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In tro d u c tio n

As I  se© i t  my su b je c t  c a l l s  fo r  two t h i n g s .  I t  

c a l l s  f o r  a d is c u s s io n  o f th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  and,

secondly , i t  must be Si.own t h a t  the  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a i  

i s  i n e v i t a b le  i f  we accep t i d e a l i s t i c  l o g i c ,  I  s h a l l  

no t a ttem p t to  work out th e  a p p l ic a t io n  of th e  co n c re te  

u n iv e r s a l  in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  f i e l d s  o f v a lu e ,  T ha t, i t  

seems to  me, i s  an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  problem.

In so f a r  a s  I  s h a l l  defend the  p r in c ip le  o f  th e  

c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  the  t h e s i s  w i l l  be a c o n s t r u c t iv e  

c r i t i c i s m  of Bosanquet’ s ph ilo so p h y . Had I  chosen to  

work out the  m etaph ysica l a p p l i c a t io n s  o f th e  co n c re te  

u n iv e r s a l  I  could have l im i te d  m yself  to  a d is c u s s io n  of 

Bosanquet, Ho one has worked i t  out so com ple te ly  as h e ,

A d is c u s s io n  o f th e  l o g i c a l  p r i n c ip l e ,  on th e  o th e r  hand. 

Cannot be confined  to  a system , 1 th in k  we may t r u l y  say 

th a t  t h i s  p r in c ip le  has guided th e  whole development of 

p h i lo sopiiy, iie f in d  i t  in  P la to ,  in  A r i s t o t l e ,  in  th e  

S c h o la s t i c s ,  in  Spino&a, in  K ant, in  H egel, in  Green, 

in  B rad le y , I t  i s  emphasized in  Hegel and in  th e  Hegel

ia n s  of the  19 th  c e n tu ry ,  but i t  would not be t ru e  to  

say t h a t  Hegel in tro d u ced  th e  p z in c ip l e , He form ulated i t  

s y s te m a t ic a l ly  but th e  s ig n i f ic a n c e  of th e  co n c re te  univer- 

s a l  as a l o g i c a l  p r in c ip le  d a te s  back t o  P l a t o 's  theo ry  of



I, t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  he t e a l i e e d  t h a t  t h i s  world 

#ae a  co h e ren t  world which was t h  he i n te r p r e te d  in  tè n n a  

of va lu e  and n o t i n  term s o f mere e%istene##

I  sa id  above t h a t  t o  show how th e  p r in c ip le  o f 

th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  a p p l ic a b le  in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  

f i e l d s  o f  v a lu e ,  i s  a  problem s e p a ra te  from o u r s .  Had 

I  ohosen to  w r i te  on i t ,  I  should have been a b le  t o  d e a l  

w ith  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  more d i r e c t l y .  Much t h a t  I  

have to s s y  now w i l l  s e m  i r r e l e v a n t .  My c o n te n t io n  

th roughou t w i l l  be t h a t  i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  i s  grounded in  

ex pe rience  and t h a t  i t  w i l l  u l t im a te ly  re so lv e  i t s e l f  

in to  th e  c o n c re te  u n i v e r s a l .  B a ther  than  accep t  th e  l o g i c a l  

p r in c ip le  o f th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  w ithou t argum ent, 1 

though t i t  b e t t e r  to  d is c u s s  the  b a s i s  o f i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  

and th e n ,  seeond ly , show t h a t  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  

th e  l o g i c a l  r e s u l t  o f such a l o g i c ,  There i s  as much t r u t h  

in  th e  one a s  th e r e  i s  i n  th e  o th e r ,

in  th e  second p a r t  o f  my paper I  s h a l l  d is c u s s  

th e  c o n c re te  u n i v e r s a l  a lo n g  th e  l i n e s  in d ic a te d  by 

P ro fe s s o r  lorman Kemp Smith and Mr, i i ,  B, F o s te r ,  in s te a d  

o f a g re e in g  w ith  P ro fe s s o r  Smith t h a t  a l l  u n iv e rsa l©  a r e  

a b s t r a c t  I  s h a l l  hold  t h a t  a l l  u n iv e r s a l s  a re  c o n c re te ,  

U n iv e rsa ls  d i f f e r  a s  t o  the degree o f c o n c re te n e s s .  I t  

w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t ,  and a t  t im es im p o ss ib le ,  to  show 

e m p ir ic a l ly  t h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  c a s e .  But I  do not c a re
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fo r  em p lr io a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  in  a l l  i n s ta n e e e .  Two roads 

a r e  open. We can  s t a r t  w ith  an a  p r i o r i  p r i m  i p l e  and 

l e t  go of i t  when we meet an in s ta n c e  in  which i t  i s  

im possib le  t o  v e r i f y  onr a  p r i o r i  p r i n c i p l e  e m p i r ic a l ly ,  

o r we can ho ld  f a s t  t o  onr a  p r i o r i  p r in c ip le  and  say  t h a t  

th e  im p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  e m p ir ic a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  i s  due t o  th e  

im p e rfe c t io n  o f  onr knowledge, I  w ish t o  ta k e  th e  l a t t e r  

a l t e r n a t i v e .

Many p h ilo so p h e rs  l e t  go o f th e  p r in c ip le  t h a t  th e  

r e a l  i s  th e  r a t i o n a l  because th e re  a r e  ap p a ren t i r r a t i o n a l 

i t i e s  i n  th e  u n iv e r s e .  But my q u e s t io n  i s :  I s  i t  n o t '

more l o g i c a l  t o  ho ld  f a s t  t o  th e  p r in c ip le  which comes to  

us as a  l o g i c a l  ough t. th a n  t o  l e t  go o f i t  because we 

do not see how th e  p r in c ip le  i s  v e r i f i e d  e m p ir ic a l ly  in  

a l l  in s ta n c e s ?  Give up th e  p r in c ip l e  and I  do no t see 

on what b a s i s  you can c o n tin u e  to  p h i lo s o p h is e ,

I  s h a l l  argue fo r  th e  co n c re ten ess  of a l l  u n iv e r s a l s  

on th e  fo l lo w in g  grounds:

(1 ) The immediate and th e  m ediate  a re  p h ase s , not 

l e v e l s  o f e x p e r ie n c e ,

(£) The in d iv id u a l  i s  th e  t r u e  type of u n i v e r s a l i t y  

and i s  e x p l ic a b le  in  term s o f u n i v e r s a l s ,

(3) The whole n a tu r e  of the  in d iv id u a l  i s  covered by 
th e  u n iv e r s a l  and th e r e f o r e  th e  u n iv e r s a l  i s  capab le  o f

d e te rm in in g  i t s  in d iv id u a l  embodiment,

s h a l l  devo te  a c h a p te r  t o  each p o in t ,
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Ghaptey I,

Why 1© id e a l is m  o r  s p é c u la t iv e  ph ilo sophy  so o f te n  

c a l le d  a b s t r a c t  and a r t i f i c i a l ?  The answer i s ,  no doubt, 

because i t  speaks of t h e  A bso lu te , o f U ltim ate  B ea^^ty , 

o f T ru th  be in g  th e  Whole, The opponents o f  id e a l is m  say 

t h a t  we never do exp erience  th e  A b so lu te  and t h a t  t h i s  i s  

a l l  th e  world we have and by t h i s  th e y  r e f e r  t o  p a r t i 

c u la r  in s ta n c e s  and s i t u a t i o n s ,  low I  always f e e l  t h a t  

th e s e  c r i t i c i s m s  a r e  due to  m isu nders tand ing . The A bso lu te  

and u l t im a te  B e a l i t y a r e  not o u ts id e ,  o r e x te r n a l  to  our 

e x p e r ie n c e .  An u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f Bosanquet would do away 

w ith  such s u p e r f i c i a l  c r i t i c i s m  as we f in d  i n  S ,  B, B ax 's  

The H eal, th e  B a t io n a l  and th e  A lo g ic a l .  Bax say s , **I 

lo o k  i n  v a in  in  B osanq ue t 's  work fo r  any su g g es tio n  of 

th e  problem as t o  th e  p o in te  d ‘a t ta c h e  between th e  i n d i 

v id u a l  consc iousness  h e re  and now and th e  a b s o lu te  as th e  

p e r f e c t io n  of a l l  c o n sc io u sn e s s .  I f  Mr, B osanquet' s 

A bso lu te  i s  no t connected w ith  th e  b a re  f a c t  o f my p e rso n a l  

co n sc io u sn e ss ,  o f my e m p ir ic a l  conscious fo cu s , fo r  me i t s  

i n t e l l e c t u a l ,  a e s t h e t i c ,  or m oral v a lu e  i s  n i l , ” i f  

t h e r e  i s  an y th in g  in  Bosanquet*s works which i s  repea ted  

tim e and tim e ag a in  i t  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  the  A bso lu te  i s  

no t se p a ra te d  from, but i s  an immanent p r in c ip l e  in  eve ry

1 -  fa g e s  246-247,
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m an 's e x p e r le p o e , B#ea#%u@t i s  a s  emphatic i n  h is  dénon

c i a t i o n  Of an A b so lu te  w ithou t a  p o in te  d * a t tach e  ae h ie  

most sev e re  c r i t i e .  P h ilo so p h y  has n o th in g  to  do w ith  

r e a l i t i e s  t h a t  a re  always | n  a  world beyond, p h ilo so p h y  

a l rn y s  d e a l s  w ith  th e  c o n c re te ,  w ith  t h a t  which i s  i n  th e  

h ig h e s t  sense p re se n t  and when Bosanquet speaks of th e  

A b so lu te  he i s  r e f e r r i n g  to  something which | n  p r in c ip l e  

can be found in  th e  d a i ly  exp e rien ce  o f  a  t y p i c a l  |nman 

b e in g .

The c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  i n  g e n e ra l  and 

B osanquet' s lo g ic  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i s  a b s t r a c t  and detached 

from r e a l i t y  i s  so  common t h a t  I  t h in k  we do w e ll  to  con

s id e r  i t  i n  more d e t a i l ,  I  c h a l le n g e  anyone to  f in d  a  

p h ilo so p h a  ro o te d  so deep ly  i n  a c tu a l  l i f e  as  Bosanquet' e , 

His ph ilo sop hy  was fed  by many and deep sources  o f  p ra c 

t i c a l  l i f e ,  love  o f n a tu r e ,  f a m i l i a r i t y  w ith  and en joy

ment o f g re a t  works o f  a r t  and l i t e r a t u r e .  He had f i r s t 

hand acq u a in tan ce  w ith  th e  w orld , One need not ag ree  w ith  

Bosanquet but t o  say  t h a t  h is  s p e c u la t io n s  are  w ithou t 

r e a l i t y  i s  w holly u n f a i r ,  A sym pathetic  s tud y  of h i s  

works w i l l ,  I  t h in k ,  convince us t h a t  h is  co n c lu s io n s  a re  

th e  r e s u l t  o f  r e f l e c t i o n s  on h is  own e x p e r ie n c e .

Many o b je c t  to  th e  d o c tr in e  t h a t  R e a l i ty  i s  th e  

Whole on th e  b a s i s  o f m odesty. They say t h a t  we can make 

no a s s e r t i o n  about th e  whole because t h i s  i s  a l l  th e  world
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ma have , Ve knew n e th ln g  beyond what we ex pe rience  ev e ry  

day, 80 l e t  me ta k e  account of our cohere t e  bUman exper

ien ce  and pay no a t t e n t i o n  t o  U lt im a te  R e a l i t y ,  But l a  

no t t h i s  a  b i t  o f f a l s e  modesty? When we argue th u s  

a r e  we no t making our own l i m i t a t i o n  a l i m i t a t i o n  o f th e  

coheren t n a tu re  o f th o u g h t?  Are we n o t s to p p in g  th e  lo g -  

l e a l  p rocess  a t  some a r b i t r a r y  p o in t?  I  have no o b jec 

t i o n  t o  c a l l i n g  on our c o n c re te  human ex perience  as d a ta  

fo r  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of r e a l i t y  but i  do no t w ish to  

l im i t  t h a t  exp e rien ce  to  a bare  e x i s t e n t i a l  t h i s . So 

t o  l i m i t  t h a t  expe rien ce  i s  t o  lo s e  s i ^ t  o f  an element 

t h a t  g ives  t r u t h  i t s  human i n t e r e s t  ; i s  t o  lo se  s ig h t  o f 

th e  co h e ren t  n a tu re  o f our w orld .

To m ain ta in  t h a t  our exp e rien ce  cannot be l im i t e d  

to  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  i s  t o  admit th e  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  power 

o f th o u g h t , The d e n ia l  o f  the s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  power 

o f thought has always been th e  c h i e f  c r i t i c i s m  o f  re aso n in g , 

The answer to  t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  is  sim ply  t o  p o in t  out t h a t  

w ithout s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  genuine th in k in g  would be im

p o s s ib le ,  I t  i s  th e  l o g i c a l  ought o f a l l  th o u g h t .  Thought 

must t r a n s c e n d  i t s e l f  and in  t ra n s c e n d in g  i t s e l f  i t  e s 

t a b l i s h e s  th e  A b so lu te , how i t  may seem p re te n t io u s  to  

say  "This o r no th ing" but i t  i s  not n e a r ly  so p r e te n t io u s  

as  say ing  t h a t  our own l im i t a t i o n s  a r e  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f .

1 -  I t  i s  l i k e  say ing , " I  am t i r e d ,  and I  w on 't p la y  any 
more ; t h e r e f o r e  you must p lease  s to p  th e  game,"
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th e  eoheren t n a tu re  ©f ti ioagh tv

I  t h in k  M r, Stedman ie  j u s t i f i e d  i n  e r i t i o i s i n g  

B osanquet*8 d o c t r in e  o f  e e lf -1 ra n e o e n d e n c e ,  I f  th e  

d o c t r in e  o f s e l f - t r a n s o e n d e n c e  i s  t o  mean t h a t  ev e ry  f a c t  

i s  d e fe c t iv e  and f a l l s  i n t o  c o n t r a d ic t io n  th e n  i  do not 

w ish t o  su b sc r ib e  to  i t ,  ( I  hope to  say more about t h i s  

l a t e r  i n  co n n ec tio n  w i th  th e  d o c t r in e  o f deg rees  o f  t r u t h , )  

A f a c t ,  a l th o u g h  c o n d i t io n e d ,  may be a b s o lu te ly  t r u e .  So 

by th e  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  power of though t x do not w ish  t o  

m a in ta in  t h a t  we a re  always d e a l in g  w ith  t r u t h  which i s  

never q u i t e  t r u e .  By s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  I  meSn t h a t  

thought i s  q f such  a  n a tu re  t h a t  i t  i s  in c a p a b le  o f  s a t 

i s f a c t i o n  in \ a  world which i t  m erely  r e c o g n iz e s ,  i n  a  world 

independent o&, and w ithou t any a f f i n i t y  fo r  th o u g h ts  own 

n a tu r e .  Thought does not c o n s i s t  o f  a com bination  o f 

s e n sa t io n s  th ro u g h  which we are  supposed to  get th e  con

c r e t e  f a c t s .  I f  t h i s  were th e  c a s e  th e  fu n c t io n  o f  t h o u ^ t  

would be t o  re c o g n is e ,  t o  i d e n t i f y ,  t o  c l a s s i f y  and, 

c o n se q u en tly ,  i t  would be w holly a b s t r a c t ,  o n the c o n t r a ry ,  

th in k in g  i s  a p ro cess  which moves from th e  l e s s  to  the  more 

d e te rm ined . Thought must tran scen d  i t s e l f  in  so f a r  a s  

th e  f i r s t  d e te im in a t io n  o f a  th in g  by thought cannot be 

i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  i t s  complete d e te rm in a t io n .  The more 

com plete i s  th e  " l a r g e r  t r u th "  more t r u e ,  because w i th in

1 -  Mind, V ol, Z l ,  P , 163,
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I t  th e  i d e n t i t y  i s  more and more dete im ined  by itm  d if*  

fsrences.

There a r e  v a r io u s  l o g i c a l  t h e o r i e s ,  W# h e a r  o f  

i d e a l i s t i c  l o g i c ,  in s trum en t e l  o r p r a p i a t i o  l o g ic ,  sym

b o l ic  lo g ic ,  e t c .  These lo g ic s  r e s t  on d i f f e r e n t  assump

t io n s  or as P ro fe s s o r  Urban says , " la o h  reproduo* th e

o n to lo g ic a l  p re ju d ic e s  of h is  own p a r t i c u l a r  a t t i t u d e  ae
1

th e  p o s tu la t e  o f  lo g ic  U berhaup t,"

X a g re e  w ith  P ro fe s s o r  Urban t h a t  i d e a l i s t i c  lo g i c  

c laim s t h a t  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t i t u d e  i s  th e  p o s tu la t e  o f 

lo g ic  U berhaupt. Uo lo g ic  i s  w ithou t assum ptions, a l 

though pragm atic  lo g ic  c l a i m  t h a t  i t  i s  n e u t r a l  and 

guided by no p re ju d ic e s  o r  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s .  The s t r e n g th  

o f  a p h ilo so p h ic  system does no t l i e  in  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  

does not make any p r e s u p p o s i t io n s .  The t a s k  o f  m etaphysics 

i s  t o  lay  bare  th e  u n d e r ly in g  assum ptions, to  in v e s t ig a te  

th e  n e c e s sa ry  b e l i e f s  and assum ptions . By denying "p re 

s u p p o s i t io n s ’* pragmatism d en ies  m etaphysics i t s  t a s k .

I t  goes w ith ou t say in g  t h a t  th e  f i e l d  of p h ilo sophy , 

i f  we d iv id e  ph ilosophy  in to  gp is tem ology , lo g i c  and Meta

p h y s ic s ,  i s  lo g ic .  And o f the  d i f f e r e n t  ty p e s  of l o g i c a l  

th eo ry  m athem atical or symbolic lo g ic  i s  th e  fa sh io n  to d a y .  

In s tru m e n ta l  lo g ic  i s  a l s o  much a l i v e .  Id e a l ism  i s

1 -  The I n t e l l i g i b l e  World, P , 84,
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dead -  a t  l e a e t  so i t s  o f i t ice eay , l o r  i s  i t  s t ra n g e  

th a t  id e a l is m  should  he pronounced dead in  an age when 

a l l  emphasis i s  on m athem atical lo g ic ^  The two a re  d i r e c t  

o p p o s i te s  and, obv io u s ly , bo th  cannot be t r u e ,  Mr, Russell 
d e f in e s  h is  system ae " lo g ic a l  a tom isa  o r  a b s o lu te  p l u r a l 

ism b ecause , w h ile  m a in ta in in g  t h a t  th e re  a re  mai^ t h in g s ,  

i t  den ies  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a  whole composed o f  th e s e  t h i n g s , " ^  

On t h i s  b a s is  th e  p u rsu a l  o f a b s t r a c tn e s s  and g e n e r a l i ty  

i s  th e  i d e a l  fo r  l o g i c ,  i d e a l i s t i c  l o g i c ,  on th e  o th e r  

hand, m a in ta in s  t h a t  th e  "T ru th  i s  th e  Whole." The t o t a l  

t r u t h  i s  n o th in g  l e s s  th a n  t h e  whole of e x p e r ien ce .  There 

i s  n o th in g  we are  a s  c e r t a i n  o f  a s  of th e  e x is te n c e  o f  th e  

whole. This makes fo r  co n c re ten ess  and in d i v M u a l i t y ,

Every lo g ic  has a r i g h t  to  i t s  p re s u p p o s i t io n s .

The im portan t q u e s t io n  i s .  Are i t s  p re su p p o s i t io n s  n e c e s s a ry .  

Symbolic lo g ic  has c e r t a i n  a  p r i o r i  p r in c ip l e s  but i t  seems 

to  me t h a t  th e s e  a  p r i o r i  p r in c ip l e s  a r e  e n t i r e l y  a r b i t r a r y .  

The symbolic l o g i c i a n ,  ju s t  a s  th e  m athem atic ian , i s  engaged 

in  an i d e a l  re a lm . Thought is  supposed to  be a b le  t o  ab

s t r a c t  from a l l  c o n ta c t  w ith  the  world o f  sense p e rc e p t io n  

and to  move in  an id e a l  reahn  "where i t  c r e a te s  and d i s 

covers  a p r i o r i , i t s  own o b j e c t s , , , . . " ^

1 -  P ro fe s s o r  B lanshard , in  rev iew in g  th e  p roceed ings o f th e  
Seventh I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Congress o f  Ph ilosophy , r m a r k s  t h a t  
not a  s in g le  champion o f H e g e lia n isn  spoke in  i t s  b e h a l f .  To 
th e  cyn ic  t h i s  means t h a t  id e a l ism  i s  dead . But P ro fe s so r  
B lanshard m a in ta in s  t h a t  id ea lism  i s  no means dead . I t  
i s  " in  a  s t a t e  o f he a r t - s e a r c h in g  p re l im in a ry  t o  v o ic in g  
i t s e l f  anew," ( J o u r n a l  o f Philosophy)
S -  M ysticism  and L ogic , P , 113.
3 -  H, R, Smart, The P h i lo s o p h ic a l  p re su p p o s i t io n s  o f 
M athem atical L og ic , P, 54,
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p ro fe s s o r  l o e r n l e ,  in  rev iew in g  B osan q u e t 's  Im p li

c a t io n  and L in ea r  In fe re n c e  remarks t h a t  th e  P r in e ip ia  

M athem atica, n o tw ith s ta n d in g  i t s  volume, has  n o t y e t  be

gun to  to u ch  th e  b u lk  of th e  em p ir ica l  s c ie n c e s ,  and 

some competent m athem atical lo g ic ia n s  admit t h a t  i t

(m athem atica l lo g ic )  must u l t im a t e ly  f a l l  on i n t r i n s i c  
1

g rounds, I t s  f a i l u r e  t o  to u ch  th e  bu lk  o f th e  e m p ir ic a l

sc iences  i s  no t s u r p r i s in g  i f  we c o n s id e r  i t s  a  p r i o r i

p r i n c i p l e s .  C onclusions deduced from such i d e a l  prem ises

w i l l  n a t u r a l l y  be f .b s t r e e t  and g e n e r a l .  What we would

expect to  f in d ,  however, i s  agreement as t o  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f

th e  con e lu s io n .  The o p p o s i te  i s  t h e  c a s e .  In  speak ing  o f

th e  prem ise from which th e  th e o ry  of knowledge s t a r t s

R u s s e l l  s a y s ,  "When you a re  t a l k i n g  o f  th e  prem ises fo r

th e  th e o ry  o f knowledge, you a re  n o t t a l k i n g  o f an y th in g

o b je c t iv e ,  but o f something th a t  w i l l  v a ry  from man to

man, because th e  premise o f one m an's th e o ry  o f knowledge
2w i l l  no t be t h e  same as  th o se  of an o th e r  m a n 's ,"  

r e s u l t s  i n  n o t one but many l o g i c s ,  a d i f f e r e n t  lo g ic  f o r  

ev e ry  s e t  o f s u b je c t iv e ly  a s s e r te d  p re m ise s ,  R u s s e l l  i s  

here  speak ing  of e p i s tw o lo g y  and n o t of lo g ic  and, th e re  

fo re ,  h is  c o n te n t io n  t h a t  th e  p rem ises v a ry  from man to  

man seems ob v ious . One m an's id e a s  d i f f e r  from th e  ideas

1 -  C f , P h i lo s o p h ic a l  Review, V o l ,30, P, 90, 
£ -  Mon1 s t ,  V ol, 29, P, 499,
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of a n o th e r .  But i t  eeems to  me t h a t  H u a se l l  fo rg e t  a 

t h a t  a lth o u g h  th e  p ra n is e s  a re  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  each mism 

th ey  a re  a l s o  th e  éàmë, i  hope to  ihow l a t e r  on t h a t  

ep istem ology a s  conceived o f by Mr, R u s s e l l  i s  a  f a l s e  

d o c t r in e  s in c e  i t  does no t re c o g n ise  i d e n t i t y  w ith in  d i f 

f e re n c e s .

Symbolic lo g ic  and i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  a re  so e n t i r e 

l y  d i f f e r e n t  t h a t  a  c r i t i c i s m  o f  one in  term s o f  th e  o th e r  

i s  u s e l e s s .  They d iv e rg e  a t  th e  v e ry  b eg in n in g . They 

speak d i f f e r e n t  lan g u ag e s , The r e s p e c t iv e  lo g ic ia n s  

approach  th e  problem w ith  d i f f e r e n t  e x p e c ta t io n s .  Thé 

i d e a l i s t  ex p ec ts  r e a l i t y  t o  be re sp o n s iv e  t o  th o u g h t ; th e  

sym bo lis t  does n o t .  The i d e a l i s t  cernes to  ph ilosophy  

s teep ed  in  l i t e r a t u r e ,  in  th e  h i s t o r y  o f  c i v i l i z a t i o n ,  in  

th e  ex p e r ien ce  of p o l i t i c s  and s o c ia l  re fo rm s . The sym

b o l i s t  comes to  ph ilosophy  w ith  a  mind s teep ed  i n  mathe

m a tic s  and m athem atica l l o g ic ,  and f a i l i n g  t o  f in d  the  

p r e c i s io n  he i s  accustomed to  f ind  in  th e  m athem atica l 

world he becomes s c e p t i c a l  o f t h i s  world o f o u rs .  Because 

o f th e s e  d i f f e re n c e s  I  s h a l l  not f u r t h e r  c r i t i c i s e  th e  one 

on th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  o th e r .  A f te r  we have developed i d e a l 

i s t i c  lo g ic  a f a i r e r  e s t im a te  o f  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  v a lu es  

Can be made.

The e s s e n t i a l  p o in t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e  between
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In s t ru m e n ta l  loglG and i d s â ü l s t i e  lo g ic  i s  t h a t ,  aoeord - 

in g  t o  the  f o m e r  a l l  th in k in g  ta k e s  p la o e  in  the face  

of a  p a r t i c u l a r  problem, acoo rd in g  to  th e  l a t t e r  th in k in g  

i s  determ ined  by thought a t  l a r g e ,  A whole l e  Itanschanung  

i s  inTOlved, Each has an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  n o t io n  of th e  

j u d ^ e n t  and in fe r e n c e ,  f o r  th e  p r a g a a t i s t  "judgment 

always s t a r t s  from a v i t a l  problem, and i s  an o p e ra t io n  

on a r e a l  and u rg en t s i t u a t i o n ,  we p r e d ic a te  o n ly  when in 

volved in  a  p re d ic am en t,"^  For th e  i d e a l i s t  a  c o n c lu s io n  

drawn from a n y th in g  about an y th in g , demands and ch a lle n g e #  

c o n t r a d ic t io n s  from an y th in g  r e le v a n t  t h a t  th e  u n iv e r s e  

may anywhere c o n ta in ,

P ragna tism  f a i l s  to  g ra sp  though t in  i t s  t o t a l i t y .

I t  f a i l s  t o  g rasp  th e  s y n th e t ic  n a tu r e  o f judgment. The 

o c c a s io n s ,  in s te a d  o f  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  th o u g h t ,  s e t  th e  

problem f o r  t h in k in g .  The whole o f r e a l i t y  i s  no t invo lved  

in  any judgment we make. Our a t t e n t i o n ,  says P ro fe s so r  

Dewey, i s  always tak en  up w ith  p a r t i c u l a r  q u e s t io n s  and spe

c i f i c  an sw ers . We must always ask  th e  q u e s t io n .  What v a l 

id a te s  and confirm s t h i s  though t?  We are  no t co n fro n ted  

w ith  th e  q u e s t io n  o f thought a t  l a r g e .  Thus th e  fu n c t io n  

of though t i s  in s tru m e n ta l  to  th e  t a s k  of r e s o lv in g  p a r 

t i c u l a r  c o n f l i c t s  in  ex pe rien ce  -  how s h a l l  I  t h in k  r i g h t

1 -  F ,  C, S, 30 h i  H e r ,  Logic fo r  Use, p , 226,
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here and non ,

Themght i e  an Ijie t r ô n e n t  o f  a c t io n  and i t  doe a 

appear to  eo lve  p r a c t i c a l  prohlerne, J a t  though t i s  more 

than  an  in s tru m en t o f  a c t i o n ,  P r a # a t i # n  c o n s id e r s  t r u t h  

on a  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  l e v e l  -  t r u t h  i s  e f f e c t i v e  cop ing  w ith  

environm ent, i f  p r a # a t i s m  would ta k e  a  w ider view of 

th o u g h t,  i t  would f in d  t h a t  we cannot r e s t  u n t i l  we have 

c o n s id e red  th e  f u l l e r  n a tu r e  o f  t r u t h .  T ru th  i s  meta# 

p h y s ic a l ,  not ï^ y c h p lo g ic a l .  Thinking i s  a con tin u o u s  and 

p ro g re s s iv e  fu n c t io n ,  a t te m p t in g  to  so lv e  r e l a t e d  prohlem s, 

There i s  always an im p l i c i t  r e f e r e n c e  to  a  more comprehen

s iv e  problem than t h a t  upon which th e  mind m om entarily  d i 

r e c t s  i t s  a t t e n t i o n  and i t  i s  t h i s  f a c t  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e s  

any in q u i ry  p h i lo s o p h ic a l .  We a re  no t engaged in  s o lv in g  

a  s e r i e s  o f d isconnec ted  p roblem s, I  ag ree  w ith  P ro fe s s o r  

H oernle t h a t  in  th e  s tud y  o f  A rt ,  R e l ig io n ,  and Ph ilosophy  

we have l e f t  th e  c a te g o r ie s  of th e  b io lo g ic a l  and psychol

o g ic a l  f a r  beh in d . Thinking may begin  "under th e  s t im u lu s  

of b a f f l e d  a c t i o n ,"  but " i t  comes t o  i t s  own only  when i t  

i s  e x e rc ise d  fo r  th e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  th e  d i s i n t e r e s t e d  

c u r i o s i t y  of sc ien ce  and ph ilosophy?^

The argument o f th e  p r a g n a t i s t  t h a t  we must s to p  

th e  l o g i c a l  p ro cess  somewhere, t h a t  we cannot go on ad in 

f in i tu m . seems obvious and p l a u s i b l e .  I t  Is one of th e se

1 -  H o e rn le ' s Review o f Dewey's Essays in  E x p e r ie n t i a l  l o s i o .  
P h i l ,  Review, V ol, 26, p , 4 2 9 . ---------------------------------- -
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dangorous h a l f - t r u t h s .  The q u e s t io n  invo lved  i s  a quW#f 

t i o n  o f re le v a n c e ,  t h a t  i s  r e le v a n t  and what i s  i r r e l e 

vant t o  th e  q u e s t io n  a t  haul?  So f a r  th e  idehCList and 

th e  p ra g m a tis t  a g r e e .  As soon as we a sk  What s h a l l  he 

th e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  re lev an ce?  th e y  d iv e rg e ,  Pragmatism 

says w o r k a b i l i ty ;  id ea l ism  say s  s t a b i l i t y .  Since work

a b i l i t y  i s  n o t a  m e tap h y s ica l  ca teg o ry  1 do not see  t h a t  

p ra g aa tism  r e a l l y  has a  c r i t e r i o n ,  Only t r u t h  can c r i t i 

c i s e  t r u t h ,  i , e , ,  th e  g r e a te r  can c r i t i c i s e  the  l e s s e r .  

