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PREFACE

Tris work is a revision of my earlier work on the sub-
ject. For “substance of doctrine ” the teaching is the same.
The chief changes are in the form and exposition. The
fundamental doctrine is more systematically set forth, and
is unfolded into more detailed inferences; but the general
view is unchanged. In spite of many well-meant critical
washings, I still remain wallowing in the ancient meta-
physical and idealistic mire, and am even confirmed in my
error by further reflection.

The publication of the Z%eory of Thought and Knowledge
made it unnecessary to reproduce the epistemelogical matter
of the previous editions. Apart from this fact, the most
marked feature of the revision is the greater emphasis laid
on the idealistic element. This has been made more prom-
inent and more consistently developed. And, on the other
hand, it is shown that on the traditional realistic view both
thought and being are impossible.

At the same time, I have sought to save idealism from the
misunderstandings which are the great source of popular
objections to it, and also to make a place for inductive sci-
ence. This is done by the distinction between phenomenal
and ontological reality. The latter belongs to metaphysics
and must finally be viewed as active intelligence. The
former is the field of experience and is perfectly real in
that field ; that is, it is common to all and is no individual
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iv PREFACE

illusion. And anything we can do in the way of discover-
ing uniformities of coexistence or sequence in that field is
so much clear gain. The discovery of these uniformities is
the great work of inductive science; and this study it can
pursue without being molested or made afraid by meta-
physics. Of course, when the scientist sets up these uni-
formities as self-sufficient and self-executing laws, he then
becomes a metaphysician ; and criticism is in its full right
when it reminds him that such doctrine is not science but
bad metaphysics. But the distinction between phenomenal
and ontological reality enables us at once to save the truth
of appearances and such science of them as we may have,
and also to go behind them to a deeper realm if thought
should demand it.

At the same time, it must be noted that the final result
is to deprive all concrete science of its absolute character.
The successive phases of phenomena cannot be deduced from
antecedent phenomena by any proper logical process. In
every theory we have to find the ground of the seen in the
unseen ; and we have no insight into that hidden realm
which will lift our concrete science into anything more than
a practical expectation which serves for living rather than
for speculation. There is an agnosticism which springs from
a sensational philosophy, and this can only be viewed as
the apotheosis of superficiality. But there is an agnosticism,
or anti-dogmatism, which springs from a real insight into
the nature of reason itself. This agnosticism is more whole-
some, both speculatively and practically, than the crude
gnosticism of popular thinking. Such fictitious gnosticism
is one great obstacle to progress in the world of thought.
It is the prolific source of speculative conceits and of mis-
chievous practical negations; and one of the chief duties
of criticism is to show its fictitious character.

The method pursued in the discussion depends on peda-
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gogical reasons. A direct abstract discussion would be far
shorter and, for the practised reader, more satisfactory. But
it would be intelligible to only a few, and they would not
need it. For the sake of being understood, to say nothing
of producing conviction, it is necessary to start from the
stand-point of popular thought and to return to it at each
new start. In this way it becomes possible to show the
thinker on the sense plane the dialectic which is implicit
in his own position, and which compels him to move on
if thought is to reach anything sure and steadfast. Unless
this method is borne in mind it would be easy to find the
discussion in constant contradiction with itself. A great
deal of the argument is carried on on the basis of the pop-
ular realism, but only for the sake of showing the popular
speculator the impossibility of reaching anything final on
that basis, and thus preparing him to appreciate the more
excellent way. This method involves much repetition, but
it is pedagogically necessary in the present stage of specu-
lative development.

That there is a place for metaphysics would be more gen-
erally admitted now than when the first edition of the work
was published. Then metaphysics was to some a stumbling-
block, and to others foolishness, and even a mark of mental
degeneration. In King Bomba’s army, it is said,a part of
the drill consisted in making ferocious grimaces, which were
expected to strike terror into the enemy. ZFaccia feroce
was the word of command. Many of the opponents of
metaphysics would seem to have adopted similar tactics
and make ferocious faces whenever the subject is mention-
ed. But the device is fast becoming ineffectual. There is
a growing insight into the fact that metaphysics underlies
all thinking and all science. The important factor in both
is not the bare fact of experience, but the metaphysical
notions whereby we form and interpret experience. Most
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beliefs are but implications of a system of metaphysics, con-
sciously or unconsciously held ; and they run back to that
system for their justification. The great debates of the
time are essentially metaphysical. The debaters seldom sus-
pect it; and yet both parties are busy with the nature of
being, and with the antitheses of matter and spirit, neces-
sity and freedom, mechanism and purpose, appearance and
reality, finite and infinite. The phenomena of the system
are the same for all; the dispute concerns their interpreta-
tion; and this, in turn, depends entirely upon our meta-
physics. And, wittingly or unwittingly, we all have a
metaphysics. Since, then, we must use metaphysical con-
ceptions, whether we will or not, it is well to make these
notions the subject of a special inquiry, with the aim of
fixing their value and significance. This is all the more
desirable from the fact that the pretended renunciation of
metaphysics always has the practical result of assuming
without criticism a very definite system of metaphysics—
generally a mechanical and materialistic fatalism. This
work is meant as such an inquiry. It is by no means a
“mental philosophy,” which is the common understanding
of metaphysics ; it is rather an exposition of our fundamen-
tal philosophical concepts, their contents and implications.
The clearing up of these concepts is the supreme condition
of philosophical progress.

