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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

A. The difference between science and philosophy.

Philosophy, the mother of science, has undergone a pro-

cess of differentiation, in the course of which the sciences

of physics, chemistry, astronomy, biology, physiology, and

psychology have come into existence. From an examination of

the scientific movement it appears at first sight that sci-

ence veers away from philosophy; but if we examine it more

carefully we will find that science has not only remained

within the domain of philosophy but also offers its help in

solving the problems of philosophy. One must agree that in

order to understand science one must study philosophy and

on the other hand one cannot be a good philosopher without

a knowledge of science.

There is no doubt that philosophy was once speculative

and only speculative. But speculative philosophy has no

important place in the modern world unless it is based upon

scientific research. Philosophy is no more, if it ever was,

a "blind man in a dark room looking for a black cat that is

not there". It is rather the science of sciences.

The question is, how shall philosophy be built upon a

foundation of science? Is it going to build upon science
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so that it is identical with science, or will it go beyond

science? The answers given below represent the difference

between Realism and Idealism.

As to the realists, most of them would say with Russell

that "it is not results but methods, that can be transferred

with profit from the sphere of the special sciences to the

sphere of philosophy"l. Personally, the writer does not

agree with Russell for the simple reason that scientific

results are best employed for the foundation of philosophy.

If scientific results derived from scientific method are not

reliable, why should we base our philosophy on scientific

method? It is true that most idealists have no objection to

the use of scientific method in philosophy, but they contend

that scientific method is only a part of philosophic method.

The following quotation from H. W. Carr is pertinent to this

point:

"There is a true distinction between philosophy and sci-
ence, between philosophic method and scientific method, but
it is not in their subject matter;... Philosophy regards
the reality of the universe primarily in its universal as-
pect as a whole. It seeks to conceive it in its unity and
discover the principle of its integrality. The philosopher
is therefore essentially synoptic in his outlook and system-
atic in his observation,... When he seeks to understand the
mechanism of the parts he keeps in view their relation in
the whole. Science, on the other hand, starts with an ideal
of abstractness. The scientific worker therefore must con-
centrate attention on the constituents, and to do so he must

1. Russell, B., Mysticism and Logic, pg. 98
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narrow his view by excluding from the matter in hand every-
thing which he can, by any means, regard as possibly irre-
levant to their nature. He observes, notes resemblances
and contrasts, sequences and consequences, for the purpose
of disçovering causal connections and establishing natural
laws."

In dealing with the New Idealism, Carr pointed out the

fact that "one underlying motive in the new realism is the

desire to make philosophy scientific in the technical mean-

ing of the term. The new idealism of which I wish to speak

is the view of those who hold that philosophy is wholly

concerned with the actual world of experiences, and not,

directly or indirectly, with a transcendental world; but

hold, at the same time, that there is a method of philosophy

which may include, but certainly does not aspire to as its

ideal, and is not identical with, the method of science. "2

Science and philosophy not only differ in methods,

but they differ also in nature. Science is essentially de-

scription, while the key word of philosophy is explanation.

In description we answer the question "what ", while in ex-

planation we are interested in the answer to the question

"why ". It is true that the special sciences do in some

measure explain, but they do not offer the ultimate explana-

tion. Philosophy, on the other hand, is essentially ex-

planation. The philosophers are interested in facts because

they want to explain facts. It is also true, however, that

we cannot know what facts mean until we know what facts are,

1. Carr, H. W., The Scientific Approach to Philosophy, pg. 2

2. Ibid, pp. 30 -31
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we cannot explain the facts until we have first described

them. Scientific description, then, is a necessary prelim-

inary to philosophical interpretation. It is therefore,

the great task of the philosopher to discover as much as

possible of scientific facts and principles relative to the

philosophical problems which he intends to solve. This dis-

tinction between science and philosophy is certainly more

or less relative. The fact of the matter is that the phil-

osophic method is now being used in science, while in phil-

osophy we have the so- called philosophical analysis. As to

the nature of science, we are more interested in its inter-

pretations; as to the nature of philosophy, we want to know

the facts upon which it is based.

B. The relation of psychology to epistemology.

The general divisions of philosophy are: (1) Epistem-

ology, (2) Metaphysics, and (3) The Theory of Value.

Epistemology, or the theory of knowledge, deals with the

ways of attaining and interpreting knowledge. Metaphysics

is concerned with the question of the nature of the world

and with the attempt to produce a unified conception of the

world as a whole. The Theory of Value is concerned with

the nature of ideals and with the ways in which they may be

realized. Ethics and aesthetics belong to it.

The chief questions of epistemology are concerned with
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the knower, the knowing, and the known. Concerning the

question of the knower and the knowing, we must consult sci-

entific psychology. The question of the known must be stud-

ied in the light of modern physics. It is clear, therefore,

that in order to have a sound Epistemology we must have a

firm foundation in psychology and physics. The sciences of

psychology and physics are indeed the two great pillars which

support the edifice of Epistemology.

It is no exaggeration to say that psychology is more

important than physics to the problem of knowledge. Psych-

ology supplies epistemology with a number of clear -cut con-

cepts which serve as raw material for philosophic thinking.

Such are the concepts of self, consciousness, sensation,

perception, etc. If we could understand these concepts

thoroughly, we would probably have little difficulty in the

understanding of such concepts as space, time, matter,

cause, etc.

In addition to these important contributions, psychol-

ogy concerns itself largely with the study of knowing. The

traditional classification of psychological processes dis-

tinguishes three divisions: knowing, feeling, and willing.

Of these, the psychology of knowing is actually the science

of epistemology. A large amount of experimental work has

been done in the psychology of knowing. The study of sensa-

tions and perception have received much emphasis in the
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psychological laboratory, and experimental work has already

extended to the fields of feeling and willing. The psychol-

ogy of knowing, however, retains the major emphasis in

psychological research.
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THE KNOINER

A. Psychology as the science dealing with the knower.

Psychology is the youngest of the sciences. It differs

from the other sciences in that it concerns itself with the

content of human experience in relation to the objective

world; while physical science deals with the objective world

itself. In other words, natural science investigates the

question of what we know without considering the knower.

Psychology, on the other hand, inquires into the process of

knowing, and has chiefly concerned itself with the knower

as an experiencing individual.

Psychology, though young among the sciences, neverthe-

less occupies a very important place in the modern world.

Indeed, we cannot understand what knowledge is unless we

understand first what the knower is. Socrates recognized

this when he said: "Know thyself". But the world of sci-

ence did not begin this way. Men started by looking outward

to the objective world. For centuries, the scientists over-

looked the importance of studying the knower and the knowing

process, in spite of the fact that the philosophers consid-

ered it very seriously in their controversies. These scien-

tists studied astronomy, physics and chemistry objectively,
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omitting the subjective element.

Toward the nineteenth century, scientific study was

extended to the biological world. This movement was dir-

ected by Lamarck and Cuvier and reached its climax with the

publication of Darwin's Orrin of Species. However, the

more they studied the world, the more skeptical they became

concerning their own knowledge; the more complete the sci-

entific research, the more incomplete they found their know-

ledge. In this way, the scientists came to realize that

the world could not be understood independently of the ob-

server, and that the proper approach had not been made for

this understanding. In response to this awakening the sci-

ence of psychology became their chief interest.

The scientific study of the observer marks the turning

point of modern science. It has not only given us a better

understanding of ourselves, but it has also thrown light

upon the other sciences. In his principle of relativity,

Einstein "shows that it is impossible to abstract from the

mind of the observer and treat his observations as them-

selves absolute and independent in their objectivity ".1 In

this statement he indicates his appreciation of the validity

of the psychological approach.

The question might be asked here, in what sense is psy-

chology a science? The simplest answer, though inadequate,

1. Carr, W. H., The General Principle of Relativity, pg. 22.
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would be that it is experimental. But what is an experi-

mental science? By experimentation we mean accurate obser-

vation; and science is logically controlled observation in

contrast to ordinary observation. In the first place, sci-

entific observation is not merely sensory recognition of

any phenomenon but requires both the scientific temper and

technique. Secondly, in order to secure clear observation

and accurate report, science has recourse to experiment.

Experiment is different from ordinary observation in the

sense that it does not wait for the appearance of certain

phenomena but produces definite conditions which can be

kept in view easily. Thirdly, 'tan experiment is an obser-

vation that can be repeated, isolated, and varied. The more

frequently you can repeat an observation, the more likely

are you to see clearly what is there and to describe accu-

rately what you have seen. The more strictly you can iso-

late an observation, the easier does your task of observa-

tion become, and the less danger is there of your being led

astray by irrelevant circumstances, or of placing emphasis

on the wrong point. The more widely you can vary the obser-

vation, the more clearly will the uniformity of experience

stand out, and the better if your chance of discovering

laws. All experimental appliances, all laboratories and

instrunents, are provided and devised with this one end in

view: that the student shall be able to repeat, isolate,



-10-

and vary his observation.n1

Psychology became a science when it became experimental;

and now as a science, it must employ the fundamental method

of all science. For centuries, it was thought that mental

processes could not be subjected to experimentation; and for

centuries people made the wrong distinction between physics

and psychology, saying that physics is a study of outer ex-

perience and psychology is the study of inner experience. It

was these ideas which put psychology into a speculative prison

and locked it up for centuries. It was not set free untilup

mental processes were studied experimentally and until the

distinction between outer and inner experience had been dis-

carded.

It was Weber and Fechner, the pioneers of experimental

psychology, who first attempted to study sensation experi-

mentally; and since that time experimental psychology has

extended its field from sensation to memory, attention, asso-

ciation, reasoning, emotion, and all other major mental pro-

cesses. The remarkable achievements of experimental psychol-

ogy are so obvious that no one at the present time doubts

that mental processes can be studied experimentally.

We owe much to Wundt, the founder of the first psych-

ological laboratory, who disproved the old distinction that

physics is a study of outer experience, and psychology is

1. Titchener, E. B., Textbook of Psychology, pg. 20.



the study of inner experience. To Wundt, the subject matter

of all sciences is the same, the difference is only in point

of view. A bird singing in the tree is a fact of experience

which may be studied physically, biologically, and psych-

ologically. On the one hand, we may have the physical ex-

periment on light, sound, weight, etc., and on the other

hand, the psychological experiment on sight, hearing, and

weight discrimination.

B. The philosophical background of the new science.

Psychology has a long history, written by the great

thinkers of every age. It cannot be divorced from its

philosophical background. In tracing back through the

history of philosophy, we see that the question concerning

the origin of knowledge has always been central in phil-

osophical inquiry. Such a question is genuinely psycho-

logical.

For the sake of clearness, we will divide the phil-

osophers into two groups. In the one group are those who

insisted that knowledge comes from reasoning which is innate:

in the other group are those who contend that knowledge is

derived from sense perception. The former are known as Ra-

tionalists, and the latter, Empiricists. Let us take a

glance at these two points of view.

Rationalism. In epistemology, rationalism is the the-

ory that human knowledge is founded upon universal principles
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which are inborn. It was Socrates who laid the foundation

for this theory but Plato actually worked out its metaphy-

sics. In attempting to attack the sophists, Socrates (469 -

399 B. C.) laid down the theory of the concept as the foun-

dation of genuine knowledge. Concepts, according to Socra-

tes, are general ideas of classes of things. If I say:

"Confucius is mortal", I am thinking of the individual Con-

fucius; but if I say: "Man is mortal ", I am thinking not

of any particular man but of men in general. Since no one

has seen all men, this concept is obtained from inborn

reason. Reasoning is the only true source of knowledge.

Plato (427 -349 B. C.), the successor of Socrates, con-

tinued the attack against the Sophists. At the outset, he

tried to show that sense perception can never be the genuine

knowledge. He began his second attack by advancing the doc-

trine of idea upon the foundation of the concept. To Plato,

the concept is not merely an idea in the mind, it is some-

thing which has a reality of its own, outside and indepen-

dent of the mind. The world we perceive through our senses

is not the true world since it is a changing, fleeting

world. Therefore, genuine knowledge must be the permanent

and unchangeable essence of things. It is thought rather

than perception which can grasp this eternal being. The

particular objects which appear to our senses are merely

imperfect copies or reflections of these eternal patterns.

Rationalism has been reenforced by the continental
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philosophers, Descartes (1596- 1650), Spinoza (1632 -1677),

and Leibnitz (1646 -1716). This group was greatly influenced

by modern science, especially by mathematics. Their philo-

sophical thinking is built upon the foundation of geometry.

They believed that mind is somewhat like geometry, that it

is permeated with the self -evident principle and axioms from

which proceeds our thinking. We begin our reasoning, as in

mathematics, with the simple propositions that are self -

evident and pass from these to more complex ones. These'

universal principles are not derived from experience but

they are within our souls. The soul, therefore, cannot be

an empty tablet upon which external nature writes her char-

acters; it is rather a bundle of thought and reason. The

ways of knowing are gained not by discovery, but by contem-

plation.

Empiricism. Empiricism is founded upon sensationalism,

the doctrine propounded by Protagoras (480 -419 B. C.). The

Greek word oida means "I known and id means "to seen. There-

fore, the words nI know" are identical with the words "I

have seen ". This sensationalism has been philosophized by

the sophists who founded all knowledge on sense perception.

Modern empiricism is generally credited to Locke (1632-

1704), who refuted the doctrine of inborn truth. His book,

An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, has led to English

associationism as represented by Browne and Hartley, and
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French sensationalism as represented by Condillac and Helve -

tius. The mind, according t3 Locke, is a blank tablet, and

experience is the source of our knowledge. There are two

components of our experience, sensation and reflection; there-

fore, all ideas come from sensation or reflection or a com-

bination of both. By idea, Locke means the immediate object

of perception, or simple thought and understanding. From

these simple ideas, the mind has the power to repeat, compare,

and unite, thus forming complex ideas.

Although Locke propounded the doctrine that our thought

proceeds from simple ideas to complex ideas, the theory of

association was not clearly brought out. The chief contribu-

tion of Hume (1711 -1776) was to suggest that our thoughts or

ideas are not entirely loose and disconnected. They rather

introduce one another with a certain degree of regularity.

The philosophical foundations of associationism which was

destined to play such an important part in moulding scienti-

fic psychology is generally attributed to Hume.

Critical Philosophy. Critical study of rationalism and

empiricism should reveal the fact that each of them holds

only partial truth. Empiricists hold that universal concepts

are derived from particular percepts; while rationalists con-

tend that the particulars are reducible to the universal.

