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Naturalism as a philoaophy is as old as the history of 

philosophy Itself. Xet through the progress of modern science 

and through the Interplay of philosophic tendencies, twentieth 

century naturalism stands much in relation to its older forms 

as does a fully-matured adult to the undeveloped stages of his 

early childhood. Roy Wood Sellara, whose naturalism Is the 

subject of this thesis, 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 

modernist sense has been thoroughly revised to meet the require­

ments of modern science. 

From the standpoint of descriptive analysis it has been my 

purpose, in general, to give an objective presentation of those 

features of Sellers' system which mark it off from naturalism in 

its older forms. From the standpoint of critical analysis, it 

has been my endeavor to show that the naturalism of Sellars, like 

the mechanical naturalism of the past, is inadequate to give a 

truly philosophical account of the world in which we live. 

The plan of my work on Sellars rather closely follows the 

pattern of his own system. After projecting a prellmlaary chapter 

on "The Naturalism of Roy Wood Sellarst Its Spirit and Objectives," 

I divided my work into three main sections A) Episteratology 

(Sellara' critical realism); B) Ontology and Cosmology (his 

physical realism); and C) Theory of Values (his humanism). 

Section A: Sellara* Critical Realism 

The first three chapters of this section comprise a descrip­

tive analysis of the leading distinctions, principles, and 

applications of Sellars* eplstemology, which he himself labels as 
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"critical realism." Chapter Two is, in the main, an attempt to 

bring out the differences between Sellars' crltioal realism and 

the unreflecting, naive realism of "common sense." Here it is 

shown that, although (in Sellers' 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 inspection" of the object untenable. There is a funda­

mental mistake, a natural mistake, which characterises the 

"plain-man's" view of the world. This "mistake lies in the 

identification of the content of his perception with the object 

toward which he is reacting." (1) What Sellars accordingly sug­

gests is a distinction which lies at the very root of his 

epistemology, i.e., the distinction between the objeot of knowledge 

and its contents. According to Sellers' theory, the object of 

knowledge is never known for what it is in ae. but only in the 

light of the contents which we assign to it. It is by means of 

the contents that we get information about the object. 

Since the above distinction seems at least to suggest the 

idealistic principle that we never know things, but only our ideas 

of them, Chapter Three is.devoted to presentation of Sellars* 

claim that his position is essentially different from any and all 

of the forms of a purely subjective idealism. He bases this 

claim chiefly on the grounds that the "contents" of knowledge are 

means to knowledge, but never an object in their own right. 

Chapter Four is, as its title indicates, an examination of 

some of the implications which Sellars' epistemology involves. 

(1) R. W. Sellars, Evolutionary Katurallsm (Chicago: Open Court 
Publishing Co., 1917), p. 26. 
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Vhat this chapter deals with specifically is Sellers' theory as 

it stands In relation to the distinction between sense and 

Intellectual knowledge, the distinction between common sense 

and scientific knowledge, the problem of universals, the categories, 

the nature of truth, and lastly the problem of knowledge considered 

simply in itself. 

Chapter Five is devoted to a critical examination of Sellers* 

epistemology In the light of traditional scholastic principles, 

especially those of St, Thomas, Here the author takes issue 

chiefly with Sellers' distinction of "object" and "content" and 

the view that knowledge essentially is a type of organic response. 

Section B; Sellers' Physical Kealism 

Chapter Six of this section is an analysis of the significance 

which the principles of Sellars' epistemology have for the develop­

ment of his naturalist ontology. It is an attempt to show a) 

how, from a negative point of view, the rejection of both naive 

realism and subjective idealism, 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 critical realist 

accord with the view which the contemporary scientist takes of the 

physical world* 

Chapter Seven is an attempt to explain that theory which lies 

at the very heart of Sellers' naturalism, 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. Sellars, The Principles and Problems of Philosophy 
(low York: The MaeMillan Co., 1929), p. 362. 
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It rests on the view that new forms under favorable conditions 

periodically arise, and that this process is due mainly to the 

basic facts of change and organization — 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 

whioh is found in the physical world. For Sellars, reality, 

including the reality of mind and consciousness itself, is co­

terminous with the world of physical existence — a world which, 

in Sellers' own language,"exists 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 criticism a) of the methods and b) of the contents 

of Sellars* naturalist ontology. Regarding a) I have attempted 

to prove the logical priority of the nature of philosophical 

inquiry over the use of any predetermined method of approach, 

especially of the sort which the naturalist employs. Regarding b) 

specific points of criticism have been raised concerning such 

vital issues as the fact, of change, the meaninr of mind, conscious­

ness, etc. I have attempted to show that the pan-evolutionism of 

the sort which Sellars professes ultimately involves an identifica­

tion of esse and fieri. 

Section C: Sellers' Humanism 

The first half of Chapter Nine is a presentation of Sellers' 

theory of the nature of values, in general, i.e., his axlolo;-y. 

(3) h. w. Sellars, "Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic Lnduraaoe," 
The Philosophical Review, \ol. 53 (1944), p. 361, 
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The second half of this chapter deals with certain types of values 

taken in their concrete setting. A value-Judgment, according to 

Sellars, unlike one which is purely eognitlonal, essentially in­

volves a reference to the evaluating subject. While rejecting 

mere "factualism" in value-theory, Sellars is careful to avoid 

an interpretation of values as being good in themselves. His 

views concerning ethics and religion are but an application of 

his abstract analysis of the nature of value as such. 

Chapter Ten is a criticism of Sellers' value-theory both in 

its abstract phasos and in Its concrete setting concerning matters 

of ethical and religious significance. My chief point o! 

criticism against the value-theory of Sellars is its notorious 

laek of a metaphysical basis. 

The general conclusion of my entire thesis is that 

naturalism, whether new or ©Id, is by its very nature and con­

trary to the claim* of its present-day advocates, reductionism 

pure and simple. 
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and Domoeritus expounding a mechanist theory of the atoms and the 

void. For those men the world of reality is coterminous with the 

world of matter, i*e., with the world of indivisible, imperceptible 

particles oalled atoms which move about in the void, 

Greek naturalism in its ethical phase is beat represented 

by Bpieurus, who was the enemy of the "supernatnralists" of his 

times. The "supernaturallats" in the days of Fnlcurus were those 

who, in their ignorance of the discoverable operations of physical 

nature, attributed these wonders in their reckless imaginations 

to tha machinations of a non-verifiable deity. From a more 

positive point ©f view, Epicurus advocated as the supreme end of 

human existence a life of pleasure, — pleasure understood mainly 

in tarms of those thinpa, such as serenity of soul, which bring 

permanant satisfaction. (2) The ethical theory of Epicurus was, 

at any rate, a happlness-on-earth formula, which (in typical 

naturalist fashion) disavowed all abject subservience to an 

imagined world of the unknown. 

The classical and poetical expression of naturalism in its 

ancient form Is found in the celebrated poem of the Roman Lucretius, 

Da Rcrum Nature. Dedicating himself to Epicurus, whom he regards 

as the greatest of all the philosophers (3), Lucretius sets forth 

(2) cf. Frederick Copleston, S.J., A History of Philosophy 
(Westminster, Md.: Newman bookshop, 1946), Vol. I, p. 407. 

(3) "When human life to view lay foully prostrate upon earth 
crushed down under the weight of religion, who showed her 
head from the quarters of heaven with hideous aspect lowering 
upon mortals, a man of Greece (Epicurus) ventured first to 
lift up his mortal eyes to her face and first to withstand 
her faoe to face. Him neither story of gods nor thunderbolts 
nor heaven with threatening roar could quell: only chafed the 
more the eager courage of his soul, filling him with desire 
to be the first to burst the fast bars of nature's portals." 
Lucretius, Do Rcrum Nature, Book I in Tha Stole and Epicurean 
Philosophers ed. by Whitney J. Oates (New York: Random House, 
1940), p. 7l. 
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a naturalistic credo which is unequalled in the clarity of its 

thought and the beauty of its expression. His historical sig­

nificance is that of .being the type of naturalist philosopher 

for all time to come. The spirit of his naturalism is essentially 

the spirit of the naturalism of the present day, even, though the 

theoretical content of his doctrine has long: since been repud­

iated. (4) 

It was Francis Bacon who, centuries later, "re-discovered" 

ancient naturalism. It was he who praised the early Greek eos-

melogists for not seeking after unknown causes after the manner 

of Aristotle. (5) Indeed, the new era of naturalism, which 

issued forth with the dawn of modern science, and of which Francis 

Bacon was at least the prophet, differed little from that of its 

ancient predecessor. 

It was only in more recent times, with the repudiation of 

the mechanistlo view of the world for one which is evolutionary, 

that any radical changes bad been brought aoout. How radical 

these changes are (from a philosophical standpoint) the reader 

will judge for himself. 

(4) Note, for instance, Lucretius' pre-acientifio account of the 
of the origin of life: " 'liatever things we perceive to have 
sense, you must yet admit to be all composed of senseless 
first ueginnings: manifest tokens which are open to all to 
apprehend, so far irom refuting or contradicting tMs, do 
rather themselves take >s by the hand and constra'a us to 
believe tbat, as i say, living things are begotten from sense­
less tM'i.iS. We may see la C'aot llv'.ig worraa spring ant of 
stinking dang, when the soakei earth has gotten putridity 
after excessive rains." The Stole and Epicurean Phllosoiphera, 
pp. 107-103. 

(5) Aristotle was "always more solicitous to provide an answer to 
the question and affirm somethlug iu positive words than about 
the inner tr^th of things; a failing best shown when his phil­
osophy is compared with other systems of note amon^ the Greeks. 
For the hoaaeoromera of Anaxa^oraa; Vie atoms of Le'^ippua and 
Democritis;.. .Tle'rac'lit'is' doctrine how oodles are resolve? into 
the indifferent nature of fire...have all of theva some taste 
of the natural philosopher, — some savor of the nature of 
thiiG»»M Francis 3acon, If ovum Or^enum, Aphorism LXIII in 
The English Philosophers From Bacon to Mill ed. by Edwin A. 
Burtt (Now ̂ ork: Modern Library, 1039), p. 43. 
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There are a number of reasons why I have selected the 

philosophy of Roy Wood Cellars, a oontemporary American natur­

alist, as beinp t^oical of the new type of evolutionary natur­

alism. Hot the least of these is the fact that his thought, 

perhaps more so than any of his contemporaries who share the 

same views as his, is such that it comprises a fairly well 

rounded-out system. It is hoped, at any rate, thatthis presen­

tation of Sellars' system will serve both to enlighten the reader 

as to the difi'erencea between the new naturalism and the ola, and 

(from a critical point of view) help him to examine those fallaclea 

which the author regards as being inherent In any and all of 

the forms of naturalism, whether the?, be new or old. 
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Gfeapter On*. 

i**foro praeaatln^ an esamlaatlon of the specif ic oontentt 

Of Sel lers ' philoaophy, I have da««a4 I t advisable in this firs'. 

chapter to outline for the areadar « few of tha vatic o b j e c t i v e 

which tors the @aa«ral toaok^ound of Ma ayatoia. 1 aba 11 do »© 

la tha ho • that tha jfoedejr may at tfeo vary outoot of this ln» 

v a s t l y ion catch aomathiag of tha sp ir i t and iJieplr&tior* which 

have motivated tha l i f#*loag work of oue of Acaor 10^*3 leading 

contemporary ptallowttptotrft* 

This proaentatloa e l tho gaaeral ©fcjaetlvas and o tlook 

of rail***' pfelloaoj&y 1»# a* 1 o©a>e®lv» i t , onl^ part of Una 

task that Xlaa ©afore ma i* ;rojproooafcia£ •» accurately a* 

pos te le vlewa whloh uiiT»r vary ahayply fro*& »y own phlloaephle 

outlook* Slaoo i t i a 9 aXfcar a l l , tha duty of anyone ooouoylug 

fciaaalf l a a oorlowa pJ&Xoaophlo inquiry to aiMogago Matolf 

JOum mfurn polejBlo oouttro**!*?* l.ahalX try to follow ©u» a# 

eeaoeiaatiouoly aa jpAftalM* the Jjejttrt of "ookiot 'a raaoxki 

&o oua OOAVIJMMMI h i t ©ppoaoafc a lastly hy 
ral lnr- M B t u t of ao-..rttff — %hl» ! • tha -
jt«aec«i £er tha oojujajnatiwi £ruit loa*noaa 
©f muati a^ftuMintation* To b# eo«vln.elnftf 
ona Oiuat step l**u> tfto ssa&tal 'tJroa»d of 
hia oppanvBt and show why i t la that ha 
thinx* &« bm 4©»a# a&er® ha aakess hia 
•sistake. (1) 

One thing thai I hava found o.ulto aftslvablo m tha thinking 

of 3ollara Is tha doflnltenets of h i t poaltlea a*? a natural is t , 

and the c lar i ty of axprteelon with which ho has delineate"* thafe 

poaltion. Fortunately, tor v i s readers, wallers leaves l i t t l e 

KWWIii II iwm ill l i p m m w W W > MM.lnW«WM»»iHltl il W M — I P f t H M P 

(1) w. * . 8oekln*, l.ypoa of. Philosophy (fow York* "h*rloa 
Seritaer«» Soi»a7l$OTV»» » • 



or no roora for ml aunderstanding* -e la ..'iven to the hnhl\ of 

labelllug hie dootr'nes and determining the..* as exactly ae 

possible by meant of definition* frequently, too, he is ready 

to present hie reader with a contrast poalt^oa, this making 

clear how epecltloally hl» thought differs from that of someone 

else on a related topic, (2) ihus "oilers, »t least *n the 

basic.parts of hie system, Is hie own interpreter* 

1 have Juat awoken of the 4efi:*ite»ess ox Sellara' poaition 

ae a naturalist* . By tale 1 mean to aay tfcle hia philosophy la na 

all4tie both la Ita principle* and conel aions, la its theory and 

Its program of practical aonaefuenoea* is philosophy la not 

clearly naturalistic, 'out cons latently to* 

lie hiaeelf la the Preiaee of his Evolutionary ciaturallaa 

expresses hie dieaatteiaeUon with fchoee "who (tho; h they) are 

naturalistic in their general o tlook are yet sharp in their 

criticise of natural!am as a philoaophy*" '.hie "conservative 

withholding, of alleglenee to naturalise on the part of the 

majority of philosophers" (3) la a sort of dualism ĵ a uraotlee 

which aeither Sellara nor any other thorou^fc*goin£ naturalist 

finis eaay to tolorete* :-*aturallaa ia, after all, no half-way 

bouse. If it la true la the order of speculative thought, why 

not own up to ita consequences In the ohannela of human action 

The age of double allegiance ea Sellara eeea it, is, or should 

oc, p- st* If traditional values, especially in the field of 

rellfion, are out of accord with the tenor of jie's scientific 

thciifhtf why put up with the pr®t*w of trying to preserve 

I i • • — — — m m m m m * ~ 

(2) As an i l lustrat ion of tMa point note the eontreat he draws 
between hla pealtion aod that of r.m \m Lewis o> the category 
of "t-^nrfiooa*! r.. w. Sellara, i.ho ,-hlloaph? or /'hvsical" 
•feftllaa (*ew Yorkt "isoKllJeu. l ! Bf J", T.~~~l4&t~~ "~" *~ 

13) - . *. e l l a r s , Evolut ionary Tatars 11 an tCMc».."oi On©.) Co ; r t 
£ sb l . o o . , 13S2T, p . v l . 
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them? (4) 

Fully admitting the consequences of naturalism, pprticu-

larly as regards traditional ethics and religion, there are two 

central questions tl at will present themselves in the course 

of our analysisj 

1) What is naturalise in its contemporary phase? 

2) Is it true? 

In Sellers' opinion the truth of the naturalistic position as 

a metaphysical world-view is discoverable to a large extent 

through an up-to-date Interpretation of what naturalism really 

is* Contemporary naturalism should not, as Is o'ten the case, 

be identified with the naturalism or the past and previous cen­

turies. Indeed, the contemporary naturalist is no less critical 

than anyone else of the errors that characterized the old 

mechanical systems. He has every rl&ht, therefore, to be met 

on his own grounds. 

So important are the differences between the "old" naturalism 

and the "new" that the whole weight and emphasis of Sellars' 

system is brought to Dear upon them. The dominant theme of 

his writings is that which stresses the superior advantages 

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

however, is not a fait accompli, for it is still in the process 

of its development. It is, as a part of this development, that 

Sellars views the contribution of his own thought. Prom a neg­

ative point of view, then, it Is Sellers' aim to dispel the 

(4) Such an attitude as this is that of a person whom we nl^ht 
call a secularist In principle. "Secularism", Sellars de­
fines, "as Interest in purely human affairs and activities, 
in what traditional Christianity called the things of this 
world." B« W* Sellars, Helision Coming of Age (Hew York* 
MacMillan, 1923), p. 36. 



ubm aie<;ivin«te of aany thinkers eo'iaemW*; i»r.e tradl t iwncl 

l in i^at iona or nav rellsra* "?) la he uopea to aceofaplish b7 

thawing that these l imi ta t ion* &x< p e e ' l i a r to nat^rrsliara Xr 

l t e older fertas, «n>< are not l a t r ine !e to n a t \ r e l i e » as avich* 

<m the p o s i t i v e a ide , he devotes h l a e e l f to the s s t e - a t l r 

development o a store « equate naturalleou 

l a conformity with uX.. e x p l i c i t In tu i t ion to c l a r i t y the 

l e s u e c , re%her than by »eane -.f rhetoric to c^n;-5>if '.hew, lell&ra 

snakes tfcls i n i t i a l i-ceomiaendatlons th*a we t let out of the ha t i t 

of setMng up a atraw*»an ana then tearing h i * to pieces u>" 

#,Jvia# naturalism toe narrow a def in i t ion* ..ether the philoeophcr 

should eettaem blmeelf with the wor&lur out o* nexact d a f i n i t i na 

and do Justiaa to the aotual content of both science and p i / 1 * 

oaophy*" i&i ,-rea * e l i a r s ' point of view, o^ce we allow thie 

aetho<i of procedure, the .-.ra-ii-i w i l l have oeea cleared far sosae 

real prerress in philosophy, an4, es *r as nat oral is- , la con* 

eeraeu, i t w i l l ae A'*** l e e* eaacepti~l« »e the I.ifceralnable 

c r i t i c i s m ei* ti.e i d e a l i s t s . <•* we s h a l l ae® la&er, naturalism 

In i t a e ^vteaiporary pn&se la r«fg;«rae*i oy Sel lara as Incorporating 

v i t M n i t s e l f much of w*.*t Idealism has In the past chastpioaen and 

dafea&e1* 

Aa wa have alre«*£/ poiateu >»><fct *,„.<* s. . ief aim vi" 3el l»xe* 

eonttrlbutior* la ihe to.^wtt. Out ale,-*. a^#t«^t..*c Hr.se of a new 

anu aware e('eo>a-.a »«»lu.«»Ju ?at* .he cMeif maane ai«*el.$ \ * 

enaaavors t*. eeeenpl ieh t h i s aim la the jplec'nr of th ie new 

nat*»r«tliass upon a £lx>m epiatet&olo^ioal «'ound»>tlon« 1x1 la 

*«> ^ o i u u ^ o a r y ^ u r i * j, em* p . v i l . 

http://Hr.se


adelttlr. i- the value of pre mtlsm 1-. i t a . r ooe iu re l ".c-tKaq <es, 

neturalljf.a, in hi a oplnl< n, *>i « a*, ft ere* 1J» no email joasi-ra 

from i t a not infrequent a lVancea *i th t^e pre. "•»• ie eeho >1 or 

thought* "he a t t i t u d e of pre "aetlea he^ eea one of t ,r MO-P 

dieregard tor porely speculat ive quae.it.na* f s a case in ques­

t ion , Sel lara frequently o r i t t o i aea S>ewey for h i s f a i l - r e to 

appreelete the Importance and a!^n* flcance of opiate *olo*-y ' or 

naturalIeau 

Human Knowledre l a , a f t e r a l l , a rar**er .sniq be phenomenon. 

Surely the preoccupation of phlloaophera lu -noa^m tiaiea with 

the problem of knowledge la in i t e e l t efcrl<tnf ev?j:enc' of I t s 

significance* If the n a t u r a l l a t fa*la to subject th ia problem 

In a l l i t s ^t.m»«r» to a therou$h«*£©lrh' ana lya le . If he f e l l a to 

understand the Ow-.-ittione of Knowledge, and how the fact of 

Itnovled e la part of the prooeaa of net re I t s a l f , l i s natural 'am 

la rendered suspect to the Idea l i s t* «ence 1, one '.a j o'n • to 

work oat en adequate na ture l la» # hie iouni**tlona *n eplstemolofzy 

must ê eeeure* 

The importance of ep'.etemologry In the p* l loao J*y or Cellars 

can hardly he over»eisphaai&ed. k l t h fr I t is h* s «merel 

purpose to present a wei l~rom ie" syatam of phlloeor^y* nla 

preference for an 1 preoccupation with the pn> lea of kneeled s 

i s evident even In h i s treatment o. q eatione that s re only 

Ind i rec t ly re la ted to tha t problem. fihe «o l \ t i on wh'ch he 

gives to the problem of knowledge \» c loaely t tte.'wovei wi th 'n 

the e n t i r e f a* r i e of K a eye tots, ir.d oonet l t» tea , l n v o,..inl-.ri, 

one of the chief eoureea of ' t a n - i " , e?;4 a p j w l * 



t'aviri^ ao«tfi»e4 o^reelvea t:.ue l a r to a rvew &e:ier.l osser* 

fatloaA conoarnjB*.. Sell»ra f aye'em of pHloaophy* we shal l 

attempt now to aeal in a preliminary way with ao'.;e or the cMef 

doebr&nea whleb character ice that s t ^ t eo , pli ctw v i r t ioa ia r 

eaphesia upon the hie to r i ea l baok. ro.;nd within wfc'ch tl-.ey ?*re 

set :'.>rtn by t h a i r author . *h« wain d i v i s i v e that we shal l 

deal with here , aa well as in the reminder of tMe book, are 

Fallere* doctr ines ae they are eat ;orth* a) in epistewolov-y, 

b) l a eoassoiogy and ontology ($)y e) in r.'< ^ rial-- •">* valvea 

(axiolo ty)* 7 - f ^ / , _ / , , , , 

In epistemology *eli«re I* e «ri uc&l i 'eeliat* ; r i i l e a l 

reellar. , aa l undo• ^tan 1 ' t , la :*or ' 'e l l ' -re a r.id*way posi t ion 

( thovf not a.*tar the ."aahion of a couprxratse) • eteeen tec ^x* 

treme poait isaa that have a l t e r n a t e l y p,r«v*ile*i In the h is tory 

or modem the «*ht* i t la ot posed, on the one hnwJ, to opiate* 

aolor lca l idealism in a l l i t a h i s t o r i c a l form®, and on the 

other, to any form o~" ^eiee real".®.', whtoh lay* class* to the 

l i t e r a l inapeetion of the phyaieel object* 

Episteaolo^ic^l i^ealls.M f in u» i t s c leares t e a p r e a a i ^ In 

the ^e<keleyeaa i'ormule weaae eat peroipl** ' h i s Tor ;-$lI -r» 

la the cardinal ,;rh oipla OJ ©hiatal®® logical id^jsliT:,, since 

i t expreasee the t o t a l dependence of -eia.v, ,pon the act of 

knowledge, i xpreeeed in broader terme, 31? alaply r\er.ns that 

"be in*, la dependent -pon knowing*** (7) '»"*;« «*!»f as•»•»motion 

of t^erkeley1» ideal i»» ©n/1 the representee! *ve real ism of Loe*e*a 

which ; recedei i t , la that kn irloj'*;- la !•; «•• 11 *ta i v r ^ on!/ ©£' 

(6) I have intersain •!«** here t?'® tar-as "•oo.rjolar/'* an-5 "ontolt?ryM 

i « r the vary eiiaple reason fei^at r e r any n a t ^ r a l ^ t the world 
of pfcyaieai r e a l i t y l a ooterasinca wlv-; the j***al?a or belnr* 

(7) h* *« Se l l a r a , ^ r i ;© ;? l e s and f r c n a s * of r^loeophy l.'ew'loric: 
v'aeUillen, l^SdT, p . 7?FT 



ideaa* .and not tha eupjpeeed world, of c&a&on aonae aj* covcu^i $®nm 

r e v e a l s i t * , To the. onseticr* ano ther herkoley* Huaia, a At! Kant 

ware r^&ht i n erfiUine.;- cu/air.st a * :r»n\, ph^a lcn i r e a l i aw," Sel lwia 

p l a i n l y anawarat 

l a ay opin ion the? were -wrony,. "/.he dual ism 
between mind and w i t t e r , t ha a a s u c t i o n t h a t 
we fcnow ideas rejther than t h i a ^ a , tr.e el-.uaay 
aohetse of q n a i i t t e a i n h e r i n g l a « aubetanee — 

e l l t hese uaswtetere^ t r* f Utio t ia y,oi in the w«y» (a) 

S e l l a r a ' saain. p o i n t or o r i t ^ o i a a a ^ i n s t th© apt st<2^.oi &<.;:* a» l 

i d e a l i s t s was t h e i r f a i l u r e t o diati^&uiafe h a t w e n the content 

of .itaewlehgfe and i t a ob jec t* a r i e f l y * the <s©at€nt or knowledge 

i f t h a t which i t ^ ivan on the l e v e l or the a u h j e c i i v e oousc ic^s* 

aeas of the ii.»o«er* i t i a t h l a nfc:. oh l a •tfiafc&keal^ understood 

by the i d e a l l a t t o be i t s a l l tha ve ry ob jee t which w® know* The 

reeeen far -Lis mistaken I dent I i" I ea t ion cu' iuea and ob jec t a l t i * 

aa t e ly I l e a In the extreme d u a l i a t l e aorieeption of s?ia4 and 

s e t t e r hanied down £**o» ©esoartea* I..ooket for tuatfeaoe, Lit boring; 

under fchia d u a l i a t i a t r a d i t i o n , eouid not see how the aln-% e t a oh 

l a a p i r l t u a l and iaa ia^ar ia l* oo-ulii hm in phases ?*!#& of «&yt£ing 

Othar, theft aa £4#a. Aee#;r4i^gly, he -ie t i n e a feosl#4g« as 'oel.t£ 

merely the fe.;cree»e»fc or ai,aa t".reeaent featween i-'*eae* (9) 

t h i s eone-fftlon of t n o « l e i f » , t oge the r osl&h ^he a l l i u m t h a t 

uaderl . iea i t * l a t o iJell«»r», eo«ipl«*tely sicifctr/oulsstle *;© any *> !©*> 

a.»ate_aort of remllaat* 'i'he va r ious poiafcs of c r l t i c i « n th&t 

S e l l a r a , fees d i r e c t e d a^adnat t h i s aofcool of thought which haa 

ao daainabad tha davelopaent of aade ra phi losophy c o n s t i t u t e , 

{a} h* »* S e l l e r s , R e a l i s m , -»*turalteia, *md ih.i.smiia:&»w In 
^B^Sm^B^JiM^mh^MlMSM^X <*•» ^ ' J r l : : •v.-x^illn.n, r>30)» 
• 1 , p* 100* 

(9) John Loafee* Ba.aay o j^J t tmnjMdera tanc i in£ , ,,ook i v , w h i t e r i . 
»o* 1 in Santa and ^ # » a e f a :fr&® .Deacertca t,© -Cftnt C'hiiaitcos 
' ' n l v a r a l t y of uh lea ro m s a s , l M o J 7 ? 7 45;:1* 



ll ^ttiiwit, ana of tele eMef a la l ia to en^n* ph'laaophie merit. 

'flallflre, aa'wAearly aa any coafcewoerarj with whon i «a familiar, 

vintternlnes tiio false a**«ii»fcla>ua or ;<i«s«li«*,"i lr e?'stes&lo y, 

yat, <ee aa-'anall aae la ter , hla &w\ aolut'on of she "w*ml»Mrty" 

aretlea ae -it affects tha probiew of knowledge la no leas da* 

aarrtn*: of er i t lo i tw tfcen the theories i t aaa itaattt to rapla.ee* 

* Another extreme poaltion to whiah the realism of Cellars 

la ©ppoee! ta aba* we a&gtst ca l l eeaerleal ly naive realism* 

ialve real!an la a tneory (or better, ass attitude) vhieh* 

eaoeptinr tha world aa ?re*ented by eorawn aemae, refuaea or 

efnaly fa i l e ta aabject hnm&n kno«le<ire to a erifeteai invaati* 

{fatten. Sneh aa attitude i e , to tne wind of a contemporary 

thinner tossh eg' w-allara, Jnat'flabia* bnl only on the level of 

teamen 99sm»« Watt,' after a l l mast met In the 11, ht 01 hla every 

day praatioml teowlad^-e, ainoa v e la reread to cope with tbt 

eSEl^eneie* of 'hla emvirement. mm* htaeelf tsad t© reoo/ntae 

thi* fa'at* -8 W&fe" tha point la that eovton aente i t Hardly a 

a* ft ef eatery 'aabatitu^e for aelenti^ie theory* <'ovjon s«m«§e 

ant it as no lm|aii»f Qon&ern^nr the inner etaafcaalaa or huaan know* 

taigaf} i t hae l i t t l e or not^n to eey or tee ao)? lit*one that 

arnica knowledge paan!ole* Meat mportant o.f a i l , ©owneri a#3«e 

has n© 'explanation for the i l lualeae or aenat and t\ • errora of 

|ttdr«MMit*' The tie lire rea l l e t t r ^ t i n - to ao*anen aenae alone la 

1-&& to ttelnfc of phyeieal objecta aa if tbey w»r® a solar ueaa* 

Hot tha f*yeieal aelenoea steals of a worl'. ef aAmm «nd -lolcculea, 

protone and eleetyona, nyolwr *.*«r y, wave*Ian ^a, e t c . "he 

http://rapla.ee*
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anyaleal aolent let , then, la *»oenatomed to apeak or a far 

different kind af world than that wftlah cotton »ena« In Ita 

liadtad oapaaitlea reveala* 

P f l I t wttat not oa tlaou^hta however, that Jall^ra* aht af o r i t l -

eia* a t naive r e a l i s e oonalata in l%* uaqueatlonad aooepteice of 

tne data of ooaKon aenee* Tha *a»lnlj objee«ienable eeture in 

tne attitude of the naive rea i lat Ilea rather In Ita ina'.stance 

ttjpon tne l i t e r a l eorreaoon«ieaee oatween «xa»® date (aa «aen 

ttareu f̂e the eyaa af tne knnwer) »nd tba abjeata abler* they reveal* 

la lva .rea l i se , at Sellara underat&nde i t , aakea ita capital up­

take In thi.-iKin^ that knowledge la a l i t e r a l inapeatlon of the 

object, mm in abort* aa intuit ion of tne eiffleaoa of the tr.in,-* CD) 

** &f **? or eenfcraat, then the er i t l ea l raaAiaai oS Sellara 

aa in taint that knowledge la not l i t e r a l l y knoajlet^e of t^e 

eejaet in i ta naked existence* rather, ' t la en act $y wh'ch we 

gat lnXoraatien snout ti-ia^.a. (11) ;t ia non^epi^rehenaionai* 

but nevertneleea denotative* "he act of knowledge always t e l l s 

aa eerie thin $ aeoat the pnyaieal world, i t la ree l l a t l e In i ta 

point of refereaae* namely, the awjeat (*&:alt la i ta terain^a/, 

taut aa aue& and in ita ?ary e x t e n t s , i t la different from that 

to efelen tne reference la saede* -*.e content® of percent*on ere, 

it you wil l* tne laatr-u'.e'*tel ai^oa -̂. 5&&<« ahtah^ t^ey repreeent. 

Xb.ua tfca eonta.fca or knowledge are aofc in «ay way to *je Idantiriad 

vith the objeota to which they goiat* Idea* aerwe as inatruaente 

or aeaaa wnereby tne *new %, or^enieji ad juste «nd a 4apta i t e o l f 

(*$) p«e do not intui t phyaioal ree l l >/* but only > «ve knowle\,e 
of U** ;:vo1 u tig-nary Satuyallaju p* 50. " 

(11) b» w* teTTara*~*f.»©wied^e and Ita Ceta orlee»* 1,* J M - S in 
writ* or 1. ê, a l l an e-l* fay ' rnke, V?veJ^/, se l lara, *\ £*.• ~" 
TW®w' Yorki"rater ^Mttr, l ' - l l ) j s®« aecr.Um ; > / a ess-y« 

http://Xb.ua
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to Its environment* 

I t ahoi-ld be c lear fro:i ttila aumr.-A.r7 OA SOlu^a ' o..tluok 

upon tha pro^iatr. of tmeeledre ^ w tie r e ' e rda hla eolat ion l-\ 

rel<» l o i to the ferae of idealisms i'**"* real ism Must preoe <ed I t . 

That he a t t eap ta to do la to eor.bine the ' ea t elements of oott: 

of the theorlaa o-t i !aad above tntf a new theory w*-*. oh wil l serve 

aa the capstone of a new n a t u r c i l a t i o stfubmm* Hla theory of 

knowledge l i k e tha t of the i d e a l i s t s In epJet*5aolo>iy la proreaaedly 

c r i t i c a l , b'.t i t involvea a dinerenfr. kind of c r ^ e l a i a j IX'-.e -A^t 

of the naive r e a l ! a t , i t aooa.pt8 .,U^., .deftauiiio,f,Lo&ywn jenae,, ..^t I t 

Involves a d i f ferent fetn^ of r ea l i s e* 
l l l l i l T l i « 1 n ig in t i • in.rn. iwi .. . j I f 

In the preoadi 13 7«r«;rap> 3> we have -Ivan a hint 01 the 

aettln*?, aa Sel l«re hissaelf vlaual iaea I t* within which l>a £lvea 

hia own aolut ion to th* epiateaoli-^joal pre-.'!**;** ?e beve ulao 

lndlooted a few of the aa l i en t .eaturea tlmt enaraoteKaa the 

reallam ef ' ' e l l a r* . Lea\rtn t* eae -sro^lcisa i'or & nor® thoro'.y'~ 

-©in- axastinatlorj K-? ."cllo^i-^ o? e^uera* #® :m«j now t" a ecraaJ:?-

a r t t ion of tha t port10-1 cf aelinra* *as»ic r - I e ^ eo/.alitt.-.aa t i« 

eosinolofr? an4 ontolo, y. fere a^ain we are more Interaate-* in t r e 

general fraaework o* Ma approao-. r a ther than est (analysis or trie 

apeoific probleata anion i t 'rsvolvas* 
?}nq:.eati©n*-"'ly t:-e *>©at Important aapeet of any ^«n*o phll*>~ 

aophlcai syntheeia la Use worl<i-vlaw which ioraaa i t a very buck >oae# 

?he «orld*v~lew of flat© w* a that of a real--i of *daa« in which 

aena't«ie r e a l i t y was only I t " pvie»Q*ten«l re i ' l ao t lo t* M3r q . m s 

the Snpre'"^ f aa l l t y i s - od upon rj*,oA a l l f t n t t e r e a l i t y , including 

man, ta dapandant Jn I t a «>xiateae* an operation a, : r e woriw-vtaw 

http://aumr.-A.r7
http://aooa.pt
http://in.rn.iwi
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ef flellare la that of nature aa an aU*lnel<j*lve eatorary e1.io\ 

aAalta of different leve ls of existence* and w ich iiaa within 

i t s e l f the capacity for areatlve ayntnea'a* Cl̂ i> se l lara , i i 

ether worde, la a aaturaliat , t»?t eeually tapartant for the 

t«wSerwten«iftfp ef hla daotrlne, an awalatSonan natureliat* 

Aoatraating Mm tha aaaitive eoatent af i ta deetriaea* 

Sellara hea wnia to aay of evolutionary nature IS am* that i t ie 

the reflaation into a foaal ayetest and the 
trite rare tat ion of t># euer?-l reeulfea of a l l 

the oe l eeea* i t i e a ayatea of philoaophy. (13/ 

Rata aapeetally aaaaemed, before - giving any preaea&ation ef 

tha rtootr n* aa auoto, that I t a not miatekenly linked with 

aay paat ayatewa e icte aa thoaa of asck^l, aeaneer, or Huxley* 

tha "new natoraUa*,* aa ha preaaata lft» la the Bc©nt#&iporary 

at eemamtiaa, frenetic payahalaipr* eehewioriaai* electronic 

phyalee, aoclnl ethiee* and aoiataj«ala«^a»i realiee***' (14) 

I t la net ta o* identif ied with eay of tha *de**i*lev*la eye we * 

af the past. 

*te* lundaacntal peatalew* of evolutionary natj iwlle* la 

that Matur* ia eapafcift a** areative evolution or dawelopawnt. 

l$y raaaon mt fciia raat* to which aolenaa ifcaalf a**»eu«i* a&teeta, 
* •> 

thera eorin, i orth into axiateaea usa **&a& ef being* 'Ihla fact 

of novelty in mature, ahiah i"*»e older .oraa ef naturellaa i'ailad 

ta tatee int« aeeaunt, la one which we araat %«eept and make an 

integral psrt of our phlloaaphle ayatea* Henee philoaophy suafc 

continually attune I tee l f to the new dtaeoverlea <>'? aoienoe, 

thtie leavtny tha aneryenee of new oate''ortaa of existence &n 

' i&\ ptoolPltri a^S "roblyae of fhiloaotihs. p. 210 ff . 
CJS) Rvejl'itloaary aatUraUaa). P* v i U 
(14) Cvolutfonarr at^reTIra, p* v i l* 
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opan poaslbllity. Althourh all that exists is t*e spatio-

teaporal \nlverse in which we live, we ,r.ust co;V iuually adapt 

our thin\ ng to the elements of novelty that it oerioiiically 

reveals, whether those elements of novelty -i«=.':e their appenr-

aace on the lnorte^io or organic level of existence. 

Without a doubt, howc.er, the naturalism ci 'jells c, as 

well as tha!" of his coutsroporaries ensrelly, Is orientated to 

Nature as it manifests itself on the organic level. Even more 

spacificelly, his msin interest lies in working out a solution 

to the crucial problem of how to 'nolude man within the irame-

ipork of an all-out naturalism. /.Tien Sellers remarks that we 

must penetrste more deeply into the life of aa.ure, and follow 

it, a* it vera, irom level to level until It rises iibo mind 

and consciouaness, he la pointing his nau-usliam to the 

solutioi of that problem upon which naf;rsllam itself stands 

or falls: how can T fit man, with all hla s'lmittectly superior 

capabilities, into the pattern of natural existence? Clearly 

and explicitly Sellara slnits that 

The rpeir difficulty confronting naturalism 
ha., been the inclusion of man in nature, an 
inclusion that would do juscice to all his 
diatinj/aiahing characteristics, (15) 

The above paragraphia should auffice to give the reader 

at leaat a general view of Cellar's metaphyaical outlook and 

tha chief difficulty which that outlook encounters. But 

in order to bring this general view into an even clearer 

light, it may be helpful to devote some attention to those 

(15) Evolutionary Naturalism, p. 3. 

file:///nlverse
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t r eAi t l ene l viewe aliSah Sa i l e r s repartfa aa bela, Auu>al?y 

eppeeed to h ie own* 

Rvolwtianary n a t u r a l ! eat la oppoae', -n t i e one hand, t a 

the t r a d i t i o n a l ferae of <nenirAf whether m a t e r i a l i s t i c or 

ap l r<t" .* l ta t te , an4, on the o ther , to any few* of jweteahreteal 

dna 11 a** *e refan!» t r a d i t i o n a l aater ie i ia-v, aueh a© tha t -of 

feohee* La^a t t r i e , or ''elfceeh, ' t J a I.* Sellers* vi©» owl/ the 

ereaoeeaaor of tha new materiel la** the aw naturalise** *a he 

e*te i t s * ; t «a f a i r ea t to re pa d I t {tha older natarinlisua) as 

an iwsattire for* Of natural!em» pre t ty <*eftniteiy connaoteH wit 

mechanical a*i©»iaai»* (16) I t s weukieas c> naiata 5'. * »a ^na'se-

quaey t e explain su f f i c ien t ly the pr©hle»?s of eptstemolo y, 

the ca te fo r i ae , na ture , end hwaan val^ea, (1?) One can read i ly 

Irs far fro* ^ellara* frequent ref erenee to materia ilea; in i t a 

older fensa, tha t he a00a not ao aaieh regard i t «e eeaqOLataiy 

f a l s e , at**ce far him t t a fcesie grt«*eiele *. tha eoextensiv#neaa 

of r a a l i t y ana the phyatMl world la f«n4a*eatally truef r a the r 

he laoka vpan i t atm-ly ea bat or la*.knuata* fte cv»af defeat 

I l e a l a *%e «v»r»aliipii fi#4 solut ions ta'prefciaaaa a^leh ar© of 

the*r very natvre hVhiy eeeielex.* Altkoagh, t ea , I t «e- have 

eervea I t e paryaea in i t a mm day in the l i g h t of tha .leader 

« e : e n t i t l e knowledge that aaa a t i t a d iapaaal , i t hmm been 

trenaeentfetf by natwraiijw in i t a contemporary phaeea* 

While there ie an a f f i n i t y or pr inc ip le between t r a d i t i o n a l 

a a t a r l e l l a n eno" ewtestperary naturalism, no auoh r e l a t ionsh ip 

exle ta In the oaae of whet Sa i le r s prefers to a* 11 t r a d i t i o n a l 
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a p l r l t u e l i a n . "Sp l r i t ' i a l l 'm ," 5ellav«. ^e . ' naa , n".a t> e .octriae 

whioh aalnta tna tha t a l l exlatence la >>©'ital or a p l r i t j a l * " >1J 

Spirlfcueliai*, aeeor ' in$ to hlra, la Poinded ou the *'*p:.ose' -st>« 

aurcilty of phyateal raal lan* r ta -aalc ea*uar:»tlon la r-a 

l d e a l i a t l c epleteaiology of l^rkaley and ff*nt. i t s r i r e t thorourh-

geing exponent wan Leibnlta with h*a theory o; pre*astaollahed 

harmony* 'Vader tha Influence of ttoeae men and many other thinner® 

e p l r l t u * l i e » haa enjoyed a high def^ree of prooinenoe in jaofiera 

t loaa* and thla in ap l te ©; the a y r l o r l ehareoter of i t a l>«s!e 

pr lneiplee ana i t e biaad re jeot lon of the <t:et« of eo-mton *mm* 

Bow explain thla fact? 

Alth© > -h there ere seany eomplex faotora involved in any 

eat iafeatery enawer to t h l a question, the n a t u r a l i s t *e eaa i ly 

ie* to thin* tha t tha perelewent revival of a p l r l t u a l l a t i e 

thaorlee of r e a l i t y la due mainly to she f a i lu re on the par t 

ef the older natural!aaa to do Just ice to the phenoiseae of wind, 

ecnaeleueneea* and hunan velaea* Bplritualiass haa thrived on 

the waaknaaaaa of the older fonaa of ataterialiam* Once, in Sallara* 

opinion, an a 'equate aetapteyaiee haa heen worked out alone tha 

l inee af evolutionary natural lew, e p l r i t n a l l a t l e theorlea w i l l 

have heeosie e aafcter of purely hla t o r i o i n t e r e s t* 

the re ia e t l l l another froup of t r a d i t i o n a l thinkere to afhiah 

contemporary naturaliaai atande In rad ica l appoelt ion, namely* tha 

dualIeta* Tha dual le ta are those who, r e f l e c t ! n r "en the Inade* 

auaey of m t e r i a i i a w and ea l r l tua l laa i have been lad to champion 

due 11 am aa a t lea at a 'more valid posit ion*" (19) s e l l a r a deplete 
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the i r U s e of reeeoaing thuet w. i one of thaae two r*?siltiea 

cannot be reduced to the other , why, than, w* r.'»«t aoeept 

bath." (20) ifrt '"or t i e - tatural lat* WMI habi tua l ly v/.nka 

of d'-aliaa in terna of i t a e laaa te Carto«Ia. •.*»r-w<l«tlcn, a'-?oh 

a doctr ine ia dooatad to inevi table f a l l t r e * * fe *inaol->hle4' 

problem with which the ^nal l^ t 'a (aoei la how to eatahl iah 

proper and natural ralati-naV" r>a between *«.' >*' a t ' -matter, i*e«, 

between two prt 'Ciplea of eytat*mee ah"eh a r t «nM t$~ete*eal« 

The * latory of modern philoaophy steelt* f u witnoaaed tht r e -

pee ted fail-urea on the par t of the dua l i s t to formulate ea t i e* 

factory theorlea aoneemi 'v the -In^-body protsl#m in psychology* 

and the a hjeet~ehjeet re la t ionahip l\ ep*etessolo.;y» ! t ta by 

reaaon of these and ot.-.er ©rt~rapeatedi r a i l - r e s th*t Ttetaphyeleal 

dun Ham he*, ta tha adod of the n a t u r a l i s t , lorh; since been *'a» 

credited* Concerning the na tura l ! ••% r e jec t ion of du«lle«, aa 

well aa th« ^iaundaratandin^a ^pon whSeh tha t re jec t ion la baae J, 

we ahal i have mi eh to aey in a l a t e r chapter* Tie are simply 

in teres t©i here in indicating the rad ica l opposition between 

conteaporary nataralia® ana dnal ier^in a l l i t a forma. 

An out l ine of the baaie abjeetl*>ne and ao t t f of Se l la ra ' 

ayete't would be aadly laekin- in completeness, wer> we not to 

devote ansae a t t en t ion to that part of hla 'erteral outlook con* 

e e m i n r the problem of valuee* I aa not ref e r r ! n, here to tha t 

par t of hla teehnleal analyala , which wi l l to diaenaeed l a t e r , 

oi the nature of valwe-elt-iationa and value*Jut "awn-a* <:ather 

t2®r"M$WM** m*nwm ?f ^\\m®m> *• •«• 
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what I Intend ta explain now la tha typical naturaliat outlook 

which Sellara ae a naturaliat, aharea iu eeawea with sanny prcaent-

day thinicere in thla country. 

