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Foreword

During the first half of the twentieth century analytic philosophy
gradually established itself as the dominant tradition in the
English-speaking world, and over the last few decades it has taken firm
root in many other parts of the world. There has been increasing debate
over just what ‘analytic philosophy’ means, as the movement has rami-
fied into the complex tradition that we know today, but the influence
of the concerns, ideas and methods of early analytic philosophy on
contemporary thought is indisputable. All this has led to greater self-
consciousness among analytic philosophers about the nature and ori-
gins of their tradition, and scholarly interestin its historical development
and philosophical foundations has blossomed in recent years, with the
result that the history of analytic philosophy is now recognized as a
major field of philosophy in its own right.

The main aim of the series in which the present book appears, the
first series of its kind, is to create a venue for work on the history of
analytic philosophy, consolidating the area as a major field of philoso-
phy and promoting further research and debate. The ‘history of ana-
lytic philosophy’ is to be understood broadly, as covering the period
from the last three decades of the nineteenth century to the start of the
twenty-first century, beginning with the work of Frege, Russell, Moore
and Wittgenstein, who are generally regarded as its main founders, and
the influences upon them, and going right up to the most recent
developments. In allowing the ‘history’ to extend to the present, the
aim is to encourage engagement with contemporary debates in
philosophy, for example, in showing how the concerns of early analytic
philosophy relate to current concerns. In focusing on analytic
philosophy, the aim is not to exclude comparisons with other — earlier
or contemporary - traditions, or consideration of figures or themes that
some might regard as marginal to the analytic tradition but which also
throw light on analytic philosophy. Indeed, a further aim of the series
is to deepen our understanding of the broader context in which analytic
philosophy developed, by looking, for example, at the roots of analytic
philosophy in neo-Kantianism or British idealism, or the connections
between analytic philosophy and phenomenology, or discussing the
work of philosophers who were important in the development of
analytic philosophy but who are now often forgotten.
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xii Foreword

The present book, by Omar Nasim, explores the relationship between
Bertrand Russell’s work and the debate over the problem of the external
world that took place in Britain between 1900 and 1916 - in, roughly,
the ‘Edwardian period’. Besides Russell, the key protagonists - the
‘Edwardian philosophers’ of Nasim’s title — were G.F. Stout, T.P. Nunn,
G. Dawes Hick, Samuel Alexander and G.E. Moore, although others,
such as John Cook Wilson and Bernard Bosanquet, were also involved.
Nasim identifies two issues as central to this debate, which he labels
‘the Controversy”: the nature of sensible objects (or ‘sense-data’ as they
became called) and their relation to physical things and the perceiving
subject. His main aim is to show how Russell’s concern with these issues,
which began in 1911, was influenced by this debate, as Russell devel-
oped his own position in nuanced opposition to the work of his
Edwardian contemporaries.

This controversy was primarily a debate among ‘realists’. Realism was
a fundamental feature of the early philosophy of Russell and Moore.
What Nasim shows is that there were various forms of realism being
advocated in the Edwardian period, all of which contributed to the
development of analytic philosophy - in particular, the ‘direct realism’
of such people as Cook Wilson, the mew realism’ of Alexander and
Nunn, and what Nasim calls the ‘proto-new-realism’ of Stout (who
played a major role in importing some of Franz Brentano’s ideas into
Britain). Common to the latter two positions was the view that sensible
objects are existents in their own right; one of the issues was whether
they were mental or not. Russell shared the common view, and argued
that sense-data (as well as what he came to call ‘sensibilia’, of which
sense-data were a kind) were not mental. What he crucially added to
the debate was a conception of the relationship between sense-data and
physical things: physical things were to be seen as logical constructions
from sense-data. Stout, Nunn and Alexander had also appealed to ‘con-
structions’ to ‘infer’ the existence of physical things from what is imme-
diately experienced, but Russell criticized their conceptions for being
too psychological and for ‘postulating’ what should really be logically
constructed. In offering his own solution to the problem of the external
world, Russell applied the method of logical construction that he had
earlier developed in the philosophy of mathematics.

Most of the scholarly work that has been done on the history of ana-
lytic philosophy in relation to Russell has focused on the early period of
his thought, from his rebellion against British idealism at the turn of
the twentieth century, through the emergence of the theory of descrip-
tions in 1905, to the publication of Principia Mathematica, co-authored



Foreword xiii

with A.N. Whitehead, in 1910-13, which attempted to demonstrate the
logicist thesis that mathematics is reducible to logic. The relationship
between Russell and Wittgenstein in the 1910s has also been explored
in detail, but once Wittgenstein enters the story, as standardly told,
Russell begins to fade out. Nasim looks at Russell’s middle period (and
more specifically, the early part of this period), from 1911 to 1916, as
Russell shifted his focus from logic to epistemology, and shows not only
how important it is but also how it needs to be understood, too, in the
context of what was going on around him. Russell was not writing in
relative isolation, simply drawing out the implications of his earlier
work for certain epistemological problems, but actively engaging in
debates of the time, taking certain assumptions and problems for
granted while at the same time bringing new ideas and methods to
bear. Nasim elucidates the subtle dialectic of this engagement with great
skill and insight.

MICHAEL BEANEY
July 2008
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Introduction

In 1916 a Professor of Education at the University of London, and an
active member of the Aristotelian Society, began a paper with the
following retrospective: ‘the question of the relation between sense-data
and physical objects has, during the last 15 years, frequently engaged
the attention of this Society. It has also received much consideration
elsewhere, Mr. Bertrand Russell’s Lowell lecture on Our Knowledge of the
External World ... being recent as well as a very important instance.”!
This paper was written in reaction to a Symposium held two years
earlier by the same Society on ‘The Status of Sense-Data’. The Symposium
centred on the nature of sensible objects, and their relation to physical
things and the subject. The two main contributors to this Symposium
were also the two most distinguished philosophers of perception at the
time: G.E. Moore (1873-1958) and G.F. Stout (1860-1944). Their papers
stimulated, it seems, a very lively discussion. A reason, of course, for the
intensity of the discussions that ensued, apart from the clarity and
power of the papers, was that the Symposium was really the climax of a
debate that began a good many years earlier, and many who participated
were in some way or other an integral part of this history.

It was an exciting Symposium for another reason, the two giants had
also modified their positions, and those in the audience were quick to
notice and react to these changes.? Moore now expressly defended a
position closely akin to Locke’s representationalism, while Stout, really
the one who had initiated the debate more than a decade ago, was now
defending a position closely resembling that of his early opponents.
Stout’s paper was conceding quite a bit to the British New Realists — the
two main and most vocal representatives were in the audience at the
time. It was also during this meeting that Moore initiated the group
present at the meeting to Bertrand Russell’s recently published work, as
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an alternative to Stout’s and his own positions. Although recently back
from the United States, Russell was not present at the meeting. It was
thus due to Moore that many philosophers were introduced for the first
time to the method of logical construction as applied to the problem of
the external world. Moore, however, was critical of this application and
labelled such constructions ‘Pickwickian’ at best; others disagreed. One
of those who outspokenly disagreed was the Professor of Education
already mentioned, T.P. Nunn (1870-1944), one of the most articulate
defenders of the British New Realism, and an ardent opponent through-
out the years of Stout’s brand of realism. The other British New Realist,
and long time opponent of Stout’s doctrine, was also in the audience,
namely, Samuel Alexander (1859-1938).

The Symposium, including Nunn'’s 1916 article, marked off the end of
a fifteen-year debate that broiled between some of the philosophers
during this Edwardian period. If Russell had attended this meeting,
almost everyone who was involved in the debate for the last decade
would have been present. A few days after the meeting, Nunn met with
Russell, freshly back from the United States. On 9 July 1914, both went
for a walk, and Russell explained to Nunn that he was really just too ‘fed
up’ with philosophical discussion to have joined them at the Symposium
held in Durham. Nunn went on to describe to Russell, probably in quite
some detail, the discussions that took place, including Moore’s latest
position and his construal of Russell’s constructions, and Stout’s
modifications and concessions. Among other things, Russell answered
by further explicating his logical constructions, and by giving Nunn a
copy of his ‘The Relation of Sense-Data to Physics’, published earlier
that year — his own contribution to this debate. The following day, after
skimming over Russell’s article, Nunn wrote to his friend, Samuel
Alexander, explaining, with much excitement, that Russell’s ‘article
explains in part the position which Moore tried to describe and will,
I think, give you as much comfort as I believe it is going to give me.
Russell tells me that he started by recognizing that my paper on
“Secondary Qualities” was successful as far as it went but that it needed
to be completed by a theory of space and time in order to stand properly
on its legs. (I told him, of course, that you and I were acutely conscious
of that same fact.) The present article is an attempt to supply the needed
basis. One wants, of course, time to think over the matter but speaking
with cautious though early enthusiasm I must say that I find it masterly
and believe that it promises to give me complete satisfaction ...

The full title of Nunn'’s paper, referred to in this letter, is ‘Are Secondary
Qualities Independent of Perception?’ It was a paper delivered to the
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Aristotelian Society four years earlier, and made some of the clearest
objections against Stout’s doctrine, while also explicitly composing a
defence of Alexander’s realism against some of Stout’s objections.
Nunn’s paper, in other words, was an essential part of a larger contro-
versy, and must be understood in the context of this dialectic. One of
the remarkable things to notice, therefore, in the letter quoted, is that
Russell is actually placing his application of the method of logical
construction to the problem of the external world squarely within this
debate. In this work I propose to examine the extent to which this
debate, which I label ‘the Controversy’, not only took centre stage in so
many important papers and discussions of the Society during the
period, but also significantly influenced Russell’s work on the logical
construction of the external world. In the course of this work, it will be
shown that the influence was substantial, especially for Russell’s work
between 1912 to 1915, a time when he produced a prolific amount of
material dedicated to the problem of the external world. From Russell’s
peculiar construing of ‘sense-data’ and ‘sensibilia’, his arguments
for their ‘physical’ and ‘extra-mental’ nature, to his very method of
logical construction as it applies to the problem of the external world,
we will discover direct ways in which the Controversy shaped Russell’s
philosophy.

The problem of the external world — and more specifically, its two
related forms: the nature of sensible objects, and how these latter connect
or relate to physical things and the perceiving subject — were hot issues
in Edwardian English philosophy, especially between 1900 and 1916.
The Controversy focused primarily on these two aspects of the problem
of the external world. Most of this debate took place in the meetings of
the Aristotelian Society, the content of which was certainly much richer
than what was published in the Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, but
the latter is what I primarily rely on in telling this story. Beginning with
G.F. Stout’s article of 1904 entitled ‘Primary and Secondary Qualities’,
which initiated the Controversy, here then is its structure:

1. Stout’s (1904), at first accepted by T.P. Nunn’s (1906).
Earliest critical reply in writing was a letter to Stout by John Cook
Wilson.

3. Stout restates his position in his (1905), partly in response to Cook
Wilson.

4. Indirect reply to (1) through a critique of Stout’s (1905) by G. Dawes
Hicks’ (1906a).

5. Stout replies to Dawes Hicks, and the latter retorts (1906b).
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6. Alexander criticizes Stout (1) in his (1909).
7. Stout replies to Alexander also in the same year (1909).
8. Alexander responds to Stout in (1910).
9. Nunn’s criticisms of Stout and defence of Alexander in (1910).
10. B. Bosanquet’s (1913) criticisms of Alexander.
11. G.E. Moore’s (1906) and his 1910-1911 Lectures (published in 1953),
directly address many of the issues of this Controversy.
12. Symposium by Moore and Stout on Sense-Data in their (1914).
13. Alexander’s The Basis of Realism (1914) responds to Bosanquet, and
further develops his position.
14. Nunn responds to (12) in (1916).

Evidently, many philosophical perspectives were represented in this
Controversy. Notice, however, aside from the eminent idealist,
Bosanquet, many of the interlocutors were realists of some sort or other.
On the whole, in other words, this debate took place amongst realists.
I emphasize this aspect because if Russell’s work from this period is to
be partly understood within this context, as I wish to show it must, he
was really grappling with other realists at the time, and trying to frame
his own brand of realism in relation to many of the issues and assump-
tions that this Controversy revealed. G.F. Stout is, what I will refer to as,
a ‘Proto-New Realist’, and a critical exponent of the Austrian Realists.
I'label him a ‘Proto-New Realist’, partly because I wish to emphasize the
vital role his responses played in aiding the development of the nascent
British New Realism. Unlike the American New Realists, it ought to be
noted, the British form did not take on a neutral monism — a position
that regards the basic elements involved in perception as being neither
substantially mental nor non-mental. Rather, one of the defining
characteristics of the British New Realism, is its belief in ‘physical
appearances’, which also sets it apart from the direct realism of the ‘Old
Realists’. [ argue, that it was Stout’s arguments for taking sensible objects
(appearances) to be existents in their own right, albeit psychical, that
laid the ground for this feature of the British New Realists.

