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 IPRODUCTION -

| The problem of Inmediate Fnowledge 1s one that has
been variously discussed by phiiosaphers,\ mathematicians, and
theologians. 'The philosopher has been interested in it mainly
in comechion with such knowledge as clalms self-evidence, what
" iﬁ iz and vhether or not it is validi The methematician faces
it in the problem of msthematical axions; why he accepts these
axions and not ofhers, why they claim swh cortainty. And the
"bhe‘olagiyan is interested in 1t becanse he desires to lmow
vhether revelation and mystical insight really give us anything
now and rustworty, Thus &t is undoubtedly true that there i
some Enowledge which clains immediscys And by different per-
gong it has been variously called "infuition," instinct, feels
.;ing,‘ insight, a priori, self-evidence, etc.

The following study is an attempt o understand the
nature of knovledge axd especially of that which may be called
immediate, This will be done by examining the philosophies
0f two thinkers of the present century, namely: Mr. Dertrand
Emssell snd Yr. Bernmard Bosanquet, Afber an exsmination and
comparison of their respective positions, wo will sttempt to
draw gome conclusions regarding the nature and value of immed~
iate knovledge. We shall investigate lr. Russell's idéaa first.



CHAPTER T
VHAT TMMEDIATE KNOWLEDGE IS FOR MR, RUSSELL

If one in ;reekﬂing Hr. Russell's writings expects to
ﬁml & unibary pé‘mt' of view he will be disappointed, for hig
‘thaughtseams saﬁa’bzmtly t0 be changing. This is mqat obvious
L‘béﬁweencertaﬁ books sepaz-a.teﬁ by longer intemls, such ag
the "Problems of Philosophy™ and the ™inslysis of Ifnd"™ which |
, wera nine yeas:ﬁ apar-b in *Bheir writ;lng. m:ts will render the
axgmsiﬁien of his though'h more difﬁcult 8 in thet hls thinking

mst be described as it presents itself a,t‘ the various stages
A’ of its develmpment. |
Befbre wa dzscuss what m'x Russell meana ‘by immediate
kncv:ledg@, it Will be necessary. to diseover whet he means by
knowledge in genmerals Bub before we can do thab adaqmtely wo
st observe Mr. Russell®s conception of the world vhich is

¥nown in kmowledges

‘1. _Neture of the Worlds

Although fundamentally the same throughout his thinke
ing, Iir. Russell's conception 0f the world ungergoes develop
mazr’h; so in order 4o understand his position it will probably
be best % trace his pragfeasive cnnéeptions of the nature of
the world.

In Mr. Busgell's earlier thought the external world



of physical objects is assumed to exist, although 1%. is pointed
vut that it is always infem& aﬁ&‘ne‘éer knowm of itself.-l The
'lzhi‘ngsvwé do ‘imaw about the external world are “eense-da%a“z
Yot the “public neutral ’ohéet:'is"' is posumed to be reel as the
" meamse of owr sense»da:’aa.ﬁ"g Thus at this stege of Russell's
thought & physical object resembles the Eantisn "Ding an Sich",
nat immm iﬁseli’g but assuned $o lie back of what we do know,
Hw these "sense-da'&a" \thich we Imow directly seem
'{;o h.a,ve an - mistence of their own, and belong to a group of
sinilor objects which are called "perticulars” Other parti-
culars beame ‘&ha senae»data, knmm in senaatlion are certain
‘menfsaz 'hhinga a.mi the Selfg a.nﬂ. certain things in manory.-v
~ In aéﬁition te "particulara" thera are also "univerw
sa&.s“ anﬂ a "univeraal" ia a.nyﬁhmg which may ‘be shared by
mny “pmiculam" 0 mziversazs %here are two varieties,
mlatinna and aensib‘w qaalities.g Thene have as much being as
parﬁculars do,b although xmiveraala axre sa.id to "subgist" wherew
a8 particulm PexiatW, 10 Df the m varieties, rslations are
tha maat imparﬁantun &hey are sxbernal, and belong *to the
in&ependen‘b world which thought apprehen&s but does not crea.te" 12
Relations are what relad:e particulars, et¢. They are not limited
to hold between only fiémsﬂ tormsy but mey hold between s.ny rmmber.m
Exsmples of sensible gualities are "whiteness", Wss",
“gimilarity™e Sense-q«wlities‘ are later rejectod as & part of
the world.m



In ¥re masallﬁa later thonght; the “public noutral
a’haee‘&” is rejected a8 unwerrented hg-pothesis.w A1l that we
ave sware of 1n our expsrience are -sansef_-da‘!:a lor similar
particulars); and there is no ne‘éc‘t of sssuming something be-
hind them,  The world consista wholly of pavbiculars aod
universals, 17 Bach particnlar has its being independently and
43 logieally dependmﬁ on nothing olse for, 11;3 em:lstence-m
msae entitien, both mr&imﬂ.am and 1m1versa}.a, are called
“lngical a%oma"l and. he now names hig phﬂosoyhy "Logical
.M:.omism“ A9 ]

Thero seens et £iret to be & duslism in lr. Russell's
‘!;hm:bht, vhich is exyraaseﬂ :In his ides of an “externmal world“ 2
Althngh he would xeﬂeﬁne the meening of "external™, he aeems
*!_;o assume & mind or & subject, more or less pema.nent,gs which
mpe*giamé& this external world, This suggests lioﬂi an internal
and an external world facing each other, This difficulty dise
appears altagéther, hzmevére, in his later thought ,‘ whén the"aub~
ject" 1s declared a fiction and everything scems 4o bo "axbornnlM. -
- This has important apnsequmdes for his conception of particulars,
- At the first wo find a distinction drawm between sense~data and
sensation. The latter, 1% is held, is a mentel occurrence, while
the former is omo of the ultimate particulors of which our world
15 constituteds’ With the dropping of the subject, however, it
1o declared that the sensation 1teclf is one of the ultimate
thinga 0% oux mrld.’a& Another result of the dropping of tho sub~

Ject ig the reclassification of particulars, The kinds of parti-



oy
culam are rednaaa tu twa, namely, aensations a.nd S.magea.

7 Imagea a::a capies af stmsat:luns, end &ii‘f‘er from sensatiom
. ma;tnly in 't:heir eanses and effecﬁs, md in their rela.tions.za
. i, Russoll's carlier thinking particulers do

. ‘ﬂm‘s a.ppe&r ag "belonging to eny ordered system. "'hey are

- {;hnght ef as baing essenﬁally related. to the physical o'bject

4‘ vmcﬁ "eanses” 'Bhem. Hmver,i whm -&he externa.l phyeicel ob-

gem’s is cas*h aaiﬁs a new prinaipla of unity has to be aought.
‘.i*his it op? Busse;‘.ti finés in his ccnception of tha mrm Bg COnR=

'»'»sﬁmctim, in. which e&ch par‘bicular 19 given a pla.ca in a
vweu«o::ﬁereﬁ mﬁ%gs | ‘
, mmn aeve:ml persons simzltaneausly e the -same
| ‘hame, i’ar exmple, they eaeh s60 aamthing different. What
each one saas is 8 particula.r "aapee'&" of the ta’ble. and each
?amh par%imﬁar, wa remeuber, ip one of the nltimte con~-
aﬁmm m? W,"%’Qﬂﬁ‘ - From every possible point of view‘there

mﬁi&"ﬁﬁe ‘v'isji’om a ydiffefenﬁ *aspecf;f"m Now there is 1o reaaoxi
why i:ha t&m.@ should ‘be conaiderea as anyl:hing more than simply
t}w sum tatal af all these pamticular "aspects", of voth the
pmeiva& anﬁ. ‘Ehe nnperceiveﬁ, for the latter e as rea.l a3
the former.sl Thus & phyaical thing ia a rure logical con=
.atmetim, thé system of all its p&rticular "aspects" Am 8
parf:imlar is & member of the syetem which is the thing at that

s2
: moment. Such 3 sys‘eem ag it m:ists a‘c any one moment 15 called
Aa "momenﬁary thing™, o2 Eut thare are many of these "momentary



ol

fthmgu‘é?@same: ‘Qarli‘é;-_ and some later, @ a “physical thing® is
) real}.y a seri.é& of such systems of *'momentary ﬂxinge;' 5
oMy theaa particalar “aspects“ mhich teken together

are a "zahysical tﬁmg“, m&y aJso be clasoed in o secomi wey. At
’tma ;pla.cg tizem will be visibvle, for. emple,_ mrticula: aapecta
of & grest many difforent "physical things". For instance, as
Teitin ﬁgisﬁzﬁy I see not only an '"aspect;' of 'ﬁia‘ table, bub
ﬂfmany oﬁharlthihgs, such as pen, books, ink, lamp, window and
40 one  This way of organizing '*'aspecté*? with reforence to a
point of view 1a called a "perepectiva®e A "perspective”
however, is momentarys s series of such "perapectives” is called
a “’biqgéaphy"n% Thus every particular aspect may be classed in
two ways: (1] 48 & member of & "ohysical thing", or (42)‘ as a
momber 0f a "biography™, o7 The former way of classifying is the
way of phyeics, sad the lattor the vay of psychology.sa' Tims
the witimate canaﬁi?menm of our world are particulare, which
smn taken one way are physical, and vhen tolen another wy are
’memzax, il Sensations ave such particulars which mey be elther
plysieal or mentel; images differ from semsstions in thet they
“ are Talmwé found in grdma clzased as mental and never as physico.l.
That isg i:hey a.re always membera of. "’biographies" and never

40
members of “physieal thinga”

Ifr. Russell's view of the world is what he calle "Logical
Atamiém“,_ that is, he belioves that the world consista of many



“particular "things", such &5 we knovw in sensation, each of which
is loglically distinct, and has its own indeopendent existencej
 and along with these are certain "relations™ which are extei'nal,
and which serve to relate the particular "things". In his earlier
thinlting, Msensible qualities™ ars declared to bo also among the
constituents of the world, but these are later rejected.

