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Chapter I

Introduction

fn òhe inirrod.uc¡ion lo our in\¡esbige.Lion of lhe nai-
ure of i:lf er.ence we seL forlh t,he oroble.t by f ir.sl aski.ng

the questiont What is lnference? The question is asked

frcn a naive point of vierî end the reaCy ansvlers Lhat e.re

forthcôning ere siat,ed so NhÊb wé nay lc::.lng out the conolex-

ity of the sulrJect riit,h l'¡hich we ar.e dea,ting. iTe ciiscover

tha.t Ìf tïe are to find a sat,lsfaclory anstyer to our question

it .",¡i1l be nscessa.ry to invesl,igaLe the v¿:rious loEicâl
fheories upcn nhich the several infer6ntie,l theories are

besed. l\e vie e m-þe.rk úpon our investigeiion ì!e socn oiscover
that, in lhe naia, Lr:aC-iLions,L logic is discredited., e,od..

thBL iLs iirporLance Lo-,iay Lies nore in hisNotlicai inLerês.r,

ihen in any hoþe thaL such a logic can yield j'ruiiful_ resulls
f o:: Lhe invesilga.Nor who d.eÉlï'es Lo discover. Lhe !r.ue naLuie

of i nferen c+ .

r"ie find that, gener.ally speakfng, aodern logica.l

theories can be grouped Llndêr three nain head^s, i.e., ICeâl-
isL, Rea,lisb ancr PreEjna¿isN. Also, th¿rL while there â,re

sh6¿es of clifferences eí0ongst the var.icus Hribers ãnd scllools

1'lithtn bhe iiìe, in Sroupings, yel, for our purpose, iL ,¡rill" be
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peraissible to give a, sâ"tisfact,or.y account of logical theory

and t,ire latur.e òf inference by discussine lhe nain Lenácjlcie s

and f'eal,rres oÍ each school es these Lenaencies a:opear. Lo be

3 connon próperLJ¡ of the partirul-a.r schoo.l invesLiE¿.Led. lÂ
the body oÍ the Ltresls we shall eiloï¡ ea.cn nelrr scllool cf
thougtrN to speåk Í'or itself, end iil coiìclusion rie shall ste"le

oi.ir rêasons for accepting cne of t.hen es jacai set,isf ac¿ory.

the o t,er 11

Tdça I iq¡

^lYe lregl-n our investigalion of th-^ loglcal Lheories of

Lhe three ne.in schoole r,¡ith a discusslon of io.ee lisn. lie

pcint out i,haN, for idea.lisn, logic ca.nnot be u1]dersLood.

apert f r"on rôNaphj¡sics, eth j-es, aes¡hebics, episLeúoIory,

etc. Logic is shoïrrÌ Lo be e sysLêin within Lhe nhole of Fiea,I-

iLy, and es such is a difference v{ithin â.n icienLity of Lhe

¡1¡hole. The a,tteilEit Lo abslra.cL .is siLorln Lo be erroneoús.

i{exh, we shovi Lroly, for lhe ide¿1is¿,. t,he sbuoJ¡ of logic is.

the stud¡r of the ectiviLy of thou.ghL in constructing tts
1¡:orlC. Knovrledge is shov¡n to be e Judgrûent, sn a,ff irúation.
tr'f e illustre.te ihê developne:rL of know l edge a,s a nent,a I ecn-

strucL vri-Lh reference bc B. Bosanouet.

Yíe turn to e consideraLion of 'naning' and. point ouL
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hog¡ f orm å.nd, cont.nl go Lrãnd, in he.nd. f e si:ovt , a.ccorcilng to

F. ;i. Eredley, ho'n Lhe proposition differs funaanenLa.liy

f ro¡n 'r,he jud€ptenL, årrd no& he is inNereeLsd i:r inference

râ Lher Lhen in taptica,:-ion. I1, is poinL3C ourL Lnet cu.r un-

dersNe.noing of inferênce Ì\iiIl depenc upon our Lrnders Lå.nd j" jle

ol lhe consLi|uerLs ol inference, i.e., iciea. anc jud,¿nenN.

, In our" criscu.ssicn oi idea ú'Ê f o i-Io'¡,: Lhe 'ie in l-ines oJ'

Bradleyrs Lhoughl. Àn iaea, Ícr judgaenL, is shoün to be a

uníver.sal- ae8"ni-1g, nol occaelonal ine.gery, and still less

Lfle vrhole psychlca.l evenL. for' 1oglc, ioes.s are symbois and

a s¡rarbol is Lha t, r,lli icfì ha.s *x is t ence , conLenL end eening.

Idees are not psJtcholotica.l phenonena a,nenable Lo scle.:1tif tc

investiga.Lion. They ar.e no'r, in biirre, a,s is a nenNa,l ina.ge,

i.e., ¿hey are lc¿ricel., not psychôlogical. Il is shown hol!

Eosanquet â-greeg viiLh this gen*ia"l theory.

fn ou:- d,iscussion r,r e o=jline judgÍoenL â,csording to

Br.acl.1eJr, as Lhe aclr uhtch rof er.s a,n icteal conteâL ( recognized.

as such) tc a rea-1ity beyond Lhe acL. .judgrîent, howeve.r.

conplex, i3 shoï¡n io be a. sin.gle ioea. anCL on accounL ol t,nis

1,hô Cislinci:ion beti,'¡eeâ JLrdEjrlnL rnd icieã, oisa.p¡.Je a.r's. loeal-
isin can{lot conceive of an id.ea t,ha,l is nol å¡ ¡ne sa e f,Lae e

judgnent. SubJecL enC pr.e.li ca.te in a. judgrenl-r are noL two

ld-^es. ït, is polnteq out the,i Lhe distinclions or' lï'â.diLIo¿1-

a1 Iogictans belong nore tc the n-.ehenisii.is oi l-Ðngrage t,hen

to ihe vi'r,eL processes of thoughl. In Jucigfìent g and P are



iv

differ--nces r¡ithin e.r1 id,enLitJ¡, ir ihe proposiiiôt1 bhey are

isolateci paris of er exLenced '¡¡hole. 'Ihe ixeche,n!:l-c of ]anE-

uâ.ge eï"e in Nlne. Juog.,ìeûi is tot' sD coneeivêcr to be j-n

line. fe .ca.ss on Lo consiaier Lhãb sirlce juclElnent Ìiithin tne

systen of judg¡1*-¡¡ is a- d.if ference wiihin a.n icierìLiby il

follofls thåt, s'rch dislincL;ons es Lnose neLfle3î. dilivel'si ]

aEd Ðarticul-ar JudgnenLs, cete€orica-l ancL hypotheiical iud8-

ineni,s, qúâ.IiLaLive and qu.anlitaLive JucÊinenNs er'e ¡oL ab-

solu¿e in a,ny sense. f ndeed, $e show tha b J r-td gnonL is really

l- ¡rf erence.
-!'fh en ï¡e turn No a. cl.lsc!ìssion of inf e::ence, we sLto,,¡¡

fì or¡ idee is Iinplieit in judgsenl, a,nd hou jud€aent is implici'r,

in infer"ence. tífe point ouL 1'¡håL is nea,nL by expiicit inf e.r-

ence, f.iv e a,ccept Bose.nquetrs d.eflnilion of inference, i.e,,

that iníerrencã is Lhe l:ediaLe reference of en id-ea1 content

to ree lì-ty ancl then tr-rrn Lo Sre.dley rg a:côunL oJ' inf erence

as Lhe idea,t self -developÍ[*^nt of a.n objeci;. 'Ihe conclusioir

of infev'ence rer,resenLs a, Ceve lopr*enL of Lhe objecir îith

i¡¡hich -'! c sterted.. !here is no suggç3tioa of a.n inferentia.l

leep. -UherÊ is Lhe process o,l' 3elÍ'-cievelÐprent. I-tf ez'ence

akes explicil in its ccnclLlsion ihe Cif fereilce s bhåt w€re

i:optteit at tne beginning. i¡e discuss no.¡elty in inf er'ence

a.nd sho'i'¡ ho$i novel|y iõ an accid.ent of inference and i.iol an

essenLiå1. .Ìfext we al-scuss, according Lo Bosenquet, Lhe

necessity of a. concreNe rri-.iversal ¿heL is opere¿ive f oil
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Õhapter 111

F-ea 1l- sm

This discussicn bÊgrils l¡iLlt â.n exa:0inat,ion of' Lhe

f ouncia.Nions of sJ¡Írbolic logic in the 1!ork oí Cborge Eoole.

Ï'e see k Lo sho Lhe ï'ee sona-b.leness of expressinË th€ proees-

ses of Lhe mind in the sJ/irìbo1 ic IÐ.nguage oi' a ca-1culus. 'j'he

logica,l ba,ckgrolìnd. oi ihe real!sL synbolic logiciên is i,hen

;cuò f or,,';e.:'d. r:ie use ñussel-l's a,rgul¡en"r, f or" liie onbologica,l

sfaLus ôí logics.l- essene-ês to shoï¡ in i"]heL sense ihe realísL

u4de rsi-a.nils the neN,ire of Nhe eriLilies uiLh \4hich he dea.ls.

Fâ.ssing on Lo a cief iniLion of inference, üe fino lha,t

iL is bol,h a p:!-ôce ss enrl a concJ-usiÕn, a.nd. tha,t: it !ìusb be

conceL."'ed a.s ;:sycholoEica.l, r'a,1,her 1,he.n logLcel. Te dis-
cover Lhat 'lnpl-icaliorlI is !ore i,¡porLani Lo the realist
then !inference.r The quesiion oi validity anct inva.licli¿J¡

is ra isecì, a-nd rl e seek Lo show Lhc naLure of vaJ-idiiy anci

inva,IiCiLy for' realisirL. V¿Iid.iLy is s--en to r=est upon Lhe

rel.aLion of inalicaiion. If lrhis relaLion holds, ou.r infer-
enNial- orocesses e-r:e valiÕ,. If fN fails Lo nolci, b¡tey are

ier¡¿r I i.¡ .

Af i;er bhis discussicn, l-; e proceeo Lo sholi hol"f Lße
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sj¡nbolic logicien Lransle t,ee lhe tr.aôiùional iâf erei-lcee iiìto
the sy;lìroLlc ianguag,e ol a calculus. ,Te first Cerl .,{i'r,il j-ü-

;lìedieLe inlerences, a.ni lhen sass on to a discussion oj' ihe

syi-logisn interpz.etecj- iÌ-l a- c¿ lculus of classss vi:-irix a de-

scriptlon sf the use oÍ Lhe Venn Dia,gre,irt. ',j,le nexL sh o,r{ the

ex|ênsio:r Õf Lhe calculus of classes t,o no¡i-syllogtsbic
rea.sôr1ing. l'r.oin i;he cal-culus of class€s 1¡e pe.ss on õo å.

d,iscussion of ¿he developaenl ol e. cålc,¡lu.s of proposiLions

and shor,¡ how Nhe cla.qe ce.Icul';s is reiiterpreLed ås ?- cÐi-

culus of picl¡losiLions.

lie ccntilue cur in.,/esLige-Lioa wiíh a cìiscussion of'

thô deCLLìcLi\¡e nâ.iure o-î inferenee r'or Lhe syr]lbolic logiclarì,

and, in pa,ssin.q, t ef ,^r Lo tlle quesLion oi' iûa tll.eica. t, i ca,l in-
ducNion. fe eonclud,e titis se c'cion of our oiscussion by re-
s¡âbing Lhe rirå, in poinbs a.s LheJ¡ bea.r upon ¿he ne.Nure of in-
f erence for reelisln.

Che.p t er lV

!ragaatisn

r.,íe begin ïùiLh a discussion of Lile general backgrouaa

oí pr:agiì1e-Nic 1cgic. Logì.c is nexb o.i;lcusseci, ecco]"dine iro

J. Dev',e5', as Lae ¡leLhoi. of inquiry. Ii is i'oLlnct Lhat, prag-

ne,¿j.c loEic is essenLl-ally of an enpirica.l_ nabure. In pa.ss-
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ing, ''i,; e ref'er to C. 8. Pe!rce's 'JSe cf syÉbìols.

'Ihe r€Lå.t,ion oí ps¡rchoLcå)¡ lo logic is jlext discussed.

l.¡i¡h reference No i¡, C. Ê, Sehil-ler rtd .roill Deïrey. Íe Í.i riil

ihab Schiller. a.nCL Delvey åt-ê 3L 1'â.rìaûce cn Lhis pcinl. lh€

Õ.uêstlon of velidity a.nd ln../alidiiy is Lnen raised an.l iL iB

sh.ovr n ihat t,hls ouesNiorì rests ior ihs solulion Lr.oon Lhe

iheory of 'working. '

The na,ture oÌ' thiåkj.ng is ¿he nexL subject of inqu.itJ.

and ïre discover, in corì,râsb to !ôea.lisfl, ?e_l pra_gre.Lism

se¿s very iêfiniLe liniLs ¿o hum8-n Lhinkiilg. Thig naiLer
lea.ds to a discussion of Lhe na,t,ure of neerning ånd it is
f oun,l '¿ha.L aea"ning ic a func't ion v¿i.r,hin inqu.iry. The itport-
3:lce ci rel-evance i.ì next discusseC, lhls concepL, a-s

broughi, forÌùaLd by ,]:'. Õ. S. Echiller., seêù.s i,o Cistinguish
pregnaLic logic fr.on boLh ree.lisi anri idea.Iist, logic r._
speclJivelJ¡. lruth, for þragn¿riisr¡, is n--xt investige,Led,

and rie flqd l,hat De'¡,reJ¡ f ol1o,r,,s peirce anC ¡ruts for.v¡a:ro a

differenL crilerion f¡:o¡r tha.L of SchiIl-er.

Leaving ¿he genera L beckground, i,¡ e begin an invesL-

l€{a.tion of Lhe specific consiiLuents of pr"agnatic infer.enee.

Flrst 'ie de¿ 1 vii Lh the na Nure of 'loea ' ano. poirrL ou.b Der,reyrs

oisiiilciion bet\ì;een 'ico.ee' and 'suggesLion.' Iö,e¿s a,re debå

for logic, suggesLions are nôL. li'his discusslon J"ea,o.s us lo
def ine iìrore pz.ecisely DetTeJ¡rs understandiag of Nhe naLure of
! sø_ ÞL)!r r.r êi.
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Judgnent, is ne¡N dlscussôc f ¡.o;l the point, oî' vier,,' of

bcth Schiller and De'ovey. The ¿rutn oI oui: judgåejlls is found.

Lo be psycirolo€ical, acco:1ciing Lo Schiller, T¡hile Dewey fol_
lor'¡s Lhe *riterion of Pelrce.

I{aving diseussed the ccnsLituents of Iäferenca, ire

turn to an exam.ina.t,ici: of inf erence it,self . iïe f incl Lhe.t

$chiller's .¡iew of iaference is esseíìLi¿,tly peyeholoElcat

ãnd personal, and ibs .¡a lue is foLr.nd in if.s ìlouking. Deneyrs

theory ol' inference is discussed ana v¡e cloge the chapter by

drê?¡inä ouL Lhe disLinction lleNr;eÊn i::fer.elce ¿-¡d r.eÐscni1t6.

Chapte r" V

Corc l-u s io r

The pur$ose of Lhe concluding chapter is uo show, e.s

cleÐr.iy Ês tre erê abLe, Lhai, bÕth realist and. pr"agna.bisb

t,heo::ies of inf ereace break Cor¡;n at vltal points Ein{r t,hå I
Lhe only tenable i,he cry of Lhe nalure of inference ls LhaN

oi'lo]eaIlsir.
. 1ie be gin !i iLh a discussiorl and cr.itj-cisn of 'real-isL

th.eor.y a;rd ¡¡e soon Lurn our a.LtenLion to e, cri,r,ie!s!ì of ,r,he

lcgical essence Lheory es pui fo:.vtar.d .oy Eerbr.and F,ussel,l_.

lïe seek .Lo shoa tha.L lcgical- esÉences d.o roL exist apai"t f roüì

:.nind.. ;íe sho"úi i,iiai inÍêrence neeás Lae ooe:.e,lion of a
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co û c:.e t? univer s3. L.

';Jc drev¡ a Lr,eylLion Lo the Ii-rf'oz'na1it;r oi f or¡rie.1 logic

¿niì exanine anú criLicize its truih-cLain. i{exL, rie exa..ninÊ

and eritlcize Lne reailsi correspcndenee theorJ¡. Ty'e contrasL

the coi:respondence Ln€ori' r,'i iLh Lire cohe Len.ca lheory, ânCL seek

Lo shclÂ ihæi lhe coherence Lhecrlr is lLore ¿er1a,bl_e than ¿he

coirrestroncÌence iheory. ïie nexb çxanlre snd criLicize trhat

the ree list claif s he hnc!'¡s, rnd oi tne ba,sls oÍ Lhis dis-
cussion ¿urn Lo a- criLicisjìr oi' his grounds f or' va,l-ic con-

clusions. 'rie seek to shc," thal Lher€ is no infalt ibilr¿y in
ree liÉt bruth-cl-ei

In conLre.sL T,o reel-isdr, -r'r e pub l orç¡arc i:he iûea-l-ist

criterion of truLn. Our srsjuaents a,r.e based nainly or] "l'. il .

Bradley ånC Ll . Bosanquet and, we seek No shorT Lhal, for ideel-
isn, the crlter:j.on is one of r"ea.ìiby. ',r,Je discuss Lhe hypÕ-

lhetical ûa LL,.r'e of alL judgi'ents aro liro Lh¿ t. the e l-a.iu of

rea lisn Lo infallibility is an exolodecl .rÌylh.

After our criLicism oÍ' lhe realisL theor.y of inference
',.'¡ e ¡urn Lô a cr'ltlcisn oÍ' prägnrtic Lheor.y. 1'fe seek Lo shoîr

hovi ¡s-a6y r,'Iola.Les t,l-ì e ca,lton cf pra.gra.LisÉ in his d.isclrssion

of the na.tuye o f i.nf erenee anC. ¡oi:rl cuL the itjeongis'r,5llcy

of hls definlt,ion of Lrulh r,ilch his defiiliLion cf i:lf e re¡:ee.

'iíe criticize Deweyrs suborcì-ina.tion of Nr.uLh to itquirJr a,nci

Ëchiiler.rs sitbor.o.ina.¿ion of t,ruLn Lo ï,elevance. rite coher-

ence theor:y l-s set or¡er a€Ìa ilsL Lhe Nh.eories of Schil,ler. and
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,lno.1 r;hich Lh-.y ere ì:aseC.



- C}iAPTER I

I}.ITRODUCTION

A slrnple question d.enands a sirnple answer, to a m.ino

unaccustoüed. to logical- and. netaphystca"l subtlety. If ue

nalvely ask: ljllhat !s inf erence? T{e expecL a.n ånsuer ¿hå t
is c1ear, freê fron arnblguity, and. oile that satisfies thê

comÌnon-sense cano,n of explana.tion; i..e., this is a ease of
thab. Accordlng to the O4ford. Dic.lionar.'\¡, t'to infer is to

d.educe or conclude. " lhis angï¡er seeÍûs to, satisfy the co!ûnon-

sense canon, ln that inf er.ence ls d.escribed as both a process

a,nd a result. To infer ts to deduce, i.e.., lnference is a

process of deduction. To infer is to concl_ude, i.e., Lhe end.

of the deductlve process is corûpleLed.3 a conclusion is
reaehed, a,nd inferonce 1s a resuti.

The foregoing explanaLion seelrs to be cl_ea.r etÌough,

and lt uould, a.pparentl-y, satisfy bhe casual inquirer. Íf,
hoflever, ¿he lnquirer deter¡ß.ined to govern his fut.ul:e lnfer-
ences on fhe basls of this slaple explanetion, and sllbùit his
inferences to examinatlon, he would find, a,l1 Loo soon, that,

the explanat!on wâs quite lnadeq*åte Lo account for seening

inferences Lhat v,'ere neither deductive in process, nor con-

clusions arrived at by deducLion. For instance, if he lrere a

¡ûedical doctor investlgaling an epid.em,ic of scår1eL ferer,
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he ï,¡ouId aryive at cerllai.n conclr¡sion.s on an lndu,ctive bas j-s,

rather bhan on a deduc¿ive one. ltou ld. such. processes and

concl-,rsions be inferences? SupÐose, however, he subßiLLed to

this stnple explanation; then, such an inferenee as, "Al1

tables have two legs, our Jani¿or i.s a tabl.e, therefore our

Janltor has b'¡ro legs" would be en inference $rhich was both

deduclive in process, and a concl-usion arrlv€d. at by deduct-

'lon. This inference satlsfies ¿he dictlonary explana,bion, bdL

it ts doubt,ful $hether our lnqulrer Nould. be convinced that it
satlsfied com on-sense.

Let us suppose that our inquirer hes been s'r,inulaLed- by

the apparently unsatisfacto.ry a.nswer to his firsL lllquiry inLo

the nabure of inferen"e, to l.nquire furLher, lo see if he cå,i'ì

f ind. a rûore salisfactory explanåtion of this process and. re-

sult v{hlch seeas Lo be one of the nost no,rm.al phenomena of

huiran lntelllgence. It ï¡ould appear, on ¿h€ rnost casual in-
1¡estlgatlon, that huüan treings hav6 been arriving a.¡ eon-

clusions as far ba.ck âs the hisLory of human thougþt lTl1I

carry us. the prtnitlve savage, on en anlmisLic level of

thought, concluded Lhat 'r,rees and" rocks, rlvers and lakes

etc., pcssessed spirits. The eariy thougþ.t proc€sses of nore

developed pecples, on the -level of anthroponorphic Lhlnki-n.9,

arrived åt, the conclusion tha¿ Lhe Gcds Ytere like üen, boùh

1n character and forn. Are such conc.l-Llsions lnferences? One

night expect to heer the reply thal, they are noL, br.tt that
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¿hey a,re beliefs. Eut what are beliefs? Are they rxo t con-

cluslons arrlved å-t by certain neôtal proeesses? the prln-
iLlve savage concludes that the tree possesses a spirit be-

cause sueh a conclusion is ¿he ground of explanaLion for r::any

thlngs Lhat $ould othemlse b,e ilrexpllcable Lo hin. Hov¡ does

he årrir¡e a.t such a conelusion? Is it by inducLion or d-e-

ductton? In bhe modern Í¡orl"d he would find ¡ûany chanpionÉ

for both ee¿hod-s. Eìlt, say you, the savage certainly does

not use any valtd lnductive or deductive nethod. i{e nerely

Juûrps to a conclusion. Our lnquirer, on exa.mina,tioÂ, flill
ftnd thât., even lhis 'Jumpt is inference, ae.cord.lng to some

modern schools of thoughL. He wtII find such expresslons as,

"bhe lnfer"entle.l leap, " ln eurrent logiea,l treablses.

What is inference? l,eaving the Oxford Ðictiorra,ry, .]"e L

us Join the tnguirer and. turn to the Dic't ionå.rf,-of Phllc€epry

(1) t,o see if we ean find a üore såtlsfactory â,nswer to our

question. Aecording to the DicLiona,ry o.q-Eþi losoph.y, infer-
€ncê is sLaLed to be¡ t'Îhe process of reåsonirlg nhereby sLart-

lng from. o¡Ìe or more propositions aecepted. as true, the nind

pa,sses to another pronosition or propositlons rihose Lruth is
belleved Lo be involved ln the truth of the former. Inference

is a psychologicaL process connecting propositioîs asserted- to

be true s,nd ls to be dlstlngulshed fron inplleation,, the log-

I Dagobert D. Runes. Ed, Tþe Dletio4a,ry cf Philosgpþg.
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ical reLalion which holds betvleen Lhe saitße propositions ahen

the inference is valid. An inferenee is va.lid when a genuine

iilpllcatlrre reIåLion holds betrteen tire prÕposi¿iofts, lnvalid
when there is no,such iaplicåtlve relat,ion. Inferenee is
deductil¡e cr ind.uctive a,ccord.lng as the underl¡ring l-ogic is
deðuctir¡e. rt

Ï-et us exa.mifte this sLa.tenent to see if ir. yield.s a

satisfactory ângfler as Lo bhe naLure of inference. The very

first ¿hir'Lg riìr e noLiee ab.out il ls that inferenee seeüs Lo be

arerely B, procesg. This a.ceoun.l seems to be inad.equate, slncê

when T see spots of rain. on Lhe sidewe,Iir, I infer, 'IL has

ra,ined.. t liiy lnference plainly Ls! tIt has rained.' 'I¿ has

rainedt is a. conclusion ând. an inferenee. Connon usage, a.s

r'îe lea.rn fro¡r the Oxfglq_p:9!_lglggI, ïyould agree flith ,ihis

asserLLon. How is iL that the Dieticnar.y of Phllosophy d.ls-

regards conaon usage and confineg inference Lo a þroeess only?

We begtn to suspect that Led.ger l¡Iood, who defines inferenee

for us in '',his instanee does so in the interesLs of sone

particular school of thought. Hê ne.intains i,hat l.nfererrce

ls a psychological process connecting proposiLior¡"s. Iö is
dlfficult to de ter¡ûiine whab ls neant by Nhis.

If r¡e take Lhe tern rpsychological' tn Lhe sense in
i,i¡hi ch å psychologisL, i.e., an enpirical scienlist, would.

take it, ¿hen a, psyenologteal proc.ess is a process Lhål Is
amenable to seientific observalion, i.e.., enpirical observa-
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tion. I'st us exanine an inference to see if Ire reall-y ob-

serve Lhe process. l¡fe begin ,ri|h tllê proposiLioâ: 'There

are spots of 'liater on the sidewâ]k. I llext, I infer¡ tlb has

rained.. t I seen to obser.ve Lvro Lhings. First, I observe bne

pro;oosiLional forg and. EatLer of ar¡r juogmenb: 'lhere a.re

spoLs of water on the siðe$,alk. t Seccndly, f observe lhe

propcsitlonal form and aatLer of rny con,clusion: rIL Lìas rain-
ed.t I do not seem to oÌ:serve any process whaLsoever. Have

I ta,ken a-n inf erential leap? If so, ls e. i.ea,p a process? If
'it is, wh¡r 6¿11 1l a leap? A leap,.in distinctlon froa. a

Þrocess, $l oul- d. seen bo suggest an a.ctivity LhâL ve.s noò ob-

serveble. The plain e¡npirical facb of öhe nå.t,ter suggesLs

thaf it is not so observable.

. Shall v,,e then, be d.riven lo naintåin Lhat thê act of

inference is a. leap? It nay be, but there is apoarently no

ground for such an å,sserti-on except ignorance of any other

poss ible eûpirica,I da.ta Lo suggesb other$ise, A.n argunen!

from lgnorance fiiÌl not induce us to å,geept. the aÌleged truLh

of the assertlon that,, infereitce is a 1eap.

thus fa.r, i.t seens that, we have found l-iLtl-e satis-
fa.ction ln our endeavour to discover lhe nature of inference.

At thie poinL üe begin to suspecL that Lhe naLure of infer-
ence ls in'r'olved In loglcal Lheory, and ihe,t no satlsfiâc.tory

a.nswer can be found as to lts na.ture until $¡e have invesL-

igated logical Lheory as it beers upon the na¿ure of lnfer-
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ì'l e shall suppose tha.L r'ü e have rneae repid advancc af,

this poirrL froíÍ t,he tiine of our first ilâive quesLior: nira.t

is irrference? Ie shall assune Lhai .¡e hãve t:êrd. fairiy riae-
lj¡ anongst Lhe conteaÐorery l"oElcal achools, a4d have cone to

Lhe contluslon Lhat ea.ch has e reasonal:le case for lhe posi-

tion he meir-ìtai.ns. rTe heve cliscovered tha.L, in Lh€ fla.in,

t¡a.dltlcnal logic is õiscredited, and Lhat its iûrr.rortance Lo*

day lies nore in hisLoriea,l- intorest t,han in any hcpe Nhat

such logic can yleld a.ny fruitf'-rl r'esulLs for i,he invest-
igator 1¡¡ho desires to cliscover Lhe true nalure of inference.

Tle ha.ve f ound Lha.t, gener=a,lly spea,king, nod.ern logi cal Lhe-

orieg cån be grouped under Lhree main hÊe.ds, i.e., Ideaiist,
F,eallsL and !re.güe-LlsL. Also, tna.t rrhite Lhere are shacles

of qifferences a,il1ongs.t l¡arlous wri.Lers and school_s wi rin
lLÌe ;ne,in grou.pings, yet, we feel LhaL, for our purpose, iL
$il-I be possible to gi\¡e a. satl_sf'actory a,ccounL of logical
fheory a,nd bhe naLure of inference by diseussir:ìg Lhe aa,in

bendencies and fea¿uu.es of each school as bfìese tendencies

a.ppear bo be corn¡:on prooer.ly of Lhe na,¡'t icula.r school ln-
vestigå¿ed. TIe shâll let each nain school of öhoughL speak

for itself a.nd then state our reasons for eccepting one of
then as mosL seLisfa.ctor¡¡. (2)

__-_ã-Ff-¡,. Bur:LL: "The
I\ie thod, " Pll!_Ig.Cgpb lea_l Reviev¡,

Prob lems of Ph i l-o so chi c
L946, pp. 5O5-51J.-
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'Perheps we should puL forl.ierd a Éeasure of just,if ice-
Llon for our asserLion tllat it, j.s lrossible t,ó gi¡¡e a så,tis-
factor¡' a.ccount of logica.I Lheor.y by confining our a.ttenõion

to Lhe three general schools of thought.. It nay seem to some

tha.t a sa.Lisfactory åccounL of logical theory could on l-y be

given after a, d-etailed study of the ¡oany differen! e phåses

thaL one dlscovers within the streaas of Lhe nain tendencies.

