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PsycHOLOGY AND Screntiric METHODS

“THE NEW REALISM’’?

HOUGH the polemic spirit has for some time filled the air of
philosophy, the numerous marches and countermarches can not

be said to have proved decisive. As the walls of philosophy re-
fuse to fall at the mere flourish of trumpets, there has been little
change in the status quo. Every one, therefore, interested in genu-
ine philosophic progress will welcome this volume and its well-or-
ganized attempt to advance the position outlined in the ‘‘Plat-
form.’’2 TUnless, however, I am very much mistaken, the authors of
this book may be—pleasantly or unpleasantly—surprised at being
welecomed by many idealists, who will regard them, not as hostile in-
vaders, but as much-needed immigrants taking possession of the
abandoned or undeveloped soil and rendering it fruitful for the com-
mon good. Perhaps the authors of this book may resent this attempt
to minimize the importance of the destructive mission of their ‘‘class
consciousness,”” but I think philosophers generally are more fortu-
nate in delivering the positive burden of their own vision than in
their denial of the vision of others. The polemic consciousness is
not in any of its forms conducive to complete justice, and history is
full of examples of philosophers, like Aristotle, attacking most ve-
hemently those most closely related to them. It is indeed a wise
philosopher who knows his own true opponent. Now neo-realism
looks upon idealism® as the great enemy, because as a matter of

1A Review of ‘‘The New Realism: Cooperative Studies in Philosophy’’ by
Edwin B. Holt, Walter T. Marvin, William Pepperrell Montague, Ralph Barton
Perry, Walter B. Pitkin, and Edward Gleason Spaulding. New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1912. Pages xii 4 491.

2 This JOURNAL, Vol. VII., pages 393 ff.

2 The essence of idealism, as that term has been used in philosophy, literature,
art, polities, ete., is that the structure of the universe justifies certain values,
called ideals, and with that doctrine the authors of this book have no quarrel
whatsoever. They are fighting epistemologic subjectivism; but for some unac-
countable reason they always call it idealism. That this use of the word idealism
involves unusual violence to the facts of history, e. g., in the implication that
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fact the former movement originated in a reaction against such
types of idealism as is embodied in Bradley’s ‘‘ Appearance and
Reality’’ and Strong’s ‘“ Why the Mind Has a Body.”” When, how-
ever, one disregards the accidental starting point and judges neo-
realism by its fundamental tendency, the opposition between realism
and dualistic or psychologic pragmatism will be seen to be of far
greater significance. Between a position which would regard every-
thing in terms of the subject and a position which would regard every-
thing as objective, there may be very little or no theoretic difference,
for the same laws or relations may hold between ‘‘experiences’’ as
between ‘‘independent reals,’’ 4. e., the distinction between different
classes of entities may be the same in the two systems. Between a
view, however, which insists that the propositions of logic and mathe-
maties are as real or objective (¢. e., independent of ‘‘mind’’) as
those of physics, and a view which denies to objects of thought the
ontologic status of objects of sense, the issue is significant, and, it
seems to me, laden with momentous consequences. I regard, there-
fore, the problem of the reality of universals, ‘‘the things of
thought,’’ as the central question which this volume raises. It is not,
then, so much Berkeley’s subjectivism (about which there is consid-
erable doubt) as his nominalism that presents the significant alter-
native to the neo-realist position. At any rate, if Professor Marvin’s
paper proves its point, the epistemologic issue can not be the funda-
mental one, but must yield in fundamental importance to issues of
fact or theories of being.

Nominalism, the denial of ‘‘reality’’ to relations, abstractions,
ete., is based on the conscious or unconscious assumption of the an-
cient dogma that only a whole can really exist and that which is a
part (in intension) can not have independent existence. The es-
sence of neo-realism, the object’s independence of our apprehension
of it, as developed by Professor Perry, would be utterly impossible
on a nominalistic metaphysic, and so would Professor Spaulding’s
doctrine of analytic realism. At any rate, it is a significant fact that
the one positive doctrine which all the six authors find themselves
compelled to use in their arguments, is the non-mental character of
the propositions of logic and mathematics.*

There is, to be sure, a certain hesitation in the author’s repudiation
of nominalism (e. g.,p.58).° While in general they ‘‘accord full on-
an idealist like Hegel is an epistemologic subjectivist, ought to be clear to all stu-
dents of the history of philosophy. But this is a minor matter, if the sympa-
thetic reader will simply substitute the word subjectivism wherever the authors
use the word idealism.