*or the sake af eiaritey, 1 think i t important to note that 

ta the eoateaperery wind tha term "vaiuea" haa a very ^inaria 

aeantnp, covering aa i t t.oea the whole >;a*ut af thoae a c t i v i t i e s , 

whether individual or aeela l , in which «aa t aa a feeing, diatlnotly 

superior to tha bratee, engagee Ivimseii. !»he problem v* valaea* 

ea tha natnraliat eaea that proolesa, la preeiaely how he, wi hin 

tha framework af hie natutralietle world-view, eua do Jaetloe to 

theee aapeota of bumn aottvlty end behavior ahlch have &een tra* 

di t ional ly alighted by naturallaw in i ta older forma* 

we oslri t take halatea aa a elejraloal example ef the older 

naturaliat la eohool or thought. (01) «or him a l l ..uaai value* 

are explicable i n &erty* or one o»»io Inatinot, that of aelf» 

ireeervation* ,»uoh an over*aliapllf ia4 approach to a very complex 

problem ia the very thing the euntemporary naturaliat aeeka to 

avoid* Indeed, he la rally aware of tha *aefc that repeated at** 

tenpta on the part of phiieeephere» auefc as it ohm a, to explain 

hn%an vaiuea by l l tarwlly explaining ttoua jwjy; oontr? sutad ;n f#ry 

larpe fae*teure to the repudiation of natt*rellaia in modem tinea. 

Ftuaan valnee, after e l l , eonatit-ate en empirical -act which xauat 

be adequately explained on empirical groonda* *he l imitations or 

tha alder empirical ytoileaeprlee. reepeotin the question 01 vaiuea, 

taking the r t i l i t a r l a n eehOv/ a:' J* s?* . i l l aa another example, 

onijf atrengtheae ' the /ortreaaes af i l ea l ! as* 



•If-
3inee , whan* i t e eU^haln* of htaemn valuta or-natltutea yiw 

af the ehief fa i lurea af the older net troliaaia, the onee or 

aonteaapaiwry natura l 1 aw) In lwrre **eaaure atatv*a or f e l l a , •*«-

pending ,»por\ the eolution t t f ive* to thl.f vffcal q^MMtion* A 

©rude nafcerialieft frost an e t h i o a l , e c e i e l , and c u l t u r a l point 

af view e*»n no lander >^ tol«»r*»ted, nun even by ti <$ ivntwraliata 

themaelvea. 3 e l i e r e , for Irtefcauee, read i ly admits the imeoapatl-

b i l i t y between the -aeh'taiew of the fast with any ree l ao lo t i . n 

t a the probla« of vaiueas 

Xf wttehanleel re la t ione ®r& t r e sole ' later* 
v.nants of aoo-tuet, cv.r vaiuea m a t he 

apt phenomena a t l e a s t , i f not Uluai^na* (2&) 

Yet daepi te ;tta rea i i au t ion of *he Ma'equecdea nf past 

ayatesae, i t ia only i a ea*ip<*reviv<iljr recent fcisee, «nainly within 

the l e i t gteneretlea, that naturalism haa mltm a sore peei t ive 

atand on $he euaatlen af valuee* Aa a sent t a r of f ee t , i t haa 

even taken the of"anelve tacalnat the Ideal ia ta* (S3) Aa Se l la ra 

9hm9t»m99 i t vaa the «©«*»©?» opinion easing t! inkara of the f t rae 

part of the twentieth center; ' tha t "tenet**:.am sari vaiuea" could 

not "fin-! elhow reo»s in na t i r a l i a a u " (24) -nit today the a l tna t i ^n 

l a ehaafe-l* '-'he eon temporary n a t u r a l i s t s dtastvewlsif the non« 

hasaaman and antl«»hwianlam o* paat ayateata, elalan to have worked 

oat a ayataii i n wh'eti htaaan vaiuea receive t h e i r f u l l taeantngr and 

a lga l f ieanee , 4atotraliaa and huseanlam are no lon-er mutually 

axel naive t e r s e : haaaalen la naturalists in i t a e t h i c a l , reiw-ii-ua, 

eoe ia i , and cu l tu ra l phaaea. "hafcher fro-1 a c r i t i c a l point o:' view 



naturaJLlaia an4 a t rue auawnlaai are compatible la another q,<«»ti -n 

which suat be thor«uf h l y examined. 

i have leaatloaad In the i&at paragraph that :a ' . r: 1 5t« 

today nave taken up the o*r*'ial«e « « i ^ t w*e id©*A lata >ws v « 

aueation of vaiuea* -o*> explain thla r r the t «i,ertli*u onan^e 

in tac t ica? - t la t r . a , of eo «rae, as we heve jus t ln t ;co t«d , 

that the very l i r e of t> ® n ' t u r a l i ^ t l o phlloeopJ y ia d9yv, <,w,l 

upon i t s solut ion to the problem o? B»n In w*neral , and \^L&II 

values in .-.hrt.eulai • -•at'iralta&i haa, to ]• *.* the ea-ae or 

huattniaa for I t a vary ael i*preearva: ion, and, raa %l (> a&r 

paint; of the i d e a l i s t , neceasJty ««i f t tiJu«e p r d j c e eoue very 

atren^e aort C be . - f e l l oaa . . a t the n e t ' v o i l e t U - " a l i - r r ia 

quite typical l a t h l a regard) woul i poeifcivelj re*1©I a t a i aa t --hat 

eort or explanation* " i s haaamia^, as r% »«s#a I t , i« ** .iwt-ral 

outgrowth of Ma broadened ae*en t i t l e v'#w ci* t£«a weriU 

the ;;at *o<i of at tnok which v a l l a t e , aa a typical uat . r*i l iat t 

aaploye against the :dae2i-'t on the q a e a t i o . -f r* i ea is <* v«ry 

in terea t ing one, and, * -ti -!«t a'V, auotlc* .rota U a na*- . r a i l a t 

atandpoln*;, I d e a l i e s in i t a e th i ca l *̂ *4 r e l ^ ion* .3 *fesse ataxia 

far ^yUiolo^y, ia^a*i«la.s,. aaperna-urellajsk, fe.«i, i f ; o i " ' i l l t 

thaalu^loal dtatgjettlaa* liow * lti*oiLi* i t -a t rae th^t n i l vf theae 

different tacveaente are iorever ta lking «*'•«•'. * vaiuea aa haviad 

the >oaal po in t oi* the i r r e a l i s a t i o n in ao ie . v o^r or . «l;i o, t» 

aide the order oi' i a ture , the» ia verv l i t , l a & irew *,»t, and a 

j rea t deal aiure v/' aacerta. 'nt j ' , wi to w;«t t i e r-f-t^rc of thla 

Bain-1; la* / o r ansae I t la a o r l '«-«<- '1* /ci othera i t :« aoiae 

aorfe of f a i t y Ou-ifti Ived *.» a . &. Jleao v^rt^t;? o. waya, ^a t*-e 



n a t u r a l i s t aeee i t , thaae r a i l eel dlaa^raesaenta aa^ae U e 

J, dee H a t a theoaelvee are a algn of the arb l tvar ineaa of the . r 

thirucln, a»"i the euppoeitioua character *» t h e i r roaaoaJ i a , 

Moreover, at*, a lso toy way u ' o*maee,uenoot 1* the a ,t\. oat 

tource and guarantee of human valuee la d e e thing o> a very 

oaouloua a.!-1 „*acertuU ;ia«^r«, »i- yo- not ^ lacia^ the vuluea 

theaaelvea l a J w ^ i - V'» ^ *» r-e human values are a*- empirical 

f ac t , ie I t not lw l e a l Umt we ehoui « eabftit i, l» fact to 

empirical m*t4*o»ia of exam;net 1 a? 'i he '*r **uraiiat eeia con­

fident fcha*. the M*J « 'a OX ecience are e<jualiy val id w. o.i 

applied tu vaiuea aa the / &r*j to **,.y . t «r 4afc „t, of experience, 

indeed, ^e r e m Za <:ie .ievelo; «t.e t nC ^ .«, ssouiai aciencea »a a 

phenooenon wi.lcL a «ren, t4ie ».» ti U <iewpoi:.t* t„ *, ©one I aiun 

af a l l thia -a simply that t i e i t les l ia t approach to the question 

of vaiuea ia a . e u i t y vi,.a.JUUs:o approa-.*, 1 .volv-. lv a l.jeilem of 

»cthe<s inc aeience an.i pfciloaop-ay, .ahic«. ia ^aaad uA>cn wlm\ / « l l a r a 

re*'erff to a* a "d-talle. ^ proceaa*" (2-) 

Another poln* oJ Oil . i « ' s »t oloieiy ao-i-.t-^te45 with ~i»t 

e twined apo^a, la the <^t *.raliai.lo -eproaeju i a - ider.liem aa-tee 

the locua o.- huaaa yalju4 eocene*a to .«*« v«*~.»*utai oi* human 

l i fe* , ihe .u**wreliat cannot see why human V*1,K« # w let. are 

experienced ou JAW natura l plane, ahoul -*e i&ade to -eaa ir» ap 

so a |,upar*nai-Are 1 o r i t e r U u * ihe i d e a l i s t , ece*..r.i,nt to him, 

eo-umlta the ^reai mle'eice ox taking k-ra*>.a valuta o* t of the i r 

na tura l a a t t i n ^ , humau 11*6?, a i t i a ao ^cint. **i»torti. them* 

/ r e they oot re-hcr a o^e tiling cr»4~w« : with an l&tr 'aa^c worth 

* 1 * 

imwmmmmmmmmwmmmmw*mmmm~~*tmmim' wwn-««IMM^MI 

(26) ^nofff i faa, ,*^. awolqma of .,i,lloaojghj* p . - M . 
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af t h e i r own? onee we aee vaiuea in r la Uwn to human 115 e , 

w i l l I t not 09 e eeaamratively a< ay taasc to .Jev-r.'ne t'-eir 

natural atafxat (26) „h» <u* fact ion tha *» father !m*» i or nta 

ch i ld la a good, a natural #ouJ* ^ry aecx &Q ex^la'm y>e ood* 

neaa of th la a f f e c t i o n on aorae un-»> .man I t v e l >f exie'-enoev 

Aeal one are .lot { o o i or oad in a wanner u v t ta dependent ».pon 

the aro l trary pronouneementa of sate -'#»r»off .'city* *e*ver they 

Have a roanaeea er m m w * or the ir own, which t ta the d u v o? 

men to Oisoever* 

sue:: than i s tha a t t i tude of the natural* *t m» <*pnos?o' ~,o 

the idt-al lat on the quea"*Sv?„ <i, vai*u>a» "h«re A;-^ T's -rner' f i 'M-

inre here , of oourae, iproaa ^leuadereta-iiin a whlc> tax * \<r< 

patience of anyoae who ia wel l V9rs»>li i n tra l t l o a e l a»tolaeMe 

tbauant* c f tr t lca lar ly reamrdin, the i m i a e r t a j n a t e use of the 

tera "ideal!em.* act we efeell dieeua* thesa in a l a t e r chapter, 

I heve almply t r i e d t o ahow here what v c natnral ia t general 

autlook ea the "Vjaatien o: vaiuea i a , and how «t ct'fera n 

cheHeepe to *ldamllem** 

in tha out l ine that I fc«ve draw, . c l l - r a la l i t t l e d i f f erent 

from an, -t the other 'ama;tl*ta of thla era* Valuaa have a 

aatare l wetting and a natural rea l laat lon* "hay are a t r i c t l y ©f 

end i a * he world in which we l i v e . «7he tradl*! -ial ' - 1 ' e f in the 

immortality ef the eonl and a r iture reward in another world moat 

venieh with the aovana of tha «ew humaniam* Aa "el lara praclelma 

• the heart ©* r e l l r i o n ia a concern for human vaiuea*B knA with 

tnla proa© aoement there eawes another Immediately fol lowing i t 

99WmWm»mmmwmmmmwmm9'nmi*mmwMimmmmm*mmmmmmmm*mm 
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" t h a noonday af tma gede (haa) paaead a m we e n t e r t»e t a i l ' . h t 

af the «oaa , the ^ e t t e r d a ^ o r u n g * * (8?) 

#* have completer o r s .srve>y of the ftenerel * l a t o r J o a l a a t . l 1 , 

ee 4el l^ r e h lmaalf vievMliaaa ? t , wi thi ' i wh^eh he haa worked o>st 

h l a own a y a t e * of ih..fUf a t* in ao t^lnr we have attempt©** -<-Q por» 

t r e y aone of *ue baa ie mium and oojecwlvee whloh u n d e r l i e the 

vlevelopment o, t ha t system, e a p e c l a l i y aa r e l a t e d tu c e r t a i n 

e:'3tema of t.\e ^aat* <ci t -o q. eatiwJi arifeea, «*--, :* '• ta 

•-oy>ee o r tha . ' t u r e , o r snore e x p l i c i t l y , how doee s e l l a r a r e * 

efo ' ia eontr i (nat ion aa hev i ru a ocar ina '•pen the r J t j r « &/*!• 

optaent or rr 5 loaophy? 

Inv i se^ in i , t he oreae:*t ®ra aa one or a / u ^ e a " •*, I t .a ' e l l e i a* 

hope tha** tr.e : na i h ta o" the i lsvato ' i t i 1 c<nv ry w i l l , .miter f e 

t rana ;ora«- t :on o. the p r e s e n t , be orn^uiaed hi to a ' m v i e i whole* 

a t la J ia p r e d i c t i o n t ha t aueh or?«&n; jsatio.: w i l l be a loa - the 

l i n e s or a^ evol ,,ti*.*iary n«»uralia*4* "a venuir*'** ^ *» opinion 

t h a t before lonr a a y e t a ' o' philoaophy w i l l even tua te which 

ItPB about i t a tone of r t a a l i t y . u expreaain. st-la opinion 

^ e l l e r e -oca „o5 , I >*i a - r e , aseen to imply t h a t a ~ci a ayato*j 

w i l l he a c losed cot^ , hvt t b - t a i l ts> e - ro - l cv i c philoaophy 

w i l l he worked ©; t wit) ' n i t a ? rn .*cw.jr«:* t u • t i .ur - ^ o n s , t .are 

wils be no t*» ayete-, to r ^^ l ace i t * 

A b a t r a c t l n r i o r U*e -«ament -row th*» quoatio.v ea to w i e n e r 

or not. ',;*flrft w i l l IM tie .*'..*« t o an • j l t iam'c ^ysta ' , A t'n'-*i, r t 

w l ' h i n whic* t i o r e a t t h inke r* c" t a „ . t u r e w i l l :^S-J „ « i r 

r e s p e c t i v e eunt r - f tu t iona , T - J *S->«* raet .* i ..revs t ' e . n ^ s ' l o 

^2 7^ ' o l ' ^ i o n 'omlny or / ^ a , n . 133* 
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ol what t h l a eyetaat mlftht ae , I eho.ild a t f»ny r a t e l i k e to 

i n d i o a t a I t a d e a i r a o i l l t y * 1 coui>i vmver rwal^n -jayaolf, any 

more than wouln ;>ell«*i-a, to the oj-inion o>' Morl ts ' : i«\hlV<, * 

l o g i c a l p o e l t i v l e u , t ha t p.niloacphy <seale t a r t l y wi'.h pw«M«̂ rc-

prohiesui, and La, a v. I t e very -jeav., •.î r**ijf ' .Siel^ctlo* f«'>''0 : . r o i -

lame Oi philoaophy «re r««al ^ro'tO.ema, which u l t i m ^ t ^ l y udiait 

o: eol i . ' t lnn. . e n t i r e l y a^ree with :ell«*ra *i:en (:e s^mKf.n u a t 

philoaophy 

haa a aus. j ^ e t - m a t t e r a»»«i wi 3-»t«ma.l a t r a o t u r e 
which '>eed t e a r no eo":ipRri«o'-i utith the •> h l o o t -
ma t t e r an.t i n t e r n a l a t ruc turw of tny of the 
science*! • (SKJ) 

Whether r .e l i«ra hlmaalf lul l ;* r e a l i a e a cne tr- j th ©< the «-tove 

a t* t»^en t !a a po in t s t i l l open t o queer.Ion, — a po in t which 

wi l l be exa»ina4 i"* c « .baeq'oerit chapter* 

At. any r a t a , t o r e ^ r w oMloeop^y in ; « n i or :n««re -il
k

r*-

l a c t e a l i v n e t i o a , or aw » ir.etMod of orft-ec! t»ntH1 n thi n>;;*i" 

ia a«t only to r-*" J t o[ i t s ';rc..e»r av h^eot-rift ' . ter, u.'". r.o 

preclude even t h e r.oa*io} 11 *iy of aosie s o r t of u l t l w t e »>r r a a ­

aon t or, the v o i s v i t a l nucat iona p a r t e ! ^in/:- tc h • -**j*n i:**-.*>.li.-erica. 

* »va-«»i of ph i loeo r^y , then , *:i tha scissa irt w K ^ r.c*»t-n 

aupposedly i-Hen-hj • •., I s a t t>'-e very Sea^t m ?>*« - i^ l l< t.v. 

She s rea^n t w r ' t e r ha* hia awrs c ' n ; ^ n s flouscr"'!'f :i^ the r o l e 

of rva~ ur f l* a-'fl in ~.h* *•.;«.. »re, - - ^oinlo-i*} which r'«t'--?r 5!i«srp3? 

con t r a d : a t tho1**- »u th« a-jthor with who» ho ".? ao* Li i.-* ;'«t 

he la * l s o oonvl^.nert ti-at t.ne • !» t i j ra l lv i or •'.!»llar<8 >.a h v ^ i y 

daeervln or th^r'.M. jjih-srol.'V- n-v i-arnfat canal ier*>ti: n, 

(8b) • ' r lr iololea and .-'roajcaa o" -•hi.l<notv.y. p . vj , 
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Before and since the time of Descartes much has been said 

in the line of philosophical speculation which has Implied an 

attitude of disregard, sometimes of defiance, in regard, not 

only to the postulates of scientific thinking, but even of 

oonmon sense Itself. That this discrepancy which sometimes 

exists between the realm of philosophic opinion and the common 

man*s beliefs is one of the major causes of the unpopularity 

of philosophy itself, is, in my opinion, an undeniable fact. 

But the question which mainly concerns the philosopher 

aa a philosopher is not that of the popularity or unpopularity 

of his opinions; he Is, or at least, should be, primarily 

interested In determining whether his opinions are true or 

false. There are, moreover, few philosophers, 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 criteria of a non-philosophic nature. 

But the question which Immediately arises ia thiss Does common 

sense, and a correct interpretation of ita contents, have any­

thing to say by way of determining the truth or falsity of a 

phlloaophlc opinion? And if so, how? 

Certainly it would be a mistake to overemphasize the role 

which common sense plays in philosophy. One does not, after 

all, refute a philosophic opinion by an exclusive appeal to 

common sense. If this were the case, philosophers during and 

since the time of Berkeley have wasted a great deal of effort 

in refuting M s immaterialism, for Samuel Johnson had long since 

taken care of that by merely kicking a stone. Common sense, 

therefore, should not, under any circumstances, be regarded as 

an adequate substitute for refutation on philosophic grounds. 
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Yet it would be a mistake, equally aa great aa over-

emphaaiaing the role of common sense, to negleot it altogether. 

Whatever the aberrations in the history of philoaophy, the fact 

remaina that the philosopher, as far as common sense Is con­

cerned, beara no seal of academic immunity. Although, aa we 

have juat pointed out, common aenae givea no philoaephical 

refutationa, It nevertheleas provides the philosopher with a 

negative oneok of the truth or falsity of his opinions. 

Although common aenae cannot give reasons why one la right or 

wrong, it can nevertheleas provide the phlloaopher with some 

very important clues, granted he naea hla powera of abstraction 

in the direotion that common eenee indicates. It ie for thla 

raaaon that a true philoaophy le in a eartain faahion common 
' A 

aenae trenafermed. "eufgehoben." I enepeot that there is a 

very Important analogy between common aenee, which deala 

mainly with the level of aenae experience, and a rightly in-

formed reaaan whoae chief concern ia being under its 

intelligible aapeota. 

Be thla aa it may, I shall endeavor In thla chapter to 

bring out the relationahlps which Sellara conceives to exist 

between hla theory of critical realism and the primary postu­

lates of common aenae. Correctly viewed, the realism of Sellara 

ia, in part, an attempt to establish a criticism of those 

phlloaophlea whloh, on the one hand, have done violence to 

common aenae, and of those, on the other, which aocept it in 

all ita llteralneaa and whose epistemology terminates in that 

acceptance. 

The etartlng point of Sellars' epistemology la an analysis 

of what he frequently refers to aa the "knowledge-claim" on the 

"level" of common aense. This analysis of what he habitually 
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refera to aa "naive" realism comprises a) a broad description 

of the knowledge-olalm Itself, and b) a critical study of that 

claim to aee whether it can measure up to the demands of 

aelentlfic thinking. 

The emphasis which natnraliata place upon the need for 

an empirical approach to the problems they investigate, In this 

oaee, the problem of knowledge, la exemplified in this initial 

paragraph of Sellers* Critical Realisms 

Philosophy properly begins in a deaerlptlon 
of human experience. It must give cloae 
attention to the diatlnetlona, meanlnga, and 
attltudea which are characteristic of man*a 
natural view of the world in whloh he lives. 
Such a preliminary atudy prepares a foundation 
upon which the thinker may work. He ia aware 
that it preaenta an organization of experience 
and an outlook whloh la the expresalon of 
habita and judgments slowly formed through 
the agea... Without .thla empirical baais 
and without the reapeot for the accumulated 
insight of multitudes of human beings to whloh 
it testifies, the thinker, with individual 
perapeotive founded on particular problems 
and facta, ia very apt to be led astray. 
Reaaon often ereatea difficulties instead of 
solving them, and the history of philosophy 
beara witnesa to the blind vortices Into 
which geniua haa at times thrown thought... 
The starting point {of Philosophy) muat be 
the experience of everyday life. (1) 

Having aerved his readers with these introductory remarks, 

Sellars proceeds to give his description of what is embodied in 

the "plain man's" outlook upon the world. The world as seen 

through the eyes of common sense la a world of physical objects 

to which the individual person reaota in a variety of ways. 

(1) R. W. Sellars, Critical Realism (Chlcagos Rand McNally and Co., 
1915), p. 1. In conjunction with the analysis given in this 
chapter the following articles are suggested as supplemental 
bibliography: R. W. Sellara, "On the Nature of Our Knowledge 
of the Phyaical 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 thinga are regarded as having an existence 

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 ia not peoullar to himself alone, but rather 

that he ahareahis outlook In common with the rest of mankind. 

Furthermore, it is the conviction of common aen99 that the 

objects which we experience continue to 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 cauaal connections. (2) 

One could go on marking off further characteristics of the 

common aenae outlook In various points of detail, but to do ao 

would be rather pointless. It ia sufficient merely to describe 

this outlook for purposes of identifying It with that of our 

own experience. Sellars, therefore, sums up, and in ao doing, 

defines the attitude of naive, or as he sometimes calls it 

natural, realism when he atatea that it la the outlook 

toward the physical world, in which It Is 
considered Independent of the event of 
perceiving and hence common. (3) 

At this stage of his analysis Sellars calls attention in 

a preliminary sort of way to what he regards as the underlying 

need or motive which determines the outlook of natural realisms 

this outlook 

la baaed on the exigencies of biological 
and practical life and la aa natural to 
ue aa our instineta. (4) 

(2) Crltioal Keallam. p. 3. Underlining is author's. 
(3) Critical Keallam. p. 3, 
(4) Critical Realism, p. 3. 
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While entirely agreeing with Sellars' rather aoourate description 

of the outlook of oommon sense, I find it necessary to observe 

In connection with this last remark that there is the hint of a 

prejudice In favor of the view that knowledge ultimately is a 

function whereby the organism reacts to its environment. It is 

true, of course, that knowledge, especially knowledge in the 

order of aenae perception, does have its practical implications 

and la a perfectly "natural event"; yet I think It a mistake, 

especially at this early stage of the analysis for the author 

to favor any sort of exclusive consideration of It, even if 

only by way of Incidental remark. The problem as to what it is 

ultimately that underlies men'a realistic outlook upon the 

world, whether in the order of our aenslble or of our intellectual 

experience, ia one which must be examined within the context of 

the general problem aa to the nature of knowledge itself. 

Special attention, however, should be given to the emphasis 

which Sellars places upon the unreflecting character of the out­

look of common sense realism. When the plain man looks at and 

reaeta to physical objects and other persons, there ia no 

reflex awareness of the conditions which make this outlook 

possible. Knowledge for him is alwaya aomethlng direct and imme­

diate. "The Individual percelvea thlnga, and not percepts." (5) 

While, in point of fact, tha peraon is engaged In an act of 

perception, hla attitude toward the nature of the event which 

la taking place la completely uncritical. Perception Is for 

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

(5) Critical Reallam, p. 4. 
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It is alao worthy of note that in Sellers' view the un­

critical attitude of naive realiam 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 "intuition of a 

peculiar ego or subject as the seat of this event." (6) The 

thing of prime importance ia the physical presence of the object 

which the peroeiver as a concrete individual aees. Thus viewed 

naive reallara la a "flat epiatemologlcal dualism in which there 

ia no peculiar non-phyaloal relation between the individual and 

the objeot - the two terms of the dualism." (7) "?or fear, 

however, that hla reader may mlatakingly regard this last state­

ment as somehow implying that naive realism Is a philosophical 

hypothesis, Sellars aervea the reminder that 

we possess in descriptive natural realism, 
not a theory of what takes place, but a 
statement of what appears to take place. (8) 

Having thua eatabliahed the nature of the outlook of common 

aenae with a note ae to ita uncritical character, Sellars takea 

exception to Berkeley'a faulty, and not unaophlcated, inter­

pretation of the data we have just been examining. The rhetorical 

question whloh Sellara aska could not be more pointed than it is: 

:h Does not iiorkeley aaaume a standpoint different 
from the natural one and argue from It as 
though it were the natural one? ($) 

The objecta which we perceive auch aa houses, mountalna, and 

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

But following Berkeley's line ef reaaoaing, it would be a 

(6) Critical Realiam, p. 4, 
(7) Critical Realism, p. 4. 
(8) Critical Realism, p. 4. Underlining la author's. 
(9) Crltioal Realism, p. 5. 
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manifeat contradiction to assume that these things have any 

reality apart from perception, since all that we perceive is 

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

insertion whloh does violence to the dictates of common sense 

by substituting sensations and ideas for the very object itself. 

Berkeley, however, ia boldly persistent in maintaining that the 

view which he presents is that of common sense itself, mainly 

on tha basia of the contention that the experience of the per-

eipient anbjeot ia limited to hla own perceptions. (10) Now 

it is a truism that I do not perceive what I cannot perceive, 

but it is enite another thing to set forth the claim that all I 

perceive is my own aenaationa. Mo amount of dialectic can talk 

the plain man out of his conviction that he sees things, and 

not ideaa. 

Juatlfiably, then, Sellars aocusea Berkeley of having 

aubatituted Idealism for the meanings and 
attitude of natural realism... and (creating) 
a contradiction in the plain man's outlook 
which did not exist in it before. (11) 

Although granting, for the eake of argument, that Idealism 

may in the final analyels be right, Berkeley is nevertheless 

begging the qneetion in aetting forth a distorted interpretation 

of the realism of common sense as the basia of hla idealism. 

(10) "Woods, stones, fire, water, fleah, iron, and the like 
thinga, whloh 1 name and discourse of, are things that 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 thinga perceived by 
the aenaea are Immediately perceived; and thinga Imme­
diately pereelved are ideas; and ideas cannot exiat 
without the mind; their exlatenoe, therefore, consists in 
their being perceived." George Berkeley, Third Dialogue 
between Hylas and Fhllonus in Smith and Oreene' s î rom 
Deacartes to gant. p. 685. 

(11) Critical Realism, p. 5, 
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The attempt on the part of Berkeley and othera, for that 

matter, to falsify the data of common sense only emphasizes the 

need for taking it seriously into account as the starting point 

of a sound philosophy. Here, indeed, is a principle of method 

concerning whloh any themlst could expreas wholehearted agree­

ment with the realiam of Sellers. (12) What Sellars has to say 

concerning philoaophy from the atendpaint ef what is given to it 

aa ita starting point ia a major premise which hardly need be 

queationedj 

Philoaophy ia a product of reflection. Con-
aequently, It arises in an experience already 
organised. Ita teak la, therefore, set by the 
difficulties within this characteristic organi­
sation, which have called it forth. To aeperate 
these confliota In which they have arlaen ia 
aaauredly bad method, 'ftf they lead ua beyond 
the standpoint In which they developed, good; 
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bat we have no right to cut oaraelvea loose 

from this standpoint In an arbitrary fashion. (13) 

What Sellara is protesting against in the above passage ia 

any attempt that may be made at the outset of a philosophical 

investigation to eatabliah a dualiam between common aenae and 

a scientific theory of knowledge. What he is emphasizing (to 

use his own terminology) is the need for a correct evaluation 

of human experience on the level of knowledge In ita uncritical 

stage. I feel it important, however, to call speolal attention 

to the fact that for Sellara this ia only an initial point of 

(12) Note, for instance, the following obaervatlon of a con-
temper ery thomiatt "Spontaneous certitude about the 
objective reality of known thinga la not philoaophlcal 
certitude; it la net a philosophical position at ail. 
But it is the point of departure for a philosophical 
inquiry, beoauae it ia the relevant datum of the inquiry." 
Brother Benignua, P.C.S., Nature, Knowledge and Sod 
(Milwaukeet Bruce Pool. Co., 1949), p. 308. 

(13) Critical Realiam. p. 6. Underlining la my own. 
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emphaaia, and la not in any way to be construed as the final 

result of his own reflective theory. The present stage of the 

analyeia has been exclusively restricted to natural realism in 

its descriptive phaae. Aa we ahall aee very shortly, for Sellars 

"natural realism as a theory of knowledge is another affair." (14) 

We may oonolude, therefore, that although natural realism 

la allegedly the terminus a quo of Sellers' epistemology, It 

need not be, and in point ef fact, ia not, ita terminus ad 

auem. Whether In tha final analysis the epiatemology of Sellars 

ia In or out of agreement with the basic postulates of natural 

realiam, i.e., whether natural and critical realiam are ultimately 

compatible or Incompatible, la atill an open question, a question 

which will be taken up on ita own merits in Chapter Five. 

The next problem which naturally ariaes is whether natural 

realiam can be converted from the status of ita initial 

deaerlptlon into a scientific theory of knowledge. This much 

le at least clear, that la view of its unreflecting character 

an "appeal to the experience of the ordinary man la besides the 

point." (15) Indeed, natural realiam haa many difficulties to 

face, however much it may be unaware of them. Aa testimony to 

the existence of these difficulties Sellars eltes the relativism 

of Protagoras which Is a protest against the belief that things 

are the way we aee them. (16) 

But before presenting what he regards aa the chief diffi­

culties which confront natural realiam, Sellars makes it a 

special point of emphasis that theae difficulties are attendant, 

(le) Crltioal Realism, p. 6. 
(15) Critical Realism, p. 6. 
(16) Critical Realiam, p. 7. 
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not upon realiam as such, but only in ita uncritical stages. 

>«e would only be repeating a mistake that has often been nsde 

in the past by tha idealists, if we were to think that, in 

breaking down the bland assertions of natural realism, we would 

be undermining the foundationa of realism Itself. V,hat then are 

these difficulties, inadequacies, and contradictions wnich con­

front the outlook of common aense realism? Sellars presents six 

of them, each of which we shall briefly summarize: 

(1) Perception haa conditions which do not 
appear in that which is immediately 
perceived, (17) 

The object of perception i'rom the standpoint of common sense is 

experienced as if it were being perceived immediately and as it 

is in itself. Yet it involves only a minimum of reflective 

thought to realize thfit the act of perception involves "mediatory, 

cauaal proceaaes." These mediatory processes are, In relation 

to the body of the percipient, both external and internal. The 

position of the object, for instance, in relation to the person 

who sees it ia one of the factora determining the way in which 

it is to be viewed. This is an instance oi' what Sellars calls 

the "external mediation of perception." The "interns! mediation 

of percept.on" is clearly exemplified in the localization of the 

eyes or "sets" in the brain of the observer. These, in Sellers' 

view, are facta which are not taken into account, or, at least, 

are not consistently maintained in the assumption that what is 

seen are physical things In themaelves. 

(17) Critical Realiam. pp. ^-10. This and tje other objections 
to follow are presented in virtually the snme .form in 
Sellers' Principles and Problems of Philosophy, pp. 44-45. 
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(2) The plain man makes the distinction between 
appearance and reality. Yet this distinc­
tion is incompatible with his belief In 
the immediacy of perception. Che distinction 
between thing and appearance Is found to be 
s popular recognition of the fact that ob­
jects are perceived differently at different 
tivies and tl"at the difference is not assign­
able to the object. (18) 

The impression, for instance, which a person nets of a house is 

dependent upon the way it appears to him at any particular moment, 

and as viewed from a particular angle. Yet despite this fact, 

and the awareness that one has of It, a person will persist that 

what he sees is the thing in itself. 

(3) There is a lack of concomitant varistion 
between thinga and that which is actually 
perceived. We know from our own experience 
that appearances do vary when we have every 
reason to believe that the thing does not. (19) 

Although my present view of a table might lead me to think that 

it is oblong, I know that it is actually a square. 

(4) Tha difference between the perceptions of 
individuala also points to the individual 
who perceives as an important factor in 

the determination of what is perceived. (20) 

Here ia another factor which natural realism fails to account for — 

a factor which eliminates the theory that the individual Is always 

passive in tha act of perception. Aa a striking example of how 

perceptions of an event vary from one individual to the next Sellars 

cites the well known fact of the conflicting testimony ---iven In 

court by witnesses of tha same event. There are, in abort, personal 

elements involved in the act of perception which natural realism 

does not consider. 

(18) Critical Realism, p. 10. 
(19) Crltioal Realism, pp. 12-13. 
(20) Critical Realiam. p. 14. 
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(5) Natural realism is unable to explain many 
events which take place in the imagination 
and memory. (21) 

There are a number of difficulties which Sellars brings up under 

this head. To mention only one, how account in terms of natural 

realism Tor the imagined presence of the object in the event of 

a dream? 

(8) Natural realism has nothing to offer in 
the way of accountlnw Tor the synthetic 
or composite character of that which is 
perceivei, and the presence in it of in­
ferential elements. (22) 

Here Sellars calls attention to the illusion that what we think 

we see happening in a given event is the result of pure perception 

in the passive senae of the word. As a matter of fact, our paat 

perceptions of similar events are factors which determine our 

perception of an event in the present moment. Percepts, in 

other worda, have a history of which the percipient himaelf is 

usually unaware. 

The above objections are, all of them, very closely connected 

with each other. But whether taken singly or collectively, they 

conatitute for Sellara a blank refutation of any theory which 

proposes that the object of perception is that which is seen in 

itself. The simple truth of the matter, as Sellara sees it, is 

that an analysis of the act of perception reveals the presence in 

it of subjec ive elements which altogether forbid our regarding 

it as an Intuition of the object. 

Summarizing the results of Sellara' analyais of natural 

or naive realiam, we have first to note the emphasis he placea 

(21) Critical Realiam, p. 14. 
(22) Critical Realism, p. 18 ff. 
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upon utilizing the experience of everyday life i s ,life storti \<z 

polat of one's philosophy. On this point, we have seen hi 

vigorously protesting a-aiust Berkeley's attempt to falsify 

the data of perception by introducing an "airy hypothesis of 

a theological character." There are, after all, some things 

which are &iven to man in his experience, auch as the conviction 

that things exist independently of our thinkin,;, and concerning 

them, i.e., the existence 01 these data, chore can De no dispute. 

The philosopher has no choice but to accept them. On the other 

hand, there are claims which natural realism sets forth which, 

when p^t to the test of scientific thinking, cannot stsnd on 

their own -round. Chief among these claims is the common sense 

conviction that we literally know things as they are in themselves. 

To say ti e very least, it would seem that -ieliars, even before 

he has a chance to present hla own theory of knowledge, it, faced 

with an ins',u?mountable difficulty: how is it possible, while 

sacrificing- to science the belief so basic to common sense that 

we really intuit thin s, to uohold a theory of knowledge which 

nevertheless professes to be realistic? plthou,>h there are cer­

tain icey distinctions whereby Sellars attempts to bridre the rjap 

between naive ami critical realism, his entire epistemology is, 

in a sense, an attempt to answer this fundamental question. 'Ie 

shall restrict ourselves here, however, only to the essentials 

of Sellara' approach to the problem. 

We have already noted in our first chapter that distinction 

which pervades ail oi the eplstemolo^lcal thinking of Sella-s, — 

the listinctlon between the object and concent of knowled*o. (23) 

(23) "There are two elements in perception: tne affirmation of a co-
real and the aaaifflieq set of characters "or aspects"! Suppose 
we call :,hese respectively, the object of perception and the 
content of perception. Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 196. 
'.nderlinin/' is the author's. 



-36-

For Sellars the object of knowledge is that which we purport 

to know, the reality which we regard as exist!ir independently 

of ouraelvea: 

I open my eyaa and perceive concrete thinga. 
V*hat are concrete things? Miey are not merely 
character-complexes. They are co-reals to be 
adjusted to, Independent, co .non a\J tull of 
vigorous capacities. ..Perceived thinee are 
co-real with the percipient and independent 
of him. (24) 

We have here in Sellars' vivid description of the object of know­

ledge a atatement which forcefully affirms agreement with the 

basic outlook of naive realism, — that what we know are things. 

Since, however, knowledge is not aa purely objective as it is 

uaually thought to be, it ia essential to nose what is meant by 

the other branch of Sellara' distinction, via., that which regarda 

the content of knowledge. Bare o r attention Is directed to that 

aspect of knowledge which rerards the subjective response of the 

individual percipient. Basically, the content ia the subjective 

tedium in which the knower thinks the object, the >r„eane whereby 

he Interpreta It and ayntheaizes it for himself. 

Keeping trie distinction in mind, it la possible to get at 

a better understanding of Sellers' approach to and explanation of 

the problem of knowledge aa it pertains to our common sense con­

victions. It Is a point of emphasis with Sellars '.hat "there is 

a profound truth In the outlook of common senee realism despite 

its Inadequacy." (25) The plain man, in regarding things as real, 

Is "reacting toward his environment, making all sorta of motor 

adjustments." (26) The*practical category of thlnghood" which 

(24) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 196. inderllnlnk is author's. 
(25) Evolutionary Naturalism, p. 86. 
(26) hvolutionary Haturaliam, p. 27. 
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dominatea tha perception of the individual is fully justified 

by the fact that he (the individual) Is responding to realistic 

meaninga that are given to him in his experience, "Thinghood," 

(and this for Sellara Is tha equivalent of "real object") "and 

perception go together." (27) It Is this phase of naive realiam 

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

need to question. 

Yet there is a fundamental mistake, a natural mistake, which 

characterizes the plain man'a view of the world. This 

mistake lies In the identification of the 
content of his perception with the object 
towards which he is reacting. (2d) 

On the "level" of unreflecting common aense the distinction which 

the critical realist ia forced to make between t*e object and con­

tent of perception ia completely overlooked, everything is thrown 

over to the side of the object. Indeed, considering perception 

from the standpoint of the practical function it servea, there is 

no need for auch a distinction. (29) naive realiam ia, therefore, 

Justified if considered solely in terms of biological functions, 

iiven the critical realist himself is in his everyday, practical 

life a naive realist. (30) When, however, he leaves aside his 

practical interests and comes to regard perception from a 

(27) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 197, 
(28) Evolutionary liaturaliam, p. 27. 
(29) *Common sense makes no distinctions not forced upon it." 

Knowledge and Ita Categories, p. 191. 
(30) "Tha naive realist's interpretation of the perceptual 

experience is as much right aa wronjr and as much wrong aa 
right, I hold that the precise nature of oerceivlne is not 
at first understood, but that it is taken in a rough-and-
ready, or lpractical, way in terms of workable results... 
It seema as though external thin *s were given to inspection. 
It Is only reflection that destroys the natural illusion 
and forces a more critical interpretation." 'Che Philosophy 
of Physical Keallam. p. 63. Underlining is the author's. 
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dlslnterested, scientific point of view, he :ind tint percep­

tion Is not the simple thin;; that common sense makes it out to 

be. It is no lon-er a mere fact which one accepts in all Its 

llteralness, but a fact which must oe explained, and, if necessary, 

remodelel and re-interpreted. 

It is on this "level" of reflective, critical thin'cin̂  that 

the realistic mepninsrs which characterized percep'f.ionas aa every­

day affair fade into the background. Accordingly, It is possible 

now to regard what was completely overlooked before, I.e., the 

conditions of perception. The analysis of these conditions re­

veals the presence of psychological factors which no longer make 

it possible to regard perception as a pure Intuition of an ob­

ject. AluhouJn 

no motive has entered to cause as to doubt 
the e?i?tence of physical things co-real with 
,:he percipient, reflection has discovered that 
the objective content with which we at first 
clothe these acknowledged realities is intra­
organic. In other word-;, we can no lon:er 
believe that we can literally inspect, or ia-
tuit, the very external existent Itself. The 
content of which we are aware is clearly Jis-
tinct from the physical existent with which 
it was erstwhile identified, tiiou,-k it ia in 
causal relation with It. (31) 

The critical realism of Sellara, then, Is, as he himself 

explicitly affirms 

a criticism of naive realism and an attempt to 
i'VBB xt from ita prepossession that knowledge is, 
or can be, an intuition or the physical thine 
Itself. (32) 

It is, furthermore, a protest against the attempts of neo-realisfcic 
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thinkers to develop and defend naive realism on philosophic 

grounds, (33) By reason of the fundamental distinction he has 

drawn between the object and content of knowledge, Sellaz'S, 

regards himself as an "epistemologlcal duelist" (though he la 

not alto< ether fond o£ the term) .or he holds that 

knowledge of objects Is lediated by Ideas 
which are In some sense distinct fron the 
objects of knowledge. (34) 

This position clearly stands In contrast with that of those who 

aa "epiatemological monlsta" somehow seek to identify the con­

tent or datum of knowledge with its object: 

For them tha datum IJB the ultimate reality. 
lie idea Is the object. (35) 

Before conolu ling this chapter, there is one more point I 

should li<e to clarify in regard to Sellars* critical realiam 

aa it bears upon the act of perception, d'rom the fact that 

Sellars places a great deal of emphasis upon the mediatory 

processes involved in the act of perception, one might easily 

be led to conclude either that the act of perception la restricted 

to a knowledge of its contents, or that thla act, as It regards 

the object, Is the result of an inference. 

Although it is true that in Sellers' theory we Intuit only 

the contents of knowledge, and not the object, this does not, in 

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

(33) "The firat wave of realism (in America) was uilty of an 
over-simplification of >,ind and of the act of knowing. It 
was conacIo<sness-fleeln£ and afraid of the subjective... 
Its attenb'.on was directed at results rather than at neans... 
Thla state of mind made the new realists prone to accept 
naive realism and to believe chat knowin.. Is a .<lnd of ̂ ive-
neas of the object and not a judging, or interpret!i. of it. 
In some sense the very surface of the exteraaj. thing is open 
to Inspection." The Philosophy of Physical Healism. "pp. 56-57 

(34) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 190. 
(35) Knowledge and Its Categories, p, 190. 
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Such an inference to Cellars' li id wo.Id be uiSfii upon the 

narrowed down conception of knowle i(ft, ©xcljsivel/ In terms 

of intuition. 

Secondly, Sellars explicitly defies t^e «s sumption, tliat the 

physical world aa the object of knowledge mu,t 
be based upon an infers ice, if yoj are not a 
naive realist. (36) 

The fact that we do not apprehend or Int i „t physical tilings 

does not force upon us the need for interring them. It is true, 

aa we have already se^n, that there are lj.iereiicj.al elements 

Involved In the act of perception, but; this does not mean that 

the very existence of the object ics^lf Is the result of an 

inference. por Sellars, we know the object, and w© Know It 

directly. Tria act of icnowled^c is the result, lieither of an 

intuition nor of an laiereace, buf, of an alflrmatiun which Is 

effected thro;.£h the i -istruaie itality of the data of perception. 

Concerning Sellara' distinction of object and content, there 

are points of detail wlich will be broir-ht forth -lore clearly 

in the following chapter- Sufficient, iiowever, has been saia 

to fulfill the underlying purpose of this chapter, — that of 

showing how Sellars regards his critical realism in relation 

to the unreflecting realism of common sense* ^ecause critical 

realism purports to avoid what are regarded as the extremes of 

naive realism, on the one hand, and of Idealism, on the other, 

wa shall now examlie ieliars criticism of what he frequently 

refers to an epistemolo^ic&l idealism. 