Tfe f ee I that such en undert,aking, whll-e ve r.y inf ornaLir¡e,

t.¡ould not yield the result at which vre a,im.; i.e., a generâl

theory of inferenee, that seens, in the målnrto be satisfec-
tory, yet allor,rs for Lhe possibilt¿y of sligh¿ly differing
vlewpoinbs lrithin triee general scheme. OLrr aln is to seek to
understa.nd. Lhe na,turq nf inference, and v¡e think lhat ib is
inpossible lo understanC anything if one is inrûersed !n a

welter of d_etail. 1[e do not believe lhat d.ebai]. !s uninpor_

ta,nb, but lt ls maintainecl that, on.ly vrhen T,¡e vlew a i¡hole is
!t 'oossible to plaee tire pe,r"t icular ln lts proper context. ll¡e

shâl1 try to und.erstand the nature of inference from the rLopr

relher than froíil the rbotton.r This 'bird's eye view,r v,ie

believe, i¡iilL shor¡ us, generally speeking, three chief sysLe¡os

of thought uhich result in lrhree dlffer.ent interpretaLions of
the na,ture of inference.



OHAPTER II

ÏDEALTgT4

For the ld.eallst,, l"ogie cannot be und.erstood or appre-

clated apart fron netaphyslc's, e¿hics, esLhet.lcs" eptst,enol-

og¡, eter. The ideallst, äelights to see things whole, and. to;

find within that whole a series of interrelating systeÉs.

I-ogic ts a system withln the $hole of Ê.eality. The id.eattsL

does not believe ihab logl.c ean bo abstracted fron Lhe whole

and a,t bhe sarne tlne retain any significance. Ioglc is a

dlff.erence wlthin the identity of Èhe Ehole. For purpose.s.

of thougþt one naJr a t,LenpL to abstrsct a syst,êm, but. the

ldealist belleves that a pur"e abstractlon j.s impossibl-e.

The atLeapt to abstråct dlstorbs the subJee¿-tlatb6r into,

sonefhing ï'hich, before, lt was not. ït seens, to the ldea.l-

ist, that, at the very noment vle atLenpt to abstrac,L a sys-

fem., fhat systen takes upon itself a concreteness as a dif-
ferent system withlÂ the uhole. logic, so it woul-d appear

to the iCeallsL, can only be truly considered^ as a systen

whlch lÍrplies other syetens. It can only be ld.enLlf led. as

loglc in lts dlfference as a sysbem.

îhe idee,list abhors abstrac¿ions. Abstrac.tlons nould.

a.ppear io be neåningless.. The td.ealistts obJecLlon to ab-

sLracblon is to be found in the neaning gl.¡en to, abs.i;raction
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by the forr'1al loglcian. 1o the idea.lisl' as, ind.eeo, to bhe

pr"ag[a,t,Ist, the at,te[pt of the formal logician to dev.elop ein

abstract systen ls futile. Logic is not an a.bsLrac¿ sysLerr.

ft ls a systen wiLhin the lrhole, i.e., ÊealiLy. OuL.side fhe

whole, i.e., in abstrection, lt cannot be said to exisL aL al.l-.

fhe study of logic, for the id.ealist,, is the s Lud.y of

the activlty of thought in constructing lts srorld. Ind.eecl,

the $¡orld, for knoïrled.ge, is a loglcal consl,ruct. Knowledge

is a Judgrnenb, an afflrnation. The ld.ealisL does not or.rer-

look the fa,ct that sone judgaenls are negative, buL even the

ne€ra,tive Judg!0ents have a posi¿lve ground, and. in that sense

assert Ðositlvely, if no¿ affirnat ively. It would eeen to be

necessary to point this out, since e bare negaLlon could hard.-

1¡r be supposed to be constru.ctive in any sense. Knowled.ge,

for the idea.Iist, lnvolves the ldeas of truth and. meaning.

'lThile brubh and Éeaning are not actually separable, yeL for

our innediate purpose we nay, quite legiLimaLeIy, consid"er

the l.atter !n sepa,ration fron Lhe forner.

Tirlth the dawn of consciousness, whether t¡ the race

or in the lndividual, the world of persons and of thlngs is
gradually construcLed lnto a wor'ld. of meanings. IL would

seem. to be Lrue bo say thaL, to give a name was the first
sLep ln the consLruction of the world of nea,nlng. fn Lhe

act of naning ille see the first signs of Lhe developlng con-

strucL of JudgnenL. F. li. Brad.ley in his PrincþLes of Lqgie,
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points out tha.t, a single vùord is noL really isola"ted, it
a.lna,ys inplies a genLence. Indêed, ne nay say Lhat, a sin.gle

l'¡orri inplles the ühole üorld. of meanlng, and Lhe uorLd, of

mean j-ng, in 1ts turn, implles the whole, i.e., Rea]ily.

B. BosanqueL ln his þgic, illustraLes Lhe developnenL

of knowledge on the analogy of the raorpi:ology of plants, and.

in what imned.iâtely fo1tovls we shalt, in our own words, bell

Bbsanquetrs sLory. fhallophytes forn the lowest great dlv-

Leion of the plant kingdon. A Lhâ]1us ls a plant bod.y ln
vrhich there is ltlble o:: no differenLiaLion of vege¿atlve

orga.ns. Among the 6goup of tha.llophytes the beginnings of

sLructures are found Lhat are obgerved to becone nodifieå in
r¡arious ways in higher groups. (:f ) While this anålo.8y holds

Lo so¡le extent, $Je Ílust bear in r0ind. tnat, in Lhe cage of the

morpbolos¡ of knouledge '¡e nust, not exclude the physiolory of

thought, i.e., bot,h Lhe ex¿ernaI forÉ anci the internal- aciir¡-

ity rnust be considered. ïVhen we nafte anything, I¡le give form

to a, Beaning.

Naaing rnaJr be eonsidered a.s bhe content of the vitaL

process of mind. The Lwo cannoN be sepereted. Iæt us illu.s-
trå.te. A mere i{ord either ÌïritLen or spoken is a non-enLlty,

unl-ess 1¿ has neaning. Iô would seen öo be lnf'ossible, b¡'

psychölogIcal tests, to produce from any consciolrs bei¡g a

--_l-q¡.-i. iu. C. toulLer. A Textbook of BÞLanv.
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lruly nonsensien'r, si¡lla.ble. ( 2) Ìi¡ord.s withou¿ neenLng ca'l-

not possibly enLer into ihe realm of knovr led.ge as a eonstrucL.

Form and contenb must go hand. in hånd. This posilion i pl_les

thah gra,mna,Llcal consLri-rctlon bears n"o necessary relaLi.on Lo

logical consLruc.tion. Íhe form alone is not knouLed.Be. ¡{ere

Tye. see a f und.a.menLal eleava,ge betueen id.ealist and. realis¿
logicians. Knoflledge is a J,ld8rûeat, and. a JudBûerL is an ac-

tlvity that expresses ltself in certain forrns. These forns

âre d.eternined for jud€iment by its or,?n proþer interesLs and

purpose. fhis fact, hol'ùever, does not preclude th.e possib!I-
ity of Lhe appllcaLion of these forns Lo all sorts of partlal
lnterests. 1o bhe 1dea.llst, thts consideratlon would seen to

sugefest tlle L the rrarioLls f orÍûs of the syllogtsm, and. Lhe al-
gebra of synbolic 1ogic, a,re,.in essence, really exlernâI to

the proper developinent of the thought cons¡rue.t.

Knowledge, as a consLy'uct, does noL -aecessarity sug-

gest that the proposiLlonal form ls in Ltsel-f 'r,he construct.

The enunciaLlve sentence - the unlt of la.ngua.ge which rep-

resents a judgment - is called a Þt oposition. It t¡¡oul-d. be

a-bsurd to inagine thaL the ideal of intelllgence l"ies in
the d.irection of a se-r€rance of thougþt fron r,¡ord-s. yet,,

the spoken or writ¿en proposi¿ion d.iffêrs fundanenèally fron

2 Cf . R.. C. Iod ge . Thellge_s t,!Õning l,{ind.. p . jB.
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the JudgneaL. Bra.dley (f) suggests Lhat, si-irce Jucr.gnent

nainLains itself a,s an inference, t,his is Lire LesL ¡hat has

been he|1 Lo ciisLingúish a JLtd$ìenL fro¡¡ a prooosiLion. Tne

proposi¿ion is Lhe actuel sooken or TrriùLen enunciaLive seâ-

Lence; .¿¡hIle tne Jucr.gnent is the intellectual act Tihich d.e-

loends in ¡parlous degrees upon words or othex. symbols üb"ether,

heå.rd., read. or reñrenbered. lt is the Judgnent itself thÊ,¿

is bhe true ccnstrucL of knowledge.

1Ye nay, víith lnterest, folloÌ! the deve lopnen'r, of our

knoy,¡ledge a.s it expresses itself in bhe vsrioLls foros of

.ludgmenL, but we must never aake the nlstake of believing
ttra,t ihese f orns, apart írorn Lhe con¿ent, ex,rress the br=u,e

form of kno,,rledge. lhere a,re no Junps in this d.evelopnrenL,

and thê varlous steps of J ud.gßent, f ro¡l the j ud.gtüent of

quallty to ¿he d.isJunc'tive Judg:nent, are more for tne purpose

of our conven.ience in und.ers tand.:-ng the process of bhor.rgab

than LruIy represen¿ative of tne pr.ocess iLsêtf.
Knovtledge is e construcL, but LhaL con.sL.ruct, as a

Jud.gnent, l-s an ever expanding syste wlthin ¿he larger sys-

te¡n of Reallty. fhe r¡rorld cones to be knonn by us as vie corr-

struct LhaL viorld as a neanlngful uorld ln JudgaenL. It

e. p. 4O1+. AIso, it ls Lo be
noted thâ,t lf . E. Johnson, IÐgi.c, Pt. l-, þ. 2, def ines 'prop-csltion' ln such a ir¡ ay a"s Tõiñc l-ude Braille¡tis jud.pení. Ife

defines'prop-
s¿atest "Tt ¡rould thus be more material to speã.k of pâ,ssing
Judgaent upon a. proposlticn proposed in thougþt, than boidentlfy Judgnent as such \¡i¡ith the propcsilion. !'
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Ticuid. seem that ¡le canaot come Lo knou our woyld by å Bere

geries of presentåtions in perceÞtion. Ihe world cen only

be known to us thro¡rgh the acttviby of â unlversal. The

universa.ls that we Llse in Jlr.d.gnenl forn Lhe nexus that blnds

lnfo a systeúatle whole what nould otherwise be chaos.

Knonledge, as a constrirct, is ¡udgíent, that express€,s

the unity of dlfferent parts in a whole, or of diffêrenc€s.

in an identit¡r. Thts ls the ree,l- neaning of rconstrucLlonl

ln knonledge.

Wlth this general båckground of the naLure and. proeess

of thought, as it bears upon logical cons id.eratioÂs, Lhe

ldealisL seeks Lo shovr what is the ¿rue naLure of inference.
Perhaps ¿he best spokesnan on behalf of the id.ealisL pos!¿ion

is F. H. Bradley, wkìo expresses hin.s€lf in lhe princlp.les of

Logig. l1le shall, in the ma.in, f ollovt his argumenLs as fie

seek bo put f orvrar.d ü,håt the Ldealist belj.eves to be the

nature ol inference. We shelJ-, hoüever, drew fr:on other

sources .¡¡here it seems necessary to press sone particular
point.

' B!.e.d.ley d.ivides his logica I works inbo Lwo maln gec-

tions. The flrst volune of The Princioles of logie d.eals

n i.th judgfitent, the second icith inf erence. ( 4 ) He d.oes nob

----4-îõ-l s to be no¿ed that Bradley is in¡erested. in in-
ferenee, rablner Lhan in inplication. this inberest suggesLs
a great poinL cf difference between the ideaLisL logician
and, par.ticula.r'J-y, the nathenaLical logiclan. lhe ter¡o_ r!n-
plicaLion' d.oes not nake ibs apneara,nce in Tile priûg¡p,le € _oflogic unttl q,e arrive at the Terminal Essa.ys.
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atLempt Lo treeb logic' as a fornal discipllne devoid of onLo-

logieal sign.if lcance; raLher:, he thinks of logic as having

soae lntlmate relailon to Lhe naLure of the rea.l.

The basic issue in Thg Pr¡nglp-_fgg_of Logþ is '¡,he

na"ture of inference. Bradley d.eals with his subJect fron

Ùüo maln a,venues of approach, i.e.,, he 'r,reats of the elernenLs

of lnference; ideas and. Judg!ûentsr and. of iùs operablons.

fo understand y¡rhaL an idealist x0eans by inference, it
!g necessary, flrsb of a1l, to understand $¡hat he neã,ns by ân

idea.. When we he\¡e arriyed. aL an und.ersLånd.ing of what an

idea is, v,, e sha.ll then be in a '.oositlon bo appreciate his

conceptlon of judgnent. AfLer a,rriving at a position vrhere

$e knov,r uhat a Judgnent is, we can then discuss the nature

of lnference.

( a, I dea.

Brad.Loy naintalns thaL there is "no Jud.goent until yle

use ld.eas as ideas, " ( 5) and he suggests that, t''Ihe idea in

Judement ls the universal mea,ning; i¿ is not ever Lhe occa-

sionål lnagery, and. stlll les's can it be the wholê psychic,al

event. " (6) This laLter posttlcr distinguishes Eradley,

and idealism genera,lly, from such psychologica.l logicians as,

F.0'. S. Schiller. Bradley suggest-s that, for i-ogic, id.eas

are synbols. But flhat a,re synbols? Appe.renLly, a symbol is

ligg&res e{ Losic. p. 2,

6 rbrd. p. Z.
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thåt whlch lìâ,s three sldes: i.e., exisLence, content and

aeaning. He explains the aa¿ter in this wa¡i. (7) Since

there are tv,to sides in all that is; i. e. , vre perce ive I LhaLt

il ts a.nd rr¡¡hatr iL is! .- faniliar Lo r.eaclers of Apqearance

and F.e?Iity - so, a s,vabol is endoued 'ú¡ith a third sid€ aver

and above thc t Lhålr ( ex.istence ) , anci Lhe rr¡hatr ( eontent ) .

lhis t,hird side is rmea.nlng'. tie suggests ¿hâ,t a f lower

exists a.nd has quali¡ies, but "Lhe flower itself cannoL be

¡¡shaL tt neans. " ( B) A sign or synbol "ls a,ny facL that has

neaning, and neaning consisLs of a. pa.rt of Lhe conLenL

( original or acquired), cut off by Lhe nind, and. coilsid:ered

aparL from Lhe exlstsnce of the sign." (9) Fcr logic, Lhen,

all id.eas â.re slgns. There must be no confuelon, ho,rever, of

idea. r¡¡ ilh menLa,l image. A nental inege nay be said Lo have

existence ânð content, i.ê., be â. fa.ct; but iL is given. An

ldea, on Lhe other ha.nd, "is neithor given nôr presenbed.,

buL is Le,ken.' (10) Brad.ley refuses Lo ellow Lhal id.eas,

as exi.stences, function in judgnent.. lney nusL possess sig-
nificance. H.e d.oes not deny that id.ees are ilenLaL exisL-

ences, s¿ates, l ages, etc., bu^L he does deny that such id.eas

------7-Er;lIE¿d. p. z

õ.1_Drd. û. +

s JÞr!'. o. +.

10 Ibid. p. 7.
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are ideas for Judgrnent. .{ nental 1na8e is noL, fcr= BraclJ-ey,

a sign. In our ovin words, it seer0s thpL BradLeJ¡ desires to

C,rive hoflie the poinb tha.L, üenba1 iaages are noL logical en-

tities. They are þsycholo8ical entitles, and., as such, are

not to be consldered as signs, or ideås, for jud8nent. Id.eas,

for judg!ßent, e,re not ps¡¡chological phenooena aflenable Lo

scien¿ific observall.on. They are not i.a time, as is a úen-

tal inege, i.e., they are logical not psychologica,l.

Bosanquet agreee v,¡tth Bradley on this point when he etabes!
r'1,[r. Bradley has shown Lhat, Lhese iaages are noL ideae in
the loglcal sense, noL significant, not neanlngs. We use

then merely a.s starting point,s. " (11 ) Bosanquet also up-

holds ihe general lheory of ideas, for ldealists, when he

statesi t'If hu¡oan lnüelllgence ls a continuous JudgmenL

there are no non-eyabollc ideas. " (12) In sun¡oing up, "re
might say that in bhe end, Lhere a,re no signs sar¡e id.eas¡

for logic ab least, a.11 ld.eas are signs. t' ( 1) )

(b) ¿ugæs¿!.

The foreæing dlscusslon of an ld.ee., for Judgnerì¿.,

'LÌill serve es a simpl-e inirod.uctlon to our discussion of

Judgnent. In Judgnent we use idea.s and, "Judgmenl proÐer ls

1I l¡gic. Vol. I. p. 7.

12 Ibid. p. 71.

1l F. H. Bra,dley. The_Erinciþl-es of Iogiç. p.5.



It7

the act whtch refers a,n ideal contenö ( recognlzed as s'.rch)

to a reallty beyond the a,et. n (f4) Jud.gnenL is essenLially

an act and, for ldeallsm, lL ts å.n a,c¿ v,¡hich concerns L¡u.t one

idea, hoyrever complex the Judgnent. Às Bosanqueb saysi lne

Jud.g¡ûent hor¡ever conpLex !s a slngle idea. " (f5) Thig under-

standing of tþe nature of JudgnenL is very inportant lf r¡r e are

to appreciate what idealism means by a Judgnent. In Lhe firsb
place, it ts importaÀt to notice thaL if Judgnent is a single

ld.ea, then the dividing line betvreen an idea., as such, a,nd. a

Jud.gment, ag such disa-opea.rs. Id.ea.lism cannot coneelve of
a,n idea, that ls not at the same time a Judgment; exceot, of
course, for pu::poses of loglca"l Investigåtion. The dist inct-
ion ls not ultllaa.te. 1Éíe may, of course, consid.er J ud.gment

as a syst,en and. id.ea,s â.s a sysLeß, but there is nobhing
ratoraicr a,bout a judgnent or an idea.

Subject and predlcaLe in a Jud.gnent, are nol tno id.eas

thaL are sonehol4.l connectecl by a copula.. .ê, jucigmenL is noL

a proposiLion. .4. proposi.Lion nay reoresent a JudgaenL, bu.L

lt can never be a judgment itsel_f . As Bosanquet says3 "IL
ls absurd Lo lnagine Lha.L Lire ideal of int,ell j.gcnce lies at
a.11 in ltre direction of a severance of tiroughi f ronn v,¡ords.

YeL ti'ìe spoken or written Írord d,il'fers f ìrnda.nen ta llJr frorn

14 Ib ic. I'. 10.

t5 þClS. t/o L . l, -! . 75 .
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Òhe Judgnent,. " (f6) Let us illuslrete Lhi.s poinL. If I
Judget ''I!re rose is reo,t I refer ¿n id.eal conlent Lo a

rep-LiLy beyoàd the aer.. The i¡narecii¡ie subjec| oÍ ny juog-

n-.nt i.s reà.tity as ib rrresenLs itself Lo ne iû n¡¡ series.
the ultinate subject is F.ealiLy, but I accepL as rea.l Lha,L

urhich is presenL to perception. This reali¿y is Lhe aclua,I

su'bJect of ay jr-rô€grrenL. 'Îhe !rr=edicale of Lhe .ludé4nent !s
the ideal content which is refercea Lo the reality beyond

the a,cN. tsradley, spee.ktng of Lhe idea.l conLenL sd.ys ! t It
is not a. f'a.ct but a. end.ring adjective. " ( lJ)

the rose is rer1, col1sid,ereC" as a. r,rolosition, conta.ins

subject, copula. and preoica,ie. BuN, Lhis subject is [ne

granmatical, Jlot Lhe logice,l subJôc1r. The (iisr.incòions of
Lhe LrediLioa¿1 IogiciÐn, lor Uhe idealist, beLon¿ to i,he

nechånisns of language than Lo the vital pfocess=s of
Lhought. "Tn ludgnent S and P å,rê diff erene€s Ì,ï i¿hin ân

iderrtity, in the proposition Lhey are isolåLecl parLs oí an

extended 1ïho le. " (18)

llre mechanisns of language ¿r'e in tine, and a pro-

Ðosition, eil,her i¡;riLLen or spoken, is in ¿ine. Jr.td6:reat,

r5 Jþj,g, P, 74 '

17 The Pr incl-.ple; ..of þgic, p. 13. Tie not,e, hovrever,thal Rra-dlãy cõt1^eããËiñiÊ viãlr*Iaüär, ana a.dmiLs lire ¡usrii:eof -Bosanquetrs criNicis;a Lha.t iôeas aLe nevet tf,loetinã.
adject,ives.r Tndeed., since idea. is iaenti_cel iLh ìuoÃrentiN ncver: rf loatsr or tEanders, t buL i6 al'/iBys tref eireà Lo
ree li ty, ! Cf , p¡:. f5 -I7.
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for the ideålisL logician, is noL so conceived to be in Llne.

"It.is absol-uleI-r inpossible Lhat Ðrioriiy in tine should.

subsisL betv'¡een the parts of a. completed judgnenL. " (19)
'F/hen I Judge I tThe rose is ï'ed., ' ny Judgment, considered as

a psychologlcal process is in t irne, a-nd, "we appear to begin

r¡iih a ready nad.e sulrJect, to ï,hich P is added. by subsequeÂt,

transition. t' (20) BuL, wfien lïe consider this Íaalter from a,

logleaI, ra,t,her Lhan f rorn a psyehologlcal, point of view, tIe.

flnd thât the subject ha,s no stgnlficanee at all unless P ls
alreâ.dy referrec to it. let us consider thts maLLer for a

moment. Suppose I Eere I-r' sa¡r; tThe roge.t A hearer night

ask! r1\Îha.t about lt? ' ¡ny repty mtght 
,be 

i 'Ah ,l 
| 'Îhe point

of Lhe üaLter ls this; when I ss,y: t.The rose, I my judgnent

is pregnant with predication. The hacit ÊueìEestion is ühat,

ay Judgmen¿ ha.s infinife prôdicabi.on, and, like Spinoza, I
do not ïríish to negsLe by aLtribution. Ind.eed, r¡re :"ecal-l

bhaL HegeL nå,intains thaL, Lhe jrrdgment¡ |this, I is the

nost unlversa.l of a.it ¡uagnent. fhe predication beco es

explieit in the psychologlcal- procesÊ, but the psychological

process is not to be identified. wiLh ¿he loglcal activity.
"It is clear that rlTe are led bo re gard. bhe coapletion of the

19 J,bid,

20 rbid,

p. 79

p. Bo
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Jude:nent as ån arbiLrary disLinction. The conpleu,ed j 
'rdgment,

llke the processes by Hhtch !t is oblained. obvlously pos-

sesses d.ura¿ion, I.e., it_ can be dwelt upon. " (2f) But'

"The durabl.on of a Judgnent as a ¿ransiLion in tine is !t.s

external aspect. Thls d.ura.Llon is. capable of any d.egree of

extens lon. " (22)

.As bhe d.istinctions y{iLhin Jud.gmenLs are quite arb!-
trary for Lhe idea,list,, so are bhe distincLions between

JudglqenLs. r'Îhe nhol-e of consciousness _Íìa.y be rega,rd.ed as

a continuous judgmeni. " (23) Jud-gnenLs i¡riithln the sysbs¡n

of Judgment, a,s a lihole, are differences yiiihin a,n id.entjtLy.

Fron this point of view, such dis¿lnction as those bettleen

Universal ând parLicula,r jud.gaents, ca.iegorical and hypo-

thetlcal Jud€înents, oual-itstive and qua,ntiLative Judgmenlå"

dear to Lhe heart of tre,ditionel- logicians, are noL ratonier

â,nd a,bsoluLe in any sense. Indeed., we she II see Lhet Jud.g-

ment is really inference. But,, we BusL üaiL on tseeing

things clearly, and seeing them ïrho1e.r As we could not

see the true .signlf lca,nce of an idea until Judgnent wa,s con.-

sidered, so, we sha.ll not be able to appreciabe whaL !s neant

by Judgment until we have consid.ered inference.

--*--ÞI-rË1¡;
22 Tbi.d,

2j þtrl,

p. 81

p. 82

p. 84.
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( c ) Inference.

SysteÍi !s a fundamental orlnciple for idealisn. þ'o r.

Brad.ley, the unir¡erse of discourse a,nd the unlverse of exisl.-
ence â.re rea.lly a,speeLs of the seme Lhing. In the princj_ples

he seeks to put forna,ro the systen bhat is discourse, i,î
Appearance a n$_lggf-!!y the sysLea that is existence. Braole¡'rg

general positioa, v¡hich is Lhe position comnon Lo loealisn,
tl¡ill be rea,Aily åppreciated Trhen v¡e reee,ll the d.iscusston on

know ledge as a construet.

Î{e hane alrea,dy sought to sho$¡ h ov'¿ ideâ and Juognent

are to be thought of a-s one. the Id.eeList deligþts Lo show

to v¡ha.t, extent two things can bê seid to be different ånd. to

r¡ehat, exLent they nus¡ be cons idered ¿he eêne. The principle
of identity ln d.'iff erence ls Lhe basic prlhciple of systen.

Thus, v,r e may sa.y thå¡, Ìce ha¡¡e Lhe sysbem of id-ea., the syste!û

of Judgnen¿, ancl Lhe sysLem of inference. Yet, these systens

irnply each oLher, and eÐ-ch lmplies ¿he whole. o'i[hiie !d.ea is
implicit ln J'rdgment, end judg¡Ttenb iE inpliciö in inference,
yet, each becoûes ex-ûftciL in the processes of Lhoughl, ano.,

for purooses of logical invesLige.tion, r,r e nây sã.y i,haL, on

psychological grounds, idea comes before judg¡llenb, and Jud8-

nenL before inference. Indeed, when Br.adley treats of infer-
ence he sLebes! "explicit judgnenb ano inf ererrce,. a,cts both

of which end ln an asserLed tr.uth, and one of which sLarLs

ui¿h a, truth laid down âs the founoation of iLs process.



A.nd. in this sense it is true t,hat $re judge before ïre reason,

si-nce we becone possessed oi et\ ê,f firna,Lion, v,ihen ne ceni-ìo t,

produce any other af f irna tion on ..,r h ieh Nh is st,and.s. Thus

the CistincLion which we made rema-ins unsha.ken. Explic!t.

JudgrnenN cornes befor:e exoliciL lnference. And. sup¡rosing lha,L

bobh a-:'e rea.lly and i.n Lhe end tr'tlo sides of one ect, lhen Lhe

aLìove conclusion is whaL vre might have expected.. Here as

everyr¡¡here Lhe Þroduct ccroes to eonsciousness first, and the

process aften¡rards. " ( 24 )

In sinple lerms, leL us ask! lÍhaL is inference?

Bosanquet naintains lhaL, "Inference sLtâ.res Lne essence of

Judenent, but o,ua expliciL inf'erence, has in add.ibion a o.if -
ferentia of its ov,/n. " (25) This sta¿€roent is in keeping

Tr lLh thai a.t v¡hich ue nave a.lready hinted., i.e., Lhere is e.n

id.enbi-ty beLl¡een Jud¿rnent and. infereqce, but thal this iden-

tity does not exclude the posslbiliby of difference. lìie

re¿all Lhat thê essence of jud"gnent is the reference of an

ideål contenL to reelity. Ts ,lnference too, the reference

of a,n idea.I content lo reality? It would seea Lo be, yeL it..
has a differ.entia. Bosanquet f inds the oifferenLia of infer-.
ence in tlìe s.ode of Lhe reíerence Lo real-tty. Whereas judg-

menL apoêars to 'lre a direct reference, inference seefls to

--24 

Erll4'oÌes of LoÂLg, p. 4BI.

25 _lg€!9, Vol. 11, p. l.
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contâin a.n elenent of lûediâ¿:.on. Bose.nqu.et is l-ed to define

inference as "tire ¡ned.iaùe r.efe¡'ence oi' an iaeal conLen¿ ¿o

Ree 1ity. " ( 25 )

ft aay ìte sot¡erThat confusing Lo note horq iðealist
$¡riters use the ter¡ns rreality' a-nd 'Realily; t yet, lf one

reÌ:nembers that iF,ealityr is Lhe ul¿iírate suþ jecL of j,Jdginenb

and rrealityI Lhe imrnediaLe subject, Lhe confLlsion d.isappear.s.

