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Naturaliam as a phlilosophy is as old as the history of
philosophy itaself., Yet through the progress of modern ;aionﬁ?
and through the interplay of philosophic condono§?s, twentieth
century naturalism stands much in relation to its older forms
as does a fully-matured adult to the undeveloped ateges of his
early ;hildhoo?. Roy Wood Sellars, whose naturalism is the
subjest of thi; thesls, emphatically affirms and re-affirms that,
although there is an affinity of principle between the older
naturalism and that of the contemporary era, naturalism in the
moderniat sense has been thoroughly revised to meet the require-
ments of modern science.

From the standpeint of descriptive anelysis 1% has been nmy
pnrpono,‘in gogoral, to give an objlective presentation of those
features of S;ilnrs' system which mark it off from naturalism in
its older forms, From the standpoint of eritical snalysis, it
has been my endeavor to show that the naturallsm of Sellars, like
the mechanical naturalism of the past, is inadequate to give a
truly philosophicsl account of the world in which we live.

The plan of my work on Sellars rather clesely follows the
pattern of his own system. After projecting a preliminary chapter
on "The Naturalism of Roy Wood Sellars: Its Spirit and Objectives,"”
I divided my work into three main sectlons A) Epistemology
(Sellars' eritical realism); B) Onkology and Cosmology (his
physicsl realism); and C) Theory of Velues (his humaniam).

Section A: Sellars' Critieal Realism

The first three chapters of this sectlon comprise a descrip-
tive analysis of the leading distinetions, prineiples, and
applicationa of 3ellars! eplstemology, which he himsel{ labels as



-8
"eritical realism.” Chapter Two is, in the main, an attempt to
bring out the differences between Sellars' oritical reslism and
the unreflecting, naive realism of "common sense.” Here 1t is
shown that, although (in Sellars' opinion) the realism of the
object can never be called into question, there are all sorts of
difficulties and contradictions which render the claim of a
"literal inapection"” of the object untenable., There is a funda-
mental mistake, a natural mistake, which characterizes the
"plain-man's" view of the world, This "mistske lies in the
identification of the content of his perception with the object
toward whieh he 1s reacting.” (1) What Sellars asccordingly sug-
gosts 1s a distinction which lles at the very root of his
epistemology, 1.e., the distinction between the objegt of knowledge
and its contents. Acsording te Sellars' theery, the object of
imowledge 1a never known for what it 1s in se, but only in the
light of the contents whieh we assign to 1lt, It 1s by mesans of
the contents that we get informetlon about the objest.

Singe the above distinction seems at least to suggest the
idealistic prineiple thet we never kmnow things, but only our ldeas
of them, Chapter Three 1s devoted to presentation of Sellars!
claim that his position 1s essentially different from any end all
of the forms of a purely subjective idealism, He bases this
claim ohiefly on the grounds that the "contents" of knowledge are
means to knowledge, but never an object in their own right.

Chapter Four 1s, as its title indlicates, an examination of

some of the implicatlons which Sellars' eplstemology involves.

(1) R. W, Sellars, Evolutiontgg Naturalism (Chicago: Open Court
P“bl’-sning COO’ 9 2 Po .
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What this chapter deals with specifically is Sellars' theory as
it stands in relation to the distinctlon between sense and
intellectual knowledge, the distinction between common sense
and sclentifiec Imowledge, the problem of universals, the categories,
the nature of truth, and lastly the problem of knowledge considered
simply in 1tselrf,

Chapter Five 1s devoted to a critical examination of Sellars’
epistemology in the light of traditional scholastie prineiples,
especlally those of 3t, Thomas, Here the anthor takes issue
chiefly with Sellers' distinetion of "object" and "content" and

the view that knowledge essentlally 1s a type of organic response,

Section B: Sellars' FPhysical Heallsm
Chapter Six of this sectlon is an anslysis of the significance

which the principles of Sellara' epistemology have for the develop-
mont of his naturalist ontology. It 1s an attempt to show a)

how, from a negative point of view, the rejection of beth naive
realism and subjeetive 1dealism, prepares the way for the new

type of naturalism which Sellars professes; and b) how, from a
positive point of view, the conclusions of the ¢ritical realist
acoord with the view which the contemporary sclentlst takes of the
physieal world,

Chapter Seven 13 an sttempt to explaln that theory which lies
at the very heart of Sellars' naturallism, i.e., the theory of
emergent evolution. For Sellars this theory signifies "the
assumption that there is novelty or origination in the world," (2).

(2) R. W, 3ellars, The Principles and Problems of Philosophy
(New York: The WacHillaen Co., 1929), p. 362.
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It rests on the view that new forms under favorable condltlons
periodically arise, and that this process 1s due malnly to the
basic facts of change and orgenigation -- facts which had not been
taken seriously enough by the naturalists of the past. Unlike
either Morgan or Alexander, Sellars refuses to accept an "extra=-
physical nisus" as being necessary to account for the evolution
whieh is found in the physicel world. FMer 3ellars, reality,
including the realipy of mind and econsclousness itself, 1s co-
terminous with the world of physical exlstence -- a world which,
in Sellars' own language, "exiasts in its own right." (3).

Chapter Eight is a oritical analysis of the matter that had
been developed in the two preceding chapters. It is roughly
divided into a eriticism a) of the methods and b) of the contents
of Sellers' naturalist ontology. Regarding a) I have attempted
to prove the logical briorlty of the nature of philosophical
inquiry over the use of any predetermined method of approach,
eapecially of the sort which the naturalist employs. Regarding b)
apecifiec points of critiolsm have been raised concerning such
vital issues as the facl. of change, the meanins of mind, conaclous-
ness, etec. I have attempted to show that the pan-evolutionism of
the sort which Sellars professes ultimately involves an identifica-

tion of esse and fierl.

Section C: Sellars' Humanism

The first half of Chapéczr Nine is a presentation of Sellars!

theory of the nature of values, in general, i.e., hils axiolory.

(3) he W. Sellars, "Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic bndurance,®
The Phllosophical Review, ‘ol. 53 (1944), p. 361,
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The second half of this chapter deals with ceéertain types of values
taken in their concrete setting. A value=judgment, sccording to
Sellars, unlike one which is purely cognitionsal, essentislly in-
volves a reference to the evaluating subject. Whille rejecting
mere "factualism™ in value~-theory, Sellars is careful %o avoid
an interpretation of values as being good in themselves. His
views concerning ethics and religion are but an sapplication of
his abstract analysis of the nature of value as such.

Chapter Ten 1s & criticism of Sellars' value-thecry both in
its sbstract phases snd in 1ts conerete setting conserning matters
of ethical and religlous aigniiicance. My chief point or
eriticlam againast the walue~theory of Sellars is its notorious
lack of & metaphysical basis,

The general concluslon of my entire thesis is that
raturalism, whether new or ©ld, is by its very nsture and con-
trary to the claims of its present~day advocates, reductioniam

pure and simple,
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and Demosritus expounding a mechanist theory of the atoms and the
veid, For these men the world of reality 1s coterminous with the
world of matter, i,e., with the world of indivisible, imperceptible
particles called atoms which move about in the void,

Gresk naturalism in its ethical phase 1is best represente@
by Bpiourus, who was the enemy of the "gupernaturalists® of his
times. The "supernaturalists™ in the deys of Knlenrus were those
who, in their ignoranee of the discoverasble operations of physiecal
nature, attriduted these wonders in their reckless imaginations
to the machinations of a noneverifiable deity. I[rom a more
positive point of view, Epicurus advocated as the supreme end of
haman existence a life of pleasure, -- pleasure understood mainly
in terms of those thinpa, sueh as serenlty of soul, which bring
permanent satisfastion., (2) The sthical theory of Eplcurus was,
at sny rate, a happiness-on-earth formula, whieh (in typilcel
naturalist fashion) disavowed all abjeet subservience %o an
imagined world of the unknown,

The classiocal and poetical expression of naturalism in 1ts
anoient form 1s found in the celebrated poem of the Roman Lucretlus,

De Rerum Natura. Dedicating himself to Epieurus, whom he regards

as the greatest of all the phllosophers (3), Lucretins sets forth

(2) ef, Frederick Copleston, 3.J., A History of Philoso
(Westminster, Md.: Newman Bookshop, 1046), Vol, I, p. 407.

(3) "When human life to view lay foully prostrate upon serth
orushed down under the weight of religlon, who showed her
head from the quarters of heaven with hideous aspect lowering
upon mortels, a man of Creece (Epicurus) ventured first to
1ift up his mortal eyes to her face and first to withstand
her face to face. Him nelther story of gods nor thunderbolts
nor heaven with threstening roar could quell: only chafed the
more the esger courage of his soul, filling him with desire
to be the first to burst the fast bars of nature's portals.”
Iucretius, De Rerum Watura, Book I in The Stole and Epicurean
Pgi%o:oghegs ed, by Whitney J, Oates (New York: Fandom House,

3 Po »
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a naturalistic credo which is unequelled in the clarity of its

thought and the beauty of its expression. His historical si,~
nificance 1s that of being the type of naturalist philosopher

for all time to come, The splrit of hig naturalism is essentially
the spirit of the naturalism of the present day, even though the
theoretlcal content of his doctrine has long since been repud-
jated, (4)

1t was Francis Bacon who, centuries later, "re-discovered"
encient naturslism, It was he whe praised the early (reek cose
melogists for not sesking arlter unknown ceuses after the manner
of Aristotle, (5) Indsed, the new era of naturslism, which
issued forth with the dawn of modern sclence, and of which Francls
Bacon was at lesst the prophet, differed little from that of its
ancient predecessaor,

It was only in more recent times, with the repudistion of
the mechanistic view of the world for one which is evolutionary,
that any radical changes had been brought aoout., How radical
these changes are (from a philosophical standpoint) the reader

will judge for himself.

(4) Note, for instance, Lucretius' pre-scientific accouat of the
of the origin of life: " Thatever thlnrs we psreceive %o have
sense, you must yet admit to be all couposed of senseless
first veginnings: menifest tokens which are open to all %o
apprehend, so far irom refuting or coatradiching this, do
rather themselves take .3 by tne hand and constra'n us to
believe that, as [ s8ay, living things are begotten from sense~
less thin.s. We may see 1la Cact 1liviig worms spring ot of
stinking dang, when the scakel earth has gotten putridisy
after excassive rains.” The 3tole and Epicurecan Philosophers,
PP 107=-1JG.

(5) Aristotle was "alwajs more asoliclitous %o provide an anawer to
the question and affirm somethlug i. posltive words then aboub
the inner trith of thlags; a falllns best shown when his phile-
osophy 1is compared wlth other systems of note among the Greeks,
Poar the homasoromera of Anaxa.oras; “he ahtoms of Le.ippus and
Demoeritisy...leraclitia' doctrine how oodies are resolvel into
the 1adifferent asture of lire...have all of then some baste
of the naturel philosopher, -- some savor of the nature of
thics." Franecis lacon, Novum Orzenum, Aphorism IXITI in

The English Philosophers From becon to Mill ed. by Edwin A,
Burtt Ewew Yorks ﬁogern Livrary, igsg), p. 43.
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There are a number of reasons why I have selecte!l the
philosophry of Roy Wood Sellars, a conteuporary American natur-
aliat, as belng tvnical of the new type of evolutionary nature-
aliam, Not the leaszt of these ls the fact that his thougsht,
perhaps more so than any of his confemporaries who share the
same views es his, 1s such that 1%t comprises a fairly well
rounded~out system., It ls hoped, at any rate, thatthls presen-
tation of Sellars' system will serve both to enlighten the reader
as to the differences between the new naturallism end the old, and
(from a critical point of view) help him to examine those fallaciewm
which the author regards ss being inherent ‘n any and sll of

the forms of naturslism, whether the) be new or old.
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thapter One

before pressmting an examination of the speciflc gontente
of Sellars' philosophy, ! have deemed 1t edvisaile ‘= this virs:
ehapter to outlineg ror the reader a few of the .asic objleotlves
which form the genersl bmokground of bis system. I aball 4o a0
in the 1o o that the reader may at the very outsel of this ine
vestica . .lon cateh pometiing of the spirlt and nepiretion whiclh
heve motivaed the lifesleng work of one of America'’s leading
contemporary philosdpheis.
This presentetion of the seneral oblectives and o tlook
of “ellars' philosophy 13, as I conselve 1%, only peré of the
task that liss belore ume o pepresenting as ato.rately as
pos-ible views whioh Jiifse very sharply irom my ovwn philosophic
outlovoke Sicce it ls, after all, the duty of anyone ovcsupylug
nRimgelfl in a ssricus phlloepophlic inquiry tuv disengunze himpell
fyon weore polemio controveray, 1 shell Wry o Iollow ¢u. as
eonselentiously s possible the lLuport of “ooklug's remeris
e ocue ovnvinoes his opponent » y by
rulin- him gut of co.rs, -- this 18 the -
ronoon Jor the cosparative [rultlessness
of much arpumentation, 7To be comvineing,
one must stez into the mental ;round ol
his opponent and show why 1% is that he
thin«s as he doss, where he mekes his
?Aiﬂzﬂk.q, (1;
one thing that ! heve found guite alairable in the thinkin:
of 3ellers 1s the definilensss of his posiiion s~ & naturslis:,
and the clarity of expresaion with which Lo has Jdelisste’ Llwd

position, rortunately, for *is readers, “eilears leaves lit:zle

(1) {ew York: “harles
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OoF no rooa for misunderstanding., s is lven to the lakhl- of
laveliing his dostrines and de.erninin, the.a as exeetly as
éolllblt by mesna of definition, ‘requently, to¢, he ia resdy
to present his resder with a contrsest position, %hus meaking
clear how speciiieally his sthought Aiffers from tha't o someocnse
else on & related tople, (£) <“hus Zellars, ut least in the
basic.parts of his aystem, i his own lntarpreter,

i have just apoxen of the Jdefiniteness o. Sellara’ positlon
a8 & naturalist, DIy this I mean t0 say tkis his philosophy is na%.re
alistic voth im Lts prineiples and conel:sions, ia 1%s theory and
its progrem of practicel svnsequences, .8 phllosophy is nog
eleerly natursalistic, out gonsistently so,.

He himsell 1o the ‘reisce of his [voliublunupy Setyrslism
expresses nis dissaile sciion with those "who (tho: b they) are
natursllistic in the!r ;eneral ¢ tlock are yet sharpy in thelr
eritieiss of naturslism as e philosophy." “Lis "conservelive
withbelding of allegiance to netursliisz on the pert of ste
sajority of philosgphers™ (3) ls a sort of duslise in ppectice
which seither Sellars ner say other thoreughegoling naturalist
finls easy %0 tolorate, i aturslisz is, after all, no halleway
houseé, If 't ls true in the order of speculetive thou ht, why
not own up %0 its congpequences Iln the channels of hummn soetion?
The age of Jouble alleglance us Seliars sees it, '8, or should
ve, p-8te If traditiocnsl vel:es, esspecislly in the fileld of
relirion, are out of scoord with the tenor of .qe's selentific

thoignty why put up wilill the pretense of trying to preserve

(2) A8 en fllustration of this point note *“le con-rast he draws
betssen his position an< that of o, i, Lewis 0. the catesory
of ':ntnfhoog:: e %, %6¢llars, :lre -riloaph; o “hivslcal
“enlian (dew York:s “ee¥ilimn, 17587, v Ldie

(3) "o ro e@llars, pvolutionary Metaralism !Chicecos Onen Cooipt
z’!bl. '»AO.. l'?ﬁ’RT, Do '\’1Q




them? (4)

Fully admitting the consequences of nahuralism, prriicue
larly as regards traditional ethles and religion, there are two
central questions tlat will present themsclves in the course
of our ansalysis:

1) What 31a naturalisa in its conbtemporsry phese?
2) Is 4t true?t

In Sellars! opinion the truth of the naturalistic position as

e metaphysical worlde-view is discoverable to a large extentd
through an up=-to~date interpretation of what naturslism really
is. Contemporary naturslism sho.ld not, &s is o’tien the case,
be identified with the naturslism o ¢the psst and previous cene
turies, Indeed, the contemporary naturalist is no less eritical
than anyone else of the errors that characterized the old
mechanical systems. He has every risht, therefore, to be met

on his own grounds,

So important ers the differences between the "old" naturalism
and the "new" that the whole welght and emphasis of Sellars’
system 1s brought te 2ear upon them., The dominent theme of
bis writings 1z that which stresaecs the superlor advantages

of the "new" naturalism over the "old"., This "new" naturalism,

however, 13 not a falt accompli, for 1t is s%ill in the process
of 1ts development. 1% 18, a8 & part of this development, that
Sellars views tiie contribution of hls own thouzht., I“rom & nege

ative point of view, then, it is Sellars' aim to dispel the

(4) Such en attitude as this is that of a person whom we nmirht
call a secularist in principle. "Secularism", Sellars dee
fines, "as interest in pure%y humen arfalrs and activities,
in what traditionel Christlanity called the things o this

world." R. W. Sellars, Religion Coming of Agze (New York:
MacMillen, 1928), p. 386.
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vhe Alasivings of amny thinkers gongoral. y w2 traditicacl
lixmiveationa of nat: ralism, 7)1ls he iopes to scgomplish by
showin: that these limitanious swr: pec:llar to nasurelliam ir
1% vlder fomus, an: are not !ntrinsiec Lo nat' .railsm as s.ch,
<n the positive slide, he devotes hiugel! -¢ the 8 ste:zasic
development ¢ & are a ej.uate nalluraliam,

In coonformivy with Li. explicds lateition Lo clariiy tbe
fasuss, rajher than by uweans ! rhecoric Lo conlagr “hen, ellars
naker &his initiasl reoogmanﬂi%iunz thrt, we 6L oub of the hallt
of aet' ing up & strawsnan end then tesring 'la to pieces uj
giving natwuraliam %00 narrov & cdefinislon, .a%L&er the philosopher
should eonser: bimsel! with the woruxi.u- out o "eract Jlefinlsi na
and 40 justliee £0 she anotuml cuntent of betl scleusce snd plilew
osophy.” (5} -»oa :sllars' polat of viow, ouve we ollow th's
BObiod of procedure, the r3.ul will beve Deen clesred Jor soue
real progress in puilusopky, and, w3 ar as ne urells- is coge
sepned, it will Le inr less euscepiille .¢ the Latersiaable
eritiolam of tie idenlisza, <8 wo snall 20e lster, nsturelism
in 168 ¢ .ntemporary prase 18 regarasd vy Sellars ss lucorparas! g
wicrhin fteell much of wiat lcernliam has la She past chauplsosne: and
defende i,

As we hava eliosdy polained aub, . colel saim o Jellarst
sonbPivuitlion 18 SLe wo. il Quh alos. 23,8%¢ 2 eav 19768 of a new
Bl NOPEO BIAQIE .0 mil.edid e 52 cllel Resds wi ¢ 8Ly ‘e
snuesvors te seoompllal Lile eim s the plecin: of tiis new

nat . ruliss wpon & Lirg eplstesvlo leal Joundnilon, hile

18) hyoluti nsry 8turelism, p. v:1.
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admittir v the velus of pra wmbiism L 188  roucelurel tontulq -es,
nat.rall;a, in his oriniin, s ¢ &.ftere” 1n no gmell .onmre
from 1te not ‘afrequest sl 'ances «2th the prea.wm’io achosl of
shought, "he sttltuds of pre wwtisy hes een one of % .o 1ieh
dAieregard 1o puarely spec.lative ques.lins. ‘'8 2 Ga3e in § .08
tion, Sellars frequently orit'cizes Lswey for bis fall .re to
appreciste the importsnce and al.n’ {leance of eplsie - wlory "or
naturalism,

Muman wknowledsye is, alter all, = rarier .n.n'e pheaomenun,
Surely the presncsupstion of phrilosopkera Lo «wwuern Ltlmeg with
the problem of knowledge g in iitsell sLridings evi.ens of 1te
si;miflcence, 1If the nmtuprellist fa'ls %o sublect Lris problen
in all $ts phsaes o 8 shoroughe;olin, snnlysis, If re falls Lo
understand the o.: 1l tions of knowledre, sod how the fact of
mowled ¢ s part of the process of nal ro itself, 'is nstoral’sm
is rendered 9 .3n00% Lo the ldeslist, Henece .. one s (0°1 - to
work out en adequate naturelism, his rocunietlons "n eplstemolopy
w18t 6 seCuUIrs.

The importance of ep a.emclopy in the = lloss by ol Rellars
can hearvily be over-emphasized. 1lui: 'k 1% is h'z eunersl
purpose to present & welleronie’ system uf nillosorvy, his
preferences for sn! precocupation with the pro lem of knowled e
1s evident even 1in bis treatment ». 7 estions tha’ sre only
indirectly related to that provlem, 7“he sol.tlon wh eh he
gives to the problem of rnowledype 2 closely | .:te.woven with ' n
the entire s ric of I:'ls s jaten, »-7d congbliotes, in » ocinl.n,

one of the chilel sources o0f %8 wr': fud ehpurcl,
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raving eonfined ourselves trus iar Lo e Few 2@ier.l 095580
vat.on: conoerning Sellera' aya em of philosophy, ws ahell
stieupt now to Jdeal in 8 prel! sinery way with scue oF btre ctief
dootprings wmbigh cheracterize Lttt mysien, plicis writediss
emphasis apon the hlstoricel back rusad witlin wh'ch th.ey nre
set arin by thelr author. Uhe maln divisioss thet we simll
desl wi~r here, as well az in the remminder o tvla book, are
fellera' doeirines as they sre set (orth, &) i epistemolory,
b) ia coswology and ontole, vy (8), ©) in © . riel! o values
(ax3010:7)e e et oy

in eplstenclo. y {éliﬂra §$ @ ~yitioal roallist, ‘ritiosl
realiss, sa2 [ unde: <%ani "%, 18 fopr “eli-rs & :ldeway position
(thou-r not a’ter the .ash'ca of & couproalse) etwee: “we . ie
sreme positisns that rave slternately prevalle! in the igtory
of modern tho ..hie 46 8 o, posed, on the e Faod, o epnisew
wolosleal idesliem in all i¢s historiesal rorms, and on Lhe
other, %o sny form 0. -mive renl'.srn whiokh lars elals: 50 the
literal inapsotion o the physicsl ouject.