(36) Knowledge a*-:>1 Its Categories, p. 195. 

http://lj.iereiicj.al
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To any student of the history of modern philosophy, there 

is one fact which stands out above all the rest, viz., the 

dominant, and, at times, exclusive concern on the part of 

philosophers with the problem of icnowlelge. It Is not to be 

thought, of course, that the problem 01 knowledge prior to 

Descartes' time, had not been dealt with and examined. As a 

matter of fact, a great part of the development of scholastic 

thought had centered around the various opinions expressed 

concerning the nature OJ. universals. Yet it was not until the 

time of Descartes and thereafter that any attempt had been made 

to conduct an exhaustive, critical, and systematic examination 

of the problem of knowledge as a problem in its own rl£ht. It 

is therefore, correct to ata^e, as does a contemporary author, 

that 

a systematic criticism of experience la a 
novel characteristic of philosophy since 
Descartes. (1) 

It is the problem of the historian of philosophy to analyze 

the many factors that contribute •. to this new turn which philo­

sophic speculation had taken, here we are Interested simply in 

noting the fact that berinninc with the time of Descartes there 

began a new trend wh^ch consisted 

in a progress of reflection, in a turning 
back of thought upon itself, becoming more 
explicitly aware of Itself and its own 
problems. (2) 

(1) D.J.B. hawkins. The Criticism of Experience (London; 3heed 
and ''.ard, 1947), p. v. i should like to make it clear that 
by "criticism oi' experience" Hawkins understands an ex* iln-
atlon of "the credentials of the kind of knowledge which 
common sense takes for ranted." The Criticism of hxperience. p. v, 

(2) Jacques harltain, The Dream of Descartes (iJew York: Philosophical 
Library, Inc., 1944), p. 164. 
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This new trend accordingly brought about 

a progress in the status, and, as It 
were, ii the morphology of philosophy. (3) 

Another fact, relevant to the purpose of our Inquiry, Is 

that the dominant trend within this movement has, unbil compara­

tively recent times, very largely been in tte direction of idealism. 

I say this is P fact relevant to our purposes, for, althc-^h the 

critical realism of Sellars, is, as we hsve just seen, a criticism 

of naive realism, it Is equally well directed against the basic 

presuppositions that have characterized idealistic systems of 

thought from Descartes to modern times. As was indicated in 

the first chapter, the realism of Cellars ia intended by its 

author to be a mid-way position between the extremes of naive 

realism and idealism, incorporating within itself the beat ele­

ments of each, while avoiding the errors of both, Lssentlal, 

therefore, to the understanding of Sellars' epistemolo y is how 

It stands In relation to the idealisms of the past. 

The over-all estimate which Sellers gives or idealism in 

modern times is that its function was to serve as an Interim 

period in the history of philosophy. Idealism, according to him, 

arose originally as a protest against the oversimplications of 

common sense realism; to the extent tha:, it was such a protest 

it was valid. The strength of idealism, however, lies, not in 

enunciation of its own particular views of the nature of mind 

and ideas, but rather in the weaknesses of old-fashioned realism. 

As opposed to the older forms of realism, idealism stands _'or an 

appreciation of the subjective factors involved In the act of 

mmmmmmwmmmmmvmwmMmmmmwmwmmmmmm*mm*mm*mmmm*mmm*m 

(3) The Dream of Descartes, p. 164. 
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knowlng, i.e., a more reflecting, critical view of the nature 

of the cognitive process. Together with nodern crlticrl realism, 

it is directly opposed to any and all U eorles which lay claim 

to any intuitional perception of extramental objects. .Ms from 

Sellers' point of view Is perhaps the only thTnr which his theory 

of knowledge has in cotnmon with past idealisms. 

In stating that the realism of Sellars is opposed to Idealism, 

I mean to imply that It is opposed to any and all of its forms, 

including the representative realiam, botl of nescsrtes and Locice, 

the idealism (in the stricter sense) of Berkeley, ani the pheno­

menalism (of two d'fferent types) of Hume and /pnt. 

As regards Descartes and Locke, Sellars considers both of 

their philosophies as belnp 

typical of a combination of dualism in 
ontology and representative realism In 
theory of knowledge. (4) 

As a matter of fact, the theory of representative realism * s 

directly founded upon the assumption inaugurated by seseaxtes and 

taken up by Locke that matter and mind are, with respect to each 

other, in a atate of complete or near-complete Isolation. on-

sistently with this basic assumption, for <<escR.rtes and Locke 

alike the mind, as regar a the direct object of Its thinking, 

is restrlcte ' to a cnowledge of Its own states, '.hat we know 

directly and inr'.edia ,ely are, not things, but i^eas, which in 

some way or another are the Mental copies of the things they 

are supposed to represent. (5) 

(4) The Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. >0. 
(5) The Principles and Problems of Philosophy, pp. G2-63. 
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There are, of course, significant points of difference as 

regarda the manner in which each of tlese philosophers develops 

his own particular brand of representatlonism. The rationalise 

of Descartes presents a coasiderable contrast wit) the empiricis 1 

of Locke. In this connection it will be recalled that the entire 

first part of Locke's '.ssay on_i_uman Understanding la an attempt 

to refute the doctrine of Innate Ideas to which >escartes him­

self had subscribed, furthermore, the sharp distinction which 

we lind in Descartes between perception and conception becomes 

all but obscured in Locke's indiscriminate use of the word 

"idea." (6) But these points of difference are not sufficient 

to cancel out the fundamental docorine which Descartes and Locke 

share in common, — that of the representative function of the 

mind's ideas. 

Accordingly, there is one basic objection which reveals 

the fundamental weakness of ",heir theories, as well as that of 

any other kind of copy-tl eory of knowledge: 

If the Idea is the direct object of know­
ledge, the contention that ideas are only 
"mental substitutes" for thin;.a Is an acb 
of faith. (7) 

The point of Sellars' objection is well taken. If, indeed, all 

that,we directly know are Ideas, how can it be truly established 

that these Ideas are the copies or reproductions of thin s which 

they are olair-ie; to be? Such r clali presupposes by implication 

a sort of comparison between the copy-Idea and tve tM-'ps which 

It imitates, — a comparison which ia rendered i joosstble, if 

(6) "Locke defines an idea in very <eneral terms. It is whatsoever 
la the object of the understandin when a man thinks. Sensa­
tions, images, concepts are all ideas." The Principles and 
Problems of Philosophy, p. 65. underlining is author'a. 

(7) fcxowledge and Its Categories, p. 193. 
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one consistently adheres to the assum tlon that only ideas 

are the direct objects of our knowledge. 

Perhaps even r.ore fundamental than this first objection 

ia Sellars' protest against representati^nisn, especially that 

of Locka, ov the rrounds that it falsities and I, io«.es fc-e know-

ledg-e-elalm itself: 

Ideas are f̂c'e too substantial and cease uo 
be thought of a* contents in terma of which 
we interpret objects of knowledge. The 
directness of knowledge Is lost sifiit of. 
While knowledge Is mediate both In the 
sense- that it Is not an intuition and In 
the -sense that there is tuch constructive 
activity at work in the nind, it is yet 
direct. We mean Independent objects and 
we interpret bhese objects in i.er̂ s of 
ideas. (8) 

In the above passa e, we have a statement, not only of what 

Sellars correctly regards as the fundamental weakness in Locke's 

approach to knowledge, but also of how by way of contrast critical 

realism stands In relation to representative perception. Critical 

realism, although it ia critical, levertheless lays claim ,̂o the 

directness of the cognitive act. (9) Representative realism, 

negating the claim that our knowledge of thinga Is direct, 

bases knowledge upon an act of Inference, which ultimately is 

reducible to an act of faith, an Massurancertthat the copy represents 

the thing. 

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

knowledge and that of Sellars, it would see i that Cellars, 

(a) Knowledge and ita Categories, p. 193 
(9) Note also the following passage: "Knowing is regarded (i.e. .,y 

the critical realist) as more than an awareness of abstracta 
to be called logical :deas. It is en 1uterpretafilon of objects. 
Thus objective reference is Intrinsic to tie very nature of 
knowing. This analyais rids --s of the subjective bias of 
representative realiam." Keallam. Naturalism, and humanism. 
p. 270. ' "~~ ' 
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favorinr, as he does, the view t,hat knowledge is direct, is ore 

of a realist than Locke. To see whether this is actually the 

case, we mi_>-t profitably examine the view which ellars takes 

regarding the status of the ao-crlled primary and secondary 

qualitiea of matter. 

First, it will be recalled that for Locke the primary 

quplities of matter, svch as extension, solidity, . io-ure, motion, 

and rest are strictl, objective. (10) Ihese primery qualities 

are in material substances, and they are t^ere according to the 

way that we know them, that Is to say, there ia an objective 

correspondence between o r "ideas" ot these primary qualities 

and the qualities themselves. The so-called secondary qualities 

of natter, however, are not real qualities of matter at all. 

Formally considered, i.e., as qualicies, they are to be found 

only ixx the ex erlence of the perceiving subjeot. There is 

nothing In the object to correspond to them, except the power 

which the object has by reason of its primary qualities to pro­

duce these sensations in us, i.e., color, taste, soun I, etc. (11) 

It will be recalled further that Berkeley employed a' few 

rather convincing arguments a ainst the position of Locke to 

show -hat, ii the secondary qualities of matter are Subjective, 

the sa"-e iust hold true a fortiori oi tt e primary qualities, 

since it la from the so-calle I secondar, qualities tnat the 

primary qualities are derivet and known. (12) 

Now the position which cellars takes In re 'ard to primary 

+0 

n>» ••! • • mmma • II • i i i . . . • > • • • — - * - « — « • . — — • • -m 

(10) Essay on Human Cinderstending. Book I I , Chap. V I . I , No. 9 
In •iron'' Descar tes t o Kant, p . 406. 

(11) Essay on >hxman tad era t end! n,-.t do ok I I , Ghap. VII :, Ho. 10 
i n Prom Descartes"To~Kant7 p . 407. 

(12) Georpe x^erkeley, ^ i r a t pTalo-ue ."etween hyjlag and, fh i lonus 
in vrpm Descar tes t o ilant. po, 515-550. ~~ ~* 
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and secondary qualities, is, If one Is .naoqualnlea wit; his 

distinction between object and co .tents . f k lowledre, a rather 

startling one. In the flrsc place Le expresses ij.s approval of 

Berkeley's rejection of both primary as well as secondary qual­

ities as somehow residing or inhering, in a substance. To hold 

that the qualities which arc revealed to us in the contents of 

sensation are the qualities of matter itself would, as far as 

Sellars Is concerned, oe a simple reversion to naive realism. 

Accordingly, "all sense-data," together wit* the qualities which 

they express, "are subjective." (13) ^ut that is not all: 

"dense-data are," all or them, "equally means to kiowledge." (14) 

We must also note that ior cellars 

the so-called primary qualities are judgments 
about the physical world having a roundest Ion 
in the inferential use of sense-data. That 
things are extended means that they are super-
imposable and measurable, that the parts are 
in the order of side-by-sidedness; that things 
are solid weans that they exclude other things 
in measurable ways; that they are at rest or in 
motion î eans that they change positions with 
respect to some standard coordinate or do not; 
that they ar^ numerable means that they can 
be numbered...Now all these statements, while 
mediated by t< e pattern of sensible appearances 
and deepened by manipulation of things, are in 
no sense ass a., omenta of sensible qualities of 
any kind. Ihey are intellectual raspings of 
the determinate nature of things through the 
use of the sense-data they arouse in us. (15) 

In line with the above remarks, then, it would be wrong in 

Sellers' view to maintain that qualities and properties, as we 

(13) Evolutionary Naturalism, p. 181. 
(14J Evolutionary naturalism, p. 181. 
(15) Svolutlonary Naturalism, p. 184. underlining is author's. 

Ilote also: wBut what is a property? It is an answer to a 
question about the characters and powers of ooiorefce substances. 
And this answer gives wi at I cell knowledge aoout or facts 
about." R. W. Sellars,"Materialism and Human Knowing," in 
Philosophy For the Future, edited by Sellars, McGill and 
Farber (New York: MacMillan, 1949), p. 87. Underlining is 
author's. 
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know them, simply belong to things. There is always something In 

In things which justifies our thinklnT them as we do In terns of 

certain qualities. But we must not th'n<. that these qualities 

(i.e., 83 known) are themselves that somethi it in the thing whic 1 

causes ua to think as we do. We mu-it not, as did Locke, attribute 

these (primary) qualities to things. 

Neither Is knowledge on this account to be regarded as com­

pletely subjective. The perceiving organism Is, in its awareness 

of sense-data, responding to the object which is stimulating it, 

and It Is responding to that object in a nanner determ'ned by 

the nature of the object Itself and its connections. There is, 

in other words, an objective relationship between things and our 

perceptions of things, hut the relationship itseli Is not an 

object of intuition. It is simply one of the primary and ir­

reducible factors involved in the act of knowledge, always present, 

but never Intuited. (16) 

' hat Is true of the so-called primary qualities anplies 

equally as well to secondary qualities, such as color and sounds: 

color is 

correlated with the vibration of electrons 
and sound with the vioratlona of bodies in 
r wave-like fashion. r M s correlation Is 
Inferential o-it it is not aroitrary. (17) 

By way of summary, then, all of the ao-callei qualities of 

matter, properly speaking and formally considered, comprise part 

(16) "I have long ar^ue i that the directed cognitive claim is 
irrea-cible, though Its conditions and nechaiism ĉ n be 
studied." Materialism rnd Human Knowing, p. 77. A.*~ain: 
"The claim of the huma.j mind to make verifiable kaowledge-
flssertions is just eplstemolo ically ultimate." Jiaterialism 
and euman Knowlnfi, p. '37. ~ ~"~~* 

(17) iwolutionary iiaturallam, p. 185. 
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of tha contenta of our perception. But hecause the contents of 

perception are merely the means whereby the object is <nade known 

to us, they sre never to be literally aacribei to ;r»e object 

itself. (13) They are, it is true, "revelatory" of the object; 

they tell us something about tie object; but the object Itself 

together with its "ontolOBieal" properties ia never literally 

presented in consciousness. More specifically, qualities, as 

we know them, are correlations within the organism which oorreaporxd 

to the correlations of thinps, but they are not to be regard©* aa 

Identical with things. 

•diat is important to .iOte In Sellers' theory Is that corres­

pondence and correlation are not to be understood either as 

resenblance or Identity: 

(Sense-data) ere correlated with t^eir 
external causes,,.in no case is there 
assumedrjto be a re semblance between a sense-
datum and its external cause. What 3oes 
hold is an ordered correlation so that to 
every difference in tie one there ia a 
difference in the manifold...It ia the 
recognition of this fact that differentiates 
critical realism from the traditional, type 
oi Representative realism. (1'')) 

Since the idealism of Berkeley carries with it fundamentally 

the aaiae view of sense perception as tl at which was entertained 

by Descartes and Locke, here arain we find Sellers repeetine: 

substantially the same objections, but perhaps with renewed 

force, a ainst the view that the direct object oi knowled e ia 

the sense-datum. Cellars xrankly aimits, of course, that 

(18) "f would here point out the fact ti~at much of the dispute 
about primary and secondary qualities stems .'rov bad epis-
êinolô y which teke3 knowing too much aa an apprehension 
and not a revisable prediction." Materialism and Human 
Knowing, p. 77- "" * 

(1-0 Ivoiutionary Naturalism, p. 133. Sentence under11 ,ln^ is 
my own. 
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herkeley1s "deadly criticism against any Inferential passage 

from idess to things" (20) proves beyond all doubt the plain 

Impossibility of representative perception, oat 

the unfortunate ti'ing was that instead 
o' trying to re-analyze perceptual knowl i(l 
In order to re-formulate It, this destruc­
tion of the old formulation was br, Len to 
be a demonstration of idealism. (21) 

The fundaments1 error underlying berkeley's analysis lay 

in ids failure to recognize the fact, so vital to the act of 

perceiving, that it has an interpretative reference to real 

objects: 

alius, knowing as an operation of Intent 
and interpretation is disre^aided. The 
plain fact that perceptual knowing claims 
some sort ui transcendent reference is 
neglected. (22) 

Certainly, if the act of perceiving is to be identified with 

mere awareness of a&nae-data as such, then we could aocept the 

£erkeleyean principle tha^ to be ia to be perceived, hut this 

is to ignore the fact inaisbed upon In the lost chapter, that 

knowle^; e refers us to something outside of ourselves, outside 

of the "organism" which perceives. (23) To reduce the act of 

peroeivin^ to a ere awareness of sense-data mskes it impossible 

to do justice to what human knowing really involves, as having 

a bearing upon a world ut real, physical thin s. 

Passing over now to the phenomenalism of Hume, I should li^e 

(20) The Philosophy of Physical ..eâ lam. p.33. 
(21) The Philosophy of Physical heallsm, P.33. 
(22) The Philosophy of Physical Keallam. p.33. 
(23) "A""kln<I of thin Intellecouslism, associrted with the traditional 

formulation of the causal theory OL' perception i i Locke and (>es-
crrtes, pervades tit formula of Berkeley tlao to be Is to 'oe 
perceived, and that apples are nothing but a complex of ideas. 
There Is a neglect of alerted attitude, pointing, demonstrative 
symbols, conceptualization, social activity, ^reparation for 
action with know-bow." "aterlallsm and Human Knowing, p. 83. 
Underlining is author's. 
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to remark, first of all, that Sellars' ojservati,,s ami criticise 

on this subject are for the most pari, conmon knowled e to h.nc 

historian of philosophy and tie philosopher- ''or thi ̂  reason, 

I shi'll be content to summarize r,<>o resjl.s of his criticise, 

rather than endeavor to wor'< it o t in a ly point jf detail. The 

phenomenalism of i ume, after all, froo the standpoint of en anal­

ysis ol tie act of perception is essentially the same as Berkeley's 

idealism, and is, for that reason, susceptiole to the sne basic 

objections. In .ume, atain, as in the whole line of the rltish 

empiricists of the classical period we find the a priori mcritical 

acceptance of the id alistic assumption that knowled <? is restricted 

to an int> ition of mere sensata. f.euse im-^es are for him, what 

they were for Locke and .erkeley, "atomic en'Ities" found in the 

mind as If exi^tinp; ther in their own ri ht "K< having no direct 

bearing or relationship to the order :>? physical objects. 

While it ia true, however, that berkeley and J'ume ha<> much 

in common, auch aa their mutual rejection of the representative 

realism of Locke and of b&e doctrine of abstract ideas, Hume's 

si niflcance lies to soj.ie extent "*n the devastating attack which 

he had mane upon the s jirituelism o ' Berkeley. (24) Hume had 

shown beyond all siiadlow of doubt that t^e retention or spiritual 

substances by Berkeley could not be tolerated on the urinciples 

which Berkeley iimself had championed. If, from the standpoint 

of line's thinking, iierkeley iiaj shown that bodies do not exist 

independently ol mind, then he should have realized a fortiori 

that spiriGS do not exist either. Uav^nr, rejected abstract Ideas, 

(24) The Principles and Problems of philosophy, p. 91. 
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berkeley's appeal to uhs "notion" of spiritual substance is not 

only vain, but casuistic. 

The <ey principle of -une's aensism is that no '< dea is valid 

unless *rac&able to its ori.inal sense impiession. In line with 

tit is principle, It was an easy "natter for hi' to slow that we 

actually have no Impression of so1 1 or spirits. V.hy, then, r>old 

that they exist? Yet, slice the Jiumian rejection of sulritual 

substances is hardly a matter of regret for a naturalist sue1 as 

Sellers, we need not dwell on it any further. 

What Sellars doea specifically object to in the phenoienal's • 

of Hume is hia aubjeotiviatlc interpretation of the "category" of 

causality. Rightfully, Hume recognized that all our Judgments abo,t 

existence, whether our own existence or that of the world, Involve 

the principle of causality, hut do we genuinely observe causal 

reletions operative in the world of real, physical objects? 

As a true sensationalist, Hume answered this 
question in the negative. Observation Is merely 
an awareness of sense impressions. Whence, then, 
comes the ides of causality? His Answer struck 
the no~e of subjectivism. It is from a feeling 
established _ui us by c atom, a feeling of ex­
pectation baaed on aaaocisoion. (2^) 

In Sellara' opinion, there Is only one way of refuting Hume, 

and that ia to reject hla phenomenalism at the very outset: 

In perception we sre interpretln < thinrs and 
their relations in the 11 ht of d^ta Iv n 
in the sensory field. In other words, the 
perceptual experience is dominated by cate-
-orical meaninga. Ye sense ourselves as 
a ents and patients and other things are 
perceived in the same fashion. And we th'nk 
of ourselves and the things around us as con­
tinuants interacting. (26) 

In thus dlrect'ng his criticism against tie phenomenalism of 

(25) The Philoaophy of Phyalcal noalism. p. 211. 
(26) The Philosophy of Physical Realism, p. 211. 
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Hume, Sellara makes It perfectly clear that causes constitute 

part of the experience of perceiving In other words, we know 

them, we ieel them. But do we literally see or observe causal 

relations as auch? Conaldering all that hps liOBn previo sly 

said concerning Sellars' theory of knowledge, there Is only one 

answer that we can expect to receive: 

I a.d not arguing that we mysteriously mbu.it 
an external something called force or neces­
sary connection. I am not a naive rerlist. 
No; we think tl inf a as in dynamic relations, 
,ecause they are ao disclosed by ô r data... 
Our interpretative judgments are objective 
in reference. In other worda, causality is 
a category going with self, thin?, event, 
collections. In no case, however, do we 
ever literally intuit the object of per­
ceiving; and we should not expect to intuit a 
productive agency, (27) 

I have no daaira to bring out in any further detail the joints 

of critieiam which Sellara brin»,a to bear upon Hume's phenomenalism 

and scepticism, the work of Hume la, after all, but the climax 

of all that preceded it, the reductlo ad abaurdum of the ropre-

aentationiam of Locke and the spiritualism of Berkeley, the bank­

ruptcy of a meohaniatic and atomistic theory of knowledge. Any 

further criticism at this point would, therefore, be little ^ore 

than a repetition of what has already been said* 

In hia rather extensive, though scatterred criticism of the 

whole British empirical movement, Sellars wishes to make It dear 

that he la not denying the existence o sense-data, lmng-es, fmd 

meanings, what he is rightfully objecting to is the persistent 

tendency within this movement to give tlese data an independent 

status which they do not'actually enjoy. Sense-dnta and Images, 

http://mbu.it
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after all, lose their meaningfulness aa soon at* they are divorced 

from the world of real objects. They are, it la true, in the 

nerceiviru subject, but they ere not there as objects In their 

own right. Their ralson a1 etre is, accor ling to Selltus' own 

particular view, to function wit'-in cognitive acta In which one 

thinks and describes objects. Accordin~ly, 

-.he weakness of traditional empiricism 
was its substitution of atomic entities 
for the actual .aovement of concrete 
experiencing. (23) 

lhe britiah empiricista, thua considered for whai, they really 

are, i.e., idealists or mentalists, relinquished the object of 

knowledge, and (according to Sellara' criticism) satisfied them­

selves with the content. (29) 

Because of the Importance of this last point in Sellers' 

criticism of idealism, I should like to give it some meaaure of 

special consideration. The point in question is that which 

concerns the distinct!' n between knowledge considered as a purely 

psychological event and knowled; e considered ,'rom the standpoint 

of the objective reference sriven It In tie co isciorsness of the 

knower• 

In one of the clearest chapters I have found in Cellars' wox-ks, 

1 1 .nd him citln^ approvingly a quotation from ".illlam James which 

emphasizes the objective reference which characterizes conscio s-

ness on the "level" of knowledge. (30) A- farther testimony to 

(28) The Philosophy of Physical Realism, p. 230. 
(29) Knowledge and"Ita Jate^orles, p. 202. 
(30) "Human thourht appears to deal with objects 1 ideper.dent of 

itaelf; that la, it is cognitive or possesses the function 
of knowing.. .The judgment that my_ thou/Jit has the same object 
as hla thought is what makes the psychologists call my thoughts 
cognitive of an o iter reality." Vllliam James, I'sycholopry 
Uew York: H. Tolt <k Co., 1392), pp. 271-272. 'underlining 
:s author's. Quoted by Cellars in Knowledge and _ts Categories 
p. 207. u ' 
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this objective reference present in the act of knowled;e, we 

find the following quotation from Stout: 

All aubjactive 3tatos are ps<,c,f ical; but not 
all psyciicaL states ere subjective sensations.., 
Insofar as they enter Into the relation oi 
subject and object at all, these states fnll 
to the side of tie object, and not to that of 
tie subject. (31) 

Sellars finds the sbove passage, c ming as it does frou a 

paycholo'/ist, rather remarkable. Yet despite the eplstemolOLlcal 

truth whloh it embodies, Sellara points out that the psychologist 

as auch need not concern himself with knowledge fron the stand­

point of its reterenee. Ordinarily 

the psycholo 1st abstracta from the object 
of perception and all the realm which J s the 
object of scientific knowlel^e, and concentrates 
upon the content oi perception, Ke desirea to 
break this content .p Into its structural elements 
and to find tha conditions of their peculiar ayn-
theals...In short, the psychologist studies the 
conditions of the psychical as such, (32) 

The psychologist, then has every right to "feel st home" when 

he restricts himself to that which Is properly his domain, an 

analysis of paychleal states. But - ot so In the case oi the 

epistemologiat. Indeed, thla has been the capital offense of 

epistemologiats in modern times, viz., their handling of know­

ledge as If it were en exclusively psycholo ical event, it is 

true, of courae, that a knowled e of psychology should prove a 

considerable help in eplatemolofical analysis. Jut the eplsr*e-

moJogist is jetrayini, his trust, if he ettempts to reduce know­

ledge to a mare awareness of psychical states: 

(31) "eorge F. Jtct, The rpundwork of t syoholofy (London: 
T]nive4."slty Tatori* 1 ''resa, 1903), >. 3. looted by Cellars 
in Knowledge and Its ̂ ategor^ea. p. 207. 

t32) nnowledre an'1 Its Oetenorlea, p. 207. 
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The crii.cnl realia*- desires to ,joint to tie 
fact that idealism hae iven this cc lcentretion 
by psyci olo^y upon the osychical >-• also i tter-
pretn^lon. v»*rlle the psyc olo^ist of todnv is 
a realist and believes in the physical lealm... 
and uses the insults of the olyslc^l sciences, 
the idealist Is persua *e J thr<t the content of 
perception ia tue object of uerception. The 
psychologist consciously ms^es the abstraction 
from cognitive rexerenee, while the Idealist 
assorts that tnere is no riee-t OJ. such sn at— 
atraction, because experience is *n 'Itimate... 
iat all modern realists are protest-n< « ainst 
tils neglect of the torm of consciousness, of 
whet we may e l l cognitive reference; «) id t e 
critical realist aids that the content of know­
ledge Is not sinplj* identical with the object 
of knowledge, (S3) 

Sufficient has ieen aaid to manifest tie significant differences 

In viewpoint between Sellers' approach to the problem of knowledge 

and that of sore of the traditional idealists. I have deliber­

ately restricted myself here mainly to a conaideration of these 

ifferences as they affect knowledge on the so-called "level" of 

perception. Accordingly, I have deferred cellars' criticism of 

ivantian ideallam, which ia lar* ely of an Intellectual cast, till 

the next chapter in which I ahall examine Sellajs' realism in some 

of its wider implications. 

Synthesizing the results of this and the preceUn- chapter, 

it T.<iy be enlightening to note that in Sellais' estlmstion naive 

realism and ideallam, though they are, so to apeak, ot opposite 

poles, have both n* ~<e tie game fundamental mistake — tha-1 of 

ldentifyinr object and content 01 knowledge. Yet U e mistake has 

been made in con ,rary directions. The center oi attraction for 

the naive resllst is the object ot knowledge with which ie iden­

tifies contents; for the Idealist attentio i is concentrptel joon 

(33) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 233. *mderllnln- is author's. 
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the contents whici art -> i^takenly suistltuted ior the object. 

Thus we find r_aive realism l-vmchc 1 in ' he tirection o." pan-

objectivism, -nd idealism h- i ,ore\J ' J. a vacuum c J> rely sub­

jective mental sta.es. fhe bifo question, which se~us to be 

Sellars' chief concern is: how is It possible :o n 'Oli1 ';his 

historical dilemr.o, and thus preprre the way ..'or an r 'equrte 

solution to the episbemologlcsl problem? 

In 'ellars' opinion, this is to be accomplished, ne^stiyely, 

by a rejection of eplstemolo^ical monism ">. ooth of its for is. 

Oi the positive side, tie episbemologlcal dualism of object and 

content must be accepted and applied. Halve realism Is ri ht in 

claiming tha~ the object of knowlehe is something outside Oi the 

percipient subject; it is wron?0 In literally ascribin • the contents 

of knowle^o co that object. Idealisa is rl *ht li maintaining 

that the consents of knowlei'je are so ieth^\ wit! in the knower 

itself; it is wron<; "n rei^ciri' tie object of knowleh~e to a 

mere intuition of the contents: 

To my way OJ thiakinr it (Idealism) has 
made about as ,ad an I entification of 
the coi tent and the object of oerceotion 
as has naive realism, only in this 
awin , o" the pendulum, the object Is 
identified with she content and declared 
to ?e mental .^cause the c< ntent is. (34) 

(34) Ivolutionary '.aturallam, p. 27. 
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Perhaps x had best bê .In this chapter with an explanation 

of 'ta title. Our attention has up to this point been focused 

upon the contrasting elements between the realism of .sellars aid 

what he oonaiders the traditional extremes of naive realism and 

idealism. The whole weight of emphasis within this contrast has 

ceetn placed upon the problem of knowledge in its most elementary 

phase, i.e., the problem of sense perception. I should ll're now 

to extend this analysis to a consideration of Sellars' realism 

as it pertains to the problem of knowledge in what he regards as 

Its broader and more scientific phases, i shall, accordingly, 

deal in this chapter with Sellars' theory £.s it stands In relation 

to the distinction between sense and Intellectual knowledge, the 

distinction between common sense sn& scientific knowledge, the 

problem of universals, the nature and criteria of truth, the 

categories, and lastly, the problem of knowledge simply considered 

In itself. Since all of these questions are closely connected with 

each other, I have deemed it advisable to de*.l with them in a. 

aingle chapter. 

To one who ia accuatoued to the traditional distinction 

between aense and intellectual knowledge as exemplified in the 

writings of St. Thomas, there is the initial difficulty of deter­

mining whether and how this distinction is taken Into account by 

a naturalistic thinker such as Sellars, for whom man is in tha 

final anslyais a minded orgonism. Certainly, we would be right 

in thinking a priori that- if this distinction Is to bear any recog­

nition at all in a naturalistic theory of knowledge, it does not, 

nor can it have, the same meaning as It doos for a philosopher to 
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whom man is a co-iposite of body and sool. After all, what ô e's 

view of knowledge is, and the distinctions that prevail within 

its ditferent orders, is a question which is v^ry lar, ely de­

pendent upoi one's outlook in psychology. 

,(ow I suspect very „tron.,ly, either tha. iellcrsuoes not 

realize t» is fact, or, if he toes, thf't he does lot take it 

serio 'slj into account. This suspicion is rounded upon his 

frequent reference to the so-called dualism of sensation and 

conception In terms of something which Is matter oi? "more or less". 

As ± see It, either intellect and sense are two distinct faculties, 

involving two distinct kinds of processes, or they are not. It 

should be cle»r, at any rste, that in a truly rational psycholc y 

the distinction that e?lsts la one which Involves a difference of 

kind, and not of degree, 

i-ie this as it may, Sellars la, as a matter of fact, critical 

of those philosophers In whom the "dualism" of Intellect and aenae 

prevails. Nor do I hesitate to say that his criticism is justified 

as it is applied to those philosophers, notably Kant, in whom this 

dualism implies, not a mere distinction, but an actual separation, 

a compartmentalizing, if you will, of the "wo respective orders 

of human knowledge* 

Apart from the fact that Sellars* position -s a naturalist 

precludes the very possibility of a "c^nlism" of sense and Intellect 

in his theory of knowledge, I have little doubt that one of the 

positive reasons involving M s sharp rejection of the distinction 

in its tredltional meaning is his asaoci'tion of it with the 

logical aprlorism oi the .lanti«n critique. Whether this is 
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actually the case or not, it will be Interesting to note by way 

of comparison and contrast the difference of oerspective between 

Kant's brand of rationalism or iitelleetaalism vn* the critical 

realism of Sellars. 

Sellars strikes the \eynote of this difference in perspective 

when he stataa unequivocally that 

Kant wanted to give validity to scientific 
propositions, to make them universal and 
neceasary. I would remark that peraonally 
I want them to be true. (1) 

ôr Kant who was greatly influenced by aolf, wa logical fanatic", 

the chief function >f the intellect Is Its "lo?ical employment 

ii a science of essences," (2) What 'lellar3 is ri -htfully rebell­

ing s^ainat in Kant Is the atroi- tendency to autono size the in­

tellect in such a manner as to lepve It completely undetermined 

by and in a laro-e measure .nrelated to the order of sensible 

experience as we actually find it, (3) 

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

of sensation, as derived from experience, furnish the mind with 

matter which is oontlnrent and particularized. Mow scientific 

laws are necessary and universal. The question which naturally 

presents itself is that of the origin of their necessity and 

universality. Kant's solution to the problem is fo>md in his 

doctrine of subjective a priori xorma. The mind, when brou( ht 

to bear upon the contents of sensation imposes necessity and 

universality upon these contents by reason of the a priori forms. 

Now the important thinr, to note in Kant's views of ^nowlod e 

(1) Ihe fhllosopny of Physical ueallsm, p. 213. -nderlin ni£ is 
author's, 

(2) The Philoaophy of fbyaleal freslism. p. 213, 
(5) Critical Realism, p. 1461 

file:///eynote
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is that for him the determininp element of knowledge is not 

riven in x,he contents of experience, but furnished by the mind, 

Accordin - to Sellars, it Is tl is fendency in Kant to 1 -.pose 

mental laws upon the contents of experience, together with an 

over-concern for the laws themselves rather than wiih the con­

tents ot experience, which const'tutes the fundamental weakness, 

not only of the rationalism of Kant, but of all traditional 

rationalism, fiy way of contrast, then, critical realism is 

opposed to rationalism in all Its forms mainly in two ways: 

It looks upon the total co" ̂ entr, of experience 
as empirical, and is sceptical of the Kantian 
theory of the constitutive understanding; and 
it returns to the older tradition of knowledge 
as implyin a reality 'ndependent of the ideas 
of it. (4) 

Even nore directly and explicitly we find Sellars pttackin- the 

Kantian view of reason 

8s an innate power wh'eh, as it were, emits 
axioms and concepts. Kent, never got beyond 
r.his conception of reason; for him, there is 
no real continuity between sense pnd under­
standing. (5) 

In our attempt to determine what intellectual knowled? e is 

for Sellars, I should like to remark that, althou h his criticisms 

of certain traditional views are si fficiently clear, the same 

cannot be said concerning the establishment of his own position. 

Sellars is not a sensationalist in the ilumian aense of the term. 

In fact, he positively criticizes Hume for taklnr "too narrow*' a 

view of knowle i e and for limiting it to mere "ato Istic aenaationa. 

unt even aore strongly we have found hln opposed to the rationalism 

of Kant, In whrt way then does dollars co-unit himself wit! respect 
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to the question of determining the respective roles of what 

are traditionally retried is 'ntellect nnd sense? w© have first 

to note that 

In the place of the contrast between sense pnd 
reason, the modern thinker p<'ts the recognition 
of levels of experience. (6) 

There is r.o do->ub about the Taut that "ellars rerarls M is elf 

as a "moder : thinner" Tor su^posin^-

that we take sense-perception as the first level 
of prime interest to the epistemolosist, wo soon 
discover that 1) tiiei e is structure or patter^ 
in what is presented In sense-perception, and 
2) that there is interpret?tion and judgment at 
work, hxpllcit reasoning is a term for methods, 
operations and processes which buil^ .pon and 
add to this level. It is a term for analysis, 
the discovery of relations, the seeking of more 
facts, tie development of concepts, ~n e appli­
cation of experimental methods, etc. '"hus 
reasoning is a tern for operations, nethods 
and capacities which carry our experience farther 
nni deeper than sense-perception alone e n . But 
it is not a special faculty. (7) 

Sellars re<--ar ;s this view of t-nowled̂ -e with its different "levels" 

as being more In conformity with the methods of modern science, 

since it regards knowledge, all knowledge, ^s a development that 

takes piece within the total eorplex of human experience. It is, 

accordingly, cl*>i.ied to be an advancement over the vi-w of >now-

led^e that was dominated by the "old dualistic, faculty psycho­

logy." 

Whatever the merits or demerits of Sellais* theory of different 

"levels" of knowledge, I should like to point out, before explain­

ing it, that tne problems with which it deals are of quite a 

different sort than those which originated the distinction between 

(6) Hie principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. l'jj. 
(7) The Prij3oi^ols^_in^LPj^ p. 108. TTnderl3nlxig 

is Vne author's. £<ote also: ̂ Reason stands for all those methods 
and operations which help in the solution of problems...reason 
is a term which covers the way tJ e mind works in systematic 
invest!action." Ihe Philosophy of Physical Realism, p. Q" 



63-

sense and Intellectual 'cnowled^e in traditional p><ilo3ophy-

'ihus the chief concern of Sellars in adv^ncin^ his theory of 

different levels of knowledge >s tl.pt of the similarities Rnd 

differences between ordinary "common sense" knowlad*© and t IOW-

led„e in its scientific settings, 

ihe first and most basic level <>f knowledge is sense per­

ception which Is 

a primitive sort of knowin In which sensory 
data aie correlated and interpreted in rela-
tie „ to FH object. (3) 

As we hrve already note i, kicwle-jge at the "level" of perception 

fails to diat .nf v-'ish object ana conteit, slice perceptual Know­

ledge as such, beim mainly of <J px-acMcal bents, is 1 vicritical. 

Yet knowlecue, even on this ale aentary "level", impl es for 

Sella^ s so,ae sort of judgment and interpretation, Ln perceptual 

knowing, according to cJellars, we actually do assign certain 

predicates 10 ^ e oujecta w*"ich we claim to intuit; yet this 

assignment of c. arcetera, which is founded on sensory d-ta Is 

made without a critical a': t'iy of the data themselves. 

The point, however, we are mainly Infesrestei in notlnr- i ere 

is that 

Critical realism stands for the reality and 
fundamental si nificance of another kino, of 
knowledge, a knowledge which presupposes this 
lntexpretative awareness of the data 01 obser­
vation hz a fouu 1/ tion, and yet foes beyoni 
iz co the reierenee of propositions built upon 
••hê c drt,a, 1,o affirmed (-xlstents, n^ vi:o v] 0 1 ,a 
about them,..The object of knowledge Is identified 
with the object of perception; but wherens in 
perceptionwe tend to clothe the object in the 
rpprehended content, we now think of the con­
tent as material for obtaining knowledge nbout 
! he object. VTe use tie c ntent la the critical 
Knowledge claim. (9) 

(8) Ihe i-rlnoiplea and Problems of Philosophy, p, 185, 
(9) hvolt'tionary Naturalism, p, 34'." Underlining is author's. 
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It Is clear fron the o »ove passare that wlw J CJ lefly dis­

tinguishes knowledge, once we get beyond the "level" of oeroeptlo i, 

is the fact that it is critical. he:'eas In perceptual K.uowled-e 

we automatically assign the sense-data to the client, on the 

"level" of conception (usin~ the word "conception" '•s -ellers 

does, in a broad sense) we cons^I'V^sly "ii critically examine 

these sryne sense-detf with n view to obtsinit.s further and more 

objectively exao , k owlec'ge • boiit tie object. In snort, the kind 

of knowledge which is it*0 over a.,d above t' e "level" o. perception 

is such that it car. ueasure p to t ne demands OJ scientific thinkin . 

To avoid a possible misunderstanding fellars endeivors to 

lupke it cl?~ar that 

iiieie is nothin^ in science wiich, when properly 
understood condemns perception. \!e should see 
the sun round, and thin s she Id look small bo 
us at a distance, and a stick should look bent 
ii ¥.&ter. '-.hyt because perception invoices & 
personal, blocentric oerspective, (10) 

How it is this "personal, blocentric perspective" which the 

scientist »s such is tryl^ to get away irom. 's a critical 

thi'1 cer, he is interested in determining by means of experimental 

tests fn" measurements, not how thins stand in relation to an 

individual percipient, but how they stand in relation to each 

other, -t this "level", then, when "conception replaces per­

ception," the object which is thus ceinc critically examined is 

(1Q) fhe Principles end Problems of Philoaophy. op, 126-129. In 
V 3 connection no.e also: Tt" is beca1 se purceivin^ is knowing 
stroa-ly affected by the locus of the percipient that It is nt 
once pract^cul and uheoi ̂ icsiiy inauequwte. It is but a be-
finnin" of knowing, a point of departure for reason. It ives 
us a sense o± obj--" ts M> ' the ivl@̂  of .>.^erpretin^ thtm. ie-
flection must wor : witvin this primitive knowln to correct 
it find expand it...In all unls ^hexe is t,he anzemyr, to leach 
reater objectivity by nflkia? thinrs speak in terms of each 
other as units." ''he philosophy of .uyalcsl realism, p. 96. 
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interprete I in tenia of certain predicates 
which are now consciously assigned to It. 
In this way I thin - :he object. M'e may ary 
that knowin, an object at this level Is 
think! \ • 't in terns of ire^icatea. '/hose 
predicates are supposed to give uhe actual 
characteristics and relaoions of the oojeot... 
•last as wa perceive an object in terioa OJ its 
appearances, so we conceive it in ter^s oi ifcs 
corrected appearances, which may be called the 
predicates of judgment. (11) 

-riefly stated, knowledge on its higher if level" ia for 

Sellers knowledge which involves the use of logical Ideas and 

predicates in propositions, t-his xi.iu of knowledge, oecause it 

is more explicit, aore critical than that had through mere per­

ception is mo. e adequate and scientific. Yet whatever advantages 

it has, it niust never be understood to ia^ox/e an Intuition of the 

essence Ox things. The scientists themselves taake no such claim, (12) 

Knowledge, on any "level" you conceive it, ia alwaya approxiaiative, 

subject to correction and improvement. On tils poinc aella^s 

takes exception to what he calls the "old ri ~id conception of 

absolutlstic knowing," which he contrrsts with bis own vicwi 

Absolutists c kncwln j fits ia with what we .»ay 
crll 1 itnitio"-al, aoprehonslonal views of 
knowing wuleh are dominate i by the th~u,_.bt 
tha1 V e object is literally ,,raspe 1 by a 
mental act and thet ^here are no leprasa of 
it. You either have knowle h/e or you do not. 
No mechanism underlies it; I', is not dependent 
upon methods. Approxiaieti-e k.owin- tjrns its 
r^ck upon such absolutism. Knowin; la an achieve­
ment bavin- dejrees; it can oe improved as methods 
improve, hrt we alia to do is to _ et 1'isl̂ it into 
Mie characteristics o' > ysical s, stems, /nid in-
si'ht is a matter of iegree. (13) 

v.'e have seen the chief points of distinction which, in iellars' 

view difi.erei.tiate know! v; on its two noin "levels." nut, as is 

evident from the rbo.e quotation, tjiese disti lesions are to be 

U D The Principles and Problems of Philosophy, pp. 12B-129. 
(12) Knowledge pnd Its Categories, p. 203. 
(13) The Philosophy of Ayaloal iteellam, p. 94. underlining is 

the author's. 
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understood as involving differences of degree rather than of kind. 

Thia point is brought out even more explicitly in the following 

quotation: 

There ia no sharp break between perception and 
propositional knowledge, for proposltional know­
ledge is based upon perception, to which it .aust 
remain responsible, fcientiiic knowled;e is 
clearly only a more explicit, more critical, and 
more developed form of knowledge than perception... 
Scientific knowledge requires additi nal methods 
and a finer technique. Yet there is at its basis 
notLxng different in nature from that which we 
hsve noted in perception, (14) 

In line with his insistence upon the essential continuity 

that exists In knowledge on both of its "levels", Sellars makea 

a special point of noting that scientific knowledge, however 

critical it may be, is always realistic in its point 01 reference. 

Whether one views the external world from tha relative, and 

mainly biological, point of view of perception, or whether he 

is viewing it as a scientist does, I.e., in a manner that Is 

strictly detached from personsl interest, it is still the same 

external world which is .he object of knowledge. The difference 

lies in the fact that the scientist makes a closer approximation 

to external iact than that which is made in perception; 

Atoms, electrons, and protons are aa real 
aa chairs end t bias. They are not construc­
tions. It is our thought of them that is a 
construction. (15) 

The external world, therefore, whetier viewed macroscopically as 

in s nse perception or microscopically through the aid of scien­

tific techniq e, has a? object of knowled~e a unitary status 

wlich is not In any way unbalanced by the difference in contents: 

(14) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 203. 
(15) The Philosophy of Phyalcal Realism, p. 17. .nderlinijg is 

the author's. 
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I cannot see by what lo(1c I can be a physical 
realist in regard to molar things and cease 

to be one in regard to microscopic things. (16) 

Although science, therefore, "adds instrumental and matleiatical 

technique to organic technique," (17) its o< tlook Is just as real­

istic as la that of common sense: 
Critical realism keeps the directness of 
n tural realism, but explicates its 
mechanlsm. (18) 

As a means of gaining further insight into the critical real­

iam oi Sellars in its more advanced stages, I should like now to 

examine it in the light of Sellars' remarks relating to the tra­

ditional problem of universals. Although the reader may object 

to Sells s' method of handling thia traditional problem, I never­

theless think it worthy of note that he as a "modern thinker" 

does, at least, take it into account. This surely Is more than 

can be saii of many of his fellow contemporaries. 

What cellars has to say concerning the historical aspects of 

the problem Is very brief, and, I might add, suoerficial, he 

makes mention only of "the contrast between nominalism * nd realism 

in the Middle Ages," as being in the main 

an expression of a struggle between Plato-
nism and materialism, between the acceptance 
of ceneric universals aa real and the denial 
that anything but individual thinrs exist. (19) 

Indeed, the problem of universals as it had been stated by Porphyry, 

and as it had been diacussed by most philosophers with 1ew excep­

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

alternatives, i.e., nominalism and (extreme) realism. Yet the 
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fact of the matter is that St. Thomas and others ha, eatabllshed 

a poaition, called nodeiate realiam, will oh carefully avoided 

these two exti-amea. It Is this fact which Sellars seems almost 

completely to ignore. 