‘We note this first in cosmology. Every one familiar with
cosmological speculation will recognize that the bulk of it
has rested upon the crudest possible metaphysical concep-
tions, and that it would vanish of itself if these conceptions
were clarified. Popular theories of evolution, the “new
philosophy,” etc., operate with vague notions of nature,
mechanism, continuity, necessity ; and of course the lower
mechanical categories are accepted as first and final with-
out the slightest suspicion of their confusion and contradic-
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tion when thus regarded. Out of this speculative chaos we
can emerge only by subjecting these fundamental notions
to a searching criticism.

But the need of this criticism is most marked in psychol-
ogy. Current psychology, especially of the *“synthetic”
sort, has erred and strayed from the way, beyond anything
possible to lost sheep, because of the unclear or inadmis-
sible metaphysical notions with which it operates. We have,
first, an attempt to construe the mental life in terms of
mechanism or of the lower categories. This has led to the
most extraordinary mythology, in which mental states are
hypostasized, impossible dynamic relations feigned, logical
identities mistaken for objective temporal identities; and
then the entire fiction, which exists only in and through
thought, is mistaken for the generator of thought. Here
again nothing but criticism can aid us. We must inquire
what our “synthesis” is to mean, and what the factors are
which are to be “synthesized,” and what are the logical
conditions of such a synthesis. This inquiry cannot be dis-
pensed with by issuing cards of questions to nurses and
young mothers, or by rediscovering world-old items of
knowledge by the easy process of constructing new names
for them. The dictionary may be enriched in this way,
and charming stories gathered concerning the age at which
“our little one began to take notice,” but this journalistic
method is more likely to contribute to the “ gayety of na-
tions” than to psychological insight. Neither can we long
dispense with the inquiry by the severities of quotation-
marks, or by assuming a superior manner and claiming for
the new psychology everything in sight. This method also
is losing its effectiveness.

The metaphysics and logical structure of psychology are
in great need of critical examination. Its practical appli-
cations are in equal need of illumination. The mechanical
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psychology of sense-bound thought has overflowed, with no
small damage, into the field of popular education. In many
cases sheer fictions and illusions are taught for truth, or are
made the basis of educational procedure. And when no posi-
tive damage is done, the result is still barrenness and waste
of time. Much of the information given seems to be about
on a level with that which M. Jourdain received from his
teacher in philosophy. He learned that there are two
classes of letters, vowels and consonants, and two kinds of
composition, prose and poetry, and that he had been talk-
ing prose all his life without knowing it, and that when he
pronounced the vowel O he pursed his lips into a circular
form, and elongated them when pronouncing A. He also
learned how to tell by the almanac when the moon was
shining. M. Jourdain was so enchanted with this informa-
tion that he thought hardly of his parents for neglecting
his instruction in his youth, and also gave himself great
airs, on the strength of the new education, when he met
Madame Jourdain and Nicole, the domestic. Not a little
of popular pedagogics is of this barren and inflating sort.
Knowledge still puffeth up.

And sometimes the matter is even worse. This thing hav-
ing become the fad, the intellectually defenceless among
teachers and those who would be thought wise are intimi-
dated into accepting it. Hans Christian Andersen’s story,
a little modified, well illustrates the situation. Two knaves
set up a loom in the market-place and gave out that they
were weaving fabrics of wondrous beauty and value. To
be sure, nothing could be seen; but they set forth that
whoever failed to see the goods was thereby shown to be
unfit for his place. Accordingly everybody, from the king
down, saw the things and praised them ; and nobody dared
to let on, for fear of being thought unfit for his place. And
they bought the goods, to the knaves’ great profit, and ar-
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rayed themselves, and marched in procession in their imagi-
nary attire. And still nobody dared to let on, until a small
boy, of unsophisticated vision, called out : “ Why, they haven’t
got their clothes on!” This broke the spell. Intimidations
of this sort are all too common in the pedagogical world at
present. And they will remain until an era of criticism sets
in. Then we may hope to be freed from the mythologies of
the mechanical and synthetic psychology and from the mis-
leading or sterile formulas of popular pedagogics.