Bpistemologiaonl L:eallsm I'in s 1te cleerest axpreszim in
the co:keleysan .oPmulas "esse ast noreipl,” ' hile lor 'ell e
1s the cardlnel ur'. eiple o enlstemologieal idesalia:, since
it expresases ihe total dependence of wla. .pon the sot of
kKnowled;e. :zxpressed in broadeyr verms, ' almply cesns thet
"beins s cependent pon knewings,” (7) The oY ‘el asoamption
of verkeley's idealism end Lie repressntelive reslinm of Locue's

whieh :recete’l 1%, 1a rha' cv1:viol o 1s L0 11 248 yrorws only of

(6) T have jntermin -les here *re %erus "TossunlopryT and Montoelesy?
ior the very sluple resson thatl [or eny nat. relist he world
ef physised rculity ia actherminaua wiv™ tie pralm ol belne,

(7) he We ellars, .ri o, sples and Pro-lems of Yllosophy {ew Yupu:
veeilllan, 1o297, oe o
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1dess, nnh not e nugpqaua world of COoLmOn A9NBE B8 LOVINT AUNSE
reveals it. 7o the Questlicn whebher (ecrkeley, Fuue, aaik Hmny
wore r.ght in er.uln, soalnst s TUrenk, phislond realiam,” Jelluia
plainly suswersi

iu my opinion they were wringe Whe duslisn

between mind and meLter, the sasum-tion thaet

we know ldeas rather than thion d, (ne alomsy

soheme of gualities inherise In x Subatanee e

all these unmegtere’ tradlsions oot 'n Bhe waye Loy

Sellurs' maisn polnu of oriv.elss syoelset She epiatenvliou’oel

fdeniieis wag thelr fallere to Alptinguizh Lebwesn L@ oontent

»

eg,knerlsuge and 1t ablect, rlefly, the sonient of wnowledse
ig that wnioh i¢ given oun she level i ihe 8udjecLive a0upeld ge
naess oY Lthie anovwer, it 18 (hia smhiol lg slabtanenly understond

by the lismlist to Le lisell uhe very chject whioch we know. "he
resson [or onis misteken identilleanion of ldes end objeot alile
mately lles In the sxtrems Juslistie asenceptlion ol 2ind and
mattar nanled down (Pow Less armﬁﬁﬁ Leke, Top inusianoe, InLeplng
uaﬁ?: this dusliedle tradition, Oould not pee now Bl windy, whioch
1s spirituel and lomeierial, coulid Lo in possesrion of snyvilng
ether e sn ldea. isecordligly, he delines knowlédys sn delng
merely i & resmEnt or Sisa recssnt Letween liaasz. (§)

This somo phion ol wnowledse, toveller wlkbd whe duslilem ithab
underlies 1%, 18 to vsllnrs, aemplwumly subusuntsgtle e oany o igw
quate sart of reslliam, (Lo various pelaks of oeriticism nbed
331L&?qﬁhﬁa directed againasl Ltis schionl of thougsht whiech las

a0 dominssed the development of modern philusophy constlisute,

{5) i ¥, Sellars, "seellss, Ustupalism, =nt Vumao!
Lony gagt!ry hmgriesn iloaonby (Hew Yorh: Saniy

®
(9) Jobn Looke, ¥sspy on iuman nderstending, ook 15
“0e 1 In Smith ﬁﬁd Treene's _yom escerios tg o
"ﬂi\?ﬁl’aih? of Lhic nso ;"3’@3@9 7 )i e 350 o
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1 'enink, one of his ohief alalims £o en.iine philosopilc merit,
‘dellarg, a8 slearly as any contemporary with wie: 7 wa Yamiliar,
‘undormines the false mgsumptions of ide~linn in &' atemols ¥,
yot, ‘an we ‘ghall see later, his ow: solut’on af the "mindehedy”
problen as it sffects the problem of knowledca {s no less e
sorvin-~ of oriticism then the treorics 1% was meant Lo replace,
* Another sxtreme position to whish the realism of Rellars

is oppose! 1s what we wirht call cenerioally nsive reallism,
Haive realiswm i» » theory (or bester, an attitude) whioh,
sedepting the world ss presended by common sense, raluses or
elwply falle %o subject human knowsledre %o & ariticsl invesiie
gatton, Tuch an ebtitue is, to the mind of & contemporary
thinicor Wuch a8 "sllrrs, just fiahle, bu% only on the level of
tommon sense, MNun, eftor all sust set in the 11 ht o his every
Gay praetical imowledge, sinos “e 18 roreed to cope with the
exironsien of hig enviromment, Yume himmslf bed Lo reso nise
his Taet, “ Po¥ the point iz thet covxon sense is hapdly =
shetsfaotory substisute for selenti”is theoryi !'¢.ion sense
sakes no imguiry scncernins the inner sathanigm of humsn knowe
ledzrey 1% hes little or no%in %0 Scy 0 the eonlit’ons thaet
maice mowledyre posnible, ¥ost mportant of all, ocmmon sense
hes ne explanation for the illusicns of senae and tla srrors of
Judrment, The nalve realist *r:ietin- $0 Sowmon gonge alone ia
1ed ¢o shink of physical ohjects as 17 they wers e molsr wess,
Mt the hysiosl solences zresk of ¢ worl! of sloms and wleoules,

protons sad eleetpong, nuelesy o ur ¥y, wavéelen Y, ste, he
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physical solsntist, then, la voenatomsd Lo apesk o » far
difrerent -kind of world than that whici: comaon sense in {48
limited capacitlies reveala,
rei 1% rust not .e thoushl, however, thut lell.rs' chierl opitle
sism of naive reali:a consis®s In !ts ungusasioned asceptaiice of
the data of oxamon sense, 7The uainly objesilonabvle emture in
the attitude of the nalve reallist lles ratser In its insiatence
upon the litersl sorresponience Letwesn Lhess daig (»s seen
Ep;cuég the eyes of ths knower) snd the obisots which. they revesl.
Yaive .resllism, as Jellsrs understands 1%, xuites 1ts oapitsl lae
seke in thisxking theat knowledys is & litersl lnapsction of the
objees, =« in ahort, &n int.itlion of the eisence of the t-in-. {12}
e BY W87 of eontrast, then the oritliocal resl.sm ol 2ellsrs
mintaing that knowledge is not 1iserally xiowle ! e of th
bjesy in its naked exlatences rather, % .3 & scl 0y which we
got inlcrmetien zdbout thimgm, {(1l) (4 L1a nonegpprehensionsl,
bus neverthelsss venosetive, ~he sst of knowlelyre glways tells
s something sbout ithe physieal worll, it 18 reslliatic in !ts
posint of relerense, nansly, ihe object (which is 1:8 termin.s,,
Bas ss sual and In b8 very cuntenkg, 1L la 4P Iferent [rom thal
to whieh tho relersnce 1s mmde, .. ccnienizx of perqent’on are,
f you will, the instru-e.tel sl cé o ha. ehioh $hey represent,
Thue the conte .ts ol «nowledge are nob 1n ey way L0 e ldentilled
wigh the objects to which they poiph. Ileas serve sz instruments

Or weans whereby the unow n; orcaliem aldl.ate sud o 'aphts 'tael!

(10) ".e do mot insult physical resll.s, but euly > ave kuuwlel_e

of it.," volutlonary xatugaglg?, pe 50,
{(11) ©, ¥, :eITarz, "Tnoviedse end Llta Cete ories,” $. 'sis.a .3

sritiorl negiium el, Ly 'roke, lovelo:, lellars, » i,
(Hew 7Tork: Feder Gmitl, 1-11)3 swe geer.on | 2 B N8t Y
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to 1ts environment,

It shorld he clear fron thils sumeary of 34l lec8' o.ulook
upon the prohlsm of knowledre how he ro ermis hlwe sel tion i
rels 101 t0 %re Torma of idesallism 417 reslism tiwt prece ‘el 16,
ket be attempts to do is to ecrhine the " esb elesents of uvohb
of tle nﬂaorin: ¢g.ti'ned svove intc & new Ltheory »’oh will serve
as the capsions of 8 new naturalistie system, ilsg Lleapy of
knowlelige like that of the idesllats in epistescloyy la prorssaedly

$vical, D¢ {t involves a difierent xind of ceynislamg ii-s wint

o

of the naive reallst, 1t sgeepts tne dels of gomnon gense, .0 .

involves a 4 fferent »in! of reallsn, ,
2= porntagy au\ St 0t f
I4 the prece:dl s jars Pay » we have ‘lven 8 hint o! the

setiing, s Sellsrs himsel! visuallgzes 1%, w' nis whigh e glves
his own solution %o the eplatemol.:icel pre.lew. Y tave slso
indiesrel & Tew of the sullent .eatures Lthat characler.se the
reallism of “ellsrs, Lsavin resd mioblow® Loy & more Sthoro: e
soin. szxanmingtion Ja Jollowl - oranuers, @9 mas Aow 6o g c0onsl e
er=tion of that portion o Delinrs! sork wrhiec. cuw.a it .es "ia
cosmology and ontele, v, Vere zsaln we ape more atereala’ in Lo
<enersl Irsameworx o, ris alprosc. rather tihmn anh analysils of o
specilfic protlems whioh 1% nvolves,

Unquestionas-ly -6 o8t fmportant aspech of any wen's philoe
gophicnl ayatleslis 48 the worldeview whial .orms 1ts very baclk wie,
The worldeview of Ziato wes that of & renl: of .dees L1 whielh
sens “ls reslity waa only 1t ghenomenal rerlectivis rOP g.iavs
the Supre-» reality 18 "o upon “rox all finlte reality, Inelunllng

man, is dependent In 1.8 oX 856000 an OPSr&-losue. Tl @ WOri.-~vlow
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of Sollars is that of Nature an an alleinolusive calesory wi.io.
4@aits of different levsls of e:iastence, snd w icoh has wishln
4142017 the ocapaeity for orestive syishes’s, (1d) ‘“ellmrs, in
other worde, 18 s naturalist, b:% equally important [or the
understanding of his dectrine, an grvelutionafy naturelist,
Adasracting fwem the pesitive content of its doertriues,

Sellars has shis Sc say of evolusionsary nastursliasm, Shat 1% is

the refleetion 1ntm 8 rooa) systax and she

‘nzerpretasion of Lle enersl resulis of all

the selexoes, it 1u a systes v philesophy. (13,
Fe ls esapecianlly conaernsd, before giving eny presentailen &l
the dcoty:ine as such, that 1t .8 aot alatekenly linked with
any peat -systoms suoh as Shose of meolvl, spencsr, oOF HuRiey.
The "new naturslism,® as he presenis 1%, is She "eouienporery
of prasmatism, senetic peyoholegy, teheviariswm, eleciron.o
physics,.s00is) sthide, and spistemelegicsl reelism.’ (14)
It (8 pnot e ve ldentifisd with suy of the “desdelevel” sys.v .8
of she past,

The fubdamentel- possulate of evolutionary netarslise is

that ¥atube Ll -c;ab&n of oreative svolution op developuent,
by resaon sf hx&n I'set, o whish sclence 1tl¢1t BLPoLi” SLLEBLE,
there sorin, {orth inte X1Stense us¥ ..isa of being, s fect
of novelsy in sature, whish rbg oldew .orms of net.relism [siled
to take inke sdseunt, 18 one which we must nooept &nd maike en
intesrrel part mrlaur philosouphie system, Hence philosophy muas
econt inually sttune ltsell tc the neow discoverlies ol soience,

oshis leav i, the emy ense of new oate nries of oexistenoe an

iy De 210 IT1,
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open possibility. Althourh all thst exists is tle spatio=
temporal ‘miverse in which we live, we .rust con'inuslly adapt
our thin. ng to the elements of novelty that it periocically
revecls, whether those elements of novelty —1='te thelr spperre
aace on the iaorseric or orpgenic level cf existonce,
without & oubt, howe.er, the naturslism c: sells 5, as

well &s tra' of his coutsmporsries enerelly, ls orientated to
Neture as it wanifesgts 1uself on the orranic level, Even more
specificeally, his main interest lics in rorking out & solution
*0 the crucial problem of how %o ‘neclude man with’n the rame-
wvork of an alle-out naturalism. #&hen Scll:zrs remarvs thst we
must penetrste more deeply into the lilfe of aa.ure, snd {ollow
it, a< 1% were, irom level to level until 1t rises l:to mind
snd consciousness, he 1a polnting his na.zrelism to the
solutic: of that problem upon which natirslism itself stands
or falls: how cen 7 fit men, with 211 hls =simittedly superior
capabilities, into the pattern of astural exisstence? C(learly
and explieltly Cellere s inits that

The ~rea: difficulty confrontin~ naturslism

ha., been the 1nclusion of man in nature, an

inclusion that would do jusiclece to all his

distinyuishing charscterlstics, (15)

The sbove psrsgraphs shovld sulfice to glve the reader

at least a gensral view of lellars metaphysical ovtloock and
the chief difficulty which that outlook encounters. But

in order %o bring thils general view into sn even clearer

1ight, it may be helpful to devote some attention to those

(18) Evolutionary Naturallsm, p. 3,
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Sreditionel viows whioh Sellars recards as bela, mulaelly
opposed o his cwn,

Fvolusienary naturaliem 18 oppose ', -1 e one hand, te
the Srecdttional forns of =won!s'a, whebtber mataplsliatic oy
spirttunlistie, and, on the other, to any forn of metephrsioal
duslism, I8 regerds tradiidirna]l meteriells., aguer as thet of
Hobbes, . aY¥astrie, or “olbkach, 't is 1., fellars® visw onl. the
predecessor of the new wmaterislism, $he ew neturalism, 4s he
pres it "6 ‘p falrest to reprn & 4t (the onlder meterielism) ae
an lmmeture forw o nst relism, nretty definitely conneated Wit
mechanionl stomfam,” (10} te weukiosz ¢ nsless . ‘.3 ne o=
quecy $o explain suffielently the pro:lems o’ epistencle y,
she oaterories, nature, and human val:ues, (17) One cen readlily
infer (o= "ellars! frequent reference %o meteriellsx in ifus
older forme, that he does no% %0 smeh regard v as completely
false, sti-re for him 1%s bmsie principle .. the coextonazlveness
of renlity and the ghysical worl! 18 fundesenSelly 'prusg rether
he looks vPem 1% zisrly sz belar ilaslequate, Its ciief defeet
1ies in 'tes overesimplified golvniionsg to problews e ler ars of
thet'r very netire hi hly eomplex, Although, teo, it 28~ have
perved ite purpess in its own day in the 1lieht ol the ses.er
gcientifie nowledpge theat wins et 1ts disposal, it hua deen
transoended by naturalisa in its contemporary phases,

¥htle theres s an aff11i%y o »ringiple bYetwesn traiitiovnel
materislism and eontemporary naturallam, no such relationshlp

existe in the cess o/ whatt “ellarse prefors 2o o1l traditionsl

(16) Fricciples e % of rlosephy, pe 120,
(17) Frinciples and “voblems of 1. lusoohy, ». 133,
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spiritualism, "Spiritomli»,” Sellurw & ‘nes, "ia ne .ootrl.e
whioh mainta'ns that sll exlstence 19 .82l or apirlt.nl,” (1))
Spiriturlism, secor ‘ing to rim, iz Jomded on the xiplosg: 7=
surdity of vhysicsal reelism, "t8 aale asrumpiiun la e
f1dealistic eplstemployy of Herkeley and f-nv, 148 Tirst thoprou b
geoing exponent wan Leibnits with h's theory ¢! preesstsclished
harmony, “noder the influence of these xen and many other thi-wers
spiritusliswe has enjoyed a high degres of prosinence in zodemrn
times, and thls in spite a the s ppiord cherscter ol Lus Snale
prinaiplea and its blam! rejaaticn of the & ¢tn ol cowmmon sense,
How explain this faed?

Aluhon*b %htrn are many complex ractors lavelved in any
natt.f.atorﬁ snswer to this quoauiwn, tro naturalist ‘s essily
10‘ to uhxnz shat the persistent rvevival of spipituslissic
shoorxtn of roulity is due mainly %0 the fallure on the part
of the oldeor nnsurglinmm o 4o juwtiee hé the phenomenm of mind,
ean-eienaneau, and éwnnn values, ﬁ#iritmnllsm haa therived on ”
&go vesinesses of the olﬂﬁr Torms ar materinliss, Once, in Sellaras'
opiaion, en & equate mmtaphynieu has been w&rkn* out alany whe
lines ef avalatiaaarw nahmvuxiam, a»iritusl&atie theories will
hnvc becoue o maltter of 9uwu1y historic interest,

There 13 stlll another sroup of ﬁrnﬁimlonnl thinkers to whigh
contomporsry naturalism atends in radxanl‘appeaiaian, nammly% %he
du;lzotu. ?h._aualisun are those who, rgrlactfnw Pon the inadew
Queey of aatorialtnm anﬁwupiéiéumngn have bee led to champlon

duslism as at lesst a wore valid peslition,” (19) ellara deplicts

‘rovlens of g%%%ﬂ&ﬂﬂ%lt pe 198,
‘roblams of Philesanhy, pe 107,
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their 11 .e of reasoning thust .. one &’ these two rsulililes
é&nnot be Qiéueod 1o the other, why, Lher, we st accept
both." (20) ©it "or tie waturelist, w0 heblitoally wrinks
of alism &n teins of 1ts c¢lasalc Zarzesine. oruwidmtion, sueh
8 dcotr1n6AXs doomed to insvitebdle feilure., “re "lnsol-Lle”
pro>lem wizh whieh the Auall-% '@ fece! 3 Low %o estsedbllsh
propsy &nd na:s hral ra}at!*ﬂa3“nsdh¢ Lweer) u o aﬂ* wmrher, -.c.,
hetween Ltwo pr* eiplas of eri{avance vr‘u* nre ﬁq*1bkat'na1¢
Thd‘*iatory of gaacrn prtlicomophy itselt *as wlincsased th¢ ree-
peates feiluzes on the part of the duslist %0 formulate subtisw~
faotory tfeorinagnmneoiniw the intebody pr@mlmm in psycholo.y
end the s blecteobject relationahip 1~ epistemolo y. (6 im Ly
reason of theme anvi oLrey orﬁnrupa&uua reil.rem Shet netaphysiocal
fuslise has, im the mind of the ustursllsk, 1§ﬁg since been fla*
cred!t;a.. ﬂancornié; the natupall % }@jawtiom of dunlisn, ns
Q;ll ;a the miluaﬂ@tuéanﬁingu upon whiah thet rejfsetion is besel,
we sahall bave much %o sey in & later éhaﬁ*&r. de are slmply
iataresie: Lere in indicetin, the r‘ﬁiﬂﬁl oppansition between
caﬁtomporary nau;r;i gm and &nali;m in all 1%z Corma,
. 3 Taetlinn o, sadtd.

n o tl‘n- of the basle oblecti.ne an& ﬂ@b £ of 3ellara!
aystﬁu‘iauld he asdly lackinx in ﬁﬁ&plﬂﬁ&n&&&, W@rj we no% Lo
dovota some attention £0 ihat part ot hih aneral ootlook cone
oarnznr the probl&a of values. 1 am not relerrin, here to thet
psrt of :{a teshnlosl snalysis, which will ie discusse? latep,

# ?f '
¢ the nsture of value=~slsiatlona and vealuesjiLd 'men .8, alhep
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vhat I insend to explain now is the Sypioal aaturaliss outlook
which Sellars as & naturaliss, ghares L. comumon with many cur-senie
deay Shinkers in this couniery,.

¥or the sake of clariky, [ whink it lapersant %o sote thst
te the eonSemporary mind the term "velues® haa a very seneric
meaning, oovering as 4t .00 the whole gemut of those sctivities,
whoether Individual er aceinl, 1o which wan, »s & being distineily
supsPior to the brutes, engsges himsell, he probleas . vslues,
ad the naturslist sees that problem, is precisely how he, el hin
the ramework of his nstureliestie wopldevicw, ¢ua U0 jJustice Lo
thoze sapeots of human astivity end bebmvior which have teen traw-
ditionally sliphted by netursliss 1n Lta oldexr [ormd.

#® ;i Tt teks Lobies as a claasioal sxample of the older
assuralissie sohool o thwughte (#1) ror him sll ..uze: values
sre oxplicable in serms o one basle lnatinet, whas of selfle
apressrvaiion, such ean over-simplifled approsch te & very complex
problem iz the very thing the cunieoporery aaturallst seeks %o
aveld, Indeed, he is (ully awsre of L .ect Lhat repested ste
tempts on the pert of philosophers, sueh as uobbes, Lo sxplaln
humsn valuea by litserelly explainiag them gway conir!uted & very
laree messure 0 the repudletion of asstursllaa in modern tiames,
Rumas valunes, arter all, constltutd as esplriosl .sct wiloh must
be adequately explain-d on empiricel grounds. .Le limltations or
the older empiricsl phillosepr les, respectis the questicn ot values,
takine the veilltarien sohos) 0 Je & . %11 as ancther exswsyple,

only atrea ithene  the .urivesses of 1leallsm,

(£1) Thomas loboes, .ev.alhwa, <8Pt I on Jan, in imith wnd roen’s
“3on i‘mggg:%a L2 _BRt, Pe 12¢ £f,
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Binee, then, 1%s sliyhsins of humen veluss arnstidutes e
of she aehief failures ef the older et rsllisas, Sle tase o
contemporary nasursllsm in lerpe messure standa or rells, ‘e
ponding upon the solution 't gliven £o Sh. ¢ vikal gquesrion, A
orile materialisen row sn ethionl, acetlal, and eulsural point
of view 6rn no lotiger Yo tolersted, nnt even by tie nturallists
thengselves., Jellmre, for instance, reatily admlics the imcomprile
Pility bLetween the -schunism of the rasy with any reel sslutl n
te the prodlem of valuems:

I mechanical rslatisang nre 18 sole lotgre
ainants o ooniugt, oor velues Tmet e
op’iphenomens 2% Yemsy, if not 11lusiona, (98)

Yoy Aespiie ‘tw vesllimstion of *re 'alegmolies n? nrast
systens, 1% 13 only ia eomparse ively recent ¢iasee, mainly within
ghe lest asneration, that aetursalisz has %taken p more positive
stsnt on she queasslion of valuss, Ag » mather of l'eet, 1t has
even taken the of ‘eneive arminal the ldeslists, (23) As 3ellars
ohserves, it wua the aoxsdn O inlon mmongs & Inkers of the ired
pert of the twentietd: cenlturv thet "hume- am sny velues® eould
not TFia? elbow poos in nataralisam,” (247 ut today e situmbion
1s shancei, ne contemMporary naturaliing Aligssvowing N8 noue
humenism and antiebumanism o rast systens, elulm b0 heve worked
ovt & syatéenm in wh'eh haman vaiues reeelive ttelr full meen!ing and
#ign flcance, HNatayallisan end humanism are no lon-er muluslly
oxolusive teras: humanlsm is nmavuralisn in 1%te ethieal, relli-i.ua,

soelsl, and sultural phases, ‘hetlsr /Pro- & opitieal point o view

I
%

(22) hHealism, ¥aturalism snt ‘msenigm, p, 022,

(Rﬁ) Jorn ¥iﬂmn’ .rf&ﬂ‘.éféi‘i fﬁ"., e iBL.re ol “:%‘\';:ﬁiwﬂltﬁ“”ﬂ Ty
neturaliss a%a the Huggw Sparit (. ew York: Telusbla o vore
Qiﬁy FREaR, s o o¥iiwid,

‘2‘) f‘ﬂllig&l 2';&5»11’&21521 P10 "’“‘&ilm%g}‘ 23' 359'
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naburaliam and e Hrue humanism are ¢ospasible 18 snoller g.esti .

which =maat be thoreuchly exsmlned,

1 have mentiocned in the laat pare.raph Shet et ool sts
today nave taken up the o.lenpiie & al.st 5.0 Ldexiists o e
question of values, .o» explat. Shis rrthe: starilio. cbange
in tactica® .4 is tr.e, of cu.rse, a3 we huve Just Iniica.sd,
that the very ill's of v e nbturalictlio phllosop! y is depw en
upon lt%s sol:sSlon to the problem o! man Iln _eneral, aod uen
values in url.gule:, .aturaliss Led 20 [ 1o te ou.ge o
humanlsm for its very ssl.=preservailon, and, rux %16 s56r =
point or the idealli:-t, necessnity oun % tlnag LPvli08 GGue very
strens e s2orh of Ve -fellows. . ut tLe nalvrnilst (s, Teli-rr L8
quite typical im this regard) woull poslilvel,; re sl spsings ~hab
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Before and since the time of Descartes much has been said
in the line of philosophical speoulation which has implied an
attitude of disregard, sometimes of deflance, in regard, not
only to the postulates of scientifiec thinking, but even of
common sense 1tself, That this dlscrepancy which sometimes
exists between the realm of philosophie opinion and the common
man's beliefs is one of the major causes of the unpopularity
of philosophy itself, 1is, in my opinion, an undeniable fact.

But the question which mainly concerns the philosopher
as e philosopher is not that of the pupularity or unpopularity
of his opinions; he 18, or at leaat, should be, primasrily
interested in determining whether his opinions are true or
false. There are, moreover, few phllosophers, if any, who will
deny that the truth or falsity of their opinions is to be
determined by means peculiar to the methods of philosophy it~
self rather than by eriteria of a non-philosophic nature,

But the question which immedlately arises is this: Does common
sense, and a correct interpretation of its contents, have any=-
thing to say by way of determining the truth or falsity of a
philosophic opinion? And if so, how?

Certainly it would be a mistake to overemphasize the role
which common sense plays in phllosophy. One does not, after
all, refute a philosophic opinion by an exclusive appeal to
common sense. If this were the case, phllosophers during and
since the time of 3erkeley have wasted a great deal of effort
in refuting his immaterialism, for Samuel Johnson had long since
taken care of that by merely kickin:; a stone. Common sense,
therefore, should not, under any cirecumstances, be regarded as

an adequate substitute for refutatlion on philosophic grounds,
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Yet it would be a mistake, equally as great as over-
emphaaising the role of common sense, to neglesct 1% altogether,
Whatever the aberrations in the history of philosophy, the fact
remalns that the philosopher, as far as common sense is cone
cerned, bears no seal of academic ifmmunity. Although, as we
have just pointed out, common sense gives no philosophical
refusations, it nevertheless provides the philoasopher with a
negative oheok of the truth or falsity of his opinions.
Although common sense eannot give reasons why one is right or
wrong, it can nevertheless provide tﬁn philosopher with some
very importent cluos, granted he uses his powers of abstraction
in the direotion that eommon sense indiocates.- It 1s for this
reason that s true ph&loaayhy is in n‘e.rtuin rnuhion common
sense transformed, ”nurgohnbon. I suspeoct that bherc is a
very important analogy between common sense, which deals
mainly with the 1evnl‘of sense sxperience, ana a rightly in-
formed reasen IhOl; ehief coneern 1is being under 1i4%s
intelligible nlpaets.