It is on the ground of Lhis ciislinciicn bhat Bradley is ablâ

to show tha.t,, in Llre end, all our judgnnents are inferences.

AlLhough a Jud.gnent is the reference of a.n ideal conLenL Lo

r=ea1iLy, yet, the L¡ItinaLe subject is Realj-ty. Jud.gnent, in
this sense, nay be said Lo be ediated. But this is noL uha,t

me mean by expliclt inference, e.9., I say! rÍhe rose is
red. I I predlce,te of Lhe rose, ia preõenLaLion, that it is
red, and I assert of rea l-iLy, yeL ¿his reâIitJ¡ is ianen for
Reelity. In this sense my Judgiient is ån taplicit, inference

ßince realily ned.iates bhe implied. reference to ReaJ-iLy. In
exÐlicil inference, cerLaln psychological processes âre in.-

volved íhat are absent in bhe case ne ha,ve cited. The enun-

cieted. syllogisn vùl1l illus¿rate bhls poinL, i.e., ¿he infer-
enLial process becones exter"nalized, iL ls in ¿lne a.nd ma.y be

duelb upo n.

'ife tr;rn to Bradley agêin for Lìelp. In lhe first of
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his Te rni.na.J- jÊe.g¿ s, Br.a,d1ey d.lscusses Nhe êssential nabure

of inference. "Tnference being a process I will s-bâte al
once rühab T te.he to be it3 essent,ial nature. this ûay be

sst d-o,ãn as bne ideal se lf-Cove lopment of an objecL.r' (27)

Br"adleyrs lanBuage is a liLLle oi.ff icul¿, yet his seanr.nE

geens Lo be clear. He explains furLher oni "Nou, this
objecL, l-ike all objecLs, is Laken, ge nåy say, as referred.

to Realit;r, the reâl unlverse; or Lo speak rûore correctly,
the object is taken as in one çith this Rea.liby. " (AB)

The robjectt bhat develops iLself in infêrence is the

id^ea.l conlenö. It is the universal ab ork in Lhe infer-
en¿iaL process. The conclusion of inference r.epresent.s a

develoÞnent of Lhe objecL liLth which $e s¿årbed. There is
no suggestlon of an infer.ential leap. There is bne pr=ocess

of self-developraent. But, lre nLlst remeober Lnat, f'or i.deaI-

isn, s e lf -deve lopment cannoL be conceived a,s the Åete

oevelopnent of an identity wiNhouö reference lo bne differ-
ences irûolicit '!,¿ lthin tha.t idenbity- Inf erence ûakes ex-
plicit, in its conclusion, the differences Lhat rere lnplic!L
at Lhe beglnnl.ng. Does 'r,his nean thal Lhere is nothing nev,¡

brou¿þt to light in inference? Ì{o. "The general sol.utton

of Lhe problen raised by the essence of inÍer"ence is found,

I fhlnk, so fer as logic is concerned, in Lhe d"ouble nalure

-n-!rtinõip¿es_of 

Losic, p. 597.

28 Iþ¿9. p. 60rl.
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of the obJect. Every inference, vr6 sa.s¡, both starts vriLh and

is conflned Lo a s"gecia t obJecb. lvovr, Lhi6 obJecL, like alI
objects, is ta-ken, we rney sa.-y, as ref erreo to RealiLy, bhe

real Unlverse, or, so to speek, nore coruëcLl_y, Lhe object
is taken as ln one $¡ith RealiLy. Hence Lhe obJecL noL only
ls itself , but i.s a.lso contained âs an elei,renL ia a. ilhole;
end it is it,self , çve ¡ilst add, only as beinE sc conia,ined.

And the difference of Lne objecL fron, and. its êssenLial
i-dentity vì¡ lbh a whole beyond itself - a nhole vrhich loglc
takes as s systen b,oLh iCea"l- and res.l * ls Lhe key (so far
ås logic is concerned) to Lhis pvzz\c of se 1f_C.eve lopnent.
0n the onê slde Lhe sleci€ì 1 cbject advances to a result be_

yond the beginntng, and yet ils progress Lhroudlout is noth_.

ing beyond Lhe i.ntrlnsic deveJ-opment of lts proper. being.
For Lhat which ¡nediates and necessiLates its ad\¡ance is
inplied within it,s or,ûn self . " (29) r,{e tllusbrate ihis by

pointlng oul bhaL Lhe obJect. tha.t de¡rel_ops in i.nfereÂce is €r

difference T,iiLhin â.n idenLity. If I say ! 'The rose is red,r
the rose develops, as it v¡ere, in a.naiytic expension, and

one of iLs difÍerences is nêde explicil. ff the rose is reo,
then red" is inplted in the obJect, a.nd Lh_. JudgnenL is the

se l-f -d eve lopnent of Lhe oLrJect. gince Jud-gment naintains
1tself a.s inference, our rena,rks refer also to inference
prope r.

--*-ã981il p. 5ss r.
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Ïdeallsn, tlenerel]y, ¡ra.int,aiI]s Lhis posiLion $iLh re-

gÊrd Lo bhe natu.re of inference. I i'l inferencc Èe discover

soi¡eLhing neÌ,T, bu¡ Nhis d.isccvery "is an rccidenL oí irfer-
ence end noL en essenLial- of inference" " (1)) l'here ie no

sug:gesLion of a tleap' Lo soarì1,hin€ì nelt, neither is infer-
ence B pessage in tine; l^¡heLh-or insLanLaneous or extended.

The corcl-,.rsi¡n co:s noL reas. to be an i:f=rence Lhe ,ronenL

thai ib becomes familia.r': it nereJ.y ceas€s Lo be a discovery.

Sieee inference is eEsenLiâ1ty Lhe ôp.rat,Lon of a, universe.l-,

the novelLy rûust be j-¡r--'lied fron the heginning, yet, psJ¡cho-

logically, the novelty erûerees in tine ai Lhe enci oi' Lhe

process. Lc¿ieaI1y, the novelly is s. difference r¡i|hín the

icìenLit¡r of bhe Unil¡ersa1. This diff'erence 'oeeomes expl-icit

in Nhe infereäLial- nrccess. The novelt¡r, psychoicgica lty
considered, is a. discoveri¡, but logically consid.et'ed, i¿ is
sLil-1 novefty, i.e., ell inplieiL difference riithin a unlÍer-
sal LhaL hes h€coile expliciL.

Inference y,rithout the opera.Lion of a universal ldeâl-
iÊm believes Lo be iupossible. Ideallsm rrainta,lns this posi-

¿ion agêinsi a.lL schools of lhought ¿haL would seek Lo base

the nature of inference on oLher ground-s. Perha.ps j_¿ r¡i11 lie

eonvenient to discuss the nanner in whlch idealis'rtl ccnceir¡es

inferenee Lc be bhe cpereiiÕn of a. univ-.rsal. Bosanquet is
very clear Lhat velid infer.ence necessiLaLes Lne operation of

JC B. Fosa,nqueL. I,ogiç., Vol . lt, p. 8.



a concreLe universal. Infer.ence, we recali-, is aefined by

Eosanquet as the nediate reference of an ideal- conLeni to

Reality. Bub Lhe quesLion ârisesi Ì{orT can Õne contenL cleis
to j:e true of Reality on the sLrength of enoLher ccntenl ais-
tinct f v'on the f irst,? "A11 Lurns on the Cisti.ncLion beòv¡een

Llìe absLi'acL or po$erless ano Lhe concr=ele cr d.ominan¡ Lrni'¡er-

sal. To recluce bhe forner Lo the la,tter is a faLal Lendency

of nopul-ar logic." {11¡ It may be Llra.t Bosanqueb exaggeraLes

when he spea.ks of an a-bstra.ct universel. 1,{o suelr enLi¿y could.

be sald to e)<ist, for icÌea.1ism. AII universals are concreLe.

Ner¡erlheless, for Lhe purposes of exposibicn, iL may be

permissible ¿o speak of r.e le.t,lvely univer.sa_1. 'ùe shall fol*
lo'vrr Bosa.nquetrs argunent Lo ne,ke clea.r wila¿ idealisü means

by maintalning ths,t .¡a l-id i.nf er.ence ca.n onl_y be f orthconing

when a concrete universe.I rervad-.s lhe nhole orocess and.

i.esult.

Ho-w, then, is it possible to proceed froin contenù to

conLenL? It is only r'¡hen Lhese conbenls ar"e the d.ifferences

of a unlversal. But ar"e Lhese differences the d.ifferences

of a, unlversal? SupÞose Ltra.t I find in a roon a hundr.ed.

differenL obJects such as books, gut-rs, china eLc., all narked

ïr ith Nhe own-êr I s na e. The coinnon iderrtiLy, Llre univer=sal

that all of then have in connc4 is the la.bel of Lhe owner.

-3I--l6id- pp. a-t-
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BUL ïùha.l can I lnfer from the uni.¡ersa.l except Lhai o'o jecL
ta' be longs to t{¡'. X., encl objec'r" 'bt beLongs to i,fr. X., and

so cn? In oLher \¡¡ords, r.¡ha.L can I infer" f r.on Nhe universal
beyond itself? I cannct iníer, for. insLånce, tha_L Lhe Nwen-

¿ieLh a,riicle ï shal-l exaltine is a tea-ooL or a. book. frue

it is 1,ha,t, Lhe tea-þoi, or book, v¡iI1 conLa,in 1,ae univers8,L

'nark;' buL tlre tea-pot, or bock, !ìill noL be leavenecl, as

it vr¡ere, bJt bhe univer'S4.1. ln this Sense, Lne universal ;iay

be ea lled abs bra ct .

But Lhe ca,se nusL be examined. f ûr.ner Lo see r¡¡Ll a t we

nay exoecL frc¡r a. unlversel. A t,ea-poL, a,s a Lea-pot, is
Cecidedly parLicular; a book, as a, book, is also riecidedly

perticulaT' v¡hen consid.ere_d. a,s Lhe ninetee11th o]: tweniieth

object of an aggrega,be. N'ow, a, universa.l t,o be ccncreLe

ausN pervade iLs C.ifferences, a-na, as iL vr-^re, leaven lts
differences so Lhat its differences a,re known a.s Lhe differ-
ences of a,n idenLity. '*fhen I a.sk: '.,fha t is the twenLteth

object? Is iL a tea,-poL or a book? Irry quesLion ca,nnoL be

ans.lvered by an lnference because anJ¡ objecL considered^ as a

unit ånd d.iscrete cen only have a preC.ica.Lion ÌThen Lhe uniL

ceases Nô be a unit a.nd becoaes a universa.l wi¿h its orin

differences Ì¡ithin its or,rn systen. For. e:<anple, we Ìlìa.y be-

gin to predicaLo sonelhing of a pa.rticuJ-a.r, but in Lne very

a,Jnent v¡e begin to do tilis t,he pa.rt,lcul_ar ceases to be a
parLicr-Ilår ! iL becorn--s an irù.ir.¡idual, and, a.s an in{iir/iduat,
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possesses diflerences trithin ils ideil|ity,
In orîder tc ra.ke this discusgion ciear.er, .i-e L Lrs sup-

pose thaL Lhere are a nüÌriber ot å.ssorLed objecls in a r.ooú.

AII the obje eis be long to Llr. X. f begin. Lo exaüin€ ea_ch

objecL. I know tha,t Lhe LenLh object I sha.ll col¡e Lo $il,l
be ân objeet belonging lo i.{r.. X, because, if a,tl these ob-

JecLs a.re ltlr. X ' s, the tenth nru.sb be. I e.n a,ble to oake a

sJ¡nLheLic J,ri.g:neirt a priori, because aII t,he per.ceots are

iarolicltly synthesized under the conceot,. ln ny Juclg¡uent:

lhe tenLh obJect is I[!.. Xrs, we find analytic expansion from

the univer=sa 1, in thet ore o-f its dii'fe-ences becones explicit.
It ¡¡nuld seem to be irue Nhai;, in inference, ue nusl

work f ron the slde of the universa J-, anci., as i L 1¡¿ere, draw

oub fron tfie universa,l in analytic expansion. BuL, lhere

is also tl'ìe process of s¡ir¡Nþeg1s in rnference. i say: These

Ì¡ooks ( neaning afl I iniica,Le) are i.t¡:. X's. lnen I say:

this is one of 'Lhes-^ books.' Therefore, this boJk is Mr.

X's, ïn the minor premise I have inoicated a. particular
book, b{-it in Lhe very nornenL I ind.ica.Le its parbicularitJ¡
'I syntheslze iL with tfìe corr¡mon univer.sal, i.e., it is one

of ihe dif f'eT=ences of tLhese bocks. I

It vf ill be obvioLrs fror¿ Lhe foregoing disci"¡ssion thal,
only when vre ncrk frcm Lhe side cf the unLversal, end only
'lïhen ou!' univerga.l is concreNe, ioay riê expecL valid infer-
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All universals ¿hab are a.ctually operaLive in lnference are

conc:'ete, i.e., they a-v'e sysiens such that a cerLain prin-
ciÐIe ?ervaoes eech, holding Lhe details boge Lh€r anci inLer-

relating ¿hen in s'¿ch a vre-y as Lo conLrol and. account for
thelr differences r,¡it,hin lne sysLein.

In lile f oregoing, r'ùe have a-t be;rpLed Lo d.escribe, as

briefly e.s possibl-e, vrhaL lhe idea,list logician und.ersLand.s

Lo be Lhe nâture of inf erence. ',Te ßusL now Lurn Lo ccnsld.er

Lne nature of inference according Lo Lne ÊìosL $cdern ãchocl

of realisL logic!å.ns, i.e., the symbolic school-.
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Actual1y, forma.l- logicians of bhe syrnbolic scnocl

seen to hå.ve lit¿le bo sa,y about inf erence " "Inf er.ence ls
undoubtedly a flentaI proetess. If, bherefore, our concêption

of logic were such as t,o reslrict logic Lo i;he tneory of
proûcsitiona.l forns, v,¡e should no more ûeed Lo consicrer Lhe

nat,ure of inference Lhån the nabhenaticiân needs to consider

the psyclrological proeess ï¡hereby a siudent corn.es Lo apprehe nd.

a ns,thena-tica.l Lheorem. ( 1)

fn contras¿ Lo Nhe !dea.l-ist, tlle ¡'laLhenatical logician
Êtresses iitrplication re.ther than j-nfer"ence. Let us, hoflevêr,

folLow Lhe synbolic logicia.n a,s he sets for¿h his s]¡sNefl. 'ìle

ha,ve intimateo prevlousty thaL t i,l.e naLuz.e of inference for
i,he various logical schools is d.eterained- by Lhe general_

logical theory held by thai par.Licular school. lt s¡!ll be

convenien'r,, Lherofore, io d.iscuss br.ief Iy Ì,he geileråI back-

ground of 1,his school . Our exa,nina,tion wiil be resLricÈed

L L. g. Stebbing. 4_!þggrn_-{,itroduetj:an tg Logêg,
-,p. 2Io, Also tr{, E. Johnson. to.gÀg, pt, ll, n, 3, seys¡t'Every inferencè is a inenial procãss, ano, Lnei.efore, á.
proper toric for psychologica.l analysis. "
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to Lhe theory of the symbolic logicians. ( 2) \\re begin wi-Lh

Gecrge Boolef s _Lgv¡ g _cf- Thou¿lrt and culainate ',¡r i th cerLain

nodern vlriLers,

ïn order Lo gain a elear insighL inLo Lhe bagis upon

\i?hich the struc¿ure of synbollc loEic ts reared_, it viill be

necessary t,o go back Lo Lhe 'Fa,lher I of Lhe algebra oÍ l_og!c,

George Boole, a,nd Learn from hiln lhe nâLure of the assuÍÂp-

tions upon which Lhe sysLen is based..

In bhe.t part of Boolers colLected logical worlis knoan

as A! rnvesL-fg¿!]9.4*gf !he_I¿[g of !hoq-gþ!, Boole begins by

descrlbing the nature and design of the work. ¡{e slaLesl

"The desi€ll of the fol-lovring treatise is to irvesLiga¿e the

fundanental lav¡s of l,hose ôpej:a.Lions of bhe ilind lry r¡¡hich

reasoning is 'oerforrited-! Lo give expression Lo Lhe¡q in Lhe

synbollc Langua.ge of a. Calcul.rs, ând upon 'vhis fÒundalion to

establish Lhe scieÌ1ce of logic e-nd construct lbs üeLhod¡ to
make bhat r4eLhod itself Lhe basis of a genera,l eihod for Liie

tlre a.r'i:licai;ion of Lne nathenaticâl docLrine of probabi ii¿ies;
and f ina,Il¡r, to collecL fron Lhe various elemenLs oÍ ¿ruth

t'roughl Lo vlew in the coürse of Lhese inquiries sone of bhe

probeble intinetions coneerni:1g Lne :ìature åno consLiLuLion

----ã-Tt,--fã-to be noLed thai noL all syi:rbolic logiclans
a.re rrealisLr in backgrouncr erìcr outlook. H. B. Sinilh, for
insLance, accepNs Hegê1ian idealis¡n as fund.ainental, yet sees
Ln synbolic logic a Lechnica.l way of approaching cerlain
prob len s .
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of f;he hu¡RÐ n ßri ed. " ( 1)

The first point of iiaportance bo noLice is ¿he fact
tha.t Eool-e pr:oposes Lo investigaLe Lhe fund.anen¿al laws of

Lhose opera,Lions oÍ Lhe mind. by vrhich reasonirlg is pel'forned.

He sets about fÌis Nask by assrrning ths,L a science of the

intellectual powers is possible. I{e asks; "How sha.tl we

obtain knonledge of Lhis? He answers; "Like all- other scl-
ences, Lha.t of Lhe lntellectuaL oper.a¿ions eust pri¡ca,riLy

rest uÐon observatio4s, - the subJect of such obserrr..ations

being the very operabions anC Drocesses of which t¡¡e dêsire

Lo d.eLermine Lhe lalts.' (4)

It is ob1¡ioLrs, ff'o. Lhe foregoing,. l,hat L!ìe f oÌlndaLion

of symìrolic logic rests upon obserr¡.¿Lion in ¿he first in-
sLance. Ihls observa,tion, a,ecording to BooLe, yields a kilow-

ledge thaL ¿he processes of the iûlnd in reâ,soning a.re of a

aa.Lhematicå1 order. If this is so, Nhen, the geners.i l_a,-{,j s

to be d.educed fron Lhese observations a.ye of a d.iffer.ent

order fron the geâeral larry s of na¿ure. Ind.eeo, Boole nakes

cleêr t,his ccnùrast, l.rhen he statesS r'Îhe general lans of
na.Lure a.re not for bhe nosL parL, inrnediabe objecLs of oer-
ception. lhey are either Lnd.uctive inferenees fron a large

----3 p. l;r.
4p.3'
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bôay of fac¿s, the c o ijr.xcn truLh in vrhich they express, or, !n

lheir orlgin a.t 1-^¿.s1, physical h;ipot,heses of a caogaL naLut=e

Servi ng lo exÐ la.in phenolîena w i'uh Unde¡¡iating prec ig ion, a,nci

Lo enable us t,o p::'edicL ner¡J cor'ili;1â.Licns of t,herr" " (5 ) Over

Ðga insL Lhe general la.ws of nalar., BooIe sets LLìe la.w s of

the nino. "0n 'Lhe oiher ha,nd, Lhe knol,rled-ge cf Läe la,us cf'

bne "'!ind d,oes ncN require as its ba-sis a.n;ø Êxt,eilsive col-

lection of observaLiors. The gonera,l NrùLh is seen in Lrie

ÐårLicuIar insLancê, a::i. i"i is noL co¡rf ir'¡:+d :ii Lh€ r'ep-

ê'{,ì-t-ol cf ii-isLerce s. " ( i5 )

Eoclers nexL a-in is bo givo expression to Lhese laus

in òhe symbol-ic fangue.ge cf a, Calcul-us. i{e ne-int,e,ins ti.rs,L

'r,he laITs of Lhe oper=a.Lions of bhe hur::en in ind. ere ma.NhenaLl-ca,l

in fcrn, ancì tha.l, beceuse of Lhris, che 1a.ï! s of Lhe synbcl-s

of logi c a!"e deducibie f ro¡ a. cons id-.ere,Nion of the operelions

of Lhe nind i.n reasoniag. On ¿he basis of Boolers neLhoci,

sy-r:bolic logic 'tua,s launchÊd upon iLs 1'iey. Since 'r,ire iine of

these firsL beginnings, a.þotit LLre niddle of Lne le,sL century,

Lhe Ca.lcul-us has been aevelopec a.nd iioprcved Lo such an

extenL bhat, it has regulled in such Í1onuüenial riorks a-s

8r¿n9r:3 ig_Ug theEa !i ca .

--*---5 p.-".
5 rbid.



,5

IL seems reasoíe'Dle Lo su-opose Lhab, if Lhe l-e.n's of

the hune.n nind a.re nalheraa.t,ical-, then they ca.n bs eãpressecl

in lrhê sjrobolic la.nguage of a. calculus. Th is is exacbl-y the

assumpti-on upon r',rh ich syr,rbolic logic has iLs beeiqnlng. Co!'ì-

s-.ctuenLlJ¡, the validiLy or inr¡a.liCit¡r 6f a,n¡r rpiece of reason-

ingr can be deponsNreted synbol ically, accordinE t'o Lhe lavts

of the ca.lculus. 'llhe synbolic loEiciên f'eels sure LhaL, if

the z'€]ation of i:irplication holds, Lhen his rea,sonin8 is
r¡alid, The scêrch of rea,l-isn for the ulLiûaLe reign of' la,u

is seen, fror¡ 'uhe poi.ilt of vie-!t¿ of logic, in Lhe befief' Lir.a,L

in symbolic logic ç¡je have Liie csri;ain lavis of [he opera.tions

of the hunan nl-nd in discourse, Eool-e is sure ¿hat, be ca-use

a generaJ- le.¡iii cf the operations of lhë hü,¡ån mino is, in

fact, esta.bl"isned from o$e insLance, Lhai Lhis fac'r, Suar-

anLees Lhe sNrlct necessity of Lhat le,v¡ from which ded-uclions

cãn be üad€ vúhich ar'e a,bsolutelJ¡ t!'ue. ( 7)

It vrill be seen qu.it,e reaoiiJr Lhat, lt is quite reâson-

able to ns.in'r,a.in Lhat the þrocesses of ihe rind. iâ rcascning

can L¡e expressed in Lhe syrìboLic la.nguage of a ealculug.

Frocesses of bhought, t,hen, a.r'e anena,ble Lo naLheinatice..l

nanipulation, i,e., Lhere is a, one to one co:'respcnoence

between the naihe¡1atical ila.nipuleirion of synbols end Lhe

funciion of mind in v¿ì,lid reasoning. Later cÌevelcp¡û.enùg,

-' 

t,.,-
{ JL. C. +¿2.
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since Boole, have been concerned Lo establish bhe trutil of
this contêntion, â.nd a genera.l theory of Lhe operations of
the hunìa.n nind in reasoning ha.s r.esuLLed in Nhe togtcal
essence Lheory.

Bertrand F.usse11 puLs forrard his e-rgunent íor Lhe

ontologlcal status of' logical essences in the following
úanner. He first discounts lhe a.rgunents of Lhe tpuret

enpiric!sts tha,t our maLhenal,ical kno'¡rledge is derived by

pure induction froa pâ,rticula.r ins¿â,nces, by pointi-ng out,

"Lhab Lhê valid.ity of Lhe inductive principle itself cannoN

be. pror,.ed 'oy induc t lon; second_ly, tha| Lhe general prop-

csi¿ions of r0a,thenaLics, srrch as tLwo a,nC two al$eys aake

four' can obvlously be knov,'n wiLh certeinty by consideratlon

of B, single instance, and gain nothing by enurneraLions of
other cases in which lhey harre been f orrnd No be true. Thus

our knouledge of the g--neral prlnciples of ma.bhenaLics (and.

the ssme applies Lo logic) musL be accounLed for otherv¡ise

thÐ.n our' (;r.ere ly probable) knowleci6;e oi empirical generêI-

iza.Lions such a,s ra.l-l men are mort,a.l-. ," ( B)

Russell aLLacks Lne Ka4Liã.n posiLion on Lhe probleLn

oJ' a- priori h:rowledge by sr¡ggesting bna.t, t'since our a priori
knoaledge depênds upon Lhe consLitubion of our 4aLure a.s

such, it nighL ha.ÐÐen, if KanL is right, theN Lonorroïr our

el-p_!!¿ggophy, p. IJL.
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naLure $ou1d so chenge as ic it-aks bro a.nd Lwo beco¡ne f ive, "
(9) Russell, of course, real.j-zes that this stê.teúent does

nct c.o Justice Lo the Kantla.n view Lhal. tine itself is a-

f or¡0 irîposecl by the subject upon phenoraenÐ, so tha.L our ree j.

self is not in Li¡re and has no Lomorr.ov:. yei, he maintains

thal ¿he BubsLa,nce of' the KenLian argumenL resLs on the ¿rs-

sumption tha,t the time orcler of phenonene is Cetorrjr_ined. by

characterisbics cf l,rhB. L is behind phenonena.

Russellrs argunent, f or. Lhe ontological sLatus of
logtcal essenceg seerûs Lo cte pend u!'on logicå,l relations
being la.ws of Lhiqgs a.ncl nol la,,r'¡ s oÍ' Nhought. He ¿ìr.gues

¿hâ.1 ti'te so-ca.l-led lar oÍ' contrad,iction is a_ lavi¡ a,bout th j-ix gs

rãLher lhå.n e laïr about Nhcughi. ( f0) It woulo. seen ùhaL

the mod.ern developnent, of Boolers general posiLion resulLed.

!n the e s La.bli sh¡¡ren t ol' enoLher sÐhere ïr¡hich !s nob nind,

nor the operaLions of Lhe mind, bu¿ s. rworlo, I a.s ib were,

of logical rel-aLions r¡¡hich Lhe nind inLui'¡,s i-n its opera-

tions. As Russell sta.tes it; "The fact seems to be thaL

a.l-l our a prlori knovr led-gp is concerned rrribh enLiLies which

do noL, properly speaking, exisL, eiLher in Lhe r¡ental or

¡he physical- ¡¡orld. These en|iLies a.re such as can be na;0eð

9 ïbi{. p. I35,

tO Cf. lbid. p. 1BB.
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by parts of speech vrhich ¿re noL subsLanLives. " (Il)

If ue ask Ìrha",, sort of ontclogical sLatus bhêse log-
icel essences possess, v¡e find Lhab F,ussell gives us e. rea.dy

a.nsitre r. "Õonsider such a. pr.oposition as tEciinburgh is nortn

of l¡ndon.t liere ïde ha.ve e. r"eIal,ion beL!'ùeen tÏio places, a,i1û

it seeßs ÌrLain that bhe relaLion subsisLs indepencienLly of
our knor¡ledge of iL. ioihen we cone Lc knori LLì8.L Edinburgh

is north oí l-o:lcì.on, vle coae Lo knor.r soiûet,hing LhaL has bo

do only ïiilh Edinburgh and Lo:rcion. lf,e u.o no-u cause Lhe Lr,tLh

of Lhe proposi Lion by coiûin8 to knolT ii, on Èhe conLrarJ 'r{e

n*ôrely a.pprehend a fact 'i[hlch was there before iqe knetT il.
the parL of the earbhrs surf a,ce vùhere Edinburgh st,and.s would.

tre norLh of the part where London stands, even i f ¿here .!Á¡ere

no hu.nan rnlnds to hnorT abouL norLh an{i :sÒuth. . . . . . Thi s is of
cor-lrse denied by many philosopherÊ, elther fcr Berkeley's
reasons or for KanL's. Eut we ha,ve e,Ireeoy consid.ered Lhese

reâsons, and decided lhel ¿hey are inad.equa,Le. We may Lhere-

fore nou assume it t,o be t¡ue thet, nothing nenLal is pre-

supppseC in the fa.ct Lhat Ed.inburgh is nor.Lh of Loncron.

3ut ilris fa.ct in.¿olves Lne relaLion tnorlh of ithich is a

univer.sal. . . . . .Hence vle ¡:usi, a.dmiL Lh¿ t, t,he re lâ Lion, lilre
Lhe Leras iL rele.Les, is not oeoendenL upon thouglrt, büL

bel-ongs Lc the indeoend-^nb ïrorld ûhich lhought aprreirend.s

---_îT-I!ÅEì p. lae.
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bu¿ does not ereâ.tê. " ( 12) I¡u.rLher Russell sta.Lesi "TLle

r,'¡orld of uni-¡ersa ls, Lheref oi"e, ßey al-so be describeC a.s the
'lror1d of bein.g. The wor-Id of being is unchangeable, ri8id.,
exa.ct, deLIghtful Lo Lhe rnathe¡natlcian, Nfìe logician and Lhe

builder of meLaphysica] sysLems and e.ll i,\iho l-Õve perfecLion

¡nore Lha.n lif e. " (L3)
liíe have thoughl it ad.\¡i salr le Lo discuss the tneory

of log!ceI essences al, some l-englh, since Lhe rel-al,iÕn of

iirplicaLion is aII inporLent, for the synboltc logicien. .As

ree.lism apprôaches Lhe f ielo of logic, iL cio€s so 1¡i ilh ùho

following generel background. ALl r:eals ãre phystcal- reals.
lii¿hin these physical reals, i{e: find sense C.e-uê, minds, Iog-

ical essenees ancr. a physical -$orld thaL corr"esponds ¿o our

sense cis" 1,a, .

