'lost in the
music', and if we reflect that this is a more adequate description of
aesthetic experience than 'listening to the music', we shall have begun
to appreciate what Bradley means by direct experience.

'veesomusic heard so deeply
'"That it is not heard at all, but you are the music
"While the music lasts.'?

We might also give examples from intellectual and religious ex-

perience, where the sense of 'otherness' is overcome, and there is no

consciousness of any foreign element.

Immediate experience, then, is a direct experience which trans-

cends time, interpreted as succession; and which cannot be characterized

1. Whitehead's phrase.
2. Eliot, T. S., Four Quartets.
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as a self experiencing an object, but is best looked upon as an

immediate unity of subject and object. We have not attempted to discuss
whether or not this unity means that subject and object are really 'fused!
together nor why the theory of immediste experience is important, nor
what its relation to other states of consciousness may be. Some of

these problems will be touched on, but our concern at the moment is to

ask how we can have knowledge of immediate experience.

1b. Qur problem here is how do we know what immediate experience
is like. If all knowledge is about objects, how can we know about a
state which by definition is not an object? This question is of vital
importance as its solution marks the crux of Bradley's difference with
Kant's or any 'sense data' interpretation of experience. The problem,
in more detail, is as followss Feeling, as we have seen, is an exper-
ience in which there is no awareness of a distinction between subject and
object, no distinction between awsreness and that of which it is aware.
If T begin to think sbout this awareness it becomes an object of thought,
and so, we may say, is transcended. Yet once it is transcended it is no
ionger immediate, and so what I think about is no longer immediate ex-
perience. '...we are thus led to the dilemma that so far as I know
immediate experience, it does not exist, and that hence, whether it exists
or not, I could in neither case know of it.'l

Before we consider Bradley's own answer to this dilemma we
will make sure that both the difficulty and its importance zre recognized

by exemining Kant's views on feeling and its relation to consciousness.

1. Essays on Truth and Reality, p. 160, 0.U.P. 1914, hereafter referred
to as T&R in the notes and as Issays in the text.
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Immediate experience, as we have seen, is immediate as the subject's own
conscious experience. It is the difficulties involved in this theory we

wish to make clear.

In Kant's philosophy there is a clear distinction between
'the given' and the activities of the subject. By the given we might
understand feeling and the objects of the physical world =- in fact every-
thing we think about. Kant's doctrine is more complex than this, but at
least we can see that the idea of dividing experience into a 'given
manifold' and thought about this given has a prima facie credibility.l
For Kant the given is always particular while the subject contributes all
the elements of universality and necessity found in experience. These
elements, by means of which the discrete presentations of the given are-
ordered, are called categories. TFurthermore, once the categories are
brought into play we are presented with a world which is inexorably sub-

ject object and in which there is no room for the vague awareness of

immediate experience.

We can now ask whether there is in Kant's doctrine any room for
an awareness which although conscious does not involve the categories;
or, to ask a question which has the same implications, are the categories
necessary for consciousness. While any attempt to discuss this question
brings us to one of the crucial points in the controversy as to whether
or not the transcendental deduction of the categories is a homogeneous
argument or a 'pateh work' of conflicting ones; it will, nevertheless, be
worth our time to discuss the question as, no matter which interpretation

of Kant's work we adopt, either view presents a difficulty for Bradley.

1. See, however, Appendix II of this chapter.
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The question, then, is whether or not the categories are
necessary for the existence of consciousness. Professor Kemp Smith
claims that they are: 'Relation to an object is constituted by the cat-
egories, and is necessary in reference to sense representations, because
only thereby is consciousness of any kind possible at E:Lll.‘l Professor
Paton, on the other hand, says: '...I can see no adequate reason (either)
for maintaining that Kant held consciousness as such to be inseparable
from the ca'{:egories...'2 This is very discouraging, but the fact that

two such thinkers could differ so radically over the same text seems to

indicate that it is not as straightforward as one of them would hold.

While this problem is obviously of vital importance to a
correct interpretation of Kant, it is not necessary for our purposes to
decide which it is, but only to take each in turn and see what it in-

volves in relation to the problem of the given.

Let us take the simpler view first, that of Paton, who holds
that such a statement as 'appearances can certainly be given in intuition
independently of functions of the understanding'3 is quite consistent
with everything Kant wrote. Such an appearance would be an object --
interpreted in a broad sense. It is thus quite possible that we could
be conscious, as being aware of separate given appearances, although we
could not know ‘bhem.4 They would only be discrete unrelated presentations

for 'Combination of a manifold in general can never come to us through

1. Smith, A Commentary to Kant's Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 222.

2. Paton, H. J., Kant's Metaphysic of Experience, p. 335.

3. Kant, op.cit. A.90.

Lo It seems to me that if Kant's main contention were as Paton makes
out, then he would have proceeded at once to examine how this 'quasi-
awareness', this awareness which was not a knowing, could become
another sort of awareness in which concepts and percepts were fused.
The problem of how the knowing mind is related to the first sort of




the senses, and cannot, therefore, be already contained in the pure
form of intuition' . . . 'of 21l representations combination is the only
one which cannot be given through objects.':L

Kemp Smith on the other hand holds that there can be no con-
sclousness without awareness, and as all awareness is the awareness of
meaning, and again, as what is not categorized can have no meaning, then
consciousness itself is dependent on the categories. He then goes on to
claim that the combination of representations by which objects are con-
structed out of the unrelated given is not the synthesis which really
matters, as this would mean that the synthesis of sensations as a con-
scious (or possibly conscious) process gives us the external world. Such
a position he regards as subjectivism which cannot do justice to Kant's
mature position, for sensations are as much the product of the synthetic
processes which interpret the noumenal manifold in terms of the two fixed
forms of space and time and the categories, as any other object. The
'given manifold' then must be used to mean two things, in the one case the

result of physical stimuli upon the bodily organs, and in the other the

consciousness, or how the mind could 'escape' from the first to the
second, seems to me to be so important that Kant could not have failed
to discuss it == if his theory is as it is described by Paton.

Blanshard in The Nature of Thought (Allen & Unwin, I, 57, first
ed. 2nd impression) says that 'We must so construe the world we first
live in as to make escape from it conceivable;' but if we accept Paton's
view, Kant seems to have a sort of perception or awareness from which
the escape, if not inconceivable, at least presents a problem of the
greatest difficulty. This consideration leads me to believe that Paton
is wrong, but the decision between the two interpretations is not an
integral part of the argument of this chapter.

1. Kant, op.cit. B. 130.
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result from 'the affection by things in themselves of those factors in
the noumenal conditions of the s elf which correspond to "sensibility"'.l
Kent distinguishes between sensations and feeling by saying
that while the former is 'an objective representation of senses' feel-
ing is that 'which must always remain merely subjective and can con-
stitute absolutely no representation of an object'.2 Yet these so-
called subjective states, being part of the natural order of existences,
are objective in the sense that they are objects for consciousness. As
such objects they bring us no nearer an 'unpolluted' given than do
sensations. Thus we could sum up our discussion by saying that all
feelings are objects for consciousness and, such objects (Kemp Smith),
such objects as known or experienced (Paton), are as far removed from
the nature of things in themselves as anything else. That is to say if
Paton is right a feeling could be given to consciousness without the

categories while for Kemp Smith the feeling of which I am aware has al-

ready been categorized.

We are now in a better position to appreciate the problem as to
how immediate experience can become an object. The problem remains even
when we strip it of its Kantian terminology, for once we think about

immediate experience it is an object and no longer immediate. How then

1. Kemp Smith, op.cit. p. 276.
2. The Critique of Judgement Part I, Division I, number 3.

'Tf a determination of the feeling of pleasure or pain is called
sensation, this expression signifies something quite different from
what I mean when I call the representation of a thing (by sense as a
receptivity belonging to the cognitive faculty) semsation. For in
the latter case the representation is referred to the object, in the
former simply to the subject, and is available for no cognition
whatsoever, not even for that by which the subject cognizes itself.'
ibid.
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can we know feeling as an immediate awareness? Kant‘é answer would be
that whether immediate experience existed or not we could not know it,
although the Patonian Kant would say we could be aware of it.l This
difficulty is of great interest, because it brings into relief the fact
that whether or not you agree with Kant as to how it is possible that

there are objects of consciousness, the problem still remains as to how

you are to discuss what is not such an object.

Bradley's answer runs this way. Although immediate experience
is transcended, and becomes an object for consciousness, nevertheless it
'"both remains and is active. It is not a stage which shows itself at the
beginning and then disappears‘.2 Not only does this feeling remain but
'it contains within itself every development which transcends it', and,
'in its owm way it acts to some extent as their judge.! He then goes
on to answer the question in more detail, and formulates his problem in
terms of attention. How do we know that 'present attending has not
vitally transformed its result'?3

Here then is the very crux of the matter. 'Can we directly
compare attention's object with something to which we do not at all
attend?' Bradley says that it is just a fact that we do perform this, as

when we recognize a description in a poem of some experience to which we

did not attend at the time of the experience. Or we may read a description

1. Whatever this experience would be it would be at least a blind aware-
ness ‘'something', and this something would not be an object for a
subject.

2. Bradley, ope.cit. p. 1€1.

3- ibid. Pe 162.
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by someone else of a scene at which we were present, and recognize in
this description elements which we had missed, and yet, in spite of our
having missed them, we are able to say that they really were elements in
the situation. Still, the Kantian could ask how we know that this present
attending has not given a new character to the experience we are now

thinking ebout.

In answer to this Bradley mekes it clear that he does not mean
that attention could not, but that it does not, alter its object out of all
recognition. Yet the question as to the actual ground of our confidence
when we refuse to believe that attention has made the thing, or perhaps,
the character of the thing, we feel, remains. The statement of the
tactual ground' may appear at first te be curious, for it seems to congist
in merely stating the desired conclusion as a premise, and then in con-
cluding that attention does not alter its object. Yet I do not think any
other procedure is possible; for, for example, if one were to try to
state the grounds for trust in memory, one would have to say much the same
as Bradley does in the following paragraph:

'T will state briefly what I take to be the real way of
escape. (a) We must first assume that anything remains the same
except so far as I have good reason to take it as altered. This
assumption is everywhere necessary, and may be called fundamental.
(b) Next we must hold that apart from any attention we mey be aware
of a change in our condition. Without anything which could in any
ordinary sense be called attending we can experience a difference
when a change takes place in our general or special felt state.

(c) There is again an experienced change when attention (say to feel-
ing B) supervenes, and this particular experience is felt otherwise
than as a mere chenge, say from & to B. Hence from the absence of
this special feeling, as well as from the presence of the ordinary
feeling of change to B, we infer that our sensation B does not de-
pend on attention, but was previously there.'l

1. Bradley, I&R, p. 163.
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This discussion brings out the point that it is possible to
distinguish between feeling a change that is the effect of attention,
and feeling one which is not. We can attend to an insect bite, and be
aware of the adjustments necessary to be aware of it, yet by attending
to the other fingers we camnot get the same result. 'I have neither

the recalled felt change nor the present effect.'t

Now it seems to me that this sort of argument provides at
least a plausible counter~thesis to the Patonian Kant. Thus if Kant
meant that we could be conscious of a feeling without the categories, it
seems that Bradley shows in this essay that we can attend to such un-
categorized feelings and know them, even though as an object of thought
they are transcended. This is still, however, no answer to the Smithian
Kant who believes that there is no consciousness and no objects before
the categories have come into action. This will have to be discussed
in more detail when we consider Hegel's theory of categories, but one
ansver to the view that a feeling or a sensation as presented to wnscious-
ness has already been synthesized once, and is all ready for an empirical
synthesis, is a flick of Ockham's razor. That is, if one can produce
a theory of experience without this elaborate machinery such a theory

would be more convinecing.

For the time being, however, it is difficult to argue against
this view of Kemp Smith's interpretation as the noumenal synthesis is
by definition something which can never be the object of awareness. Al-

though it could be argued, that if we accept the idea of noumenal data,2

1. T&R, pe 164.
2, See Smith, N. K. Commentary. pp. 275=277

L
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Kent conceived of this noumenal data in terms of the sense data of ex-
perience and this being so bring the same sort of arguments against it
as could be brought against any view of the given in terms of sensa.1
There is, however, a modification of Kant's view which would
cause difficulty if we attempted to relate Bradley's theory to it. It
might be argued that there is no necessity to hold that the noumenal syn~
thesis is of the same sort as the empirical, but only that 'recognition
as an object', or some such phrase, is essential to consciousness
(even if this 'categorization' is not of the same sort as that which
takes place in the empirical synthesis). We can meke at least a begin-
ning to answering this question by pointing out that Bradley uses the
term consciousness to mean two different things. Usually he means any
sort of awareness 'As against anything "unconscious", in the sense of
falling outside'2 vhat I experience as mine. On the other hand he often uses
the term to mean consciousness in which there is a distinction between
subject and object, and it is with this sense in mind that he makes such
statements as 'consciousness to my mind, is not original' and 'the
identification of consciousness and experience is a wrong assumption‘.3
If we return to our question as to whether or not conscious-
ness involves recognition of an object we can see that Bradley would deny
the statement in terms of the first meaning, and agree to it if expressed
in terms of the second; for, if consciousness means a state characterized

by the subject object distinction it is obvious that there must be re-

cognition of objects for it to exist. His denial of the criticism when

1. See Appendix II of this chapter.
2. T&R p. 173.
3. Ibid p. 194.
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consciousness is interpreted in the wider sense of any sort of awareness
would be based on the arguments for the existence of immediate experience

which we have already examined.

His denial that 'recognition as an objeet' is essential to
consciousness does not involve him in trying to gainsay that most human
experience involves the relational consciousness. 'Whether there is a
stage when experience is merely immediate I have agreed to leave doubt-
ful. Feeling is transcended always, if you please, in the sense that
we have contents, which are more than merely felt.'l Thus to point out
that most of our experience is of the subject-object nature, or even to
deny that it is ever solely immediate, is no argument against Bradley.
That is, while he might agree that recognition of an object always in

fact accompanies human consciousness, he denies that it is this recog-

nition which makes consciousness or awareness possible.

This denial that awareness is dependent on the relational
consciousness brings us to the final part of this section, which is to
point out what is involved in an awareness which is not consciousness of

objects.

1lc. We have seen that feeling is an experience 'in which there
is no distinction between my awareness and that of which it is aware'.
We have also seen that transcendence of this experience does not alter
it out of recognition, and this we showed was one of Bradley's great
differences with Kant. Now if immediate experience is not altered out

of all recognition when it is made into an object of thought, and if we

1. T&R p. 175.



know this is so because the primitive awareness of feeling acts as a
kind of judge on any articulation of its nature,l then this must mean
that immediate experience is not completely different from thought.
That is, it is not the jdea of immediate experience which 'judges' the
articulation, but the experience itself. Bradley himself is aware of
this, and so he calls immediate experience a 'kuowing'2 and 'a stage
of mind'.3

It is difficult to see what else Bradley could say if he is to
avoid the Kantian position of affirming that immediate experience becomes
awareness when, and not until, it is made an object. If awareness is
prior to the relational consciousness, in the sense, at least, of not
being dependent on it, then any articulation of its 'message' must be a
develomment of its nature, not an imposition of meaning. Now such a view
is in many respects very close to Hegel's which claims that all thought has
an aspect of intuition or immediacy; and it is not difficult to find
passages in Bradley which indicate his support of such a position. Aside
from those places in the Essays to which we have already called attention,
we find that in Ethical Studies he states quite explicitly that we possess
intuitive as well as reflective thought. '...moral judgements....involve
the "intuitive understanding"'.4 ""Tntuitive” is used here as the opposite
of "reflective" or "discursive", "intuition" as the opposite of "reasoning"
or "explicit inferring". If the reader dislike the word, he may substitute
"perception" or "sense", if he will; but then he must remember that neither
are to exclude the intgllectual, the understanding and its implicit judge-

ments and inferences.!

1. See supra, p. 16 et seq.
2. op.cit. pe. 159.

3. ibid. p. 174.

4. E_cﬁ- Pe 191{--

5. ibid. p. 194, note.
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This seems to be quite explicit, and the only ways one could
neglect the evidence of Ethical Studies as to the nature of thought
would be either to hold that his views changed after writing this, his
earliest book, or to contend that the above does not refer to theoretical
reasoning, but to some kind of practical activity. The first argument does
not seem valid as the second edition of the book is his last work, and
while he did not complete its revision he, nonetheless, left in all refer-
ences to intuitive thought, as well as adding that 'in the intellectual
world...the relevant and mere essential, is often seized intuitively and
not reflectively‘.l As for the second argument, Bradley has no distinction

between intellectual and practical reason, and in Collected Essayg in dis-

cussing the will he calls a belief in practical reason a superstition.

Yet a view of thought which contains a belief in intuition is
incompatible with the one found in the Principles and in Appearance. In
these books we are told that all thinking is judgement, and judgement con-
sists in the predication of universals of reality. Thinking, that is, is
always about an object; it is never the gasping of the object in intuition .
This view of thought which holds it to be purely discursive, has been called
'quality-relational' thinking and accurately describes the doctrine of
thought underlying the dialectic of Appearance, and his theory as found in
the first edition of the Principles. On this, his 'official' view, it is
difficult to see how he can argue for immediate experience as being a know-
ing, or how he can escape the Kantian position that feeling only acquires
meaning when made an object of thought. For if, so far as thought is con-
cerned, there is only a world of qualities and relations, then immediate

experience, which is not relational, can never be known.

1. E.5. p. 197, note.
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The following are the resulls which we have so far attained in
our discussion of the problems in Bradley's theory of the relation of
thought and sense. We began by examining certain aspects of the theory
of immediate experience and found that it was said to be time trans-
cending and non-relational. Next we presented the problem of how we
could know this experience if thought was wholly discursive. We decided
that it was only by retracting, or modifying, the contention that
thought was solely quality-relational, that we could be said to have such
knowledges We then pointed out that there were places in Bradley's work

where he held that thought had an aspect of intuition.

11,

In the last section we were largely concerned with the episte-
mological aspects of the problem of the relation of thought and feeling.
That is, we wanted to find out what was involved in knowledge of sense
experience, and we found that thought would have to possess an aspect
of intuition in order to know what immediate experience was like.

Here we are to see what it means to say that thought has an aspect of
intuition. This discussion will be more metaphysical as a doctrine of
intellectual intuition is bound up with metaphysical notions. The
lines of our argument are as follows. First we will indicate what
Hegel means by intellectual intuition, and show why he believed that
if thought possessed this factor then all reality could be seen to be
Spirit. Next we will show how Eradley's dissatisfaction with Hegel's
metaphysics was partly responsible for his ambiguous view on the nature

of thought.
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22 The notion that thought has an aspect of intuition, or of be-
ing in immediate relation to its object is not new in Hegel. It is
found in Aristotle, Descartes, Leibnitz, and Spinoza. Aristotle held
that VUBS was a rational activity which was one with what it knows,

and this was the starting place of Hegel's theory.

One of the consequences of holding that thought has a moment of
intuition is a belief that reality can be known. For in so far as
thought is immediate there is no distinction between the thought and
what is thought about; and this means that thought can, at least in
principle, know reality, because in thinking sbout reality we are in
immediate contact with it.l This does involve the conseguence that the

usual distinction between kmowing and thinking will be overcome, as

all thinking, being partly real, is to that extent, a knowing.

Kant saw this point quite clearly, and it was because he did that
he was quite explicit in his repudiation of the intuitive understanding.2
Once he rejected this notion he was able to hold that there was thinking
which was not knowing. If, on the other hand, he had held a doctrine
of intellectual intuition he would not have been able to maintain his
belief in a noumenal reality. Hegel's criticisms of Kant's belief to
the effect that in thinking about this reality we were in a sense knowing
it, are thus a criticism of Kent's view of thought. Once, that is, we
grant Kant's view of thought it seems to me that his theory of the unknown

is guite consistent.

1. We can put this more technically by saying that it is only if we pre-
suppose Kant's world of the understanding that we can hold that think-
ing and the object thought in intuition are distinct.

2. See First Critigque B 72.
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Hegel, believing that thought was intuitive and that reality
could be known, held that reality was active Spirit. This is a natural,
if not inevitable, consequence of a belief in intellectuzl intuition. If
thought can know the nature of reality, then this at least points to some
kind of an identity of thought and being; that, as it were, they both
belong and pertain to the same worlds With this belief as a starting
point, Hegel thought that all being could be shown to be determinations
of Spirit, or Mind. Some of these points will be examined in more detail
in the chapter on metaphysics, but our immediate task is to see how
Bradley's dissatisfaction with the results of the Hegelian metaphysics

made him be wary of a theory of intellectual intuition.

2b. Bradley, as we have seen, could not meintain the Kantian
view of thought without denying that feeling was a kind of knowing. Yet
at the same time he was unwilling to accept the view that thought was
immediate, at least not in Hegel's sense, as he could not accept the
theory that reality was active Spirit. That is, while he believed that
thought and being must in some ultimate sense be one, he did not believe
that this could be so in any sense which we could comprehend. If he had
held an explicit theory of intellectual intuition, he would probably have
been forced into a metaphysical position which was less sceptical than his
own. In order to escape from Kant's view that feeling was no closer
to the nature of reality than anything else, yet still not to accept
Hegel's theory that reality was through and through rational, he tried to

maintain that feeling was a kind of knowing, thus involving intellectual

aspects, but also that all knowing involved feeling.

T07=202.

1. See infra Chapter VII, Dp-
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We will try to clarify this by showing in greater detail the
different views of reality and thought held by the two thinkers. These
differences can best be put by saying that for Hegel feeling is a form
of Spirit or Mind, while for Bradley reality is a form of feeling.

Thus Hegel says that feeling 'is the form of the dull stirring, the in-
articulate breathing, of the spirit through its unconscious and un-
intelligent individuality...'l; while Bradley says that the Absolute
itself is an experience which resembles the unity of feeling. Further-
more, for Hegel feeling is only a stage which is left behind in the
self-development of Spirit, and so there are realities which thought can
grasp immediately in intuition in which there is no element of feeling;
but in Bradley's case feeling is irreducible to anything else, and in-
tuition, while not sensible in Kent's sense, nevertheless always con-

tains an element of feeling.

Bradley, that is, maintained that feeling is always present in,
or together with, any subsequent form of experience. 'Everything ex-
perienced is on one side felt, and the experienced is, also in part,
still no more than fel‘t.'2 In very much the same manner as Whitehead

3

was later to do, he maintained that feeling accompanies and underlies

every other sort of experience.

The reasons for, or perhaps the consequences of, this view of
the continuance of feeling lead Bradley to a view of reality which is

different from Hegel's. For Bradley the Absolute is an experience, and

1. Encyclopaedia, par. 400 (The Philosophy of Mind) .
2. T&R p. 194.
3. See Appendix I to this chapter.
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'such an experience may be called thought, if you choose to use that
word. But if anyone else prefers another term, such as feeling or
will, he will be equally justified'.l The absolute reality, that is,
transcends and absorbs thought, and consequently, while he struggles
valiantly against a Kantian theory which would render this Absolute
the thing—in—itself,2 he does hold that reality is such that it cannot

be known in detail.

Bradley's differences with Hegel will be made clearer if we
attempt to explain something of the nature of the latter's theory of real-
ity. What I am to say here does not purport to be an adeguate character-
ization of a difficult theme, but is solely an attempt to see Hegel's
position clearly enough to appreciate Bradley's difficulties. Hegel's
early interests were theological, and some have contended that the germ
of the idea of the dialectic, with its emphasis on the reconciliation
of opposites, is to be found in his meditations on the Christian ideas
of Incarnation and Atonement. From the first he held that the Absolute
or God was Spirit, and, as only God was ultimately real, and all else
wes dependent on God, then everything must be ultimately Spirit.
Furthermore, as God is omnipresent and omniscient then everything that
occurs and everything that is thought are in some sense the activity
of Spirit. 'Thought', he says, 'in its immanent determinations, and
the true nature of things are one and the same content.'3 Again, 'The
Absolute is Mind (Spirit) =-- this is the supreme definition of the

Absolute. To find this definition and to grasp its meaning and burthen

1. ASR p. 151.
2. See infra Chapter VIT, pp. 215-221.

3. Ency. 383.
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was, ve may say, the ultimate purpose of all education and 211 philosophy:
it was the point to which turned the impulse of all religion and science:
end it is the impulse that must explain the history of the world. The
word "Mind" (Spirit) -~ and some glimpse of its meaning =-- was found at an
early period: and the spirituality of God is the lesson of Christianity.'l

A1l this is only an attempt to indicate the general outlines of
Hegel's view of the world and not an attempt to argue for it. Now in spite
of what we have said about Bradley's theory of feeling and his resulting
view of thought which led him away from the Hegelian metaphysics, there
are passages in his work, especially in Appearance where he seems to come
close to the Hegelian view of the Absolute. Thus he ends his book by
insisting that reality is spiritual. 'There is a great saying of Hegel's,
a saying too well known, and one without some explanation I should not
like to endorse. But I will end with something not very different, some-
thing more certainly the essential message of Hegel. Outside of spirit
there is not, and there cannot be, any reality, and, the more that any-
thing is spiritual, so much the more it is veritably real.'2

If the reader will compare this statement with the one on page
sixty-one to the effect that the Absolute was not thought, he will begin
to appreciate some of the difficulties in interpreting Bradley's philosophy.
In the passage referred to Bradley continues by saying that thought in
reaching a whole which will contain every aspect of reality within it
must absorb what divides it from feeling and will; yet since none of
these aspects can perish they must be merged in a whole in which they are

harmonious and in which thought as we think it will have vanished.

1. Ency. 383.
2. Appearance p. 489.
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We might imagine that Bradley means that the essence or truth
of feeling and will must live on in the Absolute, which, crudely put, is
Hegel's doctrine. Hegel believes that the world of appearance is a series
of stages in which Spirit becomes more truly and more perfectly itself,
and that each stage expresses more adequately the truth of the one before.
Thus perception expresses more adequately the truth of 'sense-certainty!
which resembles Bradley's immediate ~=',xpe::'ience.:L It would seem that if
we are to make any sense of Bradley's doctrine that all in the end is
Spirit we would have to interpret him in this sort of way. Yet he says,
and this seems to be more characteristic, 'Every flame of passion, chaste
or carnal, would still burn in the Absolute unquenched and unabridged,
a note absorbed in the harmony of its higher bliss.'2 It is a little
difficult to reconcile this with the view that the most spiritual is
the most real,3 and in fact he held for the most part that feeling was
not reducible to anything else, and that the Absolute was more like the

experience of feeling than thought.

We will be in a position to discuss this problem in more detail
when discussing Bradley's metaphysics, and we will close this chapter by
indicating that the view that thought is not reducible to anything else
accords with our contention that there is a dualistic element in Bradley's
philosophy. This can be simply put by saying that even if thought and
feeling are ultimately one, nonetheless, in so far as our experience is

concerned, they are, with the difficult exception of immediate experience,

1. See the Phenomenology, Preface and Chapter I.

2. %, Pe 151.

3. It does not matter, for the sake of the argument here, whether or
not we point out Spirit is also the good for Hegel. The point is
that a feeling experience is not spirit.
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different aspects of reality. Feeling is a unity without terms and

relations, while thought is discursive and thinks about feeling.

In this chapter we have presented the different aspects of
Bradley's theory of feeling without any attempt to give reasons for
the different tendencies. We will perhaps be more willing to sympathize
with his difficulties when we have considered the problem of the
relation of sense and thought from the side, as it were, of thought.
In the following chapters we will discuss his different theories of
Judgement and inference, show why he held them and point out how each
involves a different theory of the nature of immediate experience. In
this way the tangled skeins of this chapter will be seen in their

proper place.



Appendix I.

& Remark on Whitehead's Theory of Feeling.

We find in Whitehead, as in Bradley, the denial that con-
sciousness must be the basis of all experience. In Whitehead's case,
at least, I think this is directed mainly against Kant. For Kant and
Whitehead, experience is a construet, but unlike Kant it does not
necessarily involve functions of the understanding. Consciocusness
flickers, says Whitehead, and even when it is brightest there is always
a large penumbral region of experience which tells of intense experi-
ence in dim apprehension. Consciousness is the crown, not the necessary
base of experience. (See Process and Reality III, V, 3.)

Again, Whitehead affirms that feeling is the continuing basis
of all experience. In this he is nearer to Bradley than Hegel, who
would insist on the qualification 'finite'. Any actual entity, which
is anything that there is, is a concrescence of prehensgions; positive
prehensions are feelings, and negative ones are the rejection of feel-
ings. This doctrine forces Whitehead to go even further than Bradley,
for not only must the understanding work with a continuing basis of
feeling, but the understanding itself for Whitehead is a special form
of feeling. (op.cit. II, VI, V)

These conceptual feelings must always be accompanied by
physical feelings which are closer to what we usually mean by the word.
This in effect meang that Whitehead holds with Bradley that feeling
though transcended by the relational consciousness remains. Even the
awareness of a concept must be accompanied by at least the synthesis
of physical feelings with conceptual ones. (III, II, 4.)

As for Bradley feeling supplies Whitehead with the key to the
interpretation of reality, and the following could also serve as Hegel's
description of the sine gqua non of a philosophy of nature. Whitehead
writes that for the organic theory the most primitive perception is fleel-
ing the body as functioning. It is this "withness" of the body which makes
the starting point for our knowledge of the circumambient world. Yet he
goes even further in maintaining that not ornly must the living body be
interpreted according to what is known of the physical universe, but also
the converse, that is that other sections of the universe are to be inter-
preted)in accordance with what we lmow of the humen body. (op.cit. II,
v, V.

This vague feeling of the "withness" of the body is only a
peculiarly intimate bit of the world. 'Just as Descartes said "this
body is mine", so he should have said "this actual world is mine". (op.
cit. II, II, VI.) Whitehead calls this vague penumbral awareness which
accompanies all sensation 'causal efficacy', the experience of The world
through sensation is called 'presentational immediacy'. In this latter
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mode of experience we have the familiar presentation of the contempor-
aneous world; 'the experience of the world around us, a world decorated
by sense~data dependent on the immediate states of the relevant parts
of our bodies'. (Symbolism: Its Meaning and Effect.)

It is quite wrong, Whitehead believes, to confine our analysis
of experience to this mode, for in so doing we miss most of the really
valuable data which will assist us in a metaphysical enquiry. His argu-
ment seems to run along the following lines. The most obwvious source for
the analysis of experience is language. As Broad has said:

'In philosophy it is equally silly to be a slave to common speech
or to neglect it. When we remember it represents the analyses

made unconsciously for practical ends by our pre-historic ancestors
we shall not be inclined to treat it as an oracle. When we rem-
ember that they were probably no greater fools than we are, we will
recognize that it is likely to accord at any rate with the more ob-
vious facts, and that it will be well to take it as our starting
point and to work from it.! (Broad, C. D. Mind and its Place in
Nature, p. 14%.)

This is an eminently sensible statement, although I believe
that its author has himself been misled by the form of language. There
are two points to be noticed: in the first place knowledge was developed
for practical ends, and secondly it will probably deal with the more ob-
vious facts. Now what is an 'obvious fact'? It would seem to be one
which enters our experience by means of a sense organ -- the clap of
thunder, the appearance of an animal, or the spasm of pain. Such facts
as these are seized upon by consciousness for detailed examination, and
the form of experiencing them becomes enshrined in language. Language
then, as Dr. Broad points out, will give us a fair indication of the
obvious sort of experience.

One of the main reasons that such experiences are so carefully
preserved in language is the fact that they vary. In varying they call
attention to themselves, and thus enter into conscious discrimination.
Yet how important are these obvious facts? Obviously they are very im-
portant for practical purposes, but they must not be taken as adequately
representing the nature of experience. There is no rule which says that
the most important facts are those which lie the closest to consciousness.
Indeed Whitehead goes so far as to say that 'the prominent facts are the
superficial facts. They vary because they are superficial'. (Whitehead,
A. N.,Adventures of Ideas, p. 193, Penguin Edition.) There are other
elements in our experience 'on the fringe of consciousness, and yet
massively qualifying our experience! (ibid.) which it is of fundamental
importence to adumbrate if our analysis is to be adequate. If we merely
take account of the obvious facts of experience our analyses will be
clear and simple, but guite unlike our experience.

Whitehead discusses this neglected mode of experience in
Symbolism, and in Chapter VIII Part II of Process and Reality. It would
not be relevant to work this theory out in detail, and we need only notice
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one consequence of it. If experience is not confined to presentational
immediacy then the problem of trying to synthesize or 'collect' discrete
sensations into a world does not arise, for the presence of the world is
always with us, something quite inescapable, and it does not depend for its
being on sensa. In the following passage Whitehead indicates what he means:

'In the dark there are vague presences, doubtfully feared; in the
silence, the irresistible causal efficacy of nature presses itself upon
us; in the vagueness of the low hum of insects in an August woodland, the
inflow into ourselves of feelings from enveloping nature overwhelms us;
in the dim consciousness of half-sleep, the presentations of sense fade
away, and we are left with the vague feeling of influences from vague things
around us. It is quite untrue that the feelings of various types of in-
fluences are dependent upon the familiarity of well-marked sensa in im=
mediate presentment.! (Whitehead, op.cit. II, VIII, IV.)

Unfortunately there is a fly in the feeling, and it is the same one
Bradley saw forced on his own theory of immediste experience. We can re-
phrase the difficulty in this way: how can causal efficacy become an ob-
jeect? Tor in so far as it is an object, it has become something more, or
perhaps other than itself. When we come to the stage of talking and think-
ing about it, it is inextricably bound up with presentational immediacy;
and therefore, so far as I know of causal efficacy it does not exist, 'and
that hence, whether it exists or not, I could in neither case know of it'.
(Bradley, T&R, p. 160.) In other words we are back at Kant, and while I
think Whitehead's answer would be much the same as Bradley's we must proceed
with some care.

To the follower of Whitehead this will all seem very unfair, and
before considering what I imagine would be Whitehead's answer I will point
out the sort of solution which will not do. It is no answer to say that for
Whitehead feeling is not necessarily understood, in fact that understanding
is a special form of feeling as this begs the question, for it assumes you
know feeling as it is before understanding has it, as an object of thought,
and then decided that understanding is really the same as feeling. It is all
very well to deprecate consciousness and dilate on the glories of the felt
universe, but surely these feelings are as much the objects of consciousness
as anything else.

The 'escape' from this is presumably the same as Bradley's; causal
efficacy is ever-present keeping watch that it is nol distorted out of all
recognition of itself. But again, one can only accept this if one accepts
the principle that everything remains the same except so far as I have reason
to take it as altered, and that apart from any attention we may be aware of
a change in our condition. I think that these assumptions are reasonable,
but as Bradley was careful to point out they are only assumptions.
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Aopendix IT

The Sense Data Theory of the Given

In this appendix I will mazke some remarks on the sense data theory.
This theory attempts to interpret experience at the level of the relational
consclousness, or what we have called 'quality-relational' thinking; Dr.
Mure calls this sort of thinking 'empiricel thinking' which is a useful
term. This theory begins the analysis of experience not at the level of
feeling, but of the object world.

There is one interpretation of the theory which I shall only men~
tion here. Some thinkers, notably G. E. Moore (whose theory seems to me to
be much more sophisticated than most, and surmounts some of the difficulties
in the theory discussed below) hold that a sense datum is the result of
whel some people would call a logical amalysis of experience. That is,
the fact that we do not actually see sensa as Broad and Price suggest that
we do see them, ig irrelevant. !There are (reasons) for doubting whether
the directly seen object which I am now "picking ocut" and which it is
natural to take to be part of the surface of my hand really ieg identical
vith the part of the surface of my hand which I am seeing.'l It is not
my purpose to discusg these 'idealized' sensa. I am only concerned with
those thinkers who hold that what we see, as we see, are sensa. The early
Russell, Broad, and Price, all fall into this category.

No clearer outline of this thecry can be given than Broad's ad-
mirable summary of his own point of view:

'"Under certain conditions I have states of mind called sensations.
These sensations have objects, which are always concrete particular ex-
istents, like coloured and hot patches, ncises, smells, etc.. Such
objects are called sensa. Sensa have properties, such as shape, size,
hardness, colour, loudness, coldness, and so on. The existence of such
sensa, and their presence to our mind in sensation, leads us to judge
that a physical object exists and is present to our senses.'

This theory, then, holds that the given, or the datum of thought is in the
form of sensa, and it is this contention which we must now examine.

in analysis of the reasons for holding this view reveals that they
are of two sorts which we may label the g priori and the empirical. The
first says there must be sensa even if we cannot find them, and the second
that the existence of sensa is so obvious that nco one could possibly dispute
the fact. Thus in support of the a priori thesis Russell argues that there
must be sensa as a logically irrefutable consequence of the fact that percep-
tion gives rise to new knowledge, and that this is so even if we never
find any pure datum. The second argument merely states that it is obvious

1. The Philosophy of G. E. Moore in Vol. IV of 'The Library of Living

Philosophers' p. 641.
2. Broad, C. D., Scientific Thought, p. 243.
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that there are sensa, and our relation with them is 'a kind of fact, the
existence of which no one disputes.... (Russell's) primary use of the
term has been simply as a name for an indisputable fact'.....'sense data'
+se.The existence of which no one disputes'.