However va ue Sellara' aenae of history may be in regard to 

medieval thought, the same cannot be said of his analysis of 

philosophy in modern times, ihus we find him, for Instance, 

criticialng very aptly the tendency among the i>ritlah empiricists 

to regard the universal merely as a collection of senae images: 

I do not deny that images are valuable In 
defining my meaning; but they never seem 
equivalent to It. Certainly, my meanings 
are not mere collections of images, (20) 

-or our present purposes, however, we are i itereste:', not in 

historical criticiam as such, but what Sonars'; position is as..to the 

"statue" of universals. Aa a preliminary clue to hla poaition, 

we have first to note the following: 

I believe in concepts but I do not believe 
In universals as a peculiar kind of entity 
in external things which may be In many 
things at once and .jives them an Identity 
of nature. (21) 

Thus Sellars makes it adequately clear in his own way that ha ia 

not a moderate realist. For him the mind has, or better employs. 

concepts, which may be called universalaj but it is not to be 

thouî ht that there ia an»idantity of nature in thin-a to which 

these concepts correspond. 

What then are universals In Sellers1 view, and how do they 

relate to the order of external things? Concepts for Sellars are 

(20) The Philoaophy of Physical Realiam. p. 157. 
(21) The Philosophy of Phyaical hesllsm. p. 155. 
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oparational meanings In consclo! sness which we apoly denotatively 

to external things. They are Instruments or iepns 

for thinking truly about thiigs and their 
collections; they are not o&rts of things, 
nor peculiar adjectives of thl-u s. (22) 

Now It is clear that if Sellars intends universals to apoly 

to tha order of things, there must be, if not an identity of nature, 

at least something in things to which they correspond and which 

makes their application valid. What then according to hns view 

is the "ultimata ontologloal fact" upon w1 leb the validity of 

universal concepts rests? It is 

the existence of a multitude of aimllar 
substancea able to eomblne in aimilar 
patterns and have in 8ucb combination, 
similar properties, (23) 

There is, in other words, «i basis In things, a fundamentum in re, 

oy reason of which the milvet sals of the mind are applicable to 

thin s. But tlii baala implies for Sellars, not identity of nature, 

but merely similarity of structural patterns and certain definite 

connections. There are no classes in the traditional sense of the 

word, but merely "a determinative plurality of similar things 

which are identified as a class merely in our own thinkin^," (24) 

Sellars ascribes the "entity-theory" of universale to the natural 

tendency on the part of the mind to project into reality an Iden­

tity which, n point of fact, is only logical in character: 

The vary mode of working of ô r ,< lads through 
con ;epts as inatruments leada us to project 
the recurrence of the same meaning in our 

(22) Evolutionary Naturalism, p. 34, 
(23) The Philoaophy of Physical Keaiism, p, 175, Arain: "J i the 

. strict sense, classes do not exist m nature. Trey are only 
similar th'n s. Glasses express a way of thi'ikin- things to­
gether by means of a logical connotation which corresponds to 
and appllea to actual thin s." The Philosophy of Physical heallam. 
p. 173, ' " — 

(24) The Philosophy of Physical Keaiism, p, 15 . 
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minds into the things we r.re thinkin, of, 
Logioal identity is transformed into univer­
sals in thiuos, (25) 

In order to confirm hla own conception oi universals, i.e., 

as operational meanings in consciousness which are used to signify 

denotatively the objects to which they are referred, 5©llrrs 

analyzes the nature of jredication. When i predlcs e T am using 

concepts as inatrumenta to signify or denote something which I 

hold to be true concerning tha subject of my predication, ^hen, 

for i istance, in an act of predication I apply the co icept "red" 

to two senae-data 

I am not denying their particularity, but I 
em saying that with respect to a Gesture of 
the one I can rightly apply the concept red 
and that with respect to a feature oi the 
other 1 can likewise apply the concept red. 
T.ach feature 1s an Instance of red. (26) 

Now what Is to be understood here by "Instance of red?" oimply, 

In Sellais' view that t̂ e concept appllc s. heflective analysis 

of the act of nredlcation oes not reveal or 1mpl; the - eed for 

an identity of character In the things themselves. Yet it is easy 

without the use of reflection to make the mistake of thinking that 

what we conceive to be a logical identity is actually identified 

In the things themselves. Actually, we think twb partioulnrs in 

terms of the same concept, but this "epistemic identity" does not 

warrant "the assumption of a factor literally common to the two 

particulars." (27) 

AJ a further type of argument to discredit the theory tl at 

there is a literal corformlty between the meanln, which we apply 

to thin-s and the qualities of thin s themselves, Sellsis calls 

(25) The Philosophy of Physloal Realism, p. 158. underlining is author 
(26) The Philosophy of Physical Realism, p, 161. 
(27) Tlie"~Ph.llosophy 6F Physic?! Realism, p. 161. 
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attention to the fundamental unity th- t exisua in the thing 

between its "that" and its "what", i.e., between its existence 

on the one hand, and ita nature and properties, on the other. 

Tha unity of the "that" and the "what" in the object means that 

a thin- has no existence apart fro/a Its 
properties and its properties no existence 
apart from the thing. In other words, a 
thlnt and its nature are inseparable. (28) 

Taking up with the argument, Sellara points out that 

the eplatemic approach easily leads us to 
take a thing's nature to be identical with 
tha concept which applies to It and reveals 
it. That ia, the very mechanism of knowing 
favors an abstraction of the what from the 
that; the more re.dily that several things 
can be known in terms of the same concept. (29) 

Now I take It that the understood minor of this argument la 

tha asaumptlon that, since abstraction ia a mental separation of 

what la inseparably united in the thing, the abstraction it8elf 

can never literally represent what ia 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 analogy whloh Sellars* argument bears to one 

that is employed by Hume. Hume argues, in order to show that there 

are no abstract ideas, that if thinga and their properties are In­

dividual in fact and reality, It is absurd that they can be known 

In idea as universal. (30) This argument, of course, is not the 

same a? Sellers', yet behind it there is the common assumption 

that abstraction is somehow supposed to involve a kind of actual 

separation by the mind of what is inseparable in the thing itself. 

(23) The Philoaophy of Physical Keaiism, pp. 161-162. 
(29) The Philosophy of Physical Keaiism, pp. 161-162. Underlining 

Is the author's. 
(30) David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature. Book I, Section VII 

(third argument) in Smith and Greene's From Descartes to Kant. 
p. 638. ' ~— 
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The result of tM s separation is P different view of the ti ing 

than the thin- Is in Itself. 

Much could .:e said at this point concerning the tact tbet 

one's theory of knowledge, whether "t be a form of concentuplism, 

realism, or nominalism, is directly auf imitiedlrtely dependent upon 

the psrticulrr view which is entertained concerning the nature of 

abstraction. .ut we ahall content ourselves sinply with noting 

the fact that universals are not for Sellers, liters! representa­

tions of thti a themselves, bees-use in Abstraction we separate the 

properties of a thinn, or its nature fron the thin̂ ; itself. 

v'ithout wishing at this point to pursue any farther an analy­

sis of Sellers' concept of abstraction, which, after all, is only 

implicit in his doctrine o. universals, I should li\.c to bring out 

a lltcle nore clearly the contrrat which he draws between his own 

partlcul. r rsnd ol' conceptualism "--nd the more realistic doctrines 

of the pa?t. Of capital importance in the doctrine of Sellers is 

the view that the "essences," "natures," and f1 proper ties," of 

things are in no way subject to the inspection of human knowledge. 

A failure, however, to understrnd the mechanism of knowledge miaht 

lead us, as it has (in Sellers' view) led thinkers la the p*-<st, 

not only to the illusion that we really know "essences", out also 

to the assumption that individuals share universal natures, fhis 

view Sellars characterizes as "pure mythology." (31) J'he tendency 

to hypostrtlze universals by giving them an objective status which 

(31) The Philosophy of Physical realism, p. 166. note also: "Instead 
of thinkin.. predicates as disclosing objects he (the naive 
lo. ician) thinks of them aa being one with tie characteristics 
of objects. 'here Is u kind of nature. 1 logical realism here 
until the mechanism oi" knowing is brought out by epistemology... 
My operative theory is that application only demands that the 
meaning be able to disclose the characteristics of similar 
tbinffl. It Is the antithesis of ideitity." ,f"ie Philosophy 
of Physical lealiam, p. 166. I nderlining is the author7s. 
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they do not actually enjoy, is, I am sure, to Sellers' way of 

thinking, just another esse of our natural proneness to regard 

as identical the content and the object of knowledge — r tendency 

which cen be correcte I only by a critical analysis of the nature 

of knowledge. 

Now what la It that critical analysis reveals? 0imply that 

a predicste when applied to two similar th'n̂ .a haa for us a 

sameness of meaning: 

The one predicate can be used to iiterpret find 
disclose the qualities of two particulars. That 
is what is meant by a meaning, or a predicate 
applying, (32) 

It ia to be understood that this operative function of the predi­

cate to disclose objects does not in any way suggest that the 

predicates are identical with the objects which they disclose. 

The meanings which appear in consciousness are not, therefore, to 

be thought of as revealing an identical quality in things; they 

themselves, i.e., the meanings, are identical, but this is an 

identity which is exclusively logical in character. All that is 

meant by the critical realist then when he asserts that predicates 

apply to things is that 

They reveal, throndi a controlled correspondence 
the structure, behavior and composition of things...(33) 
The critical realist must hold thet universe Is sre 
post rem. But they are used aa revelations of 
what is in re and inter res. I presume that it 
is this position which differentiates nodern 
science from Jreek science and modern episte­
mology from medieval realism. (34) 

from the standpoint of the subject who knows, concepts, meanings, 

and predlcatea (whieh Sellais regards as being "essentially 

(32) The Philosophy of Physical Keaiism. p. 166. 
(33) The Philosophy of Physical realism, p. 162. 
(34) i.volutionary Naturalism, p. 38. underlining, la the author's. 
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synonomous terms") are to be understood in terms of "Inter­

pretative response." They sre 

meanings in experience connected w1th the 
operation of interpretation and associated 
symbols. Their ontologies 1 foundation is 
a cerebral pattern which integrates with 
cognitive responses, Tn this sense meanings 
are always potential predicates, hvery oc­
currence of *J meaning In an individual's 
experience is a new event based on the 
functioning or activation of tMs cerebral 
pattern. It is oeoause the enduring pattern 
Is activated and is erpressed ^n consclous-' 
nesa that the .nean'ng occurs, (35) 

v > 

daving seen in rsther full detail Sellars' doctrine concern­

ing the orifin, foundation, and nature of universal concepts, it 

is a relatively simple matter of determining now what hla theory 

is as to the nature of truth. By way of a preliminary approach 

to the problem of truth, Sellars correctly notes that the adjec­

tives "true" and "false" are applied properly, not to sense-daba 

or images, but to ideas (taking the word in its broader meaning) 

and oellefa whleh sre expressed in the form of propositions, re 

notes that today there la * general recognition of the fact that 

knowledge consists essentially in acts of judgments, and thac this 

emphasis which Insists upon knowledge as beln_ unde'-stood in terms 

of judgments represents a ureak from the sensationalism of the 

past. 

Now in the act of judgment 
The mind employs meanin.-a and the knower thinks 
objects in terms of these. It Is in this setting 
that ideas are thou-ht of as deserving the 
adjectives true or false. (36) 

What then is neceasary In order that an idea be regarded as true? 

(35) The FhilocoBhy of Physical nealiam. p. 194. underlining 
is the author's. 
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Simply that its content a;,ree with snd be capable of disclosing 

the object selected in the pet of cognition. The theory here 

sugge-te la what Sellars ventures to regard BS the "correspondence" 

cheory of truth. It is to be understood, however, that 

"correspondence" does not imply, as it hns in the past, a copy-like 

reproduction theory of truth. 

It should hardly be necessary at this point to note that for 

Sellars there is no literal correspondence between the mind and 

the world of things. It is sufficient thst the object be revealed 

in the Idea-content. Thus, for the mind to be in possession of 

the truth it ia aufficient in Sellars' theory that the content 

of knowledge be causally connected or correlates with the object, 

so that ti e content can in soma sense reveal aomethlng which 

applies to the object. It is true (in Sellers' view) that when 

Ghe nind is in possession of truth there is 

a peculiar kind oi identity which, for want 
of better n&mea, we can call logical or 
cognitional Identity. (37) 

And it is by reason of tils "cognitional" identity that there is 

a co.niltional revelation of the objeot. But under no circum­

stances is tnis iueitity to be thou ht of as oeinj.; of an exis­

tential or "semi-existential" sort. To maintain this latter view 

would Involve a return -o naive realism or to the "entity-theory" 

of universals, which nalntaina that the essence which the xnind 

knows i_s the essence of the thino. 

In setting forth his theory o£ the nature of truth, cellars 

plainly rejects the opinion of the pragmatlats that ideas are true, 
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becauae they are auaptable to a plan of action, ills DOI it of 

criticism Is well takenj 

1 do not doubt that true ideas are workable 
and valuable in action, but I believe that 
they are so because they correspond with the 
object which is thought of in terms of them. (38) 

In criticizing 'Ailliam James' definition oi truth (39), Sellars 

correctly notes the confusion in it between truth and verification. (40) 

Verification is coaimonly known as a criterion of truth, but it should 

not be confused, as It is by the prayaatiats, with truth Itself. 

But what are the criteria of truth? Apparently ior Sellais 

there can be no question here of estaolishlu^ what Is reierred 

to as an ultimate criterion, for 
i t mmmmmmmmmmmm * 

the proper approach (i.e., In determining 
the tests of truth) is to ask what casts 
doubt on the truth-claim of a Judgment. 
Tha doubt must be motivated and specific, 
otherwise we are merely doubting the abil­
ity of the human mind to know, (41) 

Ii, however, tlus primary postulate is called Into question, the 

doubt can be resolved only by a critical approach to the problem 

of knowledge. In other worda, ahould doubt be cast on the ability 

of the mind to kn,,w, the reason for the doubt will likely be 

found to be rooted in a xalse idea of the nature of knowing. 

What is necessary then ia to renefine knowledge ibselx alon<~ the 

lines of critical thlnkinn: 

thought cures ita own difficulties by showing 
how new distinctions satisfy old conflicts, (42) 

(33) The Philosophy of Physical realism, p. 117. 
(39) "True l^eas are those that we can assimilate, validate, corrobo­

rate, and verify. Palae ideas are thoae that we cannot. That 
is the practical difference It makes to us to" have true ideas; 
that tnerafore is the meanim of truth, for It is all that truth 
is known as...The true, to put it very brieily, is only the ex­
pedient in the way of our thinking, just as the rirfot ia the 
expedient In the way of our behaving," William James, The Heaning 
of Truth, (London? Longmans Creen ^ Co., 1919), po, vi anil viil 
of 'the Preface, Underlining ia the author's. 

(40) The Prlnciplea and Problems"of Philosophy, p, 161, 
(41) haallsm, Naturalism, and Humanism, p. 272, 
(42) neallsm, naturalism, pnd humanism, p, 273, 



-77-

In the proceas of determining whether a 8pecific proposition 

is true or false, it is, ia Sellars' view, "absurd to look for 

some touchstone which can be applied in a mechanical fashion to 

propositions cl»l-ninr truth." (43) The testing of the truth of 

scientific propositions is, in other words, itself a complex 

process which involves the use of internal, not external criteria. 

In any particular case, the mind works 
back and forth between data and theory 
adding new data and modifying the theory, (44) 

The process of verification, which is the testing of the truth 

of propositlona, specifically involves 

reaponsiblllty to fact, from self-contradiction, 
and a flexible harmony with other accepted 
theoriea which have passe.l through the same 
test. (45) 

By way of summary, the truth of a oropositlon is tested by 1) the 

consilience of established facts, 2) the logical coherence of 

ideas, 3) agreement of Investigators, and 4) its utility in 

exercising control over nature. (46) 

In our continued development of this chapter, whose purpose 

is to work out fis explicitly as possible the implications of 

Sellars' critical realism, it will be necessary to say something 

of Sellars' doctrine on the nature of categories. Mtbou.-h the 

specific analysis of the categories themselves constitutes "what 

is traditionally called metaphysics," (47) categories In their 

general meaning 

(43) Jn.. S, Sellars, Essentials of Logic (New York? :'ou"hton Mlffl3n 
Co., 1917), p. 301. 

(44) Essentials of Logic, p. 301. Nose also: "The directed, cognitive 
claim la irreducible, though its conditions and mechanism can 
be studied. The tests of stntenents which constitute the con­
tent of cognition are empirical." Materialism and fiuman Knowint? n 7 

(45) hasentials of Logic, p. 301. ~~ —h» ̂  ' 
(*6) ftealism. Naturalism, and HumanJam, p. 273. 
(47) Critical Realiam, p. 94."" Underlining is the author's. 
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represent the framework of our knowledge 
about the i niverse in wlilc? we live. ("48) 

Regarding the question of their origin, here n£ain we find 

the critical realism of Sellars in sharp contrast with the 

aprioristic rationalism of the Kantian tradition. As we hsve 

already noted, categories pre for Kant forma of She mind which 

are imposed upon the d* ta of experience, /or Sellars, the cate­

gories are, all of them, products of experience: 

I would make .i-iuch of categories, but I think 
of them as arisinr in experience naturally 
under the stress of the ^lve-and-take of the 
conscious organism and the suggestions and 
pressure of conscious living,,,The elementary 
categories, are, If you will natural ways of 
interpreting the world to which the organism 
is reapondinr. (49) 

In contrast with the Kantian technique which constructs cate­

gories and imposes them aa form upon the matter of experience, 

it is the task of the epistemolo^lst, as well as that of the 

psychologist and the lorlclan, to exhibit the Categories as 

"features of our cognitive experience from the level of perceiving 

upwarda." (50) The categories are fundamentally 

reflections of the felt attitudes of the 
or anlam to its environment...(which) have 

an existential foundation and significance. (51) 

While I do iot intend to introduce here an analysis of Sellers' 

specific categories, such as aelf, cause, relation, activity, 

ate, a few worda I think will be in order concerning his cate­

gory of "thinghood," By this category Sellaj s understands that 

element in the structure of our thought and experience which lays 

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

(48) Critical keaiism, p. 94, underlining is the author's. 
(49) Critical Realiam, p. 145. 
(50) The Philosophy of Physical , ealiam. pp. 144-145. 
(51) The Philosophy of Physical Realism, pp. 144-145. 



-79-

but of real, extramental, phyaical objects. As we have seen 

in the previoua chapter, the fundamental point of Sellars' 

criticism of the idealistic movement in epistemology has been 

its assumption that ideas are themselves the direct objects of 

our knowledge, This assumption, which is ultimately based upon 

Carteaian dualism, ia due purely and simply to a failure to take 

into serious account the ca^e ory of thinghood, together with the 

realistic meanings which it implies. Thla category *s for the 

phyaical realist the only adequate basis of a sound epistemology. 

Directing himself, then, against thla pa^t traditioi which 

is bein6 perpetuated in the thought of such neo-pra ma Gists as 

G. I. Lewis, Sellara emphatically asserts that 

It ia independent and enduring things which 
we suppose to p rcelve, and not presentations. 
In fact, our whole mode of thought is roooed 
of its significance and meaning if we are led 
by the epiatemological pussies of tha past 
to formulate our knowing otherwise. *"e should 
be^in our reflection with natural realism and 
hold to realiam,,,iria means that nature is 
an executive realms inhabited by bodies and i 
changes that occur apart from our presenta- /> 
tions,,.The wood uuroa to ashes equally well 
whether we are present or absent. (52) 

In this and the last two chapters our attention has .een 

engage in a descriptive analyais of Sellars' critical realism. 

The specific points of this analysis have concerned themselves 

laxgely with the contrast-positions which have served as the 

springboard for the development of Sellars' own position in­

cluding the distinctions which it emphasizes in the field of 

epistemology. before passing over to the next chapter, which 

will be a critical analysis of the master thus far developed, 

(62) The Philosophy of Physical i.ealiam. pp. liJ-147. 
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I should like to conclude with a few summary atatements of 

what, in Sellars' view, the nature and rrasp of knowledge "s 

simply considered in Itself, I.e., irrespective of any of the 

"levels" on which it Is found to appear. ±t is hoped thrt these 

remarks will also serve to synthesize the fundamental elements 

of Sellars' epistemologloal doctrine. 

In attempting, to discern what the nature of knowled ,o is 

in Sellars' estimation, we can take our cue from the definition 

which he give a of thought as 

the movement 01 readjustment and of creative 
construction in the continuous field of the 
individual'a experience. (53) 

However vague thia definition may in other respects appear to oe, 

it is clear that for Sellars thought is essentially a process, 

an operation that goes on within the individual whose primary 

purpose ia adjustment to an outside world, — an adjustment 

which involves a creative response, Now the kind of adjustment 

and the kind of creative response which results from this process 

is an event of a unique sort which joes by the name of "knowledge. 

Knowledge thus viewed in its proper setting Is an act which 

is aui veneris, an act that roes on, however, within an organism, 

Aa such it is an essential part of the individual's experience, 

though not strictly convertible with experience. These two facta, 

namely a) the uniqueness of knowledge, and b) its natural, empir­

ical setting within the organism should determine at the outset 

the lines alon<;; which all cplsteiaclcrLcal analysis should be 

conducted. The uniqueness of knowledge, on the one hand, forbids 

(53) Crltioal heallam, p. 1±6, 
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the sort of reductionist analysis that has been -^ven it in the 

past by such thlnkera as Thomas hobbea, who regarded It merely 

as a mechanical event which Is explicable in terms 01" the laws 

of motion. On the other hand, the natural empirical sevtinr 

within which knowledre takes place ahor Id also be taken Into 

account for all of the Implications which this setting Involves. 

Any attempt, either to distort the meanin of the word, "experience" 

aa It relatea to knowledge, or to neglect experience altogether 

will make impossible any real solution to the problem at hand. 

Taking his lead, then, from the initial fact of experience, 

that we really do know things, a fact which must not be questioned 

or examined, Sellars proceeds to an analysis of the factors in­

volve! in the act of knowledge. It is tils type of analysis 

which constitutes the very essence of Sellers' critical approach. 

It is, moreover, the only means In Sellers' view of getting a 

true conception of what the nature of knowledge really is. 

The results of Sellara' analysis of the factors involved 

in every act of knowledge arej 

1) alfirmation of an object; 
2) tne ilea or content given to the 

knowing self; 
3) the interpretation of the first in 

terma of the second. 
To tbeae ci ree on the subjective side there 
must oorrespond the affirmed exiatent with 
its determinate nature. (54) 

Synthesizing these three elements or factors, we may say than, that 

knowledge for Sellars is essentially an Interpretative affirmation 

of an object wh^oh is effected oy and throu h the subjective 

medium of contents or ideas. 

(54) Knowledge and Its Categories, pp. 1^7-lwB. 
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It is to be notoi carefully that the term "Interpretative" 

is not to be understood as Implying an act of inference with 

reference to the existence of the object. As we already know, 

for Sellara, we know the object and we :now it directly. The 

element of Interpretation am. "selective response" is present 

with reference to various characters which we assign to objects 

by means o/ the contents. 

Another point I should like to stress is the meaning of the 

term "subjective" as It appears In the above eontext, v.'hlle con­

tents and ideas are not in any way to be objectively identified 

with -he nature and qualities of things, neither are they to be 

understood as beln^ purely subjective, or arbitrary, .-.ellars 

certainly is not a relativist, for we have seen in a number of 

contexts that in his view the contents of knowledge are causally 

correlated with the characteristics of thin= s themselves. 

Having stated positively whet in Sellers' view the nature 

of knowledge is, It is important to note by way of further ex-

plicitation that for bin knowledge is not bein^. but only a kind 

of substitute for it. Although I shall endeavor to sho* why 

Sellars' position as a naturalist compels him to take this view, 

la the next chapter, I am simply interested here in calling atten­

tion to It, It should be clear, at any rate, that Cellars' re­

fusal to allow any sort of Identification between knowledge and 

bein;,-, is a corrollary which is consistent with the underlying 

distinction of his epistemology oetwean object and content of 

knowledge. 
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o'or Sellars, then, to know the thin Is not, in any way, 

to nave r " ceiui-ms 3lcal
n intuition of its essence. We Interpret 

the object by means 01 contents, and in so doinf we afilrm it, 

w e thln'v it, we have information about it, but in no wise are 

the consents to ce literelly understood aa reproducing in an 

existential manner the characteristics of the thing Ltseli: 

ihe physical object known ia never literally 
present In the field of consciousness; the 
mind makes no existential contact with It 
except through the sense organs. Knowing 
is a claim and reference to an object 
mediated by meanings In conaciousness. 
It ia a sort of mental pointing and not 
a literal transcendence,..Knowinr handles 
objects through internal substitutes which 
are supposed to reveal the nature of the 
external object, (55) 

ihls statement has, of course, very serious Implications 

for philosophy, for it raises the important question: vbet is the 

extent or _rasp of human knowledge? Sellers' answer Is brief and 

to the point. Knowledge embraces 

essentially what science haa worked out, — 
structure, relative dimension, relative mass, 
energy-content, behavior, theory of <nowled&e 
does not so much dictate to science as Inter­
pret it. (56) 

Characterizing hla solution to the problem as to the extent 

or grasp of knowledge, Sellars remarks that this position "is as 

near natural realisn as the conditions of knowledge permit." (57) 

Phyaical things 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) 

'•• i '• '• Win " ' ' "" 

(55) Pealism. Naturalism, and j umanism, p, 271. 
(56) Keallam, Naturallam, and Humanism, p. 273. 
(57) Knowled&e and Its Qa tel̂ ories, p. 217. 
(58) Knowledge and Its Categories, p, 217, 
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In other words, the convent which we appre­
hend must have the property ol reproduc' ,i;.r 
something about the object, of conveying In 
its own medium the form of the object, (59) 

Thla laat statement may seem to suggest at least a parallelism 

between Sellars and the traditional sristotellan-scholastic posi­

tion which h.lds that knowledge is the mental possession of a 

form. So as not to leave room for any such interpretation, Sellars 

makes It clear that by the use of the word "form" he means to in­

dicate only position, size, structure, causal capacities, etc., 

but in no aenae doea he mean to imply any sort of Identity between 

the form of the thing in the m.. nd and the i o n of the thim: out­

side the uind. 

What about the object can be conveyed to mind? 
obviously not the being but the "form". To 
convey the being ia impossible, for the thing 
must remain outside the nind. To know the 
thing is therefore not to be the thing... 
f/hat, then, is knowle £,e? It is the mediated 
grasp of those features of the th..ng which 
are reproducible. To know these is to know 
the thing. (60) 

If there Is any further doubt as to the :/asic differences in point 

of view between Sellers' position and that of traditional scho­

lasticism, we need but note the following passagej 

The critical realist, while he holds that 
knowleige is a comprehension of reality, 
points out that It Is not identical with 
reality. In this way, he is able to avoid 
that i-eification of laws and essences to 
which the scholastic realist fell a victim. 
haws are not in nature, nor do they control 
nature. The status of propositions is 
subjective. (61) 

r>y way of conclusion, then, I should like to point out that 

although knowledge is transcendent for Sellars, in the sense that 

(5J) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 217, 
(60) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 217. hnderll.iuig Is the author's 
(61) Evolutionary Natt.re.llam, p. 232. 

http://Natt.re.llam
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its reach or -rasp extends by wa> of denotation to o.tside 

physical objects and their interrelationships, ti"is is ti e only 

sense ii which it claims to oe transcendent, \: e li.nitabions 

of . lowlei-'fte are, in short, evidenced u,v the llmltacions of 

scientific knowledge, wh'oh lakes no cl^In to any intuition of 

the stuxf of the phyaical world, or, '"or tuat matter, of any 

other kind of world beyond experience. '.nowled.L e Is in its 

.-ltl'irte analysis for Sellers 

a chsracterizin. of existence in norms of 
supposedly disclosing, predicates. (62) 

(62) The Philosophy of Physical Ueallsm. p. 40d 
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I should like at this point to reoall what I have already 

stated in the first chapter concerning my intentions in the 

handling of Sellers' philosophy. It was then, and still is, 

ray intention to present Sellara' thought, not only in ohe measure 

of accuracy which philosophic method demands, but also in as 

favorable a light as the principles of iy own thinking perviit. 

'̂hile the purpose ol the present chapter ia to enter into a 

criticism of Sellers' nnturalism to the extent that It has thus 

far been developed, i.e., In epistemology, I should nevertheless 

like to make it clesr that it Is my intention to resist any temp­

tation that would lead me into a sort of polemic. 

The reason for this is simple enough. Polemical controversy 

is very likely to adapt itself to personal slants, objectives, 

and Interests and ia likely on this account to fall heir to the 

temptation of regarding dialectic aa more important than truth. 

Since, moreover, it la the business of the philosopher to seek 

out the truth wherever he finds It, his method of criticiam ia 

well suited to the purpose of philosophy, If it is meant to in­

clude something more th".n a mere catalogue of errors. Criticism 

should embody as well an attempt to evaluate the elements of truth 

that are found In a ayatem, however false the system itself may be. 

Before entering into the work of criticism itself, there are 

a few other obaervatlona I should like to make regarding method. 

Since criticiam neoeasarily prosupposea a point of comparison and 

(1) "?or it behooves those who wish to jud̂ .e sufficiently concerning 
the truth to show themselves, not aa enemies of those concerning 
whose opinions they are judging, but as arbiters and examiners 
for botb sides of tho question." St. Thomas, De doelo et Mundo. 
lee. 22 .'roifi Vives ciitlon. Transition ia my~ow7u 
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a atenderd of reference, I had beat indicate here that my point 

of comparison and atandard of reference are not simply "the 

principles of my own thinking," but of my thinking as Informed 

by tha prlnciplea of thomlstic philoaophy. And if it be objected 

here by a "broad-minded" Individualist that auch method of com-

parlaon ia not fair, I would grant him that It ia not, If It simply 

Involves a case of "mine vs. thine," I would even go further and 

admit that thla method of handling criticism is sometimes apparent 

in undergraduate textbooks and manuala where accuracy la sometime a 

aaorlficed In the cause of simplification. But I would he entirely 

unwilling to admit on principle that criticiam by way of compari­

son 00 Ipso Involves either an argumenturn ad auctoritatem or an 

ignoretio elenehl. It may not be altogether Irrelevant to note 

here that a goodly part of the development of Sellers' own thinking 

la effected precisely by thla type of criticiam in which ha com­

pares hla own thought with that of past and contemporary thinkers. 

It is important, of course, that in the making of comparisons 

of this sort that tha position of one's "opponent" be not only 

accurately represented, but that it be represented in a manner 

that la relevant to the point of critloism at hand. Thla ia tha 

same as saying that there must be a common ground of comparison. 

Now while there is comparatively little common ground of 

comparlaon between Sellars' epiatemology and St. Thomas' theory 

of knowledge in point of detail, the same cannot he aaid of tha 

problem of knowledge as regarda Ita fundamental iasues. By 

"common ground of comparison", 1 do not mean, of courae, a 

unified solution to a given problem, or, for that matter, a common 
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method of approach. All that 1 do have reference to Is the 

presence of the problem itself, however different the terminology, 

approach, or solution may oe. 

ftow tha problem of knowledge as it appears to Sellars Is per­

haps the mo3t important problem In the field of philosophy, in a 

basic sort of way. Apart from the personal fact of »>!s love for 

"eplstemolojical analysis,n (of which Sellars makes no secret), 

it is his justliied conviction that if naturalise Is to clrim 

any measure of systematic coherence and organization, its founda­

tions in epistemology must be deeply driven. To say nothing of 

naturalism generally, It certainly is true, and I am sure Sellars 

would be entirely willing to admit tMs, that j.ia own naturalistic 

aystem depends very largely upon the validity of his solutions to 

the problema of epistemology. Although this is a point I have 

already toucned upon in my first chapter, I mention it a ain to 

call attention to the importance of what now follows ia the way 

of criticism. 

The first proolem that presents itself for examination is one 

which has already oeen eugftested in our seconl chapter. Havln• 

examined in some detail Cellars' analysis and cx'iticism of the 

outlook of natural realism, the question was raised as to whether 

or not the realism of Cellars is ultimately in conformity with 

the dictates of comon sense, i.e., whether it does justice to 

the facts pertaining mainly DO the act of sense perception. 

We hfve already noted in a number oi contexts two uaaic points of 

general agreement that exist between what Sellars calls tno "out­

look of naive realism" and lis own critical realism, viz., the 
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postulate that the object of oiowledge is co-re. 1 w'th the 

knowing subjeot, and the direct character of sense perception. 

Although, as I ahall point out later, neither of these postulates 

can be enequately uaranteed by a purely naturalistic conception 

of knowledge, the emphasis of Sellers' Qpistemolof;Ical theory 

In the line of a direct realism is well placed. It is well to 

note that on this score there is a hearty agreement between 

Sellars' epistemology and that of the thomists. 

To the extent, moreover, that Sellars' critical realism 

involves a critical analyais of the subjective factors and elements 

present in the act of perception with a view toward explaining 

the ao-called "errora and Illualona" of aenae, I should be will­

ing to at,re© that here too is another point in which sellara* 

philoaophy and ti at of the thOMist are, at least in principle, 

in full accord. It is simply untrue to maintain that an appre­

ciation of the subjective elements which characterize the act 

of aenae perception is ipao factp destructive of a realist poaition 

in epistemology. It would be wroa&, therefore, to maintain that 

Sellars' streaa upon the subjective aspects of sense perception 

impllea any inherent ineompatibility between his poaition and 

that of the common sense realist, to oe a realist, in other 

words, it ia not neceasary to be a dogmatic realist. 

How the first stumbling block which the realist encounteis 

in hia analysis of Sellara' view oi sense perception and its 

cognitive value ia the open rejection which it makes of any and 

all forma of sense intuitioniam, un this ooint there can he no 

mistake, for it is a fundamental principle with Sellara that the 
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object is affilled, but never intulteu, not even ou the "level" 

of sense perception. It is this point mainly which sorely stands 

in need o± critical examination, but before exaninln "t, It should 

be worth our while to L'ind out why Sellers is so Insists it jpon 

it. 

It shoulu je abundantly clear fro.it uur previous ajMindos of 

Sellers' position that tne c; Lof coipellin^ .lujive which underlies 

his rejection of a.x intwitl«naist theory o/ sense perception is uhe 

plain imposoioility of the object ceirit, "literally" present in 

conaclo.sness, (2) On this point Sellara ia unquestionably re­

acting fte'Riasi, not only the welra hypotheses of some of the 

"naive" realists of ..he psist, nut also g^ainst the exa^^eratloaa 

of ixis neo—realiao conaemporar i es in America, But this as it may, 

it certainly anould oe cxear to anyone (except perhaps a naive 

realist), that the physical object has its own moae of existence 

which cannot be reproduced by the mind in the same way as it 

exista outside of the mind. In order lor an object to be Known, 

it is not necessary a or ±$ to undergo some sort of mysterioa3, 

physical bilocecion* 

oellai's Is riiiio, therefore, in mainuainiiij., that the mind 

cannot _be the object, ii by t. ia he means to affirm that It is 

Impossible ior the ooject to oe physically present tu the .ind 

in the eame way as it is to itseii.'. On thla point we mij.ht pro-

iltaoly note the ouaerva^lon of St. lhoma:s> concerning the naive 

realiam of the early j'reek naturalists: 

(2) ih'-S wo'i L.'i, •-* .t.lla. s ie>.rks, "in/ol/e !*•£ le-ipin^ oi 
spatial and temporal barriers ia nn -<a\ii~,crp\ fashion." 
anowlea^tj and 1 ^ Ja'.oj.oriea, p. 20J. 

http://fro.it
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They thought that the form ot ohe thing rnown 
Is in tt e knower In the same way as in the 
thin« known.. .Observing that the things known 
are corporeal and material, (they) held that 
they must exist materially in the soul that 
knows them. (3) 

By way of criticism he aJds: 

IJ? it were necessary for the thing nnown to 
exist materially In the knower, there would 
be no re son why things which have a material 
existence outside the soul should be devoid of 
knowledge. (4) 

Clearly, if one understands knowledge in berms of some sort of 

"literal", physic-1 identity of the and with the object, he 

makes knowledge s£ realistic that he virtually destroys it. One 

might just as well say, then, that a physical object, because It 

possesses its own form, knows itself, obviously, then, St. Thomas 

is not a naive realist any more than Sellai a Is. but ^dmittinr-

with Sellais that the object cannot be present to the mind in 

the saue way as it is to itself, is he justified on this account 

In rejecting an intuitioniat theory of aense perception? 

oefore anawering this question I want to make It clear In 

more poaitive terms what the thomist has in mind when he speaks 

of the senses as intuiting their respective objects. Applying 

the principle that whatever is received in somethinr, is received 

according to the mode of that in which It Is received, the thomist, 

in settinr forth his theory of sense perception, maintains that 

the object of perception as received throurh the medium of the 

organ of sense is the same object as that which exists outside 

the knowing faculties, even though as known, as sensed it has 

receive t a new .:oue of existence, an esse Intentlonale. X 

(3) Suama Theolo^lca, I, Q.84, a.2,c. 
(4) Sut,ima T h e o l o g l o a , x , Q.J4 , a . 2 , c . 
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It ia fully recognized, of course, that certain conditions 

must be fulfilled if a true act of perception is to caVe place. 

for an object to be intuited by the senses It must first of all 

be phyalcally present to them. If moreover, the object itself 

ia not directly in contact with the external aense organs, there 

is further required an objective medium which enables them to 

£.rasp it. For want of an objective medium, as for example light, 

I cannot see the objecta which are physically present to me in 

a room which i8 completely darkened, nor can I, in the case of 

sound, hear the vibratlona of an object which has been blocked 

off by a aound-prcofed wall, tfor a genuine act of perception 

to take place it la necessary, moreover, that the suujectlve 

medium, i.e., the aenae organ Itself, ie in a healthy, normal 

state. If my aenaea are impaired, either I completely fail tf 

perceive an object or I get a distorted impression of it. Yet 

despite the need for the fulfillment of these conditions, — 

conditions which are, after all, merely the pre-requisites of 

perception, the thomist is entirely confident that when they are 

fulfilled, what he perceives through his senses, he Intuits, Hot that 

he perceives things insofar as thay are theoretically perceptible, 

but in the measure that ixis limited powers of perception allow. 

Ho* 1 have little doubt but that Cellars might be inclined 

to agree with muoh of wha", has just be^n said, though insisting 

that as regards the object itself we merely &xfirm it, assigning 

to it the contents ox sensation which are subjective. .Sense 

knowledge, like all knowledge, is for Sellars merely denotative. 

non-apprehenaional, and, therefore, not Intuitive. 
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In criticiam of Sellers' position I should like to note, 

first of all, that the external senses, since they are incapaole 

of judgint., do not properly speaking either affirm or deny, but 

merely report what Is given to them ia consciousness. Ihey are, 

ia other words, determined by what is objectively given to them. 

In experiencing an object, I see it, I feel it, I hear it; my 

senaes, in other worda, reveal It, but tnere is no question here 

either of affirmation or denial. uh9ti, moreover, I experience In 

tha concrete a colored object as red, there ia no question here of 

aa signing a property or quality to a thint. by the senses. "Ked," 

for instance, la a sense-da.mm, and a sense-datum is just what 

the word itself indicates, something given in consciousness, not 

something which la either consciously or unconsciously ascribed 

or attributed by the sense to the object. 

Prom what has just been said, it should be clear that the 

important thin^ to no;,e in connection with the problem 01 aenae 

knowleage, Is, not the reflex consideration of the mind as to the 

measure of conformity that exisas between the senses and the extra-

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

Becauae this point is fundamental in my criticism of Sellars' 

epistemology, I want to make it unmistakably clear, b'or failure 

on his part to develop an adequate distinction between sense 

knowledge proper and the Intellectual act of judgment which in­

volves predication, Sellara does not, properly speaking, set forth 

a theory 01 aense perception In its own terms; J is theory of sense 

perception is expressed rather in terms of the judgments which we 

subsequently pronounce concerning our sense Impressions, 
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Let us aee than where and low it ia that Sellars makes his 

mistake. I sense an object in the concrete as red, sweet, loud, 

or hard. Hacocnizlng as a realist that the senses know objects 

and that in this knowledge there is some measure 01 conformity 

between the object of aense as internally iven in sensation and 

the object whloh exists outside the senses, I then proceed judg­

mental ly by meana Of reflection and critical analysis to determine 

what the eaet nature of this conformity is. I may poaslbly come 

to the eonclusion, as Sellars does, that sense-data are only 

"causally correlated" with their external causes, or, as scholastics 

would aay, that they are not "formally tranaubjeotive." I may, 

in other words, form the judgment that "this object which I, by 

meana of my senses, experience aa red is only causally red." But 

an I justified on this account, i.e., by reason of the judement 

which I am now forming, in thinking that the red object of sensation 

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

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

The point la simply this, that in an analyais of the object 

of sensation, the object must be understood as it is actually re­

vealed in sensation, i.e., concretely. It ia illegitimate to 

substitute here for "object of sensation" the object as it exists 

apart from sensation. It la possible only for the intellect to 

draw thia distinction. Only the intellect too cpn judge the 

meaaure of correspondence that exists between the object of sensa­

tion proper and the object conceived of abatractlvely apart from 

senaation. Lastly, it is possible only for the Intellect to dls-

tinguish the properties of the object as concretely experienced In 
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sensation and as abstractively though apart from it. 

We can conclude, then, In the light of the above distinctions 

that Sellers' refusal to admit the ititultional character of sense 

perception is based apon his failure to recognize precisely what 

the object of sensation really is. '.ranting tha1- the object of 

perception has as such an esse inteutlonale dist-uct from the 

esse phyalcum of the thin^ Itself, tnis Is no reason ior main­

taining that the object of sensation proper, in the sense in 

which we explained it, is not xntuited, or ior saying that It 

*8 affirared by the senses, Sellars' failure to realize this fact 

is, as has been stiown in the above para^rapi-a, sdcribable to the 

literal con-fusion that exlscs in his mind between the data of 

sensation proper and the reileefcl/e pronouncements made through 

the mental act of judgment. 

By way of corrollary from the conclusions juat established, 

I should like to point out first of all that tha failure to 

draw an adequate distinction between sensation and intellection 

is a two-edged sword, involving not only an unhappy reductionist 

view 01 the Intellect la its higher capacities, but also, as we 

have just seen, a falsified conception of what the senses them­

selves actually reveal. 

I would nooe secondly that the "epistemological status" of 

our sensory perceptions Is not, as Sellara unqi es -,ionab!y thinks 

it Is, a matter which is intrinsically dependent for its solution 

upon the findings of the experi uental sciences. *<hat science haa 

to say about the physical oojecfc as it exists "out there" and 

independently 01 the way la whlen we perceive it, is a question 
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which relates only In an Indirect manner to whet strictly 

speaking ia the object of sensation as such. To know objects 

sensibly aa red, sweet, loud, and hard la ooviously not to know 

things es science knows them, for the very simple reason thPt 

science seeka a different kind of knowle ̂ e than that i;:iven in 

sensation, v.e may not conclude, therefore, that because the 

senaes are, so to apeak, jnfra-scientific, they ao not know 

their objects, or, lor that matter, that they do not intuit them. 

Lastl", I should like to no.e ( in answer to a query that 

has been raised a number of times in the last Lew chapters) thab 

ultimately and precisely because be rejects intuition, the criti­

cal realism of Sellara Is incompatible with the demands of common 

sense. If the claims of the common sense realist are at times, 

either ialse or exaggerated, these mistakes can be very readily 

explained in terms of the hasty and uncritical judgments that 

are sometimes made in terms of that which is only accidentally 

the object of sense. (5) Yet the truth remains that the senses 

as regards their oroper objects are infallible, — a truth to 

which the common sense realist testifies when lie says that he 

sees red and truly sees it. On this point St. xhomas is un­

equivocally clear; 

Sense, then, has no false knowledge about 
its proper objects, except accidentally 
and rarely, and then because of an Indis­
position in the organ, it doea not receive 
the sensible form riphtly, (6) 

(5) "An accidental sensible is a thing which of Itself Is not the 
object of sense.,.the accidental sensible is such as regards all 
bhe senses, if t.< e intellect alone has immediate knowlecl^o of it, 
v.g., substance, truth, belli;;, etc.; or it 3s such as rof^ards a 
particular sense, if it is perceived by one of the other senses; 
v.g., I see a lemon pie, I can l:-u»_ dl>-itely p<r-cei\re its taste by 
one of the Internal faculties. In this c-se, the tr.ste of the 
pie is an accidental sensible for the sense oh si/'ht, i.e., it 
(the taste) is accidentally visible." Henri hrenier, Thomastic 
Philosophy (0harlobt3to*u, Canada: out.'... by St. Oimstf_.«s 'jni-
verslty, 1943), Vol. H , p. 151. 

i6) Summa Theolotrl««- T. -). 17. ».«.«. 
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Agaiu: 

The sense is not deceived in its proper 
object (as si ht in regard to color), 
save accidentally, throu.h some hindrance 
to the aenslble organ...The ieason of -his 
is evident, ^very power, aa such, is es­
sentially directei to it-* proper object; 
uau t- a,8 of this Kind are always un°-
xorra, (7)' 

•̂ ince it 's «"s»micteoly impossible to iiv© 1" a single chapter 

an extended criticism o>" the detailed elements of Sellars' realism, 

(many oi wh^ch might from a uhilosophical strndpjlnt ê justly 

reearded as a* peiflaoas) I shall confine mysel." *"o fundamental 

issues, ferhaps the most fundamental issue that could be raiaed 

*n th s connection is whetiier the epistemology of hilars is in 

an Intelligible way what it claims to be, teali^tic. 