For this desirable pedagogical reform, it is necessary that
we distinguish more carefully between theoretical and prac-
tical psychology. Most theoretical psychology is practically
barren. If necessary as a sufficient reason for the facts, it
nevertheless often leads to nothing. Power over the facts,
whether in education or in society, is not gained by study-
ing psychological theories, but by observation and practice
and by experience of life and men. Preparing for an ath-
letic feat by a detailed study of anatomy would not be more
hopeless or irrational than preparation for teaching, or for
practically influencing men, by a devout study of psycho-
logical theory. By insisting on this distinction we shall
put an end to the pathetic and costly illusion which has led
to so much misdirected and wasted effort on the part of
young teachers. And this is to be desired, even if some
chairs of pedagogy have to be declared vacant.

My previous work, the Zheory of Thought and Knowledge,
finds its completion in this. The two together give an out-
line of the problems of speculative thought, and “set forth
a general way of looking at things, which, I trust, will be
found consistent with itself and with the general facts of

experience.”
Borpex P. Bowne.

Boston, May, 1898.
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INTRODUCTION

TeE problems of speculative philosophy may be summed
up in two questions: How is knowledge possible? and,
What is reality? The former question belongs to episte-
mology ; the latter belongs to metaphysics. The first ques-
tion has been discussed in a previous volume, the Zheory of
Thought and Knowledge. The second question is now to
be considered.

The nature of reality, then, is our subject. But we do
not aim at a detailed knowledge of particular things, such
as the special sciences might give, but rather at an outline
conception of reality, within which all knowledge of par-
ticular things must fall, and by which such knowledge must
be judged. There are certain general conceptions which
make up at once the framework of knowledge and the
framework of existence. Such are the categories of being
and cause, change and identity, space and time; and our
knowledge of particular things will depend on the concep-
tion we form of these basal categories. KEpistemology has
shown them to be principles of thought; metaphysics in-
quires into their real significance. Our work will largely
consist in a study of the ontological meaning of the cate-
gories, either in themselves or in their specifications. Thus
we mark off our field from that of the special sciences.

The need of the metaphysical inquiry has a double root.
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In the first place, the categories are primarily principles of
thought. Kant claimed that they are only such principles,
and have no significance for reality in itseif. In this way
he overturned his own system ; for reality becomes only a
form of words when the categories are denied all objective
validity. At the same time, it is clear that there is a great
deal that is purely formal and relative in the use of the
categories, and that by no means corresponds to any ob-
jective fact. We may also be quite sure of the validity of
the formal principle, without being clear as to the form in
which the principle must be objectively conceived. Thus,
we may have no doubt respecting the objective reality of
causality or identity, and still be very much in the dark
as to the form in which real causality or identity exists.
Hence, after epistemology has established the formal prin-
ciples, it remains for metaphysics to fix their ontological
form and significance.

In the next place, these fundamental notions are always
loosely and often contradictorily conceived in popular think-
ing. There is a natural metaphysics in spontaneous thought;
but it is not wrought out into any clearly conceived and
harmonious system. Our practical thinking is moulded by
practical needs; and we never spontaneously give any
greater precision to our ideas than practice calls for. More-
over, these ideas, in unreflective thought, largely take their
form from our sense-experience, and thus acquire & me-
chanical and materialistic character. This does little harm
while thought remains instinctive ; but when reflection be-
gins, and these loose and one-sided notions are taken for
the fact, then their parallax with reality is magnified until
there results some grotesque absurdity or some pernicious
untruth. Then extended matter tends to become the typ-
ical and exclusive conception of substance, and mechanical
action becomes the sum of causality. The result is a reign
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of materialism, or a conflict of science and religion, or some
other such unprofitable aberration. These things arise al-
most exclusively from imperfect conceptions of the cate-
gories, and especially from determining their contents by
appeals to sense experience.

Thus the metaphysical inquiry appears to be a matter of
both theoretical and practical importance. It is theoretical-
ly important, in order to escape a shallow dogmatism on
the one hand, and a self-destructive subjectivism on the
other. It is practically important, in order to lift popular
thought from the sense-plane, where it is perpetually tempt-
ed to run off into necessity, mechanism, and materialism.
The aberrations of philosophy are largely due to miscon-
ceptions of the categories; and both the reform and the
progress of philosophy depend on a profounder insight into
their true meaning and implications.

