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Logic and Reality in the Philosophy of John Stuart Mill - abstract

This study of the leading principles of Mill's empiricist metaphysics
and philosophy of logic aims to provide accurate (and often revision-
ary) exegesis énd Qr;ﬁicism of his theories, and to show their pert-
inence to current philosophical debates. Mill's views on the attain-
ment of knowledge by inference, the problems of suasive syllogisms,
and the possibility of inductive inference are first discussed, and
it is argued that‘his philosophy of 1ogic is informed by a realist
theory of error. SubseQuently,'aitention is paid to his uncompromising
rejection of a priori avenues to knowledge about objective reality,
and his allegiance to a radical empiricist principle that all know-
ledge is of phenomena alone., A scrutiny of Mill's theories of the
experienced world and of the experiencing self brings the discussiom:
to the point at which it emerges clearly that there is a deep tension
within his thought between a form of empiricism which approximates

to a variety of scientific realism, and another which leans towards

sensationalistic reductionism.
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INTRODUCTION

'Nobody reads Mill today,' wrote a reviewer in Time magazine a
few years ago. 1 One could scarcely praise Mr Melvin Maddocks, who
penned that remark, for his awareness of the present state of Miil
studies, for of all nineteenth century'philosophers who wrote in
English, it is,J.S. Mill who remains the most read today. Yet it
vould not be so far from the truth to Say that very few people pay
‘ much serious attention nowadays to Mill's writings about logic and
metaphysics (as distinct from those on ethical and social issues),
despite the fact that Mill put enormous effort into their composition
and through them exerted a considerable influence on the course of

European philosophy for the rest of his century. But the only sec-

tions of A System of Logic (1843) and An Examination of Sir William

Hamilton's Philosophy (1865) to which much reference is now made
comprise only a small proportion of those very 1arge books; and - the
prevailing assumption is that Mill's theories about logical and met-
aphysical questions are, withvfew exceptions, of merely antiquarian
interest. | ' ) |

Bertrand Russell once said that Mill's misfortune was to be born
at the wrong time (Russell (1951), p.2). It can certainly appear
that Mill chose an inauspicious time to attempt a major work on
logic. The greatest revolution in logical Studies since Aristotle
lay just a little ahead when the early editions of, the Logic were
rolling off the presses, but Mill failed to anticipaté, nor in his
later years‘did he show much syhpathy with, the great developments
in symbolic logic with which his younger contemporariesiBoole, De
Morgan, Jevons and Venn were associated. Shortly before his death he
“described the attempt to provide an improved symbolic presentation:
of logic as a 'vice,' and declared that it implied.'thé existence
of.greater‘precision in the data than.the questions admit of"'
(letter to John Elliot Gairnes, LL, p.1862). This blindness to the

merits of symbolic logic has very understandably raised doubts in
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. the minds of twentieth centﬁry‘philosophers aé to whether what

- Mill had to say about'deductivé‘logic could still be of much int-
erest. Russell's dismissivé judgement . was that, 'Everything that
Mill has to say in his LQ&EE aboutimatters other than inductive
inference is perfunctory and conventional' (Russell, lgg.'gii.).
Even his philosophy of induction_(to which the bulk of the Logic

is devoted) has in recent‘yéars tended to fall out of view as an
increasing amount of attention has been paid to the theories in
this area of Mill's arch-rival Whewell, who had a more detailed
knowledge of the sciences of his day and, arguably, a deepér éppr—
ehension of the acfual methods of scientific investigation.

Had Mill set out to write a study of the inductive sciences a

few years later, it is possible that a consideration of their

rapid recent progress would have led him to construct a somewhat

. more adventurous philosophy of science than is found in the Logic.
Then agaiﬁ, his viewsyon epistemological. and ontological issues are.
often thought to be badly, even fatally, flawed by depending,
allegedly, on an associationist psychology which was reépectable
enough when Mill wrote but which was.,shortly:to.be utterly discr-
edited by such critics as F.H. Bradiey and James :Hard. It has been
remarked by John Passmore that the education Mili;received from his
vfather, the philosopher and political economist 3%ﬁes Mill, had the
object of turning him into an eighteenth century philosdpher
(Passmorg, p.13); and that, one might suppose, is.just the trouble
with him: his thought is‘fundamentally backward rather than for-
ward looking, and by our contemporary*Stanaards,imposSibly-outdated.

A major purpose of thevﬁresent study is to show that the pre-

vailing neglect of Mill's logical and metaphysical writings is un-

' fortunate and unjusiifiéd.'Mill tackled, in a ﬁery systematic and

thorough way, a greét mapy of the issues which remain of concern to

the modern student of thg philosophy of logic and of metaphysics,

and his treatment of these issues is often very profound; indeed in

some instances it is the most searching to be found anywhere. And

if many of the topics which interested Mill have not gone out 6f

date, neither has the essential spirit of his approach to them (what-

ever may be said about its‘details) become outmoded. As everyone |

knows, Mill was the quintessential empiricist, and while many people

prefer their empiricism in'a more muted form than his, some twent-

iéth century philos0phers'of great eminence, such as W.V. Quine

and John Anderson, have adopted speciéé of empiricist theory hardly
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less radical and thoroughgoing than the Millian variety. Even where
the psychological theories which Mill saw as adjuncts to his empir-
icist views are rejected, his motivations'can seem as fresh and attr-
active as ever. In a letter of 1854 to Theodor Gomperz (who transl-
ated the Logic into German), Mill spoke of his intention to develop
a philosophy which would succeed in 'placing metaphysics and moral
science on a basis of analysed experience, in opposition to the
theory of innate principles' (LL, p.239). Elsewhere he wrote of his
desire to press the defenders of a priofi knowledge as hard as poss-
ible, and to drive them eﬁen from 'ground on which they ﬁad pfev-"
iously been deemed unassallable,' by showing that it is properly
texperience and association' which explain ;that peculiar character

' of what are called necessary truths, which is adduced as proof that
their evidence must come from a deeper source than experience' (AU,
p.233). These motivations are shared, in greater or lesser degree,

by many modern nhilOsophers in searoh of a'theory able; in Crispih
Wright's words, to 'liberate us from the mysterious aura which seems
to envelop the traditional notion of necessity' (Wright, p.318).
Neither Mill's problems nor his fespopses to them are without signif-
. icant parallels in the work of contemporary philosophers. '

An important motif of the present’ esqay is that M111's phllosophy
is far less damaged than one might have expected 1t would be by its
inclusion of such archaic features as the identification of formal
logic with the logic of the syilogism, and the postulation of a psyoh—
ology of association. Like many great philosophers, Mill posseséed
the ability to transcend the limitations of false or inadequate the-~
ories he had inherited from his predecessors, and to penetrete'through
them to major new insights. Even the inconsistencies of detail which
his views sometimes contain (%hough the often heard allegation that
he was an unusually 1noo?81stent philosopher is exaggerated) 3 test-
ify t0 a faculty of invention which saved him from a too hidebound
adherence to theories bequeathed him by his father and other early
intellectual mentors such ae Bentham. The most fundamental springs
of Mill's thought are in any case a set of motives and beliefs which
are sustained with great constancy and resolution, and whose appeal
ie felt anew by kindred spirits in every fresh generation of philos-
ophers. While certain elements of Mill's thinking have, it is true,
taken their final bow from the philosophical stage some time ago, it
would be quite wrong to suppose that'he has no longer anything inter-

esting to say to us.



The truth is that J.S. Mill is the greatest philosopher to have
attempted to develop an empiricisf vieW»df knohledge and reality to
the’point at which all riﬁal conceptions are completely'excluded from
the field. His is a wholly unmitigated empiricism, reminiscent indeed -
in many respects of eighteenth century empiricisms such as Locke's,
butlmoré far—reaching (Mill would have no truck, for instance, with
Locke's qualificétion tovempiricism that mathemétical knowledge is
certain because 1t arises from a kind 6f infallibié contemplation
of mental archetypes rather than the ordinary objects of éxperience
(Locke, vol.2, pp.168-69). )j Possibly Mill was hardly aware of the.
extent of his own radlcalness. At any rate, he described hlmself as
.a follower of what he called the domlnant eighteenth century theory
of '} nowledge, namely:

that proclaimed by Lécke, and commonly attributed to

Aristotle - that all knowledge consists of generaliz-

ations from experience. of nature, or anything whatever

external to ourselves, we know, according to this theory,

nothing, except the facts whiCh present themselves to our

senses, and such other facts as may, by analogy, be inf-

erred from these. There is no knowledge a pr10r1~ no

truths cognizable by the mlnd's 1nward 11ght, "and groun-

- ded on intuitive ev1dence. Sensatlon, and the mind's

consciousness of its own'acts, are not only the exclu—

sive sources, but the sole materials of our knowledge.

(o, p.125). e
This is empiricism with a vengeance. Moreover, it is empiricism_with
a special, though -arguably'naturél, twist towards a strongly reduc-
tiﬁist metaphysics of the idealist or phenomenalist variéty: Mill is
saying not just that all knowledge comes through sensation and reflec-
tion on sehsation, but akfo that all knowledge is knowledge gi'sensat—
ion and reflection on sensation. Mill's leaning towards idealism,
and his enthusissm for the philosophy of Berkeley, impart a flavour
to his empiricism which is likely to be unCongenial to many otherwise
well disposed to vieﬁs of an empiricist type. To what extent the idea-
list strain in Mill is detachable from his geﬁeral empiricist stance
is a question of some complexity which will occupy us by and by; for
the time being it is sufficient to remark that the fact that Mill
moves from empiricism into idealism may reasonably make us wonder
whefher there is not some %ery basic kinship - to express the poiht

rather loosely for now - between these.positions.
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At the very deepest level of Mill's philosophical motivations
is a profound incredulity about the notion of a priori knowledge. >
Yet it is difficult to find anywhere in:his_writings any really
direct argumentation against the a priorist claim that there can
be, and is, a priori or intuitive knowledge. To be sure, Mill has
on hand an alternative account of knowledge to offer which, rooting
all knowledge in sensation, makes no use of a priori faculties; but
aﬁ alternative to a théory is not the same as a refutatioh of it.
Nor is a theory falsified by showing that unfortunate or undesirable
political or social consequences follow from taking it to be true,
as Mill argues that a belief in>know1édge by intuition is:
in these times, the gfeat intéileétual support of false
doctrines and bad 1nst1tut10ns. By the aid of thls theory,
every inveterate bellef and every 1ntense feellng, of
which the origin is not remembered, is enabled to dispense
with the obligation of jﬁétifying itself by reason,
and is erecfed into its own ali—sufficient voucher and
justification (AU, p.233). |
Perhaps so; but if this provides a‘motive for waﬁting the fintuit-
1ona1 phllosophy' "to be false, it does not Justlfyubellev1ng it to
be so - though it should be noted that Mlll never clalmed that it
did. The fact is that Mill's opposition to a prlorlsm is itself
based on something uncomfortably close to the kind of intuition which
he constantly derides. What redeems his position, though, luckily
for him, is that he can at least point to the ahsence in a priorist
accounts of any really clear and precise explanation of how the
mind 1is capablé of attaining knowledge by a priori means; and if
this is something less than a direct refutation of a priorism, it
does entitle him, being armed with a detailed alternative theory,
to protest that the onus gf proof now comes to rest on his opponents.
He complains:
We see no ground for believing that anything can be the
object of our knowledge except our experience, and what
can be inferred from experience by the analogies of exp-
erience itself; nor that there is any idea, feeling, or
power in the human mind, which, in order to account for
it, requires that its origin should be referred to any
other source (C0, pp. 128-29).
melrlclsm being, in Mill's opinion, much less mysterious than the

doctrine of the school of 1ntu1t10n, it +'is up to the a priorists
to prove the inadequacy of empiricist theory, and to establish the
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need for their own.

To sustain his -position againstvthe‘a priorists, Mill considered
that he required a theory with two complementary parts, correspon-
ding to the two modes in which; in his view, knowledge is attained.
'Truths,' he wrote in the Introduction to the Logic, 'are known to
us in two ways: some are known dlrectly, and of themselves; some |
through the medium of other truths. The former are the subject of
Intuition, or Consc1ousness;‘the 1atter, of Inference! (§Q, p.6).
(Mill's word 'Intuition,' ihéidentaliy,'is misleading - he does not
here mean a faculty of a priori apprehension, but simply‘bf sens—
ation, as the context makes abundantiy clear.) To place-empiricism
on an impregnable footlng, it needed to be shown that the knowledge
which a priorists claimed was achleved by the exerc1se of pure con-
sciousness was actually attained by inference from a basis of sen-
sations. Accordingly, this meant showing that a priorism was untenable
(in ill's terminology) in both the fields of 'Metaphysics' and of
'Logic,' the former being concerned with determining 'what part of
the furniture of the mind belongs to it originaliy' (as distinct from
by inference)(SL, p.8), and the latter dealing with the conditions
of valid inference of new knowledge from those truth% we know directly.
What Mill aimed to show was that the only 1mmed1ate knowledge we poss—
ess 1s knowledge of our sensations, and that these are the sole basis
from which all out other knowledge is, by inferenée, derived. If a
sufficiently powerfulbsystem of logic could be delineated, it would
become evident that it was theoretically grétuitous to postuléte, as
Coleridge and others had done, a pure'é priori origin for a whole
host of truths, including 'the fundamental doctrineé 6f religion
and morals, the princip}es of mathematics, and the ultimate laws even
of physical nature’ (gg, p.126). A well constructed science of logic, .
coupled with a cogent, reasoned account of the sensational basis,
would, Mill trusted, esté%lish to the satisfaction of those who appr-
oached‘the matter without prejudice that an empiricist philosophy was
wholly adequate both to explain and to justify the structure of hum-
an knowledge. ‘

The significance of the System of Logic needs to be assessed in

the light of ‘this broad purpose of vindicating an empiricist theory

of knowledge. To some extent, the title of the work is misleading,

4as it can disguise the very heavy epistemological orientation it poss-
esses., Still, the book is not intended to present a complete theory

of knowledge; Mill's concern in the Logic is to study the attainment



of new knowledge by inference, and he'lérgely‘disregards in it‘ques—
tions about the nature of our originai data. As’he said in a letter
to John Sterling in 1839, when work on the book waé in progress:

I have endeavoured to keep clear so far as possibié of

the controversy respecting the perception of the highest

Realities by direct ipfuition,rconfining Logic to the

laws of the investigafioh of fruth by means of extrinsic

evidence whether Tatiocinative or inductive (EL, p.406).
However, in other respects fhe'éggig did join battle with the
a priorist position, most notably in the extended argument in
Book II for an experiential‘basis fOfrouf knowledge of mathematical
propositions. But only in the dfitique.of Hamilton, written sevéral
years later, did Mill reveal in the fullest way the extent of his
empiricist sympathies, and prbducebhis mést general and;uncomprom-
ising strlctureq on a prlorlsm.,He clearly presumed that-a great. deal
of what he said in the _2553 woﬁld go down well ‘even w1th those not
well disposed to emplrlclsm°"Loglc,' he wrote hopefully in the Intro-
duction to that work, 'isvcommon ‘ground  on which the partlsans of
Hartley and of Reid, of Locke and of Kant, mey meet and join hands'
(SL, p.14). In so far as‘empiriciSts7and a priorists need not be at
variance over the generallsed conditions of sound deductlve and ind-
'uctlve arguments, that is perfectly true of course. But while by no
means everything in the Logic is aimed at the direct confutation of
a priorist views, the overall purpose'bf the book was nevertheless,
as Miil later publicly admitted, to provide 'a text-book of the opp-
osite doctrine - that which derives all knowledge from experience'
(gg, loc. gii.). 6 If it is not on every page taking issue with a
priorism, certainly on no.page does it make the slightest concessions
to that view. _

A proper apprehension, of the primary concérn of the Logic to con-

tribute -the theory of inference to the program of empiricist epist-
- emology can save us from disappointment that it does not give us
"things we ought never to hévé expected it would. When Russell compl-
- ained that only in his treatment of inductive inference was Mill more
than perfunctory and conventlonal' he falled to see that Mill was not
1ntend1ng to provide some hlghly technical account of formal logical
techniques. What Mill was trying to do - and what, I shall argue, he
did in a very insightful way - was to. investigate how in principle
deduotive and inductive modes of inferenoe could produce new knowledge,

and. to establish the respective contribution of each mode to the
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furtherance, speoifically,,of scientific knowledge. 1 It was there-
fore of much less importance to Miil;toapresent a fully articulated
survey of Aristotelian deductive~logic ~ still less to attempt to.
refine that system of logic - than to probe deeply intd-some of the
most fundamental questions in. the phllosophy of deduction,. such as
how, in principle, deductlve 1nference can be productive of new know-
ledge, and whether it 1s poss1ble to av01d the fallacy of petitio
pr1nc1p11 apparently: present in- every deductlve proof. It.is, perhaps,
tempting to think that had Mlll been sympathetlc to the efforts of
the early symbollc 1og101ans he mlght have achieved even greater
. profundity in hls philosophical speculatlons on deductlve loglc,.
but the important issue is how much he actuallyvdld achieve, not
what he might have done in other circumstances. In any case, as
 Russell himself had to admit, the Logic's treatment of inductive
methods of inferencé, which Mill considered more important than
deductive methods in the pursuit of knowledge, is extremely compre-
hensive aﬁd'detailed as well as being philosophically stimulating.

If the chief purpose of the Logic is to investigate how inference

serves the pursuit of knowledge, that of the Examination of Sir Will-

iam Hamilton's Philosophy is the complétion'of the empiricist prog-

ram by proving that it is from a sensational ba31s that knowledge
arises. The later book is a far more’ openly polemlcal work than the
earlier one, for Mill felt by the 1860s that the time had come for

a 'hand to hand fight' between the philosSophies of experience énd of
intuition (AU, p.270). Whereas the Logic is frequently eirenic in
tone, the Examination is persistently combative. For Mill, the mag-
isterial figure of Sir William Hamilton (1788-1856), Professor of
Logic and Metephysics at Edinburgh from 1836 to his death, represen- .
ted the embodiment of the views of the school of intuition. Mill des-
cribed the man as 'the g?eat fortress of the 1ntu1t10na1 philosophy
in this country! (1b1d ), and his thought as ‘representatlve of the
best form of Germanism' (LL, p.763). Hamilton's quite extraordinary
erudition (he was probably the most learned English-speaking philos~
opher of his own, and possibly of any century) had an almost mesmeric
effect on his contemporaries, and before Mill's blistering attack his
- philosophy had attracted very iittle significant adverse criticism.
The book broke the spell which Hamilton'had cast over a whole intell-
ectual generation, and Mill was able to show how the older philosdph—
er's thought was riddled with inconsiétencieé. Mill felt able to comm-

ent by the early '70s: 'On the whole thé book has done its work: it
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has shown the weak side of Sir W. Hemilton; and reduced his too
great philosophical»reputation‘within‘more moderate bounds' (AH,
. 271) o

An important key to the Examlnatlon, and indeed to Mlll's whole
understanding of the nature of knowledge and reality, is a principle
which, after Hamilton, he termed that of the 'relativity of human
knowledge.' 8 This principle, whose precise»interpretation and role
bln Mill's philosophy will be the subject of a later chapter of this
essay, had already appeared, though not under that label, in his
1840 essay on Coleridge, from which we have already guoted a version
of it, and a little later in the Logic, where he summed it up succ-
inctly as holding that 'of the outward .world, we know and can know
absolutely nothing, except the sensations which we experience from
it (EL, p.62). The principle asseris that all our knowledge of an
outer reality is knowledge of sensations (this is what.is intended
by saying that such knowledge ié"relative to' sensations), and Mill
understood this to contradlct the notlon that we can have any know-
1edge of external objects, if these are construed ‘a8 things in them-
selves which are irreducible to" “the phenomenal presentatlons of sense.
In fact, Mill normally treated the relat1v1ty pr1n01p1e as appllcable'
not Just to outer but also: to 1nner experlence (that ‘is, experlence
of the self and its states), in which broader form ‘it can be used to
support the denial that the ﬁlnd or self con51sts in anything irred-
| ucible to its own conscious states._But whlleihe explicitly regarded
the relativity principle aS‘excluding our knowing anything about
putative entities, such as nouﬁenal bodies or egos, of an experience—
transcending sort, it is acfually possible that he saw it, more br-
oadly still, as the pr1n01ple which excludes our possessing a priori
knowledge about mathematics and science, religion and morallty, whlch'
philosophers of the '1ntp1t10nal school' assert “that: weihave. Foriin
his discussions of a priori. knowledge, it is pre01se1y the claim
that the mind's only real knowledge is of sensational expefience, andig'
what can be 1nferred from thls, whlch is constantly aired in disproof
of the existence of Pnowledge from ‘a;priori sources; and it is this
claim which is made in the explicit!fofmulations of.the relat1v1ty
principle, though they'are'direcfed-at.the mdfe specific farget of
clarifying the nature of the Objecté:of outer and inner experience.
On the broadest possible construal of it, %herefore,mthefrelativity
pfinciple can be considered notvmereiy as supporting Mill's very
stripped—-down view of the quecté of our experience, but as the

deepest and most resonant doctrine of his empiricist philosophy.
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Mill's doctrine of the relativity of knowledge could easily be
employed in support of an idealist world view; for if in outer exp-
erience we know only our sensations, then it is unclear with what -
right we could uphold the existence of a world of physical objects
not reducible to sensations. (Acceptanee of. an idealist point of
view forces a reconstrual of the notion of 'outer experience' of
course, but this is not - as Mill forcibly argued to Herbert Spencer
(LL, p.1090) - in itself an argument against idealism.) 0ddly enough,
as we shall see below in Chapter Eight, Mill was by no means unres-—
ervedly committed to idealism, though he admired Berkeley's philos—’
ophy immensely. 9 Perhaps certain vaguenesses in some of his.various:-
formulations of the relativity principle prevented his being quite
clear about the appropriate metaphy31ca1 views to associate- with .
his relativist epistemology. It may~be s1gn1flcant too, that Mill
was not by nature inclined to sceptlclsm, and had mo ambltlon to
produce philosophical theories whlch common sense would frown upon.
(In this connection it 1s 1nterest1ng to note that he was seemlngly quite
unmoved by Hume's phllosophy, and that extensive though his wrltlngs
are, they make very:few references tq Hume,‘or indeed to any other
| sceptical philosophers, ) 10, ‘While Mlll was alwaxs keen to resist .
what he saw as i1licit. clalms to knowledge, as” offered, ‘for:instance,
by a priorists, he was not 1n011ned to dlsbelleve in the poss1b111ty
of knowledge. He believed, presumably, that a carefully constructed
system of knowledge on emp1r1c1st pr1n01p1es would lack vulnerable
" points at which a sceptic could attack~ by remaining metanhy51cally
abstemious, it would be offerlng no hostages to fortune. Yet we shall
see later how Mill was undec1ded about Just how abstemious an ontol—
ogical theory should be to remaln con31stent w1th the relai1v1ty prln—“ff'
ciple. ‘ : '7 |

"Every man has a love Pf hlS own oplnlons, but Mlll's dislike of
unfounded pretensions to knowledge 1ed ‘him to take criticisms of his
own arguments very serlously, later editions of his major works are
strewn with footnote dlscuss1ons of objections made to p01nts in
earlier ones. Mill was candid enough not to cling obstinately to
positions which others had shown him to be untenable. Especially |
noteworthy in this regard is his readiness to acknowledge the draw-
backs' of the associationist psychology which was an intelleotual in-
herltance from his father. Associationism appeared to provide Just
what the keen empiricist requlred, a comprehensive theory of the

workings of the mind which posited a natural attraction among simple
10



mental contents in order toiexpiainkfheNfOTmation of complex concep-
tions and beliefs. In compléfély'eéchéwiﬁg any‘reference to a priori
faculties while yet purportlng to explaln, in an a posteriori manner,
the full range of human ideas’ and bellefs, associationism promlsed

to add conviction to emplrlclsm by challenglng any uneasy suspicion ‘
that a purely empiricist theory wou1d prove inadequate to accounting

for all that we know or believe. Mill was fully aware of the advan-

tages to be gained'fféﬁwgﬁpporting eﬁpiricism by associationist psych- 77

ology, and 1n an essay entltled 'Baln's ‘Psychology'! of 1859 he noted
. that the relat1v1ty pr1n01ple had been thought by some to_be able to
dlspense with direct proof so long as 1t could rest on the 'general
evidence' of ass001atlonlsm (BP, De. 343)

A common view is that Mlll never dev1ated from ass001at10nlsm, and
that it formed_a.determlnlng‘feaiure;ofghls philosophy. John Passmore,
for instance, has said that 'if, at ériy point, Mill's philosophical
reasonings threaten what he’ regards as the foundations of empiricism
or brlng into question the adequacy of ass001atlon1sm, his recoil is
immediate, at whatever cost to consistency' (Passmore, p.15). And
Richard Wollheim, in commenting onvthe émpiricists"need to explain
how individual mental contents become linked togefher, lumps John
Stuart with James Mill. (and Hume) in holding that: the trick is worked
by 'inference': '

Their treatmenf ofllznferenq§7 takes the form of trying

to explain the multiplicity of human argument by appeal

to certain simple and rigorous laws describing the succ-

ession of ideas in the human mind: for every time the mind

moves from premiss to conclusion, this is a case of one set

of ideas following upon and oustlng another. In the form-

atlon of these laws, the Emplrlclsts once more resort to

the principle or principles of Association (Wollhelm, p.23).
True enough, perhaps, about James Mill, but certainly not about his
son. The younger Mill was sufficiéntly clear sighted to realise, and
honest enough to admit, that associationism created severe embarraés— '
ménts,to anyone wanting to preserve a distinction between a move-
ment of thought which is simply'compulsive or automatic, and a rat-
ional inference. Mill's unhappiness about the tendgncy of associa-
tionism to collapse this distinction arose, characteristically, out
of an empirical observations: he noticed'thaf a belief set up by -
association can often be rejected on the basis of rational consider-

ations, and that even in the case of thé strongest associations, 'a
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mind exercised in abstract speculation can. reject:the belief, though
unable to get over the association' (BP, p 368) But this admission

of a faculty ‘which thus 'subdues belle ‘lnto subordlnatlon and due

proportion to evidence'’ (BP, p. 370), threaiens to compllcate Mill's
philosophy exceedlngly - a fact: of Whlch he was - not ‘unaware. Later
in this study we. shall explore-1n~depthfthe 1mp11cat10ns of this
lapse from the official doctrlne of ‘the . 'school of experlence.f It.
will be seen that Mill is, draWn towards two dlfferent and confllotlng :
forms of empiricist view, the more radlcal one of whlch has strong
links with metaphysical pos1t10ns of aniideallst klnd, whilé the
other is much closer to a. form of sclentlflc reallsm. On thls inter—
pretatlon, Mill's phllosophy w111 be seen to have a great geologlcal
fault running through it - and a fault, remarkably, of which he’'seems
to have been only 1nterm1ttently, and then very 1mperfeot1y, consc—
ious. Associationism helps to. articulate (though without being its chief -
supporting pr1n01p1e) one only of these confllctlng strands of thought.
Mill's failure to come to- terms w1th this deep cleavage in his
empiricism can provide some 1mportant 1essons for contemporary emp—
iricist theories. What 1s at 1ssue, as- w111 become obvious later, 1sv
‘no mere shallow 1ncon51stency resultlng from muddled thlnklng, but »
a serious problem of prlnolple about ﬁhe best way to;develop an emp—A
jricist position. Mill's osclllatlon between two 1ncompat1ble views
is thus a fruitful inconsistency. able to generate 1nterest1ng further
speculation. Not all his 1ncons1sten01es are as illuminating as this
one,. unfortunately. He has always suffered, and more than most other
ma.jor philosophers, from accusations that his work is rife with incon-
sistencies, and while a great many of these accusations are demonstr—
“ably based on careless 1nterpreta¢10n, 1t has to be admitted that he
sometimes displeyed an irritating tendency to drift between different
and not wholly compatlble;formulatlons“of@an,ldea.ﬂThere are perhaps
two main reasons for this failing. First of all, he composed most of
his works at very great speed. His total output of books, reviews,
essays and letters is enormous . (it w111 flll over thirty large vol-—
" umes in the definitive Toronto University Press edition), and given
the pace of production it is inevitable that nis writings sometimes
display flaws which mlght have been av01ded had he worked more slowly
" and deliberately. A clue to a second, rather different reason emerges
from a complaint he made of Bentham. ‘He could not bear,' Mill remar— .
ked, 'for the sake of clearness and the reader's eaqe, to say, as
'ordlnary men are content to do, a little more than the truth in one
sentence, and correct it in the next' (BE, p. 114). Bentham was in the
12 '



habit of employing very complex grammatical constructions in order

to get all the truth into one’ sentence, and to make sure that that
truth was precisely expressed.. Mlll's complalnt will probably strike
most twentleth century phllosophers, brought up, as they are to value
exactitude above the more superflclal virtue of an easy style, as a
somewhat unprofessional one. If Mill himself thought it right to
emulate the 'ordlnary man, and valued readablllty more than rig-
orous consistency, that explalns at once his own exceptlonal fluency
of style and his occa31onal lapses into 1ncons1stency or -confusing
‘looseness of phrasing; 1t also explalns why, in reading him, one offen
has the feeling that one has grasped hlS meanlng stralghtway - until
_one stops to reflect “about 1t, on Wthh doubt sets in. In a subject
wherein great issues caniqftenhang on’ the making of fine distinctions,
Mill's preferénoe for a lucid but loése:Style is unwise and inapprop-
riste, and his serious readers must regret it. 12

Despite the slackness of’ statement whlch one often encounters in
Mlll's writing, his works on 1og1calgand metaphyslcal themes contain ¢
a multitude of ideas and 1nsp1rat10né whlch remaln of the greatest '
interest. The present essay doeo not aitempt to be a comprehen31ve
survey of Mill's doctrlnes 1n these areas, which. would requlre a far
longer work. Its concern - whlch has been 1ndlcated in the precedlng
pages — will be with the manner ‘in whlch Mill, always cons1stently
with empiricism,. accounts for the: attalnment of knowledge via 1nfer—
ence, and with his emplrlclst treatment-of certain other fundamental
issues in the philosophy of 1og1c and eplstemology, and it will be
shown how his views on these topics . are related to his account of
the nature of reality. There will be no attempt to provide a general
treatﬁent of his philosophy of natural and social science, and cert—
ain metaphysical quesfibns—with which he was much involved, such as
the free will problem and (at the end of his life) the existence of
God, Qill not be dealt with.

One further issue which will be absent from these pages vis that of
the bearing of Mill's theories in logic and metaphysics on his views
about social and political issues. It has often been noted that
Mill's empiricism is far from being a doctrlne with conseguences
solely for logic and metaphys1cs. For Mlll, empiricism represented
an option with immense implications fpr theorlslng;about,polltiGS“and
society. To admit the pbssibility'ofjglgriori sources of knowledge

was, in his opinion, to open the door to all manner of claims that
this or that (usuelly strongly conservative) view about morals or
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religion or the state. of societY’did’hot"reqoire to be warranted by
experlence but was 1nstead 1ntu1t1ve1y obv1ous. It is therefore per—

fectly correct to consider that M111 hoped that the defence of emp—'~ 3

iricism in the Logic and the Examlnatlon would, by exhibiting the sup—t
eriority of that doctrlne over 1ts a prlorlst rlval, assist the pol— o
itical campaign agalnst the forces of reactlon- the dlfference betw—
een the schools of Intultlon and Experlence, ‘wrote Mill in hlS égﬁgf
biography, 'is not a mere matter of abstract speculations; it is full
of practical consequences, and lles at the foundation of all the
greatest differences of practlcal oplnlon in an age of progress‘ (AU,
p.269). Nevertheless, it is to.fall 1n§o a serious mlsunderstandlng

of the logical and metaphysical writiﬁgs to suppose, as some crltlcs
have done, that Mill's primary motive;in composing them was to supply
ammunition for the political cause. This interpretation of those works
subtly disparages both them and pheir author, for it insinuates that
under the guise of an academic and disinterested investigation of their
ostensible objects of concern, Miil's real purpose was to concoct an
elaborate battery of theories to employ against his political oppon-
ents. There would be nothing much amiss, it is true, in utilising
general arguments against a priorism in the pursult of political obj—
ectlves where they are found to be relevant to the' purpose. But the
suggestion made by some of M111's commentators is thet the doctrines
of the Logic and the Examination are moulded not so much by properly
logical and metaphysical con51derat10ns, as by the ex1gen01es of find-
ing persuasive props for political positions.

Thus R.P. Anschutaz, whose‘book on Mlll has been much read, said of
him: 'He never wrote anything on any sﬁbject without considering its
bearing on the politics of the day," ehd'added"'AS‘war‘is sometimes
said to be an extension of pollcy, S0 phllosophy for Mill was an ext-—
ension of politics' (Anschptz (1953), pp.61, 62). In similar vein,
Passmore, after commentlng that Mill's emp1r1c1sm '1s more ‘than an
epistemological analysis; not to be an empiricist is to adhere to
'the Establlshment' - to be commltted to the protectlon of 'sacred!
dootrlneq and 1nst1tut10ns, goes on to assert that it is for Eﬁﬂi N
reason that Mill refuses ever to allow any doubt to threaten the
'foundations of empiricism' or the 'adequacy of associationism! (Pass-
more, p.15). If Mill really proceeded in this manner, he was guilty of -
great disingenuousness. As a third instance,'Ernest Nagel judged that

teven [ﬁill’§7 more technical theoretioal analyses were controlled by
the aim of removing the obstacles which, false philosophies placed in

14
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“the path of social progresS!;'ahd he went so far as to assert that
Mill had 'frankly acknowledgéd' that rulterior social objectives'
were 'controlling the: oomp051»10n of the Loglc' (Nagel (1950), PDe.

xv, xxxii).
But there is no good reason to suppose that the 1nterpretatlon of

Anschutz, Passmore and Nagel 1s‘corrept. While Mill undoubtedly kept
an eye open for possible bearings of- hisjlogical and metaphysical
researches on his campalgn agalnst conservatlsm and obscurantlsm in
the polltlcal arena, there 1s no ba51s for the allegatlon that the |
primary motives behind those researches were other than what they
seemed to be - namely, des1res to achleve correct theorles about the
logical or metaphysical 1ssues,under!d1scuss1on, and Mill certainly
never ‘'frankly acknowledged’-that_hié*gbverning motivation was a
pblitical one. In fact, in a lettér"ﬁfittenvto Robert.Barclay Fox

in 1842, when he was hard at work on the Lo ic, he remarked that he
had 'scarcely been thinking at all éXcept on the two subjects I have
just mentioned, Logic and the Romans. As for politics I have almost
given up thinking on the subject' (EL, p.543). A strange observation
for someone writing a book with an ulterior political motive!l Théré
is really a complete absence of ev1dence for the v1ew, which is more-
over initially quite implausible, that the EEE&E and the Examination
were produced with the chief intention of supportlng ‘a political
cause. As the onus of proof" clearly bears on. those wishing to uphold
the interpretation at issue, and as that proof has not been provided,
I shall proceed in this essay on the not very daring assumption that
Mill disoussed.logical and metaphysical questions because he was int-

erested in logic and metaphysics.
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ONE

KNOWLEDCE “BY INFERENCE

Early in A System of LogiC‘Mill suggésted that new knowledge is

acquifed in one or other of two\mannérs. Some truths are known by

'immediate consciousness,' and whatever is known in that way 'is known

beyond possibility of question'w(§£, p.7).,Truths about our 'bodily

sensations and mental feelings' are knowable in this manner; Mill's

examples are the propositions that I was vexed yesterday or that I am

hungry today (ibid.). But the greater’ part of our knowledge, he

thought,

is acquired not in this immediate way, but'rathenﬁby.inference from

other truths we already know. Inferentially obtaihed‘knowledge

further—

more, 1s not merely theoretically but also practically important to

us. 'To draw inferences,! Mill reported approv1ngly, 'has been claimed

to be the great business of life':
Every one has daily, hourly, and mbmentary need of asc-—
ertaining facts which he has not directly observed; not

from any general purpose of adding to his stock of know-

to his interests or to his occupatlons (SL, p.9).

ledge, but because the facts themselves are of 1mportance

After dlstlngulshlng{knowledge by inference from knowledge by

‘immediate consciousness,' Mill felt that a deflnltlon of the

ince of logic could now be given:

prov-

Logic ... is the science of the operations of the understand-

-ing which are subservient to the estimation of evidence:
both the process itself of édvancing from known truths

. 4 >
~to unknown, and all other intellectual operations in

so far as aux111ary to this (SL, p. 12)..

The logician's concern, however, is not with the psychological descr-

iption of reasoning processes, but only with the evaluatlon of inf-

erence as soundly or unsoundly carried: out-
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Logic has no interest in carrying the anaiysis be-
yond the poinf at which it becomes apparent whether
the operations have in any individual case been fightly
or wrongly performed (1b1d ).
" Mill's picture of knowledge is of a struoture rooted in the data of
immediate consciousness and extendlng upwards and outwards from
those roots by 1nference. The‘loglclan s task is to assist both the
ordinary man and the sciéntific reeeoner in their quest for truth
by providing a systematic account of the conditions undef,which inf-
erence is correctly carried out. As for the 'facts which are the
objects of intuition or consciousness' rather than the products of
inference, the logician need not worry himself about identifyingA
and analysing those; thet is a problem which can be left to 'another
and a perfectly distinot departmeht of science,' namely 'metaphysics'
(sL, p.8).

At first sight, this is a neatly rounded account of the nature
of logio. Its practical bias is obviouss: Mill's primary concern in
logic was with inference, which is what people engage in who want
to know things, and he was‘interested,in the logical relation of
1mpllcat10n not as an end of inquiry in 1tself but because he wan-
ted to explain when inferences are sound. He would have taken no
delight in the modern development of unlnterpreted 1og1oal calculi
and artificial languages which-are of interest to the pure logician
but which have no, or slight, practical applicationj such things would
have seemed to him ggizé and pointless. On the other hand, he thought ‘
that the logician could not ignore questions of a semantic or an
epistemological nature when they bear on the relation of thought and
iﬁferenoe to reality. Thus he considered that fhe logician must pay
attention to issues about term and proposition meaning, the nature
of classes and kinds and jhe categories of existence, and also to
facts about the epistemic capacities and 1imitations of human
truth-seekers; thevfact, for instance, that a finite human intell-
igence cannot survey an infinite, or an indefinitely large, olaés of
cases to verify certain kinds of generallsatlon by dlrect inspection
exerted a large influence, as we shall see later, on hlS theory of
proof. ‘ !

While Mill's conception of the province of logic is legitimate
enopgh, his presentation of the contrast between knoWledge by immed-

- iate consciousness and knowledge by inference is somewhat unclear.

It is obvious that he did no% think:vefy,carefullyAthroughéthe;
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question of what kind of 'immediate'fknewledge ﬁould provide a suit-
able basis for inferential knowledge about outer reality.rHis exam-—
ples of knowledge obtained via immediate conscioﬁsneés concern suE-'
“jective states such as being vexed or feeling hungry. Now it is true
that I know that I am vexed or that I am hungry, if I am so, without
‘needing to infer this from evidence (though it 'is not so clear, incid-
entally that Mill's example of‘knowing fhat I was vexed yesterday
can be wholly non—inféfeﬁtiel,'for the temporal location of the sen-
sation can be plausibly held to require determining inferentially).
Such propositions about my subjective states (waiving nroblems about
references to specific temporal locations) are what we might call
after Sydney Shoemaker, 'noncrlterlal ' being knowable by a prlmltlve
faculty of reflexive self—con501ousness (Shoemaker, Ch.6). But it is
evident that if all the products of 1mmed1ate self—cons01ousness wetre
of this kind, inference could not take us to knowledge of a reality
beyond our subjective stateS° for conclus1ons about outer reallty
cannot be drawn, by any system of inference, however subtle, from
premises solely about inner states. Presumably Mill never really int-
ended to assert that all imﬁediate coﬁéciousness is directed on states
of the subject, but he forgot to say, though he must have believed,
that we also have immediate knowledge of outer reallty. His fregquent
references to our sensational awareness of 'obaects' (for instance,
when he is stating the principle of the relativity of knowledge) make
it reesonable to suppose that he regarded as.immediaiely known the
kind of‘conceptually>simple presentations of sense which later phil-
osophers spoke of as expressible by 'eense—data' reports. Indeed, his
description in the second chapter of the Examination of the sensory
ingredients in the experience of seeing, handling and eating an orange
reads very similarly to the kinds of sense-data analyses which early
twentieth century philosqphers were fond of producing (Eﬁ, PpP.5-6).
Mill is explicitly describing what the>senses tell us immediately,
and without the aid of inference, 'about the orange; and it is likely
that he really intended to draw the*saméedistiﬁction between immediate
and inferential knowledge in the Lo ic, but missteted it. v
Mill's examples of 'truths which we know only by way of inference!
are 'occurrences which took place while we'were absent, the events
recorded in history, or the theorems of mathematics! (§L, p.T)e In
tﬁe‘firsﬁ two cases, our inference proceeds from 'the testimony add-
uced, or from.the traces‘of_thoseﬁpéStﬁoccurrenceS“which‘stili exist,"

in the last, from the definitions and 'dxioms. of the‘science.,Hebalso
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observed that the sphere of inference'may be wider than we might init— ‘
ially suppose; for instance, we may bélieve that it is by direct sen-
sation that we know the distance of objects from'us, whereas it is
“actually more likely that judgements of distance are inférences,.with
the eye providing no more thaﬁta ‘variously coloured surface' (ibid.)
No wonder, then, that Mill sfressed the practical importance of corr-
ect inferencé; without the ability to-infér, a‘person could hardly
form a view of reality.at. all. It is true that many important infer-
ences are spontaneously made (inferences to the distances from us of
things seen are a cése-in point), but some require a caréfully contr-
olled intellectual effort. In Mill's Viéw, the function'bf logic is

to assist us in correctly performlng 1nferences of the latter type.

IT

Given the respect which is'péid tbday to logical studies, it is hard
to think oneself back to the si%uatidn»in the earlier nineteenth cent- }
ury, when logic was a despised subgect Yet one can sympathise with ‘
those critics, partlcularly in the tradltlon of Locke, who looked on
sylloglstlc formal loglc as moribund, and doubted’whether after two
" millenia it would yield any further real discoveries of either method-
ological or philosophical significance. Much though he admired Locke's
thought, Mill dissented from him about the value of logical science.

Tt seemed to Mill that logic can throw light on the manner in which
inference enables us to increase our knowledge, and by doing so afford
practical guidance to us.in reasoning. A major inspiration on his

early thinking about logic was Richard Whately's Elements of Logic,

first published in 1826,vwhich was the most philosophically adept
o : .
study of the subject to be produced for many years. Mill reviewed

the book for the Westminster Review in 1828, and his essay - which

was his first publication on logic - was later fulsomely praised by his

friend and protégé Alexander Bain as 'a landmark not merely in the
history of Zﬁi11'§7 own mind, but in the history of logic' (Bain
(1882), p.36). Despite Bain's praise, thig wasinot really:a highlyi -
original article, and many of Mill's ideas on the philosophy of logic,
while occasionally going deeper than’Whately's, were directed = some-—
times misdirected — by the older phiiosopher's work.

Mill wholly concurred with Whatelyfs condemnation of the disdainful

attitude to formal logic which Bacon, Locke and their followers had
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made customary in British intellectual circles. To Whately and Mill,
the dispraise which usually fell to 1ogic's lot was especially
ill-deserved and foolish because it was not accompanied by any alt-
ernative thecry with pretensions to characterise the conditions of
valid infefence. Mill comclalned°

Had the philosophers who treated with so much contempt

the idea of trying the validity of an argument by resol-

ving it into a.series of syllogisms, been aware that there

is no other way in which its validity gég be tried, and

that this, and no other, is the process acfually cerfor~

med, so far as is necessary for the purpcse, whenever a

fallacy in argument is discovered and pointed out, they -

would probably have spared some portion of the ridicule

which they have heaped upon the syilogistic theory

(WE, p.10). | v ,
The reference here to resolving.an-argument into 'a series of syllog-
isms' testifies to Mill's adherence to the now obsolete view that |
deductive logic iskcoextensive with the logic of the syllogism; yet
no one today would think of quarrelringfwith the claim that it is to
logic that one should look for a description of the conditions of
valid inference. If this claim is now a commonplace, the efforts of
Mill and Whately have helped to make it so. i '_

But if Whately and the young Mill were right about the importance
of logical theory for providing standards by which the validity of
reasonings could be assessed, they nonetheless exaggerated the scope
of deductive methods in this connection. Enthusiastic to defend ded-
uctive reasoning against the attacks of the empiricist school,'What—
ely went so far as to deny-that the;inductiontbeloved of the empir-
icists was a form of inference at all; all genuine reasoning is syll-
ogistic, he argued,'whilf induction is simply a form of enguiry or.
inves tlgatlon which turns up general statements which can then be emp-
loyed as major premises in deductive syllogisms (Whately, Bk.IV.ch.i).
The essence of induction, on this view, is 'the process of investig-
ation and of collecting facts' (Whately, p.230), including, finally,
general facts from which, with suitable minor premises, we can ded-
uce new conclusions. The mistake here lies in thinking that there is
no inference of a’non—deductive kind involved in the derivation of
general statements on the basis of the examlnatlon of individual inst-
ance> of a kind. It is not obgectlonable to describe as 'induction!
the empirical investigation of members.of some kind for posse551on of

a certain characteristic, for instance the.investigation of swans
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to establish their colour; but an inference of a non-deductive kind
is involved in projecting from a sample of cases (e.g. white swans)
to a generalisation about all members of the same kind ('A11 swans
are white'). By the time he wrote the Logic, Mill had completely
abandéned Whately's position, yet in his 1828 article he showed an
unquestioning acceptance of the view that induction is not a form of
inference, but merely of collection of .data. 'The syllogistic logic,'
he wrote, 'affords the only rules' which can contribute to ‘the corr-
ectness of'our reasoning’:

It is, to use Dr. Whately's words, not an art of

reasoning, but the art of reasoning ... Syllogistic

reasoning is not a kind of reasonihg, for all corr-

ect reasoning is syllogistic: and to reason by induc-

tion is a recommendation which implies as thorough a
misconception of the meaning of the two words, as if

the advice were, to observe by syllogism (WE, pp.14-15).

That there is a distinctive form of inference involved in induction,
and that one can speak of an inductive logic, were, of course,bfacts

perfectly familiar to the Mill of the System of Logic. Indeed;'in the

fifteen years separating the Whately review and the Logic, Mill dep-
arted from the Whatelyan viewpoint in an even morei}adical way; by
coming to doubt whether the syllogism waé'really aﬁ%érm-of inférence
at all! Yet, as we shall see, while Mill was eventually to reverse
completely Whately's view of the status of deduction and induction,
he did so as a consequence of a train of philosophicai reflection
for whose inspiration he ‘was indebted to Whately's book.

The beginnings of Mill's train of thought lay in pondering bnféﬂx;
Whately's query how genuine epistemic advance is produced by inf-
crence. Regarding Whately's answer és unsatisfactory, but failing to
find a better explanation of how we can increase our knowledge by the
use of deduction, Mill fiﬂally felt obliged to conclude that the
only geﬁuine inference must be inductive. There is a long and complex
story behind Mill's shifting opinions about deduction. The scene for
its opening was set by Whately's attempts to respond to Locke's obj-—
ections to syllogistic logic. Locke had claimed that syllogistic rea-
soning 'discovers no proofs, but is the art. of marshalling and ranging
the old ones we have already.' He had confinued sarcastically:

Syllogism, at best, is but the art of‘féncihg with the
.little knowledge we have, without making any addition
to it. And if a man should employ. his reason all this
21



way, he will not do much.otherwise than he who,

:having got some iron out of the howels of the earth,
should have it beafen all up into swords and put it
intc his servants' hands to fence with andvbang one
another. ... And I am apt to think that he who shall
employ all the force of his reason only in brandishing
of syllogisms will discover very littie of that mass
of knowledge which'lies yet concealed in the secret
recesses of nature ... (Locke, vol.2, p.272).

£lthough Locke's criticisms were directed specifioally at syll-
ogistic reasoning, and as such have a large measure of'cogency (for
if reasoners were restricted to syllogistic methods alone, the amount
of enlightenment they could expect from their inferences would be
severely limited), they touch upon a deeper and much more general
issue concerning the usefulness of deductive inference. In resp-
oﬁding to the Lockean criticiSmiof the syllogism, both Whately and
‘Mill identify this deeper issue, which is a live one in the philos-
ophy of logic even at this present day. In performing deductive inf-
erences, we display in our conclusions the impliqations of our prem-
ises - and this whether the inferences are syllog;gtic or not. And
sometimes we make enlightening discoveries in thié%ﬁay, turning up
unexpected implibations of premises we had alread§;éccepted. But how is
it that we can find such processes to be illuminating? How is it

~that ﬁe can fully understand a set of premises and yet, by a deduc-
tive operation on them, obtain knowledge we did not have when we
merely knew the premises? Why is deductive reasoning so often not '
merely a matter of fencing, as Locke alleges, with the knowledge we
already have? ‘

Whately's rejoinder to Locke began by making the important obser-
vation that deductive reaioning is often enlightening. He criticised
Locke for not seeing that there is a distinction to be drawn between
two kinds of discovery of truth. Firstly, there aré 'such Truths as
were, before they were discovéred, absolutely unknown, -being not
implied by anything we previously knew, though we’mighf'perhaps,sus-
pect them as probable.' But in addition: 'That which may be elicited
by reasoning, and consequenfiy is implied in that which Qe already
knov, we assent to on that ground, and not from observation or test-
imony.' A teacher of mathematics, for instance, 'seems only to lead
us %o make use of our own stores, and point out to us how much we had

already admitted! (Whately, pp.243-44).'While we might wonder how
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Whately thought that syllogistic reasoning could éccomplish so much,
“wWe can grant that it can be 111um1nat1ng, by deduction: '

to expand and unfold all the assertlons wrapt up, as

it were, and implied in those with which we set out,

and to bring a person to pefceive and acknowledge

the full force of that which he has admitted; - to

contemplate it in various points of ﬁiew; - to admit

in one shape Wﬁ@?!he has already admitted in another; -

and to give up énd disallow whatevef is inconsistent

with it (Whately, p.239). |
As Mill realised, sﬁch an account isynoﬁ_really an expianaxion of
how deductive reasoning may be productive of epistemic advanceg,but'
it is at least an improvemehtﬁon Locke's view which denied that int-
eresting discoveries even in the sciéﬁceybf geometry are attained thr-
ough 'common logic'! (Locke, ioc. cit.). 2 o recognise that déductive
reasonings frequently are 1llum1nat1ng is undoubtedly a step in the
right dlrectlon, yet it leaves the nature of epistemic advance via
deduction still unclear. How is it 1llum1nat1ng 'to expand and unfold
all the assertions wrapt up ... and implied in those with which we
set out'? And what does it ﬁean to bring someone fo acknowledge, by
dint of deductive reaéoning, *the full force!' ofgi%hat which he has
already admitted'? - for if he has already'admitﬁ§d something, and
underétood what he admitted, how can it be that he has nbt ipso facto
grasped its 'full force' without needing to engage in a subsequent

passage of reasoning?