Stout alludes to his role in the development of British New Realism,
particularly of Alexander’s brand, in an affectionate piece composed
after the latter’s death, that reminisced about their long personal
relationship, and, above all, their philosophical discussions. ‘Shortly
before Alexander began to publish the first installment of his system’,
recalls Stout, ‘we had a discussion turning on the nature and object of
sense-perception. He closed the conversation by proposing that we
should each of us work out his own view in detail and then compare
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results.” Even though Stout humbly goes on to claim that ‘I am far from
suggesting that this discussion first started Alexander on his constructive
work’, I will attempt to show that these discussions and the resulting
papers did help Alexander to formulate his brand of British New
Realism.® The ‘constructive work’, which Stout refers to here, I believe
has more to do with Alexander’s later metaphysical system devised in
Space, Time and Deity, published in 1920, than with the earlier material
I am primarily interested in. This is important to note, mainly because
many now associate Alexander’s name with this grand metaphysical
system, however important, overlooking many of his earlier contribu-
tions, which as we shall see are significant in their own right. Though I
will confine my discussion of Alexander’s earlier contributions to what
is relevant to the Controversy, it will be obvious that his realism from
this period should be seen as an important and distinct stage in his
philosophy. I also believe that these earlier contributions are where he
had the most profound philosophical impact on those around him at
the time. This division of Alexander’s work into, generally speaking,
two stages may appear to be artificial at first, but Stout authoritatively
records a change in Alexander towards a more speculative method,
commenting, that earlier on, ‘on many points we differed. But behind
our differences there seemed always to be a basis of agreement which
facilitated mutual understanding. This was so at least until the concep-
tion of his space-time system dawned upon Alexander’s mind as a daz-
zling revelation and led him to refashion all his previous views."
Stout’s 1904 and 1905 papers both sparked critical reactions. The first
reaction came in the form of a private letter, which will play an impor-
tant role in our story. After Stout presented his 1904 paper to the Society,
John Cook Wilson (1849-1915) engaged Stout in an intense discussion
about the nature of his ‘representations’ and ‘qualities’. A month after
the meeting, Cook Wilson sent a lengthy letter to Stout, detailing all
the many points he diverged from him. Stout’s 1905 paper ‘Things and
Sensations’, a fascinating paper in its own right, I suggest, contained
certain responses to Cook Wilson'’s objections. One of the reasons, then,
that I will include Cook Wilson’s letter, aside from its penetrating cri-
tique, is that being an ‘Old Realist’ he contrasts nicely with not only
Stout’s Proto-New Realism, but also with the British New Realism. I will
also be including some of G. Dawes Hicks’' (1862-1941) criticisms of
Stout, primarily because the former represents another very important
strain of the British Brentanian tradition. Dawes Hicks’ importance,
however, is not limited to his critical stance towards Stout’s moving
beyond this tradition, but also in revealing a very important continuity
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in the ideas of both Stout and Russell — the idea that sensible appear-
ances are existents in their own right.

The exchange, however, with which I will be most interested in is
that which dramatically continued on between the British New Realists
and Stout. The heated, but respectful, back and forth between Alexander
and Nunn, on the one hand, and Stout on the other, will highlight
some fundamental arguments and assumptions in their respective
work. This process leads not only to some of the best (re)articulations by
Stout of his doctrine, but also to the development of the nascent British
New Realism itself. For instance, both Alexander and Nunn identify an
assumption essential to Stout: the latter assumes in some of his argu-
ments for the mental nature of sensible-presentations that one and
the same thing cannot have more than one sensible quality at one and
the same place. I call this ‘Stout’s Postulate’. It is then replaced by the
British New Realists, by what I will call ‘Nunn’s Postulate’, which states
that one and the same thing may have many different and even con-
trary sensible qualities all in the same place. These postulates play a
fundamental role in our story, for they directly and explicitly affect the
way Russell understands the nature and the construction of space. The
dialectic that centred around these two Postulates also reveals the way
in which Russell’s attempt to reconcile these two contrary intuitions in
his analysis of ‘the same place as’ is connected to one of his central
problems: the reconciliation of the world of physics with the world of
psychology.

This is not all. Stout began in even earlier works of 1896 and 1899 to
outline a philosophical psychology that would accommodate many
philosophical positions and issues, including the problem of the
external world. C.A. Mace, who wrote, ‘The Permanent Contributions
to Psychology of George Frederick Stout’, goes as far as to claim, and
correctly so, that Stout’s ‘most distinctive contribution’ as a psycholo-
gist and philosopher was to ‘the problem of our awareness of the self
and the external world’.” These contributions, however, were partly
made under the guise of a critical acceptance of many of the funda-
mental doctrines of the school of Brentano. As I shall attempt to high-
light in various ways, throughout this work, Stout’s unique notion of
‘presentation’ was partly arefined and critical inheritance of Brentano’s
immanent objects.® Stout’s notion is unique, however, because he
stresses, unlike Dawes Hicks and K. Twardowski (one of the most
important adherents of the school of Brentano), the independent and
separate existence of these presentations or Inhalte (contents). This I
will argue, in Chapter 4, can be directly connected to Moore’s and
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Russell’s concept of ‘sense-data’. Indeed, the very dialectic of the
Controversy provided some of the rough material out of which ‘sense-
data’ and ‘sensibilia’ were given shape. It was Nunn’s convincing and
clear rejection of the mental nature of Stout’s presentations, for exam-
ple, and Alexander’s emphasis upon their ‘physical’ nature that opened
the way to Russell’s peculiar shaping of sense-data and sensibilia.
Russell accepted, as did the British New Realists, Stout’s emphasis on
the independent existence of sensible-presentations, but he also
noticed that all of them assumed too much in their arguments for or
against the mentality of presentations. Russell thereby gives a meas-
ured and qualified account of sensible appearances, especially in rela-
tion to the Controversy.

There is also the question of how to relate sensible appearances to
the physical world. Stout proposed, at least at first, a two-stage answer.
The first stage involved an ‘immediate inference’, and the second,
what he called, an ‘ideal construction’.’ In 1905, however, he con-
cluded that the latter is the more viable approach in understanding
the relation between sensible appearances and the physical world, and
abandoned immediate inferences. The notion of an ‘ideal construc-
tion’ goes as far back as Stout’s two volume work Analytic Psychology
(1896) and especially his Manual of Psychology (1899). This latter book
was one of the most widely read works on philosophical psychology in
Britain, and as late as the 1930s it continued to be published, edition
after edition. I think it is even plausible to claim that these two works
also represent, along with Stout’s oral and written involvement in the
Controversy, the best and most well-known constructive answers to
the problem of the external world proposed during the period. The
problem is, however, nowhere does Stout get into the details of how
exactly an ideal construction proceeds in relation to ‘thinghood’,
‘space’, ‘time’ and ‘causality’, as he says it does, in the Manual’s chapter
on ‘The External World'".

Despite this paucity, we may usefully characterize Stout’s ideal
constructions, based on widely spread out remarks and various applica-
tions made of this device in both his psychological and philosophical
works, as a socio-psychological process meant to fill in the gaps of our
everyday experiences. This process is philosophically conditioned by
certain metaphysical assumptions about the fragmentary nature of our
immediate experiences (such as, sensible objects), and some sort of
presumed inductive principle, such as the need for continuity and
uniformity in our experience of the world. But all this psychologically
proceeds without the awareness of the subject; it is only when we
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‘logically analyse’ our experience of the external world that we arrive at
such philosophical conditions. It is in this way that we also arrive at the
various distinct elements of our experience of the external world. There
are the elements, which are immediately experienced, such as sensi-
ble appearances that ‘interpenetrate’ physical things, which are not
immediately experienced; the two are separate and distinct existents
which are somehow correlated. What secures the veracity of such con-
structions is the harmony and correspondence between purpose, action
and results in our everyday interaction with the external world.

To get a better idea of what Stout meant by all this, it might also be
useful to note in passing that Stout’s ideal constructions are really a
variation of something that goes as far back as Johann Friedrich
Herbart’s realist reading of Immanuel Kant. I only briefly mention this
relation between Stout and Herbart here so that the reader may keep it
in mind when encountering Stout’s notion of ideal constructions in
this work. As early as 1888, Stout wrote a very clear exposition of
Herbart’s work, probably the first such exposition of this great German
philosopher and psychologist in English.!® Even though Herbart’s work
was largely ignored during his lifetime, mainly because he wrote during
the height of German Idealism, it, nevertheless, saw a revival after the
German Revolution of 1848, when the call ‘Back to Kant’ was made.
Herbart’s realist interpretation of Kant found support from such realists
as Hermann von Helmholtz, who wished, among other things, to
eliminate the innate forms of intuition, like space and time, so central
to the Idealist interpretation of Kant. The central idea here is that space,
for instance, is a construction ‘generated from the ground up’, through
unconscious and psychological processes. Space is not real, nor is it
merely an innate idea, but rather is a symbolic representation necessary
for our multifaceted interaction with the world. Stout and Herbart's
constructions are, therefore, kinds of hypotheses necessary for the
order, coherence and continuity of our experience.!! It is this lineage of
constructions, of which I have only given the briefest sketch, that I will
refer to as ‘psychological constructions’.

Alexander and Nunn both seem to accept this constructive process
in their respective doctrines. Alexander, however, goes on to actually
propose that the manner in which the immediate parts we are pre-
sented with in our experience of the external world are connected to
their wholes (like physical things) is dictated, not only by our mental
processes alone, but also by what is given extra-mentally in the physi-
cal things themselves. I am not quite sure what to make of this, it may
just be an early form of structural realism. Nunn, however, is very
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interesting in this regard. In a small, but significant book, The Aims
and Achievements of the Scientific Method (1907), Nunn surveys the his-
tory of science and the nature of scientific hypothesis, and catalogues
three different types of constructions. He argues that only scientific
hypotheses or ‘secondary constructions’, which, instead of replacing
primary data, complete them using entities of the same kind as the
primary data are considered legitimate. This legitimate sense of con-
struction is an extension of ‘psychological constructions’ into the
realm of science. This is made clear in his distinction between pri-
mary constructions, which are constructions we make in our everyday
interactions with the world (ideal constructions), and secondary con-
structions that further build, add to and order our primary construc-
tions in accordance to a certain conceptual framework. The one is
practical, the other theoretical.

Stout’s move away from an ‘immediate inference’ to an ‘ideal
construction’, moreover, represents his aversion to implicitly positing
certain aspects of experience that require explanation; that is, immedi-
ately inferring only seems to exasperate the problem of surreptitiously
positing aspects of experience that are in need of explanation. From
Russell’s perspective, Stout’s intuition was quite right; but because of
the psychological nature of Stout’s constructions, the explanation
proposed by Stout was more in line with finding the most primordial
place from which to ground epistemology, and thereby our knowledge
of the external world. This place was the pre-cognitive and primitive
aspects of our psychological experience, where Stout felt he could secure
himself from actually positing logic and knowledge, for he identified
these as the aspects in need of explanation. Nunn, but especially
Alexander, both consciously tread cautiously, so as not to merely postu-
late what their epistemological theories were meant to explain.
Alexander went as far as to distinguish his New Realism from the Old
by claiming that unlike the latter, his realism did not merely ‘postulate’
physical things in its explanation of our knowledge of the external
world; the language of ‘absence’ and ‘presence’, ‘derivative’ and ‘primi-
tive’, ‘original’ and ‘acquired’, are all connected to this caution in the
works of Stout, Nunn and Alexander.

Despite the presence of this framework, however, from Russell’s
vantage point, these philosophers did not go far enough. This was due
partly to not properly or consistently distinguishing justification from
explanation in their epistemological work, to their respective methods,
and the way they understood philosophy’s relation to other disciplines,
such as psychology and physics. This especially becomes evident when
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‘psychological constructions’ are juxtaposed to Russell’s ‘logical con-
structions’. Such juxtapositions, I believe, Russell himself consciously
made in his work on the logical construction of the external world. Not
only does Russell say that such psychological constructions have no
proper and exact procedure, but that they do not provide a philosophical
answer to the problem of the external world.