EquippeC" vliLh a reellst univey'se, we can proceed" to

seek a,n ansl¡ier Lo oLlr quesLion: lfhat is ii-ìf erence? "Îhe

a.cL af positing a supposed imolicate on Lhe ground of iLs

supposed lnplicans is called inferenee,' .(f4) In shorL,

this ls ihe C.efinition of inference given in one of Lhe flore

recent ¿exL boÕkË on f orn:.a I logic. BUL leL us aski Do

noirern for¡nal logicians coneeive inference Lo be rierely an

12 Ibid; pp. L52-I51 ,

rl Ibid. p. L-5.

f4 Bennê¿b and Bay1is. !þrna'I_Le€]g. p. 12.
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ac¡? No. Bennetl a.nd Baylis expla in Lha.t: ' "JusL as Lrre

Ler.n lglcepLion sonetiiûes riepns tLne acL oi oel-.ceivingr a.no

so¡reLirne s 'ohaL -which is perceived, I so 'that l¡¡hich i_s ln-
ferr'ed. I is sometinês cå.lleC a,n irf er.ence. " ( 15)

Inference, hor¡¡ever, from Lhe point of view of Nhe

rëE1isL, i.e., the synbolic loEicla,n, aÐþears to be osycho-

loglca.l rathez' than logiea1. Cohen a,nd. 1tla. ge I suggeet this,
tñhen they stabei "i¿ is essenl,ial No dis|inguish inferencg,
v'ih ich is a Lempo::al process, froü inpl-icaLion, ç,jhich is en

obJecLive relstion be tl¡i een pr"cposlLicr-rs. t' ( fó) Also,

Bertrand R.usseIl sõäLes e¡plicitlyt t'lher.e is å¡råys un-

ar¡oidably someLhing psychological a.bout inference ¡ inference

is a method by \¡¡h j.ch '¡¡e a.rrLve eL nev,i kno!¿ledge, a.rd ï¡hal is
noL psychological abouL i¿ is Lhe relation lrrhich al-loiÃrs us

to infer coffecl,ly; but the ac¡ual Ðassag€ fr=oor Lhe a.sserLion

of p to the assertion of g is a. psycho.Logical process, and

l'¡e nusL not seek to represent it in purely loglcal terms, " (li)
As ï¡e have prevlously intina.ted; it is impllggt¡g!

rather than infe¡'engs, that is of central imporLence to Lile

formal logician. Tnference is the ps¡rchologlcal acl, ana

Lhe psychological conclusion. The j.nterest of Lne sy!ûboLic

15 Ãþid. pp. L2-L3.

16 An Int :qq<illction to Log¿c,g¡lq__qg-¡_gnlif ic i[eLhod.pp.7-8.

17 l¿alhgmg ti cal- Philosoph[. P. r49.
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logiciân, as fa.r Ðs inferencâ is coneerned, is to knov¡ if his
inferences are r¡aIid.. The ¡¡alid_iLy, or invalidfty, of his
inferences ma.y 'oe lesLed bJ' Lhe a,pplicaiion of Lhe l-av/ s of
Lhe calculus, vùheLher Lhat calculus be a ealculug of cla_sges

or of propositions. IN is the rela.iion of in;olicalion lhat,

bincr-s ihe lnference Logether, if it ls r¡alid. "Tne rela¿ion
betReen n¡.er:llses and.concLusion 'flhich JusLif ies an asser¿ion

lhat bhe lã,tLer follorìs from lhe former is a relation of
inp_Iication. WLìen it holils, Lhe preraises im.fJ 1[ the con-

clusion follofls f roin the .oreml-ses. " ( lB) Tr'e shall not, at
tlrls poinL, lnvestiga.be the gr.ounds upon Îlhich the fornal
logician esLablishes Lhe Lruth-cIa.ilo f or. his inferences;
rather it ïi ill be our purpose to set forth (es faithful.ly as

fle are abie ) those logicâ.l considera.tions LhaL ,bear upon the

nature of lnference apart fron the truth-clå.im. ft is noL

to be suf'cosed-, ho1l¡ever, Lna.L ell f orr:ral J-ogicians Lreat of
inf erence apart froil Lne ¿ruth-cl-a.in. !'or exa;irp le ¡ lÌ. E.

Johnson naintaLns bhe posiiion Lh.a L e. knoYiled.ge of Lhe Lruth

of the prernises ls necessa.rJ¡ befoye ân inferencê c,an consisL-

enLly be said to be va-l-id. .He sta,Les tire nåLter as f ol_lo,/¡s:

'þnditiqns for the_Ve lld.i !y_of the_in&rence 'p btrereÍore3 I

Constitutl¡¡e qondLtions: (i) ¿fre propositioa. rpt and (J_i)

the proposition tp uould inoly qr ÌnusL bobh bo Lrue.

----Ï8-BenÃãt¿ an¿ Baylis, rSIqgr ÅS_g_ig, p. lI.

.!fj-- ...
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4piLerûic candi ione! (f) the asserting cf tp t

be

and ( ir ) lhe

a.sserLin¿r of 'p would inply qr ¡rus-L_ r4isåLÞ"tg

nlthouL re-qei.erq1!o Nhe a,sseT'li;:ìg oi' rt1.'r' (19)

0n Lhe oLher ha.nd v,,riters sLich as EenneNt anC- BaJ¡lis, pernit
inie:'ences f ror¡ fal-se oí inconsistent oremises. Ihe bvro

use.ges appear to bre quite co:¡,!tcn and tlìe choice oí usege

d.epeacs upon the preference of the 1ðï.iLer. ri'or. Lhe present

l¡¡e shÞ11 follow the school of' Bennet,t and. Baylis.

The f or"na.l logicia,n is concerned t'¡ith the st,atenent

of rules ?hich Justify f orrna.l inference, a.lihough Nhet:e is

a g.eneral recogniLion Li?aL íûany of 
. 
our inferences e!.e ma.Le-

ria.l, i. e. , t,h"^y d-epeno uÐcn LL-re cont-^nt r'aLher iha.n the

I'or'¡n. Yet, erren in 'rhese câses Lhelr valid.ity oepends upoä

eerlain taciL assunptl-ons. t'lhus ue should. ,JsuallJ¡ infer
f ron rÁ. is LwenLJ¡-f ive years olci' ¿ha,t 'A is noL å, grand.-

parent,' but cur infer"ence -$¡ould not be valid did ue noL

tacitl¡r linit the cond.iLions of. our probl-.!û so a.s ¡o exclude

domesiic a.nina.ls, sbep-parents,'a,nd. extr.enely youLhful

rna¿in8. " ( 20)

It is the validity of our" infer.enceg ï¡ith Íhich ¡{e

are ccncerneC., and ï¡e ca.n only be cert,ã.i:t of Lheir valid.ity
v¡hen ve knoï¡ thaL the rela,Lion of impiica.iion holCs. To 'oe

certa.in of t,itis, r¡¡e tusL cast all our inferelces into syn-

----Tq-@, Pt. 1r, chap. t, p. B.

20 Benne L L a.nd Bay li s, Fslna-l Logie , p . 21 .
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bclic forrn, since uÊ e.re colìr¡ilcecj tha-L Lhe Lrubh a.bcut

reasoning is nathenaticål-, e.nd inaLh-.,taNica1 Ícrns ar.e t,he

ned.lum ,,lhereb}¡ -fie knorú if our Ì"easoning is vafid. ,,rron Lhis

poini of viev,i, the LrÐ.d.itionel for.ms of pronosiLions p.re

nerely r¡e rbs I and c,ir!te ine.decuåLe to express Lhose \¡a lid
forns of reasoning -rihieh are non-sJ¡ilogistic.

The synbcllc logician d.elights Lo shofi hotr Nhe in-
!:aed.Lete inferenceg of the tradiLiona.lisL, together v,JiLh Lhe

!., S, I a.nd O f or¡os of irhe syltogis,iì, in al-l iLs f igures end

xroods, may be i"ecasi inLo symbol,ic foríû ând recLrceC Lo co¡n-

pa.ra,lively sinÐIe Nerms. Let us gi\¡e one or. ilr¡o exa.nrples

Lo shoiÀ¡ hov¡ Lhe synbolic ilie LhoC- operates tviLh such povÍer as

Lo ma.ke tlle Lr?aditional logic and. Lheory cf infer.ence of

mår=e hlstoricâ.l interesL. We begin $lth iÍtÉediaLe inference

in the tAt forrn. If r¡¡e ar"e given tAll S is F,r we nay red-u.ce

It, to Lhe form tsP'åo.t The obverse, ']ïo g is non-!r has,

obvåoqsly, the sêne for:r, i..e., rgp!¡. r lranslatec, tsp?Ot

neans bhat Lhe cLass tgt in loglca,l nultiplicat ion ï,iiLh 'r,he

class P-colrpl-emenL is flat,erlally enpLy. fn Lhis rqanner ï?e

rÂa}¡ p1'oce€d to reduce a.11 the traditional irûinediel,e infer-
ences to symbolic for;n. The sq';ar.e of op.¡os!Lion, .l-ikerlise,

becones quite useless under Lhis ;rore powerful meLhod.. In-
C.eed., "Innedia.te Lnference, when iL pretends Lo be fcrnal,
is eiLher trivial or only inrperfectly Íorreal, åccorcii!-lg as

it concerns a n,ere verbal reohrasijlg of a given logica1
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i:elaLfon or es it involves beciL assuspLions. " (21)

.¿! type of inf erence vrlrlch i s LhouEht Lo be non_irivial
1,rhen cåsL in¿o sJ¡nbcl ic forfl ie ¿.ne syl_lqgisn.. L. S. SLebbiilg
côflnenLing on ArisLoLlers c.ef rniLion of bhe syriogisin s j,a.Les 

r

"ln eccorc.ance wiLh tilis cLeíinirion !¡i e úriEni say iha¿ a syL-
logism is a f orm of imolica òion in v,jhich Ltro pl.oposibions

Jointly iinp Iy a Lhird. " (22) It is bo be noted Lhat sym_

bolic loglcians consider 1,he Llro premises a eonpcunct in_
plicans, anci v{hen one Lhinks o-i t,he two prenrses iâ t,nis
v,i a.y if fioul-d sêen io neke Lhe r.,el--,tion of i.iitpiicaLion be_

tteen Lhe preÍûises and conclusion ihe essenLial opêretive
factor in Lhe inferenLia.l orocess.

AU ti.le forns, figures and inoods oÍ the syllogis¡r can

be z'ecasL lnto algebraic forn. By this rneLhou ühe sij{,t,y_

f or-ir possibj-lilies ca.n be I'eóuceC Lc lnirLy_six a,lgebraic
possibiliLies. lne valioiLy of Lhese sJ¡llogisas can bê

Les¿ed_ by Lhe manipulaticn of e.lgebraic f'orinula.e d.irecLly,
oi' b,y use of a Venn diagr€,Êî. the rrles for iltLerpreling the
syllogisNic oiegr.ans â.t ê intuiLively o'ovious.

l.e L us Lake a¡ -oxanole. A sylLogis;n in Lhe f irsL
f igure and in the mood Barbara. wculd give us i _ ;i1e.p: gal,,t 

3

SeP. Fecast inLo aigebraic forn, lhis l-l orr lo_ gi\¡e ust _

ãT-IIïã: p. t5e.

22 A =rliodern Intrgggg.t:!gil-._to_!gg!g, ¡_r. Bl.
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SP,J O

The a.lgebraic êxplaaation of Lhis na.iter is as folLowsl ,
--_f . ^ I / ¿Since :lF"= O, Lherefore S'rP, ãnd S"ip¿0.

Éince St:,l/io, tLìeref ore sllp and sfp'= o.
at - t aSince SllP =O and S-.IP= O, Lherefore Sp4 O.

If üe desire to vêrify Lhis syl-logism by use cf a

Venn dlagrail, vre Lrave Lhe follolfing: -

In the diagran !ïe see iniîediaLely tirat SftO, since i'lp/ and

S' ,. ¿¿re bo t,h e.:rpty .
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It rJill_ ìte reâdi ly seen ihat, by Lhe ap:rlication of
the synbolic ileLhod., e.lL Lhe vari--lies oí sylJ-ogistic rerson-
ing ca.n be broughb oub cf Lheir veybal conf inernent, and. re-
Cuced to algebraLc íoríÍ. this nelhod, Lhe syúbolic logieian
believes, gives fa.r gr.eater cerLainty a.nd clarity in rea.son-

!ng. So lcng as ìte âre tied Lo ver.ba,l for.ms, vre ere r1.r -
evtt,ably n inclereo by verbal int,erÐ!.eNetiots. B.lt, oÊce v¡e

:.ror.'e into the a.bstra.ct rea,l;n, Lhesê shackl-es a.re loosened

and we kno$ with cerLa.inty v¡hether our reasoning is valid. ol"

i rt¡a Ii d. .

The syll-ogisn, hoNevel:, because of Li.te sLrict tiniL-
e.Lions on its possible forns, is buL one oi Lhe ¡nany .r,ypes

of valii a.rguaenL. There a.r.e rnE¡ny Lypes of a.rgunenL i{hose

\¡alidiLy can only be discovereC by a. stLrcy of thelr forn
al-one. It is obvious thå-t Nhe a.pplice.Lion of other criteria
Lhan ihe syllogism is desirable in csses where the use of
Lhe syllogisa Would so d.isLorL ihe original proþcaitions
the.L r,Je could Ìlever be sure wl-lether the conclLlsion ciicl

åctually follon frcû¡ Lhe originp"l prenise. The synbollc
logician feel-s that r¡e should noL put loo iûuch reliance on

ordinary verk,al forns; hence, there ha,s beên developed. a

caleulus of eI¿.sse s vr¡hich sêLs forlh rnore powerful and

genera I valiCã.t ing forns.

Tlrero ar.e many þr.obleüs ïìhich cå,nnoL be solveci. by

bhê syllogisiric meLhcd_, and the cievelcprneni ånd extension of'
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a celculus of classes ¡o fornal nôn-syl_logist j-c eless infer.-
ence ensures valid reasoning in bhe solfing oi such prolrl-ens.

Yie give one exan¡:le, suggested by BenneLù a,nci Baylis. ,l'he

nenber"s of a certâin collection a.re classified in Lhi"ee u.a.¡rs,

so Nhe.'{, each is, or'is iloi, in X, is, or is rtot, in f, aâd

is, or: is noN, !n Z. IL ls iornd Lhå.L cla.ss Z is co.¡lsiiLùted

precisely of bhose men'oer.s of Y ïùhich are noL in X, a.no. of
Lhose member.s r¡f X Ìíhich aï'e noN in y. Ho,/ù is the class

ccnsLiLuLed?

The da ¡a recuco ¡"o 7, =XY/ dJ .

/a.atl
l'lence Z(XY =XY ) +Z(.\/-t-XY )=O.

a/ ,, I I
Htr'ee Z(Y,'!+ XY)+ Z('Áì * XY)= O.

// / a ,l
Tle r ce XYZ +N{Z+XYZfXYZ=O.

This tasL equat,ion is obviously symrêLrlc i-n X, y a.nù Z.

This sylinetry suggesLs Lhe conclusion Xa yzl+{2.

Ib is, hoviever, in t,he devel-opLte nt of a calcul-L-¿s ol-

proposil,ions ihaN lhe s}¡rlbolic logicien cìevises his lrosN

powerfuL valid-aling f or-i'ls, rit e rnusL explain this oevelop:nent

in grealler det,a,il. The LracliLional logic, based on Arislolle,
expressêd_ propositicns in f o:nns ana.L¡j za.E,Le inLo subJecL,

predlcaiê and copula. In Lhe al¿ebraie recastin¿ of the

Ài:istoLel-ian pro¡-.rosition, bhe subject and preéicâLe f.erns

are ireaLed a.s cla.sses anC the cop,,tla, and o-u¿.ntif ier Logeth€r

as indicating e !"ela.Lion beLween classes. In reinLerpreting
a calculus of classes âs a c¿lculus oi Droposj-lions, lhe
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Ð!'opôsiLiohs are LreaLed as $hol€s in a siailar ,iannêr ln
ç¿hich å class is Lrea.Leri- âs â ühÕle. In Lhis Ìi a,J¡, irio ptop_

osiLio11s, p and q, nâ,J¡ be Lrea,r,ed as relaLed by inplicaLion,
i.e., p iinnlies q. "In orc.er= to ,pe able va,liclIy Lo infer
the tru¿h of a rrroposllion ne ¡irusL knor,; thaL so¡íre otller.
proposition is true, and thåt there is beL$¡een the itïo a

relation of lrhe sorL ca lled ' ìmplication, , i. e, , L a,t, ( as ,ae

say) the Ðreaise 'inþIiest the eonclusicì1. ,' (zt) Tt 1,ilt
be seen thal Russeli d-oes exacily a.s .we have inLi:nated, i.e.,
proposiL j-ons are t:t"e ated as \¡rholes, and ate rel_sLed. äe

Soes on to say: "I¡Inen o,:r ninCs arê f j.xed u.Ðon inference,
ib se9fls ns¿ural Lo i,a.ke rinplica.Lior:' eg Lle ¡rLsitive
fundamênLâ.L relaLion, since Lhis is ,r,he r.ela.tioa ,/iilich ¡{ust

hold betìTeen p and q. " ( 24 )

Tre rlossibiì-iLy of råirburpr.t in€. a cêlculus of
classes a,s a. ca"lculus oÍ' pr.ooositiorìs depends upon ihe fact
thai, p:roposiLions a a.Jv be treatec. as Lire Lerns of lra(-li_Li_onal

logic. Fr.om Lhis lroint of vier,j, ¿ne Ecole_Ëchrode r. algebr"a

iltay b€ regaT.daci, in iòs class iri;er.þT,etaLion, as a sJ¡gt,eijt_

ã1,ic sLa Le.ílsi-ì'ú of a logic oÍ' ier.,rs. ìïe iler¡e þ1ÊvioJSL; slroi.r li
lha.t bhis a.lg¡ebz"a is applicetìle Lc c¿.s-.s noL envisaCed- by

t!"a.diLional t.ogicians. In like manner, ti:e ap¡Iicabion of

Ru-s s e l1 .
PL}I losor¡hy, u. L45 .

24 ÍbLð_. F. 146.

fn i;roci-i: Lic.'I Lf .,r,a ih e;.ta ii i cê,l_
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a ca-lculus bo propositions is ã furLhër óevel-opnenL beyonC"

the confines oí lhe ,r¡r'isLotelian system. P,s Lhe ÂrisLo¡el--

iÐ.n syslea lvas deductive in. its lnferences, so in s;virbol-ic

logic, fron its recasting of the syllogisn, lhrough iis non-

syllogistic reasoai/lg in a. ca,lculus of classes, anC f ina.lly
to its propositiona,l- caleulus, ihe whole system is oeductive.

Inference, for the synbolic loglcian, is esseniilally

ded.ucNlve, and in bhe ca lculus of pror,ositions, ,{e rnay f ind.

þor¡rerful devises. for arr.i"ving et rralid conclusions. "In
d.eductlon ile ha.ve one or nor.e proÐositions called. -lgreglEe g,

fron which vre infer e. proposition ca.ll-ed a, csnglgs lg_a. " (25)

Deduction ûla.J¡ Ìle regardeC. a.s a process by lThieh ve pass froiÎ

kncsrled.ge of a, cer¿a.in proposition, Lhe prer¡1se, to kîoR1ed¿ge

of a cerLeiq oLher profosiLion, Lhe conclusion. Such de-

duction, hor¡ever, üLlsL hat¡*^ a. relatlon betv,,eên Nhe prenise

a.nd conclusion before it can be ca,lleû logical deductlon.

Tfhen t,he relation between irrenise and conclusion holds, we

na,y be sure tha,t our inference is valld.
gome logicians have considered the iÃlords t inf ert and

tdeducet Lo be synonyaous, "BuL Lhe correel synonJ.n of

'd.educe' is forna.Ily infer.r" (26) UÂc.er Lhis defin!Lion

of rded.uce, ' '¡j 
e see thaL tlrere is the possibility of inÍer-

-----5-fÞEE; p. r45.

26 L. S. Ste'ooirrg,
p. 2I2,

¡.__SgqCSg_Äntrodu c L icn Lo_lggi s,
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ence being e.n inductive process. Fro;:: a psychologice.l pciÌl¿

of rriç¡¡, '!,his ney be so; but, j-nfet:enc-o, iit the senge of fcr'-
nal inferencc, nust, bs deductive; i,e., Lne logical proeess

of a-rriving at a valio conclusion is itÌabhena.Llcal. As L. S,

gLebbing poiats ouL: "IL na.)¿ be tne ca.se t,haL onlJ, creciucLive

inference is yå! i4 lnference. .....1re cannot, hourever, even

ra.ise Lhe quesLion a,s Lo Lhe validity of inducbion wiiho,,rt

assuming tLraL there is such a lhin€" as InducLlve inference.

It !s ncteworLhy Lhât li{r'. Russel-1, v,¡ho, Ln IgO3, did. nct

distinguish beLyüeen inference encl decLucbion, in 1927, speaks

a.s thouþh e 11 inf e rence were inC.,.rctive. if . 1'Lr e P:rinciples

of ilrathela¿ics, p. lI, n., fiiLh An Outline of Phil-osoph_y,

Chaps. Vll and .{XV. " (27)

,As f a.r a s f orma.l- lnf erence is concer"¡reci, 1,he sy;îbolic

Iogician rnust spea.k of i L as Cedllctive . IndLlcLive infer.ence

ce.n yield only proba,ble coi:clLrsions. "In il-lusLra.Lior-r, we

shall rcughly fornulat,e LLre -lnciucLive principle I ";VhâL can

be predicaLed of all exa.fûined Íìeflbers of å, class can be

pr€crica,Ned, w i|h a, higi:er or- Lo¡¡er ciegree of probabi l!õy,
oil e.l-i Lhe inenbers oí lhe class. "' ( 28) A typicat ind.,,lctive

i¡tf er.ence v¡ouLd T¡e; 'Áll exe.nined croìrs are black, theref ore,

'iùi|h a bigher or lo!"ier Cegree of pro'nabiliLy, all cro'''.ls a.re

bleck, '

-?7 ,þ-iË ::.

28 Tt. 5. i ohrso¡r. Åggfg, Pt. li, p. 22.



fb lvould seen, Lhen, LhaL infer"ence, as the pr"ocess

and. r'esuli of Lhe iÍanipuleLicn of a calculus of propositions,

l-s íorna1. in.ference, Such forrnal inference Eill J¡iel-C. nec-

essary and lralicì ccnclusions. "InÍerence iõ a neihoo by

v,¡hich ne t,rrLve a,t rer{ knoi';Iedge, a-nd 1ühat is nol psJ¡cho-

logical about it is ¿!-l ? relaLion ¡ïi1ich aflol'¡s us to infer

cor.r.ecLIy; buL Lne acbual pessage fro¡ the agsertion. oÍ'p Lo

the assertion of q ls a psychological Ðroeegs, a.nd. r¡.' e nust

not seek Lo i:epresen| it in purely logicat Lel'm.s'" (29)

In Srinelpia fJg"!þ.glg-þ¿.gê, Russell enul.i"era tes tne five

forna l principles of Ceduclion. -lVe shall IllusLra.te lly

quoLing the second of Lhen, 1.e.,1-. 1r->. þ "q". Thts

neens. ït is asserLea Llrab, the d.isiurcLion p or q is true

when one of tts, a,llernetives is brue' Russell refers lo

such a f orinal principle a.s å schema of inf er'elrce. In such

â, schema of inference, as 1re have ueaiionecì, we heve a prop-

osition q uhich i-,nplie s the disjuncLion of p or q. These

proposi¿ions, reI¿; led b,y iniplicaLion, yield necessery truth'

IL r,¡ould seeiÂ LhaL va,lid inference, for Lhe sylxbolic

logician, ïrâ.s declucLive. Emplrica,l ind.uc¿ion, as ïi€ have

pcinted oul, can yield" pro'oable conclusions onJ-¡'. There is,

hoìÍever, tlre natLer cf åa-tLreßaL!cal inducLicn ¿o consid.er.

Sonething like enpirica.l generalLza,LLo\ seens to occur in

29 Eertra,nd RusseIl. Inlroqgction -!gJa-!he'!e!!-gal
8.[!]g€gpqy, 9p. L94-5.
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nathematics. "It is noteo in LÌte series of naLur.al nunbers

t"hat O ( or 1) has a cerLa.i n pr.oper.ty, and Lhat, for each

tunber Á vúhich has Lhis prope!"Ly, n's in¡neclia.t,e successor,

n 1, ha-s Lhe property , and froú Lhis it is inferred, BiLhouL

exanining each meu'oer in Lurn, that ever.y na.Lur.al- nunbêr has

Lhe proper:t,y. " (SC¡ Af t,er' giving an exanple of :na,¿hei:na b-

ical indLlclio!1, ÊenneLL ano Baylis go on Lc say ¡ "The basis
f'or this inference li-.s ia the Cefinilion of Lhe ne.Lural_

numbêrs a.nd. par.ticrri_arly iî Lae properLies oj Lhe relâiion
im¡nediate successor of. Fron lhe definitions of Lhe numbers

i-n ¿he ser.les of naLura.l nunbers, Lhe principle of aatheûat-
icâ.i lndrlcLion follon¡s by slrictly Aeaucttve reasonlng.

Such 'lnd.uctiont is noL at a.ll an einplrical- genêralize.tion. rt

(1L) Tkris passage v{ould suggesL that velid. inference is
essentiall¡i deductive. Our previous sLa.tement LhaL infer-
ence, f oy Lhe syrnbolic Logician, is deduct ive st,iLI sta-nds,

in spite of 'so-ca,Il-ed.t oaLhenaLical inouc¿ion.

In surnning ûp, ne see bhaL inference, for the aost

nodern forinal loglclans, nay be consid.ered^ fron tno poinLs

of view. AS a ps¡r¡lþslogieal process, Lhe coacLL,rsions of

inferencc nay, ol' neJ¡ noL, be vs.lid. As a logica.l pro¿ess,

the con.clusion of a.n ilfererce srusL -Ðe vâIid, iÍ Lhe relâlion

--_3õ-Ëffiãtt 
and Baylis. Forsral togic, p. j7L.

l1 IþiÈ. p. 171.
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of inþllcation holds. We have noted the facL thet so e

logiclans cf this school deen ii necessary, for valid. i.n-

ference, that bhe oreÉises be true, ïihlIe oLhers ha"ve litLle
eoncern for bhe bruth-clain of the prenises, anci consider a

conclusion valid if ¿he rela¿ion of i-molicaLion holds. It
!s to be noLed LhaL both scnools sLress ùhe inpcrLance of

the relation of lepltcation, so l'¡e feel Justifled. in saying

tha,N, genera.lly speaking, a, concLusion is ',¡aIid, if !he

relation of i,lp li ca L io n hol-ds.
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P-RA G,{ATT Ë]d

"life come no¡i Lo a consideråLion of tne nalure of

infe¡"ence for: t"he pra,gnâtIst. Again, y'ie inu-+t point cul ihaL,

fhe Ll^reory of inference for lhe pra€naList, like Lhe Lneory

of inference for the idea.Ìist and the realisi, can be under-

sLood egainsL the Beneral oackground of Lhe logtcal schooL

Jnder consideration.

Pregna.tic logic, if Be take Jonn Deweyrs cr-iLerion,

begins a.nC" ends "as lhe neihod of inqulry. " ( 1) Speaktn.g

qu.lte generally, it !¡r ould. seeü that praemabis¿ loglcal Lheory

ean besL be un"dersLood if we üake a broad. coniraêL v{ith that

of Lhe syrnbolic loglcian. It fiill, hovTever, be nec-^ssary to

poinL out thab bolh sy!ûbol-ic a,nd pragnaLisL logicians fol.l-ow

the tendencies of nod.er:n science. i{'o cte rn scieÍLce, i¿ ì¡¡il}

be recal-Ied, ha.s Lrio rnâin emphases, i.e., Lhe nalhefiaLical

ård Lhe e'¡rpirical. The syabolic Iogiciens follor'¡ Lne naLh-

ena,Lical Lendency of modern science, and Lne praEnatisls

follow the e$pirical Nendency. 1qe reafize LnaL this state-

üenL is so generâI t,hat it is qu.ite l-ikeLy to be nisunder-

stood. -ïle Írusu, Lherefore, explain more exacòl-y -vrhal ïe

-Schtlpp, Ed' The PhilogqphJ¡ et John Dewey.
p. 109.
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ÍÌee.ar " Pra.glrratist logicians nãinta.j-n Lhat tfìeir systec is

scicnti"fic, 'out "it is Lhe expêrißentai cha.racter of

scienLific Iogic iha.t d,i-st,ingulshes it froiit scholasLicisn,

aedia.eval or nociern. " ( 2) The pra€$¿List logieian vlould

concel're the sJ¡nbolic log:ician Lo be a sort of nodern schol-

astlc, 11 is ma.Lhe:aaLico-dedu.ctir¡e f!]eLhod is Loo far removed.

f ron the exÐerinent,â L eha.rar.:Ler of l-ife to ¡'is1¿ anylhing of

rea i value for "r"uti1re living. 0n Lhe failur=es of such

f oraål-isn in loglc, De'¡,ey t';riLes i "The issire of sLricL Iog-

ica.l forna,lisn, of eny theorJ' which poslulates f orrns apart

fron ne.tber of logieal f or;ns veÌ'sus forÉs -of -üa.t ler, co¡nes

No a head ln tlle quesLion of Lhe reLa-¿ion Lo aethoci in ¿be

nâtural sciences.. .. ..Ib -would a,t f irst seen lf pure for'¡ral-

isn should lead Lhose viiho eccept Lhat d-ocLrine tô ebste.in

entlr.ely from any reference lrLratever to meLhod in bhe natural

sciences, since ¿ha-t nethod is LruisticallSr se¡¿ç¡neo v¡ith

fa.cLua.l materials. Such, however, is noL Lhe ca,sô. Formal-

istic logic is not conlenL to leâ.ve LLre topic of neLhod in

tlle exisLential sciences severeLy alone. Belief in sone

sorL of conn+ct,ion is usuelly exrressed by tne phra.se 'iogLc

and scientific ¡neLhod. "' (3)

llne syLlbolic logiciân feels, ho$ieveu", LnaL Lne

-¡rîore. Õ4eaLi!'e InLefllggngg, pp. 77-8.