III

In his reviéw of the Hlements of Logic, Mill sided with Whately's

view that deductive reasoning can uncover 'new truths' (though a
better label would be 'new knpwle&ge'), but professed himself diss—
atisfied with Whately's characterisation bf illuminating reasoning
processes. Alan Ryan has wrongly accused Mill of being confused
about the distinction drawn by Whately between two senses of 'new .
,truth,' but Mill never in fact criticised deductlve processes for
being unable to produce new knowledge of the sort charaoterlstlc of
percentual or inductive processes (Ryan (1974), p.79). Like

Whately, he wes impressed by the capacity of mathematical. studies
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to reveal, without any fresh empirical input, previously unknown +r—
uths, and he approvingly repeated the Whatelyan claim that:
V réasoning does not enable us to discover truths which
Were not implied ang contained in any thing Previously
known; bput .., many'truths, virtually involved in prop-
ositions which we have already assented to, might prac-
tically, unless elicited by a process of reasoning,
have remained for ever as completely unknown, as if =
they did not result from the knowledge we breviously
' bossessed. Of this fact, the whole science of mathematics
is a perpetual proof (wE, p.33)- '
The.truths of geometry, he continued,nare all 'in reality implied in
the axioms and definitions,' but those 'elementary ‘truths! would have
Temained 'barren' hag We not utilised them as premises of 'inferen-
ces. The sciences of geometry and mechanics are thus the fruit of
deductive Teasoning, and if we had never: reasoneds - 7 ' ‘
mankind would, it is true, in a éertain sense, have poss—
essed these magnifiCént Sciences, but no otherwise as
the ore in an undiscovered mine is possessed by the
owner of the ground wherein it lies (5919')?
Deductive inference is, theh, for Mill a process ;f:ﬁining for truths
contained in what we already know, but which may fgéain long hidden
and require great menfal effort and'rééourcefulness to uncover.
(Millrs superb figure of speech resembles one of Frege's: the truths
of mathematics, wrote Frege, are contained in a small number of !
'primitive truths as in a kernél' (Fregéf(l979), Pp.204-05).)

Mill's superior status aé,a philoSopher shows in his remaiﬁing
perplexed about this acoount'of'reasoning, which Whately hag accepted
with equanimity. How can we resolve,fhe"paradox,' wondered Mill,
'that mankind may cofreotly apprehend,énd fully assent to a general’
proposition, yet remain for éges ignofant of myriads of truths‘which
ere embodied in it' (WE, p.34)? Holding that deductive logic was the .
logic of the syllogism, Mill naturally but misguidedly_conoeived his
vuzzle as that_of explalning,how_we can assent to g univefsal'prdpos—'ﬁ
dition and ye% remain ignorant of its instances. But even without the
mistaken emphasis on syllogism, there is-a'substance to the problenm

which Milil himself seems to have penetrated through t0, as when he

be 'containeq! in the definitions and axioms of the Science, though
these are 'go different in appearance' (AU, p-189). Mill was éeeing
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thfough the distorting glass of his syllogistic prejudice. a general
problem about deductive inference which has seemed quite genuine to

a presént day philosopher with a much more sophisticated understand-
ing of the varieties of inference than Mill possessed. Michael Dumm-
ett has written that there appears to be a 'tension' between what we
need to account for the legitimacy of deduction, and What we need to
account for its usefulness. For a déductive inference to be 1egitimate,
notes Dummett, 'the process of recognising the premisses as true

must already have accomplished whatever is needed for the recognit-
ion of the truth of the conclusion' (Dummett (1978), p.297). But now
it is puzzling how deducing the conclusion can provide us with new
knowledge; for the satisfaction of the legitimacy condiftion is aﬁpar-
ently at odds with the maintenance of the kind of epistemic gap betw-
een premises and conclusion which is necessary for deduction to be
illuminating. Mill did not explain his problem in quite these terms,
but it was in essence the samej fikefDummett, he sensed that satis-
faction of the formal conditions for the validity of an inference
woulﬁ seem to prevent that inference béing capable of providing new
knowledge, And yet, as in 1828 he was fully aware, deductive inference

frequehtly does lead to epistemic advance. o
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As Mill continued to reflect on the nature of deductive inference
in the years following the cbmposition of his review of Whately's
Elements, he became increasingly doubtful that a satisfactory explan~
ation could be given -of how deductive inference can lead to new know-
ledge. The 'mist! whibh Whately and others had 'left hanging over the
subject' (AU, loc. cit.) appeared thicker than ever, and he began to
%hink that the problem was not solétble in the terms in which it had

been set up. According to the Autobiography, it was a rereading of

Dugald Stewart which supplied a clue to what seemed to him a better
theory (igig.), and from that point he abandoned the view that ded-
uction is ever really respoﬂsible, by itself, for producing new know-
ledge, even in a science like geometry. Mill's radical and surprising
view that deduction is not pfoperly inference at all is expounded |

and defended in Bk.II.ch.iii of the Logic.
By his own account, Mill proceeded to write out the second Book
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of the Logic immediately after gleaning from Stewart the hint as to
how to develbp the theory of syllogism (iéig.)m But this Book poss-
esses a very curious feature: while its third chapter presents the
new theory of deduction as something Mill calls ‘'interpretation?
rather than "inference, the second chapter is devoted to the analy-
sis- of syllogistic inference! It is hard to see, on the face of it,
why Mill bothered to write a chapter about syllogistic inference

had decided that there was really no such thing as deductive infer-
ence. This question becomes more pressing still once it is noted that
one of Mill's major purposes in ch.ii is to'fefute the traditional

‘view that the principle known as the Dictum gg'omni et nullo is the

principle of syllogism, on the grounds that if this were its princ-
iple, syllogising certainly could ﬁot bring ﬁs to new knowledge; but
instead of using this diécussion to reinforce the claim that tﬁe
syllogism is not properly a form of inference at all, he féllows it
by urging that a quite different principle should be taken as the
principle of syllogistic reasoning.

Fortunately, this anomalous situaiion can bé explained in a way

~which saves Mill from the charge of béing grosslyf?nconéistént. Des—

pite his confusing 1anguage, his real objection téﬁﬁﬁe Dictum gg omni
et nullo is that it misreprésehts‘the sémantiozchg;ééterhof the Prop-—
ositions of a syllogism; and this'objeétion by no meaﬁs becomes redun-
dant after the rejection of the canventionai concept of syllogism as
a form of inference. Even posterior to that rejection, there is, in
Mill's view, a role for a 'principle of syllogism,' though its purpose
ié‘to characterise the semantic structure of the interrelating'prop-
ositions of the syllogism, not to analyse it as an inference. Now it
is likely that Mill was unwilling to risk puzzling the reader of his
discussion of the Dictum by introducing, before he had the opportunity
to develop it fully, his revolutionary idea that the syllogism was not
a kind of inference. Therefore he presented his criticism of the Dictum-
in terms which the reader would readily understand, and raised some
essentiéliy semantic issues about the meaning of the propositions inv-
olved in a syllogism in a manner whicK gave no indication that a pro-
found reappraisal of the significance of.sﬁllogistic processes was
shortly to follow, Howe&er, the effect of such a strategy was merely
to postpone the moment of perplexity;‘fOr,the reader arriving at the
ch.iii discussion of the syllogism as interpretation, not inference,

would inevitably wonder retrospectively what Mill had been up to in
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ch ii. It would have been altogether better 1f Mill had supplied much
clearer 91vnpoots to his intentions. !

Mill's discussion of whether the Dictum is the principle of syll-
ogism remains of some interest today as a topic in'the philosophy of
logic in so far as some deductive inferences — though, of course, not
2ll, as Mill believed - are syllogistic iﬁ form. And we can read that
discussion of the Dictum as a discuséion of the principle of syllog-
istic inference (which-is. in any case what it ostensibly is!) even if
we have no inclination to side with Mill's view that syllogising is
not really inferring at all. With regard to the study of ﬁill's own
philosophy of logic, ch.ii of the Logic is important as a stage in
the development of his thinking about interlocking issues concerning
inference, meaning, thought and epistemic advance. In thelight of the
perspective more clearly set out in ch.iii of the second Book, it is
appafent that Mill's anxieties about how a legitimate syllogistic
inference could be anything other than trivial had led him to an even
more fundamental worry about whether syllogising could:really be a
worthwhile process of any kind. And it seemed to him that the answer
‘to this deeper question must be no, if the semantic structure of a
syllogism is characterised by the chtum.

Although Whately had approved the claim of the chtum to be the
principle of informative syllogistic 1nference, Mlll inclined rather
to the view of Dugald Stewart that the Dictum was a very trivial
propositions consequently either, as Stewart maintained, the syllogism
whose principle it was could only be a trivial affair, or, as Mill
preferred to believe, the true character of syllogism could not be
encapsulated in the Dictum. Following Thomas Reid, Stewart gave the
Dictum in the form: 'Whatever is affirmed or denied of the whole genus,.
may be affirmed or denied of every species and individual belonging to
it*; and he observed of 1t that, 'This is a principle of undoubted
certainty, but of no great depth! (Stewart, vol.3, p.190; cf. Reld,
p.699). Worse, an actual example of a reasoning in one of the Afist—
otelian syllogistic forms turns out to be nothing but *some self-evid-
ent or identical puerility' (Stewart, vol.3, p.191); Mill accepted
that syllogisms would indeed be utterly trivial affairs if the Dictum
were their principle. The Dictum appeared o him to amount to no more
than 'the identical proposition, that wha{ever is true of certain
objécts, is true of each of those objects'; and he contenﬁed that:

If all ratiocination were no more than the application

of this maxim to partlcular cases, the syllogism would
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indeed be, what it has so often been declared to be,

solemn trifling. The dictum de omni is on a par with

another truth, which in its tlme was also reckoned of

great importance, ''Whatever is, 1s" (SL, p-175).
Later, in the Examination, he was to return to the attack, arguing
that: ' .

a doctrine which defined one of the two great

processes of thé discovery of truth as consisting ~

of the operation of placing objects in a class and

then finding them there, can never, I think, have

really satisfied;any competent thinker, however

he may havevacquiesced in it for want of a better

(EH, p.391).
There would be no point in éyllogising, thought Mill, if the Dictum
were its principle, for as a frifling‘vérbal manoeuvre it would be
of no more use in the pursuit Sf kndwledge than the traditionally
distinguished forms of ‘immediate iﬁference,' such as the obversion
and conversion of propositions, which he regarded as involving no
“more than the 'repetition of the same, or part of the same, assert-
ion' (SL, p.158). But, unlike Stewart, he concluded from this that
the Dictum could not provide the correct analys1s of the content and
relationship of the propositions=of:a’ sylloglsm. ?1:?;;:.

In arguing that the Dictum is not the principle of syllogism, Mill
reveals rather clearly the epistemic charge to his concept of inf-
erence. As we saw, inferehce is'for.Mill one of the two modes in
Wthh knowledge is attained, and he belleved, further, that no oper—
atlon on propositions was worthy to be termed inference unless it
was capable of leading to new knowledge; in particular, he held that
one should not speak of infereﬁce where a process prodﬁoed a concl—
usion which was idéh%icgl to a propOsifion'in the premise set. The
undefended but plausible assumptioh underlyihg this position is that
if the conclusion is a ‘'new' proposition, then someone in suitable
circgmstaﬁces might be.illuminated by deriving it from the premises.
It iS‘worth saying that Mill's notion of inference'is’close to popular
ideas of what inference is all about, but it is not identical to that
held by most modern logicians. The present day logician would be more
likely to explain 1nference in terms of 1mpllcat10n than in terms of
the ‘capacity to produce epistemic advance. That is, he would normally
say that a correctly infers g from-p where p logically implies qj

so as p logically implies p, he would'allow that we can correctly
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talk of inferring p,froh itself, even though this obviously fails tfo
satisfy the epistemic condition'whichiMill laid on infefence. (To
infer p from p is, of course, to make a very trivial inference - but
on the standard modern view it is to make an inference nonetheless.)
In‘support of the modern outlook is the fact that we do not have a
satisfactory criterion of prqpositional identity of the sort Mill
requiréd in order to distinguishh:between what was and what was not
inference. A vivid illﬁStration of this is provided in the ‘contrast
‘between the views of Mill and of a logician in many ways inspired by
him, H.W.B. Joseph, on so-called .'immediate inference.' Mill argued
that 'immediate inferences!' are not really inferences, because 'The
fact asserted in the conclusion is either the very same fact, or‘part
of the fact, asserted in the original proposition' — and hence 'theré‘
is in the conclusion no new truth® (SL, p.160). Joseph, on the other
hand, while accepting the Millian claim that it is not inference 'to
fepeat in fresh words our original statement,! held that in immediate
inference we do derive a new proposition, . by dint of altering the
relation of the terms in the original premise: hence there is genuine
inference here (Joseph, p.232). Such a dispute is tricky to settle;
but the modern logician typically handles the not%Qn of infefence in
a manner which enables him to avoid becoming embr%iled in it. |
Following Stewart and Reid very closely, Mill égﬁstrued the Dictum
(slightly incorrectly, as we shall sée) aé asserting 'That whatever
can be affirmed (or denied) of a class, may be affirmed (or denied)
of everything included in the class' (§£, P.174). Mill's substitﬁtion
of 'class!' for Stewart's 'genus; is merely a stylistic changej; both
words for both men in this 6onnecfion simply meant 'collection.' The
.nub of Mill's objection to the Dictum, which explains why he thought
that it could not be the 'principle' of syllogism, whether syllogism
is inference or not, is that it fails to link in with the fact that
our thought is not merely about things and collections of things, but
is also about the properties or attributes which things have. General
terms have a kind of meaning for which Mill borrowed the scholastic
word 'connotation,' and expléined as their implying poésession of att-
ributes (SL, Bk.I.ch.ii.sect.5). 5 4 term like ‘white,' for example,
he held to denote all those'things which afe white, and to connote
the attribute whiteness; the word 'white,! he explained, 'is not pred-
icated of the attribute, buf of the subjects, snow, &c.; but when we
preaioate it of them, we convey the meaning that the attribute white-

ness belongs to them' (SL, p.31). The trouble with the Dictum was
precisely that it ignored connotation, and in Mill's opinion this
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disqualified it from being an adequate characterisation of the syllog?
‘istic process. '
Mill believed that the Dictum had its mnatural basis in what he .
called the 'ultra—nom;nallsm' of Hobbes and Condillac whlch, on his
rendering of it, construed general terms as non-~connotative class
names, and subject-predicate propositions as ha&ing the function of
arbitrarily assigning objects to classes (attributes or properties
not being countenanced. by the theory) (SL, Bk.I.ch.iv.sect.2,3; Bk.II.

ch. 11 sect.2,3). The result of such doctrlnes, he contended was

that one took to thinking that 'the investigation of truth con31st[:7 )
‘entirely or partly in some kind of conjuration with ... names,' and

that epistemic advance in deductive reasoning 'consists.in the mere
substitution of one set of arbitrary signs for another! (§£, pp;175—
76). The Dictum, holdihg, in accordance with these nominalist views;
that the minor premise of a'syilogism asserts that something belongs
to a class, and the major premise that that class is included in
another class, takes the coﬂclusion to affirm no more than that 'what
was included in the lower class is included in the higher,' and thus
that 'the class1f10atlon is con31stent with itself'; and this, Mill
urged, is only acceptable if we belleve that a sufflclent account
of the meaning of a proposition is that it 'refers somethlng to, or
excludes something from, a class!' (§£, p.177). Heycontlnued:

Every proposition which conveys real information asserts

a matter of fact, dependent on the laws of nature, and not

on classification. It asserts that a given object does or

does not poséess a given attribute; or it asserté that

two attributes, or sets of. attributes, do or do not

(constantly or occasionally) coexist. Since such is the

purport of all propositions which convey any real

knowledge, and since ratiocination is a mode of acg-

uiring real kﬁowlgdge, any theory of ratiocination which

does’not recognise this import of propositions, cannot,

© we may be sure, be the true one (ibid.).

Had classes been entities 'per se' (by which Mill appears to have
meant, had they possessed some kind of transcendental reality in
the manner of Plato's forms), 6 the Dictum would not, he conceded,
have been in such a plight, for it would have expressed what he
soméwhat obscurely termed 'the intercommunity of nature! (§£; p.174),

which would obtain if such transcendehtal realities existed. But

since they do not, the Dictum, while not false, is quite unillumin-
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‘ating as to the nature of the syllogistic process.

The Examination repeated the criticism of the Dictﬁm, and intro-~
duced some new terminology in which to state it. Mill recalled that
what Hamilton had called an 'intensive or Comprehensive! reading of
a proposition construes the notion of the subject as containing that
of the predicate, and while he rejected such readings on the grouhd
that they wrongly interpret the predicate notion as being part of
the meaning of the subject term, he adopted the label 'comﬁrehen—’
sive' for that reading of a proposition which reveals the. connotat-
ive significance of its general terms,‘and consequently’ the charaé-I
ter of the thought that it conveys. To read a’propositioh 'in Ext-
ension,' on the other hand, is, according to Miil, to read it by'én
artificiel principle of abstraction which ignores attributes in
favour of classes, which are no more than their pale shadows:

To say, all men are bipéds, is merely to say, given the
attributes of man, that of being a biped will be found
aldng with them; which is thé meaning in Comprehension.
- e« When I say, All men are bipeds, what has my assert-—
.ion to do with the class bipedras to its Extension?
Have I any concern with the remainder-of the class,
after Man is subtracted from it?.I am»thinking of no
such matter, but only of the attribute two:footed,
and am intending to predicate that (EH, p.340).

If the foregoing criticism of the chtum is read as criticism of
the Dictum gqua Drlnclple,pf syllogistic inference, it can be seen to
1nvolve a serious non-sequitur. Let it be granted for the sake of arg-
ument that propositional meanlng cannot be fully analysed without
reference to attributes (which is 1ndeed a highly plausible thesis):
st1]1 it does not follow from this that an account of inference
has to refer to attributes, as Mill claimed. Even if ascribing att—
ributes to objects is conceptually prior.fb assigning objects to
classes, this does not imply that it is not class relationshipsvwhich
are the most crucial thing for inference. My assigning Socrates to V
the class of men mey be conceptually poéterior_to my ascribing to

.him the attributes of man (or, perhapé;'the attribute of being a man),
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Eut if I infer that he is morieal from'the premises that he is a man.
and that men are mortal, the form of my argument, on the most straight-
forward construal of it, invoives ciassifying Socrates as a man,. and
men as mortal beings, and so concluding that Socrates'is a member

of the class of mortal beings. To challenge this, Mill would need

to do more than simply point to the fact that the propositions of

a éyllogism contain connotativé terms;. for that is just not incomp-
atible with an extensional account of the structure of syllogistic
inference. (This is not to deny that there can be syllogisms—infigten;,
sion, but it is to counter Mill's claim that actual re@éonings are
never syllogisms—in—gzﬁension;) Bven if the importance of a'syllog—
istic conclusion is that it is a newly established proposition to

the effect that an individual object, or class of objects, possesses
a certain attribute, it cannot be presumed that its derivation was
non-extensional. If syllogistic reasoning can be most simply, but
still adequately and validly, carried out without involving thought
about attributes, there is no good reason why it should not be. It
would certainly not be a sound objection to this to say that if ext-
ensionalbsyllogising is a very simp}e process, then it is hard to

see how it can ever be an illuminaiing one. Thekproblem of how ded-
uction is capable of leading to genuine epistem;c advance remains

in need of solution, but it would onl&rbe a fra&dulent response 1o

it to pretend that deductive reasonings are really more complex than
they are. Given extensional syllogising as a possibility, there is

- no hope of finding an answer to the problem along these lines. '
This rejoinder to Mill's objections to the Dictum as the principle

. of syllogism, while effective against the ipsissima verba of his dis-

cussion, needs to be reconsidered if his deeper intention was, as I
have suggested, to deny that the Dictum correctly characterised the
content and relations of the propositions of a syllogism considered
as something other than an inference. f hlS underlying purpose was
not to show that the Dictum was, not the logical principle of syllog—
istic inference, but to establish that the semantio cheracter of ggg—
inferential syllogistic processes could not be captured by it, then:
. what has so far been said is not sufficient to demonstrate the féil-
ure of his attempt. If syllogising, as Nill wanted to explain it,
essentially involved thought about objects and their attributes,
then it would indeed appear that the Dictum could not provi&e an
adequate anaiysis of it. In fact, ﬁhile Mill's positive theory of
the syllogism, as we shall see in Chapter Three below, does make

reference to attributes, it does not do so essentially: that is,
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it would be possible to reconstruct the account in purely exténsion-—

al terms without altering its basic thrust. And that being so, it

cannot be said that the Dictum is incapable of serving as the prin-

cinle of uylloplcm even on Mill's somewhat odd view of what syllogisms

are; though on the other hand one might judge it not impermissible

to prefer to it, as Mill did, a non-extensional alternative principle.
But there remains something unsatisfactory aboﬁt Mill's method

of objecting to the Dictum as trivial on.the ground it does-not mention

attributes. Its not mentioning attributeé‘might be objectionable if

it is to be accounted as a principle about the meaning of‘fhe prop-

ositions of a syllogism regarded in the way Mill eventually wanted

to regard it, that is, as a process of 'interpretation' rather than of

inference (though, as I have hinted, an extensional interpretation of

tﬁe,syllogism seems perfectly possible even then). But on either the

standard or the Millian view of what a syllogism.is, it is hard to

see why Mill should equate extensionality and triviality. It may be

that he fell into the error described above of thinking that if syll-

ogising were to involve thought about attributes,.itvwould be a more

arduous and thus more significant affa}r. Yet not only is the arduous-—

ness of a thought process not a guarantee of its significanoe- it is
not at all clear that merely by - admlttlng attrlbutes would-syllog-
istic thinking become more difficult. Tt will be recalled that Mlll
stated the Dictum in the form°

(D1) Whatever can be affirmed (or denied) of a class, may be aff-
irmed (or denied) of everything included in the class,
But this principle can easily be rewritten to introduce a reference
to attributes: ”v

(D2) Whatever attributes can be affirmed (or denied) of a class,
may be affirmed (or denied) of everything included in the class.
The second version of the pr1n01p1e does -not eliminate classes, but
at least it does not supp;ess attributes, which was the nub of Mill's
complaint against the first form of the Dictum. It is frue that the
mention of attributes in (D2) would not appeal to those who wish to
preserve the Dictum in a purely extensional guise. But the point of
present interest is that the introduction in (D2) of reference to
- attributes has scant tendency to make us feel that (D1) and (D2)
differ in any marked way in respect of thelr obviousness; furthermore,
it would appear less than even—handed to deny that (D2) was trivial ‘
while asserting that (Dl) was. |

The erroneousness of seeklng for the. profundlty of thought in
the presence in it of:a concerniwith attributes can be further seen
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if we reflect on a point‘which, for simplicityfs saké, has been ign-
ored in the discussion so far. Both (Dl) and (D2) are actually miss—
tated, and are even false as'they stahd; For certain affifmations B
(or denials) can be made about a class which cannot be made about
its members individually, though this contradicts (D1) and (p2).

" For instance, I might correctly affirm about a certain class that it
is ten-membered (or, in the terminology of (Dé), that it has the
attribute of ‘being ten~mémbered), but it does not follow that each
of its members is also ten-membered. To cope withvthis difficulty,
(D1) and (D2) might be rewritten thus:

(D1') Whatever can be affirmed (or-‘denied) individually of 21l the
members of a class may be affirmed (or denied) of each individual
included in it; »

(D2') Whatever attributes can be affirmed (or denied) individually -
of all the members of a class, may be - afflrmed (or denied) of each
individual included in it.

But these seem even more obvious than'didjthe misstated versions (D1)
and (D2); and again it is significant that fhe second principle, which
mentions attributes, does not score over the first in respect of app-
arent profundity. ;» .

It is plausible to suggest that Mill betrayed a fundamental mis-—
understandlng about what is required to vindicate sylloglsm as a.
useful_thought process. What is needed for this purpose is not the
identification of a principle of syllogism which ig unobvious and
profound, but rather the location of contexts of thought in which
syllogising, trivial though it may seem when considered in abstr-
action from any setting, can play a valuable role. I shall argue in
the following chapter that Mill, in spite of himself, did succeed in
identifying a context of érgument within which the syllogism, simple
though its structure”is, plays an important and indeed indispens-—

able role in advancing knowledge.

VI

Having weighed up the Dictum de omni et nullo and found it want—

ing, Mill proceeded to look for a non-extensional principle of syll—
ogism. The principle he lighted on came, he suggested, in two versions,

which he sanguinely hoped that 'the infélligent reader' would see
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>ambunted to the -same thing~(§£, p.181). On the first version, the
. principle is (for syllogisms With'affirmative major premises) that
'a thing which coexists w1th another: ‘thing, which other coexists
with a third thing, also coex1sts with that third thlng" or (where
the major premise is negative) that 'a thing which coexists with
another thing, with whidh other é third does not coexist, is not
coexistent with that third thing® (Sﬁ, p.178). On its second version
the principle runs rather. d1fferent1y~' ' »
‘[:7hatever has any mark, has that which it is a mark of.
Or, when the minor premise as well as the major is univ-
ersal, we may state it thus: Whatever is a mark of any
mark, is a mark of that which this last is a mark of
(_S_LJ p.181).
Mill added that the seqond form of the: principle was’'the -more reveal-
ing, and in an important footnote inserted in the 1872 edition of
the Logic he identified these 'axioms' with the principle tradition-
ally expressed in the words: Nota notae est nota rei ipsius (§§, Do
182).

Faint additional light is shed on these not very perspicuous form-

ulae by some earlier remarks in the Logic about the semantics of prop-
ositions. In Bk.I.ch.vi Mill asserted that unlversal propositions can
be looked on either as 'portions of speculatlve truth ' or alternat-—
ively as 'memoranda for practical use,' and he explained the distin-
ction by saying that 'All men are mortal' can be read as affirming
that 'the attributes of man are always accompanied by the aftributegf
mortality,' or that['the'attribuﬁes;of mahyareaevidence_gi, are a.
mark of, mortality; an indication by which the presence of that‘att;
ribute is made manifest! (§§5 pp.116-17). 'These two forms of expr-— '
ession,' he insisted, 'are at bottom equivalent; but the one points
‘the attentlon more dlrectly to what a proposztlon means, the latter

to the manner in which 1t 1s o0 be used! (SL, p.117). But he failed

to clarify this dlstlnctlon between meaning and use beyond saying that
in reasoning it is the 'practical use' of propositions which is of

' gfeater significance (ibid.).

Some perplexing Questions arise over Mill's two accounts of the
meaning of universal propositions, and over the two versions of the
principle of syllogism which stém from thems What precisely did he
intend by his distinction between the meaning of a proposition and
the manner in which it 1is used? On wﬁat basis did he believe that

the meaning and use versions of the analysis of universal propositions ,
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or of the principle of syllogism, were equivalent — a claim which in
neither case 13'33192 facie plausible? And how did he hope to supp-
ort the view, which initiaily séems out of the question, that 'All.
men are mortal' can be takeh to affirm that manhood is evidence of
mortzality? Even if one allowed that somethingis being a man could be
regarded as evidential of its being mortal, it does not seem to be
this claim about evidence which 'All men are mortal' is making, but
rather one about objects..and attributes to the effect that if some-
thing is a man, then it ié mortal (i.e. has the attribute of mortal-
_ity). In fact, Mill's responses to these questions are nuéatory.
Certeinly he did not manage to sustain his claim that his veréions
of Nota notae represented an improvement on the Dictum as principles
of syllogism. The first formula, that 'A thing which coexists with
another thing, which ‘other coexists with.a third thing, also coex-
1sts'with that third thing,"he'breéumably intended to be understood
as a principle about attributes;}in accordance with his first inter-—
pretation of the meaning of universal propositions. Alexander Bain
in his own Logic stated the Nota 223§g principle, as Mill did, in
terms of 'things,' but explicitly observed that the coexistence at
issue was one of attributes (Bain (1895), p.157). But, as Bain pointed
out, Nota notae understood this way is too clumsy{%é{distinguish,
as an adequate principle of syllogism Shauld, bet&ééﬁ the 'total and
partial coincidence of terms, the observation of whiéh is the essen-
tial pfecaution in syllogizing' (ibid.; cf. Jackson (1941a), pp.72-73. The
formula is far too hazy about matters of distribution which are crit-
ical in syllogistic reasoning, and blurs the important feature that
the terms of a vaiid syllogistic argument do not have to be coexten-
sive. Thus if I argue that Socrates is mortal from the premises that
Socrates is a man and men are mortal, it is necessary to the validity
of my inference that there should be no men who are not mortal, but
it is indifferent whétherJthere are any mortal beings who are not men.
- a feature not identified by Millfs formula which, if anything, gives
a misleading impression that for the validity of the inference all
‘mortal beings should be men.‘Mill responded to Bain in the 1872 edition
of the Logic by remarking that this unclarity in the first statement
of Nota notae would in practice be unlikely to lead anyone astray
(8L, pp.181-82). This, however, by his own testimony must be an igggz—‘

atio elenchi, for he had said that the first statement of the prin-

oipie was intended not as a guide to practice, but as a theoretical
account of the 'ground of the legitimacy' of syllogisms, and as such

it is unsuitably imprecise (SL, p.178).
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Mill further commented that hisrseoond or 'practical,' form of
the Nota notae could hardly 1ead anyone astray in the manner envis—-

aged by Bainj for:

No one would be in- any dange.,of 1nferr1ng that- because
a is a mark of. b, b can never ex1st w1thout as that
because being in a- consumptlon is a mark of belng about
to die, no one dles who is. not*lnka consumptlon

(SL, p.182). o o

Maybe so; but there are other good reasons for doubting the adequacy‘»

of the second form of the pr1n01ple..It has already been p01nted out
that it is not really plausible to,read the propos1tlon 1411 men are
mortal' as asserting that the attribnte'of manhood is evidential of
the_atﬁribute of mortality (that is,rin the terminology of 'marks,®
that manhood is a 'mark' of mortality). But such an analysis i§ even
more strikingly impossible in the case of many'other ppopositions;

It will not do, as Mill himself was aware, for singular propos-
itions. The contribution which 'Socrates is a man' makes in a syllog-
ism cannot be rendered as 'Socrates is a mark of man'; so instead
Mill construed it, with scant regard for consistency, as 'Socrates
has the marks of man' (SL, . 180) And whlle he dld not mention part—ﬁ
icular propositions in this context a prop031tlon llke 1Some men are
mortal' would have to be treated analogously to 'Socrates is mortal
for it cannot be held to assert or in any way imply, an evidential
relationship between the attributes of manhood and of mortality (for
if it did so, it would be incompatible - which it is not - with 'Some
men are not mortal'). The chances thus come to seem remote that Mill's
theory of propositional significance will provide any satisfactorily
unified account of predication. But there is worse still in store.
Mili's evidentialist interpretation of universal propositions cannot
reasonably be applied even to all propositions of the form 'All Fs
are G.' Such a proposition as 'All people in this room have black
hair' is a specimen of a generalisation which, if it is true, is‘so‘

“ accidentally only, and it is inadmissible to suppose it to assert
that there is an evidential relation between being a person in +this
room and having black hair. Yet such a proposition can obviousiy stand
as the major vremise of a syllogism. Therefore what Mill describes as
the 'general formula! of syllogism, nameiy:
Attribute A is a mark of attribute B,
The given object has the mark A,
therefore '

The given object hae the attribute B
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(igig.), does not provide an analysis'ofythe eyllogism:
All people in this room have black hair,
Charles is a person in this room,
therefore R
Cherles has black hair. '’ |
On the other hand, the Dictumksﬁppliee an accurate account of its
‘struoture. Mill's theory, then, cannot cope with major premlses Whlch
are accidentally true’ and-notzlawlike propos1t10ns. '.

The failure of Mill's principle of sylloglsm can be seen from an-
other angle too. Talk of evidenee and marks sounds more;aépropriate~
in the context of inductive than of deductive argument, and we often
speak of one proposition's being evidenoe for another, or of a
thing's possessing-somerattribute as evidence for its possessing some
other attribute, where we do not consider that the conclusions we
draw from the evidence follow w1th deductive certalnty. It might be,
>for instance, that a careful 1nvest1gatlon has revealed that every u
time that an obaect ‘has been observed to have the attrlbute A, it
has also had the attribute B,.and‘on this basis it is reasonable to
say that possession of A is inducﬁive’(though not conclusive) evid-
ence for possessing B - whlch in more Millian language can be expr—‘
essed by saylng that A is a mark of B. Now the argument-

Attrlbute A is a mark of. aitrlbute B, CRN
The given object has the attribute A,

therefore |
The given object has the attribute B
will, on these presuppositions, be a strong inductive argument, but
it is not a deductive one as the premises could be true and the con—
clusion false. Yet this schema is just Mill's 'general formula' of
syllogism again! That formula, then, fails t0 represent a deductive
structure. .

It would not help Mill to mend matters to sp801fy that the major
~premise of a deductively valid syllogism has to express a wholly
watertight evidential relation, such that one attribute is a hark of
‘another only if where the former is found, the latter is never abs-
ent. This leaves Mill without a theory of. the structure of syllog-
isms whose major premises express something. other than exceptionless
or lawlike connections of attributes. Mofeover, the account still
fails to characterise a deductive structure. There may be a law of
nature relating two attributes which is so well attested that one
may, with the utmost safety, be tekehﬂas a mark of the other, yet the

schema:
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Attribute A is a (wholly reliable) mark of the attribute B,
The given object has the mark A4, '
- therefore
"~ The given object has the attribute B

cﬁaracterises a limiting case of inductive argument still, and ded-
uctive arguments are not to be identified with such limiting cases.
Indﬁotive arguments (waiving Hume's objections to them for the pres-—
ent) may be ranged on-a spectrum of strength, but a deduotivé argu-
ment is different in kind from even thelstrongest inductive argumenf,
and only where an argument is deductive is it formally seif—contradél
ictory. to accept the premises and reject the conclusion. it is worth
remerkinp that the tradifional undefstanding of the Nota‘ggige priné
ciple was conelderably dlfferent from Mill's, and that the problems
with his account have little relevance for the evaluation of this
non-extensional principle of deductive syllogistic inference as
understood by Aristotle and latef.logicians. 1 As.Mill interprets
it, however, it quite fails to challenge in any serious way the Dictum's
claim to provide the most perspicuoquprinciple of the syllogistic
process. ' v

This verdict stands even when we recall that Mlll ultlmately meant
to deny that syllogisms are genuine 1nferences.kRegarded not as the
principle of syllogistic 1nference, but rather of sylloglsm in the
role of a process of '1nterpreta¢10n,' Mill's laboured account ' of Nota
notae still fails to give a plau51b1e;account of the significance and
mutual relations of the propositibns;ef‘a syllogism. His semantics
of 'marks® provides no persuasive readings of syllogistic proposit—'
ions, and we have seen that the proper plece for the notion 9f~marks,
or evidence, is in the discussion of inductive reasoning. Yet it is
ihtereeting to note that Mill returns to the subject of merks when
expounding his theory tha} real inference is always inductive in nat-
ure; and he there states the view that the role of syllogistic major
pfemises is to serve as 'memoranda' of evidential relationships we
have discovered to hold — e.g. between the attributes of men and the
attribute of mortality (SL, Bk.II.ch.iii.sect.4). But although he
speaks of using a proposition like 'All men are mortal' as a"memo—
randum' that we have found the attributes of men to be a mark of the
attribute of mortality, he refers no more to Nota notae, and stops
short of saying that asserting that allnmen'are mortal is asserting
~ that such an evidential relation holds. In fact it is difficult to
tell whether Mill has now abandoned his.earlier view of Nota notae

altogether, or whether he infends to preserve it (thoﬁgh in a guise
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still further femovedvfrom that dfkité'traditional acceptation) in

the watered-down form of a prinéiple not about the semantic signif~
icance of the propositions of a Syllogiém, but merely to.the effect
that universal prbpositions Can'be'uséfﬁliin summing up‘the tendencies
of inductive investigations.fSuCh a (weak) statement is no doubt unob-
jectionable, though we shall see that it can hardly be the whole o
truth about the function -of univerSa1 propositions.inythe pursuit of
knowledge. Furthermoré:“€¥ is ﬁot:eVengStriCtly#necessaryztﬁafjthe’1#
view of major propositions as memoranda rather than premises should

be delivered in non-extensional terms.‘Although Mill fails to mention
thebféct, a universal proposition could be regarded as a record qf

the results of an inductive investigation in the form of a_memorané
dum thét all examined members of one class had been found to he mem-
bers of another. And such a view would have the merit of avoiding
altogether any taint of suspicion of being connected with a false

evidentialist account of propositional significance.
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TWO

PROBLEMS ABOUT™ PROOTF
AND INPLICATION '

Mill's dissatisfaction with the Claims of the Dictum Eg omni et

nullo to represent'the structuréagf the syllogistic process arose
from his conviction that an adequate princinle of syllogism must
mention attributes: whether or not to sylloglse is to infer, it will,
on his view, be a perfectly tr1v1a1 thought process if it is concer-

ned only with objects andvclasses. In the previous chapter I have

"ty

argued that Mill's objections to the chtum are mlsconoelved and
his proposed alternative non-extens1opal pr1n01p1e%of»sylloglsm un—
satisfactory. But now we must‘turn; aSkMill did after completing his
discussion of the Dictum, to the question of whether syllogism is
really a form of inference at all.
| The notorious claim, in Bk.II.ch.iii of the Logic, that syllogism
is not inference has had few defenders, and it may seem too obviously
implausible to Dbe worth discussing. Nevertheless, even unacceptable
doctrines are sometimes based on considerations of intrinsic inter—
est, and that is the case here. Mill felt forced into adopting this
view of syllogism by his despair of being able to vindicate the claim
that syllogistic processes can produce epistemic advance; and it will
be recalled that for Mill, nothlng was to be allowed the status of
inference which did not further knowledge. It is true that if we did
not insist on this necessary condition for 1nference, we could retain
the notion of syllogising belpg a mode of %nferrlng even if we thought,
like Mill, that it was incapable of leading to new knowledge. But
~ the deeper question Mill was raising does not turn on the definition
of 'inference'; it is the question of whether (and.if so, how) by
syllogising we can advance in knowledgqt Or rather, this was just the

sﬁecific form in which Mill was addressing a more fundamental issue
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still, namely whether deductive processes can De genuinely illumin-
ating, and, if they can, what it is about them which enables them to
be so. » o
In his 1828 review of Whately's Elements, Mill was convinced that

'syllogising did lead to new knowledge, but was puzzled about: how it
could do so, as it appeafed to involve nothing more thaﬁ a very str-
aightforward unpacking of the content of premises already known to us.
But by the date of the first edition of the Logic, he had abandoned
the idea that such a process‘could actually be productive.of ény’real
illumination, and with it the notion ihét new knowledge could be the
fruit of deduction. In one respect, hbwever, Mill's‘despéir can éeem
quite Jjustified, given that his theory of deductive logic admitted only
the limited repertoire of syllogistic methods. He believed that the
relation between a set of premises and its consequences was always
that which holds between a universal proposition and the instances it
subsumés; thus it seemed surprisihg in the extreme that:

mankind may correctly apprehend and fully assent to a

general proposition, yet remain for ages ignorant of

myriads of truths which are embodied in it, and which,

in fact, are but so many particular cases of that which,

as a general truth, they have long known (Eg,;b.34).
This concept of the relationship between premises énd consequences
has loné ago been discarded as a general aocéunt of deductive struc-
tures, but a pre-modern logician who held it certainly had some reason
for doubt about the prospects of finding an explanation of how deduc-
tion could lead to the development of such sciences as geometry. Mill -
saw that a purely syllogisitic logic could hardly be ascribed respon-
siBility for the derivation of all the theorems which geometers have
agrived at. One might wonder at this juncture whether it ever occurred
to him to suspect4thaf thdre might be some radical but reparable
defect in his notion of deductive method, particumlarly aé he had so
resolutely asserted in 1828 that, 'All geometry is in reality implied
in the dxioms and definitions, and all mechanics in the three laws of
mdtion,band that of the composition and resolution of forces' (EE,
p.33). But whether or not it ever did, Mill finally failed to preserve
the insight that theorems in geometry are the result of deduction
(only not, or not at any rate exclusively, syllogistic deduction), and
abandoned the idea that they»were the prOdudt of deduction altogether.
- This was a false step; yet it may be that he partly felt driven to take

it because he glimpsed, through the more specific problems of the
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syllogism, a guite general problem of underétanding how in principle
deductive reasonings can bring enlightenment.

There was, in any case, another and a very important motivation -
behind his contention that syllogistic inference cannot advance know-
ledge. This was his conviction that efery syllogistic argﬁment des—
igned to prove its conclusion inevitably commits a fallacy of petitio
principii, or begging the question. Ianact it is not quite correct
to describe Mill as thdiﬁg the‘petitio objection to syllogiém to be
énother reason for disbelieving in the capacity of deductive reason-
ing to produce epistemic advance. Rather, he regarded the petitio
complaint as simply a sharp way of presenting the objection that syll-—
ogistic methods are incapable of advancing knowledge. There is no
mentionjof petitio in the review of Whately, although Whately's book
actually discusses this objection to syllogism; apparently Mill in
1828 had not become impressed by it in the way he was to do so later
on. Whatever he thought of the petitio objection in 1828 (if he thought
of it at all), it was unfortunate that in the- -Logic he viewed it as
in essence 1nd1ut1ngu1shable from the problem about new knowledge. I
shall attempt to show that this was a mistake, and'éne which had ser-
ious consequences for his final view of the nature,of syllogism and
deduction. The ground on which he argued that every sylloglstlc arg—
ument intended as a proof of its conclusion commlts a petitio is,
properly considered, quite distinet from that which might make us
wonder how it is that a deductive process can take us to interesting
new knowledge. By confusing two different problems about deductive
logic, 1ill made it more difficult to see a way out of either.

The fact that Mill confused two different problems had the éspec—
ially unfortunate consequence that it prevented him from seeing that
to one of them - thevproblem about apparent syllogistic petitio -
he had, without realising,it, an answer to give, and an answer, more-
over, superior to any of the others which have from time to time been
offered in the defence of syllogism against the petitio charge! That
he failed to draw out that answer properly and recognlse it for what
1t was is due to his confusion of the petitio issue with the problem
about informativeness to which he did not have an answer. Unsurpr-
isingly, Mill's failure to fealise that he ‘could answer the petitio
objection has effectively disguised from his commentators the fact
that he had an answer. Mill's way out of the petitio problem, as we
shall see, consisted.in showing how even the most apparently vulner—
able syllogistic proofs are in practicé usually saved from begging -

the question by the nature of the contexts in which they occur.
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Although Mill was not fhe first philosopher of note to take up
the issue of whether syllogistic arguments to prove conclusions are
ineﬁitably question-begging, the extended and intriguing discussion’
in Bk.II.ch.iii of the Logic has with some justice become the locus
olassicﬁs for later students of the problem. Sixteen centuries earl-
ief the scéptic Sextus Empiricus had urged that every syllogistic
proof commits a petitio (Sextus Empiricus, Bk.II, 195-97), but Mill
was probably stimulated 1o address the issue by reading about it in
Dugald Stewart; in fact both Stewart and Whately derived their own
interest in it from the very articulate resurrection of the charge

in George Campbell's Philosophy of Rhetoric of 1776. On the basis

of the confusion to which I have referred, Mill felt obliged to con-—
cede that syllogisms gua proofs of their conclusions would indeed beg
the question. Yet present also in his chapter is a second line of
argument which, if it had been more sharply drawn into focus, would
have brought him to realise that his concession was unjustified. in
order to disentangle Mill's complex and difficult views, it is nec-
essary first to return to his reflections on the issue of the infor-

mativeness of deductionm. b

I1

A well-known passage in Mill's Autobiography recalls his specul-

.étions on deduction in the period between the review of Whately and

the first edition of the Logic:
I ... puzzled myself, like others before me, with the
great paradox of the discovefy of new truths by general
reasoning. As iittlﬁ could it be doubted, that all reas-
oning is resolvable into syllogisms, and that in every
syllogism the conclusion is‘actually.contained and
implied in the,premises; How, being so contained and -
implied, it could be newvtrﬁth, and how the theofems
of geometry, so different in appearance from the def-
initions and axioms, could be all cohtained in theée,
was a difficulty which no one, I thought, had suffic-
iently felt, and which, at all events, no one had
succeeded in clearing up (AU, p.189).

Whately and others, he continued, had offered explanations which gave
'a temporary satisfaction,'! yet they 'left a mist still hanging over
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the subject' (ibid.).

Mill's 'great paradox' is presented here in a subtle and penetrating
way. Mill realised, as undoubtedly many other philosophers of 1ogic'
have hot that the question 'How may deductive inference‘be productQ
ive of new knowledge?' is not really cleared up by saying - though it
is quite correct to say - that deducing conclus1ons from premises
is informative where those conclusions are, so to speak, hidden con-
sequences of the premisess' To reveal hitherto unkhown conséquences
of a set of premises by ‘deductive reasoning is indeed to gdvance know-
ledge by deduction; and to recognise.thiS'fact is, at one.level, to
have an answer to the questioh of how deduction can be informative.
But Mill saw that to provide such an 'answer' is actually just to
sharpen our fooué on the original problem. Deductive reasoning reveals
hidden conseguences, and is thereby informative: but the questlon
now outstanding is how conseguences can be hldden in premises. How, -
for instance, as Mill asked, can ;all the theorems of geometry, 'so
different in appearance from the definitions and axioms,' be all con-
tained in these? To have a proper and satisfying explanation of how
deductive inference can7produce new knpwledge, it is necessary to
have an explanation of deduétion's capacity to reygal previbusly unsus-—
pected implications of premises. Mill's view in lééafand,after was
that deductive reasoning only seems to:r;veal hidééﬁQCOnsequences
but does not really do so - a surprising view at firstvsight but
less so once its aetiology has been clarlfled. But as soon as ...
he had adopted this line, Mill had to conclude that deduction could
‘not be productive of new knowledge, could therefore not be (on his
tefms) a form of infereﬁce at all, and must thus be a process of some
other, non-inferential kind.

The:problem about hidden consequences arises out of a feature of
the relationship between }he premises and the conclusion of a valid
deductive argument which Mill described by saying that the premises

of such an argument contain and imply the conclusion. The root prob-—

lem is: How is it that we can understand a set of premises and yet
not know that it implies some proposition which it does imply? Or,

in the idiom of containment (though this seems more appropriate in
some cases than others)s: If the premises of valid deductive arguments
contain their conclusions, then why are deductive inferences not so
obvious that they do not really bring about an epistemic advance?

It might seem that if we really understood a proposition or set of

propositions, we would automatically recognise what is contained and
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implied in it. Mill wanted to know how the science of geometry could
take a:long time to compléte if all its theorems were contained and
implied in axioms and definitions we feel we understand perfectly.
A natural expectation would be that either the fruit of deductive
reasoning would not be interesting new knowledge, but simply a rep-
etition in a verbally different form of what was known when the
premises were knownj or, if the conclusion did represent an epistemic
advance, it musit have been obtained through means other than by
deduction from premises containing and implying it. Mill eventually
settled for the second of these alternatives, though both are mis-
guided. | |

People sometimes use the idiom of containment when explaining.the
difference between deductive and inductive'consequence (to wit, the
premises of deductive arguments contain the conclusion, those of ind-
uctive arguments do not), or when attempting to account for the nec-
eésity of deductive inference (deductive inference is necessary bec-
ause the conclusion is already contained in the premises, and only
needs to be revealed). It is hard to deny that such talk does, at
least initially, assist our intuitive grasp of the ﬁature of deduc-
tion. Bven the most highly sophisticated phllOSOphers occasionally
talk about the containment of conclusions in premlses- we have seen
that Frege spoke of the whole of mathematics belng contained in a
small number of primitive truths 'as in a kernel,' while Dummett
appears to accept the notion of containment as being serviceable as
2 metaphor, if in need of elucidation (Dummett (1978), p.300). Fur-
ther, the idiom seems defensible by reference to our common habit of
taiking of the content (i.e. informational content) of propositions.
Roughly, the content of a proposition is what it means, what it can
be used to assert; and it seems a natural extension from talking of
a proposition's explibitv$ontent - what, so to speak, it is saying on
the surface - to talk of its implicit content, which is still part
of what it it is saying, but not what it says openly, so that we need
to employ inferential techniqﬁes to reveal it.

But talk of containment is not always equally appeaiing. It cert-
ainly seems perfectly apposite to say about the argument

p & a, therefore p !

that the premise contains the conclusionj here the conclusion, 'p',
is actually present as one item of the conjunction 'p & q' which
forms the premise, and in inferring it we are extracting part of the

content of the premise. But then, it is also valid to argue

" p, therefore p or aq,
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yet'if'no longer seems so intuitively satisfactory to describe the
conclusion as contained in the premise. Moreover, there is not really
much of a perspicuous analogy between logical and physical contain- -
ment to help things along. Premises do not contain conoluéions in

the way a house contains ten rooms or a box a hundred nails. It is
quite true that I can be familiar with fhe outside of a house or of
a.box while being ignorant about its contents. But deductive reason-
ing can hardly be like-entering the house or opening the box-to survey
the inside. For one thing, a house or a box doés not have an infinite

number of cbntents, but each.proposition has infinitely many logical

~ .consequences. And even where we have not deduced many or even any

consequences of a set of premisgs, we often feel reasonably entitled
to hold that we understand those premises, and our situation here
does not seem very closely analogous to that of confronting an unop-
ened box or standing before a house welhave not entered. (It is more
akin, epparently, to opening the box or goingiinto the house and then
somehow still not perceiving the contents.) It could be argued that
we should not talk of fully understénding, or fully penetrating into
the meaning of, any propositions, on thg ground that to understand a
proposition fully involves knowing 2ll its consequences, and this we
can never do because they are infinite in number; ﬁdﬁever, whether or
not we choose to handle the notion of fElil understgnﬁing a propos-

ition on this very rigorous line, the salient point at present is

that we 'can surely speak quite legitimately of understanding, say,
Peano‘s‘postulates, while having to admit that we have so far recog-
nised only a few of their consequences. And while the young Mill was
not puzzling as to why we do not immediately grasp all the consequences
of the propositions we understand, he was reasonably enough concerned
to enquire why deductive reasoning from premises we understand so
often produces enlightenme&t. In one sense, it seems that we already
have the consequences in having the premises from which they can be
inferred; yet we may need to perform complex step-by-step deductions

to learn what those consequences are. .

