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FOREWORD

From the first appearance of Identité et réalité in

1908, Emile Meyerson has been acclalmed as one of the most
stimulating thinkers of our time. The title of "Profound
Philosopher® which Bergson conferred upon him in 1909 has
never left him. The erudition of Meyerson is immense. His
first work alone 1s 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
frém its earliest beginnings to its latest developments.
Einstein published an article in 1928 in which he expressed
approval and admiration of Meyerson's doctrine. Compétent
critics such as Boas, Blumberg, Bachelard, Brunschvicg,
Lalande, Lichtenstein, Maritain and Sée, to name a few, have
each been impressed by his work. André Metz has devoted a life
time to the study of his works.

The program of Emile Meyerson 1is to show that a con-
cern for ontology cannot remain foreign to science., He is
critical of the positivistic eplistemology of Auguste Comte
for having sought to dispense from metaphysics. Comte believes
that describing phenomena is the only business of science,
M;yerson, on the other hand, says that this is not the case,
as the history of scientific inductions 1s 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 explaenation. We believe that the analy-
sis of the concept and of its relation to the term of knowledge
gn the philosophy of Meyerson, will enable us to determine
whether or not sclence 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, Mourélos, Parodi, Sée, Spaler and
many others. The consensus of opinion is that although
identification is involved in thinking, that it is not the
whole of it. Necesslity is not exhibited in this way. Mourélos
says of identification that it is a simplistic process. " Boas,
on the other hand, concludes his critical analysis wilth the
remark that Meyerson's doctrine of identification "ralises
certain metaphysical problems which would not be raised if the
theory were not adopted." Others still, have p:eferred to
approach identification from the side of the a priori. On this
acore, 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 epistemological 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

1s the attailnment of the homogeneous and motionless sphere
of the Parmenidean One from which all diversity has been
enptied. The ideal of thought is to reduce the whole of
diversity to the tautological proposition 4 = 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 gqua non condition of know-

ledge. The antinomies of reason and reality do not result
in dissolution nor in mutual exclusion but in partial
ldentities, 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. Beason 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

epistemologicsl paradox divides Meyerson's writings into
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two parts. The first group, Identité et réalité, De

1'explication dans leg sciences, and La déduction

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

°

pensée, 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 reallity 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 ldentification 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
trey reveal what emphasis is to be ﬁlaced 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
’brogram is normative. 1In addition to these studies,
several good papers have been written on the lrrationsals.
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 Inmvestigation 1s not normative

but strictly within the province of a philosophy of mind.
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This asvect of it seems to have escaned the attention of
the majority of critics.

Qur analysis of the mataphysical foundations of
Meyerson's philosophy proceeds as follows. The first
chapter is a study of Meyerson's object and wethod. The
gecond chapter probes the principles of reason which
Meyerson says evince a concern foy 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. 8Sadl Carnot ls seen
to be Wthe hero of sciencet But the end result is that
reason and reality are divergent. Section 3 probes
Meyerson's fusion of reason and reality in ®plsusible®
propositions. Section 4 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 1s shown thest what resultse if the concert re-
presents the real is a real that is hypostatic as to its
exlstence 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 ovnsitivistic
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epistemology. The final chapter is a verification of what
has been said. Mechanical theories and the principle of
Sadl Carnot are in stark oprnogition 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 ftemselves, 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 aprear 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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INTRODUCTLION

The program of Emile Meyerson is to analyze the
products of scilentific inductions from the earliest begin-
nings of sclence 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.l Thus if
Meyerson can prove in this way that a concern for ontology
cannot remain foreign to sclence, 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 premigre, c'est qu'il ne se peut pas gue les
hommes du passé aient pensé autrement que nous. (...) (et la
seconde) c'est que si je ne sais comment je pense, 1l me
suffit d'étudier la marche de la science pour avoir un
'échantillon saisissable, palpable de la pensée.' (...)
ce chemin détourné est le seul chemin véritable.,"

FREDBERIC LEFEVHE, "Une heure avec M. Emile Meyerson", in
Les nouvelles littéraires, Paris, Nov. 6, (1926.)
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Meyerson encounters on the way are vernlexing,

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
Comnte to limit the study of phenomena to the rule of law
alone is synecdoche, But assuming that 1t is correct to
equate reasoning and identification, does it follow that
scilence 1s ontological? As far as Meyerson is concerned,
the equating of the two means that we conceive of change
in the Eleatic tradtion while continuing to recognize the
entropic and consequently irreversible character of becom-
ing. This 1s 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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1s what leads him to recognize that the real does not lend
itself to the formula of identlty, otherwise Meyerson

would continue to consider change in the Eleatic tradition.2
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 scilence are each affirmed by Meyerson

to be of this type. The principles of conservation, for
example, are sald to result from the fusion of an a priori

tendency of identificatlion with the a posteriori elements

of sensation. The proof that these principles are the
result of such a fusion 1g that they were not known to the
ancients (and thus that they are not wholly a Briori), 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 inguiry because the

fusion of antinomies precludes ontology.

2 In spite of this apvarent difficulty, the Eleatic
conception of change continues to exert a positive
influence on the thought of Meyerson., Cf. Id., Réel et
déterminisme dans la physigue guantigue, Paris, Hermann,
(1933), p. ll. Cf. also J. Maritain, The Degrees of
Knowledge, G. Phelan (trans.), New York, Charles Scribners

Sons, (1959), p. 43.
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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.

Eﬁile Meyerson was strongly influenced by Descartes3
but he is critical of him for having sbused 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 possipble significance here.q 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 et fait un
Dieu chez les anciens..." (RhDenIC LEFBVHEE, "Une heure avec
M. BEmile Meyerson®™, in Les nouvelles littéraires, 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
déceler dans la pensée de Descartes une influence scolastique
pour les neuf dixidmes, mais ce qui m'intéresse, c'est
précisément le dernier dixidme, le cb8té par ou il échappe
au moyen age.".

4 ¢f., Ibid. The plausibility of propositions is
significant in this respect. Cf. Infra, Ch. 3, 3, 7.
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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 Certesian nor a Kantian. In fact,
there are 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 1s 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 belng
"the hero of science" is an instance of this dilemma.
Further, this situation is most probably the source of his
fundamental indecision concerning the ontologicel 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 aprear to explain its phenomena in the manner
demanded by Meyerson's formula. It seems that an episte-
mological paradox of sorts 1s destined to arise whenever

we think of empiriometric explanation in this way.



BEYOND POSITIVISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY

CHAPTER 1

I. The Object: The Belection of Comtian
Epistemology
A. The Epistemology of Auguste Comte
The Workl of Eﬁile Meyerson is above all a re-
jection of Auguste Comte's positivist102 epistemology.
Comte's epistemology limits the scientific method to the
rule of law.3 The Positive science rests its case on the
belief that a knowledge of what nature does satisfies
reason. All dse 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 Identité et réalite,
Identity and Reality, trans. K. LOWENBERG, E. S., for De
l'explication dans les science, D.R., for La ddduction
relativiste, C.P., for Du cheminement de la pensée, R.D.,
for Réel et déterminisme dans la physique guantique. These
along with Essals, 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 1s used in accordance with the
sense first given to it by Comte namely, of data that 1is
free from metaphysical speculations,

3 ",.le caractére fondamental de la philosophie
positive est de regarder tous les phénomdnes comme assu-
jettis & des lois naturelles invariables, dont la découv-
erte précise et la réduction au moindre nombre possible
sont le but de tous nos efforts..." A.COMTE, Cours de
philosophie positive, 1, Paris, Librairie J.B. Baillieéere
et Fils, (1877), p. 16.
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according to the father of this movement, to the third

b in which questions

and final development of the human mind
of theological and metaphysical ordination are affirmed to
be insoluble and impracticable speculations.5 All such
conterfeit questions are to be discarded from now on. Thus

the task of positivists, setting aside sociological con-

siderations, 1s to redeem men from the illusions of the

L Comte's law of the development of the human
mind 1s not secured on the basis of an inductive exanm-
ination of facts but appears to be wholly a priori.
"Ainsi, la loi des trois états d'Auguste Comte, se pré-
sente, lorsqu'elle est soumise & l'analyse, comme ne
reposant pas sur une démonstration précise, soit histori-
que, solt rationnelle. Elle apparaft, plutdt comme une loi
congue intuitivement, quil contient, certes de grandes
vérités, mais qui, en fin de compte, n'est qu'une loi
hypothétique.® G. MOURELOS, L'épistémologie positive et
la critigue Meyersonienne, Paris, Presses Universitaires
de PFrance, (1962), p. 46. Cf. also C.P., p. 638.

5 "Dans l'état théologique, 1'esprit humein,
dirigeant esgssentiellement ses recherches vers la nature
intime des &tres (...) se représente les phénomenes coume
produits par 1l'action directe et continue d'agents sur-
naturel (..). Dans 1'&tat métaphysique, gui n'est au
fond qu'une simple modification générale du premier, les
agents surnaturels sont remplacés par des forces abstraites
(eeeo) Enfin, daens 1'état positif, 1l'esprit humain, re-
connaissant 1l'impossibilité d'obtenir des notions absolues,
renonce a chercher l'origine et la destination de l'univers
et & connaltre les causes intimes des phénomé&nes, pour s'a-
ttacher uniquement & découvrir leur lois effectives.,™
A. COMTE, Cours de philosophie positive, 1, p. 9.
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past.6 What Comte presents us with 1s a new humanism in
which he, as high priest, 1s 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 sclence 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, a2 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. Mourélos criticizes
Meyerson for having divorced the epistemology of Comte
from its sociological setting."...la méthode positive ne
doit pas 8tre congue indépendemment de l'objet auquel elle
s'applique (...) Il ne s'agit donc pas, pour 1l'épistémolo-
gie de Comte, de dégager les lols logiques de l'intelligence,
mais de se constituer en un systéme tel qu'elle puisse
embrasser toutes les sclences en montrant la fagon dont
1'une tient de l'autre.”™ G. MOURBLOS, L'épistémologie
positive et la critigue Meyersonienne, p. 63. Whether or
not it is possible to so separate epistemology from
soclology 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 scilentific
induction is an exacting study of the whole of science from
its earliest beginnings to its latest developments and 1is
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 legsl, 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 relstion of assoclation 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 pecision the more we can
distinguish the multiple aspects of nature. Helsenberg'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 1s the properly explicetive aspect of the
positivistic science.8 The explicative value of laws of
assocliation is mathematical. There is no causal necessity
involved. The greater the number of instances in which
events are observed to be relsted in past situations, the
higher the probability of their recurrence at some future
time. The appeal of this sclence lies in the security of
being able to predict the course of nature and of vpassing
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
connailssance des lois est ainsi présentée par Comte, non
seulement comme une prélude & l'action, mais surtout comme
une satisfaction accordée aux exigences mémes de notre
esprit.“9
B. The Insufficlilencies of Positivistic Epistemology
The theme which underscores the whole of Meyerson's

rejection of positivistic epistemology is his belief that

8 ™M™L'explication des falits, réduites alors & ses
termes réels, n'est plus d4sormalis que la liaison établie
entre les divers phénoménes particuliers..." A.COMTh, Cours
de philosophie positive, 1, p. 9.

9 G. MOUSBLOS, L'épistémologie positive et la
critigue 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-

10 The conception of a science

cription of phenomena.
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. Sclence has never been
content to stop without asking, why? Why must this law be
and be as it & and not otherwise."id

Comte's refusal to ask the gquestion leads Meyerson
to suppose that the positivistic study of phenomena is an
investigation of sensations. Unless the law bears a refer-
ence to the object, the supposed cause of the sensation,
it i1s difficult to see how sensation and phenomenon are not

synonymous terms. In such a case, positivistic eqgiste-

X . \ . . . . 1
mology 1ls an investigation of sensations and their relations

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

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

12 ¢f. Ibid., p. 16. Cf. also A.METZ, Une
nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, Paris, Librairie
Félix 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 véritablement, ce sont

des rapports entre les sensations concues comme dépouillées
de toute ontologie.“13 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 theorieg 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 gul concerne la physique de nos Jjours en
particulier, i1 est manifeste qu'en progressant elle
s'éloigne constamment de l'anthropomorphisme de la
sensation (...) qu'elle édifie des constructions de in
plus indépendantes, de plus en plus détachées du moi,

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

15

cern of scilence. This is not to say however, that he
rejects action as one of the possible ends of science. On

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

13 E.SI, p. 32.
.].Ll’ CoPo, p- 1150
15 Cf. E.S., p. 567. Cf. also C.P., p. 190.

16 Cf. C-P., p‘,o. 6 - 7o Cf. 8150 D.Bo’ p. Ll"-
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but he rejects previgion as the only goal of science. *®lLa
nature ne se montre pas seulement ordonnée, mais auseil,

wl?

jusgu'd un certain point, réellement intelligible. The

scheme of things which exvlains phenomena by the law alone
is synecdoche.l8
C. Science is Ontological

The central argument which Meyerson proffers in
defense of ontology is that reasoning is identificatory
and that to identify phenomena 1is to posit the persistence
of "something® throughout change. Thus science is not
only explicative in Comte's sense of the term but 1s also
a search for ontology. Meyerson's argument is basically
with the manner in which the experimenter questions
reality. If 1t 1s admitted that identification is the
essence of thousght, 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 I1.B., 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 epistemology 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. Resson's concern with
phenomena is twofold. First there is a need of "practical®
reason to predict the outcome of events - this 1s the rule
of law, and second, there is the egually ovressing need of
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science constitute what Meyerson takes to be ontology.
That science should requlire the persistence of something
and thus evince a concern for ontology 1s 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, 1s of no immediate interest to Meyerson's
philosophy of mind."l9 In short, Meyerson says that
science 1s 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 métaphysiqe
comme 11 respire, et celuil gul fait de la science,
c'est-a-dire, qui travaille lui-méme & étendre le

domaine du connu ou quil cherche seulement a suivre
ceux qui travaillent ainsi, est donc métaphysicien

(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 sclentific causality. Although these
principles are distinct, they are not sevarate. Thus
description is not the only business of science.

19 ¢f. infra., ch. 1, part 2. Metaphysics as Meyerson
understands it, is an inquiry into what reality is "in
itself." He expressely disavows any amblition of doing
metaphysics in this sense "..nous exclurons, non pas toute
métaphysique, - cela serailt, assurément, impossible, -
mais toute recherche de cet ordre..." ¢.P., p. 66. Cf,
also Essais, p. 104 and D.R., p. 354. What Meyerson
proposes to show is that sclilence 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 posgitivistic
epistemology rest in its failure to grasp the essential
nature of the rational operation. Sclence 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 sclentific 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 supréme
sera comblée, si nos travaux sont reconnus comme Taisant
partie des prolégoménes & toute metaphysique future.“z1

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 tellé us that

the scientific activity is characterized by two great

20 Essals, 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 dlistinguished here. First of all, Meyerson claims
that the explanatory power of laws of association does
not satisfy reason, and second, that science 1s 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."?2 A belief in the validity of the law as an

instrument of prediction is also a belief in the intelli-

gibility of reality23 and inagntological fundation of the

law.zu These metaphysical presuppositions, although in-

dispensable to the formulation of laws, are not admitted

by Comte.

M. Meyerson nous semble avolr mis hors de toute
contestation, du point de vue de la recherche positive
elle mé&me, 1l'insuffisance du pur positivisme; il aura
contribué & rendre & la science la conscience et le
courage d'elle-méme, de sa fonction et de sa portée

22 Jacques MARITAIN, The Degrees of Knowledge,
P. 473,

23 "Le positivisme, qui est une théorie édifiant
la science sur la l1légalité seule, ne sauralt cependant se
passer de la supposition d'un accord entre notre raison
et le monde extérieur"® 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. MelZ, 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, Université de Grenoble, Edition Jel,(1936), p. 17.
Unless scilence admits of the objectivity of things, it trans-
forms itself into a metaphysics of laws. Cf. T.H. KELLY,
Explanation and Reality in the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson,

pp. 15 - 17.
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ontologique.25

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 seientific 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 detalled investiga-
tion of scientific theories from thelr first inception to
their latest developments. In order to refute him on this
score, 1t is necessary to retake the whole of his work in
order to show that the physicist does not think in this
way.26 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 pensée). In short, reason must make do with

25 D. PAKODI, Du positivisme & 1'idéalisme, Paris,
Vrin, (1930), p. 213.

26 ¢f. C.P., Pp. XXX - XX, and p. 70.
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partial identities, TFurther, it aprears 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 thelr completion. But in spite of
these concessions, we do not think that identification is
the whole of thought. Certsinnely it is not the whole of
explanation, as this situation precludes a philosophic
explanation of the regl. 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 1s made to insert ontology into the real.
The Meyersonian reason 1s 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 irrationslity and of
ontology. It seemg 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 hyvostasis of legality. It is this aspect of the
problem which has lead us to investigate the metaphysical
foundations of Meyerson's philosophy. 1In 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 1s to take as the starting point of a criticel analysis
an activity of reason in place of the being of reality.27
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 guod, or term of
knowledge. It is heavily weighted with interpretation.
It is at the place of the idea. In short, Meyerson sub-
stitutes the idesa of resality for the actual being of reality.
He precludes the representative capacity of concepts. This
is essentially a repetition of the cartesian way. 1Inh a

sense both Descartes and Meyerson found within themselves

27 C¢f. W.i. CARLO, "Idea and Concept:s 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 1d.,
Philosophy, Science and Knowledge,
Milwaukee, The Bruce Publishing Co.,
(1967), po. 86-93.
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what they had already put there and not a conceptual
gimilitude 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 himsgelf 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
%he other hand, does not maeke 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)£nown in both cases is not
the real but the idea of the real. We believe that the

sine qua non character of the epistemological paradox

(the divergence - convergence of reason and reality) in
the philosophy of Meyerson offers a direct confirmation

of our thesis. It seems that an epilstemological 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 Methods Philosophy of Mind
A. Meyerson's Philosophical Vocabulsery is

Imprecise.,

The vocabulary which Meyerson uses to describe his
method 1s misleading since it leads to severe misgsinterpre-
tations of his work. He has been acclaimed as an episte-
mologist and as a philosopher of science while in fact he

28

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

his first major work Identité et réalité, 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 aporopriate and
now becoming current. We have, however, in our
research been gulded by certain conceptions foreign
to this domain.

Meyerson's last major work however, situates his method

within the province of logic and psychologyBO, while an

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

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

30 Cf. C.P.’ p. 14.
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article contained in a posthumous publication leaves no
doubt that it is "Philosophie de l'intellect.“31 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
rhilosophical theories.

31 ¢f. Bssais, pp. 59-105. The article "Philosophie
de l'intellect", first appeared in Revue de métaphysique,
41, (193Lk)., It is the clearest expression of his method.

cf. C.P., Preface pp. VII - VIII. Cf. also
G MOURELOb I'épistémologie positive et la critique
Meyersonienne, p. 873.

33 J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, Pp. 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 1s not philosophy of sclilence; nor for that matter
is it epistemology since his concern 1is not normative but
factual.34 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. Sée also affirms Meyerson's work to be
philosophy of science.36 It is significant to note that
A. Metz, a close disciple of Meyerson, revised an earlier

work after the publication of lieyerson's Du cheminement de

la pensée, 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. 1l7.

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

36 c¢f. H. SEE, Science et philosophie d'aprés la
doctrine de M., Emile Meyerson, Paris,
F. Alcan, (1932).
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of a philosophy of science from the cover.37 D. ParodiBS,
39

G. Mourélos”’, and A. Bonnard, on the other hand, affirm
Meyerson's work to be epxistemology.

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 causalisme de M. Meyerson and was revised in 1934 and
reentitled Meyerson, une nouvelle philosophy de la
connaissance.

38 ¢f. D. PARODI, Du Positivisme & 1'idéalisme,
Paris, J. Vrin, (1930), pp. 207-221 (esp. p. 220). Cf. also Jd.,
“Le cheminement de la pensée selon M. Meyerson®, in Revue
de métaphysigue 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 épistémologie déductive, tandis que
le 1légalisme d'Auguste Comte nous fournit l'armature d'une
épistémologie inductive. Aucun de ces deux systémes
n'exclut réellement 1l'autre.” G. wmOUARLOS, L'épistémologie
positive et la critique Meyersonienne, p. 162, I think
Mourélos 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
gsimilarity between legality and causality is reducible to
an epistemological dispute.
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8 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 gu'elle resort
des travaux de Emile Meyerson, semble indiquer le
mieux sur qu'elle voie 11 faut s'engager désormais si
lton veut éviter les %mpasses et faireagrogresser
veritablement la pensée 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 Meverson are at one time convergent and

at another, divergent. But this does not mean that the
lrrationals are normetive. 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
other.u1 Meyerson never intended for the irrationals to
function as medlators in philosophic disputes.i’L2 His plan

is not to distinguish right thinking from wrong thinking

but to show that a concern for ontology is inescapable.

4o A. SONNARD, Ls notion d'irrationnel chez
Emile Meverson, bp. 19.

b1 ¢f. Infra., ch. 3, 3.

Lz ¢f. ¢.P., 0. 69 and F%ssais, pp. 59-105.
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In fact our author believes that the same "cheminement®
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
ontological.,.
C. Meyerson's Method is "Philosophie de
1'intellect.®
The method of Meyerson is situated somewhere be-
tween psychology and logic “empruntent le probléme A

b5

1'une et la méthode de la recherche & 1l'autre.® However,
he hesitates to use the designation of a "logic" since it
is usually assocliated with normative Knowledge.46 Meyerson
is prepared to accept the term "paychology® but with one
reservation - he mistrusts the method of introspection.

"Our reason 1s competent to scrutinize everything except

itself. When I reason I am really powerless to observe

43 ¢f. Essais, pp. 120-130.

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

l"l’5 C.P., pc 9-
46 c¢f. Ibid., . 14 and Essais, p. 65 and p. 151.

43
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the action of ny reason."47
The clearest formulation of a work that is at once
psychology and logic 1is contained in Essais where 1t 1is

48 This termi-

sald to be "Philosophie de 1l'intellect.”
nology leaves no doubt that lheyerson's work is neither
epistemology nor philosophy of science because a philosophy
of mind ig a disinterested probe of reason "..sans
g'occuper de connaltre ce qui se passe en dehors..“ug
Meyerson is not concerned with the structure of the real
as such but wlth "human thought as it interprets the
real.“50 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 basisg

k7 I.R., Author's Preface to the French Edition,

48 Cf. Essais, pp. 59-105.
49 Ibid., p. 66.

50 J. LOWBNBERG, "Meyerson's Critique of Pure
Reason", in The Philosophical Review, 41, (1932), p. 361.
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from which to predicate an explsnatory or ontological
structure of reason. This method is not without serious
difficulties. TFirst of all the ways of reason are hidden -

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

Ce n'est que dans des cas trés rares gue nous
pouvons, au moins partiellement, pénétrer dans
cette psychologie du chercheur, guidés solt par les
aveus du savant lui-méme, soit par la manidre dont
se présente l'ensemble de son oeuvre (...) le schéma
qu'un savant & aventage a adopter en expocant sa
découverte n'a, la plupart du temps, que des rapports
lointain avec les voles que sa ralson a rée%}ement
sulvies au cours du travail gui y a aboutil.

Meyerson likens the process of mind to an “obscure
instinct“.52 Since the scientist 1s unacguainted with the
process he 1s aprlying, Meyerson must assume that un-
consclous and conscious processes of reasoning are the

53

same. If these processes are dissimilar, it follows
thet his study of the scientific mind will not succeed in
discovering the hidden assumptions which he believes

sccompany all forms of thinking, Since these assumptions

51 E.S., p. 627.
52 Ibid., p. 459. Cf. also Infra., Ch. 2, 3, D.

53 ¢f. C.P., P. 9, and Essals, p. 153 Cf. also,
A. SONNARD, La notion d'irrationnel chez Emile Meyerson,
p. 15.
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are generally of a metaphysical nature, such asgs a belief
in the intelligibility of reality snd in the reference of
laws to things etc., they contain whet Meyerson desires to
uncover most. He 1s confident however, that the method
of research which he adopts favours his assumptions.
C'est 14 que 1l'histore des sciences est

susceptible de nous tirer d'ewbarras, car elle

nous montre une pensée dont le progrés s'opére

enn général selon les principes mémes gui dirigent

la nd8tre, alors que les corclusions auxquelles

elle aboutit sont si différentes de celle dont

nous avons 1'habitude gqu'aucun entrainement

inconscient n'est plus & craindre. Dés lors les

voles du cheminement, pour l'observateur %Etentif,

resortent avec infiniment plus de clarté.
Thus given the assumption that the ways of reason follow
the same "cheminement® for unconscious as for conscious
processes, Meyerson belleves 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 1t consists in bracketting off the real from

reason while continuing to defend its ontological penchant.

54 ¢C.P., p. B85.
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C'est une téche ardue, can il faut que la raison
réussisse 3 dégager l'essence de ses propres formes
du contenu auquel elles s'appliquent et sans lequel
elles ne sauralent exister, et nous serions heureux
que le lecteur jugeldt que notre travail satisfait55

~

ne flt-ce que trés partiellement, & ce programme.

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.56 His only
concern is to show that the psychology of scientific
induction 1s (unconsciously) preoccupled 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 hils unwilling-
ness to do philosophy of nature, or metaphysics for that
matter, as he does not distinguish clearly between them.
"M, Lalande, dans l'admirable travail qu'il a bien voulu
consacrer au Cheminement, nous a hautement loué pour avoir
appuyé d'un nouveau contrefort 1l'une des théses
fondamentsles de ce qu'on pourrait appeler 1l'anti-
évolutionisme. Nous ne pouvons, & notre grand regret,
souscrire entieérement & cette appréciation. Il n'est
point question d'anti-évolutionisme dans notre livre,
ni d'évolutionisme non plus, du reste. Cela pour la
simole raison qu'évolutionisme et anti-évolutionisme
sont l'un et l'autre des conceptions appartenant & la
philosophie de la nature et que, dans la mesure du
possible, nous nous sommes constamment appliqué & nous
abstenir de toute incursion dans ce domaine." Essais, p. 94.
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eplstemology. 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 lles 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 dublous as psychology does not appear
to enjoy a privileged status in this respect.58 But
the equating of the psychology of scientific induction with

the ontological concern of sclence means, insofar as

Meyerson 1ls concerned, tThat things are not given directly

57 The etymology of explanation suggests a bring-
ing out from the folds; a "dévollement™ 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
jdentical and immutable matter. This is the doctrine of
the unity of matter. Cf. Infras., ch. 3, 1.

58 ¢f. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, pp. 116-120.
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to us in perception as they are sttasined deductively.
It seemg that induction as Meyerson concelives of it is eg-
sentislly deduction. There is no pure envisagement of
facts becavse the psychology of scientific induction is
such thet resson will transmute whatever it manipulates
into ontological residues. In short, it seems to us that
Meyerson's irablility to distinguish between inductior 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.

58 There 1s no doubt that meyerson holds to the

creation of the resl by reason. The text of Lssais
confirms this, “LA CaniTlOn LU nibli 5'ACCOMFLIT A

LYINLEnlbUn mbllk Db L'o8PuIT.® Ibid., p. 66. Italics
sdded. Cf. also ¢.P., p. 120. Cf. also Infras., ch. 4,

L.’.
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CHAFTh 11

1. Statement of the Problem

The key to Meyerson's defense of ontology revolves
about the distinction which he establisheg between the two
component principles of reason namely, the principle of
legalityl and the principle of causality. Weyerson affirms
that both principlegs are in use whenever thinking takes
place, He criticizes Comte Tor reducing the scientific
inquiry to the first of these principles alone. Thus,
it 1s imperative that we state as clesrly as possible the
respects in which legality and causality differ, for only
in this way can we Jjudze of Meyerson's defense of ontology.

Although the principles of reason are distinct,
they are not separate. The aprearance of one isg always an

occasion for the avprearance of the other. Together they

1 The word 'legality' is interded to convey the
English equivalent for Meyerson's use of '1égalité!’,
Kate Lowenberg however, who translated Meyerson's Identité
et réalité, prefers the word 'lawfulness', Cf. Identit
and Reality, New York, Dover Publications Inc., 319325,
p. 18, Lowenberg does not give a reason for this choice.
We, on the other hand, prefer the term 'legality' since
it lendgs itself to the analogical rredication of scientific
law in the philosophical sense while 'lgwfulness' isg usually
employed in a univocal, narrower, Juridical sense. Cf.
Britannica Dictionary (1966), v. 723 (lawfulness) and
p. 728 (legality).
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constitute the "fabric" or ressorn, ~g¢ they father 11
mental activity. Meyercon doesg not for a3 sginele moment
chanze his mind sbout this. There ig a fundamental
continuity to his work in this resrect. He does not
depart from the central theme thst the principles of
legality ard ceoucrlity accomneny all formg of <ciertific
inductio‘ﬂs.2 But in what precisely consist their role?
In ghort, what is resronine accordine to WMeverson?

IT. The Princinle of Legality

A. Whet it 1s

A very reel agpect of realitv which cannnt escarpe

2 %C'ecst, av contraire, une <eule et méme thice
qui est exporce dens tous, qul vy egct retournde sous tous
ces agpecte, dircutée et 4t2blie natiemment avec une
évidence et une généralité ssns cesce accrues.”™ D.FARODI,
"Le cheminement de la pensée selon . deyerson®, in
sevue de lMétaphysique et de morale, 39, juillet-sept.,
(1932), p. 388. The plen of Meyerson's works is as follows;
I.R. takes as 1its data the empirical findings of scientists
sand is an investiration into the psycholo~icsl principles
which accompany induction. 7.35. on the other hend, is more
deductive in spirit and ceeks to confirm the conclusions
previously obtained in I.R., Meyerson's third work, D.R.,
concerng itself with the phycice of Hinstein and providecs
a2 modern settin~ in which to test his theories. C.P.
does not deviate from the structure of thought thet is
vnveiled in earlier works bvt provides the cetting for
the 2pplication of these principles to the sphere of
common sencse knowledge. Finally, BR.D., a small svecial
ctudy, argueg thet quantum mecharics mazes use of the game
mental processes (althourh lesality ic seen to lose of its
rigidity concerning predictions).
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even the severest Idealist is the fact of change. Our
world 1s 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 Heldegger to raise the fundamental
metaphysical cuestion "Why are there essents rather than
nothing“3. Ultimately, Meyerson asks the same questiong
.e.1l faut rendre raison méme des choses éternelles;
si 1'on suppose que le monde a existé depuis 1'éternité
et qu'il n'y a en lui que des globules, il faut rendre
ralson, pourquoil ce sont des globules plutdt que des
cubes.
But before man can begin to make himself comfortable and
railse speculative guestions, 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 1s the guarantee of this belief "“En

effet, l'action est, pour tout organisme, une nécessité

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

4L E.S., p. 180,
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immédiate et de tous les instants, et le succés de cette
action démontre sans cesse la parfaite 1égalité de la
nature“.5 Man is not free to believe or not to belileve

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 animsgl
need for self preservation.

The principle of legality 1s rooted in the belief
that phenomena occur sccording to mathematical patterns and
is formulated by Meyerson as stating a relation between
the properties of a substance and the conditions affecting
it.7 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 ig to formulate relations between conditions and

5 Ibid., p. 659.
6 I.RB., p. 22.

"2 lol énonce simplement que, les conditions
venant & se modifier d'une maniére déterminée, les
propridtés ACTUBLLES (italics are mine) du corps doivent
cubir une modification également déterminée.® I.HK., 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
obsgerve 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 1s never involved in fact,. The truth value of

8 The effort of David Hume to treat the contents
of reason as an obJject 1s treated in science also results
in the denial of necessary connections. Hume argues that
gince 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 thirker 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 1t 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 concention of science and of reason
is Baconian.9 It is not acceptable as it leave no room
for speculative knowledge.lo
B. The Ultimete Alm of Science is hkxplanation

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 Baconisn induction and
accuses him of distorting the facts of reeson %“Sa doctrine
a en réalité exercé fort peu d'influence svr la marche de
la science. Le parti-pris anti d4ductif (...) est
contraire sux véritables tendances de la sgcience et de
1'esprit humain.® E.S., p. 134.

10 C¢f. B.S5., p. 565. G. Mourélos, on the other
hand, does not agree that Comte's rule of law precludes
speculative knowledge. Prevision, 1t seems, was never the
only concern of Comte “"Ce gue Comte recherche avant tout
dens sa classification, c'est un ordre de dépendance
réelle entre les scilences qul pulisse correspondre i un
ordre rationnel.¥% G. kOUHRLOS, L'épistémologie positive
et la critique Meyersonienne, p. 54. The probable source
of this disagreement is that Meyerson and Mourélos are
thinking of two different things, the one, of positivistic

epistemology, and the other, of positiviem. Cf. Ibid., p. L55.
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of the positivistic science to dispeunse from metaphysical
assumptions is apparently illusory. The cobnexity of
phenomeng goes beyond what The conformity to law demands

of it. There ig =z surplus for which the law cannot account.
Because of this Feyerson says that action and previgion

are not the only business of science "..1la oll 1l'expérience
et 1'induction nous font découvrir un ordre constant, il

vy a certsinnement une nécegsité logique encoure &

tl In short, Meyerson argues that scientific

découvrir."
induction contains deductive element that provide from
reason,

The malilnspring of posgitivistic epistemology is
experience, Without a sufficient number of experiences,
the science of prediction loses its significance. But
ziven a sufficient number of deta, 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 laws, 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 vermitting the deduction of the greatest

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

immediate deta."l2

But since the tendency in science is
to move away from the discomforts of direct observstion,
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 avong, sans doute besoin d'exveriences.
Mais les resultats de ces expériences nous voudrions
gqu'ils nous servissent & préparer des ralsonnements,
des déductions. C'est donc bien la d2duction gui
constitu% le véritable but vers lequel tend la
science., 3
At the moment Meyerson is concerned to show the incomplete
character of positivistic induction. But Meyerson's
subseguent development of the thesis that induction leads
to deduction opens the door to the causal vosgstulate and to
the vltinate identification of induction and deduction.
He accomplishes this feat through the doctrine that thought
ig 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 recoznize 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
1s also the meaning of explanation since a phenomenon will
not be understood until we also discover the causes of its
beilng. But what sre 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

doeg not explain a thing through causes in the philosophic

senge 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 sntecedent of
change is shown to contain the sufficient reason of the
consequent because reason ldentifies the two.ll+ Deduction,
on the other hand, is the art of showing what phenomena
are related in this way.

In summery, because legal sclence 1s preoccupied

with the economy of effort, that 1s, the formulation of

-LLI’ Cf- Ibid" ppo 66 - 920
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lncreasinely comprehensive condition and property relations,
Meyerson argues that the veritable aim of science is not
induction but deduction. Thus action and prevision are
not the only business of science. But before we probe
into the structure of leyerson's causal postulate, a word
more must be saild about what he considers to be the in-
sufficiencies of posgtivigtic epistemology.

C. The Metaphysical Assumptions of Postivistic

Epistemology

Not only is the tendency of sience to deduce and
explain 1ts phenomena, but Meyerson also argues that the
law entails metaphysical essumptions 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 1t 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 thet without
an ability to read something of itself into phenomensa,

reason could not formulate laws, The law isgs an ideal
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construction of reason; it implies the ability to
generalize.l5
...ce qui existe véritablement, c'est non pas le

général, mais le particulier (...) Il y a 13 entre

la science et la réalité, entre notre entendement et

notre sensation, une véritable lacune (...) tout ce

qul est pergu par nos sens se morcelle en sensations

particulieéres alors que tout ce qui est congu paryg

notre entendement prend la forme d'idée générale.

The formulation of laws, according to Meyerson, is

a process of disengaging things from their concrete ex-
istence and of rasising them to the level of universal,
predicative Judgments. It 1s 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 phenomensa
themselves but by consciousness "“,.les seuls rapports gque
nous puissions connaltrent sont ceux dont notre conscience
forme elle méme l'un des termes..."l7 Each experience is
atomic in charascter and cannot of itself be said to relate

to the molecular of scientific theories. It is reason

which transforms atomic sensa into molecular propvositions.

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.oOAS,

A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p.8.

16 E.S., p. 28.

17 D.R., p. 74.
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There is a surplus of the signified over the signifying
whenever man thinks., The survlus 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 V. 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, 1t does clarify his thought.
The expression which Miller uses to denote the contribution
of reason in establishing a continuity between the phenomena
of experience 1is 'interphenomena.' The function of
'interphenomena' ig to fill the spatiotemporal gap between
phenomena. They bridge the continuity gap between the
discontinuous data of senssetion. They enable the intellect
to read a coherent, continuous whole into the fracmented
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.