I lggi-g. the-TheeIX-.q:LI¡rquir}', pp. 37+-5.
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na,the¿iaticâ.l sLress of nociern scienc-ê, i.e., in Lne physica.l

sciencôs, ïs the reaLLy inpor.ta,nL tendency in seienLific
Ðethod. l:lodern selence, on iLs einpirical si-de, ho,,'rever,

inclu.des the actlviLy of' tne exoeri¡nenla.lisL in his la.bor*

6tor.y and, on accounL of tnis, we feel Juslifieo io .raking

our broe.d disNinction bhat Lhe syilbolic logician fotlovùs the

ûathematlca,l eraphasis of ¡nodern science, whi.le Lhe pra.g-

natisL tende tov¡ards the eÌnl:irical.

At this point iL 1,"rill be necessary Lo say Lha¡ ihe

letest developnrenLs iq pragÍrabic logie are connecled- tÌitfi
synbolisn; ;rret, Lhe synbolism of Nhe pra.gnra.List dii'fers froíq

tha.N of Lhe strlcLly f ornaJ. Iogician. The syúbolic lcgic-
ia,ns of Lhe lype represenLed by Ber|rand. Russell ha.ve "re-
tained. Lhe faculby of intelJ.lgence kniL inLo certalÂ indefrn-
ables sueh as iaplicâ.tion, reLation, cIa"ss, 1,erli and Nhe

like, a.nd ha,ve transportéd the facrrlNy fron the human soul

to a mysterious realm of sLllrsistence uhence it, radia,tes 1t,s

€,hostl¡r llght upon the reel¡r of exisLence be loru ." (4) The

acsL üod,ern pra€ne,'r,ists of our da.y follow the logical theories

of C. S. Pelrce. "I-ogic, in its general sengê, is, as I
believe ï he,ve si-r.own, only s,nother aarne f or seniotic. . . the

quåsl-necessa.ry, or f'orrna.l doctrine oi signs. " ( 5) fhis

roÌ,!n. CreaLive In_!sr!-Lgg4gg, p. lr8.
5 Justus Buchler. lhe Philosophy_o! !eiree, p. 9ö.
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f oraal doctrine ôf slgns, ho\'rever, is' aoL to.lre divol"ced f ro;n

the pracr.ical conce rns of r4en; and. inquir[ is ¡he gltinat,e
qoulqg of logice"l subjecL neLLer.. Dei'ùey is a foLlower. of

Feirce in fhis na-LLer, a.no. recognizes his indebledness to
hiß, (6) The PragnaList abhors the rlereÌy fornal, His

logic must be close to life. Tt nust be ä, living and. moving

thing, like exÐerience itsel-f . Sorae pragmaLic logicians,
llke F. C. Ë. gchill.er, meinòatn tlrat logic is essen¿lall_y

psychologica,l, a.nd tha¿ it ls a, voluntarlst e.nd nornative

science. Sehiller feels tha,L Lo a,ppreciáte lhis rol-e of
valua¡ion, ï¡e nust have e volunLar.tst or .ac¿ivisL psycholo&/,

Vâluatlon seerus to be personaì and 'subjective,' a,nd rèl-
ative to bhe circLuûstånces of bhe case.. r'Î,ne comparisoa

and evalua.lion of våIues, is pl-atÂl-y a psycijological fact. " (J)

On Lhe oLher hanC, some prsgsalic logicla,ns do not so

equa,te logie and psychoiory. Dewey, for iâsLance, sLates3

"PersonalJ-y, I doubt whether Lhere exisLs anJ thing irhpL ¡oaJr

ìre calleo _Ug-q€b_! as a strictly psyciricat exis¿e¡.ce. " ( S)

ile inaiLrlains t,ha.t logic is an a.utonoaous science, and ae

such precludes the idea lha.t it hås ps}¡chologica.l f.ounaations.

l{e Coes :rot neãn, however', Lhat psychclogy bears no ï'ela,tion

7 _þgic for Use, o. 41,

B Logic. the Sheo¡y of L-equiqy, n D1
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to logic. Indeed, he nainlains I "Its general relabion to
logie is found 1r-r the light, LhÐ.N i¿, as a, br'¿.nch of inquiry,
ney Lnrotr on ,{îha t is i.¡voLveC in inqrriry . I Ls generic ref a-
ticn to logic is siüilar Lo that of pLrysics or biolo&/.'. (9)
Ho-wever', Deï' eJ¡ feels thaL psychclos¡ stands closer Lo logical
theory then oth6r sciences. logical -r,heory, then, f or Ðelrrey,

is noL so nuch boLind up ',rith Ðsycltologr a.s "( i). .. Lhe systen_

etic foraulet,ion of ccnLrol,Led inquiry, and (ii) ¿hat logical
f orms accrue in a,rd beca,use of' conùrol_ .thâ I yields conclustons

whlch are r,Ìarra,nta,bl)¡ a,sserLsble. " ( fC)

The pl'a€aatisb l-ogician is noL concerneci siit,h quesL_

ions of for¡1a,1 vâliciLJ¡. For Schiller", valtdity can;rot be

sepåra.ted fròc,r value. If our reasonlng hes \¡a,lue, ils val_id_

ity Is dep-.¡¿""a upon iLs value for e person, or for persons.

Lhere is, íor Schi ILer,.also å sociological, a.s çeIl- a.s a

personal, side to ve.lue. -r'{e nusL no.r, sup.pose, hovrever,, ihat,

a.ny value is inLrinsic. AII values are reIL Live to Lne

social situaLion vùl-thin nhich Llrey function, "Tfhere and

vìhen do we cone across þrocesses of' v,ihich ue can confiaenLly
predicate tvalicity? '.. . .1o For.inal Logicians an argu:renl is
v¿lLd oi: nol,. Ii'it is not l¡a.Iio it üalLers noL Lo r.orúal

Logic hovr pro-oabl? ib flay be in pcinL of f¿cL. " ( lf ) Detey,

-----elEg. p. zz.

rO lbid. p. 22.

lI Logic ior 9Se, p. ,+5.
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on Lhe c¿f1e¡. hê.nci, discusses va iiûiby in rel_aLicn to j.4gq_]:Il

rs.Nher Lhâ.i.ì in relaiion ¡o value as sucil. "1¡å.lt C i t,y - inva ii d.-

ity....ca,nnot be Logicalì-y adjudged, Lherefore, :1s{eþ on

Lhe ba.sis ol' iLs for.nal relatio4s Lo oLher pi.opositions.

The srvllogism tAll satelliles a.re nede oÍ' gr=e en cheese; Lhe

noon is e setellite; Lherefore , iL is nl¿ì.de oÍ, green cheesel

is Íor:ï4elly correcL. The proposlLions i,lvolved äre, hovt,ever,

!4yg-!¡-9, not Just because bhey are materially fa1se, but

becarrse !nsLead of pronoting inquiry lhey y,rould, if Laken

and used, retard and nisleaa it.t' (12)

Thinkirrg, for gchill-er, !s essentially ÞsJrchological.

For Dewey, ¿hinkiílg is an inq!.tiTy, or ihe resul-t oi an ln-
quiry. Inquiry seems Lo occupy an inLerinecLiaLe ano necliat-

ing pLace in Lhe d,eveloprnenL of our expe!'ience. However,

Dewey recognizes ¿haL lhinking neeos a Nemporal conLext.

Without Lhis tenporal conLexL there cannoL be âny rea.l think-
ing. NovI , if lhinklng ha,s â.n inLeri¡ediå.ï'y ptace in know.ledge,

this fact iinplles a prior stage, 1.e., there is a type of

experience that is noL knowledge. I'llen experience il-lness.

1[hat, they experience i s ce!"Lait'ìly scmeth ing very dif ferenL

fron an object of åoprehension,. yel it is qui-te possible

¿hat whaL nakes an illness inbo a consclgus experience is
pr-eciseJ-y the inlell"ectua,l e}e|ûenN ïhich intervenes. " ( ]-J)

-fãE&-r__Tne theer..y_of Inaulry, p. 2dE.

U e-qga,XE_:g_!l4pgifÀ49nta,l __Lesic, pp. 1 -4.
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It is lhis consclous exÌrcrience t,ilaL consiituies thinking,
enc-l LhinKing occurs t¡hen a siLua.t,ion becônes t,ensioi,lel_. T;e

cc rroi reíl-ecL u.niil so¡oe p::obleiri is s€L befor.e rrs, teflecL*
ion seeÍ4s to be Nhô dominant t,r'eib in a Letlsj-ojlal siL"r¿Licn,

i. e. , nrheIi lhere is sone ching Lhe inaLLer, soile Lrouble, ûu.e

Lo acLir¡e. ¿iscor.ri¿nce, so,1e cortf IicL e¡ong Lne IacLoI.s ot' a

¡.]rior' nón-iatel leciua.l si ¡ua Nion,

Let us €,i¡¡e â,n example of Lhis. Suppo.se that I ha\¡e

e. cold, Ib is ìlossible that I ezperience a colC wiLhouL

h8\¡ing knowledgê of the colc, i.e., 'riiLhouL re f iecllng upcn

my experience. llihen I reflecL upon Lhis prior non-intel-
Iectual €xÐerience, I ua,¡r be said- to hÐve knov,¡leoge of a,

cold, a,no- f ma.J¡ judge accordingly: I nave ¿ colcl, It, is
these judgnents and inferences arising ouL of Ð. pt'ior. non-

i4t,e]l-ectu.al e)iþsrience 1,haN sre Lhe pr.oper sdbjecL naLLer

for logical inquiry. !'The theory, in surÍiila,ry forn, is LLia.N

al-l fo€fica1 forns (nilh Lheir characterist,ic properLies)

arj-se wilnin iÂe oper¿Nion of inquir-y so bhat i1, raay yieli.
'v,¡effanLed assertions. this concepLion iaplies ûuch íûore

fhe.n that logical forns ar.e d.isclos€d or colre Lo ligni when

1'r e re f lecL upon Þrocesses of inqüir.y thaL a-l:e in use. Of

cours-õ iL neans Nha.t; buL iL a,Iso ¡leans LhaL tile forns
or:1€rina,tê ln opÊrÞ.Licns of inquir"y. îo eoploy a ccnvenienL

eïpressicn, ib nea.ns Lhat while i:tc,uit1y into inquiry is the

causa_ lgéne_Cgg_gg! of l-ogical forras, pri-na.r.y inquiry is
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itself Lhe ceusa essend.i. of Lhe forrûs Í¡hich inqui I'y into

o.rêcIoses. t I+)

PregÉatic logjic f'-.e1s iLse lf to be close Lc life ts

s1ùu.aticns, a-nd- its sulrj€ci maLber. cannot, be se.Ðar.ated frorn

the nea.ning its juclgnenLs and infereaces give Lo Lhose life
situå.Lj-ons. The pragaatisl Iogician discovers narìy lacLrilae

in Lhe nor.e f or¡rial logics. Such aatters es nea.nlng and iLs

connunlcations, unders te.nC.in g, conLext, truLh, error, rel-
evance, selecLion, risk, inleresL ano pdrpose ere ûoL given

the importa.nl place ln f orrnal- logic irhat LheJ¡ receive fron
the pragna,Nist.

Abs¿ractiofl f rcL,r neaning üÐkes logic a ineaningless

science. The pragna.t isL believes his logic Lo be pregÂant

viiLh meanLrg. ¡'. f. S. Sehill-^r believes ne¿ìnine io b,e a

biological functioni tt is '-the grea¡ animisLic posLulaLe

tha.t st,ir.s us up to understand Lhe uor.ld. " (15) IL seems

tha.b Schil-ler, in Lhis aa.tter,, La,kes up different ground

from t,haL oi Peirce. C. S. Peirce conuenting on Ëehill-errs
posiLion saJ¡s: "The brilliant and na.rvel-lousIy hunan thinker,
i,{r. F. l. S. SchilIer, }iho ,^xLends to lhe philosophic vlorld

a cup of necta,r stiraulanL in his bea,uttful Huqa4isn, seern.s

to occuny grounC. of hls ortn, lnLernediaLe, as to Lhis quesL-

*---l4_T.-lãwey. 
þefçj The fiieory of Inquir.y,

1! Loglc_ llor 9se,, p. jC.
9'p. 3-4 .
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ion between Nhose of Janes ênd rûi4e. I undersbåno orageÊ.iisn

Lo be a. nethod of ascerLainin8 Lhe aeaniags, noL of ail iclee.s,

but onl¡r of v{fra.t I ca,11 rinNell-ecLual conce.oLs, t Lha.t is Lo

say, of' Lhose u.pon the struciure of vrhich argurnents concern-

ing objective fact mÐy hinge." (16) Peircê previou.sly ex-
'.o la ins the lLúits he attâches Lo the scope of neaning l,\'hên he

vJrites: "Consider e state of flind i¡¡hich is a conception. It
ls a conception b5' virlue of havin€! a rneeni4g, a logieal coin-

Ðreh€nsion; and if iL is appllcable Lo a,ny. objecL, iL is be-

ca.use Lha.¿ objec'r, has Lhe charactðrs conNained. in bhe corû-

orehenslon of thi6 conceplion. " (17) lIe furLher explains

Lhål the E,ra.gEìaiic methoci oi' escertalning ihe mea.nrng of

concepbs is that, oi' experiÉenLaLion, a, nelhocl vhich, he

undersLan(rs, is i:ha,l oi' å.11 successfLtì sciences "in v¡hich

nurnber nobody ln hls senses r¡¡ould incLude netapnysics. " (18)

Dewey defines meanin€i a.s "prinar.ily a property cf beha.viour,

and secoildarily e properLJ¡ of objects," it "is no¿ indeed a

psychologice.l exisLence, " (19) In Nhis defi,riLion of nean-

ing, i¡/e see thaN Devüey is ãi one y¡ith gciriller in naintaining
a bioicglcal basls for aeâr]ing. In cf¡a.pLer Lhree oT his

-EIch ler' . The Ph :lJosop[y sg Pe irc e t r-t . 27 2.

17 lbid. n. 215.

IB Ibid. p. 27L,

19 Elperien-gg a3g_ìjigtgre, 9, L"().
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&gæ, De'vÎ*êy (1iscusses f;he existenLiâ_I naLure of inq'rir.j/,
Thls natrix is essetNielLy biologica.l, and úeaning is a

f u,icLirn r¡; i íh in irìquiry

Origiea,Lly, iN seens Lo 'r,he pragnaLisL, man acts wlLli-

orll t,hinking. This is thê prior sLåge of experience !TiLhoLlL

reflection, or, liheL ûe1\ ey \,¡¡oLlIo calL tnquiry. ,tÂirktng is
åcquired !¡iith diflicu.lNy, End. only arises tlhen ü¿ì.n is afiare

of a tensional siLuation. Saeeking biologicaLl-y, the

scienLific level is reacfÌed 'ñhen ma,n reílecls and. "a.scr.ipL-

ion of Êieaning is Lhe first and nosL indispensi'ole sLep in
scientific procecture l"ihich is ha.Ilowed bJ, biologlcal- need

ån.. rri.lcricaLed by succ€ss. " (23)

:!.{eã.ning, fcr LLre pragtna,LisL, is â livlng, ao\ring Lning.

SchLller takes Lhe poinL of viel,r thaL er¡e t.J¡ a.clj{-ral neaning

rnust, bè neü and words a,re pers()na.l anci soc le l- :oeånings,

Ve:.ba,1 nea.n ing is r.ea 1I;r the rev,¡ ilìateria,l íor personal ¡nea.n-

ing. -ri{ha ¿ever f ixi ty r¡rorôs nìay seeit. bo have i s dLie to so-

ciã,Ily esbablished üìeanings, BUL Lhere is i1o ï,eal fixi|y
even in this sense. Tfhen we say Lhat neaning is per"soual,

tie lrnpl;t l,ha 1, i L he.s a psychologice.l asÐect, a.nO ca.n crly
be underàbood frcll a psychologlca.l pcint of visw. lhere is,
f oi. Schiller, noLhing objective aborrN mea,ning, a lthough nea,n-

ing is escribecl Lo rohrjec'us. I l{ea.ninE seens to be the re-

-2õ-F. C. S. Sehlllei:, I-og!e*fcr üse, p. 5J.
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a.cLion of s minC to LLre course of evenis, e.no is tsubJacLivel

in Lhe sense LhaL, 1'¿itllou¿ nindis, nea,ning would noL exisL.

The praErìai,ist Iogicia.n scorns the classical bat,íle

betl1ìeen y'eâlists a.nC nornina lists. (2L) Universa ls and part-

iculÐr"s are Êere s.bs¿racLions. Eobh alike are concreLe in

their use. Uni¡¡ersals anC- pe.r'ticulars are verbal rûeanlngs;

they f unc 1,lon es instruflents.

It rrill be recalled Lhat in our tr€aLüenL ol' iciealisn

ï,ie discover6d thâ.t, f o!' va.lid. inference, ìie neecled a con-

crete unir¡ersaI lilhich na.s opera.til¡e Lhrclrgllout ihe process..

this ccncrete uaiversal was a. sine qua non of irrference. In

our treatment of rea,IisL logic, ,?Ìe f oìlnd iha.t re fleeded a.

rela'r,ion to bind our inferônce LogeLher in order Lhat $Je

ni€fit lrno!¡ our iûferenee vias va-Lio. Thê relaLion of implica-

tion is bhe lìnportanl rela.lion in rea.IisN inference, as Lhe

concrete u.niversa.l is Lhe iniporLa.nt opera.tive facLor in

irlea lisL inference. ï{hen vre search for the IinporLs.nN faclor

in nragnalist inference, rie digcov-.r lhaL i.t is relevance.

i'{ e shall criscuss Schill-errs Ëosilion in Nhis ne-LLeT' f'lrsr.

Releva.nce seers Lo 'oe a. pracLicå1 nsed, a.nc gchil-ler

che,r'g-. s Lhrai, "nosL preva.lenl, l-ogic sbill cor1sisLs i-n a îLal-,

denial of relevance. " (22) The ideelisL vüould., orl course,

-.---.--ZÏ--TFãa:isn' is ¿o
Anselmrs rea l! sn.

22 Lôgic for Use,

be undersLÕod in tiie sense oÍ

p.75.
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ansyier thaL, úhâL is really rcleva.nò nus'L 'oe releva.ni bo Lhe

çhole. But iÌri-s is ceria rnly noL wliai Schiller iûea,nE by

relevence. Fieleva.nce, in his viefi, is sel-eciion of Lhe

i:ele¡¡ant part. I{e cle.ins noLhing a.bsolute f or j t, a,nd. con-

fesges Nhat iL is riskJ¡ and d.ispuLa.ble. Froa the psycholo8-

i-cal y¡hole, a pa,rb is extracLeci' 1"ihich seeas -r,o sofve Lne

problern ûost saLisfacLoril-y No tne person, or persons, con-

cerned-. He nalntai-ns ¿nat any given si¿LlaLion for a lhii'Iker

ner¡er enl¡races the Y¡hole oí realiLy' Therefore, if a.ny pro-

cess oi' Nhinking is Lo be i"êlÊvånL, ii ilusil be relevan| lo

a pa rt.

F.elevance is more inporLa,nt Lhen truih, and iL üoL-ild

seen that, in the crd.er of the acLual si¡uP-'tions of life' we

do not asserL things ßel'el-y because they a'r"e true, bu'r, ra.ther

llecause Nhey are relevan¿ lo ttre pa.lrLieular situa"r,ion. "Re1-

evance is prior to the discover¡r of t'ruLh boLh in iine and

urgency. The bheory oi' inducttor.l fra,s suffered nuch fr'cn the

slurring over of Lhe concepLlon of Feleva.nce, even a.s thaL

of d.educ¿ion has suffered. fron the omission of a sLudy of

neenlng." (23) Relevance seers f,o be Lne key Lo the under-

sLe,nd.ing ol pra,¿maLlc inference. The quesiion of truLh or

vetid.iLy is seconciary to Lha,t of relevance. IndeeC, Lhe

t,ruth or vê.lidity of å process of lhinking depends upon ibs

2J Ib id. o . 9'1.
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reievance to ihe given situaiion. Sa¡rs Schiller: "Releva-nce

is t,he besl vlay of' expr.essing Lhe crl.ci-eI contra,st, betvJeen

the volunLarist anC the intellectualist LreaLnenL o¡ think-

ing. '' \24) It v;culd seen. f rom this ooini of vien,, ",,hal an

inference is Lrue å.nd velid, if lL is relevanL Lo ¡he given

siLuation.

But, let us â,sk more specif iea,lly ! ï{L}aL coes ¿he

pra,gna-r,ì.st conceive bo be Lruth? I¿ ausL, of course, be a

pract,ica,l" question. Our Jud,gments e.nd inferences âre Lrue

lf they -work. IL is in connêcLion with the qlresLion ol' tru.tlr

'r,hst tùe find pr:agrnaLists in fine rÌiirh one of the funda.nenLal

e.specbs of mooern science. Ït wiil be reeaLled Lhâù Bs.con

ma,inLailìed- tn, perhå,ps, his ì:jloÉt -fa,$oqs a"phorisì4 Lnat, 'know-

leige is Ìlorùer. ' This enpnåsis on polïer', ',^,hich is i,he po!,rer'

oÍ' predicLion a,nd conLrol, irla,rks a oisti-rcLicn b*triree Nhe

Arist,otelien ba.sis of science e.nd the donlnatlng inLeresL of

mod-ern sclentific neLhod rt¡heLher of ine eÌnpirical or naLh-

e::leLica I byoe. Schiller' me inLains Lha.L his lo€rrc is radical-

Iy en¡..,irlcal, a.nd in Lrls Lrea.LnenN of ¿rubh, ue see Lhig

red,ica I erßplricisrn brought, Lo Nhe forefronL. The siglìif-

icance of our statenenL iìa.y be seen irr:.nediaLê1;r fron iris

rer0Ðrk: "It is sa.fer e.nd sufficienL Lo ta.ke t,he assu¡ûpLion

of rlair ' merely âs å ae th odo l-o gica j- aLevice !úhich has

---ã-lEîã; þ. s4;
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r,40rked. " (25)

Tr.ulh ts a. ve,lue -which ha.s referefrce to preaicLion,

ånd- a. scientlfic lruLh which. is a ve.lue of this kind sugges|s

tha.t science ha,s a pra.c¿ica1 oriEin. At Lhis iunclu.re lte

nust point out the,t, up Lo Lhe. presenl Nine, pragua¡isn ha-s

emphâ.sizeû the empirical aspecb of uodern science ab Lhe

exÐense of the ma.Lheiîatica.I. gil]c€ Lne explosion of the aio¡rr

bonb in 1945, fornulae, such as E =l'tÕf ârrived a.L severa.l-

d.ecao.es ago, nay be treated more seriousl-y by pragaatisLs

in Lhe future. iIo'¡ùever, .for Lhe present, we sirall foll-ow

Schill-errs a,e count of Lhe nature of truùh.

lf science has a, pra.cl j-câ,l origin then, "tlre truths

of science ere tested by Lhis power to predicL lhe cour'se of

even¿s, end Lheir elalrns to bo Lrue by their success in doing

sc." (Z6) Às fer as lruth .is concerned, science clistiilg-

uishes beLween a prediclion which comes t,rue a.nd one T'¡hich

fails to cto so. Schil-Ler .lainta ins [aa.r, 3ci.jlce cen']oL iden-

tify Lruôh ,1¡iLh a truLh-clai . IL musL be pointed ou|, ho.v't -

ever, tnat such a posiLion is raûica.lly erÍþil'ical ano in

o'pposition No lhe nalhe."r¿.tical sLrêss of nociern physica,l-

science. lruth, for Lhe nodern physicist, is noll a. truth

Lha,t a.naits eüpirlca.l venificaLion. Truth-claim is nade

_- E I-brE;

26 rbid.

p. 95.

p. 95.
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f oy a eo{\eLusion a-rrived at by the iaa"nipulation of n9,thêErat,-

ieal fornulae. This is evident on ve rJ¡ short acc,ììainLance

'r,ï ilh such writers a.s Ej-îstein, Jeans and E(Idington. It does

seê¡û elea.r, ho.riev-^r, thåt science cannot content itself with
a nerely fornal tru|b-ci-ain, since there is a hrays Lhe equal-
1J. inpo::ta.nt Snþir¿cai aspecL of noder..rr science. The pra.g-

ÍreLisL seens Lo be justified in.his e\Lack upon tho syflbol-ic

l.oglcia,n, in so far as a purelj¡ ma.the¡qalica.l s¡rs¿6p is a..lnost

neaningless a.part f r.on an enplr.ical conLont,, Schilter ob-

ser:'ves tha.t ! "a logic Ìrhich is observa.ni of scienitf ic
usa.ge :lust tesL ttruer ano tf e,lset ag ter:ns cf va.ìua.Lio A,,' {27)
It seens q.uit,e reâ,sonable ¿o Llrg.e Nhâ.1 ¿ruth, ii' il is Lo be

brulh for hurnan bsings, ûust 'oe of value to Lhen.

With thls background of the general naLure ol pra.g-

naLic togi.e, r,,;ç ,ray nci? pt,oceed Lo ijlvesLig¿te tne naLr.¡re of

inference. BuL, f'lrsL, l^¡ e must say sonet,hing of its con-

stituen¿s, i.e., id.ea and- Judgnent,

t â, .l.oea.

The theory of id_ea.s developed. sirce t,he tine of Locke

is noir whå¿ Ðregma,tisn understÐnds by idea. ln logical Nheo:ry.

Ideas inusL be defined functionally eÊ thej¡ r.ef er Lo Lhe

solution of a, problen. An idea, is nc 1" nerel-y ìneì1tal. 0f

the naLure of ide as Dewey sa.ys 3 "An io.ea, is f irs| of all-

27 l'otÕ'. '. 9 ì.
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en anLici,Ðation oí sofleLhing Lhat ;rã,y han.cen, i.t aarks a pos-

sibiliLy. " ( 28) Ao.oa,renLly, aL f irsL, a.n idea is scnet,hing

LnaL is !'a1"her vague, end occul's in a. silile.Lion a9 a suggesL-

ion. "ßuggestions JusL s-oring up, f ta,sh uoon ur, occur to

us. t' (29) fhey are not, nental e.N .lhis sLa.ge but ¡ay becoúe

sLlÉu1i for furlrher acLivity. AL lhis priBa,ry sLa,ge, an

idea. has no logical sLâ.tus a,s sr.rch. "F:very ici€a oriBinaLes

as a suggesLion, but noL every sLlggestion is an id.ea. llie
suggesticn becones a.n idea r,'rhen it 1s exainined. ÌJi iLh refer*
ence to its functional fitness; its capacity a.s a, neans of

resolving Nhe given siLuaLion." (fC) So far, in Lhe ma¿Ler

of idea,, ï/e seeß, to ha.ve3 f i¡:sL, a suggestion. But, Lhis

suggestion is noL Lo be confused ïrii,h a present given exis¡-
er1ce. Let us expla.in lhie. ,{ls I look at iny desk Lhere are

nany obJecLs l,Jhtch cor{e inLo ny scope oi vision, e.g., â

lanp, a, boi;tle of ink, sone books, etc. I oerceive a,lL these

irhings, yeL Lhe situabion aL present has yielded no suggesL-

ion. BuN, as I ga,ze, Lhe boLLl,e of ink I jusi springs Lrp,

f la,shes upon e, occure to úe.' There !s no lensional siL-
Lla.Lion a¡ presenL, but there is a suggesiion. Tne sr-rggest-

icn !ûay, or may ncL, r'ipen inLo a.n idea; neverlneless, there

-ã- *_rþe TqgeIf,_-9_!_Inquir¿, pp. 109-IO.