The fact of the matter is that both universal and particular

are necessary in our experience. Rationalism is right in
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maintaining that every particular contains and presupposes

universals; empiricism is right in denying that particulars

can be completely reduced to universals, but both of them

are wrong if they refuse to concede the point of view of

others. William James gave us a clear exposition of this

idea when he said: ???Empiricist! meaning your lover of facts

in all their crude variety, !rationalist' meaning your devo-

tee to abstract and eternal principles, no one can live an

hour without both facts and principles, so it is a diff er-

erice rather of emphasis . tr1

It was Kant (1724 -1804) who attempted to make the re-

conciliation. Be contended that our knowledge is composed

of two elements: the sensorial experience and the activity

of the mind, and he believed that the material of our know-

ledge is derived from experience (Empiricism) but the mind

thinks its experience, conceives it according to its own

categories (Rationalism). He insisted that the world, as we

know it, is a world of order, an order which cannot be a re-

flection of the external, but which springs from the mind

and imposes itself upon nature. Knowledge, according to

Kant, would be impossible without sensation, but mere sensa-

tion would not be knowledge. Sensation requires a mind to

perceive. it. The mind not only receives sensations but by

virtue of its faculty of intuition perceives them. By in-

1. James, Wm., Pragmatism, pg : 9.
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tuition, we can perceive some of the ideas which do not even

exist. Take nroundnesstt for example; although we have never

experienced an ideal roundness, we can perceive that there

is an ideal roundness. The same is true of space and time.

We know that space and time are not existent in themselves,

but we cannot think things without space and time; hence

space and time are the necessary precondition, or prior

thinking of perception. Likewise in regard to sense percep-

tion, Kant set down the limitations of the knowledge of our

sense perception, declaring that we perceive only the phenom-

ena, not the things -in- themselves.

It is not within the province of this study to deal at

length with the philosophy of Kant. To say that Kant recon-

ciled the controversy between rationalism and empiricism is

to underestimate his contribution to philosophy grossly.

It was he who opened a new phase to philosophic thinking and

psychological research. In short, the great concern of epi-

stemology before the time of Kant was to ask whether know-

ledge was inborn or acquired. With Kant, the question be-

came, What is knowledge and under what conditions can true

knowledge be obtained? Such an idea no doubt anticipated

the development of scientific psychology.

C. The development of experimental psychology.

The controversy among the philosophers was a long one

and to some persons it may seem to have been a waste of
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time. The writer considers it a fruitful controversy be-

cause it has brought a definite result, the advance of

scientific psychology.

Philosophical psychology, as speculative as it may

have been, developed an association psychology which even-

tually led to its assimilation into an experimental psychol-

ogy. Long before the founding of experimental psychology,

such philosophers as Herbart recognized that psychology

should be scientific although they were not ready to employ

experimentation as the chief method for the study of mind.

Later, Lotze and Bain, just before the time of Wundt, were

trying to formulate a scientific psychology. Hand in hand

with the scientific approach of the philosophical psychology,

the painstaking laboratory work of the physiologists actually

laid the foundation for experimental psychology. Among the

works of many pioneers, Weber's experimentation upon cutan-

eous reception and Fechner's psycho -physics can never be

forgotten in the history of experimental psychology.

Experimental psychology, as Boring depicts it, was a

result of the fusion of philosophical and physiological

psychology. This memorable work is credited to Wilhelm

Wundt, the founder of experimental psychology, who was a

philosopher by nature and a physiologist by circumstance.

His philosophy, as Thilly classifies it') is the "new-idealism",

1. Thilly, F. A History of Philosophy. p. 496.
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a realistic idealism which does not deny the external world.

With other critical realists, he declared that we are com-

pelled to infer the existence of an external world. Space

and time, causality and substance, notions which originate

in the mind, would never arise in us without the cooperation

of the objective world. As to metaphysics, he believes that

reality must be conceived as a totality of striving, willing

beings, manifesting themselves in material form, a reality

that is composed of independent beings determined by inner

purposes.

Wundtts position in psychology, however, is more impor-

tant than his position in philosophy. In 1873 he published

his epoch -making writing, Principles of Physiological Psych-

ology, emphasizing the idea that psychology, the science of

immediate experience, should not be considered as a branch

of philosophy but should be rooted in physiological concep-

tion and methods. With such a point of view he argued that

psychology is not the science of inner experience, because

the distinction between inner and outer experience is not

valid. He said that psychology is "immediate experience"

and that physics is "mediate experience".

In 1879, he established a psychological laboratory, the

first one in the world for psychological investigation.

Naturally this did not represent the absolute beginning of

experimental psychology for experimental psychology had



existed long before it housed itself in laboratories. This

does represent, however, the earliest recognition of this

development as being sufficiently important, and sufficiently

extensive in scope, to demand the provision of special labor-

atory facilities, with special methods and special apparatus.

On this point Heidbreder states:

"The difference between laboratory psychology and arm-
chair psychology is not the difference between observation
and no observation. Neither is it the difference between
good observation and bad observation. It is the difference
between two methods of observation. Occupants of arm- chairs
are sometimes very acute observers - witness Hobbes, Locke,
and Hume - but when they answer a Question on the basis of
observation, they utilize observations which have already
occurred, observations, that is, which have not been made
specifically for the sake of bringing out the relevant
facts on a particular problem... It is the distinguishing
mark of a scientific experiment that it is a means of ac-
quiring just the information that is relevant - not simply
using what is already on hand - and of acquiring it in cir-
cumstances that rule out, as completely as possible, acci-
dental and private factors in observation.11

Woodworth likewise, has pointed out the difference be-

tween philosophic and experimental psychology:

"Many of these psychologists, or philosophers of the
pre -scientific age were distinctly empirical in tendency,
and cannot fairly be accused of spinning their theories out
of their own heads. They endeavored to utilize such facts
as they knew and to base their conclusions on their experi-
ence; but they did not realize their great need for more
facts and more experience. They followed the natural ten-
dency to draw conclusions from past experience, while the
modern scientific standard requires that not conclusion,
but only hypothesis, should be drawn from past experience,
the conclusion to follow upon the testing of the hypothesis
by new facts. In other words, a scientific conclusion is a
hypothesis that as proved successful in predicting hitherto
unknown facts."

1. Heidbreder, Edna, Seven Psychologies, pg. 4.

2. Woodworth, R. S., Dynamic Psychology, pg. 4.



-20-

The important contribution of Wundt in psychology is

that he has laid down the law that psychology is experimental

and introspective. The method of introspection has been pro-

pounded by Titchener and although it has aroused a great

many controversies it still plays an important part in mod-

ern psychology.

As to the method of experimentation, the writer ventures

to think that it is universally accepted. There are a number

of psychologists who are not willing to subject their

thoughts and concepts to experimentation, such for example

as ürilliam James, Angell, Dunlap; but experimental method is,

nevertheless, esteemed by them.

Wundt has outlined his experimental work in three steps:

(1) the analysis of conscious processes into elements, (2)

the determination of the connection of these elements, and

(3) the formulation of laws to explain these connections. To

analyze is to find out the stuff from which the mind is made;

and having reduced it to its lowest terms, to turn from analy-

sis to synthesis. By synthesis, Wundt means the putting to-

gether again of those elements which analysis has disjoined,

and so produce the given whole from which he started. Synthe-

sis is, therefore, nothing more than a test of analysis. To

formulate laws is to explain phenomena, for science must not

only be descriptive, but it must be explanatory, also.



Chapter III

THE KN0WIKG

The great contribution of experi liental psychology to

epistemology has been facts, not theories. A true psychol-

ogist, as a rule, is not interested in any epistemological

theories, he is chiefly concerned with data derived from

careful observation. Facts are equally as important to

philosophical theories, for whenever facts change, theory

likewise changes. It is not the theory that determines the

facts, but facts determine theory. Any theory in philoso-

phy is but an explanation of facts, more accurate, more

ultimate, and more systematic than that of the data with

which it started. Without theory the data are meaningless,

without facts the theory is only an illusion.

Since the birth of experimental psychology, epistem-

ology is no more an hypothesis. It is rather a knowledge

based solidly upon reliable facts. In truth, it is these

experimental facts that lead philosophers to the way to

truth.

A. The modern conception of consciousness.

Consciousness, according to the early psychologists,

was something mysterious, existing as an entity. The refu-
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tation of this concept has been, no doubt, a great achieve-

ment of modern psychology. This great revolution, or evolu-

tion, of thought is accredited to William James who published

his article Does Consciousness Exist in September, 1904. Ac-

cording to James, consciousness is no more considered as an

entity; however, he insisted most emphatically that it does

stand for a function and that function is knowing. 11Con-

sciousness ", he said, "is supposed necessary to explain the

fact that things not only are, but get reported, are known.

Whoever blots out the notion of consciousness from his list

of first principles must still provide in some way for that

function's being carried on.'11

But, Watson, the radical behaviorist, founded his assump-

tion on the mechanistic conception, denying that there is

consciousness. He substitutes the term "response ", viewing

it objectively, which, after all, is merely a partial view.

Russell has given us an example which illustrates this view-

point clearly: 1"A bird flying among trees avoids bumping

into their branches; its avoidance is a response to visual

sensations. This response has the characteristic of accu-

racy, in the main, and leads us to say that the bird "knows"

by sight, what objects are in its neighborhood. "2 But in

dealing with the calculating machine, Russell points out,

1. James, William, Essays in Radical Empiricism, pp. 1 -38.

2. Russell, B., Analysis of Mind, pg. 257.
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"We do not say the machine knows the answer, because it has

no purpose of its own in giving the answer; it does not

wish to impress you with its cleverness or feel proud of

being such a good machine. But as far as mere accuracy

goes, the machine leaves nothing to be desired.... On the

features which distinguish knowledge from accuracy of re-

sponse in general, not much can be said from a behaviorist

point of view without referring purpose.
f11

What then is consciousness? There is nothing myster-

ious about it, though it may be very complex. The simplest

form of consciousness is generally signified by awareness,

but consciousness is something much richer and fuller than

awareness. To be conscious is, no doubt, to be aware, but

sometimes it means also to be sensitive to, to be alert;

in fact it shows attention, observation, interest, and an-

ticipation.

B. Theories of perception.

Since consciousness is the function of knowing, what

then is thé source of consciousness? In other words, what

is the simplest and most primitive form of experience?

Where, if at all, is the ultimate datum to be found from

which knowledge starts? Locke, we should remember, found

such a unit of knowledge in his simple idea. These simple

1. Russell, B., Analysis of Mind, pg. 259.
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ideas were of two classes, those of sensation and those of

reflection. To state the matter in one general concept

would be to say that knowledge comes from sense perception.

It is psychologically sound to say that knowledge comes from

perception, but what is perception? By perception, we al-

ways mean sensation plus meaning. When one hears a dog

bark, one not only hears a noise but realizes that it comes

from a dog. The addition of these elements that go beyond

crude sensation is said to constitute perception. The ques-

tion still remains, what is meaning? Here we have divergent

theories derived from experimental psychology.

Meaning as a constellation of sensation. According to

the introspectionists, consciousness is made up of two or

more simple sense data, combined in various ways. leaning

is, therefore, but a constellation of sensations. When we

see an orange it is a combination or contextual image of

smell, sight, taste, etc. which enables us to recognize the

object. In order to understand what meaning is we must

analyze the sensations involved in the context. Since the

past experience of one individual is different from that of

others, the context must be different. Therefore, meaning

isprimarily subjective. The only method of arriving at these

subjective elements is through analysis and introspection.

Meaning as a symbolic response. As a reaction to the

subjective study of meaning, the behaviorists propounded the
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objective method. They are not interested in the terms

"sensation" and "meaning" since they are more or less sub-

jective. Such terms can hardly be handled in the natural

scientific method. They proposed the term "responses' as

the substitute. Meaning, according to the behaviorists,

is nothing more than a symbolic response. Their approach

to the problem is from the genetic viewpoint. They say

that they find no mental life such as meaning signifies in

the life of a new -born child. Its activity is dominated

by the reflex of its organism and as the child is constantly

acted upon by inner and outer stimuli, he begins to realize

the relations between himself and his environment. Meaning,

therefore, is no more than the symbol of the relation be-

tween an organism and its environment.

Meaning as a dynamic whole. There is no doubt that the

method of introspection is more or less mysterious, but the

study of subjective experience by means of the objective and

mechanistic methods has secured no better results. This is

the particularly important contribution of the Gestalt school,

which approaches the problem from the objective viewpoint,

on the one hand, and accepts the importance and validity of

subjective description, on the other.

The Gestalt school does not agree with the "stimulus -

and- response" theory which explains meaning from a static

and mechanistic viewpoint. Kohler, speaking for this group,
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says: "The organism is not barren functionally; it is not

a box containing conductors each with a separate function;

it responds to a situation; first, by dynamical events pecu-

liar to it as a system and, then, by behavior which depends

upon the results of the dynamical organization and order. "1

Meaning, according to Gestalt psychology, is not something

mysterious, nor is it something static. It is rather a

dynamic whole; that is, it is a "selected whole" which

exists as a figure against a more general and usually a

vague background. In the auditory field, for example, a

melody, which is a Gestalt or configuration, is heard

against a background of silence or against a vague mixture

of miscellaneous noises. In like manner, every visual con

figuration, a sunset or a prize fight; is projected against

a larger and less clearly defined background. By ',dynamic

whole ", the Gestalt psychologist means also a "self- comple-

tion whole ". The amazing thing about this whole is that

it tends to complete itself whenever the figure is not in a

completed condition. The figure given below illustrates

the operation of this principle. Instead of perceiving the

incomplete triangle as such, it is perceived as a complete

triangle.

1. Kohler, W. Gestalt Psychology. p. 180.
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The third significance of the dynamic whole may be

stated as a "whole being in one's self". It is true that

meaning is not an external relation, it is rather a relation

in one's own experience. Kohler refuses to accept the sta-

tic, rigid, and mechanistic description of perception. On

this point he says: "Following this consideration, the

static consideration,. it becomes an almost impossible idea

that ',thing" should be experienced as being 'tin me ". The

pencil might be experienced in the book just as well!

Everybody is accustomed to discriminate sharply between the

thing as a physical object and as the experienced whole,

corresponding to it, which appears in the visual field. If

we could only accustom ourselves also to make the same dis-

tinction as radically and consistently in the case of our

body! In one meaning, this body is a physical organism....

At the same time "my body" or "myself" is a particular one

among all other sensory experience. "1

C. The Thinking Process.

Thinking is no doubt a higher type of behavior, and

some psychologists have thought that man is the only animal

that thinks. However, recent experimental work seems to

indicate that other animals think also,2 depending upon one's

1. Köhler, Gestalt Psychology, pp. 288-

2. In describing the making of implements, Köhler indicated
that chimpanzees possess the ability of using tools. The
placing -of- box -on- box - and - climbing -upon -to -reach -the -goal
evidenced that animals do think. See Köhler's The
Mentality of Apes.
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conception and criteria of thinking. The way in which ani-

mals think is undoubtedly different from that of man.

