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FOREWORD 

From the first appearance of Identite et realite" in 

1908, Emile Meyerson has been acclaimed as one of the most 

stimulating thinkers of our time. The title of "Profound 

Philosopher1* which Bergson conferred upon him in 1909 has 

never left him. The erudition of Meyerson is immense. His 

first work alone is the fruit of 19 years of research. His 

voluminous works are saturated with fact after fact of 

scientific accounts taken from the development of science 

from its earliest beginnings to its latest developments. 

Einstein published an article In 1928 in which he expressed 

approval and admiration of Meyerson's doctrine. Competent 

critics such as Boas, Blumberg, Bachelard, Brunschvicg, 

Lalande, Lichtenstein, Maritain and S£e, to name a few, have 

each been impressed by his work. Andre Metz has devoted a life 

time to the study of his works. 

The program of Emile Meyerson is to show that a con­

cern for ontology cannot remain foreign to science. He is 

critical of the positivistic epistemology of Auguste Comte 

for having sought to dispense from metaphysics. Comte believes 

that describing phenomena is the only business of science. 

Meyerson, on the other hand, says that this is not the case, 

as the history of scientific inductions is a tale of ontologi-

cal preoccupations. The point of our research is to uncover 

the metaphysical foundations of Meyerson's defense of ontology. 
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Such a study has not been undertaken before. It is a worthy 

issue since this foundation is the ultimate judge of Meyerson's 

program. Whether or not there is the ontological preoccupation 

in science that Meyerson says there is, depends on the nature 

of his assumptions on scientific inquiry, particularly as 

concerns the origin nature and function which he ascribes to 

concepts in scientific explanation. We believe that the analy­

sis of the concept and of its relation to the term of knowledge 

in the philosophy of Meyerson, will enable us to determine 

whether or not science explains its phenomena in the manner 

demanded by his formula. G. Boas and T.R. Kelly have pointed 

out that Meyerson's defense of ontology raises certain meta­

physical difficulties but they did not develop this aspect of 

the problem,. Nor has anyone else. 

In order to situate our problematic within the per­

spective of what has already been done on Meyerson's philosophy, 

it is best first of all, to say a few words about his doctrine 

of explanation in general. The particular avenues of invest­

igation which have attracted the attention of critics will then 

be pointed out as they arise. The most striking feature about 

Meyerson's philosophy is his unequivocal affirmation that to 

reason is to identify. The experience of sensa spontaneously 

brings to it an a priori tendency of identification. No other 
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process is involved. To explain phenomena is to identify 

phenomena. The rule of identification is a categorical 

imperative of the highest order as it commands strictly that 

whenever we think, we identify. It admits of no exception. 

But the equating of explanation and identification remains 

one of the most disputed issues of Meyerson's philosophy. It 

has received the attention of Bachelard, Boas, DeKoninck, 

Habert, Hillman, Maritain, Mourelos, Parodi, See, Spaier and 

many others. The consensus of opinion is that although 

identification is involved in thinking, that it is not the 

whole of it. Necessity is not exhibited in this way. Mourelos 

says of identification that it is a simplistic process. '' Boas, 

on the other hand, concludes his critical analysis with the 

remark that Meyerson's doctrine of identification "raises 

certain metaphysical problems which would not be raised if the 

theory were not adopted," Others still, have preferred to 

approach identification from the side of the a priori. On this 

score, J. Lowenberg published an excellent paper comparing 

Meyerson's a priori to the a priori of Kant. We however, are 

not immediately concerned with the equating of thought and 

identification as such but with the metaphysics it presupposes. 

A further major area of interest that has caught the 

attention of critics is the epistemologlcal paradox that arises 

from the equating of thought and identification. If, as 
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Meyerson says, thought is identificatory, it means that 

either we consider change in the Eleatic tradition, or 

that we confess to a fundamental inability of reason to 

know the real. In the first case the situation Meyerson 

pictures is clearly rationalistic, as the goal of reason 

is the attainment of the homogeneous and motionless sphere 

of the Parmenidean One from which all diversity has been 

emptied. The ideal of thought is to reduce the whole of 

diversity to the tautological proposition A = A from 

which all obtains necessarily. At the same time should 

reason succeed it would also posit itself into nonbeing, 

as nothing would be left to identify. But there is a 

further difficulty with this view; which brings us to the 

second case. The real does not lend itself to the Parmeni­

dean ideal. The entropic diffusion of heat means that 

there is not the reversibility of phenomena that identifi­

cation presupposes. Far from it, the real is growing pro­

gressively more diverse. This is the second law of 

Thermodynamics. But how is it possible to reconciliate the 

Meyersonian reason with the real? It does not seem possible 

because the two appear to be mutually exclusive. The 

identities of reason spatialize time, while change not 

only implies a temporal horizon but also the increasing 

diversification of things. Thus explanation and that which 
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is explained will diverge. Yet, unless explanations are 

explanations of the real, the claim to knowledge is an 

empty absurdity. But why does Meyerson equate reasoning 

and identification when this leads to positivism at one 

time and to rationalism at another? 

The solution to this problem lies in Meyerson's 

use of the paradox as a sine qua non condition of know­

ledge. The antinomies of reason and reality do not result 

in dissolution nor in mutual exclusion but in partial 

identities. The life of reason is seen to consist in a di­

alectical movement from opposite to opposite in which 

something of the a priori and something of the a posteriori 

fuses in "plausible" propositions. Thus the ideal of 

total identification is as chimerical as the affirmation 

of total disparateness. Reason and reality are neither 

totally divergent nor totally convergent as something of 

each figures in the propositions of science. In short, 

Meyerson maintains that the propositions of science are at 

once total identifications and rents in identity. 

This situation opens up several possible avenues 

of investigation, particularly since Meyerson's earlier 

works are not so explicit on the compromise of reason and 

reality. T.R. Kelly, who has made a special study of the 

epistemologlcal paradox divides Meyerson's writings into 
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two parts. The first group, Identite et realite, De 

1'explication dans les sciences, and La deduction 

relativiste, corresponds to the divergent phase of reason 

and reality. Identity and diversity are seen to be mutually 

exclusive. Reason goes one way and reality the other. 

Positivism appears to be the only possible issue of the 

first movement. C.G. Sterling also concludes that the 

knowing activity will not take place because the real is 

not amenable to reason. Meyerson's Du cheminement de la 

pensee, the solitary work of the second group, corresponds, 

according to Kelly, to the convergent phase of reason and 

reality. It is an attempt to bridge the gap between reason 

and reality while avoiding the extreme of solipsism. The 

ways of reason and reality are convergent but not totally 

so as identification is but a tendency of reason. This 

consideration is founded on Meyerson's doctrine of 

"irrationality", or places at which reason and reality 

diverge. The irrationals of sensation, impact, transitive 

action etc., are proffered by Meyerson as proof that at 

each reduction something of the real is left behind. 

Several interesting studies have been made on the 

function of the irrationals in the philosophy of Meyerson. 

0. Stumper, for example, says—that the preservational 

nature of the irrationals makes a complete rationalism 
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impossible. Reason will not totally dissolve the real 

because it cannot, as at each identification something 

of the real is left behind. A. Bonnard, who also makes a 

study of the irrationals, believes that they mediate the 

dispute between idealism and positivism. His point is that 

itey reveal what emphasis is to be placed upon the a priori 

of identification and the a posteriori of diversity in 

order to avoid the extremes of solipsism and positivism 

respectively. This work however, assumes that Meyerson's 

program is normative. In addition to these studies, 

several good papers have been written on the irrationals. 

They are listed in the bibliography. 

In summary, the work that has been done on 

Meyerson's philosophy is pretty much confined to some 

aspect of his doctrine of identification, to the episte-

mological paradox and to the irrationals. The exception 

to these is Marcel Gillet who sees in Meyerson's philosophy 

a cosmological proof for the existence of God. This is 

a novel interpretation but we are inclined to think that 

if Meyerson's work can be given this sense that the 

ontological argument would be more to the point. Finally, 

the work of J. La Lumia is unique since it recognizes 

that Meyerson's program of investigation is not normative 

but strictly within the province of a philosophy of mind. 
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This aspect of it seems to have escaped the attention of 

the majority of critics. 

Our analysis of the mataphysical foundations of 

Meyerson's philosophy proceeds as follows. The first 

chapter is a study of Meyerson's object and method. The 

second chapter probes the principles of reason which 

Meyerson says evince a concern for ontology. The third 

chapter consists in the application of these principles 

to the study of reality. It is divided into 4 sections. 

Section 1 studies the ways of reason and the progessive 

^elimination of diversity. Section 2 studies reality's 

recalcitrance to the ways of reason. Sadi Carnot is seen 

to be "the hero of science" But the end result is that 

reason and reality are divergent. Section 3 probes 

Meyerson's fusion of reason and reality in "plausible" 

propositions. Section ^ concludes that the plausibility 

of propositions gives rise to certain metaphysical 

difficulties. The fourth chapter is a comparative study 

of the origin, nature and function of concepts to the 

real. It is shown that what results if the concept re­

presents the real is a real that is hypostatic as to its 

existence and noumenal as to its essence. Thus the 

Meyersonian science is ultimately reducible to the description 

of what nature does - which is the cornerstone of TDositivistic 
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epistemology. The final chapter is a verification of what 

has been said. Mechanical theories and the principle of 

Sadi Carnot are in stark opposition as Meyerson conceives 

of them. His fusion of the two in plausible propositions 

or tertium quid unions is in evidence from what he says of 

induction and the principles of conservation. But this 

defense of ontology does not only preclude a knowledge of 

things as they are in themselves, but it also means that 

reason cannot pronounce itself on the existence of things. 

In final analysis, there does not appear to be the differ­

ence between the principles of reason that Meyerson says 

there is because when all is said and done, they both end 

up doing the same things. 

The vocabulary which we make use of in this work 

might apnear to be unduly involved at times, but it is 

Meyerson's. We think that in order to remain faithful to 

the thought of a man, that we should also remain faithful 

to the man's vocabulary. Further, it has been necessary 

for us in the course of this study to discuss physical 

theories, but we have done so within Meyerson's treatment 

of them. We have not sought to trespass on the field of 

the physicist. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The program of Emile Meyerson is to analyze the 

products of scientific inductions from the earliest begin­

nings of science to its latest developments in order to 

show that science is now and has always been concerned 

with ontologies. Meyerson is guided in this investigation 

by two leading assumptions. The first is that reason has 

not modified its essence and the second is that the study 

of the theories which scientific thinking has produced will 

reveal the psychology of scientific induction. Thus if 

Meyerson can prove in this way that a concern for ontology 

cannot remain foreign to science, he will have shown that 

the ideal of positivistic epistemology is illusory. The 

issue facing Meyerson, therefore, is to investigate the 

structure of scientific inquiry in order to show that the 

physicist has never been content to stop at a description 

of phenomena but that he also seeks to know why the law 

is as it is and not otherwise. But the difficulties which 

1 "La premiere, c'est qu'il ne se peut pas que les 
hommes du passe aient pens^ autrement que nous. (...) (et la 
seconde) c'est que si je ne sais comment je pense, il me 
suffit d'etudier la marche de la science pour avoir un 
'^chantillon saisissable, palpable de la pensee.' (...) 
ce ̂ chemin detourne" est le seul chemin veritable." 
FREDERIC LEFEVRE, MUne heure avec M. Emile Meyerson", in 
Les nouvelles litt^raires, Paris, Nov. 6, (1926.) 
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Meyerson encounters on the way are perplexing. 

Meyerson's fundamental thesis revolves about the 

distinction which he institutes between two a priori 

principles of human reason. The first of these principles 

states that phenomena occur according to fixed laws and 

that these laws can be determined. The second principle 

adds the provision of the identity of phenomena in time. 

In short, the first principle states a relation between 

the conditions and the properties of a body, while the 

second affirms the equality between the initial and the 

terminal state of a change. The name Meyerson reserves 

for these principles is legality and causality respectively. 

Although these principles are distinct, they are not 

separate. Both principles are involved whenever thinking 

takes place. Thus Meyerson argues that the attempt of 

Comte to limit the study of phenomena to the rule of law 

alone is synecdoche,. But assuming that it is correct to 

equate reasoning and identification, does it follow that 

science is ontological? As far as Meyerson is concerned, 

the equating of the two means that we conceive of change 

in the Eleatic tradition while continuing to recognize the 

entropic and consequently irreversible character of becom­

ing. This is a paradoxical situation but it is precisely 

the manner in which Meyerson proposes to defend the ontolo­

gical activity in science. The principle of Sadi Carnot 
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is what leads him to recognize that the real does not lend 

itself to the formula of identity, otherwise Meyerson 

2 would continue to consider change in the Eleatic tradition. 

But no, the antinomies of reason and reality are at the 

root of knowledge. The expression he reserves for this pro­

cess of knowledge is "le flottement de la raison". It re­

sults in the fusion of rational and empirical elements. 

The propositions of science are each affirmed by Meyerson 

to be of this type. The principles of conservation, for 

example, are said to result from the fusion of an a priori 

tendency of identification with the a posteriori elements 

of sensation. The proof that these principles are the 

result of such a fusion is that they were not known to the 

ancients (and thus that they are not wholly a priori), and 

that they cannot be proven empirically. If this, is the 

case however, Comte seems to be right in excluding the 

search for causes from the scientific inquiry because the 

fusion of antinomies precludes ontology. 

2 In spite of this apparent difficulty, the Eleatic 
conception of change continues to exert a positive 
influence on the thought of Meyerson. Cf. Id., Reel et 
determinisme dans la physique quantique, Paris, Hermann, 
(1933), P. 11. Cf. also J. Maritain. The Degrees of 
Knowledge, G. Phelan (trans.), New York, Charles Scribners 
Sons, (1959), p. ̂3-
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Meyerson's defense of ontology seems to arise 

out of the consideration of one type of science only, 

namely, the physico-mathematical sciences. The advantage 

of mathematics is that it provides him with an ideal 

vehicle for the fusion of the antinomies of reason and 

reality. 

Emile Meyerson was strongly influenced by Descartes^ 

but he is critical of him for having abused of mathematical 

reasoning. While he acknowledges the merits of Descartes 

for attempting the global deduction, he is critical of him 

for having thought it possible. This is Meyerson's distinc­

tion between total identification as the ideal of reason, 

and identity as the partial realization of this goal. 

The fact that Meyerson read Kant before he read Descartes 

is of possiole significance here. Meyerson was strongly 

3 "Je crois que c'est Descartes qu'entre tous les 
grands esprits vous mettez au premier rang?" - "Je place 
au-dessus de tout, en effet ce mortel dont on eilt fait un 
Dieu chez les anciens..." FREDERIC LEFEVRE, "Une heure avec 
M. Emile Meyerson", in Les nouvelles litteraires, samedi 
le 6 novembre, (1926). This interview also contains a clear 
expression of Meyerson's preoccupation with the mathematics 
of Descartes "...je trouve qu'on a parfaitement raison de 
deceler dans la pensee de Descartes une influence scolastique 
pour les neuf dixiemes, mais ce qui m'interesse, c'est 
precisement le dernier dixieme, le oot€ par ou il echappe 
au moyen age.". 

4 Cf., Ibid. The plausibility of propositions is 
significant in this respect. Cf. Infra, Ch. 3, 3- »̂ 
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influenced by Hume and Kant but he is also critical of 

these thinkers; the one for having exaggerated the a poste­

riori character of knowledge and the other for having 

assigned too large a role to reason. Strictly speaking, 

Meyerson is neither a Cartesian nor a Kantian. In fact, 

there ar« times when he is more of a positivist than 

anything else. It seems that the influence which 

Auguste Comte had upon him never left him. 

Meyerson often gives the impression that he is 

searching for a "halfway house" between idealism and positi­

vism - depending on which extreme of the epistemological 

paradox we consider - , but it would be a mistake to read 

more than this into his philosophy as he never intended his 

work in a normative sense. He seems to be caught up within 

the dilemma of a desire for total identification on the one 

hand, with a real that is foreign to reason on the other.. 

The fact that Meyerson conceives of change in the Eleatic 

tradition while continuing to think of Sadi Carnot as being 

"the hero of science" is an instance of this dilemma. 

Further, this situation is most probably the source of his 

fundamental indecision concerning the ontological status 

of sensations. The metamorphisis of quantitative relations 

into perdurable entities which Meyerson advances in defense 

of ontology does not seem to have anything to do with 
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substance in the sense of an enduring substratum. Science 

does not appear to explain its phenomena in the manner 

demanded by Meyerson's formula. It seems that an episte­

mologlcal paradox of sorts is destined to arise whenever 

we think of empiriometric explanation in this î ay. 



BEYOND POSITIVISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY 

CHAPTER I 

I. The Object: The Rejection of Comtian 

Epistemology 

A. The Epistemology of Auguste Comte 
1 y 

The work of Emile Meyerson is above all a re-
2 

jection of Auguste Comte's positivlstic epistemology. 

Comte*s epistemology limits the scientific method to the 
3 

rule of law. The Positive science rests its case on the 

belief that a knowledge of what nature does satisfies 

reason. All else is "metaphysical" and suspect. The 

Philosophy that man's search for the causes of phenomena 

must come to an end corresponds, according to the father 

1 References to Emile Meyerson's work will be 
abbreviated as follows: I.R., for Identite et realite. 
Identity and Reality, trans. K. LOWEIMBERG, E^S. , for De 
1'explication dans les science, D.R., for La deduction 
relativiste, C.P., for Du cheminement de la pensee, R.D., 
for Reel et determinisme dans la physique quantique. These 
along with Essais, a posthumous publication of Meyerson's 
major articles, make up the whole of his work. The editions 
which are used are given in the bibliography. 

2 The word positive is used in accordance with the 
sense first given to it by Comte namely, of data that is 
free from metaphysical speculations. 

3 w..le caractere fondamental de la philosophie 
positive est de regarder tous les ph^nomenes comme assu-
jettis a. des lois naturelles invariables, dont la decouv-
erte precise et la reduction au moindre nombre possible 
sont le but de tous nos efforts..." A.COMTE, Cours de 
philosophie positive, 1, Paris, Librairie J.B. Bailliere 
et Fils, (1877), p. 16. 
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according to the father of this movement, to the third 

and final development of the human mind in which questions 

of theological and metaphysical ordination are affirmed to 

be insoluble and impracticable speculations. All such 

conterfeit questions are to be discarded from now on. Thus 

the task of positivists, setting aside sociological con­

siderations, is to redeem men from the illusions of the 

k Comte's law of the development of the human 
mind is not secured on the basis of an inductive exam­
ination of facts but appears to be wholly a priori. 
"Ainsi, la loi des trois £tats d'Auguste Comte, se pre-
sente, lorsqu'elle est soumise a, 1'analyse, comme ne 
reposant pas sur une demonstration precise, soit histori-
que, soit rationnelle. Elle apparait, plutSt comme une loi 
con§ue intuitivement, qui contient, certes de grandes 
verites, mais qui, en fin de compte, n'est qu'une loi 
hypoth^tique." G. MOURELOS, L'epistemologie positive et 
la critique Meyersonienne, Paris, Presses Universitaires 
de France, (1962), p. 46. Cf. also C.P., p. 638. 

5 "Dans l'etat theologique, 1'esprit humain, 
dirigeant essentiellement ses recherches vers la nature 
intime des dtres (...) se represente les phenomenes comme 
produits par l'action directe et continue d'agents sur-
naturel (..). Dans l'etat metaphysique, qui n'est au 
fond qu'une simple modification generale du premier, les 
agents surnaturels sont remplacds par des forces abstraites 
(...) Enfin, dans l'e'tat positif, 1'esprit humain, re-
connaissant l'impossibilite' d'obtenir des notions absolues, 
renonce a chercher I'origine et la destination de I'univers 
et a connaitre les causes intimes des phenomenes, pour s'a-
ttacher uniquement a. decouvrir leur lois effectives." 
A. COMTE, Cours de philosophie positive, 1, p. 9« 
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past.' What Comte presents us with is a new humanism in 

which he, as high priest, is inspired with an apocalyptic 

vision of the future. That which Emile Meyerson reacts 

against is not so much the prophecy as the affirmation 

that the rule of law satisfies reason. There is little 

doubt that positivistic epistemology does not satisfy his 

mind. The arguments which he proffers in defense of the 

ontological explanations of science constitute an un­

equivocal repudiation of legalism or the rule that the law 

alone suffices. But before we enter into this aspect of 

the problem, a word more must be said about Comte's rule 

of law. 

6 Meyerson's criticisms of Comte stop short of 
sociological considerations. His concern is to show that 
the structure of scientific thinking does not conform to 
the positivist scheme of things. G. Mourelos criticizes 
Meyerson for having divorced the epistemology of Comte 
from its sociological setting."... la methode positive ne 
doit pas §tre conQue independemment de I'objet auquel elle 
s'applique (...) II ne s'agit done pas, pour l'epistemolo-
gie de Comte, de degager les lois logiques de 1'intelligence, 
mais de se constituer en un systeme tel qu'elle puisse 
embrasser toutes les sciences en montrant la fa<jon dont 
l'une tient de 1'autre." G. MOURELOS, L'epistemologie 
positive et la critique Meyersonienne, pTo3. Whether or 
not it is possible to so separate epistemology from 
sociology in the work of Comte is a legitimate question, 
but one that Meyerson, to our knowledge, does not ask. 
However we do not think that it is a serious criticism. 
Meyerson's analysis of the psychology of scientific 
induction is an exacting study of the whole of science from 
its earliest beginnings to its latest developments and is 
meritorious in its own rights. 
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The scientific method consists in observations 

and explanations. Comte does not object to this. But to 

the question is science causal or legal, Meyerson and 

Comte answer differently. The explanations of science, 

according to Comte are always put forth as laws of 

association which in turn are reducible to systems of 

probabilities. After having observed a sufficient number 
7 

of phenomena , we formulate a hypothesis concerning the 

expected behaviour of phenomena in the future. Probable 

conclusions are deduced from the hypothesis which 

controlled experimentation will either prove or disprove. 

Propositions involving the successful verification of 

hypothetical ideas become scientific laws. A scientific 

law states a relation of association and not of cause and 

7 It is interesting to note that Comte objects 
to methods of investigation in which too precise measuring 
instruments are used "he protests strongly against the use 
of microscopic research." I.R., p. 21. Comte is mis­
taking since the investigations of science are necessarily 
more and more detailed. Nature is complex and to know 
it in its complexity we must be precise. Precision leads 
to accuracy and the greater the precision the more we can 
distinguish the multiple aspects of nature. Heisenberg's 
Uncertainty Principle deals a severe blow to the science 
of predictions on this score for not only is the observed 
data minute, but legalism loses of its rigidity, as we can­
not determine simultaneously the place and the speed of an 
electron. 
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effect. This is the properly explicative aspect of the 
Q 

positivistic science. The explicative value of laws of 

association is mathematical. There is no causal necessity 

involved. The greater the number of instances in which 

events are observed to be related in past situations, the 

higher the probability of their recurrence at some future 

time. The appeal of this science lies in the security of 

being able to predict the course of nature a,nd of passing 

on to immediate action. The knowledge of the manner in 

which phenomena are related and the ensuing economy of 

effort, according to Comte, satisfies the human mind, "la 

connaissance des lois est ainsi prdsent^e par Comte, non 

seulement comme une prelude a 1'action, mais surtout comme 

une satisfaction accordee aux exigences mSmes de notre 

esprit."y 

B. The Insufficiencies of Positivistic Epistemology 

The theme which underscores the whole of Meyerson's 

rejection of positivistic epistemology is his belief that 

8 "L'explication des faits, reduites alors a ses 
termes r£els, n'est plus desormais que la liaison etablie 
entre les divers phenomenes particuliers..." A.COMTE, Cours 
de philosophie positive, 1, p. $. 

9 G. MOURELOS, L'epistemologie positive et la 
critique Meyersonienne, p. 50• 
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description does not satisfy reason. Science, he exclaims, 

is not now and never was content to stop at a des­

cription of phenomena. The conception of a science 

which would concern itself exclusively with relations 

without stopping to ask itself about the causes of such 

relations is chimerical "..the law itself must be made clear, 

the law requires an explanation. Science has never been 

content to stop without asking, why? Why must this law be 

and be as it B and not otherwise." 

Comte's refusal to ask the question leads Meyerson 

to suppose that the positivistic study of phenomena is an 

investigation of sensations. Unless the law bea.rs a refer­

ence to the object, the supposed cause of the sensation, 

it is difficult to see how sensation and phenomeiaan are not 

synonymous terms. In such a case, positivistic eqiste-

mology is an investigation of sensations and their relations 

10 Cf. E.S. , p. 44. 

11 Thomas R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, 
Princeton N.J., Princeton 
University Press, (1937), p. 18. 

12 Cf. Ibid., p. 16. Cf. also A.METZ, Une 
nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, Paris, Librairie 
Felix Alcan, (1934), p." 26. Cf. also the comment of 
Meyerson on Physiology in C.P., 3, P- 788, footnote 15. 
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"que ce que l'on doit rechercher v^ritablement, ce sont 

des rapports entre les sensations concues comme depouillees 

13 de toute ontologie." J Comte's insistence on action as the 

sole end of science confirms the interpretation of Meyerson. 

But science, as Meyerson rightly points out, has moved 

further and further away from anthropomorphic consider­

ations. Qualitative theories naturally tend to mechanical 

theories as to their term. The success of Post Keplerian 

science is a testimony to the triumph of quantity over 

quality. 

Et en ce qui concerne la physique de nos jours en 
particulier, il est manifeste qu'en progressant elle 
s'eloigne constamment de 1'anthropomorphisms de la 
sensation (...) qu'elle edifie des constructions de ,u 
plus independantes, de plus en plus detachees du moi, 

Thus, Meyerson concludes that action is not the only con-

15 cern of science. This is not to say however, that he 

rejects action as one of the possible ends of science. On 
16 

the contrary, man must be able to predict in order to live, 

13 E.S., p. 32. 

14 C.P., p. 115. 

15 Cf. E.S., p. 567. Cf. also C.P., p. 190. 

16 Cf. C.P., pp. 6 - 7 . Cf. also D.R., p. 4. 
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but he rejects prevision as the only goal of science. "La 

nature ne se montre pas seulement ordonn^e, mais aussi, 

17 jusqu'a un certain point, r^ellement intelligible."" ' The 

scheme of things which explains phenomena by the law alone 

is synecdoche." 

C. Science is Ontological 

The central argument vihich Meyerson proffers in 

defense of ontology Is that reasoning is identificatory 

and that to identify phenomena is to posit the persistence 

of "something" throughout change. Thus science is not 

only explicative in Comte's sense of the term but is also 

a search for ontology. Meyerson's argument is basically 

with the manner in which the experimenter questions 

reality. If it is admitted that identification is the 

essence of thought, it follows that science is a search for 

identity in multiplicity, that is, for what persists in 

relation to what changes. The persistent residuums of 

17 I.R., p. 360. 

18 Synecdoche is a figure of speech in which a part 
is put for a whole or a whole for a part. The attempt of 
positivistic epistem.ology to explain phenomena by the rule 
of law is a reductionism which frustrates the ways of 
reason"..the positivist error lies in the confusion between 
law and cause.." I.R., p. 389* Reason's concern with 
phenomena is twofold. First there is a need of "practical" 
reason to predict the outcome of events - this is the rule 
of law, and second, there is the equally Dressing need of 
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science constitute what Meyerson takes to be ontology,, 

That science should require the persistence of something 

and thus evince a concern for ontology is a direct result 

of the structure of identification which Meyerson takes to 

be the essence of reasoning. What it is that persists, on 

the other hand, is of no immediate interest to Meyerson's 

philosophy of mind." " In short, Meyerson says that 

science is ontological because reasoning is an ontological 

operation. The structure of identification cannot not-be 

ontological. It answers to a natural propensity of reason. 

L'homme, avons-nous dit, fait de la metaphysiqjB 
comme il respire, et celui qui fait de la science, 
c'est-a-dire, qui travaille lui-m£me a etendre le 
domaine du connu ou qui cherche seulement a. suivre 
ceux qui travaillent ainsi, est done metaphysicien 

(18 Con't) "speculative" reason to understand "substare -
stand under" phenomena in order to distinguish what 
persists from what changes. This is the explicative 
function of scientific causality. Although these 
principles are distinct, they are not separate. Thus 
description is not the only business of science. 

19 Cf. infra., ch. 1, part 2. Metaphysics as Meyerson 
understands it, is an inquiry into what reality is "in 
itself." He expressely disavows any ambition of doing 
metaphysics in this sense "..nous exclurons, non pas toute 
metaphysique, - cela serait, assurement, impossible, -
mais toute recherche de cet ordre..." C.P., p. 66. Cf. 
also Essais, p. 104 and D.R., p. 35̂ « What Meyerson 
proposes to show is that science cannot free itself from 
first order questions. The rest does not concern him. 
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tout autant qu'un autre. 

In summary, the insufficiencies of positivistic 

epistemology rest in its failure to grasp the essential 

nature of the rational operation. Science is not 

legalistic because the description of phenomena, of 

itself, does not satisfy reason. The investigation of 

"rapports" without a concern for "supports" is synecdoche. 

Meyerson's philosophy is an investigation into the 

structure of scientific induction in order to show that 

a concern for "supports" cannot remain foreign to science. 

Meyerson does not set out to do metaphysics as such rather, 

he comes to remind us of the metaphysical structure 

(intentionality) of consciousness "..notre ambition supreme 

sera comblee, si nos travaux sont reconnus comme faisant 

21 
partie des prolegomenes a toute metaphysique future." 

D. Statement of the Problem: Identification 

and Ontology 

The whole effort of Meyerson is to show that the 

description of phenomena, although an integral part of 

science, does not satisfy the human mind. He tells us that 

the scientific activity is characterized by two great 

20 Essais, p. 140. 

21 E.S., p. 12. 
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principles. The first of these is the properly des­

criptive part of science or the principle of legality 

which states that all phenomena will transpire according 

to laws. But the mirroring of phenomena into mathematical 

laws is not the whole of science since reason must also 

inquire into that which underlies phenomena. This is the 

explicative part of science or the principle of scientific 

causality which, as we saw earlier, Comte says is charac­

teristic of prescientific times. Meyerson, on the other 

hand, is convinced that a concern for ontology cannot remain 

foreign to science. His program is to show that science 

has always been concerned with ontology. 

There are two fundamental points which must be 

clearly distinguished here. First of all, Meyerson claims 

that the explanatory power of laws of association does 

not satisfy reason, and second, that science is ontological 

because reasoning is identificatory. With the possible 

exception of Comte's disciples, all critics are in agree­

ment with Meyerson on the first of these points. "The 

point that Meyerson has so strongly made against Positivism 

(and also against Duhem), is that a concern for "ontology" -

explanation by physical causes - cannot remain foreign to 
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science."22 A belief in the validity of the law as an 

instrument of prediction is also a belief in the intelli-

23 &> 

gibility of reality^ and in ontological fundation of the 

24 

law. These metaphysical presuppositions, although in­

dispensable to the formulation of laws, are not admitted 

by Comte. 
M. Meyerson nous semble avoir mis hors de toute 

contestation, du point de vue de la recherche positive 
elle m§me, 1'insuffisance du pur positivisme; il aura 
contribue a rendre a la science la conscience et le 
courage d'elle-mdme, de sa fonction et de sa portee 

22 Jacques MARITAIN, The Degrees of Knowledge, 
p. 43. 

23 "Le positivisme, qui est une theorie edifiant 
la science sur la legalite seule, ne saurait cependant se 
passer de la supposition d'un accord entre notre raison 
et le monde exterieur" E.S., p. 658. 

24 The suceess of prevision presupposes in the 
first place that there is something in nature which 
corresponds to the law. The whole of science would 
collapse without a belief in the objectivity of things. 
Cf. E.S., p. 44 and C.P., p. 139. Cf. also A. METZ, Une 
nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, p. 25 and p. 33* 
On the insufficiency of positivistic epistemology, Cf. also 
A. BONNARD, La notion d'irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson, 
Paris, Universite de Grenoble, Edition Jel,(1936), p. 17. 
Unless science admits of the objectivity of things, it trans­
forms itself into a metaphysics of laws. Cf. ,T.R. KELLY, 
Explanation and Reality in the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, 
pp. 15 - 17. 
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25 

ontologique. J 

While we agree with Meyerson that science cannot 

dispense from all metaphysics, we do not believe that the 

defense of ontology rests its case on identifications. The 

equating of scientific causality with identity in time is 

the single most rejected issue of Meyerson's philosophy. 

All critics are generally in agreement that although 

identification is involved in thinking that it is not the 

whole of it. It must be said in behalf of Meyerson how­

ever, that the arguments which he proffers in defense of 

identification are amply supported bya detailed investiga­

tion of scientific theories from their first inception to 

their latest developments. In order to refute him on this 

score, it is necessary to retake the whole of his work in 

order to show that the physicist does not think in this 
26 

way. This task is made doubly difficult by the fact that 

Meyerson says that identification is only a tendency of 

reason (this is clearest in his last major work, Du chemine-

ment de la pensee). In short, reason must make do with 

25 D. PAKOD1, Du positivisme a 1'idealisme, Paris, 
Vrin, (1930), p. 213. 

2.6 Cf. C.P., pp. XXX - XX, and p. 70. 
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partial identities. Further, it appears singularly 

difficult to dispute the claim that identification is 

involved in rational mechanics, as the reversibility of 

phenomena is a principal feature of these theories. 

Qualitative theories also seem to fall in the same cate­

gory of explanations, as they generally tend toward mechan­

ical theories as to their completion. But in spite of 

these concessions, we do not think that identification is 

the whole of thought. Certainnely it is not the whole of 

explanation, as this situation precludes a philosophic 

explanation of the real. This means that ultimately the 

Meyersonian science hopes to become the perfect philosophy, 

as no provision is made for any other type of explanation. 

The explicative structure of reason as it emerges 

from the work of Meyerson is a blueprint for ontology. It 

is not geared to the discovery of ontology as a structure 

of the real but is made to insert ontology into the real. 

The Meyersonian reason is a mechanical dispenser of ontology. 

This is clear from this that the place at which reality 

recalcitrates or refuses the probe of reason is affirmed 

by our author to be the locus of irrationality and of 

ontology. It seems to us that Meyerson's defense of ontology 

is founded upon an inadequate metaphysics. It seems that 

there is not the distinction between the principles of 
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causality and of legality that he tells us about because 

in the final analysis, the ontology of causality results 

from the hypostasis of legality. It is this aspect of the 

problem which has lead us to investigate the metaphysical 

foundations of Meyerson's philosophy. In short, we suspect 

that the ontology of causality results from a substitution 

of the term for the process of knowledge. 

To substitute the term for the process of know­

ledge is to take as the starting point of a critical a.nalysis 

27 an activity of reason in place of the being of reality. ' 

Meyerson appears to commit this fallacy as his concept 

results from the hypostasis of sensations. The concept in 

the philosophy of our author does not function in a 

representative capacity but is itself the quod, or term of 

knowledge. It is heavily weighted with interpretation. 

It is at the place of the idea. In short, Meyerson sub­

stitutes the idea of reality for the actual being of reality. 

He precludes the representative capacity of concepts. This 

is essentially a repetition of the cartesian way. In a 

sense both Descartes and Meyerson found within themselves 

27 Cf. W.E. CAJiLO, "Idea and Concept: A Key to 
Epistemology", in The Quest for 
the Absolute, ed. F.J. Adelmen 
S.J., The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 
(1966), pp. 47-66. Cf. also Id., 
Philosophy, Science and Knowledge, 
Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Co., 
(1967), pp. 86-93. 
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what they had already put there and not a conceptual 

similitude of reality, but for different reasons. For 

Descartes it could not be otherwise. Having called all 

things into doubt, all that was left as a starting point 

was an awareness of having done so. Clearly Descartes 

was correct in knowing himself to be a doubting thing 

but he was not correct in making this his starting point. 

Having begun with the idea rather than the concept, 

reality was forever inaccessible to him. Meyerson, on 

the other hand, does not make the methodical doubt a part 

of his program. Yet he also sees in the concept what he 

has already put there because reasoning is for him an 

activity which forever transmutes sense-data into per­

durable identities. What is 'known in both cases is not 

the real but the idea of the real. We believe that the 

sine qua non character of the epistemologlcal paradox 

(the divergence - convergence of reason and reality) in 

the philosophy of Meyerson offers a direct confirmation 

of our thesis. It seems that an epistemologlcal paradox 

of sorts is destined to appear whenever we think of 

ontology in this way (that ontology results from reasoning 

rather than from being). 
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II. The Method: Philosophy of Mind 

A. Meyerson's Philosophical Vocabulary is 

Imprecise. 

The vocabulary which Meyerson uses to describe his 

method is misleading since it leads to severe misinterpre­

tations of his work. He has been acclaimed as an episte-

mologist and as a philosopher of science while in fact he 

is neither of these. In a passage from the Preface to 

his first major work Identite et realite, Meyerson tells 

us that, 

The present book belongs, by reason of its method, 
to the domain of the philosophy of science or episte­
mology, to use a word sufficiently appropriate and 
now becoming current. We have, however, in our 
research been guided by certain conceptions foreign 
to this domain.2" 

Meyerson's last major work however, situa.tes his method 

within the province of logic and psychology^ , while an 

28 Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, New York, 
Humanities Press, (1966), p. 3. 

29 I.R., Author's Preface to the French Edition, 
p. 4. 

30 Cf. C.P., p. 14. 
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article contained in a posthumous publication leaves no 

doubt that it is "Philosophie de 1'intellect. "-51 In spite 

of such variances, Meyerson maintains that his fundamental 

32 theme has remained the same throughout. This leads us 

to conclude that Meyerson's vocabulary is imprecise in 

matters of philosophy. Some clarifications are in order. 

B. Misinterpretations of Meyerson's Work 

The designation of philosopher of science appears 

in relation to Meyerson because the arguments which he 

supports in defense of an explanatory structure of reason 

are taken from the products or history of scientific 

thinking. This has led some thinkers to believe that his 

work is a description and an evaluation of the scientific 

method. 

...there is ample reason to believe that 
Meyerson's critics and many of his readers generally 
misunderstood the character of his work merely 
because he had ideas on method in psychology that 
caused him to examine and discuss scientific and 
philosophical theories.^ 

31 cf- Essais, pp. 59-105. The article "Philosophie 
de 1'intellect", first appeared in Revue de metaphysique, 
41, (1934). It is the clearest expression of his method. 

32 Cf. C.P., Preface pp. VII - VIII. Cf. also 
G. MOURELOS, L'epistemologie positive et la critique 
Meyersonienne, p. 83. 

33 J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 3. 
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The fact that Meyerson repeatedly situates his work in 

the province of epistemology and the philosophy of 

science also explains this difficulty. But as we saw above, 

this is not to be interpreted literally. Meyerson's 

program is not philosophy of science; nor for that matter 

is it epistemology since his concern is not normative but 
34 

factual. The list of competent critics who misinterpret 

this fact is impressive. A. Blumberg, for instance, tells 

us that "Meyerson has constructed a distinctive philosophy 
of science."35 H. See also affirms Meyerson's work to be 

36 
philosophy of science. It is significant to note that 

A. Metz, a close disciple of Meyerson, revised an earlier 

work after the publication of Meyerson's Du cheminement de 

la pensee, taking care to exclude the previous designation 

34 Cf. Essais, p. 65. Cf. also, T.R. KELLY, Explan­
ation and Reality in the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 17. 

35 A. BLUMBERG, "E\ Meyerson's Critique of Positivism", 
in The Monist, 42, (1932), p. 60. 

36 Cf. H. SEE, Science et philosophie d'apres la 
doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, Paris, 
F. Alcan, (193?). 
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of a philosophy of science from the cover.-'' D. Parodi^ , 

39 G. Mourelos , and A. Bonnard, on the other hand, affirm 

Meyerson's work to be epistemology. 

The greatest consequence of this type of inter­

pretation is felt in Meyerson's doctrine of the irrationals. 

If Meyerson's work is normative it follows that the 

irrationals will function as mediators in the dispute 

between idealism and positivism by setting down the limits 

beyond which reason cannot go. We will learn from the 

irrationals what emphasis to place on the a priori and the 

37 The work in question first appeared in 1928 
under the title Une nouvelle philosophie de la science: 
le causal isme de M. Meyerson and was revised in 193^ and 
reentitled Meyerson, une nouvelle philosophy de la 
connaissance. 

38 Cf. D. PARODI, Du Positivisme a. 1'idealisme, 
Paris, J. Vrin, (1930), pp. 207-221 (esp. p. 220). CfT also 
"Le cheminement de la pensee selon M. Meyerson", in Revue 
de metaphysique et de morale, 39, Sept., (1932), pp. 387-
415 (esp. p. 390). 

39 "Nous pouvons dire que le Causalisme de Meyerson 
nous conduit vers une epistemologie deductive, tandis que 
le legalisme d'Auguste Comte nous fournit 1'armature d'une 
epistemologie inductive. Aucun de ces ,deux systemes 
n'exclut reellement 1'autre." G. 1H0URH.L0S, L'epistemologie 
positive et la critique Meyersonienne, p. 162. I think 
Mourelos is right in saying that Meyerson's "causality" is 
ultimately reducible to Comte's "legality", but he does not 
develop the point. However, it does not seem that the 
similarity between legality and causality is reducible to 
an epistemologlcal dispute. 
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a posteriori in order to avoid the extremes of idealism 

and positivism respectively. A. Bonnard sees the work of 

Meyerson in this way. 

...la notion^d'irrationnel, telle qu'elle resort 
des travaux de Emile Meyerson, semble indiquer le 
mieux sur qu'elle voie il faut s'engager desormais si 
l'on veut eviter les impasses et faire^progresser 
veritablement la pensee philosophique. 

In a certain sense Bonnard is correct in calling attention 

to this aspect of the problem since reason and reality in 

the philosophy of Meyerson are at one time convergent and 

at another, divergent. But this does not mean that the 

irrationals are normative. To take this stand is to mis­

interpret Meyerson, as the antinomies of reason and 

reality are at once necessary and irreconciliable. Progress 

is dependent upon a movement of reason from one to the 

41 
other. Meyerson never intended for the irrationals to 

42 function as mediators in philosophic disputes. His plan 

is not to distinguish right thinking from wrong thinking 

but to show that a concern for ontology is inescapable. 

40 A. BONNARD, La notion d'irrationnel chez 
Emile Meyerson, p. 1§~. 

41 Cf. Infra., ch. 3, 3. 

42 Cf. C.P. , T). 69 and Kssals, pp. 59-105. 
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In fact our author believes that the same "cheminement" 

4 of thought holds for wrong thinking as for right thinking. 

Meyerson says that instances of wrong thinking do not 

contradict the fundamental thesis that thought is 
44 

ontological. 

C. Meyerson's Method is "Philosophie de 

1'intellect." 

The method of Meyerson is situated somewhere be­

tween psychology and logic "empruntant le probleme a. 

45 l'une et la methode de la recherche a 1'autre." Hovjever, 

he hesitates to use the designation of a "logic" since it 

46 is usually associated with normative knowledge. Meyerson 

is prepared to accept the term "paychology" but with one 

reservation - he mistrusts the method of introspection. 

"Our reason is competent to scrutinize everything except 

itself. When I reason I am really powerless to observe 

43 Cf. Essais, pp. 120-130. 

44 Meyerson does not generally concern himself 
with the analysis of wrong thinking however, since it 
usually contains identifications that are too brief and 
too few. 

45 C.P., p. 9. 

46 Cf. Ibid., p. 14 and Essais, p. 65 and p. 151. 
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47 the action of my reason." 

The clearest formulation of a work that is at once 

psychology and logic is contained in Essais where it is 

48 

said to be "Philosophie de 1'intellect." This termi­

nology leaves no doubt that Meyerson's work is neither 

epistemology nor philosophy of science because a philosophy 

of mind is a disinterested probe of reason "..sans 

49 s'occuper de connaitre ce qui se passe en dehors.." 

Meyerson is not concerned with the structure of the real 

as such but with "human thought as it interprets the 

real."-5 If Meyerson can show that the psychology of 

scientific induction is ontological, his hard line critique 

of positivistic epistemology, that it distorts the facts, 

will not seem unjust. 