T ru th  must u l t im a te ly  he i t s  o m  c r i t e r i o n ,

I  do no t in te n d  to  su b sc r ib e  to  e v e ry th in g  t h a t  

has been w r i t t e n  under th e  name o f  id e a l ism , nor to  every 

th in g  t h a t  has been put f o r t h  in  i t s  d e fe n s e .  But in  so 

f a r  a s  th e  i d e a l i s t i c  p o in t  o f v iew  i s  concerned , i  th in k  

i t  i s  fundam enta lly  c o r r e c t .  Id e a lism  has i t s  o n to lo g ic a l  

p r e ju d ic e s ,  i t s  p re s u p p o s i t io n s ,  i t s  u l t lm a te s  -  j u s t  as 

any o th e r  l o g i c .  Id e a l ism  d i f f e r s  because i t s  p resup

p o s i t io n s  a re  n e c e s s a ry .  Experience e n t a i l s  th e  i d e a l i s 

t i c  p o in t  o f  v iew .

I t  has been sa id  t h a t  th e  d i f f e r e n t  lo g ic s  a re  th e  

r e s u l t  o f th e  way each  of us " f e e l s  th e  p u l l"  o f  th e  u n i 

v e r s e ,  T ra in in g  and i n t e r e s t  a r e  very  im p o rtan t ,  but 

s t i l l  1 t h in k  i t  p o s s ib le  to  e s t a b l i s h  on l o g i c a l  grounds
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a  k in d  o f logdo wMoh is  t r u e r  than any ot he r  To t h i s  

we mast now t u r n .

From DoEcartes to  th e  p re sen t t&e problem of method 

played an im portan t ro le  in  th e  h i s to r y  of ph ilosophy , 

D escartes  in troduced  the m athem atical method, " i  was 

e s p e c ia l ly  d e l ig h te d  w ith  m athem atics, on account o f the  

c e r t i t u d e  and evidence of t h e i r  reason ing , but X had no t 

as  y e t  a p re c is e  knowledge of t h e i r  t ru e  u se ; and th in k 

in g  th a t  they  c o n tr ib u te d  to  th e  advancement of t h e  mechan

i c a l  a r t s ,  1 was as ton ished  th a t  fou nda tions , so s t ro n g  

and s o l id ,  should have no l o f t i e r  s u p e rs t ru c tu re  rea red  

on them," (D iscourse  on method) Kant in  th e  "C r i t iq u e  

of Pure Reason" w r i te s  as  fo llow s: "Why i s  i t  t h a t ,  in

m etaphysics, the  sure  path  of sc ience  has not been found? 

Why then  should n a tu re  have v i s i t e d  our reason  w ith  r e s t 

l e s s  a s p i r a t io n s  a f t e r  i t ,  as i f  i t  were one of our w eight

i e s t  c o n c e r n s ? , , , , , , , .  Or i f  th e  path  has h i th e r to  been 

m issed , what in d ic a t io n s  do we possess to  guide us in  a 

renewed in v e s t ig a t io n ,  and to  enable us to  hope fo r  g re a te r

1 -  P ro fe s so r  Urban b e liev es  th a t  value must u l t im a te ly  
re p la c e  l o g i c ,  "The p o s tu la te  of a coheren t whole of 
r e a l i t y  as th e  u l t im a te  p o s tu la te  of lo g ic  presupposes a 
whole which must i t s e l f  have va lue  and v a l i d i t y  on some 
o th e r  grcund than  l o g i c a l ,  i f  th e  f a c t s  of th e  whole are  
to  have value  through lo g i c a l  r e l a t i o n  to  the w hole,"
( I n t e l l i g i b l e  World, p , 94) I  th in k  p ro fe s so r  urban i s  
he re  c r i t i c i s i n g  N atura lism  in  so f a r  a s  n a tu r a l  ism den ies  
the  s e lf - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  of re a so n , n a tu ra l ism  assumes t h a t  
man's mind, i s  a p a r t  of the world of n a tu r e ,  i f  so, then  
"the  whole must have value and v a l i d i t y  on some o th e r  
ground tlian lo g ic a l?  But i f  we a re  w i l l in g  t o  accept the  
s e lf - tra n sc e n d e n c e  of reason ing  we need no o th e r  ground 
th an  l o g i c a l .  Then value and lo g ic  have the  erne  meaning,

—15—



sn eçess  th a n  has f a l l e n  to  th e  l o t  o f  our p re d e c e s so f# ,"  

fo l lo w in g  Kant i s  Ha g e l ,  H ege l, l % e  De so a r t  es 

and K ant, i s  m ix ieus about th e  q u e s t io n  o f  p h ilo so p h ic  

m ethod. He was d i s s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  p re v io u s  a t t@ sp ts ,  

D e sc a r te s  in tro d u c e d  th e  g e o m e tr ic a l  method in to  ph iloaophy  

in  o rd e r  t o  d isp en se  w ith  the  haphazard re a so n in g s  of Com

mon Sense , In  geometry ev e ry th in g , given th e  p rem ises , 

i s  n e c e s s i t a t e d ,  low ph ilo soph y  in  ad o p tin g  t h i s  method 

fo r  i t s  own, would, so though t th e  C a r te s ia n s ,  a b o l i s h  

op in io n s  and e n te r  upon the  sure p a th  o f  s c i e n c e .  T h e ir  

optim ism , however, was unw arran ted , "That th e s e  m ethods,"  

says H ege l, "however in d is p e n s a b le  and b r i l l i a n t l y  success*  

f t t l  i n  t h e i r  own p ro v in ce ,  a re  u n se rv ic e a b le  f o r  p h ilo so p h ic  

c o g n i t io n ,  i s  s e l f - e v i d e n t .  They have p re s u p p o s i t io n s ;  

and t h e i r  s t y l e  o f c o g n i t io n  i s  t h a t  o f  u n d e rs ta n d in g  p ro 

ceed in g  under th e  canon of fo im a l  i d e n t i t y , " ^

H egel, th e n ,  c r i t i c i s e s  th e  C a r te s ia n  method f o r  

two r e a s o n s .  I t  has p re su p p o s i t io n s  and uses  th e  canon 

o f form al i d e n t i t y .  The f i r s t  i s  c l e a r .  Geometry begins 

With axioms, p r o p o s i t io n s ,  and d e f i n i t i o n s .  These are  

assumed w ithou t g round, Ho reaso n  i s  a s s ig n e d  fo r  them 

and so th e y  remain a n  u l t im a te  unexplained  f a c t .  They may 

be " s e l f - e v id e n t "  as  D e s c a r te s '  Ooglto ergo sum, bu t th e y

1 -  The Logic o f  H ege l. 2nd e d i t i o n ,  p ,  369 (W a lla c e 's  
t r a n s l a t i o n ) ,
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a re  n o t  m e o e e e l ta te d .  I t  may be a  f a c t  t h a t  I  am, but 

why am I?  Thla i s  no t e x p la in e d .  And even though  th e  

r e s t  o f  th e  system f o l i o t a  from t h i s  assum ption  w ith  th e  

s t r i c t e s t  l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i ty ,  i t  rem ains tyue  t h a t  th e  

ch a in  i s  no s t ro n g e r  than  i t s  weakest 3 in k .

She second c r i t i c i s m  i s  no t so e a s i l y  u n d ers to o d . 

What can Hegel mean by a  "canon o f fozmal i d e n t i ty " ?  She 

law o f  i d e n t i t y  i s  form al when i t  i s  ta u to lo g o u s ,  A i s  A, 

But t h i s  i s  a v i o l a t i o n  of th e  law , says Hegel, f o r  i t  

v i t i a t e s  t h in k in g .  To th in k  i s  to  judge and to  judge i s  

to  say som eth ing , A i s  A, says n o th in g .  Mere o r  form al 

i d e n t i t y  i s  no i d e n t i t y ,  fo r  i d e n t i t y  im p lie s  d i f f e r e n c e ,  

Judgnent i s  never a  q u e s t io n  o f e i t h e r  o r ,  but bo th  and 

n e i t h e r ,  D esc a r te s  in  u s in g  t h i s  canon o f  judgment claim ed 

t h a t  a th in g  i s  e i t h e r  A o r  no t A, Thought o r E x te n s io n ,  

Deduction i s  th e r e f o r e  im p o ss ib le ,  and D e sc a r te s  rem ains 

a s u b j e c t i v i s t .

But H egel was a lso  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w ith  K a n t 's  work. 

For one th in g ,  "Kant -did no t put h im se lf  to  much t ro u b le  

in  d is c o v e r in g  th e  c a t e g o r i e s , " ^  To th e  ph ilo so p h y  of 

F ic h te  belongs th e  m e r i t  o f  g iv in g  a genuine deduc tion  

of th e  c a te g o r i e s  and c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  to  t h e i r  n e c e s s i t y .  

The f i r s t  o b je c t io n  i s  t h a t  K a n t 's  method has no g u id in g

1 -  H e g e l 's  l o g i c ,  p , 87
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p r l n o i p l é ,  eo t h a t  t h e r e  can  he no deduc tion  and withoirt 

i t  no n e c e s s i t y .  And f u r t h e r ,  s in c e  th e r e  i s  no n e c e s s i ty  

and d ed u c tio n , and th e r e f o r e  no tran scen d en ce  o r  m ed ia t io n , 

and s in c e  Kant^s ph ilo soph y  he g ins  w ith  the  m an ifo ld  of 

s e n s a t io n s ,  th e  c a te g o r ie s  are  in cap ab le  of g iv in g  a know

led g e  o f  th in g e - in - th e m s e lv e s , Kant th e re fo re  keeps th e  

g re a t  g i l f  f ix e d  between the  world o f  Under s ta n d in g  a id  

R eason,

The b a s ic  d i s t i n c t i o n  u n d e r ly in g  th e  d i a l e c t i c  i s  

H e g e l 's  double use o f the  word th o u g h t .  I t  i s  th e  d i s t i n c 

t io n  between "Thought i n  g e n e ra l  and the  r e f l e c t i v e  t h o u ^ t  

o f p h i lo so p h y ,"^  Hegel assumes, a lth o u g h  n o t  w holly w ith 

out ground, t h a t  the  world is  th ro u g h  and th ro u g h  r a t i o n a l .  

To t h i s  r a t i o n a l  world co rresponds  r e f l e c t i v e  th o u g h t in  

man, How th e  o b je c t  o f  knowledge i s  to  make th o u g h t,  r e 

f l e c t i v e  th o u g h t ,  equa l to  thought as  th e  sum o f  A l l  Being 

( R e a l i t y ) ,  When t h i s  i d e n t i t y  o b ta in s  we have t r u t h .  There 

a re  o th e r  ways o f  coming in  touch  w ith  r e a l i t y ,  bu t, 

s in c e  th e  form i s  no t r e f l e c t i v e ,  i t  is  no t p h i lo s o p h ic .

I t  i s  th e  aim o f p h i lo so p h ic  knowledge t o  be in  "harmony 

w ith  a c t u a l i t y  and e x p e r ie n c e ,"  o r aga in  " th e  h i p e s t  and 

f i n a l  aim o f p h i lo so p h ic  sc ien ce  i s  t o  b r in g  a b o u t , , , , , , ,  

a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  of th e  s e l f - c o n s c io u s  reaso n  w ith  t h a t  

reason  which i s  in  th e  w o rld ,"^

1- H e g e l 's  L o g ic , p .  6,
2- I b i d , ,  p T i f T
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K e g e l 's  purpose In  th e  lo g ic  was t o  g ive  a  n acaa- ~

sa ry  con n ec tio n  o f  th e  categof^fas in  o rd e r  o f t h e i r  w orth  

fo r  m e tap h y s ica l i n t e r  p re tax  ion> He i s  n o t s a t i s f i e d  to  

accep t a  c e r t a i n  number o f  c a te g o r i e s  o b ta in ed  from h i t h e r  

and yon and not woven out o f  one t i s s u e ,  but on ly  w ith  a  

com plete n e c e s sa ry  d edu c tio n  o f  a l l  th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f  

thought from one p r i n c i p l e .  We cannot have a  com plete 

sc ien c e  o f  lo g ic  u n le e s  we can show th a t  e v e ry th in g  i s  

n ec essa ry  and dependent, and n o th in g  i s  assumed. Such 

a l o g i c ,  says H egel, i s  g en e ra ted  by th e  d i a l e c t i c , f o  

make th e  p r in c ip le  work i t  i s ,  however, n e c e s sa ry  t h a t  we 
make a b eg in n in g . But a beg inn ing  i s  an assum ption , and 

an assum ption  i s  a r b i t r a r y .  What th e n ,  a r e  we to  f a i l  a t  

th e  o u ts e t?  Ho, no t a t  a l l .  We can mske an assum ption  

th a t  i s  a demand o f th o u g h t .  The r e a l  beg inn ing  f o r  th in k 

ing  i s  where th in k in g  must b e g in . Being, Pure Being, i s  

such a b eg in n in g , no one can evade the f a c t  t h a t  th e re  ie  

som ething, and t h a t  w hatever e l s e  a th in g  may be, to  be 

som ething, i t  must b e .  Being acco rd in g  to  H egel i e  th e  

most g e n e ra l  o f  a l l  th e  c a t e g o r i e s , I t  i s  a b s o lu te ly  

p e rv a s iv e  and forms a s o l id  fo unda tion  fo r  th e  deduc tion  

of th e  o th e r  more c o n c re te  and d e f i n i t e  c a te g o r i e s .

I n  Hegel we f in d  Bosanquet*s background, Bosanquet 

acdep ts  th e  H egelian  d i a l e c t i c  and ag rees  w ith  Hegel t h a t  

the  d i a l e c t i c  i s  a  c o n s t r u c t iv e  p r in c ip le  and b r in g s  in to  

evidence the nexus of ex pe rience , th e  C oncre te  U n iv e r s a l ,
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Thought begins in  th e  a b s t r a c t  and by mfaa 6 o f  th e  d i a l e c t i c  

proceeds to  th e  o o n o re te  and $h# u n iv e r e a l ,  "The normal 

working of i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  th e n ,  i s  c r e a t i v e  a n d .c o n s tru c 

t i v e ,  te n d in g  toward t h e  c o n c re te  and to  c o n t i n u i ty  w ith in  

d i f f e r e n c e s , The u n i v e r s a l i t y  which i s  i t s  m ain sp ring  i s  

in  i t s e l f  a n i s u s  to  th e  c o n c re te ,"  Bosanquet, l i k e  

H egel, p u rp o r ts  a ph ilo sop hy  which is  th o ro u g h ly  c o n c re te ,  

n e c e s s i t a t e d  th ro u g h o u t,  w ithou t end ing  in  dualism  w ith  

i t s  consequent a g n o s t ic ism , Bosanquet c r i t i c i s e s  D esca rte s  

on th e  b a s i s  o f  h i s  as iom sj he c r i t i c i s e s  Kant f o r  making 

the  laws o f  though t m ere ly  r e g u la t iv e  in s te a d  o f c o n s t ru c 

t i v e .

Some m a in ta in  t h a t  Bosanquet never got beyond H ege l, 

This I  q u e s t io n .  I t  cannot be den ied  t h a t  they  have much 

in  common -  much more than, say , Hegel and B rad ley , The 

movement o f B radley  and Bosanquet may be d e s ig n a ted  as  

th e  movement away from K an t,  B radley i s  m ere ly  c r i t i c a l ;  

Bosanquet i s  c o a s t r u e t iv ^ a l s o .  In  a l e t t e r  to  H o ern le ,^  

Bosanquet once wrote t h a t  he was v e ry  much i n t e r e s t e d  in 

th e  way th e  younger g e n e ra t io n  would s tudy  H egel, To 

Bosanquet h im se lf  Hegel never had th e  fo re ig n n e ss  and

1- " I  am i n t e r e s t e d  in  th e  way Megel s t r i k e s  th e  younger 
g e n e ra t io n .  To me he has n o t ,  and never did have from th e  
f i r s t ,  t h a t  fo re ig n n e ss  and d i f f i c u l t y ,  jJot th a t  I can 
'e x p la in *  him, anymore than  o th e rs  can , but when I do seem 
to  understand, he speaks to  me as the  only  w r i t e r  i  can 
u n d e rs ta n d . What he say s , seams to  come s t r a i g h t  out of 
o n e 's  own h e a r t  and e x p e r ie n c e ,"  Jo u rn a l  of P h ilo so p h y .
Vol, 20, pp, 511-512,
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d i f f i c u l t y  lËàiciL so mhuy m m  to  have w ith  him , Thue 

Bosanquet I s  e n t i r e l y  in  sym pati^ w ith  th e  E e g e lla n  p o in t  

o f view but does n o t ac cep t  th e  system o f  Hegel u n co n d it io n 

a l l y ,

B i f f l c u l t i e s  w i l l  always remain b u t a s  P ro fe s so r  
1

Muirhead su g g es ts  th e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  n o t t o  be so lved  

by go ing  back on t h e  main p r in c ip l e  o f  id e a l i s m .  I f  th e  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  t o  be so lved  we must fo l lo w  th e  c lu e  

Bosanquet g iv es  u s .  These in v o lv e  n o th in g  new or s t a r t l i n g

but th ey  a re  p r in c ip le s  which everybody b e l ie v e s  and few
^ 2 a c c e p t ,

There i s  a fundam ental d i f f e r e n c e  between B ra d le y 's  

and B osanquet' s con cep tion  of th e  " im m ediate". For Brad

l e y  th e  immediate i s  below th e  r e l a t i o n a l ,  E xperience  and 

con sc io usness  a re  no t c o e x te n s iv e .  F e e l in g  i s  a  u n i t y  w ith -  

out d i s t in c t i o n s  and r e l a t i o n s .  And so B rad ley  makes 

a c l e a r  l i n e  between th e  m ediate and th e  im m ediate. The 

former i s  d i s c u r s iv e  and r e l a t i o n a l ,  th e  l a t t e r  i s  e i t h e r  

below or above th e  r e l a t i o n a l ,  " In  mere f e e l in g  o r imme

d i a t e  p r e s e n ta t io n ,  we have th e  ex pe rience  o f  a whole.

This whole c o n ta in s  d i v e r s i t y ,  and, on th e  o th e r  hand, i s  

not p a r te d  by r e l a t i o n s , " ^  In  th e  immediacy of sense

1 -  C f ,  Mind. V ol, h ,  S , ,  22, p ,S 99 ,
2 -  C f , p re fa c e  to  I n d i v i d u a l i t y  and Value, n . v
2 -  Essaya", p , 194. ----------- “ * ^ '
4 -  Apgearance and R e a l i t y , p , 159,
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p e r c e j t io n  we toÉch R e a l i t y ,  but as thought beg ins  i t s  

work on t h i s  immediate e o n t # t ;  wi a re  led  away from R eal

i t y ,  Thought i s  d iso u fe iT e ,  r e l a t i o n a l ,  app earan ce ,

Bosanquet a l s o  b e l i e v e s  in  th e  im m ediate. But f o r

"immediacy i e  a  form which any c o n ten t  can take,* and 

which i s  p e c u l ia r  to  none,® And ag a in , "Immediacy i s  a  

c h a r a c te r  t h a t  may be assmmed by any m ental complex o r 

o b je c t ,  however lo g ica lly  a r t i c u l a t e  o r  e x t e r n a l  and inde

pendent o f  mind i t  may appear under c e r t a i n  c o n d i t io n s é And

no complex or o b je c t  i s  a l t o g e th e r  beyond i t ,  Everyone
2

has i t s  immediate m ental a s p e c t , "  ** I t  i s  no t t r u e  t h a t  

m ental e v e n ts  a re  a t  f i r s t  m erely  th e r e ,  wholly i n d e t e r 

m in a te ,an d  a re  a f te rw a r d s ,  i , e , ,  when th e  d i a l e c t i c  begina 

i t s  work, c lo th e d  w ith  d e t e m i n a t e n e s s ,  Every item  o f 

exp e rience  has q u a l i ty  and r e l a t i o n .  E xperience  and con

sc io u sn e ss  a re  c o e x te n s iv e .

The s t a t u s  o f th e  immediate i s  very  im p o rtan t ,  f o r  

i t  i s  h e re  t h a t  we find th e  ro o t s  of th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l ,  

Experience must be c o n t in u o u s , I t  may be more o r  l e s s  

m ed ia te  or immediate, but i t  i s  never w holly  th e  one w ithout 

th e  o th e r .  I t  i s  never w holly e i t h e r - o r ,  bu t always both  

"w ith in  l i m i t s " .  The immediate i s  always more a b s t r a c t ,  l e s s  

s t a b l e ,  and th e  p rocess  o f though t i s  always toward th e

1 -  P r i n ,  of In d .an d  V alue, p . 297
2 -  L o g ic . V o l. I I ,  p ,  296,
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o o n o re te  and more s t a b l e .

For a d o c t r in e  o f immediacy which i s  d i r e c t l y  op

posed to  the  d o c t r in e  a d v o c a tfâ  by Bosanquet, we must 

tu r n  to  F , E ,  J a c o b i ,  L ike D e sc a r te s ,  J a c o b i  found th e  

f i r s t  fo o th o ld  o f  c e r t a i n t y  in  th e  i n d iv id u a l .  S en s ib le  

evidence i s  s u p e r io r  t o  r a t i o n a l  c o n c lu s io n .  Thought 

i s  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  ba re  c o g n i t io n .  I t  i s  th e  work., 

o f th e  i n t e l l e c t  and proceeds by means o f  a b s t r a c t i o n .  

C on tac t w ith  r e a l i t y  i s  found in  th e  immediate but so  soon 

as m ed ia tio n  s e t s  in  t h i s  c o n ta c t  i s  l o s t , ^

I  e a y th a t  t h i s  i s  a ty p e  of iom ediacy not t o  be 

looked fo r  in  B osanquet, Bosanquet h e re  fo llo w s l e g a l .

The immediate i s  found in  every ex p e r ien ce  and a s  a  r e s u l t  

o f  though t th e  immediacy i s  in c re a s e d ,  no t d e c re a se d ,  i t  

i s  no t t r u e  t h a t  f e e l i n g  and sense a re  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  

w ith  th e  in m ed ia te , and t h a t  thought i s  always m ediated 

and a b s t r a c t e d .  There i s  no d iv id in g  l i n e  between f e e l i n g  

and sen se , on th e  one hand, and though t on th e  o th e r ,  #nd 

so t h e r e  i s  no d iv id in g  l i n e  between th e  immediate and th e  

m e d ia te .  Every ex p e rien ce  c o n ta in s  b o th ,  L et us see how 

Bosanquet argues th e  p o in t .  To do t h i s  we must go back to  

H egel,

1 -  M ote, Jac o b i  a rgues e f f e c t i v e l y  a g a in s t  th e  r e f l e c t i v e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g , but th e  whole argument becomes i n e f f e c t i v e  
when a p p l ie d  to  thought as  a whole, J ac o b i f a i l e d  to  
re c o g n iz e  the  genuine n a tu re  o f  th o u g h t ,  in  fo llo w in g  
thought we a re  no t le a v in g  r e a l i t y  beh in d .
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to  H egel, ’begins with.

I ,  i n t u i t i o n s ,  o r  a s  we should  say , p e rc e p t io n s^

18 a r e ,  however, on ly  th e  % w er l i m i t s  o f  knowledge.

But knowledge pure and u n a llo y ed  seeks f o r  th e  permanent 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  in  th e s e  images and I n t u i t i o n s ;  f o r  th e  

u n i v e r s a l e ,  2hese  a re  th e  p roduct o f  c o g n i t io n ,  ph ilo sophy  

i s  t h e r e f o r e  th e  s c ie n c e  # i i c h  seeks " to  know and comprehend 

th in k in g ly , "  "But w i th  th e  r i s e  of t h i s  th in k in g  s tudy  

of t h in g s ,  i t  soon becomes ev id en t  t h a t  th o u g h t w i l l  be 

s a t i s f i e d  w ith  n o th in g  sh o r t  o f showing th e  n e c e s s i t y  

of i t s  f a c t s ,  o f  d em o n s tra t in g  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  i t s  ob

j e c t s ,  a s  w e ll  as t h e i r  n a tu r e  and q u a l i t i e s .  Our o r i g i n a l  

a c q u a in ta n ce  i s  th u s  d isc o v e re d  to  be in a d e q u a te ,"

t h e r e  i s  more, l o t  on ly  i s  our o r i g in a l  a c q u a in ta n ce  w ith  

r e a l i t y  in ad eq u a te ,  i t  i s  a l s o  c o n t r a d ic to r y .  O therw ise , 

why speak  of r e c o n c i l i a t io n ?  In  th e  t h in k in g  s tu d y  o f  

t h i n g s , th o u g h t,  says  H egel, " e n ta n g le s  i t s e l f  in  c o n t r a 

d i c t o r i e s ,  i , e , ,  l o s e s  i t s e l f  i n  th e  hard  and f a s t  non

i d e n t i t y  of i t s  th o u g h t and so , in s te a d  o f te a c h in g  i t s e l f
2

i s  caught and h e ld  in  i t s  c o u n te r p a r t , "  Thought f a l l s  

in to  c o n t r a d ic t io n  -  th e  n e g a tio n  of i t s e l f .

The u l t im a te  n a tu r e  o f though t i s ,  however, no t 

c o n t r a d ic to r y .  The com plete , f u l l  r e a l i t y ,  fo r  Hegel Die Idee

1 -  H e g e l 's  l o g i c ,  pp, 3 i f ,  
E -  I b i d , ,  p , 18 ,
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l e  a  e e l f - e x l e t e n t  eyetem where a l l  eo h trad lo tlo x i  and a i l  

u n re s t  i s  removed. But how a r e  we t o  get from o o n t r a d ic t io n  

to  s e l f - c o n s i s te n c e ?  Knowledge i s  a  movement from a  ne

c e s s i t a t e d  beg in n in g  (A) t o  an end which i s  somehow app re

hended ( B) ,  But th e  p rocess  could not be m o tiva ted , u n le ss  

(A) in  th e  l i g h t  o f  (B) were no t recogn ized  as incom plete  

and in a d e q u a te ,  p u re  Being u l t im a te ly  le ad s  t o  P ie  I d e e , 

This g e n e ra l  s ta tem en t is  n o t f u l l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

and co m p le te . To b r in g  out in  d e t a i l  Hegel*s a c tu a l  p roce

du re , I  s h a l l  t r y  to  produce one o f  h i s  t r i a l s ,  I  ta k e  th e  

f i r s t .  Pure Being eq u a ls  immediate e x is te n c e  over a g a in s t  

u s .  I t  i s  th e  most a b s t r a c t  o f a l l  c a t e g o r i e s .  I t  i s  

th e  em p tie s t  form o f  a l l  a f f i r m a t io n .  I t  i s  pure " i s n e s s ” . 

But mere " i s n e s s "  i s  n o th in g ,  A t h a t  w ithou t a what i s  

l e s s  than  a  g h o s t .  Being i f  p ressed  produces th e  c a t e 

gory o f n o th in g .  But how? W ell, be ing  i s  a  c a te g o ry  of 

i r r e f l e c t i v e  th o u g h t,  th e  c a te g o ry  a c h i ld  might apply 

to  what i s  over a g a in s t  i t .  But so soon a s  we begin  to  

r e f l e c t  upon our exp e rien ce  o r  th e  o b jec t  out th e r e  as 

over a g a in s t  u s ,  we reco g n ize  t h a t  th e  c a te g o ry  of be ing  i s  

n o th in g .  To say t h a t  som ething i s  s t r ip p e d  of a l l  n eg a tio n  

i s  to  n e g a te  i t .  Hence to say  something s i g n i f i c a n t  we 

must p r e d ic a te  t h a t  a t h in g  i s  and i s  n o t .  But to  be and 

no t to  be i s  t o  become. T herefo re  th in k in g  cannot r e s t  

in  an undeterm ined something but p asses  on to  a more 

d e f i n i t e  and determ ined  p re d ic a t io n  of th e  o b je c t  o f th in k 

in g ,
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Bbsanquet i s  i n  f u l l  accord  w ith  Hegel on th e  s t a 

t u s  of th e  immediate* I  p a rap h rase  from P r in c ip le  o f 

I n d i v i d u a l i t y  and V a lue , t h a t  i s ,  i s  by d e te rm in a te  s e l f -  

maint eh ance, To say t h a t  a  th in g  i s  w ithou t say in g  "what 

i t  i s "  i s  m ean in g le ss .  low P la to  ex p la in ed  in  what sense 

" i s "  and " i s  n o t"  can be u n i te d  in  th e  d e te rm in a t io n  o f 

th e  same c o n te n t .  But in  so f a r  as  " i s "  an t " i s  n o t"  a f 

f irm  d i f f e r e n t  se lf -m a in te n a n c e s  i t  i s  a l le g e d  t h a t  i n  

i t s  se lf -m a in te n a n c e  i t  f a i l s  to  m a in ta in  i t s e l f *  This 

d e s tro y s  th e  c h a r a c te r  of b e in g , f o r  i t  p o s i t s  and annuls  

in  th e  same a c t .  That i s ,  an ex p e r ie n c e  which " i s "  and " i s  

no t"  w ithou t d i s t i n c t i o n ,  f a l l s  s h o r t  o f  th e  c h a r a c te r  

o f b e in g ,  i t  undoes i t s e l f .  In  a s  f a r ,  on the  o th e r  

hand, a s  h o s t i l i t y  to  s e l f  i s  removed by t r a n s i oiming 

th e  c o n te n t  o f  ex pe rience  in to  what i s  r e l a t i v e l y  a  system , 

in  which t h i s  and th e  o th e r  a re  c o -o p e ra t iv e  and no lo n g e r  

c o n f l i c t i n g  members, th e  ex p e rien ce  " i s "  in  a h ig h e r  de

g ree ;  i t  in c lu d e s  more o f r e a l i t y  in  i t s  s e l f -m a in te n a n c e .

