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When I heard the learn’d astronomer;

When the proofs, the figures, were ranged in columns before me;

When I was shown the charts and the diagrams, to add, divide,
and measure them;

When I, sitting, heard the astronomer, where he lectured with
much applause in the lecture-room,

How soon, unaccountable, I became tired and sick;

Till rising and gliding out, I wander’d off by myself,

In the mystical moist night-air, and from tvme fo tume,

Look’d up in perfect silence at the stars.

WaLt WurtMaN, Drum Taps, 1865



PREFACE

Thae theory of knowledge, occupying as it does the borderland
between psychology, logic, and metaphysics, is a peculiarly diffi-
cult subject to isolate and study in itself. The materials are
widely scattered through philosophical literature, discussions of
the problems appear in works of the most diverse character, and
any one who attempts to single out the essential questions will
be sure to omit some that are important in the eyes of many
people and to include others that might be omitted. He wiil
place his emphasis somewhere, with the result that he will fail to
stress points that perhaps equally deserve emphasis. By way of
remedy therefore he ought to indicate his angle of approach and
call attention to what he believes are the major gaps in his treat-
ment. |

The method of the present work is mainly critical and ana-
lytic, rather than speculative.! A single line of attack, which
goes at once to the heart of the problem, is chosen—namely, the
réle of symbols in knowledge; and about this the entire analysis
is organized. Knowledge is inseparable from its expressions; a
study of these expressions should therefore throw light on the
theory of knowledge as a whole. With this conviction, I begin by
examining meaning. But unfortunately the psychology of mean-
ing is still in a fluid state, and the most that one who is not a
psychologist can do is to point out in a rough way that to which,
in his own experience, he gives the name “meaning.” The con-
sideration of the logical forms of meanings leads to a discussion
of the nature of facts, relations, qualities, universals and indi-

t See Mr. C. D. Broad’s interesting statement of the difference between
critical and speculative philosophy in Contemporary British Philosophy, edited
by Professor J. H. Muirhead (1924), pp. 63 fI.; also, Broad’s Scientific Thought,
(1923), introduction. '
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viduals, classes, description, synthesis and analysis, possibility,
and finally to the definition and tests of truth. The question of
truth is naturally linked to that of belief, judgment, and nega-
tion; and since logical form stands out most clearly in quasi-
mathematical deductive systems, a chapter is given to the study
of these systems.

Metaphysical ideas are kept as far as possible in the back-
ground. Speculations concermng the relation of knowledge to an
ultimate reality, that is, the issues of idealism and realism, of
| gnostlclsm and agnosticism, of monism and pluralism, of the
fina] validity of intuition as opposed to reason, are postponed
until the last chapter; for a theory of the relation of knowledge
to reality can be successfully held only after the ground has been
cleared by an analysis of knowledge as a phenomenon. By exam-
ining in detail the elements that make up the complex process,
knowledge, I hope to introduce the reader to the wider specu-
lative aspects of the subject; but in this direction the line of
further thought is merely sketched.

Discussions of the theory of knowledge often begin by classi-
fying different types of views and proceed to compare these in
the effort to distill some truth from each. This method is useful;
" it sets in order, for one unfamiliar with philosophy, a large
amount of material; but it tends to become a study of conflict-
ing schools of opinion on the problem of knowledge rather than
of the problem itself. No systematic classification of epistemo-
logical theories is given here, though an acquaintance with such
classifications, and with the history of philosophy, will be help-
ful to the reader.

The central place of the concept of logical form glves to cer-
tain parts of the book a superficial resemblance to Mr. L. Witt-
genstein’s recent T'ractatus Logico-Philosophicus. How deep this
resemblance goes I am unable to say, but the language is similar.
““We make to ourselves (in thought) pictures of facts,” says Mr.

!
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Wittgenstein, “In the picture and the pictured there must be
something identical in order that the one can be a picture of the
other at all. What the picture must have in common with the
reality in order to be able to represent it after its manner —
rightl§ or falsely —is its form of representation.” And Mr.
Bertrand Russell adds to this the comment, “We speak of a
logical picture of a reality when we wish to imply only so much
resemblance as is essential to its being a picture in any sense,
that is to say, when we wish to imply no more than an identity
of logical form.” ?

The positive or descriptive theory of knowledge of the first
seven chapters, which attempts cautiously to thread its way be-
tween psychology and metaphysics, is no doubt allied to the
type of philosophy known in Germany as phdnomenologie. But
it leans much more heavily towards psychology than does the
phéanomenologie of E. Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen. Simi-
larly, A. Meinong’s theory of the objective, set forth in his Unter-
suchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie und Psychologie, in his studies
- of Hume and other works, appears to me to remove meaning too
completely from its psychological setting and to view as simple
what is in reality complex. However, I am at one with the phe-
nomenological school in wishing to treat the theory of knowl-
edge as an autonomous subject, that is, in desiring to assure it
as much autonomy as belongs to any other branch of philosophy
or to psychology. It is clear that knowledge cannot be wholly
described in psychological terms. Hume attempted this and
failed. But it is clear also that nothing is gained by trying to
banish from knowledge all concrete psychological factors.

Among the topics that might be included in such a eritical
study of knowledge but that are omitted or only lightly touched
~ here, are the following: the knowledge of other minds and of the

1 L. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922), introduction,
p. 10. '
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self; the knowledge of values and the relations of theories of
truth to theories of moral and aesthetic value; the validity of in-
ductive inferences; the nature of scientific hypotheses, especially
the place of elegance, economy, and completeness in scientific
theories; the knowledge of space and time. (The allusions to
space and time made in connection with the discussion of the in-
dividual in Chapter IT1 need to be supplemented by a detailed
treatment, such as that of Mr. A. N. Whitehead’s The Principles
of Natural Knowledge and Mr. C. D. Broad’s Scientific Thought.
Particularly is this so at the present time, in view of the theory
of relativity.) But what is said here of the fundamental factors
in knowledge may suggest ways of approach to these more
tangled problems.

For the use of the student, a list of selected readings bearing
on the subjects discussed in each chapter is given. This makes
available for study along with the text some of the widely scat-
tered literature of the theory of knowledge, and will aid the stu-
dent in obtaining a complete and systematic grasp of this branch
of philosophy.

| R. M. E.

CAMBRIDGE, Mass,
January, 1925.
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INTRODUCTION

I

A s the various sciences have branched off from the common
stem of philosophy, which was in the beginning the pursuit of
truth wherever it might be found, the philosophers have been
left with certain problems preéminently their own, and among
these is the theory of knowledge. It is not probable that the
theory of knowledge will ever be a science in the sense in which
mathematics, physics, and biology are sciences. There is too
much room for difference of opinion, not only in the solution of
~ its problems, but in their statement. Yet progress in this field of
thought, as in any other, comes only with the attempt to define
the subject-matter more clearly, to cut it off from neighboring
fields which threaten it with incursions of irrelevant quéstions,
and to find some ideas that bind the whole together.