D. The Difficulties of this Method 

The program of Meyerson's investigations therefore 

is to use the theories of science as the inductive basis 

47 I.R., Author's Preface to the French Edition, 
p. 6. 

48 Cf. Essais, pp. 59-105-

49 Ibid., p. 66. 

50 J. LOWENBERG, "Meyerson's Critique of Pure 
Reason", in The Philosophical Review, 41, (1932), p. 36l. 
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from which to predicate an explanatory or ontological 

structure of reason. This method is not without serious 

difficulties. First of all the ways of reason are hidden -

if they were in evidence there would be no need for Meyerson's 

study. 

Ce n'est que dans des cas tres rares que nous 
pouvons, au moins partiellement, penetrer dans 
cette psychologie du chercheur, guides soit par les 
aveus du savant lui-me'me, soit par la maniere dont 
se presente 1'ensemble de son oeuvre (...) le schema 
qu'un savant a. avantage a. adopter en exposant sa 
d^couverte n'a, la plupart du temps, que des rapports 
lointain avec les voies que sa raison a r^ellement 
suivies au cours du travail qui y a abouti.-5 

Meyerson likens the process of mind to an "obscure 

52 
instinct". Since the scientist is unacquainted with the 

process he is applying, Meyerson must assume that un­

conscious and conscious processes of reasoning are the 

same. ^ If these processes are dissimilar, it follows 

that his study of the scientific mind will not succeed in 

discovering the hidden assumptions which he believes 

accompany all forms of thinking. Since these assumptions 

51 E.S., p. 627. 

52 Ibid., p. 459. Cf. also Infra., Ch. 2, 3, D. 

53 Cf. C.P. , p. 9, and Essais, p. 15.̂  Cf. also, 
A. BONNARD, La notion d'irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson, 
p. 15. 
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are generally of a metaphysical nature, such as a belief 

in the intelligibility of reality and in the reference of 

laws to things etc., they contain what Meyerson desires to 

uncover most. He is confident however, that the method 

of research which he adopts favours his assumptions. 

C'est la. que l'histoire des sciences est 
susceptible de nous tlrer d'embarras, car elle 
nous montre une pensee dont le progres s'opere 
en general selon les principes memes qui dirigent 
la notre, alors que les conclusions auxquelles 
elle aboutit sont si differentes de celle dont 
nous avons .1 'habitude qu'aucun entrainement 
inconscient n'est plus a craindre. Des lors les 
voies du cheminement, pour l'observateur attentif, 
resortent avec infiniment plus de clarte.-3 

Thus given the assumption that the ways of reason follow 

the same "cheminement" for unconscious as for conscious 

processes, Meyerson believes that the analysis of the 

products which scientific thinking has produced will lay 

bare the ontological ordination of reason. A further 

source of difficulty concerns the method of the philosophy 

of mind, as it consists in bracketting off the real from 

reason while continuing to defend its ontological penchant. 

54 C.P., p. 85, 
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C'est une tache ardue, can il faut que la raison 
r^ussisse a degager 1'essence de ses propres formes 
du contenu auquel elles s'appliquent et sans lequel 
elles ne sauraient exister, et nous serions heureux 
que le lecteur jugeat que notre travail satisfait^ 
ne fut-ce que tres partiellement, a, ce programme. 55 

In summary, Meyerson's work investigates the 

psychology of scientific induction in order to denude the 

unconscious but irrevocable ontological tendency of reason. 

Also he is desirous of abstaining from any incursion into 

the nature of reality. This aspect of the problem does 

not concern him. The remarks which he addresses to 

Lalande are illuminating on this score.^ His only 

concern is to show that the psychology of scientific 

induction is (unconsciously) preoccupied with ontology. 

It is because he believes himself to have succeeded in 

this that he argues to the insufficiencies of positivistic 

55 D.R-, P. 385. 

56 The following remarks confirm his unwilling­
ness to do philosophy of nature, or metaphysics for that 
matter, as he does not distinguish clearly between them. 
"M. Lalande, dans 1'admirable travail qu'il a bien voulu 
consacrer au Cheminement, nous a hautement loue pour avoir 
appuy£ d'un nouveau contrefort l'une des theses 
fondamentales de ce qu'on pourrait appeler 1'anti-
evolutionisme. Nous ne pouvons, a notre grand regret, 
souscrire entierement a. cette appreciation,, II n'est 
point question d'anti-evolutionisme dans notre livre, 
ni d'evolutionisme non plus, du reste. Cela pour la 
simple raison qu'evolutionisme et anti-evolutionisme 
sont l'un et 1'autre des conceptions appartenant a. la 
philosophie de la nature et que, dans la mesure du 
possible, nous nous sommes constamment applique a nous 
abstenir de toute incursion dans ce domaine." Essais. p. 9̂ . 
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epistemology. Description does not satisfy reason because 

we always posit the persistence of phenomena in time 

whenever we think. This, according to Meyerson, is what 

57 explanation is all about. It results in ontology. 

A significant aspect of Meyerson's work is his 

insistence that it lies within the province of the 

psychology of thinking. It is also meaningful that he 

should seek to connect this method with the objective 

set down earlier. Is Meyerson's method suited to its 

task? It seems dubious as psychology does not appear 
58 

to enjoy a privileged status in this respect. But 

the equating of the psychology of scientific induction with 

the ontological concern of science means, insofar as 

Meyerson is concerned, that things are not given directly 

57 The etymology of explanation suggests a bring­
ing out from the folds; a "devoilement" of that which is 
infolded or contained within them= Thus to explain 
phenomena is to extricate what remains of phenomena in 
relation to what changes. Further, what changes is 
explained by Meyerson in the Eleatic tradition as 
resulting from the spatial rearrangements of fundamentally 
identical and immutable matter. This is the doctrine of 
the unity of matter. Cf. Infra., ch. 3, 1. 

58 Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, pp. 116-120. 
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59 to us in perception as they are attained deductively. 

It seems that induction as Meyerson conceives of it is es­

sentially deduction. There is no pure envisagement of 

facts because the psychology of scientific induction is 

such that reason will transmute whatever it manipulates 

into ontological residues. In short, it seems to us that 

Meyerson's inability to distinguish between induction and 

deduction means that in effect he substitutes the term for 

the process of knowledge. Ontology according to this 

formula does not result from being but from reasoning. 

59 There is no doubt that Meyerson holds to the 
creation of the real by, reason. The text of Essais 
confirms this. "LA CREATION DU rfEEL S'ACCOMPLIT A 
L'INlE'l-ilEUri wEi'iE Uh, 1,'ESPiiIT." Ibid. , p. 66. Italics 
added. Cf. also C.P., p. 120. Cf. also Infra., ch. 4, 
4. 
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CHAITErt II 

1. Statement of the Problem 

The key to Meyerson's defense of ontology revolves 

about the distinction which he establishes between the two 

component principles of reason namely, the principle of 
1 

legality and the principle of causality. Meyerson affirms 

that both principles are in use whenever thinking takes 

place. He criticizes Comte for reducing the scientific 

inquiry to the first of these principles alone. Thus, 

it is imperative that we state as clearly as possible the 

respects in which legality and causality differ, for only 

in this way can we judge of Meyerson's defense of ontology. 

Although the principles of reason are distinct, 

they are not separate. The appearance of one is always an 

occasion for the appearance of the other. Together they 

1 The word 'legality' is intended to convey the 
English equivalent for Meyerson's use of 'legalite'. 
Kate Lowenberg however, who translated Meyerson's Identite 
et realite, prefers the word 'lawfulness'. Cf. Identity 
and Reality, New York, Dover Publications Inc., (1932), 
p"! 18~I Lowenberg does not give a reason for this choice. 
We, on the other hand, prefer the term 'legality' since 
it lends itself to the analogical predication of scientific 
law in the philosophical sense while 'lawfulness' is usually 
employed in a univocal, narrower, juridical sense. Cf. 
Britannica Dictionary (1966), P. 723 (lawfulness) and 
p. 728 (legality). 
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constitute the "fabric" or reason, ny they father ell 

mental activity. Meyerson does not for a sinp'le moment 

change his mind about this. There is a fundamental 

continuity to his work in this respect. He does not 

depart from the central theme that the principles of 

legality and causality accompany all ôrras of scientific 
2 

inductions. But in what precisely consjst their role? 

In short, w'-̂at is re^ronino; according to Meyerson? 

II. The Principle of Legality 

A. What it is 

A very real aspect of realitv which cannot escape 

2 "C'est, au contraire, une =eule et meme these 
qui est exposee dans tous, qui y est retournee sous tous 
ses asp°ctc', discutee et etablie natiemment avec une 
evidence et une generality sans cesse accrues." D.PAiiODl, 
"Le cheminement de la pensee selon i-'. Meyerson", in 
Revue de Metaphyslgue et de morale. 39, juillet-sept., 
(1932), pi 388. The plan of Meyerson's works is as follows; 
I.R. takes as its data the empirical findings of scientists 
and is an investigation into the psychological principles 
which accompany induction. 3.S. on the other hand, is more 
deductive in spirit and see^s to confirm the conclusions 
previously obtained in I.R., Meyerson's third work, D.R., 
concerns itself with the physics of Einstein and provides 
9 modern sett in"1 in which to test his theories. C.P. 
does not deviate from the structure of thought that is 
unveiled in earlier works but provides the setting for 
the application of these principles to the sphere of 
common sense knowledge. Finally, R.D., a small special 
study, argues that quantum mechanics makes use of the same 
mental processes (although legality is seen to lose of its 
rigidity concerning predictions). 
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even the severest Idealist is the fact of change. Our 

world is a world of contingency. Things come into being, 

are measured by time and pass out of being. The element 

of becoming is an integral part of visible reality. But 

finite existents do not contain in se a sufficient reason 

for being. They could as well not be as be. The intiution 

of finitude leads Heidegger to raise the fundamental 

metaphysical question "Why are there essents rather than 

nothing"^. Ultimately, Meyerson asks the same question; 

...il faut rendre raison m§me des choses eternelles; 
si l'on suppose que le monde a existe depuis l'£ternite 
et qu'il n'y a en lui que des globules, il faut rendre 
raison pourquoi ce sont des globules plut<3t que des 
cubes.^ 

But before man can begin to make himself comfortable and 

raise speculative questions, he must first of all survive. 

In order to survive man must be convinced of the regularity 

of nature and of his ability to predict her ways. The 

success of science is the guarantee of this belief "En 

effet, 1'action est, pour tout organisme, une necessite 

3 Martin HEIDEGGER, An Introduction to Metaphysics, 
trans. R. Manheim, New York, 
Doubleday and Company, Inc., 
(1961), p. 18. 

4 E.S., p. 180. 
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immediate et de tous les instants, et le succes de cette 

action d^montre sans cesse la parfaite l£galite de la 

nature".5 Man is not free to believe or not to believe 

in prevision "if I want to live, I must believe in it". 

The control center of this imperative lies in the principle 

of Legality. This is the first and most immediate 

principle of reason. It bears a relation to the animal 

need for self preservation. 

The principle of legality is rooted in the belief 

that phenomena occur according to mathematical patterns and 

is formulated by Meyerson as stating a relation between 

the properties of a substance a.nd the conditions affecting 
7 

it. A determinate modification of the conditions 

results in a determinable modification of the properties. 

But because the function of laws as Comte conceives of 

them Is to formulate relations between conditions and 

5 Ifrid., p. 659. 

6 I.R., p. 22. 

7 "La loi £nonce simplement que, les conditions 
venant a se modifier d'une maniere determinee, les 
propriety ACTUELLES (italics are mine) du corps doivent 
subir une modification egalement determinee." I.R., p. 30. 
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property behaviour, while abstaining from any incursion 

into "essences," the rule of law is ultimately reducible 

to probability systems. The greater the number of times 

in which a change in the conditions affecting the pro­

perties of a substance has been observed to result in a 

determinate modification of these properties, the higher 

the probability that such will be the case in the future, 

given the recurrence of similar conditions. In short, we 

observe phenomena and translate the relations of condition 

and property behaviour into mathematical language. 

Although the truth value of these propositions approaches 

mathematical certitude on the integral plane, causal 
8 

necessity is never involved in fact. The truth value of 

8 The effort of David Hume to treat the contents 
of reason as an object is treated in science also results 
in the denial of necessary connections. Hume argues that 
since all of the sciences have a greater or less relation 
to human nature, that we can solve the problems of science 
by solving the problem, of human knowledge. Thus he sets 
out to describe all of the elements which accompany 
conscious experience and, through the method of analysis, 
reduces the complex of conscious life to sensations. But 
the analysis of sensations did not provide any insight 
into the nature of the causal relationship and Hume could 
not complete his program. He quite naturally became a 
sceptic. The lesson we learn from this thinker is that 
unless there is a necessary connection between properties 
and essences, the scientific method will discover no 
greater necessity than the laws of permutation and com­
bination permit. Thus according to this scheme of things, 
it is mathematically possible that the sun will not "rise" 
tomorrow or that the "electric current" will freeze the 
water in the kettle rather than bring it to a boil. 
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mathematical propositions is a variant of verification. 

In essence, the rule of law as it is employed by Comte 

relates exclusively to the descriptive and predictive 

phases of knowing. He says that this is the only business 

of science because it satisfies reason. Meyerson, however, 

believes that this conception of science and of reason 

9 
is Baconian. It is not acceptable as it leave no room 

10 
for speculative knowledge. 

B. The Ultimate Aim of Science is Explanation 

The principle of legality as Meyerson conceives of 

it is not reducible to practical knowledge, as it entails 

a whole set of metaphysical commitments that are not re­

ducible to the rule that the law alone suffices. The ideal 

9 Meyerson mistrusts Baconian induction arid 
accuses him of distorting the facts of reason "Sa doctrine 
a en realite exerce fort peu d'influence sur La marche de 
la science. Le parti-pris anti d4ductif (...) est 
contraire aux veritables tendances de la science et de 
1'esprit humain." E.S., p. 134. 

10 Cf. E.5., p. 565. G. Mourelos, on the other 
hand, does not agree that Comte's rule of law precludes 
speculative knowledge. Prevision, it seems, was never the 
only concern of Comte "Ce que Comte recherche avant tout 
dans sa classification, c'est un ordre de d^pendance 
reelle entre les sciences qui puisse correspondre a un 
ordre rationnel." G. WJUJijiLOS, 3L'epistemologie positive 
et la critique Meyersonienne, p. 5̂ « The probable source 
of this disagreement is that Meyerson and Mourelos are 
thinking of two different things, the one, of positivistic 
epistemology, and the other, of positivism. Cf. Ibid., p. 155. 
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of the positivistic science to dispense from metaphysical 

assumptions is apparently illusory. The connexity of 

phenomena goes beyond what the conformity to law demands 

of it. There is a surplus for which the law cannot account. 

Because of this Meyerson says that action and prevision 

are not the only business of science "..la ou 1'experience 

et 1*induction nous font decouvrir un ordre constant, il 

y a certainnement une necessite logique encoure a 

11 decouvrir." In short, Meyerson argues that scientific 

induction contains deductive element that provide from 

reason. 

The mainspring of positivistic epistemology is 

experience. Without a sufficient number of experiences, 

the science of prediction loses its significance. But 

o-iven a sufficient number of data, we can formulate laws 

that will not only ensure the ability to pass on to action, 

but also the economy of effort in such matters. The 

utility of laitfs, says Meyerson summing up the ideal of 

positivistic epistemology, "is to dispense, as much as 

the different phenomena will allow, with all direct 

observation, by permitting the deduction of the greatest 

11 E.S., P. 70. 
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possible number of results from the smallest number of 

12 immediate data."" But since the tendency in science is 

to move away from the discomforts of direct observation, 

through the formulation of increasingly comprehensive laws 

(the economy of effort), Meyerson argues that the 

veritable aim of science is not induction but deduction. 

Nous avons, sans doute besoin d'expediences. 
Mais les resultats de ces experiences nous voudrions 
qu'ils nous servissent a. preparer des raisonnements, 
des deductions. C'est done bien la deduction qui 
constitue le veritable but vers lequel tend la 
science. 3 

At the moment Meyerson is concerned to show the incomplete 

character of positivistic induction. But Meyerson's 

subsequent development of the thesis that induction leads 

to deduction opens the door to the causal postulate and to 

the ultimate identification of induction and deduction. 

He accomplishes this feat through the doctrine that thought 

is identificatory. 

Deduction is a process of reasoning according to 

which an effect is seen to follow a cause as out of necessity. 

In short, a deduction leads us to recognize that things 

12 I.R., p. 25. 

13 E.S., p. 567. 
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do not happen by chance but that logical necessities are 

involved in the relations of causes and effects. It is 

on this ground that we distinguish anterior from posterior 

events and call the one cause and the other effect. This 

is also the meaning of explanation since a phenomenon will 

not be understood until we also discover the causes of its 

being. But what are these causes? Explanation, as 

Meyerson conceives of it, consists in showing the logical 

necessity which exists between the antecedants and the 

consequents of a change. No one would quarrel with this. 

But this is not the whole of it; the Meyersonian philosophy 

does not explain a thing through causes in the philosophic 

sense of the term, but through the identification of the 

thing with whatever precedes it in time. Thus he holds to 

explanation as being a process in which the antecedent of 

change is shown to contain the sufficient reason of the 
14 

consequent because reason identifies the two. Deduction, 

on the other hand, is the art of showing what phenomena 

are related in this way. 

In summary, because legal science is preoccupied 

with the economy of effort, that is, the formulation of 

14 Cf. Ibid., pp. 66 - 92. 
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increasingly comprehensive condition and property relations, 

Meyerson argues that the veritable aim of science is not 

induction but deduction. Thus a.ction and prevision are 

not the only business of science. But before we probe 

into the structure of Meyerson's causal postulate, a word 

more must be said about what he considers to be the in­

sufficiencies of postivistic epistemology. 

C. The Metaphysical Assumptions of Postivistic 

Epistemology 

Not only is the tendency of science to deduce and 

explain its phenomena, but Meyerson also argues that the 

law entails metaphysical assumptions that are not themselves 

reducible to the rule of law. The most obvious being that 

things are intelligible, that reason can know the real, and 

that the law bears a reference to things. 

The rational operation Is not reducible to the 

sensa upon which it operates. The ability to formulate 

predicative propositions goes beyond the observation of 

phenomena. It contains elements which are not reducible to 

sensa and survival. Thus, Meyerson argues that without 

an ability to read something of itself into phenomena, 

reason could not formulate laws. The law is an ideal 
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construction of reason; it implies the ability to 

generalize.'-> 

...ce qui existe v^ritablement, c'est non pas le 
general, mais le particulier (...) II y a la. entre 
la science et la realite, entre notre entendement et 
notre sensation, une veritable lacune (...) tout ce 
qui est pergu par nos sens se morcelle en sensations 
particulieres alors que tout ce qui est concu par-,̂  
notre entendement prend la forme d'idee g^nerale. 

The formulation of laws, according to Meyerson, is 

a process of disengaging things from their concrete ex­

istence and of raising them to the level of universal, 

predicative judgments. It is a manner of introducing 

continuity into the discontinuous, fragmented data of 

sensations. Meyerson concludes from this that the bridge 

which unites phenomena is not spanned by the phenomena 

themselves but by consciousness "..les seuls rapports que 

nous puissions connaitrent sont ceux dont notre conscience 

17 forme elle m§me l'un des termes..." Each experience is 

atomic in character and cannot of itself be said to relate 

to the molecular of scientific theories. It is reason 

which transforms atomic sensa into molecular propositions. 

15 Man's use of language also confirms the ability 
of reason to read something of itself in the discontinuous 
data of sensations. Cf. C.P. , p. 285. Cf. also G.nOAS, 
A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 

16 E.S., p. 28. 

17 D.j^_, p. 74. 
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There is a surplus of the signified over the signifying 

whenever man thinks. The surplus is due to the necessity 

which the principles of reason impose upon the plethora 

of sensations. This situation, according to Meyerson, de-
18 

nounces the illusory nature of positivistic epistemology. 

18 Cf. David MILLER, "Explanation Vs Description", 
in Philosophical Review, 56, (1947), pp. 306-312, for an 
excellent treatment of the invincible metaphysical tendencies 
of the scientific method. Although this article does not 
deal explicitly with Meyerson, it does clarify his thought. 
The expression which Miller uses to denote the contribution 
of reason in establishing a continuity between the phenomena 
of experience is 'interphenomena.' The function of 
•interphenomena' is to fill the spatiotemporal gap between 
phenomena. They bridge the continuity gap between the 
discontinuous data of sensation. They enable the intellect 
to read a coherent, continuous whole into the fragmented 
data of experience,, "Our control over the order of events 
and of our experiences of events has not come about by 
recording our experiences and stating the order which 
Nature of herself furnishes. Rather it came about to an 
ever increasing extent by positing an Inexperienceable 
order and, through theories, by working out the implications 
of those orders from the experienced world." Ibid., p. 306. 
Without 'interphenomena' science (which Miller doubts would 
still exist) would consist in the recording of unrelated 
bits of sense data. But "once the gaps between experienced 
phenomena are filled, phenomena are explained, and the 
prime assumption of science, namely that the world is 
intelligible is to that extent justified." Ibid., p. 398. 
Miller uses an application of Boyle's law (which we are 
here reproducing) to illustrate the point that PV » constant 
(at constant temperature). The equation requires 'inter­
phenomena' in order to be intelligible. 

TlWJi TEMP. PriESbUiiE VOL. PREbS A VOL. 

10:20 A.M. 54° 5 dynes/cm2 20,00cm3 100,00 ergs 
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In addition, the ability to translate the language 

of nature into conceptual form and to operate successfully 

on these concepts implies that something in nature corres­

ponds to concepts. Otherwise, we would be at the mercy of 

(18 Con't) 

TIME Tui-iP. PRESSURE VOL. PRESS X VOL. 

10:30 A.M. 54° 4 dynes/cm2 25,000cm^ 100,00 ergs 
10:35 A.M. 54° 2 dynes/cm2 50,OOOcm3 100,00 ergs 
10:50 A.M. 54° 1 dynes/cm2 100,000cm3 100,00 ergs 

Miller tells us that we cannot conclude in Boyle's law from 
this data alone "Such a conclusion presupposes a continuity 
and a completeness in nature neither of which can ever be 
proved by experience." Ibid., p. 308. Since interphenomena 
fuses the discontinous into a continous intelligible whole, 
Miller says that it is at once of the physical order and of 
the logical order. It is of the physical order inasmuch 
as it must exert a positive influence on real phenomena and 
of the logical order inasmuch as it is not experiencable. 
Thus the interphenomena fulfills a metaphysical function 
and points to the inescapable explicative character of 
scientific reason. "A complete system consits of one in 
which the relationship between the experienceable and the 
inexperienceable is stated, and explanation is identical 
with such a statement" Ibid., p. 312. The term Meyerson 
uses is not interphenomena but plausibility. The propositions 
of science according to him are plausible because they 
reveal a content that is at once from sensa and from reason. 
But "plausibility" and "interphenomena" differ in that 
Meyerson's doctrine on plausible propositions precludes the 
representative capacity of concepts. Cf. Infra., ch. 4. 
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nature. It means that the real is structured; that there 

is something of reality that perdures throughout change. 

The propositions of science imply "supports" for the 

"rapports" of observations."' Further, the ability to 

formulate laws implies that nature is ordered. How else 

could we predict the recurrence of events? In short, 

Meyerson says that a belief in legality is also a belief 

in regularity and in structure. 

It is just as interesting for us to know 
when things will take place as to know what takes 
place. (...) thus it is our conviction of nature's 
regularity which intervenes; nature lends itself to 
it, this is incontestable, but this conviction 
(...) exceeds the limits of direct observation; it 
is absolute and guarantees the future.20 

But not only is the legalist impelled to believe in the 

temporal recurrence of things but he is also forced to 

believe that space is homogeneous and that the law will 

21 
hold good anywhere. The idea of the uniformity of space 

constitutes the basis of geometry. Meyerson argues that 

the homogeneity of space implies something more than the 

19 Cf. C.P., pp. 519 - 521. 

20 I.R., p. 35. 

21 Cf., Ibid., pp. 36 - 38. 
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law says it does. It implies the persistence of things 

22 in space.~ Things change in time but they are not 

modified in space. Thus there is not complete analogy 

between space and time. Identity in time goes beyond 

what strict conformity to law demands of it. The concern 

with laws Is not the only business of science. 

...as a last subtle thrust at positivism he 
points out that positivism cannot carry through its 
program of cataloguing descriptive laws without 
employing the essential process of explanation, 
namely, identification in arriving at general 
ideas.23 

D. Conclusion 

Although the rule of law provides the starting point 

of science, description Is not the only business of science 

since it entails metaphysical commitments such as a belief 

22 "The reasoning which precedes is based evidently 
on a distinction between objects and laws. Now, is an 
object anything but a group of phenomena? And since these 
phenomena are ruled by lavrs, is not what we call an object 
simply a group of relations conformable to law?" I.R., 
p. 39. But the relation of properties and conditions also 
implies something more, namely an identity in time "it is 
clear that all the properties which we attrioute to sub­
stances are only faculties of this kind, all manifesting 
themselves only under determined conditions and apt to be 
modified if these conditions happen to change." ibid., p. 41. 

23 T.R. A.ELLY, explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 17. 
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in the objectivity of things, in their intelligibility and 

regularity and in our ability to formulate propositions; 

none of which is reducible to the rule that the law alone 

suffices. This is particularly evident as concerns the 

homogeneity of things in space as the postulate of identity 

in time goes beyond the strict limits imposed by the rule 

of law. In short, the principle of legality implies more 

than Comte says it to. 

In this section we sought to present the principle 

of legality as indispensable to the formulation of scientific 

theories but as incomplete in itself. It must be completed 

by the principle of causality. These principles are distinct 
24 

but they are not separate. In their operation they form 

a unity, simultaneously seizing upon the data of sensation 

in order to transform it into the continuous, intelligible, 

universal, predicative propositions of science. It is be­

cause of their interaction that we find a surplus of the 

signified over the signifying in the propositions of science. 

An investigation of the signifying will reveal that Meyerson 

24 Why then do we treat of them separately? "A 
quo! nous pouvons repondre: mais tout simplement pour 
comprendre quelque chose a. ces operations de 1'intellect 
scientifique." C.P., p. 242. 
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attributes the surplus to the causal tendency of identifi­

cation. This is the subject for our next inquiry. 

III. The Principle of Causality 

A. Its Importance 

What constitutes the evidence of reason? When 

are we satisfied that logical necessity is exhibited and 

that what follows from a deduction could not have been 

otherwise? Meyerson's answer to this question is that 

necessity is exhibited when the identity between the events 

of nature is demonstrated. His fundamental postulate is 

that reasoning is a process of identification. The 

principle of causality is the a priori disposition which 

fathers this movement. The importance it occupies in the 

25 work of Meyerson cannot be overstated. 

25 "In the pages which follow we shall study the 
role played by the postulate of causality in the physical 
sciences. We hope to show that this r6le is of fundamental 
importance, and that neither the evolution of science in 
the past nor its present condition can be explained if we 
exclude it." I.R., p. 48. Cf. also A. hETZ, Une nouvelle 
philosophie de la connaissance, p. 49. "Et le nom de 
CAUSALISWE (italics are mine) nous paralt bien choisi pour 
designer la philosophie des science de M. Meyerson elle-
ra£me." A second key issue in the work of Meyerson arises 
out of the resistance which causality meets as it seeks to 
reduce phenomena to identity propositions. These are the 
irrationals" ...il nous faut, des le debut, centrer notre 
£tude sur les deux notions de base qui constituent la 
pierre angulaire de son systeme; la notion d'identification 
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B. What it is 

Meyerson distinguishes between two orders of 

causality: scientific causality and theological causality. 

The question of miracles falls under the heading of 

causality of the second type and since it escapes the essence 

of reasoning (relating more as it does to an act of will), 

it is not the point of Meyerson's enquiry. The subject 
26 

which concerns him is the analysis of scientific causality. 

The principle of causality is the second and most 

important co-principle of reason. It provides the theories 

of science with their explanatory force. It is an im­

perative to identify whatever reason manipulates. This is 

the Meyersonian formula of explanation. To reason is to 

relegate all differences to the background in order to 

retain the sameness which exists between a cause and its 

effect. 

25 (Con't) et celle d•irrationnel. C'est autour 
de ces deux notions fondamentales que s'engage, chez lui, 
le dialogue entre 1'experience et la raison. "G.MOURELOS, 
L'epistemologie positive et la critique Meyersonienne. p. 95* 
An equally important issue in the philosophy of Meyerson, 
is the epistemologlcal Paradox. Cf. Infra, ch. 3- The 
paradox appears to be the logical consequence of a philosophy 
that begins within the coglto ra,ther than with the beings 
of extramental reality. Cf. Infra., ch. 4. 

26 Henceforth, causality, the causal postulate, 
and the principle of scientific causality are used 
synonymously. 
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Causality is an imperative to identify sensa as 
27 

well as the concepts of reason." "Ainsi, cela est 

important a noter, tonte veritable exlication scientifi-

que d'un phenomene dans le temps repose au -fond sur la 
Q Q 

permanence de quelque chose, d'un concept quelconque." 

Since explanations «re explanation^- o^ reality the identity 

of concepts relates to an identity of things. This is the 

key to the distinction between the principles of reason. 

Whereas the principle of legality demands a belief in the 

regularity of nature (legality implies regularity, as we 

saw earlier), the postulate of causality posits identity 

in regularity. A cause cannot give rise to an effect that 

is heterogeneous to it, as something of the cause must 

pass into the effect. The feat of the Meyersonian reason 

is to equate the identity of phenomena, or whatever it is 

that persist from cause to effect with explanation and 

27 Meyerson actually holds two doctrines concern­
ing the origin of concepts. First he presents the concept 
as resulting from the hypostasis of sensations into 
identities. Second, he speaks of the eliminative function 
of causality as it probes the diverse in search of 
identities. "No single account of the process is maintained 
throughout." T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 77. This situation 
requires clarification because the concept is the key to 
Meyerson's defense of ontology. It seems to us that 
Meyerson's 'concept' contains more than he says it to. 
Cf. Infra., ch. 4. 

28 E.S., p. 160. 
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ontology. This is the function of causality. In brief, 

the principle of causality brings this other dimmension 

to the law that time also be irrelevant to the phenomena 

themselves. "All the conditions which lawfulness imposes 

upon us, in whatever concerns time and space, these also 

causality demands, and it adds another exigency, that of 

29 
the Identity of the objects in time." 

Meyerson's formula of identity is a formula for 

ontology. The identity of objects in time, or whatever 

it is of the antecedent that persists through to the 

consequent, is the essence of the real. "Ce qui persiste, 

c'est toujours 1'essence, et ce qui varie ne peut §tre que 

1'accident."3U The ontological apnetite of reason is a 

search for identities in time. This is the properly ex­

plicative nature of science. "La science est en outre un 

31 systeme de supports."^ Without some underlying substrate 

there can be no order in nature and without order there can 

be no legal bond. Thus the denial of causality is also the 

denial of legality- The rational thirst for ontologies is 

29 I.R., p. 45. 

30 Essais, p. 202. 

31 E.S., p. 5k6. 
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proper to the whole of science. "Le point de vue le plus 

simple (...) consiste a considerer le processus d'identifi-

cation comme faisant partie du tuf sur lequel reposent les 

32 assises les plus profondes du savoir humain." Meyerson's 

defense of ontology is unequivocal. The essence of reason 

is now and has always been identification. The thinking 

of the ancients does not differ from the thinking of the 

moderns on this score. Thus positivistic epistemology 

distorts the facts of scientific induction in seeking to 

reduce science to a descriptive business. 

In summary, logical necessity is seen to unfold as 

a process of bestowing successive identifications on the 

plethora of sensations. The causal postulate is Meyerson's 

defense of ontology while identification is the "open sesame" 

that uncovers residual stores of identities. Meyerson ar­

gues that unless we look on reason in this way, that the 

stream of consciousness which Bergson spoke about is re­

ducible to discontinuous sensa. David Hume does not look 

on reasoning in this way "...aussi la demonstration si pro-

bante de Hume n'a pas eu le don de convaincre tous les 

' 32 Ibid., p. 585. 
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philosophies." 3 ^he alternative is more rewarding; a 

34 belief in causality is a belief in identity, is a belief 

33 Ibid., p. 83. 

34 Meyerson has been largely criticized for 
equating scientific causality with identity. Mourelos is 
probably Meyerson's severest critic on this score, as he 
says of identification that it is selective and simplistic. 
"Bref, on n'a pas toujours a. faire a. des demarches purement 
intellectuelles, a, des analyses rationnelles aussi claires 
que celles que suppose 1'application du schema Meyersonien 
de 1'identification, mais a. des raisonnements confus, 
supportes par toutes sortes de tendances, a des pensees 
par analogie, penetrees d'affectivite, en deux mots, a 
des operations inventives dans lesquelles tous les elements 
de 1'imagination creatrice entrent en jeux." G. MOURELOS, 
L'epistemologie positive et la critique Meyersonienne. 
p. 153* I think that Mourelos is right about that because 
identification, although it is involved in thinking, does 
not appear to be the whole of it. But also I think that 
a fundamental aspect of Meyerson's work withstands the 
criticism of Mourelos. To begin with, Meyerson's work is 
an investigation into the psychology of scientific in­
duction and has nothing normative about it. He does not 
propose a formula that will enable us to distinguish right 
thinking from wrong thinking, but a defense of ontology. 
His concern is understandably selective. This aspect of 
Meyerson's doctrine seems to have escaped the majority of 
critics, as says La Lumia. Further, because identification 
is a psychological tendency, it is not as clear and simple 
an operation as we might think it to be. "Je plains les 
gens qui n'ont que des idees claires." E.S., p. 299. 
There are two fundamental aspects of identification that 
must be distinguished; first that it is a tendency of 
reason and second that it results in identities. As a 
tendency, identification cannot actually be said to be 
anything. It can be likened to the agent intellect which 
although in potency to knowing is not actually active prior 
to the reception of species. Thus the critique of Mourelos 
falls short of the true nature of identification. The 
attainment of identities involves long, arduous, imaginative 
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in structure and. regularity and is a belief in the law. 

There can be no question of instituting the legal bond 

(34 Con't) and often obscure manipulation of 
concepts. Nor, unfortunately, is it always free from 
effective elements such as desire and hope. In short, 
the mechanism of identification at rest and the mechanism 
at work are two different things. The more we think 
about Meyerson's doctrine of identitification the more 
we realize that it is a complex operation. Reason does 
not hesitate to use whatever is promisory of identities. 
Analogical reasoning is abundantly in use "La theorie de 
M. Meyerson semble itre compatible avec la notion 
d'analogie intriseque dont la philosophie scolastique 
fait un si grand usage." M. GILLET, wLa philosophie de 
M. Meyerson - ~tude critique", in Archives de philosophie, 
8, 3, (1931), P« 110. The Meyersonian reason also makes 
abundant use of the state of potentiality. Cf. E. S., 
pp. 325-330. Meyerson's analyses of the psychology of 
scientific induction reveal a movement of reason that is 
at once a dynamic, complex and imaginative divining of 
nature. The fact that each identification is but a rent 
in identity and that the goal of total identity (solipsism) 
is illusory confirms reality's recalcitrance to identifi­
cation. An argument of a different order is proffered by 
O.N. Hillman who says that identity in time does not 
exhibit necessity. Cf. O.N. HILLMAN, "E*. Meyerson on 
Scientific Explanation", in Philosophy of Science, 5, 
(3938), pp. 73-80. Cf. also IcL., A Critical Study of the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson. pp. 92-114. I Think that the 
critique of Hillman is more to the point, as identity does 
not evince necessity; nor Is it a criterion of truth. 
G. Boas points out in his critical analysis of Meyerson's 
work that if reasoning is identification, that we would be 
tempted to conclude from the propositions A> 8, B? C : A > C, 
that a a b (i.e. a - an entity greater than B, B = an entity 
greater than C, A = an entity greater than C, thus A = b as 
both are entities greater than C.) But I think that this 
is stretching the point as it involves circular argumentation* 
Also we do not turn to relational propositions to refute 
Meyerson on identification, but to the nature of explana­
tion. While Meyerson agrees that some statements of ident­
ity in time are false, he concludes from this that too few 
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without at the same time invoking the causal connection, 

C. The Origin of the Principle 

Meyerson obtains the formula of causality from 

Leibniz* principle of sufficient reason. 

Pour decouvrir la vj&ie source du principe, il 
suffit de se rappeler le nom par lequel Leibniz et 
bien d'autre apres lui 1'ont designe. II est le 
principe de la raison determinante ou suffisante. 
La. ou nous le faisons prevalolr, le phenomene 
devient RATIONNEL (italics are mine), ad^quat a 

(34 Con't) identifications are used and not that 
the mechanism Itself is in error. Cf. Essai s, pp. 120-130, 
He does not change the equating, of explanation and i-
dentification. But since there cannot be complete hetero­
geneity between cause and effect, Meyerson seems to be 
right in that some degree of identification is involved. 
Whether or not identification is the whole of reasoning 
however, seem to depend on whether or not,identity evinces 
necessity. It does not appear suited to this task since, 
as Kelly points out, identification is essentially a 
negative process, that is, a process of eliminating 
diversities. Does explanation consist in construction 
or destruction? "Si de son point de vue M. Meyerson 
a le droit de dire qu'expliquer c'est require, d'un autre 
point de vue, expliquer c'est construire" D. PARODI, 
Du positivisme a I'idealisme, Paris, Vrin, (1930), p. 2l6„ 
But Meyerson does not soften the rigidity of his theory. 
"On apergoit clairement que le similaire ne contente 
d'aucune maniere l'esprit, et ce que la raison cherche 
c'est bien 1'identique parfait". Essais, p. 196. The 
identity between antecedent and consequent must be 
absolute as reason cannot fathom the diverse. Meyerson's 
proposed solution to these difficulties rests in his use 
of the epistemologlcal paradox. Cf. Infra., 3, 3. 
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notre raison: Nous le comprenons et pouvons 
L'expliquer.35 

Meyerson also finds the equating of identity with reason­

ing in Hoffding3" and Condillac.37 ultimately the principle 

has its historical genesis in the Eleatic conception of 

change. Inasmuch as the identification of antecedent and 

consequent is complete, we can only suppose change to have 

been illusory. The attainment of identities enables 

reason to transform empirical successions into necessary 

propositions. Reason has discovered identity and has 

understood that the event could not have been otherwise. 

Reason has shown the antecedent to be a sufficient reason 

of the consequent. 

La forme essentielle de notre science nous apnaralt 
modelee surtout par le souci de 1'explication du 
changeant par le persistant. C'est pour obeir a 
cette tendance irresistible que nous cherchons la 
raison suffisante du phenomene, et le principe de 
la raison suffisante n'est done qu'une forme du 
processus d•identification. II est par 1'identification 
de 1'antecedent et du consequent, 1'application de 
ce processus a. La marche des phenomenes dans Le 
temps.-

35 I.R. , p. 3~L. (Lowenberg's translation of this 
text is on p. 41). 

36 Cf. c.p., p. 55' 

37 0^' I.R., p. ^3 (Lowenberg translation). 

38 E.S., p. 177. 
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The unity of the principles of reason is also in 

evidence, as there can be no question of establishing the 

39 causal connection before the legal bond is instituted. 

But given the invariant successions of legality, the 

principle of causality spontaneously transmutes this data 

into necessary relations by discovering in the antecedent 

a sufficient reason for the consequent. The efforts of 

Hume, Helmholz and Hannequin to establish the causal 

connection from the side of phenomena alone could not 
40 

succeed. The sufficient reason of things does not 

obtain from phenomena themselves, as they are diverse. 

The diverse is not a source of intelligibility. This 

is an important aspect of Meyerson's philosophy. 

D. The Principles are Instincts of Reason 

The tendency of identification is the natural law 

41 
of the Meyersonian reason. We are no freer to disobey 

its behests than we are to swallow the food we eat. It is 

39 For Meyerson's argument that science is both 
legal and causal. Cf. I.R., ch. 1, and E.S., ch. 1 and 2. 

40 Cf. E.S., PP. 68-83. 

41 Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 56. 
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an a priori categorical imperative to identify whenever 

we think. It is an imperative because it commands strictly 

and it is categorical because it admits of no exception. 

Meyerson likens it to an instinct. "..le savant n'obeit 

qu'aux suggestions de son instinct scientifique lequel 

est oblige de composer avec I'lmperieux penchant ontologi-

que."^3 The principle of legality is also instinctive 

and equally unconditional in its application to phenomena. 

But the principle of legality is not to be mistaken for 

the principle of causality. 

The principle of legality is based on the survival 

instinct. 

Done, je n'ai pas le choix de croire a la 
prevision, e'est-a-dire a la science, ou de n'y 
pas croire. Si je vieux vivre, il faut que j'y 
croie; des lors, 11 n'est pas etonnant que cette 
conviction, fondee directment sur le plus puissant 
des instinct de l'organisme, celui de la. conservation, 
se manifeste avec une force sin£?uliere. 

This is all that is required in so far as action is con­

cerned. The causal instinct, on the other hand, has 

42 Cf. E.S., p. 586. 

43 Ibid., p. 557. 

44 I.R., p. 8 (Lowenberg Translation p. 22). 
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nothing to do with the instinct of preservation. 5 ^ o r 

is it as clearly defined as preservation since its 

exigencies are not as immediate. But causality is so 

intimate to the life of reason as to figure primarily on 

the unconscious plane. We spontaneously and instinctively 

hypostatize all sensa into perdurable identities whenever 

we think. It is understandable that the scientist should 

be generally unacquainted with the process he is applying" 

..en errant la science, 1'esprit humain obeit a une sorte 

d'instinct obscur, a des tendances dont il ne peut lui-

m§me parvenir a connaitre la nature qvi'a I'aide d'un 

46 travail d'analyse." But this presents no great difficulty, 

as Meyerson advocates the same movement of reason 

(cheminement) for unconscious processes as for conscious 

ones. In fact this is a desirable situation since Meyerson 

can now argue that the search for ontology is not simply 

the affair of either of these taken separately, but that 
47 

it concerns the whole man. 

45 Cf. Ibid., p. 30. 

46 E.S., P. 459. 

47 Cf., Ibid., p. 620. Further, Meyerson says 
that identification is not a prereogative of man alone "Si 
1'animal faisait attention a. ce qu'il y a de particulier 
dans les brins d'herbes, il ne parviendrait pas a brouter. 
C'est, au contraire, parce que, par une erreur consentie, 
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E. Conclusion 

Meyerson's analysis of the principle of legality 

reveals that the experimental method carries with it a set 

of metaphysical assumptions that are not reducible to the 

rule of laxtf. He has shown beyond a doubt that action and 

survival are not the only concern of science, as science 

stands in need of ontological 'supports' for its data of 

investigations. But whether or not causality is suited to 

the task of ontology is quite another matter. 

The principle of causality because it is founded 

on the postulate of identity in time, can lead in either 

of two directions depending on whether or not time can be 

spatialized. The first movement of reason corresponds to 

what might be termed the divergence of reason and reality. 

In this situation there does not appear to be anything of 

the real that is amenable to the Meyersonian doctrine of 

identification. Identity and diversity are seen to be 

mutually exclusive, as reason cannot fathom the real 

without at the same time destroying it. Reason cannot 

(47 Con't) voulue, il les identifie, qu'il parvient 
au concept d'herbe en general (..) nous pouvons nous 
imaginer cette tendance a. 1'Identification du divers 
naissant avec la vie animale, avec la conscience." Ibid., 
p. 582. 
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tolerate diversity and diversity is irrational. Reason 

cannot function without the diverse and yet, it cannot 

penetrate the real without destroying it. T.R. Kelly 

concludes from the movement of divergence that Meyerson 

is a postivist. "The situation he has pictured Is clearly 

positivistic. The real is wholly unattainable by the 

reason. In fact the conflict between identity and reality 

is so sharp that we could only except, or deduce, 
48 

positivism." 

The second movement of reason corresponds to the 

phase of convergence between identification and diversity. 