Every ex p e rien ce  tum bles backwards and forw ards between
1

" i s "  and " i s  n o t " .

Thinking  i s  advanc ing . To understand  t h i s  i s  to  

keep c l e a r l y  befo rëps  th e  re la tion  between t h a t  w ith  which 

the  mind b eg in s  and wiiich i s  w ith in  i t  forming i t s  i d e a l

1 -  pp. 44 and 45 ,
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1Gomtemt, and t h a t  w ith  v h io h  th e  mind seeks to  end. 

Knowledge i s  about th e  r e # l  bu t ean n o t,  a t  l e a s t  a t  

f i r s t ,  be equated  w ith  i t ;  f o r  a l l  knowledge works under 

th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t im e , space , th e  foria and eubstsuice of 

th e  knower. A l l  judgment i s  e o n d i t i ç n a l .  But i f  cond i

t i o n a l  th en  n o t  w holly  t r u e ,  f o r  t h e  c o n d i t to n  always 

f a l l s  o u ts id e  th e  judgm ent. On th e  o th e r  hand, i t  im ju s t  

as t r u e  t h a t  in  knowledge th e  c o n d i t io n s  a re  I m p l i c i t l y  

befo re  th e  mind, so t h a t  judgment ta k e s  t h a t  which i s  be

fo re  i t  as  i t s  i d e a l  toward which i t  moves.

This movement cou ld  n o t take  p la c e  i f  our p re sen t 

i d e a l  co n te n t  were no t re co g n ized  as an  inad eq u a te  ex p res

s io n  o f th e  i d e a l  toward which th oug h t moves. That i s ,  a s  

soon a s  a man begins to  in q u i r e  in to  th e  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  

o f  h is  judgments he b r in g s  to  bear upon h is  judgments a

1 -  The fo llo w in g  passages  w i l l  b r in g  t h i s  out c l e a r l y ;

"But i t  i s  a m is ta k e ,  so f a r  as I  can se e ,  t o  
t r e a t  t h i s  a p p a re n t ly  inm ediat e  c e r t a i n t y ,  which i s  a t  
bottom e q u iv a le n t  to  th e  a b s t r a c t io n  ‘ something is* as 
s u p e r io r  in  l o g i c a l  v a lu e  to  th e  c e r t a i n t y  o f any w e ll  
e s ta b l i s h e d  world o f  c o n c re te  ex perien ce , a l t h o u ^  in  a 
p u re ly  fo rm al sense  th e  l a t t e r  may seem a t  a d isad v an tag e , 
i . e , ,  t o  be in c a p a b le  o f be ing  fo rm ula ted  as a c o n te n t  o f 
a p r i o r i  t r u t h , "  P r in c ip le  of I n d iv id u a l i ty  and V alue, p . 48,

"The whole q u e s t io n  i s  r e a l l y  t h a t  o f  th e  conn ec tion  
between th e  m ed ia te  and immediate ex p e r ien ces ,  and th e  as
s e r t i o n  t h a t  no argument i s  p o s s ib le  about u l t im a te  ends 
r e s t s  on a co n fu s io n  and a m is ta k e .  The confusion  i s  be- 
tvmen  th e  immediate and th e  u l t im a te ;  and th e  m istake  i s  in  
ho ld ing  th e  immediate t o  be below o r  above c r i t i c a l  d i s 
c u s s io n ,  an id e a  a l re a d y  f a l s e  of th e  immediate, and more
over t r a n s f e r r e d  by con fusion  to  the u l t im a te ,  o f which i t  
i s  much more f a l s e , "  I b i d , ,  p, 295,
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s tan d ard  or o r  i t e r  ion  which i s  ob ta ined  n o t in  th e  judg

ment bu t o u ts id e ,  a lth o u g h  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  o n ly  he who 

makes th e  judgment o b ta in s  th e  i n s i s t .  For a  f u l l e r  

im ders tand ing  o f  th e  n a tu re  o f  t ra m ^ e n d e n o e  and m od ifio a-  

t i o n  which s e t  in  a s  a r e s u l t  o f re c o g n iz in g  th e  inadequacy 

o f  th e  judgment, we must tu r n  to  Bosanquet*a th e o ry  o f  

judgment and in fe r e n c e .

A judgment may be d e f in ed  in  more th an  one way.

In  te x t -b o o k s  a judgment i s  g e n e ra l ly  spoken o f a s  a  

p ro p o s i t io n ,  i * e , ,  “an a s s e r t io n  made in  language^ Ths 

judgment a s  a p ro p o s i t io n  has a d e f i n i t e  o r  l im i te d  sub
j e c t  a n ^ r e d i e a t e .  We may speak o f  "judgment" in  t h i s  

sen se , say s  BoBanquet, i f  we bear in  mind t h a t  t h i s  i s  mere

l y  a t r a n s l a t i o n  of th e  judgment and n o t  th e  judgment i t 

s e l f ,  Judgment in  th e  r e a l  sense  i s  " e o -e x te n s iv e  w ith  

waking c o n sc io u sn e s s ." ^

As s ta te d  above, the s t a r t i n g  p o in t  o f  B osanquet' s 

lo g ic  r e s t s  on an assu m p tion . We must assume t h a t  th e  r e a l  

i s  th e  r a t i o n a l  and t h a t  somehow o r o th e r  we a re  in  pos

se s s io n  o f i t .  I f  we were no t in  p o ssess io n  o f r e a l i t y  

a t  th e  beg in n ing  we c e r t a i n l y  would n o t be in  p o ssess io n  

o f i t  a t  th e  end, low most c r i t i c s  w i l l  g ra n t  t h a t  we 

a re  in  p o sse ss io n  of r e a l i t y  in  sense p e rc e p t io n ,  but th ey

1 -  E s s e n t i a l s  o f l o g i c , p . 22,
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deny t h a t  th e  r è a l  l a  t h e  r a t io n a l#  l e t  judgment, gays 

Bossnqmet, teùeheg  ua jW t  t h i s  # I s  sense  p e rc e p t io n  i  

am in  c o n ta c t  w ith  r e a l i t y #  " E e a l t ty  i s  g iven  f o r  me In  

p re s e n t  sezmOns p e ro e p t lc n ,  end #  th e  immédiate f e e l in g  

o f my own s e n t i e n t  e x is te n c e  t h a t  goes w ith  I t#  The r e a l  

w orld , a s  a  d e f i n i t e  erganlmed system , i s  f o r  me an  ex

te n s io n  o f t h i s  p re s e n t  s e n sa t io n  and s e l f  f e e l in g  by means 

o f judgment, and i t  i s  th e  e ssence  o f  judgment to  e f f e c t  

and s u s t a in  su ch  an e x te n s io n ," ^  How i f  judgment i s  th e  

e x te n s io n  o f  p re se n t  sensuous p e rc e p t io n  th e  g iven and i t s  

ex ten s io n  cannot d i f f e r  a b s o lu te ly .  The one i s  m erely  

more o f  th e  o th e r  and i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  t o  lay  down exac t 

boundaries  between th e  two#

The movement o f  though t i s  n o t  p u re ly  a n a ly t i c ,  f o r  

th en  th o u g h t would fo re v e r  be co n fin ed  w ith in  th e  l i m i t s  

o f  th e  Im mediate, On th e  c o n t r a ry ,  th e  d i a l e c t i c  method 

p u rp o r ts  t o  be a r e a l  i n f e r e n t i a l  p ro cess  go ing  from lower 

to  h ig h e r .  I t  means t o  be a s y n th e t ic  p ro c ess  adding to  

th e  knowledge w ith  which we b e g in .  But what makes t h i s  

s y n th e s i s  p o s s ib le ?  The answer l i e s ,  as in d ic a te d  by 

H egel, in  the  r e l a t i o n  between though t and r e a l i t y ,  S eas

oning i ^  p rocess  o f  s e e in g  l o g i c a l  im p l ic a t io n s .  I t  i s

1 -  l o g i c .  P. 72,
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n o t c r e a t i v e  bu t e e s e n t l a l l y  r e c r e a t i v e  and re c o n s t ru c 

t i v e , E e c re a t iv e  and r e c o n s t r u c t iv e  but no t in  th e  sen se
1

o f  r e p e t i t i o n  o r  approxim ation  t o  an o r ig in a l#  Approx

im ation  to  an o r i g i n a l  Im p lies  th e  th e o ry  o f  co rrespondence  

and th e  a c c ep tan ce  o f  i t  would mean a  d e n ia l  o f  o u r  immanent 

s ta n d a rd .  But r e c r e a t i v e  in  th e  sense of p lay in g  our

p a r t ,  "which a s  we a re  f i n i t e ,  has a beginning  and aû
2ending , i n  i t s  s e l f -m a in te n a n c e ,"  By means o f  th e  

p r in c ip l e  o f  n o n -c o n tr a d ic t io n  th o u g h t moves forw ard to  

p r e d ic a te  som ething o th e r  than  i t  has g iven to  i t  in  th e  

p re se n t  judgment, A l l  knowledge i s  a t  once a n a ly t ic  and 

s y n th e t i c .

There are many minor d i f f e re n c e s  between B radley  and 

Bosanquet, but on th e  n a tu re  of thought th e y  d i f f e r  q u i te  

r a d i c a l l y .  For B rad ley  a l l  judgment in v o lv es  a b s t r a c t i o n .  

I t  c o n s i s t s  in  a p p ly in g  an a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  to  a  l o g i c a l  

s u b je c t .  Yet t h i s  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  does not e x i s t  except 

in  someone's head . Thought r e q u i r e s  s e p a ra t io n  from e x i s t 

ence and c o n te n t  because though t i s  i d e a l ,  "Without an 

id ea  t h e r e  i s  no th in k in g ,  and an id ea  im p lie s  s e p a ra t io n  

o f c o n te n t  from e x i s t e n c e , " ^  Bosanquet adm its t h a t  th o u g h t

1 - Even in  th e  judgment 7 4" 5 *  have an e t e r n a l  n o v e l ty
" I t  i s  th e  ex p ress io n  of something which, p a r t i n g  from i t s e l f  
rem ains w ith in  i t s e l f ,  and which being always o ld ,  i s  y e t  
p e r e n n ia l ly  new," M eeting of Extremes in  Contemporary 
P h ilo sophy , p, 144,
^ vol* l i t  P* 249.
2 -  C f, This i s  e s p e c i a l ly  t r u e  of B radley in  h i s  Appearance 
and H eal i t  y . In  th e  Essays he i s  c lo s e r  to  Hegel and BosanP 
q u e t ,
4 -  Appearance and B eeh ty . ^ p . 162,
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i s  a b s t r a c t  in  sc f a r  a s  i t  em its  and s e l e c t s ,  "Yet a l l

thongh t  need n o t be a b s t r a c t io n  &s a  i p e e i a l  p ro cess*"^

Thought has an a b s t r a c t  c h a r a c te r  bu t t h i s  does no t mean

th a t  thon#&t le a d s  u s  away from r e a l i t y ,  i t  may be posv

s i b l e  t h a t  though t w i l l  nev er be one w i th  th e  r e a l .  But

t h i s  much i s  c e r t a i n  •  though t w i l l  a t  l e a s t  p o in t  th e  way

to  what l i e s  beyond, and in tro d u c e  us to  th e  n a tu re  o f
2

t h i s  beyond i f  n e c e s s a ry .  Thus Bosanquet i s  not led  

t o  B ra d le y 's  u l t im a te  d o u b ts ,  Bosanquet sees  th e  p r in 

c ip le  o f c o n c re te n e s s  in  a l l  though t, and by means o f  i t  we
2

a re  capab le  of re a c h in g  the  h ig h e s t  t r u t h  o r r e a l i t y .

Judgment must be in  a c tu a l  to u ch  w ith  th e  r e a l ,  i n  

i n t e r e s t i n g  d is c u s s io n  of t h i s  p o in t  i s  found i n  1 ,  J ,  

R u s s e l l ' s  a r t i c l e  in  Mind on "The Basis o f B osan q u e t 's  

l o g i c , "  R u s s e l l  h e re  d en ie s  B o san q u e t 's  c o n te n t io n  t h a t  

supposai always r e s t s  on a c tu a l  system , l o  m a t te r  how 

complex a system  we may im agine, says Bosanquet, we s h a l l  

f in d  t h a t  i t  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  o f i t s e l f  to  enab le  us to  de

duce i t s  consequences , A deduction  of consequences w i l l  

always t ra n s c e n d  th e  supposed and be grounded in  th e  a c t u a l .  

I f  we were a b le  t o  cu t o u rse lv e s  o f f  from r e a l i t y ,  judgment 

would go overboard .

1 -  L og ic , V o l, I I ,  p ,  £0,
£ 0 f .P r i n c i p l e  o f  In d ,  and V alue , p, 29,
2 Of. I b i d . ,  p . 56.
4 -  V o l. I ,  S , 27, pp. 422-426,
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R u s s e l l  arg!ae8"that eve ry  jud |m eat i s  r e l a t i v e  t o  

some system , w hether r e a l  o r  supposed, which i s  s u f f i c i e n t -  

l y  com plete to  r e n d e r  th e  judgment n e c e s sa ry  f o r  we ho ld  

t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t o  co n E tru c t v a r io u s  system s o f  t h i s  

k in d  w ithou t f in d in g  i t  n e c e s sa ry  t o  draw on any u n s p e c if ie d  

p o r t io n s  o f r e a l i t y ,  i f  we s p e c i fy  th e  p re c i s e  p o r t io n s  

o f r e a l i t y  on which we a r e  drawing, then  n o t r e a l i t y ,  but 

th e  system we have s p e c i f i e d ,  i s  th e  u l t im a te  su b je c t  o f 

our judgm ent,"^  Prima f a c i e . B u s s e l l ’ s arguments seem con

v in c in g ,  I t  i s  a  p ra g n a t ic  argument and pragmatism always 

a p p e a ls .  T ru th  i s  no t the  whole but i t  i s  the whole o f 

some human endeavor or t h a t  which answers some p u rp o se ,

F o r tu n a te ly  Bosanquet answered B u s s e l l  and he answered 

him in  th e s e  fo u r  w ords, "judgment a l w y s  t r a n s c e n d s  sup

p o s i t i o n , "  We cannot s p e c ify ,  n o t  even suppose, th e  p re 

c i s e  p o r t io n  of r e a l i t y  on which we a re  draw ing. The whole 

i s  always in v o lv e d , Mr, B u s s e l l  argues t h a t  we can draw 

co n c lu s io n s  from c o n te n ts  which have no b a s is  in  r e a l i t y ,  

Prem ises may be p o s i te d ,  pure and sim ply , and frsaa th e s e  we 

draw c o n c lu s io n s .  I f  we suppose enough in  each c a s e ,  we 

s h a l l  f in d  t h a t  our co n c lu s io n s  a r e  drawn w ithou t im ply ing  

th e  r e a l  or r e a l i t y  a s  a whole.

The d i f f e r e n c e  between th e s e  two views i s  th e  o ld

1 -  Mind, H, S , 43, p , 448,
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q u e s t io n  w hether th e  laws o f  though t are  a  p r i o r i  in  th e  

sense o f  be in g  m erely  r e g u la t i v e  o r w hether th e y  a r e  a ls o  

Q o n s t i tu t iv e  o f  r e a l i t y ,  i f  t h e y  a r e  e o n s t i t u t i v e  o f  

r e a l i t y ,  and i t  seems to  me t h a t  we must admit i t ,  th en  

i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  i s  based on a  n e c e s sa ry  ae&miption. Then 

i d e a l i s t i c  lo g ic  i s  s u p e r io r  t o  th e  lo g ic  advanced by l ,

J ,  R u s s e l l ,  by B, R u s s e l l  and by M claggart -  t o  mention no 

o th e r s .  I f  in d u c t io n  i s  to  be v a l id  i t  must r e s t  on a

p r i o r i  p r i n c | ^ s .  So f a r  a l l  a g re e .  The l a t t e r ,  however, 

d i f f e r  from Bosanquet when th ey  say t h a t  th e  a  p r i o r i  

p r in c ip le  can be tak en  in  i s o l a t i o n ,  Bosanquet m a in ta in s  

t h a t  every  in fe r e n c e  in v o lv es  a judgment based on th e  whole. 

To i l l u s t r a t e :  Imagine an y th in g  you p le a s e .  S p ec ify  i t

s u f f i c i e n t l y  to  enab le  you to  draw c o n c lu s io n s  from i t .

So long  a s  you have s u p p o s i t io n s  w ithou t draw ing conse

quences, you have a ve ry  complex an teced en t o f  a h y p o th e t i 

c a l  judgment but you have no a f f i r m a t io n .  Your supposi

t io n s  l i e  i n  i s o l a t i o n .  But now draw consequences and 

im m ediately  "you in fu se  th e  l i f e  o f  r e a l i t y  in to  your 

s u p p o s i t io n s ,  ïou  a r e  drawing on th e  whde o f  what i s  in  

r e a l i t y ,  o f what may prove to  be r e le v a n t  aiywhere in  th e  

u n iv e rs e ,  to  s u s t a in  your c o n c lu s io n s ,  and you a r e  c h a l le n g 

in g  i t  to  c o n t r a d ic t  them. Your su p p o s i t io n  when i t  has 

been allow ed f o r  can draw no magic c i r c l e  by which an y th ing
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f u r th e r  lu  the  u n iv e rse  can be b a rred  o u t , Y o u  can

not draw a conClUEion from à  »e&e and pure eu p p o e it io n , 

in fe re n c e  in vo lv es , though i t  need no t r e f e r  t o .

th e  whole of re a l i ty ^ ®

whole quee t io n  can be reduced to  t h i s :  "Can

I  r e a l l y  tran sfo rm  the  fu n c tio n  o f  su p p o s it io n  in to  th e  

fu n c tio n  of judgment?" j ,  R U ssell th in k s  th a t  Bosan

quet does not suppose enough and i f  he would suppose e n o u ^  

the  fu n c tio n  of su p p o s i t io n  would pass over in to  the  func

t io n  of judgment. But can i t ?  The attem pt t o  suppose 

enough always ends in  an "ab-norm al s u p p o s i t io n ,"  The 

laws o f  thought a re  such ab-norm al s u p p o s i t io n e ,  jso m a tte r  

how complex your su p p o s i t io n , you w i l l  f in d  th a t  you a r e  

never ab le  to  deduce consequences from them. Apart from 

judgment th e  su p p o s it io n s  a re  out o f r e l a t i o n  w ith  r e a l 

i t y ,  Judgment b inds su p p o s i t io n s  to g e th e r  and because

judgment in tro d u c e s  t h i s  u n i ty ,  every j u d ^ e n t  i s  u l t i 

m ately  a b s o lu te .  This does not mean th a t  one cannot draw 

conc lu s ions  which r e f e r  to  a mere su p p o s it io n  and no th in g  

more. I t  may r e f e r  to  a mere su pposit ion  but i t  a lay s  

invo lves o r e n t a i l s  more.

We now see what Bosanquet means when he says th a t  

every judgment i s  bo th  h y p o th e t ic a l  and c a te g o r ic a l .

1 -  Mind. V ol, H, S, 28, p , 206,
2 -  We s h a l l  come back to  t h i s  when we d iscu ss  the o n to lo g ic a l  
argum ent,
3 -  Mind. I ,  8 , 28, p .208 .
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Knowledge i s  h y p e th e t i e a l  In  so f a r  as i t  i s  p a r t i a l  or 

determ ined  Ig  sin a b s t r a c t i o n .  I t  i s  c a t e g o r i c a l  in  so 

f a r  a s  i t  r e f e r s  to  r e a l i t y  as  a w hole, in  po f a r  a s  i t  

always invo lves  th e  laws o f  th o u g h t .

In  con c lu d in g  th e  second a r t i c l e  on " th e  H ature  

o f  n n iv e r s a i s "  h ,  Kemp Smith r a i s e s  some o b je c t io n s  to  

i d e P l l e t i c  l o g i c .  He s a y s , "Does i t  no t aspume th e  

u l t im a te  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r i n e s s  o f  a l l  r e l a t i o n a l  t h in k 

in g ;  and i s  no t t h i s  an assum ption t h a t  n e i t h e r  B rad ley  

n o r Bosanquet has succeeded in  s u b s t a n t i a t in g ? ” Smith 

c r i t i c i s e s  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  r e a s o n s .  

S ince t h i s  i s  one of them we s h a l l  have to  answer h i s  ob

j e c t i o n s ,

I  t h in k  we must, in  th e  f i r s t  p la c e ,  d i s t in g u i s h  

between c o n t r a d ic t i o n ,  on th e  one hand, and m g a t io n  o r  

tran scen d en ce  on th e  o th e r .  Anyone w i l l  admit t h a t  i t  i s  

in ad m issab le  t o  a f f i r m  and to  deny th e  se lf-sam e  judgment 

w ithou t d i s t i n c t i o n ,  "C o n tra d ic t io n  c o n s i s t s  i n  ' d i f f é r 

ents* be ing  a s c r ib e d  to  th e  same term , while no d i s t i n c t i o n  

i s  a l le g e d  w ith in  t h a t  term  such a s  t o  make i t  capab le  of 

r e c e iv in g  them ,"^  The l a s t  p a r t  o f  th e  sen tence  i s  s ig 

n i f i c a n t ,  Do we r e a l l y  ever p re d ic a te  w ithout d i s t i n c t i o n ?  

To argu e  t h a t  on th e  b a s is  o f  B osanq ue t 's  lo g ic  we must

1 -  Mind II, 8 , 36, p , 279,
2 -  B r in ,  o f  In d .  and Value, p .  283,
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be a b le  t e  say t h a t  "A i e  aot-AW and "A i s  A", and t h a t  

t h i s  I s  a  © e n tra d ie t lo n  i f  anywhere th e r e  i s  o e n tra  d ie t  i  on, 

i e  a  b i t  hae ty # ^  I s  no t th e  d e o tr in e  invo lved  a n o th e r  

in s ta n c e  o f  what Bosanqaet e a l l s  " a  t ru ism  which everybody 

b e l i e v e s  and few acoeptw? .

As I  s e e  i t  n e g a tio n  or t r a n s e endsnce i s  no t form al 

c o n t r a d ic t i o n .  Transcendence m ere ly  means t h a t  t h e r e  iS  ̂

always more im p lied  in  a n y  judgaen t than  what i s  smplio i t l y  

s t a t e d .  Thought always goes beyond, "n o th in g  i s  so im

p o s s ib le ,  f o r  in s ta n c e ,  as  t h i s ,  t h a t  I  am; f o r  *l* i s  a t  

t h e  t im e  a sim ple connexion w ith  s e l f ,  and a s  undoubted ly  

connexion w ith  som ething else," says H ege l, T h ere fo re  

" I  am" and " I  am n o t " .  Both judg nen ts  a r e  t r u e  w ith in  

l i m i t s ,  O rtake an o th e r  judgment, e , g , ,  "The b ^  becomes 

a man." At no age i s  th e  "boy" mere "boy" and a t  no age 

ie  he mere "man". He i e  always boy and man, low more of 

th e  one, low more o f  th e  o th e r .  But always b o th .

Smith r a i s e s  a n o th e r  o b je c t io n  in  t h e  fo llo w in g  

q u e s t io n .  He say s , "Does i t  ( r e f e r r i n g  t o  i d e a l i s t i c  

lo g ic  and e s p e c i a l ly  t o  the  system s o f  B rad ley  and Bosan

qu e t)  n o t a lso  r e s t  on t h e i r  e q u a l ly  s c e p t i c a l  account o f 

th e  n a tu r e  o f  a l l  judgment, a s  a s s e r t i n g ,  n o t s h a t  i s  a r 

t i c u l a t e d  in  th e  term s o f  i t s  c o n te n t ,  but on ly  in s te a d  a

1 -  Of, Thought. E x is ten ce  and R e a l i t y , by G am erts fe ld e r .
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n o n - r e la t lo a a l#  t r  ans formé a ,  and eo f a r  unknown R e a l i ty ? "  

And h ie  oono lae ion  i s  t h a t  " lo sa n q a e t  can hope t o  make good 

h ie  p o s i t io n  only  by showing t h a t  aystam o r ig in a te s  i n ,  

and i s  th e  ex p re ss io n  o f ,  what i s  I n d i v i d u a l ; , , . , l  

s h a l l  a ttem pt t o  show t h a t  system o r ig in a te s  i n ,  and i s  

th e  ex p ress io n  o f ,  what i s  i n d iv td n a l ,  in  th e  second p a r t  

o f  my p a p e r ,  low I  m ere ly  w ish to  exam ine the  s ta tem en t 

t h a t  judgment a s s e r t s  a n o n - r e l a t i o n a l ,  transfo rm ed  and 

so f a r  unknown R e a l i t y ,

S m ith 's  c r i t i c i s m  c o n ta in s  n o th in g  new. I t  i s  th e  

old o b je c t io n  voiced  anew. I f  th e  n a tu r e  o f judgment i s  

such t h a t  we must always use th e  form ula: " R e a l i ty  i s

such  t h a t  8 i s  p " ,  th e n  we s h a l l  always be l e f t  w ith  an 

unknown R e a l i t y ,  That i s  th e  c o n te n t io n .

The whole d i f f i c u l t y  r e s t s  on a  m isu nders tan d in g  o f  

th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t .  The a b s o lu te  i s  never c u t  loo se  from 

our d a i l y  e x p e r ie n c e .  A lthough we can never hope to  ex
p e r ie n c e  the whole as such, n e v e r th e le s s  i t  i s  t r u e  th a t  

the  A b so lu te  i s  in  every e x p e r ien ce .  There i s  no ch a rac 

t e r i s t i c  of the  n a tu re  o f  th e  whole which cannot be demon

s t r a t e d  in  our e x p e r ie n c e ,  Bosanquet say s ,  "There i s  no 

fu s io n  or un ion which we can  conceive  o u rse lv e s  bound to  

a s c r ib e  to  th e  A bso lu te  which has n o t  som ething to  r e p re -  

sen t i t  in  th e  world o f time and sp ace ,"  We never have

1 -  Mind I .  8 , 36, p ,  279-80.
2 -  B r in ,  o f in d ,  and V alue , p , 384,
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W  ex p e rien ce  which i s  e n t i r e l y  e i t h e r - o r ,  but ev e ry  ex

p e r ie n c e  I s  always b o th  immanent and t r a n s c e n d e n t ,  i , e , ,  

incom plete  i n  i t s e l f ,  a no s t i l l  i t  p a r ta k e s  of th e  n a tu re  

o f  th e  A heo lu te  and i n  so f a r  the  A bso lu te  i s  immanent 

in  every e x p e r ie n c e .  And here  the  c r i t i c s  see a c o n t r a 

d i c t i o n ,  I f  ev e ry  experience  i s  b o th  t ra n sc e n d e n t  and 

immanent " th e  members o f every  world a r e  worlds and t h e r e 

fo re  the  s e r i e s  of worlds w ith in  worlds i s  e n d le s s ," ^  Wo 

a re  co n fro n ted  w ith  an i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  and th e r e fo r e  have 

an unknown R e a l i t y ,

But does the  above co n c lu s io n  fo llo w  from th e  Prem

is e  t h a t  ev e ry  expe rien ce  i s  bo th  immanent and t r a # .o e n t?

I  th in k  n o t .  In  h i s  f i r s t  major work Knowledge and R e a l i t y  

Bosanquet a l r e a d y  answered t h i s  c r i t i c i s m ,  r e a l i t y

appears  t o  us in  a s e r i e s  o f phenomena, I  d id  n o t th in k  

t h a t  we were to  look  f o r  i t  a s  com pleted in  t h a t  s e r ie s»  

. , , , ,  I  say  t h a t  I  am n o t lo o k in g  fo r  i t  t h e r e ,  beeause 

I  t h in k  t h a t  in  lo o k in g  fo r  i t  r i g h t l y ,  in  th e  o rgan ic  

r e l a t i o n  of knowledge, we escape from th e  s e r i e s , "  The 

c r i t i c s  i d e n t i f y  th e  s e r i e s  w ith  what Bosanquet a lleg eB  

to  be o u ts id e  th e  s e r i e s .

R e a l i ty  cannot be compared to  an a lg e b ra ic  s e r i e s .