The a priori argument holds, as has been said, that as perception
gives rise to new knowledge, there must be a datum or given, and I also
think that Russell intends that this given is to be taken as consisting
of sensa. In the examination of this theory we must distinguish what
Russell succeeds in showing, what he seems to think he has shown, and his
criticism of the Hegelians'. I will show that he preoduces a good argu-
ment for the existence of a datum, although, as we shall see later, by no
meang a conclusive one. He does not show that this datum is in the form
of sensa, and as usual he misrepresents the idealist viewpoint for Bradley
and probably Bosanquet would agree with what he actually succeeds in prov-
ing.

In his chepter on 'Perception and Knowledge' in an Enguiry into
Meaning and Truth Russell states that every perceptive experience, 'if I
choose to notice it, affords me either new knowledge which I could not
previously have inferred, or, at least, as in the case of eclipses,
greater certainty than I could previously have obtained by means of in-
ference....that there must be a pure datum is, I think, a logically ir-
refutable consequence of the fact that perception gives rise to new
knowledge.'?

There is a great deal here which seems very gquestionable to me,
but it is not difficult to see the point. All our knowledge seems tole
rooted and grounded in perception. I see what looks like a wall and
infer that if I walk into it I will be hurt, or I hear a sound and infer
it is a bell ringing, or judge that the sound pleases me, but if it were
not for 'the sound being given' how could my knowledge ever begin?
Russell admits that it may be difficult to find a datum withoult some
interpretation; that is, for example, in seeing the wall as_a wall, I
have already made a2 judgement about the given == whatever that may mean.
But says Mr. Russell, of whom it could never be said that pessimism was
a leading characteristic, 'it is not impossible to whittle away the
element of interpretation, or to invent an artificial language involving
a minimum of theory'.3 This is difficult, as one would suppose that the
more artificial the language became, the more theory it would involve.
But I find it very difficult to understand Mr. Russell, and it is quite
possible that this is not fair. :

With the examination of one final point we may evaluate the a
priori argument for the existence of sensa. Russell claims in Human
Knowledge that the question of datum must not be confused with that of
certainty. We cannot then argue against him that as nearly all data

1. Broad, C. D., in P.i.S., 1919.

2. Russell, B. An Enguiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 124.
3. op.cit. p. 125.



-]

need interpretation and correction, or even that any datum which is so
treated is already irremediably 'polluted' with thought, there is there-
fore no datum. The essence of a datum is that it is not inferred, not
that it is infaellible.

In evaluating this a priori defence for sensa we shall first
have to answer the objection that it is not meant as an argument for
sensa. It might be said that the word is nowhere mentioned in Russell's
discussion of the datum. To this I would reply that these data of know-
ledge which are propositions whose evidence is at least derived from
perception seem to be meant as the propositional form of sensa; and I
see no reason why, in the light of Russell's other writings they should
not be so considered. (Unless, per impossibile? Russell means the
propositions are the data.)

However, this is not, I freely admit, conclusive, and the
objection remains cogent. But what then? If Russell is not talking
about sensa, the a priori argument for their existence disappears. If
Russell merely means that thought, which seems to be something different
from feeling and sensation, must work with, or take account of appearances --
or whatever you choose to call the non=-inferential elements of experience,
if there sre any -- he is only saying that there is more to experience than
thought. Furthermore, he seems to admit that we can never actually find a
datum which is free from thought, and if he does mean this he is not
criticizing the 'Hegelians' by whom I presume he means Bradley and
Bosanquet, he is merely stating their position; and as for Hegel it is
obvious you cannot find any datum untinged with thought because there

o+

isn't any datum in Russell's sense at all.

On the other hand, if Russell's arguments are meant to prove the
existence of sensa they are plainly inadeguate as there is no proof that
the datum is in the form of sensa as described by Broad. I conclude that
the a priori argument only shows that there might be more to experience than
thought, but that it is quite inadequate if taken as proving the existence
of sensa, and pathetic in its weakness as an 'anti-Hegelian' argument.

We should now examine the empirical argument for the existence
of sense data == which will be a more complicated and difficult procedure.
The sense data theory has two aspects: in the first place it is a theory of
the given, and in the second a description of the world. Of the first we
may say that it is conceivably correct, although I hope to show that this
is not the case; but as a description of the nature of the world it is
ludicrous. Cne is reminded of some words of 4. WN. Whitehead: 'Philo-
sophers ... should confine attention to the rush of immediate transition.
Their explanations would then be seen in their native absurdity.'l We
will not be forced to consider this second aspect of the theory as it
bresks down even as a theory of the given.

1. Whitehead, A. N. Process and Reality II, IV, X.
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Tirst we must be quite clear as to the nature of sense data.
They are, says Russell in an early work, 'the things which are immediately
known in sensation: such things as colours, sounds, smells, hardnesses,
roughnesses, and so on'.l The experience of being immediately aware of
these things is called sensation. Price gives a similar account, and to
illustrate his theory he takes the example of seeing a tomato. When I am
conscious of seeing a tomato I 'camnot doubt that there exists a red
patch of somewhat bulgy shape, standing out from a background of colour
patches, and having a certain visual depth'. 2 That this exists and that
I am now conscious of it cannot be doubted by me. Furthermore this red
patch ig 'directly present to my consciousness', it has not, that is,
been arrived at by any process of inference. This red patch is called a
dattum, data of this special sort are called sense data, and acquaintance
with them is called sensing.

Wle have been told several times, indeed the upholders of the
theory never cease to repeat it, that sense data are given, or that they
are the data of thought. But what does this mean exactly? The term is
used so frequently, and with such assurance that it carries a fixed and
plain meaning, that it may seem a waste of time to try and discover what
this is. This is not the case; for we will see that it is only because
the concept is so broad and vague that the theory is able to hold sensa
to be the datum of thought.

In the first place it is obvious that the theory is not using
the term in the most common sense of given. If it were it would mean
that someone or something transferred the ownership (more than likely
having become a little bored with it) of a red patch from himself or it-
self to the recipient. This is plainly not the sense meant.

Professor Collingwood points out that there is also a technical
use of dari in scholastic Latin, arising out of the terminclogy of logical
debate, where datur means 'it is granted'. 'Here datum means what you
are allowed to assert at this point in the debate. In this sense, if a
scholastic philosopher had succeeded to his own satisfaction in proving the
existence of God, he ends his argument: ergo datur Deus.'3

Now clearly more than this is meant, although less than the
first, and as the distinction seems to have a basis in common sense we
must try to see what it is. Common sense, it would seem, is calling
attention to a distinction or a contrast between imagination and sensation
'which somehow vaguely reminds them of the contrast between making (say)

a paper-knife for yourself and receiving one from a friend'. 4 sensation
is 'tied down' to each sensing experience in a way imagination is not. At
each moment of sensation we seem to be in contact with an intractible
element which is absent in imagination.

1. Russell, B. The Problems of Philosophy, p. 12.

2. Price, ope.cit. p. 3.

3. Collingwood, R. G. The Principles of Art, p. 196.
4o dibid.
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This 'at each moment', however, is the crucial point. Surely
the presented moment gives no information sbout the past or future, or if
it does we are doing more then sensing as Kant showed with his doctrine
of three-fold synthesis. That is, we can only be aware of sensa when we
are having a sensation, and if we imagine the sensa to exist beyond the
concrete unity of the seeing or hearing experience, we have ceased speak-
ing of sensa as the theory maintains them to exist, bult zbout universals.

Let us take an example. Suppose, instead of a red patch, I
look at a cup of tea and then pour milk into it. The colour will turn
from a blackish brown to a light brown, and if I pour long enough to a
dirty white. Bubt how can I say that the colour changed? That is, at
each moment I had a sensation of one colour not two. This analysis already
presupposes that I have some way of comparing past sensa with present ones.
Bul the sensum of a second ago has passed away, as a sensum, and been
irretrievably lost in the flux of sensation. It is no lorger there to be
compared with its successors.

In the same way when the theory talks about future sensa,
possible sensa, and other people's sensa, it is talking zbout sensa which
are not here and now, and it is therefore impogsible to talk about consider-
ing the relations between them. This even applies to my own sensa, none of
them seem, as sensa, to last long enough to permit of being compared.
Professor Collingwood writes nothing less than the truth when he sayst 'The
flux of sense, it would seem, destroys any sensum before it has lasted
long enough to permit of its relations being studied.l

Thig difficulbty is a very real one, but it is concealed by the
use of a terminology which consists in attributing to sensa characteristics
which they do not possess. Sensa are called sense data, and 'given' here
means, not what I tried to show above, but 'given and retained'. S£ense
data are used and spoken of as if they were fixed and established such as
that with which a scientist works, or even worse, thelricks out of which a
builder builds a wall.

In the following passage from Bradley I have put 'collection' in
the place of 'association'. It then expresses very foreibly the point I
wish to make. '...particulars have gol no permsnence; their life endures
for a fleeting moment. In the second place they never have more than cne
life; when they are dead they are done with. There is no Hades where they
wait in disconsolate exile, till collection announces resurrection and re-
call. When the faet is bodily buried in the past, no miracle opens the
mouth of the grave and calls up to the light the perished reality, unchanged
by the processes that rule in nature. These touching beliefs of a pious
legend may babble in the tradition of a senile psychology, or contort them-
gselves in the metaphysics of some frantic dogma, but philosophy must register

1 Collingwood, Opocito P-169.
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them and sigh and pass on.'l

This same mistake is made in many ways; we are told that the
proper term for apprehension of a sensum is 'acquaintance'. But how can
you possibly be 'acquainted' with something so transitory and fleeting,
something which lives only to die? We are acquainted with houses, pictures,
people, meaning that we have come into contact with them several times,
but you cannot come into contact more than once with something that van-
ishes for ever. Sensa neither persist nor recur, and if this is the
case we cannot be acquainted with them. In describing their position
the sense data theory speaks of sensa as given, in the sense explained,
which is quite justifiable, but then speaks as though it had established
the fact that sensa were given and retained. The theory gains whatever
plausibility it may possess by egquivocating on the meaning of given, by
describing sensa one way and using them in another.

It seems that these considerations show the theory to be unten-
able. The theory insists that its objects are the elements of a concrete
particular situation, but uses them as persisting through change which is
to deny its own description of sensa. A1l this is not to deny that we do
have sensationgs, nor that for certain purposes it may be convenient to
speak of sensa, but this in turn does not mean that the sensa are anything
but artificial constructs of the understending.

That is, the theory in ignoring Hegel's principle that in sense
experience we have one concrete situstion which, although we may go on to
analyse it, nevertheless remains an essential unity, has produced a theory
‘which I am sure is false and the mother of a great family of fallacies.
It is plausible because it appeals to what we imagine to be immediate,
certein, and actual, and because we do not realize that the possible sense
data it has to drag in are purely mythical'.2

We may also consider the following points.

In the first place the examples used to illustrate what is
meant by sensa are inaccurate; secondly, the theory holds that sensa are
given immediately to consciousness, but this is not so; and thirdly the
theory ignores the fact that sensation is always accompanied by feeling.

l. Bradley, Logic IT, II, 1. It is quite true, that after Bradley tried
his hand at Psychology he regretted having expressed himself so
strongly, and wrote 'The doctrine that every mental state still sur-
vives and is active below the conscious level, was, and is, not to be
treated with contempt'. (additional notes No. 4.) If the sense data
theory wants to say that sensa are 'mental states' they are welcome
to do so, but if I understand it ;all they will be most unwilling to
do so, and therefore the amended quotation still applies.

2. Ritchie, A. D. Essays in Science and Philosophy, p. 251.
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The examples used are inaccurate. Let us take Price's description
of seeing the tomato. In the first place it is not the only thing we see.
Here we may make use of an observation of Bosanquet's. He states that the
mind is never confronted by merely one object at a time. The facts are not
described by saying we start with a psir of objects facing each other, one
of which msy be a mind. 'If there is a mind on one side there is at least
a complex of objects on the other.' (The Distinction between Mind and its
Objects. TFollowing Hegel, Bosanquet queries the use of 'on one side', but
this does not concern us here.) Thus vwhen I see a red patch it is never
merely this I see, but rather a red patch within a certain context == on a
table, in a garden, or in someone's hand.

Dawes Hicks put this point well when he said: 'When I look at a
table in front of me, however momentary the glance may be, T simply do not
see merely a "patch of colour". With some little effort, I may limit what
I am aware of to a patch of colour of more or less definite extent, which
is continuous with what surrounds it, and which consists of parts related
to and distinguished from one enother.' (Criticael Realism, p. 49.)

It must be concluded that sensa are mental in the sense that
without a mind which first of a2ll limits that of which it is aware, and then
somehow reproduces this, they could not exist as sensa.

It may be objected that I have reached this conclusion without
any consideration of Dr. Broad's careful analysis of whether or not sensa
are mental. (Scientific Thought 253 et seg.) It cen readily be seen
though that his discussion begins with the acceptance of sensa as given
and retained, and he then goes on to try and determine whether these 'sensa'
are mind dependent, and naturally enough has little difficulty in showing
that there is no good reason to hold that they are. But I deny that he form-
ulated his problem correctly, and claim that his whole argument is based
on a faulty premise.

Furthermore the view these thinkers take of the nature of sensa
leads them into the worst type of metaphysical speculation, the sort which
is quite rightly abominated by these thinkers themselves. Dr. Broad claims
that it is foolish to think that because I stop looking at a colour it
ceases to exist; this may be so, but as I pointed out, the sensa most certain~
1y cease to exist. The question is not an ontological one as to whether
colours exist in the real world apart from sensing or perception, bul what
I suppose is called an epistemological one as to how I can have unsensed
sensa before the mind. That is, in spite of what Price says in the first
chapter of Perception, the theory assumes that sensa exist apart from sensa-
tion, and that this apartness, by some mysterious method, is open to our
inspection.

Secondly, sensa are supposed to be 'given' to consciousness, and
not arrived at 'by any process of inference'. Sensa that is are supposed
to be known 'immediately'. This is not so.

In the first place it follows from the preceding point that the
sensa of which consciousness is aware are arrived at by processes of attention
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and selection. I do not see how in the facé of this the theory can hold
sensa to be immediate. We may see this by Price's accurate description of
'perceptual acceptance'. But if this description is accurate I just do not
see how Price's own first chapter on 'the given' is adeqguate.

We may illustrate this by an excerpt from Price's book. 'The
two states of mind, the acquaintance with the sense-datum and the perceptual
consciousness of the tree, just arise together. The sense datum is present-
ed to us, all in one moment. The two modes of "presence to the mind",
utterly different though they are, can only be distinguished by subsequent
analysis.' Well and good, but this seems to mean that consciousness of
sensa is dependent on analysis and attention which is what I have been try-
ing to show, and if this is so how is it that sensing is any more given than
perceptual acceptance?

Thirdly the theory ignores the fact that sensation is always
accompanied by feeling, that is no matter how much feeling is transcended
'it both remains and is active'. (Bradley, T&R VI, p. 161.) We shall
discuss this point by considering some arguments of Broad's. In doing
this we will see that one at least of the upholders of the sense data
theory rejects the only possible way that sensa could be said to be given.
It will be remembered that 21l we could make of the meaning of the term
was that it indicated a certain intractable element in experience, an ele-
ment not possessed by imagination. Now suppose it was admitted that sensa
vere not given in the sense of being immediate but in the fact that I am
forced to see or feel sensa, while I do not have to imagine if I choose
not to.

The answer to this is quite simple, you do not have to look at
red tomatoes or feel their softness if you do not want to. £&nd if it be
said that this is just quibbling and misses the real point of the argument
which is that in some cases sensa are forced on us, I must beg a little
patience. Suppose, for example, you are hit on the head, or have some in-
tense feeling of pleasure or pain which we cannct ignore, surely here you
will say we have sensa which are given and cannot be ignored. Unfortunately
Dr. Broad insists that we must distinguish 'true sensations! from mere
'bodily feelings'. (Broad, Scientific Thought p. 257.) He has seen that
intense feelings and many ordinary experiences will not fit into the sensing -
sensa mould, so in order to protect his theory he says that these experiences
are not those of sensing. But if this is the case, and I think it is, the
last hope of finding the intractable element of the given in sensing has
disappeared. The upholders of sensa cannot have it both ways, if bodily
feelings are not sensa, then the undoubted fact that bodily feelings do
seem somebimes to be forced on us cannot be used to prove that senca are
given as containing the unique element in experience which constitutes the
given, in which by definition they are excluded.

Broad's reason for rejecting bodily feelings is, as I have pointed
out, that many experiences do not seem to fit the sensing-sensa mould. I
will now clarify this point. The experience of pain, for example, is much
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more adequately described by the phrase 'I am in pain' than 'I am sware
(or sense) that I have a pain (2 sensum)'. Dr. Broad, seeing this
difficulty, asks in Scientific Thought whether it really is possible to
analyse sensations into an z2ct of sensing and a sensum. If we consider
the various experiences called 'sensations' we seem to be able to arrange
them in an order, starting with those of taste and smell, and ending with
bodily sensations like headache. At the visual end of the scale the
sensation of seeing seems to f2l11 naturally into an act of sensing and a
gsensum. But: '

'If we pass to the other end of the series the opposite seems
to be true. It is by no mesns obvious that a sgensation of headache
involves an act of sensing and a "headachy" object; on the contrary,
it seems on the whole more plausible to desecribe the whole exper-
ience as a "headachy" state of mind. In fact the distinction of act
and cbj?ct seems Lo have vanished. (Broad, C. D., Scientific Thought,
pe 254.

Dr. Broad is here considering the guestion, whether or not sensa
can be considered as mental. But as we have seen (see p. 75) this
question does not concern us, and we may go directly on and see how he
avoids this difficulty.

The geries, from seeing on the one hand, to feeling on the other,
ie continuous. The two kinds of sensation melt imperceptibly into one
another. It is equally plausible to analyse a sweet teste into an act of
gsensing and a sweet sensum, or to treat it as an unanalysable mental
fact in which there is no distinction between the subject and the object.
Ccrmon speech recognizes these distinctions and while we say we have a
sensation of red we never say we have a feeling of red. 'The rule is
that, when a gensvous experience geems clearly to involve act and object,
it is called a sensation and never a feeling; when it is doubtful whether
any such analysis can be applied, it is called incdifferently a feeling
or a sensation.' (Broad, C. D., op.cit. p. 255).

The ground of the difficulty in distinguishing feeling and sensa-
tion lies in the fact that the word sensation is defined 'not by direct
inspection', but by causation. That is, we say we are having a sensation,
if our state of mind is the immediate response to the stimulation of a
sense organ. Therefore as sensations are defined physiclogically and not
psychologically, it is at least likely that what we call sensation may
include two very different types of experience, one of which can, and the
other of which cannot, be analysed into sensing and sensum. 'These might
be called respectively "true sensations" and "bodily feelings".' (Broad,
ope.cit. p. 257) He insists that the experiences at the top of the scale
are 'true sensations' and he concludes 'that some sensations at least
are analysable into act and sensing and sensum.' (ibid.)

All this is very interesting, but even granting that sensing may
describe a sort of experience, by what possible right can some sensations
be called 'true'? Are some sensations 'true' because they belong to the
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upper class of the sensational hierarchy? Surely this cannot be the case
for the upper class is the upper class because its members are 'true!

and have the distinction of being defined psychologically. I confess I
cannot see why some sensations should be called 'true' except for the
fact that they seem to fit the required pattern, and if this is the case
the reguired pattern cammot be 'true' because it contains 'true' sensa-
tions.

At any rate, the sensa of Dr. Broad, are, to use a happy phrase
of Collingwocd's, 'sterilized'. !'The emotionless sensum, the "sensum"
of current philosophy, is not the actual sensum as it is experienced, but
the product of a process of sterilization.' (Collingwood, The Principles
of Art.) And if sterilized by rejecting bodily feelings, which are, I
suppose, 'untrue' sensations, the theory is giving up its last possible
defence of finding the given, the intractable element in experience, in
the sensing =~ sensa pattern.

We must also notice that Broad is one of many 'who have dis-
dained the information about the universe obtained through the visceral
feelings and have concentrated on visual feeling' (Whitehead, P&R II,
IV, VIII.), with the result that we are left with a meticulously worked
out theory which is no more like the living nature of concrete fact
than a skeleton 'with tickets stuck all over it! (Hegel) is like & liv-
ing body.
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Chapter IIT
JUDGEMENT

'...his (other) view which horrified me so, I took to be
something quite different. I thought that (like Plato) he
frequently confused the actual world of orgenized things
and definite relations with the presentation of sense qua
presented.’

Bosanquet, from a letter of 1886€.

In the last chapter we examined the question of immediate
experience and gave some indication of the different points of view con-~
cerning this question which were to be found in Bradley's work. We did
not, however, attemot a genetic account of these points of view, and we in-
dicated at the close of the chapter that when seen as a development the
reason for Bradley's divergent theories would become more evident. In
the next three chapters we will see something of the development in his
theory of thought, and the resulting changes in his views of the rela-

tion of thought to sense.

In this chapter we are to examine the theory of judgement, and

show the difference between the doctrines of the first and second edition
1
of the Principles of Logic. These differences can be illustrated by

the change in his views on the relation between the czstegorical and the
hypothetical judgement. In the first edition Bradley argued that any
judgement which had immediate experience as its subject expressed a
fact, and thet truth was correspondence of the idea with this fact.

In the second edition, partly as a result of Bosanquet's criticism, he

1. Hereafter referred to in the notes as P.L., and in the text as
Principles.
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maintained that there were no purely categorical judgements as they all
contained an element of the hypothetical. This is because the simple
categorical judgement which is supposed to report the presentation

of sense is an impossibility, because, as we have seen, that which the
Judgement is supposed to report is already thought 'infected'. Thus
while the judgement may appear to be purely definatory, it depends on

a selection out of a reality which is neither wholly sensuous nor wholly
intellectual, and to the extent to which it does not include these con=-
ditions it is hypothetical. This will alsc mean that it will be difficult
to hold a correspondence theory of the relation of ideas and facts, as
the !'facts' to which the ideas must somehow correspond will already show

the work of thought.

The first theory is clearly of a dualistic nature; on the one
side there are facts presented in perception, on the other ideas. The
second theory is much nearer to a monistic view of the world. This is
one way of stating the general difference between the two editions of the
Princi les, but our purpose here is only the study of the theory of
judgement, and this will be divided into four parts. TFirst we will
give Bradley's definition of judgement and discuss the theory of the
logical idea which it entails. Secondly we shall detail the way the
intellect employs these ideas in judgement. Thirdly we will discuss
the relation of the idea to the subject of the judgement. ILastly we will
examine the distinction between the categorical and the hypothetical

judgement, as well as to give Bosanquet's criticism of this distinction .
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1. Judgement is a mental act which 'refers an ideal content...
to a reality beyond the act'.l In judgement we unite a logical idea or a
universal with a real substantive, recognizing =t the same time that the
relation made by the act holds independently of and beyond the act. The aim
of judgement is to satisfy the intellect by securing the trut.h.2 There is
a great deal here with needs qualification and explanation, and indeed the

remainder of the chapter may be understood as an attempt to explain the

meaning of the asbove definition.

1. P.lL. p. 10.

2. The contention that there are mental acts, and that the purpose of
thinkirg is to secure truth, assumes as true two pogitions which are
disputed today. I do not propose to argue for these two contentions,
but to meke one or two observations on the controversy.

The theory thet there are no mental acts as argued by Professor
Ryle does not seem convincing, (see for example Professor Campbell's
article in Mind, June 1953.), nor can I see any point or motive in
holding it. I do not intend this as an argument against what
Professor Ryle actually says, but only to indicate that the whole con-
ception seems singularly fruitless. Thus if we knew that a number
of philosophical problems, or even one of them, would be clarified by
admitting his hypothesis, then there would be some motive for abusing
the mental out of existence, but even the motive or end of this act-
ivity seems most obscure.

Secondly I see no reason to deny that at least some of our mental
activities are underteken solely to find out what is true. It is
probably the case, as Bradley said, that intelligence is at first
practical, and that we learn to distinguish ideas and reality through
volitional experience, but this is not to affirm that judgement is the
same as practical belief. The judgement that it will rain tomorrow is
not the same thing 2s buying an umbrella today. (See Principles p. 19).
Truth says Bradley is 'where the intellect has found its goed'.
(Essays, p- 1l.) This does not mean that everything which pleases us
is true, but that, in the first place, only truth can satisfy the de-
mands of our intellect, .and secondly, the criterion for truth does not
lie outside the intellect. This doctrine is not a form of pragmatism,
and even Lguinas held that truth was 'Being qua known'.
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Bradley begins his discussion of the nature of judgement by
pointing out that it involves the notion of ideas, =s there is no
judgement where there is no knowledge of truth and falsity, and these
conceptions require ideas. It thus becomes necessary to discuss the
nature of the idea which is employed in judgement. Any attempt to
explain Bradley's notion of the idea is a difficult endeavour as his
theory is complicated enough to begin with, but it was subjected to
medifications. The most important of these was his rejection of 'float-
ing ideas' which had taken place by the time of the s econd edition. An-
other way of expressing this difference is to say that the first edition
seems to hold a theory of the abstract universal, while the second main-
teins the concrete. It must be emphasized, however, that neither edition
consists in one definite view; yebt we can at least say that the first

edition is much less idealist in character than the second.

Bradley makes the distinction between the 'that' and the 'what',
that is between the existence of a thing and the complex of qualities and
relations which he calls its content. Everything which is, he maintains,
possesses these two aspects. Yet there are some facts which possess a
third side called meaning, and such facts are signs or symbols. TFurther-
more, while there is a distinction between a sign and a symbol, it is not
important to maintein the distinction in discussing the nature of ideas,
and the two terms are to be used interchangably. & symbol, or a sign,

igs a fact which stends for something else.

There is nothing very abstruse about this, the roar of a lion
maoy be taken to mean a lion is around the corner, or the lion may be
taken to stand for courage. The important point is that as a symbol the
fact forgoes individuality end self-existence. It is not the perticular

'factualness' of the symbol which is important to us, but its universality;
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its ability to be used beyond itgelf and stand for others. The paper
and ink, we are told, 'cut the throats of men, and the sound of a breath
may shake the world'.l

This is a rather poetic description of the power of symbols, and
our next problem is to see in more detail how particulars can possess
this wniversal importance. Facts, we are told, become signe when the
fact acquires meaning, and meaning consists of a part of the content
'eut off, fixed by the mind, and considered apart from the existence of
the sign'. In so far as logic is concerned all ideas are signs. They
all exist as a hard perticular as an event in a mind, but it is only
vhen they begin to exist for the sake of their meaning that they are

idezs for logic.

The theory thus far is not difficult to understand. Every mental
occurrent which is of interest to logic has:
1. existence,
2. content, as:
(a) character of the particular psychical event, and
(b) as universal meaning.
Yet there ic z difficulty in the relation between (2) and (b). It is
stated that the idea 'if that is the psychical state, is in logic a
3
symbol'. That is, because the psychical state has a universal part it
is a2 symbol. But, he then states that it is better to say that the idea
is the meaning, for existence and unessential content are wholly disre-

garded. That is, if in logic we are only interested in meaning, we can

restrict the term idea to that part of the idea which has meaning.

s Mo De Zg,-
2., ibid.
3. _&L- Pe 6-
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Then, however, he says that 'The idea, in the sense of mental image,
is @ sign of the idea in the sense of meaning.

'These two senses of idea, as the symbol and the symbolized, are
of course known to all of us'.l If we recall the definition of 2 symbol
or a sign we seem to be presented with a difficulty. A symbol was a
fact which, in virtue of its universal element could stand for something
else, but now we are told that the particular aspect of the psychical
event is a symbol of the universal meaning. That is, to taeke X as

standing for psychical event or image, we find:

existence.
X has:

content as:((a) universal, which is a symbol by definition, snd
(b) particuler character.

But if (b) is a symbol which means the meaning, it must itself have a
universal aspect other than the meaning which it stands for.
existence.
X has:
universal meaning, (symbol 1.)
content as:
particular character of the image,
character of image as: and
universal to symbolize symbol 1.
Bradley may mean that given an image which is a gign, then,
given this knowledge, the image is more than an image because it has a
meaning. The solution is probsbly along these lines, and this illustrates
the danger of trying to interpret the first edition on purely empiricist
lines; that is, in trying to hold that meaning is merely the work of the

abstractive intellect, and not the real essence of the psychical event.

Thus if the universal is concrete as being already the meaning of the

le _P__Q-I:- Pe 6-
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sign, then, I suppose, the psychical event is a sign because it already

has a universal meaning.

Yet it is difficult to believe that Bradley believed this when
he wrote the first edition. Cerﬁainly neither Cook Wilson nor Bosanguet
understood this, and the latter wrote 'As I understand him, he holds
that in judgement we simply claim for an idea in our mind that it is
true of reality'.l Thus the difficuliy outlined zbove seems to remain.

There is another point which may have caused the reader difficulty
which we shall endeavour to clarify. The theory of the first edition
assumes that we always have images when we think, yet it seems to be
a psychological fact that many people have few if any images. However,
Bradley himself saw this and later wrote that he was 'wrong to speak
here and elsewhere, as if with every idea you have what might be called
an “image“'.2 The point, he goes on to say, is that every idea has

3
an aspect of psychical event, and so is qualified as a particular existent.

1. Bosanquet, B., Knowledge and Reality, p. 116, hereafter referred to in
the notes as K&R.

2. P.L. p. 38.

3. We can notice a criticism of Bradley's theory of the idea which does
not appear to possess much weight. DBlanshard maintains that Bradley went
through three distinct stages, and while there is no doubt that his views
develop, I do not see that he changed his mind quite so often as Blan-
shard makes out. Here I shall content myself with showing that the
first and third theory which Blanshard discovers do not seem to be
different. The criticism of the first view, that is the theory which
we have outlined in the text, has four points, but we need examine only
the first and fourth of these as the second and third deal with the
guestion of images.

Elanshard maintains that if the psychical event is what Bradley
says it is, that is, 'a mere fact as opposed to meaning, "a hard part-
icular", "an event in my history", how can a piece of it beeternal
and a part of the psychical world'. (Blanshard, op.cit. p. 44%). This,
he continues, is like saying that a streak of lightning is a transient
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L logical idea then is a universal, a meaning which has an
aspect of psychical existence. The relation between the idea as meaning
end a2 existence is, as we have seen, open to different interpretations.
Our next tesk 1s to examine how these ideas are used in judgement.

2. 'Judgement proper' we are told 'is the act which refers an
ideal content recognized as such to a reality beyond the act.'l To
grasp the implications of this theory requires a break with our usuzl
ways of thought, for Bradley is maintaining that the subject of the judge-
ment is that about which we judge, not an idea or any sort of repre-
sentation of it, but the substantive itself. For example, in the judgement
'this tree is green' (or if one doubts that such an explicit formulation

is ever made, then 'the awareness of the tree's greenness' or however one

occurrence, though the upper half of it is eternal. The fourth point he
makes is the reverse of this and claims that if the meaning can be found
in the psychical event then it is already more than a 'hard particular'.

Now without agking whether or not this criticism annihilates
Bradley's theory I wish to compare this first theory with the third one
which Blanshard finds in 'A Defence of Phenomenalism in Psychology'. The
point of this theory is that psychology is supposed to deal with every-
thing which enters into experience -- images and meanings, self, objects,
sensations and emotions, but is to confine its attention to 'events with
their laws of co-existence and sequence'. (Collected Essays II, p. 364.)

Yet this seems to be a theory of method which is represented as
Bradley's third theory. It is a method both by which we can divide
psychology from logic, and also by means of which we are to study psychology
once we have determined its province. This might in itself give us reacon
to be uneasy, for a theory of how we seperate for purposes of study, is not
necessarily a theory of how things are in fact separated. Our uneasiness
is increased when we find Blanshard quoting with approval that 'every
idea has an aspect of psychical event and so is qualified as a particular
existence'. If Bradley can be criticised for seying that meaning is a
part of a hard particular, how can he be commended for saying that meaning
has an aspect of hard particularity; for 'all meaning has hard particular-
ity' becomes by conversion 'some hard particularity has meaning', which
was all Bradley's 'first' theory maintained.

l. P.L. p. 10.
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likes to phrase it) the subject is that about which we are thinking,
that is, the actual tree itself. The subject of a judgement is not

another idea but the real thing, whatever it may be, about which we think.

It is here we may begin to appreciate the argument that all ex=
perience is not solely of a subject-object kind, but that everything which
I experience is in a sense mine. Thus when I judge sbout physical objects
I do not judge about my idea of them, but of the object itself as it
constitutes part of the continuing feeling whole which is the basic
fact which underlies my existence. It is just because the object is part
of my experience that I can judge about it. By means of judgement I

seek to clarify and specify this experience.

We should notice that in the first edition of the logic Bradley
is concerned almost wholly with judgements within the range of sense.
Judgements of metaphysics or morals while they are mentioned are not
discussed et any length. This led Bosanquet to say that while it was
undoubtedly correct to invest perception with importance as the place
where we contacted reality, he was wrong to exclude every other sort
of contaect. What Bosanguet is objecting to is really Eradley's anslysis
of thought and sense. Remembering the discussion of the last chapter
we can say that he is criticizing the view of sense and thought which
would seem to be vulnerable to a Kantian criticism; that is, the view
vhich would hold that the 'message' of sense was nothing for the under-
standing. If immediate experience in this first sense was our only con-
tact with reality, then Bosanguet felt that our whole conscious world
of relations was condemmed to unreality. Thus in the letter, an excerpt
from which served as the heading of this chapter, he makes the point

that Bradley has 'confused' the presentation of sense with the actual
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world of orgenized things and relations. He then continues:
('B.g. if you so much as emphagise or distinguish within the

sensuous datum, you ipso facto, he says, "mutilate" the fact.) And

therefore, I fancied, the entirety of actual existence as distinct

from the sensuous datum ceased to appear to him to be actual (it

is all hypothetical on this view, for the slichtest abstraction

divorces you from fact, and there is nothing definite without

abstraction) while the reality which he in this mood admitted to

be real of course was not satisfactory, having neither past nor

future, nor articulate existence. And in presence of this unsatis-

factoriness, as it seemed to me, having lost hold of the actual world

of human beings and moral institutions by confusing it with the pre-

sentation of sense, he cries ocut for a "fuller splendour', or

"more glorious reality".'l

The only defect in this criticism is the use of the word confusion.

Bradley may have been wrong in the first edition, he himself says he was,
but, nonetheless, he had a perfectly valid reason for arguing =s he did.
We will examine this reason in the fourth section of thie chapler in de~
tail, but we can put this reason generally by saying he wanted to save the
categorical judgement, 2s without it there wag no defence apgainst Hegelian
relativism, and the only way he could see to save it was to anchor it in

perception.

Ve may summarize this section by saying that judgement is a mental

act which refers a universal content to a reality beyond the act.

3. Qur tesk in this section is to enguire into the relation be-
tween the idea and that to which it is referred, the relation betweeﬁ the
symbol and the symbolized. Here again we have two different views which
answer roughly to the two editions of the Principles. The first of these is
a straightforuard correcpondence view in which the idea represents or

copies the external reality. The second theory is more subtle, and involves

1. Bernard Bosanguet and his Friends, Letters. Edited by J. H. Muirhead,
illen & Unwin, 1935. Letter to James Seth written in 1886.
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the contention that the content of my thought and the content of the

external reality, in so far ag it is thought, ig the same.

We have Bradley's own word for it that much of the first edition
is written with the correspondence theory in mind. 'The attempt, made
at times in this work for the sake of convenience, to identify reality

with the series of facts, and truth with copying was, I think, mis-
1

judgede...' Ve can raise against such a theory the usual criticism of
any representative theory of ideags. If we only lmow ideas and not the
things, how do we know that the ideas represent accurately or not; but
if we do know the originel what function does the idea play? At any
rate Bradley urged this criticism against a correspondence theory, which
is enough in itself to show that his own theory must possess other

elements.

The second theory holds that the content (or the what) of the
thing thought about, and the content of the thought which thinks the thing,

are one and the same; or, in other words, the universal is concrete.

We will begin our explanstion of this theory by taking an example.
Suppose I say 'this blotting paper is green'. This judgement is the
recognition in thought of certain characteristics of my experience, that
in the greenness of the blotting paper. Yet what I recognize is not some-
thing other than thought, nor, much less, something read into the experi-
ence, but it is the character of the experience. Thus, when I say I have
an object of thought, I mean that I have a thought, but I also mean that

this is what the object is for thought. If Bradley had been a consistent

1# 'P_ILD p. 5910
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Tdealist of the Absolute type, we should not have had to add this last
'for thought', the content of our thought and of the object would be

the same, with no non-intellectual 'residue'.