It 18 at first thought negeaaar:} to agssume external
ghysical objects a8 a part of our world, as the "cause of ourv
sense-data”, ILater, howover, ii: ig agsorted that the exbernal
physical object is an urmmecessary hypothesis, and the physical
thing is described wholly in terms of particulars and relations.

i o Among paxbiculars there are emmerated several different
kinds, namely, sensg~date, certain mental particulars, certain
particulars of memory, and the Self, Iater this list is reduced
t0 two, sensations and images,

¥hile at firoct these particulars are thought of in a
haphaam i‘ashidn, thay ere later conceived es belonging to a
mnéardera& gysten v&mre. each pa.rticulaf is a member both of
a "physical thing®™ and of a "biography"s The particulars are
=0 rolated by "relations®,

' There ia af; first a dualism e'aggepteﬂ in Russellts ides
of an external world™, that is, of an internal and sn external
world, but this disappears altogether in bis later thought. The
subject 1s now declared a fiction and everything is “external®,
Wherees in his earlier thinking the distinciion was drawn between
sense-data and sensation, the former being a part of the world and
the latter merely & mental occurrence, this dismissal of the sub-



,ject leads him 'l:s insis‘b ‘&ha:b t.’ae sensatlcn ﬁ;self is one of the
ultmte etmsﬁittz.en%s of the wrld.

B . mhe mrm ia ﬁnally dsclare& then to be campoaed. of
mntral sﬁuff, that* :18, partwulars, which are arrm:ged by relations.u
fmﬁ particulars are eithez' yhyeical er mentel according to their

avrangomonts.

. 3. - Hature of Ruowledgee .’

How then do we come o have kmowledge of this world?
" ghat 15 knowledgo, and what is its stmucture? It is to answer
guch quastiona that wo now turne -

Knowledge by Mmintance and Knovledge by Descrip-

- ;rkibm '

A fupdamental distinction in much of lr. Russell's thought

'\ s that between Enowledge by Acquaintance and Enowledge by Descripe

 tiom42 | 3 ‘
" Knowledge by scquaintance is a direct cognitive relation
" between & mind and sn objects We have knowledge by acquaintance
. when, for ezample;, wo are airec‘biy aware of a particular patch of
grecn in sensobion. Tarticulars, ‘then, are among the things which
we may know in this mamer,;@ Yo also may be acqueinted with
mi’versawﬁﬁ A% first Ure Russell suggests thot 1t is possible
under cerﬁa,ixx eon&i“bisns o know.facts by a.cqaaintance,% but he
. laber. seams 0 reserve this,i;em for our direct Enowledge of parti-
calarg and miveraala}?

A1l othor kmowledge is "knovledge by description®, When

wa do not know a thing by acquasintance, we can only Imow certain



=

i;mthe a:bou% :H;. ‘Fais ser& of kmmleage is sometims caned
”mﬁﬁégeuabout"% %e ehiaf impor’came of kncwleage by des~
cription er knowleﬂge-abouﬁ is that it epables us to pass 'be-
;smmi the Iim:lﬁs uf aur prrmte experienée.és | ‘

‘ Ix). Hr, Bussell's Ia:&ar thought, howover, vhen he las
‘dxoppa& tho snbjec‘& this &is’ﬁincticn no longer holds. Since
%here is no longor a subject, we cau never have that rolation
of awarencss botwoen the subject snd object which constitutes
acqaaintanee.% T now have no datun which is not presented -
in'the form of a judgment, that-is, vhen wo belicve thet some-
thing ig sw’-a.nﬁ@aﬁ.:m, Thus now all our knowledge may be dese .
cz*ih@ﬁ. a8 "kmovledge about™s

b Enovledge of Things and Rnouledge of Truih,
Ve also £ind in ¥r. Russell's carlicr thinling the

%

&i&tiﬁdtim botween “Imovledge of things" and "knowledge of
tm%ha“ E?‘ the farmer he means kuovledge of the perticular
' éxieﬁan%& which constitute our worldy by the latter Imovledge
of & fact. ‘In each there i both imediste eml derivative knowe
isﬁg@.ﬁa Immediate “kmowledge of things® wo have in acquaintance
with particulsrsg aeﬁva«kim' "mowledge of things" in kmowledge
of particulars by aeseriptiqm% ' Immediate knowledge of truth -
is called "intultive™ knowledge or primitive Imbwledge§5 and it
15 this vhich’ mms the basis of all knowledge of tmthé.sa
"nowledge of things" is of course dropped later when all knowe
ledge 1o declared to be knovledge of‘facts.??

: “Knawieﬁge of truths" occurs when we have kmouledge of



] Chion:

& fact, end tekes the form of a belief or suaguent.”’ By a
£ast he does mok r:san one of the éiﬁplé perticulars of the
avworm' bub '&ha.t a certain pa.rticca.ar has a. certain quality,
or thet cerbain particulars have a Gertain relati :.cnm59 ‘mus,t
 for example, the daffodil which I see in my garden would not
be called & fact, bub it would be cailed & fact that it is
| yellw oF that 1% ia north of a rosebushs Tor any fact there
g an wesertion vhich ézp’res’ées ‘if;?o Such an asaérﬁion 18
ee.uea & belief or o magmnt, end when pat into words i col-
o 3.96. 8 "mpoaitiori" &
| Eow Mr. Massell hes tm aifferent analyses of belie?

L op u et Gne belonge to hiB earlier thought when he accep-

“ted t}x@ au’bjetz‘k mid the other ‘ba 1:\15 latar thougtrb vhen the sub-
;j@ct 18 rejected. In ﬁm Rxmsall's earlier analyais a benef
q“cz' Jadgwnt wmms of & relaﬁion binding to.ge’aher several

| *kerms,. mxe of which is aminﬁ. 2‘ For ewnple, in the .iua@nent

W1 bélieve thatihis patch of ved Is darker than that patch of
" 7o, ‘the terns sre the ninl which ju2ées, the tws patchon of
od, and the rolstion Mis darker them®. ALl these are velated
“tato a‘.éaﬁiplex ‘mﬁy' by the relation "beiieving".fﬁ Such &
,complex 'anity 80 relaﬁ;ed constiﬁutes belief. then o beliof is
trug, thore is emot;her complez mzi‘bs', 3 fact, to’ which the bew
1fef correapends.% '

- " Mr, Bussell's labter analysis is much more compleg.
g Hm bel ief is analysea iato the “con ent®, “the “obgective“
vhich is a i‘aei:,., and the relation of “reference" co:mecting the



two, The objective is defined as ™he pe.rtiéur.la:i* fact that makes

a éiven belief true or false™.’® It 1s the object of the belief,
The e:ontentis- vhat is believedgss and "may consist of words only
or of images only, or of a mixture of the two, or of either or

both together with one or mote smsa,tiona“.ﬁ? These constituents,
alang with certain relations, are arranged, when the belief is true,
in the same order that the corresponding particulars and relations
are in the c’tzjective.sg The content is such that we believe that
aumathing is soa-:a.n&-sa.sg' When oxpressed in words the content 1s

\ A ‘
called a “proposition”s The relation of reference is what relates

the content to the n‘bjéctive; if it points toward the objective it
makes the belief truss if it points away from the objoctive it makes
$he belief false;?l Accompanying the coxﬁ:ent is a specific feeling
or complex of sensations called "believing". " Mis 1o vhat mekes
us feel that the content is being believed, There ave three different
kinds of such beliefafaéllngsg nemely. mamory, expectation, and dare
:assfentw?s The enl;y- necessary difforence between a memory-belief and
& belief of expe;tatibn ig in the nature-of the belief-feeling that
accompanies it.;m We notice that there must ;ieo be a specific re-
lation between the canteni; end the 'belief-feeling.vs |

- Such & belief then, of either king, if it is trua_. yields
Imnwledga.% And such knowledge is that vhich we have described

above as "knowledge of truths™,

©s Definition of Enowledge.

How then shall we define knowledge? Of what doss it cone-
'sié‘h?



B kinabywhich to judge it.

=] 2w

%roughcut ﬁ.r. Rusaell's thinking Imowledge seems %o
‘ be’ spoken of in two different Bensesa (1) AB the body of things
we know, and {2) As the process of knowing,
‘The former consists of our true baliefs, both those
“ w}:dch are primitive mﬁthcsa vhich are inferred from th%rﬂ
P.Eh:ts mledge we met sccept as a whole,: even though we may be
gkeptical regarding every pert of it-¢7~ Thie is not becanse
’ mleﬁge mu.s?; be tme, bat because ve hmrer no radicany different
| LE The various pa.rts st algo b cone
| sigtent with each a_-ﬁher,,, ‘for we c‘énnot ellow two contradictory
. beliefs to stand rbog'e’therfq Knowledge 18, homv'ar, not & precise
coinéeptim' th mergéé»' off dnto "probable opinion™, o
, | Efaa ::éoéesé of kmowing in Hr, Russell's earlier thought
iz held to be of two kindss - (a) that kind of knowing in which
e know that something is the case; a8 in judgments, vhich express
our beliefs 'éﬁd'mﬁﬁcﬁdﬁs‘f?-'é‘m {b) that kind of knowing called
o "gequaintance™, vhich we have seen is thé direct rolation of swnre-
° noss between the mind and something other than the mind.as- Tho
former lind soems. to be anply defined by saying that knowing 1s
Judging or believing truly.% : B
, - We have already seen that in his later thought Ir,
Buspell rejacts‘abqﬁzmtancg, thus confining all knowing to certain
‘acts of Julging or believing, Here, with the subjoct loft out, he
" redefines the process in wholly externsl terms, Knowing is.now
" held to bé simply & very exberral and complicated relation shich

; , 85
arranges gengsations and images in a certain way.



s g

m Knawledge 88 mnea,r. -

5 ; Frmn am' fnregoing exnoaitien i‘b is ple.in that mr. |
m‘aell think:s bf howledge as 'being linem'. Smat 15, 1f we |
‘shoul& ’be ériven ha.ck from point to ;goint in }m.u' }mowledge,
wmﬂ.&; finany reach ‘hha.‘k which is ’believeé. on i.ts own accomﬁ;
an& nof; because nf aom‘shing elsa, and beyond vhich we ca.nnot
£0.%%  Such basical knowledge consists of primitive lmowledge
ot tmths,s" togother with prinitive Knowledge of certa.in a

- m legical prmciples.% In m. ‘Russell's ea.rlier thought

8
‘there is af course widad ta this 1ist "Imowledge 'by acquaintance"

| ".EW in %he reverse prncess of ?milding np oux knawledge we 'beg:ln
| with those thinga mi.ch are certa.in, ana with the help of the a
, gg}g_zi principlas of im;plieation, etc., we are ena’bled to infer
new mmeage 0 oragualiy thue we constmct a sta‘bla “body of
Me&ge‘ - | '