LLrie TakhP. PrpdoUnl vOL. PRES 4 VOL.

10:20 A.M. 540 5 dynes/cm? 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 wouvld be at the mercy of

(18 con't)

1k TeiP.  PHLSSURE VOL. PbSS X VOL.
10:30 A.M. 549 L dynes/cm? 25,00001]13 100,00 ergs
10235 A.M. 540 2 dynes/cm% 50,000em3 100,00 ergs
1050 A.M. 54° 1 dynes/em® 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 interphenomens
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 interphenomensa 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 becguse they
reveal a content that is at once from sensa and from reason,
But "plausibility" and "intervhenomena" differ in that
Meyerson's doctrine on plausible propositions nrecludes the
representative capacity of concepts. Cf. Infra., ch. 4,
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nature. It means that the resl 1s structured; that there
is something of reality that perdures throughout change.
The propositions of science imply "supports" for the
"rapports® of observations.l9 Further, the ability to

formulate laws implies that nature is ordered. How else

could we predict the recurrence of events? In short,
Meyerson seys that a belief in legality is also a belief
in regularity and in structure.
It is Jjust as interegting for us to know
when things will teke place as to know what takes
place. (...) thus it is our conviction of nature's
regularity which intervenes; nature lends itself to
it, this 1is incontestable, but this conviction
(e..) exceeds the limits of direct observation; it
is absolute and guarantees the future.?
But not only 1is the legallst impelled to believe in the
temporal recurrence of things but he is also forced to
believe that space 1s homogeneous and that the law will
hold good anywhere.21 The idea of the uniformity of svace

constitutes the basis of geocmetry. Meyerson argues that

the homogeneity of space lmplies something more than the

19 ¢Cf. C.P., pp. 519 - 521,

20 I.R', p- 35.

21 Cfc 9 Ibid_. 3 p‘po 36 - 38-
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low says 1t does. It implies the persistence of things

in space.22

Thinegg change in time but they are not
modified in space. Thus there ig not complete analogy
between space and time., Identity in time goes beyond
what strict conformity to law demsnds of it. The concern
with laws is not the only business of science.

.88 2 last subtle thrust at positivism he
points out that posgitivism cannot cerry through its
program of cateloguing descriptive laws without
employlng the essential nrocess of explanation,
namelyé identification in arriving at general
ideas. 2

D. Conclusion
Although the rule of law provides the starting point

of science, description is not the only business of science

since it entails mwetevhysgical commitments such as a belief

22 ®The reasoning which nrecedes 1s based evidently
on a distinction between objects and laws. Now, 1s an
object anything but a group of phenomena? And sirce these
phenomena are ruled by laws, 1is not what we call an object
gimply a sroup of relations conformable to law?® I.H.,

p. 39. But the relstion 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 spt to be
modified if these conditions happen to change.® Ibid., p. 41.

23 Tohk. ARLLY, uxplanation and Reality in the
Philosophy of Emile Weyerson, p. 17.
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in the objectivity of things, in their intelligibility and
regularity and in our ability to formulate propositionss
none of which 1s reducible to the rule that the law alone
suffices, This is particularly evident as concerns the
homogeneity of thines 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 legslity implies more
than Comte says 1t 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 causslity. Thege principles are distinct
but they are not separate.24 In thelr operation they form
a unity, simultaneously seizing uvon the data of sensation
in order to transform it into the continucus, 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 investigstion of the signifying will reveal that Meyerson

2L Why then do we treat of them separately? "A
quol nous pouvons répondre: mais tout simplement pour
comprendre quelque chose & ces opérations de 1l'intellect
scientifique.™ C.P., p. 242,
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attributes the surplus to the causal tendency of identifi-

cation. Thig is the subject for our next inquiry.

ITI. The Principle of Causality
A. Its Importsnce

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 ls 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 occupiles in the

work of Meyerson cannot be overstszted.

25 "In the pases which follow we shall study the
r8le played by the postulate of causality in the physiecsl
sclences. We hope to show that this r8le 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. lBl'Z, Une nouvelle
philosophie de la connaissance, p. 49, "ht le nom de
CauSaLlome (italics are mine) nous paralt bien choisi pour
dégigner la philosovhie des science de M. lieyerson elle-
néme." 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 vpropositions. These are the
irrationals" ...1l nous faut, d&s le début, centrer notre
étude sur les deux notions de base gui constituent la
pilerre angulaire de son systéme; la notion d'identification
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B. What it is

Meyerson distinguishes hetween two orders of
causality: sclentific causality and theolozical 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 enguiry. The subject
which concerns him is the analysis of scientific causality.26

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 ldentify whatever resson manipulates. This is
the Meyersonian formula of exvplanation. 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'irrstionnel. C'est autour
de ces deux notions fondementales que s'ergage, chez luil,
le dialogue entre 1l'expérience et la rasison. "G.MOUHRLLOS,
L'épistémologie pogitive et 1la critigue Meyersonienne, p. 95.
An equally important issue in the philosophy of Meyerson,
is the epistemological meradox. Cf. Infra, ch. 3. The
paradox apvears to be the logicel consequence of a philosophy
that becins within the cogito rather than with the beings
of extremental reality. Cf. Infra., ch. b,

26 Henceforth, causality, the causal postulate,
and the principle of scientific causality are used
synonymously.
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Ceusgality is an ilmperstive to identify senss as
well as the concepts of reason.27 "Ainsi, celes est
important & noter, tonte vériteble exlication scientifi-
gue d'un phénoméne dans le temps revose su fond sur la
vermanence de quelque chose, d'un concept quelconque."ZS
Since explanations =re explanation- of reality the identity
of concepts relates to an ldentity of thinegs, This is the
key to the distinction between the principles of reason.
Whereas the principle of legality demands a belief in the
resularity of nature (lezelity implies regularity, as we
saw earller), the postuleste of causality posits identity
in regularity. A cause cannot gilve rise to an effect that
is heterogeneous to it, as something of the cause must
pass into the effect. The feat of the Meversonian reason

ie to egquate the identity of phenomena, or whatever 1t 1is

thet persist from cause to effect with explanstion and

27 lMeyerson actually holdg two doctrines concern-
ing the origin of concepts. TFilrst he presents the concept
28 resulting from the hynostasis of sensations into
identities. Second, he speaks of the eliminative function
of causality as 1t probes the diverse in search of
identities. "No single account of the process is maintained
throughout.® T.H. KBLLY, pxplenation and Reality in the
Fhilosorhy of bkmile Meyerson, p. 77. This situation
reguires clerification because the concept is the key to
Meyerson's defense of ontology. It seems to us that
theyerson's 'concept'! contains more than he =avs it to.
¢f. Infra., ch, 4.

28 E.S., p. 160.
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ontology. This is the function of causality. In brief,
the principle of causallty brinrs this other dimmension
to the law that time also he irrelevant to the phenomena
themselves. "All the conditions which lawfulness imposes
upon us, in whatever concerns time and space, these also
causality demands, and 1t adds another exigency, that of
the identity of the objects in time.“29

Meyerson's formula of identity is a formula for
ontologv. The identity of objects in time, or whatever
it is of the antecedent that persists through to the
consequent, is the essence of the resl. %Ce qul versiste,
c'est toujours l'essence, et ce qul varie ne peut &tre qgue
l'acoident.“Bo The ontological apretite of reason is a
search for identities in time. Thils is the proverly ex-
plicative nature of science., "La science est en outre un

wil

syst8me de supvorts, 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 1is also the

denial of lesality. The rational thirst for ontologies 1is

29 I.R., p. 45.
30 Essgals, p. 202.

31 E.S., p. 546,
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proper to the whole of science. "Le point de vue le plus
simple (...) consiste & considérer le processus d'identifi-
catlion comme fajsant partie du tuf sur lequel reposent les

32

assises les plus profondes du savoir humein,® Meyerson's
defense of ontology is unequivocal. The essence of reason
1s 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 evistemology
distorts the facts of scientific induction in seeking to
reduce science to a descrivtive business.

In summary, lozical necessity 1s seen to unfold as
a process of bestowling successive identifications on the
plethora of sensations. The causal postulate is Meyerson's
defense of ontology while identification is the “ovpen sesgame"
that uncovers residual stores of identities. Meyerson ar-
gues that unless we look on reason in this way, that the
cetream of consclousness which Bergson spoke asabout is re-
ducible to discontinuous sensa. David Hume does not look
on reasoning in this way "...aussi la démonstration si pro-

bante de Hume n'a pas eu le don de cornvaincre touvs les

32 Ibid., p. 585.
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philosophes.“23 The alternative is more rewarding; a

3k

helief in causslity is a belief in identity, is a belief

33 ;[_Ej.‘_d_'.’ jo 83'

34 Meyerson has been lareely criticized for
equating scientific causality with identity. Mourélos 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 & falre & des démarches purement
intellectuelles, & des analyses rationnelles aussi clsaires
que celles que suppose l'application du schéma Meyersonien
de l'identification, mals & des raisonnements confus,
supportés par toutes sortes de tendances, & des pensées
par analogie, pénétrées d'affectivité, en deux mots, &
des opérations inventives dans lesquelles tous les éléments
de l'imagination créatrice entrent en jeux.™ G. MOURELOS,
L'épistemologie positive et la critigue Meyersonienne,

p. 153, I think that Mourélos is right about that because
identification, although it is involved in thinking, does
not appear to bhe the whole of it. But also I think that

a Ffundamental aspect of Meyerson's work withstands the
criticism of Mourélos. To begin with, Meyerson's work is
an investigstion into the vpsychology of scientifiec 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. PFurther, 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 qul n'ont que des idées claires."™ E.S., p. 299.

There are two fundamental aspects of identification thsat
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 Mourélos
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 guestion of instituting the legal bond

(34 Con't) and often obscure manipulation of
concepts. Nor, unfortunately, is it always free fron
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 vpromisory of identities.
Analogical reasoning is abundantly in use "La théorie de
M. Meyerson semble &tre comnatible avec la notion
d'analogie intriseéque dont la philosophie scolastique
fait un si grand usage." M. GILLET, "La 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 1ldentification 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 g different order is proffered by
O.N. Hillman who says that identity in time does not
exhibit necessity. Cf. 0.N. HILLMAN, YE., Meyerson on
Scientific Explanation®, in Philosophy of Science, 5,

(938), pp. 73-80. Cf. also Id., A Critical Study of the
Philosophy of Emile Meverson, ppr. 92-114. I Think thsat the
critique of Hillman is more to the point, as ldentity 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 A8, B> C : A>C,
thet a2 = b (i.e. a2 = 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 invelves circular argumentations
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 découvrir la wmie source du principe, il
suffit de se rappeler le nom oar lequel Leibniz et
bien d'autre aprés lul l'ont désigné. Il est le
principe de la raison determinante ou suffisante.
La ol nous le faisons prévaloir, le phénoméne
devient HATIOMNEL (italics are mine), adéquat &

(34 Con't) identifications are vused and not that
the mechanism itself is in error. C(f. Egsais, pp. 120-130.
He does not chance 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 voints out, identification is essentially a
negative process, that is, a process of eliminating
diversities. Doeg explapnation consist in construction
or destruction? %S8i de son point de vue M. lMeyerson
a le droit de dire qu'expliquer c'est réduire, d'un autre
point de vue, expliquer c'est construire® D. PARODI,
Du positivisme & 1'idéalisme, Paris, Vrin, (1930), p. 216,
But Meyerson does not soften the rigidity of his theory.
"On apergoit clailrement que le similaire ne contente
d'aucune manigre l'esprit, et ce que la raison cherche
c'est bien 1'identique parfait". Essais, p. 196. The
identity between antecedent snd consequent must be
absolute a8 reason cannot fathom the diverse. Meyerson's
proposed solution to these difficulties rests in his use
of the evpistemological paradox. Cf. Infra., 2, 3.
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notre raisong Nous le comprenons et pouvons

L'expliquer.
Meverson also finds the equating of identity with reason-
ing in Hoffding36 and Condillac.3? Ultimately the principle
has its historical genesis in the Eleatic conception of
chanee., Inasmuch a2s the identificetion of antecedent and
conseguent is complete, we can only suppoce change to have
been illusory. The attainment of identitles enables
reason to transform empirical successions into necessary
propositions. BReason has discovered identity and has
understood that the event could not have been otherwise,
ieason has shown the antecedent to be a sufficient reason
of the conseqguent.

Le forme esgentielle de notre science nous aprarait
modelée surtout par le souci de 1'explication du
changeant par le versistant. C'est pour obéir 2
cette tendance irrésistible que nous cherchons la
raison suffisante du phénomgne, et le vrircive de
la raison suffisante n'est donc qu'une forme du
vrocescsus d'identificetion. Il est par 1'identification
de Ll'antécédert et du conségquent, 1l'aprlication de

ce Droggssus & la merche des phénoménes dans le
temps. -

35 I.B., P. 31l. (Lowenberg's translation of this

]
text is on p. L1).

36 Cf. C.P., p. 55.

37 Cf. I.B., p. 43 (Lowenberg translation).

38 E.S., p. 177.
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The unity of the princivles of reason is also in
evidence, as there can be no qguestion of establishing the
causal connection before the legal bond is instituted.39
But given the invariant successions of legality, the
principle of ceusality spontaneously trasnsmutes this data
into necessary relations by discovering in the antecedent
a sufficient reasson for the conseguent, The efforts of
Hume, Helmholz and Hannequin to establish the causal
connection from the side of phenomena alone could not

succeed.u'O The sufficient reason of thines does not

opbtain from phenomena themselves, as they are diverse.

The diverse 1is not a source of intelligibility. This
is an important aspect of lMeyerson's philosophy.
D. The Princivles are Instincts of Reason
The tendency of identification is the natural law
of the Meyersonian reason.ul 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 bhoth
legal and causal. Cf. I.R., ch. 1, and E.S., ch. 1 and 2.

4o c¢f. E.S., pn. 68-83.

b1 c¢f. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 56.




Tur PelINCIPLos OF nbsasON 75

42
an a priori categorical imperative to identify whenever
we think., It ig an imperative because it commands ctrictly
and it 1s cetegorical because it admits of no exception.
Meyerson likens it to an instinet.,. ¥..le sgvant n'obéit
gu'aux suggestions de son instinct scientifique lequel
est obligé de composer avec l'impérieux penchant ontologi-
que."L‘LB The principle of legality is also instinctive
and equally vnconditional in its application to phenomena.
But the principle of legality ls not to be mistaken for
the principle of causality.
The principle of legelity 1s based on the survival
instinct.
Donc, je n'ai pas le choix de croire & la

prévision, c'est-a-dire & la sclience, ou de n'y

pas croire. B8i Je vieux vivre, 11 faut que j'y

croie; dés lors, 1l n'est pas étonnant que cette

conviction, fondée directment sur le plus puissant

des instinct de l'organisme, celul de 1ﬁuconservation,

se manifeste avec une force sinsuliére.

This is all thet 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 1Ibid., p. 557.

44 T.R., p. 8 (Lowenberg Translation p. 22).
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nothine to do with the instinct of Dreservation.45 Nor

1s it es clearly defined 28 preservation since its
exigencies are not as immediste. But causality is so
irtimate to the 1life of reason as to figure primarily on
the unconscious plane. We spontaneously and instinctively
hypostatize all sensa into perdurable identities whenever
we think. It ils understandeble that the scientist should
be generally unacqualned with the process he is apprlying"
..en créant la science, l'esprit humain obéit a une sorte
d'instinect obscur, & deg tendances dont il ne peut lui-
méme parvenir & connaltre la nature qu'a 1l'aide d'un
travail d'analyse."46 But this presents no great difficulty,
as Meyerson advocates the same movement of reason
(cheminement) for unconscious processes as for consclous
ones. In fact this is a desirable sgsitustion since Meyerson
can now argue that the search for ontology is not simply
the affair of either of these taken separately, but that

LLV'-
it concerns the whole man. f

45 Cf. Ibid., p. 30.
46 FE.S., 0. 459,

47 c¢f., Ibid., p. 620. TFurther, Meyerson says
that identificetion is not a prereogative of man alone "Si
1'animal faisait attention & ce qu'il y a de particulier
dars les brins d'herbes, il ne parviendrait pas & brouter.
Ctest, au contraire, parce que, var une erreur consentie,



THL PHINCIPLLS OF BBASON 27

E. Conclusion

Meyerson's analysis of the principle of legality
reveals that the experimentsl method carries with it a set
of metaphysicel assumotionsthat are not reducible to the
rule of law. 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 guite another matter.

The principle of causality because it i1s 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 resson and reality.
In this situation there doesg not appear to be anything of
the real that is amenable to the Meyersonlian doctrine of
jdentification. Identity and diversity are seen to he
mtually exclisive, as reason cannot fathom the real

without at the same time destroying it. Reason cannot

(47 Con't) voulue, il les identifie, gnu'il parvient
au concept d'herbe en général (..) nous pouvons nous
imaginer cette tendance & 1l'lidentification du divers
naissant avec la vie animale, avec la conscience." Ibid.,

p. 582.
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tolerate diversity and diversity ig irrational. Reason
cannot function without the diverse and yet, it cannot
penetrate the real without destroying it. T.k. Kelly
concludes from the movement of divergence that Meyerson

is 2 postivist. "The situation he has pictured 1s clearly
positivistic, The real is wholly unsttainable by the
reason. In fact the conflict between identity and reality
1s so sharp that we could only except, or deduce,
pogitivism."

The second movement of reason corresponds to the
phase of convergence between identification and diversity.
The princivle 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.K. KELLY, Explanation snd Reality in the
Philosophy of Emile lMeyerson, p. 46.
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Such in brief, are the consequences of the doctrine
that thought 1s identificatory. It ultimately leads to the
epistemological paradox. This paradox is the subject of

our next inquiry.



THe EPISTEMOLOGICAL PARALOX

CHAPTER III

Section I: The ways of Beasonl

I. The Explanation of Becoming

The fact of change is of prime importance to Meverson.
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
all problems.2 But how is it possible to conceive as
identical (ontological) what the plethora of sensations
reveals to be diverse? Meyerson's solution is to negate
change.3 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 l'explication.”

2 Cf. D.R., p. 263.

3 Meyerson explains change scientifically, as he
equates ldentity with sclentific causality. Since the
structure of identification 1ls the essence of reagson it
follows 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. MARILAIN, The Philosophy of Nature, New York,
Philosophical Library, (1951), pp. 62-70.
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folds of the c:ause.LP 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 cavses have vanished. Chanee is shown to
ne unresl, as phenomensa have been identified in all their

5

varts, The explanation of change has given birth to the
fully reversible world of rational mechanics.

This situation results in the elimination of
time, "corsidérer, des Ilds, les phenomdnes comme reversi-
bles, c'ert, du méme coun, nier l'existence concréte du

6

temps et annihiler son effet," Time no longer flows

unifornly in the same direction. It ig now absolutely
identical in all its places. The causal postulate has

7

nogited the identity of phenomena and made time indifferent,

L!" Cf. EOS-, 'D. 136.
5 Cf. Ibid., ». 183 and D.R., p. 263.

6 G. MOURELOS, L'épistémologie nositive et la
critigue !"eyersonienne, p. 119.

7 Cf., I.B., ch. 6. meyerson's conception of time
is unclear. In places he speaks of time as though it was
a secondary element that 1s, as resuvlting fron: the numbering
of anterior and posteriocr states in the Aristotelian
tradion, while at others he thinks of it as being a primary
datum. Cf. D.2., p. 106 and p. 213. Cf. also R.D., o. 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 homogeneousg like the
space of Euclid.8 "It is the confusion of past, present,
and future - a universe eternally immutable.“9 In brief,
Meyersgon'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. 1Is Identity Tautology?

The goal of reason is to reduce the whole of
reality to the provosition A = A. Thig i1deal is both
necessary and rigid. It is necessary because resson can-
not tolerate diversity and it is rigid because reason can-
not identify. Beason must act as though the whole of
reality lent 1tself to the ideal of absolute identity.
Bach 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 wechanics
that concerns us.

8 Cfg, J‘. LA LU]AIA, The Y‘Tayls Of I'eason’ p-p‘ 30_31.
Ccf. also G. LOURELOS, L'épistémologie vositive et la critigque
Meyersonienne, pp. 119-120.

9 I.B., p. 230,
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thet must be distinguished before this question can he
answered, namely identification and identity. The

distinction between these 1s clearest in Du cheminement

de la pensée 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 fron which all
diversity has been emptied 1s the attainment of this
ideal, as it represents a maximum degree of intelligibility.
It is the bare tautologic proposition A = A out of which
everything flows necessarely. But this ideal 1is not
realizable because the a priorilo is not the source of the
diverse. Diversity 1s not something which the Meversonian
structure of identification can produce. Thus Meverson
recognizes that the goal of reason is chimerical. In place,
we must make do with partial identities. ™A chaque pas on

/
met de cdté un divers en le déclarant négligeable.“ll

10 ¢f. 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
consigt in repetition but in discovery.

.51 en disant 'A est A' on désignait par le

second A exactement lz méme chose que par le premier,
on aurait une tautologie, c'est-a-dire guelqgue
chose qul ne pourrait avoir ni sense, ni but. Or
1l'esprit ne raisonne pas sans but.
Identity "is not a ready made process but requires an effort
of thought in which thinkers must be in agreement as to
what is rdained and what is discarded of diversity.13
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. MBTZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la connais-
SBYICS, D. }‘“‘5-

13 Cf. C.P., pp. 297-306. The rational operation
as Meyerson concelves of it consists in the elimination of
differences for the sake of residual ide-tities. 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 s path to the proof of this
theorem, he argues that it will not be understood.
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of a teutologic tendency with the matters of sensa.l

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 rewsrded but not totally so, as at each reduction
something of the real is left behind.

B. Meyerson considers change in the Eleatic

Tradition.

How is it pogsible 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.l5 It is the summit of

14 The term Meyerson reserves for these vropositions
is that they are plaucgible. That which provides from the
a priori denounces pogitivistic epistemology, while the
need for sensa warhs agalilnst attempts at global deductions.

15 ¢Cf. E.S., p. 137.
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certitude from which 2l1ll flows out of necessity., *L'iden-
tité universelle, qui enveloppe la négstion du mouvement,

de la nouvesauté et du temps, la vieille concention
é1léatique, tel est, au fond, pour M. Meyerson, l'idéal né-
cessaire de la raison.“16 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."17
The Parmenidean spvhere excludes all heterogeneity. The
postulate of the unity of matter has always attracted the
mind of man.l8 The history of sclence bears this out,
Meyerson argues that the appeal of this hypothesls lies in

its explicative force.19 But we cannot conclude to the

postulate of the unity of matter on the strenght of the

16 D. PARODI, La Philosovhie contemporaine en
France, Paris, Librairie Félix
Elcan, (1920), p. 209.

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

18 cf. A.METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la
connaissance, pp. 127-142,

19 Meyerson 1s a rationalist at heart, "he seems
to conceive the rational process only on the Eleatic type"
J. mAnlTAIN, 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.zo
further, from the import of the deduction (the exnlanation
of the properties from the elements), it is easier if we
supoose "an infinite numoer of principles differing from
one another in quality.“21 An important feature of the re-
duction needs to be explained.
C. The Atomism of Leucippus and Democritus

The most important feature of Meyersonlian 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 vlethors of qualitatively
diverse sensations is an impverative of the highest order,
It ensures that the ontological apvetite of reason will
not e frustrated. The theoreticians of sclence cannot
destroy reality without at the same time putting something
ir its place. In fact, the constructs of sclence are held

to be more real than the sensations which they are called

20 Cf. G. 30A8, A Critical Analysis of the Philoso-
phy of Emile Meyerson, Saltimore, John Hovpkins Press, (1930),

pp. 37-46.

21 I.R., 0. 243.
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upon to replace.22

Le physicien a besoin d'une réalité détachée du
mol, d'une ontologie, et comme il détruit celle du
sens commun, d'oll il est parti, il est forcé, dans
une certalne mesure, de croire sux 8tres qu'il crée,
aux molécules, aux atomes, aux électrons.

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.

X o . 2L .
This maxim is Occam's Razor. Among those things whose
persistence has been postulated, the materisl 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.®

22 According to Sir Arthur Hdington, The Nature
of Physical World, New York, Cambridge University Precs,
(1946), there are two visgions of all that is; the foriliar
world and the world of science. The first is the common
cense world of dally experiences, of sunsets, offices and
books, while the second 1s the hidden world of atomic
structures, of energy leveles and space. Although rational
science cannot explain how the world of space gives rise
to sengationsg, it nonetheless affirms the hidden world to
be the real ore.

23 E.S., p. 517.

24 "La tendance & créer desg 8treg fictifs en vue
d'une explication est si fortement enracinée en nous, -u'il
a fallu se prémunir contre elle mar un “noncé spécial, C'est
le rasoir d'Occam qui interdit de crfer des &tres au deld
de ce gul est nécesgsaire." 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 pogit the reversitility of
phenomena (the spatialization of time) and to conceive of
chenge in the Eleatic tradition. 3But 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
as ildentical that which spnears to be different?2® The
attempt to solve the Parmenidean dilemma gave rise to the
atomic theories of Leucippusg and Democritus. The atomism
of these thinkers was mreant to serve the duval purpose of
accounting for the fact of change while retaining inasmuch
as possible the Parmenidean teachines 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 thig function best. The atom was

for him an indivisible extended unit which moved about in

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

26 ¢f. 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
pecause it required a void, and a void would be not-
being. Leucipnus sald 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 (ital%gs
are mine) that is, spatially extended indivisibles.

The atomism of Democritus doeg not depart from this
teaching., Both thinkers affirmed the constituents of
change to be immutable and indivisible, but capable of

displascement. It follows from this that "change is nothing

but the union or the separation of intrinsically unchange-
i ’128 i ' 1 ;
able atoms. Meyerson's account of becoming owes much

: . 2 : ‘ .
to his Greek heritage. 7 He says that extramental reality
is subjected to only two influences, namely those of space
and time. Having eliminsted time, all that remains is
space. "MAinsi ce quil a pu se modifier, c'est la disvosition

spatiale.“BO By elinminating change and retaining displacement

27 J. OWENS, A History of Ancient Western Philosophy,
P. L34,

28 A. VAN lalLSkl, From Atomos to Atom, lew York,
Harper and Row, (1960), p. 19.

29 Cf. B.D., p. 11.

30 E.S., p. 159.
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in space Meyerson has found a way of eating his cake and
having it too.31 Progressing from identification to
identification the process of the world is stopped and all
that remains is immutable matter. Then, suproging that it
is the spatial arrangements of matter whiich changes,
vieyerson can explaln the different manifolds of sensations
with the same matter, “"just as with the aid of the same
letters one can compose a tragedy or a comedy...“32
In summary, rationsl science explains the plethora
of sensations by reducing it to immutable heterogeneous
matter and safeguards diversity by positing displacement
33

in snpace. But space 1is presumable homogeneous and the

identification of diversity with displacement in space will

accomplish the unification of matter., This is the doctrine

of Elesticism.

L'unique procédé qui rende claire & l'esprit la
diversité des étres et des failts comme leur devenir :

31 c¢f., D.R., Dp. 364,
32 I.R., p. 92.
33 Meyerson argues in D.B. that scientific explanation

follows the same 'cheminement' of reasson for the heterogeneous
space of Einsteln as for the homogeneous space of Euclid.
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Q'est de les imaginer comme composés d'éléments
etendus, d'atomes géométriques dont l'architecture
varie incessamment, sans gque rien ne change au fond.
Parménide avsit deviné l'invincible tendance de la
raison : Nier la diversité et le devenir; car cégst
bien 134 l'exorbitante prétention de la sBciernce.
II. The Explansation of Belng
The displacement of heterogeneous matter in space
explains becoming but it does not contain within its folds
the sufficient resson of being. Why, supposing matter to
be globular, is it thus rather than otherwise? "Nous
réclamons une explication non seulement du changeant, mails
encore du persistant.“35 The Meyersonian explanation
therefore, proceeds in two orders of inquiries. 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 1t is necessary to uncover

34 O. HABERT, "Un nouveau conceptualisu®, in Revue
de philosophie, 28, Nov.-Dec., (1921),
D. 667,

35 E.S5., p. 179,
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which properties of the atom more resdily conform to the

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

contains the rationale of diversity.

... 5€Ules les proorietés spatiales se révélent
comme conformes aux exigences de notre esprit, comme
réellement nécesssires. C'est donc que la matidre
véritablement rationnelle ne peut 8tre au fond que
de l'espace (la raison pour ceci est que 1'é&tendu
dans l'espace ne saurait nous apraraitre comm%
réellement motivée par la raison suffisante)a 6

Meyerson explains matter through space in the Cartesian
tradition.2’ To be is not to be primarily hard or porous,

8
light or heavy, but it is to be extended.3 The apveal of

36 Ibid., p. 184.

37 Cf., E.S5., pp. 170-175. This 1s sgignificant
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 thirk of the real as being wholly mathematical appears
as early as the 5th ceuntury B.C. in the doctrine of the
Pythagoreans. Cf., J.L. ALLABD, Le mathémstisme de Descartes,
Ottawa, Editions de 1'Université d'Ottawa, (1963), pn. L4l-
L2, In holding that real things were numbers, the
Pythagoreans equated beinz with svace. 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., Be JOHAN, "[g rgison et 1l'irrationnel chez
M. Meyerson¥, in Recherches philosophigues, 1, (1931),
pp. 145-146. The moderns have succeeded in relating
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the gquantification 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

metter is now indistinguishsble from space.39

(38 Con't) (determining) the physical snd chemical
proverties of substances through orbital analysis (shape,
gize ond the energy which an electron must have to occupy
an orbital), but the difference among elements is still
held to be guantitative. ®"Les modernes, ssns doute, ont
ajouté aux conceptions atomistiques une précision dans les
mesure que leg anciens ne pouvaient connaitre; mais le fond
est resté le méme, c'est toujours l'explication du changeant
par le permanent et du divers psr 1l'uniforme, par le moyen
de la fonction spatiale.”™ E.S., p. 645,

39 Since all things are identified with space, 1is
the difference between life and non-life purely spatial?
One of the first conseguences of the reduction is that
Meyerson must answer in the affirmative "dans la mesure ol
leg manifestations de la vie pourront 8tre assimilées 3
celleg de 1la matiére nonvivante, elles seront évidemment
justiciables des conceptions relativistes, c'est-a-dire,
et si paradoxal cue cela pulsse nous oaraitre, ramendeg
5% des concepts purement spstiaux." DN.5., p. 122, But care
muset be taken not to interpret stdements such as these
litterally. Meyerson's arguments do not militate in favour
of preformstion nor do they refute it, since such
considerationg relate to 'the philosophy of nature' as he
puts it, and are foreign to his tessk. Meyerson's work is
strictly an investigation irto the vphilosophy (or psycholooy)
of mind. Cf., Infra., ch. 2, 2. The remsrks which he
addresgsses to Lalande sre a direct confirmation of this,

Cf., Essais, p. 82 and o. 94.
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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, ig the replacement
of the %nfinite diversity of reason by identity in
soace.u
All diversity has been reduced to svece 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 beinz 2nd for the
satisfaction of reason, it must be rezarded as indistinguish-
able from non-being. Have we lost ourselves on the way?
It is not clear that explanation consists in explaining
. L
away.nl Meyerson assures us that it could not be otherwise. 2
Explanatory science necegsarely rejoins solivsism. "La
science est réaliste; mais nous savons cependant que,
d'explication en explication, elle ne peut aboutir qu'a

43

l'acosmisme, & la destruction de la r<allité%, The

4o C.G. STERLING, Reagon, Space and Reality in the
Philosophy of Emile leverson,
Bryn Mawr College, Microfilm

Bis7Yst, (1953), . 83.

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

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

43 D.h., p. 205.
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principle of ldentity, which i< the eterral freorework of
the 71ind ¥ ultimately an instrument of selfdectruction.
B. The Origin of the Spatial Hepresentation
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 concentions. The explanation of
nhenomena 1s dependent upon identification with a mixture

of a priori and a posteriori spatial representations, “nous

sommes emobarassés pour déterminer ce que nous devons attri-
& 1 ? L1 L”L!’ 3

buer a l'une ou l'autre source.. Inssmuch as existence

and space are synonymousg, 0Y at least inseparable 28 in the

affirmation that to be ig¢ to be extended, the a posteriori

representation of gpace is in evidence. But ovr author also
writes of space as though it wes an a priori of reason
ginilar in structure to the causal postulate. Some clari-
fications are in order.

The a prioricity of space has its roots in the

nomogeneous Euclidian space of Identité et réalité. Since

uniform space ig identical 1n all its pleaces it 1s necessary
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and canrot be sald to originate in the data of sensation.

b5

The diverse is not the source of iderntity. The space of

La déduction relativiste, on the other hsnd, 1s the hetero-

zeneous space ol Einstein. It is not identical in all its
vleces end conseguently cannot be saild to orisinate in the
principle of identity in time. The determinstion of where
this svace varles is & matter of experience snd is con-

L&
sequently obtained a posteriori. Thi< raises an imvortant

consideration, as the exvlanations of science hsve shifted

from the homogeneous space of LEuclid to the heterogeneous <nace
of Binstein, we would susvect that reason has modified its
essence (or at leasst of being susceptible of doing so).

Put leyerson is desirous of avoiding this situation. Such

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

ungsettle what he desires most of science, namely to ovrove

45 YIn order thet spatial relations may appear the
homozeneity of empty space must be destroyed, and it 1is
matter which must destroy it.® Cf., I.B., pP. 25l. These
concevtions are contradictory ard can only be explained by
a causal tendency which wants ldentity ard differentiation
to be present at the same time. Reason can only understand
by way of ildentity and yet without the diverse 1t cannot
function. Illeyerson shows the epistemological paradox to be
inevitable.

L6 ¢f. C. G. SIonllING, Heason, Svace and hKeality
in the Philosophy of
Lmile heyerson, ppe53-55.
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that it is now and has always been ontological. The

ambition of La déduction relativiste, is to show that the

reasoning of the Relativists does not depart from the
rational process uncovered in earlier works.47 Reason
remalns 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.uB
Further, the thought of the felativists appears to evince
such a modification. There is possibly more to the
structure of reason than identification but Meyerson is
unsure.49 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 data of sensation.

50

Thege are the plaungible provositions of science, The flow

of reason which transforms empirical successions into logical

b7 ¢f. D.H., p. 108,
u8 ¢f. Ibid., pp. 299-322.
49 ¢f. 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 suvplied from nature,
knowledge will not take place, "it is this qualitative
character of gsp2ce, given in sensation, that constitutes

the a posteriori part of the concept space.“52 Thus

spatialization (that is, explanation) is a priori, as
regards the natural inclination of reason to svatial i-

dentification and a posteriori, as to the sensations 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 posteriorl elements. The form is

from reason while the matter is from experience., As a

51 ¢f. C.P., p. 166, and O. HABERT, "Un nouveau
conceptualisme®, Revue de philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 667.

52 C.G. STRHLING, Reason, Space and Reality in the
Philosonhy of Emile Meyerson,
P. 161,

53 It ig 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.
q; pOUAS, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of
Emile Meyerson, p. L1O04.
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result, what is known is neither the one nor the other but

a2 mixture or compositive union of both. This tertium gquid

1 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 gpace is of the same charascter. The

2 priori character of space apvears susceptible to modi-
fications (as from the Euclidian conception of space to

relativity spsce), 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 reszl, as Meyerson conceives of 1it,
ig an extension of spatial reasoning.

To confirm whether or not spatial reason has evol-
ved 1t 1s necessary to investigate its contents (which is
admittedly impossible a priori). "L'évolution de la raison
consiste essentiellement en ce qu'elle élimine des €léments
gui étaient, Jjusque la, censés en faire partie, et qui, dés

. . L
lors, sont reconnus comme lui €tant venus de dehors."5

54 D.RB., 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

mneilleur, aboutir dans cet ordre d'idées, ce sont

des probabilités plus ou moins grandes, selon

qu'elles seront fondées sur une analyse plus ou

moins compréhensive e§5exacte du comportement de la

raison dans le passé.

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 ase an instrument of predic-
tion. This brines home the point that what he rejects of
positivistic epistemology is not so much what it says as
what it fails to say.



THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PARADOX

Section II: The Ways of Reality

I. 8adi 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 gomething. The advent of physico-
mathematical science in recent times has brought to bear
an unprecedented degree of success., There is no doubt that
the scienceg are becoming preponderently deductive (with
the possible exception of experimentasl psychologr and
biology) and that the mathematization of reality works.
But once the new hybrid science substantialized quantity
it also engineered the comnlete dissolution of reality and

was destined to rejoin absolute Idealism. This is the

56 The success of the hybrid sciences is triumphant
to the nmoint of having given rise to what may be called a
'copernican technocratic revolution' for not only can
nature be controlled but it is wen who ig now the agzressor.
It is no longer nature which treatens man but man who

despoilr nature.
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Achille's heel of rational sciernce and the zreatest
testimony to its feilure. But have we forgsotten the
principle of Sadi Carnot? In a very resl sense the work
of Eﬁile Meyerson comes to remind usg of this principle57 -
not only of the irreversibility of change but also of the
inescapable ontological character of the empiriologicsal
sclences.,
A. Carnot's Principle ard Lavoisier's Law

The second law of Thermodynamics was formulated as
the result of Carvot's studies on the dissipation of heat.
IMie findines were published in 1824 under the title

Beéflexions sur leo pulssance motrice du feu, and remained

in relative obscurity for 30 years until Cleusius discovered
the principle anew. The merit of Carnot comes for having
recognized the entropic and conseguently irreversiovle

nature of becoming. The starting point of hisg argument is
the immogsibility of perpetusal motion.58 In any physicsl

combination or chemical re=zction the amount of usable erergy

57 ¢f. I.R., ch. 8.

58 Cf. E.S., pn. ?78. Pervetual motion renuires
that the effect be greeter than the cause, The Academy of
Science announced in 1775 that it would no loncer examine
any mechazism announced as nernetual motion. Cf. I.R.,
pP. 202-20L4,
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is alwavs on the decrease, or, conversely, the amount
unusable energy (heat logt) is always on the increase.
Thus contrary to popular belief, carse and effect are
not egual., Nor doesgs this contredict the first law of
thermodynamice in light of the modern definition of energy.
Whet the modern physicist understands by this term
is no lonzer tne canacitv of producing an effect.
This definition can only be applied to a world of
purely mechanical phenomena., As soon as we 1lntroduce
the consideration of thermal phenomena (or, if you
wish, considerations of statistics) it fells to
pieces.,
The modern definition of energy is mathematical. The
wechanistic definition of energy iz verbal. The one is
rot consonant with the other. Whereas the latter con-
celves of energy asgs the cavacity of prodvcing an effect,
the former also includes heat lost in its definition.
"Oor, l'entropie n'est vas constante, mais augmente sans
cesce, et cet accroissement continuel constitue le véri-
table ressort du devenir, du chancement dans le monde.

Rational science is founded on the premise of the re-

versibility of phenomena. Since Cernot shows entropy to

59 I.R., p. 280.

A0 Cf. A. MBTZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de Llg
connaiscance, pp. LLL4-154,

61 E.S., p. 83.



LT bPLISTorOLOGICAL r AADOX 105

pe an integrsl part of becoming, 1t follows thst cause
and effect are not interchancseable in fact and that the
conception of reversible phenomena is purely ideal.
Carrot's orinciple is not reducible to the formula of
icgentity; science "reinstates reality in its rights.“é?
Science has shown that time could not be eliminated from
its considerations, "si, en effet, une partie de 1'énergie
déoradée dépensée par l'antécddent ne se retrouve plus dans
le corsénuent, une diversité inéluctable exclura entre les
deux une identité vrasiment parfaitef63

The first and the second law of Thermodynamics
according to the verbal definition of energy, correspond
to the wsys of reason and to the ways of reallity
respectively, bDecause while the first posits the reversi-
bility of phenomena (whicn is the way we think in rational
mechanics), the second says thaet change is not reversible,
ag entropy is continuously on the increase. But the

mathematical "*definition® of energy attenuates the apparent

contradiction between these laws becauvsge it is now posgsible

62 I.R., p. 284,

63 H. JOHAN, "La raison et l'irrationnel chez
M. Meyerson", in Recherthes philoso-

ohiques, 1, (1931), ©. 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

Meverson is concerned becauvse masthematics provides him

with a method for fusing the ovrosition between reason

(identification) and reality (diversity) in olausible

propositiong (the identity - diversity propositions of

science)., We will return to this aspect of the prohlem

after a word mwore has bheen ssid about
siderations on the opvosition between
B. Carnot's Principle 1is
Reason

The princinle of identity and

Carnot are in stark opposition to one
the verbsl definition of energy), for
of reversibility and eliminates time,
on the undirectionality of chenese and

of heat. Carnot's principle contains

Meyerson's con-
reason and reality.

not Pleasing to

the orinciple of
another (as concerns
while the one speaks
the other ls founded
the entropic diffugion

nothing that pleases

reason.éu This, sccording to Meyerson, explesins the long

period of forgetfulness into which the principle lapsed

64 Cf. bkssals, pp. B4-88.
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before it was rediscovered by Clausius.
Le peu de compréhension auquel s'est heurté

Carnot, le long oubli dans lequel 1'€énoncé est

tombé agprés lui, la difficulté avec laquelle la

science 1l'a accuelli...prouvent clairement combien

il est peu conforme & cette rational%gé que notre

esprit voudralt imposer & la nature.
The weys of reason snd 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.
Beason and reality are mutually exclusive., This situation
gives rise to the epistemological paradox in the ohilosophy

/
of Emile Meyerson. Since reason goes one way and reallty
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 ig a
principle of the nature of reality. To be real is to be

subjected to the entropic diffusion of heat.68 Change is

65 E.S., p. 398.

66 T.R. KBELLY, Explenation and Heality in the
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, p. 69.

67 Ccf. D.R., p. 207.

68 Kelly criticizes Meyerson for having equated
reslity with Carnot's principle. Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanation
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forever progressing in the same direction; nor is there a
rossibility of reconcentrating dissipated energy.6 The
principle of Carnot expresses nature's resistance to the
ways of reason. It comes to redeem reason from solivsism
and to free men from the chains of rational mechanics,
This principle is, according to Meyerson, the single most
important discovery to the age.79 It reminds us that the
goal of reason is unattainable. Nature ylelds itself to

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

. (68 Con't) and heallty in the Philosophy of

BEmile Meyerson, p. 121. I think that this 1is a2 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
hyoothesis neglects the axiom of Carnot. FHow imagine a
body warming itself at the expense of a2 colder body, that
is, reconcentration prior to thermel 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. L.R., pp. 268-270.

Is there a place for Maxwell's devil here? No, since this
suvoposition 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 1ts head is to stend the world

orn its head.

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

IT. 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 reaslity to svace and rejoin
solipsism, Fortunately, Sadl Carnot has remninded us of
the irreversibility of phenomena and of the impossibility
of the global deduction. He haes made 1t evident thst the
ways of resson and the ways of reality are not totally
convergent and thalt there will be places of unintelligi-

bility. The irrationals, therefore, are those a posteriori

bits of data which cannot be identified and which ton-
sequently resist the deductive effort. They are at the
place of divergence between reason and reality. Or, to
put it differently, the lrrational is at the place where
the ways of reality do not conform to the ways of resson.
La science, obéigsant & la tendsnce explicative
gui est le propre de l'esprit humain, tend a tout
expvliquer per l'espace (...) mals, d'autre nart,
infiniment, soucieuse de garder le contact avec la

nature, elle recoaQQit seg limites..C'ect le concept
de l'irrationnel., -

71 E.S., p. 187.
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B. An Irrstional is an Ontological fiesidue

The above quote 1s interesting for the unintelli-
£ibllity of the irrstional in the philosgoohy of Meyerson

plays 2 positive ontological rnle. Without the irrational

there could be no ontology, no versistent residvum, for the
wrnole of reality would dissolve before the deductive
effort. "..c'est bien, en fin de compte, le non-d*ductible
(...) qui avparait comme constitu=nt l'essence du réel."72
The irrational is at the place of ontology. It completes
the victure as it enables the Meyersonian science to

73

account for what 1t cannot explain. We are lesd to con-

clude that Meyverson 1is a mechanist after a11.74 The ideal

72 D.H., p. 204. Cf. also E.S., p. 542. For a
comparison between !ieyverson's doctrine of the irrstionsls
ond Kant's noumenon Cf. Infra., pp. 143-144,

73 Cf., C.P., P. 58. Cf. also H. StL, Science et
ohilocsovohie d'aprés la doctrine de M. bkmile Meverson, p._45.
for an interesting parallel between Meyerson's concern for
ontology and Comte's rejection of research in wnhich too
precise a method of invegtication is emnloyed “Mais c'lest
que précisément ces recherches expérimentsles nous
révélent des inconneslissables, des irrationnels, qui peuvent
mener & des problémes de ceractére ontologique, ce gue
Comte redoutait fort¥.. It seens that the distinction
between the principleg of resson (cf. infra., ch. 2) is
ultimately reducible to the spheres of irrstionality up-
held in turn by Comte and lMeyerson.

7 meyerson does not distinwuish between emvniri-
olo~ical and philosophical explanstion. The latter takes
matters up where the former fails. Assvuaine the complete
rationality of the real, there would be no nlace 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 ontolozy.

In order to complete his metaphysical program, Meyerson
must reinstate reality in its own right. The recalcitrance
of reality is reyerson's return to ontology. Meyerson
rerains 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 plsce where sowething
regists ldentification. The Meyersonlian rescon is a
mechanical disvenser of ontolory. The irrstional ig a
mechanist's blueprint for ontologv. On the one hand,
reason and reality ore converzent and ontology disaprears
while on the other, they are divergent and ontology
reappears. This 1s s parsdoxical situation, =as there can
pe no ontology without the irrationsls, and yet reason
cennot tolerate the irrestionals. eason requires exvlana-
tiong but to succeed in this task 1s to dissolve the

whole of diversity. Fortunately, reality is not comnplete-

ly intelligible and ontology resnpears. But Meyerson

(74 Con't) ophilosophical expla a2tion. Science
1ould heve become the perfect philosophy.
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instructs us to continue to act as though resson could
succeed in its task of totel explanations. In effect,
the same reason which is desirous of ontology also lenores
it., It seems to us, because of this, that Meyerson's
defense of ontology rests on ar inadequate metaphysics.75
The function of the irrationals, therefore, apnears
to be redemptory ¥"sansg doute, si M. Meyerson ntavait
ingleté comme 1l 1l's fait sur la notion d'irratiornel, on
aurailt pu l'accuser d'idéalisme."76 Unless the ways of
rezzon meet with resistance, the deductive effort will
teruinate in solipsism., Sut the rrinciple of Carnot assures
us of the 17 mogsibility of the complete reduction since it
tells us that something of reality resists reason.77 This

ig the place of irrationality. It 1lg esserntially un-

bredicable.78 We cennot tell in advance where the conformity

75 Cf., T.R. Kelwd, Exnlanation and Heality in the
Philogophy of Ewmile Meverson, n. 71 and n. 1273,

76 M. GluooT, "La philosophie de V. lieyversorn, ftude
critique®, in Archives de philosophie,
8, 3, (1931), o . 111.

77  Cf. D.B., 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 wses intelligible.
"Car alors, en cherchant & tout expliguer, l'irrationnel

w9

resortiera pour ainsi dire tout seul. The irrationals
are wholly unintelligible. All that can be said about them
is that they are simply there, as epltaphs to remind us of
lost battles in the strugele of reason over nature. They
have no sufficient reason for being. They appesr at vlaces
of irreducibility. The scientist acts as thouch the whole
of reallity was intelligible and the irrationals aprear as
signposts of his failures. How sclience comes to accept its
failures is left unexplained.

The commitment of the scilentist to be rational

only on the condition that emvirical considerations

permit it and only so far as empirical considerations

permit, cannot be reduced to any princinle, any 80

instinct, or any tendency Meyerson has told ug about,
This is a serious difficulty in the philesophy of our
author. Meyerson is bent upon positing ortology 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 1Ibid., ©». 540,
80 J. LA LUwIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 87.
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resson dissolves ontology. Meyerson is forced to vwosit
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 irrationsl is itgelf
irrational, the ontological structure of reality is, in
the final analysis, a Kantian noumenom81 A knowledge of
things as they are in themselves ig not possible. This 1is
an important point to remember as it means that there is
not the difference between legality and causality that
Meverson gays there is.
C. Diversity - Sensation - Impact

The most important irrationals discovered to date,
in addition to the principle of Sadl Carnot, are diversity,
sensation, impvact, action at a distance and space (that is,

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

as we saw 1in the analysis of change, is diversity. But
reason can only fvnection by way of identification.
Diversity, therefore, 1s not something which reason produces.

Since diversity does not stem from rational principles it

8l Cf., 8. JOnAl, "La raison et 1l'irrationnel chez
M. Meyerson®, in Recherches philosophinues, 1, (1931),
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is an irrational.B? Whstever is not of identification is
of this nature. However, knowledze sowmehow takes place as
the result of a convergence between reason and diversity.
The proposgitions of science are a mixture of rationality
and irrationality. They result at the imvosition of an

a priori form on the qualitative data of sensstions.

83

Sensations are themselveg wholly unintelligible. Mechanism
has not succeeded 1in explaining the action of bodies on the
seﬂses.SQ It is the oldest ¥nowvnm irrational.85 No account
of atoms and of their property of displacement can yield
anything resembling the gualitative character of sensations.

Not only is there a lack of identity between guantitative

structures and sensations but the action of bodies upon

g2 Cf. I1.HB., p. 399. Qf. also A. BONLARD, La
doctrine de l'irrationnel chez Emile Meverson, pp. 75%.

83 1In spite of its irrational character, sensation
is a primary datum in the philosophy of Meyerson. Reality
results as a hynostesis of sensations. Thus what is given
first are sensations; Meyerson tells us that we may even
create the reslin order to fit the sensations. Cf. I.H.,

p. 377

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

85 Cf., E.S., pp. 189-199,
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each other is equally inexplicable.86 "[,a science a été
amenée & admettre qu'il n'y avait aucun procédé possible
pour expliquer, pour rendre corncevable & la raison ce qui
se passalt & l'instant ol deux masses étaient censées agir
1'une sur l'autre.."87 No one saw this better than Hume
and he reduced the impact of bodies to laws of frequent
conjunction, "la science n'a rien ajouté & la formule de
Hume, qu'elle accepte méme plutdt imrlicitement qu'-
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 c¢f. I.B., pp. 300-302.
87 E.S., p. 190,
88 Ibid., p. 200,

89 Cf. M. GILL&T, "La philosophie de M. Meyerson -
étude critique®, in Archives de philosophie, 8, 3, (1931),
116 pages (esp. pp. 90-116). This author sets down the main
themes of the Meyersonian resson as follows; "L'esprit
humain, dans son dynamisme vital, est emporté irrésistible-
mert & la recherche de 1l'unité par 1l'identificstion du
divers et la négation du temps; - 11 exige dans toutes ses
démarches 1l'existence d'un absolu ontologique; -~ il se
heurte au contact du réel & des irrationnels, c'est-4-dire
& des obstacles gqul 1ul sont insurmontables, non seulement
en fait, mais en droit.", Ibid., p. 1l12.
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According to Gillet, the ways of the Meversonian resson are
ways to God. This is a novel interpretation of Meyerson's
doctrine of the irrationals and offers several possible
avenves of investigation. Pirst of all, the consideration
of irrationals in Gillet's sense holds more promise than
the consgideration of irrationals in Bonnard's sense.
Meyerson expressly disavows any intention of settling
philosophic disputes. His work, not bheing normative, can-
not be given this interpretation. However, Meyerson does
not dispute the fact theat his work containg certain
theological implications. He tells us in Identity and

90
Reality, that the dissolution of reality is inevitable.

Reason searches for the ultimete sufficient reason of all
that is. Therefore, to arrive at nothingness, =ays
Meverson, is to recognize that a causa sul cennot be found.
This is a good insight for it can be taken as an creuvment
against ontological proofs. It can also be seen in the

light of Kant's Critigue of Practical Reason, for as Kant

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

90 ¢f. I.R., pp. 252-253 (Lowenberg translation).
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does Meyerson acknowledge the ultimate incompetence of
reason to dilscover a causs sul deductively. The irration-
als, in this sense, apnear to be of divine institution.
M. Grison supposes that they are not unintellisibles at
all but supra—intelligibles.gl

Meyerson is not explicit on the theological inter-
rretation of irrationality, but it is worthy of further
consideration for it hes the advantage of enabling us to
lump under one roof, as it were, the most porular inter-
pretations of the irrationals. In addition, it enables us
to study the eplistemological paradox from a different point
of view. The importance of the irrationals cannot be
overstimated for they provide an essential insight into
the Meversonian noetic.

The structure of reasson which Meyerson believes

himself to have uncovered is one which ig necessarely bent

upon exvlanations and the guest for the sufficient reason

91 Cf. M. GrISON, *M.E. Meverson et le positivisme
d'Auguste Comte™, in Revue Apolocitigue, 55, 566, Nov.
(1932), vo. 528-530. Cf. also E.S., p. 217, end I.R.,

. 317-319, where iMeyerson speaks of the irrationals as
being of divire institution.
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ofl things.92 The text irn which Mey~rson discusses the
escent of reason to a csusa sui and t-e conseguent dissolu-
tion of reality is hichly illuminstireg., It leads us to a
twofold considerstion of the irretionsls. Ultiuwetely the
key to the interpretation of the irrationals lies in the
nature of man's ignorance of the irrationsls. Is it
privitive or nescient? If ignorance of the irrationals is
privitive, as the ideal of resson would lead us to suppose,
then it ie simply 2 metter of time beTore the whonle of
reelity can he deduced. In such an event, Meyerson's for-
mula of identity is en explicit sgpiration to the role of

a Pirst Csucse., Thic iaternretation ig alegn ro=gible in

92 The search for the sufficlent resson %f belng
appesrs at the dawn of Greek thousht around the 6 N cent.
#».C.e 'The early Greeks wondered about the movement of the
heavens, of the stars efc., srd as Aristotle pointed out,
thig was the beginnings of knowledve., From wonder there
follows mroonaole hyvotheses, wnich in turn give rise to
new questiors ard so on ad infinitum for as Meyerson saw
admirably well, no finite cszuse contains within itgelf

the sufficient resson of ite being. Aristotle head already
sought for the causes and principles of the state of atoms
and the eternal motion of tne heesvens but unlike Meyerson,
he did not terminste in solincsism, Meyerson's recosnition
of a ceausa sul is not new for it was already urheld 2300
years earlier in the Stacirite's recosrnition of the
prioriity of act over potercy. 23Zut why does the one
border absolute idealism and not the other? This can only
be exnlained in tevrms of the incesgant compulsion of the
Meyersonian reason to idertify whatever 1t manivulates,
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the light of his charscterization of Divine knowledge;
Toutes les vérités guelles qu'elles soient, et par
conséguent aussi celles qui pour novs sont de simples
s s Py . . ~ . P
vérités d'experiences, doivent &tre, dans lL'esprit de
Dieu, des vérités rationmg%les et, donc réductibles
&4 des énoncés identiques.-
The reduction of diversity to the all-encompassing identity
proposition A = A, is also the goal of the Meyersonian
science. Reason, we are told, desires the comvlete re-

9l

ductior 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 glotal deduction of reality.
Meyerson 1is explicit in this that some aspects of reallty
will forever escepe rationalization. Such irrationals

therefore are immutably situated within the kingdom of the

nescient. This is Meyerson's second nocition concerning

93 E.S., p. 639.

o4 c¢f. A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la con-
nzissance, 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 game time and in the same
respect. Woont-ils effectivement absurdes ou paraissent-
ils seulement tels & notre intelligence trop faible?

L'auteur d'Identité et réalité ne précise pas (...) On ne

salt comment interpréter, sur ce point, la pensée de
M. Meyerson."95 In brief, the irrationals are themselves
irrational.

This situation relates once again to the episte-
motlogical paradox., Meyerson apresrs to be a methanist in
principle but recognizes the limitations of mechsnism in
fact. Reason cannot but act ratiounally, while somehow it
knows that this l1g 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. STuMpPrH, L'explication scientifique selon
M, Emile Meyerson ou la dissolution
de 1'8tre dans le néant par l'entende-
ment pur et le r6le conservateur de
l'irrationnel, Luxembourg, Imprimerie
Joseph Beffort, (1929), vp. 32.
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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 1s 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 lrrationals are in the
kingdom of the nescient. 1Is 1t vossible to structure an
argunent for the existence of God from eilther nremise?

If so, is it cosmological as Gilet holds it to be? It
seemsg dubious. PFirst of sll, Meyerson's investigations
are intended primarily to shed Llight 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
argument would be more in keeping with his views.96 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 parsdox 1is

96 Quite possibly Meyerson would regard the
cogmological interpretation of his work as critically sas
he regards the biological interoretation of Lalande.
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ambivalent, The moment of convergence between rezson and
reality leads us to suppose that Meyerson aspires to the
role of a First Cause while the moment of divergence forces
us to guestion 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. Resson requires the diverse in
order to function and yet, it destroys it in the course of
its operations. In brief, the leyersonian reason is con-

tradictory - it is chimerical. But Meyerson never denies

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

(poussé & la limite) SONT ANTAGOnISTES (italic are mine),
car la sclence finit par détruire cette réalité ontologique
gui d'abord lui paraissait indispensable.“97 This is an
important point to remember as it means that the episte-
mological paradox, as far as our author is concerned, is

a gsine gua non condition of knowledge.

E. The Irrztionality of the Irrationals

To affirm that reason meets with registance doesg




THE hPLISTEMOLOGLCAL PARDOX 124

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
necesgarely so in virtue of the epistemological 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. Heallity resists identi-
fication because its ways are dlametrically opposed to the
ways of reason. The irrational is at the place where
nature viloates 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 Sadl Carnot

canrot rightfully be saild to reinstste reality for the ways

98 Cf. O. HA_wAT, “Une nouveau concevtvalisme,®
in Bevue de philosophie, 28, (1921), p. 680. Cf. also
A. oONNARD, La Notion d'irrationnel chez tmile Meyerson,
pp. 106-131,
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of reason and the ways of reality are now mutually
exclusive, Convergence and solipcism have been replaced
by divergence and positivism.
F. Conclusion

It is becoming increasingly clesr that Meyerson
has taken too nerrow a view of explansation. Admittedly,
identification is involved in explanation but it is not
the whole of 1t. There is no vossible way, for example,
thsat spatiazl displacement and sensation can he identified,
but this does not mesn thsat sensation cannot be explained.
It depends on znother order of knowledge; one which does
not revolve about identitications or empirical verificst-
ions for its truth value., Lor for that matter is diversity
unexplainable unless we eliminate beforehand the place of
philosophic explanations. Meyerson 1ls quilty of dis-
crediting philosophy. Were the global cdeductions of
science to succeed there would be no room for philosonhys
science would become the perfect philosonhy. This of
course agsuvmes that our ignorance of the irrstionsals is
privitive; which is not necessarely the case. But 1t is
cignificant that Meyerson's doctrive of irrationslity
cshould alternate between privitive and nescient ignorasnce
of the irrstionsls. It isgs an indication that the extremes

of the evistemological nesradox are at once irreconciliagble
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2nd necessary.

The ultimape root of the paradox which we have
examined in the light of the irrationels apnears to be an
imp_roper metaphysics. Meyerson is caught up within a
metanhysico-epistemological problem. The Meyersonian sclence
is allegedly exvlenatory in virtue of a referent ontological
ordination within ressgon, put upon aralysis the ways of
reason and the ways of reality result in a paradox. This
is an idication that Meyerson's oremise is false. What he
takes to be the starting point of knowledge, namely identi-
fication, 1s not a concentual gimilitude of reality but

contains the structured detum of realitv es persistent.

Identification contains more than Meyerson says it does.

It seems to us that a vhilosorhy which begins with a
structured datuwm rather than with the being of extramental
reality cannot bridge the mind-reslity relstion and cannot
avoid an etvistemological varadox of sorts. But thig is
precisely the stand which ¢Yeverson takes on the mnstter,

as he gzys of the varadox that it is inevitable. This
mearns thst the knowing activity is now destined to remsin
forever estranzed from itse ohject. It seems to ue, however,
contrary to the view of Meyersor, that ontology ig not

irserted on the side of reason, as beirz at tr-e place of

unintellicimilitv, but that it is at the place of maxirum
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intelli~ibility. The fact that Meyerson considers ontoloc~y
a8 the graveyard of scilentific failures is e strang
sltuation for it means that philosorhy will owner«te on
remnsinc, Further, the more the Meyersonian science 1s
successful, the legs trere will be for philosophy to do.
This ig an indication thaet Meyerson holds a curious view

of scientific explanation. In anycase, before we probe
deeper into the metaphysical foundetions of the episte-
mological paradox, 1t is orly fittine that we should

examine, first of all, Meverson's use of the paradox.
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Section IITs Meverson's Ure of tre Paradox
I. TIdentification is a Terdency: S buallism
within Reason
The dualism of ressgson snd reslity in the philosophy
of Meyerson 1s intersified hy s further dualism within
reason itself, namely, the distinction between identifica-

fTion and identity. It 1g clearest in Du chemireme~t de la

pensée, for it is here twrt (eyerson affirms with greatest
vigour that the zoal of total identificsation 1is chimerical.99
To consider total identificetion as attained suproses that
the cauvsal postulate hag reduced reality to barren identity.
But the Parmenldean formula A = A is not an explenation of

00
diversity, 28 1t expresses nothing of it. "Cependant, -

et clest 13 une des idées maltresses du Chenminement de la

pensée, - il n'y a jamais complete identité, caT celle-ci

L 101

dguivaudrait & vne tesvtonlogile. Thus while reason is

101 he LYoo, Science et philosophie d'aprés la
doctrine de o, pmile .severson, p. 132.
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desirous of total identification, it know itsg ideal to be
1llusory. "Donc, si l'on a 1'z2udsce de formuler 1'énonc?,
c'est parce que 1l'on sait d'avence ocue celul qui lira la

formule ne nousg prendra pvag au mot, ~u'il n'y verra Jamais

.w102

gue l'affirmestion d'une i

Qu
@

entit?® partielle
This point is important. It means that the
Meyersonian reason is twofold; an Yabstract® reason which
is desirous of total identification snd a “concrete" reason
which learns to accept nartial identities. The crux of
Meyerson's arsument is that reason cannot give rice to
diversity. +4ut resson cannot function without diversity.
Thug something, foreign to reason, must come to 1t from
the outside. "La pensie dnit stappliguer & un devenir
étranger & la propre nature., Elle ne peut progresser par
elle seule, mais seulement par un aopport du réel..“lo3
The function of "abgstract" reason is to seek to eliminate
as mach of this diversity as possible. kxplanations will

result from tne comprouise between the desire for total

identification and the recognition theat thisg ideal 1s

102 ¢.P., p. 83.

103 A, FOxeST, "Du cheminement de la pensZe par
L. Meverson,™ in Revue thomiste,
15, (1932), ». 433, Cf. also E.S.,
p. 188,
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illusory, as diversity (the real) does not nrovide from
reason, wout it is psradoxical that reason should seek to
eliminate that without which it cannot operate. For this
reason, Meyersgon says of totel identification that it is

a chimerical goal.lou In addition, the process of i-
dentification being essentially eliminstive (of diversity),
each reduction or explanation yields a modicum of identity,
but it also leaves something of diversity behird "each

reduction is a rent in mentity.“lOB

The dizalectical move-
ment of reasson between total 1ldentificstion and diversity
results in the identity-diversity propositions of science,
"La vérité est qu'il v a A La FOIS (italics are mine)
diversité et identité, par le fait qu'il y a IbwnllPICATION
(italics are mine), c'est-a-dire un cheminement qui part

du divers pour aboutir & l'identique.“106

A. The Antinomies of Knowledge

Meverson explesins the gituation of diverzence 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 know
that this is not posrcible. The ovposition between
identification and diversity is at once irreconciliable
and necessary. Together they constitute an indispensable
situation. "Que, pour expliguer, nnus tendons a nier les
phénoménes alors que, pour nous guider a travers le dédale
gu'ils forment, nous devons au contraire, maintenir leur

w108 They are insepsrable because reason cannot

réalité..
function without diversity and they are irreconciliable

because the attainment of total identitydissolves diversity

107 This is an important point to keep in mind,.
It means that reason could not function without the
opprosites of total identification and diversity. Weyerson
also looks upon the state of potentiality as following
within the class of contradictory supvositions as it
enables us to affirm the existence of somethine which 1is
not yet actual. Resson cannot grasp what it cannot identify.
Thus what cannot be ldentified in act is identified in
potency. The ether theory 1s a further instance of
antinomies since ether must be a void and a medium at the
same time. Cf. I.H., p. 360 and p. 407,

108 E.S., p. 670,
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and terminates the krnowing enterprise. The consideration
of identification a8 a tendency is what preserves the
Meyersonlanmetic from dissolution; explanatory science
does not rejoin solipsism becsuse identification is but a
terndency of reason. W"C'est aussi en se dirigceant vers
cet inaccessible qu'elle c£lEbre ses triomphes les plus
magnifiques.“lo9
B. Their Iaportance

Above all, the antinomles 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 posteriorl matter of sensa. Thus

knowledge arises out of a fusion of rational and empirical
elements., Beason 1g martly rewarded as it succeeds in
extricating partial identitiegs from the diverse but its
program of total identification cannot succeed, ss 1s
evident from the diversity side of the identity-Jdiversity

dislectic. The movement of reason on its antino~ies is an

109 C.P., p. 672.
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eternal process.llo The real cannot ne deduced from
rational principles o2lone. Meyerson says of Descartes
that he is right to attewmpt the global deduction but wrone
to think it possible. Each identification is sccompanied
by a certaln psychological satisfaction but it can never
pe Lotal. To remove the opposition between reason and
reality is to terminate the knowing enterprise, as reason
will either posit itself into non-being (solipsgism) or
remain hoplessely entranged from its object (positivism).
The progress of scilence is contingent upon the dynamism
that i1s engendered by the opposition between identification
and diversity. Teverson's exvression to denote this

.
wlll It is var-

process is "le flottement de la raison.
ticulerly 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, gui
maintient 1l'identique et le divers en connexion étroite
sans les concilier, explique cowment notre pensée peut

demeurer nécessité intelligible sansg devenir pour autant

110 C¢f. Ibid., p. 262 and p. 654.

1.—!_—‘_ Cf- Ibid. [ ppc 289_?93.



THE wPISTEMOLOGICAL FARADOX 134

tautologie pure.“ll2 In final analysis the flight of reason
from partial identities to further identifications enables
vus to conclude that the goal of the Meyersornian reason is
the attainment of discernible identities, that is, of
identities which admit of increasingly comprehensive

degreesg of identifications.

In closing and for the sake of illustration let us
make the following analogy. Let us suppose thet 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 1is nonetheless convinced
that each dip of the pitcher brings him thet much closer
to his goal. Each identification is a step towards the
mathenatical limit of total identity and yet each dip
leaves behind as much ocean. The movement of the nitcher
(the float of reason) to and from salt water enables us to

aspire to increasingly penetrating identities while retaining

112 B. JOHAN, "La raison et l'irrationnel chez
Ill. Meyerson,™ in Hecherches philoso-
phicueg, 1, (1931), p. 162.
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a8 much of the diverse as possible. We have here all the
necessary ingredients required by Meyerson's formuls; the
artinomies of identificetion 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 coaviction that progress is being
made.

1I. The Nature of Meyerson's a priori

Unless we are convinced beforehand that reason
and reality are related in some way, 1t seems a platitude
to set out to prove that science 1s ontological. The
affirmation of the inescapable ountological charscter of
science is in fact the affirmetion of a reference within
regson to the real. However, the ways of reason and the
ways of reality are not wholly convergent, as the fallure
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 ig the situation as Meyerson sees it. Keason and
reality are not wholly convergent, as evinced by the
nescient character of our ignorance of the irrgtionals and
by the consideration of identification as a tendency, but
nor are they totally divergent, as is obvious from the

trengient reference within explaunation, from the consideration
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of total idertiticstion as an ideal of resson, and from
the consequent privitive charmcter of our iegnorance of the
irrationals. In the relationship of reason snd reality
there remains for us to examine what comes from reason
and what 1s supplied by experience. We begin first of all
with reason and concern ourselves with the nature and
function of the a priori in the Meyersonian noetic.
Meyereon describes the a priori in various ways.
For instance, he writes that it is a natural disposition
of reesson, that it fathers all mental acts, that it is a
directive principle; in other words, that it is something
proper to the intellectus ipce that Leibhniz talked about.113

6.114 Meyerson's

In brief, it is an instinct of the min
a priori lg an inherent compulsion of resson to mosgit i-

dentity sg the natural response to the stimulus of sense

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

114 J. La LLulA, The Ways of Resson, pp. 13-14.
gays 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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115
data. “LLe wmonde de notre pcrception n'est sutre chose
ou'un résultat de l'intervention de ce fecteur avec nos

“116 The nrime function

sensations pour voint de départ.
of Meyerson's a priori is to evince the insufficiencies

of positivistic epistemology. It is no doubt evident theot
rature conforms, in part at lesst, to the ways of reasson,
otherwise we could not survive. But the causal vostulate
goes beyond action and prevision for it vostulates per-
sistence. That of resllity which corresponds< to persistence
is obviously uot sunject to change and the economy of
effort. The fact thet Meyerson says that the tendency of
identification exists prior to experience is a further

confirmation of this, g it means that what reason brings

to phenomera is not a thirst for laws alone hut above 211

(114 con't) O. navuedT, "Un nouveau concentuslisme,™
in -evve de philosophie, 28,(1921), o. 675.

115 The tendency to ldentify is oreretive whenever
reason is made to Tunction. It 1s the manner in which the
mind directs itself to the real. To uvse a vocabulary wnich
is not lieyerson's but which 1s nonetheless helnful, the
tendency to identification corregoonds to the agent intellect
for it specifies the passive intellect to search out i-
der.tities waenever sersa occur,

116 E£.8., p. 586.
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2 thirst for rersicstence or ontology. Science is
necessarely ontolorical because the g vriori is primasrily
an ilmnerative of identificetion.

At the heart of tieyerson's philosophy is a deep
felt conviction that reality will conform to the ways of
reason. Unless concerts relate to reality, knowledge will
not take place. To what extent are concents snd reality
convereent? As we saw easrlier, the conformity between

117

them cannot be comnlete. But whatever haprens, we are

told to zct as thoush the whole of reality lent itself to
the formuila of identification.

Ainsi tout raisonnement - du moins en tant qu'il
essaie de pénétrer dans la nature - constitue
nécessairement une rationalisatior de celle-ci, en
ce sens gu'il tend & montrer gue, var un cdté, =a
marche est conforme & celle de notre raison. KEn
formulant un POURQUOI (italice are mine), en re-
cherchant la cause d'un phénom&ne, ce gue nous
voudrions en réalité, c'est que l'on nous prouvit

117 ¢f. Infra., ch. 3. To be rational means to be
reducible to principles which obtain from reason elone.
¢f. E.8., P. 99. This being the case, a reality thet 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 réduire la
science de la nature & une concention cohérente et
rationnelle: C'est pourquoil nous sommes forcés de constater
que Descartes s'est abusé" Ibid., p. 594. The existence
of divergity and of a nlurality of distinct sciences are
further proofs of the irreducibllity of phenomena to logical
orinciples alone. Cf. C.P., pv. 494-501 and Kssais, p. 85.
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que les ChOSTEBSe sont passées comme notre raison
1'elit exigé.

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 pourquol au fond la tiche unique du

savant consiste & fixer lesg limites et les modalités de
l'accord entre la nature et la raison.wtZ0

As a result of his analyses of the theories of
science, reyerson 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 between reason and reality ends, (the propositions

of scierice being a mixture of g priori and a posteriori

elements), it is admittedly difficult to affirm with

certitude what belongs to resson and what belonzs to

experience.lz1 Idertification as e psychological tendency

118 C¢C.P., p. 52.
ll9 Cfo, Do B.o, po 306 al'ld C-Po, ppo 710_7130
120 ¢.P., p. 274. Cf. also E.3., p. 594.

121 It may be saild of posgitivistic eplstemology
however, that it is neglectful of trke a priori, while of
rational mechanics that it exaggerates the role of reason.
But this remark 1s not to be interpreted in any normative

gense. Cf. D.R., pp. 291-292.
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alone seems to be the content of .ieyerson's g priori for
he says concerning every statement of identity in time

t st "it finds our minds prepared, it seduces them, and
is immediately adopted, unless contradicted by evident
facts."l22 The princinles of conservation have all
originated in this way according to Meyerson, since

they cannot be proven em‘pirically.lz3 They are psy-
chologicelly rewarding and are affirmed on the strenght
of this alore. %"C'est proprement 1'élément que 1l'esprit
ajoute aux choses et, par conséquent, son élément

2 priori, tel que le concevait Kant."lzu But it is not

clear that psychology holds any privileged status in this

regard,125 nor is it clear thet Kant was writing psy-
£
chology.lzo Or else, Meyerson's g priori is epistemological

]_22 IOH., p. .ILI’?. Cfc alSO, I'B., pp- 161—162,
p. 403, p. 464, and B.S., p. 568, and C.P., p. 618.