It is difficult to be much clearer on this question as Bradley
never came to a final position on this question. All we can say is
that the correspondence theory of ideas is inadequate, yet at the same
time he does not accept a2 Hegelian or even Bosanguetian theory of the

concrete universal.

We should, however, before leaving this question consider an-
other example, which may show the concrete vniversal in a better light.
Suppose a person who reads mugic examines a manuscrip£ and decides that
it is a four-part fugue 2t which he is looking. A second person looks at
the same music and sees nothing but a series of dots on a page. According
to Bradley's second theory the content of the dots on the page, and of
my thought is the same. When the first person recognizes the fugue, he
recognizes the fugue, not an idea which is in his head. The fugue is

recognized as being part of the character of the dots, and belongs as

much to the dots as to my head.

In this example the scales are weighed in the idealists' favour
because the object of thought is of a complex intellectual nature, to
put it bluntly, the thought has obviously been 'put in' before the ob-
server finds it. 4 critic might say that the case is quite different
with nature, for here there is no thought to be found. UNow the idealists
have a whole series of answers for this contention, and on the whole

they are good enough for most renderings of the criticism. If, for



exemple, there really is no meaning to be found in nature, then we are
reduced to some more or less sophisticeted theory of phencmenalism,
which seems a denial of thought's desire to know reality. The point
which interests us here, however, is that Bradley himself appreciated
the type of criticism we are here considering, and this ig the cause of
what Bosanguet regarded as his malingering. That is, he did not, he
could not, believe that reality was one concrete universal, end this as
we have already pointed out, led to a dualistic element in his system.
We shall see in the next section how his apathy tewards what he called
1
'a cheap and easy Monism‘_ Jled him to meke a radical distinction betuween

the categorical and the hypothetical judgement.

4o We are now left with the task of indicating Bradley's dis-
tinction between the categorical and hypothetical judgements. This die-
tinction will haunt us for the remainder of the thesis, and we shall only

outline the distinction and its revision under Bosanguet's criticiem.

Bradley's firgt theory, written with the common sense view of the
relationship of thought end facts uppermest in mind, was that singular
categorical judgements expressed facts, while hypothetical judgements
expressed only the relationship of ideas. We will briefly review
Bradley's arguments for this position, and the modern reader will feel

gquite at home with much of the argument set forth here.

A judgement says Bradley says something about some fact or
reality. This seems sound, for we not only want to say something but we

want to say it about something actual. The next three sentences are

1+ P.Le ps 591.
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worth quoting in full as they indicate his concern to do justice to
the world of experience. 'For consider, a judgement must be true or
false, and its truth or falsehood cannot lie in itself. They involve a
reference to a something beyond. And this, about which we judge, if it
is not fact, whal else can it be?'l

It is this reference to the real which is the meaning of ob-
jectivity. A truth, that is, cannot be called necessary unless in some
sense it is compelled to be true. 4nd compulsion is not possible
without something which compels, and this something is the real. It will
hence be the real which exerts this force, and of which the judgement
is asserted. A4 judgement asgerts that the idea S~P is forced on ug by
a reality X; and this X, whatever it is, is the subject of our judgement.
In the first edition this X was, for the most part, immediate experience

interpreted in the non-Hegelian manner.

Al11 this must be taeken at its face value, and on its simplest
interpretation. The reader must forget all he knows of idealism in any
of the usual senses. DBradley as we have already pointed out is working
with a scheme which consists of ideas 'in the head'; and things 'out
there'. The description of the reality, he says, is 'from a level not
much above that of common sense'.2 This reality has many defining
charzcteristics such as that which resists our wills, and maintains

3

itself in existence.

This reality is set over against truth and thought which do not
possess any of the characteristics of reality. 'No idea' Bradley states

4
quite flatly ‘can be real.' It is for this reason that he insisted

p _13_-'L- De Zplc
2. P.L. p. 44.
3. + D 4.
Lo . p. 4b6. See Appendix III.
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that the subject of judgement must be an actual substantive. For if
Judgement wes merely the connection of universal ideas it could never
express the reality which had a self existent and independent character.
It is by becoming attached to reality that ideas can serve to express the

way things are.

Yet reality as we experience it is not made up of universals, it
is not 'a connection of adjectives', nor can it be so represented. If
thie is the case, and on the common sense point of view it seems to be
so, then we are faced with the difficulty of how the categorical judgement
can express the reality. If all ideas are unreal universals then how can
the categorical judgement ever express the living and particular reality?
We seem faced with the possibility that no fact can ever be stated

categorically.

For example, if I say 'all animals are mortal' it might appear
that the junction of ideas adequately reproduces facts. Thus '=nimals'
represents a fact since all animals are real. But in 'all animals are
mortal' we mean to indicate not only animals which are alive, but past
and future ones as well. This analysis is of course familizr to modern
readers who meet it decked out with symbols in text books on logic. What
we mean when ve make a universal snd categorical judgement is to assert a
necessary connection of attributes. Thus 'all animals are mortal', means
'vhatever is an animal will die', which is the same thing as saying 'if
anything is mortal then it will die'. The assertion presupposes a reality,
but it is not directly about a reality, it is about a 'mere hypothesis',
it is not about fact. The 'all'! then of categorical judgements is an

'any! or a 'whatever' or a 'whenever', and these all involve an 'if'.
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The universal judgement then is always hypothetical, and because
all judgements involve universal ideas are we forced to say that no
judgement can express fact? To this question Bradley at first gave a
firm no, but later under Bosanguet's criticism he argued that all judgement
is hypothetical, but in the first edition there is a reluctance to give up
the straightforward clear-cut world of common sense, a lively awareness
of the relativism which is the logical outcome of & consistent Hegelianism,
and a desire to anchor truth firmly into the everyday world. TFor all
these reasons he sought to save the categorical judgement, and endeavoured
to do so by asserting that in singular judgements we affirm categorically.
'Where the subject, of which you affirm categorically, is one indivi-
dual, or a set of individuals, your truth expresses fact. There is here
no mere adjective and no hypothesis.'l

These singular and categorical judgements are divisible into
three great classes, (1) analytic judgements of sense, (2) synthetic
judgements of sense, (3) metaphysical judgements. Bradley warns that
his tarminology has nothing to do with Kant's. An analytic judgement
merely analyses the given. It makes an assertion about what I now
perceive or feel, or about some portion of this. The examples he gives
are 'I see a wolf', 'I have a toothache! and 'that bough is broken'.
Synthetic judgements of sense state some fact of space and time, or
some quality of the matter given which I do not directly perceive. 'This
road leads to Montreal!, 'yesterday it rained', and 'tomorrow there will
be a full moon' are all examples of synthetic judgements of sense.

These judgements are synthetic, we are told, because they extend the

1. _1?-5_11_. p. 48.
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given through an ideal construction, and thus involve inference. The
third class have to do with reality which is not subject to space and
time. 'God is a Spirit', 'The soul is a substance' or the 'Absolute
is one' are examples of this class. We can think what we like about the
truth of such statements, but Bradley quite rightly claims that in logic

we camnot ignore the fact that some people make them.

There is no need to follow Bradley's interesting discussion in
detail. 411 we need to do is to gresp the essentizl point in order to
appreciate Bosanguet's criticism. In both the first two classes the
subject ie the 'nmow' and the 'this' which we endeavoured to explain in
the chapter on immediate experience, although in the second the aspect

under consideration ie not actually presented.

The most complex example which Bradley gives of the first
class is: '"The cow which is now being milked by the milk-meid is standing
to the right of the hawthorn tree yonder'. Now in spite of the complicated
set of relations we assert to be true, it is still a part of the presented
enviromment which ig the subject of which the whole content is asserted.
No idea can take the place of this sensible fact. To show this we are
asked to teke the ideal elements of a cow, a tree, a milk-maid, and
combine them in any way we please. 'Then after they are combined,
stend in the presence of the fact, and ask yourself if that does not
enter into your judgement.'l If in the presence of the fact you
keep to the ideas alone you will find you have removed from the assertion

just that element you were trying to include. 'Nothing in the world

that you can do to ideas, no possible torture will get out of them an




agsertion that is not uwniversal.!

The second class, as we have said, are based on immediate
perception in order 1o preserve their individuality, but depend on inference.
For example, 'there is a garden on the other side of the wall! is still
perticular, because, although it is about something which we do not see,
it nonetheless is based on the perception of the wall, or the odour of

the flovers on the other side, or some such sensible fact.

The third class are those of a metaphysical nsture. We will
not consider this part of Bradlery's theory, but it is interesting to note
‘thaet Collingwood in 4n Fsgay on Philogsophical Method argues in a way which
will be familiar to readers of Bradley that metaphysics ie the only sub-

Ject where any truly categorical judgements are to be found.

Bosanquet's criticism of Bradley's theory can be indicated in
two ways. He shows first of all thet Bradley's singular categorical judge-
ments contain an element of the hypothetical, while all hypothetical judge-

ments affirm of reality and thus contain an element of the categorical.

We will take each point in turn. A singular categorical judge-
ment is impogsible beczuse, on the one hand, it wishes to assert of reality,
but, on the other hand, it cannot assert of all reality; but, if it cannot
assert of all reality, then it only asserts conditionally of the part of
reality of which it judges. This criticism of course involves a rather
different view of reality from the one which asserts there are 'facts' to
be reproduced. £n isolated fact is an impossibility because a fact depends

upon our consciousness for its being as an independent thing.2 This does

l. P.L. p. é3.

2. BSee infra Chapter VI, pp. 176-192.
- - ’
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not mean that the 'raw material' of facts which Bradley calls reality
depends on consciousness, but it does mean that facts as known depend on
consciocusness for their being.l

Any fact is partly artificizl in the sense that its limits are
usually edopted for the sske of convenience, that ig, no matter vhat
our fact may be we may still ask why, how, or where. !'Take any object,
and you find that, as it is, thet object cannot satisfy your mind. You
cannot think it as real while you leave it just as it comes. You are
forced to go oubside and beyond that first character, and to ask What,
Why, and How.'2

Again every hypothetical judgement is categorical because it
saye something about reality. Here the subjects are thought generally
through abstract characteristics and are not individually known. Neverthe-

less they are fact, says Bosanguet. 'They are umiversal fact, and to

say that this is impossible seems to me a flat denial of our commonest
experience.'3 It is not difficult to see what he means, if the judgements
did not in some sense apply to, or refer to, reality why should we make
them? Yet, on the other hand, it is equally clear that he is using fact

in a2 very different way than Bradley's first use. Bosanquet is mainteining

that the relation between antecedent and consequent in a hypothetical

judgement expresses real necessity, and so expresses fact!.

1. c.f. Bosanquet. 'We must remember that Mr. Bradley's reality is not
simply presentation but is the systematic whole which we come in contact
through presentation.' (It would have been better if Bosanquel had
inserted 'somebimes! after '"Mr. Bradley's reality'! into this sentence.)
'Tt appears to follow that Reality owes something to the judgement which
analyses it, besides lending something to the judgement. It gives a
good name, but it receives solid cash. Reality is for us such as our
judgements have made it and maintein it.' K&R p. 47.

2. I&R p. 227.
3. K&R p. 14.
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This discussion at least presents us with the problem of the
relation of the categorical and hypothetical judgements which, as we
have said, will be with us in one form or another until the end of this

thesis.

We can briefly summarize this chapter as follows: First we
saw that judgement necessitated the notion of ideas interpreted as
universal meanings. We examined some of the obscurities in Bradley's
treatment of these ideas, and saw that these could be said to stem
from his difficulties with the concrete universal. Secondly we saw that
judgement refers these ideas to 2 reality beyond the act. Thirdly we
made a preliminary enquiry into the relation of ideas and reality.
Finally we began the discussion of the relation between the categorical
and the hypothetical judgements, and the different views of reality

required by the varying theories of their relationship.
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Appendix ITT

Kant and Hegel on Judgement and System

In this appendix we will meke some remarks on Kant's and Hegel's
Theory of Judgement, as well as point out where their influence can be
seen in Bradley's theory. We shall also refer to the connection of judge-
ment and system.

Kant distinguished between general and transcendental logic by
saying that the former dealt with the analytic and discursive activities
of the understanding, whereas the latter dealt with those of a synthetic
nature. Judgement is the central doctrine of both logics, as all acts of
the understanding can be reduced to judgement. In our first chepter we
quoted Kemp Smith's statement 1 that Brzdley's logic was a recasting of
general logic in terms of Kanit's transcendental enquiries. In this see-
tion we will try to make this statement clearer.

The only judgement which Kant recognizes is the categorical inter-
preted in the traditional memner. 'To compare something as a mark with a
thing, is called "to judge". The thing itself is the subject, the mark
(or attribute) is the predicate. The comparison is expressed by the word
"ig", ... which when used without qualification indicates that the predicate
is a mark (or attribute) of the subject, but when combined with the sign
of negation states that the predicate is & mark opposed to the Subject.'2

This is a faithful expression of the doctrine of the traditional
logie, which holds that a concept must be in its connotation an abstracted
attribute, and in its denotation represent a class. Thus the subject of
any judgement is included in the class of any one of its attributes.

Yet this doctrine was formulated on a view of the relation of
mind to the world which it was one of the results of the critical philosophy
to supersede. The older view, as found for example in Descartes, would hold
that we know the s elf better then anything else. But for Kant, the phenomen-
al self -- the only self we can know == is no less, and no more, an object
of knowledge than anything else. Thus the problem is not as to how I can
relate o predicate inside my head to the outside world, but whata conscious-
ness, which is at once a consciousness of self and of objects, implies for
its possibilitwu3 In so far as logic is concerned this problem will be re-
presented by askihg how we get from S to P -, not how we move from the
inside to the outside, and include objects within our class concepts; or
by saying that logic is concerned with relational judgements which express
how & is P in terms of the dual category of substance and attribute.

1. See supra pe 4e .

2. Kent, The Mistaken Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures, II, p. 47,
quoted by Kemp Smith, op.cit.

3. See Smith, N. K., ope.cit. p. 274 et seq.
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We cen put this by saying that the reality which reveals itself
as S reveals itself as P; for example, the reality which reveals itself
as a desk also reveals itself as brown. The way Kant sometimes speaks one
would suppose that the problem is as to how the desk 'out there'! is in-
cluded in the class of Trown objects, 'in our head'. The problem, it is
true, concerns the relation of the brown and the desk, but in the sense of
how it is possible that what is revealed as desk is also revealed as brovwn.
The real subject of the judgement is not the grammatical subject; and the
formula for judgement is 'what is definable by S is also definable by P'.
Thus the relational judgement is fundamental, and the subject is more uni-
versal than the predicate. The subject is a determinable, which is made
partly determinate by its predicates. The formula will be 'XS5 is XP',
and the guestion concerns the nature of the X which allows us to see S as
P. What the attributive judgement expresses then, is not the inclusion
of the predicate within a given group of attributes, but the organization
of a given manifold in terms of the relational category of substance and
attribute.

Transcendental logic is concerned with this organization; and we
can now see why the adoption of such a logic means the repudiation of
general logic. General logiec, it will be remembered, was concerned with
the pure forms of discursive and analytic thinking. It was to be a kind of
casuistry of thought. But this logic depends on a view of predication which
Kant has at least tacitly abandoned, that is of class inclusion.— If his
theory necessitates both that S is of wider extension than P, and the
attributive judgement does not concern the inclusion of P within a given
group of atbributes, then there can be no possibility of a logic which
concerns the merely analytic extension of one concept from another. The
categories are of a relational nature, and all thinking involves them.
Furthermore of themselves they are empty of content. Butl general logic is
only possible if merely analytic thinking is possible, and it is possible
to think without employing the relational categories.

This difficulty may be elaborated by considering that all judge-
ments are at once enalytic and synthetic, and that consequently a distinc-
tion of logics in terms of this division will not be valid. All judgement
is analytic because in the uniting of different sensa under concepts
analysis is required. On the other hand all judgement is synthetic because
for analysis according to concepts to be possible, that which is analysed
must have been synthesized according to concepts in order that there
should be anything at all to analyse.

In so far as the distinguishable elements are directly related,
the judgement will seem to be purely analytic. In so far as they are re-
lated by a number of intermediaries they will seem to be purely synthetic.
Yet in the case of the analytic judgement there is an underlying unity which
connects the subject and the predicate; and this unity is not an abstract id-
entity but an internal articulation which is a symthesis. Thus there is
a synthetic element in all genuine knowledge.

1. See Bradley, P.L. pp. 21-28.
2. See infra Chapter V on this question.
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This has the result that the justification of a judgement cannot
be determined by considering it in isolation, but it must rather be con-
sidered in en implied context of coherent experience. Kant gives as an
example of an analytic judgement, 'all bodies are extended!, and 'all
bodies are heavy' as one which is synthetic. But surely they have the
same logical character. Neither of them can be true save in terms of a
comprehensive system of physical existence. 'If matter must exist in a
state of distribution in order that its parts may acquire through mutual
attraction the property of weight, the size of a body, or even its possess-
ing any extension whatsoever, may similarly depend upin specific conditions
such as may conceivably not be universally realized.'— The essential point
is that the judgement has neither meaning nor truth ocutside of the system
of which it forms a part.

This mey be seen in his discussion of synthetic judgements.
In all judgement, he tells us, either the predicate B belongs to the sub-
ject A, as something which is contained in the concept A, or else B lies
outside the concept A. The former relationghip is expressed in analytic
judgements, the latter in synthetic. This seems relatively simple at first,
but in speaking of synthetic judgements, he adds the vital phrase that
while B lies outside A, nevertheless 'it does indeed stand in comnexion with
it'.2 In synthetic judgement 'I must have besides the concept of the sub-
ject something else (X) upon which the understending may rely, if it is to
know that a predicate, not contained in the concept, nevertheless belongs
to it'.3 'What is here the unknown = X which gives support to the under-
standing when it believes that it can discover outside the concept A a
predicate B foreign to this concept, which it yet at the same time con-
siders to be connected with it.'4

In empirical judgements we are told that this X is experience.
'"Thie X is a complete experience of the object which I think through a con-
cept A .. experience is thus the X which lies outside the concept A'.
Kant seems to imply here thzt his peculiar problem of a priori synthesis
is not present in empirical judgements, for in the next paragraph he con-
trasts a priori synthetic judgements with these judgements of experience.
But surely the whole point of the critical philosophy in its final form
is to show that even judgements about nature have some necessity. 4As Kemp
Smith puts it, the assertion of a contingent relation is one thing, but
it is not eguivalent to contingency of assertion. Furthermore, if there
are relationzl Ffactors involved in all judgement, and necessily cannot be
obtained from experience, ‘then in empirical judgements which are necessary,
this necessity cannot come from experience. Experience then, cannot tell
us how we go outside a concept, although obviously in an empirical judge-
ment without experience we could not do it either. Intuition alone, then,
will not help us; it must be intuition integrated in a system. In the
case of empirical judgements the appeal is to an implied system of nature.

1. Smith, N. K. op.cit. p. 39.
2. Tirst Critigue A 7.

3. ibid. A 8.

4e ibid. A 10,

5. ibid. A 8.
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We now see that the idea of a purely analytic judgement cammot
be upheld, and this means that general logic, the doctrine of purely dis-
cursive and analytic thinking, will have to be repudiated. We are now in
a position to appreciate Kemp Smith's stetement that the development of
logic after Kant consisted in a large measure in the recasting of general
logic in terms of Kant's transcendental enquiries. We may note the follow-
ing points. First the doctrine that all judgement involves both analysis
and synthesis is made quite explicit. This leadsto the construction of
the doctrine of identity in difference; for if there are no purely anelytic
Judgements, and if even the attributive judgement does not express mere
identityi ‘then some doctrine of identity in difference will have to be
evolved.~ Again, if general logic as a science of analytic thinking is
given up, then the distinetion between logic and psychology which Kant
wanted to make, cannot be upheld in the way he wished to meke it. If there
can be no logic of the pure forms embodied in all thinking, +then logic
will have to concern itself with actual thinking, not with the constructicn
of a casuistry of thought. Finally we notice that the view that all judge-
ment is relational and involves the orgenization of a given manifold which
is expressed in the formula 'XS is XP', is the basis of the developed
doctrine that 'R (reality) is such that S is P'.

IT.

In this section we shall consider Hegel's theory of judgement
which is part of the doctrine of the notion. We shall then go on to compare
it with Bradley's views in so far as the two thinkers are in agreement.

Judgement for Hegel is part of the doctrine of the Notion, and
vhile we have already intimated what he means by the Notion or Absolute,
wve must try to make this clearer if his theory of judgement is to be under-
stood at all. As it is first described in the logics it resembles very
closely Kant's transcendental umity of apperception. As Hegel said: 'such
expressions bhave an ugly look about them and suggest a monster in the back-
ground', and while we may disagree with him when he goes on to say 'that
their meaning is not so abstruse as it looks'? it is nevertheless not
difficult to give a fair summary of what Fegel made of the doctrine.

Kant believed that necessity could not be of empirical origin,
and therefore it had to be grounded in a transcendental condition. There
must also, therefore, be a trenscendental ground of the unity of conscious-
ness which would make empirical apperception possible. Without this trans-
cendental unity of apperception which precedes all the data of intuition,
the representation of objects would not be possible.

1. Bradley's treatment of these points will be dealt with in Chapter V.

2. Ency. para. 42.
3. See Mirst Critique 4 114 & 107.
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Now whether or not Kant was here postulating a transcendental
egot Hegel thought he was. 'Kent (therefore) holds that the categories
have their source in the "Ego", and that the "Ego" consequently supplies
the characteristics of universality and necessity.'? The categories
give to a world of congeries and diversity the simple points in which these
congeries converge. The sensible world in which the categories operate
is a scene of mutual exclusion. By this Hegel means that only because
subjects are objects and objects subjects can it be at all. The table
to be must be set over against the rest of the world, yellow must be
something different from any other colour, and without this subject-object
relationship the sensible world could not be.

Thought or the Notion is just the reverse of this. 'The "I" is
the primery identity =~ at cne with itself and 211 at home in itself;
and whatever is placed in this uwnit or focus, is affected by it and
transformed into it.'3 Kant, however, confined himself only to the sub-
ject-mind; we each have a transcendental unity of apperception or noumenal
self, and consequently Hegel regards him as a subjective idealist. For
Hegel 'it is not the act of our personal self-consciousness which intro-
duces an absolute unity into the variety of sense. Rather, this identity
is itself the absolute.'4 Thus we may say that the Notion is Keant's
transcendental unity of apperception interpreted in an objective sense ==
at least, this indicates part of its meaning.

Hegel's logics are divided into the doctrines of Being, Essence
and Notion. lNow remembering what has been so far ocutlined about the latter
ve may go on to see why it is called the NMotion. In common language we
use the word more or less synonymously with universal or idea, meaning by
this a general conception or a form of thought. Thus in the Metaphysics
when Aristotle is trying to discover what sort of knowledge Wisdom is,
he says: 'if one were to take the notions we have about the wise man,
this might perhaps make the answer more evident'. He then goes on to ad-
umbrate these and ends 'suclh and so many are the notions ... which we have
about Wisdom and the wise'.” Again, there is the xpression 'I had a notion'
to do something or other. In common language then we use the word to mean
a general conception, form of thought, idea or universal.

This usage often leads to the belief thet universals or notions
are dead, empty and sbstract. But this is to confine our view of them as
they are for formal logic, for in speculative logic the Notion is the
principle of all life and thus thoroughly concrete, and any particular
notion, in so far as it is real partakes to some extent of this concrete-
ness. The Notion itself contains all the earlier categories of thought
merged into itself. Yet why, says Hegel, do we continue to use the word

1. See Kemp Smith Commentary p. 260-3.
2. Incy. para. 42.
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notion if we mean by it something so different from the usual meaning of
the word? The answer is that a closer inspection will show that his use
is not so different from that of ordinary langusge, and that 2ll nctions are
to some extent 'alive' and concrete. In common langusge we implicitly
recognize that a notion cannot be treated as mere form without a content
of its own because we meke deductions from their content. Thus Aristotle
in considering the different notions of wisdom arrives at the character

of wisdom, or to use Hegel's example we deduce the specific provisions of
the law of property from the notion of property. If we could rot do this,
if universals vere merely abstract without content 'there would be in the
one case nothing to deduce from such a form, and in the other case to
trace a given body of fact back to the empty form of the notion would only
rob the fact of its specific character, without making it understood.'l

The Notion is said to develop, but not to chenge. The dialect-
ical process of being is to become something else, of essence to bring
something else to light, but that of the notion to make explicit only
that which is already implicit in it. This movement of the notion can be
illustrated from the organic aspect of the world of nature. The plant is
developed from the seed, the seced involves the whole plant, tut only
ideally or in thought: it must not, therefore, be supposed that the whole
plant is contained realiter and in a very minute form in the seed -~ this
would be the'box-within-box hypothesis'. In all this of course Hegel
is being consciously Aristotelian. The truth of the box hypothesis, how-
ever, is that in the process of development nothing new is added from the
point of view of content. This then is the nature of the development of
the notion; it manifests itself in a procesg which is the showing forth
of its own nature.

This movement of the Notion is to be regarded merely as play,
for the other which it sets up is not really an other. That is, while the
plant is other than the seed if it were really other we would not call it
the plant of the seed. Or to use another of Hegel's examples, not only
has God created the world which faces him as an other, He has also eternal-
ly begotten himself a son in whom he, a spirit is at home with himself.
That is the son cannot have anything but the appearance of otherness
otheruise he would not be God.

We may then go on to say that the Notion may be regarded as sub-
ject in activity, and as norm. That is, the movement of the actual is
regarded as the Notion's development, because in its every phase, Spirit
enters as a whole, and so the Notion frem one point of view is always
subject. Again, as we saw from the exasmple of the plant it is the true
nature of any particular thing. But it is also regarded as universal.
This can be seen to follow from what has been said. If the Nobtion is the
norm of anything, it camnot be particular. Thus we say that the Notion is
the universal subject and norm of reality.

The doctrine of the Notion is itself divided into subjective
notion, objective notion and idea. It is only the first of these which

i Erlc"g « PpPaTe. 160 .
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concerns us here, and it is again divided into the Notion as Notion, Judge~
ment and Syllogism. The Notion as Notion conteins three moments or func-
tional parts; these are universality, particularity and individuality.

This universality is the concrete universality of the Notion which is not

a sum of features common to several things but e self-particularizing and
self-specifying dynamic. It is not we who make the notion, it is we

who finelly become conscious of its activities in our own thought. I'The
notion is the genuine first; and things are what they are through the action
of the notion, immanent in them, and revealing itself in them.' In the
notion there is no distinction between subject and object, and so we may
regard it as a universal subject which is identical with its predicate,
which in this case i1s a concrete single universe.

Judgement is the Notion in its particularity 'as a connexion
which is also a distinguishing of its functions, which are put as independ-
ent and yet as identical with themselves, not with one another'.l Or as
he says in the larger logic, 'Judgement is the self-diremption of the
notion'.? But at the same time it presupposes the primary unity of the no-
tion, and judgement is to be the original partition of the primary unity.
We have seen how Hegel took over and developed the itranscendental unity of
apperception to express the original unity of subject and object; judge-
ment for Hegel is the way in which the notion disrupts this original unity
and divides itself into subject and object. But as the unity of the notion
is primary, so the subject and predicate of any particular judgement will
be a unity a oneness.

This may be made clearer if we consider some of the particular
points of Hegel's position and compare them with Bradley's theory. Judge-
ment for Bradley, as we have seen, is the act of referring sn ideal content
to reality.

Tirst, all propositions are not judgements because a proposition
mey only contain a statement about the subject 'which does nol stand to it
in any universal relationship, but expresses some single action, or some
stete, or the like'.” A proposition only expresses a judgement if there is
some reference to universality; and because of this the sheerly singular
can never be the subject of a judgement. We have already seen how Hegel
identifies subject with universal, but this first point may be made clearer
if we examine Bradley's lucid argument for the same point. The clearest
and shortest statement of this is found in the chapter in the Logic on the
quantity of judgements. 'A judgement which is absolutely particular can not
exist. It would have a subject completely shut up and confined in the pre-
dicate. And such a judgement, if it came into being, would not be a2 judge-
ment. For it would obviously say nothing else of the subject or predigate
than themselves. "This is this" mey be taken as the nearest example.'®

ls Enc'f- DAY . 1{36-
2. Tils ps 260
3. ibid p. 300.
e Bl pe 101,
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For Hegel even the "this" disappeared into a universal, and
Brzdley to some extent followed him in this. The subject even though
it excludes other individuals has within itself a diversity, end so is
universal. 'We may put it thus, thet all judgements are of content, and
that no content sticks in the mere "this".!

Secondly judgement is not a mere subjective act which combines
two independent entities together, whether these be taken as thing and
ides, or two ideas. That is, judgement is not the linking of an idea in
my head to a self-subsistent thing, nor is it the act of uniting two
ideas inside my_head so as to reflect theway the things are united in
the real world.” This means that the subject and predicate must not be
considered as complete apart from one another -~ the subject as an object
which would exis® even if it didn't have thie predicate, and the predicate
which would exist even if it did not belong to this subject. On this
view of judgement the act will consigt in this, 'that only by this pro-
cess a predicate is comnnected with the subject in guch a manner that, if
this connexion did not take place each for itself would still remain
what it is == the one an existing subject and the other an image in the
mind.'? Thus 'the copula "is" ... emunciates the predicate of the sub-
Jjeet -- so the external subjective subsumption is again pubt in abeyance,
and the judgement taken as the determination of the object itself!.3
The predicate which is attached to the subject ought to be 'proper' to
it, that is 'to be identical with it in and for itself'.4

It is considerations such as these which led Bradley to heold
that not only does all judgement affirm of reality, bubt that in every
judgement we have the assertion that 'reality is such that S ig P!,
This is a development of Kant's formule for judgement XS is XP, which
resulted from the new standpoint set by his theory of consciousness. That
is not how we get from P 'inside' to S 'inside', but how is S related to F.

As I have said above this view meang that judgement can be neither
the joining together of ideas nor involve the idea that universals and
subject are completely distinct. Bradley rejected both views in the end,
but the first edition of his logic is certainly compatible with the
acceptance of the second.

To take the second point first. As we shall see in the next
chapter Bradley at one time held the doctrine of floating ideas. Now if
ideas really float unattached, it would seem that when a judgement attach-
ed them to the subject of the judgement they would find a home for the
first time. The point which follows from rejecting these floating ideas
and giving them a home is that when an idea is affirmed of an object it is
already attached somewhere. This will be made clearer when we congider
modality and the copula, but sco far we can at least see that if ideas are
already atteched, the differentia of judgement cannot be 'attachment!'.

1. P.L.
2. I.L. p. 260.
3. Ency. par. 166.
4o L.L. p. 260.
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Bradley also rejected the theory that judgement could be merely
the joining and disjoining of ideas. That is the ideal matter which is
affirmed in the judgement, may possess internal relationg, which in most
cases, although not in all, might be arranged in terms of subject and
predicate. Bult the content which may be arranged in thig way is the
seme vhether I judge it to be true or merely consider it, 'so that it
is impossible that this internal relation can itself be the judgement;
it can at best be no more than the condition of judging'.l We must
notice at once that when Bradley wrote this he thought there could be
mere supposal of ideas quite unrelated to reality. The rejection of
these ideas only strengthened his argument, for if no ideas float then
judgement must be something more.than providing wandering adjectives
with a home == becsuse they already have one.

Wext we notice that the copula expresses the objectivity of the
connexion between the subject and predicate: 'the copula denotes that
the predicate belongs to the Being of the subject, and is not connected
with it merely externally.... A judgement requires that predicate
should be related to subject as the determinations of the Notion are
related, that is, as universal to particular or individual.'? That is,
to think that by some miracle the verb 'to be' has come to be used
equivocally in an existential and predicative sense which have
nothing to do with each other, is not, as some would have us believe,
the very zenith of sophistication, but rather displays a failure to
give any serious attention to what Jristotle called the eternal question - -
what is being? And so the copula expresses objectivity because, in
Hegel's case at leagt, 2ll judgements are part of the self-defining
development of Spirit.

When we come to compare this with Bradley's doctrine we find
ourselves in difficulty. The point is this. When Bradley is being
Hegelian, as in the second edition, the objectivity of the connexion of
subject and predicate presents no difficulties. 'The real whole', he
says in the Principles, fworks in and through myself, its activities
and mine are thus one.' 3 This is a faithful expression of Hegel's own
view. DBut as we have already seen there is the empiricist and Kantian
aspect of the logic, and the general impression of the Principles is
not conveyed by the quotation above, but is rather that thinking is
something essentially adjectival to individual minds. Even the
Terminal Essays are all written from this point of view, how do I judge,
how do I infer; and even in discussing the famous formula 'R (reality)
is such that S is P' we are told almost nothing of the activities of
reality. How very sensible the modern reader will exclaim, Bradley in
his Logic is engaged in a logical and epistemological study of thought
and judgement, and why bring in metaphysics. Bubt this will not do for
it assumes what no idealist will allow, that individual thinkers somehow
copy or reproduce an independent real; but if the real is cperative in
judgement -- as Bradley sometimes says == then it is difficult to regard

Yo Polis Pe 21 s
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either his attempt to sever logic from metaphysics, or his treatment of
judgement as at all satisfactory.

Again, Hegel does not believe that the form of a judgement is
indifferent to the nature of its content. Thigs is because the dynamic
of the notion becomes only gradually explicit, and at each stage the
'empty "is" of the copula' is 'filled' by the Notion itself, and thus
expresses relationships which are of different degrees of actuality.
'This is hot' and 'This is beautiful' are two judgements but their form
is not the same because a different sort of validity and importance
apply to each. That is, against the formal logician the form of the
sentence will not tell you anything of the validity of the judgement.

Bradley adopts this position in so far as it involves the con-
sequence that logic cannot be expected to furnish a series of rules
for valid reasoning. He held that in every case we are involved in a
gituation which involves new factors, and our reasoning will therefore
be different in each case. But surely, it will be said, this is just
the point == we reduce our many reasonings to rules to see if they
follow; but this is not so, it is our conclusions we sometimes test,
not the reasoning itself. 'It is not a matter for superior direction;
it is a matter for private inspiration and insight.'t Tormal logic is
all right in its place so long as it is remembered thalt it is thought
which constructs the rules by collecting and analysing reasonings which
have been found to be valid -- the ressonings were not valid because
they followed the rules, although the reasonings, if valid, will ex-
emplify the rules if it happens to be reasoning of the particular sort
with which the rules deal.

1. P.L. p. 286.



=109~

CHAPTER IV
MODAILITY
'Reality is always before us, and every idea in some sense

gualifies the real.!

Bradley in the Essays.

The subject which naturally suggests itself for consideration
after judgement is inference, but we will follow Bradley's own proc-
edure and enter inference through the gateway of modality. Modality
is not, as Bradley himself remarks, an alluring theme, but, besides
providing a convenient transition to inference, it also presents in

perhaps the clearest way the different tendencies in Bradley's thought.

Modality in the traditional logic refers to propositions or
syllogisms and is concerned with their necessity, probability, or con=-
tingency. Xant used the term to express the problematic, assgertoric, or
apodeictic character of judgements. The problem which is of interest
to us is, what is affected by modality? That is, in a judgement
is it to the copule we must go if we seek to find whether the propos~
ition is necessary or otherwise, or must we, perhaps, consider the
content asserted? Our consideration of fhese problems will lead us
to see the relevance of the discussion of the distinction between the
categorical and the hypothetical judgement. We have seen how Eradley
was forced to alter his opinion on the question of their reference to
reality, and in this chapter we shall see the same question from an-
other point of view. When we have worked through Bradley's different vieus

on this question, we will see why he was forced to give up his singuler -
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categorical judgement and accept Bosanquet's theory that even the hypo-

thetical judgement affirms of reality.

We will begin this discussion by considering Kant's view of
modality and then point out that it possessed the germ of DEradley's
second theory, and shared the theory of floating ideas with his first.
The meaning of these points will then be outlined to prepare for the
discussion in the rest of the chapter. We shall then examine Bradley's
first theory and show how in most respects it is the antithesis of Kant's
own. Thirdly we will consider Bradley's rejection of floating ideas as
a transition to this second theory. Finally we will examine the
amended theory, which if it had been held consistently would have

necessitated his arguing for the concrete universal.

1. In dealing with this question of modality we will begin
with Kant's theory, and show how, by employing Cartesian distinctions,
he confines modality to the copula. This has the result that he does
not believe that the content of the affirmation is affected by the way
the proposition is affirmed. Dradley, on the other hand, argued that
modality pertained only to the content asserted and not to its assertionm,
in other words that modelity affects the content and not the copula.
Both these theories heve one thing in common which is the separation of
content from assertion, of what is asserted from how it is asserted.
That is, for Kant the assertion does not affect the content, while for

Bradley modality does not a ffect the assertion.