Be this as 1t may, I shall endeavor in this chapter to
bring out the relationships which Sellars conceilves to exist
between his theory of critical reelism and the primary postu-~
1utc; of common sense, Correctly viewed, the realism of Sellars
is, in part, an attempt to establish a criticism of those
philosophies which, on the one hand, have done wviolence to
common sense, and of those, on the other, which accept it in
all 1ts literalness and whose eplstemology terminates in that
acceptance.

The sterting point of S8ellars' eplstemology is an analysis
of what he frequently refers to as the "knowledge-claim" on the

"level" of common sense. This analysis of what he habitually
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refers to as "naive" realism comprises a) a broad description
of the knowledge-olaim itself, and b) a eritlcal study of that
cleim to ses whether it can measure up to the demands of
scientifie thinking.

The emphasis which naturalists place upon the need for
an empirical approsch to the problems they investigate, in this
case, the problem of knowledge, is exemplified in this initiael
paragraph of Sellars' Critieal Reallam:

Phil)ospphy properly bogins in & desceriptlion
of human experience. t must give close
attention to the distinctions, meanings, and
attitudes which are characteristic of man's
natural visw of the world in whioch he lives.
Such a preliminsry study preperes a foundation
upon which the thinker may work. He 1s aware
that it presents an organization of experience
snd an outlook which is the expression of
habits and Judgments slowly formed through

the ages... Without .this empiriceal basls

and without the reapect for the accumulated
inaight of maltitudes of human beings to whioh
it testifies, the thinker, with individual
perspective founded on particular problems

and facts, is very apt to be led astray.
Reagon often creates difficulties instead of
solving them, and the history of phllosophy
bearas witness to the blind vortices into
whieh genius has at times thrown thought...
The starting point (of Philosophy) must be

the experience of everyday life. (1)

Having served his readers with these introductory remarks,
Sellars proceeds to give his deseription of what is embodied In
the "plain man's” ocutlook upon the world, The world as seen
through the eyes of common sense is a world of physical objects

to which the individual person reacts in s variety of ways.

(1) R. W, Sellars, Critical Realism (Chlcago: Rand MeNally and Co.,
1916), .p. 1. In conjunction with the analysis glven in this
chapter the following articles are suggested as supplementel
bibliography: R, W. Sellars, "On the Nature of Our Knowled;e
of the Physical World," The Philosophical Review, Vol. 27
(1918), pp. 502-12; R, W, Sellars, "Critical Realism and the
Independence of the Object," Journal of Philosophy, Vol, 34
(1937), pp. 541-50,
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These physical things are regarded as having an exlstence

independent of oneself and of the way in which one thinks about

them., The plain man believes, moreover, that the way in which
he looks at things is not peculiar to himself elone, but rather
that he shares his outlook in common with the rest of mankind.
Furthermore, 1t is the convietion of common sense that the
objects which we experience cortinue %o exist even when we are
no longer thinking about them, They

are thought of as permanent just as

individuals are, to the degree determined

by their nature and causal connections., (2)

One could go onmarking off further characteristies of the
common sense outlook in various points of detsil, but to do so
would be rather pointless. It is sufficlient merely to deseribe
this outlook for purpeoses of identifying it with that of our
own experience. Sellara, therefore, sums up, and in so doing,
defines the attitude of nalve, or as he sometimes calls it
natural, realism when he states that 1t is the outlook

toward the physical world, in which it 1s
consldered independent of the event of
perceiving and hence common. (3)

At this stage of his analysis Sellars ¢slla attentlion in
a preliminary sort of way to what he regards as the underlying
need or motive which determines the outlook of natural realism:
this outlook

is baesed on the exigencles of blologleal

and practical 1life and is ss natural to
us as our instinets., (4)

(2) Critical Realism, p. 3. Underlinin, 1s author's,
(3) Critical Realism, p. 3.
(4) Critical Realism, p. 3.
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While entirely sgreeing with Sellars' rather accurate description
of the outlook of common sense, I find 1t necessary to observe
in connection with this last remark that there 1s the hint of a
prejudice in favor of the view that knowledge ultimately is a
funetion whereby the organlsm reacts tc 1ts environment., It 1s
true, of course, that knowledge, especially knowledge in the
order of sense perception, does have its practical implications
and 1s a perfectly "natural eveni"; yet I think it a mistake,
especially at this early stage of the analysis for the author
to favor any sort of exclusive oconsideration of it, even if
only by way of incidental remerk. The problem as to what it is
ultimately that underlies men's realistic outlock upon the
world, whether in the order of our sensible or of our intellectual
experience, is one which must be exanined within the context of
the general problem as %o the nature of knowledge itaelf,

Special attention, however, should be given to the emphasis
which Sellars plsces upon the unreflecting charaeter of the out-
look of common sense reelism. When the plain man looks at and
rescts to physlcal objects and other persons, there is no
reflex awareness of the conditions which make this outlook
possible. .gnovlodgo for hin isvﬁivays something direct and imme-
dlate. "The individual perceives things, and not percepts.” (5)
Ihile, in point of faet, the person is engaged in an act of
perception, his attitude towsrd the nature of thn event ihieh

is taking plece is completely uncritical. Poreoptlon is for

him, in other words, not a problem, but a fact which he accepts.

(5) Critical Resalism, p. 4.
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It is also worthy of note that in Sellars' view the un-
eritiocal attitude of naive realism extends, not only to the
act of the perception, but to the perceiving subject as well,

In the outlook of naive realism there is no "intuiltlon of a
peculiar ego or subject as the seat of thias event." (8) The
thing of prime importance is the physicel presence of the object
which the perceiver as a concrete individual sees. Thus viewed
naive realism is a "flat epistemological Aualism in which there
is no peculiar non-physical relation between the individual and
the object - the two terms of the dualiam.," (7) vWor fear,
however, that his reader may mistakingly regard thls last state-
ment as somehow implying that naive realiam i3 a philosophical
hypothesis, Sellars serves the reminder that

we possess in descriptive nabtural realism,

not a theory of what takes place, but a

statement of what appears to take place. (8)

Having thus established the nature of the outlook of common
sense with a2 note as %o its uncritieal character, Sellars takes
exception to Berkeley's faulty, and not unsophicated, inter-
pretation of the data we have just been examining. The rhetorical
question which Sellars asks eould not be more pointed than it i1s:

vi. Does not Herkeley assume & standpoint different
from the natural one and argue from it as
though it were the natursl one? ($)
The objests which we perceive such as houses, mountains, and

rivers are the things we perceive by sense. All well and good,

But following Berkeley's line of ressoning, it would be a

(6) Critical Healism, p. 4.
(7) €ritical Healism, p. 4.
(8) Oritical Kealism, p. 4. Underlining is suthor's.
(9) Tritical Resllsm, p. 5.
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manifest contrediotion to assume that these things have any

reality spart from perception, since sll that we perceive is

our own sensations and ideas. Here, indeed, is the fatal

insertion which does violence to the dictates of common sense
by substituting sensations and ideas for the very object itself,
Berkeley, however, is boldly persistent in maintaining that the
view which he presents is that of common sense itself, mainly
on the basis of the eontention that the experience of the pere
cipient subject 1s limited to his own perceptions, (10) Now
it is s truism that I do not perceive what I cannot perceive,
but 1t 1z guite enother thing to set forth the claim that all I
perceive 1s my own sensations., No amount of disleotic can talk
the plain man out of his conviction that he sees things, and
not ideas. ‘
Justifiably, then, Sellars esccuses Berkeley of having

substituted ideallsm for the meanings and

attitude of natursl reslism... and (creating)

a contradietion in the plain men's ocutlook

which did not sxist in it bvefore. (11)
Although granting, for the sske of argument, that idealism
may in the final anslysis e right, Derkeley is nevertheless
begging the question in setting forth a distorted interpretation

of the reslism of ocommon sense as the basis of his idealism.

(10) "wWoods, stones, fire, water, flesh, iron, and the like
things, which I name and discourse of, are things thet I
know; otherwise I should not have thought of them, or
named them. And I should not have known them, but that
I perceived them by my senses; and things perceived by
the senses are immediately perceived; and things imme-
diately perceived are ideas; and ideas cannot exist
without the mind; their existence, therefore, consistas in
their being peroeived." gsorge Berkeley, Third Dislogue
between Hylas and Philonus in 8mith and Oreene's i rom

o3 4 mnt, Pe 885, ’

(11) Critical Heallism, p. 5.




The attempt on the part of Berkeley and others, for that
matter, to falsify the deta of common senss only emphasizes the
need for taking 1t seriously into account as the starting point
of a sound philosephy. Here, indeed, iz s prineiple of method
concerning which eny thomist could express wholehearted agree-
ment with the realism of Sellars. (12) What Sellars has to say
concerning philosophy from the ateandpeint of what is given to it
as its starting point 1s a major premise which hardly need be
questioned:

Philosophy 18 a product of reflection. Con-
sequently, 1t arises in an experience eslready
organiged, Its task 1s, therefore, sst by the
diffioculties within this characteristle organi-
gation, which have ecalled 1t forth, To separate
these conflicts in which they have arisen is
assuredly bad method. ‘Ef $hey lead us beyond
the standpoint in which they developed, good;

ut we have ne rig o ocut ocurselves loose
from this standpoint in an arbitrary fashion. {13)

What Sellars 1s protesting against in the above pasasge 1ls
any attempt that may be made at the outaet qf s philosophical
investligation to esatablish a dualism between common sense and
a sclentific theory of knovi;dge. What he 1s emphssizing (to
use his own terminology) is the need for a correct evaluat}on
of human experience on the level of knowledgeAin 1ts unériiical
stage, I feel it important, however, to call special attention
to the fact that for Sellars this 1s only an initiml point of

-

(12) Note, for instance, the following observation of a con-
temperary thomist: "Spontaneous certitude about the
objective reality of known things 1s not philosophical
certitude; it is not a philosephieal position at all,

But it is the point of departure for a philosophical
inquiry, because it is the relevent datum of the inguiry."
Brother Benignus, #,C.S., Nature, kKnowledge and God
(Milwaukee: BEruce Publ., Co., iﬁZﬁS, Pe 308,

(13) Critiecal Realism, p. 6. Underlining is my own.
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eumphasis, snd is not in any way to be construed as the final
result of his own reflective theory. The present stage of the
analysis has been exclusively restricted to natural reslism in
its deseriptive phase. As we shall see very shortly, for Sellars
"natural realism as & theory of knowledge is another affair." (14)

We may conolude, therefore, that although natural realism

is allegedly the terminus a quo of Sellars' epistemology, it

need not be, and in point of faet, is not, 1ts terminua ed

gquem, Whether imn the final analysis the epistemology of Sellars
is in or out of agreement with the basic postulates of natural
realism, 1.e., whether natural and eritiesl realism are ultimately
compatible or imeompatible, is still an open question, a guestion
whieh will be taken up on its own merits in Chapter Five.

The next probdblem which naturuli} arises ls whether natural
realism can be eonverted from the status of its initial
deseription into a seientific theory of kmowledge. This much
1s at least clear, that in view of its unreflecting charscter
an "appeal to the experience of the ordinary man is besides the
point.” (156) Indeed, natural realism has many diffieculties to
fase, however much it may be unaware of them, As testimony to
the existence of these difficulties Sellars cltes the relativism
of Protagoras which is a protest against the belief that things
are the way we see them., (18)

But before presenting what he regards as the chief diffi-
culties whioh confront naturel realism, Sellars makes it a

special point of emphasis that these difficulties are attendant,

(14) Criticel Realism, p. 6,
(16) Critical Reallsm, p. 6.
(16) Critical Reslism, p. 7.
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not upon realism as such, but only in its uncritical stages.
ite would only be repeating & mistake that has often been ntade
in the past by the idealists, if we were to think thet, 1n
breaking down the bland assertions of natural reallsm, we would
be undermining the foundations of reslism itsell. Lhat then are
these difficulties, inadequacles, &nd contresdictions wiich con=
front the outlook of common sense reallsm? Sellars presents six
of them, each of which we shell briefly summarize:
(1) Perception has conditions which do not
appear in that which is immediately
perceived, (17)
The object of perception irom the standpoint of common aense is
experienced as if 1t were being perceived immediately and as it
is in 1tself., Yet it involves only & minimum of reflective
thought to realize thst the act of perception involves "mediatlory,
causal processes.” These medlatory processes are, in relation
to the body of the percipient, both external and internal. The
position of the object, for instence, in relation to the person
who sees 1t is one of the factors determining the way in whiech
it is to be viewed., This is an instance ol what Sellars calls
the "external mediation of perception.” The "internsl medistion
of percept on" is clearly exemplified in the :rocallization of the
eyes or "sets" in the brain of the observer, These, in Sellars'
view, are facts which are not taken into account, or, at leass,
are not consistently maintained 1In the assumption that what is

seen are physical things in themselves.

(17) Critical Healism, pp. 5~10, This and t.e other objections
to follow are presented in virtually the ssme form in
Sellars' Principles and Problems of Philosophy, pp. 44-48§5,
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(2) The plain man makes the distinction between
appearsnce and reslity. Yet this distinc-
tion is incompatible with his belief in
the immediacy of perception., [he dlistinction
between thing and appearance 1is found to be
s popular recognltion of the fact that ob-
Jects are perceived differently at different
tives and ttat the diflference 13 not massi.ne-
able to the object, (18)
The impression, for instance, whlch a person ~ets of a house 1is
dependent upon the way it appeers to him at any particular moment,
and as viewed from & particular engle, Yet desplte this fact,
and the awareness that one has of 1%, a person wlll persist that
what he sees 1s the thing in itself,
(3) There 18 a lack of concomitant varistion
between things and that which is actuslly
perceived. We know from our ocwn experience
that appearances do vary when we have every
reason t0 belleve that the thing does not. (19)
Although my present view of & table might lead me to think that
it 1s oblong, I know that 1t is actuslly a square,
(4) The difference between the perceptions of
individuals also points to the individusl
who percelves as an lmportant iactor in
the determination of what is perceived, (20)
Here 1s another factor which netural realism fails to account for --
a factor which eliminates the theory thet the individual 1s always
passive in the act of perception, As a striking example of how
perceptions of an event vary from one individuasl to the next Sellars
cites the well known fact of the conflieting testimony ~iven in
court by witnesses of the same event. There are, in short, personal
elements involved in the act of perception which natursl realism

does not consider,

(18) Critical healism, p. 10,
(19) Critical Heslism, pp. 12-13.
(20) Critical Realism, p. 14.
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(5) Naturel realism is unable to explain many
events which take place in the ima;ination
and memory. (21)
There are a number of difficulties which Sellars brings up under
thlis head, To mention only one, how account in terms of nstural
realism .Jor the imesgined presence oi the object in the evenl of
a dream?
(6) Natural realism haes nothing to off'er in
the way of acecountin_ Jor the synthetic
or composite character of that which 1s
perceivel, and the presence in it of in-
ferential elements, (22)
Here Sellars calls attention to the 1llusion that what we think
we see haprening in a given event is the result ol pure perception
in the passive sense of the word. As a matter of fact, our past
perceptions of simliler events are [actors which determine our
perception of an event in the present moment., PFPercepts, in
other worda, have & history of which the perciplent himself 1is
usually unaware,

The above objections are, all of them, very closely connected
with each other, But whether taken singly or collectively, they
constitute for Sellars a blank refutation of any theory which
proposes that the object of perception is that which 1s eeen in
1tself. The simple truth of the matter, as Sellars sees it, 1s
that en analysis of the act of perceptlon reveals the presence in
it of subjec ive elements which altogether forbld our rerarding
1t a8 an intuition of the object,

Summeriziao;, the results of Sellars' asnalysis of natural

or nalve realism, we have firat to note the emphasis he places

(21) Critical Healism, p. 14,
(22) Critical Realism, p. 18 ff.
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upon utiliziny the experience of everyday lisc¢ 8 .he stortiig
po.lat oL one's phllosophy. On thls poin%t, we have seen hi
vigorously protesting a alnst _erkeley's attempt Lo falsify
the data of perception by lntroducing an "alry hypotiesis of
s theolosical character.” There are, after all, some thin.s
which are given to man in his experlence, such as the conviztion
that th n.s exist independently of our thinkin,, and concerning
them, i.e., the existence o. these datas, there csn Le no dispnute,
The philosopher has no cholce but to accept them., On the other
hand, there are clasims whi.ch natural realism mets forth which,
when p.t to the test of scientific thinking, cennot stand on
thelr own .round, Chief among these claims is the common sense
conviction that we literally know thin.s &s they are in themselves.

To say tle very lesst, 1t would seem that Jellars, even bhefore
he has a chance to present his own theory of knowled,e, i~ faced
with an ins rmountable diifieculty: how la 1t posslible, while
sacrificing %o science the bellef so basic to coummon sense that
we rcally intult thin s, %o uchold 2 theory of knowledye which
nevertheless professes to be reslistict ?lthourh there are cer-
tain Key distinections whereby Sellars attempts to bridre the _ap
between neive anr critical realism, his entire eplstemolory 1ls,
in a sense, an attempt to enswer this fundamental guestion. Te
shall restrict o.rselves here, however, only to the ezsentisls
of 3ellars' appreach to tine problem,

We have alrcady noted in our rirst ciapter that distinction
which pervades ail oi the eplstemolosical thinkine of Sella s, ==

the ilstinction between the object and concent of knowlel: o. (23)

(23) "There are two elements in perception: tre alfirmation of a co
real and the aasigney set of charscters or aspects. Suppose
we call ,hese respectively, the object of perception and the
content of perception. Knowledpge and Its Ca%e;ories, p., 196.
vnderlinias, is the suthor's,
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For Sellars the ohject of knowledpre 1s thet wi.ich we purport

to know, the reality which we rerard as existin+ independently
of ourselves:

I open my eyes and perceive concrete things.
“What are concrete thin-s? ‘“hey are not merely
gharacter~-complexes. They are cosreals to be
ad justed Lo, ladependent, co.non 814 ull of
vigorous capacltles,..rerceived thines are
co-real with the Lercipient and independent

We have here in Sellars' vivid description of the objeet of knows
ledge & stetement whiceh trorcefully affirms sgreement with the
basic outlook of naive resiism, -- that what we know are things.
Since, however, knowledze ls not as purely cobjectlve as it is
usually thought to be, 1t is essential to no:e what is mesnt by
the other branch of Sellara' dlstirction, viz., that whieh regards
the: content of knowledge. Lere our atstenticn is directed to thaet
aspect of knowledge whieh rerards the subjective response of the
individual perciplent., Baslcally, the content is the subjective
@wdiwr in whieh the knower thinks the object, the w.eans whereby
he interprets it and syntheslzes it for himself,

Keeping tiis distinetion in mind, it is possible to get at
a better understandinr of Sellars' approach $o end explanation of
the problem of knowledge as it perteins to our common sense cone
victions. 1% 1s & point of emphssis with Sellara .Lhet "there is
a profound truth in the outlook of common sense realism despite
its inadegqnacy.” (25) The plain man, in regarding trings as real,
1s "reacting towerd his environment, meking all sorts of motor

adjustments.”" (28) 7The "practical category of thinghood" whieh

(24) Knowledge and Its Catepories, p. 196. inderlinin:. is suthor's,
(25) Twvolutionary uaturslism, p. 26.
(26) Lvolutionsry Waturalism, p. 27.

i1l
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dominates the perception of the individuasl is fully justified
by the fact that he (the individual) 1is responding to realistic
meanings that are given to him in his experience, "fhainghood,”
(and this ror Sellars 1s the equivalent of "real object”) "and
perception go together." (27) It i1s this phase of nailve realism

which Sellars as a realist whole~heartedly accepts and sees no

need to question.
Yot there is a fundamental mistake, a natural mistake, whieb

characterlizes the plain man's view of the world, This

mistake lies in the identification of the

content of hls perception witl. the object

towards which he is reacting. (23)
Oon the "level" of unreflecting common sense the distinetioa which
the critleal realist 1s forced to make between t'e object and con-
tent of perception ls completely overlooked. usverything is thrown
over to the slde of the objeect. Indeed, considering perception

from the standpoint of the practicel function i: serves, there is

no need for such a distinckion. (29) iiaive resllism is, therefore,

Justified if considered solely in terms of blologlcal functions.
sven the criticsl realist himself 1s In his everydsy, practical
life a naive reallst. (30) When, however, he leaves aside his

practical interests and comes to regard perception from s

(27) Knowledge and Its Categorles, p. 197,

(28) Evolutlonary Naturalism, p. 27.

(29) YCommon sense makes no distinctlons not forced upon 1t."
Knowledge and Ita Categories, p. 191.

(30) "The neive reslist's interpretation of the perceptual
experience 1s as much right as wronr and as much wrong as
right, I hold that the precise nature oi perceivin; is not
at first underatood, but that it ias taken in a rougheande
ready, or 1ipractical, way in terms of workable results...
It seems asg though external thin ‘s werc glven to inspection.
It is only reflection that destroys the natural i1llusion
and forces a more critical intersretation.” '‘he Philosophy
of Physical heallsm, p. 63. Jnderlinings is the author's,
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disinterested, scientific point of view, he 'ind th.t percep-
tion is not the simple thing thet common aense makes 1t out to
be, It is no lon-er s mere {sct which one accepts in s8ll its
literalness, but a fact which must ve sxplained, and, 4if necessary,
remodels i and re-interpreted.,

It is on this "level" of reflective, critical “hiatins that
the realistic mesnings which charscterized percephionas an every=
day affair fade into the backuround. Accordingly, 1% is poasible
now to regard what was completely overlooked before, i1.e., the
conditions of perception. The snalysis of these conditions re-
veals the presence of psychologieal factors which no lon:er make
1t possible to regard perception as a pure int.ition of an ob=-
ject. Alzhiou_ h

no motive has entered to cause us Lo doabt
the exl=tence of physicel thinzss co=real with
:he percipient, reflection has discovered that
the ~hjective content with which we at first
clothe these acknowledged realities is iantra-
organic, In other wordi-, we tan no lon-er
velleve that we can literslly inspesect, or iLai=-
tnlts, the very eoxbternal exlistent 1ltself. The
consent of which wWs are aware is clearly lise
tinct from the physical existen® with which
it was erstwhile ldentuirlled, thou .l it is in
cansal relation with it. (31)

The criticsl realism oy Sellars, then, is, as he himself

6xplicitly affirms
a criticism of neive reslism and an attempt to
iree it from its prepossesslion that %aowledge ls,
or ean be, an intulfion ol the physicsl thin:s
ltsel.. (32)

It is, fuirthermore, a protest against the attempts ol neo~realistic

(31) Evolutionary iaturslism, p. 27,
(32) Fnowledre end 1ts Categories, p. 189,
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thinkers to develop and defend naive reallsm on philosophic
grounds, (33) By reason of the fundamental dlstliction he has
drawn between the object and content of knowledre, Sellaisa,
regards himselfl as an "epistemological duellst" (thourh he is
not alto. ether fond o the term) . or he holds thet

knowledge of objects is :edia'ed by ideas

which are In somé gense disti-~ct ron the
objecta of knowledge., (34)

This position clearly stands ian contrast with that of those who
as "epistemological moniz-a" somehow seek to identify the con-
tent or datum of knowledge with its object:

For them the datum is the ultimate reality.
“i.e 1dea 18 the object. (35)

sefors conclu .ing this chapter, there 13 one more point I
should like to clarify in regard to Sellars' eritical realism
as it bears upon the act of pereeption. rom the fact that
Sellars places a great deal of emphasis upon the mediatory
processes involved in the act of perception, one migzht easily
be led to conclude either that the act of perception 1s restricted
to a knowledge of its contenta, or that this act, as 1t regards
the object, is tre result of an inference.

Althouch 1t is true that in Sellars' theory we intuilt only
the contents of inowledse, snd not the object, thls does not, in

his opinion, justify the inference that all we k ow are the contents.

(33) "The first wave of realism (in America) wes -1uilty of an
over-simplification of .ind and of the act oy knowins~., It
wes consclo snesa-fleelin: and afrald of the subjective,..