The principle of causality when viewed in this light is 

capable of engineering the progressive dissolution of the 

real through the reduction of diversity to increasingly 

comprehensive identity propositions. The goal of reason 

Lies in the attainment of the motionless homogeneous 

sphere of the Parmenidean One where all is seen to derive 

from necessity. It is the complete dissolution of all 

diversity. But having destroyed the real, reason can no 

longer function and rejoins solipsism; reason posits it­

self into non-being. 

48 T.R. KELLY, Explanation and_ Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 46. 
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Such in brief, are the consequences of the doctrine 

that thought is identificatory. It ultimately leads to the 

epistemologlcal paradox. This paradox is the subject of 

our next inquiry. 



THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PARADOX 

CHAPTER III 

Section I: The ways of Reason1 

I. The Explanation of Becoming 

The fact of change is of prime importance to Meyerson. 

The most evident thing about reality is that it is changing. 

This is confirmed by sensations. Thus the Meyersonian 

reason must first of all tackle this most fundamental of 
2 

all problems. But how is it possible to conceive as 

identical (ontological) xtfhat the plethora of sensations 

reveals to be diverse? Meyerson's solution is to negate 

change.^ He explains change by explaining it away. The 

rationale of reason consists in the identification of 

antecedent and consequent. The antecedent is shown to 

contain the sufficient reason of the consequent. Ex­

planation unveils the effect as being preformed within the 

1 The "Ways of reason" refers to Meyerson's ex­
pression "La marche de 1 * explication." 

2 Cf. D.R. , p. 2.63. 

3 Meyerson explains change scientifically, as he 
equates identity with scientific causality. Since the 
structure of identification is the essence of reason it 
folloxArs that his explanations are all of this type. He 
leaves no room for philosophical explanation. But can 
change be best explained philosophically or scientifically? 
Cf. J. MARl'iAIN, The Philosophy of Nature, New York, 
Philosophical Library, (1951), PP- 62-70. 
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4 
folds of the cause. Cause and effect are identified and 

all distinction in the data of sensation is negated. But 

where there is identification of cause and effect nothing 

happens for all causes have vanished. Change is shown to 

be unreal, as phenomena have been identified in all their 

parts. The explanation of change has given birth to the 

fully reversible world of rational mechanics. 

This situation results in the elimination of 

time, "considerer, des M s , les phenomenes comme reversi-

bles, c'est, dii m§me COUP, nier 1'existence concrete du 

temps et annihiler son effet." Time no longer flows 

uniformly in the same direction. It is now absolutely 

identical in all Its places. The causal postulate has 

posited the identity of phenomena and made time indifferent. 7 

4 Cf. E.S., p. 136. 

5 cf« Iftid*, P. L83 and D.R., p. 263. 

6 G. MOURELOS, L'epistemologie positive et la 
critique Meyersonienne, p. 119. 

7 Cf., I.R. , ch. 6. laeyerson's conception of time 
is unclear. In places he speaks of time as though it was 
a secondary element that is, as resulting fro a the numbering 
of anterior and posterior states in the Aristotelian 
tradion, while at others he thinks of it as being a primary 
datum. Cf. D.R., p. 106 and p. 213. Cf. also R.D., p. 24. 
In the latter sense, the flow of time modifies things while 
in the former, it is the modification in things which gives 
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Time has been redefined so as to be homogeneous like the 
Q 

space of Euclid. "It is the confusion of past, present, 

and future - a universe eternally immutable."^ In brief, 

Meyerson's explanation of change consists in the discovery 

of immutable and eternal identities. Ultimately, these 

Identities are themselves reducible to the all-encompassing 

formula A = A. 

A. Is Identity Tautology? 

The goal of reason is to reduce the whole of 

reality to the proposition A = A. This ideal is both 

necessary and rigid. It is necessary because reason can­

not tolerate diversity and it is rigid because reason can­

not identify. Reason must act as though the whole of 

reality lent itself to the ideal of absolute identity. 

Each identification is an advance in this direction. But 

how is the formula A = A not reducible to an immense 

tautology? There are two aspects of Meyerson's philosophy 

(7 Con't) rise to the meaning of time. It is this 
latter consideration of time - the time of rational mechanics -
that concerns us. 

8 Cf., J. LA LUJUA, The Ways of reason, pp. 30-31. 
Cf. also G. uOURELOS, L'epistemologie positive et la critique 
Meyersonienne, pp. 119-120. 

9 I.R., P. 230. 
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that must be distinguished before this question, can be 

answered, namely identification and identity. The 

distinction between these is clearest in Du cheminement 

de la pensee where the goal of total identification is 

seen to be an ideal of reason. 

The ideal of the Meyersonian reason is to transform 

all synthetic truths of facts into analytic truths of 

reason. The sphere of the Parmenidean One from which all 

diversity has been emptied is the attainment of this 

ideal, as it represents a maximum degree of intelligibility. 

It is the bare tautologic proposition A s A out of which 

everything flows necessarely. But this ideal is not 

realizable because the a priori is not the source of the 

diverse. Diversity is not something which the Meyersonian 

structure of identification can produce. Thus Meyerson 

recognizes that the goal of reason is chimerical. In place, 

we must make do with partial identities. "A chaque pas on 

' 11 
met de cote un divers en le declarant negligeable." 

10 Cf. E.S., p. 143. 

11 C.P., p. 331. 
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The movement of reason from identification to 

diversity, to the production of increasingly comprehensive 

identity propositions is an engaging, dynamic process of 

divining nature. Meyerson's formula of identity does not 

consist in repetition but in discovery. 

..Si en dlsant 'A est A* on designait par le 
second A exactement la m§me chose que par le premier, 
on aurait une tautologie, c'est-a-dire quelque 
chose qui ne pourrait avoir ni sense, ni but. Or 
1'esprit ne raisonne pas sans but. 2 

Identity'is not a ready made process but requires an effort 

of thought in wtiich thinkers must be in agreement as to 

13 what is rdained and what is discarded of diversity.' J 

Identity says something new. A proposition does not say 

something new because it is wholly a priori or wholly 

a posteriori but because it results from the interaction 

12 A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la connais-
______ __ _ _ 

13 Cf. C.P., pp. 297-306. The rational operation 
as Meyerson conceives of it consists in the elimination of 
differences for the sake of residual identities. He cites 
as an example the Pythagorean demonstration concerning the 
square of the hypothenuse. Unless we are prepared to accept 
what is set aside in tracing a path to the proof of this 
theorem, he argues that it will not be understood. 
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14 of a tautologic tendency with the matters of sensa. 

In summary, identity is tautology inasmuch as it 

relates to the a priori ideal of reason to deduce the real 

from logical principles alone. But this ideal is not 

realizable as reason cannot draw the diverse from itself. 

Thus what results from this are partial identities in which 

reason is rewarded but not totally so, as at each reduction 

something of the real is left behindo 

B. Meyerson considers change in the Eleatic 

Tradition. 

How is it possible to conclude at the term of an 

explanation that the antecedent and the consequent have 

been identified and that in so far as the deduction is 

concerned that nothing has happened? Obviously, something 

must happen for an explanation to be necessary. Meyerson 

answers, in the Eleatic tradition, that we can only 

suppose change to have been illusory. The homogeneous and 

motionless sphere of the Parmenidean One represents maxi­

mum intelligibility for Meyerson. ^ It is the summit of 

14 The term Meyerson reserves for these propositions 
is that they are plausible. That which provides from the 
a priori denounces positivistic epistemology, while the 
need for sensa warns against attempts at global deductions. 

15 Cf. E.S., p. 137. 
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certitude from which all flows out of necessity. "L'iden­

tite universelle, qui enveloppe la negation du mouvement, 

de la nouveaute et du temps, la vieille conception 

eleatique, tel est, au fond, pour M. Meyerson, l*id£al ne-

cessaire de la raison."' The poem of Parmenides reveals 

that truth is incapable of any becoming and must always be. 

"There is just being, in which no distinction nor grading, 

no qualitative nor quantitative differences can be found." 

The Parmenidean sphere excludes all heterogeneity. The 

postulate of the unity of matter has always attracted the 
n O 

mind of man. The history of science bears this out, 

Meyerson argues that the appeal of this hypothesis lies in 

19 its explicative force. y But we cannot conclude to the 

postulate of the unity of matter on the strenght of the 

16 D. PARODI, La Philosophie contemporalne en 
France, Paris, Librairie Felix 
Alcan, (1920), p. 209. 

17 J. OWENS, A History of Ancient Western 
Philosophy, New York, Appleton 
Century Crofts Inc., (1959), p. 65. 

18 Cf. A.hfiTZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la 
connaissance, pp. 127-142. 

19 Meyerson is a rationalist at heart, "he seems 
to conceive the rational process only on the Eleatic type" 
J. wAnlTAIN, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 43. 
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causal postulate alone. The identity of cause and effect 

does not lead to the unity of matter but to its immutability. 

Further, from the import of the deduction (the explanation 

of the properties from the elements), it is easier if we 

supoose "an infinite numoer of principles differing from 

21 

one another in quality." " An important feature of the re­

duction needs to be explained. 

C. The Atomism of Leucippus and Democritus 

The most important feature of Meyersonian explana­

tion is the concept of permanence. What it Is that persists 

is of no interest to the philosophy of mind. But that 

something persists throughout the plethora of qualitatively 

diverse sensations is an imperative of the highest order. 

It ensures that the ontological appetite of reason will 

not be frustrated. The theoreticians of science cannot 

destroy reality without at the same time putting something 

in its place. In fact, the constructs of science are held 

to be more real than the sensations which they are called 

J20 Cf. G. BOAS, A Critical Analysis of the Philoso­
phy of Emile Meyerson, Baltimore, John Hopkins Press, (1930), 
pp. 37-46. 

21 I.R.._, v. 243. 
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22 upon to replace. 

Le physicien a besoin d'une realite detachee du 
moi, d'une ontologie, et comme il detruit celle du 
sens commun, d'ou il est parti, il est force, dans 
une certaine mesure, de croire aux gtres qu'il cree, 
aux molecules, aux atonies, aux electrons. 23 

The tendency to create objects in answer to the ontological 

appetite is so strongly enrooted in us that there is need 

of a special maxim to warn of abuses in that direction. 

24 
This maxim is Occam's Razor. Among those things whose 

persistence has been postulated, the material corpuscule 

has had the greatest success, "can you offer a more solid 

starting - point? If not, we shall keep this one, for we 
25 

must at any price have something which persists in time." 

2.2 According to Sir Arthur "Edington, The Nature 
of Physical World, New York, Cambridge University Press, 
(1946), there are two visions of all that is; the fanillar 
world and the world of science. The first is the common 
sense world of daily experiences, of sunsets, offices and 
books, while the second is the hidden world of atomic 
structures, of energy levels and space. Although rational 
science cannot explain how the world of space gives rise 
to sensations, it nonetheless affirms the hidden world to 
be the real one. 

23 E.S., p. 517. 

24 "La tendance a creer des gtres fictifs en. vue 
d'une explication est si fortement enracinee en nous, ou'il 
a fallu se premunir contre elle par un enonce special. C e 
le rasoir d'Occam qui interdit de creer des @tres au dela. 
de ce qui est necessaire." Ibid., p. 85. 

25 I.R., p. 97. 
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The atom, in Meyerson's Philosophy, is made to function as 

a guaranteer of ontology. 

The doctrine of persistence in time, as we saw 

above, leads Meyerson to posit the reversitility of 

phenomena (the spatialization of time) and to conceive of 

change in the Eleatic tradition. But to affirm that change 

is illusory does not solve the problem since we must now 

explain why it is illusory. How is it possible to conceive 

26 
as identical that which appears to be different?" The 

attempt to solve the Parmenidean dilemma gave rise to the 

atomic theories of Leucippus and Democritus. The atomism 

of these thinkers was meant to serve the dual purpose of 

accounting for the fact of change while retaining inasmuch 

as possible the Parmenidean teachings on the -unity of 

matter. Very little has come to us of the early Greek 

philosophers, but from what remains, Leucippus' doctrine 

of the void expresses this function best. The atom was 

for him an indivisible extended unit which moved about in 

the void (Parmenide's 'what is not'). Thus the void was 

26 Cf. Ibid., p. 92. 
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affirmed to have existence no less than the 'what is'. 

Local motion had been rejected by the Eleatics 
oecause it required a void, and a void would be not-
being. Leucippus said there was a void into which 
things could move. That meant endowing the void with 
real existence, and so admitting that not-being in the 
Eleatic sense really existed. (...) To account for the 
observable changes there just had to be a void, and 
there just had to be spatially extended ATOMS (italics 
are mine) that is, spatially extended indivisibles. ' 

The atomism of Democritus does not depart from this 

teaching. Both thinkers affirmed the constituents of 

change to be immutable and indivisible, but capable of 

displacement. It follows from this that "change is nothing 

but the union or the separation of intrinsically unchange-

able atoms." Meyerson's account of becoming owes much 

29 to his Greek heritage. He says that extramental reality 

is subjected to only two influences, namely those of space 

and time. Having eliminated time, all that remains is 

space. "Ainsi ce qui a pu se modifier, c'est la disposition 

30 spatiale."-^ By eliminating change and retaining displacement 

27 J. OWENS, A History of Ancient Western Philosophy, 
p. 134. 

28 A. VAN MELSEN , From Atomos to Atom, b ew "Xork, 

Harper and Roxv, (i960), p. 19. 

29 Cf. R.D., p. 11. 

30 E.S.t p. 159. 
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in space Meyerson has found a way of eating his cake and 

31 having it too. " Progressing from identification to 

identification the process of the world is stopped and all 

that remains is immutable matter. Then, supposing that it 

is the spatial arrangements of matter which changes, 

Meyerson can explain the different manifolds of sensations 

with the same matter, "just as with the aid of the same 

32 letters one can compose a tragedy or a comedy..." 

In summary, rational science explains the plethora 

of sensations by reducing it to immutable heterogeneous 

matter and safeguards diversity by positing displacement 

33 in space. But space is presumaole homogeneous and the 

identification of diversity with displacement in space will 

accomplish the unification of matter. This is the doctrine 

of Eleaticism. 

L'unique procede" qui rende claire a 1*esprit la 
diversite des etres et des faits comme leur devenir : 

31 Cf., D.ft., p. 364. 

32 I.R., p. 92. 

33 Meyerson argues in D.R. that scientific explanation 
follows the same 'cheminement' of reason for the heterogeneous 
space of Einstein as for the homogeneous space of Euclid. 
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C'est de les imaginer comme composes d'elements 
etendus, d'atomes geometriques dont 1'architecture 
varie incessamment, sans que rien ne change au fond. 
Parm^nide avait devine 1'invincible tendance de la 
raison : Nier la diversite et le devenir; car clest 
bien la 1'exorbitante pretention de la science. 

II. The Explanation of Being 

The displacement of heterogeneous matter in space 

explains becoming but it does not conta.in within its folds 

the sufficient reason of being. Why, supposing matter to 

be globular, is it thus rather than otherwise? "Nous 

reclamons une explication non seulement du changeant, mais 

35 encore du persistant."JJ The Meyersonian explanation 

therefore, proceeds in two orders of inqiiiries. First to 

the explanation of becoming (which we found to be rooted 

in being), and second, to the explanation of being itself. 

These orders of explanation are distinct but they are not 

separate since they relate to the same reality. 

In order to extricate the sufficient reason of 

being Meyerson tells us that It is necessary to uncover 

34 0. HABERT, "Un nouveau conceptualism", in Revue 
de philosophie, 28, Nov.-Dec, (1921), 
p. 667. 

35 E.s., p. 179. 
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which properties of the atom more readily conform to the 

ways of reason. As we saw above, displacement in space 

contains the rationale of diversity. 

...seules les proorietes spatiales se revelent 
comme conformes aux exigences de notre esprit, comme 
reellement necesseires. C'est done que la matiere 
veritablement rationnelle ne peut £tre au fond que 
d.e l'espace (la raison pour ceci est que l'etendu 
dans l'espace ne saurait nous ap^araltre comme, 
reellement motived par la raison suffisante)»36 

Meyerson explains matter through space in the Cartesian 

tradition.37 To be is not to be primarily hard or porous, 
38 

light or heavy, but it is to be extended. The appeal of 

36 Ibid., p. 184. 

37 Cf., E.S., pp. 170-175o This is significant 
as it confirms our belief that the real is for Meyerson an 
extension of spatial reasoning. 

38 This formula is not new with Descartes. The 
clarity and certitude of mathematics has always held the 
imagination of philosophers. We find that the temptation 
to think of the real as being wholly mathematical appears 
as early as the 5th century B.C. in the doctrine of the 
Pythagoreans. Cf., J.L. ALLARD, Le mathematisme de Descartes, 
Ottawa, Editions de l'Universite d'Ottawa, (I963), pp. 41-
42. In holding that real things were numbers, the 
Pythagoreans equated being with space. Cf., J. OWENS, A 
History of Ancient Western Philosophy, pp. 16-36. The same 
tendency appears in the Atomism of Leucippus and Democritus 
(through the mathematization of the Parmenidean One, that 
is, through the introduction of displacement), and has 
persisted in one form or another to modern atomic theories. 
Cf., R. JOHAN, "La raison et 1 *irrationnel chez 
M. Meyerson", in Recherches philosophlques, 1, (1931)» 
pp. 145-146. The moderns have succeeded in relating 
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the quantification of matter is that such proprerties are 

additative and readily satisfy the postulate of identity 

in time. 

A. The Dissolution of Being 

The identification of matter with space accomplishes 

the unification of matter (which satisfies the causal 

postulate), but it also engenders disastrous results for 

matter is now indistinguishable from space.39 

(38 Con't) (determining) the physical and chemical 
properties of substances through orbital analysis (shape, 
size and the energy which an electron must have to occupy 
an orbital), but the difference among elements is still 
held to be quantitative. "Les modernes, sans doute, ont 
ajoute aux conceptions atomistiques une precision dans les 
mesure que les anciens ne pouvaient connaitre; mais le fond 
est reste le me'm.e, c'est toujours 1'explication du changeant 
par le permanent et du divers par I'uniforme, par le moyen 
de la fonction spatiale." E.S., p. 645. 

39 Since all things are identified with space, is 
the difference between life and non-life purely spatial? 
One of the first consequences of the reduction is that 
Meyerson must answer in the affirmative "dans la mesure ou 
les manifestations de la vie pourront etre assimilees a 
celles de la matiere nonvivante, elles seront evidemment 
justiciables des conceptions relativistes, c'est-a-dire, 
et si paradoxal que cela puisse nous paraltre, ramenees 
a des concepts purement spatiaux." D.H., p. 122. But care 
must be taken not to interpret statements such as these 
litterally. Meyerson's arguments do not militate in favour 
of preformation nor do they refute it, since such 
considerations relate to 'the philosophy of nature' as he 
puts it, and are foreign to his task. Meyerson's work is 
strictly an investigation into the philosophy (or psychology) 
of mind. Cf., Infra., ch. 2, 2. The remarks which he 
addresses to Lalande are a direct confirmation of this. 
Cf. , Essais, p. 82 and P. 91+. 
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Having been stripped of all its attributes, 
there is nothing left to differentiate it from empty 
space. The goal of reason, then, is the replacement 
of the, infinite diversity of reason by identity in 
space. 

All diversity has been reduced to space and all that remains 

is the sheer identity of the Parmenidean One. Space now 

empty of all its contents also disappears in turn. No 

sufficient reason can be given for its beini? and for the 

satisfaction of reason, it must be regarded as indistinguish­

able from non-being. Have we lost ourselves on the way? 

It is not clear that explanation consists in explaining 
41 4? 

away. Meyerson assures us that it could not be otherwise. 

Explanatory science necessarely rejoins solipsism. "La 

science est realiste; mais nous savons cependant que, 

d' explication en explication, elle ne peut aboutir qu'a. 
43 l'acosmisme, a la destruction de la realite", The 

40 CG. STERLING, Reason, Space and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, 
Bryn Mawr College, Microfilm 
S4M57Yst, (1953), P. 83. 

41 Meyerson does not stop to consider the fact of 
dissolution as a consequence of having answered a philosophical 
problem scientifically. 

42 Cf., I.R., pp. 252-254. 

43 D.R., p. 205. 
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principle of identity, which is the eternal framework of 

the mind fe ultimately an instrument of selfdertruction. 

B. The Origin of the Spatial Representation 

In some respects, Meyerson's concept space appears 

to be an a priori structure of reason, while in others it 

is given a posteriori along with sensations. The Meyersonian 

noetic harbours both conceptions. The explanation of 

phenomena is dependent upon identification with a mixture 

of a priori and a posteriori spatial representations, "nous 

sommes ernbarasses pour determiner ce que nous devons attri-

44 
buer a l'une ou 1'autre source.." Inasmuch as existence 

and space are synonymous, or at least inseparable as in the 

affirmation that to be is to be extended, the a posteriori 

representation of space is in evidence. But our author also 

writes of space as though it was an a priori of reason 

similar in structure to the causal postulate. Some clari­

fications are in order. 

The a prioricity of space has its roots in the 

homogeneous Euclidian space of Identity et realite. Since 

uniform space is identical in all its pl«ces it is necessary 

44 D.R., p. 320. 
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and cannot be said to originate in the data of sensation. 

45 The diverse is not the source of identity. The space of 

La deduction relativiste, on the other hand, is the hetero­

geneous space of Einstein. It is not identical in all its 

places and consequently cannot be said to originate in the 

principle of identity in time. The determination of where 

this space varies is a matter of experience and is con-
46 

sequently obtained a posteriori. This raises an important 

consideration, as the explanations of science have shifted 

from the homogeneous space of Euclid to the heterogeneous ^nace 

of Einstein, we would suspect that reason has modified its 

essence (or at least of being susceptible of doing so). 

LJut Meyerson is desirous of avoiding this situation. Such 

a modification of the essence of reasoning could, after all, 

unsettle what he desires most of science, namely to prove 

45 "In order that spatial relations may appear the 
homogeneity of empty space must be destroyed, and it is 
matter which must destroy it." Cf., I.R., p. 251. These 
conceptions are contradictory and can only be explained by 
a causal tendency which wants identity and differentiation 
to be present at the same time. Reason can only understand 
by way of identity and yet without the diverse it cannot 
function. Meyerson shows the epistemologlcal paradox to be 
inevitable. 

46 Cf. C G. SIiinLlNG, Reason, Soace and Reality 
in the Philosophicf 
Entile Meyerson, pp.53-55* 
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that it is now and has always been ontological. The 

ambition of La deduction relativiste, is to show that the 

reasoning of the Relativists does not depart from the 

rational process uncovered in earlier works. ' Rea.son 

remains identificatory after all, or so Meyerson believes 

himself to have shown. However, in a discussion of Hegel, 

Meyerson admits the possibility of such a transformation. ^ 

Further, the thought of the Relativists appears to evince 

such a modification. There is possibly more to the 

structure of reason than identification but Meyerson is 

49 

unsure. Geometrical reasoning alone seems to have under­

gone a transformation but not totally so. Meyerson's concept 

space appears to contain both a priori and a posteriori 

characteristics. Knowledge is certainnely the result of 

an a priori tendency and the a posteriori da.ta of sensation. 
50 

These are the plausible propositions of science. The flox\T 

of reason which transforms empirical successions into logical 

47 Cf. D.R., p. 108. 

48 Cf. Ibid., pp. 299-322. 

49 Cf. C.P., pp. 577-579. 

50 Cf. Infra., ch.3,3. 
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51 
necessities is a geometric a priori of identification. 

Yet, of itself it is a psychological disposition of reason 

and unless the elements of change are supplied from nature, 

knowledge will not take place, "it is this qualitative 

character of sp?ce, given in sensation, that constitutes 
CO 

the a posteriori part of the concept space."^ Thus 

spatialization (that is, explanation) is a priori, as 

regards the natural inclination of reason to spatial I-

dentification and a posteriori, as to the sensa,tions them-
53 selves which are to be explained. The whole Meyersonian 

edifice is structured in this way. The efforts of explana­

tion are consistently made possible as the product of an 

a priori tendency and a posteriori elements. The form is 

from reason while the matter is from experience. As a 

51 Cf. C.P., p. 166, and 0. HABERT, "Un nouveau 
conceptualisme", Revue de philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 667. 

52 C.G. STERLING, Reason, Space and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, __ _______ 

53 It is to be noted that the conception of 
a posteriori space reveals a certain irrational character 
which is simply given in sensation. Meyerson does not ask 
why this space is of one kind rather than another. Cf. 
G. DOAS, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, p. 104. 



THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PARADOX 100 

result, what is known is neither the one nor the other but 

a mixture or compositive union of both. This tertium quid 

is a perpetual source of difficulty to Meyerson. The ration­

al thirst for absolute identity (the Parmenidean sphere) 

and reaLity's recalcitrance (the irrationality of diversity) 

are a recurring source of paradoxical situtations. 

Meyerson's concept space is of the same character. The 

a priori character of space appears susceptible to modi­

fications (as from the Euclidian conception of space to 

relativity space), while its a posteriori character remains 

fixed, as it is always given in sensation. Both notions 

of space fuse in the explanations of phenomena (the 

plausible propositions of science.) This situation seems 

necessary because the real, as Meyerson conceives of it, 

is an extension of spatial reasoning. 

To confirm whether or not spatial reason has evol­

ved it is necessa.ry to investigate its contents (which is 

admittedly impossible a priori). "L'evolution de la raison 

consiste essentiellement en ce qu'elle ^limine des elements 

qui etaient, jusque la, censes en faire partie, et qui, des 

54 lors, sont reconnus comme lui etant venus de dehors." 

54 D.R., p. 318. 
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Thus at the term of a change in spatial explanation (as 

from the space of Euclid to the space of Einstein), it is 

possible to ascertain that our comprehension of the 

structure of reason has evolved since what had been 

thought to be of the essence of reason is shown to obtain 

from reality. Nor can the issue of future modifications 

be settled a priori. 

..tout ce a quoi nous pouvons, dans le cas le 
mellleur, aboutir dans cet ordre d'idees, ce sont 
des probabilites plus ou moins grandes, selon 
qu'elles seront fondles sur une analyse plus ou 
moins comprehensive etj-exacte du comportement de la 
raison dans le passe. ^ 

There remains for us at this time to investigate 

the a posteriori character of the spatial representation. 

We begin with the principle of Sadi Carnot which, although 

an irrational, is affirmed by Meyerson to reinstate science, 

55 Ibid., p. 319. It is interesting to note Meyerson's 
use of the principle of legality as an instrument of predic­
tion. This brings home the point that what he rejects of 
positivistic epistemology is not so much what it says as 
what it fails to say-
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Section II: The Ways of Reality 

I. Sadi Carnot: The Hero of Science 

Mechanical theories under one form or another have 

always been an integral part of science. To be sure, 

modern atomic theories differ from the atomism of Leucippus 

and Democritus but fundamentally they relate to the same 

basic need of the mind, to understand reality by positing 

the persistence of something. The advent of physico-

mathematical science- in recent times has brought to bear 

an unprecedented degree of success. There is no doubt that 

the sciences are becoming preponderently deductive (with 

the possible exception of experimental psycholog;r and 

56 
biology) and that the mathematization of reality works. 

But once the new hybrid science substantialized quantity 

it also engineered the complete dissolution of reality a.nd 

was destined to rejoin absolute Idealism. This is the 

56 The success of the hybrid sciences is triumphant 
to the point of having given rise to what may be called a 
'copernican technocratic revolution' for not only can 
nature be controlled but it is man who is now the aggressor. 
It is no longer nature which treatens man but man. who 
despoils nature. 
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Achille's heel of rational science and the greatest 

testimony to its failure. But have we forgotten the 

principle of Sadi Carnot? In a very real sense the work 

' 57 

of Emile Meyerson comes to remind us of this principle' 

not only of the irreversibility of change but also of the 

inescapable ontological character of the empiriological 

sciences. 

A. Carnot's Principle and Lavoisier's Law 

The second law of Thermodynamics was formulated as 

the result of Carnot's studies on the dissipation of heat. 

His findings were published in 1824 under the title 

Reflexions sur la puissance motrice du feu, and remained 

in relative obscurity for 30 years until Clausius discovered 

the principle anew. The merit of Carnot comes for having 

recognized the entropic and consequently irreversible 

nature of becoming. The starting point of his argument is 

the impossibility of perpetual motion.-^ In any physical 

combination or chemical re?ction the amount of usable energy 

57 Cf. I.R.t ch. 8. 

58 Cf. E.S., P. 278. Perpetual motion requires 
that the effect be greater than the cause. The Academy of 
Science announced in 1?75 that it would no longer examine 
any mechanism announced as perpetual motion. Cf. I.R., 
Vv. 202-204. 



THE KPISTEMOLO'JICAL PARADOX 104 

is always on the decrease, or, conversely, the amount 

unusable energy (heat lost) is always on the increase. 

Thus contrary to popular belief, cause and effect are 

not equal. Nor does this contradict the first law of 

thermodynamics in li^ht of the modern definition of energy. 

What the modern physicist understands by this term 
is no longer the canacitv of producing en effect. 
This definition can only be applied to a world of 
purely mechanical phenomena. As soon as we introduce 
the consideration of thermal phenomena (or, if you 
wish, considerations of statistics) it falls to 
pieces.59 

The modern definition of energy is mathematical. The 

mechanistic definition of energy is verbal. The one is 

not consonant with the other. Whereas the latter con­

ceives of energy as the capacity of producina- an effect, 
60 

the former also includes heat lost in its definition. 

"Or, I'entropie n'est pas constante, mais augmente sans 

cesse, et cet accroissement continuel constitue le veri­

table ressort du devenir, du changement dans le monde. 

Rational science is founded on the premise of the re­

versibility of phenomena. Since Carnot sho^s entropy to 

59 I.R., p. 280. 

60 Cf. A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la 
connalssance, pp. 144-154. 

61 E.S., p. 83. 
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oe an integral part of becoming, it follows that cause 

and effect are not interchangeable in fact and that the 

conception of reversible phenomena is purely ideal. 

Carnot's principle is not reducible to the formula of 

identity; science "reinstates reality in its rights." 

Science has shown that time could not be eliminated from 

its considerations, "si, en effet, une partie de 1'energie 

degradee depensee par I'antecedent ne se retrouve plus dans 

le consequent, une diversite ineluctable exclura entre les 

deux une identite vraiment parfaite. 3 

The first and the second law of Thermodynamics 

according to the verbal definition of energy, correspond 

to the x-rays of reason and to the ways of reality 

respectively, because while the first posits the reversi­

bility of phenomena (whicn is the way we think in rational 

mechanics), the second says that change is not reversible, 

as entropy is continuously on the increase. But the 

mathematical "definition" of energy attenuates the apparent 

contradiction between these laws because it is now possible 

62 I.ft., p. 284. 

63 R. JOHAN, "La raison et 1•irrationnel chez 
M. Meyerson", in RecherOhes philoso-
phiques, 1, (1931), r>. 154. 
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to introduce factors to offset heat loss in our reactions 

and maintain thermal equality in spite of indications to 

the contrary. This is a significant issue in so far as 

Meyerson is concerned because mathematics provides him 

Ttfith a method for fusing the onrosition between reason 

(identification) and reality (diversity) in plausible 

propositions (the identity - diversity propositions of 

science). We will return to this aspect of the problem 

after a word more has been said about Meyerson's con­

siderations on the opposition between reason and reality. 

B. Carnot's Principle is not Pleasing to 

Reason 

The principle of identity and the principle of 

Carnot are in stark opposition to one another (as concerns 

the verbal definition of energy), for while the one speaks 

of reversibility and eliminates time, the other is founded 

on the undirectionality of change and the entropic diffusion 

of heat. Carnot's principle contains nothing that pleases 

reason. This, according to Meyerson, explains the long 

period of forgetfulness into which the principle lapsed 

64 Cf. Essais, w> 84-88. 
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before it was rediscovered by Clausius. 

Le peu de comprehension auquel s'est heurte' 
Carnot, le long oubli dans lequel l'^nonce est 
tombe apres lui, la difficulty avec laquelle la 
science l'a accuelli...prouvent clairement combien 
il est peu conforme a. cette rationalite que notre 
esprit voudrait imposer a la nature. 5 

The ways of reason and the ways of reality are divergent. 

To be rational is to be reducible to the formula of 

identity, while to be real is to be irreducible to identity. 

Reason and reality are mutually exclusive. This situation 

gives rise to the epistemologlcal paradox in the philosophy 

of Emile Meyerson. Since reason goes one way and reality 

the other, it is not clear how the knowing enterprise can 

be safeguarded; "Knowledge is that which cannot be, yet 

is."66 

The principle of Carnot is an irrational, that is, 

67 it cannot be deduced from reason alone. ' It is a 

principle of the nature of reality. To be real is to be 
68 

subjected to the entropic diffusion of heat. Change is 

65 E.S., p. 398. 

66 T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 69. 

67 Cf. D.R., p. 207. 

68 Kelly criticizes Meyerson for having equated 
reality with Carnot's principle. Cf. T.R. KELLi, Explanation 
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forever progressing in the same direction; nor is there a 

69 
possibility of reconcentrating dissipated energy. The 

principle of Carnot expresses nature's resistance to the 

ways of reason. It comes to redeem reason from solipsism 

and to free men from the chains of rational mechanics. 

This principle is, according to Meyerson, the single most 

70 important discovery to the age.'/ It reminds us that the 

goal of reason is unattainable. Nature yields itself to 

a certain extent to reason but it also resists. The place 

(68 Con't) and Reality in the Philosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, p. 121. I think that this is a good point 
to make in so far as we are thinking of the mathematical 
application of Carnot*s principle. 

69 The hypothesis of 'eternal return' has always 
existed in some form or other. It was first formulated by 
Heraclitus and in recent times by Rankine who believed that 
energy lost could be again concentrated. However, this 
hypothesis neglects the axiom of Carnot. How imagine a 
body warming itself at the expense of a colder body, that 
is, reconcentration prior to thermal equilibrium? Nor can 
entropic diffusion proceed beyond thermal equilibrium since 
once again heat would be made to pass from an inferior 
level (the bodies of the visible world) to a superior level 
(the foci of interstellar space). Cf. I.R., pp. 268-270. 
Is there a place for Maxwell's devil here? No, since this 
supposition could only lead to an inverse world "in which 
heat vibrations will be concentrated on the wheels and 
axles of the locomotives, in which the smoke, formed in the 
distance, will re-enter the chimney with the gas of com­
bustion to be remade into coal, or the living being will be 
born old to grow younger with time and to enter into the egg, 
or to walk backward and digest before he has eaten." Ibid., 
p. 272. To stand entropy on its head is to stand the world 
on its head. 

70 Cf. E.S., p. 203. 
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of resistance is the place of an irrational. 

II. Recalcitrant Reality : The Irrationals 

A. The Irrational Appears at the Place of 

Unintelligibility 

The dream of mechanism to deduce the whole of 

reality from rational principles alone, should it succeed, 

would dissolve the whole of reality to space and rejoin 

solipsism. Fortunately, Sadi Carnot has reminded us of 

the irreversibility of phenomena and of the impossibility 

of the global deduction. He has made it evident that the 

ways of reason and the ways of reality are not totally 

convergent and that there will be places of unintelligi­

bility. The irrationals, therefore, are those a posteriori 

bits of data which cannot be identified and which bon-

sequently resist the deductive effort. They are at the 

pla.ce of divergence between reason and reality. Or, to 

put it differently, the irrational is at the place where 

the ways of reality do not conform to the ways of reason. 

La science, obeissant a. la tendance explicative 
qui est le propre de I'esprit humain, tend a tout 
expliquer par l'espace (...) mais, d'autre Part, 
infiniment, soucieuse de garder le contact avec la 
nature, elle reconnalt ses Unites..C'est le concept 
de I'irrationnel. 

71 E.S., p. 187. 

http://pla.ce
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B. An Irrational is an Ontological Residue 

The above quote is interesting for the unintelli-

gibility of the irrational in the philosophy of Meyerson 

plays a positive ontological role. Without the irrational 

there could be no ontology, no persistent residuum, for the 

whole of reality would dissolve before the deductive 

effort. "..c'est bien, en fin de compte, le non-deductible 

72 
(...) qui anparait comme constituent 1'essence du reel." 

The irrational is at the place of ontology. It completes 

the picture as it enables the Meyersonian science to 

73 account for what it cannot explain. we are lead to con-

74 
elude that Meyerson is a mechanist after all. The ideal 

72 D.R., p. 204. Cf. also E.S., p. 542. For a 
comparison between Meyerson's doctrine of the irrationals 
and Kant's noumenon Cf. Infra., pp. 143-144. 

73 Cf. , C.P. , p. 58. Cf. also__ H. SEE, Science et 
•phi Logophie d'apres la doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, p. __45. 
for an interesting parallel between Meyerson's concern for 
ontology and Comte's rejection of research in which too 
precise a method of investigation is employed "Mais c'est 
que precisement ces recherches experimentales nous 
revelent des inconnalssables, des irratlonnels, qui peuvent 
mener a des problernes de caractere ontologique, ce que 
Comte redoutait fort".. It seems that the distinction 
between the principles of reason (cf. infra., ch. 2) is 
ultimately reducible to the spheres of irrationality up­
held in turn by Comte and Meyerson. 

74 Meyerson does not distinguish between empiri-
olo^ical and philosophical explanation. The latter takes 
matters up where the former fails. Assuming the complete 
rationality of the real, there would be no Place for 
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of reason is to reduce the whole of reality to its ways. 

To succeed in this task however, is to destroy ontology. 

In order to complete his metaphysical program, Meyerson 

must reinstate reality in its own right. The recalcitrance 

of reality is iVieyerson's return to ontology. Meyerson 

remains a mechanist because he does not affirm ontology 

from the side of reality (namely something is), but inserts 

it from the side of reason at the place where something 

resists identification. The Meyersonian reason is a 

mechanical dispenser of ontology. The irrational is a 

mechanist's blueprint for ontologv. On the one hand, 

reason and reality are convergent and ontology disaprears 

while on the other, they are divergent and ontology 

reappears. This is a paradoxical situation, as there can 

oe no ontology without the irrationals, and yet reason 

cannot tolerate the irrationals. Reason requires explana­

tions but to succeed in this task is to dissolve the 

whole of diversity. Fortunately, reality is not complete­

ly intelligible and ontology reappears. But Meyerson 

(74 Con't) philosophical expla -ation. Science 
would h^ve become the perfect philosophy. 
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instructs us to continue to act as though reason could 

succeed in its task of total explanations. In effect, 

the same reason which is desirous of ontology also ignores 

it. It seems to us, because of this, that Meyerson's 

75 defense of ontology rests on an inadequate metaphysics. 

The function of the irrationals, therefore, appears 

to be redemptory "sans doute, si M. Meyerson n'avait 

insiste comme il I'a fait sur la notion d'irrationnel, on 

aurait pu 1'accuser d 'idea.lisme. " ' ° Unless the ways of 

reason meet with resistance, the deductive effort will 

terminate in solipsism. But the principle of Carnot assures 

us of the impossibility of the complete reduction since it 
77 

tells us that something of reality resists reason. This 

is the place of irrationality. It is essentially un-

78 predicable. We cannot tell in advance where the conformity 

75 Cf.,, T.R. KEL_Y, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, P. 71 and p. 123-

76 M. Glui_._T, "La philosophie de M. Meyerson, Etude 
critique", in Archives de philosophie, 
8, 3, (193D, P • H I . 

77 Cf. D.fl., p. 153-

78 Cf. E.S., pp. 225-230, and p. 402. 
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between reason and reality will end. The safest course is 

to act as though the whole of reality was intelligible. 

"Car alors, en cherchant a. tout expliquer, 1' irrationnel 

79 resortiera pour ainsi dire tout seul." The irrationa.ls 

are wholly unintelligible. All that can be said about them 

is that they are simply there, as epitaphs to remind us of 

lost battles in the struggle of reason over nature. They 

have no sufficient reason for being. They appear at places 

of irreducibility. The scientist acts as though the whole 

of reality was intelligible and the irrationals apnear as 

signposts of his failures. How science comes to accept its 

failures is left unexplained. 

The commitment of the scientist to be rational 
only on the condition that empirical considerations 
permit it and only so far as empirical considerations 
permit, cannot be reduced to any principle, any QQ 
instinct, or any tendency Meyerson has told, us about. 

This is a serious difficulty in the philosophy of our 

author. Meyerson is bent upon positing ontology at all 

cost. This is, after all, the task which he sets before 

himself in order to refute positivistic epistemology. But 

the consideration of identity as the eternal structure of 

79 Ibid., P. 5^0. 

80 J. LA LUnlA, The Ways of Reason, p. 87. 
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reason dissolves ontology. Meyerson is forced to posit 

the irreducibility of reality, that is, ontology, in the 

only way left open to him; as being at the place of non-

deducibility. However, since the irrational is itself 

irrational, the ontolocrlcal structure of reality is, in 
81 

the final analysis, a Kantian noumenon. A knowledge of 

things as they are in themselves is not possible. This is 

an important point to remember as it means that there is 

not the difference between legality and causality that 

Meyerson says there is. 

C. Diversity - Sensation - Impact 

The most important irrationals discovered to date, 

in addition to the principle of Sadi Carnot, are diversity, 

sensation, impact, action at a distance and space (that is, 

a posteriori space). The most obvious feature of reality, 

as we saw in the analysis of change, is diversity. But 

reason can only function by way of identification. 

Diversity, therefore, is not something which reason produces. 

Since diversity does not stem from rational principles it 

81 Cf., R. JORAN, "La raison et 1 *irrationnel chez 
M. Meyerson", in Recherches philosophinues, 1, (1931), 
pp. 144-152. 
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is an irrational. 2 Whatever is not of identification is 

of this nature. However, knowledge somehow takes place as 

the result of a convergence between reason and diversity. 

The propositions of science are a mixture of rationality 

and irrationality. They result at the imposition of an 

a priori form on the qualitative data of sensations. 
Q o 

Sensations are themselves wholly unintelligible. Mechanism 

has not succeeded in explaining the action of bodies on the 

84 85 

senses. It is the oldest known irrational. No account 

of atoms and of their property of displacement can yield 

anything resembling the qualitative character of sensations. 

Not only is there a la etc of identity between quantitative 

structures and sensations but the action of bodies upon 

82 Cf. I.R. , p. 399. Cf. also A. J^OIMLARD, La 
doctrine de 1'irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson. pp. 75-96. 

83 In spite of its irrational character, sensation 
is a primary datum in the philosophy of Meyerson. Reality 
results as a hypostasis of sensations. Thus what is given 
first are sensations; Meyerson tells us that we may even 
create the realin order to fit the sensations. Cf. I.R., 
p. 377. 

84 Meyerson does not consider the question "what 
is sensation" as belonging to a different order of knowledge. 

85 Cf., E.S., pp. I89-I99. 
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each other is equally inexplicable. "La science a Ste 

amenee a admettre qu'il n'y avait aucun procede possible 

pour expliquer, pour rendre concevable a la raison ce qui 

se passait a. 1'instant ou deux masses Etaient censees agir 

87 l'une sur 1'autre,." ' No one saw this better than Hume 

and he reduced the impact of bodies to laws of frequent 

conjunction, "la science n'a rien ajoute a. la formule de 

Hume, qu'elle accepte m§me plutSt implicitement qu'-

-,. ._ .^88 explicitement." 

D. The Irrationals and Natural Theology 

Is it possible to give a Theological meaning to 

Meyerson's doctrine of the irrationals? This interpretation 
89 

is the key to Marcel Gillet's lenghty article on Meyerson. 

86 Cf. I.R., pp. 300-302. 

87 E.S., p. 190. 

88 Ibid., p. 200. 

89 Cf. M. GILLET, "La philosophie de M. Meyerson -
£tude critique", in Archives de philosophie, 8, 3, (1931), 
ll6 pages (esp. pp. 90-116). This author sets down the main 
themes of the Meyersonian reason as follows; "L'esprit 
humain, dans son dynamisme vital, est emporte" irresistlble-
ment a. la recherche de 1'unite par 1'identification du 
divers et la negation du temps; - il exige dans toutes ses 
demarches 1'existence d'un absolu ontologique; - il se 
heurte au contact du reel a des irrationnels, c'est-a-dlre 
a des obstacles qui lui sont insurmontables, non seulement 
en fait, mais en droit.", Ibid., p. 112. 
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According to Gillet, the ways of the Meyersonian reason are 

ways to God. This is a novel interpretation of Meyerson's 

doctrine of the irrationals and offers several possible 

avenues of investigation. First of all, the consideration 

of irrationals in Gillet's sense holds more promise than 

the consideration of irrationals in Bonnard's sense. 