Thinking had been conceived as a mysterious being

which directed the activity of man; but in the light of

modern knowledge with the help of experimental psychology,

thinking is understood as a kind of response, an indirect

response. Thinking is, no doubt, primarily an implicit

behavior, a something going on within the man rather than

mere overt expression. That is the reason why the intro-

spectionist insists upon the method of studying thinking

by subjective analysis. According to the behaviorists,

who deny the validity of introspection as scientific obser-

vation, nothing can be known except by objective observa-

tion.

The behavioristic approach to thinking is based on

the genetic study of language and objective observation.

In studying the development of language, Batson had observed

that the development of thinking parallels the acquisition

of a vocabulary. That is the reason why Watson insists that

thinking is essentially language mechanism. However, Vvatson

does believe that there are non -language forms of thought.

',From our standpoint, it is not necessary to assume that all

thought is laryngeal even if we use "laryngeal" to include

the whole mechanism described on page 334. We have learned

to write words, sentences and paragraphs,, to draw objects
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and to trace them with the eyes, hands and fingers. We have

done this so often that the process has become systematized

and substitutive. In other words, they come to serve as

stimuli substitutable for the object seen, drawn, written or

handled. These implicit processes may bring about a silent

word (thought word), or a spoken word (name of the object or

associated word), or an appropriate bodily act. This form

of implicit activity is seen to best advantage in non -speaking

individuals such as deaf mutes or blind deaf mutes. "1

In answer to the question, What is thinking'T, Watson

replied as follows: "If our view is correct, it is a consti-

tuent part of, every adjustment process. It is not different

in essence from tennis -playing, swimming or any other overt

activity except that it is hidden from ordinary observation

and is more complex and at the same time more abbreviated so

far as its parts are concerned than even the bravest of us

could dream of . TT 2

Since Watson acknowledges that thinking is hidden from

ordinary observation, it is well to ask on what ground the

behaviorists insist that thinking is observable? Watson has

given the answer by saying: "The term thinking ought to be

made to cover generally all implicit language activity. (It

1. Watson, J. B., Psychology from the Standpoint of a
Behaviorist. pg. 345.

2. Ibid., pg. 346.
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should be admitted furthermore that under proper stimulation,

usually a request is sufficient, the subject can be made to

think aloud.) "1

To the writer, the statement just quoted to prove that

thinking is observable is rather unconvincing. It proves

merely that speech is observable. Furthermore, behaviorism

has committed a serious mistake by assuming that "thinking

is surely not different in essence from that which goes on

when behavior is explicit ".2 Watson further says: "Some

unpublished results of experiments of Dr. K. S. Lashley, be-

gin to approach a scientific proof that essentially the same

type of response goes on in implicit thinking as goes on in

more explicit types of verbal response. With a delicate

apparatus which recorded the tongue movements in two dimen-

sions, he was enabled to show that the overt but whispered

repetition of a sentence produced a tracing on the smoked

drum which was wholly similar, except for amplitude, to that

obtained when he told the subject to think the same thing

without making overt movements. He was enabled to verify

this again and again."3

Re owe much to Watson for his objective method and the

experimental data he has given us. Some of his assumptions,

1. Ibid., pg. 346.

2. Ibid., pg. 351.

3. Ibid., pg. 353.
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however, should not be accepted without critical considera-

tion; in fact, the assumption that implicit thinking is es-

sentially no different from explicit behavior is questioned

by the modern thinker. Before accepting the objective method

as the solution of all problems of thinking, due considera-

tion should be given to the subjective experimentalists. As

a matter of fact, recently, psychologists have paid more at-

tention to the experiential method which is considered also

a method of science. According to our experience, we are led

to believe that thinking is more than verbal mechanism. It

is a very complex process, so why should it not be studied

-objectively with the aid of subjective introspection?

Russell justified the method of introspection in two ways:

First, he thinks that some of the things we observe within

ourselves cannot, theoretically, be observed by any one else.

Second, he thinks that images is fundamentally subjective and

cannot be brought under the causal laws of physics .1

Herrick approaches the problem entirely from the natural-

istic and mechanistic point of view in his volume, The Think-

ing Machine. His mechanistic approach, however, is quite dif-

ferent from that of Watson. As a neurologist, he believes

that thinking is the special function of the cortex. In the

case of the simplest organism, all activity is overt, explicit,

outward. As the nervous system develops, action becomes more

1. Russell, B, Analysis of Mind, pg. 117.
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and more incipient, implicit, and inwards Thinking is pos-

sible only with increasing complexity and integration of the

nervous system. In other words, he explains the nervous

system from an evolutionary point of view. Thinking is an

"emergence" of the very complex nervous system and we cannot

describe thinking merely in terms of physiological properties.

D. The emergence of mind.

That mind is a novelty of behavior arising from the

specific interaction or organization of the nervous system

is a modern conception of the mind based on a sound founda-

tion of science. Accepting this conception, we no longer
believe with the spiritualists that there is a mysterious

soul which is a divine essence, a reality, imperishable,
immortal, imprisoned in the body, fretting to be free. Even

though we accept this conception, we are unwilling to believe
with the materialists who content that the soul is but the
very stuff of the body, namely, material atoms, composed only

of smoother and more nimble atoms than the rest of the body.
In the light of experimental psychology, it has been

revealed that the mind is an observable behavior, but it is

a novelty of behavior. The mind, of course, is a function

of the physiological mechanism, but it is so organized and
integrated, that there emerges a new type of behavior which

is different entirely from the physical properties. This is

the central theme of "emergent evolution" which attempts to
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explain matter, life, and mind in terms of emergence. This

expression of emergence seems to have become more -popular

in recent years, not only because of its novelty but also

of its sound scientific basis. This point of view is sup-

ported by many writers, among whom are: Morganl, Alexander,

Broad, Strong4, Jennings5, Wheeler6, Boodin7, Smuts8,

Sellar, and Patrick10c

The contribution of emergent evolution to biological

science demands some amplification at this point. Jennings

is convinced that "the doctrine of emergent evolution makes

the biologist loyal to experimentation and observation in

his own field of work, whatever is found in other fields.

Courage and defiance sprout from his soul in place of timor-

our subservience to the inorganic. No longer can the biol-

ogist be bullied.into suppressing observed results because

they are not discovered nor expected from work on the non -

living parts of nature. No longer will he feel a sense of

1. Morgan, L. C., Emergent Evolution. ( London,I923 )

2. Alexander, S., Space, Time and Deity. (London, 1920)

3. Broad, A. D., Mind and its Place in Nature (London, 1925)

4. Strong, C. A., Origin of Consciousness (New York, 1918)

5. Jennings, H. S., Diverse Doctrines of Evolution. (1927)

6. Wheeler, V. M., Emergent Evolution (New York, 1928)

7. Boodin, J. E., Cosmic Evolution ( 1925 )

8. Smuts, J. C., Holism and Evolution (New York, 1926)

9. Sellar, R. W., Evolutionary Naturalism

10. Patrick, G. T. W., What is the Mind? (New York, 1929)
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criminality in speaking of relations that are obvious in the

living, for the reason that they are not seen in the non-

living. Biology becomes a science in its own right... not
s

through rejection of the experimental method but through

undeviating allegiance to it The doctrine of emergent evo-

lution is the Declaration of Independence for the biological

science. TTl Thus we have seen how much the theory of emergence

means to biology, but it must not be forgotten that this the-

ory owes much to the findings and concepts of experimental

psychology and the Gestalt school.

In the middle of the nineteenth century, J. S. Mill

pointed out the logical difference between a mere aggregate

or sum of entities and a synthetic whole. In the late years

of the century the father of experimental psychology, Wilhelm

Wundt, definitely pointed out that consciousness is composed

of complex sensory qualities, that it was a whole more than

the sum of the elements that were said to enter into its com-

position. Thus, when three notes are sounded together, we

may hear what we call a change or a chord; and if a number

of notes or chords be sounded successively, we may hear a

melody.

In Germany, the psychologists of the Gestalt school

proposed the word HGestaltn to denote the peculiarities of

synthetic wholes, in both the physical and the mental realms.

The term t'GestaltTT is commonly translated as "configuration ",

but there seems to the writer to be no difference between

1. Wheeler, W. M., Emergent Evolution, pp. 72 -73.
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the term "emergence" now propounded by the evolutionists,

and the term "Gestalt". In explaining the meaning of emer-

gence, L. C. Morgan states that it is identical with Wundt t s

principle of creative resultants which "attempts to state

the fact that in all psychical combinations the product is

not a mere sum of the separate elements,... but that it

represents a new creation."'

For centuries psychology had been dominated by philoso-

phy and then it was enslaved by physiology. It seems that

psychology is now emancipated from physiology by gray of

"emergent evolution" or the "principle of creative resul-

tants". If it be a science, psychology must be a science

of itself. It is often thought that psychology is only a

branch of biology or physiology. It is, of course, legiti-

mate to think this, if psychology does not declare its in-

dependence. The writer has no intention of stating what

psychology is, but it does seem to be more accurate to say

that psychology is the science of the mind. "Mind ", of course,

does not mean something mysterious, but it does mean that it

is a totality of behavior and also a novelty of behavior

richer than life and much richer than matter. "It is no dis-

paragement", said Morgan, "of the achievements of modern phy-

sical science to say that the stuff and substance with which

it deals are, in the sense intended, less rich than the stuff

and substance with which the biologist has to deal. It is

1. Morgan, L. C., Emergent Evolution. pp. 3-4.
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no disparagement of the achievements in biology to say that

the stuff and substance with which it deals are far less

rich than that with which the student of human affairs has

to deal." TTAndn, he continues, stone of the cardinal impli-

cations of emergent treatment is that the richer cannot ade-

quately be interpreted in terms of the poorer, that life

cannot be interpreted in terms of physico- chemical related-

ness only; that human affairs, which depend on the quality

of mind, require something more than biological interpreta-

tion; and that conduct when deity is emergent depends for

its guidance, in the naturalistic sense, on that which is

expressed by this richest of qualities."1

Just a few words to distinguish the mental story from

the bodily story and we will see the amazing significance

of mind. According to Morgan, the mental story has three

outstanding characteristics which are absent in the bodily

story: nenjoymentn, preferences, and the "guidance of ac-

tions. Enjoyment is concomitant with life and it is the

special feature of mind. Morgan supposes that nwhere there

is life there also is mind, though it may be a very simple

form of minds 2

As to the concept of reference, Morgan divides it into

three kinds, "reflective reference", "cognitive references,

1. Morgan, L. C., Emergent Evolution, pg. 204.

2. Morgan, L. C., Mind in Evolution, an essay in Creation by
Evolution edited by Frances. Mason, 1928, pp. 340 -354.
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and "non- cognitive reference". "Under reflective reference",

Morgan says, "there is mental rehearsal of events conjured

up under intentional revival or recall..., this is a kind of

reference that we do not attribute to quite little children

or to animals. Below this reflective reference, we find cog-

nitive reference. This we find only underlying the higher

kind of reference in ourselves, but it is in evidence in all

intelligent animals. "1 Non -cognitive reference, Morgan ex-

plains as "any one item of stuff as first given in direct

sensory acquaintance.., in vision, in hearing, in touch, in

taste, or smell, and so forth.... It is basal since all

cognitive reference is founded thereon. "2 It is evident

that the doctrine of guidance of action is only a form of

reflective or cognitive reference but the significance of

"fore -plans of action" is so overwhelming that we cannot ex-

plain mind without dealing with it especially. Recent ex-

perimental work seems to attach greater significance to it,

and the work done by Tolman is certainly an indication of

its importance.3

1.
2. Morgan, L. C., Life, Mind and Spirit, Lecture I.

3. Tolman, , Purposive Behavior in Animals and Man.
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Chapter IV

THE KNOWN

In order to complete a theory of knowledge, we must

concern ourselves with the problem of the known. We have

discussed the knower and the knowing, we must now deal with

the known. Sellar has asserted "that our attention and our

cognition are from the first directed toward things. It is

things, and not ideas, which we perceive and know. It is

things which we seek to interpret and pass judgment upon.111

According to Berkeley, the father of subjective idea.2

There is, in reality, no external world. This subjective

idealism, however, has been refuted by the realists as well

as by the idealists.

A. The proofs of the external world.

In the year 1865, J. S. Mill set forth his reasons for

a belief in an external world from the empirical point of

view.3 The chapter on "the psychological theory of the be-

lief in an external world" may be summed up as follows: To

the question, what do we mean when we say that the object

1. Sellar, R. W., The Principles and Problems of Philosophy,
pg. 109.

2. Berkeley, G., A Treatise Concerning the Principles of
Human Knowledge.

3. Rand, B., Modern Classical Philosophers, pp. 690 -702.



-39-

we perceive is external to us and not a part of our own

thoughts, Mill replied: mean that there is in our per-

ceptions something which exists when we are not thinking of

it; which existed before we had ever thought of it and would

exist if we were annihilated; and further, that there exist

things which we never saw, touched, or otherwise perceived,

and things which never have been perceived by man."l

Mill proved the above statement by saying first, that

the name given to a thing, as our mental nature teaches us,

is different from the thing itself; secondly, that sensation

is fundamentally a reference to the outside world and that

the possibility of one sensation is guaranteed by the groups

of sensations; and thirdly, that the law of "order" or cause

and effect which governs the succession of our sensation is

outside of our sensations. For example, whether we are

present or absent, the corn ripens and brings a new possibil-

ity of food.. Fourthly, Mill said that although our sensa-

tions are different one from another, the permanent possibil-

ities are common to us and to our fellow- creatures. Our

sensations we carry with us wherever we go, and they never

exist where we are not; but when we change our place we do

not carry away with us the permanent possibilities of sensa-

tion, they remain until we return. Therefore, matter or the

external world, according to Mill, is defined as a "permanent

possibility of sensation."

1. Rand, B., Modern Classical Philosophers, pg. 692.

2. Ibid. , Pg 617
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J. S. Mill, as well as the neo- realists, believes that

the external world we know is independent of knowing. Such

a position has been refuted by the critical realists and we

need not trouble ourselves here to participate in the argu-

ment. The critical realists differe with Mill and the neo-

realists in the sense that they deny the external world as

the real world. That the external world is the "essence"

of the real world, is the central theme of critical realism.

Refusing to accept common -sense realism on the one hand,

the critical realists deny subjective idealism on the other.

