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MUIRHEAD LIBRARY OF
PHILOSOPHY

An adm�rable statement of the a�ms of the L�brary of Ph�losophy
was prov�ded by the f�rst ed�tor, the late Professor J. H. Mu�rhead, �n
h�s descr�pt�on of the or�g�nal programme pr�nted �n Erdmann's
H�story of Ph�losophy under the date 1890. Th�s was sl�ghtly mod�f�ed
�n subsequent volumes to take the form of the follow�ng statement:

"The Mu�rhead L�brary of Ph�losophy was des�gned as a
contr�but�on to the H�story of Modern Ph�losophy under the heads:
f�rst of D�fferent Schools of Thought—Sensat�onal�st, Real�st, Ideal�st,
Intu�t�v�st; secondly of d�fferent Subjects—Psychology, Eth�cs,
Aesthet�cs, Pol�t�cal Ph�losophy, Theology. Wh�le much had been
done �n England �n trac�ng the course of evolut�on �n nature, h�story,
econom�cs, morals and rel�g�on, l�ttle had been done �n trac�ng the
development of thought on these subjects. Yet 'the evolut�on of
op�n�on �s part of the whole evolut�on'.

"By the co-operat�on of d�fferent wr�ters �n carry�ng out th�s plan �t
was hoped that a thoroughness and completeness of treatment,
otherw�se unatta�nable, m�ght be secured. It was bel�eved also that
from wr�ters ma�nly Br�t�sh and Amer�can fuller cons�derat�on of
Engl�sh Ph�losophy than �t had h�therto rece�ved m�ght be looked for.
In the earl�er ser�es of books conta�n�ng, among others, Bosanquet's
"H�story of Aesthet�c," Pfle�derer's "Rat�onal Theology s�nce Kant,"
Albee's "H�story of Engl�sh Ut�l�tar�an�sm," Bonar's "Ph�losophy and
Pol�t�cal Economy," Brett's "H�story of Psychology," R�tch�e's "Natural
R�ghts," these objects were to a large extent effected.

"In the meant�me or�g�nal work of a h�gh order was be�ng produced
both �n England and Amer�ca by such wr�ters as Bradley, Stout,
Bertrand Russell, Baldw�n, Urban, Montague, and others, and a new
�nterest �n fore�gn works, German, French and Ital�an, wh�ch had
e�ther become class�cal or were attract�ng publ�c attent�on, had



developed. The scope of the L�brary thus became extended �nto
someth�ng more �nternat�onal, and �t �s enter�ng on the f�fth decade of
�ts ex�stence �n the hope that �t may contr�bute to that mutual
understand�ng between countr�es wh�ch �s so press�ng a need of the
present t�me."

The need wh�ch Professor Mu�rhead stressed �s no less press�ng
to-day, and few w�ll deny that ph�losophy has much to do w�th
enabl�ng us to meet �t, although no one, least of all Mu�rhead h�mself,
would regard that as the sole, or even the ma�n, object of ph�losophy.
As Professor Mu�rhead cont�nues to lend the d�st�nct�on of h�s name
to the L�brary of Ph�losophy �t seemed not �nappropr�ate to allow h�m
to recall us to these a�ms �n h�s own words. The emphas�s on the
h�story of thought also seemed to me very t�mely; and the number of
�mportant works prom�sed for the L�brary �n the very near future
augur well for the cont�nued fulf�lment, �n th�s and other ways, of the
expectat�ons of the or�g�nal ed�tor.

H. D. Lew�s



PREFACE
Th�s book has grown out of an attempt to harmon�ze two d�fferent

tendenc�es, one �n psychology, the other �n phys�cs, w�th both of
wh�ch I f�nd myself �n sympathy, although at f�rst s�ght they m�ght
seem �ncons�stent. On the one hand, many psycholog�sts, espec�ally
those of the behav�our�st school, tend to adopt what �s essent�ally a
mater�al�st�c pos�t�on, as a matter of method �f not of metaphys�cs.
They make psychology �ncreas�ngly dependent on phys�ology and
external observat�on, and tend to th�nk of matter as someth�ng much
more sol�d and �ndub�table than m�nd. Meanwh�le the phys�c�sts,
espec�ally E�nste�n and other exponents of the theory of relat�v�ty,
have been mak�ng "matter" less and less mater�al. The�r world
cons�sts of "events," from wh�ch "matter" �s der�ved by a log�cal
construct�on. Whoever reads, for example, Professor Edd�ngton's
"Space, T�me and Grav�tat�on" (Cambr�dge Un�vers�ty Press, 1920),
w�ll see that an old-fash�oned mater�al�sm can rece�ve no support
from modern phys�cs. I th�nk that what has permanent value �n the
outlook of the behav�our�sts �s the feel�ng that phys�cs �s the most
fundamental sc�ence at present �n ex�stence. But th�s pos�t�on cannot
be called mater�al�st�c, �f, as seems to be the case, phys�cs does not
assume the ex�stence of matter.

The v�ew that seems to me to reconc�le the mater�al�st�c tendency
of psychology w�th the ant�-mater�al�st�c tendency of phys�cs �s the
v�ew of W�ll�am James and the Amer�can new real�sts, accord�ng to
wh�ch the "stuff" of the world �s ne�ther mental nor mater�al, but a
"neutral stuff," out of wh�ch both are constructed. I have
endeavoured �n th�s work to develop th�s v�ew �n some deta�l as
regards the phenomena w�th wh�ch psychology �s concerned.

My thanks are due to Professor John B. Watson and to Dr. T. P.
Nunn for read�ng my MSS. at an early stage and help�ng me w�th
many valuable suggest�ons; also to Mr. A. Wohlgemuth for much
very useful �nformat�on as regards �mportant l�terature. I have also to



acknowledge the help of the ed�tor of th�s L�brary of Ph�losophy,
Professor Mu�rhead, for several suggest�ons by wh�ch I have
prof�ted.

The work has been g�ven �n the form of lectures both �n London
and Pek�ng, and one lecture, that on Des�re, has been publ�shed �n
the Athenaeum.

There are a few allus�ons to Ch�na �n th�s book, all of wh�ch were
wr�tten before I had been �n Ch�na, and are not �ntended to be taken
by the reader as geograph�cally accurate. I have used "Ch�na"
merely as a synonym for "a d�stant country," when I wanted
�llustrat�ons of unfam�l�ar th�ngs.

Pek�ng, January 1921.
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LECTURE I. RECENT CRITICISMS OF
"CONSCIOUSNESS"

There are certa�n occurrences wh�ch we are �n the hab�t of call�ng
"mental." Among these we may take as typ�cal BELIEVING and
DESIRING. The exact def�n�t�on of the word "mental" w�ll, I hope,
emerge as the lectures proceed; for the present, I shall mean by �t
whatever occurrences would commonly be called mental.

I w�sh �n these lectures to analyse as fully as I can what �t �s that
really takes place when we, e.g. bel�eve or des�re. In th�s f�rst lecture
I shall be concerned to refute a theory wh�ch �s w�dely held, and
wh�ch I formerly held myself: the theory that the essence of
everyth�ng mental �s a certa�n qu�te pecul�ar someth�ng called
"consc�ousness," conce�ved e�ther as a relat�on to objects, or as a
pervad�ng qual�ty of psych�cal phenomena.

The reasons wh�ch I shall g�ve aga�nst th�s theory w�ll be ma�nly
der�ved from prev�ous authors. There are two sorts of reasons, wh�ch
w�ll d�v�de my lecture �nto two parts:

(1) D�rect reasons, der�ved from analys�s and �ts d�ff�cult�es;
(2) Ind�rect reasons, der�ved from observat�on of an�mals

(comparat�ve psychology) and of the �nsane and hyster�cal (psycho-
analys�s).

Few th�ngs are more f�rmly establ�shed �n popular ph�losophy than
the d�st�nct�on between m�nd and matter. Those who are not
profess�onal metaphys�c�ans are w�ll�ng to confess that they do not
know what m�nd actually �s, or how matter �s const�tuted; but they
rema�n conv�nced that there �s an �mpassable gulf between the two,
and that both belong to what actually ex�sts �n the world.
Ph�losophers, on the other hand, have ma�nta�ned often that matter
�s a mere f�ct�on �mag�ned by m�nd, and somet�mes that m�nd �s a
mere property of a certa�n k�nd of matter. Those who ma�nta�n that
m�nd �s the real�ty and matter an ev�l dream are called "�deal�sts"—a



word wh�ch has a d�fferent mean�ng �n ph�losophy from that wh�ch �t
bears �n ord�nary l�fe. Those who argue that matter �s the real�ty and
m�nd a mere property of protoplasm are called "mater�al�sts." They
have been rare among ph�losophers, but common, at certa�n
per�ods, among men of sc�ence. Ideal�sts, mater�al�sts, and ord�nary
mortals have been �n agreement on one po�nt: that they knew
suff�c�ently what they meant by the words "m�nd" and "matter" to be
able to conduct the�r debate �ntell�gently. Yet �t was just �n th�s po�nt,
as to wh�ch they were at one, that they seem to me to have been all
al�ke �n error.

The stuff of wh�ch the world of our exper�ence �s composed �s, �n
my bel�ef, ne�ther m�nd nor matter, but someth�ng more pr�m�t�ve than
e�ther. Both m�nd and matter seem to be compos�te, and the stuff of
wh�ch they are compounded l�es �n a sense between the two, �n a
sense above them both, l�ke a common ancestor. As regards matter,
I have set forth my reasons for th�s v�ew on former occas�ons,* and I
shall not now repeat them. But the quest�on of m�nd �s more d�ff�cult,
and �t �s th�s quest�on that I propose to d�scuss �n these lectures. A
great deal of what I shall have to say �s not or�g�nal; �ndeed, much
recent work, �n var�ous f�elds, has tended to show the necess�ty of
such theor�es as those wh�ch I shall be advocat�ng. Accord�ngly �n
th�s f�rst lecture I shall try to g�ve a br�ef descr�pt�on of the systems of
�deas w�th�n wh�ch our �nvest�gat�on �s to be carr�ed on.
     * "Our Knowledge of the External World" (Allen & Unwin),
     Chapters III and IV. Also "Mysticism and Logic," Essays VII
     and VIII.

If there �s one th�ng that may be sa�d, �n the popular est�mat�on, to
character�ze m�nd, that one th�ng �s "consc�ousness." We say that we
are "consc�ous" of what we see and hear, of what we remember, and
of our own thoughts and feel�ngs. Most of us bel�eve that tables and
cha�rs are not "consc�ous." We th�nk that when we s�t �n a cha�r, we
are aware of s�tt�ng �n �t, but �t �s not aware of be�ng sat �n. It cannot
for a moment be doubted that we are r�ght �n bel�ev�ng that there �s
SOME d�fference between us and the cha�r �n th�s respect: so much
may be taken as fact, and as a datum for our �nqu�ry. But as soon as
we try to say what exactly the d�fference �s, we become �nvolved �n
perplex�t�es. Is "consc�ousness" ult�mate and s�mple, someth�ng to be



merely accepted and contemplated? Or �s �t someth�ng complex,
perhaps cons�st�ng �n our way of behav�ng �n the presence of
objects, or, alternat�vely, �n the ex�stence �n us of th�ngs called
"�deas," hav�ng a certa�n relat�on to objects, though d�fferent from
them, and only symbol�cally representat�ve of them? Such quest�ons
are not easy to answer; but unt�l they are answered we cannot
profess to know what we mean by say�ng that we are possessed of
"consc�ousness."

Before cons�der�ng modern theor�es, let us look f�rst at
consc�ousness from the standpo�nt of convent�onal psychology, s�nce
th�s embod�es v�ews wh�ch naturally occur when we beg�n to reflect
upon the subject. For th�s purpose, let us as a prel�m�nary cons�der
d�fferent ways of be�ng consc�ous.

F�rst, there �s the way of PERCEPTION. We "perce�ve" tables and
cha�rs, horses and dogs, our fr�ends, traff�c pass�ng �n the street—�n
short, anyth�ng wh�ch we recogn�ze through the senses. I leave on
one s�de for the present the quest�on whether pure sensat�on �s to be
regarded as a form of consc�ousness: what I am speak�ng of now �s
percept�on, where, accord�ng to convent�onal psychology, we go
beyond the sensat�on to the "th�ng" wh�ch �t represents. When you
hear a donkey bray, you not only hear a no�se, but real�ze that �t
comes from a donkey. When you see a table, you not only see a
coloured surface, but real�ze that �t �s hard. The add�t�on of these
elements that go beyond crude sensat�on �s sa�d to const�tute
percept�on. We shall have more to say about th�s at a later stage.
For the moment, I am merely concerned to note that percept�on of
objects �s one of the most obv�ous examples of what �s called
"consc�ousness." We are "consc�ous" of anyth�ng that we perce�ve.

We may take next the way of MEMORY. If I set to work to recall
what I d�d th�s morn�ng, that �s a form of consc�ousness d�fferent from
percept�on, s�nce �t �s concerned w�th the past. There are var�ous
problems as to how we can be consc�ous now of what no longer
ex�sts. These w�ll be dealt w�th �nc�dentally when we come to the
analys�s of memory.

From memory �t �s an easy step to what are called "�deas"—not �n
the Platon�c sense, but �n that of Locke, Berkeley and Hume, �n



wh�ch they are opposed to "�mpress�ons." You may be consc�ous of a
fr�end e�ther by see�ng h�m or by "th�nk�ng" of h�m; and by "thought"
you can be consc�ous of objects wh�ch cannot be seen, such as the
human race, or phys�ology. "Thought" �n the narrower sense �s that
form of consc�ousness wh�ch cons�sts �n "�deas" as opposed to
�mpress�ons or mere memor�es.

We may end our prel�m�nary catalogue w�th BELIEF, by wh�ch I
mean that way of be�ng consc�ous wh�ch may be e�ther true or false.
We say that a man �s "consc�ous of look�ng a fool," by wh�ch we
mean that he bel�eves he looks a fool, and �s not m�staken �n th�s
bel�ef. Th�s �s a d�fferent form of consc�ousness from any of the
earl�er ones. It �s the form wh�ch g�ves "knowledge" �n the str�ct
sense, and also error. It �s, at least apparently, more complex than
our prev�ous forms of consc�ousness; though we shall f�nd that they
are not so separable from �t as they m�ght appear to be.

Bes�des ways of be�ng consc�ous there are other th�ngs that would
ord�nar�ly be called "mental," such as des�re and pleasure and pa�n.
These ra�se problems of the�r own, wh�ch we shall reach �n Lecture
III. But the hardest problems are those that ar�se concern�ng ways of
be�ng "consc�ous." These ways, taken together, are called the
"cogn�t�ve" elements �n m�nd, and �t �s these that w�ll occupy us most
dur�ng the follow�ng lectures.

There �s one element wh�ch SEEMS obv�ously �n common among
the d�fferent ways of be�ng consc�ous, and that �s, that they are all
d�rected to OBJECTS. We are consc�ous "of" someth�ng. The
consc�ousness, �t seems, �s one th�ng, and that of wh�ch we are
consc�ous �s another th�ng. Unless we are to acqu�esce �n the v�ew
that we can never be consc�ous of anyth�ng outs�de our own m�nds,
we must say that the object of consc�ousness need not be mental,
though the consc�ousness must be. (I am speak�ng w�th�n the c�rcle
of convent�onal doctr�nes, not express�ng my own bel�efs.) Th�s
d�rect�on towards an object �s commonly regarded as typ�cal of every
form of cogn�t�on, and somet�mes of mental l�fe altogether. We may
d�st�ngu�sh two d�fferent tendenc�es �n trad�t�onal psychology. There
are those who take mental phenomena na�vely, just as they would
phys�cal phenomena. Th�s school of psycholog�sts tends not to



emphas�ze the object. On the other hand, there are those whose
pr�mary �nterest �s �n the apparent fact that we have KNOWLEDGE,
that there �s a world surround�ng us of wh�ch we are aware. These
men are �nterested �n the m�nd because of �ts relat�on to the world,
because knowledge, �f �t �s a fact, �s a very myster�ous one. The�r
�nterest �n psychology �s naturally centred �n the relat�on of
consc�ousness to �ts object, a problem wh�ch, properly, belongs
rather to theory of knowledge. We may take as one of the best and
most typ�cal representat�ves of th�s school the Austr�an psycholog�st
Brentano, whose "Psychology from the Emp�r�cal Standpo�nt,"*
though publ�shed �n 1874, �s st�ll �nfluent�al and was the start�ng-po�nt
of a great deal of �nterest�ng work. He says (p. 115):
     * "Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkte," vol. i, 1874.
     (The second volume was never published.)

"Every psych�cal phenomenon �s character�zed by what the
scholast�cs of the M�ddle Ages called the �ntent�onal (also the
mental) �nex�stence of an object, and what we, although w�th not
qu�te unamb�guous express�ons, would call relat�on to a content,
d�rect�on towards an object (wh�ch �s not here to be understood as a
real�ty), or �mmanent object�v�ty. Each conta�ns someth�ng �n �tself as
an object, though not each �n the same way. In presentat�on
someth�ng �s presented, �n judgment someth�ng �s acknowledged or
rejected, �n love someth�ng �s loved, �n hatred hated, �n des�re
des�red, and so on.

"Th�s �ntent�onal �nex�stence �s exclus�vely pecul�ar to psych�cal
phenomena. No phys�cal phenomenon shows anyth�ng s�m�lar. And
so we can def�ne psych�cal phenomena by say�ng that they are
phenomena wh�ch �ntent�onally conta�n an object �n themselves."

The v�ew here expressed, that relat�on to an object �s an ult�mate
�rreduc�ble character�st�c of mental phenomena, �s one wh�ch I shall
be concerned to combat. L�ke Brentano, I am �nterested �n
psychology, not so much for �ts own sake, as for the l�ght that �t may
throw on the problem of knowledge. Unt�l very lately I bel�eved, as he
d�d, that mental phenomena have essent�al reference to objects,
except poss�bly �n the case of pleasure and pa�n. Now I no longer
bel�eve th�s, even �n the case of knowledge. I shall try to make my
reasons for th�s reject�on clear as we proceed. It must be ev�dent at



f�rst glance that the analys�s of knowledge �s rendered more d�ff�cult
by the reject�on; but the apparent s�mpl�c�ty of Brentano's v�ew of
knowledge w�ll be found, �f I am not m�staken, �ncapable of
ma�nta�n�ng �tself e�ther aga�nst an analyt�c scrut�ny or aga�nst a host
of facts �n psycho-analys�s and an�mal psychology. I do not w�sh to
m�n�m�ze the problems. I w�ll merely observe, �n m�t�gat�on of our
prospect�ve labours, that th�nk�ng, however �t �s to be analysed, �s �n
�tself a del�ghtful occupat�on, and that there �s no enemy to th�nk�ng
so deadly as a false s�mpl�c�ty. Travell�ng, whether �n the mental or
the phys�cal world, �s a joy, and �t �s good to know that, �n the mental
world at least, there are vast countr�es st�ll very �mperfectly explored.

The v�ew expressed by Brentano has been held very generally,
and developed by many wr�ters. Among these we may take as an
example h�s Austr�an successor Me�nong.* Accord�ng to h�m there
are three elements �nvolved �n the thought of an object. These three
he calls the act, the content and the object. The act �s the same �n
any two cases of the same k�nd of consc�ousness; for �nstance, �f I
th�nk of Sm�th or th�nk of Brown, the act of th�nk�ng, �n �tself, �s
exactly s�m�lar on both occas�ons. But the content of my thought, the
part�cular event that �s happen�ng �n my m�nd, �s d�fferent when I
th�nk of Sm�th and when I th�nk of Brown. The content, Me�nong
argues, must not be confounded w�th the object, s�nce the content
must ex�st �n my m�nd at the moment when I have the thought,
whereas the object need not do so. The object may be someth�ng
past or future; �t may be phys�cal, not mental; �t may be someth�ng
abstract, l�ke equal�ty for example; �t may be someth�ng �mag�nary,
l�ke a golden mounta�n; or �t may even be someth�ng self-
contrad�ctory, l�ke a round square. But �n all these cases, so he
contends, the content ex�sts when the thought ex�sts, and �s what
d�st�ngu�shes �t, as an occurrence, from other thoughts.
     * See, e.g. his article: "Ueber Gegenstande hoherer Ordnung
     und deren Verhaltniss zur inneren Wahrnehmung," "Zeitschrift
     fur Psychologie and Physiologie der Sinnesorgane," vol. xxi,
     pp. 182-272 (1899), especially pp. 185-8.

To make th�s theory concrete, let us suppose that you are th�nk�ng
of St. Paul's. Then, accord�ng to Me�nong, we have to d�st�ngu�sh
three elements wh�ch are necessar�ly comb�ned �n const�tut�ng the
one thought. F�rst, there �s the act of th�nk�ng, wh�ch would be just



the same whatever you were th�nk�ng about. Then there �s what
makes the character of the thought as contrasted w�th other
thoughts; th�s �s the content. And f�nally there �s St. Paul's, wh�ch �s
the object of your thought. There must be a d�fference between the
content of a thought and what �t �s about, s�nce the thought �s here
and now, whereas what �t �s about may not be; hence �t �s clear that
the thought �s not �dent�cal w�th St. Paul's. Th�s seems to show that
we must d�st�ngu�sh between content and object. But �f Me�nong �s
r�ght, there can be no thought w�thout an object: the connect�on of
the two �s essent�al. The object m�ght ex�st w�thout the thought, but
not the thought w�thout the object: the three elements of act, content
and object are all requ�red to const�tute the one s�ngle occurrence
called "th�nk�ng of St. Paul's."

The above analys�s of a thought, though I bel�eve �t to be
m�staken, �s very useful as afford�ng a schema �n terms of wh�ch
other theor�es can be stated. In the rema�nder of the present lecture I
shall state �n outl�ne the v�ew wh�ch I advocate, and show how
var�ous other v�ews out of wh�ch m�ne has grown result from
mod�f�cat�ons of the threefold analys�s �nto act, content and object.

The f�rst cr�t�c�sm I have to make �s that the ACT seems
unnecessary and f�ct�t�ous. The occurrence of the content of a
thought const�tutes the occurrence of the thought. Emp�r�cally, I
cannot d�scover anyth�ng correspond�ng to the supposed act; and
theoret�cally I cannot see that �t �s �nd�spensable. We say: "I th�nk so-
and-so," and th�s word "I" suggests that th�nk�ng �s the act of a
person. Me�nong's "act" �s the ghost of the subject, or what once was
the full-blooded soul. It �s supposed that thoughts cannot just come
and go, but need a person to th�nk them. Now, of course �t �s true
that thoughts can be collected �nto bundles, so that one bundle �s my
thoughts, another �s your thoughts, and a th�rd �s the thoughts of Mr.
Jones. But I th�nk the person �s not an �ngred�ent �n the s�ngle
thought: he �s rather const�tuted by relat�ons of the thoughts to each
other and to the body. Th�s �s a large quest�on, wh�ch need not, �n �ts
ent�rety, concern us at present. All that I am concerned w�th for the
moment �s that the grammat�cal forms "I th�nk," "you th�nk," and "Mr.
Jones th�nks," are m�slead�ng �f regarded as �nd�cat�ng an analys�s of
a s�ngle thought. It would be better to say "�t th�nks �n me," l�ke "�t



ra�ns here"; or better st�ll, "there �s a thought �n me." Th�s �s s�mply on
the ground that what Me�nong calls the act �n th�nk�ng �s not
emp�r�cally d�scoverable, or log�cally deduc�ble from what we can
observe.

The next po�nt of cr�t�c�sm concerns the relat�on of content and
object. The reference of thoughts to objects �s not, I bel�eve, the
s�mple d�rect essent�al th�ng that Brentano and Me�nong represent �t
as be�ng. It seems to me to be der�vat�ve, and to cons�st largely �n
BELIEFS: bel�efs that what const�tutes the thought �s connected w�th
var�ous other elements wh�ch together make up the object. You
have, say, an �mage of St. Paul's, or merely the word "St. Paul's" �n
your head. You bel�eve, however vaguely and d�mly, that th�s �s
connected w�th what you would see �f you went to St. Paul's, or what
you would feel �f you touched �ts walls; �t �s further connected w�th
what other people see and feel, w�th serv�ces and the Dean and
Chapter and S�r Chr�stopher Wren. These th�ngs are not mere
thoughts of yours, but your thought stands �n a relat�on to them of
wh�ch you are more or less aware. The awareness of th�s relat�on �s
a further thought, and const�tutes your feel�ng that the or�g�nal
thought had an "object." But �n pure �mag�nat�on you can get very
s�m�lar thoughts w�thout these accompany�ng bel�efs; and �n th�s
case your thoughts do not have objects or seem to have them. Thus
�n such �nstances you have content w�thout object. On the other
hand, �n see�ng or hear�ng �t would be less m�slead�ng to say that you
have object w�thout content, s�nce what you see or hear �s actually
part of the phys�cal world, though not matter �n the sense of phys�cs.
Thus the whole quest�on of the relat�on of mental occurrences to
objects grows very compl�cated, and cannot be settled by regard�ng
reference to objects as of the essence of thoughts. All the above
remarks are merely prel�m�nary, and w�ll be expanded later.

Speak�ng �n popular and unph�losoph�cal terms, we may say that
the content of a thought �s supposed to be someth�ng �n your head
when you th�nk the thought, wh�le the object �s usually someth�ng �n
the outer world. It �s held that knowledge of the outer world �s
const�tuted by the relat�on to the object, wh�le the fact that knowledge
�s d�fferent from what �t knows �s due to the fact that knowledge
comes by way of contents. We can beg�n to state the d�fference



between real�sm and �deal�sm �n terms of th�s oppos�t�on of contents
and objects. Speak�ng qu�te roughly and approx�mately, we may say
that �deal�sm tends to suppress the object, wh�le real�sm tends to
suppress the content. Ideal�sm, accord�ngly, says that noth�ng can be
known except thoughts, and all the real�ty that we know �s mental;
wh�le real�sm ma�nta�ns that we know objects d�rectly, �n sensat�on
certa�nly, and perhaps also �n memory and thought. Ideal�sm does
not say that noth�ng can be known beyond the present thought, but �t
ma�nta�ns that the context of vague bel�ef, wh�ch we spoke of �n
connect�on w�th the thought of St. Paul's, only takes you to other
thoughts, never to anyth�ng rad�cally d�fferent from thoughts. The
d�ff�culty of th�s v�ew �s �n regard to sensat�on, where �t seems as �f
we came �nto d�rect contact w�th the outer world. But the Berkele�an
way of meet�ng th�s d�ff�culty �s so fam�l�ar that I need not enlarge
upon �t now. I shall return to �t �n a later lecture, and w�ll only observe,
for the present, that there seem to me no val�d grounds for regard�ng
what we see and hear as not part of the phys�cal world.

Real�sts, on the other hand, as a rule, suppress the content, and
ma�nta�n that a thought cons�sts e�ther of act and object alone, or of
object alone. I have been �n the past a real�st, and I rema�n a real�st
as regards sensat�on, but not as regards memory or thought. I w�ll try
to expla�n what seem to me to be the reasons for and aga�nst
var�ous k�nds of real�sm.

Modern �deal�sm professes to be by no means conf�ned to the
present thought or the present th�nker �n regard to �ts knowledge;
�ndeed, �t contends that the world �s so organ�c, so dove-ta�led, that
from any one port�on the whole can be �nferred, as the complete
skeleton of an ext�nct an�mal can be �nferred from one bone. But the
log�c by wh�ch th�s supposed organ�c nature of the world �s nom�nally
demonstrated appears to real�sts, as �t does to me, to be faulty. They
argue that, �f we cannot know the phys�cal world d�rectly, we cannot
really know any th�ng outs�de our own m�nds: the rest of the world
may be merely our dream. Th�s �s a dreary v�ew, and they there fore
seek ways of escap�ng from �t. Accord�ngly they ma�nta�n that �n
knowledge we are �n d�rect contact w�th objects, wh�ch may be, and
usually are, outs�de our own m�nds. No doubt they are prompted to
th�s v�ew, �n the f�rst place, by b�as, namely, by the des�re to th�nk that



they can know of the ex�stence of a world outs�de themselves. But
we have to cons�der, not what led them to des�re the v�ew, but
whether the�r arguments for �t are val�d.

There are two d�fferent k�nds of real�sm, accord�ng as we make a
thought cons�st of act and object, or of object alone. The�r d�ff�cult�es
are d�fferent, but ne�ther seems tenable all through. Take, for the
sake of def�n�teness, the remember�ng of a past event. The
remember�ng occurs now, and �s therefore necessar�ly not �dent�cal
w�th the past event. So long as we reta�n the act, th�s need cause no
d�ff�culty. The act of remember�ng occurs now, and has on th�s v�ew a
certa�n essent�al relat�on to the past event wh�ch �t remembers.
There �s no LOGICAL object�on to th�s theory, but there �s the
object�on, wh�ch we spoke of earl�er, that the act seems myth�cal,
and �s not to be found by observat�on. If, on the other hand, we try to
const�tute memory w�thout the act, we are dr�ven to a content, s�nce
we must have someth�ng that happens NOW, as opposed to the
event wh�ch happened �n the past. Thus, when we reject the act,
wh�ch I th�nk we must, we are dr�ven to a theory of memory wh�ch �s
more ak�n to �deal�sm. These arguments, however, do not apply to
sensat�on. It �s espec�ally sensat�on, I th�nk, wh�ch �s cons�dered by
those real�sts who reta�n only the object.* The�r v�ews, wh�ch are
ch�efly held �n Amer�ca, are �n large measure der�ved from W�ll�am
James, and before go�ng further �t w�ll be well to cons�der the
revolut�onary doctr�ne wh�ch he advocated. I bel�eve th�s doctr�ne
conta�ns �mportant new truth, and what I shall have to say w�ll be �n a
cons�derable measure �nsp�red by �t.
     * This is explicitly the case with Mach's "Analysis of
     Sensations," a book of fundamental importance in the present
     connection. (Translation of fifth German edition, Open Court
     Co., 1914. First German edition, 1886.)

W�ll�am James's v�ew was f�rst set forth �n an essay called "Does
'consc�ousness' ex�st?"* In th�s essay he expla�ns how what used to
be the soul has gradually been ref�ned down to the "transcendental
ego," wh�ch, he says, "attenuates �tself to a thoroughly ghostly
cond�t�on, be�ng only a name for the fact that the 'content' of
exper�ence IS KNOWN. It loses personal form and act�v�ty—these
pass�ng over to the content—and becomes a bare Bewussthe�t or
Bewusstse�n uberhaupt, of wh�ch �n �ts own r�ght absolutely noth�ng



can be sa�d. I bel�eve (he cont�nues) that 'consc�ousness,' when
once �t has evaporated to th�s estate of pure d�aphane�ty, �s on the
po�nt of d�sappear�ng altogether. It �s the name of a nonent�ty, and
has no r�ght to a place among f�rst pr�nc�ples. Those who st�ll cl�ng to
�t are cl�ng�ng to a mere echo, the fa�nt rumour left beh�nd by the
d�sappear�ng 'soul' upon the a�r of ph�losophy"(p. 2).
     * "Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific
     Methods," vol. i, 1904. Reprinted in "Essays in Radical
     Empiricism" (Longmans, Green & Co., 1912), pp. 1-38, to
     which references in what follows refer.

He expla�ns that th�s �s no sudden change �n h�s op�n�ons. "For
twenty years past," he says, "I have m�strusted 'consc�ousness' as
an ent�ty; for seven or e�ght years past I have suggested �ts non-
ex�stence to my students, and tr�ed to g�ve them �ts pragmat�c
equ�valent �n real�t�es of exper�ence. It seems to me that the hour �s
r�pe for �t to be openly and un�versally d�scarded"(p. 3).

H�s next concern �s to expla�n away the a�r of paradox, for James
was never w�lfully paradox�cal. "Unden�ably," he says, "'thoughts' do
ex�st." "I mean only to deny that the word stands for an ent�ty, but to
�ns�st most emphat�cally that �t does stand for a funct�on. There �s, I
mean, no abor�g�nal stuff or qual�ty of be�ng, contrasted w�th that of
wh�ch mater�al objects are made, out of wh�ch our thoughts of them
are made; but there �s a funct�on �n exper�ence wh�ch thoughts
perform, and for the performance of wh�ch th�s qual�ty of be�ng �s
�nvoked. That funct�on �s KNOWING"(pp. 3-4).

James's v�ew �s that the raw mater�al out of wh�ch the world �s bu�lt
up �s not of two sorts, one matter and the other m�nd, but that �t �s
arranged �n d�fferent patterns by �ts �nter-relat�ons, and that some
arrangements may be called mental, wh�le others may be called
phys�cal.

"My thes�s �s," he says, "that �f we start w�th the suppos�t�on that
there �s only one pr�mal stuff or mater�al �n the world, a stuff of wh�ch
everyth�ng �s composed, and �f we call that stuff 'pure exper�ence,'
then know�ng can eas�ly be expla�ned as a part�cular sort of relat�on
towards one another �nto wh�ch port�ons of pure exper�ence may
enter. The relat�on �tself �s a part of pure exper�ence; one of �ts



'terms' becomes the subject or bearer of the knowledge, the knower,
the other becomes the object known"(p. 4).

After ment�on�ng the dual�ty of subject and object, wh�ch �s
supposed to const�tute consc�ousness, he proceeds �n �tal�cs:
"EXPERIENCE, I BELIEVE, HAS NO SUCH INNER DUPLICITY;
AND THE SEPARATION OF IT INTO CONSCIOUSNESS AND
CONTENT COMES, NOT BY WAY OF SUBTRACTION, BUT BY
WAY OF ADDITION"(p. 9).

He �llustrates h�s mean�ng by the analogy of pa�nt as �t appears �n
a pa�nt-shop and as �t appears �n a p�cture: �n the one case �t �s just
"saleable matter," wh�le �n the other �t "performs a sp�r�tual funct�on.
Just so, I ma�nta�n (he cont�nues), does a g�ven und�v�ded port�on of
exper�ence, taken �n one context of assoc�ates, play the part of a
knower, of a state of m�nd, of 'consc�ousness'; wh�le �n a d�fferent
context the same und�v�ded b�t of exper�ence plays the part of a th�ng
known, of an object�ve 'content.' In a word, �n one group �t f�gures as
a thought, �n another group as a th�ng"(pp. 9-10).

He does not bel�eve �n the supposed �mmed�ate certa�nty of
thought. "Let the case be what �t may �n others," he says, "I am as
conf�dent as I am of anyth�ng that, �n myself, the stream of th�nk�ng
(wh�ch I recogn�ze emphat�cally as a phenomenon) �s only a careless
name for what, when scrut�n�zed, reveals �tself to cons�st ch�efly of
the stream of my breath�ng. The 'I th�nk' wh�ch Kant sa�d must be
able to accompany all my objects, �s the 'I breathe' wh�ch actually
does accompany them"(pp. 36-37).

The same v�ew of "consc�ousness" �s set forth �n the succeed�ng
essay, "A World of Pure Exper�ence" (�b., pp. 39-91). The use of the
phrase "pure exper�ence" �n both essays po�nts to a l�nger�ng
�nfluence of �deal�sm. "Exper�ence," l�ke "consc�ousness," must be a
product, not part of the pr�mary stuff of the world. It must be poss�ble,
�f James �s r�ght �n h�s ma�n content�ons, that roughly the same stuff,
d�fferently arranged, would not g�ve r�se to anyth�ng that could be
called "exper�ence." Th�s word has been dropped by the Amer�can
real�sts, among whom we may ment�on spec�ally Professor R. B.
Perry of Harvard and Mr. Edw�n B. Holt. The �nterests of th�s school
are �n general ph�losophy and the ph�losophy of the sc�ences, rather



than �n psychology; they have der�ved a strong �mpuls�on from
James, but have more �nterest than he had �n log�c and mathemat�cs
and the abstract part of ph�losophy. They speak of "neutral" ent�t�es
as the stuff out of wh�ch both m�nd and matter are constructed. Thus
Holt says: "If the terms and propos�t�ons of log�c must be
substant�al�zed, they are all str�ctly of one substance, for wh�ch
perhaps the least dangerous name �s neutral-stuff. The relat�on of
neutral-stuff to matter and m�nd we shall have presently to cons�der
at cons�derable length." *
     * "The Concept of Consciousness" (Geo. Allen & Co., 1914),
     p. 52.

My own bel�ef—for wh�ch the reasons w�ll appear �n subsequent
lectures—�s that James �s r�ght �n reject�ng consc�ousness as an
ent�ty, and that the Amer�can real�sts are partly r�ght, though not
wholly, �n cons�der�ng that both m�nd and matter are composed of a
neutral-stuff wh�ch, �n �solat�on, �s ne�ther mental nor mater�al. I
should adm�t th�s v�ew as regards sensat�ons: what �s heard or seen
belongs equally to psychology and to phys�cs. But I should say that
�mages belong only to the mental world, wh�le those occurrences (�f
any) wh�ch do not form part of any "exper�ence" belong only to the
phys�cal world. There are, �t seems to me, pr�ma fac�e d�fferent k�nds
of causal laws, one belong�ng to phys�cs and the other to
psychology. The law of grav�tat�on, for example, �s a phys�cal law,
wh�le the law of assoc�at�on �s a psycholog�cal law. Sensat�ons are
subject to both k�nds of laws, and are therefore truly "neutral" �n
Holt's sense. But ent�t�es subject only to phys�cal laws, or only to
psycholog�cal laws, are not neutral, and may be called respect�vely
purely mater�al and purely mental. Even those, however, wh�ch are
purely mental w�ll not have that �ntr�ns�c reference to objects wh�ch
Brentano ass�gns to them and wh�ch const�tutes the essence of
"consc�ousness" as ord�nar�ly understood. But �t �s now t�me to pass
on to other modern tendenc�es, also host�le to "consc�ousness."

There �s a psycholog�cal school called "Behav�our�sts," of whom
the protagon�st �s Professor John B. Watson,* formerly of the Johns
Hopk�ns Un�vers�ty. To them also, on the whole, belongs Professor
John Dewey, who, w�th James and Dr. Sch�ller, was one of the three
founders of pragmat�sm. The v�ew of the "behav�our�sts" �s that



noth�ng can be known except by external observat�on. They deny
altogether that there �s a separate source of knowledge called
"�ntrospect�on," by wh�ch we can know th�ngs about ourselves wh�ch
we could never observe �n others. They do not by any means deny
that all sorts of th�ngs MAY go on �n our m�nds: they only say that
such th�ngs, �f they occur, are not suscept�ble of sc�ent�f�c
observat�on, and do not therefore concern psychology as a sc�ence.
Psychology as a sc�ence, they say, �s only concerned w�th
BEHAVIOUR, �.e. w�th what we DO; th�s alone, they contend, can be
accurately observed. Whether we th�nk meanwh�le, they tell us,
cannot be known; �n the�r observat�on of the behav�our of human
be�ngs, they have not so far found any ev�dence of thought. True, we
talk a great deal, and �mag�ne that �n so do�ng we are show�ng that
we can th�nk; but behav�our�sts say that the talk they have to l�sten to
can be expla�ned w�thout suppos�ng that people th�nk. Where you
m�ght expect a chapter on "thought processes" you come �nstead
upon a chapter on "The Language Hab�t." It �s hum�l�at�ng to f�nd how
terr�bly adequate th�s hypothes�s turns out to be.
     * See especially his "Behavior: an Introduction to
     Comparative Psychology," New York, 1914.

Behav�our�sm has not, however, sprung from observ�ng the folly of
men. It �s the w�sdom of an�mals that has suggested the v�ew. It has
always been a common top�c of popular d�scuss�on whether an�mals
"th�nk." On th�s top�c people are prepared to take s�des w�thout
hav�ng the vaguest �dea what they mean by "th�nk�ng." Those who
des�red to �nvest�gate such quest�ons were led to observe the
behav�our of an�mals, �n the hope that the�r behav�our would throw
some l�ght on the�r mental facult�es. At f�rst s�ght, �t m�ght seem that
th�s �s so. People say that a dog "knows" �ts name because �t comes
when �t �s called, and that �t "remembers" �ts master, because �t looks
sad �n h�s absence, but wags �ts ta�l and barks when he returns. That
the dog behaves �n th�s way �s matter of observat�on, but that �t
"knows" or "remembers" anyth�ng �s an �nference, and �n fact a very
doubtful one. The more such �nferences are exam�ned, the more
precar�ous they are seen to be. Hence the study of an�mal behav�our
has been gradually led to abandon all attempt at mental
�nterpretat�on. And �t can hardly be doubted that, �n many cases of



compl�cated behav�our very well adapted to �ts ends, there can be no
prev�s�on of those ends. The f�rst t�me a b�rd bu�lds a nest, we can
hardly suppose �t knows that there w�ll be eggs to be la�d �n �t, or that
�t w�ll s�t on the eggs, or that they w�ll hatch �nto young b�rds. It does
what �t does at each stage because �nst�nct g�ves �t an �mpulse to do
just that, not because �t foresees and des�res the result of �ts
act�ons.*
     * An interesting discussion of the question whether
     instinctive actions, when first performed, involve any
     prevision, however vague, will be found in Lloyd Morgan's
     "Instinct and Experience" (Methuen, 1912), chap. ii.

Careful observers of an�mals, be�ng anx�ous to avo�d precar�ous
�nferences, have gradually d�scovered more and more how to g�ve
an account of the act�ons of an�mals w�thout assum�ng what we call
"consc�ousness." It has seemed to the behav�our�sts that s�m�lar
methods can be appl�ed to human behav�our, w�thout assum�ng
anyth�ng not open to external observat�on. Let us g�ve a crude
�llustrat�on, too crude for the authors �n quest�on, but capable of
afford�ng a rough �ns�ght �nto the�r mean�ng. Suppose two ch�ldren �n
a school, both of whom are asked "What �s s�x t�mes n�ne?" One
says f�fty-four, the other says f�fty-s�x. The one, we say, "knows" what
s�x t�mes n�ne �s, the other does not. But all that we can observe �s a
certa�n language-hab�t. The one ch�ld has acqu�red the hab�t of
say�ng "s�x t�mes n�ne �s f�fty-four"; the other has not. There �s no
more need of "thought" �n th�s than there �s when a horse turns �nto
h�s accustomed stable; there are merely more numerous and
compl�cated hab�ts. There �s obv�ously an observable fact called
"know�ng" such-and-such a th�ng; exam�nat�ons are exper�ments for
d�scover�ng such facts. But all that �s observed or d�scovered �s a
certa�n set of hab�ts �n the use of words. The thoughts (�f any) �n the
m�nd of the exam�nee are of no �nterest to the exam�ner; nor has the
exam�ner any reason to suppose even the most successful
exam�nee capable of even the smallest amount of thought.

Thus what �s called "know�ng," �n the sense �n wh�ch we can
ascerta�n what other people "know," �s a phenomenon exempl�f�ed �n
the�r phys�cal behav�our, �nclud�ng spoken and wr�tten words. There
�s no reason—so Watson argues—to suppose that the�r knowledge
IS anyth�ng beyond the hab�ts shown �n th�s behav�our: the �nference



that other people have someth�ng nonphys�cal called "m�nd" or
"thought" �s therefore unwarranted.

So far, there �s noth�ng part�cularly repugnant to our prejud�ces �n
the conclus�ons of the behav�our�sts. We are all w�ll�ng to adm�t that
other people are thoughtless. But when �t comes to ourselves, we
feel conv�nced that we can actually perce�ve our own th�nk�ng.
"Cog�to, ergo sum" would be regarded by most people as hav�ng a
true prem�ss. Th�s, however, the behav�our�st den�es. He ma�nta�ns
that our knowledge of ourselves �s no d�fferent �n k�nd from our
knowledge of other people. We may see MORE, because our own
body �s eas�er to observe than that of other people; but we do not
see anyth�ng rad�cally unl�ke what we see of others. Introspect�on, as
a separate source of knowledge, �s ent�rely den�ed by psycholog�sts
of th�s school. I shall d�scuss th�s quest�on at length �n a later lecture;
for the present I w�ll only observe that �t �s by no means s�mple, and
that, though I bel�eve the behav�our�sts somewhat overstate the�r
case, yet there �s an �mportant element of truth �n the�r content�on,
s�nce the th�ngs wh�ch we can d�scover by �ntrospect�on do not seem
to d�ffer �n any very fundamental way from the th�ngs wh�ch we
d�scover by external observat�on.

So far, we have been pr�nc�pally concerned w�th know�ng. But �t
m�ght well be ma�nta�ned that des�r�ng �s what �s really most
character�st�c of m�nd. Human be�ngs are constantly engaged �n
ach�ev�ng some end they feel pleasure �n success and pa�n �n fa�lure.
In a purely mater�al world, �t may be sa�d, there would be no
oppos�t�on of pleasant and unpleasant, good and bad, what �s
des�red and what �s feared. A man's acts are governed by purposes.
He dec�des, let us suppose, to go to a certa�n place, whereupon he
proceeds to the stat�on, takes h�s t�cket and enters the tra�n. If the
usual route �s blocked by an acc�dent, he goes by some other route.
All that he does �s determ�ned—or so �t seems—by the end he has �n
v�ew, by what l�es �n front of h�m, rather than by what l�es beh�nd.
W�th dead matter, th�s �s not the case. A stone at the top of a h�ll may
start roll�ng, but �t shows no pert�nac�ty �n try�ng to get to the bottom.
Any ledge or obstacle w�ll stop �t, and �t w�ll exh�b�t no s�gns of
d�scontent �f th�s happens. It �s not attracted by the pleasantness of
the valley, as a sheep or cow m�ght be, but propelled by the



steepness of the h�ll at the place where �t �s. In all th�s we have
character�st�c d�fferences between the behav�our of an�mals and the
behav�our of matter as stud�ed by phys�cs.

Des�re, l�ke knowledge, �s, of course, �n one sense an observable
phenomenon. An elephant w�ll eat a bun, but not a mutton chop; a
duck w�ll go �nto the water, but a hen w�ll not. But when we th�nk of
our own des�res, most people bel�eve that we can know them by an
�mmed�ate self-knowledge wh�ch does not depend upon observat�on
of our act�ons. Yet �f th�s were the case, �t would be odd that people
are so often m�staken as to what they des�re. It �s matter of common
observat�on that "so-and-so does not know h�s own mot�ves," or that
"A �s env�ous of B and mal�c�ous about h�m, but qu�te unconsc�ous of
be�ng so." Such people are called self-dece�vers, and are supposed
to have had to go through some more or less elaborate process of
conceal�ng from themselves what would otherw�se have been
obv�ous. I bel�eve that th�s �s an ent�re m�stake. I bel�eve that the
d�scovery of our own mot�ves can only be made by the same
process by wh�ch we d�scover other people's, namely, the process of
observ�ng our act�ons and �nferr�ng the des�re wh�ch could prompt
them. A des�re �s "consc�ous" when we have told ourselves that we
have �t. A hungry man may say to h�mself: "Oh, I do want my lunch."
Then h�s des�re �s "consc�ous." But �t only d�ffers from an
"unconsc�ous" des�re by the presence of appropr�ate words, wh�ch �s
by no means a fundamental d�fference.

The bel�ef that a mot�ve �s normally consc�ous makes �t eas�er to
be m�staken as to our own mot�ves than as to other people's. When
some des�re that we should be ashamed of �s attr�buted to us, we
not�ce that we have never had �t consc�ously, �n the sense of say�ng
to ourselves, "I w�sh that would happen." We therefore look for some
other �nterpretat�on of our act�ons, and regard our fr�ends as very
unjust when they refuse to be conv�nced by our repud�at�on of what
we hold to be a calumny. Moral cons�derat�ons greatly �ncrease the
d�ff�culty of clear th�nk�ng �n th�s matter. It �s commonly argued that
people are not to blame for unconsc�ous mot�ves, but only for
consc�ous ones. In order, therefore, to be wholly v�rtuous �t �s only
necessary to repeat v�rtuous formulas. We say: "I des�re to be k�nd to
my fr�ends, honourable �n bus�ness, ph�lanthrop�c towards the poor,



publ�c-sp�r�ted �n pol�t�cs." So long as we refuse to allow ourselves,
even �n the watches of the n�ght, to avow any contrary des�res, we
may be bull�es at home, shady �n the C�ty, sk�nfl�nts �n pay�ng wages
and prof�teers �n deal�ng w�th the publ�c; yet, �f only consc�ous
mot�ves are to count �n moral valuat�on, we shall rema�n model
characters. Th�s �s an agreeable doctr�ne, and �t �s not surpr�s�ng that
men are un w�ll�ng to abandon �t. But moral cons�derat�ons are the
worst enem�es of the sc�ent�f�c sp�r�t and we must d�sm�ss them from
our m�nds �f we w�sh to arr�ve at truth.

I bel�eve—as I shall try to prove �n a later lecture—that des�re, l�ke
force �n mechan�cs, �s of the nature of a conven�ent f�ct�on for
descr�b�ng shortly certa�n laws of behav�our. A hungry an�mal �s
restless unt�l �t f�nds food; then �t becomes qu�escent. The th�ng
wh�ch w�ll br�ng a restless cond�t�on to an end �s sa�d to be what �s
des�red. But only exper�ence can show what w�ll have th�s sedat�ve
effect, and �t �s easy to make m�stakes. We feel d�ssat�sfact�on, and
th�nk that such and-such a th�ng would remove �t; but �n th�nk�ng th�s,
we are theor�z�ng, not observ�ng a patent fact. Our theor�z�ng �s often
m�staken, and when �t �s m�staken there �s a d�fference between what
we th�nk we des�re and what �n fact w�ll br�ng sat�sfact�on. Th�s �s
such a common phenomenon that any theory of des�re wh�ch fa�ls to
account for �t must be wrong.

What have been called "unconsc�ous" des�res have been brought
very much to the fore �n recent years by psycho-analys�s. Psycho-
analys�s, as every one knows, �s pr�mar�ly a method of understand�ng
hyster�a and certa�n forms of �nsan�ty*; but �t has been found that
there �s much �n the l�ves of ord�nary men and women wh�ch bears a
hum�l�at�ng resemblance to the delus�ons of the �nsane. The
connect�on of dreams, �rrat�onal bel�efs and fool�sh act�ons w�th
unconsc�ous w�shes has been brought to l�ght, though w�th some
exaggerat�on, by Freud and Jung and the�r followers. As regards the
nature of these unconsc�ous w�shes, �t seems to me—though as a
layman I speak w�th d�ff�dence—that many psycho-analysts are
unduly narrow; no doubt the w�shes they emphas�ze ex�st, but
others, e.g. for honour and power, are equally operat�ve and equally
l�able to concealment. Th�s, however, does not affect the value of
the�r general theor�es from the po�nt of v�ew of theoret�c psychology,



and �t �s from th�s po�nt of v�ew that the�r results are �mportant for the
analys�s of m�nd.



     * There is a wide field of "unconscious" phenomena which
     does not depend upon psycho-analytic theories. Such
     occurrences as automatic writing lead Dr. Morton Prince to
     say: "As I view this question of the subconscious, far too
     much weight is given to the point of awareness or not
     awareness of our conscious processes. As a matter of fact,
     we find entirely identical phenomena, that is, identical in
     every respect but one-that of awareness in which sometimes
     we are aware of these conscious phenomena and sometimes
     not"(p. 87 of "Subconscious Phenomena," by various authors,
     Rebman). Dr. Morton Price conceives that there may be
     "consciousness" without "awareness." But this is a difficult
     view, and one which makes some definition of "consciousness"
     imperative. For nay part, I cannot see how to separate
     consciousness from awareness.

What, I th�nk, �s clearly establ�shed, �s that a man's act�ons and
bel�efs may be wholly dom�nated by a des�re of wh�ch he �s qu�te
unconsc�ous, and wh�ch he �nd�gnantly repud�ates when �t �s
suggested to h�m. Such a des�re �s generally, �n morb�d cases, of a
sort wh�ch the pat�ent would cons�der w�cked; �f he had to adm�t that
he had the des�re, he would loathe h�mself. Yet �t �s so strong that �t
must force an outlet for �tself; hence �t becomes necessary to
enterta�n whole systems of false bel�efs �n order to h�de the nature of
what �s des�red. The result�ng delus�ons �n very many cases
d�sappear �f the hyster�c or lunat�c can be made to face the facts
about h�mself. The consequence of th�s �s that the treatment of many
forms of �nsan�ty has grown more psycholog�cal and less
phys�olog�cal than �t used to be. Instead of look�ng for a phys�cal
defect �n the bra�n, those who treat delus�ons look for the repressed
des�re wh�ch has found th�s contorted mode of express�on. For those
who do not w�sh to plunge �nto the somewhat repuls�ve and often
rather w�ld theor�es of psychoanalyt�c p�oneers, �t w�ll be worth wh�le
to read a l�ttle book by Dr. Bernard Hart on "The Psychology of
Insan�ty."* On th�s quest�on of the mental as opposed to the
phys�olog�cal study of the causes of �nsan�ty, Dr. Hart says:
     * Cambridge, 1912; 2nd edition, 1914. The following
     references are to the second edition.

"The psycholog�cal concept�on [of �nsan�ty] �s based on the v�ew
that mental processes can be d�rectly stud�ed w�thout any reference
to the accompany�ng changes wh�ch are presumed to take place �n
the bra�n, and that �nsan�ty may therefore be properly attacked from
the standpo�nt of psychology"(p. 9).



Th�s �llustrates a po�nt wh�ch I am anx�ous to make clear from the
outset. Any attempt to class�fy modern v�ews, such as I propose to
advocate, from the old standpo�nt of mater�al�sm and �deal�sm, �s
only m�slead�ng. In certa�n respects, the v�ews wh�ch I shall be
sett�ng forth approx�mate to mater�al�sm; �n certa�n others, they
approx�mate to �ts oppos�te. On th�s quest�on of the study of
delus�ons, the pract�cal effect of the modern theor�es, as Dr. Hart
po�nts out, �s emanc�pat�on from the mater�al�st method. On the other
hand, as he also po�nts out (pp. 38-9), �mbec�l�ty and dement�a st�ll
have to be cons�dered phys�olog�cally, as caused by defects �n the
bra�n. There �s no �ncons�stency �n th�s If, as we ma�nta�n, m�nd and
matter are ne�ther of them the actual stuff of real�ty, but d�fferent
conven�ent group�ngs of an underly�ng mater�al, then, clearly, the
quest�on whether, �n regard to a g�ven phenomenon, we are to seek
a phys�cal or a mental cause, �s merely one to be dec�ded by tr�al.
Metaphys�c�ans have argued endlessly as to the �nteract�on of m�nd
and matter. The followers of Descartes held that m�nd and matter are
so d�fferent as to make any act�on of the one on the other
�mposs�ble. When I w�ll to move my arm, they sa�d, �t �s not my w�ll
that operates on my arm, but God, who, by H�s omn�potence, moves
my arm whenever I want �t moved. The modern doctr�ne of
psychophys�cal parallel�sm �s not apprec�ably d�fferent from th�s
theory of the Cartes�an school. Psycho-phys�cal parallel�sm �s the
theory that mental and phys�cal events each have causes �n the�r
own sphere, but run on s�de by s�de ow�ng to the fact that every state
of the bra�n coex�sts w�th a def�n�te state of the m�nd, and v�ce versa.
Th�s v�ew of the rec�procal causal �ndependence of m�nd and matter
has no bas�s except �n metaphys�cal theory.* For us, there �s no
necess�ty to make any such assumpt�on, wh�ch �s very d�ff�cult to
harmon�ze w�th obv�ous facts. I rece�ve a letter �nv�t�ng me to d�nner:
the letter �s a phys�cal fact, but my apprehens�on of �ts mean�ng �s
mental. Here we have an effect of matter on m�nd. In consequence
of my apprehens�on of the mean�ng of the letter, I go to the r�ght
place at the r�ght t�me; here we have an effect of m�nd on matter. I
shall try to persuade you, �n the course of these lectures, that matter
�s not so mater�al and m�nd not so mental as �s generally supposed.
When we are speak�ng of matter, �t w�ll seem as �f we were �ncl�n�ng



to �deal�sm; when we are speak�ng of m�nd, �t w�ll seem as �f we were
�ncl�n�ng to mater�al�sm. Ne�ther �s the truth. Our world �s to be
constructed out of what the Amer�can real�sts call "neutral" ent�t�es,
wh�ch have ne�ther the hardness and �ndestruct�b�l�ty of matter, nor
the reference to objects wh�ch �s supposed to character�ze m�nd.
     * It would seem, however, that Dr. Hart accepts this theory
     as 8 methodological precept. See his contribution to
     "Subconscious Phenomena" (quoted above), especially pp. 121-2.

There �s, �t �s true, one object�on wh�ch m�ght be felt, not �ndeed to
the act�on of matter on m�nd, but to the act�on of m�nd on matter. The
laws of phys�cs, �t may be urged, are apparently adequate to expla�n
everyth�ng that happens to matter, even when �t �s matter �n a man's
bra�n. Th�s, however, �s only a hypothes�s, not an establ�shed theory.
There �s no cogent emp�r�cal reason for suppos�ng that the laws
determ�n�ng the mot�ons of l�v�ng bod�es are exactly the same as
those that apply to dead matter. Somet�mes, of course, they are
clearly the same. When a man falls from a prec�p�ce or sl�ps on a
p�ece of orange peel, h�s body behaves as �f �t were devo�d of l�fe.
These are the occas�ons that make Bergson laugh. But when a
man's bod�ly movements are what we call "voluntary," they are, at
any rate pr�ma fac�e, very d�fferent �n the�r laws from the movements
of what �s devo�d of l�fe. I do not w�sh to say dogmat�cally that the
d�fference �s �rreduc�ble; I th�nk �t h�ghly probable that �t �s not. I say
only that the study of the behav�our of l�v�ng bod�es, �n the present
state of our knowledge, �s d�st�nct from phys�cs. The study of gases
was or�g�nally qu�te d�st�nct from that of r�g�d bod�es, and would never
have advanced to �ts present state �f �t had not been �ndependently
pursued. Nowadays both the gas and the r�g�d body are
manufactured out of a more pr�m�t�ve and un�versal k�nd of matter. In
l�ke manner, as a quest�on of methodology, the laws of l�v�ng bod�es
are to be stud�ed, �n the f�rst place, w�thout any undue haste to
subord�nate them to the laws of phys�cs. Boyle's law and the rest
had to be d�scovered before the k�net�c theory of gases became
poss�ble. But �n psychology we are hardly yet at the stage of Boyle's
law. Meanwh�le we need not be held up by the bogey of the un�versal
r�g�d exactness of phys�cs. Th�s �s, as yet, a mere hypothes�s, to be
tested emp�r�cally w�thout any preconcept�ons. It may be true, or �t
may not. So far, that �s all we can say.



Return�ng from th�s d�gress�on to our ma�n top�c, namely, the
cr�t�c�sm of "consc�ousness," we observe that Freud and h�s
followers, though they have demonstrated beyond d�spute the
�mmense �mportance of "unconsc�ous" des�res �n determ�n�ng our
act�ons and bel�efs, have not attempted the task of tell�ng us what an
"unconsc�ous" des�re actually �s, and have thus �nvested the�r
doctr�ne w�th an a�r of mystery and mythology wh�ch forms a large
part of �ts popular attract�veness. They speak always as though �t
were more normal for a des�re to be consc�ous, and as though a
pos�t�ve cause had to be ass�gned for �ts be�ng unconsc�ous. Thus
"the unconsc�ous" becomes a sort of underground pr�soner, l�v�ng �n
a dungeon, break�ng �n at long �ntervals upon our dayl�ght
respectab�l�ty w�th dark groans and maled�ct�ons and strange
atav�st�c lusts. The ord�nary reader, almost �nev�tably, th�nks of th�s
underground person as another consc�ousness, prevented by what
Freud calls the "censor" from mak�ng h�s vo�ce heard �n company,
except on rare and dreadful occas�ons when he shouts so loud that
every one hears h�m and there �s a scandal. Most of us l�ke the �dea
that we could be desperately w�cked �f only we let ourselves go. For
th�s reason, the Freud�an "unconsc�ous" has been a consolat�on to
many qu�et and well-behaved persons.

I do not th�nk the truth �s qu�te so p�cturesque as th�s. I bel�eve an
"unconsc�ous" des�re �s merely a causal law of our behav�our,*
namely, that we rema�n restlessly act�ve unt�l a certa�n state of affa�rs
�s real�zed, when we ach�eve temporary equ�l�br�um If we know
beforehand what th�s state of affa�rs �s, our des�re �s consc�ous; �f
not, unconsc�ous. The unconsc�ous des�re �s not someth�ng actually
ex�st�ng, but merely a tendency to a certa�n behav�our; �t has exactly
the same status as a force �n dynam�cs. The unconsc�ous des�re �s �n
no way myster�ous; �t �s the natural pr�m�t�ve form of des�re, from
wh�ch the other has developed through our hab�t of observ�ng and
theor�z�ng (often wrongly). It �s not necessary to suppose, as Freud
seems to do, that every unconsc�ous w�sh was once consc�ous, and
was then, �n h�s term�nology, "repressed" because we d�sapproved of
�t. On the contrary, we shall suppose that, although Freud�an
"repress�on" undoubtedly occurs and �s �mportant, �t �s not the usual
reason for unconsc�ousness of our w�shes. The usual reason �s



merely that w�shes are all, to beg�n w�th, unconsc�ous, and only
become known when they are act�vely not�ced. Usually, from
laz�ness, people do not not�ce, but accept the theory of human
nature wh�ch they f�nd current, and attr�bute to themselves whatever
w�shes th�s theory would lead them to expect. We used to be full of
v�rtuous w�shes, but s�nce Freud our w�shes have become, �n the
words of the Prophet Jerem�ah, "dece�tful above all th�ngs and
desperately w�cked." Both these v�ews, �n most of those who have
held them, are the product of theory rather than observat�on, for
observat�on requ�res effort, whereas repeat�ng phrases does not.
     * Cf. Hart, "The Psychology of Insanity," p. 19.

The �nterpretat�on of unconsc�ous w�shes wh�ch I have been
advocat�ng has been set forth br�efly by Professor John B. Watson �n
an art�cle called "The Psychology of W�sh Fulf�lment," wh�ch
appeared �n "The Sc�ent�f�c Monthly" �n November, 1916. Two
quotat�ons w�ll serve to show h�s po�nt of v�ew:

"The Freud�ans (he says) have made more or less of a
'metaphys�cal ent�ty' out of the censor. They suppose that when
w�shes are repressed they are repressed �nto the 'unconsc�ous,' and
that th�s myster�ous censor stands at the trapdoor ly�ng between the
consc�ous and the unconsc�ous. Many of us do not bel�eve �n a world
of the unconsc�ous (a few of us even have grave doubts about the
usefulness of the term consc�ousness), hence we try to expla�n
censorsh�p along ord�nary b�olog�cal l�nes. We bel�eve that one group
of hab�ts can 'down' another group of hab�ts—or �nst�ncts. In th�s
case our ord�nary system of hab�ts—those wh�ch we call express�ve
of our 'real selves'—�nh�b�t or quench (keep �nact�ve or part�ally
�nact�ve) those hab�ts and �nst�nct�ve tendenc�es wh�ch belong largely
�n the past"(p. 483).

Aga�n, after speak�ng of the frustrat�on of some �mpulses wh�ch �s
�nvolved �n acqu�r�ng the hab�ts of a c�v�l�zed adult, he cont�nues:

"It �s among these frustrated �mpulses that I would f�nd the
b�olog�cal bas�s of the unfulf�lled w�sh. Such 'w�shes' need never
have been 'consc�ous,' and NEED NEVER HAVE BEEN
SUPPRESSED INTO FREUD'S REALM OF THE UNCONSCIOUS.



It may be �nferred from th�s that there �s no part�cular reason for
apply�ng the term 'w�sh' to such tendenc�es"(p. 485).

One of the mer�ts of the general analys�s of m�nd wh�ch we shall
be concerned w�th �n the follow�ng lectures �s that �t removes the
atmosphere of mystery from the phenomena brought to l�ght by the
psycho-analysts. Mystery �s del�ghtful, but unsc�ent�f�c, s�nce �t
depends upon �gnorance. Man has developed out of the an�mals,
and there �s no ser�ous gap between h�m and the amoeba.
Someth�ng closely analogous to knowledge and des�re, as regards
�ts effects on behav�our, ex�sts among an�mals, even where what we
call "consc�ousness" �s hard to bel�eve �n; someth�ng equally
analogous ex�sts �n ourselves �n cases where no trace of
"consc�ousness" can be found. It �s therefore natural to suppose that,
what ever may be the correct def�n�t�on of "consc�ousness,"
"consc�ousness" �s not the essence of l�fe or m�nd. In the follow�ng
lectures, accord�ngly, th�s term w�ll d�sappear unt�l we have dealt w�th
words, when �t w�ll re-emerge as ma�nly a tr�v�al and un�mportant
outcome of l�ngu�st�c hab�ts.



LECTURE II. INSTINCT AND HABIT
In attempt�ng to understand the elements out of wh�ch mental

phenomena are compounded, �t �s of the greatest �mportance to
remember that from the protozoa to man there �s nowhere a very
w�de gap e�ther �n structure or �n behav�our. From th�s fact �t �s a
h�ghly probable �nference that there �s also nowhere a very w�de
mental gap. It �s, of course, POSSIBLE that there may be, at certa�n
stages �n evolut�on, elements wh�ch are ent�rely new from the
standpo�nt of analys�s, though �n the�r nascent form they have l�ttle
�nfluence on behav�our and no very marked correlat�ves �n structure.
But the hypothes�s of cont�nu�ty �n mental development �s clearly
preferable �f no psycholog�cal facts make �t �mposs�ble. We shall f�nd,
�f I am not m�staken, that there are no facts wh�ch refute the
hypothes�s of mental cont�nu�ty, and that, on the other hand, th�s
hypothes�s affords a useful test of suggested theor�es as to the
nature of m�nd.

The hypothes�s of mental cont�nu�ty throughout organ�c evolut�on
may be used �n two d�fferent ways. On the one hand, �t may be held
that we have more knowledge of our own m�nds than those of
an�mals, and that we should use th�s knowledge to �nfer the
ex�stence of someth�ng s�m�lar to our own mental processes �n
an�mals and even �n plants. On the other hand, �t may be held that
an�mals and plants present s�mpler phenomena, more eas�ly
analysed than those of human m�nds; on th�s ground �t may be urged
that explanat�ons wh�ch are adequate �n the case of an�mals ought
not to be l�ghtly rejected �n the case of man. The pract�cal effects of
these two v�ews are d�ametr�cally oppos�te: the f�rst leads us to level
up an�mal �ntell�gence w�th what we bel�eve ourselves to know about
our own �ntell�gence, wh�le the second leads us to attempt a levell�ng
down of our own �ntell�gence to someth�ng not too remote from what
we can observe �n an�mals. It �s therefore �mportant to cons�der the



relat�ve just�f�cat�on of the two ways of apply�ng the pr�nc�ple of
cont�nu�ty.

It �s clear that the quest�on turns upon another, namely, wh�ch can
we know best, the psychology of an�mals or that of human be�ngs? If
we can know most about an�mals, we shall use th�s knowledge as a
bas�s for �nference about human be�ngs; �f we can know most about
human be�ngs, we shall adopt the oppos�te procedure. And the
quest�on whether we can know most about the psychology of human
be�ngs or about that of an�mals turns upon yet another, namely: Is
�ntrospect�on or external observat�on the surer method �n
psychology? Th�s �s a quest�on wh�ch I propose to d�scuss at length
�n Lecture VI; I shall therefore content myself now w�th a statement
of the conclus�ons to be arr�ved at.