Aside from ‘psychological constructions’, there is also another
essential strain of construction, which one might call ‘mathematical
constructions’. Mathematical constructions certainly have a long
history, and find interesting and very potent philosophical applica-
tions, for instance, in the works of Kant and Schelling.!? In their
mathematical role, constructions begin to take on significant aspects in
the nineteenth century. This is particularly the case in contrast to other
mathematical methods used in the introduction and justification
of mathematical objects, such as the method of postulation and the
method of implicit definition. When it came to the justification of
certain mathematical entities (such as imaginary numbers), some
nineteenth-century mathematicians constructed such entities, in order
to avoid merely postulating them. This is, for instance, the impetus
behind the constructions of certain mathematical entities advanced by
Richard Dedekind (1831-1916), and Karl Georg Christian von Staudt
(1798-1867). Russell’s early work in mathematical philosophy may also
be seen in this light. In his Principles of Mathematics (1903), Russell goes
as far as to attack Dedekind’s construction of irrational numbers,
accusing him of purporting to avoid postulations, but not actually
doing so. Russell’s problem with such constructions, a problem that he
also urges against Giuseppe Peano (1858-1932) and others, is based on
the observation that certain principles are surreptitiously introduced,
which actually contaminate the purported construction with mere
postulates and unwarranted assumptions. Such principles are more
generally inductive principles used to support some inference, as for
instance, a principle of continuity. In this phase of Russell’s philosophy,
he gives special preference to an inference in the construction of
mathematical entities, such as cardinal numbers, that is based only on
his logical principle of abstraction, which supports an inference from
one kind of entity (a class) to another (a cardinal number). After the class
paradoxes were discovered in the midst of this inference and the associ-
ated Platonist interpretation of the principle of abstraction, Russell,
later, tried to avoid such an inference, and re-interpreted the principle
in a Nominalist sense. This eventually leads to the distinction between
inference and construction. The details of this history I will give in
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Chapter 6. What I wish to emphasize here, as in the last chapter, is
Russell’s explicit intention to avoid merely postulating doubtful enti-
ties, its connection to the history of nineteenth-century mathematics,
and its relation to his ‘logical constructions’.

In connection to the Controversy, therefore, I hope to show several
things. The problem of the external world was usually approached using
‘psychological constructions’, which were a confused mixture of tacit
inferences based on some inductive principles (especially that of
continuity), socio-psychological processes and metaphysical assump-
tions about the nature of the parts (like sensible objects) and the whole
(such as the universe, physical things or external world). What Russell
was, therefore, proposing was a new approach to the problem, an
approach based, generally speaking, on ‘mathematical constructions’.
Russell must have seen the analogy between the former approach
(psychological constructions as they were used in the Controversy) and
the history of mathematics of the nineteenth century. As in the latter
history, those in the Controversy also purported to avoid the mere
postulation of what required explanation. There was also the similar
role played, in the Controversy and in the history of mathematics, by
inductive inferences and the principles supporting them, such as the
principles of continuity. It is no surprise, then, that Russell attempted to
use devices from mathematical construction, in order to help him
propose a solution to the problem of the external world. Russell, to be
sure, did not see this analogy immediately; his Problems of Philosophy
(1912) was definitely much more in line with the inductive approach.
I'will show that Russell must have actually become aware of this analogy
between the way the problem of the external world was construed by
the Controversy and the mathematical approach to the problem of
dubious entities, only after being introduced to aspects of this
Controversy through his study of Nunn, made for a remarkable paper
written after Problems of Philosophy entitled ‘On Matter’ (1912).

Consequently, one of the things I will try to do in this work is make
sense of Russell’s attempt to connect the problem of the external world
and its solution, to issues in mathematical logic. I find it interesting that
Russell regularly comments on the importance of mathematical logic
and the recent developments of mathematics in books and articles on
the philosophical problem of the external world. I will try to show how
these comments actually make sense in the context of how the problem
oftheexternal world wastreated at the time, especially in the Controversy.
But even more important is the close analogy between the way philoso-
phers during this period approached the problem of the external world
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and the way certain mathematical developments of the late nineteenth
century approached the problem of suspicious entities. Both attempted
in their own respective ways to avoid ‘postulation’. In the last chapter I
will try to demonstrate that Russell was in a position to see this analogy,
and that he used it to his advantage in the way he construed the prob-
lem of the external world and its solution.

In further comparing ideal constructions to Russell’s ‘logical
constructions’, which were meant to solve similar issues, one of the
main points Russell makes against such ideal constructions is that they
are not philosophically relevant. Russell’s discussion of philosophical
method and logical construction is meant to show how logic is the
essence of philosophy. This contrast between types of construction will
help us to understand what Russell means by claiming that the episte-
mological problem of the external world is between logic and psychology.
We will see in Chapter 5, how the sectioning off of such disciplines as
psychology, physiology, physics, etc. from philosophy will affect how
we understand what we ought to take as given as opposed to derivative
in our knowledge. It goes without saying that Stout, Alexander, Nunn
and Russell advanced, or just simply assumed, different possible
relationships between these disciplines.

Russell also objected that such ideal constructions, and psychological
constructions in general, lacked a strict procedure. In Russell this
procedure is provided by mathematical logic. As we shall see in Chapter 6,
such a definite logical procedure for the construction of physical things
and space rests on a realism about relations — something that Russell
shared with Nunn. This may be why both rejected phenomenalism.
Throughout my exposition of especially Nunn and Russell, however, I
will only touch on some reasons why their respective notions of con-
struction cannot be regarded as simply phenomenalist. No sustained
demonstration of this point, however will be given, even though I give
a treatment of the issue at the end of Chapter 6, and something is also
presentedin Chapter 3withregardtoNunn’ssophisticatedunderstanding
of the role that constructions play in science and their relation to Mach'’s
phenomenalism. For the purposes of clarity, the characterization of
phenomenalism I rely on is one that rejects any element in sense-expe-
rience as existing and persisting without a perceiver, coupled with the
rejection of the existence of an element that is not of same kind that the
basic perceived elements in experience are.!

Admirable and important work has been done by Nicholas Griffin
and Peter Hylton in detailing the historical context of Russell’s Idealist
phase. By providing the philosophical and historical context to Russell’s
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transition away from Idealism, they have done a great service for Russell
scholarship by highlighting the resulting nuanced and subtle features
of his philosophy. What I attempt is something similar for some of
Russell’s middle philosophy. I will not be directly interested in Russell’s
Idealist phase, nor will I be directly concerned with his logico-
mathematical work and his early uses of constructions (of cardinal
numbers, classes, etc.). This is not to say I will have nothing to say about
these issues, nor am I suggesting that nothing is relevant here with
regard to my project. I want to give a partial but significant philosophi-
cal and historical background to the problem of the external world, a
problem that Russell was concerned with from about 1911 onwards.
This task will especially deal with a solution he advanced to this prob-
lem based on the ‘method of logical construction’. Out of this back-
ground will also arise a context for Russell’s ‘sense-data’ and ‘sensibilia’,
and more generally for his distinctive realism at the time.

Though Russell continued the programme of logical constructions
late into his career, I will only be examining this notion as it develops
in and around 1911-1915. This means I will not be concerned with the
interesting constructions of the self in the Analysis of Mind (1921), nor
with the construction of matter in Analysis of Matter (1927). There are a
few reasons for this: one is that these works reflect a thoroughly new
perspective, such as a concern for more of a structural approach to
constructions, and the rejection of the sense-data/sensation distinction
so central to the period I am interested in. Even though these later
constructions may be more sophisticated and nuanced in their exposi-
tion, I will be primarily concerned with Russell’s early project of logical
construction because of its philosophical context, origins and general
historical motivations. That is, I wish to stay as close to the Edwardian
period as possible.

I will be primarily concerned with the British philosophical scene,
rather than the American or Continental one. This may seem odd to
some, especially since it appears that Russell interpreters have mainly
stressed his historical and philosophical links to the Continent (Frege,
Meinong etc.) and the American tradition (William James, John Dewey,
the American New Realists etc.). Stressing these influences upon Russell
is certainly important, for no one can deny them. However, I am
surprised at how little there is in the vast literature on Russell in relation
to the influence, context and arguments that his own English
contemporaries provided.'* What has been written tends to be about,
and understandably so, Russell’s relation to G.E. Moore, A.N. Whitehead,
or F.H. Bradley. Russell, however, was also involved with a larger English
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philosophical scene: participating in symposia, colloquia, writing for
English academic and non-academic periodicals, keeping in touch both
in person and in letters with many of his colleagues, etc. At the same
time many of these contemporaries seriously engaged Russell’s philoso-
phy. Even though some of these philosophers have now disappeared
from current philosophy’s radar, they were well recognized and influ-
ential in their time. This includes philosophers such as G. Dawes Hicks,
G.F. Stout, John Cook Wilson, Sir T.P. Nunn, Samuel Alexander, B.
Bosanquet and so on. This study examines how such figures played a
significant role in the development of Russell’s thought, especially in
relation to the method of logical construction and his notion of sensible
objects.

Chapter 1 deals with the doctrine Stout articulated in ‘Primary and
Secondary Qualities’, and as reformulated in subsequent articles. The
main points I will try to extract from my discussion of Stout, and which
are essential to the rest of my argument, are: (1) the purported mental
nature of sensible-presentations; (2) Stout’s connection to Brentano;
(3) the independent and separate existence of sensible appearances as
opposed to their being simple appearances of things or aspects or prod-
ucts of mental acts; and (4) Stout’s notion of ideal constructions. Even
though I do explore a few other surrounding aspects, there is just so
much in Stout that one can easily lose focus. An entire separate work
can be written on Stout’s philosophy, which spans at least a fifty-year
period, accompanied by many changes and nuanced advances. In this
way, I will stick to what is most relevant to the history I expound,
especially in relation to the British New Realists and Russell.

Chapter 2 is partly set up as a back-and-forth between Stout and
Alexander. This will highlight certain interesting features of British
New Realism, which I conclude was partly developed in response to
Stout. Alexander’s doctrine will emerge as an interesting exploration of
the nascent New Realism, and an important articulation used as a
reference point by many philosophers at the time. My discussion of
British New Realism continues on into Chapter 3, where I focus on
Nunn and his unique take on Stout’s doctrine. Nunn’s approach is to
expose implausible assumptions in Stout’s arguments, and from this
approach, as we shall see, Russell greatly benefited in his own work on
the problem of the external world. In this chapter I will also take some
time out to explore Nunn’s construal of scientific hypothesis as
constructions, and their relation to Mach’s phenomenalism. Chapter 4
deals with Russell’s sensible objects: sense-data and sensibilia. In many
ways, this chapter is a result of the chapters preceding it. In it my main
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purpose is to show exactly how Russell’s sensible objects were a product
of this Controversy. In order to appreciate some of the novelties and
some of the constraints Russell placed on sense-data and sensibilia, I
show that they must be seen from within the context provided by
the Controversy. Finally, Chapters 5 and 6 will examine how logical
constructions are directly connected to some of the issues in the
Controversy. Specifically, I will explore how Nunn’s and Stout’s
Postulates play an essential role in Russell’s construction of spaces, and
his important distinction between the place from which something
appears and the place at which it appears. Stout’s ideal constructions
will be contrasted with logical constructions, and more generally with
Russell’s concern with a scientific method for philosophy. Many of
Russell’s epistemological doctrines, in this period, it will be found, are a
critical acceptance or rejection of many of the assumptions and notions
of Stout, Alexander and Nunn. Lastly, I will try to understand why
Russell insisted on introducing mathematical and logical methods into
the philosophical problem of the external world, and why he repeatedly
insisted that those working on such philosophical problems must also
be familiar with the recent developments in mathematics.

It may be evident from this outline that due to the nature of the
argument there will be some overlap and repetition; this however is
unavoidable. The argument is arranged from chapter to chapter as a
build-up to some of the vital conclusions I make with regard to Russell’s
place in the Controversy. The reader I hope will benefit from the explo-
ration of the various threads of the argument, all which have some
bearing on Russell’s own solution to the problem of the external world.
These various threads I attempt to tie together in the last three chapters.
The first three chapters, however, are also essential to this snowball
effect, especially if one is to capture the full extent of the subtle refine-
ments, advances, observations and influences between all those
involved in the Controversy, including Russell.