It is, after all, one thing to profess realism, to affirm it, 

but quite another to rive a rational account of the faith that 

lies within. It is simple enou h, as common sense Itseli affirms, 

to maintain the fact that w*«t we know are th in ̂ s. j-ut since, as 

wa have already noted in the be^innlnj of our third chapter, com­

mon sense gives no explanation, it is necessary to look elsewhere, 

I.e., to the realm of philosophic theory, uow the basic teat of 

any theory Is that It be able to account adequately ior the fact 

or facts at hand, ihe question with which we are now faced is triss 

Does the eplstemological theory of Sella s account for the fact 

that we know thinga? >oes It, In short, make realism an Intelli­

gible poaition? 

Although the entire remainder of f' is chapter will, in a 

sense, be devoted to the answerinr of trls question, I should like 

(?) Summa Theolo;lea, I., i,17, a.2,o. 
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to restrict .uy coasiJerationa here mainly to a criticism of 

Sellars' realism in the linht of the fundamental distinction 

that underlies it, — that between the object and the contents 

of knowledge. 

There should be no question in the mind f̂ the reader at thla 

point that it ia precisely this distinction (and ita application) 

that Sellars has in mind in attaching the term "critical11 to his 

realism. Indeed, the precise signiiicance of the critical approach 

in epistemology is for Sellara to be aware of the distinction and 

the eAiatin>; inter-relationahipa between what he regai'ds as the 

object of knowledge and its contents. It Is thla distinction 

which naive realism with its uncritical identification of tha 

contents with the object of knowledge ignores, low the precise 

question being raised is this: is it possible to oe critical In 

the 3enae just defined, and still be realistic? 

The first consideration I should like to present to my reader 

Is a very basic onei Is it possible in the first place (in the 

light of ordinary human experience) to think the distinction be­

tween object and content? Obviously, the import of this diatinotion 

is that the content of knowledge la not, and la not in any way to 

be construed as, the object. But are we not accustomed, and 

justifiably ao, to thinking of the content of knowledge as in 

some sense being the object, for, if it la not, what ia it then 

that we know? Is not our failure to conceive this distinction in 

tha light of the "knowled0e-situation" directly aacrlb&ble, not to 

the supposition that we are naive or uncritical, but to the inherent 

unity of content and object? 
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1 can, of course, and sometimes, do, distinguish between tha 

subjective elements which are present In my act of knowledge and 

the object which I know, nut never do I draw tnis distinction with 

a view toward eatsblishing a dualism between my knowledge of a 

thing and the thing Itself which I know. Yet it is precisely this 

sort of dualism which characterizes the object-content distinction 

of cellars, hrom the strndpclnt of knowledge, then, as T really 

experience it, I find, not only the need for rejecting a dualism 

of object and contents, but for positively Insisting upon a kind 

of identity between the object which I know and the consents of 

my hnowledge. 

For fear of any misunderstanding, I want to make it clear that 

I am not directing the obove considerations against Sellers' dis­

tinction after the manner of a strictly philosophical argument, 

Theae are considerations which are drawn simply from a reflection 

upon what human experience seems to demand, Sellars, indeed, 

placea a rreat deal of insistence upon the primary dictates of 

experience that we know objects aa co-real and that we know them 

directly. Yet is It not equally a demand of experience that the 

content of our knowledge ls_ the object which we know? To deny 

this, Is, in my opinion, to be guilty of a fault of which, as 

we have seen in our third chapter, Sellars acousea Berkeley, 

that of initially placing a contradiction In ©Aperienee. Thus, 

although, I would agree with Sellers that it is natural to identify 

the contents of knowledge with the object of knowledge, I could 

not agree (nor could anyone whose claims are route I in the funda­

mental demands of experience) that it is a natural mistake. On 
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tha ooatrary, it is positively unnatural and arbitrary to disjoin, 

aa Sellara doea, by the employment of his distinction, the object 

of knowledge from its content, if the object of knowledge is not 

tha content, what ohen is it that we really know, or, even tore 

fundamentally, what sort of arbitrary meaning is one assigning to 

the word "knowle 'ge?" To know an object Is not, «8 we Love already 

seen, to be physically possessed of it, for that is admittedly a 

plain impossibility. Yet this is no sufficient reason to swinr, 

to the othtr side of the pendulum to maintain, as does Cellais, 

that we intuit only the contents, and not the object. Nor is it 

any reason to assert furthermore thet we only affirm the object, 

and that knowledge essentially consists In this affirmation and 

the assignment of predicates. 

Sellars would, of course, object ab thi s point to maintain 

that At ia by meana of the contents that the object ia rovealed 

to us, not in the sense of beconing Intuitively known, but in 

the sense of -ettlng Information about the object. Thus in Cellars' 

opinion, although the contents are not in any sense the object 

(his rejection of all forms of Intultionism foroids this view), 

they ore nevertheless in "causal conjunction" with It. It is 

becanse of this causal conjunction of the contents with the out­

side world ohnt we actually do have knowledge about It. 

Ijy-oaaslni. other points of criticism that mi-Jit be directed 

against the above treid oC thouf.ht (8), let us assume, _ or the 

(8) 'iote for Instance, She ''ollowlnr, excellent point ot' criticism: 
"x1', at least in our be sic contf.c; with reality Ghrnudi sense 
experience, tie object Is not Immediately intuited, the knowledge 
clwim rests solely on « faith that suojecjive effects resemble 
objective causes. And for 'ellar-s even this 1 oundation is sha'<y, 
inasmuch, as he has atfatCd that »'- s a riPttcr of facn, b> e effect 
should not be like the cause.* .. .'î e correlwtioi oetween subjec­
tive latum and external stimulus, therefore, ai-Jit oe extremely 
poor or absent entirely." Itj chard h, baker, "The laturellsm of 
Koy »ood Sellers", In The Mow Scholasticism, Vol. 24, (1950), p. 160 
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sake of argument that if Cellars can give B.U intelligible account 

of how it ia known that the contents of knowledge are truly 

"revelatory" of the object, then his realiam need not be called 

into question. Y-t, as far aa I can see, there is nothing, even 

within the framework of Sellars' own principles, which can ade­

quately juatify thla claim. 

Sellars maintains, for instance, that 

experience indicates an actual, osusally* 
oased a'reement between the physical exis­
tent perceived and the content of perfec­
tion. (9) 

Granting, of course, that experience loes assure us of an objective 

relationship between our impressions of things and the qualities 

existing in the thiifs themselves, I would insist hirst of all 

that by "experience" here is to he understood "reflective experience 

in the oraer of human intelligence," Next I would like to raise 

the question as to how on the basis of "ellars1 principles could 

this causally-based a;reement of contents with object be known? 

i'o say simply in broad terms that "experience indicates it," 

or, ior that matter demands it, ia to ignore the basic Issue at 

hand. If the very nature of knowledge Is such that it allows only 

for aa affirmation of uhe object together with the assignment to 

it of the contends of consciousness, what assurance J.a there, as 

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

causal agreement with the object? In other words, how do we 

actually know this causal arreement, or must we simply assume it? 

Surely, 1/ we merely assume it, we are assuming also our realiam. 

To Know that the contents of knowledge are in some sort of 

(9) Knowledge and its Categories, p. 202. 
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agreement with the object would, I am sure, require over and 

above a ;*ere affirmation of the object sô ie sort of glimpse 

Into its very nature. Certainly If the contents are not the 

object, but (nerely in causal conjunction with it, some ..hln̂  

about the object must be known (in the sense of intuited) if we 

are to know that the co-tents really ap>?lv. *hat I nm srruing 

for against the va.jueness of Sellars' position is the need for 

an adequate guarantee in the order of knowle' ge Itself for the 

supposedly "controlled correspondence" that exists between the 

categories of nature and the categories of our own thinking. 

Indeed, it is aside the point to ssy merely that the contents 

are actively related to th© thin a by which they are causally 

controlled, for the question to oe answered ia how are they 

known to be actively related and causally controlled? Neither 

is it of any help to ssy, aa Sellars doea, by way of a final 

appeal that 

the whole psycho-physical set tin:: of per­
ception seems to gurrantee that agreement 
between datum and object which makes it 
possible In thd kuowledge-clalm to impute 
the dstum to the object and to think the 
object in terms of the content of thought. (10) 

Such an appeal leaves the so-called knowladge-clalm merely a 

claim, and not an intelligible fact. 

In the 9)aence, fche.i, of any intelligible explanation on this 

point, we must Conclude tir t the critical realise of Sellais ia 

at odds with itself, oy this I mean that the realism of Sellars 

qua realism is a petitio prlncipii in the uost literal sense of 

the term. There is, in other words, nothing within the frame­

work ol Sellars' principles, either as regards onr knowledge of 
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tha object (which we affirm), or of the contents (which we assi-m 

to the object by means of predicates), -- there Is nothing which 

enables us tc know that ..here is an objective correspondence be­

tween our Ideas and things. 

It should be clear fro a tho above that essentially the sane 

arguments which Cellars so effectively employs a^slnst represen­

tative realism, especially that of Locke, can be oireoted against 

his own position. (11) I must confess that l personally find it 

difficult to see how a thinker such as Sellars, whose criticism 

of the Idealistic school in epistemology has been so keen and 

penetrating, ahould be so fatefully unaware of the subjective 

elements which characterize hie own principles. 

Ultimately, aa far as I can see it, the epistemology of 

Sellais (with its fundamental distinction of object and consent) 

is as far as ita realism is concerned, based upon the practical 

(11) Despite his repeated affirmation of the directness of the 
knowledge-situation, Cellars does nevertheless, and contrary 
to his own explicit intentions, incorporate within his epis­
temology the principles of subjective idealism. It is true, 
the critical realism of Sellara avoids a copy-theory of know­
ledge (such as that of Locke), or possibly, knowing the con­
sequences of such a theory seeks to avoid it. It is also 
true that Ideas or contents are not regarded by Sellars, as 
they were by the British thinkers, as the only direct objects 
of human coenitlon. Nevertheless, aa far as his own critical 
realism is concerned, "the knower," as Sellars himself explicitly 
states, "is confined to the datum," (Knowledge and Its Categories, 
p. 203.), i.e., the content. In the final analysis, therefore, 
and from a strictly philosophical point of view, there is little 
essential difference between the realism of Locke which Sellars 
disavows, and that of Sellars own theory. Locke based hia be­
lief in the outside world upon a sort of assurance which ho 
openly hesitates to call by the name of "knowledge." Sellars 
affirms the object. Obviously, Sellers is more clever and 
bold than Locke In defining knowledge itself In terms of this 
very affirmation. But is not this a rather arbitrary device? 
Surely, an adequate comparison between the realism of Locke 
snd that of Sellars flatly contradicts the statement that 
"properly speaking, there is no trace of subjective Idealism 
in critical realism." Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 199. 
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neces3ity of affirming outside objects, and not upon any genuine 

oontaot with them. In view of this fact, it is correct to say 

that Cellars' realism is as closely allied In principle to prag­

matism as it is to subjective idealism. 

In our last chapter we saw in some detail Sellers1 handling 

of the traditional problem of universals. In this connection we 

noten his criticiam of the reductionist type of nominalism, such 

PS that of Hume, which lowers the status of universals to a gen­

eral name which is assigned to a group of similar sense impressions. 

While it is undeniably true that here, as elsewhere, Sellars' 

criticiam of the traditional empirical school of thought is valid, 

that is not the matter with which we are now apeoifically concerned. 

Our problem now is to determine whether or not the realism of 

Sellars, specifically restricted to the question of universals, 

can be validated. 

It is to be noted, first of all, that regarding the problem 

of universale, Sellars regards himself as a "ooneeptuailst in 

epistemology* and a "nominalist in ontology," It will be recalled 

that universala for him are simply "operational meaninga in oon-

sciousneas," which, by meana of predication, are applied to things 

which are similar, but in no aense Identical, in character- Thus 

it Is that for-Sellers these meaninga are not in any way the 

essences or natures of things, but merely apply to things and in 

so doing five us .information about them. Here again it is readily 

noticeable that the epistemology of Sellars ia radically inimical 

to any theory whloh savors of In.uitloniam, 

before entering Into a direct criticism of Cellars' doctrine, 
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there are a few points that must first be cleared up in the cause 

of historical acouracy. Certainly, not all traditional realism 

is what Sellars makes It out to be, — exaggerated in its claims 

for our knowledge of the essences of things. In the thomlstic 

view, essences are not literally intuited or exhaustively known 

by a mere consideration of the mind. Although It la not my task 

here to five a full-fledge- exposition of the moderate realism 

of Aquinas, 1 do want to make it known that thomlstic realism 

repeatedly stresses the difficult, laborious process required In 

the acquisition of our knowledge of essences, Sever in the case 

of human knowledge (with Its dependency upon the sense) is the 

pure and simple essence of a thing "open for Inspection." Indeed, 

our universal knowledge of essences is (in the thomlstic view) 

neither independent of the senses, nor complete In itself. To 

make this clear, I have selected the following passages from 

St. Thomas' Suromat 

To know a thing In ceneral, and not in particular, 
is to have an imperfect knowledge of it. Hence 
our Intellect, when It is reduced from potentiality 
to act, acquires first a universal and confused 
knowledge of thinga before it knows them "in partic­
ular, as proceedlng from the imperfect to the 
perfect..,(lg~T~ Since the intellect passes~Trom 
potentiality to act, it has a likeness to vener­
able things, which do not attain to perfection 
all at once but by degrees. In the same way, the 
human intellect does not acquire perfect knowledge 
of a thing by the first apprehension; but It first 
apprehends something of a thing, such as its 
quiddity...and then it understands the properties, 
accidents, and various dispositions affecting the 
essence. Thus it necessarily relates one thing to 
another by composition and division, and from one 
composition and, division it necessarily proceeds 
to another, and this is reasoning,.,(13) 

(12) gumma Theolop;lcat I, 3,.14, a.d,c. 
(13) Summa Theologica, I, Q,.d5, a.6,c. 
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Our intellect, which knowa the essence of a 
thi\t as its proper object, derives knowledge 
from sense, of which the proper objects are 
external accidents. Hence it is that from 
external appearances we come to the knowledge 
of the"easenoe of things. (14) 

Clearly then, in the view of St. Thomas, we simply !o not have 

an intuitive penetration of the essence of things of the sort which 

randera auperfluoua, either the activity of the senaes, or of the 

higher acta of the mind. And as regarda these latter, it Is clear 

that, although In 3t. Thosaaa' view, It is by means of concepts 

that we have some knowledge of essences, nevertheless these con­

cepts are, all 01 them, perfected only by further acta, viz., 

those of judgment and reasoning, -- acta which imply comparison, 

analysis, abatraction, definition, division, or whatever other 

complex process that human knowledge In all its limitations 

involves. 

It is partly, then, because of a mlaunderstanding of what 

moderate realiam actually holda concerning our knowledge of 

essences that Sellara la led to criticize and reject this tradi­

tional solution to the problem of universals. But it ia partly 

al80 becauae hilars, like Hume, (aa has already been noted) 

entertains a false notion of the nature of the proceaa whereby 

universals are attained by the mind, namely, abstraction. Sellars 

unfortunately seems to take the view that, since abstraction is 

a kind of mental separation of what is inseparably united in the 

thing, the abstract concept does not truly represent the thing 

aa it really is. This meana that for Sellars the essence as seen 

by the alnd ia not really the essence of the thing, but merely 

aome aort of suostitute for it. 

(14) Summa 'iiieologlca, i, Q.13, a,2,c. underlining in thla and 
the two above passa* es Is my own. 
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That Sellers ia mistaken In the view that he takes of ab­

straction ia a point I want to make clear by consulting at some 

length a basic distinetion whloh St. Thomas makes with regard to 

the nature of abatraction: 

Abstraction may occur in two ways. First, by 
way of composition and division, and thus we 
may underatand that one thing does not exist 
in some other, or that it Is separate from it. 
Secondly, by way of a simple and absolute con­
siderations thus we understand oae thing with­
out '•conaiderlng another. Thus, for the intellect 
to abstract thinga one from another which are 
not really abstract from one another, does not 
Involve falsehood, aa clearly appears in the 
case of the senses. For if we said that color 
is not in a colored body, or that it is separate 
from it, there would be error in what we thought 
or said. But if we consider color and Its pro­
pertied, without reference to the apple which 
is colored,...there ia no error in such an 
opinion or assertion! £°r a n appl© is not es­
sential to color, and therefore color can be 
understood Independently of the apple. In the 
aame way the thinga which belong to the species 
of a material thing, auch as a stone, or a man, 
or a horae, 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 
abatracting the universal from the particular, 
or the Intelligible species from the phantasm... 
r'or it is quite true that the mode of under­
standing, in one who undaratandaT la not The 
same as the mode of a thing in being; since 
the thing understood Is immaterially in the one 
who understands, according to the mode of the 
intellect, and not materially, according to the 
mode of a material thing. (15) 

The above passage is so abundantly clear as to render quite un-

neceasary any commentary or explanation. Yet we must still attempt 

to anawer the basic question as to whether the specific doctrine of 

Sellars pertaining to the problem of universals is such that it 

can be validated in a realistic epistemology. 

(15) Summa Theolofilca, I, Q.B5, a.l, ad Sum. Underlining is my own. 
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Gonsidering Sellers' doctrine of knowledge in general, and 

in particular his view of the "status" and "function" of concepts, 

it is clear that universale, which, formally speaking, are logical 

in character, are true, because they apply denotatively to individ­

ual things. Yet granting all this, must it not be said that ap­

plication, denotation, or extension is strictly an affair of 

logic, -- a science which does not and cannot give a solution to 

tha real problem of universale? In other words, although universale, 

foriaally conaidered, are admittedly logical in character, must they 

not hsve, in order that their application be true, a metaphysical 

foundation, i.e., a foundation in the order of existing thinga? 

There are, as I see it, mainly two questions which present them-

aelves for analysis in connection with the problem of universals: 

(1) Why, from the standpoint of the object, doea 
the universal apply? 

(S) Kovs do we know that it applies? 

What Sellars' answer is to the first question we already know: 

universals used in predicates apply because some things sre similar, 

though not identical, in nature. But is similarity oi objects a 

sufficient warranty I or a valid application of universal predicates? 

Fere it Is to be noted, first of all, that Sfillara is 

correct in maintaining:, aa Occaj.i did, that only individual things 

exist. It is to be noted also, as Mis on does, that no doctrine 

could be more Aristotelian (It), and, I might add, thomistic. 

Yet granting that only Individuals exist, or, what amounts to 

the iam« thing, that nothing exists unless it is individual, 

there atill remains the fact they have something, if not their 

(16) /itienne Gilson, The Jnlty of {hllosophlcaj^^ (new York: 
Charles 'cribner^a"Sons, 1937), p. 63. 
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own existence, in common, -- something which is more than a mere 

similarity of natures. 

If Sellers' vlev.< Is correct, it must be consistently maintained 

that things are individual, not only with respect to their exis­

tence, but also with respect to their nature, which, though 

resembling other natures, Is never Identified with them. To 

put the matter more emphatically, it would have to oe maintained 

in Sellara* view that every individual Is (in an exclusive aense) 

its own nature in very much the same way in which >'lod Is Hla own 

nature. If this wei'e the case, it would follow that evex*y in­

dividual thing is unique from the standpoint of everything that 

it is, — i.e., both nature and existence. And if Individual 

things are unique, how then could w© account for their supposed 

similarities? Uertalnly not by a vague reference to "patterns" 

or "structures." 

Whatever the metaphysical difficulties Involved in Sellers' 

doctrine, it should be clear at any rate (and this is presently 

our main concern) that in applying a universal concept to things, 

we coi'ld never apply it, i.e., truthfully apply It, in exactly the 

same sense (univocally), but only analogously. This means that 

in applying the same concept to different things, however similar 

they might be, the meaning of the concept would have to vary with 

each predication, tkit does it as far as my own knowledge Is 

concerned? Here Sellara not only admits, but makes a special 

point of observing that actually we do mean cur predicates to 

apply _to thin/.-s as if they were identical, i.e., gwe gnerm to apply 

them univocally. This manner of application or predication he 
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ascribes to the tendency on our part to project what is merely 

logical (i.e., the content of the universal) Into things them­

selves, to the tendency, in short, to identify the content with 

tha object. 

Apparently, then, we are prone to make a mistake which can 

be corrected only by our critical ti inking. Out what is it that 

critical thinking here reveals? As far as I can detect the crit­

ical thinking of Cellars does not get beyond the bssic point of 

tha plain impossibility of the universal existing of and by Itself. 

Thla, n' course, is praeter rem, leaving unexplained the question 

of why we meke the "mistake" of univoeal predication. To me, the 

obvioi s conclusion !s simplv that there is no mistake. It should 

be likewise obvious that Sellars' failure to provide an anawer 

tc this problem (which he himself creates) Is the rceson for his 

leaving unexplained also the basic question <i_ to why (from the 

standpoint ox the object) the universal actually does apply, 30 

that here again we find rollers begging a realistic position. 

In the light of whet has just been seid concerning Sellara1 

failure to sup ly an objective counterpart which • as adequate to 

guarantee the application of th® universal to the order of things, 

it seems qui-.e superfluous to answer the second question origin­

ally proposed as to how we know th^t the universal applies. If, 

as we have shown, the object Is such as not to pdilt of a completely 

valid application of a universal predicate, then a fortiori we en­

counter a cul de aaq in trying to discover how, i.e., from the 

standpoint of knowledge, the mlveraal predicate supposedly applies. 

The answer Is simply that there is no guarantee that it does. 
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i'rom what has been said above it should be olenr that 

Sellara' position of "oonceptualism in epistemology" and 

"nominalism in ontology" is, when sufficiently examine.', little 

short of a contradiction in terms. His .iiistake, cs I <?ee it, is 

directly ascribable to his dualism of object and conGoat, and as 

a consequence, to his refusal to allow -or any sort of real Iden­

tity between the nature of the thing as conceives and the nature 

of the thing as individualized. 

Clearly, then, the thomist, while completely avoldia,:, the 

difficulties attendant upon trie exaggerated forms of realism 

which stem from the Platonic tradition (17), is In a better 

position to defend his realism, with his distinction of object 

as known and object as enjoying a physical mode of existence. 

Far iron there being a need for postulating the type of distinc­

tion which Sellars draws between object and content, It :aust be 

said that such a distinction renders a realistic view of know­

ledge wholly unintelligible. 

Regarding the thomist solution to the problem there is little 

need for saying that, because the universal es universal ia only 

in the ::i .a, that it does not really and truly apply to things. 

Indeed, if it were not truly universal, it could not apply to 

many things. And if it were not genuinely apolicaole GO things, 

i.e., as regards its content, though not a3 re, aids its mode, 

it would alwaya je aomethlng other than what the thing Itself 

really is. Surely, knowledge would bo a very poor "suostltu.se" 

(17) One .night call attention here, for instance, to the exaggerated 
realism of William of Champeaux (d.1120) who :aalntained.̂ "even 
after he had ,.odified his views in deference to trie contentious 
Abelard, that universals, though multiplied in. individuals, 
still remain in each individual, universal, i.e., formally 
considered. 

http://suostltu.se
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for being, if no real knowledge of the thing, i.e., its nature, 

could be had. 

n'ith regard to Sellars' doctrine cnncernirvf: the nature of truth 

and the means of verifying- the truth of propostions, t-.ere ere a few 

basic points of criticism which must here be brought to the reader's 

attention. Although there is nothing ;a sellars' doctrine to In­

dicate any clear-cut lines of distinotloi between an act of jud :-

ment proper and an act of sense, Sellara is nevertheless rl"ht in 

principle when he declares that th© adjeetives "true" ami "false" 

apply strictly to judgments. Here w© -.just recall further that a 

judgment is true for Sellars when tha content agrees with or is 

capable oi disclosing the object selected in an act of cognition. 

Sow it ia basically the same objection as that which we have 

already directed against Sella a' object-consent distinction that 

agsin presents itself in a consideration of his doctrine of truth. 

If the knower Is restricted to a knowledge (using the term "know­

ledge" h^re in its traditional sense) of the content or datum, 

what guarantee is to be had of the supposed agreement between. 

so-called object and content? Ia view of the close allignment 

of his principles to subjective idealism, what haa he to oifer 

in the place, let us say, of a copy-theory of truth? To say that 

there la a correspondence, though not a literal correspondence, 

between our judgments of thin ,a and the things themselves Is to 

beg the quest! n. Here again we arc left without any adequate 

guarantee of a "causally controller response." 

At this point it is of little or no avail to ap,>esl to a 

"logical or cocritional" identity between the content and the 
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eharacteriatios of the object which the co itent is suppose"* to 

reveal, Kor the point ia how, in the aoaeuoe of any real iuentitj, 

can it be known whether s propoaltion Is true or false? Indeed, 

to know the truth or falsity of a proposition, ws must, also 'mow 

the measure of correspondence or proportion that exists between 

it and the object. And this, in turn, involves a mental trans­

cendence of merely "logical coitenta," 

Aa rogarda tha criteria of truth, I am hardly In a position 

to deny the varioua acientif1c criteria to which Sellaia calls 

attention in connection with the need for testing the truth of 

scientific propoaitiona. Yet for want of a known confernity 

between our judgments and their respective objects, do not the 

limitationa of merely scientific criteria become manifest, par­

ticularly when it comes to establishing the truth of first prin­

ciples, upon which all acientifio conclusions rest? Surely, since 

not all propoaitiona are of tha empirical sort with which tr.e 

natural sciences deal, they cannot be tested by the tethoda of 

experimental science. There are, indeed, many propositions, 

such aa thoae with which epistemology deals, which, thou h they 

cannot be scientifically or philosophically demonstrated, can 

nevertheleas be verified by a reflection upon the nature of our 

intellectual experience. What St. Thomas has to say on this 

matter is very much to the pointt 

cor (truth) is in the intellect a" following 
upon the act of the intellect, wrid as known 
by the intellect. For it follows upon the 
operation of the Int llect accordln- as th© 
judgment oi tha intellect is about a thing 
Inasmuch as it is: but it is known by the 
intellect insoLar as the Intellect reelects 
upon its own set, not only aocordlnt MS it 
knows its act, but according PS it knows th o 
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relation of the act to the thing. But it 
cannot know this unless It knows the nature 
of the act itself? "which again cannot be 
known unless the nature of the active prin­
ciple is known, But this (principle) is the 
intellect itself, In whose nature it is to 
conform to things. Wherefore, the intellect 
knows the truth by reflecting upon ltself~T~Tl3) 

here I should like to quote at so-ue length what a contemporary 

thinker, expressing very accurately the thou.-ht of St. Thomas, has 

to say on this very same point: 

Throughout the whole process (i.e., of deter­
mining whether our knowledge is true) the stress 
must be laid on the active role of th© intelli­
gence, not active in the sense of creating its 
object, but active 'n the sense of critically 
reflecting on the nature of both its own activity 
and that of the senses. This critical under­
standing of the nature of thought and sensation 
is the final basis of all certainty, and is pre­
supposed by all judgments. This being so, the 
ability of the adnd to understand both itself 
find the nature of sensation, its power to dis­
criminate between the objective and subjective 
factors in knowledge, Ita right to make judgments, 
must all be justified aa Inherent properties of 
the JhieTllgence and not aa'marie''produces "of 
experience...(Some philosophers? consider that 
the only way of establishing the value of our 
thoughta is by tracing them to experience... 
They forget that the faculty of experience 
itself must be subjected to critical examina­
tion before its data can be accepted as objec­
tive. In this way they involve themselves in 
a vicious circle. Thought is objective to the 
extent to which it ia derived frohi experience --
experience is objective to the extent to which 
it Is ju-h.ed to be so by thought) the inevitable 
conclusion would seem to be a denial of the value 
of both thought en& experience altogether. If 
this disaster Is to be avoided philosophers must 
concentrate far more on the conscious understand­
ing the mind has of Itself. (19) 

Before concluding our examination of Sellers' critical realism, 

there are a few fundamental points of criticism which must yet be 

(18) he Varltate, *..i., a,S,c. Underlining is my own, 
(19) George Skbery, "First Principles of understanding," Aquinas 

Paper 14o. 1Q of The Aquinas Society of London. Published by 
Blackfriars Oxford, 1949. dnderlining is ray own. 
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broutdit to light, namely, those pertaining to hla doctrine of the 

nature of knowlente in general, here It should be noted, ilrst 

of all, that to anyone who has more than a casual acqual.i ance 

with his epl'-.oemol0ry, it should be evident tliet oenin< the entire 

Iranework of sellers' critical realism, what with all of its man­

ifold refinements, there lies tb.e lotion that knowledge is, by 

and large, a peculiar kind of reaction of the organism to its 

environment, l mi^hc also and that Sellars himself, in spite 

of Lis profesaeu opposition to reductionist, especially when It 

cornea to tne question of knowledge, makes little attempt to hide 

this view which ha cakea of .c.iowlad ,e. ur perhaps x nad setter 

say that ia attempting to establish bis realiam, he repeatedly 

calls attention to It. Jiota, for Instaxice, th© iollowiag par-sages: 

Penetrative intuition of the physical world ta 
impossible just because we hu <ians are what we 
are, organisms stimulated by external tilings.. .(19) 
The primary setting of epistemology is given in 
the groaa contrast between the individual i-tnuwer 
nnd his environment...The interest of the indi­
vidual knower is in aifirmeu objects taken as 
co-real and his behavior la toward them...TbJa 
concrete idea oi the knower enables us to main­
tain the fact that knowing usually subserves 
r̂ital interests. (20) 

Sellars seems willing to admit, however, that some provision must 

be made i.or knowledge which, la purely apeculativo, aa when he says 

It (i.e., th© concrete idea of the knower) is 
quite able to become the specialized object of 
an interest like mental curiosity which develops 
autonomously. (21) 

Yet this is a fact which he quickly dismisses by the broad remark 

that "the mental life has different levels and differentiations." (22) 

iX9) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 203. 
(20) Knowledge and Its Categories, p. 205. 
(21) Knowledge anci Its "Categories', p. 205. 
(22) Knowled^e end Its Categories, p. 205. 
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In spite of the above qualification, therefore, for which 

little or no provision Is made by wey of explanation or ana lysis, 

it is true to say that knowledge Is 'or -Sellers essentially an 

organic act whtxh is thought of almost excli-aivolg -'n terns of 

biolo ical function. 

It is mainly on the basis oh this predominating view, that 

the weaknesses of Jellara' epio iemology, in "rj opinion, beco ie 

evident. How I oan fully appreciate tne Tact whic Sella- s so 

frequently emphasizes, that the reference of our so-calle i knowledge-

claim is realistic. Yet granting this, what precisely 13 there in 

tha order of human cognition which justifies rncl makes this ref­

erence possible? here, indeed, ia the critical point of Sellers' 

realiam beyond which he as a naturalist cannot :et. lo snj that 

it is the vary function of knowledge to make its reference real­

istic, — a function which is baaed chiefly upon the biological 

act of or anic response, is to avoid a distinctive explanation 

of what knowledge itself roally Is. It is the function of the 

stomach to digest ita food, — a function which la readily expli­

cable in terms 01 trie lawa of biology. It Is the function of 

chemical aubatances to combine with and react to each other in 

varloua ways, -» a iuno:ion which ia, in its turn, Intelli- ible 

in terma of the laws ol chemistry. But the "function" of know­

ledge ia, if you will, of a unique sort? it ia a "function" of a 

higher order and oi a different kind than that which is expllcoble 

either in terma of the laws oi biology, chemistry, or, lor that 

matter, of any of the other natural sciences. 

v»bile .Sellara would, of course, not only admit, jut Insist 

that ^nowleave is unique, be nevertheless a-.tempts to explain this 
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uniqueness by relegating knowled *e merely to a hi.her "level" on 

the plane of organie, biological exi-uience. Yet the si ipl<- tr th 

is that between the suoposed "level" or "levels" of knowledge and 

the lower levels of biological .'unction, the Ji .Yer^ncos A at 

exist would oe differences of d.e *reo, nnd not of '-in.j, since 

every biological function^ however complex it .mi.ht_be, would 

always be exftllonblc In terma of biological laws. 

To ne it Is clear that the nauure of 'tnowledgc is guch that 

it demands an explanatio.i which is eô vnenŝ rpte only with the laws 

of being itself, and not of any of its specialized modes. Or 

must it possibly be accented as s dogma that all reality is co-

axtenaive with the various so-called levels of physical existence? 

On this point, I might remark that a naturalistic view of know­

ledge, or, for that matter, of reality Is tenable only on the 

asaumptlon that no other view is necessary. 

The above remarks should help the reader to understand why 

Sellars is so harty to regard our knowledge of ^eal objects aa 

being "epistemoloflcally ultimate.* The reason for this conclusion 

is not so much that Sellars la in an intelligible a; ens ft a realiat, 

but that he is a naturalist, I entirely a^ree, of course, that 

our knowledge of objective renlihy 1s an objective fact, and I 

further atre© that epistemology must not begin as it did for 

Descartes, with a universal debt. Yet the point of the matter 

is that 3ellars accepts imowledfe of real objects aa P blind, 

unintelligible :'act concerninr which no assurance other than that 

of eosmion sense is to be had. 

To revert at this point to an explanation of knowledge 1/ 

terms of physical or biologicel laws with en insistence upon its 
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genetio foundation, to relegate our knowledge of the world to 

"cur instinctive assertion of it," is to leave hopelessly un­

explained that which essentially distinguishes knowledge from 

every other event, Granting that knowledge does have its prac­

tical aims, granting that it does in some respectf bear an analo­

gous resemblance to certain kinds of biological response, the 

basic question atill remains: T-»hat is it that gives knowledge its 

uistinctive character? 

By way of conclusion, it must he noted then that realism 

must, indeed, be critical in the sense of beiru able to /ive an 

intelligible account of how we actually do know things. Yet It 

is precisely in respect to this and a few other basic facts, such 

as the knowledge that we have of ourselves as existing substances, 

wherein the realise oi Sellars Is found most wanting. Although 

it ia true that the critical realism of Sellars ia an attempt 

to get beyond an exclusively "common sense" view OL reality, 

the ~act remains, paradoxically enough, thac the final argument 

of oellars' realism, insofar ms it is realistic, is by way of a 

behaviorlst appeal to the dictates of common sense, his critical 

realism is critical, indeeu, but only in regard to that concern­

ing whicii it can least afford to be critical, namely, the dis­

tinction of object and content; lor it is by ;,he u.̂ e of this 

distinction that Sellars consistently avoids the very thing 

necessary to place his realism on a firm foundation, namely, a 

real intuition of the object. Its criticism is. In 3'.ort, launched 
™ ••- in w mil 11. i • M HnWip.i.i , . . I « I I . M W . ,,..<• i— -*—«r. .̂ . i -- •-• -.f. . M I . firr,i. inn. - r »• i i 

in the direction.of_subjective idealism, while its realism ia 

blindly rooted in a pragmatic jsuY irma tion of real objects. 

Thus it beco-.es cl~ar that the critical realism of "ellars 
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which, thou h p ro fe s sed ly coMemntti the e r r o r s of common sense 

rea l i sm and sub j ec t i ve idea l i sm a l i k e , s t r a n g e l y i n h e r i t s the 

wefekne3ses of bo th , in the l " s t a n a l y s i s , i t TIU" t be sa id t h a t 

the proposed s y n t h e s i s r . sul^n onl ia nu uifor t UL ',e, '.. only 

an i m p l i c i t compromise, which v i r t u a l l y a^oun1s to a c o n t r a d i c t i o n . 

At one "-n M>c same time and .n i - s n e c t t i t i e sn<e ob j ec t , ' 

kr.ow _t ( for I a f i l rm i t ) ar - .. do ofc 'enow i& ( i o r the icaower 

i s confined to the ha'. >m). i^rora t n l s I t shot In . c l ea r t ^ a t 

onee t r e C". i-.ents ci ' lowlefge ar< se*r ro^e . 'ro . the ob j ec t , no 

successful a t tempt c m ever be made to r e - u n i t e j / .ef . 

As a f i n a l wor^ of co'Aieab, I mi, nt observe t a t . e l l f r a ' 

f a i l u r e to e s t a b l i s h a r*. a l i i - s i c p o s i t i o n which "s J n t e i l i <~J <>le 

Is due p a r t l y , of course , to Lis n s t u r a l l s t ; o JJ i n d o l e s , ; u t 

parti;? a l s ^ t o the nsrrow h i s t o r i c a l iTrmework o. the uodern and 

cor.tempor'- -y t r a d i t i o n in epistemology wi th in wl" ch he develops 

his own p o s i t i o n . Kad Gellaj s pcq^ain'-e ' h imself nun e t h o r o u ' h l y 

with Mecieval r e a l i s m , e s p e c i a l l y tha--, of S t , Thomas, he would, 

I am sorf-, h£Tre d iscovered t h a t the "forms" o. th . s c h o l a s t i c s 

are not She "barren v i r g i n s " which, lie seems t o t h i n "bey a r e , 

but the (/ii ' means of giving en account of h^owl^dge which i s 

both i e a l i t . c end ' n - r , l l i i b l c . > P > .eg. hove d l j c o v e / e i fu r t l o r -

more ti.e J'unda.mentel p r ln ' I g l o , in cro absence o wh. ch pny 

theory of tno^led. 6, whr t ev^ r * ... re,' ^eme it.-! r.ui d' 3* i n c t i .nr, 

I s hope l e s s ly " reduc : , ion ia t " , - - t..<e -vl i c i p l e , name!:;, 0 a t 

Igutateriali ' . ,? l a ^he root jf a l l co-. ' j rh j . 



SECTION B 

THE NATURALISM OF SiiLLARS: HIS PHYSICAL RhALISM 



CHAPTER SIX 

THE PHYSICAL REALISM OF SSLLARS: METHOD OF APx°RQACH 



It la a generally recognised fact that Sellars' distinctive 

contribution to the development of American philosophy Ilea 

chiefly in tha field of epistemology. In accordance with thla 

fact, I have given concentration to the development of his crit­

ical realism in a meaaure which, I trust, is proportionate to ita 

significance. Yet it would, 1 am sure, be a mistake not to present 

alao, at least in some of its most significant phases, Sellers' 

doctrine aa It relates to the problems of metaphysics and values, 

since it Is in these fields that we become aware of his thought, 

not as an iaolated analysis in a restricted field of philosophy, 

but aa an organized system with a unified method of approach. 

We have, as a matter of fact, already taken a a top in that 

direction when, in the first chapter, we saw, at least In an 

elementary sort of way, the meaning which the term "naturalism" 

carries for Sellars, and the general con-rastin. relationships 

which hla theory bears to certain traditions of the past, namely, 

mechanical materialism, spiritualism, and dualism. Now we must 

take a further atep in the same direction to view at closer ran^e 

whet it ia in Sellais' naturalism that constitutes a) its distinc­

tive method of approach, and b) its characteristic doctrinal 

implications. 

Such will us the burden of this and the following chapter-

Lest, however, there be any room for misunderstanding, I must 

point out first that as a naturalist Sellars has much in common 

with the naturalists of the past. The reason ior this i3 simple 

enough, since all naturalism, whatever Its methods of approach, 

whatever its subsidiary Implications in the line of Individual 

doctrine, is at leaat agreed In principle that Nature is a self-
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contained unit beyond which no further explanation outside its 

own order ia required, it is for this reason that all naturalists, 

however remotely connected they may be from a chronological point 

of view, somehow feel a common bond of allegiance which Is not 

always as loose as it sometimes appears to be. Witness, for 

instance, Sellars' remark concerning the philosophy of ̂ plcurus 

(despite the regret he expresses for Its "technical inaccuracies"): 

The central and admirable feature remains, 
a clear-eyed, courageous choice of a rational 
view of things,..felt to underlie the vast 
procession of nature...(1) The isplcurean 
maintained that the Intrinsic character of 
experience gave the clue to reason as to 
what is desirable and what undesirable. (2) 

So much in regard to Sellars considered simply as a naturalist. 

But just a word concerning him as a contemporary naturalist. Here 

It must be noted in the cause of accuracy that the basic doctrine 

of his system, i.e., emergent evolution, is not peculiar to him­

self alone, but is shared by him with a number of thinkers in his 

own generation, notably Lloyd Morgan and S. Alexander. Each, of 

course, has hia own particular type of explanation within the 

framework of this doctrine, yet the point is that the doctrine 

itself in its basic features Is held by them in common. 

Knowing this, the reader must realize that it would be im­

possible (and I might add undesirable) to ignore those aspects of 

Sellers' naturali8m which beer witness to its relationships with 

the natural!sma both of the paat and of the present era. Yet the 

main weight of emphaais will be given to those two elements of 

hla system which, in my opinion, constitute his claim to orig-

(1) "Emergence of Naturalism," International Journal of hthics, 
Vol. 34, (1924), p. 322. 

(2) Emergence of Naturalism, p, 320, 
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inality in the panorama of naturalistic thought: 

a) his approaoh to a naturalistic "Weltanschauung" 
via the channels of his critical realism, and 

b) his handling of the theory of emergence mainly 
as it relates to a solution of the "mind-body" 
problem. 

Concerning the question just mentioned under (a) (to which 

the remainder of this chapter Is dedicated), we have first to note 

by way of explanation that Sellers' distinctiveness lie3, not only 

in his epistemology taken as such, but taken as a preparatory 3tep 

toward the development of his naturalism, also, — a step which 

gives that position one of its mainly distinguishing characteristics. 

Having seen by way of analysis and In its various points of detail, 

what the critical realism of Sellars is, we must now attempt to 

relate it to hla ontology. In accordance with this objective, 

what we say here will be, not ao much in the line of an extended 

analysia, as an attempt to synthesize and Interrelate the matter 

that has already been developed with a view toward gaining a 

deeper penetration of the unity and distinctiveness of Sellers' 

naturalistic aystern. 

The path we ahall follow is already determined for us in the 

three leading conclusions of Sellax̂ s' epistemology which we need 

but here recall: 

a) the rejection of naive realiam, 
b) the rejection of any and all of the forms 

of idealism and deductive rationalism, and 
c) the assertion that wa never intuit reality, 

but only interpret it through the instrumen­
tality of contents. 

Regarding the first conclusion, it must be recognized, of 

course, that there are a variety of implications contained in it. 

Yet the one thing that should be clear (without the need for 
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reading between the lines) is that to cellars' mind the rejection 

of naive realism implies the simultaneous rejection with it of 

all the reductive materialisms rmd mechanical atomisms of the 

past few centuries, which were reductive and mechanical largely 

because they were naive. That Is to say, underlying the "dead-

level" mechanical sjstems of the past (which constitute material­

ism in iiis traditional sense) is the assumption tJ at 3ian L* s an 

intuitive grasp of the very stuff of the world in which he lives. 

It ia precisely this assumption with Its oversimplified outlook 

of reality which accounts for the reductlveness of past naturalism, 

and ultimately too, for Its final rejection. Aa iellara notes: 

Naive materialism was dominated by two 
thinga, against which the evolutionary 
naturalist is on his guard: (1) atomic 
mecheniam, and (2) a confident vision 
of the very stuff of the world as some­
how Inert, internally homogeneous, solid, 
and alien to those qualitative events 
which we call feelings, sensations, and 
thoughts. (3) 

To appreciate this fact it is necessary for us to recall here 

a few of the leading assumptions which characterized the pdvent of 

modern science In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. It 

will be recalled that the dominating world-view of the times was 

one which literally attempted to picture the universe as a vast 

cosmic machine which smoothly operated according to a few math­

ematical laws, and that to explain nature was to reduce it to 

these laws, .ioreover, Calileo (as well as *<oyle and dew ton after 

him) maintained that 

mathematics Is not only ô be used as an 
inatrument in physics tut the physical 
world really _is tha mechanical-mathematical 
system which physics describes. (4) 

(3) realiam. Naturalism, and Humanism, p. 278. Underlining is my own. 
(4) jrom Pescartea to Kant. P. 45. underlining is the author*a. 
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Now in view of the intrinsic rela^edness oi naturalistic 

philosophy to science, whatever that science might be in any 

particular year (5), It is clear th»t the naturalist ptllosopher 

of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries fell heir to the 

sajie resumptions ^s did the physical scientist of that day. 

Yet, wL, le it is true that the scientists themselves maue rr nid. 

strides In their own restricted spheres, that is, in spite of 

their --alsi±ied picture of the universe, the philosophers en­

countered a stumbling-block precisely because 01 this. 

The reason is simple ono^_h, fihe task of exglaiui i_ t">e 

"phenomena" of Mind, consciousness, 11Je, etc., is one w-ich 

ultimately i-lls upon the shoulders of the philosopher. Since, 

then, the early naturalists were coin itted, like the scientists, 

to a ..ae ohe^atical conception of the world, inclu-inr man h maelf, 

everything, whether in the order of quantity or q ality had to be 

accommodated to this scientific scheme. The result of all this 

was reduc'.ionlam pure and simple, (6) Mind, for Instance, In such 

a simple scheme as this is merely another form of matter in motion, 

and is, for that reason explicable in terms of the laws of motion, 

i.e., mechanical laws. As a matter of i?ct, the whole of philo­

sophy becomes simply a sort of generalized physics, which knows 

no other criterion than the measurin ;«stick of the physical 

scientist. 

This, then, is the type of naturaliam which Sellars rejeccs, 

and not only rejecta but censures for the naive realis", oo which 

(5) "Materialism endeavors to set forth a synoptic view of man and 
the universe implicit In the sclencea at their present stage 
of development," Philoaophy for the Future, Preface pp. ix 
and x, Note also Sellers' remark" that "historically and 
logically naturalism Is associated with science." evolutionary 
Naturaliam. p. 7. 