Meyerson expressly disavows any intention of settling 

philosophic disputes. His work, not being normative, can­

not be given this interpretation. However, Meyerson does 

not dispute the fact that his work contains certain 

theological implications. He tells us in Identity and 
90 

Reality, that the dissolution of reality is inevitable. 

Reason searches for the ultimate sufficient reason of all 

that is. Therefore, to arrive at nothingness, says 

Meyerson, is to recognize that a causa sui cannot be found. 

This is a good insight for it can be taken as an argument 

against ontological proofs. It can also be seen in the 

Light of Kant's Critique of Practical Reason, for as Kant 

destroyed reason in order to make room for faitH, so too 

90 Cf. I.R., pp. 252-253 (Lowenberg translation). 
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does Meyerson acknowledge the ultimate incompetence of 

reason to discover a causa sui deductively. The irration­

als, in this sense, appear to be of divine institution. 

M. Grison supposes that they are not unintelligibles at 

all but supra-intelligibles.' 

Meyerson is not explicit on the theological inter­

pretation of irrationality, but it is worthy of further 

consideration for it has the advantage of enabling us to 

lump under one roof, as it were, the most popular inter­

pretations of the irrationals. In addition, it enables us 

to study the epistemologlcal paradox from a different point 

of view. The importance of the irrationals cannot be 

overstimated for they provide an essential insight into 

the Meyersonian noetic. 

The structure of reason which Meyerson believes 

himself to have uncovered is one which is necessarely bent 

upon explanations and the quest for the sufficient reason 

91 Cf. M. GtilSON, "M.S'. Meyerson et le positivisme 
d'Auguste Comte", in Revue ApoIog?tlque, S5, 566, Nov. 
(1932), r>p. 528-530. Cf. also E.S. , p. 217, and I.R. t 
np. 317-319, where Meyerson speaks of the irrationals as 
being of divine institution. 
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92 of things.yJ The text in which Mey-rson discusses the 

ascent of reason to a causa sui and t̂ e consequent dissolu­

tion of reality is highly illuminating. It Leads us to a 

twofold consideration of the irrationals. ultimately the 

key to the interpretation of the irrationals lies in the 

nature of man's ignorance of the irrationals. Is it 

privitive or nescient? If ignorance of the irrationals is 

privitive, as the ideal of reason would lead us to suppose, 

then it is simply a matter of time before the whole of 

reality can be deduced. In such an event, Meyerson's for­

mula of identity is en explicit aspiration to the role of 

a First Cause. This interpretation is also possible in 

92 The search for the sufficient reason of being 
appears at the dawn of Greek thought around the 6^ cent. 
c-.C. The early Greeks wondered about the movement of the 
heavens, of the stars etc., ard as Aristotle pointed out, 
this was the beginnings of knowledge. From wonder there 
follows nrooaole hypotheses, which In turn give rise to 
new questions and so on ad infinitum for as Meyerson saw 
admirably well, no finite cause contains within itself 
the sufficient reason of its being. Aristotle had already 
sought for the causes and principles of the state of atoms 
and the eternal motion of the heavens but unlike Meyerson, 
he did not terminate in solipsism. Meyerson's recognition 
of a causa sui is not new for it was already upheld 2300 
years earlier in the Stacirite's recognition of the 
prioriity of act over potency. But xvhy does the one 
border absolute idealism and not the other? This can only 
De explained in terms of the incessant compulsion of the 
Meyersonian reason to identify whatever it manipulates. 
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the light of his characterization of Divine knowledge; 

Toutes les verites quelles qu'elles soient, et par 
consequent aussi celles qui pour nous sont de simples 
verites d'experiences, doivent etre, dans 1'esprit de 
Dieu, des verites rationnelles et, done reductibles 
a des enonces identiques.'^ 

The reduction of diversity to the all-encompassing identity 

proposition A = A, is also the e:oal of1 the pfeyersonian 

science. Reason, we are told, desires the complete re­

duction and acts as though it could succeed. But the 

success of reason in this matter is also its failure for 

it leads to the dissolution of reality. This is the 

Achille's heel of rational mechanics. 

If, on the other hand, ignorance of the irrationals 

lies in the domain of nescience, then we cannot be said 

to seriously consider a global deduction of reality. 

Meyerson is explicit in this that some aspects of reality 

will forever escape rationalization. Such irrationals 

therefore are immutably situated within the kingdom of the 

nescient. This is Meyerson's second position concerning 

93 E.S., p. 639. 

94 Cf. A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la con-
naissance, pp. 50-52. 
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the irrationals. Upon close scrutiny however, the 

irrationals are found to contain contradictory notions since 

our ignorance of the irrationals is considered to be 

privitive and nescient at the same time and in the same 

respect. "bont-ils effectivement absurd.es ou paraissent-

ils seulement tels a. notre intelligence trop faible? 

L'auteur d'Identlte et realite ne precise pas (...) On ne 

sait comment interpreter, sur ce point, la pensee de 

M. Meyerson."-^ In brief, the irrationals are themselves 

irrational. 

This situation relates once again to the episte­

mologlcal paradox. Meyerson appears to be a methanist in 

principle but recognizes the limitations of mechanism in 

fact. Reason caJinot but act rationally, while somehox\r it 

knows that this is not always possible. Should, it succeed 

it would fail and should it fail it would somehow succeed. 

In final analysis, the success of reason is dependent upon 

the nature of the irrationals. Is reality's recalcitrance 

95 0. STUMPER, L'explication scientifique selon 
M. Emile Meyerson ou la dissolution 
de l'§tre dans le neant par 1'entende­
ment pur et le role conservateur de 
1'irrationnel, Luxembourg, Imprimerie 
Joseph Beffort, (1929), P. 32. 

http://absurd.es
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to the ways of reason privitive or nescient? It appears 

to contain a mixture of both and yet in a very real sense 

it is neither the one nor the other for recalcitrance is 

itself irrational. On the one hand reason seeks to reduce 

the whole of reality to its ways and ignorance of the 

irrationals is privitive, while, on the other, the global 

deduction Is not possible and the irrationals are in the 

kingdom of the nescient. Is it possible to structure an 

argument for the existence of God from either premise? 

If so, is it cosmological as Gilet holds it to be? It 

seems dubious. First of all, Meyerson's investigations 

are intended primarily to shed Light on the structure of 

reason. The nature of the real does not concern him as 

such. It follows, therefore, that if Meyerson's work can 

be given a theological interpretation that the ontological 
96 

argument would be more in keeping with his views. But 

this means that the descent of reason into nothingness 

cannot be interpreted as an argument against ontological 

proofs. In any case, the situation of the paradox is 

96 Quite possibly Meyerson would regard the 
cosmological Interpretation of his work as critically as 
he regards the biological interpretation of Lalande. 
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ambivalent. The moment of convergence between reason and 

reality leads us to suppose that Meyerson aspires to the 

role of a First Cause while the moment of divergence forces 

us to question the very existence of the knowing enterprise. 

The desire to explain reality leads either to the dis­

solution of reality or to an intellectual suicide. Reason 

and reality are incompatibles. The victory of the one 

means defeat of the other. Reason requires the diverse in 

order to function and yet, it destroys it in the course of 

its operations. In brief, the Meyersonian reason is con­

tradictory - it is chimerical. But Meyerson never denies 

this in fact. "Le concept de chose et Le besoin d'expliquer 

(pousse „ La limite) SONT ANTAGOivISTES (italic are mine), 

car la science finit par detruire cette realite ontologique 

97 qui d'abord lui paraissait indispensable." This is an 

important point to remember as it means that the episte­

mologlcal paradox, as far as our author is concerned, is 

a sine qua non condition of knowledge. 

E. The Irrationality of the Irrationals 

To affirm that reason meets with resistance does 

97 E.S., p. 60. 
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not solve the problem because we continue to act as though 

the whole of reality could be explained. Thus we can 

only conclude that the irrationals are ambivalent and 

necessarely so in virtue of the epistemologlcal paradox. 

On the one hand, reason tacitly assumes that it can purge 

itself of the irrationals, while on the other, it knows 

that it cannot. It is the latter consideration of 

irrationality which reinstates reality. But reality's 

recalcitrance in this sense is not simply beyond the grasp 

98 

of reason but contrary to it.y Reality resists identi­

fication because its ways are diametrically opposed to the 

ways of reason. The irrational is at the place where 

nature viioates the sanctuary of reason. It is not merely 

supra-rational but wholly opposed to reason. But such a 

conception of reality mullifies the knowing enterprise. 

Where reason and reality had been totally convergent they 

are now wholly divergent. The principle of Sadi Carnot 

cannot rightfully be said to reinstate reality for the ways 

98 Cf. 0. HAi-̂ riT, "Une nouveau conceptualisme," 
in Revue de philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 680. Cf. also 
A. _0iMNARD, La Notion d'irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson, 
pp. 106-131. 
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of reason and the ways of reality are now mutually 

exclusive. Convergence and solipsism have been replaced 

by divergence and positivism. 

F. Conclusion 

It is becoming increasingly clear that Meyerson 

has taken too narrow a view of explanation. Admittedly, 

identification is involved in explanation but it is not 

the whole of it. There is no possible way, for example, 

that spatial displacement and sensation can be identified, 

but this does not mean that sensation cannot be explained. 

It depends on another order of knowledge; one which does 

not revolve about identiticatlons or empirical verificat­

ions for its truth value. Ivor for that matter is diversity 

unexplainable unless we eliminate beforehand the place of 

philosophic explanations. Meyerson Is quilty of dis­

crediting philosophy. Were the global deductions of 

science to succeed there would be no room for philosophy; 

science would become the perfect philosophy. This of 

course assumes that our ignorance of the irrationals is 

privitive; which is not necessarely the case. But it is 

significant that Meyerson's doctrine of irrationality 

should alternate between privitive and nescient ignorance 

of the irrationals. It is an indication that the extremes 

of the eoisteraological paradox are at once Irreconciliable 
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and necessary. 

The ultimate root of the paradox which we have 

examined in the light of the irrationals appears to be an 

imp._roper metaphysics. Meyerson is caught up within a 

metaphysico-epistemological problem. The Meyersonian science 

is allegedly explanatory in virtue of a referent ontological 

ordination within reason, out upon analysis the ways of 

reason and the ways of reality result in a paradox. This 

is an idication that Meyerson's premise is false. What he 

takes to be the starting point of knowledge, namely Identi­

fication, is not a conceptual similitude of reality but 

contains the structured datum of reality as persistent. 

Identification contains more than Meyerson says it does. 

It seems to us that a Philosophy x\rhich begins with a. 

structured da.tura rather than with the being of extramental 

reality cannot bridge the mind-reality relation and cannot 

avoid an eristemological paradox of sorts. But this is 

precisely the stand which Meyerson takes on the natter, 

as he says of the paradox that it is inevitable. This 

means that the knowing activity is now destined to remain 

forever estranged from its object. It seems to us, however, 

contrary to the view of Meyerson, that ontology is not 

inserted on the side of reason, as being at t-e place of 

unintell i'libility, but that It is at the place of maximum 
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intelligibility. The fact that Meyerson considers ontology 

as the graveyard of scientific failures is a strange 

situation for it means that philosophy will operate on 

rems.ins. Further, the more the Meyersonian science is 

successful, the less tpere will be for philosophy to do. 

This is an indication that Meyerson holds a curious view 

of scientific explanation. In a.nycase, before we probe 

deeper into the metaphysical foundations of the episte­

mologlcal paradox, it is only fitting that we should 

examine, first of all, Meyerson's use of the paradox. 
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Section III: Meyerson's Use of the Paradox 

I. Identification is a Tendency: - Dualism 

within Reason 

The dualism of reason and reality in the philosophy 

of Meyerson is intensified by a further dualism within 

reason itself, namely, the distinction between identifica­

tion and identity. It is clearest in Du chemjr etieint de la 

pensee, for It is here t'art i'eyerson affirms with greatest 
c 

vigour that the goal of total identification is chimerical.' 

To consider total identification as attained supposes that 

the causal postulate has reduced reality to barren identity. 

But the Parmenidean formula A = A is not an explanation of 
100 , 

diversity, as it expresses nothing of it. "Cependant, -

et c'est La une des idees maitresses du Cheminement de la 

pensee, - il n'y a jamais complete identite, car celle-ci 

equivaudrait a une tautologie." "" Thus while reason is 

99 Cf. also, "La notion de 1'identiaue," in essais, 
pp. 187-208. 

100 Cf. C.P., p. 662. 

101 R. S__, Science et philosophie d'apres la 
d o c t r i n e de ^T. Emile / jeverson, p . 132. 
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desirous of total identification, it know its ideal to be 

illusory. "Done, si l'on a 1'audace de formuler l'enonce, 

c'est parce que l'on sait d'avance cue celui qui lira la 

formule ne nous prendra pas au mot, i'U.'il n'y verra jamais 

que 1'affirmation d'une identit-- partielle. "J-02 

This point is important. It means that the 

Meyersonian reason is twofold; an "abstract" reason which 

is desirous of total identification and a "concrete" reason 

which learns to accept partial identities. The crux of 

Meyerson's argument is that reason cannot give rise to 

diversity- -iut reason cannot function without diversity. 

Thus something, foreign to reason, must come to it from 

the outside. "La pensee doit s'appliquer a un devenir 

etranger a. la propre nature. Elle ne peut progresser par 

10 3 elle seule, mais seulement par un apport du reel.." J 

The function of "abstract" reason is to seek to eliminate 

as much of this diversity as possible. Explanations will 

result from the compromise between the desire for total 

identification and the recognition that this ideal is 

102 C.P., p. 83. 

103 A. FOREST, "Du cheminement de la pensee par 
E. Meyerson," in Revue thomiste, 
15, (1932), P. 433, Cf. also E.S., 
P. 188. 
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illusory, as diversity (the real) does not nrovide from 

reason, out it is paradoxical that reason should seek to 

eliminate that without which it cannot operate. For this 

reason, Meyerson says of total identification that it is 
104 

a chimerical goal. In addition, the process of i-

dentification being essentially eliminative (of diversity), 

each reduction or explanation yields a modicum of identity, 

but it a.lso leaves something of diversity behind "each 

10 5 

reduction is a rent in identity."' J The dialectical move­

ment of reason between total identification and diversity 

results in the identity-diversity propositions of science. 

"La verite est qu'il y a. A LA FOIS (italics are mine) 

diverslte et identite, par le fait qu'il y a IJJEIMIIFICATION 

(italics are mine), c'est-a-dire un cheminement qui part 

du divers pour aboutir a 1'identique." 

A. The Antinomies of Knowledge 

Meyerson explains the situation of divergence between 

104 Cf. C.P., p. 180. 

105 I.R., p. 400. 

106 C.P., p. 543. 
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total identification and diversity as a prerequisite to 

107 
knowledge. On the one hand we aspire to the complete 

identification of diversity, while on the other we knoxtf 

that this is not possible. The opposition between 

identification and diversity is at once irreconciliable 

and necessary. Together they constitute an indispensable 

situation. "Que, pour expliquer, nous tendons a nier les 

phenomenes alors que, pour nous guider a. travers le dedale 

qu'ils forment, nous devons au contraire, maintenir leur 

realite.."" They are inseparable because reason cannot 

function without diversity and they are irreconciliable 

because the attainment of total identity dissolves diversity 

107 This is an important point to keep in mind. 
It means that reason could not function without the 
opposites of total identification and diversity. Meyerson 
also looks upon the state of potentiality as following 
within the class of contradictory suppositions as it 
enables us to affirm the existence of something which is 
not yet actual. Reason cannot grasp what It cannot identify. 
Thus what cannot be identified in act is identified in 
potency. The ether theory is a further instance of 
antinomies since ether must be a void and a medium at the 
same time. Cf. I.R., p. 360 and p. 407. 

108 E.S., p. 67O. 
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and terminates the knowing enterprise. The consideration 

of identification as a tendency is what preserves the 

Meyersonian noetic from dissolution; explanatory science 

does not rejoin solipsism because identification is but a 

tendency of reason. "C'est aussi en se dirigeant vers 

cet inaccessible qu'elle celebre ses triomphes les plus 

magniflques." 

B. Their Importance 

Above all, the antinomies of identity - diversity 

are necessary in order for the knowing enterprise to take 

place. This is an important feature of Meyerson's philosophy. 

The propositions of science according to him, result from 

the interaction between an a priori desire for total 

identification and the a posteriori matter of sensa. Thus 

knowledge arises out of a fusion of rational and empirical 

elements. Reason is partly rewarded as it succeeds in 

extricating partial identities from the diverse but its 

program of total identification cannot succeed, as is 

evident from the diversity side of the identity-diversity 

dialectic. The movement of reason on its antinomies is an 

109 c.p., p. 672. 
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110 
eternal process. The real cannot oe deduced from 

rational principles alone. Meyerson says of Descartes 

that he is right to attempt the global deduction but wrono-

to think it possible. Each identification is accompanied 

by a certain psychological satisfaction but it can never 

oe total. To remove the opposition between reason and 

reality is to terminate the knowing enterprise, as reason 

will either posit itself into non-being (solipsism) or 

remain hoplessely entranged from its object (positivism). 

The progress of science is contingent upon the dynamism 

that is engendered by the opposition between identification 

and diversity, "eyerson's expression to denote this 

process is "le flottement de la raison." ~ It is Par­

ticularly well chosen since it readily conveys the move­

ment of reason from a priori to a posteriori etc., to the 

mathenatical limit of identity. "Ce flottement, qui 

maintient 1'identique et le divers en connexion etroite 

sans les concilier, explique comment notre pensee peut 

demeurer necessite intelligible sans devenir pour autant 

L10 Cf. Ibid., p. 262 and p. 654. 

Ill Cf. Ibid. , j)V. 289-293. 
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tautologie pure. M H 2 j n final analysis the flight of reason 

from partial identities to further identifications enables 

us to conclude that the goal of the Meyersonian reason is 

the attainment of discernible identities, that is, of 

identities which admit of increasingly comprehensive 

degrees of identifications. 

In closing and for the sake of illustration let us 

make the following analogy. Let us suppose that we could 

compare the ideal of identification to the task of a man 

who set out to empty an ocean with a pitcher; identification 

being the pitcher and diversity being the ocean. Although 

the man knows full well that he will never succeed in 

emptying the ocean in this way, he is nonetheless convinced 

that each dip of the pitcher brings him that much closer 

to his goal. Each identification is a step towards the 

mathematical limit of total identity and yet each dip 

leaves behind as much ocean. The movement of the Pitcher 

(the float of reason) to and from salt water enables us to 

aspire to increasingly penetrating identities while retaining 

112 R. JOHAJM, "La raison et 1' irrationnel chez 
li. Meyerson," in Recherches philoso-
phiques, 1, (193D, P. 162. 
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as much of the diverse as possible. We have here all the 

necessary ingredients required by Meyerson's formula; the 

antinomies of identification and diversity which are the 

essential constituents of scientific propositions, the 

float of reason from one to the other, the knowledge of 

the goal as ideal but the conviction that progress is being 

made. 

II. The Nature of Meyerson's a priori 

Unless we are convinced beforehand that reason 

and reality are related in some way, it seems a platitude 

to set out to prove that science is ontological. The 

affirmation of the inescapable ontological character of 

science is in fact the affirmation of a reference within 

reason to the real. However, the ways of reason and the 

ways of reality are not wholly convergent, as the failure 

of global deductions have shown, but nor are they totally 

divergent. Explanations are necessarily explanations of 

reality. The real is intelligible or at least, partly so. 

Such is the situation as Meyerson sees it. Reason and 

reality are not wholly convergent, as evinced by the 

nescient character of our ignorance of the irrationals and 

by the consideration of identification as a tendency, but 

nor are they totally divergent, as is obvious from the 

transient reference within explanation, from the consideration 
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of total idertitication as an ideal of reason, and from 

the consequent privitive character of our ignorance of the 

irrationals. In the relationship of reason and reality 

there remains for us to examine what comes from reason 

and what is supplied by experience. We begin first of all 

with reason and concern ourselves ™j.th the nature and 

function of the a priori in the Meyersonian noetic. 

Meyerson describes the a priori in various ways. 

For instance, he writes that it is a natural disposition 

of reason, that it fathers all mental acts, that it is a 

directive principle; in other words, that it is something 
1" 

proper to the intellectus ipse that Leibniz talked about." 

In brief, it is an instinct of the mind.11^ Meyerson's 

a priori is an inherent compulsion of reason to nosit i-

dentity as the natural response to the stimulus of sense 

113 The intellectus ipse is the tendency to reduce 
reality to identirTyT Cf. C.P. , p. 574. 

114 J. LA LU11IA, The Ways of Reason, pp. 13-14. 
says that Meyerson defines the 
a priori expressly only once. 
This occurs in the course of an 
analysis of the principle of 
inertia where he says of it that 
it is an instinctive notion ofthe 
mind. Cf. I.R., p. 148. Cf. also 
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* 4. l x5 « 

data. "Le monde de notre perception n'est autre chose 

ou'un resultat de 1'intervention de ce facteur avec nos 

sensations pour point de depart." The p̂ irre function 

of Meyerson's a priori is to evince the insufficiencies 

of positivistic epistemology. It is no doubt evident th?t 

nature conforms, in part at least, to the ways of reason, 

othenvrise we could not survive. But the causal postulate 

goes beyond action and prevision for it postulates per­

sistence. That of reality which corresponds to persistence 

is obviously not suoject to change and the economy of 

effort. The fact that Meyerson says that the tendency of 

identification exists prior to experience is a further 

confirmation of this, as it means that what reason brings 

to phenomena is not a thirst for laws alone but above all 

(114 Con't) 0. i-iAj->iiriT, "Un nouveau concentua Lisme," 
in -evue de philosophie, 28,(1921), P. 6?5« 

115 The tendency to identify is operative whenever 
reason is made to function. It is the manner in which the 
mind directs itself to the real. To use a vocabulary wnich 
is not Meyerson's but which is nonetheless helpful, the 
tendency to identification corresoonds to the agent intellect 
for it specifies the passive intellect to search out i-
dentities whenever ser sa occur. 

116 E.S., p. 586. 
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a thirst for persistence or ontology. Science is 

necessarely ontological because the a priori is primarily 

an imperative of identification. 

At the heart of Meyerson's philosophy is a deep 

felt conviction that reality will conform to the ways of 

reason. Unless concepts relate to reality, knowledge will 

not take place. To itfhat extent are concepts and reality 

convergent? As we saw earlier, the conformity between 

117 
them cannot be complete. But whatever happens, we are 

told to act a.s though the whole of reality lent itself to 

the formula of identification. 

Ainsi tout raisonnement - du moins en tant qu'il 
essaie de penetrer dans la nature - constitue 
necessairement une rationalisation de celle-ci, en 
ce sens qu'il tend a. montrer que, par un cote, sa 
marche est conforme a celle de notre raison. En 
formulant un POURQUOI (italics are mine), en re-
cherchant la cause d'un phenomene, ce que nous 
voudrions en reality, c'est que l'on nous prouvat 

117 Cf. Infra., ch. 3« To be rational means to be 
reducible to principles which obtain from reason alone. 
Cf. E.S., p. 99. This being the case, a reality that was 
wholly intelligible could be constructed entirely a priori. 
But such attempts at global deductions have failed; to wit, 
the effort of Descartes "il est impossible de reduire la 
science de la nature a une conception coherente et 
rationnelle: C'est pourquoi nous sommes forces de constater 
que Descartes s'est abus£" Ibid., p. 594. The existence 
of diversity and of a plurality of distinct sciences are 
further proofs of the irreducibility of phenomena to logical 
principles alone. Cf. C.P., pn. 494-501 and Essais, p. 85. 
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que l e s chosesr.se sont pj 
l ' e u t exig£. ° 

)assees comme notre raison 
Lge' 

In this way the places of unintelligibility will arise of 

themselves but they cannot be determined a priori for we 

ignore the cause of the conformity between reason and 

119 reality. "...c'est pourquoi au fond la tache unique du 

savant consiste a. fixer les limites et les modaLites de 

1'accord entre la nature et la raison." c 

As a result of his analyses of the theories of 

science, fteyerson uncovers the a priori of identification 

to be the mainspring of all mental acts. But precisely 

because it cannot be determined in advance where the 

conformity oetvreen reason and reality ends, (the propositions 

of science being a mixture of a priori and a posteriori 

elements), it is admittedly difficult to affirm with 

certitude what belongs to reason and what belongs to 

121 experience." ' Identification as a psychological tendency 

118 C.P., p. 52. 

119 Cf., D.R., p. 306 and C.P., pp. 710-713. 

120 C.P., p. 274. Cf. also E.S., p. 594. 

121 It may be said of positivistic epistemology 
however, that it is neglectful of the a priori, while of 
rational mechanics that it exaggerates the role of reason. 
But this remark is not to be interpreted in any normative 
sense. Cf. D.R., pp. 291-292. 

http://chosesr.se


ThE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PARADOX 140 

alone seerrs to be the content of .leyerson's a priori for 

he says concerning every statement of identity in time 

t at "it finds our minds prepared, it seduces them, and 

is immediately adopted, unless contradicted by evident 

122 facts." The principles of conservation have all 

originated in this way according to Meyerson, since 

12? 

they cannot be proven empirically. J They are psy­

chologically rewarding and are affirmed on the strenght 

of this alone. "C'est proprement 1'element que 1'esprit 

ajoute aux choses et, par consequent, son Element 

1 24 a priori, tel que le concevait Kant." But it is not 

clear that psychology holds any privileged status in this 

125 

regard, J nor is it clear that Kant was writing psy­

chology." ° Or else, Meyerson's a priori is epistemological 

122 I.R., p. 147. Cf. also, I.R., pp. l6l-l62, 
p. 403, p. 464, and E.S., p. 568, and C.P., p. 6l8. 

123 Cf., Infra, ch. 5. 

124 Essais, p. 80. 

125 Meyerson's argument is dubious. That a theory 
be phychologically rewarding does not constitute proof of 
its truth value. Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 71, 

126 Or for that matter that the intellectus ipse 
of Leibniz is psychological. 
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in Kant's sense, but this does not seem to be the case 

since to think for Meyerson is to identify while for 

Kant it is to judge. ' 

A. Meyerson and Kant 

We have indicated two points of dissimilarity 

between Meyerson and Kant (psychology vs epistemology, 

identification vs judgment) out Meyerson nonetheless often 

writes of his a priori as though it was Kantian. For 

example, he says in Du cheminement de la pensee, "c'est 

tout a. fait dans le sens kantien que la tendance a. 

1'identification nous apparalt comme precedant toute 

connaissance et toute experience, comme apriorique par 

essence." But according to La Lumia it would be a 

129 mistake to take this type of statement literally. 

Meyerson's work is, after all, within the province of a 

philosophy of mind and has nothing to do with the structure 

of the real as such. Meyerson's a priori Is not a 

Kantian category but a psychological tendency to posit 

127 Cf. J. LOWENBERG, "Meyerson's Critique of Pure 
Reason," in The Philosophical Review, 41, (1932), pp. 356-
357. 

1 2 8 C.P., p. 611. Cf. also Essais, pp. 73-80. 

129 Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 11. 
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identity in time whenever we think. ^ Meyerson believes 

himself to have uncovered this a priori tendency through 

his analyses into the psychology of scientific induction. 

But although Meyerson's object is psychology, he does not 

favour introspection. * Kant, on the other hand, does 

not hesitate to make full use of introspection. "I have 

to deal with nothing save reason itself and its pure 

thinking, and to obtain complete knowledge of these, there 

is no need to go far afield since I come upon them in my 

own self."132 

Both thinkers are equally explicit in their desire 

to write prolegomena for metaphysics (Kant by removing 

metaphysics from the corroding influence of science, 

Meyerson by discovering an ontology within scientific 

explanation), as they are of securing the explanatory 

force of scientific propositions from the side of reason, 

130 The clearest formulation of this distinction 
is contained in an article by J. LOWENUERG, Op. cit., 
pp. 351-367. Meyerson acknowledges the merits of this 
article in Essais, p." 105 footnote. 

131 Cf. Infra, ch. 1. 

132 E. KANT, The Critique of Pure Reason, Trans. 
N.K. SMITH, Toronto, Macmillan, (1965), 
Preface 1, p. 10. 
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but whereas Kant holds to the synthetic a priori judgments, 

reyerson does not. Meyerson's a priori is not synthetic 

since it is not epistemologlcal; it is a psychological 

tendency. What Meyerson understands by a synthetic 

proposition is one which is in effect a mixture of an 

a priori tendency and a posteriori elements. Thus he 

replaces Kant's synthetic a priori by a synthetic - a 

priori - a posteriori proposition - the plausible pro­

positions of science. 

Pour M. Meyerson, il y a bien des JUGEii_NTS 
oYNTRET'IQUES A PRIORI, (italics are mine) mais ce 
qui esit A PRIORI (italics are mine) n'y est pas 
SYNTHETI^UE, (italics are mine) et ce qui est 
synthetique n'y est Pas A PRlOnl (italics are 
mine)." ^ 

A further point of comparison is suggested by 

Kant's noumenon and Meyerson's irrational. First of all 

certain distinctions must be brought to mind. The 

noumenon is for Kant the thing-in-itself while the 

irrational is for Meyerson at the place of non-deducibility. 

The first is an objective characteristic of reality while 
1 34 

the other is an impasse within reason itself. We saw 

133 A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la connais-
sance, ~. 218. 

134 Cf. M. GuISOi\, "M. ?'. Meyerson et le positivisme 
d'Auguste Comte," in Revue Apologetique, 55> (1932), p. 5?^, 
footnote 3« 
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earlier that the epistemologlcal paradox stems from a 

twofold consideration of the irrationals; the "privitive 

irrational" from the aspect of the global deduction and 

the "nescient irrational" from the side of reality's 

recalcitrance, namely, from the aspect of non-deducibility. 

Thus, depending on which movemert of the i eyersonian 

reason we are considering, we will think differently about 

the reLstion. In other words, the relation between 

Meyer son*s irrational and Kant's noumenon is analogical. 

It is not univocal since oie "̂el ̂ es to reality •- d the 

ot er to th^ philosophy of nind. It is not equivocal 

since the irrational from the aspect of th > second move­

ment of the Meyersonian reason is unknowable. Finally, 

tt-e relation i^ analogical because it is in sore respects 

partly the Fe^e ^^ and in others nartly different. 

135 R. «-OrlAi says of the Meyersoniin science "qu'­
elle a pour veritable objet le noumene, et que c'est sur 
le noumene nu'elle fonde, par 1 ii qu'elle justifie les rapports 
qu'elle enonce." Cf. ID., "La raico et 1'Irrationnel chez 
,i. 1 eyerson," in Rechercnes philosophi ques, I, (1931), P« ]44. 

136 Cf. A. M_iZ "La science et la raison dans la 
philosophie de M. 1 everson", in Mercure de France, 186, 
(1926), p. 302. 1 etz says that "Meyerson's critique of pure 
reason is ^ore hopeful than was Kant's, since the irrational, 
unlike the noumenon, can De ai croached." Further-, it might 
be raid of Comte's refusal to penetrate beyond phenomena 
tn<?t it bears certain analogies to the rejection of Kant 
for both thinkers denounced the Possibility of gaining sur-h 
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In conclusion, Meyerson's a priori is much narrower 

than ?iant's since it does not lay claims to epistemology. 

It is a primal psychological tendency which initiates the 

explanatory process and directs the rational machine to­

wards the goal of rational mechanics. It so^phow avoids 

solipsism through a curious anplication of the second law 

of tnermodyna^ics. Meyerson's fusion of the antinomies of 

the paradox in plausible propositions confirms this. The 

plausibility of propositions is the suoject of our next 

inquiry. 

III. ^he Plausible Proposition? of Science 

Emile Meyerson's investigation^ into the psychology 

of scientific induction reveal that the propositions of 

science are the result of an interaction between rational 

and empirical elements. Cnis mixture of a priori and a 

posteriori forms unity statements of conservation. The 

proof of thi^ according to ieyerson is tn-t the explanations 

(136 Con't) knowledge from the side of the object. 
Of the two, however, Kant seems to be the more courageous 
since he turns to reason while Comte does not. This is 
perhaps indicative of a still a more important point, 
namely, of a fundamental similarity between Comte•s princiole 
of legality and Meyerson's causal postulate for in final 
analysis the Meyersonian postulate appears to be a method 
for living courage to legality. 
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of science, (including those of non-mechanical theories), 

command assent in spite of the fact that they cannot be 

deduced from rational principles alone and that they can­

not be proven experimentally- The principles of con­

servation are good examples of this type, as they cannot 

be proven empirically and yet, no one doubts their truth. 

"Perhaps it would be wise to apply statements of this 

category, intermediary between the a priori and the a 

posteriroi, a special term. We should propose, for lack 

13' of a Oetter one, the term PLAUSIBLE (italics are mine)." " 

A plausible proposition stipulates conservation in 

time. It finds our minds predisposed to ascent since 

whatever posits persistence, according to Meyerson, grati-

fies reason. The principles of conservation draw their 

authority from this that certain concepts (speed, mass, 

137 I.R., P- 147. Cf. also C.P., P. 623. "II 
restait done qu'il y eut la. de I'apriori et de 1 * experimental 
m§les 1'un a. 1'autre et c'est ce que nous avons designe de 
ce terme de PLAUSIBLE (italics are mine)". 

138 If the truth value of a proposition depends 
on the satisfaction of a psychological need it is difficult 
to see hox\T science can be objective. "This raaK.es science 
an interpretation of the world and neither a description 
nor an explanation of it in the ordinary sense of those 
words." Go BOAS, A Critical Analysis of the philosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, p. 37-

http://raaK.es
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force) persist throughout change. But such statements 

can never be more than probable. The goal of reason is to 

transform synthetic truths of facts into analytic truths 

of reason. But since reality is not entirely rational 

(deducible from logical principles alone), all truths of 

reason (statements of identity in time), must be verified 

empirically. Identification and confirmation are in­

separable. The greater the convergence between identi­

fication as the ideal of reason and identity as the con­

sequent of empirical verification, the more acceptable a 

proposition is to reason. "The nearer a statement comes 

to being a tautology the more PLAUblBLE (italics are mine) 

139 it is." But a plausible proposition can never become 

more than probable because the goal of total identification 

is chimerical (and thus acosmism is avoided). The pro­

positions of science are a mixture of a prioricity and 

diversity. They are agreeable to reason Inasmuch as they 

stipulate conservation but what it is that is conserved (to 

what extent there is conformity between reason and reality), 

can only be determined empirically. The conformity is never 

139 O.N. HlELi'iAiM, "Emile Meyerson on S c i e n t i f i c 
Explanation," in Philosophy of 
Science, 5, (1938), p. 78. 
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complete - Descartes and Kant abused themselves in this 

respect. But nor is science reducible to the tabulation 

of empirical data as required of positivistic epistemology -

140 
Comte abused himself in this respect. What Meyerson 

proposes in place is a sort of Descartes - Comte approach 

to phenomena; Descartes because of his insistence on mathe­

matics and Comte because of his insistence on phenomena. 

The a priori of reason and the a posteriori of 

diversity form a unit. They are so intimately related that 

it is often difficult to determine what comes from reason 

141 

and what is ,civen by sensation. The matter of sensation 

comes to reason from without, while the form of i-

dentification impresses itself on sensations from within. 

Thus knowledge results from the convergence of reason and 

sensa; of rational identifications and irrational diver­

sities. The propositions of science are all of this type. 
Ainsi, sans doute, la distinction entre I'apriori 

et 1'aposte'riori ne disparait point; mais elle ne 
subsiste plus que comme une distinction de degre. Et 
il est clair que le plausible d'un enonce, son emprise 
sur notre esprit, sont precisement en raison de cet 

140 Cf. E.S., pp. 581-582. 

141 Cf. C.P., p. 328 and p. 508. 
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accord entre 1'intellect et le r£el, qui est, nous 
le savons, a la fois le postula intime et le but 
dernier de la recherche du savoir.l1''2 

Thus, says Meyerson, we can see how wrong it would 

have been to suppose the complete reduction possible. The 

causal postulate is a creator of illusions. It is the 

causal Illusion which leads us to suppose that the bridge 

from Identification to diversity can be readily crossed. 

This is a constant source of error. The agreement between 

reason and reality is partial. It is a mistake to suppose 

that permanence is more real than change. Sadi Carnot 

convinces us to this. 

142 Ibid., p. 664. 
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Section IV - Meyerson's Proposal is not Acceptable 

I. The Movements of Reason 

The equating of thought and identification renders 

the epistemological paradox inevitable. There is no place 

for diversity in the thesis of identification and no place 

for identity in the antithesis of diversity. In this 

respect reason and reality appear to be mutually exclusive, 

as reason cannot know the renl without destroying it, and 

should it succeed it would ultimately posit itself into 

non-being. 

It is significant that Meyerson does not change the 

eauating of thought and identification. It is because he 

believes that ontologv results from successive identifications 

that he does not soften the rigidity of this theory. He 

does not leave room for any other consideration of ontology. 

The affirmation that the goal of reason is chimerical does 

not solve the issue as we cot tinue to act as though this 

goal was possible. Thus there are in effect two movements 

within the Meyersonian reason. The first gives rise to 

what may oe termed the dualism of the Parmenidean reason-

arid the Heraclitean reality. Reason goes one way and 

reality the other. That the two shou'd converge at some 
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point does not seem possible. Tne srcond movement, on 

tne other hand, corresponds to the attempt at convergence 

144 
by the consideration of iaentifIcation as a tendency. 

bxplsnation and reality are not mutually exclusive because 

the complete success of reason is chimerical. ^ To ex­

plain is not to explain away beca se reason and reality 

are inseparable. It is from this aspect of the problem 

that Meyerson concludes to the plausibility of scientific 

propositions, Explanation according to thi s is a 

143 The divergence of reason and reality is most 
oovious in Meyerson's earlier works, namely, I.R. , <•<. S. and 
D.R.. This is evident from sone of t^e criticisms levelled 
against Meyerson pnor to tne publication of C.P. . 
Cf. J_ui D-. L A I-IA.LJ.P_, "L'ocuvre philosophique d'Emile Meyerson; 
La marche vers 1'identite", in Revue de theologie et de 
philosophie, 13, (1925), p. 281. "C'est ainsi qu'il aboutit 
a un e-igantesque paradoxe epi&temologique qui domine toute 
son oeuvre et devant lenuel il s'arrete." Cf. also O.RAn_iT, 
"Un nouveau conceptualisme", in Revue de philosophie, 28, 
(1921), p. 667 (written before D.R.) ",.M. Meyerson accumule 
les antinomies entre la Raison crentrire de co^cent^ et La 
Realite. '"'elle-ci rest-t-elle definitivement 1'inconnais^able, 
1 'abime insondable qui derobe sa fpce toujours inexorable? 
Rien dans I'ouvrage ne marque vers quelle conception dogmati"np 
U tend." 

144 Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, for an e^cting study of the 
t 10 movements under discussion. 

145 Cf. L. uuJi SCKVICG, '"Ma philosonhie d'i'mile i'ieyercon", 
in hevue de metanhysinne et de morale, 335 Jan. - arch., 
(1926), on. 39-4<>. 
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"flottement de la raison" from the a priori form of total 

identification to the a posteriori elements of sensation. 

Thus the second, movement of reason is an attempt to bridge 

the identification-diversity gap while avoiding the extreme 

of dissolution. It is the consideration of identification 

as a tendency. But Meyerson's treatment of the way in 

w'' ich the two incompatible movements of reason are success­

fully carried out is obscure. He does not seem to solve 

the issue. Reason and reality are mutually exclusive and 

yet, the explanations of reason refer tothings. Unless 

Meyerson shows how reason and reality are convergent, the 

ontological character of explanation will not be in evidence. 

But how the compromise between divergence and convergence 

146 Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Bimile ^eyerson, p". 116, and ID. , -'Meyerson 
and the Epistemologlcal Paradox," in The Moni^t, 44, July, 
(193*0, PP. 296-305. 

147 This is, after all, what Meyerson is intent 
upon proving. The refutation of positivistic epistemology 
is contingent upon "la satisfaction de L'lNTELL-CTuS IPSE 
(italics are mine), par 1'identification poussee aussi 
loin que faire se pourra". C.P., p. 672. 
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is effectuated, or the refutation of positivistic epistemo­

logy is attained seems to be founded on a psychological 

desire for this convergence. There does not seem to be 

any other ground. Consequently the critics of Meyerson, 

although largely in agreement that he does not solve the 

L48 epistemologlcal paradox," are at odds as to what to make 

148 There are very few critics, to my knowledge, 
who have not acknowledged the impasse created by the 
epistemoloa-ical paradox. Bonnard is the exception as he 
says that Meyerson's "irrational" intended to mediate the 
dispute between idealism and realism. Cf. A. tiOMMARD, 
La notion de 1' irrationnel chez p5mlle Meyerson. But it 
seems to me that this is Incorrect as vie have Meyerson's 
word for it that his work is not normative. "De bons 
esprits ont ete d'avis concernant le debat entre le 
realisme et I'idealisme que si, dans nos ouvrages anterieurs, 
nous nous etlons aprliques a tenir la balance a. peu pres 
egale entre ces deux opinions, nous avions, au contraire, 
dans le Cheminement de la pensee, fait pencher le fleau, 
de man!ere decisive vers la premiere. En affirmant que la 
pensee doit avoir recours, sous peine de sterilite, au 
comportement du reel, nous aurions enfreint la neutralite 
entre le realisme et I'idealisme que nous pretendions 
observer. En d'autres termes, nous aurions fourni un 
argument contre I'idealisme. Nous croyons qu'il y a la un 
malentendu fondamental (...) ce que nous avons voulu montrer, 
c'est precisement et uniqueraent ce fiat que tout proves de 
raisonnement necessite une mise en oeuvre du divers provenant 
en dernier terme, de la sensation (...) la question de sevoir 
si ce reel au'il met en oeuvre plus ou moins consciemment 
est ou n'est pas independant du moi, transcendant, 1'inte'resse 
en verite fort peu. Car ce qu'il emprunte a ce reel, c'est 
uniquement son comportement, lequel demeure evidemment ce 
qu'il etait meme si .le v&el change d'essence." Essais, 
pp. I76-I78. It is the consideration of his Ttfork as being 
in. the province of the philosophy of mind which led Meyerson 
to look unfavorably on the interpretations of Lalande and 
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of it. 

A. The Movement of Divergence: Positivism 

The first movement of reason bespeaks a hopeless 

divergence between reason and reality. There does not 

seem to be any way in which reason can penetrate its 

object. Reason goes the way of the intellectus ipse 

while diversity is irrational to identification. How 

knowledge is possible is a mystery; it ought not be 

attained and yet, somehow it is. That knowledge is possible 

seems to result frou the psychological desire of reason 

for ontology. But psychology is not privileged in this 

respect. In the final analysis the movement of divergence 

means that reason cannot know the real and that Meyerson 
149 

is a positivist. It is interesting to note that Meyerson 

(148 Con't) tne German enistemologists Schlick 
and Reichenbach. It must be said in favour of Bonnard 
however, that he has in a seise caught the spirit of the 
epistemologlcal paradox for as he rightly points out too 
much emphasis on the a priori leads to idealism while 
too much on diversity leads to positivism. Bonnard is 
incorrect though inasmuch as he looks on the irrationals 
as mediating the dispute betx̂ een these two extremes, 
meyerson never intended to write epistemology. Further, 
the irrationals being wholly unintelligible could never be 
made to function in this way. In addition the irrationals 
are not destined to remain forever unknowable. That this 
is the position of Meyerson is confirmed by Metz. Cf. 
A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, pp. 5° 

149 T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, 
P. **?. 
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is not totally unaware of the influence which po­

sitivism has had upon him. 