But would these difficulties disappear if we abandoned the contain-
ment idiom, and simply spoke of premises implying conclusions? Is it
less mysterious to suppose that we can be ignorant of all or most of
the consecuences logically implied by a sét of premises we understand,
thanvit is to suppose that we can be ignorant of all or most of the
conseguences contained in those premiées? Perhaps the problem stands

out more when raised in terms of a relation of containment between
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premises and conclusions, but it does not really evaporate if that:%.
talk of containment is Jjettisoned. If wé-think of premises as cont-
aining their conclusions, this can set up the expectation that those
conclusions should in all cases be fairly obvious, so that if we thor—
oughly understand our premises, we should be immediately aware of num-
erous of their consequences - as if understanding‘must be an act of
instant revelation of contents. But while the fact that the conseq-
uehces of premises}fféaﬁghtly are not as immediately accessible as
the containment idiom might perhaps lead us to expect casts doubt on
the appropriateness of that idiom, it remains puzzling just how con-
sequences can be obscure.-Merely to say, 'Well, that's Jjust in the
nature'of implications it's a brute fact that premises can imply.
conseauences which are far from obvious,' fails to get to grips with
the issue. Thal consequences can be well hidden is not in quesﬁion,
but what continues to seem mysterious is, as Dummett has written, how
we can have accomplished all that is needed by way of the granting
of premises sufficient for drawing a conclusion (we also require here,
of course, a suitable rule of inference), and yet still find it enl- ‘
ightening to draw that conclusion (Dummett (1978), p.297). Whether we
say that the conclusion is contained in, or jﬁst that it is implied
by, our premises, it seems right to say that in h%&ing understood and
granted the premises we must then be in some sensg in possession of
the conclusion. And yet it may take much-timé and éffort before we
actually recognise that.conclusion, and we may then find that we have
derived something both unforseen and enlightening. The problem of
how a person can understand a set of premises without knowing, of a
givén proposition implied by them, that it is implied by them, which
we may label the 'hidden consequences problem,' is'not merely a prob-
lem which arises when we press the idiom of premises containing concl-
usions; it remains eﬁen iff we abandon the attempt to charactériée
the nature of implication in terms of containment. It is most propefly‘
classified as a problem for the theory of meaning, whefé the.théory
'of meaning is conceived as having a responsibility for clarifying
the nature of linguistic understanding. |

We saw in Chapter One that Dummett has been impressed by the prob-
lems which exercised Mill, and has spoken of a 'tension between what
seems necessary to account for th§7 legitimacy ng deductiq§7 and
what seems necessary to account for its usefulness’ (1219')' Susan
Haack has recently disputed Dummett's claim that there is a tension

in this area, and in effect dismisses the hidden conseguences problem

48 | L



as bogus. After pointing out that there is no direct contradiction
between holding that deductive implication ié necessary and that
deductive inference is informative, she denies that there is any
indirect contradiction,eithei, holding it to be unproblematic that
'understanding comes in degrees' and that a person can have 'suffic-
ient understanding of a proposition for if to be true to say of him
that he believes it, without his having the complete understanding
that might require him.to.recognise all its logical conseguences'
(Haack, p.227). (She adds - irrelevantly, if what has been said above
is correct - that Dummett may be misled by taking too 1itérally the
notion that a valid argument is one in which the conclusion is con-
tained in'the‘premises.) To some extent, Haack is distorting Dumm-
ett's view by interpreting his word 'tension' as 'contradiction,’
“and while her view is quite>olosely reasoned, she appears not to

have grasped fully the basic issue of»conéern to him (and to Mill).
‘As she concedes, we can have an understanding of a proposition suff-
icient for our being able to believe it while yet being.unaware of
many of its logical conséquences. Now the striking thing aboutl

such understanding is the‘way in which it characteristically excludes
the feeling that there is anything re;idually cryp?ic or obscure
about the proposition understood: when we understgﬂd a proposition

in this way we feel that we know our way around i%ééhd that it has

no dark corners into which we.cannbt see. Is this feeling merely
illusory? At any rate, it needs to be explained how this can be our
feeling, whilst it is also true that even simple deductive inferences
from premises that we feel to be thoroughly unobscure and bathed in
the light of understanding can be informative. My suggestion.is not
that we have to confess that there is something quite ineluctably
paradoxical here, but only that we have more to learn about the
nature of understanding before we can fully characterise what happens
when we mske an illuminafingbdeductive inference., Haack, then, has

not established that the hidden consequences problem is unreal.

One possible misunderstanding of the hidden consequences problem
is worth noting. Mill pointed out, very realistically, that deduc-—

tive sciences advance by means of chains of deductions, interim

conclusions serving as premises of later inferences (sL, Bk.II.ch.iv).
(However, what Mill, following oonventidn, calléd chains of deduc-
tions he actually insisted on cgnstruing as inductive in their inf-
erential aspects.) In providing a comprehensive answer 1o the question
of how deduction Brings us new knowledge it would be appropriate to

refer to the fact that it is actually through chains of deductions
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that many of the more interesting results in deductive theories
emerge; and it is a further point of interest that as chains of
inferences can be difficult to construct, such results may take a .
long time to derive. At one, reasonably superficial, 1efe1, there

is in the latter consideration an-answer to Mill's question why a
science like geometry takes such a long time to develop. But it is
important fo avoid thinking that the recognition of the need for
chains of deductions in deductive sciences enables us to solve the
hidden consequences problem. It is not because cheins of deduct-
ions are hard to construct that eohsequences are hidden. Rather, it
is because consequences are often non-obviously implied by premises
that deductive reasoning can be difficult - and chain reasoning
especially so. (Hence the ultimate answer to the question of how
deduction can be illuminating remains that consequences of premises
can be unapparent - so unapparent, indeed, that it may require a
chain of reasoning to reveal thém,»as in the case of many of the
theorems of geometry derived from the axioms and definitions of that
science.) To explain why consequences can initielly be remote from
view by the difficulty of constructing deductive chains which reveal
them would be like explaining the original presence of ore deep in

a mine by the difficulty of construotlng the mlne. o
ol

IIT

Once he had become unsure whether syllogistic reasoning could
really reveal hidden consequences of the premises, Mill came to doubt
whether syllogising could be genuinely illuminating. Unfortunately,
he confused (as it is eeﬁy to do) the -problems: of how syllogising
can produce new knowledge and how it can avoid begging the question.
In Bk.III.ch.iii of the Logic, he showed no awareness that he was
running quite different issues together:

It is un;versally allowed that a syllogism is vicious
if there be anything more in the conclusion than was
assumed in the premises. But this is, in fact, to say
that nothing ever was, or can be,Aproved by syllogism,
which was not known, or assumed to be known, before.
Is ratiocination, then, not a process of inference?
And is the syllogism ... really entitled to be called
. inference at all? This seems an inevitable conseQuence
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of the doctrine, admitted by all writers on the

subject, that a syllogism can prove no more than

is invdlved in the premises (SL, p.183).
This passage demonstrates Mill's growing feeling that deduction (or
syllogising at any rate) can achieve no more than trivially t'reveal!
obvious_ consequences bf premises. But he immediately went on to
redescribe the difficulﬁy he had just mentioned (and which he said
was the reason why sa4ﬁéﬁy people 'have been led to imputehuselessness
and frivolity to the syllogistic theory!') as'that of the petitio
principii apparently present in every syllogism (ibid.). It is true,
as Mill said, that a syllogism, considered as a proof of its concl-
usion, would be fallacious if the content of its conclusion outran -
that of its premises. It would in that case be formally invalid; but
the charge of petitio Mill thought would hold even against formally
valid syllogistic proofs, where the content of the conclusion did not
extend beyond that of the premiéés. Mill's account of this ancient
charge against syllogistic proofs is admirably clear:
' It must be granted that in every syllogism, considered
as an argument to prove the conclusion, there is a

petitio principii. When we say, £

i

All men are mortal, D odi

Socrates is a man, o

therefore

Socrates is mortalj
it is unanswerably urged by‘the adversaries of the
syllogistic theory, that the proposition, Socrates is
mortal, is presupposed in the more.general assumption,
All men are mortal: that we cannot be assured of the
mortality of all men, unless we are already certain of
the mortality‘of efvery individual mans: that if it be
still doubtful whether Socrates, or any other indiv-—
idual we choose to name, be mortal or not, the same
degree of uncertainty must hang over the assertion,
All men are mortal: that the same general principle,
instead of beihg given as evidence of the particular
case, cannot itself be taken for true without exception,
until every shadow of doubt which could affect any
case comprised with it, is dispelled by evidence
aliund®; and then what remains for the syllogism

, 2
to prove? (SL, p.184).
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At first sight it may be less than obvibus how this petitio
difficﬁlty‘differs from the problem that Mill had identified just
before. Tor Both problems appear to arl se if one holds with Mill that
'nothing ever was, or can be, proved by syllogism, which was not
known, or assumed to be known, before! (§£, p-183); or as Dummett
has characterised the predicament of concern.to Mill, that ‘'in any
case in which someone knowé, in the strict sense, the truth of the
premisses of a valid dediictive argument, he must already know the
truth of the conclusion!' (Dummett (1978), pp.305-06). 3 And so the
- common difficulty would seem to be just this: a syllogistic proof
cannot take us to anywhere we are not already at; and this can be
described either by saying that syllogising cannot lead us to new
knowledge, or that every syllogistic prdof begs the question by pur-
porting to establish what must aiready have been acceptable for the
premise set to be acceptable. So Mill was right to talk as if he had
one problem about syllogism, nof“two.< _ '

‘But two quite different issues are being conflated here. Actually
the formulations quoted from Mill and Dummett are both ambiguous,
their seﬂse turning on how we take the word 'before! in Mill's and

already' in Dummett's. Read one way, the assertlon is that the con-
clusion has to be known in advance of the premlse’%et being knowmn,
and if this were true, then every syllogistic progf would beg the

‘question. On the other reading, what is being said is that the con-
clusion is known as §222.2§ the premises are known - but,not that it
is known in advance of them. If this second claim is correct, then
a syllogistic deduction of the conclusion may be pointless and triv-
ial (or, at any rate, may be argued to be sq), but it is not quest-
ion-begging, as the premises can be known without the conclusion
first having to be known. Thus Mill's and Dummett's dicta can point
‘us to two rather differeqt problems, ‘depending on how we read them,
one that of the alleged petitio committed by syllogistic proofs, the
other that of the alleged p01ntlessness of syllogistic deduction -
and indeed of deduction in general.

Mill's tendency to conflate the petitio problem and‘the problems‘
.revolving round the issues of hidden consequences and the informat-
iveness of deduction surfaces very clearly: in -a note which he added
to the 1862 edition of the Logic: |

I hold it an abuse of language. to say, that the proof
that -Socrates is mortal, is that all men are mortal.

~ . Turn it in what way we will, this seems to me to be
asserting that a thing is the proof of itself.
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Whoever pronounces the words, All men are mortal,

hés affirmed that Socrates is mortai, though he

may never have heard of Socrates; for since Socrates,

whether known to be so or not, really is a man,

he is included in the words, A1l men, and in every

assertion of which they are the sﬁbject.(§£, p.206).
When Mill complains that a 'thing' (i.e. a proposition) is being
emﬁloyed'as a proof.g%hffself, he clearly means tovallegehthét a‘>
ﬁetitio is being committedsy and in the sentence beginning "Whoever
pronounces the words ...' he is locating what he takes to be the
source of the petitio. But that sentence does not really support a
‘petitio charge, for it merely says that the generalisation "A11 men
are mortal! subsumes as an instanée 'Socrates ié ﬁortal.' Now reflec-
" tion on the subsumption relation leadé us to see that the premises-
of the syllogism 'All men are @ortal /‘Socrétes is a man / Therefore
- Socrates is mortal' imply (contéih?) the conclusion, and may sub-
sequentiy make us wonder how,éyllogism brings about epistemic advance.
But it does not warrant a petitio allegation, for that needs something
more than the fact that the premises *of a deductive argument cannot ’
be accepted.without évdecision on the conclusion{?eing thereby fore—
closed = it requires the truth of ﬁhe different %iéim that the
premise set cannot be accepted unléss a decisionigﬁ the conclusion
has been previgusly‘made; but that ciaim is certainly not expressed
by the sentence 'Whoever pronounées eee! 4 _

There is some excuse for Mill's confusion in the fact that earlier
writers had also succumbed to it, and he was very likely misled by
them. The same drifting between the issues which one finds in Mill
can be observed also in the folldwing passages from other authors.
For instance, Dugald Stewart wrote: | | '

 Is it possibie tof conceive an uhderstanding so formed
as to perceive the ftruth ofv the major and the minér
propositions,.and yet_not“to perceive the force of
the conclusion? [Eroblem about the épparent triviality
of syllogi§ﬁ7... Zi7t must appear evident that,rin the
very statement of the major proposition, the truth of. the
conclusion is presupposed; insomuoh,,fhat it was‘not
without good reason that Dr Campbell hazarded the
epigrammatic, yet unanswerable, remark, that ''there
is always some radical defect in the syllogism,
which is. not chargéable with that species of sophism

known among logicians by the name’ of petitio
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principii ...'' (Stewart, vol.3, p.74; cf.vol.2, p.30). 5
Again, for Whately: ’ . | _ ’

... since even the objoctors to Logic make it a

subject of complaint, that inka,Syllogism the '

Premises do virtually assert the Conclusion,

it follows at once that no New Truth /in the sense

of 'something neither expressly nor virtually

asserted beforq£7~can be elicited by any process

of Reasoninge. |

It is on this ground, indeed, that the justlyvu
celebrated author of the Philosophy of Rheforic
Zaampbel£7 and many otheré, have objected to the

Syllogism altogether, as necesSarily involving‘

a petitio principiii ... (Whatelm p.239).

(Whately proceeds to display his confusion by citing the fact that
.deductlve reasoning is often 1llum1nai1ng in practice as an argument
agaihst Campbell's petitio allegation.) And although this may not
have been a text familiar to Mill, it is interesting to see that
Descartes appears to have made the same'mistake. In the tenth of

his Rules for the Direction of the Mind he wrotes

... this style of argument [: e. sylloglst1_7

" contributes nothing at all to the dlscovery ‘of
the truth ... we must note that the Dialecticians
are unablelto'devise ahy'syllogism which has a
true conclusion, unless they have first‘secufed
the material out of which to construct it, i.e.
unless fhey have already asoertained the very
truth which is deduced in that syllogism
 [this explanatory clause seems to switch from the
issue of tr1v1a11ty to that of petitio/. Whence
it is clear that from a formula of this klnd they
can gather nothing that is. new (Desoartes, vol.l, p. 32)
Flna11y, an example from a work written after Mill's Eggig, and
greatly influenced by it: Alexander Bain wrote that:
It is the peculiarity of the syllogism, that the
conclusion does not advance beyond.the premises.
This circumstance has been viewed in two lights.
On the one hand, it is regarded as the charact-
eristic excellence of the syllogism.

_ On the other hand, it is represented as con- -

stituting a petitio principii (Bain (1895), p.207).
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(In justice to Bain, it should be said that his following remarks
indicate that he might have had a shadowy awareness that the triv-

iality and petitio objections to syllogism were distinct.)

LIV

Mill had no original characterisation to give of the fallacy of

petitio principii. In the lengthy chapter of the Logic devoted to

fallacies, the section on petitio stays very.clbse to Whately, whom

Mill begins by gquoting: petitio principii is the fallacy 'in which
the premise either appears manifestly to be the same as the cbnql—
usion, or is actually proved from the conclusion, or is such as .
would naturally and properly sqibe proved' (SL, p.820). T 1t is a
~member of the class of fallacies which Whately calls 'material,’
which ocour either 'when the Premises are such as ought not to have
been assumed,' or 'when the Conclusion is not the one required, but
irrelevant' (Whately; p.162). Material fallacies are to be diqtinéu~
ished from 'log10a1 fallacies,' which occur when & conclus1on is inf-
erred from premises which do not logically imply 1t - e.g. the fall-
acy of undistributed middle (Whately, p.160). It deserves saying that
.Mill was quite clear about the logical/material distinction, and
never regarded the petitio objection as directed against the formal
validity of syllogistic implication; he never denied that considered
as 'formal inferences' of the kind studied by 'Formal Logic!' (also
called by him the 'logic of consistency'), syllogisms in the tradit-
ional moods and figures possess unimpeachable credentials (SL, Bk.II.
ch.iii.sect.9; cf. EH, ch.xxiii). But to him the formal validity of
the traditionally sanctigned syllogistic forms was insufficient to
make them worthy of concern; his interest in logic was of an essent-
ially practical kind, and so thé thought which ﬁaturally weighed with
him was that if syllogistic inference is materially fallacious,

then it is useless to the practical task of proving thlngs.

The term petitio pr1nc1p11 is conventionally translated as 'begglng

the question,' but it has not always been ‘understood in just the same
way. What matters here is only what it meant for Whately and Mill. 8
After guoting Whately, Mill sums up his understanding of petitio

. this way: it is 'the employmeﬁt of a proposition to prove that on

which it is itself dependent for proof' (SL, p.820). Actually, what
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‘Mill is calling petitio prindipiifcanAbe more precisely described as

hysteron proteron, which is a special form of begging the questioh.

The learned Sir William Hamilton had a surer grasp of the traditional
nomenclature of fallacies than had Whately and Mill. In his Lectures

on Logic the generallsed fallacy of petitio prlnclpll is described

as occurring when the rule of 'Probation' is breached that 'Nothing
is to be begged, borrowed; or stolenj that is, nothing is to be pre-
supposed as proved, which-itself requires a demonstration'“(Hamilton(l874)

vol. 4, pp.50-51). The special form hysteron proteron occurs where

there is an infringement of the rule that 'No proposition is to be
'employed as a principle of proof 15& this Hamilton means no more than
premis§7, tha truth of which is only to be evinced as a consequence |
of the proposition which it is employed to prove? (i}ig.).'Now it is
this rule which is broken by syllogistic‘proofs if a major premise
like *All men are mortal' cannot properly be known until all Singular'
propositions of the form 'Socrafes is mortal? —’i.e.‘propOSitibns

of the kind drawvn as conclusions of the syllogisﬁic process — are

known. But as Hamilton goes on to say, petitio principii, hysteron

Ezgigron and arguing in a circle (i.e. using a proposition 'for its
own probation') are ‘only various modifications .only special cases '
of the infringement of 'one géneral law,' namely, 'That no proposition
be employed as a Principle of Probation, which stanc1<~ itself in need
of proof! (Hamllton.(ibig.),pp.Sl—SZ). So to avoid any confusion, I
sh211l continue to talk, in the remainder of this chapter, in thé
conventlonal way of the petltlo charge ‘against syllogism.
Mill wrote that it is the sylloglsm 'considered as an argument to
.prove the conclusion' which invites the petitio charge. He intended
by this expression to mark a contrast with syllogisms regarded as
records or 'memoranda' of inductive inferences, but it can also serve
very well to delimif'thay distinct and important class of syllogistic
arguments which Dummett calls ‘*suasive' ones (Dummett (1978), p.296).
A suasive argument is one employed to persuade somedne to accept =a
conclusion on the basis of pfemises he already accepts; as Dummett
puts it, 'the epiétemic direction must coincide with the oonsequehtial
one: it is necessary that thevﬁremisses of the argument be propoéit—
ions already regarded-as true by the person whom we wish to persuade
of the truth of the conclusion' (ibid.). A suasive argument commits a
petitio if the conclusion has to be-knbwn for one or more of its prem-—
ises to be known, for in that circumstance the epistemic direction is

not genuinely running from premises-to~conolusion, though it purports
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“to do so.

One of the greétest oversights of Whately and Mill was that they
failed to grasp the fact (familiar to Aristotle) that syllogisms often
play an explanatory role, their premises‘serving not to persuade
someone of the truth of a conclusion not previously accepted, but
to provide a reason why a conclusion already known is true. For inst-
ance, I might be perfectly aware that Béby William is growing fat,
but want to know why.” Someone who produces for me the syllogism:

A1l babies who eat Growbaby brand foods grow fat,
Baby William eats Growbaby brand foods,’ ‘
therefore |
 Baby William grows fat, |
will not be persuading me to believe that Baby William is growing
fat - for I know that alrea¢yA~ but he will enlighten me as to the
cause of William's growing fat (namely, by rélating his case to a
quasi-law about babies who eat érowbaby brand foods). The significant
feature of an explanatory syllogism like this one is that it is indif-
ferent whether it would be question-begging considered suasively,
because it is not intended as a proof,of what I do not know on thé
basis of what I do, but as an explanation of why a. proposition I
already accept is true. Very often, as Dummett haofremarked our only
reason for accepting the premises of an explanatory argument may be
that they provide a plausible explanatlon of the final line, and even
here, though the epistemic direbtion runs precisely“cohtréry to the
direction of logical consequence, there would be no point to a charge
of petitio. In fact, a threatvof petitio against explanatory syllogism
seems to loom just when the epistemic direction is not opposed fo
that of the consequence relation, when, that is, the conclusion is not
part of the epistemic basis of the premises which entail it. Pace |
Haack (p.219), it is untrpe that in every explanatory argument the
epistemic direction runs counter to that of logical consequence; it
sometimes happens that we have already dccepted the premises on ind-
ependeht grdunds when it occurs to us that they can serve to explain
the conclusion, and here it is misleading to speak of the epistemic
direction running from. conclusion to premises (indeed, it is mislead-
ing to speak of an epistemic direction within the argument at all).
But this raises again the question whether it is ever possible to
know a universal proposition without first kﬁowing individualiy all
its instances -~ for this is what we should be presupposing to be poss—
ible if we accepted a proposition of the fprm 'All As are B' without -

reference to whether we first accepted some one of its instances,
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which we then proceeded %o explain by means of a syllogism with the
" universal proposition'as major premise. Even though we would not be
employing the major premise in the proof of the conclusion (so a

charge of hysteron proteron would not lie), we could be accused by

the upholders of syllogistic petitio of illicitly helping ourselves
to a major premisevindependently of knoWing the conclusion (that is,
knowing one of its instances).

But it is not just“aWCertain kind of explanatory syllogiém which
stays clear of the petitio objectioh; ah interesting category of
suasive ones does so as well. This is the category of suésive syllog—
isms whose major premises can unproblematicaily be known without their
instances being first known, because they express stipulations of
one sort or another, e.g. orders, laws, permissions and prohibitions.
Mill was aware, probably from reading Stewart, of the existence of
such cases where 'the generalities Z?he major premisq§7 are the orig—
inal data' (SL, pp.193-94; gﬁ.'Stewart, vol.3, p.203), and while he
rathervoddly did not draw attention to the facf_that here the petitio
allegation does not apply, he éan hardly have failed to.recognise
it.. There is nothing even Ezigg_fggig,question—begging about the
syllogisms | ‘ " '

A1l U.X. citizens over the age of 18 can vo{é in parliamentary
elections, o E

Jim is a U.K. citizen over the age of 18,

therefore

Jim can vote in parliamentary elections;
The major premise of this syllogism can be known without an empirical
investigation of the age structure of U.K. voters; expressing a law
passed by the British legislature, it can be straightforwardly learned.
by consulting the statute book. The Syllogism could therefore play
the role of a non~qu¢stiﬂn-begging suasive argument to persuade some—
one that Jim is entitled to vote in parliémentary elections. 9 (as it
happens, it could also in other circumstances perform an explanatory
function: someone who knew that Jim was entitled to vote but wanted
an explanation of his entitlement would have it supplied by the prem-
ises.) Some philosophers, though not Mill, would maintain that suasive
syllogisms with stipulative major premises are:far from exhausting
the class of suasive syllogisms whose méjor premisés can guite clearly
be known without their conclusions first havihg to be knoﬁn, and which
are thus immune to the petitio criticism. According tb these philos=-
ophers, some general truths (e.g. 'All~triangies have three sides,'

- 'A11 things which are coloured are extended!) are knowable a priori,
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and. if this is correct then it would be plausib;e to suggest that
syllogisms incorporating such propositions as méjor premises cannot
be accused of begging the question, for knowledge 6f these pro?osit—
ions does not wait on knoWiedge of their instancés. Mili, of course,
could not have accepted this, fﬁr he denied that any propositions

were known a priori.

Before turning to Mill's strategy for resolving the petitio obj-
ection to suasive syllogism, it is worthwhile to consider some int-
eresting and ingenious'attempts to show the problem to be miscon-
ceived. Two of these, I shall argué,,are unsuccessful, but a third
attempt at dissolving the prbbiém will force a cértain modification
in its statement. , ‘ | ’

It has sometimes been held that Mill thought (suasive) syilogism
problematic only because he did not pay sufficient attention to the
role of the minor premise in the deri;ation of thgwconclusion. This

view was famously put forward in De Morgan's Formgi'Logic (pp.300401),

where Mill was accused of holding the false belief’ that the conclusion
of a syllogism follows from the major prehise alone. De Morgan coﬁten-
ded that someone might find out that all men are mortal, then that

a partioular named individual was a man, and put these two pieces of
information together to advance to the conclusion that the named ind-.
ividual is mortal, the process begging no gquestions, on De Morgan's
thinking, because the conclusion is obtained not‘from;one premise

but two (whereas a conclusion has to be'inferred from itself, accord-
ing to De Morgan, for a genuine petitio to occur). But this fails to
get to grips with Mill's aorry.'Mill was not, of course, under the
impression that the minor premise of a syllogism was superfluous to
the proof, and in the 1862 edition of‘the Logic 'he indignantly repud-
iated De Morgan's suggestion that he was (§_L_, pp.207-08). Mill thought
the petitio allegatiohAcogent not because he believed that the concl-
usion of a syllogism was wrapped up in oné,premise, the major, and
nroved from it aldne, but because he felt that one should not be acc-
epting a proposition like 'All men are mortal' if one remained genuin-
éiy open to a proof that a particular hamed man was mprtal. On Mill's
view, De Morgan was too sanguine in supposing there to be nothing -

aquestionable about finding out that all men are mortal before one has
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found out that Socrates is mortél; thus the threat of petitio has
iﬁdeed to do with the major premise in a way it has not to do with
the minor, but that is not to say that the minor premise is a redun-—
danf element in the proof. .

A quite different attempt to diésolVe the petitio problem is due
to John Corcoran (private communication). According to Corcoran,
Mill's argument for the syllogism being a petitio is self-refuting.
A crucial assumption”ﬁﬁdérlying Mill's case, he says, is this one:

(A) Every known universal proposition presupposes knowledge
of its instances. ' ‘

Tt is because Mill aséumes (A) that he proposes that the major prem—
ise of a syllogism cannot be known before its éonclﬁsion,_for the
conclusion is an instance of the major premise. But now consider (A)
itself. Corcoran argues:

On Mill's own view, this (being a universal proposition)
presﬁpposes acquaintanceuhith each and every universal

proposition. So it would seem fhat'any attempt to prove
that the syllogism considered- as a proof begs the quest~

ion would itself beg the questaon.

The first problem which some will have with Corcoran s argument
is that it construes (A) agvcapable of" belng an 1nqtance of 1tself,
which breaks rules against self-referential langdég;vuses designed to
obv1ate the semantic paradoxes. Those not convinced that self-refer-
ence is always and everywhere wrong might prefer to press a diffefent
line of criticism. (A) is a very strong principle indeed - and in'
fact it is certainly stronger than anything accepted by Mill, as we
have seen that he was ready to admit thatbéome universal propdsitions
express 'original data.' So what principle, if not (4), would he have
been relying on when setting up the petitio problem? From the examples
| he used it appears that he had in mind a problem besetting those
syllogiems whose major premises are propositions normally confirmed
by empirical in&estigation of their instances. Hence one might suppose
that instead of (A), a critical principle in his argument was:

(A') Every known empirical universal proposition preéupposes

knowledge of its instances. '
But (A') is not itself a proposition of tHe kind verified by an inv-
estlgatlon of its instances; it is a philosophical rather than an
emhirical claim, a propositionvof whose truth or fdlsity we become
convinced by concepiual considerations rather than by empirical inv-

estigation of the instances it subsumes. Therefore, Corcoran's argum-—
ent fails, for, irrespective of prohibitions against self-reference,
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it is clear that (A') does not fall under itself as an instance, as

it is not an empirical -proposition. However, while this counter to
Corcofan is an effective one, Mill could not himself adopt it with-
out embarrassment to his thesis that all universal propositions
(except stipulative ones)‘are empirically based. Admittedly he does
~'hot always live up to the boldness of that claim, and it is concept-—
ual rather than empirical considerations which prompt him to accept
a principle like (A!')w-But, strictly speaking, his official radioal_
empiricist stance is incompatible with his defending his argument
for syllogistic petitioiégainst Corcoran's objection aloﬁg the line-
I have sketched, for it cannot accommodate the strategy of'denying
that (A'), as a non-empirical proposition, falls under itself.

Here is an intriguing tension in Mill's thought, but for present
-purposes the important point is that unless we take up an extreme-
emn%ricism, we need not be convinced by Corcoran's claim that the
case for syllogistic petitio is self-refuting.

A third objection to Mill's account of the petitio allegatlon
cannot be dismissed before an important modification has been made
to that charge. Mill believes, very plausibly,’that in a suasive arg-
ument the epistemic dlrectlon coincides with the consequentlal one:
lsomeone who is to find a sylloglstlc proof persua51ve first knows the
premises, and is convinced of the conclusion by der1v1ng it from them.
The worry ébout petitio arises because principle (A') asserts that -
one cannot know an empirical universal proposition before knowing
its instances, which Mill takes to._exclude:the possibility that one
could genuinely know an embirical major premise of éxsyllogism'before
knowing its conclusion. 10 Whether Mill was right to maintain (A') is
a matter we shall come tobshortly; but for the moment>we may waive
doubts about the truth of that'principle and ask whether it really
~does support the petitio chargeiin the way he believed it did,

I am indebted to Johnl%orco;aﬁ for the recognition that Mill has
committed a subtlelerror here.‘11”Consider again the argument to prove
the mortality of Socrates from the premises that he is a man and
that all men are mortal. Mill's claim was fhai the proposition 'Soc—
rates is mortal' has to be known before 'All men are mortal' can be
reasonably asserted. But does it:- even if,wé acbept the truth of
(A')? What (A') requires is that before the mortality of all men can
bé known, the mortality of each individual man needs to be established;
the picture here is of an investigation being carried out into indiv-
idual cases seriatim, which has to be completed before generalisation

can be attempted. ( Additioﬂally, of course, before it can be asserted
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that all men are mortal; it needs to-bebknown that the survey of
individuals has been exhaustive, and that no cases of men remain
uninvestigated. That is to say; not iny must a complete survey be.
taken, but it must be known that the survey is cqmplete.)'Among‘the
individuals whose mortality has to bve'sett‘led_in the course of the
survey is the individual we call Socrates. But is this the same
thing as establishing the truth of the proposition 'Socrates is
mortal! - which is what-Mill and others have assumed? Corcoran
points out that we should distinguish between knowing that a certain
thing, which happens to be called ‘'a’, has a certain proﬁérty M, -
and knowing thét the proposifion expreSsed‘by 'Ma' is true. Now what
(A') really requires %o be known is not the truth of the proposition
'Socrates is mortal,' but simpiy that the individual, who happens
to be called Socrates, has the property of mortality. This is because
it is not necessary to the completion of the appropriate survey that
the individual whom we call 'Socrates! should be surveyed under that
name;s it would be quite adequate for him to be picked out under:
another name or identifying description, or, indeed, for him to be
picked out by mere ostension, prov1d1ng it is noted that he, as an
1nd1v1dua1 man, is mortal. But this means that suas1ve syllogisms.
do not beg the question in the way Mill supposed"for it is not nec-
essary to satisfaction of principle’ (A') that 1nd1v1dua1s referred to
in the conclusions of such syllogisms should have been picked out in
the surveyal process under just the same names or descriptions as
are emvloyed of them in the conclusions. Thus a crucial presupp031tiam
of Mill's argument for sﬁasive syllogism committihg a betitio is
mistaken. , |

Corcoran's argument 1s, I believe, a sound one, and it is a sig-
nificant oontrlbutlon to the debate about sylloglstlc petitio. But
what exactly has Corcoran established? Has he shown that a2ll Mill's
vworries about suasive sylloglsm were groundless, and that syllogistic
arguments to prove their conclusions are wholly free of fallacy? In
fact what Corcoran heas actuélly established in pointing out that
aooeﬁting the major premise of a syllogism does not, even on Mill's
'presuppositions, require that we first accept the proposition drawn

as the conclusion of the syllogistic argument, is that suasive syllog-

isms do not commit the fallacy of hysterbn proteron. We have seen that
-although Mill speaks of syllogistic petitio, it is more accurate to

regard his charge against syllogism as one of hysteron proteron, as

defined by Hamiltonj and Corcoran has shown that this charge is mis-

conceived. However, Corcoran's argument does not prove that many
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suasive syllogisms do not commit a broader kind of.petitio‘fallacy.
‘For the argument does not dispute Mill's claim (A'), that.every known
empirical universal propoSition‘presupposes knowledge of- its instan—
ces, though it shows that this ehould not be taken to mean that in
order to accept such a proposition as 'All men are mortal,' one needs
first to know all such propositions abeut individual men as 'Socrates
is mortal,' 'The Duke of Welllngton is mortal,' and so on. It is
granted, that is, that before being able to accept 'All men are mor-—
tal' one has to know whether the individuals, whom we happen to refer
to by 'Socrates,! 'The Duke of Wellington,' etc., are. mortal though
it is denied that one has to know that they are mortal under jﬁggg
names. But what if we attempt to syllogise from the major premise
'Al1l men are mortal'! without having first carried out the investig—-
ation into the mortality of each individual man? It will be recalled

that Hamilton described a fallacy of petitio principii as occurring

when there is an infringement of“the_rule of proof that 'Nothing is
%o be begged; borrowed, or stolenjy that is, nothing is to be pre-
supposed as proved, which itself requires a demonstration.' If (av)
is correct, then if we do net carry out the requisite survey into the
mortality of individual men, we shall be guilty offbegging the quest-
ion, in the broad Hamiltonian sense, if .we sylloglse from 'All men
are mortal.' We would be reasoning from a premise which we had not
establlshed, and infectlng our proof with petitio, where we accepted
an empirical universal proposition without surveying the cases it
subsumed. | ,

It is obviously not possible to survey all cases of past, present
and future men in order to verify 'All men are mortal' in the manner
required by (A'). But if many empirical universal'propositions are
practically unverifiable in this way, not all are. It would be poss-
ible to verify, by a survley of instances, a‘proposition such as 'Al1l
coins now in John's pocket are pennies' (possible, at least, at the
moment referred t0). Yet while.'Ail_coihs‘now in John's pocket are
pennies! could be non-question-beggingly utilised as the major premise
of a suasive syllogism, it appears that such a syllogism escapes the
Seylla of petitio only to encounter the Charybdis of triviality: for
if we argue, All coins now in John's pocke% are pennies, Coin C is
a coin in John's pocket, therefore Coin C is a penny, it is unlikely
that in deriving the conclusion we will coﬁside; that we have learnt
anything worthwhile which we did not learn when we made our survey
of the coins in John's pocket. To say this is not fo disregard Corcor-—
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‘an's distinction between knowing that a certain thing, happening to
be called 'a', has a certain property M, and knowing'the truth of the
proposition 'Ma'. It is, rather, to assert that often in practice -our int-
erest in an individual thing is, so to speak, a transparent one; that
is, we are often interested dirécfly in a paﬁticular thing, a res,
and its properties, rather_thén in whatever-object-falls—-under-a-
particular—name—or—description (indeed, we might not even know any
‘label conventionally:...applied to the object in which we are inter-
ested). Having found, in our initial sufﬁey, that the coin which
happens to be the one we later refer to as'C'is a'penny,‘it is prob-
able that we have found out all that we ever will want to know about
it; once we know it under the label 'C', we can derive syllogistic-
21ly (and without begging any questions) the conclusion that 'Coin C
is a penny,' but given the transparency of our interest in the coin,
this brings us no significant new knowledge. It can be admitted, how-
ever, that there may be circumstances in which a rgésoner is partic-
ularly interested in éStablishing that whatever falls under a certain
name or description possesses a certain pfoperty; and if that name

or deqcrip{ion is the minor term. of a, syllogism; it could be both
non-question-begging and illuminating for him to deduce the conclus-—
ion from the major and minor premlses, for in prev1ously surveylng
the actual case in fact referred to by the minor ferm, he might have
been ignorant that this was the case referred to by that term. This
possibility, which Mill entirely missed, becomes apparent only when

Corcoran's distinction is carefully noted.

VI

o :
Corcoran has shown that principle (A') does not, when properly
understood, reguire thatvthe conclusion of a syllogism be already
known before its major premise can be accepted. Nevertheless, if he

has shown that a hysteron proteron charge against suasive syllogism iB ‘

misguided, he has not demonstrated that at least many non-trivial

syllogistic proofs do not commit a petitio, in relying upon an imp—‘
erfectly warranted major premise. | A

It is fairly clear that a completely satisfactory defence of suas—
ive syilogism is going to have to take issue with principlé (a').
Now rather surprisingly for a principle which has sustained an
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objectioﬁ tO'syllogisticvproof~which,ﬁot only Mill but many others
have found convincing, (A');isfabtualiyvnot only false but even
obviously so — once it is fegarded from'fhe right angle. The reason
why Mill and other people have believed the‘principle tézbe true is
almost certainly that they have confused it with another, true prop-—
osition, as we shall see in the next.section. But while Mill's off-
icial acceptance of (A') prdmpted him to adopt his notorious theory
that syllogism is not-a method of proof (which we shall ‘examine more
closely in the following chapter), he did occasionally in the Logic
display a much sounder grasp of the epistemic preconditiéhs of gen-
eralisation, and in the light of that better undérstandihg he indic-
ated a powerful line of defence of suasive syllogism against the
accusation of petitio.

At several places in the Logic, including Bk.II.ch.iii where the
petitio problem is discussed (see sect.5; cf. Bk.IIT.ch.i.sect.z2,.
Bk.III.ch.iii.sect.l),,Mill acknowledged that a universal propos-—
ition dbout things of a kind can ofté; legitimately be accepted on
the basis of a limited sampling of things of that kind - that, for

instance, the proposition that all men are mortal can be accepted

as an inductive projection from those cases of human mortality of
which we have had experience. This recognition ié?éommonplaoe in
itself,'bﬁt it alerted Mill to the possihility ofuconstruing many
syllogisms as thevsecondlstages of two-stage proof structures, of
which the first oomprises an inductive projection from a set of
propositions about individual cases to a lawlike universal propos-
ition about things of their type, and the Second a syllogistic
process from the universal proposition, together with a suitable

minor premise, to a conclusion about an individual not included in

the original sample. Such a proof sequence is evidently free from

~the denger of petitio, if we consider the matter in Mill's terms

. (for there is no need to know the conclusion before being able to
accept the major premise); and it is immuné equally to the charge of
petitio as revised in the light of Corcoran's argument (because
there no longer remains anyfgbod'reason.for worrying that the major
premise has been accepted as.true without’@hradequate justification).
Because he never properly disentangled this response to the petitio
objection from his less satisfactofy account of the role of syllog-

- ism, Mill preferred to c¢all the second stage of this 'double operat-

ion' by the name 'interpretation? rathgr than 'inference' (§L, p-197),

yet he did achieve the critical insight that the whole process
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consisted of 'an induction from ... known cases to a general propos—
ition, and a subsequent. application of- that general proposition to
the unknown case! (ibig.). |

He further observed thaf:‘ ‘

An induction from particulars to-generéls, followed

by a syllogistic process from those generals to other

particulars, is a form in which we may always state

our reasonings’if -we please. It is not a form in

which we must reason, but it is é form in which we

may reason, and into which it is indispensable

b0 throw our reasoning when there is any doubt of

'its validity ... (SL, p.198; cf. p.202)
One may doubt the claim that g&lAreasonings can be cast into this
form, but it is at least interesting to see Mill holding that those
reasonings which do followbthis pattern will be valid - by which he
apparently meant free not just from formal but also from material
fallacy. 12 Once he had formulated this theory in the Logic, Mill
never entirély forgot it, though he was usually very hazy about its
distinctness from his less successful accounts of inference. One
especially succinct statement of his conception bccur% in the review
article 'Grote's Aristoitle' which was one of the last writings he
produced: here he speaks of 'the Operatlon which establlshes a con-—
clusion by showing that it comes within the scope of a generalisation
that has already been assentéd to on evidence deemed sufficient!
(GA, p.479).

Mill's defence of suasive syllogism against the petitio allegatiohA
cons1sts, then, in identifying a kind:of context”in which a syllogis-
tic proof beg% no questions., Mill clearly believed that such contexts
of occurrence of syllogistic arguments are common; and that is a per-—.
fectly plausible opinion,Jthe application of inductively warranted
universal propositions to new individual cases being a standard inf-
erence process. 0ddly, however, such inducto—dedﬁctive reasonings have
not received attention in the traditional logic textbooks. This is
possibly because setting one out in full would be an intricate bus-
iness. The second, syllogiétic stage provides, of course, no diffic-
ultiess but the inductive‘first stage fromsa number (perhaps very
large) of propositions about individual éases to the universal prop-
osition which will form the major premise of the syllogiétic compon-—
ent is another matter.‘Such hybrid part—inductiﬁe, part-deductive
structures have maybe failed to appeél}to logicians who like arguments

to be neat and tidy. Be that as it may, a neglect of the larger
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contexts in which suasive-syllogisms‘frequenfly appear can eésily
lead to worries abdut petitio; for taken by itself a syllogistic
nroof with an undefended major premise and a oonélusion which is an
instance of that premise might well appear to be upturning thelnor—
mal order of epistemic dependence of universals on individual cases.
Yet leaving tacit the inductive first stage of a Millian inducto-
deductive argument is permissible (and,»indeed; often a praotibal
necessity) provided that-its existence is not forgotten; thus a
syllogism can often be quite properly regarded as a kind of enthy-
mematic inducto-deductive argument, the inductive fifst étage not
being explicitly presented.

But not all syllogisms can be so regarded. fhose with stipulative
major premises cannot be. And nor can those whose;major premises are
merely accidentally true'generélisations which are inoapéble of
being iﬁductively inferred>froﬁ a sample of individual cases, for they
are clearly not the sécond staées of inducto-deductive proofs. Where
_ nothing less than a complete enumeration of instances would suffice

to justify the major premise, thai proposition should not be employed
.as a premise of a suasive‘argument bgfore being confirmed by such .an
enumeration; but if petitio is avoided by oarryigg out the enumeration
before utilising the major proposition in this réie,‘it is a further
question whether the deduction of the cgncluéionz%iii be truly ill-
uminating. For where the case referred to in the conclusion has been
already surveyed before the major proposition is accepted, the syll-
ogistic process will.producé new knowledge only in the special sit-
unation in which it mattersvio'us to have that case.brbught under a
minor term of whose applicability: we wefe?notlmadewawareLby‘thé orig-—
inal survey. 13
¥ill's conception of inducto-deductive methodology reflects his

cauntious, conservativé p}ilosophy of scienéé. To be acceptable, the
universal propositions which become the major premises of non-quest-—
ion-begging suasive syllogisms have to appear reasonable projections
from samples of their instances in the sort of.way that 'All men are
-mortal! derives suppori fromvpast experience of human deaths. (All
such indﬁctive projections, in Mill's view, are warranted by the
overall uniformity of nature, which he calls 'the ultimate major
premise! of all inductions (SL, p.308).) Later philosophers of science
have tended to sympathise much more with Whewell's more adventurous
policies for the admissibility of hypotheses in scientific investig-
ation, and it is hard to deny that if,scientists‘adhered'to Mill's
very cifcumspect énd rather.uﬁimaginative methodology, then the nace.
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of research would be impeded. Mill .was not unaware of WheWell's views
on method, but he distrusted their ability to produce sound science,.
‘believing Whewell too fond. of the suspect Kantian notion that the
order of nature is in large heasﬁre imposed on it by man.. He described
Whewell's position with fair accuracy'when he stated thét Whewell |
allowed as acceptable those inductions which lead to a 'general prop-
osition which binds together the. particular¢ facts, and makeé them,
as it were, one fact,‘ thls being 'not the mere sum of those facts,
but something more, since there is introduced a conception of the
mind, which does not exist in the facts themselves! (§£, p.294). Of
present interest is the point that if Whewell's conception of induc-—
tive support is sound, then a passage of inducto-deductive reason—
ong whose magor premise was a universal prop081tlon achieved through
a Whewellian rather than a Millian form of induction would be equally
safe from a charge of begging the question; that major premise would
be adequately grounded even thoﬁgh no survey.of its instances, as
required by (A'), had taken place. Whewellian inducto-deductive reas—
oning offers more hostages to fortune ih its first stage than does
the more stolid Millian wvariety, but tits second'Stége is no more

open to objection;'(These forms of inducto—deduoﬁive methodology are
to be distinguished,. incidentally, from‘hypothéﬁécd—deductive'meth~
odology. A syllogistic process may be employed td‘deduce testable
consequences from an assumed hypothesis whose truth remains still in
guestion, and here the syllogism is not intended as a suasive demon-

stration of the conclusion.)

- VII
i |

But now we have to face up to the most puzzling éspect of‘Mill's
resolution of the problem of,syiiogistic petitio. Why, if he had
an answer to the complaint that suasive syllogisms beg the question,
did he fail to see that he had one, and continued to talk about syll-
dgisms construed as pfoofsiof their conclueions committing a petitio?
‘How is it that huving seen that principle (A’) need not be accepted
he remained seemingly unable to draw the appropriate concluolons°

- It is not en answer to this questlon to say simply that Mill had
made up his mind that sylloglsm was not truly a form of inference at

all, but rather a species of '1nterpretat10n' of 1nferenoe (SL, Bk.II.
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ch.iii.sect.5); for we need to know what pressﬁre Mill felt forced
him to take this unlikely line. It is worth nofing that the second
stage of a Millian inducto-deductive argument does not fail to fulfil
Mill's condition that inference must always be epistemically advan—
cing: to move éyllogistically‘from knowledge of a generalisation to
knowledge of an individualrinstance not previously known is obviously
to advance in knowledge. Fufthermore,,Mill sometimes seems to be
having the greatest difficulty in explaining his notion of ‘inter-
pretation' in such a way that tinterpreting' is not mereij inferring
under a different name. To be sure, his official view is that the
dnlj real inference is inductive inference 'from particulars to part-
iculars,' but When he writes that, very often: '

a single careful interrogation of experience may

suffice, and the result may be registered in the

form of a general proposition, which is committed

-4to memory or writing, and from which afterwards we

have only to syllogize (SL, p.198)
~ this syllogising being represented as interpretation, rather than
inference — we are extremely hard pressed to give any content to
the claim that the syllogistic stage interprets the majdr proposition
in some non-inferential manner. ‘ .

So what was it which forced Mill to take up thehimplausible and

uninviting view that to syllogise was not to infer? The answer must

lie in his‘confusion, described earlier, of the petitio problem about
syllogistic proof with problems about hidden conse@uences and the
informativeness of deductive inference. We saw that Mill, in company
7ith certain other philosophers, failed to spot the ambiguity latent

in such locutions as: if we have accepted the premises, we have already
determined the conclusion;j wheﬂ we accept the premises, we have already
foreclosed the question f whether the conclusion is true; we cannot
aogépt the premiées without settling the acceptability of the concl-
usion. All these locutions, read one way; are true, for where prem-—
ises logically imply a concluéion, it would be logically inconsis-—

tent to accept the premises and refuse to accept the conclusion. But
read another way, they cén_be taken to say that we must have settled
vwhether the conclusion of a suasive deductive argument is true before
deciding whether to accept its premisebset. And on this second reading
‘they are false.

I suggest that it wasbecause Mill'mistakenly conflated the logical

fact that the major premise .of a syllogism like that about Socrates!
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mortalitybsubsumes the case referred to in the conclusion as an
instance, with the (false)'principle that (except in the special cases

of universal prdpositions true by stipulation) knowing a universal

© . proposition requires first‘knowing all its instances, that he bel-

ieved that suasive syllogism could not be successfully defended
against a charge of petitio. In other words, a fact about logical
implication got misread as the ground of 2 petitio charge against
suasive deductive arguments, and once he had succumbed to “this mis-
take, no amount of insight into the pofentialities for a@vahcing
knowledge of hybrid inducto—deductive structures could, save Miil
from thinking that it was in deep principle impossible to rescue
suasive syllogistic inference from the petitio charge. Whatever‘could
be said in favour of suasive syllogiém, Mill must have felt, would
in the end come up against the unanswerable objection that in know-
ing the premises, we have already settled the truth of the concl—
usion. Nothing short of a full realisation of the ambiguity of such
a formulation could have prevented Mill from falling into error, or
redeehed him from it once he had so fallen.

Hence Mill came to think that the_pnly way to ﬁreserve the resp-
ectability of the syllogism was to deny it to be a form of inference
at all- if syllogising is to be legltlmate and useful it must Dbe
doing somethlng other than 1nferent1ally reveallng what is already
implied by the syllogistic premises. Real, non-question-begging inf-
erence cannot consist in the tracking down of the logical implicat-
ions of known premises, but must, instead, be inductive in character.
Just what Mill thought real inference was, .and how he éventually
conceived of the function of the syllogism, will be the topics of the

next chapter of this study.
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THREE

MILL'S POSI'TIVE THEORIES | oFr
INFERENCE AND THE SYLLOGISHN A

As greaf oaks from little acorns spring, a single mistake can
sometimes generate a large amount of erroneous theory., Mill's mis-—
reading of a logical fact about implica$ion as an epistemic cqndit-
ion on the acceptability of universal propoSifions not only prevented
his seeing the potential of his conception of inducto-deductive meth-
odology to vindicate suasive syllogism against the charges of triv-
iality and petitio; it also led him 40 construct an elaborate account
of the nature of inference and the role .of the syil@éism which, though
in many ways intriguing, is ultimately both wrong;headed'and unnec-
essary. While occasionally he seems to have come close to seeing
this, the powerful undertow created by his basic confusion always
managed to draw him back to the view that inference cannot be syll-
ogistic, and that to syllogise must be to do something other than to
infer. | | ' '

A philosopher of weaker will might now have capitulated to Lockian
criticism of the éyllogism. For the nub of Locke's complaint had been
that ;hen, in their own ihquiries after truth, never use syllogisms
to convince themselves' (vol.2, p.268); and this was just what Mill
had felt forced to concede in his‘stﬁdy of the petitio allegation.
But Mill intended no surrender to Locke., If syllogism is not infer-
ence, then, lo, it is something else - and something important too!
Moreover, what inference really is can be explained much more clearly
than it was by all Locke's visual metaphor% of seeing the connections
of ideas. MillApresented his positive views on inference and the syll-
ogism in the later pages of the long third chapter of the second book
of the Logic. | |

To succeed in producing convincing new accounts of inference and
the syllogism, Mill rightly saw that it was necessary to give a per-
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suasive theory of the role of universal propositions in our thinking,
and, in particular, to show that universal major propositions of suasive
. syllogisms were not. to bé»thought of as premises. 1 To the objeCtion
that this was denying what was virtually undeniable, and that it was
highly eccentric to dismiss the traditional view that the major prop-

- osition was a premise from which, with the minor premise, the concl-
usion was to be 1nferred, Mill would have replied that preservatlon

of the traditional plcture of the major prop081tlon made it imposs—
ible to defend suasive syllogism from the charge of petitio.