(6) The Principles end Problems of Philosophy, p. 475. 
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lt fell a victim, i'o the ex ,ent, than, that modern epistemology 

(in the form of critical realism) rejects the naive realism of 

the pest, it prepares the way for a new type of naturalism, — 

a type of naturalism which will be much better accomodate > to 

the demands 01 the science of our day. Such is the significance 

of Sellara' critical realism tor ontology from the standpoint of 

its rejection of naive realism. 

In our third chapter we saw et considerable lengt - Jellsx-s' 

criticism of the Idealistic school of thought and in the fourth 

Lis rejection of Kantian rationalism, ho doubt the reader has 

been given cause to wonder at times why a naturalist like cellars 

should so busily occupy himself In unravelling what r.e h r,self 

has called the "epistemological puzzles" of the last few centuries. 

If, however, we keep In mind that realism for Sellars is the path­

way to naturalism (7), and that there is no greater hindrance to 

a naturalistic world-view than a realm of ideas and a priori forms, 

it should be clear that a refutation of Idealism means for Sellars 

a negative defense of his own position which is that of a "frank," 

physical realism. Indeed, there is nothing so alien to his philo­

sophical temperament than a world of Ideas (in the Platonic sense) 

or a world of phenomena (in the Kantian sense) upon which the mind 

imposes Its own subjective, rationalistic forms, Oi this point 

we have the emphatic word of Sellars himself: 

Tha two fjreat enemies of an evolutionary 
naturalism are Platonism and Kantianism. 
iioth deny the self-explanRtory character 
of nature. In a sense, they are both super-
naturalistic. They desire to transcend 
space, (8) 

(7) "In all Its iorms, materialism involves what philosophers call 
realism, that *s, physical realism, and not medieval, Platonic 
realism," Materialism &na 1 umen itnowln̂ ,, p. /'/, Hote In this 
paasage another instance of tiie tendency n Leila., a' tuinkln-
to identify medieval and Platonic fchiiking, 

(8) Evolutionary "aturallam, p. 6. 
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For the forthright naturalist the world of physical exis­

tence is lot only real In a primary sense, but it is ival in its 

own ri&ht. Matter and reality are, in other words, co-extensive 

terms. -or the idealist, on the other hand, either the physical 

world is (as for Berkeley) unreal or its -ueasure of reality is 

that of a purely phenomenal mode of existence, i.e., nn existence 

onl;> of an Inferior sort. Neither of these postulates are ac­

ceptable to naturalism, 'or the reason that both of them con era-

diet the primary demands of human experience. Here again we must 

rely upon our now-famous plain man who accepts the world as he 

finds it, i.e., common, independent, and permanent. A true philo­

sophy ia one whose growth is from within, not from within an 

isolated realm ot iaeas, but from within the order of human exper­

ience and scientific data. 

Enough, however, has already been said along these lines for 

tha reader to appreciate the significance for naturalism of 

Sailers' attack upon idealism, Ideallam, In its final analysis, 

comprises for Sellai-a only an interim period in the history of 

philosophy which has long since exceeded the measuie of Its use­

fulness. The arguments of Berkeley, for instance, against what 

might be called the fidelstic realism of Locke have now (in Cellars' 

opinion) been "outflanked" by the principles of a critical realism 

which feirly and squarely points the way to an outright physical 

realism. 

In the preceding paragraphs we have just seen how, fro.i a 

negative point of view, Sellars attempts to orepare the way for a 

new t;ype of naturalism. This he accomplishes by his common rejection 



-187-

of eny and all of tha forma both of the naturalism of the past 

and of tha ideallam whether of the peat or the present era. Here 

I might add that for anyone not conversant with the basic distinc­

tions of a philosophic perennis (aome of which were illustrated 

in our last chapter) the arguments of Sellars might very easily 

be taken as a convincing proof in favor of a new type of naturalism. 

I should be the last to deny, of course, that Sellers' arguments 

do have a measure of objective significance, hat to what extent 

we ahall see in a forthcoming chapter. What I want to take up 

now, however, ia that which, from a more positive point of view, 

conatitutea Sellara' contribution to what I can only inadequately 

deaeribe as a naturaliatie method of approach, viz., his non-

apprehenaional realiam. 

To appreciate the significance of Sellers' non-apprehenslonallsm 

for a naturalist ontology, we must keep In mind a previous remark 

of Sellars that It la the taak of naturalism to interpret the 

sciences and the various data which they reveal, but not (as some 

have supposed) to rule them. This being the case, we must then 

aak the question: What ia it that modern scientists tell ua con­

cerning the type of knowledge they have of the data they Investi­

gate? Do scientists, in other worda, any longer claim, as once 

they did, to have a penetrative intuition into the very stuff of 

the phyaical world? Do they claim to know what matter in itself 

really is? On thla point I cite the following very excellent 

aummary of the views of one of the leading scientists of this 

era — viewe whloh may he taken aa typical of contemporary 

sciencei 
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Ihere need not be an exact correspondence 
between a scientific law, or law of nature, 
and extra-mental facts; still less need 
there be such correspondence between a 
scientific theory and fact,..ihere is en 
essential element of fact which is & pri­
mary do turn, snd to this ~he law or iheory 
must conform. The truth of It is to be 
jud^cn by its applicability to e r«nre of 
phenomena, by its self-consistency end by 
its simplicity; not by its supposed cor­
respondence with a set of relations actually 
exiotin in nature, still les^ by Its cor­
respondence with t set of relations between 
real entities.,.^e are not to suppose .hen 
that scientific entitles, such aa electrons; 
or cheorles, such as the wave-theory of light; 
or even 1aws, auch as flewton'a laws of motion, 
either represent, or ari- intended to represent 
entitles in nature; except in a very abstract and 
partiel way, and for r.he particular purpose which 
science has in view. (9) 

If such, Indeed, is th© view which the modern scientist has 

of his scientific knowledge of the worl^, mist it not then be said 

that the critical realism of Sellars, subserving as it does hhe 

interests of scientific naturalism, is eminently suited, not onlj 

to the methods* of science, but also to the very attitude that 

science takes toward its ovra ideas, theories, and lâ fs? here, 

as I see It, <r That every good naturalist should retard aa a 

distinctive contribution to contemporary naturalism. Here too, 

In a mo. e general sort oi way, is Sellars' piece he resistance 

against, let us say, tha attitude of Dewey, for whom an involve­

ment in the problems of ©plste-noi ô ,v is litole more than i' 

(9) R. P. Phillips, Modern Thomlstic Philosophy (h'estmenster, Md.j 
fJewmsn bookshop, "1936), Vol. il, p. i'S>2. xhe views outlined 
here are tl ose of Professor hohson. underlining is my own. 
For an excellent analysis of the view that the contemporary 
physicist takes of his own knowledge of the world see also 
Hobert ^illikan' a -very interesting little book evolution 
In Science and helik,lon (New Haven: Yale university Press, 
192377 
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gentleman-philosopher's pasttlme. (10) 

Consonant, then, with h-ellars' doctrine of critical realism, 

it is the task of the naturalist to work as the sciei-.isb does, 

i.e., with a visw toward interpretln , roollty, >Jt nevor in the 

hope of intuiting its inner operations and laws. (11) Moreover, 

the type of explanation which the naturalist jives (in ti e light 

of the "categories" \e knot s) Is the very some in k1 ^6 as the 

type of explanation to which the specialize^ scientist resorts, --

one, namely, which does not exceed the boun iries of empirical 

analyais, but restricts i~sell to observation on-i scientific 

experimentation, for 3ell'"> " he i'a 'o,s exjiressio i "natural 

piety" _ar .'rou connotlnr a sort of naturalistic 'lystiois-n, i.e., 

a tvDe of naturalise Thic1 "TULS elbow0!" with ^FAt>elsm, -leans 

simoly "e i-̂ lricism <*s a^iinat deductive rati vnalisru." (12) 

Lxplain'n- more at 1 sr t the kind of empiricism <lich crit­

ical rerlism involves, Sellars notes *~^% , It dees not C'eclide 

explsnation or subordinate It to description: 

1o connect a property with the partlc lpr 
organization OJ a thin- is to expliin ib. 
io show how oie or an4nation na^ses into 
another is to explain it. All t. at scien­
tific explanstie i, so ar <?s I can ae:, 
demands is the alnin<- of insight into the 
structure, relations, -md operations of 

(10) r,l ere are a number of passages ii which I have ^cmcl lellars 
explicitly expressing his resentment agaiist Dewey's distaste 
for epistemoloE-y as well as the effect that it »s V d upon 
h'-ifcrican philosophy, 'ihe following passage nay ^ taken as 
typical: "It is with )ewey's dinmlsqal o,' theory of knowledge 
t»rt I a-" (here) concerned. That it has ot,en a bad Influence 
in American philosophy 1 am convinced...lis very skepticism 
tfith respect to theory of hnowled e.,.has ^©en destructive 
of the -oral "> o* the younger generation. It iv s » v*e +-o turti 
the edge d p rsi .tent reflection ant to oneoira e those who 
preferred the easier way," fj,h® Philosophy cf Ph.yslc* 1 tealiam, 
p, 54, nderlinln^ Is the author's, 

(11) ̂ he Philosophy of Phyaical neallam. p. 277. 
(12) rfIf we know only the structure, behavlc , or r~la-i 6 masses and 

energies of tiling, by means of scientific investigation, it 
iollows that we cannot Intuit pi) steal ayatens in so n more direct 
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nature so that particular events can oe inter­
preted. Lxplanation is knowledge and cannot 
demand more than knowledge can, (13) 

Such, xdien, is Hollars' meShod of approach toward the develop­

ment oi his evolutionary naturalism, a method oi approach which, 

as has already oeen stated, stamps his naturalism with one o" Its 

distin uishing and distin* ulshlngly modern characteristics. 

Critical realism, in abort, dictates what sort OJ. philosophy a 

physical realism must be. what that philosophy is, from the 

standpoint of its most significant 'octrlnnl implications, we 

are now about to see. 



CHAPTnh 5h"\EN 

THEORY QF EMERGENCE AND ITS LEADING APPLICATIONS 
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fo place the .? eory of emergent evolution in what itllars 

would regard aa ita proper perspective, we iiuat re© liae th**t for 

him emergent evolution ia a contemporary, scientific vleu o, the 

universe which, when extended to the entire doaaln of physical 

existence, ia a meana oi resolving the traditional contrasts be-

twae i a purely mechanical view ot tne world (2), wi Ve tno 'at , 

and one which, on the other uaai, la in t .e main teleolo^ical and 

"aapernaturalistic." As against traditi nal materia II a* i, ^olw-

tionary neutralism, as hellers understands it, is to jri.i a meana 

ef avoiding a reductive Interpretation tlrc,',_t t!-e lew a or 'eehanl s 

of thoae aapects o» reality which are marked by qualitative <. iffer-

ancee. As against what ia broadly ew iceive; of aa *a tper ifit̂ ra] is..,B 

the theory of emerge it evolution allegedly makes it possible to 

place the higher "levels" of existence, such nn life and ml i"', 

within t,heir proper context, i.e., within th© realm of nature. 

It ia the nope of Vre naturaliat tha*. by plaei i t! t-ae hi, ̂  er 

"levels" within the context of Mature (as an all-lnclu^lve ca^^ory), 

he will render a .perf luo.'s an appeal to an order of "s *>er H' fetral'1 

eauaes and eventa. Such very briefly staged ia -^elLais' ncrapoe-

tive, -- a perspective which is ultimately <id©d by the hope :hafc 

the theory of emergence will result ? n -i new set of categories 

which will have rendered the old ones useless rmd Irrelevant. 

Before we proceed any further, however, I should first like 

to introduce a few leading considerations concerning the general 

background o*. the theory oi evolution itself. As proposed in Its 

original form by dharles S'arwiu, the, tueory of ©volution made no 

(2) Aecalliag what we have already sal-* concerning lallars' rejection 
of mechaniam, it may be interesting to note diet for Alexander too, 
one of Sellara' fellow-emergent lata, "mechanism, if that conven­
ient %9rm saay be used to deacrioe a habit, oh -ind, ia only a 
particular, imperfect, and n is taken form which natural! am may 

aaeume." SaBauel Alexander, "tfatwllsm en- Value" in Haaic froblemr 
Sti Philosophy (Sew York* 'rentice-h^ll inc., 1^49) p . l S t h ^ ^ * ^ 
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attempt to give an explanation of the origin of life and mind. 

The work of Darwin, as Hooking points out, 

was limited to changes within the differ­
ent forms of life, — the orig'n of species, 
the descent of man.- He took life for granted, 
assuming that life alwaya came from life; but 
he broke down the llnea between speciea end 
thus between lower forms of life and higher 
forms. (3) 

Thua, although the publication in 1859 of Darwin1s Origin of Speciea 

haa been hailed as "the moat important sin ,le event in the history 

of modern naturalism," (4) the biological evolution of Darwin fell 

far short of a generalised theory of evolution which alone could 

(in the cause of a thorough,-going naturalism) break down the 

barriers between she non-living and the living, the mental and 

tha non-mental. (5) 

The first attempt at such a theory la to be found in the 

writings of Herbert Spencer. It was he who 

assembled the scattered scientific work 
of hla day into a picture so vast and so 
impressive...that it became much easier 
to believe that the remaining dlfflcultiea 
(I.e., of g'ving an account of life and 
mind), if not surmounted by Spencer him-
aelf would eventually be resolved. (6) 

Significant aa Spencer's attempt may have been, however, from an 

historical point of view, it was (to use a phrase which Sellara 

employs in another context) Hmore of a propheay than a fulfillment." 

Especially as regards its handling of the problems of mind and 

consciousness, the evolutionism of 3pencer had hardly transcended 

the crude mechanical interpretations which hitherto had been 

U ) Typo* of Philosophy, p. 54, 
(4) Harold A. Larraoee, "Naturalism in America" in Naturalism and 

the Human Spirit, p. 347. 
(6) fypea of Philoaophy. p. 54. 
(6) Types"oT~Phlioe#Phy. p. 55. 
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attached to these "phenomena•" (7) 

What characterized, moreover, the doctrine of evolution 

aa it had been taught at the time of Spencer was the thought 

that all development was a' gradual unfolding of the higher out 

of the lower. Conceived of In this manner evolution is 

a perpetual unroll! ̂  of the eternally 
given, such that eaoh new stage was 
predictable from the preceding one, so 
that no really new thing is possible. (8) 

In the light of contemporary thought, this iaore primitive type 

of evolution, in placing too heavy an emphasis upon the pri. iciple 

of continuity, made little or no provision for th© fact of novelty. 

Accordingly, 

Since Darwin and Spencer wrote, many changes 
have been made In our views of the mB.nner in 
which evolution takea place. The word "grad­
ually* has happily been submerged: many steps 
of development...may have occurred abruptly, 
by "mutation"...There are two kind3 of effects 
In nature...distinguished as "resultants" and 
"emergenta". The reaultanta are the effects 
which we are able to deduce iron cauaes; as 
when we aay that the weight of salt is the sum 
of the weights of th© sodium and the chlorine 
that combine to produce it. The emergents are 

(7) See Jamea Ward'a Naturalism ann Agnosticism (London; Adam and 
Charles Black, 1899), Vol. I. In Lectures Vlx, VIM, and IX 
of this volume lard enters into a lengthy criticiam of th© 
evolutionism of Spencer, which "proposes to deduce the phen­
omena of evolution (celestial, organic, social, etc.) rom 
the conservation of energy." p, 212. Note the iollowlng basic 
point of criticism which hard directs against ,he synthesis 
of Spencerj "Evolution, so far fro > being; a self-sufficient 
explanation of what are called Its results, has itself no be 
explained; like other processes, it must have its adequate 
cause." p. 261. As a point in passing, I should like to note 
that Ward1a extenaive criticism of the earlier forms of natur­
alism, whether purely mechanical or evolutionary, served In 
no small way towards the development of Sellers' own tiAnkini, 
a point to which Sellars himself occasionally testifies. 

(8) Jamea B. Pratt, Matter and Spirit (New Yorks jhe iflacUillan Co., 
1922), 0p. 1J6-18 7. 

(9) "If evolution is to be taken seriously by science, the prin­
ciple Of continuity must not be taken to exclude newness." 
Critical Realism, p. 234. 
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the unpredictable effect* which, ao to apeak, 
supervene together with the reaultantsj as 
the taste of the aalt, its crystalline form 
and color, which lacking all resemblance to 
the properties of either aodlum or chlorine 
seem to b© something qa'te lew an<l adaiblon-
al to the situation, .uch emei'gent qualities 
seem to depend upon th© way of arrangement or 
composition of the ingredients. (10) 

It was thla distinction, then, between "resultants" and 

"emergents" which eventually paven the way for a new type of theory 

set forth by Lloyd Morgan (11). 

Jlay it not be that 11, e and mind "emerge" in 
thla abrupt way whenever in the re-arrangements 
of phyaical elements th© right kind of order 
or form happena to be struck out? This Is the 
surest Ion of Mr. Llojd Morgan. (12) 

It was this new trend in evolutionary thought, I.e., to regard 

life and tnlnd as emergents rather than as meregreaultan„s to which 

the thinking of Sellara waa attuned, and which (in ita sum and 

substance) comprises the central octrlne of his philosophy of 

physical realism. 

Proceeding now to a distinct consideration of Sellars* hand­

ling ol the doctrine, it must; be notea first of all that;, In the 

philosophic thinking of Cellars, ©vol ilon is employed in the cause 

of an all-out phyaical realism. Such ia not th® c,<̂se with regard 

to the thinking of either Lloyd Morgan or Samuel Alexander. This 

ia a point which Sellara hi.'nelf occasionally calls ho his reader's 

attention: 

ooth Lloyd Mor^ an and Alexander have more 
of a monistic tinge to their thinking than 
I have. For them, u ere is an underlying 
nlatte to the whole cosmos and thla nisus 
gives a unity which is alien to my more 

S10> Types of Philoaophy, pp. 5, 7, 6. Underlining is the author's. 
(11) Thla theory is presented by Lloyd Morgan in his article "The 

Case for Emergent Evolution," Journal of Phllosopnlcal studies. 
Vol. 25, (1929). *" ™~——"—-—-' 

(12) lypes of Pi llosophy, p. 58. 
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plurallstlo outlook. I would refuse to say 
that I take evolution less seriously than 
they, but would admit that 1 take it more 
empirically and diatributively. (13) 

What Sellars has reference to in the above passage is the 

fact that in the thinking of Morgan and Alexander ali^e there lies 

behind the phyaioal universe soiue mental cause which accounts for 

the emergence of such qualitative events as miaO and consciousness. 

It is this aaao-nption whioh Sellars aa a physical realist refuses 

to tolerate, aven more clearly doea he bring this point out in 

the following passage; 

As a fran* naturalist, physical systems are 
for me ultimate, and I have no resson to 
postulate an extra-physical nlgua of the sort 
that Morgan end Alexander acknowledge...Such 
a poatulated plana seexas to me a shadow of 
dualism resembling the elan vital of Bergson. (14) 

Healizing, then, that the doctrine of emergence signifies i.i 

Sellers' thinking an all-out physical realista which is Incompatible 

with any of the varieties of pan-psyc'iism (15), we must now pro­

ceed to examine those leading points of emphasis in the theory 

which occupy the foreground of his own thinking, very briefly 

stated, the theory of emergent or creative evolution is for 

Sellars "the assumption that there is novelty or origination in 

the world," (16) Yet underlyiig and presupposing this assumption, 

via,, that new forma under favorable conditions periodically arise, 

there are the twc basic facts of organization and chance, -- facts 

which b*>d not been taken serio<aly enough by the materialists of 

(15) R. W. Sellara, "Realiam and Evolutionary Naturalism," Monlst. 
Vol, 37 (1927), p. 151. underlining Is the author's, 

(14) Realiam, Naturalism, and Humanism, pp. 277-278. Underling is 
the author* s• 

(15) "i'he new naturalism hinds it unnecessary to â  opt pan-paychism 
in order to do justice to i.he emergence of nlnd and conscious­
ness." h. W. Sellars, "Can a Beformed Materialism Do Justice to 
Vaiuea?" in hthlca, vol. 55 (1944), p. 28. 

(16) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 362. 
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the past. 

Regarding the need for seriously accepting the fact of 

organisation, Sellars haa this to say: 

We must accept the rise In nature of 
natural kinds with specific properties 
expressive of the system. ;?rom this 
it would follow that we must expect 
novelty and origination in nature and 
what may be called levels of causality. 
Jniformity of process would no longer 
be the scientific ideal, Ta reduce every­
thing to one type waul- now be looked upon 
ea a false and impossible objective, (17) 

It ia in hia "rrank" acceptance, then, of the significance of 

organization or relatedneas that Sellara ia led to maintain a 

theory of evolutionary naturalism, and to reject the reductive 

materialism of the past. Organization, in o^her words, signifies 

for Sellars the fact that reality is arranged, not as the mechanists 

conceived it (in a uniform pattern of existence), but rather ac­

cording to different "levela" of existence and cauaality. 

Extending this last remark, I should like to make clear that 

reality is for Sellars what he calls a plurality of phyaical systems. 

Slace this Is a very important point to graap for the understanding 

of the type of naturalism which he professes, we must carefully 

note the meaning which the term "pluraliam" carries in the think­

ing of Sellars. The question here (aa he himself Is given to 

understand it) ia that concerning the attitude whloh ia to be 

adopted to the traditional opposition between xaonism and pluralism. 

Since, however, the term "monism" is usually taken in opposition 

to Cartesian dualism, it would be better In Sellara' opinion to 

substitute for it the term "slorul^rlsm." What, then, is it that 

(17) Realiam, ffaturaljam* and Humanism, p. 275. 
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constitutes the difference between these two points of view? 

The difference between a singular!Ptic end a pluralistic conception 

Of the world 's for Sellars 

one of the decree of the interdependence oi 
nature. Si lgula*Ism seems to me to stand lor 
homogeneity and tightness of union, while 
pluralism meais heterogeneity and degrees 
of freedom. If pluralism is Interpreted In this 
way, I am a pluralist, (18) 

Aa a pluralist, then, in the sense just defined, Sellars mâ .n-

taina that rtality ia co posed of iff©rent levels; yet each of 

these levels, although belonging to the general context of Nature 

(and hence subservient to its laws), is nevertheless differentiated 

accord!-,u to the properties which Its own particular level of 

organization rtveals: 

lake an organism. Clearly, It is aibject to 
the same trevitatlonal relations ss a atone. 
There ia one kind oi physical nexus binding 
the phyaical world into one system. And if 
the physical world were homo eneous, not much 
,ioie would need to be said. But if we take 
ortsnization seriously, we must admit the 
development cf systems within this basic con­
tinuity, systems responding in accordance with 
their int&rnal nature. While lore complex and 
more highly integrated levels are reared w:thin 
the system of nature and c©nnot violate its de­
mands, they can yet add capacities ior whloh 
these demands give permission and latitude. 
Ihus human behavior does not violate any oi 
the demands of the inorganic world, but merely 
explores and expresses possibilities left open. 
It is th a openness to novelty which evolution 
signifies. Thus singularism stands for a gen­
eral relatedncss of the fsort that physics in­
vestigates, or for a mystical unity, while 
pluralism stands J or d4_fer«mtiation. (19) 

I ro.u the above passa ©, <,ne t, 1, 's cleai ,bat Nfatnre for 

Sellars is no« ohe "ti, htl^ fiit," IOQO^UHOJ" ostein that it 

(13) Realism^ Naturaliam, and riuiBanlam, p, 230, >>n 'erliiiint is the 
author's. 

(19) Realism, Naturalism^ and Fumaalaa, p. 281. 
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was once conceived to be. Sellars, indeed, allows that there is 

a "basic continutiy" within the oider of nature which justifies 

our thinking it as a ph/aical system which has a certain unitary 

status, he is not a oosmologlcal anarchist. This continuity, 

however, is such that it ?ust not be taken to exclxae the fact 

of organisation, and what that fact implies, viz., an ordered 

hierarchy of different levels of existence, it Is this veirj 

eoneept of different levels of existence, each of which contains 

eapacities for further development, which leaves open tl e poss­

ibility for the emergence of yet new systems which * en certain 

Intimate chemical relations and arrangements are achieved,. .can 

under certain conditlona maintain themselves," (20) 

Such In its essentials, the, Is the world-view which lies 

at the very heart of Sellara' naturalistic thinking, it remains 

for ua now, however, ",o examine it briefly from the standpoint 

of soae of its leading denials and assumptions, hhen, for 

instance, Sellara asserts tha* for him "physical sysbema are 

ultimate," (21) and that she "©Mergence of higher levels of 

existence is an ultimate brutal factuality In nature," (22) he la 

clearly denying the traditional doctrine of the contingency of the 

phyaical world, — a denial wnich he himself makes explicit. 

The materialist holds thst the cosmos 
is material in nature and exists in its 
own right, *Po ©ny t» is is to deny the 
contingency of the world. (23) 

!Shat motive (on© might ask) la It thai, impels Sellars to 

regard the universe in this way? Th© anawer to t̂ ia quea Ion 

• » « * P W •—II •• M ! — n.—Ill •»•• — 

(20) Realism, naturalism, and Humanism, p. 276. 
(21) Realiam,'Matarallsm. and Humanism, p. 277. 
(22) The Philosophy of Physical '.eallam. p. 296. 
(23) K. il. Sellara, ̂ Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic Endurance," 

Phlloaophical Review. Vol. 53 (1944) p. 361. JnderlJnlng ia 
ah© author'a. 
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mainly Ilea In hla conception of matter as 

active, dynamic, relational, and self-
organizing. >s againat (neo-thomism) 
it (matarlallam) emphasizes P mater­
ialistic form of hylomorph•sm in which 
matter absorbs both pattern0 and 
activity. (24) 

The hylomorph.' e dualism, in other words, of latter and . orm, 

which characterizes the philosophy of /Tistotl© and St. Ittomas, — 

this tocether with their doctrine of final causes must be re­

placed by a conception of matter- whic) regards it si incl' din{ 

the propertiea of ^natter and form alike, and as containing within 

itself the capacity for self-organization. As Sellars sums it 

(rather vaguely): 

.iateriallsm substitutes functional direc-
tioalism for formal f 1 lalism. (25) 

A little moi-e clearly perhaps ' e 1 ind the very s^me thought 

expressed in the rollo^Jng passage which is mainly directed 

agains™. the arguments of Cllson' s iod and Philosophy: 

What the Heo-tb*-mist calls esse find 
assigns to God is b;, the materialist 
assi, nea to pattern-forming matter. 
While trie ^ormer asserts the contin­
gency of the Material world and post­
ulates two modes of being, the mater­
ialist de-iies the contingency of the 
*iaterlal worl:' a/d f.'nds no evidence 
for two ;odes of being. And with the 
denial of the contingency of the ma­
teriel world ocs the affirmation of 
Its intrinsic endurance. (26) 

Sellars1 assignment c* esse to matter apparently 3s no 

sreat cause for concern when ^e comes to deal with the projle-

of change, for "contingent denotables," I.e., contingent, changi i, 

things 

(24) Reformed Ma t ©rial lam .and. Intrinsic Endurance, p, 364. 
(25) Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic Jbaadurance. p. 364. 
(26) Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic Endurance, p. 377. Under-

lining is the luthor's.™" 
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are but organizations within beincr.. .being 
is something ultimate which contingent 
d©notables are themselves expressions of.,, 
Contii^ency and variability nre then assigned 
to relations, orren'zationa, to the process 
side of being, (27) 

Again, keeping In mind that, being for Sellers ia matter, we note 

that 

being Is the context of existence, ŝ I 
see it, being is beyond fact, for It is 
the source ana foundation oi fact, We 
discover being In i^* processes snd 
manifestations, (2d) 

The conclusion of all thia seems to be that, since matter la beln.-, 

despite its varyin, modifications and changes, it cannot not be. 

Non-being for Sella.v-s Is only a verbalism. (29) 

from t< a above pa?sages it Is clear frsrt Sellars explicitly 

accepts the lacts both oh being end beco'gig. It "s fer less 

clear, however, to discover how precisely (in his thliking) being 

and becoming stand ui relation to each other. If becoming (which 

is the "process side of being") JLa being taken relationally, how 

is it possible then (since matter is at one and the same time 

both helm* and the suoject of change) to coiceive of being for 

what it is in itself, i.e., absolutely? If, in other worts, 

matter is both being an >. the ^-bject of change, how rre wo ho 

escape an identification of t* Bt which 'a ex^liritly n.plntalipd 

to be distinct? There art no texts of Sellars which 1 c«n o,fer 

In answer to this difficulty, the reason being, oi' course, that 

tha difficulty is intrinsic to his evolutionary system. 

Hawing completed our review of thoae leading principles 

which characterize the emergentlsm of Sellars, we have now come 

(27) Refermeu '4a tar jail am and Intrlnalc Endurance, p. 374. 
(28) Reformed M&teriallam"and Intrinsic Endurance, p. 379, 
i%9) Materialism and Human Knowing, p. 102.' 
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to the point in our examination of nia ontology where we are 

prepared to view a few of Itr leading applications, .̂hat I mainly 

have reference to he .a Is t»-e extension of t>-e theory of emergence 

to what is traditionally known in philosophy as th© "problem of 

man." Sellara himself leaves no room for doubt that this is the 

central problem of philosophy, and that it is the ultimate objec­

tive of th© naturaliatic thi iker to Include i.mn In the scheme of 

purely natural ayatems. To give an adequate account of those 

admittedly distinguishing-characteristics of man in terma of zbe 

purely natural, — auch ia tha aim of Sellers' entire system. 

In previous paragraphs we have seen what the basic postu­

lates of evolutionary naturalism arej via., that a) now physical 

systems arise in natur^ under favorable e.ond 1*1^3, and b) these 

new phyaical a ,'atema have properties which are functions o« their 

own particular "level" of organisation. (30) It is in the light 

of these postulates that Sellars attempts to.account for the 

origin and nature of vital systems, and "a atill higher stage of 

the same, mental or intelligent systems." (31) It is his purpose, 

accordingly, to show that consciousness and mind are intrinsic 

to the human organism. Thia he hopes to accomplish, not only 

with a view toward refuting the dualism of past philosophic 

ayatems, but for th© purpose of rounding out the development of 

his own philoaophlc thinking: 

Achieve the idea of mind as Intrinsic to the 
brain, and naturalism is full-fledged. (32) 

Thar© are varloua historical contrast positions which 

Sellars, In developing his own position, utilizes, yet none more 

(30) Realism, Waturallam, and humanlam, p. 276. 
(31) Realism, Meturaliam. ancPiluJaaniem, p. 276. 
(32)̂  Realism, Katuralism, and humanism, p. 274. 
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freauently than the dualism of Deacartea. For Deacartea organic 

bediea, including the human body itaelf, are merely complicated 

machines % 

Animals, he held, are purely machines, while 
man ia a machine with e aoul which guides 
it...The behavior of anlmala can be regarded 
aa the retultant of reflexes. A reflex ia a 
mechanical response to a atimulus, and la 
exemplified in e knee-jerk...Why asaume, then, 
that anlmala are conscious? Consciousness 
ia a function of the aoul and not of the 
body. (33) 

Man, then, although he haa a body, la, in the thinking of 

Deacartea, essentially what his soul is, Ije. consciousness or 

thought. (34) 

Little reflection need here be given to realize that such 

a poaition aa that of Descartes and his followers is (to use 

an expreasion of Dewey's) "anti-naturalism in extremis." It la, 

indeed, the very antithesis of Sellars1 position whloh ia an 

attempt to show that a non-mechanical Interpretation of the 

human organism makea it possible to realize that consciousness, 

far from being a substance In its own right, ia a function of 

what he calls the brain-mind. This, then, is the taak to which 

Sellars devotes himself. I.e., to 

render Intellectually conceivable the presence 
of consciousness in th© organism. (35) 

Defining his use of the term "consciousness", Sellars 

aaintalna that he ia employing it In the traditional sense 

as a denotative term for the total field of 
a peraon'a experiencing as it shifts and 
changes, (36) 

mmmmm i — < — i — i i i II 

33) Principles and Problems of Philoaophy. p. 298. 
34) Here it must b© recalled" that"'the very essence of a 

spiritual substance is for Descartes consciousness or thought. 
(38) Evolutionary naturalism, p. 288. Underlining ia th© author's, 
(36) Philoaophy of Physical Realism, p. 407, 
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To think consciousness in this way, however, i.e., as the con­

crete flow of the field of experience is not enough, though such 

a oonception ia true as far as it goea. The question that needs 

to be determined here ia that of the "ontologlcal atatua" of 

consciousness. What is it? Cautioning his reader against the 

tradition of dualism and th© tendency to regard conaciouaness 

aa an "immaterial kind of stuff," (37) Sellara maintains that it 

should he conceived rather aa 

a qualitative web of eventa intrinsic to the 
brain-mind (38),..Consciousness is the 
qualitative dimension of a brain-event. It 
ia the patterned brain-event as sentient. It 
is because of its status that wo, aa conscious 
beings, arc on th© inside of reality. (39) 

Eaaentlal to the understanding of Sellars' doctrine con­

cerning the nature of conaciouaness as being a "variant" within 

the brain is his double-knowledge theory of th© brain. Why is 

it that Carteaian dualism, and th© long line of thinkers that 

have followed in its wake (40), conceive of consciousness as 

aomethlng distinct from and apart from the brain? Because in 

Sellers' estimation they regarded the two kinds of knowledge had 

of the brain aa pertaining to two different kinda of aubatance. 

Granting, according to Sellara, that our knowledge of the brain 

ia different (i.e., depending upon whether we look at it from 

without or from within tha domain of consciousness itself), does 

not our knowledge in each case refer to one and the very same 

entity? 

In one way the brain is known as any other outaide physical 

object is known, i.e., in an external manner. Viewed in this 

(37) Realism. Naturalism, and Humanism, p. 279. 
(38) Realism, naturalism, and Humanism, p. 279. 
(39) falloaophy of Physical Realiam. p. 414. 
(40) Including, according to Sellara, many of th© scientific 

thinkers of our day who make a myatery of consciousness. 
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external way, we have no more knowledge of the brain than that 

which the experimental sciences reveal, i.e., we simply know its 

structure, its quantitative dimensions, relative mass, etc. 

This kind of knowledge is, of course, aoourate aa far aa it goea, 

but It alwaya falls short of an intimate glimpse Into th© very 

nature of the brain. (41) But if thla the only way In which the 

brain ia known? In the anawer to this queation we have the central 

point of Sellara' double-aapect theory, for It is his leading 

eontentlon that by meana of oonaclousness w© are literally on the 

inside of that physical system called the brain. What is more, 

since the brain is the only physical system that we know in 

thia internal way, our knowledge of it ia unique. 

Now it is because of the uniqueness of thia situation that 

there is always the danger of regarding conaciouaness, as the 

dualist does, aa an entity distinct from the brain. Because, 

Moreover, of a failure on our part to appreciate the unique 

organization which the brain haa achieved 

we find it difficult to think consciousness 
correctly and put It in Ita proper context 
and relatione. (42) 

In order then to see where consciousness belongs, and, in so 

doing, to avoid a dualistlc misconception of it, it is necessary 

in Sellers' opinion to 

enlarge our concept of the phyaical (43).,, 
Physical science has ao accustomed us to 
think of physical systems in terms merely 

(41) "In such knowledge, genuine as it ia, we are never literally 
on the inside of external objects Intuiting, or experiencing 
their particular 'go,» their life and substantial being." 
8. W. Sellars, "An Analytic Approach to the Mind-Body 
Problem," The Philosophical Regie*. Vol. 47, (1938) p. 472. 

(42) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 341. 
(43) Evolutionary naturalism, p. 515. Underlining ia my own. 
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of quantities and relations that we are 
almost shocked at the suggestion that a 
physical system may contain a qualitative 
content. Let us remember that physical 
science can never offer us a glimpse of 
the stuff of the physical world, but can 
only work out structures, quantities, and 
relations. In our consciousness we are a 
pulse of reality at this high level of 
organization and activity. (44) 

Once we have made the adjustment in our thinking of regarding 

consciousness, not aa an alien aubstance apart from the brain, 

but as a variant from within, It la eaay to see how consciousness 

can act as the focus and instrument of 
functional adjustment. Thus out of an 
apparent dualism we have achieved the con­
ception of a more adequate monism which 
accepts the internal differentiation of th© 
organized and functioning reality we call 
the brain. Consciousness ia, as it were, the 
eye of the brain, (45) 

Baying seen, then, what conaciouaness meana for Sellers, and 

how it relates to the functional adjustment of the organism, we 

have now to examine hla doctrine of the nature of mind. The firat 

thing to note in this connection ia that for Sellara the term 

"mind" stands for 

memory, habit, association, reasoning, atten­
tion. It Is a term for functions,..for motor-
sets, patterns, for cumulation and organization, 
for instinct, and learning by experience. (46) 

(44) Princlplea and Problems of Philosophy, p, 325. Underlining 
la ay own. 

(45) Evolutionary Maturallsa. p. 313. 
(46) Evolutionary Naturalism, p, 322, With reference to the 

queation of th© origin of mind, It Is interesting to note 
what Sellars as a typical evolutionist has to say: "Mind 
has had an ©volution from humble beginnings step by step 
with the development of the central nervous system,..The 
scale from positive and negative response with reflexes and 
tropisms to well differentiated instincts and thence to 
generalized intelligence ia discernible. Mind is clearly 
organic to nature and to the conditions and demanda of the 
environment*•.So relative to the total situation is mind 
that to assign it a separate being and status, intrinsic to 
it apart from physical nature, seems unjustified." Prlnolp 
and Problems of Philosophy, p. 207. 
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It is clear from this passage that mind ior Sellars is not, as 

has so often been supposed, a faculty, but merely a generic term 

which signifies denotatively a wide variety of inner activities 

and functions. But here again, aa in the oaae of consciousness, 

the queation remains, what ia mind from an ontologioal point of 

view? Cleerly, the mind for Sellara ia a physloal category which 

ia identical with the brain "in its organic aetting of muscle and 

gland." (47) 

To see more clearly what Sellars means by thla, it may be 

helpful here to examine the differences whloh he conceives to 

exiat between mikd and conaciouaness. The chief point of distinc­

tion, aa far as I can make It out, ia that mind with ita sets and 

habits is relatively permanent and enduring, whereas consciousness, 

is, on the other band, essentially of a transitory nature. Whereas, 

nor©over, it ia entirely possible for a person to lose his 

eonaciousneaa, he doea not literally lose hla mind, for the mind 

ia actually the brain. Mind, according to Sellara, 

somehow flowers Into conaciouaness, and 
consciousness seems to function as the meana 
to the growth of the mind, (48) 

As distinguished from consciousness, the mind is 

the tremendously complex system of sub­
systems gradually built up during th© lifetime 
of the Individual upon the foundation, and 
with the assistance of, congenital capacities. (49) 

Such in its essentials, then, is Sellers1 solution to what 

he so often ref©rs as the "mind-body" problem. It is Interesting 

to not© that for him this problem was (in its historical formu­

lations) a paeudo-problem. Now that our concept of the physical 

(47) Realism, Naturaljam, and Humanism, p. 273. 
(48) Critical Baalism, p. 35l.~~~~"~ 
(49) Critical Realism, p, 852. 
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has (in the light of evolutionary aelenoe) been "enlarged," the 

problem itself, I.e., of inter-relating conaciouaness, mind, and 

body, is virtually non-existent. The mind Is th© brain, and 

consciousness itself Is a functional variant within the brain. 

Little wonder (in Sellers' opinion) that In the paat a 

mechanical interpretation of phyaical ayatema gave riae to a 

duelistie conception of mind and body. Little wonder, too, that 

a purely mechanical interpretation of mind and consciousness, 

sat forth by the earlier naturalists, waa susceptible to the 

attacks of the idealists. Yet evolutionary naturalism with Its 

stress upon the principle of internal organization haa (in 

Sellara1 opinion) mediated and transcended these traditional 

eonflicta. The "Nature* of the contemporary naturalist la no 

longer one of a dead-level system of mechanical laws} rather It 

is intrinsically dynamic, originating within itaelf "grades of 

causality aa it evolves." (50) This being the case 

there is no adequate reason to deny that the 
physical world rises to the level of purposive 
activity and that conaclousneaa Is an im­
manent ly produced variant in such a physical 
aystem. (61) 

(50) Critical Realism, p. 235. 
(51) Critical Keaiism, p. 236. 
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Conslatently with the principles of method laid down In 

the opening pages of Chapter V, I ahall attempt to examine here 

from a critical point of view those features oi Sellers' ontology 

that have been set forth in the last two chapters, relating a) 

to hla method of approach, b) to his doctrine of emergence, and 

o) to the application of that doctrine to what Sellara entitles 

the mind-body problem, or to what we have referred to aa the 

"problem of man," 

The purpoae of our analyais in Chapter VI was, in the main, 

to show hew the critical realism of Sellars comprises what for 

him is the foundation of his doctrine in ontology. We have seen 

hew (from a negative point ef view) the leading conclusions of 

his epistemology provide him with a baaia both for rejecting the 

reductive materialiam of the past (as well as any and all of the 

forms of Idealism) and for establishing a negative defense of 

his own position., Proa a positive point of view, we have seen 

hew the application of these same conoluaiona to the age-old 

problems of ontology supply him with the theoretical groundwork 

for the development of a new type of naturaliam which la adjusted 

to the exigencies of oontemporary science. All of thia conatltutes 

what I have generlcally entitled Sellara' distinctive method of 

approach to a naturalist ontology. 

With reference to the validity of his approach, we must 

first note the fact that the ontology of Sellara ia in very large 

meaaure causally dependent upon the conclusions of his critical 

realism. In view of thla fact, it mi (lit be argued here that the 

philosophic rejection in Chapter,V of those conclusions (as well 

as the principles U&9& which they rest) is in Itaelf sufficient 

grounds for invalidating their application to the problems of 
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ontology. Yet apart from all of this, I think it advisable to 

bring to the fore a few points of criticism which should serve to 

indicate in an oven more explicit manner th© fundamental fallacy 

latent in Sellers' attempt to extend the methods of science to 

th© perennial problems of philosophy. The fallacy to which I am 

here referring Is the belief that the problems of philoaophy are 

convertible with the problems of science, and are, for that 

reason, no different in kind from the problems of science. 

Here, aa I aee it, is where the main point of lasue lies 

between traditional scholastic thought and contemporary naturaliam 

whleh la (in Sellara' own language) "isomorphic with science." (1) 

What, in short, X& philosophy, and how (having determined th© 

answer to this question) do its methods differ from those of 

aolence, or are they essentially the same? 

Obviously enough, for the naturalist, the methods of philo­

sophy essentially are (or should be) what the methods ef the 

sciences are, i.e., methods of an exclusively empirical sort. 

Philoaophy itself is, accordingly, essentially what science la 

(though on a broader plana), - an Inquiry into the causes of 

natural events. Wow what I would Insist upon here as a basic 

point of criticism is the logical priority of the question of the 

nature of philosophic inquiry over that concerning the use of 

method. What I chiefly have reference to here ia the fact that 

naturalism has traditionally strongly declared itself in favor of 

the use of scientific method Irrespective of the subject matter 

with whloh it 'deals. 

In the cause of scientific accuracy, we must first of all 

allww that for Sellars, at least, the naturalistic principle of 

(1) Reformed Materialism and intrinsic Endurance, p, 363, 
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the continuity of analysis 'I.e., the universal validity of em­

pirical verification)(2), is something more than a mere dogma, 

for it haa its foundationa in his critical realism. Secondly, 

we muat take into account the fundamental truth of his statement 

that "at the root of all differences in philosophy, you will find 

epistemology." (3) Sut granting all this, is it not true from 

a strictly objeotiv© point of view that the a priori assignment 

of the methods of the sciences to the problems of philosophy 

eonstitutea in Itaelf a blanket rejection of metaphysics in its 

traditional sense, and ia, in the final analysis, a wholesale 

denial of a truly rational philosophy of being? 

In support of my claim for the logical priority of matter 

over method muat It not be conceded that it Is axiomatic in science 

that the method of one's inquiry is to be determined by th© sub­

ject matt«r it handlea, and not as the naturalist would have it 

for philosophy, conversely? Certainly, It would be a mistake, 

let ua say, for an experimental psychologist to decide In advance 

that hla method of approach will be along the lines of chemical 

analysis. The net result of any auch attempt would be a failure 

to understand the very problems of the science which one proposes 

to investigate. Yet if such is the ease with relation to the 

experiaental aciencea considered among themselves, is it not true 

(2) For a clear-cut analysis of the meaning ©f this principle see 
Thelaa Z. Lavine'a "Waturalism and the Sociological Analysis 
of Knowledge," in jiaturallsm and the Human Spirit, pp. 183-209. 
"Continuity of analysis can thus mean only that all analysis 
muat be scientific analysis. Continuity between the 'lower' 
and the 'higher', between th© 'physical' and the 'human,' 
between the 'biological' and the 'logical' signifies that the 
mode of inquiry into each of these territories must be 
experiential." p, 165. 

(3) Philosophy of Phyaical Beallam, o. 235. 
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a fortiori that a very exact determination be made af a philo­

sophical problem before any specific method is attached to its 

solution? 

It is precisely on this point that Sellars as a typical 

naturaliat goes astray. Having determined in advance (through 

tha instrumentality of his crltioal realism) that the type of 

method used in philoaophy should be the same in kind as that 

of th© natural sciences, he then proceeds to examine the nature 

of reality. And what does he find? That there are no ultimate, 

"hidden" cauaes behind and beneath the structure of the natural 

eventa he examines} even more precisely, that the relations of 

these events to ©ach other (within the all-inclusive category of 

Sature) are themselves the ultimate causes which the philosopher 

seeka. 