Its attent'on was directed at results rather than at ricans,,.
This state of mind mede the new realists prone Lo accept
neive reaslism end to belleve that knowis. '8 a «ind of lve-
ness of the object and not a judeling, or Interpretii. of it.
In some sense the very surface of the exter~a:. thing is open
to inspection.," The Philosophy of Physical Realism, pp. 56=57

(34) Knowledie and Its Cacegories, p. 190,

(35) Rnowledge and Lts Categories, p. 120,
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Such an incerence So 2ellars! 111l wo.ld be wase! upow the
narrowed down conception of xnowle ;e exclisivels in terms
of ‘ntultion,
Secondly, Sellars expliclsl, de.les tue ssswaphtion Lhet the

physical world as ithe object of kuowledge mu.b

be based upon an Infere-.ce, 1i you are not a

nailve realist, (36)
The fact that we do not gspprehend or int:.t physical things
does ot iIorce upon us the need Jor iaverring them. It is trae,
as we have alrsady se.n, that theire are i.terensial elements
involved in the act s perception, but this does not mean thawn
the very existsnce of the objeet Lts-lry s the result of an
inference. “or Sellars, we know the object, and we xnow 1%
directly. Tris msct of knowledg.c ls the resalt, ueither of an

intuitior nor of an laierence, bu' of an alllrmativa which ls

effected throwu;r the i-strumetallsy of the data of psrception,
Concernin, Ssllazrs' clstincilon of object ani coateat, there

are points of detail wiich willl he brou-ht forth -ore clesrly

in the followin; chapter. Sufficlent, however, has bee:n saia

to fulfill tke underlying purpcse ol this chapter, -« that of
showinc how Sellars regards his critlcel reallsm in relation

to the unreflectling reallsm of common sense. .ecause critical
real’sm purports to avold what are regarded as the extremes of
naive realism, on the one hand, and of ldeallism, on the other,

we shall now examiie sellars critlclsm ol what be frequeatly

refers to s epistemoloyical ideallsn,

(36) Knowledrs asd Ita ‘aterories, p. 195,
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70 any student of thLe history of modern philosophy, tlere
is one fact which stands out above all the rest, viz., the
dominant, and, at times, exclusive coancern on the part of
philosophers with the problem of «nowlelge. It :8 not to be
thouvght, of course, that the problem o. knowledge prior to
Descartes! time, had not been dealt with and examlined. As s
matter of fact, a great part o! the development of scholastic
thought hed centered around the various opinlons expressedl
concerning tre nature o. universals, Yet it was not until the
time of Lescartes and thereafter that any attempt had been made
to conduet en exhaustlve, critical, and systemstic examinatlon
of the problem of knowledge as & problem in its own rilglt. 1t
is there.ore, correct to stavc, as does a contemporary author,
that

a systematic eriticism of experience 1s &
novel characteristie of phllosophy since
Descartes. (1)

it 1s the problem ci the historian of philosophy to analyze
the many factors that contribute: to this new turn which philo=-
sophic sneculation had tasken. Here we are inte:ested simply in
notin: the fact trat beginninc wilth the time of Descartes therve
began a new trend which consisted

in = progress of reflection, in a turning
back of thou-ht nupon 1tself, becoming more

explicitly sware of ltself and 1ts own
problems, (2)

(1) b.J.B. liawkins, The Criticism of kxperience (London; Sheed
and vard, 1947), B. V. I should Ilke o make it clear that
by "eritlicism of experlence" lawkins understands an exs :in-
ation of "the credentisls ol the kind of ¥mowlei ¢ wrich
common sense takes ror ranted." The Criticism of bxperience, p. v.
{2) Jacques Laritain, The uream of Descartes (.ew York: rhiilosophlcal
Livrary, Inc., 194%), p. 164. )




-4 Q=
This new trend sccordingly brought about

a progress in the status, and, as 1t
were, in the morpholory of philosophy. (3)

Another fact, relevant to the purpose of our Ingniry, lis
thet the dominant trend withkin this movement has, unill coupara=-
tively recent times, very lergely been in tie directlion of ldeallsu.
I say this 1is s fact relevant to our n.urposes, for, altho:zh the
critical realism of Sellars, is, as we hazve just seen, a criticlsm
of naive realism, 1t is equally well directed ag-inst the basic
presuppositions that have characterized lderlistic syste.as of
thought from descartes to modern times, As was indicated in
the first chapter, the realism of sellars 1g lntended by its
author to be a mid-way position between the extremes of nalve
reallsm and ideallsam, incorperating within itself the best els-
ments o: each, while avoilding the errors of both, Lssential,
therefore, to the understanding of Sellars' epistemolo y is how
it stend= in r=lstion to the idealisms oi the past.

The over-all estimate which Sellsrs gives oy ldeallsm in
modern times 18 that its function was to serve ss an Interim
period in the bistory of phlilosophy. Ideallsm, according to him,
arose orloinslly as a protest areinst the oversimplications of
common sense realism; te the extent tia. 1t was such a protest
it wes valid. The strength of ildealism, however, lles, not in
entiicigation of its own particular views of the nature of mind
and ideas, but rather 1n the weaknesses of old-rashionel realism.
As opposed to the older forms of realism, idealism stands .or an

appreclation of the subjectlve factors involved In the act of

(3) The Dream of Descartes, p. 164,
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knowing, 1.e., a more reflecting, critical view of the nature
of the cognitive process, Together with modern critlerl realism,
i1t is directly opposed to any and all tteories which lay clalw

to any intultional perception of extramentsl objects. .tis from

Sellars' point of view is perhaps the only th'ns which his theory
of dmowledge has in common with psast 1deallsms,
In ststing that the rcalism of Sellsrs 1s opposed to ldealism,
I mean to imply that 1t is opposed to any and all of Its .orums,
including the representative realism, botl of Nescartes and Locxe,
the idealism (in the stricter sense) of berkeley, anl tte phe.io=-
menalism (of two &°fferent types) of flume and .'=nt.
As rerards Descertes and Locke, Sellars considers both of

their philosophies =2s being

typical of a combinatlon of duslism in

ontolo, y and representative rcalism in

theory of knowledge., (4)
As a matter of fact, the theory of representative resllism 's
directly founded upon the assumption inaugurated by ‘escartes and
taken up by Looke that matter and mind are, wiltl respect to each
other, in a state of complete or near-complete isolation. .on=-
sistently with this baslc assumption, for iescartes and Locke
alike the mind, as regar s the direct object of 1lts thinking,
is restricte’ to a tnowledige of its own stuates. 'hat we know
directly and iw.edia.ely are, not things, but 17'ees, which in
some way or another are the wuental copl.s or the thin.s they

are supposed 5o 1epresent. (5)

(4) The Principles and rroblems of Philosophy, p. 0,
(5) The Principles and Probiems of Philosophy, pp. 02-63.
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There are, of course, siznificant points of difference es
regards the manner in which each of trese philosophers develops
his own particular brand or represeniationlsm. The rationslils.
of Descartes presents a coisiderable cottrast wi’: the empiricis:
of Locke., In tids connection it will be recalled that the entlire

rirst part of Locke's '.ssay on !'uman :nderstanding is an sttempt

to refute the doctrine of .nnate ldeas to which ‘lescartes lhime
self had subscribed, ~urthermore, the sharp distinctioa which
we 1ind in Descartes between perceptlion and conception becomes
all but obscured in Locke'!s indiscriminste use of the word
"1dea."” (6) Dut these points of difference are not sufllclent
to cancel out the fundamental docusrlne which Lescartes and lLocke
share in common, -~ that of the representatlve function of the
mind's ldeas,
Accorcingly, there is one basic objection which reveals

the fundamental weakness of “heir theories, as well as that of
any other kind ol copy=tleory of knowledre:

If the idea is Yhe dlirect object of knowe

ledge, the contention that ideaes ere only

"mental substitutes" for thia:s is an acht

of faith. (7)
The point of B8ellars' objection is well taken., If, indeed, 2ll
thst we directly know are 1ldeas, how can 1t be truly established
that these ideas are the coples or reproductions of thin ‘s which
they are clalme: to be? Such r clalw presupposes by implication

& sort of comparison between the copy~ldea and tve trirs which

1¢ imitetes, ~-- & comparlson which is reniered 1 mosslble, if

(6) "Locke defines an 1dea in very :eneral terms. 1t 1s whatsoever
is the object of the understandin when a man thinks. Senss-
tions, images, concepts are all ideas." The .Jrinciples and
Problems of Philosophy, p. 65. Underlining 1s author's,

(7) Knowledge and 1ts Cate~ories, p. 193,
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one consistently adheres to the assum tlon that only ldess
are the direct objects of our knowledge.

Perhaps even rmore fundamental than thls first objJection
is Sellars' protest acrainst representstinisr, cspcclally that
of Locke, o. the rrounds that 1t falsi.les and i, 1ww.e3 t-e know-
ledge~-claim ltself:

Idesa are =ace too substentlial and cease Lo
be thorght of as contents in terms of which
we ‘nterpret objects of kncuwledge. 'The
directness (I kaowlede is lost si,nt of.
While knowledre is medlate boith in the
sense¢ that 1t 18 not an iatultion and in
the sense that there 1s wel. conatructive
sctivity at work in the uind, 1t is yet
direct. Ve mean independent objecis aad

we lnterpret these objects In .erwus of
ideas. (8)

In the above passa e, we have a statement, not only of what
Sellars correctly rezerds as the fundamental weakness 1n Locke's
approach %o knowledge, but also of Low by way oi contrast criticsal
realism stands in relation to representatlive perception. CUritical
realism, although 1%t is critical, .evertheless lays claim -0 the
directness cof the cognitive act. () Representative realism,
negatin:. the claim that our knowledge of things is direct,
bases knowledce upon an act of inference, which ultimately is
reducible to an act of faith, an "essurance"that the copy represents
the thing.

In the comparison thus far drawn between Locke's view of

knowledre and that of 3ellars, 1t would sce : that “sellars,

{(8) Knowledge and its Categories, p. 193

(9) Note also the following passage: "Knowlng is regardedi (i.e. .y
the e¢ritical realist) as more than s1 awareness of abstracta
to be called lorical !dess. It ls en interpretalon of objects.,
Thus objectlve reference is in:irlislc %o tie very naturs ot
knowing. This analysls rids s of tie subjective bias of

repg;gentahive realism,” Realism, Naturslism, and Iumanism,
Pe .
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favorinr-, as he does, the view .hat knowledye 1s direct, 1s ‘ore
of a realist than Locke. To see whether thls 1s actually the
case, we ml tt proiritebly examine the view which ellars takes
regarding the ststus of the so-crlled primary snd secondary
qualities of matter,

First, 1t will be recalled that for Locke the “rimary
quelities of matter, svch as extension, solldity, .iecure, motion,
and rest are strictl objective, (10) These primery qualities
are in meterial substences, and they are there accordin< to the
way that we know them, that is to say, there is an objective
correspondence between o r "ideas" o1 these primary qualities
and the qualitles tre.selves, The so-callel secondary qualities
of natter, however, are not real quelities of matter at all.
Formslly conaidered, l.e., as qualicies, they are to he found
only 1. the ex erience of the perceiving subjeet. There is
nothing in the object to correspond to them, except the powaer
which the objeect has by reason of its primery qualities to pro-
duce these sensa%tions in us, i,e., color, taste, sounl, etc. {11)

It will be recalled further that Rerkeley employed ﬁ few
rather convincing arguments a ainst tie poslitlion of Locke to
show -Lat, 1i the secondary quallities of matter are a.:jective,
the sa~e st lLiold true & fortiori o. tte primery qualities,
since it is from the so-calle! secondar, qualities that the
primary qualities are derivei and known., (12)

Now the posltion waich vellars takes in re 'ard to primary

-

(10) Essay on Humsn Understanding, Book i, Chap. ¥1+1I, No. 9
in “pom Descartes to XKant, »n. 403,

(11) Essay on Human mderstandin-, sook I1, Chap, VI{Z, To. 17
in Prom Descartes to Lant, p. 407,

(12) Georze .erkeley, ‘irst Dlalo-ue . stween Hylas and rhilonus,
In “rom Descartes to Xant, pn. 515-550,
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and secondary qualities, ls, 1f one is .nsacqualniec wit: his
distinction between objJect and co .tents .. ¥iowledie, 8 rather
startling one., In the filrsc place l.¢ expresses ii.s approval of
perkeley's rejectlon of both primary as well as secorlary qu.al=-
itles as somehow residing or i.kering in a substaz.ce. To hold
that the guallties which ar. revealed to us In the contents of
sensstion are the qualities o matter iusel, would, as far as
Sellars 1s concerned, ve a s_.mple reversion to naive realism.
Accoraingly, "all sense-data," tozether wit: the qualities which
they express, "are s.bjeccive." (13) _ut that is not all:
"Jense-date are," all o: them, "equally means to ik :owledge." (14)
We must also note that .or -ellars

the so-called primary qualities are judgments
about the physical world havin~ s ‘ouvndstlon
in the inferentvial use of sense~data, That
thin:'s are extended means that they are super-
imposable and measurable, that the parts are

In the order of side-by-sidedness; that thin-s
are solid means that they exclude other thia. s
in messurable ways; that they are at rest or in
motion useans that they chan.e positions with
respect to sone standard coordinate or do not;:
that they arc numerable means that they can

be numbered...Now all these statemen“s, while
medieted by tie pattern of sens ble appearances
and deepe..ed by manipulation of things, are in
no sense gss. sents of sensible qualities of
any kind. 71hey are intellectual raspin,s of
the determ..iate nature of things through the
use of the sense-data they srouse in us, (15)

in line with the above remarks, then, 1t would be wrong in

Sellars' view to maintain that qualitlies and properties, as we

(13) Evolutionary Haturalism, p. 181,

(14) Evolutionary weturalism, p. 131,

(15 Evohutionar§ Naturalism, p. 134, Jnderlining 1s author's,
jlote also; "but what is & property? 1t is an answer to a

question sbout the characters and powers of co.crebe substances.

And thls answer glves wrat I csll knowled-e avout or facts
about."” R, W. Sellars, "Materialism and Human™ Rnowing," in
Philosophy For the Future, edited by Sellars, McGill and
Farber (New York: MacMillan, 1949), p. 87, Underlining 1s
author's,
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know them, simply belong to things. There is alwsys sometring in
in things whieh justifies ouvur thinkine them as we rio In ters of
certein gualities, But we must not thin< that these qualitles
(1.e., a3 known) are theuselvea thai somethi i in the thling whic.
ceuses us to think as we do., We mu:t not, as di~ Locke, attribute
these {primery) qQualities to things,

Neither is knowledge on this account to be re-arded as co.=
pletely subjective. The perceiving organism is, In its awareness
of sense-~data, responding to the object which is stimulating it,
and it ‘s responding to that object in a «arner determ ned by
the ne“ure of the object itself and its coanectlons, There 1ls,
in other words, an objective reletionship hetween thin~g and our
perceptions of thinrs, but the relationship itsel: is a0t an
object of intuition. It is simply one of the primary and ir-
reducible factors involved in the act of knowledre, always present,
but never ‘ntulted. (16)

"hat s true of the so=-called primary qualitiss aenplies
equally as well to second-ry qualities, such as color snd sounds:
color is

correlated with the vibration of electrons
end sound with the viorations o, bodles in
. wave-like fashion, "h1ls correlation is
inferential n.t it is not aroitrary. (17)

By way of summary, then, all of the so-callei gialities of

matter, properly speaking and formally considered, comprise part

(16) "I have long arg .e! that the directed corn tive claia is
irrea-cible, thou;h its coaditions and :echas lsm c-n be
ssudied,” Materimlism end Human Xnowlng, p. 77. Araln:
"The claim of the huma. mind to make verifisble knowled e-
nagertiona 1s just epistemolo -ically ultimete."” .aterialism
and tfuman &nowina, o, 37,

(17) Lvolutionary iiaturalism, p. 185,




“dDe

of the contents of our perception., ULut “ecsuse the contents of
perception are merely the means whereby the object is made known
to us, they sre never to be literally ascribedl to ine object
itself. (13) They are, it is true, "revelatory"” o thc object;
they tell us something about tre object; but the object ltselfl
togetrher with its "ontological™ properties is never literally
presented in oonsciousness. iHore specifically, qualities, as

we know them, are correlations with.n the organism which gorrespond

to the correletiona of things, but they are not to be regardei as
identical with things,

vvhat is important to ..ote in Sellars' theory ls that corres-
pondence and correletion are not to be understood either as
resemblance or identity:

(Sense-data) ere correlated with % .eir
external causmes,...in no case Is -here
assumednto be s regsemnlance between & sense-
datum sand 1ts exbternal csuse, What Iloes
hold is an ordered correlation so that to
every difference in tlc one there ia a
difference in the menifold...It 18 the
recopnition of this fact that difrerentlates
critical resllism from the traditional type
of representative realism. (17)

Since the idealism of Herkeley carries with 1t Jundamentally
the same view of sense perception as tlat which was entertainesd
by Descartes and Locke, here a,aln we "ind Sell'rs repesting
substantially tle sane o.jections, but perhaps with renewed
iorce, a alnst the view that the direct object oL knowled e is

the sense-iatum, j3ellars .rankly almits, of course, that

(13) "{ would hLere point out the fact trat much of the dispute
about primary and secondary qualities stens .'ro. bad epis-
nemolo y whieh tekes knowin:, too much 23 en asprehension
and not & revisable prediction." Zaterialism and Fuman

Knowlng, p. 77-
(19) E?BTEF%Qnary Naturslism, p. 133. OJentence underli.ing is
my own.
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perkeley's "deadly criticisim against any interentisl passage
from idess to things" (20) proves beyond all doubt the plain
impoasibllity of representative perception, oub

the unfortunute tiing was that instesd

o  trying %o re-analyge perce.taal knowl |

in order to re-.'ormulate 1t, this destruc-

tion of the old rormulatlon was bn.en Lo

be a demonstration or lrealism. (21)

The Jundamentel error underlying berkeley's analysis lay
in .is failure %o reco.nize the fact, so vital to the act of
perceivinz, that it has an inserpretative reference to real
objects:

“1ius, knowing as an operation 0. intent
eand interpretation is disregs:iied., 7The
plain Jaet that perceptual knowlny claims
some sort u: transcendent reierencc 1is
neglected. (22)
Certeinly, if the act o perceiving is to be identirfied with

mere awareness of scnsse-Jdata as such, then we could accept ithe

rerkeleyean principle tha. to be is to be psreelived. Ifut this

13 to ignore the [eot insisted upon in the last chepter, thag
knowle.ir e refers us to something outside ol ourselves, o:tside
of the "organism" which perceives. (23) 7o reduce the act of
perceiving to a ‘ere awareness ol sense-data mskes it imposasible
to do justice to what human knowin, really Iinvolves, as heving
2. bearing upoa a world of real, physical thin s,

Passlin, over now to the phenomenalism of Hume, I should lixe

(20) The Fhilosophy of Physical .eallism, p.33,
(21) fﬁé Philosoph, of %stical nealism, P,33.

(22) The Philosophy of h§sical Reallsm, p.33.
(23) "4 kind of thin intellectuellsm, associrted wlth the traditlonsl

formulation oi the causal “heory o. perception 1. Loecke anc (es=-
certes, pervades tle Tormula of serkeley ‘Jas to be is to e
erceived, and that apples are nothing but & complex of 1deas.
There is 8 nerlect of alerted attitude, polntings, Jdesonssrative
symbols, conceptuslization, soclal activity, sreparation for
gction wit:h know-how." 1[ateriallsm and Iluman Rnowing, p. 83.
Underliains :s author's,
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to remark, ffrst of all, that sSellars' o.servati, s andt criticlsn
on this subject are ior the most psr. common knowled e to hue
historian of philosopiv and tte philosopher. ‘or thls reason,
I sb»1ll be content to summarize vro res:l.s ol his criticlisy,
rather than endeavor to worx 1t o't in a1y noint Hf detall. The
pbenohonalism or tume, after all, fros tl.e strndpoiant of =n ansl-
ysis o. tte act of perception 1s essensially the same as -serkeley's
1dealism, and i3, ror that reason, susceptinle %to the sr-e hasic
Abjections. In ‘ume, a.ain, as ia the whole line ¢l the ritish
empiricists of the classical period we [i.1 the g priori racrltical
scceptance og the id alistic assumptlon fhat knowled = 1s restricted
to an intiition of mere sensata. Jeunse lm-pes are for him, what
they were for Locke and .erkeley, "atomic en’' _ties” vound in %he
mind as 1f exlsting ther in thelr own ri ht - ¢ having no direct
bearine or relasionship to tle order >¥ yhyalcal objects.

While 1t is true, however, that berkeley and Yume ha: much
in common, sueh as their mutual rejection of the representative
realism of Locke and or tre doctrine or abstract idess, Hume's
sl niflicance lies to socue extent ‘i1 the devastatl.. attack which
he had mate upon the s irituclism o  serkeley. (24) Hume had
shown beyond all sitwdlow of Jovbt that the rctention ol spiritual
substances by Jerkeley eould not be tolerated on the vrinciples
which derkeley : lmself had championed. If, from the standpolnt
of .uune's thinking, verkeley L. shown thet bodies do not exist

independently of mind, then he should have realiged & Jortiori

that spirics do not exist either. iav.ng rejected suvstract ideas,

(24) The Principles and Problems of .hilosophy, p. 9l.
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perkeley's appesl to uvie "notion" of spiritusl substance s not
only valn, but cusulistic.

‘“he -ey principle of rume's sensism is that no ‘dea ls valid
unless ‘rac-able to its orl,inal seuse impression. In line with
st 1s principle, 1t was an easy umstter for hi: %o stow that we
actually have no impression of so'l or splrivs, Why, then, rold
that they exist? Yet, sl .ce the humlan reject’.on of sviritual
substances is hardly a metter of regret for a naturalisi suc! as
Sellsrs, we need not dwell on it any further,

What Sellars does specifically objeet to in the phenocienal’ s,
of Hume 1s his subjeotivistic interpretation of the "cate:ory" of
causslity. Rirshtfully, iume recognized that all our [ud /ments abo.t
existence, whether our own existence or that of the world, involve
the principle of eausality. Uut do we genuinely observe csusal
reletions operative in the world of real, physical objects?

As a true sensstionalist, Hume snswered this
question in the negative, Observatlon ls merely
an awareness of sense impressions, Whence, then,
comes the ides of causelity? His énswer struck
the nove of suadjectiviem, It is from e feeling
established .n w8 by ¢ stom, a fesling of ex-
pectation based on associscion. (2.)

In Sellsrs! opinion, there is only one way of reruting Hume,

snd that is to reject his phenomenallam at the very ocutseb:

In pereception we sre interpretin: things and
their relations Iin the 1li ht of d-ta 1lv a

in the sensory .ield, In other words, the
perceptual experience is domlnsted by cate=
-orical meanings, %e sense ourselves as

a ents and patients and other thin-s are
perceived in the seme sshion. And we think

of ourselves and the thin_s around us asg cune

tinvants Ainteracting, (26)

In thus direct’ng his criticlsm a ainst tle phenomenalism of

(25) The Philosophy of rhysical dealism, p. 211,
(26) The Philosophy of rfhysical Healism, p. 211.




Hume, Sellsrs makes it perfectly clsar that causes constiitute
part of the experience of perceiving; in other words, we know
them, we ieel them. But do we llterally see or observe causal
rela-ions as such? Considering all thet hes been previo sly
said concerning 3ellars' theory of knowledge, there ls only one
answer tha: we can expect {0 receives

[ au not ersuin,. that we mysteriously r.1b6ult

an external something called force or neces-

sary connection, I am not s naive re-list.

No; we think tlin;8 as in dyneswic relations,

,ecause Lhey are sgo disclosed by o.r dats...