* Marvin, pages 57 ff., Perry, pages 129 ff., Spaulding, pages 204-205, Mon-

tague, pages 261-2, Holt, pages 363 ff. and page 472, Pitkin, pages 445 ff.
5 The word nominalism does not occur in the index.
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tological status to things of thought,’’ logical and mathematical enti-
ties are denied the claim to existence, but are put in the undefined but
spacious realm of subsistence. I can not, however, but regard the dis-
tinction between existence and subsistence—which the authors have
borrowed from Russell—as merely a temporary or provisional make-
shift. Certain sensible or physical terms in time and space are re-
garded as existents, and all other possible or impossible objects of
thought are subsistents. This, like most dichotomous divisions, can
hardly be expected to be of much use; for it puts too many things in
the negative class (in this case, the class of subsistents). The ques-
tion is important, because the facile division of objects into existent
and subsistent tends to obscure the fundamental problem or re-
quirement of any constructive philosophy, viz., a systematic classifi-
cation of reals, or doctrine of categories. To the neglect of this
problem may be ascribed a great deal of the misunderstanding and
futility of modern philosophic controversy.

The distinction between existence and subsistence arises from a
certain requirement in the modern philosophy of mathematics, viz.,
that mathematical propositions shall have a meaning which is non-
psychologic and non-physical. Russell expresses this fact by saying
that mathematical entities must be non-mental and non-existential.
Hence the term subsistence to cover those entities. The restriction,
however, of the term existence to sensible objects, which this termin-
ology implies, leads to considerable confusion in the neo-realist phi-
losophy.® Russell’s statement repeated by Marvin (p. 85) that the
non-existential character of mathematics is one of the greatest dis-
coveries of the nineteenth century, is, of course, true. But what it
means is simply that mathematical propositions are formal, and
their truth is independent of the truths of physics. Mathematical
entities, then, are not physical, but they certainly have being as
much as physical entities do. What reason can there be, outside of
a nominalistic metaphysic, for denying the existence of one and not
of the other? Moreover, the restriction of the existential predicate
to sensible terms gives rise to confusion in the realm where the dis-
tinetion between existence and subsistence first arose, viz., mathe-
matics. When a mathematician proves an existence theorem, e. g¢.,
that every equation of the nth degree has n roots, he surely estab-

¢ Russell says: ‘‘Except space and time themselves, only those objects exist
whiceh have to particular points of space and time the special relation of occupy-
ing them,’’ (Mind, 1904, page 211). I take it that Russell means to predicate
existence of those things only which occupy both time and space; so that things
occupying time only, e. g., misunderstandings of realism, do not exist. Moreover,
in the light of other utterances, Russell probably means that only points of space

and time exist, but that the series denoted by the terms time and space, like
existence itself, do not exist.
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lishes something more than the subsistence of these » roots, for the
n -+ 4th root of the same equation has according to the neo-realists
canon (Montague, p. 253) subsistence though demonstrably no ex-
istence. The difficulty here raised does not seem to be sufficiently
met by Russell’s contention that mathematical existence denotes
something totally (7. e., generically) different from physical exist-
ence. For, if mathematical existence is only a kind of subsistence,
it is surely of the utmost importance to distinguish between the sub-
sistence of the nth root and the subsistence of the n -+ 4th root. In-
stead, then, of inquiring into the kinds of existence, we have to in-
quire into the kinds or grades of subsistence.