We know a great many th�ngs concern�ng ourselves wh�ch we
cannot know nearly so d�rectly concern�ng an�mals or even other
people. We know when we have a toothache, what we are th�nk�ng
of, what dreams we have when we are asleep, and a host of other
occurrences wh�ch we only know about others when they tell us of
them, or otherw�se make them �nferable by the�r behav�our. Thus, so
far as knowledge of detached facts �s concerned, the advantage �s
on the s�de of self-knowledge as aga�nst external observat�on.

But when we come to the analys�s and sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of
the facts, the advantages on the s�de of self-knowledge become far
less clear. We know, for example, that we have des�res and bel�efs,
but we do not know what const�tutes a des�re or a bel�ef. The
phenomena are so fam�l�ar that �t �s d�ff�cult to real�ze how l�ttle we
really know about them. We see �n an�mals, and to a lesser extent �n
plants, behav�our more or less s�m�lar to that wh�ch, �n us, �s
prompted by des�res and bel�efs, and we f�nd that, as we descend �n
the scale of evolut�on, behav�our becomes s�mpler, more eas�ly
reduc�ble to rule, more sc�ent�f�cally analysable and pred�ctable. And
just because we are not m�sled by fam�l�ar�ty we f�nd �t eas�er to be
caut�ous �n �nterpret�ng behav�our when we are deal�ng w�th
phenomena remote from those of our own m�nds: Moreover,
�ntrospect�on, as psychoanalys�s has demonstrated, �s extraord�nar�ly
fall�ble even �n cases where we feel a h�gh degree of certa�nty. The



net result seems to be that, though self-knowledge has a def�n�te and
�mportant contr�but�on to make to psychology, �t �s exceed�ngly
m�slead�ng unless �t �s constantly checked and controlled by the test
of external observat�on, and by the theor�es wh�ch such observat�on
suggests when appl�ed to an�mal behav�our. On the whole, therefore,
there �s probably more to be learnt about human psychology from
an�mals than about an�mal psychology from human be�ngs; but th�s
conclus�on �s one of degree, and must not be pressed beyond a
po�nt.

It �s only bod�ly phenomena that can be d�rectly observed �n
an�mals, or even, str�ctly speak�ng, �n other human be�ngs. We can
observe such th�ngs as the�r movements, the�r phys�olog�cal
processes, and the sounds they em�t. Such th�ngs as des�res and
bel�efs, wh�ch seem obv�ous to �ntrospect�on, are not v�s�ble d�rectly
to external observat�on. Accord�ngly, �f we beg�n our study of
psychology by external observat�on, we must not beg�n by assum�ng
such th�ngs as des�res and bel�efs, but only such th�ngs as external
observat�on can reveal, wh�ch w�ll be character�st�cs of the
movements and phys�olog�cal processes of an�mals. Some an�mals,
for example, always run away from l�ght and h�de themselves �n dark
places. If you p�ck up a mossy stone wh�ch �s l�ghtly embedded �n the
earth, you w�ll see a number of small an�mals scuttl�ng away from the
unwonted dayl�ght and seek�ng aga�n the darkness of wh�ch you
have depr�ved them. Such an�mals are sens�t�ve to l�ght, �n the sense
that the�r movements are affected by �t; but �t would be rash to �nfer
that they have sensat�ons �n any way analogous to our sensat�ons of
s�ght. Such �nferences, wh�ch go beyond the observable facts, are to
be avo�ded w�th the utmost care.

It �s customary to d�v�de human movements �nto three classes,
voluntary, reflex and mechan�cal. We may �llustrate the d�st�nct�on by
a quotat�on from W�ll�am James ("Psychology," �, 12):

"If I hear the conductor call�ng 'all aboard' as I enter the depot, my
heart f�rst stops, then palp�tates, and my legs respond to the a�r-
waves fall�ng on my tympanum by qu�cken�ng the�r movements. If I
stumble as I run, the sensat�on of fall�ng provokes a movement of the
hands towards the d�rect�on of the fall, the effect of wh�ch �s to sh�eld



the body from too sudden a shock. If a c�nder enter my eye, �ts l�ds
close forc�bly and a cop�ous flow of tears tends to wash �t out.

"These three responses to a sensat�onal st�mulus d�ffer, however,
�n many respects. The closure of the eye and the lachrymat�on are
qu�te �nvoluntary, and so �s the d�sturbance of the heart. Such
�nvoluntary responses we know as 'reflex' acts. The mot�on of the
arms to break the shock of fall�ng may also be called reflex, s�nce �t
occurs too qu�ckly to be del�berately �ntended. Whether �t be
�nst�nct�ve or whether �t result from the pedestr�an educat�on of
ch�ldhood may be doubtful; �t �s, at any rate, less automat�c than the
prev�ous acts, for a man m�ght by consc�ous effort learn to perform �t
more sk�lfully, or even to suppress �t altogether. Act�ons of th�s k�nd,
w�th wh�ch �nst�nct and vol�t�on enter upon equal terms, have been
called 'sem�-reflex.' The act of runn�ng towards the tra�n, on the other
hand, has no �nst�nct�ve element about �t. It �s purely the result of
educat�on, and �s preceded by a consc�ousness of the purpose to be
atta�ned and a d�st�nct mandate of the w�ll. It �s a 'voluntary act.' Thus
the an�mal's reflex and voluntary performances shade �nto each
other gradually, be�ng connected by acts wh�ch may often occur
automat�cally, but may also be mod�f�ed by consc�ous �ntell�gence.

"An outs�de observer, unable to perce�ve the accompany�ng
consc�ousness, m�ght be wholly at a loss to d�scr�m�nate between the
automat�c acts and those wh�ch vol�t�on escorted. But �f the cr�ter�on
of m�nd's ex�stence be the cho�ce of the proper means for the
atta�nment of a supposed end, all the acts al�ke seem to be �nsp�red
by �ntell�gence, for APPROPRIATENESS character�zes them all
al�ke."

There �s one movement, among those that James ment�ons at
f�rst, wh�ch �s not subsequently class�f�ed, namely, the stumbl�ng.
Th�s �s the k�nd of movement wh�ch may be called "mechan�cal"; �t �s
ev�dently of a d�fferent k�nd from e�ther reflex or voluntary
movements, and more ak�n to the movements of dead matter. We
may def�ne a movement of an an�mal's body as "mechan�cal" when �t
proceeds as �f only dead matter were �nvolved. For example, �f you
fall over a cl�ff, you move under the �nfluence of grav�tat�on, and your
centre of grav�ty descr�bes just as correct a parabola as �f you were



already dead. Mechan�cal movements have not the character�st�c of
appropr�ateness, unless by acc�dent, as when a drunken man falls
�nto a waterbutt and �s sobered. But reflex and voluntary movements
are not ALWAYS appropr�ate, unless �n some very recond�te sense.
A moth fly�ng �nto a lamp �s not act�ng sens�bly; no more �s a man
who �s �n such a hurry to get h�s t�cket that he cannot remember the
name of h�s dest�nat�on. Appropr�ateness �s a compl�cated and
merely approx�mate �dea, and for the present we shall do well to
d�sm�ss �t from our thoughts.

As James states, there �s no d�fference, from the po�nt of v�ew of
the outs�de observer, between voluntary and reflex movements. The
phys�olog�st can d�scover that both depend upon the nervous
system, and he may f�nd that the movements wh�ch we call voluntary
depend upon h�gher centres �n the bra�n than those that are reflex.
But he cannot d�scover anyth�ng as to the presence or absence of
"w�ll" or "consc�ousness," for these th�ngs can only be seen from
w�th�n, �f at all. For the present, we w�sh to place ourselves resolutely
�n the pos�t�on of outs�de observers; we w�ll therefore �gnore the
d�st�nct�on between voluntary and reflex movements. We w�ll call the
two together "v�tal" movements. We may then d�st�ngu�sh "v�tal" from
mechan�cal movements by the fact that v�tal movements depend for
the�r causat�on upon the spec�al propert�es of the nervous system,
wh�le mechan�cal movements depend only upon the propert�es wh�ch
an�mal bod�es share w�th matter �n general.

There �s need for some care �f the d�st�nct�on between mechan�cal
and v�tal movements �s to be made prec�se. It �s qu�te l�kely that, �f
we knew more about an�mal bod�es, we could deduce all the�r
movements from the laws of chem�stry and phys�cs. It �s already
fa�rly easy to see how chem�stry reduces to phys�cs, �.e. how the
d�fferences between d�fferent chem�cal elements can be accounted
for by d�fferences of phys�cal structure, the const�tuents of the
structure be�ng electrons wh�ch are exactly al�ke �n all k�nds of
matter. We only know �n part how to reduce phys�ology to chem�stry,
but we know enough to make �t l�kely that the reduct�on �s poss�ble. If
we suppose �t effected, what would become of the d�fference
between v�tal and mechan�cal movements?



Some analog�es w�ll make the d�fference clear. A shock to a mass
of dynam�te produces qu�te d�fferent effects from an equal shock to a
mass of steel: �n the one case there �s a vast explos�on, wh�le �n the
other case there �s hardly any not�ceable d�sturbance. S�m�larly, you
may somet�mes f�nd on a mounta�n-s�de a large rock po�sed so
del�cately that a touch w�ll set �t crash�ng down �nto the valley, wh�le
the rocks all round are so f�rm that only a cons�derable force can
d�slodge them What �s analogous �n these two cases �s the ex�stence
of a great store of energy �n unstable equ�l�br�um ready to burst �nto
v�olent mot�on by the add�t�on of a very sl�ght d�sturbance. S�m�larly, �t
requ�res only a very sl�ght expend�ture of energy to send a post-card
w�th the words "All �s d�scovered; fly!" but the effect �n generat�ng
k�net�c energy �s sa�d to be amaz�ng. A human body, l�ke a mass of
dynam�te, conta�ns a store of energy �n unstable equ�l�br�um, ready to
be d�rected �n th�s d�rect�on or that by a d�sturbance wh�ch �s
phys�cally very small, such as a spoken word. In all such cases the
reduct�on of behav�our to phys�cal laws can only be effected by
enter�ng �nto great m�nuteness; so long as we conf�ne ourselves to
the observat�on of comparat�vely large masses, the way �n wh�ch the
equ�l�br�um w�ll be upset cannot be determ�ned. Phys�c�sts
d�st�ngu�sh between macroscop�c and m�croscop�c equat�ons: the
former determ�ne the v�s�ble movements of bod�es of ord�nary s�ze,
the latter the m�nute occurrences �n the smallest parts. It �s only the
m�croscop�c equat�ons that are supposed to be the same for all sorts
of matter. The macroscop�c equat�ons result from a process of
averag�ng out, and may be d�fferent �n d�fferent cases. So, �n our
�nstance, the laws of macroscop�c phenomena are d�fferent for
mechan�cal and v�tal movements, though the laws of m�croscop�c
phenomena may be the same.

We may say, speak�ng somewhat roughly, that a st�mulus appl�ed
to the nervous system, l�ke a spark to dynam�te, �s able to take
advantage of the stored energy �n unstable equ�l�br�um, and thus to
produce movements out of proport�on to the prox�mate cause.
Movements produced �n th�s way are v�tal movements, wh�le
mechan�cal movements are those �n wh�ch the stored energy of a
l�v�ng body �s not �nvolved. S�m�larly dynam�te may be exploded,
thereby d�splay�ng �ts character�st�c propert�es, or may (w�th due



precaut�ons) be carted about l�ke any other m�neral. The explos�on �s
analogous to v�tal movements, the cart�ng about to mechan�cal
movements.

Mechan�cal movements are of no �nterest to the psycholog�st, and
�t has only been necessary to def�ne them �n order to be able to
exclude them. When a psycholog�st stud�es behav�our, �t �s only v�tal
movements that concern h�m. We shall, therefore, proceed to �gnore
mechan�cal movements, and study only the propert�es of the
rema�nder.

The next po�nt �s to d�st�ngu�sh between movements that are
�nst�nct�ve and movements that are acqu�red by exper�ence. Th�s
d�st�nct�on also �s to some extent one of degree. Professor Lloyd
Morgan g�ves the follow�ng def�n�t�on of "�nst�nct�ve behav�our":

"That wh�ch �s, on �ts f�rst occurrence, �ndependent of pr�or
exper�ence; wh�ch tends to the well-be�ng of the �nd�v�dual and the
preservat�on of the race; wh�ch �s s�m�larly performed by all members
of the same more or less restr�cted group of an�mals; and wh�ch may
be subject to subsequent mod�f�cat�on under the gu�dance of
exper�ence." *
     * "Instinct and Experience" (Methuen, 1912) p. 5.

Th�s def�n�t�on �s framed for the purposes of b�ology, and �s �n
some respects unsu�ted to the needs of psychology. Though perhaps
unavo�dable, allus�on to "the same more or less restr�cted group of
an�mals" makes �t �mposs�ble to judge what �s �nst�nct�ve �n the
behav�our of an �solated �nd�v�dual. Moreover, "the well-be�ng of the
�nd�v�dual and the preservat�on of the race" �s only a usual
character�st�c, not a un�versal one, of the sort of movements that,
from our po�nt of v�ew, are to be called �nst�nct�ve; �nstances of
harmful �nst�ncts w�ll be g�ven shortly. The essent�al po�nt of the
def�n�t�on, from our po�nt of v�ew, �s that an �nst�nct�ve movement �s �n
dependent of pr�or exper�ence.

We may say that an "�nst�nct�ve" movement �s a v�tal movement
performed by an an�mal the f�rst t�me that �t f�nds �tself �n a novel
s�tuat�on; or, more correctly, one wh�ch �t would perform �f the
s�tuat�on were novel.* The �nst�ncts of an an�mal are d�fferent at
d�fferent per�ods of �ts growth, and th�s fact may cause changes of



behav�our wh�ch are not due to learn�ng. The matur�ng and seasonal
fluctuat�on of the sex-�nst�nct affords a good �llustrat�on. When the
sex-�nst�nct f�rst matures, the behav�our of an an�mal �n the presence
of a mate �s d�fferent from �ts prev�ous behav�our �n s�m�lar
c�rcumstances, but �s not learnt, s�nce �t �s just the same �f the an�mal
has never prev�ously been �n the presence of a mate.
     * Though this can only be decided by comparison with other
     members of the species, and thus exposes us to the need of
     comparison which we thought an objection to Professor Lloyd
     Morgan's definition.

On the other hand, a movement �s "learnt," or embod�es a "hab�t,"
�f �t �s due to prev�ous exper�ence of s�m�lar s�tuat�ons, and �s not
what �t would be �f the an�mal had had no such exper�ence.

There are var�ous compl�cat�ons wh�ch blur the sharpness of th�s
d�st�nct�on �n pract�ce. To beg�n w�th, many �nst�ncts mature gradually,
and wh�le they are �mmature an an�mal may act �n a fumbl�ng
manner wh�ch �s very d�ff�cult to d�st�ngu�sh from learn�ng. James
("Psychology," ��, 407) ma�nta�ns that ch�ldren walk by �nst�nct, and
that the awkwardness of the�r f�rst attempts �s only due to the fact
that the �nst�nct has not yet r�pened. He hopes that "some sc�ent�f�c
w�dower, left alone w�th h�s offspr�ng at the cr�t�cal moment, may ere
long test th�s suggest�on on the l�v�ng subject." However th�s may be,
he quotes ev�dence to show that "b�rds do not LEARN to fly," but fly
by �nst�nct when they reach the appropr�ate age (�b., p. 406). In the
second place, �nst�nct often g�ves only a rough outl�ne of the sort of
th�ng to do, �n wh�ch case learn�ng �s necessary �n order to acqu�re
certa�nty and prec�s�on �n act�on. In the th�rd place, even �n the
clearest cases of acqu�red hab�t, such as speak�ng, some �nst�nct �s
requ�red to set �n mot�on the process of learn�ng. In the case of
speak�ng, the ch�ef �nst�nct �nvolved �s commonly supposed to be
that of �m�tat�on, but th�s may be quest�oned. (See Thornd�ke's
"An�mal Intell�gence," p. 253 ff.)

In sp�te of these qual�f�cat�ons, the broad d�st�nct�on between
�nst�nct and hab�t �s unden�able. To take extreme cases, every an�mal
at b�rth can take food by �nst�nct, before �t has had opportun�ty to
learn; on the other hand, no one can r�de a b�cycle by �nst�nct,
though, after learn�ng, the necessary movements become just as
automat�c as �f they were �nst�nct�ve.



The process of learn�ng, wh�ch cons�sts �n the acqu�s�t�on of hab�ts,
has been much stud�ed �n var�ous an�mals.* For example: you put a
hungry an�mal, say a cat, �n a cage wh�ch has a door that can be
opened by l�ft�ng a latch; outs�de the cage you put food. The cat at
f�rst dashes all round the cage, mak�ng frant�c efforts to force a way
out. At last, by acc�dent, the latch �s l�fted and the cat pounces on the
food. Next day you repeat the exper�ment, and you f�nd that the cat
gets out much more qu�ckly than the f�rst t�me, although �t st�ll makes
some random movements. The th�rd day �t gets out st�ll more qu�ckly,
and before long �t goes stra�ght to the latch and l�fts �t at once. Or you
make a model of the Hampton Court maze, and put a rat �n the
m�ddle, assaulted by the smell of food on the outs�de. The rat starts
runn�ng down the passages, and �s constantly stopped by bl�nd
alleys, but at last, by pers�stent attempts, �t gets out. You repeat th�s
exper�ment day after day; you measure the t�me taken by the rat �n
reach�ng the food; you f�nd that the t�me rap�dly d�m�n�shes, and that
after a wh�le the rat ceases to make any wrong turn�ngs. It �s by
essent�ally s�m�lar processes that we learn speak�ng, wr�t�ng,
mathemat�cs, or the government of an emp�re.
     * The scientific study of this subject may almost be said to
     begin with Thorndike's "Animal Intelligence" (Macmillan,
     1911).

Professor Watson ("Behav�or," pp. 262-3) has an �ngen�ous theory
as to the way �n wh�ch hab�t ar�ses out of random movements. I th�nk
there �s a reason why h�s theory cannot be regarded as alone
suff�c�ent, but �t seems not unl�kely that �t �s partly correct. Suppose,
for the sake of s�mpl�c�ty, that there are just ten random movements
wh�ch may be made by the an�mal—say, ten paths down wh�ch �t
may go—and that only one of these leads to food, or whatever else
represents success �n the case �n quest�on. Then the successful
movement always occurs dur�ng the an�mal's attempts, whereas
each of the others, on the average, occurs �n only half the attempts.
Thus the tendency to repeat a prev�ous performance (wh�ch �s eas�ly
expl�cable w�thout the �ntervent�on of "consc�ousness") leads to a
greater emphas�s on the successful movement than on any other,
and �n t�me causes �t alone to be performed. The object�on to th�s
v�ew, �f taken as the sole explanat�on, �s that on �mprovement ought
to set �n t�ll after the SECOND tr�al, whereas exper�ment shows that



already at the second attempt the an�mal does better than the f�rst
t�me. Someth�ng further �s, therefore, requ�red to account for the
genes�s of hab�t from random movements; but I see no reason to
suppose that what �s further requ�red �nvolves "consc�ousness."

Mr. Thornd�ke (op. c�t., p. 244) formulates two "prov�s�onal laws of
acqu�red behav�our or learn�ng," as follows:

"The Law of Effect �s that: Of several responses made to the same
s�tuat�on, those wh�ch are accompan�ed or closely followed by
sat�sfact�on to the an�mal w�ll, other th�ngs be�ng equal, be more
f�rmly connected w�th the s�tuat�on, so that, when �t recurs, they w�ll
be more l�kely to recur; those wh�ch are accompan�ed or closely
followed by d�scomfort to the an�mal w�ll, other th�ngs be�ng equal,
have the�r connect�ons w�th that s�tuat�on weakened, so that, when �t
recurs, they w�ll be less l�kely to occur. The greater the sat�sfact�on or
d�scomfort, the greater the strengthen�ng or weaken�ng of the bond.

"The Law of Exerc�se �s that: Any response to a s�tuat�on w�ll, other
th�ngs be�ng equal, be more strongly connected w�th the s�tuat�on �n
proport�on to the number of t�mes �t has been connected w�th that
s�tuat�on and to the average v�gour and durat�on of the connect�ons."

W�th the explanat�on to be presently g�ven of the mean�ng of
"sat�sfact�on" and "d�scomfort," there seems every reason to accept
these two laws.

What �s true of an�mals, as regards �nst�nct and hab�t, �s equally
true of men. But the h�gher we r�se �n the evolut�onary scale, broadly
speak�ng, the greater becomes the power of learn�ng, and the fewer
are the occas�ons when pure �nst�nct �s exh�b�ted unmod�f�ed �n adult
l�fe. Th�s appl�es w�th great force to man, so much so that some have
thought �nst�nct less �mportant �n the l�fe of man than �n that of
an�mals. Th�s, however, would be a m�stake. Learn�ng �s only
poss�ble when �nst�nct suppl�es the dr�v�ng-force. The an�mals �n
cages, wh�ch gradually learn to get out, perform random movements
at f�rst, wh�ch are purely �nst�nct�ve. But for these random
movements, they would never acqu�re the exper�ence wh�ch
afterwards enables them to produce the r�ght movement. (Th�s �s
partly quest�oned by Hobhouse*—wrongly, I th�nk.) S�m�larly, ch�ldren
learn�ng to talk make all sorts of sounds, unt�l one day the r�ght



sound comes by acc�dent. It �s clear that the or�g�nal mak�ng of
random sounds, w�thout wh�ch speech would never be learnt, �s
�nst�nct�ve. I th�nk we may say the same of all the hab�ts and
apt�tudes that we acqu�re �n all of them there has been present
throughout some �nst�nct�ve act�v�ty, prompt�ng at f�rst rather
�neff�c�ent movements, but supply�ng the dr�v�ng force wh�le more
and more effect�ve methods are be�ng acqu�red. A cat wh�ch �s
hungry smells f�sh, and goes to the larder. Th�s �s a thoroughly
eff�c�ent method when there �s f�sh �n the larder, and �t �s often
successfully pract�sed by ch�ldren. But �n later l�fe �t �s found that
merely go�ng to the larder does not cause f�sh to be there; after a
ser�es of random movements �t �s found that th�s result �s to be
caused by go�ng to the C�ty �n the morn�ng and com�ng back �n the
even�ng. No one would have guessed a pr�or� that th�s movement of
a m�ddle-aged man's body would cause f�sh to come out of the sea
�nto h�s larder, but exper�ence shows that �t does, and the m�ddle-
aged man therefore cont�nues to go to the C�ty, just as the cat �n the
cage cont�nues to l�ft the latch when �t has once found �t. Of course,
�n actual fact, human learn�ng �s rendered eas�er, though
psycholog�cally more complex, through language; but at bottom
language does not alter the essent�al character of learn�ng, or of the
part played by �nst�nct �n promot�ng learn�ng. Language, however, �s
a subject upon wh�ch I do not w�sh to speak unt�l a later lecture.
     * "Mind in Evolution" (Macmillan, 1915), pp. 236-237.

The popular concept�on of �nst�nct errs by �mag�n�ng �t to be
�nfall�ble and preternaturally w�se, as well as �ncapable of
mod�f�cat�on. Th�s �s a complete delus�on. Inst�nct, as a rule, �s very
rough and ready, able to ach�eve �ts result under ord�nary
c�rcumstances, but eas�ly m�sled by anyth�ng unusual. Ch�cks follow
the�r mother by �nst�nct, but when they are qu�te young they w�ll
follow w�th equal read�ness any mov�ng object remotely resembl�ng
the�r mother, or even a human be�ng (James, "Psychology," ��, 396).
Bergson, quot�ng Fabre, has made play w�th the supposed
extraord�nary accuracy of the sol�tary wasp Ammoph�la, wh�ch lays
�ts eggs �n a caterp�llar. On th�s subject I w�ll quote from Drever's
"Inst�nct �n Man," p. 92:



"Accord�ng to Fabre's observat�ons, wh�ch Bergson accepts, the
Ammoph�la st�ngs �ts prey EXACTLY and UNERRINGLY �n EACH of
the nervous centres. The result �s that the caterp�llar �s paralyzed,
but not �mmed�ately k�lled, the advantage of th�s be�ng that the larva
cannot be �njured by any movement of the caterp�llar, upon wh�ch the
egg �s depos�ted, and �s prov�ded w�th fresh meat when the t�me
comes.

"Now Dr. and Mrs. Peckham have shown that the st�ng of the
wasp �s NOT UNERRING, as Fabre alleges, that the number of
st�ngs �s NOT CONSTANT, that somet�mes the caterp�llar �s NOT
PARALYZED, and somet�mes �t �s KILLED OUTRIGHT, and that THE
DIFFERENT CIRCUMSTANCES DO NOT APPARENTLY MAKE
ANY DIFFERENCE TO THE LARVA, wh�ch �s not �njured by sl�ght
movements of the caterp�llar, nor by consum�ng food decomposed
rather than fresh caterp�llar."

Th�s �llustrates how love of the marvellous may m�slead even so
careful an observer as Fabre and so em�nent a ph�losopher as
Bergson.

In the same chapter of Dr. Drever's book there are some
�nterest�ng examples of the m�stakes made by �nst�nct. I w�ll quote
one as a sample:

"The larva of the Lomechusa beetle eats the young of the ants, �n
whose nest �t �s reared. Nevertheless, the ants tend the Lomechusa
larvae w�th the same care they bestow on the�r own young. Not only
so, but they apparently d�scover that the methods of feed�ng, wh�ch
su�t the�r own larvae, would prove fatal to the guests, and
accord�ngly they change the�r whole system of nurs�ng" (loc. c�t., p.
106).

Semon ("D�e Mneme," pp. 207-9) g�ves a good �llustrat�on of an
�nst�nct grow�ng w�ser through exper�ence. He relates how hunters
attract stags by �m�tat�ng the sounds of other members of the�r
spec�es, male or female, but f�nd that the older a stag becomes the
more d�ff�cult �t �s to dece�ve h�m, and the more accurate the �m�tat�on
has to be. The l�terature of �nst�nct �s vast, and �llustrat�ons m�ght be
mult�pl�ed �ndef�n�tely. The ma�n po�nts as regards �nst�nct, wh�ch
need to be emphas�zed as aga�nst the popular concept�ons of �t, are:



(1) That �nst�nct requ�res no prev�s�on of the b�olog�cal end wh�ch �t
serves;

(2) That �nst�nct �s only adapted to ach�eve th�s end �n the usual
c�rcumstances of the an�mal �n quest�on, and has no more prec�s�on
than �s necessary for success AS A RULE;

(3) That processes �n�t�ated by �nst�nct often come to be performed
better after exper�ence;

(4) That �nst�nct suppl�es the �mpulses to exper�mental movements
wh�ch are requ�red for the process of learn�ng;

(5) That �nst�ncts �n the�r nascent stages are eas�ly mod�f�able, and
capable of be�ng attached to var�ous sorts of objects.

All the above character�st�cs of �nst�nct can be establ�shed by
purely external observat�on, except the fact that �nst�nct does not
requ�re prev�s�on. Th�s, though not str�ctly capable of be�ng PROVED
by observat�on, �s �rres�st�bly suggested by the most obv�ous
phenomena. Who can bel�eve, for example, that a new-born baby �s
aware of the necess�ty of food for preserv�ng l�fe? Or that �nsects, �n
lay�ng eggs, are concerned for the preservat�on of the�r spec�es? The
essence of �nst�nct, one m�ght say, �s that �t prov�des a mechan�sm
for act�ng w�thout fores�ght �n a manner wh�ch �s usually
advantageous b�olog�cally. It �s partly for th�s reason that �t �s so
�mportant to understand the fundamental pos�t�on of �nst�nct �n
prompt�ng both an�mal and human behav�our.



LECTURE III. DESIRE AND FEELING
Des�re �s a subject upon wh�ch, �f I am not m�staken, true v�ews

can only be arr�ved at by an almost complete reversal of the ord�nary
unreflect�ng op�n�on. It �s natural to regard des�re as �n �ts essence an
att�tude towards someth�ng wh�ch �s �mag�ned, not actual; th�s
someth�ng �s called the END or OBJECT of the des�re, and �s sa�d to
be the PURPOSE of any act�on result�ng from the des�re. We th�nk of
the content of the des�re as be�ng just l�ke the content of a bel�ef,
wh�le the att�tude taken up towards the content �s d�fferent. Accord�ng
to th�s theory, when we say: "I hope �t w�ll ra�n," or "I expect �t w�ll
ra�n," we express, �n the f�rst case, a des�re, and �n the second, a
bel�ef, w�th an �dent�cal content, namely, the �mage of ra�n. It would
be easy to say that, just as bel�ef �s one k�nd of feel�ng �n relat�on to
th�s content, so des�re �s another k�nd. Accord�ng to th�s v�ew, what
comes f�rst �n des�re �s someth�ng �mag�ned, w�th a spec�f�c feel�ng
related to �t, namely, that spec�f�c feel�ng wh�ch we call "des�r�ng" �t.
The d�scomfort assoc�ated w�th unsat�sf�ed des�re, and the act�ons
wh�ch a�m at sat�sfy�ng des�re, are, �n th�s v�ew, both of them effects
of the des�re. I th�nk �t �s fa�r to say that th�s �s a v�ew aga�nst wh�ch
common sense would not rebel; nevertheless, I bel�eve �t to be
rad�cally m�staken. It cannot be refuted log�cally, but var�ous facts
can be adduced wh�ch make �t gradually less s�mple and plaus�ble,
unt�l at last �t turns out to be eas�er to abandon �t wholly and look at
the matter �n a totally d�fferent way.

The f�rst set of facts to be adduced aga�nst the common sense
v�ew of des�re are those stud�ed by psycho-analys�s. In all human
be�ngs, but most markedly �n those suffer�ng from hyster�a and
certa�n forms of �nsan�ty, we f�nd what are called "unconsc�ous"
des�res, wh�ch are commonly regarded as show�ng self-decept�on.
Most psycho-analysts pay l�ttle attent�on to the analys�s of des�re,
be�ng �nterested �n d�scover�ng by observat�on what �t �s that people
des�re, rather than �n d�scover�ng what actually const�tutes des�re. I



th�nk the strangeness of what they report would be greatly
d�m�n�shed �f �t were expressed �n the language of a behav�our�st
theory of des�re, rather than �n the language of every-day bel�efs.
The general descr�pt�on of the sort of phenomena that bear on our
present quest�on �s as follows: A person states that h�s des�res are
so-and-so, and that �t �s these des�res that �nsp�re h�s act�ons; but the
outs�de observer perce�ves that h�s act�ons are such as to real�ze
qu�te d�fferent ends from those wh�ch he avows, and that these
d�fferent ends are such as he m�ght be expected to des�re. Generally
they are less v�rtuous than h�s professed des�res, and are therefore
less agreeable to profess than these are. It �s accord�ngly supposed
that they really ex�st as des�res for ends, but �n a subconsc�ous part
of the m�nd, wh�ch the pat�ent refuses to adm�t �nto consc�ousness
for fear of hav�ng to th�nk �ll of h�mself. There are no doubt many
cases to wh�ch such a suppos�t�on �s appl�cable w�thout obv�ous
art�f�c�al�ty. But the deeper the Freud�ans delve �nto the underground
reg�ons of �nst�nct, the further they travel from anyth�ng resembl�ng
consc�ous des�re, and the less poss�ble �t becomes to bel�eve that
only pos�t�ve self-decept�on conceals from us that we really w�sh for
th�ngs wh�ch are abhorrent to our expl�c�t l�fe.

In the cases �n quest�on we have a confl�ct between the outs�de
observer and the pat�ent's consc�ousness. The whole tendency of
psycho-analys�s �s to trust the outs�de observer rather than the
test�mony of �ntrospect�on. I bel�eve th�s tendency to be ent�rely r�ght,
but to demand a re-statement of what const�tutes des�re, exh�b�t�ng �t
as a causal law of our act�ons, not as someth�ng actually ex�st�ng �n
our m�nds.

But let us f�rst get a clearer statement of the essent�al
character�st�c of the phenomena.

A person, we f�nd, states that he des�res a certa�n end A, and that
he �s act�ng w�th a v�ew to ach�ev�ng �t. We observe, however, that
h�s act�ons are such as are l�kely to ach�eve a qu�te d�fferent end B,
and that B �s the sort of end that often seems to be a�med at by
an�mals and savages, though c�v�l�zed people are supposed to have
d�scarded �t. We somet�mes f�nd also a whole set of false bel�efs, of
such a k�nd as to persuade the pat�ent that h�s act�ons are really a



means to A, when �n fact they are a means to B. For example, we
have an �mpulse to �nfl�ct pa�n upon those whom we hate; we
therefore bel�eve that they are w�cked, and that pun�shment w�ll
reform them. Th�s bel�ef enables us to act upon the �mpulse to �nfl�ct
pa�n, wh�le bel�ev�ng that we are act�ng upon the des�re to lead
s�nners to repentance. It �s for th�s reason that the cr�m�nal law has
been �n all ages more severe than �t would have been �f the �mpulse
to amel�orate the cr�m�nal had been what really �nsp�red �t. It seems
s�mple to expla�n such a state of affa�rs as due to "self-decept�on,"
but th�s explanat�on �s often myth�cal. Most people, �n th�nk�ng about
pun�shment, have had no more need to h�de the�r v�nd�ct�ve �mpulses
from themselves than they have had to h�de the exponent�al
theorem. Our �mpulses are not patent to a casual observat�on, but
are only to be d�scovered by a sc�ent�f�c study of our act�ons, �n the
course of wh�ch we must regard ourselves as object�vely as we
should the mot�ons of the planets or the chem�cal react�ons of a new
element.

The study of an�mals re�nforces th�s conclus�on, and �s �n many
ways the best preparat�on for the analys�s of des�re. In an�mals we
are not troubled by the d�sturb�ng �nfluence of eth�cal cons�derat�ons.
In deal�ng w�th human be�ngs, we are perpetually d�stracted by be�ng
told that such-and-such a v�ew �s gloomy or cyn�cal or pess�m�st�c:
ages of human conce�t have bu�lt up such a vast myth as to our
w�sdom and v�rtue that any �ntrus�on of the mere sc�ent�f�c des�re to
know the facts �s �nstantly resented by those who cl�ng to
comfortable �llus�ons. But no one cares whether an�mals are v�rtuous
or not, and no one �s under the delus�on that they are rat�onal.
Moreover, we do not expect them to be so "consc�ous," and are
prepared to adm�t that the�r �nst�ncts prompt useful act�ons w�thout
any prev�s�on of the ends wh�ch they ach�eve. For all these reasons,
there �s much �n the analys�s of m�nd wh�ch �s more eas�ly d�scovered
by the study of an�mals than by the observat�on of human be�ngs.

We all th�nk that, by watch�ng the behav�our of an�mals, we can
d�scover more or less what they des�re. If th�s �s the case—and I fully
agree that �t �s—des�re must be capable of be�ng exh�b�ted �n act�ons,
for �t �s only the act�ons of an�mals that we can observe. They MAY
have m�nds �n wh�ch all sorts of th�ngs take place, but we can know



noth�ng about the�r m�nds except by means of �nferences from the�r
act�ons; and the more such �nferences are exam�ned, the more
dub�ous they appear. It would seem, therefore, that act�ons alone
must be the test of the des�res of an�mals. From th�s �t �s an easy
step to the conclus�on that an an�mal's des�re �s noth�ng but a
character�st�c of a certa�n ser�es of act�ons, namely, those wh�ch
would be commonly regarded as �nsp�red by the des�re �n quest�on.
And when �t has been shown that th�s v�ew affords a sat�sfactory
account of an�mal des�res, �t �s not d�ff�cult to see that the same
explanat�on �s appl�cable to the des�res of human be�ngs.

We judge eas�ly from the behav�our of an an�mal of a fam�l�ar k�nd
whether �t �s hungry or th�rsty, or pleased or d�spleased, or �nqu�s�t�ve
or terr�f�ed. The ver�f�cat�on of our judgment, so far as ver�f�cat�on �s
poss�ble, must be der�ved from the �mmed�ately succeed�ng act�ons
of the an�mal. Most people would say that they �nfer f�rst someth�ng
about the an�mal's state of m�nd—whether �t �s hungry or th�rsty and
so on—and thence der�ve the�r expectat�ons as to �ts subsequent
conduct. But th�s detour through the an�mal's supposed m�nd �s
wholly unnecessary. We can say s�mply: The an�mal's behav�our
dur�ng the last m�nute has had those character�st�cs wh�ch
d�st�ngu�sh what �s called "hunger," and �t �s l�kely that �ts act�ons
dur�ng the next m�nute w�ll be s�m�lar �n th�s respect, unless �t f�nds
food, or �s �nterrupted by a stronger �mpulse, such as fear. An an�mal
wh�ch �s hungry �s restless, �t goes to the places where food �s often
to be found, �t sn�ffs w�th �ts nose or peers w�th �ts eyes or otherw�se
�ncreases the sens�t�veness of �ts sense-organs; as soon as �t �s near
enough to food for �ts sense-organs to be affected, �t goes to �t w�th
all speed and proceeds to eat; after wh�ch, �f the quant�ty of food has
been suff�c�ent, �ts whole demeanour changes �t may very l�kely l�e
down and go to sleep. These th�ngs and others l�ke them are
observable phenomena d�st�ngu�sh�ng a hungry an�mal from one
wh�ch �s not hungry. The character�st�c mark by wh�ch we recogn�ze
a ser�es of act�ons wh�ch d�splay hunger �s not the an�mal's mental
state, wh�ch we cannot observe, but someth�ng �n �ts bod�ly
behav�our; �t �s th�s observable tra�t �n the bod�ly behav�our that I am
propos�ng to call "hunger," not some poss�bly myth�cal and certa�nly
unknowable �ngred�ent of the an�mal's m�nd.



General�z�ng what occurs �n the case of hunger, we may say that
what we call a des�re �n an an�mal �s always d�splayed �n a cycle of
act�ons hav�ng certa�n fa�rly well marked character�st�cs. There �s f�rst
a state of act�v�ty, cons�st�ng, w�th qual�f�cat�ons to be ment�oned
presently, of movements l�kely to have a certa�n result; these
movements, unless �nterrupted, cont�nue unt�l the result �s ach�eved,
after wh�ch there �s usually a per�od of comparat�ve qu�escence. A
cycle of act�ons of th�s sort has marks by wh�ch �t �s broadly
d�st�ngu�shed from the mot�ons of dead matter. The most notable of
these marks are—(1) the appropr�ateness of the act�ons for the
real�zat�on of a certa�n result; (2) the cont�nuance of act�on unt�l that
result has been ach�eved. Ne�ther of these can be pressed beyond a
po�nt. E�ther may be (a) to some extent present �n dead matter, and
(b) to a cons�derable extent absent �n an�mals, wh�le vegetable are
�ntermed�ate, and d�splay only a much fa�nter form of the behav�our
wh�ch leads us to attr�bute des�re to an�mals. (a) One m�ght say
r�vers "des�re" the sea water, roughly speak�ng, rema�ns �n restless
mot�on unt�l �t reaches e�ther the sea or a place from wh�ch �t cannot
�ssue w�thout go�ng uph�ll, and therefore we m�ght say that th�s �s
what �t w�shes wh�le �t �s flow�ng. We do not say so, because we can
account for the behav�our of water by the laws of phys�cs; and �f we
knew more about an�mals, we m�ght equally cease to attr�bute
des�res to them, s�nce we m�ght f�nd phys�cal and chem�cal react�ons
suff�c�ent to account for the�r behav�our. (b) Many of the movements
of an�mals do not exh�b�t the character�st�cs of the cycles wh�ch seem
to embody des�re. There are f�rst of all the movements wh�ch are
"mechan�cal," such as sl�pp�ng and fall�ng, where ord�nary phys�cal
forces operate upon the an�mal's body almost as �f �t were dead
matter. An an�mal wh�ch falls over a cl�ff may make a number of
desperate struggles wh�le �t �s �n the a�r, but �ts centre of grav�ty w�ll
move exactly as �t would �f the an�mal were dead. In th�s case, �f the
an�mal �s k�lled at the end of the fall, we have, at f�rst s�ght, just the
character�st�cs of a cycle of act�ons embody�ng des�re, namely,
restless movement unt�l the ground �s reached, and then qu�escence.
Nevertheless, we feel no temptat�on to say that the an�mal des�red
what occurred, partly because of the obv�ously mechan�cal nature of



the whole occurrence, partly because, when an an�mal surv�ves a
fall, �t tends not to repeat the exper�ence.

There may be other reasons also, but of them I do not w�sh to
speak yet. Bes�des mechan�cal movements, there are �nterrupted
movements, as when a b�rd, on �ts way to eat your best peas, �s
fr�ghtened away by the boy whom you are employ�ng for that
purpose. If �nterrupt�ons are frequent and complet�on of cycles rare,
the character�st�cs by wh�ch cycles are observed may become so
blurred as to be almost unrecogn�zable. The result of these var�ous
cons�derat�ons �s that the d�fferences between an�mals and dead
matter, when we conf�ne ourselves to external unsc�ent�f�c
observat�on of �ntegral behav�our, are a matter of degree and not
very prec�se. It �s for th�s reason that �t has always been poss�ble for
fanc�ful people to ma�nta�n that even stocks and stones have some
vague k�nd of soul. The ev�dence that an�mals have souls �s so very
shaky that, �f �t �s assumed to be conclus�ve, one m�ght just as well
go a step further and extend the argument by analogy to all matter.
Nevertheless, �n sp�te of vagueness and doubtful cases, the
ex�stence of cycles �n the behav�our of an�mals �s a broad
character�st�c by wh�ch they are pr�ma fac�e d�st�ngu�shed from
ord�nary matter; and I th�nk �t �s th�s character�st�c wh�ch leads us to
attr�bute des�res to an�mals, s�nce �t makes the�r behav�our resemble
what we do when (as we say) we are act�ng from des�re.

I shall adopt the follow�ng def�n�t�ons for descr�b�ng the behav�our
of an�mals:

A "behav�our-cycle" �s a ser�es of voluntary or reflex movements of
an an�mal, tend�ng to cause a certa�n result, and cont�nu�ng unt�l that
result �s caused, unless they are �nterrupted by death, acc�dent, or
some new behav�our-cycle. (Here "acc�dent" may be def�ned as the
�ntervent�on of purely phys�cal laws caus�ng mechan�cal
movements.)

The "purpose" of a behav�our-cycle �s the result wh�ch br�ngs �t to
an end, normally by a cond�t�on of temporary qu�escence-prov�ded
there �s no �nterrupt�on.

An an�mal �s sa�d to "des�re" the purpose of a behav�our cycle
wh�le the behav�our-cycle �s �n progress.



I bel�eve these def�n�t�ons to be adequate also to human purposes
and des�res, but for the present I am only occup�ed w�th an�mals and
w�th what can be learnt by external observat�on. I am very anx�ous
that no �deas should be attached to the words "purpose" and "des�re"
beyond those �nvolved �n the above def�n�t�ons.

We have not so far cons�dered what �s the nature of the �n�t�al
st�mulus to a behav�our-cycle. Yet �t �s here that the usual v�ew of
des�re seems on the strongest ground. The hungry an�mal goes on
mak�ng movements unt�l �t gets food; �t seems natural, therefore, to
suppose that the �dea of food �s present throughout the process, and
that the thought of the end to be ach�eved sets the whole process �n
mot�on. Such a v�ew, however, �s obv�ously untenable �n many cases,
espec�ally where �nst�nct �s concerned. Take, for example,
reproduct�on and the rear�ng of the young. B�rds mate, bu�ld a nest,
lay eggs �n �t, s�t on the eggs, feed the young b�rds, and care for
them unt�l they are fully grown. It �s totally �mposs�ble to suppose that
th�s ser�es of act�ons, wh�ch const�tutes one behav�our-cycle, �s
�nsp�red by any prev�s�on of the end, at any rate the f�rst t�me �t �s
performed.* We must suppose that the st�mulus to the performance
of each act �s an �mpuls�on from beh�nd, not an attract�on from the
future. The b�rd does what �t does, at each stage, because �t has an
�mpulse to that part�cular act�on, not because �t perce�ves that the
whole cycle of act�ons w�ll contr�bute to the preservat�on of the
spec�es. The same cons�derat�ons apply to other �nst�ncts. A hungry
an�mal feels restless, and �s led by �nst�nct�ve �mpulses to perform
the movements wh�ch g�ve �t nour�shment; but the act of seek�ng
food �s not suff�c�ent ev�dence from wh�ch to conclude that the an�mal
has the thought of food �n �ts "m�nd."



     * For evidence as to birds' nests, cf. Semon, "Die Mneme,"
     pp. 209, 210.

Com�ng now to human be�ngs, and to what we know about our
own act�ons, �t seems clear that what, w�th us, sets a behav�our-cycle
�n mot�on �s some sensat�on of the sort wh�ch we call d�sagreeable.
Take the case of hunger: we have f�rst an uncomfortable feel�ng
�ns�de, produc�ng a d�s�ncl�nat�on to s�t st�ll, a sens�t�veness to
savoury smells, and an attract�on towards any food that there may
be �n our ne�ghbourhood. At any moment dur�ng th�s process we may
become aware that we are hungry, �n the sense of say�ng to
ourselves, "I am hungry"; but we may have been act�ng w�th
reference to food for some t�me before th�s moment. Wh�le we are
talk�ng or read�ng, we may eat �n complete unconsc�ousness; but we
perform the act�ons of eat�ng just as we should �f we were consc�ous,
and they cease when our hunger �s appeased. What we call
"consc�ousness" seems to be a mere spectator of the process; even
when �t �ssues orders, they are usually, l�ke those of a w�se parent,
just such as would have been obeyed even �f they had not been
g�ven. Th�s v�ew may seem at f�rst exaggerated, but the more our so-
called vol�t�ons and the�r causes are exam�ned, the more �t �s forced
upon us. The part played by words �n all th�s �s compl�cated, and a
potent source of confus�ons; I shall return to �t later. For the present, I
am st�ll concerned w�th pr�m�t�ve des�re, as �t ex�sts �n man, but �n the
form �n wh�ch man shows h�s aff�n�ty to h�s an�mal ancestors.

Consc�ous des�re �s made up partly of what �s essent�al to des�re,
partly of bel�efs as to what we want. It �s �mportant to be clear as to
the part wh�ch does not cons�st of bel�efs.

The pr�m�t�ve non-cogn�t�ve element �n des�re seems to be a push,
not a pull, an �mpuls�on away from the actual, rather than an
attract�on towards the �deal. Certa�n sensat�ons and other mental
occurrences have a property wh�ch we call d�scomfort; these cause
such bod�ly movements as are l�kely to lead to the�r cessat�on. When
the d�scomfort ceases, or even when �t apprec�ably d�m�n�shes, we
have sensat�ons possess�ng a property wh�ch we call PLEASURE.
Pleasurable sensat�ons e�ther st�mulate no act�on at all, or at most
st�mulate such act�on as �s l�kely to prolong them. I shall return
shortly to the cons�derat�on of what d�scomfort and pleasure are �n



themselves; for the present, �t �s the�r connect�on w�th act�on and
des�re that concerns us. Abandon�ng momentar�ly the standpo�nt of
behav�our�sm, we may presume that hungry an�mals exper�ence
sensat�ons �nvolv�ng d�scomfort, and st�mulat�ng such movements as
seem l�kely to br�ng them to the food wh�ch �s outs�de the cages.
When they have reached the food and eaten �t, the�r d�scomfort
ceases and the�r sensat�ons become pleasurable. It SEEMS,
m�stakenly, as �f the an�mals had had th�s s�tuat�on �n m�nd
throughout, when �n fact they have been cont�nually pushed by
d�scomfort. And when an an�mal �s reflect�ve, l�ke some men, �t
comes to th�nk that �t had the f�nal s�tuat�on �n m�nd throughout;
somet�mes �t comes to know what s�tuat�on w�ll br�ng sat�sfact�on, so
that �n fact the d�scomfort does br�ng the thought of what w�ll allay �t.
Nevertheless the sensat�on �nvolv�ng d�scomfort rema�ns the pr�me
mover.

Th�s br�ngs us to the quest�on of the nature of d�scomfort and
pleasure. S�nce Kant �t has been customary to recogn�ze three great
d�v�s�ons of mental phenomena, wh�ch are typ�f�ed by knowledge,
des�re and feel�ng, where "feel�ng" �s used to mean pleasure and
d�scomfort. Of course, "knowledge" �s too def�n�te a word: the states
of m�nd concerned are grouped together as "cogn�t�ve," and are to
embrace not only bel�efs, but percept�ons, doubts, and the
understand�ng of concepts. "Des�re," also, �s narrower than what �s
�ntended: for example, WILL �s to be �ncluded �n th�s category, and �n
fact every th�ng that �nvolves any k�nd of str�v�ng, or "conat�on" as �t �s
techn�cally called. I do not myself bel�eve that there �s any value �n
th�s threefold d�v�s�on of the contents of m�nd. I bel�eve that
sensat�ons (�nclud�ng �mages) supply all the "stuff" of the m�nd, and
that everyth�ng else can be analysed �nto groups of sensat�ons
related �n var�ous ways, or character�st�cs of sensat�ons or of groups
of sensat�ons. As regards bel�ef, I shall g�ve grounds for th�s v�ew �n
later lectures. As regards des�res, I have g�ven some grounds �n th�s
lecture. For the present, �t �s pleasure and d�scomfort that concern
us. There are broadly three theor�es that m�ght be held �n regard to
them. We may regard them as separate ex�st�ng �tems �n those who
exper�ence them, or we may regard them as �ntr�ns�c qual�t�es of
sensat�ons and other mental occurrences, or we may regard them as



mere names for the causal character�st�cs of the occurrences wh�ch
are uncomfortable or pleasant. The f�rst of these theor�es, namely,
that wh�ch regards d�scomfort and pleasure as actual contents �n
those who exper�ence them, has, I th�nk, noth�ng conclus�ve to be
sa�d �n �ts favour.* It �s suggested ch�efly by an amb�gu�ty �n the word
"pa�n," wh�ch has m�sled many people, �nclud�ng Berkeley, whom �t
suppl�ed w�th one of h�s arguments for subject�ve �deal�sm. We may
use "pa�n" as the oppos�te of "pleasure," and "pa�nful" as the
oppos�te of "pleasant," or we may use "pa�n" to mean a certa�n sort
of sensat�on, on a level w�th the sensat�ons of heat and cold and
touch. The latter use of the word has preva�led �n psycholog�cal
l�terature, and �t �s now no longer used as the oppos�te of "pleasure."
Dr. H. Head, �n a recent publ�cat�on, has stated th�s d�st�nct�on as
follows:**
     * Various arguments in its favour are advanced by A.
     Wohlgemuth, "On the feelings and their neural correlate,
     with an examination of the nature of pain," "British Journal
     of Psychology," viii, 4. (1917). But as these arguments are
     largely a reductio ad absurdum of other theories, among
     which that which I am advocating is not included, I cannot
     regard them as establishing their contention.

     ** "Sensation and the Cerebral Cortex," "Brain," vol. xli,
     part ii (September, 1918), p. 90. Cf. also Wohlgemuth, loc.
     cit. pp. 437, 450.

"It �s necessary at the outset to d�st�ngu�sh clearly between
'd�scomfort' and 'pa�n.' Pa�n �s a d�st�nct sensory qual�ty equ�valent to
heat and cold, and �ts �ntens�ty can be roughly graded accord�ng to
the force expended �n st�mulat�on. D�scomfort, on the other hand, �s
that feel�ng-tone wh�ch �s d�rectly opposed to pleasure. It may
accompany sensat�ons not �n themselves essent�ally pa�nful; as for
�nstance that produced by t�ckl�ng the sole of the foot. The react�on
produced by repeated pr�ck�ng conta�ns both these elements; for �t
evokes that sensory qual�ty known as pa�n, accompan�ed by a
d�sagreeable feel�ng-tone, wh�ch we have called d�scomfort. On the
other hand, excess�ve pressure, except when appl�ed d�rectly over
some nerve-trunk, tends to exc�te more d�scomfort than pa�n."

The confus�on between d�scomfort and pa�n has made people
regard d�scomfort as a more substant�al th�ng than �t �s, and th�s �n
turn has reacted upon the v�ew taken of pleasure, s�nce d�scomfort



and pleasure are ev�dently on a level �n th�s respect. As soon as
d�scomfort �s clearly d�st�ngu�shed from the sensat�on of pa�n, �t
becomes more natural to regard d�scomfort and pleasure as
propert�es of mental occurrences than to regard them as separate
mental occurrences on the�r own account. I shall therefore d�sm�ss
the v�ew that they are separate mental occurrences, and regard
them as propert�es of such exper�ences as would be called
respect�vely uncomfortable and pleasant.

It rema�ns to be exam�ned whether they are actual qual�t�es of
such occurrences, or are merely d�fferences as to causal propert�es.
I do not myself see any way of dec�d�ng th�s quest�on; e�ther v�ew
seems equally capable of account�ng for the facts. If th�s �s true, �t �s
safer to avo�d the assumpt�on that there are such �ntr�ns�c qual�t�es of
mental occurrences as are �n quest�on, and to assume only the
causal d�fferences wh�ch are unden�able. W�thout condemn�ng the
�ntr�ns�c theory, we can def�ne d�scomfort and pleasure as cons�st�ng
�n causal propert�es, and say only what w�ll hold on e�ther of the two
theor�es. Follow�ng th�s course, we shall say:

"D�scomfort" �s a property of a sensat�on or other mental
occurrence, cons�st�ng �n the fact that the occurrence �n quest�on
st�mulates voluntary or reflex movements tend�ng to produce some
more or less def�n�te change �nvolv�ng the cessat�on of the
occurrence.

"Pleasure" �s a property of a sensat�on or other mental occurrence,
cons�st�ng �n the fact that the occurrence �n quest�on e�ther does not
st�mulate any voluntary or reflex movement, or, �f �t does, st�mulates
only such as tend to prolong the occurrence �n quest�on.*
     * Cf. Thorndike, op. cit., p. 243.

"Consc�ous" des�re, wh�ch we have now to cons�der, cons�sts of
des�re �n the sense h�therto d�scussed, together w�th a true bel�ef as
to �ts "purpose," �.e. as to the state of affa�rs that w�ll br�ng
qu�escence w�th cessat�on of the d�scomfort. If our theory of des�re �s
correct, a bel�ef as to �ts purpose may very well be erroneous, s�nce
only exper�ence can show what causes a d�scomfort to cease. When
the exper�ence needed �s common and s�mple, as �n the case of
hunger, a m�stake �s not very probable. But �n other cases—e.g.



erot�c des�re �n those who have had l�ttle or no exper�ence of �ts
sat�sfact�on—m�stakes are to be expected, and do �n fact very often
occur. The pract�ce of �nh�b�t�ng �mpulses, wh�ch �s to a great extent
necessary to c�v�l�zed l�fe, makes m�stakes eas�er, by prevent�ng
exper�ence of the act�ons to wh�ch a des�re would otherw�se lead,
and by often caus�ng the �nh�b�ted �mpulses themselves to be
unnot�ced or qu�ckly forgotten. The perfectly natural m�stakes wh�ch
thus ar�se const�tute a large proport�on of what �s, m�stakenly �n part,
called self-decept�on, and attr�buted by Freud to the "censor."

But there �s a further po�nt wh�ch needs emphas�z�ng, namely, that
a bel�ef that someth�ng �s des�red has often a tendency to cause the
very des�re that �s bel�eved �n. It �s th�s fact that makes the effect of
"consc�ousness" on des�re so compl�cated.

When we bel�eve that we des�re a certa�n state of affa�rs, that often
tends to cause a real des�re for �t. Th�s �s due partly to the �nfluence
of words upon our emot�ons, �n rhetor�c for example, and partly to the
general fact that d�scomfort normally belongs to the bel�ef that we
des�re such-and-such a th�ng that we do not possess. Thus what
was or�g�nally a false op�n�on as to the object of a des�re acqu�res a
certa�n truth: the false op�n�on generates a secondary subs�d�ary
des�re, wh�ch nevertheless becomes real. Let us take an �llustrat�on.
Suppose you have been j�lted �n a way wh�ch wounds your van�ty.
Your natural �mpuls�ve des�re w�ll be of the sort expressed �n Donne's
poem:
     When by thy scorn, O Murderess, I am dead,

�n wh�ch he expla�ns how he w�ll haunt the poor lady as a ghost,
and prevent her from enjoy�ng a moment's peace. But two th�ngs
stand �n the way of your express�ng yourself so naturally: on the one
hand, your van�ty, wh�ch w�ll not acknowledge how hard you are h�t;
on the other hand, your conv�ct�on that you are a c�v�l�zed and
humane person, who could not poss�bly �ndulge so crude a des�re as
revenge. You w�ll therefore exper�ence a restlessness wh�ch w�ll at
f�rst seem qu�te a�mless, but w�ll f�nally resolve �tself �n a consc�ous
des�re to change your profess�on, or go round the world, or conceal
your �dent�ty and l�ve �n Putney, l�ke Arnold Bennett's hero. Although
the pr�me cause of th�s des�re �s a false judgment as to your prev�ous
unconsc�ous des�re, yet the new consc�ous des�re has �ts own



der�vat�ve genu�neness, and may �nfluence your act�ons to the extent
of send�ng you round the world. The �n�t�al m�stake, however, w�ll
have effects of two k�nds. F�rst, �n uncontrolled moments, under the
�nfluence of sleep�ness or dr�nk or del�r�um, you w�ll say th�ngs
calculated to �njure the fa�thless dece�ver. Secondly, you w�ll f�nd
travel d�sappo�nt�ng, and the East less fasc�nat�ng than you had
hoped—unless, some day, you hear that the w�cked one has �n turn
been j�lted. If th�s happens, you w�ll bel�eve that you feel s�ncere
sympathy, but you w�ll suddenly be much more del�ghted than before
w�th the beaut�es of trop�cal �slands or the wonders of Ch�nese art. A
secondary des�re, der�ved from a false judgment as to a pr�mary
des�re, has �ts own power of �nfluenc�ng act�on, and �s therefore a
real des�re accord�ng to our def�n�t�on. But �t has not the same power
as a pr�mary des�re of br�ng�ng thorough sat�sfact�on when �t �s
real�zed; so long as the pr�mary des�re rema�ns unsat�sf�ed,
restlessness cont�nues �n sp�te of the secondary des�re's success.
Hence ar�ses a bel�ef �n the van�ty of human w�shes: the va�n w�shes
are those that are secondary, but m�staken bel�efs prevent us from
real�z�ng that they are secondary.

What may, w�th some propr�ety, be called self-decept�on ar�ses
through the operat�on of des�res for bel�efs. We des�re many th�ngs
wh�ch �t �s not �n our power to ach�eve: that we should be un�versally
popular and adm�red, that our work should be the wonder of the age,
and that the un�verse should be so ordered as to br�ng ult�mate
happ�ness to all, though not to our enem�es unt�l they have repented
and been pur�f�ed by suffer�ng. Such des�res are too large to be
ach�eved through our own efforts. But �t �s found that a cons�derable
port�on of the sat�sfact�on wh�ch these th�ngs would br�ng us �f they
were real�zed �s to be ach�eved by the much eas�er operat�on of
bel�ev�ng that they are or w�ll be real�zed. Th�s des�re for bel�efs, as
opposed to des�re for the actual facts, �s a part�cular case of
secondary des�re, and, l�ke all secondary des�re �ts sat�sfact�on does
not lead to a complete cessat�on of the �n�t�al d�scomfort.
Nevertheless, des�re for bel�efs, as opposed to des�re for facts, �s
exceed�ngly potent both �nd�v�dually and soc�ally. Accord�ng to the
form of bel�ef des�red, �t �s called van�ty, opt�m�sm, or rel�g�on. Those
who have suff�c�ent power usually �mpr�son or put to death any one



who tr�es to shake the�r fa�th �n the�r own excellence or �n that of the
un�verse; �t �s for th�s reason that sed�t�ous l�bel and blasphemy have
always been, and st�ll are, cr�m�nal offences.

It �s very largely through des�res for bel�efs that the pr�m�t�ve nature
of des�re has become so h�dden, and that the part played by
consc�ousness has been so confus�ng and so exaggerated.

We may now summar�ze our analys�s of des�re and feel�ng.
A mental occurrence of any k�nd—sensat�on, �mage, bel�ef, or

emot�on—may be a cause of a ser�es of act�ons, cont�nu�ng, unless
�nterrupted, unt�l some more or less def�n�te state of affa�rs �s
real�zed. Such a ser�es of act�ons we call a "behav�our-cycle." The
degree of def�n�teness may vary greatly: hunger requ�res only food �n
general, whereas the s�ght of a part�cular p�ece of food ra�ses a
des�re wh�ch requ�res the eat�ng of that p�ece of food. The property of
caus�ng such a cycle of occurrences �s called "d�scomfort"; the
property of the mental occurrences �n wh�ch the cycle ends �s called
"pleasure." The act�ons const�tut�ng the cycle must not be purely
mechan�cal, �.e. they must be bod�ly movements �n whose causat�on
the spec�al propert�es of nervous t�ssue are �nvolved. The cycle ends
�n a cond�t�on of qu�escence, or of such act�on as tends only to
preserve the status quo. The state of affa�rs �n wh�ch th�s cond�t�on of
qu�escence �s ach�eved �s called the "purpose" of the cycle, and the
�n�t�al mental occurrence �nvolv�ng d�scomfort �s called a "des�re" for
the state of affa�rs that br�ngs qu�escence. A des�re �s called
"consc�ous" when �t �s accompan�ed by a true bel�ef as to the state of
affa�rs that w�ll br�ng qu�escence; otherw�se �t �s called "unconsc�ous."
All pr�m�t�ve des�re �s unconsc�ous, and �n human be�ngs bel�efs as to
the purposes of des�res are often m�staken. These m�staken bel�efs
generate secondary des�res, wh�ch cause var�ous �nterest�ng
compl�cat�ons �n the psychology of human des�re, w�thout
fundamentally alter�ng the character wh�ch �t shares w�th an�mal
des�re.



LECTURE IV. INFLUENCE OF PAST
HISTORY ON PRESENT

OCCURRENCES IN LIVING
ORGANISMS
In th�s lecture we shall be concerned w�th a very general

character�st�c wh�ch broadly, though not absolutely, d�st�ngu�shes the
behav�our of l�v�ng organ�sms from that of dead matter. The
character�st�c �n quest�on �s th�s:

The response of an organ�sm to a g�ven st�mulus �s very often
dependent upon the past h�story of the organ�sm, and not merely
upon the st�mulus and the HITHERTO DISCOVERABLE present
state of the organ�sm.

Th�s character�st�c �s embod�ed �n the say�ng "a burnt ch�ld fears
the f�re." The burn may have left no v�s�ble traces, yet �t mod�f�es the
react�on of the ch�ld �n the presence of f�re. It �s customary to assume
that, �n such cases, the past operates by mod�fy�ng the structure of
the bra�n, not d�rectly. I have no w�sh to suggest that th�s hypothes�s
�s false; I w�sh only to po�nt out that �t �s a hypothes�s. At the end of
the present lecture I shall exam�ne the grounds �n �ts favour. If we
conf�ne ourselves to facts wh�ch have been actually observed, we
must say that past occurrences, �n add�t�on to the present st�mulus
and the present ascerta�nable cond�t�on of the organ�sm, enter �nto
the causat�on of the response.

The character�st�c �s not wholly conf�ned to l�v�ng organ�sms. For
example, magnet�zed steel looks just l�ke steel wh�ch has not been
magnet�zed, but �ts behav�our �s �n some ways d�fferent. In the case
of dead matter, however, such phenomena are less frequent and
�mportant than �n the case of l�v�ng organ�sms, and �t �s far less
d�ff�cult to �nvent sat�sfactory hypotheses as to the m�croscop�c
changes of structure wh�ch med�ate between the past occurrence



and the present changed response. In the case of l�v�ng organ�sms,
pract�cally everyth�ng that �s d�st�nct�ve both of the�r phys�cal and of
the�r mental behav�our �s bound up w�th th�s pers�stent �nfluence of
the past. Further, speak�ng broadly, the change �n response �s
usually of a k�nd that �s b�olog�cally advantageous to the organ�sm.

Follow�ng a suggest�on der�ved from Semon ("D�e Mneme,"
Le�pz�g, 1904; 2nd ed�t�on, 1908, Engl�sh translat�on, Allen & Unw�n,
1921; "D�e mnem�schen Empf�ndungen," Le�pz�g, 1909), we w�ll g�ve
the name of "mnem�c phenomena" to those responses of an
organ�sm wh�ch, so far as h�therto observed facts are concerned,
can only be brought under causal laws by �nclud�ng past occurrences
�n the h�story of the organ�sm as part of the causes of the present
response. I do not mean merely—what would always be the case—
that past occurrences are part of a CHAIN of causes lead�ng to the
present event. I mean that, �n attempt�ng to state the PROXIMATE
cause of the present event, some past event or events must be
�ncluded, unless we take refuge �n hypothet�cal mod�f�cat�ons of bra�n
structure. For example: you smell peat-smoke, and you recall some
occas�on when you smelt �t before. The cause of your recollect�on,
so far as h�therto observable phenomena are concerned, cons�sts
both of the peat smoke (present st�mulus) and of the former occas�on
(past exper�ence). The same st�mulus w�ll not produce the same
recollect�on �n another man who d�d not share your former
exper�ence, although the former exper�ence left no OBSERVABLE
traces �n the structure of the bra�n. Accord�ng to the max�m "same
cause, same effect," we cannot therefore regard the peat-smoke
alone as the cause of your recollect�on, s�nce �t does not have the
same effect �n other cases. The cause of your recollect�on must be
both the peat-smoke and the past occurrence. Accord�ngly your
recollect�on �s an �nstance of what we are call�ng "mnem�c
phenomena."

Before go�ng further, �t w�ll be well to g�ve �llustrat�ons of d�fferent
classes of mnem�c phenomena.

(a) ACQUIRED HABITS.—In Lecture II we saw how an�mals can
learn by exper�ence how to get out of cages or mazes, or perform
other act�ons wh�ch are useful to them but not prov�ded for by the�r



�nst�ncts alone. A cat wh�ch �s put �nto a cage of wh�ch �t has had
exper�ence behaves d�fferently from the way �n wh�ch �t behaved at
f�rst. We can eas�ly �nvent hypotheses, wh�ch are qu�te l�kely to be
true, as to connect�ons �n the bra�n caused by past exper�ence, and
themselves caus�ng the d�fferent response. But the observable fact �s
that the st�mulus of be�ng �n the cage produces d�ffer�ng results w�th
repet�t�on, and that the ascerta�nable cause of the cat's behav�our �s
not merely the cage and �ts own ascerta�nable organ�zat�on, but also
�ts past h�story �n regard to the cage. From our present po�nt of v�ew,
the matter �s �ndependent of the quest�on whether the cat's
behav�our �s due to some mental fact called "knowledge," or d�splays
a merely bod�ly hab�t. Our hab�tual knowledge �s not always �n our
m�nds, but �s called up by the appropr�ate st�mul�. If we are asked
"What �s the cap�tal of France?" we answer "Par�s," because of past
exper�ence; the past exper�ence �s as essent�al as the present
quest�on �n the causat�on of our response. Thus all our hab�tual
knowledge cons�sts of acqu�red hab�ts, and comes under the head of
mnem�c phenomena.

(b) IMAGES.—I shall have much to say about �mages �n a later
lecture; for the present I am merely concerned w�th them �n so far as
they are "cop�es" of past sensat�ons. When you hear New York
spoken of, some �mage probably comes �nto your m�nd, e�ther of the
place �tself (�f you have been there), or of some p�cture of �t (�f you
have not). The �mage �s due to your past exper�ence, as well as to
the present st�mulus of the words "New York." S�m�larly, the �mages
you have �n dreams are all dependent upon your past exper�ence, as
well as upon the present st�mulus to dream�ng. It �s generally
bel�eved that all �mages, �n the�r s�mpler parts, are cop�es of
sensat�ons; �f so, the�r mnem�c character �s ev�dent. Th�s �s
�mportant, not only on �ts own account, but also because, as we shall
see later, �mages play an essent�al part �n what �s called "th�nk�ng."