Our interpretative judgmente are objective

in rererence, In other words, causality is

a cstegory ¢oing witl sell, thing, event,

co..18ctions, In no case, however, 4o we

over literally intuit the objeet of per~

ceiving; and we should not expect 5o latult a

productive aveney, (27)

I have no desire $0 bring out in any further detail the »ointis

of eriticism which 8ellsrs brin.s to bear upon Hume's phenomenalism
and scepticism. The work of Hume 1s, after all, but the climax

of all that preceded it, the reductlio ad absurdum of the roprew-

sentationism of Locke and the spiritualism ol Zerkeley, the banke
ruptey of a mechanistiec and atomistie theory of knowledge. Any
further criticism at this point would, trerefore, be little .iore
then a repetition of what hes slready been =aaild,

In his rather extenslve, though scatterred criticism of the
whole British empirical movement, Sellars wishes to make 1t clear
that he 1s not denyini the existence o' sense-dates, images, sand
meanin.s. «hat he is ri htfully o»njectln: to is tie persistent
tendeney wilthin this movement to zive tlese data an ndependent

status which they do not'sctually enjoy. Sense-dsta and imases,

(27) The Philesophy of Physieal Reallsm, p. 211,
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after all, lose their mesningfulness as soon a- they are divorced
Jrom the world of real objects, They are, it 1s true, in the
nerceiviny subject, but they ere not there as objects 12 their

own right, Their reison d'etre is, accor ilng to Selloers'! own

particulsr view, to funetion wit-in cogni:ive scts in whicl. one
thinks and describes objeets. Accordisn_ly,

he weakness ol itraditinonal empliricism

was 1ts substistution eof atomic entities

for the actual .iovement of concrete

experiencing, (28)
The british empiricists, thus considered for whai they resally
are, t.6., idealists or mentalists, relinquished the object of
knowlelge, and (sccording to Sellars' criticism) satisfied them-
selves with the eontent. (29)

Becasuse of the importance of this last point in Sellars'
criticism of idealism, I should like to iive 1t some measurs of
speciasl consideration., The point in question is that which
concerns the distineti n between knowledge consldered as a purely
paycholorical event and knowled e coasidered .'rom the standpoint

f the objective reference ziven 1%t in tle coisciocsness of the
knower,

In one 01 the clearest chapters I have found in Jellars' works,
1 o.nd him eltin~ approvia-ly a quotebion from Villiem James which

emphasizes the objective reference which characterizes conscio s=-

ness on the "level" of ‘nowledge, (30) A~ further testimony to

(28) The rhilosophy of .hyslcal Reallam, p. 250,

(29) KE'Wledge and It8 vate, 0ries, pPs 202,

(30) "Fuman thourht appears to eal with object:s i.dependent of
itseli; that 1is, 1t is cognitive or possesses the funetion
of knowing...The judgment that my thousht has the sa.ne object
g8 rls thought 1s what makes tha psycholo ists call my thouphts
co,nitive of an o ter reality.” V1lliem James, . sycholog:
(New York: H, l'olt & Co., 1392), pp. 271-272. bnderlining

;s author's., 4uosed by lellars in Knowledge and _ts Cetecories,
p. 207,
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this objective rerereace present in the act of knowlel e, we
Jind the followin. quotation from Stout:
All subjeclLive statis are ps,c'ical; but no¥
8ll psyc:ical s'r.es sre subjective sensatlions...
Insofar es they enter Into the relation oif
subject and object at all, thess states fnll
to the side of tle oblect, and not to thet of
tie subject. (31)

Jellars inds the above passa e, ¢ ming as it does frows a
psycholo~ist, rather remarkable. Yet despite the eplstemolo;lcal
truth which it embodlies, Sellars polnts out that the psycholo'ist
as such need not concern himself with knowled e fro+ the stande
point of 1ts re. erence. OUrdinarily

the psyeholo ist abstracts {rom the object

of perception and all the realm which is the
object of acientlfic knowle ice, and concentrates
upon the content oi .erceptlion, He desires to
breuk this co~.teat .p Intoitsstructural elements
end to find the co.dlitiouns of their peculisrr syn-
theais.,.In srort, the psycholosliab studics she
conditions of the psychicel as such, (32)

The psyehologist, then has every right to "Jeel st home" when
he restricts himsell to that whieh is properly ils domsin, an
enalysis of vayer.cal stesbes, But -ot so in the case o. the
epistemoloyist, Indeed, thls has been the caplital offense of
eplstemologists in modern times, viz,, their handlin,, of know-
ledge as 1. it were an exclusively psycholo ical event. it is
true, of course, thet a knowled e of psycholc y should prove a
conaiderable help in eplatemolorical analysls. iut the epis-e-
mologist 18 Letrayin. his trust, if he ettempts to reduce knowe

ledge to a mere awareness of psychicsl states:

(31) eorge ¥. 3to.t, The roundwork of .sycholory (Londou:
Tniversity Tutorisl r‘ress, 1903), . 3., Ivohed by Sellars
in Knowledge and 1ts Caiegories, p. 207,

(32) ¥rowlel s and 1.8 Ceberories, p. 207,




The eoriucal realis* desires to .oint %o tie
fact that 1deslism has 1ven this 6c wcentration
by psyctolo_y upon the »sychical » also 1:ter-
preta~ion, wrile the pavec olovlist of todsv is
a realist and helieves In the physicel realwn...
and uses the r:sults of ithe nl ysicel sciences,
the ldeallst 1s persuaiel thai the cuntent ol
perception is t.e object of nerception. The
psycholo;sist consciously ms''cs She anstraction
from cognitive re.erence, while the idealist
asscerts that trere 1s no neet o. such sn au=-
straction, because experience 18 sn ' ltimate.,.
tat all modern realists are protes’ n: = sinst
tiias negleet of the torm of conacionsness, of
whet we msy ¢+1ll comitive relerence; 91d ¢t e
eriticsl reelist a.ds that the content of know=
leige is not siaply ldentical with the objsct
of knowledge, {(33)

Sufficient has reen sald to manifest tle si~niflernt differences
in viewpoint between 3Sellars' epproasch to the problem of knowledge
and thet of sore of the trsdlitional 1deslistas., I have dellber-
ately restricted myself here mainly to a considerstion of these
‘1fferences as ihey aifect knowiedge on the so-crlled "level" of
percepvion, Accordingly, [ have deferred 3ellars' ceriticism of
nankian ldeslism, which 12 lar:ely of an intellectual ecast, till
the next chapter in which I shall examine Sella:rs! realism in some
of its wider implications,

Syntheslzing the results of this and the preceiin- chapter,
1t oy be snlizhtenin, to note that in JSellars! sstimsiion naive
realism and 1deslism, though they sre, so to speak, st opposiile
poles, have both n<-e tle same fundementanl mistoke -~ tha' of
identilyin: object and content o. knowled e, Vet ttre mistake has
been msde 1n con.rary directions. 7The center of a“trrction for
the nalve resllst is the ouject ot knowledge with which 1e¢ iden-

tifies contents; for the ldeallst attentlc ls coacentrate’d .pon

(33) Knowledgse and Its Categories, p. 23, “mnderlinin- is aut-or'sg,
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the conteats whicl are - ictakenly suiskhituted tor tlc object.
Thus we Jind ralve realism lannchec! in ‘he !lrectloen o/ pan-
objectivism, «nd ide~lism b :.ore’ " . & vacam c. O rely sube
Jective ment-1l sta.es. rhe bil, questlion, which se..s to be
Sellars' chiel concern 1s: ¥ow i1s 1t possible :0 a0l shils
historical Jdilemmn, and thus preprre the way .or an » 'equrie
solution to the epistemological problem?

In “ellars' opinion, this is to be acco.plished, ne stively,
by & re ectlion of eplstemolorical monlsm "' noth of 1ts for.s.
01 the positive sids, tre epistemological dualism of object and
content must be accepted and appliei, Haive realism is ri ht in
claiming thes the object of linowlei. ¢ 13 sometring outside o. the
perciplent eubject; 1t 1s wron, 1.1 literelly ascribin- the ccatents
of knowleirc o that objeet, Idealisa i1s r.l-Lt 1. mainteinin.
that the cocn-ents of knowledige are sceth.n; wibt!ia the knower
itself; 1t is wrone "n reituein: trle obdject of knowlelre to a

T Ly

mere intuition of the conients:

To my way o) triakin- it (ideallism) has
made about as .ad an 1 entvification of
the ce: tent and the cbject of oerception
a3 has nalve realism. unly in this
swin . o  the pendulun, the cbject is
identilied with the content and declarsed

to e mental ..cause tre c nLent is. (34)

(34) “volutionary naturalism, p. 27,
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Perhaps : had best beuin this chapber with an eiplansation
of 'ts title, Our astention has un to this poink been focused
upon the contrastin: elements betws: 1 the realism of iellars and
whet he considers the traditicnel sxtremes of naive reslism and
idealism, The whole weisht of emphasls within this contrast has
ceen placed upon the problem of 'mmowleige in 1ts most elementary
phase, 1.,e,, the problem ol sense perception, I should li'e now
to extend this snalysis to a consideration of Sellars' realism
as it pertains to the problem of nowledge in what he regards as
1ts Hroader and more sclentific phases, I shall, accordingly,
deal Iin this chapter with Sellars! theory s it stands in relation
$0 the distinetion between senge and 'ntellect nl knowled;e, the
distinetion between common sense snd sclentific knowledge, the
problem o universals, the nature an! criterie of truth, the
catecories, and lastly, the problem of knowledge simply considered
in 1tself. Since 211 of these questions sre closely connected with
each other, I have deemed it advisable to de~1l with them in a
single chapter,

To one who is accustoned to the tradlticnal distinction
between sense and intellectusl knowledce as exemplified in the
writings of St. Thomss, there is the initlal ifriculty of deter-
mining whether and how this distinction 1s teken into account by
a naturalistic thinker sach as Sellars, for whom men is in the
final analysis & minded orgenism. Certalnly, we would be right
in thinking a priori thet 1f this distinction 18 to bear any recoge
nition at all in a naturallstlc theory of knowledge, it does not,

nor can it have, the same meaniny as it docs for 2 philosopher o
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whom man Ls a coanosite of body and soul. Alter all, what ove's
view of xnowledge 1ls, and tle distinctions that prevall wlthin
its ditferent orders, s s question which is very ler ely de=-
pendent upo: one's outlook in psycholory.

Jow I suspect very .btron.ly, eltber tha. Jellers does not
reslize t+is fact, or, 1 lLie .0es, thut te ‘loes 1ot take 1t
serio-sly into asccount. This suspyiclon 1s rounded upon hls
frequent reference to iLi:e so-called duslism of sensation and
conception in terms of something which is master o "more or less".
As 1 see 1%, either intellect and sense are two distinct faeultles,
involving two distinebt kinds of processes, or they are not., 1%
should be clesr, at any rste, that in a truly rationsl psycholo' y
the distinction that exists is one which involves a difference of
kind, and not of degree,

pe this s it may, Sellars is, as & mabter of iract, eritical
of those prtlosophers in whom the "dusllsm" of invellect sand senase
prevalls, Nor do 1 hesltate to say that hisg criticism 1s justified
as 1t 1s applied to those philosophers, notably Kant, in whom this
dualism implies, not a mere distinction, but an actusl separstion,
a compartmentallzing, if you will, of the :wo respective orders
of human knowledce.

Apart from the fact that Sellars! position ~s & natur-1list
precludes the very posaibllity of & "c.nllam™ o. sense snd intellect
in hls theory of knowled e, I have little doubt that one of the
positive ressons involvinc hls sharp rejection of the distinction
in 1ts treditional mesning 's '.ls associstion of 't with the

lo.lcal apriorism ol the fantinn eritiqie. '.rether th.s is
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gotuslly the cese or not, it will be i terestins %o note by way
of co.parison and contrsst the difference of nerspecctive between
Kent's brand of rationalism or i1itellectualism enid tre critical
realisn of Sellars,
Sellars strikes the ewyncse of this difference 1a peraopective

when he states unequivocally that

Ksnt wanted to glve validity bto aclentific

propositions, to meks thtem universal aad

aecessary, I would remark that personally

I want them to be true, (1)
“or Kant who was grestly influenced by .olr, "a lucical fanastle”,
the chier funetion >f the iatellect is its "lovical employment
11 8 science of essences."” (2) What Sellars is ri-rtfully rebell-
ing o.ainst in Kant 13 the stroi- teundency to sutonoilze the in-
tellect in such a manaer &8 to lerve 1t completely undetermined
by and in a larce measurs .nrelatsed to tle order of aensintle
experience as we actually find it, (3)

1he reader will here recall that in Kant's view the contents

of seasation, as derived fromn exierlience, Turnish the mlnd with
matter which 18 contingcent and particularized, Wow scientirfic
laws are necessary and universal. 7The question which naturally
presents itself is that of the origin of their nccessity and

universality. Xant's solution to the problem is rovnd in his

doctrine of subjective a priorl .orus., The mind, when brouht

to Lear upon the contents of senssilon imposes necessity and
universality upon these coatents by reason of the g priori rorms.

Now the importent thinn to note 11 Kant's views of .aowled e

(1) ke shilosopry of Physical heallsm, p. 213. nderli: uc is
AUTL.OT S, -

(2) The Philosophy of Fhysieal Keslism, p., 213,

(3) Critical Reallsm, p. 146,
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is that for him the determining element of inowledge 18 not
riven In the contents of experience, bubt frraished by the mind,
Accordin- to Sellars, it 1s tils rendency 1a Kant to . -pose
mental laws upon the contents of experience, tc rether with an
cver-concern 1vor the laws themselves rather than wi‘h the con=-
tents ot experience, which const'tutes the rundamental weakness,
not only oif the ratlouslism of Kani, but or all tra’iblomel
rationalism. b5y way of contrast, then, criticsl realism is
oppose” to rationalism in all 1%s forms malnly in two ways:

It looks upon the total co wentn of experience

es empirieal, and is sceptical of the Kantlan

theory of the constitutive understanding; and

it retwms to the older tracition of knowledire

as 1mp1¥1n a reallty ‘ndependent of the idesas

or 1to 4)
Even nore directly and explicltly we find Sellsra ettackin- tre
Kantlan view of ressocon

g8 an innate power wh'ch, as 1t were, sml*s

axioms and concepts, Kent never got beyond

~his conception of reason; for him, ther 1s

nc real continuity between sense snd under-
stonding. (5)

In our attempt to determine whst intellectuml knowled.e 1is
for Sellars, I sho-1d4 like %o remsark that, althou h his criticisms
of certain treditional views are s(f iclently clear, the saue
cannot be seid concernin, the establishment of his own position.
Sellars 1s not a sensabtlonelist in the Humian sense of the term.
In fact, he positively criticizes Hume lor tekinrs "too narrow” a
view of knowle: e anl for limiting 1t to mere "sto 1stlic sensations."
vt even aore strongly we have [found hin opposed to the rationalism

of Kant., In whrt way then does .ellars co-mlt himself witr respect

(4) Knowledge and Its Cstegcories, p.211,
(6) The Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 94. Utnderlininr
is my own,
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to tle question of determinin- the respective roles or what
are traditionelly rexarled ss ‘ntellect and sense? e have flrst
to note that

In the place of the contrrst “etween sense snd
reasson, the modern thinker p/ ts the recornition
of levels of experience. (86)

Theire 18 no dout about the Tsct that "ellers recaris i isslf
as a "uoder: thiaxer” lor supposin.

that we btake sense-perception ss the first level
of prime interest to the epistemolo.ist, we soon
discover that 1) btweie is gtructure or pasttern
in what 18 gresented in sense-perception, and

2) tl.at there is interpretetion and Judgment at
work. Lxpliclit reasoninc is & term for methods,
opera-ions and nroceszes wrich boll? @ pon and
a'ld to this level, It is & term for analysis,
the discovery of relatlons, the seeklng o1 more
facts, tie development o. concepts, te appll-
-ation of experimental metho’'s, etec., Thus
reasoning is a ter: ror operstlons, metlods

and cspacities which carry our experience frrther
a1 deeper than sense-perception alone c¢-n. But
i1t 8 not & special racultv. (7)

Sellers re.ar.'s this view of nowledre with its 2ifferent "levelas"
a3 be ' ng more 1n conformity with the methoda of modern science,
since 1t regsrda knowledge, all knowledge, ~8 s development that
takes plece within the total corplex ol human experlence. 1t is,
accordi.sly, clelied %o be an advencement over the vi-w of now-
ledge tiat was dominated by the "old duelistie, faculty psycho-
lo.y."

hatever tre merits or demerlis of Selle:s' thecury of differeat
"levels" of 'siowledge, [ should like to point cut, belore explain-
ing it, that tne problems with which 1% deals are of quite e

different sort than those which ori~sinated the distinction between

(6) ine rrinciples snd rroblems of Philosophy, p. 1.3,

(7) The Principles snd ?r0b1@Mﬂw£§~£blleﬁgzgx, p. 108, Tmderlining
Ts o6 aub.or'a. sobte also: "rHeason stands ror all those me’hods
and operations which help in the solution of problems.,.reason
is & term which covers the way t!e mind works in aystemstic
investisetion," 1he “hilosophy of Prhysical Healism, p. 90,

<




sense and iantellsctual acwled.e in traditional phllosophy.
Thus the chief concern ¢f Sellars in advencin~y his theory or
dirferent levels of knowlelgo 's tlat of the siall-rities snd
differences between ordinary "common sease" knowleds e and <i0w-
led.e in 1ts scientific settings,
she lrst and most basic level of knowle ‘e is sense pere

cepticn which 1is

s priualtive sort of knowin in which asensory

data aire correlated and r1.terpretcd Iin rela-

tic. to #n objech. (38)
As we hove already note!, kicwle:ps at the "level" of rerception
Taills to diast ngulsh cbject and cuaterl, siice perceptual Knows
ledge es such, bein. mainly of a praciecal bents, 1s 1meritical,
Yet knowlea:e, even on this eleseatary "level", impl es for
Sella- s sc.ae sort ol judyment and interpretatlon, In perceptual
knowin -, accordia. to Jdellsrs, we asctu=lly do assi.n certain
preiicstes -c¢ .6 ovjscts which we elaim to lntuit; yet this
assionment of c. arzeters, whiech is founded on sensory d-ts is
made withoit a critlcal 85 viy of the daka themselves,

The point, however, we are mainly ianbtzreshtel in notinr !ere

1s that

Criticel realism stends Jor the reallty and

fundsmental si rniricence of another kina of

knowled e, a kaowledre whleh gres:pposes thils

Inte.pretative awareness of the data o. obser=-

vatlon sc a fouu v tion, and yet soea beyonn

it to the re:rerence of propusitions bullt upon

*hece Aete, o affirmed »xlstenbts, »9 uowvle’d o

about tvhem,.,The objeet of knowledge is identllied

with the object of perceptlon; but wherens in

perceptionwe tend to clotle the object in the

srpprehended c.oritent, we now think of the con-

tent as meterial for obtalnine knowledrme nhout

the object., Ve use tle cintent ln the critical
knowledge oclaim. (9)

(8) 1he rrinciples and Problems of Philosophy, p. 125,
(9) Lvolrtionary Naturalism, p. 34. Jnderlinin> 1s autli.or's,
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It i3 clear froa1 the o .ove passa,e that wha., ¢l 1efly dls~
tin,uishes knowled, e, once we get beyond the "level" of verception,
is the Jact tlat it 1s critlcal,. hexreas 1n nerceustusl wnowlsd.e
we automatically asslgn the sense-dsss So the coiest, un the
"lcvel™ o, corcevtica (usin- the word "concentiovn” rg .ellers
does, 1. a broal sense) we consclinusly »11 eritically examlne
these s-me sense-’abtsr with 2 view to okteiniis tartrker and wore
object.vely exsc . k owledge - bout tiec objcet, In s.uecrt, trhe kind
of knowledge whlch Ils :ad over a.d sbove hle "level"” c¢. perception
is suck that i1t cer uweamsure p to tue Ademsnds o: sclentilfic thinkin .

To avoi. & possible misunderastandine "ellars endeavors to
meke 1t clesr that

vrexe 1ls nothin_ in science wlich, when rroperly

understocod condenns perception. ‘e should see

trhe sun round, and thin s sho. 1d look amall bto

.8 at a distance, and a stick should look bent

i, vater, “hy? ‘ecause percephtion involues g

personal, blocentric verspective. (10)
How 1t 13 this "personsl, Dblocentric perspective" w-i.ch the
scientist »s such 18 tryir to geht mawsy irom. 's a criticel
thi~ter, he is intersested in determin.n. by means ol experimental
tests »n* meamsurements, not how thin s stand in relation %o an
indiviwal percipient, but row they stand in relation to each

other, -t this "level", then, when "concepilion replages per-

ception,” the object which is thus ceins critically examined is

(10) .re Principles end Problems of Philosophy, pp. 126-129., 1In
%' s connection no.e aiso: "i% 18 oSeca se purceivin, is knowin,
stron~ly effected by the locus ol the percipient that it 1s st
oace pracht.cul and cheoreticelly ineuwequute., It 1s but a bew
¢innin~ of knowing, a polnt o/ deperture for rsaaon, It -ives
us a sense o. 0o ;™ L8 sr ! Lthe tldew o) soverpreting, tlem, 0=
flection must wor: witv¥ n this primitive knowiln to correct
it A expand 1t...In 8ll unils nhere 1s vhe »nsempn Lo 1each
rester objectivity by asking things speak in terma of esch
osher =3 units,” Lhe “hilosophy of .lysical ealism, p. 96,




“B5w

Interprete!l in terms o’ certsi: prelicases
which are now consciously assisned to lt.

In %his way I thin. te objcet. ‘e may asry
that kKiowla, an object as thls level 1s
thinki - 't in terns oif 're.icates, . hesse
predicates are supposed to glve Li.e actual
characteristlics and relacions o1 the oujectes.
Jast ms we perceive an o.ject in terms o/ its
sppearances, 80 we concelve it in bterus ci lts
corrected spoearances, which may be celled the
predicates of judgment. (11)

riefly st-ted, knowledge on its higher "level” ia Lor

Sellers knowledge whicl involves bthe use o. lo_leal ideas and
predieates In propositioans, 4his ki.o ol knowledge, scecause it
is more expliclt, uore critical thaa thet had through mere pere
ception is mo.e adequste and screntlific, Yet whacever advanta-es
it has, 1t must never be understood to lavoive an intultion oi the
essence o. things. The sclentists themselves wake no such claim. (12)
Knowledge, oa any "level" you conceive it, is always approximative,
subject Lo correction and improvement, un tlLls polinc >ellia.s
takes exception to what he calls the "old ri-id coscepbtiocn of
absolutistic knowing," which he coatrests with nls own views

abs . litlatic kncw.n: Jits ia with what we .ay

erll tTatultiscral, avprehcnsional views ol

knowin~: wnich are dominate. by the thou_ht

the* 5'e o ject ig literally rasoel 5y a

mensal act and shet Jlere sre no legissy ol

1t. You either have xnowlels e or you do not.

No mechanlism nnderlies 1%t; 14 is uot depsndent

apon methods, Approxlimeti-e k.owin- tirns its

rrer upon such r~*wsolutisaw. Lnowins 1a @zn schievew

ment havin~ de rees; 1%t can .e improved as inethods

i «nrove, s we ala co do is to et losl 1t into

sme charsasc .2ristics o' i vsicsl 2 slens. /nd ine
8i ht is a matter of ‘egree., (13)

e have seen the chlef points of distinetion which, in Jellars!
view dis.ere.tiate knowli> on 1ts two 1oin "levels." .ut, as s

evident from the sbove quotation, t:nese distliciivus asre to be

{11) The Principles and Problems of fhllosoply, pp. 128-129.