1 -  Our d o c tr in e  would, I  suppose, in v o lv e  t h a t  a c l a s s  can 
be a member o f  i t s e l f ,  "And i f  t h i s  i s  a c o n t r a d ic t io n  a t  
any r a t e  i t  i s  one shared a p p a re n t ly  w ith  every term  th a t  
covers  bo th  an i n d iv id u a l  and a ty p e ,"  Swabey. The M onist, 
Vol, 39, p, 259, —
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An a lg e b r a ic  s e r i e s  moves onward, n o t  outward. S ince 

th e r e  i s  always a term  beyond th e  l a s t  term , the s e r i e s  

i s  nev e r  com ple te . But t h i s  i s  no t # a t  we mean by 

tran scen d en ce  or n e g a t io n .  To understand  i t  we must go 

back t o  A r i s t o t l e ' s  d o c t r in e  of end, A r i s t o t l e ,  as we a l l  

know, had two meanings fo r  the  word "end" . On th e  one 

hand, i t  meant com pletion  o r c e s s a t io n .  The end o f  th e  

s e r i e s ,  in  t h i s  sen se , w i l l  nev er be o b ta in ed  f o r  t h e r e  i s  

always a n o th e r  te rm . The o th e r  meaning o f  "end" i s  " the  

com pletion  o f  a p o s i t iv e  whole which i s  deve lop ing  through  

a p ro c e s s ," ^  This i s  a f a r  more s i g n i f i c a n t  meaning o f 

th e  term  because i t  ta k e s  account of th e  o rgan ic  r e l a t i o n s  

o f knowledge. And i t  i s  t h i s  meaning t h a t  the c r i t i c s  o f 

Bosanquet lo s e  s ig h t  of when they  c r i t i c i s e  h is  d o c t r in e  

o f  judgment and in f e r e n c e .

Knowledge i s  organic^ and because i t  i s  o rgan ic  i t  

i s  c i r c u l a r .  I t  i s  from immediacy to  m ed ia tion  and back 

to  immediacy, B rad ley  he ld  t h a t  t h ^ l t i m a t e  premise o f 

p roof i t s e l f  cannot be proved, i , e , , a l l  m ediate  c e r t a i n t y  

must s ta n d  on immediate, knowledge, Bosanquet den ies  t h i s  

fo r  two r e a s o n s .  In  the  f i r s t  p la c e  we cannot draw a l i n e

between m ediate  and immediate knowledge. Every experience  

p a r ta k e s  o f  b o th .  Knowledge cannot be compared to a house

1 -  B r in ,  o f  In d .  and V alue, p, 124,
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where th e  m ediated  knowledge i s  # 8  eu p e rs trm o tu re  and 

th e  unm edlated the fo u n d a tio n .  The one f a l l s  w ith  the  

o th e r .  The immediate r e s t s  on the  m ediate and th e  m ediate  

on th e  im m ediate . And secondlj^  hecause a l l  re a so n in g  i s  

c i r c u l a r .  One cannot speak o f p r e c i s io n  w ithou t i n t r o 

ducing q u a n t i t y ;  q u a n t i ty  presupposes a  u n i t ,  a u n i t  

a s ta n d a rd ,  and where we have a standard^we a re  dependent 

upon a  system  o f  knowledge. And on ly  th rough  t h i s  system 

of knowledge i s  t h i s  s tan d ard  endowed w ith  a l l  t h a t  con

s t i t u t e s  i t s  p r e c i s io n ,^  I t  i s  im possib le  to  ge t away 

from th e  o rgan ic  n a tu re  o f  knowledge. One th in g  always 

inv o lv es  a n o th e r .  Take such  a  sim ple th in g  a s  th e  measure

ment o f  an a c tu a l  base l i n e  fo r  a t r ig o m e tr ic ,  su rv ey . 

Supposedly i t  i s  immediate, i , e , ,  i t  need n o t  be r e f e r r e d  

to  a system  o f  knowledge. But even here a s tandard  i s  in 

v o lv e d ,  I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  r e s t  in  the immediate.

1 - Knowledge and R e a l i t y , p , 232.
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Chapter i i .   ̂  ̂ «

The problem o f  u n lv e r s a l s  i e  o f  p e r e n n ia l  I n t e r e e t  

in  p h i lo so p h y . From r l a t o  to  th e  p r e s e n t ,  p h ilo so p h e rs  

have argued the  q u e s t io n .  For some u n iv e r s a l s  a re  an te  rem. 

f o r  o th e rs  in  rem and f o r  a t h i r d  group t h ^  a r e  p o s t  rem. 

The d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i e s  ex tend in  scope th rough  d e l lo a t a  

shades from th e  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  u n iv e r s a l s  a re  th e  on ly  

r e a l  th in g s  to  th e  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  th ey  have no # x is t# h ce  

a t  a l l .  That so fundamental a problem in  r e s p e c t  to  on# 

o f  th e  most fundam ental sc ien c es  o f l i f e  shou id  si#w  such 

d i v e r s i t y ,  c e r t a i n l y  must s t r i k e  th e  c r i t i c a l  o b se rv e r  bo th  

a s  p a th e t i c  and lu d ic ro u s .

Since th e r e  i s  so much c o n tro v e rsy  as to  th e  n a tu re  ' 

of u n iv e r s a l s  in  g en e ra l  one can h a rd ly  expect a fa v o ra b le  

r e c e p t io n  f o r  th e  C oncre te  U n iversa l,M ost p h ilo so p h e rs  

d is c a rd  i t  a t  once and say  t h a t  i t  i s  a concept as c o n t r a 

d ic to ry  a s  a square c i r c l e .  I t  i s  th e  n a tu r e  of a u n iv e r

s a l  to  be a b s t r a c t ,  then  how can i t  be co n c re te?  The 

c o n c re te  i s  always th e  p a r t i c u l a r .  Therefore  we can speak 

of a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l s  and of co n c re te  p a r t i c u l a r s  bu t to  

speak o f c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l s  i s  p l a in ly  c o n t r a d ic to r y , The 
se a rc h  fo r  them i s  as f u t i l e  as  the  sea rch  f o r  a p r i o r i  

s y n th e t ic  judgm ents.

The C oncrete  U n iv e rsa l  would be c o n t r a d ic to r y  i f
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we should tak e  "C oncrete" on th e  one hand, and "U n iv ersa l"  

on th e  o th e r ,  and then  by p u t t in g  them to g e th e r  speak o f  

th e  C oncre te  U n iv e r s a l ,  Such a  concept Would be as  con

t r a d i c t o r y  a s  th e  id e a  o f  a square  c i r c l e .  But th e  n a tu re  

o f  a  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  cannot be expressed  s e p a ra te ly  

in  th e  words f o r  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  a u n i ty  "which 

i s  m an ifes ted  in  j u s t  those  p a r t s  in  ju s t  th o se  r e l a t i o n s , "  

Once more we must th in k  two seemingly c o n t r a d ic to r i e s  

to g e th e r .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  the  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  r e s  am

b le s  th e  judgment. In  th e  judgment th e r e  a re  d i f f e r e n c e s  

w ith in  th e  i d e n t i t y  and s t i l l  th e  judgment i s  a u n i ty ,  

a t o t a l i t y .  The p ro p o s i t io n  c o n s i s t s  o f  p a r t s  -  S u b je c t ,  

P r e d ic a te  and Copula, For t h i s  reason  the  a n a ly s i s  o f  a 

p ro p o s i t io n  can never c o n t r o l  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of a 

judgment. In  th e  judgment S u b jec t and P re d ic a te  a r e  r e a l l y  

d i s t i n c t#  As a r e a l  i d e n t i t y  from or in  i t s  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  

bu t th e y  are  nev e r  i s o l a t e d  p a r t s  of speech which can be 
t r e a t e d  as se p a ra b le  c o n te n ts  o r  se p a ra te  p sy c h ic a l  e x i s t 

en c es ,  The judgment ie  n o t a r e l a t i o n  between two id e a s ,  

a  t r a n s i t i o n  from one id e a  to  a n o th e r .  And so the  co n c re te  

u n i v e r s a l  does n o t  c o n s i s t  o f two con cep ts  put to g e th e r  

e x t e r n a l l y . Wha te v e r  e l s e  i t  may be i t  must be a  u n i ty ,^

1 -  l o t e .  Dr, C arr d e f in e s  the  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  as the  
" s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  of mind and the in c lu s io n  w ith in  i t s  
a c t i v i t y  o f th e  o b je c t  o f knowledge; f o r  the  t e m  u n iv e r s a l  
can only  app ly  to  co n c e p ts ,  n o t to  i n t u i t i o n s ,  and th e  term 
c o n c re te  can on ly  be d e s c r ip t iv e  o f t h a t  which p o ssesses  
w ith in  i t s e l f  th e  ground of i t s  e x i s te n c e ,"  (P roceed ings 
of the  A r i s t o t e l i a n  S o c ie ty ,  1919-1920, page 141) I  do n o t  
th in k  t h a t  we can d e f in e  the co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  in  t h i s  way,
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G onorete U n iv e rsa l  i s  an I d u n t i ty  w ith in  

d i f f e r e n c e s .  I t  I s  a cosmos or world and "a cosmos or 

world i s  a  system o f  members, such t h a t  every member, be

in g  ex h y p o th es i  d i s t i n c t ,  n e v e r th e le s s  c o n t r ib u te s  to  th e  

u n i ty  o f th e  whole in  v i r t u e  o f  th é  p e c u l i a r i t i e s  which 

c o n s t i t u t e  i t s  d i s t i n c t n e s s , "  t h e  b e s t  example o f i t ,  says 

Bosanquet, i s  a p roper name, e , g , ,  C aeSar, Here we have 

an i d e n t i t y  extended th rough  space and time and in  every  

judgment we make concern ing  C aesar we e x h ib i t  t h i s  i d e n t i t y  

in some a c t  or moment th rough  which i t  p e r s i s t e d .

The s e l f  i s  a u n iv e r s a l .  Many deny t h i s  i n  t o t o .  

whereas o th e rs  would a llow  th e  in d iv id u a l  s e l f  to  be a 

u n iv e r s a l  o f a  p e c u l i a r  k in d .  In  the  s e l f  we have an 

example o f  a u n iv e r s a l  as a c o n t in u a n t .  The s e l f  r e t a in s  

i t s  i d e n t i t y  in  s p i t e  o f f o r  by means o f)  i t s  d i f f e r e n c e s .  

The s e l f  then  becomes a  u n iv e r s a l  w ith r e fe re n c e  to  time 

but n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t io n s  in  sp ac e . There

fo re  th e  s e l f  i s  a unique u n iv e r s a l ,

i r o f e s so r  Smith holds t h a t  a l l  u n iv e r s a ls  a r e  ab

s t r a c t  and th e r e fo re  the teim u n iv e r s a l  can never be app lied  

to  a  r e c u r r e n t  type o f  i d e n t i t y .  By a u n iv e r s a l ,  he says, 

we n ever mean a c o n t in u a n t ,  "The problan of u n iv e r s a ls

bea rs  on ly  on the  l a t t e r  ( r e c u r r e n t )  and n o t on th e  former
2

(c o n t in u a n t)  type of i d e n t i t y , "  For t h i s  reason  he den ies

1 -  P r in c ip le  o f In d .  and Value, p, 37,
2 -  Mind H. 8 ,  3 6 ,  p /  280 ,  (1927)
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th e  s x le tm o #  o f th e  c o n c re te  o n iv e r e a l ,  i t  does n o t  

d i s t i n g u i s h  between an i d e n t i t y  as a  r e c u r r e n t  acd an 

i d e n t i t y  a s  a  c o n t in u a n t .  To d e f in e  the  u n iv e r s a l  a s  a  

c o n t in u a n t  means t h a t  we look  upon th e  u n iv e r s a l  a s  a 

m ee tin g -p o in t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  o r in  s h o r t ,  as an i d e n t i t y  

w ith in  d i f f e r e n c e .  Since Smith ho lds  t h a t  a l l  u n iy e r s a l#  

a r e  a b s t r a c t  he cannot d e f in e  them as  i d e n t i t i e s  w ith in  

d i f f e r e n c e s  but speaks o f  " r e la te d n e s s  w ith in  a  system" 

as the  u l t im a te  c a te g o ry .

My t h e s i s  w i l l  be t h a t  a l l  u n iv e r s a l s  a re  c o n c re te .  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between a b s t r a c t  and co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  

i s  one o f  usage and n o t of th e o ry ,  E v ery th in g  t h a t  i s  r e a l  

i s  more o r l e s s  a c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l ,  She a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  

i s  an a b s t r a c t io n  and a l t h o u ^  Bosanquet sometimes spoke 

o f th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  he c e r t a i n l y  d id  n o t  mean by i t  

what Smith means by an a b s t r a c t  u n i v e r s a l .  What Bosanquet 

means by an a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  i s  an ex p e rien ce  where the  

domination o f the d i f f e re n c e s  by th e  i d e n t i t y  i s  a t  a 

minimum, where i t  approaches z e ro . In  an a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  

the  dom ination o f  th e  d i f f e re n c e s  by the  i d e n t i t y  would be 

z e ro .  That we cannot g ra n t .

I t  w i l l  be my b u s in ess  to show t h a t  th e  r e c u r r e n t  

and c o n t in u a n t  type of i d e n t i t y  do n o t  d i f f e r  in  k in d .

This then  i s  the  t h e s i s ;  e s s e n t i a l l y  the  d i f fe re n c e  

between m yself and an o th e r  s e l f  i s  no more u l t im a te  than
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th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between m yself o f  today and m yself of tomorrow. 

Both ty p es  of i d e n t i t y  r e s t  on th e  inelmBive type o f  in d iv id 

u a l i t y  and i t  i s  o n ly  because we th in k  more r e a d i iy  of 

i n d i v i d u a l i t y  in  term s of "u n d iv id e d n e ss ,"  in  term s o f 

p e c u l i a r  e x i s t e n t i a l  s t a t e s ,  t h a t  we deem the d i f f e re n c e  

between one s e l f  and an o th e r  s e l f  more u l t im a te  th a n  th e  

d i f f e r e n c e  between the  same s e l f  a t  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r v a l s  of 

t im e . But i t  seems to  me t h a t  i t  i s  j u s t  as  im p o ss ib le ,  on 

th e  b a s i s  o f  an e x i s t e n t i a l  i n d i v i d u a l i t y ,  to  account fo r  

the  i d e n t i t y  of a s e l f  th ro u g h  tim e , as i t  i s  t o  account 

f o r  th e  i d e n t i t y  of d i f f e r e n t  s e lv e s ,  i s  the  r e l a t i o n  be

tween th e  c o n t in u a n t  (C aesar) and th e  o c c u rre n ts  ( c r o s s in g  . 

th e  Rubicon, r i v a l  of Bompey, conqueror of Gaul, e t c , ) a u n i# s  

r e l a t i o n  or i s  i t  e s s e n t i a l l y  the same as th e  r e l a t i o n  

of th e  u n i v e r s a l  "b lu e"  to  i t s  v a r io u s  in s ta n c e s  (b lu e  book, 

blue house, b lue  sky, e t c , )  C aesar i s  a c o n tin u a n t  (tem por

a l )  u n iv e r s a l ,  b lue i s  a r e c u r r e n t  ( s p a t i a l )  u n iv e r s a l ,  

but when we say  t h a t  Caesar i s  th e  same th rough  tim e and 

"b lu e"  i s  the  same th rough  space, we a re  speak ing  o f a 

s in g le  type o f  c o n t i n u i ty .  What i s  t ru e  about tem poral 

c o n t in u i ty  must be t r u e  of s p a t i a l  c o n t in u i ty ,  i  do no t 

mean to  say th a t  t h e r e  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n  between two men in  

the  same p lace  o r time and two p e r io d s  of a man's one l i f e .

Or between two p e r io d s  o f a man's one l i f e  and th e  re c u r 

rence  of a u n iv e r s a l  in  two in s t a n c e s .  One is  a tem poral
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u n iv e r s a l  and th e  o th e r  i s  a  sp a t u n iv e r s a l  and the 

d i s t i n c t i o n  can nev er be wiped o u t ,  ^àmïï one can o f co u rse  

p e rc e iv e  t h a t  th e  sameness o f  a th in g  w ith  i t s e l f  a t  d i f 

f e r e n t  tim es d i f f e r s  from i t s  p o ssess io n  w ith  a n o th e r  

th in g  of one and the  same c h a r a c t e r . B u t  in  so faV 

as we can speak of sameness in  each  case  t h i s  sameness i s  

an i d e n t i t y  in  d i f f e r e n c e ,

I  do n o t  th in k  i t  n e c e s sa ry  to  take  up the  ques

t i o n  of nom inalism , ive s h a l l  assume t h a t  th e r e  a r e  u n i

v e r s a l e ,  I t  w i l l  be n e c e s sa ry ,  however, to  argue a g a in s t  

th e  s e l f  o r in d iv id u a l  a s  be ing  a p e c u l i a r  type of u n iv e r

s a l ,  I f  we can e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  the  s e l f  i s  not a  p e c u l ia r  

type o f  u n iv e r s a l  but m erely one amongst o th e r s ,  then  the  

d i f fe re n c e  in  k in d  between a  u n iv e r s a l  as a c o n tin u a n t  

and r e c u r r e n t  w i l l  f a l l  away.

Before we c o n s id e r  th e  n a tu r e  of the co n c re te  u n i

v e r s a l  a s  such i t  w i l l  be n e c e s s a ry  to  define  the teim s 

p a r t i c u l a r  and u n iv e r s a l ,  i s  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between p a r

t i c u l a r  and u n iv e r s a l  u lt im a te ':  n re  th e  o b je c ts  w ith  which

m etaphysics  ie  concerned d iv ided  i n t o  two u l t im a te  c l a s s e s ,  

u n iv e r s a l s  and p a r t i c u l a r s ?  My op in ion  i s  t h a t  th e  dua l

ism i s  u l t im a te  on ly  in  so f a r  as both  a re  n ec e ssa ry  t o  

c o n s t i t u t e  what i s  i n d i v id u a l .  E x is ten ce  i s  in d iv id u a l

1 -  B rad ley , "Appearance and R e a l i t y " p ,  685,
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and th e  i n d iv id u a l  i e  a  im ity  o f  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  and u n iv e r 

s a l i t y ,  Thé o h je c t s  w ith  which metaphyeioe i e  csncem ed  

are  n o t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  d iv id ed  in to  two u l t im a te  c l a i See, 
u n iv e r s a ls  and p a r t i c u l a r s .  The d u a l i ty  i s  re so lv e d  in  

the  u n i ty  o f the  i n d iv id u a l .

The p a r t i c u l a r  then  i s  n o n - e x is te n t .  I f  i t  were 

e x i s t e n t  th e  o b je c t iv e  world would be re so lv a b le  i n to  c e r 

t a i n  u l t im a te ,  simple elem ents c a l l e d  "pure  sens a " .  These 

"pure sen sa" would than  be bare  " im press ions"  of sense  ou t 

o f which develop , and upon which r e s t s  th e  whole s t r u c t 

u re  o f  e x p e r ie n c e .  Sow i t  seems to  me c l e a r  t h a t  i f  these  

•are the  u l t im a te  d a ta  of knowledge, then  to  e x p la in  the  

g en es is  o f  knowledge becomes f a i r l y  im p o ss ib le .  To begin 

w ith , i t  i e  ex trem e ly  d o u b tfu l  t h a t  we a r e  ever aware of 

such e n t i t i e s ;  we cannot so much as form an image of one. 

In  th e  second p la c e ,  a pure sensum would be a mere " t h a t " ,  

fo r  any d e te im in ab le  "what" would imply some degree of 

r e c o g n i t io n ,  some a c t i v i t y  on th e  p a r t  of th e  s u b je c t .

Any a ttem p t to s e t  up a mere " th a t"  i s  an a t  temp to  s e t  

up e x is te n c e  i t s e l f  a p a r t  from c h a r a c te r ,  o r  to  s e t  up a 

f i n i t e  something which i s  n o t  a "somewhat?. In  s h o r t ,  

th e  s im p le s t  d isc o v e ra b le  experien ce  ie  always p e rc e p tu a l  

and th e  minimum o f"ex p erien ce  r e v e a ls  t h i s  p e rc e p tu a l  char

a c t e r ,  In  i t  we fin d  th r e e  i r r e d u c ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  of mind;

r e t e n t i o n ,  c o m p lica t io n , and in d i s c r im in a t io n .  An
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instan tané® u8 exp erlenoe  i s  im peeglble a l â  i f  i t  were pos

s i b l e  i.t eomld n e t  g iv e  r i s e  to  knowledge, knowledge r e 

q u i r e s  a t  th e  v e ry  l e a s t  th e  element o f  r e c o g n i t io n .  And 

w ithou t some degree  o f  r e t e n t i o n  th e r e  can be no re c o g n i

t i o n .

I t  i s  im poss ib le  t o  d e f in e  the  p a r t i c u l a r .  At 

b e s t  i t  can be d e s ig n a te d ,  o n ly  t h a t  uh ich  i s  in d iv id 

u a l  can be d e f in e d .  D e f in i t io n  always im p lie s  c h a r a c te r 

i s a t i o n ,  d e te im in a t io n ,  and the  p a r t i c u l a r  i s  supposed to  

be a b s o lu te ly  undeterm ined . I f  e x i s t e n t  the  p a r t i c u l a r  (a s  

we have d e f in ed  i t )  would be as  u s e le s s  as  l o c k e 's  s u b s t r a 

tum, When we a ttem p t to  th in k  away th e  p r o p e r t ie s  or 

r e l a t i o n s  o f an o b je c t  o f  knowledge, the o b je c t  o f  knowledge 

c e a se s  to  e x i s t .

By " u n iv e r s a l"  we mean t h a t  which e x i s t s  in  i t s  

sameness in  more than  one o b je c t ,  A u n iv e r s a l  i s  a q u a l i ty  

which may be common to  many o b je c t s .  I f  A i s  re d ,  B i s  

re d ,  and C i s  re d ,  then  "red" i s  a q u a l i t y  which i s  ecmmon 

to  A, B, and C, and, th e r e f o r e ,  "red" i s  a u n i v e r s a l .  So 

defined  our u n iv e r s a l  does n o t  d i f f e r  from the a b s t i a c t  

u n iv e r s a l  -  th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  i s  th e  common q u a l i ty  of 

many o b j e c t s .  We wish to  d i s t in g u i s h  our u n iv e r s a l  from the 

a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  by i n s i s t i n g  on th e  n a tu re  of t h i s  

sam eness. Sameness i s  the  im portan t word in  the  d e f in i t i o n  

o f  a u n i v e r s a l .  There can be no u n iv e r s a ls  w ithou t s a a e n e s s .
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bmt th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between an a b s t r a c t  and a  c o n c re te  

u n iv e r s a l  r e s t s  on the  meaning we g iv e  t o  t h i s  sameneee. 

A lthough u n iv e r s a l  means t h a t  the  same q u a l i t y  can agpear 

in  d i f f e r e n t  o b je c ts  i t  i s  e q u a l ly  t r u e  t h a t  t h i s  i d e n t i t y  

must admit o f d i v e r s i t y  w ith in  I t s e l f #  The c o n c re te  u n i

v e r s a l  i s  always an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  such t h a t  the 

I d e n t i t y  I s  d e te m in e d  by th e  d i f f e r e n c e s ,

I  must now show how th e  id e a  oJ a 'p a r t ic u lâ iP e  in  

the  sense  of "pure sen sa” ,. "w holly  in d e te n a ih n te s " ,  and 

u n i v e r s a l s  in  th e  sense of i d e n t i t y  w ith o u t d i v e i s i t y ,  a rose*  

The b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  such  e n t i t i e s  I s  g e n e ra l ly  f a r  

from c l e a r  and u s u a l ly  q u i t e  u n c r i t i c a l l y  assw ied , and 

one might f in d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  d is c o v e r  any v e ry  g re a t  

u n i fo rm i ty  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  common b e l i e f s  about them.

Yet th e s e  co n eep tio n s  a re  w ith  us and t h e i r  p resence  

must be e x p la in e d i  They a ro se  somehow, aimewhere, some

time or o th e r  ou t o f r e f l e c t i o n  upon ex p e r ien ce ,  and i t  i s  

to  ex p e rien ce  t h a t  we must go fo r  w hatever grounds th e r e  

may be fo r  them,

i t  i s  more o r l e s s  th e  p e r s i s t e n t  c la im  o f  the 

m a jo r i ty  o f mankind t h a t  th e r e  a r e  maay o b je c ts  or th in g s  

which we might c a l l  p a r t i c u l a r s .  Thus I  am a p a r t i c u l a r ,  

you a re  a  p a r t i c u l a r ,  yonder oak t r e e  i s  a p a r t i c u l a r ,  

and 60 on . Each o b je c t  i s  thought of as s ta n d in g  e n t i r e l y  

a lo n e .  That i s ,  my e x is te n c e  does n o t depend on your
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e x is te n o é  and the  ex le ten o e  of e i t h e r  o f  ms does n o t  de

pend on th e  e x i s te n c e  of yonder oak t r e e ,  Each par tlem -. 

l a r  has i t s  e x is te n c e  in d e p e n d e n t^  of the  o th e r .  There 

a r e  many se I f - e x i s t e n t  th in g s  in  ©mr common world. Reality 
i s  composed o f a ^ r e a t  n m h e r  of p a r t i c u l a r s ,  in  t h e i r  

own n a tu r e  U n re la ted , though connected w ith  one ano ther  

in  an e x te r n a l  fa sh io n  as s t i c k s  might he hound to g e th e r  

w ith  a  t i e .  Things e x i s t  in  t h e i r  own r i ^ t  and upon ex , 

i s te n o e  they  e n te r  in to  r e l a t i o n s .

Things a re  p a r t i c u l a r  h u t  th ey  have common q u a l i t i e s .  

Two ro se s  may have th e  q u a l i t i e s  red  and sw ee t-sm e llin g  in  

common. These q u a l i t i e s  can be long , and in  f a c t  do be

long , t o  a l l  p a r t i c u l a r  ro se s  and th e se  common q u a l i t i e s  

a re  u n iv e r s a le .  Thus th in g s  are  p a r t i c u l a r ,  q u a l i t i e s  a re  

u n iv e r s a l .

We are  thus p resen ted  w ith  e x c lu s iv e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  

p a r t i c u l a r s  and u n iv e r s a le .  Id e a l ism , in  a t t m p t i n g  to  

b r in g  th e se  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to g e th e r ,  i s  s a id  to  obscure the  

d i s t i n c t i o n .  But ph ilosophy , i t  seems to  me, cannot be 

s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  ea sy  method of so lv in g  p r o b l ^ s  by mak

ing  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  I t  must seek  a u n ity  w ith in  th e  d i f 

f e r e n c e s ,  I t  must be remembered th a t  th e  t a s k  o f ph ilosophy 

begins w ith  th e  a ttem p t to  b r in g  to g e th e r  ag a in  a s  mani

f e s t a t i o n s  of a " s in g le  p r in c ip le "  the elem ents which a r e  

d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e .  Even such a p l u r a l i s t  a s  C, A, R ichardson 

adm its t h a t  "when p lu ra l ism  has done i t s  u tm ost, we a re
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l e f t  t o  Gearoh fo r  the  n a tu re  o f  l h a t  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  

p r in c ip le  or e n t i t y ,  whareby s u h je c t  i s  l in k e d  to  su b je c t ,  

and the  many made one,**^

B ^ l i t y  does n o t  c o n s i s t  of a  s e r i e s  o f  e x c lu s iv e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  such as  th e  "g iven" and th o u g h t,  p e rc e p t io n  and 

co n c ep tio n , p a r t i c u l a r  and u n i v e r s a l .  As Eegel d id , we 

must ta k e  our s tand  beh ind  t l ^ s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  see  th e  

t r u t h  which i s  in  both  o f them and th e n  seek  f o r  the  u n i ty  

which a lone  i s  adequate  to  th e  d i f f e re n c e s  t h a t  i t  c a r r i e s  

w ith in  i t .  Because id e a l ism  always i n s i s t s  on t h i s  u n i ty -  

in - d i f f e r e n c e s  d is c u s s io n s  in  i d e a l i s t i c  teim s a re  s a id  to  

be ex trem e ly  v agu e . Id e a l ism  n ev e r  c a l l s  a  spade a  spade -  

a spade i s  always more or l e s s  o f  a spade. R e a l i s t s ,  on 

th e  o th e r  hand, make numerous d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  A th in g  e i t h e r  

i s  o r i s  n o t  of such and  such a  e l a r a c t e r .  I t  i s  e i t h e r  

p a r t i c u l a r  or u n iv e r s a l ,  i d e n t i c a l  o r  d i f f e r e n t ,  one or 

many. For i d e a l i s n  e v e ry th in g  p a r ta k e s  o f  b o th .

Some forms o f  id e a l ism  have been g u i l t y  o f  vague

n e s s ,  To say  t h a t  a th in g  always p a r ta k e s  of o p p o s i t io n s  

w ithou t i n d i c a t i n g  what the  exac t r e l a t i o n  of . th a t  oppos

i t i o n  i s ,  i s  n o t  s a t i s f a c t o r y .  A nalysis  i s  a b s o lu te ly  

n e c e s s a ry .  Thought must a b s t r a c t  and to  speak o f the 

a b s t r a c t  in  d e p re c ia to ry  terms i s  n o t  to  understand  the

1 -  S p i r i t u a l  P lu ra l is m  and Recent JEhilosophy. p ,  2X1.
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n a tu re  o f  t h o n ^ t .  Sut though t cannot r e s t  in  the ab

s t r a c t ,  Throughout th e  p rocess  o f  a b s t r a c t io n  we must 

r e a l i z e  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  p r in c ip le  

which makes the  a b s t r a c t io n  v a l i d .  We must a b s t r a c t  be

cause we cannot t h i n k  a l l  th in g s  a t  once. We must t e a r  up 

th e  u n i ty  o f  the  r e a l  and d e a l  w ith  a sp e c ts  o n ly . But 

i f  by a b s t r a c t io n  you mean t h a t  you proceed from a datum 

I th e  g iven) rega rded  as  r e a l  which exc ludes th e  p r in c ip le  

o f th e  whole ( th o u g h t)  th en  a b s t r a c t io n  i s  im p o ss ib le .  

A b s t ra c t io n  i s  f r u i t f u l  in  so f a r  as  i t  shows t h a t  r e a l i t y  

has two s id e s ,  th e  r e a l  and th e  i d e a l ,  i t  i s

And to  say  t h a t  such  a  d o c tr in e  i s  d is tu rb in g ^  m erely  

bea rs  out the f a c t  t h a t  th in k in g  i s  a h ig h ly  complex p ro-
ac e s s ,

X m a in ta in  t h a t  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between p a r t i c u l a r  

a n U n iv e r s a l  i s  n o t u l t im a te ;  i t  i s  u l t im a te  only  in  so 

f a r  a s  bo th  a re  n e c e s s a ry  to  c o n s t i t u t e  the i n d iv id u a l .