(c) ASSOCIATION.—The broad fact of assoc�at�on, on the mental
s�de, �s that when we exper�ence someth�ng wh�ch we have
exper�enced before, �t tends to call up the context of the former
exper�ence. The smell of peat-smoke recall�ng a former scene �s an
�nstance wh�ch we d�scussed a moment ago. Th�s �s obv�ously a
mnem�c phenomenon. There �s also a more purely phys�cal



assoc�at�on, wh�ch �s �nd�st�ngu�shable from phys�cal hab�t. Th�s �s the
k�nd stud�ed by Mr. Thornd�ke �n an�mals, where a certa�n st�mulus �s
assoc�ated w�th a certa�n act. Th�s �s the sort wh�ch �s taught to
sold�ers �n dr�ll�ng, for example. In such a case there need not be
anyth�ng mental, but merely a hab�t of the body. There �s no essent�al
d�st�nct�on between assoc�at�on and hab�t, and the observat�ons
wh�ch we made concern�ng hab�t as a mnem�c phenomenon are
equally appl�cable to assoc�at�on.

(d) NON-SENSATIONAL ELEMENTS IN PERCEPTION.—When
we perce�ve any object of a fam�l�ar k�nd, much of what appears
subject�vely to be �mmed�ately g�ven �s really der�ved from past
exper�ence. When we see an object, say a penny, we seem to be
aware of �ts "real" shape we have the �mpress�on of someth�ng
c�rcular, not of someth�ng ell�pt�cal. In learn�ng to draw, �t �s
necessary to acqu�re the art of represent�ng th�ngs accord�ng to the
sensat�on, not accord�ng to the percept�on. And the v�sual
appearance �s f�lled out w�th feel�ng of what the object would be l�ke
to touch, and so on. Th�s f�ll�ng out and supply�ng of the "real" shape
and so on cons�sts of the most usual correlates of the sensat�onal
core �n our percept�on. It may happen that, �n the part�cular case, the
real correlates are unusual; for example, �f what we are see�ng �s a
carpet made to look l�ke t�les. If so, the non-sensat�onal part of our
percept�on w�ll be �llusory, �.e. �t w�ll supply qual�t�es wh�ch the object
�n quest�on does not �n fact have. But as a rule objects do have the
qual�t�es added by percept�on, wh�ch �s to be expected, s�nce
exper�ence of what �s usual �s the cause of the add�t�on. If our
exper�ence had been d�fferent, we should not f�ll out sensat�on �n the
same way, except �n so far as the f�ll�ng out �s �nst�nct�ve, not
acqu�red. It would seem that, �n man, all that makes up space
percept�on, �nclud�ng the correlat�on of s�ght and touch and so on, �s
almost ent�rely acqu�red. In that case there �s a large mnem�c
element �n all the common percept�ons by means of wh�ch we handle
common objects. And, to take another k�nd of �nstance, �mag�ne what
our aston�shment would be �f we were to hear a cat bark or a dog
mew. Th�s emot�on would be dependent upon past exper�ence, and
would therefore be a mnem�c phenomenon accord�ng to the
def�n�t�on.



(e) MEMORY AS KNOWLEDGE.—The k�nd of memory of wh�ch I
am now speak�ng �s def�n�te knowledge of some past event �n one's
own exper�ence. From t�me to t�me we remember th�ngs that have
happened to us, because someth�ng �n the present rem�nds us of
them. Exactly the same present fact would not call up the same
memory �f our past exper�ence had been d�fferent. Thus our
remember�ng �s caused by—

(1) The present st�mulus,
(2) The past occurrence.
It �s therefore a mnem�c phenomenon accord�ng to our def�n�t�on. A

def�n�t�on of "mnem�c phenomena" wh�ch d�d not �nclude memory
would, of course, be a bad one. The po�nt of the def�n�t�on �s not that
�t �ncludes memory, but that �t �ncludes �t as one of a class of
phenomena wh�ch embrace all that �s character�st�c �n the subject
matter of psychology.

(f) EXPERIENCE.—The word "exper�ence" �s often used very
vaguely. James, as we saw, uses �t to cover the whole pr�mal stuff of
the world, but th�s usage seems object�on able, s�nce, �n a purely
phys�cal world, th�ngs would happen w�thout there be�ng any
exper�ence. It �s only mnem�c phenomena that embody exper�ence.
We may say that an an�mal "exper�ences" an occurrence when th�s
occurrence mod�f�es the an�mal's subsequent behav�our, �.e. when �t
�s the mnem�c port�on of the cause of future occurrences �n the
an�mal's l�fe. The burnt ch�ld that fears the f�re has "exper�enced" the
f�re, whereas a st�ck that has been thrown on and taken off aga�n has
not "exper�enced" anyth�ng, s�nce �t offers no more res�stance than
before to be�ng thrown on. The essence of "exper�ence" �s the
mod�f�cat�on of behav�our produced by what �s exper�enced. We
m�ght, �n fact, def�ne one cha�n of exper�ence, or one b�ography, as a
ser�es of occurrences l�nked by mnem�c causat�on. I th�nk �t �s th�s
character�st�c, more than any other, that d�st�ngu�shes sc�ences
deal�ng w�th l�v�ng organ�sms from phys�cs.

The best wr�ter on mnem�c phenomena known to me �s R�chard
Semon, the fundamental part of whose theory I shall endeavour to
summar�ze before go�ng further:



When an organ�sm, e�ther an�mal or plant, �s subjected to a
st�mulus, produc�ng �n �t some state of exc�tement, the removal of the
st�mulus allows �t to return to a cond�t�on of equ�l�br�um. But the new
state of equ�l�br�um �s d�fferent from the old, as may be seen by the
changed capac�ty for react�on. The state of equ�l�br�um before the
st�mulus may be called the "pr�mary �nd�fference-state"; that after the
cessat�on of the st�mulus, the "secondary �nd�fference-state." We
def�ne the "engraph�c effect" of a st�mulus as the effect �n mak�ng a
d�fference between the pr�mary and secondary �nd�fference-states,
and th�s d�fference �tself we def�ne as the "engram" due to the
st�mulus. "Mnem�c phenomena" are def�ned as those due to
engrams; �n an�mals, they are spec�ally assoc�ated w�th the nervous
system, but not exclus�vely, even �n man.

When two st�mul� occur together, one of them, occurr�ng
afterwards, may call out the react�on for the other also. We call th�s
an "ekphor�c �nfluence," and st�mul� hav�ng th�s character are called
"ekphor�c st�mul�." In such a case we call the engrams of the two
st�mul� "assoc�ated." All s�multaneously generated engrams are
assoc�ated; there �s also assoc�at�on of success�vely aroused
engrams, though th�s �s reduc�ble to s�multaneous assoc�at�on. In
fact, �t �s not an �solated st�mulus that leaves an engram, but the
total�ty of the st�mul� at any moment; consequently any port�on of th�s
total�ty tends, �f �t recurs, to arouse the whole react�on wh�ch was
aroused before. Semon holds that engrams can be �nher�ted, and
that an an�mal's �nnate hab�ts may be due to the exper�ence of �ts
ancestors; on th�s subject he refers to Samuel Butler.

Semon formulates two "mnem�c pr�nc�ples." The f�rst, or "Law of
Engraphy," �s as follows: "All s�multaneous exc�tements �n an
organ�sm form a connected s�multaneous exc�tement-complex,
wh�ch as such works engraph�cally, �.e. leaves beh�nd a connected
engram-complex, wh�ch �n so far forms a whole" ("D�e mnem�schen
Empf�ndungen," p. 146). The second mnem�c pr�nc�ple, or "Law of
Ekphory," �s as follows: "The part�al return of the energet�c s�tuat�on
wh�ch formerly worked engraph�cally operates ekphor�cally on a
s�multaneous engram-complex" (�b., p. 173). These two laws
together represent �n part a hypothes�s (the engram), and �n part an
observable fact. The observable fact �s that, when a certa�n complex



of st�mul� has or�g�nally caused a certa�n complex of react�ons, the
recurrence of part of the st�mul� tends to cause the recurrence of the
whole of the react�ons.

Semon's appl�cat�ons of h�s fundamental �deas �n var�ous
d�rect�ons are �nterest�ng and �ngen�ous. Some of them w�ll concern
us later, but for the present �t �s the fundamental character of mnem�c
phenomena that �s �n quest�on.

Concern�ng the nature of an engram, Semon confesses that at
present �t �s �mposs�ble to say more than that �t must cons�st �n some
mater�al alterat�on �n the body of the organ�sm ("D�e mnem�schen
Empf�ndungen," p. 376). It �s, �n fact, hypothet�cal, �nvoked for
theoret�cal uses, and not an outcome of d�rect observat�on. No doubt
phys�ology, espec�ally the d�sturbances of memory through les�ons �n
the bra�n, affords grounds for th�s hypothes�s; nevertheless �t does
rema�n a hypothes�s, the val�d�ty of wh�ch w�ll be d�scussed at the
end of th�s lecture.

I am �ncl�ned to th�nk that, �n the present state of phys�ology, the
�ntroduct�on of the engram does not serve to s�mpl�fy the account of
mnem�c phenomena. We can, I th�nk, formulate the known laws of
such phenomena �n terms, wholly, of observable facts, by
recogn�z�ng prov�s�onally what we may call "mnem�c causat�on." By
th�s I mean that k�nd of causat�on of wh�ch I spoke at the beg�nn�ng
of th�s lecture, that k�nd, namely, �n wh�ch the prox�mate cause
cons�sts not merely of a present event, but of th�s together w�th a
past event. I do not w�sh to urge that th�s form of causat�on �s
ult�mate, but that, �n the present state of our knowledge, �t affords a
s�mpl�f�cat�on, and enables us to state laws of behav�our �n less
hypothet�cal terms than we should otherw�se have to employ.

The clearest �nstance of what I mean �s recollect�on of a past
event. What we observe �s that certa�n present st�mul� lead us to
recollect certa�n occurrences, but that at t�mes when we are not
recollect�ng them, there �s noth�ng d�scoverable �n our m�nds that
could be called memory of them. Memor�es, as mental facts, ar�se
from t�me to t�me, but do not, so far as we can see, ex�st �n any
shape wh�le they are "latent." In fact, when we say that they are
"latent," we mean merely that they w�ll ex�st under certa�n



c�rcumstances. If, then, there �s to be some stand�ng d�fference
between the person who can remember a certa�n fact and the
person who cannot, that stand�ng d�fference must be, not �n anyth�ng
mental, but �n the bra�n. It �s qu�te probable that there �s such a
d�fference �n the bra�n, but �ts nature �s unknown and �t rema�ns
hypothet�cal. Everyth�ng that has, so far, been made matter of
observat�on as regards th�s quest�on can be put together �n the
statement: When a certa�n complex of sensat�ons has occurred to a
man, the recurrence of part of the complex tends to arouse the
recollect�on of the whole. In l�ke manner, we can collect all mnem�c
phenomena �n l�v�ng organ�sms under a s�ngle law, wh�ch conta�ns
what �s h�therto ver�f�able �n Semon's two laws. Th�s s�ngle law �s:

IF A COMPLEX STIMULUS A HAS CAUSED A COMPLEX
REACTION B IN AN ORGANISM, THE OCCURRENCE OF A PART
OF A ON A FUTURE OCCASION TENDS TO CAUSE THE WHOLE
REACTION B.

Th�s law would need to be supplemented by some account of the
�nfluence of frequency, and so on; but �t seems to conta�n the
essent�al character�st�c of mnem�c phenomena, w�thout adm�xture of
anyth�ng hypothet�cal.

Whenever the effect result�ng from a st�mulus to an organ�sm
d�ffers accord�ng to the past h�story of the organ�sm, w�thout our
be�ng able actually to detect any relevant d�fference �n �ts present
structure, we w�ll speak of "mnem�c causat�on," prov�ded we can
d�scover laws embody�ng the �nfluence of the past. In ord�nary
phys�cal causat�on, as �t appears to common sense, we have
approx�mate un�form�t�es of sequence, such as "l�ghtn�ng �s followed
by thunder," "drunkenness �s followed by headache," and so on.
None of these sequences are theoret�cally �nvar�able, s�nce
someth�ng may �ntervene to d�sturb them. In order to obta�n
�nvar�able phys�cal laws, we have to proceed to d�fferent�al
equat�ons, show�ng the d�rect�on of change at each moment, not the
�ntegral change after a f�n�te �nterval, however short. But for the
purposes of da�ly l�fe many sequences are to all �n tents and
purposes �nvar�able. W�th the behav�our of human be�ngs, however,
th�s �s by no means the case. If you say to an Engl�shman, "You have



a smut on your nose," he w�ll proceed to remove �t, but there w�ll be
no such effect �f you say the same th�ng to a Frenchman who knows
no Engl�sh. The effect of words upon the hearer �s a mnem�c
phenomena, s�nce �t depends upon the past exper�ence wh�ch gave
h�m understand�ng of the words. If there are to be purely
psycholog�cal causal laws, tak�ng no account of the bra�n and the
rest of the body, they w�ll have to be of the form, not "X now causes
Y now," but—

"A, B, C,... �n the past, together w�th X now, cause Y now." For �t
cannot be successfully ma�nta�ned that our understand�ng of a word,
for example, �s an actual ex�stent content of the m�nd at t�mes when
we are not th�nk�ng of the word. It �s merely what may be called a
"d�spos�t�on," �.e. �t �s capable of be�ng aroused whenever we hear
the word or happen to th�nk of �t. A "d�spos�t�on" �s not someth�ng
actual, but merely the mnem�c port�on of a mnem�c causal law.

In such a law as "A, B, C,... �n the past, together w�th X now, cause
Y now," we w�ll call A, B, C,... the mnem�c cause, X the occas�on or
st�mulus, and Y the react�on. All cases �n wh�ch exper�ence
�nfluences behav�our are �nstances of mnem�c causat�on.

Bel�evers �n psycho-phys�cal parallel�sm hold that psychology can
theoret�cally be freed ent�rely from all dependence on phys�ology or
phys�cs. That �s to say, they bel�eve that every psych�cal event has a
psych�cal cause and a phys�cal concom�tant. If there �s to be
parallel�sm, �t �s easy to prove by mathemat�cal log�c that the
causat�on �n phys�cal and psych�cal matters must be of the same
sort, and �t �s �mposs�ble that mnem�c causat�on should ex�st �n
psychology but not �n phys�cs. But �f psychology �s to be �ndependent
of phys�ology, and �f phys�ology can be reduced to phys�cs, �t would
seem that mnem�c causat�on �s essent�al �n psychology. Otherw�se
we shall be compelled to bel�eve that all our knowledge, all our store
of �mages and memor�es, all our mental hab�ts, are at all t�mes
ex�st�ng �n some latent mental form, and are not merely aroused by
the st�mul� wh�ch lead to the�r d�splay. Th�s �s a very d�ff�cult
hypothes�s. It seems to me that �f, as a matter of method rather than
metaphys�cs, we des�re to obta�n as much �ndependence for
psychology as �s pract�cally feas�ble, we shall do better to accept



mnem�c causat�on �n psychology protem, and therefore reject
parallel�sm, s�nce there �s no good ground for adm�tt�ng mnem�c
causat�on �n phys�cs.

It �s perhaps worth wh�le to observe that mnem�c causat�on �s what
led Bergson to deny that there �s causat�on at all �n the psych�cal
sphere. He po�nts out, very truly, that the same st�mulus, repeated,
does not have the same consequences, and he argues that th�s �s
contrary to the max�m, "same cause, same effect." It �s only
necessary, however, to take account of past occurrences and �nclude
them w�th the cause, �n order to re-establ�sh the max�m, and the
poss�b�l�ty of psycholog�cal causal laws. The metaphys�cal
concept�on of a cause l�ngers �n our manner of v�ew�ng causal laws:
we want to be able to FEEL a connect�on between cause and effect,
and to be able to �mag�ne the cause as "operat�ng." Th�s makes us
unw�ll�ng to regard causal laws as MERELY observed un�form�t�es of
sequence; yet that �s all that sc�ence has to offer. To ask why such-
and-such a k�nd of sequence occurs �s e�ther to ask a mean�ngless
quest�on, or to demand some more general k�nd of sequence wh�ch
�ncludes the one �n quest�on. The w�dest emp�r�cal laws of sequence
known at any t�me can only be "expla�ned" �n the sense of be�ng
subsumed by later d�scover�es under w�der laws; but these w�der
laws, unt�l they �n turn are subsumed, w�ll rema�n brute facts, rest�ng
solely upon observat�on, not upon some supposed �nherent
rat�onal�ty.

There �s therefore no a pr�or� object�on to a causal law �n wh�ch
part of the cause has ceased to ex�st. To argue aga�nst such a law
on the ground that what �s past cannot operate now, �s to �ntroduce
the old metaphys�cal not�on of cause, for wh�ch sc�ence can f�nd no
place. The only reason that could be val�dly alleged aga�nst mnem�c
causat�on would be that, �n fact, all the phenomena can be expla�ned
w�thout �t. They are expla�ned w�thout �t by Semon's "engram," or by
any theory wh�ch regards the results of exper�ence as embod�ed �n
mod�f�cat�ons of the bra�n and nerves. But they are not expla�ned,
unless w�th extreme art�f�c�al�ty, by any theory wh�ch regards the
latent effects of exper�ence as psych�cal rather than phys�cal. Those
who des�re to make psychology as far as poss�ble �ndependent of
phys�ology would do well, �t seems to me, �f they adopted mnem�c



causat�on. For my part, however, I have no such des�re, and I shall
therefore endeavour to state the grounds wh�ch occur to me �n
favour of some such v�ew as that of the "engram."

One of the f�rst po�nts to be urged �s that mnem�c phenomena are
just as much to be found �n phys�ology as �n psychology. They are
even to be found �n plants, as S�r Franc�s Darw�n po�nted out (cf.
Semon, "D�e Mneme," 2nd ed�t�on, p. 28 n.). Hab�t �s a character�st�c
of the body at least as much as of the m�nd. We should, therefore,
be compelled to allow the �ntrus�on of mnem�c causat�on, �f adm�tted
at all, �nto non-psycholog�cal reg�ons, wh�ch ought, one feels, to be
subject only to causat�on of the ord�nary phys�cal sort. The fact �s
that a great deal of what, at f�rst s�ght, d�st�ngu�shes psychology from
phys�cs �s found, on exam�nat�on, to be common to psychology and
phys�ology; th�s whole quest�on of the �nfluence of exper�ence �s a
case �n po�nt. Now �t �s poss�ble, of course, to take the v�ew
advocated by Professor J. S. Haldane, who contends that phys�ology
�s not theoret�cally reduc�ble to phys�cs and chem�stry.* But the
we�ght of op�n�on among phys�olog�sts appears to be aga�nst h�m on
th�s po�nt; and we ought certa�nly to requ�re very strong ev�dence
before adm�tt�ng any such breach of cont�nu�ty as between l�v�ng and
dead matter. The argument from the ex�stence of mnem�c
phenomena �n phys�ology must therefore be allowed a certa�n we�ght
aga�nst the hypothes�s that mnem�c causat�on �s ult�mate.
     * See his "The New Physiology and Other Addresses," Griffin,
     1919, also the symposium, "Are Physical, Biological and
     Psychological Categories Irreducible?" in "Life and Finite
     Individuality," edited for the Aristotelian Society, with an
     Introduction. By H. Wildon Carr, Williams & Norgate, 1918.

The argument from the connect�on of bra�n-les�ons w�th loss of
memory �s not so strong as �t looks, though �t has also, some we�ght.
What we know �s that memory, and mnem�c phenomena generally,
can be d�sturbed or destroyed by changes �n the bra�n. Th�s certa�nly
proves that the bra�n plays an essent�al part �n the causat�on of
memory, but does not prove that a certa�n state of the bra�n �s, by
�tself, a suff�c�ent cond�t�on for the ex�stence of memory. Yet �t �s th�s
last that has to be proved. The theory of the engram, or any s�m�lar
theory, has to ma�nta�n that, g�ven a body and bra�n �n a su�table
state, a man w�ll have a certa�n memory, w�thout the need of any



further cond�t�ons. What �s known, however, �s only that he w�ll not
have memor�es �f h�s body and bra�n are not �n a su�table state. That
�s to say, the appropr�ate state of body and bra�n �s proved to be
necessary for memory, but not to be suff�c�ent. So far, therefore, as
our def�n�te knowledge goes, memory may requ�re for �ts causat�on a
past occurrence as well as a certa�n present state of the bra�n.

In order to prove conclus�vely that mnem�c phenomena ar�se
whenever certa�n phys�olog�cal cond�t�ons are fulf�lled, we ought to
be able actually to see d�fferences between the bra�n of a man who
speaks Engl�sh and that of a man who speaks French, between the
bra�n of a man who has seen New York and can recall �t, and that of
a man who has never seen that c�ty. It may be that the t�me w�ll come
when th�s w�ll be poss�ble, but at present we are very far removed
from �t. At present, there �s, so far as I am aware, no good ev�dence
that every d�fference between the knowledge possessed by A and
that possessed by B �s paralleled by some d�fference �n the�r bra�ns.
We may bel�eve that th�s �s the case, but �f we do, our bel�ef �s based
upon analog�es and general sc�ent�f�c max�ms, not upon any
foundat�on of deta�led observat�on. I am myself �ncl�ned, as a work�ng
hypothes�s, to adopt the bel�ef �n quest�on, and to hold that past
exper�ence only affects present behav�our through mod�f�cat�ons of
phys�olog�cal structure. But the ev�dence seems not qu�te conclus�ve,
so that I do not th�nk we ought to forget the other hypothes�s, or to
reject ent�rely the poss�b�l�ty that mnem�c causat�on may be the
ult�mate explanat�on of mnem�c phenomena. I say th�s, not because I
th�nk �t LIKELY that mnem�c causat�on �s ult�mate, but merely
because I th�nk �t POSSIBLE, and because �t often turns out
�mportant to the progress of sc�ence to remember hypotheses wh�ch
have prev�ously seemed �mprobable.



LECTURE V. PSYCHOLOGICAL AND
PHYSICAL CAUSAL LAWS

The trad�t�onal concept�on of cause and effect �s one wh�ch
modern sc�ence shows to be fundamentally erroneous, and requ�r�ng
to be replaced by a qu�te d�fferent not�on, that of LAWS OF
CHANGE. In the trad�t�onal concept�on, a part�cular event A caused
a part�cular event B, and by th�s �t was �mpl�ed that, g�ven any event
B, some earl�er event A could be d�scovered wh�ch had a relat�on to
�t, such that—

(1) Whenever A occurred, �t was followed by B;
(2) In th�s sequence, there was someth�ng "necessary," not a mere

de facto occurrence of A f�rst and then B.
The second po�nt �s �llustrated by the old d�scuss�on as to whether

�t can be sa�d that day causes n�ght, on the ground that day �s always
followed by n�ght. The orthodox answer was that day could not be
called the cause of n�ght, because �t would not be followed by n�ght �f
the earth's rotat�on were to cease, or rather to grow so slow that one
complete rotat�on would take a year. A cause, �t was held, must be
such that under no conce�vable c�rcumstances could �t fa�l to be
followed by �ts effect.

As a matter of fact, such sequences as were sought by bel�evers
�n the trad�t�onal form of causat�on have not so far been found �n
nature. Everyth�ng �n nature �s apparently �n a state of cont�nuous
change,* so that what we call one "event" turns out to be really a
process. If th�s event �s to cause another event, the two w�ll have to
be cont�guous �n t�me; for �f there �s any �nterval between them,
someth�ng may happen dur�ng that �nterval to prevent the expected
effect. Cause and effect, therefore, w�ll have to be temporally
cont�guous processes. It �s d�ff�cult to bel�eve, at any rate where
phys�cal laws are concerned, that the earl�er part of the process
wh�ch �s the cause can make any d�fference to the effect, so long as



the later part of the process wh�ch �s the cause rema�ns unchanged.
Suppose, for example, that a man d�es of arsen�c po�son�ng, we say
that h�s tak�ng arsen�c was the cause of death. But clearly the
process by wh�ch he acqu�red the arsen�c �s �rrelevant: everyth�ng
that happened before he swallowed �t may be �gnored, s�nce �t
cannot alter the effect except �n so far as �t alters h�s cond�t�on at the
moment of tak�ng the dose. But we may go further: swallow�ng
arsen�c �s not really the prox�mate cause of death, s�nce a man m�ght
be shot through the head �mmed�ately after tak�ng the dose, and then
�t would not be of arsen�c that he would d�e. The arsen�c produces
certa�n phys�olog�cal changes, wh�ch take a f�n�te t�me before they
end �n death. The earl�er parts of these changes can be ruled out �n
the same way as we can rule out the process by wh�ch the arsen�c
was acqu�red. Proceed�ng �n th�s way, we can shorten the process
wh�ch we are call�ng the cause more and more. S�m�larly we shall
have to shorten the effect. It may happen that �mmed�ately after the
man's death h�s body �s blown to p�eces by a bomb. We cannot say
what w�ll happen after the man's death, through merely know�ng that
he has d�ed as the result of arsen�c po�son�ng. Thus, �f we are to take
the cause as one event and the effect as another, both must be
shortened �ndef�n�tely. The result �s that we merely have, as the
embod�ment of our causal law, a certa�n d�rect�on of change at each
moment. Hence we are brought to d�fferent�al equat�ons as
embody�ng causal laws. A phys�cal law does not say "A w�ll be
followed by B," but tells us what accelerat�on a part�cle w�ll have
under g�ven c�rcumstances, �.e. �t tells us how the part�cle's mot�on �s
chang�ng at each moment, not where the part�cle w�ll be at some
future moment.
     * The theory of quanta suggests that the continuity is only
     apparent. If so, we shall be able theoretically to reach
     events which are not processes. But in what is directly
     observable there is still apparent continuity, which
     justifies the above remarks for the prevent.

Laws embod�ed �n d�fferent�al equat�ons may poss�bly be exact,
but cannot be known to be so. All that we can know emp�r�cally �s
approx�mate and l�able to except�ons; the exact laws that are
assumed �n phys�cs are known to be somewhere near the truth, but
are not known to be true just as they stand. The laws that we



actually know emp�r�cally have the form of the trad�t�onal causal laws,
except that they are not to be regarded as un�versal or necessary.
"Tak�ng arsen�c �s followed by death" �s a good emp�r�cal
general�zat�on; �t may have except�ons, but they w�ll be rare. As
aga�nst the professedly exact laws of phys�cs, such emp�r�cal
general�zat�ons have the advantage that they deal w�th observable
phenomena. We cannot observe �nf�n�tes�mals, whether �n t�me or
space; we do not even know whether t�me and space are �nf�n�tely
d�v�s�ble. Therefore rough emp�r�cal general�zat�ons have a def�n�te
place �n sc�ence, �n sp�te of not be�ng exact of un�versal. They are
the data for more exact laws, and the grounds for bel�ev�ng that they
are USUALLY true are stronger than the grounds for bel�ev�ng that
the more exact laws are ALWAYS true.

Sc�ence starts, therefore, from general�zat�ons of the form, "A �s
usually followed by B." Th�s �s the nearest approach that can be
made to a causal law of the trad�t�onal sort. It may happen �n any
part�cular �nstance that A �s ALWAYS followed by B, but we cannot
know th�s, s�nce we cannot foresee all the perfectly poss�ble
c�rcumstances that m�ght make the sequence fa�l, or know that none
of them w�ll actually occur. If, however, we know of a very large
number of cases �n wh�ch A �s followed by B, and few or none �n
wh�ch the sequence fa�ls, we shall �n PRACTICE be just�f�ed �n
say�ng "A causes B," prov�ded we do not attach to the not�on of
cause any of the metaphys�cal superst�t�ons that have gathered
about the word.

There �s another po�nt, bes�des lack of un�versal�ty and necess�ty,
wh�ch �t �s �mportant to real�ze as regards causes �n the above sense,
and that �s the lack of un�queness. It �s generally assumed that, g�ven
any event, there �s some one phenomenon wh�ch �s THE cause of
the event �n quest�on. Th�s seems to be a mere m�stake. Cause, �n
the only sense �n wh�ch �t can be pract�cally appl�ed, means "nearly
�nvar�able antecedent." We cannot �n pract�ce obta�n an antecedent
wh�ch �s QUITE �nvar�able, for th�s would requ�re us to take account
of the whole un�verse, s�nce someth�ng not taken account of may
prevent the expected effect. We cannot d�st�ngu�sh, among nearly
�nvar�able antecedents, one as THE cause, and the others as merely
�ts concom�tants: the attempt to do th�s depends upon a not�on of



cause wh�ch �s der�ved from w�ll, and w�ll (as we shall see later) �s
not at all the sort of th�ng that �t �s generally supposed to be, nor �s
there any reason to th�nk that �n the phys�cal world there �s anyth�ng
even remotely analogous to what w�ll �s supposed to be. If we could
f�nd one antecedent, and only one, that was QUITE �nvar�able, we
could call that one THE cause w�thout �ntroduc�ng any not�on der�ved
from m�staken �deas about w�ll. But �n fact we cannot f�nd any
antecedent that we know to be qu�te �nvar�able, and we can f�nd
many that are nearly so. For example, men leave a factory for d�nner
when the hooter sounds at twelve o'clock. You may say the hooter �s
THE cause of the�r leav�ng. But �nnumerable other hooters �n other
factor�es, wh�ch also always sound at twelve o'clock, have just as
good a r�ght to be called the cause. Thus every event has many
nearly �nvar�able antecedents, and therefore many antecedents
wh�ch may be called �ts cause.

The laws of trad�t�onal phys�cs, �n the form �n wh�ch they deal w�th
movements of matter or electr�c�ty, have an apparent s�mpl�c�ty wh�ch
somewhat conceals the emp�r�cal character of what they assert. A
p�ece of matter, as �t �s known emp�r�cally, �s not a s�ngle ex�st�ng
th�ng, but a system of ex�st�ng th�ngs. When several people
s�multaneously see the same table, they all see someth�ng d�fferent;
therefore "the" table, wh�ch they are supposed all to see, must be
e�ther a hypothes�s or a construct�on. "The" table �s to be neutral as
between d�fferent observers: �t does not favour the aspect seen by
one man at the expense of that seen by another. It was natural,
though to my m�nd m�staken, to regard the "real" table as the
common cause of all the appearances wh�ch the table presents (as
we say) to d�fferent observers. But why should we suppose that
there �s some one common cause of all these appearances? As we
have just seen, the not�on of "cause" �s not so rel�able as to allow us
to �nfer the ex�stence of someth�ng that, by �ts very nature, can never
be observed.

Instead of look�ng for an �mpart�al source, we can secure neutral�ty
by the equal representat�on of all part�es. Instead of suppos�ng that
there �s some unknown cause, the "real" table, beh�nd the d�fferent
sensat�ons of those who are sa�d to be look�ng at the table, we may
take the whole set of these sensat�ons (together poss�bly w�th certa�n



other part�culars) as actually BEING the table. That �s to say, the
table wh�ch �s neutral as between d�fferent observers (actual and
poss�ble) �s the set of all those part�culars wh�ch would naturally be
called "aspects" of the table from d�fferent po�nts of v�ew. (Th�s �s a
f�rst approx�mat�on, mod�f�ed later.)

It may be sa�d: If there �s no s�ngle ex�stent wh�ch �s the source of
all these "aspects," how are they collected together? The answer �s
s�mple: Just as they would be �f there were such a s�ngle ex�stent.
The supposed "real" table underly�ng �ts appearances �s, �n any
case, not �tself perce�ved, but �nferred, and the quest�on whether
such-and-such a part�cular �s an "aspect" of th�s table �s only to be
settled by the connect�on of the part�cular �n quest�on w�th the one or
more part�culars by wh�ch the table �s def�ned. That �s to say, even �f
we assume a "real" table, the part�culars wh�ch are �ts aspects have
to be collected together by the�r relat�ons to each other, not to �t,
s�nce �t �s merely �nferred from them. We have only, therefore, to
not�ce how they are collected together, and we can then keep the
collect�on w�thout assum�ng any "real" table as d�st�nct from the
collect�on. When d�fferent people see what they call the same table,
they see th�ngs wh�ch are not exactly the same, ow�ng to d�fference
of po�nt of v�ew, but wh�ch are suff�c�ently al�ke to be descr�bed �n the
same words, so long as no great accuracy or m�nuteness �s sought.
These closely s�m�lar part�culars are collected together by the�r
s�m�lar�ty pr�mar�ly and, more correctly, by the fact that they are
related to each other approx�mately accord�ng to the laws of
perspect�ve and of reflect�on and d�ffract�on of l�ght. I suggest, as a
f�rst approx�mat�on, that these part�culars, together w�th such
correlated others as are unperce�ved, jo�ntly ARE the table; and that
a s�m�lar def�n�t�on appl�es to all phys�cal objects.*



     *See "Our Knowledge of the External World" (Allen & Unwin),
     chaps. iii and iv.

In order to el�m�nate the reference to our percept�ons, wh�ch
�ntroduces an �rrelevant psycholog�cal suggest�on, I w�ll take a
d�fferent �llustrat�on, namely, stellar photography. A photograph�c
plate exposed on a clear n�ght reproduces the appearance of the
port�on of the sky concerned, w�th more or fewer stars accord�ng to
the power of the telescope that �s be�ng used. Each separate star
wh�ch �s photographed produces �ts separate effect on the plate, just
as �t would upon ourselves �f we were look�ng at the sky. If we
assume, as sc�ence normally does, the cont�nu�ty of phys�cal
processes, we are forced to conclude that, at the place where the
plate �s, and at all places between �t and a star wh�ch �t photographs,
SOMETHING �s happen�ng wh�ch �s spec�ally connected w�th that
star. In the days when the aether was less �n doubt, we should have
sa�d that what was happen�ng was a certa�n k�nd of transverse
v�brat�on �n the aether. But �t �s not necessary or des�rable to be so
expl�c�t: all that we need say �s that SOMETHING happens wh�ch �s
spec�ally connected w�th the star �n quest�on. It must be someth�ng
spec�ally connected w�th that star, s�nce that star produces �ts own
spec�al effect upon the plate. Whatever �t �s must be the end of a
process wh�ch starts from the star and rad�ates outwards, partly on
general grounds of cont�nu�ty, partly to account for the fact that l�ght
�s transm�tted w�th a certa�n def�n�te veloc�ty. We thus arr�ve at the
conclus�on that, �f a certa�n star �s v�s�ble at a certa�n place, or could
be photographed by a suff�c�ently sens�t�ve plate at that place,
someth�ng �s happen�ng there wh�ch �s spec�ally connected w�th that
star. Therefore �n every place at all t�mes a vast mult�tude of th�ngs
must be happen�ng, namely, at least one for every phys�cal object
wh�ch can be seen or photographed from that place. We can class�fy
such happen�ngs on e�ther of two pr�nc�ples:

(1) We can collect together all the happen�ngs �n one place, as �s
done by photography so far as l�ght �s concerned;

(2) We can collect together all the happen�ngs, �n d�fferent places,
wh�ch are connected �n the way that common sense regards as
be�ng due to the�r emanat�ng from one object.

Thus, to return to the stars, we can collect together e�ther—



(1) All the appearances of d�fferent stars �n a g�ven place, or,
(2) All the appearances of a g�ven star �n d�fferent places.
But when I speak of "appearances," I do so only for brev�ty: I do

not mean anyth�ng that must "appear" to somebody, but only that
happen�ng, whatever �t may be, wh�ch �s connected, at the place �n
quest�on, w�th a g�ven phys�cal object—accord�ng to the old orthodox
theory, �t would be a transverse v�brat�on �n the aether. L�ke the
d�fferent appearances of the table to a number of s�multaneous
observers, the d�fferent part�culars that belong to one phys�cal object
are to be collected together by cont�nu�ty and �nherent laws of
correlat�on, not by the�r supposed causal connect�on w�th an
unknown assumed ex�stent called a p�ece of matter, wh�ch would be
a mere unnecessary metaphys�cal th�ng �n �tself. A p�ece of matter,
accord�ng to the def�n�t�on that I propose, �s, as a f�rst
approx�mat�on,* the collect�on of all those correlated part�culars
wh�ch would normally be regarded as �ts appearances or effects �n
d�fferent places. Some further elaborat�ons are des�rable, but we can
�gnore them for the present. I shall return to them at the end of th�s
lecture.
     *The exact definition of a piece of matter as a construction
     will be given later.

Accord�ng to the v�ew that I am suggest�ng, a phys�cal object or
p�ece of matter �s the collect�on of all those correlated part�culars
wh�ch would be regarded by common sense as �ts effects or
appearances �n d�fferent places. On the other hand, all the
happen�ngs �n a g�ven place represent what common sense would
regard as the appearances of a number of d�fferent objects as
v�ewed from that place. All the happen�ngs �n one place may be
regarded as the v�ew of the world from that place. I shall call the v�ew
of the world from a g�ven place a "perspect�ve." A photograph
represents a perspect�ve. On the other hand, �f photographs of the
stars were taken �n all po�nts throughout space, and �n all such
photographs a certa�n star, say S�r�us, were p�cked out whenever �t
appeared, all the d�fferent appearances of S�r�us, taken together,
would represent S�r�us. For the understand�ng of the d�fference
between psychology and phys�cs �t �s v�tal to understand these two
ways of class�fy�ng part�culars, namely:



(1) Accord�ng to the place where they occur;
(2) Accord�ng to the system of correlated part�culars �n d�fferent

places to wh�ch they belong, such system be�ng def�ned as a
phys�cal object.

G�ven a system of part�culars wh�ch �s a phys�cal object, I shall
def�ne that one of the system wh�ch �s �n a g�ven place (�f any) as the
"appearance of that object �n that place."

When the appearance of an object �n a g�ven place changes, �t �s
found that one or other of two th�ngs occurs. The two poss�b�l�t�es
may be �llustrated by an example. You are �n a room w�th a man,
whom you see: you may cease to see h�m e�ther by shutt�ng your
eyes or by h�s go�ng out of the room. In the f�rst case, h�s
appearance to other people rema�ns unchanged; �n the second, h�s
appearance changes from all places. In the f�rst case, you say that �t
�s not he who has changed, but your eyes; �n the second, you say
that he has changed. General�z�ng, we d�st�ngu�sh—

(1) Cases �n wh�ch only certa�n appearances of the object change,
wh�le others, and espec�ally appearances from places very near to
the object, do not change;

(2) Cases where all, or almost all, the appearances of the object
undergo a connected change.

In the f�rst case, the change �s attr�buted to the med�um between
the object and the place; �n the second, �t �s attr�buted to the object
�tself.*
     * The application of this distinction to motion raises
     complications due to relativity, but we may ignore these for
     our present purposes.

It �s the frequency of the latter k�nd of change, and the
comparat�vely s�mple nature of the laws govern�ng the s�multaneous
alterat�ons of appearances �n such cases, that have made �t poss�ble
to treat a phys�cal object as one th�ng, and to overlook the fact that �t
�s a system of part�culars. When a number of people at a theatre
watch an actor, the changes �n the�r several perspect�ves are so
s�m�lar and so closely correlated that all are popularly regarded as
�dent�cal w�th each other and w�th the changes of the actor h�mself.
So long as all the changes �n the appearances of a body are thus



correlated there �s no press�ng pr�ma fac�e need to break up the
system of appearances, or to real�ze that the body �n quest�on �s not
really one th�ng but a set of correlated part�culars. It �s espec�ally and
pr�mar�ly such changes that phys�cs deals w�th, �.e. �t deals pr�mar�ly
w�th processes �n wh�ch the un�ty of a phys�cal object need not be
broken up because all �ts appearances change s�multaneously
accord�ng to the same law—or, �f not all, at any rate all from places
suff�c�ently near to the object, w�th �n creas�ng accuracy as we
approach the object.

The changes �n appearances of an object wh�ch are due to
changes �n the �nterven�ng med�um w�ll not affect, or w�ll affect only
very sl�ghtly, the appearances from places close to the object. If the
appearances from suff�c�ently ne�ghbour�ng places are e�ther wholly
un changed, or changed to a d�m�n�sh�ng extent wh�ch has zero for
�ts l�m�t, �t �s usually found that the changes can be accounted for by
changes �n objects wh�ch are between the object �n quest�on and the
places from wh�ch �ts appearance has changed apprec�ably. Thus
phys�cs �s able to reduce the laws of most changes w�th wh�ch �t
deals to changes �n phys�cal objects, and to state most of �ts
fundamental laws �n terms of matter. It �s only �n those cases �n
wh�ch the un�ty of the system of appearances const�tut�ng a p�ece of
matter has to be broken up, that the statement of what �s happen�ng
cannot be made exclus�vely �n terms of matter. The whole of
psychology, we shall f�nd, �s �ncluded among such cases; hence the�r
�mportance for our purposes.

We can now beg�n to understand one of the fundamental
d�fferences between phys�cs and psychology. Phys�cs treats as a un�t
the whole system of appearances of a p�ece of matter, whereas
psychology �s �nterested �n certa�n of these appearances themselves.
Conf�n�ng ourselves for the moment to the psychology of
percept�ons, we observe that percept�ons are certa�n of the
appearances of phys�cal objects. From the po�nt of v�ew that we
have been h�therto adopt�ng, we m�ght def�ne them as the
appearances of objects at places from wh�ch sense-organs and the
su�table parts of the nervous system form part of the �nterven�ng
med�um. Just as a photograph�c plate rece�ves a d�fferent �mpress�on
of a cluster of stars when a telescope �s part of the �nterven�ng



med�um, so a bra�n rece�ves a d�fferent �mpress�on when an eye and
an opt�c nerve are part of the �nterven�ng med�um. An �mpress�on
due to th�s sort of �nterven�ng med�um �s called a percept�on, and �s
�nterest�ng to psychology on �ts own account, not merely as one of
the set of correlated part�culars wh�ch �s the phys�cal object of wh�ch
(as we say) we are hav�ng a percept�on.

We spoke earl�er of two ways of class�fy�ng part�culars. One way
collects together the appearances commonly regarded as a g�ven
object from d�fferent places; th�s �s, broadly speak�ng, the way of
phys�cs, lead�ng to the construct�on of phys�cal objects as sets of
such appearances. The other way collects together the appearances
of d�fferent objects from a g�ven place, the result be�ng what we call
a perspect�ve. In the part�cular case where the place concerned �s a
human bra�n, the perspect�ve belong�ng to the place cons�sts of all
the percept�ons of a certa�n man at a g�ven t�me. Thus class�f�cat�on
by perspect�ves �s relevant to psychology, and �s essent�al �n def�n�ng
what we mean by one m�nd.

I do not w�sh to suggest that the way �n wh�ch I have been def�n�ng
percept�ons �s the only poss�ble way, or even the best way. It �s the
way that arose naturally out of our present top�c. But when we
approach psychology from a more �ntrospect�ve standpo�nt, we have
to d�st�ngu�sh sensat�ons and percept�ons, �f poss�ble, from other
mental occurrences, �f any. We have also to cons�der the
psycholog�cal effects of sensat�ons, as opposed to the�r phys�cal
causes and correlates. These problems are qu�te d�st�nct from those
w�th wh�ch we have been concerned �n the present lecture, and I
shall not deal w�th them unt�l a later stage.

It �s clear that psychology �s concerned essent�ally w�th actual
part�culars, not merely w�th systems of part�culars. In th�s �t d�ffers
from phys�cs, wh�ch, broadly speak�ng, �s concerned w�th the cases
�n wh�ch all the part�culars wh�ch make up one phys�cal object can be
treated as a s�ngle causal un�t, or rather the part�culars wh�ch are
suff�c�ently near to the object of wh�ch they are appearances can be
so treated. The laws wh�ch phys�cs seeks can, broadly speak�ng, be
stated by treat�ng such systems of part�culars as causal un�ts. The
laws wh�ch psychology seeks cannot be so stated, s�nce the



part�culars themselves are what �nterests the psycholog�st. Th�s �s
one of the fundamental d�fferences between phys�cs and
psychology; and to make �t clear has been the ma�n purpose of th�s
lecture.

I w�ll conclude w�th an attempt to g�ve a more prec�se def�n�t�on of
a p�ece of matter. The appearances of a p�ece of matter from
d�fferent places change partly accord�ng to �ntr�ns�c laws (the laws of
perspect�ve, �n the case of v�sual shape), partly accord�ng to the
nature of the �nterven�ng med�um—fog, blue spectacles, telescopes,
m�croscopes, sense-organs, etc. As we approach nearer to the
object, the effect of the �nterven�ng med�um grows less. In a
general�zed sense, all the �ntr�ns�c laws of change of appearance
may be called "laws of perspect�ve." G�ven any appearance of an
object, we can construct hypothet�cally a certa�n system of
appearances to wh�ch the appearance �n quest�on would belong �f
the laws of perspect�ve alone were concerned. If we construct th�s
hypothet�cal system for each appearance of the object �n turn, the
system correspond�ng to a g�ven appearance x w�ll be �ndependent
of any d�stort�on due to the med�um beyond x, and w�ll only embody
such d�stort�on as �s due to the med�um between x and the object.
Thus, as the appearance by wh�ch our hypothet�cal system �s
def�ned �s moved nearer and nearer to the object, the hypothet�cal
system of appearances def�ned by �ts means embod�es less and less
of the effect of the med�um. The d�fferent sets of appearances
result�ng from mov�ng x nearer and nearer to the object w�ll approach
to a l�m�t�ng set, and th�s l�m�t�ng set w�ll be that system of
appearances wh�ch the object would present �f the laws of
perspect�ve alone were operat�ve and the med�um exerc�sed no
d�stort�ng effect. Th�s l�m�t�ng set of appearances may be def�ned, for
purposes of phys�cs, as the p�ece of matter concerned.



LECTURE VI. INTROSPECTION
One of the ma�n purposes of these lectures �s to g�ve grounds for

the bel�ef that the d�st�nct�on between m�nd and matter �s not so
fundamental as �s commonly supposed. In the preced�ng lecture I
dealt �n outl�ne w�th the phys�cal s�de of th�s problem. I attempted to
show that what we call a mater�al object �s not �tself a substance, but
�s a system of part�culars analogous �n the�r nature to sensat�ons,
and �n fact often �nclud�ng actual sensat�ons among the�r number. In
th�s way the stuff of wh�ch phys�cal objects are composed �s brought
�nto relat�on w�th the stuff of wh�ch part, at least, of our mental l�fe �s
composed.

There �s, however, a converse task wh�ch �s equally necessary for
our thes�s, and that �s, to show that the stuff of our mental l�fe �s
devo�d of many qual�t�es wh�ch �t �s commonly supposed to have,
and �s not possessed of any attr�butes wh�ch make �t �ncapable of
form�ng part of the world of matter. In the present lecture I shall beg�n
the arguments for th�s v�ew.

Correspond�ng to the supposed dual�ty of matter and m�nd, there
are, �n orthodox psychology, two ways of know�ng what ex�sts. One
of these, the way of sensat�on and external percept�on, �s supposed
to furn�sh data for our knowledge of matter, the other, called
"�ntrospect�on," �s supposed to furn�sh data for knowledge of our
mental processes. To common sense, th�s d�st�nct�on seems clear
and easy. When you see a fr�end com�ng along the street, you
acqu�re knowledge of an external, phys�cal fact; when you real�ze
that you are glad to meet h�m, you acqu�re knowledge of a mental
fact. Your dreams and memor�es and thoughts, of wh�ch you are
often consc�ous, are mental facts, and the process by wh�ch you
become aware of them SEEMS to be d�fferent from sensat�on. Kant
calls �t the "�nner sense"; somet�mes �t �s spoken of as
"consc�ousness of self"; but �ts commonest name �n modern Engl�sh
psychology �s "�ntrospect�on." It �s th�s supposed method of acqu�r�ng



knowledge of our mental processes that I w�sh to analyse and
exam�ne �n th�s lecture.

I w�ll state at the outset the v�ew wh�ch I shall a�m at establ�sh�ng. I
bel�eve that the stuff of our mental l�fe, as opposed to �ts relat�ons
and structure, cons�sts wholly of sensat�ons and �mages. Sensat�ons
are connected w�th matter �n the way that I tr�ed to expla�n �n Lecture
V, �.e. each �s a member of a system wh�ch �s a certa�n phys�cal
object. Images, though they USUALLY have certa�n character�st�cs,
espec�ally lack of v�v�dness, that d�st�ngu�sh them from sensat�ons,
are not INVARIABLY so d�st�ngu�shed, and cannot therefore be
def�ned by these character�st�cs. Images, as opposed to sensat�ons,
can only be def�ned by the�r d�fferent causat�on: they are caused by
assoc�at�on w�th a sensat�on, not by a st�mulus external to the
nervous system—or perhaps one should say external to the bra�n,
where the h�gher an�mals are concerned. The occurrence of a
sensat�on or �mage does not �n �tself const�tute knowledge but any
sensat�on or �mage may come to be known �f the cond�t�ons are
su�table. When a sensat�on—l�ke the hear�ng of a clap of thunder—�s
normally correlated w�th closely s�m�lar sensat�ons �n our ne�ghbours,
we regard �t as g�v�ng knowledge of the external world, s�nce we
regard the whole set of s�m�lar sensat�ons as due to a common
external cause. But �mages and bod�ly sensat�ons are not so
correlated. Bod�ly sensat�ons can be brought �nto a correlat�on by
phys�ology, and thus take the�r place ult�mately among sources of
knowledge of the phys�cal world. But �mages cannot be made to f�t �n
w�th the s�multaneous sensat�ons and �mages of others. Apart from
the�r hypothet�cal causes �n the bra�n, they have a causal connect�on
w�th phys�cal objects, through the fact that they are cop�es of past
sensat�ons; but the phys�cal objects w�th wh�ch they are thus
connected are �n the past, not �n the present. These �mages rema�n
pr�vate �n a sense �n wh�ch sensat�ons are not. A sensat�on SEEMS
to g�ve us knowledge of a present phys�cal object, wh�le an �mage
does not, except when �t amounts to a halluc�nat�on, and �n th�s case
the seem�ng �s decept�ve. Thus the whole context of the two
occurrences �s d�fferent. But �n themselves they do not d�ffer
profoundly, and there �s no reason to �nvoke two d�fferent ways of



know�ng for the one and for the other. Consequently �ntrospect�on as
a separate k�nd of knowledge d�sappears.

The cr�t�c�sm of �ntrospect�on has been �n the ma�n the work of
Amer�can psycholog�sts. I w�ll beg�n by summar�z�ng an art�cle wh�ch
seems to me to afford a good spec�men of the�r arguments, namely,
"The Case aga�nst Introspect�on," by Kn�ght Dunlap ("Psycholog�cal
Rev�ew," vol x�x, No. 5, pp. 404-413, September, 1912). After a few
h�stor�cal quotat�ons, he comes to two modern defenders of
�ntrospect�on, Stout and James. He quotes from Stout such
statements as the follow�ng: "Psych�cal states as such become
objects only when we attend to them �n an �ntrospect�ve way.
Otherw�se they are not themselves objects, but only const�tuents of
the process by wh�ch objects are recogn�zed" ("Manual," 2nd ed�t�on,
p. 134. The word "recogn�zed" �n Dunlap's quotat�on should be
"cogn�zed.") "The object �tself can never be �dent�f�ed w�th the
present mod�f�cat�on of the �nd�v�dual's consc�ousness by wh�ch �t �s
cogn�zed" (�b. p. 60). Th�s �s to be true even when we are th�nk�ng
about mod�f�cat�ons of our own consc�ousness; such mod�f�cat�ons
are to be always at least part�ally d�st�nct from the consc�ous
exper�ence �n wh�ch we th�nk of them.

At th�s po�nt I w�sh to �nterrupt the account of Kn�ght Dunlap's
art�cle �n order to make some observat�ons on my own account w�th
reference to the above quotat�ons from Stout. In the f�rst place, the
concept�on of "psych�cal states" seems to me one wh�ch demands
analys�s of a somewhat destruct�ve character. Th�s analys�s I shall
g�ve �n later lectures as regards cogn�t�on; I have already g�ven �t as
regards des�re. In the second place, the concept�on of "objects"
depends upon a certa�n v�ew as to cogn�t�on wh�ch I bel�eve to be
wholly m�staken, namely, the v�ew wh�ch I d�scussed �n my f�rst
lecture �n connect�on w�th Brentano. In th�s v�ew a s�ngle cogn�t�ve
occurrence conta�ns both content and object, the content be�ng
essent�ally mental, wh�le the object �s phys�cal except �n �ntrospect�on
and abstract thought. I have already cr�t�c�zed th�s v�ew, and w�ll not
dwell upon �t now, beyond say�ng that "the process by wh�ch objects
are cogn�zed" appears to be a very sl�ppery phrase. When we "see a
table," as common sense would say, the table as a phys�cal object �s
not the "object" (�n the psycholog�cal sense) of our percept�on. Our



percept�on �s made up of sensat�ons, �mages and bel�efs, but the
supposed "object" �s someth�ng �nferent�al, externally related, not
log�cally bound up w�th what �s occurr�ng �n us. Th�s quest�on of the
nature of the object also affects the v�ew we take of self-
consc�ousness. Obv�ously, a "consc�ous exper�ence" �s d�fferent from
a phys�cal object; therefore �t �s natural to assume that a thought or
percept�on whose object �s a consc�ous exper�ence must be d�fferent
from a thought or percept�on whose object �s a phys�cal object. But �f
the relat�on to the object �s �nferent�al and external, as I ma�nta�n, the
d�fference between two thoughts may bear very l�ttle relat�on to the
d�fference between the�r objects. And to speak of "the present
mod�f�cat�on of the �nd�v�dual's consc�ousness by wh�ch an object �s
cogn�zed" �s to suggest that the cogn�t�on of objects �s a far more
d�rect process, far more �nt�mately bound up w�th the objects, than I
bel�eve �t to be. All these po�nts w�ll be ampl�f�ed when we come to
the analys�s of knowledge, but �t �s necessary br�efly to state them
now �n order to suggest the atmosphere �n wh�ch our analys�s of
"�ntrospect�on" �s to be carr�ed on.

Another po�nt �n wh�ch Stout's remarks seem to me to suggest
what I regard as m�stakes �s h�s use of "consc�ousness." There �s a
v�ew wh�ch �s prevalent among psycholog�sts, to the effect that one
can speak of "a consc�ous exper�ence" �n a cur�ous dual sense,
mean�ng, on the one hand, an exper�ence wh�ch �s consc�ous of
someth�ng, and, on the other hand, an exper�ence wh�ch has some
�ntr�ns�c nature character�st�c of what �s called "consc�ousness." That
�s to say, a "consc�ous exper�ence" �s character�zed on the one hand
by relat�on to �ts object and on the other hand by be�ng composed of
a certa�n pecul�ar stuff, the stuff of "consc�ousness." And �n many
authors there �s yet a th�rd confus�on: a "consc�ous exper�ence," �n
th�s th�rd sense, �s an exper�ence of wh�ch we are consc�ous. All
these, �t seems to me, need to be clearly separated. To say that one
occurrence �s "consc�ous" of another �s, to my m�nd, to assert an
external and rather remote relat�on between them. I m�ght �llustrate �t
by the relat�on of uncle and nephew a man becomes an uncle
through no effort of h�s own, merely through an occurrence
elsewhere. S�m�larly, when you are sa�d to be "consc�ous" of a table,
the quest�on whether th�s �s really the case cannot be dec�ded by



exam�n�ng only your state of m�nd: �t �s necessary also to ascerta�n
whether your sensat�on �s hav�ng those correlates wh�ch past
exper�ence causes you to assume, or whether the table happens, �n
th�s case, to be a m�rage. And, as I expla�ned �n my f�rst lecture, I do
not bel�eve that there �s any "stuff" of consc�ousness, so that there �s
no �ntr�ns�c character by wh�ch a "consc�ous" exper�ence could be
d�st�ngu�shed from any other.

After these prel�m�nar�es, we can return to Kn�ght Dunlap's art�cle.
H�s cr�t�c�sm of Stout turns on the d�ff�culty of g�v�ng any emp�r�cal
mean�ng to such not�ons as the "m�nd" or the "subject"; he quotes
from Stout the sentence: "The most �mportant drawback �s that the
m�nd, �n watch�ng �ts own work�ngs, must necessar�ly have �ts
attent�on d�v�ded between two objects," and he concludes: "W�thout
quest�on, Stout �s br�ng�ng �n here �ll�c�tly the concept of a s�ngle
observer, and h�s �ntrospect�on does not prov�de for the observat�on
of th�s observer; for the process observed and the observer are
d�st�nct" (p. 407). The object�ons to any theory wh�ch br�ngs �n the
s�ngle observer were cons�dered �n Lecture I, and were
acknowledged to be cogent. In so far, therefore, as Stout's theory of
�ntrospect�on rests upon th�s assumpt�on, we are compelled to reject
�t. But �t �s perfectly poss�ble to bel�eve �n �ntrospect�on w�thout
suppos�ng that there �s a s�ngle observer.

W�ll�am James's theory of �ntrospect�on, wh�ch Dunlap next
exam�nes, does not assume a s�ngle observer. It changed after the
publ�cat�on of h�s "Psychology," �n consequence of h�s abandon�ng
the dual�sm of thought and th�ngs. Dunlap summar�zes h�s theory as
follows:

"The essent�al po�nts �n James's scheme of consc�ousness are
SUBJECT, OBJECT, and a KNOWING of the object by the subject.
The d�fference between James's scheme and other schemes
�nvolv�ng the same terms �s that James cons�ders subject and object
to be the same th�ng, but at d�fferent t�mes In order to sat�sfy th�s
requ�rement James supposes a realm of ex�stence wh�ch he at f�rst
called 'states of consc�ousness' or 'thoughts,' and later, 'pure
exper�ence,' the latter term �nclud�ng both the 'thoughts' and the
'know�ng.' Th�s scheme, w�th all �ts magn�f�cent art�f�c�al�ty, James



held on to unt�l the end, s�mply dropp�ng the term consc�ousness and
the dual�sm between the thought and an external real�ty"(p. 409).

He adds: "All that James's system really amounts to �s the
acknowledgment that a success�on of th�ngs are known, and that
they are known by someth�ng. Th�s �s all any one can cla�m, except
for the fact that the th�ngs are known together, and that the knower
for the d�fferent �tems �s one and the same" (�b.).

In th�s statement, to my m�nd, Dunlap concedes far more than
James d�d �n h�s later theory. I see no reason to suppose that "the
knower for d�fferent �tems �s one and the same," and I am conv�nced
that th�s propos�t�on could not poss�bly be ascerta�ned except by
�ntrospect�on of the sort that Dunlap rejects. The f�rst of these po�nts
must wa�t unt�l we come to the analys�s of bel�ef: the second must be
cons�dered now. Dunlap's v�ew �s that there �s a dual�sm of subject
and object, but that the subject can never become object, and
therefore there �s no awareness of an awareness. He says �n
d�scuss�ng the v�ew that �ntrospect�on reveals the occurrence of
knowledge: "There can be no den�al of the ex�stence of the th�ng
(know�ng) wh�ch �s alleged to be known or observed �n th�s sort of
'�ntrospect�on.' The allegat�on that the know�ng �s observed �s that
wh�ch may be den�ed. Know�ng there certa�nly �s; known, the
know�ng certa�nly �s not"(p. 410). And aga�n: "I am never aware of an
awareness" (�b.). And on the next page: "It may sound paradox�cal to
say that one cannot observe the process (or relat�on) of observat�on,
and yet may be certa�n that there �s such a process: but there �s
really no �ncons�stency �n the say�ng. How do I know that there �s
awareness? By be�ng aware of someth�ng. There �s no mean�ng �n
the term 'awareness' wh�ch �s not expressed �n the statement 'I am
aware of a colour (or what-not).'"

But the paradox cannot be so l�ghtly d�sposed of. The statement "I
am aware of a colour" �s assumed by Kn�ght Dunlap to be known to
be true, but he does not expla�n how �t comes to be known. The
argument aga�nst h�m �s not conclus�ve, s�nce he may be able to
show some val�d way of �nferr�ng our awareness. But he does not
suggest any such way. There �s noth�ng odd �n the hypothes�s of
be�ngs wh�ch are aware of objects, but not of the�r own awareness; �t



�s, �ndeed, h�ghly probable that young ch�ldren and the h�gher
an�mals are such be�ngs. But such be�ngs cannot make the
statement "I am aware of a colour," wh�ch WE can make. We have,
therefore, some knowledge wh�ch they lack. It �s necessary to Kn�ght
Dunlap's pos�t�on to ma�nta�n that th�s add�t�onal knowledge �s purely
�nferent�al, but he makes no attempt to show how the �nference �s
poss�ble. It may, of course, be poss�ble, but I cannot see how. To my
m�nd the fact (wh�ch he adm�ts) that we know there �s awareness, �s
ALL BUT dec�s�ve aga�nst h�s theory, and �n favour of the v�ew that
we can be aware of an awareness.

Dunlap asserts (to return to James) that the real ground for
James's or�g�nal bel�ef �n �ntrospect�on was h�s bel�ef �n two sorts of
objects, namely, thoughts and th�ngs. He suggests that �t was a mere
�ncons�stency on James's part to adhere to �ntrospect�on after
abandon�ng the dual�sm of thoughts and th�ngs. I do not wholly agree
w�th th�s v�ew, but �t �s d�ff�cult to d�sentangle the d�fference as to
�ntrospect�on from the d�fference as to the nature of know�ng. Dunlap
suggests (p. 411) that what �s called �ntrospect�on really cons�sts of
awareness of "�mages," v�sceral sensat�ons, and so on. Th�s v�ew, �n
essence, seems to me sound. But then I hold that know�ng �tself
cons�sts of such const�tuents su�tably related, and that �n be�ng
aware of them we are somet�mes be�ng aware of �nstances of
know�ng. For th�s reason, much as I agree w�th h�s v�ew as to what
are the objects of wh�ch there �s awareness, I cannot wholly agree
w�th h�s conclus�on as to the �mposs�b�l�ty of �ntrospect�on.

The behav�our�sts have challenged �ntrospect�on even more
v�gorously than Kn�ght Dunlap, and have gone so far as to deny the
ex�stence of �mages. But I th�nk that they have confused var�ous
th�ngs wh�ch are very commonly confused, and that �t �s necessary to
make several d�st�nct�ons before we can arr�ve at what �s true and
what false �n the cr�t�c�sm of �ntrospect�on.

I w�sh to d�st�ngu�sh three d�st�nct quest�ons, any one of wh�ch may
be meant when we ask whether �ntrospect�on �s a source of
knowledge. The three quest�ons are as follows:

(1) Can we observe anyth�ng about ourselves wh�ch we cannot
observe about other people, or �s everyth�ng we can observe



PUBLIC, �n the sense that another could also observe �t �f su�tably
placed?

(2) Does everyth�ng that we can observe obey the laws of phys�cs
and form part of the phys�cal world, or can we observe certa�n th�ngs
that l�e outs�de phys�cs?

(3) Can we observe anyth�ng wh�ch d�ffers �n �ts �ntr�ns�c nature
from the const�tuents of the phys�cal world, or �s everyth�ng that we
can observe composed of elements �ntr�ns�cally s�m�lar to the
const�tuents of what �s called matter?

Any one of these three quest�ons may be used to def�ne
�ntrospect�on. I should favour �ntrospect�on �n the sense of the f�rst
quest�on, �.e. I th�nk that some of the th�ngs we observe cannot, even
theoret�cally, be observed by any one else. The second quest�on,
tentat�vely and for the present, I should answer �n favour of
�ntrospect�on; I th�nk that �mages, �n the actual cond�t�on of sc�ence,
cannot be brought under the causal laws of phys�cs, though perhaps
ult�mately they may be. The th�rd quest�on I should answer adversely
to �ntrospect�on I th�nk that observat�on shows us noth�ng that �s not
composed of sensat�ons and �mages, and that �mages d�ffer from
sensat�ons �n the�r causal laws, not �ntr�ns�cally. I shall deal w�th the
three quest�ons success�vely.

(1) PUBLICITY OR PRIVACY OF WHAT IS OBSERVED.
Conf�n�ng ourselves, for the moment, to sensat�ons, we f�nd that
there are d�fferent degrees of publ�c�ty attach�ng to d�fferent sorts of
sensat�ons. If you feel a toothache when the other people �n the
room do not, you are �n no way surpr�sed; but �f you hear a clap of
thunder when they do not, you beg�n to be alarmed as to your mental
cond�t�on. S�ght and hear�ng are the most publ�c of the senses; smell
only a tr�fle less so; touch, aga�n, a tr�fle less, s�nce two people can
only touch the same spot success�vely, not s�multaneously. Taste has
a sort of sem�-publ�c�ty, s�nce people seem to exper�ence s�m�lar
taste-sensat�ons when they eat s�m�lar foods; but the publ�c�ty �s
�ncomplete, s�nce two people cannot eat actually the same p�ece of
food.

But when we pass on to bod�ly sensat�ons—headache, toothache,
hunger, th�rst, the feel�ng of fat�gue, and so on—we get qu�te away



from publ�c�ty, �nto a reg�on where other people can tell us what they
feel, but we cannot d�rectly observe the�r feel�ng. As a natural result
of th�s state of affa�rs, �t has come to be thought that the publ�c
senses g�ve us knowledge of the outer world, wh�le the pr�vate
senses only g�ve us knowledge as to our own bod�es. As regards
pr�vacy, all �mages, of whatever sort, belong w�th the sensat�ons
wh�ch only g�ve knowledge of our own bod�es, �.e. each �s only
observable by one observer. Th�s �s the reason why �mages of s�ght
and hear�ng are more obv�ously d�fferent from sensat�ons of s�ght
and hear�ng than �mages of bod�ly sensat�ons are from bod�ly
sensat�ons; and that �s why the argument �n favour of �mages �s more
conclus�ve �n such cases as s�ght and hear�ng than �n such cases as
�nner speech.

The whole d�st�nct�on of pr�vacy and publ�c�ty, however, so long as
we conf�ne ourselves to sensat�ons, �s one of degree, not of k�nd. No
two people, there �s good emp�r�cal reason to th�nk, ever have
exactly s�m�lar sensat�ons related to the same phys�cal object at the
same moment; on the other hand, even the most pr�vate sensat�on
has correlat�ons wh�ch would theoret�cally enable another observer
to �nfer �t.

That no sensat�on �s ever completely publ�c, results from
d�fferences of po�nt of v�ew. Two people look�ng at the same table do
not get the same sensat�on, because of perspect�ve and the way the
l�ght falls. They get only correlated sensat�ons. Two people l�sten�ng
to the same sound do not hear exactly the same th�ng, because one
�s nearer to the source of the sound than the other, one has better
hear�ng than the other, and so on. Thus publ�c�ty �n sensat�ons
cons�sts, not �n hav�ng PRECISELY s�m�lar sensat�ons, but �n hav�ng
more or less s�m�lar sensat�ons correlated accord�ng to ascerta�nable
laws. The sensat�ons wh�ch str�ke us as publ�c are those where the
correlated sensat�ons are very s�m�lar and the correlat�ons are very
easy to d�scover. But even the most pr�vate sensat�ons have
correlat�ons w�th th�ngs that others can observe. The dent�st does not
observe your ache, but he can see the cav�ty wh�ch causes �t, and
could guess that you are suffer�ng even �f you d�d not tell h�m. Th�s
fact, however, cannot be used, as Watson would apparently w�sh, to
extrude from sc�ence observat�ons wh�ch are pr�vate to one observer,



s�nce �t �s by means of many such observat�ons that correlat�ons are
establ�shed, e.g. between toothaches and cav�t�es. Pr�vacy, therefore
does not by �tself make a datum unamenable to sc�ent�f�c treatment.
On th�s po�nt, the argument aga�nst �ntrospect�on must be rejected.