They say that the belief in the real world independent of

our knowledge is the "animal faith'' common to all mankind...,

and that it is a logical inference based upon the external

world as its "essence". This is the doctrine of essence

propounded by Santayana as the logical proof in addition to

the biological and psychological proofs which are indicated

in his essay on the three proofs of realism.l

Biological proof. When a child is crying for the moon,

his bodily attitude is identical with his inner life, but

obviously, his sensory experience is not his object. More-

over, the moon to which he refers is the same moon at which

we are looking. This is because our respective bodies, in

one common space, are discoverably directed upon one material

object which stimulates us simultaneously.

1. Santayana, G., Essays in Critical Realism, pp. 163 -184.
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Psychological proof. From the psychological point of

view, Mr. Santayana said that no matter how skeptical one

may be one cannot consistently continue to deny the exist-

ence of human mind and the transitoriness of its successive

ideas and its habits of interpretation. Again he proves

that a living being, though enduring the flux of events,

can hardly bring himself to doubt that the very past he re-

calls was once present, and that the future he expects and

works for may become present in due time. This belief is

the purest and most radical instance of realism. In addi-

tion to this belief in time, Santayana also pointed out that

the belief in other men's minds is also realistic.

Logical proof. The datum of an experience, as it is

given, lies wholly within its own category; if a sound, it

is just such a sound; if a pain, just such a pain. It is

simply an essence. Whenever an essence is given, according

to Santayana, an existence is involved because knowledge of

essence is transitive, terminating in an object which is

self -determined in its logical sphere and essential rela-

tions, and may be revealed to many minds at different times,

in various contexts, and with more or less completeness.

We have examined the two theories of realism with re-

gard to the real world which may be independent of our know-

ledge. The psychological proof given by Mill is certainly

important, but the proofs given by Santayana are more pro-

mising. The fact is that they fit the new theory of physics
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which assumes a purely mathematical world independent of

our thought. Such a mathematical description of nature can-

not begin until we can abandon the description of phenomena

in space -time which is the mode of attack at the present

time.

B. The familiar world is not the real world.

The most important movement in modern philosophy is, no

doubt, the realistic reaction against subjective idealism.

However, it would be a mistake to suppose that all idealism

is subjective; in fact, there are many idealists who are

realists. The point of argument of the idealists and the

realists in modern times is not so much on the proof of the

external world as it is on the question as to whether the

familiar world is the real world. In answering this question,

there are three alternatives: (1) the idealists, as a rule,

insist that the familiar world is a "phenomenal" world, (2)

the common -sense realists or neo- realists believe that the

familiar world is the real world, and (3) the critical real-

ists believe that the familiar world is the "essence" of the

real world.

Having investigated the meaning of the term "essence ",

the writer finds that there is no essential difference between

"phenomenal" and "essence ". It is possible to be either a

critical realist or an idealist with the same epistemological

beliefs.
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With regard to neo- realism, a great change has taken

place; some leaders have been converted to critical realism

or idealism. "Of recent years ", Joad, the neo- realist

points out, "it has admittedly become increasingly difficult

to maintain the common -sense realism of the earlier movement

in all its integrity..., its authors have themselves consid-

erably modified, and Mr. Russell in particular has largely

abandoned it.... And the neo- realists' world of correlated

sense data has borne less and less resemblance to the common-

sense world of physical objects, which realism began by

trying to preserve . "1

Leaving aside the trend of neo- realism, let us now

clarify the positions between neo- realism and critical real-

ism. In his early writings, Russell doubted the existence

of the thing -in- itself. He believed that the thing -in- itself

is merely a logical construction and the aspects of a thing

only are real. He said: "An aspect of a "thing" is a member

of the system of aspects which is the "thing" at that moment.

All the aspects of a thing are real, Whereas the thing is a

mere logical construction. "2

As a realistic idealist, the writer does not agree with

Russell for the simple reason that if the thing is a mere

logical construction, why should the aspects of the "logical

construction" be real? From the logical standpoint, realis-

tic idealists generally believe that the aspects are phenom-

1. Joad, C. E. M., Philosophical Aspect of Modern Science,
pg. 11.

2. Russell, B., Scientific Method in Philosophy, pg. 89.
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enal while the thing is real.

C. On the nature of things.

The critical realist is right in assuming that a thing

is real and the aspects are only "essence" or 'lphenomenal".

Now the question is, what is the nature of the thing? The

answer to this question is a metaphysical problem. Some

critical realists believe that it is something like matter,

but all idealists would believe that it is something like

mind. That the trend of physics at the present time seems

to favor an idealistic concept rather than a materialistic

position is clearly indicated by the principle of relativity.

Scientists like Eddington reveal the fact that the nature of

a thing is a symbol rather than a substance. Due to the lack

of proper terminology, Eddington has given the term "mind

stuff" to describe the nature of a thing. Regarding this he

says, The stuff of the world is mind-stuff. As is often the

way with crude statements I shall have to explain that by

"mind" I do not here exactly mean mind, and by "stuff" I do

not at all mean stuff. Still this is about as near as we can

get to the idea in a simple phrase. The mind -stuff of the

world is, of course, something more general than our indivi-

dual conscious minds; but we may think of its nature as not

altogether foreign to the feelings in our consciousness."1

We must not suppose that Eddington is a subjective

idealist; in fact, he is no less realistic than a realist.

1. Eddington, A. S., The Nature of the Physical World , pg. 276.
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"If actuality means "known to mind " ", he said, "then it is

a purely subjective character of the world, to make it ob-

jective we must substitute "knowable to mind ". The less

stress we lay on the accident of parts of the world being

known at the present era to particular minds, the more

stress we must lay on the potentiality of being known to

mind as a fundamental objective property of matter, giving

it the status of actuality whether individual consciousness

is taking note of it or not. "1 He then shows us the way to

obtain the knowledge of the nature of a thing by saying:

"To know what there is about Mr. X which makes him behave

in this strange way, we must look not to a physical system

of inference, but to that insight beneath the symbols which

in our own minds we possess. It is by this insight that we

can finally reach an answer to our question, What is Mr. X ?2

We must, however, understand that Eddington is not primarily

interested in the nature of things; as a matter of fact, he

would not insist that the nature of a thing is mind or spirit

like some idealists would. As a propounder of the principle

of relativity, he claims that "The relativity theory of

physics reduces everything to relations; that is to say, it

is structure, not material, which counts. The structure

cannot be built up without material; but the nature of the

1. Eddington, A. S., The Nature of the Physical World, pg. 267.

2. Ibid., pg. 271.
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material is of no importance. 111 Then he declares: ',With

regard to the nature of things, this knowledge is only an

empty shell - a form of symbols. It is knowledge of struc-

tural form, and not knowledge of content. All through the

physical world runs that unknown content, which must surely

be the stuff of our consciousness. Here is a hint of as-

pects deep within the world of physics, and yet Unattainable

by the methods of physics. And moreover, we have found that

where science has progressed the farthest, the mind has but

regained from nature that which the mind has put into nature.

We have found a strange footprint on the shores of the un-

known. We have devised profound theories, one after another,

to account for its origin. At last, we have succeeded in

reconstricting the creature that made the foot,.print. And

lo! it is our own. 2

It is interesting to note that while some psychologists

contemplate the formulation of a psychology without mind,

the physicists, on the other hand, try to include the con-

cept of mind in their ultimate analysis of matter. This new

recognition of mind suggests to us that the problem of mind

is still a problem in science, especially in psychology.

Sir James Jeans' books, like those of Eddington, have

become increasingly popular in recent times. Jeans! philos-

1. Eddington, A. S., Space, Time and Gravitation, pg. 197.

2. Ibid., pp. 200 -201.
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ophy has been greatly influenced by Bradley but he himself

is primarily a scientist. As a phenomenalist, he propounds

the theory of relativity. Sharing the same view with Edd-

ington, he believes that the concepts of relativity "regard

science as being concerned solely with the phenomena of

nature; the underlying reality from which the phenomena ori-

ginate does not come into the, question at all. And indeed

many specifically maintain that the phenomena and their laws

constitute the whole province of science. Science, in be-

lief, is concerned with what happens, not with what is."

He attacks the belief that the nature of things is

solely electron and proton, and he shows that the theory of

relativity has raised the same doubt. Regarding this he

says: "According to the older physics a particle of matter

was characterized by continued existence in time. The theory

of relativity represents this continued existence by a con-

tinuous line in space -time, and then resolves this line into

its points, each of which represents an "event "..., the ex-

istence of the particle at a single instant of time. Thus

the "world -line" of a particle is, strictly speaking, not a

line at all, but is a continuous and unbounded curved spot...,

the particle resolves itself into events. "2 Jeans also says:

"Photons, electrons and protons have become about as meaning-

less to the physicist as x, y, z, are to a child on its first

1

1. Jeans, J., The New Background of Science, pg. 57.

2. Ibid., pg. 285.
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day of learning algebra. The most we hope for at the moment

is to discover ways of manipulating x, y, z, without knowing

what they are, with the result that the advancé of knowledge

is at present reduced to what Einstein has described as ex-

tracting one incomprehensible fron another incomprehensible."l-

Grasping the principle of relativity with his left hand

in order to regard science as essentially concerned with re-

lation, Jeans extends his right hand to hold the principle

of uncertainty developed by Heisenberg. He agrees with

Heisenberg in saying that if we describe nature in terms of

space and time we are bound to hold to the principle of un-

certainty. "Space -time", as Jeans points out, "is not the

framework of the world of nature, but of the world of our

sense -perception, their apparent absence of determinism may

be merely the prices we pay for trying to force the real

world of nature into too cramped a framework. 2

In the light of the principle of uncertainty we know

that space -time is not the true picture of the world but we

have not yet found a way to get rid of it. The abandonment

of a space-time representation of nature would seem to be

the first step in looking for the real nature of the world.

Concerning this Jeans says: "From our earliest days we have

thought of objective nature itself as also existing in space

and time. Our thoughts have become space -time bound, and

can get no grip on concepts outside space and time. Thus no

1. Ibid., pg. 65.

2. Ibid., pg. 259.
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progress has been made along the new road as yet. "l Although

Jeans believes that there is an objective nature, yet he

thinks "the uncertainty principle makes it clear that nature

cannot be explored in this detached way; we can only explore

it by tramping over it and disturbing it; and our vision of

nature includes the clouds of dust we ourselves kick up. We

may make clouds of different kinds, but the uncertainty

principle shows that there is no way of crossing the desert

without raising a cloud of some kind or other to obstruct

our view,... that is to say, not with objective nature but

with our observation of nature.2

1. Ibid., pp. 251-252.

2. Ibid., pg. 235.
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Chapter V

THE PHILOSOPHICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF MODERN PSYCHOLOGY

Scientific psychology characterized itself as inductively

observational and experimental. It is a study of mind based

on observation of facts. It aims to determine the connection

between these facts in so far as possible to formulate the

laws which govern these connections. Scientific psychology

is no longer as it formerly was, a branch of philosophy, nor

is it more philosophical than any of the physical and biolo-

gical sciences. It is probably true that the pure psycholo-

gists, if such there be, are never interested in philosoph-

ical interpretations. But we must admit the fact that psych-

ology at its very beginning has associated with physicists,

physiologists, biologists, and philosophers. "It is notable

that many of the most important contributions to psychology

itself have come from physicists such as Helmholtz, physio-

logists such as Sherrington, biologists such as Jennings,

philosophers such as Berkeley, and men of rank in other

sciences . "
1

Scientific psychology has been gradually drifting away

from philosophy to such an extent that we may say that it

has, by this time, almost completely emancipated itself from

1. Dunlap, K., Old and New Viewpoints in Psycholop;y, pg. 47.



-51-

the reign of philosophy. It is erroneous, however, to sup-

pose that there is no point of contact between psychology

and philosophy. The fact is that some psychologists are

still willing to play the philosophical game, since it is

not only interesting but seems necessary. Psychology, as

well as other sciences, must not only describe, it must also

explain. There are two kinds of explanations: scientific,

and philosophical. Scientific explanation is necessary in

its own field, whereas philosophical explanation is necessary

to knowledge. When a psychologist is working in the labor-

atory he is a scientist, and as a scientist he should deprive

himself of all philosophical bias. After all facts have been

obtained, described, and explained, there seems to be no

valid reason why a psychologist should not be a philosopher.

Whoever reads Heinrich Kluverts essay on contemporary German

psychology will be impressed by the fact that psychology in

Germany at present, is still closely related to philosophy.1

Some psychologists proclaim vociferously their aloofness

from philosophical inquiries, yet their philosophical posi-

tion discloses their attitude toward mental facts. For in-

stance, present day psychological schools, as a rule, try to

avoid becoming schools of philosophy, in fact they are all

ashamed to be called philosophers. The epithet of one

school in denoting another is generally the word "metaphys-

ical"; yet it is interesting to note that this term is not

1. Murphy, G., Historical Introduction to Modern Psychology,
p. 417.
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conferred by the philosophers but, on the contrary, is used

by the psychologists themselves.

Existentialists and Gestalt psychologists would have

little difficulty in identifying behaviorism with "naive

materialism ". Gestalt and functional psychology are in turn

very easily dubbed "idealistic" and "'pragmatic ". It is evi-

dent that most of the psychological schools depend implicitly

or explicitly upon some sort of mind -body theory, however

dimly or tentatively outlined it may be.

The relation of psychology to philosophy is more often

a case of mutual dependence than a dependence of psychology

on philosophy. It seems, however, that the main conceptions

of present day psychology assume a striking similarity to

concepts developed in fields of philosophical thought which

are far from being closely related to psychology. Kluver

recognizes this fact when he says: "There is no doubt that

present day psychology emphasizes "functions" and "acts" more

than "phenomenon ", the dynamic more than the static, the

synthetic view and the description of the various aspects of

a phenomenon more than the analysis, and the inadequate,

though quantitative, consideration of only one aspect of the

phenomenon; it emphasizes the "whole" more than the "elements ".

In short, the main conceptions developed stand in rather

close relation to present -day philosophical formulations. "1

It is true that there are psychologists who are not

1. Murphy, G., Historical Introduction to Modern Psychology,
pg. 421.
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interested in any theory of knowledge and leave the respon-

sibility to the philosophers; but on the other hand, there

are some psychologists who not only study psychology for its

own sake, but are brave enough to go one step farther in

seeking a satisfactory solution to the problem of knowledge.

Such an undertaking is

there is no adventure,

rather dangerous; and

there is no progress.

at last proves safe provided the solution is

tentative, and it is applied with reason.