Si en philosophie, voyez-vous, on veut savoir 
de qui un penseur descend, a qui de ses pred^cesseurs 
il doit le plus, regardez qui il combat: Uacon, 
Descartes combattent les scolastiques et ils plongent 
eux-m§mes jusqu'a mi-corps dans la scd.a.stique. 
Leibniz combat Descartes constamment..., c'est qu'il 
est cartesien. Kant passe sa vie a combattre Hume, 
c'est qu'il est son disciple. Mois, je combat Comte, 
c'est done qu'au fond je descends de lui. 50 

B. The Movement of Convergence: Rationalism 

The second movement of reason is an attempt to 

bridge the divergence gap without going to the opposite 

extreme of solipsism. The ways of reason and reality are 

convergent but not totally so. Meyerson arrives at the 

realization of this because of the principle of Sadi Carnot. 

The principle of Carnot warns that the elimination of time 

implies the reversibility of phenomena. But phenomena are 

not reversible because there is not the identity oetween 

cause and effect that rational mechanics supposes. On the 

contrary, work is being done and entropy is on the increase. 

150 P. LEMEVRE, "Une heure avec M. Emile 1 eyerson", 
i-n Les nouvelles llteralres, Nov. 
6th (1926), Cf. also G. dOAS, A 
Critical Analysis of the Philosophy 
of Emile Meyerson, p. 117. 
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Thus identification and diversity are not divergent since 

the thesis of total identification (which implies the fully 

reversible phenomena of nature) Is chimerical. This is 

leyerson's doctrine of partial identifications. Thus the 

propositions of science are affirmed by him to result from 

the movement of reason on the oprosites of total identi­

fication and no possible identification. Although 

Meyerson's description of the dialectical movement of 

reason is imaginative it is not Philosophical, as it rests 

it case on the psychological satisfaction which results 

from being able to posit identity in time. dut psychology 

151 
is not the door to metaphysics. The consideration of 

causality as a tendency that is psychologically rewarding 

p-lves it no special privilege with respect to the attainment 

of reality. "When we ask for the explanation of a natural 

law, we are askins- not for the psychological causes which 

leads us to believe the Law, but for evidence which can 

152 
assure us th-t the law is, and must be, true." Thus 

whereas the divergence of explanatory reason and reality 

leads to positivism, Meyerson's fusion of the antinomies 

151 Cf. LA LUnlA, Tne ways of Reason, p. 119. 

152 O.M. HILEUAivi, Philosophy of Science, 5, (1938), 
p. 79. 
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of reason and reality in plausiole propositions ultimately 

leads to the total dissolution of the real and solipjsra. 

This is also borne out by the privitive aspect which 

characterizes our ignorance of the irrational "diversity" 

if identification and diversity are to converge at all. 

II. Restatement of the Paradox 

Meyerson is prappling with the fundamental problem 

of epistemology and metaphysics. His work is a reminder 

of the importance of reason and of empirical elements in 

coming to know. The exaggeration of the first leads to 

absolute idealism while the exa°-geratio' of the other is 

the cornerstone of positivistic epistemology. Meyerson 

fuses both extremes in the plausible cropositions of science. 

Thus statements of identity in time obtain their form from 

reason and their matter from experience. Plausible 

propositions enunciate truths of reason inasmuch as they 

postulate persistence in time, and truths of facts inasmuch 

as the matters of persistence are obtained empirically. 

This analysis of things convinces Meyerson of the insuf­

ficiency of positivistic epistemology. Knowledge of the 

law is not the only business of science because the pro­

positions of science contain an element that ic' not re­

ducible to empirical data namely, the a priori tendency to 
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posit persistence in time. Thus while the search for the 

Law is included in the search for the cause, the affirmation 

that the rule of Law suffices of itself is synecdoche. 

The structure of identification which I'everson 

takes to be essence of reason necessarely leads to the 

epistemolo°ical Paradox. r̂ or as Ion"- as the ideal of 

re = son. is Parmenidean, the ways of reason and the ways of 

reality will hopelessly diverge. Meyerson has been 

seriously criticized for h^vinj eouated scientific causal­

ity with identification. It is the sin le most rejected 

issue in the whole of his phiLosophy. 53 j n the face of 

so much ooposition we would expect eyerson to modify his 

153 Cf. l.R. IOIEJLX, Reason end Explanation in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 30n. Cf. also 0.1 . LILLMAi , 
''"Hmile Meyerson on Scientific Explanation", in Philosophy 
of Science, 5, (1938), p. 79. ,Cf. also G. ^OAS, A Critical 
Analysis of the PhiLosophy pf Emile Me^er^-on, pp. 115-117. 
Cf. alsp D. PARODI, "Me 1 * exP1 i cation dano iPr. science par 
Emile "eyerson", in Revue de m< ta oh rf,iT10 et de morale, 31, 
Sept.-Oct., (19°4), p. 594. Cf. also A. SPi>iE_, "Sur la 
notion d 'irrationnel", in Recherch.es philosophinues, (1931), 
pp. 166-177. Cf. also 0. CLABERT, "Un nouve^n concentualisme", 
i n ^evue de philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 677. Cf. ^Iso 
C.Gl STELILIIMG, Reason, Space end Reality in tne Philosophy 
of Emile Meyerson, p. 185» Cf. also Infr^, ch. 2, footnote 3̂ 1. 
The consent s of opinion in tNis matter is t >at identification 
is not the whole of thought, as it does not exhioit necessity. 
It appears to be a remnant of ileaticism. "-owever, we have 
not set out to refute meyerson pn thi c score. On the con­
trary, the rule of identity figures promi ently in tre 
reversible phenomena of rational lechanics. OUT concern 

http://Recherch.es
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"oremise of reasoning by identification but he does not. 

This is a puzzling affair because Meyerson does not 

persist in this belief without reason. On the contrary, 

his long and exacting efforts uncover that the process 

of identification is in force whenever thinking takes 

place. In order to refute hî < on this score it is 

necessary to show that the physicist thin'cs differently 

than the mariner demanded by his formula. Considerring 

that '''eyerson researched 19 years before publishing his 

first work alone, and that he enjoyed a long and productive 

life, it is evident that the equating of scientific 

causality with identification is not to be taken Lightly. 

'ijhat then are -e to conclude? 

It seems to us that Meyerson's fusion of identi­

fication and diversity in plausiole pro'oositions is due to 

his fundamental indecision concerning the ontological 

status of scientific theories. In short, he confounds 

(153 Con't) is with the metaohysics nresuonosed 
by the metamorphisis of quantity (or identity relations) 
into ontology. It see^s to us that an epistemoloccical 
paradox is destined to appear whenever we look on ontology 
in this T»Tay. 
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empiriometric and philosophical explanation. The 

amoivalent nature which he ascribes to the irrationals 

confirms our interpretation. On the one hand, ignorance 

of the irrationals nescient and science is ontological. 

sut this affir ation rests its case on the supposition 

thot reason and reality will diverge in sô 'e respect. 

The movement or divergence however, results in positivism. 

The ideal of total identification, on the other hand, 

leads to the supposition th-t tnerr are no irrationals. 

This means tnat identification and diversity -<re wholly 

converge"t. out the movement of converge, ce leads to 

solipsism. heyeison's decision to fuse both extremes in 

plausible propositions entails the contraoitory suppositio 

of a real that is intelligible and irrational at the same 

time and in the same respect. Thus the epistemologlcal 

paradox is ultimately due to Meyerson's fundamental 

indecision concerning the nature of empiriometric ex­

planation. In one se^se ontology is at the place of 

unintelll^iblity and positivism results, while in another 

sense, reason dissolves its object, and ontology, and nosi 

itself into non-beinsc. 

A. The Epistemologlcal Paradox Results from 

an Inadeouate 'iet«ohysics. 

Meyerson says of olausioLe propositions th^t they 
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result from the interaction betx-reen rational and empirical 

elements. But it is not possible to discover through the 

analysis of a proposition what comes fro^ reason and what 

derives from sensa. Meyerson's inability to distinguish 

between philosophical and empiriometric explanation-

confirms this. AssuLiing, however, that the mechanical 

theories of science are plausiole propositions, it would 

mean that the atomic theories of matter, the principles of 

conservation, relativity physics and quantum mechanics, 

have each arisen at the term of a compositive union of 

reason and reality. In effect, the Meyersonian formula 

of explanation is such that statements of identity in 

time, as in the conservation of inertia, mass and energy, 

for example, are neither wholly a priori nor wholly a 

posteriori but result from the mutual tampering of reason 

and sensa,. If this Is the case, however, it means that 

when we speak of the conservation of energy, for example, 

we are not spea ling of real beings but of a mixture of 

rational cum irrational principles which have nothing to 

do with the operational plane of being at all. The proof 

of this, as far as Meyerson is concerned, is that no one 

doubts the truth of these principles although they cannot 

be proven empirically. But this is a confession to a 

positivism. Meyerson has ta>en a stand on the unknowability 
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of reality. Reality cannot be known in itself since it 

is always attained at the term of a construct wnich 

154 
comomes identification and sensations. These are 

the plausible propositions of science. That reason should 

154 A. Da^dieu Is t̂ e only author, to our know­
ledge, who would object to this interpretation of plau­
sible proposition as he does not believe that the fusion 
of reason and sensa generates a tertiuii ouid. Cf. ID., 

4 ^ - _ _ > _ — _ — _ — _ _ — _ — — • — _ — — — — » _ — 

"La philosophie d'Emile Meyerson et 1'avenir du ration-
alisme", in Europe, 29, (1932), pp. 640-641. While we 
ag-ree with Dandieu that the opposites are not resolved in 
the sense of terminating the activity - as this would be 
the death of reason, we cannot but think that the dialectic 
generates a tertium quid of reason and reality. That this 
is possible does not imply that equilibrium has been 
attained. The opposites are not resolved by being dis­
solved but their mutual interaction results in the 
production of something new. That is, as Meyei son makes 
abundantly clear, the movement of reason proceeds from 
the thesis of total identification to the antithesis of 
no possible identification (the hopeless irrationality of 
diversity) to the generation of partial identities. This 
is a tertium qu1d because there is no diversity in the 
thesis of identification and no identity in the antithesis 
of diversity. The life of reason goes on this in this 
Tray forever augmenting its stock of identities to the 
mathematical limit of the Parmenidean ideal. The con­
sideration of identification as a tendency, however, 
means that this goal is not realizable in fact as the Life 
of reason is contingent upon the synthesis of identities 
from the opoosites of identification and diversity. This 
is clear from the a priori - a posteriori nature of spatial 
explanation, from the privitive - nescient ignorance of the 
irrationa.ls, fron the ontological - noumenal aspect of 
reality, to list but a few examples of tertium quid re­
quirements in the philosophy of Meyerson. 
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lay claims to ontology while being unable to know things 

as they are in themselves is not only paradoxical but it 

is also indicative that Meyerson's doctrine of explanation 

rests on an inadequate metaphysics. 

It seems to us that Meyerson is caught UP within 

the d_ilemma of the cogito. Having secured his defense of 

ontology from the side of reason rather than from the side 

of things, that is, because he confuses the term for the 

process of knowledge, the epistemologlcal paradox was 

destined to appear. Once enclosed within the cogito, 

reason could only conceive of the real as either an 

extension of spatial reasoning, in xihich case solipsism 

was inevitable, or confess to a fundamental inability to 

penetrate it, which is positivism and the place where 

Meyerson ultimately comes to rest. His decision to fuse 

both extremes in plausible propositions is not acceptable, 

as the permanei ce-change aspect of plausible propositions 

means that the real is a compound of rationality and 

irrationality. In short, the real will be amenable to the 

Meyersonian concept inasmuch as it is hypostatic as to its 

existence and noumenal as to its essence. The study of 

the origin, nature and function of the Meyersonian concept 

along with the analysis of the nature which the real must 
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possess in order to be amenable to this concept will 

confirm this. It is the subject of our next inquiry. 
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CHAPT_„ IV 

Praenota 

The concept in the Philosophy of Meyerson results 

from a fusion of the causal form with sensations. The 

action of causality on sensations is immediate and in­

voluntary. Reason will spontaneously hypostatize whatever 

is presented to it. This primordial activity along with 

the manipulations of reason which are consequent to it 

constitute what Meyerson considers to be an indubitable 

proof that reason is ontological. The concent olays the 

key role in this affirmation. Its importance cannot be 

overplayed as it ultimately leads Meyerson to the 

epistemologlcal paradox. Thus it is fitting to devote 

the whole of this chapter to it. 

This chapter is subdivided into 5 sections. The 

first section is a study of the origin of concepts in 

the philosophy of Meyerson. Sections 2 a.nd 3 probe into 

the nature and function which our author ascribes to 

concepts, while section 4 studies the character x«rhich 

reality must possess in order to be amenable to it. The 

last division of the chapter is a critical evalution of 

the origin, nature and function of concepts as related to 

the concept matter. Our objective here is to determine 
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the degree of reference, if any, between the concept and 

the real. it seems to us thft Meyerson continues in the 

rationalist tradition of substituting the term for the 

process of knowledge. 

It is not always preferable to treat separately 

what in the philosophy of Meyerson forms a unit such as 

the origin and function of concepts, or the relation of 

concepts to the concept matter; nor is it always possible 

to reserve criticisms for the last but inasmuch as possible 

we have sought to do so. The advantage of this approach, 

it seems to us, is that it makes for greater clarity in a 

subject where Meyerson is unfortunately obscure. 

I. The Origin of Concepts 

A. Meyerson's Doctrine of Concept Formation 

Is Obscure 

Meyerson scives us no clear understanding of hox*T 

concepts are formed. This is lam>entable since the 

Meyersonian concent nonetheless plays the central role in 

1 Cf. E.S. , p. 155. Cf. ̂ also T.R. MELLi, Explanation 
and Reality in the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, c. 76. 
Cf. also G. BOaS, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, p. 2, footnote, 3. 
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the refutation of positivistic epistemology fo^ it is 

made to evince the untiring concern o-f science for ontology. 

What Meyerson takes to be the concert is a result of the 

interaction between the causal postulate and sensa. The 

concent is thus the offspring of rigidity and fleetingness. 

It is ri^id inasmuch as it represents our sheer inability 

to tolerate the subjectivity of sensations and fleeting 

inasmuch as it arises out of sensations. The union of the 

two is a prerequisite to the formation of concepts for on 

the one hand, without the stimulus of sense data the 

knowing activity won 1d not take nlace, while without the 

rational imperative of identification there could be no 

ontology. The process is neither wholly active nor xvholly 

passive hut the concept results as a marriage of activity -

rassivity, of the identity-diversity relation which is 

characteristic of the Meyersonian enterprise. Depending 

on which moment o" the relation we emphasize, Meyerson's 

doctrine of concept for-^tion either bespeaks an empiricism 

or an idealism. Further, neyerson appears to hold 2 doctrines 

on the origin of concepts, the one on the hypostasis of 

sensations and the other on the negative activities of 

reason. In the first case, reason actively transform^ 

passive data into permanent things while in the other, 
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reason prooes real it" in search of identities and discards 

all that Is dissimilar. These accounts of abstraction are 

at odds xtfith one another because whereas the hypostasis of 

sensations is unconscious and spontaneous, the negative 

activity of consciousness is selective and time consuming. 

•-."everson* s theory of abstraction is further 

obscured by the role which memory and the state of 

potentiality are made to olay in it. Memory is important 

since without it, the stream of consciousness which 

bergson speaks about, is reducible to discontinuous sense 

data aid science is no longer ontological. The state of 

potentiality is equally important to concept formation 

since without it, the very existence of reality is called 

into doubt. In fact, Meyerson holds reality to be but 

an occasion for sensation; it is an explanation for the 

existence of sensations in the absence of sensations. 

It is not clear that concepts arise from a hypostasis of 

sensations and a weeding out of differences; nor that reality 

is but an occasion for sensing and reme^oering. °ome 

clarifications are in order. 

B. The Hypostasis of Sensations 

Sensations provide a priiitive datum of first rate 

importance for the positivist school of thought. The ideal 

of legality is to accumulate as much sense information as 

reouired by the economy of effort in -passing to immediate 
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action and prevision. Sensations are equally important 

to Meyerson but he does not consider them to be so primitive 

and simple as to require no explanation. On the contrary, 

the unceasing variation of sensations is an irrational 

which stimulates the expLicative effort. 

C'est oarce que nors ne pouvons concevoir 
comment elles font pour charger oue nous supposons qu'-
elles dependent d'une cause plus constante qu'elles, 
cause .me nous sommes des lors obliges de placer en 
dehors de notre conscience. Cet oojet est done tout 
d'abord un ensemble de sensations projetees en dehors 
du moi, hypostasiees.? 

The occurrence of a sensation is an exercise in ontology 

for it immediately triggers a structure of mind which 

instinctively searches for the cause of the sensation. It 

is supposed that the fleetingness and subjectivity of 

sensations stimulates reason to search for something more 

constant, that is, for a cause which does not depend on 

consciousness. The response of reason to the stimulus of 

sense data is involuntary, as the rational 0r3.au or receptor 

of sense stimuli is explicative oy nature. Reason cannot 

3 
not identify. 

2 D.R., p. 17. 

3. Cf. Infra., ch. 2. 

http://0r3.au
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The procedure of unconscious reasoning which we 
here suppose would then be the following. I have had 
a mixture of sensations (...) I know that these 
sensations may come back; consequently, to satisfy my 
causal tendency, I suppose that these sensations exist 
during the interval. Now since, by hypothesis, they 
do not exist within me, they must exist somewhere else; 
there must be, therefore, a "somewhere else," a non-
ego, a world exterior to my consciousness. 

The leap of reason from multiplicity to identity 

at this time is spontaneous. The concept of a non-ego 

originates at the instant of the hypostatizing activity of 

reason. Its inception can be Likened to the product of a 

reflex act. Reason cannot tolerate diversity. The hypo­

stasis of sensations corresponds to a natural, unconscious 

activity of reason to posit identities wherever it discovers 

diversities. Reality is not affirmed at the result of a 

spontaneous judgment but is arrived at reflexively, that 

5 
is, at the term of an activity of reason. Admittedly the 
hypostasis of sensations is unconscious but this does not 

4 I.R., p. 360. 

5 It is something totally different to affirm along 
with I aritain that the operations of simple apprehension 
and judgment follow simultaneously than it is to affirm with 
Meyerson that the concept object arises spontaneously, for 
while the latter precludes an intentional union, the former 
is founded upon it. The intentionality of knowldge is a 
prerequisite to the knowing activity-immateriality is at 
the root of knowledge. The operation of concept formation 
implies first of all a literal stretching out of oneself 
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change anything since Meyerson holds identification to 

be the essence of the rational operation. To reason is 

for him to identify. Thus what he takes to be the con­

cept object results at the term of a discursive activity 

of reason. There is no primitive, precognitional in­

tentional union of knower and object here but the con­

ceptual similitude is spontaneously made the object of a 

mental act. What Meyerson affirms to be the origin of 

empirical concepts is the idea, since it results at the 

(5 Con't) in order to oecome the other - not as 
matter has form, but immaterially. Simultaneously with be­
coming the other, the mind pronounces its existential 
judgment on the be-ing of the other. What Meyerson takes 
to be the concept object, on the other hand, orecludes 
the representative capacity of species for it makes of 
the intelligible union a spontaneous quod. The world of 
familiar objects which Meyerson would have us see upon 
awakening each morning is heavily weighted with inter­
pretation. The principal source of difficulty in this 
philosophy is that it does not distinguish between the 
process of knowledge and its term. Our author, however, 
would disagree with our interpretation for he holds that 
the hypostasis of sensations (wherefrom empirical concepts 
are formed) is not the fruit of an activity of reason. 
"Qu'elle n'est pas (...) L'effet de 1'argumentation et du 
raisonnement". C.P. , P. 124. Elsewhere hox̂ ever, he admits 
of a certain analogy between both processes. Cf. Ibid., 
p. 356 and E.S., pr>. 572-573 out his distinctions are un­
clear. Admittedly the hypostasis of sensations is wholly 
unconscious but we fail to see how it can be otherwise 
distinguished from the term of knowledge, that is, from 
the production of a metaphysical concept since both are 
the product of the same identifying te dency of reason. 
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term (quod) of an activity. In short, whatever is trans­

muted through a hypostasis is already a quod because 

reason is geared a priori to look upon the real in a way 

other than it appears to the senses. 

L'objet (the emnirical concept) n'est ve'ritable-
ment qu'un groupe de sensations, oue nous avons liees 
de maniere plus ou moins opportune et que nous avons 
ensuite projetees au dehors d.ans le non-moi. Mais 
la. encore nous avons ajoute la permanence. 

The term which Meyerson reserves for this activity is common 

7 

sense.' 

C. Common Sense is an Ontology 

Common sense is the process of hypostatizing 

sensations as much as possible as thev are and of making 
Q 

them undergo "the minimum of transformation." It occupies 

a central role in Meyerson's refutation of positivistic 

epistemology for it constitutes the starting point of 
9 science. The distinguishing marks of common sense is that 

it is ontological and that it is he ogeneous. As an 

6 a.P., p. 15. 

7 Meyerson also uses the term perception to denote 
common sense. Cf., Essais, p. 170. 

8 I.R., p. 363. 

9 Cf. D.R. , T). 302. Of. also C.P., P. 356 and 
Essais, vv> 170-186. 
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ontology, common sense tra sforms the fleetingness of 

sensations into permanence. In short what we see upon 

awakening each morninj are not colors but colored objects, 

what we hear are not sounds but sounding things. Given 

a se-sation we immediately transform it into an empirical 

concent which becomes the cause of the sensation. 

Ce retour est manifestenent instantan^e, et 11 
est aise de comprendre nourquoi il faut qu'il en 
soit ainsi. L'ontologie eutiere du sens commun, une 
fois constitue et nous savons tous qu'elle se trouve 
dans cet etat, entierement achevee, des ou'en ouvrant 
les yeux ou en etendant la main nous commen§ons a 
nercevoir - facilite manifestemert de raaniere 
rnerveil Leuse nos rapports avec les choses.^0 

The conceots of common sense are empirical because they 

arise out of sensations and ontological because the a 

priori transplants permanence into ther_. Thus, 1 eyerson 

can argue that the attempt to limit the study of phenomena 

to their relations is Illusory, as the appearance of a 

sensation spontaneously triggers an investigation into its-

cause. 

Le positivisme pretend qu'un objet, pour la 
science, n'est au'u.n ensemble de rapports. C'est a 
tort, car la science, d'accord, avec Le sens commun, 
suppose bien one ces ranrorts se rattachent a un 

10 Sssais, P. 183. 
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support, elle affirme 1'existence du suostrat." 

The horoog-eneitv 0f common se^se, on the other hand, means 

that men will generally recognize the sa^e reality as bein™-

the cause of their sensations. Meyerson assumes that the 

process of hypostasis is the sa^e for all. 'J 

Common sense is not only a l_Lief in the existence 

of an object at the actual time of a sensation but also 

during the intervals when no corresponding sensations 

occur. Thus I can recall for examrle the tovi of Port 

Cartier .-nd although I a.j; not there at the moment I am 

nonetheless convinced that it exists. The existence of 

objects in the absence of sensations says Meyerson, can 

only be explained by having recourse to memory, to 

imagination, and to some surrogate of identity such as the 

11 Ibid., p. 191. 

12 Cf. I. h. , p. 380. 

13 Meyerson also supposes the animal capable of 
forming concents by an app'l ication of the same process of 
hypostasis. Cf. Essais, pp. 8-9. The intellects of man 
and the animal are similar in this r-espect but differ in 
that while qualitative knowledge satisfies the "intellect" 
of animals, it does not satisfy the intellect of man. In 
short, both man and the ani rials form empirical concents while 
man alone enjoys metaphysical concepts. 
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^t^te of potentiality. Memory, first of all, plays a 

very important role in the formation of concents.1 Our 

author is of the opinion thm-t the hypostasis of sen­

sations stripped from all that memory brills to it would 

in effect reduce the flow of sensations (Bergson's stream 

of consciousness) to discontinuous states. Thus the 

ontology of common sense does not consist merely in the 

hypostasis of an actual sensation but of all that is 

stored in memory and the imagination and that is related 

to the stimulus. This means in effect that ne are con­

vinced of the existence of all that can be recalled or 

imagined not only at the moment of a sensation but also 

15 
in the absence of the sensation. 

Un 00jet n'est pas l'bypotase de la sensation, 
tactile, olfacurice etc. momentanee, il est celle 
de 1'ensemble des sensations de toutes sortes que 
je 'iie rappelle avoir eorouvees (...) ou que j'ir^gine 
avoir eprouvees.L° 

14 Cf. I.R., pp. ^54-360. 

15 To my knowledge 1- eyerson provides no criterion 
of truth whereby we could distinguish a bein^ o^ reason from 
a real being. Strictly speaking hi^ philosophy is not con­
cerned with this distinction, excepting what appears to be a 
rrae-catic criterion of truth, namely that we have reasoned 
correctly if nature cehaves in conformity x\rith the manner 
demanded by the relation of concepts. 

16 P.R., p. 17. 
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This is an interesting affirmation. It adds additional 

support to our belief that Meyerson substitutes the term 

for the process of knowledge. Our reasoning in this 

instance is as follows: The function which "eyerson 

ascribes to memory does not only figure in the production 

of empirical concepts but also in the formation of 

necessary relations. The proof of this lies in Meyerson's 

affirmation that the delineation of nemory results in the 

destruction of the logical relation, that is, in the re­

duction of the stream of consciousness to discontinuous 

data. In other terms, the outcome of Meyerson's doctrine 

of concept formation is that it pertains to concepts qua 

metaphysical to transform empirical successions into 

logical relations nrhile the omission of memory will negate 

this effect of abstractive reason. Mot only does Meyerson 

fall to distinguish between sense memorv and intellectual 

memory but his fusion of both into elements which are at 

once rational and empirical, renders any clear cut dis­

tinction Detween the term and the process of knowledge 

dubious. 'What parades before re-son from the moment of 

concent formation to the moment of concept insertion into 

the real is a hyorid of data which is perpetually 

(dialectically) empirico-rational. 
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The supposition that the memory of sensations is 

hypostatized as well as the actual sensation leads Meyerson 

to recognize that reality must be in some respect nothing 

more than a possibility of sensations. In fact, since 

the actual sensation is but little in comparison to the 

stock of sensations which we experience In a life time, 

reality is seen to be primarily a conglomeration of 

possible sensations. Further, how else, Meyerson asks, 

can we explain the appearance and disappearance of 

sensations? Since sensations do not exist in us during 

their absence, the postulate of identity in time demands 

that they exist elsewhere. "II est, en effet, manifeste 

nu 'aucune hypotase n ' e s t conceva"fle, s i nous n ' adme t tons l a 

possibilite d'une existence en puissance." ' The state 

of potentiality enables Meyerson to affirm the existence 

of a sensation in the absence of a sensation. The most 

logical and the most complete formula of the hypostasis of 

sensations would be to suppose that things themselves 
18 " 

experience sensations. 

Or ceci, exorime dans le langage de tout le monde, 
implique evidemment la croyance que nos sensations, 

17 E.S., p. 332. 

18 Cf. I.R., p. 36I. 
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en tant que telles, peuvent se promener (si l'on 
ose dire) au dehors. C'est bien la. ce que suppose 
le sens commun. " 

The affirmation that reality exists in the absence of a 

sensation, that is, as a possibility of sensation, leads 

us to affirm the existence of a sensation in the absence 

of a sensation. Yet it is necessary to so conceive of 

reality. Nor is the contradiction appalling to explanat­

ory reason for, on the contrary, the state of potentiality 

is an artifice which reason is relieved to find because 

it is promissory of identities. It is used wherever 

identity is manifestly lacking and is required most. 

"La ou la tache d'egaler I'antecedent et le consequent 

apparait comme trop ardue, 1'intellect humain a forge un 

concept special pour suppleer - celul de l'etat de puis-

20 sance." The state of potentiality enables reason to 

function where it Trould otherwise meet an irrational "si 

l'on n'a.vait recours au concept de puissance on fera.it 

19 R.D., p. 16. 

20 E.S., p. 321. 

http://fera.it
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oeuvre fort ennuyeuse."21 The contradiction of actuality 

and potentiality is in effect an instance of the anti­

nomies which reason requires in order to operate. The 

Meyersonian reason is not only paradoxical but the flow 

of reason requires contradictories in order to operate. 

Thus the distinction between the states of actuality and 

potentiality is at once irreconciliable and necessary. 

It Is irreconciliable because it is absurd to postulate 

the existence of that which does not manifest itself, 

while it is necessary because reason must attain identities 

at all costs "le concept de puissance (...) n'est que le 

22 bouch-trou de celui d*identite." 

Surprisingly enough, Meyerson believes that he is 

23 
defending the view of naive realism. He is firmly 
convinced that objects exist independently of sensations 

24 
and. that knowledge begins in experience. In effect the 
rational apparatus is to be regarded as a defense mechanism 

P- 471 

21 Ibid., p. 329. 

22 Ibid., p. 327. 

23 Cf. R.D., p. 17. Cf. also C.P., p. 362, and 

24 Cf. C.P., p. 580. 
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of sorts against fugitive sensations. Without the stimulus 

25 of the serses, the knowing activity could not take place. J 

Given a sense datum however, the intellect spontaneously 

transforms it into a permanent concept. What we experience 

upon awakenino- each morning are objects."" But what is 

the relation between sensations, perceptions and reality? 

The existence of reality must obviously precede the 

perceptions to which it gives rise. However, since the 

origin of empirical concepts is entirely unconscious, the 

awareness of sensations, as of the reality which gives 

rise to a sensation, is the result of a deduction. 

Par quelle voie le concept d'un reel independant 
du moi se cree-t-il en nous? II nait, cela est 
evident, instantenement et integralement, dans le 
sens commun. Des que j'ouvre les yeux le matin, 
des que je remue la main, je PJIRCOIS (italics are 
mine) , et ce terme meme explique oue mes orgar.es 
de sens m'apparaissent comme ne jouant qu'un role 
purement passif, comme recevant des impressions 
?enant du dehors, d'un reel preexistant a La 
sensation. Ce n'est que par une analyse ardue que 
j'arrive, a comprendre que la sensation primitive, 
la DONNEE IMMETOM'TE (italics are mine) de la 
conscience, avait un carsctere tout autre, et que le 
monde des objgts constitue une elaboration 
posterieure. 

25 Cf. Ibid., p. 104. Cf. also P.R., p. 142. 

26 Cf. Essais, p. L4. 

27 R.D., p. 12. 

http://orgar.es
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This is a clear admission to a rationalism. Meyerson does 

not affirm reality to be presented directly to consciousness 

in perception but to be attained at the term of a de-

o _. 28 

duction. Sensation constitutes a data of first rate 

importance. It enables Meyerson to deduce the existence 

of the real. Further, "we perhaps even create the out-
29 side wherein to lodge them." It also follows that 

reality cannot be known as it is in itself. 

D. The Elimination of Diversity 

The second phase of the Meyersonian doctrine of 

concept formation consists in the identification of concepts 

which the hypostasis of sensations has produced. The two 

differ in this that whereas the first results from a 

spontaneous and unconscious reaction of reason to the 

fugitiveness of sensations, the second is a voluntary 

manipulation of concepts. Since the operations of the 

Meyersonian reason all make use of identification, the 

distinction can be put more simply as th^t of passivity 

in the first movement and activity in the second. Yet 

28 Cf. I.R., pp. 306, pp. 361-362, p. 387 and E.S., 
vv. 573-576. 

29 I.R., p. 377. 
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this distinction is itself in need of clarification less 

misinterpretations should occur. The l« eyersonian structure 

of identification is never passive in se but is passive 

with respect to the primacy of sensations. Without the 

stimulus of sense data, knowledge could not take place but 

given the action of bodies on the senses, the mechanism 

of reason is spontaneously put into action. The second 

movement of reason however is not simply that of a response 

to stimulus but is itself an active reading into concents 
30 

m order to further impose the mold of identity on t^em. 

Thus whereas the hypostasis of sensations gives rise to 

the empirical concents of common sense, the heart of the 

rational operation consists in the active identification 

of these concents. The empirical concept is made the object 

of intensive investigation as reason probes it in order to 

discover within its folds the sufficient reason of a 

consequent "nous rattachons I'antecedent et le consequent 

par un lien rationnel, en demontrant que le consequent est 
31 

Le consequence necessaire de I'antecedent." In other words, 

30 Cf. E.S. , po. 153-155. 

31 Iold., p. 155. 
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while the first operation of reason T"sns empirical 

concepts, the second operation compares these concepts 

in order to establish metaphysical concepts or logical 

relations of identity th°t will transform the empiric3! 

succession into a necessary relation. The first is 

determined by sensations while the comparison of essences 

is directed by reason. Je are at the heart of "la 

deduction mathematique" ^nd of the movement of reason 

from identities to diversities and to increasingly 

penetrating identities. Also, since deductive reasoning 

operates on concents that obtain from the hypostasis of 

sensations, the a priori - a posteriori character of knox-r-

ledge is in evidence. The error of rational mechanics is 

to overlook the fact of reality's recalcitrance, namely 

th^t certain data (the known irrationals) do not lend 

themselves to hypostasis. The error of systems of o-lobal 

deductions, on the other hand, (such as with Descartes 

and Hegel) is to believe that the a posteriori can be 

deduced from rational principles alone. Thus the 

Meyersonian noetic affixes a primordial role to the 

hypostasis of sensations, not only in the sense of pro­

viding reason with concents on which to operate, but also 

in thft it cannot oe neglected, as is proposed by the 
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systems of global deductions. Further, it affixes equal 

importance to the active manipulations of reason and since 

these identifications are necessarely consequent to the 

formation of empirica.1 concents, it warn° against the 

abuses of rational mechanics. On the whole however, 

Meyerson's observations are not meant in a normative sense 

but as an illustration of the Interdependence and mutual 

tempering of sensa and rationality in the origin of concents. 

The propositions of science are all said to be plausible 

in this way. This aspect of it is important. The character 

of plausibility marks the point of transition from the 

situation of the cogito to the epistemologlcal paradox in 

the philosophy of Meyerson. 

The first movement of reason gives rise to a concent 

which I eyerson affirms to be ontological that is, as real 

as the reality which it explains namely, the cause of the 

sensations. Because the second movement of reason operates 

on concepts according to a schema of conscious identi­

fications, it follows that the identities which reason 

discerns therein are homogeneous to empirical concepts. 
_ _ — — m m • M « f n 11— in — • — i ••• • in 

Reason cannot replace a concept by one that is heterogeneous 

to it. The selective products of comparative reason 

according to Meyerson, are as ontological as those they 

are called on to displace. Thus there is a fundamental 
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continuity between common sense and science. The con­

structs of science (electrons, atoms, etc..) are as 

real as the ontology of common sense. In other words, 

the fruits of discriminative reason bear a reference to 

real things. But extraments.1 reality is diverse. On 

what basis do we predicate unity from snch multiplicity? 

The most successful forte of reason is the method of 

analogy. It enables the intellect to retain identities 

32 
while abstracting from differences. "C'est par cette vo 

uniquement que nous cherchons a saisir veritablement, c'es 

33 a. dire, a. nous expliquer le reel."^^ The movement of 

reason utilizes analogy of a particular sort. "Car elle 

n'est point saisie par 1'intellect, mais tout au contraire 

liiPOSEE par lui a. des concepts qui, a premiere vue, 

v v i34 

paraissent eutierement rebelles a un tel traitement. 

To wit, the use of imaginary numbers. The fundamental 

32 Cf. E.S., pp. 615-620. Analogical reasoning 
is regarded by ueyerson as being a successful method for 
obtaining identities where they are manifestly lacking. 

33 Ibid., p. 618. 

34 C.P., p. 406. Italics Added. 

http://iiiPOSTATIC-HY-.is.ID
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interaction-^ and continuity between the data of common 

sense and the conscious constructs of reason forces us to 

look on imaginary numbers as though they x*jere real. "Si 

l'on introduit des imaginaires, c'est pour les faire 

eVoluer, sous certains rapports, comme des grandeurs 

reelles."-5 The process of identifications whereby 

Meyerson uses of analogy is negative. It consists in the 

ignoring of differences for the sake of residual identities. 

...le schema fondamental lui-mlme est caraterise 
pr^cisement par un summum de simplicite.' Ce QU'IL 
POSTULE, EM EPFET, CE ]\»_ST MEMEPiAS UN COWTEJ-U AFFIRM-
ATIF, (italics are mine) mais plut6t quelque chose de 
purement negatif: II proclame 1* incapa.cite de la 
raison a. comprendre le divers.. 3° 

35 The float of reason from sensations to the 
comparison of concepts is one of rapid and continuous 
deductions and inductions. Meyerson quite naturally 
assumes the activity of unconscious reasoning (hypostasis) 
to be similar to the activity of discriminative reason 
(the comparison of concepts) Cf. E.S., p. 620. 

36 C.P., p. 409. 

37 Cf. Ibid., p. 56 and T.R. KELLY, Explanation 
and Reality in the Philosophy of _mile Meyerson, p. 23. 

38 wis sals, p. 9. 
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The most striking feature of this doctrine is 

Meyerson's insistence that identities result from the 

imposition of the a priori mold of identification on 

diversity; first through a hypostasis of sensations and 

second through the eliminative (analogical) schema of 

conscious identifications. The same process is maintained 

throughout. It is this a.snect of the problem that leads 

us to believe that Meyerson confuses the term for the 

process of knox\rledge, as there is no distinction between 

the origin of empirical concepts and the origin of meta­

physical concepts in this respect. 

II. The Mature of Concepts 

Our investigation into the origin of concepts has 

revealed a twofold operation of reason on the data of 

sensation; the first (unconscious) transforms sense data 

into concrete concepts and the second, being the nucleus 

of the rational activity, manipulates concents in order to 

discover in them relations of logical necessity. 

II reste done nue L'operation logique soit La 
traduction, dans La pensee, d'une operation, d'un 
acte reel, ayant nour points^de depart, pour suo-
strats, w0i\oPAS DES OBJETS HEELE, I-IAIS Di,b CONCEPTS, 
D^o IDLES.Jy 

39 C.P., p. 3^9. Italics Added. 
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That Meyerson should take the idea to provide the starting 

point of the knowing activity is a direct consequence of 

the plausible character which he ascribes to propositions. 

Knowledge is the result of a mixture of a priori and a 

posteriori. Thus reality remains in itself forever in­

accessible. What is first knoxcn is the product of the 

interaction between the causal postulate and the data of 

sensations namely, the term of a spontaneous and unconscious 

hyrostasis of sensations. Meyerson can provide no other 

starting point for having set before himself the task of 

fusing the identity-diversity couplet, reality remains 

forever estranged from the grasp of abstractive reason. 

The concept in the philosophy of our author represents the 

idea of reality as a persistent residuum along-with-

differences. What Meyerson takes to be the concept is in 

effect a structured datum, an idea. 

A. The Ontologica.1 Status of the Concept 

The quote which x*re cited above is illuminating, as 

Meyerson is seen to use the terms concept and idea synony­

mously. At a first glance this seems to result from his 
40 

desire to remain neutral in matters of epistemology. As 

40 The remarks which our author addresses to 
I. Meyerson offer furt'ier confirmation of this disinterest. 
Cf. C.P., P. 122, footnote 27, C.P., p. 793- Cf. also Ibid., 
p. 36~I 
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we saw earlier, his work is an investigation of the 

psychology of scientific reasoning. He Is not concerned 

with the epistemology itfhich underlies philosophic dis-

sentions but with the ontological preoccupation of scientific 

thought. Further, the words concept and idea as they are 

commonly used by him are also understood to be neutral in 

41 resnect to metaphysical systems. "Incapable de fixer son 

cnoix entre Les systemes, la science tout en ne pouvant se 

passer de metaphysique, se trouve cependant au fond...comme 

42 
dans un etat d'indifference." Meyerson's work is not 

intended to justify a metaphysical system. Yet his concern 

xtfith positivistic epistemology means that he must pronounce 

himself on the ontological status of concents. This is a 

difficuLt matter for Meyerson to do. The epistemologlcal 

paradox means that on the one hand the concept must represent 

the nerdurability of something external to the cogi to. 

While on the other hand, the concept results because reality 

41 Cf. C. JSTERLUMG, Reason, Snace and Reality in 
the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, P. 37 footnote 2. "Thus 
it is left open whether the concept of external reality 
represents an idea of reason or a concrete reality existing 
independently of reason" Cf. also E.S., p. 12 and C.P., 
p. 716. 

42 E____, p. 556. 
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is not in se perdurable (the irrationality of diversity). 

Meyerson is caught up within this dilemma "because he con­

fuses the idea of perduraoility for the being of reality. 

He consequently makes the claim of knowledge dubious, .as 

what parades oefore reason is not the being of extramental 

reality out the mental contents of perdurability-along-with-

differences. Unless a concept functions in a representative 

capacity reason will not oe ontological. There will be 

no reference within the concept to the real since nothing 

in the nature of concepts will corre^oond to the nature of 

the real. Thus neyerson's inability to decide the issue 

of the ontological status of sensations and of concents 

in particular, is more than the expression of a desire for 

neutrality in these matters. It evinces the fundamental 

inaoility of science to solve metaphysical problems. Al­

though science is metaphysically neutral, thot is, it can­

not pronounce itself on a data which is not its own, it 

does not follow that it can dispense with all philosophy, 

or for that matter that it should hone to become the per­

fect philosophy - which is the sane t^ing. 

...en un sens general toute philosonhie et, en 
particulier, to^te metanhvsioue sont necessairement 
philosophie de la nature. Car philosophie veut, nous 
serahle-t-il, dire pssentiellement accord, et ce que 
cierch© Le ohilosophe, c'est done a 4taMlier un accord 
entre ^es pense'es d'abord et entre ses oeis^es et ses 
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sensations ensuite: Ce que faisant, il ne peut 
suopleer a son savoir insufflsant que par des 
suppositions, des hypotheses sur 1'essence du reel, 
e'est-a-dire entre dans le define de la philosophie 
de La nature. _'C LE PHYoICIn i h PJUT, Br, uCi, CUIE', 
<L_ PnOC_LER DE EhM,.* 3 

Mever^on's failure to destinguish between empiriometric and 

philosophical explanation means that he conceives of ex­

planation in one way only, in nely, in terms of mathe­

matical bein's of reason. -jut to eliminate the philosophy 

of nature is to invalidate t'-e metaphysical enterprise 

oecause metaphysics is in contact with reality through the 

philosophy of nature. 

without a philosophy of nature which is sur-
ordinate to the natural sciences and subordinate to 
metaphysics and which preserves the contact between 
phi 1 osoahica"1 thought ^nd the un^ven^e o ̂  the 
sciences, mpt^ph °ics h-s no co - tr ct with thm_c 
and c°n only fall Putilelv bac: upon the '-rowing 
or willing mind itself. ^ 

The objects of mathematics exist o^Ly in the -nind. T'eyerson 

is > ond up xffithin •'"his cogito and he cannot nronounce hi i-

sel" on the travsient nature of concepts. Admittedly, 

k3 Essai s, p. 60. Italics added. 

kk J. iii-Liii'AJ JV , The Philosophy o" M-t^re, p. 122. 
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the Meyersonian conceal is desirous of ontology, t'u-t is, 

since it arises from the hypostasis of seisa it 1=- a 

search for the cause of sensations but having taken the nuod 

of identification to be the quo of reality it is unable to 

fulfill this amoition. Thus having confused the idea and 

the concept beyerson has unwittingly taken a stand on the 

unknowability of reality. The character of plausibility 

of which all scientific propositions are imbued offers a 

direct confirmation of this. eyerson's inability to decide 

the issue of the ontological status of concents Leads 

directly to it. Thus the enistemolo^ical paradox is a si^n 

of something far "'ore serious, n j nely of an inadequate meta­

physics. !Veyerson requires that the concept function 

ontologicalLy, that is, th t it be realistic but does so 

by making the real of tv-e idea. Thus the concept is at 

once of the real and of the idea. The contradictory nature 

of a concent w' ich is at once the neal and not tie real is 

a. perpetual source of difficulty in th»s philosophy. The 

investigation of plausioility from the side of the a priori 

underlies the movement of convergence and reason dissolves 

its obiect into non-being, while the consideration of 

olausibility -with the emphasis placed on empirical data 

means th-t reason cannot penetrate its object. i eyerson's 

position involves t'-'e contradictory supposition of a concert 
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th;. t is at once a quo and a ouod; a compositive mixture of 

£ priori and a posteriori elements. In ot'̂ er terms, the 

conceit must be a quo in order to evince the ontological 

structure of reason - the refutation of positivistic 

epistemology depends on It, but when all is said and done 

there is no reference within explanation to the real 

because the representative function of concents is denied 

as it is the idea of perdurebility which creates the real. 