According to Mill's revised view, acceptance of the conclusion of .-
a suasive syllogism does not rest, despife appearances, on acceptance
of its major proposition. Our ground for affirming that a living man
(Mill's example was the Duke of Wellington) is mortal is not that
all men are mortal, but that in the past men have died - every man,
as Mill rather quaintly put 1t, 'in whose case the experiment had
been falrly tried! (SL, p.187). Thls is arguing, as Mill described
it, 'from particulars to particulars' (or, in more standard modern
terminology, from singulars to singulars), and it is clear from his
exposition that he saw his account of‘reasoning‘as obtaining support
from the tenet of empiricism that in the beginning was the particular:
in other words, that particulars (to use his terms) precede generals
in the order of knowledge. But if the major proposition of a syllog-
ism never contributes to the proof of the conclusion, then the obvious
question arises as to what role it does pléy. Disregarding the sugg-
estion that it is actually redundant, Mill proposed a number of char-
acterisations of its role, leaﬁing it initially somewhat obscure
whether he believed these came to the same thing, or whether he took
the major proposition to perform differenf functions in different .
settings. The major proposition, he declared, could be looked on as
a memorandum of past obsdrvations (§£, pp.186, 193f.), a check on
argument (e.g. p.196f.), an instruction for understanding new cases
(p.193f.), and an assertion of the sufficiency of evidence for a new
conclusion (pp.200, 204f.) - all of which conceptions stalwartly
eschew the idea that the major proposition-is a premise.

The theory that all 'real' inference is from particulars to part-
iculars is presented in its:most radical-cblours.in the following
péssage:

The mortality of John, Thomas, and others is, aftef
all, the whole evidence we have for the mortality of
the Duke of Wellington. Not one iota is added to the
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proof by interpolating a general proposition. Since

the individual cases are all the evidence we can

possess, evidence which no logical form into which

we choose to throw it can make greater than it isg

and since that evidence is either sufficient in

itéélf, or, if insufficient for the one purpose,

cannot be sufficient for the other; I am unable to

see why we should be forﬁidden to take'the shortest

cut from these sufficient premisés to the concl-

usion, and constrained to travel the ''high priori

road,'' by the arbitrary fiat of logicians

- (8L, p.187). S
Any plausibility this passage may appear to have is onlyAsuperficial.
It may not bé immediately clear why we cannot do as Mill says, and
reason directly to the mortality of the Duke of Wellington from the
evidence of the past instances of individual men who have died -
that is, infer this without requiring a universal proposition as int—_\
ermediaiy. But consider some different cases. I have a pocketful of
coins, and the few I have drawn out up to now have been pennies: am
I entitled to infer that any 001ns I subsequently take from my pocket
will be pennles also? Or I have spun a coin and 1t has landed heads
four consecutive times: should I infer that it w111_1and heads nexi
time t00? In fact, I can only draw these inferences rationally if I
havé some ground for thinking that the past regularities are not
quite random ones; and that is to say, if I have the right to believe
that all the coins in my pocket are pennies, or that the coin I am
spinning has somehow acquired a bias‘td fall heads regularly. It is
possible that Mill might complain that the samples'in these instances
are small and consequently untrustworthy compared with the much longer
unbroken run of human deaths which ground the inference to the mor-
tality of the Iron Duke.JBut what is important about such long runs
is precisely that they provide an»inductive ground for the belief
that .certain regularities are not merely accidental but represent
patterns explicable by laws. The evidence of individual cases supports
a new individual conclusion only by inductively warranting such a
generalisation as that all men are mortal, from which, together with
the premise that the Duke of.Wellington is ‘a man, we can déduce that
the Duke of Wellington is mortal.
A distinction can therefore be drawn between reasonable and unreas-—

onable inductive extrapolations,'the rational reasoner's projecti—y
onsvbeing governed by general conceptions about the kinds of pattern
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and lawlikeness to be expected in nature. 2 By failing to leave room
for such general considerations, Mill's account of reasoning left
obscure the difference between intelligent, truth-attaining infer—
ences and blind, or even insane, mental vagaries. Mill very unwisely
tried to back up his account by remarking that even children and
animals, being incapable (he alleged) of forming general conceptions,
must reason in the manner he described (SL, Bk.II.ch.iii.sect.3),
but Whewell made the inevitable objection that their mental processes
are hardly ideal models of rational thinking. In a note added to
the 1851 edition of the Logic, Mill conceded as much, disclaiming
'the applicétion of such terms as inﬁuction, inference, or reasoning,
to operations performed by mere instinct, that 'is, frbm an animal
impulse, without the exertion of any intelligence' (SL, p.287); but
this disclaimer only serVes to emphasise the poverty of his most rad-
ical account of inference from particulars to particulars, for w1th1n
its ex1guouo provisions it is imp0331b1e to draw the distinction
between intelligent and unlntelllgent reasonlngs which he had to
confess was important. ‘

But there is also in the Logic a less radical theory of inference
from particulars to particulars which is much 1ess‘susceptible to
the foregoing objections. This account likewise denles that the major
pr0p0s1t10n of a syllogism is a premlse; but it acknowledges the
1mportance of discipline and direction in reasoning by describing

the major proposition as functioning, in effect, as a rule of infer-

ence governing the transitions from particulars to particulars. This
role of the major proposition was set out by Mill as follows:
All inference is from particulars to particulars: '
General propositions are merely registers of suoh
inférences already made, and short formulae for mzking
more: The major premise 6f a syllogism, consequently,
isg élformula'of this description: and the conclusion
is not an inference drawn from the formula, but an
inference drawn according to the fofmula: the real
logical antecedent, or premise, being the particular
. facts from which the general proposition was coll-
ected by induction.... According 40 the indications
of this record /i.e. the major prop081th;7 we draw
our conclusion: which is, to all intents and purposes,
a conclusion drawn from the forgotten facts (SL, p.193).
Mill's suggestion that the major proposition of a syllogism can be
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regarded as an inference rule rather than a premise has appezaled to
certain twentieth century philosophers, who have termed universal
propositions accorded this role 'material' inference rules to dist-

inguish them from such 'formai"rulés as the Dictum de omni. et nullo.

Sometimes support for the view that in actual reasoning people tend
to employ material rather than formal fules is drawn from the alleged
fact that syllogising by means of a:formal rule would be, in Locke's
word, a very 'cumbersome! affair. A recent and typiéal statement of
this pdsition is by Bruce Aunes
Outside of logic texts explicit inferences are
remarkably rare. Thus instead of reasoning acec-
ording to the explicit pattern
All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.
Therefore, Socrates is mortal,
a real person would no -doubt reason according to
a pattern like thiss
Socrates is a man.
So, he is mortal. .
In conforming to this shorter pattern a person

would be reasoning in accordance with the premise

'1A11 men are mortal,'' and he would no doubt

volunteer this premise if asked to justify his

inference (Aune, p.13). ) '
(Aune's talk about the major premise here is misleading; his
thesis is properly that the majof pfoposition is functioning in
everyday reasoning as a.gglg.) The contention that inferring by
means of a material rule is quicker or easier than inferring by
a formzl rule is, as we shall see, very much open to question, but
it is not in fact urged fw Mill,. For in one important respect his
theory is unlike most other theories of material rules of inference
in that it takes a conclusion like 'Socrates is mortal® to be inf—
erred, by the formula 'All men are mortal,' not from 'Socrates is a
man' alone, but from the conjunction of that minor premise with a
host of premises of the form 'a is mortal,' 'b is mortal,' and so

~ on, these last normally being suppressed in the expression of the

argument, which thus must be regarded as an enthymeme. But this means

that Mill's theory, unlike typical twentieth century accounts of
inference by material rules, is intended as a theory of inductive
rather than deductive reasoning. Thus.it is patently not designed,

as the later accounts often are, to establish that actual reasonings
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are less‘complex than they would be if they followed standard deduc-
tive forms as described ih the textbooks, 0ddly enough; the form of
argument Nill describes isvactually quite incapable of doing what -it
was intended to db, namely to remove the suspicion of gétitio which
"beset (in his view) standard-form syllogistic proofs. For whether

'All men are mortal' is taken to be the preﬁise of a deductive, or

a rule of an inductive, argument, the question arises as to whether

it can be justifiably eccoepted befbre one has verified all- proposit—
ions about the mortality of individual men! It is-simply not plausible
to hold thaf while we have to take care that we do not aéoept TA11

men are mortal' on inadequate or question-begging evidence when we
want to use it as a premise, we ban be indifferent to its grounding
when we take it as a rule (cf. Kyburg, p.101). Premise or rule, 'All
men are mortal! states a matter of fact, and it is impossible to

see how we could rétionally remain indifferent to the truth of that
fact when employing it as a rule. of inference to draw conclusions we
could'trust in, just as it is impossible to conceive ourselves being
reasonably satisfied to use it as a premise if we lacked solid grounds

4 Now it was argued in the preceding chapter

for thinking it true.
that Mill was really in error in thinking that 'All men are mortal®
could not be employed as a premiée in the argumeh% to the mortality
of Socrates without petitio occurring. And the defence against the
Eetitio charge when 'All men are mortal' was reéd as a premise is
equally applicable when it is construed as a rule. But from Mill's
erspective, from which suasive syllogisms appear gquestion-begging,
it -cannot mend matters to insist that the major proposition is a
-rule and not a premise, for either way the same objection, which
concerns the epistemic relations between universal propositions and
their inétances, appears to arise égainst the pﬁrported proof.
At this point one cou%d well be forgiven for wondering whether
there is in reality anything more than a merely terminological diff-
erence between reasoning from the major proposition, and reasoning in

accordance with it. Whately was one philosopher who believed the

. difference to be a verbal one only. Some people, he noted, had 'denied
that the conclusion is inferred from the universal premiss, But then,
they acknowledgé that the truth of that premiss is an indispensable
condition of such inferences ...' Yet if the truth of the major prop-
osition is the important thing, Whately continued, it could hardly
matter which prepositional eXpression one employed-to characterise the
use made of it: ‘

And so ... if any one chuse to maintain that the
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conclusion is drawn from the one premiss, by, or

through, the other premiss, this would be accounted

merely a needless and unimportant innovatidn in

phraseology (Hhately, p.15).

Whately s claim that it makes no difference whether we talk of

arguing from or by (= in accordance w1th) the major proposition
needs taking seriously - much more seriously, in fact, than it has
been by manylwho have-upheld thé notion of material rules of infer-
ence, Is there really a substantive distinction at issue here, or
have many philosophers merely misconstrued a distinction ﬁhich is
properly regarded as verbal only? At first it might seem that Aune
and other such latter-day Lockians have a ready’answer to Whately.
Aune's contention was that it was much simpler to émploy"All men are
mortal' as a rule than as a premise; and if there gehuinely is such
a practical différence between major propositions used as rules and
as premises, it will be hard to deny that arguing from and in accord—
ance with the major proposition must be different in some significant
vway. But on examination Aune's claim looks very doubtful. He proposes
that if 'All men are mortal' is a rule, it can be thought 'tacitly,'
whereas if it is a premise, it needs to be thought, expiicitly. But
this seems gratuitous, Presumably his (unexplalned) use of the word
'tacitly' is intended to mark some distinction among levels of con-
sciousness, and his idea is that if we employ 'All men are mortal!
as a rule of inference, we do not need to be thinking it with the
same high level of conscious attention that we normally devote to
premises. Now it is indeed quite possible that some aspects of our
conceptual schemes are so thoroughly internalised that, though we use
them, we barely notice themj perhaps our beliefs in basic logical laws
are of this character, constantly in service shaping and modifying
our notions,'but scarcelyJever themselves being entertained in any
highly conscious way. It seems on the surface much less likely that
a material proposition like 'All men are mortal' would ever ‘become
so internalised, but even if that point is waived as a concession to
Ahune, what certainly should not be waived is the objection that he
has not explained why it should be that 'All men are mortal' can only
be thought 'tacitly' (to mse his somewhat misleading term) when it is
a rule, and not when it is a premise.. Prdbably Aune is borne along
by a false analogy: because formal rules of inference are, arguably,
'$acit' in our reasonings, then material rules will be so as well.
But this is not at all obviously so, and it is very difficult to see

what further argument could éstablish that material rules can be
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thought *tacitly' though material premises cannot.

However, there is some reason for‘thinking that Whately was wrong
in holding that it mekes no difference whether we talk of arguing.
from or in accordance with the major proposition. To secure a subst-
antive content to the distinction, we can think of the material rule
as replacing a formal rule as the enabling principle of an argument.

A syllogism whosé rule of inference is its major proposition is dep-
endent neither on the-Dictum nor on Egig notae, and someone who infers
the conclusion by means of a material rule need not be thinking the

Dictum or Nota notae even at some subordinate level of consciousness.

Furthermore, as an account of what goes on in actual processes of
reasoning this may see& to be supported by the fact that it is able
fo accommodate, by virtue of its economy, the feeling of Lockians
that actual syllogising is a very straightforward affair. For while

the traditional account recognises both the major proposition (as a

premise) and the Dictum or Nota notae (as the rule of inference) as
parts of the machinery of syllogistic inference, the present view
dispenses with the latter when it elevates the former to the status

p)

Against this, it may be said that if the Dictum (as the favourite

of a rule.

traditional principle of syllogism) is really as{obvious and trivial
as Mill alleged, then its ' absence from the syllogistioc process
hardly represents much of a saving in intellectual machinery. But the
real objection to the view that the Dictum can be dropped from the
,ﬁrocess is that, however trivial it might appear, it is really not

at 211 a redundant device which can be relinquished without loss,

but a wholly essential enabling principle of rational syllogistic
inference. Those who have defended the notion of material rules of
inference have missed a subtle but crucial point about the conditions
of rational inference. A question which needs to be asked is: What
makes it rational for soaeone who has accepted that 2ll men are mor-
tal to infer subseqﬁently that a given individual man is mortal? To
answer that he can rationally make the inference because he is rat-
ionally entitled to treat the proposition 'All men are mortal' as a
rule of inference is unsatisfactory, because it does not explain
how.he becomes rationally entitled to adopt this proposition as a
rule. This objection will, of course, be resisted by defenders of
material rules; they will say that it can be rationally accepted as

a rule because it is both universal ahd Irue. But this is not an
adequate reply. The rational adoption of 'All men are mortal' as a

rule essentially needs to be informed by the thought that if all



members of a class have someAproperty, then any given individual bel-
onging to that class will have it. If this thought is absent, then
the rationale behind the material rule is absent too, and its adop—
tion can only be zombie-like. But this rationale is just what is
expressed by the chtum. A reasoner who had not grasped that if all
members of a class have a property, then an ‘jndividual member will
have it, would simply not possess the conception which would give
point to taking 'All men..are mortal' as a rule by which to infer the
mortality of Socrates from his manhood; it would have to remain
obscure to him how the rule could be an appropriate instrument for
delivering the conclusion. But this means that the Dictum cannot,
aftgr all, be dispensed with; and if there really are any inferences
drawn according to material rules, they must, so to spezk, be drawn
within the shadow of the Dictum. But it must now become doubtful
whether there really is any syllogising by material rules: for if
the Dictum cannot be dropped from thought, then not only will magor

propositions be premises of Dictum—-governed inferences, but any fur—

ther functioning of them as rules of inference would be utterly sup-
erfluous — if, indeed, it would make sense now to talk of material
rules, given Whately's criticism, witﬁ the Dictum still in the offing.
A reasonable conciusion from this is that the gbtion of inference
by material rules is a logician's unicofh - a sheérzpiece of myth-
ology. It isvin any case, as we saw, not a notion which is in prin-
ciple capable of doing anything to assist Mill to counter the petitio
charge against suasive syllogistic processes, given his understanding
of the ground on which that charge rests. So we must now recognise
that both his accounts of inference from particulars to particulars,
the radical and the less radical versions, fail to be viable alter-

natives to standard accounte of the nature of inference.

IT

At the beginning of Book III of the Logigc, entitled 'Of Induction,'
Mill declared thats - , "
all Inference, consequently all Proof, and all
discovery of truths not self-evident, consists
of ‘inductions, and the interprététion of induc-—-
" tions:z

and therefore:
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What Induction is ... and what conditions render it

legitimate, cannot but be deemed fhe main question

of the science of logic ~ the question which includes

all others (SL, p.283).
Inference from particulars to particulars is inductive inference,
capable, in Mill's account, of ‘'interpretation' by syllogistic forms.
0f the two versions of his theory of inference, it is perhaps the
more radical one which Teceived the greater stress; the less radical
version, which characterised major propositions as rules of (inductive)
inference, is less in evidence in the pages of the Logic - though it
may well be that Mill never whélly thought through the distinction
between’thé two accounts. It would appear to be‘the more radicalyline
he had in mind when he spoke. of major propositions;as providing checks
on inference. Here the idea is that when we are making inductive. pro-
jections from a sample of mses, we should take care to consider
whether we would be willing to aébept the projection to g&; cases of
the kind involved in the samplej if we would be reluctent to do that,
we should then hesitate about projecting to further iﬁdividual cases.
(seey eogey SL, p+197). In a certain very loose sense, we might
speak of inductive reasoning of the sort Mill was describing here
as being 'in accordance with' a rule provided by éﬁuniversal propos-—
ition; yet there is in fact a great difference, théugh he did not advert
to i1, between the claim that the major proposition is a material
rule of inference and the claim that it provides a check on inferences
in the former role, it is, or at least purports to be, the principle
by which a conclusion is inferred; in the latter rdle, it is, strictly
speaking, not an essential element of the inference at all, for it
is neither an inference rule nor a premise, but rather an external
criterion by which to judge whether a certain reasoning is a sound
one or not. Indeed, as Mill in this connection speaks of the major
propdsition being proved along with new individual cases, and from the
same evidence (e.g. at SL, pp.196, 284, 572), he cannot be regarding it
as playing any role in the inference to any individual conclusions:
for it is not available for that purpose in advance ofvindividual
concluéions. Interestingly, not;onlyfcan the major proposition so
regarded not play a part in the making of an inference to a fresh
individual conclusion, but it cannot, either, be employed without
circularity to provide a retrospective justification, given that its
own justification, in Mill's view, relies on precisely the same

passage of inference.
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But if a major proposition does not assist in the initial making
of an inference, and cannot justify an inference reirospectively
either, it is not clear that {there can be much content to the idea-
that it provides a check on inference. Mill's accognt would have been
plausible if he had modified it in one importent respect. It is not
unreasonable to suggest that an inductive procedure might be vindicated
by constructing‘a syllogism with a major premise reached on the
lines Mill describes, from which testable consequences are inferred;
this is in fact just that inducto-deductive methodology which he
occasionally supported, and which was described in the prévious chap~
ter. The problem with this, of.course, is that it runs counter to
his official view that there is no legitimate deductive inference.
Thus the inductive process from particﬁlars 1o particulars remains
without an& appropriate vindicéiion,.and what Mill regarded as a
*check! on it is inoperative, because for that purpose it has to be
possible to deduce testable consequences from the major premise, but
this is precisely what he disallowed. The mere production and contem—
plation of a proposition like 'All coins in my poéket are pennies'
cannot in itself vindicate a Millian ;ﬁference from the fact that
all coins in my pocket so far examined have been pennies to the con-
clusion thét an unexamined coin x in my pocket wiii be a penny. What-
ever Mill claimed, the universal propoéi%ion has ﬁét been assigned
a determinate mode of function here, and it is no more than an
unattached cog in the machinery. But it would be apt for vindicating
an inductivevprocess if it were considered as a premise from which,
with the minor premise 'x is a coin in my pocket,' the conclusion
'x is é penny' — a testable proposition - could be deduced. Mill, in
shorf, wanted the major'proposition'to play a role for which he had
not assigned it enough operating capacity.

The notion that syllog}stic processes, albeit not themselves inf-
erential, can somehow support and vindicate real inferences from

particulars to particulars is the common core to Mill's various

ct

characterisations of the role of syllogism. He never made any attemp
to locate any significant differences among.his descriptions of
syllogistic major propositions as providing a check on inference,

as being 'memoranda' for understanding the.direction taken by a
passage of reasoning from particulars to'particulars, and as pres-—
enting instructions for dealing with fresh cases, The problem with
the common line of thought here remains that of explaining how syll-—-
ogistic processes could provide any justification of inferences from

particulars to particulais if they are not themselves valid deductive
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arguments: Mill was attempting the impossible task of buttressing
weak arguments by what are not, bn his account, arguments at all.
Any plausibility his views may seem to have derives entirely from -
our inevitable tendency to slip back into thinking, ‘despite his
| explicit rejection of the view, that the syllogistic processes he
describes are really suasive arguments; | '
Non-standard though it is, Millts view of the syllogism is not,
as Locke's is, a-dismiésivé one. Having described the petitio threat
1o suasive syllogism, Mill could still honestly declare a wish to
Tenter a brotest, as strong as that of Archbishop Whately himself,
against the_dootriﬁe that the syllogistic art is useless for the
purposes of reasoning’ (§L, P.196). As a check on real inference;
the syllogism could still, in his opinion, play an important practical
role in reasoning. Syllogisms are therefore not merely the concern of
tlie theoreticians of logic, as they would be if they did no more than
provide some abstract characterisation of the acceptable patterns of
inductive reasoning which were in bractice never carried out with any
reference to syllogistic rules; rather, they are crucially involved
in all good reasoning, not, to be sure, as reasonings themselves, but
in the guidance of the reasoning. 6 Mill's view is that real infer-
ehce is always from particulars to particulars, b@f in 'interpreting!
our . 'memorandum' (i.e. the major proposition), weifemind ourselves
of the direction which our inductive projection from particulars has
so far been taking. Thus the proposition *All men ére mortal' is a
memorandum, apt for interpreting, which 'shows that we have had exper-
ience from which we thought it followed that the attributes connoted
by the term man, are a mark of mortality' (SL, p.194). It is a fair
objection that Mill's terminology of.'interpretation' and ‘memorénda'
does little to éxplain’his intentions here; but he is not the first
theorist to have marred the clarity of a brave new idea by wrapping '

it up in misleading language.

IIT
[4
Finally, two notes on Mill's positive theories of reasoning and
the syllogism, one logical and one historical.
(o) In Chapter One it was observed how Mill preferred to consider

real inference as intensional rather than extensional in nature. The
Dictum de omni et nullo he considered unsuitable as a principle of
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syllogism because it failed to bring out the fact that our thinking

is concerned with ascribing attributes to objects rather than assign-
ing objects to classes. It is therefore not at all surprising that
his account of real inference from particulars to particulars is
couched in terms of individuals and their attributes: the possession
of a certain atiribute by individuals already examined grounds the ‘
inference to the possession of that attribute by other individuals.

As well as things and théir attributes, Mill also accepted the exist-
ence of real natural kinds, and the entry of these into our reasoning.
In Book IV of the Logic he explicitly attested his belief in kinds '
which were not merely conventional or arbitrary classifications of
things, but which were determined by possession of naturally assbc—
iated attributes (Bk.IV.ch.vii). A major proposition like 'All men
are mortal! mentions a kind, that of men, which Mill would have bel-
ieved to be a real one; and the force of the proposition, as a memo-
randum in the reasoning process, would on his view be to record the
directionvin which our experiencé of members of that kind, in respect
of the attribute of mortality, is tending. !

Nevertheless, it is worth remérking»that an account of inference
from particulsrs to particulars could alternaﬁlvely be delivered in
purely extensional terms. Talk of attributes would be replaced by
talk of class membership, and the major prop031t10n of a syllogism
would be construed as a memorandum that all members of one given élass
were also members of another given class. From propositiqns about
individuals being members of a class, conclusions would be drawn about
other individuals being members of that ciass.(and this without the
assistance of a universal proposition as a Bremise). Such an account
would be as well able as Mill's actual account of. 'real inference!' to
overcome the threat of petitio which he held to be unanswerable so
long as maJor propositiong are regarded as premises of proofs; but 1t
would in no way be capable of evading the insurmountable problems
which we have seen beset the theory of inference from particulars to
particulars in its intensionalist guise. To the present-day logicien,
then, it must count as no less unacceptable than the theory which Mill
actually offers. It is, however, no:gggg-unacceptable;‘and - to recur
to a theme of Chapter One - Mill would not ‘have been entitled to argue,
as he might have wished to, that the Dictum could not be the principle
of syllogism (in the broader sense of a characterisation of the content
and relations of the syllogistic propositions, rather than of a form
of inference), on the ground that 'real inference' must be concerned

with attributes and kinds: for inference from particulars to paftic-
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ulars could equally well, for all he has shown, be construed in an
extensionalist manner.

(B) Mill noted in his Autobiography (pp.189/191) that the inspir-
ation for his theory of syllogism and réal inference came from Dug-
ald Stewart's Elements.of the Philosophy of the Human Mind, After

years of reflection upon the problem of how inference advances know-

ledge, the rereading of Stewart suggested a clue:
' I came upon an idea of his respecting the use of axioms

in ratiocination, which I did not remember to have

befdre noticed, but which now, in meditating on it,

seemed to me not only true of axioms, but of all

genérél propositions whatever, and to be the key of

the whole perplexity. From this germ grew the théory

of the Syllogism propounded in the Second Book of

the Logic; which I immediately fixed by writing

it out (AU, ibid.).
It is hard to say to what extent Stewart anticipated Mill's theory
in detaily the discussion in the Elements is brief and unclear, and
Ait is not surprisinglthat Mill, by his own account, did not grasp
the sense of Stewart's ideas until>many years after his first acquain-
tance with them. -

Thefe are two sections of Stewart's text which:must have specially
intrigued Mill. In the first of these, Stewart claimed that certain
beliefs which epistemology typically regards as extremely fundamental,
such as those in the continuance of nature's laws, in our own identity
over time, and in the trustworthiness of memory, are, in a sense,
assumed in all our reasonings, though normally only 'a metaphysician
or a logician' would think of explicitly stating them (Stewart, vol.
3, p.37). Such fundamental truths, and with them the 'axioms' of the
sciences (including geometry), do not figure as premises of our
actual reasonings, but they function as 'vincula,' or chains, which
'give coherence' to our inferences (pp.37-39). Unfortunately, Stewart
gave no precise explanation of what he meant by 'vincula,' though he
clearly believed that 'axioms' and 'elemental truths' in some way
contribute unity and structure to our reasonings, while not figuring
exﬁlicitly in them. Perhaps, indeed, he had no ‘very precise theory
to give, _

A later passage in the Elements resemblés Mill's own discussion
more overtly, and is worth quoting at length. Stewa:t is talking
about mathematical reasoning, and evidently thinking specifically

of geometry: 84



[i]nvorder to arrive at a general conclusion in
mathematics, (and the same obser#ation holds with
respect to the sciences,) igg different processes
'of Teasoning are necessary. The one is the demon-—
stration of the proposition in question Z;.e. stating
an individual ca§§7; in studying which, we certainly
think of nothing but the individﬁal diagram before

. us. The other is,-the train of thought by which we
transfer the particular conclusion to which we have
thus been led, to any other disgrem to which the

| same enunciation is equally applicable. As this

last train of thought is; in all cases, essentially

the same we insensibly cease to repeat it when the
occasion for employing it occurs, till we come at
length, without any reflection, to generalize our
particular conclusion, the moment it is formeds ...
When this habit is established, we are apt.to imagine
... that the general conclusion is an immediate
inference from a general demonstration; and that,
although there was only one particular diagram
present to our external senses, we must héﬁe been
aware, at every step, that our tﬁoughts wege really
conversant, not about this diagram, but about

general ideas ... (Stewart, vol.3, pp.90-91).

Having made a discovery in one instance, for example about a geomet-
rical property of a diagram, we come to expect the same property in
other similar dlagrams, according to Stewart, and after a while we
succunb to the illusion of thinking that our conclu31ons about part-~
icular diagrams are based not, as in fact they are, upon the evidence
of the particular dlagra?s ‘themselves, but upon some kind of general
prlnclple about diagrams of their sort. This line of thinking, which
~was in fact not wholly original to Stewart, being suggested in Thomas

Beddoes' Observations on the Nature of Demonstrative Evidence publ-

ished in 1793, 8 anticipates Mill in its rejection of the view that
universal propositions are required as premises in reasoning, though

it remains somewhat obscure whether Stewart wished to substitute a
view of real inference being from partlculars to particulars, in Mlll's
sense, Part of what Stewart wrltesmlndlcates he may have believed

that while experience of individual cases sets up expectations about
other individual cases not yet examined; each fresh case has never-—

theless to be scrutinised and assessed on its own evidence alone.
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Confronted with new cases,.we initially employ a 'train of thought ...
essentially the same' as that which we used on the first case - which
suggests Steﬁart is thiﬁking not so much of an inference, but of the
repetition of a basically observational process. But in.time we cease
to bother repeating.this train of thought at all, and directly affirm
the conclusion when we face a new case. Yet if this looks a little
more 1ike a real inference, it may rather be that Stewart takes there
to be here a completé ‘absence of reasoning, and only a purely non-rat-
ional step to the conclusion (perhaps one governed by a mechanism of
psychological association). However, it is a further possibility that
he was altogether hazy about the distinction. between inductive infer-
eﬁcé and a successive inspection of individual cases, and would have
described as a series of inferences about new cases what was really
just a process qf inspection of them seriatim (albeit one governed by
expectations set up by experience).

It is evident thaf there is some kinship between the ideas of Mill
and Stewart, but it is probably more reasonable to regard Mill as
being inspired by Stewart than as borrowing from him in a substantial
way. Stewart's views were not highly developed, and what Mill can
have gained from him was less a theory than a hint as to the direction
in which a theory could be sought. In place of S%éwaﬁt's brisk dis-—
missal of the notion that reasoning esséntially {ﬁvolves universal
propositions, Mill devoted many pages 40 the analysis of the role
which such propositions play if they do not serve as premises of
suasive arguments. If he failed ultimately to arrive at a satisfac-
tory account, it was not from any deficiency in his grasp of the

importance and complexity of the issues.

f
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FOUR

THE POSSIBILITY OF INDUCTIVE
REASONING

Although all real inference, in Mill's opinion, is from particul-
ars to particulars, he was ready to concede that scientific enQuiry
is normally interested in the establishment of universal propositions
-~ to wit, in the discovery and demonstration of natural laws.
Indeed, induction may evén’be defined, Mill said, as 'the operation
of discovering and proving general propositions' (§2, p.284). But
this does not mean that the scientist's inferences are different in
somé fundamental way from the‘inferences from particulars to partic~ .
ulars which had been described in the secbnd Book ‘of the Logic; for
induction in science is merely a 'form of the very same process,'
‘generals' being 'but collections of particulars, definite in kind
but indefinite in number.'! Where our evidence entitles us to draw an
inference about 'even one unknown case,' wrote Mill, it will also
justify us in 'drawing a similar inference with respect to a whole
class of cases' (ibid.).
| Still, the task of providing a comprehensive account of an ideal
methodology of science, which Mill set himself in the later Books of
the Lo ic, understandably required a good deal of elaboration of the
theory of inference outlined in Bk.II. Science's special objective of
redﬁcing the multitudinous phenomena of experience to a law-governed
system demands for its satisfaction that the scientific investigator
be a highly sophisticated reasoner as well as a careful obserﬁer;
like a detective attempting to unravel a particularly clever crime,
the scientist must seek intelligently for significant but often elusive
clues, while avoiding numbers of false trails. As Mill recognised,
scientific progress is only possible when the investigator has some

basic conceptions about the way in which nature is organised, so that
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his research is guided to fruitful results by his expectations about
what he will find. Pre-eminenf, in Mill's view, among the notions
which the successful scientific researcher needs to have in mind are
those of the uniformify of nature, and of the existence of a cause for
every event. Accordingly, he took pains iank.III to defend the claim
that these notions are preéuppositions of 211 successful inductive
reasoning in science - and in fact of all successful reasoning, whether
motivated by theoreticel or practical interests, aiming at knowledge
of the world. Borrowing a Kantian idiom, we could say that the prime
purpose of the third Book of the Logic is to explain the possibility
of successful inductive reasoning. Alternatively, though it is to .
risk misunderstanding by using a dangeroﬁsly ambiguous expressioﬁ,
we might describe Mill in Bk.III as concerned with the justifiqatidn
of induction. ‘ B

The phrase 'the justification of induction' can feasonably be read
in a number of ways. Most commoniy nowadays, one hears talk of just-
ifying induction when it is Hume's famous attack on the soundness of
'inductive reasoning which is up for discussion. It is sometimes said
that the chief business of Western philosophy has been the contrib-
ution of footnotes to Platoj; whether or not that is so, it would
‘certainly be accurate to regard most twentieth_century studies in the
philosophy of induction as footnotes to Hume. Thejimportance of his
treatment of induction is scarcely disputed even by those who refuse
to go along with his sceptical contention that there can be no such
thing as a sound inductive argument; for it is generally recognised‘
that unless that powerfully supported claim is refuted, or in some
way circumvented, no system of inductive logic, no matter how ingen-
ious, rests on anything better than sand. Yet the refutation of Hume
was'ggi an objective of Mill, even though he did regard himself in
Bk.III as justifying indyctive inference. Indeed, Mill did not even
grasp what Hume's problem was, and his chief concern was to explain
how inference from particulars to particulars, despite its appear-—
ance of slightness, was really the only form of inference which sci-
ence either needéd to, or could, admit.'
| It is possible to single out three strands of thought in Bk.III
which are suitably described as concerned'with the justification of
inductive inference. None is designed to rebut Hume. .

(A) Not all inductive extrapolations from examihed instances are
justified; but how do we establish which ones are legitimate, and,
in particular, how should we decide what kind of projections to make
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in an area of research of which we have had no or little direct pre-
vious experience? (It will be seen that in tackling (A), Mill is at
last, in Bk.III, making up for his failure in Bk.II to raise the
question of what distinguishes rational and irrational inductive
projections.)

(B) Inductive inference (believes Mill) is legitimised in prin-
ciple by the existence of uniformity in the causal structure of
nature. But are inductive reasonings justified when the reasoner has
no explicit consciousness of this uniformity?

(C) Mill maintains that 'the uniformity of the course of nature
coe 1557 the ultimate major premise of all inductions! (§£, p.308).
But what is the logic of the support which the uniformity of nature
provides for inductive ieasoning, given that by the theories of
Bk.II universal propositions do not deductlvelx warrant any concl-
usions?

A fourth very important strand in Bk.III is concerned less with
'justification than with psychological explanation. Mill is interested
in the question of the origin of the notion of uniformity, and hé
urges that we should seek a source for it in experience rather than'
in some form of rational intuition. We:would-have .no belief in unifor-
mity, Mill considers, if we were not confronted by evidence for it in
experience. Characteristically, Mill also holds that it is experience
which Justifies the belief in uniformity, and thus opens himself up
to the criticism that he is proposing an inductive justification of
the very principle which he takes to warrant our inductive practices.
However, we shall see that this circle is more apparent than reeal,
because he does not take the uniformity principle to warrant induc-
tive reasonings in any standard sense; nor, in fact, does he regard
the basic soundness of inductive reasoning (which Hume challenged) as
being in question at all.(I shall argue that it is never scepticism
of the Humean type, but always one of the issues (A4) - (G), or the
psychological question about the origin of our belief in uniformity,
which Mill is concerned with in Bk.III. Thus the discussion in this
Book of the Logic is more continuous with that of the precéding Book
than is allowed by those who think that Mill has now switched his
attention from the presentation of a theory'of inference to the task
of defending it against the radical Humeén criticism; rather, he is
without any apprehension that inductive reasoning is subject to fun-
damental objection on the lines laid down by Hume, and is solely
concerned with the further articulation~and elaboration of the account

of inference sketched in Bk.iI.
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II

The problem about inductive reasonihg we normally ascribe to Hume
was actually known to the ancient Pyrrhonian sceptics. Sextus Emp-
ificus:wrote: |

It is also easy, I consider, to set aside the method of
induction. For when they propose to establish the

- universal from the particular by means of induction, they
will affect this by a review either of all or of some

‘of the particular instances. But if they review some
the induction will be insecure, since some of the

particulars omitted in the induction may contravene

the universalj while if they are to review all, they

will be toiling at the impossible, since the partic-

ulars are infinite and indefinite. Thus on both

grounds, as I think, the consequence is that induction

is invalidated (Sextus Empiricus, Bk.II.sect.204; my emphases).
The central issue here, as in Hume's treatment of induction, iss
When we make inductive projections from a sample,EQhat guarantee
have we that further particulars will resemble th&ée already exam-—
ined (in other words, what guarantee that uniformities hitherto
observed will be preserved)? In the view of Sextus and of Hume the
answer is: None. ,

Now the fact is that there was nowhere a lively interest in this
sceptical problem of induction before the publication of the Green
and Grose edition of Hume's works in 1874 - and by that date Mill
was dead. Although Hume before 1874 could hardly be described as
an unread author, the new impetus given to Hume studies by this ed-
ition enabled the true chgrabter of his ideas to emerge more clearly
than it had done previouslys in'copnection with induction, it grad-
ually now became clear that Hume's main coﬁcern had been with the
justification of inductive reasoning in the sense at issue in‘Sextus,
rather than with psychological explanation of inductions, as had
previously been thoughf (See Appendix to- this Chapter). Judging by
the paucity of references to him, Mill seems to have taken very little
notice of Hume's philosophy, though he possessed both the Treatise
of Human Nature in its first edition (London, 1739-40), and the
Essays and Treatises on Social Subjects‘(Edinburgh, 1793), of which

the second volume contains the Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding.
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Yet the view that he was concerned to discuss Hume's problem of
induction has dominated accounts of his philosophy of inductive
inference. Here is a small selection of the opinions of recent sch-
olars.

H.W.B. Joseph took Mill to be engaged in the 'impossible' task
" of proving a uniformity principle that is necessarily presupposed
by our inductions (Joseph, pp.421—25). R.P. Anschutz alleged that
Mill 'endeavours to combat the widespread scepticism of his pred-
‘ecessors and contemporaries regarding the poséibility of formulating
a demonstrative theory.of induction' (Anschutz (1953), p.97). Acc-
ording to Karl Britton, 'The problem of induction, as Mill sees it
at its widest, is to determine what kind of connexion jﬁstifies‘
[Ehg7 transition from evidence to generalization. To this question,
Mill makes a charécteristic answer: the transition is justified when
there is a uniformity of nature - a law, a universal fact' (Britton (1953),
" pp.149-50). H.J. McCloskey (who appears to take the whole of Mill's
study of induction as little other than an attempt to rebut Hume)
wrote: 'Mill accepted that he was involved in explaining by what
right we infer from the known to the unknown. Mill ... was right
in this, that the problem is an important one which does not .admit
of facile dissolution as a pseudo-problem in the ﬁays suggested by
such dissolutionists as P. Edwards and P.F. Straﬁéoh' (McCloskey,
p.49). Fred Wilson has recently tried ito convince us that Mill is
not 'being foolish in what he says about justifying induction® against
' Humean-type strictures, though he 'has often been criticized for
his inductive 'justification' of induction' (Wilson, pp.lf2).‘Lastly,
Alan Ryan and A.F. McRae have accepted that Mill was anxious about
the Humean problem of induction, even though they have quite rightly
pointed out that it could never have been his intention, given his
account of the role of universal propositions in reasoning; to justify
inductive reasonings by representing them to be tacitly deductive:
that is, Mill would not have thought it right to try to butiress
inductive arguments by adding to their premises a uniformity principle
by whose assistance their conclusions cah be derived deductively A
(Ryan (1974), p.83; McRae (1973), pp.xxxiv-xxxv). But all these writers,
including the last two, have misunderstood the tone of Mill's dis-
cussion by assuming that he was alert to, and impressed by, the
sceptical difficulties raised by Hume.which have attracted so much
attention in the present century. And because they have pressed an

interpretation which is essentially anachronistic, they have mostly
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felt that his 'solution' is a dire failure: in arguing that inductive
reasoning is justified by the uniformity of nature, a principle
whose warrant is itself inductive,-Mill - the usual story goes -
gets inexfricably involved in circularity. Yet it is hafd to believe
that Mill could have given such a transparently silly argument unless
his mind was truly as irrational as Jevons notoriously alleged; and
that is a slur which a careful reading of his philosophy does not
bear out. s

At the outset of Bk.III Mill addressed himself to a quesfion about
the justification of inductive reasonings - but it is a question
about justification in sense (A) he was concerned with. He complained
that the detailed study of inductive methods had been hitherto neg-
lected; some of the 'generalities of the subject' had been discussed,
but previous analyses of the ‘*inductive operation! had 'not beén
specific enough to be made the foundation of practical rules, which
might be for induction itself what the ruies of the syllogism are
for the interpretaxionvof induction' (SL, p.283). Mill's interest
here was in locating sound methods of»inductive enquiry - a search
that culminated in his statement of the famous canons of induction -
and his inves.tigation of uniformity, causation, laws, the signific—
ance of observation and experiment, etc., which fgrms the content of
Bk.III, was pursued for the sake of its“bearing oﬁ'the practical task
of distinguishing sound from unsound modes of enquiry. It is noteworthy
that to some later philosophers, the task in which Mill was here
engaged"cbncerns the only worthwhile puzzle about induction. For
example, Keith Campbell has writiten that 'The genuine pfoblem‘of
induction is that of finding criteria whereby acceptable procedurés
may be distinguiéhed from unacceptable. There are instances of both
types' (K. Campbell, p.148). Whether or not one goes along with Cam-
pbell in dismissing the gumean problem of induction, one can see that
he and Mill are certainly identifying a significant research project
concerned with the justification of induction; only, it is not the
~ same project as that undertaken by those who wish to counter the
Humean critique of induction in general., Indeed, the success of the.
Mill/Campbell project presupposes that Hume's scepticism is ultimately
without foundation: for it is impossible to distinguish sound from
unsound inductive methods if there canndt in principle be any sound
ones, . _ |

It would be wrong to suggest that Mill's commentators have failed
in all cases to see that he had an interest in finding criteria for

distinguishing acceptable from unacceptable inductive arguments. But
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in regarding him as having a central interest in the Humeon problem
of induction they have been guilty of ascribing him their own con-
cerns. In fairness, however, it needs to be said that there is some
excuse for their misinterpretation, for Mill undoubtedly says many
things about inductive inference which could easily be misunderstood,
even by a cautious reader. v ,

One source of,misundersténding is Mill's great interest in the
principle of the uniformity of nature, which frequently figures in
discussions of Hume's prdblem. Mill tended to speak almost inter-
changeably of the principle of uniformity and the law of causation,
because he regarded patterns of uniformity in nature as depending on
the causal relationships generalized by the law of causation: 'There
is, however, no other uniformity in the events of nature,' he wrote,
‘than that which arises from the law of causation' (SL, p.577; cof.
pp.323-27, 562, 567). Moreover, when in Bk.III.ch.xxi he redeemed a2
promise made in ch.iii to speak iaténgof the evidence for the principle

of the uniformity of nature,"the fundamental axiom of induction,' it

was the evidence for the law of universal causation, as the presupp-
osition of all inductive methods, which he discussed. Mill éxplained
the principle of uniformify as an 'assumption with regard to the
course of nature and the ofder of the universe; ﬁémely, fhat there
are such things in nature as parallel casess that”what happens once,
will, under a sufficient degree of similarity of circumstances, happen
againj and not only again, but as often as the same circumstances .
recur' (SL, p.306). Some pages later, he said that it is the law of
causation on which 'depends the possibility of‘reducing the inductive
process to rules,' and characterised the law as follows:

To certain facts, certain facts succeed. The invariable

antecedent is termed the cause; the invariable consequent,

the effect. Ahdlthe universality of the laﬁ of causation

consists in this, that every consequent is connected in

this menner with some particular antecedent, or set of

antecedents. Let the fact be what it may, if it has

begun to exist, it was preceded ‘by some fact or facts,

» with which it is invariably connected (SL, p.327).

This close association of theé two prinoipfes is natural and reasonable
t0 an empiricist like Mili who disbelieved in the existence of cau-
sal necessity (SL, pp.326-27); causal relationships will consist, for
such a philosopher, in some variety of constant conjunctions of

phenomena, and the uniformity of nature as a whole is simply the sum
of thdse uniformities.
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Bk.,III.ch.iii, 'Of the Ground of Induction,'ywas'Mill's attempt
to answer the question: How is inductive reasoning possible? The
title of the chapter might‘lead one to expect that it is going to
be an essay on Hﬁmeis problem, but it is not. After referring to
the assumption of uniformity involved in every induction, Mill rev-
ealingly continued:

And, if we consult the actual course of nature,‘gg‘figg

that the assumption is warranted. The universe, so far

as is knowm %o us, is so constituted, that whatever is

true in any one case, is true in all cases of a certain
description; the only difficulty is, to find what des-

cription (SL, p.306; my emphases).

- The words I have emphasised here are not an aberration on Mill's

part; there are sevefal parallels to them, and they make plain that

he saw no good reason for scepticism about the truth of the unif-

ormity principle / the law of causation., He went on immediately to
speak of uniformity as a 'universal fact' (ibid.), and a little

below époke of 'the uniformity which we know to exist in nature!

(SL, p.310; my emphases). Later in therLogic he talked of the law
of causatién as standing 'at the head of all observed uniformities,
in point of universality, and therefore ... in point of certainty,!
and proceeded to say that: :

we shall find ourselves warranted in considering this

fundamental law, though itself obtained by induction

from particular laws of causation, as not less certain,

but on the contrary, more so, than any of those from

which it was drawn (8L, p.570).
And: ‘ -

We may even, I think, ... regard the certainty of

that great inductian Zzhe law of causaiiq§7 as not

merely comparative, but, for all practical purposes,

complete (EL, P.573).
(Ih‘the Press-copy manuscript of the Lo ic,}Mill had gone further
still, suggesting that the law of céusation stands 'on an equal
footing in respect to evidence with the axioms of geometry itself'
(SL, p.571).) | ' |

Mill was, it is true, willing to admit that we can conceive of

the universe's dissolving into chaos (SL, Pp.565-66), but this rem-
ained for him a bare conceptual possibility, and was not at all what

it is if Hume's argument is correct, namely a prospect which we have
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absolutely no good reason for believing to be less likely than the
alternative prospect of continued order. On Mill's way of thinking,
we‘can deny that there is any likelihood of a collapse into chaos
with- something very close to certainty, the 'progress of experience!
having 'dissipated the doubt! that might have hunquver the univer-
sality df the law of causation in those days 'before there were suff-
icient grounds for receiving it as a certainty! (§£, p.574). Then
with a dash of nineteég%ﬁ%behtury confidence Mill declared in a note
inserted in the 1872 edition of the Logic thats: |

the number of natural agencies in this part of the univ-

erse known to us is not incalculable, nor even extremely

greaﬁ; .e. We have now reason to think that at least the

far greater number of them ... have been made sufficiently

amenable to observation, to have enabled us actually

to ascertain some of their fixed laws; and that this

amount of experience justifies the same degree of ass—

urance that the coﬁrse of nature is uniforﬁ through-

out, which we previously had of the uniformity of

sequence among the phenomena best known to us

(8L, pp.576-77). . |

In the same note of 1872, Mill also set out to ?efute the contention

he attributed to Reid, Stewart and W.G. Ward that,#'whatever knowledge
experience gives us of the pasf and present, it gives us none of the
future,' declaring that, 'I see no force whatever in this argument!'
(SL, ».577). 3 If one takes the argument at issue to be Hume's arg-
ument, here is more evidence that Mill failed to grasp what Hume was
saying, for however one responds to that argument, one can hardly
dismiss it as airily as that. Mill simply saw nothing amiss withr¥he
notion that past experience offers a wholly reliable gunide to the fut-
ure. Joseph Priestley, heJcontended, had settled the issue by pointing
out that 'though we have had no experience of what is future, we have
had abundant experience of what was future' (ibid.). Our predictions
about the future, he continued, are invariably found to be verified
by‘experience when the experience comes., Mill's treatment of the
issue displays very clearly his insensitivity to Hume's problem. Let
it be granted to Priestley and Mill that,'ﬁfesent futures! are con-
stantly becoming ‘past futures,' and that we have so far found that
predictions we have made about what was prgsently future, presupposing
uniformity, have, when those futures arrived, been seen to be correct.

Yet, properly considered, this past experience of the correctness of
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predictions is not a sufficient ground for confidence that our pred-
ictions about what is future to us now will turn out equally reliables
for there is a sound inductive argument from the past correctness of
predictions to the future reliability of predictions only if the patt-
erns of uniformity that have hitherto held continue to hold; but it
is precisely this assumption that they will hold that Hume recognised:
we are unable to defend rationally - and this is a point that Priest-
ley and Mill failed to.see because they wefe concerned not with Hume's
problem but different ones, Priestley,‘Mill and their opponents
assumed that knowledge of the future is stsible; warranted by the
uniformity of nature - a uniformity which they agreed could be known
with oertainty, though they disagreed about the source of that know-
ledge. The moral of Hume's discussion, by contrast, is that there is
no adequate warrant for the belief in the'continuing'uniformity of
nature, and hence no warrant for any of those beliefs which presuppose
it.