Finally, a brief word about the label ‘Edwardian’ in the title of this
book. Despite disagreements as to what exactly should be regarded the
Edwardian period, and despite the fact that King Edward VII died on
May 1910, some historians place the period between 1901 and the
beginning of the First World War.!'®> Without getting into the details,
I have simply taken for granted these dates as correctly demarcating the
Edwardian period. The Controversy begins and roughly ends between
these dates as well, and so may be labelled ‘Edwardian’.!® The philoso-
phers involved in this Edwardian Controversy, specifically Stout,
Alexander and Nunn, I take to be, at least some of the Edwardian
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Philosophers, but certainly not all. Demarcating the philosophers
involved in this way, will allow me to make some claims about the
attention and importance allotted to their respective philosophical
works. Hence, the Edwardian period, so demarcated, roughly corresponds
to certain phases in the respective philosophical proposals advanced by
the protagonists of this story. Within this period, that is, they develop
their philosophies in original ways, clearly marked by important shifts
by the end of the period. On the one hand, Nunn’s most significant
philosophical contributions, which seem to be overlooked by many
historians of analytic philosophy, actually occurred in this period,
while afterwards he shifted his attention to mathematical education.
On the other hand, Stout and Alexander are usually regarded to have
their most influential philosophical periods, respectively, before or
after this period; part of my effort, then, is to demonstrate the impact
of their work, particularly in the context of the Edwardian Controversy.
Russell too may be considered an Edwardian philosopher, considering
that some of his most important work at least was done in this period,
and that he was absorbed in the issues of the Controversy. The label
does not suggest that the respective careers of the philosophers did not
extend before or beyond this period; it is only meant to hone in our
attention to a specific timeframe, which sets an important background
and intellectual context for Russell’s ideas in epistemology — a context
largely overlooked by the vast literature in Russell studies.
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Stout’s Proto-New-Realism

In this chapter I will examine Stout’s solution to the problem of the
external world. Specifically, I will be looking at how he tried to solve
this problem within a series of articles that began with one published in
the Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society in 1904." This series of articles
continued well into the middle of the second decade. This momentum
was mainly due to the vast amount of interest generated by some of the
articulations and solutions advanced by Stout. Many of Britain’s
brightest philosophers engaged Stout’s doctrine head on. This dialectic
is what I have called the Controversy.

Without an understanding of Stout’s position as developed within
this period, one will not only have a meagre idea of what was happening
generally in epistemology in Britain at the time, but more specifically,
one will also have an incomplete picture of the Controversy.!® A proper
understanding of this Controversy will provide an appropriate context
for the treatment of the problem of the external world by many British
philosophers at the time, including a context for understanding Russell’s
solution to the same problem. It is not a coincidence that it was also
within these years that Russell developed his idea of logically
constructing the world. My purpose in this work is to show exactly how
Russell was influenced by this Controversy.

The aim of this chapter is to outline Stout’s doctrine.’ This, however,
will be done by highlighting only certain features of this doctrine. What
I will be highlighting will be determined by two related features, the first
feature is a question: how did Stout’s articulation of the problem of the
external world and his solution to it contribute to Russell’s project of logi-
cally constructing the physical world? The second feature is related to the
first; the answer to this question will have both a direct and indirect com-
ponent. The direct component will trace very specific ways in which Stout

17



18 Bertrand Russell and the Edwardian Philosophers

directly influenced the various aspects of Russell’s development with
regard to the problem of the external world. The indirect way is a clear
path. It begins by tracing the ways in which Stout directly affected the
development of the nascent British New Realism, and then ends with
another direct path of influence, from the British New Realists to Russell.
Both T.P. Nunn and Samuel Alexander, the British New Realists, were
actively involved in the Controversy, especially against Stout. In many
ways, as I hope to show in the next two chapters, the British New Realists
owed much of their development to Stout’s articulations and reactions.
With these two features in mind, I will try to explain the relevant aspects
of Stout’s doctrine. For if these two features are kept in mind the real
import of Stout’s doctrine for our understanding of Russell will arise.

After dealing with Stout’s importance and background in the general
history of British thought, I will divide this chapter into two broad parts.
In the first part, I will deal with Stout’s views as expounded in his early
articles, along with some helpful objections and criticisms made by John
Cook Wilson. The points I wish to emphasize with regard to Stout’s doc-
trine are all related to what he calls ‘presentations’. Four related features of
presentations will be earmarked and elaborated; namely: their relation to
Stout’s discussions of primary and secondary qualities; their mental
nature; their representative function; and finally their distinctive role as
genuine psychical existents. I will show how presentations arose from
Stout’s early engagement with Brentano’s doctrine of intentionality.
A point will be made to also show how the use of this notion is not meant
to be another type of representationalism. In later chapters all these
features will eventually be related to the British New Realists and Russell.

The second part of this chapter will deal with a broad, but important,
notion of Stout’s called ‘ideal constructions’. This notion is spread over
many texts, some of which are strictly psychological. I will make an
effort to sift out what is important and interesting for our purposes.
I believe some important things can be learnt from considering Stout’s
ideal constructions, especially by way of contrasting them (as Stout
himself does) not only with those of Mill, Locke and Kant, but also with
Russell’s notion of ‘logical construction’.

I PRESENTATIONS

1.1 Situating G.F. Stout

George Frederick Stout (1860-1944), at the time of delivering the 1904
paper (6 June 1904), was the President of the Aristotelian Society. Stout
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was already a giant in the field of philosophical psychology, thanks
mainly to two earlier books: Analytic Psychology (1896), and Manual of
Psychology (1899). The latter work came out in many subsequent editions
well into the late 1930s.2° Both these works were widely read. By this
time Stout had also been the editor of Mind, the most important British
journal of philosophy and psychology, and along with his teacher,
James Ward, Stout dealt ‘the death-knell [to] Lockean associationist
psychology and set the stage for turning psychology in general away
from the analysis of cognition and towards the analysis of character’.?!

Even though his psychological work is extremely interesting in its
own right, I will rather be focusing on his philosophical works, and
there is certainly no dearth of these. As Passmore puts it, Stout ‘never
lost his conviction that epistemology was the key both to philosophy
and to psychology’.?? It is not surprising then that much of what he
wrote was dedicated to epistemological matters. It must be noted, how-
ever, that the lines between psychology and philosophy at this time
were not as cut and dry as they are now. As we shall see throughout this
study, there was quite a bit of overlap between these two disciplines
with regard to problems and subject-matter. As will become apparent,
Russell saw much philosophical confusion arising from the vague lines
drawn between these disciplines.

Against Seargent and Passmore, who portray Stout as ‘a believer in
system’,?® (which I believe applies only to his later philosophy), I concur
with Metz's description of Stout as being ‘more concerned with working
out special problems than with erecting a system or constructing an
interpretation of the world as a whole’.?4 This is especially true of Stout’s
early philosophy - the part that I will be mainly interested in below. It
is true that later on in his career Stout began to give his epistemological
position more of a metaphysical context. In his Gifford Lectures
(1919-1921) (later published in two volumes as Mind & Matter (1931) and
God & Nature (1952)) he becomes a builder of systems. But to describe
his earlier philosophical positions as Seargent and Passmore do, would
not correspond to the kind of epistemological material Stout published
from 1896 to 1915.

As a philosopher Stout is quite difficult to situate. His relation to English
Idealism is complicated. We know that he advanced a position that Metz
describes as ‘a “meeting” of pragmatist, realist and idealist motives’.?®
Metz goes on to label Stout either an ‘old realist’ or a ‘new realist’ but
definitely not an idealist.?® Passmore, more accurately, describes Stout as
‘pre-eminently ... a philosopher of the middle way’.?” It is in this way that
Stout is usually painted by much of the literature — a philosopher who
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was interested in reconciliation and compromise. This I think is true of
his philosophy after about 1900. Russell’s memories of his teacher brand
him more of a ‘Hegelian’ than anything else.2® Russell’s recollection,
however, refers to a Stout of his early years in Cambridge, and not to the
philosopher we will be looking at, of the early 1900s.

While acknowledging the various shades of Stout’s ‘middle way’,
I will try to characterize Stout in a more decisive fashion. Doing this,
will, I believe, give us more of a focus and make it easier to relate Stout
as a challenge to his contemporaries. The way in which I wish to charac-
terize Stout is by labeling him a ‘Proto-New-Realist’. By this label I hope
to stress that Stout advanced a position that was taken over as both a
part of the nascent British New Realism, and a position that was in
direct opposition to certain aspects of the British New Realism. In the
next two chapters I hope to show that much of the budding New Realism
was articulated in relation to and in contrast to Stout’s doctrine.

What must be kept in mind is that Stout’s doctrine itself was a realist
one. That is, if by realism one understands, ‘the doctrine that reality
exists apart from its presentation to, or conception by, consciousness’.?’
This does not make him what Metz calls an ‘Old Realist’, such as John
Cook Wilson. For one thing, unlike the Old Realism, Stout advances a
theory of perception that makes primary and secondary qualities equally
inherent in a thing, while at the same time maintaining that the sensi-
ble appearances of both primary and secondary qualities are mental. To
make the difference between Stout and the Old Realism more evident,
therefore, I will be including some of Cook Wilson'’s criticisms of Stout
in this chapter.3°

If Stout is neither a New, nor an Old realist, how can we then characterize
his ‘Proto-New-Realism’? In an important article of 1911, Stout suggests
that his position is to be understood in light of the recent ‘German’
developments in philosophical psychology. What Stout is explicitly refer-
ring to here are the German and Austrian philosophers who reinterpreted
content or Inhalt into Brentano’s scheme; philosophers such as Meinong,
Twardowski, the early Husserl and Lipps.3! Stout goes as far as to claim that
he was one of the first to introduce the distinction between object and
content (or to use his terminology, ‘presentations’) as a critique of Brentano.
Indeed, he introduced this important innovation two years after, but inde-
pendently of Kazimierz Twardowski. The latter, in his 1894 book, On the
Content and Object of Presentations, reinterprets Brentano’s controversial
notion of an intended in-existent object, and introduces in its place a sharp
distinction between content and object. In many ways, Stout sees himself
as a part of this realist tradition that goes back to Brentano.*?
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Before we begin to delve into some of the details of Stout’s doctrine,
I wish to make a note about terminology. Stout explicitly states that his
term ‘presentation’ is equivalent to what the Austrian Realists called
‘Inhalt’®® (usually translated into English as ‘content’). This is an
infamously loaded term, full of ambiguity and disagreement. Stout’s
‘presentations’, just like Meinong’s ‘content’, refer to a whole class of
objects, which are supposed to be the objects of mental acts. Stout seems
to reserve, however, the term ‘representational content’ for Locke’s
representationalism, a doctrine that he vigorously opposes. In later
writings, Stout also refers to presentations as what is ‘existentially
immediate’, or ‘immediately experienced’. In his earlier work on the
nature of presentations, Stout also refers to them as ‘representations’,
and when he wants to specify a certain type of presentation, like a
sensible object, he sometimes refers to it as a ‘sensible-representation’ or
a ‘sensible appearance’.

1.2 Stout’s doctrine of primary and secondary qualities

In many ways Stout’s 1904 is confused and unclear. It might be due to
the lack of clarity of this text that many considered Stout to be an early
British New Realist.>* What is clear is that the main problem to which
Stout addresses himself in the 1904 paper is a particular issue with
regard to the distinction between primary and secondary qualities.
Stout takes this particular problem to be a species of a more general
problem, the problem of the external world. The more specific problem
may be illustrated by quoting Thomas Reid’s articulation of the issue: ‘Is
there anything common to the primary [quality] which belongs not to
the secondary [quality]? And what is it?’3 Very simply put, Stout’s
answer is that there is no such distinguishing feature, and that ‘there is
no essential difference between the primary and secondary attributes of
matter so far as regards their connection with sense-experience’ (Stout
1904, 153). Stout begins by describing this position as a defence of the
‘plain man’s’ view.3® What this view is, says Stout, ‘remains to be inves-
tigated. When it is fairly presented it will, I think, be found defensible,
and indeed the only one which is defensible for the case of primary as
well as secondary qualities’ (Stout 1904, 142).

As is well known, Locke described the distinction between primary
and secondary qualities as being one in which the former qualities are
actually intrinsic to a physical object and thus non-mental, while the
secondary qualities are mental and do not therefore inhere in a physical
object.?” Secondary qualities are a species of ‘mental phenomena’, while
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the primary qualities are a type of ‘physical phenomena’. In denying
this traditional view one can either suggest that there is no difference
and that both qualities are mental, as does Berkeley, or one can suggest
they are somehow both non-mental, as do the British New Realists.

Stout advances a third possibility in rejecting this traditional view.
Stout’s 1904 is meant to show that the plain man’s view with regard to
the qualities contains this third possibility. According to Stout, the
plain man does not confuse ‘between qualities of sensation and
properties of external things’ as the traditional view assumes the plain
man does.3® Nor does the ‘common-sense’ position subscribe to the
view of physical science that molecules, or some ‘occult powers’, produce
certain stimuli.® For if it did, Stout argues, it would be committed to
the ‘flagrant absurdity’ of believing in sensations that exist, persist and
change without anyone perceiving them.*® On the contrary, the
common-sense view of the plain man rests on two important points:
(1) sensibles, arising from both primary and secondary qualities, are
‘representations’ (or what he later calls ‘presentations’), and these ‘stand
for’ something else; and (2) that the distinction between what is repre-
sented and the sense-representation is ‘latent’ in common-sense. Taking
these two points together, Stout claims that what ‘are called the second-
ary qualities of matter are not identified with what is represented in
distinction from its sense-representation, nor yet with the sense-
representation in distinction from what it stands for. It is rather the
complex unity formed by both and commonly left unanalysed’ (Stout
1904, 144-45). What Stout proceeds to do, is present us with, a ‘logical
analysis’ of the plain man’s view.