(2) DOES EVERYTHING OBSERVABLE OBEY THE LAWS OF
PHYSICS? We come now to the second ground of object�on to
�ntrospect�on, namely, that �ts data do not obey the laws of phys�cs.
Th�s, though less emphas�zed, �s, I th�nk, an object�on wh�ch �s really
more strongly felt than the object�on of pr�vacy. And we obta�n a
def�n�t�on of �ntrospect�on more �n harmony w�th usage �f we def�ne �t
as observat�on of data not subject to phys�cal laws than �f we def�ne
�t by means of pr�vacy. No one would regard a man as �ntrospect�ve
because he was consc�ous of hav�ng a stomach ache. Opponents of
�ntrospect�on do not mean to deny the obv�ous fact that we can
observe bod�ly sensat�ons wh�ch others cannot observe. For
example, Kn�ght Dunlap contends that �mages are really muscular
contract�ons,* and ev�dently regards our awareness of muscular
contract�ons as not com�ng under the head of �ntrospect�on. I th�nk �t
w�ll be found that the essent�al character�st�c of �ntrospect�ve data, �n
the sense wh�ch now concerns us, has to do w�th LOCALIZATION:
e�ther they are not local�zed at all, or they are local�zed, l�ke v�sual
�mages, �n a place already phys�cally occup�ed by someth�ng wh�ch
would be �ncons�stent w�th them �f they were regarded as part of the
phys�cal world. If you have a v�sual �mage of your fr�end s�tt�ng �n a
cha�r wh�ch �n fact �s empty, you cannot locate the �mage �n your
body, because �t �s v�sual, nor (as a phys�cal phenomenon) �n the
cha�r, because the cha�r, as a phys�cal object, �s empty. Thus �t
seems to follow that the phys�cal world does not �nclude all that we
are aware of, and that �mages, wh�ch are �ntrospect�ve data, have to
be regarded, for the present, as not obey�ng the laws of phys�cs; th�s
�s, I th�nk, one of the ch�ef reasons why an attempt �s made to reject
them. I shall try to show �n Lecture VIII that the purely emp�r�cal
reasons for accept�ng �mages are overwhelm�ng. But we cannot be
nearly so certa�n that they w�ll not ult�mately be brought under the
laws of phys�cs. Even �f th�s should happen, however, they would st�ll
be d�st�ngu�shable from sensat�ons by the�r prox�mate causal laws,
as gases rema�n d�st�ngu�shable from sol�ds.



     * "Psychological Review," 1916, "Thought-Content and
     Feeling," p. 59. See also ib., 1912, "The Nature of
     Perceived Relations," where he says: "'Introspection,'
     divested of its mythological suggestion of the observing of
     consciousness, is really the observation of bodily
     sensations (sensibles) and feelings (feelables)"(p. 427 n.).

(3) CAN WE OBSERVE ANYTHING INTRINSICALLY
DIFFERENT FROM SENSATIONS? We come now to our th�rd
quest�on concern�ng �ntrospect�on. It �s commonly thought that by
look�ng w�th�n we can observe all sorts of th�ngs that are rad�cally
d�fferent from the const�tuents of the phys�cal world, e.g. thoughts,
bel�efs, des�res, pleasures, pa�ns and emot�ons. The d�fference
between m�nd and matter �s �ncreased partly by emphas�z�ng these
supposed �ntrospect�ve data, partly by the suppos�t�on that matter �s
composed of atoms or electrons or whatever un�ts phys�cs may at
the moment prefer. As aga�nst th�s latter suppos�t�on, I contend that
the ult�mate const�tuents of matter are not atoms or electrons, but
sensat�ons, and other th�ngs s�m�lar to sensat�ons as regards extent
and durat�on. As aga�nst the v�ew that �ntrospect�on reveals a mental
world rad�cally d�fferent from sensat�ons, I propose to argue that
thoughts, bel�efs, des�res, pleasures, pa�ns and emot�ons are all bu�lt
up out of sensat�ons and �mages alone, and that there �s reason to
th�nk that �mages do not d�ffer from sensat�ons �n the�r �ntr�ns�c
character. We thus effect a mutual rapprochement of m�nd and
matter, and reduce the ult�mate data of �ntrospect�on (�n our second
sense) to �mages alone. On th�s th�rd v�ew of the mean�ng of
�ntrospect�on, therefore, our dec�s�on �s wholly aga�nst �t.

There rema�n two po�nts to be cons�dered concern�ng
�ntrospect�on. The f�rst �s as to how far �t �s trustworthy; the second �s
as to whether, even grant�ng that �t reveals no rad�cally d�fferent
STUFF from that revealed by what m�ght be called external
percept�on, �t may not reveal d�fferent RELATIONS, and thus acqu�re
almost as much �mportance as �s trad�t�onally ass�gned to �t.

To beg�n w�th the trustworth�ness of �ntrospect�on. It �s common
among certa�n schools to regard the knowledge of our own mental
processes as �ncomparably more certa�n than our knowledge of the
"external" world; th�s v�ew �s to be found �n the Br�t�sh ph�losophy
wh�ch descends from Hume, and �s present, somewhat ve�led, �n
Kant and h�s followers. There seems no reason whatever to accept



th�s v�ew. Our spontaneous, unsoph�st�cated bel�efs, whether as to
ourselves or as to the outer world, are always extremely rash and
very l�able to error. The acqu�s�t�on of caut�on �s equally necessary
and equally d�ff�cult �n both d�rect�ons. Not only are we often un
aware of enterta�n�ng a bel�ef or des�re wh�ch ex�sts �n us; we are
often actually m�staken. The fall�b�l�ty of �ntrospect�on as regards
what we des�re �s made ev�dent by psycho-analys�s; �ts fall�b�l�ty as to
what we know �s eas�ly demonstrated. An autob�ography, when
confronted by a careful ed�tor w�th documentary ev�dence, �s usually
found to be full of obv�ously �nadvertent errors. Any of us confronted
by a forgotten letter wr�tten some years ago w�ll be aston�shed to f�nd
how much more fool�sh our op�n�ons were than we had remembered
them as be�ng. And as to the analys�s of our mental operat�ons—
bel�ev�ng, des�r�ng, w�ll�ng, or what not—�ntrospect�on una�ded g�ves
very l�ttle help: �t �s necessary to construct hypotheses and test them
by the�r consequences, just as we do �n phys�cal sc�ence.
Introspect�on, therefore, though �t �s one among our sources of
knowledge, �s not, �n �solat�on, �n any degree more trustworthy than
"external" percept�on.

I come now to our second quest�on: Does �ntrospect�on g�ve us
mater�als for the knowledge of relat�ons other than those arr�ved at
by reflect�ng upon external percept�on? It m�ght be contended that
the essence of what �s "mental" cons�sts of relat�ons, such as
know�ng for example, and that our knowledge concern�ng these
essent�ally mental relat�ons �s ent�rely der�ved from �ntrospect�on. If
"know�ng" were an unanalysable relat�on, th�s v�ew would be
�ncontrovert�ble, s�nce clearly no such relat�on forms part of the
subject matter of phys�cs. But �t would seem that "know�ng" �s really
var�ous relat�ons, all of them complex. Therefore, unt�l they have
been analysed, our present quest�on must rema�n unanswered I
shall return to �t at the end of the present course of lectures.



LECTURE VII. THE DEFINITION OF
PERCEPTION

In Lecture V we found reason to th�nk that the ult�mate
const�tuents* of the world do not have the character�st�cs of e�ther
m�nd or matter as ord�nar�ly understood: they are not sol�d pers�stent
objects mov�ng through space, nor are they fragments of
"consc�ousness." But we found two ways of group�ng part�culars, one
�nto "th�ngs" or "p�eces of matter," the other �nto ser�es of
"perspect�ves," each ser�es be�ng what may be called a "b�ography."
Before we can def�ne e�ther sensat�ons or �mages, �t �s necessary to
cons�der th�s twofold class�f�cat�on �n somewhat greater deta�l, and to
der�ve from �t a def�n�t�on of percept�on. It should be sa�d that, �n so
far as the class�f�cat�on assumes the whole world of phys�cs
(�nclud�ng �ts unperce�ved port�ons), �t conta�ns hypothet�cal
elements. But we w�ll not l�nger on the grounds for adm�tt�ng these,
wh�ch belong to the ph�losophy of phys�cs rather than of psychology.
     * When I speak of "ultimate constituents," I do not mean
     necessarily such as are theoretically incapable of analysis,
     but only such as, at present, we can see no means of
     analysing. I speak of such constituents as "particulars," or
     as "RELATIVE particulars" when I wish to emphasize the fact
     that they may be themselves complex.

The phys�cal class�f�cat�on of part�culars collects together all those
that are aspects of one "th�ng." G�ven any one part�cular, �t �s found
often (we do not say always) that there are a number of other
part�culars d�ffer�ng from th�s one �n gradually �ncreas�ng degrees.
Those (or some of those) that d�ffer from �t only very sl�ghtly w�ll be
found to d�ffer approx�mately accord�ng to certa�n laws wh�ch may be
called, �n a general�zed sense, the laws of "perspect�ve"; they �nclude
the ord�nary laws of perspect�ve as a spec�al case. Th�s
approx�mat�on grows more and more nearly exact as the d�fference
grows less; �n techn�cal language, the laws of perspect�ve account
for the d�fferences to the f�rst order of small quant�t�es, and other



laws are only requ�red to account for second-order d�fferences. That
�s to say, as the d�fference d�m�n�shes, the part of the d�fference
wh�ch �s not accord�ng to the laws of perspect�ve d�m�n�shes much
more rap�dly, and bears to the total d�fference a rat�o wh�ch tends
towards zero as both are made smaller and smaller. By th�s means
we can theoret�cally collect together a number of part�culars wh�ch
may be def�ned as the "aspects" or "appearances" of one th�ng at
one t�me. If the laws of perspect�ve were suff�c�ently known, the
connect�on between d�fferent aspects would be expressed �n
d�fferent�al equat�ons.

Th�s g�ves us, so far, only those part�culars wh�ch const�tute one
th�ng at one t�me. Th�s set of part�culars may be called a "momentary
th�ng." To def�ne that ser�es of "momentary th�ngs" that const�tute the
success�ve states of one th�ng �s a problem �nvolv�ng the laws of
dynam�cs. These g�ve the laws govern�ng the changes of aspects
from one t�me to a sl�ghtly later t�me, w�th the same sort of d�fferent�al
approx�mat�on to exactness as we obta�ned for spat�ally
ne�ghbour�ng aspects through the laws of perspect�ve. Thus a
momentary th�ng �s a set of part�culars, wh�le a th�ng (wh�ch may be
�dent�f�ed w�th the whole h�story of the th�ng) �s a ser�es of such sets
of part�culars. The part�culars �n one set are collected together by the
laws of perspect�ve; the success�ve sets are collected together by
the laws of dynam�cs. Th�s �s the v�ew of the world wh�ch �s
appropr�ate to trad�t�onal phys�cs.

The def�n�t�on of a "momentary th�ng" �nvolves problems
concern�ng t�me, s�nce the part�culars const�tut�ng a momentary th�ng
w�ll not be all s�multaneous, but w�ll travel outward from the th�ng w�th
the veloc�ty of l�ght (�n case the th�ng �s �n vacuo). There are
compl�cat�ons connected w�th relat�v�ty, but for our present purpose
they are not v�tal, and I shall �gnore them.

Instead of f�rst collect�ng together all the part�culars const�tut�ng a
momentary th�ng, and then form�ng the ser�es of success�ve sets, we
m�ght have f�rst collected together a ser�es of success�ve aspects
related by the laws of dynam�cs, and then have formed the set of
such ser�es related by the laws of perspect�ve. To �llustrate by the
case of an actor on the stage: our f�rst plan was to collect together all



the aspects wh�ch he presents to d�fferent spectators at one t�me,
and then to form the ser�es of such sets. Our second plan �s f�rst to
collect together all the aspects wh�ch he presents success�vely to a
g�ven spectator, and then to do the same th�ng for the other
spectators, thus form�ng a set of ser�es �nstead of a ser�es of sets.
The f�rst plan tells us what he does; the second the �mpress�ons he
produces. Th�s second way of class�fy�ng part�culars �s one wh�ch
obv�ously has more relevance to psychology than the other. It �s
partly by th�s second method of class�f�cat�on that we obta�n
def�n�t�ons of one "exper�ence" or "b�ography" or "person." Th�s
method of class�f�cat�on �s also essent�al to the def�n�t�on of
sensat�ons and �mages, as I shall endeavour to prove later on. But
we must f�rst ampl�fy the def�n�t�on of perspect�ves and b�ograph�es.

In our �llustrat�on of the actor, we spoke, for the moment, as
though each spectator's m�nd were wholly occup�ed by the one actor.
If th�s were the case, �t m�ght be poss�ble to def�ne the b�ography of
one spectator as a ser�es of success�ve aspects of the actor related
accord�ng to the laws of dynam�cs. But �n fact th�s �s not the case.
We are at all t�mes dur�ng our wak�ng l�fe rece�v�ng a var�ety of
�mpress�ons, wh�ch are aspects of a var�ety of th�ngs. We have to
cons�der what b�nds together two s�multaneous sensat�ons �n one
person, or, more generally, any two occurrences wh�ch forte part of
one exper�ence. We m�ght say, adher�ng to the standpo�nt of phys�cs,
that two aspects of d�fferent th�ngs belong to the same perspect�ve
when they are �n the same place. But th�s would not really help us,
s�nce a "place" has not yet been def�ned. Can we def�ne what �s
meant by say�ng that two aspects are "�n the same place," w�thout
�ntroduc�ng anyth�ng beyond the laws of perspect�ve and dynam�cs?

I do not feel sure whether �t �s poss�ble to frame such a def�n�t�on
or not; accord�ngly I shall not assume that �t �s poss�ble, but shall
seek other character�st�cs by wh�ch a perspect�ve or b�ography may
be def�ned.

When (for example) we see one man and hear another speak�ng
at the same t�me, what we see and what we hear have a relat�on
wh�ch we can perce�ve, wh�ch makes the two together form, �n some
sense, one exper�ence. It �s when th�s relat�on ex�sts that two



occurrences become assoc�ated. Semon's "engram" �s formed by all
that we exper�ence at one t�me. He speaks of two parts of th�s total
as hav�ng the relat�on of "Nebene�nander" (M. 118; M.E. 33 ff.),
wh�ch �s rem�n�scent of Herbart's "Zusammen." I th�nk the relat�on
may be called s�mply "s�multane�ty." It m�ght be sa�d that at any
moment all sorts of th�ngs that are not part of my exper�ence are
happen�ng �n the world, and that therefore the relat�on we are
seek�ng to def�ne cannot be merely s�multane�ty. Th�s, however,
would be an error—the sort of error that the theory of relat�v�ty
avo�ds. There �s not one un�versal t�me, except by an elaborate
construct�on; there are only local t�mes, each of wh�ch may be taken
to be the t�me w�th�n one b�ography. Accord�ngly, �f I am (say) hear�ng
a sound, the only occurrences that are, �n any s�mple sense,
s�multaneous w�th my sensat�on are events �n my pr�vate world, �.e.
�n my b�ography. We may therefore def�ne the "perspect�ve" to wh�ch
the sensat�on �n quest�on belongs as the set of part�culars that are
s�multaneous w�th th�s sensat�on. And s�m�larly we may def�ne the
"b�ography" to wh�ch the sensat�on belongs as the set of part�culars
that are earl�er or later than, or s�multaneous w�th, the g�ven
sensat�on. Moreover, the very same def�n�t�ons can be appl�ed to
part�culars wh�ch are not sensat�ons. They are actually requ�red for
the theory of relat�v�ty, �f we are to g�ve a ph�losoph�cal explanat�on of
what �s meant by "local t�me" �n that theory The relat�ons of
s�multane�ty and success�on are known to us �n our own exper�ence;
they may be analysable, but that does not affect the�r su�tab�l�ty for
def�n�ng perspect�ves and b�ograph�es. Such t�me-relat�ons as can be
constructed between events �n d�fferent b�ograph�es are of a d�fferent
k�nd: they are not exper�enced, and are merely log�cal, be�ng
des�gned to afford conven�ent ways of stat�ng the correlat�ons
between d�fferent b�ograph�es.

It �s not only by t�me-relat�ons that the parts of one b�ography are
collected together �n the case of l�v�ng be�ngs. In th�s case there are
the mnem�c phenomena wh�ch const�tute the un�ty of one
"exper�ence," and transform mere occurrences �nto "exper�ences." I
have already dwelt upon the �mportance of mnem�c phenomena for
psychology, and shall not enlarge upon them now, beyond observ�ng
that they are what transforms a b�ography (�n our techn�cal sense)



�nto a l�fe. It �s they that g�ve the cont�nu�ty of a "person" or a "m�nd."
But there �s no reason to suppose that mnem�c phenomena are
assoc�ated w�th b�ograph�es except �n the case of an�mals and
plants.

Our two-fold class�f�cat�on of part�culars g�ves r�se to the dual�sm of
body and b�ography �n regard to everyth�ng �n the un�verse, and not
only �n regard to l�v�ng th�ngs. Th�s ar�ses as follows. Every part�cular
of the sort cons�dered by phys�cs �s a member of two groups (1) The
group of part�culars const�tut�ng the other aspects of the same
phys�cal object; (2) The group of part�culars that have d�rect t�me-
relat�ons to the g�ven part�cular.

Each of these �s assoc�ated w�th a place. When I look at a star, my
sensat�on �s (1) A member of the group of part�culars wh�ch �s the
star, and wh�ch �s assoc�ated w�th the place where the star �s; (2) A
member of the group of part�culars wh�ch �s my b�ography, and wh�ch
�s assoc�ated w�th the place where I am.*



     *I have explained elsewhere the manner in which space is
     constructed on this theory, and in which the position of a
     perspective is brought into relation with the position of a
     physical object ("Our Knowledge of the External World,"
     Lecture III, pp. 90, 91).

The result �s that every part�cular of the k�nd relevant to phys�cs �s
assoc�ated w�th TWO places; e.g. my sensat�on of the star �s
assoc�ated w�th the place where I am and w�th the place where the
star �s. Th�s dual�sm has noth�ng to do w�th any "m�nd" that I may be
supposed to possess; �t ex�sts �n exactly the same sense �f I am
replaced by a photograph�c plate. We may call the two places the
act�ve and pass�ve places respect�vely.* Thus �n the case of a
percept�on or photograph of a star, the act�ve place �s the place
where the star �s, wh�le the pass�ve place �s the place where the
perc�p�ent or photograph�c plate �s.
     * I use these as mere names; I do not want to introduce any
     notion of "activity."

We can thus, w�thout depart�ng from phys�cs, collect together all
the part�culars act�vely at a g�ven place, or all the part�culars
pass�vely at a g�ven place. In our own case, the one group �s our
body (or our bra�n), wh�le the other �s our m�nd, �n so far as �t
cons�sts of percept�ons. In the case of the photograph�c plate, the
f�rst group �s the plate as dealt w�th by phys�cs, the second the
aspect of the heavens wh�ch �t photographs. (For the sake of
schemat�c s�mpl�c�ty, I am �gnor�ng var�ous compl�cat�ons connected
w�th t�me, wh�ch requ�re some ted�ous but perfectly feas�ble
elaborat�ons.) Thus what may be called subject�v�ty �n the po�nt of
v�ew �s not a d�st�nct�ve pecul�ar�ty of m�nd: �t �s present just as much
�n the photograph�c plate. And the photograph�c plate has �ts
b�ography as well as �ts "matter." But th�s b�ography �s an affa�r of
phys�cs, and has none of the pecul�ar character�st�cs by wh�ch
"mental" phenomena are d�st�ngu�shed, w�th the sole except�on of
subject�v�ty.

Adher�ng, for the moment, to the standpo�nt of phys�cs, we may
def�ne a "percept�on" of an object as the appearance of the object
from a place where there �s a bra�n (or, �n lower an�mals, some
su�table nervous structure), w�th sense-organs and nerves form�ng
part of the �nterven�ng med�um. Such appearances of objects are



d�st�ngu�shed from appearances �n other places by certa�n
pecul�ar�t�es, namely:

(1) They g�ve r�se to mnem�c phenomena;
(2) They are themselves affected by mnem�c phenomena.
That �s to say, they may be remembered and assoc�ated or

�nfluence our hab�ts, or g�ve r�se to �mages, etc., and they are
themselves d�fferent from what they would have been �f our past
exper�ence had been d�fferent—for example, the effect of a spoken
sentence upon the hearer depends upon whether the hearer knows
the language or not, wh�ch �s a quest�on of past exper�ence. It �s
these two character�st�cs, both connected w�th mnem�c phenomena,
that d�st�ngu�sh percept�ons from the appearances of objects �n
places where there �s no l�v�ng be�ng.

Theoret�cally, though often not pract�cally, we can, �n our
percept�on of an object, separate the part wh�ch �s due to past
exper�ence from the part wh�ch proceeds w�thout mnem�c �nfluences
out of the character of the object. We may def�ne as "sensat�on" that
part wh�ch proceeds �n th�s way, wh�le the rema�nder, wh�ch �s a
mnem�c phenomenon, w�ll have to be added to the sensat�on to
make up what �s called the "percept�on." Accord�ng to th�s def�n�t�on,
the sensat�on �s a theoret�cal core �n the actual exper�ence; the
actual exper�ence �s the percept�on. It �s obv�ous that there are grave
d�ff�cult�es �n carry�ng out these def�n�t�ons, but we w�ll not l�nger over
them. We have to pass, as soon as we can, from the phys�cal
standpo�nt, wh�ch we have been h�therto adopt�ng, to the standpo�nt
of psychology, �n wh�ch we make more use of �ntrospect�on �n the
f�rst of the three senses d�scussed �n the preced�ng lecture.

But before mak�ng the trans�t�on, there are two po�nts wh�ch must
be made clear. F�rst: Everyth�ng outs�de my own personal b�ography
�s outs�de my exper�ence; therefore �f anyth�ng can be known by me
outs�de my b�ography, �t can only be known �n one of two ways:

(1) By �nference from th�ngs w�th�n my b�ography, or
(2) By some a pr�or� pr�nc�ple �ndependent of exper�ence.
I do not myself bel�eve that anyth�ng approach�ng certa�nty �s to be

atta�ned by e�ther of these methods, and therefore whatever l�es



outs�de my personal b�ography must be regarded, theoret�cally, as
hypothes�s. The theoret�cal argument for adopt�ng the hypothes�s �s
that �t s�mpl�f�es the statement of the laws accord�ng to wh�ch events
happen �n our exper�ence. But there �s no very good ground for
suppos�ng that a s�mple law �s more l�kely to be true than a
compl�cated law, though there �s good ground for assum�ng a s�mple
law �n sc�ent�f�c pract�ce, as a work�ng hypothes�s, �f �t expla�ns the
facts as well as another wh�ch �s less s�mple. Bel�ef �n the ex�stence
of th�ngs outs�de my own b�ography ex�sts antecedently to ev�dence,
and can only be destroyed, �f at all, by a long course of ph�losoph�c
doubt. For purposes of sc�ence, �t �s just�f�ed pract�cally by the
s�mpl�f�cat�on wh�ch �t �ntroduces �nto the laws of phys�cs. But from
the standpo�nt of theoret�cal log�c �t must be regarded as a prejud�ce,
not as a well-grounded theory. W�th th�s prov�so, I propose to
cont�nue y�eld�ng to the prejud�ce.

The second po�nt concerns the relat�ng of our po�nt of v�ew to that
wh�ch regards sensat�ons as caused by st�mul� external to the
nervous system (or at least to the bra�n), and d�st�ngu�shes �mages
as "centrally exc�ted," �.e. due to causes �n the bra�n wh�ch cannot be
traced back to anyth�ng affect�ng the sense-organs. It �s clear that, �f
our analys�s of phys�cal objects has been val�d, th�s way of def�n�ng
sensat�ons needs re�nterpretat�on. It �s also clear that we must be
able to f�nd such a new �nterpretat�on �f our theory �s to be
adm�ss�ble.

To make the matter clear, we w�ll take the s�mplest poss�ble
�llustrat�on. Cons�der a certa�n star, and suppose for the moment that
�ts s�ze �s negl�g�ble. That �s to say, we w�ll regard �t as, for pract�cal
purposes, a lum�nous po�nt. Let us further suppose that �t ex�sts only
for a very br�ef t�me, say a second. Then, accord�ng to phys�cs, what
happens �s that a spher�cal wave of l�ght travels outward from the
star through space, just as, when you drop a stone �nto a stagnant
pond, r�pples travel outward from the place where the stone h�t the
water. The wave of l�ght travels w�th a certa�n very nearly constant
veloc�ty, roughly 300,000 k�lometres per second. Th�s veloc�ty may
be ascerta�ned by send�ng a flash of l�ght to a m�rror, and observ�ng
how long �t takes before the reflected flash reaches you, just as the
veloc�ty of sound may be ascerta�ned by means of an echo.



What �t �s that happens when a wave of l�ght reaches a g�ven place
we cannot tell, except �n the sole case when the place �n quest�on �s
a bra�n connected w�th an eye wh�ch �s turned �n the r�ght d�rect�on.
In th�s one very spec�al case we know what happens: we have the
sensat�on called "see�ng the star." In all other cases, though we
know (more or less hypothet�cally) some of the correlat�ons and
abstract propert�es of the appearance of the star, we do not know the
appearance �tself. Now you may, for the sake of �llustrat�on, compare
the d�fferent appearances of the star to the conjugat�on of a Greek
verb, except that the number of �ts parts �s really �nf�n�te, and not only
apparently so to the despa�r�ng schoolboy. In vacuo, the parts are
regular, and can be der�ved from the (�mag�nary) root accord�ng to
the laws of grammar, �.e. of perspect�ve. The star be�ng s�tuated �n
empty space, �t may be def�ned, for purposes of phys�cs, as
cons�st�ng of all those appearances wh�ch �t presents �n vacuo,
together w�th those wh�ch, accord�ng to the laws of perspect�ve, �t
would present elsewhere �f �ts appearances elsewhere were regular.
Th�s �s merely the adaptat�on of the def�n�t�on of matter wh�ch I gave
�n an earl�er lecture. The appearance of a star at a certa�n place, �f �t
�s regular, does not requ�re any cause or explanat�on beyond the
ex�stence of the star. Every regular appearance �s an actual member
of the system wh�ch �s the star, and �ts causat�on �s ent�rely �nternal
to that system. We may express th�s by say�ng that a regular
appearance �s due to the star alone, and �s actually part of the star,
�n the sense �n wh�ch a man �s part of the human race.

But presently the l�ght of the star reaches our atmosphere. It
beg�ns to be refracted, and d�mmed by m�st, and �ts veloc�ty �s
sl�ghtly d�m�n�shed. At last �t reaches a human eye, where a
compl�cated process takes place, end�ng �n a sensat�on wh�ch g�ves
us our grounds for bel�ev�ng �n all that has gone before. Now, the
�rregular appearances of the star are not, str�ctly speak�ng, members
of the system wh�ch �s the star, accord�ng to our def�n�t�on of matter.
The �rregular appearances, however, are not merely �rregular: they
proceed accord�ng to laws wh�ch can be stated �n terms of the matter
through wh�ch the l�ght has passed on �ts way. The sources of an
�rregular appearance are therefore twofold:

(1) The object wh�ch �s appear�ng �rregularly;



2) The �nterven�ng med�um.
It should be observed that, wh�le the concept�on of a regular

appearance �s perfectly prec�se, the concept�on of an �rregular
appearance �s one capable of any degree of vagueness. When the
d�stort�ng �nfluence of the med�um �s suff�c�ently great, the result�ng
part�cular can no longer be regarded as an appearance of an object,
but must be treated on �ts own account. Th�s happens espec�ally
when the part�cular �n quest�on cannot be traced back to one object,
but �s a blend of two or more. Th�s case �s normal �n percept�on: we
see as one what the m�croscope or telescope reveals to be many
d�fferent objects. The not�on of percept�on �s therefore not a prec�se
one: we perce�ve th�ngs more or less, but always w�th a very
cons�derable amount of vagueness and confus�on.

In cons�der�ng �rregular appearances, there are certa�n very
natural m�stakes wh�ch must be avo�ded. In order that a part�cular
may count as an �rregular appearance of a certa�n object, �t �s not
necessary that �t should bear any resemblance to the regular
appearances as regard �ts �ntr�ns�c qual�t�es. All that �s necessary �s
that �t should be der�vable from the regular appearances by the laws
wh�ch express the d�stort�ng �nfluence of the med�um. When �t �s so
der�vable, the part�cular �n quest�on may be regarded as caused by
the regular appearances, and therefore by the object �tself, together
w�th the mod�f�cat�ons result�ng from the med�um. In other cases, the
part�cular �n quest�on may, �n the same sense, be regarded as
caused by several objects together w�th the med�um; �n th�s case, �t
may be called a confused appearance of several objects. If �t
happens to be �n a bra�n, �t may be called a confused percept�on of
these objects. All actual percept�on �s confused to a greater or less
extent.

We can now �nterpret �n terms of our theory the d�st�nct�on
between those mental occurrences wh�ch are sa�d to have an
external st�mulus, and those wh�ch are sa�d to be "centrally exc�ted,"
�.e. to have no st�mulus external to the bra�n. When a mental
occurrence can be regarded as an appearance of an object external
to the bra�n, however �rregular, or even as a confused appearance of
several such objects, then we may regard �t as hav�ng for �ts st�mulus



the object or objects �n quest�on, or the�r appearances at the sense-
organ concerned. When, on the other hand, a mental occurrence
has not suff�c�ent connect�on w�th objects external to the bra�n to be
regarded as an appearance of such objects, then �ts phys�cal
causat�on (�f any) w�ll have to be sought �n the bra�n. In the former
case �t can be called a percept�on; �n the latter �t cannot be so called.
But the d�st�nct�on �s one of degree, not of k�nd. Unt�l th�s �s real�zed,
no sat�sfactory theory of percept�on, sensat�on, or �mag�nat�on �s
poss�ble.



LECTURE VIII. SENSATIONS AND
IMAGES

The dual�sm of m�nd and matter, �f we have been r�ght so far,
cannot be allowed as metaphys�cally val�d. Nevertheless, we seem
to f�nd a certa�n dual�sm, perhaps not ult�mate, w�th�n the world as we
observe �t. The dual�sm �s not pr�mar�ly as to the stuff of the world,
but as to causal laws. On th�s subject we may aga�n quote W�ll�am
James. He po�nts out that when, as we say, we merely "�mag�ne"
th�ngs, there are no such effects as would ensue �f the th�ngs were
what we call "real." He takes the case of �mag�n�ng a f�re.

"I make for myself an exper�ence of blaz�ng f�re; I place �t near my
body; but �t does not warm me �n the least. I lay a st�ck upon �t and
the st�ck e�ther burns or rema�ns green, as I please. I call up water,
and pour �t on the f�re, and absolutely no d�fference ensues. I
account for all such facts by call�ng th�s whole tra�n of exper�ences
unreal, a mental tra�n. Mental f�re �s what won't burn real st�cks;
mental water �s what won't necessar�ly (though of course �t may) put
out even a mental f�re.... W�th 'real' objects, on the contrary,
consequences always accrue; and thus the real exper�ences get
s�fted from the mental ones, the th�ngs from our thoughts of them,
fanc�ful or true, and prec�p�tated together as the stable part of the
whole exper�ence—chaos, under the name of the phys�cal world."*
     * "Essays in Radical Empiricism," pp. 32-3.

In th�s passage James speaks, by mere �nadvertence, as though
the phenomena wh�ch he �s descr�b�ng as "mental" had NO effects.
Th�s �s, of course, not the case: they have the�r effects, just as much
as phys�cal phenomena do, but the�r effects follow d�fferent laws. For
example, dreams, as Freud has shown, are just as much subject to
laws as are the mot�ons of the planets. But the laws are d�fferent: �n
a dream you may be transported from one place to another �n a
moment, or one person may turn �nto another under your eyes. Such



d�fferences compel you to d�st�ngu�sh the world of dreams from the
phys�cal world.

If the two sorts of causal laws could be sharply d�st�ngu�shed, we
could call an occurrence "phys�cal" when �t obeys causal laws
appropr�ate to the phys�cal world, and "mental" when �t obeys causal
laws appropr�ate to the mental world. S�nce the mental world and the
phys�cal world �nteract, there would be a boundary between the two:
there would be events wh�ch would have phys�cal causes and mental
effects, wh�le there would be others wh�ch would have mental
causes and phys�cal effects. Those that have phys�cal causes and
mental effects we should def�ne as "sensat�ons." Those that have
mental causes and phys�cal effects m�ght perhaps be �dent�f�ed w�th
what we call voluntary movements; but they do not concern us at
present.

These def�n�t�ons would have all the prec�s�on that could be
des�red �f the d�st�nct�on between phys�cal and psycholog�cal
causat�on were clear and sharp. As a matter of fact, however, th�s
d�st�nct�on �s, as yet, by no means sharp. It �s poss�ble that, w�th fuller
knowledge, �t w�ll be found to be no more ult�mate than the d�st�nct�on
between the laws of gases and the laws of r�g�d bod�es. It also
suffers from the fact that an event may be an effect of several
causes accord�ng to several causal laws we cannot, �n general, po�nt
to anyth�ng un�que as THE cause of such-and-such an event. And
f�nally �t �s by no means certa�n that the pecul�ar causal laws wh�ch
govern mental events are not really phys�olog�cal. The law of hab�t,
wh�ch �s one of the most d�st�nct�ve, may be fully expl�cable �n terms
of the pecul�ar�t�es of nervous t�ssue, and these pecul�ar�t�es, �n turn,
may be expl�cable by the laws of phys�cs. It seems, therefore, that
we are dr�ven to a d�fferent k�nd of def�n�t�on. It �s for th�s reason that
�t was necessary to develop the def�n�t�on of percept�on. W�th th�s
def�n�t�on, we can def�ne a sensat�on as the non-mnem�c elements �n
a percept�on.

When, follow�ng our def�n�t�on, we try to dec�de what elements �n
our exper�ence are of the nature of sensat�ons, we f�nd more
d�ff�culty than m�ght have been expected. Pr�ma fac�e, everyth�ng �s
sensat�on that comes to us through the senses: the s�ghts we see,



the sounds we hear, the smells we smell, and so on; also such
th�ngs as headache or the feel�ng of muscular stra�n. But �n actual
fact so much �nterpretat�on, so much of hab�tual correlat�on, �s m�xed
w�th all such exper�ences, that the core of pure sensat�on �s only to
be extracted by careful �nvest�gat�on. To take a s�mple �llustrat�on: �f
you go to the theatre �n your own country, you seem to hear equally
well �n the stalls or the dress c�rcle; �n e�ther case you th�nk you m�ss
noth�ng. But �f you go �n a fore�gn country where you have a fa�r
knowledge of the language, you w�ll seem to have grown part�ally
deaf, and you w�ll f�nd �t necessary to be much nearer the stage than
you would need to be �n your own country. The reason �s that, �n
hear�ng our own language spoken, we qu�ckly and unconsc�ously f�ll
out what we really hear w�th �nferences to what the man must be
say�ng, and we never real�ze that we have not heard the words we
have merely �nferred. In a fore�gn language, these �nferences are
more d�ff�cult, and we are more dependent upon actual sensat�on. If
we found ourselves �n a fore�gn world, where tables looked l�ke
cush�ons and cush�ons l�ke tables, we should s�m�larly d�scover how
much of what we th�nk we see �s really �nference. Every fa�rly fam�l�ar
sensat�on �s to us a s�gn of the th�ngs that usually go w�th �t, and
many of these th�ngs w�ll seem to form part of the sensat�on. I
remember �n the early days of motor-cars be�ng w�th a fr�end when a
tyre burst w�th a loud report. He thought �t was a p�stol, and
supported h�s op�n�on by ma�nta�n�ng that he had seen the flash. But
of course there had been no flash. Nowadays no one sees a flash
when a tyre bursts.

In order, therefore, to arr�ve at what really �s sensat�on �n an
occurrence wh�ch, at f�rst s�ght, seems to conta�n noth�ng else, we
have to pare away all that �s due to hab�t or expectat�on or
�nterpretat�on. Th�s �s a matter for the psycholog�st, and by no means
an easy matter. For our purposes, �t �s not �mportant to determ�ne
what exactly �s the sensat�onal core �n any case; �t �s only �mportant
to not�ce that there certa�nly �s a sensat�onal core, s�nce hab�t,
expectat�on and �nterpretat�on are d�versely aroused on d�verse
occas�ons, and the d�vers�ty �s clearly due to d�fferences �n what �s
presented to the senses. When you open your newspaper �n the
morn�ng, the actual sensat�ons of see�ng the pr�nt form a very m�nute



part of what goes on �n you, but they are the start�ng-po�nt of all the
rest, and �t �s through them that the newspaper �s a means of
�nformat�on or m�s-�nformat�on. Thus, although �t may be d�ff�cult to
determ�ne what exactly �s sensat�on �n any g�ven exper�ence, �t �s
clear that there �s sensat�on, unless, l�ke Le�bn�z, we deny all act�on
of the outer world upon us.

Sensat�ons are obv�ously the source of our knowledge of the
world, �nclud�ng our own body. It m�ght seem natural to regard a
sensat�on as �tself a cogn�t�on, and unt�l lately I d�d so regard �t.
When, say, I see a person I know com�ng towards me �n the street, �t
SEEMS as though the mere see�ng were knowledge. It �s of course
unden�able that knowledge comes THROUGH the see�ng, but I th�nk
�t �s a m�stake to regard the mere see�ng �tself as knowledge. If we
are so to regard �t, we must d�st�ngu�sh the see�ng from what �s seen:
we must say that, when we see a patch of colour of a certa�n shape,
the patch of colour �s one th�ng and our see�ng of �t �s another. Th�s
v�ew, however, demands the adm�ss�on of the subject, or act, �n the
sense d�scussed �n our f�rst lecture. If there �s a subject, �t can have a
relat�on to the patch of colour, namely, the sort of relat�on wh�ch we
m�ght call awareness. In that case the sensat�on, as a mental event,
w�ll cons�st of awareness of the colour, wh�le the colour �tself w�ll
rema�n wholly phys�cal, and may be called the sense-datum, to
d�st�ngu�sh �t from the sensat�on. The subject, however, appears to
be a log�cal f�ct�on, l�ke mathemat�cal po�nts and �nstants. It �s
�ntroduced, not because observat�on reveals �t, but because �t �s
l�ngu�st�cally conven�ent and apparently demanded by grammar.
Nom�nal ent�t�es of th�s sort may or may not ex�st, but there �s no
good ground for assum�ng that they do. The funct�ons that they
appear to perform can always be performed by classes or ser�es or
other log�cal construct�ons, cons�st�ng of less dub�ous ent�t�es. If we
are to avo�d a perfectly gratu�tous assumpt�on, we must d�spense
w�th the subject as one of the actual �ngred�ents of the world. But
when we do th�s, the poss�b�l�ty of d�st�ngu�sh�ng the sensat�on from
the sense-datum van�shes; at least I see no way of preserv�ng the
d�st�nct�on. Accord�ngly the sensat�on that we have when we see a
patch of colour s�mply �s that patch of colour, an actual const�tuent of
the phys�cal world, and part of what phys�cs �s concerned w�th. A



patch of colour �s certa�nly not knowledge, and therefore we cannot
say that pure sensat�on �s cogn�t�ve. Through �ts psycholog�cal
effects, �t �s the cause of cogn�t�ons, partly by be�ng �tself a s�gn of
th�ngs that are correlated w�th �t, as e.g. sensat�ons of s�ght and
touch are correlated, and partly by g�v�ng r�se to �mages and
memor�es after the sensat�on �s faded. But �n �tself the pure
sensat�on �s not cogn�t�ve.

In the f�rst lecture we cons�dered the v�ew of Brentano, that "we
may def�ne psych�cal phenomena by say�ng that they are
phenomena wh�ch �ntent�onally conta�n an object." We saw reasons
to reject th�s v�ew �n general; we are now concerned to show that �t
must be rejected �n the part�cular case of sensat�ons. The k�nd of
argument wh�ch formerly made me accept Brentano's v�ew �n th�s
case was exceed�ngly s�mple. When I see a patch of colour, �t
seemed to me that the colour �s not psych�cal, but phys�cal, wh�le my
see�ng �s not phys�cal, but psych�cal. Hence I concluded that the
colour �s someth�ng other than my see�ng of the colour. Th�s
argument, to me h�stor�cally, was d�rected aga�nst �deal�sm: the
emphat�c part of �t was the assert�on that the colour �s phys�cal, not
psych�cal. I shall not trouble you now w�th the grounds for hold�ng as
aga�nst Berkeley that the patch of colour �s phys�cal; I have set them
forth before, and I see no reason to mod�fy them. But �t does not
follow that the patch of colour �s not also psych�cal, unless we
assume that the phys�cal and the psych�cal cannot overlap, wh�ch I
no longer cons�der a val�d assumpt�on. If we adm�t—as I th�nk we
should—that the patch of colour may be both phys�cal and psych�cal,
the reason for d�st�ngu�sh�ng the sense-datum from the sensat�on
d�sappears, and we may say that the patch of colour and our
sensat�on �n see�ng �t are �dent�cal.

Th�s �s the v�ew of W�ll�am James, Professor Dewey, and the
Amer�can real�sts. Percept�ons, says Professor Dewey, are not per
se cases of knowledge, but s�mply natural events w�th no more
knowledge status than (say) a shower. "Let them [the real�sts] try the
exper�ment of conce�v�ng percept�ons as pure natural events, not
cases of awareness or apprehens�on, and they w�ll be surpr�sed to
see how l�ttle they m�ss."* I th�nk he �s r�ght �n th�s, except �n
suppos�ng that the real�sts w�ll be surpr�sed. Many of them already



hold the v�ew he �s advocat�ng, and others are very sympathet�c to �t.
At any rate, �t �s the v�ew wh�ch I shall adopt �n these lectures.
     * Dewey, "Essays in Experimental Logic," pp. 253, 262.

The stuff of the world, so far as we have exper�ence of �t, cons�sts,
on the v�ew that I am advocat�ng, of �nnumerable trans�ent part�culars
such as occur �n see�ng, hear�ng, etc., together w�th �mages more or
less resembl�ng these, of wh�ch I shall speak shortly. If phys�cs �s
true, there are, bes�des the part�culars that we exper�ence, others,
probably equally (or almost equally) trans�ent, wh�ch make up that
part of the mater�al world that does not come �nto the sort of contact
w�th a l�v�ng body that �s requ�red to turn �t �nto a sensat�on. But th�s
top�c belongs to the ph�losophy of phys�cs, and need not concern us
�n our present �nqu�ry.

Sensat�ons are what �s common to the mental and phys�cal worlds;
they may be def�ned as the �ntersect�on of m�nd and matter. Th�s �s
by no means a new v�ew; �t �s advocated, not only by the Amer�can
authors I have ment�oned, but by Mach �n h�s Analys�s of Sensat�ons,
wh�ch was publ�shed �n 1886. The essence of sensat�on, accord�ng
to the v�ew I am advocat�ng, �s �ts �ndependence of past exper�ence.
It �s a core �n our actual exper�ences, never ex�st�ng �n �solat�on
except poss�bly �n very young �nfants. It �s not �tself knowledge, but �t
suppl�es the data for our knowledge of the phys�cal world, �nclud�ng
our own bod�es.

There are some who bel�eve that our mental l�fe �s bu�lt up out of
sensat�ons alone. Th�s may be true; but �n any case I th�nk the only
�ngred�ents requ�red �n add�t�on to sensat�ons are �mages. What
�mages are, and how they are to be def�ned, we have now to �nqu�re.

The d�st�nct�on between �mages and sensat�ons m�ght seem at f�rst
s�ght by no means d�ff�cult. When we shut our eyes and call up
p�ctures of fam�l�ar scenes, we usually have no d�ff�culty, so long as
we rema�n awake, �n d�scr�m�nat�ng between what we are �mag�n�ng
and what �s really seen. If we �mag�ne some p�ece of mus�c that we
know, we can go through �t �n our m�nd from beg�nn�ng to end w�thout
any d�scoverable tendency to suppose that we are really hear�ng �t.
But although such cases are so clear that no confus�on seems



poss�ble, there are many others that are far more d�ff�cult, and the
def�n�t�on of �mages �s by no means an easy problem.

To beg�n w�th: we do not always know whether what we are
exper�enc�ng �s a sensat�on or an �mage. The th�ngs we see �n
dreams when our eyes are shut must count as �mages, yet wh�le we
are dream�ng they seem l�ke sensat�ons. Halluc�nat�ons often beg�n
as pers�stent �mages, and only gradually acqu�re that �nfluence over
bel�ef that makes the pat�ent regard them as sensat�ons. When we
are l�sten�ng for a fa�nt sound—the str�k�ng of a d�stant clock, or a
horse's hoofs on the road—we th�nk we hear �t many t�mes before
we really do, because expectat�on br�ngs us the �mage, and we
m�stake �t for sensat�on. The d�st�nct�on between �mages and
sensat�ons �s, therefore, by no means always obv�ous to �nspect�on.*
     * On the distinction between images and sensation, cf.
     Semon, "Die mnemischen Empfindungen," pp. 19-20.

We may cons�der three d�fferent ways �n wh�ch �t has been sought
to d�st�ngu�sh �mages from sensat�ons, namely:

(1) By the less degree of v�v�dness �n �mages;
(2) By our absence of bel�ef �n the�r "phys�cal real�ty";
(3) By the fact that the�r causes and effects are d�fferent from

those of sensat�ons.
I bel�eve the th�rd of these to be the only un�versally appl�cable

cr�ter�on. The other two are appl�cable �n very many cases, but
cannot be used for purposes of def�n�t�on because they are l�able to
except�ons. Nevertheless, they both deserve to be carefully
cons�dered.

(1) Hume, who g�ves the names "�mpress�ons" and "�deas" to what
may, for present purposes, be �dent�f�ed w�th our "sensat�ons" and
"�mages," speaks of �mpress�ons as "those percept�ons wh�ch enter
w�th most force and v�olence" wh�le he def�nes �deas as "the fa�nt
�mages of these (�.e. of �mpress�ons) �n th�nk�ng and reason�ng." H�s
�mmed�ately follow�ng observat�ons, however, show the �nadequacy
of h�s cr�ter�a of "force" and "fa�ntness." He says:

"I bel�eve �t w�ll not be very necessary to employ many words �n
expla�n�ng th�s d�st�nct�on. Every one of h�mself w�ll read�ly perce�ve
the d�fference betw�xt feel�ng and th�nk�ng. The common degrees of



these are eas�ly d�st�ngu�shed, though �t �s not �mposs�ble but �n
part�cular �nstances they may very nearly approach to each other.
Thus �n sleep, �n a fever, �n madness, or �n any very v�olent emot�ons
of soul, our �deas may approach to our �mpress�ons; as, on the other
hand, �t somet�mes happens, that our �mpress�ons are so fa�nt and
low that we cannot d�st�ngu�sh them from our �deas. But
notw�thstand�ng th�s near resemblance �n a few �nstances, they are �n
general so very d�fferent, that no one can make a scruple to rank
them under d�st�nct heads, and ass�gn to each a pecul�ar name to
mark the d�fference" ("Treat�se of Human Nature," Part I, Sect�on I).

I th�nk Hume �s r�ght �n hold�ng that they should be ranked under
d�st�nct heads, w�th a pecul�ar name for each. But by h�s own
confess�on �n the above passage, h�s cr�ter�on for d�st�ngu�sh�ng them
�s not always adequate. A def�n�t�on �s not sound �f �t only appl�es �n
cases where the d�fference �s glar�ng: the essent�al purpose of a
def�n�t�on �s to prov�de a mark wh�ch �s appl�cable even �n marg�nal
cases—except, of course, when we are deal�ng w�th a concept�on,
l�ke, e.g. baldness, wh�ch �s one of degree and has no sharp
boundar�es. But so far we have seen no reason to th�nk that the
d�fference between sensat�ons and �mages �s only one of degree.

Professor Stout, �n h�s "Manual of Psychology," after d�scuss�ng
var�ous ways of d�st�ngu�sh�ng sensat�ons and �mages, arr�ves at a
v�ew wh�ch �s a mod�f�cat�on of Hume's. He says (I quote from the
second ed�t�on):

"Our conclus�on �s that at bottom the d�st�nct�on between �mage
and percept, as respect�vely fa�nt and v�v�d states, �s based on a
d�fference of qual�ty. The percept has an aggress�veness wh�ch does
not belong to the �mage. It str�kes the m�nd w�th vary�ng degrees of
force or l�vel�ness accord�ng to the vary�ng �ntens�ty of the st�mulus.
Th�s degree of force or l�vel�ness �s part of what we ord�nar�ly mean
by the �ntens�ty of a sensat�on. But th�s const�tuent of the �ntens�ty of
sensat�ons �s absent �n mental �magery"(p. 419).

Th�s v�ew allows for the fact that sensat�ons may reach any degree
of fa�ntness—e.g. �n the case of a just v�s�ble star or a just aud�ble
sound—w�thout becom�ng �mages, and that therefore mere fa�ntness
cannot be the character�st�c mark of �mages. After expla�n�ng the



sudden shock of a flash of l�ghtn�ng or a steam-wh�stle, Stout says
that "no mere �mage ever does str�ke the m�nd �n th�s manner"(p.
417). But I bel�eve that th�s cr�ter�on fa�ls �n very much the same
�nstances as those �n wh�ch Hume's cr�ter�on fa�ls �n �ts or�g�nal form.
Macbeth speaks of—
               that suggestion
           Whose horrid image doth unfix my hair
     And make my seated heart knock at my ribs
     Against the use of nature.

The wh�stle of a steam-eng�ne could hardly have a stronger effect
than th�s. A very �ntense emot�on w�ll often br�ng w�th �t—espec�ally
where some future act�on or some undec�ded �ssue �s �nvolved—
powerful compell�ng �mages wh�ch may determ�ne the whole course
of l�fe, sweep�ng as�de all contrary sol�c�tat�ons to the w�ll by the�r
capac�ty for exclus�vely possess�ng the m�nd. And �n all cases where
�mages, or�g�nally recogn�zed as such, gradually pass �nto
halluc�nat�ons, there must be just that "force or l�vel�ness" wh�ch �s
supposed to be always absent from �mages. The cases of dreams
and fever-del�r�um are as hard to adjust to Professor Stout's mod�f�ed
cr�ter�on as to Hume's. I conclude therefore that the test of l�vel�ness,
however appl�cable �n ord�nary �nstances, cannot be used to def�ne
the d�fferences between sensat�ons and �mages.

(2) We m�ght attempt to d�st�ngu�sh �mages from sensat�ons by our
absence of bel�ef �n the "phys�cal real�ty" of �mages. When we are
aware that what we are exper�enc�ng �s an �mage, we do not g�ve �t
the k�nd of bel�ef that we should g�ve to a sensat�on: we do not th�nk
that �t has the same power of produc�ng knowledge of the "external
world." Images are "�mag�nary"; �n SOME sense they are "unreal."
But th�s d�fference �s hard to analyse or state correctly. What we call
the "unreal�ty" of �mages requ�res �nterpretat�on �t cannot mean what
would be expressed by say�ng "there's no such th�ng." Images are
just as truly part of the actual world as sensat�ons are. All that we
really mean by call�ng an �mage "unreal" �s that �t does not have the
concom�tants wh�ch �t would have �f �t were a sensat�on. When we
call up a v�sual �mage of a cha�r, we do not attempt to s�t �n �t,
because we know that, l�ke Macbeth's dagger, �t �s not "sens�ble to
feel�ng as to s�ght"—�.e. �t does not have the correlat�ons w�th tact�le
sensat�ons wh�ch �t would have �f �t were a v�sual sensat�on and not



merely a v�sual �mage. But th�s means that the so-called "unreal�ty"
of �mages cons�sts merely �n the�r not obey�ng the laws of phys�cs,
and thus br�ngs us back to the causal d�st�nct�on between �mages
and sensat�ons.

Th�s v�ew �s conf�rmed by the fact that we only feel �mages to be
"unreal" when we already know them to be �mages. Images cannot
be def�ned by the FEELING of unreal�ty, because when we falsely
bel�eve an �mage to be a sensat�on, as �n the case of dreams, �t
FEELS just as real as �f �t were a sensat�on. Our feel�ng of unreal�ty
results from our hav�ng already real�zed that we are deal�ng w�th an
�mage, and cannot therefore be the def�n�t�on of what we mean by an
�mage. As soon as an �mage beg�ns to dece�ve us as to �ts status, �t
also dece�ves us as to �ts correlat�ons, wh�ch are what we mean by
�ts "real�ty."

(3) Th�s br�ngs us to the th�rd mode of d�st�ngu�sh�ng �mages from
sensat�ons, namely, by the�r causes and effects. I bel�eve th�s to be
the only val�d ground of d�st�nct�on. James, �n the passage about the
mental f�re wh�ch won't burn real st�cks, d�st�ngu�shes �mages by the�r
effects, but I th�nk the more rel�able d�st�nct�on �s by the�r causes.
Professor Stout (loc. c�t., p. 127) says: "One character�st�c mark of
what we agree �n call�ng sensat�on �s �ts mode of product�on. It �s
caused by what we call a STIMULUS. A st�mulus �s always some
cond�t�on external to the nervous system �tself and operat�ng upon
�t." I th�nk that th�s �s the correct v�ew, and that the d�st�nct�on
between �mages and sensat�ons can only be made by tak�ng account
of the�r causat�on. Sensat�ons come through sense-organs, wh�le
�mages do not. We cannot have v�sual sensat�ons �n the dark, or w�th
our eyes shut, but we can very well have v�sual �mages under these
c�rcumstances. Accord�ngly �mages have been def�ned as "centrally
exc�ted sensat�ons," �.e. sensat�ons wh�ch have the�r phys�olog�cal
cause �n the bra�n only, not also �n the sense-organs and the nerves
that run from the sense-organs to the bra�n. I th�nk the phrase
"centrally exc�ted sensat�ons" assumes more than �s necessary,
s�nce �t takes �t for granted that an �mage must have a prox�mate
phys�olog�cal cause. Th�s �s probably true, but �t �s an hypothes�s,
and for our purposes an unnecessary one. It would seem to f�t better
w�th what we can �mmed�ately observe �f we were to say that an



�mage �s occas�oned, through assoc�at�on, by a sensat�on or another
�mage, �n other words that �t has a mnem�c cause—wh�ch does not
prevent �t from also hav�ng a phys�cal cause. And I th�nk �t w�ll be
found that the causat�on of an �mage always proceeds accord�ng to
mnem�c laws, �.e. that �t �s governed by hab�t and past exper�ence. If
you l�sten to a man play�ng the p�anola w�thout look�ng at h�m, you
w�ll have �mages of h�s hands on the keys as �f he were play�ng the
p�ano; �f you suddenly look at h�m wh�le you are absorbed �n the
mus�c, you w�ll exper�ence a shock of surpr�se when you not�ce that
h�s hands are not touch�ng the notes. Your �mage of h�s hands �s due
to the many t�mes that you have heard s�m�lar sounds and at the
same t�me seen the player's hands on the p�ano. When hab�t and
past exper�ence play th�s part, we are �n the reg�on of mnem�c as
opposed to ord�nary phys�cal causat�on. And I th�nk that, �f we could
regard as ult�mately val�d the d�fference between phys�cal and
mnem�c causat�on, we could d�st�ngu�sh �mages from sensat�ons as
hav�ng mnem�c causes, though they may also have phys�cal causes.
Sensat�ons, on the other hand, w�ll only have phys�cal causes.

However th�s may be, the pract�cally effect�ve d�st�nct�on between
sensat�ons and �mages �s that �n the causat�on of sensat�ons, but not
of �mages, the st�mulat�on of nerves carry�ng an effect �nto the bra�n,
usually from the surface of the body, plays an essent�al part. And th�s
accounts for the fact that �mages and sensat�ons cannot always be
d�st�ngu�shed by the�r �ntr�ns�c nature.

Images also d�ffer from sensat�ons as regards the�r effects.
Sensat�ons, as a rule, have both phys�cal and mental effects. As you
watch the tra�n you meant to catch leav�ng the stat�on, there are both
the success�ve pos�t�ons of the tra�n (phys�cal effects) and the
success�ve waves of fury and d�sappo�ntment (mental effects).
Images, on the contrary, though they MAY produce bod�ly
movements, do so accord�ng to mnem�c laws, not accord�ng to the
laws of phys�cs. All the�r effects, of whatever nature, follow mnem�c
laws. But th�s d�fference �s less su�table for def�n�t�on than the
d�fference as to causes.

Professor Watson, as a log�cal carry�ng-out of h�s behav�our�st
theory, den�es altogether that there are any observable phenomena



such as �mages are supposed to be. He replaces them all by fa�nt
sensat�ons, and espec�ally by pronunc�at�on of words sotto voce.
When we "th�nk" of a table (say), as opposed to see�ng �t, what
happens, accord�ng to h�m, �s usually that we are mak�ng small
movements of the throat and tongue such as would lead to our
utter�ng the word "table" �f they were more pronounced. I shall
cons�der h�s v�ew aga�n �n connect�on w�th words; for the present I
am only concerned to combat h�s den�al of �mages. Th�s den�al �s set
forth both �n h�s book on "Behav�or" and �n an art�cle called "Image
and Affect�on �n Behav�or" �n the "Journal of Ph�losophy, Psychology
and Sc�ent�f�c Methods," vol. x (July, 1913). It seems to me that �n
th�s matter he has been betrayed �nto deny�ng pla�n facts �n the
�nterests of a theory, namely, the supposed �mposs�b�l�ty of
�ntrospect�on. I dealt w�th the theory �n Lecture VI; for the present I
w�sh to re�nforce the v�ew that the facts are unden�able.

Images are of var�ous sorts, accord�ng to the nature of the
sensat�ons wh�ch they copy. Images of bod�ly movements, such as
we have when we �mag�ne mov�ng an arm or, on a smaller scale,
pronounc�ng a word, m�ght poss�bly be expla�ned away on Professor
Watson's l�nes, as really cons�st�ng �n small �nc�p�ent movements
such as, �f magn�f�ed and prolonged, would be the movements we
are sa�d to be �mag�n�ng. Whether th�s �s the case or not m�ght even
be dec�ded exper�mentally. If there were a del�cate �nstrument for
record�ng small movements �n the mouth and throat, we m�ght place
such an �nstrument �n a person's mouth and then tell h�m to rec�te a
poem to h�mself, as far as poss�ble only �n �mag�nat�on. I should not
be at all surpr�sed �f �t were found that actual small movements take
place wh�le he �s "mentally" say�ng over the verses. The po�nt �s
�mportant, because what �s called "thought" cons�sts ma�nly (though I
th�nk not wholly) of �nner speech. If Professor Watson �s r�ght as
regards �nner speech, th�s whole reg�on �s transferred from
�mag�nat�on to sensat�on. But s�nce the quest�on �s capable of
exper�mental dec�s�on, �t would be gratu�tous rashness to offer an
op�n�on wh�le that dec�s�on �s lack�ng.

But v�sual and aud�tory �mages are much more d�ff�cult to deal w�th
�n th�s way, because they lack the connect�on w�th phys�cal events �n
the outer world wh�ch belongs to v�sual and aud�tory sensat�ons.



Suppose, for example, that I am s�tt�ng �n my room, �n wh�ch there �s
an empty arm-cha�r. I shut my eyes, and call up a v�sual �mage of a
fr�end s�tt�ng �n the arm-cha�r. If I thrust my �mage �nto the world of
phys�cs, �t contrad�cts all the usual phys�cal laws. My fr�end reached
the cha�r w�thout com�ng �n at the door �n the usual way; subsequent
�nqu�ry w�ll show that he was somewhere else at the moment. If
regarded as a sensat�on, my �mage has all the marks of the
supernatural. My �mage, therefore, �s regarded as an event �n me,
not as hav�ng that pos�t�on �n the orderly happen�ngs of the publ�c
world that belongs to sensat�ons. By say�ng that �t �s an event �n me,
we leave �t poss�ble that �t may be PHYSIOLOGICALLY caused: �ts
pr�vacy may be only due to �ts connect�on w�th my body. But �n any
case �t �s not a publ�c event, l�ke an actual person walk�ng �n at the
door and s�tt�ng down �n my cha�r. And �t cannot, l�ke �nner speech,
be regarded as a SMALL sensat�on, s�nce �t occup�es just as large
an area �n my v�sual f�eld as the actual sensat�on would do.

Professor Watson says: "I should throw out �magery altogether
and attempt to show that all natural thought goes on �n terms of
sensor�-motor processes �n the larynx." Th�s v�ew seems to me flatly
to contrad�ct exper�ence. If you try to persuade any uneducated
person that she cannot call up a v�sual p�cture of a fr�end s�tt�ng �n a
cha�r, but can only use words descr�b�ng what such an occurrence
would be l�ke, she w�ll conclude that you are mad. (Th�s statement �s
based upon exper�ment.) Galton, as every one knows, �nvest�gated
v�sual �magery, and found that educat�on tends to k�ll �t: the Fellows
of the Royal Soc�ety turned out to have much less of �t than the�r
w�ves. I see no reason to doubt h�s conclus�on that the hab�t of
abstract pursu�ts makes learned men much �nfer�or to the average �n
power of v�sual�z�ng, and much more exclus�vely occup�ed w�th
words �n the�r "th�nk�ng." And Professor Watson �s a very learned
man.

I shall henceforth assume that the ex�stence of �mages �s adm�tted,
and that they are to be d�st�ngu�shed from sensat�ons by the�r
causes, as well as, �n a lesser degree, by the�r effects. In the�r
�ntr�ns�c nature, though they often d�ffer from sensat�ons by be�ng
more d�m or vague or fa�nt, yet they do not always or un�versally
d�ffer from sensat�ons �n any way that can be used for def�n�ng them.



The�r pr�vacy need form no bar to the sc�ent�f�c study of them, any
more than the pr�vacy of bod�ly sensat�ons does. Bod�ly sensat�ons
are adm�tted by even the most severe cr�t�cs of �ntrospect�on,
although, l�ke �mages, they can only be observed by one observer. It
must be adm�tted, however, that the laws of the appearance and
d�sappearance of �mages are l�ttle known and d�ff�cult to d�scover,
because we are not ass�sted, as �n the case of sensat�ons, by our
knowledge of the phys�cal world.

There rema�ns one very �mportant po�nt concern�ng �mages, wh�ch
w�ll occupy us much hereafter, and that �s, the�r resemblance to
prev�ous sensat�ons. They are sa�d to be "cop�es" of sensat�ons,
always as regards the s�mple qual�t�es that enter �nto them, though
not always as regards the manner �n wh�ch these are put together. It
�s generally bel�eved that we cannot �mag�ne a shade of colour that
we have never seen, or a sound that we have never heard. On th�s
subject Hume �s the class�c. He says, �n the def�n�t�ons already
quoted:

"Those percept�ons, wh�ch enter w�th most force and v�olence, we
may name IMPRESSIONS; and under th�s name I comprehend all
our sensat�ons, pass�ons and emot�ons, as they make the�r f�rst
appearance �n the soul. By IDEAS I mean the fa�nt �mages of these
�n th�nk�ng and reason�ng."

He next expla�ns the d�fference between s�mple and complex
�deas, and expla�ns that a complex �dea may occur w�thout any
s�m�lar complex �mpress�on. But as regards s�mple �deas, he states
that "every s�mple �dea has a s�mple �mpress�on, wh�ch resembles �t,
and every s�mple �mpress�on a correspondent �dea." He goes on to
enunc�ate the general pr�nc�ple "that all our s�mple �deas �n the�r f�rst
appearance are der�ved from s�mple �mpress�ons, wh�ch are
correspondent to them, and wh�ch they exactly represent" ("Treat�se
of Human Nature," Part I, Sect�on I).

It �s th�s fact, that �mages resemble antecedent sensat�ons, wh�ch
enables us to call them �mages "of" th�s or that. For the
understand�ng of memory, and of knowledge generally, the
recogn�zable resemblance of �mages and sensat�ons �s of
fundamental �mportance.



There are d�ff�cult�es �n establ�sh�ng Hume's pr�nc�ples, and doubts
as to whether �t �s exactly true. Indeed, he h�mself s�gnal�zed an
except�on �mmed�ately after stat�ng h�s max�m. Nevertheless, �t �s
�mposs�ble to doubt that �n the ma�n s�mple �mages are cop�es of
s�m�lar s�mple sensat�ons wh�ch have occurred earl�er, and that the
same �s true of complex �mages �n all cases of memory as opposed
to mere �mag�nat�on. Our power of act�ng w�th reference to what �s
sens�bly absent �s largely due to th�s character�st�c of �mages,
although, as educat�on advances, �mages tend to be more and more
replaced by words. We shall have much to say �n the next two
lectures on the subject of �mages as cop�es of sensat�ons. What has
been sa�d now �s merely by way of rem�nder that th�s �s the�r most
notable character�st�c.

I am by no means conf�dent that the d�st�nct�on between �mages
and sensat�ons �s ult�mately val�d, and I should be glad to be
conv�nced that �mages can be reduced to sensat�ons of a pecul�ar
k�nd. I th�nk �t �s clear, however, that, at any rate �n the case of
aud�tory and v�sual �mages, they do d�ffer from ord�nary aud�tory and
v�sual sensat�ons, and therefore form a recogn�zable class of
occurrences, even �f �t should prove that they can be regarded as a
sub-class of sensat�ons. Th�s �s all that �s necessary to val�date the
use of �mages to be made �n the sequel.



LECTURE IX. MEMORY
Memory, wh�ch we are to cons�der to-day, �ntroduces us to

knowledge �n one of �ts forms. The analys�s of knowledge w�ll occupy
us unt�l the end of the th�rteenth lecture, and �s the most d�ff�cult part
of our whole enterpr�se.

I do not myself bel�eve that the analys�s of knowledge can be
effected ent�rely by means of purely external observat�on, such as
behav�our�sts employ. I shall d�scuss th�s quest�on �n later lectures. In
the present lecture I shall attempt the analys�s of memory-
knowledge, both as an �ntroduct�on to the problem of knowledge �n
general, and because memory, �n some form, �s presupposed �n
almost all other knowledge. Sensat�on, we dec�ded, �s not a form of
knowledge. It m�ght, however, have been expected that we should
beg�n our d�scuss�on of knowledge w�th PERCEPTION, �.e. w�th that
�ntegral exper�ence of th�ngs �n the env�ronment, out of wh�ch
sensat�on �s extracted by psycholog�cal analys�s. What �s called
percept�on d�ffers from sensat�on by the fact that the sensat�onal
�ngred�ents br�ng up hab�tual assoc�ates—�mages and expectat�ons
of the�r usual correlates—all of wh�ch are subject�vely
�nd�st�ngu�shable from the sensat�on. The FACT of past exper�ence �s
essent�al �n produc�ng th�s f�ll�ng-out of sensat�on, but not the
RECOLLECTION of past exper�ence. The non-sensat�onal elements
�n percept�on can be wholly expla�ned as the result of hab�t,
produced by frequent correlat�ons. Percept�on, accord�ng to our
def�n�t�on �n Lecture VII, �s no more a form of knowledge than
sensat�on �s, except �n so far as �t �nvolves expectat�ons. The purely
psycholog�cal problems wh�ch �t ra�ses are not very d�ff�cult, though
they have somet�mes been rendered art�f�c�ally obscure by
unw�ll�ngness to adm�t the fall�b�l�ty of the non-sensat�onal elements
of percept�on. On the other hand, memory ra�ses many d�ff�cult and
very �mportant problems, wh�ch �t �s necessary to cons�der at the f�rst
poss�ble moment.