Is it true, however, that mathematical and physical existences
are so generically different that they have nothing in common? For
one thing the determination of physical existence is frequently, if not
always, based on mathematical existence. Moreover, the manner in
which mathematical and physical existences are determined is ex-
actly the same. Take the questions: Is there a root to every equa-
tion? Is there a maximum velocity in the physical universe? Is
there a special sex-determining factor in the germ cell? Did Moses
have a real (historical) existence? Now in all these significant ques-
tions, the existence or non-existence of the entities in question is de-
termined, in their respective sciences, not by reference to the ques-
tion whether they are mental, but by reference to their relation to
the body of propositions which form the sciences in question.” What
reason can there be, on realistic ground, for saying that roots and
velocities have no existence, but that the other entities do? Does it
not seem that what we need is a fuller account of the different levels
or types of existence?

This question of the distinction between existence and subsistence
is an illustration of the truth of the authors’ contention (pp. 21-22)
that care in the use of words is really important. An adequate doec-
trine of categories would do away with a great many of the difficul-
ties which Montague, for instance, finds in the existence of error and
hallucinatory objects. (This does not hold of Holt’s theory). Errors
and false propositions do undoubtedly exist in this world, if any-
thing does. The significant question is how do they exist, 4. e., to
what type of existence do they belong. Many people, for instance,
will find unconvineing Spaulding’s arguments for the existence of
points in space, or of atoms in material bodies, and will find good
reasons for their unbelief. This situation arises from the faet that
points are non-spatial (i. e., non-extended) and atoms non-material
(4. e., devoid of the ordinary properties of matter). Points and

" This point is missed by most crities of realism, e. g., Professor Pratt, this
JOURNAL, Vol. IX,, page 579.



PSYCHOLOGY AND SCIENTIFIC METHODS 201

atoms, then, do not have the kind of existence of space and matter;
and unless this distinction is clearly recognized, both the affirmative
and the negative positions seem equally tenable or untenable.

In the light of a developed doctrine of categories, also, the distine-
tion between discovery and invention, between finding and making,
which dominates neo-realism in its present stage, may turn out not
to be as thoroughgoing as it appears in the light of current contro-
versy. The distinetion in question is certainly valid for a great many
types of reality. There is a real logical opposition between discover-
ing and inventing a polar continent. But did the Romans invent or
discover their jurisprudence? Did the authors of this book invent
or discover the neo-realist philosophy ? These questions suggest the
possibility of a realm where invention and discovery overlap, or
cease to be clearly antithetic terms.

The authors’ own statement (pp. 2-10) of the historical signifi-
cance of neo-realism seems rather unfortunate. The account in
question reads too much like an Hegelian a priort history, with its
distinet stages each by a dialectic process giving rise to its successor.
I regard it as unfortunate because it is not likely to discourage crit-
ies from dealing with neo-realism as a new epistemology, whereas it
is really a return to a mode of thought in which the epistemologic
specter need not trouble us. Take, for instance, the theory of error.
The authors (and their critics, like Professor Lovejoy) assume that
the first method of explaining error is by the introduction of mind
or consciousness, That, however, is not the fact, for this action of
consciousness as a disturbing medium seems to have been suggested
by the modern use of lenses. The earlier attempt to explain error,
found alike among the Hindoos and Greek philosophers, is to give
error a kind of secondary or shadowy existence of its own. Maya is
not due merely to consciousness, but is a sort of maze or fog which
surrounds the real, and ‘‘the way of error’’ in Parmenides is cer-
tainly not ‘‘the way of consciousness.”” The neo-realist doctrine of
error (as briefly indicated in the essays of Holt and Pitkin) will, in
fact, be found to begin where the Greeks left off, and to develop the
ancient method in a form consonant with the requirements of mod-
ern science.

The one modern movement with which neo-realism s closely allied
(in motive, at least), is radical empiricism. James was profoundly
dissatisfied with the prevailing nominalism, and saw that it must
logically lead to a hopeless and lifeless atomism. James tried to re-
store in philosophy the fluency of things, by giving relations, transi-
tions, ete., a psychologic status. Neo-realism aims at the same re-
sults, but turns its back on any attempt to construct the world out of
psychologie states. In the light of modern mathematical research, it
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returns to the Aristotelian insight that what is prior in knowledge
need not be prior in nature, and thus re-opens the path of progress
along which all the objective sciences have been going, but which
has been shut to philosophy by the specters of epistemology.