Thus the real is not attained by way of an intentional union 

but by turning within the self and making of the quo a 

direct object of intellectual examination. Since the nature 

of concepts which Meyerson envisages is partly empirical 

and partly rational it is overloaded. The Meyersonian 

concept could never represent the real because tertium 

quid unions always render knowledge of the component parts 

impossible. The real can never be attained as it is in 

itself. 

III. The Function of Concents 

A. La coherence des attributs 

The coherence of attributes refers to the intrinsic 

structure "la structure finreuse"^5 0r reality, that is, 

45 Meyerson borrows the expression from Lord Balfour. 
Cf., C.P., p. 138. 
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to the ciment which unites subject and predicate or 

honds attributes into a subject. The coherence of 

attributes in an essence expresses the view that the 

properties of a substance are determined by the structure 

and thus that they can be identified with the essence. 

In short, Meyerson holds that there is identity betx̂ een 

the inner nature of bodies and the ultimate arrangement 

of the particles; a view which quantitative analysis 

readily promotes. Thus the concept (le genre) results 

from the elimination of those attributes of bodies which 

are not coherent that is, whi^h do not appear to go to-

46 
gether. "La raison suppose qu'un attribut, tout en ne 
cessant nas d'etre esseutiel, est nourtant moins es^entiel 

•47 nu'un autre.." Whatever remains is absolutely essential 

and is identified with the general concent. All members 

of tne same class xtfill exhibit the same essential properties 

46 The elimination of secondary characteristics 
in the formation of concepts and scientific lax»rs is also 
used by Meyerson to defend the view that science is not 
geared exclusively to prevision for inasmuch as action is 
concerned, it is secondary characteristics which import the 
nost. Cf. C.P., pp. 416-418. 

47 Ibid., p. 291. 
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and all other differences can be called accidental.48 Actual 

thinking always progresses according to comprehension, as 

it is a natural disposition of reason to seek to reveal the 

subject as contained in the predicate. But in exposition 

49 
the form of extension is used. 

Since reason is incorrigibly metaphysical, genres 

are in turn hypostaslzed and treated as suostances, that 

is, as carriers of attributes. "A GEMRE (italics are mine) 

accordinsly stands for î  eyerson for a concept that Is 

perfectly general ~ret, so far as the psychology of scientific 

thinking is concerned, regarded always in a realistic way."' 

The extrication of concerts by the identificatory structure 

of reason arm1 their reintroduc tion into the real enables 

i-ieyerson to convert the flox* of sensations into necessary 
51 

reiations. Concepts are manipulated by selective reason 

48 What scientists take to be the essence of solium, 
for example, consists in the description of the distribution 
of electrons about t'->e sodium atom. This arrangement explains 
the properties 0f sodium. At first the shape of sodium 
might also have been thought to be an essential characteric,ti c 
-iut after having examined a sufficient number of niecec, 
each Ttfith differing shapes, x̂e come to the realization that 
shape is an accidental property and it is discarded. 

49 Cf. Infra., ch. 5. 

50 J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 50. 

51 Recalling for a moment tn-t the structure of 
identification is ma~e to attain the ersence of things by 
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as though they were real things. Thus the concept 

functions above all as a TRANSMUTER of fugitive sensations 

into logical sequences. In other words all propositions 

formulating relations of experience are necessary inas­

much as they express the existence of a genre and of the 

coherence of attributes in it. "C'est 1'idee qui constitue 

1'element fourni par 1'esprit qui doit §tre combine avec 

la sensation pour produire la connaissance, et, s'il n'y 
CO 

avait pas de genre, tout savoir serait impossible."^ 

B. The Convergence of Concepts and neality 

The identification of the concepts of perception 

presupposes in order to be fruitful, (not only of ex­

planations but also of predictions), that the structure 

of reality and the structure of identified concepts are 

the sa^e, or at least partially so. 
L*esprit raisonnant sur le reel est oblige de le 

supposer rationnel et iue, des lors, 1'aspect sous 
lequel il considere de preference une proposition 
est au fond celui de la coherence des attributs et 
par consequent celui de la comprehension.53 

(51 Con't) converting change into steadfastness, 
Cf. C.P., p. 614, it is not surprising to hear Meyerson say 
that the explanation of becoming is rooted in the insertion 
of permanence. Further, reason does not seek to reconciliate 
the paradox (that permanence should be used to explain 
becoming) but floats from one to the other, taking its data 
from flow and its necessity from permanence. 

52 C.P., p. 37. 

53 Ibid., p. 231. 
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Unless we suppose that reality conforms, in some measure 

at least, to the ways of reason, the knowing enterprise 

will not take place. The assumption "que les lois 

formelles de la pensee ont une valuer non seulement sub­

jective, mais encore objective,"-5 leads Meye-son to two 

55 considerations; first, that the real is created by reason 

and second, that whatever reason creates is ontological. 

The structure of reason is such that x\rhatever it manipulates 
56 

immediately assumes an ontological character. 

La foi en 1'accord entre la raison et la nature 
constituent ainsi la presupposition d'ou. L'on part, 
11 n'est que naturel que l'on traduise immediatement 
toute observation relative a 1'essence de la pensee en 
affirmation concernant la nature des chose.51 

to 

Thus the most pressing task of philosophy (science)-5 is to 

54 Ibid., p. 51. 

55 The concept of an objective real results from 
the hypostasis of sensations. Thus what is first given as 
subjective is instantaneously made objective that is, made 
to be real as a result of the activity of reason 

56 Cf. Essais, pp. 67-69. 

51 Ibid., p. 69. 

58 The function of philosophy (including the 
philosophy of nature and metaphysics which Meyerson does 
not distinguish) is generally understood by him to consist 
in the analysis of the adequatio betx-reen reason and reality 
"la propension vers ce aue nous avons qualifie de philosophie 
de la nature en son sens large n'est autre chose que la 
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delineate the degree of conformity between reason and 

reality. The convergence of reason and reality is not a 

(58 Con't) manifestation tangible de la tendance 
generate qui domine 1'esprit humain en ses rapports avec 
le reel, a. savoir la tendance a croire a la rationalite 
de ce reel" Essais, p. 6l. The scientist is generally 
unacquainted with the process he is applying and con­
sequently 111 equipped to fix the limits of reasoning. 
Thus there is need of a special discipline which will de­
lineate the philosophy of nature from the philosophy of 
mind (Meyerson's terminology, Cf. Ibid., pp. 59-105), that 
is, distinguish the a priori from the a posteriori and 
determine what in knowledge is owing to the one and. x»rhat 
obtains from the other. However, Meyerson also attributes 
this task to the scientist, as we saw in our study of the 
irrationals. Cf. also C.P., p. 697. Further, the domain 
which is supposedly ascribed to philosophy is seen to 
recede each time progress is made in the physical sciences. 
In other words new scientific discoveries lead us to the 
recognition of what had been ascribed to reason as belong­
ing to reality. Cf. H. SEE, Science et philosophie d'apres 
la doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, pp. 89-96. See is of the 
opinion that the 1veyersonian science will not succeed in 
absorbing philosophy because of the residues which science 
is forced to leave behind at each reduction. Thu^ he 
proposes a. defense of Meyerson's distinction but he none­
theless concludes, as does our author, that the domain of 
philosophy (being the residues of science) is constantly 
receding. The relativity space of Kiinstein provides one 
such instance for x»>e are no^ aware that the concept space 
is not a pure a priori form of reason. Cf. Infra. , 3 x 2 B. 
Thus xtfhat Meverson had set as a task of philosophy has in 
effect been accomplished by science. Mot only does Meyerson 
fall to distinguish between the orders of speculative 
knowinc but also he leaves no room for philosophy of any 
sort. The only way in which ue could uphold the coexistence 
of philosophy and science would be to maintain as does 
G. j_r>achelard that the "residues" of science are not on the 
decrease but on the increase. Cf. G-. B'̂ C'-jiL̂ RD, Le 
rationalisme applique, Paris, P.U.J.7., (1949), p. 171. In 
other word?, thnt each new discovery of science confronts 
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reciprocity of the txio in Fold's se^se since reason 

(identification) cannot draw the diverre from itself. It 

is rather a matter of determining where the intelligibility 

of reality stops. In other words, we must deter fire to 

T'hap exter t the order and connection of concerts (ide^s) 

is the same as t >e order and connection of thin s "nous 

avons raisonne juste si Les evenements suivent le cours 

que notre raison avait prevu."-5' In short, Meyerson oe-

lieves tnat the determination of conceptual connexities 
60 

explains the real. 

C. Concents Function as Real Objects 

The metaphysical neutrality of positivistic 

epistemol ocr-v inspires f'e central ô rt of Meyerson's 

doctrine or' concepts. Science is realistic because its 

point of departure is common sens°. Further, the concents 

of science, according: to \eyer°on, are not only empirical 

(58 Con't) us with an increasing multiplicity of 
diversities; a view which Meyerson himself never qaintained. 
j_,achelard' s comments are not intended as a defense of 
jeyerson but rather as a critiqi e of his epistemology. 

59 C.P., p. 13. 

60 Cf. H. OiiiST, "Du chei i n e m e n t de La n e n s ^ e n ? r 
T'. i* iever°on," i n hevue t ^ o - ^ i ^ t e , 1 5 , ( 1 ^ 3 2 ) , n p . ' | ° 6 - 4 3 8 . 
Cf. a l s o C.G. S T J H L I T G , Reason , q p a c e °nd R e a l i t y i n t h e 
P h i l osophy of -.mile T e y e r s o n , p p . 4i i -4 5. 
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but also metaphysical. In short, science does not only 

describe sensations (a metaphysics of laws) but is realistic 

(ontological). "It is for the sake of explanation that 

science seeks things. It can have its laws without them 

but when it asks, as it inevitably does, why the law is so 

and so, it must have things." All explanations are 

explanations of reality. The scientist treats conceptual 

constructs as though they were real things. In brief, 

the atom and the electron, the concept of mass and of force 

st 

„63 

are each treated as a category of the real, "telle est 

aussi 1'essence de tout ce dont nous peuplons ce reel. 

Thus the concept in the philosophy of our author is made 

to function as the direct object of an intellectual operation 

and becomes the very thing known. What is known is not 

reality as it is in itself but as it is the object of a. 

mental act. 

61 G. oOAS, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy 
of Emile Meyerson, pi 80. 

62 Cf. E.S., p. 115. Cf. also R.D., pp. 13-15. 

63 c.p., p. 585. 
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Mous avons, en somme, apres avoir abstreit le 
concept, apres avoir transforme etrangement pour en 
faire une chose ce qui n'est que de notre esprit, 
hypostasis ce concept, replace 1'abstrait dans le 
r^el, feint si l'on veut, qu'il etait reel, afin de 
pouvoir agir sur lui de maniere reelle, observer 
comiment il se comportait dans le reel (...) 1'oojet 
proper de notre savoir scientifique n'est et ne 
peut gtre qu'un genre... 

The concepts of coimon serse are transformed into objects 

and reinserted into the real as explanations of the real, 

that is, uniting under one roof as it does the antecedents 

and consequents of change, the concept according to 

Meyerson, contains within its folds the sufficient reason 

of becoming. 

In summary, the Meyersonian noetic is seen to 

develop as folloî s; 1. The spontaneous and unconscious 

hypostasis of sensations into empirical concepts. 2. The 

formation of metaphysical concepts through the identification 

of empirical concepts. 3. The reinsertion of metaphysical 

concepts into the real. In short, Meyerson explains 

phenomena through the formation of empirical and meta­

physical concepts and the transformation of the latter into 

concrete realities. Necessity is exhibited from the side 

64 Ibid., p. 353. 
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of reason. Diversity is not the source of intelligibility. 

Further, we could not suppose permanence to derive from 

the object rather than from causality, as both common 

sense and the tendency of reason to push its identifications 

to the limit would be unexplained. "La supposition d'un 

facteur ressortissant a. 1' intellectus inse leibni^ien, 

d'un a priori pur dans le sens de Kant, est de beaucoup 

la mieux adoptee a. la veritable marche de 1 • intellect. "65 

D. The Insufficiency of Common Sense 

From the above analysis it is clear that although 

common sense provides the necessary ontology from xihich all 

knowledge oegins, that it is nonetheless insufficient. 

However, since both common sense and the theories of 

science are engendered by the same explanatory structure 

of reason it also follows that the one will continue the 

other. The continuity from the conceptual objects of 

common sense to the figurative theories of science is a 

maxim of reason. Science is but a prolongation of common 

67 sense. Reason cannot replace a concept by one that is 

heterogeneous to it. 

65 Essais, p. 82. 

66 Cf. D.R. , p. 347. 

67 Cf. I.E., p. 354. 
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Ainsi, non seulement le point de depart de la 
science est ontologique, puisnue c'est le monde des 
objets du sens commun, mais quand elle abandonne ces 
conceptions ou quand elle les transforme, ce qu'elle 
adopte ainsi est aussi ontologique que ce qu'elle 
abandonne."" 

Both scientific theories and corfimon sense contain empirical 

elements. But while common sense is a preliminary intro­

duction to ontology, the task of science is a more arduous 

probe into ontology. The scientist replaces the ontology 

of common sense by a scientific ontology of greater per-

durability and intelligibility. Thus science not only con­

tinues common sense, but what it proposes is more realistic 

than the objects of perception. It is reason which 

straightens the stick that appears bent in water, reason 

xtfhich colours the tree that appears dark in the distance, 

reason which enlarges the aircraft that looks minute in 

flight etc. In short, Meyerson says that reason remedies 

the insufficiencies of common sense. 

La raison, des qu'elle commence son oeuvre de re­
cherche scientifique, se voit obligee de constater 
1'inconsistance de 1'image que la simple perception 
lui presente (...) et elle ne peut faire autrement 
que de lui substituer une image differente, celle 
des theories. ' 

68 E.S., p. 39-

69 Ibid., p. 511-
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The considerations adduced in support of this 

transformation center on the insufficiencies of the 

qualitative representation of things. "Qualitative 

theories stop at the explanation of becoming and do not 

70 
aspire to five that of being." The advantage of quan­
titative analysis is that it more readily admits of 

71 
identifications. The veritable aim of science is to 

trancform empirical concepts into quantitative concepts 

X"Thich themselves metaphysical. Thus our author holds to 

quantity as beinsc suostantialistic, that is, he treats 

quantity as it was a category of the real. "C'est un 

monde ideale, un moncle de concepts mathematiques qui se 

72 suostltue a.u monde des realites sensibles du sense commun.'*' 

The atom, the electron, mass, force, energy, etc., are not 

only real things but are themselves more real than the 

concepts of common sense because being the result of 

quantitative considerations, they are more perdurable 

(ontological) than the qualitative concepts of common sense. 

This, according to Meyerson, is evident from the fact that 

70 I.R., p. 344. 

71 Cf. D.R., p. 11. 

72 _.S., p. 523. 
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these concepts arise at the term of a number of idei tifica-

tions, whereas the concepts of common sense require but 

one, unconscious, Identification. 

E. Mathematics: The Queen of rie = son 

The consideration of quantity as r structure of 

trie real is the product of a douole transrosition of reason 

from sensa to empirical concepts and from ^eneral concepts 

to qualitative structures. Three considerations follow 

from this. C|1irst, the operation is not entirely a priori, 

second, it entails a reversal and third, quantity is 

looked at ontological ly. 

a. The Operation is not En"1 irely A P-oIOB.1 

The Ideal of reason is to deduce the real from 

rational principles alone. The failure of global de­

ductions hone?er, means tlv-t this Ideal is not realizable. 

Mrst, reason should it succeed, would posit itself into 

non existence (or rejoin solinsis w i ch is the same t'ong. ) 

Second, the irrationals pvinc° some measure of divergence 

between reason and reality. Third, the causal postulate 

cannot dr-fr the diverse fro ,1 itself. Thui- there is need 

to r~co'inize a realty which is at once external to reason 

and partially recalcitrant. 

Le qaaiificatif de rationnelle ae se-lle-t-il p<-S 
indiquer, en effet, one nou.a rr°tendo^r ti rer cette 
science uniquement de notre raison'' II est ce^endant 
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facile de reconnaitre que ce n'est, en 1'espece, 
qn'un trompe-1'cdl...nous ne concevons plus cette 
rationalite comme absolue, mais slraplement comme 
relative.?3 

b. The Reversal 

All rational operations make use of t̂ e same process 

74 

of identification but the advantage of mathematics is 

that having derived its elements from experience it can 

then abstract from these elements and concern itself ex­

clusively x»rith pure deductions without fear of contradiction. 

In physics, on the other hand, we are dealing with real 

beings, that is, with concepts, the objective existence of 

which we readily suppose. Although the mathematician also 

treats of concepts as though they were real things, he 

does not have to affirm their existence as such in nature. 
Un concept mathematique n'est qu'une idee, et le 

mathematicien a eu oeau le manier et le reman!er, le 
relntegrer en apparance dans le reel pour l'y faire 
evoluer a 1'instar d'un reel, tart que tout cela est 
reste dans le domaine des mathematiques pures, on 
conceva.it que cet irreel se trouverait elimine' dans 
les conclusions auxquelles on aboutirait,75 

In short, the concents of physics are more restrictive than 

73 Ibid., p. 567. 

74 Cf. C.P., pp. 086-687. 

15 Ibid., p. 466. 

http://conceva.it
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the concepts of mathematics. The concept quantity is a 

76 
oeing of reason which "Te transform into a real beinrc. 

In. other words, the existence of numbers is not qualita­

tive but we treat of them as though they x«rere real beinpas 

because quantity presupposes quality. 

a c> Sn verite, il n'y avait de reel concret que L 
cailloux que nous avons comptes. Mais nous avons 
affirm^ que le nomore, etre abstrait, se comport-
erait exactement comme ces fipncrets cue nous pouvions 
n'i 

- w 
~. a. n 1 e r d. e f a a o n a p a r o p r i e e. 

The treatment of abstract numibers a.s though they 

were real means that it is no longer general concepts 

w^ich represent the real but the concrete which verifies 

the abstract. "Le reel particu.lier dont, par 1'image, 

nous nvons I'air de suivre le co'^port^ment ne fait que re-

presenter le concept ""eneral, qui eat Le ceul dont "t'ĉ olu. 

?L Cf. lb id., pp. 301-303. The emphasis in science 
has shifted from a. consideration of the primacy of reality 
over measurement to a primacy of quantitative relations as 
t'ipy engender substantialistic considerations. This entails 
a. reversal because the abstract manipulation of numbers, 
such as imaginary numoers for exa. ..pie, requires that veri­
fication tabes place in tha coner°ta order"...ce que nous 
somocs appliques a fa.ire resortir, c'est le role que joue 
ce reel (•-.uelle :ue soit d'ailleurs son essence) en math-
erra.tlques." Ibid. , p. 405. Thus xahereas in physics the 
abstract represents the real, in rait hematics it ia the real 
which must be used to verify the abstract. 

7? C.P., p. 393. 

http://_IPOSTATIC-RYBi.-s.lD
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tion Interesse veritablement la pensee."^ Meyerson's 

reasoning on the reversal is as follows. First of all, 

quantity expresses the ideal of reason because it enaoles 

us to unite the essential attributes of the reaL namely, 

persistence and change into the same formula. nu-poers 

figure as the essence of the real. The equality between 

7+5 9̂ d 12 means that without qualitative differences 

there could be no identities. It also means that the 

identity of numbers is obtained through a process of elimina­

ting differences while retaining sameness. "C'est ce qui 

fait que persistence et changement se trouvant ainsi r^unis, 

le mathematique s'offre, en quelque sorte, comme pradestine" 

a figurer 1'essence du reel, comme constituant peut-etre 

79 a lui seul cette essence m§me." The 2 heaps of 7 end 5 

stones which I have before me, for example, give rise to 

the general concept 12. This concept readily figures as 

the essence of the real since it exhibits diversities as 

well as identities. Further, because the equation 7 + 5 = 12 

is empirical as to the hypostasis of sensa and &_ priori as 

78 Ibid., p. 583. 

79 Ibid., p. 392. 
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to the identity cetween sensa, it is evident that Meyerson 

finds in mathematics, confirmation of the plausible character 

of scientific propositions. Fe is of the opinion that the 

manipulation of such concepts represents the comportment 

of the real; that it relates to the coherence of attributes 
80 

in an essence of real things. If then we say that 7+5 

are, or better, make 12, we are dealing with abstractions 

from real objects. We are also convinced that there is 

identity between 7+5 &nci- 12 because all that has been 

changed is combining the two heaps of 5 ar>d 7 stones are 

spatial dispositions which do not modify the essence of a 

thing. In short, the advantage of mathematical reasoning 

is that it enables us to attain identities itfhile accounting 

for differences. However, since the constructs of science 

stray progressively further away from the xtforld of common 

sense objects - and even to the extreme of abandonning it, 

as in differential equations, the real must be observed 

carefully. In general Meyerson would say that the results 

80 It is also evident from this that Meyerson obtains 
the equating of scientific causality with identification 
from the consideration of a physico-mathematical science. 

http://RYPOSTATIC-.HYi.RID
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of the deduction are correct if they work. In short, 

mathematical reasoning is correct if the real evolves in 

the manner demanded by the substantialization of abstract 

concepts. Although negative numoers, for example, do not 

actually represent anything in reality, they are nonetheless 

made to evolve as real things as this procedure x\rorks. 

Thus the consideration of quantity as the essence of the 

real anfenders a reversal in which empirical concents func­

tion as verifiers of abstract manipulations. The reversal 

is necessary becau°e the psychology of mathematics demands 

thai" abstract numbers be looked on as thouech they were real. 

Meyerson turns itfithin, namely to the development of general 

concepts in order to explain the real and observes the 

comportment of empirical concepts in order to verify a 

particular cascade of mathematical deductions. 

c. Quantity is Ontology 

Ic it legitimate to substantialize quantity in 

defense of ontology? Meyerson seems to think so "ce que 

1'interpretation ajoute aux donnees mathematinues c'est 
Q-| 

proprement de 1'ontolo^ie." In other words, ! eve-son 

81 ^.S., p. 53^. 
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beTieves that the transformation of quantitative relations 

such a<=: tho^e of mass and acceleration, caloric energy and 

temperature into force and entrooy respective!v etc., are 

ontological oecanse such relations are prr<-icte-1, 

quautirntive and objective. The phvsicist, he argues, 

treats of these relation^ as though thav were r^al things. 

Tne theories of science "ont orecisemeut nour but de 

scruter 1'gtre des choses, leur essence, a fin d'expliquer 

8 o 
par cette es°ence (...) le comportemept des objects." 

iieyerco^ believes that the tenri-ncy to suostantialize 

qnontitatlve ~el tions is in evidence throughout the history 

of scientific thinking. tiea°ori cannot x\sp what it can­

not identify. Thus in order to identify, wa nuct posit the 

persistence of something from antecedent to consequent which 

in effect is a substantialization of quantitative relations. 

This satisfies reason because the consideration of substance 

as objective and perduring throughout the flow of sensations 

constitutes &n explanation of phenomena. ^eyerson =rpues 

t~at the tra^sformatiov of ~iuantitative relations into 

82 C.I., p. 125. 
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objective qualitative and persistent relations is proof of 

the invincible ontological tendency of reason. low else, 

for example, can we explain the oelief in the existence of 

immuteole and indestructible atoms when sensations are 

themselves subjective and transitory, if not by having 

recourse to an explanatory tendency of reason which 

transposes qualitative sensations into quantitative 

relations and quantitative relations into objective and 

83 
qualitative natures? " 

The transposition is never complete becanse 

mathematical reasoning is not wholly deductive. It results 

84 
rather from, a mixture of empirical elements and deduction. 

Thus although there is a profound a^s\ozy between mathematical 

85 
reasoning and the wa~rs op reality, there is always some 

aspect of the real which escajes mathematization and some 

86 
aspect of mathematics which is beyond the real. It is 

understandable that neyerson snould arrive at this conclusion 

83 Cf. R.D. , np. 13-17. 

84 Cf. ';?sals, P. lf>T, and PP. I63-I67. 

85 Cf. E.g., p. 496. 

86 Cf. C.P. , n. 70Q. Cf. also TH .,?. , p. 568. 
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because havelng ta'̂ en pure mathematics (that is, the 

global deduction of reality) to be the ideal of reason -

the queen of reason - and plausible propositions to be 

the implementation of this ideal, the knowing activity is 

forever destined to be a compromise between empirical 

elements and pure deduction. "Tant que nous nous y tenons, 

les mathematiques nous apnaraissent commie I'element 

COnCILIATEUR _i.Tn_ LA JIAISOM ET LMo CHOSES. C'est ce que 
87 

Platon semble deja. avoir reconnu.." 
83 

IV. The Concept Matter 

The very first contact which we have with reality 

is sensation which, as we saw, Meyerson says gives rise to 

87 C.P., p. 710. Italics Added. 

88 The concept matter is used by our author in 
relation to reality, "one might speak of the MATERIAL 
(italics are mine) x̂ orld, and this itfould be a synonym." 
I.R., p. 361. The 'concept Matter' is a well chosen de­
signation for the material world, particularily in light 
of the fact that Meyerson holds to the creation of reality 
by reason "il (the object) aura ete reconstitue a. la 
maniere dont le recepteur du telephone redonne a la 
parole sa forme primitive, alors qu'elle a cependant 
chemine, le long du fil, sous une forme tres dlfferente. 
(...) par rapport eu moi, I'objet ne peut Stre, comme le 
dit Erdmann, qu'un postulat de la pensee." C.P., p. 362. 
The aspect which concerns us now is to discover the nature 
which objects must possess in order to be amenable to reason. 
The reconstruction of the external world is difficult since 
we are made to reason on what is attained unconsciously 
but Meyerson believes that it is possible. Cf. Essais, pp. 180-
181. 
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tne objects of common sense. The theories of science, on 

the other h"nc, result from quantitative (ana therefore 

qualitative) transpositions. i?hus reality must be a mix-

89 

ture o*' quantitative and qualitative elements. The quali­

tative aspect of the raal is o? prime importance in so far 

as t'-a ability to act is concerned (survival) x,Thile the 

oiiantit" tive aspect of tha real pertain" to the Less press­

ing but equally important (Instinctive) need of reason to 

explain phenomena. "...de° que nous prenons a reflechir 

a la v'ritablr nature du r^el, il est certain o^e le quan-

titatif est spte au contra ire a. nous a.pparattre comme 

, 90 
primant la quelite." 

Perception ern6 explanation are complicated operations 

"Thich our author does not d istir^uish clearly. Admittedly 

the one arises unconsciously, spontaneously e.rd is 

qualitative, while the other is the product of a number of 

identification0 ?'~0 is quantitative, but i'eyerson does not 

provide us nitb more information than this. Actually, 

perception anri explanation arise together fro n the saaie 

tendency of identification f=<s evinced hy t^a fundamental 

continuitv from one to the otha-r. This i°~ect of the 

39 rT"., P.M. , P. 3-

9° Ibia., P. 5« 
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problem has led us to believe that Meyerson mistakes the 

q̂ od- for the quo of knowledge. The origin of the concept 

matter is equally ambiguous for we are told that the concept 

quality results from the hypostasis of sensations, while 

the concept quantity is the fruit of explanatory reason, 

and that both reside in the same reality, x*re are not 

informed as to where we derive the idea of a non-ego in 

order to place these concents in it. Meyerson admits to 

not knowing the solution to this problem. 

...the problem is to know how I was able to take 
the first step, to conceive even the possibility that 
something can exist outside of me, outside of my 
consciousness; how, suprosing even that the concept 
of "an outside" comes to me from another source, I had 
the paradoxical idea of placing in it xMhat is my own 
sensation, what belongs incontestably to me." 

The deduction of an objective real from subjective sen­

sations does not come easily, as the work of Hume has amply 

demonstrated, but it is an indication that something is 
92 

seriously x̂ rong when reality must be deduced in this way. 

91 I.R., p. 358. 

92 Meyerson is critical of rationalist philosophers 
as they attribute too great a role to deduction. He 
criticizes Hegel for abusing logical deduction that is, 
for thinking that the real derives from reason. Cf. E.S., 
op. 352-355, and p. 391. He criticizes Descartes for 
abusing mathematical deduction, that is, for thinking that 
the real is wholly mathematical - or in other words for 
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The concept matter appears to contain a mixture of a 

posteriori and a priori elements. 

We have no intention of attempting a complete 
deduction of this concept with the help of sensation 
alone; this perhaps is not possible, for it is not 
quite certain xihether, the concept of matter being 
closely allied to that of space, there are not 
purely a priori elements involved depending on the 
very constitution of our reason.93 

Reality appears to be a mixture of qualitative 

attributes which inhere in a quantitative essence. The 

two are inseparable as evinced by "la coherence des 

attributs dans 1'essence" of which mathematical reasoning 
94 

is the affirmation. The evolution of science is marked 

by a transition from qualitative to quantitative analysis. 95 

(92 Con't) neglecting the irrational. Cf. C.P., 
p. 515. That which he proposes in nlace is a fusion of 
reason and reality in a Kantian - Humean type of approach 
to knowledge. This gives rise to the plausible propositions 
of science which, as we have sought to show, is a perpetual 
source of difficulty. Like Kant, Meyerson believes that 
logical necessity does not derive from nature and must be 
read into it but is plagued with the justification of an 
a priori. Like Hume he exaggerates the primacy of 
sensations but is overcomed by an a posteriori xMhich is 
foreign to reason (the irrational). 

93 I.H., p. 362. 

94 Cf., C.P., x>p. 436-43?. 

95 Cf. Essais, p. 25. 
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The quantification of quality offers the added advantage 

of enabling reason to impose identities itfhiLe explaining 

diversities. "And thus it is that for the quality is 

substituted a magnitude capable of being added."" This 

substitution insures that scientific theories will be 

9? precise and rigid. All that changes are spatial disoosi-

tions. The various groupings of soatial arrangements 

explain qualitative differences x̂ hile safeguarding the 

fundamental identities of reason. Science has translated 

qualitative sensations into quantitative arrangements and 

explained phenomena. To oe is to be extended. Reality is 

entirely spatial and tne ap earance of diversitv is 

explained through various quantitative arrangements. It 

is not known how quantity ives rise to quality- Sensations 

are irrational. It is enoimh to recognize that we have 

substituted "a quantitative cause for a qualitative sensa-

98 
tion." The external world is totally unlike sensations 

96 I.R., p. 34?. 

97 Cf. C.P. , p. 249. 

98 I.R. , p. 362. Cf. also E.S. , pp. 53^-538. 
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and entirely reconstructed by spatial reasoning. Reality 

99 

is unknoiAtable in itself. "A travers son oeuvre des­

tructive de la realite la science raaintient les notions 

de temps et d'esnace. C'est done qu'en fin de compte 

elle conclut a. un noumene sounis aux conditions du temps 

et de l'espace..." ^hen all is said and done, reality 

is an extension of spatial reasoning. 

...pour que la science ait pu tenter d'expliquer 
les phenomenes oar l'espace, il faut bien que, non 
seulement il y ait accord complet entre la geometrie 
et la realite, mais qu'en outre Les figures 
geometriques gardent dans notre imagination quelque 
chose de mysterieusement substantial, une certaine 
corporeite...101 

Meyerson has presented us with an image of reality 

which is wholly constructed on the patterns of spatial 

reasoning. The essence of reality must IIOT« remain forever 

estranged from the fyrasp of reason. Yet somehow the real 

exists. No one, says Meyerson, saw this distinction of 

essence and existence better than Kant. "II nous apprend 

en effet, que nous pouvons etre avenes a. conclure a. 
102 

L'existence de ce dont 1'essence nous demeure ca.chee." 

99 Cf. D.ri., p. 35^ and p. 382. 

ioo M.S., p. 520, 

101 Ibid., p. 530. 

102 R.D., p. 22. 
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V. Criticisms 

The criticisms which eminent thinkers have levelled 

against the philosophy of Meyerson are as T îde as they are 

varied for they range from accusations of empiricism to 

accusations of idealism. Me will treat of these as they 

arise concerning the origin, nature and ^unction which 

couceata are m^de to play In thb s philosophy. That i*Thich 

concerns us in particular is the metaphysical foundation 

of t'̂ e enlstemological paradox. It seems to us that the 

plausible proposition is a direct consequence of the 

epistamological paradox. The paradox, in turn, is Meyerson's 

emergency exit from the cogito. It could not be otherwise 

for having posited an activity of reason prior to the 

rational operation itself, neyerson attains reality in the 

only Tay left open to him namely, as an extension of spatial 

reasoning. This is abundantly clear from the nature of 

hypostatic reality, for when all is said and done, to be 

is to be extended. The divergence - convergence aspect of 

the epistemologlcal paradox belies a. hermetically sealed 

cogito. The real is now either totally like spatial reason­

ing, In which case solipsism is inevitable, or it is not 

amenable to it, which is positivism. The enlstemological 

paradox is '-roof that Meyerson is bound up within the cogito 

in this way. His decision to fuse both extremes in plausible 
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propositions is not acceptable. The proof of t lis is that 

it result- in a hybrid moumenal and hypostatic tertium quid. 

A. On the Origin of concents 

Meyerson's doctrine of concent formation depends 

on a movement of reason from diversities to identities. 

Since the path xr1 ich reason takes in order to form identities 

cannot be determined in advance "il ne s'agit aUe d'une 

direction grosso modo," 3 Meyerson's doctrine is under­

standably obscure. ne are certain at least that the concept 

results from the fusion of empirical elements with the causal 

postulate. This bein^ the case it is difficult to deline­

ate XAihat in the concept is of an empirical origin and x̂ hat 

comes from reason. In effect the concept originates at the 

term of a compositive union of reason and reality and all 

that can be said with certainty is that it represents 

neither the one nor the other. What neyerson takes to be 

the moment of concept formation is not founded on a theory 

of direct perception and for this reason, is not acceptable." 

103 Essais, P. 202. 

L04 Cf. The comment or O.lM. HI^LMAIM, A Critical 
Study of the Philosophy of Emile . eyerson, ,,rown University, 
Dissertation, (1934), p. 120. 
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The existence of objects according to our author 

is due to an activity of reason which cannot tolerate the 

subjectivity of sensations. The permanence and exter­

nality of objects appear to have no real ontological status 

of their ox«i. Sensations are first transmuted into the 

empirical concepts of common sense and then into a meta­

physics of greater perdurability itfith no other motive than 

a rational imperative for objectivity. Further, the 

distinction between perceptual concepts and metaphysical 

concents is itself xanwarranted since both result of the same 

intolerance of reason toward fleetingness. Meyerson does 

not explain vrhy the tendency to identification gives rise 

to empirical concepts at one time and to metaphysical 

concepts at another, other than to affirm that the per­

durability of common sense objects is insufficient. How 

this double transposition results in greater objectivity 

is a mystery since it eventually dissolves its object into 

space. Indeed, there is no great difference between the 

hypostasis of sensations and the eliminative activity of 
105 

reason as to the origin of concepts. In short, the 

105 The dual origin of concents differs hox«rever as 
to what can be concluded from each. The first leads to 
idealism, that is, to the supposition that the real is 
created by reason. The second leads to empiricism since 
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perceptual objects of common sense owe as much to an 

activity of reason as do the metaphysical concepts of 

science. Thus Meyerson holds to reasoning (identification) 

not only at the actual time of a rational operation (negative 

reasoning), but also prior to reasoning itself."" This 

is a serious situation for it means that the intellect is 

active when it should be passive; that it is in act before 

it is in potency. There is no actual moment of envisaging 

the real, followed by hesitation and verification but 

what takes place is a spontaneous and merciless activity 

of reason which perpetually transforms its objects into 

concrete categories whenever sensa occur. 

The key to Meyerson's philosophy is undoubtedly 

the distinction which he institutes between the principles 

of legality and causality. It seems to us however, that 

this distinction disappears when viewed in the Light of 

his rationalism. What Comte had objected to x\ras the search 

(105 Con't) the concent is seen to result from 
noting persistent recurrences in sensa and not from an 
aostraction of reason. For an argument on the empiricism 
of negative reason. Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanation and Reality 
in the Philosophy of Emile 1- eyerson, pp. 7"L-80~ 

106 Cf. S. xvbJiLlJ\iG, "Philosophy in Prance; the 
Doctrine of Mr. Emile Meyerson," in Journal of Philosophical 
Studies, 1, (1926), p. 97. 
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for causes. He was convinced that the economy of effort 

was the whole business of science. Meyerson, on the other 

hand, while agreeing with Comte on the primacy of action, 

was equally convinced that this was not the only business 

of science since it left the ontological character of 

reason out of consideration. In order to defend this view, 

Meyerson says that the principle of causality is the 
107 

necessary continuant of the principle of legality 

whereby discontinuous sensa are transmuted into necessary 

ontological connexions. In short, it seems that the legal 

bond is rendered inoperative without the principle of 

causality. 

It seems to us that while Meyerson is correct about 

the invincible ontological tendency of reason, that he is 

wrong about causality and the hypostasis of sensations. 

What he takes to be common sense is a very uncommon meta-

morphisis of sensations. What he considers to be the ontology 

of scientific theories is equally unacceptable as it is a 

107 In the sense that the principles of legality 
and causality are inseparable. Cf. E.S., p. 669 and Essais, 
p. 125. To negate the one is to dissolve the other. 
Cf. I.R. , p. 440. 
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continuation of the same process, namely an unwarranted 

extropolation (the substantialization of abstract relations) 

of a psychological desire for persistence into something 

perdurable. In short, Meyerson's distinction between the 

principles of legality and causality is unfounded. We are 

led to suppose that causality is nothing but the hypo­

stasis of legality. The plausibility of scientific truths 

is evidence of this since all propositions are said to arise 

out of a mixture of sensations and their hypostasis. 

Meyerson's causal postulate expresses a "metalegality"; a 

psychological dissatisfaction with positivistic epistemology 

but with nothing, unfortumately, to put in its place. In 

short, the causal postulate is a psycliological surrogate 

that does not excuse the precautious nature of positivistic 

108 
epistemology. Meyerson's defense of ontology is not 

acceptable because it is founded on an inadeqxxate meta­

physics. His inability to delineate the convergence of 

the concept and the real is proof of this. There is not 

108 Cf. E.S., p. 552. 
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the analogy between the ways of reason and the ways of 

reality that he has told us about. Having begun with a 

structured datum rather than with a theory of direct 

perception, the real was destined to remain forever un­

attainable. The metamorphisis of abstract relations into 

concrete, perdurable substances (the plausible propositions 

of science), yields equally paradoxical results because it 

supposes that mathematics and philosophy treat of essences 

in the same manner. 

B. On the Nature of Concepts 

There does not appear to be anything in the nature 

of the Meyersonian concept that corresponds to the nature 

of the real." ' Reality is diverse and ever floxtfing while 

the concept results from the exclusion of diversity and 

oecoming. How explanation can be said to relate to real 

beings is a mystery. What Meyerson takes to be'the nature 

of metaphysical concepts is the expression of a psychological 

109 Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanation and heality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, pp. 80-84. This situation 
according to Kelly gives rise to a metaphysical paradox "for 
flow has been converted into steadfastness, diversity into 
identity, and from such identity and steadfastness no signi­
ficant deduction of the flow and novelty of the datum which 
occasioned it can be obtained because of their utterly alien 
character." Ibid., p. 71-
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desire for oermanence, because the emoiiical concepts from 

wnich they ootain are themselves reactions of reason against 

suojective sensa. Further, the relation of similarities 

which j eyerson institutes between empirical concepts is 

without any objective basis in the real and cannot of itself 

be said to relate to anything. - Having deorived the 

concept of its literal object, Meverson is forced to find 

some other ways of interpreting its objectivity if ex­

planation is to be taken seriously. Thus the similarities 

which reason notes among eroniricrl concepts are hypo^-tatized 

in turn, that is, concretized and made to function onto-

logically. But the substantialization of metaphysical 

concepts does not present an adequate picture of real beings 

(of tne coherence of attributes in an essence), aS it 

results from the mathematical extrapolation of the identity -

diversity hybrid. It tends towards the real Out never atb^inq 

it. It could not be otherwise because that xffhich Meyerson 

proffers in defense of ontology is the concretization of 

110 Cf. L. iOOD, "r-oncprl-s and Object-?," in 
Philosophical Review, 45, (1936), PP. 370-374. Although 
this article doeQ not discucs the tnought of eyerson aS 

such, it provides a good insight into the objective nature 
of concepts. 

http://RYPOo.ATCC-IlYij.ilD
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a tertium on id relation, ^he eliminative and compositive 
i -

nature which Meyerson '-scribes to concepts is not acertable 

since it doec- not sr f e^uard the ô .iectivit1" of things. Tt 

consequently cannot account for the possibility of knowl^q£e. 

1 ot only does the nature of the concept contain nothing of 

the nature of the real but the function xM̂ ich Me erson 

ascribes to concepts is also questionable. 

C. On the '̂unction of Concepts 

The nrimary function of concents in the philosophy 

of our author is to evince the necessary ontological 

character of c,cientific explanation. "cienc^, he argues, 

cannot free itself from metaphysical presunnositions 

because there is no distinction between realitv and thought 

about reality. "" Re- son aCts a s though the x*rhole of reality 

conformed to its ways. i eyerson is convinced tk<at uhere 

is probably not a finale scientist who does not confuse the 

re-lity of what he manipulates with tne Idea he ha^ of it. 

The onjectivitv of scientific theories consists in the 

automatic transformation of all concents into concrete 

111 MmittedVr there is not complete convergence 
netx̂ een the txtfo (the irrationals) but we nonetheless act 
as thaugh there was. The piftnl of science is to reduce the 
real to t̂ e formula A = A fro1"1 which all derives out of 
necessity. 
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112 
oojects.'" ' Reason is instinctively ontological; to 

perceive is to translate sensa into persistence, while 

to think is to manipulate concents as though they were 

categories of the real. Such concepts as atoms, electrons 

and energy levels are not only real but are them.selves more 

real than the perceptual objects of common sense because 

they are more perdurable. The ways of reason are wayS of 

ontology "Kant avait parfaitement penetre la vraie essence 

i n 

du savoir scientifique.""" J The universe of Meyerson is 

one which is completely intelligible in terms of rational 

principles. 
Meyerson is guilty of substituting the abstract 

for the concrete. He is committing the fallacy of rnis-

11 4 placed concreteness." " 

112 It is important to remember that this trans­
formation is what Meyerson takes to constitute the natural 
habit of naive realists. Cf. Infra., ch. 4, footnote 23. 

113 c.p., p. 355-

114 The term was first used by Whitehead and is 
meant as a critique of the discordance betx̂ een the abstract 
constructs of science and the world which T'.ie perceive. 
The fallacy consists in foresaking concreteness for the sake 
of abstraction, or as D. Emmet, puts it, to expect the 
concrete to derive from the abstract is " anal o go .is to an 
appeal to an imaginary terrier to kill a real rat." Id., 
Whitehead's philosophy of Organism, Toronto, Macmillan, 
(1966), p^ 74. In essence the fallacy of misplaced 
concreteness is the problem of mistaking the universal for 
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The realities he constantly puts foward are not 
the data of immediate experience but the highly 
elaborated constructions of science, molecules, 
electrons, plants, heat, dissipation of energy. 
What he calls 'reality' is already heavily x\reighted 
with interpretation. l<-5 

What Meyerson takes to be concrete qualities is a world of 

abstract concepts where all qualitites have been taken out 

of things and pushed back into the mind. There they have 

met with further identifications and have suddenly given 

rise to a world that is completely different from theirs. 

ni hat is even more alarming is that these constructs are 

meant to be more realistic than anything else. Quantity 

is indeed a real accident of bodies but x̂rhen it is made to 

function ontologically the results are devastin°- since 
Ll6 

reason then sets course for a mechanistic reduction. 