123 c¢f., Infra, ch. 5.
124 kssais, p. 80,
125 Meyerson's argument is dubious. That a theory

be phychologicelly rewarding does not constitute proof of
its truth vslue. Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Rearcon, p. 71.

126 Or for thet matter thet 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 judg;e.127
A. Meyerson and Kant
We have indicated two points of dissimilarity
between Meyerson and Kant (vsychology vs epistemology,
identification vs judement) put Meyerson nonetheless often

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

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

tout & fait dans le sens kantien que la tendance &
1'identification nous apparalt comme précédant toute
connaissance et toute expérience, comme apriorique par
essence."128 But according to La Lumia it would be a
mistake to take this type of statement literally.129
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. DlNMeyerson's a nriori is not a

Kantian category but a psychological tendency to posit

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

357.

128 ¢.P., p. 611. Cf. also Essais, pp. 73-80.

129 Cf. J. LA LUMIA, The Ways of Reason, p. 11.
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130 Meyerson hbelieves

ldentity in time whenever we think.
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

131 Kant, on the other hand, does

favour introspection.
not hesitate to make full use of introspection. %I have
to deal with nothing save reason itself and its pure
thinking, and to obtain comrlete knowledse of these, there
i1s no need to go far afield since I come upon them in my
own self M2

Both thinkers are equally explicit in their desire
to write prolegomena for metaphysics (Kent by removing
metaphysics from the corroding influerce of sclence,
leyerson 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 clesrest formulation of this distinction
is contained in an article by J. LOWENuLRG, Op. cit.,
pp. 351-367. Meyerson acknowledges the merits of this
article in Essais, p. 105 footnote.

131 Cf. Infra, ch. 1.
137 E. KANT, The Critigue of Pure deason, Trans.

N.K. SHMITH, Toronto, Macwmillan, (1965),
Preface 1, p. 10,
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but whereas Kant holds to the synthetic 2 vriorli judgments,
teyerson does not. Iveyerson's a priori 1s nnt synthetic
since 1t is not epistemological; it is a psychological
tendency. What Meyerson understands by a synthetic
proposition is one which is in effect a wmixture of an

2 priori tendency and a posterioril elements. Thus he

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

priori - a posteriori voroposition - the plausible pro-

vogitiong of sciencs.

Pour M. Meverson, i1l vy a bien desg JUGLL.NTS
SINTLETIGQUES A PRIORI, (itallies are mine) mals ce
qui est A Prl1OaI (itelics ere mine) n'y est pas
SYNTHETIQUR, (italics are mirne) et ce qui est
synthé{%gue n'y est nags A PrlOul (italiecs are
mine).-

A further point of corpariscn is sugvested by
Kant's noumenon snd Meyerson's irratioral. First of all
certain distinctions must be brought to mind. The
noumenon is for Kant the thing-in-itself while the
irrational 1g for Meyerson at the place of non-deducibility.
The first is an objective characteristic of reslity while

34

1 .
the other is an imnasse within reason itself. We gaw

133 A. METZ, Une nouvelle philos- nhie de la connsig-
sance, N. 213,

134 Cf. M. Gul30n, "u, i Veyerson et le positivisme
d'aueuste Combe," in Revue Anologétigue, 55, (1932), p. 524,
footnote 3.
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earlier that the epistemological paradox stems from a
twofold consideration of the irrationals; the "privitive
irrational® from the aspect of the globel deduction and
the "nescient irrationsl® from the side of reolitvy's
recelcitrance, namely, from the aspect of non-deducihility.
Thus, devendine on which movemert of the ! eversonien
reason we are consgilderine, we will think differently about
the relstion. In other mords, the relation between
meyerson's Jrrationel and Kart's noumeron 1s aralociczal.

It i not univoceal since oie reletes to reality - d tlc

[
€3]

ot er to the vhilosophy of niand. It not eqnivocal
cince the irrational from the =aspect »f th: second move-
ment of the Meversonian reasoa ig unknowable. Finslly,
tre relation i<« snslogicel becavce 1t ig in =o'e regvects

136

pertiy the FemelBS end in others nartly different.

135 RB. <071A: =mays of the lleyersonian gcience “aqu'-
elle 2 pour veritshle ohjet le noumene, et sue clesgt sur
le nouméne ~u'elle fonde, par 111 gqu'elle justifie les raboorts
yu'elle énonce." Cf. ID., "La rai<o et 1l'irratioinel chez
.. 1 eyerson,® in hechercnes philosophiques, 1, (1931), p. 144,

136 Cf. A. mold "Le ccience et le rsison dans ls
philosovhie de M. ! everson", in liercure de France, 186,
(1926), p. 302. 1etz seys that "Meyerson's critique of pure
reason 1s 2ore hopeful thser was Kant's, since the lrrational,
unlike the wnoumenon, cen be aicroached," PFarther, it might
pe c2id of Comte's refusal Lo penetrate beyond phenomena
tact 1t bears certsain analogles to the rejection of £ant
for both thinkers devounced the mnossibilit, of zaining such
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In conclusion, /eversor's a nriori is much narrower

than Xant's since it doesg not l=y cl=ims to epigtemology.
It is 2 vwrimal psvcholoesical terdency which initiates the
explanatory process and directs the ro2tional machine to-
werasg the goal of rational mechanics., It comehow avoids
solipegism throush a curious arplication of the second law
of thermodynanics. Meverson's fusgion of the antinomies of
the parzdox in plsusible propositions confirme this. The
vleusihility of wnronogitions is the svoject of our next
inquiry.

ITI. The Plaugible Pronositinne of Science

Eﬁile Meyerson's invecsticatione< into the ngychology
of scientific induvctinn reveal thet the propositions of
gclience sre the result of an interaction between rstional
snd emrirical elements. T[nls mixture of a vnriori and a

ogsteriori forms unity statements of conservation. The
P

proof of this sccordina to :eyerson is tn-t the explanations

(136 Con't) Tunrovledge from the side of the object.
0T the twvio, however, XKaent seens to be the more covrasgeous
since he turns to resson while Comrte does not. This is
verhaps indicative of e still & more imnortent point,
namely, of o fundamental similarity between Comte's vrincinle
of lezality and Meyerson's causal postulate for in final
analvsis the Meyersonian postulate annesrs to he a method
for civing courage to legality.
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of science, (includine 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 exverimentelly. The princivles 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
catecory, intermedlary between the a priori and the z

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

137

of a petter one, the term PLAUSIBLE (itslics sre mine)."
A plausible provnosition stipulates conservation in
time. It finds our minds predisposed to zsscent since
whatever posits persistence, according to Meyerson, sgrati-
fies reason.138 The principles of conservation dresw their

sauthority from this that certain conceots (speed, mass,

137 I.R., p. L47. Cf. also C.P., o. 623. "Il
restait donc gu'il y elt 1& de l'apriori et de 1l'expérimental
m81és 1'un & l'autre et c'est ce gue novs avons désigné de
ce terme de PLAUSIBLE (italics are mine)".

138 If the truth value of a proposition depends
on the satisfaction of a psycholozicel need it is difficult
to see how sclence can be objective. "“Thic makes science
an interpretetion of the world and neither a description
nor an explanation of it in the ordinary sense of those
words."™ G. BOAS, A Critical Analysis of the vhilosophy of

Fmile Meyerson, P. 37.
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force) persist throughout change. But such statements
can never be more than orobable. The goal of reason is to
transform synthetic truths of facts into analytic truths
of reason. But since reality ies not entirely rational
(deducible from logical principles alone), all truths of
reason (statements of identity in time), must be verified
empiricelly. Identification and confirmation are in-
separable. The greater the convergence between identi-
fication as the 1deal of reason and identity as the con-
sequent of emplirical verification, the more acceptable a
proposition is to reason. "“The nearer a statement comes
to being a tautology the more PLAUSIBLE (italics are mine)

w39 But a plausible proposition can never become

it is.
more than probable because the goal of total identification
is chimerical (and thus acosmism is avoided). The pro-
pogitions of science are a2 mixture of a prioricity and
divergity. They are agreeable to reason inasmuch as they
stipulate conservation but what it is that 1s conserved (to

what extent there is conformity between reason and reality),

can only be determined empirically. The conformity is never

139 O.N. dlLLiwn, "Emile heyerson on Scientific
Explanation," in Philosophy of
Science, 5, (1938), p. 78.
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complete - Descartes and Kant abused themselvesg in this
respect. But nor is science reducible to the tshulaetion

of empirical data as required of positivistic epistemology -
Comte abused himself in this respect.luo What Meyerson
proposes in place is a sort of Descartes - Comte approach

to phenomenaj; Descartes becsuse of his insisftence on mathe-
matics and Comte because of his insistence on phenomena.

The a priori of reason and the a posterioril of

diversity form a unit. They are so intimately related that
it 1s often difficult to determine what comes from resson
and what is given bv sensation.lu-L 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, sens doute, la distinction entre 1l'apriori
et 1'apostériori ne disparailt point; mais elle ne
subgsliste plus que comme une distinction de degré. Et

il est clair que le plausible d'un énoncé, son emprise
sur notre esprit, sont précisément en railson de cet

140 c¢f. E.S., pp. 581-582,

141 ¢f. C.P., p. 328 ard p. 508.
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accord entre l'intellect et le réel, qui est, nous

le savons, & la fois le postula intime et le but

derrnier de la recherche du savoir.l%2

Thus, says Meyerson, we can see how wrong it would

have been to suppose the complete reduction possible. The
caugal postulate is a creator of illusiong. It is the
causal 1llusion which leads us to suppose that the bridge
Trom identificetion to diversity can be readlly crossed.
Thisg 1s a constant source of error. The agreement hetween
reagson and reality is partial. It isg a mistake to supnose

that permesnence is more real than change, 3adl Carnot

convinces us to this.

142 Ibid., p. 664.
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Section IV - Meyerson's Provosal is not Acceptable

I. The Movements of Heason

The equating of thought and identification renders
the epistemological paradox inevitable. There is no place
for diversity in the thesis of identification snd no place
for identity in the antithesis of diversity. In this
respect reason and reality appear to be mutually exclusive,
a8 reason cannot know the recl without destroying it, and
should it succeed it would ultimately posit itself into
non-being.

It is significent that Meyerson does not chance the
eauating of thought and identificatior. It is because he
believes that ontology regults from successive identifications
that he does not soften the rigidity of this theory. Fe
does not leave room for any other congideration of ontolocgy.
The affirmation that the goal of resson is chimerical does
not solve the lssue as we co: tinue to act as though this
goal was possible. Thus there are in effect two movements
within the leversonian reason. The first gives rise to
what may oe termed the duallsm of the Paruenidean reason
and the Hersclitean reslity. Hearon goes one way and

reglity the other. That the two should converge at some
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43

. \ |
point does not seem possible. Tne srcond movement, on

tne other hand, corresponds to the stvemvt at converrence
. . . N 144

by the consideration of laentification as a tendencyv.

Explenstion and reality are not mutually exclusive because

. . . 145

the complete success of reason is chimerical. To ex-

vlain 1s not to explain sway beca se reasor and reality

are inseparsble. It 1s from this aspect of the problem

that Meyerson concludes to the plausihility of sclentific

propositions, Rxvlanetion accordins to this is a

143 The divergence of resson and reality is most
oovious in Meverson's e-rlier works, namely, I.h., ".8. and
D.Ree This 1s evident from gnne of tre criticisns levelled
avalnst Meyerson prior to the publication of C.P..

Cf. Juomr Do La nanPu, "L'ocuvre philosophique A'Emile Meyerson;
la marche vers L'ide tité", in Revue de théologie et de
philosgophie, 13, (1925), p. ?81l. %C'est ainsi qu'il aboutit

5 un gicentesque pesradoxe epistémologique gul domire toute

son oeuvre et devant lenuel 11 s'arréte.® Cf. slco O.nAcnltT,
"Un nouvesau conceptualisme", in hevue de philosophie, 28,
(1921), . 667 (written before D.2.) "..M. Meyerson accumule
les sntiromies entre la Raison crésatricre de corcente et la
Réalité. (elle-ci rest-t-clle Aéfinitlvement 1 'inconnaiscable,
1'abfme insordable qui dérobe sa fece toujours inexorable?

Rien dans lL'ouvrage ne margue vers quelle corception dopmati-me
i1 terd,"

144 ¢f. T.H. KRELLY, Explenstion and Reeslitv in the
Philosonhy of Emile seyerson, for an ev-cting study of the
T 10 movements under discnsgion.

145 ¢f. L. undl SCrVICG, “Tia philosorhie d'emile vevercon®,
in wevue de métenhveinne et de morele, 33, Jan. - =rch.,
(1976), nn. 39-40,
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"flottement de la rezison® from the a priori form of total

identification to the a posteriori elements of s=ensation.

Thus the second movement of reason is an athempt to bridge
the identiftication-diversity =zoap wvhile svoiding the extreme
of digsolvtion. It is the concider-tion of idertification
ag a tendency. But Meyerson's trestment of the way in

w”ich the two 1incompatible movements of reason are success-

146

fully cerried out ig obscure. He does not seem to solve

the 1ssue. Reason and reality are mutually exclusive and

yet, the explanations of reason refer tothings. Unless

eyerson shows how reason and reslity are convergent, the

L7

ontological charscter of explanation will not be in evidence.-

But how the coupromise between divergence and convergence

146 ct. T.he KuLLY, Explanation and Reality in the
Philosophy of Emile “eyverson, p. 116, and 1ID., "Meverson
and tne kpistemological Paradox,™ in The Foniect, 44, July,
(1934), pp. 296-305.

147 This is, after 211, what Meverson is intent
upon provinz. The refutation of positivistic enistemology
ig contingent upon "la satisfaction de L'INIeLLeClLUS IPSE
(italics are mine), par 1'identification poussée aussi
loin gue faire se pourra®. C.P., p. 672.



THe EPISTEMOLOGLCAL PALADOX 153

1s effectuated, or the refutation of positivistic epistemo-
lozy ic¢ attained seems to be founded on a psycholocical
desire for this convergence. There does not seem to be
any other ground. Consequently the critics of Meyerson,
although largely in agreement tnat he does not solve the

eplstemological paradox,luB are at odds as to what to make

148 There are very few critics, to my knowledge,
who have not acknowledged the impasgse created by the
eristerological peradox. Bornard is the exception es he
gsays thet Meyerson's "irrational® intended to mediate the
dispute between idesalism and realism, Cf. A. BONNARD,
La notion de l'irrationnel chez Emile Meyersorn. Bsut it
seems to me thet this is incorrect =g we have lMeyerson's
word for it that his work is not normative. %De bons
egprits ont été d'avis concernant le débat entre le
réalisme et l'id4alisme que si, dens nos ouvrages antérieurs,
nous nous étions ap-liqués atenir la balance a peu prés
égale entre ces deux opinions, nous avions, au contraire,
dans le Cheminement de la pensée, falt pencher le fléau,
de manfére décisive vers la premiére. En affirmant que la
vensée doit avoir recours, sous pelne de stérilité, au
coaportement du réel, nous aurions enfreint la neutrallté
entre le réalisme et 1'idéalisme que nous prétendions
observer. En d'autres termes, nous aurions fourni un
argument contre 1'idéalisme. DNous croyons qu'il y a la un
malentendu fondamental (...) ce gque nous avons voulu montrer,
c'est précisément et uniguement ce fiat gue tout proges de
raisonnement nécessite une mise en oeuvre du divers provenant
en dernier terme, de la sensation (...) la guestion de savoir
si ce réel ou'il met en oeuvre plus ou moing consciemment
est ou n'est pas indépendant du moil, transcendant, l'intéresse
en vérité fort peu. Car ce gqu'il emprunte & ce réel, c'est
uniguement son comportement, lequel demeure €videmment ce
qu'il était meme si le réel change d'esserce." Essals,
pp. 176-178. It is the consideration of his work as being
in the province of the philosophy of mind which led lieyerson
to look unfavorably on the interpretations of Lalande and
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of it.
A, The Movement of Diverwences: Pogitivism
The first movement of reasor besveaks a hoveless
divergence between reason and reallity. 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 1is irrational to identification. How
knowledge 1g possible igs a mystery; 1t ought not be

attained and yet, somehow 1t is. That Xnowledge is vpossible
seems to result frow the vnsychologlical desire of reason

for ontology. But psychology is not privileged in this
respect. In the final analysis the rovement of divergence
means that resson cannot know the real and that Meyerson

149
is a positivist. It is interesting to note that Veyerson

(148 Con't) tne German evistemologists Schlick
and Reichenbach. It must be sald in favour of Bonnard
however, that he has ln a sense caught the spirit of the
epistemological paradox for as he rightly points out too
much emphasis on the a priori leads to idealism while
too much on diversgity leads to positivism, Bonnsrd is
incorrect though inasmuch as he looks on the irrationals
as mediating the dispute between these two extremes.
ieyerson never intended to write epistemology. Further,
the irrstionzls being wholly unintelligible could never be
mede to function in this way. In addition the irrationsals
are not destined to remain forever unknowable. That this
is the position of lMeyerson is confirmed by Metz. Cf.

A. METZ, Une nouvelle philosophie de la connaissance, pp. 50-52.

149 T.R. £80LY, Explanatiorn and neality in the
Philosophy of Emile jMeyerson,
P. 47,
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1s not totally unaware of the influence which po-
sitivism has had upon him.
S1 en philosophie, voyez-vous, on veut savoir
de gul un penseur descend, & qui de ses prédécesseurs
il doit le plus, regardez qui il combat: B=con,
Descartes compattent les scolasstiques et ils plongent
eux-mémes jusqu'd mi-corps dans la sedastique.
Lelbniz combat Descartes constamment..., c'est qu'il
est cartésien. Kant passe sa vie & combattre Hume,
c'est qu'il est son disciple. WMois, je ci%pat Comte,
c'est donc qu'au fond je descends de lui."~"
B. The Movement of Convergence: Rationalism
The second movement of reason is an attempt to
bridge the divergence gap without going to the orposite
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 princivlie of Carnot warnsthat the elimination of time
implieg the reversibility of phenomena. 3ut phenomena are
not revergipnle becsuse there is not the identity oetween

cause and effect thst rational mechanics supposes. On the

contrary, work is being done and entropy is on the increase.

150 F. LorRVEE, "Une heure avec M. Bmile | eyerson",
i% Les nouvelles litéraires, Nov.
6%07(1926), Cr. slso G. 20AS, A
Critical Anslysic of the Philosophy
of Emile Meyerson, b. 117.
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Thus identification and diversity are not divergent since
the theslis of total identification (whick immlies the fully
reversible phenomena of nature) is chimerical. This is

l evercor's doctrine of partial identifications. Thus the
vropocitiors of science sre affirmed by hiu to result from
the movement of reason on the oprogites of total iderti-
fication and no vnogsible identification. Although
Meyerson's description of the dialectical movement of
reason 1is imaginative it 1s not rhilosophical, gs it rests
it case on the psychological sgatisfaction which results
from beinz able to posit identity in time. Jdut psychology
is not the door to metaphyslcs.151 The consideration of
causslity 28 a tendency that 1s psvchologically rewarding
pives 1t no special vrivilece with resvect to the attalnment
of reality. "Wher we ask for the exvlanefion of a natural
lsw, we sre askineg not for the vsycholorical csuses which
leads us to believe the law, hut for evidence which can

e.“152 Thus

assure us th-t the law 1is, and must be, tru
whereas the divercence of exvlanstory reeson and reality

leads to positivism, Meyerson's fusion of the antinonies

151 Cf, LA LuulA, Tne Wayve of season, p. 119.

152 O.N. HILLLAN, Philosophy of Science, 5, (1938),
p. 79.
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of reason and reality in plsusinle pronositions ultiwately
leads to the total dissolution of the real and solirism.
Thig is olso borne out by the privitive aspect which
characterizeg our ignorance of the irrational "diversity"
if ldentification and diversity are to converge at all.

IT. Bestatement of the Paradox

Meverson is errappling with the fundamental problem
of epnistemology and metaphysics. His work ig a2 reminder
of the importsnce of reason and of emvirical elementsg in
coming to know. The exagreration of the first leads to
absolute idealism while the exacveratior of the other is
the cornerstone of positivistic epistenology. Meyerson
fuses both extremes in the plausible oropositiors of science.
Thus statements of ldentity in time obtain their forr from
reagson and their matter from experience. Plavsible
propositions enunclate truths of reason inasmuch as they
postulate persistence in time, and truths of fezcts inasmuch
ags the matters of persistence sre obtained emnirically.
Thig analysis of things convinces Meverson of the insvuf-
ficiency of posgitivistic epistemology. Xnowledge of the
leaw is not the only business of sclence hecause the pro-
positions of science contain an element thaet i< not re-

ducible to empirical deta namely, the a priori tendency to
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posit versistence in time. Thus while the search for the
law is included in the sesrch for the cause, the affirmation
that the rule of law suffices of itself is synecdoche.

The structure of identification which ileverson
takes to be essence of resson necesgserely leads to the
eplstemolorical varsdox. Aor as lon~ as the ideal of
re=>gon is Parmnenidean, the ways of resson ard the ways of
reality will hovelessly diverze., Meverson has been
seriously criticized for h=vin> couated sciertific ceusal-
ity with identification. It 1lg the gin le 'iost rejected
isgue in the whole of his phiLosophy.l53 In the fece of

fo much oppogition we would expect eyergson to modify his

153 Cf. l.h. £BLLY, Resgon end EFynlanstion in the
Philosonhy of Emile Weyerson, p. 307, Cf. &i1g0 O.l . EILLKAL,
“Fmile Meyerson on Scientific Explanation®™, in Philosovhy
of Science, 5, (1938), p. 79. Cf. elcgo G. _OAS, A Critical
Analygie nf the Philogophy of Emile Mever<on, bp. 115-117.

Cf. also D. PARODI, ®De 1'exvlicetion darc 1lec zcience par
Imile "eyersmn®, in Revue de mibeohr~igne et de morale, 31,
cept.-0Oct., (19°4), p. 594, Cf. also A. SPrikd, "ivr 1=
notion d'irrstiormel®™, in Recherches philosovhinues, (1931),
. L66-177. Cf. =lgo O. daBLaT, "Un nouve=u concentualisme™,
in ~evve de philosovanle, 28, (1921), p. 677. Cf. -~lso

Cotro, SThallING, Zeason, Space snd Hezlity in tne Philosophy

of kmile Meverson, 1. L85, Cf. clso In{r-, ch. 2, footnote 34.
The consenc s of opinion in thisg matter ic trat idertification
is not the whole of thousht, as it does not exhivit recesgssity.
1t aprears to be a remnant of tleaticisvm. *~ouvever, we have
not get ovt to refute meyersor on thi< sgcore. On the con-
trary, the rule of ldentity figures proml ently in tre
reversible phenowszre of ratioqal 1echsnics. 01 concerp
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vremige of reasonineg by idertificetion but he does not.
This is a puzzline affair because Vevevson does not
persist in this belilef withont resson. On the contrery,
nis longz and exacting efforts uncover that the process
of identificetion i1s in force whenever thinking tskes
place. In order to refute him on this score it is
necessary to show thet the physiclist thins differently
than the manner demarnded by his formula. Considerring
thet “everson researched 19 years before publishing his
first work 2lore, and that he enjoyed a long and vnroductive
life, it 1g evident thsat the eauatins of =cientific
causality with identification ic not to be taken lightly.
what then are +e to conclude?

It seems to us that Meyersow's fusion of identi-
fication and diversity in plausiole pronositions 1is due to
hig fundamentsl indecision concerning the ontolozrical

status of scientific theories. In short, he confounds

(153 Con't) 1is with the metanhysics nresunmosed
by the metamorphlsis of guantity (or identity relations)
into ontolory. It seemg to us that an eplistemoloacical
prradox is destined to =zppesr whevever we look on ontoloey
in this way.
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empiriometric and philosophical expla .ation. The
amolvalent neture which he ascribes to the irrationsls
confirms our intervretation. On the one hend, igrorance
of the irretionals neccient and science is ontological.
ut this affir ation rests its cese on the suprogition
thet reasor snd reelity will diverse in sgome respect.
The movement of diververnce however, resulte in nositivism.
The ideesl of total 1dentification, on the other hand,
leadg to the suppositioa th-t tnere 2re no irrntionals.
Trig mears trat identification and diversity -re wholly
conververt, oput the movement of converr~e ce leads to
solingism., Meverson's decision to fuse both extremesg in
plausible propositions entalls the contraditory supposition
of 2 resl that is intellizinle snd irrstioral st the =came
time and in the same resgpect. Thus the epistemological
varadox is uvlbimately due to Meyerson's fundamentsl
indecision concerning the nature of empiriometric ex-
planation. In one sevwge ontology is at the vlece of
nnintelliciblity and vositivism results, while in snother
sense, reason dissolves its object, and ontology, end vosits
itgelf into non-beina.

A. The bpistemolorical Paradox desults from

en Insdecuate setanhysics.,

lleyerson sesys of nlausiole mropositions th-t they
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result from the interaction between rational and empirical
elements., But it is not wossible to discover through the
analysis of g vprovosition what comes from resson and what
derives from sensa. Meyerson's insbility to distinguish
between philosophical and empiriometric explenation
confirms this. Assuuinz, however, that the mechanical
theories of science are plausiole propositions, it would
mean that the atomic theories of watter, the princivles of
congervation, relstivity physics snd quantum mechanics,
heve each arigsen at the term of a comwvositive union of
regson and reslity. In effect, the Meversonizsn formuls

of explanstion 1s such that statements of identity in
time, ag in the conrervation of inertia, mass and energy,
for examnle, are nelther wholly a priori nor wholly a

posteriori but result from the mutual tamvering of reason

and senga, If this i1g the case, however, 1t means that
when we speak of the conservation of energy, for example,
we are not speeiing of real beings but of a mixture of
rational cum irrational principles which have nothing to
do with the operational plene of being at all. The proof
of this, as far as Meyerson is concerned, is that no one
doubts the truth of these principles althoush they cannot
be proven empirically. Bub thies is a corfessgion to a

vositivism. ’leyerson hag taven a stand on the unknowability
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of reality. Reallty cannot be known in itself gince it

1g always attained at the term of a construct wnich

150

combines identification and sensations. These =Te

the plaugible proposgitions of science. That reason should

154 A. Dandieu is the only suthor, to our know-
ledze, who wonld object to this interpretation of plau-
gible provosition as he does not believe theat the fusion
of resson and senssg generstes a tertiun ouid. Cf. 1ID.,
%, philosophie d'Emile Meyerson et 1'avenir du ration-
alisme"™, in Burope, 29, (1932), pn. 640-641. While we
sgree with Dandieu thet the opposites are not resolved in
the sernse of terminating the activity - as this would be
the death of resson, we cannot but think thet the dialectic
renerates a tertium guid of reason and reality. That this
is possible does not imply that equilibrium has been
attained. The oprosites are not resolved by being dis-
solved oput their mutual interaction results in the
productlion of something new. Thet is, as Meyer son makes
abundantly clear, the movement of reason proceeds from
the thesis of total identification to the antithesis of
no possible identification (the hoveless irrationality of
diversity) to the generation of vartial identities. This
ig a tertium guid because there is no diversity in the
thesis of identificetion and no identity in the antithesis
of diversity. The life of reason goes on thig in this
way forever augmenting its gtock of identities to the
mathematical 1imit of the Parmenidean ideal. The con-
gsideration of identification as a tendency, however,
means thet this «oal is not realizable in fact as the life
of reason is contingent upon the synthesis of identities
from the opcosites of identification and diversity. This
is clear from the a priori - a posteriori nature of sratial
explanation, from The privitive - nescient iegnorance of the
irrationals, fron the ontologicsel =~ noumensl aspect of
reality, to list but a few exavoles of tertium guid re-
guirements in the philosophy of lleyerson.
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lay claims to ontology while being unsble to krow thines
as they sre in themselves is not only persdoxicel hut it
1s also indicetive thet Meyerson's doctrine of exvlanation
rests on an inadequate metaphysics.

It seems to us thet Meyerson is caught uo within
the dilemma of the cogito. Havine secured his defense of
ortology from the gide of reason rather than from the side
of things, that i1s, because he confuses the term for the
procers of knowledge, the eplistemological psradox was
destined to appear. Once enclosed within the cogito,
reason could only conceive of the real as either an
extengion of gpatial reasoning, in which case solipsism
yies inevitable, or confess to a fundamental inesbility to
penetrate it, which 1sg posgitivism and the vlace where
Meyverson ultimately comes to rest. His decision to fuse
both extremes in plausihle propositions is not accenteble,
as the permsne: ce-change sscrect of plausible propositions
mesns that the real is a compound of rationality and
irrationality. In short, the real will be amenable to the
meyersonian concept inasmuch as 1t 1s hypostatic as to its
existence and noumenal as to 1its 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 1in order to be amenable to this concept will

confirm this., It 1s the subject of our next inguiry.



HYPOSTALLC-Adrsn, D REALITY

CHAFTLa IV

Praenota

The concept in the ohilosophy of Meyerson results
from a fusion of the causal form with sensationg. The
action of causality on sensations is ismediste and in-
voluntary. Reason will spontaneously hypostatize whatever
ls presented to it. This primordial activity alorng with
the manioulations of reason which are conseguent to it
congtitute what Meyerson considers to be an indubitable
proof that reason 1s ontologicsl. The concert olays the
key role in thig affirmation., Its importance cannot be
overplayed as it ultimetely leads Meyerson to the
epistemological paradox. Thus it 1is fitting to devote
the whole of this chapter to it.

This chapter isg subdivided into 5 sections. The
first section is a study of the origin of concepts in
the philosophy of Meyerson. Sections 2 and 3 probe into
the nature and function which our author ascribes to
concepts, while section 4 studies the character which
res1lity must possess in order to he amenable to it. The
last division of the chapter 1s a critical evalution of
the origin, neture 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 resl. It seems to us thst Meyerson continues in the
rationalist tradition of substituting the term for the
process of knowledge.

It is not always vpreferable to treat sevarastely
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 =eems to us, ls that it makes for greaster clarity in a
subject where Meyerson is unfortunately obscure.

I. The Origin of Concepts

A. Ueyerson's Doctrine of Concept Formstion
is Obscure

Meyverson gives us no clear understandine of how
concents are formed.l Thig is lasrertable since the

Meyersoniarn concent nonetheless plays the central role in

1 Cf. E.8., p. 155. Cf. glso [.8. hulli, Exolanation
ard Reality in the Philosopny of Ewnile leyerson, v. 76.
Cf. also G. pbOaS, A Critical Analysis of the Philosophy of
iwmile rleyerson, p. 2, footnote, 3.
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the refutation »f positivietic enigtemolosy for it is

wade to evince the untiring concern of science for oitolowy.
What lMeyerson tskes to be the concert ig a result of the
interaction between the causal vostulste snd senss. The
concent 1s thus the offepring of rigidity and fleetingness.
It is wi~sid inasmuch as it represents our sheer insbility
to tolerate the subjectivity of sensstions and fleeting
inasmuch 28 1t arises out of sensations. The urion of the
two ig a prerequisite to the formation of concerts for on
the one hand, without the stimulus of sense dats the
tnowing activity wonld not take nlace, while rrithout the
retional imperative of identific=ation there could be no
ovtology. The vrocess is neither wholly active nor wholly
nassive but the concept results 25 a mearrisece of activity -
rassivity, of the ifentity-diverzity relation which ig
cheracteristic of the Meyer-onian enterprise. Depending

on which moment n~ the relation we enphasize, Meyerson's
doctrine of concept for-~tion either bespeaks an empiricism
or an idealism. Further, ‘ieyerson appeasrs to hold 2 doctrines
on the origin of concepts, the nve or the hvnostagis of
sencations and the other on the negstive activities of

eccon. In the first cage, reason actively trarsforme

=

nagsive dota into mermanent thines while in the other,
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resson prooeg reality in sesrch of identities and discards
2ll thet 1s digsimiler. These accounts of abstrsction are
at odde with one another hecause whereas the hypostasis of
gensations isg unconscilous and spontaneous, the nez=tive
activity of conscioucness is selective 2rd time consumine~,

veverson's theory of ahstraction is further
obscured by the role which memory and the state of
potentislity are mede to vlay in 1t. Memory is imcortant
since without it, the stream of consciougness which
Leregnon speakg about, 18 reducl le to discontinuvous gense
data 2.0 science 1s no loncer ontological. The state of
potentislity 1s equally important to concent formation
gince without it, the very existence of realily is cslled
into doubt. In fact, Meyerson holds reslity to be but
an occasinn for ecengation; it ig an exnlenation for the
existence of genzgtions in the abserce of rensetionc.
It ig not clesr thaet concentes arise from = hypostasis of
cengations and a weedinz ont of differerces; nor thaet reallity
ig but an occasior for sgensing and remencering, “ome
clarificationg are in order.

B, The Hyrostacgcis of Sensations

Sensations provide a pri:itive datum of first rate

importence for the positiviet school »f thought. The ideal

of lezslity is to accumulste =s much sence information as

recguired by the ecocomy of effort in peesing to imnediate
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action and nrevigion. Sensations are evually important
to teyerson but he does not consider them to be so rrimitive
snd simple as to require no exnlanation. On the contrery,
the unceasing variation of sensations is an irrational
which stiiuletes the exnlicetive effort,
C'est oarce gue nors ne pouvonsg concevoir
comment elles font pour charser oue nous supposons gu'-
elles dépendent d'une cause plus congstante gu'elles,
cause oue nous sommes dég lors oblizés de placer en
dehors de notre conscience. Cet oojet ect donc tout
d'abord un ensemble de sensationsg wvrojetées en dehors
du moi, hypostasides.?
The occurrence of a se- sstion is an exercise in ontology
for it immediately trigrers a structure of mind which
instinctively searches for the cause of the sensation., It
ig suovosed that the fleetingness and sublectivity of
sensationg stimulates reason to search for something more
constant, that ig, for a cesuse which does not depend on
consciousness. The response of resson to the stimulus of

sense datz is involuntary, ss the rational or~sn or recentor

of sense gstimuli is explicative by nature. HReason cannot

not 1dent1fy.3
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The procedure of unconscious ressoning which we
here supvose would then be the following. I "ave had
a mixture of sersstions (...) I Xnow that these
sensatlons may come back; consequently, to satisfy my
causal tendency, I supvose that these sensations exist
during the interval. Now since, by hyvothesis, they
do not exist within me, they must exist somewhere elcge;
there must be, therefore, a "somewhere els&,“ a non-
ego, a world exterior to my consciousness.

The leap of resson from multiplicity to identity
at this time is spontaneous. The concert of a non-ego
oricinstes gt the irnstant of the hypostetizing activity of
reason. Jtg inceptiorn can be likened to the product of a
reflex act. Ressnn cannot tolerate diversity. The hypo-
stasis of sensations corresponds to a natural, unconscious
activity of reason to posit identities wherever it discovers
diversities. Hdeality 1s not affirmed at the result of a
spontaneous judgment bubt is arrived at reflexively, that

ig, at the term of an activity of reason. Admittedly the

hypostasis of sensations 1s unconscious but this does not

5 It is something totally different to affirm along
with ! aritain that the operations of simple apprehension
snd judsment follow simultaneously than it is to affirm with
Meyerson that the coricert object arises svontsneously, for
while the latter prrecludes an intentional union, the former
is founded upon it. The intentiornality of knowldge is a
prerequisite to the knowine activity-immeteriality is at
the root of knowledge. The overstion of concept formation
implies first of all a litersal stretching ort of onecelf
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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 he the con-
cept object results at the term of a discursive activity
of reason. There is no primitive, precognitioral in-
tentional union of knower and ohject here but the con-

ceotual siwilitude is spontaneously msde the object of a

mental act. What Meyerson affirms to be the origin of

emnirical concepts is the idea, cince it results at the

(5 Con't) in order to cecome the other - not as
wmatter has form, but immaterially. Simultaneously with be-
coming the other, the mind pronounces its existential
Judgment on the be-ing of the other. What leyerson takes
to be the concept object, on the other hand, orecludes
the representative capaclty of species for it makes of
the intelligible union a spontaneous guod. The world of
familiar objects which Meyerson would have us see uvon
awakening each morning is heavily weighted with inter-
pretation. The principal source of difficulty in this
vhilosophy is that it does not distingulish between the
process of knowledge and its term. Our suthor, however,
wonuld disagree with our interoretation for he holds that
the hvrostasis of sensations (wherefrom emnirical concerts
are formed) is not the fruit of an activity of reason.
®"qutelle n'est pas (...) lL'effet de l'srpumentation et du
raisonnement®., C.P., p. 124. Elsewhere however, he admits
of a2 certsin analogy between both processes. Cf. Ibid.,
p. 356 and E.S., pp. 572-573 but his distinctions are un-
clear. Admittedly the hyvostasls of sensations is wholly
unconsciousg but we fail to see how it can be otherwise
distinguished from the term of knowledge, thst 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 (guod) of sn ectivity. In short, whatever is trans-
muted through a hyvostasis is alresdy a guod bLecaice
reason 1is reered g priori to look upon the resl in 2 way
other than it anpears to the senses.