The question, What is reality ? can only be answered by
telling how we must think about reality. We have no
means of dealing with reality other than through the con-
ceptions we form of it. This fact has led to the sceptical
suggestion that we can never tell whether our conceptions
correspond to reality. To this the answer is that this “cor-
respondence ” is itself a very crude and obscure notion. The
only correspondence which our conceptions can have con-
sists in their validity for the things. There can be no cor-
respondence in the sense that we can first know things by
themselves, and then form conceptions of the things already
known, and finally compare the things and the conceptions
in order to note their correspondence. This would indeed
be a roundabout way of knowing, and would involve works
of supererogation. The validity is the only correspondence,
and this can be determined only by the self-evidence or
necessity with which the conception imposes itself upon the
mind.
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Again, the sceptical suggestion is out of place here.
Before we can decide whether our thought of reality is
valid for reality, we must first find out what that thought
really is. We have just pointed out that the natural meta-
physics of spontaneous thought is loosely and carelessly con-
ceived. It serves for practical purposes as long as we con-
fine ourselves to the daily round, but it by no means gives
us the final results of the reflective and critical reason.
Hence, before we raise the sceptical question, we must make
a critical study of thought itself, with the aim of clarifying
our ideas, adjusting their mutual relations, and determining
what the essential utterances of reason are in matters of
metaphysics. To consider the sceptical question before mak-
ing this inquiry is to open the way to endless paralogism
and logical inconsequence. And when the final utterances
of reason have been reached, if they prove clear and con-
sistent among themselves, and cogent in their evidence, there
will be little difficulty in getting them accepted in spite of
the sceptic.

What is reality? How can we answer this question
otherwise than by opening our eyes and telling what we
see? or by looking into experience and reporting what we
find? This is a very natural question, and for all those on
the sense plane it is decisive. But, at a very early date in
the history of reflective thought, it became clear that the
conceptions we spontaneously and unreflectingly form are
not those in which we can finally rest. If we attempt to
rest in things as they appear, we find ourselves involved in
all manner of difficulties; and thus we are compelled to
revise our conceptions until we make them mutually con-
sistent and adequate to the function they have to perform
in our thought system. In this way arises the distinction
between appearance and reality, or between things as they
appear and things as we must think of them; and thus,
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finally, the problem of metaphysics becomes a question for
thought, and not one which can be answered by sense
intuition.

Nevertheless, the facts of experience furnish the data of
the problem. We have no way of creating reality, and we
also have no such aprior: insight into its nature that we can
tell in advance what reality must be. Some speculators,
indeed, have fancied that some such thing might be possible,
but this dream now finds few upholders. We must wait
for reality to reveal itself, and our utmost hope is to under-
stand it.

Our method, then, is critical, not creative. Experience,
as a whole, is our datum, and the question is, How must we
think about reality on the basis of this experience as inter-
preted by thought? We take, then, everything as it seems
to be, or as it reports itself, and make only such changes as
are necessary to make our conceptions adequate and har-
monious. The reasons for doubt and modification are to
be sought entirely in the subject-matter, and not in the
possibility of verbal doubt. This method allows reason its
full rights, and it also saves the natural sense of reality,
which can never be needlessly violated with impunity. We
take the theory of things which is formed by spontaneous
thought, and make it the text for a critical exegesis in the
hope of making it adequate and consistent. The method
is one of faith, and not of scepticism.

This thought deserves further emphasis. Oversight of it
is at the bottom of the popular notion that philosophy leads
to scepticism, and also of the popular scepticism of philo-
sophical conclusions. Neither science nor philosophy denies
anything which the senses give; though both find reason
for denying that the senses give as much as uncritical
thought assumes. Both make the data of the senses a start-
ing - point, and on them they build up a rational system.
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But this system is never a matter of the senses, but an in-
ference from their data. Both physics and metaphysics
carry us at once into a world of realities whose existence
and nature can be assured only by thought. The conclu-
sions drawn in both cases seem monstrous when judged by
the standard of the senses; but, then, they are not to be
judged by that standard. And, upon reflection, it turns out
that the two sets of views are not properly contradictory.
The sense view furnishes the data, the rational view inter-
prets them. In so doing it assumes the truth of the sense
view within its own sphere. The visible heavens and the
astronomical heavens are not in contradiction. The astrono-
mer makes the visible heavens his starting-point, and he
finds that they force him to affirm the astronomical heav-
ens. Each view, in its place, is correct, and neither denies
the other. But if the rustic should attempt to demolish
the Copernican theory by appealing to the senses, no
one would pay any attention to him, for every one now
recognizes that the senses have no jurisdiction in the
matter.

The application to philosophical theory is evident. Here,
too, we begin with the data of experience, but we do not
end with them. We find ourselves compelled to transcend
them by giving them a rational interpretation. And as it
is no objection to physics and astronomy that the atoms
and the ether cannot be seen, or that the heavens seem to
contradict Copernicus, so it is no objection to philosophy
that its theories cannot be verified by the senses. If, then,
in the following discussions, many things are found which
are violent and even monstrous paradoxes, when measured
by sense-appearance, the reader is begged to remember that
we do not recognize that standard as a measure of rational
truth, any more than the physicist recognizes it as a test
of his theories. Inboth cases, if the conclusions are soundly
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inferred from unquestionable premises, they must be al-
lowed, no matter what bends or breaks.