117 This is the mistake of idealism. ' The refutation of 

(114 Con't) the spatiotemporal concrete existent. 
Cf. also, RAYMOND SulTH, Whitehead's Concent of Logic, 
Westminster, The Newman Press, (1953)5 PP. 89-96. 

115 T.R. LELLY, "Meyerson and tne Epistemologlcal 
Paradox," in The Monist, 44, (1934), 
p. 302. 

116 Cf. <3 • iiARlTAIiv, The Degrees of Knowledge, 
pp. 140-146. 

117 Cf. W.E. CARLO'S critique of Descartes and • 
the origin of the critical problem, in Philosophy, Science 
and Knox̂ ledge,. PP. 86-87. 
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positivistic epistemology does not consist in the sub­

stantialization of quantity. 

D. On Hypostatic Reality 

It seems possible to conclude from the foregoing 

analysis that the epistemologlcal paradox in Meyerson's 

philosophy is founded on. an inadequate metaphysics. Al­

though Meyerson's investigations deal with the nature of 

reason and not with the nature of the real as such, he is 

nonetheless obliged to suppose that the two are convergent, 
118 

less he sets out to invalidate the knowing enterprise. 

Upon analysis of the concept however, it is found 

that knowledge will not take place because the concept is 

not an intentional union of knower and object known. The 

concept in the philosophy of our author does not enable the 

knower to become the thing known. There is no immaterial 

becoming of the other. There is no likeness of the object 

in the subject. In actual fact the concept in Meyerson's 

philosophy arises at the term of a fusion of matter and 

mind and is a compositively structure datum. out this 

situation precludes a knowledge of reason and reality as 

they are in themselves. Meyerson makes of the concept an 

118 Cf. C.P., p. 652. 
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object of direct intellectual examination from the first 

moment of sensation and It spontaneously becomes more real 

than that which gives rise to it. It does not fulfill a 

representative function but is itself said to be more 

real than anything else. The nature of that which is 

anterior to sensations is the product of a Later deduction, 

as it is found to be qualitative in order to explain 

sensations, and quantitative in order to account for 

identity in time. In short, the "real" as Meyerson con­

ceives of it, is not attained in an intentional union but 

is disclosed deductively as being the place where we lodge 

sensations in their absence. This according to Meyerson, 

satisfies the tendency for persistence in time while ex­

plaining diversity. The concept in the philosophy of 

Meyerson is an idea of reality as perd.urable-along-with-

differences. Reality is the extension of this hybrid. 

If the starting point is not the being of the 
external world then the intentionality of knowledge 
is only a distinction within consciousness of 
subject and object, and thus never reaches the oeing 
of the external world in a metaphysical realism...19 

119 W.E. CARLO, "Idea and Concent j A Key to 
Thomistlc Eui°temology," Boston 
College Studies, Philosophical 
°eries, 1, ed. F.J. Adelman, The 
Hague, Lartinus Nijhoff, (1967), 
p. 66. 
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The structure of reality which unfolds from our 

study of the Meyersonian concept is not that of a 

coherence of attributes in an essence but of a hypostatic 

an(^ hybrid reality. By the term "hypostatic" we mean that 

the real, as Meyerson conceives of it, is an extension of 

spatial reasoning. Diversity is itself explained through 

displacement in space in the Eleatic tradition. By the 

term "hybrid" we mean that the Meyersonian concept is a 

compositively structured datum of permanence alone: with 

change. If explanation is to mean anything at all, we 

must suppose the real to be structured in this same way. 

But the hybrid, compositive nature of the Meyersonian 

concept means that the real is now a Kantian noumenon as 

it cannot be known in itself. The ontological function 

which Meyerson ascribes to concepts is chimerical. He does 

not succeed in refuting positivistic epistemolo-'-y- Reality 

is one thing and the explanations of science a second and 

different thins-. 

Having failed to adont a theory of direct per­

ception from the onset it itfas inevitable that the ontological 

structure of reason iflhich Meyerson defends should remain 



HYPOSTATIC-HYbRID REALITY 233 

i -, •, 120 

hopelessely estranged from its object. Meyerson was 

forced to incorporate the real in the only x»iay left open 

to him namely, as an extension of reason. Spatial 

explanation is the single most important feature of this 

science. The coherence of attributes in an essence is 

nothing but the equating of existence with spatiality. 

The perceptual objects of common sense result from the 

hypostasis of spatial arrangements. The explanations of 

science, on the other hand, consist in the concretiza.tion 

of spatial arrangements into an essence. The a priori 

and the a posteriori structure of explanation recoil from 

s^d rebound into a space which is Paradoxically at once 

heterogeneous and homogeneous. Feyerson's concept matter 

is Einstinian as to the being of attributes since it 

relates to concrete space and Euclidian a.s to their ex-

olanation, relating as it does to the abstract space of 

^eometry. In short, explanation is geometrical as to the 

120 Cf. M. G-RISOM Mtl. E. Meyerson et le positivisme 
d'Auguste Comte," in Revue apologetique, 55> (19°'2), p. 521. 
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causal postulate and concrete as to se sations. ' noth 

aspects of explanation are equally important and spreer 

hand in hand whenever science formulates its theories. 

Paradoxically the Meyerson noetic habrours both doctrines 

side by side in an unending dialectic of rationality and 

irrationality. It could not be otherxAii.se for having 

take-' a structured datum that is, the hypostasis of sen­

sations, to be the process of knowledge, veyerson was 

forced to look on the concept in the only way left onen 

to him namely, as something partly rational and partly 

emnirieal. The trump card for this play was the plausible 

proposition of science. 3ut the plausibility of concents 

did not solve the problem as it gave rise to the divorce 

of essence and existence and a noumenal vieitf of the real. 

If we argue that the ooject of human k:noT»Tledge Is 
the concent (...) there are two fundamental errors 

121 For a distinction between both typeo 0r snace, 
Cf. 0. HALORRT, "ITn nouvean conceptual isme", in Revue de 
Philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 675. On the divorce o^ aba tract 
o-noce from concrete space, that is, of essence and existence 
in '"e^erson's philosophy. Cf. C M . S T M L I M G , Reason, goace 
and Reality in the Philosophy of Emile voverson"^ pp. 161-
162, who equates existence with the irrationals and essence 
-Mith the rationalizations of reason. If follows from this, 
as from the analysis attempted by us, that s^ce in Te^erson's 
philosophy is irrational as to the existence of qualitative 
attributes and rational as to quantity and its substantializa­
tion. The one provides from reason while the other derives 
fro"j reality. 

http://otherxAii.se
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inherent in such a view - first a divorce of sensation 
apn intellection and second a divorce of essence and 
existence, for knowledge has become the systematizing 
of abstrart essences xfhich have little if any re­
lation to things. ̂ t-

M^yerson is undoubtedly correct in seyin ' that the 

rule of law implies that nature is regulated and structured, 

out the cojnpositive structure of plausible propositions 

means that he cannot pronounce hi 'self on the structure of 

things, as it results from this that the real is a 

Kantian noumenon at bottom. Further, the hypostatic nature 

of the real means that either the real is like spatial 

reasoning, in which case solipsism is inevitable, or that 
123 

reason cannot pronounce Itself on the existence of things. 

Thus [eyerson ' s defense of ontology i s u l t imate ly reducible 

to the rule that the law alone suffices because when all -

is said and done, both end up doin? the same thing. The 

122 w._. CAuLO, Philosophy, Science pnd n̂aw-leda-e, 
P. 91. 

123 THe latter of these possibilities is the ''ore 
nroocble as I'eyerson does not think tuat reality is totally 
intelligible. This means tn-̂ t in t^e final analysis 
meyerson cannot pronounce himself on tne existence of things. 
This is an interesting situation because r eyerson has al­
ready pleaded quiLty to the noumenal character of essence. 
This means that the divorce of essence and existence, in 
the case of Meyerson at least, leads to the ultimate un-
knowability of existence as well as of essence. This seems 
to lend support to the thesis that essence is ultimately 
reducible to existence. 
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die had already been, cast when lv,eyarson said of the real 

that it resulted from a deduction. Once bound UP within 

the cogito the epistemologlcal raradox was destined to 

appear; too much emphasis on the deductive spirit of 

reason would lead to solipsism, while too little x»rould mean 

the defeat of reason and. lead to positivism which is where 

he ultimately comes to rest, as is necessary given his 

interpretation of the plausible propositions of science. 



VailUCATTOU: T a, HISTORICAL SETTH'G 

C APTER V 

In retrospect, Meyerson's defense of ontology is 

not founded on a tneory of direct uercertion. It relies 

in olace on an a priori of reason which forever transmutes 

its data into ontological residues. The matamorphisis of 

relations, out of w.iich ontology is said to arise, is 

affirmed by Meyerson to result from the dual need of reason 

for identity and for diversity- Without the diverse there 

could be no identities, as without the causal postulate 

there could be no identifications. Thus the life of reason 

porceeds according to an inner dialectic which is forever 

in the making and forever mindful of avoiding either 

extreme of the epistemologlcal bifurcation. Too much 

emphasis on identification would be as devastating as too 

much on diversity. Somehow reason is equipped with a built-

in alarm and knox̂ s just where to stop. The bastion which 

so safeguards the knowing enterprise is the plausibility 

of scientific propositions. In short, the antinomies of 

reason and reality are necessary because the Meyersonian 

noetic Is contingent upon a movement of reason from the one 

to the other. Meyerson is satisfied that thi^ docterine 

denounces the insufficiencies of positivlstic epistemology 

but as we have sought to show, this situation is metaphysically 

unsound. Knowledge cannot be said to arise out of a fusion 
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of an a priori of identification with the data of sensation, 

as the tertium quid character of this situation precludes 

a knowledge of reality as it is in itself. 

Whatever else Meyerson saw in the theories of 

science, there does not appear to be anything to confirm 

his belief that the psychology of induction contains a_ priori 

elements. Thus his theory of plausibility is not confirmed 

by science. But this is not to say that Meyerson is wrong 

for holding that the theories of science are explicative, 

but only that the ontological penchant of reason drains its 

impetus from a source other than the causal postulate. If 

the causal postulate is indeed the motive force of ex-

,th planations, was the reversal of 16 century science in the 

name of ontology? Does the quantification of the real mean 

that the Post Keolerians are more Aristotelian than 

St. Thomas? We think not. 

I. Meyerson's Theory of Induction 

The most illuminating argument which Meyerson proffers 

in defense of preconceived ideas appears in a critique of 

Baconian induction. In these texts we learn that the 

L The texts in question appear in a.S. where Meyerson 
is discussing with approval the Logic of Claude Bernard in 
relation to Baconian induction. "Bacon, declare-t-il, 
n'etait point un savant et il n'a point compris le mecanisme 
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experimental method as '-"eyerson sees it, is not primarily 

intended as p. source of new ideas but as a testground for 

preconceived beliefs. This means that convictions of 

perdurability and the like are anterior to experimentation. 

Man, it seems, is psychologically prepared In advance of 

observation and experimentation to accent whatever bespeaks 

conservation. The psychology of induction, in short, means 

to Meyerson a mental disposition according to which we 

(1 Con't) de la method experimentale (...) En effet, 
La me'thode experimentale, considered en elle-meme, n'est 
rien autre chose qu'un raisonnement a I'aide duquel nous 
sou "oettons method iquement nos idees a I'experience des faits. 
Elle n'est en definitive, que la locinue appliance a la 
coordination des phenomenes de la nature, pour en decourvrir 
Les lois (...) elle a pour but de faire servir de verificiation 
a une idee preconcue.." Ibid., p. 598. 

"C'est 1'idee qui constitne le point de dera„rt de 
tout raisonnement scientifique (...) I*idee est le princine 
de tout raisonnement et de toute invention, c'est a"elle 
que revient toute espece d'initiative (...) un fait n'est 
rien par Lui-m§me, il ne vaut que par 1'idee qui a'y rattache 
au nair la preuve qu'il fournit,.." Ibid. , p. 599« 

"11 s'agit done veritablement de deviner ce que nous 
inettons en rapport et c'est pourquoi il est indispensable 
qua 1•imagination scientifique intervienne et formule une 
supposition, qui ne peut etre autre chose qu'une prevision, 
une idee preconcue." Ibid., p. 603. 

A similar critique of baconian induction 1° reiter­
ated by Meyerson's closest disciple A. i-niTZ. Cf. Id., Une 
nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, po. 205-212. 
"eyerson*s theory of induction has far reaching implications 
since it leads him to a oelief in the oleusibl° character 
of scientific propositions. The principles of conservation 
for example, are affirmed by hiu to result from the union 
of an a priori desire for persistence with phenomena. 
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spontaneously accept all statements of identity in time. 

Bacon, on the other hand, has never thought of induction 

in this way. In fact he goes the other extreme and is 

critical of the ancients for having underestimated the 

value of observation and experiment. It seems that these 

thinkers assigned too small a part to observation. Bacon 

is critical of Aristotle in particular for relying too 

heavily upon personal feelings and for affixing too large 

a role to deduction. nacon appears to be right on that 

score. What he suggests in place is that induction be 

prescribed according to rigorous rules. This had not occurred 

to Aristotle as a feasible ideal. On the contrary, the 

Stagirite held that there could be no rigorous rules 

governing induction as he thought that we arrive at a know-
2 

ledge of basic premises through intuition. However, xtfhat 

Aristotle understands by intuition is not preconceived 

ideas but a natural capacity of reason to grasp basic truths 

without proof. Although such premises provide the foundation 

2 Cf. ARIL/T0TL_, Posterior Analytics, Book 2, ch. 19. 
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from which other truths can be deduced, they are not 

primary in any a priori se <se of the terra. The Stagirite 

never maintained a doctrine of a priori idea.s. 

Meyerson, on the other hand, expresses disatisfaction 

with both of the above forms since they do not distinguish 

sufficiently between a logic of intension and a Logic of 

extension. Aristotle, first of all, underestimates the value 

of observation and experiment, wbile Bacon is accordino; to 

Meyerson, quilty of neglecting the part played by deduction 

(reason) in scientific theories. The relation between both 

types of logic, that is, between comprehensive reasoning 

or a logic of intension and a logic of extension is that 

the first refers to a truth of reason while the second is 

a truth of fact. The natural tendency of reason according 

to Meyerson is to transform empirical data, which is the 

truth of facts or synthetic judgments, into necessary 

relation? namely, truths of reason or analytic judgments 

(all that saves identity from tautology is that total i-

dentification is not attainable). It follox̂ s from 

levarson's interpretation that a logic of intension is one 

in which the attribute is shown to inhere in a subiect as 

out of logical necessity, while a Logic of extension simply 

meana that a property is seen to be in the class of things 

indicated by the predicate (as in legalism). ID short, 
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Meyerson is of the opinion that all induction is compre­

hensive since it proceeds from the tendency to posit i-

dentity in time. To preclude the a priori of identification, 

or that which transforms a proposition from a class of 

exclusion to a class of inclusion is to render the syllogism 

sterile. That synthetic judgments naturally lead to analy­

tical truths of reason seens to be what Meyerson accuses 

Bacon of forgetting. 

In reviewing Meyerson's case for induction it is 

apparent tnat he affixes a servile role to experience-5 and. 

that he misunderstands the logic of inquiry. '' Unless things 

are necessarely related In jse, it is not knoxin how we can 

avoid either the extreme of a i-Turnean scepticism or a Kantian 

doctrine of logical impositions. But the claim to a priori-

city in induction is according to '•<!. Mneale xtfithout founda­

tion, "be have no a priori knowledge, whether intuitive 

or demonstrative, of laws or probability rules that will 

3 Cf. D.R., p. 290. Cf. also C.P., p. 110, p„ 280, 
and p. 669. 

4 Cf. J. LA LbbIA, The Ways of Reason, pp. 111-11°. 
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help us in making inferences from the observed to the 

unooserved (...) We cannot as reflective neins-s take 

anything for granted."-5 Meyerson arrives at the a priori 

of identification in induction from the fact that it is 

essentially an incomplete process. Thus, sinre it is not 

possible to e^n^ine all of the cases which fall under 

the particular, Meverson concludes t̂ -at the knowledge of 

a coherence of attribute? in an essence cannot derive from 

experience but obtains frorn reason. The proposition 

"ruminants are even-toed ungulate0" for e^a^rle, commands 

assent because reason perceives that there is a necessary 

connection between the subject and the predicate (a logic 

of intension), and not because the case of each sheep, 

cow, goat, antelope, moose or deer has been examined. In 

short, the coherence of attributes in a suoject is a.ffirmed 

by Meyerson to be a causal connection as it derives its 

necessity frovn logical principles. But this means that 

induction can only be justified deductively. Meyerson 

5 WILLIAM KIMEALE, Probability and Induction, Oxford 
[Jnivarsitv Press, (1966) , P. 234. 

6 Cf. C.P., pp. 146-153. 
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wrongly ar-pnmes that ?i l. induction is concerned with 

causes. It follox̂ s that if the rational principle which 

reason brings to a major premise is removed, tn-'t the 

syllogism becomes sterile. Thus in order to exclaim 

that all men are mortal and that Socrates, being a man, is 

also mortal, we would need, to investigate beforehand each 
7 

individual case including Socrates.' But given the a 

priori of identification Meyerson will arprue that the 
8 

syllogism is not sterile. Speaking with approval of the 

logic of Claude Bernard he writes, 

auand nous croyons aller d'un cas particulier a 
un principe, c'es-a-dire induire, ecrit-il, nous 
deduisons reellement; seulement 1'experireutateur se 
dirige d'apres un principe suppose provisoire qu'il 
modifie a. chaque instant, parce qu'il cherche dans 
une obscurite plus ou moins complete. 

The causal postulate precludes the possibility of 

a strictly inductive examination of facts oecause as reason 

lays hold of sensa it spontaneously identifies antecedent 

and consequent and thereby transforms discontinuous matter 

1 cf- C.P., pp. 30-31. 

8 Cf. G. JdOAS, "Meyerson's Le cheminement de la 
pensee," - Book Review, in Journal of Philosophy, 29~̂  (T932), 
pp. 55^-556. 

9 C.P., p. 111. 
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into universal and necessary relations. There can be no 

moment of pure inductive exanination of facts here since 

the a priori of reason does not permit it. There is no 

essential connection on the side of phenomena between a 

thing and its characteristic property because Meverson 

holds necessity to derive from reason. Thus induction is 

necessarely deduction. That Meyerson should hold induction 

to be ao, confirms our belief that he confuses the term for 

the process of knoi\rledge. His method of identification 

proves it. 3ut the problem of induction is such that unless 

we suppose that things and their Properties are objectively 

and essentially related, as in the existential reducibility 

of attributes to an essence, we are forced to either reduce 

science to a system of prob bilities in the empirical 

10 This also involves a problem of circular 
argumentation as Kelly points out.̂  Cf. Id. , Explanation 
and Reality in the Philosophy of ftmlle ̂ eyerson, pp. 74-75, 
namely that in order to know xM+iat to select of attributes 
in order to form a concent, Meyerson's doctrine of pre­
conceived ideas leads to the supposition that we already 
know the concent before it is formed. This criticism how­
ever bears on t̂ e origin of concepts and not on their 
exposition. It must be kept in mind that our author dis­
tinguishes betxieen the method of discovery (which is a 
logic of intension) and the method of exposition (which is 
a logic of extension). The distinction betx-reen both is 
x\rhat oacon seems to forget in reducino- the x̂ hole of science 
to a logic of extension. Cf. E. f-. , p. 628. 
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tradition, or to adopt a doctrine of logical impositions 

11 in the manner of Kant." ' Meyerson, of course, is anxious 

to avoid both extemes but as is evident from the character 

of plausibility which he ascribes to scientific truths, 

he does not succeed. 

II. The Explanations of Science 

A. Mechanical and Mon-Mechanical Theories 

Throughout the ages man has employed two funda­

mental types of explanation: Mechanical theories and 

theories of quality. Mechanism, which is the predominant 

trend, consists in the reduction of phenomena to spatial 
12 

modifications. Meyerson groups under this division the 

first atomic theories as well as the atomism of Post 

Keplerian science. In addition, the principles of con­

servation, relativity physics and quantum mechanics are 

further explanations of this type. This group of thinkers 

11 Cf. W.E. CARLO, Philosophy, Science, and 
Knowledge, pp. 39-48. Unless essences are looked on In this 
way, the problem of induction will present insurmountable 
difficulties. 

12 Meyerson defines mechanism as follows; **0n peut 
considerer le mecanisme, dans un sens strict, comme l'hypo-
these selon laquelle le monde physique serait compose 
uniquement de masses materielles agissant les unes sur les 
autres en tant que telles. Le mecanisme se definit des 
lors comme 1'explication du reel par la masse et le 
mouvement." D.R., p. 229« 
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is generally inclined to look upon the world, as though 

it xtfas through and through mathematical and consequently 

attempts at a global deduction of the real are not uncommon. 

The principal feature of qualitative theories, on 

the other hand, is the explanation of the appearance and 

disappearance of fundamental properties through their meta-

morphisis into substance-qualities. The ancients had thought 

the properties of bodies to be reduciole to 4 basic elements: 

Fire, air, water and earth. Toward the middle of the 18th 

century however, it was observed that many substances evinced 

a likeness of properties and there arose the hypothetical 

element phlogiston to replace these elements. Although the 

theory of phlogiston has since been disproved, Meyerson 

nonetheless makes frequent references to it for it proves 

that reason is explanatory. He reunites as explanations 

of this type, the qualitative science of Aristotle, as well 

as the theories which issue from it, from phlogiston to 

Ostwald's theory of energy. Non-mechanical theories are 

generally looked upon by Meyerson as being of a lesser 

importance than mechanical theories. The reason for this 

is that qualitative theories (the hypostasis of sensations) 

have a limited application since they provide no May in 

which phenomena can be identified or otherwise compared. 
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They naturally tend to quantitative considerations as to 

their term. Mechanical theories are more promi^ory of 

identities as magnitudes can be added. 

The advantage resulting fro"n this, from the point 
of viexAT of science, evan when science is concerned 
merely with laws rather than causes, is enormous. 
Indeed, this conception permits the apnlication of 
mathematics; in all languages of the world, to cal-
cuLatp and to foresee are synonyms.---' 

The principal feature of both forms of explanation 

lies in their insistence th^t something need persist in 

time whether it be atoms or qualities. Thus although the 

nature of what persists has varied from substance - atoms, 

in mechanical theories to substance - Qualities, in iron-

mechanical theories, Meyerson insist^ th°t the fundamental 

ontoloa-ical penchant of reason has remained, everywhere in 

evidence. But as concerns the psychology of induction 

there is one fundamental difference betx-reen both types of 

explanation whic1" remains to be discussed namely, that 

mechanical theories are affirmed by Meyerson to result from 

the hypostasis of a_ relation oetween a cause and its effect. 

It is this aspect of the proi lem i-mich has Led our author 

13 I.R., P. 342. 
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to celieve that Logical necessity should be read into 

nature as proceeding from an a priori of identification, 

cut we disagree with i* eyerson on t-is score as logical 

nececsity cannot oe road into nature; nor does th° meta-

morohisis of a relation into a sub^ta-^ce have cnx/t' im- to 

do nith substance in th^ sense of an e"durin<x substratum. 

The oriuci~lec of co1 servatio > offer a direct confirmation 

of t is, as of opr interpretation of T eyerson. 

h Di cession; the /\to ic Theory 

Mechanical theories under one form or another have 

al- ays ' een an inte ral part of science. Thev owe tneir 

popularity to their explicative force. Lord Melvin writes 

t'-at the test for det rvnlrin_ whether or not a particular 

subject in physics is understood is "can we ma'-e a. mechanical 

14 model of it?" The atomi°m of Leuci^ous and Democritus 

ypirete ts rari's fir°t attempt at nrocirino- o mechanical 

explanation of phenomena. A! thou-rh modern ato fie theories 

differ ^neatly from th^t of the early ator'ists, "pversor 

c-p̂ npo that thpy re lit r̂orn tn,o <--rre explicit!*- force, 

"•h"t is, from t^e need o" reason to no sit persistence in 

14 Cited from I.R., P. 92. 
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time. I think that Meyer°on l̂- correct in calling attention 

to this feature of atomic theories but that he is wrong in 

attributing it to the causal postulate. 

The atomism of Leucippus and Democritus was 

developped as we saw earlier in order to explain multiplicity 

while retaining the idea of the Parmenidean One. The early 

atomists accomplished this feat through a doctrine of 

spatial displacement. Thus while the atom remained an 

indivisible unit it would account for multiplicity by 

movinpr about in the void. What is most striking about this, is that 

persistence in time is made to explain the changing plethora 

of sensations, as Meyerson rightly points ont, but persistence 

for Greek thinkers derives from the nature of motion, and 

it seems Procrustean to read more than this into it. To 

do so is to abuse of Occam's razor, which Meyerson himself 

quotes with confidence whenever it Is convenient. The 

eternity of motion in Greek philosophy is very definitely 

related to the character of motion and not to t.e causal 

postulate. "The b̂ -sis of the argument is that movement 

cannot come into being TRnOUGn huVjiMEMT (italics are mine) 
15 

unless there is a prior movement." 

15 J. OWENS, The Doctrina of Beino- in the Aristotelian 
Metaphysics, p. 438, footnote 10. 
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C. Post Keplerian Science 

The most evident and significant fact about our 

world is motion. It is this which strikes us fir^t as we 

look about us and is most urgently in need of explanation. 

Since theories of motion are ba^ic to the whole of science, 

the analysis of these theories provides an ideal setting 

within which to vieTf the historical evolution of science. 

Throughout the ages there have been various attempts at 

explaining motion but none has been so far reaching as the 

th revival which 16 L century science brought to light. Kepler 

is most properly the father of this movement as he was the 

first to explain secondary qualities in terms of cosmic 

arrangements or mathematical harmonies. Once again, spatial 

modalities were promulgated as explanations of the diverse. 

The revival of atomism however is a Post Keplerian 

phenomena. 

While contemporary atomic theories have persisted 

in the same trend of snatiallzation as the ideal of ex­

planation, they have added to this the doctrine of orbital 

analysis and the uncertainty principle. Heisenberg's 

principle has delivered a crushing blow not only to the 

iqth ceiltury determinism of Dalton but also to the positive 

spirit of Comte on which it is founded. As it is not 

possible to measure simultaneously twe speed and the . 
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position of an electron, legalism has lost of its rigiditv.l 

But Meyerson argues thrt the principle of causality ^em Ins 

unaffected. "Le physicien des quanta, en tant que physicien 

pense tres certalnement en realiste, ne peut penser qu'en 

17 realiste." Thus although the uncertainty principle makes 

previsions more difficult, the ontological appetite of 

reason is unimpeached. However, such considerations as 

are adduced by Meyerson to defend the causal argument are 

founded on a divorce of essence and existence. "La physinue 

des quanta n'est pas en mesure de nreter au reel une forme 

dafiriie et se r̂ slo-ne a en i-riorer L'es^ence, tout en 

continuant a. croire fermement a son existence. li1-° That 

reason should manifest an ontological oroclivity while 

remaining unable to know things as they are in tiemselves 

is a remnant o^ Kantian philosophy. 

L'idee d'un reel necessairement postule et 
cependant essentiellement inconnai^ao]e est evide-
mant app^rentee a celle de la CiiOSE-jsH-SuI (italics 
are mine) Kantienne, et quelles que ^oient les 
objections que l'on ait pu formuler (...) oersonue 

16 Cf. J im AJJELI, "Reel et determluisme dans la 
physioue quantique - etude critique," in Archives de philo­
sophie, 10, (193*0, p". 100-105. 

17 R.D., n. 48. 

18 C.P. , p. 73. 
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n'osera, certes, affirraer qu'il faille la considerer 
comme perime. " 

Thus Kant is to Meyerson an ontological hero of sorts as 

he enables us to affirm existence while turning tail on 

essence. The divorce of essence and existence seems to 

be the most significant trademark of rationalist philo­

sophies and, as we ha\re sought to show in the course of 

this effort, the Achille's heel of Meyerson's Philosophy. 

D. The Principles of Conservation 

a. The Discovery of Analytical Geometry 

The appeal of mechanical theories, as we have seen, 

is due, according to Meyerson, to the satisfaction which 

results from positing persistence in time. In short the 

"cheminement" of scientific thinking owes its success to 

substantialistic considerations. But it xtfas not until the 

discovery of analytical geometry that reason fell upon the 

perfect method for the formulation of abstract relations. 

The success of modern science is due Largely to the genius 

of Descartes who discovered th-t spatial dispositions could 

19 R.D., p. 21. 
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be expressed algebraically (and vice versa). The eouating 

of spatial arrangements and algebraic symbols enables us 

to solve complex problems with relative ease. The 

Pythagoreans were the first to identify the properties of 

bodies with spatial dispositions, but little progress 

could be made until a suitable way xNras found to express 

the mathematical equivalence of physical and chemical 

reactions. The discovery of analytical geometry, however, 

meant that symbols could stand for numbers which in turn 

described a particular spatial arrangement or property. 

Thus through a manipulation of symbols prescribed accord­

ing to rigorous rules we could nox*r foresee the behavioxxr 

of phenomena under determined conditions. This is the 

principle that phenomena transpire according to laws and 

that it is possible to effectuate changes in the conditions 

affecting a substance and expect the properties of the sub­

stance to undergo an equally determinate modification.„ 

But as Meyerson argues, the principle of legality pre­

supposes the conservation of quantitative determinants 

from the antecedent to the consequent of physical and 

chemical reactions. A determinate modification of the 

conditions affecting the properties of a substance will 

not only force the properties to undergo an equally deter-
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minaole modification, but there will also be an identity 

oetiAieen the inital and the terminal state of the reaction. 

This is the meaning of the principles of conservation. 

Given the precision and determiuacy of quantitative con­

siderations, alone with the nex̂r algebraic vocabulary with 

which to manipulate both sides of an equation, we can now 

set doxtfn in rigid mathematical form wh\r the inertia, mass 

or energy of a thing should be conserved. In short, 

Meyerson holds that the algerraic verbalization of quanti­

tative substantializations makes it possible to formulate 

precise ontological statements of identity. 

b. The Conservation of Mass 

The principle of the conservation of mass is accord-

20 ing to H. Spencer an a priori verity of the highest order. 

It expresses the natural desire of reason for conservation 

in time. This tendency to posit persistence Is according 

to Meyerson indisputably the source of the 3 great princi­

ples of conservation. But if these principles do not obtain 

20 Spencer says of the conservation of matter "Our 
inability to conceive matter becoming nonexistent is immedi­
ately consequent on the very nature of thought (...) 
(matter) thus becomes an a priori cognition of the highest 
order, not one that results from a long-continued registry 
of experiences.." Cited from I.R., n. 177. Cf. also E.S., 
p. 653. 
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empirically why then were they not formulated until 
21 

recently? Reason has not modified its essence and we 

would expect these principles to have always been in 

evidence. But this is not the case as these principles 

were not known to the ancients. The principle of the 

conservation of mass for example, although it is implicit 

to the atomism of Leucippus, Democritus and Lucretius, xias 
22 

not formulated until 1773. " " 

Meyerson's answer to this difficulty is that the 

principles of conservation obtain from the union of an 

a priori form and a posteriori matter. Such is the plausible 

structure of all scientific propositions. But the character 

of plausibility is such that these principles are neither 

wholly a priori, that is, they cannot be deduced from 

rational principles alone, nor are they entirely a posteriori, 

that is, they cannot be proven empirically. It is correct 

then to affirm that these principles were not entirely 

, 21 The princiole of inertia was formulated in the 
17 L century while the conservation of mass and of energy 
appeared in the 18 and I9tn century respectively. 

22 The definite establishment of the principle, 
according to Meyerson, is contained in Lavoisier's Change-
fjpnt de 1'eau en terre, which was published in 1773. 
Lavoisier sa^s here tV-1 the quality and quantity of sub­
stances remain the same before or after an operation. In 
short it is the la1* that matter can neither be created nor 
destroyed. 
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unknown to antiquity, but it is also understandable 

tVnt they could not be formulated until the advent of 

modern techniques. In short, i eyerson affirm^ the 

principles of conserv tion to be a_ priori as to tha ration­

al imperative to poctul?te persistence and a ppstenori 

23 

as to what it i« that persists. The fusion or' - pre­

conceived belief of persistence with the discover^ of an 

accurate oalance, in the case of the indestri'ctibllitv of 

matter, enabled Lavoisi°r to formulate the principle of the 

conservation of mass in spite of s"1 i^ht di °crepnncies in 

the recording of wpiojhta. Te r^a^ily ascribe there 

variances to instrumental imnrecisions, 'osc of Particles 

etc., Decause matter as eternal, savs 1 eyerson, is just as 

it has to be to conform to the wgyc of reason. irass 

figures as a propertv of oodies which causality has trans­

formed into a suj'-ta >ce and nade rerdi raole (ontoloa i cal ) . 

c. The LaiT of Inertia 

The most important conservation principle is 

i ^rtia. It is the foundation o* mechanics. , eyerson 

dafine'" " t as "an indefinite motion in a rtrai^ht Line by 

23 Cf. I.R., p. ?06. 
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1 irt e of an impetus received and without the continued 

24 
actio1 of a force." As other principles of conservation, 

^e affirms it to be plausible in origin. "Etai t apri o ri one 

en ce oui concerne sa forme ^enaraie, aui stinule la con­

servation de nueloue chose, et a posteriori en ce oui con­

cerne la c-n°cif icati on de ce rmi ce conserve."'---' The 

rrincinle results from the metamornhiais of motion - a 

relation, into a cuDstance. It stinul ites the continuance 

of rectilinear velocity. The hypostasis of motion into a 

state, sa^s Meyerson, apup^es the hunger for permanence. 

Thus when a oody in motion cornea to rest it ic- not because 

this motion is actually lost (which to the moderns would 

mean the anihilation of matter) Dut because the body has 

suffered an equal and opposite reaction (Newton's third 

law). ? 6 

24 Ibid. , p. i n . 

?5 MS. , p. 568. 

26 The principle of inertia is implicitly contained 
in u ex-Tton' s first and second law of motion. "Lvery body 
continues in its stata of rest or of u^i onn lotion in a 
rirbt Lin;, unless it is comae!led to change fiat state by 
force^ impressed upon it." Tie second law states th°t 
"the change of motion is proportional to the otive force 
imrpsse' ; and is made in the direction of the rigat line 
in w .ich that force is impressed." These laws were un­
known to tne ancients. In fact, iristotle speaks of t^e 
imoossibility of continuous motion in a str^ignt line. 
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ive/^rc0n c^vc 0f irertia "Ce concent est, en l'e?rece, 

celui de Vitesse: C'est La vitease consider^e comme une 

27 
substance, d^ s le sens phiLosophiqne du ter^e." 

(26 Con't) de founds his arpument on t m natural 
circular motion of the heavens. Cf. I.R., np. 113-121. 
Cf. also P- ciiiU v, Philosophy of Science, pp. Ql-96. 
Gassendi was probaoly the first to publish an explicit 
statement on the rectilinear rovement of bodies. His 
T»-ord had been anticipated a few ve^rs earlier oy Descartes. 
Cf. Id. , Mtpirst Law of Motion.*' The turning noint in 
science seems to have taken Place in the 1 6 " century when 
vepler and Galileo (esp.) bridged the crap between celestial 
and terrestrial phenomena. As concrrns the oro~>lern of the 
a prioricity of inertia (itfhich figures in Kepler, Galileo 
and Descartes who believed in m-=thematicism), PJ.A. 3urtt 
is of the opinion that Newton's criterion of truth was 
more empirical than mathematical. "At those times itfhen 
the theological basis of Mewton's science was uppermost in 
hic mind., it is probable that he would have answered sub­
stantially as Galileo and Descartes did. But in his 
strictly scientific paragraphs the emphasis is overwhelm­
ingly in favour of their tentative, positivistic character, 
hence the fourth rule of reasoning in philosophy. (In 
experimental phiLosophy we are to look upon propositions 
inferred by general induction from phenomena as accurately 
or very nearly true, notwithstanding any contrary hypo­
theses that may be imagined, till such time as other 
phenomena occur, by which they may either be made more 
accurate, or liable to exceptions), must be regarded as 
imposing definite limits on all of the other three." 
_. j\. o un IT, The lvetaphysical Foundations of 1 odern Physical 
Science, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., (1964), 
p. 215. It is possible th^t the apparent apriorism of 
Newton's first and second law is more probably due to 
religious considerations than to the action of a causal 
postulate. 

27 D.R., P. 44. 
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d. The Conservation of Energy 

The explanatory force of the principle of the con­

servation of energy is Likewise affirmed by Meyerson to 

derive from the substantialization of a relation between 

cause and effect. The motive force xvrhich imoells him to 

so conceive of energy is once again the rational imperative 

of identification. Purther, as was said of inertia and of 

the conservation of mass, the conservation of energy is a 

plausible proposition since it can neither be proven 

empirically nor deduced a priori. 

Strictly speakinp-, no accurate verbal definition 

can be given of this principle as what it stipulates is the 

mathematical equivalence of cause and effect in terms of 

29 work. The state of potentiality plays an important part 

in it since it enables us to identify potential and kinetic 

30 energy. 

28 "Ainsi la conservation de I'energie, tout comme 
I'inertie, comme le conservation de la matiere, n'est ni 
empirique ni a priorique; elle est plausible." I.R., P. 190, 

29 Meyerson gives the verbal definition of energy 
as being "a capacity of producing an effect and of accomplish­
ing work." I.R., p. 189. However, he is not satisfied with 
this definition since it does not taVe entrony into con­
sideration. There is no acceptable mathematical definition 
of the principle. Cf. E.S., P. 583, a\ d C.P., p. 530. 

30 The doctrine of potential energy would be 
meaningless without the existence of a state of potentiality. 
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The historical development of the principle gen­

erally coincides with the revival of the mathematical 

31 conception of the world in Post Keplerian science. The 

return to the motion of atorns as containing the explanation 

of phenomena, was to inspire Huyghens to add to this the 

concept of work performed and the stage was set according 

to Meyerson, for the concretlzation of a relation into a 

substance. It x\ras Leibnitz who in apalyirip- the principle 

of identity went straight to the goal XAihen he sax; th 't the 

cause was mathematical1y equivalent to the effect in terms 

of work. This means tiat C9i,c,p and effect are inter­

changeable, as the product of the mass by the square of the 

velocity (force), remains constant. Causality demands the 

nersistance of something in time. Thus the total energy of 

a system is regarded as beini a property of sorts of a 

system and is said to oe conserved. Causality has transformed 

(30 Con't) Cf. E.S., pp. 322-338. In such event, 
energy XTOUIC! be either kinetic or non-existent which is 
absurd; and y°t it is equally absurd to suppose the 
existence of that which does not manifest itself, but 
reason does not hesitate to affirm itc- existence, says 
Meyerson, since it is promisory of identities. 

31 Cf. I.E., pp. L89-214. 
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a relation into a substance. This metamorphisis, according 

to Meyerson, evinces the ontological preoccupation of 

science. 

e. Critique of Sucstantiaiination. 

While we agree with neyerson on the ontological 

arpetite of re'son we do not thin' that tne physico-

mat lematical sciences are ontologic L in the manner deaianded 

by his formula. .eyerson's argument th-̂ t the concretlzat-

ion of aostract quantities give rise to ontoLo™ is un-

rounp hermise- it has nothing to do with the consldpration 

32 
of substance as an endurino- suost "etum. The physical 

sciences do not attain essences in this TTay. Thia error, 

as me have cieen is due to "eyerco"''s if ability t0 account 

for two distinct orders of inquiry (the scientific and the 

philosophic) -Jith the same process of exrla lation. 

Auau^te Comte h-=d alro objected to tne hypo-"] •-1 izi n̂ - of 

cienti 'ic theories ' (cot ^or different re^soais). We think 

3° Cf. A. -oL'ui _>_hG, " r . M l e i i e y e r s o n ' s C r i t i o u e o^ 
P o s i t i v i s m , * ' i n The 1 o n i s t , k?t ( 1 9 3 2 ) , p . . 6 8 - 6 9 . 

33 Cf. G. OUR Lv„S, L ' e p i s t e n o l o ^ i e o o s i t i v a e t 
l a c r i t i q u e M e y e r s o n i e n n e , aa~ 76-77". 
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however th t he if ri 7ht aoout th°t. The essences waich 

I eyerson speaks of are fictive -=fter all for he att- ins 

them by pushing all qualities b--cv into the mind. What 

he suHctanr-ig.i_izpg i*- this x̂ ay has little if any resemi lance 

'eft to real things. The suppression of time is itself a 

'f-min? t--"-t we are dealing with -n abstract construct and 

not with real things. The moct evident proof of this is 

that re^lit^ as ^eyerson conceives it, is at jottom nouraen-

al. This, of course, ic a rectatement of the netaphysical 

paradox. but it is significant that Meyerson should fail 

to connect his doctrine of explanation with the unknow-

ability of reality. We would nornally expect him to re­

examine hic position on this score. But if he do^s not it 

is because he cannot. The movement of reasoi from i-

dentification to diversity was never intended to reconcili-

ate Its antinomies. In fact, the structure o^ nla sibilita 

which Meyerson affiles to scientific propositions x̂ ould be 

illfounded itfithout t^e epistemologlcal paradox. 

f. A Digression: God and Conservation 

It is possible th t religious coi siderations Played 

a role in the formulation of Newton's first and cecond laws. 

This also seems to have been the case for -ioyle who'se 

doctrine of motion restc uoon the immutability of God. "God 
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wac somehow needed constantly, to keen the universe from 

34 
going- to pieces.w> Undoubtedlv this is also true of 

Joules, Colding, '.escartes and Leibnitz since God as these 

thinkers conceive of Him is a functional bein^ who not only 

ensures the permanence of mass, inertia and energy but is 

a symbol of the essential imnutaoility of things. God 

plays a Particularly important function in Descartes' 

mechanics as He is made to be the guaranteer of truth. The 

whole of Descartes* system collapses if God is removed from 

it. The God of these thinkers is a cosmic mechanic. This 

is an important feature of Post Keplerian science. 

It seems that Meverson does not distort the facts 

when he savs that the nrinciplas of conservation cannot be 

proven empirically. But does this nrove the presence of a 

causal postulate? "For one thing, the fact that tae principles 

34 „. BURTT, Tie Metaphysical Foundations of i.odern 
Physical Science, ~. l9l. 

35 Cf. I.„., p. 201 and E.S., pp. 65I-652. The 
tendency to look upon God as a function is a result of the 
reversal in l6^'1 century science and the move away from 
final caueelity. The dehumanization of science mea-t th--t 
God was no longer considered to be the Supreme Good but the 
creator of etor^; the guaranteer of permanence and truth. 
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of conservation were not formulated until recently 

certainnely proves that they are not self-evident as we 

would expect of anything a priori. For another, what 

Meverson attributes to the causal postulate presents fewer 

metaphysical difficulties if it is ascribed in place to 

religious Preoccupations down through the ages with the 

conservatiop of motion. This aspect of the problem is 

shared in common by Aristotle and Newton. Although it has 

not been our plan to discuss the historical foundation of 

the causal postulate but only to investigate its meta­

physical implications, it nonetheless seems possible to 

suggest that Meyerson's defense of identity in time would 

encounter fewer difficulties if viextfed. in this light. 

III. The Divorce of Mind and Matter 

The single most important feature of modern science 

is the new emphasis which it places upon the laws of nature. 

For the first time in the history of science the universe 

was recognized to have its own laws and man moved away from 

the anthropomorphic considerations characteristic of 

/*t h Aristotelian science. In short, the explanations of 16 

century science Left the realm of final causality for a 
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6̂ dehumanized spatialization of matter." The genius of such 

revolutionary thinkers as Galileo, Descartes and Mex̂ ton was 

to quantify the whole of the Aristotelisn categories. That 

by which thine:s are now primarily said to be is extendedness 

(mass). Thus spatial relations have lost their accidental 

setting and nave come to figure as the essence of the real. 