L'oojet (the empirical concept) n'est véritable-
ment gu'un rroupe de sensationrs, cuve nous avons liées
de manikre plus ou moins opportune et gue nous avons
e?suite projetées au dehorg dang le non—mo%. Mals
la encore nous svonsg ajouté 12 permanence.

The term which leyerson reserves for this activity is common
sense.7
C. Common Sense is an Ontology

Common sence lg the process of hyvostatizing
sensations ag much as nosggible as thev are and of making
them undergeo "the mivioum of trehsformation."8 It occupies
a central role in Meyerson's refutetion of vositivistic
enictemolosry for it constitutes the starting point of

9 s C o .
gclence. The distinevishing marks of common sense is thet

it is ontolocical snd that it is horonzeveous. As an

6 ﬂoD., jan 15.

7 lleyerson alsgo uses the term perceptiorn to denote
common serge, Cf., Esseis, p. 170,

8 TI.R., p. 363.

)
r

!
jol

C . D.R., ». 302. Cf., also C.P., M. 354
Fgvaisgs, DP. 170=186.
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ontology, couwwmn sense tra slorms the fleetipnaness of
censationg into vermsnence. In short what we see upon
aw=kerning each morninr are not alors but colored objects,
what we hear are not sounds but sounding things. Given
a se-satlon we immediately transform it into sn emnirical

concent which becomes the cause of the sensgation,.

Ce retour ect manifesteuwent inctentanfe, et il
est aigé de comprendre nourquoi il faut qu'il en
solt ainsi. L'ontolocie entiére du serns commun, une
fois constitué et rnons gavoas tous qu'lelle se trouve
dans cet état, entidrement achevde, dé&s ogu'en ovvrant
les yenx ou en étendant la main nous commengons a
vercevoir - facilife marnifestemert de manidre
mervell Leuse nos rspvorts svec les choses, 10

The conceots of coumoy sense are empirical becavse they
arise out of seusations and ontolnzical becanse the a
priori trensrlants permanence into ther.. Thus, ! eyerson
can argue thet the attempt to liwit the study of phenomena
tn thelr reletiors ig illuenrv, zg the apnearsnce of a
censation spontaneously triggers an investigation into its
cauge.
Le positiviene nrétend nv'un objet, pour la
science, n'ect gu'un ersemble de vavmorts., C'est &

tort, car la sclence, d'accord, avec le fens cormmun,
sunrose bien one ces ranvrorts se rattschent & un

10 ss2is, ». 183.
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11
supnort, elle affirme l'existence du suo-strat®

The homozeneitv of common se~se, on the other hand, means
that men will senerslly recoznize the game reality as beine

12

the csuse of their censations. Veyerson sssrmeg that the

process of hypostasig ig the sa-e for all."3

Common cenge 1s not only a ®liel in the eristence
of an object at the zcbtusal time of a sensation but also
during the intervasls when no corresponding sensations
occur. Thus I cen recall for exemrlz the tow of Port
Cartier -nd =lthouzh I a. not there -t the moment I am
nornetheless convinced that it exists. The exicstence of
objects 1n the ahsence of csensations sayvs Meyerson, can
only rte exvilieined by hsving recource to weznory, to

imaxinetion, and to some surrogate of 1identity such as the

11 Ibid., p. 191.

12 Cf. I.5., p. 380.

13 HMeyerson algn sup-oses the = -iral c-pable of
forming concents by an nlicgtion of the same process of
hyoostasis, CIf. kisalg, DP. 8-9. The intellects of man
snd the enimal are similar in this vespect but differ in
that while quelitative knowledze satisfies the "intellect™
of enimsls, it doesg not satiefy the intellect of man. In
short, both man and the aninsls form empirical concevts while
man alone enjoys metaphysical concepts.
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<tete of potentiality. Illemorv, first of all, plays a
very importsnt role in the formation of concents.“L Our
author is of the opinion th-t the hypostscis of gen-
sations stripped from sll that memory brin-s to it would
in effect reduce the Tlow of censations (Bergson's stream
of consciousnesgs) to discontiruvous states., Thus the
ontologv7 of common sence does not congist merelv in the
hypogtasis of an actual sensation but of all thet is
stored in memory and the imaxination and thet is related
to the stimulus. This mesus in effect that e are con-

vinced of the exigtence of 211 that cen be recalled or

imagined not only =at the moment of & sengation but also
1

in the szbsgsence of the gerncation.

Un onjet n'egt pes 1'hypotese de la sensatiow,
tactile, olfactrice etc. momertsndée, il est celle
de l'ensemble des sensstions de toutes sortes que
je me reppelle a{gir éorouvées (...) ou gue j'ir~sine
avoir éprouvées.

1.L!“ CF. I.B. ) pp. 0)5“"‘3600

15 To my knouvledge eyversor provides no criterion
of truth whereby we could disgtinguish 2 beins of resson from
a real being. Strictly sneaking hic< philogovhy is not con-
cerned with this distinction, exceptine whet apnesrs to be a
nragoatic criterion of truth, nemely that we heve reasoned
correctly if nsture cehaves in confornity with the menner
demanded by the relation of concents,

16 D.d., p. 17.
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Thie 1s an interesting affirmstion. It adds additional
support to our belief that VMeyerson substitutes the term
for the process of knowledge. OQur reasoning in this
instance is as follouws: The function whiech “‘eyerson
ascribes to memory does not only figure in the prodvction
of emvirical concepts but also in the formetion of
necegsary relations. The nroof of this lieg in IlMeyerson's
affirmation that the delineation of memory results in the
destruction of the lomwical relstion, that isg, in the re-
duction of the gtream of consciousness to discontinuous
data. In other termg, the outcome of Meyerson's doctrine
of concept formation isg that it pertains to concepts gua
metaphysical to transform empirical successions into
locical reletions while the omission of mwemory will negate
this effect of abetractive reason. Mot only does teyerson
fail to digtinguish between sense memorv and intellectual
memory but his fusion of both into elemerts which are at
once rational and empirical, renders any clesr cut dis-
tinction petween the term and the process of knowledge
dubious. What parades before re-son from the moment of
concevt formetion to the moment of concept insertion into
the real is a hynrid of data wilcn is perpetually

(dislectically) empirico-rationel.
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The supposition thet the memory of sensations is
nypocstatized as well as the actuszl sensation leads Meyerson
to recognize that reslity muct be in some respect nothing
more than a possibility of sensations. In fact, since
the actual sensstion is but little in comparison to the
stock of sensations which we experience in a life time,
reallity is seen to be primarily 2 con~lomeration of
possible sersations. Further, how else, Meyerson asks,
can we explain the appearance and disapnesrance of
sensations? 8ince sensations do not exist in us during
their absence, the postulste of identity in time demands
that they exist elsewhere. %"I1 est, en effet, manifeste
nu'aucune hypotase n'est concevalle, =l nous n'admettons la
possibilité d'une existence en puissance.“L? The <tate
of potentiality enables Meyerson to affirm the existence
of a gensation 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, exorimé dens le langege de put le monde,
implique évidemment ls croyance gue no< sensetions,

17 E.S., p. 332.
18 ¢f. I.R., p. 361.
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en tent que telles, veuvent se vromener (si 1'on
2qe dire) au de?grs. C'est bien 1a& ce que suppose
e seng commun,

The affirmation thet reality exists in the absence of a
sensation, that 1ls, 2s & possibility of gensation, leads
us to affirm the existence of a sensation in the absgence
of a gensation. Yet it is necegsary to so conceive of
reality. DNor ig the contradiction appalling to explanat-
ory reason for, on the contrary, the state of potentiality
is an artiflce which reason 1is relieved to find because
it is promissory of identities. It is used wherever
identity is manifestly lacking and is required most.
"L& ol la tlche d'épaler 1l'antécédent et le conséquent
apparalt comme trop ardue, l'intellect humain a forzé un
concept spéclal pour supvléer - celul de 1'état de puis-
sance.“zo The state of poéentiality enables reason to

function where it would otherwise meet an irrationsl %si

1'on n'avait recours au concept de pulissance on ferait

1.9 R.D" po 16.

20 E.S., p. 321.
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oeuvre fort ennuyeuse."?l The contradiction of actuality
and potentiality is in effect an instance of the anti-
nomiesg which reason requires in order to operate. The
Meyersonian reason is not only paradoxical but the flow

of resson requires contradictories in order tooperate.

Thus the distinction between the states of actuality and
potentiality is at once irreconciliable and necessary.

It is irreconciliable because it 1s absurd to postulate

the existence of that which does not menifest itself,

while it 1s necessary because reason must a2ttaln identities
at all costs "le concept de puissance (...) n'est que le
bouch-trou de celui d'identité.“22

Surprisingly enough, Meyerson believes that he is

23

defending the view of naive reallsm. He is firmly
convinced that objects exist independently of sensations
and that knowledge begins in eXperience.24 In effect the

rational anparatus is to be rezarded as a defense mechanism

21 Ibid., p. 329.
22 1Ibid., p. 327.

23 ¢f. R.D., p. 17. Cf. also C.P., p. 362, and
p. 471.

oy ¢f. C.P., p. 580.
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of sorts against fugitive sensations. Without the stimulus

-

of the serses, the knowing activity could not take place.zb

Given a sense dstum however, the intellect spontaneously

transforme it into a permasnent conceprt. Whet we experience

26

upon awskenine each morning are objecte. 3ut what 1is
the relation between sensstions, verceptions and reality?
The ervistence of reslity must obviously precede the
perceptions to which it gives rice. ‘iowever, since the
origin of empirical concepts 1s entirely unconscious, the
awareness of sensations, ag of the reality which gives
rise to a sensation, is the result of a deduction.

Par quelle voie le concept d'un réel ind<dvendant
du mol se crée-t-il en nous? 11 naft, cela est
évident, instartanément et intégralement, dans le
gsens commun., Dés gue j'ouvre les yeux le mstin,
dds que Jje remvue la main, Je PrdCOIS (italics are
mine), et ce fterme méme explique cue mes orgsres
de cens m'apvaraigsent comme ne jouant quv'un rdle
ourement passif, comme recevant des impressions
venant du dehors, d'un réel préexistant a la
qensation. Ce n'est gue per une analyse ardue que
j'arrive & comprendre gue la sensation primitive,
1a LONNEE IiHEDT - TE (italics are mine) de la
conscience, avait un csrsctére tont autre, et que 1le
monde des obéets constitue une élaboration
postérieure.

25 C¢f. Ibid., p. l04. ¢f. also D.R., p. 142,
26 Cf. fssais, p. 1l4.

27 hHeDe, p. 12.
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This 1s a clear admission to 2 rationalism, ueyerson does
not affirm reality to be presented directly to consciousness
1n perception but to be attained at the term of a de-
duction.28 Sensation constitutes a data of first rate
imoortance. It enables .ieyerson to deduce the existence

of the real. Further, "we perhapc even create the out-

29 It algo follows that

gide wherein to lodge them."
reallty cannot e known as it is in itself.
D. The Eliwmnination of Diversity

The second phase of the Meyersonian doctrine of
concept formation congistge in the identification of concents
which the hypostasis of sensations has produced., The two
differ in this that whereas the first results from a
spontaneous and unconscious reaction nf reason to the
fugltiveness of sensations, the =second is a voluntary
manipulation of concepts. Since the operations of the
Meyersonlian reason all mske use of identification, the
distinction can be put more simply as thet of passivity

in the first movement and activity in the second. Yet

28 c¢f. I.R., pp. 306, pn. 361-362, p. 387 nd E.S.,
pr. 573-576.

29 I.R., p. 377.
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this distinction is itself in need of clarification less
misinterpretationg should occur. The Peyersonian structure

of identification 1ls never passive in se but is passive
with respect to the primacy of sensations. Without the
stimulus of sense datsa, knowledze could not tske vlece hut
ziven the action of bodies on the sencses, the mechaniam

of reagon 1s spontaneouvsly put into action. The second
movement of resson however 1s not simply thet of a response
to stimulus but is itself an =ctive resding into concents

. . 30
in order to further imvose the mold of identity on trem.
Thus whereas the hypostssis of sensationsg zives rise to

the empnirical 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 investigstion as rescon probes it in order to
discover within its folds the sufficient reason of a
congenvent ®"nous rattachons l'antécddent et le conséguent

nar un llen rationnel, en démontrant gue le conséquent est

. . . L s 31
le conséquence nécesssaire de L'antécédent." In other worde,

30 Cf. E.8., pr. 153-155.

31 Ioid., p. 155,
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while the first operation of renson ~r-ansg emnirical
conceots, the second operation commares these corncepts

in order to establish metavhrsical concepts or lorical
relations of identity thet will trensform the empiric~l
succession into a necessarv relation. The first is
determined by sensations while the comparison of escgences
ig directed hy reagson. Je are at the heart of %"la
déduction mathématioue® ~nd of the movement of reason
fron identitiles to diversities and to incressingly
penetratineg identities. Also, since deductive re2<voning

operates on concents thet obtain from the hypostasis of

sencations, the a priori - s posteriorl character of “now-

ledge is in evidence. The error of rationsl mechanice 1is
to overlook the fact of rezality's recalcitrance, namely
th=t certain deta (the known irretionals) do not lend
themselves to hyrostasis. The error of systems of «lobal
dedvctions, on the other hend, (such as with Descartes

and Hezel) 1s to believe that the g posteriori can be

deduced from rational principles alone. Thus the
ineyersonian noetic affixes a primordial role to the
hyvostasis of sensations, not only in the sense of nro-
vidirg reason with conceots on which to operate, but also

in thet it cannot pne neglected, 25 is proposed by the
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systems of plobal deductions. Further, it affixes eoqual
irrorterce to the active manirulations of reason and since
these identifications are nececsesrely consequent to the
formation of empirical concevts, 1t warn< assinst the
abuseg of restional mechanics. On the whole hovever,
Meyerson's observations are not meant in a normative sense
but o8 an illuctration of the interdependence and mutual
tempering of =ensa ard rationsllity in the oriein of concevots.
The bnronogitions of science are all ga2id to be plansibhle
in this way. This acpect of it is iImnortant. The character
of plausibility marks the point of transition from the
cituation of the coecito to the epistemolo~ical waradox in
the philosophy of bMeyerson.

The first movement of reason giveg rise to a concent
which | eyerson affirms to be ontolosgical that is, asg real
es the reslity which it explains namely, the cause of the
gsensations. Becauge 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 sre homoreneous to emmiricel concents,

Beason cannot renlace =2 concept by one th=t is heterogeneous
to it. The selective products of comvarative resson
according to l'eyerson, are as ontological as those they

are ce2lled on to disrlace. Thug there is a fundamunental



YPOSTATIC-HY :LLID REALITY 185

continuity between common sense and science. The con-
structs of science (electrons, atoms, etec..) are as

resl ss the ontolooy of common sence. In other words,

the fruits of discriminative resson bear a reference to
real things. But extramentsl reality ig diverse. On

whet begis do we predicate unity from svech mulbtiplicity?
The most successful forte of reassou is the method of
enalogy. It enableg the intellect to retain identities
while abstracting from differences.32 “Cl'est par cette voile
uniguement que nous cherchons & sailsir véritablement, c'est
5 dire, & nous expliguer le réel.“33 The movement of
reagson utilizes anslogy of a particular sort. YCar elle
n'est point sailsie par l'intellect, mais tovt au contraire
[IPOSEE par Jluil & des covcepts qui, & premidre vue,

wh

paraissent evtidrement rebelles 3 un tel traitement.

To wit, the use of imaginary numbers. The fundamental

32 Cf. E.S., pr. 615-620, Analogical reasoning
is rezarded by ..eyerson as beling a successful method for
ootaining identities where they are manifestly lacking.

33 Ibid., p. 618.

3“’ C.P. [} p- 2“’06. Itelics Added.
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interaction3? and continulty between the deta of common

sense and the consclous constructs of reason forces us to

look on imaginasry numbers as though they were real. %3i

l'on introduit des ilmaginaires, cl'est pour les faire

évoluer, sous certains rapports, comme des grandeurs

réelles."36 The process of identifications whereby

Meyerson uses of anaslogy is necative. It congists in the

ignoring of differences for the sake of regidual identities.37
«..le echéma fondamental lui-méme est caratérisé

précisément bar un oummum de gimplicité Ce QU'IL
POSTULE, BN BFFET, CE L'oST KEME PaS UN COnTENU AFFIRI-
ATIF, (1talics are mine) mwals plutdt quelque chose de
purement négatif: I1 proclame l'incapacité de la
raison & comprendre le divers..-

35 The float of reason from sensations to the
comparison of concepts is one of rapid and continuous
deductions and inductions. Lleyerson quite naturally
assumes the activity of unconscious reasonine (hypostasis)
to be similar to the activity of dlscrlmlnatlve reason
(the comparison of concepts) Cf. E.S., p. 620.

36 .g..:._P_'.’ .p‘ 409-

37 ¢f. Ibid., p. 56 and T H. KoLLY, Explanation
and Reality in the Philosgophy of Emile Meverson, P. 23.

38 tHgsais, p. 9.
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The most striking feature of this doctrine ic
Meyerson's insistence thot identities result from the

impogition of the a priori mold of identification on

diversity; Ffirst through a hypostasis of sensatiore and
secord through the eliminative (analocicel) schema of
conscious identifications. The game process is maintained
throughout. It is thig asvect of the problem that leads
us to believe that Meyerson confuses the term for the
procegs of knowledge, as there 1s no distinction between
the origin of empirical concepts and the origin of meta-
physicsl concepts in thils reswect.
II. The Nature of Concepts
Our invesgtigation into the origin of concepts has
revealed a twofold operstion of reason on the data of
sensation; the first (unconscious) trensforms sense data
into concrete concepts and the second, bheing the nuclevs
of the ratioral activity, menipulates conceovots in order to
discover in them relations of logicsl necessity.
I1 reste donc ~ue l'opération lozique soit la
traductior, dans la pensde, d'une opération, d'un
acte réel, ayant mnour points de départ, pour sub-

strats, WOnFAS LuS OBJLTS REELS, wA (S Dib CONCLETS,

39 C.P., p. 349. Italics Added.
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That fleyerson should tske the idea to provide the starting
point of the knowing activity is a direct consequence of
tne 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-

accesgsible. What is first known is the product of the
interaction between the causal postulate and the data of
genisations namely, the term of a spontaneous and unconscious
hyrostasis of sensatiors. WVMeyerson can vprovide no other
starting point for having set hefore himself the task of
fuging the ldentity-diversity couplet, reality remains
forever estranged from the grasp of abgtractive reason.
The concept in the philosophy of our asuthor represents the
idea of reallty es a persistent residuum along-with-
differences. What Meyerson takes to be the covcept is in
effect a structured datum, an idea.
A. The Ontological Status of the Concept

The guote which we cited agbove 1s illuminating, as
Meyerson 1s seen to use the terms concent and idea synony-
mouelye.e At a first glance this seens to result from his

Lo

desire to remain neutral in matters of epistemology. As

Lo The remarks which our suthor addresses to
T. Meyerson offer further confirmestion of this disianterest.
cf. C.P., p. 122, footnote 27, C.P., ». 793. Cf. also Ibid.,

p. 30
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we saw esrlier, his work is an investication of the
psychology of sgcientific resconing. e ig not concerned

with the epistemology which underlies philosophic dis-
gsentions but with the ontological preoccupation of scientific
thought. Further, the words concept and ides as they are
commonly used by him are also understood to pe neutral in
resnect to metaphysical systems.#l "Incapable de Tixer son
cnolx entre les systémes, la sclence tout en ne pouvant se
passer de métaphysique, se trouve cependant au fond...comme
dans un étet d'’1nd:'n_f‘féz."erme."Ll'2 Meyerson's work is not
intended to Justify a metsphysicel system. Yet his concern
with pogitivistic erigtemolosy means that he must pronounce
himself on the ontological status of concents. This ig a
difficvlt matter for Meverson to do. ‘The epistemological
naradox mears that on the one hand the concept must revres=ent
the verdurability of something external to the cogito.

While on the other hand, the concent results because reality

b1 cf. C. plhalilG, neason, Snace and heality in
the Philosophy of Emile Meyersonn, p. 37 footnote 2. ¥ Thus
it is left oper whether the concept of external reality
repregsents an idea of reason or a concrete rezlity existing
independently of reason® Cf. also E.S., p. 12 end C.P.,

p. 716.

L2 B.~., p. 556.
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ie not in se perdureble (the irrationality of diversity).
fleyerson is caught up within this dilemma becarse he con-
fuses the 1dees of perduracility for the beinz of reality.

He conseguently mskes the clsim of knowledge dublous, as
what paradec pefore re-gon is not the being of extramental
reality out the mental contents of perdursbility-along-with-
differences. Unlegg a concept functions in o representative
capacity recsorn will nnt ne ontological. There will be

no reference within the concept to the resl since nothing

in the nature of concerts will corre«nond to the nature of
the real, Thvs .everson’s inabilitv to decide the issue

of the ontological ststus of sensations and of concewnts

in particular, 1s more than the exniegsion of a desgire for
nevtrality in these metters. It evinces the fundamental
in=2o0ility of sgcience to solve metsephysical problems. Al-
thougn scilence is metaphysically neutral, thet is, it can-
not prorounce itself on a dats which is rnot its own, it

does not follow thet it can dispense with all philosophy,

or for thet matter thst it shonld hore to become the rer-
fect philo<ophy - which is the =are thing,

..o Un sensg ~énéral toute philosovhie et, en
perticvlier, tornte m2tsvmhveinue sont ndcessairement
philosophie de 1a nature. Car ohilosophie veut, nous
gemtle-t-il, dire eggentiellement accord, et ce guve

cierche le ohilocophe, cfect done & 3t~")lier up sccord
entre <eg pensées d'abord et entre ses vercdes et -ces
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gens~tiors ensvites Ce rue falsant, 11 ne pent
sunpléer & son gasvoir insuffisent que psr des
suppositions, des hypothegts sur l'ecrsence du riel,
clest-2-dire entre dane le do zire de la rhllosovhie
de 1l nnoture. T L fHYoICI'\ v kb PouT, Do ooCu COTL,
Lk PrOCSDER Db 50,73
tfever<on's Ffeilure to destinguish between empiriometric and
vhilosovhical explsnation means tlhiat he conceives of ex-
planation in one way only, nn-ely, in terms of -~sthe-
metical bein s of reason. 3ut to eliminete the vhilosophy
of nature is to invalidate tre metaphyslcal enterprice
pecause metaohysics is in contact with reclity throuch the
philogophy of nature.
iithout a philosophy of nature which i1s svr-
ordinate to the rne=tural =clences snd subordinate to
metanhyeics and which nrescerves the cont-ct between
vhilosornice? thou~ht ~nd the vniverce 07 the
gsciences, meteph <icc M-g ro en-tect with thin o
~nd c~n only fall thilﬁﬁv bect npon the 'rowinge
> willirng mind itself,
The objects of merthematics exist orly in the 7ind, Yeyerson

ig tond up within this co~ifto »2nd he c>nnot oronovn ce hii-

celf on the trarcient neture of conce-te., Admittedly,

43 hesais, n, A0. Italice =dded.

W J. tweallAin, The Philosnnhiy of i'tire, =, 122.
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the Meyersonisn conce-t 1s desirous of ontology, th-t ie,
since 1t arises from the hypoctacis of gerra it ie g

cfearch for the cesure of sensations but having taken the ouod
of" idertification to be the guo of re=lity it is unable to
fulfill this smoition. Thus hevine confused the idea and
the concept lLieverson has unwittingly taken a stand on the
unknowenlility of reality. The cheracter of vlausi®bility

of wmhich 211 sclentific vpropositions are imbued offers a
direct confirmation of this. eyersnon's inebility to decide
the 1ggue of the ontolo~rical statvsg of corncents leads
directly to 1t., Thus the enictemolncicrl nrradox is ~ sion
of gomethin~r far rore serious, n-rely of an inadequete metes-
physice. Veverson requires that the concent function
ontolo~sically, thet ig, th ©t it he re=zli<¢tic but doeg so

by makine the real of the idea., Thus the concept is at

once of the real and of tlie idea. The contradictory nature
of a concent w ich 1g at once the resl and not L1e resl is

a perpetual source of difficulty in th's ohilosophy. The
investivetion of plaucsioility from the side of the a priori
underlies the movement of convercence and resgon dissolves
ite obiect into non-beino, while the c-rnsideration of
olangibhility with the ewmpiesis nlaced or empiricel deta
meang th-t re=son cannot penetrate its objeckt. | evercon'e

pogition involves the contrasdictor, suvposition of a corcert
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thet is at once a guo e.d a suod; 2 compositive mixture of

2 priori and g posteriori elements. In other terms, the

conce-t must be a gquo in order to evince tnhe ontolozicel
structure of reason - the refutation of positivistic
eplstemology depends or it, but when all 1s said and done
there ig ro reference withirn exnlanation to the real
hecause the renregsentative function of concerts is deried
as 1t is the ldea of perdurebility which creates the resl.
Thus the real 1is not attained by way of an intentional union
but by turning within the self and making of the gquo a
direct object of intellectual exarination. Since tne nature
of concepts which lheyerson envissces is partly empiricsl
and partly retional 1t ig overloaded. The lieyersorian
concept could never represent the real hecgusge tertium
quid uniomns always render knouledge of the component parts
impossible. The real can never be attszined 2s it 1s in
itself,

I1I. The Function of Concewnts

A. L2 cohérence des attributs
The coherence of attributes refers to the intrinsic

structure "la structure finrencze™™5 of reslity, th=t is,

45 teyerson borrows the expression from Lord Balfour.
Cfa, COP-, p- 138'
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fto the ciment which vuniteg subjiect and nredic-te or
honds attributes into a subjiect. The coherence of
attributes in an essence exnresces the view that the
properties of a substance are deternined by the structure
and thus thst they can be identified with the essence.
In short, lieyerson holas that there i1g identity between
the inner n=ture of bodieg and the ultimste arrsngement
of the perticles; a view which guantitative analysis
readily promotes, Thusg the concept (le geunre) results
from the elimination of thosge attributes of bodies which
are not coherent thet is, whirh do not avvear to go to-

46

gether. ",a r-ison suppoce qu'un sttribut, tout en ne

cessant nas Ad'8tre egsentiel, est nourtant moing esgcentiel

L3

aufun sutre..,® Whatever remaing ig absolutely esgentiagl
and is identified with the senersl concent. All members

of tne game class will exhibit the same essential nronerties

L6 The eliminstion of gecondsry characteristics
in the formestion of concepts and scientific laws 1sg als=o
veed by Meyerson to defend the view that sclence is not
gesred exclusively to prevision for inasmuch as sction is
concerned, it is secondary cheoracteristics which import the
1ost. Cf. C.P., pPb. 416-418,

47 Ibid., p. 291.
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and all other differences can be called accidental.u8 Actusal

thinking always prosresses according to comprehension, as

it 1is a natural disporition of resson to seek to reveal the

subject as contained in the predicete. Bnt in exposition

the form of ertension is Used.b(9
Since reasson 1is incorricibly metaphysical, =enres

are in turn hyrostasized and treated as sunstences, that

lg, ag carriers of attributes. "A GENK:E (italics are mine)

accordinely stends for reyerson for a concept that is

verfectly ~eneral vet, o far asg the peychology of scientific

thinking is concerned, recarded alwevs in a realistic way."5o

The extricetion of concerts by the identificetory structure

of reason snd thelilr reintrocduction irto the resl enables

Meyercon to convert the flow of sencations into necessary

51
velatlione, Concepts are menipulsted by selzctive ressgon

L8 What scientists take to be the essence of gsolium,
for evemnle, consiste in the descrintior of the distribution
of electrons sbout the s=odium atom. Thig arrancement exnlains

he vrorertiecs of sodium, At first the ghare of zodiunm

might also have been thought to he an escential charscrerictie
"t after havine examined » sufficlient nuher of niecec,

each with differine shanes, we come to the reslizstion that
shove 18 sn accldertal rroverty and it ig discerded.

bg cr. Infra., ch. 5.

50 J. LA LUMIA, The Wavs of Reason, p. 50.

51 Hecallin: for » woment th=* the stricture of
idertificntion ig ma“e to attein the ecsence of thinss by
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as though they were real thinzs. Thus the concept
functions above 211 as a ThANSWMUTEE of furitive sensations
irto logical seguences. In other words all propositions
formulating relstions of experience are necessary inss-
much as they exvregs the exicstence of a genre and of the
coherence of attributes in it. "C'est 1'idée qui constitue
1'é1lément fourni par l'esprit qui doit &tre combiné avec
la sensation pour produire la2 connaissance, et, s'il n'y
avalt pas de genre, tout savoir sersit impossible.“52
5. The Convergence of Concepts and neality
The identification of the concepts of perception
presupposes in order to be fruitful, (not only of ex-
plenations but also of predictions), that the structure
of reality and the structure of identified concents are
the same, or at least partially so.
L'esprit raisonnant sur le riel est obligs de le
supposer rationnel et nue, des lors, l'asvect sous
leauel il considére de préfeérence une proposition

egt au fond celui de la cohérence deg attributs et
par conségrent celui de la compréhension.

(51 Con't) converting change into steadfastness,
¢f. 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 dats
from flow and its necegsity from permanence.

52 CuePey Do 37

53 Ibid., p. 231.
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Unless we gsupvose that reality conforms, in some measure
at least, to the ways of reasson, the knowino enterprise
will not take place. The assumption ¥gue leg lois
formelles de la pensée ont une valuer non seulement sub-
oot eetige. 05k ,
Jective, mals encore objective, leads Meye "son to two
considerations; first, that the real is created by reason55
and second, thst whatever reason creates is ontological.
The structure of reason is such that whatever it maripulates
immediately assvmes an ontolooical cheracter,
La foi en 1l'accord entre la raison et la nature

constituant ainsi la présupposition d'ol L'on part,

11 n'est que naturel gue l'on traduise immédiatement

toute observation relative & l'essence de l%7bensée en

affirmation concernant la natvre des chose.

Thus the most pressing task of philosophy (ecience)58 is to

sl Ibid., p. 5l.

55 The concept of an objective real results from
the hypostasis of sensations. Thus what is first given as
subjective 1s instantaneously made objective that is, made
to be real as a result of the activity of reason

56 Cf. Essais, pp. 67-69.
57 Ibid., De. 69.

58 The function of philosophy (including the
philosophy of nature and metaphysics which Meyerson does
not distinguish) 1is generally understood by him to consist
in the analysis of the adequatio between resson and reelity
"1l propension vers ce aue nous avons gualifié de philosophie
de la nature en son sens large n'est autre chose gue la
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delineate the degree of conformity between reason and

reality. The convergence of reason snd reality is not a

(58 Con't) manifestation tangible de la tendance
générale qui domine l'esprit humain en ses rapports avec
le réel, & savolr la tendance & croire & 1la rationalité
de ce réel® HEssaisg, p. 61. The scientist is generally
unacquainted with the process he is applying and con-
sequently 111 equilppred to fix the limits of reasoring.
Thue there is need of a special disgcipline which will de-~
lineate the philosophy of nature from the philosophy of
mind (Meyerson'®s terwminology, Cf. Ibid., pp. 59-105), that
is, distingulish the a priorl from the a posteriori and
determine what in knowledse 1g owing to the one and what
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 ie supposedly ascribed to philosophy 1s seen to
recede each time progress is made irn the physical sclences.
In other words new <clientific discoveries lead us To the
recognition of what had been ascribed to resson as belong-
ing to reality. Cﬁ: H. Skh, Science et philosophie d'apres
la doctrine de M. Emile Meyerson, pp. 89-96. Sée is of the
opinion that the “eyersgonisn gclience will not succeed in
absorbing philosophy because of the residues which science
ig forced to leave behind at each reduction. Thue he
proposes a defense of Weyerson's distinetion but he none-
thelese conclvdes, as does our author, that the domain of
philogovhy (being the regidues of science) is constantly
receding, The relativity space of Hincstein rrovides one
guch ingtance for we are nov aware that the concept eparce
is not a pure g priori form of reason. Cf. Infra., 3, 1, 2, B,
Thus what Meverson hsd set as a task of rhilosophy has 1in

effect been accomplished by science. 1ot only does Meyerson
fail to distinguish between the orders of speculative

“nowing but also he leaves no roon for vhilosophy of any
cort. The only way in which we could uphold the conexistence
of philo=sophy and science woulo be to maintain 2s does

¢. machelard that the Yresidues® of scicrce are not on the
decrease but on the incresse. Cf. G. B1CrcolihD, Le
rationalisme appliqué, Paris, F.U. ., (1949), ». 171l. 1In
other worde, th-t each new discovery of science confronts
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recirrocity of the two in Frrorl's serse since resson
(identificetion) carnol draw the 3iverre from itself. It
is rather a matter of determinine where the iotelligibility
of reality stops. In other words, we must deterrire to
"hat extert the order arnd connection of concerts (ide~g)
1s the same ag t e order and connection of thin < *nous
avons raisornd juste si les évinementg sulvent le cours
gue notre rsicor avalt prévu.“59 In short, Meyerson pe-
liever ta2t the determination of concentual connexities
60
explains the real.
C. Corncents Function asgs Real Objects
The met=physical reuvtralitv of -ogitivistic
eopigtemolosv inenire« tre cent>al o~rt of lieyerson's
doctrine of concentz, Sclence 1g realistic becauge its
point of departure is cowmmor sers=. Turther, the corcerts

of sgeience, according to "i.eyer<on, are not only emrirical

(58 Con't) wus with an incressing multicvlicity of
diversitiecy; a view which Meverson himgelfl never agintalined.
Lachelard's comments sre not intended as a defense of
Jleyercon but rather as & critiqre of his epi<temology.

50 ¢.P., D. L3.

60 Cf. n. 01u8T, 9Ty cher inemeprt de la vengie ner
¥. tevercon,® in hevne thonicte, 15, (1932), vn. 1°6-438,
cf, also C.G. ST bLlTG, Hesson, Svnace snd Reslity in the
Philosophy of smile | everson, pp. HU-i5,
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but alco metaphysical. In short, science does not only
describe sensationg (a metephysics of laws) but is realistic
(ontological). "It is for the sake of exvlanation that
scilence seeks things. It can have its laws without them

but when it asks, as it inevitably does, why the law is so
and <o, 1t must have things.“61 All explanations are
explanstions of reality. The scientist treats conceptual
constructs as though they were real things. In brief,

the atom and the electron, the concepnt of mass and of force
are each trested as a category of the rea1,62 "telle est
aussi l'escsence de tout ce dont nous peuplons ce réel.”63

Thus the concept in the philosophy of our author is made

to function 2= the direct object of an intellectual operation

and becomes the very thing known. What is known is not
reality 28 it ig in itself hut as it is the object of a

mental act.

61 G. 50AS, A Critical Analyeis of the Philosophy
of Rmile Meyerson, p. o0.

62 ¢f. E.S., p. 115. Cf. also R.D., pp. 13-15,
63 C.Pl’ p- 585‘
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Nous avons, en somme, aprés avolr abstrait le
conceot, avreés avoir transformé étrangement pour en
faire une chose ce guil n'est gque de notre esprit,
hypostasié ce concert, replacé l'abstrait dans le
réel, feint si 1l'on veut, qu'il était réel, afin de
pouvolr agir sur lui de mani&re réelle, observer
comment il se comportait dans le réel (...) lfoonjet
proper de notre savoir sg&entifique n'est et ne
peut é&tre 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 1t does the antecedents
and consequents of change, the concent according to
Meyerson, containg within its folds the sufficlent reason
of bhecoming.