But, before going further, this distinction of appearance
and reality needs a word of elucidation to save us from
falling into a verbal snare. Appearance and reality, phe-
nomena and noumena, are phrases which are often loosely
used. Appearance often has the sense of illusion and decep-
tion, a fiction of the disordered fancy, or a product of
pathological conditions ; and this meaning has so infected the
word itself that it is difficult to use it without suggesting
something of the kind. The very antithesis of appearance
and reality seems to hand appearance over to unreality,
and thus to brand it as fictitious. The antithesis of phe-
nomena and noumena, because of its connection with the
Kantian theory of knowledge, has the same misleading sug-
gestion. The phenomenon is supposed to be something
which ought to reveal the noumenon, but instead of so
doing hides and distorts it. The noumenon, on the other
hand, is something trying to peer through the masking
phenomenon, but failing in the attempt.

Now it is plain that in this sense the apparent or phe-
nomenal can lead to no insight whatever. The appearance,
as fiction and illusion, can never furnish the premises for
valid conclusions respecting reality. The phenomenal, as
masking or distorting the noumenal, can never give any
insight into the real. There must, then, be a truth in the
appearance or the phenomenon, if it is to help us to any
knowledge of the real.

The true order is this. The distinction between appear-
ance and reality exists for spontaneous thought only in the
form which makes appearance illusion. But as thought be-
comes reflective and self-conscious, we discover that some
elements of experience are given in sense-intnition, and that
others are given only in thought. The former we call ap-
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pearances or phenomena; the latter we call noumena, and,
often, reality. If the term noumenon had not acquired &
misleading connotation through its Kantian associations, it
would exactly express the antithesis. It is the thing as
thought, in distinction from the thing as apparent. Reality
is an unhappy expression for the antithesis, for it almost
inevitably suggests that the appearance is illusion. But
the apparent also is real in a way. That is, it is no illusion
of the individual, but is a universal or common element in
sense-intuition. As such it is real, in distinction from phan-
tasm and error. But, as being an effect of non-appearing
causes, it is nothing substantial and is only apparent. And
reality, as the antithesis of the apparent, can only mean the
ontological and causal ground of the apparent. As such it
can be reached only by thought, but the data for our in-
ference must always be found in the apparent.

We may say, then, that both the phenomenal and the
noumenal are real, but they have not the same kind of real-
ity. The noumena are real as having causality and sub-
stantiality. The phenomena are not causal or substantial,
but they are real in the sense that they are no illusions of
the individual, but are abiding elements in our common
sense-experience. It is of the utmost importance for under-
standing the movement of thought that these two senses of
reality be kept distinct, and that both be distinguished from
illusion and error.

The beginner will get some aid to understanding by re-
flecting on the established doctrine concerning the sense-
world. There is universal agreement among both scientists
and philosophers that a large part of the sense-world has
only phenomenal existence. When we inquire into the
causality and ontological ground of that world, we are
taken behind it into a thought-world, and are told that this
is the truly real. But at the same time the phenomenal
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world remains real in its way. It forms the contents of
our objective experience, and is the field in which we all
meet in mutual understanding. It expresses, then, a com-
mon element to all, and is no private fiction of the individual.
Concerning it the proper question is not, Is it real? but
rather, What kind of reality does it have ?

Let us, then, instead of the antithesis, appearance and
reality, or phenomenon and noumenon, rather adopt the
antithesis, phenomenal reality and causal or ontological
reality ; and let the task of metaphysics be conceived as an
attempt by a study of phenomenal reality to pass to a con-
sistent and adequate conception of the causal reality. When
we study the former we find ourselves unable to rest in it
as final ; and thus are compelled to pass behind the intui-
tions of sense to the unpicturable constructions of thought.

We begin, then, with the data of experience and the con-
structions of spontaneous thought, and ask what changes
the reflective and critical reason calls for in order to reach
an adequate interpretation. The phiiosopher has no recipe
for creation, and cheerfully admits that, if reality did nct
exist, he would be sadly at a loss to produce it. Being is
a perpetual wonder and mystery, which our logic can never
deduce. We aim, then, to tell, not how being exists or is
made, but only how we shall think of it as it exists, or after
it is made. If we were trying to deduce the world from
the absolute stand-point, we might take the high apriors
road ; but as our aim is only to rationalize and comprehend
experience, we must begin with experience. And as our
most fundamental thought of reality is that it has existence,
we begin with an exposition and criticism of the notion of
being.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NOTION OF BEING

Bgeva, reality, existence, are words of many meanings.
In their logical use they are not limited to the substantial,
but are affirmed of thoughts, feelings, laws, relations, as well
as of things. The thought we think is real, in distinction
from others which we do not think, or from others—such
as contradictions—which cannot be thought. So, also, we
speak of existing laws and relations as real, in distinction
from others which, as imaginary, are unreal. Thus it ap-
pears that there are various kinds of reality. It is impor-
tant to keep this fact in mind, and to remember the kind of
reality which is possible to any given object of thought.
Laws, relations, events, appearances are real, but never in
the sense in which things are real. The reality of a feeling
is in being felt, that of an event is in its occurrence, that of
a law is in its validity. The question which metaphysics
proposes is, How shall we think of the reality or being of
things? The aim is not to construe or construct existence,
but simply to find out what we mean by it, or what con-
ditions a thing must satisfy in order to fill out our otion
of being.