One reason for treat�ng memory at th�s early stage �s that �t seems
to be �nvolved �n the fact that �mages are recogn�zed as "cop�es" of
past sens�ble exper�ence. In the preced�ng lecture I alluded to
Hume's pr�nc�ple "that all our s�mple �deas �n the�r f�rst appearance
are der�ved from s�mple �mpress�ons, wh�ch are correspondent to
them, and wh�ch they exactly represent." Whether or not th�s
pr�nc�ple �s l�able to except�ons, everyone would agree that �s has a
broad measure of truth, though the word "exactly" m�ght seem an
overstatement, and �t m�ght seem more correct to say that �deas
APPROXIMATELY represent �mpress�ons. Such mod�f�cat�ons of
Hume's pr�nc�ple, however, do not affect the problem wh�ch I w�sh to
present for your cons�derat�on, namely: Why do we bel�eve that
�mages are, somet�mes or always, approx�mately or exactly, cop�es
of sensat�ons? What sort of ev�dence �s there? And what sort of
ev�dence �s log�cally poss�ble? The d�ff�culty of th�s quest�on ar�ses
through the fact that the sensat�on wh�ch an �mage �s supposed to
copy �s �n the past when the �mage ex�sts, and can therefore only be
known by memory, wh�le, on the other hand, memory of past
sensat�ons seems only poss�ble by means of present �mages. How,
then, are we to f�nd any way of compar�ng the present �mage and the
past sensat�on? The problem �s just as acute �f we say that �mages
d�ffer from the�r prototypes as �f we say that they resemble them; �t �s
the very poss�b�l�ty of compar�son that �s hard to understand.* We
th�nk we can know that they are al�ke or d�fferent, but we cannot
br�ng them together �n one exper�ence and compare them. To deal
w�th th�s problem, we must have a theory of memory. In th�s way the
whole status of �mages as "cop�es" �s bound up w�th the analys�s of
memory.



     * How, for example, can we obtain such knowledge as the
     following: "If we look at, say, a red nose and perceive it,
     and after a little while ekphore, its memory-image, we note
     immediately how unlike, in its likeness, this memory-image
     is to the original perception" (A. Wohlgemuth, "On the
     Feelings and their Neural Correlate with an Examination of
     the Nature of Pain," "Journal of Psychology," vol. viii,
     part iv, June, 1917).

In �nvest�gat�ng memory-bel�efs, there are certa�n po�nts wh�ch
must be borne �n m�nd. In the f�rst place, everyth�ng const�tut�ng a
memory-bel�ef �s happen�ng now, not �n that past t�me to wh�ch the
bel�ef �s sa�d to refer. It �s not log�cally necessary to the ex�stence of
a memory-bel�ef that the event remembered should have occurred,
or even that the past should have ex�sted at all. There �s no log�cal
�mposs�b�l�ty �n the hypothes�s that the world sprang �nto be�ng f�ve
m�nutes ago, exactly as �t then was, w�th a populat�on that
"remembered" a wholly unreal past. There �s no log�cally necessary
connect�on between events at d�fferent t�mes; therefore noth�ng that
�s happen�ng now or w�ll happen �n the future can d�sprove the
hypothes�s that the world began f�ve m�nutes ago. Hence the
occurrences wh�ch are CALLED knowledge of the past are log�cally
�ndependent of the past; they are wholly analysable �nto present
contents, wh�ch m�ght, theoret�cally, be just what they are even �f no
past had ex�sted.

I am not suggest�ng that the non-ex�stence of the past should be
enterta�ned as a ser�ous hypothes�s. L�ke all scept�cal hypotheses, �t
�s log�cally tenable, but un�nterest�ng. All that I am do�ng �s to use �ts
log�cal tenab�l�ty as a help �n the analys�s of what occurs when we
remember.

In the second place, �mages w�thout bel�efs are �nsuff�c�ent to
const�tute memory; and hab�ts are st�ll more �nsuff�c�ent. The
behav�our�st, who attempts to make psychology a record of
behav�our, has to trust h�s memory �n mak�ng the record. "Hab�t" �s a
concept �nvolv�ng the occurrence of s�m�lar events at d�fferent t�mes;
�f the behav�our�st feels conf�dent that there �s such a phenomenon
as hab�t, that can only be because he trusts h�s memory, when �t
assures h�m that there have been other t�mes. And the same appl�es
to �mages. If we are to know as �t �s supposed we do—that �mages
are "cop�es," accurate or �naccurate, of past events, someth�ng more



than the mere occurrence of �mages must go to const�tute th�s
knowledge. For the�r mere occurrence, by �tself, would not suggest
any connect�on w�th anyth�ng that had happened before.

Can we const�tute memory out of �mages together w�th su�table
bel�efs? We may take �t that memory-�mages, when they occur �n
true memory, are (a) known to be cop�es, (b) somet�mes known to be
�mperfect cop�es (cf. footnote on prev�ous page). How �s �t poss�ble to
know that a memory-�mage �s an �mperfect copy, w�thout hav�ng a
more accurate copy by wh�ch to replace �t? Th�s would SEEM to
suggest that we have a way of know�ng the past wh�ch �s
�ndependent of �mages, by means of wh�ch we can cr�t�c�ze �mage-
memor�es. But I do not th�nk such an �nference �s warranted.

What results, formally, from our knowledge of the past through
�mages of wh�ch we recogn�ze the �naccuracy, �s that such �mages
must have two character�st�cs by wh�ch we can arrange them �n two
ser�es, of wh�ch one corresponds to the more or less remote per�od
�n the past to wh�ch they refer, and the other to our greater or less
conf�dence �n the�r accuracy. We w�ll take the second of these po�nts
f�rst.

Our conf�dence or lack of conf�dence �n the accuracy of a memory-
�mage must, �n fundamental cases, be based upon a character�st�c of
the �mage �tself, s�nce we cannot evoke the past bod�ly and compare
�t w�th the present �mage. It m�ght be suggested that vagueness �s
the requ�red character�st�c, but I do not th�nk th�s �s the case. We
somet�mes have �mages that are by no means pecul�arly vague,
wh�ch yet we do not trust—for example, under the �nfluence of
fat�gue we may see a fr�end's face v�v�dly and clearly, but horr�bly
d�storted. In such a case we d�strust our �mage �n sp�te of �ts be�ng
unusually clear. I th�nk the character�st�c by wh�ch we d�st�ngu�sh the
�mages we trust �s the feel�ng of FAMILIARITY that accompan�es
them. Some �mages, l�ke some sensat�ons, feel very fam�l�ar, wh�le
others feel strange. Fam�l�ar�ty �s a feel�ng capable of degrees. In an
�mage of a well-known face, for example, some parts may feel more
fam�l�ar than others; when th�s happens, we have more bel�ef �n the
accuracy of the fam�l�ar parts than �n that of the unfam�l�ar parts. I
th�nk �t �s by th�s means that we become cr�t�cal of �mages, not by



some �mageless memory w�th wh�ch we compare them. I shall return
to the cons�derat�on of fam�l�ar�ty shortly.

I come now to the other character�st�c wh�ch memory-�mages must
have �n order to account for our knowledge of the past. They must
have some character�st�c wh�ch makes us regard them as referr�ng
to more or less remote port�ons of the past. That �s to say �f we
suppose that A �s the event remembered, B the remember�ng, and t
the �nterval of t�me between A and B, there must be some
character�st�c of B wh�ch �s capable of degrees, and wh�ch, �n
accurately dated memor�es, var�es as t var�es. It may �ncrease as t
�ncreases, or d�m�n�sh as t �ncreases. The quest�on wh�ch of these
occurs �s not of any �mportance for the theoret�c serv�ceab�l�ty of the
character�st�c �n quest�on.

In actual fact, there are doubtless var�ous factors that concur �n
g�v�ng us the feel�ng of greater or less remoteness �n some
remembered event. There may be a spec�f�c feel�ng wh�ch could be
called the feel�ng of "pastness," espec�ally where �mmed�ate memory
�s concerned. But apart from th�s, there are other marks. One of
these �s context. A recent memory has, usually, more context than a
more d�stant one. When a remembered event has a remembered
context, th�s may occur �n two ways, e�ther (a) by success�ve �mages
�n the same order as the�r prototypes, or (b) by remember�ng a whole
process s�multaneously, �n the same way �n wh�ch a present process
may be apprehended, through akoluth�c sensat�ons wh�ch, by fad�ng,
acqu�re the mark of just-pastness �n an �ncreas�ng degree as they
fade, and are thus placed �n a ser�es wh�le all sens�bly present. It w�ll
be context �n th�s second sense, more spec�ally, that w�ll g�ve us a
sense of the nearness or remoteness of a remembered event.

There �s, of course, a d�fference between know�ng the temporal
relat�on of a remembered event to the present, and know�ng the
t�me-order of two remembered events. Very often our knowledge of
the temporal relat�on of a remembered event to the present �s
�nferred from �ts temporal relat�ons to other remembered events. It
would seem that only rather recent events can be placed at all
accurately by means of feel�ngs g�v�ng the�r temporal relat�on to the



present, but �t �s clear that such feel�ngs must play an essent�al part
�n the process of dat�ng remembered events.

We may say, then, that �mages are regarded by us as more or less
accurate cop�es of past occurrences because they come to us w�th
two sorts of feel�ngs: (1) Those that may be called feel�ngs of
fam�l�ar�ty; (2) those that may be collected together as feel�ngs g�v�ng
a sense of pastness. The f�rst lead us to trust our memor�es, the
second to ass�gn places to them �n the t�me-order.

We have now to analyse the memory-bel�ef, as opposed to the
character�st�cs of �mages wh�ch lead us to base memory-bel�efs upon
them.

If we had reta�ned the "subject" or "act" �n knowledge, the whole
problem of memory would have been comparat�vely s�mple. We
could then have sa�d that remember�ng �s a d�rect relat�on between
the present act or subject and the past occurrence remembered: the
act of remember�ng �s present, though �ts object �s past. But the
reject�on of the subject renders some more compl�cated theory
necessary. Remember�ng has to be a present occurrence �n some
way resembl�ng, or related to, what �s remembered. And �t �s d�ff�cult
to f�nd any ground, except a pragmat�c one, for suppos�ng that
memory �s not sheer delus�on, �f, as seems to be the case, there �s
not, apart from memory, any way of ascerta�n�ng that there really
was a past occurrence hav�ng the requ�red relat�on to our present
remember�ng. What, �f we followed Me�nong's term�nology, we
should call the "object" �n memory, �.e. the past event wh�ch we are
sa�d to be remember�ng, �s unpleasantly remote from the "content,"
�.e. the present mental occurrence �n remember�ng. There �s an
awkward gulf between the two, wh�ch ra�ses d�ff�cult�es for the theory
of knowledge. But we must not fals�fy observat�on to avo�d
theoret�cal d�ff�cult�es. For the present, therefore, let us forget these
problems, and try to d�scover what actually occurs �n memory.

Some po�nts may be taken as f�xed, and such as any theory of
memory must arr�ve at. In th�s case, as �n most others, what may be
taken as certa�n �n advance �s rather vague. The study of any top�c �s
l�ke the cont�nued observat�on of an object wh�ch �s approach�ng us
along a road: what �s certa�n to beg�n w�th �s the qu�te vague



knowledge that there �s SOME object on the road. If you attempt to
be less vague, and to assert that the object �s an elephant, or a man,
or a mad dog, you run a r�sk of error; but the purpose of cont�nued
observat�on �s to enable you to arr�ve at such more prec�se
knowledge. In l�ke manner, �n the study of memory, the certa�nt�es
w�th wh�ch you beg�n are very vague, and the more prec�se
propos�t�ons at wh�ch you try to arr�ve are less certa�n than the hazy
data from wh�ch you set out. Nevertheless, �n sp�te of the r�sk of
error, prec�s�on �s the goal at wh�ch we must a�m.

The f�rst of our vague but �ndub�table data �s that there �s
knowledge of the past. We do not yet know w�th any prec�s�on what
we mean by "knowledge," and we must adm�t that �n any g�ven
�nstance our memory may be at fault. Nevertheless, whatever a
scept�c m�ght urge �n theory, we cannot pract�cally doubt that we got
up th�s morn�ng, that we d�d var�ous th�ngs yesterday, that a great
war has been tak�ng place, and so on. How far our knowledge of the
past �s due to memory, and how far to other sources, �s of course a
matter to be �nvest�gated, but there can be no doubt that memory
forms an �nd�spensable part of our knowledge of the past.

The second datum �s that we certa�nly have more capac�ty for
know�ng the past than for know�ng the future. We know some th�ngs
about the future, for example what ecl�pses there w�ll be; but th�s
knowledge �s a matter of elaborate calculat�on and �nference,
whereas some of our knowledge of the past comes to us w�thout
effort, �n the same sort of �mmed�ate way �n wh�ch we acqu�re
knowledge of occurrences �n our present env�ronment. We m�ght
prov�s�onally, though perhaps not qu�te correctly, def�ne "memory" as
that way of know�ng about the past wh�ch has no analogue �n our
knowledge of the future; such a def�n�t�on would at least serve to
mark the problem w�th wh�ch we are concerned, though some
expectat�ons may deserve to rank w�th memory as regards
�mmed�acy.

A th�rd po�nt, perhaps not qu�te so certa�n as our prev�ous two, �s
that the truth of memory cannot be wholly pract�cal, as pragmat�sts
w�sh all truth to be. It seems clear that some of the th�ngs I
remember are tr�v�al and w�thout any v�s�ble �mportance for the



future, but that my memory �s true (or false) �n v�rtue of a past event,
not �n v�rtue of any future consequences of my bel�ef. The def�n�t�on
of truth as the correspondence between bel�efs and facts seems
pecul�arly ev�dent �n the case of memory, as aga�nst not only the
pragmat�st def�n�t�on but also the �deal�st def�n�t�on by means of
coherence. These cons�derat�ons, however, are tak�ng us away from
psychology, to wh�ch we must now return.

It �s �mportant not to confuse the two forms of memory wh�ch
Bergson d�st�ngu�shes �n the second chapter of h�s "Matter and
Memory," namely the sort that cons�sts of hab�t, and the sort that
cons�sts of �ndependent recollect�on. He g�ves the �nstance of
learn�ng a lesson by heart: when I know �t by heart I am sa�d to
"remember" �t, but th�s merely means that I have acqu�red certa�n
hab�ts; on the other hand, my recollect�on of (say) the second t�me I
read the lesson wh�le I was learn�ng �t �s the recollect�on of a un�que
event, wh�ch occurred only once. The recollect�on of a un�que event
cannot, so Bergson contends, be wholly const�tuted by hab�t, and �s
�n fact someth�ng rad�cally d�fferent from the memory wh�ch �s hab�t.
The recollect�on alone �s true memory. Th�s d�st�nct�on �s v�tal to the
understand�ng of memory. But �t �s not so easy to carry out �n
pract�ce as �t �s to draw �n theory. Hab�t �s a very �ntrus�ve feature of
our mental l�fe, and �s often present where at f�rst s�ght �t seems not
to be. There �s, for example, a hab�t of remember�ng a un�que event.
When we have once descr�bed the event, the words we have used
eas�ly become hab�tual. We may even have used words to descr�be
�t to ourselves wh�le �t was happen�ng; �n that case, the hab�t of these
words may fulf�l the funct�on of Bergson's true memory, wh�le �n
real�ty �t �s noth�ng but hab�t-memory. A gramophone, by the help of
su�table records, m�ght relate to us the �nc�dents of �ts past; and
people are not so d�fferent from gramophones as they l�ke to bel�eve.

In sp�te, however, of a d�ff�culty �n d�st�ngu�sh�ng the two forms of
memory �n pract�ce, there can be no doubt that both forms ex�st. I
can set to work now to remember th�ngs I never remembered before,
such as what I had to eat for breakfast th�s morn�ng, and �t can
hardly be wholly hab�t that enables me to do th�s. It �s th�s sort of
occurrence that const�tutes the essence of memory Unt�l we have



analysed what happens �n such a case as th�s, we have not
succeeded �n understand�ng memory.

The sort of memory w�th wh�ch we are here concerned �s the sort
wh�ch �s a form of knowledge. Whether knowledge �tself �s reduc�ble
to hab�t �s a quest�on to wh�ch I shall return �n a later lecture; for the
present I am only anx�ous to po�nt out that, whatever the true
analys�s of knowledge may be, knowledge of past occurrences �s not
proved by behav�our wh�ch �s due to past exper�ence. The fact that a
man can rec�te a poem does not show that he remembers any
prev�ous occas�on on wh�ch he has rec�ted or read �t. S�m�larly, the
performances of an�mals �n gett�ng out of cages or mazes to wh�ch
they are accustomed do not prove that they remember hav�ng been
�n the same s�tuat�on before. Arguments �n favour of (for example)
memory �n plants are only arguments �n favour of hab�t-memory, not
of knowledge-memory. Samuel Butler's arguments �n favour of the
v�ew that an an�mal remembers someth�ng of the l�ves of �ts
ancestors* are, when exam�ned, only arguments �n favour of hab�t-
memory. Semon's two books, ment�oned �n an earl�er lecture, do not
touch knowledge-memory at all closely. They g�ve laws accord�ng to
wh�ch �mages of past occurrences come �nto our m�nds, but do not
d�scuss our bel�ef that these �mages refer to past occurrences, wh�ch
�s what const�tutes knowledge-memory. It �s th�s that �s of �nterest to
theory of knowledge. I shall speak of �t as "true" memory, to
d�st�ngu�sh �t from mere hab�t acqu�red through past exper�ence.
Before cons�der�ng true memory, �t w�ll be well to cons�der two th�ngs
wh�ch are on the way towards memory, namely the feel�ng of
fam�l�ar�ty and recogn�t�on.
     * See his "Life and Habit and Unconscious Memory."

We often feel that someth�ng �n our sens�ble env�ronment �s
fam�l�ar, w�thout hav�ng any def�n�te recollect�on of prev�ous
occas�ons on wh�ch we have seen �t. We have th�s feel�ng normally
�n places where we have often been before—at home, or �n well-
known streets. Most people and an�mals f�nd �t essent�al to the�r
happ�ness to spend a good deal of the�r t�me �n fam�l�ar
surround�ngs, wh�ch are espec�ally comfort�ng when any danger
threatens. The feel�ng of fam�l�ar�ty has all sorts of degrees, down to
the stage where we d�mly feel that we have seen a person before. It



�s by no means always rel�able; almost everybody has at some t�me
exper�enced the well-known �llus�on that all that �s happen�ng now
happened before at some t�me. There are occas�ons when fam�l�ar�ty
does not attach �tself to any def�n�te object, when there �s merely a
vague feel�ng that SOMETHING �s fam�l�ar. Th�s �s �llustrated by
Turgenev's "Smoke," where the hero �s long puzzled by a haunt�ng
sense that someth�ng �n h�s present �s recall�ng someth�ng �n h�s
past, and at last traces �t to the smell of hel�otrope. Whenever the
sense of fam�l�ar�ty occurs w�thout a def�n�te object, �t leads us to
search the env�ronment unt�l we are sat�sf�ed that we have found the
appropr�ate object, wh�ch leads us to the judgment: "THIS �s
fam�l�ar." I th�nk we may regard fam�l�ar�ty as a def�n�te feel�ng,
capable of ex�st�ng w�thout an object, but normally stand�ng �n a
spec�f�c relat�on to some feature of the env�ronment, the relat�on
be�ng that wh�ch we express �n words by say�ng that the feature �n
quest�on �s fam�l�ar. The judgment that what �s fam�l�ar has been
exper�enced before �s a product of reflect�on, and �s no part of the
feel�ng of fam�l�ar�ty, such as a horse may be supposed to have when
he returns to h�s stable. Thus no knowledge as to the past �s to be
der�ved from the feel�ng of fam�l�ar�ty alone.

A further stage �s RECOGNITION. Th�s may be taken �n two
senses, the f�rst when a th�ng not merely feels fam�l�ar, but we know
�t �s such-and-such. We recogn�ze our fr�end Jones, we know cats
and dogs when we see them, and so on. Here we have a def�n�te
�nfluence of past exper�ence, but not necessar�ly any actual
knowledge of the past. When we see a cat, we know �t �s a cat
because of prev�ous cats we have seen, but we do not, as a rule,
recollect at the moment any part�cular occas�on when we have seen
a cat. Recogn�t�on �n th�s sense does not necessar�ly �nvolve more
than a hab�t of assoc�at�on: the k�nd of object we are see�ng at the
moment �s assoc�ated w�th the word "cat," or w�th an aud�tory �mage
of purr�ng, or whatever other character�st�c we may happen to
recogn�ze �n the cat of the moment. We are, of course, �n fact able to
judge, when we recogn�ze an object, that we have seen �t before, but
th�s judgment �s someth�ng over and above recogn�t�on �n th�s f�rst
sense, and may very probably be �mposs�ble to an�mals that



nevertheless have the exper�ence of recogn�t�on �n th�s f�rst sense of
the word.

There �s, however, another sense of the word, �n wh�ch we mean
by recogn�t�on, not know�ng the name of a th�ng or some other
property of �t, but know�ng that we have seen �t before In th�s sense
recogn�t�on does �nvolve knowledge about the Fast. Th�s knowledge
�s memory �n one sense, though �n another �t �s not. It does not
�nvolve a def�n�te memory of a def�n�te past event, but only the
knowledge that someth�ng happen�ng now �s s�m�lar to someth�ng
that happened before. It d�ffers from the sense of fam�l�ar�ty by be�ng
cogn�t�ve; �t �s a bel�ef or judgment, wh�ch the sense of fam�l�ar�ty �s
not. I do not w�sh to undertake the analys�s of bel�ef at present, s�nce
�t w�ll be the subject of the twelfth lecture; for the present I merely
w�sh to emphas�ze the fact that recogn�t�on, �n our second sense,
cons�sts �n a bel�ef, wh�ch we may express approx�mately �n the
words: "Th�s has ex�sted before."

There are, however, several po�nts �n wh�ch such an account of
recogn�t�on �s �nadequate. To beg�n w�th, �t m�ght seem at f�rst s�ght
more correct to def�ne recogn�t�on as "I have seen th�s before" than
as "th�s has ex�sted before." We recogn�ze a th�ng (�t may be urged)
as hav�ng been �n our exper�ence before, whatever that may mean;
we do not recogn�ze �t as merely hav�ng been �n the world before. I
am not sure that there �s anyth�ng substant�al �n th�s po�nt. The
def�n�t�on of "my exper�ence" �s d�ff�cult; broadly speak�ng, �t �s
everyth�ng that �s connected w�th what I am exper�enc�ng now by
certa�n l�nks, of wh�ch the var�ous forms of memory are among the
most �mportant. Thus, �f I recogn�ze a th�ng, the occas�on of �ts
prev�ous ex�stence �n v�rtue of wh�ch I recogn�ze �t forms part of "my
exper�ence" by DEFINITION: recogn�t�on w�ll be one of the marks by
wh�ch my exper�ence �s s�ngled out from the rest of the world. Of
course, the words "th�s has ex�sted before" are a very �nadequate
translat�on of what actually happens when we form a judgment of
recogn�t�on, but that �s unavo�dable: words are framed to express a
level of thought wh�ch �s by no means pr�m�t�ve, and are qu�te
�ncapable of express�ng such an elementary occurrence as
recogn�t�on. I shall return to what �s v�rtually the same quest�on �n
connect�on w�th true memory, wh�ch ra�ses exactly s�m�lar problems.



A second po�nt �s that, when we recogn�ze someth�ng, �t was not �n
fact the very same th�ng, but only someth�ng s�m�lar, that we
exper�enced on a former occas�on. Suppose the object �n quest�on �s
a fr�end's face. A person's face �s always chang�ng, and �s not
exactly the same on any two occas�ons. Common sense treats �t as
one face w�th vary�ng express�ons; but the vary�ng express�ons
actually ex�st, each at �ts proper t�me, wh�le the one face �s merely a
log�cal construct�on. We regard two objects as the same, for
common-sense purposes, when the react�on they call for �s
pract�cally the same. Two v�sual appearances, to both of wh�ch �t �s
appropr�ate to say: "Hullo, Jones!" are treated as appearances of
one �dent�cal object, namely Jones. The name "Jones" �s appl�cable
to both, and �t �s only reflect�on that shows us that many d�verse
part�culars are collected together to form the mean�ng of the name
"Jones." What we see on any one occas�on �s not the whole ser�es of
part�culars that make up Jones, but only one of them (or a few �n
qu�ck success�on). On another occas�on we see another member of
the ser�es, but �t �s suff�c�ently s�m�lar to count as the same from the
standpo�nt of common sense. Accord�ngly, when we judge "I have
seen THIS before," we judge falsely �f "th�s" �s taken as apply�ng to
the actual const�tuent of the world that we are see�ng at the moment.
The word "th�s" must be �nterpreted vaguely so as to �nclude
anyth�ng suff�c�ently l�ke what we are see�ng at the moment. Here,
aga�n, we shall f�nd a s�m�lar po�nt as regards true memory; and �n
connect�on w�th true memory we w�ll cons�der the po�nt aga�n. It �s
somet�mes suggested, by those who favour behav�our�st v�ews, that
recogn�t�on cons�sts �n behav�ng �n the same way when a st�mulus �s
repeated as we behaved on the f�rst occas�on when �t occurred. Th�s
seems to be the exact oppos�te of the truth. The essence of
recogn�t�on �s �n the DIFFERENCE between a repeated st�mulus and
a new one. On the f�rst occas�on there �s no recogn�t�on; on the
second occas�on there �s. In fact, recogn�t�on �s another �nstance of
the pecul�ar�ty of causal laws �n psychology, namely, that the causal
un�t �s not a s�ngle event, but two or more events Hab�t �s the great
�nstance of th�s, but recogn�t�on �s another. A st�mulus occurr�ng once
has a certa�n effect; occurr�ng tw�ce, �t has the further effect of
recogn�t�on. Thus the phenomenon of recogn�t�on has as �ts cause



the two occas�ons when the st�mulus has occurred; e�ther alone �s
�nsuff�c�ent. Th�s complex�ty of causes �n psychology m�ght be
connected w�th Bergson's arguments aga�nst repet�t�on �n the mental
world. It does not prove that there are no causal laws �n psychology,
as Bergson suggests; but �t does prove that the causal laws of
psychology are Pr�ma fac�e very d�fferent from those of phys�cs. On
the poss�b�l�ty of expla�n�ng away the d�fference as due to the
pecul�ar�t�es of nervous t�ssue I have spoken before, but th�s
poss�b�l�ty must not be forgotten �f we are tempted to draw
unwarranted metaphys�cal deduct�ons.

True memory, wh�ch we must now endeavour to understand,
cons�sts of knowledge of past events, but not of all such knowledge.
Some knowledge of past events, for example what we learn through
read�ng h�story, �s on a par w�th the knowledge we can acqu�re
concern�ng the future: �t �s obta�ned by �nference, not (so to speak)
spontaneously. There �s a s�m�lar d�st�nct�on �n our knowledge of the
present: some of �t �s obta�ned through the senses, some �n more
�nd�rect ways. I know that there are at th�s moment a number of
people �n the streets of New York, but I do not know th�s �n the
�mmed�ate way �n wh�ch I know of the people whom I see by look�ng
out of my w�ndow. It �s not easy to state prec�sely where�n the
d�fference between these two sorts of knowledge cons�sts, but �t �s
easy to feel the d�fference. For the moment, I shall not stop to
analyse �t, but shall content myself w�th say�ng that, �n th�s respect,
memory resembles the knowledge der�ved from the senses. It �s
�mmed�ate, not �nferred, not abstract; �t d�ffers from percept�on ma�nly
by be�ng referred to the past.

In regard to memory, as throughout the analys�s of knowledge,
there are two very d�st�nct problems, namely (1) as to the nature of
the present occurrence �n know�ng; (2) as to the relat�on of th�s
occurrence to what �s known. When we remember, the know�ng �s
now, wh�le what �s known �s �n the past. Our two quest�ons are, �n the
case of memory:

(1) What �s the present occurrence when we remember?
(2) What �s the relat�on of th�s present occurrence to the past event

wh�ch �s remembered?



Of these two quest�ons, only the f�rst concerns the psycholog�st;
the second belongs to theory of knowledge. At the same t�me, �f we
accept the vague datum w�th wh�ch we began, to the effect that, �n
some sense, there �s knowledge of the past, we shall have to f�nd, �f
we can, such an account of the present occurrence �n remember�ng
as w�ll make �t not �mposs�ble for remember�ng to g�ve us knowledge
of the past. For the present, however, we shall do well to forget the
problems concern�ng theory of knowledge, and concentrate upon the
purely psycholog�cal problem of memory.

Between memory-�mage and sensat�on there �s an �ntermed�ate
exper�ence concern�ng the �mmed�ate past. For example, a sound
that we have just heard �s present to us �n a way wh�ch d�ffers both
from the sensat�on wh�le we are hear�ng the sound and from the
memory-�mage of someth�ng heard days or weeks ago. James
states that �t �s th�s way of apprehend�ng the �mmed�ate past that �s
"the ORIGINAL of our exper�ence of pastness, from whence we get
the mean�ng of the term"("Psychology," �, p. 604). Everyone knows
the exper�ence of not�c�ng (say) that the clock HAS BEEN str�k�ng,
when we d�d not not�ce �t wh�le �t was str�k�ng. And when we hear a
remark spoken, we are consc�ous of the earl�er words wh�le the later
ones are be�ng uttered, and th�s retent�on feels d�fferent from
recollect�on of someth�ng def�n�tely past. A sensat�on fades gradually,
pass�ng by cont�nuous gradat�ons to the status of an �mage. Th�s
retent�on of the �mmed�ate past �n a cond�t�on �ntermed�ate between
sensat�on and �mage may be called "�mmed�ate memory." Everyth�ng
belong�ng to �t �s �ncluded w�th sensat�on �n what �s called the
"spec�ous present." The spec�ous present �ncludes elements at all
stages on the journey from sensat�on to �mage. It �s th�s fact that
enables us to apprehend such th�ngs as movements, or the order of
the words �n a spoken sentence. Success�on can occur w�th�n the
spec�ous present, of wh�ch we can d�st�ngu�sh some parts as earl�er
and others as later. It �s to be supposed that the earl�est parts are
those that have faded most from the�r or�g�nal force, wh�le the latest
parts are those that reta�n the�r full sensat�onal character. At the
beg�nn�ng of a st�mulus we have a sensat�on; then a gradual
trans�t�on; and at the end an �mage. Sensat�ons wh�le they are fad�ng
are called "akoluth�c" sensat�ons.* When the process of fad�ng �s



completed (wh�ch happens very qu�ckly), we arr�ve at the �mage,
wh�ch �s capable of be�ng rev�ved on subsequent occas�ons w�th very
l�ttle change. True memory, as opposed to "�mmed�ate memory,"
appl�es only to events suff�c�ently d�stant to have come to an end of
the per�od of fad�ng. Such events, �f they are represented by
anyth�ng present, can only be represented by �mages, not by those
�ntermed�ate stages, between sensat�ons and �mages, wh�ch occur
dur�ng the per�od of fad�ng.
     * See Semon, "Die mnemischen Empfindungen," chap. vi.

Immed�ate memory �s �mportant both because �t prov�des
exper�ence of success�on, and because �t br�dges the gulf between
sensat�ons and the �mages wh�ch are the�r cop�es. But �t �s now t�me
to resume the cons�derat�on of true memory.

Suppose you ask me what I ate for breakfast th�s morn�ng.
Suppose, further, that I have not thought about my breakfast �n the
meant�me, and that I d�d not, wh�le I was eat�ng �t, put �nto words
what �t cons�sted of. In th�s case my recollect�on w�ll be true memory,
not hab�t-memory. The process of remember�ng w�ll cons�st of call�ng
up �mages of my breakfast, wh�ch w�ll come to me w�th a feel�ng of
bel�ef such as d�st�ngu�shes memory-�mages from mere �mag�nat�on-
�mages. Or somet�mes words may come w�thout the �ntermed�ary of
�mages; but �n th�s case equally the feel�ng of bel�ef �s essent�al.

Let us om�t from our cons�derat�on, for the present, the memor�es
�n wh�ch words replace �mages. These are always, I th�nk, really
hab�t-memor�es, the memor�es that use �mages be�ng the typ�cal true
memor�es.

Memory-�mages and �mag�nat�on-�mages do not d�ffer �n the�r
�ntr�ns�c qual�t�es, so far as we can d�scover. They d�ffer by the fact
that the �mages that const�tute memor�es, unl�ke those that const�tute
�mag�nat�on, are accompan�ed by a feel�ng of bel�ef wh�ch may be
expressed �n the words "th�s happened." The mere occurrence of
�mages, w�thout th�s feel�ng of bel�ef, const�tutes �mag�nat�on; �t �s the
element of bel�ef that �s the d�st�nct�ve th�ng �n memory.*
     * For belief of a specific kind, cf. Dorothy Wrinch "On the
     Nature of Memory," "Mind," January, 1920.

There are, �f I am not m�staken, at least three d�fferent k�nds of
bel�ef-feel�ng, wh�ch we may call respect�vely memory, expectat�on



and bare assent. In what I call bare assent, there �s no t�me-element
�n the feel�ng of bel�ef, though there may be �n the content of what �s
bel�eved. If I bel�eve that Caesar landed �n Br�ta�n �n B.C. 55, the
t�me-determ�nat�on l�es, not �n the feel�ng of bel�ef, but �n what �s
bel�eved. I do not remember the occurrence, but have the same
feel�ng towards �t as towards the announcement of an ecl�pse next
year. But when I have seen a flash of l�ghtn�ng and am wa�t�ng for the
thunder, I have a bel�ef-feel�ng analogous to memory, except that �t
refers to the future: I have an �mage of thunder, comb�ned w�th a
feel�ng wh�ch may be expressed �n the words: "th�s w�ll happen." So,
�n memory, the pastness l�es, not �n the content of what �s bel�eved,
but �n the nature of the bel�ef-feel�ng. I m�ght have just the same
�mages and expect the�r real�zat�on; I m�ght enterta�n them w�thout
any bel�ef, as �n read�ng a novel; or I m�ght enterta�n them together
w�th a t�me-determ�nat�on, and g�ve bare assent, as �n read�ng
h�story. I shall return to th�s subject �n a later lecture, when we come
to the analys�s of bel�ef. For the present, I w�sh to make �t clear that a
certa�n spec�al k�nd of bel�ef �s the d�st�nct�ve character�st�c of
memory.

The problem as to whether memory can be expla�ned as hab�t or
assoc�at�on requ�res to be cons�dered afresh �n connect�on w�th the
causes of our remember�ng someth�ng. Let us take aga�n the case of
my be�ng asked what I had for breakfast th�s morn�ng. In th�s case
the quest�on leads to my sett�ng to work to recollect. It �s a l�ttle
strange that the quest�on should �nstruct me as to what �t �s that I am
to recall. Th�s has to do w�th understand�ng words, wh�ch w�ll be the
top�c of the next lecture; but someth�ng must be sa�d about �t now.
Our understand�ng of the words "breakfast th�s morn�ng" �s a hab�t, �n
sp�te of the fact that on each fresh day they po�nt to a d�fferent
occas�on. "Th�s morn�ng" does not, whenever �t �s used, mean the
same th�ng, as "John" or "St. Paul's" does; �t means a d�fferent
per�od of t�me on each d�fferent day. It follows that the hab�t wh�ch
const�tutes our understand�ng of the words "th�s morn�ng" �s not the
hab�t of assoc�at�ng the words w�th a f�xed object, but the hab�t of
assoc�at�ng them w�th someth�ng hav�ng a f�xed t�me-relat�on to our
present. Th�s morn�ng has, to-day, the same t�me-relat�on to my
present that yesterday morn�ng had yesterday. In order to



understand the phrase "th�s morn�ng" �t �s necessary that we should
have a way of feel�ng t�me-�ntervals, and that th�s feel�ng should g�ve
what �s constant �n the mean�ng of the words "th�s morn�ng." Th�s
apprec�at�on of t�me-�ntervals �s, however, obv�ously a product of
memory, not a presuppos�t�on of �t. It w�ll be better, therefore, �f we
w�sh to analyse the causat�on of memory by someth�ng not
presuppos�ng memory, to take some other �nstance than that of a
quest�on about "th�s morn�ng."

Let us take the case of com�ng �nto a fam�l�ar room where
someth�ng has been changed—say a new p�cture hung on the wall.
We may at f�rst have only a sense that SOMETHING �s unfam�l�ar,
but presently we shall remember, and say "that p�cture was not on
the wall before." In order to make the case def�n�te, we w�ll suppose
that we were only �n the room on one former occas�on. In th�s case �t
seems fa�rly clear what happens. The other objects �n the room are
assoc�ated, through the former occas�on, w�th a blank space of wall
where now there �s a p�cture. They call up an �mage of a blank wall,
wh�ch clashes w�th percept�on of the p�cture. The �mage �s
assoc�ated w�th the bel�ef-feel�ng wh�ch we found to be d�st�nct�ve of
memory, s�nce �t can ne�ther be abol�shed nor harmon�zed w�th
percept�on. If the room had rema�ned unchanged, we m�ght have
had only the feel�ng of fam�l�ar�ty w�thout the def�n�te remember�ng; �t
�s the change that dr�ves us from the present to memory of the past.

We may general�ze th�s �nstance so as to cover the causes of
many memor�es. Some present feature of the env�ronment �s
assoc�ated, through past exper�ences, w�th someth�ng now absent;
th�s absent someth�ng comes before us as an �mage, and �s
contrasted w�th present sensat�on. In cases of th�s sort, hab�t (or
assoc�at�on) expla�ns why the present feature of the env�ronment
br�ngs up the memory-�mage, but �t does not expla�n the memory-
bel�ef. Perhaps a more complete analys�s could expla�n the memory-
bel�ef also on l�nes of assoc�at�on and hab�t, but the causes of bel�efs
are obscure, and we cannot �nvest�gate them yet. For the present we
must content ourselves w�th the fact that the memory-�mage can be
expla�ned by hab�t. As regards the memory-bel�ef, we must, at least
prov�s�onally, accept Bergson's v�ew that �t cannot be brought under



the head of hab�t, at any rate when �t f�rst occurs, �.e. when we
remember someth�ng we never remembered before.

We must now cons�der somewhat more closely the content of a
memory-bel�ef. The memory-bel�ef confers upon the memory-�mage
someth�ng wh�ch we may call "mean�ng;" �t makes us feel that the
�mage po�nts to an object wh�ch ex�sted �n the past. In order to deal
w�th th�s top�c we must cons�der the verbal express�on of the
memory-bel�ef. We m�ght be tempted to put the memory-bel�ef �nto
the words: "Someth�ng l�ke th�s �mage occurred." But such words
would be very far from an accurate translat�on of the s�mplest k�nd of
memory-bel�ef. "Someth�ng l�ke th�s �mage" �s a very compl�cated
concept�on. In the s�mplest k�nd of memory we are not aware of the
d�fference between an �mage and the sensat�on wh�ch �t cop�es,
wh�ch may be called �ts "prototype." When the �mage �s before us,
we judge rather "th�s occurred." The �mage �s not d�st�ngu�shed from
the object wh�ch ex�sted �n the past: the word "th�s" covers both, and
enables us to have a memory-bel�ef wh�ch does not �ntroduce the
compl�cated not�on "someth�ng l�ke th�s."

It m�ght be objected that, �f we judge "th�s occurred" when �n fact
"th�s" �s a present �mage, we judge falsely, and the memory-bel�ef, so
�nterpreted, becomes decept�ve. Th�s, however, would be a m�stake,
produced by attempt�ng to g�ve to words a prec�s�on wh�ch they do
not possess when used by unsoph�st�cated people. It �s true that the
�mage �s not absolutely �dent�cal w�th �ts prototype, and �f the word
"th�s" meant the �mage to the exclus�on of everyth�ng else, the
judgment "th�s occurred" would be false. But �dent�ty �s a prec�se
concept�on, and no word, �n ord�nary speech, stands for anyth�ng
prec�se. Ord�nary speech does not d�st�ngu�sh between �dent�ty and
close s�m�lar�ty. A word always appl�es, not only to one part�cular, but
to a group of assoc�ated part�culars, wh�ch are not recogn�zed as
mult�ple �n common thought or speech. Thus pr�m�t�ve memory, when
�t judges that "th�s occurred," �s vague, but not false.

Vague �dent�ty, wh�ch �s really close s�m�lar�ty, has been a source
of many of the confus�ons by wh�ch ph�losophy has l�ved. Of a vague
subject, such as a "th�s," wh�ch �s both an �mage and �ts prototype,
contrad�ctory pred�cates are true s�multaneously: th�s ex�sted and



does not ex�st, s�nce �t �s a th�ng remembered, but also th�s ex�sts
and d�d not ex�st, s�nce �t �s a present �mage. Hence Bergson's
�nterpenetrat�on of the present by the past, Hegel�an cont�nu�ty and
�dent�ty-�n-d�vers�ty, and a host of other not�ons wh�ch are thought to
be profound because they are obscure and confused. The
contrad�ct�ons result�ng from confound�ng �mage and prototype �n
memory force us to prec�s�on. But when we become prec�se, our
remember�ng becomes d�fferent from that of ord�nary l�fe, and �f we
forget th�s we shall go wrong �n the analys�s of ord�nary memory.

Vagueness and accuracy are �mportant not�ons, wh�ch �t �s very
necessary to understand. Both are a matter of degree. All th�nk�ng �s
vague to some extent, and complete accuracy �s a theoret�cal �deal
not pract�cally atta�nable. To understand what �s meant by accuracy,
�t w�ll be well to cons�der f�rst �nstruments of measurement, such as a
balance or a thermometer. These are sa�d to be accurate when they
g�ve d�fferent results for very sl�ghtly d�fferent st�mul�.* A cl�n�cal
thermometer �s accurate when �t enables us to detect very sl�ght
d�fferences �n the temperature of the blood. We may say generally
that an �nstrument �s accurate �n proport�on as �t reacts d�fferently to
very sl�ghtly d�fferent st�mul�. When a small d�fference of st�mulus
produces a great d�fference of react�on, the �nstrument �s accurate; �n
the contrary case �t �s not.
     * This is a necessary but not a sufficient condition. The
     subject of accuracy and vagueness will be considered again
     in Lecture XIII.

Exactly the same th�ng appl�es �n def�n�ng accuracy of thought or
percept�on. A mus�c�an w�ll respond d�fferently to very m�nute
d�fferences �n play�ng wh�ch would be qu�te �mpercept�ble to the
ord�nary mortal. A negro can see the d�fference between one negro
and another one �s h�s fr�end, another h�s enemy. But to us such
d�fferent responses are �mposs�ble: we can merely apply the word
"negro" �nd�scr�m�nately. Accuracy of response �n regard to any
part�cular k�nd of st�mulus �s �mproved by pract�ce. Understand�ng a
language �s a case �n po�nt. Few Frenchmen can hear any d�fference
between the sounds "hall" and "hole," wh�ch produce qu�te d�fferent
�mpress�ons upon us. The two statements "the hall �s full of water"
and "the hole �s full of water" call for d�fferent responses, and a



hear�ng wh�ch cannot d�st�ngu�sh between them �s �naccurate or
vague �n th�s respect.

Prec�s�on and vagueness �n thought, as �n percept�on, depend
upon the degree of d�fference between responses to more or less
s�m�lar st�mul�. In the case of thought, the response does not follow
�mmed�ately upon the sensat�onal st�mulus, but that makes no
d�fference as regards our present quest�on. Thus to revert to
memory: A memory �s "vague" when �t �s appropr�ate to many
d�fferent occurrences: for �nstance, "I met a man" �s vague, s�nce any
man would ver�fy �t. A memory �s "prec�se" when the occurrences
that would ver�fy �t are narrowly c�rcumscr�bed: for �nstance, "I met
Jones" �s prec�se as compared to "I met a man." A memory �s
"accurate" when �t �s both prec�se and true, �.e. �n the above
�nstance, �f �t was Jones I met. It �s prec�se even �f �t �s false, prov�ded
some very def�n�te occurrence would have been requ�red to make �t
true.

It follows from what has been sa�d that a vague thought has more
l�kel�hood of be�ng true than a prec�se one. To try and h�t an object
w�th a vague thought �s l�ke try�ng to h�t the bull's eye w�th a lump of
putty: when the putty reaches the target, �t flattens out all over �t, and
probably covers the bull's eye along w�th the rest. To try and h�t an
object w�th a prec�se thought �s l�ke try�ng to h�t the bull's eye w�th a
bullet. The advantage of the prec�se thought �s that �t d�st�ngu�shes
between the bull's eye and the rest of the target. For example, �f the
whole target �s represented by the fungus fam�ly and the bull's eye
by mushrooms, a vague thought wh�ch can only h�t the target as a
whole �s not much use from a cul�nary po�nt of v�ew. And when I
merely remember that I met a man, my memory may be very
�nadequate to my pract�cal requ�rements, s�nce �t may make a great
d�fference whether I met Brown or Jones. The memory "I met Jones"
�s relat�vely prec�se. It �s accurate �f I met Jones, �naccurate �f I met
Brown, but prec�se �n e�ther case as aga�nst the mere recollect�on
that I met a man.

The d�st�nct�on between accuracy and prec�s�on �s however, not
fundamental. We may om�t prec�s�on from out thoughts and conf�ne



ourselves to the d�st�nct�on between accuracy and vagueness. We
may then set up the follow�ng def�n�t�ons:

An �nstrument �s "rel�able" w�th respect to a g�ven set of st�mul�
when to st�mul� wh�ch are not relevantly d�fferent �t g�ves always
responses wh�ch are not relevantly d�fferent.

An �nstrument �s a "measure" of a set of st�mul� wh�ch are ser�ally
ordered when �ts responses, �n all cases where they are relevantly
d�fferent, are arranged �n a ser�es �n the same order.

The "degree of accuracy" of an �nstrument wh�ch �s a rel�able
measurer �s the rat�o of the d�fference of response to the d�fference
of st�mulus �n cases where the d�fference of st�mulus �s small.* That
�s to say, �f a small d�fference of st�mulus produces a great d�fference
of response, the �nstrument �s very accurate; �n the contrary case,
very �naccurate.
     * Strictly speaking, the limit of this, i.e. the derivative
     of the response with respect to the stimulus.

A mental response �s called "vague" �n proport�on to �ts lack of
accuracy, or rather prec�s�on.

These def�n�t�ons w�ll be found useful, not only �n the case of
memory, but �n almost all quest�ons concerned w�th knowledge.

It should be observed that vague bel�efs, so far from be�ng
necessar�ly false, have a better chance of truth than prec�se ones,
though the�r truth �s less valuable than that of prec�se bel�efs, s�nce
they do not d�st�ngu�sh between occurrences wh�ch may d�ffer �n
�mportant ways.

The whole of the above d�scuss�on of vagueness and accuracy
was occas�oned by the attempt to �nterpret the word "th�s" when we
judge �n verbal memory that "th�s occurred." The word "th�s," �n such
a judgment, �s a vague word, equally appl�cable to the present
memory-�mage and to the past occurrence wh�ch �s �ts prototype. A
vague word �s not to be �dent�f�ed w�th a general word, though �n
pract�ce the d�st�nct�on may often be blurred. A word �s general when
�t �s understood to be appl�cable to a number of d�fferent objects �n
v�rtue of some common property. A word �s vague when �t �s �n fact
appl�cable to a number of d�fferent objects because, �n v�rtue of some
common property, they have not appeared, to the person us�ng the



word, to be d�st�nct. I emphat�cally do not mean that he has judged
them to be �dent�cal, but merely that he has made the same
response to them all and has not judged them to be d�fferent. We
may compare a vague word to a jelly and a general word to a heap
of shot. Vague words precede judgments of �dent�ty and d�fference;
both general and part�cular words are subsequent to such
judgments. The word "th�s" �n the pr�m�t�ve memory-bel�ef �s a vague
word, not a general word; �t covers both the �mage and �ts prototype
because the two are not d�st�ngu�shed.*
     * On the vague and the general cf. Ribot: "Evolution of
     General Ideas," Open Court Co., 1899, p. 32: "The sole
     permissible formula is this: Intelligence progresses from
     the indefinite to the definite. If 'indefinite' is taken as
     synonymous with general, it may be said that the particular
     does not appear at the outset, but neither does the general
     in any exact sense: the vague would be more appropriate. In
     other words, no sooner has the intellect progressed beyond
     the moment of perception and of its immediate reproduction
     in memory, than the generic image makes its appearance, i.e.
     a state intermediate between the particular and the general,
     participating in the nature of the one and of the other—a
     confused simplification."

But we have not yet f�n�shed our analys�s of the memory-bel�ef.
The tense �n the bel�ef that "th�s occurred" �s prov�ded by the nature
of the bel�ef-feel�ng �nvolved �n memory; the word "th�s," as we have
seen, has a vagueness wh�ch we have tr�ed to descr�be. But we
must st�ll ask what we mean by "occurred." The �mage �s, �n one
sense, occurr�ng now; and therefore we must f�nd some other sense
�n wh�ch the past event occurred but the �mage does not occur.

There are two d�st�nct quest�ons to be asked: (1) What causes us
to say that a th�ng occurs? (2) What are we feel�ng when we say
th�s? As to the f�rst quest�on, �n the crude use of the word, wh�ch �s
what concerns us, memory-�mages would not be sa�d to occur; they
would not be not�ced �n themselves, but merely used as s�gns of the
past event. Images are "merely �mag�nary"; they have not, �n crude
thought, the sort of real�ty that belongs to outs�de bod�es. Roughly
speak�ng, "real" th�ngs would be those that can cause sensat�ons,
those that have correlat�ons of the sort that const�tute phys�cal
objects. A th�ng �s sa�d to be "real" or to "occur" when �t f�ts �nto a
context of such correlat�ons. The prototype of our memory-�mage d�d
f�t �nto a phys�cal context, wh�le our memory-�mage does not. Th�s



causes us to feel that the prototype was "real," wh�le the �mage �s
"�mag�nary."

But the answer to our second quest�on, namely as to what we are
feel�ng when we say a th�ng "occurs" or �s "real," must be somewhat
d�fferent. We do not, unless we are unusually reflect�ve, th�nk about
the presence or absence of correlat�ons: we merely have d�fferent
feel�ngs wh�ch, �ntellectual�zed, may be represented as expectat�ons
of the presence or absence of correlat�ons. A th�ng wh�ch "feels real"
�nsp�res us w�th hopes or fears, expectat�ons or cur�os�t�es, wh�ch are
wholly absent when a th�ng "feels �mag�nary." The feel�ng of real�ty �s
a feel�ng ak�n to respect: �t belongs PRIMARILY to whatever can do
th�ngs to us w�thout our voluntary co-operat�on. Th�s feel�ng of real�ty,
related to the memory-�mage, and referred to the past by the spec�f�c
k�nd of bel�ef-feel�ng that �s character�st�c of memory, seems to be
what const�tutes the act of remember�ng �n �ts pure form.

We may now summar�ze our analys�s of pure memory.
Memory demands (a) an �mage, (b) a bel�ef �n past ex�stence. The

bel�ef may be expressed �n the words "th�s ex�sted."
The bel�ef, l�ke every other, may be analysed �nto (1) the bel�ev�ng,

(2) what �s bel�eved. The bel�ev�ng �s a spec�f�c feel�ng or sensat�on
or complex of sensat�ons, d�fferent from expectat�on or bare assent
�n a way that makes the bel�ef refer to the past; the reference to the
past l�es �n the bel�ef-feel�ng, not �n the content bel�eved. There �s a
relat�on between the bel�ef-feel�ng and the content, mak�ng the
bel�ef-feel�ng refer to the content, and expressed by say�ng that the
content �s what �s bel�eved.

The content bel�eved may or may not be expressed �n words. Let
us take f�rst the case when �t �s not. In that case, �f we are merely
remember�ng that someth�ng of wh�ch we now have an �mage
occurred, the content cons�sts of (a) the �mage, (b) the feel�ng,
analogous to respect, wh�ch we translate by say�ng that someth�ng �s
"real" as opposed to "�mag�nary," (c) a relat�on between the �mage
and the feel�ng of real�ty, of the sort expressed when we say that the
feel�ng refers to the �mage. Th�s content does not conta�n �n �tself any
t�me-determ�nat�on.



The t�me-determ�nat�on l�es �n the nature of the bel�ef feel�ng,
wh�ch �s that called "remember�ng" or (better) "recollect�ng." It �s only
subsequent reflect�on upon th�s reference to the past that makes us
real�ze the d�st�nct�on between the �mage and the event recollected.
When we have made th�s d�st�nct�on, we can say that the �mage
"means" the past event.

The content expressed �n words �s best represented by the words
"the ex�stence of th�s," s�nce these words do not �nvolve tense, wh�ch
belongs to the bel�ef-feel�ng, not to the content. Here "th�s" �s a
vague term, cover�ng the memory-�mage and anyth�ng very l�ke �t,
�nclud�ng �ts prototype. "Ex�stence" expresses the feel�ng of a
"real�ty" aroused pr�mar�ly by whatever can have effects upon us
w�thout our voluntary co-operat�on. The word "of" �n the phrase "the
ex�stence of th�s" represents the relat�on wh�ch subs�sts between the
feel�ng of real�ty and the "th�s."

Th�s analys�s of memory �s probably extremely faulty, but I do not
know how to �mprove �t.

NOTE.-When I speak of a FEELING of bel�ef, I use the word
"feel�ng" �n a popular sense, to cover a sensat�on or an �mage or a
complex of sensat�ons or �mages or both; I use th�s word because I
do not w�sh to comm�t myself to any spec�al analys�s of the bel�ef-
feel�ng.





LECTURE X. WORDS AND MEANING
The problem w�th wh�ch we shall be concerned �n th�s lecture �s

the problem of determ�n�ng what �s the relat�on called "mean�ng." The
word "Napoleon," we say, "means" a certa�n person. In say�ng th�s,
we are assert�ng a relat�on between the word "Napoleon" and the
person so des�gnated. It �s th�s relat�on that we must now �nvest�gate.

Let us f�rst cons�der what sort of object a word �s when cons�dered
s�mply as a phys�cal th�ng, apart from �ts mean�ng. To beg�n w�th,
there are many �nstances of a word, namely all the d�fferent
occas�ons when �t �s employed. Thus a word �s not someth�ng un�que
and part�cular, but a set of occurrences. If we conf�ne ourselves to
spoken words, a word has two aspects, accord�ng as we regard �t
from the po�nt of v�ew of the speaker or from that of the hearer. From
the po�nt of v�ew of the speaker, a s�ngle �nstance of the use of a
word cons�sts of a certa�n set of movements �n the throat and mouth,
comb�ned w�th breath. From the po�nt of v�ew of the hearer, a s�ngle
�nstance of the use of a word cons�sts of a certa�n ser�es of sounds,
each be�ng approx�mately represented by a s�ngle letter �n wr�t�ng,
though �n pract�ce a letter may represent several sounds, or several
letters may represent one sound. The connect�on between the
spoken word and the word as �t reaches the hearer �s causal. Let us
conf�ne ourselves to the spoken word, wh�ch �s the more �mportant
for the analys�s of what �s called "thought." Then we may say that a
s�ngle �nstance of the spoken word cons�sts of a ser�es of
movements, and the word cons�sts of a whole set of such ser�es,
each member of the set be�ng very s�m�lar to each other member.
That �s to say, any two �nstances of the word "Napoleon" are very
s�m�lar, and each �nstance cons�sts of a ser�es of movements �n the
mouth.

A s�ngle word, accord�ngly, �s by no means s�mple �t �s a class of
s�m�lar ser�es of movements (conf�n�ng ourselves st�ll to the spoken
word). The degree of s�m�lar�ty requ�red cannot be prec�sely def�ned:



a man may pronounce the word "Napoleon" so badly that �t can
hardly be determ�ned whether he has really pronounced �t or not.
The �nstances of a word shade off �nto other movements by
�mpercept�ble degrees. And exactly analogous observat�ons apply to
words heard or wr�tten or read. But �n what has been sa�d so far we
have not even broached the quest�on of the DEFINITION of a word,
s�nce "mean�ng" �s clearly what d�st�ngu�shes a word from other sets
of s�m�lar movements, and "mean�ng" rema�ns to be def�ned.

It �s natural to th�nk of the mean�ng of a word as someth�ng
convent�onal. Th�s, however, �s only true w�th great l�m�tat�ons. A new
word can be added to an ex�st�ng language by a mere convent�on, as
�s done, for �nstance, w�th new sc�ent�f�c terms. But the bas�s of a
language �s not convent�onal, e�ther from the po�nt of v�ew of the
�nd�v�dual or from that of the commun�ty. A ch�ld learn�ng to speak �s
learn�ng hab�ts and assoc�at�ons wh�ch are just as much determ�ned
by the env�ronment as the hab�t of expect�ng dogs to bark and cocks
to crow. The commun�ty that speaks a language has learnt �t, and
mod�f�ed �t by processes almost all of wh�ch are not del�berate, but
the results of causes operat�ng accord�ng to more or less
ascerta�nable laws. If we trace any Indo-European language back far
enough, we arr�ve hypothet�cally (at any rate accord�ng to some
author�t�es) at the stage when language cons�sted only of the roots
out of wh�ch subsequent words have grown. How these roots
acqu�red the�r mean�ngs �s not known, but a convent�onal or�g�n �s
clearly just as myth�cal as the soc�al contract by wh�ch Hobbes and
Rousseau supposed c�v�l government to have been establ�shed. We
can hardly suppose a parl�ament of h�therto speechless elders
meet�ng together and agree�ng to call a cow a cow and a wolf a wolf.
The assoc�at�on of words w�th the�r mean�ngs must have grown up
by some natural process, though at present the nature of the
process �s unknown.

Spoken and wr�tten words are, of course, not the only way of
convey�ng mean�ng. A large part of one of Wundt's two vast volumes
on language �n h�s "Volkerpsycholog�e" �s concerned w�th gesture-
language. Ants appear to be able to commun�cate a certa�n amount
of �nformat�on by means of the�r antennae. Probably wr�t�ng �tself,
wh�ch we now regard as merely a way of represent�ng speech, was



or�g�nally an �ndependent language, as �t has rema�ned to th�s day �n
Ch�na. Wr�t�ng seems to have cons�sted or�g�nally of p�ctures, wh�ch
gradually became convent�onal�zed, com�ng �n t�me to represent
syllables, and f�nally letters on the telephone pr�nc�ple of "T for
Tommy." But �t would seem that wr�t�ng nowhere began as an
attempt to represent speech �t began as a d�rect p�ctor�al
representat�on of what was to be expressed. The essence of
language l�es, not �n the use of th�s or that spec�al means of
commun�cat�on, but �n the employment of f�xed assoc�at�ons
(however these may have or�g�nated) �n order that someth�ng now
sens�ble—a spoken word, a p�cture, a gesture, or what not—may call
up the "�dea" of someth�ng else. Whenever th�s �s done, what �s now
sens�ble may be called a "s�gn" or "symbol," and that of wh�ch �t �s
�ntended to call up the "�dea" may be called �ts "mean�ng." Th�s �s a
rough outl�ne of what const�tutes "mean�ng." But we must f�ll �n the
outl�ne �n var�ous ways. And, s�nce we are concerned w�th what �s
called "thought," we must pay more attent�on than we otherw�se
should do to the pr�vate as opposed to the soc�al use of language.
Language profoundly affects our thoughts, and �t �s th�s aspect of
language that �s of most �mportance to us �n our present �nqu�ry. We
are almost more concerned w�th the �nternal speech that �s never
uttered than we are w�th the th�ngs sa�d out loud to other people.

When we ask what const�tutes mean�ng, we are not ask�ng what �s
the mean�ng of th�s or that part�cular word. The word "Napoleon"
means a certa�n �nd�v�dual; but we are ask�ng, not who �s the
�nd�v�dual meant, but what �s the relat�on of the word to the �nd�v�dual
wh�ch makes the one mean the other. But just as �t �s useful to
real�ze the nature of a word as part of the phys�cal world, so �t �s
useful to real�ze the sort of th�ng that a word may mean. When we
are clear both as to what a word �s �n �ts phys�cal aspect, and as to
what sort of th�ng �t can mean, we are �n a better pos�t�on to d�scover
the relat�on of the two wh�ch �s mean�ng.

The th�ngs that words mean d�ffer more than words do. There are
d�fferent sorts of words, d�st�ngu�shed by the grammar�ans; and there
are log�cal d�st�nct�ons, wh�ch are connected to some extent, though
not so closely as was formerly supposed, w�th the grammat�cal
d�st�nct�ons of parts of speech. It �s easy, however, to be m�sled by



grammar, part�cularly �f all the languages we know belong to one
fam�ly. In some languages, accord�ng to some author�t�es, the
d�st�nct�on of parts of speech does not ex�st; �n many languages �t �s
w�dely d�fferent from that to wh�ch we are accustomed �n the Indo-
European languages. These facts have to be borne �n m�nd �f we are
to avo�d g�v�ng metaphys�cal �mportance to mere acc�dents of our
own speech.

In cons�der�ng what words mean, �t �s natural to start w�th proper
names, and we w�ll aga�n take "Napoleon" as our �nstance. We
commonly �mag�ne, when we use a proper name, that we mean one
def�n�te ent�ty, the part�cular �nd�v�dual who was called "Napoleon."
But what we know as a person �s not s�mple. There MAY be a s�ngle
s�mple ego wh�ch was Napoleon, and rema�ned str�ctly �dent�cal from
h�s b�rth to h�s death. There �s no way of prov�ng that th�s cannot be
the case, but there �s also not the sl�ghtest reason to suppose that �t
�s the case. Napoleon as he was emp�r�cally known cons�sted of a
ser�es of gradually chang�ng appearances: f�rst a squall�ng baby,
then a boy, then a sl�m and beaut�ful youth, then a fat and slothful
person very magn�f�cently dressed Th�s ser�es of appearances, and
var�ous occurrences hav�ng certa�n k�nds of causal connect�ons w�th
them, const�tute Napoleon as emp�r�cally known, and therefore are
Napoleon �n so far as he forms part of the exper�enced world.
Napoleon �s a compl�cated ser�es of occurrences, bound together by
causal laws, not, l�ke �nstances of a word, by s�m�lar�t�es. For
although a person changes gradually, and presents s�m�lar
appearances on two nearly contemporaneous occas�ons, �t �s not
these s�m�lar�t�es that const�tute the person, as appears from the
"Comedy of Errors" for example.

Thus �n the case of a proper name, wh�le the word �s a set of
s�m�lar ser�es of movements, what �t means �s a ser�es of
occurrences bound together by causal laws of that spec�al k�nd that
makes the occurrences taken together const�tute what we call one
person, or one an�mal or th�ng, �n case the name appl�es to an
an�mal or th�ng �nstead of to a person. Ne�ther the word nor what �t
names �s one of the ult�mate �nd�v�s�ble const�tuents of the world. In
language there �s no d�rect way of des�gnat�ng one of the ult�mate
br�ef ex�stents that go to make up the collect�ons we call th�ngs or



persons. If we want to speak of such ex�stents—wh�ch hardly
happens except �n ph�losophy—we have to do �t by means of some
elaborate phrase, such as "the v�sual sensat�on wh�ch occup�ed the
centre of my f�eld of v�s�on at noon on January 1, 1919." Such
ult�mate s�mples I call "part�culars." Part�culars MIGHT have proper
names, and no doubt would have �f language had been �nvented by
sc�ent�f�cally tra�ned observers for purposes of ph�losophy and log�c.
But as language was �nvented for pract�cal ends, part�culars have
rema�ned one and all w�thout a name.

We are not, �n pract�ce, much concerned w�th the actual part�culars
that come �nto our exper�ence �n sensat�on; we are concerned rather
w�th whole systems to wh�ch the part�culars belong and of wh�ch they
are s�gns. What we see makes us say "Hullo, there's Jones," and the
fact that what we see �s a s�gn of Jones (wh�ch �s the case because �t
�s one of the part�culars that make up Jones) �s more �nterest�ng to
us than the actual part�cular �tself. Hence we g�ve the name "Jones"
to the whole set of part�culars, but do not trouble to g�ve separate
names to the separate part�culars that make up the set.

Pass�ng on from proper names, we come next to general names,
such as "man," "cat," "tr�angle." A word such as "man" means a
whole class of such collect�ons of part�culars as have proper names.
The several members of the class are assembled together �n v�rtue
of some s�m�lar�ty or common property. All men resemble each other
�n certa�n �mportant respects; hence we want a word wh�ch shall be
equally appl�cable to all of them. We only g�ve proper names to the
�nd�v�duals of a spec�es when they d�ffer �nter se �n pract�cally
�mportant respects. In other cases we do not do th�s. A poker, for
�nstance, �s just a poker; we do not call one "John" and another
"Peter."

There �s a large class of words, such as "eat�ng," "walk�ng,"
"speak�ng," wh�ch mean a set of s�m�lar occurrences. Two �nstances
of walk�ng have the same name because they resemble each other,
whereas two �nstances of Jones have the same name because they
are causally connected. In pract�ce, however, �t �s d�ff�cult to make
any prec�se d�st�nct�on between a word such as "walk�ng" and a
general name such as "man." One �nstance of walk�ng cannot be



concentrated �nto an �nstant: �t �s a process �n t�me, �n wh�ch there �s
a causal connect�on between the earl�er and later parts, as between
the earl�er and later parts of Jones. Thus an �nstance of walk�ng
d�ffers from an �nstance of man solely by the fact that �t has a shorter
l�fe. There �s a not�on that an �nstance of walk�ng, as compared w�th
Jones, �s unsubstant�al, but th�s seems to be a m�stake. We th�nk
that Jones walks, and that there could not be any walk�ng unless
there were somebody l�ke Jones to perform the walk�ng. But �t �s
equally true that there could be no Jones unless there were
someth�ng l�ke walk�ng for h�m to do. The not�on that act�ons are
performed by an agent �s l�able to the same k�nd of cr�t�c�sm as the
not�on that th�nk�ng needs a subject or ego, wh�ch we rejected �n
Lecture I. To say that �t �s Jones who �s walk�ng �s merely to say that
the walk�ng �n quest�on �s part of the whole ser�es of occurrences
wh�ch �s Jones. There �s no LOGICAL �mposs�b�l�ty �n walk�ng
occurr�ng as an �solated phenomenon, not form�ng part of any such
ser�es as we call a "person."

We may therefore class w�th "eat�ng," "walk�ng," "speak�ng" words
such as "ra�n," "sunr�se," "l�ghtn�ng," wh�ch do not denote what would
commonly be called act�ons. These words �llustrate, �nc�dentally, how
l�ttle we can trust to the grammat�cal d�st�nct�on of parts of speech,
s�nce the substant�ve "ra�n" and the verb "to ra�n" denote prec�sely
the same class of meteorolog�cal occurrences. The d�st�nct�on
between the class of objects denoted by such a word and the class
of objects denoted by a general name such as "man," "vegetable," or
"planet," �s that the sort of object wh�ch �s an �nstance of (say)
"l�ghtn�ng" �s much s�mpler than (say) an �nd�v�dual man. (I am
speak�ng of l�ghtn�ng as a sens�ble phenomenon, not as �t �s
descr�bed �n phys�cs.) The d�st�nct�on �s one of degree, not of k�nd.
But there �s, from the po�nt of v�ew of ord�nary thought, a great
d�fference between a process wh�ch, l�ke a flash of l�ghtn�ng, can be
wholly compr�sed w�th�n one spec�ous present and a process wh�ch,
l�ke the l�fe of a man, has to be p�eced together by observat�on and
memory and the apprehens�on of causal connect�ons. We may say
broadly, therefore, that a word of the k�nd we have been d�scuss�ng
denotes a set of s�m�lar occurrences, each (as a rule) much more
br�ef and less complex than a person or th�ng. Words themselves, as



we have seen, are sets of s�m�lar occurrences of th�s k�nd. Thus
there �s more log�cal aff�n�ty between a word and what �t means �n
the case of words of our present sort than �n any other case.