For the naturalist, then, there is no need to appeal to 

cxtranatural cauaes which lie outside the ambit of our experience. 

Change, organization,matter, llf©, consciousness, and mind, -

all of these are events intrinalc to the order of Mature itself. 

Since these events can be explained within their natural context, 

we need not search any further: 

What, then, are the oontrolling principlea of 
naturaliam? Essentially, chose of science: 
the belief that nature ia an all-lnoluaiv© 
spatio-temporal system and that everything 
which exists end acta in it is a part of this 
ayatem. In short, naturalism is the expression 
of the desire for explanation in terms of ob­
jects which can be handled and studied In 
accordance with scientific method and ia oppoaed 
to what we may roughly call mythology and super­
human agenelea of a generally invisible and 
unlocalizable sort. (4) 

*4) BclljKlon Coming of Age, p. 141, 
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To render aa explicit as possible the basic point of criticism 

that I have thua far advanced, I should like to point out that 

the preference which the naturaliat expresses for the use of 

scientific method as against that whloh Implies th© use of deduc­

tion and philosophical analyais Is in itself jus elflabia, if In 

the use of that method no attempt is made to offer definitive 

pronouncements of a metaphysical nature. Naturalism, in other 

words, if it is considered merely aa a tendency, i.e., aa an ex­

pression of the desire to give an empirical account for the facts 

of experience by interrelating these facts to ©ach other in the 

order of their Immediate and proximate causes la per se valid. I 

wight even suggest that naturalism considered In this way has much 

In common with Aristotelian-thomlstie thought which heavily stresses 

the role of seoondary oausea as genuinely operative in rerum 

nature. But the conaideration of naturaliam as it appears, e.g., 

in the thought of Sellars, i.e., as a claim to ultimate truth ia 

quite another thing. 

How how is it possible, In view of the limitations of scientific 

method, to maintain, as Sellars does, that his evolutionary account 

of the world is a completely adequate account? From the standpoint 

of the limitations which he himself imposes upon human reason, it 

would aeam at the very least, that nothing could be said one way or 

another whether Nature ia an ultimate category, ifow, in th© light of 

Sellara' critical realism, could It be known to be auch? (5) It 

(6) "The aclentiat, of course, la perfectly within his right in 
excluding metaphysical problems from his inquiry... lis concern 
is solely with the description of the phenomenal regularities... 
Th© ultimat© 'what' and 'why' of things is obviously not dis­
coverable by such a method, and no one who recognizes th© 
distinction between science and philosophy expects the scientist 
to provide such ultimate explanations." Richard R. Baker, 
"The Saturallsm of fioy Wood Sellars," Mew Scholasticism. Vol. 
24, (1950) p. 163. *~ ~~~ 
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is, acreover, strictly beside the point to argue that Mature is 

•self-explanatory" en the baala of the fact that it la auaceptlble 

to being explained in terma of what actually are ita immediate 

cauaes. Immediate oauaea, after all, are not ultimate causes by 

the very same token that a scientific knowledge of the universe 

ia not a philosophic knowledge. (6) Ultimate causes, in other 

words, oannot be discovered by the use of scientific method, nor 

can they be empirically verified, for the simple reason that they 

lie outaide the range of our direct experience. Even abstracting 

from the queation as to whether ultiaiat© cauaes do or do not exist, 

it ia clear that the naturalist by the uae of the method to which 

he has committed himself is not qualified to offer pronouncements 

concerning thorn. The logical outcome of the naturalist attitude 

should then be agnoaticiam pure and simple. 

Since Sellara, however, ia not an agnostic, it ia necessary 

new to embark upon a criticism of some of the actual content of 

hla proposed ontology. Having noted that in principle a purely 

empirical approach is Inadequate to the problem of being aa auch, 

we must now see why this Is so in praxl. Thia type of criticism, 

i.e., of the very content itself, will, I am sure, render more 

Meaningful the criticism suggested above. 

How the test of a sound philosophy is its ability to give an 

account of the facts of experience, - an account which makes those 

facts intelligible. This is to say, a truly philosophical account 

of the facts of experience is such that it doea full justice to 

(6) On this point w© have th© word of Robert Mlllikan, on© of th© 
noted scientists of our day: "Science has little to say about 
ultimate causes. Its concern Is the observation of phenomena, 
and the fitting of them together into as comprehensive a theory, 
or theories, as it can find, primarily for the sake of pre­
dicting n©w facts." Evolution in Science and Religion, p. 53. 
Underlining is the authbr's1: ^ ^ ™ a 
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and in no way contradicts the universal laws of reason, auch as 

the principle of contradiction, the principle of sufficient 

reason, and the principle of causality. Can the evolutionary 

naturalism of Sellars measure up to these tests? Such Is the 

question we now propose to examine. 

Since, as we have pointed cut in the last chapter, the 

evolutionary naturalism of Sellars is that of an all-out physical 

realism, it explicitly proposes to explain the facts of ex­

perience, including such significant facts as mind and conscious­

ness. In terms of matter and the properties of matter. Since 

thla is the case, the generic question proposed in the preceding 

paragraph spacificelly resolves itself to this: Can our concept 

ef matter be sufficiently "enlarged" so as to include and explain 

these aspects of reality which have hitherto been explained In 

terma of a principle or principles distinct from and superior to 

matter? 

Mow of all the facta we observe in nature there ia one which 

the philosopher cannot ignore, wis., the fact of change. Since, 

aereover, Sellara repeatedly insists that the faet of change muat 

be taken aeriously into account, and that it la one of the 

characteristics of an evolutionary naturaliam to do juat that, 

it la no more than fair that we should exaaine this claim. 

When Sellars maintains that 

Aristotelian hylomorphlam must be stood on its 
head, as the Marxists say of Hegel, by so 
changing the conception of matter that it 
Includes form and activity (7) 

he ia auggesting that the ultimate caua© of chang© is matter itself. 

"Matter," in other words, "must by ita very nature be active." (8) 

(7) Reformed Materialism and Intrinsic Endurance, p. 371. 
(Ql fleforaed Materialism and Intrinsic Endurance, p. 564. 
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lew if what Sellars maintains is true, wis., that matter Is 

intrinsically dynamic, it follows that we need not look beyond 

it for our explanation of change. 

Prima facie It would appear that Sellara is right, for what 

ia th© r©ality of change, i.e., as regards the phyaical world, 
i 

If it is not the reality of matter In motion. Restricting our­

selves, i.e., to a purely empirical approach to th© problem of 

change, it would aeem offhand that change la an elementary fact 

in nature which aoaehow must be assigned to matter as one of its 

internal features or properties. Yet it is here that the real 

problem of change in ita philosophic setting comes to the fore. 

For how is it possible to maintain that matter which la also the 

subject of change ia at one and the earn© time the originative 

source of the changes It undergoes? 

It ia clear that matter as we experience It, i.e., secondary 

matter, has a dual or ceapcslte nature which aoaehow implies the 

diatinotion of a determining principle and a determinable stuff. 

Yet to maintain, as Sellars doea, that matter ia intrinsically 

dynamic and active, is to ignore the fact that it is capable of 

being determined (either aubatantially or accidentally) precisely 

as the aubjact of change. At the very least, then, it would 

seem neceaaary to hold that a material subatanee, or what Sellara 

would call a "phyaical existent," is in Itself a composition of 

two intrinsic principles, respectively known in scholastic 

thought aa primary matter and form. 

In order, moreover, for a change to take place, it is neces­

sary for the aubject which undergoes the change to receive a new 

determination from a being that la capable of conferring it, i.e., 
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an efficient cauae. It is an open contradiction to avow that a 

substance can determine Itself. Yet the belief so essential to 

the ontology of Sellars, that new physical ayatems under favor­

able conditions periodically arise, and that by reason of the 

inner capacities of matter, Is in itself in open violation of 

the rational demand for an originative cause of th© change. 

"Inner capacities," "favorable conditions," and auch like ar© 

not in themselves sufficient to account for the rlae in nature 

of new physical systems. The fact of novelty, in other words, 

cannot be accepted, aa Sellars maintains it must, as a "brutal 

factuality in nature." Indeed, it ia in the very absence of any 

intelligible account of thla fact upon which the entire theory 

ef emergence rests that evolutionary naturaliam aa a phlloaophic 

view of the world must be regarded as little more than a wishful 

aasumptlon. 

To resort, moreover, as Sellars does, to the plea that 

"novelty In th© modern sense is always a relative beginning" (9) 

is to argue in a manner that is strictly beside the point. For 

admitting the need of a real subjective capacity as being a 

conditio alne qua non ef a change, there Is nevertheleas required 

the causality of an agent which actualizes the subject of a 

change. A thing cannot, as the scholastic axiom has it, reduce 

(9) ftealism and Evolutionary Baturallsm, p. 151. 
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itaelf from potency to act, (10) 

With respect to the question of the origin of the universe, 

Sellars conaistently upholds the view that there ia no need to 

"assume a beginning for reality," He interpr©ts the denial of 

this aasumption, moreover, aa being in itself a sufficient 

refutetlon of the "so-called coaaological argument to a ^irst 

Oauae" of St. Thomas: 

Science and philoaophy no longer tend to assume 
a First Cause.,,If change Is an event in nature, 
may not both change and nature always have been? 
And, in our human minds, we can go backwards in 
thought from effect to oauae indefinitely. An 
indefinite series ia quite thinkable, and any 
stoppage would be a matter of arbitrary flat. 
Neither science nor philosophy, then, assume 

(10) There is nothing in the scholastic doctrine of change to 
suggest that the change Itself in some mysterious sense 
lies outside th© being which undergoes th© change. Change, 
In other words, is an event in nature. What the doctrine 
does imply, however, is the need for a d©t©rmining agency, 
an efficient cause or causes (whether personal or impersonal) 
which effects the change. The need for th© presence of an 
efficient cause (whloh as St. Thomas, following Aristotle, 
maintains muat be immediately conjoined to its proper effect, 
Summa Theologioa I, ft.8, a.l,c»), is evidenced by the fact 
that nothing can reduce itself from po-ency to act, whether 
in the sense of achieving a new kind of being (substantial 
change) or in the aense of acquiring further determinations 
in the same order of being (accidental change.) Indeed, it 
ia on this very point that traditional scholasticism raises 
one of its chief objections to any and all of the forms of 
pan-evolutionlam, whose primary postulate is the unquestioning 
acceptance of change aa an empirical fact, which does not 
(from a phlloaophical point of view) require any further 
explanation. In the absenco of any such explanation 
evolutionism is content merely to describe th© different 
types of change which it empirically encounters and note 
the various conditions which attach thereto. Now it is 
precisely In the absence of a philosophical explanation 
of change that any further conclusions which evolutionism 
draws, because they fail to reach the very heart of the 
matter, are of necessity praeter rem. 



-159-

any absolute beginning for reality. Stars 
are born aa well as die within a universe of 
simultaneous construction and destruction. 
Evolution and devolution are like two cur­
rents which flow side by side. This new 
outlook outs the ground from underneath the 
arguments of St. Thomas. (11) 

Now granting that change Is an event in nature, it is an 

©vent the philosopher must take into account — an effect, that 

is, which requires an Intelligible explanation. Granting, more­

over, the conceivabillty of an indefinite series of movers and 

moved extending into the past, the point of the argument, aa St, 

Thomaa proposed It, Is to explain the very source of the motion 

itself. Consequently, the "new outlook" which Sellars proposes 

is as old aa the argument itself, and is, aa we have just noted, 

irre levant. 

The argument from motion, then, is not, as Sellars would 

hsve It, based upon th© supposed inconceivability of an eternal 

series of movers and moved; it is based rather upon the propoaition 

that it Is impossible to proceed ad infinitum in a series of 

movers and moved which are actually and esaentlally subordinate} 

It la impossible for motion to find its com­
pletely sufficient reason or ita first cause 
In a series of past movers, even if the aeries 
were ab aeterno, aince each of these movers 
waa itself set in motion by another. If this 
series is eternal, or had no beginning, It Is 
eternally insufficient, for it has not within 
itself a aufficlent reason for existing... 
Therefor© w© ar© d©allng with movers which 
actually ©xert an Influence upon on© another 
and which are essentially subordinated one to 
th© other. Thus th© moon attracts th© bodies 
which surround it, and Is Itself attracted by^ 
the earth; the earth, In turn, is attracted 
by the sun, and the sun has some other center 
of attraction. We cannot go on indefinitely 

****"+*<** • "•"—P'.Hi I'M M»wm» • ••• » numimt 

(11) Religion Coming of Age, p . 212, underlining la the a u t h o r ' s . 
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ln this ascending series. If, indeed, each of 
these movers essentially subordinated to one 
another, receives an Impetus which it trans­
mits to another. In such a manner that there ia 
no prime mover which is the source of motion... 
then there never will be any motion, (12) 

From the argument given above it ia clear tha, the scholastic 

demand for the exietenoe of a First Mover tor aa Sellars would 

have it, for a First Cauae) ia not, aa the naturaliet conceives 

it to be, an appeal which ia extraneous to the data of experience, 

for 

the realities with which aetaphyaics deals 
lie, all of them, beyond our experience, 
but are implied In our experience. So, too, 
the self-axistent first cause lies outside 
the reach of natural experience, but yet... 
it ia implied in our experience and ia re­
quired to give a meanin^ to the things that 
do lie within our experience, (13) 

If, moreover, the argument for the exlatence of hod from 

motion ia valid, the doetrine of absolute evolution (whatever 

ita form) ia refuted,; for the one fact upon which it reliea 

above all the rest, I.e., the fact of change, is in the 

evolutionary acheae of things unexplained. Although, therefore, 

there ia little reaaon to doubt that the evolutionism of Sellars 

doea take aeriouely the fact that there are changes, many changes, 

in the world about us, it never cornea to grip with the basic 

problem of change itaelf ao as to render that fact intelligible. 

As we have indicated, moreover, In the preceding chapter, 

the theory of emergence, as Sellars proposes it, ia ultimately 

forced acaehow to identify being with becoming, since matter 

for Sailers is both esse and the subject oi change — change 

(12) E. Oarrlgou-Lagrange, O.P., God His Exlatence and Hature 
(St. Louis: B. Herder Book Co., 1946), Vol. I, pp. 382-3. 
underlining is the author's. 

(13) John P. McCoraack S.J., Mature?. Theology (Chlcagos Loyola 
University Press, 1943), p. 58. 
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belng in his own language "the process side of being." (14) Mow 

is not auch a contention a very contradiction in terms? If matter 

is esse, its nature is then to be, to exist. (15) hut becoming 

or change, if it has any meaning at all, alwaya Implies a relative 

non-existence or potency. The terminus of a thing which is be-

eoaing is that it be. How, then, can matter which (in Sellers' 

opinion) by its very nature Is be intelligibly spoken of also as 

beeoalng? Clearly, if matter ia esse, the reality of change (which 

ia the reality of matter in motion) must then be denied. That 

which essentially is cannot become. Matter, on such an assumption, 

simply could not have a "proeea3 side," If, on the other hand, 

change auat be taken seriously, aa Sellara claims it muat, then 

the only remaining alternative Is to accept the contingency of 

matter, and in accepting the contingency of matter, we prepare the 

way for the proofa of the existence of God, (16) 

(14) Reformed Materialism and Instrlnslc Endurance, p. 374. 
(15) "In our human experience, there is no thing whose essence it 

is 'to be'...The definition of no empirically given thing Is 
existence; hence Its essence is not existence, but existence 
must be conceived as distinct from it...If the nature of no 
known thing is * to be', the nature of no known thing contains 
in Itaelf the sufficient reason for ita own existence. But 
It points to the sole conceivable cause...whose very essence 
it is 'to be.' To posit such a being whose essence is a pure 
aet of existing, that is, whose essence is noo to be that or 
that, but 'to be', ia alao to posit the Christian Qod aa the 
supreme cauae of the universe." Ktlenne Qilson, Qod and 
Philosophy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941), pp, 70-g. 

(16) It may be interesting to note, by the way, tha-; the Identifica­
tion by Sellars of matter with esse is virtually an attempt to 
identify matter with God HlaaelK The argument, therefore, 
which St. Thomaa uses to show that G-od cannot be a body is not 
unrelated to the purpose of our critical inquiry: "Th© first 
b©ing must of necessity be in act, and in no way in poten­
tiality. For although in any single thing which passes from 
potentiality to actuality, the potentiality Is prior in time 
to the actuality, nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actuality 
is prior to potentiality; for whatever is in potentiality is 
reduced to actuality only by some being in actuality. Now it 
has already been proved that God is the First being...But 
every body is in potentiality, because the continuous aa such 
is divisible to Infinity. It Is, therefore, impossible that 
God should be a body." Summa Theologica, Q.3, a.2,c. 
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Proceeding now to an examination ©f the so-called "mind-body" 

problem, it is clear firat of all that the affirmation of the 

radical Immanence of the human animal in nature ia one of the 

leading applications ef Sellers' doctrine of emergent evolution, 

Man is so part and parcel of the framework of nature that even 

the supposedly "spiritual"aspects of hla being are simply dif­

ferent modes and manifestations of the marvelous fecundity ot the 

nature from which he aprang. Knowledge Itaelf is nature on the 

"level" of conaeioua exiatence. Hot that nature Itaelf aua nature 

is conscious, but consciousness Is one of th© forms into which It 

has significantly evolved, and that by reaaon of th© inestimable 

variety of eventa capable (under favorable conditions) of springing 

forth from thia universal well-spring. The naturalism of Sellars, 

then, in relation to the problem of man, Is an attempt to 

penetrate acre deeply into the life of natur© 
and follow It, aa it were, from level to level 
until it rises into mind and eonaclousneas. (17) 

Thua It la, too, that the physical realism of Sellars involves a 

conception of man as a minded organism. The mind for him is 

the brain, end consciousness one of its "qualitative dimensions." 

Wow it la clear from what w© have aaid In the preceding chap­

ter that thla doctrine is in large measure an attempt to dispense 

with for onee and for all the artificial conception of mac (in­

spired by Desoartes) which regards him mainly as a thinking sub­

stance endowed with a body. Considered aa suci, the "physicalism" 

of Sellara la (and this is to regard it in Its most favorable 

light) an attempt to reatore what must be regarded as a fact 

ef experlenee, vis., the unity of man's nature, ff man Is, as 

U?) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 191. 



-165-

Carteaian dualism presents him, a thinking substance that is 

artificially linked to a mechanical aystern called the body, 

how ia it possible to explain the fact that man Is a self who 

thinks, aots, feels, and roaponds to the problems and needs of 

hla physloal and social environment? 

Since, however, the rejection of one philosopher's opinion 

ia not in itself a proof of one's own, the burden of proof rests 

with Sellara to establish his belief that the mind is the brain, 

and that consciousness is its qualitative event. How the at-

taapted proof of this position lies, as we have already seen, 

in S©liars' double-knowledge theory of the brain. 

Recalling bhe basic tenet of his critical realism, that 

knowledge essentially ia an affirmation of a phyaical exlatent, 

rather than an intuitive glimpse into ita very nature, it is 

clear that for Sellara the only way in which we know physical 

systerna ia in thia external manner, i.e., from the outside. The 

brain likewise la known in this way. but our knowledge of the 

brain, unlike that of ether phyaical syatema, la not reatricted 

tc thla type of knowledge alone, for It is by means of conscious­

ness that we literally are "on tha Inside" of the brain. There­

fore, the brain la the aind, and conaoiousness its qualitative 

event. 

MOW thla theory, taken aa an argument, is, aa far as I can 

see, a petitlo princlpll from start to finish. For granting 

in the first place that consciousness is not a substance, and 

seoondly, that we are intuitively aware of our own conscious 

states, what warranty is there on this account for Sellers' 

belief either that the mind Is the brain or that conaciouaness 

is its function? Allowing that the functioning of the brain is 

e neceaaary condition for the ©vent of conaciouaness, it is not 
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by aoans of consciousness that we become aware, not of the brain 

aa such, or of the mind aa auch, but rather of ourselves as 

existing? The question, aoreover, as to what the aelf ia remaina 

(froa the atandpoint of consciousness alone) very much an open 

queation whloh can be decided only by an analyais of those vital 

acts whloh distinctively human behavior reveals. 

Proa what we have said thus far, it is clear that the braln-

aind theory of Sellars is based partly on the supposition that a 

monistic interpretation of man is the only plausible alternative 

that reaalna, once we have rejected Cartesian dualism in one or 

another of its many varieties. It is based partly also on the 

aaauaption, ao coamon to all aateriallsts, that, because the mind 

is dependent upon the brain, the Bind is the brain. (18) 

How granting with Sellars that the alnd-body problem is a 

paeudo-problea, if we are given to understand by mind, as 

Descartes did, a substance which exists in its own right, do 

not the wery facts of the situation Itself In regard to man'a 

nature require the admission Of some kind of dualism ether 

than one of its Cartesian varieties? 

In Tlow of certain kinds of activities whloh man, unlike 

other "physloal oxistents," can and does perform, the scholastic 

philosopher is forced by the evidence to attribute to hla a 

principle of being, a form, whose nature is commonsurat© with 

(18) "A complex piece of matter, called the brain is the organ 
or instrument of mind or conaclouaneaa;...if it be 
stimulated, mental activity results;...if it be injured 
or destroyed no mental activity is possible...Suppose 
we grant all this, what then? We have granted that brain 
ia the means whereby mind is aade manifest...it is the 
inatruaont through which we know it,...but not that mind 
is limited to ita material manifestation." Sir Oliver Lodge, 
Life and matter (New York: D. P. Putnam's Sons, 1906) p. 93-4. 
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these activities, notably thoae which pertain to thinking and 

volition. (19) 

Man, in other words, is, like everything else in nature, 

a composite both of matter and form. But because the activities 

which he can elicit are different in kind than any of those 

observable in the operations of phyaical nature, the form which 

the scholastic attributea to him is one of a higher order. On 

(19) For an excellent analyais of human thought and volition 
as being aotivltiaa of the aort which are ooamenaurate 
only with a spiritual principle (the human aoul), aee 
Michael Maher S.J., Psychology (London: Longman,Green, 
and Co., 1915), eapeolally Cahptera xii, xix, and xxi. 
"The human soul is the subject or souree of various spi­
ritual activities; but the subject or source of spiritual 
activities aust itself be a spiritual being.•.An effect 
cannot transcend its oause: no action can contain more 
perfection or a higher order of reality than is possessed 
by the being which is the entire source of that action.•• 
1) The spirituality of thought. We are capable of appre­
hending and representing to ourselves abstract and universal 
ideas, such as justice, unity, man, triangle; we can form 
notions of spiritual being, e.g., of God; we can understand 
necessary truths; we can comprehend possibilities as such; 
and we can perceive the rational relations between ideas, 
and the logical sequence of conclusion from premises... 
Such operations as these are spiritual phenomena, which must 
accordingly proceed frost a spiritual faculty. They could 
not bo states of a faculty exerted through, or intrinsically 
dependent on, a bodily organ. A power of this kind can only 
react In response to physloal laprossions, can only form 
representations of a conoreto character, depicting contingent 
individual facts••.2) The fill...A merely sentient agent... 
can only desire aenslble goods. It can only seek what. Is 
proportioned to Its nature, and thla la always reducible 
to organic pleasure or avoidance of pain. On the other hand, 
to a spiritual creature which is endowed also with inferior 
faculties, both sensuous and suporsensuous good la adapted. 
Therefore, the aspirations of the latter are unlimited, while 
those of the foraer are confined within the sphere of material 
well-being. But our own consciousness, history, biography, 
and the existence of poetry and romance, all overwhelm us 
with evidence of the fact that man is moved by suprasensible 
good. Consequently, there aust bo a principle in man not 
completely subject to material conditions." — pp. 469-73. 
See alao Contra Pentlies. B. II, Chap. 49. 
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the principle that the activities of a thing are a sign of what 

its nature is, the soholastic concludes that, because certain 

activities in man ar© strictly of an immaterial kind, so too 

the prineipl© from which they proceed. The determining principle, 

therefore, of the nature of man Is one which Is immaterial, and 

this is traditionally called the soul. I have selected th© 

following quotation from St. Thomas as being at on© and th© same 

time an irrefutable proof of th© immateriality of the human soul 

aa well aa devastating criticism of Sellers' brain-mind theory: 

It aust necessarily be allowed that the prin­
ciple of intellectual operation, which we call 
the soul of man, is a principle both incorporeal 
and subsistent. For It ia clear that by means 
of the intellect man can know all corporeal 
things. low whatever knows certain things can­
not have any of them in its own nature, because 
that which ia in it naturally would impede the 
knowledge of anything else. Thus we observe 
that a sick man's tongue, being unbalanced by 
a feverish and bitter humor, is insensible to 
anything sweet, and everything seems bitter to 
it. Therefore, if th© intellectual principle 
contained within itself the nature of any body, 
it would b© unable to know all bodies. How 
every body has Its own determinate nature. 
Therefore, it is impossible for the intellectual 
principle to be a body. It is also impossible 
for it to understand by meana of a bodily 
organ, sine© th© d©t©rmlnat© nature of that 
organ would likewise Impede knowledge of all 
bodies...Therefore the Intellectual principle, 
which we call the mind or the intellect has 
essentially an operation in which the body 
does not share. How only that which subsists 
In itself can have an operation In Itself... 
W© must conclude, therefor©, that the human 
soul, which is called Intellect or mind, is 
something incorporeal and subslatent. (20) 

Here it is extremely important to note that in the thomlstic 

conception of man, the soul is not, as it is sometimes thought 

to be, a superimposed entity from without which is only acciden-

(20) Suaaa TheolOKlea I, Q.75, a.2, c. 
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tally conjoined to the body. To anyone who has only an elementary 

acquaintance with the doctrine of St. Thomas, it is clear that 

for St. Thoaaa end his followers man Is a substantial union of 

body and soul. The Individual aelf or Ego Is neither body nor 

soul, but th© unity of th© compoaite, (21) In view of this 

fact It muat b« maintained that It ia nevei 'fhe mind which thinks, 

or the body which acta, for man Is what hla total nature Is and 

acta in accordance with that nature: 

The aoul is the ultimate principle whereby 
man lives and understands, but it Is man 
himself that ia the ultimate subject of 
operation. Man ia not his soul nor Is he 
an accidental unity of an intellective aoul 
and a body, but is one being substantially; 
for, while the aoul is the mover of the 
body, it is primarily the formal caua© of 
the body, giving it its proper exiatence. (82) 

Enough haa been said at least to Indicate what the thoaistic 

approach to the problem of man la — an approach which is clearly 

consistent, not only with the basic requlrementa of metaphysical 

analysis, but with the demands of human experience Itself. 

That the naturalism of Sellara, on the other hand, aa applied 

tc the problem of man ia inadequate to account (among other 

things) for the fact of human intelligence as an operation 

distinct from and superior to the activities of sense ia a 

point which we need hardly further examine. Man, indeed, is 

a part of nature, but the Immanence of man in nature can never 

obscure the fact of thia transcendent superiority to any of the 

(81) "Man...Is neither his body, since the body subsists only 
by the soul, nor his soul, since this would remain destitute 
without the body: he is the unity of a soul which sub­
stantial is es th© body and of th© body in which this soul 
subsists." Etlenne Gilson, The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy 
(lew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1940), p. 188. 

(82) John P. Rowan, The Soul, A Translation of St•Thomas Aquinas' 
De Anlaa (St. Louis: b. Herder iiook Co., 1949), from the'""" 
Translator's Preface, p. v. 
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propertiea to b© found in matter. Any attempt, therefore, to 

"enlarge" our notion of the physical so as to include within 

it thoae distinctive activities whloh characterize the workings 

of human intelligence and human free will Is ultimately destined 

to lead, not only to a violation of the laws of reason, but to 

a distortion of tha facts themselves. 

Granting, then, that th© naturalist'a opposition to dualism 

la, at least from the standpoint of its motive, an Initially 

sound reaction (entla non sunt multlpllcanda sine necessitate), 

it is a reaction that la based upon a misunderstanding of what a 

true duallstie system involves. The naturalist In his opposition 

to dualism should recall that there is a dualism of distinction 

which through a process of subordination preserves the integrity 

of the natural order of things, Dualism, however, as It has 

appeared in modern times, establishing as it does an antagonism 

between aind and matter, la a dualism which disjoins and separates 

these as two contrary and opposing principles of reality. Any 

stteapt, therefore, to establish a relationship between them will 

tt best, like the occasionalism of Malebranche, the psycho­

physical parallelism of Splnoaa, or the pre-established harmony 

of Laibnits be both arbitrary and artificial. Hor will auch an 

attempt be borne out by the testimony of human experience. 

One of the greatest mistakes, in my opinion, on the part 

of conteaporery naturalists, such as Sellars, Is their failure 

to examine scholastic dualism on its own grounds and merits. 

This failure has led Inevitably to the fateful misunderstanding 

that the doctrine of Aquinas Is only one or another of the 

varieties of idealism, or, what is perhaps worse, a prototype 

of the dualism of Descartes. To any Impartial observer it Is 
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oloar that the dualism of St. Thomas ia a dualism of matter and 

form which unites and Integrates these two principles of being 

in a manner whloh does full justice to the relationships existing 

between them, whether the composite is organic or inorganic, 

whether it is human or non-human. We have seen that the soul, 

for instance, which is the form of the human body, Is not oppoaed 

to It, but stands in relation to it as the higher to the lower 

principle. Matter and form, then, are not two principles of 

atrif© and opposition, but rather of harmony and (to use a 

modern phrase) *inter-operatlonal agreement." 

By way of conclusion, then, to th© points we have examined 

In this chapter, may I remark that, although the naturalists' 

reaction to the type of dualism that has (under the influence 

of Descartes) prevailed In modern times is in itself under­

standable enough, It 3s a reaction, nevertheleas, which swings 

toe far In th© other direction. 

If the points <->f this critical analysis are philosophically 

sound, It must be held In the first place that there must be 

at least a dualism of distinction between the method of approach 

which th© philosopher employs aa ©gainst that of th© purely 

eapirlcal approach of the specialized scientist. Granting that 

an eapirlcal approach is sound as far as it goes, and that such 

an approach is necessary as a starting point in philoaophy, it 

is not in itself adequate to the solution of the real problems 

of philosophy. 

Secondly, If we seriously accept the fact of chenae, it is 

clear that there must be a dualism of matter and. form in physical 

things to render the fact of chanc-e intelligible. It is neceasary, 

moreover, in accounting -for the fact of change to make adequate 
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proviaion for th© ©fficicnt caua© of th© ohange, and (for that 

matter) the final cause as well. 

The fact, moreover, that the assignment to matter of both 

esse and fieri is In itaelf a contradiction in terms implies 

the need for the acceptance of a dualiam between a r.ein̂  which 

exists by Its very nature (viz., God) and physloal reality which 

ia constantly aubjaot to the laws of change. 

Laatly, in applying the doctrine of matter and form to 

man, we hav© aeen the need for admitting that the form of man, 

his soul, Is (contrary to the "brain-mind" theory of Sellars) 

immaterial and spiritual. 

vrom all of thla It is el©ar that, despite the insistence 

which Sellars plaoea upon the non-reductionist type of analysis 

which evolutionary naturalism employs, naturalism, whatever Its 

form, whether it be mechanical or evolutionary, ia but a 

oaricature of what a true philosophy must be — a rational 

interpretation of the facts of experience. Haturaltsm is, 

whether regarded either from the standpoint of its methods or 

of its contents, by Its very nature, reductionist. 



SECTION C 

THE NATURALISM OF SELLARS: HIS HUMANISM 



CFAP 'Eii mm 

HUMAN LIFE AND HUMAN VALUES 



Although the problems with which we have dealt in the 

preceding chaptera are thoae which (more than any others) have 

occupied the thinking of Sellars in the evolution of his 

naturalism, it would be a serious omission on our part were we 

not to devote at least one chapter to a consideration of his 

position as it relates to the problem of human values. The 

reader will here recall some of the remarks that have already 

been made in the first chapter concerning the trend in con­

temporary naturalistic thought toward a new type of humanism. 

Seller8 hiaself Is no exception In this regard. 

In contrast, then, to the older typo of naturalism, which 

made little or no proviaion for the distinctively religious, 

ethical, cultural, and social aapects of human behavior, 

naturaliam in its contemporary phase has devoted a considerable 

amount of attention to the meaning and significance of values. 

It ia In view of this fact that the traditional objections raised 

by the idealiata against naturaliam with respect to th© question 

of values are (from the standpoint of the contemporary naturalist) 

no longer to b© considered as relevant. Th© reader will here 

recall the attempt that waa made In the flrat chapter to show 

how the naturalist of today is even taking the offensive against 

the idealiat on the grounds that the naturalisation of values Is 

the only way in which they can be rendered distinctively human. 

Before considering Sellers' position with respect to 

different typea of vaiuea, i.e., vaiuea taken in the concrete, 

it will be necessary flrat of all to devote our attention to his 

abstract analysis of the nature of value itself. What, In short, 
an. 

are vaiuea? Are they a peculiar property of things or do they 
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reside only ia the Judgments that we mak© concerning them? If 

the latter is the ease, how doea a value-judgment differ from 

one that ia strictly cognitional? These ar© aom© of th© leading 

questions which relet© to the purpose of our present inquiry. 

Sellars maintains that there are two extremes with respect 

to the question of vaiuea, one position maintaining that they are 

wholly objective, the other that they are entirely relative to 

the peraon or group that does the evaluating, and are, for that 

reaaon, subjective. The poaition which Sellars himself maintains 

ia, as he puts it, 

aa objective a view of value as possible...I 
ahall treat it aa an interpretation ef an 
objeot as having th© capacity to enter human 
life with certain eonaequenoea of importance 
to the aelf or the social group...Certainly, 
we are in some aenae interpreting objects 
when we value thoa and we alao feel that we 
can make mistakes in our valuation. And yet 
it seems to be undeniable that, in valuing 
objects, we take into account factors which 
we would not use In cognition. It is for 
this reason, I take it, that phyaical science 
doea not discover value aa a property of 
objecta. (1) 

It is clear, then, that for Sellars vaiuea are not, as 

they are soaetiaes supposed to be, strictly objective. That is 

to aay, they are not "propertiea of objects." To think of them 

in thla way is to fall heir to a type of naive realiam which is 

very much analogoua to the naive realism which Sellars rejects 

in his epistemology. The belief that values are "properties of 

objects" la a carry-over from the Platonic tradition of an 

absolute good-in-itself, concerning whloh Sellars has this to say: 
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It aeema to be even harder to believe in 
good-in-itself than in universals of th© 
logical sort. Ethioal Platonism is to me 
less meaningful than logical Platonism. (2) 

There have been some, on the other hand, who have been so 

auch Iapressed by the role which affections, feelings, sentiments, 

and deaires play In the assignment of values that for them values 

are, all of thea, of a strictly relative nature. Values are, In 

other worda, (according to this view) exclusively a matter of 

taate, concerning which, aa the traditional saying goes, there 

can be no matter of diapute. The tendency to regard values In 

this subjective way is for Sellara a form ef ethical and social 

poaitlviam which he hiaaelf labels aa "factualiam:" 

By factualiam in value-theory, I have in 
aind the acceptanoe of valuation aa a 
brute fact with reapeot to which the 
queation of validity and adequacy cannot 
be raiaed. (3) 

For the factualiat the queation of that which ought to be, 

whether in regard to religion, ethics, politics, or art, is a 

meaninglesa one for 

factualiam aa auch merely announces any 
response and does not Involve principles 
of criticism and improvement...A reaction 
is simply an hi atorical fact. (4) 

Disclaiaing ths inadequacy, then, both of absolutism and 

acre factualisa in value-theory, Sellara presents his own 

position which attempts to mediate these two extremes. (5) The 

(2) Philoaophy of Physical Realism, p. 458. 
(3) Philosophy of Phyaical Realism, p. 451. 
<4) Philosophy of Physical Realism, p. 475. 
(5) "What I shall be trying to do, in short, will be to develop 

a yla aodla between Platonism, on the one hand, and merely 
affeotlve subjectivism, on the other." Can a Reformed 
Materialism Do Justice to Values?, p. 30. 
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method of approach whloh he uses la by way of an analyais of 

our value-judgments. (6) Aa against a strictly objeotive 

Interpretation of our value-judgments, Sellars points out that 

a value-predicate as applied to a given object is never to be 

construed as an intsrpretation of the object aa it ia in itself. 

Value-predicates, in other words, although they actually have 

an objective baala and an objective point of reference, are 

alwaya an Interpretation of objects in a mannar that is relevant 

to our own Uvea: 

In valuation we are not trying to do the 
aame kind of thing aa in explicit cognition. 
In both eaaea we are dealing with objects, 
but not in the same way...(7) Valuing does 
not have the same intention as the act of 
knowing. In valuing we are seeking to 
appraiae the object in the light of its 
bearing upon our lives aa witnessed to by 
desires and aentlaents. (3) 

Since the above distinction between a value-judgment and 

one which is strictly oognitional eoaprlaes the very heart of 

Sellara' approach to the entire problem of vaiuea, it will be 

well to make_It aa explicit aa poasible. A judgment which ia 

strictly oognitional la one in which, aa Sellara frequently 

pelnta out, the knower interprets the object from an laporsonal 

point of view. Since, in thia type of judgaent, the aim of the 

knower ia siaply to know, "there is no need.of a reference to 

the knower." (9) The end, in other words, of a oognitional 

(6) "The method I shall use will be.that of working out the 
differences between oognitional judgment and value-
judgment a." Can a Raforaod Materlaliam Do Juatice to Values?. 
p. 30. 



-175-

judgaent la a knowledge of the object for its own sake. (10) 

Not ao, however, in the caae of a value-judgment, since here 

the predicate applies to the object only from the standpoint of 

Its oapacity for entering into our lives. *;ha!- is, we are inter­

preting the object in a manner whloh is entirely dependent upon 

and relevant to our own personal Interests and social objectives: 

What may be called intrinsic values really 
has no meaning. Ia not value always with 
respect tc? Is not a thing good because 
It la such that it can ©nter significantly 
someone* s life?' I oonfess that this Is the 
way it seems to me. A good which is not a 
good for someone strikes me as meaningless. (11) 

There is one further point I should like to make clear 

(a point already touched upon) before treating the more concrete 

aspects of Sellers' humanism. Because of th© emphasis which he 

places upon the relational aspect of our value-judgments, it is 

not to be thought on thia account that the selection of values 

is for Sellars a purely arbitrary process. There are many 

instances in which he allows for the fact that values do have a 

fundament urn in re. Although there is no clear-cut indication 

as to what this fundamentua might be, his acceptance of it as a 

fact la clear from the following passage: 

It is clear that evaluation is a process of 
a determinate type which aims at adequacy. 
It doea not regard itself as arbitrary, nor 
is it satiafied with subjeotiv© Individualism. 
After all, do we not feel that individuals 
are basically more alike than they sometimes 
suppose?...It is at this point that the in­
adequacy of mere factualism In the field of 
vaiuea is to be found...It disregards the 
possibility of new knowledge and creative 

(10) "In pure knowledge we stand off from things and contemplate 
thea, withstrain ourselves, withhold our passions and 
sentiments." R. W. Sellars, "Cognition and Valuation," 
The Philosophical Review. Vol. 55, (1926) p. 136. Under­
lining la author's. 

U D Philosophy of Physical Realism, p. 459. 
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dvvelopaent in our experience. It makes the 
self fix©d and closed both as regards know­
ledge, and aa rogarda artiatlo, moral, and, 
in general, apirltual resources. (12) 

Proceeding now to a fuller analysis of Sellars' humanism 

as it relatea to values In the concrete, It is necessary first 

of all to make a few observations concerning what might be 

designated as the guiding spirit behind the humanistic movement. 

The leading assumption, or what the humanists themselves might 

prefer to regard as a scientifically gounded belief, Is the 

thought that human intelligence Is too valuable a treasure to 

be squandered In the contemplation of a metaphysical other-world 

whloh, together with the values it repr©sents, cannot be empiri­

cally verified. The values which naturalistic humanism proposes 

are characteristically human values of hore-and-now existence. 

It is in the full realisation of these valuas, whether individual 

or social, that all th© efforts of human intelligence should 

skillfully be devoted. 

In thia connection, too, it is important to note that the 

humanist ia extremely resentful of the accusation that he has 

no ideals, or that he has no regard for ethical standards. (13) 

Ha maintains, on the contrary, that in the long run his ideals, 

12) Philoaophy of Physical Realism, p. 454, 
13) wWhat I protest against ia the parody of naturalism that it 

is usually Involved in the claim that it involves the reduc­
tion of ethical notionsto non-ethical ones. Surely this is 
part of the old reductive position." Can a Reformed 
Materiallam Pc Justice to Values?, p. 30~I Again: ""Modern 
materialism is, In its ethical implications, neither sensate 
nor reductive, but humanistically secular," R. w. Sellars, 
"Social Philosophy and the Aaerlcan Scene," In Philosophy 
for the Future, p. 73. Note Irwin Edman's very forceful 
statement of the humanistic outlooks "One does not need a 
certificate from another world to justify an ideal in this 
one. The ideal itself is human and natural and the grounds 
of the certification are human and natural too," f'our Ways 
of Philosophy (New York: flenry Holt and Co., 1937) pp. 292-3. 
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beoause they are realiatically oonoelved, are th© only ones that 

will eventually lead to the real improvement of man. Th© Ideals 

of th© humanist are, in other worda, the only ones worthy of 

aapiration, because they are th© only on©s capable of achievement. 

When, however, we come to a specific examination of the 

humanistic credo with a view toward discovering what the ideals 

It proposes aotually ar©, i.e., what its values are in the con­

crete, we find that we are confronted with no eaay taak, for the 

program of humanistic naturaliam is, despite its claims, 

characterized more by a consistency of denial than one of af­

firmation. (14J In accordance, however, with th© baaic poatulate 

of hla natural!at ontology, i.e., that nature is an ultimate 

category, it is clear that for Sellara the iocua and center of 

values is human life itself, i.e., understood as a part of nature. ( 

Sellara as a humanist makes it known that contemporary naturalism 

is opposed to any other criterion of human 
value and policy than human needs and as­
pirations. It combats all forms of authori­
tarianism in morals and arts, opposes 
reduction of ethics to mere formalism, and 
rejeota the appeal to any supposed extra-
natural source of values. (16) 

Trom the above passage it is clear that naturalistic 

humanism (or, aa Sellars sometimes calls it, "reformed materialist') 

stands for a complete secularization of human values. Since, as 

we have soon in a previous paragraph, Sellars completely denies 

(14) See "A Humanist Manifesto" signed by such men as Burtt, Dewey, 
Randall, Raiser, and Sellars. This Manifesto was first 
published in the May-June, 1933, iasue of ?he aew Humanist. 
Its fifteen theses are re-published in ^erkmeister's History 
of Philosophical Ideas in America, pp. 580-1. 

(15) "Human life ia located in nature rather than apart from 
nature." Cognition and Valuation, p. 139. 

(16) Philoaophy fer the Future. Forward p. ix. 
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a tranaoondental source of values, a good-in-itaelf, values 

are for hla atriotly empirical, and for that reason must be 

worked out within the category of man's temporal existence: 

The new naturalism must contain within 
Itself the new humanism. It must be 
humanism which comprehends in the con­
crete that man's aims and satisfactions 
are not alien to his environment, but 

frow from it and secure their meaning roa this setting. (17) 

Since man in the humanistic scheme of things is an evolved 

product of hla natural environment, th© traditional idea of the 

human aoul as an immaterial substance must be discarded. The 

doctrine of Bpiourus which regarded the soul as "a complex of atoms 

which disintegrate after death when no longer held together by 

the fleahy wrappings of the body," (18) though "technically 

inaccurate," was sound'at least in principle. Yet 

how different thia aoul is from the 
integrated complex of neuronic systems 
whloh modern materialism is beginning 
to Identify with the soul. (19) 

Although Sellars allows that he has "no objection to 

immortelity if the facts permit us to believe in it," (20) 

there Is no serious doubt as to what his own aind ia on this 

all-laportant question. For hla the belief in a life after 

death is ascribable partly to the fact that "many people love 

lif© very Intensely and do not like to think of utter 

annihilation." (21) Thia dealre, moreover, for a life after 

death, which "In the beginning, la indistinguishable from the 

iapulse of self-preservation," (22) I.e., from the animal 

(17) Emergence of Naturaliam, p. 338. 
(18) Emergence of Naturalism, p. 322, 
(19) Emergence of Naturalism, p. 322. 
(20) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 474. 
(21) principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 473. 
(22) Relip-lon Coming of Age, p. 181. 
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will-to-live, is a longing whloh "can be cultivated, and there is 

no doubt that Christianity has cultivated that longing." (23) 

Now what Sellars, as a typical humanist, finds particularly 

undeairable about the belJ©f In the Immortality of th© soul is 

that this belief has sought to sanction morality in terms of ' 

future punlahmenta and rewards. Such a perspective is, from the 

standpoint of th© humanist, unfortunate bocauae it tends to ignore 

the fact that aorality has its natural sanctions, both individual 

and social. It fails to consider, moreover, th© unexplored 

possibilities which lie in th© realm of purely natural existence: 

Perhaps, if from the first we thought of 
ourselves as purely aortal, th© thought 
of immortality would trouble ua leas. 
We would accept life aa It is and seek to 
aake the most of it In its various 
aeaaons. (24) 

In anawer to the question as to whether religion can 

dispense with the belief in Immortality, Sellars has this to say: 

It Is ay persuasion that It can, but that 
it muat frankly and intelligently reorientate 
itaelf to this life. It must hunt out 
positive values whose furtherance is worth 
while. It must acquire a sense for life 
rather than for death. The salvation it 
must stress is not the sestl-aagical aalvation 
of disembodied souls shrinking on the brink 
of an unknown eternity peopled with terrific 
powers but a aalvation which conalata in making 
the moat of life here and now In a creative 
and adventurous way. (25) 

(23) Religion Coaing Of Age, p. 181. For Sellers "the significant 
motives back of our belief in immortality are...(l) the 
dislike for annihilation; (2) the deslr© to meet again those 
we have loved; (3) th© hope for a dramatic display of 
justice; and (4) the craving for a persistence of human 
valu©a.* Religion Coming of Age, p. 197. 