They are  d i s t in g u i s h a b le  but n o t s e p a ra b le ,  i t  w i l l  t h e r e 

fo re  be n e c e s sa ry  t o  de f ine  what we mean by th e  In d iv id u a l ,  

by i n d i v i d u a l i t y ,  IChat a r e  th e  e s s e n t i a l  p r o p e r t ie s  of 

the  in d iv id u a l  co n s id e rea  a s  a type o f the r e a l ?  Following

1 -  See 1 ,  E , smith, A r i s t ,S o c i e ty ,  19E7-1928J
£ -  B rad ley ’ s q u e s t io n  whether "one must so b e l ie v e  in  
th e  power of a n a ly s i s  a s  to  hold  t h a t  what i t  cannot 
b r in g  out naked i s  th e re fo re  no th in g  a t  a l l "  i s  a v e ry  
r e le v a n t  q u e s t io n ,  (Appearance and R e a l i ty ,  p , 594)
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Bosanqmet we can z m in ta in  % W t I n d i v id u a l i t y  has  two 

ex trem es . An "atom" may be s a id  to  be in d iv id u a l  beeause 

i t  i s  s im p le , i n d i v i s i b l e ,  t #  l e a s t  p o s s ib le ,  and i f  

an y th in g  i s  tak en  away from i t ,  i t  w i l l  oease  t o  e x i s t .

This i s  one view o f  i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  Then th e r e  i s  th e  

o th e r  view which conce ives  o f  i n d iv id u a l i t y  "as  th e  ch a r

a c t e r  which our f u l l e s t  exp e rien ce  ten d s  to  app roach ,"

The f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  in  term s of d i s t i n c t i o n ,  the  

second in  term s o f  c o n te n t , i t  i s  in  th e  second sehse 

t h a t  we w ish  to  speak o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  as  B e a l ,

The f i r s t  d e f i n i t i o n  tak es  th e  in d iv id u a l  as  i n 

d i v i s i b l e ,  I  suppose th e  etymology o f the word su g g es ts  

t h i s  "u n d iv id e d n e ss" ,  Experience must be ana lysed  and 

broken up i n t o  th e  g r e a t e s t  p o s s ib le  number of simple p a r t s  

and so in  th e  end each p a r t  d i f f e r s  q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  from 

eveiy o th e r  p a r t .  I n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  i s  supposed p o s s ib le  

only when the  o b je c t  i s  made as sm all as p o s s ib le ,  v o id  

of a l l  q u a l i t y .  This method co n tin u e s  u n t i l  th e  in d iv id u a l  

can be d i s t in g u is h e d  only  ty  ta k in g  d i f f e r e n t  p laces  in  

th e  num erica l  s e r i e s .  I t  i s  e i t h e r  number one, or number 

two, o r number th r e e ,  e t c .  As such the  in d iv id u a ls  a r e  

no t d i f f e r e n t ,  th ey  a re  in te rc h a n g e a b le  and each  coun ts  

fo r  one. At th e  end o f t h i s  a n a ly s is  th e r e  i s  no d i f fe re n c e  

between th e  elem ents or in d iv id u a ls ;  th e  d i f f e re n c e  con

s i s t s  in  th e  a b s t r a c t  symbols by which th e  elem ents a r e
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r e p r s a e n ta d ,  The r e a l  e lem en ts  mave # i#appeared  a i#  

a t te m p t to  f in d  i n d i v ld n a l i t y  by means of d iv id in g  phe

nomena in to  the  g r e a t e s t  nœaber of 8 im # e  p a r t s  ends in  

a b s t r a o t l o n , The in d iv id u a l  c a n n o t  be i n t e r p r e t e d  in  term s 

o f n o t - t h i s ,  n o t - t h i s ,  e t c .  This method of d iffe ren® # 

d e s t ro y s  th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  r e a l  and th e r e fo re  

d i s t i n c tn e s s  ( o th e rn e s s )  cannot be th e  p r in c ip le  of in d iv id 

u a l i t y ,  I n s te a d  o f  b e in g  a type of th e  t ru e  i n d i v id u a l i t y  

i t  r e a l l y  i s  th e  extreme o p p o s i te  o f  th e  t ru e  in d iv id u a l .

The on ly  t r u t h  t h e r e  can be i n  i n s i s t i n g  on th e  

e x c lu s iv e  r e l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  in d iv id u a ls  must be d i s t i n c t .

I t  can g ive  no c lu e  to  th e  c o n te n t  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  I t s  

u s e fu ln e s s  l i e s  in  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  en ab le s  us to  avo id  

a b s o lu te  i d e n t i t y  o r  a b s t r a c t  u n i v e r s a l i t y ,  bu t i f  i t  i s  

looked upon as th e  essence  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  i t  soon be

comes dangerous . At b e s t  i t  i s  a  pragm atic e n t i t y  which 

draws a r t i f i c i a l  boundaries  w ith in  th e  a c tu a l  and as 

such i t  i s  u s e f u l  fo r  p r a c t i c a l  p u rp o ses .  I t  has no 

power to  c o n s t i t u t e  the  r e a l  but i t  m ere ly  t e l l s  us where, 

w ith in  th e  r e a l ,  boundaries  may be drawn in  o rd e r  to  f a c i l 

i t a t e  th e  r e l a t i v e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  v a lu e s .

Then t h e r e  i s  th e  o th e r  view of i n d i v i d u a l i t y  which 

i n t e r p r e t s  i t  in  term s o f "comprehensive c o n te n t ,"  I t  

d e f in e s  i n d i v id u a l i t y  not in  term s of "not one b e in g  someone 

e l s e "  b u t a s  "be ing  o n e s e l f " ,  I  am n o t ,  in  the f i r s t  p lace .
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an in d iv id u a l  because X am d i s t i n c t  from o th e r s  h u t i  

am an in d iv id u a l  o n ly  i n  so f a r  as  I  can in c lu d e  o th e rs  

W ithin me, i n  so f a r  as X can make t h e i r  id e a l s  my i d e a l s ,  

t h e i r  p la n s  ray p la n s ,  The in d iv id u a l  i s  th e  harm onious, 

the  s e l f - c o n ta in e d ,  t h e  co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  r e l i e v e d  o f 

i t s  e x te n s io n a l  and n e g a t iv e  im p l ic a t io n s ,  I  then  am 

an in d iv id u a l  n o t  because I  am an  elem ent i n  th e  S e r ie s  

and th u s  d i s t in g u is h e d  from everybody e l s e ,  b u t  x am an 

in d iv id u a l  because I  have haim onized the  i d e a l s  o f o th e rs  

w ith  my own i d e a l s  and the  un iqueness  o f my i n d i v id u a l i t y  

i s  determ ined  by th e  e x te n t  to  which I  can do t h i s ,  i n d i 

v i d u a l i t y  now becomes a p r i n c i p l e ,  n o t a th in g ,  i n  d e a l in g  

w ith  the  in d iv id u a l  we must le a v e  th e  p lane o f  th in g s  and 

s t r i v e  f o r  the p lane  o f p r i n c i p l e s .  The t r u e  in d iv id u a l  i s  

th e  s p i r i t u a l ,  no t a s u p e rn a tu r a l  e n t i t y  or su b s tan ce , bu t 

s p i r i t u a l  in  th e  sense t h a t  th e r e  i s  meaning and o rg a n iz a 

t io n  in  whatever i s .

The in d iv id u a l  def ined  as p r in c ip le  i s  no t ex ten - 

s io n a l  b u t i n t e n s i o n a l ,  i , e , ,  in  o rd e r  to und ers tand  what 

i s  t r u l y  in d iv id u a l  we must go behind th e  c a te g o r ie s  of 

space and time and e x t e r n a l i t y ,  to  c a te g o r ie s  which a re  

more e x p re ss iv e  and in t im a te  w ith  th e  l i f e  o f e x p e r ie n c e .  

Space and time and the  e x te r n a l  are of course  n o t u n r e a l .  

When we a r e  concerned w ith  the  e x i s t e n t  th e y  are  r e a l  and 

n e c e s s a ry .  But the r e a l  as c o n s t i t u t e d  by a s p i r i t u a l
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p r in c ip le  cannot be exp lained  in  term s o f space and time 

o r  e p a c e - t im e , Mackenzie in  an a r t i c l e  on "U niverea ls  

and O rders" m a in ta in s  t h a t  space-tim e i s  th e  i n d iv id u a l i s 

in g  fu n c t io n  o f  e x i s te n c e ,  A t h i n g  may occmpy a  p o s i t io n  

in  space which i s  occupiea by an i n f i n i t e  number o f  o th e r  

o b j e c t s .  The same ho lds  t r u e  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  t im e . But, 

he say s ,  " i t s  p o s i t io n  in  space-tim e  would seem to  be a 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  belongs only  to  i t s e l f  as in d iv id u a l , "  

By h o ld in g  to  space-tim e a s  the  p r i n c i p l e  of in d iv id u a t io n  

Mackenzie b e l ie v e s  t h a t  he av o id s  the  pure  s in g u la r ism  o f 

B rad ley  and Bosanquet, and th e  pure p lu ra l ism  o f  S to u t ,  

low i t  seems to me t lm t M ackenzie 's  Oosmigmlfor so he c a l l s  

h is  system) emphasizes th e  " e x i s t e n t i a l "  view o f  in d iv id 

u a l i t y ,  l o  one w i l l  deny t h a t  man as a  member of th e  

b io lo g ic a l  s e r i e s  i s  a p a r t  o f n a tu r e ,  i s  in  space and t im e , 

To say  t h a t  th e  in d iv id u a l  i s  n o t  in  space or time i s  

r id i c u lo u s  i f  you mean by th e  in d iv id u a l  th e  psychic 

i n d iv id u a l  who was born on a c e r t a i n  day and a f t e r  th i e e

sco re  and ten  yea rs  d i e s .  With such f a c t s  we are  n o t
£concerned when we speak of th e  t ru e  i n d iv id u a l ,  What we 

mean i s  t h a t  th e r e  a re  o th e r  f a c t s ,  bes id e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a

1 -  Mind, T o i ,  I ,  S, 51, p ,  193.
£ -  "That our s e l f ,  or w i l l ,  or mind a t  i t s  b e s t ,  i s  n o t  th e  
s e l f  o r w i l l  or mind of a unique in d iv id u a l ,  bounded,so 
to  speak, by our norm al c ircu m feren ce , i s  the  one d e f in i t e  
p o in t  on which s p i r i t u a l  ex p e r ien ce  seems unambiguous,"
(BOSanquet, l o g i c ,  V ol, l i ,  p ,  £55,
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th in g  i s  "g iven" in  space and tim e , to  be coneidered  be

fo re  we can pronounce a  th in g  i n d i v i d u a l .  Any attm npt to  

d e f in e  I n d i v i d u a l i ty  in  terms o f  space and tim e ends in  

fo rn ia lism ,^

Here th e n  we have two types  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i t y ,  #ne 

in  term s of e x is te n c e ,  th e  o th e r  i n  terms of meaning* The 

former i s  a c cep ted  by atomic re a l is m ,  and e x i s t e n t i a l  i d e a l 

ism of th e  B erke ley ian  type  which i n t e r p r e t s  the  world 

in  term s of W.nd and reduces r e a l i t y  to  eonse ious s t a t e s .

The l a t t e r  is  th e  view o f  s p e c u la t iv e  ph ilosophy  and i n 

t e r p r e t s  mind and r e a l i t y  in  terms o f  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e rs a l*  

The foim er a r r i v e s  a t  i t s  con c lu s ions  by going b i c ^ n  ex

p e r ie n c e ,  i , e , ,  by a sk in g  the  q u e s t io n :  How i s  ex p e rien ce

p o ss ib le ?  The l a t t e r  looks forward f o r  th e  s ig n i f i c a n c e  

of r e a l i t y ,  R e a l i t y  l i e s  ahead, i t  can nev e r  be i n t e r p r e t e d  

by r e t r a c i n g  th e  v a r io u s  s t a t e s  of e x p e r ie n c e .  I t  must be 

i n t e r p r e t e d  by more of i t s e l f .  The q u e s t io n  i s  n o t .  How 

i s  experience  p o s s ib le ?  b u t .  What does i t  mean?

These two types of i n d i v id u a l i t y  a re  two approaches 

to p h ilo so p h y . The accep tance  of th e  in d iv id u a l  as the  

" e x i s t e n t i a l "  le a d s  to  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l s  and e x te rn a l  r e 

l a t i o n s ,  i n d i v id u a l i t y  as in c lu s iv e n e s s  le ad s  to  co n c re te

1 -  I  th in k  t h i s  i s  in  agreement w ith  Mr, Jo h n so n 's  d e f in i 
t io n  o f a c o n t in u a n t ,  "A c o n t in u a n t  i s  n o t  a com bination 
o f  o c c u rre n ts  u n le s s  they  a re  r e l a t e d  in  some unique r e l a 
t io n  which cannot be reduced t o  c a u s a l ,  s p a t io - te m p o ra l ,  
q u a l i t a t i v e  l ik e n e s s  or to  any com bination of th e s e ,"
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u n iv e r e a l s  and i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o a e .

S p e c u la t iv e  id e a l ism  hae never sep a ra ted  the mind 

from th e  s x t e r n a l  o rd e r  o f  n a tu r e .  I t  never reco gn izee  an 

ego s ta n d in g  a p a r t  from th e  o rd e r  of n a tu r e  and from a 

s o c i e t y  of o th e r  m inds. C o n seq u en tly ^ it  diemxeses a s  un

meaning th o se  problems ifiiioh a re  c a l l e d  e p is te m o lo g ie a l ,  

as to  how th e  mind as  each can know r e a l i t y  a s  such . I t  

b eg ins  to  p h i lo so p h ise  by assum ing t h a t  the  mind by i t s  

v e ry  n a tu r e  i s  a l re a d y  in  touch  w ith  r e a l i t y ,  in s te a d

o f  assuming t h a t  t h e r e  i s  one e n t i t y  c a l l e d  mind and an o th e r

e n t i t y  c a l l e d  n a tu r e ,  we assume on the b a s is  o f ex p e rien ce  

t h a t  th e  e n t i t i e s  mind and n a tu re  a re  complementary, n o t 

opposed. She system o f  r e l a t i o n s  which ho lds  between 

mind and n a tu re  i s  no t something e x te r n a l  or a c c id e n ta l .

I f  i t  were^ then  each could be r e a l  o u ts id e  o f  t h i s  system .

We can th in k  o f  mind a p a r t  from th e  o b je c t iv e  o rd e r  of 

n a tu re  only by means of an a b s t r a c t i o n .  Mind to  be mind 

means to  be in  c o n ta c t  w ith  a world which i s  more than

an o rd e r  o f id e a s .

In s o lu b le  e p is te m o lo g ie a l  problems a r i s e  so long 

as  our though t i s  t i e d  down to  the  c a te g o iy  o f  e x is te n c e ,  

E xperience  cannot be v a l id a te d  by c o n s t ru c t in g  i t  in  terms 

o f p a r t i c u l a r  e x is te n c e s  fo r  th u s  conceived the mind and 

i t s  o b je c ts  become modes of e x is te n c e ,  and the  r e l a t i o n
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between them must be conceived  as  e x te r n a l  and m#chanicaX, 

She re d u c t io n  o f  experience  to  a p a r t i c u l a r  form o f psy

c h ic a l  e x is te n c e  r a i s e s  such in s o lu b le  q u e s t io n s  a s ,  i s  

my id e a  o f  an o b je c t  n u m e r ic a l ly  one w ith  th e  o b je c t  

Tstilch i t  knows? Do two people lo o k in g  a t  the  seme th in g  

have th e  same idea? There i s  always the q u e s t io n  of the  

r e l a t i o n  o f the id ea  to  the  th in g  and no answer can be 

g iven on th e  a s s u m p t io n . th a t  ex p e rien ce  and r e a l i t y  a re  

n o th in g  bu t bare  e x i s te n c e s .  To e x is te n c e  we must add 

meaning and a s  meaning r e a l i t y  tra n sc e n d s  the  p a r t i c u l a r 

i t y  and e x c lu s iv e n e ss  o f p a r t i c u l a r  e x i s te n c e s .  Things 

in  t h e i r  c o n c re ten ess  must always be tak en  as belong ing  

to  seme system and a s  be long ing  to  a system or as members 

of a system they  take  on a meaning which i s  n o t  con fined  

to  a "he re"  and "now",

With t h i s  background we can  tu rn  to a more d i r e c t  

d is c u s s io n  o f our problem. We have s t a t e d  what we mean 

and what we do n o t mean by " p a r t i c u l a r , "  " u n iv e r s a l , "  

" in d iv id u a l , "

F o llow ing  Smith, th e  f i r s t  q u es t io n  fo r  d is c u s s io n  

i s  the s i m i l a r i t y  or d i s s i m i l a r i t y  of the r e c u r r e n t  end 

co n tin u ed  types o f i d e n t i t y .  I s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

th e  two t y p e ^ n e  o f k ina o r o f degree? I t  i s  ev id en t
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t h a t  a  " r é c u r r e n t"  does n o t  convey the,sam e meaning as 

a " c o n t in u a n t ,"  D i f f e r e n t  words have d i f f e r e n t  m eanings. 

We must hold  to  d i s t in c t io n ^ o th e rw is e  we s h a l l  have the  

" a l to g e th e rn e s s  o f  e v e ry th in g ,"  What 1 wish to  show i s  

t h a t  the  i d e n t i t y  in  each case  i s  an i d e n t i ty - w i th i n -  

d i f f e r e n c e s .  The two types a re  n o t  s im i l a r ,  they  a r e  fun

dam en ta lly  th e  same. That the c o n t in u a n t  type i s  n o t a 

unique i d e n t i t y  w i l l  be the  t h r u s t  of my argum ent.

The s e l f  i s  no t a p e c u l ia r  kind of u n iv e r s a l  ex

c e p t  in  so f a r  as th e r e  i s  o n ly  one example o f  any g iven  

s e l f A p a r t  from t h i s  I  see no uniqueness in  the  s e l f  -  

no more th an  in  any o th e r  u n i v e r s a l .  I f  th e  in d iv id u a l  

were a p e c u l i a r  k ind  of u n iv e r s a l^ I  do n o t see  how we 

could  ever extend t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  to any th ing  o u ts id e  o f 

s e l f .  We have d i r e c t  knowledge of t h i s  in d iv id u a l  u n iv e r 

s a l  and th e  l o g i c a l  h y p o th e s is  i s  to  ex tend  th e  knowledge 

of t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  to  th e  u n iv e r s e l s  in  n a t u r e .  The same 

s i t u a t i o n  seems to hold  in  the  judgment. We d efin ed  judg

ment as th e  ex ten s io n  o f the  r e a l i t y  t h a t  i s  given to  me

in  p re s e n t  sensuous p e rc e p t io n ,  and in  th e  immediate
£

f e e l i n g  of my own s e n t i e n t  e x is te n c e .  Thus th e  g iven

1 -  T h is  i s  what B radley means when he says t h a t  "no th ing  
t h a t  i s  r e a l  i s  u n i v e r s a l , "
E - Bosanquet, l o g i c ,  V o l, I ,  p ,  72,
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and i t s  ex te n s io n  d i f f e r  bu t r e l a t i v e l y .  And so w ith  

r e s p e c t  to  the  in d iv id u a l  u n iv e r s a l  and o th e r  u n i v e r s e l s .

I f  we want t o  pu t any meaning i n t o  th e  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  

we can i n f e r  what i s  the  n a tu re  of U n iv e rsa ls  in  th e  

e x te r n a l  world because we know the  n a tu r e  o f  the  in d iv id u a l  

u n iv e r s a l ,  th en  we must assume th a t  the  in d iv id u a l  u n i 

v e r s a l  i s  n o t  p e c u l i a r  in  k in d .  O therw ise knowledge 

i t  could  n o t  he extended to  th e  e x te rn a l  w orld . The 

u n iv e r s a l  we could  know under t h a t  c o n d i t io n  would be 

th e  in d iv id u a l  u n i v e r s a l ,  « We would be sh u t up w ith in  o u f-  

s e lv e s .

The u n iv e r s a l  as c o n tin u a n t  i s  exem plif ied  in 

C a e sa r ,  C aesar i s  a tem poral u n iv e r s a l .  He i s  an i n d iv id 

u a l  b u t h i s  i n d i v id u a l i t y  i s  n o t  a n ta g o n is t i c  to  h is  

u n i v e r s a l i t y .  I f  we ta k e  the  s in g u la r  judgment "Caesar 

crossed  th e  Rubicon" we a r e  n o t  c o n f in in g  C aesar to  the  

one a c t  o f  c ro s s in g  the R ubicon, " I f  we th u s  re fu se d  

to  r e f e r  the  p re d ic a te d  c o n te n t  to  the  whole extended 

i d e n t i t y  of C aesar the  s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f th e  judgment would 

be d e s tro y e d , and an e r i s t i c  e r r o r  committed by red u c in g  

an a s s e r t io n  t o  a  ta u to lo g y ,"  ^ I f  the whole o f  C aesar 

were exhausted  in  fo rd in g  th e  r i v e r  # i a t  s ig n i f i c a n c e

1 -  Bosanquet, L o g ic , V o l , I ,  p, 198,
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would i t  have to  a f f i rm  t h a t  he wag th e  founder of th e  

Roman monarchy, the r i v a l  o f  Bompey, th e  conqueror of 

Gault

By way o f  c o n t r a s t  1 wigh to d is c u s s  L o tz e 'e  

a n a ly s is  o f  th e  above judgment, Lotze  say s , "Caèsav 

c ro sse d  th e  Rubicon b u t n o t th e  Gaeear who lay in th e  

c r a d l e ,  o r  was a s le e p ,  o r  was undecided what to  do, but: 

the  C aesar who came ou t o f  Gaul, who Was awake, consc ious 

o f the  s i t u a t i o n ,  and had made up h i s  mind; i#  a  word, 

the  C aesar whom th e  s u b je c t  o f  our judgment means i s  t h a t  

C aesar who i s  c r o s s in g  the Rubicon, and i n  no p rev ious 

moment o f h is  l i f e  was he the s u b je c t  to whom t h i s  p re d i-  

c a te  could have been a t t a c h e d B o s a n q u e t  answers 

the  above a n a ly s i s  as fo llo w s : " In  o rd e r  to  g ive  t h i s

(C aesar c ro ssed  th e  Rubicon) i t s  f u l l  meaning we must 

n o t  t r y  to  c u t  i t  down as b o tze  In  one p la c e  does, red uc ing  

C aesar to  mean m erely a c r e a tu re  t h a t  c ro sse d  th e  Rubi

con; t h i s  would be A i s  A a g a in .  P r e c i s e ly  th e  p o in t  

o f th e  judgment i s  t h a t  the  smae man u n i te d  in  h im se lf  

o r p e r s i s t e d  through the  d i f f e r e n t  re la t io n s ,-  say , of 

be ing  conqueror o f Gaul and of m arching in to  I t a l y ,

The i d e n t i t y  i s  th e  I n d iv id u a l ,  or the c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l ,  

t h a t  p e r s i s t s  th rough  th o se  r e s t i o n s .  And i f  you ask

1 -  System of p h ilo so p h y , p , 63.
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what th e  p a r t i e u l a r  t h i i  4 e ,  and t r y  to  w h i t t l e  away the

d i f f e r e n c e  and le a v e  th e  i d e n t i t y ,  you w i l l  f in d  th a t  whan

th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  a l l  gone th e  i d e n t i t y  i s  a l l  gone to o ,"

L o tze  ta k e s  th e  p r e d ic a te  " c ro s s in g  th e  Rubicon"

as n o t  a p p l ic a b le  to G aesar b e fo re  or a f t e r  the ev en t.

I f ,  he s a y s ,  we l e t  A s tand  f o r  th e  b la c k  man, B f o r  the

d r in k in g  dog, and 0 f o r  C aesar c ro s s in g  th e  Rubicon, then

A e x i s t s  as a f a c t  c o n t in u a l ly ,  B sometimes and G occurred

once in  h i s t o r y .  I t  i s  o f cou rse  obvious to  everyone

t h a t  C aesar could  n o t  go on c r o s s in g  the r i v e r .  But t h i s

does n o t  mean, i t  seems to  me, s h a t  Lotze im p lie s ,  namely,

t h a t  i n  no subsequent moment o f  h i s  l i f e  can  Gaesar be

the s u b je c t  o f t h i s  judgm ent, A tem poral u n iv e r s a l  means

t h a t  one can be the  same a t  d i f f e r e n t  moments, Experience

can be t r a n a n i t t e d ,  L o tze  makes the I n i t i a l  m istake  whm

he d iv id e s  th e  u n iv e r s a l  i n t o  two c l a s s e s .  The u n iv e r s a le

of thou gh t a re  th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a ls  and th e  u n iv e r s a le

o f sense a re  th e  c o n c re te  o n es . By so doing he compromises
2between S c e p t ic is m  and i d é a l i s a ,  Ee r e t a i n s  the  view

1 -  Science and P h ilo so p h y , p , 27,
2 -  ïto ize compromises between S c e p t ic is n  Wiich condemns 
knowledge and id e a l ism  which " d e i f i e s "  i t ,  "Conscious of 
the f a c t  t h a t  the a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a le  of thought cannot 
be a p p l ie d  to  an e n t i r e l y  fo re ig n  m a te r ia l  so a s  to  make 
i t  c o h e re n t ;  t h a t  i t  does n o t  go o u t ,  to  use h is  p h rase , 
t o  meet th e  m anifo ld  which flows in ,  w ith  a s e r i e s  of empty 
forms in  i t s  hand; and t h a t ,  i f  i t  d id  the  former could 
n ev e r  be a p p l ie d  to  th e  d a ta ;  and ccn sc io u s , on th e  o th e r  
hand, t h a t  to  f ind  th e s e  forms p re s e n t  in  the m a te r ia l  from 
the f i r s t ,  as c o n c re te  and c o n s t i t u t i v e  u n iv e r s a l s  would 
in v o lv e  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  world in  terms of t h o u ^ t ,  
he s t r i k e s  a middle p a th ,  ( Jo n e s ,  The B hilosophy o f  L o tze ,
P , 227,
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t h a t  a l l  though t i s  loxmal and i t s  u n iv e re a ls  a re  ab

s t r a c t  in  th e  sense  t h a t  th ey  do n o t  produce t h e i r  

c o n te n t .  But a d i f f i c u l t y  c rop s  o u t ,  i f  th e  u n iv e re a le  

o f thought a re  a b s t ra c t^  how a r e  th ey  to have o b je c t iv e  

v a l i d i t y ?  I f  th e  u n iv e r s a l s  which though t produces a re  

to  make th e  phenomena of exp e rien ce  inw ard ly  c o h e re n t^  

they  must have been p re s e n t  in  the  phenomena from the  

b eg in n in g . O therw ise I  do n o t see how you are  eve r to  

g ive your u n iv e r s a l s  o b je c t iv e  v a l i d i t y .  You cannot put 

a n y th in g  in to  though t which was n o t  th e re  from th e  beg in 

n in g ,  A l l  you can hope to  do i s  to  make th e  i m p l i c i t  ex

p l i c i t ,  Thought must exp ress  th e  u n iv e r s a l  by b r in g in g  out 

d i f f e re n c e s  in  i t  and a t  the  same time i t  must throw new 

l i g h t  upon th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  by showing t h a t  th e y  a re  n e c e ss 

a r i l y  r e l a t e d  under th e  u n iv e r s a l ,

I  say t h a t  b o tze  made the i n i t i a l  m is take  when 

he d iv ided  u n iv e r s e l s  i n t o  u n iv e r s a l s  o f thought and u n i

versa l®  o f  s e n s e .  When you have so s e p a ra te d  them^you 

have a t  once ru le d  out every a ttem p t f o r  a s u c c e s s fu l  

union between the two. Then the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the 

a b s t r a c t  and th e  c o n c re te  i s  u n b r id g e a b le .  This is  th e  

t r u t h  in  B osanquet’ s d o c t r in e  th a t  the immediate i s  only 

a phase, n o t  a l e v e l  o f e x p e r ien ce . The inm ed ia te  and th e  

m ediate  a re  c o n t in u o u s ,  "The r e a l  i s  th e  r a t i o n a l ,  and
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the  r e f l e c t i o n  i s  i t s  eonso icusnesa  o f I t s e l f , " ^

T h is  hag been am a s id e  from th e  immediate th re a d  

o f  th e  argument bu t p e r t i n e n t  in  so f a r  as i t  shows what 

the  r e l a t i o n  between th e  a b s t r a c t  and c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a le  

should  n o t  b e ,  fe  do n o t  need to show, in  th e  f i r s t  p la c e ,  

what i s  meant by a  c o n t in u a n t .  The main problem i s  to  

show t h a t  a c o n t in u a n t  and a  r e c u r r e n t  exem plify  th e  same 

k ind  o f  i d e n t i t y .  We s h a l l  f i r s t  d iscu ss  the  r e c u r r e n t  

type o f  i d e n t i t y  and l a t e r  make a com parison.