A. Structural Psychology.

yet, where

The adventure

accepted as

Titchener is generally aconsidered the founder of struc-

turai psychology. As

pressed by the method

The basic concepts of

tially different from

a student of Wundt, he was deeply im-

of experimentation and introspection.

structural psychology are not essen-

those of the Wundtian school. Titchener

differed from Uvundt in the sense that he tried to free psych-

ology entirely from metaphysical or epistemological implica-

tion. "Our text- books ", he says, "speak of the psychology

of perception and the psychology of thought, and seek to safe-

guard themselves by the formal announcement that psychology,

of course, has nothing to do with a theory of knowledge;

whereas the terms of their exposition are filled full of

philosophical reference, and will be assimilated by the or-

dinary reader, if not to a living philosophy, at any rate to
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so much of dead philosophy as common sense embalms. "1

With all of its efforts to make psychology a pure sci-

ence, structural psychology merely received such names as

"crude dualism", "subjectivism ", and "atomistic psychology ".

From the standpoint of Watson, introspection is a serious

bar to the progress of psychology as a science. Regarding

this, he says: "The method of introspection, the looking

inward to see what goes on in one's own mind, has been the

principle method employed by structural psychology... All

that introspective psychology has been able to contribute

is the assertion that mental states are made up of several

thousand irreducible units;... But the truth or falsity of

this assertion is inconsequential, since no other human be-

ing can make an introspective observation upon anyone but

himself. "2 In other words, introspectionism is only a sub-

jectivism rooted in theological mysticism, according to the

behaviorist.

In regard to the subject matter of psychology, Titchener

thought that psychology is the science of consciousness. He

states his position in this regard as follows: "Vital pro-

cesses may be viewed from the outside, and we have the sub-

ject matter of physiology, or they may be viewed from within,

and then we have the subject matter of psychology. The data,

the items of this subject matter, are always complex, and

the task of experimental psychology is to analyze them into

1. Titchener, E. B., Systems of Psychology, pg. 83.

2. Watson, J. B., Psychology from the Standpoint of a
Behaviorist, pg. 2
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the elementary psychical processes. If we know the elements,

and can compare them with the resulting complexes, we may

understand the nature of integration, which according to

Wundt is the distinguishing character of consciousness. "1

Such an idea has confronted a serious attack by the behavior-

ists, as Watson has pointed out that psychology limited its

sutject matter to the so- called states of consciousness, their

analysis and synthesis. "States of consciousness, like the

so- called phenomena of spiritualism, are not objectively veri-

fiable and for that reason can never become data for science.

In all other sciences, the facts of observation are objective,

verifiable, and can be reproduced and controlled by all trained

observers . "2

In regard to the mind and body problem, structural psych-

ology is identical with parallelism. Titchener himself has

expressed his idea as follows: "Our own position has been

that of mind and body... are simply two aspects of the same

world of experience. They cannot influence each other, because

they are not separate and independent things... This doctrine

of the relation of mind to body is known as the doctrine of

psycho- physical parallelism."`'

There are three major philosophical theories which dom-

inated the eighteenth and nineteenth century thought: Des-

1. Titchener, E. B., Systems of Psychology, pg. 14.

2. Watson, J. B., Psychology from the Standpoint of a Beha-
viorist, pg. 1.

3. Titchener, E. B., Text -book of Psychology, pg. 13.
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carte's interactionism, Spinoza's monism, and Leibnitz's

parallelism. Leibnitz insisted that we must explain all

acts of the human body in terms of known physical causes,

while mental acts must, on the other hand, be explained on

terms of mental causes. It is evident that Titchener is only

a disciple of Leibnitz! Such a metaphysics can be reduced

easily to the idealistic theory of knowledge. The epistem-

ology of Wundt, as Hall has brought out, is an idealism

which "need not deny the external world, but necessitates a

critical discrimination of those elements of the knowledge

of objects which originate in the functioning of the subject

from those which are to be presupposed as truly objective.

Hence the only critical realism is an ideal -realism, which

does not deny reality but seeks to show the relation oÍ the

ideal principle to objective reality, just as the laws of

thought are also the laws of the object of thought. It is

idle to attempt to resolve either into the other. The or-

ganic cannot be explained merely from the properties of

matter which physics presupposes, because all organic devel-

opment is a psycho- physic process. "1

B. Functional Psychology.

Functional psychology is generally considered a school

which developed in opposition to structural psychology. It

1. Hall, G. S., Founders of Psychology, pp. 411 -412.
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holds the position that mental processes should not be con-

sidered structural but dynamic operations. Moreover, it

studies mental processes not as elements entering into a com-

position, but as activities leading to practical consequen-

ces. The three important concepts of functional psychology

were clearly stated by Angell when he gave the presidential

address to the American Psychological Association in 1906.

In the first place, functional psychology may be regarded as

the "psychology of mental operations in contrast to the

psychology of mental elements ". In the second place, func-

tional psychology may be thought of as the "psychology of

the fundamental utilities of consciousness ", in which mind

is "primarily engaged in mediating between the environment

and the needs of the organism ". Thirdly, functional psych-

ology views the total mind -body organism and is broader than

the view in psycho -physics. "1

The first important statement of the major concepts of

this school was made by Dewey in his article, The Reflex Arc

Concept in Psychology, which appeared in 1896.2 This article

stressed the point that psychological activity cannot be

broken into parts or elements but must be regarded as a con-

tinuous whole. Furthermore, body and mind are only two as-

pects of one thing, and should never be treated as distinct,

separate orders of events as the dualists would treat them.

Obviously, this position was a great blow to structural

1. Boring, E. G., A History of Experimental Psychology. Chap. 21.

2. Dewey, John, The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology, Psych-
ological Review, Vol. 3, pp. 357-370.
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psychology.

John Dewey is primarily a philosopher, and his psychol-

ogy is dominated, naturally, by his philosophical instrumen-

talism. He is interested not in facts only, but also in the

interpretation of facts. In explaining human behavior he

insisted that the key to the act is the "successful issuer',

the end. A coordination is an organization of means with

reference to a comprehensive end; thus functional psychology

is the study of the psycho -physical organism in use.

Angell regards consciousness as an organic function

which survives along with psychological elements. Its func-

tion is not only that of the adjustment of the organism but

also the direction and control of the organism. Mind seems

to involve the master devices whereby the adaptive opera-

tions of organic life may be made most perfect. Other func-

tionalists such as Ladd, Judd, and Carr have contributed

much to the development of the concepts of this school but

their contributions cannot be discussed in detail here.

At this point, it would be well to examine the phil-

osophical significance of this school. Functional psych-

ology, when considered among other psychological schools,

seems to be characteristically colored with philosophical

ideas; in fact, its philosophical background appears to

trace back to Aristotle, post- Darwinism, and pragmatism.

However, since Dewey has given the more immediate philoso-

phical interpretation of this school, a brief glance at
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his philosophy must suffice here.

According to Dewey, the activity of an organism is not

merely cognitive, but also purposive, leading to practical

consequence. This theory is fundamentally based upon his

philosphy known as "immediate empiricism" and "instrumen-

talism". According to Dewey's immediate empiricism, things

are experienced as such and experience is more than knowing

process. By instrumentalism, Dewey states that knowing is

always mediate, that is, it is by means of ideas, which are

instruments for the reconstruction of experienced environ-

ment. Perceptions are selected elements of experience.

When the condition is not favorable for the response of the

organism, experience is brought into subjectivity; but when

the practically satisfactory idea is found, the judgment is

expressed objectively in an act of knowing .1

C. Behaviorism.

Behaviorism began as a reaction to mentalistic psych-

ology. It seeks to base its concepts upon the foundation

of natural science. Watson who'is considered the founder

of the school, declared that the key which will unlock the

door of any other scientific structure will unlock the door

of psychology. He was inspired by the study of animal be-

havior on the one hand, and with a determination to reject

the existence of consciousness as an entity and all phil-

1. Watson, J. B., Psychology from the Standpoint of a Beha-
viorist, Preface.
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osophical explanations, on the other.

It seems that all study of animal behavior must employ

objective observation, due to the fact that animals cannot

speak as human beings do. Being a student of animal beha-

vior,atson quickly grasped the principle of objective ap-

proach and later applied this principle to the study of

human beings. This, of course, aroused much controversy.

In regard to philosophical influence, the impetus was

given by James' essay Does Consciousness Exist? which marked

the turning point in epistemology as well as in psychology.

Regarding consciousness, James said: !For twenty years past

I have mistrusted nconsciousnessn as an entity; for seven or

eight years past I have suggested its non -existence to my

students, and tried to give them its pragmatic equivalent in

realities of experience. It seems to me that the hour is

ripe for it to be openly and universally discarded.n1 He

continues: "To deny plumply that nconsciousness" exists

seems so absurd on the face of it - for undeniably "thoughts"

do exist - that I fear some readers will follow me no far-

ther. Let me then immediately explain that I mean only to

deny that the word stands for an entity, but to insist most

emphatically that it does stand for a function. There is, I

mean, no aboriginal stuff or quality of being, contrasted

with that of which material objects are made, out of which

our thought of objects are made, but there is a function

1. James, Wm., Essays in Radical Empiricism, p. 3.
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in experience which thoughts perform, and for the perform-

ance of which this quality of being is invoked. That func-

tion is knowing."1

In this connection, Roback states: "In line with

James' criticism, realists like Woodbridge2 and Bush3 in

their development of a relational view of consciousness,

have further suggested the possibility of treating mind in

terms of objects .
f'4 "With the incorporation of neo- realism

as a philosophical school came the re- enforcement of the

radical movement in psychology. Perry's article, 'Concep-

tions and Misconceptions of 'Consciousness", though dir-

ected against the metaphysical coloring of the term con-

sciousness and not against its use in psychology, where 'it

may be shown to mean something definite and important', served

partly to bring into question the value of this concept al-

together. The impression that neo- realism and behaviorism

are inseparable is altogether too prevalent, partly because

of Holt's conspicuous position in both these schools, and

partly because neo- realism is looked upon as a mechanistic

philosophy. "5

laeiss, an outstanding behaviorist, is right in saying:

1. Ibid., pp. 3 -4.

2. Woodbridge, F. J. E., The Problem of Consciousness in
Philosophy and Psychology. Garman Commemorative Volume,
p. 137 ff.

3. Bush, W. T., "The Nature of Consciousness", Journal of
Philos. Psychol. and Sci. Methods. 1905, Vol. II, p. 119 ff.

4. Roback, A. A. Behaviorism and Psychology. pp. 36 -37.

5. Roback, A. A., riehaviorism and Psychology. pp. 37-38.
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"Behaviorism at present is merely a convenient term which

more or less definitely separates those psychologists who

believe that the so- called mental states cannot be classi-

fied as physical states, from those psychologists who be-

lieve that they can. 11l

Instead of saying with Roback that behaviorism is

merely a philosophical attitude as applied to the subject -

matter of psychology, it would seem to be more fair to say

that behaviorism is a natural science dealing with mental

processes in physical terms. Behaviorism, of course, can

serve as a basis for materialism in philosophy; but behavior-

ism is behaviorism, it cannot be a philosophy, neither can

it be a psychology in the strict sense of the term. As

Roback rightly says: "If all psychology could be trans-

lated into physical terms, I should still insist that my

chief concern is with psychology. Whoever wishes may devote

his life to physics..., let them turn physicists. Surely we

must not be compelled to draw the conclusion that psychology

ought therefore to be converted into physics. "2

In order to conform with the method in natural science,

the view of the behaviorists is that nothing can be known

concerning the human organism except by external observation.

They deny altogether that there is a separate source of know-

ledge called ',introspection", by means of which we can know

things about ourselves which we could never observe in others.

1. Weiss, A. P., A Theoretical Basis of Human Behavior, pg. 5.

2. Roback, A. A., Behaviorism and Psychology, pg. 206.
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It is true that they do not deny that all sorts of processes

may go on within our minds, they only say that such things,

if they do occur, are not susceptible to scientific observa-

tion and do not therefore concern psychology as a science.

It is clear that so far the behaviorists have succeeded

in freeing themselves from philosophy, and assume it to be

their business to study life and mental processes just as

they would study material, the question still remains; Is

this a good psychology?

D. Gestalt Psychology.

If there is any one word which can signify the outstand-

ing characteristic of Gestalt psychology, it would seem to be

the word "whole11. Gestalt psychology can be defined as the

psychology of the whole, which concept differentiates it

sharply from either structuralism or behaviorism. The fact

is that Gestalt psychology began as a revolt against the

analytical attitude which had been too much stressed by the

structuralists and behaviorists. It rejects the analysis of

the introspectionist who isolates contents from their obser-

vations, on the one hand, and disagrees with the behaviorist

who observes human behavior t?bit by bit", on the other. In

other words, it contends that we can never get far in psych-

ology by analysis of either experience or behavior.

The founder of the Gestalt school was Max Wertheimer
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(1880- ), but Kohler' and Koffka2 have been its equally

able and more vocal exponents. Wertheimer's experimental

work is chiefly concerned with perception. He found that

in perceiving movement, one must perceive it as such. Con-

ventional analysis is ineffective because movement must be

regarded as a unified whole, it is not to be regarded as a

"bundle" of sensations. It was this concept, supported and

maintained by Köhler and Koffka, which gave rise to Gestalt

psychology as a school.

The outstanding characteristic of Gestalt psychology

is, no doubt, its stress upon the concept of the "whole",

and its protest against the analytic attitude in psycholog-

ical experimentation. This, however, does not imply the

abolition of scientific analysis. Kohler has expressed this

idea as follows: "Gestalt psychology is said by some crit-

ics to repeat the word "whole" continually, to neglect the

existence of part and therefore to sacrifice that wonderful

tool of all scientific procedure, analysis. Nothing could

be a more misleading statement, as may be judged from the

fact that we found it necessary to mention segregation wher-

ever we were dealing with a unit or a definite whole. In

dynamical distribution, as we have seen, the functional "in-

terwovenness" of a field is altogether incompatible with dy-

namical segregation. the may even say that in Gestalt ana.ly-

1. Köhler, W., Gestalt Psychology -. (New York, 1929)

2. Koffka, K., The Growth of Mind. OHarcourt, Brace, 192.5)



-65-

sis we find the genuine "parts" of the field as segregated

wholes and groups, and in these wholes or groups, genuine

"parts" again subordinate wholes and members, whereas the

so- called sensations of introspective analysis are existing

only in construction and theory. "1 In other words, Gestalt

psychology does not contend against analysis as such, but

against, analysis into real elements. Kohler, as well as

other members of the Gestalt school, can see that analysis

is important in scientific procedure but elements must dis-

appear again in the final result. The whole, as the Gestalt

psychologist conceives it, is not a summation of parts but

a structure, exhibiting a very different behavior

from that of its components. In this connection, Wheeler

says: "By virtue of its peculiar organization, water pos-

sesses properties which neither hydrogen nor oxygen possesses.