29 r-gÀq. p. 1lo.

JO rbid.
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i.s a fuâcttona.l siLuabion i:ere th¡t is nct present in Siven

existence as sLlch, fI' Lhe sugeresLion der,:Iopes inLo ¿:1 idea,

it inplies LhaL e syrrbol is involved, i.e., LIle idea becones

eïpLicit as a botll-e of ink. This ooe s ncL Ír.eår Lha.u I ead

Lhe synbol 'bcLLle-of-ink' to a physica-L Lhj"n¿ tnal noh¡ takes

on a. neianing. Ihe Lhigg is a. f u.netion, a.no tne sy,xb,oi is a

function. The Lr¡io beco¡:e one funcLlona.l siLuaLion. a-L Nhe

level of idea. If, theÌx, I say t'hat I have an idea ôf a,

botNle of ink, I do noL nea,n Lhal ;ny idea is a aentål con-

tên11 , but, Lhâ-1, aind 1s funct,ioning, i.e., ¿he funcLion s.L

this level- is the function of mind,

The f oregolng seeas to be uhâ N Devre¡, Íteans by a,n idea,,

i.Ê,, a.n idea ts a. cue Lc acLion. ld,eas a.r'e ¿a,ta foi" Iogic.

they are logical subject ûaLt,er in Lhe sense in which \,s e

h'a,¡¡e defined idea. Eefore pa.ssing to e discussion of Jüd.8-

nent, i t rir i 1l be necessãr"y Lo nake a f ev¡ rena.rks as Lo vlh.aL

Devrey consider.s to b-^ ihe nabur'e oÍ reasoning. île s¿aLes i

"Reascning is soine{,ines used io designaLe inf'erence a.s we.l-l

a.s rå.tiôcina"tion. 'iïhen so used i i-r logic tfie bend.ency is bo

IdenLify infez'ence and inplication and ihereby sûriouslJ¡ io

confuse logical Nheory. " (ff¡ I'r, appears Lhab inference,

f or Devre¡, i.s sonething to¿atly dif f'erenb f ron '¡iha. t an idea l-

isL, or reâ1isL, '¡¡ou1d concelve it to be. Since rea.sonin8

5I lbid. p. 1ì0, n.
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is often eoueLed \ijit,h lnfêrenee, D.Frey ap-kes å disLincLioil

bet,rreen Lh€ ge:leral gense of reasoning and l:easoning in Nhe

sense o Í' 
. 
r'e tl o c ina 1, i o n. He sta¿es ! "'Ihe ç,r.ocess of operat-

ing u j.lh synbols ( constit,uting proposiLions) is rea.soning ii.r

the sense of ra.tiocinaLion or rational ¿j.iscourse. " (lZ¡
fhis.naLLer has a. bearing on the cragnatist view of lnfer-
ence rllhich we sl:all ðevelco later. oí. For the presenL, lve

ûusb discuss t,he naLler of judg;a-^nL.

(b) Juogsent,

Túe shall öurn first to SchilLer. He conceives judg-

nìenh Lo b'e Lhe cenLr.a..L Lhere oÍ' logic, anr Lùai.lLain3 LnaL

it, is essentially exper.inenLal, Lhe enü of delibereLion and

a personal êcL. As age.insl ldea,Ilsrû, he would urge LhaL:

"There iE much thinking before Lhere is any j.ìcging. " (3j)
As to .the genesis of lhinking, he conceives iL t,o be an

abnormaliLy a.rising oul, of a cisLurìrance. "ï{iren it becones

i;iologicalÌy irßporLent Lo noLicé differences, inpulse breaks

¿loun anC, thought, reason, reflection ener"ge.,' (l+ ) Even

ln developed rûinds, Schlllen mainLains, jud8lnenl is reLative-
Iy rare in thinking, but riillen â. tensionel- siNuairion arises
and de jud-ge, üe cio so in the hope LhaL our judgoenL r,¡Ilj_

3-tïEfil p. 111.

55 _LgêLg_f oL Use, p. l!4.
14 lbid. -e. L9 j.
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solve the inúe dia le prc'.rleÉ f or us . E1t, hot'i shell 1i¡e kncl¡

if orrr judgrenl is Lr"ue? 'rie na.¡ be ess;r':c that if our judg-

ments are brue theJ¡ ','¡i1I noi :efer to anyLniâE a'l¡so.l-ute or

t,rensce nci.enl,, since "we nugi; noL abs'r,ract fron the personal

sioe of krovrin6:." (15 ) Trulh ancr falsi|y are corîrela.Llve

f or Scni 1le r, and truiri'ì is inere ly the slrccess of aa enter-

pri,ge. let us give an exainple. I tell üy chilC Lhat ÊanLa

Claus r¡itl corno on Chrislnes lve. fhe enLer$ris€ is highfy

successf u l. l{y Judg;lent ¡¡st $¿.,n,a 1ì ii1 cone on OLÌristllas

J:ve, fu4eLions as trltn ir LhåL siL,rÐ bl,Jn. Si4ce LrJLh and

falsity a.re correlaLi.ve, rÌy false juôgI[enL i.s ¿r.',Je. "T :'uLLig

are relsNive Lo Lhe sLalre oi' ìrnorTledge LfiêJ' f orililfate. " (16)

îruth is psycnologlca,l, ¿ì,nci satlsfies a cogniLive pLlt'.oose.

If a jud.gnenL !'¡ol-iks, it is lrue. 0n enpir'ical grounds it

is juslified by iLs cons:que¡'ìcês, anC lhè consequences of

LellinFl a child. thaL ,5ãnfa- vtil-l coine are êmÞirica,lIy just-

ified. "The true is alï¡åys gooa to believe, ib is l\lhei, is

best Lo belie¡¡e. " (37) lïe nusi ;aoinL ouL, hovTever, LhaL

lhe 1"ragla.List does nôL Êake truL!1 nerely converLible rÌ i- tli

lThaL viorks, nor ldentifi¡ if with m.ere u.s-'f ulness. Tru|.r is
personã,I, ancl, ln l,het sense, üy J rlcÌSrlent is Lrtre a.s it reíers

--_-ltlEi{l p. rr+5.

16 Ibid. p. r5c.

37 IbLc,. n. L'5+.
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to the child anC 1,ne furctionet siLuaLi.n in vlhich i judge.

Às Lo e r'''ro:" Schi ller urges Lha.L "1.'rut,h becoÉ1e s an errol: r{hen

il, is found ouL and abandoreo. " (r8) Our illusLre,lrion of

Lhe ch ild anC S¿rrte tlaus 'rloulo. shoii nôli t ¡ ¡bh becones erÌ.or

ütherj. Êej1Le. is I f oua¡i out,r and- al¡anooned. t{hen üe turn Lo

Derieji, 1,ï e f ind lhaL h? lalLoï,s P=L'r:ce in Lne Êia.Lt,er of the

definiiion of NruLh. "The besl def init,ion of ! r'r.ì![ -Ù.oLr Lhe

logical siandpoint ilh ich is knorn¡n bo ae is ÈhaL of Pâircêt

'Thê opinion ïhich is fat,eC to be ultirûateIy s€reed tc by

¿..11 ïliho invîsLi€'? l,e is ïrhaL rire ]leen bJ¡ t,ruLh, and Líe obJeci

represenbed by this oplnion is Lhe v'ee.l, "' (39) lhi,s

definiLion r¡ould involl¡e, in iis scope, our prêvious dls*

cussìon of Lru bh.

1Te re.burn, niore specii ica lly, t'o ou1' oiscirssic'r of

jud-gnent. Deûey d,efines judg'ilenL a.s "Lhe setiieå ouLcooe

of' lnq.riry. ". (43) ile disLinguishës beL,.¡,¡een jud.eflenl a.nó,

pi'oposiiioi,., b'y accounting tâe IatLer represenLative, tnas-

rìuch a.s tL is ca,ffiec, as it F*ore, by synbols. JudgnenL,

for Dewey, has er{isLenbial ilport. A tit,eråI insLance of

JudgaenL, in Lhis sense, is ."rro\¡i ded b;' Lhe judgrenL oi a

court of Ia,ï¡ rrÌhich se|bfes an issue hich ha.s bee¡r iî con-

-38 i6Iã: p. r85.

59 _!,!€,1_S. _rl1e theory-9f J!Sg-!gX'

40 Ibid. -,t. L2o.
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tror¡ersy, i.e., e Lensional siLue¿iôn is set.t-l_ed. A ju.dErent

of this scrt is setlled bj¡ iro,uiry. The wholê proeeeding is
of a praciical nat ure ni|h a pre.cLLea,L end- in view. The

case ls disposed of, as lt I'rere, ãnd, the disposit,ion La,ke s

effect, in existentia"l consequences.

The subject of ludgmenL is LhaL lrhich is selecLed in
the course cf Inquiry. Ihis selection depends upon its
eviôential significa.nce. The na.Lier, perhEps, is berLei-

und.ersNood fr"om a negaLive point oi view. Jud.gmenL, for
Dewey, and. for praEflå.tism genera.lly, is not Lhe reference

of an ideel conlent Lo a r€slity beyond bhe a,cb. Neilher"

is Jud-gnent a dete].r0inat ion in lhoue$L of Lhe charaeter of

an object presenL to bhought I i.e., ib is not nere pred-

ication. The subject of jud.gment ts funci;ione,t. ït is not

substa.nLia.l, excepll in the sÞnse 'lThere subsLance rould ind-

icate a logical determinsLion. "Sugar, for exanpJ"e, is a

sulls¿a.nce because through a, nunber of pa,r.t ia.l Jud6;nenLs

conpleNêo in op=rations which have exisllentiåI conseo,uleilces,

e. var'iety of qua.lifications so cohere as bo forn a,n object

Lhat ns.y be usecl a.nd. enjoyed as a unif ied vrhole. " (4f )

I'ron Lhis sLå,Le¡neIlL, it houlcr appeä,r' tnaL loticål- sùbjecL

cannoL be separated. from logical pï=edrcate. Indeed-, Deï.iey

sLaLes: "Thê logtcel neaning Õl predica.t,icn ha,s Ì:een

+I IOrd. o. )-¿ó.
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en¿iciÐaLec ijl the oisúussion o"i' the l-o-qicel suìl jecL, bece_use

of bhe sLricL correleLivi'r,y of' respecblr¡e e-risLentis..l_ ånC

ideeÈionå-l contenNs. " (42) The -or"edica,Liona.l conLenLs of
juogaenLs ã.rê the roeånings vihlc!ì åre sug€ested as possible

soluLions of a. problelr. fhese ireâniâgs becone Ðredicates

as they ere rrged to direct luriher opetaùiOts of ex'oeriment,-

4.1 .observa,tion. ßubJecL and. ored_icaie ar"e r.elateo as Lile

acLu¿1 is Lo the possiblê. But, vihen judgrnent ts eonpl--.ted,

sub jeet ancL pr"eCicaLe ars unlf teC in a.Il exisleâtie.1 Ti¡hole.

'Ihe na.tuy'e of Lhe copula , boo, is d_eterÌûined by LhaL

of the subjecL a.nd ¿he predicete. Il ts iìoL Ð,n ind.epencieni

elenenl, neiLher doe s it Íre re lJr a.ffect Lhe pï"edicaLe. ïb is,
"Lhe conplex of opera,tions b,y ¡neans of tvnich ( a.) cert,aLn

exlstences a¡'e restrictivêl-y-selected Lo deliniN â probleûr

a.nd provtd.e,evidenLiå.1 tesLlng nÐLeriâ^L, and by yehieh (b)

certain cbnceþtual neanings, id.ees, hypcLheses, are used

a.s charac¿eriziilg þreCicatÊs. " (43 ) Copula. seeins ùo be e
na.r¡.e foi' Lfìe functional corre spond.-^nce b6tïreen subJect and

pred.icate. Í.g., If I Judge I The rose Is red; 'llre rose,'
ån indeternina.Le siLuation and 'r.edI algo an indeter.ninate

siLualicn are bransformed i|lio o:1e delernina.te situation.
In irhis sense the copula., in iigLinction froic tne ter¡n of

4ã-fEF p. 111.

4l r¡i¿. þ. r3t.
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fornal relaticn, !s r, naße for tLre funcLioi'lal co rre spond.enee .

( c ) Inference.
,Jíe nust no$r ps.ss oi1 to consider the nåbure of infer-

ence. Turjling first No Schiller, we find tha_t inference is
ess+ntiallJr r'sychologicsl. "iogica.l inference is, in íact,
always rooLed in psychological scil, ano. deriv:s its inpetus

fron psychologicat forces.' (44) Suestions of for;nal valId.-

ity and necessily, for Sch!ller, Ð.re Í¡erely nat¿ers -r,hå. L have

developed fron the logiciants will Lo power, Inference is a

natural, psychological eet, ând Iogical infer.ence is BereJ-y

that sorL of inference LhaL is b!.oughL to the logicianrs
noLice and a,oprobâLion. l'rom a psychoLogical poi.nb of v ier,,,i,

Ëchiller conceives lnference Lo be "gny pa.ssage of thought

from one J;idgment Lo ånoLher. " (45) !'or exanple¡ ïIhen I
Iook cut of iny uindoçv and see the side-ì?alk uet, I infer
fhat it has ra.iled., i.e., I Judge I It ha,s ra,lned. the

JuCenent is reTrre sentative of Lhe pa.ssaþÐ of Lhought fron a

previous Jud.gment, t the side-r¡a.Ik is $et. Âs Lo the value

of such ã,n inf er.enee ; it is conf irned by i lrs Rol"ktng. ILs

tr:uth-c1ain hes to be LesLed and r¡erified like any oLher

truth-cla.in. This is, of course, a. radically enpirical
poinb of view, but,, it is onJ-y cn the ground.s of such

---l4$æ_for=-use, p. z4-(.

45 lÞid. c. 248.
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enpiricisr i-heL Ðrag:xabic inÍ'erence can be uncierslood. Like

¡he reâ.Iisl, Lhe pragcaLisl is a.fraLd of confusing inferenee

'¡¡iLh inr'licalion. Inference is e. pre.ctical, personal nalLer.

It is a, gooC inference, iJ its eonsequences are good ¿.c those

concerned. ït is bao if the consequences a,rê ba.d. Sehitl?r"

feels thât l,his ls a1l that reed.s Lo be said abo,rt Lhe gen-

esis a.nd lrue nì?.Lure of inference. "Having tr'aced boLh Lne

occurrence a,nd ùhe val,le of every inference to a. personal

tra-in of Lhought, and to the rea,ction of a. huûan mind. to a

vital- situåLion as rpredicament, ' have vre not colupleLed Lne

na.rerlal hisbory of inference? tTheL noed is lhere Lo super-

inpose ÕÌ1 il any further accouilt rn Lne nairre of logic, to

f a.brice,te a ficiitious scheme of tlogical reletions,r and

to conea.tenate artificia.lly, sequences of Judgnents frhlch

a lrea.d.y cohere natura,lly? r{as not the whole for'¡na"l con-

cepLion oí inference becone unreal B-nd. superfluous?" (46)

gcLritler proceeds to shol¡ hou, fron his poinL of 1¡i€vi¡, the

ficLions of f ornal- infer"ence ere f a.lse, neêdless, useless

and harmful. It is inLerest j.ng enough ro follow hin in

this dietribe, yet, one .ust confess LLråL he is nol a,IïJ a.y s

quite fair in hls esti,.rlelion of fornal inference.

Schiller ccnceives Lha.L tire whole value cf inference,

âs a thcugnt process, is d.ecid^ed by its orking. Inflerence

--16 
@ p. 25o.
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(roes not differ greaily from jud$nc!ìt,. BoLh judgt,len| a.jl.i

inference have th€ir ol.igiil in vlta.l- sltua.Nions, BoLh are

essentially e)iperisenLa1 a.no purnosive, anct- t,heir ultirÍrãt3
F iÊ is Lhe contrôl of experience. lire cif'f erence 'Detwèen

Judgnent ånd inference is Lo be found in the fect ¿hat, tite

Lruth-claiÉ of inference is nediäbsd by other ludgrnents,
vrrhereas Lhe truth-cfa"ip for e- lu.d.gnent is riirecb.

Eut, the truth-clâ"ln for our infereilces is noL de-

penciênl uÐon any qr-ìesLion cf forflal vâ.lioily. "O,:r- reason-

ing n€eC noL be valid Lo be valuab lg, a gooo pl.oof need not

be coercive to be per.sLrasive å,ncl even convinciag, ano. a, Ll:uth

ina.y grow rnore probabls and certÐ.in throughout Lhe ages, r¡¡ith-

cu¿ evêr bêcorning a.bsolute. " (47) Does this Éean lha"L, Íor
the pragaeNisL, lhere is a €rea t gulf beLween th-- es;ciriea.l

and ¡re-Lhe¡iatica.1 nethods of knoÍlng? SchiIl.eï' denif s this
snd is in line with Ðerirey and prâ-gmatisn general-ly on t,h.is

potnt. "Tö ca,n no lcnger be concedeci Lha.t naLheËia.tical tï.uth

is gut nenqris, pure lJ¡ a þr¡o,I¿, ulti:nete s.nd unanal_J/sable. rr

(48) As an example Õf Lhls, vùe üaJ point to Lhe sLâ,leü.3nL

thåt, tbhe angles of a tria.ngle ar.e egual to tl¡it o right
engles.' Tnis depend.s for its truLh upon a .ba,sis of Eucj_ioea-n

geonetry. ÌL v,¡oul-d. not Ì:e true ii 1,ne geoÉetricål þaËis $ere

----4-f r¡i¿l p. 3r9.
48 !þ-!-s. ? . 557 .
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thaL of E.ierûann cr of lobeehevsky. t.:od.ern n¿lheraaLicia.as

seer quiLe clear Lo-cay LheL, nat,he:le.ticaJ_ ctêf initions and

ÐosLulaLes adait ol alLei-n.til¡es. Like oLhetî hyþotheses,
neikremaiies is stinulåt,ed Þ¡r g6¡¡ç enp!ricaI cue. (49)

Prag!ûatls:4 seeÌns t,o be agreed tilet LLle cle.in lû be a priori,
on lne oa,rt of nå.thenaiics, deÐend.ed LlÐon its usêfulness.
But, to-day lL is found_ in sone cases, such as in EinsLein's
physlcs, LnâL a. non-Euclidean bã.sis is ijìore useful. On Lhis
bå.sis, it is no lcnger t,rue bhat, the inierior angles of. a.

Lriangle a.re êcua,l Lo lwo right anglos. It is Lhe success

ór' the rnaLhenaNrea.r sciences ïrhi-ch Ðubhenticat3s Lheir pr.in-
ciples' no¿ the infa11 ibltity oí ¿he þrinc!Ðres bhemseJ.ves.

To rnake logic Ìne.1,herna.tica.l, and lo rna.ke va 1id inf erence a

natler, of implica.Llon ls to distori the lrue nature cf in_
ferenee.

Let. us now sua up verJ¡ brief ly, t,or the rjloúei-I¡, vJe

she.lL ¿urn 'uo P. A. ScniLpp, rÌho edits The pi.ìI losep!,y of
Joþ.g-Ðewej¡. Acco!'dirg to Donala A. piaLL, inferenc6 is froûl
the nind to the i{or:l-d. Fo. exa.nor-e r ? pêrceivecÌ c roL,ci is rhe

iûeans wherebJ¡ r¡e infer ra.in as Lhe end. Ihe perceiveci clôud
íuncbions a.s a, meaning. The ûìeaning is in Lhe lhing. Del";ey

does not deny LhaL ihe percsption is cognlLive. He does deny,

honêver, t,hat iL nêecls Lo be judgnentel. Sone infei:ences,

---491fl-8. Kasner anc J, lqe'ùnan. Túathejne.tics a"nd.I4g314g¿ionl
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a.Ðpa;ently, d-o noL resL upon Judgnent,s. Pia.LÈ sLates ¿he

úosition a.s follor¡¡s: "fnfereäce fron clouds as a naj,aral.

s ign to ra.in as r¡¡heb is inoicat,ed is...còSyritive; but tL
is noL judr"lenLâ.l, or ioee noL have Lo be. It is a !ûe.tLeï'

of ha.L¡it a.nû expecLeLion. ïfe o.o not have lo ¿ninK Lo makg

such inferences, for Lh-," expectation is giounded in iilaLerial-

occurrences. lfsanings are in Lhings before thèy are in

ninds." t5O¡ This insia.nce v¡ould not be a case oT' valid

inference. r/atirl inference hae Lo be esLablished by i4cr"uiry.

"Deney aaru!bs bha.b reesoning is iì:rporLe,nL but clai¡:s the.t il

ls distinct f roÍa inference end pol,?erless a.parL fron infer-

ence . " (51)

Reasoning is po1]ierless âpart from inference, 1.e..,

reasoning i-nvolves inf erence, but is no¡ to be equaLed Ti¡ ith

it. De'ffey sLeiesi "JusL a.s the sigll-significance rel¿Lion

defines lnference, so the rele"tion of' ßeanings Lilat con-

stitutes .ÐroposiLions (Iefinès iiapllca.lion in discourse, if

it sa.Lisfies Lhe intell-ectual condiLions Í'or fllÌich iL is

insliLutect. " (5a) !eL us explâ,in this ÉeLLer. In the ca,se

of inference, the sign tcloudr ha.s tiie signtfieance rrain.'

!!losopþy of_¿ohn-pegg,y, po. 120-1. Also,
tf. 

"¡l 
. }ÍcDougalI, Sog-i¿! P¡Aghql-o€¡r¡, pp. )0-51, wirere

l{cDougall describes the reacLiÕn of bircs to na-terial occur-
rences. l'{cDouga]l does not think t,hat they think.

51

q2

Ibid. o. 124.

f,ogic. The Theor.y_of l4sq¿rv, p. 54.
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The prtmar¡r relation of inference is the ex¿riosic cffice by

,¡ihich o.Je Lhin[ Ðoi:]ils to erct-her. ,',hen ç;e reaso:1, symbol-

neanings funciion in .rel-a¡ion Lo each oLher", i.e', eiLher

idea,s ( as îùe have d.escriLreC. Lhe 4a ¿ure of idea oreviously ),

or jucìgnents as proF,ositions (also previousfy úeecriÞeo).

i'iov;, I-^L us give a.n. exa-npIe oi rea.soning. TLre concepL rblue'

i:ttplies toe concegL 'colour.' .Hêre. ì¡Ìe neve e cese oi ail

intrinsic office, whereby one sJ¡nbol-EreaninB poinLs Lo an-

oLher. ',il'e r4usL bear ln nind ùhat neNúral slgn a.nd syfl.þols

ha.r¡e in conÊon lhe fact Lha'r, tLley are exist,enLial e¡¡ent s;

i.e., ihe sign lrlue (lhe blue I see), 'uhe syrûbo l-mean in g

'lrlue, $JheLher concept o!' uord, åt* ur.i"t","¡ie1 e\¡enLs tihich

funcblon in lnference end. reesoning, in Deweyts settse of

ra Liocination.

In the rea.lm of raLiocinaLiôn lie have Language, and

the advantage of la,nguage is Lha.t it pl'ovicles "uools f or'

thought that c¿ìn be nanipulai'ecr quiLe independenlly of ex-

Lerna l evenbs. ta,ngua ge gives us fornal Iogic, iùL1ich iþ

only valid, if il is usefLrl. WiLh langLiage; inference no

ton€fer Llâ.s Lo be a ûìåtLer of luck; iL becorïes 8r'ounded in

science and ÐrevioLrs inquiry, a¡td it is subJec¿ alvua.ys to

fresh inqui rie s.

Ìn the foregoing, i,\¡ e ha"\¡e given å.n acco¡lnt of prag-

ms.¿ic inf erence , an(l by v,ray of concluding Nh! s cha.pl,er, we

nerely ådd Lhat, a 1I 'r,he tra.diLional and f o:..'nal disf incL-
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ions, such a.s iinredieLe inferences, exLensj-on and- inte¡-ìsion,

inductioa and CeoucLio.l, iÍooús a.nd- f igures, êtc., ãt.e

reletively nea,niîgless to the prÐ.gaa.iist.



.IiAPT9R V

cÖiif cL¡Jsrold

1"{hen r.¡e ccü.pe.l1Ê t,he Lheories of the na.ture of infer-
enc,ê ire have discussed above, ii seens to us -r,ha. L the id-eel-

i st lheory is thÊ nos L a ccepLa,blê . r,le f ind grave f a.r-rlLs

ï{ith boLh Lhe reelisL and preet4atisL theories, oâ Lhe grouna

th.at Lheir respective Lßeories r:e st, urron a f'auÌLy 1ogic.

Let us na.ke â, brief criticisn of Lne realis| posi-

tion firsL. "rve have previously sLàted Lha-L sylbolic l-ogic.

firds iLs nosL iiûporlanL 'oeginnin.Es in tne l¡årk oi (borge

loole. Soole nea,rtily believêd in lhe cÊrteinNy of nat,h-

enatics, a,nd. since he a.1sn believeo LhaL Lne lrrocesses of
Lhe üInd are essentir.àl1y ma"r,henaLica.l, iL f olloll-^<r Lhat a
logic based upon flaùheir,a,ttcat prj-:.]cipIês '.Í ou ld. yield absol-
uLe cerLainty. i{atheinatica.l logicia-ûs €.eneratly believe
LhaL ,:nly cn lhe basl-s oi a üa.Lheina.tical logic ca.n Lhe lrue
neture of "¡a.1id inference be discovered. jdow, bhe inporLanb

aspect of rraliO inference, ¡-or Lhe reå.LisL, is Lhe rela,Lion

of i¡qclicatioa. This posiLion im:rLeciiaiel_y ra ises t,;1e qrrest-

icn a.s bo v¡hether rne reâ,Iisl logicia.n ha.s an¡r grounds aL â11

for' l,he bruth-clain of his sysleú. "Forne,l logic is tiLlte
coneernêd, fiiLh probl_eüs of truth. lLs rule s govern Lhe velLd_
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lLy of a,rgu;lenLs reLher ihan Lhe Lruih o; prenises. 1'o be .

sure, nosí oí the ii¡ile "¡¡e -,,'J i sh 'to rea.son f ron preni"ses !.ihich

Tre knor! are Lru.e, beca,rrse Tre cÐ.n be sure in 1,hat casê bh.al

any velid conclLlsion 1Te flay dr.a.r f rol¡ lhem Elll also be

Lr.ue. " ( 1)

Tire for.mal logician !s sure LhaL ihe relaLion of in-
pllcation f r"cm Lrue prenises ì/ú1ll yleld. a. true concl-usion.

But on whe.L grcunds is he sure of i,his? Is iL because hÈ

hag discovei"ed a. uo::ld- of sheer necessity? Boole, indeed,

mai|Ita.ined LheL, beceuse a, g-ileral lal,¡¡. of, the opera.Nion oí

Lhe illnd is, in fact, esialr,iished fron one insLance, this
fact guaranLees "Lhe strict necessiLj¡ of ina.t lay¡ f roÌt ahich

cleductions can 'be mäde vùhich a.re abgollibeLy brue.!t (2)

But lt will be ï.eca1lea; Lhe d.a.la upon lrhich Lhe la,,.i is
esLablished are eapiÏ'!caÌ d.aLa. If bhe data are ernpirical

it nek-^s ltLtl-e difference Ì,/hether the laví is eståbllshed

by one lnstance, ora by ûìany. The eppÐ"rent, co;nnulsion cf
l"he nind No esNa'blish cause.l necessiLy in Lhe case of many

lnsts.nces, and its appa-renL conprrlsion Lo est,ab-l j-sh logical
necessiLy in lhe ca,se of one insLance resLs ulLimat,ely on

'r,he sarne basls oÍ enpirical obsêrî\¡aLion. This criticls¡q
suggesls thâ.b, in the lasL ana,l¡rsls, nâlheiìlatics is a,n

ããE¿ anA Baylis. For.rlaI þg_is, p. 9.

2 G. Bcole.. Lavrs oi tho.¡Fn!, þ. 125.
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a, Ðosteriori science, râLiter ¿han an a priori science. If,
however, !Tne.¿ one observes in one insta.nce ca.n be established.

as cerfa!n and a.bscluLe, Lhen ûhe na,the¡atiesl lo6ician hes

geineo 3is polnL. But ve nu.st Look íurther i4Lo Lhis naLLer.

ìlle ha.¡¡e prevlous Iy discussed, ir our Lrea.t¡rent of
realisn, Russellrs argunent for the ontolôg!cal s¿alus of
logical esser]ces. If the logical essënce Lhecry is Lt,ue,

then realisn hss discovered the world of sLrlct necessiiy,
where it can be slated categorieally LhaL, 'twhat f olloi,¡s

from a true pr"enise nust be ¿r.ue. " Ííe find Russ€ll- sLaiing!