L et ue tak e  th r e e  o b je c t s ,  say  a b lue  book, a  

b lue  house , and th e  blue sky . B lueness i s  h a re  the  r e 

c u r r e n t  c h a r a c t e r ,  low  th e  q u e s t io n  i s  whether we ought 

to  c a l l  th e s e  and o th e r  in s ta n c e s  where we f in d  b lueness  

in  n a tu r e ,  one and th e  same b luen ess?  Two o th e r  a l t e r n a 

t i v e s  are  p o s s ib le .  We may say t h a t  they a re  s im i l a r ,  

i , e , ,  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  the same type or c l a s s .  This i s  p ro

f e s s o r  S m ith 's  view in  h is  a r t i c l e  on "The l a t u r e  o f  

U n iv e r s a l s ,"  Or we may say w ith  P ro fe s s o r  s to u t  t h a t  the 

b lueness  in  each ca se  i s  as p a r t i c u l a r  as  the o b je c t  

which they c h a r a c t e r i s e ,  how I  w ish to  m a in ta in  t h a t  

b lu eness  in  d i f f e r e n t  o b je c ts  i s  one-and-the-sam e b lu e 

n e s s ,  I  r e j e c t  S m ith 's  view because i t  makes a l l  u n iv e r s a ls  

a b s t r a c t  and S t o u t ' s  view because i t  i s  based on a

1 -  Jo n es , The P h ilo sop hy  of L o tz e . p , 226,

-65-



m etap h y e ica l p re f ia p p o i t t io n ,  I s h a l l  d is c u s s  th e se  object
ion s  l a t e r ,

f e  may begin  our c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  u n iv e r s a ls  by 

c i t i n g  a p arag rap h  from P ro fe s s o r  smith’s a r t i c l e .  He 

s t a t e s  th e  problem c l e a r l y ,

"The p o s i t io n  o r d i n a r i l y  adopted by th o se  who b e l ie v e  
in  u n iv e r s a l#  i s  t h a t  u n iv e r s a ls  a re  e i t h e r  q u a l i t i e s  
c h a r a c t e r i s i n g  a number of d i s t i n c t  p a r t i c u l a r s  or r e l a 
t io n s  r e c u r r in g  i n  a  number o f d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s .  Thus 
i f  i t  i s  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  A i s  red and t h a t  B i s  re d ,  what, 
on t h i s  view, i s  meant i s  t h a t  though th e  th in g s  A and B 
a r e  d i s t i n c t  and s p a t i a l l y  s e p a ra te ,  one and the  sCme 
i d e n t i c a l  c h a r a c te r  i s  found in  b o th .  I t  i s  as  a g a in s t  t h i s  
fundam ental t h e s i s  t h a t  th e  o u ts ta n d in g  d i f f i c u l t y  in  
re g a rd  t o  the  n a tu r e  o f  u n iv e r s a l s  -  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  which 
has  g iven r i s e  to  such  an en d less  amount of d is c u s s io n  -  
a t  once p re s e n ts  i t s e l f ,  By what r i g h t  a r e  th in g s  and 
c h a r a c t e r s  thus  d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  t r e a te d ?  The r #  & iat is  
seen in  A i s  s p a t i a l l y  s e p a ra te  from the  red # a t  i s  seen  
in  B, I f  s p a t i a l  s e p a ra t io n  j u s t i f i e s  us in  re g a rd in g  A 
and B as n u m e r ic a lly  d i s t i n c t ,  why n o t  a lso  in  th e  ease  
o f the  c h a ra c te r s ?  What j u s t i f i e s  us in  say in g  t h a t  
though A and B a r e  n u m erica lly  d i s t i n c t ,  th e  re d  thus seen 
in  two p la c e s  i s  none th e  l e s s  i d e n t i c a l  in  bo th?"*

I  ^ l a l l  have to  j u s t i f y  th e  view  t h a t  though two 

th in g s  are n u m e r ic a lly  d i s t i n c t ,  a q u a l i t y  seen in  two 

p lace s  i s  none th e  l e s s  i d e n t i c a l ,  one-and-the-sam e. The 

i d e n t i t y  h e re  i s  ju s t  what i t  i s  when I  say  t h a t  I  am one- 

and-the-sam e in d iv id u a l  from b i r t h  t i l l  d e a th .  The I d e n t i t y  

i n  each  ca se  i s  an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e .

I d e n t i t y  i s  o f te n  ana ly sed  as  fo llo w s: "A th in g

i s  e i t h e r  simple or ccm posite  and i f  com posite i t  can be

1 -  Mind I ,  S .36, (1927) p . 137,
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d iv id e d  i n t o  two p a r t  g, I d e n t i t y  and d i f f e r e n c e ,  G m p o i i t#  

o b je c t s  are  th us  c o n s t i tu te d  o f two th in g s ,  t h e i r  abso

l u t e  i d e n t i t y  in  c e r t a i n  r e s p e c t s  plus t h e i r  absolute 

n o n - id e n t i ty  in  o t h e r s .  Or i f  we have two o b je c ts  we can 

say  t h a t  they  a re  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  the  c h a ra c te r s  

a  and b b a t  are d i f f e r e n t  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  x, y, and z. I t  

i s  always p o s s ib le  t o  s e t  th e  i d e n t i t i e s  over a g a in s t  the 

d i f f e r e n c e s , "  Such an a n a ly s i s  i s  a l to g e th e r  im p o ss ib le .  

I f  you ta k e  i d e n t i t y  and d i f f e re n c e  a p a r t  you f o r f e i t  th e  

c h a r a c te r  of e a ch . You cannot take i d e n t i t y  as  rem aining 

i t s e l f  when the d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  exc luded , YOU may a t te n d  

to  the  one o r  th e  o th e r  but you cannot hold them a p a r t .

The one i f  n o t  q u a l i f i e d  by th e  o th e r  i s  a v ic io u s  a b s t r a c 

t i o n ,  An o p p o s i t io n  can be made bu t i t  must be remsmbere# 

t h a t  any o p p o s i t io n  presupposes an u n d e r ly in g  i d e n t i t y ,

B rad ley  was one o f  th e  f i r s t  E ng lish  p h ilo so p h er  to  

emphasize th e  d o c tr in e  o f I d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e ,  "What 

he in  p r in c ip l e  r e fu s e s  to  a c c e p t  I  und ers tand  to  be bare  

con ju n c t i o n , t h a t  i s ,  the  b r in g in g  to g e th e r  of d i f f é r e n t s ,  

w ith o u t m ed ia tio n  by any a n a ly s is  o f t h e i r  c o n d i t io n s  

s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  th o u g h t ,"  ^ But B rad ley  c o n t r a d ic t s  

t h i s  p r in c ip l e  in  th e  fo llo w in g  passage : "You may take

by a b s t r a c t io n  a q u a l i t y  A, B, or C, and t h a t  a b s t r a c t

1 -  Bosanquet, Mind and i t s  O b je c ts , p , 59
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q u a l i t y  %#y th roughou t rem ain unchanged,'»^ I t  seems to , 

me t h a t  t h i s  passage su g g es ts  a p rocess  o f  a n a ly s i s  which 

we do mot w ant. I t  c e r t a i n l y  i s  c o n t r a ry  t o  B rad ley ’ s 

p rev ious s ta tem en t t h a t  i f  you tak e  i d e n t i t y  and d i f f e re n c e  

a p a r t  you f o r f e i t  the c h a r a c te r  of e a c h .  The q u a l i t i e s  

must remain the  sa^ne fo r  o therw ise  th e r e  can he no u n iv e r 

s a l s ,  But th e  same does n o t  mean unchanged.

Before we co n tin u e  our argument we s h a l l  have to  

determ ine whether or no t the argument o f  th e  i n f i n i t e  r e 

g re ss  i n v a l id a t e s  our v iew . The argument may he put as 

fo l lo w s :  " I f  a l l  i d e n t i t y  i s  an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  you

can never g e t a t  th e  ha re  i d e n t i t y  and i d e n t i t y  w i l l  

b reak  up in to  an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  ad i n f i n i t e # ,"  low 

such an i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  w i l l  no t a r i s e  i f  we i n s i s t  on the 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between the in d iv id u a l  and th e  u n i v e r s a l ,  i  

th in k  we can use the  same argument here  t h a t  is  used a g a in s t  

B ra d le y ’ s r e l a t i o n s ,  B radley  t r i e s  to  r e l a t e  r e l a t i o n s  

to  r e l a t i o n s  and co n se q u en tly  f a l l s  in to  an i n f i n i t e  r e 

g r e s s ,  But s in c e  r e l a t i o n s  hold only  among in d iv id u a ls ,  

c h a r a c te r s  have no r e l a t i o n s  among then  s e lv e s .  C e r ta in ly  

n o t in  the same sense as th e  r e l a t i o n  between a c h a ra c te r  

and an i n d iv id u a l ,  T herefore  the i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  never 

g e ts  s t a r t e d .  The r e l a t i o n  of a  c h a ra c te r  as an i d e n t i t y -  

i n - d i f f e r e n c e  to  th e  in d iv id u a l  which i t  c h a r a c t e r i s e s ,  i s

1 -  Appearance end R e a l i t y , p, 579,
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n o t  th e  6ÇB0 a s  the  r e l a t l f B  of an i d e n t i t y - l n - d l f f e r e n c e  

to  am Id  e n t i t y - I n - d i f f e r e n c e ,  i^ e * ,  g ra n t in g  t h a t  th e re  

i s  a r e l a t i o n  o f the l a t t e r  k in d .

The i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  may be s a id  to  a r i s e  on 

an o th e r  c o u n t ,  " I f  you have two blue o b je c ts  A and B yon 

can a b s t r a c t  t h e i r  common q u a l i ty  2  ( b lu e n e s s ) .  But h e re  

i s  a t h i r d  o b je c t  C and by comparing i t  w ith  A and B Wet 

g e t  2]^, e t c .  There w i l l  be an i n f i n i t e  number of 2 ,  Xi#

2 g , e t c , "  This s i t u a t i o n  n ev e r  occurs because 2  

ceases  to  e x i s t  when 2^ a p p e a rs ,  2% i s  n o t a mere re p e 

t i t i o n  of 2  fo r  t h a t  would mean t h a t  the o b je c t  C had 

n o th in g  to  c o n t r ib u t e ,  t h a t  th e  i d e n t i t y  d id  n o t  determ ine 

the d i f f e r e n c e s ,  Every experience  o f b lue changes my id e a  

of "b lu en ess"  and s t i l l  th e re  i s  but one " b lu e n e s s ,"  I t  

i s  always an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e ,  ( I  s h a l l  exp la in  

t h i s  more f u l l y  when I  tak e  up th e  o n to lo g ic a l  a rgum ent,)

The "same " id o es  n o t  mean unchanged. I t  i s  o f te n  

thought t h a t  on ly  the  a b s o lu te ly  une hanging can be i d e n t i c a l  

w ith  i t s e l f  and th e re fo re  the  a b s o lu te ly  sim ple , homogeneous, 

u n r e la te d ,  can s a t i s f y  t h i s  demand of "sameness", "But 

when we t r y  to  apply  t h i s  concept to e m p ir ic a l  o b je c ts ,  

th e re  appears  n o th in g  in  th e  whole 'c h o i r  of heaven and 

f u r n i tu r e  of th e  e a r th '  from our ' s e l v e s '  down to  the 

g ra in s  o f  sand on the shore , which is  th u s  s im ple , homogeneous 

u n re la te d ,  unchang ing ,"

1 -  H oern le , "S tu d ie s  in  Contemporary M etaphysics" P , 282,
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An u n r e la te d ,  une hang ing  e n t i t y  I s  In o o n ce iv ab le . But

why loo k  f o r  the unehanglngt "Sameness" can o n ly  be eas-

p la in e d  i n  term s of th e  changing and to  loo k  fo r  th e  un- 
1

changing i s  th e  f a l l a c y  o f  apprehending  ev e ry th in g  on 

th e  l e v e l  o f e x is te n c e ,  to  e l im in a te  meaning and to  g ive  

up the  p r in c ip le  o f  i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e ,

I  do n o t w ish to  d isc u ss  nom inalism , I  assume 

th a t  th e re  a r e  u n iv e r s a l s .  But I  do th in k  t h a t  the  d e n ia l  

o f th e  p r in c ip le  of i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  in e v i t a b ly  

leads  to  nom inalism . We e x p la in  l ik e n e s s  by i d e n t i t y ,  

whereas th e  l o m in a l i s t s  e x p la in  l ik e n e s s  by s i m i l a r i t y .

One o b je c t  i s ,  they  say , l i k e  a n o th e r  because i t  has sim

i l a r  q u a l i t i e s .  They even speak o f " e x a c t ly  a l i k e " ,  

whatever t h a t  msy mean, l e t  me quote Mr, Ainscough, a 

r e f in e d  n o m in a l is t ,  a s  to  what i s  meant by " l ik e n e s s , "

"The adm itted  f a c t s  in  t h i s  problem may be exem plified  by 

two b i t s  o f  s in g le -c o lo u re d  r ib b o n , one l i g h t  b lu e ,  the  

o th e r  dark  b lu e .  Take up the  l i g h t  blue p iece  f i r s t  and 

cu t i t  in  two, then  i f  the dyer has done h i s  work p ro p e r ly  

each h a l f  w i l l ,  as  re g a rd s  c o lo u r ,  be e x a c t ly  l i k e  the

1 -  Bolland speaks of the  onveranderlyke v e ran d erly k e  
(unchanging changing) in  d is c u s s in g  H e g e l 's  th eo ry  of 
i d e n t i t y .  Some such concept i s  n ecessa ry  fo r  a tru e  con
c e p tio n  of i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e ,  (Collegium logicum .

—7 0—



o th e r ;  t h i s  is  ah example oI  exaet likenese, How com

p are  a p iece  o f l i g h t  b lue  w ith  th e  dark  b lu e ;  they  a re  

n o t ^exac tly  a l i k e  in  the  way that the two p iece s  o f  l i g h t  

blue were e x a c t ly  a l ik e  in  c o lo u r ,  y e t  they  a re  a l ik e  

one a n o th e r  in  a way th a t  n e i t h e r  i s  l ik e  a p iece  o f  red  

r ib b o n ; bo th , we say , a r e  b lue though of d i f f e r e n t  shades; 

l e t  us c a l l  t h i s  kind of l ik e n e s s  -  approxim ate l i k e n e s s , " ^  

I f  th e  above q u o ta t io n  i s  to be i n t e l l i g i b l e  i t  

must mean t h a t  th e  two p iece s  o f l i g h t  b lue  r ibbo n  a re  

P a r t i a l l y  th e  same, t h a t  the two b i t s  of s in g le -c o lo u re d  

r ib b o n  a re  p a r t i a l l y  the same, and t h a t  th e  blue r ib b o n  

and th e  red  r ib b o n  a r e  p a r t i a l l y  th e  same. I f  l ik e n e s s  

and s i m i l a r i t y  a re  to  convey meaning, t h a t  meaning must 

be based on i d e n t i t y .  L ikeness and s i m i l a r i t y  a re  always 

based on p a r t i a l  i d e n t i t y .  In  so f a r  a s  th e y  a r e  s im i l a r  

or a l ik e  they  a r e  i d e n t i c a l .  To say  th a t  they  a re  a l ik e  

or s im i la r  bu t n o t i d e n t i c a l  i s  m erely  evading th e  i s s u e .  

The two p ie c e s  o f l i g h t  blue ribbon  are  p a r t i a l l y  the  

same. I f  they  were n o t  th e  same my in fe re n c e  t h a t  th ey  

are  e x a c t ly  a l i k e  would be w ithou t a ground, I  can judge 

th a t  they  are  a l ik e  because they  a re  th e  same, In  the 

same way w ith  r e s p e c t  to the  two b i t s  of l ig h t  and dark  

b lu e ,  I judge t h a t  they  a re  approx im ate ly  a l ik e  because

1 -  B cl& tions and u n iv e r s a l s .  Mind H, S, 28, 1929, p ,1 45 .
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b o th  a re  b lu e , And by "b lue"  I  meam b lu e , n o t  aomethlng 

which i s  i i m i l a r  w ithou t b e in g  i d e n t i c a l ,  fou  oenhot 

base l ik e n e s s  on s i m i l a r i t y ,  o r s i m i l a r i t y  on l l k e n e s e , 

Both must be based on i d e n t i t y .

The n o m in a l!S tic  argument may be p re sen ted  from 

an o th e r  a n g le .  I s  the Bweetness o f  th e  orange I  a te  t h i e  

morning th e  same a s  th e  sweetness o f th e  app le  I  a te  

y e s te rd ay ?  I  t h in k  we must say th a t  i t  i s  a l th o u # i  th e  

n o m in a l is t s  would agree  w ith  R ichardson " th a t  we should  

d i s t i n g u i s h  between d i f f e r e n t  a t t r i b u t e s  of th e  same type 

in  acco rd ance  w ith  t h e i r  occurrence  even t h o u ^  they  be 

p e r f e c t l y  s i m i l a r , " ^  The n o m in a l is t i c  p o s i t io n  seems 

rea so n ab le  but i t  i s  based on a f a l s e  e p is te m o lo g ie a l  

th e o ry .  I t  seeks t o  r e l a t e  a world o f id eas  to  a  world 

of r e a l i t y .  In  th e  above in s ta n c e  i t  would argue a s  

fo l lo w s: "Row i s  th e  id e a  of sweetness in  th e  orange

r e l a t e d  to  th e  id ea  of sweetness in  th e  apple? S ince an 

id ea  about d i f f e r e n t  o b je c ts  a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es can never 

be i d e n t i c a l l y  th e  same, we can only  sa y  t h a t  they  a re  

s i m i l a r , "  low I  adm it t h a t  you can never have th e  same 

id e a  of d i f f e r e n t  o b je c t s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  t im e s .  This 

p o s s i b i l i t y  would d e s t ro y  the c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l .  But 

i d e n t i t y  can and does no t e x i s t  in  th e  id e a .  The i d e n t i t y .

1 -  The Theory o f U n iv e rsa ls ,  M onist, V ol, 29, 1929, p ,554 .
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th e  permanent i d e n t i t y ,  e x ie te  on th e  s id e  o f  th e  su b je c t  

and on th e  s id e  o f th e  objeOt though t o f ,  There i s  no 

world of id e a s  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  a world o f  r e a l i t y .

Every id e a  m o d if ie s  th e  eu b jeo t but i t  dOeS n o t  continue 
to  e x i s t  as an i d e a .

The r e c u r r e n t  o r s p a t i a l  u n iv e r s a l  i s  an i d e n t i t y -  

i n - d i f f  e re n c e ,  The f a c t  t h a t  two o b je c ts  a re  s p a t i a l l y  Separ

a ted  does n o t make them " o th e r " .  That i s ,  i f  A i s  a blue 

book and B i s  an o th e r  b lue  book, then  A and B a r e  th e  

same in  r e s p e c t  t o  b lu e n e s s .  They may be o f  d i f f e r e n t  

shades but in  so f a r  as th ey  a r e  blue they  a re  th e  same 

and i d e n t i c a l .  To say  t h a t  they  are  a l ik e  or s im i l a r  i s  

t o  admit t h a t  th e y  a re  p a r t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .

I t  may be o b je c te d  t h a t  we a re  now t r e a t i n g  id en 

t i t y -  in -  d i f f e r e n c e  as bare  i d e n t i t y .  But th e  sameness o f 

A and B i s  no t a  sameness of r e p e t i t i o n ,  l o t h  in  g i s  ever 

re p e a te d  and s t i l l ,  I  th in k ,  we must say t h a t  o b je c ts  have 

common q u a l i t i e s ,  I  s h a l l  r e tu r n  t o  t h i s  p r e s e n t ly .

The b e s t  example of th e  co n tin u a n t  type of u n iv e r s a l  

i s  a human b e in g .  An in d iv id u a l  i s  an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r 

ence -  a m eeting  p o in t  o f u n iv e r s a l s ,  l o t  o f a b s t r a c t  

u n iv e r s a l s  fo r  then  i t  would always be p o s s ib le  to  have 

a d u p l i c a t e .  But an in d iv id u a l  i s  a m eeting  po in t of 

c o n c re te  u n i v e r s a l s .  Every u n iv e r s a l  has d iv e r s i t y  w i th in .
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i t  and th e r e f o r e  every I d e n t W  i s  dominated by the  

d i f f e r e n c e s .  I f  t h i s  were n o t th e  case  in d iv id u a l i ty  

would go over-hoard  on onr view, fo r  then  i t  would he 

p o s s ib le  t o  Imve many in d iv id u a ls  male up o f th e  same 

u n iv e r s a le ,  îh e n  John would he h e n ry ,  Qhviouely t h i s  

i s  n o t  th e  c a s e ,  John and henry a re  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f 

f e r e n t ,  My p o in t  i s  t h a t  th ey  a re  d i f f e r e n t  because they  

a re  th e  m eeting  p o in t  of u n iv e r s a le ,  They a r e  no t d i f 

f e r e n t  because each has a  co re  of i d e n t i t y  which cannot 

be made u n iv e r s a l ,

I  see no o b je c t io n  to  the view th a t  th e  in d iv id u a l  

i s  th e  m eeting  p o in t  o f u n i v e r s e l s .  And s in c e  th e  view 

t h a t  the in d iv id u a l  has a core of i d e n t i t y  cannot bu t 

lead  to  an a b s t r a c t  th eo ry  of u n iv e r s a le ,  I  t h in k  we must 

r e j e c t  i t ,  To look  fo r  a  core  of i d e n t i t y  i n  th e  in d iv id 

u a l  i s  t o  g iv e  up th e  p r in c ip le  of i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n e e .  

The answer to  the  q u e s t io n ,  What i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  of in 

d iv id u a t io n ?  i s  the co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l .  And i f  we in 

s i s t  on an o th e r  answer i t  i s  because we do n o t  tak e  

i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  s e r io u s ly .  In s te a d  o f ta k in g  

i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  s e r io u s ly  we i n s i s t  on id e n t i ty  and 

d i f f e r e n c e ,  and so viewed a c o re  o f i d e n t i t y  i s  n ec essa ry  

to  account fo r  i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  But r i g h t l y  viewed we need 

no o th e r  p r i n c i p l e .
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The view t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  i s  unique i s  a gra

t u i t o u s  h y p o th e s i s ,  SChts c o re  of i d e n t i t y  must be one 

of two t h i n g s ,  i t  i s  e i t h e r  o u ts id e  the  s e r ie s  and i f  so 

i t  does no t e x p la in  a n y th in g ,  o r  i t  i s  w ith in  th e  s e r i e s  

and th en  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  s e l f  and the uniqueness 

o f th e  s e l f  must be de te rm ined . E i th e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  f a i l s  

to  aooount f o r  i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  So in s te a d  of h o ld in g  

t h a t  t h e a c t i v i t i e s  of th e  in d iv id u a l  a re  more unique than  

the  u n iv e r s a l ,  we hold  t h a t  th e  u n iv e r s a l  i s  more unique 

than  the  a c t i v i t i e s  and co n se q u en tly  a  co re  of i d e n t i t y  

to  account f o r  i n d i v id u a l i t y  i s  u n n ecessa ry .

The c o r e - o f - i d e n t i t y  d o c t r in e  i s  a n o th e r  in s ta n c e

o f  th e  view  th a t  e v e ry th in g  can be apprehended on th e

l e v e l  o f e x is te n c e ,  t h a t  th e re  are  simple and u n re la te d

e le m e n ts .  I t  i s  an attem pt to  e x p la in  the in d iv id u a l  in

term s o f  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  ty pe  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  We a r -  
1

gued t h a t  t h i s  ty p e  o f  i n d i v id u a l i t y  i s  im possib le  and 

suggested  the in c lu s iv e  type  in  i t s  s te a d ,  1 now wish to  

show t h a t  t h i s  in c lu s iv e  type i s  com patib le  w ith  our doc

t r i n e  o f u n iv e r s a i s , We may begin by q u o tin g  from B ra d le y 's  

E th ic a l  S tu d ie s ,

" l e t  us ta k e  a man, an Englishman a s  he i s  now, 
and t r y  to  po in t out t h a t ,  a p a r t  from ¥/hat he has in  
common w ith  o th e r s ,  a p a r t  from h is  sameness w ith  o th e rs .

1 -  See page 58,
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he % n o t an # n g l l e m #  r  nor a  man a t  a l l ;  t h a t  I s  i f  
yon ta k e  him a s  som ethihg by h im se lf ,  he is  n o t  wbat he 
i s ,  GO n r  se  we do no t mean to  may t h a t  ha can go ont. 
o f  England w ith o n t disajEp-eafing, n o r ,  even i f  a l l  th e  
r e s t  of th e  n a t io n  p e r is h e d ,  t h a t  he would not s u rv iv e .  
What we mean to  s a y  i s ,  t h a t  he i s  wbat he i s  because he 
i s  born and educated  a s o c ia l  be ing , and a member o f  a 
s in g le  s o c i a l  organism; th S t  i f  you make a b s t r a c t io n  o f  
a l l  t h i s ,  which i s  th e  same in  him and in  o th e rs ,  what 
yon have l e f t  i s  n o t  m  Englishman, nor a man, bu t some 
I  know n o t what residuum , which never has e x is te d  by 
i t s e l f ,  and does not so e x i s t .  I f  we suppose the world 
o f r e l a t i o n s ,  i n  which he was born and b red , nev er to  
have been, th e n  we suppose the  very  essence  o f  him n o t to  
be ; i f  we tak e  th a t  away, we have taken  him away; and 
hence he now i s  n o t  an in d iv id u a l ,  in  th e  sense of owing 
n o th in g  to  the  sphere  o f r e l a t i o n s  in  which he f in d s  him# 
s e l f ,  bu t does c o n ta in  th o se  r e l a t i o n s  w ith in  h im se lf  as 
b e lo n g in g  to  h is  v e ry  be ing ; he i s  what he i s ,  in  b r i e f ,  
so f a r  as  he i s  what o th e rs  a re  a l s o , "  ( p ,  16$)

B rad ley  here  argues in  fav o r  of th e  c o n c re te  u n i

v e r s a l  on e t h i c a l  grounds. He c o n t in u e s :  "The u n iv e r s a l

to  be r e a l i s e d  i s  no a b s t r a c t io n ,  but an o rgan ic  whole; a 

system where many spheres  a re  su b o rd in a ted  to  one sp h ere , 

and p a r t i c u l a r  a c t io n s  to  s p h e re s .  This system i s  r e a l  

in  the  d e t a i l s  of i t s  f u n c t io n s ,  n o t  out o f them, and 

l i v e s  in  i t s  v i t a l  p ro c e s se s ,  not away from them. And 

I an one o f  th e  o rg a n s .  She u n iv e r s a l  then  which i  am to  

r e a l i z e  i s  th e  system which p e n e t r a t e s  and su b o rd in a te s  to  

i t s e l f  th e  p a r t i c u l a r s  of a l l  l i v e s ,  a n d  h ere  and now in  

my l i f e  has t h i s  and th a t  fu n c tio n  in  t h i s  and t h a t  ca se , 

in  e x e r c i s in g  which th roug h  my w i l l  i t  r e a l i z e s  i t s e l f  as 

a whole, and me in  i t , "  (Page 176)

What has a l l  t h i s  t o  do w ith  th e  problem of showing
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how th e  i a c l a s i v e  type ig  com patib le  w ith  our view o f 

u n iv e re s le T  E very th ing , fo r  i t  proves t h a t  two men can 

have th e  same th in g  in  c o m o n . The p r in c ip le  o f  In d iv id -  

n a t io n  cannot be found by re d u c in g  man to  gomething which 

belongs to  him and him on ly ; you cannot ge t a t  th e  in 

d iv id u a l  by t a k in g  away th e  q u a l i t i e s  which he has in  com

mon w ith  o th e r s  ♦ The q u a l i t i e s  of o th e r s  a r e  h i  E q u a l i t ie s  

and th e r e  i s  no residuum  which i s  h i s  in  a unique sen se . 

A b s t r a c t in g  q u a l i t i e s  in  t h i s  manner would d e s tro y  th e  

in d iv id u a l  j u s t  as  "p a r in g  o f f  the  c o a ts  of an onion only 

g iv e s  us l e s s  onion, and in  the  end no onion a t  a l l , "

Here i t  i s  w e ll  to  c o n s id e r  th e  argument fo r  the  

i d e n t i t y  of i n d i s c e r n i b l e s .  I t  may be s t a t e d  as fo llow s; 

" I f  th e  in d iv id u a l  i s  a m eeting  p o in t  of u n iv e r s a l s  i t  

w i l l  be p o s s ib le  to  have d u p l i c a t e s .  But in d iv id u a ls  are 

i n d iv id u a l  and n o t  d u p l i c a t e s .  T herefo re  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  

to  c o n s t r u c t  th e  in d iv id u a l  out o f the  u n iv e r s a l  and the  

p r in c ip l e  o f i d e n t i t y  o f in d i s c e r n ib le s  i s  n o t t r u e , "  

how i t  i s  o f cou rse  im poss ib le  to  have d u p l i c a t e s ,  r e p e a t s .  

D u p l ic a t io n  i s  m eaningless  and what i s  more, i t  c o n t ra 

d i c t s  th e  p r in c ip le  t h a t  the r e a l  i s  th e  r a t i o n a l .  But 

I  t h in k  i t  p o s s ib le  to deny d u p l ic a t io n  and s t i l l  hold to  

th e  p r in c ip l e  t h a t  th e  in d iv id u a l  i s  th e  m eeting p o in t of 

u n i v e r s a l s .  T h is ,  i  should say', i s  the d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a tu r e  

o f th e  c o n c re te  u n i v e r s a l ,

1 -  S ta p le  don. The Problem of U n iv e rsa ls ,  in  M onist, 1924, 
p .  677,
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A c l a s s  i s  t c  be d is tim g u ish ed  from a u n iv e rsa l  

f o r  "a  c l a s s  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  o f one s o r t  o n ly ,"  " in d iv id 

u a l s  ta k e n  per se as members of a c l a s s  in  v i r t u e  o f iden 

t i c a l  p ro p e r t ie s  are  ex h y p o th es i  p a r t s  o r  members of a

whole of r e p e t i t i o n ,  and, so f a r ,  of no o th e r  k ind  o f whole

w hatever. And each in d iv id u a l  o f  th o se  so taken can be

co n s id e red  only  in  r e s p e c t  o f th e  p r o p e r t ie s  in  v i r t u e  

o f which i t  i s  a member of th e  c l a s s .  The d i f f e r e n c e  

w ith in  t h a t  p ro p e r ty  i t s e l f ,  and th o se  #L ich  c o n s t i t u t e

th e  whole rem ain ing  co n te n t  o f the  in d iv id u a l  n a tu re ,
1a re  ru le d  out a t  i n i t i o  by th e  m ethod," Thus c la s s e s

can be re p e a te d  because in  c o n s t ru c t in g  a c la s s  we a t ten d
*

m ere ly  to  q u a l i t i e s  which a r e  rep ea ted  and fo rg e t  t h a t  

i t s  members a re  members of a c o n c re te  system . I t  i s  a 

ba re  c o n ju n c t io n ,  an a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l .  I t  c o n s i s t s  

in  i t s  sameness in  d i f f e r e n t  manbers and t h i s  sameness 

i s  a sameness w ithou t d i v e r s i t y .  But th e  sameness of 

our u n iv e r s a l  i s  a sameness in  d i v e r s i t y .  There i s  a l 

ways d i v e r s i t y  w i th in  th e  u n iv e r s a l  and th i s  d iv e r s i t y  ac 

co un ts  fo r  i n d i v id u a l i t y  w ithou t d u p l ic a t io n .