IIT

Two reasons why commentators may have”misunder§¥ood Mill on induc-
tion are that he did admit that if is hard to establish just what
patterns of regulafity in nature we are rationally entitled to expect,
and that he thought it incumbent on him to spend a whole chapter
discussing the grounds of our belief in the law of causation. That he
engaged in such tasks might appear to indicate that he believed the
uniformity of nature to be suspect in the light of the Humean argument

however, a close reading of the text does not bear out this‘interpret—
ation. ‘ p ' |

The first of these tasks, that of isolating trustworthy patterns
of regularity, is concerned with justification in the first of the
senses earlier distihguished - that is, sense (A) - and Mill approached
it.in a largely perceptive manner. He did not betray any doubt that
nature is, in a degree to make possible the practice of induction, a
regular affair, but he noted that 'the proposition, that the course
of naturé is uniform, possesses rather_the brevity suitable to pop-
ﬁlar; rather than the precisidn requisite in philosophical language,'
and thét 'Every person's conscilousness assures him that he does not

always eipect uniformity in the course of events! (§E, p.311). We do
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not, for instance, believe that the succession of rain and fine

weather will be the same every year, or that we will have the same

dreams every night. 'The course of nature,' said Mill, 'is not only

uniform, it is also infinitely various' (ibid.), and in another place
he observed with a touch of hyperbole that, 'The order of nature,

as percelved at flrst glance, presents at every instant a chaos foll-
owed by another chaos' (SL, p.379). Moreover, some instances of ind-

uction that have been felt 1o be trusfworfhy have later been discov-

ered to have led.to false conclusions, as, for example, the argument

to the conclusion that all swans are whitej yet sometimes we are

prepared to reason with great confidence to a generalisation on much

- less evidence than was had of white swans, as when a chemist in a

single experiment determines the properties of a newly discovered

~— substance that we thereafter trust will be found in every sample'of

that substance (§£, Pp.313-14). Mill rightly noted that he who would
construct a 'scientific theory of induction' (the task K. Campbell
upheld as the 'genuine problem of induction') should ponder cases
like these, and seek to establish the conditions under which éound
generalisations can be offered. The 'problem of induction,' Mill
concluded, Whlch even the wisest of the ancients could not solve, was
to answer the questlon: 'Why is a single 1nstance,‘1n some cases,
sufficient for a complete induction, while in othérs, myriads of con-
curring instances, without a single exception known or presumed, go
such a very little way towards establishing an universal proposition??!
(§£, p.314). Such a problem can only be set up on the assumption
that nature basically possesses a large degree of uniformity - that
it has, so to speak, a 'deep structure' of uniformity beneath its
often confusingly complex ‘'surface structure.' This is Mill's assump-
tion, but not, of course, Hume's,

The name of ‘empirical laws' can be given, Mill wrote, to 'those
uniformities which obserdation or experiment has shown to exist,!
but which cannot wholly be relied on 'in casés varying much from
those which have been actually observed, for want of seeing any reason
why such a law should exist' (SL, p.516). Such laws we can in prin-
ciple expect to be able to explain in terms of more ultimate laws
conpernihg universal causal relations, but, before we have achieved
this kind of explanation of an empirical'regulafity we must maintain
a healthy caution about whether it is likely to hold in cases spatially
or temporally distant from those we héve observed. It can even happen
sometimes that the‘greater.the understending we obtain of the causal

basis for an empirical regularity, the more we are inclined to cir-
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cumscribe the limits within which we expect it to hold; thus the more
we learn ébout the causal background to the movements of the heavenly
bodies, the less willing we become to expect that the pattern of
alternation of day and nighf that we have observed to hold so far
will continue to hold for all time. In Mill's opinion, we are unwise
to venture to affirm that regularities we have observed concerning
tides, weather conditions, the expansion of bodies by heating, the
poisonouéness of substances containing a high proportion of nitrogen,
and many. others, will be maintained in cases which are not temporally
and spatially 'adjacent' to those already experienced (perhaps one
far distant day, changes in movements of the bodies in the solar sys-
tem will caﬁse the pattern of tides on Earth to alter; or maybe éome
new substance discovered by chemists will be found non-poisonous even .
though it contains a lot of nitrogen)._On the other hand, there is
no such problem with regard either to inductions concerning ‘ultimate
laws,' which can be expected to hold always and everywhere in a stric-
tly uniform fashion, or to those about the maintenance of empirical
- regularities in 'adjacent' cases: thus, 'We have ... the warrant of
a rigid induction for considering it probeable, in a degree indisting-
uishable from certainty, that the known conditions requisite for the
sun's rising will exist to-morrow' (SL, .pp.516, 551) In no part of
this discussion is there any awareness of the Humean grounds for
scepticism about induction; throughout his account of the perils of
extrapolating empirical regularities to non-adjacent cases Mill was
quite unmotivated by any thought that there was something pfoblematic
about the belief in ultimate'unifofmity. 4

The second reason why commentators may have thought that Mill meant
to justify inductive reasoning in general againsit sceptioal.doubts is
that he devoted Bk.III.ch.xxi to an explanation of the grounds of
our belief in the law of fausation - his 'axiom of induction.' It
might seem that there would be little point in his taking the trouble
towite this chapter if he were really convinced that the belief in
the law was beyond sceptloal attack. In fact, his intention was qulte :
different: he wished to take advantage of another opportunity to coun-
ter the a priorist school that sought to explain some of our most
important conceptions about the nature of %hings, logic, mathematics
and morality by means of rationalist theories of non-empirical, a
priori apprehensions. Mill was, by contrast, the single-minded empiric—
ist, aiming to drive a priorism even from its bastions in the phil-

osophies of logic and mathematics, When in the Logic and elsewhere
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he érgued the case for laws of logic and mathematics being empirical
in character, it was not because he, or anyone else, thought the truth
of those laws needed defending against scepticsj; his purpose was
rather %o destroy the notion that their truth was to be esteblished
by pure intellect without the assistance of éxperience.
Similarly, the purpose of Bk.III.ch.xxi was not to defend the
law of causation against any doubts about its truth, but to vindicate
the thesis that our knowledge of it is empirically grounded. The tar-—
get of Mill's criticism was identified early in the chapter: it was
tthe school of metaphysicians who have long predominated in this
country,?' and who have affirmed thats _
' the universality of causation is a truth whlch we cannot
help believing; that the belief in 1t is an instinct, one
of the laws of our believing-faculty. As the proof of this,
they say, and they have nothing else to say, that everybody
does believe it; and they. number it among the proposifions;
rather numerous in their catalogue, which may be logically
argued against, and perhaps cannot be logically proved,
but which are of higher authormty than logic, and so
‘ essentially inherent in the human mind ... (SL, p.563).
After this sarcasm, which was probably directed chlefly against Reid
and Stewart, though. they are not named, Mill proceeded to make some
acufe Temarks about evidence which anticipate Wittgenstein. Our bel-
iefs, he insisted, cannot be looked on as self-certifying. Rational
"beliefs have to measure up to some kind of outward standard, something
independent of the mere fact of their seeming right:
Belief is not proof, and does not dispense with the
necessity of proof ... To say‘lgs the a priorists Qé7
that belief suffices for its own justification is
making opinion the tesf of opinion; it is denying the
existence of any outward standard, the conformity to
| which constitutes its truth (SL, p.564). °
In Bk.III.ch.xxi, Mill was fighting a battle in his continuing war
against the a priorisfs, not attempting to réfute Humean scepticism.
- It was not the thesisithat uniform causation is in principle_incap—
able of being established as a rational belief, but the a priorist
thesis that beliéf in it is, in Stewart's phrase, a 'principle of
our constitution' (Stewart, vol.5, p.101), to which Mill was reSpdn—
ding in the chapter. '
Yet at the beginning of the same chapter occurs a passage that has

surely misled many readers into fhinking that Mill intended primarily
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to discuss Humean scepticism about induction. As the passage is an
important one, I shall quote it in full:
But is this assumption ZE;. of the law of causatiq§7
warranted? Doubtless (it may be said) most phenomena
are connected as effects with some antecedent or cause,
that is, are never produced unless some assignable fact
has preceded them; but the very circumstance that complic-
ated processes of induction are_so@etimes necessary,
shows that cases exist in which this regular order of
succession is not apparent to our unaided apprehen—
sion. If, then, the processes which bring these cases
within the same category with the rest, reguire that
we should assume the universality of the very law
which they do not at first sight appear to exemplify,

is not this a petitio principii? Can we prove a prop-—

osition, by an argument which takes it for granted?

And if not sd proved,'on.what evidence does it rest?

(§_Ey p.563). |
"Mill here claims that a petitio threatens if we assume phenomena. ..:
to be subject to a law of uniform causation that we should not take
to be a law unless we are entitled to be sure théﬁ there are no exc-~-
eptions to it. This claim certainly seems very clSse to that freq-
uently made in discussions of Hume's problem that we have no right to
affirm uniform causation 6utside the narrow realm of phenomena we
have experienced. This conventional complaint that we can only. beg,
not prove, the question in favour of uniform causation seems to be
just the objection which Mill was making. So how cah it be said
that he was insensitive to Hume's problem?

Despite surface appearances, it was not Hume's problem that Mill
was concerned with in this passage. Later pages of the chapter make.
quite plain that he did not intend to cast any doubt on the thesis
that our experience provides massive evidence for the general preval-
ence of uniform causal relations, and in fact puts that thesis into
the camp of certainties, The problem Mill was raising in the passage
quoted is one of more limited scope than those inclined to find in
him an awareness of Hume's problem would suppose: it is the problem
of whether we are justified in carrying our belief in the existence
of underlying uniformity of causal patterns even into those realms
where we are at first hard put to it to detect any regularity; that

is, whether we may Iegitimately persist in the search for ordering
principles in areas that initially defy us to find any. But this is
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still a question about the justification of induction in sense (A).
Can we without begging the question, Mill was asking, justifiably
deny that there are in nature any random events? His answer was ‘that
even in the difficult cases, we may rationally, and without petitio,
assert that the law of causation holds, on the inductive basis -
and note that he betrayed no diffidence about the soundness of this
inductive argument - that the course of scientific research has so
far provided no grounds for doubting that all phénomena ére governed
by causal laws, the tendency of previous investigations belng always
to 1ead to the discovery of causal regularities; it has not yet
proved necessary, and so it is not likely in the future to prove
necessary, to postuiate the existence of any random events. 'When
every phenomenon,' wrote Mill,

that we ever knew sufficiently well %o be able to ans—

‘wer the question, had a cause on which it was invariably

consequent, it was more rational to suppose that our

inability to assign the causes of other:phenomena

arose from our ignorance, than that there were phen-

omena which were uncaused ... (SL, p.574).
Discoveries in physics since Mill's death have proved wrong his

- expectation that science would never uncover 1ndeterm1nacy in nat-

ure, and yet that expectation was not an unreasonéble one in the
light of the rapid advances of the science of his day; assuming the
soundness of inductive argument, it was quite rational for him to
infer that human ignorance rather than any intrinsic randomness in
things was the correct explanation of the fact that for some classes

of phenomena deterministic laws could not (yet) be stated.

IV

Also amenable to serioﬁs misinterpretation if approached in the
false belief that Mill meant to respond to the Humean problem of ind-
uction is the first section of Bk.III.ch.iii, 'Of the Ground of Ind-
uctién.' Mill began, as we have seen, by asserfing that the uniformity
of nature is presupposed in every induction (§E, p.306). This assump-
tion, he wenf on, is a warranted one, as we see if we consult the
vactual course of nature. But nexts: | |

Whatever be the most proper mode of expre831ng it, the
proposition that the course of nature is uniform, is the
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fundamental principle, or general axiom, of Induction.

It would yet be a great error to offer this large gen-

eralization as any explanation of the inductive process.

On the contrary, I hold it to be itself an instance of

induction, and induction by no means of the most obvious

kind. Far from being the first induction we make, it is

one of the last, or at all events one of those which

are latest in attaining strict philosophical accuracy

(SL, p.307). |
This passage is a chief source of the interpretation of Mill as
attempting an inductive justification of induction. And it‘must be
confessed that the interpretation draws much plausibility from this
passage and its context. For Mill has said that the belief in unif-
ormity is warrantéd, and then has claimed that it is itself a prod-
uct of inducti;e reasonihg; so it is natural to think that he must
have considered that induction could somehow supply its own justif-
ication. If one thinks this, one's next thought is likely to be that
Mill has chosen a pérfectly hopeless way to defend induction, and one
will be amazed that he could have failed to grasp the crass circul-

arity of his strategy after he had devoted so much sensitive discussion

in earlier pages of the Logic to the related fallady of petitio prin-
cipii in regard to deductive logic. ' | |

But there is another interpretation that is preferable because it
renders Mill's position much more intelligible. Like his predecessors,
he simply failed to see that it may be questioned whether inductive
inference is in principle trustwdrthy; he assumed, as they had done,
that it is {trustworthy. Even so, one will want to press the question
why at this stage it did not become apparent to him that there was
something wrong with maintaining that the warrant for inductive ress-—

oning is an inductively warranted uniformity principles surely the
7 .

circularity of the position he was putting forward had now become inescap-
ably evident. So, even if it had not been apparent before, Mill should |
have realised here that there is more of a problem about the justif-
ication of inductive reasoning in principle than he had suspected.

This line of thinking falls down, howe&er, because it disregards
the special and unusual sense which Mill gave to the claim that the
uniformity of nature (or the law of causafion) warrants inductive
reasoning. No charge of circularity can be laid at Mill's door in the
present context, because he never suppoéed that a uniformity principle,-
as a universal proposition, featured as a premise (of a standard

sort) of a justificatory argument; in his view, it was not available
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in advance as a proposition which could serve in the snpport of part-~
icular inductions, but was itself proved along with them. As we shall
see below, this raises the sharp question of what he really did mean
when he held that uﬁifdrmity warrants'inductions.,But it is‘at least
‘clear that he did not mean anything which could invite a charge of
circular reasoning - whatever other‘objections might be raised against
his view.l | .
Hesoiution of this misunderstanding enables a sounder reading to be
- given of the passage at p.307 of the Logic. The purpose of this and
the ensuing discussion waé not to provide an inductive justification
of induction in answer to Humean scepticiém, but to guafd againsi
the false impression that the uniformity principle is the axiom of
induction in the sense of a principle that has to be ﬁresent to con-
sciousness if a person is to be able to make inductions. If this were
so,.then the substantial objection could be made to Miil's‘position '
thaf as the content of the principle is too sophisticated for it to
be remotely plausible to claim that it could .be the earliest of a
person's inductions, it is obscure how his first inductions could
rationally come to be made (or, indeed, be made at all). Mill's pre-
dilection for an empiricist explanation of the belief in uniformity
in opposition to the a priorist explanations of Reidiand Stewart had
produced a need for z justification of indubtion of type (B): a just-
ification, that is, of a person's early inductions, made before he can
possibly be aware (via induction) of the general causal uniformity
holding in the world. As Mill plausibly said, a conviction of the
existence of general uniformity is secondary, in the order of evidence,
to the discovery of uniformities in particular contextss
| We should never have thought of affirming fhat all phen-
omena take place according to general laws, if we had nét
first arrived, in theJcase of a great multitude of phen-
omena, at some knowledge of the laws themselves ...
(ibid.). | |
The uniformity principle is a generalisation about generalisations,
and some people doubtless never attain to any kind of explicit aware~
ness of it. At most, in Mill's opinion, it could be the guiding force
behind the making of inductions at the cutting edge of scientific
research.
And yet the uniformity of the causal relationships in nature, if it
is not a principle often consulted in the making of inductions. (and
not at 211 before a person has grasped — if indeed he ever grasps -

~that nature has a uniform strucfure), remains the fundamental warrant
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of all inductions. How it can serve in this role is the question about

the justification of induction I labelled (C), and it can be seen
that in Mill's view it absorbs question (B) as a special case. Induc—
tions made without explicit reference to the uniformity principle can
still be warranted by it, because it is not a necessary condition of
its providing such warranty thaf it be known in advance. (In fact, _
given Mill's position on the subject of syllogistic petitio, it cannot,
as a major premise, strictly speaking bé:gggﬂg at all in advence of
the conclusions it supports.) But now, Jjust how does it warrant ind-
uctive reasonings?
Mill's answer to this question involves a direct application of

the theory of reasoning and the syllogism developed in Bk.II:

As Archbishop Whately remarks, every induction is a

syllogism with the major premise suppressed;-or (as

I prefef expressing it) every induction may be thrown

into the form of a syllogism, by supplying a major

premise. If this be actually done, the priﬁciple'which

ve are now considering, that of the uniformity of nature,

will appear as the ultimate major premise of all

inductions, and will, therefore, stand to all inductions

in the relation in which, as has been shownaat 80

much length, the major proposition always sfénds to -

the conclusioﬁ; not contributing at all to prove

it, but being a necessary condition of its being

provedj since noﬂconclusion‘is;proved,ffor which

there cennot be found a true major premise (SL, pp.307-08).
Mill eﬁplained carefully what he understood by the Whatelyan idea that

an induction is a syllogism with the major premise suppressed. We can
argue by a sound induction from the mortality of John, Peter and othet
individuals to the mortal%ty of all mankind, and need no other premises
for our inference than the propositions about the mortality of the
sampled individuals. But weAcan; if we choose, throw our argument into
syllogistic form by inserting a major premise, in the following manner:

John; Peter, etc., are mortal,

What is true-of John; Peter, etc., is true of all mankind,

therefore . o

All mankind are mortal - (cf. SL, p.310).
.The major premise 'What is true of John, Peter, etc., is true of all
mankind,' while not essential to the proof of the conclusion according

to Mill, serves a useful purpose as a kind of signpost to the conc-
lusion our premises entitle us to draw; and if it were false, that
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conclusion would not be a safe induction from the premises. Such a
major premise could usefully be termed (though Mill does not so term
it) a 'local uniformity principle.' Like the general principle of the
uniformity of nature, local uniformity principles should not be regarded
usually as more than approximations to the truth, as it is quite poss-
ible that sampled members of a class may'haﬁe a property (for instance,
John, Peter and other men in our sample may all have the property of -
being right-handed) which-some members of the class lack. Yet we might
agree with Mill that local uniformity principles do play a legitimate
role in our thinking, though we should be suitably guarded about how
absolutely we take them.

But how are local uniformity principles justified? By reference to
the overall uniformity of nature, said Mill:

The real proof that what is true of John, Peter, &c.

is true of all mankind, can only be, that a different

supposition would be inconsistent with the uniformity

which we knowllgié7 to exist in the course of nature

(ibid.). |
When he wrote that the uniformity prineiple is the 'ultimate major
premise of all inductions' (SL, p.308), what he presumably meant was
that local uniformity principles can be represented as the conclusions
of syllogistic arguments of the followzng type: '

A1l propositions of the form (A): 'If sampled members of class

C are F, then all members of C are F' are true,
The proposition (B): 'What is true of thh, Peter, &c. is
true of all mankind' is a prop051t10n of form (A),
therefore

The proposition (B) is true.
The major premise here is a rendering of the geheral principle of the
uniformity of nature. (It Vas at this point that Mill candidly admitted
that the notion of uniformity needs to be handled rather carefully,
and called it 'the problem of induction' to refine our ﬁnderstanding
of the ultimate unifdrmities of nature that underlie the confusing
surface mixture of constancy and flux (SL, p.314).)

Although Mill followed Whaﬁely in asserting that inductive infer-
ences can be thrown into syllogistic form by interpolation of a suit-
able major premise, he was not aiming thereby to represent the major
premise as a premise of a proofyj rather, it is itself supported by the
same evidence about individual cases which directly éupports the con-
clusion. We have seen in Chapter Three what Mill intended by such a

view, and what its drawbaeks.are.’The basic difficulty is that Mill's
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refusal to allow universal propositions to function as premises, and
his insistence that 'real! inference is always from particulars to
particulars, leaves him without any effective criterion for distin-—
guishing rational inductive projections from irrational ones. The
exclusion of universal propositions from the process of proof proper
entails the exclusion of considerations of lawlike regularities whiéh
are an essential component of rational inducfive thinking. In a vain
attempt to counter this objection, Mill professed himself happy to
countenance universal propositions in the ancillary role of ‘'memo-
randa' or 'checks on inference'; but this was to no avail, as his
anxieties about syllogistic petitio and his resulting determination
t0 hold that universal prOpositioné could oniy be proved E&SEﬁ‘EiiE
particular conclusions from the same evidence, made it impossible for
them to play any real role in justifying inductive conclusions. 1

Yet in Bk.III, Mill proposed that the uniformity of nature is the
'fundamental principle' of induction (SL, p.307), and urged that
the 'prbof' of local uwniformity principles is that their denial would
be inconsistent with the general uniformity principle (SL, p.310).
But what substancebis there to these claims if generalisations about
uniformity can function only in the restricted manner in which he
argued major premises always do function?.The onlyzpositive suggestion
'Mill offered here was that while uniformity princiﬁies do not contr-
ibute to the proof of inductive conclusions, they are a 'necessary
condition' of their being proved, since, as he held, 'no conclusion
is proved, for which there cannot be found a true major premise' (§£,
p.308;'2§. p.310). If a major premise is a premise only in name, and
not in real fﬁnction, then the'sense which has to be given to Mill's
talk about necessary conditions of proof is that the premises of an
inductive argument support a 'particular' conclusion only if they
support the universal propgsition which subsumes it. (Thns, the mort-
ality of John, Peter, etc., is good inductive evidence for the mort-
ality of the Duke of Wellington only if it is good inductive evidence
for the mortality of all men.) It is'not, Kowever, that one needs to
reflect, when engaging in inductive reasoning, whether one's evidence
would support a universal conclusion; what is necessary is just that
it would in fact do so. Mill's point appearé t0o be that were nature
not uniform, induction would not work (an observation which, if éons—
idered more fully, might have led him to grasp Hume's problém); yet
legitimate inductive inference can proceed without reference to unif-
ormity. The answer to question (C) is, then, that the truth of the
principle of the uniformity of nature is the fundamental condition of
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the success ofiinductive reasoning, though it is not necessary to con-
sult the principle in one's actual inferences,

But it is at this juncture that Mill's peculiar theory of reasoning
leads him into substantial érror. For despite his admission that unif-
ormity is a condition of the success of induction, he is prevented
from giving this consideration due weight by his conviction that the
legitimacy of inductive inference cannot, on pain of petitio, depend on

........

prior presumption of the %ruth of any principle which would enter an
argument schema as a major premise. A universal proposition - even that
asserting the general uniformity of nature - cannot, Mill has con-
vinced himself, offer in any ordinary sense a justification for drawing
a conclusion about an individuél casey the only real justifioatioh
for either proposition is the inductive evidence on which they both
alike rely. The uniformity of nature, Mill held, is,-like other
universal propositions, reached by inductive reasoning not in advance
of, but along with the ‘particular' conclusions (in the case of the
general uniformity principle, these are local uniformity principles)
supported by the same evidence. Therefore, although Mill talked of
major premises figuring as necessary conditions of the soundness of
inductive arguments, he persistently recoiled from -admitting that
they possess any kind of potential to justify'theiﬁéconclusions,
which he took to belong alone to the inductive preﬁiSes. -_Clearly there
is something very unsatisfactory about this position, but he prob-.
ably missed seeing this because he never really doubted that inductive
reasoning is a sound form of inference; thus even when he spoke of the
uniformity of nature as the 'fundamental principle'! of induction, he
felt entitled to propose without qualms that this was itself an ind-
uctively established truth - albeit one which then throws light on
the condition under which inductive inference will be fruitful. Within
Mill's philosophical schemg, the soundness of inductive reasoning in pr-
inciple (though with a qualification on the score of problem (1)) stands
as a cornerstone, and while its conditions of operation are held to be
worth some explanation, its basic legitimacy is never up for question.
A ‘significant passage in the Logic runss

The assertion, that our inductive processes assume the

law of causation, whilé the law of causation is itself

a case of induction, is a paradox, only on the old theory

of reasoning, which supposes the universal truth, or

major premise, in a ratiocination, to be the real proof

of the particular truths which are ostensibly inferred
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from it. According to the doctrine maintained in

+the present tréatise, the major premise is not the

proéf of the conclusion, but is itself proved,

along with the conclusion from the same evidence

(SL, p.572). |
Were one to take this in isolaiion, one might well suppose that Mill
was talking about the difficulty ('paradox!) involved in attempting
to justify inductive réasoning by reference to the law of causation
(equivalent in Mill's view, it will be fecalled, to the uniformity
of nature), when this law is itself a product of induction; But the
context shows once again that this is not his intention. As usual,
there is no indication that Mill has the slightest doubt about the
soundness in principle of inductive reasoning, and there is no attempt
made to justify it. BEven though the claim is repeated that the law
of causation is something which our inductive inferences 'assumé,'
he comes no closer than at any other time 4o holding that the truth
of the law has therefore‘to be séttléd before inductive inference
can be declared legitimate. This law, he reiterates, is one which
becomes inductively established over the course of time (§E, PP.572~
75)s and it is evident that in speaking of a 'pafa@ox,' he intends
again to refer to problem (B) about.induqtion, namély, how people
cen make legitimate inductions before the ‘'axiom of:induction‘ has
been established. |

One ﬁight grant to Mill that the overall uniformity of nature need

not be fhought about in every sound inductive argument (though it is
less clear that sound inducti#e inferences can proceed without refer-
ence to local uniformity principles). But this recognition does not
relieve him of the onus of providing'a clear account of what he meant
by talking of uniformity as a 'necessary condition' of sound ind-
uctive reasoning. It is nqﬁural 40 understand this to mean that without
the existence of uniformity (irrespective of whether uniformity is
thought about or not), inductive conclusions would not be juétifiably
reached. So, for each inductive argument which is sound, a syllogistic
structure of just the sort Mill describes could in principle be prod-
uced, with a major premise expressing a uniformity - but a major prem-—
ise which functions in the conventionally understood sense, and assists
in warranting the conclusion. But of course Mill‘s theory of the syll-
ogism and of the place of universal propositions in reasoning led him
confidently and repeatedly to assert that uniformity does not warrant
inductive inferences in the manner in which a genuine premise of a

suasive argument serves in warranting the conclusion. But this means
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that he did not have an intelligible account to. offer of the sense
in which unifbrmity is a 'necessary condition' of successful inductive
inference. ' '
Hamstrung by his faulty theory of inference, Mill remained unable
to take the measure ofihis own insight that uniformity is a precond-
ition of successful inductions. He believed this could not mean that
inductive reasonings are justifiable by an appeal to uniformity as a
premise, on pain of comﬁi¥%ing a fallacy of petitio. But if the def-
ence of inductive inference cannot cite the uniformity of nature as
a supporting principle, it remains quite obscure what could be meant
by holding that if nature~weré not uniform, induction would not be
successful. Yet apparently Mill was never struck'by the difficulties
of construing, in the light of his theory of inference, his claim
that uniformity is a necessary ¢condition of truth-attaining induction.
Had the problems occurred to him, it is possible that he might have
been inspired to doubt the correctness of that theory of inference;
and if he had questioned the adequacy of that theory, he might then
have apprehended the existence of the Humean problem of induction?

But unfortunately this chain of reflection never occurred to him.

Appendix

Mill's insensitivity to the Humean problem of induction is easier
to understand once it is realised that his predecessors and contemp-
oraries were equally unmoved by it; the problem was simply not one of
those in the air when Mill wrote. It was not that Hume's discussions

in the Treatise and the First Inquiry were unknown to philosophers,
4

but rather that they were seen as posing a primarily psychological

question about the mental processes at work in inductive thinkings
Hume's sceptical critique of induction was either not grasped at all,
or grasped so slightly that it was felt it could be dismissed as in-
sane., )

George Campbell regarded the proposition that 'The course of nature
will be the same to-morrow, that it is to-day' as one to which it is
'impossible ... for a rational creature to with-hold his assent,* and
cited Buffier as his authority that to doubt such a proposition is
'insene' (G. Campbell, vol.l, pp.113-14). And if a men, said Campbell,
should tell you 'with a'serioué countenance, that the sun which sets
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to-day will never rise again upon the earth,' that might indeed raise
doubts in your mind, but only 'doubts as to the soundness of the
man's intellects' (ibid., pp.160-61). Although he treated Humean
scepticism with ridicule, Campbell probably came closer than his
successors to grasping the main intention of Hume'é discussion.
Dugald Stewart seems not'to have apprehended that Humé's treatment
of induction had a sceptical tenor at all, taking the issue Between
himself and Hume %o be simply whether the expectation of 'the perm-
anence or stability of the order of nature' arises from the associa~-
tion of ideas or, as Stewart believed, it is an original principle
of our constitution (Stewart, vol.5, pp.lOlff.; cf. vol.3, p.158).
Thomas Reid likewise missed the point of Hume's discussion, apparenfly
believing that the Treatise account of inductibn was a kind of red-
ggiig'argument against the‘hypothesis that the belief in uniformity
is reached by reasoning from experience (as, for instance, Joseph
Butler had held (Butler, pp.20-21)); the moral of Hume's account,
on Reid's view, was that 'our belief of the continuance of nature's
laws ... is an instinctive prescience of the operations of naiufe,'
upon which 'nof?only acquired perceptions, but all inductive reason-
ing, is grounded.' In other words: 'Antecedently to all reasoning,
we have, by our constitution, an anticipation that thére is a fixed
and steadyvcourse of nature! - which enables us to ca}fy on inductive
reasoning, about whose legitimacy in principle Reid did not entertain
the least anxiety, never doubting the uniformity of nature (Reid, p.199).
Philosophers of the earlier nineteenth century came no nearer to

the crux of Hume's discussion. Sir William Hamilton produced a
typically opaque theory, -probably ihtended to be similar to those of
Stewart and Reid, to the effect that inductive arguments, while not
being valid by deductive laws of thought, yet achieve the status of
being 'formally 1egitihate'.by being clothed with a subjective nec-
essity (Hamilton (1865), vol.2, p.344). Hume would have been unimpressed
by this. Thomas Brown rightly understood that Hume had shown that
experience: '

which is of the past alone, does not render the extension

through futurity less indefinite, nor the future itself

a more distinct object of ourfknowledgé. It leaves us

the past, which we know, and the future, which we do

not know (Brown (1818), pp.355-56). |
But this did not matter to Brown, for there remained intuition to do
the job of revealing the future to us: 'it is intuition only,' he

continued in some singularly purple prose, 'that passes over the
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darkness which is‘impenétrable to our vision, and speaks to us, as
from another world, of the things which are beyond' (ibid., p.356).
I do not think we should treat this as just a particularly bad ati-.
empt to answer Hume; it is too stunningly insensitive to the epist-
emological issues which Hume raised, and is better looked on as a
further contribution, though a weak one, to a continuing psycholog-
ical debate about the explanation of inductive reasoning. A similar
judgement should be made-of the account offered by Samuel Bailey. He
argued that the uniformity of nature must be 'necessarily assumed or
taken for granted,' as Hume had demonstirated that it couldbnot be
inferred from any other truth. But he went on very revealingly to
remark that what Hume had done was to show that there was 'a step’

taken by the mind which required explanation' (Bailey, pp.195, 1983

my emphases); once again, it is a psychological rather than an epist-
emological question which Hume is taken to have brought up for dis-
cussions and that he intended to cast the most fundamental kind of
doubt on whether anything could provide a suifable warrant for our
inductive projections is not noticed.
Kant took Hume's reflections on caugation and indﬁction extremely

seriously, and declared that it was these which awakened him from

a 'dogmatic slumber® of many years (Kant (1915), piﬂ);; and he crit-
icised other philosophers for misreading'Hume. Butiéven Kant took

thg main point at issue to be that of the origin of the conception

of causation as involving necessity, and he thought Hume wrong in
consenting to recognise no more than a mere force of habit to draw
causal inferences. This does justice to Hume's claim that we cannot
rationally‘derive from experience alone a belief in objective causal
‘necessity, but it is not clear whether Kant fully grasped the fact
that Hume was contending'thaf inductive arguments were, strictly,
without justification; it:pay be that he too thought that Hume was mainly
puzzling about the psyshological machinery involved in the practice of
an unaquestionably sound mode of inference, and which he himself
explainedinterms of the theory of the categories of the understanding.

William Whewell's position is obscure., He treated Hume less simpl-

istically than other British philosophers did, but it is still not
clear that he had more than the vaguest idea that there was more to
Hume's treatment of induction than merely psychological analysis -

it is significant that he was no more inclined than others were to
suppose that the rationality of our inductive practices could ser-
iously be called into questiqn. Whewell. had a complex theory fo exp-

lain our inductive practices, a neo-Kantian story of the imposition
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of order on experience in accordance withr.certain 'Fundamental Ideas!
we bring to bear on it; the universality of the laws of motion, for
instance, is not something‘contributed by experience but is 'implied.
in the nature of knowledge! - they gain their 'form' from the 'Idea
of Causation' (Whewell (18471), Bk.III.ch.viii). But could we, asked
Whewell, after seeing a thousand stones fall to the ground, find one
that does not? His reply was that we could not even conceive this
happening unless we could..imagine 'some peculiai cause to support

it' (Whewell, iﬁi@., vol.l, p.252). His reasoning for this was that
'our expérience is bound in by the limits of cause and effeét,' t={o)
that we can never even conceive of general causal laws as not existing
for all the phenomena we encounter (;p;g;, p.253). This smacks too:
much of cutting the Gordian knot for it to be plausible to ascribe
to Whewell a proper appreciation of Hume's ﬁroblem, even if he had
some slight inkling of what it was. Mill could hardly have learnt
what Hume's problem was from Whewell, but he would have regarded
Whewell's psychological ideas‘as major targets for attack.

Before Hume, Sextus BEmpiricus knew that there was a problem about
induction that cast doubt on its rationality. After Hume, the first
philosopher I know of to display a clea; grasp of it was T.H. Creen,
who by no coincidence was one of the editors of thefl874 reissue of
Hume's works. Pointing out that in inductive reasoning we generalise
from a sample to all instances of the kind of thing sampled, Green
put‘his finger on precisely the point that Hume had seized on but
which:his successors had missed, namely: ‘

But how do we know that the instances, with the

examination of which we are always dispensingvon

the strength of the /inductive/ rule, might not

be just what would invalidate it if they were

examined? (Green, vol.2, p.282).
Thus Green recognised that the central philosophical problem of .
induction is not to explain the origins of our conceptions about.
uniformity in nature, but to provide a satisfactory justification
for the belief that unifofmity will continue. Since Green's day, the

latter problem has never been out of the philosophical limelight.

*
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FIVE

'I can conscientiously affirm,' wrote Mill in closing the Intro-
duction to the Logic,
that no one proposition laid down in this work has been
adopted for the sake of establishing, or with any refer-
ence to its fitness for being employed in establishing,
preconceived opinions.in any deparitment of knowledge or
of inquiry on which the speculaéive world is still unde-
cided (SL, pp.14-15)." o
Logic, Mill hbped, could provide a 'common ground'ibn which proponents
of different views of 'ultimate facts! could 'meet and join hands'
(§L, p.14). Differences on metaphysical questions could be laid aside
when purely logical matters were up for discussion, the concern of
logic being only with the wvalidity of inferences and not with the
truth of their premises (cf. SL, p.13). | o
14ill nevertheless admitted that in practice it is hard to develop
a theory of logic wholly free of bias towards particular positiohs on
metaphy;ical topics:(§£, p.l4), and his own leanings towards a radical
form of empiricism led hiﬁ{in the Logic to take up distinctive opinions
on such disputed subjects as necessity and the nature of physicél obj~
ects and their attributes. The difficulty of preserving metaphysical
neutrality arose, he suggested, because metaphysicians must all employ
arguments whose validity *'falls under the cognigzance of logic' (Ehig.).
That, however, is fthe wrong explanation: as he had himself recognised,
logic, in so far as it is concerned purely with the validity of inf- |
erences, need not get involved with debating the truth of premises.
The point is rather that logic as Mill conceived it is not a merely
formal discipliﬁe; it is, he said, 'the science of the operations of

the understanding which are subservient to.the estimation of evidence!
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(§£, p.l?), and it provides not just a theoretical account of the
conditions under which inference is valid, but also practical guidance
in the pursuit of knowledge. But a logician with the aim of explaining
how reasoning and the due consideration of evidence assist the search
for truth can hardly remain neutral about the characterisation of
the reality which is the goal of our truth-seeking, or about the klnd
of cognitive relations which it is in principle possible for us to
have towards it. Logic”thiSnbroadly;understood will inevitably take
stances, explicitly or implicitly, on what Mill ftermed 'speculative'
matters. ' |

Yet the commitmenté on ontological and epistemological issues one

discovers in A System of Logic do not all teke the direction one

would have expected from a philosopher whose vieﬁ of matter (which we
shall explore later) as a 'permanent possibility of éensation' ovned
Berkeley for its major inspiration. Book I of theiéggig does indeed
contain a chapter, '0Of the Things Denoted by Names,' in which Mill's
taste for an idealis® metaphysic is clearly demonstrated. But the
dominant commitment of the work as a whole is to a form of realism
which is quite incompatible with idealism;’This incompatibility bet-
ween reallst and idealist elements is not merely a flaw in the Logic
but pervades Mill's whole philosophy of logic and reallty. Surprisingly,
he seems to have been wholly unconscious of its exlstence, and it is
noteworthy that even in the Examination, where the idealism receives
its fullest exposition, the chapteis on the philosophy of logic still
retain a realist tenor.

'‘Realism' is a favourite philosophers' term, but it has often been
used very loosely. Recently, and largely under the stimulus of Michael
Dummett, philosophers have become more careful in saying what realism
does and does not involve. Dummett himself has written:

The primary tenet og realism, as applied to some given

class of statementsy, is that each statement in the class

is determined as true or not. true, independenfly 6f our

knowledge, by some objective reality whose existence

and constitution is, again, independent of our

knowledge (Dummett (1981), p.434).
The central tenet of a realist account of a’class of statements is
thus that the truth or falsity of statements in that class is deter-
nined by the way things are in objective reality, irrespective of any
considerations about how human beings obtain knowledge of those state-

ments. An anti-realist about some given area of discourse - for instance,

an idealist or a constructivist - wants, as Dummett puts it, 'to
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‘narrow the gulf between what makes a statement true and that by means
of which we recognize it as true' (Dummett, ibid., p.443). Realists
believe in a wholly determinate objective reality, accessible to our"
faculties of knowledge but ontologically independent of them; anti-
Tealists, by contrast, view this or that aspect of reality as in whole
or in part determined in its characteristics by human intellectual
activity.

! sm which inférmg Mill's philosophy of logic is of 2 quite
general kindj that is, it is realism about all statements without
restriction of kind or content. It can be exhibited from a number of
different angles, which each invite detailed considerction. .

(&) Mill spoke quite explicitly of logic being concerned with the
'ascertainment of ocjective truth,' and proposed this as the crucial
differentia of logic in distinguishing it from psychology (the latter
study dealing with 'the analysis and léws of thc mental operations')
(BH, p.301). Logic, as the science of proof or evidence (SL, p.9), is
of assistance to reasoners who pursue knowledge about a reality which,
in tﬁis context, Mill never talked of as being other than objective.

The importance of good reasoning, in his, view, was that thought could

-misrepresent reality unless inferences were made according to sound

principles., The person who does not take care to obsérve ‘what rel-
ations must subsist between data and whatever can bciconcluded from
them, between proof and everything which it can prove,'! will unfailingly
draw 'inferences which are not grounded in the realitiesvof things!'

(SL, pp.10-11)., Inferences, he insisted, could be 'rightly or wrongly
pefformed' (g&, p.13), and the-logician's.task is to identify -sound
modes of inference - sound methods of 'interrogating nature,' as he

put it in Baconian phrase in the review of Whately (WE, p.13) - in

order to assist us in the pursuit of a truth which is not of our creation.
An inferred belief is true, if it is so, in virtue neither of being
inferred nor of being a belief, but rather in virtue of how the world
is. The truth of propositions is determined by an external standard,

by the rclationship they bear to a reality outside the mind: if they
represent that reality as it is, they are true; if they misrepresent

it, they are false. Mill, in short, committed thimself to a realist

theory of error. Yet the presupposition of an objective, mind-indepen-—

dent world which is the backdrop to this cannot'be squared with the
anti-realist idealism which he espoused in other places,

It would be quite wrong to suppose that the realist strain is
merely an occasional aberration on Mill's part. On the contrary, it
is a constant feature .of his writings on the philosophy -of logic from
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the review of Whately onwards. In the Logic he made it a crucial part
of his defence of logical theory against those who accused it of
triviality that it aids the ascertainmenf of true propositions, expl-
aining truth as consisting not in any relation of a proposition to
human ideas, but in its conformity to external fact.(SL, pp.87-90).
Some years later he wrote in the Examination that, 'If thought be
anything more than a sportive exercise of the mind, its purpose is
‘to enable us to know what--can be known respecting the facts of the
universe,' Judgements aim to.express those facts, and because there
exist connections 'between one objective truth and another,; logic
is useful because it makes it 'possible for us to know objective
truths wﬁich have never been observed, in virtue of others which
have'! (Eﬂ, pp.370—71). Such was Mill's settled view of the concern
of logic with the discovéry of objective truth.
‘Hilary Putnam has stressed the importance to a realist concept of

truth of the acceptance of such sentences as:

Venus might not have carbon dioxide in its atmosphere

even though it follows from our theory that Venus has

carbon dioxide in its atmosphere'(Putnam, pP.34).
Mill's concept of truth involves the acceptance of just such state-
mentssy a belief of ours, no matter how sincerely heid or how well
supported by the evidence, may in principlé,still béffalse, because
it may still misrepresent the character of reality. Mill would un-
doubtedly have acceded to Tarski's so—called 'Convention T':

(?) r'p' is true if and only if p,
and have construed it as expressing the realist claim that an assert-
ion is true if and only if things are as it asserts them to be. 1

The realist notion of a tgulf' (to use Dummett's term) between what

makes a statement true and that by which we apprehend its truth in-
volves the notion of an objfctive reality existing independently of
human mental activity. As we shall see when we come to examine Mill's
-understanding of the principle which he called, following Hamilton,
that of the 'relativity of human knowledge,' he presented, as part of
his radical empiricist program, strong reasons for withholding belief
in such a mind-independent reality. Here he followed a line commonly
ehcountéred in contemporary debates between realists and anti-realists:
the problem with positing a mind-indépendent, objective world, he
suggested — as any modern anti-realist might suggest - is that in
doing so we are operating beyond the bounds of our epistemic faculties
(which are familiar only with sensible appearances). The surprising

thing is that no such qualms about the limits of human knowledge

116



appear to have held him back from taking a realist position on the
philosophy of logic; In this context Mill believed in an objective
world about whose nature we could be mistaken, and which was in no
sense reducible to the sensory presentations by which we come to know-
ledge about it. »

(B) Further evidence of the realist strain in Mill is apparent in
the evolution of his view of the nature of belief., From his empir-
icist forbears he had inherited a notion of belief as ah inseparable
association of ideas, and he seems to have remained reasonably content
with this, as with most aspects of associationist psychology, until
in the period following the compbsition of the Logic he began to
reconsider this intellectual legacy more closely. But even in the Logic
he expressed some doubts about the adequacy of the associationist
explanation of belief':

If the question be whether Belief is a mere case of close

association of ideas; it would be necessary to examine

experimentally if it be true that any ideas whatever,

provided they are associated with the required degree

of closeness, give rise to belief (SL, p.855).
Sometime after the composition of the Logic, Mill's doubt about the
associationist account sharpened as it occurred to h1m that it is
not apparent how that account can make sense of the" dlfference bet-
ween believing something to be so and merely imagining it. Both, on
the theory, could be the products of‘associaiion, yet there is clearly
some basic difference between them which cannot be explained simply
in terms either of closeness of aséociatidn or of vividness of the
resulting mental content. What Mill had lighted on was what Bernard
Williams has described by saying that it is a feature of believing -
that it aims at truth (Williams, Pp.136-37); Mill put this somewhat
less succlnctly by assertlnﬁ that, 'The difference between belief and
mere imagination, is the difference between recognising something as
a reality in nature, and regarding it as a mere thought of our own'
(AN, vol.1l, p.418).

Associationism, then; falls down by ignoring the truth objective
of belief, and consequently the intimate connection between belief
and evidence. 2 - Mill summed up the matter very cogently:

e it may be saidkthat if belief ié only an inseparable
association, belief is a matter of habit and accident,

and not of reason. Assuredly an association, however close,
between two ideas, is not a sufficient grdund of

belief; is not evidence that the corresponding facts
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are united in external nature. The theory seems to
annihilate all distinction between the belief of the
wise, which is regulated by evidence, and conforms
to the real successions and coexistences of the
universe, and the belief of fools, which is mech-
anically produced by any accidental association
that suggests the idea of a succession or coex-
istence to the minduw. (AN, vol.l, p.407).
‘... facts ... united in external nature'; '... the real successions
and coexistences of the universe'; — such phrases testify to a fund-
amentally realist view of belief; beliefs aim at truth of an objective
kind, not in any way determined by the psychological principles '
(e.g. the laws of association of ideas).which may produce.them; .
The order'of reality, which we aim to capture in our beliefs, is an
autonomous and mind—independent affair, to be sharply distinguished
from the ofder of thoﬁght. No question about the truth of a belief
‘could be settled by giving a description of the merely psychological
conditions which produced itj what is important for the question about
truth is the conformability of a belief to an objective reality, and
in adjudicating its truth it is its evidential basis which must be
considered. As Mill said in the review 'Baln's Psychology' of 1859,
it is a 'strange anomaly' that some authors, after attemptlng to prove
the existence of '1ntellectual or moral instincts,' should 'proceed
... to legitimate and consecrate everything which those instincté
prdmpt, as if an instinct never could go astray.' A complete theory
of belief, he continued, must explain what it is which moderates the
force of assoéiaiion, and 'subdues belief into subordination and due
proportion to evidence! (BP, p.370). Once again, Mill was expressing
his conviction of the existence of objective truth, which belief aims
at, but does not aIWays'suqued in capturing. It does not follow from
our believing that Venus has carbon dioxide in its atmosphere that
it really does so. | | v |
(C) In both the Logic and the Examination Mill took issue with the
view, whose best known proponent was Herbert Spencer, that the ultim-
ate criterion that something is impossible is that its possibility
is inconceivable to us. It is not important here to follow the det-
ails of the amicable but long-running debaté between Mill and Spencer
on the worth of the test of inéonéeivableness; both were willing to
agree that 'axioms’ (by which they meant the most fundamental prop-
ositions of deductive sciences) were learnt\by“induction?from éxper-

‘ience, but Spencer maintained that the inconceivability of its
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negation was the chief test by which an axiom could be justified.

Mill's objections to Spencer's position once again reflect the spirit
of realism in his philosophy of logic. 3 He claimed that inconceiv- : ] -
ability may simply be the product of a strong association of ideas,
and. that examples can be cited of things which people have found
inconcéivable (e.g._the existence of Antipodes) on the basis of
strong association which have later been found to be true (gg, PPe.
£7-68). But even more significanily:

.s. €Ven assuming that inconceivability is not solely

the conseguence of limited experience, Eut that some

incapaoities of conceiving are inherent in the'mind,

and inseparable from it; this would not entitle us to

infer, that what we are thus incapable of conceiving

cannot exist., Such an inference wouldbonly be warrant—

able, if we could know a priori that we must have been

created capable of conceiving whatever is capable of

existing; that the universe of thought and that of

reality; the Microcosm and the Macrocosm (aé they were

once called) must have been framed in complete corr-

espondence with one-another. That this is really the.

caée has been laid down expressly in some systems of

philosophy ... but an assumption more destitute of}j

evidence could scarcely be made, nor can one easitj

imagine any evidence that could prove it, unless it‘

were revealed from above (EH, p.68).
Mill was specifically attacking the philosophies of Schelling and
Hegel here, but his conception of independent realms of reality and
of thought is incompatible with the doctrine of the relativity of
human knowledge which elsewhere prompted him ' to favour an idealist

viewpoint. y

II

The thesis that Mill's philosophy. of logic is fundamentally real-
ist is likely to encounter opposition from those critics of’his
thought who have alleged that he committed what is often referred
4

to as the 'psychologistic fallacy.' Psychologism is an exceedingly

hazy doctrine about logic, and as it has been understood by different
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writers in diverse ways, it is often hard to be sure just what position
is being ascribed to Mill when he is accused of it. At the core of
most versions of psychologism is the claim, which can be construed ;
and developed in various manners, that the laws of logic are pfimarily 3
descriptive of human psychologys usually this is explained as meaning
that logic describes the way in which human beings think - or, as
Theodore Lipps famously put it, that 'Logic is the physics of thought.! >
It must be admitted that some.-things Mill said do raise a reasonable
suspicion that he was attracted to some form of psychologism. Tbat he
often spoke of the Laws of Identity, Contradiction and Excluded.Middle
as the 'laws of thought!' is not good evidence that he inclined to
psychologism, because in using this terminology he was, of course,
simply following ancient tradition. But more significant is the following,
often quoted passage from the Examination. Mill wrote that logic:

is not a Science distinct from, and coordinate with,

Psychology. So far as it is a science at all, it is a

part, or branch, of Psychology; differing from it, on

the one hand, as a part differs from the whole, and

on the other, as an Art differs from 2 Science, Its

theoretic grounds are wholly borrowed from Psych-

ology, and include as much of that science as isireq-

uired to justify the rules of the art (EH, p.359);
This passage contains obscurities, particularly in its reference to
the distinction between a science and an art, but it is not surprising
that it has been taken as important evidenée that Mi11>accepted some
form of psychologism. The impression that he favoured a psychologistic
view of logic is further encouraged by a passage following shortly
afterwards. Defining the phrase 'the Form of Thought' as 'Thinking
itself; the whole work of the Intellect,! he declared:

' Logic and Thinking are c?extensiVe} it is the art of

Thinking, of all Thinking, and of nothing but Think-

ing. And since every distinguishable variety of think-

ing act is called a Form of Thought, the Forms of Thought

compose the whole province of Logic (EH, p.360).

Before we look more closely at Mill's discussions of the connections

between logic and thought, it is worthwhile posing the question
how a psychologistic theory of logic would consort with other views
he held. Psychoiogism, first of all, 1is ﬁot a form of idealism. It
is not se1f—contradic£ory to affirm that logical laws are primarily

descriptive of the way that people think, and to deny that there is
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no objective, mind-independent reality. Nor is psychologism formally
inconsistent with the claim that reasoning in accordance with log-
ical laws advances knowledge about objective reality; which is to

say, it is fofmally compatible with a realist philosophy of logic
which accepts that thoughﬁ is not always in accordance with reality,
but maintains that thinking according to the canons of logic will max—
view that logical laws

are about the features of objective reality (rather ‘than the proc—
esses of thought).

Now while there is no fdrmal contradiction involved in accepting
psychologism and rejecting idealism, it is not at all easy fdr a def;
ender of psychologism both to claim that logical reasoning assists
us in the pursuit of truth, and to hold that the truth in question is
truth about objective reality — two theses, it will be recalled, which
Mill wished to maintain. There is a quite simple reason for the diff-
iculty. If laws of logic describe patterns of human thought, why
should reasoning in accordance with them have any tendency to improve
our chances of attaining to true beliefs? If the structure of the
world is independent of how it is thought about, then it is quite
obscure what guarantee there could be that logical reééoning, as und-
erstood on the psychologistic picture, wqﬁld produce tfué belief about
it. At best, it would seem %o be a happy accident if reasoning prod-
uced any genuine enlightenment about the objective, thought-indepen—
dent world. » |
- It would not be a satisfactory response to this line of argument to
suggest that the laws of logic are psychological principles which
have evolved in us over a long period of time, and which répresent
the fruits of a process of natural selection which has favoured these
principles of mental working qver possible rivals because they have
proved best able to assist us in our interactions with the objective
world. The weakness of this answer is‘thaﬁ, while it might indeed be
plausible fo suppose that human intellectual as well as physical
features might be the result of evolutionary mechanisms, a psychol~-
ogistic account of what has evolved still leaves it quite unclear how
reasoning logically can maximise the probability of our reaching true
beliefs about objective reality. A disposition to reason according to
logical laws could be a result of evolution, because logical reasoning
‘does assist us in our interactions with the world by improving our

chances of believing truths (true beliefs being undeniably more serv-
iceable to us then false ones)., But the value of evolving a disposition
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to feason logically depends on logical laws expressing not merely
regularities of thought (even regularities holding at the ehd of an -
evolutionary process), but in their having a meaning with a bearing
on the character of objective reality (however in detail this should
be_explained). For if they expressed no more than the structure of
thought, they could not apparently be of use in reasoning about the
structure of things, which are the inhabitants of a world whose con-
stitutive principles are mot identical with the principles of ‘mind.
In short, psychologism, whether or not abefted by an evolutionary
hypothesié, fails to be able to explain the link between thought and
an objective world, because it cannot plausibly explain how logical
principles can be useful in maximising true believing about a world
with a thought-independent structure.

The best prospect for psychologism,‘therefore, lies in denying the
existence of a mind-independent, objective reality and embracing an
idealist metaphysic. If the structure of reality is not distinct from
the structure'of thought, there will beAno problem about how logical
laws, conceived as psychological principles, promote the attainment of
trué beliefs:rthey will express aspects of the structure of reality
simply by virtue of expressing aspects of the structure of the think-
ing mind. The worry about how psychologism could expiéin the linkage
of thought and the world evaporates if there is no link between two
separate realms to be accounted fory logical laws, in being express—
ive of the workings of mind, are eo ipso directed onto reality. And
not oniy‘does idealism provide an appropriate metaphysical backdrop
for psychologism: psychologism presents a highly inviting philosdphy
of logic for anyone inclined towards idealism, because of its charac-—
terisation of logical laws as principles of mental working.