"Hence üe nusL ed.aiL ¿hat th-. re1aLion, like lrhe terfls iL
relâLes, is noL depenoenL uoon Lú,oJghL, bJ¿ belongs Lo Lne

independent Forl-d which thought appr.eheno.s but does ao!

creaLe." '(l) This newty discovered land of logical es-

se-nces ls evidenlly a plece ìT-herÊ al_l is brlghL and beauLi-

fuJ-, a. la-nd-, Lhe conteropla.tion of $hich genera,¿es $¡ithin

the hulne,n breast feellngs akin to religious fervour.
Russell- sp€åks üiLh feeÌi$S when he sayEt "The world of
univer.sâls, tilere fore, na.y also be clescr:ibed a.s tne v{orld-

of being. The Forld- of being is unchângeable, rigio, exacN,

delightful to Lhe nabhenal,ician, ¿he logtciån, the build.er

of rcetaphysical systeÍûs and all s¡ho love perfectrort nore

than life." (4) . This language is strange, coni!]g as iL

---TñíÐ¡Sþ!gAC-gÍ pnil-osophy, p. r51 .

4 rbid. p, L56.
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doss, fron a fg_f¿g_l loglcian. IL woulq seen to be a. sound

criticism to si-rggest lh¿.1 Lhe reå,li1ry feeling evidenc€d in
the ebo'¡e quoLation sorûer.ihat prejudices Lhe clais to e

strlct, formaliLy. SLra"nger stil-l is the staLenenL NhaN +.his

çorld. of universals !s arcp:reeiated ÉosN by those $ho ]ove

perfeeLior'\ i[ore bha: 1i¡3. Wnat, is aÊenL here is exLreinely

obscure, One thinE, hoi ever, se ejrs cIear. It, is iiving

nì-nd, a.ad livirrg: ainci s lcne LhaL i s å"ble Lo brin8 bo l-if e

these bloodless universals, if' üney subqist. ft is doubLfuL,

in a, bioloEicãl senge, uheLher a bÌooaless anci fleshleÉs

skeleton is closer to 'oerfe ction tha.n Lhe vrhoLe Éan.

gstheticalLy it is CoubLfr-rI 'wheLher dry bones a.i"e to 'oe

prefer:.:c to iife. l.og-ica Lly 1t is Coubrfu.I vrneliler ri(qid,

unchangeable e-(senees c9n J¡ield necessiLy in a, v¡orld of

living bhought. Cen Lhese C.ry bcnes li./ei IL coes ilot ssel

unjusl to F.usselI Lo su.P:p:est Lhat, lt, is only ï{nen Lhe d.rJr

hon-os a.r=e brought to lif e, granting ¡ha-t ¿hey do su.bsis|,

by the acòiviby of lir¡ing thoughL NhaN t,heir' pror\iitity lo

perfeetion is rea.l-lzed. A sLrictly - bloodlessly fornal
logic is irpossible. Ëussell beLrays nis fee llr1gs, aró iL

is Lhe sheerest nônsense Lo sutrposê Lhat he rscâo+s a-n-

lhroponorphisn t¡hen conteuplatlng his \r¡orId oí log'ical

essences. Thj-s r¡oi'ld oir logical essences, if iL subsisLs,

cannot be Enown by finiLe nind, excepL $;hen 'Droueh-u donn and
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couched in the fleshly v€i] o naLerialily. (5)

'Ëe harre, in our', Lrea.f"rsenr, of reBlisiû, oub forwarci

3ussellrs ar6ufrienil íor. Llre ind.ependenf, sLeLus of such a

relÐ¿ion a.s 'norLh of I in the jLldgaen'r,; Edinbur.gh is ncrtn
of london. P.ugse11 maJr, in his ov¡n esLi;na|ion, h¿.ve guccess-

fullJ¡ dealt rriLh Berkeley and- Ka.nt. Le'r, us a,sg L.r.Íre 'uhã! he

has. Ile ha-s nol, however, aealt a,t a.tl i¡¡iLh Í{egef , Eradley

and Bosa.nquet. îhe viords rnorth of I a,r.e signlf ica-nL f or

ûiind. Surely ii is rEind ând irilnd only tilaL gives signif-
' icence. tEdinbur.eh i s norlh of Loncon' has no ritea.ning rhat-
soever etee--,L ¿s iL is Lhe exLernalizer.r. pro-oosiLlonal- ïor:r. -
deed end lifeless in iLsaIf - of llving Lhouent in j.ìdgrenL.

titrithoul nind there could not be Edinburgh, fior Âorth. of, nor

Iondon, sl|]ce ee.ch is significanl. 'lforLh oft coulo noL be,

unless it ïere significanL. To say !N is slgniflcenL (vrhich

tt plainl.y is) e"nrl t,hen to say iL subsisLs aparb fron nind^

is tanLa.roount lo sa.ylng t,ha.t significance subsis¿s a.parL f r.on.

signif lcance, (6) L.e., ln synbolic f or.m r¡¡e lr-ou ld. har¡eí '4,
( Th.e class of sienif lcance) ; anC il is axicna,tic wilh symboli.c

---]-ET: põ. 99, f f for f urther crit,icisa of Russelt's
viervs. trie nigþt ãIso r'aise Lhe o_uestion TiheLher e Lneory
that de flanos corpespondence wLLh facL (onysical r'act) cair
properly aopi-y Lo teseeÂces.'

61Ye note ihra ì, rea.'llsLs a,lvla,¡rs elaim Lha.i, we r-ecog-
nize, $hen ne Judge t,ha.t rA is Br , LLra,¡ the truth (f a.ct,ua.l-
ity ) of ÁS being B is indepèndent of the f act, Lha,t ,,{e are
in proces: of apn:.ehenoilg it (i¿ is objective 10L subjecL-
ive). _ç{. ;1 . Á. Pr:ichârd, Eên!rs Theory of i{nouledgç, -p. tl8
and Cook-'ff ilson, SLe.teßeni,_egSJg{gI9lgg, i/o p. 16.
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logicians Lhet every class is a su'o-cl-ass oj' lLself, i.e.,
ÂSA^ (A is includec. in A). BuL, if signiflcence subsÍsts
aca.ri, f roin signif ica,nre, Lhe¡, in the lan¿ua.¿e of synbolie
logic n ¡f A. To say r,hâ1, (A SA) =(AÉ*) t. a,trsurd. rr is
the sarne a s äa intâ.in lng LhaL A. ={.

The tru.th woul-d se en to be bhat nothing can ì:e sa id.

to exisL, or subslst, aparL fron nind. AII Lhings lheL cen

be thought are surely si¿Trificant. I.ogical essences ar.e

signlf tcanL, i.e., !îe nåy think a-bout lhe ; Lhey nay d.eligixt

us, a.nd r,¡ e ns.y l-o¡¡e them more than lile. yeL, bhey are slg_
nif icent a.nd in cojlgequeSce rletLa j.. In-e i,orfcr å.s l.je Knov; iL,
in ïihåtever fulness and. ve.rieLy ib ha,s lor: each one oÍ. us,

is a conslrùct of thougi:L. Ìhe riorld as fle kno-,ir !L is a

pa,rt of r.ea.lily itsel-f . "If t,he ob ject-rlat j,el. or rea lity
1aJ¡ genuinely oubside Lhe sysLen oJ thought.. ., chcughL it-
self !rou.l-d be unebie io lay Lrold oÍ' F.ealiLy." (Z) Surely,
of ¿, 11 self -er¡ident, truLhs, thls is Lhë aosi; self-evident.
lhe fiorld, f'or kno1,"ùledge, is a logicai const,r"ucL, since lt
is plain t,hât nc other i*¡orli, could be hnolvn. "?he :rea.l

ltorld f or every lndividua.l is emphat ica ILy h ís uorld; an

ex¿ension and determinaiion oj' his present per.cepLion, l,rhicn

percepLlon ig lo hin nci :.ealiby e.s such, buN his poj-nt of
contacl -ùilh reality es such. " ( B)

-l-- 7It . tsosajìci,ue¿, Lgg¿S, Vo1. 1, p. 2.

I -Iþ-i4. r.-'. J.
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It wculd Êeen, fron l'¡het has bse4 sa,id, tha.L ¿he onLo-

logica.l sLatus of J,ogical essences subsisting ap¿-rL f rotl nind

is a delusion, The relalion cÍ' tnplicaLion is noL a del,ignt-

ful, rigid anc'l exacl essence which Lhe llinc, epprêhe4ds e.ncr

uses for purposes of yielding s-r,!'ict necessiLy, i{ore cor-

recLlJ¡, it night lre.d-escribed as e. iinite tool of finite

nlnd- uhich the nind observee i-n studying i|s oïln operaiions.

IL nieh¡. be saiC t,LraN, by inCucLion, fron one sucb insLance,

Lhe obser.¡ing ni{d .r'lies Lo CeneralizeLicn. DeducLio4s I rc!,l

such generallza,iions cannob ]¡ield str,ict necessiLy, since

fhe unlversal. used is â.bstrâ.ct, noL concreLe. ff pro'lrabiliLy

is i"rha.L rea Iisïr. ss.ys it ls, Lhen re nusL aooiL their Lhere is
a great,er degree of' prÕbability in conclusicns fron such

gener8lizations ihan Lhere is in conclusions froru. ord^ine,ry

scientific generaliza.Lions. Ful there ls ¡.o necessiLy in
any ultitlate sense exlribited here " 1L riLI be obvious fron

vihs.t Ìi¡e L'ì.ave sÐ.id in our discussio]1 of inf'€rence, f r.ou Lhe

ideålisL standpoiÂL, bhat only vlhen he rrork fren Lhe side oi
Lhe universaL, and only irhen the unir¡er:sal is concreLe nay

çe expeeL valid inference.

$-vnbollc loEiciens see.n Lo de iight ln a,bsLraci,ions,

and. ihe ßore abs¿racl a. systen is, the üore porrerful, so

they believe, it becornes in yieloing vaIid, i.e., st,rictly
necessa.ry conèIusiols, Tra.ciitionel logictans, also, Ribh

Nheir v¡hofe a.plle.3'etus of .1i..8. L0. foríìs, and. Lhe systeäìê,tic
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pa tLerns of f orx'ìa1 inLerre le tions oÍ such 'Ìlropos iLions in
Syllogisns, Dilesìnas, and. Lhe res¿, seek io give t,!:eir sLu-

dents a control otrer Lhe va::ious entiLies hich itãj¡ f ur¡.ri sh

ihe ccncrete fllling-in of bhese absLraeL forns. They re-

Bari. these a.bsbTact forpg a,s givirlg pol{er over Lhe conLeît,

irshaLe¡¡er Lhêt conlent rûay be. A rea.lisb logicl-an tike Cook

T{ilson, hovrever, Eould nai]1Lê.in a nore cossêrvabive posiiì.on.

He vrould- insist LhaN tÍormr a.nd r¡ra.Lter' are correlaLive;

thaL neiLher tneans'anythinE whaNever, excepb ia its counber

reference t,o Lhe other. The Lrue realiLy for fook ,"IiIso4,

as fot' Arisbotle, is a,lways both uiliver,sal anû pat:1;icular.

lle shons, baking ihe act,ual f or¡rs cf Llre trs,litiorral syllog-
isn, precisely ,i-ha. L its rma,NLerr is, and the.L this is ijì no

case conpleLely covered by the ål,Ieged. ebsbract, forn, but

requires a. genuine Jui.grnent, if iL is to be operative in
Lhou€'ht.

!-orne.l logic is realiy very infof'ììal. It iâ.kes up a
good- C.-.al of spa.ce even to prove the rPrin.ciple of fauLologl . '

fle ta.ke an exaarple f rofl. Frincipiå ï!t-e Lhe'na.Liga-. Seeonð EcliL-

j-oh, Vo1 . L, p, 96. PriaiLive Pi.opcsilions, ìto, I, 2.

L,t fv/r'>"n
îhis proposition sLaLesi "If eiLher p is Nrue or p

is lrue, lhen p. is tr.ue, To beeL the Lr'uih of this pr.oposi-

tloi-l t¡¡ e use Lhe ratril( nethoC as f 011o14rs ! -
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ríe feel constreined to adC., also, Lhat a teuLolo¿y is e cese

vrlrer.e thougJet has not rncved. The f or.e€.oing exanple is noL a

teulology al a i-1" lhe principal rel¿,Lion of in,ÐlicåLion re_

la"tes differences, a.nd r^lhere Lher:e is difference ther"e can

be no Lautology.

But let us pt oceêcì Lc exanine Nhe tru.Lh-c j-å,in oi Lhe

sl/nb'olic logician. The rgsult or' o'41. tnciuiries üay casL

co4sider:able d,oubL on Nhe ci-Êim. of bne synboiic logictan bo

have discovered. a syslem r¡hi-ch, iry t,he na.ìipula,t,ion of ineth-

eaeticâ1 sj,mtrols, yielcls ceï.t,Êin end necessÊry trutir. In
?rinci!iå. ifa btle ila, t i ca, (9) cet La.in 'pr"imitive proi:osiLions,

a:'e set, f ort,h. The f irsL of Lhese is sta.Lê.l thus: .'Anything

ihûlted b). a true e'lei:enl,ary pronosiLion ls Lrue. " An ex-
planetion is appended Lo this Þroposition rùhich sba.tes: ",rì,e

cannof express t,he pr"inciple synbolically pa-rtly because any

symbol.isa ln which p is Ð ¡¡a.riable onl_y gives ¡he hyþo¿hesls

thab p is t,rue, no¡ the f açL that iL is Lrue. " Le ar=e ap-

parently deâ,ling ï¡ith fåcts that a,re true.

-9- p:-ÞT;
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Befoi"e proceeding i,riLh ,this exeaine-Lion eny ï'u.r'ther,

it flill be necesserJ¡ io cl-erii-J' our nj.ids ås Lo whå.L lhe

synbÕIic logician co]]ce ives Lo be e 1'åcL lhe,L is 'r,rue. 'ríe

sha LL appeal to î.us¡el-l 's The Problerûs of Phil-osophy to in-

strucL us. F.usself sùa.tes! "(i) Our. theorJ¡ of tri.lLh ¡nusL

bê sueh as to aCnit of its opposile fa.lgehooa. , , . . ( ii ) It
seens fully evid.enL that if ùher€ were no beliefs Nhere coul-d.

be no fa,lsehood., and no Lru.th eiLher.....Tn fecL, Lru¿h a.nd

felsehcod are. properlies of beliefs end staöements.....(iii¡

But, as s€€.inst ï¡ha-i vre have Just saicl, iN is Lo be observed

Lhat Lhe LruLh or fa-Isehood. of a belief afvùå.ys depends upon

somethtng l,\rhlch lIes cutside Lhç belief itself . t' ( fO)

9"ussell continues the a-rgunent by sayingi "If I believe

that Charles I .lied. on Lhe scs.f¡olo-, I believe Lruly, ard

not because of any intrinsic qus.liLi¡ of roy belief, v;hich

coui-d be d.isco\¡erêd by nerely exaÉ.lning ',,he belief, buL be-

cause of en hlsLof icel eveni $¡hich happened Lfio and e half
centuries a.go. If I believe llrat Charles L died in his bed,

Ì believe falselyt no Cegree of vivid.ness in ny belief, or

of care in arriving at lt, prerrents iL fron being fslse,
egain bec9use of whab happe'i1eä long ago, eni. nob because of
â.ny intrlnsic propert¡i ol' ay belief . A.Itirough Lrubh and

fa-lsehood are ÐroperLles cf bel-ief s, they. are nroperties
dependent uË,cn thê r'el-atio:t of the 'oêlief s to other Lhlrìgs,

---Iõ p.-fB¡ ¡r.
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nob upon a.nj/ inLernal o,uality of the bellefs." the upshot of

t'ße na'r,Ler is the.t ?.usseli be Iiel'ês ihaL trLì¡h consisNs in

sone forn of corre spondence betv;een l¡el-ief ä.ad f a-ct,, 1-e. ' a

belief is -!.glfe i'ihen iL corre spp4¡lg lo a eertain a.ssocia,Leci

coin'olex, anc f alêe uhen il does i'ìoL'

fhe theor¡r of corresponåence seeiûs to be obscur'e.

There is one ¿hing, however, that is plein. It is t,his.

'll{hen I'lusseLl asserLs tha.L e. belïef is Lrue }¡hen iL eoil-

resoonds to â certain a.ssociaLed- colplex he is, in faet,

be]ieving a, belief. HLs argunent nây be discrediired lry a.n

argulnent he uses a.gainsL the '¡-,ure' empiricisNs, (tl) i.e.,

the validiiy of Lhe eorrespoLtdence Lheor¡t cannot be lroveo

by t,he correspondence t,heor¡r. ( f2) F,ussell believos the

correspond-ence theory. It cannot be aainNainec ihat Lhe

correspondence theory iLsel-f i3 e iacb of acqueintencê -rrìrn icn

lust is, a.no- concerning vihich Lhe c,ues¿ion of truth anci fals-

ity ooes not a.ppty. lhe quesiion of truLh or falsi¡y na'y be

asked ccncerni-rìg lhe corresponCence Lheory itseLf. If I be-

lieve Lhat t he corres.oondence ih-aoÏ'J¡ is brue; bjr 1'ùnaL cril-

erion shall oy. 'Ðellef be j r-idged exeept by the correspondenee

bheor=y itself? Bu¿ ihe correspondence theory nåinLa.ins Lhab'

----f1 Rrìssell sLåbes ¿hå.¿ Lhe inducLive bheor=y cânno'r, be
prov+o b]. inoucLion.

L2 af . R. C. I-od.ge, "Tescs oi TruLh, "
of Philosop[¿, Vol. XVl]-, 1920, pp. 7L-77.

1n ihe Journel
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f or e ìrêlief Lo be true it roust coffesi:onc t-o a ce ria in a,s-

sociated qonplex. On Russellrs ot¡n argu;re¡rt Lhere could be

no associaLed ccnplex lo cor:resÊcnd -!'¡ i¿h Lhe correspono^ence

lheory. The ccrl:espond-ence Lheory is a belief lhe.L cennot

þe i,esLed, henc-- we do not kâo¡i ii ine theory iiself is t!'uê

cr. false. But Fìlssel1 belie\¡es it i:o be Lrue in s¡iLe of

lhe criterion of LruLh he set,s up f oi: himse l"f .

Sure l)¡ Lne cr,;terio.Ll of LrdLn should be u;cte gnoJgh

Lo i:Ìclude iLselí as a. oiilereÂce ui ithir Lhe ic.entj-ty oi Lne

r,ihol-e. It is e vlc.ent Liral Lrre corre spo4o.elìce Nheor=y, as a.

belief, does nol, for bhe realist, coÞeqe tT j-lh 'rùhâ,L ne hin-

self believes to be å .belief . IN would see to be nore saL-

lsfa.ciory Lo nai:l''.ain LhaL Lhe Nr=uNh or" iaisiLy ol' ou¡' i¡elief s

åre 1,o be Lesled. b;t ih.eii cohe¡.ence wrln NLre 1lhole cl ôur

kaowle d.ge. lLre coherence l,heory seeins Lo escê.pe ihe dcoü

of the correspondence t,h.eory in Lha.L the iruLh of Lhe the or:y

is ibs ov:n test.
" But let us exa.nine ïthaL the z"ealist rlaintains he knol,¡ 3

lo be brue or falsç. Can sê €ver kìroI anJ¡thing eL all, or cio

we ner:ely so ieiiiles b,v good luck beiievê vihå.L is tr,-re? FirsL,

let us be cleâr as Lc ïiha,L Lhe fe€lis¿ nearls bJr 'rno,¡irg. '

l¡usseli explains it in Lnis !'iay i t'Il' a na.rt believes thal

Lhe la¿e Prine liriinlster" s la.st nane began ïtiLh e B, he

believes $haN is t,rue, since [he IeLe Frl¡ne ì..{i.lisLerrs nane

i'ras Sir Henry Canph¡ell Ba,nnernâr1 " B,r¿, if he believes l"ha.t
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the l-ale Pr.inê lliilisi,er v¡as Ì.:li:. Ealfcur, he "¡¡ill s|iil believe

LheL the tale P::ine liinj-sterrs lasL nane beg€.n wiLh a B, J¡e'r,

Lh is be llef , thougþ tr.ue, rrôLlId not be thoughi lo cônsNit'rte

kncwledge, " (Lj ) fnis siaLeneat of Sussell's is lloLhing

short of fa.nLÐ.stic. If Russell me åns "ühât he sei¡s, Lhen,

his sbate enL cordernns Lhe three aignty voluines of Principia
No the linbo of Lhings t"heL na,y conte,in LrdLn, büb can;,ol be

useC Lo give ilnoYù lÊd ge.

Let ug procelc tf en ex9-ûil]â.Lioil oi Lôe s-La.Lefe.'ìl to

seê 1.ihaN Russell inplies. He sLa,tes t "If a jÌìa,n beiieves

tha t ',,ne le.Le Prire titinister's lasL naÐe beeen !rith e E, he

bel-ieves rïha.L is true, si]1c-o Lhe lale Prijle l,ii]liqterrs na,ine

Tias Sir IIenry iairp'nelI Bon¡rernar. " ( 14) lTo\,1, accordiâg to

the correspcndence Lheory, a l¡elief is true irïhen ib cor-

respcnCs Lo an associa,ted coil¡.-,lex. ?his conplex is Lhe fact

lhat guarantees bire trul,h of ',,ne belief. lIa,ve "vTe, in lhls
.gteLemenb, Lhe necessarJ¡ feclors for a, Lrue bellef? It would.

seen Lhat lÌe he.d. the conplex ln this cese j,s 1,ne class B,

t¡hich ts the cless of a.11 Lhose laLe Pria-- :di¡lisLers rTnose

IasL na,rre began viilh B. ïl isJ a"xiotta.Llc ïiiLh sj¡ßboIie iog-

icians lrhåt ,lni-versals sub,sisi. "As in 1,he ca"se cf concepls

Lhe exisLence ascriþed ',,c classes is oi'a ve!'y LÌj-ßiflal kind^,

----fîEñã¡qrot:less oí PhilosopþX, n. 205.

14 Ibid.
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quite ullike lhe spaLio-+.enpora.I exisLence of I4aLerlal- in-

dividual-s. " ( f5) "A class sho,rl-o be c j-6tirguislleû Irca its

ilenbers, for classes neve araeerNies \,-hi-eh are cossessed by

no óîe of Lheir nembers qor b]¡ a,ll of then Jointl¡r, and,

conver.sely Nhe neinl¡ers of ¿- class pcssess chåråcL€ristics

the cla.ss la.cks. " ( 15) tlou, lhe c1åss B is a single rae,n-

bered c1â.ss. Íhe ine;nber, Sir ilenry Caopbell Ba.nnernan, is

noL to be confused wINh the cl¿ss. Russefl courLs loarä.dox

rùhen he c,enies knovled8e of cla.sses anci exLenos il only to

class neitbership. BuL, is âo1, i'his Lile iü.plicaLion of his

s¡ã¿enen.L? fne \4,hol-e sLruciure of Principia is oss€d. upon

ihe possibiliLy of a, class calcirlus being r'einLerþreLed e.s

a. ca Lcrl l-,r s o.i' prososiLiors.

Ii woul.ci seeü, in Lhe insLance given by "ç,ussell- bha.t

i,here e"re lirc judg4ents, noL cne. TLre f Irst JudgBent sLaLes

lrelief Lhat the Ia te Prilre lirinisLerrs last nane bega.n $ith E.

I t is dif f ic,rlL Lo see vhJ¡ F"ussell does noL counL Lhis as

knolÁledge, slnce lL possesses âlI the necessary fa-ctors for

knowledge on lhe eo¡responcience Lheory. The only ground for

the denial of Lhis knoÌ'r1eCge, by lhe re ãl-isL, tvor.tId. be on

the basis ol lhe non*ej{isLence, or ncl-subsisl,ence of clagses.

Eul, a class is a Lrniver'se1, ar\a, ior Lhe realisL a lcgical

15 Benne Lt a.nd BaJ li s, ¡l'q rn¿_I_þ¡i-i s, Þ. 107.

16 f.bi.g. r.), 83.
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essence.,lhieh subs is 1, s .

In technical çÕrk it lnay be pernissible to disrega.rd.

lhe subsisLence of sûch enLiLies, as il1ceed ìü¡hibheÐ,d and-

Russeil do, .i'lhen Lhe class cå lculus is reinberpreled a.s a,

proÐosi'r,ioj'laL ealculug. "l'he. . . . bheory of classes, alLhoueh

it provides e roleLion EÕ reúresenl ther, avo j-ds Lhe es-

sumpLion LiT.a.N theï'e are such lhings as class-'s. This iL

does by lterel¡r defining úrcposiLions in uhose expression

the synbols re¡r::esenting clesses occur' . . . rr ( I?) Eut, in

a quesLion concerning knowleC.g.e, it is surel,v :loL perlülssible

to disregerc basic a.ssumpLions årÌtilrarily. lo d-^ny Ùira.t it

is knouledge lÕ knovi i:haL lhe lå"Le Priûe idinisierrs la.sL

nane bega.n rvilh B, ls ta.nLa,nounL bo Lhe denia.l of enj/ knoü-

lecrte whatsoeve¡: unde r the rsalistts coruespond.ence theory

of knov¡ledge.

-q,,i l af ,ra -lass on to anoLher pcint lhat a.r¡aits ou.r

ciiLicism in Lhe realistrs ac.count of trrnowleage as pul for-

var.d. by ,î,usselt. He sta.tes t "In tike lnann3r a Lrue belief

ce,nnoi be ca.lleo knonrledge vlhejl it, is deduced b)' a- f a.llacio;l s

rrocesù of reÐ.sc:lingr even ii' Lh? preaises fro::I '/ihtctL iL is

deduc+d ere Lrue. If I knc"¡i the.l, a.Il ffeeks arÊ ilen aact

Lha.t Socr"a,tes Fa-s a, nan, enct I inf er Lhe t Socrateg was ê-

&^eek, I carnot be sa.id Lo kno$ Lhâ"b Socrates ires a keek,

------Î-gAlAS.t¿-:le Lhq].ne !¿ sa., \) . Lòl '
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because, rithcugll ¡!y preüises ano ny conciusion åÌ-e lrue, lrxe

conclusion does nol follo,¡ fron the ÐreniseE." (fB)

In Lhe foregoing sj¡Ilogisú, bóth r,.a.list sno idea.lisL

','roul-d åBree Lhat fie do not pcssess Lhe cono.iNions for a. .¡alid

conclusion, although Lhe conclusion na.;i be Lrue. BuL tt is
íor quiLe different reasons Lha¿ Lhe reâlisl and the ideal-
ist v¡outd- Ceny Lhe r¡a.liaity oi' Nhe eonclusion t,o yield tï'ue

inferential knotlledge. lhe reallsL v,roulC deny Lhe valid.ity
oi lhe conclusion on the ground of Lhe fallacy cf af f ir:,ning

Lhe consequenL: he llould. âlntain LhaL Nhe relation of in-
plicaiion does nct hold. lhe pr.oof of Lhis fa,llaey rray be

exposed, in realist üanner,. by tne a.lgebra.lc metnot, v{iLh

Lhe a id of a Ve:r,r oia gra.rr..

All Greeks a.re men

So crâ.¿e s tu= 
". 

,ura

So ei"â,1,e s wa.s a, Greek

L{?=0

Sli =O

-- 
__TB 

The-Fiobiens of Philoso , p. 2C6,
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fiiLir 'r,he a.id of ihe i/e:ln d.iagra,i¡ üe have. "one oÍ Lhe e a.siesL

ÉeLhods of ae¿ernining lin;olieo relg,Licns anc one of Lhe ;lr_osN

co¡i,.¡incing devices for eorr.oborâ-Ling r'oz'sa1 demonslra.tioa. ', ,
(19) ¡-t Lhis JLrnet,ure i,;e nust ask Lne quesbion: On Yùhat

grounds d-o I?e knoiq, a.ssL-iltln€: Lhat, Ì!e knoTt tne LruLh ol' orrr

preûìises, iha.t our, concLr-rsion is f a Is+? The rea.lisN realy
is Lhat, the reletion of implicabion does nor. hÕId¿ ani. Lhis

reoly is rnaCe convincing by fornal deÌnonsLre.Lion. Knotrled.ge,

for" Lhe realist,, is i'ühat we f irnl¡, bef iel.re Lo be true, if it
is intuited. cr inferred. fron inNuiled knonJ_ed-ge fron l¡hich

iL f o l--l-or¡¡ s logicarly. lnLuiLive knowledge, for. ihe realisL,
is that krìoi{l-edge wlrich has Lhe highest degree of self-
evldence, i.e., lrhen our bellel' or juùgnenlr correspcrrds Lo

f a.ct. I'Our. theory of truLh..... supplies Lne possibitiLy of
ciistirguishing certain truòhs as sèl-f -eviCeirL in a sense

vrhlch i"1sures inf a.ll-ibillty. " ( ZO) civen, then, kjror,rn

prenises in Lhe highesl' d€gree ol self-evidence, ii! the rea,I-

ist, senee, -,re have a gua.l-anLee Lhai our deril¡ative kno il-edge

is inf a ll-it¡le. ïn oi,her trords ! "wha.t f olloirs f ron e true
proposition !ûust be true." (â1)

Let us exaaine Lhis sletenent to se€ if iL r-a11y

19 tsenneLL a.nd BaJ¡lis, Forqal logic, p. LZL

2f Ibid. o. 2lO.