In summary, the Meyersonian noetic is seen to
develop asg follows; 1. The spontaneous and unconscious
hypostasis of sensations into emvnirical concepts. 2. The
formation of metaphysical concepts through the identification
of empirical concepts. 3. The reiunsertion of metaphysical
concepts into the real. In short, Meyerson expl=ains
phenomena through the formation of emplrical and meta-

physical concepts and the ftransformation of the latter into

concrete reslities, Necessity 1s exhibited from the side
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of reason. Diversity is not the source of intelligsibility.
Further, we could not supvose permenence to derive from
the object rather than from cauvsality, as both common
sense ard the tendency of reason to push its identifications
to the limit would be unexplained., ®La supposition d'un
facteur ressortissant & 1'intellectus inse leibnizien,
d'un a priori pur dans le sers de Kant, est de beaucoup
la mieux adoptée & la véritable marche de l'intellect.“65
De The Insufficiency of Common Sense

FProm the above analysis it is clear that although
common sense provides the neces<ary ontology from which all
knowledge vegins, 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

66

other. The continuity from the conceptual objects of
common sense to the figurative theories of science is a
maxim of reason. Science ig but a prolongation of common

6 . .
sense, 4 Reason cannot replace a concept by one that is

heterogeneous to it.

65 fkssals, p. 82.
66 Cf. D.R., p. 347.
67 Cf. I.R., p. 354.
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Ainsi, non seulement le point de dépsrt de la
egclence est ontologique, puilsave c'est le monde des
objets du sens commun, meis quand elle abandonne ces
conceptions ou gquand elle les transforme, ce qu'elle
adopte aing% est auvusgsl ontologigue que ce qu'elle
abandonne.

soth scientific theories and common 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 replsces the ontology
of common senge by 2 scientific ontology of greater per-
durability and intelligibility. Thus science not only con-
tinves common sense, but what it proposes is more realistic
than the objects of vercention. It is reason which
streightens the stick that zppears bhent in weter, re=ssown
which colours the tree that avnrears dark in the distence,
rescson which enlarees the alrcraft that looks minute in
flioht etec. In short, Meyerson cays that resson remedles
the insufficliencies of common sence,

La raison, deg qu'elle commence son oeuvre de re-
cherche scientifique, se voit obligée de constater
l'inconsistance de l'imsge que la simple percention
lui présente (...) et elle ne peut faire sutrement

gue de 1lui suggtituer une image différente, celle
des théories.

68 E.S., p. 39.

69 Ibid., p. 511.
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The consideratioms adduced in support of this
transformetion center on the insufficiencies of the
nualitetive representation of things., "Qualitstive
theories stovo at the explaration of becoming and do not

. . . 0
agnire to sive that of belng.“7

The advantege of quan-
titative anslysis 1s that it wore reodily admits of

. . o 71
identifications, The veritable aiwm of science is to

trspcform empirical concenrts into guantitative concevpts

which themcelves metaphysical. Thus our author holds to

quantity ac belvre suogtentialistic, that is, he Treats
guantity as it was a cetezory of the real. "C'est un

morde 1désle, un monde de coacerts mathémetiques quil se
suostitue au monde des réalitis sensibles du sencse commun."72
The atom, the electron, mess, force, energy, etc., are not
only real things but are themselves more real than the
concepts of common sence beceuse beling the result of
quantitative corsider-~tions, they are more perdursble

(ontolo~ical) then the gualitative concents of common sense.

This, according to Meyers=on, lis evident from the fact that

70 I.R., D. 344,
71 ¢f. D.B., p. 11.

72  245s5 Pe 523
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these concepts arise at the term of a number of ide tifice-
tiong, whereas the corcepts of common serse regrire hut
one, unconsciovs, identification.
E. Vathematicss The Queen of Re=son
The consideration of quentity as = structure of
Ene reegl is the product of a dounle trencroscition of reason
from sensa to empirical concepts and from ~eneral corcepts

to gvealitative structures. Three considerstions follow

from thig, “irsgt, the overstion is not entirelv a nriori,

second, 1t entails a reversgal snd third, queantitv is
loonlied at ontolo~ically.
a. The Operation ig not Tn'irely A PaIORI

Tve 1de~l of rTeszon is to dednce the tesrl from
rational princinles alone. The falilure of ~lobal de-
ductions hovieier, means th:=t thie 1deal is not reslizable,.
Tiret, reason should it succeed, would posgit 1itself into
non evistence (or rejoin solincis w ich is the same t'ine,)
Second, the irrstionals ~vince some mezcsure of divergence
between ro-~son and reslity. Third, the causal roctulate
carmob ér- o the diverse frouy 1tgelf. Thus there 13 nreed
to rreoznize ¢ re- ity which ls st once erternsl to resson
and portislly recalcitrent.

Le ~nalificatif de rotionnelle <e se-tle-t-il n-s

e
indiquer, en effet, ave rou< rritendor- tirer cette
ccience uninuemnent de notre r=igon” I1 est cecendant
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frclle de reconnaltre que ce n'est, en l'espece,
au'un trompe~l'eodl...nous ne concevons plus cette
retionalité comme absolue, mais simplement comme
relative.

b. The Reversal
ALl rational operstions mak%e use of the catve process

7h

of identificsetion but the advanta~e of mathematics ig

that havin~t derived its elements frow experience it can

then abstrect from these elements and concern itself ex-

clusively with pure deductiors without fear of contradiction.

In physics, on the other hand, we are dealing with real

beinssg, that i1s, with concents, the objective exlistence of

which we rezdily suppose. Although the mathematician also

treats of concepts as thoush they were real things, he

does not have to affirm thelir existence ag cuch in nature.
Un concept mathématicue n'est qu'une idée, et le

mathématiclen a eu ~eau le manier et le remanier, le
réintégrer en apparance dans le réel pour 1l'y faire

édvoluer & 1l'instar d'un réel, tant aue btout cela ecgt
régté dans le domaine des mathématigues pures, on
concevalt gue cet irréel se trouversit éliminé dans

leg cornclusios auxquelles on aboutirait.”

In short, the concents of physics are more restrictive than

-~

93  Ibid., D. 567.
24 ¢cf. C.P., pp. ~86-687.
75 M, pn “’66.
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the concerts of matherstice., The corncept cusrtity is a

_‘ 76
reine of resson which we trarsform into g reed .

helns
In other worde, the exishernce of numters is not qualite-
tive but we treat of them as thonch they were real beings

mecense quentity rnrecsupposes onality.

o véritd, 1l n'y svsilt de riel concret aque leg
relllouz nue nous gvons comotiz, Fals nousg avons
=2ffirm% gue le rownre, &tre arstrait, se cowrort-
erait esxactemnent conme ceg §9norets Jue nous wouvions
nerler de facon aprropride,

The trestmert of abetroct numberg zs thou~h they
were resl mesrns thet 1t 1g no lorrer seneral concepts
which represzent the resl but the concrete which verifies
the zhotrect. YlLe rfel perticuvlier dont, wmar 1'imsge,
nove avong lL'2ir de =nivre le comrortemert ne falt que re-

rrérenter le concept ~endrel, ~ui ect e cenl dont T'owoln-

20 0f, Ibid., pp. 301-303, The emrh=cis in ccience
hes zhifted from & conciderztior of the rrimecy of reallty
nver ~esgurerent to o nriwscv of quertitstive releotions =t
thay enmendcr subgtantislictic conciderations, This entaile
s reversgal becruge the shsbract nanirvlation »f nunbers,
cven as imgrinery numbere for exa .nle, reguirzs that verl-
ficstiorn te'ec pleoce in the conerefs ordzar™,.,.ce gue nous
sowcs applicuds » felre recortir, clest le rdle jue joue
ce riel (fuslle -me goit d'2illenrs zon escevrce) &r math-
drotivnes.” Ibid., p. 405, Thue wheresg in rthysics the
z-ctreet remregents the resl, in ratiemetics 1t 1o the rea:
which must he uged to verify the S 1

T
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tion intéresse véritablement lsa pensée.“78 Meyerson's
reasoning on the reversal is as follows. First of all,
quentity expresses the ideal of reason becanse it enzples

us To unite the essentisl attributes of the resl nanely,
persistence and change into the same formula. Tlurhers
figure as the esrence of the real. The equsality between

7+ 5 and 1?2 means that without qguslitative differences

there conld be no identities., It also means that the
identity of numhers is obtesined throuzh 2 vrocess of elimira-
tino differerces while retairning sameness. "“C'est ce qui
fait que persistance et changement se trouvant ainsi r3unis,
le mathématique s'offre, en quelque sorte, comme pr~desting
A figurer lfessence du rdéel, coume constituant peut-&tre

2 lul seul cette essence méme."79 The 2 heaps of 7 and 5
stones which I have before me, for example, gzive rise to

the general concept 12. This concept resdily figures as

the esgence of the real since it exhibits diversities as
well as identities. Turther, because the egustion 7+ 5 = 12

ig emoirical s2g to the hypostesis of sensa and g priori as

78 Ibid., p. 583.

79  Ibid., p. 392.



HYPOSTATIC-HYLRID REALITY 209

To the identity retween sensga, it lg evident that Meyerson
finds in mathematics, confirmation of the plsusible character
of sclentific 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
in an essence of real things.go If ther we say that 7+ 5
are, or pbetter, make 12, we are dealing with abstractions
from resl objlects. We are also convinced that there 1is
identity between 7+ 5 and 12 because all that has been
changed 1s combining the two heaps of 5 and 7 stones are
spatial disposgitions which do not modify the essence of a
thing. In short, the advartasze of mathematical reasoning
is that it enables us to attalin identities while esccounting
for differences. Vowever, since the constructs of science
stray vprogressively further away from the world of common
gsenge objects - and even to the extreme of abandonning 1it,
as in differentisl equations, the resl must he observed

corefully. In genersl leyerson would say that the results

80 It is elso evident from this that Meyerson obtalns
the equating of scientific causality with identification
from the consideration of a physico-mathematical scilence.
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of the deduction are correct if they work. In short, ~
mathemstical ressoning is correct if the real evolves in
the menner demanded by the substantialization of abstract
concepts. Although negative numoers, for exanole, do not
actually represent anything in reality, they are noanetheless
made to evolve as real thinesg as thils procedure works.
Thus the consideration of gqusntitv as the essence of the
real epngenders a reverssl in which empiricel concevts furc-
tion as verifiers of abstract marninulations., The reverssl
le necessery becauce the psychology of mathematics demands
thaet shstrsact nambers be looked on as thoueh they were real.
Meyereson turnsg within, namely to the develppment of reneral
concevts in order to exvlaln the real and observes the
comportment of empirical concepts in order to verify a
paerticular casc~de of mathematical deductions.
c. GQuantity 1is Ontology

I« it leritimate to supstantislize auantity in
defence of ontolooy? MWeyerson seems to think so "ce que
1'interprétation sjoute avx donnfes mathématinues c'est

81
proprement de 1'ontolocie.™ In other worde, jeverson
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belleves thet the trensformation of quantit-tive rele-tions
such a= tho<e of masg and accelevation, caloric enersy and
temnersture into force ond entrooy reevectivelv ete., ore
ontolocic=1 pecance svch relations are prreicte b,
ounavtivative ard onjective. The phvsicist, he sroues,
Ereats of these relatione ag thouoch thev viere real thines,
The theorie< of geclence ®ont nrécisément mour hut de
cscruter 1'8tre des choces, leur esgence, afin d'expliquer
par cette eccence (...) le comportement des objects.“a?
lieyer<o- believes that the tend-ncy to sunstantialize
gnantitetive ~el tions 1s in evide. ce throuvchout the history
of <scientific thirkine, Hea<on cannot - .sp what 1t can-
not 1deatify. Thusg 1in order to identify, wz ruct posit the
percisgtence of something from antecedent tn crrecequent which
in effect ig & substantislization of guartitetive relations.
Thig gatigfieg resson becau<e the congideov~tion of substance
se ohjective and perduring throushout The flow of sensations
constitutes an explanstion of rhenomena. "ever-on »rsues

+~2t the trersformatior of ~wentitsetive rel-tions into
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obiective gralit=tive and persistent rel~tions is proof of
the invincible ontolocricsl tendency of resson. iow elge,
for example, cen we exnlsin the pelief in the existence of
immubenle +nd indegtructible atoms when sensationg are
tnemselves =subjective 2rnd trarsitory, if not by heving
recourse to an explaratory tendency of resgor which
fransposes gualitative censations into quantitative
relationg and cuantitstive relations into objective and
oualitative naturec? -

The trangnogition is never comvlete bhecavse
mathematical resgoning is not wholly dedvetive, It resulte
rather from s mi-ture of emniricsel elements and deduction.
Thus althoush there is a rrofound analocy between mathematicel

... 85 .
reasoning and the wave of vreality, there 1s always some

spect of the resl which esceres mathematization and some

Y]

86 .
aspect of methematices which 1« beyond the real. It is

understac-dable that meyerson siovlid grrive at thls conclusion

83 Cr- Is,- D-, npo l3—170
84 (Cf. ‘cgsisg, ™. 153, ard or. 163-167.
85 C:F. E:.Q. ’ p' 4@6.

86 Cf. C.P., m. 700, Cf., alen %,S., p. 568,
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because havelng taven pure mathematics (that is, the
~1lobal deduction of reality) to be the ideal of reason -
the queen of reason - and plausihle vroposgitions to be
the imnwlementsztion of this idesal, the knowing activity is
forever destined to be a compromise hetween emviricsal
elements and pure deduction. ™Tant gue nous nous y tenons,
les mathématiques nous avrarsissent comme 1f&lément
CONCLLIATEUR won'lunl LA nALSON AT Lps CHOSES. Clest ce que
Platon semble déja avoir reconnu.."lﬁ
83
IV. The Concert Matter

The very first contact which we have wlith reality

ig sencation which, as we saw, Meyerson says gives rise to

87 C.P., p. 710. 1Italics Added.

88 The concept matter is used by our asuthor in
relation to reality, *one might speak of the MATERTIAL
(italics sre mine) world, and this would be a synonym."
I.R., D. 3Al. The 'concept Matter' is a well chosen de-
signation for the msterial world, particularily in light
of the fact that Meyerson holds to the creation of reality
hy reason "il (the object) aura €té reconstitué & la
menidre dont le récepteur du téléphone redonne & la
parole sa forme primitive, alors gu'elle a cependant
cheminé, le long du fil, sous une forme tris diffirente.
(...) par raprort su moi, l'objet ne peut 8tre, comme le
dit Erdmann, qu'un postulat de la pensée.® C.P., p. 362.
The aspect which concerns ug now ig to discover the nature
which objects must possessin 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 lieyerson believes that it is possible. Cf. Esgsais, pp. 180-

181.
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tie objiects of counon sence. The th-orieg of gsclence, on
the other heno, recult from suantitative (end trerefore

i

cualitetive) tra-spositions. Chve renlity must be o mix-

. 89
ture o Jusrtitative ard cualitztive elements. The nuall-
tetive a=rect of the rral iz oF prime icvortance in go far
ag tre 2bility to a2ct ig concerned (cuvrvivel) vhile the
guentit-tive asrect o7 the resl rert=in- to thc lesgse nresc-
ing bt eqr~llv imrortevt (inctinctive) need of reacon to
evplain phenomena, M...de< cue nous rprenons a réfléchir

& la viritohle natnre du rfel, il est certein cre le guen-

titotif ect snte au contreire & nove ancar-~ftre comme

: w0
rriment la ouslité.
Percertion and explaration are complic-ted operstions
-thich ovr svthor do=g not distirenich cleerly, ALdcittedly

the one criceg unconscliougly, gpoatareously ard 1is
nualitative, wwile the other is the product of & aumber of
ifertificatione =~d is guentitative, ~ut lL.eyercor doec not
nrovide us with rore information than thies. Actually,
nerception =nd explenation arice tocether fron the <nne
tendency of identific~tion 2g avirced by the funirment-l

continvity from one to the other., Thig a<e-egct of the

8o o7,y D.ioy Do 3o

-

90 Ibic., F. 5.
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problem has led us to believe thet Meyerson mictakes the
guod for the gquo of knowledge. The origin of the concept
matter is equally ambiguous for we are told that the concept
guality results from the hypostasis of sensations, while

the concept quartity is the fruit of explanatory reason,

and that both reside in the same reality, we are not
Informed as to where we derive the idea of a non-ego in
order to place these conceots in it. Meyerson admits to

not Xnowing the solution to this problem.

..»the problem ig 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
o "an outside® comes to mwe from another source, I had
the psradoxical idea of plscing in it what iglmy own
cengation, whet belongs incontestably to me.

The deduction of an objective real from subjective sen-
cations does not come easgily, as the work of Hume has anmply
demonstrated, but it 1s an indication that something is

92
seriously wrong when reality must be deduced in this wav.

91 I.R., p. 358.

92 Meyersonr is critical of rationalist philosophers
ag they attribute too grest a role to deduction. He
criticizes Hegel for abusing logical deduction thet 1is,
for thinking that the real derives from resson. Cf. E.S.,
op. 352-355, and p. 391. He criticizes Descartes for
abusine mathematical deduction, that 1s, for thinking that
the real 1 wholly mathematical - or in other words for
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The concept matter aprears to contain a mixture of a

posteriori and a priori elements.

We have no intention of attemptino a complete
deduction of this concept with the help of sensation
alone; this perhaps is not vossible, for it is not
quite certsin whether, the concert of matter being
closely allied to that of crace, there are not
purely a priori elements involve% depending on the
very constitution of our resson. 3

heallity appears to be a mixture of qualitative
attributes wnich inhere in a quantitative essence. The
two are inseparable as evinced by "la cohérence des
attributs dans 1l'essence" of which mathematical reasoning
is the affirmation.94 The evolution of science is merked

95

by a transition from qualitative to cguantitative anelysis,

(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 - Humesn type of approach
to knowledge. This gives rise to the plavsible propositions
of science which, as we have sought to show, is a perpetual
source of difficulty. Like Kant, Meyerson believes that
lozical necessity does not derive from nature and must be
rezd into 1t but 1sg plagued with the Justificestion of an
a oriori. Like Hume he exagzerates the primacy of
Sersationg but is overcomed by an a posteriori which is
foreign to reason (the irrational).

93 I.he, P. 362.
94 C¢cf., C.P., op. U436-437,

95 (Cf. Escaisg, p. 25.



HYPOSTATIC-HYSRIU HBLALITY 217

The quantification of quality offers the added advantare

of ensbling reason to impos=e identities while explaining
divergities. "And thus it is thst for the acuality is
substituted a mzgnitude cepable of being added.”96 This
substitution insures thet scientiflc theories will be
precise and ri?id.97 ALl thet chargces are spatlial disgoo<i-
tions. The various groupings of spnatial arrancements
explain qualitative differences while safeguardine the
fundasmentsl identities of reason. Science has translated
coualitative sensatiors into grantitative arrsncements and
explained phenomrena. To oe 1s to be extended. Reslity 1is
entirely spnetial ard tne ap earance of diversitv is
explsired through veriovs gusntitative arrangements., 1t

is not known how guantity 1ves rise to ownaelity. Sensations
are irrational. It is enouch to recogrnize that we have
substituted ¥a quantitative cause for a quslitative sensa-

tion."98 The externsl world is totallv vnlike cernsgations

9A T.R., DP. 342,

97 Cf. C.P., D. 249,

98 T.R., p. 362. C(Cf. 21so k.S., »o. 537-538,

)
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and entirely reconstructed by sretial ressonine. Reality

79

1s unknowable in itse1f.L "A travers son oeuvre des-
troctive de la réalité la science maivtient lesg notions
de temps et d'esnmace. C'est donec qu'en fin de compte
elle conclut & un noumédne souais aux conditions du temps

2100

et de l'espace... “hen all 1s ga2id and done, reality

ig an extension of spatial rescsoning.

... Pour que la sclence ait pu tenter d'explicuer
les ph*noménes ~er l'espace, il faut bien que, non
seulement il y alt accord corplet entre la géométrie
et la réalité, maic qu'en outre lesgs figures
zéométriques gardent dans cotre imagination quelque
chose de mystérieusement subgtentiel, ure cert=ine
cornoréité...-

lleyerson hasg presented us with an imneze of re~lity
which is wholly constructed on the vpatterns of spatisl
reasoning. The essgsence of reglity must now remain forever
estranced from the grasn of resson. Yet somehow the real
exigts. WNo one, =zavs Meverson, saw thig disgstinction of
esrence and evigtence better than Kant., "Il nous apprend
en effet, que nous pouvong étre a-ends & conclure 3

. . 102
1'existence de ce dont l'lesgsence nove demeure cachée.™

99 Cf. D.R., P. 354 and p. 382.

100 1L.8., D. 520,

101 Ibid., p. 530.

102 B'D., p. ?2.
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V. Criticisms

The criticisms which eminent thinkers have levelled
avsinst the philosophy of Meyerson are as wide 28 they sre
varied for they range from esccusations of emniricism to
accusations of ideslism. 'Je will trest of these as they
arise concernin~s the origin, natvre and Tunction which
concerts are mr~de to pley in thig philosophy. Thet which
comecerng ug in perticvlar ig the metarhysical foundation
of tre evnistemologsical raradox. It seemg to us that the
nlaveible proposition is a direct conseqrence of the
erictemologicel peradox. The par=zdox, in turn, is Meyverson's
emer~ency exit from the coribto. It could not be otherwige
for having posited an =ctivity of rescgon prior to the
retional operation itself, ieverson sttalns re=lity in the
only ray left oper to him nenely, as an extension of spatial
reagoning. This is abundently clear from the nature of
hyvogtetic reelity, for when all is s£1d and done, to be
is to be extended. The divergence - convergence agnect of
the eopistemological varadox belles a hermetically sesled
cozito. The real 1is now elther totally like spatial re=son-
inr, in whic» case solipsism 1lg inevitable, or 1t is not
amenable to 1t, which is positivism., The enisftemolo~ical
paradox 1s rroof that Meverson 1is bound up within the c¢ngito

in thig =rry. Hie¢ decision to fusge both extremes in plaugiitle
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propositions is not acceptable. Tre vroof of tiis ig thet

it result- in 2 hybrid moumensl ard hypoststic tertium gquid.

A, On the Oricin of concents
Meyerson's doctrine of corcevnt formation devends
on a movement of reason from diversities to identities.
Since the vath 1 ich rezson takes in order to form identitbies
cennot be determined in advence "1l ne s'arit ~ue d'une

wl03

direction =rosso modo, Me rerson'e doctrine is under-

gtandably obscure. e are certaln at least that the corcept
results from the fusion of ewvnirical elements with the causal
postulate. This beine the case it ig difficult to deline-
ate what in the concent ig of an emvirical oricin and what
comee from reason. In effect the concevt originstes st the
term of a compositive union of reason and reslity and all
that cen be sald with certalinty is thet it represents
nelither the one nor the other., What ileyerson takes to be

the moment of concept formation ig not founded on a theory

oL

. . 1
of direct verception and for this reacon, isg rnot acceptable.

103 Essais, p. 202.

o4  Cf. The comment o O.N. dl.ulial, A Criticsl
Study of the Philosophy of 4mwile . eyerson, .rown University,
Digsertation, (1934), p. 120.
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The existence of objects according to our auvthor
1s due to an activity of reacon which cannot tolerate the
subjectivity of sensations. The vermanence and exter-
nality of objects appear to have no real ontolocical status
of thelr own. Sensations are first trangsmuted into the
empirical concepts of common sense and then into a meta-
physics of greater perdurability with no other motive than
a raftional imperative for objectivity. Further, the
distinction between perceptual concepts and metaphysical
concents is itself unwarranted since both result of the same
intolerance of reason toward fleetineness. Meyverson does
not explain why the tendency to identification gives rice
to empiricael concevnts at one time and to metaphysical
concepts at another, other than to affirm that the per-
durability of common sense obJecte ls insufficient. ILow

this double transvogition regults in greater obijectivity

ig g mystery gince it eventually digsolves its object into

gpece. Indeed, there is no great difference between the
hypostasis of sensations and the eliminative activity of

reason as to the origin of concepts. In short, the

105 The dual orizin of concents differs however ss
tn whet can he concluded from each. The first leads to
idealicm, that 1is, to the supposition that the resl ig
created by reason., The second leads tn empiricism gince
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verceptual objects of common sense owe ag much to an
ectivity of reason as do the metaphysicsl concepts of
science. Thus Meyerson holds to ressoning (identification)
not only ot the actual time of a rational overation (negative
ressonin~), but also prior to ressorning itself.lO6 This

1s 2 serious situation for it measns thst the intellect is
active when it should bemssive; that it is in =2ct hefore

1t is in potercy. There ig no actusl moment of envisaging
the real, followed by hesgitstion snd verificstion hut

what takes place is a spontaneous and merciless activity

of reason whic'' perpetually transforms its objects into

concrete categories whenever senga occur.

The key to Meyerson's philosophy is undoubtedly
the distinction which he institutes between the princivles
of levoglity and causality. It seems to us however, that
thig distinction disappears when viewed in the licht of

his rationaligm, What Comte had objected to wags the sesrch

(105 Con't) the concent is seen to resvlt from
noting persistent recurrences in r€ns=s and not from an
sostrasction of reason. Yor an argument on the empiricism
of negative reason. Cf. T.R. KELLY, Explanstion and Reality

in the Philosophy of Kmile leverson, Dp. 7L-80,

106 Cf. 8. nebLING, "Philosophy in France; the
Doctrine of lr. fnile Meyerson,"” in Journal of Philosgophical

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 azreeing 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 causallity 1s the
necessary continuant of the principle of legalitylo7
whereby discontinuous sensa are transmuted into necessary
ontological connexions. In short, it seems that the legal
bond ig rendered inoperative without the princinle of
causality.

It seems to us that while Meyerson is correct about
the invincible ontological tendency of reason, that he 1is
wrong about causality and the hypostasis of sensations.
What he takes to be common sense 1ls a very uncommon meta-

morphisis of sensations. What he congiders to be the ontology

of scientific theories 1s ecunally unacceptable as it 1is a

107 1In the sense thet the principles of legality
and caussality are insepsrable. Cf. E.S., p. 669 and Essais,
p. 125, To negate the one 1s to dissolve the other.
cf. I.R., p. Luo,
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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
nerdurable. In short, Meyerson's distinction between the
principles of legality and causality is unfounded. We are
led to suppose thst causality is nothing but the hypo-
stasis of legality. The plausibility of gclentific truths
ig evidence of this since all propositionsg are said to arise
out of a mixture of sensations and their hypostasis.
Meyerson's causal postulate expresces a "metalegality"; o
psychological dissatigfaction with posgitivistic epigtemology
but with nothing, unfortumately, to put in its place. 1In
short, the causal postulate is a psychological surrogate
thot does not excuse the precautious nature of pogitivistic
epistemology.lOB Meyerson's defense of ontology is not
acceptable because it 1s founded on an inadequate meta-
physics. His inability to delineate the convergence of

the concept and the realt is proof of this. There is not

108 c¢f. E.S., n. 552.
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the analogy between the ways of reason and the wsvs of
reality that he has told us about. Having begun with a
gtructured datum rather than with a theory of direct
perception, the real was destined to remain forever un-
attainaple. The metamorphisis of abetract relations into
concrete, perdurable subistances (the plausible propositions
of science), yields ecually paradoxical results because it
supposes that mathematics and philosophy treat of essences
in the same manner.
2. On the Nature of Corcepts

There does not appear to be anything in the nature
of the Meyersonian concept that corresponds to the nature
of the real.lO9 Reality 1s diverse and ever flowing while
the concept results from the exclusion of diversity and
pecoming. How explanation can be sa2id to relzate to real
beings is a mystery. What Meyerson takes to be the nature

of metaphysical corcerts is the exprescion of a psychological

109 Cf. Leh. KBLLY, Explanation and heality in the
Philosophy of Emile Meyerson, pp. 80-84. This situstion
according to Kelly gives rise to a metaphysicsl paradox “for
flow hes been converted into gteadfastness, diversity into
identity, and from such ldentity and steedfastness no signi-
ficant deduction of the flow and novelty of the datum which
occasioned it can be obtained becauvusre of their utterly alien

character.® Ibid., o. 71.
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desire for oermanence, becsuse the emoilical concepts from
wnlch they ootain are thewselves resctions of reason asainst
suojective seasa. TFurther, the relstion of similarities
wiilch , eyerson incbitutes between emvirical concepts is
without sny ohjective besgis in the resl ard cannot of jteelf

Lo Heving deorived the

be gs8id to relate to anythina.
conecept of itz litersl object, lleverson is forced to find

gome other ways ol interpreting its obiectivity if ex-
nlanstion is to be talen seriously. Thus the gimilarities
which reazson notes amone emniriccl corncepts are hypoc<tatigzed
in turn, that is, concretized and made to function onto-
logicelly. But the substantialization of metaphysical
concepts does not present an adequate picture of real beines
(of tne coherence of sttributes iu an essence), ~s it

regults from the mathemstical extranolestion of the identity -
diversity hyorid. It lends towards the resl but never stbeinsa

it. It could not be otherwise becasse thst which Meyerson

proffers in defense of ontolosgy ig the concretizoation of

1o of. L. 100D, "Concerts and Objecte, in
Philosophical Review, 45, (1936), po. 370-374. Although
thisg ~rticle doe« not discuc<s t'ie trnovzht of everson ~s
guch, it vrovides a cood insisht into the obiective nature
of corcepts.
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HYPOSTATTC-HYBRID REALITY

Tie eliaoinstive and comvocitive

a tertium onid relation,
is not escrertable

nature which ["eyverson -ccribes to coicevnts
T

gince it doe< not sg-feonsrd the ohiectivity of thines,

congequently cennot sccount for the rossi-ility of knowl-=ize.
of

ot only does the nature of the corcept contair nothing
erson

the mnctrre of the reel but the function which [ie

ascribes tn concepts is also ocvegtionable,

C. On the Sunction of Concertc

The nrimary function of corcentg in the philosophy

igs to evince the necesgarv ontological

of our suthor
he sroues,

ch~racter of <clentific explanstion. “clence,

cennot free iteelf from metonhysical oresupnositions
and thoucht

becauee Lhere ig ro distirrtior between reslitv
1

—
—

Re:- gon ~ctg ag thouch the whole of reslity

about realityv.
convinced that there

wWoaysS. . eyergon ig

cinele zclentict who does not confure the

conformed to its
ig probebly not e
re-Lity of what he meninulates vilth trne ides he he< of it.

The onjectivity of sciertific theorie=s consicts irn the
into concrete

automatic transforwmstion of all concente

Amittedly trere is not complete convergence

11
~etween the two (the irrstionale) hut we rnonetheless act
The 1ar~1 of <cience 1ig to reduce the
= A fror which all deriveg out of

ag thHough there wss.
re=l tn the formule A

neceseity.
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objects.llg

Reason 1isg instinctively ontolozical; to
rerceive is to translate serses into nersistence, while
to think 1s to maninulzte concents as thousgh they were
cateaories of the resl. Such corcerts as atoms, electrons
and energy levels are not only resl but are themselvegs more
resel than the percevntusl objects of common gense becavuge
they ere more verdureble. The ways of resson sre wave of
ontology "Kant aveit parfaitement péndtré 1ls vraie essence
du savoir scientifique."u3 The nniverge of Meverson 1is
one which 1s completely intelligible in terms of rationsl
princirles.

Meyerson is guilty of subhstituting the ebstract
for the concrete. He 1s committing the fallacy of mis-

L1k

placed concreteness.

112 It is important to remember that this trens-
formation 1g whet Merverson takes to constitute the naturasl
habit of naive reelists. Cf. Infra., ch. 4, footnote 23.

113 C.P., p. 355.

meant as a critlione of the discordarce hetween the abstract
constructe of science and the world which we perceive,

The fallecy consists in foreszking concreteness for the zake
of ebstraction, or as D. Emmet, nuts it, to exvect the
concrete to derive from the abgtr=ct is "analogois to an
appeal to an limaginary terrier to kill = real rat." 1Id.,
Whitehesd's philosophy of Orvanism, Toronto, Macmillen,
(196%), p. 74. 1In escence the fallacy of misvlaced
conicreteness is the nroblem of mistaking the universal for

114 The term was first used by Whitehead and is
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The realities he constently puts fowsrd are not
the data of immediste exmerience but the highly
elaborated constructions of sclence, woleculeg,
electrong, nlants, hest, digsination of energy.
What he calls 'reslity! is alresdy heavily welchted
with interpretation.l!

What peyerson takes td be concrete qualities 1= 2 world of
abstrsct covicepts where =211 gualltites have been taken out
of things and pushed back into the mind., There they have
wet with further identifications and have guddenly given
rigse to a world thet l1g completely different from theirs.
whet 1s even more alarming is that these consgstructs are
meant to be more realistic than anything else. Juantity
ig indeed é rezl accidernt of bodies but when 1t is made to
function ontolosically the results ere devastine since

116

resson then sets course for a mechanicstic reduction.

117

This ig the mistake of ideslism, The refutation of

(114 Con't) the spvatiotemporal concrete existent.
cf. also, oAYIIOND 81.1TH, Whitehead's Conceot of Logic,
Westminster, The Newman Press, (1953), pp. 89-96,

115 T.Re ollY, "Meyerson and tne Epistemological
Paradox," in The Monist, 44, (1934),
p. 302.

116 c¢f. J. 1AdITALL, The Degrees of Knowledge,
pp. 140-146.

117 C¢f. W.E. CABLO'S critique of Descartes and -
the origin of the critical problem, in Philosophy, 3Science
and Knowledge, »n. 86-87.
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positivistic epistemology does not consist in the sub-
stantlialization of quantity.
D. On Hynostatic Reglity

It seems possible to conclude from the foregolng
analysis that the epistemological maradox in VMeyerson's
philosophy is founded on an inadequate metaphysics. Al-
thoueh Meyercon's investizations desl wit'. the nature of
reason and not with the nature of the real as such, he 1s
nonetheless obliged to suppose that the two are convergent,
less he gets out to invalidate the knowing enterprise.

Upon analysis of the concent however, it is found
that knowledge will not take place because the concept 1is
not an intentional union of knower and object known. The
concept in the philosophy of our author does not enable the
knower to become tThe thing known, There is no immaterisl
pecoming of the other. There ig no likeness of the object
in the subject. In actual fact the concepnt in Meyerson's
philosophy arises at the term of a fusion of matter and
mind and is a compositively structure dstum. r~ut this
c¢ituation precludes a knowledge of reason and reality as

they are in themselves. Meyerson makes of the concent an

118 Cf. C.P., p. 652.
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object of direct intellectual examinestion from the first
moment of sensation end it sporlaneouslv becomes more resl
than that which gives rise to it. It does not fulfill a
representative function but is itself =aid to be nmore
real than anything else. The nature of that which is
anterlior to sencationsg is the product of a later deduction,
as it 1s found to be gqualitative in order to explain
sensations, and guantitative in order to account for
identity in time. In short, the "real" as Meyerson con-
ceives of it, is not attszsined in an intentional union but
jeg disclosed deductively as being the place where we lodge
sensations in thelr absence. This according to Meyverson,
mticfies the tendency for persistence in time while ex-
plaining diversity. The concept in the philosophy of
Meyerson 1is an idea of reality as perduravle-along-with-
differences. Heallity is the extension of this hybrid.
If the starting point 1g not the being of the
external world then the intentionality of khowledge
is only a distinction within consciousness of

gsubject and object, and thus never reschec the oeing
of the external world in a metaphysicel realism...

119 w.k. CAHLO, "Idea and Concent : A rey to
Thomigtic Evi<temology,® Boston
College Studies, Philosoprhical
“erieg, 1, ed., F.J. Adelman, The
Haggz, l'artinus Nijhoff, (1967),
D. .



HYPOSTATIC-HYosnID REALITY 232

The gtructure of reality which unfolds from our
study of the Meyersonlian concept 1s not thet of a

coherence of attributes in an essence but of a hypostatic

and hybrid reality. By the term "hypostatic® we mean that
the real, as Meyerson concelves of it, is an extension of
srvatial reasonine. Diversityv 1s itself explained through
digplacement in space in the Eleatic tradition. By the
term "hybrid® we mean that the Meversonian concent is a
composgsitively ctructured datum of permasnence along with
change, If explanation is to mean anything at all, we
must sunpose the real tn be structured in this ssme way.
But the hybrid, compositive nature of the Meyersonlan
concept means thet the real is rnow a Kantian noumenon as
it cannot be known in itseif. The ontological function
which Meyerson ascribes to concents is chimericsel. He does
not succeed in refuting positivistic epistemolory. Reality
ig one thing and the explasnations of science a second and
different thine.