This separation of content and assertion means that both theories

share a belief in floating ideas. This is quite clear in Kant's case,



for if we can think an idea to be necessary, or only possible, and this
has no effect on the idea itself, this must mean that the idea has a
kind of independent being or existence which is not affected by the way
we think of it. The same kind of argument holds when we examine
Bradley's theory. If modality only affects the content and not the
assertion, for we always assert categorically of reelity, (that is, if
I say 'X is probably browny it is 'probably brown' which is asserted
categorically, not 'it is probeble that X is Brown'), then, as in Kant's
case the idea must be independent but for a elightly different reason
this time. For if the idea did not flost independently of effirmation
by the mind this would mean thaet vhen I wondered or doubted about it,
the idea would characterize the real world with its possibility or

necesesity.

VWhen we have discussed these theories in more deteil, as well
as outlining Bosanquet's criticism of them, we will then be in a position
to see how radically Bradley was forced to amend his view that the
singular categorical judgement could report fact. We can see something
of this if we combine the notion that ideas do not float with the theory
that modality affects content. The result will be that modality,
affecting the content of ideas, all of which in some wey qualify real-
ity, will then be an aspect of reality. This will mean that any theory

of a clear-cut world of facts will have to be replaced.

We will begin, then, with Kant's treatment of modality. The

point in discussing his theory is that it contains the germ of Bradley's



=172

more fully developed doctrine. That is, while one could probably

appreciate the doctrine of the first edition of the Principles without

any reference to Kant, the second edition is best viewed as a develop-
ment and expansion of Kant's theory.
In the second chapter we gave some indication of what Kant
1
meant by a calegory, as well as point out that these categories
charecterize not only the way we think, but also the world we know.
The categories it can be said are constitutive of the phenomenal world,

or to say the same thing, the world of nature is organized in terms of

the categories.

There ig, however, an exception to this general principle, and
this is the group of categories which deal with modality. These cate-
gories as Kant saye concern'only the value of the copula in relation to
thought in general'.z It ig true that the 'only' here is intended to
emphagize that modality does not affect content, but this as we shall
see has the same result. For, as the concept of an object must correspond
to its object for there to be truth, we would have to say, if modality
affected content, that there were no true ideas. This can he seen by
considering an example. When I say 'that might be a horse', if the
content itself were affected by possibility, this would mean that T was
thinking of 'possible horse'. But if the truth is correspondence of

idea with object, then there would have to be 'posgible horse' in the

real world which on Kant's view is nonsense.

l. See Chapter II, pp. L1-48.
2. Critigue of Pure Reason, 474=B99.




~113-

At first sight it would appear to be nonsense on any sane
person's theory. Before we decide definitely on this we must examine
two features of the theory in more detail. The first of these is that
modality affects what Bosanquet called the 'assertiveness of assertion',
and the second is the manmer in which the modality of a judgemént is

determined.

We have g2id in a general way that Kant believed that modality
affected the copula, and we may well ask what is meant by the copula.
There are, I suppose, two enswers to this. One might be that Kant merely
meang the principle of identity as taught by the traditional formal
logic. Such an interpretation is, I am sure, inadequate, but asg it has
been put forward by responsible people I set it dowmn. The other inter-
pretation is more important, and this holds that the copula expresses the
action of the understanding in incorporating ideas into the system organ-

ized in terms of itself.

Such an idea may seem to confuse logic with psychology, and this
is Bradley's criticism in the first edition of the Principles, but be-
fore discussing this we must show that the interpretation of the copula
which we have put forward is by no means foreign to Kant. In 'The
Postulates of Empirical Thought' he says 'the principles of modality....
predicate of a concept nothing btut the action of the faculty of know-
ledge through which it is generated'.l Again, these principles 'do not
increase our concept of things, but only show the manner in which it is

2
connected with the faculty of knowledge'. The copula, then, expresses

1. First Critigue, A 235, B 287.
2. ibid.
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the assertiveness of assertion, or the degree of certainty with which

I affirm something to be true.

We will now examine his theory on how the certainty or prob-
ability of the concept is determined. This theory in brief is that
the certainty, or otherwise, of 2 concept is judged by the degree to
which it is incorporated into the system of the understanding. The
problematic proposition, Kant affirms, expresses only logical 'which is
not objective' possibility =-- 'a free choice of admitting such a
proposition, and a purely optional admission of it into the under-
sﬁanding'.l The assertoric, we are told, deals with 'logical reality
or truth'. Kant illustrates this by the hypothetical syllogism in which
P>{ is said to be problematic, while P or ¢ in the minor (as the case
may be) is assertoric. What this shows is that 'the consequence follows
in sccordance with the laws of the unders‘handing'.2 We begin with the

tentative and advance to the more certain, while this progress is

determined by the system of our knowledge.

Finally the apodeictic 'thinks the assertoric as determined by

these laws of the understanding, and because, as affirming a_priori, and

il
-

in this mammer it expresses logical necessity'. This process of thought
takes place in accordance with the nature of understanding, and it
represents, Kant believes, the way we must think if we are to think at
all. Kant summarizes his theory in this way: 'Since everything is thus
incorporated in the understanding step by step -- in as much as we first

judge something problematically, then maintain its truth assertoriczlly,

l. First Critique, A 75, B 100.
2. ibid. A 76, B 101.
3 - ibid -
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and finally affirm it as inseparably united with the understanding, that
is, as necessary and apodeictic =~ we are justified in regarding these

three functions of modality as so many moments of thought'.

We can summarize Kent's theory of modality in the following way:

(1) modality affects the copula, that is, the assertiveness of
assertion;

(2) modality does not affect the content of the sssertion;

(2) medality is determined by the relation of the content to the
system of the understanding, to the depgree, or sgtep, to
which the particular content is related to the system as a

whole.

2. As we have already pointed out Eradley's second theory of
modality is in many ways a development of the above theory, but his first
is in most respeets a direct criticism of it, for:

(1) modality does not affect the copula;

(2) modality affects the content;

(3) there are no degrees of certainty, a judgement is either true

or it is not, and it cannot be more or less certain to the

degree in which it is incorporated into the understanding.

There is, however, as we have said, one point in common between
Kant's and this early theory, and this is a belief in floating ideas.
The meaning of this phrase is best seen by returning to Kant's discussion
of the problematic judgement. Such a judgement, it will be remembered,

expresses mere logical, not objective possibility; the exemple given

la FiI‘St GI"fL'LiL}_U.e, 1&76’ B 101&
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was the antecedent and consequent in a hypothetical judgement, and the

isolated members of a disjunction might equally well have been instenced.

These elements of thought are not judgements, for as Kant says,
they are not assertory. They are mere ideas which are entertained,
doubted, or denied. Such a theory has a long history behind it, for
it extends at least to Descartes, and there ig much to commend it.

That is, there are obviously (it would seem) idees which do not quelify
reality. Again, ideas may be recognized as pﬁrely imaginary, and when
locked a2t this way they 'float suspended over the real world'.l How

is it possible, when we do not know whether an idea is true or not,

or even if we lknow that it is false, that it could qualify reality?

Bradley tells us that arguments cuch as these convinced him of
the existence of floating idess, and that it was in the light of such a
doctrine that much of the first edition of the Principles was writbten.
As this 1s the case we shall coneider some of the points in his discussion
of modality as it was firslt presented, before we consider the reasons
which led him to give up the existence of these homeless ideas. DBearing

in mind this one point of identity with Kant's theory we may now return

to examine the differences in the two views.

Bradley begins by asserting that the doctrine that modality
affects the assertion in its formal character and without regerd to
what ig asserted, rests on a misunderstanding. He expands this in terms
as uncompromising as any of our more advaenced thinkers, 'There are no

degrees of truth or falsehocd. If S=P is fact, it cannot be more than

1. T&R p. 29.
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1
fact: if it is less than fact it is nothing at all's. The dilemma, he

continues, is quite simple. Either S-P is affirmed or it is nolt affirmed.
If it is not affirmed it is not judged true, if it is affirmed it is
declared to be fact, and it cannot be more or less a fact. 'There
clearly can be one kind of judgement, the aSsertorical.‘z

Modality then, we may see in a preliminary way, does not affect
the copula; we either assert or we do not. It is not the affirmation hut
what is affirmed which ig affected by modality. Bradley then criticizes
the Kantian view by saying that it confuses logic with psychology.
Kant's theory, it will be remembered, held that a judgement was necessary
or otherwise depending on the degree to which it was incorporated into
the understanding. But the different ways we stand to a judgement ic a
matter for psychology says Bradley. 'Logical modality must be limited
to that which seems to affect the idea S-P, and to affect it in its
relation to the world of reality.'3

As we have said, to take the second part of the last sentence
first, there are only two relations en idea can have to reality, it is
either true of reality, or it is not true, it is either affirmed or den-
ied. 'The reference or denial itselflis gimple, and cannot be modif.‘ied.‘4
If thig is the case, then either modality has nothing to do with logie,
or else it modifies what we affirm of reality. As we already know it

is this last alternative which Dradley accepts, 'What..must in some way

be modified is the content itself. Not S~P but a transformed and con-

1. P.L. p. 197.
2. ibid.
3. ibid p. 199.
4o ibid.
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ditioned S~P is the asssertion made by logical modality.! There are
three possible modes of a judgement which logic must consider, and these

are the traditional ones of the possible, the sctual, and the necessary.

It is important to appreciate how different this is from Kant's
theory. TFor Dradley the bzsis of every judgement is 'it is true that!
(or 'falge that') S-P is possible, actuel, or necessary. For example:
It is true that he could be coming tomorrow,

It is true that he is coming tomorrow,

It is true that if the letler arrives he will come tomorrows;

. For Kant, on the other hand, the content 'he is coming tomorrow' remains
the same in all judgements, and the assertion alters:

It ig possible that he ig coming tomorrow,

It ies the case that he is coming tomorrow

If the letter comes then he is coming tomorrow.

Bradley then points out that his choice of the three traditional
modes of modality is in no way arbitrary, for 'we have here in a veiled
and hidden shape' the distinetion between categorical and hypothetica
asgertion. The possible and the necessary, he mainbains are speeial
forms of the hypothetical; while there is no difference between the

assertorical and the categorical.

The reasoning behind this statement is not difficult to follow
when we remember what we have sazid of modality. If every statement is
prefaced by 'it is true', then only in the second case is the assertion

deemed to be actval, for here the content 5-P without alteration is

1. POL. P- ].99.
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attributed directly to reality. This there ig no reason to draw any
distinction between categorical judgements on the one hand, anéd on the
other judgements which assert directly of reality. The assertorical

then is merely the catepgorical taken in contrast with the possible and

the necessary.

Bradley then continues, in the light of the common sense view
of facts =and ideas, with a coneideration of the possible and the nec-
essary. DBoth of these he says must be forms of the hypothetical, for
what may be, and what must be involve a supposition. Neither are said
to be actuzl fact == how could they be? Tor a fact either is or is not,
and possibility and necessilty are both inferences based on a condition,

and subject to this condition.

This again seems quite reascnsble. To begin with the necessary,
we say something is necessary when it is taken not simply in and for
itself, but by virtue of something else, and because of something else.
We do not say a thing is necessary which eimply is; but we call it
necessary when we see why it must be., 'Necesgity carries with it the
idea of mediation, of dependence, of inadequacy to maintiin an isolated
position and to stand and act alone and self-supported.’'

Tor example, if I merely see a broken window, all T cen say is
'this window is broken', and for all I know the window might just as well
have been unbroken. That is, confining myself to the categorical Jjudge-
ment I can only report fact which could, as Hume said without contradic-
tion, be otherwise. On the other hend, when I say 'If a stone was

throwm through this window then it must be broken', I have a necessary
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statement, as I declare that the relation between the antecedent and the
congequent is necessary. Such a gtatement ig, however, hypothetical
because it does not show the statement to be true, and the necessity

is in our thinking. To take our exasmple, if a boy threw a stone through
the window and we kmow this, then our statement that the window is

broken is both necessary and true, but it depends on the cendition of

the boy throwing the stone for its truth.

As the reader will have gathered Bradley did not believe, in
the first edition, that necessity had anything to do with the facts. 'Is
there any "because" outside our heads?' he asks, 'Is it true that one
thing is by means of another, and because of an other?!' : And he answvers:
'we must admit that in Jogic "because" does not stand fof a real connec-
tion in actual fact; we must allow that necessity is not a bond between

5 .

existing things'. This is quite in keeping with what we might expect.
After all, while one fact is, and is with another fact, it seems natural
to believe that they are uncomnected with each other. '"One fact is
égg another fact isg", so much ig true; but "One fact is and go another
fact is", must always be false.'3 To held any other view would be to
say that ideal connection were real in things, and if you say this

what happens to your isolated facte which cen be reported by the categor-

ical judgements.

Necessity, then, at least in logic, is nothing but the coneequence

of thinking. It is a 'force' which compels us 10 go to a conclusion if

b
g

skin Pe 199.
2. P.L. p. 200.
Je

.L. p. 200]

3
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we start from a premise. It cennot, =s we have seen, guarantee the
truth of any statement. No doubt, as in our example, & necessary truth
m2y be categorical, but in so far as its necessity goes it is still hypo-
thetical. It ceases to be hypothetical when it ceases to be merely
necessary, and this only happens vwhen we know it to be true, and ex-

pressed as a categorical judgement.

Now before examining in more detail Bradley's arguments for the
asgertion that all necessity is hypothetical, we just nctice why he
nmaintains that the possible is a species of the necessary. The possible
is defined as that which 'is lmowm or assumed to be the conseguence

1
of certein conditions'. To this extent the possible is the same as
those cases of necessity where the antecedent was declared tc be real,
but it differs in the following way, for S~-P to be possible the conditions
which make S-P necessary must be assumed, but only some of them supposed

to exist. Thus the partial existence of the conditions of S=P is

the differentie which separated the species possible from the genusg
2

necessary.

We heve now gained some idea of Bradley's theory of modality
as it was presented in the first edition of the Principles, and to
effect the transition to his second view we will return to his theory

that &1l necessity is hypothetical.

3, One of themasons given to support the above principle was an

1. P.L. p. 202.

2 Thie is worked out in a most interesting discussion which is by
no mesns outmoded. There are some important remarks on mathematical
'solutions! of the problems of probability.
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argunent he was later to term vicious. This maintained that logical
necessity being an ideal process we could not assume that either the
process or the ideas were facts. 'Even if the ideas exist in fact, and
exist in corresponding sequence, you camnot assume that in this sequence

.
your process exists.' The ideal operation, that is, works with

ideas, and so far as we can tell it works only with ideas. The ideal

process might be more then an idea, but it is as ideal that we must

uge it. 'And a mere idea is no more then a mere supposal. The result,
2

so far as necessitated, is therefore so far not categorical.’

It is this notion that ideas are 'mere supposals' which Bradley
Jater repudiated and with them his first theory of modality. We shall
examine this development of his thought in two stages. TFirst we will see
that the view of reality which we have already mentioned, the view which
seems g0 in accord with our common sgense notions, is in fact a most
inadequate one. The repudiation of this common sense view involved
Bradley in a complete revisal of his theory of modality. The discussion
of this revision will be our second stage. The revigion amounts to this,
if ideas do not float, bub are in some sense slways a part of reality,
then all thinking will contain an element of the categorical, and thus
will be to some extent a knowing. This will mean that modality will affect
not only what we affirm but the way we affirm. For if all thinking
is categorical, then the idea that modalily can affect a content unrelated
to reality will have to be dropped, and in its place there will have to

be substituted a theory that modelity affects the copula.

Lo Bslie ‘P 20L,
2. 1ibid.
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We will begin with Bradley's repudiation of floating ideas. This
will show us why he was forced to retract the statement which we have
already quoted to the effect that something is either a fact or it is
not a fact. The doctrine of floating ideas rests on what we have called
the common sense, or realistic view of the world, and we have already
seen that this, to some extent at any rate was the world of the first
edition of the_ Principles. In this world reality is identified with
fact and everything outside of it is unreal. The realwrld on thig
view is a group or series of actuasl facts, and the test for its reality
is its conbtinuous connexion with my felt waking body. Thus dreams are
facts in the sense that they are in comnexion with my body, but they are
unreal in the sense that their content cannotbe ordered into the envir-
onment of my wakihg self. It seems that DBradley is correct when he
asserte that this is the view which consciously vnderlies our common
sense view of the world. And it ie this view which makes the assertion

that ideas float seem so plausible.

Yet this common gense view will not do, both because it does not
even explain what it sets out to explain, and because it leaves large

experience of our experience unaccounted for.

This first can be shown by considering that the content of the
real and the imagined is supposed to be the same thing. If we take
Kent's exemple of the one hundred thalers we can see that his argument
depends on maeinteining that the content of the real and the imaginary

thalers is the same. And when we look at the matter in this way it does
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have plausibility. If the thalers do differ gua thalers how do they
differ? The answer is that one is real, but if we remove this existence
in imagination, we find that we are left with no difference in content -~

at least this is how the argument proceeds.

Yet the contrary doctrine also has plausibility. On the view
above the real thalers do things wherees the imaginary ones do not.
The former is an active, and in some sense a permenent constituent of the
real world. This difference, though, when we reflect on it, does seem to
affect the content.l Is the idea of a real thaler and an imaginary one
really the same idea? The orthodox view holds that the ideas differ
berely in and through their external relations, and not in themselves.
But this assumes, as Bradley points out, that a thing's relations which
meke all the difference to something else makes no difference to itself.
And such an assumption is certainly not free from difficulty. 'For in
the end, the doubt is suggested whether in the end, when you have removed
the relations, there is any (shilling) at all 1eft.'2

It seems to me, purely on the internal strength of these two
views about the thalers, that the second is somewhat stronger. Dut if

we consider what the first leaves unexplained, I think we will agree

that the second, with all its difficulties, is the more adequate.

Suppose the first view is correct, what will we sgy of past and

future, of art and religion and morality? Do we mean that only present

1. See Hegel's discussion in the Larger Logic pp. 100 et seq. 'This
so called concept of one hundred thalers is a spurious concept; the
form of simple relation to self does nol properly belong to such
limited and finite content, it is a form applied and lent to it by
subjective understanding. One hundred thalers are not related to
themselves alone; they are mutable and perishable.!

2. I&R p. 43.
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facts are real, and that pest and future have no meaning? It is true
that some of our present day advanced thinkers do hold this with more
consistency then wisdom, but compared with this extravagance of dogma, there

is Iittle in Hegel which does not seem the voice of quiet reason.

And do we really believe that art and morality and religion are
Just meaningless or unreal because there are no facts to which they can
correspond? Perplexity on these points is more than understandable, but
if the principle of verifiability is used with consistency, and the results
obtained from such a use are believed, then I can only think that the
believer, in the most actual sense, refuses to look at reality. I do not
mean to suggest that everyone must have a 'theory' about these different
aspects of reality, but to say 'only so and go is real', and to then
go on to deny that everything else is unreal, is not even being

tacientific!'.

These, and allied consideration} led Bradley to see that the
reality implied by floating ideas was inadequate. We can see the
importance of this rejection by considering the probable and necessary
judgements. We have geen that these judgements necessitate floaling
ideas, otherwise, as modality affects the content of the judgement,
protability and necessity would qualify the real world. Furthermore,
they were both instances of the hypothetical judgement. Now with the
rejection of floating ideas it is necessary tec hold that all ideas
qualify reality, and this has the result that the notion of an idea held
in a kind of suspended animation before the mind and quite unaffected

by its relations will be abandoned. When the implications of this are
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worked out Kant's theory that the problematic judgement comes first in

the order of knowledge will also be rejected. That is, this theory pre-
supposes the possibility of distinect unrelated ideas which we can consider,
and then go on to affirm. But if, from the very beginning of knowledge,
ideas are affirmed, it is the whole complex of affirmations which will
serve as the beginning of thought. Our thought on this new theory will
consist in the progressive modification of judgements, and in the progress-
ive clarification of ideags. But such a process must begin with what we
think we lmow, with 211 our imperfectly thought out ideas; not from

clear idees which we judge to be true, or possible or necessary. A
question, that is, is not the beginning or basis of knowledge, but pre-

supposes assertion before it can be asked.

Now if it is the case thzot all judgement is assertion then
Bradley's sgtatement which we have already mentioned, that if S-P ig
fact it cannot be more than fact; if it is less than fact it is nothing
at all, will have to be amended. This can he seen by combining the ideas
that modality affects the content of a judgement, and that all ideas
qualify reality. This results in a belief thet reality, at least as
far as we are concerned, is characterized by modality, and thig will
lead to a doctrine of degrees of fact. This notion is undoubtedly very
repugnant, but once we admit that all our judgements qualify reality,
and are affected by modelity, it is difficult to see what else can be
believed. If reality is for us what our judgements have made it, then
facts, as distinct from reality, depend on their relation to the system
of our knowledge for their being. If this is the case then some facts

will be more factual than others, depending on the degree to which they
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are incorporated into the system of the understanding.

4o Mere we will expand some of the implications of what we have
Jjust been saying zbout the rejection of floating ideas as it affects
Bradley's theory of assertion. It will be remembered that Bradley at first
insisted thet modality affected what was asserted not the way ve asserted,
thet is, that it affected content and not copula. Once, however, we hold
that all ideas quaelify reality, and that modality characterizes the
real world, then the copula becomes the act by which we récognize the
place an idea has in reality. Thus Bradley comes to accept the Kantian
view in so far as it holds that modality affected the copula, or as

3

Bosanquet puts it the assertiveness of asgsertion. Kent's view, at
least as it was interpreted by the idealists, came to be Iradley's own
end maintained that Judgements were more or less certain to the degree
to which they could be incorporated into the system of the understanding.
But because the understanding in Kant has a fixed and a priori nature,
the idealists generally used some such term as the 'organized body of
knowledge' to emphasize that there were no fixed elements in lmowledge,

either in the rationalist's sense of primary intelligibles, or in the

empiricist's sense of facts.

Thus modality affects the content of thought and the wey this
content is affirmed. 'The progresgive incorporation of a content with
the understanding, that is, with the organized ideal system by which the
understanding qualifies the Real, is the same thing as the progressive
participation of thet content in the certainty that could only be complete

2
in a judgement which would exhaust reality.’

1. See the appendix to Chapter III for a discussion of the Hegelian

version of this theory.
2. Bosanguet, B., Logic, 0.U.P., second edition, 1911.
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But we have elready run shead, for much of this last part is
only comprehensible when the idea of system is more cleerly worked outb,
and system implies not only a theory of judgement but zlso of inference.
Even in Bradley's first theory the presence of the hypothetical judge-
ment indicated thal we were concerned with more than mere recognition,

end we are thus led to the theory of inference.
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CHAPTER V

INFERENCE.

'An inference is either a result or a process. If we take it
as a resullt..it is the apprehension of a necessary truth. If we take it
ag & process, it is simply the operation which leads to that resultb.!

Bradley.

bBradley's treatment of inference is, as with all the other sub-
jects we have studied, beset with complexity. There is first of all the
differences between the first and second editions of the Princinles, but

even in the first theory there are different tendencies.

Cne of the main differences betueen the two views stems, natur-
ally enough, from the more realistic bias of the first edition. The
problem of inference there could be put in the following way: 'how do
I, starting from a given fact, arrive at another fact, by means of an
ideal process?'s Thus inference is looked on as some kind of an activity
which links judgements, but is somehow at one remove from reality. This,
I maintain, is essentially a Kantisn theory of inference. On the second
view, with the notion that the content of thought and the object are
somehow the same, inference becomes more real, and for two reasons.

The first results from the repudiation of the notion of a given in the
shape of isolated facts, and the insistence that every so-called fact
implies a system. This means that every fact can be represented by
saying that reality appears to me as so and so, but once we have

said this we have already implied some sort cof mediation, and mediation

is the mark of inference. This will mean that inference will be as



fundamental to thought as judgement, and this leads us to the second
reason for the increased importence of inference. If a2ll judgement
implies inference, this will mean that the content of the judgement which

is the same as the content of the object will be affected by inference.

It is such considerations which lead Bradley to his second
definition of inference as the ideal self-development of an object.
This is intended to show that inference is not an arbitrary process
which goes on between facts, but is the way the objeet will be seen to
develop when we think sbout it. Inference thus becomes the 'reading
off' of the real connections and characteristics of the object. In
a word the second theory assumes that implication is a real aspect of

the universe.

We will begin by examining the theory of inference as it was
given in the first edition. Besides the intrinsie interest of this, it
vrovides the best beginning for our apprecistion of Bradley's later

views. The doubts and the perplexities which he may have had with

this early theory may have been at least partly responsible for the
revision of his whole logical scheme. As a preliminary te our examination
of this theory we may set dowun some of its characteristics in a general
way. Because the theory was written with the view thet in facts
sensuously presented was to be found reality; end that truth was corres~
pondence with these facts; the role of inference becomes a process of
scrambling from judgement to judgement, and the success of any inference
will be guaged by whether or not it issues in another true judgement.

This can be illustrated by a person jumping across a stream by means of

stepping-stones; the person can only know if he has estimated the distance
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correctly when he lands on another stone.

From the above example we can see three things. TFirst of all
the stones are fixed and given, and in an obvious sense they are the
most importaent elements in the situation. Secondly, the jumping is a
matter which is left to the individual, it does not matter how he
arrives at the next stone so long as he does so. Thirdly the stone
remains the same whether anyone jumps or not. These three elements
which are illustrated by the example are all to be found in Bradley's
first theory. Judgement works on a given and the faithfulness to this
given is the test of an inference. Secondly, inference is looked upon
as something particular to the individual. DNot only in the sense that
there are no schema or modegl for reasoning, but in contradistinetion to
any theory that inference is an idesl self-development of an cobject.
Thirdly the given is not altered by the process, for if our thinking

did alter reality, correspondence with fact would become impossible.

A1l these points were abandoned in the second edition; for
judgement implies a system for its possibility, in its essence it pre-
supposes mediation and this means inference is as basic as judgement.
Secondly Bradley maintained that inference was not so subjective and per-
sonsl as he had previously held, and came to hold a theory that it was
as much the object which developed as our thought. This is inference
of a more Hegelian nature. Thirdly the idea of an unaltered given
with which we begin and upon which we perform ideal experiments is
sbandoned, and a recognition that all such activities involve analyeis
and synthesis of the given is put forth. This leads to a reinterpre-

tation of what we mean by the given to conform to the more idealistic
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view which we outlined in the second chepter.

These are the general lines of our discussion on inference which
will be the subject matter of this and the next chapter. Here we
will only be concerned with the theory as it was presented in the
first edition, and our analysis will be in four parts. Ve shall begin
by outlining the theory of inference as it first appeers in the

Principles. Next we will examine why Bradley believed this could serve as

only & provisional theory, and the gualification he introduced to widen
ite scope. This will lead us to consider the processes of analysis and
synthesis, as well as his belief that the rational ig the individual.
This third section will show why we have been careful not to refer

to the first edition as dualistic or realistic without some qualifica-
tion. Here, that is, we will see that even in a bock which taught that
truth was correspondence with fact, there are Hegelien elements. IMinally

we will consider the question of the validity of inference.

1. In this section we are to deal with the theory of inference
as it appeared in the first book of the Principles; and we will under-
take this task in three perte. First we will discuss the three aspects
of inference which Bradley finds in all theories of reasoning, a5 well
&8 give some impression of his criticiem of the syllogism. Secondly
we will outline his own provisional theory and discuss the two
principles implicit in all reaconing. Thirdly we will summerize his
statenents on the conditions of inference, which will lead us to consider

the doctrine of identity-in-difference.

AT

la. When we come to the subject of reasoning there seems to be
little agreement, yet Bradley is able to detect three choracteristic

features of inference to which mest people would agree. The first of
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these is a negative mark and maintains that there is a difference be-
tween resgoning and mere observetion. Thinking, although it may involve
what we might call vision, or seeing things, also is, most people would

agree, something besides this seeing.

Again zn inference must be the result of a process. Unlike
a Judgement which merely reports what it sees, an inference seems to in-
volve what we already lmnow. In inference we advance from a truth
we possess to a further one, and so Bosanquet said in Knowledge and

1
Reality +that his remarks on inference could be locked on as a vindication

of the old exiom that only a person who can give reasons for what he
affirms has kmowledge. Unless we can show thal our statements are not

mere isolated fragments or units we cannot be said to reason.

Thirdly, reagsoning must convey some new piece of information;
an inference must tell us something other than the truth it rests on.
Thig agein would seem to commend itself. Whether the truth we seek in a
particular instanée is occasioned by theoretical or practical interests

is indifferent, we want to find something new, not merely to repeat the old.

Bradley remarks that except in the interests of some special
theory all three marks of inference would be accepted by everyone. FHe
then proceeds to discuss his own theory, and he begins by considering
inference &s it is represented in the gyllogistic logiec. His attack

on the syllogism anticipates to a large extent many of the 'logical

1. X&R p. 270,
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discoveries' about which we hear so much today. He brings up the point
that there are many examples of reasoning which cannot be said to have
a major premise. For example, A is to the right of B, B is to the right
cf G, therefore i is to the right of C. In such a case do we think the
major premise is 'A body te the right of that which that, which it is to
the right of, is to the right of'? Ve may know that this is the major
because we have just menufactured it, but the person who believes in major
premises is challenged to admit thaet he hes never used the premise in any
rezsoning. The truth which the syllogism has imperfectly expressged is thet
at lecst one term in every inference must be universal. Tor the time, hov~
&k
ever, we must glance at the remainder of his criticism of the syllogism.
Dradley admits that many instences of reasoning can be made to
£it into the syllogistic scheme, yet it cannct serve as a pattern for
2ll reasoning, as intermally it is not satisfactory. This is so because,

as has often been pointed out, it either involves a pebitio principii,

or else we are forced to say it conveys no new information. 'All men
are mortal! must either be true of Socrates or withdrawn as a major
premise. If it is not withdrawm then the minor and the conclusion do but

'feebly echo' what has been stated in the major.

We are still faced with this difficulty if we say that all men
mesns a class or collection. But while Socrates' personality may have

no unity, it would be stretching things to say he was a collection of

1. 'Begotten by an old metaphysical blunder nourished by a senseless
choice of examples, fostered by the stupid conservatism of logicians,
and protected by the impotence of younger rivals, this chimaera hes had
a good deal more than its day. Really dead long since I cen hardly
believe that it stands out for more than decent burial. And decent
burisal has not yet been offered it. Its ghost mey lie quiet vhen it
sees that the truth, which lent it life, can flourish alone.!

P.L. pe 248,
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men. In the first case, to sum up, we say 'Each individual has X, and
therefore each has X', and this is pointless. In the second if we say
'Tach individual hes X','therefore the collection of individuals has it!

our reasoning is not valid.

The doctrine which Eradley wishes to put in the place of the
syllogism is as follows. Every inference is a process of construction,
followed by the perception of a new relation or comnection. Demonstra-
tion is the union of this construction and perception. TEven more
generally inference is an 'ideal experiment' upon date which ere given,

followed by the ascription of this result to the original deta.

lb. 4n inference, then, is a process of synthesis or construction
which operates on data which is given and combines them into a whole,
and the result is a new relation we perceive within this wvhole. To
illustrate this we will take Bradley's favorite type of example that
of things related in space. Suppose I know 4 is to the right of B, and
B is to the right of C, these are our given elements; by virtue of the
samenese of some of the elements, that ig B, we are able to unite their
relations in a single construction, A - B - C. The conclusion is the
perception of 4 = C, which is a new relation which results from our con-

struction.

There are no rules for construction, the construction itself is
determined by the sort of material with which we work. Nor says Bradley
must every inference have three terms. To show this he gives a geograph-

ical example. & is ten miles north of B, B is ten miles east of C, D is
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ten miles north of G, and we wish to find the relation of A to D. Ve
secure this relation by constructing (in our heads he says)

A

[

B, and then say that D is to the left of

4. We do not, he says here, go through anything like the following:

? w/////ﬂ D\ il
c B, therefore, C , and C// therefore D =4,

Logic sets no 1limit to the mmber of premises, the only limit

there is is of a psychological rather than logical nature. All this is
seriously in error we are to learn later, but it serves as an introduc-
tion to his thought.l We will row examine the two principles of reasoning
which Bradley believes are implicit in all ideal constructions, and the
perception of new relations which is the procesg of inference.
These principles are as follows: '"Things related to the same

within one kind will be interrclated within that kind'.2 The second is
tha®t an inference may be obtained from terms which are heterogeneous if

one of the relations is that of subject and attribute. We will elaborate

on these, following the steps which led to their formulation.

Given our idea of construction we might imagine that 2ll we need
to do is combine terms indiscriminately and thus find new conclusions.
The principle impliecit here would be 'Related to the same are related to

each other'. Now this will cover the examples we have given, but it will

l. See Chapter VI, Section 2.
2. .P_:_l.l_.l pn 263-
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cover so many more that it will lead us into error. Ior example, John is
taller then Jim, and Jim is driving his car to see Peter. It might be
possible to get some conclusion out of these terms, but certainly no new
relation between John and Peter could be established. In a sense it

is true that John and Peter are related in virtue of the fact that they
are both elements in one world of knowledge, but we knew this before and
independently of their relation to Jim. This illustrates that the axiom
was too wide, but it shows us the truth thzt related to the same are

not related to each other except under certain conditions. To determine

these conditions is our next step.

These conditions are that the elements must not only be related to
the same, but be related under conditions which secure a unity of con-
struction. The axiom of the operation will now emphasize this point,
and read as follows: 'Where elements 4 and C are reloted homogeneously to
a common B, A and C are related within the same genuS‘.l We could put
this by éaying that inference must slways teke place within the same
category =-- for example, of space, time or degree. For example if T say
Junch is later than breskfast, and dimner is later than lunch, then I
can conclude that dinner is later than breakfast; but if T say lunch is

later then breskfast, and dinner is eaten in the dining room, I get no-

where.

Yet there are inferences which seem to belie the principle
that things related to the same within one kind will be interrelated with-

in that kind. For example, Gold is heavier thaen lead, and lead is a metal,

1. P.L. p. 263.
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therefore Gold is heavier then some metal. FHere we have used two differ~
ent categories -- one of degree and one of subject and attribute. EBradley
then argues that in all possible csses it is the relation of subject and
attribute which, if used with another catepory, is able to give us a

nevw relation.

These principles are not to be locked on 28 models or patterns
of thinking. They sre not like the syllogism which 'professed to
contrel from a central office every possible event in all partes of its

1
kingdom'. They represent the generel and abstract form of the operation
but they will not give us any assistance with the construction in any
particular case. It is nol merely that these principles lesve blanks,
it is that in each case we must declide how to effect the comstruction.

ind this is nol a2 matter for direction, it is a matter for private in-

spiration and insight.

Bradley then reinforces his point by considering the unlovely
science of casuistry. Here again, no matter how far we work out the
implications of a moral principle, there is slways the decision, new
in every case, which principle or which inference from the principle, is
to apply . Ethical and logical theory are to this extent the same tha
neither seeks to lay down a code. 'Logic has to lay down a general theory
of reasoning, which is true in genersl end in the abstract. But when it
goes beyond that, it ceases to be science, it ceases to be logic, and it
becomes, what too much of it has already become, en effete chimaera which

2
cried out for burial.!

1. P.L. p. 266.
2. ibid p. 269.
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lc. Ve now have a general idea of inference, together with a
reminder that it must not be looked on =s a code of reasoning. Next we
come to two conditions of inference, and here we see that while Bradley's
criticismsof the syllogism are severe, while he believes it clings blind-
1y to exploded metaphysics =nd teaches superstitions, nonetheless, he
doee not throw in his lot with its hereditaery enemies the empiriciste. In
fact, he declares that his differences with the traditionalists are 'trivial!
as compared to his agreement with them, and against the enemy they have
in common two beliefs:

(1) it is impossible to reason except on & basis of identity,

(2) it is impossible to reason unless at least one premise is
universal.

It will be time to say vicerunt empirici when, end not until, these

positions have both been forced.

He begine his campaign with the necessity for an identical point.
This contention is of great importaﬁce for bhoth versiong of his theory
of inference, znd we find here the doctrine of identity-in-difference set
forth as the basis of 21l inference. 1e have already seen that inference
is an ideal construction based upon different relations, and the point
to be emphasized now is that the construction is of no use to inference
unless it is united by a common point. And this point cannot be common,

unless in both premises it is one and the same.