... Water is not in reality composed of hydrogen and oxygen;

nor is the human body composed of cells. "2

In describing the significance of the whole, Wheeler

also says that the "whole" conditions or determines the be-

havior of its parts. It directs the movement of the parts

from the starting place to a remote end; therefore, Many re-

action of the human being is a reaction of the organism as-

a- whole, and is a unified response to a total situation of

1. Kohler, Vi., Gestalt Psychology, pp. 182 -183.

2. Wheeler, R. H., The Laws of Human Nature, p. 72.
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some kind, 'r1 It is clear that the fundamental difference

between structural psychology or behaviorism and Gestalt

psychology is that the former rests upon the concept of

nanalysisn while the latter rests upon the principle of the

nwholen.

Analysis has been accepted as a fundamental method in

science and the principle of the whole is the basic concept

in philosophy. That is the reason perhaps why behaviorism

and structural psychology eschew philosophy, while Gestalt

psychology is friendly to the philosophical approach. It

must not be thought, however, that Gestalt psychology is de-

rived from philosophy. Such is not the case, for all of the

basic facts and theories of this school are based upon ex-

perimental results. The principle of the whole, as the

writer conceives it, is the typical method of philosophy and

is being used now in the realm of science.

On the one hand, scientific method in philosophy has

been propounded by Russell, and on the other hand it has

been refuted by Bergson. We seem to be justified in attri-

buting to the Gestalt school the initiation of the use of

the philosophical method in science. This doctrine of the

dynamic whole, as we can see clearly, is a continued protest

against a mechanical interpretation of human behavior. It

does not interpret life in terms of physics and chemistry,

nor does it interpret mind in terms of receptor- patterns and

1. Wheeler, R. H., The Laws of Human Nature, Chapter III.
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neurone -routes. The human organism is a dynamic whole which

can never be understood by the method of analysis.
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Chapter VI

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL BASIS OF MODERN EPISTEMOLOGY

Experimental psychology in its early history was closely

connected with the doctrine of ',ideasf''. Finding the argument

of the speculative philosophers futile, the pioneers bravely

tried to translate it into experimental science. They em-

ployed the experimental technique to mould its problems in

order to find a better terminology or theoretical formulation.

In other words, they were not only conscious of the importance

of psychology as a science, but they proved also that experi-

mental psychology can serve best as the foundation of episte-

mology. This is one of the reasons that psychology, from its

very beginning, has attracted the attention of the philoso-

phers.

There are two divergent ways in which philosophers founded

their philosophy on the basis of experimental psychology.

Wundt and Avenarius exemplify the application of these approaches.

" Avenarius, like Wundt, comes to his definition of psychology

by way of a theory of knowledge. There is, however, a differ-

ence which we may roughly express by saying that Wundt's de-

finition is grounded in, while Averarius' is grounded on, its

author's philosophy. Wundt, we remember, had achieved compe-

tence in physiology and psychology before he wrote his Logic

and his System of Philosophy. His thought is saturated with
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science, with fact and theory, history and method, law and

experiments. He moves slowly and cautiously from special

science to philosophy; and when he attains a theory of knowl-

edge, it is dyed through and through with the color of sci-

ence. Avenarius, on the contrary, began his series of publi-

cations with a study of Spinoza; and then, turning away from

historical enquiry to constructive philosophising.... The

psychological discussion appears, therefore, as a sort of

appendix to Avenarius' philosophy.M1

Whether science should be based upon philosophy or phil-

osophy should be based upon science is too formidable a prob-

lem for discussion in this thesis. Those who like to take

the middle road will believe that philosophy should be based

upon science but not confined to science. The fact is that

philosophy always seeks to go beyond science and direct the

course of science. As stated in the last chapter, the con-

ception of present day psychology seems to follow the stream

of philosophy and it is the purpose of this chapter to show

that the streams of epistemology always keep close touch with

psychology. Either of these two courses has shown the fact

that psychology and philosophy cannot proceed alone without

the other.

Philosophy deals with knowledge as a whole and for that

reason, philosophy cannot be based upon any one science, nor

should it confine itself to scientific facts alone. Accord-

ing to the writer's view, philosophy should explain all facts,

1. Titchener, E. B., Systems of Psychology, pg. 114.
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scientific, artistic, or religious. However, since it has

been stated that the two great pillars in epistemology are

psychology and physics, the contributions of arts and reli-

gion are only secondary.

The present epistemological theories can be divided

into three main streams, namely Pragmatism, Realism, and

Idealism. Each of these streams is highly psychological.

It is no exaggeration to say that most of the leaders in

pragmatism are psychologists. The fact that realism goes

along with behaviorism is universally recognized; and ideal-

ism, from beginning to end, is psychological.

A. Analytic study of Pragmatism.

Early pragmatism began with Charles Pierce in 1878 as

a logical method which sought to teach the way to make our

ideas fruitful. Pierce was impatient with metaphysical

speculation which bears no practical value. Metaphysics, as

he conceived it, 'Thas hitherto been a piece of amusement for

idle minds, a sort of game of chess; and the ratio essendi

of Pragmatism is to make a clean sweep of most of the pro-

positions of ontology, nearly all of which are senseless

rubbish, where words are defined by words and so on without

ever reaching any real concept."l

The pragmatic seed, planted by Pierce and watered by

Dewey and James, grew rapidly in America and other countries

1. Pierce, C. S., What Pragmatism Is. The Monist, April,
1905, Vol. XV . , No. 2.
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as well. Although Dewey attacked the problem from the stand-

point of biology, his instrumentalism is primarily psycholog-

ical. As to James, the opinion can be ventured here that he

propounded the theory entirely from the standpoint of psych-

ology. From the time of James, pragmatism seems to have

reached its maturity and likewise claims emphatically a psych-

ological foundation.

Roughly speaking, pragmatism has undergone three changes:

from logical to biological and from biological to psycholog-

ical. Pragmatic theory is primarily a theory of knowledge

trying to free itself from metaphysics. This theory started

as a reaction or revolt against the traditional conception of

knowledge and truth. Accordingly, there are two chief cur-

rent definitions of truth: the Copy Theory and the Coherence

Theory. The Copy Theory insisted that truth consists in an

"agreement" or "correspondence" of thought with its object,

viz. reality. The question, however, is how are we to know

whether or not our "truth" "corresponds" or "agrees" with its

real object? According to the Coherence Theory, truth is an

ideal whole, human knowledge so far has not reached the abso-

lute Truth and can never reach it. Coherence as the defini-

tion of truth is advocated-by the idealists. It is set forth

ably in Mr. Joachim's book, The Nature of Truth. l

The great contribution of pragmatism is that it is not

interested in any truth which is something mysteriously con-

1. Joachim, H. H., The Nature of Truth, Oxford, 1906.
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nected with the object known. "The truth of an idea" as

James said, "will then mean only its workings or that in it

which by ordinary psychological laws set up those working;

it will mean neither the ideals object, nor anything "salta-

tory" inside the idea, that terms drawn from experience

cannot describe.ttl James is considered a realist in the

sense that he assumed "pure experience". He believes that

there is a world which is free from any human knowledge or

meaning. He said, in this connection: "This pen, for exam-

ple, is in the first instance a bald that, a datum, fact,

phenomenon, content, or whatever other neutral or ambiguous

name you may prefer to apply. I called it a "pure experience".

To get classed either as a physical pen or as someone's per-

cept of a pen, it must assume a function, and that can only

happen in a more complicated world. So far as in that world

it is a stable feature, holds ink, marks paper and obeys the

guidance of a hand, it is a physical pen. "2 According to

this statement, we will understand that whatever is physical

involves complicated meaning, feeling, desire, etc.

Pragmatic psychology of thought. (a) Thoughts are human

temperament§ (James). Since thinking or knowledge involves

feeling, meaning, desire `and purpose, therefore thinking ac-

cording to James is a kind of temperament. "The history of

philosophy" as James conceives it, "is to a great extent that

1. James, Wm., The Meaning of Truth, Preface.

2. James, Win., Essays of .radical Empiricism, p. 126.
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of a certain clash of human temperaments .1 James' famous

classification of mind signifies his philosophy of thought.

He divided all thinking into two distinct types of mental

make -up known as the "tender -minded" and "tough -minded«.

The so- called 'Ttender- minded" are the rationalists (going

by principles) who are intellectualistic, idealistic, optim-

istic, religious, free -willist, monistic, and dogmatical.

The "tough- minded" are the empiricists (going by facts) who

are sensationalistic, materialistic, pessimistic, irreli-

gious, fatalistic, pluralistic, and skeptical.2

(b) Thinking is purposive (Schiller). The most impor-

tant point made by Schiller in his book entitled Humanism is

that thought is purposive. According to Schiller, "Interest"

is the motive of thought. "If, therefore, interest is to be

tabooed the whole theory of thought becomes a mere mass of

useless machinery. For it is interest which starts, propels,

sustains, and guides the "movement" of our thought. It ef-

fects the necessary selection among the objects of our atten-

tion, accepting what is consonant, and rejecting what is dis-

crepant, with our aim in'thinking. .If then, the purposiveness

of our thought is its central feature psychologically, how can

a logic set it aside without the grossest travesty ?n3

(c) Thought as satisfaction (Dewey). In his article,

Experimental Theory of Knowledge,4 Dewey makes a distinction

1. Ibid., pg. 6.

2. Ibid., pg. 12.

3. Schiller, F. C. S., Humanism, pp. 53-56.

4. Dewey, J., Mind, N. S. 59 (July, 1906) p. 293.
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between (1) experience which is mere experience and in no

sense knowledge, (2) experience which is cognitive only to

the outside observer or in reflection, and (3) experience

which is properly cognitional. These three kinds of experi-

ence he illustrates by a single example: our experience of

the odor of a rose. In experience of the "mere experience "'

type there appears in consciousness first of all "just a

floating odor, nothing more ". This is succeeded by action;

and finally by the smelling and enjoying of the rose. Here

we have a series of three experiences, smell -felt -movement

- gratification; but no knowledge whatsoever, not even of

the acquaintance type is involved.

To sum up the concept of the pragmatic psychology of

thought, we find that pure thought is, as we have already

stated, non -existent; logic cannot be divorced from psychology;

and knowledge is actually present in a process of conscious-

ness. Knowledge, as such, is subject to a large number of

psychological influences, such as desire, interest, attention,

will, etc. With such psychology as a basis, we can anticipate

the type of epistemology that will be produced.

Pragmatic theory of truth. (a) Truth is an experimental

result. Pragmatism, as James explained it, is primarily a

method. He said, "It has no dogmas, and no doctrines save its

method. "1 In The Meaning of Truth, James has given us also

the statement: "I think that Mr. Schiller's proposal to call

1. James, Vim., Pragmatism, pg. 54.



the wider pragmatism by the name of "humanism" is excellent

and ought to be adopted. The narrower pragmatism may still

be spoken of as the "pragmatic method".1

We may well ask now, what is pragmatic method? Pragmatic

method, if the writer has interpreted James correctly, is an

experimental method. He is not interested in any first prin-

ciple or axioms; what concerns him is the "last things,

fruits, consequences, facts". If we compare the pragmatic

meaning of truth and the definition of experiment we see

their great resemblance. On this point James says: "True

ideas are those that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate,

and verify. False ideas are those that we cannot."2 This is

the reason that Montague said that pragmatism is futurism.

On this point he continues: "Rationalism and Authoritarianism

might be described as methods of justifying beliefs by making

them conform either to testimony or to axioms already estab-

lished in the past. Empiricism and mysticism could analogously

be described as methods of testing beliefs by their agreement

with immediate present experience, either external or internal.

Pragmatism, however, tests beliefs by the consequences that

flow from them in the future. ßt3

(b) Truth is a useful consequence. In regard to truth as

a useful consequence, we must first understand that pragmatic

1. James, Wm., The Meaning of Truth, pg. b3,

2. Ibid., Preface.

3. Montague, W. P., The Ways of Knowing, pg. 138.
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truth is made. '"Truth is made, just as health, welath, and

strength are made, in the course of experience. "1 Since

truth is made by human beings, it is established for the

satisfaction of human beings. That is the reason why truth

is always connected with cash -value in pragmatism. In this

regard, James says: "Truth lives, in fact, for the most part

on a credit system. Our thoughts and beliefs "pass ", so long

as nothing challenges them, just as bank -notes pass so long

as nobody refuses them. But this all points to direct face

to face verifications somewhere, without which the fabric of

truth collapses like a financial system with no cash -basis

whatever. You accept my verification of one thing, I yours

of another. We trade on each other's truth. But beliefs

verified concretely by somebody are the posts of the whole

superstructure. "2

No discussion as to the psychological basis of pragmatism

is required here since James and Dewey themselves are psych-

ologists. Pragmatism, accordingly, is a product of experi-

mental psychology.

B. The psychological foundation of modern Realism.

The new development of modern realism during these thirty

years marks a great change in human thinking. In dealing with

modern realism we cannot proceed without mentioning the

1. James, Wm., Pragmatism, pg. 218.

2. James, Wm., Pragmatism, pp. 207 -208.
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article published in 1903 by E. G. Moore titled Refutation

of Idealism.1 This article was an ultimatum to the ideal-

ists. The controversy began at that time and still con-

tinues at the present time. That article represents an at-

tempt to upset the whole system of idealism. Whether or

not it has succeeded is another question, but its aim was

an admirable one.

The traditional theory of idealism may be stated in two

ways: (1) to be is to be perceived (Berkeley), and (2)

sense -perception and appearance are equivalents (Kant). The

former is called subjective idealism and the latter, phe-

nomenalism.

Finding that such idealism leads to a blind alley, the

realist offers a way of escape. To escape from subjectivism

is to go back to that primoridal common sense which believes

in a world that exists independently of the knowing of it.

To escape from phenomenalism is to believe that that same

independent world discovered by human knowledge is the world

of reality. The rise of this new realism has attracted many

adherents. Among the English realists may be mentioned

L. T. Hobhouse, Bertrand Russell, G. E. Moore, S. Alexander,

T. P. Nunn, and others. Among the Americans, the most prom-

inent advocates are F. J. E. Woodbridge, R. B. Perry, W. P.

Montague, E. B. Holt, W. T. Marvin, W. B. Pitkin, and E. G.