Having failed to adont a theory of direct ver-
cention from the oncet it was inevitable thet the ontological

structure of reason which Meyer<or defends should remain
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120

hopelescely estranged from its obiect.’ lieyercson was
forced to incorvorste the resl in the only way left open
to him narely, as an exten<ion of reason. Snatial
explanation is the single most important feature of this
science. The coherence of attributes in an egsence is
nothing but the equating of existence with spatiality.
The perceptual objects of coammon sense result from the
hypostasis of spatial arrsngements. The explanations of
science, on the other hand, consgist in the concretization
of svatial arrangements into an essence. The a priori

end the a posteriori structure of explanation recoil from

and rebound into a space which is varadoxicelly at once
heteroseneous and homozgeneous., l'eyercon's concept matter

ig Einstinian as to the being of attributes since it

relates to concrete space ard Kuclidisn as to their ex-
olanation, relatinzr as it does to the abstract space of

-eometry. In short, explrnetion is geometricel as to the

120 Cf. . GHISON %y, ﬁi tieyerson et le pogitivisme
d'Auguste Comte,"™ in Revue apologétique, 55, (1922), p. 521.
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causal postulate and corncrete 2s to ge sations.lpl soth
aspects of explanation are equally important and apreer
hend In hend whenever sclence formulates its theories.
Paradoxically the Meyerson noetic habrours both doctrines
side by side in an unending dislectic of rationality end
irretionality. It could not be otherwise for hsving
take” a strvctured datur that 1s, the hvrostasis of sen-
sationg, to be the nrocess of knowledage, Yeyerson wes
forced to look on the concent in the only way left oren
to him namely, as something paertly rationel and partly
emnirieal. The trump card for this play was the plausible
proposition »f sclence. 3ut the plausibility of concevts
did not solve the problem as it «“ave rise to the divorce
of ergence and exigtence and a noumenal view of the resl.

If we argue that the oJsject of humsn knowledre isg
the conceot (...) there sre two furdamentesl errors

121 For a dirtinction between both tynes of eneoce,
cf. 0. HAowRT, "Un nouvesan concentnslisme", in Hevve de
rhilacophie, 28, (1.921), p. A7%. On the divorce oFf ah-tract
er~nce from concrete spsce, thet ig, of essence and existence
in Teverson's philosophy. Cf. C.G. ST«<LIMG, Be=son, “nace
~nd Reallty in the Philosophy of “mile “rversnn, ©p. LOL-
16?2, who equates existence with the irrationsls asnd essence
~with the rationalizations of ressorn. If follos from thie,

o
o

2g from the analvsis sttemnted by ve, that sroce in 7T evercon's
vhilosophy 1s irrational 2s to the exicbence of quszlitetive
attri>vtes and retional es to quentity and its surstantializae-
tion. The one rrovides from reacon while the other derives

frou reaslity.
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inherent in such a view - (irst a divorce of =ergation

~rr intellection snd second a divorce of escsence and

existence, for knowledee hag hecome the systemmtizing

nf abstract essen{eg which have little if any re-

lation to thinms,122

Meyergon 1is undoubtedlv correct in geyin: that the
rule of law implies that nature is resulated and structured,
out the compogitive structure of rlengible propositions
meanse that he cannot pronounce hi 'self on the gtructure of
thin_s, asg it results froa this that the real is a
Kantian noumenon at bottom. Further, the hyrostatic n:zture
of the reel means that elither the resl 1ls like gp-=tial
resgoning, in which case gollpsism is inevitable, or that
. . . 123

resson canrot vronounce itself on the exi-tence of things.
Thug ! eyerwon's defence of ontoloovy 1z nltimetely reducible

to the rule thet the law alone suffices becsuse when 211

is sgid ond done, hoth end up doin> the game thinc, The

122 wW.o. CALLO, Bhilosonhy, Science end snowledue,
De 91.

L23 The latter of these posgsgibilities 1s the -ore
nropsble 28 everson doeg not think tast reslity ig totally
intelligible., This meang t'st in tre finsl anslysis
reyerson cannot pronounce himself on tae existerce of thinrs,
This is an interesting gitustion becavse | eyerson heg al-
ready vleaded quilty to the noumenal character of essence.
This means that the divorce of essence and existence, in
the case of leyerson at least, leads to the ultimete un-
knowability of existence as well as of esserce. Thig seens
to lend support to the thesis that essence is ultinstely
reducible to existence.
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die "M=2d 2lre=dy been cest ~hen “eyerson g21d of thre resl
thet it resulted from a deduction. Once bhound unr within
the cosito the epistemolozicel rarsdox wes destined to
aprear; too much emphasis on the deductive gpirit of
reason would leed to solipeisn, waile too little would mean
the defeat of reacson and lead to positivism which lg where
he vultimately comes to rest, =28 1s necessary given hies

interpretation of the plausible mropositions of sclence.
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C APTER V

In retrosvect, lleverson's defensgse of ontology is
not founded on a taeory of direct nercevtion. It relies
in olace on an g priorl of resson which forever transmutes
ite deta into ontologicel residues. The matamorphisis of
relations, out of waich ontology is said to arise, 1is
affirmed by Meyerson to result from the dual need of reason
for identity and for diversity. Without the diverse there
could bhe no identities, ag without the ceausal postulate
there could be no identifications. Thue the life of reason
porceeds accordirng to an inner dialectic which 1s forever
in the makineg and forever mindful of avolding either
extreme of the epistemological bhifurcation. Too much
emphagis on identification would bhe as devastating as too
much on diversity. Somehow reasgon is equipred with s bullt-
ip alarm and knows Jjust where to stop. The bastion which
gn safeguuards the knowirng enternrise is the plsucibility
of scientific propogitions. In short, the antinomies of
resson and reality are necessary becsuve the Meyersonisn
noetic is contingent upon a movemert of reason from the one
to the other. Meyerson is satisfied that thi< docterine
denounces the insufficilencies of positivigtic enistemolosy
but as we have sought to chow, this situation is metaphysicslly

unsgound. Knowledge cannot be gaid to arise out of a fusion
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of an a priori of idertificetion with the dats of sencation,

as the tertium guid charscter of thig situstion precludes

a krowledge of reslity as it is in iteelf.

Whatever else Meyergon sszw in the theories of
science, there does not anpesr to be enythin~ to confirm
hig belief that the msvchology of induction contains s nriori
elements. Thus his theory of plausibility is not confirmed
by science. But this is not to say that Meyerson is wrong
for holdinc that the theories of science are explicative,
but only that the ontological vrenchant of resson drsws its
impetus from a source other than the causal nostnlate, If
the cousal vpogtulate is indeed the motive force of ex-
planationgs, was the reverssl of léth century scilence in the
name of ontology? Doeg the gquentification of the real mean
that the Post Kevlerians are more ’'ristotelian than
at. Thomas? We think not.

I. VYeyerson's Theory of Induction

The most illnminating srguvment which Meyerson rroffers
in defense of preconceived ideas appesrs in a critigue of

Baconian induction.1 In these texts we learn that the

L The texts in question avnpear in g.3. where Meyerson
ig digcussing with approval the logic nf Claude Bernerd in
relation to Baconian induction. *®Bacon, declere-t-il,
n'étsit point un savant et il n'a point compris le mécanisme
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exverimentsl method os "eyerson gees it, 1s not primarily
intended as = source of new ideas but as o testeround for
preconceived heliefe, This mesng that convictions of

nerdurebility and the like ar

D
W)

nterior to experimentation.

i

Men, it seems, 1s peychologicelly prenared in advance of
ohgervation and experimentation to accent whatever berveaks
concervetion, The psvechology of induction, in short, means

to lieverson a mentsl disvogition sccording to which we

(1 Con't) de la méthod expsérimentzle (...) Fn effet,
la méthode expérimentsle, concidérde en elle-méme, n'est
rien autre chose du'un raisonnement 3 1'side Aducuwel nous
csounettons méthodiquement nos idéegs & 1'éxviérience des foits,
Elle n'est en définitive, ane la lorioue appliogudée & la
coordination des vphénomdnes de la neture, pour en décourvrir
les lois (...) elle a pour hut de feire servir de vérificiestion
& une idée nréconcue.."™ Ibid., p. 598.

"Clest 1'id2e qui constitve le point de dérart de
tout ralsonnement scientifigue (...) 1tidée est le princive
de tout reisonnement et de toute invention, c'est & elle
gue revient toute espkee d'initiative (...) un fait n'est
rien nar lui-méme, 11l ne vaut cve per 1'idée gqui <'y rattoche
~u var le  preuve qu'il fournit...® Ibid., p. 599.

W11 s'ezit donc véritablement de deviner ce gue nous
mettons en rapport et c'est pourqueol il est indispensable
que l'imagination scientifiogue intervienne et formule une
supnosition, gnui ne peut &tre autre chose qu'une prévision,
une idée précongue.® Ipid., p. 603,

A similsr critinve of seconian induction i« reiter-
ated by leyerson's closest disciple 4. wslZ, Cf. Id., Une
nouvelle philocophie de lz connalgrance, pn. 205-212.
reyerson's theory of induction hes fer resching implications
cince it leads him to a pelief in the oleusible charecter
of scientific propositions. The principles of conservation
for example, ere affirmed by hin to result from the union
of an a priori desire for persistence with phenomena,
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spontaneously accept all statewents 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 havinz underestimated the

value of observation and experiment. It seems that these
thinkers assigned too small 2 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. Hacon apnears 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 feaslible ideal. On the contrary, the
Stagirite neld that there could be no rigorous rules
governing induction as he thought that we arrive at a know-
ledge of basic premises throuch intwition.z However, what
Aristotle understends by intuition is not preconceived

ideas but a natursl capacity of reason to grasp bhasic truths

without proof. Although such premises provide the fourdation

2 Cf. AEI.TOTLE, Poeterior Anslytics, Book 2, ch. 19,
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from which other truths can he deduced, they are not
primary in any a priori se se of the term. The Stagirite
never maintained a doctrine of a vriori idess.

ileverson, on the other hand, exprecsses disatisfaction
with hoth of the above formg gince they do not distinguish
sufficiently between a locic of intension and a lo~ic of
extension., Aristotle, first of all, underestimates tne value
of observetion and experiment, while Bacon 1is accordine to
ilererson, guilty of neglecting the part played by deduction
(reason) in scientific theories. The relation between both
types of lozic, that is, between comorehensive ressoning
or a logic of intension arnd a logic ol extension is that
the first refers to a truth of reeson while the gecond 1is
a truth of fact. The natural tendency of resson asccording
to Meyerson 1is to transform empirical data, which is the
truth of facts or synthetic judaments, into necessary
relations namely, truths of resson or anslytic judgments
(211 thet ceves identity from Tavtoloov is that tdal i-
dentification is not attainabhle)., It follows from
Teverson's irterrpretation thet a2 lo~ic of intension is one
ir which the attribute ils shown to inhere in a subiect as

out of logical nece<vgitv, while a locic of extension simply

means that a oroperty 1s seen to bhe 1in the class of things

indicated by the rredicste (28 in lerslisc). 1In zhort,
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llteyerson is 'of the opinion that all induction is comnre-
hencive since it proceeds frowm the tendency to porit i-
dentity in time. To preclude the a priori of identification,
or that which trarsformws a proposition from a clags nf
exclusion to a class of irnclusion is to render the gyllocism
gterile. That <ynthetic jvd-ments natvrally lesd tc arsgly-
tical truths of reason seens to be what lleyerson accrses
Bacon of forgetting,

Tn reviewing Meyerson's case for induction it is
spparent tn-t he ffixes a servile role to experience3 and

A3

that he misgunderstands the logic of imquiry.’ Unlese things

arc necesssrely related in se, it is not known how we can
avoid either the extreme of a Wumean ccepnticlism or a Kantian
doctrine of logical invrositions, But the clsim to a »priori-
city in induction 1s sccording to v. nesle without founda-

tisn. ™ie have no a priori knowledge, whether intuitive

or demonsgtretive, of laws or probability rules that will

3 ¢f. D.BR., p. 290. Cf. alego C.P., ©. 110, p. 280,
and p. 669, —

L ¢r, J. LA LLLIA, The Liavs of Reesson, pp. L11-1172,
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elp us in makin. inferences froo the oscerved to the
urooserved (...) We cannot as reflective neingg toke

"o

snythine for ranted. Meyercon arrives at the a priori
of identification in induction from the fact that it is
ecsentislly an incomplete proceses, Thur, gince it ig not
voggitle to evarmine all of the cageg which f211 under

the perticrlsr, !leverson concludes that the Vrowledge of

a coherence of attribuotes 1r an eszence cannot derive from
crxverierce btnt obbteine fron recson.6 The proposition
"ruminants are even-toed un-miatece¥ Tor everrle, commands
afsent becanse reason perceives th-t there is a necescary
connectijon between the subjiect and the vredicote (a logic
of intension), 2md not becavse the case of each sheen,
cow, goat, antelope, moose or deer has been examined. In
ghort, the coherence of attribuvtes in & suniect ig affirmed

ny Meyerson to be a ceussl connectiorn 23 1t derives its

necessity from logical vrincirles. But this means that

indvetion can only be jusgtified deductively. Nevercon

5 WILLIADM hhveAlLE, Probhability and Induction, Oxford
Univereity Press, (1L966), ». 234.

6 Cf- COP-’ DP. 146_153.
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wronely arsnmes that 211 indnetiorn is concerned with
caucges, It follows that if the rationsl mnrincivle which
reseon brincs to a major mremice 1s vemoved, tn-t the
gyllorism becomes sterile, Thug in order to exclaim
that all men are mortal and thet Socrestes, being a man, is
also mortal, we would need to 1lnvestigate beforehand each
r

ks . . / .
irdividual case including Socrates! But given the a
priori of identification Meyerson will argue that the

8
gyllogism 1s not sgterile. Speaking with srprovel of the
logic of Clsvde Bermnard he writes,

Tuend novs crovons aller d%un cas particulier a
un principe, c'es-&-dire induire, écrit-il, nous
déduisgons réellement; seulement 1'expérirentatevr ce
dirige d'apres un principe supposgé provicoire gu'il
modifie & chaque instent, varce gqu'il _cherche dans
une obscurité plug ou moins compleite.

The causal postulate precludes the possibility of

a strictly inductive examination of facts because as reason

lays hold of sensa it spontasneously identifiles antecedent

and consequent and thereby transforms discontinuous matter

9 Cf. C.P., pp. 30-31.

8 Cf. G. BOAS, %“Meyerson's Le cheminement de la
pensée,® -~ Book Review, in Journsl of Philosophy, 29, (1932),
pp. 55H4-556.

9 C.P., p. 111.
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into uvniversal and necesgssary relations. There can be no
moment of pure inductive exaainetion of fwcts here gince
the a priori of reason does not permit it, There is no
essential connection on the side of phenomenz between a
thing and its characteristic proverty becszuse leverson
holds recessity to derive from reason. Thus induction is
necessegrely deduction.Lo Thet Meverszon shonld hold induction
to be <o, confirme our belief that he confusges the term for
the process of krowledge. Hig wethod of identificetion
vroves 1t, 3But the problem of irnduction is svech thet unless
we suprose that thincs arnd their »nroperties are ohjectively
and essentially related, as in the existentisal reducibility
of attributes to an essence, we are forced to either reduce

gclence to a systewm of prob bilities in the emoiricel

10 This also involvesg a problem of cirenlar
arqumentetion s Kelly points out., Cf. Id., Exolenation
snd Reality in the Philosophy of fmile reyerson, pp. 74-75,
nzmely thet 1in order to know what tn select of attributes
in order to Torm sz concert, l'eyerson's doctrine of vore-
conceived ideas leads to the suprosition thet we 2lready
know the concent before it is forwmed. Thig criticism how-
ever bears on the origin of concents and not on their
exnosition. It must be kert in mind thet our author dis-
tinguishes hetween the method of discovery (which is a
logic of intersion) ard the method of exposition (which is
~ logic of extension). The distinction between both is
what 3acon seems to foreret in reducire the whole of science
to a logic of extenszion. Cf. E.S., p. 628,
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tradition, or to adopt a doctrine of locicel imnosgitions

it ; ;
Meyerson, of couvrse, 1s anxious

in t-e manner of Kant.
to avoid both extemes but as is evident from the character
of plauvsibility which he ascribes to scientific truths,
he does not succeed.

II. The DExplanations of Science

A. HMechanlcal and Hon-!.echanical Theories

Throughout the ages man hes employed two funda-
mental types of explanation: Mechanical theories and
theories of guality. Mechanisgm, which is the predominant
trend, consists in the reduction of phenomena to =patial
modifications.l2 Meyersgon groupe under this division the
first atomic theorieg ag well as the atomism of Posgt
Keplerian science. In addition, the principles of con-
servetion, relativity physlcs and gquantum mechanics are

further explanations of thisg type. Thisg group of thirnkers

11 Cf. W.Wk. CArLO, Philosophy, Science, and
Knowledge, PD. 39-48. Unless essences are looked on in this
way, the problem of induction will present insurmountable
difficulties.

12 Meyerson defines mechanism as follows; “On woeut
concidérer le mécanisme, dans un sens strict, comme 1l'hypo-
thege celon laguelle le monde physigue serait composé
uniquement de messes matérielles agissant les unes sur les
sutres en tant aue telles. Le mfécanicme se définit dés
lors comme l'explicetion du réel par la masse et le

mouvement.® D.R., D. 229.
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1s generslly inclined to look upon the world as though
1t was throush and through mathematical and consequently
attempts at a global deduction of the real aTre not uncommon.
The principal feature of qualitative theories, on
the other hend, is the explanation of the appearance and
disappesrance of fundamental properties through their meta-
morphisis into substance-qualities., The ancients had thought
the properties of bodies to be reducizle to 4 basic elewentes:
Fire, air, water and earth. Toward the middle of the 18%h
century however, it wasg observed that wany 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, leyersob
nonethelecs makes frequent references to it for it proves
thet reason is explanatory. He reunites ag explanations
of this type, the qualitative sclence of Aristotle, as well
as the theories which lssue from 1it, from phlogliston to
Oetwald's theory 6f energy. Non-mechanical theories are
generally looked upon by Meyerson as beinz of a lesser
importance then mechanical theories. The reason for this
is that gualitative theories (the hyrostesis of sengsstions)
have 2 limited apnlication =since they provide no w2y in

which pheromena can be identified or otherwise comprared,
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They naturelly tend to quantitative considerationg as to
thelr term. Mechanical theories are more promicory of
identitlies as magnitudes can be added,

The advantaxge resultiry fro~ this, from the point
of view of science, even when science ig corcerned
merely with laws ratrer than cavsesg, 1s enorwmous,
Indeed, this concevbion peraite the aprlicetion of
mathematicsy in all lenqusvesgs of the_world, to cal-
culate and to foresee are eynonvms.“3

The principal feature of both forms of explanation

lies in their insictence th-t something need persist in
time whether 1t be atoms or cgualities, Thus although the
nature of what persists has varied from svbstance - atoms,
it mechesnical theories to sutrstence - cualitieg, in ron-
mechanical theorieg, Yeversorn insiste thet the fundamental
ontolocrical venchant of resson has remesined everywhere in
evidence. But 28 concerns the mngychology of inductilon
there 1g one fundamental difference bhetween both tynes of
eyplanation which» remainge to be discussed namely, that
mechanical theories are affirmed by lleverson to recult from

the hypostesis of a relation oetween a cause and its effect.

It ig thice aspect of the protlem which has led our author
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to celieve th~t lovical necessity shovld Le resd into
neture s ovroceeding from an g priori of identification.
cut we disegree with heyersor on t-ie szcore ag logicel
nececsity cannot oe rcad into nature; nor does the meta-
porchisis of & relation into a suheta-ce beve =nyvt  in~ to
do rith subestence in thr senge of sn e-durine substrstvmn,
The nrinci-le< of co servatio offer a direct co-firmetion
of t ig, 2g of ~ur irternretetion of 'everson.
"« A D1 ression; the nto ic Theory

lierchanical theorie< under one form or another heve
21" navg eer an inte rval nart of gcience. Ther owe tnelr
pooul=rity to thelr expllcetive force. Lord “elvin writes
trzt the test for det rairin_ thether or not e verticuvler
subject in ohysics is understood ig "cen we ma'"e o mechenical
model of :’Lt’?“‘l4 The atonicm of T.eucl-»~us srd Lerocritusg
re~rece tg rentg firet atterpt =2t vrocirir~> = mechanicsl
exolenetion of vhenomena. Althoush modern ~toric theories

diffor rrestly from th~t of the early -~ftoniete, leversor

Y

srriee thet they re 11t from the crre explic-tive Foreeg

et te, from the need o” reason tn noglt ner-ictence in

14 cited frow I.k., n. 97,
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time. I think that Weyercrn i< correct in collinz sttertion
to thig feature of atowic theoriez but that he is wrong in
attributing it to the causal postul=zte.

The atorism of Leuclrprs and Demoeritus was
develogoped =g we gaw esrlier in order to explain rultipliclty
while retziring the idea of the Farwenidean One. The esrly
atomists accomplished this feat through a doctrine of
spatial displacement. Thusz while the atom remalned an
indivisible unit it would account for multiplicity »y
novine about in the void. What is most striking a=out this, is thsat
nergsistence in time is made to explain the chasncine vlethora

of sensations, ag Meverson rightly points ont, but nersistence

for Greek thin%ers derives from the natvre of motion, and

it seems Procrustear to read more than this into it. To
do go 1s to abuse of Occar's razor, which leverson himegelf
guotes with confidenice whenever it is corvenient. The
eternity of motion in Greek philosgophy 1ls very definitely
related to the character of motion and not to t.e causal
postulste. "The beglis of the ar ument ig thet wovement
cennot come into being ThHnOUGL LoUVepBND (itelics are mine)

15

unless there is a vprior movement,™

15 J. OWENS, The Doctrine of Zeinc in the Arigtotelian
Metaphyeics, n. H38, footnote 10.
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C. Post Keplerian <cilence

The most evident and gignificant fsct about our
world is motion. It 1g this which strikes us firet as we
lonk 2bhout us =and is most urgently in need of explanation.
Since theories of motion are ba<ic to the whole of science,
the analvsis of these theories provides an idesl sgetting
within which to vier the historicel evolution of gccience.
Thronghout the acegs there have heen varloug attemnts at
evplainin» motion but none hes been so far reaching ss the
revival which léth century science brought to light. Kenler
ig most properly the father of this movement as he wes the
first to explain gecondary qualities in terms of cosmic
arrancgenents or mathematicsel harmonies. Once again, spatial
modalities were promilgated o5 explanationg of the diverse.
The revival of atomlsm however is = Post ¥eplerisn
phenomnena,

While contemnorary atomic theories have persisted
in the gsame trend of smatiallization 2g the ideal of ex-
nlan=atio~, they have added to thig the doctrine of orbital
anslvsis end the uncertainty princinle. Helsenberg's
nrinciple has delivered 2 crushing blow not only to the
19th ceatury determiniem of Dalton but also to the positive
spirit of Comte on which it is founded. As it is not

]

possible to measure simultaneoucly t-e greed and the
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position of an electron, lezaliem has lost of its rigiditV.lé

But VMeyerson arones th-t the principle of cansality rem ins
unaffected. "Le physicien des gquanta, en taat que physicien
pense treg certalnement en réaliste, ne peut penser ~u'en

) 17

réaligte, " Thus although the 'ncertainty principle makes
previsiong more difficult, the ontological sppetite of
reason 1is unimpeached. WHowever, such consgiderstions as
are adduced by Meyerson to defend the czusgal argument are
founded on a divorce of es<ence and exictence. "“L2 nhysinue
des guanta n'ecst vas en mesure de »r8ter au réel une forme
définie et ce ri<isne & en i-norer l'es-ence, tout en
continuant a crnire fermement & son eXistence.“LB Thet
reason should manifest an o tolo~ical nroclivity while
remgining vnable to know thines ags they are in tiemselves
is & remnart of Xantian phllosophy.
L'idée d'un réel ndcess=irement postulé et
cependant egsgsentiellement incorneliccanle est évide-
ment spperentde d celle de la CUOLE-RN-SUI (itslics

are mine) kantienne, et quelles que <oient les
objections que l'on ait pu formuler (...) versonne

16 Cf. Jow ADhL:Z "Réel et déterminisme dsns la
physique quantigue - étude critique," in bLrchives de philo-
gophie, 10, (1934), pn. 100-105.

17 B.D., n. 48,

18 ¢.P., p. 73.
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n’osera{ cert%s, affirmer qu'il faille la considérer
comme périmé,-

Thus Kant is to Meyerson an ontological hero of sorts as
he enables us to affirm existence while turning tail on
egrence. The divorce of essence and evistence seemz to
be the mogt significent trademsri of rationalist philo-
sophies arnd, as we hsve sourht to ghow in the cource of
this effort, the Achille's heel of Meyerson's nhilosophy.
D. The Principles of Covservstion
a. The Discovery of Analyticasl Geometry
The appeal of mechsnical theorlies, as we have seen,
ig due, accordire to lieyexrson, to the satisfaction which
regsulte from positing persistence in time. In short the
“eheminement® of scientific thinking owes its success to
substantialigtic considerations. But it was not until the
discovery of analytical geometry that resson fell upon the
perfect method for the formulation of abstract relations,
The success of modern science i1s due largely to the genius

of Descartes who discovered th~t spatial disnositions could

19 R.D., p. 21.
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be expressed algebraically (and vice versa). The eauating
of spatial srrangements 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 bte made until a suitable way was found to express
the mathemnatical equivalence of physical and chemical
reactions. The discovery of analytical geometry, however,
meant that gymbols could stand for numbers which in turn
described a particular gpatlal arrangement or property.
Thus through a wmanipulation of symbols vprescribed accord-
ing to rigorocus rules we could now foresee the behaviour
of phenomena under determined conditions. Thig 1s the
principle that phenomena transpire according to laws and
that it is possgible to effectuste changes in the conditions
affecting a substance and expect the properties of the sub-
stance to undergo an equally determinste modification. .
put as Meyerson argues, the principle of lemality 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 proverties to undergo an egually deter-
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minaple modification, but there will also be an identity
vetween the irnital and the terminal state of the reaction.
This is the meaning of the principles of conservstion.
Given the precision and determinacy of quantitative con-
siderations, alone with the new glcebrasic vocabulary with
whlch to manipulate both sidcs of an equation, we can now
set down in rigid methematical Torm whv the inertisz, mass
or energy of a thing shouvld be conserved. In short,
Meyerson holds thet the slzgerrsic verbalization of quanti-
totive substantializations uma%eg it mogsible to formulate
precise ontologicsl statements »f identity.
b. The Conservation of Mass

The principle of the conservation of messs is accord-
ing to H. Spencer 2n g priori verity of the highest order.ZO
It expresses the naturel desire of reason for conservation
in time. This tendency to posgit versistence 1s according
to Meyerson indigputably the source of the 3 great princl-

ples of conservation. 35vt if these principles do not obtain

20 Spencer gays of the conservation of matter "Our
inability to concelve matter becoming nonexistent is immedi-
ately conseqguent on the very natuvre of thought (...)
(matter) thus becomes an a priori cognition of the highest
order, not one that resgults from a long-continued rezistry
of experiences.,." Cited from I1.R., ». 177. Cf. 2lso k.S.,

p. 653.
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empirically why then were they not formulsted until
recently?21 Heason has not modified its essence and we
would expect these princivples to have always been in
evidence. But this ig not the csge as thege nrincivles
were not known to the ancients. The vrincivle of the
conservation of mass for example, although it is implicit
to the atomiem of Leucivpus, Derocritus and Lucretius, was
not formulated until 1773.22

Meyergon's answer to this difficulty is thet the
principles of conservation obtain from the union of an

a priori form and sz posteriori mastter. Such is the plaucgible

structure of all scientific propositions. But the character
of plausibility is such that these principles are neither
wnolly a priori, that is, they cannot be deduced from

rational princivles alone, nor are they entirely 8 posteriori,

that 1g, they cannot be proven empirically. It is correct

then to affirm that these prirciples were not entirely

, 21 The princinle of inertis was formulated in the
L?tﬂ century whilet%he consegvation of mass and of energy
appesred in the 18" and 19%" century resvnectively.

22 The definite establishwent of the orinciple,
according to leyerson, is contsined in Lavoicier's Chance -
vent _de 1'eau en terre, which was publiched in 1773%
Lavoisgier savs here th-t the quality and gquentity of cub-
stances remain the sgame before or after an oper-=tion. In
ghort it is the law thet metter can neither be cre=ted nor

destroyed.
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anknownr to gntiguity, hut it is also undercstsiidable

th=t they could not be formul-ted until the advent of
modern technicues, In short, Teyer<on a’firme the
princivles of congerv Lion to be g priori =g to the retion-

al ilmverstvive to poctulzte per<istencs end 2 mosteriori

as to what it i< that peTSiStS.?B The fuglion or - nre-
concelved belief of persicstenrce with the discovery of an
accurate pelence, in the care of the indestrictibilitv of
matter, enshled Leavoisier to formulafte the nrircivle of the
conservation of mege in gplte of slicht diecrevancies in
the recording of weichtea, e readily sccribe there
varisnces to inctrument>1 imnrecisgions, Yos< of marticles
etc., becavse matter as eternal, ssvs | eyerson, 1c just es
it hasgs to be to conlform to tlie 11ave of rTesson, ''ags
figures a< a property of nodies which cavralitv h-s trans-
formed into a2 suocba ce ard nade rerdi ranle (ontolorical),
c. The Lo of Inertia

The most important conservation principle 1s

i ertis. It 1g the foundation o mechanics. . eyvergon

Aefines "t 2s "an indefinite motion ia a ~treioht line by
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“irt e of an impetus received and without the cortinued

. 2k o - ,
sctio~ nf g force, Ags other principles of con<ervation,
e affirme 1t fo be plansgihle in orixin, ®Tte1t arrioriane
en ce ovl concerne cso forme ~énirete, ovi stinulte 1la con-~

cervation de nueloue chose, et = cocteriorli en ce nvil con-

cerne la <nfeification de ce rmi <e conqerve.“25 The
reinecivle results from the metamorvhicis of motion - =
relatlion, into 2 <upstance, Tt stinul ites the continuance
nf rectilinenr velocityv. The hyvo.ftasig nf mobtion into e

Kal

state, sevs licyerson, apne>ces the hunger for permenence,
Thusg when a 50dy in motion comes to regt 1t i« rnob hecanse
this motion is actuslly lost (which to the moderns would
mean the eanihilestion of metter) put bhecsance the body has
gsuffered an equal and opvogite reaction (Newton's third

). 26

law

2)“!’ Ihiﬂo, b- 11?.
?5 ‘.Sl’ D' 5680

2A The nrinciple of inertia is implicitlv coateincg
in newton's first and second 1ow of motion. ¥Lvery h»ody
continuecs in itse sgtate of rest or of urniorm wtion in =
ritht 1lin:, vnle<ss it 1 comnel led to chenpe that stete by
forcec irpressed vpon it."™ Tre second lav ctotes thet
"the char~e of motion 1is rroportional to the otive force
11rrescsec; 2rd is mede in the direction of the rignt line
in w.ich that force ig imprecced.? Thece lows were un-
rnown to the ancients. 1In fect, .rlstolle speakse of the
imoossibility of continuous motion in a str-igat line.
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Ve ~reon <~ve of inertia "Ce concent est, en l'esrece,

celnil de vitegse: (Clegt la vitecce congiddrde comme une

. . 27
«ubstance, d- ¢ le =sens philosophigne dv terme,®

(r6 Con't) de founds hisg arpument on t e notural
circuler wotion of the heaverns., Cf. I.3., M. 113:T§TT_—
Cf. also P. c¢asi v, Philosophy of Bcience, pn. 91-96.
wassendi was probsoly the first to nublich an eryplicit
st=temert on the rcctilinear rovemert of bodieg. His
word had bheen artiripated a few veers earlier oy Desccartegs.
CT. Id., "%irst Law of Motion." The turning noint in
ccience seems to heve taken nlace in the Léth century when
Vepler and Galileo (egp.) brideoed the gap between celestial
and terrestrial phenorera, As conecrrns the vro-lem of the
2 orioricity of inertia {(which Ticureg in Kepler, Galileo
and Descertes who believed in methematicism), E.A. 3urtt
is of the oririon that Newton's criterion of truth wes
more eaoirical then mathematical. WAt those times when
the theolozicsl basgsis of Newton's science 11ag unpermost in
hi< mind, 1t is probesble thet he would heve answered sub-
stantially as Galileo snd Deccertes did. put in his
strictly sclientific parscraphs the emphasis 1s overwhelm-
inely in favour of thelr tentsative, pogitivietic cheracter,
hence the fourth rule of ressoning in philosophy. (In
experimental philosophy we are to look uvon propositions
inferred by renersal induction from phenomens as accurately
or very nearly lrue, notiuithstandine any contrary hyvo-
theses that may be imegined, till such time as other
phenomena occur, by which they may elther be mnde more
sccurate, or liable to exceptions), wust be regarded as
imposing definite limitg on all of the other three."
pene oUnll, The retsphysicel Foundetions of 1 odern Phy<ical
Science, London, Routledee and Kegan Paul Ltd., (1964),

p. 215. It is possible th=t the apvarent aoriorism of
Newton's first and second law is more prob-bly due to
religiove considerstions than to the a2ction of a causal

postulate.

27 D.BR., 1. Ub.
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d. The Conservation of tnergy
The explanatory force of the principle of the con-

gservation of enercy i1s likewise affirmed by Meyerson to
derive from the substantiallzztion of a relation between
cause and effect. The motive force which imvells him to
so concelve of energy is once agsin the rational iwmperstive
of identificetion. Further, as was ga2id of inertis and of
the conservation of mass, the conservation of enersy is a
vlasusible proposition since it can neither be oroven
empirically nor deduced a priori.?S

Strictly speakine, no sccurate verbel definition
can be given of thie principle as what it stipulates is the
mathematicel equivalernce of cause and effect in terms of
29

work. The state of potentiality plays an important part

in it since it ensbleg us to 1ldentify potential and kinetic

30

energy.

28 MAinsi la conservation de 1l'énergie, tout comme
L'inertie, comme lz conservation de la metidtre, n'ect ni
empirique ni a priorique; elle est plaveible." I.R., v. 190,

29 lMeversgon glveg the verbal definition of energy
ag being "a capscity of producing an effect and of accomplish-
in~ work.* I.R., p. 189. Wowever, he is not satisfied with
thig definition sgince it doeg not take entrovy into con-
cideration. There 1s no accerntable mat-ematical definition
of the prircivle. Cf. E.S., ». 583, &ad4 C.P., p. 530.

30 The doctrire of notential energy wovrld be
mearinclegs without the existeice of a state of vpotertiality.



THE HISTORICAL SRETTING 2A1

The historicesl development of the princinle ~en-
erally coincides with the revivsel of the mathematicsl
conception of the world in Posgt Kevlerian Scienoe.31 The
return to the motion of stoms 25 containire the exnlanation
of vhenomens wss to inspire Huyghens to add to this the
concept of work performed and the stage wes cet according
to Meyerson, for the concretization of a relation into a
substance., It was Leilbnitz who in eapnlvyvine the princirle
of identity went straight to the zoal when he <aw th-t the
cavge wasgs mathemetically eavivealent Lo the effect in terms
of worlz, This meang t12t coree and effect are inter-
chanceagble, ac the vroduct of the mass by the sauare of the
velocity (force), remaing conetant. Cougality demonds the
nersligtence of something in time. Thus the total ererszy of
a system is regsrded as belin: a proverty of sortsg of a

eystem and is ¢aid to oe conserved. Cavegslity hes trensformed

(30 Con't) Cf. E.S., pp. 322-338. 1In svch event,
enercv would be elther kinetic or non-existent wnich 1is
abgvrds and yet 1t ig eqgually absurd to suppose the
existence of thet which does not menifesgt itself, but
reagon doec not hegitate tn affirm 1te exictence, sayvs
Meverson, since it is promisory of 1identities.