Just as a physical theory takes its rise from physical facts, so
a theory of knowledge is built on the facts of knowledge; but
though these facts are before us when we make the simplest
statement or perform the most elementary process of reasoning,
they are by no means so apt to strike the mind as are the facts of
physics or of any other special science. We are mentally far-
sighted and tend to neglect that which is closest to us.

Everything that can be mentioned is known in some sense. If
I deny the existence of two-headed lions or red elephants, I
know what I mean by these denials, and therefore these imagi-
nary creatures are somehow objects of my knowledge. If I open
my eyes on the world about me, I see trees and houses, and
people passing in the street; and these are obviously known in
some other way than the red elephants and the two-headed
lions. The geometer sketches a rough triangle on a bit of note-
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paper, and on this diagram demonstrates that the sum of the
~ three interior angles of the triangle is equal to a straight angle.
This exact geometrical proposition is not true of the imperfect
penciled triangle; it is true of an ideal Platonic triangle, which is
only suggested by the rough figure and is apprehénded through
 the eye of reason rather than the eye of sense. The ideal triangle
belongs thus to another class of objects of knowledge, just as do
the ideal gas, the frictionless motion, the perfectly rigid and
elastic body, of the physicists. Again, what is one to say of
dream objects? The events and people of dreams are for the
time as intensely real as the events and people in the street out-
side at the present moment. What is the reason for our prejudice
in favor of the reality of the things of waking life, which fill at
best only three-quarters of our experience? Certainly the dream
is a form of knowledge.

There are evidently many different senses of the term “knowl-
edge.” We dwell in the medium of the known, which surrounds
us as an atmosphere. This very ubiquity makes it difficult to
stand off from knowledge and analyze it. Perhaps the simplest
way of marking out the subject-matter of the theory of knowl-
edge is this: Anything of which it can be said that it is known in
any sense is a proper subject of our investigation. The theory of
knowledge is interested in these things not as physical, psycho-
logical, mathematical, or any other particular sort of objects,
but as things known. Although mathematical equations, physi-
cal, chemical, and biological laws, historical facts, and a multi-
tude of other data which belong to the special sciences are also
data of the theory of knowledge, this theory looks on them in a
different light from any of the special sciences. What common
factors, laws, uniformities, relations, belong to things merely as
objects of knowledge? This is the question that must be asked.

Thus the theory comprehends in its subject-matter all the
special sciences. These are particular cases of knowledge from
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which the general principles are to be induced. But it attacks
problems that none of these sciences can meet. With Bacon it
“takes all knowledge to be its province” and views this province
from an angle of its own. It includes much of what is often classi-
fied as philosophy of science or logic, for it considers such ques-
tions as what is a proposition, what is a scientific law, what are
truth, error, assertion, belief, conception, meaning? In short,
wherever there are principles of the known qua known, these
principles are a part of the theory of knowledge.

~ Meaning, for example, is present in all knowledge, from the
simplest perception to the most complex mathematical expres-
sion. Any knowledge that does not make use of meaning is an
immediate awareness, an intuition, which can give no rational
account of itself. Just what meaning is is a thorny question. But
if a satisfactory answer can be given, the description of knowl-
edge will have been pushed forward some distance. Moreover,
one of the most notable facts about knowledge — and this is
plainly connected with the presence of meaning — is that it can
be expressed. Knowledge can be shut in between the covers of
books and passed on from generation to generation; it can be
transmitted from mind to mind by word of mouth; it can be em-
bodied in the intricate formulae of the exact sciences. T he sym-
bols which are the outward instruments of this expression must
have a close and necessary relation to the thought they convey,
and the analysis of these instruments should aid us in bringing
the true nature of knowledge into view. It is from this angle that
we propose to attack the problem.

11

The most troublesome intruder in the field of the theory of
_ knowledge is metaphysics, for the questions that usually first
suggest themselves to the student of the subject are these: How
is knowledge related to reality? Is reality independent of or de-
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pendent on knowledge? Is it genuinely given in knowledge, and
if so how? These questions%turn on the distinction of subject and
object, of a knowing-being with ideas, perceptions, and sensa-
tions, and an external world of existences alien to this being. Is
this alienation complete? Or is there a rapprochement between
reality and the mind in which it makes its appearance? Many
philosophers believe that before a theory of knowledge can be
stated these problems must be solved.

But if this were so, it would be as if the physicist insisted that
a theory of the ultimate nature of mass is essential to a state-
ment of the laws of mechanics, or as if the biologist refused to
examine the laws of heredity without an adequate definition of
life. Human knowledge is a fact just as mass, motion, and life
are facts. The study of its principles, its elements, its structure,
does not presuppose an answer to the more ultimate questions,
how is this fact possible? — what is the relation of knowledge to
reality? These queries carry one beyond the analysis of knowl-
edge itself to a theory of reality, and no one can hope to discover
whether or not reality is reached through knowledge until he
knows what knowledge is.

Though none of these metaphysical questions is prior to the
descriptive study of knowledge, no theory would be complete
unless it attempted to answer them. A good theory — of any-
thing — must consider all the intelligible questions its data sug-
gest; and so a complete theory of knowledge will fall into two
parts: it will be both a positive analysis and a metaphysics of
knowledge, it will both describe knowledge and explain its rela-
tion to reality. But the metaphysics of knowledge demands a
final concept of reality, and it naturally supervenes on a more
restricted inquiry which makes use of a provisional, working
concept of the real. Let us call this the positive theory of knowl-
edge, epistemology proper, which is an examination of knowledge
undertaken in the spirit of the laboratory. We must begin by
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viewing knowledge as a natural phenomenon if we are to deter-
mine its place in reality. We must proceed inductively and “rise
by gradual stéps to that which is prior and better known in the
order of nature,” instead of “beginning at once by establishing
certdin abstract generalities.” !

From the point of view of the positive theory of knowledge
one can set out without being a realist, an idealist, a monist, a
pluralist, a nominalist — without attaching himself to any sys-
tem of metaphysics. Metaphysics comes later; it is the coping-
stone of the theory and it cannot be securely placed without a
careful survey of the facts.

The confusion of metaphysics with the positive analysis of
knowledge can be traced, in modern thought, to Locke. Locke’s
Essay, though it deals with the structure and laws of knowledge,
especially with the manner in which ideas are built up from sim-
ple impressions into complex systems, is nevertheless shot
through with the conception of an unknowable substance which
lies beyond ideas. This conception colors the whole work. For
Berkeley and Kant, metaphysics is still intertwined with the
descriptive treatment of knowledge, though the Critique of Pure
Reason in distinguishing the transcendental aesthetic and analytic
from the dealectic makes a division that corresponds roughly to
these two aspects of the subject. Yet the whole Critique is
haunted by a metaphysical ghost — the thing-in-itself. The
first modern philosopher who severely restricts himself to the
analysis of knowledge without metaphysics is Hume, and this is
accidental, the result of his scepticism. Since he believed in no
theory of reality, he advanced no theory of the relation of
knowledge to reality, but he fell on the contrary into the trap of
the purely psychological point of view. -

The phinomenologie which has become prominent in recent

German philosophy, especially through the writings of A.