There �s no very great d�fference between such words as we have
just been cons�der�ng and words denot�ng qual�t�es, such as "wh�te"
or "round." The ch�ef d�fference �s that words of th�s latter sort do not
denote processes, however br�ef, but stat�c features of the world.
Snow falls, and �s wh�te; the fall�ng �s a process, the wh�teness �s not.
Whether there �s a un�versal, called "wh�teness," or whether wh�te
th�ngs are to be def�ned as those hav�ng a certa�n k�nd of s�m�lar�ty to
a standard th�ng, say freshly fallen snow, �s a quest�on wh�ch need
not concern us, and wh�ch I bel�eve to be str�ctly �nsoluble. For our
purposes, we may take the word "wh�te" as denot�ng a certa�n set of
s�m�lar part�culars or collect�ons of part�culars, the s�m�lar�ty be�ng �n
respect of a stat�c qual�ty, not of a process.

From the log�cal po�nt of v�ew, a very �mportant class of words are
those that express relat�ons, such as "�n," "above," "before,"
"greater," and so on. The mean�ng of one of these words d�ffers very
fundamentally from the mean�ng of one of any of our prev�ous
classes, be�ng more abstract and log�cally s�mpler than any of them.
If our bus�ness were log�c, we should have to spend much t�me on
these words. But as �t �s psychology that concerns us, we w�ll merely
note the�r spec�al character and pass on, s�nce the log�cal
class�f�cat�on of words �s not our ma�n bus�ness.

We w�ll cons�der next the quest�on what �s �mpl�ed by say�ng that a
person "understands" a word, �n the sense �n wh�ch one understands
a word �n one's own language, but not �n a language of wh�ch one �s
�gnorant. We may say that a person understands a word when (a)
su�table c�rcumstances make h�m use �t, (b) the hear�ng of �t causes
su�table behav�our �n h�m. We may call these two act�ve and pass�ve
understand�ng respect�vely. Dogs often have pass�ve understand�ng
of some words, but not act�ve understand�ng, s�nce they cannot use
words.

It �s not necessary, �n order that a man should "understand" a
word, that he should "know what �t means," �n the sense of be�ng
able to say "th�s word means so-and-so." Understand�ng words does



not cons�st �n know�ng the�r d�ct�onary def�n�t�ons, or �n be�ng able to
spec�fy the objects to wh�ch they are appropr�ate. Such
understand�ng as th�s may belong to lex�cographers and students,
but not to ord�nary mortals �n ord�nary l�fe. Understand�ng language
�s more l�ke understand�ng cr�cket*: �t �s a matter of hab�ts, acqu�red
�n oneself and r�ghtly presumed �n others. To say that a word has a
mean�ng �s not to say that those who use the word correctly have
ever thought out what the mean�ng �s: the use of the word comes
f�rst, and the mean�ng �s to be d�st�lled out of �t by observat�on and
analys�s. Moreover, the mean�ng of a word �s not absolutely def�n�te:
there �s always a greater or less degree of vagueness. The mean�ng
�s an area, l�ke a target: �t may have a bull's eye, but the outly�ng
parts of the target are st�ll more or less w�th�n the mean�ng, �n a
gradually d�m�n�sh�ng degree as we travel further from the bull's eye.
As language grows more prec�se, there �s less and less of the target
outs�de the bull's eye, and the bull's eye �tself grows smaller and
smaller; but the bull's eye never shr�nks to a po�nt, and there �s
always a doubtful reg�on, however small, surround�ng �t.**
     * This point of view, extended to the analysis of "thought"
     is urged with great force by J. B. Watson, both in his
     "Behavior," and in "Psychology from the Standpoint of a
     Behaviorist" (Lippincott. 1919), chap. ix.

     ** On the understanding of words, a very admirable little
     book is Ribot's "Evolution of General Ideas," Open Court
     Co., 1899. Ribot says (p. 131): "We learn to understand a
     concept as we learn to walk, dance, fence or play a musical
     instrument: it is a habit, i.e. an organized memory. General
     terms cover an organized, latent knowledge which is the
     hidden capital without which we should be in a state of
     bankruptcy, manipulating false money or paper of no value.
     General ideas are habits in the intellectual order."

A word �s used "correctly" when the average hearer w�ll be
affected by �t �n the way �ntended. Th�s �s a psycholog�cal, not a
l�terary, def�n�t�on of "correctness." The l�terary def�n�t�on would
subst�tute, for the average hearer, a person of h�gh educat�on l�v�ng a
long t�me ago; the purpose of th�s def�n�t�on �s to make �t d�ff�cult to
speak or wr�te correctly.

The relat�on of a word to �ts mean�ng �s of the nature of a causal
law govern�ng our use of the word and our act�ons when we hear �t
used. There �s no more reason why a person who uses a word



correctly should be able to tell what �t means than there �s why a
planet wh�ch �s mov�ng correctly should know Kepler's laws.

To �llustrate what �s meant by "understand�ng" words and
sentences, let us take �nstances of var�ous s�tuat�ons.

Suppose you are walk�ng �n London w�th an absent-m�nded fr�end,
and wh�le cross�ng a street you say, "Look out, there's a motor
com�ng." He w�ll glance round and jump as�de w�thout the need of
any "mental" �ntermed�ary. There need be no "�deas," but only a
st�ffen�ng of the muscles, followed qu�ckly by act�on. He
"understands" the words, because he does the r�ght th�ng. Such
"understand�ng" may be taken to belong to the nerves and bra�n,
be�ng hab�ts wh�ch they have acqu�red wh�le the language was be�ng
learnt. Thus understand�ng �n th�s sense may be reduced to mere
phys�olog�cal causal laws.

If you say the same th�ng to a Frenchman w�th a sl�ght knowledge
of Engl�sh he w�ll go through some �nner speech wh�ch may be
represented by "Que d�t-�l? Ah, ou�, une automob�le!" After th�s, the
rest follows as w�th the Engl�shman. Watson would contend that the
�nner speech must be �nc�p�ently pronounced; we should argue that �t
MIGHT be merely �maged. But th�s po�nt �s not �mportant �n the
present connect�on.

If you say the same th�ng to a ch�ld who does not yet know the
word "motor," but does know the other words you are us�ng, you
produce a feel�ng of anx�ety and doubt you w�ll have to po�nt and say,
"There, that's a motor." After that the ch�ld w�ll roughly understand
the word "motor," though he may �nclude tra�ns and steam-rollers If
th�s �s the f�rst t�me the ch�ld has heard the word "motor," he may for
a long t�me cont�nue to recall th�s scene when he hears the word.

So far we have found four ways of understand�ng words:
(1) On su�table occas�ons you use the word properly.
(2) When you hear �t you act appropr�ately.
(3) You assoc�ate the word w�th another word (say �n a d�fferent

language) wh�ch has the appropr�ate effect on behav�our.
(4) When the word �s be�ng f�rst learnt, you may assoc�ate �t w�th

an object, wh�ch �s what �t "means," or a representat�ve of var�ous



objects that �t "means."
In the fourth case, the word acqu�res, through assoc�at�on, some of

the same causal eff�cacy as the object. The word "motor" can make
you leap as�de, just as the motor can, but �t cannot break your
bones. The effects wh�ch a word can share w�th �ts object are those
wh�ch proceed accord�ng to laws other than the general laws of
phys�cs, �.e. those wh�ch, accord�ng to our term�nology, �nvolve v�tal
movements as opposed to merely mechan�cal movements. The
effects of a word that we understand are always mnem�c phenomena
�n the sense expla�ned �n Lecture IV, �n so far as they are �dent�cal
w�th, or s�m�lar to, the effects wh�ch the object �tself m�ght have.

So far, all the uses of words that we have cons�dered can be
accounted for on the l�nes of behav�our�sm.

But so far we have only cons�dered what may be called the
"demonstrat�ve" use of language, to po�nt out some feature �n the
present env�ronment. Th�s �s only one of the ways �n wh�ch language
may be used. There are also �ts narrat�ve and �mag�nat�ve uses, as �n
h�story and novels. Let us take as an �nstance the tell�ng of some
remembered event.

We spoke a moment ago of a ch�ld who hears the word "motor" for
the f�rst t�me when cross�ng a street along wh�ch a motor-car �s
approach�ng. On a later occas�on, we w�ll suppose, the ch�ld
remembers the �nc�dent and relates �t to someone else. In th�s case,
both the act�ve and pass�ve understand�ng of words �s d�fferent from
what �t �s when words are used demonstrat�vely. The ch�ld �s not
see�ng a motor, but only remember�ng one; the hearer does not look
round �n expectat�on of see�ng a motor com�ng, but "understands"
that a motor came at some earl�er t�me. The whole of th�s occurrence
�s much more d�ff�cult to account for on behav�our�st l�nes. It �s clear
that, �n so far as the ch�ld �s genu�nely remember�ng, he has a p�cture
of the past occurrence, and h�s words are chosen so as to descr�be
the p�cture; and �n so far as the hearer �s genu�nely apprehend�ng
what �s sa�d, the hearer �s acqu�r�ng a p�cture more or less l�ke that of
the ch�ld. It �s true that th�s process may be telescoped through the
operat�on of the word-hab�t. The ch�ld may not genu�nely remember
the �nc�dent, but only have the hab�t of the appropr�ate words, as �n



the case of a poem wh�ch we know by heart, though we cannot
remember learn�ng �t. And the hearer also may only pay attent�on to
the words, and not call up any correspond�ng p�cture. But �t �s,
nevertheless, the poss�b�l�ty of a memory-�mage �n the ch�ld and an
�mag�nat�on-�mage �n the hearer that makes the essence of the
narrat�ve "mean�ng" of the words. In so far as th�s �s absent, the
words are mere counters, capable of mean�ng, but not at the
moment possess�ng �t.

Yet th�s m�ght perhaps be regarded as someth�ng of an
overstatement. The words alone, w�thout the use of �mages, may
cause appropr�ate emot�ons and appropr�ate behav�our. The words
have been used �n an env�ronment wh�ch produced certa�n emot�ons;
by a telescoped process, the words alone are now capable of
produc�ng s�m�lar emot�ons. On these l�nes �t m�ght be sought to
show that �mages are unnecessary. I do not bel�eve, however, that
we could account on these l�nes for the ent�rely d�fferent response
produced by a narrat�ve and by a descr�pt�on of present facts.
Images, as contrasted w�th sensat�ons, are the response expected
dur�ng a narrat�ve; �t �s understood that present act�on �s not called
for. Thus �t seems that we must ma�nta�n our d�st�nct�on words used
demonstrat�vely descr�be and are �ntended to lead to sensat�ons,
wh�le the same words used �n narrat�ve descr�be and are only
�ntended to lead to �mages.

We have thus, �n add�t�on to our four prev�ous ways �n wh�ch words
can mean, two new ways, namely the way of memory and the way of
�mag�nat�on. That �s to say:

(5) Words may be used to descr�be or recall a memory-�mage: to
descr�be �t when �t already ex�sts, or to recall �t when the words ex�st
as a hab�t and are known to be descr�pt�ve of some past exper�ence.

(6) Words may be used to descr�be or create an �mag�nat�on-
�mage: to descr�be �t, for example, �n the case of a poet or novel�st,
or to create �t �n the ord�nary case for g�v�ng �nformat�on-though, �n
the latter case, �t �s �ntended that the �mag�nat�on-�mage, when
created, shall be accompan�ed by bel�ef that someth�ng of the sort
occurred.



These two ways of us�ng words, �nclud�ng the�r occurrence �n �nner
speech, may be spoken of together as the use of words �n "th�nk�ng."
If we are r�ght, the use of words �n th�nk�ng depends, at least �n �ts
or�g�n, upon �mages, and cannot be fully dealt w�th on behav�our�st
l�nes. And th�s �s really the most essent�al funct�on of words, namely
that, or�g�nally through the�r connect�on w�th �mages, they br�ng us
�nto touch w�th what �s remote �n t�me or space. When they operate
w�thout the med�um of �mages, th�s seems to be a telescoped
process. Thus the problem of the mean�ng of words �s brought �nto
connect�on w�th the problem of the mean�ng of �mages.

To understand the funct�on that words perform �n what �s called
"th�nk�ng," we must understand both the causes and the effects of
the�r occurrence. The causes of the occurrence of words requ�re
somewhat d�fferent treatment accord�ng as the object des�gnated by
the word �s sens�bly present or absent. When the object �s present, �t
may �tself be taken as the cause of the word, through assoc�at�on.
But when �t �s absent there �s more d�ff�culty �n obta�n�ng a
behav�our�st theory of the occurrence of the word. The language-
hab�t cons�sts not merely �n the use of words demonstrat�vely, but
also �n the�r use to express narrat�ve or des�re. Professor Watson, �n
h�s account of the acqu�s�t�on of the language-hab�t, pays very l�ttle
attent�on to the use of words �n narrat�ve and des�re. He says
("Behav�or," pp. 329-330):

"The st�mulus (object) to wh�ch the ch�ld often responds, a box,
e.g. by movements such as open�ng and clos�ng and putt�ng objects
�nto �t, may serve to �llustrate our argument. The nurse, observ�ng
that the ch�ld reacts w�th h�s hands, feet, etc., to the box, beg�ns to
say 'box' when the ch�ld �s handed the box, 'open box' when the ch�ld
opens �t, 'close box' when he closes �t, and 'put doll �n box' when that
act �s executed. Th�s �s repeated over and over aga�n. In the process
of t�me �t comes about that w�thout any other st�mulus than that of the
box wh�ch or�g�nally called out the bod�ly hab�ts, he beg�ns to say
'box' when he sees �t, 'open box' when he opens �t, etc. The v�s�ble
box now becomes a st�mulus capable of releas�ng e�ther the bod�ly
hab�ts or the word-hab�t, �.e. development has brought about two
th�ngs: (1) a ser�es of funct�onal connect�ons among arcs wh�ch run
from v�sual receptor to muscles of throat, and (2) a ser�es of already



earl�er connected arcs wh�ch run from the same receptor to the
bod�ly muscles.... The object meets the ch�ld's v�s�on. He runs to �t
and tr�es to reach �t and says 'box.'... F�nally the word �s uttered
w�thout the movement of go�ng towards the box be�ng executed....
Hab�ts are formed of go�ng to the box when the arms are full of toys.
The ch�ld has been taught to depos�t them there. When h�s arms are
laden w�th toys and no box �s there, the word-hab�t ar�ses and he
calls 'box'; �t �s handed to h�m, and he opens �t and depos�ts the toys
there�n. Th�s roughly marks what we would call the genes�s of a true
language-hab�t."(pp. 329-330).*
     * Just the same account of language is given in Professor
     Watson's more recent book (reference above).

We need not l�nger over what �s sa�d �n the above passage as to
the use of the word "box" �n the presence of the box. But as to �ts
use �n the absence of the box, there �s only one br�ef sentence,
namely: "When h�s arms are laden w�th toys and no box �s there, the
word-hab�t ar�ses and he calls 'box.'" Th�s �s �nadequate as �t stands,
s�nce the hab�t has been to use the word when the box �s present,
and we have to expla�n �ts extens�on to cases �n wh�ch the box �s
absent.

Hav�ng adm�tted �mages, we may say that the word "box," �n the
absence of the box, �s caused by an �mage of the box. Th�s may or
may not be true—�n fact, �t �s true �n some cases but not �n others.
Even, however, �f �t were true �n all cases, �t would only sl�ghtly sh�ft
our problem: we should now have to ask what causes an �mage of
the box to ar�se. We m�ght be �ncl�ned to say that des�re for the box
�s the cause. But when th�s v�ew �s �nvest�gated, �t �s found that �t
compels us to suppose that the box can be des�red w�thout the
ch�ld's hav�ng e�ther an �mage of the box or the word "box." Th�s w�ll
requ�re a theory of des�re wh�ch may be, and I th�nk �s, �n the ma�n
true, but wh�ch removes des�re from among th�ngs that actually
occur, and makes �t merely a conven�ent f�ct�on, l�ke force �n
mechan�cs.* W�th such a v�ew, des�re �s no longer a true cause, but
merely a short way of descr�b�ng certa�n processes.
     * See Lecture III, above.

In order to expla�n the occurrence of e�ther the word or the �mage
�n the absence of the box, we have to assume that there �s



someth�ng, e�ther �n the env�ronment or �n our own sensat�ons, wh�ch
has frequently occurred at about the same t�me as the word "box."
One of the laws wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh psychology (or nerve-phys�ology?)
from phys�cs �s the law that, when two th�ngs have frequently ex�sted
�n close temporal cont�gu�ty, e�ther comes �n t�me to cause the other.*
Th�s �s the bas�s both of hab�t and of assoc�at�on. Thus, �n our case,
the arms full of toys have frequently been followed qu�ckly by the
box, and the box �n turn by the word "box." The box �tself �s subject
to phys�cal laws, and does not tend to be caused by the arms full of
toys, however often �t may �n the past have followed them—always
prov�ded that, �n the case �n quest�on, �ts phys�cal pos�t�on �s such
that voluntary movements cannot lead to �t. But the word "box" and
the �mage of the box are subject to the law of hab�t; hence �t �s
poss�ble for e�ther to be caused by the arms full of toys. And we may
lay �t down generally that, whenever we use a word, e�ther aloud or
�n �nner speech, there �s some sensat�on or �mage (e�ther of wh�ch
may be �tself a word) wh�ch has frequently occurred at about the
same t�me as the word, and now, through hab�t, causes the word. It
follows that the law of hab�t �s adequate to account for the use of
words �n the absence of the�r objects; moreover, �t would be
adequate even w�thout �ntroduc�ng �mages. Although, therefore,
�mages seem unden�able, we cannot der�ve an add�t�onal argument
�n the�r favour from the use of words, wh�ch could, theoret�cally, be
expla�ned w�thout �ntroduc�ng �mages.
     *For a more exact statement of this law, with the
     limitations suggested by experiment, see A. Wohlgemuth, "On
     Memory and the Direction of Associations," "British Journal
     of Psychology," vol. v, part iv (March, 1913).

When we understand a word, there �s a rec�procal assoc�at�on
between �t and the �mages of what �t "means." Images may cause us
to use words wh�ch mean them, and these words, heard or read,
may �n turn cause the appropr�ate �mages. Thus speech �s a means
of produc�ng �n our hearers the �mages wh�ch are �n us. Also, by a
telescoped process, words come �n t�me to produce d�rectly the
effects wh�ch would have been produced by the �mages w�th wh�ch
they were assoc�ated. The general law of telescoped processes �s
that, �f A causes B and B causes C, �t w�ll happen �n t�me that A w�ll
cause C d�rectly, w�thout the �ntermed�ary of B. Th�s �s a



character�st�c of psycholog�cal and neural causat�on. In v�rtue of th�s
law, the effects of �mages upon our act�ons come to be produced by
words, even when the words do not call up appropr�ate �mages. The
more fam�l�ar we are w�th words, the more our "th�nk�ng" goes on �n
words �nstead of �mages. We may, for example, be able to descr�be a
person's appearance correctly w�thout hav�ng at any t�me had any
�mage of h�m, prov�ded, when we saw h�m, we thought of words
wh�ch f�tted h�m; the words alone may rema�n w�th us as a hab�t, and
enable us to speak as �f we could recall a v�sual �mage of the man. In
th�s and other ways the understand�ng of a word often comes to be
qu�te free from �magery; but �n f�rst learn�ng the use of language �t
would seem that �magery always plays a very �mportant part.

Images as well as words may be sa�d to have "mean�ng"; �ndeed,
the mean�ng of �mages seems more pr�m�t�ve than the mean�ng of
words. What we call (say) an �mage of St. Paul's may be sa�d to
"mean" St. Paul's. But �t �s not at all easy to say exactly what
const�tutes the mean�ng of an �mage. A memory-�mage of a
part�cular occurrence, when accompan�ed by a memory-bel�ef, may
be sa�d to mean the occurrence of wh�ch �t �s an �mage. But most
actual �mages do not have th�s degree of def�n�teness. If we call up
an �mage of a dog, we are very l�kely to have a vague �mage, wh�ch
�s not representat�ve of some one spec�al dog, but of dogs �n
general. When we call up an �mage of a fr�end's face, we are not
l�kely to reproduce the express�on he had on some one part�cular
occas�on, but rather a comprom�se express�on der�ved from many
occas�ons. And there �s hardly any l�m�t to the vagueness of wh�ch
�mages are capable. In such cases, the mean�ng of the �mage, �f
def�ned by relat�on to the prototype, �s vague: there �s not one
def�n�te prototype, but a number, none of wh�ch �s cop�ed exactly.*
     * Cf. Semon, Mnemische Empfindungen, chap. xvi, especially
     pp. 301-308.

There �s, however, another way of approach�ng the mean�ng of
�mages, namely through the�r causal eff�cacy. What �s called an
�mage "of" some def�n�te object, say St. Paul's, has some of the
effects wh�ch the object would have. Th�s appl�es espec�ally to the
effects that depend upon assoc�at�on. The emot�onal effects, also,
are often s�m�lar: �mages may st�mulate des�re almost as strongly as



do the objects they represent. And conversely des�re may cause
�mages*: a hungry man w�ll have �mages of food, and so on. In all
these ways the causal laws concern�ng �mages are connected w�th
the causal laws concern�ng the objects wh�ch the �mages "mean." An
�mage may thus come to fulf�l the funct�on of a general �dea. The
vague �mage of a dog, wh�ch we spoke of a moment ago, w�ll have
effects wh�ch are only connected w�th dogs �n general, not the more
spec�al effects wh�ch would be produced by some dogs but not by
others. Berkeley and Hume, �n the�r attack on general �deas, do not
allow for the vagueness of �mages: they assume that every �mage
has the def�n�teness that a phys�cal object would have Th�s �s not the
case, and a vague �mage may well have a mean�ng wh�ch �s general.
     * This phrase is in need of interpretation, as appears from
     the analysis of desire. But the reader can easily supply the
     interpretation for himself.

In order to def�ne the "mean�ng" of an �mage, we have to take
account both of �ts resemblance to one or more prototypes, and of �ts
causal eff�cacy. If there were such a th�ng as a pure �mag�nat�on-
�mage, w�thout any prototype whatever, �t would be dest�tute of
mean�ng. But accord�ng to Hume's pr�nc�ple, the s�mple elements �n
an �mage, at least, are der�ved from prototypes-except poss�bly �n
very rare except�onal cases. Often, �n such �nstances as our �mage
of a fr�end's face or of a nondescr�pt dog, an �mage �s not der�ved
from one prototype, but from many; when th�s happens, the �mage �s
vague, and blurs the features �n wh�ch the var�ous prototypes d�ffer.
To arr�ve at the mean�ng of the �mage �n such a case, we observe
that there are certa�n respects, notably assoc�at�ons, �n wh�ch the
effects of �mages resemble those of the�r prototypes. If we f�nd, �n a
g�ven case, that our vague �mage, say, of a nondescr�pt dog, has
those assoc�at�ve effects wh�ch all dogs would have, but not those
belong�ng to any spec�al dog or k�nd of dog, we may say that our
�mage means "dog" �n general. If �t has all the assoc�at�ons
appropr�ate to span�els but no others, we shall say �t means
"span�el"; wh�le �f �t has all the assoc�at�ons appropr�ate to one
part�cular dog, �t w�ll mean that dog, however vague �t may be as a
p�cture. The mean�ng of an �mage, accord�ng to th�s analys�s, �s
const�tuted by a comb�nat�on of l�keness and assoc�at�ons. It �s not a
sharp or def�n�te concept�on, and �n many cases �t w�ll be �mposs�ble



to dec�de w�th any certa�nty what an �mage means. I th�nk th�s l�es �n
the nature of th�ngs, and not �n defect�ve analys�s.

We may g�ve somewhat more prec�s�on to the above account of
the mean�ng of �mages, and extend �t to mean�ng �n general. We f�nd
somet�mes that, IN MNEMIC CAUSATION, an �mage or word, as
st�mulus, has the same effect (or very nearly the same effect) as
would belong to some object, say, a certa�n dog. In that case we say
that the �mage or word means that object. In other cases the mnem�c
effects are not all those of one object, but only those shared by
objects of a certa�n k�nd, e.g. by all dogs. In th�s case the mean�ng of
the �mage or word �s general: �t means the whole k�nd. General�ty
and part�cular�ty are a matter of degree. If two part�culars d�ffer
suff�c�ently l�ttle, the�r mnem�c effects w�ll be the same; therefore no
�mage or word can mean the one as opposed to the other; th�s sets a
bound to the part�cular�ty of mean�ng. On the other hand, the mnem�c
effects of a number of suff�c�ently d�ss�m�lar objects w�ll have noth�ng
d�scoverable �n common; hence a word wh�ch a�ms at complete
general�ty, such as "ent�ty" for example, w�ll have to be devo�d of
mnem�c effects, and therefore of mean�ng. In pract�ce, th�s �s not the
case: such words have VERBAL assoc�at�ons, the learn�ng of wh�ch
const�tutes the study of metaphys�cs.

The mean�ng of a word, unl�ke that of an �mage, �s wholly
const�tuted by mnem�c causal laws, and not �n any degree by
l�keness (except �n except�onal cases). The word "dog" bears no
resemblance to a dog, but �ts effects, l�ke those of an �mage of a dog,
resemble the effects of an actual dog �n certa�n respects. It �s much
eas�er to say def�n�tely what a word means than what an �mage
means, s�nce words, however they or�g�nated, have been framed �n
later t�mes for the purpose of hav�ng mean�ng, and men have been
engaged for ages �n g�v�ng �ncreased prec�s�on to the mean�ngs of
words. But although �t �s eas�er to say what a word means than what
an �mage means, the relat�on wh�ch const�tutes mean�ng �s much the
same �n both cases. A word, l�ke an �mage, has the same
assoc�at�ons as �ts mean�ng has. In add�t�on to other assoc�at�ons, �t
�s assoc�ated w�th �mages of �ts mean�ng, so that the word tends to
call up the �mage and the �mage tends to call up the word., But th�s
assoc�at�on �s not essent�al to the �ntell�gent use of words. If a word



has the r�ght assoc�at�ons w�th other objects, we shall be able to use
�t correctly, and understand �ts use by others, even �f �t evokes no
�mage. The theoret�cal understand�ng of words �nvolves only the
power of assoc�at�ng them correctly w�th other words; the pract�cal
understand�ng �nvolves assoc�at�ons w�th other bod�ly movements.

The use of words �s, of course, pr�mar�ly soc�al, for the purpose of
suggest�ng to others �deas wh�ch we enterta�n or at least w�sh them
to enterta�n. But the aspect of words that spec�ally concerns us �s
the�r power of promot�ng our own thought. Almost all h�gher
�ntellectual act�v�ty �s a matter of words, to the nearly total exclus�on
of everyth�ng else. The advantages of words for purposes of thought
are so great that I should never end �f I were to enumerate them. But
a few of them deserve to be ment�oned.

In the f�rst place, there �s no d�ff�culty �n produc�ng a word, whereas
an �mage cannot always be brought �nto ex�stence at w�ll, and when
�t comes �t often conta�ns much �rrelevant deta�l. In the second place,
much of our th�nk�ng �s concerned w�th abstract matters wh�ch do not
read�ly lend themselves to �magery, and are apt to be falsely
conce�ved �f we �ns�st upon f�nd�ng �mages that may be supposed to
represent them. The word �s always concrete and sens�ble, however
abstract �ts mean�ng may be, and thus by the help of words we are
able to dwell on abstract�ons �n a way wh�ch would otherw�se be
�mposs�ble. In the th�rd place, two �nstances of the same word are so
s�m�lar that ne�ther has assoc�at�ons not capable of be�ng shared by
the other. Two �nstances of the word "dog" are much more al�ke than
(say) a pug and a great dane; hence the word "dog" makes �t much
eas�er to th�nk about dogs �n general. When a number of objects
have a common property wh�ch �s �mportant but not obv�ous, the
�nvent�on of a name for the common property helps us to remember
�t and to th�nk of the whole set of objects that possess �t. But �t �s
unnecessary to prolong the catalogue of the uses of language �n
thought.

At the same t�me, �t �s poss�ble to conduct rud�mentary thought by
means of �mages, and �t �s �mportant, somet�mes, to check purely
verbal thought by reference to what �t means. In ph�losophy
espec�ally the tyranny of trad�t�onal words �s dangerous, and we have



to be on our guard aga�nst assum�ng that grammar �s the key to
metaphys�cs, or that the structure of a sentence corresponds at all
accurately w�th the structure of the fact that �t asserts. Sayce
ma�nta�ned that all European ph�losophy s�nce Ar�stotle has been
dom�nated by the fact that the ph�losophers spoke Indo-European
languages, and therefore supposed the world, l�ke the sentences
they were used to, necessar�ly d�v�s�ble �nto subjects and pred�cates.
When we come to the cons�derat�on of truth and falsehood, we shall
see how necessary �t �s to avo�d assum�ng too close a parallel�sm
between facts and the sentences wh�ch assert them. Aga�nst such
errors, the only safeguard �s to be able, once �n a way, to d�scard
words for a moment and contemplate facts more d�rectly through
�mages. Most ser�ous advances �n ph�losoph�c thought result from
some such comparat�vely d�rect contemplat�on of facts. But the
outcome has to be expressed �n words �f �t �s to be commun�cable.
Those who have a relat�vely d�rect v�s�on of facts are often �ncapable
of translat�ng the�r v�s�on �nto words, wh�le those who possess the
words have usually lost the v�s�on. It �s partly for th�s reason that the
h�ghest ph�losoph�cal capac�ty �s so rare: �t requ�res a comb�nat�on of
v�s�on w�th abstract words wh�ch �s hard to ach�eve, and too qu�ckly
lost �n the few who have for a moment ach�eved �t.



LECTURE XI. GENERAL IDEAS AND
THOUGHT

It �s sa�d to be one of the mer�ts of the human m�nd that �t �s
capable of fram�ng abstract �deas, and of conduct�ng nonsensat�onal
thought. In th�s �t �s supposed to d�ffer from the m�nd of an�mals.
From Plato onward the "�dea" has played a great part �n the systems
of �deal�z�ng ph�losophers. The "�dea" has been, �n the�r hands,
always someth�ng noble and abstract, the apprehens�on and use of
wh�ch by man confers upon h�m a qu�te spec�al d�gn�ty.

The th�ng we have to cons�der to-day �s th�s: see�ng that there
certa�nly are words of wh�ch the mean�ng �s abstract, and see�ng that
we can use these words �ntell�gently, what must be assumed or
�nferred, or what can be d�scovered by observat�on, �n the way of
mental content to account for the �ntell�gent use of abstract words?

Taken as a problem �n log�c, the answer �s, of course, that
absolutely noth�ng �n the way of abstract mental content �s �nferable
from the mere fact that we can use �ntell�gently words of wh�ch the
mean�ng �s abstract. It �s clear that a suff�c�ently �ngen�ous person
could manufacture a mach�ne moved by olfactory st�mul� wh�ch,
whenever a dog appeared �n �ts ne�ghbourhood, would say, "There �s
a dog," and when a cat appeared would throw stones at �t. The act of
say�ng "There �s a dog," and the act of throw�ng stones, would �n
such a case be equally mechan�cal. Correct speech does not of �tself
afford any better ev�dence of mental content than the performance of
any other set of b�olog�cally useful movements, such as those of
fl�ght or combat. All that �s �nferable from language �s that two
�nstances of a un�versal, even when they d�ffer very greatly, may
cause the utterance of two �nstances of the same word wh�ch only
d�ffer very sl�ghtly. As we saw �n the preced�ng lecture, the word
"dog" �s useful, partly, because two �nstances of th�s word are much
more s�m�lar than (say) a pug and a great dane. The use of words �s



thus a method of subst�tut�ng for two part�culars wh�ch d�ffer w�dely,
�n sp�te of be�ng �nstances of the same un�versal, two other
part�culars wh�ch d�ffer very l�ttle, and wh�ch are also �nstances of a
un�versal, namely the name of the prev�ous un�versal. Thus, so far as
log�c �s concerned, we are ent�rely free to adopt any theory as to
general �deas wh�ch emp�r�cal observat�on may recommend.

Berkeley and Hume made a v�gorous onslaught on "abstract
�deas." They meant by an �dea approx�mately what we should call an
�mage. Locke hav�ng ma�nta�ned that he could form an �dea of
tr�angle �n general, w�thout dec�d�ng what sort of tr�angle �t was to be,
Berkeley contended that th�s was �mposs�ble. He says:

"Whether others, have th�s wonderful faculty of abstract�ng the�r
�deas, they best can tell: for myself, I dare be conf�dent I have �t not. I
f�nd, �ndeed, I have �ndeed a faculty of �mag�n�ng, or represent�ng to
myself, the �deas of those part�cular th�ngs I have perce�ved, and of
var�ously compound�ng and d�v�d�ng them. I can �mag�ne a man w�th
two heads, or the upper parts of a man jo�ned to the body of a horse.
I can cons�der the hand, the eye, the nose, each by �tself abstracted
or separated from the rest of the body. But, then, whatever hand or
eye I �mag�ne, �t must have some part�cular shape and colour.
L�kew�se the �dea of a man that I frame to myself must be e�ther of a
wh�te, or a black, or a tawny, a stra�ght, or a crooked, a tall, or a low,
or a m�ddle-s�zed man. I cannot by any effort of thought conce�ve the
abstract �dea above descr�bed. And �t �s equally �mposs�ble for me to
form the abstract �dea of mot�on d�st�nct from the body mov�ng, and
wh�ch �s ne�ther sw�ft nor slow, curv�l�near nor rect�l�near; and the l�ke
may be sa�d of all other abstract general �deas whatsoever. To be
pla�n, I own myself able to abstract �n one sense, as when I cons�der
some part�cular parts of qual�t�es separated from others, w�th wh�ch,
though they are un�ted �n some object, yet �t �s poss�ble they may
really ex�st w�thout them. But I deny that I can abstract from one
another, or conce�ve separately, those qual�t�es wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble
should ex�st so separated; or that I can frame a general not�on, by
abstract�ng from part�culars �n the manner aforesa�d—wh�ch last are
the two proper acceptat�ons of ABSTRACTION. And there �s ground
to th�nk most men w�ll acknowledge themselves to be �n my case.
The general�ty of men wh�ch are s�mple and �ll�terate never pretend



to ABSTRACT NOTIONS. It �s sa�d they are d�ff�cult and not to be
atta�ned w�thout pa�ns and study; we may therefore reasonably
conclude that, �f such there be, they are conf�ned only to the learned.

"I proceed to exam�ne what can be alleged �n defence of the
doctr�ne of abstract�on, and try �f I can d�scover what �t �s that �ncl�nes
the men of speculat�on to embrace an op�n�on so remote from
common sense as that seems to be. There has been a late excellent
and deservedly esteemed ph�losopher who, no doubt, has g�ven �t
very much countenance, by seem�ng to th�nk the hav�ng abstract
general �deas �s what puts the w�dest d�fference �n po�nt of
understand�ng betw�xt man and beast. 'The hav�ng of general �deas,'
sa�th he, '�s that wh�ch puts a perfect d�st�nct�on betw�xt man and
brutes, and �s an excellency wh�ch the facult�es of brutes do by no
means atta�n unto. For, �t �s ev�dent we observe no footsteps �n them
of mak�ng use of general s�gns for un�versal �deas; from wh�ch we
have reason to �mag�ne that they have not the faculty of abstract�ng,
or mak�ng general �deas, s�nce they have no use of words or any
other general s�gns.' And a l�ttle after: 'Therefore, I th�nk, we may
suppose that �t �s �n th�s that the spec�es of brutes are d�scr�m�nated
from men, and �t �s that proper d�fference where�n they are wholly
separated, and wh�ch at last w�dens to so w�de a d�stance. For, �f
they have any �deas at all, and are not bare mach�nes (as some
would have them), we cannot deny them to have some reason. It
seems as ev�dent to me that they do, some of them, �n certa�n
�nstances reason as that they have sense; but �t �s only �n part�cular
�deas, just as they rece�ve them from the�r senses. They are the best
of them t�ed up w�th�n those narrow bounds, and have not (as I th�nk)
the faculty to enlarge them by any k�nd of abstract�on.* ("Essay on
Human Understand�ng," Bk. II, chap. x�, paragraphs 10 and 11.) I
read�ly agree w�th th�s learned author, that the facult�es of brutes can
by no means atta�n to abstract�on. But, then, �f th�s be made the
d�st�ngu�sh�ng property of that sort of an�mals, I fear a great many of
those that pass for men must be reckoned �nto the�r number. The
reason that �s here ass�gned why we have no grounds to th�nk brutes
have abstract general �deas �s, that we observe �n them no use of
words or any other general s�gns; wh�ch �s bu�lt on th�s suppos�t�on-
that the mak�ng use of words �mpl�es the hav�ng general �deas. From



wh�ch �t follows that men who use language are able to abstract or
general�ze the�r �deas. That th�s �s the sense and argu�ng of the
author w�ll further appear by h�s answer�ng the quest�on he �n
another place puts: 'S�nce all th�ngs that ex�st are only part�culars,
how come we by general terms?' H�s answer �s: 'Words become
general by be�ng made the s�gns of general �deas.' ("Essay on
Human Understand�ng," Bk. III, chap. III, paragraph 6.) But �t seems
that a word becomes general by be�ng made the s�gn, not of an
abstract general �dea, but of several part�cular �deas, any one of
wh�ch �t �nd�fferently suggests to the m�nd. For example, when �t �s
sa�d 'the change of mot�on �s proport�onal to the �mpressed force,' or
that 'whatever has extens�on �s d�v�s�ble,' these propos�t�ons are to
be understood of mot�on and extens�on �n general; and nevertheless
�t w�ll not follow that they suggest to my thoughts an �dea of mot�on
w�thout a body moved, or any determ�nate d�rect�on and veloc�ty, or
that I must conce�ve an abstract general �dea of extens�on, wh�ch �s
ne�ther l�ne, surface, nor sol�d, ne�ther great nor small, black, wh�te,
nor red, nor of any other determ�nate colour. It �s only �mpl�ed that
whatever part�cular mot�on I cons�der, whether �t be sw�ft or slow,
perpend�cular, hor�zontal, or obl�que, or �n whatever object, the ax�om
concern�ng �t holds equally true. As does the other of every part�cular
extens�on, �t matters not whether l�ne, surface, or sol�d, whether of
th�s or that magn�tude or f�gure.

"By observ�ng how �deas become general, we may the better
judge how words are made so. And here �t �s to be noted that I do
not deny absolutely there are general �deas, but only that there are
any ABSTRACT general �deas; for, �n the passages we have quoted
where�n there �s ment�on of general �deas, �t �s always supposed that
they are formed by abstract�on, after the manner set forth �n sect�ons
8 and 9. Now, �f we w�ll annex a mean�ng to our words, and speak
only of what we can conce�ve, I bel�eve we shall acknowledge that
an �dea wh�ch, cons�dered �n �tself, �s part�cular, becomes general by
be�ng made to represent or stand for all other part�cular �deas of the
same sort. To make th�s pla�n by an example, suppose a
geometr�c�an �s demonstrat�ng the method of cutt�ng a l�ne �n two
equal parts. He draws, for �nstance, a black l�ne of an �nch �n length:
th�s, wh�ch �n �tself �s a part�cular l�ne, �s nevertheless w�th regard to



�ts s�gn�f�cat�on general, s�nce, as �t �s there used, �t represents all
part�cular l�nes whatsoever; so that what �s demonstrated of �t �s
demonstrated of all l�nes, or, �n other words, of a l�ne �n general. And,
as THAT PARTICULAR LINE becomes general by be�ng made a
s�gn, so the NAME 'l�ne,' wh�ch taken absolutely �s part�cular, by
be�ng a s�gn �s made general. And as the former owes �ts general�ty
not to �ts be�ng the s�gn of an abstract or general l�ne, but of all
part�cular r�ght l�nes that may poss�bly ex�st, so the latter must be
thought to der�ve �ts general�ty from the same cause, namely, the
var�ous part�cular l�nes wh�ch �t �nd�fferently denotes." *



     * Introduction to "A Treatise concerning the Principles of
     Human Knowledge," paragraphs 10, 11, and 12.

Berkeley's v�ew �n the above passage, wh�ch �s essent�ally the
same as Hume's, does not wholly agree w�th modern psychology,
although �t comes nearer to agreement than does the v�ew of those
who bel�eve that there are �n the m�nd s�ngle contents wh�ch can be
called abstract �deas. The way �n wh�ch Berkeley's v�ew �s
�nadequate �s ch�efly �n the fact that �mages are as a rule not of one
def�n�te prototype, but of a number of related s�m�lar prototypes. On
th�s subject Semon has wr�tten well. In "D�e Mneme," pp. 217 ff.,
d�scuss�ng the effect of repeated s�m�lar st�mul� �n produc�ng and
mod�fy�ng our �mages, he says: "We choose a case of mnem�c
exc�tement whose ex�stence we can perce�ve for ourselves by
�ntrospect�on, and seek to ekphore the bod�ly p�cture of our nearest
relat�on �n h�s absence, and have thus a pure mnem�c exc�tement
before us. At f�rst �t may seem to us that a determ�nate qu�te
concrete p�cture becomes man�fest �n us, but just when we are
concerned w�th a person w�th whom we are �n constant contact, we
shall f�nd that the ekphored p�cture has someth�ng so to speak
general�zed. It �s someth�ng l�ke those Amer�can photographs wh�ch
seek to d�splay what �s general about a type by comb�n�ng a great
number of photographs of d�fferent heads over each other on one
plate. In our op�n�on, the general�zat�ons happen by the homophon�c
work�ng of d�fferent p�ctures of the same face wh�ch we have come
across �n the most d�fferent cond�t�ons and s�tuat�ons, once pale,
once reddened, once cheerful, once earnest, once �n th�s l�ght, and
once �n that. As soon as we do not let the whole ser�es of repet�t�ons
resound �n us un�formly, but g�ve our attent�on to one part�cular
moment out of the many... th�s part�cular mnem�c st�mulus at once
overbalances �ts s�multaneously roused predecessors and
successors, and we perce�ve the face �n quest�on w�th concrete
def�n�teness �n that part�cular s�tuat�on." A l�ttle later he says: "The
result �s—at least �n man, but probably also �n the h�gher an�mals—
the development of a sort of PHYSIOLOGICAL abstract�on. Mnem�c
homophony g�ves us, w�thout the add�t�on of other processes of
thought, a p�cture of our fr�end X wh�ch �s �n a certa�n sense abstract,
not the concrete �n any one s�tuat�on, but X cut loose from any
part�cular po�nt of t�me. If the c�rcle of ekphored engrams �s drawn



even more w�dely, abstract p�ctures of a h�gher order appear: for
�nstance, a wh�te man or a negro. In my op�n�on, the f�rst form of
abstract concepts �n general �s based upon such abstract p�ctures.
The phys�olog�cal abstract�on wh�ch takes place �n the above
descr�bed manner �s a predecessor of purely log�cal abstract�on. It �s
by no means a monopoly of the human race, but shows �tself �n
var�ous ways also among the more h�ghly organ�zed an�mals." The
same subject �s treated �n more deta�l �n Chapter xv� of "D�e
mnem�schen Empf�ndungen," but what �s sa�d there adds noth�ng
v�tal to what �s conta�ned �n the above quotat�ons.

It �s necessary, however, to d�st�ngu�sh between the vague and the
general. So long as we are content w�th Semon's compos�te �mage,
we MAY get no farther than the vague. The quest�on whether th�s
�mage takes us to the general or not depends, I th�nk, upon the
quest�on whether, �n add�t�on to the general�zed �mage, we have also
part�cular �mages of some of the �nstances out of wh�ch �t �s
compounded. Suppose, for example, that on a number of occas�ons
you had seen one negro, and that you d�d not know whether th�s one
was the same or d�fferent on the d�fferent occas�ons. Suppose that �n
the end you had an abstract memory-�mage of the d�fferent
appearances presented by the negro on d�fferent occas�ons, but no
memory-�mage of any one of the s�ngle appearances. In that case
your �mage would be vague. If, on the other hand, you have, �n
add�t�on to the general�zed �mage, part�cular �mages of the several
appearances, suff�c�ently clear to be recogn�zed as d�fferent, and as
�nstances of the general�zed p�cture, you w�ll then not feel the
general�zed p�cture to be adequate to any one part�cular
appearance, and you w�ll be able to make �t funct�on as a general
�dea rather than a vague �dea. If th�s v�ew �s correct, no new general
content needs to be added to the general�zed �mage. What needs to
be added �s part�cular �mages compared and contrasted w�th the
general�zed �mage. So far as I can judge by �ntrospect�on, th�s does
occur �n pract�ce. Take for example Semon's �nstance of a fr�end's
face. Unless we make some spec�al effort of recollect�on, the face �s
l�kely to come before us w�th an average express�on, very blurred
and vague, but we can at w�ll recall how our fr�end looked on some



spec�al occas�on when he was pleased or angry or unhappy, and th�s
enables us to real�ze the general�zed character of the vague �mage.

There �s, however, another way of d�st�ngu�sh�ng between the
vague, the part�cular and the general, and th�s �s not by the�r content,
but by the react�on wh�ch they produce. A word, for example, may be
sa�d to be vague when �t �s appl�cable to a number of d�fferent
�nd�v�duals, but to each as �nd�v�duals; the name Sm�th, for example,
�s vague: �t �s always meant to apply to one man, but there are many
men to each of whom �t appl�es.* The word "man," on the other hand,
�s general. We say, "Th�s �s Sm�th," but we do not say "Th�s �s man,"
but "Th�s �s a man." Thus we may say that a word embod�es a vague
�dea when �ts effects are appropr�ate to an �nd�v�dual, but are the
same for var�ous s�m�lar �nd�v�duals, wh�le a word embod�es a
general �dea when �ts effects are d�fferent from those appropr�ate to
�nd�v�duals. In what th�s d�fference cons�sts �t �s, however, not easy to
say. I am �ncl�ned to th�nk that �t cons�sts merely �n the knowledge
that no one �nd�v�dual �s represented, so that what d�st�ngu�shes a
general �dea from a vague �dea �s merely the presence of a certa�n
accompany�ng bel�ef. If th�s v�ew �s correct, a general �dea d�ffers
from a vague one �n a way analogous to that �n wh�ch a memory-
�mage d�ffers from an �mag�nat�on-�mage. There also we found that
the d�fference cons�sts merely of the fact that a memory-�mage �s
accompan�ed by a bel�ef, �n th�s case as to the past.
     * "Smith" would only be a quite satisfactory representation
     of vague words if we failed to discriminate between
     different people called Smith.

It should also be sa�d that our �mages even of qu�te part�cular
occurrences have always a greater or a less degree of vagueness.
That �s to say, the occurrence m�ght have var�ed w�th�n certa�n l�m�ts
w�thout caus�ng our �mage to vary recogn�zably. To arr�ve at the
general �t �s necessary that we should be able to contrast �t w�th a
number of relat�vely prec�se �mages or words for part�cular
occurrences; so long as all our �mages and words are vague, we
cannot arr�ve at the contrast by wh�ch the general �s def�ned. Th�s �s
the just�f�cat�on for the v�ew wh�ch I quoted on p. 184 from R�bot (op.
c�t., p. 32), v�z. that �ntell�gence progresses from the �ndef�n�te to the



def�n�te, and that the vague appears earl�er than e�ther the part�cular
or the general.

I th�nk the v�ew wh�ch I have been advocat�ng, to the effect that a
general �dea �s d�st�ngu�shed from a vague one by the presence of a
judgment, �s also that �ntended by R�bot when he says (op. c�t., p.
92): "The gener�c �mage �s never, the concept �s always, a judgment.
We know that for log�c�ans (formerly at any rate) the concept �s the
s�mple and pr�m�t�ve element; next comes the judgment, un�t�ng two
or several concepts; then rat�oc�nat�on, comb�n�ng two or several
judgments. For the psycholog�sts, on the contrary, aff�rmat�on �s the
fundamental act; the concept �s the result of judgment (expl�c�t or
�mpl�c�t), of s�m�lar�t�es w�th exclus�on of d�fferences."

A great deal of work profess�ng to be exper�mental has been done
�n recent years on the psychology of thought. A good summary of
such work up to the year agog �s conta�ned �n T�tchener's "Lectures
on the Exper�mental Psychology of the Thought Processes" (1909).
Three art�cles �n the "Arch�v fur d�e gesammte Psycholog�e" by Watt,*
Messer** and Buhler*** conta�n a great deal of the mater�al amassed
by the methods wh�ch T�tchener calls exper�mental.
     * Henry J. Watt, "Experimentelle Beitrage zu einer Theorie
     des Denkens," vol. iv (1905) pp. 289-436.

     ** August Messer, "Experimentell-psychologische Untersuchu
     gen uber das Denken," vol. iii (1906), pp. 1-224.

     *** Karl Buhler, "Uber Gedanken," vol. ix (1907), pp. 297-365.

For my part I am unable to attach as much �mportance to th�s work
as many psycholog�sts do. The method employed appears to me
hardly to fulf�l the cond�t�ons of sc�ent�f�c exper�ment. Broadly
speak�ng, what �s done �s, that a set of quest�ons are asked of
var�ous people, the�r answers are recorded, and l�kew�se the�r own
accounts, based upon �ntrospect�on, of the processes of thought
wh�ch led them to g�ve those answers. Much too much rel�ance
seems to me to be placed upon the correctness of the�r
�ntrospect�on. On �ntrospect�on as a method I have spoken earl�er
(Lecture VI). I am not prepared, l�ke Professor Watson, to reject �t
wholly, but I do cons�der that �t �s exceed�ngly fall�ble and qu�te
pecul�arly l�able to fals�f�cat�on �n accordance w�th preconce�ved
theory. It �s l�ke depend�ng upon the report of a shorts�ghted person



as to whom he sees com�ng along the road at a moment when he �s
f�rmly conv�nced that Jones �s sure to come. If everybody were
shorts�ghted and obsessed w�th bel�efs as to what was go�ng to be
v�s�ble, we m�ght have to make the best of such test�mony, but we
should need to correct �ts errors by tak�ng care to collect the
s�multaneous ev�dence of people w�th the most d�vergent
expectat�ons. There �s no ev�dence that th�s was done �n the
exper�ments �n quest�on, nor �ndeed that the �nfluence of theory �n
fals�fy�ng the �ntrospect�on was at all adequately recogn�zed. I feel
conv�nced that �f Professor Watson had been one of the subjects of
the quest�onna�res, he would have g�ven answers totally d�fferent
from those recorded �n the art�cles �n quest�on. T�tchener quotes an
op�n�on of Wundt on these �nvest�gat�ons, wh�ch appears to me
thoroughly just�f�ed. "These exper�ments," he says, "are not
exper�ments at all �n the sense of a sc�ent�f�c methodology; they are
counterfe�t exper�ments, that seem method�cal s�mply because they
are ord�nar�ly performed �n a psycholog�cal laboratory, and �nvolve
the co-operat�on of two persons, who purport to be exper�menter and
observer. In real�ty, they are as unmethod�cal as poss�ble; they
possess none of the spec�al features by wh�ch we d�st�ngu�sh the
�ntrospect�ons of exper�mental psychology from the casual
�ntrospect�ons of everyday l�fe."* T�tchener, of course, d�ssents from
th�s op�n�on, but I cannot see that h�s reasons for d�ssent are
adequate. My doubts are only �ncreased by the fact that Buhler at
any rate used tra�ned psycholog�sts as h�s subjects. A tra�ned
psycholog�st �s, of course, supposed to have acqu�red the hab�t of
observat�on, but he �s at least equally l�kely to have acqu�red a hab�t
of see�ng what h�s theor�es requ�re. We may take Buhler's "Uber
Gedanken" to �llustrate the k�nd of results arr�ved at by such
methods. Buhler says (p. 303): "We ask ourselves the general
quest�on: 'WHAT DO WE EXPERIENCE WHEN WE THINK?' Then
we do not at all attempt a prel�m�nary determ�nat�on of the concept
'thought,' but choose for analys�s only such processes as everyone
would descr�be as processes of thought." The most �mportant th�ng
�n th�nk�ng, he says, �s "awareness that..." (Bewussthe�t dass), wh�ch
he calls a thought. It �s, he says, thoughts �n th�s sense that are
essent�al to th�nk�ng. Th�nk�ng, he ma�nta�ns, does not need



language or sensuous presentat�ons. "I assert rather that �n pr�nc�ple
every object can be thought (meant) d�st�nctly, w�thout any help from
sensuous presentat�on (Anschauungsh�lfen). Every �nd�v�dual shade
of blue colour on the p�cture that hangs �n my room I can th�nk w�th
complete d�st�nctness unsensuously (unanschaul�ch), prov�ded �t �s
poss�ble that the object should be g�ven to me �n another manner
than by the help of sensat�ons. How that �s poss�ble we shall see
later." What he calls a thought (Gedanke) cannot be reduced,
accord�ng to h�m, to other psych�c occurrences. He ma�nta�ns that
thoughts cons�st for the most part of known rules (p. 342). It �s clearly
essent�al to the �nterest of th�s theory that the thought or rule alluded
to by Buhler should not need to be expressed �n words, for �f �t �s
expressed �n words �t �s �mmed�ately capable of be�ng dealt w�th on
the l�nes w�th wh�ch the behav�our�sts have fam�l�ar�zed us. It �s clear
also that the supposed absence of words rests solely upon the
�ntrospect�ve test�mony of the persons exper�mented upon. I cannot
th�nk that there �s suff�c�ent certa�nty of the�r rel�ab�l�ty �n th�s negat�ve
observat�on to make us accept a d�ff�cult and revolut�onary v�ew of
thought, merely because they have fa�led to observe the presence of
words or the�r equ�valent �n the�r th�nk�ng. I th�nk �t far more l�kely,
espec�ally �n v�ew of the fact that the persons concerned were h�ghly
educated, that we are concerned w�th telescoped processes, �n
wh�ch hab�t has caused a great many �ntermed�ate terms to be el�ded
or to be passed over so qu�ckly as to escape observat�on.
     * Titchener, op. cit., p. 79.

I am �ncl�ned to th�nk that s�m�lar remarks apply to the general �dea
of "�mageless th�nk�ng," concern�ng wh�ch there has been much
controversy. The advocates of �mageless th�nk�ng are not contend�ng
merely that there can be th�nk�ng wh�ch �s purely verbal; they are
contend�ng that there can be th�nk�ng wh�ch proceeds ne�ther �n
words nor �n �mages. My own feel�ng �s that they have rashly
assumed the presence of th�nk�ng �n cases where hab�t has rendered
th�nk�ng unnecessary. When Thornd�ke exper�mented w�th an�mals �n
cages, he found that the assoc�at�ons establ�shed were between a
sensory st�mulus and a bod�ly movement (not the �dea of �t), w�thout
the need of suppos�ng any non-phys�olog�cal �ntermed�ary (op. c�t., p.
100 ff.). The same th�ng, �t seems to me, appl�es to ourselves. A



certa�n sensory s�tuat�on produces �n us a certa�n bod�ly movement.
Somet�mes th�s movement cons�sts �n utter�ng words. Prejud�ce
leads us to suppose that between the sensory st�mulus and the
utterance of the words a process of thought must have �ntervened,
but there seems no good reason for such a suppos�t�on. Any hab�tual
act�on, such as eat�ng or dress�ng, may be performed on the
appropr�ate occas�on, w�thout any need of thought, and the same
seems to be true of a pa�nfully large proport�on of our talk. What
appl�es to uttered speech appl�es of course equally to the �nternal
speech wh�ch �s not uttered. I rema�n, therefore, ent�rely unconv�nced
that there �s any such phenomenon as th�nk�ng wh�ch cons�sts
ne�ther of �mages nor of words, or that "�deas" have to be added to
sensat�ons and �mages as part of the mater�al out of wh�ch mental
phenomena are bu�lt.

The quest�on of the nature of our consc�ousness of the un�versal �s
much affected by our v�ew as to the general nature of the relat�on of
consc�ousness to �ts object. If we adopt the v�ew of Brentano,
accord�ng to wh�ch all mental content has essent�al reference to an
object, �t �s then natural to suppose that there �s some pecul�ar k�nd
of mental content of wh�ch the object �s a un�versal, as oppose to a
part�cular. Accord�ng to th�s v�ew, a part�cular cat can be PERce�ved
or �mag�ned, wh�le the un�versal "cat" �s CONce�ved. But th�s whole
manner of v�ew�ng our deal�ngs w�th un�versals has to be abandoned
when the relat�on of a mental occurrence to �ts "object" �s regarded
as merely �nd�rect and causal, wh�ch �s the v�ew that we have
adopted. The mental content �s, of course, always part�cular, and the
quest�on as to what �t "means" (�n case �t means anyth�ng) �s one
wh�ch cannot be settled by merely exam�n�ng the �ntr�ns�c character
of the mental content, but only by know�ng �ts causal connect�ons �n
the case of the person concerned. To say that a certa�n thought
"means" a un�versal as opposed to e�ther a vague or a part�cular, �s
to say someth�ng exceed�ngly complex. A horse w�ll behave �n a
certa�n manner whenever he smells a bear, even �f the smell �s
der�ved from a bearsk�n. That �s to say, any env�ronment conta�n�ng
an �nstance of the un�versal "smell of a bear" produces closely
s�m�lar behav�our �n the horse, but we do not say that the horse �s
consc�ous of th�s un�versal. There �s equally l�ttle reason to regard a



man as consc�ous of the same un�versal, because under the same
c�rcumstances he can react by say�ng, "I smell a bear." Th�s react�on,
l�ke that of the horse, �s merely closely s�m�lar on d�fferent occas�ons
where the env�ronment affords �nstances of the same un�versal.
Words of wh�ch the log�cal mean�ng �s un�versal can therefore be
employed correctly, w�thout anyth�ng that could be called
consc�ousness of un�versals. Such consc�ousness �n the only sense
�n wh�ch �t can be sa�d to ex�st �s a matter of reflect�ve judgment
cons�st�ng �n the observat�on of s�m�lar�t�es and d�fferences. A
un�versal never appears before the m�nd as a s�ngle object �n the
sort of way �n wh�ch someth�ng perce�ved appears. I THINK a log�cal
argument could be produced to show that un�versals are part of the
structure of the world, but they are an �nferred part, not a part of our
data. What ex�sts �n us cons�sts of var�ous factors, some open to
external observat�on, others only v�s�ble to �ntrospect�on. The factors
open to external observat�on are pr�mar�ly hab�ts, hav�ng the
pecul�ar�ty that very s�m�lar react�ons are produced by st�mul� wh�ch
are �n many respects very d�fferent from each other. Of th�s the
react�on of the horse to the smell of the bear �s an �nstance, and so �s
the react�on of the man who says "bear" under the same
c�rcumstances. The verbal react�on �s, of course, the most �mportant
from the po�nt of v�ew of what may be called knowledge of
un�versals. A man who can always use the word "dog" when he sees
a dog may be sa�d, �n a certa�n sense, to know the mean�ng of the
word "dog," and IN THAT SENSE to have knowledge of the un�versal
"dog." But there �s, of course, a further stage reached by the log�c�an
�n wh�ch he not merely reacts w�th the word "dog," but sets to work to
d�scover what �t �s �n the env�ronment that causes �n h�m th�s almost
�dent�cal react�on on d�fferent occas�ons. Th�s further stage cons�sts
�n knowledge of s�m�lar�t�es and d�fferences: s�m�lar�t�es wh�ch are
necessary to the appl�cab�l�ty of the word "dog," and d�fferences
wh�ch are compat�ble w�th �t. Our knowledge of these s�m�lar�t�es and
d�fferences �s never exhaust�ve, and therefore our knowledge of the
mean�ng of a un�versal �s never complete.

In add�t�on to external observable hab�ts (�nclud�ng the hab�t of
words), there �s also the gener�c �mage produced by the
superpos�t�on, or, �n Semon's phrase, homophony, of a number of



s�m�lar percept�ons. Th�s �mage �s vague so long as the mult�pl�c�ty of
�ts prototypes �s not recogn�zed, but becomes un�versal when �t
ex�sts alongs�de of the more spec�f�c �mages of �ts �nstances, and �s
know�ngly contrasted w�th them. In th�s case we f�nd aga�n, as we
found when we were d�scuss�ng words �n general �n the preced�ng
lecture, that �mages are not log�cally necessary �n order to account
for observable behav�our, �.e. �n th�s case �ntell�gent speech.
Intell�gent speech could ex�st as a motor hab�t, w�thout any
accompan�ment of �mages, and th�s conclus�on appl�es to words of
wh�ch the mean�ng �s un�versal, just as much as to words of wh�ch
the mean�ng �s relat�vely part�cular. If th�s conclus�on �s val�d, �t
follows that behav�our�st psychology, wh�ch eschews �ntrospect�ve
data, �s capable of be�ng an �ndependent sc�ence, and of account�ng
for all that part of the behav�our of other people wh�ch �s commonly
regarded as ev�dence that they th�nk. It must be adm�tted that th�s
conclus�on cons�derably weakens the rel�ance wh�ch can be placed
upon �ntrospect�ve data. They must be accepted s�mply on account
of the fact that we seem to perce�ve them, not on account of the�r
supposed necess�ty for expla�n�ng the data of external observat�on.

Th�s, at any rate, �s the conclus�on to wh�ch we are forced, so long
as, w�th the behav�our�sts, we accept common-sense v�ews of the
phys�cal world. But �f, as I have urged, the phys�cal world �tself, as
known, �s �nfected through and through w�th subject�v�ty, �f, as the
theory of relat�v�ty suggests, the phys�cal un�verse conta�ns the
d�vers�ty of po�nts of v�ew wh�ch we have been accustomed to regard
as d�st�nct�vely psycholog�cal, then we are brought back by th�s
d�fferent road to the necess�ty for trust�ng observat�ons wh�ch are �n
an �mportant sense pr�vate. And �t �s the pr�vacy of �ntrospect�ve data
wh�ch causes much of the behav�our�sts' object�on to them.

Th�s �s an example of the d�ff�culty of construct�ng an adequate
ph�losophy of any one sc�ence w�thout tak�ng account of other
sc�ences. The behav�our�st ph�losophy of psychology, though �n
many respects adm�rable from the po�nt of v�ew of method, appears
to me to fa�l �n the last analys�s because �t �s based upon an
�nadequate ph�losophy of phys�cs. In sp�te, therefore, of the fact that
the ev�dence for �mages, whether gener�c or part�cular, �s merely
�ntrospect�ve, I cannot adm�t that �mages should be rejected, or that



we should m�n�m�ze the�r funct�on �n our knowledge of what �s remote
�n t�me or space.



LECTURE XII. BELIEF
Bel�ef, wh�ch �s our subject to-day, �s the central problem �n the

analys�s of m�nd. Bel�ev�ng seems the most "mental" th�ng we do, the
th�ng most remote from what �s done by mere matter. The whole
�ntellectual l�fe cons�sts of bel�efs, and of the passage from one bel�ef
to another by what �s called "reason�ng." Bel�efs g�ve knowledge and
error; they are the veh�cles of truth and falsehood. Psychology,
theory of knowledge and metaphys�cs revolve about bel�ef, and on
the v�ew we take of bel�ef our ph�losoph�cal outlook largely depends.

Before embark�ng upon the deta�led analys�s of bel�ef, we shall do
well to note certa�n requ�s�tes wh�ch any theory must fulf�l.

(1) Just as words are character�zed by mean�ng, so bel�efs are
character�zed by truth or falsehood. And just as mean�ng cons�sts �n
relat�on to the object meant, so truth and falsehood cons�st �n relat�on
to someth�ng that l�es outs�de the bel�ef. You may bel�eve that such-
and-such a horse w�ll w�n the Derby. The t�me comes, and your
horse w�ns or does not w�n; accord�ng to the outcome, your bel�ef
was true or false. You may bel�eve that s�x t�mes n�ne �s f�fty-s�x; �n
th�s case also there �s a fact wh�ch makes your bel�ef false. You may
bel�eve that Amer�ca was d�scovered �n 1492, or that �t was
d�scovered �n 1066. In the one case your bel�ef �s true, �n the other
false; �n e�ther case �ts truth or falsehood depends upon the act�ons
of Columbus, not upon anyth�ng present or under your control. What
makes a bel�ef true or false I call a "fact." The part�cular fact that
makes a g�ven bel�ef true or false I call �ts "object�ve,"* and the
relat�on of the bel�ef to �ts object�ve I call the "reference" or the
"object�ve reference" of the bel�ef. Thus, �f I bel�eve that Columbus
crossed the Atlant�c �n 1492, the "object�ve" of my bel�ef �s
Columbus's actual voyage, and the "reference" of my bel�ef �s the
relat�on between my bel�ef and the voyage—that relat�on, namely, �n
v�rtue of wh�ch the voyage makes my bel�ef true (or, �n another case,
false). "Reference" of bel�efs d�ffers from "mean�ng" of words �n



var�ous ways, but espec�ally �n the fact that �t �s of two k�nds, "true"
reference and "false" reference. The truth or falsehood of a bel�ef
does not depend upon anyth�ng �ntr�ns�c to the bel�ef, but upon the
nature of �ts relat�on to �ts object�ve. The �ntr�ns�c nature of bel�ef can
be treated w�thout reference to what makes �t true or false. In the
rema�nder of the present lecture I shall �gnore truth and falsehood,
wh�ch w�ll be the subject of Lecture XIII. It �s the �ntr�ns�c nature of
bel�ef that w�ll concern us to-day.
     * This terminology is suggested by Meinong, but is not
     exactly the same as his.

(2) We must d�st�ngu�sh between bel�ev�ng and what �s bel�eved. I
may bel�eve that Columbus crossed the Atlant�c, that all Cretans are
l�ars, that two and two are four, or that n�ne t�mes s�x �s f�fty-s�x; �n all
these cases the bel�ev�ng �s just the same, and only the contents
bel�eved are d�fferent. I may remember my breakfast th�s morn�ng,
my lecture last week, or my f�rst s�ght of New York. In all these cases
the feel�ng of memory-bel�ef �s just the same, and only what �s
remembered d�ffers. Exactly s�m�lar remarks apply to expectat�ons.
Bare assent, memory and expectat�on are forms of bel�ef; all three
are d�fferent from what �s bel�eved, and each has a constant
character wh�ch �s �ndependent of what �s bel�eved.

In Lecture I we cr�t�c�zed the analys�s of a presentat�on �nto act,
content and object. But our analys�s of bel�ef conta�ns three very
s�m�lar elements, namely the bel�ev�ng, what �s bel�eved and the
object�ve. The object�ons to the act (�n the case of presentat�ons) are
not val�d aga�nst the bel�ev�ng �n the case of bel�efs, because the
bel�ev�ng �s an actual exper�enced feel�ng, not someth�ng postulated,
l�ke the act. But �t �s necessary f�rst to complete our prel�m�nary
requ�s�tes, and then to exam�ne the content of a bel�ef. After that, we
shall be �n a pos�t�on to return to the quest�on as to what const�tutes
bel�ev�ng.