PR |

& That Enovledge is True?-

One more question faceé us as we are déanng,with
Imowledges How are we to kmow that our knowledge is true? Vhat
is truthe o

| Alﬁhough at first .he déclares ‘it incapable of am.lysia,gl
Hr‘ Bussell comes to mm that truth always conslsts in some foxm
of nﬂrresyonaence ‘between be‘:’.ief and fac‘h.gz Since truth has to
do with beliefs, his theory will necessarily vary accord:lng to the
. two views of belief described sbove,
, acqaréing to his earlier view we have in belief a com-

plex in which there is a mind related to the terms of the belief



-l -

by the relation helimring‘sa 200 among the terms there is ab
‘19&8% one »relatien.%‘ mm If ﬁhem is alao a corresponding COme
plex tmity, an. abjeativa faet. in vhich there are “ob.jectnterms“

whieh esrraapona to the ‘bems ef '!;he belief (aclusive of the .
believing min&)g and i the same rele.tion which unites the terms
also unitea the ob;}act tama, then ‘hhe belief ig ‘brue. If there
is no sueh ﬁarres;ganding fact the ‘beliaf is false.% Thus if we
I‘béi.ieve that %cdey 18 msaay, this belief is trus if theve is a
' | carmspanding faet “i;ods,y's being mesday" : It ia falae when

) thera is nﬁ snch fact, my, whm today is Wadnesda,y insteads
| “ In *!:he later i;heory of belief we have aeen that there

- is a relatinn of roforence which holds between the content of the

belief ami tha fw‘h to vmich :11: corresyonds.% Now there are tm
kinds of raference, "tme'* ami "false" ', A true raferanee pointa
| towm& the fmﬁ# anrl & false yeference puinta away from the fact.w
Thus ‘khe fsmﬁh o falaeheoﬁ; bf & beliei’ d.epends wholly upon its
objective reference, Ior ezampla,.ﬁ 1f we ‘believe that today ia
T&ead.ayﬁ our bolief will paint ‘boward the. fact if it is Tuesday,
ané. away from it if it is weﬁnesday. ‘

If' 3ither casey hnmver, the trnth or falschood of &
'bal:taf alwaya depends upon & correspandenca with something outside
~ the ‘baliaf itselﬁ
lf«evmence as & guara.n‘bee of trnth apa.rt from cor-

99
: respan&ence, vhile at first apparently admitted ig later rejected.

Mr. Russell thinks that sl knowledge is essentially



~15» “

Iineax, that i‘s all resbs. nli;im tely om certain premises vwhich

we m imﬁiately ami as they Bres From these premises the ' .
atmc&ur& ai‘ Imo&frladge ia Imi}.t by meana of certain aelf-evment
Mgice.l z;rimiplea« Smh :Ini’ex‘rad mwledge i= called "knowledge
abouk™ oy ﬁarivative Imwleﬁgs" %e- yremisea: of Inowledge are
thonght,. at tirst, to consist of knowledge by acquaintance of cer-
tain yasrkicnia? a.mi universal existents, and of primitive know.-
nge ef tmthsg la:her, however, it is all reduced to primitive

‘ 3319’233.963&8 af $truths,.  The process of knowing, while at first ine
valving a8 mmrl vhich knows. and which is in a certain way rolated
to #ha fact }mm, iam‘; 1&8& descri’bed. ag simply & very complex
ral&tim ﬁ&icxh Bu‘baiata between the varions terms said to be Imnwn.
ﬁm& Imowleﬁge ia trwa i‘ur xahish there is to be found. a COrrese

 ponding facts

g. im:z.me of Imnedia:ke zawwledges |

| v ?ihat ‘!;hen, "?om Ei‘n Buaaell‘s point of. vierw, is imme=
ﬁiaﬁ:e knwiledge? Iﬁ evident i‘rom our previous analyaia tha.‘b

thia 13 !;o be i‘omxl among ?;he u}.timate premisas of know}.edge upon
%s&xieh all oﬁher Imowled.ge rests, Bueh &8 our knowledge of "thinge

by acquain‘bame* and tmr primitiva knowledge of facts and principlea.
Itzmeﬂiate anléﬁge 1‘3 th&ﬁ ﬁlich w Imow ﬁireatly without any ine
ference and which furnishes 'bhe; .fmda‘bion for a1l further lmow~

a. Xxmned:tata B’nwledge Of "Things" by Acquaintance.
: *I&a earlies‘h example of mnetha%a knowledge in lsir.
Russellts '&hinking is in his conception of knowing "things“ by
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aegmiﬂ%;sncm - hnd by things” he ma:m parﬁcnlara" and "universals®.
Among ’&he par%imzars 80 known the nmst notable are the sense—-data
mieh'wefk&aw Vin’ vsensaticn,; such as the particnlar patch nf green now
present o iy viszon, Other immediately Imowm particulars ore cer-
te.inpar‘bwnlam of nenovy vhich give us immediate kmowledge of things

in the ys.az;,l oz,m of introspection uhich give us immedinte lmowledge
65‘@;&‘5@&31 ‘things as desires, ‘thoughts and foolingse At first

ﬁm “su‘bjeaﬁ" or “ego“ is added’to this 3.:1.313, later declared no‘b B8O
mmm, and finally 1s even danied existencei’®  Both kinds of Munie
varsaﬁ.s“ are Imm b;y &cmintame, both "qualities™ and "relé.tions" 105
.émtmg rala%ians, mm txme, thore m apa,ﬁal relatioml% and time

107 108
relatiansg» and resanblame. ﬁmong qualities there are whitehness,

yellwnaae, har&ne&a, lcmdnaaa, %-3'199 Universals we come to"m
by abaﬂhmtﬁ;iﬂg them from the particmlar ingtances bf‘*bheir obcui'rmca.nc
~ ¥s have seen above that the rejection of tho subject £inally
ie&&s Efr; ansell 'ﬁo re.}ec% 93.1 !mowledge by acqmintances He is
hencefcrth canmnea{t -*&mt‘a.ll k_nawladga _maat takp 8 jmigment or g o+
gass;‘hiqmi*’ forms Ke#erthelssai wamust note scquaintance es his-

%ériéa;ly m ﬁf %he views of iume&;}.ate Iknowledge hold by Mr. Russell,

e Primi‘bive Knowledge uf Fa.c*aﬁ. P

The maxt kinﬁ of imeﬁiate zmowledge we finﬁ in the prim-
i‘hive knowleﬁge of faets. ?here are some facts which are known )
imefﬁately wi'bhout a.ny inference.ln Ghief among theae a.re the
fects of senee-percaptien, that 3.8, the facts perceived by eight or

11z e 113
teuch or hem*ins Such fa,cts are Jmown in judgnenta of perception.
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Ve elso kaow m&mﬁely earbain facta of memory, 114 certein intro-

115
speciim faeﬁa; d and oome facta of comparison, auch ag the like-

nesg of frm shades af color}mj‘ I.ater this 118‘& gseema to be reduced

6 twag name:{yg Judgmnts af yerception and. ,jnﬁ@nente of manory.n?

-

Lo Primitive Knam.edgeni’ Principles‘

How in addition to Imowle&ge of ™hings™ and facts wo
aloo have Imwdiate knouledge of certain genoral ;prineiples.na
Our Imowledge of these general princi;plea*ie sometimes called a

iari, in that, vhile they are found in experiez:ce, they can
neither be proved nor disproved by :v.‘b..ng The best ezz:ample of such -
2 priori kmowledge is in our kmowledge of certain principles of
logic, mathematics and eti:ics.glsp
' The logicel principles include the principles of induc-

tion and mmiéaﬁianm}fm also the 's,oqéalled laws of thought, the

laws of identity, contradiction, axd excluded midﬁle.lza These -
a.:':e $he principles v;h.ich enable us o infer true lmowledge from
our prmises}gg |
0f the & priorl mathematical principles we have an
example in the general principle that two end two are i‘o'cz::.ﬁla.gx
It i lster snggesﬁe&, however, ;‘;he.t this principle is simply a
| purely logical deduction from definitions, that is, ito sceming .
_imeﬁi&ta character resulis from the memﬂngs of sym‘bole which
‘have been egreed upon befnrehan&}% This is only suggested,
ot if edopted would aertainly mle out mathema.tical principles
from being eonsi&erea 8 u_r_fg

) mmedge &s to ethical value, such a8 we have in the
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primigle we ﬂ'agha im pursue wha:b is good" ia also a prior:l,
thsu@z i‘ﬁ sem 'Ba have 163& c&rtafnty than the previoua onsa.]fzs

Imeﬂiata mledge, 'Bhen, as wo lmve follcwed i‘b :I.n '
e Busse:ilis thinkmg is to be i‘oun& emong f;he premiees of
knmsrledgeg :Eh& chief;exezzzgiea of these. are the judgments of per-
céptian and zﬁémé:?y;; and the princiﬁlés of logics The princip}ea'
nfmathem&ticsmﬁeﬁhics he is ot so sure about. To this list
sk alan be added the imewle@e by Aequaintame of his earlier
ﬁmgm:. o SR



CHAPTER II. -
WHAT TMMEDIATE KNOWLEDGE IS FOR HR. BOSANQUET. °

] In the philosophy of Mr, Bosanquet we find a very
dii’feranﬁ interpretation of knowledge and expérience than we have
found in that of Mr, Russells - Befors we take up an examination of
Hr. Bosanquet*s ideas of lmmediate knovledge let us, by taking a

" brosd view, see where he places the world and knmowledge, °

1, -Relation of Knowledge and the Worlds -

8, -Jo Distinction Between World and Knowledges

What is the nature of the world to be kmown? Vhat sort
of relation 4o this world constitutes knowledge for the Imowing mind?
Such inquiries beg the question for Kr. Bosanquet, because he insiste
that no distinction can be made between the World end Knowledges The
world camnot be outside our thought and still be laid hold on by
thoughts -If the 'objeetnm&tter‘lay geminely outside the systom of
thought, thought would be unable to lay hold of 3.'1:.’12*? What the mind
apprehends then must at least participate in its own natures In fact,
in kmowing we are not apprehending from without something finfshed and
completie apart from us, but rather we are cooperating in the self=
maintenance of Reality, as oﬁrselvea organs within..i‘b.; 28 In other
- words, knovledge is the form which Reality é.senmaa whan exprossed
theough ideas in particular minds. > |

So far a‘.éﬁ we know things then we know them as they really
are. Their reality for us is in their ability %o maintain them=

-1~
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selves wnmder the completed conditions of axperi‘ema.mo The world
- of objective reference and the world of reality are the -same world.
In the former cese it im rogarded as composed of isolated contentsj
and in the iatt‘es: eae&: aa composed of contents determined by "sys'be-
" metic combinstion in & single coherent strusture.’ |
vhile Reality for any one person is no broader than his
expemienee, there 3.3, hwever, an Ultimate Rean.ty in which our

132
experience a.ns}. thcse of a‘bhera par‘bicipa.te.