1 F. Bacon, Novum Organum, Bk. I, Aphorism 22.
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Meinong and E. Husser], pursues the analysis of knowledge in
the positive spirit; and the same tendency, if not the same mat-
ter, is to be found in England in the work of Mr. Bertrand
Russell, Mr. A. N. Whitehead, Mr. G. E. Moore, and Mzr. C. D.
Broad.

Yet metaphysics always lurks in the background, even for
those who attempt to avoid this type of speculation. The ques-
tion of the ultimate validity of knowledge remains to be an-
swered; the notion of truth points inevitably to a final concept
of the real. A definition of truth cannot fail to invite metaphysi-
cal criticism, and it can be defended in the last resort only by
arguments that rest on metaphysical premises. Therefore, un-
less we are to persisy'n a partial scepticism such as Hume’s, the
separation of the positive theory of knowledge from metaphys-
jics cannot be maintained to the end; but it is of immense value
as a working distinction in the study of epistemology.



CHAPTER 1

MEANING

I

Wiarare the facts that a theory of knowledge needs to organ-
ize and explain?

It is customary to say that knowledge is built up from ideas.
Locke defined knowledge as “nothing but the perception of the
connection of and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy,
of any of our ideas,” and he gave as his reason for this definition
that ‘“‘the mind, in all its thoughts and reasonings, hath no
other immediate object but its own ideas, which it alone does or
can contemplate.” ! If we ask what ideas are, we learn nothing
more definite than that they are the mind’s objects. Thus
Locke’s statement that ““ our knowledge is conversant only with
ideas” affirms that knowledge is conversant only with the
mind’s objects — a truism which no one will deny. The term
“‘idea” is robbed of its force by being extended to all the ele-
ments of knowledge. '

There is a narrower and more profitable sense of this term,
which makes ideas one class of the ingredients of knowledge, but
not the only class. This is the sense in which *“idea” is used by
the psychologist. An idea is an image, a psychical event, and
it must be distinguished from other psychical events, namely
sensations and perceptions. The ground of this distinction is
difficult to establish. Intrinsically an image and a sensation or
perception are much the same. The difference is not, as Hume
- supposed, one of vividness or intensity. But the things of sen-
sation and perception have a type of coherence with one another

1 J. Locke, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. 1V, ch. i, secs. 1,2
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which those of the imagination do not have. Sensory and per-
ceptual objects obey, not merely “psychical” laws, but also the
laws of physics; and so in most cases images can be set apart
from sensations and perceptions.

The striking thing about ideas in this narrower sense is that
they usually refer beyond themselves to other things. They are
not as a rule self-contained, but reach out with tentacles of sig-
nificance toward other ideas or toward the things of sensation
and perception. Locke found this to be characteristic of all
ideas in his sense of the term, that is, of all the mind’s objects.
They are all symbolic of that which lies beyond the mind’s
grasp, says Locke. But since the realities which these ideas sig-
nify are not themselves ideas, Locke is at a loss to interpret the
meaning of knowledge in terms of these extra-mental realities.
He is clear however on one point, that ideas in so far as they are
vehicles of knowledge are symbolic; that the area of knowledge
is coextensive with the area of significance.

In the more restricted sense of ‘“‘idea,” it is not necessary to
attempt the impossible, to seek beyond knowledge for the mean-
ing of ideas. They are to be interpreted as referring to objects
sensed or perceived, and often as referring to other ideas or psy-
chical states. But as mere meaningless successions of psychical
phenomena following the laws of association, ideas (images) are
of no special importance in knowledge; they are not conveyors
of knowledge. They make their appearance before the mind and
pass away, and this is all that can be said about them. However,
as mediators between the mind and objects in perception or ob-
jects beyond the immediate circle of the mind—in other words,
as significant symbols— images are the first instruments of
meaning and hence of knowledge. Instead of saying as Locke
does that “knowledge is of ideas,” one ought rather to say that
knowledge comes through ideas. It would be of slight value to
have knowledge of ideas if we did not know through ideas.
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Images, then, pass by the easiest possible transition to a
second level of knowledge, the level of significance. Without
perceptible effort, the mind takes them to refer to something
other than themselves, and thus endows them with a function
which attaches much less readily to other elements of knowledge
— the function of meaning.

II

‘'What do images signify? The simplest answer is that they sig-
nify things they resemble. Though this is true in many in-
stances, and is indeed the reason why they are such ready
vehicles of meaning, images are not restricted in their signifi-
cance to the objects of which they seem to be faint and partial
copies. The vagaries of individual processes of imagery are with-
out limit, and therefore naive copy theories of the significance of
ideas are faulty. The subtlety of the threads that bind ideas to
their objects must be recognized. Any image may come to mean
any object. |

The fact that images resemble the experiences which pro-
duced them, and that the image of a part of an experience tends
to recall the whole, so that they take on meaning with a mini-
mum of effort on our part, makes images the primal instruments
of knowledge. But they are not the only instruments. Man adds
to them and improves on them. He adds speech and writing, and
finally the complex symbols of mathematics and logic. Ideas
take their place as one among many classes of symbols. |

It is no doubt possible completely to supplant images as vehi-
cles of thought by words or other conventional signs. Yet, when
the major burden of significance is carried by symbols other
than images, the latter usually arise in the process. In most
- minds significant imagery is never wholly absent. The traces of
our intellectual childhood, when to think of things is to see them
vividly in imagination, remain with us in the most abstract
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kinds of thought. Witness the many attempts to visualize Ein-
stein’s “spherical universe.” And this 1s so much the case that
~ we tend to believe that the meanings of words or other written
or spoken signs are nothing more than images in the mind,
either in our own or another mind. Being in the habit of discov-
ering the significance of most signs via the route of imagery, we
£ail to observe that what is meant by words or other signs is not,
as a rule, a set of images, but the things for which these images
stand. If I say, “The sun is shining brightly outside my win-
dow,” the reader may believe that when he has called up a pic-
ture of sunlight streaming through a window he has before him
the meaning of this sentence. But the sentence means neither an
image in my mind nor in his. It means through these mental
events to something else. (This does not deny that some words
and sentences mean images only; e.g., ““my mental picture of
China” refers only to ideas in the narrower sense of this term.)

It cannot be maintained that all meanings terminate in
images and that when this type of symbol is absent there is no
meaning. Images as well as other symbols are not confined in
their significance to any class of objects. They may stand for my
own or another person’s psychical states, for the content of a
perception, for other symbols, for objects that have never en-
tered any one’s experience; and not only may symbols stand for
any kind of object, they may, as will presently be shown, stand
for no object and still be significant.