This recognition of the mutual affinity between idealism and psy-
chologism naturally promptslﬁhe question whether Mill may have delib-
‘erately chosen to adopt a psychologistic theory of logic along with
an idealist metaphysic, believing that in this way he could give his
philosophy a satisfyingly unified character. But if this were so, what
could be made of those passages in his writings where he seems to be
defending the realist claim that the structure of thought and the
structure of reality are quite distinct? Is it possible that he did
not, after all, intend to maintain a realisf view of logic, but merely
expressed himself badly_on some occasions?

Such an interpretation of Mill's intentions cannot be sustained by

a careful reading of the texts. In my view, he did not subscribe to
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psychologism in his philosophy of logic, and a fortiori did not att—
empt to conjoin psychologism with the idealist metaphysic to which
at times he unquestionably did lean. Those statements:in .the Logic
and Examination which have an apparently psychologistic tenor have
in fact been misunderstood — in some cases excusably, din others not.
Whether or not psychologism is a mistakeﬁ dbctrine, it is not a
Millian one. Mill's philosophy of logic is thoroughly realist, even

though its realism is at-odds with the idealist elements which also

occur in his thought.

III

Discussion of whether Miil was psychologistic‘in his approach to
logic has to some extent been hampered by the lack of any clear gen-
eral consensus on what detailed claims psychologism makes. R.F. McRae
has suggested that as Mill's interest in logic was centred on the
practical activity of reasoning - on inference (which is something
people engage in) rather than on implication (2 matter of formal
relationships among propositions) — we might well wiéh to call his
approach 'psychologistic' in recognition of his concérn with human
reasoning (McRae (1973), p.xlviii). While McRae is right to stress
the practical orientation of Mill's philosophy of logic (though Mill
could hardly neglect questions about implication in trying to tell
a complete story about inference), it is not very helpful to stretch
the already very slackly used term tpsychologism! to sum it up, part-
icularly as McRae is not disposed to think that he intended a reduc-
tion of logic to psychology in any profounder sense. But if lMcRae's
idea of psychologism fails ﬁp be clarificatory, an account of psych-
ologism recently published by John Richards is seriously misleading.
According to Richards, Mill must be cénsidered a 'logical psychol-
ogist' because 'logical psychologism' involves two claims which he
explioitly makes, namely the 'mefhodological claim' that, 'The logical

“laws are descriptions of experience and are to be arrived at through
observation,' and the 'epistemological' one that, 'The logical laws
are empirical generalizations. They are groﬁnded in the experience
of the subject, are notvnece$saiy, and hence, are a posteriori!
(Richards, p.20). Apparently it is the reference to experience in
these claims which'leads Richards to regard thém as expressive of a
psychologistic position. Unfortunately, he misunderstands how Mill
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intended that reference, For one thing, there is no justification fof
ascribing to Mill the belief that logical laws were 'descriptions of
experience' in its subjective aspect - that is, were descriptive of
the manner of experiencing rather than, more plausibly, of the reality
experienced (a distinction quite slurred over by Richards). But fur-
ther, there is certainly nothing at all psychologistic about saying
that knowledge of logical laws has an expériéntial basis, unless this

ng; that what we know
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about, when we know logical laws, is the modes in which we experience
reality. liill meant his thesis of the experiential basis of knowledge
of logical laws to be understood the much more straightforward way,

as claiming that it is through experience that our knowledge of those
laws is acquired (a reading which leaves quite in abeyance the quest-
ion of what it is which logical laws express). Richards forgets that
ve might similarly speak of an experiential basis of our knowledge

of contingent matters of fact, without meaning to affirm that factual
knowledge is all knowledge about subjective modes of experience. It
would be reasonable to regard as psychologistic a doctrine maintaining

that logical laws are about experiencing - that is, that they are

about the mode or manner of experience; but it is not this doctrine
to which Mill is committed if he espouses the twin pr1n01ples Richards
ascribes to him; those claims in fact convey an emplrlclst position

we can with much cogency attribute to him, but not a psychologistic

one.
It is not to be psychologistic, either, to point out that there is
a psychological story to be told about our belief in logical laws, as
there is about any other of our beliefs. Whether the psychological
account of belief in logical laws can, as Mill held, dispense with

,clalmlng the ex1stence of special faculties of a priori intuition,

and provide an explanatloanurely in terms of facultles of observation
and generalisation, is a controversial question - but to assert that
some psychological description of the processes responsible for our
believing laws of logic must be right is not to take up psychologism.
Huch more plausibly termed 'psychologistic,' however, is the view that
logical laws are reducible, in some sense, to psychological ones. The
important question to ask about Mill is whether he accepted any such
claim as this. If he believed that logical laws are not merely learnt
in the course of experiénce (say, by natural and spontaneous psychol-
ogical processes of observation and generalisation), but that thoseA

laws are actually about psychological features of human beings, then
it would indeed seem that he embraced a form of psychologism.
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But just how should the thesis that logic is reducible to psychol-
ogy be understood? The most straightforward way of reading it which
capturés the spirit of psychologism is to take it to assert that log-
ical laws really state regularities of believing. Thus the law of con-
tradiction, which stateé that two contradictory propésitions cannot
both be true, really asserts, on a psychologistic interﬁretaiion, what
is more explicitly conveyed by saying that people -do not believe
contradictory pairs of pro%ggz%ions. A possible objection to this
construal is that while the law of contradiction is unquestionably
true, it is less than obvious that people never believe contradict-
ions., Inviting though this dbjection seems, it is not wholly clear
that it is well founded. It is true, as Mill himself observed, that
'a person may, in one sense, believe contradictory’propositions, that
is, he may believe the affirmative at some times and the negative at
others, alternately forgettiﬁg the two beliefs'¥; or he 'may yield a
passive assent to a form of words, wh{ch, had he been fully conscious.
of their meaning, he would have known to be, either wholly or in part,
an affirmation and a denial of the same fact.'' Nevertheless, 'when
once he is mede to see that there is a contradiction, it is totally
impossible for him to believe it' (gﬁ, p.373). If this/dis right, it offers
comfort to psychologism. 6 But even if people‘sometiméé}do believe -
direct self-contradictions (though at most thié must su;ély be extremely
rare), a bold defender of psychologism might claim that this only
shows that the law of contradiction is not, after all, exceptionlessly
true!l '

A more pressing problem for psychologism is fhat many laws of logic
recognised'by logicians would hardly be recognised by most people as
being among:their beliefs. (In fact, as there is an infinite number
of logical léws.aocording to standard philosophies of logic, many -
especially more complex ones —f are highly unlikely to have been bel-
ieved, or even thought about, by anyone.) There are even laws of logic
which a majority of people might naturally wish to disbelieve, or at
least remain agnostic about, such as |

(-p2p)op, |
the so-called consequentia mirabilis, or
2 (-p>a). |

T6 secure his position, one response available to the defender of psy-

L]

bhologism here is to draw a distinction between explicit and implicit
beliefs, and to claim that while only logicians are in the habit of

making their beliefs about logic .explicit, others manifest the same
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beliefs implicitly in their general intellectual behaviour. Someone

who might reject the consequehtié mirabilis were it set out explicitly

beforé_him could, on this view, be ascribed a belief in it if his
thought structures as a whole’implicitly relied on a systeh of logic
- of which this principle is an interdependent cdmponent. Even those
logical lavs which no one has explicitly formulated and recognised as
true might be held to be implicitly believed by those who manifest
behaviourally an acceptance.of a logical system to which they belong.
But if he had doubts about such a generoué policy of belief ascrip-
vtions, a proponent of psychologism might attempt_a'strategié'retreax to
higher ground, and maintain that logical laws represent patterns of
believing not of humanity en masse, but only of such people as dis-
play a certain fairly substantial level of»self—consciousness with
regard to those patterns. Belief in logical laws would now be ascr-
ibed only on the basis of a degree of reflective awareness and under-—

standing of them; thus a belief in-.the consequentia mirabilis could

probably be only rarely attributed, and the existence of logical laws
of which no one had thought reflecfively would be denied. But whether
much adﬁantage would/be reaped by a defgnsive move of this kind is
very doubtful. It is, in particular, left very vague just how much
and what sort of reflective awareness is required for the ascription
of beliefs in logical lawsj; if the conditions are ﬁade too strict,
many people will implausibly be counted as being devoid ‘of beliefs
in the laws of logic éltogether, while if they are made too easy to
fulfil, the revised position collapses back into the earlier one.

If the psyohologistib reductive thesis is not without difficulties,
it is nevertheless not obviously an impossible doctrine. A common.
ground for ascribing psychologism to Mill is that his account of the
origin of belief in the 'laws of thought' offers some appearances of
accepting some form of redg?tion of logic té psychology. Whether this
is so or not deserves some careful attention, though matters are made
difficult by the sketchiness of his .discussions of this theme in both
the Logic and the Examination. 'The use and meaning of a Fundamental
Law of Thought, wrote Mill, 'asserts in general terms the right to
do something, which the mind needs to do in cases as, they arise’ (gg,
p.374). Between the Logic and the Examination, to complicate the
situation further, his ideas about the use and meaning of the laws of
thought underwent some evolution, as he altered his opinion of their
importance to thought. In the Logic, the law of identity (given in the
form, 'Whatever is, is' (SL, p.175)) was characterised as trivial,

the law of contradiction as fairly unimportant (§£, p;277)5 and the
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law of excluded middle as true only in the case of meaningful prop-
ositions (§£, p.278) ~ a qualification which seemed to Mill to be
a 'large' one, but which testifies to his thinly disguised desire %o
dethrone all these laws from the exalted position they held in phil-
osophies which considered them as prime examples of necessary and

7

a priori truths. Disregarding the law of identity as being beneath

notice, he claimed that the other two 1aws were generallsatlons from
- experience. In the Exaﬁlgétlon, the plcture was altered in two res-
pects: Mill had become willing to concede that the three laws of thought
(even the law of identity) are truly fundamental to our thinking, as
they encapsulate our most basic ideas about truth and falsity; and he
no longer insisted upon the generalisation theory to account for our
knowlédge of them, suggesting as an alternative possibility that they are
'laws of our thoughts by the native structure of our minds' (EH, ch.
xxis p.381). Now a charge of psychologism can seem reasonable against
Mill first of all because of the ﬁénner in which in the Logic he exp-
lained the arrival at the law of contradiction, and secondly because
of the character of the alternatlve theory in the Examination of how
the laws of thought are known. g
The Logic's account of the law of cont:adictionfié that it is, 'like

other axioms, one of our first and most familiar géperalizations from
experience' (SL, p.277). Mill explained:

The original foundation of it I take to be, that

Belief and Disbelief are two different mental states,

excluding one another. This we know by the observation

of our own minds. And if we carry our observation out-

wards, we also find that light and darkness, sound and

silence, motion and quieséence, equality and inequality,

preceding and following, succession and simultan-

eousness, any positive phenomenon whatever and its

negative, are distinct phenomena, pointedly con-

trasted, and the one always absent where the other

is present. I consider the maxim in question to

be a generalization from a1l these facts (SL, pp. 277-18).
There are really two, complementary explanatlons here. The first and
more elllptloal one is that we come to belleve the law because we
find that we never believe and disbelieve the same proposition. The
second is that experience informs us that certain pairs of 'phenomena!
- e.g. sound and silence, light and darkness, etc. - are never co-inst-—

antiated, end from this we infer inductively that contradictory phen-
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omena are never co-instantiated (Mill's belief that all propositions
are subject-predicate in form leads him to take this conclusion as a
fair rendering of the law of contradiction).

Both explanations limp badly. The former suffers from the fairly
obvious drawback that a disposition not to believe and disbelieve the
same proposition is far more plausibly viewed as presupposing knovi-
ledge of the law of contradiction than as preceding and explaining itj
at the very least, Mill-needs to do much more to defend his assump-
tion that people in a state of logical innocence will refrain from
believing and disbelieving the same proposition. The 1aiter'exp1an—
ation encounters a similar difficulty by a different route. It is clear
that ¥ill intended the pairs of phenomena sound/silence, motion/quies~

cence and the rest to represent pairs of contradiétory phenomena, the

theory being that from repeated experiences of finding that contrad-
ictory phenomena are never co;instantiated, we naturally infer theV>
general law of contradiction. But when are phenomena contradictory?
Not merely when they are never co~instantiated, for some pairs of
phenomena are never co-instantiated thought they are clearly not con-
tradictory; arguably, for instance, being happy and being mean, or
being 2 man and being immortal, or contéining sugab_gnd being good

for the teeth. To say that phenomena are contradicté}y when they are
necessarily never found together would belﬁrofoundlffunmillian; it
would in any case be quite obscure how someone could experience nec—
essary non-co-instantiation who lacked even such primitive conceptual
equipment as knowledge‘of the léw of contradiction., Mill himself gives
a clue to what he has in mind when he talks of a positive phenomenon
and its negative. The idea seéms to be that two phenomena, darkness
and light for example, are coﬂtradiotory when one can be explained as
the negation of the other. This wofks better for some of Millfs pairs
than for others; it is hardly obvious that preceding and following,

or succession and simultanégusness are related in this manner., But even
if we are prepared to waive this point, Mill‘é notion remains prob-
lematic. To comprehend a pair of phenomena as contradictory, the éxplan—
ation.runs, one must be in possession of the concept of negation. But
it is extremely hard to see how someone could properly be ascribed an
understahding of negation who did not know the truth table for neg-
ation - yet to know that truth table is, in effect, to know the law

of contradiction,‘which holds that a proposition and its contradictory
are not both true. It is impossible for‘Mill to avoid this objection:

he could not with any plausibility hold that the law of contradiction

could be inferred inductively from any experiehces of mutual exclus-
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ions of pairs of phenomena unless they are further grasped as being
contradictory (standing, that is, as positive and negative to each
other); but this presupposes the ndtion of negation to be understoody
and understanding this is integrally bound up with knowing the law of
contradiction. ;

But our chief preéent concern is not with the correctness of Millts
theory so much as with the question of whether it is psychologistic.
The opening of the explanation gives a prima facie suggestion'of psy-
chologism: the 'original foundation' of the law of contradiction,

Mill writes, is that 'Belief and Disbelief are two different mental
states, excluding one another."This might be read as asserting that
what the law of contradiction expresses is a pattern of mental states,
and if that is what Mill means then he is undeniably taking a psych-
ologistic view. Likewise, if the import of the second part of his
story is that the law of contradiction generaliées a disposition of
the mind not to experience together both members of certain pairs of
phenomena, it is hard to resist the ascription to him'of psychologism,
But neither of these readings has any plausibility unless Nill's con-
cern in the passage quoted is with the analysis of what the law of
contradiction means - and it is very clear that it is_not. What the
law means, he had said, is 'that the same propositioniéannot at the:
seme time be false and true' (SL, p.277); but that péint got over at

the outset, Mill turns to the epistemological question of its 'orig-

inal foundation,' and presents, in opposition to the school of a priori
knowledge, an empiricist account of our knowledge of it. His discuss~
ion of the kinds of experience which give rise to a conviction of the
truth of the law is wholly directed towards answering this epistemol-
ogical ‘question. Whatever the merits and demerits of Mill's adcount,
its intentions are very plain. It is significant, in his opinion, that
we fiha oursélves never simu}taneously believing a@d disbelieving
the same proposition; it is relevant evidence too that we discover
that the world never manifestsvcontradictory phenomena, in the sense
that it is never at one and the same time and place light and dark, or
silent and noisy. From these experiences we then infer the. generalised
law of contradiction — but this does nof mean that +the iaw is a psych—
ological one about states of mind. (It clearly-does not follow from the
fact that a proposition has an empirical baéis that it asserts something
about psychblogy.) .

It is very likeiy that Mill's lack of insistence in the Examination
on an empirical basis for the three laws of thought arose from a real-

isation of the weakness of the account of that basis in the Logic.
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Without ruling out his earlier explanation, he felt obliged to offer
the reader an alternative, so he could take his choice: it might be
that the laws in question are 'laws of our thoughts by the native
structure of our minds' (EE, p.381). Now this may seem even more
readily than the inductivist account to invite a psychologistic inter-
oretation, yet once agin first appearances are misleading. To say
that human beings by virtue of their native mental structure are dis-
vposed to believe the law ¢f contradiction does not'entail that the
logical law is about mental structure, even‘if thefe should be a psych-
ological law (a 'law of thought'!) to the effect that ﬁeople do not
believe contradictions. (Compare this withs Human'béings might have
béen disposed by the native structure of.theirvminds to believe the
Second Law of Thermodynamicss but this would not make the Second Law
a law about believing, even though we could Speak of a psychological
law that people believe the Second Law.) There are, admittedly, uncl-
arities in Mill's exposition, and maybe a certain equivocation over
the notion of a 'law of thought," but there is no evidence that he
believed that laws of logic were merely principles descriptive of men-—
tal operations. Indeed, he affirmed that ,the 'Fundamental Laws' of
thought were: s

laws of all Phaenomena, and since Existence hé; to

us no meaning but one which has relation to Pﬁgén?

omena, we are quite safe in looking upon them as

laws of Existence (EH, p.382).
To say that basic laws of logic are 'laws of Existence' is at a con-
siderable remove from saying that they are psychological principles.
Even on the idealist consirual of phenomena which Mill was sometimes
inclined to press, phenomena are never simply identified with princ-
iples of mental operation; whatever the nature of the reality confr-
onted in experience, the phepomena of which it consists, Mill held,
were to be distinguished from the experiencing mind. So even if we
are psychblogically obliged to believe basic logical laws, as he thought
possible, this does not reduce those laws to laws of psychological
operation, as distinct from laws of all existing phenomena.

Mill added that belief in a coniradiction is, 'in the present con-
stitution of nature, impossible -as a mental fact' (EH, p.381). There
is some obscurity whether by 'the present constitution of nature' he
meant the state of the world at large, or just the existing state of
human psychology, or even both of these togethér, the fbrmer, perhaps,
bearing on the inductivist theory of the derivation of the basic

logical laws, and the laiter on the nativist alternative. But the
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general sense of the statement is that only if the factors relevant
to determining our beliefs in those laws changed would the beliefs
be different. There is no evidence of psychologism here, yet this
passage has sometimes been cited as exhibiting Mill's psychologism,
most notably by Husserl, who wrote:

We conclude from this passage that the inconsistency

expressed in the law of contradiction ... is seen by

Mill as an incompatibility of such proposifions in

our belief. In other words, he substitutes for the

impossibility that the propositions both be true,

the real incompatibility of the corresponding acts.
of judgement (Husserl (1970), vol.l, p.113).
I am in agreement with Dennis Christopher (Christopher, p.15) that

Husserl's conclusion is a complete non sequitur. From the proposition

that the 'present constitution of nature! would have to alter for us
to start believing contradictions, it simply does not follow that a
contradiction is nothing other than a psychological incapacity to
combine certain propositions among our beliefs.

Perhaps there would have Been less inclination on the part of read-
ers to ascribe psychologiém to Mill had it not been fog¢the notorious
passage, quoted earlier, in which he spoke of the scienée of logic as
being 'a part, or branch, of Psychology' (EH, p.359). If psychology
concerns the mind and its operations, and 16gic'is a part of psych-
ology, then logic - it follows - is about the mind and its operations
too0. Many students of Mill'é thought must have felt that there was
no getting round this passage, and that it establishes beyond all
possibility of question that his philosophy of logic is psychologis-
tic in tenor. And if this is so, then all attempts to argue for a
non-psychologistic interpretation of other passages in his writings
are really quite futile. J ,

Yet once more the prima facie appearances are deceptive. The truth
is that Mill was using the term 'Psychology' in an unusually broad
sense, so that it covered not mereiy the descriptive theory of thought

and other mental processes, but élso the prescriptive theory of rules

for correct thinking. That is to say, 'Psychology! for Mill embraced
logic just because he understood it as the combination of what we

call psychology and iogic. This conception of a combined science of
psychology and logic may be non-standard, but it does not imply psych-

ologism, for it does not involve any reductive thesis that logical

laws are descriptive of mental patterns. In the same paragraph as he
declared that logic was a part of psychology, Mill described ijs part-
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icular concerns in a manner giving no whiff of psychologism:
v Logic is not the theory of Thought as Thought, but

of valid Thought; not of thinking, but of correct
thinking.... Logic has no need to know more of the
Science of Thinking, than the difference between
good thinking and bad....:The propertles of Thought
which concern Logic, are some of its contlngent
properties; thosey+-namely, on the presence ‘of
which depends good thinking, as distinguished
from bad (iﬁig.).

And again:
it is only the validity of thought which Logic
takes cognisance of, It is not with Thought as
Thought, but only as Valid thought, that Logic

is concerned (ibid.; Mill is reporting Hamilton's

N

ideas here, but reporting them approvingly).

Such passages are identical in spirit to several found in the Intro-
duction to the Logic. 'Logic,' Mill said there, '... is the science
of the operations of the understanding which are subservient to the
estimation of evidence! (SL, p.12). Those operations which would be
of specizal interest to the logician were the ones bearlng on the coll-
ection and estimation of evidence, in partlcular namlng, deflnlng and
classifying. But the logician need 'not attempt to decompose the men—
tal operations into their ultimate elehents';

Logic has no interest in carrying the analysis beyond

the point at which it becomes apparent whether the

operations have in any individual case been rightly

or wrongly performed (SL, pp.l2, 13).
In a similar way, the écience of music informs us how to discriminate
betwéen musical notes, éntho judge of their accéptable combinations,
but it need not enter into the physics of sound which, though inter—
esting, is of no practical importance to the musician (§£, p.13).vIn
short . ' '

The extension of Logic as a Science is determined by

its necessities as an Art: whatever it does not need

for its practical ends,.it leaves to rthe larger sci-

ence which may be said to correspoﬁd,,not to any

pafticular art, but to art in general; the science

which deals with the constitution of the human

faculties /i.e. psychology/ (SL, pp.13-14; of. p.87).
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If it remains odd, to modern ears, to hear logic spoken of as a
branch of a grand science of psychology, it must nevertheless be und-
erstood that Mill, in speaking of it that way, intended no reduction
of logical 1aws to principles of psychology in the narrower, present-
day sense of that term. It seemed to h1m to be appropriaste to classify
logic as a branch of psychology because he saw the chief significance

of logic as consisting in its providihg a guide to correct reasoning;

and reasoning, as a menféiwirocess, came within the scope of psych-
ology. A fair objection to Mill's classification of logic, however,
is that it lays a snare for the unwarys if logic is conceived as a
part of psychology, it becomes quite easy to slip ‘into psychologism,
and to slur over the distinction between the logical properties of
thought and its characteristics as a mental process. But Mill himself
remained free from such confusions at all times. It can come as some—
thing of a shock to find that his substantive view of logic is reallyv
quite similar to Frege's, though the latter is 6ften, and rightly,
represented as the arch-foe of psychologism. In Frege's view, 'the
laws of logic ought to‘be guiding principles for thought in the att-
zinment of truth,' and he permitted talk of 'laws of thought' so
long as it was understood. clearly that logic's concern was with pro-
viding rules for valid thought rather than any descrlptlon of psych-
ological processes (Frege (1953), p.12). But this is no different
from Mill's talk of logic as 'not the theory of Thought as Thought,
but of valid Thought,! and as 'a collection of precepts or rules for
thinking, grounded on a scientific investigation of the requisites of
valid thought' (EH, PP.359-60). |
Nill, like Frege, believed in the objectivity of truth, and took
truth to be the target of rational thought. The laws of logic should
be the guiding principles of rational thought, because they are not
descriptions of psychoiogidal fegularities but rather laws of truth.
That Mill's view of the status of logical laws was thus a perfectly
standard one is a fact of the greatest importance about his philosophy
of logic; but it takes on some additional significance in the light
of a recent attempt to reconstrue and defend a version of psycholog~
ism. According to Brian Ellis, a plausible form of psychologism takes
logical laws to describe not actual thought ‘processes, but ideal ones,
where an ideal system of belief is defined as one which is in a state
of what he terms 'rational equilibrium.' Now on the face of it, this
is a more promising doctrine than what Ellls terms the torude! psych-—
ologism which identifies logical laws with actual psychological pro-

cesses, and one may wonder whether Mill, if he cannot be ascribed the
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cruder version of psychologism, can be ascribed an Ellis-type view
instead. 6 Ellis concedes that no actual belief systems may fully
fealise the ideal of rational equilibrium, but he explains it as
being: | |

like the concept of a system of bodies in thermal

equilibrium, or of a perfectly balanced ecological

system. Such states may never be realized in any '

actual systems, bit~these concepts are useful all

the same in explaining the properties or structural |

features of actual systems. An ideally rational

belief system is one which is in equilibrium under

the most acute’pressufes‘of internal criticism

and discussion (Ellis, p.4);
As Mill, like Ellis, recognises that laws of logic represent ideal
patterns‘offthought, and recognises too that people do not always
reason logically (which is why‘it‘is useful for them to learn logic),
it might seem tempting to construeAMill as holding, just as Ellis
does, that logical laws are descripfive of ideal belief systems in
rational equilibrium. o

What makes this interpretation of Mill quite impossible, however,

is that the feature of Ellis's theory which gives it its psycholog-
istic flavour is its construal of 'rational equilifrium' in a manner
making no reference to truth - something which Mill would have found
completely unacceptable. Ellis proposes to define a valid argument as
one such that 'there is no rational belief system in which its prem-
isses are aécepted and its conclusion rejected,' and adds that, 'for
me, validity is ah epistemic notion. It is a concept definable within
rational belief systems' (Bllis, p.29). On Ellis's account, the
foundations for logical systems

by-vass theories of ;truth. They do so in the sense

that they leave Opeﬁ the queétion of whether any

sentence of a given language can be said to be true

or false in an objective sense (Ellis, p.102).
This is very different from'any theory of Mill's. His philosophy of
logié upholds a notion of objective truth and includes a realist theory
of error; a beliefvsystem wouldibe ideally rationaly, or in 'rational
equilibrium,' for Mill if and only if it were based wholly on logical
principles which maximised the probability of the (objective) truth of
its components. Ellis's theory is not only very different, but also
very implausible. Its obvious weakness is that it places no restric-
tions on acceptable modes for assessing beliefs other than that they
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. should preserve a system's 'rational equilibrium.' But it is clear

that a belief system could be in 'rational equilibrium' in Ellis's
sense, having gained and expelled members through processes of rule-.
governed criticism and discussion, and still be wholly cTrazy. There
would be nothing to rule out, for instance, use of Arthur Prior's
'tonk' rule - which permits the derivation of any proposition - for
adding new beliefs to the system; for there is no external criterion for
determining what rules are-admissible in the processes of 'internal
criticism and discussion.!' But it is sureiy not begging any open
auestions against Ellis to insis? that a belief system which util-
ised 'tonk' as a princi?le could not be regarded as rational in any
intelligible sense of the word; yet as the use of this rule need not
destroy 'rational equilibrium' as he understands it, there is no
ground on which he could rule it ouf as being an unacceptable candidate
for a rational principle. v 7

‘ Mill, by contrast, never said anything to suggest that he held
validity to be definable without reference to truth. He very clearly
did not mean to espouse anything like an Ellis-style psychologism
with its rejection of any external and quective standards by which
the rationality,of a belief system van be measured.)?he only reason-
able final conclusion to draw is that Mill must'be‘%ionerated absol-
‘utely from all charges of psychologism; tﬁere is no%%érticle of sound
evidence to support the ascription to him of any form of that doct—
rine, but a great deal to suggest that his real view excluded it
wholly. Whether, to preserve the unity and consistency of his phil-
osophical system, he might have done ﬁell to cdnjdin a psychologistic
account of logical laws with a metaphysic of idealism is, of course,
another, and a very complex, issue. But the fact of the matter is

that in all his discussions of the philosophy of logic, his view of

" the nature of logical laws Vas of a stribtly orthodox kind.
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SIX

CGLOBAL ENPIRICISH

Bertrand Russell once defined empiricism as the doctrine that 'all
our knowledge is derived from experience! (Russell'(l911), p.4l). Yet
not all thinkers who can reasonably be placed in the empiricist camp
have held a2 view as bold as this;‘David Hume, for instance — though
Russell cites him as a typical empiricist -~ asserted that proposit-
ions expressing 'relations of ideas' are not known through experience,
but are rather 'intuitively or demonstratively certain,! 'That the

square of the hypotenuse is equal to the square of’the two sides,’

wrote Hume in the First Enquiry, 'is a proposition:which expresses

2 relation between these figures.' Such propositions of the mathem-—
atical sciences 'are discoverable by the mere operation of thought,
without dependenoé on what is anywhere existent in the universe!
(Hume (1902), p.25). What Russell was describing was a position which
can more accurately be termed 'global empiricism,' which denies.thaﬁ
any knowledge has a non-empirical, a priori basis. Empiriciém of
this most radical kind denies that even logical and mathematical
knowledge is 2 priori in nature; as Crispin Wright has put it, the
tcentral motif' of globalf empiricism

combines a general sgeptlclsm:concerning a priori

knowledge and necessity with a desire to allow that

logic and mathematics deal in truths of éome sort

which we are capable of know1ng in an ordinary sense
- this last phrase meaning by experience (erght, p.321).

HMill displayed in the L _EElE an alleglance not to the kind of mit-
igated empiricism embraced by Hume, but to empiricism of the global
variety. All knowledge, according to the ngig, is the product of exp-
erience, and no exception should be made for that of logical and math-
ematical propositions. It is true that in his later years Mill did

become more hesitant about the Logic's account of logical knowledge,
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and at- the véry end of his life felt obliged to surrender the induc-—
tivist account of our knowledge of the laws of contradictioniand ex—
cluded middle which he had earlier defended (gé, PP.499-500). 2 Yet
he never conceded that even these most basic of logical axioms have
an a priori justification, and throughout his career his intention
remained constant to press empiricist explanations as far as they

would go. On his doctrine that the propositions of the mathematical

sciences are to be justified“empirically heAnever withdrew in the-
slightest degree. }

The chief concern of the present chapter is the prospects for succ~
ess of a global empiricist epistemology of the'SOrt Mill defended in
the Logic. In particular, the cogency of the theory that experience
is sufficient to'bring us to knowledge of logical truths will be con-~
sidered, though some incidental remarks will be made about Mill's
account of mathematical knowledge. This concentration on his epistem-
ology of logic is warranted not just by«the fact that his philosophy
of logic is a special concern of this study, but also by the pecul-
iarly fundamentél and determinative role played by our logical con-
ceptions in our theorising about the world. It would be the ultimate
triumph for global empiricism if the laws of logic, whlch occupy, as
it were, the ground floor of the edifice of knowledge, could be showm
to be knowable through experience alone; and success here would make
it much harder to resist emplrlclst accounts of other categories of
knowledge, including mathematical. As Mill himself sald accountlng
for logical knowledge empirically 'is indeed huntlng the doctrine of
& priori knowledge from its last refuge,' and would 'leave nothing
standing which countenances the notion that there is a kind of know-
ledge independent of experience (GA, p.499).

Mill went to great trouble to make global empiricism seem plausible.
‘No fewer than three chapters at;the end of Bk.II of the'éggig were
devoted to expoundingﬂand defending it, and while what he had spec—
ifically to say about 'logical axioms' is relatively brief and comes
only at the end of the Book, he explalned that the general con31der—
ations about knowledge of axioms which had been raised in the preced-
ing discussion of mathematical axioms apply to the logical ones also
(SL, Bk.II.ch.vii.sect.5). However, it is unfortfnate that he did not
take more trouble over his account of the manner in which experience
provides us with knowledge of the *'laws of thought.' We have seen
already how slight and unconvincing that account is, and it is clear
that the‘gloﬁal empiricist needs to do much better'than that if he is

to persuade us to believe in an empirical basis for logic. Yet the
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failure of ¥ill's account does not entzil that no empiricist theory
could succeed, though a successful theory would have to sufmount the
mostlcruoial difficulty to which his account succumbed, and establish
that a person in a state of logical innocence could indeed interpret
his experience in a manner capable of leading him to knowledge of basic
logical laws. To say, for instance (which is not quite Mill's theory),
that the law of contradictioh is simply inferred inductively from
experienced inétances oﬂﬁawprdposition and its negation not both being
true involves implicit ascription to the reasoner of the concept of
negation; and it is highly implausible to suppose that someéhe could
have the concept of negation who had no knowledge of the law of con-
tradiction. A viable empiricist theory of logic thus has a major -
and possibly an insurmountable - problem to overcome.
It is of some importance to realise that Mill conceived empiricism
to provide a complete answer not just to questions of a causal-explan-
atory kind about the origins of our. beliefs, but also to questions
about their justification (though he did not always take care to keep
these sharply apart). In modern parlance, his vieﬁ was that empiricism
is a theory operating in the context of justification as well as in the
context of discovery. The empiricist is ;nterested to enquire 'what
is the ground of our belief in ax1oms[:7' ‘but also 'what is the evid-
ence on which they rest?' and he aims to show not merely that 'the
truths which we call axioms are originally suggested by observation,!'
but also that it is experience, and not some faculty of gigriori ref-
lection, which proves them (SL, p.231). The proposition that two str-
aight lines cannot enclose a space is, as an induction from experience,
not just ‘'suggested' but, in addition, justified by that experience:
it receives confirmation in almost every instant of
our lives; since we cannot look at any two straight
lines which 1ntersect one another, without seeing
that from that point they continue to diverge more
and more (SL, pp.231-32).

le can say about this axiom, 2s we can about othersvtoo, that:
Experimental proof crowds in upon us in such endless
profusion, and without one instance in which there can
be even a suspicion of an exception tq the rule, that
we should soon have stronger reason for believing the
axiom, even as an experimental truth,lthan we have
for almost any of the general truths which we confess—
edly learn from the evidence of our senses (§£, p.232).

But this being so, Mill drew his desired conclusion:
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Where then is the necessity for assuming that our
recognition of these truths has a different origin
from the rest of our knowledge, when its existence
is perfectly accounted for by supposing its origin
to be the same? (ivid.) _

Fill was taking his stand on thefundeniable‘fact'that experience never
conflicts with the 'axioms' of mathematics and logic, but always
accords with their truth.But as that is 80, 1t appears Superfluous
to seek some non—emplrlcal warrant for them, if experience offers a
sufficient justification of them, why look for something else to do
the job? As Mill observed, w1th much Justlce° | '

The burden of proof 11es on the advocates of the
contrary opinion: 1t 1s1for¢themvto,p01nt out some
fact, inconsistent with;fhéiéhppésition that this
part of our knowledge Ofvhafufe ié'derived from
the Same sources as every other part (1b1d ).
Now the 'advocates of the contrary oplnlon' do have, as Mill frankly
acknowledged, some . counterarguments to bring against global emp1r1c1sm.

Three of them seemed to him to be of-parficular importance, and worthy

of careful rebuttals S .

A, Experlence is not necessary to warrantedly grn%blng the truth
of axioms; pure thought is quite sufficient - and 1s,'moreover, the
normal route to knowledge of them (SL, Bk.II.ch.v.sect.5).

B. Experience of a suitable sort is not always available to estab-
lish the truth of axioms; for instance, the axiom that two straight
lines cannot enclose a space cannot be empirically verifiable, because
ve cannot have experience 6f lines of infinite length (which we would
need to have if we were to be able to determiné empirically that even
infinitely prolonged straight lines do not enclose a space) (ibid.).

C. 'Axioms (it is asSert%g) are conceivedvby us not only to be
true, but as universally and necessarily true. Now, experience cannot
possibly give to any proposition this characfer. cese ZE7xperience
cannot offer the smallest ground for the necessity of a proposition.
She can observe and record what has happened' but she cannot find, in
- any case, or in any accumulation of cases, any reason for what must
happen' (SL, pp.236-37). o e 1

Mill's mode of answering the first two of these objections throws
some new, and intriguing, light on what he understood by the notion
of experience. Argument A aims to sap support for the empiricist
account of axioms by alleging ﬁhat,mere reflection‘Without experience

(by which is here meant sense experience) ‘is an adequate, and moreover
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our usual, ground for belief in them; this objectién is not intended
to demonstrate that an empirical basis for axioms is impossible in
principle, but only that it is neither necessary nor usual in practice.
It is a counter-claim to Miil's contention that a2 priori reflection

is not required for knowledge of axioms, but by itself it is inadequate
to refute global empiricism. A global empiricist could criticise it

for a lack of simplicity in~its postulation of 2a Eriofi sources of
knowledge alongside émpifiﬁéi-ones (which, of course, no a priorist
denies to be responsible for many of the things we know). But. the

case against empiricism is greatly strengthened by production of obj-
ection B, which asserts that there are some axioms which couid-hot

even in principle be verified by (sense) expe:ience,:énd which must'
therefore be known, if they are known, in some a priori way.

Hill made a joint response to objections A and B, the nub of which
was that both construe the concept of experience in foo narrow é_way.
As well as sense experience of outer"objects there is, in his opinion,
inner experience of one's own ideas and ofher mental states, and both
kinds of experience are available for the empirical‘basis of knowledge.
Having observéd features of reality by means of our senses, we can then
learn more about that reality by means of a kind of menﬁal exper1men-
tation on the ideas thereby derived, Mill explained whaf'he meant by
use of the example of geometrical knowledge: one of the tcharacteris-
tic properties of geometrical forms' is '

their capacity of being painted in the imagination
with a distinctness equal to reality: in other words,
the exact resemblance of our ideas of form to the
sensations which suggest them. This, in the first
place, enables us to make (at least with a little
practice) mental pictures of all,poésible combinations
of lines and anglgé, wmich resemble the realities
quite as well as any'whiéh‘we‘coulalmake on paper;
~and in the next . place, méke those pictures Just
as it subjects of. geometrlcal experlmentatlon as
the realities themselves (SL, p.234)..
But Mill stressed that to uphold such a view was not to renege on emp-
1rlclsm, for it remains true that” ‘
[i7he foundations of geometry would therefore be
laid in direct experience, even 1f the experiments
(which in this case consist merely in attentive
contemplation) were practised solely upon what we

call our ideas, that is, upon the diagrams in our
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minds, and not outward objects (ibid.).

Mental experimentation, however, is not confined to geometrical
ideas. Even 'recollections oflcolours‘o; of odours' can be subjected.
, to such experiments; for instances '

A person in whom, either frém natural gifts or from
cultivation, the impressions of colour wére peculiarly
vivid and distinct, if asked which of two blue flowers
was of the darker-tinge, though;he might never have . .
compared the two, or eﬁen 1ooked'af_them togeﬁher;

might be able to give,é cbnfident,aﬁswer on the

faith of his distinct recollection of the colourss

that is, he might examine his méntal pictures, and

find there a property of the outward objects. (SL, p.235).

¥ill did not explicitly apply his theory of mental experimentation
to the case of 1ogicél axioms; but there is quite possibly a reminisc-
ence of it in the suggestion that it is a basis of our knowledge of
the law of contradiction that we find that pairs of incompatible
'phenomena' exclude each other from the mental stage. And in writing:
that we do not find ourselves believing and disbelieving the same
proposition ('Belief and Disbelief are two different mental states,
excluding one another!? (§L, p.277)), he may have beén inclined to reg-
ard it as by a similar form df experimentétion on mental contents
that we discover that propositions are not accéptable with their neg-.
ations. _

Mill's notion of mental experimentation is of considerable origin-
ality. Locke, to be sure, spoke of reflection as a form of experience
productive of fresh ideas about 'the operations of our own minds,’
and asserted that though reflection 'be not sense, as having nothing
to do with ex%ernél objects, yet it is very like it, and might prop-
erly enough be called inteanal sense! (Locké, vol.l, p.78). Yet Locke
saw reflection as giving rise to knowledge only about our minds and
their contents, whereas Mill regarded mental experimentation as able
to lead us to new knowledge about outer reality. A closer parallel to
Mill's theory is to be found ianerkeley's vieW‘fhat certain fundamen-—
tal truths 'about reality can be elicited by a carefui consideration
of what we can and cannot conceive. If, for rsinstance, someohe wants
to know whether a body could exist withouf sensible qualities, Berk- .
cley recommends him 'to reflect and try, whether he can by any abstr-
action. of thought, conceive the exfension'and motion of a body, with—‘
out 2ll other sensible qualit;es'.- Berkeley declaring that he himself

cannot conceive of a body.existing 'without some colour or other sen-
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sible quality' (Berkeley, p.118). Mill, however, did not restrict
mental experimentation to attempts to determine what is and what is
not conceivable.

Having extended the notion of experience in this manner,vMill felt
able to rebut objections A and B to global empirioism by the ingen-
ious strategy of conceding theiriclaims aboutkthe importance of thought
" and reflection in the arrival at knowledge of axioms, but construing

the kind of thought and reflection involved as basicaily empiriéal in
character. His response to the criticism thét experience alone could
not provide us with knowledge of thg proposition that two straight
lines cannot enclose a space is pariticularly interesting. He counters
that while we admittedly are incapable of 'ocularly following' lines
to infinity, we can perform the requisite tests in imagination, by '
transporting ourselves in imagination to distant - even infinitely
distant - points to which given lines might be extended (§§, Pp.234-35).
But we might feel less than contented with this résponse, while gran-—
ting it to make an intriguing suggeétion. A serious flaw to it is that
it is thoroughlj obscure what criterion could justify the claim that
an imagined segment of a line accurately represents the character a
real line would have if projected to, say, ten million miles from the -
point at which we actually observe its; it seems wholly questlon—begglng
to assert that our 1mag1nat10ns will prov1de trustworthy information
about the line at far distant points. More significantly still, it may
be suspected that Mill missed this point only because. he was 'inclined,
in spite of himself, to ascribe to such mental experiments certain
features of a priori processes. And that brings to the surface a. very.
fundamental objection to the whole theory of mental experlmentatlon

as a form of experience: is Mill deceiving himself and his readers by
classifying mental experimentation as an experiential rather than an .
2 priori epistemic mode? By QPnceding the importance, and indeed the
necessity; of mental experiments in the acquisition of knowledge of
_axioms, is Mill, despite his protestations to the contrary, really
-surrendering the oitadél of empiricism to the a priorist enemy?

For Hili's account of the mind's reflection on its contents sdunds
dangerously similar to the a priorist's notion of a route to knowledge
through the analysis of concepts. Both Millvand many a priorists agree
in acknowledging an ultimate origin for our concepts in outer exper-—
iehce, so Mill's insistence that mental experiments are carried out
on ideaé first presented in sense experience will not in itself est-
abllsh any radical distinction between his and the a priorist's pos-—

ition. And since, once it has 1ts concepts or ideas, the mind, on both
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accounts; can arrive at new knowledge without any éubsequent senéory
input being required, it becomes uncleap~how Mill can justifiably

claim that his mental experimentation is truly an empirical process.
His extension of the term 'experience! té cover such experi@entation
can easily seem a mere intellectual sleight qf hand, and it is.dertainly
highlj non-standard. Frege, for instance, specifically contrasted ‘
"sense perception' with a priori sources of knowledge which are 'wholly
within us;' the 'logical-~source of knowlédge' and 'geometrical- and
temporal sources of knowledge'! (Frege (1979), PP.267-74). Russell

used 'experience' o mean sense experience, -and described the thesis
that some knowledge is a priori as maintaining that 'the experience
which makes us think of it does not suffice to prove it, but merely

so directs our attention that we see its truth without requiring any
proof from experience' (Russell (1911), p.41). In allowing that sense
experlence is insufficient for the acquisition of knowledge of axioms,
Mill mlght with some plausibility be taken to be in essential agree-
ment with the a priorist who argues that an empiricist account of
axioms is untenable, and that reference must be made to certain fac—
ulties of the mind for the analysis of ideas - despite Mill's claim
that the analysis in question is, or involves, a kind, of 'experience.'
Is Mill's global empiricism, then, merely 901—dlsant°§,

In fact it is not, though it is easy to mistake it as such. Mill's
notlon 0of mental experlmentatlon, properly understood, marks»a consis—
tent development of an empiricism which makes no real concessions to
a priorism, however it may appear at first sight. His own statement
of the a priorist position is of interest in this connection. Dr Whew-
ell and others of his opinion, Mill wrote, assert that it is not exp-
erience which proves an axiom, but that

its truth is perceived a riori,‘by the constitution

of the mind itself, from the first moment when the

meanlnc of the propos1t10n is apprehended; and with-

out any neces51ty_for verifying it by repeated trials,

‘as 1is requisite in the case of truths really ascert-

2ined by observation (8L, p.231). '
Now there is a genuine distinction between such a priori apprehension
of truth and what Mill described.as experimentation on mental contents.
His account of the latter process, and the eiamples he gives of it,
make very clear that it is mental images ('mental pictures,' as he calls
them) which are the material on which experiments are performed; these
images, preserved in memory, are of .objects previously presented in sense

experience, and brovided they can be held in the attention in a suff-
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iciently steady and vivid manner, their careful scrutiny can give rise
t0 new knowledge about those objecfs (and with the assistance of ind-
uctive inference, about other objects of the same kind). Such proc- -
esses of examination of images, both singly and in compleies, are, as
Mill maintained, not appropriately termed a priori, but are indeed
much more closely related to empirical processes as standardly under-
stood - though whether they represent a powerful extension of the
latter, as he thought,~©rwpather a mere pale and degfaded reflection
of them, is likely to d1v1de opinion.

By contrast, a priori thought, 1f there be any such, would operate,
in Hill's opinlon, not on mental 1mages but on the meanings of prop-
ositions. The truth of axioms, on the a priorist picture, would be
elicited’by a purely intellectual and non;imagistic process of int- |
erpretation of the propositions which express them. This is the view
which Mill ascribed to Whewell and his followers, and he made it clear
that he regarded it as involving neither the perceptual investigation
of real objects nor the quasi-perceptual scrutiny of images of them.
Kill would have expected an a priorist to say that we know that two
streight lines, even infinitely extended ones, cannot énclose a space,
because we discover from examining the meaning of the proposition that
 two stlalght lines cannot enclose a space that thls is not a real
possibility (moreover, we can learn this in one 81ngle act of under-
standing, which we do not need to repeat in order to confirm the truth
of the proposition). But this is obviously very different from Mill's
ovn view that we come to know the axiom by mentally experlmentlng
(maybe several times) on images of lines in a way closely analogous
to scrutinising diagrems drawn on paper.

It is reasonable, then, to look on Mill's thebry of mental experim-
entation as genuinely distinct from theories of & priori reflection,
and to accept his claim that conducting mental experiments on images
is a form of empirical invéstigation. The same may be said, inoideht—
ally, of Berkeley's thought experiments aimed at discovering truths |
about reality by trying what we can and cannot Eonceive to be possible
states of affairs,‘provided that these experiments can be understood
as conducted by the imagination. When Berkeley describes the experim-
ent of attempting to conceive of 'the extension and motion of a body,
without all other sens 1b1e qualities,' it is certainly tempting to
read him as relating an experlment on mental images; and if that is
the correct interpretation, then it is wrong to consider him as making
here a switch from an empiricist to a rationalist view, as it has
sometimes been alleged he is dbing (e.g.'by Pitcher, p.220):}For however
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a priori thought processes can be characterised — whether in Mill's
manner, as essentially concerned with the analysis of meanlngs, or in
some other way — it seems desirable to regard them as being more than
merely experiments on images, which are no more then mentai copies of
the presentations of sense.

Although Mill's account of mental experimentation on images is not
an account of an a priori thought process,‘it may be questioned whether
it is able to go as far-as-he wanted it %o do towards sustainihg the
claim thét>a wholly empiricist theory.okanowledge of axioms is att-
ainable. For one thing, it makes a.very‘heamy demand on the psychol-
ogical capacity to produce mental images which are vivid and stable
enough to serve as recasonable proxies for actual sense presentations.
lost people are not gifted with the capacity to: produce to order and
to exert an adeguate control over sequences of mental images suitable
for the role Fill requlred of them; and 1ndeed, there are people who
claim never to have mental images at all. If Mill exaggerated the
ability of people to produce, hold in attention and then 'experiment!
on their mental images, he may well have been led to do so by his

belief, inherited from the empiricist tradition, that ideas are images.

Rather oddly, he never seems to have taken éeriouslyythe possibility
that this belief might be false, and in the Examinaéion he took Sir
William Hamilton severely to task for failing to adﬁiﬁ that in all
conéeptual thought there is present to mind 'a concrete idea or image'
(BEH, oh.XVII; p.321). But if ideas are, one and all, images, and if
anyone who can think can be ascribed ideas, it follbqs that anyone
who can think can be ascribed mental images; and if thinking involves
the controlling of sequences of ideas, then, on Mill's presuppositions,
it involves the controlling of mental imagery. 4 ‘
A further consequence of Miil's conviction that all ideas are images
is that he failed to recogn%se how unlikely it is that»mental exper-
imentation on images could be productive of knowledge of axioms whose
content does not lend itself readily. to any sort of imagistic. represen-—
tation. It is obscure, for instance,‘what mental experimentation on
. images we could undertake to convince ourselves of the.truth of Peano's
postulates, still less of the axioms of non-Euclidean geometries. But
that we can sométimes bé'ascribed ideas where we canﬁot be ascribed
corresponding imageé is a fact Mill never grasped; and- he therefore
did not realise that there are limits on the capacity of mental exver—
imentation to reveal truth. Hisvaccoﬁnt is most promising in connection
with those simple geometrical propositions of whose truth we might‘

find we can most readily become convinced by the scrutiny of diagrams
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— Tor whether those diagrams are drawn on paper or, as Mill put it,
they are 'painted in the imagination' instead, should make no deep
difference of principle to the character of the process. But it cannot
be concludedvfrom its prospects here that the aqcount.will work well
with reéard to axioms in generals; and in fact it is hard to see how

it could be applied with any plausibility even to the basic axioms

of elementary arithmetic.

o e vy

II

Objection C to the empiricist account of axioms was, it will be
recalled, that experience cannot show axioms to be necessary - that
it can providé us with knowledge only of what is, not of what must
be. Nill quoted Whewell's dictum that, 'To learn a proposition by
experience, and to see it to be'necessarily true, are two altogether
different processes of thought' (SL, p.237). It is clear that Mill's
extension of the notion of experience to dover mental experimentation
on images will not be of assistance in the rebuttal offthis object-
ion, whatever its potential for resisting objections é;and B. For he.
concelved experiments on imagés as closely analogous fb experiments
on objects known directly through the senses, and what is alleged
against the capacity of the latter experiments to inform us about

necessity can, mutatis mutandis, be alleged against the former.

Mill's response to the objection relies on one of the most radical
and distinctive doctrines of his entire philosophy: it does not matter,
he argued, that empiricism cannot account for knowledge of necessity

- for there is no such thing as necessity! The feeling that some pProp-

ositions are not just true but necessarily true, he explained, is a
pure illusion stemming from the psychological difficulty of imagining
to be otherwise something which has been found to be so by 'long est-
ablished and familiar experience' (SL, p.238). At the root of Mill's
account is the alleged compulsive force of the powers of association
of ideas: |

When we have often seen and thought of fwo things

togéther, and have never in any one instance either

seen or thought of them separately, there is by the

primery law of association an increasing difficulty,

which may in the end become insuperable, of con-
ceiving the two things apart. ... If daily habit
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presents to any one for a long period two facts in
combination, and if he is not led during that beriod
either by accident or by his voluntary mental oper— |
ations to think of them apart, he will probably in |
time become incapable of doing so even by the
strongest effort; and the supposition that the two
facts can be separated in nature, will at last
present itself to~his mind with all the force of an
inconceivable phenomenon (SL, pp.238—39).