‘b, ¥orld as Construction.

For ¥r. Bosanguet our intellectusl world is a construc-
" +tion, constructed as en ‘i’merpretat'ion'ghich attempts to restore

the unity vhich reality has lost by our meking its diversity ex-
ylicﬁ; in mmenta, Our individual world is one form of Reallty,
ut :khérer are also other fomis, bo;th' higher and lower, as expressed
in the experiances of other fndividuwls, ° It scems thsb ultimate
Reallty might elso be described as that logical construction which
gives meaning and hearmony to these different intellectual worlds |
of variocus peraoma _

How my present .-éontact with reality is in my se_nmzbus
perception. HNot all of réa]‘_ity,; hmver, is given in my present
perceptiong the Real Vorld as a definite orgenised system, is for

me en exfansign of this present sensatlon.

Ce Reality Not Contradictorys

When we speak of & thing as being real, or of possessing

the character of Reality, we mean, according to Mr. Bosanquet, that
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t.’aa.'h it 4s complete and noi: either salfuconﬁradictory or conbrae
:ﬁictcry with n‘kher pa:‘ts of exparience. We soy that dreams, for
ezample, are not real becmzse they do not f£it consistently into
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" the meriames of mn' walking hours, ‘

g. ‘ma Charac'ﬁer of Knowledga.

Kncwledge is ncd; ”abou*t; Reality" }m:t: ma.y be saldy
i accaraing to Eﬁrs msanqnet, 0 be simply Beau'by in tha form of
| iéaas}% Henca Imowledge will partske of the essentia.]. cha.:raoter-
’1stzes of Beamy.

a. leg_ge is Systens tic. ‘ |
?erhaps the most important characteristio of knowledge

~is that i is syatematic,: tha.t is, knovledge fomms o systematic
wholes - In sach e {aiio'l_a its different features and properties are
such it without being ot all similar or Tepotitions of each other
the variation of ome is an'index to the variation of.' 0151161'80157

A Another way of saying the eame thing is tc aa,y that
‘Imow}.eage is of the xw:kure of & Goncreta Universal. Now a concrete
miversal mnst be &istinguisheﬁ from an a’bstract univereal. Su.p-—
N puse I ﬁn& m a. room & large bax containing a hundred different
artzcles alI markeé wﬁ:h tha aame la'bel, say, the owner's nomes:
This 1abel night be called & “univeraal",rlbgcaause“ it is a character—
istic which all the articles have in common, Yot this mst be called on
"abetract® universal because 1t is reached by diopping out all the
differant a.rtieles ﬁxich are thue marked and a‘bstracting only the
la.bel. Horevers :tn amh an abatract universal, the different
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‘ar%ieles a:ee nok inteﬁelate& by mea.ns of 'hhe universal. 1f the first
tm attieles prova tcr ’be boaks, *I:hat :‘.9 no assurance that the eleventh
; arﬁicle will nﬂt be & ehim teapot or a sporting riﬂe. 'Eneae d.:lf-—
femncw whic:h wa find are nnt 'tha differences of the universal.
| | In a conorete mziversal, however. the differences are the
dxfferencsa zof ﬁhe mimrsal. ‘We have & good ammple of this type in
.the orbit of a plzmet. The orbit is the lav which governs tha various
pﬁsi‘tiona of the plasets and the orbit is exaibmea in these different
pcsi‘ﬁions no i:wa of vhich are eate.ctly tha seme. It might be said then
‘*bhad_;“!;he ﬂ.iffereut positions are the differencea of fhe orbit, The
orbit kthen meln&eﬂ all thes‘e ‘differences, and is ziot ‘reached by abe
raeting them. In add.ﬁ;ion, 1f a variation :!.8 noted in one part of
*bhe orbif:, there is, throngh the law of the orbit {the univareal),
diraci; index '&u a correspo:ading changa in other pa.rts of the orbit,
Tms ths ‘kwn chief chamc*t;ariatica of a eoncrete universal are (1) that
the mivemal is ea:hibited. in 5.1:8 various aifferencea, and includea
them ali:, end (2) that the universa}. a0 interrelaten theae G.ifferences
‘ tha:b 8 variatien in one is an index ‘{:0 a varmtion in others.ma
How mleaga is such 8 concrete universal. For “the
world as kmown consists of universals ashibited ia differemces, and
i:he mntents fmm mhich and %o which we prnceed are not ahut up withe
;n ;i:h_eir .respective selves, bu’c d;epend on & pervading identical ohara-
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cter or miversal of whi(:h thay ar_e' the iifferencea“.

’b - pruth in Relation 4o meledge. :

| .&nother chaasaeteristic of knowledge is Truthe It is a
contrediction in terms, Er, :Bosan@zet holds, 40 ropudiste knowledge
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&8 a vhole, for ‘i;hak would destroy the basis of all affirmetion.
Hence sonme !mowledge mmst be trum Yhat then is its criterion?

(1) L‘riterion is Imanert. For Mr. Bosan@zet the

eriterion of $ruth is whoily immanent ‘mlere is no extemal
' éi;mée.r&, and no ,pcssibility»af applying it if there were one,
. Truth "can only be tested by more of itself‘.u"m‘l

" {2) Coherence as Criterions The test of truth is co=
hevence, which means the consistency, 8o far as attainsble, of
- ‘the whole body of experience with itself, In other words, know-
Ieage iz true when it is free from self-cantradictiou and from
contmdﬁeﬁon with the rest of exgerience.mz For exmmple, if I
© judge that %his: teble is made of mahogany,_ ny Judgment is true if
the 'résulta of further 'imeaﬁigation. pz?bve *Eo be consistent wiﬁh
it, md. 1T thera is no Imawleage whlch would eon‘bradict it.
| (3) Brror, That is error wich claims to be truth yet
conﬁains mntraﬁictinns aither within i‘baelf or with other parts
of .mleﬁgef In nmer- worﬂa, error is incopzplete or inadequate
caiiferenoa.-; ° In the sbove example of the mehogeny table, for
i‘na,tance, my judewent wowld be in error, if I digcoveréd- that the
grain of the wood was that of aak, instead of mahogény. This further
kzmleﬁge would contradict my jn&gnant, ond make it impossible far me
“$o hold it any longer as trus 'imm;}iedge. T voul& also be error
if it weré’ﬁiecove:{:eti that the table was only veneered with mshogany,
Mthough s portial truth, it would contradict my judgment and remder
1t false. | |
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, g. How Wa Ac@ire E‘ew anledge _
| It is eamon experianca tha.‘!: our knowledge growa and in-
creas%, ‘bu?; how fluas t‘nis take placet According to ‘Mr. Bosanq;nmt.
g svery rmeration 'by ﬁzieh mw.a&ge extend.s itself i an inference.]'%

'ﬁha:& then is the natuxe of inferenca, and how does it work?

'f 3, Hature of Inferemce, -

: "(li}:.»  Inference Mediate., Ve have alresdy seen .the nature

of Imawleﬁge as & concrete universal and bave noticed that it is pos-
aible to pws from content to -con;’;éni in knowledge becsuse the conw
tents from which end to which we proceed ere not shub up within their
’respéctivé v-éalirea-, ‘ut depend upon @ pervading identical character or
miwraal oF vhich they sre the differences, How this passing from
condent to '-:conterit By‘zﬁaané’ ‘of the universal constitutes inference.
%‘B "i‘s, | you. jef..‘?e«i’@»':.r;in Wax’*énéa‘whéne?er,by reason Of one or more
‘ahings that you knew, you believe yourself to have arrived at the knove
1edge of samathing ﬁmther.;%ﬁ -Inference 15 always by meens of the
miversal, hen@ar ia almya esaentially meaia.te.,usv For exomple, I
‘find in'a wooden fence post a mnn'ber of small holes vhich at first I
i:a‘ii:c; to be worm holes. I ‘aiscovef;vhmver, that on. the fromt of the
Pﬂa‘k ﬁﬁevy'are all uiﬁfém inl,size.and:rmmﬁ. On the side, I discover
‘that the halés' ere long zmﬂ. romzﬁea’.'a.t" the endse On the other two
‘s1des of the post T £ind no such holes, These cannot be worm holes,
for they mﬁ&ﬁbﬁ be of such regular sise and orders They look a8
12 they had been made by shot; end 1t mst have boen £rom & shotgm
for they all have the samé angles I iInfor, then, that these holes
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were ca.nsesi ‘by ‘hhe i’iring of & shm‘sgxm from a position in front

of ami & Iittle 'I;a one eide af the post. I alao conclude tha.t

if I invest;igate further T shall discover more which will subw
' 8‘&antiat& ny inferencﬂ.f inquire s *!:he farmhouse nearby whethea-
‘they Imve heard a shatgnn d&scharged in the direction of my posd .
recentlys, - §!hey azzswer in the affirmative, Another men I meet
aa;srs that he BaY Soms huntem the ﬂay before, and saw them shoote
i.ng a mbbit v&xich ms mnning nesx the fences Iator stin I find
.. *hha man who says ha ﬂreﬁ the shom A:Ll that I discover upholds
mny vinferenne. Now in this case the univarsal is the whole com— |
plex txf fa.cte ralating to the holes 'be:r.ng shot in the post. Ea.ch'
“facﬁ which I &isccvemd was a member of that un:lveraal and there
wore pru‘bably uthaxa that I ccml& have fmmd i I cared to look
for %hemz. This is what happened then in my inference. From the
fow focts which I fizst Xnew, I discovered the mature of the wnle
versal whioh bound f:ham all together into a unity. Ha.ving dis-
covered tha nature of the um.msa.l, I vas then a’ole to 80 to ﬁa
bther "parts“' a.a when 1 Ju&ge& that the holea were caused by the
shntgzm, » The :mri:her ﬁaﬁ:a w}zich confirmed my in:t‘erence were simply
othéf. p‘ari:s‘ai’ the miveraaz,;,a.m served 'P.o make my Iinference even
o, s R . - t