Some objects are, to be sure, more accessible than others. I
have a closer knowledge of my own feelings and perceptions
than of another person’s. The paper on which I write is open to
inspection in a way that the other side of the moon is not. But
symbols can refer to the inaccessible as well as the accessible;
and if there are any objects which symbols cannot mean, these
will appear only when we have thoroughly examined the ob-
jects they can mean.
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The observation that symbols may mean any kind of object
frees us from the presupposition that all meanings terminate in
the present content of the mind, and at the same time leaves
open the question as to the metaphysical status of the objects
meant.

I1X

We have said that images pass readily to a second level of
knowledge, that of significance; and that other objects, spoken
sounds, written marks, gestures, also take on significance,
though somewhat less easily than images.

Below this level of significance (at least of pure significance)
is a primary level of acquaintance, and all objects which are sig-
nificant are also objects with which we are acquainted. Whether
the symbol be a sensation, an image, a perception, whether it be
believed to belong to the physical or mental world, this symbol
will be something presented, and will belong to the primary as
well as the secondary level of knowledge. This immediate way of
knowing, by direct presentation, is the basic form of knowledge,
and it has been frequently distinguished from a less direct way
— knowing of or about objects. I am, for example, presented
with the groups of letters and words on this page and through
them I know about the subject under discussion; when I say
that I know the whiteness of this paper, it is clear that I do not
use the verb “know” in the same sense as when I say that I
know Marcus Aurelius was a Roman Emperor. I am acquainted
with the one object but not with the other.

Knowledge about things springs from acquaintance with
them or with other things in terms of which they can be de-
scribed; and though it is difficult to explain what it is to be
known in the sense of being immediately presented to a mind,
- without this sort of knowledge we should probably know
nothing. We are here in contact with a fundamental concept of
our theory, the concept of the presentation of objects.



14 | SYMBOLISM AND TRUTH

Among the objects presented, some take on meaning and be-
come symbols, while others remain merely presented. What is
given to the mind becomes an instrument by means of which
things not given are represented, and thus we begin to pass from
immediate to purely mediate knowledge. To know about things
is to refer to them through symbols when they are not presented,
while to know things immediately is to have them before the
mind, not simply as something referred to, but as something
given, in which symbolic references terminate. My knowledge
that Marcus Aurelius was a Roman Emperor is exhausted by
statements I can make or ideas I can entertain. I can speak sig-
nificantly of him, I can think about him, but I cannot be pre-
sented with him. And this is true of all events in the past and
future, of distant places, and probably of other minds. I can, at
the moment, reach these only through symbols. On the other
hand, my knowledge of the object I call “the whiteness of this
paper” is not exhausted by what I can say or think about it.
This knowledge is more than a significant idea or statement; it
is an immediate presentation.

The most striking fact in knowledge is that it falls into these
two divisions, mediate and immediate; that mediate knowledge
is wholly symbolic, a reference to objects through objects, while
immediate knowledge, even though it may be partially medi-
ated by symbols, is more than reference to objects. It is a unique
seizure of objects by the mind. Yet this distinction between
mediate and immediate knowledge is not so sharply marked
as many contemporary schools of philosophy, especially those
* which maintain that knowledge is constructed from sense data,
would have us believe.

v

" Objects which are presented are not merely sensed. The unit
of cognition is not a sensation but something much richer. Sen-
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sations are discovered as elements in larger wholes, and these
larger wholes are perceptions or objective presentations. The
datum of the theory of knowledge is much nearer to William
James’s stream of thought than to pure sensation.

““Most books (of psychology),” says James, “start with sen-
sations, as the simplest mental facts, and proceed synthetically,
constructing each higher stage from those below it. But this is
abandoning the empirical method of investigation. No one ever
had a simple sensation by itself. Consciousness, from our natal
day, is of a teeming multiplicity of objects and relations, and
what we call simple sensations are results of discriminative at-
tention, pushed often to a very high degree.” ?

Empiricists rarely mean by “experience” that which is given
wholly through the senses at the moment of experiencing. We
experience objects, relations, qualities; we perceive things of cer-
tain sorts rather than of no sort in particular; we are presented
with situations and facts, rather than with bare sense data.
From this full experience certain irreducible elements that come
from the senses can be analyzed out; these are elements such as
white, hard, smooth; but these elements are not the whole of the
experience. They are always bound up with other elements.

The cognitive unit, a presentation, is therefore complex. It in-
- cludes a concept (and often a belief) as well as sensations. If I
gaze from my window at the trees bending in the wind, there is
much more in my mind than impressions of color, movement,
shape, and relative position. I see the trees. My mind leaps be-
- yond sensations to concepts — concepts of solid three-dimen-
sional objects of a certain nature. The fusion of concepts and
sensations is the presentation of the object, and neither con-
cepts nor sensations by themselves would give the peculiar kind
‘of cognition I call “presentation.” The simplest experience, e.g.,
that of the color white which is now before me, is more than a

1 W. James, The Principles of Psychology, vol. i, ch. ix, p. 224.
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pure sensation. I recognize something as whale, and in doing so
bring it under a concept. |

Thomas Reid, the leader of the Scottish school of common-
sense philosophy, which succeeded Hume, adds that belief also
is a constituent of perception. We believe “irresistibly,” he says,
in the existence of the object perceived. But this is not always
the case. An illusion may be present, actually perceived, but not
believed; we often doubt our perceptions; seeing is believing
only to credulous minds. Though there is a strong tendency to
believe our perceptions, this tendency cannot be a constituent
of the perception, since perceptions persist when they are
doubted or disbelieved. A concept, on the other hand, is a neces-
sary part of a presentation.

The concepts which enter in perception may function explic-
itly, as when I judge that “this is white,” or they may function
silently, without conscious judgment, as when I perceive the
whiteness. But one knows that he is presented with an object
only when he brings it, in some way, under a concept. The fact
that immediate knowledge can deceive, that we are as vividly
presented with objects in dreams and hallucinations as in other
states, bears witness to the presence of concepts in immediate
knowledge. It is only because the stuff of perceptions is largely
manufactured or elaborated by thought that we can be thus led
astray. If there were such things as pure sensations, it could be
readily granted that they would not deceive. They could be
what they were known to be, and nothing else. But since there
are no pure sensations, we must admit that any presentation
can be deceptive. The very perception that something is white or
hot or hard is subject to error. |

“Sensation, then,” says James, “so long as we take the ana-
lytic point of view, differs from perception only in the extreme
simplicity of its object or content. . .. A puré sensation is an

abstraction.” ! .
' 1 W, James, op. cit., ii, 1 ff.
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It is evident that the presence of concepts in perception blurs
the distinction between mediate and immediate knowledge, and
especially is this so when we see what a concept is. We shall find
that a concept is a symbol taken with the mental attitude that
gives it significance. ‘When we conceive of an object we mean it
or refer to it, we entertain the idea or symbol of it; and thus the
mechanism of conception is the mechanism of symbolism. Im-
mediate knowledge, no less than mediate knowledge, presup-
poses therefore the functioning of symbols in a mind.