II

The logical and historical introduction to neo-realism is to be
found in Professor Marvin’s essay on ‘‘The Emancipation of Meta-
physics from Epistemology.”” The neo-realist movement is a ‘‘reac-
tion against the whole enterprise of Locke, Kant, and their follow-
ers, to get a fundamental science, and not merely against their ideal-
ism. Neo-realism is not only a different theory of knowledge, but,
what is more important for metaphysics, a different doctrine as to
the place of epistemology in the hierachy of the sciences’’ (p. 51).
Professor Marvin does well to thus refer to Locke as the father of
criticism, for Kant’s boastful claim often makes us forget that it was
Locke who first set in fashion the view that we must examine the
nature of knowledge before ‘‘we let loose our thoughts into the vast
ocean of being.’’® Professor Marvin’s attack, however, is directed
more particularly against the Kantian view of an a priori science of
knowledge as the necessary prerequisite for metaphysics. To offset
epithet criticism, Professor Marvin adopts the admirable device of
calling his position dogmatism and opposing it to criticism. Kant’s
assumption of the possibility of a science or ‘‘critique’’ which can
determine @ priort the nature, possibility, and limits of knowledge,
is really untenable; for epistemology ecan funection only if it assumes
that we already are in possession of valid knowledge, and this knowl-
edge, as a matter of fact, it borrows from logic, psychology, ete.
The “‘possibility’’ of mathematiecs, physics, or metaphysics is far less
questionable than the possibility of epistemology. The neo-Kantian
may reply: ‘‘Of course we must assume that we are in possession of
valid knowledge in order to proceed at all. But Kant never sup-
poses that the validity of science is in need of proof. The significant
question for him is, What are the conditions which make wvalid
knowledge possible?’’ To which we may answer, that this way of
putting the question is inconsistent with the claim of epistemology
as an a priori science more fundamental than metaphysies or psy-
chology, for the actual conditions of valid knowledge can be deter-
mined only on the basis of logical, psychological, or metaphysical
data. Indeed, Kant himself really does assume a particular system
of psychology of various ‘‘faculties,”” and certain definite views of
reality in order to work out his deductions of the categories and

8 Essay I., e¢h. 1., sec. 7.
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other parts of his critique of pure reason. This Kantian metaphys-
iecs may be valid. What Professor Marvin is intent on proving is
that it does not follow from, but, on the contrary, is the basis of
Kant’s epistemology. The same may be said of the neo-Hegelian
metaphysics of Greene and his followers, which they claim rests on
an examination of the nature of knowledge. The history of science
shows no important scientific advance or metaphysical progress due
to epistemology. On the contrary, whatever influence the latter has
exerted on the former seems to have been pernicious. The various
sciences and metaphysics, therefore, are and by right ought to be,
free and independent of the sovereignty of epistemology, and they
may go on to develop their fields without waiting for the issue of a
permit by the science of epistemology.

This, I take it, is the gist of Professor Marvin’s careful and most
conscientiously worked out argument. It seems so cogent and un-
answerable that it arouses a very distressing reflection, why has phi-
losophy so long failed to note this? Marvin’s argument has been, in
part at least, made by such different writers as Hegel® and the Frie-
sian school,’® but the intellectual world, without stopping to refute
these arguments, has calmly ignored them. Even the positive sci-
ences now feel it inecumbent upon them to pay their respects to
Erkenntnistheorie, while metaphysics is considered as belonging to
the intellectual underworld. Nay, even Professor Marvin himself
subseribes to the statement of his colleagues that the epistemologic
question ‘‘is prior to all other philosophie issues’ (p. 10).