A central aspect to this ‘complex unity’, which Stout stresses, is the
representative function of sense-representations. One of the main aspects
of a presentation is its ability to ‘stand for’ and ‘represent’ something
other than itself. With such a representative function Stout thinks he can
complete an important ‘correlation’, instead of a mistaken identification,
between the ‘qualities of sensation’ (the primary and secondary qualities)
and the ‘properties of external things’. Hence, Stout’s third alternative to
the traditional view is that there are mental sense-representations of both
primary and secondary qualities, which have a representative function
that ‘point beyond themselves’ to non-mental properties that inhere in a
physical thing. These mental sense-presentations are thus ‘correlated’ to
the non-mental qualities that inhere in a thing, but are not identical with
them. Or as he puts it, ‘Our general result up to this point is that there is
no essential difference between the primary and secondary attributes of
matter so far as regards their connexion with sense-experience. Both are
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in one way independent of sense and in another dependent on it’ (Stout
1904, 153). How they are ‘in one way independent of sense and in another
dependent of it’, basically depends on the representative function of
sense-representations.*!

What in his paper is called a ‘representative function’ is fundamental
to Stout’s position. Presentations ‘represent, express, or stand for
something other than themselves’ (Stout 1904, 144). The first thing to
note is that the ‘representative value’ of a presentation is not to be
identified or confused with a Lockean representationalism. Stout
emphatically stresses in a later paper that this traditional empiricist
doctrine is ‘founded on sheer fallacy and confusion’ (Stout 1908, 302).
As a matter of fact he goes on to distinguish his notion of representation
from what he calls the doctrine of ‘representative contents’.

‘Representative content’, Stout says, mediates between ‘reality and the
knower ... [and that this] content is supposed to have no being except
what is constituted by its appearing in consciousness ... Its being is
merely being-for-thought’ (Stout 1908, 302).#? There are at least two
ways in which Stout maintains a difference here. The first difference is
that Stout insists that his notion of representation (or presentations) do
not mediate between ‘reality and the knower’, but is really an immediate
connection between the two. And secondly, the presentation does not
have being only for thought, but has a genuine psychical existence.
A representation is not merely the way a thing appears to the mind, it is
an existent which is the sensible appearance of a thing.** In the next
few sections of this chapter I will explore both what Stout means by
this, and how exactly his doctrine is meant to be different from a
Lockean type representationalism.

1.3 Stout and the Brentano school

An important feature of the representative function is the way Stout
distinguishes between a presentation’s existence and its representative
function. This separation can only be understood, I believe, in light of
the relation between Stout and Brentano. I will now try to show how
Stout’s notion of presentation should be understood as a critical devel-
opment and response to certain problems within Brentano’s theory of
intentionality. I will contrast this with a similar response made to
Brentano by Twardowski. This contrast will not only reveal the signifi-
cance of Stout’s novel notion of a representative function, but I hope it
will also show the way in which Stout must be viewed as a member of
the Brentanian tradition. Finally, I also wish to discuss what Stout may
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mean by his distinction between the way a thing appears and the way
in which an appearance itself appears.** All these aspects of Stout’s
presentations will play an important role in understanding Russell’s
notion of sense-data.

In his Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint (1874), Brentano sets out
to find the ground for the distinction between mental and physical
phenomena. One of the ways in which he distinguishes the two is by
arguing that all mental phenomena are ‘intentional’. Mental phenom-
ena, in other words, all make a ‘reference to [an object], direction toward
an object ... or immanent objectivity ... No physical phenomena
exhibits anything like it. We can, therefore, define mental phenomena
by saying that they are those phenomena which contain an object of
intentionality within themselves’ (Brentano 1874; 1973, 88-9; my italics).
This ‘aboutness’ of mental phenomena is fundamental to Brentano, and
is seen as one of his most important contributions to philosophy.

What are mental phenomena supposed to be ‘about’, what do they
‘refer to’, and toward what are they ‘directed’? What mental phenomena
are directed toward (in their intentionality) is what Brentano calls an
‘in-existent object’. This object is immanent’ and in a mental phenom-
ena, like a mental act. This immanent object is present within mental
phenomena, and as such, is completely internal to a particular
psychological state. This means that the in-existent object is not an
external object, nor does it ‘transcend’ its immanent intentionality, but
is an object dependent upon and intimately related to such mental
phenomena as a mental act*® I will continue to describe this
characteristic of an ‘in-existent object’ as being a ‘product’ or an ‘aspect’
of a mental act.*¢

Even though the idea that intentionality, as the distinctive mark of
mental phenomena, gained wide acceptance among philosophers and
psychologists at the time, the doctrine of immanent intentionality was
called into question immediately after the publication of Brentano’s
1874. There are a couple of reasons for this. For one, it is not only unclear
what the ontological status of these immanently in-existent objects is,
but from an epistemological point of view they imprison us within the
realm of ideas and the mind. In other words, if all my mental acts (of
presenting, judging and assuming, etc.) are intentionally related to
immanently in-existent objects alone, how is one ever to bridge the gap
that is created between these latter objects and those which are said to
‘transcend’ them, such as external objects? If mental acts are not inten-
tionally related to external objects, but only to immanently intended
objects, then there is no way one’s thinking, sensing, presenting or
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assuming, etc. can ever be directly related to, or intentionally be about
externally ‘real’ objects. This is the problem that is referred to as the
‘closed circle of ideas’.*’

It was primarily such fundamental problems that led many of
Brentano’s students to reconsider the nature of the objects involved. As
Barry Smith puts it, ‘the tricky issue as to how mental acts are able, on
occasions, to achieve a directedness to transcendent objects in the world
was addressed primarily by Brentano’s students, and the fertility of
Brentano’s philosophizing shows itself not least in the ways in which it
led these students to try out new and interesting solutions to this very
problem’.*® Twardowski and Stout both made similar attempts at ‘new
and interesting solutions’ to the problem of the ‘closed circle of ideas’.
Both these attempts were made within the confines of Brentano’s more
general doctrine of intentionality. It is, therefore, in this way that I will
suggest that Stout was a follower of Brentano.

Before I present Twardowski’s and Stout’s solutions, let me briefly look
at what might be seen as an obvious response to the problem of the
‘closed circle of ideas’. This response Dale Jacquette calls the ‘modified
realist proposal’.*’ This proposal rests on a distinction between immanent
intentional objects and transcendent (or just mind-independent) external
objects. When we desire a certain object we are intentionally related not
only to the immanently intentional object, but also to what these latter
objects properly refer to or stand for, that is, a certain external object. In
this way, then, our mental acts are intentionally related to objects exter-
nal and mind-independent.

Other than the problem of multiplying objects beyond necessity,
according to Jacquette, there is another major problem with this
proposal. It leaves the relationship between these two different catego-
ries of objects (the immanent and transcendent) completely ‘mysteri-
ous’. More pointedly, this relationship cannot be referential or
representational, because such relations are themselves mental acts.
‘[Rleference is itself an intentional feature of a psychological state, and
so presumably partakes of the same sort of immanent intentionality
that we had hoped to eliminate from Brentano’s early intentionality
thesis. To paraphrase Brentano, in referring, something is referred to.”>°
That is, referring only refers to another in-existent intended object.
There is therefore no escape from this closed circle of ideas.

Twardowski, a student of Brentano’s, is usually considered the first to
have clearly distinguished between the content and an object of a
mental act.5! This he did with the intention of clearing up Brentano’s
scheme, rather than presenting his clarification as an explicit refutation
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of Brentano. Twardowski simply reinterpreted Brentano ‘in a more
flexible way’.52 Twardowski did this by sharply distinguishing a content
(Inhalt) from an object. The content, in Twardowski’s scheme, is meant
to replace Brentano’s immanently intended object, while the object is
supposed to be a transcendent object intended by an act. In this way
Twardowski is able to save the intentionality of mental phenomena,
without falling into the trap of confusing content with objects. For it is
exactly this confusion in Brentano that leads to problems such as the
‘closed circle of ideas’.

Jacquette argues that Twardowski is also able to avoid the problems
faced by the modified realist proposal. In the first place, Twardowski is
not positing two categories of intended objects, because for him contents
can never be objects, and as such, they cannot ever be the intended
objects of a mental act. In other words, there is no distinction between
immanent and transcendently intended objects. Only transcendent,
external objects can be intended by any mental act. Twardowski is thus
able to avoid the problem facing the modified realist proposal because
he does not need to explain any ‘mysterious’ relation between
content and objects. As Jacquette puts it, on Twardowski’s account ‘an
immanent thought content mentally represents a corresponding tran-
scendent intentional object’.® That is, according to Twardowski there is
a certain sense in which the content is not only in a mental act, as
Brentano thought, but that it is also produced by it — it is merely an aspect
of a mental act. So it is not the content that is strictly ‘representing’ the
object, but it is rather the mental act that is properly representing.

Like Twardowski, Stout also wishes to escape the ‘closed circle of
ideas’. Unlike Twardowski, who is problematically a lot more reticent,
Stout openly criticizes Brentano for failing to distinguish between what
he calls presentations (content; Inhalt) and objects.>* He makes this
distinction not as a refutation of Brentano’s theory of intentionality,
however, but only as an aid and patch to it. For Stout is quite heavily
influenced by and sympathetic to the theory of intentionality, but in a
modified form. I will not present the details of Stout’s modified version
of thisdoctrine, only because it will take us too far a field into psychology.
Rather, the point I wish to emphasize here is simply that Stout was not
only a part of this Brentanian tradition, but that he also seriously tried
to advance solutions to some of the problems in Brentano’s doctrine.
For it is in search of a solution to one such problem, namely the ‘closed
circle of ideas’, that he formulates his theory of presentations. It is this
theory of presentations that Stout uses to help him solve, as we shall see,
related issues with regard to the problem of the external world.



Stout’s Proto-New-Realism 27

Like Twardowski, Stout believes that the problem Brentano faces with
regard to immanently in-existent objects can be solved by distinguishing
between presentations and objects. Only objects, in this sense, are
ultimately intended by ‘modes of consciousness’ or mental acts. There
are, however, differences between Twardowski and Stout’s position. In
order to illustrate these differences, allow me to quote in full what Stout
says with regard to mental acts:

I had not originally [in Analytic Psychology] any single word to
designate what have since been called ‘acts.’ I was content to describe
them as ways of being conscious of objects, or as attitudes of
consciousness towards its object. I would now reserve for them
exclusively the title of subjective states or processes: for presentations
are not predicates of the subject in its individual unity and identity,
as believing or being pleased are. The term ‘act’ is certainly
convenient, and in view of its having already become current, I am
prepared to accept it. But in doing so I make two reservations. In the
first place, I would make a distinction between acts such as supposing,
believing, or desiring, and the relation to an object which is common
to all. All acts as such involve this relation, but it is not itself an act.
It is not itself a mental state or process, but a relational attribute of
certain mental states or processes. In the second place, the word act
must not be taken to signify activity. (Stout 1911, 356-57)

This passage indicates ways in which Stout differs from Twardowski, but
also points to ways in which Stout’s position is unlike the modified
realist proposal outlined above. I will only briefly point out these differ-
ences here; their importance for Stout’s philosophy will be discussed
later on below.

The main differences are revealed in the way in which Stout’s position
answers an objection to the modified realist proposal. Recall, one of the
main problems that the modified realist proposal had, according to
Jacquette, was the way in which it could not account for the ‘mysterious’
relation between immanent objects and transcendent objects. If it tries
to resolve this mystery by saying immanent objects refer to or represent
transcendent objects, then this solution would fail. For, as Jacquette
points out, referring and representing are mental acts, and as such, can
only be directly related to immanent objects, ex hypothesi. What is
interesting in the passage above is that Stout explicitly rejects Jacquette’s
point against the modified proposal. Stout thinks referring or
representing are not mental acts. Instead, all mental acts, says Stout,
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have such a relation in common. This relation is what Stout calls a
‘thought-reference’, and when coupled with a presentation, becomes
the latter’s representative function. Another way of putting this point is
to say that since one of the distinguishing characteristics of what is
mental is its intentional nature, and because presentations are mental,
these must also have a representative function.