A mind enters on perception with predispositions or inten-
tions, which determine to a large extent what is perceived; and
these predispositions are aroused by symbols — ideas, incipient
vocal utterances, word imagery — which are at work in the per-
ception.! The sensory elements also operate as signs. When I
open my eyes on the room in which I now write, the stimuli
present to my senses awaken (through sensations) concepts in
my mind; indeed these sensations themselves play the part of

1 The psychologists of the Wiirzburg school, in recording their experiments
on the thought-process, speak of these predispositions as determined by the
Aufgabe, that is, the problem to be solved in any given case. Something very
like an Aufgabe is, I believe, present in any mind engaged in perceiving, and
plays an essential part in determining what is perceived. The following passage
is quoted from a paper by Dr. C. C. Pratt, entitled “The Present Status of In-
. trospective Technique,” in Tke Journal of Philosophy, vol. xxi, no. 9, April 24,
© 1924: “ At the congress for experimental psychology at Giessen in 1904 Kiilpe
made a brief report on some experiments of his own on abstraction in which
- geometrical symbols, the components of which differed with respect to form,

color, and arrangement, were used as stimuli. By means of instructions the ob-
servers were determined now in the direction of form, now of color, and now of
arrangement. And it turned out that when an observer was under the Aufgabe
for color, e.g., he could make at best only a very inadequate report on form
and arrangement — in some cases he reported that form and arrangement
were not present to consciousness at all. The implications of such a state of af-
fairs is far reaching. . . . As far as accurate observation and unequivocal report
are concerned, an observer is adequate only to those aspects of a given experi-
_ence which the determining tendency brings clearly into line with the particu-
‘lar Aufgabe of the moment; other aspects of that experience fall at various dis-
tances outside of the sphere of immediate observation and hence cannot be
made the objects of scientific description.” See O. Kiilpe, “Yersuche itber Ab-
straktion,” in Bericht ii. den I. Kongress f. exper. Psychol., 1904, pp. 56-69.
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concepts, that is, of symbols. They arouse unuttered judg-
ments which are carried by images or fleeting and unspoken
words. Through the whole process, I am aware in immediate
presentation, not of the sensations alone, but of the objects I
thus conceive. I see the desk and the rows of books because
these are what the passing sensations mean.

If the presence of concepts in immediate knowledge blurs the
distinction between the mediately and the immediately known,
still it does not obliterate it. As we travel up the scale from pres-
entation to representation, we come finally to a kind of knowl-
edge in which the object conceived or meant is no longer given
along with the symbols through which it is conceived. This is the
kind of knowledge embodied in a mathematical expression or a
scientific theory; or, more simply still, in a judgment as to the
past or future. It is purely symbolic. Between presentation and
representation there is a twilight zone in which one cannot be
sure whether the object intended is given or merely conceived.
Here most of the errors of perception occur. But the ends of the
scale are distinct. At the one end is a direct acquaintance with
objects such as is not possible through concepts (or symbols)
alone: this is a cognition in which what is meant is grasped in a
union of sensation and conception, often attended by belief. At
the other end is pure conception, knowledge which is stgnificant
reference and nothing more.

v

The statement that concepts (symbols) are always to be
found in immediate knowledge must be modified if there is any
such cognition as M. Henri Bergson’s intuition of the flux of
reality. The Bergsonian intuition is a pure awareness more im-
mediate than the perception we have described; it does not give
presentational knowledge in our sense of the ferm; it is not an
acquaintance with objects, not even with simple qualities.
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One cannot adequately explain what this intuition gives him.
He must search for it in his experience and if he finds it must
admit his inability to express it. He will be unable to bring it un-
der any concept, but must remain content to gesticulate in its
direction with words and metaphors. I cannot, in Bergson’s
sense, have an intuition of an object, for this would require the
concept of an object — the content of the intuition would be con-
ceptualized in this general and vague way as ““something-or-
other.” Thus if we grant the existence of such a non-conceptual
form of cognition, it will give us neither objects, qualities, rela-
tions, things, or events, but will fall into a category of its own,
beyond all rational categories.

Now there does seem to be a background of pure awareness
not unlike the Bergsonian intuition in all presentations. Beyond
the objects which are clearly given, beyond what is singled out
and conceptualized as “experience,” there is something which
cannot be singled out and conceptualized. This is an amorphous
datum which transforms itself, under the working of concepts,
into the articulated data of perception.

Perceptual knowledge, the knowledge of objects, persons,
events, places, relations, qualities, sense data, has a structure.
Only after we have examined this structure will the distinction
between pure awareness and rational presentation become
clear. Pure awareness must be the complete antithesis of con-
ceptual knowledge; it must be knowledge in which all symbols
have been transcended, knowledge wholly deconceptualized;
and yet it must be continuous with perception, and through per-
ception, with conception. The presentation of objects must arise
from this pure awareness and return to it with no perceptible
break.

Theories of knowledge which find pure immediacy in sense
data do not carry their analysis far enough. The sense datum is
something discrete, fixed and referred to by a concept, and be-
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hind the sense datum is the vaguely apprehended whole from
which it is discriminated. Even so fluid a datum as Mr. A. N.
Whitehead’s event ! is not known in pure immediacy; the event
is picked out from a background, and certainly the perception
of relations between events demands more than a purely im-
mediate knowledge.

The attempt to discover the purely immediate leads thus be-
yond perception and sensation to what can be described only as
the unarticulated awareness of a whole. (And even this descrip-
tion is faulty since it makes use of concepts.) But this pure
awareness is not a form of knowing which can stand on its own
feet. It issues from the whole cognitive act as the final aroma
of knowledge, as a sense of oneness with the object known; and
the attempt to isolate pure awareness meets with no better suc-
cess than the attempt to grasp a pure sensation. Though this
intuition passes beyond what can be clearly compressed into
concepts, it does not contradict but supplements conceptual
knowledge. We must leave till later the discussion of this pure
awareness and its relations to other forms of knowledge.?

VI

From the basic units of presentational knowledge, purely
symbolic or conceptual knowledge is constructed. Through sym-
bols, themselves presented and significantly linked to objects
(and sometimes to no object), we move from the realm of pres-
entations to that of representations. It is here that the sciences
appear, that logic enters, that the common knowledge of every-
day speech comes into being. The world of the purely concep-
tual is superimposed on or abstracted from the world of the im-
mediately known. The mind reaches out from its data. Words,
ideas, and other signs carry it beyond things that are given to

1 A. N. Whitehead, The Principles of Natural Knowledge (1919), ch. vi.
2 See below, ch. VIII, sec. xii.
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the imaginary and even to the non-existent, the fantastic, and
the impossible. And this brings us to the central problem of the
- present chapter, the nature of meaning. |

A symbol, briefly described, is an object which stands for an-
other dbject or is still significant if it stands for no object. This
is no definition, and serves merely to raise the question of how a
symbol is related to the thing it means and how it can be signifi-
cant when it means no existing object.