And first we must guard ourselves against a logical
snare, the fallacy of the class term or the universal. Log-
ically considered, every object is a determination of the no-
tion of being. The category appears alike in all, and the
difference and determination are found in the attributes.
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Logically, then, everything is an accident of being; it is a
determination of the general notion to a particular case by
means of some specific mark. Hence it is easy to imagine
that there is some element of real being, corresponding to
the concept, which is common to all objects, and which, by
receiving particular determinations, becomes the particular
and specific thing. This is pure being, and, as such, is the
necessary presupposition of all definite and particular being.

The fallacy here, though palpable, has been the source of
a great deal of speculation. Logical manipulation has been
supposed to be the double of an ontological process. The
last abstractions of logic have been mistaken for the basal
forms of existence, and logical subordination has passed for
ontological implication. We borrow from logic a few prin-
ciples bearing on the matter:

1. Class terms, pure being among the rest, may be valid
for reality, but they never can be ontological facts. Only
the definite and specific can be real in this sense. The con-
cept, conceived as existing, is absurd.

2. Logical manipulation is formal only, and does nothing
to the things. When we gather many individuals into a
common class, they remain all that they were before. No
identity is created and no difference is abolished.

3. In concrete and complete thinking it is impossible to
pass from complexity to simplicity, or from simplicity to
complexity, from definiteness to indefiniteness, or from in-
definiteness to definiteness, so long as we remain on the
imper<onal plane.

These principles set the untenability of the notion of pure
being, conceived as something real, in a clear light. Pure
being is objectively nothing; and even if it were a possible
existence, we could neither reach nor use it without bad
logic. Only the definite can exist; and only the definite
can found the definite. The vast amount of speculation,
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ancient and modern, which has resulted from oversight of
this principle is a striking testimony to the power of the
fallacy of the universal. All the schemes for evolving def-
initeness from indefiniteness, difference from identity, heter-
ogeneity from homogeneity, are cases of this fallacy; and
all the illustrations of the process consist in mistaking in-
definiteness for the senses, or with relation to our plans or
insight, for ontological indefiniteness in reality itself.

Bust this result is more negative than positive. We learn
that being must be conceived as something definite and
specific, but we have no insight into the meaning of being
itself. And here it may occur to us that no such insight
can be given. Being is a simple idea and admits of no
explanation. There is no other or deeper idea by which
to define it.

There is something in this, but it is irrelevant to our pres-
ent aim; for if we allow the claim just made, there must
always be some mark by which we distinguish being from
non-being, or because of which we declare a thing to exist
rather than not to exist. We can form the conception of
many things, some of which may exist and some of which
may not. What, now, is that mark common to the existent
and absent from the non-existent? If we can discover this
we shall have, if not a definition of being, at least its essen-
tial characteristic.

At first sight this question seems to admit of a very easy
answer. Being is what we find given in experience, espe-
cially in sense-intuition. All of these things and persons
about us are what we mean by being. The mark of being
is to be found pre-eminently in sense-phenomena. The real
is that which can be seen and touched. But even common-
sense would not long be satisfied with this view, for it leads
straight to idealism. Common-sense holds that things exist
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when unseen and untouched, and that many things exist
which can never be seen or touched. Nor would common-
sense be content to put the existence even of material ob-
jects in their permanent perceptibility by all under the
proper conditions. A regular and permanent possibility of
phenomena is not what spontaneous thought means by a
material object. It holds that perception recognizes rather
than makes things, and, hence, that their being is more than
their being perceived.

But this only makes it the more important to know what
is the distinguishing mark of being. We cannot place it
in the presentation, for then we become Berkeleians. The
essence of the presentation is to be presented. Its being
lies in its being perceived. In what, then, does the being
of the thing, which is more than perception, consist? After
mnuch casting about in thought, it appears that the dis-
tinctive mark of being must consist in some power of
action. Things, when not perceived, are still said to exist,
because of the belief that, though not perceived, they are
in interaction with one another, mutually determining and
determined. Real things are distinguished from things hav-
ing only .conceptual existence by this power and fact of
action. When this is omitted, the things vanish into pres-
entations; and unpresented things are only the ghosts of
possible presentations.