For example, suppose We are to find the relation of 5 to P by

means of their common relation to M. Now if S-M and M-P are given sep-
1.

arately, we can meke no inference unless M is the same. Given S-M and

MR-P we can make no congbruction, because we have no bridge to carry us
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from M1 to M2, 'The back of your inference now is broken and the extrem-
ities no longer belong to any individusl principle.'l Unless M is exact~
1y the same in both cases we cammot reason. And Bradley means 'exactly
the same' for we camnot argue merely on the basis of likeness. Likeness
refers to a general impression, but similarity is a perceived relation
between two terme which implies and rests on a partial identity. If I
say X is like ¥, I only say thet they have some point in common, but I do
not say what this point is, the moment I do this T have gone beyond like-
ness to sameness. If X and ¥ both have lungs and gills they are to this

extent the same and they would present themselves to us as generally

similar.,

It is difficult to see where, at least at the logical or episte-
mological level, this is wrong. The only escape would be to say that the
attack on inferring through likeness does not apply where the likeness is
exact, but 'T am waiting, and havg been waiting for years, to be told what
is meant by an "exact 1ikeness"'.u A and B are not the same but are
exactly alike, we may be told, and while this at first sight may appear
reasonzble it will not stand much examination. Tor example, if a picture
is 'exactly alike' the original then if one is not dead the other is alive.
If the cast of a play is 'exactly a2like' an original then the same thing
will be in two places at once. From these examples we can see that when
we say 'exactly alike' what we mean is 'partially the same', or 'identical
in some points'. If likeness did not imply this identity then 21l in-

ference baged on it would be vicious.
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Livery inference then must heve a common point, and the common
point must be an identical term. Thus in A - B, B - C, therefore
4L - B -0 the B in each premise must not only be like it must be
ebsolutely the seme. Yet in thus avoiding the error of identifying same~
nesg with mere likeness we must not fall into the other error of saying

that sameness execludes differences.

Here then we have arrived at the famous doctrine of identity-in-
difference, a doctrine which may look mysterious, but s eems to be the
only one which will cccount for our experience. If B in both premises
in the zbove example were so far the same as to exclude all difference
then & and B could not both belong to it unless they were both the same
and this would mean that both premises were identical, or, if 4 and E
were completely different they could not both pertain to E. In either
of these cases there could be no inference. That is, if the premises
are the same their repetition is meaningless, and if the differences
they contain are indifferent to B it is clear that no construction can be
made 'since if B ig the centre, it carries no radii and has no circum-

1
ference'. An identity then must be a synthesis of differences, if it is

to bhe of any use in inference.

The particular identity vhich we select by means of absiraction
arvpears in and is differentiated by different contexts. OSo far as it
is the identity it is absolutely and entirely the same; bul so far as it ie
2 member of diverse contexts it carries with it differences. Inference
depends wholly on this double aspect, for withoult the differences there

would be nothing to comnect and without the identity there would be no
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connection. Inference 'rests on the zssumption that, if the ideal content
1
s the same, then its differences will be the radii of one centre'. In

e

other words what is true of the identity in one context will be true of it

Lty

in enother. That is, if John is taller than Tom, this will etill be true
?

vhen we are considering that Tom ig taller then Catherine.

1. 2.L. p. 288,

2 Bradley then goes on to summarize these conclusions by steting
that 21] reasoning rests on the idenlity ofindiscernibles which may
be expressed that whatever is the same ideally is really the same. T
was to cause Bradley difficuliy before the end of even the first edition
(infra pp.152 et seg.), bul we cen see why he said it. If inference is
not completely arbitrary it must assume that the middle peint is not
something imposed onto reality, but is found in reality. This was to be
guestioned, but in the first book of the Princinles he affirms that
(1) logic stends or falls with the axiom, and (2) the objection to it
rests on metaphysics.

his

(1) A1l ressoning as we have seen involves the joining of pre-
mises by means of an identical point, which, given as it is in different
contexts, ie held to be the same because it has the same character or
content, which, so far as it is not discernible is taken ag one. With-
out this identity the comstruction will go teo pieces, and the inference
will be viecious. It is difficult to disagree with Bradley when he says
that without the principle reasoning is impossible.

(2) The objection to the identity of indiscernibles is usually
of a metaphysical nature, and while it msy sound strange to common
sense to say that identity is an ideal synthesis of differences, and
thet this identity is e real fact, nevertheless common sense has always
tacitly accepted its meaning, and so the objections to it stem not from
common gense but from a metaphysics of common sense which is a very diff-
erent thing. We believe, ordinarily, that a body has chenged its place,
but ot the end of the movement the motion is not a fact of gense. Ve
gbstrect the body from its present position and, treating the abgtraction
ags a centinuous identity, we predicate of it the changing differences.
Yet at the same time we do not doubt that the motion is & real fact.
Thus the identity of indiscernibles ig a formulation of the doctrine we
all hold.

Now while Bradley does not believe thot common sense is the final
arbiter of philosophy, it does bring out the fact that objections to
his doctrine are based on metaphysics. It is because the philosophy of
experience is sure there is no reality except exclusive particulars,
that it ie horror struck at the thought of e real universal,and
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The syllogism is therefore correct in insisting that all reason-
ing demands a middle, and furthermore that this middle must be universal.
Wle have anticipated this aspect of the argument, but to emphasize we nced
only ask if one of the premises were not universal how could it have a
common identity. Inference being an ideal construction and involving an
ideal centre, one premise mucst be taken as true beyond the limits of

the particular subject.

Up to this point the theory has been fairly straightforward
and so we may sum up as follows. 111 inference is an ideal construction
or synthesis which unites not less then two terms around a centre, or as
in the geographical example, centres of identity. The conclusion is a
new relation between the differences, and it is by a perception that we

gee it to exist within the individual whole which we have constructed.

2. The theory then begins to twist and turn in a way which mekes
it difficult to follow. The line of thought seems to be as follows. The
ebove definition of inference is ungatisfactory as it fails to cover many
different types of inference. The only characteristic common to all
inference is that it involves an ideal experiment on the given data, the

result of which is ascribed to the original data. This experiment or

becauvse its belief is not proved nor thought to need proef, nor is in any
way discussed, because it is a mere inherited preconception which has

got to think itself a real fact, it is scarcely so much to be called a
doctrine as an orthodox dogma and traditional superstition. (P.I. p. 293.)

In sum then, how can the identity of thoughts be denied because one
is yesterday and the other today. If such ideal sameness is not real
then how can any process or change or continuity be anything but illusion.
If & thing is not now what it was, if it ie only alike, then the sub-
ject cannot have changed. And if it is the sezme, on what grounds to we
make that assertion except on the ground of identily of content?
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middle process is either one of synthetical construction or analytical
elimination. Yet this again is found to be inadequate, ond, with

some qualification Bradley returns to the notion that all reasoning de~
pends on an identity. The only difference is that the identity is not
always given or explicit, but in many cases has to be constructed or

is implicit. Then this modified theory is brought even closer to the
originel when we learn that snalysis znd synthesis are but different
sides of one process. It will be remembered that it was indicated that
the ideal experiment could be of a purely analytic nature, but this

will have to be modified if 211 analysis involves synthesis.

Furthermore, while analysis and synthesis are both sides of a
single process, they are not only the only prineciple invelved in the
ideal experiment which is inference. The cother principle is the be-
lief that the rational is individual, that what we seek to articulate
by means of judgement and inference is such that it can be represented
by a coherent system of qualities and relations. We shall deal with
the two points mentioned in this paragraph in the next section, and

in the meantime we will return to the inadequacies of the original theory.

The theory of the first book of the FPrinciples was of a limited

and provisional type, and it fails to cover many different soris of
resgoning. Tor example, once our construction is reachedihy should

not this be our conclusion; if we prefer to treat the entire compound
synthesis as the conclusion we want, are we logically wrong? 'Is there
eny law which orders us to eliminate, and, where we cannot eliminate, for-

1
bids us to argue?' The conclusion of an argument is not zlways the
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perception of a new relation between two exiremes. Or why not try a
'new exit'? There are other things in the world besides relationg, and
perhaps the whole might develop new qualities. Again, ouvr ‘education
in logical superstition' leads us to think of immediate inferences, and

these will not fit our pattern.

here is no need to examine these different sorts of argument
in detail but only to notice that they have two things in common,
that the middle term, if there is one, is not explicit, nor is the con-

1

clusion the perception of a relation between the extremes. Inference,
therefore, is not always a synthesis based on the identity of given
terminal points. The place of the congtruction can be taken by procesges
of construction and ideal experiment, which are performed on something
that is given, and the result ascribed to the original datum. This
is s wider application of the principle of identity which we have
already noticed, for we here assume that what is true of the datum inside
the experiment, is also in some sense true of the datum without regard

to the experiment. Thus if we conclude thot lristotle read the pre-

Socratics, we believe that this content is somehow true of reality with-
2

out regard to the ideal experiment which led tc this conclusion.

T Bradley in the chapter entitled 'Fresh Specimens of Inference' gives
the following types of reasoning which will not fit his previous

formula. Three term constructions where elision is not used, and

operations where we go to a quality, as for example, when we are de-

bating cn how & room should be re-arranged. Again such processes

as addition and subtraction will not fit, nor will comparison, nor

abstraction, nor dialectic, nor immediate inference.

2. This raises the question of in what sense we can be said to make
truth. This problem will be discussed in the next chapter.
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In reasoning, Bradley goes on %o say, we have a starting point that
is given and a subsequent modification of that starting point. In an
abetract form we may pub this ag follows. First &, then the ideal ex-
periment resulting in Ab, and lastly the statement that Ab is true

of 4 unconditionally or conditionally. Thus we have: 1. premiges,

2, cperation, and 3. result.

Bradley under Bosanquet's criticism was led to relinquish this
notion of an ideal experiment on given deta, but we should see clearly
how this idea is a natural component of the realistically orientated
first edition. If we are in some sense zware of a world of facts, a
world which we can express in judgements, yet which is not constructed
or distorted by these judgements, then we can regard the judgements
as the data for inference. Now if the real world for thought is found in
this way, it is netural to think of the judgements as both the subject
metter and the test for any other vrocess of thought, and so to label

this other process an experiment whose result must 'fit the facts'.

In an example we have already used we had the data A - B, B - G,
and 'Therefore A - C. Here the data are the two sets of terms in relations
of space, and the sterting point is reality qualified by the:judgements
which express these two relations. These judgements will be the result
of observation. Next we have our construction or synthesis which gives
us the same terms but with the difference that they are now united.

Finally we have the perception of the new relation which is the result of

2
the synthesis. But since the terms are the same in spite of the con-

1. In order to simplify the discussion we have maintained the use of the
example illustrating the old formula, bult in spite of its former use
it illustrates the new egqually well.
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struction they will remain the same in spite of the new relation A~C.
This means thatl the real which was quelified by the judgements A - B,
B - G, is the real qualified as A - B =~ C and A = B = ¢ is the same sub-
ject as is qualified by 4 - C. In this way we have & sameness both with-
in and without the construction, end the experiment on the given data

has rendered a result valid for reality.

Besides showing us the meaning of the term experiment the zbove
alzo indicates the need for whet Bradley calls individuation. In the
case where the middle was given we still had to join the extremities
inte an individusl whole, so here, unless the vrocess were one process
ve could get no conclusion. The process is one, or individual, because
there is an identity of content which runs right through it, and which
Jjoins the finel result to the initial sterting point. It would seem then
that Dradley means to substitulte experiment =znd individuation for the
given middle of our first examples. Our next task ig to exemine the

middle process in more detail.

3. 411 instences of inferring we are told are either examples
of snalysis or gynthesis. Once this is established we are told that these
are both aspects of one process. It would, T think, be acknowledged by
all those who still believe we think, that thought is either analytic or
synthetic. Consequently what we wish to esteblish is the much more de~
batable point that all inference involves both analysis and synthesis

-

interpreted as different sides of the same process. We will see how

analysis and synthesis are both sides of the same process by taking ezach



Inalysis shows itself to be synthesis in the following vay.
In an analysis where, for example, the humen being walking towards me
(X) is analysed into man, white, six feet tall, John, (Xabed) the
result comes to us as separate. DBubt they are separate and distinguish-
able because of a common identity, in this case the aspect of our ex~
perience we recognize as human being. The same humen being is a man, is
vhite, is six feet tall, znd is John. And since all these elements are
related to a common centre they must alsc stand in some relation to each
other. But this relation, in this example of subject =nd attribute, did
not exist before the wet of analyszie, and has in faet resulted from it.

In this way the analysis has shoun itself to be symthesis.

Let us take the famous example 'matter is extended'. FHere
we draw out by means of analysis what ig already 'in' the subject of the
judgenment, tut, because of the act of analysis, the notion of extension
now stands in e new relablon to that of matter, a relation which was
non-exigtent before this act. Thue analysis is said to be the syn-
thesis of the whole which it divides. The different elements we 'draw
out! or detect becausge of the very fact that they are elements of that
vhich we began, and so bear a relation to each other, shows that syn-
thegis is at work, for the relation of the elements is new and depends

on the anslysis.

Lgain a1l synthesis involves analysis. This is perhapg eas-
ier to see. Suppose we have 4 = B, B » C end from this we go on to pro-
duce A - B - C. We now have & = B = C related within 2 vigible vhole,

and & whole which is articulated by its constituent members. And yet, as
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menbers of this whole, they did not exist until the synthesis, yet once

the synthesis existed the whole was at the same time analysed.

To take the perennial example 'matber is heavy'. Here we have
matier and heavy combined by a synthebic activity intc 'matter is heavy'.
Eut at the same time the new idea is better articulated more carefully
anelysed than either the single ideas of metter or heaviness. This

gynthegiec is said to be the analysis of the whole which it constructs.

Bradley does not mean by these reflections to attempt to ob-
gscure the differences in the operations, and he lists three sgpecial divers=-
ities. In the first place the given material is different, secondly the
product is not the same, =snd thirdly, the operation of which we are
congcious differs in each case. We will say something on each of these
noints, not so much as to illustrate the differences between anelvesig
end synthesis for these are presumably easily understood, but in an

endeavour to clarify the relation between them.

(a) In anslyesieg we do not go beyond the explicit whole which

is given to us as a starting place. For this reason we can say that anzal-

&

gis is the internal synthesis of a datum. Thue in our example of the
enalysis of a perception of a humen being we did not go beyond the anal-
ysig of the perception. In synthesis on the other hand, the whole

is nol given but made, and so we go beyond the original datum. Our

act in this case is the analysis of a whole which is implied and unseen.
'"Thus in analysis we operate upon an explicit whole, and proceed to its

invisible inside. In synthesis we begin with an orgenic element, or
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elements, not seen to be such; and passing beyond each to what ieg out-
]

gide, so bring out the invisible totality that comprehends them.!

(b) The starting place in each case is different and so is
the result. This ie clear from the examples we heve already used, =2nd wve
may summarize this point by saying that in analysis, which is the inward
synthesis of the datum, the unseen internsl zspects become clear; while
in synthesis, on the other hand, we have the analysgis of an implicit
whole beyond the datum, in which the datum becomes explicit as a con=-
stituent element, bound by interrelation to one or more elements like-
wise congtituent. Thue in the example 'matter is heavy' the datum matter
snd heavy are geen as elements in an implicit whole which is beyond each
of them yet includes both, end in which they both become explicit el-

ements bound by relations to the 'heaviness of metter'.

(¢) In each we are conscious of different sides of the oper-
ation. In analysis we do not keep sight of the synthesis, and in
synthesis we do not keep the analysis in view. In analysis the given
becomes the continuity of fresh discretes, while in synthesis il becomes
one single entity in & new seen continuity. In analysis though we ig-
nore the contimiity end in synthesis we forget 'the once helpless dis-

cretion! of the datum.

In analysis, Bradley continues, we use a function of plurality
in unity, in synthesis we use a function of unity in plurality; end in
each case we zre not conscious of the function. In the result of the

first we throw away the continuity with which we work; and emphasize

1. P.L- Pe -‘!p'?l-



=151

only the differences which were formerly latent. In the result of the
second we ignore the original differences and emphasize thet continuity.

In both analysis and synthesis whet is used is not seen.

The realization that both enalysis and synthesis involve each

other should help to clarify the notion, of which we made mention in the
1
chapter on modality, that knowledge does not begin with either prin-
ciples or sense data, but ig a procesg of sdvence from what is dimly
spprehended to a more explicit realization of this apprehension, or
2
as Bradley pubts it 'kmowledge =2dvances from the abstract to the concrete'.
'The confused whole...which comes before our senses and pours out its
riches!' is 21t first only imperfectly distilled by thought, and yields
3

but a 'thin znd scanty result'. It is only as we begin to penetrate
to principles that our intellectusl resulis spread over the field and
serve to unite the mass of detail -- and at the same time to make the

deteils more articulate. Thus in becoming more abstract, in the sense

of thinking more, we at the same time become more concrete.

Thig can be sgeen from simple as well as complex examples. Take
a simple judgement of perception such as 'this is a tree'. Such e
judgement is at best a most imperfect expression of the perception. The
Judgement of a man who knows something of trees will be more exact, e.g.,
he may say 'this tree is a maple'; while that of the expert will be even
more profound. The latter two judrements differ from the first in the

senge that the perception has now been integrated into an intellectual

1. See supra pp. 127 et seq.
2. P.L. pe 474
3- E_:_I__-o Pe 474-
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system which means that the judgements on the nature of the perceptions
are more profound, exhaustive, or to use the idealiste' word concrete.
Thus thought is szid to advence from the abstract to the concrete by

means of the double process of anslysis and synthesis.

9

Wie have seen that =snalysis and synthesis are both sides of one
process, =nd it will follow from this that an increase of one will result
in an increase of the other. The more deeply we analyse our given, the
deeper you make its unity, and the more elements thal are joined by
gynthesis, so much the grezter 1s the detail and more full the differen~
tiation of thet totzlity. A moment's consideration of the example of the
tree will beazr this out. The more we analvee the perception of the tree
examining the shape of its leaves and the texture of its wood, the

more complex the datum becomeg; again the more elements we are able to

bring to bear on the perception, that is, the facht that it is a tree,

hardwood, and the like, the more we zre able to relate it to the rest

-t

of our lnowledge, and the greater ig the detall and differentiation of

the unity.

This, as we have said, is the notion of the concrete as opposed
to the abstract universal. Unlike the axiom of extension and intension
of formal logic, it does not hold that the less a thing beccmes the
farther it goes, and the more it contains the narrower it becomes. Rather
it ie held that knowledge advances by means of analysis end synthesig
from the abstract, the discrete, the particular, to what is lesg ebstract,
less discrete, and less particular; and the relative concreteness of

a universal depends on the extent to which it is a member of a system of

o =
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knowledge. It can be seen that if thought proceeds in this way

sysbem must be more than a linking of a number of clear explicit judge-
nents. Meny criticisms of the coherence theory of truth geem to

asgume that gystem means the building up of & kind of stationary pattern
out of a number of clear and distinet ideas, rather than looking on
system as something which is at first ill-defined but nonetheless a

whole, which becomes more explicit as thought proceeds.

Yet the double process of analysis and synthesis is not ade-
quate for a complete idea of inference, for even logic must assume that

the rational is individusl, =nd thet individuality is truth. Thic is not

ag well known as Bosanquet's stalement that 'For logic, at all events,
1
it is & postulate that "the truth is the whole"'. Thig statement

occurring on the second page of his logic has certainly occasioned at
least ite share of ridicule, but Eradley's version is not found until
nearly page five hundred end the reader having read this far is

perhaps better disposed to try and find out what il means.

Bradley's version is in two sections (1) the rotional is indivi-
dual, and (2) individuality is truth. The first of these is merely a
way of indicating the intellect's demend for coherence, of 'getting all
the facts and getting them straight'. This demand was noticed bty Kant,
and there seems little to object to in it. The fact that so many people
are willing to accept coherence as a test for truth seems to indicate thig
is a general belief, and the unwillingness to accept discrepant possibili-

ties seems to be a law of thinking.

1. Bosanquet, Logic p. 2.
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On the other hand, the acceptance of the belief that the
individual is true is not nearly so generally approved, and the reason is
clear. 'No doubt we seek coherence and consistency' it will be said 'tut
obviously truth does not consist in this individuality'. 'Truth is
correspondence with fact, and one fact is worth a hundred theories.!

We have already given the notion of fact a certsoin amount of attention,
and will do so in the future, but even if we admit the shove criticism at
its foce value it is not as damaging as it seems. Dwven if what makes

true statements truve is correspondence with fact, we gtill hope that
these relations of correspondence will be coherent. It is the idea

of system, however, interpreted as an organic whole as opposed to a static
coherence of facte which is the goal of our thought, 'snd to gight of

this perfection we have been conducted'.

The remainder of this chapter on 'The Final Fssence of Reason-
ing' goes on to develop this thought in a manner which in some ways is

more Hegelian than anything in Apvearance and Reality, and in a manner

which contradicts at least in spirit much of what he was to say in later
chanters. Here he portrays with sympathy the Hegelian ideal of thought,
later he is to pour scorn on a cheap and easy monism. He begins his
portrayal of the gosl of thought by outlining a defect common to both
analysis end synthesig, and then claims it is possible for us to see
this defect only because we have a dim apprehension of vhat it is that

thought seeks,

Analysis has a two=fold defect. In the first place, the detum
vith which it begins is not single, but limited, and so is in part defined

by relations which are not altogether intrinsic to its nature, or by



relations which ere external if this word is not interpreted as bearing no

relation to the datum. This means that the unity of our datum is 2t best

L

artifieial and any attempt at analysis cannct be regsrded as a self-
development of the datum. We will have to exsmine this notion of gelf-
development more carefully in the next chapter, but we can see in a rough
wey from the exémples of inference which we have already given, what thisg

term means.

In the example of the analysis of the perception of a human
being, the anslysis was restricted to a certain part of our visual field.
Thusg the analyeis was bound by limits which could not be justified by the
zetunl process of analysis, and this is whet Pradley meansg when he says
the datum is externally relzted to its envircnment. That is, not that in
a more complete view of things the datum would be seen to be unconnected,

but in order to begin the analysis it must be taken in anything but its

ultimate nature.

The second defect of analysis is in the result which fails to
analyse the datum completely. This is so for the datum, characterized

as it is by its externzl relations 'and so impregnated with a foreign
1

principle' is made up of unstable elements. Thue because A which we
enalyse into A (bed) is not pure &, then the results bed themselves tend

to f2ll apart and never to reach anything simple. We saw one aspect of

this point in the chepter on judgement where we saw thal it was alwvays
2

possible to go beyond any datum, and ask why and how. Tt is ruined

s P.l. jo ZPS'?.
2. See supra p. 97.
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throughout by externality. The elements asre inwardly alien to themselves,
and from without they each are alien teo the other and to their common or-

.
a1
-

7ine. The analysis in the end ig hence not synthesis, if that means self-
. 1
relation.!

te
(s
e
in]

[}

This is all, perhaps, rather difficult, but we will see

1,

a better perspective when we decl with his metaphyeics, for the inability

of anzlysis so to realize its aim is the germ of the ergument 2 _contin-

sentie mundi Tor the Absolute.

Symthesis reveals a gimilar lack of self-development, for we
start with one element and add on another, and though we argue through an
identity nonetheless there is an arbitrary element in whal we choose

to 2dd, and 'To the original element this stranger does not seem a part
2

of itself, but & forelgn arrivel and importation.' In this sense

the gymthesig is not a true analyeis.

Lgain, there is a deficiency in the result, for while the differ-
ences zre united at a gingle point, in another sgense they are forced on

the identity. 'Instead of moving freely from one to the rest, you are

compelled to pass through a machinery of steps, which seem to have no
=

-

vital comnection with the elements you bring together.! In a word

the synthesis has a mechanical rather than an organic union of the
elemente. In the latter union there would be a living point which would
withdraw into itself the 1life of its members, and would flow 'forth

4
into a body it would feel as its own.' As it is synthesis is like the

1 _]_.:_’o_L. De !;,88-
2. ibid.
3. ibid.
40 ibid-
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axle of a wheel vhere the spokes are driven in.

No doubt this languasge may not zppear to be very scientific, and
undoubtedly it ie analogical. But when we point to ite unscientific
character we should ask ourselves whether we heve not some artificial
end abgtract scheme in mind, and perhaps we would then see that Bradleg
analogy at least has the merit of comparing living functions with each
other, Tor most assuredly thought zs represented by models of reasoning

bears the same relation to thinking as does a skeleton with tickets on
1

-

it, to a living body.

Poth analyesis ané synthesis then suffer from the defect of ex-
ternality and we areled To ask whelt we want, for to perceive imnperfection

wve muet have some glimpse of what is at least less perfect. The satisfac-

tion of thought would be found in a way of Thinking in which the whole of

reality was a gystem of its differences immanent in each difference.

In thie way the constant 'why' which ig the spur of thought would dig-

apnear, for each element would contain the 'answer' implicitly. 'In

this whole the znalysis of any one element would, by nothing but the self-
2

development of that element, produce the totality.' Synthesis again

would have no external element 'hut would be the movement of the whole

within its own body'. Synthesis would be The natural expansion of the

starting point and the process would not cease till, 'the whole being em-

braced, it had naught left against it, but its conscious system'. Then,

the elements knowing themselves in the whole and so self conscious in one

1. See Appendix II, p. 78, vhere this exemple is used to illustirate
another sbstract ond imperfect smelysis of elements in experience.
2. P.L. p. 489.
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another, 'and the whole so finding in its recognized self-development

the unmixed enjoyment of its completed nature, nothing alien or foreign
'It would all have vanished in that per-

would trouble the harmony!'.
fected activity which is the rest of the absolute.! 1
And

Bradley does not say we are ever actually so satisfied.
before the reader dismisses the zbove description as 'mystical nonsense!
he is asked to remember thst if the true account of inference is self-

develomment of the object then the above account 1s surely not so ob-

gcure as it might at first seem. However, the analysis of self-develop-

ment must be left until the next chapter.
We have now one task left in our exeamination of the theory

Lo
of reasoning of the first edition, end this is the question of the valid-
When we aporoach this discussion we find ourselves

ity of inference.

back in the familiar world of facte and their corresponding ideas, far

from the sibilant fission of a gelf-explaining Absolute with its flower~
g+ Indeed

ing of analysis through synthesis and synthesis through analysis
vwe are so far away from it that the concluding parts of our third section

micht not as well have been written for all the effect they have on
This is not to say that Bradley actually contra-

our discussion here.
dicts himself for he 4id not say that the ideal of thought is ever real~

ized, but we can at least say thel there is a great difference in em-

phasis between the chapter on 'The Final Issence of Reasoning' and the

ones which follow it.
The question then is how or why is inferring valid, and the

background of this question is the realistic scheme of the world, and
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given this background the question cen be taken to mean two things.
First of all how do I know my conclusion follows from my premises, and
secondly, how do I know my conclusion corresponds to reality, end that
the process of thought represents anything real. Ve will teke each

gquestion in turn.

Every inference as we know falls into three parts, and our prob-
lem now is the justificztion for the datum teking the conclusion zg part
of itself. Our problem can be put in this way, the conclusion must be
gomething new, if there were nothing fresh there would be no inference.
But if there ie something new then the given hes been changed through‘
the mind's operation. There then follows & paragraph which can only be
quoted. ‘'We unblushingly sssert thzt the consequence follows; bul we know
that it follows since we know vwhe has dragged it. We protest that C is
the property of 4. How else, when our hands first stole it and then
secretly placed it in the house? And the doubt that now rises, and the
suspicion that points at us, all stert from this ground. If it is you,
they murmur, who have mede the conclusion, then it cannct be true that

R
you alsc have found it.‘“ This is the problem then, if nothing is al-
tered then there is no inference, but if we do alter anything then the

inference is vicious, and we admit that we have in fact been active.

The solution to this problem is the antithesis, at leagt in
spirit, of the Hegelian description of the ideal of thought, or of the
self-development of the object. We are to meet the above dilemma by a

'saving distinction'. Ais we are not dealing with the real validity of
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then the resullt of our reasoning would be fzlse. Yet on the other
hand, if the conclusion is given at the start then there is no inference.
This would seem to imply that for reasoning to be true, then the process

of our thought would have to represent a change in the actusl world.

Thus in the example & - B, B - C, therefore A ~ I = C we say
that 4 - C is appropriated by our datum £ - B and B -~ C, Yet if 4 -
B -~ C is not true of reality at the begimning of our thought then it
will not be true afterwards. DBut if A - B = C is given we would then
heve no inference at all. This would seem to have the result that if
there is inference then it cannot represent any process which corres-
ponds to reality. This conclusion certainly accords with our common
notione and Bradley reinforces it with the following consideration.
There are meny mental acts which I do or do not do as I please, for
example, comparison, distinction and abstraction. 'But is it possible
that whenever I happen to be pleased, the things have somehow changed

1
harmoniously?' ©Even if, on an extreme idealist view we admit that
reelity is the work of a reasoning mind, how could we possibly conclude
that my reasoning represents reality. 'How can we suppose that each
trivial argument, every wretched illustration that we may have used in
these discussions, provided it be only free fromflaw, must have its
2

direct counbterpaert in the nature of things?'

The reader would probably agree, unless he had taken our chap-

ter on modality very seriously, that there is no reason to suppose there

+ P.L. p. 581.
. P.L. p. 582.

. Especially the discussion on Bradley's rejection of floating ideas,
pp. 123 et seq.

LS
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is sny process in reality which corresponds to inference. Bradley again
emphasizes the view of reality which went with hig attempt to save the
categorical judgement, and contends that to hold any notion of self-
develoment requires & complete reversal in our ideas about reality;
end while these ideas of reality may be false, nevertheless logic must
sork within their framework. Furthermore it seems to be implied that
logic cannot re-arrange this framework because even if metaphysics
presents us with a truer one it is not one in which finite thought would
recegnize its ovn activities. In the background of idealist thought we
might put this by sarying that even if Kent's world of the understanding
is metaphysically unsound, and Hegel's world of reason ig the only true
account of reslity, still this latter bears no relation to the (unsound

metaphysicelly) world in which we think.

Except for a system of metaphysics we must keep to our common

ideas about reality, and in logic we must conclude that our process of

thought ig foreign to reality, and falls outside of it in our mentzl
1

world. We might have arrived at this conclusion earlier by con-
gidering that judgement and inference are discursive and work with ideas,
Ideas, he maintaing are not phenomenon, they are not real and they cannot
exist. Furthermore, they are universal and this means that no idea and
operation which works with these ideas can possibly represent the flow
of events. Bradley goes on to reinforce this by stating that the real

is separated from the mental by an insuperable barrier for we cannot

exhibit in our mental experiment 'thot enormous detall of sensuous con-

1. Thig illustrates the reason for our exemple of the stepping-stones
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text, that cloud of particulars which enfolds the meeting of actual events'

Even if ve say thal we have the essentisl meaning we are only emphesizing,
not criticizing, his point. It is just because we do have the essence
that we have not got a copy of the facts. 'If reality is the chain of
facts thet happen, then the escence is a creature which lives only in the

thought which hag begotten it. It could not be real and it cannoct bhe

The first edition ends with the famous passage which so aroused

the ire of Bosangquet, a passage which ig Bradley's judgement on Hegelian

a L £

idealiem, & judgement which may have been modified but was never retracted.

'It may come from a failure in my metaphyeics, or from a weal-
ness of the flesh which continues to blind me, but the notion that exist-
ence could be the same as understanding strikes as cold and ghoste

like as the dreariest materizlism. ZThet the glory of this world in the

end is appearance leaves the world more glorious, if we feel it is a show

of some fuller splendour; but the sensucus curtain is a deception and a
cheat, if it hides some colourless movement of atoms, some spectral woof
of impalpable abstractions, or unearthly ballet of bloodless categories.
Though dragged to such conclusions we cannot embrace them. Our prin-
ciples may be true but they are not reelity. They no more meke the
Whole which commands cur devobtion, than some shredded dissection of
human tabters is that warm and breathing beauty of flesh which our hearte

3

found delightful.!

1a Eiliw D 5:“5-
2+ P.L. ps 586.
3. P.L. p. 591.

1
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Chapter VI

INFERENCE II

'We must view the Reality in its unbroken connexion with
finite centres. We must teke it as, within and with these centres,
making itself an object to itself and carrying out them end itself
at once ideally and practically. The acltivity of the process is
throughout the undivided activity of the Reality and of the centre
in one. There is in the end no "between", nor any external rela-
tion. The striving of one side or the other merely for itself is
impossible, and to seek to verify such a striving, for instence in
selfishness or its opposite, is futile. And in knowledge the im-
pression by the objJect, and the will to experiment in fact with the
cbject or to grasp it ideally, all belong to the single activity at
once of myself and the whole Universe.!

Bradley.

The Principles of Logic were publiched in 1883, two years

later in 1885 Bosanquet published Knowledge end Reality 'A Criticism of

Mr. Fo H. Bradley's "Principles of Logic"'. While there is no doubt
that this bock had a great influence on the notes and '"Terminal Essays!
of the second edition of the Principles, it is difficult o ascertain
how seriously he took Bosanquet's criticism in so far as his metaphysics
is concerned. So far as I caen determine Bosanguet's book had very little

influence on /Aonearance and Reality which is, I suppose, Bradley's most

important work. For this reason we will not deal at any length with the
details of the second theory of inference. We can say, however, that af-
ter Bosanquet's criticism he was at least unable to maintain the empir-

iecist and dualistic elements which played such a strong part in the first

edition of the Principles.

We may illustrate this change as well as the general nature of

Boganguet's criticism by considering a problem which we have referred to
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at different times, but which we have not discussed in detail; and
thie is the guestion of the relation of judpement to inference. Ve
shall see that the question involves us in problems concerning the
given, and go we will be able to clarify the discussions on immediate

experience and modality.

The problem which faces us is this. In the first theory,
vhich assumed there were facts which could be represented by judgement,
inference played a subsidiary role, for it was only in judgement that
thought came close to reality. Now if it is true that judgements reflect
or reproduce reality, it is important that they should not derive their
significance from other intellectual operations, operations which are
admitted to have 1ittle connection with realily, a2z then judgements
would be distorted by these operations and not represent reslity. Thus
in the first theory judgement specifies the given for us, and does not

depend on inference.

In the notes and Terminal Isgays of the second edition of the

Principles all this is chenged. Judgement is said to be dependent on
inference, as is inference on judgement. That is, judgement derives

its meaning and sigrificance from the system of which it is a part;

a system which is not composed of a series of ideas inside my head,

but of ideas which are as much the nature of the things thought of

ag the thought. This has the result that the given is not reflected

in pure judgement, for thought is the development of the given-itself.
The system is not a priori and then prescribed to the given in the

iy

Kantian sense, for the given, as we have seen, is not a formless rushing
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of sensa, bul something which has form and meaning, and the system which
gives meaning to judgement is a progressive development of this given.
Here ve have the notion of self-development which we have mentioned, and
which wes implieit in a great deal of DBradley's first theory, but which

becomes explicit here.

When these points are worked out we will see that we ere con-
fronted with a theory which, if we do not investigete ite metaphysical

conseguences, is more consistent than the former. In scome ways, it i
i 2 o =

m

perhaps less interesting than the earlier one, for Bradley has given up
his attempl to build 2 ccherence theory of truth on a correspondence

basis, and produces a theory which is susceptible to the most extreme

o

dealiet interpretation; but which in itself does not represent any very

criginal point of view.

In this chapter we have four main tasks. First a discussion
of the reletion of judgement and inference and a study of the consequ-
ences for the theory of the datum which thig involves. Next a consider-
ation of Eosanguet's criticism of the first edition of the Principles.
Thirdly, we will present the theory of inference as found in the second
edition, a presentation which will endeavour to clarify the notions of
self-development and of system. Aind finally, in order to clarify the

relation of coherence and fact we shall examine coherence ag a iest

for truth.

1. At first sight it would seem clear that judgement is not
an inference. No doubt we could admit that a great deal of judgement

actually involves inference, as for example in all those judgements which
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are the conclusion of an inference, but this in itself would not show
Jjudgement to be an inference. The reason we distinguish judgement and inp=-
ference is that Judgement seems to represent facts, while an inference always
has a 'must! about it. Judpement expresses what is, whether we can see any
reagon why the judgement should be the case; while an inference always in-
volves a reason. © is a fact and a2s a fact is P, this is a judgement:; S

for a reason must be P thig is an inference.

1
Even in the firsgt edition Bradley debated this question, but

insistedlthat the distinection had to stand; and the reason, to repeat, is
that he wanted a firm contacht with the world which could be expressed in
singular categorical judgements. He discusses the question in the follow-
ing way. Ue have geen that all inference involves synthesis and analysis,
but he then argues that although judgement also possesses these two ag=

pecte this does not mean that Judgement is a kind of reasoning.

£11 judgement, that is, necessarily contains a relstion between
the two elements of the judgement, bul every relation presupposes a
unity in which the related elements subsist. This would seem to be true
no matter how 'unreal' one supposed relation to be, for even if all re-
lations are imposed by a mind or are just simply ‘our way of looking at
things' nonetheless when we do order our experience in a particular way,
vhat ve order mugt have some sort of unity which allows it to be so ar-
renged. But this difficulty only arises on an extremely subjectivigt
interpretation of Kant's work, and without this background it is not

difficult to see thet when we distinguish and affirm a2 relation, thig

1. Esfa Pl PDe 15,37".4.«,{. .

e
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relation presupposes what it has been distinguished from. For thig
reason, a judgemeni, in so far as it is an analysis of the whole to which
the elements belong, creates new relations between the distinguished
elemente. ALl judgement then which is an analysis of the given is also
gynthesis. lNow if 211 judgement involves both of these functions do

they not then also necessitate reasoning? This would seem to be the case
because infefence, es ve have seen, resolves intc the same elements as
Judgement. Of course this conclusion does not follow if there are two
different sortsof intellectual activities each of which involves analysis
end synthesis. Bradley dces not put the matter in quite thie way bubt it
would seem to be cne method of expressing vhat he wisghes to say. Sub-
sequently he says that the distinction cannot be broken down, because to

take the example of a judpgement of perception, there is no datum here in

I—l

the sense there is for inference.