Mill claimed that ﬁhilosophers like Whewell who had defeoded the
existence of necessary truths had no better ground on which to base
their opinion than the fact that we do, in practice, find the negat-
ion of some propositions to be inconceivable. But inconceivability,
i1l urged, is a very bad criterion of impossibility, as experience
had shown that what was deemed inconceivable had sometimés come to pass:

our capacity or incapacity’of conceiving a thing ’

has very little to do with the possibility of the _

thing in itself; but is in truth vory much an affair

of accident, and depends on the past history and habits

of our own minds (SL, p.238). h&‘ A
Still less can our finding the negation of certain ofopositions to be
inconceivable establish that we have for those propoéitions an a priori
warrant, or 'evidence of a higher and more cogent description than
any whicﬁ experience can afford’ (ibig.). Once upon a time, Cartesians
hed rejected the Newtonian doctrine of gravitationron the strength
of a proposifion whose negation appeared inconceivable and against
reason - the proposition that a body cannot act where it is notj yet
Hewton's doctrine had eventually overcome all opposition and achieved
universal acceptance (§£, pp.239—40). Inconoeivability is thus to
be rejected as a quite unacyeptably subjecﬁive.criterion of objec%—
ive impossibility.

Iven if one has doubts about Mill's associationist explanation of
why we find the negations of some propositions to be inconceivable,
his criticism of the employment of inconceivability as a criterion of
impossibility is likely to find few dissentients. It is perhaps a
little surprising that he did not consider ardifferent theory of what
makes necessary propositions necessary, thé theofy, namely, that they
arefnecessary because they are guaranteed true by virtue of their
meaning. We have seen that Mill understoodvtho a priorist to6 hold
that reflection on the meaning of axioms is sufficient to determine
their truth, and it is odd thaf it did not occur to him that a likely
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line for a priorism to adopt is that it is in virtue of their meaning
that axioms are true. Had he thought of this theoretical option for

a priorism, he might well have considered it worth the trouble of
refutation. Having asserted that axioms are true by virtue of their
meaning, the a priorist can follow this up by claiming that the meen-
ing relationships of their terms make such propositions not just ftrue
‘but necessarily true. For instance, it might be proposed that 'Two
straight lines cennot -enclose a space' is necessarily true, not because
we are unable to conceive of two straight lines enclosing a space (which
may be true, but is irrelevant), but because it is part of the meaning
of the expression 'two straight lines' that two straight lines cannot
enclose a space.

In the wake of Quine's essay 'Two Dogmas of Empiricism', many
philosophers have become very unsure whether there really are any
propositions which are. true by virtue of the meaning of their terms,
or 'analytic.' It is hardly to be. supposed that Mill anticipated Quine! s
worries about analytlclty, which rely on the complex and sophisticated
argument that analyticity and its close cousins synonymy, definition
and necessity are only definable in terms of each other, in a closed
circle of definitions from which there is no exit. It is more likely
‘that Mill did not considér the view that axioms are true by virtue of
meaning because it never occurred to hlm that there could be any doubt
that axioms, in almost all cases, express significant truths about the
world, and are true not because of the semantic relationshivs of their
terms but because reality is as they assert it to be. The exceptions
to this generalisation — though in the Logic hardly thought worthy of the
name of 'axioms' - were the law of identity ('Whatever is, is') and

the Dictum de omni et nullo, which were trivial truths about words and

verbal relationships, and not substantive claims about reality (§£,
Bk.II.ch.ii.sect.2,3). These propositions, though he did not put it
in these terms, he might %hen have been prepared to regard as true by vir-
tue of meaning, for he held their truth to depend on facts about lan-—
guage rather thén facts about the world; and as such they attracted
his unmitigated scorn. But the theory that all those axioms standardly
deemed necessary are true by virtue of the meanings of their terms he
would have dismissed, had he encountered it, as too obviously wrong
to be worth discussing. |

There is some irony in the fact~that, if Mill in"1843 had beéen-ready to
say it of any propositions, he might héve been prepared to say of the
law of identity that it was true by virtue of its meaning, for there

is good reason to think that'this is quite impossible. It is plausible
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to think that the law of identity must be true for any other propos-
ition to be true by virtue‘of meaning. Take, for instance, the prop-
osition that two straight lines cannot enclose'a space. Fbr'this to

be true by virtue of meaﬁing woﬁld presumably require that an identity
held between the meaning of the predicate expression and a part;of the
meaning of the subject expression; that is to say, being unable to
enclose a space would have to be part of what is meant by the expr-
ession 'two straight 1inésy'~But now, what can be said about the law

of identity itself? Although this is normally considered a necessary
trufh, it cennot be explained as being true by virtue of its meaning,
if truth by virtue of meaning presupposes the truth of the law of iden-
tity, for such an explanation would be circular. But if the necessary '
truth of the law of identity cannot be explained as felying on the mean—
ings of its terms, how then is it to be accounted for? The a priorist
might suggest that, while it is clearly necessary, it is not neceséary
in virtue of anything at all; its necessity is in no way a derivative
feature but one belonging to it in a way which neither invites nor
admits of any further explanation. The empiricist might reply that

the a priorist is now just resorting to obscurantism and mystery to
make 'up for his lack of a proper theory; and he will doubtless add .
that a priorism is now shown to be w1thout any quite generally service-—
able account of necessary truth. Why not, he will ask, ‘simply drop

talk of the necessity of the law of identity, and treat it as a prop-
osition empirically found to be true (but not necessarily true) about
all reality? Andiif we can treat so fundamental and universally applic-—
able a principle as the law of identity as an empirically discovered
truth, what should prevent our treating all other so-called 'necessary’

axioms in the same way?
As we shall see, the global empiricist's contention that all prop-

ositions can be tested agaiqff experience encounters very serious |
problems of its ownj; for the testing must rely on principles whose

own justification can hardly be‘of an empirical kind without danger

of circularity or vicious infinite regress arising. But there is in any
case textual evidence to suggest that Mill himself did not always

wish to press the claims of global empiricism of the boldest sort. It
has already been mentioned that .his accounts in the Logic of the basis
of our kﬁdwledge of the laws of contradictibn and of excluded middle
are quite brief (in fact, his treatment of the latter law consists
largely of quotation from Spencer (sL, 9. 278-79)), and it may reason-—
ably be wondered whether this brev1ty reflects a lack of confidence

in the truth of the empiricist account of these axioms. lMoreover, in
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the very paragraph in-which he presented an empiricist explanation of
knowledge of the law of contradiction, Mill also floated.the appar-
ently inconsistent suggestion that the law is'really 'a mere identical
proposition' (SL, p.277). It is significant too that in the rough
draft of the Logic which he wrote before the version printed as the
1sthdition, he made no reference whatsoever.to an empiricist treat-
ment of the axioms of logic (SL, Appendix A).

The truth of the matter-is that Mill seems sometimes to have hes—
itated over the extension of the empiricist theory to logical axioms,
not, however, because he thought that an a priorist account of them
might be correct after all, but because he doubted whether any attempt
to justify them was really in order. His failure to declare himself
strongly in favour of an empirical account of the axiome of logic
stemmed not from any suspicion that those axioms were, so to speak,
beyond the power of empiricism to accommodate, but rather from a sus-
picion that they were beneath it. There can be little question that he came
to believe this about the law of identity, which at least by the '
time he wrote the Examination he was willing to look on as 'an indis-
pensable postulate in all thinking! (EH, p.376), yet one of such sim-
plicity and fundamentality that the question of lto _justification
could not sensibly be raised. It was not that he belleved that empir-
icism would give the ¥ wrong justification of the law, ‘and some other
theory the right one; instead, no gquestion about’its justification

could appropriately be posed. 5

The laws of contradiction and of
excluded middle appear to have given him more pauseifor thought. His cau- .
tious view apparently was that if these laws were.in need of justif-
ication, then, of course, that justification must be an empiriciét
onej but perhaps they were .in reality. identicél propositions and,
as such, like the law of identity itselﬂ did not admit of justification
in the way all non—identic?l propositions did. It.was.the:claim. that no
justification was needed which finally came tothe fore in the Teview
'Grote's Aristotie', where Mill argued that as identical propositions
they did not need the support of 'a gathered experience?! (g&, p.499§
cf. a suggestion made many years earlier at §£,p.277). But if Mill took
much time +to0 make up his mind about the status of the basic logical
axioms, he never displayed the slightest tendency to weaken in his
allegiance to the central tenet of an empiricism of global dimeﬁsions,
that all justification is by reference to experience. ‘

$ill never explained why he thought that the law of 1dent1ty;or such
a proposition -as.the law of contradiction, if.merely.expressive of an

identity,‘reqﬁired no justﬁfiéation, but it may be presumed that he
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believed that nothing ﬁore primitive in the order of knowledge could

be adduced in support of propositions of such fundamentality. Although
he did not state it, he probably took the réasonable line that just-
ification has somewhererto come to a stop,; and though he waﬁered’about
the precise location of the laws of contradiction and excluded middle
in the edifice of knowledge, he saw clearly that aﬁy attempt to Jjustify
the law of idéntity in terms of something still more primitive was quite
vain. But to allow that-experience is not the source of justification
of the most primitive logical laws does not, of course, entail
conceding to a priorism that those laws can be known in advénoe of
experience, and Mill seems to have believed (see, for instance, QA,
pp.499—500) that consciousness of the truth of the laws of logic- arises
only in the course of experience. (That is to say, while the most ‘
basic laws of logic are not justified empirically, they yet only become
known in experience.) Yet he also believed,. as we saw, thaf these basic
laws of logic are laws which we are under some psychological compul-
sion to accept; that is, while laws of logic are not themselves psych-
ological principles, Mill thought that there are some psychological princi-
ples to the effect that we should believe certain of the most fundam-—
ental logical laws - +though perhaps only the three tradltlonally—
lebelled 'laws of thought.' At first 51ght this may;seem to represent
a substantial concession to a priorism, but in fact 1t is no such
thing. Hill did not consider that human psychology is of such a nature
that a belief in some fundamental:principles.of logic can and will
arise in the absence of experiencé; rather, he held that the human

mind is so constructed that in interpreting its experience it will
follow the patterns expressed by the most fundamental logical laws.
Moreover, he did not take the existence of psychological laws to think
logically 40 have any bearing on the justification of logical laws,

and in particular he did no} suppose that logical laws were justified
by the very existence of psychological :compulsions to believe them.
Even so, one might wonder whéthef it was not superfluous (and mislead-—
ing) on Mill's part to postulaté psychological laws of logical thought;
for if fundamental principles .of logic, while not requiring experience
for their justified belief (being, strictly, beneath justification’of
any sort), are yet only learnt in the coursesof experience, then exp-
erience would appear to offer a sufficient’explanation of why human
beings accept those principles, without needing any supplementation

by a theory of psychological tendencies to think in accordance with

v them.
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For all their hesitations and obscurities, Mill's various disc-
ussions of our knowlédge of the fﬁndamental laws of logic comprise
a suggestive and valuable contribution to empiricist philosophy.
While the precise nature of his theories in this area is often elusive
(and may, indeed, have been far from wholly clear to himself), his
ideas are worth careful attention, not least because they have a
signifioant bearing on the important but far from simple question
of what really distinguishes. empiricist from a priorist theories of
knowledge. o

It was suggestod above that Mill inclined to construe tho most
fundamental laws of logic as incapable of any justification in terms
of other principles ~ as being principles of so primitive a kind that
they are, metaphorically speaking, 'beneath! justification. But an
obvious quéstion which arises about such a view is whether Mill has
now abandoned global empiricism in making what appears to be a large
concession to a priorism. Can a bona fide globai empiricist really
afford to allow that among the things we know are some propositions
for which we do not possess an empirical justification? Maybe the
kind of mitigated empiricism found, for instance, in Hume's writings'
can admit the existence of items of knowledge for which we have no
a posteriori warrant; but the more thoroughgoing eméiricism which
Mill purported to espouse would appear to oiolude tﬁé‘possibility of
such items.,

Now it is a mistake to conceive the distinction between empiricist
and a priorist theories of knowledge to be clear—cut. In reality
there .are not just two, sharply contrasted views Which philosovphers
might hoid, but a spectrum of positions running botween extremes.

If Mill did not hold (or, perhaps more accurately, did not finally
hold) the moét extreme form of empiricism imaginabie, it does not
follow that he relinquisheddthe;field tO'a‘priorism; I shall argue,
in fact, that even after his concessions on the score of knowledge
of basic laws of logic, his position can still appropriately be des-
cribed as a global empiricist one.

' Mill never relaxed his opposition to a strong. version of a priorism
whose appeal to many philosophers has continued even to the present
_day. On this version, necessary.truths,'including the laws of logic
and mathematics, can be rationally known bj the povier of our intuit-
ive capacities - that is, we can just see, by the force of our und-
~erstandings, that such and such propositions are true. Many great
philosophers have had few qualms about‘proclaiming the existence of
such capacities of rational infuition, and in the present century
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the authority of no less a figure than Frege has encouraged much unemb-
arrassed talk of a 'logical source of knowledge' (see Frege (1979))
to account for our knowledge of elementary logic. Not many writers
heve tzken issue with such notions of a priori knowledge,'though the
same obscurantism which Mill condemned has occasionally spurred a
philosopher to remonstrate.with the supporters oflthe orthodox view,
Among the limited company who continue the tradition of Mill is Max
Black, who has strongly..criticised the idea of infuitive juétification
of the laws of logic. As Black has written, a tradition going back
to Aristotle - .

claims the possibility, indeed the necessity, 6f

providing a warrant for logical and mathematical

truths. The position is dominated by a supposed

analogy between vision and an alleged process of

'"mental insight,'' characteristically expressed

in a metaphorical terminology of ''evidence,'!

'*intuition'' (Latin: intuere, to look), ''the

light of reason,'? "clérity," '*distinctness,'!?

and so on (Black (1970), P.17).
One recalls here Mill's description of %he way in whéch a priorism
opens the door to regarding 'e#ery in#eterate beiie£ and every intense
feeling' as 'its own all-sufficient voucher and jus%ification' (gg,
p.233). Black adds the observation that intuitionncould provide at
most a private justification of a proposition, for someone who claims
that the justification that two and two make four is a certain mental
fact (the fact, namely, that it seems intuifively right to him to
affirm that two and two make four), cannot use that fact to convey an
intelligible justification to anyone else. It might be oountefed that
if in practice people agree in their intuitions, the lack of a strictly
public justification for the proposition that two and two make four
will not mattef, as peoplea%ill coincide in their private justificat-
ions for it. But even agreement in intuitions will not help to answer
the deeper Millian objection that it is simply not clear why any men-
| tal facts whatsoever should be taken as justifying propositionsvabout
extra-mental reality. To answer this objection, there would have to
be supplied some account of why human intuitibns should be trusted as
sources of knowledge about ultimate logical and mathematical reality.
But nobody knows any way of vindicating the claims of intuition to
provide knowledge, which consequently tends to_attract description in
nothing better than the loose and hopeful metaphors drawn from ordinary

visual perception which Black condemns.
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Black himself favours regarding a Qriofi propésitions as those
whose truth is revealed in the very act of understaﬁding them, so
that in understanding such a préposition fwe necessarily know it to
be true, and if we have any doubt we could not have understood what
we thought we were doubting! (Black (1970), p.18). But what underst-
anding a proposition makes plain to us is the meaning of that pfopos—
ition; and in maintainihg that when we understand an a priori propos-—
ition we eo ipso grasp 1%t¥ truth, Black is hinting strongly "that he
takes the truth of a priori propositions to be a function of their
meaning. If Black accepts some form of the view fhat 2 priori prop— -
ositions are true in virtue of their meaning, he has of course diver-
ged considerably from Mill's position. (for Mill did not believe that
those propositions normally classified as a priori were in general
true by virtue of semantic relationships rather than by virtue of the
wey the world is). But, as we have seen, it is unlikely‘that the notion
of a priori propositions can be ébiisfactorily elucidated along these
lines, both because of Quinean worries about analyticity, and because
the truth-in-virtue-of-meaning fheory cannot cope with the law of iden-
tity, surely the most prominent candidate of all for a priori status.
Thus in refusing to accept that there were any propositions which were
2 priori either in the sense of being knowable by%é special faculty
of intellectual intuition, or in that of being trug by virtue of their
meaning (unless, indeed, there was a very small number of the latter,
as he may have believed in 1843), Mill occupied a highly defensible position

But if some propositions are beneath justification, being warranted
_neither by experience, nor by intellectual. intuition, nor by performing an
act of understanding of their meaning, are they not then in some sense
a priori (even if they are only grasped, as Mill held, in the course
of experience), just because nothing more prihitive is available to
be cited in their justifigation? Perhaps it is an ultimaié fact that
human beings with normal faculties accept the basié logical laws, and
vhile other things‘they accept by inference can be justified by ref-
erence to their acceptance of logical laws, their acceptance of those
laws themselves cannot meaningfuliy be said to be justified by any-
thing a2t all. Now it is reasonable to describe such propositions as
a priori, and it is also plausible to'suppdse that Mill accepted their

existence. Thus Mill accepted the existence of some a priori propos—

itions, at any rate in his later (post-Logic) years. But it should
immediately be said that the sense of 'a priori' in which he accepted

that there were some a priori propositions is of the thinnest kind,
end his acceptance of the existence of a priori propositions of that
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kind is at no detriment to his adherence to the quintessential empir-
icist claim that all justification is empirical justification. To
grant that some propositions are a priori in the 'thin' sense of
being beneath justification is quite different from grantlnv that
there are any which are a Erlorl in the 'thick' sense of being know-
able by an act of intuitive understanding - the view which Mill dev-
oted so much of his philosophical energy to combating.:In admitting
that there is nothing” anterior in the order of knowledge to- the basic
laws of logic, Mill inkno‘degree withdrew his opposition to the
view that there are special faculties of intuition or insight which
provide our justification fér Eelieving logical laws. Such non-exper-
iential routes to truth were, in his opinion, a myth - a dangerous
myth indeed — and experience was the only source of justified belief
of all those propositions (unlike the basic.laws. of’ logic) whose-just—
ification raises a genuine question.

-The boldest form of global eméirioism might be characterised by
the conjunction of the following two propositions:

(GE 1) No proposition is to be justified_g priori
(where 'a priori' is understood in the 'thick' sense distinguished
above) o

(GE 2) All propositions are to be Justlfled by expcrlence
(that is, by perception, or by inference. from perceptlon)
Y¥ow (GE 2) is inconsistent with the maintenance of the existence of
a class of propositions which are a priori in the tthin' sense of
being beneath justification. If Mill accepted the existence of that
cless of propositions, he consequently cannot‘be ascribed a belief in
(GE 2). But someone who accepts that there are some 'thin' a priori
propositions is not debarred from holding the following proposition,
as an alternative to (GE 2):
(GE 2') All propositions admitting of justification are to be just-
ified by experience.
"It is obvious that the combination of (GE 1) and (GE 2) represents
a stronger form of émpiricism than the combination of (GE 1) and
(ee 2'), for (GE 2) entails (GE 2'), but not vice-versa. (Note, though,
that the less radical form, i.e. (GE 1) & (GE 2'), does not actually
assert that there are any propositions which do not admit of justific-
ation, but it leaves open the possibility that there are some. ) There
seems no good reason for refusing to retain the label tglobal empir-
icism' for the position represented by the conjunction of (GE 1) and
(GE 2'). Although it does not assert that all propositioné have an
empirical justification, it.refuses to acknowledge the existence of
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any other kind of justification than the empirical, and in particular
it has absolutely no truck with the notion that some propositions are
a priori in the 'thick' sense. While not the most radical possiblé
form of empiricism, it is yet a doctrine of cons1derab1e boldness, and
‘is in fact much bolder than the positions of many who have been reg-
arded or who have regarded themselves as emplrlclsts. (We may recall
again here how even David Hume, in whose philosophy experience plays‘
so important a role, conceded--that propositions expressing 'relat-
ions of ideas' can be known 'by the mere operation of thought.') If
Mill in his earlier work inclined towards the boldest form of global
empiricism, in the years after the first appearance of the Logic he

moved towards the less bold variety, but never beyond it; that is, he

never ceased to be an empiricist of the global kind, even when he came
to admit that there might be propositions incapable:of empirical just—
ification. | |
It is of some interest to note that Mill never brought himself to
describe the basic laws of logic as necessary, even though in his
later years he ceased to insisf on their empirical status. Necessity
continued to seem to him to be merely an illusion engendered by certain
psychological pressures to think in particular patterns over which we
have scant control. It may be quite 1nev1table that human beings, by
virtue of their puychologlcal make-up, will not in the course of their
experience fail to believe in the law of identity and the law of
contradiction, though there is nothing available to justify these
beliefs, but there is still no need, on Mill's view, to regard those
laws as necessary truthsy a sense that they are necessary is nothing
more than a reflection of the psychological inevitability that we shall
believe them. In this abiding dislike of necessity, beloved of a prior-
ism, Mill further demonstrated his commitment to a highly radical form

of empiricism. f

I1I

A natural response to Mill's mitigated globel empiricist epistem—
ology is to view it as the result of a partial ‘failure of nerve on
his part, and consequently as a less satisfyingly uniform theory than
the boldest variety of empiricism (the form, that is, which conjoins
with (68 1) (GE 2) rather than (GE 2')). Even granting the difficulty
of identifying some empirical jﬁstification of the most basic laws of
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logic, might Mill not have done better to insist on the view proposed
(though with a measure of diffidence) in the Logic that all proposit-
ions are amenable to justification by experience? The problem ofvdesf
cribing an adequate empirical basis for accepting the fundamental laws
of logic could then, if necessary, be shelved for the present in the
hope that philosophical techniques in the future might prove better
equippeq to solve it; and the result would be a theory which was
simpleér, more unified -and-more exciting than that for which Mill
eveniually settled.

It is a very fair objection to this line of thought that, even if
the attractiveness of théories is largely proportionate to their
simplicity and unity, to prefer (GE 2) to (GE 2') is hazardous unless
some definite grounds can be supplied for thinking that the task of
providing an empirical justification for the most basic laws of logic
will not in the end prove an insuperable one — and no such grounds
have yet been supplied. But even if that very considerable objection
is waived, there is further reason for éupposing that global empir-
icism of the boldest kind - the kind, namely, represented by the con-
junction of (GE 1) and (GE 2) - is untenable. Although misgivings
about global empiricism are not always converted into the hard curr-
ency of argument, the philosophical literature doeé¥oontain one powW-
erful line of objection to global empiriéism in itgjmost radical form.
Crisﬁin Wright has recently stated the objection'in a cogent manner,
and it may be that he does not know that a very telling version of

it appeared earlier in Husserl's Logical Investigations. Husserl's

special target was Mill and Wright's is Quine, but the strategy of

the attack is the same in both cases, and I shall accordingly speak
of the 'Husserl/Wright objection' (or the ’H/w objection! fdr short)
without much attention to the nuances of difference between the two

presentations. ‘
Husserl and Wright claim that unless there is a subclass of prop-
ositions possessing normative force and requiring for their accept—
ance no appeal to experience, there can be no purchase on the notion
of confirmation, though empiricism crucially requires this notion in
order to make sense of the checking of statements against experience.
At first glance it may not seem that the global empiricist need be
much worried by this objection, as it is bpen to him to say that prop-—
ositions of basic logic, on his theory as well as on rival ones, do
have a special role to play as deep stfucturing principleé of theor-
etical systems, and are accorded, once they have been (empirically)

established, a normative significance in regard to the verification
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of propositions of other kinds. But the problem goes deeper than this.
Global e@piricism of the boldest stamp maintains that logical propos-
itions are derived from experience - but now, what is supposed to gov—
ern their checking against experience? As Husserl writes:
If ... all proof rests on principles governing its
procedure, and if its final justification involves
an appeal to such principles, then we should either
be involved in a tircle or in an infinite regress
_if the principles of proof themselves reqguired
further proof, in a circle if the principles of
vroof used to justify the principles of proof were
the same as the latter, in a regress.if both sets of
principles were repeatedly different (Husserl (1970),
vol.l, p.116).
Husserl concludes from this that:
Plainly ... the demand for a fundamental justif-
ication of all mediate kﬁowledge can only have a
sense if we can both see and know certain ultimate
principlesvon which all proof in,the>last instance

rests (ibid.). o
i

Similarly Wright:

If a given theory is to be a structure which%%e'
know how to modify in the light of experience, we
shall require, sooner or later, not hypotheses
concerning the findings which a theory does or does
not tolerate, but rules ... the underlying logic
of a theofy cannot be supﬁosed to be itself under
assessment when a key experiment is constructeds;
for it is only within the network of inferential
and descriptive ruqu which the logic supplies
that we can give sense to the idea of an apparent
conflict of the results of the experiment with
the theory (Wright, p.328).
- In short, how could we check any 1ogical principles for their accord
with experience unless we could presuppose we already had a logic to
govern the checking? Circularity or vicious infinite regfess could be
avoided, it seems, onlylif we possessed a logic of which the warranty
was not empirical.

The H/w objection may be seen as a special abplioation of a thesis
about proof which one often encounters in'a more generalised form.

This is the thesis that for proof to be possible, there has ultimately
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to be some principle of proof which is itself just accepted without
proof. It is likely that this thesis, or something close %o ift, was
intended by Lewis Carroll as the moral of 'What the Tortoise said to
- Achilles', A more direct presentation of it is to be found in Ayer's

- The Problem of Knowledge, where the view is defended that a process

of proof 'cannot go on for ever,' and that while we might defend a
logical or mathematical proposition by deducing it from others,

the proof must start somewhere. There must be at least

one statement which isﬂaccepted without such proof,

an axiom of some sort which is known intuitively ;..”

There will come a point, therefore, when we,aré

reduced to saying of some logical statement simply

that it is valid (Ayer(1956), pp.20-22).
As Husserl and Wright portray his position, however, the global emp-
iricist in effect rejects this thesis about proof, because he means
to claim that no propositions whatever are free of the reguirement
to be justified by reference to experience. Even the most basic laws
of logic, in his view, can be justifiably believed only in so far as
they are;found to have an experiential warrant. But the difficulty
with this is that if their fit with experience is 1o, be confirmed;
the process of confirmation must be governed by a lbgic,iand a quest—
ion then arises about the‘justifioation of the prinbiples on which
it relies; and it appears not possible for the empiricist to attempt
to provide this justification without becoming‘embroiled either in
circularity or vicious regress. The conclusion to be drawn is that
the global empiricist is gravely in error wheh he rejects the thesis
that proof must start from something unproved.

It should be apparent that the obJeotlon which Husserl and erght
offer to global empiricism is directed against that form of the view
which demands an empiricaleustification for all propositions - that
is, which maintains the truth of (GE 2). In its insistence that all
prop051tlons are to be justified by experience, this strongest version
of the doctrine does not leave open the possibility that there are
any logical propositions which do not; hence, the logical prop031t10ns‘
taken to govern the checking of propositions against experience are,
on this view, themselves in need of checking empiriéally —‘which
invites the charge that circularity or vicious infinite regress are
now unavoidable. Husserl believed that this objection delivered a

mortal blow to the variety of empiricism upheld by Mill. But if it
is correct to ascribe to Mill (at any rate, in his later years) a
belief in (GE 2') rather than (GE 2), the objection is misdirected.
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For the weaker global empiriciét position which Mill came to adopt
does not close off the possibility that there are some propositions
for which it would be inappropriate to seek any empirical warrant; -
and lill thought that certain very basic laws of logic were among
this number. To be sure, he allowed that a limited set of very basic
laws of.logic were beneath justification not because he-had graSped
the force of the H/W strictures on the most radical form of empir-
icism, but because he had~to confess to fallure in his search for

a suitable empirical justification for them. Nevertheless, the con-
cession he made has the useful property that it enables him in prin-
ciple to sidestep the H/H objection.

But why only 'in principle'? The reason is that Husserl and Wright
show that the empiricist must admit the existence of a sufficient
number of non—empiricallj—justifiableilaws of logic to be capable of
governing the checking against experience of all other propositions.
Now }Mill was prepared to grant that the three traditional 'laws of
thought' were amenable £0 no justification by experience, but he no-
where voiced any opinion that the same might be true of ény further
logical laws. It cannot be concluded from his silence, of course,
that he would not have consented to expand the categofy of laws of
deduétive logic not open to empirical jugtification, if shown good
reason to do so. But the fact is that he expressediHOubts about the
empirical status of the three 'laws of thought' alone, thus leaving
it open to an opponent to protest that he has not held immune froh the
requirement of being vindicated by experience a sufficient number ofi
logical laws to govern the processes-of empirical confirmation.
| Yet it is a difficult question how many laws of deductive logic the
empiricist could be forced to accept as having no empirical justific-
ation, For there is an obvious and inviting move for him to make at
this point which will be QFsputed by his opponents but which, if it
were successful, would preserve him from the need to admit that any
substantial number of deductive logical laws were unamenable to just-
ification by experience. This move consists of granting the point of
the H/W objection that ultimate logic has to be accepted without ' any
attempt to justify it, but insisting that this ultiméte logic comprises
(a}ong with maybe a few deductive principlets, such as the 'laws of
thought') chiefly an inductive principle or principles. Thus Mill,.
if he had been confronted with the H/W_objection, might well have
proposed to hold as beneath justification not just the 'laws of thought'

but also the inductive logic of inference from particulars to partic-
ulars. With this ultimate logic, not itself up for justification, the
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business of justifying all those propositions which afe not beneath
the need for it could proceed — and in the Millian epistemology, this
would include a host of beliefs held by many philosophers of a rival
persuasion to be a priori in the 'thick' sense. | ‘

+ill never actually declared that he held the soundness of infer-
ence from particulars to particulars to be a matter admitting of no
justification. Yet he never treated inference from particulars to par-
ticulars as if it required~justificatory argumen%. Believing that
knowledge comes through the sources of observation and inference, and that
deductive (syllogistic) inference was incapable of providing epistemic
advance, he maintained that knowledge-by-inference was the product of
inductive reasoning -~ and it must have seemed to him to be an obvious
and unquestionable truth that inductive inferences just did lead to
genuine new knowledge. It is true, as we saw in Chapter Four, that he
proposed to regard the principle of the uniformity of nature (identif-
ied with the law of causation) as providing the warrant for all ind-
uctions; but ﬁe also saw that his account of how it did this was a
highly eccentric one, the uniformity principle being characterised not as
a2 premise in a justificatory argument, but as a proposition for which
the evidence accumulates in the course of inductive reasoning. Now
lill's failure to address issues about the basic soundness of inductive
reasoning, and in particular his failure to fespond:tngume's sceptical
strictures on'induction,‘seemed a legitimate ground for a strong com-
vlaint againét him: his sanguine acceptance of the truth-attaining
capacities of inductive inference appeared. an objectionable feature in
2. philosopher who had proved himself a severe (and in fact over—-severe)
critic of the ability of deduction to advanée knowledge. But in the
light of the H/W objection, Mill's cool assumption that knowledge is
attainable by inductive methods (albeit his description of inductive
inference in terms of argumenfs from particulars to particulars is
an unappealing characterisation of that form of inference) can seem
to take on a new colour. For if an ultimate logic just has to be ass-
umed (on pain of circularity or infinite regress), why should Mill not
have his way in regarding a variety of inductive inference as the major
component of such a logic, itself beneath justification though serving:
in the assessment.of all those.beliefs which lack a simple observational
warrant? And indeed, would it not be reasonable to propose that the
H/W argument rélieves us from.the need to reply to Hume's objections to
induction altogether — could we not just say that, as we must treat
some logical principles as beneath justification, we will treat some

principles of an inductive logic that way, and relinguish the hopeleSs
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search for a justification of induction?

Unhappily, Hume's criticisms of inductive reasoning cannot be so
easily circumvented. It does not follow.from the premise tﬁat some -
logical principles must be held to be beneath justification that we
can choose whatever principles we like to fill that position. It is
far more plausible to suggest that the law of identity or the 1aw.of
contradiction are beneath justification than to hold that our induc—
tive practices are, As-Mill came to realise, it is_impossiblé to cite
any principles capable of justifying theAlaws of identity or contfa&—
~iction which occupy a more primitive or fundamental position in the
order of knowledge. Now it is true, in one sense, that we are equally
at a loss for any principles to justify inductive reasoning. But there
is an asymmeitry between the cases in that we can at least state a con-
dition which has to hold if inductive reasonings are going to be by
and large trustworthy: the condition is the uniformity bf nature, which
is a presupposition of inductive inference. This condition, however,
we cannot establish by any of the evidence available to usj; we know
only that nature has so far been a uniform system, but not that it
will continue to be so. But in the'absgnce of good reasons for relying
on the uniformity of naturé,jinductive reasonings are without an adeguate
rational warranty. As Hume and Mill believed, it p?obably is true that
human béings are psychologically diSposeé to draw fnductive conclus—
ions, relying on an assumption of uniformity; and in this respect
inductive reasoning is a primitive feature of human mental life, and
one which could probably not be discarded by an individual with even
the greatest effort. But the inability of human beings (not shared,
perhaps, by God) to produce a satisfactory demonstration of the unif-

ormity principle, wvhosé truth is a conditio sine qua non of the success

of inductive inference, means that our inductive practices are properly
regarded not as lacking adjustification because they are‘beneath the
need for one, but as lacking a justification which they do need but
which cannot be supplied. _
A fair assessment of Mill's variety of global empirioism would be

that it évoids the difficulties ufged by Husseri and Wright against
| global empiricist epistemologies, but at the price of running foul of
the problem -about the soundness of induction raised by Hume. The prob-
lem of induction, of course, is by no meéns only a problem for empir-—
idists; it besets all epistémologies which attempt to respond to the -
fact that many of the propositions which human bpings take themselves
to know they arrive at by an.inductive route, But if, to avoid the

H/W objection, Mill's empiricism seeks to Tely on the soundness of
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inductive reasoning as its central dynamic principle, it exposes it-
self in a peculiarly direct way to the Humean difficulty; and it is
quite impossible to mend matters by making the implausible claim that
the soundness of induction can be held to be beneath the need for
Justification.

" These problems for Mill might cheer the hearts of a priorists, but
it would be very rash to suppose that their theories, by avoiding ‘
the pitfalls lying beforé his, succeed where his fails. The attraction
of a ﬁrioriSm is that it holds out :the‘hope of anchoring knoWledge in
infallible intuitions into the nature of things. Even philosophers
normally regarded és being in the empiricist camp have found it hard
to resist the appeal of the idea that certain ultimate truths cén be
known by a priori intuition (that is to say,vthat certain proposit-
ions can be classed'as. a briori in the 'thick' sense). Thus Ayer, after
saying thal proof must start somewhere, asserted that the starting

point must be 'an axiom of some sort which is known intuitively' (my

emphases), a view very close to Husserl's that proof is only vossible
'if we can both see and know certain ultimate principles on which all
proof in the last instance rests.' Now as Max Black observed, the not-
ion of intuition or insight which is at issue here'appears to be mod~-
elled on that of ordinary visual perception (an orlgln which a word
like 'insight' quite evidently betrays). Ordlnary ‘visual perception,
However, is not always veridical, and it is a legitimate question to
put to those who uphold the existence of a faculty of a priéri intu-
ition how they can be sure that a priori intuitionicannot likewise
lead us astray. Unfortunately,'the nature of the faculty of a priori
apprehension, thoughﬂ its existehoevhas been accepted by many'writers,
has been clarified by none, so the question about its trustworthiness
presently lacks an answer. Moreover, it is not clear that the quest-
“ion is in principle answgrable without running foul of the H/W objec—
tion. Someone attempting to defend the veridicality of a priori int-
uition must be able to appeal to some further intuitions or principles
of a justifying kind, but it is hard to see how in this case he is
going to avoid either circularity or vicious infinite regress. A def-
ender of a priori intuition is likely to object here that such intuition
is not to be regarded as subject to the nded for such justificationj
rather, it represents itself the kind of ultimate stopping place in
the order of justification called for. by the argumént of Husserl and
Wright. The trouble with this rejoinder is that it embodies the same
kind of wishful thinking as proved unacceptable from a defender of

inductive inference who should propose that the soundness of induction
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was to be regarded as beneath the need for justification. So long as
the best available characterisation of 2 priori insight remains based
on an analogy with visual perception, which is not always veridical,
no adequate ground has been given for trusting the products of such
insight as infallible. 7

If glbbal empiricism of the boldest variety must be judged to succ—
umb to the H/W objection, the same cannot be said of the weaker version"
which can reasonably b&“#scribed to the later Mill - though it enc-
ounters difficulties in respect of its use of induction as an ultimate
logic. But rival a priorist v1ews are hardly free from serious problems
either, and there is some irony in the fact that the H/w obgectlon
can even be turned against one of its authors - Husserl - when he
claims the existence of a faculty of intellectual intuition into the
'ultimate principles' on which all proof relies. It is interesting
that Crispin Wfight considers that it is conventionalism of the kind
associated with the later Wittgenstein which is the chief beneficiary
of the embarrassment he believes the global empiricist must suffer in
the face of the H/W objection. Such conventionalism maintains that
the truths of logic and mathematics are conventions, or truths by
fiat; rather than the results of any process of discovery about the
vorld; they are humanly created tools for deallng w1th the material
of experience, and there is no opening for saylng that they are false,
or untrue to reality, once they have been taken, by a general convent-
ion, into use. There are obvious difficulties with conventionalist
views of this type, of which the most prominent is that convention-
alism seems to have unsatisfyingly little to say about why one set
of conventions should be givén preference over -another (often a met-
aphysics of indeterminacy is brought in to assist here: the world is
said to be not wholly determinate in character in advance of the sel-
ection of logical and mathpmatical principles). 8 In the present state |
of research, it can hardly be said that any one school of thought

about the character of the fundamental principles we employ in our

reasonlngs has achieved the best of the argument. But in the continuing
debate on this theme the voice of the global empiricist of Millian
stamp has a right to be heard. His theory, to be sure, has great diff-
iculties to surmount; yet it'ié not Obvioﬁsiy more problématic than

its rivals.
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S EVEN

T HE RELATIV BRI § OF KXKNOWLEDGE"

1iill's denial that any items of human knowlédge are justifiable
through the operation of rational faculties affording a priori in-
sight into truth represents one major strand of his empiricism. Here
his quarrel was with a priorist views about the mode in which certain
~things which human beings know are warranted. He did not dispute that
we do have genuine knowledge about logic and mathematics, but he chall-
enged the notion that the basis of that *knowledge lies in any kind of
a priori intuition. We saw that he was willing to allow that some
propositions of logic may be beneath the call for j#stification alto—
gether; but he never ceased to insist that experiencé alone could pro-
vide a justification for those,propoSitions which required one.

There was, however, a second front on which Miil fought his war on
behalf of empiricism against the a priorist foe. It'éeemed to him that
inattention to the limits of our knowledge-gathering faculties had
given rise to false views about what could be known. Empiricism, in
his eyes, had to do battle not just with those who claimed the exist-
ence of non-experiential faculties by which we know some of those
things which we indisputably do know, but also with the theorists
who asserted that we can have certain kinds of knowledge which outrun
experience - and which must therefore, according to Mill, be bogus.
Prominent amongst the false views he believed to have arisen from
neglect of the true limits of our knowledge is the view that there
exist physical objects which are not reducible to the sensations by
which we know them (or, as he sometimes put it - for instance, in the
first chapter of the Examination - thaﬁ therevexist noumena as well
as phenomena). At the basis of his case .for what amounts to 2 version
of idealism (though we shall see that Mill's development of this basis

was not always consistently adhered to) is a principle which he adopted
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from Sir William Hemilton, who had expounded thé 'tereat axiom that

211 human knowledge ... is only of the relative or phaenomenal' (Hamil-
ton (1865), vol.l, p.136). Mill's doctrine of the 'relativity of human
knowledge' and its implications for his views on semantic and meta—
physical questions will be the concern of the present and the follow-
ing chapter, by the end of which we will be in a position to evaluate

his empiricist philosophy as a whole.

TN

II
The relativity of knowledge is one of the most fundazmental tenets
of Mill's empiricist philosophy, and his commitment to it never fal-
tered. But the expression the 'relativity of knowledge' is vague.(as
Mill himself admitted (EH, p.4)), and it takes an effort of interpret-
ation to elicit precisely what it meant to him. While his account of
the principle avowedly owes something to Hemilton's treatment of it,
it is offputting to find that Hamilton h}mself believed that almost
all philosophers had accepted it; for if that were true, it would be
difficult to see how it could then be taken by Mill to represent a
"distinctively empiricist thesis. Accordlng to Hamllton s Discussions on

Philosophy /&c./, it is @ commonly accepted doctrine that 'our knowledge
of mind and of matter is relative, - conditioned, - relatively con-

ditioned,' by which is meant that 'as substances, we know not what is
Matter and are ignorant of what is Mind,' - our knowledge being prop-
erly not of substances but of phenomena. Indeed, 'this is perhaps the
truth of all others most harmoniously re-echoed by every'philosopher '
of every school'; and 'to attribute any merit, or any singularity to
its recognition by any 1nd1¥1dual thinker, more espe01ally in modern
times, betrays only the ignorance of the encomiasts' (Hamilton (1866),
pp.639-40).

Hamilton vrovided some further characterisation of the relativity
of knowledge in his Lectures. The term frelative,' he explained, was
to be understood as opposed tovthe term 'absolute,' and what the doc-
trine affirmed was that 'we know nothing abselute, — nothing existing
absolutely, that is, in and for itself, and without relation to us
and our faculties.' Thus:

In so far as matter is a name for something known,
it means that which appears to us under the forms
of exfension, solidity,‘divisibility, figure, motion,
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roughness, smoothness, colour, heat, cold, &c.;

in short, it is a common name for a certain series,
or aggregate, or complemeht,fdf,appearanées or
phaenomena'manifested‘in coeXiSfence“(Hamilton
(1865), vol.l, p.137).

This parallels a passage in the Discussions on Phildsophg»in which

Hamilton wrote that, 'Existence absolutely and in itself, is as gzero,!

and that all our knowledge.is of ‘qualities, phaenomena, proﬁerties,

&c.,' which 'exist, since they are known, and are known, because they
exist' (Hamilton (1866), p.54).

- How widely something like this relat1v1ty doctrine has been accepted
is an interesting and dlfflcult questlon for students of the history
of phllosqphy, but one thatvcannot be pursued here. An obvious prob-
lem is that Hemilton's various'aitempts to characterise the doctrine
never managed wholly to diSpel‘a certain mistiness surrounding it,
and one might reasonably expect that the number of those philosophers
who could be described as its adherents will be directly proportional
to the degree of\flexibility of its interpretation. As Mill noted,
the relativity principle can be taken as an ‘insignificant truism'
not really worth stating, as: 'we can only know what we have the power
of know1ng, or else that 'all our knowledge is relatlve to us inas-
much as it is we that know it! (EH, p.12) Such prop051t10no are
scarcely likely to find dissenters, yet, as Mill said, they are ‘hardly
worth enunciating in words' (EH, p. 4) ‘Hamilton in fact provided a
long and learned series of quotations from famous writers in order to
bolster his claim that the rélativity of knowledge had been fairly
universally accepted by philosophers; but Mili observed in a passage.
eppearing in the 1856 and 1862 editions of the Logic that most of the
quotations indicated nothing more than that Hamilton's authorities
had accepted the principl% that 'our knowledge of external things is
necessarily conditioned by the laws of our knowing faculty' (§£, Do
60). 1 A careful scrutiny of Hamilton's quotations does undoubtedly
bear out Hill's contention that they quite fail to establish that
most previous philosophers had believed in any strong version of the
relativity principle 1o the éffect that all knowledge is knowledge
of phenomena alone. | ) '

ki1l explained his own understanding of the relativity ofbknow—

vledge with some care, though we shall see that even his exposition
of the doctrine, while greatly superior to Hamilton's, presents certain
exegetical problems. It is evidence of the importénce which he ascribed
to epistemological relativif& that he made it the topic of the first
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major chapter of the Examination. What does it mean, he asked there,
to ascribe attributes to objects? Someone who says of an orange pres—
ented to him that it is soft and yellow will say these things on the
basis of his visual and tactual sensations. But of the orange 'in
itsélf5' claimed Mill, he properly knows nothing: what his senses
supply are but impressions or sensations of the orange's phenomenal
appearance, and these are all he knows of it. Supporters of the rel-
ativity principle will maintain that v

all the attributes which we ascribe fo objects,

consist in their having the power of exciting one

or another variety of sensation in our mind; that

to us the proverties of an object‘have this and

no other meaning; that an object is to us nothing

elsé than that which affects our senses in a

certain manner; that wé aré incapable of attaching

to the word object, any othéf«meaning; that even

an imaginary object is but a conception, such as we

are able to form, of something which would affect

our senses in some new way; so that our knowledge

~ of objects, and even our fancies about objects,

consist of nothing but the sensations which théy

exgite, or which we imagine them exciting, infé V

ourselves (EH, p.6).

| Years before, in the Logic, Mill had upheld exactly the same doc-

trine (though he did not then label it 'the relativity of knowledge').
'A11 we know of objects,' he wrote, 'is the sensations which they give
us, and the order of those sensations' (§£, p.59); and a little later:

e.. Of the nature of either body or mind, further

than the feelings which the former excites, and

which the latter expe;iences, we do not, according

{
to the best existing doctrine, know anything; ...

(8L, v.64).
.~ In another early work, the essay on Coleridge, Mill very explicitly
associated epistémological relativity with the other pole of his emp-
iricism, the attack on the notion of faculties of a priori knowledge:

The nature and laws of Things in themselves, or

of the hidden causes of the phenomena which are the

.objects of experience, appear to us radically in-

accessible to the human faculties. We see no ground

for believing that anything can be the object of

our knowledge except omfexpefience, and what can
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be inferred from experience By the analogies of

experience itself; nor that there is any idea,

feeling, or power in the human mind, which, in

order to account for it, requires that its origin

should be referred to any other source (CO, pp.128-29).
That is to say: Experience can only provide us with knowledge of phen-
omena, not of things in themsélves (which is the relativity doctrine,
though not presented under that name); yet a survey of the intellectual
contents of human minds does not reveal anything whose.presence there
cannot be quite satisfactorily accounted fof by experience. (Mill thus
dismissed the idea of Coleridge and others that some of the things
we know could only be the fruit of a priori faculties.) This is oﬁe
of the most succinct statements of his empiricist philosophy that Mill
ever ga&e, and he professed his indebtedness for his.ideas to Locke-and his
eighteenth century followers who, he said, believed that 'Sensation,
and the mind's consciousness of i%s own acts, are not only the excl-
usive sources, but the sole materials of our knowledge! (gg, p.125).

It is clear that the relativity principle as Mill understands it is
incompatible with direct realist theoripes of perception, which hold
that we can have immediate perceptual contact with physical objects;
and it is therefore incompatible with common—senseiir_'naive' realism,
which is a form of direct realism. But it is also ;ﬁcbnsistent even
with indirect realism, for that doctrine allows that we perceive phy-
sical objects, albeit indirectly through having sensé—data of them,
while Mill's view is that we do not perceive those objects (as distinct
from our sensations) at all. The.sole knowledge we derive frbm percep-
tion, on his relativity analysis, is knowledge of the sensations we
are actually having, and not of external objects (of which he employs
the Kantian term 'things in themselves' and declares that they are:
'radically inaccessible to,the human faculties'). 2 Neither direct

realists nor indirect realists would accept this, and it becomes very

clear that Hamilton's claim that the relativity of knowledge had been
accepted by virtually all phildsophers, and even the much more modest
oroposal that the prevailing eighteenth century theory of knowledge
had upheld it, are alike false. (Locke, for instance, though Mill
hailed him as a precursor, can be most plaugibly ascribed a form of
indirect realist theory of perception.) 3 It seems, hdwever, that
the radical character of epistemological'relativity was not apparent
to {11l when he produced his first expositions of it. He ventured in

the Logic a claim scarcely less bold than Hamilton's, asserting that
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the relativity of knowledge 'is a truth both obvious in itself, and
admitted by all whom it is at present necessary to take into consid- -
eration' (8L, p.62) - by which phrase he apparently intended to cap--
ture not just his British empiricist predecessors but also Kant and
his major continental followers. Although thié passage was allowed to
stand in later editions of the Logic, Mill added candid notes admitting
that it was a mistake to ascribe the relafivity doctrine to the gen-
erality of philosophersy—and that 'dissentients have manifested them-
sglves in considerably greater numbers fhan I had any knowledge of
when the passage in the text was written' (SL, p.63). |
Obviously feeling that the precise nature of the relativity doct-

rine rehained in need of clarification, and hoping to sort out the
muddles as to just who were the philosophers to whém it could reésonably
be ascribed, Mill suggested in the Examination that there were really
two varient forms of the doctrine, one appealing more’ to philosophers
of an idealist inclination (among which companj he entolled himself),
rand the other being preferred by. the followers of Kant. Oﬁ the ideal-—~
ist alternative, there is no positing of external, noumenal objects
to serve in the role of causes of our'sensations; this version of the
~relativity doctrine holds that there is .

no evidence of anything which, not being i%éelf a

sensation, is a substratum or hidden cause%of sen—

sations. The idea of such a substratum is a purely

mental creation, to which we have no reason to think

that there is any corresponding reality exterior

to our minds (EH, p.6). |
Kantians, on the other hand, say that while sensation provides no
knowledge of noumena, these noumena or 'things in themselves' never—
theless exist, and are the causes of our sensations. On the Xantian
view, as Mill presented it, 'External things exist, and have an in-
nost nature, but their i;most nature is inaccessible to our faculties.
We know it not, and can assert nothing of it with a meaning' (EH, p.T).
Although both forms of relativity limit substantive perceptual know-
ledge,to knowledge of our sensations, the latter form does permit the
furthér claim that we know about noumenal objects the bare fact of
_their existence as the causal ground of our'sensaﬁions. Mill took a
dim view of noumena, thinking their posfulation gratuitous, but he
was willing to grant that so long as their defenders did not assert
that we could know anything about what noumena were really like, they
could still be ascribed a version of the relativity principle.

Both idealists and Kantiéns can accept the generalised expression -
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of the relativity doctrine that 1411 we know in perception are our

ensstions,' but this surface agreement masks the importent divergence

9]

ust below. (The most significant of Mill's criticisms of Hamilton is.