We reach this conclusion as the only means of saving
ourselves from Berkeley. We reach it equally by observing
the function of the notion. The phenomenal world mani-
fests incessant change and motion, and we posit being as its
explanation. We cannot rest in the thought of a groundless
show, and we have to pass behind these movements, these
entrances and exits, to their abiding ontological ground.
We supplement the phenomena by the notion of an agent
or agents which cause them. These are the true beings, the



THE NOTION OF BEING 17

real grounds, in distinction from the phenomenal movement.
Thus it appears that we demand of being that it shall con-
tain in itself the ground and explanation of the apparent
order. When we grasp this fact it becomes clear that being
must be viewed as essentially causal and active; for any
other conception makes it inadequate to its function.

The formal or logical category of being may possibly
imply nothing beyond itself. But when we ask for the
metaphysical significance of the category, it turns out that
the notion vanishes altogether, unless it take up into itself
the thought of definiteness and the thought of causality.
Only the definite and only the active can be viewed as
ontologically real.

The great difficulty which common-sense will find in
accepting this result lies in its failure to distinguish between
phenomenal and ontological reality. This distinction is
undreamed of by spontaneous thought, and all the contents
of our sense-intuition are viewed as equally real, and as real
in the same sense. And among these contents we find a
great multitude of objects which are undeniably real, and
also undeniably inert and inactive. Neither the notion nor
the fact of being, then, has any necessary connection with
causality.

This difficulty vanishes when we make the distinction
referred to. By common consent, there is a great deal in
the apparent world which is no ontological fact. If we
allow matter itself to be a true substantial existence, and
not merely a manifestation of some basal power, we have
to admit that its nature is altogether different from what
appears. To begin with, the reality of matter as it appears
is a multitude of non-appearing elements, and its inaction is
only in seeming. Apparent matter has no true being; the
elements only truly exist. And these elements are without
the properties of materiality which belong to the mass, but,
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by their interactions, they found materiality. Just as the
elements of a chemical compound have not the properties of
the compound, but produce them, so the elements in general
have not the properties of the mass, but produce them. Nor
does the mass result from the simple juxtaposition of the
elements, as a heap of bricks results from piling single bricks
together, but, on the contrary, the relation of the elements
is purely dynamic. The solidity of the mass is not the inte-
gral of the solidities of the elements, but depends entirely
upon a certain balance of attraction and repulsion among
the elements. Its resistance to fracture and extension, also,
depends not on a rigid continuity of being, but on the attrac-
tions which hold the parts together. Hence we may say
that materiality is but the phenomenal product of a dynam-
ism beneath it. And in this under-realm, as physics teaches,
all is incessant activity. Everything stands in the most com-
plex relations of interaction to everything else. When this
fact is fairly grasped, we see that the alleged experience of
inactive being turns out to be only an experience of phe-
nomena. Of course no one denies the phenomena of rest
and inaction, but physics shows that they are only the phe-
nomenal resultants of incessant basal activities. Equilibrium
is balanced action. Rest is the resultant of the conspiring
energies of the system. This is the view towards which
physics tends, and any other would result in making matter
a pure phenomenon. Only on the dynamic theory of mutter
can the proper existence of matter be affirmed.

But, it will be further urged, surely the law of inertia, is
one of the best-established laws of matter. All mechanical
science is built upon it, and results constantly verify it.
This objection, also, is an unfortunate one. It rests upon
the etymology of the word rather than a knowledge of its
meaning. The doctrine has a double signification. It first
denies, not activity on the part of a material element, but
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only spontaneity with regard to its own space-relations.
An element cannot change its own space-relations without
the aid of some other. If at rest,it must remain at rest ; if
in motion, it must remain in motion, unless acted upon from
without. But the law does not deny that a series of ele-
ments may, by their mutual interactions, pass through a
great variety of changes. Advantage is often taken of the
fact that the name, matter, is one, to forget that the thing
is many ; and thus the conclusion is drawn that the law of
inertia forbids any action on the part of the elements. The
second factor of the doctrine is, that every material thing
opposes a resistance to every change of its space-relations ;
hence the phrase, force of inertia, which has so scandalized
the etymologists. In either sense, the doctrine is far enough
from affirming a mere passivity on the part of matter.
There is nothing, therefore, in our experience of matter
which conflicts with the doctrine that all being is active or
causal.

A consideration of these facts will remove much of the
paradox of the claim that substantial being, in distinction
from phenomenal being, must be viewed as causal.