The problems facing a modified realist proposal in the face of positing
referencing or representing are inapplicable to Twardowski’s scheme.
This is because there is a certain sense in which Twardowski’s contents
are not only in a mental act, but are also produced by it — they are
aspectsof amentalact. Soitisnot the content thatis strictly ‘representing’
the object, but rather it is the mental act itself. This response is opposed
to Stout’s doctrine that presentations must have a ‘thought-reference’ or
an intentional element. Not only are presentations distinct psychical
existents, according to Stout, they essentially have a representative
value. This is made possible by not limiting the thought-reference to
mental acts alone. For Stout, if presentations are also mental phenomena,
it then follows that they are also intentional.

One of the very first philosophers to publish a response to Stout’s
1904 article was G. Dawes Hicks.>® Dawes Hicks’ response, in many
ways, can be seen as a realist defence of Twardowski against Stout. The
whole idea of content is introduced by Twardowski so that he can
distinguish between a transcendent object and something which is
truly in-existent and is directly intended by a mental act. In other
words, the content in Twardowski’s doctrine, as we have seen, is simply
Brentano’s immanently intended object, with the important difference
that for Twardowski content can never be objects. For Dawes Hicks this
is exactly the point Stout misses when he takes his presentations
to be distinct psychical existents. Dawes Hicks reminds us that ‘to
presentations, in the sense of contents, the predicate of existence does
not rightly attach’ (Dawes Hicks 1906a, 279). Rather, according to Dawes
Hicks, the only thing to which the predicate of existence can rightly be
attached in consciousness is the mental act itself.’¢ So if presentations
are not psychical existents in their own right, how are we to understand
them? Dawes Hicks answers that they are merely the ‘products’ of
mental acts.>” When he says sense-presentations are a product of mental
acts he means to suggest that it is ‘not a given fact’, but rather it is ‘that
which arises in and through the act of apprehension’ (Dawes Hicks
1906a, 309). He even goes as far as to suggest that the separation of
mental act from content is ‘inadmissible’.8
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In a rejoinder published in the same volume of the Proceedings, Stout
thinks he can ‘conclusively refute’ Dawes Hicks’ argument that existence
as a predicate cannot rightly be said to ‘attach’ to content.>* Much of the
discussion rests on what ‘content’ can possibly mean.5® There is an
equivocation in the word ‘content’; in one sense of the word it is
equivalent to Stout’s presentations, or Inhalt; the second sense is that of
there being particular contents of a presentation (‘contents of ideas’). In
this context, Stout is taking Dawes Hicks to mean the latter. Thus Dawes
Hicks is attacking the wrong sense of content. This point aside, Stout
thinks Dawes Hicks’ argument that the predicate of existence is not
applicable to content or a presentation, can be reduced to the absurdity
that ‘existential judgments are absolutely impossible’.®! If we take the
content of our ideas in the widest sense (as does Dawes Hicks, in the
second sense described) so as to include under its rubric both thought
and perception, and we assume for the sake of argument that the
predicate of existence is inapplicable to these, then, says Stout, existen-
tial judgements become impossible. For thought (judgement) by itself
can ‘never justify me in affirming’ the actual existence of anything. If
perception, therefore, is like thought, then perception by itself can also
never justify me in affirming the existence of anything. ‘If all cognitions
were in this respect on the same plane with mere thoughts, then no one
could ever have the slightest ground for affirming that he had money in
his pocket even while he was actually feeling it and rattling it."®?

Stout’s whole argument, therefore, is meant to show that there is a
real difference between thought and perception. This difference lies in
the fact that in perception we are directly related to actual psychical
existents, while in judgement or thought we are only indirectly related
to these. For Stout there can be no existential judgement without it
being somehow based on these psychical existents in our sensory
experience. Stout asks, ‘if we had no direct acquaintance with any
particular existent, how could we ever attain the abstract concept of
existence or the problematic thought of there being particular instances
of it [with which we are not directly acquainted]?’s® If there is no exist-
ent, that is, to which we are directly related in all our cognitions, we can
never be said to know the existence of anything. For an object to be the
most direct form of existence that we can possibly be related to, this
existent must also be psychical.®* These psychical existents are
designated by Stout’s ‘presentations’.

Part of the problem, therefore, with Dawes Hicks’ objection is that he
does not understand the importance of distinguishing the two different
senses of ‘content’. Dawes Hicks goes from speaking about the content
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of presentations to presentations themselves, and applies what he thinks
is impermissible to one as being impermissible to the other. This move
is unacceptable precisely because Stout wants to keep these two senses
separate. The demand for a separation of these two senses is exactly
what we will see being urged below in Stout’s response to John Cook
Wilson. It is Cook Wilson'’s confusion between the ‘mere appearing of a
thing’ and ‘the appearance of a thing’ that sets Stout apart from the Old
Realism and some of the early British Empiricists. All in all, what must
be emphasized here about Stout’s position is that his presentations are
supposed to be existents in their own right, which, as he says, have ‘an
existence and a positive nature of their own, distinct from material
things and their attributes ... the sensible appearance [or presentation] is
itself something that appears ...®> This is not only a point disputed by
Dawes Hicks, but is also essentially the point which Cook Wilson
allegedly misunderstands in his criticisms of Stout’s 1904 paper.

1.4 Representative function of presentations

After participating in the discussions that took place following Stout’s
presentation of his paper to the Aristotelian Society in 1904, John Cook
Wilson wrote a lengthy letter to Stout in July of the same year. This
private correspondence contains a detailed examination of Stout’s
paper. It is an important piece because it represents a critique by one of
the period’s foremost Old Realists. Cook Wilson in this letter accuses
Stout of being muddled and confused, especially with regard to ‘trap
words’ such as ‘representation’, which need to be clarified before one
can use them in a philosophically sophisticated manner (Cook Wilson
1904; 1926, 785). The main thrust of his criticism is to show how Stout’s
views on secondary qualities have ‘infected’ his understanding of the
primary qualities. In line with Locke, Cook Wilson'’s Old Realism insists
on the separation of these two kinds of qualities.

After outlining some of the features of Stout’s position, Cook Wilson
is puzzled by the relationship that is said to exist between a sensible-
representation and what it is ‘correlated’ to. As we have seen, Stout
believes a sensible-representation ‘stands for’ a quality inhering in a
thing. Cook Wilson thinks that this relation of ‘standing for’ is ‘very
loose and treacherous’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 769). This is because,
with regard to a primary quality like extension for instance, such a
relationship ‘mediates’ between the sensation and ‘our knowledge of
the extension’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 771). As representative, such
mediation implies that the sensation of felt extension is different from
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the extension being represented. Now there are two ways in which
something can be representative, according to Cook Wilson: either by
having a likeness to what it represents, or by being associated to it in
some fashion. But the only way these two conditions of representation
can be fulfilled is if we are already, to use Cook Wilson’s word,
‘acquainted’ with what these sense-representations represent. How else
can one determine whether or not there is likeness or association? But
if our knowledge of what is represented is acquired only by inference
from these mediating factors (like a ‘felt’ or sensible extension), then it
is ‘impossible’ to have either of these two different conditions fulfilled
for representation, because inference is not direct knowledge of what is
represented. So any correlation, whether of likeness or association, can
only be had from already knowing directly what is represented.

Cook Wilson makes an interesting comment in this regard: ‘As to this
knowledge [of correlation], it seems clear that we could not get it at all if
our datum was the mere sensation, given without any relation to exten-
sion. If we really get both together we might as well call the extension
representative of the sensations as the sensations representative of the
extension. The idea of representation, then, in fine, seems to me not only
useless in philosophy but misleading as tending to obscure the solution
of a difficult problem’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 772). One may respond,
however, that it is not a useless idea in philosophy, as much as it is a use-
less expression; and this is partly how Stout responds in a paper of 1905,
where he replaces the loaded term ‘representation’ with ‘presentation’.

In a very important paper from 1905, ‘Things and Sensations’, Stout
attempts to rearticulate his doctrine to account for some of Cook Wilson'’s
concerns above. It appears Stout took Cook Wilson's objections against
the ‘representative function’ of presentations to heart.®® In this article
what he calls ‘immediate experience’ (presentations) can be taken to
represent and stand for what is not immediately experienced. ‘But
representation’, he continues, ‘in this sense must be carefully distinguished
from representation which presupposes a previous independent knowledge
of what is represented, and an examination of its relation to that which
we regard as representing it. A memory-image does not represent what is
remembered as a photograph represents a person. We are not enabled to
remember by first ascertaining that the memory-image is representative.
On the contrary, it is only because we have already remembered by means
of it that we are justified in regarding it as representative’ (Stout 1905,
159-60). Stout is saying, in other words, that any representation which
requires some sort of likeness or association prior to being representative,
as Cook Wilson says it must, is not the sense in which he means to use this
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notion. Rather, he explains, that the proper sense is the same as the sense
in which a memory-image is representative of what is remembered. The
memory-image represents, ‘because we have already remembered by
means of it that we are justified in regarding it as representative’. What
this exactly means is unclear, but it seems that Stout wishes to stress that
the memory-image and what is remembered by it are not separate or dis-
connected in ordinary experience, but only in reflection. After we have
critically analysed this experience we seem to conclude that the two can
be separated, but this does not imply a discontinuity in experience.
Consequently, when we speak of a memory-image representing we only
mean to suggest its connection to what is remembered.

We may also consult, in this regard, one of Stout’s later works of 1911,
‘Some Fundamental Points in the Theory of Knowledge’. Here Stout
clears up the matter from another important point of view. Cook Wilson
is accusing Stout of holding to the old Lockean doctrine of
representationalism. Stout is clear here that the problem with represen-
tationalism is that there seems no way to go from presentations to their
objects. In other words, ‘the doctrine of representative knowledge ... is
doomed to collapse when it is brought face to face with the question:
How does the mind pass from the representation to that which is
represented?’ (Stout 1911, 374). Stout believes that this problem has no
bearing on his position, because he insists that he does not need to ‘get
to’ what is represented from the representation - they are both known
immediately and together. There is nothing that mediates between the
one and the other. Rather, he maintains:

I no more hold that the knowledge of other objects is mediated by
presentations than I hold that the knowledge of presentations is
mediated by that of objects which are not presentations ... In different
ways the knowledge of presentations and of presented objects mediate
each other, so as to form an inseparable unity ... I do not need to ‘get
to’ the presented object; for I am there already. If this were not so,
I could not even ‘get to’ the presentation itself in the sense of know-
ing it; for the presentation, in order to be known, must be thought as
well as experienced; and it cannot be thought except as connected
with what is not presentation. (Stout 1911, 374-75)

1.5 Sensible space and real space

The lessons Stout draws from the above discussion of primary and
secondary qualities are, he thinks, of a general nature, which can be
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used to explain other more specific issues involving sense-presentations
and what they represent. Accordingly, Stout takes his findings about the
representative value of appearances and applies them to a particular
case of a primary quality — the case of extension. This is an interesting
part of Stout’s doctrine, because here he introduces a distinction
between two different types of extension: a sensible extension and a
real extension. The relationship between these two types of extension
is of some importance here. It is not only what Cook Wilson regards as
one of the weakest parts of Stout’s doctrine, it is also, as we shall see
later, a significant aspect of Russell’s logical construction of space.

What Stout calls a ‘sensible extension’ (Stout 1904, 148) is the
sense-representation of a primary quality, ‘real extension’. According to
Stout, there are two kinds of sensible extension: visual and tactual.
These two sensible extensions must be distinguished from the exten-
sion of real bodies in space, because a sensible extension is distinct from
a ‘spatial or real extension’ (Stout 1904, 148). Stout thinks that these
two types of extension, the apparent and real, are distinct for at least
three reasons. First, bodies occupy a ‘single homogeneous, infinite space
which embraces all material things and their distances’ (Stout 1904,
148), while sensible extensions do not occupy this ‘space’. Secondly,
sensible extensions are mental sense-presentations, and are thus distinct
from non-mental real extension. And finally, the ‘apparent size’ of a
thing is contrasted with its ‘real size’, for a visible appearance may
change its shape and size invariably, while the real thing remains
unchanged.

Cook Wilson thinks that the whole idea of a sensible extension is a
serious ‘verbal confusion’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 782-83). It is ‘inap-
plicable’ to sensibles, whether tactual or visual. What Stout is arguing is
that since sensible extensions are subjective they can have no part
in the objective ‘Space’ of physical things. However, such a claim rests
on the mistaken assumption, according to Cook Wilson, that extension
can apply to sensibles, which it cannot. Therefore, Stout cannot show
that sensible extensions are not in the space of physical things.