In the first place, the symbol stands in a mind for.an object;
it takes on significance through psychical activity, and if there
were no minds there would be no symbols. Since the symbolic
relation is not something given in the external world, any signifi-
cance discovered in the events about us is read into these events;
and quite apart from the metaphysical question as to whether
these events could be if there were no minds, they certainly
could not be significant unless they were so interpreted. When
one says that clouds mean rain, that a low temperature means
ice and snow, he refers to a causal connection between these
things, but this relation alone does not make the one a sign of
the other. It is because the cause is interpreted as a symbol that
the antecedent event takes on significance. Aside from the con-
nections of meaning established in a mind, things in the order of
nature simply are; they are bound together by laws, but not
bound so that any one by its own nature means any other.
Berkeley, who interpreted all sense impressions as signs, found
it necessary to postulate a Divine Mind communicating with
man through this language of natural events.

Written marks and spoken sounds are not different in this
respect from other objects: without a mind which uses them to
refer to things, they would be nothing more than physical occur-
" rences; and the same is true of images or ideas—unless we took
them to be significant, they would pass through the mind as
psychical events, conforming to the laws of association but bear-

S

ing no meanings with them.
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Meaning then is something superadded to things by a mind.
What is the nature of this activity which adds significance?

The commonest answer to this question, familiar especially in
English philosophy from Hobbes onward, is that the meaning
activity is the association of ideas; and this reappears in James,
who says that the meaning of an idea is to be found in its “psy-
chical fringe.” Locke sees the weakness of this view when he
speaks of association as a distemper of the mind which leads
thought away from its objects rather than toward them. In de-
~ termining the meaning of a word or image, we must rule out ir-
relevant associations; much of the “psychical fringe” must be
overlooked; and this being the case, meaning must be something
other than association. Though associations sometimes conduct
one to the things he means, they more often conduct him away
from them, and he can never be sure that the paths of associa-
tion are not by-ways rather than high-roads of thought. The
associations that play a part in carrying meanings are con-
trolled, that is to say, their direction is prescribed by what the
psychologists know as a ““ determining tendency > or an Adufgabe.
The word “New York” may arouse by association the image of
the Statue of Liberty, which may lead to a picture of the guil-
lotine and the red flag, but none of these associated ideas is the
meaning of “New York”; they must be dismissed as irrelevant
associations. Images of canyon-like streets and suspended
bridges bring the meaning nearer, since they fit the attitude or
set of mind the word induces.

There is a still more damaging objection to the view that
meaning is the association of ideas. Association 1s a link between
images and carries the mind no further than ideas in the nar-
rower sense of the term; and yet what is meant by a symbol need
not be an idea. “New York” means the city on the banks of the
Hudson, rather than the representation of this city in images,
and these images themselves mean something other than images.
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They stand for a perceptual object, and the word means what
the images mean. The activity of meaning 1s, more frequently
than not, directed beyond ideas, and so it cannot be described in
terms of association, which is restricted to ideas.

VII

The simplest solution for the purposes of the theory of knowl-
edge is to accept as unique a meaning activity. This does not im-
ply that from the point of view of psychology this activity is
unanalyzable; it may well be that it can be reduced to more ele-
mentary activities, but it is not necessary for our present
purposes to do so. We must confine ourselves to a general
description, which is intended to direct the reader to the point in
experience where the meaning activity is to be found. Having
discovered meaning in its primitive form, we can show how
more complex meanings are constructed, and this will lead to the
logical and strictly epistemological, rather than psychological,
aspects of the subject. |

To reach out with the mind toward objects, as one does when
he means them, is to be in a state of preparation for these ob-
jects. The meaning activity is one of vague anticipation: the
mind is poised expectantly, awaiting something other than the
thing, the symbol, which is immediately before it; and this an-
ticipation is vague because it is not accompanied by a belief that
the object meant will appear or that it exists. When I mean an
object I do, in some sense, prepare my mind for a presentation
of this object. Though I cannot be said to turn my attention
toward the thing I mean, since one cannot attend to something
not presented to him, there is no doubt that I do more than at-
tend to a symbol or an image. Indeed, I turn my attention away
- from the symbol or the image, and this constitutes the first step
in preparation for the thing meant.

Toward every object certain activities are appropriate. I can
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eat bread; I can throw a stone; I can sit on a chair. These
activities are appropriate to the object for many reasons, the
most important of which are biological reasons: the appropriate
activities are those which enable me to adapt myself to the
thing; and for any single thing there are many such activities.
When a symbol is before the mind, it sets in motion the activ-
ities appropriate to an object and this object is then what the
symbol means; but it sets these activities in motion only par-
tially, it touches nothing more than their psychical roots, so
that if the effect of the symbol appears in consciousness, it is as
a barely noticeable feeling of tendency.

Physiologically, a symbol probably stirs the central part of a
chain of nervous connections which constitute a tendency to act
in a certain way. The process of understanding a symbol ter-
minates in the brain, and for this reason the activities it arouses
are implicit, so implicit as to diminish almost to the zero-point
both for outward and inward observation. And yet they are ade-
quate to carry the reference, the outward reach of the mind,
which is significance. |

Ideas, as well as written and spoken words, set up these cen-
tral tendencies to action. Every idea, in James’s opinion, has its
motor side; and not only do ideas arouse tendencies to action,
they spring from these tendencies, so that the set of the mind in
a certain direction determines what images appear and causes
irrelevant images to be disregarded. It is this set rather than the |
image itself which fixes the meaning, and this is why ideas do
not mean by resemblance alone.

But what if the activities brought into play by a symbol be-
come overt? What if they push out beyond the central nervous
system and terminate in completed acts?

In this case the mind has gone further than merely under-
standing the symbol. Understanding has passed into belief, that
is, one has begun to behave as if the thing meant were present,
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as if the activity which is fitted to it could be successfully per-
formed here and now. Understanding and belief being of the
same genus, the line which separates them cannot be sharply
drawn. Belief is willingness to act on what is understood, while
understanding is preparation for activities appropriate to an ob-
ject, though these activities are checked far short of perform-
ance.