’%1 C{- I.R- 3 DTJ. ]_89_?1“’-
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2 relation into a substence. Twis metamorphisis, according
to Meyerson, evinces the ontolo~icel nreocenvation of
gcience,
e. Critlque of Surstanti=1li.ation.

vhile me arree with iieverson on the ontolovrical
arcetlite of re-son ve do not thin’ thet the ohysico-
matematical sciences are ontolooic L in the msnner denanded
by his formvlcs . eyersgon's arcvment th-t the concreticet-
ion of costrect qnantities give rige to ontoloov is un-~
sovno hecouge 1t hee nothing to do with the consideration

2

of surstance as 2n eadurine suhstretua. The thysical
gclences do not attsin essenres in this ay. This< error,
ac¢ we have <een 1s due to ~everco-'s ivebility fo =ccount
for two distinect orders of ingdiry (the scientific and the
rhilocoovhic) vith the came process of exnles 1ation,
Avr-vete Comte hed alrn objected to flie hing-l-~tigin— nf

]
ciertl 'ic trerories -~ (cnt “or different re~go.g). e thinl

372 Cf. A. LU oLBG, "o ~ile fieyerson's Criticue of
Positivism,® in The lonist, 42, (1932), r . A8-69.

4
23 Cf. Go OUn 18, L'énisténolorie oozitive et
lz. critigue “leyersgonienne, nr., 76-=77,

R o
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however th t he ic rivht asovt thet. The eccerces wrich
teyerson sperks of are [ictive =fter all Ior he ~tt- inc
them by pushin~s o1l gqualitiec b-c into the mird. Whet
he surctantielizes ir thisg wey hog little if ony reseru lance
left to resl thinrg, The sunnresgior of time i< itgelf e
trrning Lot tte are desting with on ghetrset congstricect and
not with re-~l thinegs., The mo<t evident proo” of thig is
that re-1itv ss eyercon conceives 1t, is 2t Jotftom nouvmen-
al. This, of course, i< a rectztement of the aetaphysical
peradox. Hut it 19 gignificsnt thst Meyerson should fall
to conrect his doctrine of (xplanation with the unknow-
ability of reality. Ye would nor nally expect nim to re-
erawmine bhic wosition on this score. Bvbt if he dors not it
ig becavee he cannot. The movement of rearco:. from i~
dentificetion to divergity was never intended to reconcilli-
ate its antinonieg, In fact, the strvcture of nle sibilitr
which Fevergson affives to sgclientific proposgitions would be
i1l founded without the enigtemologicel reradox.
fe A Dicrecssions God and Conservetion

It is poscgible th t reli-lous co: ¢iderations mlayed
2 role in the formulation of Newton's first snd cecond lawe,
This also ceens to have been the c=se for +oyle who'se

doctrine of motlion reste uwoon the immutabilitv of God,., ¥God
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o< gomehow needed constantly, to keev the univerce fronm
. . 34 .

coine to piecesg.® Undoubtedlv this ig also true of
Joules, Colding, 'escarte= and Lei-nitz since God as there
thinkers conceive ol Him is a functional beins who not only
ennsureeg the permarence of me<s, inertis and energy but is
a symbol of the essential il1mnutapility of thinzs.35 God
plays a narticularly important funection in Descertes!
mechanics as He 1s made to be the guaranteer of truth. The
whole of Descartes' system collepses if God is removed from
it. The God of these thinkers i« g cosmic mechanic. This
is an immortent feature of Pogt Xeplerisn science.

Tt seems thet Meverson doeg not distort the facts
when he cave thet the »rincivnleg of éOJserwation cennot be

nroven emplrically. 2ut does this prove the nrecence of a

cavsal postnl=ste? For one thing, the fact thest tre principles

2 2. BUATT, T .,e lietevhyeical Foundetions of | odern
Phygical Zeclence, p. L91.

I

35 Cf. Tuae, P. 201 and E.5., pn. 651-652. The
tendency to look upon God as a function isg a result of the
reversal in 161 century science and the move away from
finel caucsality. The dehumanization of s=clence mesrt th-t
God was no longer concidered to be the Supreme Good but the
cre-tor of stor~; the guersnteer of perranence snd truth.
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of conservatio were not formul-ted until recently
certainnely proves that they are rnot self-evident as we
wovuld expect of anything a priori. Tor another, what
Jeverson attributes to the causal postulate precents fewer
metaphysical difficulties if 1t ig ascribed in nlace to
religious vreoccunations down throuch the aces with the
congervation of motion. Thi< asgnect of the vroblem is
ghared in common by Arisgtotle and Newton. Althouzh it has
not bheen our plan to discugcs the historical foundatlion of
the caveal postulste but orly to investiseate itg meta-
physicel irnlicetions, 1t nonetheless seemns nosecible to
csugrest thet eyerson's defence of identity in time would
encounter fewer difficulfies if viewed in this lieht.
IT1. The Divorce of Mind and ilgtter

The gingle most importart festure of modern gcience
ig the new emphasis which 1t places upon the laws of nature.
For the Tirst time in the history of =cience the universe
wag recoonized to heve its own laws and men moved away from
the snthronomorphic congiderstione characteri-tic of
Aristotelisn sclence. In short, the expl=nations of léth

century science left the reglm of finsl causality for a
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dehvmanized spstislization of matter.Bé The genius of such
revolutionary thin%ere as Golileo, Descartes and Lewbton was
to quantif; the whole of the Aristoteliesn categories. That
by which thines are now primarily saild to 2e ig extendedness
(mags). Thus spatial relstions have logt their accidental
setting and nave come to figure ac the escence of the real.
The retamorphigis of abetrsct relstiong into substantislistic
conciderations, as we have seen, 1g Meyerson's ar-ument for
the invincible ontologzgicsel character of science. UWhether
or not we attain essenceg in the way vrescribed by lMeyerson,
the fact remains that prazmaticelly at least, thesge thinkers
gaw rizhtly »ecarse never have sgo many heen go comfortable.
But the Carteslan scheme of thinve has also had
disastrouw recults for 1t has enzendered the divorce of
mind and matter. The relastion of vprimary and secondary
characteristics cannot be explalined guantitatively because
sensations carnot be discolved in a solvent, suojected to

spectral anelysis, centrifugedor otherwise precipitated in

36 M"Toute concevtion finaliste en science n'est
aue tolérée e attendant qu'elle pulsse 8tre remplecée par
une déduction causale," [E.S., p. 26U,



TH HISTORICAL SeTTING 267

any intellizible manner. To-day we sre flanked by the two
irrational limits of a cold, silent, emnty and mysterious
world of geometrics 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 how the mutually exclusive
attributes of thought and extension interact.B? Meyerson
ig right in calling sensation an irrational because
spatialization does not explaln knowine. But is the plaus-
iole character of propositions an accentable solution to
the dualism? Are the explanations of science of this type?
Time appears to be an indispensgable condition of
thinrs. If the whole of science is founded on the premise
of reversibility, the principle of Sadl Carnot and Clausius
could not heve 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 sclence have
amply demonstrated. Paradoxically, Meyerson does not wish

to eliminete temporality from thinas, The hich esteem in

37 TFor a probing and stimulztine analysis of this
Modern Physical Sciernce, 324 pages.
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which he views Carnot "the hero of science" confirms this.
Einstein recognizes this when he praises “eyerson for
ingisting with reason on the error of spatializing time
"CAR DISTANCE SPATIALE BT DUHEE =5 TENT DISTINCIS L&S UNS
DS AUTHES.“38 But there i1g a serious difficulty here for
what sclentists say when they reascn and do when they live
geem to be two different things.

The principal feature of relativity physics for
example, 1s the explanation of a free falling body through
grzvitational fields. The closer a wody is to a gravita-
tional field, the greater is the intensgity of acceleration,
and convercely, the intensitv of a cravitational effect
rrowes lecgs and less as we move further and further away
from the field. Thus grevitationsl mass and space turn out
to be interchangeable proverties. Iilass and motlion are
identified. But since acceleration requires less time on
one occasion to reach the ezrth than on another, depending

on depth, motion can be described through a time factor.

38 A. RINSToIN, "A propos de la Déduction relativ-
iste de M. Meyerson," in Revue
philosopigue, 105, mars-avril, (1928),
. Lh5, Italics added.
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39

Thus time ig spatialized. Meyerson argues from this thet
although the reduction to space is far more comovlete and
complex here than anywhere else, that the relstivists evince
the same need of reason for ontology.

I1 est impossible, en effet, de parconrir un exvos?
de physique relestiviste, sans corstster cue l'urivers
dont on postule 1l'exictenre est blen congu comme r=el;
chaoue pave, chaque llgne en témoione $loguement, et
leg démonstrations perdrailent tout sens =i nous esssy-
ions de rattacher ne fggce au'un momert, 1'exigtence
de cet univers au moi.

In short, Weyerson arcues that Zinsgtein also falls into
the same classg of thinkers who from the time of the Eleatics
heve souzht to explain phenomena by converting flow into

. e L1
steadfastness and reducing it in turn to svace. But as

39 WMeyersor's D.d., is ler—rely devoted to the task
of pointinge out how a reallistic ontology 1s implied by
rel:tivity. an excellent btreatment o it ig found in G.BOAS
"A Critical Analy<is of the Philosoohy of Ewile I'eyerson,®
pp. L18-144.

4O D.R., 1. 193.

L1 It is intevrestine to 1ote that “instein i= in
complete a~reement with i"ever<on's interpretation., WHE
ovoi, disait=il, ce DI O (italics sre mivne) de 1l'explication,
gue j'»vale remarqu?® che~- Deccartes et c-ez tant d'autrer
et qui m'svai} peruv si dtranee, ce d4mon J'EN SUIS DONC
FO .SEDE 1,0I-..0115?  (italics sre mine). Voild cuelove chose
dont i'étsis & cent lieuves de me douvter. ¥®h blen i'ai 1lvu
votre livre, et je l'avoue, Jje <uisg covaeincu%, cited Ffrom
A. Metz, Une nouvellie philosophie de la conrai-sencs, p. 180,
cingtein coneiders lMeyerco~'as N,3. to bLe one of the wost
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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 1t is not reversible. But how then do we explain
the effort to spatialize time? Are there two types of
sclence, the one rstional and the other temvoral? Do we

use of rational mechanics in order to think and of Carnot's
vrinciple in order to 1live? If so, how could the principle
of Carnot have arisen? To put it differently, if the
ontological tendency as Weyerson describes 1t, congists in
spatializatiors of the real, how cen a sclence which negates
reversibility arise from the same tendency? The impossibil-
ity of this situation confirms our belilef in the irrastional-
ity of the irrationals.

Meyerson's decision to fuse the dilemme of reason
and sction in plausible propositions is an indication that
something is seriously wrong somewhere. The varadox is
even more ctriking in the historical sciences where "histor-

L
icity® is an indispensable theme.LZ But Meyerson bellieves

(41 Cor't) penetrating and exacting studies written
on the theory of relativity from the point of view of e-
pistemology. Cf. A. LINSTEIN, "A propos de La déduction
reletiviste de M. Emile Meyerson," in Revue philosophigue,
105, (1928), p. 166.

b2 Ccf. A. DONDEYNE, Contemporary Buropean Thouzht
and Christian Feith, Duguesne University, Louvain, Hditions
E. Nauwels, (1958), ch. 2.
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th=t tne parsdox of reason and action is at o ce irremed-
lrole end necessary. The develonment of science, according
to our author, is a history of antinonsies. The success of
reason seemng to Je contineent on 2 "cheninement®™ from
oprosite to opposite. Wheat weverson belieies himgell to
have uncovered i1s a dialectics sccording to which reeson
executes an idertitv-divercitv =novement whenever thinkine
takes plece. Thig 1t ig a2id, enableg ug to detach
inere=cinely comprehen=ive identitieg., 1Uinlike Tlewel,
however, the Meverso i=" noetic does not seer to recorclltiate
ite antinomies. To do sgo would he gnicldal. But what
regults from the identitv-"ivergity dialectic is nonetheless

a fusion of thne a oriori and the a vosteriori in tertium

quid (plaveible) vrovogitions. The nature of rlausibility

which Meyerson reads in scientific provnositions confirms
our belief. Why else would he affirm the task of philosophy
to congigt in the esnslysis of =ich nrovositions in order to

delineate the g priori from the a posteriori? wsut the

plousibilitv of provositions is not sn accentable ovresenta-
tion of the antimoriee encendered by taie Cesrtesian bhifurce-
tion s it doeg not rest on an sdecuate rvetaphveics., If
the vrinciples of conservation, for example, were rlavsible,
thev wouvld ne principles in name orly ard h=ve nothin~ to

do with real peir~s a<« is evident from tre +‘antion noumersl
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view which ¥eyerson holds of realitv. F®ut the princirles
of conservation sre meaninzless without ar onerational
dof"llnitior».LH When we spesk of inertia fr examnle, we are
referrine to the actusl motion of a bndy which hesg suffered
a re=l force, which has underoone zn effective accelera-
tion in time, and which is maintainine a fixed velocity

and which will continve to do go until it is iopeded by

an equelly reel and oprogite force. The substentializa-
tion of relations which Jeyerson proffers in defenge of
ontology 1s not on the operstional plane of being at all
put is situsted in a distent ahctrect zone of mathematical
identifications and reversiple reactions. In short, it
coeg not deal with resal bein~s ut with methemetical beingg
of reason. In reality there is no totel identity of
phenomena ag Carnot's entropy makes abundantly clesr. Even
if we were to suprosge the legitimecy »f a 1 ¢+ 1 concreb-

izetiorn of abstract relations, the tertium guid structure

of this conversio- vrecludes ontolozy. It turns out thet

lieyercon's deferice of ontology does not mean that the Post

3 ¢f. FHILIP Faan ., Philosophy of Science, Sngle-~
wood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Ball, Inc. (1957), 394 pages.
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Kepleriens are the greztest Aristotelians sfter all hecauce
sclence does not explain 1ts phenomens in the manner de-
manded py Meyerson's formula. Total identification not
only leads to acosmism but it slso violstes the second law
of thermodynamics. Nor is Meverson's doctrine of partial
identifications an accepteble vroposal as man's ignorance

of the irratiorals is ultimately privitive. In ectuzl fact
there 1s no real distinction bhetween Meverson's doctrine of
total idertification srd hisg esmo sal of nartial identifica-
tions. Hventually, the Meyersorlan science will have becouwe

the perfect philoSO]ohy.“LP

Ly This is an important ocoint to keep in nind be-
cause Meyerson tells ug that it is the irrational which
distinguishes the scientific effort frow the philosophic
enterprise. The former accepts the ilrrational whereas the
latter does not. Cf. £.8., p. 676. Also n. SiE, Science
et philosophie d'avrés la doctrine de M. bkmile Meyerson,
op. 89-96., What Meyerson desgires wost of this doctrine 1is
to show the fundsmental unity of science and philosophy,
as both meke use of the seame process of identification.

Cf. E.S., p. 674. 0f. also C.P., p. 574. Thus, ccience

and philosophy 2ccording to this are equally preoccupied
with ontology. The distinction between both tvpes of de-
duction is that mathematicsl deduction (science) is not ss
"aogressive® as logical deduction (philosophy) es the

former considerg its ontolocies to be provigional given the
dav it succeeds in becomine the verfert philosophy, that is,
in deducine the real from logicel principles. This ideal

is not attaineble but 1t 1z nonetheless the mainsnrin- which
drives tne whole of the Veyerconisn mechinery. It seems

to us however, that Meyerson misgunderstands the neture of
explanation. Science is wrong to sunrose ta-t the resl lies
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In closing, 1t seems to ug that Meyerson is right
in calline attention to the ingufficiencies of postivistic

eplstemology. The ability to formulate laws supvoses in

(Lh Con't) naked tefore it - this ig the error of
mechanism - and philosonhy is equally incavable of explain-
inz a data which is not its own. Cf. J. LAsITAIN, The
Degrees of Knowledge, pr. 30-32, and on. 59-64. The psy-
chology of induction as it unfolds from the works of our
author revesls two fundamental Tezcts. First thet there is
a fundamental unicy between the principles of legality and
of causallity and second thst there is a continuity in know-
ledge frow. ancient to modern physics. This is intended by
our author to prove that legalism and causalism cannot be
geperated (and thus thet posgitiviestic epistemology 1s in
error), and that science is now as 2lways concerned with
ontologies. The thinking of primitive men srd the thinking
of the moderns is the game on thig score. Cf. D.R., Preface
p. XI and ». 341. ¢f. also k.S., 0. 703, Marcel Gillet
takes the theme of the unity of reason to be egn abiding
contrirmution of ineverson. Cf. Id., "La philosophie de
M. Meyerson - étude critigue®, in Archies de philosophie,
8, (1o31), (esp.) p. 88,93 end 98, -onnard is of the same
opinion. Cf. Id., La notion d'irrationnel chez nmile Meyerson,
p. 17. Cf. elso F. Skhk, Science et ohilosophie d'sprés la
doctrine de M. Emile Meyersgon, pr. L93-197., While we aaree
that there ie a furndesnental unity between the orincivles
of the Meyersonrian reason, we think thet a unity which 1is
not mindful of dietinctions 1s suspect. First of all we
have ghown thet there 1s not the distinction between
leg=zlity and causelity which . eyerson svoroses, snd second,
ne does not distinzuish between scientific and philosgophic
explanstion. “La science, sortie de lz philosonhie, n'est
encore, & lL'heure sctuelle, gu'un enre particulier de
philosorhie. Tout comme le s=voir aue nous décorons formel-
lement de ce nom, elle cherche 3 connaltre 1'ét1e.® D.RH.,
v. 379. 1eerson's doctrine of the irrationsls confirme
our intervretation. Cf. Infre., ch. 3, 2.
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the first place thet nature is reguleted, which in turn
means that the real 1s <structured in some way. These
metaphysical commitments on the nature of things and on

the ability of resson to know things, as well as the re-
ference which a law bears to things, are not reducible to
the rule that the lew alone sufficec. In addition, Meyerson
creems to be right in calling attertion to the dualism of
mind and matter in science; thisg is nerticulerly evident
gince the time of Descartes.u5 But does this mesn that the
peyvchology of scientific induction revesls = nlausible
character of knowled~e? We think rot, It seems to us

that thie view of science necesc<srely leads to an epistemolocic-
al varadox becavse the rlausinilitv of g pronosition means
th~t we cannot know the resl other than as s structured
detum. This view of thinus forces vs to either Iook npon

the real 2s an extension of s=patisl reasorins, in w ich cdace
solipsigm ig the outcome, or we must confers that the real

cammot be known by reason, which is positiviem and the place

e Cf, . LeFovas, Mine heure avece 4, ‘wmile lieyerson,
- .
in Leg nouvelles littfraires, Ssturdav, ov. 6, (1924).
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where Meyerson ultimetely comes to rest. TIn short, our
study of the evistemolo~rical paradox and of the leyersonian
concept reveals that the resl muct he hvnostztic as to ite
existerce, namely dubioug, and n-umenal as to its eggence

in order to be amensole to resson. It seemes to us, there-
fore, th=t the phlilosophy of lleverson vrests on an inadequate
metsphygic2l basisg. Unlesgs there are two tyreg of sclence,
the one Psrmeridean and 1dexl, the other Hersclitesn and
=ctual, and unlegg the 1ife of resson consigts in a dialecti-
cal wmovement frown one to the other, Meverson ig mictaken.

It seems to wme thet one of the challenzeg to vhilosophers
to~day lg to formulate a clear philosorhico-cscientific
apnroach to the resl which will brildge the gep between
consclovgness and the grnoatial renrecentation of thines.

Mevercon's merit comeg from havinr sourht to do so.
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It seenc moegi™le to conclude from t'ie fo e~
olno st dy that the eni~temolo cal psi-dax in the nhil-
ngonhy of ; eyercon re<nlce fror ~r inade~ ate -et-physics.
There are three le din<s coucider=tioons th-t have brought
vs to thig coirclugion. first, thal he sunstitutes the
term for the process of knowled_c. Second, th t the
structure of plausibility which he ascribes to the pro-

rocitions of <cience rerner=teg s tertium quid. Third,

£r-t the nrinciple of caveellity resemhley the nrincirle of
lecality. Thig, in turn, o"rolng frowm our ~tudy of thre
ericstemoloricel par~doy and from bhe fTrinle conc<iders Lion
1e have ~iven thke 1 evergonien concent: firct, from its
hyvostatier origin, s<cond, fro-~ its hyv rid nstvre, and
third, from the v ctentislictic fourction which It i ~ode
ts (ta, in "1~ —~itoso hy.

L. et rgnn'c doetriie oo Eie oriein of correrts
17 h t le.ds ng to elieve thet e substitvtec the tern
for tl.c »1ocess of knowlendir,

Mig gcurctitution is evident 1~ hlsg doctrivre on

the ortology of co wn sence, ~g in the ontHlnry 0o cclenti-

fic theorieg which ig gaid tn cortinve conmon gense. FRirst,

reyerson's defense of the ontolory of co ~mn <en<e does
not rest ite crse on a theorv of direct nercentio, =2g it

en

m
W

ariceg ont of the hvnosteogste of

stiong, This gitroation
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precludes the representstive carscity of concerts for it
ralreg of the intellicible union »etween “novier and oviect
known a grontesoeous 2vod. 1'everson explsain: the hyvogtasis
of sersa 28 a conseguence of csusality. The ceucel vostul-
ate demends that thinre congerve =n ide-bity in tire but
fince cergations do not exist in us durine their aregence,
caug~Lity constricts & nor-ezo in which they can exist.
Thus the external world ig a vlace where genrations erist
duvrine thelr absence. It 1g evident from this that the
real 1g not -iven directly to co. csciougnesgse, ag it results
et the Term o” a deductive effort. Yhet we see upon
swaleniny esc: .ornins isg g world th:t 1s heavily weighted
with interpretstion. It is crested by the ratlonal terdency
to vosit identity in time. Thlz 1e tthelbt leyerson c~lls the
nntology of common rense.

The ontnlogv of eclentific theories, on the other
hand, continues the ontolo~y of common senre becaure the
postulate of identity in tire coan never replsce s concent

hy one th-t ig hetero~eneous to it. In =2 cenge, the ontolooy

3]

e

o

cientific theorieg is "more vesl" than anythince el

m

of

hecause these concents are wore rercur~ble than the concents
of common sense., weyerson sayes that toere pronably isn't

s sinole cncmist who doesn't confure The reality of what
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ne manipuletes with the conception he hss of it. 2ut
this ig an admicgion to a retionalism.

In summery, Mevercon holre two doctrines on the
orizin of concente; the one from the hr nostasis of cen-
s=tlorng and the other from the equatinz of such concepts
through the eliminative function of identification. Tleither
has anything to do with real beings. Wh=t remains of the
real after 1t hes been stripred of 211 gualities and pushed
beck into the mind besrs no relsation to the ontology which
resultes from a theory of direct percention.

The most significant consenuence of lleyerson's
doctrine on the oricin of concepts 1lg the epistemological

aradox Havine teaVen a gtructured datum to counstitute the

7

03]

tarting noint of Vnowledge rather then the being of ex-
tramental reslity, Meverson wes destined to remain enclosed
within a hermetically sealed cogito, Thig beline the case,
he could only attain the real as either an extenszion of
gnatial ressoning, in which case gollvsism was inevitable,
or admit to a fundesnentsl inability of reason to know the
resl, which is vositivism, and the nlace where he ultimately
comeg to rest.

The epletemnlogical paradox 1s an irdication that
comething 1g serinngly wrones gcomewhere; the theorirg of

science are ceer to go one way while common <ense goesg 2
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different and opposite wzy. It makes ahordantly clear that
the ontolory of scientific theories does not continue the
ontology of common sense ag ]Jeyerson cays it does. On the
contrary, the concretization of abstrect relations which
Meyerson proffers in defense of the ontology of sciertific
theoriesg, resuvlts in the elimination of time. This is
necegcary becauce the nostulate of identity in time i-
dentifies cause snd effect, and where there ig no dis-
Linctlion between caunge and effect 1t is because nothing
harovens. The cavsal nostulate leadg to the fully reversible
rhenomena of rational mehcanics. As to diversity, it is
exrlained by Meyersorn in the Hle=atic trsdition as result-
ing from the displscement in srace of fundsmentally i-
dentical end ilmmuteble matter. To ne is to be extended
(this confirms our view thet the reel is an extension of
spatial reasoning). Meyerson's defence of ontology stovs
the march of time. It atteins the motionless and homo-
geneous sphere of the Parmenidean One. Further, since all
bodieg are reduced to space, snace is now emnpty snd dis-
appesrs irn turn. Nothing lis left. Such ie the first con-
cequence of =2 defence of ontology which rests it<e case on
an sctivity of resson rather then on the beina of ex-

tramental reeslity.

Meyerson does not review his case for ontology but
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modilies his premise of to®wl identific-tion so as to adnit
of inegualities. He comes to the rcalization that this is
necessary because of the principle of Ssdi Cernnt. The
principle of Cernot warns that the elimination of time
implies the reversibillty of phenomenz. But phenomnens are
not revercinhle because there is not the identity between
cause and effect which rational mechsnice <upnrosegs. On the
contrary, work ic beins done aznd entropy is on the increasse.
Thermal eguilibriunr seems to be inevit-hle. But how can
2 <tructure of resson which knows only identities come to
knnw a real that ig growine progre<sively more diversified
end complex? The mosgt lo~ical answer is that it cannot end
positiviem 1z the only issue. This apresrs to be the second
consequence of Meyerson's defense of ontology.

leyerson doeg not gtop to consider the extremes of
the epistemologicel paradox as a consequence of having
sought to explain a philosophical problem scientifically.
Hig embivalent doctrine on the nstuvre of irretionallity con-
firns this view. In one sense the irrstionals are the
result of privitive lgnorence 2nd dlssolution sppears
inevitable, while in snother, they are in the kingdom of
the nescient and the knowing enterprice will not take nlace.
Hisg fusiorn of both in o doctrine of ratiorslity - irretion-

ality evinces his fundezmentel indeclsion with respect to
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the ontological status of sclentific theories.

In finsl analysis, the extremes of solipsism and
positivism result becavse the Meyersonisn real is hypostatic
ag to its existence ard noumenal =g to its escence., It is
the divorce of mind and matter, as we posit the reversibility
of phenonmena when we reeson and the unidirectionalitv of
chznge when we live., 3ut are what we do when we think and
when we live two different things? If ontology results
from reasoning rather than from bein«, it seems that our
answer must e yes and thet we sre all contradictory at
bottom,

2. Meyerson's doctrine on the hybrid nature of
concevts is what leads us to believe that the plausible

structure which he ascribes to the provosgitions of sgcilence

generstes a tertium guid.

Meyverson does not seek to solve the epistemological

paradox but vsesg it in place as a sine gua non condition

of knowledge. Thig 1s clearest in Du cheminement de la

pensée., The key terms he uses to accomplish this fest are
plavsibility and "flottewent® or movement of reason. To-
gether they constitute his doctrine of partial idertifica-
tions. To be "plausible® means for Mheyerson to contzin
comething that flows fron reason, as well 22 elements that

obtain from sensa., Thus the ovropositions of sclence are
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[

rlausible because they result from the intersction between
a structure of resson which seeks identity in time and s
real that is growing procressively more elusive and diverse.
What results are partisl ildentities in which reason is
rewerded but not totally so. The nrincivles of con-
gservation are affirmed by Meyerson to obtain in this wey,
as the conservetion of mass, force and inertia cannot’be
proven empirically; yet no one doubtg the truth of these
principles.

This situation reflects the status of conrncerts
that are the product of rigzidity and fleetineness; of
identification and diversity. The 1life of re=son consists
in ovouring its mold of identity ir tire into whatever it
manipulates. Thusg the concent does not represert the real
as it is ~iven in direct psrception, but is a hybrid of
identities along-with - differences. What Meyerson con-
csiders to be the familiasr world of percevption resulte from
a composgitive structure of concentg. Thus when the intellect
turnge within itself in order to meke of the concent a direct
ohiect of intellectusl examination (the eliminative phasge
of identificetionz, whet resultes is a dialectical movement
of reason on the opnosition between identificsftion and
diversity (tig situstion =lro leads to the evistemolorical

=]

par=dox whenever resson eva~rerates either of the onprositer),
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The end result o tvis operation is s pleugible nrovosi-
tion in which what derives from the a nriori of identi-

fication and whet obtsins 2 nocteriori from censga, is no

ct

loneer disgcernihle, It is the totel i-mersion of oprosites
into nnity (identity) provocitions., The a priori - 2

vocteriori cherscter of snatial exnlc ation ir the philosovhy

of Meverson corfirms this. Corfmry to the view of leyerson
nowever, the movewment of reeson on 1ts antinowies does not

regult In ontology but in = tertiuw guid in which the

opnosites of a world where time does nnt matter and vet every-
one gomehow Zrows older, are made to resgst sglide py sgide.
This visgion of ontolosvy 1g not on the operational plesne of
beine vt in some distant mathemwaticel world view of
antinomi~<. In short, Meverson nietzskes uwethen~tice? beinr-s
of rra~on for real belrcs,

3, Terersor's decctrine on the sgubsgstsvtialization

of tertium ouid relatione ic what lesadszs - Lo belleve thet

the principle of ceusality re_c-hles the principle of
lezality.

No one would digpute the cleolm that the explanstions
of resson -re explenations of v.-1ity. Otherwise the claim
to knowledge would be an enpty coeprdity. vt given a
reference of the leye conlar concept to the resl whet re-

culte ie 2 world in which the <zve thin- ig at once ard in
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the same respect immutsble =2nd changing, becoming and being,
one and meny, Parmenidear and Heraclitean. It ie this
agpect of the oroblem thet has lezd us to believe thet the
concretization of conceptual relrtions which Meyerson ad-
vances in defense of ontology reisecs the fallacy of mis-
pleced concreteness. The suvpression of the temooral
reference 1is itself an indication th-t we are not desling
with real beines but with a being of resgon. Nothing of
the reesl corresponds to the Meyersorisn concent. .leyerson
ig undoubtedly correct for cellinc attentior to the fact
that the rule of lew imnlies the resularity of nature, which
in turn mesns that natvre must be <trncturcd in some -ray
and consequently thot somethin_  of the rral versists throush-
out change, but the eguatin- of rec<idual lidentitiesc and
ontology h2s nothinz to do with substence in the sense of
an enduring subsetratum. In fsct each successful identi-
ficction of the lMeyersonian reason brings testimony to =
resllity thet i1s progressively less and less ontolorical.
Contrary to the vier of }eyerson, ontology dor< not anresr
ot the place of unintellinibility bvt at the place of
maximum intellligibilitv.

supnrogine however, throuzh some rhilosnphlc inter-

vention of Maxwell's devil, that the resl wes smensble to
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Meyerson's concept, it would also follow th t it could not
be known as it ig in itself, zg such knowledze 1g alwoys

precluded from a tertium guid gstructure. It would mean

that the real is hynostatic as to 1lts existencr and noumenal
ag To its essence. It is also ironic that the unknowability
of things as they are in themgelves shovld be Meyerson's

lest words on the subject, ag he tells vs in Réel et déter-

minisme dans la physigue guantigue, that the divorce of

essence and existence of which Kant spoke is not to be
considered outdated. This undoubtedly delivers a crushing
blow to the cclience of predictions but it deals as severe

2 blow to the science of causalism, a8 we cen now do nn

more than describe phenomena since what things are in them-
gelveg rests on the side of the Kantisn noumenon. But more
than this, the fact that the Meyersonlan real 1s hypostatic
as to ite existence mesns that reason cannot even pronounce
itgself on the existence of things (unless the real is an
extension of reason, in which case solipsism 1is inevitable).
It ceems to us, therefore, thst there ig no great difference
between Meyerson's causal postulate and Comte's affirmation
that the rule of law alone suffices becavese when all 1s said

ond done they both end up doing the s=me thing.
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TiinolS AsSTHRACT

The point thet Eﬁile Il eyerson hss go strongly made
azainst Auguste Comte and Positivistic epistemology is that
a concern for ontology cannot remsin foreign to science as
the scientific law implies metaphysicel comwmitments, such
as a belief in the intelligibility of thinzs, in the refe-
rence of laws to thinzs, in the regularity of nature etc.,
which are not reducible tn the rule that the law alone
suffices. A belief in the validity of law as an ingtrument
of prediction, according to reyerson, imnlies thst the re-
lations which obtain oetween the conditions affecting the
properties of 2 suhstance and the behaviour of thece
properties is constant. In short, the principle of legality
implies the reculerity of nature. This also leads Meyerson
to supposgse that things are structured and that they conserve
an 1ldentity in time. 3But the feat of the Meyersonian resson

to eguate the rule of identity in time with the princinle

|—v‘
m

scientific causgality. To think is for IMeverson to identi-

=

o)
fy. TUo other process is involved. Explanation arises as

a process of layl.c bare the identity which exists between
5 caucge and its effect; of discovering thot the sufficient

reason of a congequent lies within the folds of an antece-

ent. Thus, the appearance of a rel=tion in nature (le-

jn

-51ity) is always an occselon for identification (causality).

i a

Thege pricrciples are disgtinct but they are not sevsraste.
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leyerson's analysis of the rsychology of scientific in-
duction 1s destined to prove that scilence hzsg olirayve
erplained ite rhenomens in this manner. Thusg, the
nogitivietic dresr of Limitire the study of vhenomens tn
the first of these nrincinles alone, thet ig, of freeing
gcience from ontolozrical considerations, 1s chimericel.
fleyerson's defense of the ontolocicel nreoccupration
of gcience 1g not accentahls =g 1t rests on an inadecuate
metsphysice, Inssmuch as the tendercy to rosgit identity
in time corregnonds to a naturel lsw of the wind, it mesns
th=t what we see upon arakening esch morning ig heavishly
welghted with interpretstion. Meyerson rays of the
external world thet we msy even create it in order to lodce
our sen==tioxns in it. BReacon re-mirec that things con-
~erve an 1dentity in time, hut since sensations do not evwisct
in vue durine their shegence, ['evercon argu~s that there wust
be 2 non-eso, o world external to consclousnesec in which
they can exiszt. He termg the hypostasis of sengetions
"oommon sense®, Sclence, on the other hand, continues the
pntoln~y of common sense ag reason cennot rerlace 2 concert
by one thet is heterogrmeous to it. This situ=tlon however,
ultimetely lezds him to an epistemolozicsl pezredox; to
ideslism on the one hand, erd to nogltivism on the other,

The enigtemoloricel paradox 1ls an indicetion thet
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reyerson Me~ine hic rvhilosorhy with o striretured fstum
rether than with the bein~ of extrawent-] reality. DlMeyerson
is bord vn within = hermeticelly sealed cogito. Two
possinilities follow from this gsituation., P®iret, that
teyerson lonks upon the regl zs ar evtension of spabial
reasoning. To be 1s to be extended. This ig the congidera-
tion of chance in the EBleatlic tradition. It ultimestely
leade to <olivelsm and ocogmiem, This situetion corresponds
to the convercsent phnare of resson and reslitv. Second,

that resson cannotbt nenetrate ite object or even nronounce
itself on the existence of thinege. This case corresnonds

to the divergent phacse of renson and reelity. In snite

thege difficultie«, leverson doeg not chance the enuating

of
of ressgsoninc and identification. In vleace, he fuses the
oprosites of ideslism and positiviem in the a priori - a

vosteriori, ldentification - diversity, concervation -

digsipation etc., plesuciole propositions of ecience. He
comes to the reslization that this 1s necesgsary because

of the princinle of Sadi Cornot. The principle of Carnot
warns that the eliminstion of time implies the reversibility
of phenomena., >ut phenomens are not reversible because
there ig not the identity between cauvce end effect

which the vostulte of identity in time supposes. On the
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contrary, work is being dore 2nd entropy ic on the increase.
Thus, the plausgibility of e proposition results from the
fusion of the antinomies of 2 resson which postulates the
reversibility of phenomena, with s reel in which chance
ig seen to be unidirectionsl. In cshort, thece propositions
arise hecause of an interaction tetween an a priori c<tructure
of resgon which sgseels identity in time and a real that is
growine progressively more elusive and diverse. Our
analycls of the ambivalent nature of the irrationals con-
firms this.

Meyerson's decision to fuse the ovrrosites of reason
and reality in plsusible propositions does not solve the
metaphysical problem of the structured dstum, but giveg rise

to the further difficulty of a tertium cguid situation in

which what providegs from reason snd what obtains from the
sensges 1s no longer discernible. Our investivation into
the oriein, nature and function which he ascribes to the
concent hears this out. In essence, the Meyersonian con-

ceprt containg a mixture of rationelity and irr-tionality;

of a priori and g posteriori elements. If explanation is
to refer to thincos, the TI'eyersonian real must be hypostatic
ae to its existence and noumenal =s to its essence. In
short, the real ls not only unknowable asg to 1ts ersence,
but reason cannot even pronounce itself on the existence of

things. Our author does not succeed in refuting positivistic

epistemologye.