The metamorphisis of abstract relations into substantialistic 

considerations, as we have seen, is Meyerson's argument for 

the invincible ontological character of science. Whether 

or not lAie attain essences in the way prescribed by Meyerson, 

the fact remains that pragmatically at least, these thinkers 

saw rightly because never have so many been so comfortable. 

But the Cartesian scheme of things has also had 

disastrous results for it has engendered the divorce of 

mind and matter. The relation of primary and secondary 

characteristics cannot be explained quantitatively because 

sensations cannot be dissolved in a soLvent, suojected to 

spectral analysis, centrifuge! or otherwise precipitated in 

36 "Toute conception finaliste en science n'est 
oue toleree en attendant qu'elle puisse etre remplacee par 
une deduction causale," E.S., p. 264. 
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any intelligible manner. To-day we are flanked by the two 

irrational limits of a cold, silent, empty and mysterious 

world of geometries on the one hand, and a world of sensa­

tions on the other. Thus a solid philosophy of mind is 

needed in order to determine hoxv the mutually exclusive 

37 attributes of thought and extension interact. Meyerson 

is right in calling sensation an irrational because 

spatialization does not explain knox\ring. But is the plaus­

ible character of propositions an acceptable solution to 

the dualism? Are the explanations of science of this type? 

Time appears to be an indispensable condition of 

things. If the whole of science is founded on the premise 

of reversibility, the principle of Sadi Carnot and Clausius 

could not have arisen. Not only is time indispensable to 

becoming but "duration" appears to be an essential character 

of flow, as Bergson's criticisms of Spencer's science have 

amply demonstrated. Paradoxically, Meyerson does not wish 

to eliminate temporality from things. The high esteem in 

37 For a probing and stimulating analysis of this 
problem.' Cf. E.A. BURTT," The Metaphysical Foundation of 
Modern Physical Science, 324 pages. 
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which he views Carnot "the hero of science" confirms this. 

Einstein recognizes this when he praises Meyerson for 

insisting with reason on the error of spatializing time 

"CAR DISTANCE SPATIALE ET DURJiE „v.TENT DISTIMCTS LES UMS 

JJILS AUTRES.rtj} But there is a serious difficulty here for 

what scientists say when they reason and do when they live 

seem to be two different things. 

The principal feature of relativity physics for 

example, is the explanation of a free falling body through 

gravitational fields. The closer a body is to a gravita­

tional field, the greater is the intensity of acceleration, 

and conversely, the intensity of a gravitational effect 

groiMes less and less as we move further and further away 

from the field. Thus gravitational mass and space turn out 

to be interchangeable properties. Mass and motion are 

identified. But since acceleration requires less time on 

one occasion to reach the earth than on another, depending 

on depth, motion can be described through a time factor. 

38 A. EIIvlSTnlN, "A propos de la Deduction relativ-
iste de M. Meyerson," in Revue 
philosopique, 105, mars-avril, (19 
V. 165. Italics added. 
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mi 39 

Thus time is spatialized. Meyerson argues from this that 

although the reduction to space is far more complete and 

complex here than anywhere else, that the relativists evince 

the same need of reason for ontology. 
II est Impossible, en effet, de parconrir un expose 

de physique reletiviste, sans constater que I'univers 
dont on postule 1'existence est bien congu comme reel; 
chaoue pa^e, chaque ligne en temoigne eloquement, et 
les demonstrations perdraient tout sens si nous essay-
ions de rattacher ne ffitce <-<u'un moment, I'existence 
de cet univers au moi. 

In short, Meyerson argues that Einstein also falls into 

the same class of thinkers who from the time of the E!eatics 

have sought to explain phenomena by converting flow into 
41 steadfastness and reducing it in turn to space. But as 

39 Meyersor's D.R., is largely devoted to the task 
of pointing out how a realistic ontology is implied by 
relativity. An excellent treatment of it is found, in G.BOAS 
"A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of B%ile Meyerson,M 

pp. 118-146. 

40 D.R., p. 193. 

41 I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to l o t e t h a t E i n s t e i n i s in 
complete agreement with r e v e r ^ o n ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . "He 
o u o i , d i s a i t - i l , ce Dm Oil ( i t a l i c s a r e mine) de 1* exp l i ca t i on 
que j ' ° v a i s remarqu4 cbe~ Desca r t e s e t c^ez t a n t d ' a u t r e a 
e t qui m ' a v a i t peru s i e t r a n ^ e , ce d^mon J'EM SUIS DONC 
PO ..SEDE nOl-iJaiE? ( i t a l i c s are mine) . "Voila ouelque chose 
dont i ' e t a i s a cent l i e u e s de me d o u t e r . Eh bien i ' a i lu 
v o t r e l i v r e , e t je 1 'avoue , je ° n i s covaincu" , c i t ed from 
A. Metz, Une nouve l l e p h i l o s o p h i e de la connai r , sanc g , p . 180. 
n i n s t e i n c o n s i d e r s Meyerso n ' s n.%. to Lie one of the most 
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we saw above, Einstein also objects to the elimination of 

duration. He feels that time is not Like other dimmensions 

in that it is not reversible. But hoi* then do we explain 

the effort to spatial!ze time? Are there tx<ro types of 

science, the one rational and the other temporal? Do we 

use of rational mechanics in order to think and of Carnot*s 

principle in order to live? If so, how could the principle 

of Carnot have arisen? To put it differently, if the 

ontological tendency as Meyerson describes it, consists in 

spatializations of the real, hox«j can a science which negates 

reversibility arise from the same tendency? The impossibil­

ity of this situation confirms our belief in the irrational­

ity of the irrationals. 

Meyerson's decision to fuse the dilemma of reason 

and action in plausible propositions is an indication that 

something is seriously wrong somewhere. The Paradox is 

even more striking in the historical sciences where "histor-

42 icity" is an indispensable theme. " But Meyerson believes 

(4l Con't) penetrating and exacting studies written 
on the theory of relativity from the point of view of e-
pistemology. Cf. A. MINSTEIN, "A propos de La deeduction 
relativiste de M. Emile Meyerson," in Revue philosophique, 
105, (1928), p. 166. 

42 Cf. A. DONDEYNE, Contemporary European Thought 
and Christian Faith, Duquesne University, Louvain, Editions 
T3. Nauwels, (1^58), ch. 2. 
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thot the paradox of reason and action is at o1 ce irremed-

iaole and necessary. The development of science, according 

to our author, is a history of antinomies. The success of 

reason seems to oe contingent on a "cheminement" from 

opposite to opposite. What "'eyerson beliexes himself to 

have uncovered is a dialectics according to which reason 

executes an id e^tity-d iverc-itv -movement whenever thinkin° 

takes place. This it is said, enables us to detach 

incrpooino-iy comprehensive identities. Unlike TTe^el, 

however, the ?'Ieverso, i ^ noetic does not see r to recofciliete 

its antinomies. To do so would he suicidal. But what 

results from the identitv-^iversity dialectic is nonetheless 

a fusion of the a priori and the a_ Posteriori in tertium 

quid (plausible) propositions. The nature of plausibility 

which Meyerson reads in scientific propositions confirms 

our belief. Why else xtfould he affirm the task of philosophy 

to consist in the analysis of s ich propositions in order to 

delineate the a_ priori from the a posteriori? out the 

plausibility of propositions is not an acceptable presenta­

tion of the antimonies engendered by tie Cartesian bifurca­

tion as it does not rest on an adequate -"etaphv^ics. If 

the principles of conservation, for example, were plausible, 

they would oe principles in name only and have nothing to 

do with real beings a^ is evident from t^e "antian noumenal 
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view which Meyerson holds of reality. "Put the principles 

of conservation are meaningless without an operational 
43 

definition. When we speak of inertia tr example, we are 

referring to the actual motion of a body which has suffered 

a real force, which has undergone en effective accelera­

tion in time, and which is maintaining a fixed velocity 

and which will continue to do so until it is impeded by 

an equally real and opposite force. The substantializa­

tion of relations which Meyerson proffers in defense of 

ontology is not on the operational plane of being at all-

out is situated in a distant abstract zone of mathematical 

identifications and reversible reactions. In short, it 

does not deal with real beings Kut with mathematical beings 

of reason. In reality there is no total identity of 

phenomena as Carnot's entropy makes abundantly clear. Even 

if Tire were to suppose the Legitimacy of a 1 : I concret-

izction of abstract relations, the tertium quid structure 

of this conversio-' precludes ontology. It turns out that 

Meyerson's defense of ontology does not mean that the Post 

h3 Cf. PRILIP F̂ -u* ., Philosophy of Science, Sngle-
wood Cliffs, JM.J., Prentice-Ball, Inc. (195?)» 394 pages. 
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Keplerians are the greatest Aristotelians after all oecause 

science does not explain its phenomena in the manner de­

manded oy Meyerson's formula. Total identification not 

only leads to acosmism but it also violates the second law 

of thermodynamics. Nor is lY^erson's doctrine of partial 

identifications an acceptable proposal as man's ignorance 

of the irrationals is ultimately privitive. In actual fact 

there is no real distinction between Meyerson's doctrine of 

total identification and his esno sal of partial identifica­

tions. Eventually, the Meyersonian science will have become 

44 
the perfect philosophy. 

44 This is an important point to keep in mind be­
cause Meyerson tells us that it is the irrational xtfhich 
distinguishes the scientific effort from the philosophic 
enterprise. The former accepts the irrational^whereas the 
latter does not. Cf. E.S. , p. 676. Also n.. ShE, Science 
et philosophie d'apres la doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, 
pp. 89-96. What Meyerson desires most of this doctrine is 
to shox'j the fundamental unity of science and philosophy, 
as both make use of the same process of identification. 
Cf. E.S. , p. 674. Cf. also C.P. , p. 57̂ « Thus, science 
and philosophy according to this are equally preoccupied 
x*rith ontology. The distinction between both types of de­
duction is that mathematical deduction (science) is not as 
"aggressive" as logical deduction (philosophy) as the 
former considers its ontologies to be provisional given the 
day it succeeds in becoming the perfect philosophy, that is, 
in'deduclna- the real from logical principles. This ideal 
is not attainable but it is nonetheless the mainsrrln2 itfhicb 
drives tne whole of the Meyersonian machinery. It seems 
to us hoxfever, that Meyerson misunderstands tne nature of 
explanation. Science is wrong to suppose th't the r^el lies 
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In closing, it seems to us that Meyerson is right 

in calling attention to the insufficiencies of postivistic 

epistemology. The ability to formulate laws supposes in 

(44 Con't) naked nefore it - this is the error of 
mechanism - and philosophy is equally incapable of explain­
ing- a data which is not its own. Cf. J. MAuITAIN, The 
Degrees of Knowledge, p<~. 30-32, arid pp. 59-64. The psy­
chology of induction as it unfolds from the works of our 
author reveals two fundamental facts. First that there is 
a fundamental unicy between the principles of legality and 
of causality and second that there is a continuity in knoitf-
Ledge from ancient to modern physics. This is intended by 
our author to prove that legalism and causalisra cannot be 
separated (and thus that positivistic epistemology is in 
error) , and that science is now as alx\rays concerned with 
ontologies. The thinking of primitive men and the thinking 
of the moderns is the same on thi s score. Cf. D.R., Preface 
p. XI and P. 341. Cf. also M.S., P. 703. Marcel Gillet 
takes the theme of the unity of reason to be an abiding 
contrioution of neyerson. Cf. Id., "La philosophie de 
M. Meyerson - etude critique", in Archives de philosophie, 
8, (1Q31), (esp.) p. 88,93 end 98. ;onnard is of the same 
opinion. Cf. Id. , La notion d'irrationnel chez timile Meyerson, 
p. 17. Cf. also^H. SEE, Science et philosophie d'apres la 
doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, pn. 193-197. While we soree 
that there is a fundamental unity between the orincinles 
of the Meyersonian reason, we think that a unity xMhich is 
not mindful of distinctions is suspect. First of all we 
have shown that there is not the distinction between 
legality and causality which .eyerson suoooses, and second, 
he'does not distinguish betxieen scientific and philosophic 
explanation. "La science, sortie de la philosophie, n'est 
encore, a 1'heure actuelle, qu'un enre particular de 
philosorhie. Tout comme le s°voir que nous decorous formel-
lement de ce nom, elle cherche a connaitre I'etie.-' D.R. , 
p. 379. nererson»s doctrine of t̂ e irrationals confirms 
our interpretation. Cf. Infra., ch. 3> 2. 
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the first place that nature is regulated, which in turn 

means that the real is structured in some way. These 

metaphysical commitments on the nature of things and on 

the ability of reason to know things, as well as the re­

ference which a law bears to tilings, are not reducible tc 

the rule that the law alone suffices. In addition, beyerson 

seems to be right in calling attention to the dualism of 

mind and matter in science; this is Particularly evident 

since the time of Descartes. * But does this mean that the 

psychology of scientific induction reveals a plausible 

character of knowledge? ye think not. It seems to us 

that this view of science necessarely leads to an epistemolo^iC' 

al Paradox because the nlausloiiitv of a proposition means 

that we cannot knoxvr the real other than as a structured 

datum. This view of things forces us to either Hook- upon 

the real as an extension of spatial reasoning, in w 'ich case 

solipsism is the outcome, or we must confess that the real 

cannot be known by reason, which is positivism and the place 

45 Cf. 11. L-Fî Liii, "Line heure avec A. ''mile Meyerson," 
in Les nouvelle s litte'raires, Saturday, Mo v. o, (1920. 
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where Meyerson ultimately comes to rest. In short, our 

study of the epistemologlcal paradox and of the Meyersonian 

concept reveals that the real must be hvposte.tic as to its 

existence, namely dubious, and noumenal as to its essence 

in order to be amenable to reason. It seems to us, there­

fore, th°t the philosophy of Meyerson rests on an inadequate 

metaphysical basis. Unless there are two types of science, 

the one Parmenidean and idea.l, the other Here.cliteen and 

actual, and unless the life of reason consists in a dialecti­

cal movement from one to the other, Me.verson is mistaken. 

It seems to me that one of the challenges to philosophers 

to-day is to formulate a clear philosophico-scientific 

approach to the real which x-ri.ll bridge the gap between 

consciousness and the spatial representation of things. 

Meyerson's merit comas from having sought to do so. 



COMCLJSION 

I t s e e r i r p o s s i b l e t o c o n c l u d e from t h e fen e -

o ino s t i dy t h a t t h e e p i - t e m o l o r a l p ' u r b y in t h e n h i l -

osophy of J e y e r s o n ,-esni. GF f ro T ^ i n a d e - ' i a t e ^ e t - p h y s i c s . 

T h e r e a r e t h r e e l e d i n g c o n ' l d e r ^ t i o n s t h a t have b r o u g h t 

u s t o t h i s cot e l u s i o n . F i r s t , thiat he s u o s t i t u t e s t h e 

t e r m f o r t h e p r o c e s s of k n o w l e d g e . Second, rh t t h e 

s t r u c t u r e of p l a u s i b i l i t y wh ich he a s c r i b e s t o t h e p r o ­

p o s i t i o n s of s c i e n c e "-ener^tes a t e r t i u m g u i d . T h i r d , 

t - v t t h e p r i n c i p l e of c axnae l i t y r e s e m b l e s t h e n r i n c i r l e of 

L e g a l i t y . T h i s , i n t u r n , o s t e i n s from our *-tudy of t h e 

e a i s t e m o l o g i c e l p a r ^ d o y and from the t r i p l e con c 1 der< t i on 

T e have ^ i v e n t h e 1 e y e r s o n i a n c o n c e r t ; f i r s * " , from i t s 

h y p o s t a t i c o r i g i n , s e c o n d , f r o n i t s h y b r i d n a t u r e , and 

t h i r d , from t h e sn, r t a n t i a i i ^ t i c ^ u n c t i o n * M ch i t i ^^<\e 

t o i l a „ i n n i - ~->i loso h y . 

L. e T •-son*'" doc t r i jLa on t i e o r i g i n of co"mef-ts 

i r- th t l e e d e us t o >el ieve t V j t he s u b s t i t u t e 1 t h e t e r i 

f o r t h e •> r o c e s s of k n o w l e d g e . 

T h i s SIK rtitution i s e v i d e n t \- h i s d o c t r i n e on 

t h e o n t o l o g y o^ co ^on s e n s e , --s i n t h e o n t o l o g y o^ c c i e n t i -

f i c t h e o r i e s x^hich i s s a i d t o c o n t i n u e common s e n s e . H i r s t , 

v f e y e r s o n ' s d e f e n s e of t h e o n t o l o g y or co p n ^eti^e does 

n o t r a s t i t s c n s e on a t h e o r v of d i r e c t r e r c c o f o ' , =s i t 

a r i s e s o u t of t h e h y p o s t a s i s of s e n s a t i o n s . T h i s s i t u a t i o n 
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precludes the representative capacity of concerts for it 

•f,aves of the intelligible union between knower and ocject 

known a srontaneous quod. Meverson explainr the hypostasis 

of sensa as a consequence of causality. The causal postul­

ate demands that things conserve =>n identity in time but 

since sensations do not exist in us durino- their absence, 

causality constructs a non-e^o in which they can exist. 

Thus the external world is a place where sensations exist 

durino* thair absence. It is evident from this that the 

real is not given directly to co. sciousness, as it results 

at the term or' a deductive effort. what vie see upon 

awakening ea.c: lornin? is a world th:-t is heavily weighted 

with interpretation. It is created by the rational tendency 

to posit identity in time. Tils is xihat I'eyerson ells the 

ontology of common sense. 

The ontology of scientific theories, on the other 

hand, continues the ontology of common sense because the 

postulate of identity in time can never replace a concept 

by one th<-t is heterogeneous to it. In a sense, the ontology 

of scientific theories is "more real1' than anything else 

because these concepts are more nerour^ble than the concepts 

of common sense. Meyerson says that tnere prooa.bly isn't 

a single onanist who doesn't confuse the reality of what 
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he manipulates with the conception be has of it. But 

this is an admission to a. rationalism. 

In summary, Meyerson holds two doctrines on the 

origin of concents; the one from the hypostasis of sen­

sations and the other from, the equating of such concepts 

through the eliminative function of Identification. Meither 

has anything to do with real beings. What remains of the 

real after it has been stripped of all qualities and pushed 

back into the mind bears no relation to the ontology which 

results from a theory of direct perception. 

The most significant consequence of Meyerson's 

doctri.ne on the origin of concepts is the epistemologlcal 

paradox. Having t^ven a structured datum to constitute the 

starting point of knowledge rather than the being of ex-

tramenta.L reality, Meyerson was destined to remain enclosed 

within a hermetically sealed cogito. This being the case, 

he could only attain the real as either an. extension of 

soatial reasoning, in which case solipsism was inevitable, 

or admit to a fundamental inability of reason to know the 

real, which is positivism, and the nlace where he ultimately 

comes to rest. 

The epistemologlcal paradox is an. indication that 

something is sprio"sly wrong somewhere; the theories of 

science are seen to go one x-ray itfhile common sense goes a 
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different and opposite way. It ma^es abundantly clear that 

the ontology of scientific theories does not continue the 

ontology of common sense as Meyerson says it does. On the 

contrary, the concretizatlon of abstract relations which 

Meyerson proffers in defense of the ontology of scientific 

theories, results in the elimination of time. This is 

necessary because the postulate of identity in time i-

dentifies cause end effect, and where ther<= is no dis­

tinction between cause and effect it is because nothing 

happens. The causal Postulate leads to the fully reversible 

phenomena of rational mehcanics. As to diversity, it is 

explained by Meyerson in the Eleatic tradition as result­

ing from tne displacement in space of fundamentally i-

dentical and immutable matter. To oe is to be extended 

(this confirms our vieitf that the real is an extension of 

spatial reasoning). Meyerson's defense of ontology stops 

the march of time. It attains the motionless and homo­

geneous sphere of the Parmenidean One. Further, since all 

bodies are reduced to space, space is now empty and dis­

appears in turn. Mothinsc is left. Such is the first con­

sequence of a defense of ontology which rests its case on 

an activity of reason rather than on the belno: of ex-

tramental reality. 

Meyerson does not reviex*T his case for ontology but 
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modifies his premise of total identification so as to ad Pit 

of inequalities. rle comes to the realization that this is 

necessary because of the principle of Sadi Carnot. The 

principle of Carnot x̂ arns that the elimination of time 

implies the reversibility of phenomena. But phenomena are 

not reversible because there is not the identity betx\reen 

cause and effect which rational mechanics ^upooses. On the 

contrary, work is being done and entropy is on the increase. 

Thermal equilibrium seems to be inevitahle. But how can 

p structure of reason which knows only identities come to 

know a real that is grox̂ iin̂  progressively more diversified 

and complex? The most logical ansitfer is that it cannot and 

positivism is the only issue. This appears to be the second 

consequence of Meyerson's defense of ontology. 

Meyerson does not stop to consider the extremes of 

the epistemologlcal paradox as a consequence of having 

sought to explain a philosophical problem scientifically. 

His amoivalent doctrine on the nature of irrationality con­

firms this view. In one sense the irrationals are the 

result of privitive ignorance and dissolution appears 

inevitable, while in another, they are in the kingdom of 

the nescient and the knowing enterprise will not ta^e place. 

His fusion of both in a doctrine of rationality - irration­

ality evinces his fundamental indacision xrith respect to 
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the ontological status of scientific theories. 

In final analysis, the extremes of solipsism and 

positivism result because the Meyersonian real is hypostatic 

as to its existence and noumenal as to its essence. It is 

the divorce of mind and matter, as we posit the reversibility 

of phenomena when we reason and the unidirectionality of 

change when we live. But are what we do when we think and 

when we live two different things? If ontology results 

from reasoning rather than from being, it seems that our 

answer must be yes and that we are all contradictory at 

bottom. 

2. Meyerson's doctrine on the hybrid nature of 

concents is what leads us to believe that the plausible 

structure which he ascribes to the propositions of science 

generates a tertium quid. 

Meyerson does not seek to solve the epistemologlcal 

paradox but uses it in place as a sine qua non condition 

of knowledge. This is clearest in Du cheminement de la 

pensee. The key terms he uses to accomplish this feat are 

plausibility and "flottement" or movement of reason. To­

gether they constitute his doctrine of partial identifica­

tions. To be "plausible" means for Meyerson to contain 

something that flows fron reason, as well as elements that 

obtain from sensa. Thus the propositions of science are 
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plausible becau.se they result from the interaction between 

a structure of reason lAjhich seeks identity in time and a 

real that is growing progressively more elusive and diverse. 

What results are partial identities in which reason is 

rewarded but not totally so. The principles of con­

servation are affirmed by Meyerson to obtain in this way, 

as the conservation of mass, force and inertia cannot be 

proven empirically; yet no one doubts the truth of these 

principles. 

This situation reflects the status of concepts 

that are the product of rigidity and fleetine-ness; of 

identifica.tion and diversity. The life of reason consists 

in pouring its mold of identity in ti^e into whatever it 

manipulates. Thus the concent does not represent the real 

as it is given in direct perception, but is a hybrid of 

identities along-with - differences. What Meyerson con­

siders to be the familiar world of perception results from 

a compositive structure of concents. Thus when the intellect 

turns within itself in order to make of the concent a direct 

object of intellectual examination (the eliminati^p phase 

of identification), what results is a dialectical movement 

o-r reason on the opposition between identification and 

diversity (Mis situation "\vo leads to the epistemologlcal 

paradox whenever reason e?a^Ter?1:es either of the opposites). 

http://becau.se
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The end result o^ this operation is a plausible proposi­

tion in wMch itfhat derives from the a priori of identi­

fication and xtfhet obtains a_ noc teriori from sensa, is no 

Longer discernible. It is the total immersion of opposites 

into unity (identity) proportions. The a_ priori - a 

posteriori character of spatial explanation in the philosophy 

of Meyerson confirms this. Contrary to the viexi of Meyerson 

however, the movement of reason on its antinomies does not 

result in ontology but in a tertiun quid in which the 

opoosites of a world where time does not natter an^ yet every­

one somehow grows older, are made to rest side oy side. 

This vision of ontology is not on the operational plane of 

being but in some distant mathematical world view of 

antinomi-s. jr] short, Meyerson ^i°M?kes ma the n<~ti c 1 beings 

of r^a-on for real bein^s0 

3. Tle rerson ' s doctrine on the substapt' alization 

of tertium ouid relations ic what leads •'•"- to believe that 

the principle of causality re.e^les the principle of 

legality. 

Mo one would dispute the claim that the explanations 

of reason -re explanations of r.^ity. Otherwise the claim 

to knot-fledge would be an empty ^osurdity. _ut given a 

reference of the Meye soniar concept to the re^l what re-

suLts is a world in which the ce""e thin r is at once and in 
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the same respect immutable and changing, becoming and being, 

one and many, Parmenidean and Heraclitean. It is this 

aspect of the problem that has lead us to believe that the 

concretizatlon of conceptual relations which Meyerson ad­

vances in defense of ontology raises the fallacy of mis­

placed concreteness. The suppression of the temporal 

reference is itself an indication th^t we are not dealing 

with real beinp-s but with a being of reason. Nothing of 

the real corresponds to the Meyersonian concent. Meyerson 

is undoubtedly correct for c?ilin«- attention to the fact 

that the rule of law imolies the regularity of nature, which 

in turn means that nature must be structured in some way 

and consequently that somethm_ of the real persists through­

out change, but the equatin- of residual identities and 

ontology ĥ >s nothing to do with substance in the sense of 

an enduring substratum. In fact each successful identi­

fication of the Meyersonian reason brings testimony to ̂  

reality that is progressively less and less ontological. 

Contrary to the view of 1 eyerson, ontology does not appear 

at the place of unintelligibility but at the place of 

maximum intelligibility. 

Supposing however, through some philosophic inter­

vention of Maxwell's devil, that the real was amenable to 
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Meyerson's concept, it would also follow th t it could not 

be known as it is in itself, as such knowledge Is always 

precluded, from a tertium quid structure. It would mean 

that the real is hypostatic as to its existence and noumenal 

as to its essence. It is also ironic that the unknowability 

of things as they are in themselves should be Meyerson's 

last words on the subject, as he tells us in Reel et deter-

minisme dans la physique quantique, that the divorce of 

essence and existence of which Rant spoke is not to be 

considered outdated. This undoubtedly delivers a crushing 

blow to the science of predictions but it deals as severe 

a blow to the science of causalism, as we can now do no 

more than describe phenomena since what things are in them­

selves rests on the side of the Kantian noumenon. But more 

than this, the fact that the Meyersonian real is hypostatic 

as to its existence means that reason cannot even pronounce 

itself on the existence of things (unless the real is an 

extension of reason, in which case solipsism is inevitable). 

It seems to us, therefore, that there is no great difference 

between Meyerson's causal postulate and Comte's affirmation 

that the rule of law alone suffices because xrhen all is said 

and done they both end up doing the same thing. 



r-IBLIOGRAPHY 

HRIMAxiY SOUuCJiS 

l'iiLY,.,£iSOn •_ irilMCIr'AL WOKx,S 

Identite et realite, Paris, F.Alcan, 4 e ed. , (1932), XIX, 
and 571 p. 

Identity and Reality, Authorized translation by Kate Lowenberg, 
London, Macmillan, (1930). 

De 1'explication dans les sciences, 2 Vols., Paris, Payot, 
(1927), 784 p. 

La deduction relativiste, Paris, Payot, (1925), 396p. 

Du cheminement de la pensee, 3 Vols, Paris, F. Alcan, (1931)> 
XXVII, and 1036 p. 

Reel et ditermirisme dans la physique quantique, Paris, 
Hermann, (1933), W P-

MEYLRSOiv,'S ARTICLES 

"Jean Rey et la loi de la conservation de la matiere," in 
Revue scientifique, 33, Janvier a juillet, (1884), pp. 299-
303. 

"Theodore Turquet de Mayerne et la decouverte de I'hydrogene", 
in Revue scientifique, 42, 24 vov., (1888), pp. 665,670. 

"La counellation chez les anciens Juifs", in Revue scienti­
fique, 47, 13 Juln, (1891), pp. 756-758. 

rty-a-t-il un rythme dans le progres intellectuel?" in 
Bulletin de la societe franQaise de philosophie, 14, Seance 
des 29 Janvier et 5 fevrier, (1914), pp. 61-140. 

"Le sens commun vise-t-il la connaissance?" in Revue de 
metapbysique et de morale, 30, 15 mars, (1923), pp. 13-21. 

"Le sens commun et la quantite", in Journal de pgychologle, 
30, L, 15 mars, (1923), PP- 206-217-

•niegel, Hamilton, Hamelin et le concept de cause", in Revue 
phiiosophique, 96, juillet-aout, (195), PP- 33-55-



BIBLIOGRAPHY 288 

"La notion de 1'identique", in Recherches philosophiqu.es, 
3, (1933), PP. 1-17. 

"Le savoir et I'univers de la perception immediate", in 
Journal de psychologie, 3-4, (1934). 

"Philosophie de la nature et philosophie de 1'intellect", 
in Revue de metaphysiq'ie et de morale, 41, avril, (1934), 
pp. 147-181. 

"Les mathematiques et le divers", in Revue philosophigue, 
117, -al-juin, "(1934), pp. 321-334. 

"De 1'analyse des produits de la pensee", in Revue 
philosophigue, 118, septembre-octobre, (1934), pp. 135-170. 

MOTE: The above mentioned articles also appeared collect­
ively in Essais. Paris, J. Vrin, (1936), XVI, and 
272 p. 

"Les travaux de M. Charles Henry sur une theorie mathematique 
de 1'expression", in Bulletin scientifique, 16, (I89O), pp. 3-
5-

"Paracelsus et la decouverte de I'hydrogene", in Revue 
scientifique, 47, juin, (1891), p. 796. 

"L'histoire du probleme de le connaissance de M.E. Cassirer", 
in Revue de metaphysique et de morale, 19, Jan., (1911), 
PP. 100-129. 

"La science et les systemes philosophinues", in Revue de 
metaphysique et de morale, 23, .ian. , (1916), pp. 203-242. 

"La tendance apriorique et 1'experience", in Revue philoso­
phigue, 97, jan.-juin, (1924), VP. l6l-179. 

"Le physicien et le primitif", in P.evue philosophigue, 109, 
jan.-juin, (1930), pp. 321-358. 

uIOGRAPIIICAL MAliinlAL 

LiiFfaVtiB, Frederic, "Une heure avec M. _ir.ile Meyerson", in 
Les nouvelles litteraires, haris, le 6 nov. 
(1926). 

http://philosophiqu.es
http://_ir.il


BIBLIOGRAPHY 289 

GEORGE, Andre, Les nouvelles litteraires, Paris, le 
9 decembre, (1933). Notice on occasion of 
Meyerson's death. 

SECONDARY SOURCES 

MAJOR WORKS 

JOOAS, George, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, Baltimore, Johns Ho 0'{ins 
Press, (1930), Personal meeting with 
Meyerson during the winter of 1928-29, out 
of which grew tnis book. Boas Is largely 
eporeciative of Meyerson work. The last 
chapter is excellent. 

_OJ.\UIARD, Andre, La notion d' irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson, 
Universite de Grenoble, Paris, Editions Jel, 
(1936"). Defends the view that Meyerson's 
doctrine of the irrationals is normative. 
This is a questionable issue. 

DA KOJMINCK, Charles, Notion et role de 1'identite chez 
Meyerson, Quebec, Librairte Philosophiqne 
M. Doyon, (1962). Summer course at Laval 
University. 

HILLMAN, n. F. , A, Critical r'tudy of the Philosophy of 
Smile Meyerson, Brown University, Doctoral 
Thesis, (193*0• This author's principal 
theme is that identity does not exhibit 
necessity. 

MELLY, T.R. , 'Mrpl̂ nation and Reality in the PhiLosophy of 
Emile Meyerson, Princeton, F.J., Princeton 
University Press, (1937). This work con­
tains the clearest expression of the 
epistemologlcal pare.dox. 

LA LU.LIA, Joseph, The Ways of Reason, hew York, Humanities 
Press, (1966). This' work contains the 
clearest expression of the psychological 
character of Meyerson's investigations. 

METZ, Andre,.Une nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance. 
Le ceusalisme de M.E. Meyerson, Paris, 
Librairie Felix Alcan, (193*0» Fetz is a 
close disciple of Meyerson. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 290 

MOUriELOS, Georges, L'epistemologie positive et la critique 
Meyersonienne, Paris, Presses Universitaires 
de France, (T962). This author argues that 
there is a fundamental resemblance between 
the programs of Comte and Meyerson from the 
point of view of epistemology. The work also 
contains a good bibliography. 

SEE, Henri, Science et philosophie d'apres la Doctrine de 
M. Emile Meyerson, Paris, F. Alcan, (1932). 
The theme of this work is that the unity of 
the principles of the Meyersonian reason 
argues to the fundamental unity of all know­
ledge. 

STERLING, Colleen G., Reason, Seace and Reality in the 
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, Bryn Mawr 
College, Ann Arbor Michigan, microfilm, 
194M57-ST, (1954). This author defends the 
vieiM that Meyerson's phiLosophy cannot 
account for the possibility of knowledge as 
the real is not amenable to the Meyersonian 
reason. 

L'explication scientifique selon M. ifmile Meyerson 
o u 1& dissolution de l'Stre dans le neant 
par 1'entendement pur, et le r5le con-
servateur de 1'irrationnel, Luxembourg 
Imprimerie Joseph Beffort, (1929). Stumper 
says of Meyerson's work that it x̂ ridens the 
scope of positivistic epistemology so as to 
make room for metaphysics. 

ARTICLES 

"E. Meyerson. Reel et determinisme dans la 
physique quantique", in Archives de 
philosophie, 10, (1934), pp. 100-105. 

"De 1'explication dans les sciences", in Revue 
gen^rale des sciences, 36, (1925). A book 
review. 

STbMurER, 0 . , 

ABELE, J e a n , 

ANTHONY, R . , 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 291 

BEAUVALON, Georges, "Emile Meyerson: De 1'explication 
dans les sciences", in Mercure de France, 
157, 579, Aug. I, (1922), op. 768-778. A 
book reviexAr. 

BLUMBERG, A., "Emile Meyerson's Critique of Positivism", 
in The Monist, 42, (1932), pp. 60-79-

BOAS, G., "Meyerson's Identity and Reality", in The 
Journal of Philosophy, 28, (1931). A 
book review. "Meyerson's du cheminement de 
La pensee", in The Journal of Philosophy, 
29, (1932), PP- 55*M-556. A.book review. 

BOLL, Marcel, "Emile Meyerson: Du cheminement de la 
pensee", in Mercure de France, 231, (1931), 
pp. 443-449. A book review. 

BOUTARIC, A., "La philosophie de M. Meyerson", in Revue 
Hebdomadaire, 34, aout, (1932), pp. 370-
377- "La deduction relativiste", in Revue 
scientifique, 6, (1926). A book review. 
,"Identite et realite", in Revue scienti­
fique, 65, (1927). A book review. 

-riiMuNSCRVICG, L, "La p h i l o s o p h i e d 'Emile Meyerson", in Revue 
de metaphysique et de morale, 33, Jan.-mars, 
T1926), pp. 39-63^ 

BUSCO, p., "Science et realisme a propos de la philosophie 
de M. Meyerson", in Revue generale des 
sciences, 38, (1927), pp. 101-105. 

CHALLEY, Felicien, "Un philosophe europeen, M. E. Meyerson", 
in Europe, 9, Sept., (1925), po. 97-101. 

CHEVALLEY, Abel, "Meyersonism", in The Saturday Review of 
Literature, 5, July 13, (1929), p. 1171. 

DALBIEZ, R., "A propos de La deduction relativiste", in 
Revue de philosophie, 34, (1927), pp. 181-
202. 

DANDIEU, Arnaud, "La philosophie d'Emile Meyerson et I'avenlr 
du rationalisme", in Europe, 114, 5 aout 
(1932), pn. 633-641. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 292 

EINSTjilN, Albert, "A propos de La deduction relativiste de 
M. Emile Meyerson, in Revue philosophigue, 
105, mars-avril, (1928), pp. 161-1661 

FOREST, A., "Du cheminement de la pensee par E. Meyerson", 
in Revue thomiste, .15, mai-juin, (1932), 
pp. 431-447. 

GAULTIER, Jules de, "Identite et bovarysme", in Mercure de 
France, 167, Oct., (1923), pp. 67-IO3. 

GILLET, M., "Du cheminement de la pensee par E. Meyerson", 
i n Archives de philosophie, 8, 4, (1931), 
pp. 26-59. 

, "La philosophie de M. Meyerson - etude critique", 
i n Archives de philosophie, 8, 3, (1931), 
pp. 1-116. 

GREGOIRE, A., "La philosophie scientifique d'Emile Meyerson", 
in Revue des questions scientifiques, 26, 
nov., (1934), pp. 338-384. 

GRISON, M., "M. E. Meyerson et le positivisme d'Auguste Comte", 
in Revue apologetique, 55, 566, nov., (1932), 
PP- 513-532. 

HABEfiT, 0., "Un nouveau conceptualisme", in Revue de 
philosophie, 28, nov.-dec, (1921), pp. 666-
682": 

HARPE, Jean de la, "L'oeuvre philosophique d'Emile Meyerson; 
la marche vers 1'identite", in Revue de 
theologie et de philosophie, 13, (1925), 
pp. 278-287. 

HERZFELD, If.F., "The Philosophy of E. Meyerson", in Thought, 
8, June, (1933), PP- 90-106. 

HILLMAN, O.K., "Emile Meyerson on Scientific Explanation", 
in Philosophy of Science, 5, (1938), pp. 73-
80. 

JOHAN, R., "La raison et 1'irrationnel chez M. Meyerson," 
in Recherches philosophiques, 1, (1931), 
pp. 138-I65. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 293 

REELING, Stanley, "Philosophy in France; the Doctrine of 
M. E". Meyerson", in Journal of Philosophical 
Studies, 1, (192.6), pp. 93-100. 

, "Identity and Reality", in Journal of Phil­
osophical Studies, 5, (1930), pp. 467-469. 
A review of K. Lowenberg's translation. 

KELLY, T.R., "Meyerson and the Epistemologlcal Paradox", 
in The Monlst, 44", July, (1934), pp. 296-
305. 

LALANDE, A., "L'epistemologie de M. Meyerson et sa nortee 
philosophique", in Revue philosophigue, 93, 
mars, (1922), pp. 259-280. 

, "La deduction reiativiste et 1'assimilation", 
in Revue philosophique, 101, (1926), pp. l6l-
I89. 

, "Remarques sur Le cheminement de la pensee de 
M. Meyerson", in Revue philosophique, 114, 
juillet-aoubt, (1932), pp. 105-128. 

, "Philosophie de 1'intellect. Les essais 
d'E\ Meyerson", in Revue philosophique, 124, 
Sept.-oct., (1937), PP- 5-27. 

LICRTEi\,STEIt\f, Leon,^ "La philosophie des mathematiques selon 
M. E. Meyerson", in Revue philosophique, 113, 
jan.-juin, (1932), pp. 169-206. Translated 
from the German by Andre Metz. 

LOWENBERG, J., "Meyerson's Critioue of Pure Reason", in The 
Philosophical Review, 41, July, (1932), 
pp. 351-367. 

METZ, Andre, "La philosophie de la nature de Hegel d'apres 
M. Meyerson", in Revue generate des sciences, 
37, Jan., (1926), pp. 16-20. 

, "La science et la raison dans la philosophie 
de M. Meyerson", in Mercure de France, 186, 
mars, (1926), pp. 28O-303. 
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TUJIOIS ABSTRACT 

The point that Emile !< eyerson has so strongly made 

against Auguste Comte and Positivistic epistemology is that 

a concern for ontology cannot remain foreign to science as 

the scientific law implies metaphysical commitments, such 

as a belief in the intelligibility of things, in the refe­

rence of laws to things, in the regularity of nature etc., 

xtfhich are not reducible to the rule that the law alone 

suffices. A belief in the validity of law as an instrument 

of prediction, according to meyerson, implies that the re­

lations which obtain oetween the conditions affecting the 

properties of a substance and the behaviour of these 

properties is constant. In short, the principle of legality 

implies the regularity of nature. This also leads Meyerson 

to suppose that things are structured and that they conserve 

an identity in time. But the feat of the Meyersonian reason 

is to equate the rule of identity in time with the principle 

of scientific causality. To think is for Meyerson to identi­

fy. Mo other process is involved. Explanation arises as 

a process of Le.yi'"r bare the identity which exists between 

a cause and its sffect; of discovering thnt the sufficient 

reason of a consequent lies within the folds of an antece­

dent. Thus, the appearance of a relation in nature (le­

gality) is always an occasion for identification (causality). 

These principles are distinct but they are not separate. 



TRESIS a.iSTcu.LT 2 

Meyerson's analysis of the psychology of scientific, in­

duction is destined to pro^re that science has always 

explained its Phenomena in th^s manner. Thus, the 

positivistic drear- o^ limiting the study of phenomena to 

the first of these principles alone, th^t is, of freeing 

science from ontological considerations, is chimerical. 

Meyerson's defense of thp ontological preoccupation 

of science is not acceptable as it rests on an inadequate 

met?physics. Inasmuch as the tendency to ~osit identity 

in time corresponds to a natural lew of the mind, it means 

that whet we see upon awakening each morning is heavighly 

weighted, with interpretation. Meyerson says of the 

external world that we may even create it in order to lodge 

our sensations in it. Reason requires that things con­

serve an identity in time, but since sensations do not exist 

in us durir_°* their absence, Meyerson argues that ther*3 must 

be e. non-ePx>, a itforld external to consciousness in fMiich 

they can exist. "nTe terms the hypostasis of sensations 

"common sense". Science, on the other hand, continues the 

ontology of common sense as reason cannot replace a concept 

by one thct is heterogeneous to it. This situation, however, 

ultimately leads him to an epistemologico! paradox; to 

idealism on the one hand, and to positivism on the other. 

The enistemologicel paradox is an indication that 
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1 eyerson ^e^ins his -philosophy with ? structured Saturn 

rether than xrith the bein^" of extremeut^i reality. Meyerson 

is bond UP within •? hermetically sealed cogito. Tx*ro 

possioilities follow from this situation. Fir='t, that 

neyerson looks upon the real as an extension of spatial 

reasoning. To be is to be extended. This is the considera­

tion of change in the Eleatic tradition. It ultimately 

leeds to solipsism and ecosmism. This situation corresponds 

to the convergent phase of reason and realitv. Second, 

that reason cannot penetrate its object or even nronounce 

itself on the existence of things. This case correspondc 

to the divergent phase of renson and reality. In spite 

of these difficulties, Meyerson does not change the equating 

of reasoning and identification. In place, he fuses the 

opoosites of idealism and positivism in the a priori - a 

posteriori, identification - diversity, conservation -

dissipation etc., plausiole propositions of science. He 

comes to the realization that this is necessary because 

of the principle of Sadi Gemot. The principle of Carnot 

warns that the elimination of time implies the reversibility 

of phenomena. 3>ut phenomena are not reversible because 

there is not the identity between cause and effect 

which the postulate of identity in time supposes. On the 
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contrary, work is being done and entropy is on the increase. 

Thus, the plausibility of e proposition results from the 

fusion of the antinomies of e reason which postulates the 

reversibility of phenomena, x«rith a reel in which change 

is seen to be unidirectional. In short, these propositions 

arise because o <* an interection betx̂ een an a priori structure 

of reason which seeks identity in time and a real that is 

growing progressively more elusive and diverse. Our 

analysis of the ambivalent nature of the irrationals con­

firms this. 

Meyerson's decision to fuse the onrosites of reason 

and reality in plausible propositions does not solve the 

metaphysical problem of the structure^ datura, but gives rise 

to the further difficulty of a tertium quid situation in 

which what provides from reason end what obtains from the 

senses is no longer discernible. Our investigation into 

the origin, nature and function ifhich he ascribes to the 

concept bears this out. In essence, the Meyersonian con­

cept contains a mixture of rationelity and irrationality; 

of a priori and a posteriori elements. If explanation is 

to refer to things, the Leyersonian real must be hypostatic 

as to its existence and noumenal r<s to its essence. In 

short, the real is not only unknoxtfable as to its essence, 

but reason cannot even pronounce itself on the existence of 

things. Our author does not succeed in refuting positivistic 

epistemology. 