The n o tio n  t h a t  th e  in d iv id u a l  cannot be a m eeting- 

p o in t  o f u n iv e r s a ls  because i t  would th e n  be p o s s ib le  to 

have d u p l ic a te s ,  f in d s  i t s  t r u t h  in  th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l .

1 -  BoBanquet, B r in ,  of In d ,  and V alue, p, 35.
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I f  u n iv e r s a l s  were a b s t r a c t  t h i s  n o t io n  wottld be t r u e .

But a u n iv e r s a l  i s  always an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  such 

t h a t  " th e  i d e n t i t y  shows i t s e l f  in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  elem ents 

which make i t  up, no t as a  re p e a te d  q u a l i ty ,  but as a  

q u a l i t y  c o n t r ib u t in g ,  each p a r t  in  a  d i s t i n c t i v e  way, t o  

the n a tu r e  o f  th e  w h o l e , I t  i s  as A r i s t o t l e  s a id ,  "For 

t h a t  o f which th e  p resence  o r  absence makes no d i f f e re n c e  

i s  no t r u e  p a r t  o f the  w hole," low v a r io u s  wholes ( i n 

d iv id u a ls )  can have the same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  but i t  i s  

m an ife s ted  d i f f e r e n t l y  in  th e  d i f f e r e n t  wholes and i t  i s  

im poss ib le  t o  t r a n s f e r  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a s  e x h ib i te d  in 

one whole to  an o th e r  w ithou t a d a p ta t io n  to  t h a t  whole.

This i s  t h e  same as say in g  t h a t  a u n iv e r s a l  cannot be,
2

given once f o r  a l l .

In  denying r e p e t i t i o n  i t  seems as  i f  we a r e  d riv en  

to  accep t P ro fe s s o r  S t o u t 's  view t h a t  a " c h a ra c te r  c h a r

a c t e r i s i n g  a c o n c re te  th in g  or in d iv id u a l  i s  as  j a r t i -
3e u la r  a s  th e  th in g  or indiv idual which i t  c h a r a c t e r i s e s , "  

P ro fe s s o r  S tou t argues t h a t  q u a l i t i e s  must be as p a r t i 

c u l a r  as th e  c o n c re te  th in g  because th in g s  a re  p a r t i c u l a r

1 -  Bosanquet, E s s e n t i a l s  o f L og ic . p ,5 5 ,

2 -  C f , Bosanquet, l o g i c , Y ol, I ,  p, 90,

3 -  The n a tu r e  of U n iv e rsa ls  and P ro p o s i t io n s ,  r ,  4 ,
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and th in g s  a re  n o th in g  a p a r t  from t h e i r  q u a l i t i e s ,  

Suhstancee canno t he d is t in g u is h e d  frcan each o th e r  w ith 

out d is c e rn in g  a d i s t i n c t i o n  in  t h e i r  q u a l i t i e s ,  " i t  

fo l lo w s  a ls o  t h a t  i f  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  substances  

i s  n o t  p re c o n d it io n e d  by any d isce rn ed  d i s s i m i l a r i t y  be

tween t h e i r  q u a l i t i e s ,  the  q u a l i t i e s  must be p r im a r i ly  

known as s e p a ra te  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  n o t as u n iv e r s a l s , " ^

My op in ion  is  t h a t  we cannot f in d  any j u s t i f i c a 

t i o n  fo r  t h i s  view  in  our experience  because i t  r e s t s  on 

a m e tap h y s ica l  p re s u p p o s i t io n .  A lthough substance  i s  

n o th in g  a p a r t  from i t s  q u a l i t i e s  i t  does not n e c e s s a r i ly  

fo llo w  t h a t  th e  same q u a l i t y  may not be coimon to  many 

d i s t i n c t  t h in g s .  Substance i s  q u a l i t i e s  in  thought r e l a 

t i o n s ,  I f  i t  i s  ad m it te d ,  as  i t  i s  by P ro fe s s o r  S to u t ,  

t h a t  a c h a r a c te r  o r  q u a l i t y  i s  a b s t r a c t  then we must ac

c e p t  one o f two v iew s . Then the  in d iv id u a l  e i t h e r  con

s i s t s  o f common q u a L i t ie s  plus some unique co re  of id a a -  

t i t y ,  o r th e r e  a r e  no common q u a l i t i e s  and each q u a l i ty  

i s  as p a r t i c u l a r  as  th e  th in g  i t  c h a r a c t e r i s e s .  Both 

views a r e  fundam enta lly  a l ik e  in  so f a r  as th e y  hold to  

th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l .  The d i f f e re n c e  i s  t h i s ;  the 

f i r s t  view  emphasizes the  i d e n t i t i e s ,  the  second th e  

d i f f e r e n c e .  The f i r s t  i s  l e f t  w ith  i d e n t i t i e s  w ithou t

1 -  I b i d , ,  py 9,
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d i v e r s i t  l e e ,  th e  second With d i v e r s i t i e s  w ithou t I d e n t i 

t i e s ,  In  th e  ©hove view i d e n t i t y  and d i f f e re n c e  are  

assumed to  exclude dne a n o th e r ,  and th e r e f o r e ,  acco rd in g  

to  th e  f i r s t  view, s in ce  sameness o f  c h a ra c te r s  i s  a 

f a c t  th e  d iv e r s i t y  must he su p p lied  in  some unique way; 

ac co rd in g  t o  th e  second view i t  i s  assumed t h a t  s in ce  

d iv e r s i t y  i s  a f a c t ,  i t  fo llow s t h a t  tW re  is  no i d e n t i t y .  

The c o n c rè te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  an i d ent i t y - i n # d i f f e r -  

ence. That i s ,  "Every p a r t  o f  a q u a n t i t a t i v e  Whole iS 

d i s t in g u is h e d  hy a p e c u l i a r  q u a l i t y  as w e ll  aS u n i te #  

w ith  the r e s t  hy an i d e n t i t y  of q u a l i t y ,  Every whole of

r e d ,  b e s id e s  b e in g  a degree o f  red  in  g e n e ra l ,  i s  a lso
% -

a  p a r t i c u l a r  hue and produces a  d i s t i n c t  im pression^"

The in d iv id u a l  i s  t h e r e fo re  p a r t i c u l a r  and u n iv e r s a l .  Or 

r a t h e r  p a r t i c u l a r  in  b e in g  u n iv e r s a l .  Because he i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  he i s  u n iv e r s a l  and v ic e  v e r s a . The o n ly  way 

t o  escape sc e p t ic is m  i s  to reco gn ize  the  t r u e  n a tu re  of 

th e  in d iv id u a l ,  as an o rgan ic  union of th e  p a r t i c u l a r  

and th e  u n i v e r s a l ,  E xperience is  not a p rocess  from th e  

p a r t i c u l a r  to  th e  u n iv e r s a l ,  but from the  l e s s  deteim ined 

to  th e  more de te im ined , i , e , ,  from in d iv id u a l i ty  to  

i n d i v i d u a l i t y .  Only when we reco gn ize  degrees of in 

d i v i d u a l i t y  can we understand  th e  p r in c ip l e  of i d e n t i t y -  

i n - d i f f  e ren ce .

1 -  Bosanquet, l o g i c ,  Y ol, I ,  P, 124,
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I t  i e  v e ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e x p la in  wbat i s  meant by 

th e  p r in o ip ie  o f  i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e .  A ccording to  

M ise St ebb ing  n e i t h #  B radley , no r Bosanquet, n o r any of 

th e  I d e a l i s t i c  sch o o l,  has ever succeeded in  making c l e a r  

what i s  meant by th e  p r i n c i p l e , ^  Probably  i t  i s  an u l t i 

mate which canno t be e x p la in e d .  But I  ag ree  With B radley  

when he say s , " f o r  my p a r t ,  s in ce  in  ex p e rien ce  i d e n t i t y  

and d i f f e r e n c e  seem in d i s s o lu b le  and s in ce  o therw ise  th# 

e n t i r e  world o f our knowledge seems d i s s i p a t e d ,  I  w i l l  

tak e  them in  t h i s  union  thwough c e r t a i n l y  l„c.annot ex

p la in  i t , "2 Any o th e r  p r in c ip l e  V i t i a t e s  our whole 

system  of knowledge,

I  have not a ttem pted  t o  ex p la in  how i d e n t i t y - i n -  . 

d i v e r s i t y  i s  p o s s ib l e ,  my p ro b lm  was to  show t h a t  the  

r e c u r r e n t  and c o n tin u a n t  type of u n iv e r s a l  a re  fundamen

t a l l y  one and th e  same, I  do no t say  t h a t  th e re  i s  no d i s 

t i n c t i o n  between a s p a t i a l  and a tem poral u n iv e r s a l ,  

" C e r ta in ly  th e  d i v e r s i t y  of space, and again  of t im e , has 

a c h a r a c te r  o f i t s  own,"® This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  no t ques

t io n e d ,  What I  do w ish to  m a in ta in  i s  t h a t  t h i s  c h a r a c te r  

i s  an in s ta n c e  of th e  one p r in c ip le  of i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f 

f e re n c e ,  S p a t i a l  and tem poral d i f f e re n c e  a re  no t

1 -  Of, A Modern In t ro d u c t io n  to  Logic, p ,  V I I I ,
2 -  Mind, 1 .  S, V o l. 2, 1892, p, 5̂ 68,“
3 -  B rad ley , APh. and R e a l i t y , p, 588,
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u l t im a te g  bu t b o th  a re  ih e ta n c e s  o f  am u l t im a te  p r in o ip i e .  

That Bradley d id  no t w ish to  e ra se  the  d i l t i n c t i o n  be

tween th e  s p a t i a l  ahd tem poral u n iv e r s a ls  i s  ev iden t from 

th e  fo llo w in g  q u o ta t io n s ;

^ C e r ta in ly  I  saw no advantage in  o a ta lo g u in g  every
day d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  such as tho se  between two men of the 
same s o r t ,  and two men in  th e  same p la c e  or t im e , and 
ag a in  two p e r io d s  of a  m an 's one l i f e .  I t  did n o t  occur 
to  me t h a t  such d i s t i n c t i o n s  could  f a i l  to  be f a m i l i a r  
o r t h a t  any one could d e s i r e  t o  be inform ed on them,
I  presupposed as a m a t te r  of co u rse  a knowledge o f them, 
and, i f  I  m yself anywhere confused them, i  have n o t  found 
th e  p la c e ,

"Any one can o f  co u rse  p e rc e iv e  t h a t  th e  sameness 
of a  th in g  w i th  i t s e l f  a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es d i f f e r s  from | t s  , 
p o sse ss io n  w ith  an o th e r  th in g  of one and th e  same c h a ra c te r

"There i s  a d i s p o s i t io n  on th e  ground of such f a c t s  
as space-and tim e to  deny th e  e x is te n c e  of any one funda
m ental p r in c ip le  of i d e n t i t y .  And t h i s  d i s p o s i t io n  i s  
hard  to  combat s in c e  i t  u s u a l ly  f a i l s  to  found i t s e l f  upon 
any d i s t i n c t  p r in c ip le ," ®

That he conceived  of th e  s p a t i a l  and tem poral 

u n iv e r s a l  as exem plify ing  one p r in c ip le  i s  ev id en t from 

th e  fo llo w in g ;

"And m u ta t is  m utandis what i s  t r u e  here about tem
p o ra l c o n t in u i ty  i s  t ru e  a lso  about s p a t i a l ,  and no t to 
p e rc e iv e  t h i s  would be an e r r o r ,

"These o b je c t io n s  ( to  the fundamental sameness 
o f  a l l  i d e n t i t y ) ,  t o  r e p e a t ,  seem to  me to  r e s t  on th e  
s u p e r s t i t i o n  t h a t ,  because t h e r e  a re  d iv e rs e  i d e n t i t i e s ,  
th e se  cannot have one u n d e r ly in g  c h a r a c t e r ,  and the

1 -  App, and R e a l i ty ,  p , 585.
2 -  I b i d —  ---------
3 -  I b i d , ,  p, 587,
4 -  I b i d , ,  p ,  589,
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su p erE titlçn  ag a in  th at th e fê  l e  a fo re ig n  ex isten ce  
out Eide character and w ith a chasm hetween the  two,
Such crude f a m i l i a r  d iv i s io n s  o f common sense a r e  s u re ly  
in  p h ilo so p h y  mere s u p e r s t i t i o n s ,

Eote -  One o f th e  main reasons fo r  r e fu s in g  to  admit

t h a t  th e  c o n t in u a n t  and r e c u r r e n t  u n iv e r s a l  u l t im a te ly

s tan d  f o r  the  same k ind  o f i d e n t i t y  i s  th e  " in d i f f e re n c e

of sp a c e ,"  In  a  r e c e n t  is su e  o f  th e  H ihhert jo u rn a l

r r o f e s so r  J ,  1 ,  Boodin su gges ts  t h a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t

to  conceive  of the  cosmos as  an organic whole because of

th e  in d i f f e r e n c e  o f  sp ace , (By in d i f f e r e n c e  o f  space he

means s e p a r a t e n e s s , ) He c o n t in u e s ;  "But i f  we p lace

o u rse lv e s  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  an e l e c t r o n ,  we w i l l  f in d  th a t

to  such an organism th e  wholeness o f  an o rg an isa  l i k e  a

human organism  must be as unim aginable a s  th e ' whole cosmic

whole i s  t o  u s ,  i t  i s  im possib le  fo r  an e le c t r o n  to

imagine how th e  human organism could be a whole, but we,

who are  f a m i l i a r  w ith  the  fu n c t io n ,  tak e  than as a m a tte r  
2

o f  c o u r s e ,"

1 -  I b i d , ,  p ,  590,
2 - Y o l, 28, p , 590, 1930,
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C hapter I I I

I n  t h i s  c h a p te r  I  w ish  to  show why oar u n iv e r s a l  

i s  s a id  to  be oonorete*  The eo n o re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  a  u n i ty  

and th e r e f o r e  i t s  n a tu r e  cannot be expressed  s e p a ra te ly  

in  th e  w ords. S t i l l  i t  w i l l  be n e c e s sa ry  to  p o in t out 

th e  s ig n i f i c a n c e  of th e  word " c o n c re te " .  In  th e  preced* 

in  g c h a p te r  I  a ttem pted  t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  is  one type  

o f u n i t y  u n d e r ly in g  th e  r e c u r r e n t  and c o n tin u a n t  u n iv e r s a l .  

The u n i t y  in  each case  i s  an i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e .  I t  

i s  a  u n i ty  in  which th e  i d e n t i t y  dominates th e  d i f f e r 

e n c e s ,  low we must show t h a t  th e  u n iv e r s a l  determ ines 

i t s  own p a r t i c u l a r i z a t i o n .  This i s  what makes i t  co n c re te  

in  th e  t ru e  sense of th e  word.

In  th e  January  is s u e  of mind appears  an a r t i c l e  by 

M, B, F o s te r  on th e  "Concrete U n iv e r s a l" ,  In  t h i p a r t i e l e  

th e  views o f Cook Wilson and Boean%uet a re  d is c u s s e d ,

"my purpose in  t h i s  a r t i c l e , "  says F o s t e r , " i s  simply to  

show th a t  th e  a ttem p t to  conceive  th e  u n iv e r s a l  as con

c r e t e  in  th e  sense which I  have d e sc r ib ed ,^ h ae  been the  

d r iv in g  fo rce  behind th e  d o c tr in e s  of two p h ilo so p h e rs  

v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  from one an o th e r  in  o th e r  ways, — Wilson

1 -  B ote , in  t h i s  a r t i c l e  the c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  was 
d e sc r ib e d  "as the u n iv e rsa l  which determ ines i t s  own 
p a r t i c u l a r i  z a t i  on,"
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and B osaû tüet •  and to  ex p la in  i n  what re f ip ec ts ,  a s  i t
- 1seems to  ms, b o th  fa il,**  I  s h a l l  m a in ta in  t h a t  the  

e o n c re ta  u n iv e r s a l  does determ ine i t s  own p a r t i c u l a r 1na

t i o n  and t h a t  th e  whole n a tu re  of the in d iv id u a l  i s  cov

ered by i t .  I f  th e  whole n a tu r e  of the In d iv id u a l  i s  no t 

covered  by the  u n iv e r s a l ,  then  the  u n iv e r s a l  cannot be 

c o n c r e te .  To a d e te rm in a t io n  of t h i s  we must now tU rh ,

I  might have headed t h i s  c h a p te r  "The o n to le g io a l  

Argument G enera lized"  fo r  we muet e s t a b l i s h  a r e l a t i o n  

between essence  and e x is te n c e ,  between th e  id e a l  and the 

r e a l ,  between though t and r e a l i t y ,  i f  our d o c t r in e  th a t  

ev e ry  i d e n t i t y  determ ines i t s  d i f fe re n c e s  i s  t r u e ,  then  

each in d iv id u a l  de term ines i n  seme way o r  o th e r  n o t  only 

e x is te n c e  but a l s o  e ssen ce , i ^ e r y  in d iv id u a l  i s  n ec essa ry  

and a  change in  e x is te n c e  w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  produce a 

change in  e s se n c e ,  Bosanquet b r in g s  t h i s  out c l e a r l y  in  

th e  fo l lo w in g  passage : " I f  we say  we know what a sovere ign

i s ,  and do n o t  know how many th e r e  a re  in  the world, then  

we do n o t  r e a l l y  know what a sovere ign  i s ,  i t s  p roduction  

i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e l a t i v e  to  i t s  n a tu r e ,  to  th e  need fo r  a

th in g  of t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  n a tu r e ,  to the c o n d i t io n  o f  i t s
2supp ly , and to  th e  degree of i t s  wear and t e a r , "

1 -  Janua ry  1931,
2 -  M eeting  of Extremes in  P h ilo sop hy , p ,  89,
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Id e a l ism  i s  sa id  to  m istake a th e o ry  of know

ledge  fo r  a th eo ry  o f  r e a l i t y .  That i s ,  i t  does n o t 

d i s t in g u i s h  hetween th e  .p syoh ioa l occurrence  and the  

consc iousness  o f t h a t  o ceu rren ce . But i t  seems to  me t h a t  

th e  c r i t i c s  of id e a l is m  assume t h a t  id e a l ism  i s  a theo ry  

o f th e  s u b je c t iv e  in  p u r s u i t  o f th e  o b je c t iv e .  They deem

i t  n ec essa ry  to  g ive  a th eo ry  o f knowledge and a theo ry

of r e a l i t y  p lus, a th eo ry  of t h e i r  r e l a t i o n .  But id e a l ism  

i e  no t a  th e o ry  o f  th e  s u b je c t iv e  in  p u r s u i t  o f the 

o b je c t iv e  and th e r e f o r e  a l l  c r i t i c i s m  which i s  based on 

th e  above assum ption may apply  to  sane o th e r  system, but 

i t  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  so f a r  as  id ea lism  i s  concerned . I f  

ep istem ology i s  th e  sc ience  which seeks th e  r e l a t i o n  

betvi/een Imowledge and r e a l i t y ,  then  id e a l i s m  can very  w e ll  

do w ithou t ep is tem ology . According to  id ea lism  th e r e  i s  

no world o f  id e a s  a n d . th e r e f o r e  i t  i s  unnecessa ry  to  

r e l a t e  i t  to  a world of r e a l i t i e s ,

L a e g e l  needed no e p i s t  emology because h i s  th eo ry  was

a th e o ry  of the  r e a l ,  "E very th ing  we know bo th  of outward 

and inward n a tu r e ,  in  one word the  o b je c t iv e  w orld, i s  in  

i t s  own s e l f  th e  same as i t  i s  in  thought and t h a t  to  

th in k  i s  to  b r in g  out the  t r u t h  of our o b je c t ,  be i t  what 

i t  may. For  Kant thought never q u i te  got over to  th in g s

1 -  H e g e l 's  L og ic , f a r a ,  EE, W allace 's  T rans ,
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and th in g s  never' re v e a lè d  t h e i r  inmost n a tu re  to  t h o u j^ t ,  

Menoe £ a n t  remained s c e p t i o a l ,  Hegel (and Bosanquet) 

ta k e s  h ie  s tan d  behind th e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  o f t h o a ^ t  and 

r e a l i t y  and seeks fo r  th e  u n i ty  o f  r e a l i t y  eh io h  alone 

i s  adequate  to  th e  d i f f e re n e e s  which i t  o o n ta in s  w ith in  

i t .  Thus H egel s t a r t s  from a  r e a l i t y  which i s  a l l - i n o l u -  

s iv e ,  from a world which c o n s i s t s  o f  th in k e r s  and th in g s  

though t a b o u t , There a re  no e x i s t e n t i a l  r e a l i t i e s  o a l le d  

" i d e a s , ”

O r l t i c s  of id ea l ism  have taken  th e  th eo ry  of th in k 

in g  t o  be a  th eo ry  o f thought and th e r e fo re  th e y  have ^

thought i t  n e c e ssa ry  t o  r e l a t e  th e  th e o ry  of id eas  to  th e  

th eo ry  of r e a l i t y .  How a r e  though ts  r e l a t e d  to  th in g s?

But th e  q u e s t io n  i s  unnecessary  because th e  laws Of thought 

a re  th e  laws o f t h in g s .  A ll  judgment i s  a d e f in i t i o n  of 

r e a l  r e a l i t y ,  f o r  i f  thought does no t c h a r a c te r i s e  r e a l 

i t y  what do we mean by t h o u ^ t ?  "Thought, a s  I  under

s tan d  th e  m a t te r ,  i e  always an a f f i rm a t io n  about r e a l i t y  

th ro u g h  th e  p rocess  of p a r t i c u l a r  m in d s , , , , , .Thought Which 

d e a ls  w ith  no g iven , and c o n s t ru c ts  no order i s  re s  n i h i l i , ^  

Thought th in k s  t r u l y  o f r e a l i t y .  In  d e t a i l ,  judgments 

may be m istaken but th e  judgment fu n c tio n  cannot be mis

tak en , f o r  YiQ can never ge t o u ts id e  o f i t .  A l l  c r i t i c i s m  

o f the  judgment must be in  terms of judgment and u n le ss

1 -  Bosanquet, Contemporary B r i t i s h  ph ilo sop hy , p ,  60,
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you a re  w i l l i n g  to  admit t h a t  r e a l i t y  m erely e i r o l e a  a- 

round your id e a s ,  you cannot deny t h a t  i t  I s  th e  m t u r e  

o f mind to  th in k  t r u l y  o f  r e a l i t y ,  I  am in  to u ch  w ith  

th e  r e a l .  This much we must a c c e p t .

I f  i t  i s  th e  n a tu re  o f  mind to  th in k  t r u l y  o f  

r e a l i t y  what becomes o f th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  id e a l  

and th e  r e a l ,  my idea  o f  an o b je c t  and i t s  a c tu a l  e x i s t 

ence? There i e  a d i f f e re n c e  between the id e a  o f  too thache  

and th e  a c tu a l  to o th a c h e .  Once g ran t t h a t  the  idea  of 

something i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  e s t a b l i s h  i t s  e x is te n c e ,  you 

w i l l  have to  admit th e  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f  # 1  f a n c ie s .  

Then th e r e  w i l l  be no d i f f e re n c e  between f a c t  and fancy . 

O bviously , we can and do no t wish to  wipe out th e  d i s t i n c 

t i o n ,  To wipe i t  out would be to  in tro d u ce  a c o n t r a d ic 

t i o n ,  To say t h a t  thought i s  th e  th in g  though t of con

t r a d i c t s  th e  very  c o n d i t io n  of th in k in g .  The f a c t  i s  the  

f a c t ,  th e  event i s  th e  e v e n t , th e  thought i s  th e  th o u g h t.  

So f a r  X have no o b je c t io n  f o r  i t  merely means t h a t  th e r e  

a re  th in k e r s  and th in g s  thought ab o u t.  But the  c r i t i c s

of id e a l ism  doubt the  genuineness of th e  o b je c t iv e  r e f e r -
1

ence which i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f every id e a .

1 -  B o te , B rad ley , and Bosanquet t o  sane e x te n t ,  some
tim es doubt th e  genuineness of thought and in  so f a r  deny 
th e  c o n c re te  u n i v e r s a l ,  i  s h a l l  r e tu r n  to  t h i s  p re se n t
l y .
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f h s y  lo ok  mpom Idoae as e x i s t o n t i a l  r e a l  1 t i e s  Which can 

be d iv id ed  In to  p ay ch o lo g ica l  phenomena which p e r i  eh and 

o b je c t iv e  re fe re n c e #  which have permanent e x i s te n c e ,

In s te a d  o f lo o k in g  upon id eas  a s  p e r is h in g  in  th e  process 
o f  knowing, they  c r e a t e  a world o f  id e a s  and t h i s  world 

o f  id e a s  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  enough to  be opposed to  th e  world 

o f  f a c t s .  E a tu r a l ly  th e  q u es tio n  of t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  a r i s e s .  

And h e re  i s  where e p i s t  emology goes wrong. The q u es tio n  

of th e  r e l a t i o n  between knowledge and r e a l i t y  never a r i s e s .

S ince thought th in k s  t r u l y  of r e a l i t y  © nto logiC ai 

v a l i d i t y  must be p re se n t  in  human e x p e r ie n c e .  A ll  ex

p e r ie n c e  must appeal to  a c r i t e r i o n  n o t  only  more u l t i 

mate th an  ex p e rien ce  i t s e l f  but i t s e l f  wholly removed 

from the  mere l i m i t a t i o n s  of our ex p e r ien ce .  By means of 

t h i s  p re su p p o s i t io n  of thought i s  man enabled to  env isage  

t r u e  u n i v e r s a l s .  The re fe re n c e  in  t h o u ^ t  i s  no t to some 

em p ir ic a l  item  in  experience  but to  a d e te rm in an t, to  an 

a b s o lu te  a f f i r m e r  which we b r in g  to  ex p e r ien ce .

So much fo r  a g e n e ra l  in t r o d u c t io n .  We must 

now show how t h i s  i s  r e l a t e d  to  our s p e c i f ic  p ro b lm  -  th e  

d e te rm in a t io n  by th e  u n iv e r s a l  o f i t s  own p a r t i c u l a r i z a 

t i o n .
We are seeking fo r  a r e l a t i o n  between e x is te n c e  

and e s s e n c e ,  A r e l a t i o n  can be e s ta b l i s h e d  i f  we can show, 

gays P ro fe s s o r  L a ird ,  " th a t  a l l  u n iv e r s a ls  l o g i c a l l y
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r e q u i r e  p a r t le u lm r  in e taae e#  whieh a c tu a l ly  e x i s t  

On page 117 he o o u tlu u e s ,  **We must comelude, th e r e fo r e ,  

t h a t  some g e n e ra l  f a o ts  a r e  l o g io a l ly  im&epeudeut o f ex

i s t e n c e  a l th o u g h  e x is te n c e  i t s e l f  oannet he in a e p # d # t  

o f g e n e ra l  f a o t s .  In  o th e r  words, the ultiBrnt# d i f f e r 

ence between e x is te n c e  and s u b s i s t # o e  re m a in s ,” I t  

seems to  me t h a t  th e s e  two s ta tem en ts  a r e  c o n t r a d ic to r y .

The f i r s t  one a c cep ts  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  c o n c re te  u n i 

v e r s a l ,  th e  l a t t e r  den ies  i t .  P ro fe s so r  l a i r d  den ies the  

p r in c ip le  of th e  co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  by r e t a in in g  an u l t i 

m ate d i f f e r e n c e  between e x is te n c e  and s u b s is te n c e ,  Ss 

a rgues  h is  p o in t  a s  fo l lo w s ; " lo g ic  i s  s a t i s f i d d  i f  

t h e r e  a re  some e x i s t i n g  in s ta n c e s  o f th ese  (redness  and 

s e n te n t io u s n e s s )  u n iv e r s a l s ;  i t  cannot deduce a l l  th e  

p a r t i c u l a r  in s ta n c e s  which happen to e x i s t ,  Kl^pe ways, 

fo r  example, t h a t  th e r e  are  about 150 d isc r im ln ab le  c o lo u rs ,  

X do n o t know whether t h a t  i s  th e  r i g h t  number, bu t I  can 

be q u i te  c e r t a i n  t h a t  th e  r i g h t  number, whatever i t  may 

be , cannot be deduced from the u n iv e r s a l  ‘c o lo u r* .

G ran ting  then  t h a t  ‘colour* l o g i c a l l y  re q u ir e s  to  have 

some v a r i e ty  in  th e  w orld, i t  does n o t l o g i c a l l y  re q u ire  

to  have any d e te rm in a te  number o f v a r i e t i e s , The u n iv e r s a l  

'man* may l o g i c a l l y  r e q u i r e  mankind, but t h i s  c ircum stance
O

does no t r e l i e v e  th e  census o f f i c i a l s , "

1 -  A Study in  B e a l i su . p , 115,
2 — Xbicl,, p ,  116#
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i s  a f l a t  den j a l  o f  th e  o o n c re te  u h lv e r s a l   ̂

f o r  i f  th e  p r in o ip ie  o f  the  oono re te  u n iv e re e l  ie  t r u e  

th^n u n iv e r s a l s  n o t  o n ly  r e q u ir e  in s ta n o e s  bu t they  r e 

q u i r e  j u s t  th e  d e te rm in a te  number of in s tan o es  t h a t  a r e ,  

i f  i t  i s  g ra n te d ,  as L a ird  does (and most ph ilo so phers  do), 

t h a t  i t  i s  n e c e s sa ry  fo r  u n iv e r s a l s  to  have some in s ta n c e s  J  

th en  we must adm it th e  n e c e s s i ty  of j u s t  those  in s ta n c e s  

t h a t  a r e .  There i s  no vacuous a c tu e l l t y  of the  u n iv e r s a l .