This is not difficult to follow after our discussions of judge-
ment and modality. Inference works only with ideas while judgement works
with facte. Judgements are the stepping stones across the stream while
inference is the process by which we get from stone to stone. 'We needs
must begin our voyage of reasoning by working on something which is felt
and not thought. The alteration of this original material, which makes
it first an object for the intellect, is thus not y;t inference, because
the start has not been made from an ideel content.'

Under Bosanquet's criticism Dradley reiracted this belief, and
while he continued to believe that mere judgement is not ostensibly medi-

ated, ascerted that mere judgement is something which does not exist. 'It

1. GSee Chapter II, pp. 36-37.
2. P-L- po 4800
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is never anything bul our abstraction mistaken for fact; while inference,

a
e

on its side, adds no more than the development end explication of an as-

3

pect which in judgement, however hidden, is always essential.'!

The doctrine of the second edition holds (1) that all judgement
affirme of reality, and (2) in every judgement we have the assertion
that reality is such that S is P. In the chapter on modality we have

2

elready seen in what sense even hypothetical judgements refer to reality,
and now we have only to see that if 2ll judgement is an articulation of
the nolure of reality then the problem for judgement will be the rela-
tion between the subject and the predicate in reality. In 2 judgcement
we affirm that the reslity which appears to us as £ also appears to us as
P, or ag Bradley puts it 'Reality is such that 8 is P'. Yet once we

recognize this much in thought -- and this we do when we realize that we

are always affirming of reality -- and so make it clear that 5 passing

mw

beyond iteelf becomes P, we have inference. This 1s only a rether formal
wey of vubbting that it is possible to ignore the bond between S and P
which is reality, and to the extent to which we do this we have mere

judrement, but 'Not only do you leave out the condition on and by which

S ie P, but you omit even to entertain the idea of there being any con-
2

-

ditions to leave out'. Thus a mere judgement is an abstraction and depends
upon the system which gives it meaning, and vwhich is itself a growing
differentizstion of content which becomes more explicit by analysis and

synthesis in their search for individuality.

1. P.L. p. 623,
2. BSee Chapter IV, pp. 125-127.
3' E;Lo 1:‘. 624-




2¢ In this gection we are to discuss some of Bosanquet's

criticisms of the first edition of PEradley's Principles. We have, at

different times, for example in the chapter on modality, outlined some of
these. Generally speaking, they are of those parts of Pradley's work

which show 'peculiarities which he apparently shares with reactionary

logic' and tend towards dualism. Any hint of a disgcrete fzet or an in-
dependent judgement, any suspicion of 2 mere unaffirmed idea were sure to
draw the fire of the meticulous Bosanquet who is, at least in criticism, the
he three points we need notice here concern Drad-

v'e criticism of the syllogism, his ideas of construction and idesl ex-~

perimert, and the number of terms in an inference.

Ra. Dosanguet thinks the criticism of the syllogiem is Just-

ified, but meinteine that within the category of subject and attribute th:

(1]

syllogism lays down the true course of thought. The major premise really
3

contributes to an argument as it lays down a rule with a mark, ond vhat-
ever has this mark is inferred te come under this rule. He proceeds to
make the interesting point that subsumption, even though it is not as the
gyllogism suggests, the essence of all arpgument, is constantly emerging
even outsgide the category of subject and attribute. Thus the process cf
interpretation is subsumptive, and any argument we like can be taken

ag what he calle a second clags argument in & subsumptive sense. Such
arguments are very common and comprise all those we think or calculate
under direction, and because of authority, as well as much that we infer
owing to habit. This means that most of our reasoning is in fact sub-

sumptive, and that it is very like the syllogism suggested it was.

1. KR p. VIL.
2. See Mure 'An Introduction to Hegel' pp. XIV-XVI and pp.l€3-4.

for a discussion of Bosanguet's relation to Hegel
3« See ippendix IIT, p. 79 et seq.
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It is only in creative thought vhere things are thought
through without authority that we have an explicit exhibition of ground
and principle. In the second class argument the ground and principle is
there, but it is not explicit in the sense that the reasoner is consecious

of it.

2b. It will be remembered that Bradley's theory of reasoning
held the final stage of inference to be a perception of 2 new relation or
quality in the construction we had prepared out of the data for our ideal
experiment. DBosanquet insists that all these stages do not express phases
in the inference, but 'only incﬁyQte and imperfect stages of the final

intuition itself'.

Thet is, the important thing is the perception of the real im-
plication, and the time this takes, or the steps we perform to do this,
are not esgential to the inference. The percention of the necessary re-

ation of attributes is the essence of inference, and we get this the
best way we can. DBosanquet claims that in this respect he is re-emphasiz-
ing iristotle's theory of reasoning. 'When we ask whether a connexion

is a fact, or whether a thing without qualification is, ge are really
asking whether the connexion or the thing has a middle.'“ In this
passage Aristotle means more than the middle in a syllogism, but proxi-
mete cause: "for the "middle" here is precisely the cause we seek in all

2
our enguiries'. The nature of the fact, he continues and the reason for

B2

the fact are identicsl. In reasoning, then, it is this principle which
we geek to grasp, and it does not matter how we become aware of it.

Perhaps it may be suggested by a comparison of a hundred instences, or

1. K&R p. 287.
2. Apalytica Posteriora II, 90a.
3. ivid.
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if one is lucky, or perhaps wise, a2 single instance might give one the

required connection.

We cen see that Bradley's notion of data and experiment are a
natural component of his theory of the singular categerical Jjudgement
which vas supposed to report fact, and the realistic scheme which wesg
its concomitant. If there are facts which bear no relation to inference
then inference is personal and tries to arrive at facte. OUnce hovever
we believe that the essence of inference is the grasping of a rational
prineiple which is an element in a systenm of implications, then such
notions as experiment are relevant only in so far as they are elements in
this grasping. The reason these processes were not irrelevant in the
first theory was, as we have said, that inference being less real, was
essentially a personal thing, and a process for getting at discrete

fuots which could be represented in judgement.

2¢c. Finally we have the question of the mumber of terms in an
inference. Bradley it will be remembered insisted that the 1imit was psy-
chological not logical, and gave the geographical instance to illustrate

1
his point._ Bosanquet contends that there can only be three terms in an
inference as any process of reasoning must have a middle, and consequently

every step in reasoning is a conclugion.

2
In the geographical example, it was only by apparently defer-

ring any attempt to draw a conclusion till € D is in position that we can
aveid the question of determining the diagonal from A to C. But the

position of C is a conclusion which keeps separate the element A, which

1. See Chapter V , p. 136.
2 i

;

—B
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will be retained in the conclusion, and the element C, which will not
be kept. C is ten miles south and ten miles west of 4; by taking D ten

miles north of C, we omit, for D, the ten miles south of & which is an

AN

tribute of C, and are left with the ten miles west of A. A4ll these

steps are elements in the inference and the perception of the fisure is

o

not & perception which is performed prior to the inference, but goes on as
the inference progresses. TFurthermore the stoges are dictated by the
neiure of the final inference. That is, in our example, if it ie the

relation of D to A which interests us, then whet we retain 2nd vwhat ve

drop in our reasoning will be dictated by this end.

'The three terms of an inference are, in the last resort, simply
the data, their principle of unity, and the special application of that
b
prineiple which a given interest dictates.! Bradley in the notes

to the chapter in which the geogrephical example is used, gives qualified

1
assent to Dosanquet's criticism. 'My statement here was wrong in for-
getting that the necessary esteblishment of each link, one at a time,
itself is inference.'! So far he is in agreement with hig critic. 'On
the other side I was right in insisting that in the final conclusion

there iz an inference from the whole construction without regard to the

2
number of terms contained in that.! This really comes to the same thing
as the perception of the principle linking the whole together is the

result of smaller inferences.

3, Ue have seen that judgement depends on inference as much as

—- .

inference on judgement, and we have algo outlined some of the more im-

1. K&R p. 308.
2. —P'—IJ.' 1}. 2‘\1.
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portant of Bosenquet's criticisms of the first edition of the Princiules.
e will now endexvour to make some of these points more explicit by con-

gidering the guestions which have been in the backeground in this chap

e

pter,

iR i E 5
that is the ideas of

self-develorment and data.

The notlon of the self-development of an object may seem to have

a suspicious shadow of the esoteric asbout it, yet it seems only 2 techni~

cal way of expressing what we would all admit to be true if we could get
rid of preconceptions. Cne of the best examples of this doctrine is
Bosanguet's instance of a berrister who opens his case not with a chain
of gyllogisms, but with an exposition which resds more like a description
than an argument; 'and it ie only as we enter further into the proposed
construction that we observe it to be in fact the development of a
subject, intended to introduce us to a scheme of consequences which, if

1
we accept the initial deseription we shall be unable to deny.' Thus

when we gay thaet inference is the ideal self-development of an object
we ere emphasizing thaet truth must be more than our truth, and we are
giving the correct version of the impetus behind the correspondence
theory's insistence that we must accept the 'control of the object!.
'Truth, to be true, must be true of something, end this something is
not truth. This obvious view I endorse, but to ascertain its proper

2
meaning is not easy.' In so far as we can ascertain its proper meaning
the above statement means that a judgement is true, not because it

corresponds to a fact, but because it is part of a system which is the

development of the actual naeture of the object. In our example of the

1. Implicstion and Lineer Inference, Macmillen & Co., London 1920, p. 105.
2+ I&R p. 325.
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dots on a page which ve recognize as a fugue, the first impression isg
clarified and made more explicit, but it is the nature of the fugue
which becomes explicit b id i 3
which ! tpLlclt, not an idea in my head. This is why analyeis

a

end synthesis are said to be the analysis and synthesis of the datum.
If the thought of 2n object is as much of, in the sense of pertaining
to, the object, then a development in thought will be a development

of reality.

This notion may seem to contradict Bradley's third mark of in-
ference which is that we want to find something new in inference. TYet
vwe avold this conclusion because, while a truth may be the result of the
development of an object, it is possible that the object may be developed
in such a way that it is for no other mind, and has never in time exist-

ed before. DBut beczuse I bring, as it were, truth into being, this does

not mean I meke it. 'The doetrine that this or that man, or set of men,
1

can make truth, is in the end false and even monstrous.' Thus our
problem as to how inference can be at once self-development and discovery
is solved by the notion of agency. We bring truth into being, and in
thic sense inference resulits in something new, but what we bring into

being is the true nature of what we think cbout.

If Eradley had been an unqualified idealist he would undoubtedly
heve l2id more stress on the sctivity of reality in judgement and infer-
ence. Put becsuse he would not say that reality was a rational system,
or at least that it was not only a rational system, he was reticent

about discussing what we can call the objective dynamic of thought.
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That ]'.FJ, if there i

n

one reality, and all thinking is real, then it
might be possible to write logic as the development of reality.

This, of course, was Hegel's plan, and is also the reason he held that
logic and metaphysics were the same study. Bredley, on the other hand,
becouse he was unwilling to accept this identification tried to keep
logic for the study of finite thinking, and lecve to metaphysics the

larger gquestions of the activity of the real.

4+ Tor the time being, however, we will leave these larger
questions, and endeavour to make the discussion of these chapters on

logic more concrete by examining ccherence as a test of truth. Thet is,

we will lezve agide, so far ag we are able, the guestion of the nature
of truth, and endeavour to show that coherence is the only test of truth

which can be used.

We will begin with the question of independent facts. We have
seen why there arec no facts independent of e system. But we will try to
meke this point more explicit by considering the question from a slighlly
different point of view, and asking whether it might not be necessary to
assume the existence of independent facts in order that there might be

knowledge at all.

Thus it is argued by some people that unless we assume in-
£211ible judgements of fact, knowledge can have nothing on which to

: g ! it ig ab tely requisite
stand. C. I. Lewis, for example, says "...10 18 absolutely reqguisi

that some at lenet of the set of statements possess a degree of credibil-

: 5 a 1 o L]
ity antecedent to and independently of the remainder of thoege in ;

g ) AL ot evneri e YL
question, and derivible from the relation of them to direct experience

1. Lewis, An inalysis of Knowledge and Valuation, Cpen Court, 1946,
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'Direct experience' presumably mesns a judgement of sense. The gquestion

then becomes 'are independent judgements of sense necessary for lknow-

vhat we must attempt to decide is whether or not all focts are

4

le of being relegated to the world of error. Must we assume that
there are judrements of perception which must quelify the real world, as
they purpert to qualify it? This seems to be a fair statement of the
isene. Lewls must mean that there ere faects which in principle ars not

capable of being falsified by a system; for, he would say, the system de-

pends on the

Eredley begine his analysis of this position by making a dis-

-

tinction. Ue must always remember the difference between my world, and
my. experience, and the world in generzl. It is one thing to say that

—

ch are necessary and incorrigible as far as my personal

e

ih

d
i
m
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n
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experience goegs; and another to say that they are true absolutely. We

will Dbegin by exemining whether there are truths vhich are essential for

my personzl experience. Bradley reiterates that we depend on the sense

world for the material of our Jnowledge, end agrees that wﬂt}*ouu it our

(a8

o

knowledre could not begin. To this world we must come, not only for new

matter, but to maintain and confirm the old. He also holds that this

world cannot be completely chaotic, for if it were my intelligence could

not exist. Nor must we imagine that we could correct all our judgements

of perception. 'I camnot, that is, imagine the world of my experience to

be so modified that in the end none of these facts should be left stand-
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1
ing.' DPul thig ic not the real issue; the problem before us ic to

determine whether there are judgements of sense that are infallible.

.

The doctrine that there must be an infallible fact on which we
build knowledre ie due to a misleading metephor. It is argued that lmow-
ledge muet be compered to a house. We may go on adding to it, but only so
long as the foundations remain. If there were no foundations there could

be ne house; if there were no infallible starting points there could be

2
This metaphor, Bradley claimg, is 'ruinously inapplicable'.

no knowl
The foundation is only provisional, although to begin knowledge I am
1.

talke it as absolute. Bub it does not follow that because some

Judgements are taken as infallible in order that I may begin knowledge,

m

that lmowledre continues to rest on them. It is not true to say that if
ny starting points are later shown to be false, then the whole of know-
ledge comes crasghing dowm.

"y experience is solid, not so far as it is a superstructure,
2

-
out so far ag, in short, it is a system.' Because we cennot accept bare

conjunction, we sttempt to secure a world as coherent end comprehensive

ag pogsible. The reason, as Kent says, seeks to achieve the systematiz-

ation of Imowledge, o unity which will not be a mere aggregation of
/
4
parte. Tn order to achieve this end, ve must not only reflect, but

must heve perpetual recourse to the meterials of sense. We muet contin-

uzlly return to this source, both to deepen the matter which is old, and

increese it by what is new. It is not then a cese of sterting with certain

L

facts, and building on top of them. The process is much more fluid.

1
o
3. I&R p. 210.
Le See the Critique of Pure Reason A €44, 645.




-179-

There is @ continuous process going on between the mind and Sts sense
objecte. e accept facts, we exemine them, and some we reject. For to
ceept them all would be to annihilate 2ll possibility of an ordered
world. The changeability of secondary qualities, for example, has re-
ceived classic expression in the works of Locke. Surely nothing could

be clearer than the statement that the acceptance s given, of secondary

qualities, would lead to chaos.

Once, however, it is admitted that secondary qualities heve a
speci:l nature dependent on the observer, it is difficult to maintain
That the gualities of things must be independent of perception. We can-
not accept all perceptions, and the test we actually use is whether they
contribute to the order of my experience. Distance may meke a great
lifference to the perceived height of an object, and we must continually
go back to experience, ond re-exemine our own thougbts, before we can
determine what we may choose to call the 'real! helght of the building.
Fuphranor, in Perkeley's fourth Dialogue, concludes an argument with the
following question: 'Is it not plein, therefore, that neither the cactle,

the planet nor the cloud, which you see here, are the real ones which you

suppose to exiet at a distance?'. And while we may not accept Berkeley's
terminology, he has brought out the point that, so far at leest as our in-
dividual perception goes, it is system which makes these facts which we

can accept. And because the mind has been active in determining the facts
uhich we accept, it follows that the so-called independent facts are part-
1y mental, and as partly mental they cannot be considered as entirely non-

mental.

We have found thet thinking demands the identity of the content
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1
in our mind and the one outside. The consequences of this position are
stated in this way by Bosanqueb: 'Physical or spatial objects are just as
we known them, and truly have the characters which our Imowledge (g0 far
as it is lmowledge, i.e., so far as it is consistent with itself and with

2

) ebtritutes to them'. Bradley's contention is that we cannot

xperience)
accept any fact or perception as true unless it contributes to our world
order. 4And cur world order is part of the whole of reality. The more

ccherent our world is, the more it containg of the character of ultimate

realivy. Tects are true only so long as they contribute to thig order.

It does not follow from this that I shall reject 21l {truths
gained from pereception. Without some of my facts of perception, I would
not know how to order my kmowledge. It is essential, that is, thet come
facts be continually accepted in order for it to remain my world. But
it does not follow from thie that there are facts which are zbsolutely

and necessarily true.

Draedley continues the discussion by asking vhy we do take certain
facts of observotion as practically c¢ertain. He finds thet they are accept-

just so far as they are not taken in their own right. Their velidity is

-

due to o certain person's perceiving them under certain conditions. dAnd

i}

thic person must have a certein intellectual order which allowe him %o

accept the fact. Again, this observed fact must contribute to our world

] -~ = o st g
rder, or at least not completely upset it, before we can accept it.

Now has this ancwered Lewis? It will be remembered he argued

1. See Chapter III, p. 29 et seg.

+ Bosanquet Logic p. 311.

o)



that unless theres were facts which derived their credibility before the
system was started, there ecould be no krouledge at all. To this Pradiey
bat before there could be any facts as isolated, there
would have to be an individusl with an intellectuzl system. Thig individ-
ial, it is guite correct, must accept certain facts as true in order to
begin his gysten. Dut it does not follow from this that if these stepte
ing pointe are subsequenily rejected the whole of knowledge will collapse.
It doeg nol collapee because knowledge is not 2 mechanical gtructure like

yatem wiich continuelly modifies and rejects facts, in-

e v

the oneg from which it started.

put this coneception into the following words

a house bullt on a foundation which is previously

laid, ig eble to remain after the house is fallen; it is more like &
planetary gystem with no relation to anything cutside itself, and deter-
mined in the motion and position of every elementi by the conjoinl in-

1

fluence of the vhole!.

The examination of enother objection against the coherence theory
r help to elerify it. Bertrend Russell and Bradley had a long argument

2 Dighop who evidently died quite respectably in bed.

n.J

dccording to coherence, said Russell, we might just as well say 1 his lord-

ehip wes hinred. The fa wct, according to Russell, is isolated, and ag an

Poct it carries no evidence with it, so we can accept it or re-

Jeet it. Dradley agrees that there ere innumerable cases where we cannot

distinpuish between fact snd fancy on the merely internal evidence. If we

did not Ymow very much chout the animal world there would be no contra-

diction in ageerting thet unicorns exist in North Africa. Within the

1. Bosanguet, K&R p. 331.
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limites of

The idea of a unicorn there ie no visible discrepancy in that
idea, nor in the idea of the Bishop's being hanged. But this is not
Bradley's criterion. The question to be asked is what happens to my real
world if T accept the unicorn, or the Bishop's being henged. Clearly,

it may nol meke any difference at all. The point is this: what would

hoppen 1f I constructed my world on the principle that I could accept

mere foncy ez faet. Would such a world be coherent and comprehensive?
Dradley insiste that it would not be, for it rums counter to
the by which my ordered world is constructed. These prin-

1ples zrer 'To take memory as in-general trustworthy, where I have no spec-
ial reason for doubt, and to take the testimony of those persons, whom I
suppose to view the world as I view it, as being true, apart from

1
pecial rezson on the other side...'.

Russell, in The Monigtic Theory of Truth, says that the coherence

theory presupposes 2 'usual' meaning of truth and falsehood in construct-
ing its coherent whole. Whatever Russell means precisely, we can see that
thie criticism evidently applies to Bradley. Bradley seems to heve ar-
rued thut T cannot accept the Bishop's being henged, because, while it
mey not make any difference to my kmown world order, if I accepted it I

would be accepting something which is fancy. But Russell seems to be

sking how do ve know it is fancy? It might be argued thet if T do not

- 3 o .
start with correspondence with fact, my imegination could constructht a

more orderly world then one which has any relation to the world of fact.

Thue C. I. Lewis argues that the only reason coherence strikes us as

plausible is because we ere such poor liars, 'and are fairly certain to

1. I&R p. 213.
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hecome entencled in inconsistencies socner or later, once we depart
from the truth. & sufficently megnificent liar, however, or one who

wes given time and patiently followed a few gimple rules of logic, could

eventuzlly present us thet any number of systems, as comprehensive as
1
you please, and 2ll of them including falsehoods!.
Thig criticism digplays a misunderstanding of what Pradley

2
at any rate means by comprehensive. The idea cf system demends the in-

clusion of =11 possible material. 'Not only must you includeeverything
to be gained from immediote experience and percepbion, but you must be

reedy to cct on the same principle as regards to fancy. But this means

you cannot contain yourself within the limits of this or that fancied
3
world, =g sults your pleasure or private convenience.' This coneider-

tion ruine the type of argument used by Lewis. The fancied arrangement
hes against it any opposite one which I could imagine, and the whole

world of perception. These contrary fencies will balance each other, and

whut will be left to outweigh the world as perceived? A gystem which
Lewie calls comprehensive ig not comprehensive in Bradley's sense. Tor
Levie neplected to say what becomes of the world as perceived in the fancied

arrangement.

Suppose, and Pradley will not admit the supposition, that we
could gain 2 vision of a comprehensive world, which would be supericr in
wealth and detail to our own. If this were possible, then Eradley would al-
ter his eriterion. FPut he would reject what we might call the psychological

bagie of Lewis! Criticism. He would claim that we are unable to imagine a

=

1. Lewis, loc.cit
23 5 3 +he 4introducti
2. Tor a discussion of the metephysical implications of the introduction

& MITT . wne PLERDEE

of the criterion of cmprebens:weneqs gsee Chapter VIIT, 17
3. I&R Loc.cit. p. 214.
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more coberent world then our own, since he mainteins that the imagination
ag regards quantity is deceptive. In sghort, he thinks Lewle! 'sufficient~

1y magnificent liar! is an impossibility.

If, however, our liar was a possibility, Bradley woild change
his eriterion to read this way: 'The truth is that which enzbles us to

order more ccherently znd comprehencively the data supplied by immediate

experience and the intuitive judrements of perception'. Dut this is only

1_1.

conditional on the noss

o)

bility of a richer and more coherent imaginary
r1d's being constructed. It would geem that Lewis would have to ghow

how such a world ig possitle. Fis masnificent lisr must take scecount of

these, coupled .with an imagine

ee, make hie task seem impossilble.
But we are still not finisghed. It may be said thet ve reject

thie imeginsry hypothesis because of given abgsolute fact. Bradley himself
2
szys the 'eontrast between the world of "fact" and of fancy will hold good'.

Have we not in effect admitied Russell's criticism that we presuppose a
mors usucl meaning of truth in order to build the ccherence of the world
Thie iz not the case. Although we have abandoned our imaginary system be-

¢ it did not include the world as perceived, it does not follow that

this world as perceived is given in abeclute and independent facis.

Furthermore, with regard to this world as perceived, it must be
remembered thet our power is limited. 4As we have seen, Bradley believeg that

we connot 2dd to this world st discretion and at my pleasure. 'Hemce %o

speck Trozdly, the material is given end compulsory, and the production of




B

-
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vhat is contrery is oult of my power.! However, this does not mean that

vhat i given are focts in Ruscell's gense.
In ensver then to both Lewis end Russell, Bradley conbends
that what iz fundamental is system. Tet this does nobt meen that what is

piven in immediate experience is created entirely by the system. Fzcts
are the result of the process of interaction between perception and judge-
ment. Some of these facts T must accept as absolute, slthough this does
not mean that in the end they are necegsary. To say that they are 'there!
in any censge zs 2 fundamentsl starting point is to misconceive the

1 TR §y T

noture of

Ead

Tt is posgible, Brudley admits, that if we were to go beyond
= certain sterting point in medifying my lmown world, it might be a super-
ior world, but it would no longer be & world for me. It ig true that, so
fer ag individuale zre concerned, there ig a fundsmentel element which,

if abolished, would do awzy with our knovm world. Pul this still does

not prove that thisc necescary element ig an infallible judgement of per-

cention. TFor the character of this suppesedly infallible fact might, in

the licht of a more comprehensive system, need correction, and apart

5

rom thal correction be classed as error. In other words, the upholder
of infallible facte is arguing from the supposed necessity of his indiv-
idual existence. But because certein judgements of perception may be nee-~
esgary for the continuance of individuel existence, they do not possess
any more than a relative infallibility. ‘'4m I to urge that 2 world in
which my personal identity hes been ended or suspended hag ceased to be a

world altogether? Apart from such an arpument (vhich I camnot use)

1- 1"‘(“.": De G-T5I

e L i



€y 18 nol suggesting that facts are not zctual, and that
Judgements are not true in & sense which is sufficient for their purpose.
Ls Dosanqguel sojys, coherence does not attempt to reduce facts to mere ideas
Tqq

but it does attempl to sghow that as reslities we cannot stop at the arb-

itrary pointe which we have adopted. The mind has had a

g

reat deal o
do with focts, and will have more to do with them in the future. 'As they

.

1ty for everyday use, carelessly

o |

stand, they are a selection out of rea

T

-~
-~

handed down or cobscured, clipped, worn, their interconnection neglected.!

To illustrate these points we will take three examples.

judgement of history. UNow admittedly

i
g

ty

Ly pe of example favours & ccherence theory, bub it mey make the view
clesrer before we go on to examine less favourshle cnes. Suppose we take
the fact thal Charles I died on the scaffold. Tirst we must ask vhy I,

as zn individuel whe ¥nows litile of history, assert the above fact to be

true. Probably because I have read it in 2 book or heard it said in class.

n for judging that Charles was executed is far from being

-

stendard is a statement geleci=-

@

the sctual fact. The fact which we use as
ed by us, or for us, out of the huge web of knowledge which is the histor-
ian's. But we cammot say that the truth of the fact depends on the fact
that it ic written in 2 book. In other words, the question is why does

the hizlorian say it is true?
o

Tven for the higtorian there are no simple and independent facts

wvaiting to be discovered. FHis facts depend for being discovered and

1. TI&R p. 217.
2. Bosanguet Logic p. 285.
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vaerranted on =n enormous

present experience, and working through vast

evidence all of which is instrumentael to the
‘hest degree of coherence to the system =0

congtructive work of er

it
amounts of testimony and
view of fechs vwhich give the

conetructed.

4 eritic mey say that this is all very well, but it is only
a description of how we arrive at facts which were there all the time, no
Dut if ve say this we must remember that the
Tzcts are never found, as Bosanguet says 'simple of themselves!...'the
orling stendard which determines them, is net themeelves, bute.....im-
rence eriticsl construciion. Accounts of eye-wiitnesses, e.g. sre nothing
1
bat meterial; and, as a rule, very contradictory material'.m

The facts of history then, sre not simply "there'. They are
bits of reality which =re mediated to us by an immense amount of mental
congtruction, Iind while we can sepsrate the fact from this mental con-
struction, they cannot as simple and isolated be used ag a first~hend
stenderd of truth., Ye mey select certain results of the historians'
vork ound mels them stendards of truth for certain purposes == e.g., for
w examinstion == but thie is an artificial extract.

Dut our critic will still not be satisfied. A1l you have done
he will say is to describe how 2 historian actually arrives at results.
Fo matter how much you wish to obscure the question, the fact that Charles I
died on the scaffold is only true if in fact he did so die. Tt seems to
me this involves the fallacy of pogt hoc ergo provter hoc. That isy be-
cause we use correspondence as a test of truth after we have decided what is

true, it does not follow that it is true

1. Dosanquet Logic p. 297.

it corresponde .



If an historical statement iz true then there will be a faet to correspond

to it. But it is not true because it corresponds, for the supposed isolated

foet to which the judrement is supposed to correspond depends for its

igolation on 2 mental system. Connectedness is of the essence of things

ypes. tabgtraction from connectedness involves the omission of an
1

essentisl foctor in the fact considered.!

low 1f we teke another example it may clerify what we have said

about historical juderements.

Cuppose ve take the example of a simple messurement. Why do I
say 'this beok is 10 inches across'? Presumebly because I have teken a
ruler and meassured it. 4&nd why do I say it is true? Some would say be-
ceuse it ig 10 inches across. Bubt how, apart from a system of kuowledge,
can some thing be 10 inches in width? Bosanguet put the matier quite suec-
cinetly when he said: 'I only contend that the moment we begin to spezk
about precision we have quantity, when we have guantity we have a unit, where

we have 2 unit we have a standerd, and vhere we have a standerd we become

depencent upon a system of kmowledge which endows this standard with all
2

that congtitutes its precision'. If it is said that this mey all be very
true bul we cannot escape from the hard reality thet what mekes the state-

ment sbout the book true is the fact that it is 10 inches across, I would

agree. Dut it is only 10 incheg because it is judged to be go. If the

standard has meaning only in relation to a system of lmowledge, it 1s sure-

L

ty e

" . . - 1. - S o
1y an abetraction of the essential feature to say it is 10 inches in itself.

In other words, we have argued from the concrete gitvation which involves

= . % P 3
1. Uhitehead, A. N. Modes of Thought p. 13, Macmillan, New York 192€.
2+ Posanguet, K&R p. 331.
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2dge in which inches mesn something, to an ebstraction

We have then gone on to argue that this abstraction

ig more concrete, more real, than the situstion from which we started.

We are forced to admit then that a system of knowledge is

essential for a judgement of meagurement. In crdinary measurement we do

use correspendence within the system as 2z test, Just as we use the histor-

jante feels az tests for

=

exzminatione, but any such judgements pre-

suppose the system of knowledge which gives it meaning.

It ig, furthermore, a commonplace that once we go to what is

loosely celled higher knowledge, we are beyond what we usually term fact,

o 1

The full sigmificence of Charles' execution is much grecter than the im-

in

of the event. I have not emphasized this zsvect of know-

ledpe to any extent, because there seems to be general agreement in regard
to it. Once we go beyond the immediate, it is obvious we must order our
knowledse coherently. Im a science such as physice, for example, we are
vond what we choose to call fact, and if so, it is clear our standard
cannot be fact. Yet, it will be said, the point is that the physicist

e, R o}

starte his werk to explain given and presented fact, and in the end his

system is tested by correspondence with these independent facts. 4s a

last exammle. T will endesvour to show that it is false to suppose thatl
- ’ e r s

from independent facts, and returns to them zs =&

efiEs L T
standard.

Twery scientific system is an abstraction from vhat is given.

o £ w3 & 4 £
1. Uhitehead Science end the Modern World pe 5¢. Cembridege 1946,




s, which ic isclated within the universe. This means tha® there are truths
regpecting this system which reguire reference 'only to the remsinder of

Bz

Thus the

on of substantial in-

the concept

Thinge, but of freedom from causal con-
5

- Sy T Wk = o .
ivems within the rest of the universe'.

I8 we tele an exanrle of this we may see what the above entails

and ite consegueonces for truth. The dominant gelence of the seventeenth
ceninry was an attempt to discover the nature of the

of wag uncwered by the seventeenth century in the following way: It is
o
L

cen of instentaneocve confirurations of matter'. This is the

cggence of Lthe mechanigtic theory of nature. The great forces of nature,

such ac the confipurationg of
TIESBEE, own changes.

ach And yet the scheme is unbelievable. It is, as
4
-

'framed in terms of high abstractions'. These abstrac~

tions, such ag motter which is 'scundless, scentless, colourless', musi

not be mictsiken for the conecrete environment which in ite toltelity we can-

L]

a0 Q)

L



<& a physical scheme the unguarded Wewhoniasn doctrines sur-
vived for three hundred years. Today we heve nointer-readi g and relativ-
ity. Whitehead says such a scheme is a wider field of abstraction 'which

rearer io the complete concreteness of our intuitive exper-

iencel., Tut the noint ieg, it is gtill an abstroction which ie used to

ieleon-terley experiment, which finally upset the Newtonien gchens,

ere dn any sensc 'there'! independent of a mind.

ag a gystem which

vwas 2n abgstraction from conmnectedness it only explained those abstractions
Put we camnot soy it was false; a scientific scheme fis ungusrded. Its

2

truth ig limited by unexpressed presuppogitione; and as time goes on ve

discover some of these limitations. The simple~minded use of the notions

"right or wrong"™ is one of the chief obstacles to the progress of under-

stand L LITE " .

From our three examples we can see that correspondence with
independent fact cannot be the test of truth, for there are no absolute
facte. Ivery fact as isolated depends on a mind, and is an abstraction
from conmnectedness. The only test of truth is coherence, and coherence
demands the inclusion of all possible material. We cannot spin out im-

aginarr worlds which have nc relation to what ig given, but we must not

teke the illogical step of saying thet whet is given is independent fact.

Whiteheed Science and the Modern World p. €3. Cambridge 194€.
2« lbitehead liodes of ’T‘hov._g__ pe M4
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Cur given, solid, and immediate world is plastic, it is not something

1 knowledge must correspond. 'It i

m

juet as likely that

it may have to yield to Science or Speculation =3 they may have to yield

o it. Nothing in the whole field is a fixture tc which all other elements

have to corrsspond. Nething is certain except that the whole ghould be
I
coherent.'!

1. Dosenquet Lopgic pe 294.



Chanter VII
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'(iraﬂley) does not wish to go outside the ®intellectual
world' as a whele; but wishes for a rezlity or totality in which
the discursive intellectual world "should be suppressed gg_such".
I do not guite mow what he means....!

Bosanquet in 1886,

In the preceding chapter we have examined the two editions of

he Principles of Iogic and the development in the doetrines of the one

to the other almost as though they were published closely together.
at the first edition was published in 1292, while the second did not
sppear until 1922, The yecrs between these dates saw the publicetion

of Apvesrance and Reality in 1893, and the Essays on Truth snd Reality in

1914. This suggests at least the possibility that the vorks in

-

between the two editions will not presuppose the doctrines of the first
edition; although this possibility will be weighed against the knowledge
thut Posanquet's criticism which had so much te do with the formulation
of the second edition was made in 1885, We find, though, that the

view of thought presented in ippearance is much closer to the first than

to the second edition, as thinking is held to be essentially judgement,

cn inference which involves the self-development of the

hinking is still regarded as primarily about en already given
reality. These guestions, however, will be dealt with in more detail in
the second part of thig chapter, end are only mentioned here to warn

the resder that the conclusions reached at the end of the last chepter

are not to be presupposed as the basis for the argument of the present one.
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The problem here is vhether or not the ideal of thought which
wes outlined in the chepter on inference is 2 deseription of the nature

our thinking. This nroblem will involve ue in

complex guestione as to the nature of appesrance and the relation of

vide the discussion into three sections.

background for Bradley's argument for the

L=
exxistence of the ‘bsolute by considering the ontolegical end cosmological

the second we will congider Eradley's argument as it is

) r, the existence of, and the character of, the
Absolute. Thirdly we will deal in detail with some of the key points of
the second section.

l. Our first task is te provide 2 background for ILradley's owm

rroof for the existence of the ibsolute by considering the ontolegicszl

endt cosmoleopical arguments. Eoth of these srguments, vhatever else they

[ed

not be, ar: attempts to state in a rationel way a ground for be-

ievine in CGod or the beolu

that to speak of God pr the

absolute might bs teken igmorance of the

pregress of modern theclogy, because 211 enlightened pecple and advanced

|_h

: o o gemeoos
7 that the liberals went much too far in identifls

the shsolute of Hegel. This may be true, I do rot
ove scntence ic meant to indicate is that neither
argument attempts to prove the existence of the God of Abraham, and even
if both arguments were valid they would still only give us an unconditicned

which could be celled indifferently God or the Lbsolute. We are not,



that is, so much concerned with the character of our result, but with the

way the result is stiained.

The first explicit formulstion of the ontolosical

argument iz found in /mselm, zlthourh in 2 less well-defined form

k-
m
i
a
¥
4
e
1

ato. Aquinss gave the cosmolozicsl vroof 1
tive form, uand the Thomists claim that this argument as well is derived

from Pluto, which is not so amnarent as in the former czse. Before ve

consicder these arguments in detzil we can indicate in a general wsy some
of Jilferences belueen them,

The ontolopicsl argument takes itsstend upon persenal experi-
ence ond claims that 1f we understand what certain aspects of our experi~
ence are, we would see that they necessitate the existence of
Gol. Mony would dissent from this general way of putting the argument

rcof moves from concept to exielence, bubt this as

not the case. The cosmological argument, on the

to be whelly scientific in the sense thet it examines

to show that the implications of the finite lead to 2
cauee. In a certain sense this agument can be called a

4 depends cr nature, while in a way the other argument ig

a vri-ori in the gense that it does not so involve nature.