(12) Trnowledge ¢nd Lts Calegzories, p. 203,

(13) The rPhiloscphy of shysical iesllism, p. 94. nderlining is
the suthor's.
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understood as involving differences of degree rather thaen of kind.
This polnt 1s brought out even more explicitly in the following
quotation:
There 1s no sharp bresk between perception and
propositicnal k..owledge, for propositional know=
ledge 1s besed upon perecsption, to which it .aust
remain responsible. Ceclenti.lc knowledre 1s
clearly only a more explicit, more critical, and
more developed form of knowledge than perception...
Sclentific knowledge requires addiii nal wethods
and a finer technique. Yet there 1s st 1ts basls
notiing ditrferent in nature from that which we
hsve notel in perception, (14)

In line with his insistence upon the essential con:inulty
that exists in knowled e on both of its "levels", Sellars mekes
a special point of noting that scientific knowledge, however
critical it may be, is always realistic in its point o. reference.
Whether one views the externael world from the relative, and
mainly biologlecal, point of view of ‘erception, or whether he
is viewing it as a scientlat does, L.e., In a manner that is
strictly detached from personsl interest, it 1s still the same
external world which is .he object of knowled .e, The difference
lies in the tact that the sclentist makes a closer spproximation
to external .act than that which is mede in perception:

Atoms, elecuvyons, and pretons ars as real
as chalrs snd ¢t bles. They ars not construc-
tions. It is our thought of them that is a
construction. (15)
The external world, therefore, whetler viewed macroscopically ss
in s nse pesrception or microacopically through the aid oif scien=

t:fic techniq e, hes as object of knowled-e a unitary statbus

wtich 18 not in any way unbslanced by the difference 1in eontents:

(14) Knowledze and Its Gatagérleg, pe 203,
(15) The Philosophy of Physigal healism, p. )7, .nderlini.g is
the author's,




I cennot see by what losic I cen be a physical

realist in re~ard to molar things and cease

to be one in regard to microscopic things. (16)
Althourh science, therefore, "adds instrume.tel end maiieaistical
technique to orgenic technique,” (17) its o/ tlook is just as real=
istic as is that of common sense:

Criticsal reslism keeps the directness of

n tural reallsm, but expllicaues 1ts

mechanism. (18)

As & mesns oi gaining further insight into the criticel real-
ism oi Sellsrs in its more advenced ste..es, I should llke now to
examine it in the light of Sellars' remarks relaving to “he tra-
ditional problem of universsls. Althouph the reesder may object
to Sella s' method of handling thls tradltional problem, I never-
theless tl'ink it worthy of note that he as a "modern thinker"
does, st lesst, take 1t into account, This surely is more than
can he sall of many of tis rellow contemporaries.

what ellars has to say concerning the historical aspects ou
the problem is very brier’, and, I might add, sunerfieial, FHe
makes mention only of "the contrast between nominalism - nd realism
in the “ilddle Ages," as being in the main

an expression of & strugcle between Plato-

nism and materialism, between the acceptarnce

of . enerlc .niversals a3 real and tre denlsl

that enythins but individual thinrs exist. (19)
Indeed, the problem of universals as 1% had been stated by Porphyry,
and ss it had been discusse: by most phlilosophers with .ew excen=-

tions up to the time of Aquinas seemed to suggest only these two

alternatives, 1.e., nominelism and (extreme) realism. Yet the

(16) "he Philosophy of Physical nealism, p., 100,
(17) The Philosophy of Physical Reallsm, p. 104,

(18) The Philosophy of FPhysical Reallsm, p, 104,
(19) The Philosophy of Physical Heslism, p. 155,
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fact of the matter 18 that St. Thomas and others ha' established
a poaition, called .odeiate realisu, wulch carerully avoided
these two ext; emes, It l1s this lact which Sellars seeuns almost
completely to ignore,

However va - use Sellars' sense of history may he in regard to
medieval thought, the same cannot be sald of his analysis of
philosophy in modern times. 71lhus we {ind him, Jor instance,
eriticizing very aptly the tendemecy among the uvritish empiricists
to regard the universsl merely as & collection of sense images:

1 do not deny that images are vsluable in
detining my meanin.; but they never seem
equivalent to it. Certainly, my meanings
are not mere collections of images, (20)

Jor our preseat purposes, however, we are i.terestc”, not in
historical criticism as such, but what Sellars’ positlon is as _to the
"status" of universsls., As a preliminary clue to his position,
we have first to note the following:

I bellieve in conecepts but I do not belleve

in universals as a peculiar kind of entity

in external thin,s whieh may be in many

thin.s at once and sivea them an llentity

of nature. (21)
Thus Sellars makes it adequately clear in his own way that he is
not & moderate realist, Fror him the mind has, or better employs,
concepts, which may be called universels; but it is not to be
thouxht thst there 1s an-ldentity of nature in thin-s to which
these concepts correspond.

What then are universcls in Sellars' view, and how do they

relase %o the order of externsl things? Uoncepts -or Sellsrs are

(20) %%e Philosophy of Physicel Resliam, p. 157,
(21) The Philoscpby of Physical leslisu, p. 155.
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operational meanin-s in eonscio! sness which we apnly denotntlvely
to external thinps, They are instruments or wrns
for thi.king truly about thiigs and their
co.ections; they are not »arts oi things,
nor peculliar adjectives of thiv s, (22)

Now it is clear thst if 3Sellars intends universals to apnly
to the order of thinrs, there must be, if not an ldentity of nature,
at least something in thin~s to which they corrsspond and which
mekes their application valid, Whst then according to h:s view
1s the "ultimate ontolozicel fact" upen w ieh the validity of
universal coneepts restst It is

the existence of 2 multitude of similar
substances able to combine in similsr
patterns and have in sueb eomnbination,

similar properties. (33)

There is, in other words, u« basis in trin-s, a fundsmentum in re,

vy reason of whieh the 'mlive:r sels of the mind are applicable to
thin-s, But ttie bsslis implies for 3ellers, not 1dentity of nature,
but merely similsrity of struetral patterns and certain definite
connections, There are no classes in the traditionsl sense of the
word, but merely "a determinative plurality of similar things
whilch are identified as s cless merely in our own thinkin-~," (24)
Sellars ascribdes the "entity~theory" of universnls to the natural
tendency on the part of the mind to project into reality an iden-
tity which, 'n point of rsot, 1is only loglcsl in character:

The very mode or worklin- of o.r . lads through

con :epts as Instruments leads us to project
the recurrence o. the same meaning in our

(22) Evolutionery Naturelism, p. 34.

(23) The Philosophy of shysical Kealism, p. 175, Aicain: ") . the
.strict sense, classes do not exist in nature. ~rey are only
simllar th'1 s, Classes express a way of thiiskin. thinys So=
gother LY means of a logleal oconnotation which corresponds to
andl$gpliea to actusl thin 's." The Philosophy of :hysical healism,
p. L]

(24) The rhilosophy of Physical nealism, p. 1b .
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minds into the thinss we are thinkin K o/,
Logical identity is transiormed into mniver-
sals in thinos, (25)

In order to confirm his own conception o: universels, i.e.,
as operational meanings 1. consclousness which are used to signify
denotatively the objects to which they are rc¢ferred, 3jellecrs
analyzes the nature of uredication., When { predics e I am using
concepts as instruments to signiiy or denote something which I
hold to be true concerning tLe subject of my predlcation. «hen,
ror iistance, in an act ol predication I epply the co:icept "red"
to two senseedata

I am not denying thelr particularity, but 1

em say.in~ that with respect to & ‘esture of

the one I can rightly apply the concept red

and that with respect to a feabure o1 +the

other 1 can likewlse apply the concept red.

Tach feature 1s sn inst-nce of red., (26)
Now wret 1s to be understood here by "instance of red?" JSimply,
in 3ellars' view that t e cuncept applics. leflective analysis
of the act of nredication .o0es not reveal or impl: the - eed for
an identity of character in the thinis themselves, Yet it ls easy
without the i1se of reflection to make the mistaske of thinking that
what we conceive to be & loglesl “dentity is actually identi. ied
in the tiingrs “hemselves. Actuelly, we think twé particulsrs in
terms of the ssme concept, »ut thls "eplstemiec ldentity" does not
warrant "the assumption of a fsctor literally common to the two
particalers.” (27)

A3 a further type of ar.ument to discreilt the theory tlat

there 1s a literal cor’ormity between the meanin, which we apply

to thin-s and the quslitiea of thin s themgelves, Sells.s calls

(25) The Fhllosophy of Ffhysical Reslism, p. 168. underlining is author
(26) The bPhilosophy of Physical Heallsm, p. 161,
(27) The Philosophy of Physicel lLeallsw, p. 161,
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attention to the fundamental unity th-t exlisus In the thing
beween 1ts "that" and its "what", 1.e.,, Letween 1lts existence
on the one hand, and i1ts naiure snd propertles, on the other.
The unity of the "that" and the "what" in the objJect means that

a thin~ has no existence apart ‘rom its
propertiea and i{ts properties no existence
apart irom the thiang. In other words, a
thing and its nature are inseparsble. (28)

Taking up with the argument, Sellars points out thet

the eplstemic sapproach easily leads us %Yo

take & thing's nature to be ldentical with

the concept which applles to it end reveals

it. That is, the very mechasilism of knowiny
favors an sbstraction of the what from the
that3 the more re:dily that several things

can be known in terms of the same concept. (26)

Now I take it that the understood minor of thls argument 1s

the assumption that, since abstraction is a mental separatlion of

whet is inseparably united in the thing, the abstraction itselrl

can never literally represent what 1s contained in the thing.
Although I shall defer my criticism of this assumption until the
next chapter, I should nevertheless like to point out here the
remarkably close snalogy which Sellars! argument bears %o one

that 12 employed by Hume. Hume argues, in order to show that there
are no abstract ideas, that if things and their properties are in-

dividual in faet and reality, 1t is absurd thet they can be known

in 1dea as universal, (30) This argument, of course, 1s not the
same a- Sellers', yet behind it there 1s the common assumption
that abstraction 1a somehow supposed to Involve a kind of actual

separas.ion by the mind of what 1s inseparable in the thing ltself.

(28) The Philoaophy of Physical Healism, pp. 161-162,
(29) The Fﬁi%osogh¥ of Physical Healism, pp. 161-162, Underlining

s the suthor's,

(30) David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, took I, Seoction VII
(third srgument) in Smith and Creene's From Deacartes to Kant,
p. 638,
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The result of t'is seperation is » different view ol the t!ing
than the thin~ 1s in itself,

Much covld .e sald at this point concernlins the fscht tret
one's theory or knowleire, whether "t be a l'orm ol concenturllam,
reslism, or nominallsm, is direcrtly air lmmedirtely dependent upoa
the particulrr view whicr 3s entertsined concerning the nsture of
abstraction, .ut we shall content ourselves slimply with noting
the fact that universals are not Jor vellers, litersl represconta-
tions of th*ia_a themsclves, beccuse in sbasrictlon we seperste the
properties of a thingy or its nature Iro~ the tvin: itself.

ilthout wishing et this polant to pursue any IJuwrther an snalye
sis o 3ellars' concept or abstrsction, wiich, after all, is only
implicit in his doctrine o. universsls, I sho.ld lile to bring out
8 litcle aore clearly tie contr:st which he Jraws between his own
pertlcul.r rend o. conceptuallsm -~nd the more realistic doctrinss
of the pe=t. Q. capital isportance 1n the doctrine ov Sc¢llsra is
the view that the "-ssences,”" "natures," and "properties," of
things are in n¢ way subject to the inspection of human knowledge,
A fellure, however, to wnierstrnd the mechanlsm of knowlel e mipht
leed us, as it hes (in Jellars! view) led thinkers 1n the p-at,
not only to the illusion that we really know "essences", out also
to the assumption that indlviduals share universsl natures. ‘this
view Sellars cheracterizes as "pure mythologcy." (31) the tendency

to hypostrtize universals by riving them an objective status which

(31) The Philosophy of Physical :ealism, p. ldo. lote also: "Instead
of thinkin, prelicstes as disclosin. objects hre {the naive
lo: ician) thinks ot¢ them as being one with "le characteristics
of objeets, ‘here is . kind of nehburcl lorical veallsm here
until the mechanlsm of mowin, 13 brcusht out by eplstemolo.y...
My operstive theory is thet epplication only demands that the
meaning be able to disclose the characteristics of similar
thinras. It 1s the antlthesils of tdeitity." e Philosophy
of Physicsl .eelism, p. 166, (nderlini:y is The author's,
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they do not actuslly enjoy, is, I am sure, to Bellurs' wey of
thinking, just another e¢ase of o~ur natursl proneness to rogard
az 1centical the content and the object of Imowledge -- n hLendency
which can be correctet only by & critical anslysis of the nature
ol "nowle'ige.

Now what 1s it that critical snelysis reveals? Oiluwply that
a predicete when applied to two similar thinys hesa for us s

gsemeness of meenings

The one predicete can be used Lo 1iterpret and

disclose the qualities of two particulars. ‘Thet

is what 1is meant by & meaning, or a predicate

epplying. (32)
It is to be understoed thet this operative function ol the predi-
cate to disclose objects does not in any wey suggest that the
predicates are ldentical with the objects which they disclose,

The meanings which appesr in consclousness are not, therelore, Lo

be thought of as revealin, an ldentical quality in thincs; they

themselves, l.e.,, the meanings, are ldentlcal, but this is an
ldentity which is exclusivel logicel in character. All that 1as
meant by the oritical realist then when he asserts that predicates

apply to things is that

They reveal, throu:h a controlled correapondence
she struchture, behevior and composition of thincs,...(33)
The critical realist must hold thet universrls are
o3t rem, Hubt they are used as revelations of
what 1is in re and inter res. I presume that 1t
is this position which differentis es uodern
science from treek sclence and modern eplshe-
mology from medieval reallsm. (34)

trom the standpoint of the subject who knows, co.ucepus, meanings,

and predicates (whieh Sella:s regerds as being "essentially

(32) The Philosophy of Physical Healism, p. 168,
(33) The Philosophy of rhysiesl ‘easlism, p. 182,
(34) :volutionary Naturalism, p. 38, underlining is the author's.
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synonomous terms") are to be understood in terms of "inter-
pre tative response." They sre

meanings in experience connectel with the
operation of Interpretatlon and associsted
symbols, Their ontolopgicrl foundetion is
8 cerebral pattern wiich inve,rates with
cognitive responses, Tn this sensze meanings
are slways pctencial predlcates, Lvery cc=-
currence of = meanin~ in an individual's
experience is a new event vased on the
furetioning or achtivstion of this cerebral
pat.ern., It s pecause the endurlin. pattern
1s activated and is erpressed in consciova-
ness that the mean' ng oceurs., (35)
¥y
daving seen in rsther rull detall sellars! doctrine concern-

i.ig the ori;in, found~tion, and nature of universal concepts, 1t
is 2 r.latively simple mstter of determiniag now what his theory
is as to the nature of truth., By way of s preliminary approach
to the problem oi truth, Sellars correctly notes that the edjec-
tives "true" and "false" sre applied properly, not 5o sense-data
or ime.es, but to ideas (taking the word in its broszder meaning)
and velie. s whieh sre expressed in the form of propesltions, Te
notes that today there is » general recognition of the fact that
knowledge consists esseuntielly in acts of jurdgments, aand that thils
emphasis which insists upon kn:owledge as Yeln~ unde stood in terms
of judgments represents a ureak “rom the aensstionaliam of the
past,
Now in the act of judgment

The mind employs meanin.e and the knowsr thinks

objeets in terma of these. 1t is in thls setting

that ideas are thou.ht ol a3 deserving the

adjectives true or false., (36)

What then 1s necessary in order that an idea be regarded as true?

(35) The Philosophy of Physical .ealism, p. 194, Underlining
18 the author's,

(3¢) The Philosophy of Physical healism, p. 195,
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Simply that its content a:ree with snd be capsble of disclosing
the object -elected in the sct of cognition., The theory rere
sugee "te 1s what Sellars ventures to recard ss the ‘correspoandence”
creory of truth. It is to be understood, however, that
"correspondence” does not imply, as it has in the past, & copy=-like
reproduction theory of truth,

It should hardly be necessery at this polnt %0 note that lor
Sellars therse is no literal correspondence between the wmlind end
the world of things. It is sufficient thet the object be revealed
in the idea-content, Thus, for the mind toc be in possession of
the truth i1t is sufficient in Sellars!' theory that the cuntent
of knowledge be causelly connected or correlate’ with the object,
80 that tie cintent can in some senase reveai something whlech
applies to the object., It is true (in Sellars' view) that when
the 1ind is in possession of truth there is

a peculiar kind oi identity which, {or wanig

of better names, we can call lo-ical or

cognitional 1dentity. (37)
And it 1s by reason of tiis "counitional” identity that there is
a conitional revelation of the object, iut under no clrcum-
stences s t.l8 ldeatity to be thou ht ol as peln. ol an exise
tentlal or "seml-existent.al" sort. To malncain this latter view
would _nvolve & return .o aalve reallsm or to the "entity-theory”
0. universals, which naintalns thet the essence which the .wind
knows is the essence of the %ldn.,

In setting forth his theory of the nsture of truth, -~ellars

plainly rejects the eopinion ol the pragmetists that ideas arc true,

(37) Prineiples and sroblems oi Philosophy, p. 165.
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because they are auaptable to a plan of action, His jol)t of
critieclsm 1s well taken:

1 do 1ot loubt that true ldsas are workable

end valuable in action, but I belleve that ~

they are so because they correspoad with tie

object which is thourht of in terms of them, (38)
In criticizing villlam Jemes' definitiua ol truth (39), Sellars
correctly notes the confusion in it between “ruth and verlfication. (40)
Verification is commonly known as a eriterion ol truth, but it should
not be confused, as 1t is by the pragmatists, with truth ltselfl,

But what are the criteria of truth? Apparently lor Sellais

Lhere can be no question here of estavllishing what ils reierred
to as an ultimete criterion, for

the proper approach (i.e., in determining

the tests of truth) 1s to ask what casts

doubt on the trutheclaim of a judgment.

The doubt must be motivated and specific,

otherwise we are merely doubting the abil-

ity of the human mind to kuow. (41)
I., however, th:s primary postulate is called lnto guestion, the
doubt can be resolved only by a criticel approach to the problem
of knowledge. In other words, should doubt be cast on the abllity
of the mind %o kn.w, the reason for the doubt wlll likely be
found to be rooted in s i1alse idue or tlie nature of knowing.
Whet 18 necsssary then 1s to re.efine knowled;e lisel. slon, the
lines of critical thinkin:s:

rhought cures 1ts own difficulties by showin‘:
how new distinctions setlisfy old conflicis. (42)

(38) The Philosophy or Physical ..ealism, p. 117.

(39) "True 17eas are those that we can assimilate, validate, corrobo=
rate, and verify, FPFalse ideas mare those that we cannot, That
is the praetical difference 1t makes to us to have true ideas;
that tnerefors is the meanin: of truth, Tor it is all that truth
is known as...The true, to put 1t very brieily, is only the ex-
psdient in the way of our chinking, just as the pisbt is the
expedient in the way of our behaving," Willlam dames, The Meaning
of Truth, (London: Longmans reen « Co., 1919), pn., vi and viii
of the Prefsce. Underlining is the author'a,

(40) The Principlea and Problems of Philosophy, p. 161,

(41) lieallism, Naturallsm, and Humanlsm, p. 272.

(42) iealism, llaturalism, snd Tumenism, p. 273.
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In the process of determining whether a speciiic -roposition

is true or false, it 1s, 1. Sellars' view, "avaurd to look for
some touchstone which can be applied in a mechanicsl fashion to
propositions clelmins truth.,” (43) “he testi.i- of the truth of
scientiflic propositions is, in other words, 1tself a complex
process which involves tlhe use of internal, not extsrnal criterisa.

In any particulsr ¢csse, the mlnd works

back and torth between data and theory

adding new data eand modifyins the theory, (44)
The process of verificetion, which is the “esting of the truth
of proposltions, specifically involves

responslbility to faet, from self-contradiction,

and a flexlble harmony with other accepted

theories which have passel throurh the same

test. (45)
By way of summary, the truth of a wroposition is tested by 1) the
consilience of established facts, £2) the loglcal coherence of
idess, 3) agreement of investigators, and 4) its utility in
exercising control over nature. (46)

In our continued dsvelopment of this chepter, whose purpose

18 to work out ss expliclitly as possinle the implications of
Sellars' eriticel realism, it will be necessary to say something
of 3ellars' dJoctrine on the nature of catesories. Althou.h the

specific analysis of the categories themselves constiltutes "what

is traditionally called metaphysics,” (47) cestegories in thelr

general meaning

(43) n. %, 3ellars, Lssentisls of Logic (New York: ilou-hton MLfflin
Co., 1917), p. 301.
(44) I'ssentials of Logiec, p. 301l. WoSe also: "The directed counitive
cleim 1s irreducible, uho.gh 1%s condltions and mechanism can
be studied. The tests ol sirtements which consiitute the cone
tent of cognition sre empirical,” Materialism and Fumen Knowing, p.7
(45) Lssentisls of Logic, p. 301.
(46) Fesllsm, Naturallsm, and Lumanism, p, 273,
(47) Criticel HRealism, p. 94. '/nderlining is the author's,




represent the framework of our knowledge
about the 1niverse in whic' we ve. (48)

Regarding the question of their ori in, here =cain we find
the critical realism of Sellars in sharp contrast with the
aprioristic rationalism of the Kantian trariitlion. As we have
elready noted, categorles rre for Kant forms of the mind which
are lmposed upon the J: te of experience, .or 3ellars, the cate-
gories are, all of them, products ol experience:

I wovld make ruch of cetecories, but I think
of them as arisinc in experience naturally
under the stress of the _ive-and-take oi the
conscious organlsm and the sucrgestions aend
pressure of conscious living...The elementary
cate ories, are, 1f you will natursl ways of
interpretin, the world to which the organism
1s respondinr, (49)

In contrast with the Kantian technique which constructs cate-
gories and imposes them ss form upon the matter of experience,
it is the task of the epistemolo;ist, as well as that of the
psychologist and the lorleian, to exhibit the csterories as
"festures of our cognitive experlence from the level of perceiving
upwards." (50) The cate ories are fundamentally

reflections of the felt attitules of the
or -antsm to 1ts environment,..(which) have
en existentiasl foundstion and signilicance. (51)

While I do 70t intend to introduce here sn analysis oy Sellors!
specific categorles, such as sell, cause, relatlon, activity,
etc.,, a l'ew words I think will be in order concernin, his cate-
gory of "thinghood."” By this cate;ory Sells: s understands thas

element in the struoture of our thought and experience which lays

claim to a knowledge, not of mere sense-dsta or phenomena as such,

(48) Critical kealism, p. 94. uJnderlining is the author's.
(49) Critlicel Reslism, p. 145,

(60) The Philosophy of rfhyslcal .ealism, pp. 144=146,

(51) The Pnilosophy ol Physical Realism, pp. 144-145,
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but of real, extramental, physical objects. As we have seen
in the previous chapter, the .undamental puint of Sellers'
criticlsm of the ideslistie movement In epistemolo.y has been
its sssumption that 1deas are themselvea the direct objects of
our knowledge., uhis assumpilon, which 1s ulilmacely based upon
Cartesien daalism, ls due purely and simply %o a sallure to take
into serious account the ca.e ory oi thinghood, together with the
reallstic mesnings which it lamplles. 4Uhla category s for the
physical reslist the only adequate basis of & sound eplstemology.

Uirecting himseli, then, agalast this past traditior which
is bein. perpetuated in the thou:ht of such neo-pra maclsts as
Ge 1o Lewls, Sellars emphatlcally ssserta that

it 1s independent and enduring things which

we suppose to p rceilve, and not presentstlions,
In fact, ocur whole mode ef thou.ht is roouved
of 1ts slignificance end meaning 1f we are led
by tile epistemologlcsl pugzles of the pest

5o formulate our knowing otherwise, "e should
beuln our reflection with naturasl realism and
hold %o realism...ilis means that nature ls

an executive reala inhablted by vodles and }
chan-es that occur apart Irom our presenta- /°
tions...The wood vurns to ashes equally well
whether we are presenc or absent. (52)

In this and the last two chapters our attentlion has .een
engsce 1in a descriptive anelysls of Sellars' critical resliasm,
The specific points of thls anslysis have concerned themselves
largely with the contrast-positions which have server as the
sprinzboard for the development of Sellars' own position in-
cluding the distinctions which it emphasizes in the rield of

epistemology. oefore passing over to the next chapter, which

will be e critical analysis o, the wmaiter thus rar developei,

(52) The Philosophy of Physical iealism, pp. 145-147.
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I should 1like to conclude with a few sumuary statements of
what, in Sellars' view, the nature and crasp of 'tnowlcdge s
simply considered in 1tself, i.e., lrrespective cf any of the
"jevels" on which it 1s found to appear. .t ls hoped thet these
remarks will also serve to syntiesize the . undamentsl elements
of 3ellars' epistemologzlcal doctrine,
In attempting to dlascern what the nature of koowled ¢ is
in Sellars' estimstion, we can take our cue .rom the definition
whieh he gives of thoupnt as
the movement o1 readjustment and of creative
constructlon in the continuous ileld of the
individual's experience, (53)
However vague this ds:finition mey in other respects appear %o ve,
it 1s clear thet for Sellars thought 1s essentislly a process,
an operstion thet goes on within the individusl whose primary
purpose is adjustment to an outside world, -- an adjustment
which involves a creative response., idow the kind of adjustment
and the kind of creative response which results from this process
is an event of a unigue sort whieh :oes by the nsme of "knowlelre."
Knowledge tLus viewsd in lts proper ssttin, is an ascht which

1s sui .eneris, an act that ;oes on, however, within an organism,

As such it is an essentlal part of the individual's experience,
though not strictly convertible with experience. These two lacts,
namely &) %the vniqueness of knowledze, and b) 1ts natural, empir-
icel setting within the orgasnism should determine at the oubtset
the lines alony whieh all epistemcicrical enalysis should be

conducted. The wniqueness of “nowledge, on the one hand, "orbids

(53) Critical iealism, p. 1.6,
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the sort of reductionist anslysis that has been 'iven 1% In the
past by sueh thinkers as Thomas 'obbes, who rerardel 1t rmerely
as a mechenlcal event which is explicable in terms »" the laws
of motion, Un the other hand, the na.ural emplriecsl se'tinr
within which knowledcre “akes place shovld slso be tsken into
acoount for ell of the implications which this settinc involves,
Any attempt, elther to dis-ort the meanin of the wort "experience"
as 1t relates to knowledse, or to neglect experience alto. ether
will make impossible any real solution to the problem at hand,
Taking his lead, then, from the initlel fact or experience,
thet we really do know thingss, a fset which must not be guestioned
or examined, 3ellars proceeds to san aunalysis of the factors ine
volve! in the act of knowledge. It is tids type of analys.s
which conatitutes the very essence of 3ellars'! critiecal spproseh,
It is, moreover, the only means in 3ellars' view of =etting a
true conception of what the neture of knowled e really is.
the results of Sellare' anelysis of the factors involved

in every act of knowledpge ere:

1) aifirmetion of an objeet;

2) tne iiea or content glven to the

knowing self}
3) the interpretation of the rirst in
terms of the second,

To trese tiree on the subjective side there

muat correspond the alffirmed exlstent with

its deterninate nature, (54)

Synthesizin, these three elements or factors, we may say .hén, that

knowle:, e for Sella.s 1s essentially an interprchative aifirmation

of an object wh.ch is e..ected by and throu h the subjective

medium of con.ents or ideas,.