_ ; | kI‘k should be nntice&, however, tha:t; aelﬂom in ini‘erence

are we gver dealing with hmwledge 89 & vehole.‘ vie usuany deal in
’ actual infe:emes with some significant porftion of our lmovledge
or experience, In our illustration sbove we were dealing with only
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the Televant complex of Imowledges. Such & complex possesses, how-
ever, tha same ehaxacter of syetema:&ic connection as the Whole

‘ gosseasea, 'and the ¥hole is always in tha background, For emnple,
- in making an inferanos comemi‘ng the action of an acid, we would.
15imit oud 'khinkm ‘ka tha i':leld of chemistry and would not need to
bring in history aud grammaer, a.lthangh these latter also belong to
the same Eeali*&y‘ Or«rather in a.ctnal practice we would more proe-
“ba’bly he dealing with cnl;y' a cnmpara.ﬁvely small systema.tic complex
- of ﬁa’!:a within the broader fiel& of chemistry. Any new lmowledga

' raaeheﬁ in one of these ana.ller complexes is held to be asserted
uiﬁima&ely af the Whole of Knnwleége. %?

(2} Eecessitg of Inferencm An inference from o def-

“iuite camglex a.lmrs claims nacesaity, tha.t is, an inference claims
$0 ‘be “ﬁh‘e neceéssm‘y :tmplicatian- uf that complex of data. In other
vaoréa; i‘b clams t}:w.t :‘it nms% be tme, and trwt:h ‘seems to have S0MO=
ﬁhing compeiling about iﬁ 13 thast we sa,y, ofThis or Hothing". Ve
met either accept this ag 'khe implication of the data, or reject the
data,. Ms naceasity attachas fbo_m inference because it is bound
up with the vhole ‘ﬁi‘ knmledga If our $nference were ~otherwise.
) rea.lity would be different from that we mw.me Tims in the above
emmple Gf the poat anﬁ, the ahai;-holes, %here ia a certa.in impelling
” natuve a.‘bou:!; the snference which was drasm which madﬁ one foel that
it mat he aecepte&. If :1'1: is rejeeta& we feel as :1f we ha.va
atta.clw& tha ‘ba.sis m? all 'Erme thixﬂ:ing

S fiweo Toms in Inference.

Waile ¥r, Bosanquet doss not agree with the traditional
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account *s)f*hiaferen‘ce in the aynogism, he »égrees- that inference
always has thrae tems a.né. no more, There is "the starting place,
the middle Opera:i;ion, and the modification of the starting place™ 143
* Or more ezglieiﬁly, in inferenca there mst always be (1) the data
'nr pe.rts ﬁirecﬂy asserted to be real, (2] the universal nature
which binds these data or pa.rts into a whole, and (3) further parts,
identifiea B8 ’being aii‘farences within tha Whole. and on the gtrength
of thia mentity asserted ta be rea&'.‘lso ™is we see to be true In
the above example of.‘ »the: post& | | |

In inferance the a.ction of the nniversa.l is -asua.lly £X-
ﬁlicit;. Ku*k aII of our aﬁvancea in knuwledge, however, are thus
explieit, althmgh the univeraal may asser‘k :H:aelf if doudbt 1s allowed
to entex'v.zsl‘ na great ehare of our progress in Imowledge then our
process is :mt explicit but implioit. ~ Such implicit inference is

called ju&gment.

3¢ Hature of Judgment,

(1) Universal Impliolb,

%area.s inference is the mediate reference of an ideal
eonten’c to Iiea,lity, Judgment might dbe cane& the direct reference
of an :ldeal content 0 Reality, Whﬂe “the. universal or identity
may ”be eqnally operative in both; in Judgment 11: is not obvious, but

is operating implicitly, Thus the act of rcasoning in both is funda~

mentally the sam‘e-155 Thus, to refer again to our illustration of
the post, I might 'judge "t.“b!-:’af:’ace that these were shot-holes. Ny
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friend may deny it, and insist they are worm holes. Them I proceed
to show him vhy I believe as I dos I pc:’..nt ‘out the size and shape
of the }mles, thelr 10cation, and finally. ca.ll in the testimony of.
others, Here Immking explicit the nniversal which was mplicit
in my originel Judgments
(2) ' Mitimste Subject Realitys
" The immediste subject of & Jjudguent is alvays a sualler

oF grester element of Reality as it is Jmown in the experience of
the person judging.l 5 This meaiata"subject always represents
Reality as s whole, vhich is the ultimate subject. For example, in
Judging that the table before me is brown, one might, without alter-
ing its meaning, sy "Reality is such thab the table before me is
brown®, ‘or "The vesl world is characterised by the table before me
being brom"‘

{3} Relation of Subject and ?re&icate‘

~ H.aw according to Hr. Bosanquet, the relation of the sube
‘Ject and prediee.‘lze of & Jadgnen‘b, ‘traditionnlly symbolised by S = P,
is not & ralaticm between idea.s‘ It. is rother the relation between
o universal and 11:3 differences or parts.lss It is traditional to
speak of paasing fron § %0 P fn 3uagment. But Buch a transitioh 1s
feﬂaa. e never have on S ﬁ.ra'b, anrl then. tack a I’ on to it. |
Even in the begizming e ha.ve an mchoate Ju.dgnen'b with ita S and P,
“"’ha process is nol lik:e aa.ding one piece in a moseic to another; |
it S.s more like enlarging a hole, mich haa centor and circnmference |
from tha beginfﬂixg 157 ror e example, in the above instance of the
shot=holes, we first met them with the julgnent that they were wom

holes. This we held $ill it was displaced by another Jjudgmnt,
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I‘k is import&nt to nm‘.iea the distine‘bion between a

B éndgnen*k and. & pmposition, The proposition is the actusl spoken

‘ ar writtan mmaiative fsantence,.whﬁ.a the juﬁ@nen'k is fbhe in=

- telleetmi ac'k whicb. depen&s in various degrees upon ‘words or
athe:r egm”bals, 'fmt is different from eny mere combina.tion of words
m.- s;ym’oclss In the gmpaaiticn the s e.nd P are 1solatad pa.rta of
an mma whale, whereas :!n the .iudgment they are differences
wﬂ:hin an i&entity.

_@aambnitx of Inme&iats Inference.

’ . ¥We have sean that for, Mre :Boaanquet, all -bhought claims

3 mcessiﬁy,, ‘bo*bh inferema and 3uﬂgae:rt » beczmse a.ll thought is
z‘ou{:sf! in the Whole. That :I.tat,k all though'h is essentially media.te.
Bvery. truth mst, so fax ag it 1s necessarys present itaelf as the

3 aone}.usion from an autecs&ent.l.? 9 _ Therefore, if we should have a
jndgment which claing necessity and yet claims to be immediate, that
184 excludad me&iation, we wanld have a contradiction. Appgrently,,
then, an imeﬂ.iate inferance is an impossibility,m? Does this then

. exclude the ;_wsaibnityof‘ there being any immediate Imowledge?

& @ha%; is Mea.nt m Imadiafse anle&ge? o
¥We have :mtieaﬁ abova *bha.in‘xﬁt;ssi‘bility of necessary i
ference which 1s at the same time Immediato; yet there are some
: 'juagnénits which seem to be st the same time neceasary‘ and immediate,
and there are logiciane who contenﬂ. that some audgnents ray possess
" necasait;r or self-evidence in iaclatmn, a necessity inherent within

the:tr owiL ftmr comers.
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‘ Whﬂé &‘. Bcaenque’t &oea not holé, tha,t a judgnent nay
'passess aslf»avi&enca ar necessif.y in its om four corners s he
o docs admit that there are m\gnenta vhich are self-evident and are
ia E?E... in chamaa‘ﬁem.ml ‘But he maintaing that these oo rest
fuyon%he aystma.tiﬁ»argaxiisé.tiﬁn’ nf Imowledge which éha';"ac‘t-ieriaea'
the mnra oré::nm types of infexenceu He eays that sometimes the
implieation 62’ a aya'hem "may be 80 direct that we are not aware of
| aﬁy aperation intemning ‘ba‘&ween starting point a.ml conclueion,
| mch ag we ehnnm call an inferenae“m Such directness, huwevar,
iﬂ- Gna to *!:wo t!;ings-z (a} the lé,t-sl‘c‘éfvconmmn and. irrelevunt :
matfzer in tha inferenc&, and (b} ‘the diatinctness of the. aystema.tio
| organissation within th.e whole of knameage. |
‘ .- Grdinary inferencea aro 1oa.ded with irrelev'ant
' matter, w!zich in various degree em‘barrasa our insight into necessary
fcenneetion. Bat in the a 253.?_& *i:he a.‘bsenee of complication and
| nonfus*him ms.z:ﬁs “bhe infereme seem direcf; e,nd imeﬂiaﬁe.ma ‘
‘be In a&di‘aion, in ora.’mary inferences, the Whole vhich
is the ‘ba.sia ai‘ the i.ni‘erence 5.3 noi; dis%inct~ ‘but :ln the 8 Ex_'_i_g_rj._
‘mmtion there is a ﬁistinctnese of the systematic organization
' uithin the immediste shole in shich 1t ‘reposes, togsther with the
depth or comprehensiveness with which thecb whole is roated in r:ewa.if;:r.l64
" Such than 13 the exglanaﬁion ei‘ k.uowledge tha'b at once

aéams to be neceas&ry and. imeﬂiate.