(2a) Principlea and Problems of Philosophy. p. 473. 
(25) Religion Cpfliag of Age, p. 200. 
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Prooeeding now to a conaideration of morality, the position 

of Sellara, as far aa I oan detect it, Is basically that of a 

vague sort of huaanltarianism which finds its expression in 

"intelligent living, the living which will give th© kind of 

self you are the most satisfaction In the kind of society you 

are in," (26) Since, moreover, th© term "apirltual" in its 

traditional usage implies values of an other-worldly sort, it 

is necessary that it should be re-interpreted by the humanistic 

naturalist "as referring to human sympathy, Intelligent pur­

poses, and ideals effective in human relations." (27) 

In r©gard to th© qu©stion as to whether there are any 

operative norms or principles of morality, Sellars affirms that 

there are, and 

ihat they do ao operate is an empirical 
fact to deny which constitutes moral 
nihilism. In so operating they consti­
tute social aorality. (28) 

It is, however, the work of the ethicist to clarify and systematize 

these principles. In reference particularly to the norms of a 

democratic society, Sellars suggests that all of them should 

turn 

on th© absolute principle of the moral 
dignity of human beings. This absolute 
principle seems to me to b© irreducible. 
Its base Is the natural and inevitable 
demand of aelf-conacioua personality 
to receive just social recognition. (29) 

Apart, however, from this basic principle of the Inherent dignity 

of man, it la to be understood that a "moral norm ia directive 

(26) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 426. 
(27) Prin'«i<pi«a and Problema of Philosophy, p. 475. 
(28) Social Philosophy and the American Scene, p. 72. 
(29) 5'o'cial Pnilo«*phy flnd **• American Scene, p. 72. Underlining 

is the author's. 
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and regulative only aa agenta accept it. Moreover, the appli­

cation of it is relative to social conditions and institutions."(30) 

It la clear from the above passage that Sellara aa a humanist 

is opposed to any code of aorality whoa© standards or norms pre­

tend to be absolute. Each particular code of morality must, in 

his opinion, stand or fall on its own merits. Although it is 

tnue, moreover, that all codes of morality have their own 

partlculai' aanotlona within the sphere in which they are applied, 

it is false to suppose that any one code of morality, whether 

taken from the standpoints of its precepts or sanctions, is 

valid for the whole of humanity per omnia saccule. All codes, 

including moral ones alike, are eventually aubjeot to change 

and improvement: 

To improve them must always remain an 
ideal. We must think of them as ©xp©ri-
aents rather than as revelations. When 
w© look at th© matter historically, w© 
soon discover that moral skepticism arose 
inevitably as a revolt against tradition 
as auch, which had no rational explanation 
of Ita contents and value. Why should we 
do things just because our fathers did 
them?...The sanction of mere authority or 
of mere habit can never ultimately satisfy. 
The awakened human mind wants a deeper and 
more intrinsio sanction. And back of this 
revolt against mere authority was the 
feeling that many elements in th© accepted 
codes were wasteful of life and based upon 
views which could no longer be held. (31) 

Morality, then, is not reduoibl© to any one of its codes, for 

(30) Social Philosophy and the American Scene, p, 72. This 
aame thought ia characteristic of Dewey's outlook upon 
morality. Note, for lnatance: "Any restriction of moral 
knowledge and judgments to a definite realm necessarily 
limits our perception of moral significance*..To assume 
th© ©xistene© of final and unquestionable knowledge... 
To settle automatically every moral problem involves com­
mitment to a dogmatic theory of morals. The alternative 
method may be called experimental." Intelligence In the 
Modern World (New York: Modern Library, 1939), pp. 774-5. 

(31) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 427. 
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Moral progresa in the large means advance 
in knowledge of social conditions and 
methods and something of the nature of 
development In the range and delicacy of 
human living. When we once grasp this 
cultural view of morality, we realize that 
It is an intrinsio part of man's adjustment 
to his world and of his exploration of the 
possibilities contained in life. (32) 

Sino© humanism (as I hav© remarked earlier in this chapter) 

means the complete secularization of values, and since religion, 

like morality, la a valu© distinctively human, it is not at all 

surprising to find the humanistic thinker re-interpreting 

religion Itself In a manner which Is conformed to his naturalistic 

thinking. Contrary to the pessimism of those who think that 

religion will In an age of secularism soon become a matter of 

mere historic interest, Sellars maintains that religion Is only 

"coaing of age." Th© present period of "religious deflation" 

is merely one of transition. (33) 

Clearly, it is a mistake (from th© standpoint of humanistic 

thinking) to identify religion with its traditional forms, just 

as it is a mistake to identify morality with one or another of 

its traditional codes. Instead, then, of looking hack to the 

paat with regretfulness, we must adjust ourselves (though the 

adjustment itself Is not an easy one) to the conditions and 

demands of our present environment: 

The natural place to look today for the 
prophets of th© ooming religion Is In 
the domain of sensitive thought.,.Now it 
is Interesting to not© the increase of 
naturalistic humanism in religious 
thinking. An ever-growing number regard 
this world as the domain and seat of 
human values and look upon religion as 
a kind of experience and activity directed 
to their furtherance. For them religion 

(32) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 427. 
(33) Religion Coming of Age, p. 184. 
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ls becoming a deep sense of human life.., 
b'rom petitioner, man is becoming creator 
and designer- (34) 

That Sellars Identifies himself with this group is a point which 

we need hardly labor. 

Sufficient has been said both in the line of abstract 

analysis, and in consideration oi the vital problems of ethics 

and religion to indicate what the essentials of Sellers' humanism 

are. To sum up, the humanism of Sellars is an extension of 

hia naturalistic "ieltanschauung into the realm of values. It 

is here where Sellars as a humanist takes his stand against 

traditionalism in the concrete setting of the ethical, cultural, 

social, and religious sides of human nature. Clearly, humanism 

is aomethlng mere than a philosophical outlook. It is, as we 

have juat seen, a religion as wall. In th© chapter that follows 

we shall attempt to examine from a critical point of view the 

leading assumptions upon which such a philosophy (and such a 

religion, if you will) rests. The queation, at any rat©, as 

to whether humanism is right or wrong, is one which can hardly 

be decided by a majority vote. 

(34) Religion Coming of Age, pp. 131-2. Note also the following 
very interesting passage: "That such a radical reinter-
pretatlon of religion is taking place today among deeply 
religious thinkers is disclosed by the literature. Thus 
William James was led to define it ©3 "man's (or a nation's) 
reaction upon life,' and we can add to this Santayana's 
'any reasoned appreciation of life,.,is.. .areligion even 
if there are in it no conventionally religious elements,' 
Similarly, Ames has defined religion as 'the consciousness 
of the highest social values' and Haydon speaks of it as 
'A cooperative quesb for the good life,'" Religion Coming 
of Age, p. 133. 



CHAPTER TEN 

HUM.NISM EVALJATED 



dere, as in th© preceding chapters In which i have attempted 

to give a critical evaluation of Sellers' thought, I shall 

restriot myself to an examination only of those basic points 

upon which th© validity or non-validity of his entire outlook 

depends. Accordingly, the leading concern of this chapter will 

be not so much in the line of a point by point discussion of the 

manifold applications which a humanistic theory of values in­

volves as a critical inquiry into the very foundations upon 

which it rests. 

Now the leading assumption which, in the view of Sellers' 

himself, essentially characterizes humanism as a distinctive 

approach to the problem of values is th© belief that the focal 

point of their realization lies within the empirical framework 

of man's natural existence. This belief has, of course all 

sorts of varying implications, not the least of which is the 

rejection that ia implied In It of any and all of the past and 

preaent forma of "aupernaturaliam," whether in morality, art, 

or religion. Yet the leading question with which we are now 

confronted is whether or not humanism, as Sellars professes it, 

can meaaure up to the claims it makes. Javen more pointedly, 

doea the humanism of Sellars, whether considered from the stand­

point of its abstract analysis of the nature of values, or from 

tha point of view of what those values are in the concrete, 

adequately satisfy the demands of human nature taken as It really 

la? 

Taking up first with a critical Inquiry into Sellers' theory 

of th© natur© of values, i.e., his axlology, it will be recalled 

that the method of hia approach to this entire problem Is by way 

of an analysis of our value-judgments, h'asically, what this 
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method reveals la that a value-judgment, unlike on© which ia 

excluaively oognitional, la alwaya an interpretation of an object 

in the light of our own affective Interest in it. 

Now in favor of Sellers' theory, it is unquestionably true 

that values do not have the formally objective status which some 

thinkers seem to have attributed to them. It must be conceded, 

therefore, that juat aa unlveraala formally exist only In th© 

aind which knows them, values too exist aa such only In an 

evaluating subject. Hence it is improper to think of something 

es a value apart from the relationship which that thing bears to 

an appetite. Such, aa I see it, ia the fundamental truth to whloh 

the value-theory of Sellara directs our attention. 

Granting thia fundamental point on which a thomist would 

find himself in baaie agreement with Sellars aa against the 

ultra-realism of a Platonic axlology, there yet remaina the 

larger queation of determining that which from a metaphysical 

point of view oonatltutea the objective groundwork of our value-

judgmenta. If, aa Sellars himself points out, mere "factualiam" 

in value-theory la an untenable poaition, it would seem that an 

essential part of adequate theory of vaiuea would be a deter­

mination of those objective factors which aake it possible for 

us In our judgments to think of things as valuable. In other 

worde, preaupposing and underlying our value-judgments, there 

muat be, If we are to avoid a purely subjective interpretation 

of those judgments, a baais In thinga themselves which warrants 

our appraisal of thea. 

Now fully allowing for the fact that Sellars does (at least 

in principle) take "aa objective a view of valu© as pOsalble" by 

reaaon, that is, of the stress that he laya in the capacity of 
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th© object for entering into our lives, the queation that here 

presents itself is whether there is anything in the theory itself 

which makes adequate provision for an intelligible explanation of 

what this "capacity In the objeot" might be. Clearly, in the 

abaence of any definite anawer to thia vital question, there 

would bo little in the value-theory of Sellars to distinguish it 

froa the factualiam which he explicitly rejecta. Just as it is 

necessary, if one Is to avoid a purely nomlnalistio position in 

epistemology, to eatablish an adequately objective basis for 

universals in things, so likewise, If one is to avoid a posi-

tivistio Interpretation of values, is it necessary to determine 

their fundamentally objective status. 

As far as I can discern, there is nothing in Sellars to 

indicate (beyond the fact that objects do have a capacity for 

being transformed into values) what the fundamentua of our value-

judgments Is. Obviously enough, there ia a fundaaontua. But is 

the philosopher tc remain content with a mere acceptance of thia 

an eapirlcal fact? 

The point of criticism I am here suggesting is remarkably 

similar to one that I have extensively developed In connection 

with Sellers' critical realiam. In Chapter Five it was shown 

that the critical realiam of Sellars, what with all of ita 

reflneaenta and distinctions, is ultimately founded upon an 

acceptance of knowledge as a brute fact for which no intelligible 

explanation la provided. Must the acceptance of values likewise 

be taken aa an "ultimata factuality" in nature? Must we, that 

is, resign ourselves to th© bland acceptance of the empirical 

truth that objects have a capacity for being evaluated? Sellars 

apparently does. 
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This can be seen, first of all, from the standpoint of the 

method to which he restricts himself in his analysis of values. 

Indeed, no mere analysis of value-judgmenta aa suoh, considered, 

that is, from the standpoint of their ess© intentlonale, Is 

adequate to account for their metaphysical basis, just aa no 

mere analysia of universale as such is sufficient to determine 

their "ontological status," i.e., their foundation In the nature 

of thinga themselves. An analyais of value-judgments, considered 

as such, will at best reveal the fact that they have a realistic 

reference. What there is in things which determines our judgments 

of them as valuable is determinable only by an analysis which is 

metaphysical In character* The method, therefore, which Sellars 

uses is basically a one-sided method, whloh, though sound as 

far as it goes, Is inadequate. 

Even apart from the question of method, it should likewise 

be clear that there is nothing in Sellers' ontology, nor in the 

view that he himself takea of it. which could make possible a 

satisfactory determination of th© metaphysical groundwork of our 

value-judgments. It Is easy to show this on the basia of points 

that have already been covered In our preceding section. Science, 

according to Sellara, does not discover values as a "property of 

objects." Neither, we might add, doea it discover what there is 

in objects which makes them subject-matter for our appraiaal of 

them. But considering that ontology for Sellara is "isomorphic 

with science," or what amounts to the same thing, that we have 

no knowledge of objects other than that whloh science reveals, 

it is obvious that Sellars precludes the very possibility of 

establishing a satisfactory explanation of th© basis of our value-

judgments. 
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To sua up ay arguaent: If science as auch has nothing 

to say concerning the basis of our value-judgments, end if, 

moreover, philosophic knowledge is intrinsically dependent upon 

and essentially related to our scientific knowledge of things, 

then, clearly, philosophy Is no more capable of discovering the 

valuableness-aapect of reality than science is. The only avenue 

of approach, therefore, to which one can reaort, and to which 

Sellara himself actually does reaort, ia an empirical analysis 

ef our value-judgmenta — an approach which, as we have just 

indicated, leavea unexplored the fundamentum upon which those 

judgmenta rest. 

I should Ilk© to take occasion her© to point out in regard 

to the humanism of Sollars, what I have already called to th© 

reader'a attention concerning hla naturalism, the fact, viz., 

that it stands or falls on the claim that no other position or 

type of explanation la necessary. How such precisely is the 

claim of acientlfie humanism with respect to the problem of 

vaiuea, I.e., that all other types of explanation (other than 

that which a humanistic interpretation of values involves) are 

superfluous. Sit are they? If the points of criticism thus far 

developed are valid, it Is clear that a humanism which is based 

upon a naturalist, ontology ia inadequate to the solution of the 

problem of values, and does not, for that reason, measure up to 

the claims which it makes. 

Sines, howovor, it is the work of philosophic criticism 

to go beyond a mere denial of an opponent's position, I shall 

attampt in th© next few paragraphs to suggest what in the thomist 

view is. necessary to render intelligible th© basis of our value-

judgments. It is not aside th© point to remark here that, since 
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thomistio philosophy Is truly a rational philosophy of btin,, 

which is a natural outgrowth of the demands of human experience, 

it is no great task to supplement the analysis of our value-

judgm©nta with an analysis also of that upon which they are based. 

Now th© question which remains unanswered in the value-

theory of Sellars is simply this: Why (to use his own terminology) 

do objects have a capacity for entering human lives? Th© thomist 

solution to that problem is a simple on©, though it must be 

rightly underatood. In brief, the ultimate foundation of our 

value-judgments is the good which objects possess — "good" 

understood here, not in a limited empirical sens©, but as a 

transcendental attribute of being itself. 

Why is It, one might aak, that objects appeal bo us as *;ood? 

Abstracting from the consideration that in order to desire a thing 

as cood, our natural Inclination or appetite must be conformed to 

that object, is it not true that we ultimately judge an object 

as good, because it has being, because it is? The goodness of 

things, in other words, is the measure of actuality which they 

as beings possess. What I am suggesting here, following the 

thought of Aristotle and St. Thomas, is that goodness is not a 

perfection which is superadded to the perfection of being, but 

that it is the perfection of being Itself: 

Goodness and being are really the same, 
and differ only in idea; which is clear 
from th© following argument. The essence 
of goodness consists in this, that it Is 
In some way desirable. 3enc© th© 
Philoaopher says: goodness is what all 
desire. Now it Is clear that a thing is 
desirable only in so far as it is perfect, 
for all desire their own perfection, >ut 
everything is perfect in so far as it is 
actual. Therefore it is clear that a 
thing is perfect in so far as it is beinj; 
for being is the actuality of every thinf>.. 
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Hence it is clear that goodness and being 
are the same reality. But goodness ex­
presses the aspect of desirableness, which 
being does not express. (1) 

Now it Is the metaphysical good, thus understood, which 

supplies us with a basis for our value-judgments. (2) A thing, 

for that reaaon, is valuable because it, containing the periection 

and the actuality of being, is good. This is the same as saying 

that the goodness of things constitutes them as potential values, 

in much the same way as the identical nature in things constitutes 

them as potential universals which are rendered actual by our 

unders tending. 

Now what is it that renders that which is potentially 

valuable actually so? Clearly, not a mere knowledge of the good 

(though knowledge does play an important role) (3), but an 

actual conformity of the appetite to the actuality of being 

which we call the good. (4) This conformity of the natural 

(1) gumma Theolpgioa, Q̂ V, a.l, c. underlining is the author's. 
(2) *The appetible good is the perfection of being. The ac­

tuality of being determines the degrees of appetibility or 
desirability. Therefore, the actuality of being is the 
basis of value, but is not Itself 'value.'" Robles-Reinhardt, 
The Main Problems of Philoaophy (Milwaukee: The Bruce Pub-
lishing Co., 1946), p. 131. 

(3) Nil vol it urn quint praecognitum. "Nothing Is willed unless it 
is first known." Applying the truth of this axiom to values, 
we must say that in order for a thing to become a value, It 
must first be known. I might also add that a thing is 
evaluated to the extent that It is known. Clearly, there 
are many things which we do not sufficiently ap-preciate, 
because we do not sufficiently understand them. However, 
as our understanding of them deepens, so too does our ap­
preciation and appraisal of them. 

(4) "The correlative terms in the act of evaluation are the 
aubjeot and the object. Th© object...is the actuality of 
being. The aubjeot represents the natural inclination in a 
state of conformability with th© actuality of being. There 
exists, then, a real, not merely a logical, relation between 
»b©ing' and 'natural inclination.'" The Main Problems of 
Philosophy, pp. 131-2, 
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incllnation or th© appetite to being, considered, i.e., from 

the atandpoint of its desirableness, is expressed in the form 

of a judgment: 

The knowledge of values...is never realized 
in a simple act of apprehension: it is 
always the result of an 'evaluation' which 
th© practical understanding exercises with 
regard to the object. (5) 

It ia clear from this brief analysis that the thomistic 

solution to the problem of values, while avoiding th© extremes 

(is Sellars does) both of a fsctualistlc subjectivism, on the 

one hand, and Platonic ultra-realism, on the other, nevertheless 

renders intelligible (as Sellars theory does not) the basis 

for our value-judgments. While the thomistic solution is based 

upon experience (as Sellara' theory likewise ia), it is not 

(like the axlology of Sellars) "isomorphic with science," and 

hence limited to a merely empirical analysis of our value-

judgments . 

In the light of thes© remarks I should like to question 

the truth of one of the statements which Sellars makes con­

cerning vaiuea. On the grounds that a value is "always with 

respect to" and that a thing Is "good because it is such that 

it can enter significantly...someone's life," Sellars maintains 

(as we have seen in our last chapter) that "what may be called 

intrinsic values really has no meaning." (6) Nov/ if all that 

Sellars means by this statement is that values are formally 

constituted only in the appraisal of an evaluating subject, the 

statement is true. If, however, he means that there is no 

(5) The Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 131. 
(6) Philoaophy of Physical Realism, p. 459. Underlining is the 

author's. 
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intelliglbl© sense In which we can refer to things as intrinsic 

values and as being of Intrinsic value, then the statement is 

false, for we are adequately justified in speaking of certain 

types of objects as being of intrinsic value, if they are thought 

of as being by their nature suitable subject-matter for our 

evaluation. Thus we might speak of an artistic masterpiece as 

being of intrinsic value (or simply as being an Intrinsic value) 

in the sense that the objective qualities whieh It embodies are 

such that, one© understood and seen, they are capable of eliciting 

our subjective appraisal. Thua too (and ©specially) in morale, 

the performance of an act, such as giving alms out of charity 

to a person in need, may be thought of as being of Intrinsic 

value, because the act by its nature ia eminently suited to the 

perfection of the person who performs it. Clearly, then, it ia 

entirely reasonable to maintain that things do have intrinsic 

value or worth. As a matter of faot, they must, if we are to 

avoid axiologlcal positivism. 

This last point takes us to the very threshhold of a 

criticism of Sellara' humanism in its more concrete doctrinal 

implications. In answer, first of all, to Sellars* remark that 

he has no objection to immortality, "if the facts permit us to 

believe in it," (7) need I say that the facts not only permit. 

but require auch a belief; what Is more, it is because of his 

habitual disregard for certain kinds of facts that th© naturalist 

finds the doctrine of imnortality so much a matter of "belief" (8), 

rather than one which compels our rational assent. 

(7) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p, 474, 
(8) I am obviously employing the term "belief" here in lt3 un­

fortunately modern signification, as implying a type of 
assent which has no rational foundation. 
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It is not my intention here, of course, to present an array 

of arguments in proof of the soul's Immortality. What I do want 

to note, however, Is that Sellers' attempt to "enlarge oar 

concept of the physical" so that it includes the apiritual opera­

tions of man is hardly a method of approach that is conducive 

either to a "belief" or a rational conviction in the immortality 

of the human soul. 

To express myself in more positive terms, Sellers' naturalistic 

interpretation of the distinctive operations of human intelli­

gence (among other things) as proceeding from a principle which 

he calls the "brain-mind," is an Interpretation which, I am 

sure, is motivated, nob by a deaire to face philosophical facts, 

but by the desire rather to dispense with for once and for all 

the swarm of dualistic "mind-body" theories with which philosophy 

has been plagued aince the advent of Cartesianism. It is, in 

other words, so much a matter of concern with th© naturalist to 

avoid a dualistic interpretation of man, and In so doin^, to 

interrelate the various aspects of his being to the "organism," 

that certain very important facts get lost somehow in the shuffle. 

In Chapter Mix it was pointed out that an impartial 

analysis of certain klnd3 of activity which man, as distinct 

from the brutea, performs, reveals that these activities are 

not intrinsically dependent upon matter, but are by their very 

nature spiritual. Accordingly, it is necessary to admit that 

the principle or "form" from which they proceed (traditionally 

called the "aoul") must be itself of a spiritual nature. Now 

I am not suggesting that ohe proof of the spirituality of the 

soul is eo ipso a proof also of Its Immortality, but merely that 
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it prepares the way for auch a proof. In point of fact, the 

conclusion that the soul Is immortal is proximately based upon 

the faot that it is Incorruptible: 

The intellectual principle which we oall the 
soul is incorruptible. For a thing may be 
corrupted in two ways — In itself and 
accidentally. Now It is impossible for any 
subsiatent being to be generated or cor­
rupted accidentally, that la, by the genera­
tion or corruption of something ©lae. For 
generation and corruption belong to a thing 
in the same way that being belongs to it, 
which is acquired by generation and corruption. 
Therefor©, whatever haa being in itself cannot 
be generated or corrupted in itaelf...Now it was 
shown abov© that th© souls of brutes are not 
aelf-subsIstent, whereas the human soul is, 
so that th© souls of brutes are corrupted, 
when their bodies are corrupted, while the 
human soul could not be corrupted unless it 
were corrupted in itself. This is impossible, 
not only as regards the human soul, but also 
aa regards anything subsiatent that is form 
alone. For it Is clear that whatever belongs 
to a thing by virtue of th© thing Itaelf la 
Inseparable from It, But being belongs to a 
form, which la an act, by virtue of itself. 
And thus matter acquires actual being ac­
cording aa it acqulrea form; while It Is 
corrupted so far as th© form Is separated 
from it. But it la Impossible for a form 
to be aeparated from itaelf; and therefore 
it ia impossible for a subsiatent form to 
cease to exist. (9) 

Proceeding now to a consideration of Sellars' views with 

respect to questions of morality, I should like to remark first 

of all that, although Sellars (as a typical humanist) has a 

great deal to say about morality, there is very little along 

the lines of a constructive development that would suggest 

what In the humanistic scheme of things morality should be. 

Perhaps, however, it would be expecting too auch of a humanist 

(9) Sumaa Theologies, ft.75, a.6. 
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to set forth a code of ethios all of his own, especially in 

view of Sellers' remark that we must think of moral codes as 

"experiments rather than as revelations." (10) 

There is little doubt, however, in my own mind that Sellars 

regards his own particular views of morality as somehow 

mediating the two extremes of a rigid absolutism (of the sort 

Implied, e.g., in th© Kantian categorical imperative), on the 

on© hand, and a sheer relativism, on the other: 

There can be no absolute, eternal etandarda, 
and yet...it aeems quite possible to avoid 
the dilemma of either eternal and external 
standards or more whim and caprice. (11) 

What Sellars suggests to avoid this dilemma is the recognition 

on our part that, although there ia "an essential continuity 

and basic permanence" which characterize human (moral) ex­

perience (which it would be fooliah to ignore), nevertheleas 

individual choice should be permitted. 
Intelligence and sincerity are the 
essential factors. (12) 

What I am particularly interested in calling to th© reader's 

attention here is that Sellars' position, despite Its respect 

for "the essential continuity and baaic permanence" of man'8 

aoral nature, ia, itself in the final analyais, a form of 

ethical po8itlvism, and must accordingly be evaluated as such. 

Nor is Sellars any less a positivist because we find him con­

demning relatlvlam as such. (13) As I see it, moral relativism 

(10) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 427. 
(11) Principles and Problems of Philoaophy. p. 464. 
(12) Principles and Problems of Philosophy, p. 469. 
(13) "Relatlvlam In ethics has been overdone. Human nature and 

social relations are not as capricious and arbitrarily 
fluid as some have declared." Can a Reformed Materialism 
Do Justice to Values?, p. 33. 
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of the aort whloh is baaed upon mer© "whim or capric©" Is 

philoaophioally speaking a position which is as rare as pure 

or absolut© skepticism. In any oase, however, it should be 

clear that even though hla interpretation of the facta is 

different from that of a "mere" relativist, Sellars Is, by and 

large, an ethioal positivist, for the central point remains that 

moral codes are experiments and subject to improvement. 

Now the very same point of criticism which was previously 

raiaed both against the eplatemology of Sellars as well as his 

ontology again presents itself in connection with his view of 

ethics: It la not philosophically ultimate, or better, denying 

th© n«©d for a aolution which ia philosophically ultimate, it 

seta itaelf up as a subatitute. Indeed, if morality has any 

meaning at all, i.e., from a philosophical point of view, it 

aust (at the very least) have something to say concerning the 

ultiaate end of man, and the ultiaate criterion of what Is right 

and what ia wrong — a criterion which, in the final analyais, 

ia tc be determined by what the end of man really ia. 

With regard flrat to the ultimate end of man, it would seem 

that for Sellara th© goal of human existence "is probably human 

welfare in the context of deaanda, admirations, and social ties."(14) 

Now apart from the fact that Sellara does not seem too aura of 

himaelf, I muat honeatly confess that hla statement ia ao vague 

that It Is meaningless. What human welfare consists In is, as 

far as I can aake it out, a matter which Sellers fails to 

specify. Certainly, it doea not, on the one hand, consist in 

(14) C_an a Reformed Materialism Do Justice to Values?. p. 41. 
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th© fulfillment of the demands of material existence, for on 

frequent occasions Sellers makes it clear that he is not an 

ethical hedoniat. Does It, on the other hand, consist in man's 

moral betterment? If this Is the case, w© are obviously pro­

ceeding in a vicloua circle. Or possibly is human welfare a 

goal which, beoause it haa not yet been realized, must be defined 

at some future date? Clearly, a millenium of progress which would 

take place at some unspeeified time in th© future would hardly be 

a satisfactory means of determining man's present needs and 

desires. Nor could man in th© light of his historical past 

regard auch a millenlum as little more than a dream. 

Since It ia quite clear that there la no definite anawer 

in the humanistic thinking of Sellers to the question of what 

tha end of man might be, neither can there be a definite answer 

to the queation as to what comprises the norm of human (moral) 

behavior. It ia for thla reason that Sellars ao readily contents 

himself with the eapirlcal fact that ethical norma do operate 

"to deny which constitutes moral nihilism." (15) What is more, 

Sella rs maintains that these sam© norms by the very fact that 

they are operative "conatitute (social) morality." (16) Do 

not thoae statements leave completely unexplained both the 

nature of the norms themaelves aa well aa the morality which 

they auppoaedly "conatitute." Clearly, the operation of an 

ethical norm presupposes the principle according to which it 

operatea, whether it is custom, authority, or reason. Are w© to 

be led to think, moreover, that there are no universal principles 

(15) Social Philosophy and the American Seen©, p. 72. 
(16) Social Philosophy and the American Scene, p, 72. 
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of human moral behavior — principles which would determine that 

oertain aotions, regardless of the circumstances under which they 

ar© performed, are by their very nature wrong? 

When Sellars maintains, moreover, that "a moral norm is 

directive and regulative as agents accept it," (17) Is he 

referring to th© obvious fact that a norm does not operate as a 

norm except on the condition that it is applied by an â :ent? 

Or is he possibly suggesting that th© sole determining reason 

for th© norm itself is its acceptance, on the part of the agent? 

If the latter is the oase, how can one account for the fact that 

oertain universal norma hav©, over a period of centuries, been 

accepted by individuala and social groups alike of the moat 

heterogoneoua denominationa? At the very least it would aeem 
f 

necessary %o note the aooeptanoe of the primary postulates of 

the natural law as an empirical fact. Yet it would seem that 

for Sellars all morality in the traditional sens© has been con­

ditioned solely by way of extrinsic denomination, auch as 

authority (whether civil or religious), or tradition, or custom. 

There la one last point I should like to raise to illus­

trate the poverty of humanistic naturalism with respect to 

matters of ethical import. In our last chapter we have seen 

Sellara' asaertion of the "absolute principle of the moral 

dignity of human beings." (18) Although it may seem strange 

to find Sellars speaking of any principle as being absolute, it 

is nevertheless Interesting to note that for him this principle 

l s irreducible. Sow granting full well that this principle is 

17) Social Philoaophy and the American Scene, p. 72, 
18) Social Philosophy and the American Scene, p. 72, 
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irreducible In th© aense that it is rooted in man's nature, 

there muat nevertheless be a sufficient reason in man's nature 

which warrants our assertion of it. 

In view of what Sellars has previously asserted concerning 

the radical Immanence of man in nature, what might this sufficient 

reason be? The answer which he gives to this question Is hope­

lessly vague and unsatisfactory: 

Its basis is the natural and Inevitable 
demand of self-conacious personality to 
receive just social recognition. (19) 

To m© this appears more as a restatement of the principle itself 

rathar than an explanation of the foundation upon which it rests. 

What is more th© demand for "just social recognition" assumes 

the very truth of th© principle it is meant to explain. In the 

absence, then, of anyoonvincing explanation of the belief in th© 

aoral dignity of man aa a principle which is absolute, must we 

not conclude that this belief (among other pre©supposits in the 

thinking of Sellara) has no rational foundation? 

All that I ahall say by way of comment concerning Sellers' 

remarks pertaining to religion Is simply that there is nothing 

to be found in them which adequately distlnguiahes religion 

from morality. Why, one alght ask, if rellrion merely means 

the subservience of human actions to th© promotion of humani­

tarian ©nds, why speak of "religion" at all, as If implying 

that it were something distinct from morality? Concerning the 

fact, moreover, that religion and morality must b© kept distinct 

(though they are never in practice to be separated), I quote the 

following penetrating remarks of hhitehead: 

(19) Social Philosophy and the American Scene, p. 72, 
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The non-religious motive which has entered 
into modern religious thought is the desire 
for a comfortable organisation of society. 
Religion haa been preaented aa valuable for 
the organisation of life. Ita claims have 
been reated upon its function as a sanction 
to right conduct. Also th© purpose of right 
oonduot quickly degenerates into the forma­
tion of pleasing social relations. W© have 
hero a subtle degradation of religious 
ideas.•.Conduct is a by-product of religion — 
an inevitable by-product, but not the main 
point. (20) 

The "main point" of religion, aa Whitehead later remarks, Is 

worship — a concept which is completely lost in the humanistic 

view of religion according to which man hlmaelf is both "creator 

and designer." (21) 

By way of conclusion, it is to be noted that the validity 

of the humanistic outlook is entirely dependent upon the explana­

tions it oan give of certain vital facts which comprise the 
4 

very fabric of human exiatence as a mode of existence which ia 

infinitely auperior to any of the lower "levela" of nature. The 

entire import of our criticiam has been to show that the humanism 

of Sellars doea not get beyond these facts, i.e., in order to 

give them an intelligible meaning. Sellara, indeed, aocepta the 

fact that vaiuea do have a basis. But where lies the basis? He 

accepts the fact that ethical norms do operate. But what is It 

that determines these norms? He accepts the fact that man has a 

aoral dignity properly his own. But how oan he adequately 

aocount for it? Lastly, he accepts the fact that man Is by 

nature religioua. But how can he distlnguiah religion from 

aorality? 

(20) Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New 
Tork: Macmillan Co,, 1947), p. 274. ~""~" 

(21) RellRlon Coaing of Age, p. 184. 
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Scoularlatlo humanism, as I see It, though claiming to have 

all the answers (at least in aemlne) ssops short of where the 

real problema lie. It is more of a front than a philosophic 

creed. Its failure, moreover, to explain what it purports to 

explain, I.e., the so-called higher "level" of human existence 

ia the final proof of the bankruptcy of a naturaliatlc world-view 

aa applied to the "problem of man." 

Indeed, a true humaniam is incompatible with any view of 

man which in the final analysis regards human nature as coter­

minous with the world of physical nature. An adequate appre­

ciation of th© facta pertaining to man entirely forblda ua to 

regard hla aiaply as another "level" in nature. A true humaniam 

ia one which can do juatice to man*a transcendence over nature. 

It ia a humanisa in which immortality is something mora than a 

roaantic dream and in which traditional religion ia aomethlng 

more than an inapired myth. 



CONCLUSION 



Philosophers, however divergent their opinions may be, 

have at least one thing in common, namely, the problems with 

which they deal. There have been some, indeed, who, in re-

jeoting the opiniona of certain phlloaophers, have denied the 

very validity of the problems themaelves. To anyone, however, 

who la only superficially acquainted with th© history of philo­

sophy, one thing ahould be clear, viz., that the problems of 

philoaophy cennot easily be ruled out of court, or, even if they 

are, that tney will soon make their re-appearance under a diffe­

rent form. The problems of philosophy are persistent problems, 

aa peraistent as the human ml ad Itaelf In Its unending quest for 

truth. 

It is in view of the persistence of the problems of philo­

sophy (problems which are always basically the same) that there 

la evar to be found some common groani of comparison between 

phlloaophers, however widely separated they may be in other respects. 

As I have indicated in the fifth chapter by "common ground of com­

parison" we ahould be given to understand "not necessarily a 

unified solution to a given problem, or, for that matter, a common 

method of approach," but rather "the preaence of th© problem itself, 

however different the terminology, approach, or solution may be." 

The terminology, approach, and solutlona which Sellara as 

a contemporary naturalist brings to bear upon the problems of 

philoaophy are widely different from thoae of traditional scholaatic 

thought. Yet apart from m^ attempt to present as precisely as 

possible a descriptive analysis of Sellais' naturalistic s. stem, 

s comparison hes actually been made. The purpose, moreover, of 

that compariaon (preaented in the form of a critical analysis) has 
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been to determine whether the philosophy of Sellars e*_ phil­

osophy is true or falsa. 

To aay that there are many "ha1±-truths" In the ays ten 

ox Sellers woula „e, in my opinion, to iu-e sn expression which 

is per ae ambiguous. All knowledge, after all, Is exr-ressed It 

the form of propositions, a d every proposition is elt, er trie 

or false, Isow unqae3tionsbly there are many propositi'ns In tn© 

thinking ox Sellais whicl are parely aid si"ioly true. indeed, 

however f;.lse a position may be fro.," th© sts~Jno5.it of its 

principles, iu is as difficult for a persoa who 1 olds that nosltion 

uo be consistently wrong as it is for a perso • whose position Is 

basically sound to o© consistently right in all of its applica­

tions. Over an1, above this general fact, it must be said iu 

favor of Sellars that t^cre is a co jprehenslveness in his thinking, 

which, comb" led with a measure of philosophical insight and a 

sense of the history oi philoaophy, deservedly com-.ends itself 

to our attention. Perhaps I ahould apily the remark here which 

Maritain appllaa to his criticism of Descartes that "after all, 

to be the adversary of a philosopher does not mean that one 

underesti-ustea his ganlis," (1) "liet is .nore, the thinking of 

Sellars ia, as a rule, characterized by a clarity of expression 

which is unfortunately lacklrjr in many of hi a fallow-con tempor­

aries, — a quality for which I personally am more t^an , rnteful. 

When, however, we shift o r atte-tio". froT the*?? more or 

less accidental feature** of hla system to a consideration of its 

basic principles (and Uat as philosophers la our chief concern), 

we fxnd that th© poaiti^1 of Sellars as an o-t-and-o)fc naturalist 

(1) The •''ream of Descartes, p. 164. 

http://sts~Jno5.it


la fundamentally erroneous*. The entire import of our criticism 

bjaa rboen to show that Sellars* system, whether considered from 

the Standpoint of his analysis of the problem of knowledge, the 

problem of beln;, or the problem ox man, is Incompatible with the 

primary deaanda of a truly philosophical approach. 

ajv- ae regards his critical realism, we have seen that Sellars' 

atteapt to drain knowledge of all the elements of a jenulne in­

tuition of * the object-and ao restrict it esaentlally to a denota­

tive act'of affirmation is.an attempt which results in a realiam 

which ia^litsle different.fron. what I have called the "fidelstic" 

realiaa of Locke. We have seen that a realism such as "ellars, 

whose fundaaental feature ia a distinction between the contents 

©f.* knowledge and^thOs object of knowledge, la condemned to failure 

in any subsequent attempt'-that might be made to re-unite them, 

a- realism'whloh aerely affirms its object i3 on© which must also 

affirm Its realism*.for it la Incapable of .'.itelli Ibly accounting 

for the faith that lies within. What Is more, an adequate appre­

ciation of the-fact of1 knowledge, as implying a real union between 

subject and object i*;i^consistent with the view of Sellars that 

knowledge is another of the many "levels" to be found in nature. 

fhe entire burden of-Chapter V has been to illustrate the truth 

of th©.principle that I ̂ materiality is the root of cognition. 

Deny this principle, and knowle 4 ,e becomes a blind fact. 

Next ae regarda hla ontology, we have seen thot Sellers' 

endeavor to construct a world-view which is "isomorphic with 

science", doea violence to the laws of reason, even the principle 

of aontradicblon itself. This was exemplified in Sellars' attempt 
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to regard'matter both as esse and th© aubjeot of change. And 

atWgurda the fsot of change itself, — a fact upon which a 

consistent theory of evolution so vitally depends, it was shown 

in Chspter vflT that Sellars' denial of a first Universal Caua© 

Of Change, i.e., a Prime Mover, makes Impossible any atte-nfc to 

give an edaquata account of that fact. Indeed, any theory of 

evolution which, in claiming to be absolute, denies the exlste.aoe 

of s Universal Cauae ia undermining its own foundations. (2) 

Lastly, in Chapter X we have seen that Jellars' analysis 

of the nature cf vaiuea la inadequate to provide ior their objec­

tive basis in the nature of thinrs themselves. As a result of 

this fall;re, — a failure which inevitably atems from hia ontology, 

there is little In Sellara' theory of values to distinguish it from 

th© axiolcgical positivism which he himself condemns, viewing hia 

humanism In Its more concrete phases, w© hnve seen that Sellais' 

denial of the immortality of the human soul is baaed upon the 

capital mistake of repardin/; all of man's distinctive activities 

as stemming forth r principle which be calls the "brain-minn"• 

Further, the inaptitude of humanistic naturalism to establish 

the ultiaate end of human existence results it. a theory of ethics 

which ft best, in the Inrvuape of Sellars himself, is only an 

"experiment." Religion, too, though th© name is preserve t, must 

lose Its distinctive meaning, if it is confused, rs .'cellars con­

fuses it, merely with ethtcai cmd.,et» 

(2) *"or this reaaon, then, "a theory of evolution which r~-r.ulns 
strictly and properly a theory of development of new speciea 
'would not contradict*..metaphyaical principles...s^nce to be 
a consiatent theory it wo;ld assume the existence of a hirst 
Efficient and Ultimate Final Ususe which alone can ulti^Htaly 
account for the new speciea appearing in the ©volution...In a 
word, a consistent theors of evolution could only je stated 
within a general theistic view of reality." Charles A. Part, 
"Twenty-five Yesrs of Thomism," The ::ew jcholasblclsm. Vul. 25 
(1951) p. 26. 
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-. t'i^hout a^doubt the "new" naturaliam (or "reformed mater-

iallaa"),, of which Sellers is a leading representative, Is widely 

different from the machaniss'c atomism ox the pyst. r XH Ji'nj î  It, 

however,*as we have examined it, in i 3 xundamental priiciples, 

there is .nothing in the "new, evolutionary" naturalism w' .ch (from 

a pbiloeephieai standpoint) commends itself to the title of 

"non-redvtCti-nlst." Th© over-all conclusion of our entire analysis 

has been, that naturalism, whether old or new, is by its.very nature 

rodufit jojaiafr„ it la reactionist in Î s attorn^ +•© level o*'f the 

aethoda of philosophy to th© methods of th© sciences. 1h Is 

refjchloiist in ita treatment of knowledge, of man, and of values; 

it ŝ r -ducti->niat in Its failure to reco-nize that these "phenomena" 

canno*- be included in the scheme of pv,T9 nature, however "enlarged" 

our notion of the phyaical may be. 

However sound his protests may be against th© speculations 

of certain idealists (such as those of the Hegelian sor;), i; were 

foolish for the naturalist to await the day when the tr ths op 

philosoph are experimentally verified by science. (3) That day 

will never co^e, and the sooner the naturalist fives xp his vain 

hope that it will, tve better a position will he be in to dis-

cover a philosophy which, tirjigh ii no way contradicting the 
i 

demands of s c i ence , exp la ins what sc ience a? such i s iot q i ^ l i f i e d 

to e x p l a i r , ¥> e u l t i m a t e es'-ses o'" th** world *n which we l i v e . 

The ph l l o son ly to w1 ^ ch I am h^re r e f e r r i n g Is the phl loaophla 

porcn- 1 a of s c h c l a ^ t J c t ^ o u r h t , a^ r ep re sen t© ' c r ' . e f l y by * ts most 

dist*n£ulsh©d expos i t o r '••nd <r n' ve«?is t , Q¥. i o - ^ s Aq' b i n s , Wbat 

I am su '©sti-kg I s not « r e t , rn to t r a d i t i o n ^R «mch, t u t a r e t x r n 

'" I — „ " ml • 1 

(S) Sclawe© can and does, of course, provide ph'losoplw wit! 
many useful xacs, bjt t ose iscta are uot th. .elves ,,1. a 
truths of oi llosoph , 
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to tradition in the fundamental trutha which it embodies, — 

truths which properly speaking are neither old nor new, but 

eternal. 

Philosophy, however, Is not a closed book. Although the 

fundamental trutha of philoaophy are eternal, to be living truths 

they muat constantly be applied to the problems of the times in 

which we llv©. Neither for Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, or St. 

Thomas was philoaophy the closed system, which so siany moderns 

have regarded it to be. Aa Gilaon polnta out* 

Their ambition was not to achieve philosophy 
onoe and for all, but to maintain it and to 
serv© it in their own times, as we have to 
maintain it and serve it in ours. For us, 
as for them, the great thing is not to achieve 
a aystem of the world, as If being could b© 
deduced from thought, but to relate reality, 
aa we know it, to the permanent principles 
In whoae light all the chancing problema of 
science, of ethics and of art have to be 
solved. A metaphysics of exiatence cannot 
be a system wherewith to get rid of philo­
aophy, it la always an open inquiry, whose 
conclusions are both always the sniae and 
always new, because it is conducted under 
the guidance of immutable principles, which. 
will never exhaust experience, or be themselves 
exhauated by it. (4) 

Ther© have boon some who, pessimistically inclined, have 

pronounced th© death of American culture before it has scarcely 

had the chance to b© born. Indeed, in any land in which philo­

sophy is a living, growing thing (or to us© a favorite expression 

of Sellars a "going concern"), there la at lenat a vigorous sign. 

of genuine cultural development. Neither is it to be thought, as 

it ia thought by many Europeans, that the whole of American cul­

ture ia materialistic, ferhaps on the surface, yes. But there 

(4) The ?>nity of Philosophical Experience, p. 317. 
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ia a atrong undercurrent of Aaerlean thinking in the line of a 

truly spiritual development which refuaea to be Ignored. The 

fact of the aatter ia that in Aaerloa there la being waged a 

battle of ideaa, more important than any battle of the sword, 

which la not being recorded on the front pages of our daily news-

papera — a battle from which the acholaatic philosopher, if he 

is genuinely Interested in the oauae of philosophy, can 111 

afford to withdraw: 

There has never been a more propltloua time 
for American 8cholaatios to enter Into full 
participation in the philosophical activities 
of our country. As the historical lineaments 
of the scholastic past become more firmly 
established, a major share of talent and 
energy among the younger men to the perennial 
issues precisely aa they take shape In the 
present situation must generously be given. 
Our main responsibilities as philosophers 
lie here. The net effect of such whole­
hearted concern for the contemporary 
phlloaophloal enterprise oan only be a 
mighty Increase in the vitality and relevance 
of aoholaatlc philosophy. 

(5) Jamea Collins, "A Quarter Centwry of American Philosophy," 
The New Scholasticism, Vol. 25, (1950) pp. 79-80. 
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