(64) Knowledge and Its Cateuories, pp. 137-1v3,
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It 1s %0 be notoi carefully that the term "interpretative"
is not to be understood as implyinr an act of inference with
reference to the exlstence of the object., As we slready know,
for Sellars, we know the object and we mow ¢ directly. The
element of interpretation snc "selective response" 1s uresent
with reference to varlous chsracters which we assi-n %o objects
by means o. the contents,

Another point I should like to stress 1s the uesaning of the
term "subjective" as 1t sppears in the above context, while oone
tents and ideas are not in any way %o be objectively identivied
with ~he nature and quaelities of thin.s, neither sre they to be
understood as beln. purely subjective, cr arbitrery. .ellars
certeinly is not a relativist, {or we have seen in a number of
contex“s that in his vliew the contents of knowledge are causally
correlated with the characteristics of thin: s themselves,

Favins steted positively whei in Sellers' vicw the nature
of knowledge 1s, 1t 1s important to note by way of further ex-

plicitation that for hin knowledze 1s not bein., but only a2 kind

of substitute for it. Althoush I shall endeavor to show why
Sellars' nosition ss s naturslist compels him to take this view,
in the next chapter, I am simply lnterested here in calling atten-
tion to it., It should be clear, at any rate, that “ellars' re-
fusal to allow any sort of ldentiflcatlon betwsen knowleige and
bein;’, 18 s corrollary which 1s consistént with the underlying
distinction of his epistemolo:y netwesn object and content of

knowledge.



“or Sellars, then, to know the thin 1s not, in any way,
to nave r "cemieme 1cal"” Intultion of 1tz essence. We interpret
the object by means o. cu.tents, and ln so doin, we af.irm it,
we thia' it, we have information sbout 1t. osut in no wise are
the connents to ve literslly understocd as reproducln, in an
existentisl manner the charecteristics of the thing inseli:

The physical object kaown is never litverally
prezsent in the Uield of consclouvsness; the
mind makes no existentlal contact with 1t
except through the sense crgans, Knowing
is a clalm and reference to an object
mediated by meaningss in consciousness,

It is a sort of mental pointin, and not

a literel transcendence...Knowin~ handles
objects through internal sutstituues which
are supposed to reveal tre nature or the
external object. (65)

Thias stetement has, of ocourse, very serious implications
tor philosophy, for 1t ralses the lmportant question: :‘het 1s the
extent or rasp of human knowlsdge? 3s8llars' answer 1ls brief end
to the point. Knowledge embraces

essentially what sclence hasa worked out, ==-
structure, relative dimension, relative mass,
enercy~content, behavior, fIheory of s<nowledge
does not so much dictate to sclence as inter-
pret 1t. (56)

Cherscterizing his solution to the problem as to the extent
or gresp of “nowledge, Sellars remarks that this position "is as
near natural realis.- as the condltions of knowled e permit." (57)
Physical thin s exist and we know them, but the content of our
knowledge as revelatory of the object is a "character-complex and

not s mental existent"; (58)

(55) Fealism, "aturslism, and !umenism, p. 271.
(56) healism, Naturalisw, and Humaenism, p. 273.
(67) Znowledge and 1ts Catesories, p. 217.
(68) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 217.
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In other words, the con.ent which we apire-
hend must have “he property o! reproduc’ar
something abonrt the object, of conveying in
lts own mediium the form of the object. ?59)

This lsst statement may seem to sug-est at least a parallellam
between Sellars and the traditional sristotelien~scholastic posi-
tion whioch h.lds that knowledge 1s the mental possession of »
form, S0 as not to leave room for any such interpretation, Sellars
makes 1t clear that by the use of the word "form" he mesns to in-
dicate only position, size, structire, csusal caopacitles, etc,,
but in no sense does he mean to imply any sort of ide tity between
the lorm of the thing in the m.nd and the orm of the thing out-

side the ..ind,

What acout the object can be conveyel to mind?
Ubviously not the being but the "rorm", To
convey the belng is impossible, Jor the tling
must remsain outside the -1ind., To know the
thing 18 “herelore not to be the thing...
What, then, 1s knowle pet It is the me-ilated
greasp of those Ieatures oi the th.ng which
are reproducible, 7o know these is to koow
the thing. (60)

If there is any further doubt ss toc the vasic differences ia point
of view ocetween Selleras! position and thst of traditicnal schoe
lesticism, we need but note tne 1ollowing psssage:

The critical realist, while he holds that
knowle ige 18 & couprehension of reality,
points out that 1t 1s not identlcal with
reality. Iin this way, he is able to avold
that .elf'ication of laws and essences to
which the scholastic realist fell a vietim,
L,ews are not in neture, nor do they control
neture, The status of propositlons is
subjectlve. (61)

3y way of concluslion, then, I should like to point out thst

although knowledge is transcendent for Sellsrs, in the sei.se Lthat

(52) Knowledse and Its Cate.corles, p. 217.
(860) Xnowlelire and It:s Cotesories, p. 217,
) Evolutionary Nat.rsliam, p. 202,

nderliiing is the anuthor!s,
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its reach or :rasp extends by way of deaotatloa to o.vside
physical objeets and thelr Interrelatlonships, tiis is tte o.ly
sense 11 whicl it claims Lo e traascendent. .!e lialitatlons
of ..owle'ge are, in short, evideuced by the liwmltecicas of
scientifiec %1owled-c, which takes no el- i to any in%:dtion oi
the stu.f ¢f the physical world, or, Jor Lhet matier, ol any
other kind of world heyond experience. ‘aowled.e is in its
sltitcte analysis for Sellars

& chesracterizin. of exlstence 1. Lorms of
su_oosedly disclos'n~ pre’icates. (62)

(62) TLe rhilosophy of Y hgsical ieallsm, p. 404,
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I shovld like at this point to recall whet I have already
stated in the i irst chapter cuicerning wy intentions in sthe
handling o: Sellars'! phillosophy. It was tren, and still 1s,
my intention %o present Sellars' thou.ht, not only in cthe measuire
of accuracy which philosophic method deman.s, bHut also in as
favorahle a llight as the principles of .y own th.nklny per.lt.
Yhile the purr~ose ol the nresent chapter is to enter into a
criticism ol 8ellars' nnturalism to the extent that it has thus
far teen developed, i.e., in eplstemology, 1 should nevertheless
llke to make it clesr that it 1is my intention To resist any temp-
tetlon that would lead me into a sort of polemic.

The rezson for this is simple enough, rolemicel controveray
is very likely to adapt 1tself to personsel slants, objectives,
and intereats and is likely on this account to rall helr to the
temptation ol regarding dlelectic as more lmportant than truth,
Since, moreover, 1t 1s tl:e business of the philosopher to seek
out the truth wherever he finds 1%, his methed of criticism is
well sulted to the »urpose of philosorhy, ir it is meant to ine
clude somethin: more tr+-n a mere casalogue oi errors., Criticlam
should emboly as well an attempt to eveluate the elements ol truth
that are found in =z system, however false the system itsell may be., (1)

gefore entering into the work of oritieclsm itsels, there are
a few other observations I should like to make regarding method.

Since criticism neceéssarlly presupposes & point ol coaparison and

(1) "¥or 1t behooves those who wish to jud.e sufficlently concerning
she truth to show tlemselves, not as enemies of those concernin:
whose opinions tiiey are judgingﬁ but as arblte.s and examiners
for botn sides of tic questlion. St. 1homas, De voelc et Mundo,
lec. 22 ‘row Vives e1ition. "ransleclon 1is my own,
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a standard of reference, I had best indilcate here that my point
of comparison and standard of reference are not simply "the
principles of my own thinking," but of my thinking as informed
by the principles of thomistic phlilosophy. And if it be objected
here by a "broad-minded" individualist that such method of com-
parison is not fair, I would grant him that it 1s not, 1if 1t simply
involves & case oy "mine va, thine," I would even go further and
admit that this method of hendling criticlsm is sometimes apparent
in undergraduate textbooks and manuasls where accuracy is sometimes
sacrificed in the cause of simplification, But I would be entirely
unwilling to admit on principle thet criticism by way of compari-

son 60 ipso involves either an srzumsntum ad auctoritatem or an

ignoratio elenchi. It may not be sltogether irrelevent to note

here that a goodly part of the development of Sellars' own thinking
is effected preclsely by this type of eriticlsm in which he com~
pares his own thought with that of past and contemporary thinkers,
It 1s importent, of course, that in the making of comparisons
of this sort that the position of cne's "opponent" be not only
accurately represented, but that it be represented in s msnner
that is relevant to the polint of critiocism at hand, This is the
same a3 sayling that there must be a common ground of comperison,
Now while there is comparatively little common ground of
comparison between Sellars' epistemology end St. Thomas' theory

of knowledge in point oi detall, the same cannot be said of the

problem of knowledge as regards its fundamental issues. By
"common ground of comparison”, i do not mean, oI course, a

unified solutlion to a given problem, or, for that matter, & common
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method or apprcach, All that 1 do have r.oference to 13 the
presence of the ; roblem iltself, however Adiiferent She terminolo,y,
approach, or solutlon may oe.

Now the problem of knowled ,e as it apnears to Sellars i3 pepr=-
haps the most important problem in the field of philosophy, in a
basle sort of way., Apart froam the persovnal ract of 'is love [or
"epistemclo,ical analysis,® (ol which $ellars makes no secrei),
i1t is his Justltled cuvavictlon thet if naturalis.: is t0 clelim
any measure of sys.ematic coherence and organigation, 1ts founda-
tions in eplstemolo:y must be deeply driven. To say nothing of
naturalism generally, 1t certainly is true, sand I am sure HSellars
would be entirely willing to admit this, that !1is own naturelistic
system dacpends very largely upon the wvalidildy of his solutions to
the problems of eplstemoloygy. Although this is a polint [ have
already toucned 'ipou in my {irst chapter, I mention it a_aln to
call attentlon %o the importanee of what now follows i1 the way
of eriticlam,

The rirat pirooslem that presents itself ror exeminatlon is one
whioh hss already ceen suyrrsested in our seconl chapter. Havin:
exsmined in some detall 3elliers' snalysis and criticeism of the
outlook of natural reslism, the Qrestloa was ralsed as Lo whether
or not the realism of Lellars is ultimately ia cunformity with
the dictates of co .non sense, 1l.e,, whether it does justice to
the racts pcrtaining malnly co the act of sense porcephloan,

We heve already noted in s 1umbder of coutexts two saslc polnts of
general agrsement that exlist between what Zellsrs calls the "oLt-

look of relve realisn” and ¥ is own eritical realism, viz., the
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postulate that the object oi 'miowledge 1s co-re 1 wth the
knowin,, subject, and the direct cherscter oi sense perceptlon.
Althourh, as 1 shall point out later, neither o1 these postulates
can be s equately uaranteed by e purely naturallstle conception
ol knowle ige, the emphasis of Sellars' epistemolo;ical theory
in the line of a direct realism is well plsced., It is well to
note thet on this score there is a hsarty a reement betwsen
Sellars' epistemoclogy and that of the thomists,.

To the extent, moreover, that Sellars' critiesl realism
lnvolves a oritical snalysis of the subjective facuors and elements
present in the act of perception with e view towerd explaining
the so-called "errors end illusions® of sense, I should be wille
ing to as,ree thet here oo is ancother polnt .n which 3ellers?
philosophy &l t:at of the thowist are, at leest in principle,
in 7ulil asccerd. It is simply untrue to maintalin that an appre-
ciation ¢i the subjectlve elements which charagterize the act
of sense perception is 1pso ifmcto destructive of e reallst position
in epistemology. It would bLe wron,, thereiore, to maintain that
Sellars' stress upon the subjective aspecis of sense perception
implies any inhereni incoumpetibllity between his position and
that of the common sense realist., .o ve a reallst, in other

words, 1t 1s not necessary to be a Jogmetic resliast.

Now the .irst stumbling block which the reelist encounte:s
in his snelysis oo Sellars! view ol sense perceptlon and its
eognitive value is the open rejection which it mekes o7 any aud
all rorms of sense intultlonism. un tuis ~0int vhere can He no

mistake, for it 1s a rundementsl principle with Jellars that the
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object 1s a. ii.ed, but never lutuiteu, nolL even vu Lhe "level"

of sense percspition., It .8 thls point malnly whicoh sorely staads
in need o. critical examinstioca, but berore exsainlun "%, 1t shoald
be worth our while to Uind vut why jellars .3 so inslsicat poa

it.

It shoulu ue abundantly clear Jron vur previo-s araceslos of
3¢<1l:rs' position that tne c:iof coupellln: awu.ive which uaderllies
kis rejecolou uf a. intultlonlisé theory oo sense porception is vhe
pieln impos.ioility of the object wein, "literally" present '
conscio.sness, (2) OUn this point Jellars is unguesiionably re=
acting e;8insi, not only the weira hypotheses of some of the
"naive" realists of .he pesi, .ut alsv 2.aiast Lhe exa. erations
of Lis nederealiuv cu.isemporaries in Amerlca, 3uv this as it may,
it certainly saoculd os ciréer to anyone {(except perhaps a nalve
reallst), that the physica. obDject has lie own woae of existence
which cannct ve reproduced ty the mind in the sswe way as 1
exists o.tside o1 the mind. In order 0r an uvbject to be xnown,
it is 20U necessary .or % vo undergo some sort of mysterio.s,
p-ysical bilocecion,

cellers ls ri:hs, thereiore, in msianvainin. that the mind
caanot be the object, 1: by u. is he means o afiirm that 't is
lmpossiile 10r the ooject to ve physicelly piesent %o the .ind

in the same way as il is to itseli, On tils point we mirbt pro-

il%acly nove the ovservua.lioan of St. homas concernia., the amive

realism o1 the early ireek naturalistu:

(2) ih.s wou. o, o wlla. 8 rea-rks, "ilaselve Ll leapln. oi
spas1al and Yemnoral barriers in sn caiasorel Cssrion.t
inowleuxe and L.. ca o, ories, p. 20J,
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They thought that the form ot the thing vnown

is in tle knower .n the same way as li the

thine known,..Observing that the thin.s known

are corporeal and material, (they) held that

they must exist materially in the soul that

knows them. (3)
By way of eriticism he auds:

I. 1t were necessary l'or the thing unown to

exist materially in the knower, there would

be no re son why thi.gs which have a msteriel

existence outside the soul should be devold of

knowledge. (4)
Clearly, if one vnderstends knowleuge in Lerms of some sort of
"literal”, physic~l i‘eatity of the 1isd with the object, he
makes knowledge so reallstic thet he virtually destroys 1t. One
misht Just as well say, then, that a physlical object, hecause 1t
possesses its own .orm, knows ltaself. Obviously, then, St. Thomas
1s not a nalve realist any more than “ellars 1s, tut ~dmittines
with Sella:s8 that the object cannot be present to the mind in

the sa.ie way as it is to itseli, is he justified on this asccount

11 rejecting an _intulitionlist theory of sense perception?

sefore snswering this question I want to .gake it clesr in
more positive terms what the thowlst has in mind when he apeaks
of the senses as intuiting their respective cobjects. /pplying

the principle that whatever 1s received in somethlng is recelved

accordin: to the mode of that in which it 18 recelved, the thomiat,

in settin,” forth his theory oi se<se perception, msintains that
the object of oerception as received throu h the medium of the
organ of sense 1s the samé object as that which exlsts outside

the knowing raculties, even thou.h as known, as sensed 't has

recelve ! a new :wue of exlsi.cnce, an egse intentlonsle, )(

(3) Summs Theolozlca, L, Q.04, 8.2,C.
(4) SLU»m ’Iheolqﬂigﬂ, + o9 Qv\34’ a.z’c.
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It is fully recognized, of course, that certain cotditicns
must be fulfilled ir a true act of perception is to cate placs,
ror an object to be intulted by the senses it must first of all
be physically present to them., If moreover, the object itselfl
is not directly in contact with the external seise orgaans, there
is further required an objective medium which enables them to
iresp it, ior want of en objective medlum, as for example llght,
I cannot see the objects which are physlcally present to me in
a room whlch is complebely darkened, nor can I, in the case of
sound, hear the vibrations of an object which has been blocked
off by a sound~-prcofed wall. ror a genuine act of perception
to teke place it 1is necessary, moreover, that the suvjective
medium, i.e,, the senwe organ itself, ve in a healthy, normel
state, I1f my senses are impalirec, elther I completely faill t-
percelve an object or I ywet a distorted impression of it. Yet
despite the need for the fulflillment oI these conditlons, -~
conditions which are, ailter all, merely the pre-requisites of
perception, the thomist is entirely coniident that whegn they are
fulfilled, whet he perceives through his senses, he intults, Not that
he perceives thin; s insofer as they are theoreiically nurceptible,
but in the measure that i.is limlited powers ol percepiion allow.

Now 1 have l1little doubt but that Zellers might be inclined
to agree with much of whe" has just been sald, though insisting

that as regards the object itselr we merely a.ilrm it, assi, ning

to it the contenis oI sensation whlch are subjective., Hense

knowledge, like all !nowledpe, is [or 3ellars merely denctative,

non=-apprekbenaional, and, therefore, not intuitive,
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In criticism of Jellars! position I should like to note,
first of all, that the extsrnal senses, siace they are incapacle
or judgin., do not properly speaking either afiirm or deny, but
merely report what is given to them in consclousness. They are,
in other words, determined by what is objectively given to them.
In experiencing an object, I see it, I reel it, I hear it; my
senses, 'n other words, reveal 1t, but tnrere 1s no questlon here
either of arrirmation or denial., «hen, moreover, I experience in
the concrete a colored object as red, there is no question here ol
assigning a property or quality to s thin, by the senses. "ied,”
tor instance, is a sense-da,um, and a sense~detum is just what
the word itsel:r indicetes, somethin:, given in consclousness, not
somethin which is either econsclously or unconsclously ascribed
or attributed by the sense to the object.

’rom what has just been said, it should be clear that the
impourtant thing to nove in eounnection with the problem . sense
knowleuge, is, not the reflex consideration ol the mind as to the
measure of conformity thet exiscs between the senses and the extra-

organic object, but what the object of sense really is.

because this point is fundamental in my criticism of Sellars!
epistemology, I want to mske it unum.stakably clear., ror Lailure
on his part to develop an adequete distinetlon between sense
knowledge proper and the intellectual act of judgment which ine
volves predicatlion, Sellers does not, properly spesking, set forth
8 theory o1 sense perception In its own terms; ris theory of sense
perception 1ls expressed rather in terms of the judgmen.s which we

subsequently pronounce concerning our sense impressions.
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Let us see then where and row it is that Sellars mekes his
mistake, I sense an object in the concrete as red, sweet, loud,
or hard, Heecoynizing as a realist that the asenses know objects
and that in this knowledge there 1s some measure oi: ccnformity
between the objest of sense as internally  iven in sensation and
the object whioh exists ou.sids the senses, I then proceed Judg-
mentally by means of reflection and critical analysis to drtermine
what the exac¢t ns.ure of this conformity is., I may posslbly come
to the eonclusion, as Sellars does, that sense-data are only
"causally correlated" with their external csuaes, or, as scholastics
would say, tha: thev are not "formslly transudjective." I may,
in other words, form the judgment that "this object which I, by
means of my aenses, experience as red 1s only causally rel." Bug
eam I justified on this seceount, 1.e., by reason of the judoment
which I am now forming, in thinking that the red obJect of sensatlion

is not intulted? Only if by oblect of sensation I mean object apart

from sensation, which is, of eourse, a contradiction.

The point is siuply this, that in an anslysis of the object
of sensation, the object must be understood as it is actually re-
vealed in sensatlon, i,e., coneretely. It is 1llegitimete to
substitute here for "object of sensation”™ the object as 1t exlists
apart from sensation. 1t 1s possible only ifor the intellect to
draw this distinction., Only the intelleet too cen judge the
measure of corr~spondence that exists between the object of sensa-
tion proper and the object conceived of abstractively apart from
sensation., Lastly, 1t 1s possible only for the intellect to dise-

tinguish the propertiss of the object as concretely experienced in
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sensation and as austractively thouch apart froam 14,

We can conclude, then, in the light of the above dlstinetions
that Sellars' refusal to admit the intuitional cheracter of sense
perception is based apon his fallure to recog.ize precisely whst
the object of seunsation really is. ‘ranting tha'. the ovject of

perceptior. has as such an esse intentlongle dist uct irom the

esse physicum of the vhiny 1tself, tcls 1s no reason Lor maine

tainiag that the object of sensation proper, In the sense in
which we explained it, is not .ntuited, or .or saylng that 1%

is sifirmed by the senses, 3ellars' fallure to realize this fact
1s, &8s has been shown in the above paragrapts, sacribable to the

literal con-fuslon that exiscs in his mind petween the dala of

sensatioa proper and the re:rlechtlve pronouncements made through
the mental act of judgment,

By way of corrollary from the concl.sions just estavlished,
I should like to point out first of sll that the fellure to
draw an adequate distinetion between sensation and intellection
is a two-edged sword, involving not only an ughappy reductionist
view oi the intellect in its hi.her csepacities, but also, a2s we
have just seen, & Talsiried conception of what the senses them=
selves actually reveal.