‘ 3_.' Xnai:amaa af Ixmneﬁizrba mmedge.«

' Horw af sue&x a prinri k.nowledge there are two main kinds,
‘ 165
nemely,. .}ud@nexrka: of value, end the axioms of mathematios and logic.
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B Azioms of Ihthama.‘bice and I,cgie«

Irogicel mimna such as the Lows of Cozrbradiction, Identity,
wdsn o axe helﬁtahe am&mismmm meye.renot a‘b-
E ,m‘m prsnemes which, when pam:.atea at the begiming, farnicha
- afxarﬁng mint for Imome&ga.f 'I.hey are general clmracteristics of

1 .
lmowm. Rea}.ity, ami are im*alve&. in every pert of ite. 6 - They are

! primiples mcarﬂing isa vahic?h, we discover, all knovledge proceeda.

j‘Iihey,; themselveﬁg ere infarem:es, mt mstulates, Yet they a.re ’not
mferreé. by 2 ‘conscious infevence, they sem to be there. ".Eheir ‘
o aya'{;ematm comaction w.iish the nhole of Imuwledge 13 ahox;x b;y' the
“ facfk tha:k if any of them were denieé. we wou.m destroy the ‘ba.ais for
a&.l tm%h. |

Similar ahsematioz;s apply to the axioms of é:a.thema.tics,-
auch ag “tm fstraight linea cannot encleae & apace™s 168- These too.
- ‘m manaoicus inference, msting upon the whole of our mathematical
knowle&ge, not postulates. wﬁ;h vhich we begin. In d.enying au.ch an
Aaxicm we would soon be ‘brought t& asaart mntradictions which would
‘:d@ﬂttﬂg* our bzmia of asaer&imlsg |

Yot such axioms of ma.thematice and 1ogic seem a little
‘zmaatisfacﬁory, in that the syatems on which they depend, however
in*bricate, seem to be constmcteﬁ out of rostricted features of ex~
 periences Thelr a gri ism seems & little too transparent to be

170
taken as typical of all a Eiori knwledge‘ '

Jud@'zenta of Value. .

In iihe ather kinﬁ. of o gricri inferences, ,}udgneni;s of
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value » we dﬁ z::xrh met this &iﬁi’imﬂty, . These ju.dgnents are the

mpiications of highly individual. ‘systems desply im:er-dependent -
.wi%h ouxr tmale emerience.nz ‘the ‘worlds of rel:gifm, moralii:y,
izmth, an& ‘beantys ?é Such Jodgments comnand even a higher '!;mth
. then '&ha axium&ofma%hmtics and lbgic;, andl ere equally cérﬁain."lm
| 0 this typs we have an éxample in an artist®s judgment that a cere
tatn combinstion of two tores is msically vronge If this Jjudgment
were doubbed, he would probebly fecl £t impossitle o bring forward
his raasm for thinking so§ yot he might truly ssy, ™! cemot, cone
aistently with the laws or @rinéiplesﬁ of muaical' thinking, eonceive
or hold. tngether tlmse two *bones, foxr they contradict one another,
'E’na éxzﬂgxnen:k -comes from the &epths of his msically trained exper—
iaace,, and to ﬁeny & judgment based upon that would be as disastrous
to Imowledge a6 & thole, 4o to deny the methensticel axfom that bwo
straight lines camot enclose é,aspacw He would feel that he could
not retain hig bzmis for asserting an,y'thing truly if he dernied this
jud@maut, i Gthe:* w:&mp}.es wauld. be Judgments as to what would be
right msrallya 7 or judgments of religious insigh‘&.

This, them, is for l&&. ‘Bosanguet the highest type of
trmedinte imowledges Tt is that Imwledge vhich is the implication
of complexes which are commected wﬁ;h the whole system of experience
by ramifications both wide and &e,ep.- He admits that objecﬁons to
‘guch knowledge are valid when 1t is considered as a detached pro- |
cedure of the mind possassing no 1agica1 t:ontent.l
| M, Bésan@ue‘l: reeognises ‘hhat some ;geracms insist that

the feeling csf certaini;y in anch knowledge is due to emotion. The
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- &;ecﬁén;'hé says, is melavam;‘ “hat is necessary is the

~ appreciation ofy = the sense of apecific difference made by, =
complexzes of perticular kinés mthﬁzeir intrisi¢ implicetion
“on the one hend and thelr degres f imherence in the whole of
" experience on ﬂtwothen 1f you say it im thinking ‘that does it,
4% 18, ym 1mmafﬁ aﬁ&i%hinking fgeémétriéany or msically or

v artis‘aica:ily or morally or religiously as the case mey bes If
| youaa;y it is fealing{:haﬁ& does ity it is, you met add, the
V traine& ‘ségﬁéi#ﬁeﬁéss of the geometer or the musician, the painter
:*gr the' rﬁéi_z*vmb{ca.reé fdr ‘conduct or who possesses the religious

fram e ﬁi’miﬂd;"l?g



CHAPTER IIT,
| COMPARTSON OF THE VIGWS OF MR, RUSSELL ATD ME. BOSANQUET,

‘We will now f;mm to :73-' cdzﬁp&?ﬂiaon o2 the poéiﬁonst of: Mr,
' Bosenquet and iir, Enssell in order to meo sherein they differ or

P Gn the Ea:kure cf nee.nzm o o
o ‘é’e zaa&iza that hath men ara fe.cing the aama reality, |
' _{f' ;ar nearly sa, and. aaah :Is giving his own intellectual inf;erpretion
:af itt Each é&scribes ‘the seme experimcea Im.t aeea then from a
A‘ y,aiffemt angle. |
: m EEm ansell‘s interpretation we ha,ve an extreme :
plum}.im. Eeality consists cf 1nmmerama pamticulars, each o8
independent m:d self-existent as one  of Leibniz's momda,léq uyqt
‘,with theix- ral&ﬁans z»mti in‘t;eras‘t;i oulprovided for by certa.in ox=

, ‘terml "rsla.tions" Snch “els.tiona yox;a;&a& real a being of

‘ *'cheir mm a3 do tha particnlara they rela‘be. Such a rea}.ity. howu i
ever, aaes mt éepeaaxi upon a 3mowing mina. foz- exis'bence a.nd muld. ’
ezt 'khe sane without ity | | o
o In Hre Eaaquuat‘a :mterpreta,tian, on the other hand,
vw have & monism. Beality is o mity. If our discuasion of Reality
via 'baz be. defiui*ke e mst refbr i:o thaﬁ reality e know, . And that ‘

is never imnm apatﬁ m fshe minﬁ which km:m it. In fact, our

R o
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fr@sf;y-a:mays m:iuaes mind s en integral port of it Indeed,
reslity as I know it is not tc 'be amtixmished from the vhole
‘syaten of ny knwledge.ml |
It 48 an dutoresting foct that both men Yook upon Reality
a8 & construction, thongh the two constructions ere very different
‘in charecter, Tor Mr. Bosanquot Ulbimete Reality, as distinguished
fmm %hagw%ial viaws of 1% which occur in the various finite
exgeziem:es, is that construction which gives meaning and coherence
46 the many fmaymm This also is systematlc and coherent,
in fm‘&, aom};letalg 80, for;incamipiétaneﬂs is that vhich charscterizes
a parbs It wouwld be the only Teal and complete Whole, Various
hmiteé. purtiom of raali‘by may for certain purposes be treated as
wholea,,\ ‘but vhen tested further reveal their incom,pleeeness.ws
 Tor . Ruééeli; on ;i:he‘-nt‘he’f,ha;nd,ﬁ the construction cone
 gists of ialaémg?z‘;hese« miltitudinous perticulars and relations in
some sovt of order and system. Thoy ere arranged in groups. Certain
grougs of mrticulars,mch arc related by certain relations, are
what compose "plwsma}. $hings", Difforent groupings of the seme parti-
culars, by means éfoéﬁ:taﬁz{other relations, give & "biography™s
The former is the physical and the labter the mental way in which the
neutrel worldestuff is orgsuiszed, Tms the whole of Reality would be
pimply the sumetotal ai’ aii"'&hésé i:ar'&icule;rs and univarsals wi’sh
their miaua &rrangemen{:s.l% ‘Nevertheless it would have no sense
of %91911953" about 1%, simply of “’bﬂtaliﬁy‘* In fact, Mr. Russell
m&intaiua ‘khat: there i’sl o "’u;ziverse“.A‘ The sense of wnity, which som
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persons clm, is due to the fact that my experience is what. .one
experianee selacts from the sum=total of axiatence-les
mther difference in the conceptlions of Reality deserves

attention. This is the nature of relations, For Mr, Russell,
rolations, as mv,:‘na.ve seen, are exterml. ey are subsisting
entitles which serve to relate two or more particulars, Yet is, say,
4 hag the relation R.t0 B, it wculd, make no difference in the chara=
cter of A and B if we should replace the relation R by the relation
X.:ta6 4 and B are independent and their intrinsic nature is not
a.ffeaté& by changes of relation, Now for Mr., Bosanquet this is very
far from being the case. For him all relations would, in contrast
%0 umma« ‘e called "internal", slthough Mr. Bosanquet prefers
t0 call them "rolevant™, 17 In other wurda,h he believes that the
terms a.nd, their relations are 96 intricately bound up together, that
a change in any of the relations would change the character of the
termg. This makea: it impossible for him to comsider "relations™ as
entities vhich cemn be separated out and treated by themselves. Ko
‘ ‘mm:e,: however, can even the terms be treated 80;, All reality is
systematlc, and neither ta:éma nor relations have an;g' significance

| 188
excopt when taken within the system to vhich they belong,

2. As %o the Nabure of Knowledge.

| At first the two men disagree as to the form in which
Knowledge occurs: Hr. Bosanguet insists that all knowledge from
the begliming 1s in the form of a judgment. While Mr. Russell holds
that in addition to this 1Jndgrnezr§—1:z1c>wledg‘e we also have knowiedge

of ve.rim particulars and relations by acquaintance, a direct coge.
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nitive relation, Later, ,hewever, as we have seen, he rejects
acquaintance e.nﬂ. declares that all Imowleage is of the Judgnant
types This hrmgs the Yo men :.nto substantial agreement then
egd far as thab point is concemed. } ‘

The problem of how we arrive at such g Judgment 1is,
however a different .ene fcr. each, For Nr. Russell with his plural-
ism, ’*I:he‘problem. is one e_f s:mtliasis. The synthesis is accomplished, .
hovz}everg, by means of the kva.ri‘oué relations, Even knowledge itself
is finally degl&red to0 ba simply a very complicated and external
re‘la.ﬁiamlag | ‘

| With ¥r. Bosanguet's monism it would seem superficially

hat the problem is one of analysis, btut this is not the case.
We never take reallty as a whole and set sbout to analyme it. Ve
always, in knowing, begin with such a significant and systematic
portion éf reality as we have in a Judgment.mg It 1s from the
‘béginning synthetic, and anzlytic oo, in that lmowledge is whatever

form possesses the character of a concrete universal s always s whole

binding together its parts, a unity being exhibited in its differences,

And our knowled-e a8 it grows, continues to possess this systematic
cheiractex. | |

Perhaps the gmatest contrast in the views of knowledge of
"the two men, lies in their respective conceptions of lmowledge as
linear ana. a8 ,Bystema,tic.» In ¥r. Russell's linear conception we be-
@in with certain things vhich ve know imediately and without ine
ference, smch as jud@nents of sense-perception and 1ogical princzples.