We have carefully put pure being out at the door, and
now it threatens to come back through the window. It
will be said that our definition of being is not a definition,
but only gives a mark which being must have. But back
of the power by which being is distinguished from non-
being lies being itself, and we seek to know what this is.
The notion of cause admits of analysis into the ideas of be-
ing and power, and hence cause is the union of the two. :
The being has the power, and the power inheres in the be-
ing. In reply to this objection, we admit the separation of
the ideas in thought, but deny that they can be separated in
reality. The attempt to separate them in fact leads to in-
soluble contradictions, and this shows that the distinction is
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a logical one. We have, then, to discuss the metaphysical
meaning of inherence.

To the question, In what sense does a thing have or pos-
sess power ¢ the common answer is, that the power inheres
in the thing. But this merely shifts the problem, for the
meaning of this inherence is not clear. Uncritical thought
contents itself with a few sense-images, and does not pursue
the problem further. Spokes in a wheel, or pegs in a beam,
or pins in a cushion, serve to illustrate to careless thinking
the nature of inherence. Matter, which to the dragon’s de-
scendants is ever the type of being, is not in itself forceful,
but forces inhere in it. Thereby matter becomes active,
and force gains an object or fulerum, etc. These forces do
all that is done; they found all change, quality, and differ-
ence ; but the matter is supposed to provide them a resting-
place. This is the current conception, and, in some of its
forms, it rules most of our scientific speculations.

In this view there is a division of labor in reality. There
is one part which simply exists and furnishes the being. It
does nothing but be. The activities are next supplied by
force or power, which finds in the being a seat, home, ful-
crum, etc. We have, then, a certain core of rigid reality,
which exists unchanged through the changes of the thing,
and supplies the necessary stiffening; and around this we
have a varying atmosphere of activities, which are said to
be due to force. But it is plain that we have fallen back
again into the abandoned notion of pure being. The being
does not account for the power. It is a pure negation, and
is utterly worthless. The power and the being are in no re-
lation except that of mutual contradiction. The only pos-
sible reason which even thoughtlessness can urge for positing
such being would be, that power must have some support ;
but it is plain that this passive negation could not support
anything. The force, or power, in suck a case would be
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self-supporting, and thus we should come to the doctrine
often held, that reality is nothing but force. The existence
of force would never warrant the affirmation of the force-
Jess, and the forceless could never be viewed as the origin
of force. These difficulties serve to show that the distinec-
tion between being and force, or power, is only logical.

The truth is, that in this separation between a thing and
its power, we are the dupes of language. In order to speak
of anything, we must adopt the form of the judgment, and
put the thing as the subject and the attribute as the predi-
cate. In this way language makes an unreal distinetion be-
tween the thing and its attributes, and unreflecting common-
sense mistakes the logical distinction for a real one. Indeed,
langnage often makes a distinction between a thing and it-
self. Thus man is often said to have a mind or a soul
Here man appears as the possessor of himself ; and it is not
until we ask who this possessor is, and how he possesses the
soul, that we become aware that language is playing a trick
with us, and that man does not have, but is, a soul. Things
as existing do not have the distinction of substance and at-
tribute which they have in our thought. They do not con-
sist of subjects to which predicates are externally attached,
as if they might exist apart from the predicates, but they
exist only in the predicates. Thus we say that a triangle
has sides and angles ; but though we thus posit the triangle
as having the sides, etc., a moment’s reflection convinces us
that the triangle exists only in its specific attributes. If we
should allow that the triangle could be separated, in reality,
from its attributes, we should fall into absurdity. We could
not tell how the triangle exists apart from attributes, nor
how the attributes are joined to it. Now the distinction
between a thing and its power is of thissort. It is perfectly
valid in thought, but we cannot allow it to represent a real
distinction in the thing without falling back into the notion
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of pure being and its attendant difficulties. We come, then,
to the conclusion that being and power are inseparable in
fact, and that they are simply the two factors into which the
indivisible reality falls for our thought. The causal reality
cannot be viewed as containing in itself any distinction of
substance and attribute, or of being and power. It must be
affirmed as a causal unit, and, as such, uncompounded and
indivisible.

In further justification of this view, we next point out
that the notion of power is, in every case, a pure abstrac-
tion, and, as such, is incapable of inherence. What sponta-
neous thought means by this expression is no doubt true,
but the meaning is incorrectly expressed. We speak of the
soul, or of the physical elements, as having various powers,
and thus the thought arises that these powers are true enti-
ties in the thing, which underlie all activity. Accordingly,
it is not the elements which attract, but the force of attrac-
tion. It is not the atoms which act in chemical combina-
tion, but affinity does the work. If a heated or an electric
body produces sundry effects, the body itself is not the
agent, but heat or electricity is called in. Thus the atom
appears as a bundle of forces, each of which is independent
of all the rest, but all of which, in some strange way, make
the atom their home.

Now this will never do. These separate forces are
only abstractions from different classes of atomic action.
If there be any atom, the actor in each case is the atom
itself, but the at