Kant showed that the cosmclorical argument depended on the onlo-

=

loricel, and thiz geams to be true even if we reject Kant's own under-

1. Tirst Critigue p. A591-B€19, 'Although experience is what first cives
occagion to this enquiry, it is the trencscendental eoncent which in
211 such endeavours marks out the gozl that reason has sebt itself %o
attain, and which is indeed its qole guide in its efforts to achieve
that goal'.
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the causal axiom. But if this ig so then the 'scientific!
character of the cosmological argument venishes, and all its present day

refinements must be so much embroidery which tries to disguice this fact.

The point in brief, is that the cosmologicsl argument only shows us

-

there is e God if we already lmow there is one, and we only lmow there

ig one, at lesst in a philesophiczl sensa, if we sccept the ontological

ergument. The cosmelogical argument left to itself does not 'go! anyuhere.

When ve pu

cen understond them better. In Dthical Studies his belief in the concrete
universal was to some extent the same =s Hegel's, although ve pointed

out that the presence of the ideal element in hie moralit;, did introduce

implieit in hie work. These elements became explicit in the firsgt edition
cf the Princivles, and we saw that the conclusion of this book was that

no cheap and eagy monism could siand before an enquiry into logic.

It was with these dualistic hesitations that he wrote dopearance and
duezlism of any sort interferes with the notion of one

say that the dusliem ig in fact over-

come it will be important to shew how the element other

1. Yet when we have said this, it should not mean that the cosmological
arcument and ite methods are of no value. Thomism was called by
irchbishop Temple 'the most complete map ever drawm', (Luoted in
Williem Temple by ;remon:er,o U.P. 1942 p. 476) end = present day
writer hag unld tn t usc fewectlon of bhe onto‘oglcww arcument was

e = . i - T -
a ( serliv. J.V.L. The
mede. (Cesserly, J.V. s

perhar
r‘ 11 1 }
Thus whlle a conflﬁerﬁtﬂon of nature may not lead us to God, nonethe-
less the :sttempt at careful systematic ?na1v=ﬂs of our common exper-
ience which is involved in the attempt, seems to be 2 useful correct-
ive against any kind of ideslism which would ‘'spiritualize'! the

common world out of existence.

1
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then thought implies the Absolute. In the Princinles we saw how thought
could only be satisfied in 2 coherent whole, and in Anpesrance Pradley
will have to show how feeling 2lso implies the Absolute. It is, I think,
for resscne such ag thie that Bradley's argument for the Absolute is based

on the nature of the world around us, snd not the experience of the whole

within us.

We will now endezvour to clarify thiz discussion by 2 more

deteiled analysie of the ontologicel argument. The first problem which
concerns ug in discussing the ontclogical argument ig the way it moves,

.

th t ie, does it try to pass from e concept or idea of God to his exist~
cnce, as meny including Agquinas have held, or ig it the formsl erticulation

of un experience common to all lwuman beings. The latter interpretation isg

the true enzlysis, but we ghall begin by exeamining the false one g in
the procese of its rejecticn the true notion will become more apparent.

elrm sgtates his famoug argument. The fool

Ul

In the Proslorion fn

in hie heartithere is no Cod. Now why is he o fool? Eecause,
saye Anselm, to deny that God exists he must understand the meaning of

God, and pzrt of the meaning of God is that he exists. By God we mean

"that which nothing greater can be conceived'. The fool in doubting this
mist understond its meaning; but it is certain that "that which nothing
crezter con be conceived! == which we mey call proposition 'A' - 'non
potest esse in intellectu sole' ('B'); if it were so it could also be
thourht 'coritari esse in re' ('C'). He then argues that because 'B' plus
0! ie greater then 'B! slone, it follows thet we carnot think 'A' without

thinkin emd this existence is 'thou C Lord our Cod'.

m
e
c_‘
o
Lo}
2
o,
i
o
M
A



The only way the fool can say there is no Cod is 4o attach either no
sence, or the wrong sense, to the vord God. It is irrelevent to sey

we cen zttach uny meaning we like to the sign 'God!, as the guestion is
whether there is at leasl one of ocur thoughtswhich implies as part of its

mezning the existence of its object. It must be admitted that put this

way the argument scimds rether sbetract snd formal, snd gives 1ithle

e =

dication of ersonzl character of Anselm's writing;

she escentiz] argument gua argument e2nd it camnot be too

roretation, that

as a formal srpument, for this
e holds that we pass from the idea

of a perfect being tec ite existence. Fis argument runs as follows:

not thersfore follow thot whot the neme eignifies exists zetually, but
enly thzt it existe mentzlly. Nor can it be argued that it actually
g something than

e

1y ie not admitted

that he holds that the argument is an altempt to extract existence from

% concepba. This argument is guite sound if thie form=1l way of locking at

the argument is correct. It appears though, that the interpretation of
~

Ponaventure ie nearer to Anselm's own view of his argument. This
interpretetion would bold that the argument is not an attempt to infer

the existence of God from a concept, but is a formal assertion of th

1. Summa Theologica 42; Arte 2+, Obj. 2. . ;
= 7 o m ekl o £ 24
2. The informution on Donsventure is derived from The FPhil osophy of St.

yer '"The Evidence

i P s & K, L TP,
Bonaventure, Gilson, B., especially the third E
b )

Por God's Dxistence'.
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JILCD every mEn 1 seld to possess. Thus A. E. Tavlor

ke e .
saye that the real object of the crgument is to '£ind 2 definition of

tion is subgtituted for the definiendum,

and only one Cod will be seen %o he

such an interpretation is besed on the

- Todas (Jaoaeiaa P w A Gt 3 | 71
of hig being is somehow reflected in their thousht. When
U_ = ol _.1-._7 ey 4] T 1 o, ey . _'.'L 3 . % | L]
finition than novhing greater can be thought! is
e thoug g
ey DL T SR gl LY ST T, PO M DR | e 1 - B O 3 o 2
subgtituted for ine virtual or clouded knowledge of God, then the exist-

i R s I R B B A - - T L -+ = X
ence of Cod will bLe seen to be a fact. It mzy be too much to say that

e object of the erpument 'is to demonstrazie not that Cod exists but
s}

Cn this interpretation, then, the reasoning consists in clarifi-

s to belief in an object already vaguely

Religion and Ftlhdcs.
. 4 that the rin_glon of personzl experience, and the bag-
oL

argument upon it ‘opens a door to sel:-deception, and, as
Aginas rem crkod in uno1he” conﬂec ion, nere1v invites the

. m, Hr& it ﬂoes not appear that Clbher the conversion
cr the reaction poss s? eg genuine ev1denb1;l value'. (Hawkins, D.J.3.,
The Tssenti: ism p. €.) 'The point seems to be that genwine
relipious experience is a flowering consequent upon the long cultivation
of the uzl life in dry places and presupsosing & prosaic ratieonal
cenviction that God exists. It appears....that we shall be faithful to
the fzete of religion if we look for its possibl Juﬁ;“flcftlon in =
prlein and honest process of reagoning.! (1b1: p. 9. my italic Se)

It ie not difficult to sympathize with the danger which the author
ie celling attention to. The question, though, is not whether it is
dangeroug'or not, but whether there is any cther basis for arguing
belief in Cod. Ag we gsee from the text it would seem that every
arpument presupposes the ontologicel end this presupposeg personal experience

o
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here ig no doubt that there is an atiractive charscher about

the cosmolorical argument vhich Kent expressed by saying that it was

notural and the most convineing not only for common sense but even for
1

speculative wnderstanding!., This neturzlness stems, I think, from the

evident desire of those who uce the argument to be sure that there is

”

no glossing over of the brute facts of everyday experience, coupled
vith the belief that the mind is determined by ite objects. Thie last

point does not of course apply to Kent

The only trouble with all this 'heslthy' speculation is that

it ig menifestly invalid. The proof has been termed & contingentia mundi,

and in all ite different forms it purports to begin with the world of

.

exicstence and rise to the unconditioned by mesns of the principle of

couealitvy. Wow if Cod's relation to the world is that of cause to effect

then we can in fact get to God by means of the causal principle. Butb
we cannot define ceusality =zs including divine sction, because this
begs the question, and if our definition does not include this activity
then ve carmot arpue for the exigtence of God. It does not seem that
God's ectivity can be made en ingtance of ceusality or of anything else,
although rules in the finite order may be used to understand God's

2
activity, but this is something quite different.

The ontological argument attempts to show that the experience

frem which it beging is o common one. The dim penumbral awareness of

1. Tirst Critigue A oy~ B2
2. See Farmer, 4. Finite and Infinite, Dack Press 1943, p. 7 et seq, and

Kent Pirst Criticue aéO?-B63l-;69O-B(4L.
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things, and the stubborn belief that

in the articula~

tion of this experience ve are engaged in an asctivity of supreme import-
ance lg the experience and its implications which the ontological : srgu-
ment geels to make clzer. WWe do not need to conclude with inselm that the
resull of our reasoning will be 'thou 0 Lord our God', for we can use it
to show that belng, or the object of metaphyeics, is a real notion, and
1

se show that metephysics is a2 rational enquiry.

inother vgy of expressing this experience is to say that unless
Theurht and being are in some sense one, then our erguiry into the
neture of the world had as well not begin. If vwe look atf thie unity
in a 'gquite general way'! sayc Fegel we will £ind that it is the pre-
suppocsition of the ontological proof for the existence of God. ‘'incelm...

-.oneglecting any euch conjune

tion as occurs

in finite things, has

rood reason proncunced that only to be perfect which exists not merely
2
in a subjective, bul zlsc in an objective mode.!
Thus we may say that for Fegel in so fer as the Netion or
Absolute is undifferentisted as object the ontologieal argument is wvalid.

But because, while it is correct to say thet Fotion and object are implicit-
1y the same, it is also equally velid to say that they are differe This
ig becouse the Notion like finite thousht has its moment of subject~
ivity vhen the object is considered zs an object.

1. O wo0od, R« Gos 4n Esgay on Fhilosophical Mebhod.

e ontol 0*1(’&1 ﬂrr':mcn‘z_) remzined the foundation of every
(su ve) philosophy until Kant, whose _tuenol to refute it - perhaps
the only occasion on which any one has rejected it who really understood
vhat it meant -~ was 1tly regerded by his successors as a symplom of
tl false subjectivism end consequent scepticism from apite
cf efforte, he never wholly freed himeelf. With T L'e¢ rejection
of setive idealism, The Cntological Proof tool itz plzce cnce mere
amons e accepted rzrci;leﬁ of modern philosophy, never
arain been “owl-r criticized.! p. 126€.

<» Zney. 193,
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thourht vidch acsumes the existence of flosiing ideas and wlhich Kent
W . LS PR - . T - AR 3 e L
calle the thought of the ing, whether or not Hegel accepts the
—— - T r > i . . .
proor, no ansver cin be given. It ic because he believes that we are not
onfined 1o the use of these categories thet he cen Lold that it is vos-~
1
sible to arree with boll ine¢sinm end his eritie, Gaunilo. He claime that
ingelm wag correct in go fur as he asserted that objectivity must be.
Lut the fault of his ergument, as Gaunilo saw, was that the unity thet
was enuncisied e the supreme perfection is presupposed. 'This identity,
betracl e it thus appesrs, the two cetegories may be at once metd
nd opposed by their diversity; and this was the very ansver given to
anselm long agc.!
In so far, then, as the ontological argument asserts that
blectivity is part of the Notion it is true; but in so far as the Notion
1. Caunilo argues thet LAnseln umed that 'id quo nihil maius cogitari
potest! exisgte at least in the irtellect of the fool. Bubt he says,
what it mean to say thot Coﬂ exlets in dntellectu? It may on"w mean
fool mderstands the meaning of the proposiltion, and we under-

he meaning of many s L.m-bmentd we know to be false. To make the
alid, it ought to be shown that the focl carnot understend

without 2lso seeing that thics assertion is true.

., anticipeting part of Kent's

crezter than a.J much can be conceived.

we have no adeguate positive conception of God.

argument by some
Goé he
It is true that

nl vas also concerned withhow the idea could be thought as necessary,
but Counilo is at least on the seme lines when he claime that the idea
tself is unthinkable, even although Kant included necessity m.L; n the

If ve wish'o insist that the Insipiens ig no
unconditioned at all, then we muet say that Geunilo
Kant, but it seems that 'that which is greater thax

thinking of m“;e
did not anticipate

n anything which

can be for God

is

thought', which

ed Zre not so dissimilar.
Iney. par. 193.

Gounile's formule

, and the uncondition-
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e. Hegel, then =2f-
firms that the experience which is the basig of the argument ig some-~
thing we begin with, and is & reality which controls our thinking snd

vhich thinking seeks to expresg. He himeelf saye that the arcument is one
latent in every unsophisticated mind, and it recurs in every philosophy

'even against its wish and without its knowledge!.

oLk, :

We may also notice that if Hegel is correct in affirming that

the ontolorical proof shows that the existence of God is objectivity =--

-

the being of the Notion as object for subject -~ it will follow that any
gcepticism abeut the vltimate nature of thincs or particular probleme will
- ;

be impossible, for the demands of thought which find their satisfaction in

the ideal of resson, have been shown to tell us scmething about the nature

and not merely sbout ourselves.

de may now ask whether or not Bradley 2accepts the argument. The

znewer is in the affirmative, but as we will see in o moment he does not,

-
=
m
n

as did Hegel, meke it a fundamental principle of his philosophy, and
mvilling to accept Hegel's version of the proof. The main source of
Bradley's difficulties with the Hegelian analysis and use of the proof are

hig views on the nature of feeling. This question will be dealt with in

w

more detail in the next section and here we will only indicate the difficulty.
For Fegel, as we hove seen, the ultimete reality is the Notion which is
Spirit, and he also held that even the world of sense when properly under-
stood could be seen to be a manifestation of the activities of Spirit

Eradley, on the other hand, does not believe that the world of sense is a

w2

manifestation of Spirit, but of an Absclute which is an experience in which
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both thought and feeling are present, This ig a Profound difference angd
has far reaching congequences for Eradley's ﬁhilOSOﬁhy. Tor the present
S jol i he present,

T e " F Nl ansls Y S - - o KX . » .
_nmxm,.mxmu.mML@enm:m mmt;mlmemﬁﬂﬁmmﬂzmmflnGMEﬂJ

In Lopeararce ang Zeality there are two discussions of the arg-

ument, ore in the ntitled 'The General Nature of Reality' and
the other in 'Degrees of Truth and Reality'., It ie difficult on readin
these two chapters to come to any conclusion as to the impression
Pradley means to leave with the reader. Piret of =211 he emphasizes that
the idea of perfection is a mere idea =~ bub even in saying this he shows

thot he does not accent Kantts theory that we have no such idea, further-

more he insists that all idess qualify reality. Thus he rejects the

v‘ 1

e} 3

lantlan contentions that we have no idec of perfection and thet ideas

ey
in

float. Thig means as we saw that rezlity cannot be viewed merely as my

aetual world, and that all idess qualify reality. In these two pointe,
T . . 3 e . 5 i o o o A o B =

LRET, D€ 15 arguing againet the Xantian position, but we muct now see

[ o SRR

thut he does not accept Tegel's use of the argument.

He says, as we have geen, that there ic no doubt that we
have the idea of perfection, and claims thet the ontological proof
geeks to establich the fact of the reality from the idea; or to vut the
matter the other wey around, unless perfection existed, we could not have
any idea of it. We can see from this that although he does not arree

s of the Kantian rejection of the ar ument, he does
&

Eda
P
S
;
il
A
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b Kant's interpretation of what the proof is trying to do --

that 1s, to infer existence from an idea. We ghall see below, however,
L1 1.

Phat this is not an adequate interpretation of his whole view on *the
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To show that the ides of jal= rfection does not nrove the exist~

ence of its objeet he argues thet if an idee has been composed and manu-

e

han one source, then

.
Paoctired of elemente from more +t}

t-l-
£
o
O
-l
i
o

menufecture need nov zg a whole exisi outside my thought. Tven if it

ction vere not real we might have the idez of it,

and deny thel 'practicel perfection' were real. 'For the perfection

thot i veal micht einply be theoretiecal.
ag gyzbem is mere theoretical harmony and

The eleament of pleasure may be obtained from elsewhere and added to this

velld idez. DPut this addition may be 'incongruous, incompaitible, and
2
really if we Imew it, contradictcry.' The ontological argument he con-
cludes camnct prove the existence of practical perfection.
If 21l this is only to say that the world we experience ie
not per context
of the very

difficudt to know Just vhat he means by practical perfecticn. He
seems to be seying 'practical perfection is not a predicate!, and argues

from this that the ontolorical argument is invalid.

ther occasion where he exagmines the proof he beging by

etinetion betueen finite existence and reality, and say

211 ideas refor 'more or less vaguely' to reality. This clearly has

congejuences for the ontolocical argument, as it means that 1t starts from
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an idese which somehow qualifies 1Yy, The principle of the argument,

Chat ig, of idea and

supgaste the other element implied in it which ig reality appearing ae
exigbence. Tradley characterizes as 'irrefragable! the principle that

given one gicde of 2 connected whole, you go from this to the other side.

If we yeturn for a moment to the question of how the proof

moves we will zee that he is here assumin

Ihet ig, he cesumes that the one reality is somehow in the individual's

oL

mind, just as Bonaventurc held that God was alreedy in the mind of man.

Thug the creuer i not trying to pass from sr idez to an existence, but

1
|

ig trying to give expression to gsomething which

£
!_In

e preater than he and

¢

exnresces itself as both jidea and existence. In short Bradley is assum-

If we contrast this statement that we may pass from one side
of 2 connected whole tc another with the previous one that practical ze
opposed to theoreticsl perfection does not exist, we moy think that

iz contredicting himself. DBut the difficulty is not so crude.

thile he characterizes the principle upon which the proof ig beged
le, he says that the proof itself fails because it insists
that ite idea of perfection including existence qualifies the real

admits that all ideas qualify reality, it

,
¢
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does not mean that every imperfect and untrue thought is true.

ilarly while our proposition 'that which is perfeet' qualifies reality, it

-

l. ©See Chapter IV, pp. 123 et =eg.
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does not mean that perfect reslity exists. Congequently, Lradley is, at
leust on the surface, conglistent. The ontological procf should, he says

be only one way of Ingisting thal eny arrangement of ideas existing in

my heaed muegt qualify the absolute reslity

In the next paragraph, however, he agrees with the person who

Fan

will peint oul the procf does nol apply to every finite matter. 'It
ig used of the Absolute, and if confined to that, will surely be legiti-
1

mate. UWe are bound T think to admit this claim.! The idea of the

Absgolute muct include exdistence to complete itself. However, it is not

the idea as such which ineludes existence. No idez, 25 an idea, can 'reach
rezlity', for ag an idea it can never ineclude feeling or 'prectical per-
fection'. 1'Reality is concrete, while the truest truth must still be more

or less abstract. Or, he sgys, we can put tFe seme thing in another way

The geperation postulated in

by objecting to the form of the arpment.
the premice, is destroyed by the conclusion; and hence the premice itself
could not have been true. That ig, if the ontological argument, however

we interpret it, demonstrates the reality of an absclute realily, a reality
vhich includes all there igs including existence, then the separation which
wes postuloted between the idea of the ibsolute as on idea and existence is
untrue because they are not in fact so separated. DBut this objection, we
are told, will disappear when we recognize the 'genuine character' of the
process. 'This consists in the correction by the Whole of an attempted

2
isolation on the part of its members.'
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Hegel is obwviously the progenitor of scme of this, but Bradley
cormot, as did Hegel, affirm both sides of the contradiction; that is, that
the argument is velid as a demonstration of the Neotion or lbsolute es
otject, but not in its diversity. One could say that Bradley would like
to insist as Hegel did that the Nolion must include objectivity, meaning,
ag we have geen, the mmity of thought and reality; but the significent differ-

ence between the two ig that Bre

]

that the ultimate reality is not of a dialecticzl nature, or at least if
it 1g we camnol lmow this. Thie last statement means that it cannot be

have any moment of objectivity as distinet from any other function-

21 part which thourht could adumbrate by means of the ontological argument;

end in so for z2s Bradley does azccept the argument he is in faclt overlocking
the fact of the diversity of thought =nd existence 'which was the very

2

ansver riven to fLnselm long =zgo'. TFor Hegel, the unity is assumed as =

5 &
o 18

f-1e

le to be justified by subsequent speculzstion, for Bradley
ascumed, but continues to the end a kind of act of faith, zigain, because
the ibsclute ie not thought, is at least part of the reason that the

v cammot be known to be, if it is, dialectical. The dizlec-
tic for Hegel is a movement of the rational which is the real, but Drad-
ey's Lbsolute, being supra-rational -- a feeling experience -- precludes
that the most careful analysis of thought will reveal the
complete neture of reality. Yet, on the other hand, he does hold that

%
by thoupht we are enabled to ascertain the nature of realify.

. . § s i
Here we have an example which meets the reader of Fradley

] e +he wen’l P asasnce,
1. That is, 5.1’1 so far as thought end being cre in the realm of essence
> Lppendix IV.
20 Yy o-\nq
Za & Section 2, p. 206 et seq.




wve an adequate idea of the Absolute, that reslity is 'in
neiple! such that it can be known, and as guoted before he says
that the ontolorieszl argument vhen applied to the Absolute 'will surely

be legitimate'.

These difficulties ¢an be considered to stem from hic attempt
to h vie kmov reality, while denyine the buzsis of

legel's certeinty of thig ~- that the raticnal is the real,

With thie beckpground we czn now outline Bradley's proof for
the Lbegclute. Thie ie based on the nature of the world, bul presuppos
The entolorical argument interpreted in the metaphysical sense which we
have Just outlined. Thig does not mean, as the resder will by now have

much emphasis on the argument, but that when

-

1idity 'when used of the ibsolute'.

2. In the first plece what is the Lbsolute? Ve bhave already,

it ie not Kant's thing-in-itself, nor Hegel's Idez; but from

Hegel he does derive the idea that there is one reality appearing in

and through appesrances. Appearance, that is, ie not to be looked om as

2 kind of veil which hides reality, but as realily in an imperfect
i
form; or, perhaps, imperfectly interpreted. UWhatever we experience,




~210~

o
Ll

ink, or touch is
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te place or function

eternity is beyond our ken. The notion that there is
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reuder nuturelly assumes thel avpearance is
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pesrance sugreste
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men ve reach the second part of the book that the

but & degree of 1 is only then that we discover that what is re-

py i = " TR - e g > R A 2 L A
s appedrance ig net mere non~entity. It lc one thing to say thoi

a 'begperly show', but quite another to say they

t sole rezgon moot indubitab

ts being avay from it.!

flesz. He ineists thet reality must oum and not bs less than appear-

511 we Jmow cbhout reality.
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of an enquiry concerning greater knowledge of the
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Londen, Allen and Unwin, 1931.
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ve could,

denied is the existence of

Bradley me

5, o 6 b W P
to metaphysics in the following way.

If therc were no absolute criterion, how would we be able to say anything
at zll abou Throughout all of the first book of Apoesrance,

n[ the chupters we have examined, Dradley was proceeding on the

principle that the gelf~contradiclory would not be real. Buit this is to

have wn ehzolute eriterion. UWe cannot be indifferant when presented with

statements about reality. If ve think at all in order to discriminete be-
tween truth and falsity, we find we canmncl accept open self-contradiction.
Le we lwou, the intellect rejects as self-contradictory any bare con-

junction of differents, and the only way this contraediction can be avoided
ie by bringing different elements together in a mutually implicatory
gystem. It then follous that the intellect cannot accept as real any

system which does not exhibit this comnlete identity in difference.

-

Drodley believes that thip eriterion is proved absolute by the
foct thal, either in attempling to deny it, or even in attempting to doubt

'y

ity. TPor example, it might be said that

b
2
ci
L}
0
EJ‘
P
L
e
0
o
S
o
|-te
ck
0
1
o
1
e
[

the eriterion could not be absolute because it hed been developed by ex-

pericnce. If we set cgide the obvious objection to such a gtatement,

e RS

which ig the leck of any sort of proof put forward to show that because 2

0

thing hag been develoned it could not he absolute, we find that the doubl



when understood destroys itself. Tor knowledge of experisnce rests
throughont on the applicstion of guch e criterion of non-contrediction
az =n absolute test. If such 5 eriterion were not ebsolute, then the
critic's own knowledre of experience falls. Bradley concludes from ansl-

g exemple that 'the doubt is seen, when we reflect, to be

gquestion's. That is, the critic's kmow-

t up by the usge of the criterion, and it is,

Therefore, impossible to use such lmowledre againet the criterion itself.

In every day thinking it is possible for the intellect to accept

contradiction. Uhen, however, we are enguged on a professedly intellect-

ugl enguiry, the habits of every day thoucht canmnot be accepted. Fhiloso-
phy must look upon a bare conjunction as an implicit problem. This is

the reason why a metaphysical dualism stirs the mind with apprehensions
that all cannol be well. A metaphyeical dualism presents us with two

£,

factors which are ultimaete, and ceznnolt find any ground of union in a system

beyond themeselves. In cther words, it is 2 bare ummediated conjunction

wiich thought carnot accept.

It is found, then, that we possess an absolute criterion. 4ind
any other criterion we mey have for judgement is subordinate to this ome,

for they must all be subject to the law of non~contradiction.

T4 micht be szid that such a criterion gives us no real lmoy-
ledge. If we think at all, our thinking must not contradict itself, but

for knowledpe about any matter we require more then bare negation. The mere
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ebsence of contradiction in the real is no positive knowledge sbout the

4ny euch argument ie based on the possibility of bars negation,

uhich ie no poesibility at all. There must besome positive ground for
the negation of & prelicale. Consequently, if I say that the real does

nol contradict itsell, T am not making = statement about nothing. In fact,

rezl heg 2 positive aspect which removes the possibil-

If ihis vere not so, I could not make any negative

be stated in ancother form. The

~
o

Thie objection, however, me;
criterion itegelf is no doubt positive; bui for ocur knovledge, and in =ffect,

~negative. 'The criterion is o basis, which serves as the

foundsotion of denial; hul, since this basis cannol be exposed, we are butb

a2
L
eble to stend on it and un=ble to see it.' DBradley admits that such an
ection ig plausible, if by the nature of rezlity we mean ite whole nature.
Put he denies that his standard gives no po ve knowledge about realit]

If the stondard existe, and rejects inconsistency, surely we must have some

pogitive knovledge.

nconsistency, then, as we have said, the

1=t

If our standaerd denies

Ha

pesitive ground upon which thie negative judrement rests must be the asser-

r« Reelity then possesses a positive cheracter, but so far

s

& determined only 2s that which excludes contradiction.

=
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Tt ic, houever, possible to say more. We have already seen that
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all appearance mugl belong to reality. For vhatever apnears is, and can-

not fall outside lhe resl. TIf we combins this with our criterion we £ind

2verything phenomenal in ¢

somehov be a unity

P ) ik L. D, 2L - 4 ) =
and self~consistent; for it cannot bhe else than reality, and veality

sveludes discord.

The real then is one in the sense that it embroces 211 Aifferences

in an inclugive har we muct noy examine the meaning of thie onenssg; and
cele whellber ocur absiract oulline of the rezl can be made more conerete.

independent reals? In shorit, is a pluralil) of reals pogsible? Such 2 plurel-
ity weuld moan a numbeor of beings not dependent on each other. Cn the ome

they would possess phen nomenal diversity, othervise they would be no-

ding. 4nd on the other, they would have to be free from external 4ig-

e as follows:

1=t

he main point of Iradley's srgument against this
if there zre irndependent reals they rust be related, if only by identity
and difference. Imt such reletions would have to be 'merely externall,

otheryise the relations would affect the termg. But as 'merely external!

relations are ruled out, there can be no independent reals. £Llso, if in-

ternal relations hold anyvhere, they must hold aerywhere. Tt is impogsible

1. 48R p. 125
2. ‘'elgevhere! is Dradley's own word.
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to hold to a plurality of reals without the use of relations, and any such

sitvation ie gelf-discrepent -- the one thing the real mey not be.

We are now in the position to say the following =bout reality.
Tyerytbing phenomenal nmust be somehow resl; snd the dbeolute must be at
leagt ag rich ap the relstive. And further, the Absolute is not ma any,

f=te

but. one real. 'The universe ie one in this sense, that ite differences

exiet barmoniously within one vhole, beyond which there is nothing.'
This ie

ormal and abstract; is it possible to say anything more concrete

aboul the nciure of the systen?

Dradley's ansver is an emphotic yes. Iuperience is the matter
which £ills up the empty outline. 'We perceive on reflection, that o be

renl, or even borely to exist, must be to fall within sentience. Sentient
’ )

experience, in ghort, is reslity, and what is not this is not resl.!
Zhere ir no being or fact outside of what is 'commonly called psychical

1
i

exictence'. PEradley ig here using psychical in the sense of pertaining
to animation or 1life, not merely mental existence. Feeling, thought and

velition are all parts of peychical phenomena.

-

The speed at which this conclusion has been reached is enouch to

overvhelm the reader. Dradley, =t least, admits that it ie a 'very serious
step', but that the test of its truth lies at hand. We are to take anything

thel could posgibly be called a fact, snd judge whether or not it consietls

i

in sentient experience. When all perception 2nd feeling have been removed

from the fact, it becomes impossible to speak of it; every fragment of ite
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metter, and every aspect of its being, is relative to this source.

When the experiment ie mede strictly, Eradley believes that we can con-
ceive of nothing but the experienced....'l am driven to the conclusion

that experience is reality!'.

Such an argument could not fail Yo invite an obvious criticism.
Let us admit, it may be said, thel experience is reslity, it is surely
1 breach of-the most elementary logle to say thet all reality is exper-

ience. .an examinstion of thie arpument mey serve to clarify Bradley's

Yeowwuadl 48 @ P
o characteristic or rela
hes been experienced i

ct thet we can ascribe to existent objects

tion of which it is not true, either that

tself by us, or that it is definable in

r relations which have been tlme experi-

, objects may rezlly, for any ’~1ng Ve can

such unexperienced characterisgtics). But
g either thai physicsl cbjects are them~

celves of er n-_e.s.l‘-.rcs of experience or that all physical objects are

expe :rienced.

Such en argument is so obwiocus that cne immediately suspects
thot there mey be more to Bradley's side of the arpument than at first
sppeare. Bradley, as I have remarked before, may be wrong on many points,

L

but o thinker of his depth and clarity doee mnot make guch elementary mig-

If we exomine Tradiey's work with any care, we find that he has

A=
COI‘.’LS'_' dered ::?1-.!.(:!‘ j_s;:a'l'n: sed Dr = E’i_l’ing‘ =] O‘t‘j ectiona IB -;..rh.e f'il“S ¥ i LECE YWe
shonld notice that he is explicii about the physical worlé existing guite

LAV v =

independently of individmel perceivers. '4 mountain ig, whether I happen

3 e 127
L Pe L

e . . . e}
2. Twing, A. C. Idealigm. Metlmen & Co., London, 1934.
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to percelve it or not.' While I do not suggest that anyone holds that

Eradley melnboine the opposite of such & position, we should, neverthel

n

be clear in regard

Dr. Tuwinets criticiem has two points. Pirst of =11 he

(\‘

[ ]

loes

not believe thel Pradley has produced any evidence to echow that g1l

phys=-
ical objeels are of the nature of experience; nor, secondly, that any
proof hus been brought forward Lo sghovw that all physiczl objects are ex-~
serience

Ixperience, we remember, is much the szme 'as given and pre-

sented foet', and such facts are slways part of a feeling-whole. Every

that there can be no merely externzl rel

mast ree Gure will be conditioned by our experience of
ite If this is

It may be objected thet our last stetement is to admit thet Twing
has a valid argument sgainst Bradley. Clearly, if we accept the faet that

o

1en phyeical objects as conditioned will
geid ebout the qualities of physiecal
even about the objects themsgslves?

to 2 consideration of Buing's secend

a, 2 =

point.

- LR ahn -

1o AGR p. BL3.



ch racteristics!s. If Dr. Bvine mean g thaet 2]l ex-

I S . 1 i T ytedion r. " 242
perience is the he is astbecking a position
I‘1_

'4 margin of experience, not the experience of any
2
11 find carnot be called impossible.' But such

€ placed in nature. And here I think we arrive

physical nuturs.

noture. Zuch 2 nature Bradley believes
centres. It is

For its existence on the possibility of external relations, it would be an
existence ndent of some perts of its constituents. UWith the
rejection 1 relations and independent reals comes the rejection
of on independent nmature. It is foolish, then, on this theory to talk

sbout what it weuld be like upart from finite centres.

Thus whatever we may think of Bradley's argument, we ere forced

it that he is not guilty of making the elementary error of converi-

1. 4 Pinite centr c is not necessarily a self, it is anyvhere expericnce
takes plice ', ceeverything or (211 but eve erything) comes in finite
centres of immediate feeling'. A&R p. 416.

2. A&R p. 243.
B~ o . . ttion 'ell exrerience is veal!
3. That is, he has not converted the proposition 'all experience 1g real

into '211 reality is experience'.



Pradley Insisbts thel in asserting that sentient erperience ic
perience is

4%
t a

Ay (I Ly s - - £ R, & ~ 5 o 3R Wi
recliiy, he ig nob endorsing the common error of dividing the percipient

o] 1 4 £ e - T T of () -

subject from the universe. g we know, the notion that the g ibject could

i e T, ) S o i S T, AT i 3 .

be independent ig incompstible both with the theory of immediste exper-
isnece 2nd hig dochrine of relations. The former mointaine thet experience

iz 2 vhole in whi

external! re

r are this. The abgolute is one gysten,

gentient experience. It will hence be

ence, vhich embraces every partisl di-

versityr in concord. Tor it cannot be less then appearsnce, and hence n

' LS . g
1

=

(e}

an f2l1l oubtside its limite.! Dwven i

e}

, which we know of, it must still

any other region than that of

gestion is impessible on Eradley's theory. TFor

L=

sentience. Iny such sug

if reality is experience, then the unexperienced would have to fall out~

.._l

s1ity, and be externally related to it.

Reality, Bradle; attempts to show, must satisfy our whole being.

v

or 1ife and %truth, besuty end goodness must all find

]

A1l our wants
fefoction in i%. While hic proof of this is very interesting, it does not
concern us here. e lmow that reslity must somehow be experience, =nd be
cre. Twery element of the universe, sengation, feeling, thought and will

mict he ineluded within one comprehensive sentience. tind the guestion

which mou ocours is vwhether really we have a jositive idea of such gen-
2

11 ¥now what we mean when we say that it is actusl?!

tience. Do we 2%t &

1. ALR p. 129.
?‘ - -{L’;.R I_‘ . 1-"..0 -



The snpver to this question turns on the meanine of 'Imowine!.
e cannot ecnsiruet absolute 1ife in its detail, nor cen we have z posit-

Tude

ive experience of ites nature. DBubt we can obtein some ides of vhat the Ab-

<
[
o)
o]
)
E_
[

colute ip like from elements within our own experience. Such an

FYm Baaid
e

differ enermously from fact, for in order to know the Absolute as it
iz, '"we chonld hove to be, anéd then we should not exist'. But the main
fenturss of the

ation ig, in the ~betract, g

The first source of such knowledre ic in feeling or irmediate
presentetion. There is a whole in which there is diversity, but which is

not perted by relations. Thig type of immediute experience was discussed

L |
L

in the gscond chapter, and there is no need to labour the point here. All

ve nzed nolice here is that such en experience serves itc indicate the

renerel idea of 2 total ernerience, where will and thought and feeling may

be one. TFor the sheolute is not merely an intellectual system. 'It (is)

M exnerience overridl ng’ every r-ne;o],es‘ of onesidednesg S and i‘-hroug_hou‘t it
1

ic at once intuition end feeling and will.' iAnd so an experience of a

finite centre may give us an indicotion of its nature.

The gecond source of such knowledge is the relational form of
thought which roints everyvhere to & unity. 'It implies a substantial
lotality beyond relations and above them, a whole endeavouring to realize

iteelf in their detail.?