If you tell me that it is a good day for a walk in the hllls, |
understand by putting myself in an attitude of mind suited to a
walk in the hills, but this attitude does not amount to belief.
Though I need not actually set out on the expedition if I believe
the statement, I must nevertheless be more fully prepared to do
so than if I merely understand it. I must feel that the walk could
be successfully undertaken. Belief is a more complete prepara-
tion for activity than understanding: it is understanding with an
added psychical pressure in the direction of performance. There-
fore, if the effect of a symbol on a mind is to produce overt acts,

we can conclude that the symbol is not only understood but also
believed.
VIII

This is not the only possible conclusion, and here the inade-
quacy of the behavioristic treatment of meaning comes into
view.

The extreme behaviorist assumes that there is only one way in
which psychical processes can be studied, namely through out-
ward action. Now an object that is immediately presented may
produce outward activity without either understanding or be-
lief. Certainly if one is to believe, he must begin by understand-
ing, for he cannot believe what he does not understand even in a
vague sense; and so if overt activity does not testify to under-
standing, it cannot prove the presence of belief. The crucial
question in the behavioristic account of thought is, then, does
overt activity indicate understanding?
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Let us suppose that our dog comes for his food when the
dinner-bell is rung. The bell has aroused an activity appropriate
to an object, and we can assume that the bell means dinner to
the dog; and yet we cannot be sure of this. The dog’s act is not
different, so far as we can know, from many other habitual acts.
He will go to a certain corner each night to sleep, he will bark at
certain persons and not at others, he will how! when the moon
is full. Are we to say that all of these acts are acts of under-
standing?

The weakness of the behavioristic theory of meaning is that it
affords no criterion by which acts of understanding can be dis-
tinguished from other habitual acts, yet no one would be willing
to say that all such acts are cases of understanding. The theory
leads us to the conclusion that any stimulus to which we react in
an habitual way is a symbol.

It is true that most signs acquire significance through habit.
The connection between the sign and its meaning is based on a
conditioned reflex. The object A, food, for example, stirs the
activity B, hunger and eating; and if X, the sound of the dinner-
bell, accompanies A for a sufficient number of times, X alone
will become an adequate stimulus for these aétivities. This is the
pattern of all habits. But there is a distinction between habits
which carry meaning and those which do not. Though we should
have no speech and writing were it not for our ability to form
habits, the formation of a habit does not argue a connection of
meaning; there are many habits in our behavior that are not
vehicles of significance.

Habits of meaning belong to a special class. They are abbrevi-
ated habits, habits purely of the mind, not extending beyond the
central nervous system. When we understand a word or an idea,
we perform no observable acts, unless it be silently to repeat the
word. The actions appropriate to the object are confined to the
brain, or nearly so; and it is just this mental or inner character
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of habits of meaning which differentiates them from meaning-
less habits. A sign causes us to think rather than to go off into a
series of immediate and unreflective acts, as do other habit-
stimuli. Deliberation, abbreviated action, understanding, rather
than overt activity, are the effects produced by symbols.

The behaviorists explain that meaning is based on language
habits and that meaningless vocal acts or habits develop into
language habits, which carry significance when they become
associated with “arm, hand, and leg activities and substitutable
for them.” ! This is an attempt to formulate a criterion of signifi-
cant as opposed to meaningless habits. The substitution of a sign
for an object indicates that the sign is understood, that is, that
it has become a sign. But substituted how? Substituted where?
And here the whole problem of meaning is concealed. The only
intelligible answer is, substituted in an internal experience not
open to external observation.

It is impossible without introspection to say when this substi-
tution has taken place. Mr. J. B. Watson’s example of such a
substitution is inconclusive: the fact that sounds are uttered in
conjunction with arm, hand, and leg activities,— in conjunction
with an infant’s reaching for an object held out toward him,—
and that the sounds alone are uttered at a later time, either
- when the object appears or when it is absent, does not show that
the sound has been substituted for these activities, that the
child has passed from unreflective action to deliberation, and
that the sound has come to mean the object. The substitution of
a symbol for an object, which is its “standing for the object,” is
essentially a fact for introspective observation and only secon-
darily a fact of behavior.

Meaning is an activity that can be described only in intro-
spective terms, and even in introspection it is difficult to grasp.

1 J. B. Watson, Psychology from the Standpoint of a Behaviorisi (1919),
pp- 819 ff. .
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Thought is distinguished from action simply on the ground that
it is activity which does not work itself out in behavior. If
thought is behavior, it is behavior inhibited and yet fully aware
of its directions and intentions. The habits on which it is built
are private. Though it may be true that the dog genuinely thinks
dinner at the sound of the bell, we are not justified in inferring
that he does from his behavior alone; and if our own reactions to
dinner-bells and to words or images were always overt and fully
carried out, if we could not pause to deliberate and so check,

short of performance, the tendencies to action aroused by sym-
" bols, we could not be said to understand language or ideas, but
only to react to them as we might to a bright light or a loud
noise. The moment of suspension of mind between the immedi-
ate stimulus and the activities that follow would be shortened to
exclude understanding, and none of the stimuli of habitual ac-
tions would become symbols. They would remain merely ob-
jects which set in motion conditioned reflexes, and their capacity
to mean other objects would be as yet unrealized.

No doubt there is an insensible gradation between habits that
do not carry meaning and habits that do, and by this gradation
an organism passes from action to thought. As the capacity to
retain the effect of a stimulus in the mind without overt activity
increases, the ability to understand is gained, and the objects to
which the organism has before reacted habitually without un-
derstanding become symbols of the things toward which these
activities are directed. Unless this capacity to suspend reactions
and to anticipate an object rather than to behave as if it were
present were developed, we should not be able to think but only
to act.

1X

The psychological aspects of meaning can be summarized as
follows. A significant reference to an object with an object 1s ac-
complished through a suspension of activity, known in intro-
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spection as an intentton. A symbol touches a train of psychical
connections which, if followed out, lead to activities appropriate
to an object. In understanding alone, this train of connections
is remotely stirred and is not pushed to its terminal point, but
when the suspension"ofi mind breaks over into the actions suited
to the object, understanding passes into belief. Belief must be
preceded by understanding, and overt activity is not necessarily
a sign of belief or of understanding. In this suspension of activ-
ity the mind reaches out beyond its immediate field, and the
stimulus of this outward reach, whether it be an image, a word,
a mark, or a gesture, is a symbol.

A general conception of what it is to think can now be framed.
Without symbols there is no thought. Thinking is activity, or
rather the suspension of activity, through symbols. It is the sub-
stitution of symbols, which are in the field of presentation, for
the things intended by the symbols, which may be beyond this
field; and sometimes thought is carried by symbols that stand
for no objects. Thought is not to be classified with sensations,
images, feelings, conations, as an element of consciousness. It is
built up from these elements, and it may be from others; it is the
use of these elements for the purpose of recording and conveying
significant references.

If psychologists have discovered an imageless thought, they
have not discovered a thought which does not rest on the use of
symbols. Symbols are the universal instruments of knowledge,
and the ancient logicians who defined man as a “rational ani-
mal”’ might well have given another definition, “employer of
signs,” for man’s rationality consists in his ability to use signs.
Without the semi-artificial media of language, writing, and the
numerical system, human knowledge as we know it could not
~ have come into existence; and beneath these systems of semi-
artificial signs lies a still more primitive system, that of images.