Perhaps, however, the line between neo-realism and criticism is
not as sharp as Professor Marvin draws it. What Kant calls trans-
cendental method is not very much different in essence from that
which Marvin calls logical analysis and which, he maintains, is inde-
pendent of psychology. The more fundamental difference, I venture
to think, lies elsewhere, viz., in the conception of the realm of meta-
physies. Kant’s metaphysic is essentially anti-evolutionary, a priori,
and incapable of progress. ‘‘Pure speculative reason,”” he tells us,
‘“is able to give a complete enumeration of the possible modes of pro-
posing problems to itself, and thus sketeh out the entire system of
metaphysics’’; and again, metaphysics, by means of criticism, ‘‘can
take in the whole sphere of its cognitions, and can thus complete its
work, and leave it for the use of posterity, as a capital which can
never receive fresh accessions.”” ™ If we no longer believe reality to
be such a closed and limited system, then we must give up the at-

® Encyklopiidie, § 41.

** Nelson, ‘¢ Uber das sogenannte Erkenntnisproblem.’’

1 Preface to 2d ed. K. R. V., page xxiii.
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tempt to deduce it a priori and complete from the nature of knowl-
edge as such.

This anti-evolutionary view in the background of criticism ex-
plains why the most blighting effects of criticism have been felt by
such young growing sciences as sociology and jurisprudence.?> Work-
ers in these fields are distracted at the outset by purely formal prob-
lems, as what is the nature of social science, its method, its object, its
limits, ete., ete. But there is no way of finding the limits of a science
except by actually developing it first. Epistemologic criticism is
applicable to science only when the latter is in a state of relative com-
pletion, e. g., in certain fields of mathematics and physics. Then
questions of procedure, the convenience of hypotheses, ete., have a
definite meaning. But such considerations must follow and can not
precede the constructive stage.

The elimination of ‘‘critical’’ epistemology leaves the field clear
for constructive metaphysics. Now, unlike most recent philosophie
procedures, neo-realism takes modern physical science seriously, or,
if you please, naively. It does not regard it as a ‘‘mere construction
of the mind,’’ a more or less useful falsehood, but as a valid method
of discovering the constitution of reality. Hence, in adopting the
mathematical or analytic method of science as also valid for phi-
losophy, neo-realism finds itself under the guns of men like Bradley
and Bergson, who deny that analysis can enable us to reach ultimate
reality, and insist that it must necessarily falsify the real. Hence
the need for Spaulding’s essay, ‘A Defence of Analysis,”’ ‘‘as a
method of knowing which discovers entities or parts which are real
in quite the same sense as are the wholes which are analyzed ’’ (p.
155). The neo-realist is quite willing to admit that the actual analy-
ses which men make are selected from a larger number of possible
ones, but this does not prove that they are falsifications. If there are
more parts or further divisions than those employed in our analysis,
it does not follow that our analysis is false: it may be true as far as
it goes. As the opponents of analysis do themselves employ analysis
in their attempt to prove their contention, it is at least doubtful
whether all analysis can be false qua analysis. Professor Spaulding,
therefore, examines in detail the various types of analysis, viz., that
of aggregates, classes, and organic unities, and shows that in each
case the objections are invalid.

An aggregate is analyzed by enumeration, 4. e., by naming the
parts and the conjunctive relation. Why is this falsification? Be-
cause, says Bergson, there is no genuine plurality in nature itself,