(3) What �s bel�eved, and the bel�ev�ng, must both cons�st of
present occurrences �n the bel�ever, no matter what may be the
object�ve of the bel�ef. Suppose I bel�eve, for example, "that Caesar
crossed the Rub�con." The object�ve of my bel�ef �s an event wh�ch
happened long ago, wh�ch I never saw and do not remember. Th�s
event �tself �s not �n my m�nd when I bel�eve that �t happened. It �s not



correct to say that I am bel�ev�ng the actual event; what I am
bel�ev�ng �s someth�ng now �n my m�nd, someth�ng related to the
event (�n a way wh�ch we shall �nvest�gate �n Lecture XIII), but
obv�ously not to be confounded w�th the event, s�nce the event �s not
occurr�ng now but the bel�ev�ng �s. What a man �s bel�ev�ng at a
g�ven moment �s wholly determ�nate �f we know the contents of h�s
m�nd at that moment; but Caesar's cross�ng of the Rub�con was an
h�stor�cal phys�cal event, wh�ch �s d�st�nct from the present contents
of every present m�nd. What �s bel�eved, however true �t may be, �s
not the actual fact that makes the bel�ef true, but a present event
related to the fact. Th�s present event, wh�ch �s what �s bel�eved, I
shall call the "content" of the bel�ef. We have already had occas�on
to not�ce the d�st�nct�on between content and object�ve �n the case of
memory-bel�efs, where the content �s "th�s occurred" and the
object�ve �s the past event.

(4) Between content and object�ve there �s somet�mes a very w�de
gulf, for example �n the case of "Caesar crossed the Rub�con." Th�s
gulf may, when �t �s f�rst perce�ved, g�ve us a feel�ng that we cannot
really "know" anyth�ng about the outer world. All we can "know," �t
may be sa�d, �s what �s now �n our thoughts. If Caesar and the
Rub�con cannot be bod�ly �n our thoughts, �t m�ght seem as though
we must rema�n cut off from knowledge of them. I shall not now deal
at length w�th th�s feel�ng, s�nce �t �s necessary f�rst to def�ne
"know�ng," wh�ch cannot be done yet. But I w�ll say, as a prel�m�nary
answer, that the feel�ng assumes an �deal of know�ng wh�ch I bel�eve
to be qu�te m�staken. It assumes, �f �t �s thought out, someth�ng l�ke
the myst�c un�ty of knower and known. These two are often sa�d to
be comb�ned �nto a un�ty by the fact of cogn�t�on; hence when th�s
un�ty �s pla�nly absent, �t may seem as �f there were no genu�ne
cogn�t�on. For my part, I th�nk such theor�es and feel�ngs wholly
m�staken: I bel�eve know�ng to be a very external and compl�cated
relat�on, �ncapable of exact def�n�t�on, dependent upon causal laws,
and �nvolv�ng no more un�ty than there �s between a s�gnpost and the
town to wh�ch �t po�nts. I shall return to th�s quest�on on a later
occas�on; for the moment these prov�s�onal remarks must suff�ce.

(5) The object�ve reference of a bel�ef �s connected w�th the fact
that all or some of the const�tuents of �ts content have mean�ng. If I



say "Caesar conquered Gaul," a person who knows the mean�ng of
the three words compos�ng my statement knows as much as can be
known about the nature of the object�ve wh�ch would make my
statement true. It �s clear that the object�ve reference of a bel�ef �s, �n
general, �n some way der�vat�ve from the mean�ngs of the words or
�mages that occur �n �ts content. There are, however, certa�n
compl�cat�ons wh�ch must be borne �n m�nd. In the f�rst place, �t m�ght
be contended that a memory-�mage acqu�res mean�ng only through
the memory-bel�ef, wh�ch would seem, at least �n the case of
memory, to make bel�ef more pr�m�t�ve than the mean�ng of �mages.
In the second place, �t �s a very s�ngular th�ng that mean�ng, wh�ch �s
s�ngle, should generate object�ve reference, wh�ch �s dual, namely
true and false. Th�s �s one of the facts wh�ch any theory of bel�ef
must expla�n �f �t �s to be sat�sfactory.

It �s now t�me to leave these prel�m�nary requ�s�tes, and attempt
the analys�s of the contents of bel�efs.

The f�rst th�ng to not�ce about what �s bel�eved, �.e. about the
content of a bel�ef, �s that �t �s always complex: We bel�eve that a
certa�n th�ng has a certa�n property, or a certa�n relat�on to someth�ng
else, or that �t occurred or w�ll occur (�n the sense d�scussed at the
end of Lecture IX); or we may bel�eve that all the members of a
certa�n class have a certa�n property, or that a certa�n property
somet�mes occurs among the members of a class; or we may
bel�eve that �f one th�ng happens, another w�ll happen (for example,
"�f �t ra�ns I shall br�ng my umbrella"), or we may bel�eve that
someth�ng does not happen, or d�d not or w�ll not happen (for
example, "�t won't ra�n"); or that one of two th�ngs must happen (for
example, "e�ther you w�thdraw your accusat�on, or I shall br�ng a l�bel
act�on"). The catalogue of the sorts of th�ngs we may bel�eve �s
�nf�n�te, but all of them are complex.

Language somet�mes conceals the complex�ty of a bel�ef. We say
that a person bel�eves �n God, and �t m�ght seem as �f God formed
the whole content of the bel�ef. But what �s really bel�eved �s that God
ex�sts, wh�ch �s very far from be�ng s�mple. S�m�larly, when a person
has a memory-�mage w�th a memory-bel�ef, the bel�ef �s "th�s
occurred," �n the sense expla�ned �n Lecture IX; and "th�s occurred"



�s not s�mple. In l�ke manner all cases where the content of a bel�ef
seems s�mple at f�rst s�ght w�ll be found, on exam�nat�on, to conf�rm
the v�ew that the content �s always complex.

The content of a bel�ef �nvolves not merely a plural�ty of
const�tuents, but def�n�te relat�ons between them; �t �s not
determ�nate when �ts const�tuents alone are g�ven. For example,
"Plato preceded Ar�stotle" and "Ar�stotle preceded Plato" are both
contents wh�ch may be bel�eved, but, although they cons�st of
exactly the same const�tuents, they are d�fferent, and even
�ncompat�ble.

The content of a bel�ef may cons�st of words only, or of �mages
only, or of a m�xture of the two, or of e�ther or both together w�th one
or more sensat�ons. It must conta�n at least one const�tuent wh�ch �s
a word or an �mage, and �t may or may not conta�n one or more
sensat�ons as const�tuents. Some examples w�ll make these var�ous
poss�b�l�t�es clear.

We may take f�rst recogn�t�on, �n e�ther of the forms "th�s �s of
such-and-such a k�nd" or "th�s has occurred before." In e�ther case,
present sensat�on �s a const�tuent. For example, you hear a no�se,
and you say to yourself "tram." Here the no�se and the word "tram"
are both const�tuents of your bel�ef; there �s also a relat�on between
them, expressed by "�s" �n the propos�t�on "that �s a tram." As soon
as your act of recogn�t�on �s completed by the occurrence of the word
"tram," your act�ons are affected: you hurry �f you want the tram, or
cease to hurry �f you want a bus. In th�s case the content of your
bel�ef �s a sensat�on (the no�se) and a word ("tram") related �n a way
wh�ch may be called pred�cat�on.

The same no�se may br�ng �nto your m�nd the v�sual �mage of a
tram, �nstead of the word "tram." In th�s case your bel�ef cons�sts of a
sensat�on and an �mage su�table related. Bel�efs of th�s class are
what are called "judgments of percept�on." As we saw �n Lecture VIII,
the �mages assoc�ated w�th a sensat�on often come w�th such
spontane�ty and force that the unsoph�st�cated do not d�st�ngu�sh
them from the sensat�on; �t �s only the psycholog�st or the sk�lled
observer who �s aware of the large mnem�c element that �s added to
sensat�on to make percept�on. It may be objected that what �s added



cons�sts merely of �mages w�thout bel�ef. Th�s �s no doubt somet�mes
the case, but �s certa�nly somet�mes not the case. That bel�ef always
occurs �n percept�on as opposed to sensat�on �t �s not necessary for
us to ma�nta�n; �t �s enough for our purposes to note that �t
somet�mes occurs, and that when �t does, the content of our bel�ef
cons�sts of a sensat�on and an �mage su�tably related.

In a PURE memory-bel�ef only �mages occur. But a m�xture of
words and �mages �s very common �n memory. You have an �mage of
the past occurrence, and you say to yourself: "Yes, that's how �t
was." Here the �mage and the words together make up the content of
the bel�ef. And when the remember�ng of an �nc�dent has become a
hab�t, �t may be purely verbal, and the memory-bel�ef may cons�st of
words alone.

The more compl�cated forms of bel�ef tend to cons�st only of
words. Often �mages of var�ous k�nds accompany them, but they are
apt to be �rrelevant, and to form no part of what �s actually bel�eved.
For example, �n th�nk�ng of the Solar System, you are l�kely to have
vague �mages of p�ctures you have seen of the earth surrounded by
clouds, Saturn and h�s r�ngs, the sun dur�ng an ecl�pse, and so on;
but none of these form part of your bel�ef that the planets revolve
round the sun �n ell�pt�cal orb�ts. The only �mages that form an actual
part of such bel�efs are, as a rule, �mages of words. And �mages of
words, for the reasons cons�dered �n Lecture VIII, cannot be
d�st�ngu�shed w�th any certa�nty from sensat�ons, when, as �s often, �f
not usually, the case, they are k�naesthet�c �mages of pronounc�ng
the words.

It �s �mposs�ble for a bel�ef to cons�st of sensat�ons alone, except
when, as �n the case of words, the sensat�ons have assoc�at�ons
wh�ch make them s�gns possessed of mean�ng. The reason �s that
object�ve reference �s of the essence of bel�ef, and object�ve
reference �s der�ved from mean�ng. When I speak of a bel�ef
cons�st�ng partly of sensat�ons and partly of words, I do not mean to
deny that the words, when they are not mere �mages, are
sensat�onal, but that they occur as s�gns, not (so to speak) �n the�r
own r�ght. To revert to the no�se of the tram, when you hear �t and
say "tram," the no�se and the word are both sensat�ons (�f you



actually pronounce the word), but the no�se �s part of the fact wh�ch
makes your bel�ef true, whereas the word �s not part of th�s fact. It �s
the MEANING of the word "tram," not the actual word, that forms
part of the fact wh�ch �s the object�ve of your bel�ef. Thus the word
occurs �n the bel�ef as a symbol, �n v�rtue of �ts mean�ng, whereas the
no�se enters �nto both the bel�ef and �ts object�ve. It �s th�s that
d�st�ngu�shes the occurrence of words as symbols from the
occurrence of sensat�ons �n the�r own r�ght: the object�ve conta�ns
the sensat�ons that occur �n the�r own r�ght, but conta�ns only the
mean�ngs of the words that occur as symbols.

For the sake of s�mpl�c�ty, we may �gnore the cases �n wh�ch
sensat�ons �n the�r own r�ght form part of the content of a bel�ef, and
conf�ne ourselves to �mages and words. We may also om�t the cases
�n wh�ch both �mages and words occur �n the content of a bel�ef.
Thus we become conf�ned to two cases: (a) when the content
cons�sts wholly of �mages, (b) when �t cons�sts wholly of words. The
case of m�xed �mages and words has no spec�al �mportance, and �ts
om�ss�on w�ll do no harm.

Let us take �n �llustrat�on a case of memory. Suppose you are
th�nk�ng of some fam�l�ar room. You may call up an �mage of �t, and �n
your �mage the w�ndow may be to the left of the door. W�thout any
�ntrus�on of words, you may bel�eve �n the correctness of your �mage.
You then have a bel�ef, cons�st�ng wholly of �mages, wh�ch becomes,
when put �nto words, "the w�ndow �s to the left of the door." You may
yourself use these words and proceed to bel�eve them. You thus
pass from an �mage-content to the correspond�ng word-content. The
content �s d�fferent �n the two cases, but �ts object�ve reference �s the
same. Th�s shows the relat�on of �mage-bel�efs to word-bel�efs �n a
very s�mple case. In more elaborate cases the relat�on becomes
much less s�mple.

It may be sa�d that even �n th�s very s�mple case the object�ve
reference of the word-content �s not qu�te the same as that of the
�mage-content, that �mages have a wealth of concrete features wh�ch
are lost when words are subst�tuted, that the w�ndow �n the �mage �s
not a mere w�ndow �n the abstract, but a w�ndow of a certa�n shape
and s�ze, not merely to the left of the door, but a certa�n d�stance to



the left, and so on. In reply, �t may be adm�tted at once that there �s,
as a rule, a certa�n amount of truth �n the object�on. But two po�nts
may be urged to m�n�m�ze �ts force. F�rst, �mages do not, as a rule,
have that wealth of concrete deta�l that would make �t IMPOSSIBLE
to express them fully �n words. They are vague and fragmentary: a
f�n�te number of words, though perhaps a large number, would
exhaust at least the�r SIGNIFICANT features. For—and th�s �s our
second po�nt—�mages enter �nto the content of a bel�ef through the
fact that they are capable of mean�ng, and the�r mean�ng does not,
as a rule, have as much complex�ty as they have: some of the�r
character�st�cs are usually devo�d of mean�ng. Thus �t may well be
poss�ble to extract �n words all that has mean�ng �n an �mage-
content; �n that case the word-content and the �mage-content w�ll
have exactly the same object�ve reference.

The content of a bel�ef, when expressed �n words, �s the same
th�ng (or very nearly the same th�ng) as what �n log�c �s called a
"propos�t�on." A propos�t�on �s a ser�es of words (or somet�mes a
s�ngle word) express�ng the k�nd of th�ng that can be asserted or
den�ed. "That all men are mortal," "that Columbus d�scovered
Amer�ca," "that Charles I d�ed �n h�s bed," "that all ph�losophers are
w�se," are propos�t�ons. Not any ser�es of words �s a propos�t�on, but
only such ser�es of words as have "mean�ng," or, �n our phraseology,
"object�ve reference." G�ven the mean�ngs of separate words, and
the rules of syntax, the mean�ng of a propos�t�on �s determ�nate. Th�s
�s the reason why we can understand a sentence we never heard
before. You probably never heard before the propos�t�on "that the
�nhab�tants of the Andaman Islands hab�tually eat stewed
h�ppopotamus for d�nner," but there �s no d�ff�culty �n understand�ng
the propos�t�on. The quest�on of the relat�on between the mean�ng of
a sentence and the mean�ngs of the separate words �s d�ff�cult, and I
shall not pursue �t now; I brought �t up solely as be�ng �llustrat�ve of
the nature of propos�t�ons.

We may extend the term "propos�t�on" so as to cover the �mage-
contents of bel�efs cons�st�ng of �mages. Thus, �n the case of
remember�ng a room �n wh�ch the w�ndow �s to the left of the door,
when we bel�eve the �mage-content the propos�t�on w�ll cons�st of the
�mage of the w�ndow on the left together w�th the �mage of the door



on the r�ght. We w�ll d�st�ngu�sh propos�t�ons of th�s k�nd as "�mage-
propos�t�ons" and propos�t�ons �n words as "word-propos�t�ons." We
may �dent�fy propos�t�ons �n general w�th the contents of actual and
poss�ble bel�efs, and we may say that �t �s propos�t�ons that are true
or false. In log�c we are concerned w�th propos�t�ons rather than
bel�efs, s�nce log�c �s not �nterested �n what people do �n fact bel�eve,
but only �n the cond�t�ons wh�ch determ�ne the truth or falsehood of
poss�ble bel�efs. Whenever poss�ble, except when actual bel�efs are
�n quest�on, �t �s generally a s�mpl�f�cat�on to deal w�th propos�t�ons.

It would seem that �mage-propos�t�ons are more pr�m�t�ve than
word-propos�t�ons, and may well ante-date language. There �s no
reason why memory-�mages, accompan�ed by that very s�mple
bel�ef-feel�ng wh�ch we dec�ded to be the essence of memory, should
not have occurred before language arose; �ndeed, �t would be rash to
assert pos�t�vely that memory of th�s sort does not occur among the
h�gher an�mals. Our more elementary bel�efs, notably those that are
added to sensat�on to make percept�on, often rema�n at the level of
�mages. For example, most of the v�sual objects �n our
ne�ghbourhood rouse tact�le �mages: we have a d�fferent feel�ng �n
look�ng at a sofa from what we have �n look�ng at a block of marble,
and the d�fference cons�sts ch�efly �n d�fferent st�mulat�on of our
tact�le �mag�nat�on. It may be sa�d that the tact�le �mages are merely
present, w�thout any accompany�ng bel�ef; but I th�nk th�s v�ew,
though somet�mes correct, der�ves �ts plaus�b�l�ty as a general
propos�t�on from our th�nk�ng of expl�c�t consc�ous bel�ef only. Most of
our bel�efs, l�ke most of our w�shes, are "unconsc�ous," �n the sense
that we have never told ourselves that we have them. Such bel�efs
d�splay themselves when the expectat�ons that they arouse fa�l �n
any way. For example, �f someone puts tea (w�thout m�lk) �nto a
glass, and you dr�nk �t under the �mpress�on that �t �s go�ng to be
beer; or �f you walk on what appears to be a t�led floor, and �t turns
out to be a soft carpet made to look l�ke t�les. The shock of surpr�se
on an occas�on of th�s k�nd makes us aware of the expectat�ons that
hab�tually enter �nto our percept�ons; and such expectat�ons must be
classed as bel�efs, �n sp�te of the fact that we do not normally take
note of them or put them �nto words. I remember once watch�ng a
cock p�geon runn�ng over and over aga�n to the edge of a look�ng-



glass to try to wreak vengeance on the part�cularly obnox�ous b�rd
whom he expected to f�nd there, judg�ng by what he saw �n the glass.
He must have exper�enced each t�me the sort of surpr�se on f�nd�ng
noth�ng, wh�ch �s calculated to lead �n t�me to the adopt�on of
Berkeley's theory that objects of sense are only �n the m�nd. H�s
expectat�on, though not expressed �n words, deserved, I th�nk, to be
called a bel�ef.

I come now to the quest�on what const�tutes bel�ev�ng, as opposed
to the content bel�eved.

To beg�n w�th, there are var�ous d�fferent att�tudes that may be
taken towards the same content. Let us suppose, for the sake of
argument, that you have a v�sual �mage of your breakfast-table. You
may expect �t wh�le you are dress�ng �n the morn�ng; remember �t as
you go to your work; feel doubt as to �ts correctness when
quest�oned as to your powers of v�sual�z�ng; merely enterta�n the
�mage, w�thout connect�ng �t w�th anyth�ng external, when you are
go�ng to sleep; des�re �t �f you are hungry, or feel avers�on for �t �f you
are �ll. Suppose, for the sake of def�n�teness, that the content �s "an
egg for breakfast." Then you have the follow�ng att�tudes "I expect
there w�ll be an egg for breakfast"; "I remember there was an egg for
breakfast"; "Was there an egg for breakfast?" "An egg for breakfast:
well, what of �t?" "I hope there w�ll be an egg for breakfast"; "I am
afra�d there w�ll be an egg for breakfast and �t �s sure to be bad." I do
not suggest that th�s �s a l�st of all poss�ble att�tudes on the subject; I
say only that they are d�fferent att�tudes, all concerned w�th the one
content "an egg for breakfast."

These att�tudes are not all equally ult�mate. Those that �nvolve
des�re and avers�on have occup�ed us �n Lecture III. For the present,
we are only concerned w�th such as are cogn�t�ve. In speak�ng of
memory, we d�st�ngu�shed three k�nds of bel�ef d�rected towards the
same content, namely memory, expectat�on and bare assent w�thout
any t�me-determ�nat�on �n the bel�ef-feel�ng. But before develop�ng
th�s v�ew, we must exam�ne two other theor�es wh�ch m�ght be held
concern�ng bel�ef, and wh�ch, �n some ways, would be more �n
harmony w�th a behav�our�st outlook than the theory I w�sh to
advocate.



(1) The f�rst theory to be exam�ned �s the v�ew that the d�fferent�a
of bel�ef cons�sts �n �ts causal eff�cacy I do not w�sh to make any
author respons�ble for th�s theory: I w�sh merely to develop �t
hypothet�cally so that we may judge of �ts tenab�l�ty.

We def�ned the mean�ng of an �mage or word by causal eff�cacy,
namely by assoc�at�ons: an �mage or word acqu�res mean�ng, we
sa�d, through hav�ng the same assoc�at�ons as what �t means.

We propose hypothet�cally to def�ne "bel�ef" by a d�fferent k�nd of
causal eff�cacy, namely eff�cacy �n caus�ng voluntary movements.
(Voluntary movements are def�ned as those v�tal movements wh�ch
are d�st�ngu�shed from reflex movements as �nvolv�ng the h�gher
nervous centres. I do not l�ke to d�st�ngu�sh them by means of such
not�ons as "consc�ousness" or "w�ll," because I do not th�nk these
not�ons, �n any def�nable sense, are always appl�cable. Moreover, the
purpose of the theory we are exam�n�ng �s to be, as far as poss�ble,
phys�olog�cal and behav�our�st, and th�s purpose �s not ach�eved �f
we �ntroduce such a concept�on as "consc�ousness" or "w�ll."
Nevertheless, �t �s necessary for our purpose to f�nd some way of
d�st�ngu�sh�ng between voluntary and reflex movements, s�nce the
results would be too paradox�cal, �f we were to say that reflex
movements also �nvolve bel�efs.) Accord�ng to th�s def�n�t�on, a
content �s sa�d to be "bel�eved" when �t causes us to move. The
�mages aroused are the same �f you say to me, "Suppose there were
an escaped t�ger com�ng along the street," and �f you say to me,
"There �s an escaped t�ger com�ng along the street." But my act�ons
w�ll be very d�fferent �n the two cases: �n the f�rst, I shall rema�n calm;
�n the second, �t �s poss�ble that I may not. It �s suggested, by the
theory we are cons�der�ng, that th�s d�fference of effects const�tutes
what �s meant by say�ng that �n the second case I bel�eve the
propos�t�on suggested, wh�le �n the f�rst case I do not. Accord�ng to
th�s v�ew, �mages or words are "bel�eved" when they cause bod�ly
movements.

I do not th�nk th�s theory �s adequate, but I th�nk �t �s suggest�ve of
truth, and not so eas�ly refutable as �t m�ght appear to be at f�rst
s�ght.



It m�ght be objected to the theory that many th�ngs wh�ch we
certa�nly bel�eve do not call for any bod�ly movements. I bel�eve that
Great Br�ta�n �s an �sland, that whales are mammals, that Charles I
was executed, and so on; and at f�rst s�ght �t seems obv�ous that
such bel�efs, as a rule, do not call for any act�on on my part. But
when we �nvest�gate the matter more closely, �t becomes more
doubtful. To beg�n w�th, we must d�st�ngu�sh bel�ef as a mere
DISPOSITION from actual act�ve bel�ef. We speak as �f we always
bel�eved that Charles I was executed, but that only means that we
are always ready to bel�eve �t when the subject comes up. The
phenomenon we are concerned to analyse �s the act�ve bel�ef, not
the permanent d�spos�t�on. Now, what are the occas�ons when, we
act�vely bel�eve that Charles I was executed? Pr�mar�ly:
exam�nat�ons, when we perform the bod�ly movement of wr�t�ng �t
down; conversat�on, when we assert �t to d�splay our h�stor�cal
erud�t�on; and pol�t�cal d�scourses, when we are engaged �n show�ng
what Sov�et government leads to. In all these cases bod�ly
movements (wr�t�ng or speak�ng) result from our bel�ef.

But there rema�ns the bel�ef wh�ch merely occurs �n "th�nk�ng." One
may set to work to recall some p�ece of h�story one has been
read�ng, and what one recalls �s bel�eved, although �t probably does
not cause any bod�ly movement whatever. It �s true that what we
bel�eve always MAY �nfluence act�on. Suppose I am �nv�ted to
become K�ng of Georg�a: I f�nd the prospect attract�ve, and go to
Cook's to buy a th�rd-class t�cket to my new realm. At the last
moment I remember Charles I and all the other monarchs who have
come to a bad end; I change my m�nd, and walk out w�thout
complet�ng the transact�on. But such �nc�dents are rare, and cannot
const�tute the whole of my bel�ef that Charles I was executed. The
conclus�on seems to be that, although a bel�ef always MAY �nfluence
act�on �f �t becomes relevant to a pract�cal �ssue, �t often ex�sts
act�vely (not as a mere d�spos�t�on) w�thout produc�ng any voluntary
movement whatever. If th�s �s true, we cannot def�ne bel�ef by the
effect on voluntary movements.

There �s another, more theoret�cal, ground for reject�ng the v�ew
we are exam�n�ng. It �s clear that a propos�t�on can be e�ther bel�eved
or merely cons�dered, and that the content �s the same �n both



cases. We can expect an egg for breakfast, or merely enterta�n the
suppos�t�on that there may be an egg for breakfast. A moment ago I
cons�dered the poss�b�l�ty of be�ng �nv�ted to become K�ng of
Georg�a, but I do not bel�eve that th�s w�ll happen. Now, �t seems
clear that, s�nce bel�ev�ng and cons�der�ng have d�fferent effects �f
one produces bod�ly movements wh�le the other does not, there
must be some �ntr�ns�c d�fference between bel�ev�ng and
cons�der�ng*; for �f they were prec�sely s�m�lar, the�r effects also
would be prec�sely s�m�lar. We have seen that the d�fference
between bel�ev�ng a g�ven propos�t�on and merely cons�der�ng �t does
not l�e �n the content; therefore there must be, �n one case or �n both,
someth�ng add�t�onal to the content wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes the
occurrence of a bel�ef from the occurrence of a mere cons�derat�on
of the same content. So far as the theoret�cal argument goes, th�s
add�t�onal element may ex�st only �n bel�ef, or only �n cons�derat�on,
or there may be one sort of add�t�onal element �n the case of bel�ef,
and another �n the case of cons�derat�on. Th�s br�ngs us to the
second v�ew wh�ch we have to exam�ne.



     * Cf. Brentano, "Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkte,"
     p. 268 (criticizing Bain, "The Emotions and the Will").

(1) The theory wh�ch we have now to cons�der regards bel�ef as
belong�ng to every �dea wh�ch �s enterta�ned, except �n so far as
some pos�t�ve counteract�ng force �nterferes. In th�s v�ew bel�ef �s not
a pos�t�ve phenomenon, though doubt and d�sbel�ef are so. What we
call bel�ef, accord�ng to th�s hypothes�s, �nvolves only the appropr�ate
content, wh�ch w�ll have the effects character�st�c of bel�ef unless
someth�ng else operat�ng s�multaneously �nh�b�ts them. James
(Psychology, vol. ��, p. 288) quotes w�th approval, though
�naccurately, a passage from Sp�noza embody�ng th�s v�ew:

"Let us conce�ve a boy �mag�n�ng to h�mself a horse, and tak�ng
note of noth�ng else. As th�s �mag�nat�on �nvolves the ex�stence of the
horse, AND THE BOY HAS NO PERCEPTION WHICH ANNULS
ITS EXISTENCE [James's �tal�cs], he w�ll necessar�ly contemplate
the horse as present, nor w�ll he be able to doubt of �ts ex�stence,
however l�ttle certa�n of �t he may be. I deny that a man �n so far as
he �mag�nes [perc�p�t] aff�rms noth�ng. For what �s �t to �mag�ne a
w�nged horse but to aff�rm that the horse [that horse, namely] has
w�ngs? For �f the m�nd had noth�ng before �t but the w�nged horse, �t
would contemplate the same as present, would have no cause to
doubt of �ts ex�stence, nor any power of d�ssent�ng from �ts ex�stence,
unless the �mag�nat�on of the w�nged horse were jo�ned to an �dea
wh�ch contrad�cted [toll�t] �ts ex�stence" ("Eth�cs," vol. ��, p. 49,
Schol�um).

To th�s doctr�ne James ent�rely assents, add�ng �n �tal�cs:
"ANY OBJECT WHICH REMAINS UNCONTRADICTED IS IPSO

FACTO BELIEVED AND POSITED AS ABSOLUTE REALITY."
If th�s v�ew �s correct, �t follows (though James does not draw the

�nference) that there �s no need of any spec�f�c feel�ng called "bel�ef,"
and that the mere ex�stence of �mages y�elds all that �s requ�red. The
state of m�nd �n wh�ch we merely cons�der a propos�t�on, w�thout
bel�ev�ng or d�sbel�ev�ng �t, w�ll then appear as a soph�st�cated
product, the result of some r�val force add�ng to the �mage-
propos�t�on a pos�t�ve feel�ng wh�ch may be called suspense or non-
bel�ef—a feel�ng wh�ch may be compared to that of a man about to
run a race wa�t�ng for the s�gnal. Such a man, though not mov�ng, �s



�n a very d�fferent cond�t�on from that of a man qu�etly at rest And so
the man who �s cons�der�ng a propos�t�on w�thout bel�ev�ng �t w�ll be
�n a state of tens�on, restra�n�ng the natural tendency to act upon the
propos�t�on wh�ch he would d�splay �f noth�ng �nterfered. In th�s v�ew
bel�ef pr�mar�ly cons�sts merely �n the ex�stence of the appropr�ate
�mages w�thout any counteract�ng forces.

There �s a great deal to be sa�d �n favour of th�s v�ew, and I have
some hes�tat�on �n regard�ng �t as �nadequate. It f�ts adm�rably w�th
the phenomena of dreams and halluc�natory �mages, and �t �s
recommended by the way �n wh�ch �t accords w�th mental
development. Doubt, suspense of judgment and d�sbel�ef all seem
later and more complex than a wholly unreflect�ng assent. Bel�ef as a
pos�t�ve phenomenon, �f �t ex�sts, may be regarded, �n th�s v�ew, as a
product of doubt, a dec�s�on after debate, an acceptance, not merely
of THIS, but of THIS-RATHER-THAN-THAT. It �s not d�ff�cult to
suppose that a dog has �mages (poss�ble olfactory) of h�s absent
master, or of the rabb�t that he dreams of hunt�ng. But �t �s very
d�ff�cult to suppose that he can enterta�n mere �mag�nat�on-�mages to
wh�ch no assent �s g�ven.

I th�nk �t must be conceded that a mere �mage, w�thout the add�t�on
of any pos�t�ve feel�ng that could be called "bel�ef," �s apt to have a
certa�n dynam�c power, and �n th�s sense an uncombated �mage has
the force of a bel�ef. But although th�s may be true, �t accounts only
for some of the s�mplest phenomena �n the reg�on of bel�ef. It w�ll not,
for example, expla�n memory. Nor can �t expla�n bel�efs wh�ch do not
�ssue �n any prox�mate act�on, such as those of mathemat�cs. I
conclude, therefore, that there must be bel�ef-feel�ngs of the same
order as those of doubt or d�sbel�ef, although phenomena closely
analogous to those of bel�ef can be produced by mere
uncontrad�cted �mages.

(3) I come now to the v�ew of bel�ef wh�ch I w�sh to advocate. It
seems to me that there are at least three k�nds of bel�ef, namely
memory, expectat�on and bare assent. Each of these I regard as
const�tuted by a certa�n feel�ng or complex of sensat�ons, attached to
the content bel�eved. We may �llustrate by an example. Suppose I
am bel�ev�ng, by means of �mages, not words, that �t w�ll ra�n. We



have here two �nterrelated elements, namely the content and the
expectat�on. The content cons�sts of �mages of (say) the v�sual
appearance of ra�n, the feel�ng of wetness, the patter of drops,
�nterrelated, roughly, as the sensat�ons would be �f �t were ra�n�ng.
Thus the content �s a complex fact composed of �mages. Exactly the
same content may enter �nto the memory "�t was ra�n�ng" or the
assent "ra�n occurs." The d�fference of these cases from each other
and from expectat�on does not l�e �n the content. The d�fference l�es
�n the nature of the bel�ef-feel�ng. I, personally, do not profess to be
able to analyse the sensat�ons const�tut�ng respect�vely memory,
expectat�on and assent; but I am not prepared to say that they
cannot be analysed. There may be other bel�ef-feel�ngs, for example
�n d�sjunct�on and �mpl�cat�on; also a d�sbel�ef-feel�ng.

It �s not enough that the content and the bel�ef-feel�ng should
coex�st: �t �s necessary that there should be a spec�f�c relat�on
between them, of the sort expressed by say�ng that the content �s
what �s bel�eved. If th�s were not obv�ous, �t could be made pla�n by
an argument. If the mere co-ex�stence of the content and the bel�ef-
feel�ng suff�ced, whenever we were hav�ng (say) a memory-feel�ng
we should be remember�ng any propos�t�on wh�ch came �nto our
m�nds at the same t�me. But th�s �s not the case, s�nce we may
s�multaneously remember one propos�t�on and merely cons�der
another.

We may sum up our analys�s, �n the case of bare assent to a
propos�t�on not expressed �n words, as follows: (a) We have a
propos�t�on, cons�st�ng of �nterrelated �mages, and poss�bly partly of
sensat�ons; (b) we have the feel�ng of assent, wh�ch �s presumably a
complex sensat�on demand�ng analys�s; (c) we have a relat�on,
actually subs�st�ng, between the assent and the propos�t�on, such as
�s expressed by say�ng that the propos�t�on �n quest�on �s what �s
assented to. For other forms of bel�ef-feel�ng or of content, we have
only to make the necessary subst�tut�ons �n th�s analys�s.

If we are r�ght �n our analys�s of bel�ef, the use of words �n
express�ng bel�efs �s apt to be m�slead�ng. There �s no way of
d�st�ngu�sh�ng, �n words, between a memory and an assent to a
propos�t�on about the past: "I ate my breakfast" and "Caesar



conquered Gaul" have the same verbal form, though (assum�ng that
I remember my breakfast) they express occurrences wh�ch are
psycholog�cally very d�fferent. In the one case, what happens �s that I
remember the content "eat�ng my breakfast"; �n the other case, I
assent to the content "Caesar's conquest of Gaul occurred." In the
latter case, but not �n the former, the pastness �s part of the content
bel�eved. Exactly s�m�lar remarks apply to the d�fference between
expectat�on, such as we have when wa�t�ng for the thunder after a
flash of l�ghtn�ng, and assent to a propos�t�on about the future, such
as we have �n all the usual cases of �nferent�al knowledge as to what
w�ll occur. I th�nk th�s d�ff�culty �n the verbal express�on of the
temporal aspects of bel�efs �s one among the causes wh�ch have
hampered ph�losophy �n the cons�derat�on of t�me.

The v�ew of bel�ef wh�ch I have been advocat�ng conta�ns l�ttle that
�s novel except the d�st�nct�on of k�nds of bel�ef-feel�ng—such as
memory and expectat�on. Thus James says: "Everyone knows the
d�fference between �mag�n�ng a th�ng and bel�ev�ng �n �ts ex�stence,
between suppos�ng a propos�t�on and acqu�esc�ng �n �ts truth...IN ITS
INNER NATURE, BELIEF, OR THE SENSE OF REALITY, IS A
SORT OF FEELING MORE ALLIED TO THE EMOTIONS THAN TO
ANYTHING ELSE" ("Psychology," vol. ��, p. 283. James's �tal�cs). He
proceeds to po�nt out that drunkenness, and, st�ll more, n�trous-ox�de
�ntox�cat�on, w�ll he�ghten the sense of bel�ef: �n the latter case, he
says, a man's very soul may sweat w�th conv�ct�on, and he be all the
t�me utterly unable to say what he �s conv�nced of. It would seem
that, �n such cases, the feel�ng of bel�ef ex�sts unattached, w�thout �ts
usual relat�on to a content bel�eved, just as the feel�ng of fam�l�ar�ty
may somet�mes occur w�thout be�ng related to any def�n�te fam�l�ar
object. The feel�ng of bel�ef, when �t occurs �n th�s separated
he�ghtened form, generally leads us to look for a content to wh�ch to
attach �t. Much of what passes for revelat�on or myst�c �ns�ght
probably comes �n th�s way: the bel�ef-feel�ng, �n abnormal strength,
attaches �tself, more or less acc�dentally, to some content wh�ch we
happen to th�nk of at the appropr�ate moment. But th�s �s only a
speculat�on, upon wh�ch I do not w�sh to lay too much stress.





LECTURE XIII. TRUTH AND
FALSEHOOD

The def�n�t�on of truth and falsehood, wh�ch �s our top�c to-day, l�es
str�ctly outs�de our general subject, namely the analys�s of m�nd.
From the psycholog�cal standpo�nt, there may be d�fferent k�nds of
bel�ef, and d�fferent degrees of certa�nty, but there cannot be any
purely psycholog�cal means of d�st�ngu�sh�ng between true and false
bel�efs. A bel�ef �s rendered true or false by relat�on to a fact, wh�ch
may l�e outs�de the exper�ence of the person enterta�n�ng the bel�ef.
Truth and falsehood, except �n the case of bel�efs about our own
m�nds, depend upon the relat�ons of mental occurrences to outs�de
th�ngs, and thus take us beyond the analys�s of mental occurrences
as they are �n themselves. Nevertheless, we can hardly avo�d the
cons�derat�on of truth and falsehood. We w�sh to bel�eve that our
bel�efs, somet�mes at least, y�eld KNOWLEDGE, and a bel�ef does
not y�eld knowledge unless �t �s true. The quest�on whether our
m�nds are �nstruments of knowledge, and, �f so, �n what sense, �s so
v�tal that any suggested analys�s of m�nd must be exam�ned �n
relat�on to th�s quest�on. To �gnore th�s quest�on would be l�ke
descr�b�ng a chronometer w�thout regard to �ts accuracy as a t�me-
keeper, or a thermometer w�thout ment�on�ng the fact that �t
measures temperature.

Many d�ff�cult quest�ons ar�se �n connect�on w�th knowledge. It �s
d�ff�cult to def�ne knowledge, d�ff�cult to dec�de whether we have any
knowledge, and d�ff�cult, even �f �t �s conceded that we somet�mes
have knowledge to d�scover whether we can ever know that we have
knowledge �n th�s or that part�cular case. I shall d�v�de the d�scuss�on
�nto four parts:

I. We may regard knowledge, from a behav�our�st standpo�nt, as
exh�b�ted �n a certa�n k�nd of response to the env�ronment. Th�s
response must have some character�st�cs wh�ch �t shares w�th those



of sc�ent�f�c �nstruments, but must also have others that are pecul�ar
to knowledge. We shall f�nd that th�s po�nt of v�ew �s �mportant, but
not exhaust�ve of the nature of knowledge.

II. We may hold that the bel�efs that const�tute knowledge are
d�st�ngu�shed from such as are erroneous or uncerta�n by propert�es
wh�ch are �ntr�ns�c e�ther to s�ngle bel�efs or to systems of bel�efs,
be�ng �n e�ther case d�scoverable w�thout reference to outs�de fact.
V�ews of th�s k�nd have been w�dely held among ph�losophers, but
we shall f�nd no reason to accept them.

III. We bel�eve that some bel�efs are true, and some false. Th�s
ra�ses the problem of VERIFIABILITY: are there any c�rcumstances
wh�ch can just�f�ably g�ve us an unusual degree of certa�nty that such
and such a bel�ef �s true? It �s obv�ous that there are c�rcumstances
wh�ch �n fact cause a certa�nty of th�s sort, and we w�sh to learn what
we can from exam�n�ng these c�rcumstances.

IV. F�nally, there �s the formal problem of def�n�ng truth and
falsehood, and der�v�ng the object�ve reference of a propos�t�on from
the mean�ngs of �ts component words.

We w�ll cons�der these four problems �n success�on.
I. We may regard a human be�ng as an �nstrument, wh�ch makes

var�ous responses to var�ous st�mul�. If we observe these responses
from outs�de, we shall regard them as show�ng knowledge when they
d�splay two character�st�cs, ACCURACY and APPROPRIATENESS.
These two are qu�te d�st�nct, and even somet�mes �ncompat�ble. If I
am be�ng pursued by a t�ger, accuracy �s furthered by turn�ng round
to look at h�m, but appropr�ateness by runn�ng away w�thout mak�ng
any search for further knowledge of the beast. I shall return to the
quest�on of appropr�ateness later; for the present �t �s accuracy that I
w�sh to cons�der.

When we are v�ew�ng a man from the outs�de, �t �s not h�s bel�efs,
but h�s bod�ly movements, that we can observe. H�s knowledge must
be �nferred from h�s bod�ly movements, and espec�ally from what he
says and wr�tes. For the present we may �gnore bel�efs, and regard a
man's knowledge as actually cons�st�ng �n what he says and does.
That �s to say, we w�ll construct, as far as poss�ble, a purely
behav�our�st�c account of truth and falsehood.



If you ask a boy "What �s tw�ce two?" and the boy says "four," you
take that as pr�ma fac�e ev�dence that the boy knows what tw�ce two
�s. But �f you go on to ask what �s tw�ce three, tw�ce four, tw�ce f�ve,
and so on, and the boy always answers "four," you come to the
conclus�on that he knows noth�ng about �t. Exactly s�m�lar remarks
apply to sc�ent�f�c �nstruments. I know a certa�n weather-cock wh�ch
has the pess�m�st�c hab�t of always po�nt�ng to the north-east. If you
were to see �t f�rst on a cold March day, you would th�nk �t an
excellent weather-cock; but w�th the f�rst warm day of spr�ng your
conf�dence would be shaken. The boy and the weather-cock have
the same defect: they do not vary the�r response when the st�mulus
�s var�ed. A good �nstrument, or a person w�th much knowledge, w�ll
g�ve d�fferent responses to st�mul� wh�ch d�ffer �n relevant ways. Th�s
�s the f�rst po�nt �n def�n�ng accuracy of response.

We w�ll now assume another boy, who also, when you f�rst
quest�on h�m, asserts that tw�ce two �s four. But w�th th�s boy, �nstead
of ask�ng h�m d�fferent quest�ons, you make a pract�ce of ask�ng h�m
the same quest�on every day at breakfast. You f�nd that he says f�ve,
or s�x, or seven, or any other number at random, and you conclude
that he also does not know what tw�ce two �s, though by good luck
he answered r�ght the f�rst t�me. Th�s boy �s l�ke a weather-cock
wh�ch, �nstead of be�ng stuck fast, �s always go�ng round and round,
chang�ng w�thout any change of w�nd. Th�s boy and weather-cock
have the oppos�te defect to that of the prev�ous pa�r: they g�ve
d�fferent responses to st�mul� wh�ch do not d�ffer �n any relevant way.

In connect�on w�th vagueness �n memory, we already had
occas�on to cons�der the def�n�t�on of accuracy. Om�tt�ng some of the
n�cet�es of our prev�ous d�scuss�on, we may say that an �nstrument �s
ACCURATE when �t avo�ds the defects of the two boys and weather-
cocks, that �s to say, when—

(a) It g�ves d�fferent responses to st�mul� wh�ch d�ffer �n relevant
ways;

(b) It g�ves the same response to st�mul� wh�ch do not d�ffer �n
relevant ways.

What are relevant ways depends upon the nature and purpose of
the �nstrument. In the case of a weather-cock, the d�rect�on of the



w�nd �s relevant, but not �ts strength; �n the case of the boy, the
mean�ng of the words of your quest�on �s relevant, but not the
loudness of your vo�ce, or whether you are h�s father or h�s
schoolmaster If, however, you were a boy of h�s own age, that would
be relevant, and the appropr�ate response would be d�fferent.

It �s clear that knowledge �s d�splayed by accuracy of response to
certa�n k�nds of st�mul�, e.g. exam�nat�ons. Can we say, conversely,
that �t cons�sts wholly of such accuracy of response? I do not th�nk
we can; but we can go a certa�n d�stance �n th�s d�rect�on. For th�s
purpose we must def�ne more carefully the k�nd of accuracy and the
k�nd of response that may be expected where there �s knowledge.

From our present po�nt of v�ew, �t �s d�ff�cult to exclude percept�on
from knowledge; at any rate, knowledge �s d�splayed by act�ons
based upon percept�on. A b�rd fly�ng among trees avo�ds bump�ng
�nto the�r branches; �ts avo�dance �s a response to v�sual sensat�ons.
Th�s response has the character�st�c of accuracy, �n the ma�n, and
leads us to say that the b�rd "knows," by s�ght, what objects are �n �ts
ne�ghbourhood. For a behav�our�st, th�s must certa�nly count as
knowledge, however �t may be v�ewed by analyt�c psychology. In th�s
case, what �s known, roughly, �s the st�mulus; but �n more advanced
knowledge the st�mulus and what �s known become d�fferent. For
example, you look �n your calendar and f�nd that Easter w�ll be early
next year. Here the st�mulus �s the calendar, whereas the response
concerns the future. Even th�s can be paralleled among �nstruments:
the behav�our of the barometer has a present st�mulus but foretells
the future, so that the barometer m�ght be sa�d, �n a sense, to know
the future. However that may be, the po�nt I am emphas�z�ng as
regards knowledge �s that what �s known may be qu�te d�fferent from
the st�mulus, and no part of the cause of the knowledge-response. It
�s only �n sense-knowledge that the st�mulus and what �s known are,
w�th qual�f�cat�ons, �dent�f�able. In knowledge of the future, �t �s
obv�ous that they are totally d�st�nct, s�nce otherw�se the response
would precede the st�mulus. In abstract knowledge also they are
d�st�nct, s�nce abstract facts have no date. In knowledge of the past
there are compl�cat�ons, wh�ch we must br�efly exam�ne.



Every form of memory w�ll be, from our present po�nt of v�ew, �n
one sense a delayed response. But th�s phrase does not qu�te
clearly express what �s meant. If you l�ght a fuse and connect �t w�th
a heap of dynam�te, the explos�on of the dynam�te may be spoken of,
�n a sense, as a delayed response to your l�ght�ng of the fuse. But
that only means that �t �s a somewhat late port�on of a cont�nuous
process of wh�ch the earl�er parts have less emot�onal �nterest. Th�s
�s not the case w�th hab�t. A d�splay of hab�t has two sorts of causes:
(a) the past occurrences wh�ch generated the hab�t, (b) the present
occurrence wh�ch br�ngs �t �nto play. When you drop a we�ght on your
toe, and say what you do say, the hab�t has been caused by �m�tat�on
of your undes�rable assoc�ates, whereas �t �s brought �nto play by the
dropp�ng of the we�ght. The great bulk of our knowledge �s a hab�t �n
th�s sense: whenever I am asked when I was born, I reply correctly
by mere hab�t. It would hardly be correct to say that gett�ng born was
the st�mulus, and that my reply �s a delayed response But �n cases of
memory th�s way of speak�ng would have an element of truth. In an
hab�tual memory, the event remembered was clearly an essent�al
part of the st�mulus to the format�on of the hab�t. The present
st�mulus wh�ch br�ngs the hab�t �nto play produces a d�fferent
response from that wh�ch �t would produce �f the hab�t d�d not ex�st.
Therefore the hab�t enters �nto the causat�on of the response, and so
do, at one remove, the causes of the hab�t. It follows that an event
remembered �s an essent�al part of the causes of our remember�ng.

In sp�te, however, of the fact that what �s known �s SOMETIMES
an �nd�spensable part of the cause of the knowledge, th�s
c�rcumstance �s, I th�nk, �rrelevant to the general quest�on w�th wh�ch
we are concerned, namely What sort of response to what sort of
st�mulus can be regarded as d�splay�ng knowledge? There �s one
character�st�c wh�ch the response must have, namely, �t must cons�st
of voluntary movements. The need of th�s character�st�c �s connected
w�th the character�st�c of APPROPRIATENESS, wh�ch I do not w�sh
to cons�der as yet. For the present I w�sh only to obta�n a clearer
�dea of the sort of ACCURACY that a knowledge-response must
have. It �s clear from many �nstances that accuracy, �n other cases,
may be purely mechan�cal. The most complete form of accuracy
cons�sts �n g�v�ng correct answers to quest�ons, an ach�evement �n



wh�ch calculat�ng mach�nes far surpass human be�ngs. In ask�ng a
quest�on of a calculat�ng mach�ne, you must use �ts language: you
must not address �t �n Engl�sh, any more than you would address an
Engl�shman �n Ch�nese. But �f you address �t �n the language �t
understands, �t w�ll tell you what �s 34521 t�mes 19987, w�thout a
moment's hes�tat�on or a h�nt of �naccuracy. We do not say the
mach�ne KNOWS the answer, because �t has no purpose of �ts own
�n g�v�ng the answer: �t does not w�sh to �mpress you w�th �ts
cleverness, or feel proud of be�ng such a good mach�ne. But as far
as mere accuracy goes, the mach�ne leaves noth�ng to be des�red.

Accuracy of response �s a perfectly clear not�on �n the case of
answers to quest�ons, but �n other cases �t �s much more obscure.
We may say generally that an object whether an�mate or �nan�mate,
�s "sens�t�ve" to a certa�n feature of the env�ronment �f �t behaves
d�fferently accord�ng to the presence or absence of that feature.
Thus �ron �s sens�t�ve to anyth�ng magnet�c. But sens�t�veness does
not const�tute knowledge, and knowledge of a fact wh�ch �s not
sens�ble �s not sens�t�veness to that fact, as we have seen �n
d�st�ngu�sh�ng the fact known from the st�mulus. As soon as we pass
beyond the s�mple case of quest�on and answer, the def�n�t�on of
knowledge by means of behav�our demands the cons�derat�on of
purpose. A carr�er p�geon fl�es home, and so we say �t "knows" the
way. But �f �t merely flew to some place at random, we should not say
that �t "knew" the way to that place, any more than a stone roll�ng
down h�ll knows the way to the valley.

On the features wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh knowledge from accuracy of
response �n general, not much can be sa�d from a behav�our�st po�nt
of v�ew w�thout referr�ng to purpose. But the necess�ty of
SOMETHING bes�des accuracy of response may be brought out by
the follow�ng cons�derat�on: Suppose two persons, of whom one
bel�eved whatever the other d�sbel�eved, and d�sbel�eved whatever
the other bel�eved. So far as accuracy and sens�t�veness of response
alone are concerned, there would be noth�ng to choose between
these two persons. A thermometer wh�ch went down for warm
weather and up for cold m�ght be just as accurate as the usual k�nd;
and a person who always bel�eves falsely �s just as sens�t�ve an
�nstrument as a person who always bel�eves truly. The observable



and pract�cal d�fference between them would be that the one who
always bel�eved falsely would qu�ckly come to a bad end. Th�s
�llustrates once more that accuracy of response to st�mulus does not
alone show knowledge, but must be re�nforced by appropr�ateness,
�.e. su�tab�l�ty for real�z�ng one's purpose. Th�s appl�es even �n the
apparently s�mple case of answer�ng quest�ons: �f the purpose of the
answers �s to dece�ve, the�r falsehood, not the�r truth, w�ll be
ev�dence of knowledge. The proport�on of the comb�nat�on of
appropr�ateness w�th accuracy �n the def�n�t�on of knowledge �s
d�ff�cult; �t seems that both enter �n, but that appropr�ateness �s only
requ�red as regards the general type of response, not as regards
each �nd�v�dual �nstance.

II. I have so far assumed as unquest�onable the v�ew that the truth
or falsehood of a bel�ef cons�sts �n a relat�on to a certa�n fact, namely
the object�ve of the bel�ef. Th�s v�ew has, however, been often
quest�oned. Ph�losophers have sought some �ntr�ns�c cr�ter�on by
wh�ch true and false bel�efs could be d�st�ngu�shed.* I am afra�d the�r
ch�ef reason for th�s search has been the w�sh to feel more certa�nty
than seems otherw�se poss�ble as to what �s true and what �s false. If
we could d�scover the truth of a bel�ef by exam�n�ng �ts �ntr�ns�c
character�st�cs, or those of some collect�on of bel�efs of wh�ch �t
forms part, the pursu�t of truth, �t �s thought, would be a less arduous
bus�ness than �t otherw�se appears to be. But the attempts wh�ch
have been made �n th�s d�rect�on are not encourag�ng. I w�ll take two
cr�ter�a wh�ch have been suggested, namely, (1) self-ev�dence, (2)
mutual coherence. If we can show that these are �nadequate, we
may feel fa�rly certa�n that no �ntr�ns�c cr�ter�on h�therto suggested w�ll
suff�ce to d�st�ngu�sh true from false bel�efs.
     * The view that such a criterion exists is generally held by
     those whose views are in any degree derived from Hegel. It
     may be illustrated by the following passage from Lossky,
     "The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge" (Macmillan, 1919), p.
     268: "Strictly speaking, a false judgment is not a judgment
     at all. The predicate does not follow from the subject S
     alone, but from the subject plus a certain addition C, WHICH
     IN NO SENSE BELONGS TO THE CONTENT OF THE JUDGMENT. What
     takes place may be a process of association of ideas, of
     imagining, or the like, but is not a process of judging. An
     experienced psychologist will be able by careful observation
     to detect that in this process there is wanting just the
     specific element of the objective dependence of the
     predicate upon the subject which is characteristic of a



     judgment. It must be admitted, however, that an exceptional
     power of observation is needed in order to distinguish, by
     means of introspection, mere combination of ideas from
     judgments."

(1) Self-ev�dence.—Some of our bel�efs seem to be pecul�arly
�ndub�table. One m�ght �nstance the bel�ef that two and two are four,
that two th�ngs cannot be �n the same place at the same t�me, nor
one th�ng �n two places, or that a part�cular buttercup that we are
see�ng �s yellow. The suggest�on we are to exam�ne �s that such:
bel�efs have some recogn�zable qual�ty wh�ch secures the�r truth, and
the truth of whatever �s deduced from them accord�ng to self-ev�dent
pr�nc�ples of �nference. Th�s theory �s set forth, for example, by
Me�nong �n h�s book, "Ueber d�e Erfahrungsgrundlagen unseres
W�ssens."

If th�s theory �s to be log�cally tenable, self-ev�dence must not
cons�st merely �n the fact that we bel�eve a propos�t�on. We bel�eve
that our bel�efs are somet�mes erroneous, and we w�sh to be able to
select a certa�n class of bel�efs wh�ch are never erroneous. If we are
to do th�s, �t must be by some mark wh�ch belongs only to certa�n
bel�efs, not to all; and among those to wh�ch �t belongs there must be
none that are mutually �ncons�stent. If, for example, two propos�t�ons
p and q were self-ev�dent, and �t were also self-ev�dent that p and q
could not both be true, that would condemn self-ev�dence as a
guarantee of truth. Aga�n, self-ev�dence must not be the same th�ng
as the absence of doubt or the presence of complete certa�nty. If we
are completely certa�n of a propos�t�on, we do not seek a ground to
support our bel�ef. If self-ev�dence �s alleged as a ground of bel�ef,
that �mpl�es that doubt has crept �n, and that our self-ev�dent
propos�t�on has not wholly res�sted the assaults of scept�c�sm. To say
that any g�ven person bel�eves some th�ngs so f�rmly that he cannot
be made to doubt them �s no doubt true. Such bel�efs he w�ll be
w�ll�ng to use as prem�sses �n reason�ng, and to h�m personally they
w�ll seem to have as much ev�dence as any bel�ef can need. But
among the propos�t�ons wh�ch one man f�nds �ndub�table there w�ll be
some that another man f�nds �t qu�te poss�ble to doubt. It used to
seem self-ev�dent that there could not be men at the Ant�podes,
because they would fall off, or at best grow g�ddy from stand�ng on
the�r heads. But New Zealanders f�nd the falsehood of th�s



propos�t�on self-ev�dent. Therefore, �f self-ev�dence �s a guarantee of
truth, our ancestors must have been m�staken �n th�nk�ng the�r bel�efs
about the Ant�podes self-ev�dent. Me�nong meets th�s d�ff�culty by
say�ng that some bel�efs are falsely thought to be self-ev�dent, but �n
the case of others �t �s self-ev�dent that they are self-ev�dent, and
these are wholly rel�able. Even th�s, however, does not remove the
pract�cal r�sk of error, s�nce we may m�stakenly bel�eve �t self-ev�dent
that a certa�n bel�ef �s self-ev�dent. To remove all r�sk of error, we
shall need an endless ser�es of more and more compl�cated self-
ev�dent bel�efs, wh�ch cannot poss�bly be real�zed �n pract�ce. It
would seem, therefore, that self-ev�dence �s useless as a pract�cal
cr�ter�on for �nsur�ng truth.

The same result follows from exam�n�ng �nstances. If we take the
four �nstances ment�oned at the beg�nn�ng of th�s d�scuss�on, we
shall f�nd that three of them are log�cal, wh�le the fourth �s a judgment
of percept�on. The propos�t�on that two and two are four follows by
purely log�cal deduct�on from def�n�t�ons: that means that �ts truth
results, not from the propert�es of objects, but from the mean�ngs of
symbols. Now symbols, �n mathemat�cs, mean what we choose; thus
the feel�ng of self-ev�dence, �n th�s case, seems expl�cable by the
fact that the whole matter �s w�th�n our control. I do not w�sh to assert
that th�s �s the whole truth about mathemat�cal propos�t�ons, for the
quest�on �s compl�cated, and I do not know what the whole truth �s.
But I do w�sh to suggest that the feel�ng of self-ev�dence �n
mathemat�cal propos�t�ons has to do w�th the fact that they are
concerned w�th the mean�ngs of symbols, not w�th propert�es of the
world such as external observat�on m�ght reveal.

S�m�lar cons�derat�ons apply to the �mposs�b�l�ty of a th�ng be�ng �n
two places at once, or of two th�ngs be�ng �n one place at the same
t�me. These �mposs�b�l�t�es result log�cally, �f I am not m�staken, from
the def�n�t�ons of one th�ng and one place. That �s to say, they are not
laws of phys�cs, but only part of the �ntellectual apparatus wh�ch we
have manufactured for man�pulat�ng phys�cs. The�r self-ev�dence, �f
th�s �s so, l�es merely �n the fact that they represent our dec�s�on as
to the use of words, not a property of phys�cal objects.



Judgments of percept�on, such as "th�s buttercup �s yellow," are �n
a qu�te d�fferent pos�t�on from judgments of log�c, and the�r self-
ev�dence must have a d�fferent explanat�on. In order to arr�ve at the
nucleus of such a judgment, we w�ll el�m�nate, as far as poss�ble, the
use of words wh�ch take us beyond the present fact, such as
"buttercup" and "yellow." The s�mplest k�nd of judgment underly�ng
the percept�on that a buttercup �s yellow would seem to be the
percept�on of s�m�lar�ty �n two colours seen s�multaneously. Suppose
we are see�ng two buttercups, and we perce�ve that the�r colours are
s�m�lar. Th�s s�m�lar�ty �s a phys�cal fact, not a matter of symbols or
words; and �t certa�nly seems to be �ndub�table �n a way that many
judgments are not.

The f�rst th�ng to observe, �n regard to such judgments, �s that as
they stand they are vague. The word "s�m�lar" �s a vague word, s�nce
there are degrees of s�m�lar�ty, and no one can say where s�m�lar�ty
ends and d�ss�m�lar�ty beg�ns. It �s unl�kely that our two buttercups
have EXACTLY the same colour, and �f we judged that they had we
should have passed altogether outs�de the reg�on of self-ev�dence.
To make our propos�t�on more prec�se, let us suppose that we are
also see�ng a red rose at the same t�me. Then we may judge that the
colours of the buttercups are more s�m�lar to each other than to the
colour of the rose. Th�s judgment seems more compl�cated, but has
certa�nly ga�ned �n prec�s�on. Even now, however, �t falls short of
complete prec�s�on, s�nce s�m�lar�ty �s not pr�ma fac�e measurable,
and �t would requ�re much d�scuss�on to dec�de what we mean by
greater or less s�m�lar�ty. To th�s process of the pursu�t of prec�s�on
there �s str�ctly no l�m�t.

The next th�ng to observe (although I do not personally doubt that
most of our judgments of percept�on are true) �s that �t �s very d�ff�cult
to def�ne any class of such judgments wh�ch can be known, by �ts
�ntr�ns�c qual�ty, to be always exempt from error. Most of our
judgments of percept�on �nvolve correlat�ons, as when we judge that
a certa�n no�se �s that of a pass�ng cart. Such judgments are all
obv�ously l�able to error, s�nce there �s no correlat�on of wh�ch we
have a r�ght to be certa�n that �t �s �nvar�able. Other judgments of
percept�on are der�ved from recogn�t�on, as when we say "th�s �s a
buttercup," or even merely "th�s �s yellow." All such judgments enta�l



some r�sk of error, though somet�mes perhaps a very small one;
some flowers that look l�ke buttercups are mar�golds, and colours
that some would call yellow others m�ght call orange. Our subject�ve
certa�nty �s usually a result of hab�t, and may lead us astray �n
c�rcumstances wh�ch are unusual �n ways of wh�ch we are unaware.

For such reasons, no form of self-ev�dence seems to afford an
absolute cr�ter�on of truth. Nevertheless, �t �s perhaps true that
judgments hav�ng a h�gh degree of subject�ve certa�nty are more apt
to be true than other judgments. But �f th�s be the case, �t �s a result
to be demonstrated, not a prem�ss from wh�ch to start �n def�n�ng
truth and falsehood. As an �n�t�al guarantee, therefore, ne�ther self-
ev�dence nor subject�ve certa�nty can be accepted as adequate.

(2) Coherence.—Coherence as the def�n�t�on of truth �s advocated
by �deal�sts, part�cularly by those who �n the ma�n follow Hegel. It �s
set forth ably �n Mr. Joach�m's book, "The Nature of Truth" (Oxford,
1906). Accord�ng to th�s v�ew, any set of propos�t�ons other than the
whole of truth can be condemned on purely log�cal grounds, as
�nternally �ncons�stent; a s�ngle propos�t�on, �f �t �s what we should
ord�nar�ly call false, contrad�cts �tself �rremed�ably, wh�le �f �t �s what
we should ord�nar�ly call true, �t has �mpl�cat�ons wh�ch compel us to
adm�t other propos�t�ons, wh�ch �n turn lead to others, and so on, unt�l
we f�nd ourselves comm�tted to the whole of truth. One m�ght
�llustrate by a very s�mple example: �f I say "so-and-so �s a marr�ed
man," that �s not a self-subs�stent propos�t�on. We cannot log�cally
conce�ve of a un�verse �n wh�ch th�s propos�t�on const�tuted the whole
of truth. There must be also someone who �s a marr�ed woman, and
who �s marr�ed to the part�cular man �n quest�on. The v�ew we are
cons�der�ng regards everyth�ng that can be sa�d about any one
object as relat�ve �n the same sort of way as "so-and-so �s a marr�ed
man." But everyth�ng, accord�ng to th�s v�ew, �s relat�ve, not to one or
two other th�ngs, but to all other th�ngs, so that from one b�t of truth
the whole can be �nferred.

The fundamental object�on to th�s v�ew �s log�cal, and cons�sts �n a
cr�t�c�sm of �ts doctr�ne as to relat�ons. I shall om�t th�s l�ne of
argument, wh�ch I have developed elsewhere.* For the moment I w�ll
content myself w�th say�ng that the powers of log�c seem to me very



much less than th�s theory supposes. If �t were taken ser�ously, �ts
advocates ought to profess that any one truth �s log�cally �nferable
from any other, and that, for example, the fact that Caesar
conquered Gaul, �f adequately cons�dered, would enable us to
d�scover what the weather w�ll be to-morrow. No such cla�m �s put
forward �n pract�ce, and the necess�ty of emp�r�cal observat�on �s not
den�ed; but accord�ng to the theory �t ought to be.
     * In the article on "The Monistic Theory of Truth" in
     "Philosophical Essays" (Longmans, 1910), reprinted from the
     "Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society," 1906-7.

Another object�on �s that no endeavour �s made to show that we
cannot form a cons�stent whole composed partly or wholly of false
propos�t�ons, as �n a novel. Le�bn�z's concept�on of many poss�ble
worlds seems to accord much better w�th modern log�c and w�th the
pract�cal emp�r�c�sm wh�ch �s now un�versal. The attempt to deduce
the world by pure thought �s attract�ve, and �n former t�mes was
largely supposed capable of success. But nowadays most men
adm�t that bel�efs must be tested by observat�on, and not merely by
the fact that they harmon�ze w�th other bel�efs. A cons�stent fa�ry-tale
�s a d�fferent th�ng from truth, however elaborate �t may be. But to
pursue th�s top�c would lead us �nto d�ff�cult techn�cal�t�es; I shall
therefore assume, w�thout further argument, that coherence �s not
suff�c�ent as a def�n�t�on of truth.

III. Many d�ff�cult problems ar�se as regards the ver�f�ab�l�ty of
bel�efs. We bel�eve var�ous th�ngs, and wh�le we bel�eve them we
th�nk we know them. But �t somet�mes turns out that we were
m�staken, or at any rate we come to th�nk we were. We must be
m�staken e�ther �n our prev�ous op�n�on or �n our subsequent
recantat�on; therefore our bel�efs are not all correct, and there are
cases of bel�ef wh�ch are not cases of knowledge. The quest�on of
ver�f�ab�l�ty �s �n essence th�s: can we d�scover any set of bel�efs
wh�ch are never m�staken or any test wh�ch, when appl�cable, w�ll
always enable us to d�scr�m�nate between true and false bel�efs? Put
thus broadly and abstractly, the answer must be negat�ve. There �s
no way h�therto d�scovered of wholly el�m�nat�ng the r�sk of error, and
no �nfall�ble cr�ter�on. If we bel�eve we have found a cr�ter�on, th�s



bel�ef �tself may be m�staken; we should be begg�ng the quest�on �f
we tr�ed to test the cr�ter�on by apply�ng the cr�ter�on to �tself.

But although the not�on of an absolute cr�ter�on �s ch�mer�cal, there
may be relat�ve cr�ter�a, wh�ch �ncrease the probab�l�ty of truth.
Common sense and sc�ence hold that there are. Let us see what
they have to say.

One of the pla�nest cases of ver�f�cat�on, perhaps ult�mately the
only case, cons�sts �n the happen�ng of someth�ng expected. You go
to the stat�on bel�ev�ng that there w�ll be a tra�n at a certa�n t�me; you
f�nd the tra�n, you get �nto �t, and �t starts at the expected t�me Th�s
const�tutes ver�f�cat�on, and �s a perfectly def�n�te exper�ence. It �s, �n
a sense, the converse of memory �nstead of hav�ng f�rst sensat�ons
and then �mages accompan�ed by bel�ef, we have f�rst �mages
accompan�ed by bel�ef and then sensat�ons. Apart from d�fferences
as to the t�me-order and the accompany�ng feel�ngs, the relat�on
between �mage and sensat�on �s closely s�m�lar �n the two cases of
memory and expectat�on; �t �s a relat�on of s�m�lar�ty, w�th d�fference
as to causal eff�cacy—broadly, the �mage has the psycholog�cal but
not the phys�cal effects that the sensat�on would have. When an
�mage accompan�ed by an expectat�on-bel�ef �s thus succeeded by a
sensat�on wh�ch �s the "mean�ng" of the �mage, we say that the
expectat�on-bel�ef has been ver�f�ed. The exper�ence of ver�f�cat�on �n
th�s sense �s exceed�ngly fam�l�ar; �t happens every t�me that
accustomed act�v�t�es have results that are not surpr�s�ng, �n eat�ng
and walk�ng and talk�ng and all our da�ly pursu�ts.