?I I3rd.. Ð. Lü+.
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st¿nds uþ ¿ô whe"L Lhe ree.Iist ï,¡olrld call f a.cts. Tt is e self-

evlde:1t truLh, iil lrhe realisL sense, ì;h3,L Lhere are aore "ivac-

Lions LL:an i,nLegei's. If I å-sseri Lhis in pr-oposiLiona"l fo:'.,r.,

iL ir¡:pJ,ies llra L Lhe conNreCictori¡ of the proposition could

not be Lrue. We a.Iso recalI Sussellrs enazLng eLâLesent

Lha,t ! the l-aw of conr.rad-icLion is e layr of things ra Lher

than e- 1a.'¡ of ihoueht. The le.ws of sraiheäaLics a-re likewise

lafis of Lhings, and not lavts of thougþ'r,. ilhey are rigiC.,

exacL ano d.eIiëhtfu1. Beginning ir,¡ i th the ìÂosL ele ¡ientary

êsserLlon lhs,L tr{o and Lwo arê four; a, self -evici.-'nL truLh

a.bouL ïhich Nhere can bê no. niisNeke, 1.e., r'r e knov{ that, tYto

end. Luo å.re four; naiheria¿iceI inplicat'icn leaas us Lo 'r,he

astound,ing conclusion Lhet there Ð.re no ßol:e fT'¿cLions Lhan

i::tegers. "Ca.nLor .d.iscovered a sinple buL elega,n¿ proof

thaL the raNiona,l frecLions fcrn e, denumerably infiniLe

sequence eoruii¡ålenL to Lhe cla.ss of inleger=s. ( 22) Tfe nave

1,hen, a.ccord.ing to the realisL theory of ¿ruLh, two proposiL-

ions Lhat conLra.dicL each oLher, and boLh proposit ions we

knovì¡ lo be infallibly true, since, one is self-evident and

th6 oLher is in-ÐIiecl å.s a velid result fron baslc naLheßat-

ical pr.ineiples t'¡hichr 'ttle inLuit a,no kÌ1o$l to 'De Lrrie.. llo one

es yet, has bcen able io d.€Lect -Iihether Cantor ha.s erred in

his ree.soning. I{e hås us3ó Lrre exacl and ri8id. reLations

22 E. Kàrsner a"nd J, i\Te !rna-íì, Tathenal,ics and. igg.S¡n -
Dri^^ * 4C9-jiYij r l, '
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cf ,rlâ the'met ics and the resul¿ f !rd.s conron sense i-ä ¿.1-ien

Also one cculci poi.nL Lo ihre vì¡ork of Lhe cLiscing!.lished
PoJ-ish ne,Lheire.t,iciå,,.s, Banach and Tarski, vliho extendeci Lne

iaplicstioqs of HaXsdorffrs par.aooxical theoren No thr.ee_
ûinensiona.f sppce }t it,h Lhe inerîedi.oÌe resuli LhaL, ,.,Jhere is
a way of di\¡iding a sphere as large as lhe sul-l iato sepa,rabe
perts, so Lhet no two par.ts lvill hã.1¡e any pcints in con,noa,
aîd. J¡e t, v,¡ithoul conipresslnLq oL d-is¿orti:lg any parL, ¿he t¡ihole
sun ney be fitLsd snug1;' iato oners vest þocket.,, (A5)
this ccncl-usion is "rigourous and. r-rnir:rpea.chable. r' (Zt+¡

l',9urely no fairv La.le, no fanta.sy or Lhe. Arebian nights, no
íeverecl clrea can ¡oaLclr Lhis Lheoren. of þgqd1_re¡heL]laLical
l-ogic. " (25)

Also vi¡ e Éa,y poinL Lo lhe pereni-ìiaÌ inl,eresL lj1 the
para,doxes of zeno, to support ouï. conienLion Lha.L Lhe clai'.
of realisn to infalLible knov;ledge is quit,e LìnvjãrranL_^ci . l26)

It will be a1lpÐr€nl, fron the foregoing discussicn,
Lhat. the corresl:ondertce Lheoly oí lruLh î.ails to shÕ.w Lhat
ultinabe t,ruth ls aLLainab.Le. fi?e cleim or. the f or.iirâ.1_ist Lo

___Z3l6iE. p. ac7.

24 Ïbid. p. ?o5.

25 lbid. p. 2C7. Italtcs nine.
26 C,î . A.nd r.err 

_U 
sh ert,ro ill _ii::a, r/cI. LV, i,ir. 2.J_J,

^c:i! 
L946Tp.o. 15I ¡.r. .
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inf a..l.1ibiIiLy, ald Lhe e^LT¿ ¡ a. [:ant, Ia.n¡tra¡-e of åbsoÌi]Le ce¡L-

ain|j¡, is a.n explodeo s¡tlþ. . We he.¡/e previously in¿iinaied

LheL a norîe saLisfactory Lheory of LruLh is io -þe f odn{1 in

¿he cohes'ence theor'¡r. It renains to sa,y someLhing abouL

Lh is Lheory ln oz"der ¿hä.L oLlr sLatenen¿s flay be ¡riore readily

ecceÐNable. In .;haL f olloris, '"Ìe shall eppeal 1e.r'ge I;' to LLre

writings of F. iI . Bradle;i.

l'íhiIe it is irue itha¿ one naJ¡ de'r,ecL in BracLley's

writings th¡'ee d.if f ereni Lheories of t,ruth, i. e. , cor'responi -

ence, coherence ând idenlii¡r, yel, iL is neve¡'tl:eless lrlle

LhaL lhe Lheor';' of coherence is ¿he c1re, thaL is treeL€d ab

greatest l-engLh and. whicil, for finife in:nd, Bradley eonceives

Lo oe Lhe,rost setisfaetory.

"As f ar a,s Bredley rs tr'ea Lnent of' Lhe corT"espcndence

lhecry is concerned, IN vlorrld see:l lhaL such truth is oub

i,he appeara.nce of Lruth as vleried fro¡r Lhe parLicular point

of ap¡..'ea,rance. So,¿etines, hovrever, qhen .he i3 L1=3åLing of

the oÕcl,rine of such as J â,iri.s s, Detiey a.nd Russell it niglrt

seen. lhar, he i9 n€.king concessions 1,o fhem, but Lhis is

reâl-LJr noL Lhe cese. 'rfhat .Ta.aes and Der,tey Ðnd .Russell he.Ye ,

to sa.y r4a.J¡ roe brue enougþ in certel-n ca,seg on the level- of

,.ûpearÐnce. As we ha¡¡e previously lnNina,Led^, iL v¡oulo seen

t,hat inf allil¡1e lruth coulC be obtelned. if 1L l¡¡ere poss ible'

a.s in the case of Russell, to isola.t,e a, system eniirely, i.e.,

'nure' i¡iathe{â.iic, ano. uraLhenaLicâ't Icgic fioutd yield inf al-
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lible conclüsio{ìs if iL uere really possi-ble Lo isolate these

sj¡sLe:.as, i.e., rea,lly abstl:ecL Lhe11. fn such a casô Lhey

'r,rr cu l-d be coÊrpleLe ''rholes conLai{1in€ v¿iNhin Lheinsslveg LiLâir

ovun necessiLy. BuL, siroil a.n a,bsLt"a.clion !ÌorIo seein to be

iirpossible lo be knotTn b'l' f inite ninds. The pllilcsoph ies

of Jan-^s, Delvei/ and i1':ssell can lie regarded lry Eradle]¡ as

lelemenNs included r,rithin our view of Lhe Absolute i I but,,

ihese sysLer:rs cannot, by r,heir \¡ery nature, yield Lru.th thåL

is in any sense ultinåLe. "ì¡liLhin liniLs ancl in their pl'opeÍ,

place our relative viel¡ insisl,s el¡êryr,ihere cn ihe valrre a.nd.

on the necessiLy of a,bsoluLe jud&ienLs bolh as lo right a,nd

ürong ã.nd a.s to trubh and err'or. Life in geneLal anti kaoÍ¡ -
ledge in pa"rLiculår resN on Lhe d.ist'inclion å.nd on Lhe div-

ision oi: sêpå,r:ate l:e eions.... so ía.r a"s !'¿e can a,ssune thls'
-vÎe cf course can ha,¡¡e sinple errol- end tÂerê LruLn. Tnus Lhe

oocLriae r'¡hich I aovocat,e coaLei:ts aoo suf¡ordineLes lïhaL lie

he.l'e ca,lled lhe ebsoluLe v ier,,r, a,nd in snorr, juËbifies it

relaLiveiy. (27) The rrelalive i/ieïr' is Lhe ¡/ie'/T Lnat pa,r¿s

are relative Lo ¿he .Absolute. 0f course, Llre corresponclence

theor"y, fron Lhe relaLive pcinL oï view, !s only onÉ possiþle

i,heory of truLh. An instrirnenLa.l Lheory ls equally va,lid..

In a diffev'ent sec|iÒn oÍ Lhe Essa¡g ue fino a nr'tch

roore conpï'ehensi¡¡e stg.Lenent of ihe ûstter. "ff lue nol¡

--"-n-FJl er=a¿Iey, Essays_oq frì-rlþ anc Realily, p' 265.
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ret,urn Lc tita.¡ r¡iev¡ for= riv-hich t,ruLh is a nere copy of ¿h!ngs,

rie havs eeen f,ha.1, ii1 ¿hs eno no su.ch doctrine ls e,dniss ible .

BuL f ro11 e lo,r¡er pci¡\! of vier'¡ i t aa}¡ be convenient to spee.k

oí trut,h as cor.r.ôspondíng v; ilLr realiL¡t a,nd. âs evÐr reproduc-

ing f a-cts. In the firsL pla"ce Nhe irdividua,l in trulh seek-

iag susL s,¿bject hi&self . He nLrsò supprese id.ea-s, lTishes,

a:rd. fa.nc!es, ani a.nyLhine: elsê in his naiure $hich is ir-

relevenL to and- lnterferes Í¡iLh Lhe process of Nr:uLh seekir'r8'

.. . . ..Our undersianding has to coope!'å.Le in the ide?l d.evelop-

-nent,-of-reelit[, a,nd it hå.s nol, like ïJiIl , bo LJrn ioeeg

into exislenees. /";rd Lhus f q_l!gy:n.g*!h e- g[iect the ideas

of lhe indivioua,l in a seilse ,n'rsL conf or¡ì t,o tL. " ( 28)

"fn the ebor/e sènso truth na,y be spoken of as !o rre spg4g¡¿fg

to facbs, and iN is rithL anô proper: es a.gainsL one-sicleo-

r¡iel¡¡s to insist uoon LhIs eorrespondence. " (29)

Ii üust be reneab€reâ in connecLion \úiLn Lhe fore-

going Lhai, vihal Bradley neans by a f aa:t' is so:neLhing quite

differenL frorl llÌhaL Russell !,rouli. concetve Lo be a f a-ct.

A f¿.cL for Bra.dley is irì Lhe na,br¡re of an icea,l object.

ALso, ''r e mr'rst point out that, in f,lìe seccnd. sentence of Lhe

f ir s L quo LÐ Licn a.Dove, where Et'aoley sa.J s I ' i-n Lhe end, '

L1e a.ppa renLf]. rneans f ron the poinL of v.iel¡ of F,eality '

-28æ.
29 rbid-.

118 i'f . Iiralics üine.

n9 ff. I¿a.lics mine.

p.

p.
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AIsc, when he Êpes.ks of a rlov.;er poinL of vieÌït 'he apparenily

means f ro:n Lhe point of vie¡¡ of ¿-li-:earance. Fr.on v¡ha i
Bradley ha,s No saj¡, \¡¡ e $outd gethe:r' tae.L the :oossi.biJ-iLy of

error fles in the conf r-rsion of a..upearanee i¡¡ith r"eality.
The reelist criLerioil of truLh is corresoond.enee !,?ith

an associâted conplex. For lhe idealisb, holÏever, if he is
r'lrle to adJuCge anything true or fe.lse, his crilericn is nol
a erit3rion of Lruth, but z'a Lner e eriLerion of ree.Iity. ,ie

can never 'be absolute Ly ce¡tB,in r.ha.L our j udgnen|s are in-
f a 11iì:,le since, in our s,naIl- cor.ner. of FiealiLy, 'ì{e can rlever

predicåLe llrnedie,tely of .a.eaIity itsel_f , buL only oÍ' thaN

porLion. of rÉality -\t.¡hich appears ¿o i.ls in presenNaLion. -cor

the id-ealisL, truLh enC falsehoor a,x.e aoL oni,u concôrned.

ïi¿h jud.gment a-s sucn, but v¡ilh ohenonena es ,','eli. This

stå.1-^,nent is ver'y clear I'thel v¡e consioer Lb¿L, fo!. Lhe ioesi-
ist, knowledge ls a logical consLruct, i,tm¿nenL v¡i*!,hin ex-
.oerlence. He is not eabar.::a,ssed., Ð"s is th_^ realist, bJ¡ a

sonething, he knov¡s noL rTheL, to rihich his JudgnenL ts salcl

Lo correspond.. It riill be recalfecl tha.t Bosa.nqueL sa¡rs Lhat,
tknowleCge is Lhe l]lenLal construciicn of repl-iLJ¡.r

If the iC-Êa.list logician is to aújud"a{e anJ¡Lning s_s

t::ue or f a.Ise , his criLericn will be one of r.ealiLy ra"th.er

Lhe.¡r of lr"uLh. BotLt J'-td.gnenL and phenomena, are d ilf erences

$iLhin bhe idenLiLy ol Lhe wholê consLr:uct of knowleoge,

v¡hich is the a.ciiivity of ;4inct in íis. self -developnenl. Ås
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JudgÍent coheres ¡¡iNh the 14s1l of our g:rîori il €t knowledge, so

those JLldg 3nLs sre coning to be t,r'ue or fâlse. But, as far

a.s vùe ca.n knon, *uhe juC-gnenLs ere nypothetica.l-l¡., nob . ca.L-

egoï'ically, Nrue or f a.1se. Êi¡rce ,r¡ e condenn the Lnconsist-

ent, lt '¡¡ou.lo- see$ Nha.N ire should upirold Lhe cÕnsisLenN.

t'If i¡le cen be sure Lha.L lae lnconsisLenL is unrea.I, l'r e ¡rust

be logica,lly sure Lhat realiiy is consisLenL. " (ll¡ It,

shcu.ld, be noLeâ Lha.t the poinL oi' Brac.IeJ¡rs sLeLe¡lent "depends

upon tlle eondiLion -ú;iLh $hich iL betins.

TL rîeüa,ins Lo vierù, very .brlef iy, the pr"ae':taLisL

posil,ion in Lhe Iight of all- ,Lha.t v¡e ha,ve s"Ì.id, regar(rint
'Lirh ã t, we belleve to be Lhe Nr.ue na,'r,Lrre of inf ere nce. Our

exa.ninaLion 1i,i11 be brief , beca.uge rie f ino pra.Enatic thecry,

like r'3el-isL Lheory, breåks do.;n oii nany of lhe issueg v;e

heve reised in def ending oul: oltn poirit of vlêYÍ.

Ls a.n exa.;np le of Lhe inad.equêcy of praenatis! to

er¡olve e sa.LisflecLoï=y Lrìérry oi inf e1'e1ee, leL Lts exa.:tit-le

Delte¡rts t,heor'y, ïle ha,¡¡e noLicei irhet he ref rrses Lo allort

thaL inf erence and Ï'ea.soning a.re one. ( f f ¡ Also, he naia-

ta. ins 1,ha t inf ere:lce i s f'T:o,i one Lhi.i-lb es ;ìea.ns Lo a.no Lher

¿r s end. !'or exanple, froa drops of '¡ìa.Ner on i,he srdeualk I

Lnf er: lt has r.ained,. Der,¡cy suggesLs ihet we do aoL he,ve

---æ-î:-ÌÏl Ër'adley, ¡þpeqgance q4d*:SeIrlJ, p, I23.

3L Õr', Loeig. The Theory of fncLri{X, o. arJ, n.
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Lo Lhink tc ¡ra.Ee guch ìílf erences. guch e ÐosiNio$ violåLes

1',ii e ',re ï'y canon of Eregnai'i-sir itsel-f , i.e., iL sin:'oly does

not i',;nctic:r. 5"r'ora Lhe r¡oint of r¡iev¡ of conrlon sense a. aân

thinks he thinks .inen hs ne,kes such a.n iilf'e rei-ìce as Lhe fore-

going. (lZ¡ If one r,,anLs Lhe Ðragnatlc proof of thls as-

sertion: âsk i,he next r-ûå i'ì you rneef . Tle d.icl' anci it ¡torked.

(33) lt should b,e lrue, o\ þxa gÃ.ê.ii c Srouncs, Lhe.L !\e Lhink

ïühen we infer. Dewey cloes no0 deny Lhaü Lhe procesg is cog-

ni1,ive. TLiis ma.kes 1,he neLter Í¡orse, fl'oú an ideå,llsL poinL

of viev¡.

Deriley cioes noL seên Lo re¿L3-ze 'r,ha¿ his Cefinition

ol inf'erence ¿nd his d.ef inilion of bruLh cennoL be held

consistent ly together. Trulh, f or Dewey, is .ïíarï'anted. as-

serLion. lÏe ha,ve previously s¡åLed. hcÌl Devley f oll,ovrs psirce

in Lhis naLte l:. It mi11 b-. r'ecallei. LhaL Peirce stãLÊs Lnat

LruLLì is Lhe opinion ïJhich is faLed Lo bê u.liins.t,e J-y agreeC

upon by s.ll 'fiho invesLigåNe. IL seei¡s tc be saLisfac'irory Lo

$ost lhinking orga,nislîs Lhat, xihen Lhey infer' ¿hey befisve

Lhal the3r. thinh. They ar¡parently invesiisaLe lhe :iÞ.LLer

'ç\,hen a sked-, i: e , , Lhey a.Lte nd 1,c lhe process of ¿heir in-

ference a-nd- concl-ude bhe.L ihey ihr.nk. ilhen i1r is sdagesLed

-**'n-6-É. D. Starbuck, Lock Lo fhiE Lqi, pp. l-IJ.
"The ;lu¡ra,n-Tnina I fhat thinks lL Thiîkg. r-Etãr¡uõx sa.ys:
",¡hen thinking 'Deeones a lovely arb then a. fien may tilink
he thinke wiLhoui being asha.ined. " p. 10'

Jt Avr resporc]3.ìLs 'vú e r'e uDivergiLi¡ prol'essol's.
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to Lhen Lae N Llre¡r Co not Lhink, s jch a juciÉüea¿ seer:ìLs unseLrs-
f a.ct,ory. ii€nce it r.io,lLLì eppea-c Lna.t Dewey rs theory of tnf er._

ence caanoL bâ esLe,blished in Nhe li€ht cf hris lheory of
Lru th .

DerJey, of course, subordillsles truLh Lo inc.iuity,
l,oélic, as ",'re heve prer¡j-ously f,oLnLed out, is in_o,ui ry i:rbo

incuir'¡r, i.e,, is an aLLenpt l,o f ind ouL bhe truLh ebout

logic, If this is noL Lhe cåse, Lhen r,hab is De,,r ey d.cing

or slrivin3 Lo dc in _I!f¿_g_:._ Ihg Theo{¿_oÍ Incu¡¡a? Inquil.Ji

itself shoulci yi.ld truth on a pra,eneLic basis. :LlL Ltuis

does not s-êeû to be so. i{he¡r ore a.sks úne quesiLoa: Is

Dev;eyrs Lheoï.y of iníer.ence Lrue ¡ One is per.pler_ed if one

Ðl,L-^mpNs ån ånsûer as a disciúle of Devey's. If ûe inquire
ialo inqul:.;r, i.e., a.sk cur question on a logica.l basis,
'¿here is no ansl\ier forthconl-ng. î,íhen 1¡vil_1 åny opinion -þe

faNeC Lc be ultimaLe].y agreed upon by a.ll 'nho invest,ig,a.t,e?

If on Lhe other hand re mere l-¡r inquire, i.e., ask the noxt
perscn 'vre Ìnee L, ïe find bhâ.t his Jud&llenL is in viol:ni oû_

positioa Lo Derreyts 1-heor"y, vrhich., b¡r Lris oïrn de finitioa of
trut,h, ca-a .{e\¡er 'þe su'DsLå.niial,eC, since iL !¡oulLì de,nanc a

siâLic social Judgre nlr.

ìrie f i¡ìd cursel-ves i4 a,ûï'ee;ûenN riiLn Iìusse iI, iu ais
c.r'lLI.:isn of De ,*ey is Lneor¡r of Lrutn, â.lt,hougrì, 'rre ila.sten Lo

¿|d,d., llo¿ Íor" Russellrs i-easoi-ìs. Fìtlsse ll- ct iticizes Le.l:¡,rs

lneor'¡' o.a the grÕunC.s of correspcacle jlce ,iriLh ej] ëssocrâ.Led.
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collÐIçx. (14) '¡I-. criticizs'iL cri Lne iresis of ccherence.

Detrey shcuJ-d noL ûiscr,tss t,he qu.sLion of' lru,¡h a.i a,lt. Ìn_

deêd-, he pref ers 'úhe Lsi=¡t t.¡tercanLeci a,sserLioll, ' buL ii, see ¡,rs

i1Ðossible Lc sa¡r ,\nei'I an asser|ioq j-s -r,ârra-nLed. It, is llo

ans-riier to this dif f iculby to g€SÊr! 1rl.t a t it, is 1,ire op inion
of a.Ll l,tno invesLiga_t,e , si4ce his cvin e,sserlion is un.r,r a.r_

raniedr on Lhe tÌ:ound of his olÌn criLêricn. :{is iheory of
inference d"oes noi cohere Fr ilh iìis Lhîory of truLlr.

When ¡¡ e turi't ¿o Schi ller, r,t € se€ n Lc be in no be L Ner

position. Schil-ler" fra.inLains LilaL relevancê is .,ìore iflpor-
f anL ina:1 Lr.uth. 3u+., on þragna.Lic Sf oui-icis, i'¡hel doe s one

ITnol.r ií an s.nÍexeace is r,ea.ily ¡.eleva¡rL? Sciriller eC;r]its

lrlra i, the seå.Lch Í'or. sqle 1r.¡¡ is va,i "ì. ( jÐ A:1 i'if e.t e-lce ^xay

seert to be t:eler.rant,, buL, €pÐar.e:lLly, ì;î arc fcrìJiaùen Lo

lrhink it, e.¿ a.ll qp.f e to believe that iL is reler¡a.ni,. Êurely,
such a posiiion is Lhe qiìi4LeslÊnce of skej.riicisn, and

Schill-er la,ys hinself open Lo plat,ors cl-assic r.eply Lo

Prota6¡oras, i.e., Lhat h-- is cerLain a¡rouL being uncer¿aii1.

To asserL that iL is vain Lo seã,rch for satety, suggesLs

Lhal Sehiller hâ.s gone Lne y¡ho-lê .riay in bh.e qu=sL, i.e., he

has Ðr.ri\¡edr a1, an ul-tinate, e_ni f ou4ci LheL ultiaate ver"y

shaky ¿.n¿ Llnsåf e. ÍTis a_rgu;1en¿ Liìrns beck uÐon hi¡tsetí.

---f!E;4_gi€to:n_g{* etn priilog.Q..hg, p. 820 ¡f .

J5 p!.toe!,q {er: Jqe, p. 83.
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Anyone i:: sc unsafe a pos!Liof] i¡oLiló. ìre '*e1l â.dvised bo -ria,in-

taLn e discrete sil-ei]ee. EUN 3tirilLsr Ðr-ôceêÐ-s 1,o cilscüss

the ûuesLion of tr'r.Lh âr- sor¿e iengLh.

TrLlLh, he :nainL¡ins, i3 a aracLie:l- :;LìÊsLLo l. IL is

a "va Lue referr.ing tc preo.iction. " (15) "The LrutLìs óf

science a,r'e besLec1 by this po",oer Lo predicL Lhe course cf

evenis. " (37) Successful- nredicii.on, accord,inE to Schiller,

is what science neâ.ns by t!'uta. one is leo lc .Îond.3r if

inodern science ¡¡ouId en'r,i re.ì-;r ¿,g¡s. ïi¡iNh Schilier oiì Lhís

point. 0n ils radicallJ¡ enplrical sicìe, scier.lcê íni¿åt sLop

short et s'rch a defini|ion of t,ruth, buL cn ibs nal¡re;:¡alical

sio.e, iL is dou'Ðirf u.l !,¡i-letheÍ scienee 'woald sa.y irha"t Nhis ï¡e,s

âIl there is Lo LruLil. the rJhJ¡sicist lrculci cert,¿j.ini¡r ¿ig-

a.g:ï'ee. iie ',,;es cerLs.iil inaL e-n9rEy ',,t ¿r.s êqilivp IenL Lo úass

ti¡res ihe s'oeed of li6þt squa,recl- lonE jrefore it ?,Ìes enpir-

ical-l-J¡ dencnsLre Led in an a.tonic expfosion.

À1so, iL is c,rj.es1,ione.bl€ lvhether Schiller cen suc-

cessf uIl-y aa!nLe"iil LhâL LrLlth nirsL be trea.ted as a, terrn of

va.lua¿icn. If truth and value are eciìJatec. and e"re Lo be

u::cLe rslood as in*ôr'e ly relati-,'e Lo i:idivio,rai ÐsJ¡chic ex-

¡.rience, such a criterion. seens io. i¡ j-ola.te Lha'r, Ìùhich t?le

'iîe joriLy of pecple conceive 'úo be LLLr¿h. -b-or exa.n.o.l-e, Lhere

t5 LOL1, !. 9ô .

-,,l I U'i-U,
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al"e nany Lhings Lhat I conceivô ¿o hrç Lrue, yet, Lhey seell Lo

be qui'ue neutrâ1, i.e., ihey have no pä.f iicular' va.lÌe, for ne,

a s su.ch. i ie.ke iL as Lrue tna,L ihe tFla.d.io 
Qì"li z Kicls ' po"-

sess a good c-eal of unrele.beó pieces or' knoríled.ger buL Lhis

trulh does not se ern Lo enber inLo a rea,lm of tha L I lroL.ild

descl:ibe as \ra.lue.bIe LruLh f or ne. Also, one $¡oulci sûppose

Lhat a e-ree.L aany ¡:eorle hold Lhe sa.iqe oÐinion. It is irue

f or bhen NhaL this truLh has no r.'eal va,Iue.

. Schiller a,sks ! Is e cr.i¿erlon oí Nru1"hi posslble? He

sta.iês 3 "no ge]ìera.l criLeriôn of' LruNh couJ-d gua.rantee it-

self." (:a¡ In this eonlenLion, gchifler' 1s Ì¡ron8. The

coherence Lheol'y of tru'r,h d.o4s Sueranteê iLself, lna.srlrueh as

Nhie Nheory d-oes cohere 1ï!i"h Nhe rest of our Ìr.no!ùledge.

Schiller's cr:iterion of LruLh is 'uorking. I If Lhe

crilrerion of Lruth is $¡orking "Lhen lire Lesi of ï¡ol'king üusb

itself work, (which iL cioes)," (39) fôi5 crllerlon sounds

very plausible, bLlLn t,¡ho ls Lo knoi" iñhen a truth is lvorking?

lll-so, does a truth stop t'rorking? AncL again, nhaL happens lf

e truth Coes stop "rlorking? ,{icpa.rently, if e. truLh sLops

working il is no longer a truLh. Ts iL, Lhen, false? EuL,

'pïeenaNic cheor';r \iould. iå-in1,ain Lh;L a,nJrt,hing so unC.J¡na.$ic

a.s a.n entity that ha,s cea,sed Lo funcLion is no entiby a.b a.11.

fB lbic. p. LLz.

19 Ibid. c. lL:.
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BuL, f e.lstty, .to be f alsiby, must, func¿ion, i.e., nJsL be

erkl4g. It üoul-d ap-Lre a!: ''.he L the criLerion of -lelsiby is

1'lorkilrg toÕ. If , Lhen, ¿rulh anci f aisity are 'bo'r,h knor¡n by

$ork!:lg, iN sugEests Lhet 1,here is e, nore glLiaã,¿e criterj.on

than er-^r'e $orking iLseif, ltjrhereby iie I iìd-3e LLre brue Lo þe

true, and Lhe fa,lse Lo be f a,lse.. (40)

Spac,. does nol, permit to ccnLinue Nhis iilvest,iSaiion

â.L an:/ grea,Ler length, ;¡e Lhink LhaL v,¡e have sailsfactorily

sl.lovrn that lhe only ree.sona.ble Lheor¡. o f Lnf erence i s ihâ.L 
.

of the Idealisl. The oiher theorles tha,L v¡e have exanined

seeil Lo f a,l1 åov;n beca.use they cannot be mg.inLa ineó a Sainst

the beckqround of Lhe feu.Lty logic v,lhich is Lheir ba.sls.

----45-3õñ-îT1er. frlls into Lhe sane trap e.s J, S. l{ill
1'¡hen the la,lLer" deve.loped his Lhaory of Hedonisn, .i.ê., ]{i11
un'rüi'ütingly app6a-1eC t,o e hlehôr criLeri-on than pleasure.
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