The notion of sensible extension gives rise to other ‘contradictions’ as
well, according to Cook Wilson. One is based on the distinction Stout
draws between the real and apparent extensions. But this contradicts,
says Cook Wilson, other things Stout says with regard to these two types
of extension. For example, Stout says, that the ‘real size’ of a thing can
be compared to the ‘apparent size’ of it.%” ‘This is only,’ observes Cook
Wilson, ‘the comparison of one line with another, of two things (two
extensions) exactly the same in kind’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 783).
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And if it were not of the same kind, how could they ever be compared in
‘feet or inches’ in the first place? Secondly, what can it ever mean to say
that apparent extensions ‘are not extended in the same sense as corporeal
things’,%® when both are said to be extended? To say that sensations are
extended, but not in space, ‘This to my mind,” exclaims Cook Wilson, ‘is
sheerest contradiction. What is extended must be in space or it is not
extended’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 783). One might respond, says Cook
Wilson, to this latter criticism by suggesting that we put ‘extended sen-
sations’ in a ‘space’ of their own, distinct from the ‘space’ of ‘objective’
things. In a certain sense this is exactly what Nunn and Russell later
were to do. This, however, thinks Cook Wilson, ‘would involve a terrible
mess’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926, 784). What this terrible mess is, Cook
Wilson never describes.

Stout argues that these sorts of problems are all based on a
misunderstanding. Stout stresses that what he regards as sensible
appearances (of which sensible extensions are a species) are ‘not merely
the Thing itself appearing’ (Stout 1905, 153). This provision is important.
If it is ignored, one is bound to misunderstand Stout’s doctrine and raise
what he calls a ‘hypothetical criticism’. This hypothetical criticism
claims that the ‘distinction [between a sensible extension and a real
extension, or more generally the one between a sensible-presentation
and what it represents] is not a distinction between two existences. It is
a distinction between the material thing as it appears imperfectly or
wrongly and the same thing as it appears more fully and correctly’
(Stout 1905, 153). This is, to be sure, one of Cook Wilson’s objections
made to Stout in his letter. Stout urges that sensible appearances are
more than just the ‘appearing’ of a thing: they are what themselves appear.
What Stout means by this is that sensible appearances are distinct
psychical existents that are distinguished from external things and
their qualities, and also from mental acts. Even though they are
correlated in important ways, they are not meant to be identified. It
seems, therefore, that the distinction drawn between that which merely
appears and a sensible appearance can rest on the former being an
aspect of a mental act, which may have either a psychical or physical
existent as its object. Just like Dawes Hicks, what Cook Wilson is being
accused of by Stout, therefore, is confounding a genuine psychical
existent with the mental act of appearing. Indeed, Stout goes on to
conclude that he is justified ‘in regarding sensible appearances as having
an existence and a positive nature of their own, distinct from material
things and their attributes ... The sensible appearance is itself something
that appears, and this something is not matter...” (Stout 1905, 155).
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Cook Wilson has failed, therefore, to distinguish between a sensible
appearance, per se, and the mere appearing of a thing, or what we also
described above as the content of a presentation. So when Cook Wilson
fails to make sense of how appearances can be extended, he has failed
to realize that these have a ‘positive nature’ and existence all their own.
Stout stresses, therefore, that visual appearances have an apparent
extension of their own, and only these can be compared and metrically
determined with one another, which amounts to saying, something
Stout does not, that we have a distinct and separate apparent space of
sensible appearances. This is something Russell was later to develop.

What is the relationship between real extension and apparent
extension? Stout notices that a visible extension may change its shape
and size, without this being a change in the real extension of the thing.
Conceivably there are a whole series of such possible alterations and
variations of the visual appearance that may result from approaching or
receding from a thing, without there being a corresponding change in
the thing. Stout suggests three possible ways of understanding this
relationship. One is to merely identify ‘the whole series of possible
changes’ with the real thing. This Stout thinks is unsatisfactory because
it does not account for the real thing not having any change.® The
second is to select one of the possible changes in a visual extension and
identify it with the real. Stout thinks this will not do either, because no
one possible change in a series has any ‘logical title’ to being selected
over any other. The third alternative is basically the one Stout makes his
own; it is to limit the range of possible change in a series by conditioning
it with some sort of uniformity. As in the case of primary and secondary
qualities, the representative functions of our sensible appearances are
successful because of certain uniform conditions of perception. These
might be practical or theoretical constraints on what we regard to be
standard conditions of perception. Whatever these conditions might
be, they are chosen at our convenience, as long as we abide by them
strictly and they yield distinct visual appearances. Once these are in
place, we can say that whatever changes we experience in apparent
extension are also corresponding changes in the real extension of a
thing. Thus, Stout believes himself to have shown that some sort of
relationship does exist from which we may ‘derive’ real extension from
apparent extension.”®

Having also denied that there is any difference in dealing with tactual
extension (contra Berkeley), he sums up his position: ‘Given uniform
conditions of perception, whatever these may be, differences of sensible
extension and differences of more and less in the series of motor
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sensations [tactual extension] represent differences in the external
world and the differences as thus represented - the differences together
with the mode of representing them are what we call differences of real,
physical, or spatial extension’ (Stout 1904, 152). Thus any difference in
the mode of representing, be it visual or tactual, are differences in the
real extension.

1.6 Cook Wilson’s geometrical counter-example

Stout’s observation, that changes and variations in sense-presentations
sometimes do not correspond to changes in a thing, is vital to the
argument for the mental nature of presentations. Consider the various
aspects of the same thing different people see from different perspectives.
All the assorted sensible appearances of the same thing, Stout claims,
from all these different positions around the thing, cannot all be
properties of the same thing. A coin, for instance, cannot be circular,
elliptical, and straight in its shape all at once. Each person, from their
own respective vantage point, is presented with a different appearance of
the same thing. The only way to explain how one and the same thing
can have many contrary qualities, according to Stout, is to introduce
mental presentations. The different mental presentations are what
account for the range of differences in the one and the same thing. As
Stout puts it, ‘Now we cannot identify the real size of a thing with the
whole series of possible changes in the extent of its visible appearance,
nor yet with the fixed order of their possible occurrence. For the real
extension may remain constant, while its appearance alters, and it does
not in its own nature include or imply the concept of change’ (Stout
1904, 150).

Part of the importance of this argument rests in the fact that it is one
of the main reasons why Stout introduces mental presentations. In
many ways arguments like this are used by Stout to demonstrate the
essential inclusion of mental presentations into any theory of perception.
These arguments are also later used to point to the difference in kind
between a thing and its sense-presentations.”!

Cook Wilson thinks such arguments for the introduction of mental
presentations into our knowledge of the external world rest on an
important presupposition that Stout overlooks. This presupposition is
supposed to show the superfluous nature of positing apparent extension,
ormore generally, any mental sensible-presentation. This presupposition,
at least with regard to visual extension, is the fact that we are in direct
relation with the real facts of real extension and its real parts. Cook
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Figure 1.1 Cook Wilson’s geometrical counter-example

Wilson wants to demonstrate that in any change in extension no
sensible appearance, or apparent extension is needed to account for
some supposed change.”? In other words, what is needed is an argument
which shows that when the real extension has not changed, but some
appearance of the thing has changed in experience, we can still explain
this variation without the introduction of apparent extension.

Cook Wilson employs an interesting geometrical argument in order

to bring to light this presupposition. This presupposition is the
‘objective fact’ that ‘the observer is supposed to be looking at the real
extension of the object itself, and also that what he sees in so looking
is definitely a part of the real extension’ (Cook Wilson 1904; 1926,
791). Here is how Cook Wilson draws out this ‘objective fact’. Let us
take a rectangle ABCD in a plane, and let E be a point in the same plane
at which the eye is (see Figure 1.1). Even though the lines AB and CD
are really equal to one another, they may appear to vary in size from E.
Depending on where E is in the same plane, either AB will look smaller
than CD, or CD will look smaller than AB, or AB will appear to be equal
to CD. Cook Wilson only considers the case in which AB looks smaller
than CD.
In this case, Cook Wilson says, points A and B are seen ‘behind’”® points
a and b (these are where the rays of A and B intersect CD on their way
to E) on CD, so that as a result the line AB ‘looks’ smaller than CD from
E. What we have then is the following: AB and CD are equal, but when
AB is seen from E, as its rays pass through CD and intersect it at a and
b, AB ‘behind’ ab ‘looks’ or ‘appears’ smaller than CD, even though,
again, they are supposed to be equal to it. This whole demonstration,
then, is meant to show how, from E, AB ‘looks’ smaller than CD.
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What Cook Wilson wishes to point out is that in the explanation of
this supposed illusion or variation we do not at all need the notion of
an ‘apparent’ extension. Rather, all that is needed to explain away
this illusion or variation are the various aspects of this ‘real’ exten-
sion. No aspect of apparent extension need be posited in this expla-
nation. Such a ‘perspective’ from E is just the geometrical ‘implication’
of a certain real relation AB has to ab (this relation being that the
points A and a are on the same line AE, while B and b on the same
line BE), and that this relation is not an apparent relation found in
sensible extension. AB is still equal to CD even though when seen
from E it seems smaller.

It is exactly at this point the British New Realists, as we shall see,
differ from the Old Realists. The former will say that AB is not equal to
CD because it does not ‘look’ or ‘appear’ to be from E, and that there is
no way of saying directly and immediately that AB is really equal to CD.
In fact, it seems that Cook Wilson is merely postulating this. If Cook
Wilson wishes to say that it really is ab that is smaller than CD, he has
then mistakenly identified AB with ab. If Cook Wilson wishes to say
that AB only ‘looks’ or ‘appears’ smaller because of its real relationship
with ab, then he has to explain how we are to understand this real
relationship without inference, and why we just do not say ab is smaller
than CD. One must also notice Cook Wilson's usage of ‘look’ and
‘appear’ throughout this counter-example, especially when he says that
AB ‘appears’ or ‘looks’ smaller than CD. This usage is supposed to mean
the way a thing merely appears, as an aspect of the mental act of appear-
ing. For Stout, and as we shall see for the New Realists and Russell, how-
ever, what appears here is distinct from any mental act of appearing. For
what appears is itself a certain distinct existent. As a matter of fact, one
of the lessons of this chapter ought to be the importance of Stout’s early
articulation of this difference. In later chapters we shall see how this
idea was adopted by both the New Realists and Russell.

Cook Wilson is thus claiming that in order to even mistakenly
attribute the fact to appearance, one must be acquainted with the real
extension and real objects first. What we are therefore directly aware of
in any sensation, or perception, is the real extension and real objects.”
From these we can possibly then infer appearances. This direct realism
is entirely contrary to Stout’s, and Russell’s doctrines. For both, it is
rather the apparent extension and sense-presentations that we are most
directly aware of, and these are not known through any inference (nor,
thus, indirectly). Indeed, sense-presentations are ‘real’, and not just a
thing appearing. Instead it is real extension, or the real thing, which is
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inferred from these real existents (or sense-presentations). What Cook
Wilson, therefore, is attacking is Stout’s claim that immediate experi-
ence or the presentations are the given, or ‘primary data’, from which
we can then infer physical things.

Cook Wilson, consequently, seems to assume that we have a ‘bird’s
eye view’ of the situation, that we know what the real situation is apart
from what we apprehend. With regard to the geometric example above,
there appears to be an illusion, but when we step out and beyond the
‘mere appearing’ of the situation we find that in reality AB is still equal
to CD, and that whatever seems to contradict this reality can be
explained by examining and understanding the real relations involved.
But, as we shall see, what the New Realists will say is that no such step-
ping out and beyond immediate data is directly possible without infer-
ence (indirectly). One of the ways that Old Realism, or what was also
known as ‘naive realism,’ is characterized by the British New Realists is
the way in which it assumed otherwise. ‘By naive realism,” says
Alexander, ‘is meant the bare assertion without evidence, or the assump-
tion that there is an external thing of which we are conscious’ (Alexander
1910, 2).75 This is at least one way we can understand what Alexander
takes to be a dissimilarity between his realism and the naive realism of
Cook Wilson.

Stout, however, believes that the proper explanation of Cook Wilson's
counter-example is to say that we are presented with particular mental
presentations, which are real and distinct existents in their own right,
from which we can then infer certain features of the physical world.
Apart from Cook Wilson’s and Stout’s explanation, there is a third
alternative. One can identify the ‘real size’ of a thing ‘with the whole
series of possible changes in the extent of its visible appearance’.’® That
is, take all the various points of view, order them into some series, and
then identify this whole series with the real size of AB. Stout thinks this
is inadmissible, because ‘the real extension may remain constant while
its appearance alters, and it does not in its own nature include or imply
the concept of change’ (Stout 1904, 150). If this reason for the inadmis-
sibility of the third explanation is rejected, because it merely posits a
real thing in its argument, in rough outline we are left with Nunn’s and
Russell’s respective constructions of physical things. It is thus also clear
that Stout makes the same naive realist posit, especially when he quali-
fies an example of change or variation by saying that while a sensible-
presentation of a thing may change, the actual thing may remain
unchanged. This is only an assumption about the real thing. Even
though Stout sometimes makes the same arguably mistaken assumption
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as the Old Realism, he tries at the same time to avert it by stressing that
what is directly known in sense-experience are mental presentations.
Stout now and then slips, but he certainly wants to keep what is directly
known distinct from anything that could be inferred from it. The New
Realists, however, as we shall see, regard Stout as not going far enough
in this direction.