I would noce secondly that the "epistemologzical status" of
our sensory perceptions 1s not, as Sellara unqg:essionably thin'ts
1% 1z, a matter which is iantrinsically dependent for iis solution
upon tne i'indins= of the experi ienbtal sclences. "hat sclence has
to say about the physical volect as it exlsts "out therse" and

independently o: the way in whlc.. we percelve 1%, 1s a question
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which relates only in an indirect manner to whet strictly
speaking is the object of sensation as suche. Yo know objecis
sensibly as red, sweet, loud, and hard 1s oouviouvsl,y nut to 4now
thinrs as science knows them, tfor the very simple reason thet
sclence seeks a different kind of knowle :re than :that [ iven 'u
sensation, '.e may not conclude, therelore, that beculse the
senses are, so to speak, :nfra-scieantitic, they do nobk knouw
their objects, or, for that matter, that ti'ery do not int.it them,

Lastl>, I should like to no-e ( in answer to & quer; that
has been raised a number of times in the last lew chaphers) that

ultimesely and precisely because he rejects latultlon, the criti-

¢al reslism of Sellars is incompatible with the demands of common

sense., If the clalms of the common sense realist are gt times,
elither .alse or exsyg,era.ed, these mistakes can be very readily
explained in terms ol the hssty and uneritiecal jJjudgments thLat
are gsometimes made in uerms of that which is only acecidentally
the object of sense. (H) Yet the truth remsins that the senses
&8 regards their nroper objects are ianfellible, -- a8 truth to
which t.¢ common sense reallst testlries when he says that he
sees red and truly sess it. Un this polnt St. ihomas is un-
equivocally clear:

Sense, then, has no r'slse knowledge about

its proper objects, except accldentally

and rarely, and then because ol an indis-

position in the organ, it does not receive
tle sensible rorm rishtly. (6)

(5) "An asccidentsl sensible is a thing whiecl of itself 1s not the

object ol sensec...ble accldental sensible is such as regards sll
the senses, 1f t:e lntellect alune has immediate knowled:rs oi ik
v.g., substance, truth, belup, etc.; or it is such as revards a
particular sense, *‘f it 1s percelved by one of the other senses;
Vogo, I s8ce & lemcen ,’:719, I can l.j‘ﬂ.u_di.ﬂ"}({;ly p(-l'.cei\le ‘ha taste b"j
one of :tre laternsl Jaculties, In this ¢-se, the trgte ol the
ple ia aa accidental sensible Jor tie sease or si;bt, le€s, 1t
(the taste) is accicdentnlly vlisible." Henri ‘renier, Lhumastic
Philosophy (Charloststowa, Uanada: oubl, by 3%. hnete ts ,1-
versity, 1943), vol. LT, p. 151,

{8) Summa Theolowina. T. 2. 17. =.2,c,

*
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The sense is not decelved in 1ts proper

object (as sl Lt in regard to color),

save accidentally, throu b some hindrance

to the aenslble organ,..The 1eason of .hia

is evident. wvery powser, a&s svch, 18 ¢a-

sent.*1ly directe: to itw proper objcob;

maa b 1,8 of this kind are always uan’=-

iorm, (7)

dince % "2 ~dmicteuly impossible %o give in s sinvle clapter

an extende!] criticism of the detallei elements of JSellars' realism,
(meny oif which might rrom a nhilosophical swurndp..nt .e justly
re.arded as g perrluocas) I srall couufine mysel’ *o fundamental
issues. Perhaps the most fundamental issue Hthat could be rai-ed
‘'n th s connection 1s whether the epistemology of .ellars is 1ln

en intellifille way what it claims to be, i1eali-tic,

It is, after all, one thing %o profess realism, to effirm 1t,
but quite another to <ive & raiional account of the ‘aith that
lies within, It 1s simple enou h, es common sense 1tsel:. allrms,
to maintsin the fact thet wrat we know are thinis, vt slnce, ss
we heve already aoted in the becinnin> of our third chapter, com=
mon sense glves no explanation, it ls necessary to look eslsewhere,
1.6., to the realm of phllosophic theory. Jow the basic test of
any theory 1s that 1t be able to account sdequately Lor the rsch
or facts st hand., 1he questlon with which we are now fsced 1s trisi
Does the epistemological theory of Sella s account [or the fact
that we know things? )does it, in short, make reslism an intelli=
gible position?

Although the entire remainder ol ttis chapster will, in a

sense, be devoted to the aanswerin~ of tris question, I should like

(7) Summe Theolo ics, L., ‘.17, 8.2,0C.
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to restrict .y cuasiderations here malnly teo a critlelsm of
Sellsrs' rsalism in the 1i.ht of the (undamental distinetion
that underlies it, -- that beuiween the object and the contents
of knowledge.

There should be no question in the mind ~f the reader at this
point that it is precisely this distlnetion (and 1ts apnlication)
that Sellars has .n mind in abtaching the term "critlcal" to his
realism, Indeed, the precise signiilcsnce of the critical approach
in epistemology is for Sellars to be aware ol the distinetion and
the e-istin, intere-relationships between what ne regacrds as the
object of knowledge and its contents., It 1s this tistinction
which a1aive realism with 1ts uncritical identilication of the
contents with the object of knowledge lgnores, Now the preclse

question being ralsed is this: is 1t poassible to be oritlcal in

the sease just defined, aud still be reallstic?

The first ccnsideration I should lilke to present to my resder
is & very vasic one: 1Is 1%t possible in the f£ira% place {in the
light of ordinary human experience) to think the distinction he=
tween object and content? Obvioualy, the import of this dlatinction
is that the content of knowledge 1a not, and is not in any way to
be construed es, the object. But are we not accustomed, and
justifiably so, to thinking of the content of knowledge as in
some sense belng the oobject, rfor, 1f it is not, what la it then
thet we knowl 1Is noit our fallure to conceive this distinction in
the light of the "imowled.e-situstion" direcily ascribable, not to
the suppositlon that we are nailve or uncritical, but to the inherent

unity of content and object?
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1 can, of course, and somnetiwmes, do, distingulsh between the
subjective elements which sre present in my act of knowledge and
the object which I know, sut never do I draw tris dlstinction with
a8 view toward estsblishing e dualism dbetween my knowledge of a
thing end tre thing 1-self which I know. Yet it 1s precisely this
sort of Jduelism which characterizes the obJect-coatent distinction

of 3ellars. .rom the stendpcint of knowledre, then, as T really

expsrience 1t, T find, not only the nesd for rejecting a duellsm

of object and contents, but for positively insistins upon a kind
of identlty between tre object which I know and the con:ents of
my nowledge.,

Por fear of any mlsunderstanding, I want to make 1%t clear that
I am not directing the shove conslderstlons against Sellars' dls-
tinction a.ter the manner of a strictly philosophical srgument,
These are considerstions which are drawn simply from a reflection
upon what humen experilence seems to demand., Sellars, indeed,
places a ;reat deal of inslstence upon the primary dictates of
experience that we know objects as co=-real and that we know them
directly. Yet is 1% not equally a demand of experience that the
content of our knowled:e 1s the object which we know? To deny
this, s, in my opinlion, to be gullty of a fault of which, as
we have seen in our third chapter, 3ellars acouses -erkeley,
that of initlally placing & contredlctlon in c.perience. Thus,
although, I would agree with iellavs that 1t ls natural to identify
the contents of knowledge with the object of knowledge, I could
not agree (nor could anyone whose clains are rootei in the _~undee

ment al demands of experience) that it is a natursl mistake. On
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the contrery, iv i1s positively uanstural and arbitrary to disjoin,
as Sellars doss, by the employment of llils distincticn, the object
of knowledge rrom its content, I the object of knowledze 1s not
the content, what chen is it that we really know, or, even ucie
fundamentally, what sort of arbltrary meaniug is onse assignin~ to
the word "knowle '‘get"™ "o know an object is not, »3 we lLuve already
seen, to be physlcally possessed of it, lor tle® 1s adritiedly e
plein impossibility. Yet thls 1s no sui'iiclent reason to swing
to the other side of the pendulum to mes.rntain, as does Cellais,
that we intult only tl.e ecuntents, and not the object. Nor ’s it
eny rerson to assert furthcrmore thest we only airfiru the object,
and that knowledee essentlally consists in this affirmetion and
the ssslignment of preclicates,

Sellars would, ol course, object at this polnt to umalntalin

that .t 1s by means of the c.ntsiits that the object is rovealed

to us, not in the sense ol becoainy Intulbtlvely xrown, but in
the acnse of -etting Iinformation aboul the object. Thus in lellars!
op.alon, although the contents are noi in any sense the object
(his rejection of sll forms of intultionism lorvids this view),
they are neveortheless in "causal conjunction" with 1t. [t 1is
beca.ise of thiz causal conjunctin of the conteats with the oute-
side world thut we actually do have nowledgc gbout 1t,

sy=.88sing other points of criticism that mi-ht be lirecved

sgainst the above trend ol &thoucht (8), let us sssume, _or the

(3) 'lote for instsnce, the ‘ollowin: execelleat volat < eriticlsm:
".", ab lesst in o.r beslc consnc: with rcallty shrouglh sease
experience, htie ohject is not lmmedintely insuived, the knowledge
¢lulm rests soiely on s ['alth thet svwpjec.ive e.l'ects resemble
objective causes., And for 'ellers even this i1oundation 1s sha'<y,
inasmuci. a3 he hes stutéd thakt " -3 & nrtter of facn, Lie effect
should not be like the cause.¥...'"e correlsatiov: Jetween subjee-
tive datum z.d externsl stimulis, theresore, al "ht ove cocxiremely
poor or absent entirely." Lichard . baker, "irhe laturelism of
Heoy »ood Selless", 1.1 The flcw 3cholasticism, Vol., 24, {(1950), p. 160
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sake of argument that 1 lellars can glve an intellisible account
of how it is known that the contents of knowledge are truly
"revelatory" of the ocject, then his realism needl not be called
into question, Yet, as fer a3 I can see, there is nothin., even
within the framework of Sellars! own principles, which can aie=
quately justify this claim,

Sellars meintains, for instance, that

experience lndicates sn sctual, crusslly=

pased a reement between the physical exls=-

tent perceived and the conteat ol percep-

tion, (9)
Grantiai:, of course, that e.perience ‘loes assurs us af an objective
relaticnship between our iapressions of thin- s and the quelities
existing la the thiigs themsslves, T would ;1gist ©irst ovr all
that by "experience” here 1s to ve underasocod "reirlective experience
in the oruer of human intellipence." dext I would like Lo ralse
the question as to how on the basis of lella. s' principles could
this causally-lased se.reement of contents with object be known?

0 say simply in broad terms thet "experience indicates 1i%,"
or, 1or %rat matter demands it, i3 to ignore the baslc issue at
hans, Ir she very nature off knowledge 1Is such that it sllows only
for ean ef,irmation of vhe object together with the asslignment %o

it o the c-.ntenss o©f coasclousness, what assurance .s -here, as

far as knowledge is concerned, that the conitents really are in

causal agreement with the object? 1In other words, how do we
actuall: lmow this csusal a;reement, or must we simply assume 1t7
Surely, 1. we merely ussuue 1%L, we are assum'ns, also our resllsm,

Yo Know that the contents of knowlsdge are in some sort of

(9) Liowledwe and its Categories, p. 202.
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agreement with the vbJect would, I am sure, require over snd
above a9 were alfirmation of the object sone sort of glimpse
Into its very nature., certsalnlv if the cont.onts are not the
object, but merely in causal econjunction with it, some )ins
abou’ tlLe object must be 'mown (in the sense of intuited) if we
are to ¥xnow thst the co-“ents really ap»ulvy, %Yhet I am ar-uing
for sgsinst the va_ueness of Sellars' position 13 the need for
an adequate guarantee iIn the order of knowle ge itmell for the
supposedly "econtrolled correspond:nce"” that exists between the
categories of nature and the categoriesz of our own thinking.
Indeed, it is aaide the poilnt %o sesy merely that the conuents
sre actively related to the thin s by which they arc causally
controlled, for the question to .e answered 1s how are they
known to be actively related and causally controlled? iYeither
1s i1t of any help %o ssy, as Sellsars does, Ly way of a final
appeal thet

the whole payoho-pnysical settinz of pere

cepiion seems $o gurrantee that sgresment

between datum end object which mekes it

possible in the knowledge-claim to impute

the detum to the object =ad to think the

object 1n terms of the content of thourht. (10)
Such an appeal leaves the so-czlled knowledge-~claim merely a
claim, and not an intelli~ible fact,

I+ the = sence, the.n, of any Intelligible explanaition on this

point, we must conclude tin-t the critical reslisw of Sella:s is

at odds with itself, L.y this I mean thet tre rsaliam of 3ellaers

qua reallism 1s s petitiov principi! in the :iost literal sense of
the term. There ls, in other words, nothin~ witin the frame-

work o Sellars' princlples, elther as regards ovr knowledge of

(10) Knowledgce -nud Lbs vassgories, p. 202,
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the object (whicp we affirm), or ol the contenus (which we assi-n
to the object by means of preulcates), -- ther-e 1s nothluy which
enables us L. know that .here is au objective corrcspoundence be-
tween our 1ldeas and bthli,s.

It should be clear fron tho sbove that eszentielly the saue
arcuments which Jellars so efifectively employs &, #inst represea-
tative reallsm, especially that of Locke, can be clirected aceinst
his own position, (11) [ must contess that L personally find 1%
difficult to see how a thiaker such as Sellars, whose criticlsm
of the ldeallstlic school in epistemology has been so keen and
penetrating, should be so fatefully unaware ol the subjective
elements which characterize his own principles.

Ultimetely, as far as I can see lt, the epistemology of
Sella:s (with its fundamental distinction of object and con.ent)

is as far as 1ts realism is concerned, based uvon the practical

(11) Despite his repeated affirmation of the Jlirectness of the
¥nowledge-situation, Sellars does nevertheless, and contrary
to his own explicit intentions, incorporate within hls epls-
temology the principles of subjective ldealism., It 1s true,
“he critical realism of Sellars avolds & copy-theory of know-
ledge (such as that of Loeke), or possibly, knowinr the cone
sequences of such a theory geeks to avold 1it. It 1as also
true that 1dems or contents are not regarded by Sellars, =as
they were by the British thinkers, as the only direct objects
of human cesnition. Nevertheless, as far as his own criticsl

realism 1s concerned, "the knower,” as Sellars himself explicltly
atetes, "1s confined to the datum," (Enowledre and Its Categories,
p. 203.), i.6., the content. In the final analysis, therefore,
and from a8 strictly philosophical point of view, there 1s little
esgential difference hetween the reallism of Locke which Sellars
disavows, and that of Sellars own theory. Locke based hls be-
lief in the outside world upon a sort of assurance which he
openly hesitates to call by the neme of "¥nowledge.” Sellara
affirms the object. Obviously, Sellars 1s more clever and
FETE“?%an Locke in defining knowledre itself in terms of this
very affirmation, But is not this s rather arbltrary device?
Surely, an adequate comparison between the recalism of Locke

end that of Sellars flatly contradicts the statement that
"properly spesking, tlere 18 no trace of subjJective ideallism

in oritical realism." Xnowledre and Its Ustegories, p. 199.
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necessity of affirming outside objeets, and not upon any ;enaine
contact with them., In view of this fact, it is correct to say
that lellars'! reslism 1s as closely alllied in principle to prage
matism es 1t 1s to subjective ldeallam,

In our lasst chapter we saw 1n some detall Sellaxs' handling
of the traditlonal problem of universals., In this connectlion we
notei his eriticism of the rejuctionist type of nominalism, such
es that of Hume, which lowers the status ol universals to a gen-
eral name which !s assigned to 8 group of simlilar sense impressions,
¥%hile it 1s undeniably true that here, as elsewhere, Sellars'
eriticlam of the trsditional empirical school of thouzht 1s walid,
that is not the matter with which we are now speclfically conecerned,
Our problem now is to determine whether or not the realism of
Sellars, specifically restricted to the question of universals,
can be vslldased.

It 1s $o0 e noted, first of all, that regardin. the problem
of universals, Sellars regards himself as a "conceptualist in
epistemology”™ and a "nominalist in ontology." It will be recalled
that universals for him are simply "operational mesanings in cone
sciousneas,” which, by means of predication, are applied to things
which are similer, but ln no sense jldentieal, in character. Thus
it 1s that for Sellars these meanlings &re not in any way the
essences or natures of things, but merely apply %o things and in
so doing sive us ‘aformation about them, Here again it is readily
noticeable that the eplstemolosy of Seilara 1s radically inimical
to any theory which savors of intultlonlsm,

Lefore entering into a direct critliclsm of ‘ellars! doctrins,
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there are a few points that must {irst be cleared up in the cauase
of historiecal accuracy. Certainly, aot all tradltiovnal realism
is what Sellars makes 1t out to be, «- exairerated Iin its claims
for our knowledge of the essences of thin_s. ILn the thomlstic
view, essences sare not l1iterally intulted or sxhaugtively known
by & mere consideration of the mind, Although it 13 not my task
here to cive a fullefledge. sexposition ol the woderate reallism
of Aquinas, . do want tc meke 1t kviown that thomistlc reallsu
repeatedly siresses the difficuly, laborious process required Iin
the acquisition of our knowleize of essences, Never in the case
of human knowledge (with 1ts dependency upon the ssnse) is the
pure and simple easence of a thing "open for inspection.” Indeed,
our cnive:sal knowledge of essences is (in the Shomistic view)
nelther independent or the senses, nor conmplete in itsell. %o
make this clear, I have selected the followlng passaies irom
St. Thomas' Summa?

To know & thing in ,enersal, and not in particular,
is to have an imperfect knowledge of it, Hence
our intellect, when it 18 reduced from potentiality
to act, acqui res first s universal and confused
knowleige of things before it knows them in partic-
ular, as proceeding from the imperfect to the
er’ect..s(18) olnce the intellect passes rfrom
potentiality to act, 1t has & likeness to rener-
able things, wiich do not attain to perfection
all at once dut by degrees. In the same way, the
humen intellect does not acquire perfect knowledge
of & thing by the first apprehension; but 1t first
apprehencs gomething of a thing, such as ita
quiddity...an en 1t understands the properties,
accidents, and various dispositions affecting the
essence. Thus 1t necesserily relates one thing to
another by composition and division, and from one
cemposition and division it necessarily proceeds
to another, end this 1s ressoning,..{13)

(12) Sumwe Theologica, I, .14, a.J,c,.
(13) Summa 1heologlica, I, .45, a.6,c,
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Our intellect, which knows the essence of a
thii, as its proper object, derives knowledge
from sense, of whioh the proper objecta are
external accidents. Hence it is that from
external appearances we come to the knowledge
of the essence of things, (14)

Clearly then, in the view of 3t., Thomas, we simply o not have
an intultive penetration of the essence ol things of the sort which
renders suporfluous;leithor the aotivity oi the senses, or ol the
higher acts of the mind, And as regards these latter, it ls clear
that, although in St, Thomes' view, it 1ls by means of concepts
that we have some knowledige of essences, nevertheless these con-
cepts are, all oi them, perie.ted only by further acts, viz.,
those or j;dgnont and reasoning, -- aets which imply comparison,
analyslis, abstraoction, definition, division, or whatever other
complex proccsé that buman knowledge 1in all 1ts limitations
involves.,

It is partly, then, beeause of a misunderstanding of what
moderate realism actuelly holds concerning our knowledge oi
essences that Sellars 1s led teo criticize and reject this tredi-
tional solution to the problem of universels. But it is partly
also beceuse :ellars, like Hume, (as has alreaiy been noted)
entertains a talse notion of the nature of the process whereby
universsls are attained by the mind, namely, abstraction. Sellars
unfortunately seems to take the view that, since abstraction is
e kind of mental separation of what 1s inseparably united in the
thing, the abstract concept does not truly represent the thing
a8 it really is. This meana that ior Sellars the easence as seen
by the mind 1s not really the essence or the thing, but merely

some sort of swuostitute for it.

(14) Summs ‘ineologica, i, Q.138, a.2,c. underlining in thls and
the two ahove passa.es 1s my own,
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That Sellers is mistaken in the view that re takes of ab-
straction 18 a point I want %o make clesr by consultin<: at some
lenzth a basic distinoction whieh 3t. Thomas mskes with regard to
the nature or abstraction:

Abstraction may ocour in two ways. irst, by
way of composition and dlvision, and thus we
may understand that one thing does not exlst

in some other, or that i% 1ls separste {rom 1t.
Secondly, by way of = simple and absolute cone
siderstion: thus we understand one thing withe
out:considering another, Thus, for the intellect
to abstract things one from ancother which ars
not really abstract from one another, does not
involve :alsehood, as clearly appears in bthe
cage of the senses, For iIf we sald that color
is not in a colored body, or that 1t 1s separate
from it, there would be error in what we thought
or seid. But if we consider color anli its pro-
perties, without reference to the apple which
is colored,...there 13 no error in such an
opinion or sssertion) for an epple is not es-
sent1al %o color, and therefore color caa be
understood independently of the apple., In the
same way the things which belong to the specles
of 2 material thing, suech as & stone, or a man,
or a horase, can be thought of without the in-
dividual principles which do not belong to the
nature of the species, This is what we mean by
ehstracting the unilverssl from the particular,
or the intelllgible zpecies from the phantasm...
vor it 1s quite true tust the mode of underw
standing, in cne who undepstands, 18 not the
aame as the mode of a8 tting in belng; since

the thing understeood is lmmeterilally in the one
who understands, according $o the mode ol the
intellect, and not materially, aceording %o the
mode of a materisl thing, (155

The above passage :8 30 abundsntly clear as to render quite un-
necessary any commentary or explanation. Yet we must still attempt
to answer the basic question az Lo whether the specific doctrine of
Sellars pertaining to the problem of universals is such that it

can be validated in a reallstic epistemology.

(15) Summe Theologica, I, Q.85, a.l, ad 3um. ‘inderlining is my own,
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Considering Sellars! doctrine of knowledge in general, and
in particular his view of the "status™ and "iunctlion" of concepts,
it is clear that universals, which, formally speakln,, are logical
in character, are true, because they apply denotetively to indlvid-
ual thing s, Yet grenting all this, must 1t not be said thet ap=-
plication, denotation, or extenslon 1s atrictly an affalr or
logle, =~ s science which does not and cennot give & solutlion %o
the real problem of universals? In other words, although universals,
formally consldered, sre admittedly logical in character, must they
not have, 1ln order thet their appliceation be true, & metephysical
foundatlion, i.,e., e foundstion in the order of exlsting things?
There &re, as I see 1f, mainly two questions which present them=
sglves for analysis in connection with the problem of universals:

(1) %hy, irom the standpoint of the cbject, does
the universal apply?

(£) How do we know that it applies?
Whet Sellars' snswer 1s to the first question we slresdy know:
universsls used in predicates apply because some thlings sre similar,

though not identicsal, in nature. But is similarlty of objects a

sufficlent warrenty ior s valid appllication of universal predicates?
Fere it 1s to be noted, Ifirst of all, that Sellars is

correct in maintaining, as Jecan did, that only indivioual things

exist. It is to be noted also, az ilson deoes, that no dcectrine

could be more iristobtelian (lv), and, [ mignht add, thomistiec.

Yet granting that only individuals exist, or, what smountsto

the séame thing, that nothing exists unless 1t is inaividual,

there still remains the ract they have something, 1f not their

(16) iitlenne Gilson, The Jolty of trhilosophical Txperlence {.ew York:
Charles “cribnerfs Sons, 1937}, p. 63,
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om exlisteace, in common, -~ somethlay which is more than a mere
slmilarisy of natures,

If Sellars' view 1s correct, it must be conglsbtently malntalned
that things are individual, uot only with respect to thelr sxlis-
tence, but also with ressect to thelr naturs, which, thouzh
resembling other nstures, is never ldent!lled with them., 7o
put the matter more emphatically, 1t would hove to ve maintained
in Sellars' view that every individual is (in sn exclusive sense)
its own nature 1 very much the same way in which Jod 1s His own
neture. 17 this we.e¢ the case, 1t would Tollow that every in-
dividual thing is unique from the standpoint of everythin,: that
it is, -~ 1.,8,.,, both nature and exlssence, And if individunal
thincs are unigue, how then could we account for their supposed
gimilarities? Certeinly ot by s vague reference to "patterns”
or "structures,”

Whetever the metaphysical dlfficulties 1nvolved in 3ellsrs!
doctrine, 1t should be clear at any rate (and this is presently
our mein concern) that in spplying a universal conceph to things,
we couvld never apply it, i.e., truthfully apnrly 1%, in exschtly the
same sense {univocally), but only analogously. This means that
in applyinz the same concept to different things, however similar
they might be, the meaning of the concept would have to vary with
‘each predicstion, vt does 1t e9 I'sr as my own knowledye 1ls
concernes? Here 3ellerz not only sdmits, but mekes a speecial

point ot observing that esctually we do mean cur predicatos to

apply to things a8 i they wsre identical, l.2., we =mean to apply

them univocally. Thls menner of apnlieation or vredication he
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ascribes to the tendeney on our part to prolect what 1s merely
logical (1.,e., the content or the universel) into thin-s them-
selves, to the tendeney, in short, to identifly the content with
the object.

Apparently, tlen, we are prone to meke a misteske which can
be corrected only by our erltical t! iaking. OGut what is 1t that
eriticsl thinkin- rere reveals? 4s far as I can detect the crit-
ical thinking of “ellers does ncot get beyond the besgic polint of
the plein impossibility of the universal existin~ of and by itself.

This, .1 ccurse, is praeter rem, lesvinc unexplained the question

of why we mseke the "miscake® of univocal predicatlicn. To me, the
obviois conclusion '8 simply that there is no mistake. It should
be lisewise cbvicus that S<1llars' failure to provide sn answer

te this problem (which he himself creates) 1s the rceson for Lis
leavin; unexpleined also the beslc question o_ to why {from the
standpoint o. the object) the universal sctually does apply, so
that here agair we find fellars begpging a realiastic position.

In tre light of whet has just been seid concerning vellars!
fellure to sup ly an objective counterpart whielh ‘3 sdequ