To indulge in pure thought is to put in the place of the things
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found in experience a set of substitutes, secondary realities such
as marks on a page, vocal noises, psychological images, and to
move in this world in a way corresponding to that in which one
might have moved among the primary realities. And thought is
more than this: it is the extension of the references of symbols
beyond the experienced, it is the significant use of signs when
there are neither presented nor existent objects for which they
stand. These more complex types of meaning remain to be con-

sidered.
X

It is not difficult to see how things such as colors, shapes,
sounds, simple states of mind — anger, fear, pleasure, pain —
can be referred to; but one speaks significantly also of ““the uni-
verse,” “the world,” “the solar system,” and yet none of these
objects has entered experience in its wholeness, nor is there any
single activity or set of activities appropriate to it. This is true
also of more restricted objects such as “New York City™ or
““the British Empire.” We cannot mean these things merely by
taking a single symbol to stand for them. The mind must reach
out toward them in some immensely more complex fashion than
it does toward simpler objects.

All of our most complex ideas, says Locke, even to the idea of
God, are constructed from simpler ideas which are the founda-
tions of knowledge; and Locke’s distinction between simple and
complex ideas can be extended to all symbols. Objects such as
the universe, the other side of the moon, the continent of Europe,
are referred to by means of complexes of references to simpler
objects.

Most of the things with which we are familiar are easily seen
to be composed of other things, they can be separated into ele-
ments; and if an object as a whole cannot enter experience to bre-
come the terminus of a meaning, some or all of its components
usually can. Though we cannot directly form habits of speech or



MEANING 31

thought appropriate to the universe or to New York City, we
can come in direct contact with parts or aspects of these objects.
These objects can be analyzed and thus can be represented in
thought; the whole can be grasped through its elements.

The' symbolic systems of language, mathematics, and the
imagination are peculiarly adapted to this analytical representa-
tion of objects. Men think not by means of isolated words, signs
or ideas, but by joining these into groups, into propositions,
phrases, and sentences, which have a meaning as a whole. This
is syntactical meaning. Syntax is literally ““taking together,” and
symbols taken together are significant, as symbols by themselves
cannot be: any phrase, sentence, or complex idea — any group

of symbols — has a meaning other than the meanings of its ele-
ments but determined by these, and these alone. This gives us
the first principle of symbolism, the principle of syntactical sig-
nificance: the significance of any group of symbols is a function of
the significance of its members. To the elements of a symbolié |
group correspond elements of the object which might be meant
by the group as a whole, and thus, through a symbol that can be
analyzed into parts, an object that can be likewise analyzed is
represented. The sentence, ‘““the sun is shining outside my win-
dow,” means a fact composed of the objects meant by *“sun,”
““shining, 7«
elements, built up according to a definite plan, taken in a certain
order, and the meaning of the sentence is a synthesis of separate
meanings in a single meaning.

3% £

outside,” “my,” and “window.” The fact is these

XI

Before we can employ groups of symbols to represent objects
analytically, we must be equipped with simpler instruments of
‘thought. These are simple symbols, whose significance is of the
direct sort described above.

Simple symbols have no syntactical meaning. Their signifi-
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cance is not a function of that of their parts, if they have sym-
bolic parts, but rather a function of the presentation of objects
and of a mind which establishes connections of meaning between
presented objects. The significance of “Shakespeare” is not de-
termined by the meanings of “shake” and ““speare”: it arises
from the direct use of this name for a person. (A simple symbol
may have meaning, however, through definition only, that is, it
may be defined as equivalent to a symbolic group, e.¢., “nectar”
is “the food of the gods”’; and in this case the meaning will not
be a function of the presentation of an object for which the sym-
bol is taken to stand.) The conditions under which simple sym-
bols acquire meaning are such that they cannot mean objects
which have not appeared in perception, unless they are expressly
defined through symbolic groups which mean such objects.
Knowledge is built on experience, on presentation, because it 1s
only in experience that these first instruments of knowledge are
of use. In order that (undefined) simple symbols may take on
meaning for us, we must have performed acts directed toward
the things they mean. We must have experienced the symbol
with the object, and a conditioned reflex must have been estab-
lished, so that when the symbol appears the appropriate activ-
ities and the intention directed toward the object will be set up.

It was said above that without concepts, that is, significant
symbols, there are no presentations of objects, and it should be
added that without presentations of objects there are no con-
cepts. Simple symbols, that is, single words or ideas and the
psychical attitudes which accompany them, play a necessary
part in determining the cognitions of their objects, and at the
same time the cognitions of these objects play a necessary part
in determining the meanings of the simple symbols: they are
functions of one another, and it is impossible to say thatthe
presentation of objects precedes in time the use of symbols.
Perception is born through the significant use of symbols, and
the significant use of symbols, through perception.
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The significance of a simple symbol, unless it is defined
through a symbolic group, rests on three necessary factors: first,
the symbolic object proper, the mark, the image, the sound;
then the attitude of preparation, the intention or psychical set;
and finally the presentation of the object meant. To say that a
concept enters in every perception of an object means simply
that these three factors are always present in perception. I am
never presented with a thing unless I am also presented with a
sign appropriate to the thing. Significance of this simplest sort
is a part of every experience. Symbols and the mental attitudes
which accompany them pick out things, relations, qualities;
sense data, from the background of pure awareness and make
them objects of knowledge. Signs are a genuine part of presenta-
tions, and we come originally to know their meanings apart from
presentations by separating them out, rather than by artificially
creating and applying them. The artificially created sign is a late
product in the evolution of thought. Having been sifted out
from the presentation of which it was in the beginning a part,
the sign can mean when the object meant is not presented, but
it could not mean this object unless the latter kad been pre-
sented.

It is less evident that words are integral parts of presenta-
tions than that images are. Words probably appear later than
images as carriers of cognitive attitudes. But theories of the de-
velopment of language assume that words were originally bound
up with perceptions. Those who believe that language arose, in
part at least, from ejaculations say that a noun such as “ache”
comes from the ejaculation “ach!” the cry of pain; the pronoun
“me” from the ejaculation “ahem!’” by which the speaker in-
voluntarily calls attention to his own presence.! Cries and vocal
~ expressions, once parts of an experience, were thus cut off from
the whole and became significant in their own right. Certainly

1 G. Willis, The Philosophy of Speech (1920), p. 9.
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in our adult perceptions we are often conscious of the passage of
words through the mind as a means by which we adjust our-
selves to the object perceived. |

There can be little doubt that all perceptions include a psychi-
cal set toward the object. The mind is not purely passive in per-
ception, as Locke supposed — not a tabula rasa on which experi-
ence writes. Perception is an activity, and mental acti