If we gather these experiences into one, they supply us with a

bl AP
- AER e 200-

2. 1ibid p. 141.
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a

dea of a uwnity which transcends,

=
5

pogitive idea. We gein from them the
yel contaling, every manifold appesrance. These exemples supply not an
experience, btut an abstract idez, an idea we make by sbstracting given
elemente. 'We can form the generzl idea of =n sbsolute experience in
which phenomenal distincilons ere merged, a whole become immedizte 2t a

hirher store without losing any richnesc.!

b | &

2: In the last section of this chapter we obtained an idea of
the hictoriczl backsround for any srpument for the Absolute, as well as
on indication of the nature of Bradley's argument for the one reality,

‘he chiraschter of this re2lity. Here we ore Lo exanmine some of the
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of viev th=n hes been our practice in former

chapters. Then we will discuss the question of how thought can know reasl-

L ]

ity. Thirdly we will elcborzte on this problem by discussing Bradley's

%2a, 411 thinking we are told in ippesrance ie judging, end judge-

0 L :

ment is the predication of an idezl content of reality. Thus thourht is

L ALV =

szid to he predicative and relational, end so the theory of thought which is

sresrnted here is much closer to the first than the second edition of the

-

“rincinles. Thought is seid Lo live in the distinction between the

"

hinking is declared to be the predication of

]

hat and the that, and ©

tnivorsale of existence. In ne judgement could the subject and the pre-

dicate be the same Tecause one element is a "thing' and the other an

:::.‘ ‘:;]a =
2 endix III. pp. 105-10E.
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apain, ol the end of Lopezrance he says that while a1l thinking ig relationa

~

not 11 relations ere the work of thoug

It might be argued that vhile

it ie true bhot idealitly produces thoucht we have no right to eseribe te Brad-
ley this Hegelian sort of objective amic, and in suppert of this view it

1t be pointed oul that in the guotation above he speeks of the 'given

Pinite', =nd in the next sentence says that 'the essentizl nature of th

D

g character should slide

f its existence'. I admit thet this is a d@ifficulty, but

hen whal choracterictics sre possessed by thot which is
not lmown, =nd how could we Imow it? I shall discusg this below, but for the
time being I think vwe may toke it that Bradley meant that 2]l eppearance,

cr mowm or not, was in econtradiction. Indeed, if he 4id not mesn thig,
That is, if it ie only our thinking

P S,

relationzl way that breaks up the unity of the felt reality,

[

me in which we think, called appearance?

ot the work of thought, for while thought
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iz involved in ideality it ie only one espect of it, not its source. Think

vas the attempt to close the gap made by the activity of ideal-

1o

ity, =nd it seeks to do this by pushing the self transcendence of the finite
to its uttermost == that ig, it seeks to evolve a system of content which
would be 2 complete reflection in thought of reality. Pul hecause thought

cen never nerfectly articulate the given, and because there is alwaye a part

& ()

of reality beyond its system, thought is forced to recognize i

[=4

o 28Rt Chapter IV.
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orced to rezlize that 3t cen never inelude the that

=

thet 1t carmotl et beyond mere ideas and arvive at reslity. If thought
ceazed to be relotional and discursive it would cease to be thought, and so

t does not

(=03

Drodley saye that the truth belongs to existence, but as such

exist == that it shows 2 dissection but never an actusl life.
Bradley would thus seem to be committed to holding the follow-
ing poeition. Ideality ies an aspect of all eppesrance whether it ig being

thought about or not; but truth can only result from subjective zetivities,

or briefly, realily produces thought, bubt thinking preduces truth. In so

O * 2 by B 2 N 2

thought as ideality we have the objective dyneamic of Hegel,
1

truth we hoeve the Fentian iden

gubjecte.

Fie consideration also reflects on his idea of system. Thought

seeke to articulate in = coherent and comprehensive mammer the nature of an

inconeistent riven. In doins this, in seeking to give to reality a charzcter
in which it can rest, is thought showing forth  the nature of reality in en
idesl form, or is it, in the mamnner of a Kentian idea, thinking this way be-

Thaas

couse this is the way we have to think if we are to think at all? Iradley
would say ‘that the former alternative is the correct one, and so he calls

truth 'an idesl exprescion of the universe', but as we ghall see below there

are di

Tirst of all when Dredley speaks of truth as belenging to exist-

ence, what Joes existence meen? If it means the extended world of espace

2 ¥ i S L 3
a with the view that there are

e

md time, it is difficuli to reconcile th

f course, shared by almost everyome else, but see page 3.




that is, if the world of understanding with its either-

or is here intended, and truth is said to be zhout this vorld, then how

3

cevld there be deprees of truth? A judrement wvould have fo he either true

or falge. Ior, certoinly, es for as the understending is concermed, modal-

WMeralnd b L SRR A

o

ity eppiice Lo thinking, not %o things., But, on the other hand, 1f he does
not mean the verld of gpace and dime, vhat does he mean? He eannot intend
thit existence meens ideality, because pert of ideality is thought, and
while 1l Joes not foliow necessarily from this that thought exists, to
lagt Tradley would have to szy that eristence mespns that

We of how theurht knows
in so far as thought is confired to quality-relalicnal

the 1ncond?

hourht is confronted with a datum =-- something it thinks abhout,

5T I tries to moke thie datum intellipible. NWow the intellect cannot do
thie completely, because it is confined to quality-relational, wedicative

did ever succeed in making the datum completely intellipgible

it would heve & ground identical with its predicates, and theres would be ne

- x o 3 LI AT Ty 2 )
more thought. TYet still thought has this ideal of rendering the daium com

pletely intellirible end of overcoming contradictions.
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Ie thie ideul, 2 mere idesl =~ o regulative idea == or is it

nere again ve can £ind two snswers in

o S P e T = iz poa. AL LT e - ; .
idecd reali: ihis ig not spurprising, for he saye in ¢ foolnote 'I mey
o 1 ) 1. 1 [ T (ol i e b g, . & L]
mention that in g I om, perhaps even more than elsevhere, indebt~
1
ed te Hegel'. This reulized ideal would be a 1 which 'would te o gelf-

s T : . o R ¥ . P b R S = A - foan
enLLAELE aXid EiTTNesis oX the in velleet dtgelf P Vi R =1f. By

snd enalysice.esdis celf-exnlication. 4And
i

R

s i T wanYm gm el oy o sl s S » oy = = ~ R VY army
being, substance and syster, thelr reason, rround and principle of divers-
2

ity in unity'. This is in fect identical with Hegel's conception. J4gain

s

not counting the

there carmot

Yet tlis camnct be zo for feeling ig not eplirit, and so vwe are

a mere idesl, =2 reslity which

v

e
m

sy vosition that the ideal

Chaplter XXIV.

1 3=
)

- 4LR p. 507 (Appendix Note 4)
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moment of immedizcyr, it is discursive and rele tional, and so it cannot be

o prine
S

the idexl of thought we

should hzve to adoy

I‘_,

t, as ve have geen, a way of thinking 'in which ihe whole
1

erences immanent in each difference!.

-
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of rexlily was a system of its

4

But if thoughl ever achieved this goal it would heve to combine those
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in feeling is there a

knmowing snd being in cne; Bradley has distinguished thought from this, and

in go doing hae excluded thought from the Absolute which is to setisfy

thought.

2b. Dradley is ncot unawere thet this presents z difficulty for
his system, and in Appearance we find him arguing thet because the goal of
thoupht ig not thought, he ic not comitted to holding the thing-in-iteelfl.
Fere he iz at histrilliant and witly best arguing as an Hegelian. He re-
peats the arpument that if the thing-in-itself iz unlmoweble it must be pre-

0
=
{h

eserve the neme. 'But, if it were not lmowable, we could not

such a thing ever existed. It would be much as if we said

mow

"Since all my faculties ere totally confined to my garden, I cannot tell

if the roses next door are in flower"... If the theory really were true,
2

Then it must be imposgible.!

We mey meke two remarks about this, one of & general naiure, &n

a4
L1

the other with specisl reference to Bradley. The criticism implies that the
& d

thing-in-itself wes First posited and then telked about, but is it not

rather the case that, for Kant at any rate, il is what one is forced to ac-

a e
1. BSee Chapter V pp. 154-155.
2+ AR p. 111.



cept becrupe of the nuture of knowledge. 'Knowledge being of this nature, then
there is mors te reality then T can Jnow.' The limitation is on the =ide
of lmowledps, rather thin reality. To uge Bradley's garden, it is that

see over the wall, but heving encugh sense

to realize this we » deny the garden on the other side -~ although we

don't pretend to be able to prove its existence. The second reémerk is

or =rainet the thing-in-itself, have any Import?
we 1ike them or net, &b least are consistent and make sense. It is

) = A et o |
to be sure about Bradley's.

e can gee this T locking at the chapter on thought and reality
fea T reality is more than

‘o deny the thing-irn-itself is not to

The question we must exemine is

, which will not be thought can yet be

thourht bout. Hig discussion is complicalbed becausge he iz trying to argue

egpingt both Kant and Hegel. Ye seeks to show, on the one hend, that be-

czuse all reslits is not thought, it does not mean thal realily carnot be
n ohject of thoucht: and on the other that this object is not the thing in

itself. Ve ghall briefly recapitulate the anti-Fegelian arguments before

+1 Lanta

foing on to exemine those directed against Ka

Cal 4% ol o .."ﬁ';-'.'
P 50/, where he mentions Schopenhaver's theory ol ‘inlel

o De 2949 : :
-~ ll = -1 r..: T - ‘!". |" l _:-‘ Y ”
<o SR pe 147. pereeption



If, in asserting reality to fall within thought ‘you mean thet
in reelity there g nothing bul thousht your position is untenable!. To

show 1this he makes a distinction betvieen reflecting and

Adigtinetion is only 2tible on the Kantion view that mere supposing is

1
possible, and that judgement is only predicative -- so he uses Kent = gainst
Hepel. Yoyever, he mekes the distinctiecn, and then asks us to 'Reflect

as long ag you please, operate on the subject of it to
v desire, tut then (when you have finiched) make an

111 find that beyond the content

for sver be a gomething which

ig not =n metuszl ides, "esomething vhich ms such a difference toyow think-
3
in~ thot without it you have not even thought completely!.
The idez of a perfect thought which agreed perfectly with its
reality ie -- Dradley said in this context -- uwnmeaning. The argument is
thet 2g judeement ie necessary for thought (having just gone to some trouble

vithout judging ) 2nd zs the abgence of ary differ-

s guech &

s

erce necessitates the zbeence of thinking, then granted there

rence the subject must for ever be beyond the predicated content.
The whole basis of this argument is thet thought, being relationsl cnd dis-
cursive, carmot contain feeling. '...feeling belongs to perfect thought,

or it does not. If it does not, there is one side of existence beyond

thiought. But if it does bLelong, then thought is different from thought

discursive and relational. To make it include immediate experience, its

character must be transformed. It must cease to predicate, it muel get

1. Eee Chupter IV, p. 121 el geq.
P A .J,» Pe .IA.P
3 - .|.L.'1LL-
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beyend mere relations, it must reach something other 4han truth. Thought
in 2 word must have been ebgorbed into e fuller experience. Now such an

experience may be czlled thought, if you choose to use that word. BPBut if

any one elee prefers another tewrm, such as feeling or will, he will be

Having thus disposed of Fegel by means of Kent, he then turne
his gune on the Critiecal philosophy. 'It micht be argued that the connec-

tion of thourht and fuclt in the ubsolute is the thing-in-itself, and that

it mekes thourht lmow what ls essentially unlmowshle.! In the pages that

¥l

Tollew Trudley fzils to provide very much of on answer to this arsumen

=

irgt he argues thot the Lbgolubte does neot exist apart from
discursive form. Here the ground has already been ghifted,

end inetead of thought being merely relational, the idea of the objective

in and through thought, begineg te appear. The
ibselute, he then says, includes thourht and feeling in an harmonious
union, and the nature of this union is suggested to us by iimedicte ex-

perience, which is a unity of feeling and knowing.

m

thot the only thing which would satisfy thousht would be a non-relational
individusl whole, and because reality ilself is not thought but feeling
1s vhole must be of 2 sentient character; but, thern, how can thought

verfection'? Bradley's answer is that because thought
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it, it connot be foreigm. 'Thought desires for its content the
churacter ywhich mekes reality. These features, if reclized would destroy
mere thought; and Lence they sre an other beyond thought. But thought,

nevertheless, c-—"n desire them, beczuse its content has them glready in zn

incomplete form.!

This dig 2 good try, but it really will not do, because it as-~

sumes thet the Absolute can be apprebended in 'vague
prineiple! =~ if not in detail. Bul can it? Surely

T

we are ""I'.I“" Cc,—-. {‘Ic
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f the nllim=ie reality. DBut how con immedizte experience be knouledge,

feelin~ as known must be on object, if it is not 2n object then thourht

ruet be more than relational and discursive, or else feeling ig not knovne.

Tradley would agk why it should be different, and if we zllow this ag re~
ropde Tinite feeling, then we mast say that the Lbsolute cemneot be like
firite feeling, becuzuse the absolute is not a union of thought and feeling,

vz theurht snd fzeling, bub en experience in which thought hes comm
sticide, and in wvhich feeling is cbsorbed into a higher unity -- it is &

nev experience, something which is different from anything we can know or

wrperd ence.

We can put it this way. IF thought reflecting on immedirte ex—

1
N 5.'“-;-‘.6 JJC“.L II.




it were not =2n object for such thonpht, then thousht would he more

o L AN K B

nerecterized in

thing-in-iteelf. Mor cin e gay that feeling thinke, becsuse for think-
iz necessary.)
Fow tren does Eradley hold his belief in the Lbsolute? The

> i P S N L S IR A e, = — - £ B L b | [ 5 LI
1e thet abgolute reality ic such that it doss not contradicet itself. This
. 2 1 A ;
ip proved absolute by the foek to deny it or sven to

pe e = o N N
Tmaals S v e - = —_—] 1,_-.1__,1
LOUDL 17Cs We Lecenl LGS ‘-..l-.,_.LUI""i

1 g

1o charaeterize the tneconditioned.

because thought cennot include Ffeel~

ing, t ie confined tc guality-relational thi us cannok
Trron igs But surely this will not
Ao dAnldng is ¢ 2bout sometlhing, then ap Kant
teck some %o point out, thought does not possess a real use. In fact

. W 3 Y B B T * 3
radley's abeoluie i no more comprehensible tham the thing in itsgell, 1T
ig only an ‘ought to be', and whether it in fact ig, we have no wey of deter-

mining.

[ ]
»
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;

bee supra pps 211-212.
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firde contr

LAl

Cictions does not

confined to gusl

yonuld overcone

verls of thought?

In Note A of ippearance, on 'Contradict

thet he does not find

rontrediction which makes the distinciion between

[1hate

o bautology, for all thought irvelves synthesis and

el

ory whole. Thus there is no contradiction in the usual

sufficient ground, any two &t elities mzy be seen to be compatible.

diction is define

‘he oenly guestion I would

treated as enalytic for it manifests

s few aceurats commente on Bradles 7y hag sal

o

4, the dizlectic

ion end the Cenirary!',
4

the view of the lav of

what
e tut ie not. The lav does not

there could be no thought. Thus the law

n

t necessary 1o

[T}
r_l.
I-fq

could never he

forbid diversity,

does not expregs

forth the nature of

e

analysis. As for Herel

reality, =nd as synthetic in its attempt to reconstitute a more satisfact~

sense because piven

A
Contra~

d 4n the following way. 'A thing cannot withoub intermal



dictinelion be two different things, snd differences cannot belong o

the same thing in the same point unless there is diversity. The zvpesrance
w L e T ot
1
of such union muy be fact, but it is for thourht a contradiction.

Tt would seem from this thet facts are to be taken as possessing
the "motter! of contrediclion or as being potentially contradictory, but
thoug] a
few pares later e

Y

e gelf-contrary
Junctions, when in order
thout an internal
theurht demands to go

bles in a gystenm,

Contradiction
we might say only appears when thought attempts to teke the given as given,
withoui finding the ground necessory for uniting these contraries in an

s ie so why does Bradley repeatedly say

- o g e e o o] S8 L
harmoniocus system. Eut if th

the given reality is inconsistent? If thought is about an cther, why

is it s2id that the other ig inconsistent?

thet contraries are in & gense made, but what

(]

nckes them? Thought or ideality? If, as we decided ideality is objective,

Then it might be supposed that it produces contbradicticns, then contradiction

ic objective; and as though to substantiate this he saye that 'contradictions
exict (sie) so far as internsl distinction seems impossible, only so far as

R Note &, p. 501.
2+ 4ibid Note &, p. 505.
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the diversities are abtached to one unyielding point assumed, tacitly or
exprasely, b be incuapable of internal diversity or externzl complement...

-

vhere we find contradiction, there is something vnlimited and untrue which

invites us Lo transcend it'. This seems teo imply that sppeersnces gus

".'._. -.( aranNcesy are ocon

redictory, and indeed if 1% was not =0, how could any-

1ing be celled 'appearance'; that is as orposed to merely our thinking
sbout appearsnce. Dub even if conirzdictions do exist objectively how can

&+ Fa

1 thinking, with no moment of intuition, hope to kmow in

whnt moxner the objective contradictions of appearance are reconciled in

- P, TR [Fo AU o SRR . —— —_ Lo o A iy o o P - < R, A 1a

the abeolute? Lnd 1f, gz was gaid before, they are ne mors than the

e Ty e B v SRS G Ry BT B Rl alh gwalose e Ha ety
COMUPLOIcTions 0L CUr GALNKINE, LIen LAe laeal oL greoen fgt LRI On

long chapter in the following way. Ve began

the

ch

B seinting ont thet we were faced with the question of whether or no

idezl of thought was rezl or not. Thought as we saw from the Princinles

ol

derended a whole, and so we begen by exemining whet sort of arguments

coul? he used to denonsirate the reality of this whole. These we found

J__ iy AU IR 5, 1

~"1We, but that g

uere either of a cosmological or an ontological

depended on the latter for any velidity

fai

Hepells use of the ontological argimen

~ . . g g A
thou~tit and beinr end Bradley's difficulties with this interpretatvion.
ourtith and being end Bradley

theory of

2 - . | L -~ T [t - ailirons
snd reality, and his argument for +the existence of the Absoluie.
ditsr, and hig
. . e ST P2 5. L o L E -~ S0 P
Tn ihe second section we dealt in detail with the guestion of the
g m
Le _'.,L'__{ J'..")- ;'-'O;Ja






HEGEL JND THE KMOWLEDGE OF REALITY

oo

f Kant's re CL.J_(“H of '"]"L"’“r‘";l‘:f_lc,‘-'_,

LLE RATICHLOTL .

distinction
:'-l enen 'L CJ.

wod LI o -
Yet, the final

5
hese czterories are Lo be found and ,j st
found in the classification of judge-
to thirk =n object, the varioug modes
of thought. ! if we ask Kant vhere
rms of judgement as necessary, thoet is,
stion, he has no ansver. Yﬂ_t t‘ytis is
.0 be capable oi‘ prov:ng anything at all,

1 ec %ty of proof 'and if it proposes to
u,ration, ts first care should be to give a ress-
2

nd to sgee that it is meceseary'.? In thie

. - =
2CTT~naT L:%.I'a

whatever may be said in defence of a theory of cate~
howm hic own system to be necessary.

\gain, Fepel criticizes Kant's theory of the categories as only
: ad the merit in

sn accurate description of the tendency of all

(=8

"
(Tuks iufr, although necessary for us. he latter's view he
5
o wnderstand the world. 411 such attempts, he says,
sitive reality of the world, and 'crusghing

3 *voz’d, tidealizing! it. This is only an extre-

it sppear

hs that the results of Kani's efforts 3
$ion hed not cost Kenlt much effort; bech mee Tio-

15 though the deduc
craphically the statement is wrong.

2. Incy. 42.
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£

vagent way of srguing Kentls point that the meny must be brou “hit under
concepts Lo be ught. Yel to regard the categories only ‘tas 2 part
of ourselves mncl_ geem very odd to the natural mind'. It is not % Hegel
meens -1'0 wc;er‘l' they are civen in E“.'-I‘.'SE';"'LJ..OT;, Fume and
tL_ L be-c-'»v.se such c=

o1

=y

e

necessari Tollow wact Lhey 7 s and not cham
of" the t el ant held L_ at “ 3 1t so am
cet vr‘o..'i .J Ve 3 ] ]

other

knowable of 211 thinge.

u £ thought, end this being the case
ressing the nature of things as they are.
o

le _.b Glu'te -~ the categories cannot define
threugh them.

e
o
in
C]

erpues apainet the thing-in-iteelf along the fo'? owing lineg.
ssee the notion of objectivily when we leave out gll that
consciousness nakes of it, all its emctional aspects, and all pecifi
:"fc“v“’-f' of s this le he utter abstraction of total emphiness.
The $ldn in it c thou The negative charact-
a

of ¥ant's cate~

: bi
~ories. ual remarl thot we
do net ko ¢ nothine ve can

ie important Lo grasp the zbove vhether we agree with it or
~ecepted the letter of these argumente, but not their spirit
although object for us are sepzrated by an ime

"-iw*-'r-it::elf as 1t exigts apart from kl'lOi-.?l:,.f—.‘.'-_.;
. a held that 8 35!
Met, of course, the ‘!:-’ UE"‘T & tineide h;r head', for .Jm,g‘,-

‘_~

deal more then this., It is thoupht which constitutes
things are, is % oug k. EKanbt held that a belief

teelf was necessary, becsuse, among other reassone, he

d which would continue whether or not there were human
rme of intuition end the categories, and the thing-in-
r7 as to the nature of this world. i that K\.rt
1ine the phencmenal world phenomepal, but not hecaus
iy=itself hiding behind appearances, but because th

we have dircet consciousness sre merely phenomernal, 'not
own neture!.? In and through all phencmenz is

s f-"or-e has permenence, and perfect

. because thought in the end has n

D
th

ks
- N 45.
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18 Adam and Tve were at i
o lﬁckrn created a oyﬂ)o
The former s‘"‘ue could i

he f211, knowledge, to overco“le the dlvis‘-on it had created.
"The harnoniousness of ehildhood is a gift from the hand of nature: the
feoonr“ hermony must spring ,f‘rom the lebour and culture of the Q_W'L"J'T_.‘/f
‘egel's vi ew h:if_. rs from the Catholic conception of the fall in that he
Laﬂ. ieves that it is wrong to i, ink of the I‘:r.rs-t stage as the right ctate
f211 came from solicitation from outside. Origine

1+ Iney. 43.
2. ibid. 13.
3¢ 3bid. 2.
4 ibid.
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he repult on the aetlon of the first man, but it is inherent in the

P p— Aegn 04, Lgeent 3N : - = -

very nuniure of the spirit of man to be evil, to be divided apzinet it~
celf, Lo act cg though it were only 2 ¢hild of nature. )

1

ind then, from the point of view both of t

the to recongtitute its owm shattered ha
and armeny vhich is higher than the i‘irr::“-;
all ts of the disruption.

is this disruption and 1“C"llﬁ?‘ ef‘
b or life, wherever snything

e dizlectic is at ”orf.

lencs twards 1 hich <

‘_‘t-‘:':

-

ie 1g because we heve intuit-
and releticnal with no
:'_;s: menent of immediacy. This
. -.LO\.l_{”“-“Tf.- hed no other. If
would net be capakle of ueging any-
vill bhe made clesrer vhen ve examine
shall see how Hegel reviced Kent's

L1

Ty the unconditioned, but its
11y employed, ies negative.
inite feotr:, and go can give
3 that Kent wes right as far as
g negetive uee of rezson in the follovwing
reason is the strug ity +

B to bresk up the rigidity to
mich the vnderstanding has reduced everything'.® Kant was thus rlgho

-l

in emphasizing the finite cheracter of 211 conditions of the wnderstending,
and in celling these appearance, bubt was wrong in limiting reason to

this I‘;EE{_“;;-iV‘-‘ use, to thig 'negative self-identity'. The real as in-
finite is not a stepping stone beyond the understending, but absorbs the
finite into its own nature. Again Kant T'estowed the idea '"to its proper
dienity' as a thing distinet from ebqtrac‘[. analytic determinations cor

from ; sib He never got berond its

negat ! is not!'.

: e natural propensity of the mind impels ue, aec-
t, to trr to examine the object of reason, the thing-in-

7 T T o
1. nc i ‘Bl
2., ibid. 32.
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"Ories.
o ‘the uncon-
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cannol do this as we have only the Ffinite ca
Lion of the attempt to apply the catepories

-

;_—{~ fJ

again did nol proceed sufficiently far. In the anti-
wole, il wag wrong to emphasize *uc negative result only.
Kant, srises when two oppoglie propositions ere main-
he seme object, srd in guech a way thet escel of them has
>d with egual necessity. FKant concluded from thig that

1wese statements cannot be ) kneown, because snything

he controdicted with a prop hmulcn OI equal valioi'
attaches not to
=k

The Xantizn asntinomies, says Hegel, arec an important vart of

-
L¥ [ ties were chiefly responesible for the dowm-

revions ebcrhrslcs. To introduce the idea that contra-

wrj+ia 1 philesophy, for they
J‘ o S
i ineviteble was to meke one of the

rilosophy. TYet the HolLt.cn ﬁo the pro-
the questions w The

knowing at 2l1l. The mele for this
L !r'-'n,]C -bj C‘L"L_..h

contradictory

Te
Kl il TR f M =
Purther observ:tions

¥ant srrived at the view that there were four antinomies tgf
i But =& ueeper study o

Fcrrowing from his
{ : Reagon shoug....

then, do not 8 thet we cennot kmow the ob-
Lt » that these objects are themselves contra-
ties in with Hegel's view, that the essence of things

hie 211 ti ?
znd becousge of this there is no thinking thet is not knowing,

i
t mey be. Fegel in fact dees vhat Kant was

.1

The true solution of the antinomies is te recognize Thet the op-
torv apd necesesary to the vame sublsct,

ALl ol

poged determinations are contradictory

1. TFnecy. 42.
e Lulaw 205

gories of modality back in the worlid, and not
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dizlecticsl cons

*Lherr, and the
of the dialectic, with its
ither th esis nor the antithesis are
th in our thought end in the Idea.
tate and mediste we will
v the results we have so far

rels

or
conerete
de

.
thought cense. The extrenme Luborv on the o*mo.,;l'r» =ide ig
Tional. Thic theory holds that we can experience the infin Jz—
tut ve cannot 11311: it z

Tindite and

ruth.

tiieory then argues th:t because we do in fact experience
thi c—;hpemu.c must b? Inowledge of an immediate and in~

£
e do not need to examine Hegel's ecriticiem of this point

-i}ai'l but only notice the result. He accepts the fact that

tu:'.'t Ve T:no 'fedgc, ond this, in the mebtephysical sphere

hat Tthe Trfaulte, the Cternal, the Cod which is in

it asserts thalt in our consclousness there is

ably bound up with this idea the certainty of its
ertainty was the b_._;s of the ontologiczl proof

! ttempt to articulate an experience, or
the present con L,e:{'t, to mediate the immediate.

h T immediccy is not, however, confined solely to
metaphysical thinking, but is found in ell thought. This can be seen
from & coneideration of our owm thinking. It is a common experience theat
truths widieh we know i;o 'be the result of a complicabted and highly mediot-
1 train of thought, present themselves Lml“eﬂ-vately and without effort to

&(
the mind of o man who is fv*u.;mv with his subject. 'The facility we
attain in any sort of knowledge, art, or technical eywevbre.;.s, consiste in

having the perticular knowledge or kind of action present in our mind in

1. L.Ls 205.
2. ibid 211,



immediate in our very limbs,
cages the 1nneﬂ130J does not
it. Agein, arTvirn,w 4%

rather nre .

in

e seed of the parents are immediz

the c¢hild is concerned. But thou gh the seed znd
el

Jl‘-’

e

L
immediate, they sre in their turn generated; and
ot : prejudice Lo the mediation of its existence, is, as
= s Or ';~ﬂr, the fact that T em in Bdinburgh is
medicted by my having made the journey here.
mmadis ktowleﬂfe affirme the unity of being and the Idea,

it doez i

,.!.
1t it ie in error when
£ 1s not solely a

s, a urﬁ“y wh:.cTh is infetefﬁin te and
ig shown to have truth only as mediated
of mediation ies invol ved in the very im-
only the undergtanding ﬂ}ﬂen tﬂICP the

&d
\cpe1ess task of reconcil-
=

.
18 Zpain & mere

c} from it

“F ﬁirror, and t‘ "ea_mfeé
we desire to kmow it
°hﬁﬁ ie, ag we say, we
hey seem to be, the image
Lein behind Wl icL eSEENCE

’_., ....

We sgy, for e«aﬁvjp,

he be Aave“

from this example that immediszcy is not ﬁnatrw?ai
at the same time preserved. Thus To say that
dernies the immediacy of the event, but nct hig
=
14 f‘:‘w.'J
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Chapter VITT
TRUTH

'In commonlife truth mesns the agreement of an object with
eption of it. Ye thue presuppose an cbject 4o which our
( confﬁrm. In the ; _ﬁlocoﬂnlcﬂl sens= of the word,
eneral zhetrect trww;,

We have now come to the end of our enculry and our task here
is to erystellize the preceding discugsione into the doctrine of truth.
We will skow how the Aduzlisgtic element which we found Imelicit even in

¢it in the Principleg of logic, was

never overcome, sznd that while, pertly on sccount of Dosanguet's critie-

-y

&1, he rejected the correspondence theory of truth, nonetheless his
theory is nobt Hegelian. UYe will undertake this discussion in four parte,

begirning with a discucsion of Kant's explicit theory of truth as corres-

pondence, end 1, by concidering his doctrine of the Ideas of Reason,
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show how & cervaein version of th

-

Kant, Wext we will examine Fegel! h belongs to the

w
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2
e
L
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object and is @ value. Eradley's own theory will be our next concern,
and we will show how it partekes of both Kanlian and Hegelian elements.

Lastly we will try to show that while the letter cof Bradley's philosophy

is al times obscure, nonstheless the spirit or motive which led to

e difficulties was one from beginning to end.

In the Criticue of Pure Reascon Kant says that

definition of truth as 'the agreement of lmowledge with
i

assumed =28 grm‘ted'. He then goes on to say thet a general criterion
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In the sections where Kant speaks of 'truth' he is concerned
with outlining his thcories on the distinction of formal snd trenscend-

ontal logic, bul what we need notice here is that if all knowledre is the

re«cull of the co-cperation of serse and understanding, then, a propos-

ition of the understanding will, if true, exhibit a correspondence be-

o

ecn eobject and concept, but this relationship is a result and not the

~oand of the statemert': 18
Inowleadre a be gald Lo correspond le P the rectilt of 2 1 net-
ol g, and only = of this can we experience it and use i%
1 ehject to tesd iong of the mnderstanding. Tt g net, th
ic, a gimyle matter of sayring the nind reproduces or reflecls an external
orld, for thls world == ¢ oUED hag received its form frem
2 My = monns 4l "lC‘-" Zve evnresced 7n the LI
. ™ . ; 1 &Y oresged h
informelion® thei 3 before formael logic cen have anything

result of a process of concept and sense. A fact

is o faet only because we heve mede it so.

te e nots . Twmzes because in a sense

that 'ingide' this worls
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of reclity. It 1 only if we have the empiricist's view of objectivity
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fet we eon pay Thol & Theory wideh involves mind in the construction of

It mirht be arpued thet sg there is more to thoupht the
curinr of the objective world, then there mey be facts in the® werld :Mich
ré net mind depencdenis IV be claimed thet this is what Kant meant
to cell attention te in hie distinction between judgements of perce

M-

The former 'reguire no pure conceplts of the

:he logical connexion of perception in a thinling

ort of judgement might be

n “le of 2 fact independent of mind. DPut even the fatement 'when the
L
them. This means thet no matter how arbitrary a fact may seem tc be, for

it to be a fsct at 211 involves it in the eystem of the




Fent, as we have said, distinguiched between resson znd mnder-
etending. The former orders, by meuns of principles, that orde:

1 - - B e, - P o d =9 K] . . -
the understanding has secured by means of rules. What we wish to do now

! Te
b
@
H
;",'.
O
ok
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L ta
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e
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]
e

iip, admitting
3. LA i 5 L P L o - o 7 =
ile may be Lo gwress one aspect of Kant unduly. Thet is, what

ollows i¢ not meant Lo be put forward as the only irnterpretation of

nly be found in his writinge,

o (=

Tt is rezcon's demand Tor the urconditioned whrich reveales the

il ebueen phenomens and noumena, thus showing the limits of the
empirica) weorld. It folleus from tlis e have ifezl g alkove
bhe eataro ie hich to a2 wniiy or systen the manifold
Inevdedye of ling. The idealistl ivterpretution of these

ideus iv that They wre ug recegsary for exwperience z: the gategories.: Thet
ig, if there iz no syesten save from the ideas. then the cetegories em-

systematically only il we are going

=

to resgon, bul rather thot experience and the employment of understan:

are possible only becouse r eason demends gysten. Nothing can exis? or be
conceived save as fitled into & gyetem whick gives it meaning and decidep

a8 to ite truth.

by}

Thie interpretation is certainly at least a possible one, and is

borne out especially in the chapter on the repulative employment of

ideas. !'The law of reason which requires us to seek for (thig) wnity, ic



2 necesesary J it we ghouid heve no resson at a&ll, =nd

| 1

P NP RPe e s T B PO PP . PR I SeSl Ay ()
PLOyTEN . Ol Lhne undersiancing, &nc 1n tias
P MERC | -,
Croiterlion e LEAEON . ..
.
&
'
-
T+ "‘--.'“:. asr A lin e E ol 1] =
awish HARLEY ey G germe 0L one cohierence
g £ et Ty s & g T s | 5 DA 3 L i ]
HEOTE OL TIURLL Iy De Iouna In Af Enovledre and truth regquire
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a5 been formed under reason's desire for unity, - a desire

wileh finds expression not in a vain plea, tut in & commend.

2« In Ilerel we have the first explicit exposition of the co-

herence theory of tru &g we have seen certain agpects o

Hegel belongs to the object, =nd

each of these points.

-

Motion in Generzl.

and sesence a8 its thesis and antithas

=t Criticue &
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{HanNG are 11 e end

rearance, The truth

L e s

which connot egtablicsh & correspondence bebueen

untrue idea. If truth iz to be applied

sven more gonerally, on Rent's owm view of thought

the Critical Philogophy? Hegel then adds for rood meagure

untrue are things-in=themgelves which do not correspond to

A=

correspond with r
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to imagine a mors trenchant and apt criticism.
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criterion of

brought under the categories it
oesible to acgl for
the opposite reason

¢ite correspondence,

point that truth

-consciousness,

for Hepel value i

ok

i

o

e I

escpounds

truth outlined in the

supposed to be talking

he content

<l

1wotion, to this sanm

self-conccioucness.

-

notion to the degree in which it is

(‘

—---—-.-—L—

nrevious

b of cognitior
widich econshin
content

3

2

truth

becense lecking

notion of anything is its good, and

so to the degre

(=0

&)



=25 S

true nature; and in £¢ realizing its end it echieves welue. Thie does

4 PN 5 S Mmoo, e 5 DL . LR s fr e AL g A oyl PR o -
not mean that there is a gelf stending in abstract isclation over zgainst
a world of objecltes and thst llegel wishes ue to igmore the latiter and

gtudy only the fermer. This would be to adopt the hears! stendpoint of
he wmderstanding with ite either~or, The self and the world zre corrsl-

the werld T live in. Ey studying 2
certain kind of world, and living in it as my enviromment, I develon my
} in o cerbtain vay. 4Aund conversely the world ie the world of my mind:

I gee In iU what I am able o cee, and understand it to the degree

my povers enable me te do so, =nd thus I determnine my world es it deter-
nines me. Thus an abelraet psyeholory which would giudy mind irrespective
__ I
cwes to the world is =& unphilosophiesl as the ontolegy whigh
£ [y '."‘—1
an Self

AT O I o | i O
Lile ONLy comoletely 1
- L

'.se.The trve object is not concealed bhehind the ogtensille as

ol £l .

so, the elaboration of the veil could bul mole

. .
behdind a wveil.

or sclence would be the pri=zen-houre of

the world only resulied

the self=Trustrated mind whose very effort tc see

3

cker and thicker erust of i11lusion. But the

.
_'J

in a th

Uncder yon epicder-webs Iying.

It ie the mind itself. 4And thus the external world is nct = weil batween

D
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b

pletur

)

it ond its objects, bul
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ivity. Tt 'must not merely be considered as o cood which muzt be

3 o o E A 3 - -~
and subjective world, not mere

theme slve

jte
[
n

thet end, or conversely, in so far as they ars p

=ir notdon is epplied
sotunl things do nol

znd wntruth. In so

= L2 m T -

csome degree to its notion.

synthesis i3 == whether of finite or infinite, identity and difference, or
idezl and real Hore we have an explicit statement of the doctrine of
deprees of reclity and truth. 4L degree of reality is at the some tine a

degree of truth, and o degree of truth 2 derree of reelity. It is import-

ent to keep this last in mind vhen one reads, as one often does, that the

coherence theory is a theory of the coherence of propositions.

This gives us at lesst a preliminary insight into Hegells view

of truth. The wbsclute Idea as the reasoneble notion is reality which co-
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incides with itself. It is a thinking and 2 lmowing. '4g self-contain-

Abeolute Ides mey be called a
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