This basal knowledge provmes us mth 2ll that we need, for with these

191



premises aml prineiples ve are nov able to infer all further mow-
,}.eagen x‘md as new da:ka come 1n they enter into new inferences and
ﬂmﬂ rosy f;he st;ruatura of knowledge. Thus kmowledge seems moat
apprapriateiy 111:ened 1;9 - ‘brick wall, with 11:3 foundation bricks

at ‘bhe bottom uycm which all farther ones rests

E ;(n ﬁn Bosanqaei:‘s co:nception af knowledge as systematic,
them ars no faumiation principlea. The first bit of knowledge wo
Imnw is, as a Judgnent, alreaé,y syatema.tic in i‘oxm. already & uni-
‘versa.l wﬁxh its :‘iifferemcas. As our Imowledge grove 1% re'baina its
,systemaﬁic mtureg and gra&mll;r approaches in & greater or less
ﬁagree the cmnpleteness an& organiza.tlon of the Whole. As Mr. Bosan=-
qne.t himself says, the proeess is best ccmpa.red to the enla.rging of
a hale, wh:mh has &imeter and circumference from the beginn:ing 192

In &ceord with the two different concep‘blons of knowledge

wa ha.ve twa ﬁiffering views of tmth. Tme Imowledge for Mr., Russell
is tha.t which aorraapzmﬂs to & fact; while for Hr. Bosanguet 1t is
that which "hanga togeﬁmr“, not only v:ith itself 'imt with the resfs
ai’ our knawledge. For ‘hhe former; -kruth 1s defimd. as COrrespondence.
and fer the latter &8 eoherenee or Consistency. Ur, Russell, while
‘insisting thaﬁ tiuth cconsista in such correspondence, admits that

it is of."bsn dii‘fienlt in actual cases of-knowledge to know when
,correapandence rea.lly occmrs. Craherence he admita as & useful test
of 'k:mth, but never as a dsfinitian.lgsi In some passages, howevar,
Mm Ruasell's description of I:nowledge wmzld ‘make one think he thaught
of ﬂ; as systematie and thed; tmth was coherenee, For example,’ "The

philosophical serubiny, therefnre,, 't;hough akeptica,l in regard to every
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dgt'_aﬁ{: {of mxr camnn mowledge] , is not fské,i;tica; a8 reg‘ardé' the
whole;- That is %o say, 1ts criticion of details will be based upon
?their, relg‘k;oh,%o- ‘other deta;ils:,f-nc'binpcn sone exteml' eriterion
v:hich cen be applied to ell the details equally", and "Although date
ea.n only be crif;icise& ‘by csther &ata,, not by an- outside s*banda,rd, - 194
ar again, whon we: a.ra told. that "ccnﬁrmatian (of a 'belief), where it
ia géssib};e; ;eansisi:a; in i;he 188‘!3"&1’1&13’818& of agraement ‘with other
beliafa"g Gr that sema beliefs aré ™held with such’ determination that
-no’ degree ‘of cmisbency with other boliefs leads to the:lr abandon~"
men?:“ l et “As if “consistency" or "agreemerrk with other beliefs™ cone
stitutes 'fthek'markﬁy whim we gccep'!; »or ;-e.iect knowl-adge, "It seems ad
1€ Mr. Fussell st such moments 1s sbandoning his recognized position,
and. substitn‘sing conaistency for corrsspon&ance. Vhenever he 15 con-

196
seicualy aea:i.ing wi‘bh tmth, however, he defines it ag correspondence.

_3_.;." As %u Immediate Knowledge.

Mwﬁé Icnowledge for i;he tmo men occurs a.t oppoaite ends
of imowleﬁge, :!f we may speak of knowledge in this i‘a.ahion. For T,
Bu.saell it is that knowledge which is found a:b the very ‘nottom, that
most certain and airect }mowledge which fumishea the premises for all
othm: knowledge All }mowledge reached by Mference is deriva.tive,
hence none which is inferred. can la,y any claim to being primitive or
| immediata.

H 1

Fnr Hre Basanquet, on the other hand, immediate knoaledge

' is elwags an Merence; in fact, it is considered tha highest ’{:ype

of mfarence. So that vsa migzt say tha:h :t‘or I, :Bosanquet mmediate
lmowledge comes aﬁ; the top of knowledge.' Instead of being a basal
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,:mr‘t; of mledge,. it, ii;self‘,_rests upon, or is supported by, a very
vwié;a portion 01’ mzperience. Indeed, it 1s chamcter:lstic of the Judg-
,ménﬁa which I;'ir, Bosanquet coneiﬁera insnedia‘be s thafs they are:rooted
, 1:1 greater par!zimm ui‘ exparienea *hhan any other.

: Ii: is alsa mterestiug tc note tha‘a, e.t 1eaat dnring Lr.
Raasan's earlisr thought, the two men. had. very much the same 1ist
_ of things whioh were conaidere& :Imediate. Both listed 1ogica1 prin-
| ciples, mathematical axioms, anﬂ certain Judgmnta of value. The
judgnenta a:f' va.lue mentioneﬁ ‘by Hr. Russell, however, seem to be
limﬁ;e& ta knowlaage of Bertsin ‘ethical principlea. Ana these laat,
1% wmzlxl %mx, aw ?i,e:ber abandoneﬁ. 9? of cofse in addition to thoee
‘,‘mentianeé, we rememhar tha:b Hr. Bussell 1nc1uded. origimlly certain
Judgmnts ef perception and knowledge of thinga by acquainta.nce. ;

, Lmser on, as we have seen, Ml‘a Hussau explains mathematical
axioms as deriving their aelfa-evident xmture from the fact tha.t they
-zaroeeaﬁ. .i’rom.cerﬁain ‘s:ymbola which mean. whatever mathematicians choose.

By similar argument he ﬁiﬁpneea of logical principles, == at lea.sf;
some- of them.w? So %ha‘&- finally‘wa have.z_ﬁr. Russen with only cer-

tain juagments _'ofkpeireeptian and memory on the one hand, and Mr,
Bosanquet with his principles and éxicms and judgments of walue on
the othery |

Hp, :Boeanquet, we find, pleces judgments of perception
among the very lowes‘b fomms of judgment. He classifies them among
those farthest from being imeﬁiata.lgg This then leaves the two
- men finally with nefther e.ccepting as mdiate Imowledge that vihich

the other wcepts.
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On the Value of Insight. -

Inan inteteeting essay on "iysticisnm a.nd I.cgic" Yire
:Bussell gimsﬂ his. a.ppx:aisal of Ingight a8’ s process of knowing,
Vehila the essay is direcx&ed primrily against the :Bergaonian ‘

. "mmiﬁian" i% revaa.m his attitu&e ’i;wax'd inaight in general.
. Mr. Russell admits that there is insight but denfes
: hst it aesems the important ploce given it by mystics end the

201
”wstical legicians“ . In inss;ght there are cer‘t:ain Judgments

* ;‘\;‘which necnr wﬁ;h mmh vivi&ness end intensity that they are taken

s 202
';;"by mystics* to be cert:amly $rue beyond a annbt. . In :tact. it

s claimed, they are so certa.in that even the reality of the world
203
- of genge is ﬁanie&, if nocessary, 1o support thems = This cere

tainty, however, nm.st be explaﬁnad as d.ne to e certa.in intensity
204
- and depth of feeling in regard %o vwhat is believed. Indeed,

- "i% usually happens that’ this intense feeling oceurs first and then

. © 2056
atta.ches itself to any aontenu ,w}nah it happens upon. Aftor the

emotional conviction subsides, the man who has been in tho habit of

reasoning is 1likely %o search. for logical grounds for the belief
, 206
vhich he finds in himself, Ineight may suggest & greelt deal of

valusble knowledge, bni: it is o reasoning that we must turn for
207
its-eani‘imtion. - The value of mysticism, Mr. R:zsaell “thinks,

- is mainly in its reverent attitude toward life than any sort of

208
“knovledge which: 1t brings,

\ ‘331118 esw':imate of insight, we observe is the oxact opposite
. of mr. Bosanquet'se For him, insight's clarity end intensity have

’ perfactly logical grounds. The .Sudgnetxtl com_eeé directly out of its
iogical background, and is not to be explained as boing hit upon at



rmﬁom An&. inetead of havixg 11‘«';1:13 logica.l valne, it has the highest
J'valmi‘tye Both, hewaver, a.gree t!w:b msigh"b musi: be "'tmpported” in
order *f;o guarantee to us tm’eh. B;q' this Ur, R msell means that it must
’be confirme& ’oy 1cgica~ raa.soniné and Hr,. Bosanquet that it m'a.et be

209 . - . .
reoted in a systan of expariance. L



- CHAPTER IV,

GORCLUSTONS «

, The Afozregoi_ng}shﬂy of the thinking of these two men has
»3.63& the imtér to certain definite conclusions regarding tl® nature
and importance of immediste lkmovledge.