Spaulding. The standpoint of neo- realism is that objects

1. Moore, E. G., Philosophical Studies.
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are external to human consciousness. In regard to the re-

lation of the English school to the American school, the

English new realists, reacting against the extreme idealis-

tic philosophies which made consciousness the only and all -

inclusive Being, took up the question as to what conscious-

ness is. The answer was soon forthcoming that it is not an

existent at all, unless it is a relation between existents;

in particular, a relation between a really existent subject

and a world of really existent objects. The American neo-

realists, on the other hand, insisted that consciousness is

not a relation between a psychical or mental subject and

physical objects, it is rather a relation between physical

objects. Let us now examine the psychological basis of the

American neo- realism. The doctrine that the world exists

independent of knowing is primarily based on the psychologi-

cal belief that consciousness is an "external" relation.

Among the early American neo- realists, probably no one

has given more attention to the problem of consciousness than

F. J. E. Woodbridge. What appears to be a key to the history

of his thinking on this subject is to be found in his essay,

Perception and Epistemology.- If the world ,is "made only of

the stuff of consciousness, then," he writes, "consciousness

is the kind of stuff that may be condensed into a lump of

sugar with which to sweeten coffee." This is expressive of

1. Woodbridge, F. J. E., Essays in Honor of William James,
pp. 160-161.
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Woodbridge's strong reaction against idealism; and it is a

significant fact that in the end he himself defines conscious-

ness in terms of the physical alone.

Woodbridge has also suggested that the method for the

study of consciousness should be external observation rather

than introspection. This method has been propounded by J. B.

Vatson. According to Watson, consciousness is no more an

object of study in psychology than in physics. He is opto-

mistic enough to expect that the study of the relation of ex-

ternal stimulus and response will solve all the problems with

which the introspective psychologist has concerned himself.

Let us now turn to see the various view advanced by other

neo- realists.

To Marvin, the distinction between consciousness and

what is not consciousness is not to be found in the data of

experience as such, but is a matter of interpretation, tiM,y

consciousness of this page, T' he writes, Otis literally the

page, the page in certain relations. "1

The explanation of consciousness from the standpoint of

physics, however, is not the whole story of the behavioris-

tic position. There are some other behaviorists whose con-

ception of consciousness is viewed from another angle.

Holt's paper on Response and Cognition, for example, is re-

cognized as one of the important documents of the new

1. Marvin, W. T., A First Book in Metaphysics, pg. 258.

2. Holt, F. B., The Freudian Wish, pp. 153 -208.
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"behaviorism ". While cordially approving the methods of

investigation employed by the radical behaviorists, he

regards their description as defective, and he criticized

the behaviorists who adopted the "bead theory" in physics

to treat behavior. They failed to realize the organization

or integration of these reflex activities as the chief weak-

ness of behaviorism. He said, "Our account has overlooked

the most essential thing of all - the organization of these
1

processes." Just as the behaviorists, he explains cogni-

tion as response; but this response is an organized response,

it is consciousness. Frankly, he declared that the behavior-

ists do not understand what behavior is, even though they

said that psychology is the science of behavior! "In theory,"

said Holt, "they need an exact definition of what behavior

is. They are today in danger of making the materialist's

error, of denying the facts, as well as the theory, of con-

sciousness. "2 The behaviorist, according to Holt, has been

describing consciousness and yet has failed to recognize the

fact. It is true that he denies that consciousness is a

thing but he does insist that consciousness is behavior - the

behavior of an organism. The "knower ", according to Holt,

is nothing but the body itself. The knowing processes, how-

ever, signify the fact that a living being is aware not only

of objects in his external environment but of his own body

or his own organic processes. This concept suggests that the

1. Ibid., pg. 161.

2. Ibid., pp. 206-207.



-81-

"experimental method" should be used in conjunction with

the "objective method ".

In the latter part of his paper, we can clearly see

that Holt has been deeply influenced by Gestalt psychology

and emergent evolution. In discussing personality, he

emphasizes strongly the significance of integration. "This

matter of the unthwarted lifelong progress of behavior in-

tegration is of profound importance for it is the transition

from behavior to conduct, and the moral conduct. "1 By "be-

havior integration" Holt here means similarity with "the

organism as a whole ", which is the fundamental principle of

Gestalt psychology and emergent evolution.

Holt is more broad -minded than Watson, comparatively

speaking. He is considered more or less conservative by the

Gestalt group and the emergent evolutionists. This is be-

cause he is still contending that the whole is no more than

the summation of its parts. He seems to think that the

whole is merely the aggregate of the parts, ignoring the

fact that the whole is a novelty of behavior. Attempting to

disprove the significance of the whole, he even went so far

as to state: "Not only does their expression 'organism as a

whole' lend itself to illicit inferences, but also it is at

best so inexact as to be inadmissible at all, save in the

most causal and popular way. For in fact, the organism

never does act as a whole. The many stimuli that environ us

1. Holt, Ibid., p. 197.
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play on us the most varied tunes, very much as fingers play

tunes on a piano.... The life of the mind is a drama in

which the several parts are played by impulses, habits,

wishes, plans, and traits of character, which are perpetually

confronting one another and conflicting with one another."

According to the above statement, we can see clearly that

Holt refuses to accept the significance of the "wholett as

propounded by the Gestalt school, and he is willing to re-

main a neo- realist.

The inadequacy of the behavioristic or neo- realistic

approach to mind, foreshadowed the development of the con-

cepts of critical realism. The birth of critical realism

dates from the year 1920 with the publication of Essays in

Critical Realism sponsored by Durant Deake, Arthur C. Love-

joy, James Bissett Pratt, Arthur K. Rogers, George Santayana,

Roy Wood Sellars, and C. A. Strong. The general position of

this school is a belief in the existence of objects thém-

selves and they attempt to prove their position. They differ

with the neo- realists, however,, in saying that what we see

is not the thing -in- itself but the "essencett of the reality.

In this connection Sarong says: ttAn essence may be defined

as anything whatever that we can think of or know, considered

solely with regard to what it is, and not as existing; or,

more briefly, as the entire what of a thing, without its ex-

istence.... Thus "essence" means entity or subsistence,

1. Holt, E. B., Animal Drive and the Learning Process, pp,
261 -262.
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i.e. a being of the logical type, and not an existent either

physical or psychological.... Cognition, in fine, is ex-

tremely simple; it is nothing but the giveness of an essence

and the acting in consequence as if an object existed. "1

From this statement we can see clearly that Strong has built

his principle of essence on the foundation of cognition which

is primarily a psychological reference.

Strong is indeed primarily a psychologist. He is known

as a "pan -psychist" since he believes that "that which ap-

pears to us as physical is in itself psychical ".2 Is not this

doctrine similar to the philosophy of the organism held by

Whitehead? According to Whitehead, "Science is taking on a

new aspect which is neither purely physical, nor purely bio-

logical. It is becoming the study of organisms. Biology

is the study of the larger organism; whereas physics is the

study of the smaller organisms . "3

Tracing mind from the evolutionary standpoint, Sellar,

the critical realist, holds the same principle as Morgan who

had pointed out that they differ only in metaphysics or the

conception of God (activity). In the theory of knowledge,

they have much in common. The following major points given

by Morgan indicate their common views:

"(1) That all objective content of knowledge, perceptual
or contemplative, is within the person concerned....

(2) That we have no 'penetrative intuition of physical

1. Strong, C. A., The Origin of Consciousness, pp. 38 -40.

2. Strong, C. A., The Origin of Consciousness, pg. 2.

3. Whitehead, A. N., Science and the Modern World, pg. 150.
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reality "....
(3) That what is perceived is not the physical existent

itself, but a "mental substitute for the thing to
which the organism is reacting "....

(4) That the objective world, at any rate for visual
experience, is one of reference from this mental
substitute, one of psychic signs referred to ac-
knowledge physical centres, one in which color, for
example, is "indicative of physical conditions "....

(5) That "no datum is like its external cause" but is a
psychic sign thereof which determines the course of
behavior....

In short, critical realists, just as the idealists, insist

that what we see is certainly not the thing -in- itself, it is

in reality a psychological phenomena. However, critical real-

ists part company with some idealists in their affirmation of

the existence of the physical'object outside the realm of

knowledge. The idealists, however, are more skeptical of

this view. Morgan, presumably an idealist, while acknowledg-

ing the physical world to be existent in its own right, inde-

pendent of any sensory acquaintance, has also acknowledged

the existence of God as the directive Activity on whom the

manner of going in all natural events ultimately depends.2

C. Psychology and the new- idealism.

The position of idealism may be summer up in three argu-

ments: (1) the epistemological argument, (2) the argument "a

contingentia mundi", and (3) the ontological argument.

The epistemological argument. The meaning of this argu-

ment is that we cannot discover anything without the process

1. Morgan, C. L., Emerg`ent Evolution, pp. 303-309.

2. Morgan, C. L., Emergent Evolution, pg. b9.



-85-

of knowledge. In other words, what we find, already presup-

poses the function of the mind. The neo- realists tried their

best to upset this argument but in spite of their efforts the

proof of an existent world independent of knowing is not yet

successful. Regarding this Haldane says: "There is no world

apart from knowledge for which it is there,... There can be

no meaning in any object -world that is not object -world for a

knower. ,If there can be no meaning for the object there can

accordingly be no existence for it, for existence involves

meaning and it is significant. "1

The argument "a contingentia mundi". This is the argu-

ment which characterizes the idealistic method in dealing
with knowledge. By "a contingentia mundi" we mean that the

events in the universe are guided by form or pattern. This

is fundamentally the method of philosophy which deals with knowl-

edge from the whole to the part. According to the - idealists,

knowledge is so far imperfect, it is subject to indefinite

modification. Truth consists in a totality or whole which is

a complete harmony and unification of every part of knowledge.

Truth is likewise a system in which each part is related to

all the rest and cannot be understood in isolation from the rest.

The absolute truth, however, reveals itself in us, and our

thinking is thus in some way or other the reproduction of the

one eternal consciousness. Indeed, every finite experience

is rooted in the ideal. Truth is therefore, according to the

1. Haldane, V., The Reign of Relativity, p. 169.
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idealist, an ideal, and one which can never as such or in its

completeness be actual in human experience. Human knowledge

may have degrees of truth in proportion to the degree in which

it contains more or less of the nature of the real; and its

degree of truth will depend upon its completeness and its sys-

tematic coherence. Human knowledge, however, can never attain

the ideal of absolute truth which is the completely individual,

self- sustained, significant whole.

The ontological argument. We are now Proceeding in argu-

ment to metaphysics. It is true that we cannot complete a

theory of knowledge without being concerned with the problem

of metaphysics. This must be true since the theory of knowledge

always concern reality. By the ontological argument we mean

that idealists insist that the world we know is not a world of

itself; in other words, our present knowledge has not yet

grasped the real world. Their contention is that the world we

know is the essence of existence. The idealists may believe

that there is a world of existence, just as the critical real-

ists believe, but the difference is that the former affirm

its existence independent of cognition while the latter take

it merely as a kind of belief, or humbly retain their agnostic

position.

After discussing fully the question of what matter is,

Mr. Eddington, the idealistic scientist, concludes his state-

ment as follows: "Very well; matter is something that Mr. X.

knows . "
1

Idealism, from beginning to end, is psychological. It

1. Eddington, A. S., The Nature of the Physical World, pg. 262.
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is significant that all forms of idealism have given a very

important place to the function of the mind. The old ideal-

ism is characterized by the theory that being is essentially

"idea" and depends upon consciousness for its existence.

Up to the modern period, we have the typical psycholog-

ical idealism of which Berkeley was the pioneer. According

to Berkeley, there is no material substance, but only minds

with their ideas; the problem of interaction between mind

and matter is sheer nonsense. To Immanuel Kant, the world we

know is only a phenomenal world, not things in themselves.

He claimed that there are certain "categories" or forms of

thought which he held to be the universal pre -requisites of

knowledge.

It was this universal thinking that Hegel developed into

his objective idealism. Finding that reality is not mere

private feeling, he claimed that we know objective reality

which is existent and this reality is made up of universally

acceptable ideas.

Reality, according to the new idealism., represented by

Royce, is essentially an interpretation of human mind. Our

knowledge of the world can be expressed in two ways: we may

either use language, thus we know a thing; or we may use it

thus: we know such and such things about the thing. The

idealists, as a rule, favor with the latter. "All science ",

according to Occam, "is composed of propositions mental or

vocal, and all propositions are combinations of signs. A sign
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is anything by means of which we think of something else.

Ideas are natural signs of things, words are artificial

signs of ideas .111 If this statement is true, then we have

the light by which we may see that all knowledge is but a sign

about some thing. What this something is, however, we do

not know, for science, so far, has only discovered structure

and not the content of the objective world. Thus the world

we know is the world of meaning. Neither the idealists nor

the critical realists insist that we have grasped reality.

Russell says in this connection: nieanwhile the physicists,

especially Einstein and other exponents of the theory of re-

lativity, have been making "matter" less and less material.tl2

With respect to the realm of physical science, Eddington says:

"The relativity theory of physics reduces everything to rela-

tions, that is to say, it is structure, not material which.

counts. The structure cannot be built up without material but

the nature of the material is of no importance.113 To these

viewpoints, Ogden and Richards add: "Though with the growth

of knowledge we have become much less certain than our an-

cestors about what chairs and tables are, physicists and

philosophers have not yet succeeded in putting the question

entirely beyond discussion. Everyone agrees that chairs and

tables are perfectly good things - they are there and can be

touched - but all competent to form an opinion are equally

1. Ogden and Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, pg. 102.

2. Russell, B., Analysis of Mind, Preface.

3. Eddington, A. S., Space, Time and Gravitation, pg. 197.
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agreed that whatever we see is certainly not them "l
Clearly enough, twentieth century science does not pri-

marily concern itself with the investigation of things in

themselves. It is rather interested in things known or en-

tities perceived and seeks to discover the relations that

exist among them. The changing view of physics, if not an

echo of the development of scientific psychology, is cer-

tainly giving a very important place to psychology. In the

light of experimentation, psychology has discovered long

since that mind is not a thing, but is is a "relatedness".

Now the physicist claims to have discovered that material

is not so much a material as a structure. The principle of

Gestalt, or "form", at the present time, seems to be applied

widely both in the realm of experimental psychology and scien-

tific physics.