But although the exper�ence �n quest�on �s common, �t �s not wholly
easy to g�ve a theoret�cal account of �t. How do we know that the
sensat�on resembles the prev�ous �mage? Does the �mage pers�st �n
presence of the sensat�on, so that we can compare the two? And
even �f SOME �mage does pers�st, how do we know that �t �s the
prev�ous �mage unchanged? It does not seem as �f th�s l�ne of �nqu�ry
offered much hope of a successful �ssue. It �s better, I th�nk, to take a
more external and causal v�ew of the relat�on of expectat�on to
expected occurrence. If the occurrence, when �t comes, g�ves us the
feel�ng of expectedness, and �f the expectat�on, beforehand, enabled
us to act �n a way wh�ch proves appropr�ate to the occurrence, that



must be held to const�tute the max�mum of ver�f�cat�on. We have f�rst
an expectat�on, then a sensat�on w�th the feel�ng of expectedness
related to memory of the expectat�on. Th�s whole exper�ence, when �t
occurs, may be def�ned as ver�f�cat�on, and as const�tut�ng the truth
of the expectat�on. Appropr�ate act�on, dur�ng the per�od of
expectat�on, may be regarded as add�t�onal ver�f�cat�on, but �s not
essent�al. The whole process may be �llustrated by look�ng up a
fam�l�ar quotat�on, f�nd�ng �t �n the expected words, and �n the
expected part of the book. In th�s case we can strengthen the
ver�f�cat�on by wr�t�ng down beforehand the words wh�ch we expect
to f�nd.

I th�nk all ver�f�cat�on �s ult�mately of the above sort. We ver�fy a
sc�ent�f�c hypothes�s �nd�rectly, by deduc�ng consequences as to the
future, wh�ch subsequent exper�ence conf�rms. If somebody were to
doubt whether Caesar had crossed the Rub�con, ver�f�cat�on could
only be obta�ned from the future. We could proceed to d�splay
manuscr�pts to our h�stor�cal scept�c, �n wh�ch �t was sa�d that Caesar
had behaved �n th�s way. We could advance arguments, ver�f�able by
future exper�ence, to prove the ant�qu�ty of the manuscr�pt from �ts
texture, colour, etc. We could f�nd �nscr�pt�ons agree�ng w�th the
h�stor�an on other po�nts, and tend�ng to show h�s general accuracy.
The causal laws wh�ch our arguments would assume could be
ver�f�ed by the future occurrence of events �nferred by means of
them. The ex�stence and pers�stence of causal laws, �t �s true, must
be regarded as a fortunate acc�dent, and how long �t w�ll cont�nue we
cannot tell. Meanwh�le ver�f�cat�on rema�ns often pract�cally poss�ble.
And s�nce �t �s somet�mes poss�ble, we can gradually d�scover what
k�nds of bel�efs tend to be ver�f�ed by exper�ence, and what k�nds
tend to be fals�f�ed; to the former k�nds we g�ve an �ncreased degree
of assent, to the latter k�nds a d�m�n�shed degree. The process �s not
absolute or �nfall�ble, but �t has been found capable of s�ft�ng bel�efs
and bu�ld�ng up sc�ence. It affords no theoret�cal refutat�on of the
scept�c, whose pos�t�on must rema�n log�cally unassa�lable; but �f
complete scept�c�sm �s rejected, �t g�ves the pract�cal method by
wh�ch the system of our bel�efs grows gradually towards the
unatta�nable �deal of �mpeccable knowledge.



IV. I come now to the purely formal def�n�t�on of the truth or
falsehood of a bel�ef. For th�s def�n�t�on �t �s necessary f�rst of all to
cons�der the der�vat�on of the object�ve reference of a propos�t�on
from the mean�ngs of �ts component words or �mages.

Just as a word has mean�ng, so a propos�t�on has an object�ve
reference. The object�ve reference of a propos�t�on �s a funct�on (�n
the mathemat�cal sense) of the mean�ngs of �ts component words.
But the object�ve reference d�ffers from the mean�ng of a word
through the dual�ty of truth and falsehood. You may bel�eve the
propos�t�on "to-day �s Tuesday" both when, �n fact, to-day �s Tuesday,
and when to-day �s not Tuesday. If to-day �s not Tuesday, th�s fact �s
the object�ve of your bel�ef that to-day �s Tuesday. But obv�ously the
relat�on of your bel�ef to the fact �s d�fferent �n th�s case from what �t
�s �n the case when to-day �s Tuesday. We may say, metaphor�cally,
that when to-day �s Tuesday, your bel�ef that �t �s Tuesday po�nts
TOWARDS the fact, whereas when to-day �s not Tuesday your bel�ef
po�nts AWAY FROM the fact. Thus the object�ve reference of a bel�ef
�s not determ�ned by the fact alone, but by the d�rect�on of the bel�ef
towards or away from the fact.* If, on a Tuesday, one man bel�eves
that �t �s Tuesday wh�le another bel�eves that �t �s not Tuesday, the�r
bel�efs have the same object�ve, namely the fact that �t �s Tuesday
but the true bel�ef po�nts towards the fact wh�le the false one po�nts
away from �t. Thus, �n order to def�ne the reference of a propos�t�on
we have to take account not only of the object�ve, but also of the
d�rect�on of po�nt�ng, towards the object�ve �n the case of a true
propos�t�on and away from �t �n the case of a false one.
     * I owe this way of looking at the matter to my friend
     Ludwig Wittgenstein.

Th�s mode of stat�ng the nature of the object�ve reference of a
propos�t�on �s necess�tated by the c�rcumstance that there are true
and false propos�t�ons, but not true and false facts. If to-day �s
Tuesday, there �s not a false object�ve "to-day �s not Tuesday," wh�ch
could be the object�ve of the false bel�ef "to-day �s not Tuesday." Th�s
�s the reason why two bel�efs wh�ch are each other's contrad�ctor�es
have the same object�ve. There �s, however, a pract�cal
�nconven�ence, namely that we cannot determ�ne the object�ve
reference of a propos�t�on, accord�ng to th�s def�n�t�on, unless we



know whether the propos�t�on �s true or false. To avo�d th�s
�nconven�ence, �t �s better to adopt a sl�ghtly d�fferent phraseology,
and say: The "mean�ng" of the propos�t�on "to-day �s Tuesday"
cons�sts �n po�nt�ng to the fact "to-day �s Tuesday" �f that �s a fact, or
away from the fact "to-day �s not Tuesday" �f that �s a fact. The
"mean�ng" of the propos�t�on "to-day �s not Tuesday" w�ll be exactly
the oppos�te. By th�s hypothet�cal form we are able to speak of the
mean�ng of a propos�t�on w�thout know�ng whether �t �s true or false.
Accord�ng to th�s def�n�t�on, we know the mean�ng of a propos�t�on
when we know what would make �t true and what would make �t
false, even �f we do not know whether �t �s �n fact true or false.

The mean�ng of a propos�t�on �s der�vat�ve from the mean�ngs of �ts
const�tuent words. Propos�t�ons occur �n pa�rs, d�st�ngu�shed (�n
s�mple cases) by the absence or presence of the word "not." Two
such propos�t�ons have the same object�ve, but oppos�te mean�ngs:
when one �s true, the other �s false, and when one �s false, the other
�s true.

The purely formal def�n�t�on of truth and falsehood offers l�ttle
d�ff�culty. What �s requ�red �s a formal express�on of the fact that a
propos�t�on �s true when �t po�nts towards �ts object�ve, and false
when �t po�nts away from �t, In very s�mple cases we can g�ve a very
s�mple account of th�s: we can say that true propos�t�ons actually
resemble the�r object�ves �n a way �n wh�ch false propos�t�ons do not.
But for th�s purpose �t �s necessary to revert to �mage-propos�t�ons
�nstead of word-propos�t�ons. Let us take aga�n the �llustrat�on of a
memory-�mage of a fam�l�ar room, and let us suppose that �n the
�mage the w�ndow �s to the left of the door. If �n fact the w�ndow �s to
the left of the door, there �s a correspondence between the �mage
and the object�ve; there �s the same relat�on between the w�ndow
and the door as between the �mages of them. The �mage-memory
cons�sts of the �mage of the w�ndow to the left of the �mage of the
door. When th�s �s true, the very same relat�on relates the terms of
the object�ve (namely the w�ndow and the door) as relates the
�mages wh�ch mean them. In th�s case the correspondence wh�ch
const�tutes truth �s very s�mple.



In the case we have just been cons�der�ng the object�ve cons�sts of
two parts w�th a certa�n relat�on (that of left-to-r�ght), and the
propos�t�on cons�sts of �mages of these parts w�th the very same
relat�on. The same propos�t�on, �f �t were false, would have a less
s�mple formal relat�on to �ts object�ve. If the �mage-propos�t�on
cons�sts of an �mage of the w�ndow to the left of an �mage of the
door, wh�le �n fact the w�ndow �s not to the left of the door, the
propos�t�on does not result from the object�ve by the mere
subst�tut�on of �mages for the�r prototypes. Thus �n th�s unusually
s�mple case we can say that a true propos�t�on "corresponds" to �ts
object�ve �n a formal sense �n wh�ch a false propos�t�on does not.
Perhaps �t may be poss�ble to mod�fy th�s not�on of formal
correspondence �n such a way as to be more w�dely appl�cable, but �f
so, the mod�f�cat�ons requ�red w�ll be by no means sl�ght. The
reasons for th�s must now be cons�dered.

To beg�n w�th, the s�mple type of correspondence we have been
exh�b�t�ng can hardly occur when words are subst�tuted for �mages,
because, �n word-propos�t�ons, relat�ons are usually expressed by
words, wh�ch are not themselves relat�ons. Take such a propos�t�on
as "Socrates precedes Plato." Here the word "precedes" �s just as
sol�d as the words "Socrates" and "Plato"; �t MEANS a relat�on, but �s
not a relat�on. Thus the object�ve wh�ch makes our propos�t�on true
cons�sts of TWO terms w�th a relat�on between them, whereas our
propos�t�on cons�sts of THREE terms w�th a relat�on of order
between them. Of course, �t would be perfectly poss�ble,
theoret�cally, to �nd�cate a few chosen relat�ons, not by words, but by
relat�ons between the other words. "Socrates-Plato" m�ght be used to
mean "Socrates precedes Plato"; "Plato-Socrates" m�ght be used to
mean "Plato was born before Socrates and d�ed after h�m"; and so
on. But the poss�b�l�t�es of such a method would be very l�m�ted. For
aught I know, there may be languages that use �t, but they are not
among the languages w�th wh�ch I am acqua�nted. And �n any case,
�n v�ew of the mult�pl�c�ty of relat�ons that we w�sh to express, no
language could advance far w�thout words for relat�ons. But as soon
as we have words for relat�ons, word-propos�t�ons have necessar�ly
more terms than the facts to wh�ch they refer, and cannot therefore



correspond so s�mply w�th the�r object�ves as some �mage-
propos�t�ons can.

The cons�derat�on of negat�ve propos�t�ons and negat�ve facts
�ntroduces further compl�cat�ons. An �mage-propos�t�on �s necessar�ly
pos�t�ve: we can �mage the w�ndow to the left of the door, or to the
r�ght of the door, but we can form no �mage of the bare negat�ve "the
w�ndow not to the left of the door." We can DISBELIEVE the �mage-
propos�t�on expressed by "the w�ndow to the left of the door," and our
d�sbel�ef w�ll be true �f the w�ndow �s not to the left of the door. But we
can form no �mage of the fact that the w�ndow �s not to the left of the
door. Attempts have often been made to deny such negat�ve facts,
but, for reasons wh�ch I have g�ven elsewhere,* I bel�eve these
attempts to be m�staken, and I shall assume that there are negat�ve
facts.



     * "Monist," January, 1919, p. 42 ff.

Word-propos�t�ons, l�ke �mage-propos�t�ons, are always pos�t�ve
facts. The fact that Socrates precedes Plato �s symbol�zed �n Engl�sh
by the fact that the word "precedes" occurs between the words
"Socrates" and "Plato." But we cannot symbol�ze the fact that Plato
does not precede Socrates by not putt�ng the word "precedes"
between "Plato" and "Socrates." A negat�ve fact �s not sens�ble, and
language, be�ng �ntended for commun�cat�on, has to be sens�ble.
Therefore we symbol�ze the fact that Plato does not precede
Socrates by putt�ng the words "does not precede" between "Plato"
and "Socrates." We thus obta�n a ser�es of words wh�ch �s just as
pos�t�ve a fact as the ser�es "Socrates precedes Plato." The
propos�t�ons assert�ng negat�ve facts are themselves pos�t�ve facts;
they are merely d�fferent pos�t�ve facts from those assert�ng pos�t�ve
facts.

We have thus, as regards the oppos�t�on of pos�t�ve and negat�ve,
three d�fferent sorts of dual�ty, accord�ng as we are deal�ng w�th facts,
�mage-propos�t�ons, or word-propos�t�ons. We have, namely:

(1) Pos�t�ve and negat�ve facts;
(2) Image-propos�t�ons, wh�ch may be bel�eved or d�sbel�eved, but

do not allow any dual�ty of content correspond�ng to pos�t�ve and
negat�ve facts;

(3) Word-propos�t�ons, wh�ch are always pos�t�ve facts, but are of
two k�nds: one ver�f�ed by a pos�t�ve object�ve, the other by a
negat�ve object�ve.

Ow�ng to these compl�cat�ons, the s�mplest type of
correspondence �s �mposs�ble when e�ther negat�ve facts or negat�ve
propos�t�ons are �nvolved.

Even when we conf�ne ourselves to relat�ons between two terms
wh�ch are both �maged, �t may be �mposs�ble to form an �mage-
propos�t�on �n wh�ch the relat�on of the terms �s represented by the
same relat�on of the �mages. Suppose we say "Caesar was 2,000
years before Foch," we express a certa�n temporal relat�on between
Caesar and Foch; but we cannot allow 2,000 years to elapse
between our �mage of Caesar and our �mage of Foch. Th�s �s
perhaps not a fa�r example, s�nce "2,000 years before" �s not a d�rect



relat�on. But take a case where the relat�on �s d�rect, say, "the sun �s
br�ghter than the moon." We can form v�sual �mages of sunsh�ne and
moonsh�ne, and �t may happen that our �mage of the sunsh�ne �s the
br�ghter of the two, but th�s �s by no means e�ther necessary or
suff�c�ent. The act of compar�son, �mpl�ed �n our judgment, �s
someth�ng more than the mere coex�stence of two �mages, one of
wh�ch �s �n fact br�ghter than the other. It would take us too far from
our ma�n top�c �f we were to go �nto the quest�on what actually occurs
when we make th�s judgment. Enough has been sa�d to show that
the correspondence between the bel�ef and �ts object�ve �s more
compl�cated �n th�s case than �n that of the w�ndow to the left of the
door, and th�s was all that had to be proved.

In sp�te of these compl�cat�ons, the general nature of the formal
correspondence wh�ch makes truth �s clear from our �nstances. In the
case of the s�mpler k�nd of propos�t�ons, namely those that I call
"atom�c" propos�t�ons, where there �s only one word express�ng a
relat�on, the object�ve wh�ch would ver�fy our propos�t�on, assum�ng
that the word "not" �s absent, �s obta�ned by replac�ng each word by
what �t means, the word mean�ng a relat�on be�ng replaced by th�s
relat�on among the mean�ngs of the other words. For example, �f the
propos�t�on �s "Socrates precedes Plato," the object�ve wh�ch ver�f�es
�t results from replac�ng the word "Socrates" by Socrates, the word
"Plato" by Plato, and the word "precedes" by the relat�on of
preced�ng between Socrates and Plato. If the result of th�s process �s
a fact, the propos�t�on �s true; �f not, �t �s false. When our propos�t�on
�s "Socrates does not precede Plato," the cond�t�ons of truth and
falsehood are exactly reversed. More compl�cated propos�t�ons can
be dealt w�th on the same l�nes. In fact, the purely formal quest�on,
wh�ch has occup�ed us �n th�s last sect�on, offers no very form�dable
d�ff�cult�es.

I do not bel�eve that the above formal theory �s untrue, but I do
bel�eve that �t �s �nadequate. It does not, for example, throw any l�ght
upon our preference for true bel�efs rather than false ones. Th�s
preference �s only expl�cable by tak�ng account of the causal eff�cacy
of bel�efs, and of the greater appropr�ateness of the responses
result�ng from true bel�efs. But appropr�ateness depends upon



purpose, and purpose thus becomes a v�tal part of theory of
knowledge.



LECTURE XIV. EMOTIONS AND WILL
On the two subjects of the present lecture I have noth�ng or�g�nal

to say, and I am treat�ng them only �n order to complete the
d�scuss�on of my ma�n thes�s, namely that all psych�c phenomena
are bu�lt up out of sensat�ons and �mages alone.

Emot�ons are trad�t�onally regarded by psycholog�sts as a separate
class of mental occurrences: I am, of course, not concerned to deny
the obv�ous fact that they have character�st�cs wh�ch make a spec�al
�nvest�gat�on of them necessary. What I am concerned w�th �s the
analys�s of emot�ons. It �s clear that an emot�on �s essent�ally
complex, and we have to �nqu�re whether �t ever conta�ns any non-
phys�olog�cal mater�al not reduc�ble to sensat�ons and �mages and
the�r relat�ons.

Although what spec�ally concerns us �s the analys�s of emot�ons,
we shall f�nd that the more �mportant top�c �s the phys�olog�cal
causat�on of emot�ons. Th�s �s a subject upon wh�ch much valuable
and exceed�ngly �nterest�ng work has been done, whereas the bare
analys�s of emot�ons has proved somewhat barren. In v�ew of the
fact that we have def�ned percept�ons, sensat�ons, and �mages by
the�r phys�olog�cal causat�on, �t �s ev�dent that our problem of the
analys�s of the emot�ons �s bound up w�th the problem of the�r
phys�olog�cal causat�on.

Modern v�ews on the causat�on of emot�ons beg�n w�th what �s
called the James-Lange theory. James states th�s v�ew �n the
follow�ng terms ("Psychology," vol. ��, p. 449):

"Our natural way of th�nk�ng about these coarser emot�ons, gr�ef,
fear, rage, love, �s that the mental percept�on of some fact exc�tes the
mental affect�on called the emot�on, and that th�s latter state of m�nd
g�ves r�se to the bod�ly express�on. My theory, on the contrary, �s that
THE BODILY CHANGES FOLLOW DIRECTLY THE PERCEPTION
OF THE EXCITING FACT, AND THAT OUR FEELING OF THE
SAME CHANGES AS THEY OCCUR IS THE EMOTION (James's



�tal�cs). Common sense says: we lose our fortune, are sorry and
weep; we meet a bear, are fr�ghtened and run; we are �nsulted by a
r�val, are angry and str�ke. The hypothes�s here to be defended says
that th�s order of sequence �s �ncorrect, that the one mental state �s
not �mmed�ately �nduced by the other, that the bod�ly man�festat�ons
must f�rst be �nterposed between, and that the more rat�onal
statement �s that we feel sorry because we cry, angry because we
str�ke, afra�d because we tremble, and not that we cry, str�ke, or
tremble, because we are sorry, angry, or fearful, as the case may be.
W�thout the bod�ly states follow�ng on the percept�on, the latter would
be purely cogn�t�ve �n form, pale, colourless, dest�tute of emot�onal
warmth."

Round th�s hypothes�s a very volum�nous l�terature has grown up.
The h�story of �ts v�ctory over earl�er cr�t�c�sm, and �ts d�ff�cult�es w�th
the modern exper�mental work of Sherr�ngton and Cannon, �s well
told by James R. Angell �n an art�cle called "A Recons�derat�on of
James's Theory of Emot�on �n the L�ght of Recent Cr�t�c�sms."* In th�s
art�cle Angell defends James's theory and to me—though I speak
w�th d�ff�dence on a quest�on as to wh�ch I have l�ttle competence—�t
appears that h�s defence �s on the whole successful.
     * "Psychological Review," 1916.

Sherr�ngton, by exper�ments on dogs, showed that many of the
usual marks of emot�on were present �n the�r behav�our even when,
by sever�ng the sp�nal cord �n the lower cerv�cal reg�on, the v�scera
were cut off from all commun�cat�on w�th the bra�n, except that
ex�st�ng through certa�n cran�al nerves. He ment�ons the var�ous
s�gns wh�ch "contr�buted to �nd�cate the ex�stence of an emot�on as
l�vely as the an�mal had ever shown us before the sp�nal operat�on
had been made."* He �nfers that the phys�olog�cal cond�t�on of the
v�scera cannot be the cause of the emot�on d�splayed under such
c�rcumstances, and concludes: "We are forced back toward the
l�kel�hood that the v�sceral express�on of emot�on �s SECONDARY to
the cerebral act�on occurr�ng w�th the psych�cal state.... We may w�th
James accept v�sceral and organ�c sensat�ons and the memor�es
and assoc�at�ons of them as contr�butory to pr�m�t�ve emot�on, but we
must regard them as re-enforc�ng rather than as �n�t�at�ng the
psychos�s."*



     * Quoted by Angell, loc. cit.

Angell suggests that the d�splay of emot�on �n such cases may be
due to past exper�ence, generat�ng hab�ts wh�ch would requ�re only
the st�mulat�on of cerebral reflex arcs. Rage and some forms of fear,
however, may, he th�nks, ga�n express�on w�thout the bra�n. Rage
and fear have been espec�ally stud�ed by Cannon, whose work �s of
the greatest �mportance. H�s results are g�ven �n h�s book, "Bod�ly
Changes �n Pa�n, Hunger, Fear and Rage" (D. Appleton and Co.,
1916).

The most �nterest�ng part of Cannon's book cons�sts �n the
�nvest�gat�on of the effects produced by secret�on of adren�n. Adren�n
�s a substance secreted �nto the blood by the adrenal glands. These
are among the ductless glands, the funct�ons of wh�ch, both �n
phys�ology and �n connect�on w�th the emot�ons, have only come to
be known dur�ng recent years. Cannon found that pa�n, fear and
rage occurred �n c�rcumstances wh�ch affected the supply of adren�n,
and that an art�f�c�al �nject�on of adren�n could, for example, produce
all the symptoms of fear. He stud�ed the effects of adren�n on var�ous
parts of the body; he found that �t causes the pup�ls to d�late, ha�rs to
stand erect, blood vessels to be constr�cted, and so on. These
effects were st�ll produced �f the parts �n quest�on were removed from
the body and kept al�ve art�f�c�ally.*
     * Cannon's work is not unconnected with that of Mosso, who
     maintains, as the result of much experimental work, that
     "the seat of the emotions lies in the sympathetic nervous
     system." An account of the work of both these men will be
     found in Goddard's "Psychology of the Normal and Sub-normal"
     (Kegan Paul, 1919), chap. vii and Appendix.

Cannon's ch�ef argument aga�nst James �s, �f I understand h�m
r�ghtly, that s�m�lar affect�ons of the v�scera may accompany
d�ss�m�lar emot�ons, espec�ally fear and rage. Var�ous d�fferent
emot�ons make us cry, and therefore �t cannot be true to say, as
James does, that we "feel sorry because we cry," s�nce somet�mes
we cry when we feel glad. Th�s argument, however, �s by no means
conclus�ve aga�nst James, because �t cannot be shown that there
are no v�sceral d�fferences for d�fferent emot�ons, and �ndeed �t �s
unl�kely that th�s �s the case.



As Angell says (loc. c�t.): "Fear and joy may both cause card�ac
palp�tat�on, but �n one case we f�nd h�gh tonus of the skeletal
muscles, �n the other case relaxat�on and the general sense of
weakness."

Angell's conclus�on, after d�scuss�ng the exper�ments of
Sherr�ngton and Cannon, �s: "I would therefore subm�t that, so far as
concerns the cr�t�cal suggest�ons by these two psycholog�sts,
James's essent�al content�ons are not mater�ally affected." If �t were
necessary for me to take s�des on th�s quest�on, I should agree w�th
th�s conclus�on; but I th�nk my thes�s as to the analys�s of emot�on
can be ma�nta�ned w�thout com�ng to a probably premature
conclus�on upon the doubtful parts of the phys�olog�cal problem.

Accord�ng to our def�n�t�ons, �f James �s r�ght, an emot�on may be
regarded as �nvolv�ng a confused percept�on of the v�scera
concerned �n �ts causat�on, wh�le �f Cannon and Sherr�ngton are
r�ght, an emot�on �nvolves a confused percept�on of �ts external
st�mulus. Th�s follows from what was sa�d �n Lecture VII. We there
def�ned a percept�on as an appearance, however �rregular, of one or
more objects external to the bra�n. And �n order to be an appearance
of one or more objects, �t �s only necessary that the occurrence �n
quest�on should be connected w�th them by a cont�nuous cha�n, and
should vary when they are var�ed suff�c�ently. Thus the quest�on
whether a mental occurrence can be called a percept�on turns upon
the quest�on whether anyth�ng can be �nferred from �t as to �ts causes
outs�de the bra�n: �f such �nference �s poss�ble, the occurrence �n
quest�on w�ll come w�th�n our def�n�t�on of a percept�on. And �n that
case, accord�ng to the def�n�t�on �n Lecture VIII, �ts non-mnem�c
elements w�ll be sensat�ons. Accord�ngly, whether emot�ons are
caused by changes �n the v�scera or by sens�ble objects, they
conta�n elements wh�ch are sensat�ons accord�ng to our def�n�t�on.

An emot�on �n �ts ent�rety �s, of course, someth�ng much more
complex than a percept�on. An emot�on �s essent�ally a process, and
�t w�ll be only what one may call a cross-sect�on of the emot�on that
w�ll be a percept�on, of a bod�ly cond�t�on accord�ng to James, or (�n
certa�n cases) of an external object accord�ng to h�s opponents. An
emot�on �n �ts ent�rety conta�ns dynam�c elements, such as motor



�mpulses, des�res, pleasures and pa�ns. Des�res and pleasures and
pa�ns, accord�ng to the theory adopted �n Lecture III, are
character�st�cs of processes, not separate �ngred�ents. An emot�on—
rage, for example—w�ll be a certa�n k�nd of process, cons�st�ng of
percept�ons and (�n general) bod�ly movements. The des�res and
pleasures and pa�ns �nvolved are propert�es of th�s process, not
separate �tems �n the stuff of wh�ch the emot�on �s composed. The
dynam�c elements �n an emot�on, �f we are r�ght �n our analys�s,
conta�n, from our po�nt of v�ew, no �ngred�ents beyond those
conta�ned �n the processes cons�dered �n Lecture III. The �ngred�ents
of an emot�on are only sensat�ons and �mages and bod�ly
movements succeed�ng each other accord�ng to a certa�n pattern.
W�th th�s conclus�on we may leave the emot�ons and pass to the
cons�derat�on of the w�ll.

The f�rst th�ng to be def�ned when we are deal�ng w�th W�ll �s a
VOLUNTARY MOVEMENT. We have already def�ned v�tal
movements, and we have ma�nta�ned that, from a behav�our�st
standpo�nt, �t �s �mposs�ble to d�st�ngu�sh wh�ch among such
movements are reflex and wh�ch voluntary. Nevertheless, there
certa�nly �s a d�st�nct�on. When we dec�de �n the morn�ng that �t �s
t�me to get up, our consequent movement �s voluntary. The beat�ng
of the heart, on the other hand, �s �nvoluntary: we can ne�ther cause
�t nor prevent �t by any dec�s�on of our own, except �nd�rectly, as e.g.
by drugs. Breath�ng �s �ntermed�ate between the two: we normally
breathe w�thout the help of the w�ll, but we can alter or stop our
breath�ng �f we choose.

James ("Psychology," chap. xxv�) ma�nta�ns that the only
d�st�nct�ve character�st�c of a voluntary act �s that �t �nvolves an �dea
of the movement to be performed, made up of memory-�mages of
the k�naesthet�c sensat�ons wh�ch we had when the same movement
occurred on some former occas�on. He po�nts out that, on th�s v�ew,
no movement can be made voluntar�ly unless �t has prev�ously
occurred �nvoluntar�ly.*
     * "Psychology," Vol. ii, pp. 492-3.

I see no reason to doubt the correctness of th�s v�ew. We shall say,
then, that movements wh�ch are accompan�ed by k�naesthet�c



sensat�ons tend to be caused by the �mages of those sensat�ons,
and when so caused are called VOLUNTARY.

Vol�t�on, �n the emphat�c sense, �nvolves someth�ng more than
voluntary movement. The sort of case I am th�nk�ng of �s dec�s�on
after del�berat�on. Voluntary movements are a part of th�s, but not the
whole. There �s, �n add�t�on to them, a judgment: "Th�s �s what I shall
do"; there �s also a sensat�on of tens�on dur�ng doubt, followed by a
d�fferent sensat�on at the moment of dec�d�ng. I see no reason
whatever to suppose that there �s any spec�f�cally new �ngred�ent;
sensat�ons and �mages, w�th the�r relat�ons and causal laws, y�eld all
that seems to be wanted for the analys�s of the w�ll, together w�th the
fact that k�naesthet�c �mages tend to cause the movements w�th
wh�ch they are connected. Confl�ct of des�res �s of course essent�al �n
the causat�on of the emphat�c k�nd of w�ll: there w�ll be for a t�me
k�naesthet�c �mages of �ncompat�ble movements, followed by the
exclus�ve �mage of the movement wh�ch �s sa�d to be w�lled. Thus w�ll
seems to add no new �rreduc�ble �ngred�ent to the analys�s of the
m�nd.



LECTURE XV. CHARACTERISTICS OF
MENTAL PHENOMENA

At the end of our journey �t �s t�me to return to the quest�on from
wh�ch we set out, namely: What �s �t that character�zes m�nd as
opposed to matter? Or, to state the same quest�on �n other terms:
How �s psychology to be d�st�ngu�shed from phys�cs? The answer
prov�s�onally suggested at the outset of our �nqu�ry was that
psychology and phys�cs are d�st�ngu�shed by the nature of the�r
causal laws, not by the�r subject matter. At the same t�me we held
that there �s a certa�n subject matter, namely �mages, to wh�ch only
psycholog�cal causal laws are appl�cable; th�s subject matter,
therefore, we ass�gned exclus�vely to psychology. But we found no
way of def�n�ng �mages except through the�r causat�on; �n the�r
�ntr�ns�c character they appeared to have no un�versal mark by wh�ch
they could be d�st�ngu�shed from sensat�ons.

In th�s last lecture I propose to pass �n rev�ew var�ous suggested
methods of d�st�ngu�sh�ng m�nd from matter. I shall then br�efly
sketch the nature of that fundamental sc�ence wh�ch I bel�eve to be
the true metaphys�c, �n wh�ch m�nd and matter al�ke are seen to be
constructed out of a neutral stuff, whose causal laws have no such
dual�ty as that of psychology, but form the bas�s upon wh�ch both
phys�cs and psychology are bu�lt.

In search for the def�n�t�on of "mental phenomena," let us beg�n
w�th "consc�ousness," wh�ch �s often thought to be the essence of
m�nd. In the f�rst lecture I gave var�ous arguments aga�nst the v�ew
that consc�ousness �s fundamental, but I d�d not attempt to say what
consc�ousness �s. We must f�nd a def�n�t�on of �t, �f we are to feel
secure �n dec�d�ng that �t �s not fundamental. It �s for the sake of the
proof that �t �s not fundamental that we must now endeavour to
dec�de what �t �s.



"Consc�ousness," by those who regard �t as fundamental, �s taken
to be a character d�ffused throughout our mental l�fe, d�st�nct from
sensat�ons and �mages, memor�es, bel�efs and des�res, but present
�n all of them.* Dr. Henry Head, �n an art�cle wh�ch I quoted �n
Lecture III, d�st�ngu�sh�ng sensat�ons from purely phys�olog�cal
occurrences, says: "Sensat�on, �n the str�ct sense of the term,
demands the ex�stence of consc�ousness." Th�s statement, at f�rst
s�ght, �s one to wh�ch we feel �ncl�ned to assent, but I bel�eve we are
m�staken �f we do so. Sensat�on �s the sort of th�ng of wh�ch we MAY
be consc�ous, but not a th�ng of wh�ch we MUST be consc�ous. We
have been led, �n the course of our �nqu�ry, to adm�t unconsc�ous
bel�efs and unconsc�ous des�res. There �s, so far as I can see, no
class of mental or other occurrences of wh�ch we are always
consc�ous whenever they happen.
     * Cf. Lecture VI.

The f�rst th�ng to not�ce �s that consc�ousness must be of
someth�ng. In v�ew of th�s, I should def�ne "consc�ousness" �n terms
of that relat�on of an �mage of a word to an object wh�ch we def�ned,
�n Lecture XI, as "mean�ng." When a sensat�on �s followed by an
�mage wh�ch �s a "copy" of �t, I th�nk �t may be sa�d that the ex�stence
of the �mage const�tutes consc�ousness of the sensat�on, prov�ded �t
�s accompan�ed by that sort of bel�ef wh�ch, when we reflect upon �t,
makes us feel that the �mage �s a "s�gn" of someth�ng other than
�tself. Th�s �s the sort of bel�ef wh�ch, �n the case of memory, we
expressed �n the words "th�s occurred"; or wh�ch, �n the case of a
judgment of percept�on, makes us bel�eve �n qual�t�es correlated w�th
present sensat�ons, as e.g., tact�le and v�sual qual�t�es are
correlated. The add�t�on of some element of bel�ef seems requ�red,
s�nce mere �mag�nat�on does not �nvolve consc�ousness of anyth�ng,
and there can be no consc�ousness wh�ch �s not of someth�ng. If
�mages alone const�tuted consc�ousness of the�r prototypes, such
�mag�nat�on-�mages as �n fact have prototypes would �nvolve
consc�ousness of them; s�nce th�s �s not the case, an element of
bel�ef must be added to the �mages �n def�n�ng consc�ousness. The
bel�ef must be of that sort that const�tutes object�ve reference, past
or present. An �mage, together w�th a bel�ef of th�s sort concern�ng �t,



const�tutes, accord�ng to our def�n�t�on, consc�ousness of the
prototype of the �mage.

But when we pass from consc�ousness of sensat�ons to
consc�ousness of objects of percept�on, certa�n further po�nts ar�se
wh�ch demand an add�t�on to our def�n�t�on. A judgment of
percept�on, we may say, cons�sts of a core of sensat�on, together
w�th assoc�ated �mages, w�th bel�ef �n the present ex�stence of an
object to wh�ch sensat�on and �mages are referred �n a way wh�ch �s
d�ff�cult to analyse. Perhaps we m�ght say that the bel�ef �s not
fundamentally �n any PRESENT ex�stence, but �s of the nature of an
expectat�on: for example, when we see an object, we expect certa�n
sensat�ons to result �f we proceed to touch �t. Percept�on, then, w�ll
cons�st of a present sensat�on together w�th expectat�ons of future
sensat�ons. (Th�s, of course, �s a reflect�ve analys�s, not an account
of the way percept�on appears to unchecked �ntrospect�on.) But all
such expectat�ons are l�able to be erroneous, s�nce they are based
upon correlat�ons wh�ch are usual but not �nvar�able. Any such
correlat�on may m�slead us �n a part�cular case, for example, �f we try
to touch a reflect�on �n a look�ng-glass under the �mpress�on that �t �s
"real." S�nce memory �s fall�ble, a s�m�lar d�ff�culty ar�ses as regards
consc�ousness of past objects. It would seem odd to say that we can
be "consc�ous" of a th�ng wh�ch does not or d�d not ex�st. The only
way to avo�d th�s awkwardness �s to add to our def�n�t�on the prov�so
that the bel�efs �nvolved �n consc�ousness must be TRUE.

In the second place, the quest�on ar�ses as to whether we can be
consc�ous of �mages. If we apply our def�n�t�on to th�s case, �t seems
to demand �mages of �mages. In order, for example, to be consc�ous
of an �mage of a cat, we shall requ�re, accord�ng to the letter of the
def�n�t�on, an �mage wh�ch �s a copy of our �mage of the cat, and has
th�s �mage for �ts prototype. Now, �t hardly seems probable, as a
matter of observat�on, that there are �mages of �mages, as opposed
to �mages of sensat�ons. We may meet th�s d�ff�culty �n two ways,
e�ther by boldly deny�ng consc�ousness of �mages, or by f�nd�ng a
sense �n wh�ch, by means of a d�fferent accompany�ng bel�ef, an
�mage, �nstead of mean�ng �ts prototype, can mean another �mage of
the same prototype.



The f�rst alternat�ve, wh�ch den�es consc�ousness of �mages, has
already been d�scussed when we were deal�ng w�th Introspect�on �n
Lecture VI. We then dec�ded that there must be, �n some sense,
consc�ousness of �mages. We are therefore left w�th the second
suggested way of deal�ng w�th knowledge of �mages. Accord�ng to
th�s second hypothes�s, there may be two �mages of the same
prototype, such that one of them means the other, �nstead of
mean�ng the prototype. It w�ll be remembered that we def�ned
mean�ng by assoc�at�on a word or �mage means an object, we sa�d,
when �t has the same assoc�at�ons as the object. But th�s def�n�t�on
must not be �nterpreted too absolutely: a word or �mage w�ll not have
ALL the same assoc�at�ons as the object wh�ch �t means. The word
"cat" may be assoc�ated w�th the word "mat," but �t would not happen
except by acc�dent that a cat would be assoc�ated w�th a mat. And �n
l�ke manner an �mage may have certa�n assoc�at�ons wh�ch �ts
prototype w�ll not have, e.g. an assoc�at�on w�th the word "�mage."
When these assoc�at�ons are act�ve, an �mage means an �mage,
�nstead of mean�ng �ts prototype. If I have had �mages of a g�ven
prototype many t�mes, I can mean one of these, as opposed to the
rest, by recollect�ng the t�me and place or any other d�st�nct�ve
assoc�at�on of that one occas�on. Th�s happens, for example, when a
place recalls to us some thought we prev�ously had �n that place, so
that we remember a thought as opposed to the occurrence to wh�ch
�t referred. Thus we may say that we th�nk of an �mage A when we
have a s�m�lar �mage B assoc�ated w�th recollect�ons of
c�rcumstances connected w�th A, but not w�th �ts prototype or w�th
other �mages of the same prototype. In th�s way we become aware of
�mages w�thout the need of any new store of mental contents, merely
by the help of new assoc�at�ons. Th�s theory, so far as I can see,
solves the problems of �ntrospect�ve knowledge, w�thout requ�r�ng
hero�c measures such as those proposed by Kn�ght Dunlap, whose
v�ews we d�scussed �n Lecture VI.

Accord�ng to what we have been say�ng, sensat�on �tself �s not an
�nstance of consc�ousness, though the �mmed�ate memory by wh�ch
�t �s apt to be succeeded �s so. A sensat�on wh�ch �s remembered
becomes an object of consc�ousness as soon as �t beg�ns to be
remembered, wh�ch w�ll normally be almost �mmed�ately after �ts



occurrence (�f at all); but wh�le �t ex�sts �t �s not an object of
consc�ousness. If, however, �t �s part of a percept�on, say of some
fam�l�ar person, we may say that the person perce�ved �s an object of
consc�ousness. For �n th�s case the sensat�on �s a SIGN of the
perce�ved object �n much the same way �n wh�ch a memory-�mage �s
a s�gn of a remembered object. The essent�al pract�cal funct�on of
"consc�ousness" and "thought" �s that they enable us to act w�th
reference to what �s d�stant �n t�me or space, even though �t �s not at
present st�mulat�ng our senses. Th�s reference to absent objects �s
poss�ble through assoc�at�on and hab�t. Actual sensat�ons, �n
themselves, are not cases of consc�ousness, because they do not
br�ng �n th�s reference to what �s absent. But the�r connect�on w�th
consc�ousness �s very close, both through �mmed�ate memory, and
through the correlat�ons wh�ch turn sensat�ons �nto percept�ons.

Enough has, I hope, been sa�d to show that consc�ousness �s far
too complex and acc�dental to be taken as the fundamental
character�st�c of m�nd. We have seen that bel�ef and �mages both
enter �nto �t. Bel�ef �tself, as we saw �n an earl�er lecture, �s complex.
Therefore, �f any def�n�t�on of m�nd �s suggested by our analys�s of
consc�ousness, �mages are what would naturally suggest
themselves. But s�nce we found that �mages can only be def�ned
causally, we cannot deal w�th th�s suggest�on, except �n connect�on
w�th the d�fference between phys�cal and psycholog�cal causal laws.

I come next to those character�st�cs of mental phenomena wh�ch
ar�se out of mnem�c causat�on. The poss�b�l�ty of act�on w�th
reference to what �s not sens�bly present �s one of the th�ngs that
m�ght be held to character�ze m�nd. Let us take f�rst a very
elementary example. Suppose you are �n a fam�l�ar room at n�ght,
and suddenly the l�ght goes out. You w�ll be able to f�nd your way to
the door w�thout much d�ff�culty by means of the p�cture of the room
wh�ch you have �n your m�nd. In th�s case v�sual �mages serve,
somewhat �mperfectly �t �s true, the purpose wh�ch v�sual sensat�ons
would otherw�se serve. The st�mulus to the product�on of v�sual
�mages �s the des�re to get out of the room, wh�ch, accord�ng to what
we found �n Lecture III, cons�sts essent�ally of present sensat�ons
and motor �mpulses caused by them. Aga�n, words heard or read
enable you to act w�th reference to the matters about wh�ch they g�ve



�nformat�on; here, aga�n, a present sens�ble st�mulus, �n v�rtue of
hab�ts formed �n the past, enables you to act �n a manner appropr�ate
to an object wh�ch �s not sens�bly present. The whole essence of the
pract�cal eff�c�ency of "thought" cons�sts �n sens�t�veness to s�gns: the
sens�ble presence of A, wh�ch �s a s�gn of the present or future
ex�stence of B, enables us to act �n a manner appropr�ate to B. Of
th�s, words are the supreme example, s�nce the�r effects as s�gns are
prod�g�ous, wh�le the�r �ntr�ns�c �nterest as sens�ble occurrences on
the�r own account �s usually very sl�ght. The operat�on of s�gns may
or may not be accompan�ed by consc�ousness. If a sens�ble st�mulus
A calls up an �mage of B, and we then act w�th reference to B, we
have what may be called consc�ousness of B. But hab�t may enable
us to act �n a manner appropr�ate to B as soon as A appears, w�thout
ever hav�ng an �mage of B. In that case, although A operates as a
s�gn, �t operates w�thout the help of consc�ousness. Broadly
speak�ng, a very fam�l�ar s�gn tends to operate d�rectly �n th�s
manner, and the �ntervent�on of consc�ousness marks an �mperfectly
establ�shed hab�t.

The power of acqu�r�ng exper�ence, wh�ch character�zes men and
an�mals, �s an example of the general law that, �n mnem�c causat�on,
the causal un�t �s not one event at one t�me, but two or more events
at two or more t�mes.& A burnt ch�ld fears the f�re, that �s to say, the
ne�ghbourhood of f�re has a d�fferent effect upon a ch�ld wh�ch has
had the sensat�ons of burn�ng than upon one wh�ch has not. More
correctly, the observed effect, when a ch�ld wh�ch has been burnt �s
put near a f�re, has for �ts cause, not merely the ne�ghbourhood of
the f�re, but th�s together w�th the prev�ous burn�ng. The general
formula, when an an�mal has acqu�red exper�ence through some
event A, �s that, when B occurs at some future t�me, the an�mal to
wh�ch A has happened acts d�fferently from an an�mal wh�ch A has
not happened. Thus A and B together, not e�ther separately, must be
regarded as the cause of the an�mal's behav�our, unless we take
account of the effect wh�ch A has had �n alter�ng the an�mal's
nervous t�ssue, wh�ch �s a matter not patent to external observat�on
except under very spec�al c�rcumstances. W�th th�s poss�b�l�ty, we are
brought back to causal laws, and to the suggest�on that many th�ngs
wh�ch seem essent�ally mental are really neural. Perhaps �t �s the



nerves that acqu�re exper�ence rather than the m�nd. If so, the
poss�b�l�ty of acqu�r�ng exper�ence cannot be used to def�ne m�nd.*
     * Cf. Lecture IV.

Very s�m�lar cons�derat�ons apply to memory, �f taken as the
essence of m�nd. A recollect�on �s aroused by someth�ng wh�ch �s
happen�ng now, but �s d�fferent from the effect wh�ch the present
occurrence would have produced �f the recollected event had not
occurred. Th�s may be accounted for by the phys�cal effect of the
past event on the bra�n, mak�ng �t a d�fferent �nstrument from that
wh�ch would have resulted from a d�fferent exper�ence. The causal
pecul�ar�t�es of memory may, therefore, have a phys�olog�cal
explanat�on. W�th every spec�al class of mental phenomena th�s
poss�b�l�ty meets us afresh. If psychology �s to be a separate sc�ence
at all, we must seek a w�der ground for �ts separateness than any
that we have been cons�der�ng h�therto.

We have found that "consc�ousness" �s too narrow to character�ze
mental phenomena, and that mnem�c causat�on �s too w�de. I come
now to a character�st�c wh�ch, though d�ff�cult to def�ne, comes much
nearer to what we requ�re, namely subject�v�ty.

Subject�v�ty, as a character�st�c of mental phenomena, was
cons�dered �n Lecture VII, �n connect�on w�th the def�n�t�on of
percept�on. We there dec�ded that those part�culars wh�ch const�tute
the phys�cal world can be collected �nto sets �n two ways, one of
wh�ch makes a bundle of all those part�culars that are appearances
of a g�ven th�ng from d�fferent places, wh�le the other makes a bundle
of all those part�culars wh�ch are appearances of d�fferent th�ngs
from a g�ven place. A bundle of th�s latter sort, at a g�ven t�me, �s
called a "perspect�ve"; taken throughout a per�od of t�me, �t �s called
a "b�ography." Subject�v�ty �s the character�st�c of perspect�ves and
b�ograph�es, the character�st�c of g�v�ng the v�ew of the world from a
certa�n place. We saw �n Lecture VII that th�s character�st�c �nvolves
none of the other character�st�cs that are commonly assoc�ated w�th
mental phenomena, such as consc�ousness, exper�ence and
memory. We found �n fact that �t �s exh�b�ted by a photograph�c plate,
and, str�ctly speak�ng, by any part�cular taken �n conjunct�on w�th
those wh�ch have the same "pass�ve" place �n the sense def�ned �n
Lecture VII. The part�culars form�ng one perspect�ve are connected



together pr�mar�ly by s�multane�ty; those form�ng one b�ography,
pr�mar�ly by the ex�stence of d�rect t�me-relat�ons between them. To
these are to be added relat�ons der�vable from the laws of
perspect�ve. In all th�s we are clearly not �n the reg�on of psychology,
as commonly understood; yet we are also hardly �n the reg�on of
phys�cs. And the def�n�t�on of perspect�ves and b�ograph�es, though �t
does not yet y�eld anyth�ng that would be commonly called "mental,"
�s presupposed �n mental phenomena, for example �n mnem�c
causat�on: the causal un�t �n mnem�c causat�on, wh�ch g�ves r�se to
Semon's engram, �s the whole of one perspect�ve—not of any
perspect�ve, but of a perspect�ve �n a place where there �s nervous
t�ssue, or at any rate l�v�ng t�ssue of some sort. Percept�on also, as
we saw, can only be def�ned �n terms of perspect�ves. Thus the
concept�on of subject�v�ty, �.e. of the "pass�ve" place of a part�cular,
though not alone suff�c�ent to def�ne m�nd, �s clearly an essent�al
element �n the def�n�t�on.

I have ma�nta�ned throughout these lectures that the data of
psychology do not d�ffer �n, the�r �ntr�ns�c character from the data of
phys�cs. I have ma�nta�ned that sensat�ons are data for psychology
and phys�cs equally, wh�le �mages, wh�ch may be �n some sense
exclus�vely psycholog�cal data, can only be d�st�ngu�shed from
sensat�ons by the�r correlat�ons, not by what they are �n themselves.
It �s now necessary, however, to exam�ne the not�on of a "datum,"
and to obta�n, �f poss�ble, a def�n�t�on of th�s not�on.

The not�on of "data" �s fam�l�ar throughout sc�ence, and �s usually
treated by men of sc�ence as though �t were perfectly clear.
Psycholog�sts, on the other hand, f�nd great d�ff�culty �n the
concept�on. "Data" are naturally def�ned �n terms of theory of
knowledge: they are those propos�t�ons of wh�ch the truth �s known
w�thout demonstrat�on, so that they may be used as prem�sses �n
prov�ng other propos�t�ons. Further, when a propos�t�on wh�ch �s a
datum asserts the ex�stence of someth�ng, we say that the
someth�ng �s a datum, as well as the propos�t�on assert�ng �ts
ex�stence. Thus those objects of whose ex�stence we become
certa�n through percept�on are sa�d to be data.



There �s some d�ff�culty �n connect�ng th�s ep�stemolog�cal
def�n�t�on of "data" w�th our psycholog�cal analys�s of knowledge; but
unt�l such a connect�on has been effected, we have no r�ght to use
the concept�on "data."

It �s clear, �n the f�rst place, that there can be no datum apart from
a bel�ef. A sensat�on wh�ch merely comes and goes �s not a datum; �t
only becomes a datum when �t �s remembered. S�m�larly, �n
percept�on, we do not have a datum unless we have a JUDGMENT
of percept�on. In the sense �n wh�ch objects (as opposed to
propos�t�ons) are data, �t would seem natural to say that those
objects of wh�ch we are consc�ous are data. But consc�ousness, as
we have seen, �s a complex not�on, �nvolv�ng bel�efs, as well as
mnem�c phenomena such as are requ�red for percept�on and
memory. It follows that no datum �s theoret�cally �ndub�table, s�nce no
bel�ef �s �nfall�ble; �t follows also that every datum has a greater or
less degree of vagueness, s�nce there �s always some vagueness �n
memory and the mean�ng of �mages.

Data are not those th�ngs of wh�ch our consc�ousness �s earl�est �n
t�me. At every per�od of l�fe, after we have become capable of
thought, some of our bel�efs are obta�ned by �nference, wh�le others
are not. A bel�ef may pass from e�ther of these classes �nto the other,
and may therefore become, or cease to be, a bel�ef g�v�ng a datum.
When, �n what follows, I speak of data, I do not mean the th�ngs of
wh�ch we feel sure before sc�ent�f�c study beg�ns, but the th�ngs
wh�ch, when a sc�ence �s well advanced, appear as afford�ng
grounds for other parts of the sc�ence, w�thout themselves be�ng
bel�eved on any ground except observat�on. I assume, that �s to say,
a tra�ned observer, w�th an analyt�c attent�on, know�ng the sort of
th�ng to look for, and the sort of th�ng that w�ll be �mportant. What he
observes �s, at the stage of sc�ence wh�ch he has reached, a datum
for h�s sc�ence. It �s just as soph�st�cated and elaborate as the
theor�es wh�ch he bases upon �t, s�nce only tra�ned hab�ts and much
pract�ce enable a man to make the k�nd of observat�on that w�ll be
sc�ent�f�cally �llum�nat�ng. Nevertheless, when once �t has been
observed, bel�ef �n �t �s not based on �nference and reason�ng, but
merely upon �ts hav�ng been seen. In th�s way �ts log�cal status
d�ffers from that of the theor�es wh�ch are proved by �ts means.



In any sc�ence other than psychology the datum �s pr�mar�ly a
percept�on, �n wh�ch only the sensat�onal core �s ult�mately and
theoret�cally a datum, though some such accret�ons as turn the
sensat�on �nto a percept�on are pract�cally unavo�dable. But �f we
postulate an �deal observer, he w�ll be able to �solate the sensat�on,
and treat th�s alone as datum. There �s, therefore, an �mportant
sense �n wh�ch we may say that, �f we analyse as much as we ought,
our data, outs�de psychology, cons�st of sensat�ons, wh�ch �nclude
w�th�n themselves certa�n spat�al and temporal relat�ons.

Apply�ng th�s remark to phys�ology, we see that the nerves and
bra�n as phys�cal objects are not truly data; they are to be replaced,
�n the �deal structure of sc�ence, by the sensat�ons through wh�ch the
phys�olog�st �s sa�d to perce�ve them. The passage from these
sensat�ons to nerves and bra�n as phys�cal objects belongs really to
the �n�t�al stage �n the theory of phys�cs, and ought to be placed �n
the reasoned part, not �n the part supposed to be observed. To say
we see the nerves �s l�ke say�ng we hear the n�ght�ngale; both are
conven�ent but �naccurate express�ons. We hear a sound wh�ch we
bel�eve to be causally connected w�th the n�ght�ngale, and we see a
s�ght wh�ch we bel�eve to be causally connected w�th a nerve. But �n
each case �t �s only the sensat�on that ought, �n str�ctness, to be
called a datum. Now, sensat�ons are certa�nly among the data of
psychology. Therefore all the data of the phys�cal sc�ences are also
psycholog�cal data. It rema�ns to �nqu�re whether all the data of
psychology are also data of phys�cal sc�ence, and espec�ally of
phys�ology.

If we have been r�ght �n our analys�s of m�nd, the ult�mate data of
psychology are only sensat�ons and �mages and the�r relat�ons.
Bel�efs, des�res, vol�t�ons, and so on, appeared to us to be complex
phenomena cons�st�ng of sensat�ons and �mages var�ously
�nterrelated. Thus (apart from certa�n relat�ons) the occurrences
wh�ch seem most d�st�nct�vely mental, and furthest removed from
phys�cs, are, l�ke phys�cal objects, constructed or �nferred, not part of
the or�g�nal stock of data �n the perfected sc�ence. From both ends,
therefore, the d�fference between phys�cal and psycholog�cal data �s
d�m�n�shed. Is there ult�mately no d�fference, or do �mages rema�n as
�rreduc�bly and exclus�vely psycholog�cal? In v�ew of the causal



def�n�t�on of the d�fference between �mages and sensat�ons, th�s
br�ngs us to a new quest�on, namely: Are the causal laws of
psychology d�fferent from those of any other sc�ence, or are they
really phys�olog�cal?

Certa�n amb�gu�t�es must be removed before th�s quest�on can be
adequately d�scussed.

F�rst, there �s the d�st�nct�on between rough approx�mate laws and
such as appear to be prec�se and general. I shall return to the former
presently; �t �s the latter that I w�sh to d�scuss now.

Matter, as def�ned at the end of Lecture V, �s a log�cal f�ct�on,
�nvented because �t g�ves a conven�ent way of stat�ng causal laws.
Except �n cases of perfect regular�ty �n appearances (of wh�ch we
can have no exper�ence), the actual appearances of a p�ece of
matter are not members of that �deal system of regular appearances
wh�ch �s def�ned as be�ng the matter �n quest�on. But the matter �s,
after all, �nferred from �ts appearances, wh�ch are used to VERIFY
phys�cal laws. Thus, �n so far as phys�cs �s an emp�r�cal and
ver�f�able sc�ence, �t must assume or prove that the �nference from
appearances to matter �s, �n general, leg�t�mate, and �t must be able
to tell us, more or less, what appearances to expect. It �s through th�s
quest�on of ver�f�ab�l�ty and emp�r�cal appl�cab�l�ty to exper�ence that
we are led to a theory of matter such as I advocate. From the
cons�derat�on of th�s quest�on �t results that phys�cs, �n so far as �t �s
an emp�r�cal sc�ence, not a log�cal phantasy, �s concerned w�th
part�culars of just the same sort as those wh�ch psychology
cons�ders under the name of sensat�ons. The causal laws of phys�cs,
so �nterpreted, d�ffer from those of psychology only by the fact that
they connect a part�cular w�th other appearances �n the same p�ece
of matter, rather than w�th other appearances �n the same
perspect�ve. That �s to say, they group together part�culars hav�ng
the same "act�ve" place, wh�le psychology groups together those
hav�ng the same "pass�ve" place. Some part�culars, such as �mages,
have no "act�ve" place, and therefore belong exclus�vely to
psychology.

We can now understand the d�st�nct�on between phys�cs and
psychology. The nerves and bra�n are matter: our v�sual sensat�ons



when we look at them may be, and I th�nk are, members of the
system const�tut�ng �rregular appearances of th�s matter, but are not
the whole of the system. Psychology �s concerned, �nter al�a, w�th our
sensat�ons when we see a p�ece of matter, as opposed to the matter
wh�ch we see. Assum�ng, as we must, that our sensat�ons have
phys�cal causes, the�r causal laws are nevertheless rad�cally d�fferent
from the laws of phys�cs, s�nce the cons�derat�on of a s�ngle
sensat�on requ�res the break�ng up of the group of wh�ch �t �s a
member. When a sensat�on �s used to ver�fy phys�cs, �t �s used
merely as a s�gn of a certa�n mater�al phenomenon, �.e. of a group of
part�culars of wh�ch �t �s a member. But when �t �s stud�ed by
psychology, �t �s taken away from that group and put �nto qu�te a
d�fferent context, where �t causes �mages or voluntary movements. It
�s pr�mar�ly th�s d�fferent group�ng that �s character�st�c of psychology
as opposed to all the phys�cal sc�ences, �nclud�ng phys�ology; a
secondary d�fference �s that �mages, wh�ch belong to psychology, are
not eas�ly to be �ncluded among the aspects wh�ch const�tute a
phys�cal th�ng or p�ece of matter.

There rema�ns, however, an �mportant quest�on, namely: Are
mental events causally dependent upon phys�cal events �n a sense
�n wh�ch the converse dependence does not hold? Before we can
d�scuss the answer to th�s quest�on, we must f�rst be clear as to what
our quest�on means.

When, g�ven A, �t �s poss�ble to �nfer B, but g�ven B, �t �s not
poss�ble to �nfer A, we say that B �s dependent upon A �n a sense �n
wh�ch A �s not dependent upon B. Stated �n log�cal terms, th�s
amounts to say�ng that, when we know a many-one relat�on of A to
B, B �s dependent upon A �n respect of th�s relat�on. If the relat�on �s
a causal law, we say that B �s causally dependent upon A. The
�llustrat�on that ch�efly concerns us �s the system of appearances of a
phys�cal object. We can, broadly speak�ng, �nfer d�stant appearances
from near ones, but not v�ce versa. All men look al�ke when they are
a m�le away, hence when we see a man a m�le off we cannot tell
what he w�ll look l�ke when he �s only a yard away. But when we see
h�m a yard away, we can tell what he w�ll look l�ke a m�le away. Thus
the nearer v�ew g�ves us more valuable �nformat�on, and the d�stant



v�ew �s causally dependent upon �t �n a sense �n wh�ch �t �s not
causally dependent upon the d�stant v�ew.

It �s th�s greater causal potency of the near appearance that leads
phys�cs to state �ts causal laws �n terms of that system of regular
appearances to wh�ch the nearest appearances �ncreas�ngly
approx�mate, and that makes �t value �nformat�on der�ved from the
m�croscope or telescope. It �s clear that our sensat�ons, cons�dered
as �rregular appearances of phys�cal objects, share the causal
dependence belong�ng to comparat�vely d�stant appearances;
therefore �n our sensat�onal l�fe we are �n causal dependence upon
phys�cal laws.

Th�s, however, �s not the most �mportant or �nterest�ng part of our
quest�on. It �s the causat�on of �mages that �s the v�tal problem. We
have seen that they are subject to mnen�c causat�on, and that
mnen�c causat�on may be reduc�ble to ord�nary phys�cal causat�on �n
nervous t�ssue. Th�s �s the quest�on upon wh�ch our att�tude must
turn towards what may be called mater�al�sm. One sense of
mater�al�sm �s the v�ew that all mental phenomena are causally
dependent upon phys�cal phenomena �n the above-def�ned sense of
causal dependence. Whether th�s �s the case or not, I do not profess
to know. The quest�on seems to me the same as the quest�on
whether mnem�c causat�on �s ult�mate, wh�ch we cons�dered w�thout
dec�d�ng �n Lecture IV. But I th�nk the bulk of the ev�dence po�nts to
the mater�al�st�c answer as the more probable.

In cons�der�ng the causal laws of psychology, the d�st�nct�on
between rough general�zat�ons and exact laws �s �mportant. There
are many rough general�zat�ons �n psychology, not only of the sort by
wh�ch we govern our ord�nary behav�our to each other, but also of a
more nearly sc�ent�f�c k�nd. Hab�t and assoc�at�on belong among
such laws. I w�ll g�ve an �llustrat�on of the k�nd of law that can be
obta�ned. Suppose a person has frequently exper�enced A and B �n
close temporal cont�gu�ty, an assoc�at�on w�ll be establ�shed, so that
A, or an �mage of A, tends to cause an �mage of B. The quest�on
ar�ses: w�ll the assoc�at�on work �n e�ther d�rect�on, or only from the
one wh�ch has occurred earl�er to the one wh�ch has occurred later?
In an art�cle by Mr. Wohlgemuth, called "The D�rect�on of



Assoc�at�ons" ("Br�t�sh Journal of Psychology," vol. v, part �v, March,
1913), �t �s cla�med to be proved by exper�ment that, �n so far as
motor memory (�.e. memory of movements) �s concerned,
assoc�at�on works only from earl�er to later, wh�le �n v�sual and
aud�tory memory th�s �s not the case, but the later of two
ne�ghbour�ng exper�ences may recall the earl�er as well as the earl�er
the later. It �s suggested that motor memory �s phys�olog�cal, wh�le
v�sual and aud�tory memory are more truly psycholog�cal. But that �s
not the po�nt wh�ch concerns us �n the �llustrat�on. The po�nt wh�ch
concerns us �s that a law of assoc�at�on, establ�shed by purely
psycholog�cal observat�on, �s a purely psycholog�cal law, and may
serve as a sample of what �s poss�ble �n the way of d�scover�ng such
laws. It �s, however, st�ll no more than a rough general�zat�on, a
stat�st�cal average. It cannot tell us what w�ll result from a g�ven
cause on a g�ven occas�on. It �s a law of tendency, not a prec�se and
�nvar�able law such as those of phys�cs a�m at be�ng.

If we w�sh to pass from the law of hab�t, stated as a tendency or
average, to someth�ng more prec�se and �nvar�able, we seem dr�ven
to the nervous system. We can more or less guess how an
occurrence produces a change �n the bra�n, and how �ts repet�t�on
gradually produces someth�ng analogous to the channel of a r�ver,
along wh�ch currents flow more eas�ly than �n ne�ghbour�ng paths.
We can perce�ve that �n th�s way, �f we had more knowledge, the
tendency to hab�t through repet�t�on m�ght be replaced by a prec�se
account of the effect of each occurrence �n br�ng�ng about a
mod�f�cat�on of the sort from wh�ch hab�t would ult�mately result. It �s
such cons�derat�ons that make students of psychophys�ology
mater�al�st�c �n the�r methods, whatever they may be �n the�r
metaphys�cs. There are, of course, except�ons, such as Professor J.
S. Haldane,* who ma�nta�ns that �t �s theoret�cally �mposs�ble to
obta�n phys�olog�cal explanat�ons of psych�cal phenomena, or
phys�cal explanat�ons of phys�olog�cal phenomena. But I th�nk the
bulk of expert op�n�on, �n pract�ce, �s on the other s�de.



     *See his book, "The New Physiology and Other Addresses"
     (Charles Griffin & Co., 1919).

The quest�on whether �t �s poss�ble to obta�n prec�se causal laws �n
wh�ch the causes are psycholog�cal, not mater�al, �s one of deta�led
�nvest�gat�on. I have done what I could to make clear the nature of
the quest�on, but I do not bel�eve that �t �s poss�ble as yet to answer �t
w�th any conf�dence. It seems to be by no means an �nsoluble
quest�on, and we may hope that sc�ence w�ll be able to produce
suff�c�ent grounds for regard�ng one answer as much more probable
than the other. But for the moment I do not see how we can come to
a dec�s�on.

I th�nk, however, on grounds of the theory of matter expla�ned �n
Lectures V and VII, that an ult�mate sc�ent�f�c account of what goes
on �n the world, �f �t were ascerta�nable, would resemble psychology
rather than phys�cs �n what we found to be the dec�s�ve d�fference
between them. I th�nk, that �s to say, that such an account would not
be content to speak, even formally, as though matter, wh�ch �s a
log�cal f�ct�on, were the ult�mate real�ty. I th�nk that, �f our sc�ent�f�c
knowledge were adequate to the task, wh�ch �t ne�ther �s nor �s l�kely
to become, �t would exh�b�t the laws of correlat�on of the part�culars
const�tut�ng a momentary cond�t�on of a mater�al un�t, and would
state the causal laws* of the world �n terms of these part�culars, not
�n terms of matter. Causal laws so stated would, I bel�eve, be
appl�cable to psychology and phys�cs equally; the sc�ence �n wh�ch
they were stated would succeed �n ach�ev�ng what metaphys�cs has
va�nly attempted, namely a un�f�ed account of what really happens,
wholly true even �f not the whole of truth, and free from all conven�ent
f�ct�ons or unwarrantable assumpt�ons of metaphys�cal ent�t�es. A
causal law appl�cable to part�culars would count as a law of phys�cs �f
�t could be stated �n terms of those f�ct�t�ous systems of regular
appearances wh�ch are matter; �f th�s were not the case, �t would
count as a law of psychology �f one of the part�culars were a
sensat�on or an �mage, �.e. were subject to mnem�c causat�on. I
bel�eve that the real�zat�on of the complex�ty of a mater�al un�t, and
�ts analys�s �nto const�tuents analogous to sensat�ons, �s of the
utmost �mportance to ph�losophy, and v�tal for any understand�ng of
the relat�ons between m�nd and matter, between our percept�ons and



the world wh�ch they perce�ve. It �s �n th�s d�rect�on, I am conv�nced,
that we must look for the solut�on of many anc�ent perplex�t�es.
     * In a perfected science, causal laws will take the form of
     differential equations—or of finite-difference equations,
     if the theory of quanta should prove correct.

It �s probable that the whole sc�ence of mental occurrences,
espec�ally where �ts �n�t�al def�n�t�ons are concerned, could be
s�mpl�f�ed by the development of the fundamental un�fy�ng sc�ence �n
wh�ch the causal laws of part�culars are sought, rather than the
causal laws of those systems of part�culars that const�tute the
mater�al un�ts of phys�cs. Th�s fundamental sc�ence would cause
phys�cs to become der�vat�ve, �n the sort of way �n wh�ch theor�es of
the const�tut�on of the atom make chem�stry der�vat�ve from phys�cs;
�t would also cause psychology to appear less s�ngular and �solated
among sc�ences. If we are r�ght �n th�s, �t �s a wrong ph�losophy of
matter wh�ch has caused many of the d�ff�cult�es �n the ph�losophy of
m�nd—d�ff�cult�es wh�ch a r�ght ph�losophy of matter would cause to
d�sappear.

The conclus�ons at wh�ch we have arr�ved may be summed up as
follows:

I. Phys�cs and psychology are not d�st�ngu�shed by the�r mater�al.
M�nd and matter al�ke are log�cal construct�ons; the part�culars out of
wh�ch they are constructed, or from wh�ch they are �nferred, have
var�ous relat�ons, some of wh�ch are stud�ed by phys�cs, others by
psychology. Broadly speak�ng, phys�cs group part�culars by the�r
act�ve places, psychology by the�r pass�ve places.

II. The two most essent�al character�st�cs of the causal laws wh�ch
would naturally be called psycholog�cal are SUBJECTIVITY and
MNEMIC CAUSATION; these are not unconnected, s�nce the causal
un�t �n mnem�c causat�on �s the group of part�culars hav�ng a g�ven
pass�ve place at a g�ven t�me, and �t �s by th�s manner of group�ng
that subject�v�ty �s def�ned.

III. Hab�t, memory and thought are all developments of mnem�c
causat�on. It �s probable, though not certa�n, that mnem�c causat�on
�s der�vat�ve from ord�nary phys�cal causat�on �n nervous (and other)
t�ssue.



IV. Consc�ousness �s a complex and far from un�versal
character�st�c of mental phenomena.

V. M�nd �s a matter of degree, ch�efly exempl�f�ed �n number and
complex�ty of hab�ts.

VI. All our data, both �n phys�cs and psychology, are subject to
psycholog�cal causal laws; but phys�cal causal laws, at least �n
trad�t�onal phys�cs, can only be stated �n terms of matter, wh�ch �s
both �nferred and constructed, never a datum. In th�s respect
psychology �s nearer to what actually ex�sts.
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