L First, ,V: think thet inmediste lmowledge is fundementally
of the %ype ,deé;:ribe& by Hr. Bosanquet rather then that described b&
Hr. masall‘; Thiﬁ-deeisian, of course, depends pretty ;argely upon
the whole philosophy of experience end knowledge which one accepts
as the most adequaete inter;_:reﬁm‘;ion. Hre m:sell'a ‘description of

the mrld. ag consisting ultima'&-ély of loglcal atoms seems to me wholly
ina&éqmte; Experience does not seem to be given in such atomic .
form as Hr, Russell suggests, If we agree that all knowledge comes

in & judgnent form, as lire Russell later declares, then I think we
must admit that the logical atoms are wholly hypothetical constructions
which lie, if they exist at all, beyond any knowledge we may haves
Thus Mr. Russell's own principle of not miltiplying entities beyond
needfl ° would compel ms to admit the impossibility of their being

| Imown oxr asserted, ;

Jr, Russell suggosts that all kmowledge ie ultimatoly based
‘on sense~data or »seﬁsation.‘ Yet there seem %o be many forms of knows'
- ledge in which ".bhe data; afﬁ the senses are so vastly transcended that
they fail to furnish any real explanation of what ',cccurs.x.. This is
expecially ti‘ue of all our judgments of value,.which present what is

not sensed. This fact was apparently recognized in Ir.- Bussell's



Aea‘rliert ihaugh'b when he described ethical principlea as being a
| riori, that :[s, as being ‘elicited by experience but not sensed.
’:But Ins 1a.ter desire to be thoroughly "ecientific" leads him to0
regect them as not “given’" ‘ " '
‘ Furthermare, Imcwledge and experienca‘tmly seen to be
gystematic and coherent in character. Reality for each peraon
seems te ba s;ym:ogmms with the ¥hole of his knowledge. And by
"the @imla of one's knawledge" m would mean all that ha.s been
o km\m ‘b;r nr has en‘tered J.n‘bo the experience of the person knowing.
‘l’he experience ei” nther persons, vhile neceaaarily aifferent from
' our cwn, geem tc ba of essentiauy the same type. '.mey point in
: the same genaral directien a8 ov.ra. And the simnarities and
| 'differemes seem bes*!: umierstood by assuming that they are all
aifferent parts of ona greaﬁ mhole of Reality, shose na.‘hure is
essentially coherent ana systematim This conception would neces-
sarily preclude the thought that hzowledge is linear or based
u}.timately on cezta.in primitive. .ﬁmlediately Inown premiaes. It
is ‘by its coharence with itself a.nd. with the reai: of knowledge,
t}mt all !mowledge musi: nltimately be teste&
Moreover, a.ll Icrmwledge vhich we receive, must come by
:inference, either implicit or exphci‘b that is, it must come as
the implication of a certa.m more or less limited systemat:.c portion
of our knowledge. Certain limited and poorly organized portions
necessarily 1é.ck' the cohe_re_ncze to present thelr implications with
much force and nerta.iﬁty.i The méré. complete and better organized

the portion or complex in which the implication rests, and the
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Agrea‘tﬁ.eﬁ ths inherence of this complex in the whole of our knowledge,

' ths more certa&n and more e:anvincing ig the implication whiab. results,

I agree with ¥rs Boaanque‘e that it is such implication
which rests in acmglexes especially wida and deep and coherent that
givea us that Jmowleaga ’efhich fornea itself upon us a8 most convinecing
and most inmedia‘km Thus ime&iate knowledge, as I understana. it, 18
not Meeiate, :En the senaa tha.t It is medinted Tb;sr nothing and rests

con i:ka owm feete It 3.3 immeﬂiate :In the- sense that 1t comes ‘without

e,ny conscimm gxocess nf raasoning, end seems to come to ns without

a.mr: backg:cmh ‘This occurs, however, because iis background is so

i tiee;piy mote& in our whole. expe,ri‘éncea that it is not recognized as be-

ing different from’ ﬁ:.
E&xis eoncmsion, I think, is plainly illustmted in the

) varicms t:mes nf }mowledge which claim imed.iacy. Logical principles,
B for ‘example; such as the Law of cgntradicticn '@hioh says tha:h g thing

cannot both 'be and mt-ba“, are cerminly fundamental in all thounght,

o Qhey seen to underlie it all, for wherever we turn. there wo meet them,

It migm: seem the.t thei’r anipresance" ie due to their being premises

of knowledge, and ma.n;r would interpret it thus. Bubt on the other
hend, it is equally plausible, and I think it more pleusible, that they

are gene:ml chara.cteristics of knowledge whidx we infer from t.‘ne whole
of our Immvlng Thas tha Law of contradictinn is really a statement

of the fmt %h&*k twe ‘!:hinge which are inconsistent with each obher cane

. not ‘belang 'I;o one eonsistan‘k whole.

Sﬁnila.rly m&*bhem&tical axioms seem rather to ‘be inferences
é.é‘ to the nature of space or of things in general. which we derive frox_n



o mn: nmole axperienca with them, rather ihan certain seli‘-evident
- prinsiples with wluch we start. 'I*hey are more than mere conventional
) vata,tements mich are accepted because m&thematieims agrea to use
”thm &&my seam to ha,ve chething compelling ebout them, which makes
us feel i:hey mst ’be accep‘aaﬁ» In some parts of mathamatics, I undere
" gtand, cortein axions ave exbitrarily dropped in the considération of
‘Hdii‘ferazﬁ: l:inﬁs of Spm:e‘ Maie does mot prove that they are either

i arbi'brai'ily chosen nr seIf-evident. It proves simply that those ra=

- ta.ineﬁ. are tha gemra,}. cha.raei:eristicex of the I:ind of spa.ce under cone
sidera’kion, end that those rejacted are not, The axioms are asserted
or dmﬁ.ed acccrding to 'l:he inclusivaness of the syatem which is under
conaiﬁe:atiam R o
’ .‘fu.dg:aenbe of value likewiae owe their peculia.rly' dogmatic
; character to thia same chaxacteristic of inherence :ln an unusually
, '@iﬁa syaisana'hizea portion of experience. ‘1‘0 a parsen who has thought
:carefully on mora&. living thez*e wnl come instantly sametimes, when
comanted by ce:rtain aituatians, the Judgment, "'Bhie is wrong .
ﬁma ia not reasoned ont bub :ls nevertheless the necessary implication
of tha'l; persan's moral poini: of‘ viev. Similarly, Judgments of beauty,
- ‘such as, Mhig Tli,ly is beauti’fa}.",, or "That 'étz"ain from this concerto
~is sublime", are campelling.. 1P wa’were’ aak.éd to explain our judgment,
we would find 1% imposai‘nle to dc 0’ adequately. Its compleﬁz is robted
80 cleeply in our expenerwe and is 80 farereaching in its extent thet
‘we could nover br.‘mg 1t alx to the surfece. | ‘
 Judgments of :mystica.l insight seem to owe their clarity and
convincingness to this sama S.nh srence in-an umsually wide complex of
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experianee, m#: seema to happen 13 this. In cer'bain times of

| }ymedi‘bation or ai‘ rest from aefsivﬁ;y the experience of the mystic
| comes to be integra:ted. 80 that he is ana:bleﬂ to loolc at; things
«’ iz&tha laz:ge. Eis who}.a axperience 13 moxre comnletely sysbemas
tlseé. *!:ha.n it 5.8 unde:r ordinary conditicns. From smh an mte-
mted aystematia whele thera then epring certain imglicationa or
. ! Mferencea ?mich are mm@elling mﬂ indubitable because rooted 8o
H_}.deeply in the w}mla of ﬂxe myatic's experience. This ﬁoes nots
| ‘mem ﬁm‘k Buch jud@nanta mnst alwaya ‘be reachea in thie mannery
| ._'bhey mag be reached in mare la&:oriaus ways too; that is, by more
- »reflective reasoning‘ T
: . in ezample of such insight uay be found 4 the exper=
- 13!}33 01‘ nne oi‘ ishe sesrenteenth centnry E:nglish mystics, George
" Fox. m his Jcm.mal he recur&a certain occa.sions when he had _
"nyenings ¥ iﬂ zﬂﬁ.ch he falt there ware revealed to him certain
B ‘aew tmths,z;l‘ &’Bheae ”openings .are plainly insi:ances of insight.
Beczmse of t’hese new tmths mich Bbx and his followers held they
| were, rmmh parsecwted ‘by the religxonista of their age; But ag-
“si.me has gona on other religitms thimkera ha.ve been brought by
more circuitous zmi lahorim roni:es to the positions vhich Fox
| reaeheﬁ long 'hei‘ora in his “openinga William James hae fbrmnlated.
| ﬁha 01&8313 dea}.mtion af ‘mis fact, S0 fay as our: G'nristian sectg
'toaa,y are emolving into 1iverality, they are simply reverting n |
assem:& to ths pcaiﬁion whieh Fox and the early Quakers 30 long 9.go
| asmad" 21? This ia a splamlid 1nstance of insight being sapportea

'by 1a‘ter experienc& ana thonghi:, and one which would 1ea,d us to think
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that such true insight cen be frusted.
» - Having adop‘kaé. the -point of view that i:mnediate knowledge

v ia the imp}.s.eatim of & camplex of Imowledge which is rooted deeply
in ﬁ;g.‘,?}hp;e,;fthera are several further conclusions to vhich we mst
:cﬁme;,.some of which have been Iiinte& at ghove but vhich may well be
sta'&aﬁ explicitlye = . E |

‘ o de ﬂs Imowledge is rea.lly "Me&iate“ I 3.9 all medinteA :

in the ‘gense that it is threugh 'bhe ™universal® or the syatem to which
4% ‘belonga‘ Yot there are some juﬁgnents thich come with extraordinary
A claxi'lzy amﬁ certainty, and are mt cnnsciously inferred, -

_ o E 2 411 immediate knowledge is really rooted in axperience,
We shanlﬁ no‘k loaic for it to ‘come to us "out of the 'blne"‘. without a
wide bmkgrmﬁ in s;zhi;dx it megy de rooted. For example, we moy not
expect to hasrs vhole synphonies surge into our heads, as they d1d into
. Mozaxi's, unless we have thought long ond deoply in the £le1d of ixmssi.c.ar’3
‘ Be Thus ixn,na&ia#e knowledge is scen to have aé sound a
" basis as reflective reasoning. This explains why insight has often
been verified lgzte:i;by, #eﬂecﬁiyé thoughts and why certain knowledge
" hag bi‘i;enbe@';reaehéﬁ, ‘by ix/:si.gl';ﬁ*'hafora it has been reached by cone
scious thinking. 'ﬂma we mast conclude that immediate knowledge msy
© be trusted, and 15 not & magical, nor a mireculous thing, and is not
.merelé' the result of emotion; altﬁcuéa it is not denied that some 80~
called Judgments are really &ue to emotion end not to real insights
The differeme 3.8 é.anona'brwhed by furt.‘er exporionce.
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