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no advantage of ns i n this respect. I f realists have d isproved cer ta in 
arguments f o r the dependence of r ea l i ty upon knowledge, they have 
not thereby established the independence of rea l i ty . I f the realist be 
r ight , and idea l i sm essentially subject ivis t ic , i t must, to be sure, re­
nounce its c l a i m to a c r i t i c a l founda t ion . B u t i t w o u l d s t i l l r emain 
a consistent dogma, and as good as any other. 

I f i t is taken to be the case that rea l i sm has unde rmined the 
ideal is t ' s proofs that the log ica l relations h o l d among reals because 
rea l i ty is relat ive to a legislat ive reason, s t i l l the ideal is t ic conten­
t ion is as probable as any. The realist can not disprove the assertion. 
H e can never catch a rea l i ty out of re la t ion to h u m a n reason, i n order 
to discover i f i t s t i l l main ta ins its c o n f o r m i t y to log ica l p r inc ip les . 
Tha t the log ica l relations are f o u n d among things does not make 
rea l i sm any more probable. F o r i f to be rea l means to con fo rm to 
cer ta in categorical modes of t h i n k i n g , then i t w i l l be an iden t i ca l 
proposi t ion w h i c h asserts that these pr inc ip les state the relations of 
rea l things. The realist can on ly set u p his own counter assertion 
and r e tu rn to the business of demol ishing the opponent 's proofs . 
Thus we migh t conceivably be presented w i t h dogmatic idea l i sm a n d 
dogmatic rea l i sm as equal ly consistent and equal ly u n p r o v e d doc­
t r ines ; a n d the choice between them might , then, t u r n upon prag­
mat ic considerations of w o r k a b i l i t y or temperamental preferences. 

I f the realist can advance no direct proof that rea l i ty not on ly 
m a y be, but is independent of knowledge, that the independent ly 
rea l not on ly migh t not be, but is not al tered when i t enters the 
knowledge re la t ion, that rea l i ty not on ly m a y be, but is so f ine ly 
d iv ided that analysis can never misrepresent i t ,—and so on f o r his 
other contentions,—^then his arguments must necessarily be confined 
to the r e f u t a t i o n of the proofs of other theories. I n that event his 
case can prosper on ly i f he turns phi losophy into a Donnybrook 
F a i r a n d hits every non-realist ic head that shows. E v e n so, he w i l l 
not prove h is case, but on ly establish its possible truth,—the impossi­
b i l i t y of p r o v i n g the opposite. I f this is the utmost that can be hoped 
f r o m a phi losophic theory, i t is w e l l that we should recognize it , a n d 
pay our respects to H u m e . C . I . L E W I S . 
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DISCUSSION 
T H E A N T I L O G I S M — A N E M E N D A T I O N 

WH E N I wrote m y paper on logic^ i n w h i c h I s t rongly urge the 
use of the symmet r i ca l fo rms of speech a nd of reasoning, 

" n o a is 6 , " " some a is " i s - incons i s t en t -wi th , " etc., I adopted 
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the p l an , occasionally, as an abbreviat ion, of w r i t i n g s i m p l y the sym­
bol f o r " i s excluded f r o m , " instead of " i s - e x c l u d e d - f r o m every­
thing." Th i s can be sa fe ly done, because the other specia l t e rm of 
logic , " n o t h i n g , " or " t h e non-exis tent ," does not occur w i t h this 
copula . B u t I do not now approve of this device, and I wr i t e f o r the 
an t i log i sm (inconsistent t r i ad ) 

{a\/'b) {c\/b) {a \/ c)\/ CO, 

instead of the f o r m quoted b y D r . K a r l Schmidt,^ i n w h i c h the s ign 
00, mean ing "ex i s ten t t h i n g s " or "poss ib le states of t h i n g s " is 
omit ted. F o r example, take this i m a g i n a r y case of rebu t ta l (or i n ­
consistency) : " N o priests are s a in t s . " " B u t some priests are mar ty r s , 
a n d there are no m a r t y r s who are not s a in t s . " W i t h this hut i t is 
a f f i rmed (correct ly) that these three statements can not a l l be t rue 
at once—that the i r con junc t ion is -exeluded-from " a l l possible states 
of t h i n g s , ' ' o r f r o m oo. I n terms of a, h, a n d one m a y construct 
t h i s : " N o t h i n g that 's ac id is b l u e . " " B u t some co ld th ings are blue, 
a n d no th ing that is co ld is n o n - a c i d . " Th i s an t i log ism is quite as 
i n t u i t i v e l y evident as the sy l logism, a l though i t contains f o u r terms 
a n d two negative proposit ions. A l l the f i f t een v a l i d modes of sy l log ­
i s m can be immedia te ly pu t into this f o r m , a n d the ru l e f o r v a l i d i t y 
is self-evident.^ 

To take another example : T h a t no h u m a n beings are i m m o r t a l 
and no angels are m o r t a l precludes any angels be ing human . H e r e 
the copula of the compound statement occurs f a r t h e r w i t h i n , a n d no 
existence-term is necessary: 

{hSjm) {ay m)\/ {ayh). 

T h e f o r m u l a says : precludes that any angels (some angels) are 
h u m a n , " but rhetor ic has a s t rong penchant f o r t u r n i n g the verb of 
a subordinate propos i t ion in to a ve rba l noun . 
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E E V I E W S A N D A B S T R A C T S O F L I T E R A T U R E 

The Realm of Ends or Pluralism and Theism. The Gi f ford Lectures de­
livered i n the Univers i ty of St. Andrews i n the Years 1907-10. J A M E S 
WARD , l^ew Y o r k : G . P . Putnam's Sons. Cambridge, E n g l a n d : U n i ­
versity Press. 1911. 

" These lectures are intended to serve as a sequel to the course deliv­
ered i n the Univers i ty of Aberdeen some ten years previously. I f at that 

2 This JOURNAL, V o l . I X . , page 668. 
8 See Philosophical Beview, V o l . X X L , page 651. 
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