II IDEAL CONSTRUCTIONS
1.7 Stout’s central question

The essential difference between real extension and apparent extension
lies in the latter being ‘primary datum’, while the other is an inference
from that ‘datum’. This distinction not only applies to sensible extension,
but also more generally to other sensible-presentations. Related to this
more general sense, an important question arises: ‘Confined at the
outset to our own states — our own immediate experience — by what
possibility can we ever transcend these? Evidently we can only do so by
way of inference. But how can we infer from A to B, when B is supposed to
be something with which we are totally unacquainted?’ (Stout 1904, 159).
This is the central question of Stout’s philosophy. One of the extraordi-
nary things about this central question is how Russellian it actually is.
The difference, of course, is the way in which Stout attempts to answer
this question. In Stout’s 1904 his answer to this question rests on a
certain understanding of ‘immediate inference’ and its relation to
‘primary datum’.”” Stout, as we have seen so far, regards presentations to
be primary data, or ‘immediate experience’. In his 1905 essay he further
explains that these ‘immediate experiences’ are like the present experi-
ence of a toothache in which past toothaches or even past phases of the
same toothache are not experienced at the same time. One way to
understand this is to distinguish ordinary experiences and observations,
from immediate experiences. The former are pervaded by inferences
and associations, while the latter are not. This is exactly how Stout
construes the difference later in his 1909 response to Alexander. There
he says observations and ordinary sense-perceptions are ‘saturated with
inferences and interpretations and suggestions’ (Stout 1909, 228); while
what he calls here ‘existentially present’ existents are not so saturated.
Unlike Russell’s relation of acquaintance, Stout maintains that having
an immediate experience of x cannot be knowledge of x. One reason is
that pure immediate experience ‘does not include any distinction of
subject and object. The experiencing is distinguished from the content
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experienced ... In this strict sense of immediacy, being immediately
experienced is not the same as being known. On the contrary, it would
seem that purely immediate experience neither does nor can by itself
constitute an object of knowledge’ (Stout 1905, 159). There is here an
equivocation in the sense of the term ‘immediate experience’. The term
‘immediate experience’ is sometimes used by Stout to mean exactly the
same thing as his presentations. But presentations can also be
immediately experienced. Russell’s notion of acquaintance is more like
the latter than the former sense of immediate experience. Russell does
distinguish sense-data from having acquaintance with those sense-data.
Another difference is that Russell’s relation of acquaintance includes
certain types of memory. For Stout, however, even though past
toothaches maybe known, ‘they are not immediately experienced at the
moment in which they are known’ (Stout 1905, 159). How then does
Stout suggest we escape the realm of purely immediate experience,
wherein the prerequisite distinction for knowledge between subject and
object is not even included?

Stout attempts to answer this question by emphasizing a peculiar
aspect of immediate experience. Throughout this chapter we have seen
that primary datum must have a representative function, or what he
also calls a ‘thought-reference’. At the end of his 1904 essay Stout refers
to this representative function as an ‘immediate inference’, which is
concomitant with an immediate experience. Stout’s inference also
depends on principles of continuity and causation. The representative
function of a presentation is what points to the physical thing. This
‘pointing to’ is an inference to the physical thing. As Stout says, ‘All
sensible changes and differences under uniform conditions of perception
express or represent corresponding changes in things perceived; for by
hypothesis they can be due to no other cause (and the principle of
causality underlies the whole procedure). Hence we are interested in
their representative value, and not in their actual existences’ (Stout
1904, 145).

I will now take a brief look at some of the features of both immediate
experience and immediate inference. One of these is that what is
inferred must be other than the datum, and according to Stout, this is
because of the very nature of inference.”® What is essential to this kind
of inference is: ‘(1) that the datum shall be by its intrinsic nature a frag-
ment of a wider whole, and shall therefore point beyond itself to its own
necessary complement; (2) that there shall be a thinking and willing
being capable of discerning and actively eliciting the implication’ (Stout
1904, 159). The second point seems to be referring to the fact that



42 Bertrand Russell and the Edwardian Philosophers

inference is connected to certain mental acts of a subject, and that
without a subject and its mental acts, inference might not be possible.
The first one (1) is obviously the representative function of a sense-
representation. Immediate experience, by itself, does not distinguish
between subject and object. It is only when the representative function
is introduced as being essential to what is immediately experienced that
knowledge becomes possible.”” Immediate experience is a datum, and
since there is no such thing as an ‘isolated datum’, for that would be a
‘contradiction in terms’, all immediate experience contains something
else by pointing beyond itself, and thus is ‘a fragment of the one con-
tinuous universe’. It is in this way that immediate experience is ‘insepa-
rably blended’ with immediate inference. The former by its very nature
is a fragmentary part of a larger whole to which it must point.

However, in Stout’s 1905 paper, without giving up the fragmentary
nature of presentations, he repudiates this notion of ‘inference’. As
now understood, inference properly deals with a ‘logical transition’
from premise to conclusion. But neither immediate experience, nor
that which it ‘represents’ can take this form, because a ‘logical transi-
tion’ presupposes the subject-object distinction. Stout claims, ‘infer-
ence involves the logical transition from one cognition to another
cognition. But the kind of mediacy with which we are here dealing is
essential to the being of any cognition at all. It does not belong to the
development of knowledge. Rather, it is necessary to constitute the
germ from which knowledge may develop’ (Stout 1905, 160). This
does not mean there is no representative function of a presentation.
It only means that inference as such is useless in describing this func-
tion. Rather, Stout uses another notion in order to preserve the
‘thought-reference’ of a presentation, and that is its ‘halo of implica-
tions’, or the ‘direct implication of immediate experience’ (Stout 1905,
160, 161).

If we are not ‘inferring’ from immediate experience, what are we
doing? For Stout what is going on is much more than just ‘instinct’. It is
deeply connected with the ‘unity and identity’ of the universe in a way
that implicates an individual within a ‘point of view’, from which her
immediate experience ‘radiates from itself a halo of implications’. It is
interesting to note here how Stout seems to be distinguishing inference
from implication with regard to immediate experience. It seems that
one consequent difference between implication and inference that
follows from Stout’s discussion is that in implication a non-cognition
can imply both another non-cognition (another purely immediate
experience) or an independent not-self (described below). But this is not
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all. When immediate inference is rejected as not applicable, we are left
with a two-stage explanation. The first stage is one in which our
presentations immediately imply what Stout calls ‘actual existences’.
These are the physical correlates of particular presentations. The second
stage, then, is to psychologically construct physical things, using these
actual existences as parts of a whole we call a ‘thing’. What is important
to note, for our purposes, is that after rejecting the inference model of
his 1904, Stout moves on to give us a construction of physical things
instead.

The key to the nature of correlation, therefore, rests on the fragmentary
nature ofimmediate experience. Immediate experience, or presentations,
need to be completed, and this is supposed to happen when they point
to something beyond themselves. The vital aspects of this relationship
are brought out best in Stout’s paper of 1911. There he derives two
‘universal conditions of knowledge’.8® The first is that immediate
experience, as we already alluded to, ‘cannot by itself constitute the
object of knowledge, apart from a thought which transcends it’ (Stout
1911, 369). The second universal condition is that ‘nothing which
transcends immediate experience can be known except in so far as it is
apprehended in an appropriate relation to something which is immedi-
ately experienced’ (Stout 1911, 372). And if we take the inverse of the
two together we get the corollary: ‘no immediate experience can be
known except as related to something which transcends immediate
experience’ (Stout 1911, 372; my emphasis).

What would guarantee that immediate experience transcends itself
to a genuine ‘independent not-self’ (an actual existent) and not just to
another immediate experience? If we were to take primary data as
isolated, complete and self-contained, there would be no way out
‘beyond itself’.8! There would be no way, then, in which an individual
can ‘know matter or other minds’.32 The only guarantee, we are told, is
‘the unity of the universe’, as opposed to the individual who ‘is himself
merely a fragment of the universe without any self-contained being’.8?
What Stout may mean in this regard is related to the Leibnizian doctrine
of the ‘halo of implications’, but apart from this fact, it is not quite clear
what he is getting at. It may be prudent, therefore, to take him here in
his own words.

Thought, as such, has for its ultimate object the universe in its unity;
but not of course the universe in all its detail ... The unity of the
universe is apprehended in apprehending its parts as being partial —
as being incomplete and requiring completion through their relations



44 Bertrand Russell and the Edwardian Philosophers

within a whole which transcends them. Now, the process through
which the parts of the universe are successively revealed must start
from primary objects, which ultimately specify for thought, directly
or indirectly, all other objects. These primary objects can be nothing
else than those modes of immediate experience which we have called
presentations. But this implies not only that presentations are essen-
tially fragmentary and so related in various ways to being which
transcends their own existence, but also that they must be apprehended
as incomplete, and, therefore, as related to objects which are not
themselves presentations falling within the experience of the
individual at the moment (Stout 1911, 373).

1.8 Ideal constructions

I have belaboured the point about a presentation’s representative
function. But we are now in a position to better understand what Stout
means by ‘ideal construction’. As Stout puts it, ‘this representative
function of actual sensation forms the necessary basis of the ideal
construction, or construing, through which our knowledge of the mate-
rial world develops’ (Stout 1905, 163). To see what he means by this,
I must now briefly elaborate the notion of ‘independent not-self’ or
‘actual existences’. Stout introduces these notions in his 1905 paper, but
does not use them in later publications. What is interesting about this
paper, however, is that it tries to set itself apart from other forms of ideal
constructions found in Mill, Locke and Kant.

In this essay, Stout wants to reconcile two perspectives that he believes
are at odds with one another. Common-sense assumes an ‘indivisible
unity’ between a thing and its sensible appearances, while in science
‘the sensible appearances have an existence and history separate from
the existence and history of the things. The problem is to harmo-
nise these apparently conflicting views while doing justice to both’
(Stout 1905, 150).84 Unlike in his 1904 essay, Stout no longer attributes
to the plain man a ‘latent’ understanding of the separation between the
sensible qualities and what they represent.®> Rather, Stout now urges
that for the plain man there is a continuity, and that in ‘ordinary
perception, we do not, in general, make any distinction between the
thing perceived and its sensible appearance ... we are not also aware of
something else which we call the visual presentation [of an object]’
(Stout 1905, 151). It is only through ‘critical reflection’ that we are able
to distinguish these two elements in experience.
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The reconciliation depends on ‘how it is that one of these existences - the
sensible appearance — so interpenetrates the other — the material thing —
that apart from it there would be no material thing’ (Stout 1905, 155-56).
Stout goes on to discuss three ways in which these two have been thought
to ‘interpenetrate’. The first is Locke’s doctrine that sensible appearances
are images or copies of the material world. Even though Locke introduces
primary qualities, which are supposed to really inhere in a thing, our
knowledge of them is not direct, but are mainly mediated by what resem-
bles them in our sensible appearances. Stout thinks this doctrine will not
do, because it is incapable of substantially making a difference between a
thing and its sensible appearances. In other words, if this theory were
true, ‘we should never even be able to compare the nature of matter with
the nature of sensible appearance, so as to judge of their resemblance or
difference’ (Stout 1905, 156).

The second attempted ideal construction Stout describes is Mill’s.
Mill starts out by accepting one of Locke’s propositions, that we can
only know sensible appearances, but he rejects Locke’s other proposition,
that we do not know a thing directly. From both these it follows that
sensible appearance and matter must be identical. Stout thinks the
‘essential’ aspect of this view is that ‘actual existence belongs not to
matter ... but only to sensations as they come and go’ (Stout 1905, 156).
What happens then to the distinction between sensations and a thing?
According to this doctrine the distinction can be accounted for by a
further distinction between sensible objects actually experienced and ‘a
systematic order which comprehends not only actual but possible
sense-experience’ or a system of ‘unrealised possibilities’. There are ‘two
fatal objections’ to this view, according to Stout, however. First is that
the notion of unrealized possibilities, which are used to distinguish
things from sensible objects, isnotin accord with both the common-sense
and the scientific notion of a ‘physical thing’. The material world ‘is not
a system of possibilities, but of actual existences, persisting, changing
and acting on each other’ (Stout 1905, 157). Secondly, Stout objects that
the ‘systematic order’ of possible sensations is merely a ‘fiction’. 