1. Ogden and Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, pg. 173.
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Chapter VII

CONCLUSIONS

A. The problem of experimental method.

One of the greatest achievements of modern science is

the development of inductive science under the experimental

method. Experimental method has not only characterized the

spirit of modern science but also the spirit of modern phil-

osophy. Carr has told us, «If we can claim therefore in

modern philosophy to have advanced beyong the Greeks, it is

not merely in the extent and the range of modern science,

but in the method and principle which have made modern sci-

ence possible. The experimental method represents an at-

tainment of the human mind, which has raised it to a higher

intellectual level with all that this implies in width of

outlook and world -view than that which has ever been reached

before. Any philosophical theory which fails to take ac-

count of and interpret the significance of this latest truly

amazing victory of the human intellect stands self- condemned.nl

Experimental method, however, is not the only method in

science. Carr points out that the method of mathematics is

not experimental and mathematics is a true science. Further-

more, even such a philosopher as Bergson thinks that the

1. Carr, W. H., A Theory of Monads, pp. 322 -323.
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experimental method is not adequate to interpret life. He

He said: 11 In_ dealing with things science is concerned only

with the aspect of repetition. Though the whole be original,

science will always manage to analyze it into elements or

aspects which are approximately a reproduction of the past....

Anything that is irreducible and irreversible in the succes-

sive moments of a history eludes science. To get a notion

of this irreducibility and irreversibility, we must break

with scientific habits which are adapted to the fundamental

requirements of thought, we must do violence to the mind, go

counter to the natural bent of the intellect. But that is

just the function of philosophy. t11

Bergson's criticism is certainly important; at least it

breaks down some prejudice of the narrow- minded scientists.

According to the writer, however, Bergson's criticism is

more or less negative. The method of intuition which he sug-

gested has offered no better solution than the method of ex-

perimentation which has achieved so much in the past. While

awaiting a better method, the writer thinks that it is advis-

able to continue with the experimental work.

B. The methods in psychology.

According to Koffka, the outstanding Gestalt psycholo-

gist, there are three methods in experimental psychology:

(1) the natural scientific method, (0 the purely psycholog-

1. Bergson, H. L., Creative Evolution, pp. 29 -30.
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ical method, and (3) the psycho- physical method.'

Natural scientific method. The principle of this method

is to study human behavior in terms of physics. The best

means for the investigation of facts, according to this

method, are mensuration and calculation which can be under-

stood or learned by any one. Physics is, for this reason,

quantitative. It is the ideal of physics to reduce all

qualitative differences to quantitative differences.

Purely psychological method. The principle of this

method is to describe experience which exists within the

mind without dealing with it objectively.

Psycho-physical method. This is a method which com-

bines the above two methods. It not only includes the data

observed by the experimenter, but also includes those re-

ports of the subject.

Finding an inadequacy in the use of the natural scienti-

fic method as the only method to explain or describe experi-

ence, Koffka said that "experiences are not mensurable. Be-

ing only qualities, experiences are at the opposite pole from

the objects of pure physics. The quantitative in a natural

sense, is altogether lacking in them. Indeed this is the

reason why the word "quality" is so often applied in psych-

ology as though it were synonymous with "experience ". "2 The

Gestalt school, therefore, announced: "In addition to the

1. Koffka, K., The Growth of the Mind, pp. 24 -35.

2. Ibid., p. 11.
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natural scientific method, psychology makes use of a form

of observation peculiarly its own, namely, experiential

observation, for the objects of psychology embrace not only

real things and processes, but also experience.!

As to the method of psychology, the writer can see no

contradiction between Gestalt psychology and behaviorism.

Although Watson lays stress upon the natural scientific

method, he admits that "certain important psychological un-

dertakings probably can never be brought under laboratory

control.... In such cases we do the best we can, calling

in all the observational, experimental, and statistical

aids we can summon. r12 Watson believes that the verbal

report method, unreliable as it may be, should be used when

no better method can take its place. He said: "We suffer

in psychology today greatly because methods for observing

what goes on in another individual's internal mechanism in

general are lacking. For this reason we have to depend in

part at least upon his own report of what, is taking place. "3

Moreover, Watson even justified the use of "logical infer-

ence" and "speculation" in studying some internal behavior

when experimentation can go no farther. The fact is that

he used "logical inference" to assume the process of implicit

1. Ibid. p. 11.

2. Watson, J. B., Psychology from the Standpoint of a Beha-
viorist, pg. 28.

3. Ibid., pp. 41-42.



-94-

thinking.

Watson has been accused by the introspectionists of

using the method of introspection to find thinking and,

having once found it, of shutting his eyes and turning his

back upon his original methods. They say also that he has

externalized the process and put it into the universal lang-

uage of science. To this Watson replies that he has studied

thinking entirely by means of objective method, but he claims

the right to assume the process of implicit thinking by mak-

ing use of a "logical inf erencen."1 In justifying specula-

tion he clearly said: "Those speculations to be of any value

must be couched in some kind of terms which will lead not to

metaphysical fancies but to some kind of experimental attack.

If they do not lead to an experimental attack, no physiolo-

gist will long entertain them. The behaviorist feels that

we are in exactly this same position with regard to thinking. "4

The writer is convinced, after bringing out so many

statements with regard to the position of behaviorism, that

Watson is not so radical as some people would think. The

positions of behaviorism and of Gestalt psychology, with re-

gard to method, are about the same. If they differ at all,

it is in degree of emphasis.

C. The interpretation of experimental data.

We have seen the controversy between the schools of

1. Ibid., pg. 350.

2. Ibid., pg. 354.
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modern psychology, it is a controversy based upon experi-

mental data. As a rule, they all claim that their inter-

pretation is derived from experimental data. It is there-

fore not a question of the validity of method but rather a

question of interpretation. Ate have sought to bring out

the fact that both subjective and objective data have their

contributions; we are now dealing with the viewpoints on

the data which they stress. For the sake of convenience,

we will discuss that under two classifications, namely,

the concept of analysis and the concept of the whole. Those

who are philosophically minded generally favor the concept

of the whole, while those who think that analysis is the

only method in science are interested iii the concept of

analysis. Here lies the great difference between behavior-

ism and Gestalt psychology. The behaviorists, as we have

shown, stress the view of analysis, consequently, their ex-

perimental work is confined to fragmentary studies. Having

been attacked by other schools, especially Gestalt psychology,

Watson has announced that a number of psychologists have

misunderstood the behaviorist's position. He said: "They

insisted that he (the behaviorist) is only observing the

individual movements of the muscles and glands; that he is

interested in the muscles and glands in exactly the same way

that the physiologist is interested in them. This is not

the whole statement. The behaviorist is interested in
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integrations and total activities of the individual."1

Notwithstanding the fact that Watson has announced that

the behaviorist is also interested in integration, his in-

tegration is no more than a static combination of parts. He

never can conceive that the whole is a dynamic, creative

organization. Without the slightest doubt, Watson could

hardly entertain the philosophy that tithe real whole might

well be... an indivisible continuity. The system we cut out

within it would, properly speaking, not then be parts at

all; they would be partial views of the whole.... Analysis

will undoubtedly resolve the process of organic creation

into an ever - growing number of physico- chernical phenomena,

and chemists and physicists will have to do of course with

nothing but these. But it does not follow that chemistry

and physics will ever give us the key to life. ßt2

It seems to the writer that Gestalt psychology has

grasped the significance of the philosophical concept on the

one hand, and on the other hand, has extended the concept

into the realm of science. As a matter of fact, the concept

of the whole, in recent years, has occupied an important

position in science, especially in biology and psychology.

By no means does Gestalt psychology discard the traditional

concept of analysis in science, it only insists that we

cannot explain life solely with the method of analysis.

1. Ibid., pg. 39.

2. Bergson, H. L., Creative Evolution, pg. 31.
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The meaning of "whole" given by General Smuts is worthy

of our attention. He said: "The whole is not a mere me-

chanical system. It consists indeed of parts, but it is

more than the sum of its parts, which a purely mechanical

system necessarily is. 111 He also said: "It is very impor-

tant to recognize that the whole is not something additional

to the parts: it is the parts in a definite structural

arrangement and with mutual activities that constitute the

whole.... It is the very essence of the concept of the

whole that the parts are together in a unique specific com-

bination, in a specific internal relatedness, in a creative

synthesis which differentiates it from all other forms of

combination, or togetherness. The combination of the ele-

ments into this structure is in a sense creative, that is to

say, creative of new structure and new properties and func-

tions.n
2

It is interesting to note that the concept of the whole

was originally a concept in philosophy and now the psycholo-

gists and biologists have taken it over into their labora-

tories. It is now a fundamental concept in science, enjoy-

ing the same position as the concept of analysis. Is it not

true that every good scientist needs some philosophy as a

background of his theory of science? Heisenberg says in

this connection: "Many of the abstractions that are charac-

1. Smuts, J. D., Holism and Evolution, pg. 102.

2. Smuts, J. D., Holism and Evolution, pp. 102 -103.
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teristic of modern theoretical physics are to be found dis-

cussed in the philosophy of past centuries. At that time

these abstractions could be disregarded as mere mental ex-

ercises by these scientists whose only cdncern was with

reality, but today we are compelled by the refinements of

experimental art to consider them seriously."1

D. Some philosophical implications.

Science is always naturalistic and any philosophy based

on science must be naturalistic and empirical. The writer

wishes to show that his idealistic system of thought is en-

tirely based upon a naturalistic foundation.

Physical implication. In regard to the problem of the

known, it is certainly helpful to examine the theories of

physics. The physicists have argued for a long time regard-

ing the problem as to whether the nature of the world is

particle or wave. Only recently, Heisenberg has shown "that

the particle picture and the wave picture are merely two

different aspects of one and the same physical reality. "2

Consequently, both of these pictures are incomplete. As

Heisenberg shows, "Light and matter are both single entities,

and the apparent duality arises in the limitations of our

language. "3 To prove that the world is a pure mathematical

1. Heisenberg, W., The Physical Principles of the Quantum
Theory, pg. 65.

2. Ibid., pg. 117.

3. Ibid., pg. 10.
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scheme, Heisenberg resorted to pure mathematics which the

writer finds impossible to follow. Heisenberg believes that

"There exists a body of exact mathematical
. laws, but these

cannot be interpreted as expressing simple relationship be-

tween objects existing in space and time. "1 Since man is

space -time minded at the beginning, we can hardly produce

such a pure mathematical picture. Moreover, this mathemat-

ical world, according to Heisenberg; "can be approximately

described in such terms, but not uniquely,... the wave and

the corpuscular pictures both possess the same approximate

validity. This indeterminateness of the picture of the pro-

cess is a direct result of the interdeterminateness of the

concept "observation's,... it is not possible to decide, other

than arbitrarily, what objects are to be considered as part

of the observed system and what as part of the observer's

apparatus."2 In such a case as this, Heisenberg urges us

"to return to the older philosophical discussions of the

problems of space and time," and "to review the fundamental

discussions, so important for epistemology, of the diffi-

culty of separating the subjective and objective aspects of

the world."3 Sir James Jeans seems to have done this in

his recent work, The New Background of Science.

Having, proved that our knowledge can hardly eliminate

1. Ibid., pg. 64.

2. Ibid., pg. 64.

3. Ibid., pg. 65.
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the concept of spacè -time, Jeans, a mathematician, professes

the same belief as Heisenberg by saying, "If we could trans-

late our knowledge from the language of phenomena into the

language of reality, the word "mathematical" would, I think,

have some sort of translation in the latter language ;...

And if this is so, it would seem to suggest that reality

must have something of a mental nature about it. "1 Further

he says:' "It may be that... our knowledge of the universe

will forever remain similar in kind to our present knowledge,

a knowledge of our perceptions expressed as a group of mathe-

matical formulae stamped with the stamp of the pure mathemati-

cian... the kind of formulae which result from the operation

of thought working within its own sphere . n2

Tracing the development of recent theories in physics,

the writer is convinced that these theories - the, principle

or relativity and the principle of uncertainty - are idealism.

Finding it beyond his ability to understand them, not to say

criticize them, the writer is compelled to be an idealist.

Psychological implications. We have observed the recent

theories in regard to the problem of the known. It is now

well to study the knower and the knowing in the light of

Gestalt psychology or emergent evolution. The traditional

concept which sharply separates the phenomena of matter, life,

and mind is not so well established at the present time. The-

1. Jeans, J., The New Background of Science, pg. 294.

2. Ibid., pg. 295.
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reform concept of matter has brought matter considerably

nearer to the concept of life, and the old concept of mind

is no longer entertained by scientists. The old concept of

matter as dead, passive, and inert is clearly inconsistent

with the recent developments of physical theories. In the

same way, the old concept of mind which has been held by

the spiritualist, is no longer entertained by psychologists.

The new concept of mind holds that it is an organic whole

which is not fundamentally different from matter, and the

new concept of matter indicates that matter is also in a

sense creative through its changing arrangement of consti-

tuents, and that the physico- chemical structures of matter

are necessary to life and mind. Without matter, there is

no life, neither is there mind. To be sure, mind is a new

organization, but not an alien organization to life and

matter. Mind is free from the laws of physics and chemistry.

"Man" as Smuts says, "is based on both worlds; while he has

one foot planted on the mechanistic plane, his other is firm-

ly planted on the holistic being, not a mechanistic type,

with sui generis categories of the mental and ethical order.

But his physiological basis gives him partly a mechanistic

character. He is thus what is called a psycho -physical

whole. "1

The writer is greatly influenced by this line of thought

for it seems to explain all facts comprehensively. Basing

1. Smuts, J. C., Holism and Evolution, pg. 152.
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his position on this conception of mind and matter, the

writer believes that the idealistic doctrine of internal

relationship between mind and matter is legitimate, and

although the writer is an idealist, he believes that it is

impossible for an object to be presented as an idea in the

complete absence of the object itself. As an empiricist,

he believes that the world we know is primarily a world of

objects coincident with the idea we have of it. So far

there has been no satisfactory proof that there is a world

which is independent of knowledge. Even Russell has ad-

mitted that he has not yet derived the positive ground for

the belief that the world can be independent of our thought.

He said, Me have now constructed a largely hypothetical

picture of the world, which contains and places the experi-

enced facts, including those derived from testimony. The

world we have constructed can, with a certain amount of

trouble, be used to interpret the crude facts of sense, the

facts of physics and the facts of physiology. It is there-

fore a world which may be actual. It fits the facts, and

there is no empirical evidence against it; it also is free

from logical impossibilities. But have we any good reason

to suppose that it is real? This brings us back to our ori-

ginal problem as to the grounds for believing in the exist-

ence of anything outside my private world. That we have

derived from our hypothetical construction is that there
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are no grounds against the truth of this belief, but we have

not derived any positive grounds in its favor."1

As an empiricist, the writer would like to agree with

Eddington who said, "It is true that I have a strong impres-

sion of an external world apart from any communication with

other conscious beings. But apart from such communication

I should have no reason to trust the impression.

1. Russell, B. Scientific Method in Philosophy, pg. 93.

2. Eddington, A. S., The Nature of the Physical World.
284.
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