This i s  g e n e ra l ly  ad m it te d .  But by what lo g ic  can i t  

be adm itted  t h a t  a u n iv e r s a l  must be exem p lif ied  and de

n ie d  t h a t  i t  must be exem plified  in  i u s t  th ose  in s ta n c e s  

t h a t  a re?  i f  we admit th e  one we must admit th e  o th e r  *

This o r n o th in g  -  i , e , ,  e i t h e r  admit t h a t  none a re  neces

s a ry  o r  admit t h a t  a l l  a re  n e c e s sa ry .

I f  every  s in g le  in s ta n c e  of a  u n iv e r s a l  were not 

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  we would never be ab le  to  ge t out o f Hume's 

d i f f i c u l t y ,  " I t  fo l lo w s , t h a t ,  i f  we are  to ge t out of 

Hume's d i f f i c u l t y ,  we must f in d  something in each s in g le  

in s ta n c e ,  which would j u s t i f y  th e  b e l i e f .  The key to  the 

m ystery  i s  n o t  to  be found in  th e  accum ulation of in s ta n c e s ,  

bu t in  th e  i n t r i n s i c  c h a ra c te r  of each in s ta n c e ," ^  This 

means t h a t  a s in g le  in s ta n c e  i s  enough to  e s t a b l i s h  the 

u n i v e r s a l .  In  o th e r  words, the in d iv id u a l  i s  the  r e a l .

1 -  A, I .  W hitehead, "U niform ity  and Contingency" in  
A r i s t ,  p r o ,  Y ol, B, S, 23, 1922-23,
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L et us tu r n  fo r  a  momemt to  P o s t e r 's  o r l t l c i e u  

of B osanquet‘ B Conore te U n iv e r sa l ,

Aooording to  F o s te r ,  Bossnqmet uees the  term con

c r e t e  u n iv e r s a l  in  th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  ways# There i s  f i r s t  

o f a l l  S m ith 's  d e f in i t i o n  where the co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  

taken  to  determ ine  i t s  own d i f f e r e n c e ,  fhe  o o n cre te  u n i 

v e r s a l  i s  here  equated w ith  the in d iv id u a l .  Secondly, i t  

i s  used  to  d i s t in g u i s h  hetween the  u n i ty  of p a r t i c u l a to  

be long ing  t o  a  c l a s s  and th e  u n i ty  of elem ents w ith in  a, 

systrnn. And f i n a l l y ,  i t  i s  used to  p o in t  to a  co n ten t  

which g a in s  in  co n c re ten ess  as  i t s  ex ten s io n  in c r e a s e s ,  

" In d iv id u a l  as opposed to what i s  commonly understood by 

u n iv e r s a l ;  system  as opposed to c la s s  ; g eneric  conoep# 

as  opposed to  a c c id e n ta l  p re d ic a te  -  a l l  th e se  a r e  in c ln d -  

ed by Bosanquet in  th e  common d e s ig n a t io n  ' t h e  co n c re te  

u n i v e r s a l ' , "  F o s te r  he re  a t tem p ts  to  show t h a t  th e  phrases 

used by Bosanquet in  in d ic a t in g  the co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  

a re  a p p l ic a b le  to  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  "between th e  generic  

concept a s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  in  i t s  sp ec ie s  and th e  u n iv e r s a l  

q u a l i t y  a s  p re o ic a b le  of i t s  in s ta n c e s ,"  The generic  

concept d e te im in es the  kind of in d iv id u a ls  in  which i t  ie  

to be a c tu a l i s e d ,  the  s p e c i f i c  c h a ra c te r  in  which i t  i s  to  

be r e a l i s e d .  But s p e c i f ic  d e te im in a t io n  i s  not in d iv id u a l  

p a r t i c u l a r i z a t i o n  and in d iv id u a l  p a r t i c u l a r i z a t i o n  i s  an 

e s s e n t i a l  requ irem ent of th e  co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l .  Since
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knowledge o f the  generio  e h a r s o te r  alon# I s  o p e ra t iv e  

in  d e te rm in in g  what th e  f u r t h e r  e h a r a o t e r i s t i e s  of a  sub

j e c t  a r e  to  be, "knowledge o f t h i s  c h a ra c te r  and know

led g e  o f  no o th e r  c h a r a c te r  i s  capab le  o f  se rv in g  as 

n e c e s s a ry  ground f o r  p r e d ic a t io n ,"

But t h i s  may be q u e s t io n e d ,  Bosanquet, X think# 

would q u e s t io n  i t  and we must q u es t io n  i t  on more g en e ra l  

g rounds , Bosanquet q u e s t io n s  i t  when he says , "We must 

n o t confuse  analogy  in  t h a t  secondary sen se , as  a mere 

a n t i c i p a t i o n  of n a tu re  w ith  the  t ru e  generic  or a n a lo g ic a l  

judgment which i s  com patib le  w ith  com plete a n a ly t i c  p e r

c e p tio n  o f  m echanical cause and e f f e c t  w ith in  th e  s u b je c t  

c o n s id e r e d ,"^  Mr, F o s te r  fo rg e ts  t h a t  the  main fu n c tio n  

o f th e  g en e r ic  judgment i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  no t p r e d ic t io n .  

The most im p o rtan t c h a r a c te r  i s  the  complete p e rcep tio n  

o f m ecIm nical cause and e f f e c t  witWn th e  su b jec t  considered  

and such an a n a ly s is  w i l l  show t h a t  th e  u n iv e r s a l  d e te r 

mines i t s  own in d iv id u a l  p a r t ic i  l a r i z a t i o n .  Thus i t  i s  

not t r u e ,  as  F o s te r  would have us b e l ie v e ,  t h a t  Bosanquet 

c r i e s ,  in  r e a c t io n  a g a in s t  th e  p h y s i c i s t s ,  t h a t  "Form i s  

o p e r a t iv e ,"  he accep ts  t h a t  a th in g  i s  determined by the 

i n f i n i t e  c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  in  which i t  s ta n d s ,

We must q u e s t io n  i t  on more genera l grounds, Mr,

1 -  L og ic , V ol, 1, P, 2E1,
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F o s te r  m a in ta in s  t h a t  i t  Is  g ro tssqne  to  smy th a t  th# 

u n iv e r s a l  i s  capab le  o f  d e te rm in ing  the  tim e m d  plaoe 

o f th e  tem poral e x is te n c e  o f  i t s  in s tan ces  « S is  argument 

f o r  t h i s  i s  t h a t  th e  whole n a tu re  of the  in d iv id u a l  is  

n o t  covered  ^  the  u n iv e r s a l  but t h a t  th e re  i s  sm&e sub

s t a n t iv e  e x i s te n c e ,  which l i e s  o u ts id e  o f  th e  u n iv e r s a l  

in  v i r t u e  of which in d iv id u a ls  are  in d iv id u a ls ,  low i t  

i s  p r e c i s e ly  t h i s  to  which we o b jec ted  in  the  second 

c h a p te r .  To be an in d iv id u a l  does no t mean t h a t  th e re  i s  

some s u b s t a n t iv a l  e x is te n c e  which i s  un ique , There i s  

no co re  of i d e n t i t y  a p a r t  from the u n iv e r s a l  c h a r a c te r s .

The in d iv id u a l  i s  th e  m ee tin g -po in t o f  u n iv e r s a ls  and, 

t h e r e f o r e ,  i t s  whole n a tu r e  i s  covered by the u n iv e r s a l .

The r e a l  i s  the  i n d iv id u a l ,  "Hose in  th e  a b s t r a c t  

does n o t  e x i s t .  But i t  i s  a co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  which has 

power, in  the co n te x t  of the  r e a l  world to which we r e f e r  

i t ,  to  d i c t a t e  the epoch, p lace  and q u an tify  of i t s  in d iv id 

u a l  embodiment,"^ The in d iv id u a l  i s  formed m a tte r ,  no t 

form w ith o u t m a t te r .  The form dete im ines th e  m a tte r  and 

a com plete knowledge of th e  form would deteim ine th e  ^

number and n a tu re  o f  a l l  e x i s te n c e .  M atte r  i s  never eman

c ip a te d  from form nor fonn from m a t te r ,  Indeteim inism  

a t te m p ts  to  em ancipate m a tte r  frcm form and to  give to

1 -  Bosanquet, Logic. Y ol, I ,  P, 227,
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m a tte r  th e  freedom of in d e te rm in ism . The p r in o ip ie  of

the  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  adm its no indeterm in ism  and fo r

t h i s  reaso n  i t  i e  enabled  to  d i c t a t e  the  epoch, p lace
1

and q u a n t i ty  o f i t s  in d iv id u a l  embodiment.

The sea rch  fo r  a r e l a t i o n  between e x is te n c e  and 

essence  led  us to conclude t h a t  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  

i s  ab le  to  d i c t a t e  the epoch, p lace  and q u a n t i ty  of i t s  

i n d i v i d u ^  embodiment, We had to  admit t h a t  a u n iv e r s a l  

must have some in s ta n c e s ;  i t  cannot e x i s t  v acu ously .

But i f  some in s ta n c e s  a r e  n ecessa ry  we cannot r e s t  sh o r t  

o f the  d o c tr in e  t h a t  j u s t  those  in s ta n c e s  t h a t  a r e ,  a re  

n e c e s s a ry .  A gainst t h i s  view th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c t io n  is  

l i k e l y  to  be  r a i s e d ,  " I f  a u n iv e r s a l  must be exem p lif ied  

in  ju s t  those  in s ta n c e s  t h a t  a r e ,  how about th e  in s ta n c e s  

which m ight have e x is te d ?  That i s ,  we might very  w ell

1 -  "The i s o l a t e d  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  'man*, on th e  o th e r  
hand, w i l l  determ ine i n f i n i t e  in d iv id u a l  embodiments' 
d i f f e r i n g  from each  o th e r  .w ith in  th e  range of su b o rd in a te  
v a r i a t i o n s  adm itted  by the  u n iv e r s a l .  But w ith in  th e  
system o f  n a tu re  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  •man* meets r e 
s i s t a n t  mat e r i a l î  man can only appear in  n a tu r e  where 
the  c o n d i t io n s  p e rm it .  And th e  m a tte r  r e s i s t s  because i t  
i s  o therw ise  ‘ formed* w ith  n a tu re  a s  a whole. I t  ie  
in  t h i s  sense  t h a t  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  ‘has power, 
in  the  c o n tex t  of the r e a l  w orld, to  d i c t a t e  the epoch, 
p la c e  and q u a n t i ty  of i t s  in u iv id u a l  embodiment,*" 
( E a l l e t t ,  A e t e r n i t a s , p , 163 ,;
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ooneeiv© laws aooord ing  to  whioh th e r e  might he centatuffi. 

But of t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  th e re  i s  no in s ta n c e .  Yet 1$ i s  

co n ce iv ab le  t h a t  t h e r e  would be in s ta n c e s  o f t h i s  u n iv e r

s a l ,  And in s ta n c e s  of t h i s  (and o th e r  u n iv e r s a ls  l i k e  

i t  ; I n v a l id a t e  th e  argument fo r  a n ecessa ry  r e l a t i o n  be

tween e x is te n c e  and e sse n c e ,"  Mr, Moore p re s e n ts  the same 

o b je c t io n  in  h i s  d o c tr in e  of e x te r n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  me says , 

"Though Edward Y i i  was f a th e r  of George Y he might have 

e x is te d  w ith o u t be ing  th e  f a th e r  o f George Y, Therefore 

i t  i s  n o t  t ru e  t h a t  a person who was n o t f a th e r  of George 7 

would n e c e s s a r i l y  have been o th e r  than  Edward, Yet i t

i s ,  in  f a c t , the e a se ,  t h a t  any person who was n o t the
1

f a th e r  o f George V must have been o th e r  than  Edward,

I  t h in k  we must say t h a t  Edward V II could n o t have

e x is te d  w ithou t being  the f a th e r  of George 7 ,  Our world 

i s  so i n t e r r e l a t e d  th a t  to  suppose t h a t  Edward V II might

have been th e  f a th e r  of George V fo rc e s  us to  suppose the

elem ents of the a c tu a l  world changed in  o th e r  r e s p e c t s .

The world i s  s t r i c t l y  sys tem atic  and aiy change in  a p a r t  

invo lves  change th roughout th e  whole. We must th e r e fo re  

i n s i s t  t h a t ,  s in c e  Edward VII was f a th e r  o f George V, the 

c h a r a c te r  o f an e n t i ty  which would be Edward VII w ithou t 

being  f a th e r  of George V is in o o m p a tib le  w ith  th e  n a tu re  of 

th e  u n iv e r s e ,  in  our a c tu a l  world no such e n t i t y  could

1 -  p ro ceed ings  A r i s t ,  S o c ie ty ,  V. 20, p , 40
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have been produced. And i f  t i l ls  seem# g ro te sq u e , i t  i s  

on ly  because we cannot see the  m a te r i a l  c o n t r a d ie t io n s  

im plied in  th e s e  "might be" law s. We must m a in ta in  t h a t  

a l l  s o - c a l le d  'u n iv e r s a ls *  which have no in s ta n c e s  a re  

s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y  and a l t h o u ^  th e  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n  

i s  no t ev id e n t  in  th e  p re se n t  s t a t e  o f  our knowledge, 

s in c e  we know m erely  the  b a r e s t  o u t l in e  o f  any u n iv e r s a l ,  

a f u l l  knowledge o f the u n iv e r s a l  would re v e a l  the con

t r a d i c t o r y  c h a ra c te r  o f a l l  p se u d o -u n iv e rsa ls .

We a re  now fa c in g  a s e r io u s  problem, i f  we know 

m ere ly  the  b a r e s t  o u t l in e  of any u n iv e r s a l  and i f  every 

u n iv e r s a l  i s  m odified , as i t  n e c e s s a r i l y  must be, by 

many unlmown f a c t o r s ,  a re  n o t  a l l  the forms we know u n re a l  

and d ecep tiv e  a b s t r a c t io n s ?  I f ,  as Bradley say s , "a  

r e d -h a i r e d  man who knew h im se lf  u t t e r l y  would and must, 

s t a r t i n g  from w ith in ,  go on to  know everyone e ls e  who has 

re d  h a i r ,  and he would n o t know h im se lf  u n t i l  he knew th a n ," '  

does no t knowledge become im possib le?  i f  the unknown 

f a c to r s  q u a l i f y  our u n iv e r s a l s  so t h a t  th e y  are something 

d i f f e r e n t  in  r e a l i t y  from what we know them, then  a l l  our 

knowledge seems v i t i a t e d .  Are not a l l  u n iv e r s a l s ,  and 

n o t  only  th o se  which have no in s ta n c e s ,  v ic io u s  a b s t r a c 

t io n s  from th e  only  co h e ren t u n iv e r s a l  which i s  the  Abso

lu te ?

1 -  App, and H e a l i t y . p, 581,
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To t h i s  w© must r e p ly  t h a t ,  ^ th o a g l i  th© wh#l# 

i s  invo lved  in  ©very judgment we make, we can and do know 

some th in g s  w ithou t knowing e v e ry th in g ,  f o  deny t h a t  

we know s one th in g s  w ithon t knowing ev e ry th in g  i s  to  take  

u n iv e r s a le  a b s t r a c t l y .  But the p r in c ip le  o f  th e  co nc re te  

u n iv e r s a l  d i s t in g u is h e s  between f u l l  and adequate  knowledge. 

Knowledge i s  adequate  but never complete because we must 

always focus our a t t e n t i o n  on a sm all f i e l d ,  and n e g le o t  

th e  e x is te n c e  of the  r e s t  of th e  world except as a  back

ground, When Bosanquet says , " I  q u i t e  unders tand  t h a t  

on th e  d o c t r in e  o f fe re d  us I d e n t i ty - in - B l f f e r e n c e  must go-. 

And I  q u i te  see f o r  m yself t h a t  i t  must go ' i n  the  end* 

t h a t  i s  to  s a y ,  in  any exp erience  fo r  which o b je c ts  a re  

s e l f - c o n ta in e d ,  and cease  to  t ra n sc e n d  than  selves,**^ he 

d e n ie s ,  I  th in k ,  th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l .  I f  we can only  

a r r i v e  a t  t ru e  knowledge ' i n  the  end* then  the co n c re te  

u n iv e r s a l  i s  a fancy fo r  the  fo llow ing  reaso n ;

The co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  based on I d e n t i t y - i n -  

D if fe re n c e ,  n o t on I d e n t i t y  and D if fe re n c e ,  low I d e n t i t y -  

in -D if f e re n c e  means t h a t  a th in g  can  change and s t i l l  

remain th e  same. There a re  i d e n t i t i e s - i n - d i f f e r e n c e  in  

such a manner t h a t  the  d i f f e re n c e  changes the  i d e n t i t i e s   ̂

and s t i l l  th e  i d e n t i t i e s  remain th e  seme. But now, what

1 -  L o g ic , I I ,  p , 279.
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does Bosanquet do when he says t h a t  ' i n  th e  end' th e  

I d e n t i t y - i n - B i f f e r e n c e  muet go? He c r i t i c i s e e  knowledge 

in  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  a b s t r a c t  u n i v e r s a l .  The a b s t r a c t  

u n iv e r s a l  proceeds on the  assumption t h a t  e v e ry th in g  i s  

j u s t  a b i t  f a l s e  because i t  i s  n o t  s e l f - c o n ta in e d .  But 

i f  th e  p r in c ip le  o f th e  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  i s  t r u e ,  we need 

no t w ait  f o r  t r u t h  u n t i l  we re a c h  tW  end. We have i t  ' 

h e re  and now, l o t  th e  c o n p le te  t r u t h  -  t h a t  can on ly  be 

a t t a in e d  when a l l  th e  d i f f e re n c e s  a re  deteim ined by th e  

i d e n t i t i e s .  But in  so f a r  a s  th e  d i f fe re n c e s  a re  d e te r 

mined by th e  i d e n t i t i e s ,  in  so f a r  we have t r u t h .  Degrees 

of t r u t h  must n o t mean t h a t  ev e ry th in g  i s  ju s t  a b i t  f a l s e .  

Such a d o c t r in e  o f degrees of t r u t h  i s  not c o n s i s te n t  

w ith  the  p r in c ip l e  of the  c o n c re te  u n iv e r s a l .  On the b a s is  

o f  th e  a b s t r a c t  u n iv e r s a l  p lus  i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  t r u t h  

can be a t t a i n e d  on ly  ' i n  th e  end*. But un less  we have 

t r u t h  h e re  and now we a r e  reduced to  u t t e r  s c e p tic ism . 

A ccord ing  to  B rad ley  and Bosanquet^ we r e a l l y  

cannot u n d e rs ta n d  any one th in g  u n le ss  we un ders tand  

e v e ry th in g .  But I  am in c l in e d  to a g re e  w ith  R u s s e l l  th a t  

t h i s  r e s t s  on a c o n fu s io n .  We can know sane th in g  a p a r t  

from the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  s t i l l  a g re a t  many p ro p o s i t io n s

1 -  l o t e :  This i s  t r u e  e s p e c ia l ly  o f  Bosanque% e a r l i e r  
w r i t i n g s .  I t  i s  ha rd ly  a p p l ic a b le  to  h is  G iffo rd  l e c t u r e s .
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to  be made about any p a r t i c u l a r ,  I  need n o t know how 

many red  th in g e  th e re  a re  b e fo re  I  can  know what red i s ,  

But from t h i s  i t  does n o t fo llo w  t h a t  from th e  p roposi

t i o n  "This i s  r e d " one cannot deduce the  e x is te n c e  o f 

a ig  o th e r  e n t i t i e s .  For B u s s e l l  the knowledge of red 

does no t imply th e  e x is te n c e  o f red  th in g s .  This I  g e s 

t i o n  fo r  i t  im p lies  t h a t  u n iv e r s e l s  can e x i s t  vacuously , 

S o tw ith s ta n d in g ,  B u s s e l l ' s  o b je c t io n  to  th e  th eo ry  t W t  

you cannot know any th ing  u n le s s  you know ev e ry th in g , i s  

v a l i d .

Knowledge i s  unex h a u s tiv e ,  i , e , ,  " n a tu re  as p e r-
1

ee ived  always has a  ragged edge ,"  And ag a in , "The 

t r u e  purpose of an i n t e l l e c t u a l  e x p lan a tio n  in  th e  sphere 

o f n a t u r a l  ph ilo sophy  i s  to  e x h ib i t  th e  in te rc o n n e c t io n s  

of n a tu r e ,  and to show th a t  one s e t  o f  in g re d ie n ts  in  

n a tu re  r e q u ir e s  fo r  the  e x h ib i t io n  of i t s  c h a r a c te r  the  

p resence  o f th e  o th e r  s e t  of in g r e d ie n t s , "  l o th in g  in  

n a tu re  i s  a c c id e n t a l , "  no th ing  in  n a tu re  could be what
g

i t  i s  excep t as  an in g re d ie n t  in  n a tu re  as i t  i s , "  

Knowledge i s  un ex h au s tiv e  bu t t h i s  does n o t  m an  th a t  

what we have i s  f a l s e ,  as Bradley and Bosanquet would have 

us b e l i e v e ,  X q u i te  agree  w ith  B radley  t h a t  thought is  

compelled to  take the road of i n d e f i n i t e  expansion b e c w se

1 -  W hitehead, "Concept o f n a tu re "  p , 50,
2 -  I b i d , ,  pages 141 and 142,

-loi-



th e  g iv fû  r e a l i t y  i s  never o o n s if i te n t .  Truth i s  p a r t i a l .  

There a re  degrees of t r u t h .  But th e  p o in t  I  wish to  make 

i s  t h a t  p a r t i a l  t r u t h  does n o t m ^ n  th a t  knowledge i s  

n o t  genuine knowledge. I f  the  knowledge we have were 

n o t genuine we would never mean what we do mean.

I n d i v i d u a l i t y  possesses  two © h a r a c t e r i s t i e s .  I t  

must be a l1 - in c l u s iveness  and i t  must have in t e r n a l  h a r

mony, Or as A, 2 ,  Taylor pu ts  i t ,  "The more a th in g  

in c lu d es  of e x is te n c e  and th e  more harmoniously i t  in e lu d es  

i t ,  the  more in d iv id u a l  i t  i s , "  Bradley i s  unable to  

f ix  the  p lace  of any appearance in  th e  s c a le  o f r e a l i t y  

and t h i s  i s  f a t a l  to  h is  ph ilo sophy , Bradley i n s i s t s  on 

i d e n t i t y - in - d i f f e r e n c e  and p o in ts  out t h a t  d if fe re n c e  

w ithout i d e n t i ty  i s  l e s s  than n o th in g ,  %  th e  same lo g ic  

he ought to  say t h a t  appearance w ithout r e a l i t y  i s  lo s s  

than n o th in g .  What we have i s  no t Appearance and R e a l i ty  

bu t A p p ea ran c e - in -R ea l i ty ,  Appearance and R e a l i ty  i s

an a b s t r a c t io n  and on t h i s  b a s is  no appearance can be
Zf ix e d  in  th e  sca le  of r e a l i t y .

1 -  Elements o f M etaphysics , p , 110.
2 -  l o i e j  I  w ish to quote a few passages from Bradley 
which would seem to prove the  o ] ^ o s i t e .  But I  do not
see how these  a re  c o n s i s te n t  w ith  B ra d le y 's  main co n c lu s io n s ,  

"The A bsolute i s  i t s  appearances, i t  r e a l l y  i s  a l l
and every  one o f them

"But on th e  o th e r  hand, taken  fo r  i t s e l f  and 
measured by i t s  own id eas , every le v e l  has t r u t h .  I t  m eets, 
we may say, i t s  own c la im s, and i t  proves f a l s e  only when 
t r i e d  by t h a t  which i s  a lre ad y  beyond i t , "

"We can f ind  no prov ince  of the world so low but 
th e  A bso lu te  in h a b i t s  i t ,  Rowhere i s  th e re  even a s in g le
f a c t  £0 f ra g n e n ta iy  and so poor t h a t  to  the  u n iv e rse  i t  
does not m a ^ e r , "  (App. and R e a l i t y , pp. 486,487,

•102— â



fh e  t j i r a s t  o f B ra d le y 's  ph ilosophy  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  

im possib le  t o  b rid g e  th e  gap between thought and r e a l i t y ,  

f o r  Kant thought n ev e t  q u i te  got oyer to  th in g s ,  f o r  

Bradley thought never q u i te  got over to  r e a l i t y .  Conse

q u e n tly  b o th  landed in  s c e p tic is m , low i t  may be t r u e  th a t  

though t never g e ts  over to  r e a l i t y .  But t h i s  does n o t 

make thought in a d e q u a te .  We must begin  w ith  th e  as  sump# 

t i o n  t h a t  any given element of i t  i s  t ru e  ; t h a t  our 

u n iv e r s a l s  a re  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  c h a r a c te r s  of th e  r e a l ,  Wa- 

l e s s  we begin  w ith  t h i s  assum ption  we s h a l l  never g e t 

over to  th e  r e a l ,  Rot even ' i n  the e n d ' .

We seem to be b r in g in g  c o n t r a d ic to r y  d o c t r in e s  t o 

g e th e r ,  We i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  degrees of t r u t h ,  i , e , ,  

e v e ry th in g  i s  what i t  i s  only  in  r e l a t i o n  to  the  whole. 

T here fo re  every t r u t h  i s  always p a r t i a l l y  f a l s e  s in ce  

th e  whole can never be known by f i n i t e  man. This s e w s  

to  be th e  g en e ra l  i d e a l i s t i c  c o n c lu s io n .  Realism  has 

always o b jec ted  to  such a n o t io n  of t r u t h .  And r i g h t l y ,

I  t h in k .  Whatever i s  p re se n t  h e re  and now has a  f i n a l i t y  

independent o f any connection  i t  may have w ith  o th e r  th in g s .  

Id e a l ism  must, i t  seems to  me, admit tltLs, I t  may r e t a i n  

i t s  axiom of system but i t  must admit t h a t  a b s t r a c t io n  does 

no t i n v a l i d a t e .  The p r in c ip le  o f the co n c re te  u n iv e r s a l  

c o n s i s t e n t l y  adm its the fo llow ing  a x im s ;

(1 ) E very th ing  in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is  depends on
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e v e ry th in g  e l s e ,

(E) Whatever i s  here  and new has a  f l n a ü t y  in 

dependent o f  the  knowledge o f  e v e ry th in g  e l s e .

th  may be a c c e p te d ,  The form er g ives  us a l a r g e r , 

bu t h o  t r u e r  r e s u l t .  To say  t h a t  (1 ) and (2) a r e  incom

p a t i b l e  i s  t o  con fu se  q u a n t i ty  o f in fo rm a tio n  w i th  th e  

q u a l i ty  o f  t r u t h f u l n e s s .
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Cono luBioii

In  th e  f i r s t  c h a p te r  o f th e  t h e s i s  1 a ttem pted  

to  do away w ith  some of the  mi so one e p t io n  s o f A bso lu t

ism , I  do no t th in k  t h a t  i t  u t t e r l y  f a i l s  to  give a 

re aso n ab le  account of e x p e r ie n c e .  A bsolutism , r i g h t l y  

i n t e r p r e t e d ,  does n o t p o s i t  th e  e x is te n c e  of a  R e a l i ty  

beyond th e  re a c h  o f  human e x p e r ie n c e .  I t  seemed 

n e c e s sa ry  t h e r e f o r e  to  t r a c e  the  development of t h o u ^ t  

from jpufe Being to  th e  A bso lu te , Thought i s  continuous; 

and once adm it t h a t  th e re  i s  a " g i v e n y o u  a re  le d  to  

a f f i rm  th e  A b so lu te ,  Every experience  in  p r in c ip le  

c o n ta in s  i t ,  Thought i s  not n e c e s s a r i ly  a b s t r a c t^ f o r  

th e r e  i s  no u l t im a te  d i f f e r e n c e  between the m ediate  and 

the  im m ediate.

The nex t c h a p te r  c o n ta in s  the  argument fo r  iden

t i t y -  in -  d i f f e r e n c e ,  To understand  t h i s  d o c tr in e  we must 

know what we mean by th e  i n d iv id u a l .  We saw th a t  th e  

in d iv id u a l  had to  be d efin ed  in  terms of u n iv e r s a le .

There i s  no unique core of i d e n t i t y ,  Row i f  th e  in d iv id u a l  

can be defined  in  term s of u n iv e r s a ls ^ th e n  i t  fo llow s 

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  i d e n t i t y - i n - d i f f e r e n c e .  We thu s  argued 

the  q u e s t io n ,  How i s  i d e n t i t y - in - d i f f e r e n c e  to  be under

stood? by showing t h a t  i t  i s  l o g i c a l l y  n ec essa ry  and th a t  

i t  invo lves  no c o n t r a d ic t io n .
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In  th e  l a s t  $ ]^ # te $  f o r  th e  oonere te ,

ness  o f  th e  m n iv e rsa l  by showing th a t  I t  determ ines 

i t s  own in d iv id u a l  embodiment* The u n iv e r s a l  must 

have instances^  and i t  must have j u s t  th o se  in s ta n c e s  

t h a t  a r e .  I f  i t  must have j u s t  th o s e  in s ta n c e s  t h a t  

a r e ,  then  th e re  i s  no s e p a ra te  realm  o f  s u b s is te n c e .  

Then essence  and e x is te n c e  a re  r e l a t e d  i n  smoh a  way  ̂

t h a t  a c o n p le te  knowledge o f e ssence  in v o lv es  th e  

e x is te n c e  o f  a l l  p a r t i c u l a r s .  But, on th e  o th e r  hand, 

we can know t r u t h f u l l y  w ith o u t knowing co m p le te ly .
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