2 8ee Cosentini, in Revue Int. de Sociologie, Jan., 1913, and Fragpane,
‘¢ Obbietto e limite della filosofia del diritto,”’ II., pages 77-83.
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but all things interpenetrate.’* This assumption, however, of a uni-
versal interpretation is a mere snap judgment or violent generaliza-
tion without adequate evidence. Any evidence for interaction must,
of course, begin by recognizing different things which interact.
Under the analysis of classes Spaulding includes the analysis of
number, space, time, motion, velocity, and acceleration, and such
classes of individuals as atoms, electrons, ete. The attack on this kind
of analysis is stated by Bergson in a form the logic of which
is identical with that of Zeno’s attack on motion. According to this
attack analysis breaks up space into non-extended points, time into
unenduring moments, and motion into a series of rests. But these
supposed parts are the contradictions of the given wholes. Therefore
is analysis falsification. To which Professor Spaulding justly replies
that this attack ignores and misstates the actual results of modern
analysis. The divisibility of continuous space does not lead to dis-
creteness, but, on the contrary, defines definitely what is meant by
continuity ; and, in the same way, it is not true that modern analysis
resolves motion into a series of rests. In its account of analysis, this
attack leaves out the orgamizing relations. While points, for ex-
ample, are non-extended, there is no contradiction in saying that
space is a class of points between which certain relations hold. ‘‘Con-
sider both terms and relations and the properties of the whole which
may be left over, but which are revealed by analysis, and the analysis
becomes adequate at the same time that there is opportunity for that
‘creative evolution,” for that creative synthesis which some of the
attacking party emphasize so strongly, but which is not dependent,
for its acceptance, upon the validity of the attack’ (p. 168.)
Organic unities are distinguished by the fact that they are wholes
possessing properties which are not the sum of the properties of the
parts. This, however, is not confined, as is usually supposed, to
organisms. There are some qualities in a compound like water which
can not be obtained by adding the qualities of the components. But
whether the parts modify each other when united, or whether new
organizing relations arise when the parts are united as they were not
before, in either case scientific analysis or synthesis is adequate to
reveal the real change in nature. The introduction of entelechies to
distinguish organisms from inorganic physico-chemical complexes
is either scientifically pernicious or unnecessary, according to whether
the entelechies do or do not introduce an element of indeterminism.
A supervening awareness may oceur, and ‘ ‘it is good realism to admit
that it may,’’ but it can not be used as a prineiple of explanation.
The attack on conceptual analysis as conceptional, is based on the

1 ¢{Creative Evolution,’’ pages 11, 162, 188, 338, 340.
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argument that concepts are necessarily static and inadequate to grasp
change or process. But why assume that only like entities can be
related? The concept of divisibility need not be divisible. At any
rate, there is no real contradiction in a definite or fixed concept of a
flow, and Bergson himself uses concepts to denote the three kinds of
change.

In this eonnection Professor Spaulding briefly indicates (p. 233)
four important characteristics of concepts, or ‘‘states of affairs.”
These will well bear more extensive development in a future paper.

It must be conceded, I think, that Professor Spaulding’s very la-
borious arguments show the utter flimsiness of the attack on analysis,
so far as the latter is based on the argument that analysis of space,
time, or motion leads to contradiction. This last argument simply
ignores the fact that modern mathematics by its analysis of infinity
and continuity has definitely solved Zeno’s puzzles. Besides the
change of contradiction comes with bad grace from those who are
skeptical about the force of logical contradiction when it is applied
to their own doctrines. Nevertheless, there is an element of real force
in the contention that analysis is by itself inadequate to give us a com-
plete account of space, time, and motion, and that resort to intui-
tion is necessary. Mathematical analysis can reveal to us only the
formal or structural properties of such entities as space. Having
started with a number of postulates relating to indefinable ‘‘points,’’
the properties deduced will be the same if these ‘‘points’’ are num-
bers, ideal citizens of an ideal commonwealth, or what not, so long as
the defining relations hold between them. What distinguishes physi-
cal space from any other possible interpretation of S (mathematical
space) can, therefore, be grasped only by intuition. Spaulding’s
statement (following Russell) that ‘‘points’’ are spatial is hardly
warranted by his own analysis, in which ‘‘points’’ are necessarily
(not ‘‘probably’’) indefinable. Professor Spaulding also seems to
forget that space is not determined solely as a point collection ; it may
also be constituted in diverse other ways, e. g., as a four-dimensional
collection of lines, in which the lines are the simple elements and
points complexes formed by the intersection of lines. This, of course,
in no way militates against the validity of any of these analyses of
space. The same thing may be correctly expressed in different sets
of units without damage to realism. But reflection on these consider-
ations, enables one to understand some of the motives of those to whom
the world appears more fluid than to Professor Spaulding. Indeed,
there is a hard and fast finality about some of the latter’s statements
which is hardly warranted by the present state of science, e. g., the
statement that points presuppose numbers (p. 174) is certainly not