[

ﬁhaf he vacillated between these two forms of the doctrine.) Yet there

is a further ambiguity about the sense of the relativity doctrine which

b}

15311 never noticed, and which becomes apparent in his attempts to exn-
lain and defend his own favoured form of relativity. Sometimes he pre-
)en't.q this as a theory about-evidence, to the effect that we lack |
adequate warrant for positing the existence of external obgects not
reducible to the sensations which are the exclusive material of our
 knowledge. But if here the doctrine appears to be fairly straightfor-

hardly epistemological in nature, concerned with delimiting the range

of knowledge claims our experience entitles us to make, at other times
it takes on much more of a semantic appearance, as’if its primary con-
cern is to characterise the limits of meaningfullhnman discourse, Thus
while Fill sboke, in one place, of the relativity principle as 'a

onoeltlon respecting the nature and limits of our knowledge‘ (EH,
D. 4) - which suggests the epistemological 1nterpretailon - we find
him shortly after asserting that although it would be tabsurd to ass—
umé that our words exhaust the pos51b111t1es of. Belng, still, there
is no way in which we could speak meanlngfully of those aspects of
reality which are inaccessible to -our faculties: 'But we ought not
to speak of these modes of Being by any of the names we possess. These
_are all inapplicable, because they ell‘stand for known modes of Being'
(EH, p.11). It would not even make sense for us, continued Mill, to
zssert that if there were noumena, God could know what their nature
was, for to say this 'is to use language which to us has no meaning,
because we have no faculties by whlch to apprehend that there is any
such thing for him to know!' (&3&@.). In presenting the Kentian alt-
ernative version of the rel?tivity'principle, Mill again found it inv—
iting to mention meaning, saying that while Kantians upheld the exist-—
ence of noumena as the causes of our- sensations, they acknowledged
that we cannot meaningfully assert anything about the inmost nature
of noumena (EH, p.T)- Yet the fact that he followed Hamilton's example.
in speaking of the relat1v1ty of knowledge rather than the relativity
of meaning suggests that the doctrine originelly possessed for him a
stronger epistemological than a semantic significance, and it mlght be
fair to regard the more semantically orientated formulations of it as
representing something of a development from his earliest conception of
the principle.

In its semantic guise, Mlll's relativity principle appears to be
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- extremely close to the position which a twentieth century empiricisi
philosopher, Jonathan Bennett, has termed"meaning empiricism.' In
Bennett's view,

... to understand any statement, I must be able to

connect the difference between its truth and its

falsity with some difference it could make to me

~ some difference in the data, the raw chunks of

reality, with whioch-I. am confronted, i.e. in the

sensory states which I have dr, as Berkéley would

say, in the ideas I perceive (Bennett, p.136).
To accept meaning empiricism, Bennett claims, is to have a reason for
adopting 2 phenomenalist metaphysic; and he urges that someone who
says, 'Whatever I know about my sensory states, there remains the fur-
ther Question whether there is really a world of things outside me!
has misunderstood the question, 'Is there a world of things outside
me?' (ibid.). Bennett's point would seem to be that the phrase 'a world
of things" could not be assigned an intelligible meaning unless it
were explained as referring to sensory states, which aloneiform the
material of my experience. Such a thought is exactly what Mill was
exbressing when he spoke of the meaninglessness of %gnguage purporting

to refer to noumenal objects which we cannot experiQnCe.

i v

ITI

It is illuminating to consider ¥ill's principle of the relativity of

human knowledge as a thesis of an anti-realist kind, in the sense of

that phrase which has been expounded by Michael Dummett in a number of 4
writings over the last few gears. Even when he shifts, appérently un—
consciously, between epistemological and semantic forms of the relat-
ivity doctrine, Mill can be credited with a degree of anticipation of
the insight of modern anti-realists that questions about meaning,
understanding, truth and conditions for warranted assertion are inter—
related in an intimate and highly complex manner. It is evident that

in arguing for the relativity of knowledge, Mill was moved by the des-
ire, common among anti-realists, to 'narrow the gulf between what makes
a statement true and that by means of which we recognize it as true!
(Dummett (1981), p.443) - that is, he wanted to resist the idea thet
whet needs to be the case for statements t0 be true might be guite

different from what we have to be aware of in order to know that they
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are true. In lill's view, all experience was of the phenomenal realm:
but how could it, then, provide knowledge of the experience~transcen—
dent realm of noumena? Attempts to analyse the truth conditions of

physical object language in terms of noumenal existence seemed %o him

to0 encounter serious epistemological and semantic difficulties which

were to be avoided only by paying due attention to the relativity of

human knowledge.

According to Dummett, reallsm malntalns that the existence and con—
stitution of reality are obJectlve and independent of our knowing fac—
ulties; thus, for instance:

Realism about the physical world entails that there

is a determinate physical reality which renders true

or false any statement we may make about material obj-

ects, independently of whether we can make any obs-—

ervations directly or indirectly confirming or dis-

confirming it (Dummett (1981), p.434).
Dummett adds that realist v1ews are views about the appropriate notion
of truth for statements of a given class, and consequently, because

of the élose connexion between truth and meaning, about the kind of

- meaning they have. To clarify thls account of realism, he suggesis

that we do best to think of reallst theorles as based on 'a completely
unmodified classical two-valued semantlcs, accordlnﬁ to which all
statements of a given class are determined as true or false by the
reality to which they relate, and wholly independentiy of whether or
not we possess the ability to tell whether their truth conditions are -
satisfied (Dummett (1981), p.441). »

In Chapter Five, we saw that Mill's philosophy of logic is unmis—
takably realist in tenor, accepting unreservedly the tcompletely
vnmodified classical two-valued semantics' which Dummett identifies
as providing the quintessgntial basis of réalism. And yet, when he
proclaims the truth of the principle of the relativity of knowledge,
Mill shows himself strongly committed to an anti-realist position
about truth and meaning! I think we just have to accept that there
is a fundamental cleavage running through Mill's philosbphy, and one
of which he never became aware. As a philosopher of logic, he never
displayed the slightest tendency to deviate from realism; but it is
likely that his consistent realiém in this area was less the outcome
of any reasoned rejection of anti-realist claims than of a simple

Tailure to reflect that there might be anything problematic about the

realism traditional in logical studies. In metaphysics and epistem—

ology, by contrast, Mill saw the lie of the land entirely¥differently;
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Here it seemed to him that realism was extremely problematic - so
broblematic, indeed, that it should be rejected altogether. Once the
truth of the relativity principle was recognised, a realist persp-
ective could no longer be sustained - and, in Mill's view, the case
for relativity was irrefutable.

Postponing for the present any further discussion of the inconsis-
tency of Mili's philosophy, it is worth asking further why he, or any-
one else, should want tb“reﬁeot realism about a given area of ‘disc-
ourse. The general answer to this guestion is fhat realism epcouﬁters
difficulties in explaining how statements of certain categories can
be grasped and used.by us, if their meaning is what the realist says
it is. Realism involves the notion that understanding statements is
knowing their truth conditions; and that is a prima facie plausible
idea when we reflect that if statements are determined as true or false
by the reality to which they relate, then what we need to know in ‘
order to understand them looks as if it must be what those condit-
ions are which determine their truth-value. But problems arise with
this very natural line of thinking just because the truth conditions
of some statements appear to be such that nothing we could do would
in fact establish whether they obtained or not. Muchggf the contempo-
rary debate between realists and anti—realists aboutgthe reiationship
. between truth conditions and meaning goes,védmittedl§iiinto issues
of greater subtlety than were ever raised by Mill. He did not, for
instance, consider the claim made by many anti-realists today, and
inspired by Wittgenstein, that knowledge of the truth conditions of
a statement cannot be ascribed in the absence of knowledge of how to
determine whether those conditions obtain, on the ground that where
the 1atter knowledge is missing, there is no criterion to justify
ascriptioﬁ of the former. This claim has played a prominent role in
recent débate, because it coHnters the realist's contention that und-
erstanding a statement always consists in grasping its truth conditi-
ons, even where it is not possible to establish whether those conditi-
ons obtain. Thus when the realist urges that understanding, say, Gold-
bach's Conjecture (that every even number is the sum of two primes)
is a matter of knowing its truth conditions, even though no mathemat-
ician currently knows how to establish whether those conditions hold,
 the anti-realist questions whether the realist account of understanding
the Conjecture is properly intelligible. It seems that the realist is
'being led to making knowledge attributions that lack defensible con-—
tent' (Platts, p.12), for he is‘quite unable to provide any satisfac-

tory criterion to ground his ascription of knowledge of what the
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ConJecture means.

1111's antl—reallsm had a somewhat more straightforward motivation
than this very abstract Wittgensteinian argument about the criteris
for ascribing knowledge of meaning. Mill wanted to know how.it is
that we actually manage to make statements about physical objeots;
and he realised that the explanation of this ability could not be that
we can determine how things are in the reélm of noumena. If the truth
conditions of physical obJjé&t statements oon51st in certain states
of affairs holding in the noumenal realm, then it becomes, in Mill's
view, utterly mysterious how we can make such statements, for the
truth conditions are of a recognition-transcendent kind. It seemed
quite clear to him, however, that what actually warrant our assert—
ions about physical obgects are our experlences of phenomenal appear—
ances; and from here it is an easy step towards characterising the
| meanings of physical object statements in experiential (1 e. phenom—
enal) terms. To be sure, Mill did not have on hand the Wittgensteinian
» argument to support the thesis that knowledge of the meaning of a
statement should not be explained in terms of graéping any fecognition—
transcendent truth conditions; but he prQbébly felt that such an acc-
ount of understanding a statement is uninviting because it divorces
completely our understanding a statement from our kngwing what enables
us to assert it (that is, the realist account of undgrétanding a phyé
sical object statement makes that understanding apparently aquite idle,
if our warrant for asserting it is’ourfhaving~certain phenomenalexp—
eriences). Mill's reflections on the conditions for making physical
object statements fhus led him towards the semantic form of the prin-
ciple of the relativity of knowledge, for if phenomenal experience pro-
vides the only available basis for making assertions about the phys-
ical world, therevfails to be any motivation for explaining the mean-
ing of physical object langyage in any other than phenomenal terms.

It is always important in discussing the ideas of an older philos-
opher in terms of a contemporary debate to avoid anachronistically
| attributing to him concerns which, at his date, he could not or would
not have entertained in the manner in which philosophers of the present
day entertain them. Yet while Mill's discussion of the nature of phy-
sical object language was not produced in the full awareness of the
complex range of issues which modern realists and anti-realists debate,
it is not unreasonable to classify him, on the basis of that discussion,
as an anti-realist about the physical world. The epistemological form

f the relativity principle is already anti-realist in so far as it

brings into question the existence of objects of 'a recognition-transc-
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endent kind. But in espousing the semantic version of the principle,
Mill came still closer towards the position of modern anti-realism,
for he held that the meaning of physical object language recuired.
analysing in a way which left it intelligible how human beings, with
the epistemic faculties they possess, can grasp the senses of physical
objéct statements: and that required, he thought, explaining the mean-
ings of thosc statements in sensatiohal terms., Although he expressed
himself with less explici?riess than one mighf expect from the contem-
porary anti-realist, Mill was no less ready to feject the realist pos-
itiop that physical object statements are determined as true or false
by a reality which is independent of our ability to ascertain whether
they are true or false — the view that there is-a 'gulf between what makes
a statement true andithat by means of which we recognize it as true.’
To admit the existence of such a gulf seemed to him to be no less un-—
empiricist~than to allow the‘possibility of a priori knowledge, an -
error which arose equally out of tﬁe'failure to pay .proper attention

to the character and limits of human epistemic faculties.

IV 5

Mill's adherence to the principle of.the relativity of knowledge
led him in the Logic not to reject, but to reinterpret traditional
theories of the 'varietycof things.' Though the relativity principle
led him inexorably in the direction of idealism, it did not cause him
to abstain from distinguishing substances, attributes, minds and feel-
ings. Nevertheless, when summing up the results of his study in Book
One of 'the varieties of Things which have been, or which are capable
of being, named' (i.e. eithey predicated of other things, or being
made the subjects of predications themselves), he took care to give
a reminder of his own view that 'all we can know of Matter is the sen—
sations which it gives us, and the order of occurrence of those sen-
sations’ (§£, pp.75—76), In addition, he suggested a relativised account
of attributes, which, he declared, 'are to us nothing but either our
sensations and other states of feeling, or something inextricably inv—
olved therein! (§£, p.76).

The?&ggig's account of atiributes is interesting as an attempt to
provide a fairly detailed relativistic theory of a mostlunoompromising
kind. Kill distinguished three classes of attributes, namély ounalities,

relations and ouantities, and explained each class relativistically.
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Thus:s .

Gualities, like substances, are known to us no

otherwise than by the sensations or other states

of consciousness which they excite: and while, in

compliance with common usage, we have continued

to speak of them as a distinct claés of Things,

we showed that in predicating them no one means

to predicate anything but those sensations or

states of consciousness, on which they may be

said to be grounded, and by which alone they

can be defined or described (ibid.).
Similarly; relations are said to be 'grounded on some fact or phen-
omenon, that is, on some series of sensations or states of conscious-
‘ness, more or less complicated' (ibid.). And: 'The third species of '
Attribute, Quantity, is also manifestly grounded on something in our
‘sensations or states of feeiing;ﬂ(ibig.). Any non-relativistic view
of attributes seemed to Mill to be out of the question; 'for the ddc—
trine of the existence of a'peculiar Zibn—relativiseg7 species of
entity called quantities,"he wrote; 'I can see no foundation except
in a ten&ency of the human mind which is the cause. of many delusions'
(8L, p.66). And in a note added to the 1856 editigﬁ,of the work he
associated his position with Herbert Spéncer's, aé%erting boldly that
'neither of us believes an attribute to be a real thing, possessed
of objective existence,' and that 'The meaning of any general name
is some outward or inward phenomenon, consisting, in the last resort,
of feelings' (8L, p.179). ‘

Just as the relativity doctrine for physical objects came in ver-
iant forms, so too does relativism about attributes admit of more '
than one interpretation. On the version which would have attracted
Mill the least, and whic@,méy bé seen as the most Kantian, attributes
are a real species of entity but, like noumena, are unknowable (or
perhaps: incapable of being meaningfully spoken of) by us, even though
we can, experience the sensations for which they are causally responsible.
Mill never specifically discussed such a view, though it is unlikely
that he failed to recogrise that the notion of what might be called
'‘noumenal attributes! would be of some appeal to Kantians, In presen-
ting his own relativised theory of attributes, Mill showed a prefer—
ence for a semantic rather than an epistemological rendering of relat-
ivity, possibly because the’discussion of attributes is associated
with an investigation into the semantics of general terms, and his
attention was chiefly on quéstions about meaning at this point in the
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Logic. Thus he treated the postulation of a real species of non;
reducible attributes as a mistake about the meaning of general terms;
- our words, he maintained, can be applied only to our experlence, and .
the stuff of experience is sensationj; and therefore it is wrong to
construe attribute talk as talk about a kind of entity of which we

can have no experience. Attributes have +to be, on this view, identi-
fiable in some manner with sensations, and Mill went to some trouble
to throw light on the nature. of the identity. Wishing at the same
time, however, to retain the interest of non-idealist readers in his
discussion of the semantics of general terms, he opted for saylng,
with deliberate and avowed ambiguity, that attributes are 'grounded
on' sensations — a form of speech which different readers would choose
to interpret in different ways, idealists 1ike'himself construing the
'erounding' as the ontological reducibility ofvattributes to sensationsy
and non-idealists taking it to be a relation of an epistemic kind,
sensations being our evidence for ascriptions of attributes. This .
language, Mill blithely declared, should be seen %o be tcompatible

' with either view of the nature of qualities,! and to 'admit of no
gisoute’ (5L, 0.6T; of. ibid. pp.65, 685 T1, T3, T5, 76, T7). It is
true that even someone who rejected all forms of thewpelativity doc-
trine, and held that attributes were neither beyond:éxperience nor to
be equated with sensations, would find it hard to déﬁy that it is
through sensation that we experience them. But Mill's evident satis-—
faction at having discovered a form of words describing the relation
of attributés to sensations which philosophers of conflicting views
can agree upon hardly seems‘very justifiable; for the agreement is not
only a purely .verbal one, but is also dangerously liable to mislead

- those who are parties to it into believing that their views are in
closer accord than they really are. o '

Mill's theory that talk ?bout attributes is really talk about sen—
sations, which effectively reduces attributes to sensations, has to
face a difficulty which he seems not to have noticed until his atten-—
tion was drzwn to it by Spencer. The source of the problem is that
there are considerable differences between the ways in which we nor-
mally regard the identity conditions of.attributes and sensations.

If T look at my bookcase now and in half an hour's time, I will be
having numerically different sensations of.it, but I will judge it
each time to have the single colour quality of being brown. Again,

if I look from the bookcase to a brown car passing outside my window,
I will ascribe the same colour attribute to both the bookcase and
the car, though clearly my seﬁsations of the two objects are numer-
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ically distinct. Spencer drew the somewhat curious conclusion from
his reflections on examples like these that wherever we distinguish
sensations as numerically distinct, we should refrain from speaking
of numerically identical attributes, and talk instead of atfributes
which ere only exactly alike (Spencer (1855), pp.125-27). Mill would
have none of this, and for sound reasons: ‘ w

If every general conception, instead of being

"fhe One in thé Hanys5'!'! were considered to be

as many different conceptions as there are things

to which it is applicable, there would be no'

such thing as general language. A name would have

o general meaning if man connofed one thing!when

predicated of John, and another, though closely;

resembling, thing when predicated of William

(SLy p.179).
But while Spencer's theory is an uﬂéatisfactory one, Mill granted
that he had raised a question which demanded an answer: 'What, then,
is the common something which gives a meaning to the general name?'
(ibid.).

In answering this question, Mill made use of the fact that sensat-

»

ions which are numerically distinct can yet be qualitatively similar
- a fact which Spencer, too, had observed, %hough he %ound in it a
different significance. Mill's solution to the problem of the nature
of attributes was actualiy_t0*identifytthemﬁwithﬂthe similarities:
among sensations: » ,

The names of attributes are in their ultimate

analysis names for the resemblances of our sen-

sations (or other feelings). Every general name,

whether concrete or abstract, denotes or connotes

one or more of these resemblances. ... The things

compared are many, bu% the something common to

all of them must be conceived as one, just as the

~name is conceived as one, though corresponding

to numerically different sensations of sound

evéry time it is pronounced. ... The general

term man does not éonnote.the sensations der-

ived once from one man... It connotes‘the gen—

eral type of the sensations derived always from

all men, and the power (always thought of as

one) of producing sensaiions of that typev(§£,

pp.179-80).
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Thus Mill in the 1856'editionlof.the Logic. Thirteen years later in
a note to his edition of James Mill's Analysis he repeated the claim
that: ' ' '

The only meaning of predicating a quality at all,

is to affirm a resemblance. Wﬁen we ascribe a

quality to an object, we intend to assert that

the objeét affects us in a manner‘similar to

that in which we.are_affected by a known class

of objects (AN, vol.l, p.261).

}ill was apparently unaware that in the 1856 presentatlon of his

theory of attributes, he was actually putting forward two non-equivalent
views of the relationship of attributes to sensations. On the first,

attributes are the resemblances among sensations, so that the attrib-

ute of being brown is identical to the resemblance or similarity bet-
ween 211 the numerically distinct sensations of brown which I and others
have. But the second account has it that attributes are to be identif-
ied with type (as distinct from token) sensations, the attribute brown-
ness bheing the type of which all your and my numerically distinct sen-
sations of brown are tokens. Both accounts aim to capture the gener-
ality which is characteristic of attrlbutes, but whereas one treats
attributes as relations among sensations, the_other;oonstrues them as

a special sort of relatend to which sensations are rglated - related,
moreover, by the logical relation of being tokens of a type, which is
not identical with any relation of qualitative: similarity between
individual sensations.

Unfortunately for Mill, neither of these accounts works at all well,
Take first the theory of attributes as type-sensations. There need be
no quarrel with the claim that a type/token distinction can bevdrawn
for sensations along the lines sketched above. But Mill cannot coher-
,ently employ that dlstlnctlon in support of his relativistic theory
of attributes. The dlfflculty comes into view when we reflect on the
conditions for seying that an individual sensation is a2 token of a -
certain type-sensation. Sensations have objects, and it can only be
the identity of their objects which determines their status as tokens
of the same type. If I have a sensation of brown and you do so as well,
our sensations can be said to be tokens of the same type—sensafion
(in other words, they can be spoken of as fhe_gggg sensation in fhe
type sense of that phrase) because of the identity of their objects.
But what is the object common to your and my sensations? The answer

to this auestion must surely be: the attribute brownness. Yet this

answer is not available to Mlll, for it is in order to explaln what
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attributes are that he has introduced the type/token distinction, and
if he cannot expound this distiﬁction without referénce to atfributes,
then he cannot use it fo‘say what attributes are, on pain of circul- '
arity. It is inadmissible to characterise the attribute Brownness

as a certain type-sensation, if identification of that type—sensaﬁion '
is to be in terms of its being the type of which individual éensationé
of the attribute brownness are tokens, If Mill could provide an account
of whaﬁ makes your andmmywsensaiions'bf brownhess tokens of the same
type without referring to those sehsatidns having as their common
object the attribute brownness, he could evade the/presenf objection;
but it is not clear that any such alternative account could be given.
Someone might suggest that what makes individual sensations of brown
tokens of the same type is that they éll have the same phenomenolog-
ical feel to their subject(s). But if the notion of the phenomenol-—
ogical feel of a sensation is not to‘be a mere obfuscation of the
issue, it needs an explanation which is natﬁrally provided by saying
that two sensations have the same phenomenological feel when they

have the same object; and specification of the common object of two
sensations of brown requires a refereqce to the attribute brownness.
(In support of this view note that any ai{empt to‘§pecify in what

the sameness of phenomenological feel of two sensétions of brown
consists which does not mention the fact‘that'theyi%re both sensations
gi brown appears essentially incomplete.)

' 1iill's alternative theory of attributes - and, indeed, the one on
which he laid the greater stress — was that they are resemblances
between sensations. But this theory faces the same difficulty as the
other: it explains attributes in a manner which presupposes that the
notion of an attribute is already understood. It is perfectly reason-
able to talk of resemblances.among‘our sensations. But it is ohscure
‘how we could do so unless we meant to refer to resemblanbes in resp-
ect of their objects; my Eensation of brown resembles yours, or res-—
embles another sensation of mine at a different time, just because
they are uniformly sensations of brown - which is to say, because they
are sensations of the same attribute of brownness. In asserting that
it is the resemblance itself which is the attribute, Mill forgot that
there cannot be barevresemblance which is pot resemblance in respect
of some common feature, and the feature common to two or more sensab-
ions of brown is precisely that they have objects which need to be
specified in terms of a common attribﬁte. Mill erred in failing to
see the truth stressed by Bradley among,others, that resemblance is
posterior, not prior, to uni&ersals ~ that is, that we capnot speak
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of things resembling each other unless we identify a universal (2
quality or respect) common to them. 8

It may be admitted that there have beénvphilosophers who (for other
reasons than Mill's) have attempted to view resembianoe as“a primit-
.ive relation not requiring for its analysis any reference to univer-—
sals such as attributes. Resemblance nominalists like H.H. Price
have tried to argue that' we can rightly call a number of things by
the same general term in~the case where all the things can be affirmed
to resemble the members of a certain set of exemplars more closely
than they resemble anything else (Price (1953), ch.l). There are sev-
eral powerful objections to resemblance nominalism, among which is
the insuperable one that resemblance nominalists cannot ultimately
avoid treating resemblance itself as a universal. 9 (It is of some
incidental interest here that resemblance nominalists have appealed

to a notion of primitive resemblance in order to dispense with univ-

ersals, whereas Mill held that attributes could actually be analysed
in terms of such resemblances!) But the notion of resemblance which
is not resemblance-in-respect-of a common characteristic remains a
basically obscure and uninviting one. AsﬂRichérd Wollheim has said:

Universals cannot be made to rest upon judgqupts of

resemblance: for every judgement of resembla@ée

| presupposes a universal. Resemblancé, so férffrom

being the creator of, becomes a mere parasitei

upon, universals: universals ére pfior to resem—

blance (Wollheim, p.37). .
The objection to Mill's theory can be put by rephrasing a part of this:
Resemblance among sensations, so far from being the creator of, bec-
omés a mere parasite upon, attributes: attributes are prior to res-
emblance among sensations,

The problems with Mill's account of attributes indicate that, in
this area at least, his thegry of the relativity of knowledge is very
defective. It does not, on examination, prove at all plausible to aff-
irm that attributes are reducible to sensaiioné. But it would not be
a reasonable conclusion from this to :infer +that the relativity doc-
trine must be rejected altogether, or that the idealism for which it
offers strong support is untenable. A more lenient verdict would be
that Kill was mistaken in trying to apply the relativity'principle to
aitributes, and should not have attempted to reduce them to sensations.
He couid, for instance, have identified attributes with concepts,
where these are construed as wholly mental principles for sorting and .

classifying the sensational content of experience. Such a theory would
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be consonanf with idealism,‘yet would also do justice to the feature
of generality which is characteristic of atiributes. (It would be
_impbrtant, however, that the épplication of the same concept to aiff-
erent particulars was nbt held to be justified by the poséession by
those particulars of a common universal, or the idenfification of
attributes with concepts would break down.) Whether Mill could have
been broﬁght to sympathise with a view of this kind, or whether he
would have regarded the.-failure of his attempt to apply the relativ-
ity doctrine to attributes a reason for bécktracking from idealism,

we can only vainlyvspeculate.

Frad
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EIGHT

THE WORILD AND ITS SUBJECT

Mill's fullest account of the nature of the:external world and of
the relation to it of the knowing subject is to be found in the elev-
enth chapter of the Examination, *The Psychological Theory of the
Belief in an External World.' Mill was evidently very vpleased with
this chapter, and a few yeais after its first appearance he reprinted
it unchanged as an appendix to his edition of his father's Analysis.
Bain, too, was impressed by Mlll's dlscu531on, and wrote in reference
to it, 'I give him full credit for hlS uncompromlslng Idea11Sm, and
for his varied and forceful exposition of it' (Baln (1882), p.120).

Some critics, however, were less flattering; James M'Cosh, for instance,
scornfully classed Mill's theoryAwith’fhe 'wire—drawn attempts to
fashion all our ideas out of one or two priﬁitive sources by means of
association,' which were among the more baneful products of the trad-
ition of Locke (M'Cosh, p.21). But many of Mill's readers from early
days to the present have noted that it is actually far from easy to

be sure just what view of the external world he intended to maintain,
and, indeed, whether he reﬁlly had a firm view at all. R.F. Anschutz
has claimed that he was trying to be all things to all men, and to
satisfy both the Berkeleian and the realist (Anschutz (1953, p.178);
Alen Ryan holds that he simply could not ﬁake up his mind whether he int-
ended to deny the existence of the external world or not (Ryan (1974),
p. 222). |

Home of the problems which readers have Irad with Mill's chépter
resolve themselves when it is studied in relation to views which
" he urged clsewhere; but I shall argue that there remains one orltlcal
ambiguity about his theory of the external world which cannot be
argued away, and also that he.was more than a little ambivalent about

the importance of the role played by the laws of association in that
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theory. Yet despite these sefious flaws, there is much that is insight-
ful and stimulating in Mill's discussion of the external world and of
our rclation to it, and it deserves far better than the glibly dis-

missive treatment which it commonly receives.

A Parrens . II

One of the confusing features of Mill's chapter on the belief in
an external world is that it has two>objectives which he takes no
great pains to distinguish from each other. The first of these is to
provide a psychological explanation of our belief in the existence of
a world of things outside us. The second is to justify an idealist,
or alternatively (and, as we shall see, inconsistently) an immater-
ialist interpretation of the nature of physical objects. These obj-
ectives are obviously not wholly logically independent of each other;
for inétance, some possible psychological explanations of how the
belief in an external world arises would preclude the provision of any
other than a realist metéphysical theory of the world, and Mill is
able to present an anti-realist metaphysical account only because his
psychological theory is not one of these., Still, tﬁe twin tasks of the
chapter are distinct, and Mill would have assisted his reader by éok—
nowledging the fact.

What is the content of the belief that there is an external world?
Mill suggested that to hold that objects 'exist external to us, and
are not a part of our own thoughts!' amounts to holding that:

there is concerned in our perceptions something

which exists when we are not thinking df its; which

existed before we %ad ever thought of it, and

would exist 1f we were annihilated; and further,

that there exist things which We never saw,

touched, or otherwise perceived, and things which

never have been perceived by man (EH, p.179).
The psychélogical task Mill set himself was to explain how we come
to have such a conception of reality. One might then have expected
that his metaphysical diSCuésion would produce the arguments for
regarding the common-sense belief in an external world so conceived
as mistaken. But not so: Mill, like Berkeley, ciaimed that his purpose
was not to reject, but to reqonstrue (along suitably reductionist

lines) the notion of an external world. How well he succeeded in this
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exceedingly difficult enterprise we shall examine by and by; but it is
hardly tb be wondered at that the fact that he attempted such an
act of philosophical tightrope—ﬁalking at all has led some commen—
tators to accuse him of uncertainty as to whether to accept the
existence of the external world or not.

¥ill claimed that his 'psychological theory of the belief in en
external world' rested on two postulates, the first that the mind is
capable of forming expéa%g%idns about the sensations it would feel
under certain hyvnothetical conditions, the second that it is governed
by the laws of the association of ideas (EE, p.l77). Associationist
psyohblogy was an inheritance from the British empiricist tradition,
and in particular from the thought of the eighteenth century philds—
ovher and physician David Hartley, whose Observations on Men (1749)

had greatly impressed the youthful Mill (ég, p.71). Not just 'ideas'

but mental phenomena in general, including sensations and 'reminisc-
ences of sensation,' Mill thoughtaﬁere subject to the.force of ass-—
oéiation. In the Examination he identified four laws of assoclation
as playing a role in the development of the belief in an external
worlds: . ’
(1) Similar phenomena tend to be thought of togethér;
(2) Phenomena which have either been experienced or conceived in
close contiguity to one.another, tend to be thoughtxof together;
(3) Associations produced by contiguity become more certain and
rapid by repetitions
(4) When an association has acquired the character of inseparab-
ility, the idea called up by association becomes inseparable from the
idea which suggested it, and fhe facts or phenomena answering'té those
ideas come to seem inseparable in eiistence (Eﬂ, pp.177-78). 2
1iill praised Hartley for discovering that 'mental phenomena, joined
together by association, mgy form an ... intimate, and as it were,
chemical union,* and by so doing greatly increasing the explanatory
notential of psychology (BP, p.347). Among the mental phenomena which
Mill believed the laws of association could account for were the notion
of znc the belief in an external world, There are, he proposed,
associations naturally and even necessarily gen-—
erated by the order of our sensations and remin-
iscences of sensation, which, supposing no int-
uwition of an external world to have existed in
consciousness Zﬁhioh had been Hamilton's theorz7,
would inevitably generate the belief, and would

cause it to be regarded as an intuition (BH, p.178).
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Having stated the laws of association, Mili apparently felt it to
be vnnecessary to gé into much detail about exactly how those laws
operate to nroduce the belief in an external world. He did, howevef,
feel it incumbent upon him to say something about the origin of the
conviction that objects persist in existence when we are not perceiv—
ing them. The conception of the 'perdurability' of objects, he wrote,

is but the form impressed by the known laws of

association up&ﬁ%%ﬁé conception or notion, obi-

ained by experience, of Contingent Sehsations;

by which are meant, sensations that are not in

our present consciousness; and individual}y

never were in our consciousness at all, but which

in virtue of the laws to which we have 1eafnf

by experience that our sensations are subject,

we know we should have fglt under given supp-

osable circumstances, and under these sahe

circumstances might still feel (EH, p.179).
leaders of the first editions of the Examination found this still in-
sufficiently enlightening, and Mill felt compelied to add an appendix
to the third (1867) edition of the work in order to’clarify this and
other elements of his theory. If I have been accus%p@ed, he expléined
here, to receiving simultaneous visual and tactualjsénsations from
some object, e.g. a cést—iron_ball, then on some occasion when I am
having only visual sensationsAof-if, the laws of assbciation lead me
to believe that the factual sensations are possible as well - in other
words, to believe the ball to héve tangible qualities though I am
not now touching it (@E, p.ZOO). Yet one might object that this is
still not sufficient for Mill's pufposes. Association migh{ lead us
to believe that the visible ball has tangible gqualities, but can it
explain our believing thaty the ball continues to exist when we are
having no sensations of it at all? Perhaps Mill could have strengthened
his case by citing an examplé of the following kind. Suppose that I
am used to walking down the High étreet and seeing the baker's shop
to the left of the draper's. If, then, on some occasion I happen
to be sb placed that I‘have only the baker's shop in my visual field,
association, as IMill exolained it, could cause me to believe, or
rather sustein me in believing, that the draper's is still in exist-
ence on the right, though'I am having no sensations of it.

But a further obscurity in Mill's account is how association is
related to expcctation, the second postulate which he held to be
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necessary to the exnlanatioﬁ of the belief in an external world. An
apparently plausible suggestlon would be that the two postulates are
not really independent, and that expectatlon is itself governed by -
the mechanisms of associationj but if that was Mill's view, he did not
say so. Alternatively, one might wonder-whether he could have thought
that association raises ideas of 'contingent sensations,' and that
expectation is a separate mental principle which creates belief that
those sensations are truly possible. But once again, Mill gave no ind-
ication that he thought this. In fact it is an important objection to
his account that it quite slurs over the distinction between ideas,
notions and conceptions on the one Hand and beliefs on the other, and
betrays no recognition that it is one thing to have a notion of a kind
of thing, for instance of unicorns, and quite another to believe that
~things of that kind exist. If, when I am having senSationé of the
baker's shop, association brings to my mind ideas of the draper's
establishment next door, does it require an input from another mental
facultyh(expectation?) for me to believe that if I alter my visual |
field in a particular way, I will have sensations of the draper's?
If ¥ill had any thoughts about this, he did not reveal them. '
The picture becomes rather more than less confused by the résumé

of his theory which Mill provided in the 1867 appendlx. Here, aston-
ishingly, association is not mentioned at alll The 'Psychological
Theory' is now said to postulaie:

first, Sensations; secondly, succession and simul-

taneousness of sensationsj; thirdly, an uniform order

in their succession and simultaneousness, such that

‘they are united in groups, the component sensations

of which are in such a relation to one another,

that when we experience one, we are authorized to

expect all the resy, conditionally on oe?tain

antecedent sensations called organic, belonging

to the kind of each (EH, p.201).
It might be thought that the theory expressed in this passage cannot
be essentially different from before — that it must be associationism
in all but name. Yet there is actually a crucial difference. Although
mention is still made of the grouping of sensations, and of the mind
moving from experienced sensations to thoﬁghts of possible sensations,
there is no longer any reference to mechanical or quasi-mechanical
principles of mental organisation to govern the process. The restated

theory leaves it open that there are no-associative principles of

mental states at all; rather, the proposal is that given a supply of‘
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sensations forming a uniform sequence, one is entitled to infer

(tauthorized to expect?) that other sensations would occur in certain
specifiable circumstances, But this suggests that to form a belief in

the existence of the external world, what one requires besides a stream

of sensations is a logical faculty enabling one to draw inferences of
the appropriate sort. Yet it seems unlikely that Mill was deliberately
altering his theory as a result of some reasoned dissatisfaction with
associationism. It is mere..likely that both in the 1865 and 1867
editions of the Examination he was simply failing to think through

his ideas in a sufficiently careful way, and that he neverlmade'the
'Psychological Theory! precise'enough for it to be easily evident,
even fo its author, when a deviation from it was taking place.

A plauvsible explanation of Mill's seeming carelessness in presen—
ting his 'Psychological Theory! is that he was not ultimately very
interested in the task of explaining the origin of our beliefs about
external reality, and was much more concerned with the second of the
two objectives I ascribed to him — that of providing an anti-realist
metaphysical analysis of the nature of the external world. Probably
he saw the first objective primarily as serving the second, and was
not concerned to develop a psychological theory bexgnd the point at
which it became apparent that éxplaining our belieﬁ‘in an external
world did not positively require the posfulétionxo§ an external reality
of an obnoxiously realist kind. Despite their differences, neither
the psychological theory of Chapter XTI nor that of the later appendix
are committed to realism iﬁ any sense in which Mill wénted to deny
it. Perhaps he would have béen content enough to settle in their place
for any alternative empirical theory so long as it did not proclaim

or presuppose realism.

11T

Like Berkeley, Mill claimed that his metaphysical theory of the
external world marked no deviation from the common-sense belief in
objects outside the mind: - '

Hatter, then, may be defined, a Permanent ?ossibility
of Sensation. If I am asked, whether I believe in
matter, I ask whether the questioner accepts this
definition of it. If he does, I believe in matters:

and so do all Berkeleians. In any other sense than
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this, I do not. But I affirm with confidence, that
this conception of Matter includes the whole meaning
attached to it by the common world, apart from phil-
osophical, and sometimes from theological, theories.
The reliance of mankind on the real existence of
-visible and tangible objects, means reliance on the
reality and permanence of Possibilities of visual
and tactual sensations, when no such sensations

are actually experienced (EH, p,183).

Dr. Johnson's 'argumentum baculinum' is based on a complete misunder- -

standing of Berkeley, in Mill's bpinion, and all that the 'most est-
eemed metaphysical champions' of mattér, such as Reid, Stewart and-
‘Brown, have in effect beeén arguing for is the existence of permanent
possibilities of sensation (ihig;). It is the belief in these perman-
ent possibilities on which alone any practical consequences depend,
11111 maintained, and 'if nobody believed in a material universe in any
other sense, life would go on exactly as it does now' (EH, pp.183-84).
It is clear that Mill's metaphysical theory of matter is not entailed

by his psychological theory of the origiy of the belief in an external
world, in either its Chapter XI or appendiX‘forms. Fogwit is conceivable
that our conviction of the existence ofva world of {ﬂings outside us
arises from our sensations and our expecté%ioné of sgn%aiiOns accord-
ing to one 6f the modes which Mill described, but this would leave it -
auite open whether or not there existed a world of objects outside us
and irreducible to sensations. So what entitled him to put forward his
Berkeleyan, or quasi-Berkeleyan, theory of matter as a sequel to,hié-
psychological reflections on the belief in external reality? Did.he
confusedly believe that the psychological theory does entail the
metaphysical one? | ‘ '

~ There is no ground for aicribing to him such a gross confusion. The
real justification he saw for his metaphysical theory of matter was

the principle of the relativity of knowledge. Rather surprisingly,

i1l nowhere in Chapter XI or the appendix referred to the princinle

by neme, and yet its presence is everywhere felt. The possibility of
"noumenal existence is dismissed on the basis that we can know nothing
beyond our sensations, all knowledge being_nd%“only,hl sensation, but
also of sensation. Consequently, our knowledge of the existence of an
external world cannot be knowledge of the existence of something which
is, as NMill put it, 'intrinsically distinct' from sensation (EH, p.182).
But how, then, in conformity to the relativity principle, is our know-
ledge of an external world to be constirued? The exceedingly ingenious
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sugpgestion 1Mill made is that external physical objects are to be und-

erstood as possibilities of sensation, which remain in existence even

~in the absence of actual sensations of objects. Why we should believe

in the independent existence of possibilities of sensation he thought
could be explained by the psychological theory; but the metaphysicaliy
significant point about the possibilities, in his opinion, was that
they could be held to constitute a real, external world which was, how-
ever, in no way a world.of noumenal substances. We come to think of
our actual sensations as connected with 'groups of possibilities of
sensation' (Eﬁ, p.181). But our sense of natural sequenoeé of phenom=—
ena (whether a product of association, or‘of inference from experience)
leads us to imagine changes taking place within the possibilities of
sensation even when ouf attention is elsewhere:

Whether we are asleep or awake the fire goes out,

and puts an end to one particular possibility of

warmth and light. Whether .we are present or absent

the corn ripens, and brings a new possibility of

food. Hence we speedily think of Nature as

made up solely of these groups of possibilities,

and the active force of Nature?as manifestg% in the

modification of some of these by others (iéig.).
And after a little while it is guite inevitable that we should come %o
think of the actual sensations we have, though they are in fact 'the
original foundation of the whole,' as merely the 'representations,
appeaorances, or effects' of the possibilities of sensation, which
thus sre thought of as 'much more real than the actual sensations'

(ibid.)-

IV,

lHill's metaphysical_théory of the external world was very greatly
influenced by the idealism of Berkeley. Mill always expressed the
most enthusiastic admiration for Berkeley's philosophy, and in a2 review
essay he wrote near the end'gf his life acjually said of him that 'of
all who, from earliest times, have applied the powers of their minds
to metaphysical enquiries, he is the one of. greatest philosophic gen-
ius! (EL, D.451). Berkeley, Mill said - and he compared him here to
Halebranche — had realised that the hypothesis of physical substance
irreducible to sensation-was by'no means essential~to account: for:the. .
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charactef of our experience; indeed, such substance would be merely a
'superfluous wheel in the machinery' on which nothing depended (§£,
p;46é; cf. EH, p.204). 4 pnd Mill claimed Berkeley's authority for
the view that: ' o |

in the case of matter there is no ground in

experien¢evor in anything else for regarding

the sensations we are conscious of as signs

of the preéenoe-of“anything, except potential—

ities of other sensations (BL, p. 459).

Yet in one important respeot Mill believed that his own metaphys—
ical theory of matter was an 1mprovement on that of his admired pre-—
decessor. Berkeley, he suggested, had had a difficulty in accounting
for the continuing numerical‘identity of an object which we have fo;
a time ceased to perceives

He supposed that the actual object of a sensible -

verception, though, on his own showing, only a »

group of sensations, and suspended so far as we

are concerned when we cease to perceive it, comes .

baok'literally the same‘thé next fjme it is ﬁer—

ceived by us; and, being the same, must have been

kept in ey1otence in another mind. o
What Berkeley falled to grasp, however, is that-

the sensations I have to-day are not the same

as those I had yesterday, which are gone, never

to return; but are only exactly similar ...

(_B_L_, ‘P-464)'
Berkeley's theory, then, cannot make good sense of the common belief
that objects are not merely ephemeral like sensations, but retain
their numerical identity over extended periods of time. (This objec-
tion is more fundamental thaﬂ the objection, often heard and quite
correct, that Berkeley's introduction of God to perceive objects no
one else is perceiving is inadmissibly ad ggg.) |

11111 saw that Berkeley's problem arose because he identified phy-
sical objects with groups of actual sensations;tand the solution to
it, Mill thought, was to identify those objects rather with possibil-

ities of sensation, which were neither transient like actual sensations,

nor reguired for their existence that they should be held within some
mind. So, when an object has existed unperceived,

what has been kept in continuous. existence is but

a potentiality of haviﬁg.... sensations, or, o

express it in other words, a law of uniformity of
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nature, by virtue of which similar sensations might
and would have recurred, at any intermediate time,
under similar conditions (iéig.); 5
Yet those sensations which I might have had but did not dufing some
temporal interval, Kill added, are not 'a positive entity subsisting
through that time'; there is not really 'any‘permanent'object, mental
any more than material, to keep up an identity which does not really
exist'; they have only 'potential! existence (iﬁig.).
dn the basis of his divergence from Berkeley over the analysis of
existence unperceived, Mill has often been referred to as .a phenomen-
alist rather than as an idealist; he has even been called by some the
'father of phenomenalism.' Although the difference between Mill's and
Berkeley's views is a significant one, it is not at all clear that
AMill is better described as a phenomenalist than as an idealist. For
one thing, he himself preferred to stress the similarities rather than
the differences between his theory and Berkeley's, and classed his
ﬁosition with that of the 'Berkeleians.' It is noteworthy too that
while he never used either of the labels 'idealist! or ‘phenomenalist!
of his own philosophy, he did not object to a critic's terming it
'pure idealism.! 6 (Bain too, we have seen, referred, to Mill's 'un-
compromising Idealism.') But the sense of labels foréphilosophical
views can ohange subtly over time, and it ﬁould be uﬁ%afe to conclude
that nineteenth century usage of the term ‘'idealism' is the same as
our ovm; probably, in fact, tidealism' was employed with a wider sense
then than now, so it,could.have bovered?as well. as theories of the Ber—
keleyan type, those others which would nowadays attract the label 'phen-
omenalist.' What is more important than how nineteenth—centuryﬂwrifers
described liill's views, however, is the point that those views are not
in full accord with modern phenomenalist theories. Phenomenalists of

the present day have a greatrdeal to say about possible sensations;

Fill, by contrast, spoke most frequently of possibilities of sensation.

What he intended by this phrase often appears to have been somewhat
different from what phenomenalists normally mean by talking about poss—
ible sensations.

Admittedly, this is not always so. Sometimes he used 'possibilities
of sensation' as if this was only a stylisticevariant for 'possible
sensations.' TFor instance, at one place in fhe Examination he moved
swiftly from speaking of 'a great number and variety of possibilities
of sensation' to the statement that 'The whole set of sensations as
rossible, form a permanent background to any one or.more of them that

are, at a given moment, actual"(gg, p.181). Then shortly afterwards:
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The permanent possibilities are common to us and to
our fellow-creatures; the actual sensations_aie not.’
That which other people become aware of'wheh, and on
the same grounds, as I do,lseems more real to me than
that which they do not know of unless I‘tell them.
The world of Possible Sensations succeeding one
:another according to laws, is as much in other beings
as 1t is in me; .it.has therefore an existence out—
side me; it is an External World (gg, p.182). _

Such passages as these, though, are uncommon; Mill spoke continually
6f permanent possibilities of sensatioh, but only rarely of possible
sensations, and hence it is reasonable to take seriously the prospect
that he did not generally consider these as amounting to the same.

thing. T :

The usual impression Mill gaﬁe.of possibilities of sensation was
that they have a valuable flavourfbf objectivity, of externality and
of publicity about them, and it is likely that he felt that possible
sensations do not (or at least, do not in an equal degree). In the
Logic he talked of body as 'a set of sensations, or rqther, of 'possib-
ilities of sensatlon, and his preference for the second disjunct is
worth noting (SL, p.58). Then in the Examination he wrote that:

The conception I .form of the world existing at any
moment, comprises, along with the sensations I am
feeling, a countless variety of possibilities of
sensation ..+ These various possibilities are the
important thing to me in the world. My present sen-—
sations are generally of little importance, and are
moreover fugitive: the possibilities, on the contrary,
are permanent, which is the character that mainly
distinguishes our 1dee of Substance or Matter from

our notion of sensatlon (EH, pp.179-80).

. This may be just a way of saying that bodies cannot be identified with
~our actual sensations (something Mill explicitly maintained: ‘*our
actual sensations and the permanent possibilities of sensation, stand

‘out in obtrusive contrast to one another' (FH, pp.186-87)); but it
may indicate a deeper distaste for 1dent1fy1ng them with sets of sen-—
-sations actual or possible.

'Phenomenélism in its modern manifestations holds that sentences
about physical objects can be translated into sentences about the
v'sense data we actually have, or would have if certain conditions were

fulfilled. The phenomenallst claims that the sense-data sentences
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offered as translations of physical object sentences are logically
equivalent to the sentences they translate; and a common way of exp-
ressing the claims of phenomenalism is to say that, for the phenomena—
list, physical objects are logical constructions out of éense—data.
Phenomenalism is thus a reductiﬁe theory of physical objects. This is
superficially similar to Mill's account: |

I believe that Calcutta exists, though I do not per—

ceive it, and that.-it would still exist if every per-

:cipient inhabitant were suddenly to leave the place,

or be struck dead. But when I analyse the belief, éll

I find in it is, that were these events to take place,

the Permanent Possibility of Sensation which I call

Calcutta would still remain; that if I were suddenly

transported to the banks of the Hoogly, I should

still have the sensations which, if now vresent,

would lead me to affirm that Calcutté‘exists here

.and now. We may infer, therefore, that both philosoph-

ers and the world at large, when they think of

matter, conceive it really as a Permanent Possibility

of Sensation (EH, p.184). o
Like the modern phenomenallst, Mill placed great welght on subgunctlve
conditional qnalyses of the form. If a»per01p1ent Were placed in
sﬁch—and-such circumstances, then he would have so-and-so sensory
experiences. Yet it cannot just be assumed that when Mill cited the
availability of such conditionals in‘Support of his claim that phys-
ical objects are perﬁanent possibilities of sensation, he was defending
just‘the same oléim as is the phenomenalist who holds that physical
objects are logidal constructions out of sense-data.

What is obscure about both Mill's theory and modern phenomenalism
is the precise nature of their ontological commitments. Common sense
has no doubt that physicai objects remain in existence when no one is
having sensory experiences of them. Berkeleyan idealism maiﬁtains the
odd but at least forthright view that objects remain in existence when
- no finite subject is perceiving them, because God continues to perceive
them. But it is hard to resist the impression that phenomenalism is
merely evasive about the natﬁre of objectsrwhich no one is perceiving.
Phenomenalists say that they do not wantvto deny that objects can
exist unperceived, and claim that construing objects as logical con-—-
structions out of actual and possible sense-data enables them to sus-

tain thls position. Yet consider the follow1ng pair of sentences:

(A) There is a table in my bedroom
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(B) If anyone were - suitably situated in my bedroom, he would
have certain sense—data as of my bedroom table.
A phenomenalist might offer (B) as an analysis of (A) (or mofe strictly,
he might offer it as a partial ahalysis, since the expression 'suitably
situated in my bedroom' is itself open to phenomenalist reconstrual).
Yow an imoortant question to pose is: Does (B) entail (A)? The answer
to this is surely that it does not, for (B) is actually consistent
with the negation of (A)wProperly considered, (B) does not rule out
that the world is such that objects come into existence when certain
patterns of sense-data commence, .and go out of it again when those patt-
erns cease, But this is bad news for the phenomenalist, for it shows
that the production of conditionals like (B) is inadequate to estab-
lish that phenomenalism really can accommodate the commén sense belief
in the persistence of unperceived objects: phenomenalist conditionals

could be true yet physical objects still not exist unperceived. And it

- would not be acceptable for the phéhomenalist to counter this criticism
by noting that it would be a very odd kind of universe in whichyobjé
ects were brought into béing by perdeption and went out of it when
perception stopped. Certainly such a universe would be quite different
from the universe posited by common sensej; but the phenomenalist '
cannot help himself to common sense concepﬁlons in reaectlng 1t 9
Docs this mean that phenomenalism really lacks the resources to
provide any positive account of what it is for an object to exist
unperceiﬁed? That depends on how bold an ontologist the phenomenalist
is prepared to be. An option open to the determined phenomenalist is
to accept a certain kind of realism about possible sensations, and to
reify them in something like the way that some philosophers have wan-—
ted to reify possible worlds. For such a theorist, the table which no
one is vnerceiving does continue in existence, 5ut as a set of possible
sensations which are, though non-actual, real. Not all phenomenalists
who have talked of possible sensations have intended to reify them in
this manner; many would hold that the language of possible sensations
is fully analysed by the production of conditionals of the style of
(B). But on a strongly realist view of possible sensations, condition-
als like (B) are true just because unperceived objects remain in
being as sets of really existent possible sensations (which are avail-
able to be had - and thereby become actual sensations - by subJeots
who situate themselves suitably). Many philosophers will have no
stomach for the reification of possible sensations, and will hold that
if-an unperceived table were np-mpre than a sef of such possible sen~

sations, it would in any case be Qﬁite different from the kind of



obgcct which common sense believes to per51st when unpercelved. But
& vhenomenalist who wants to reify. possible sensations may claim supp-
ort from the realism about possible worlds which has appealed to some '
philosophers, notably David Lewis (see, e.g., Leuis, pp.84-91). Lewis
holds that we can talk about existence which is not actual existence;
possible worlds, or ‘ways things could have been,' exist, though not
actually. Now if unactualised possibles which are possible worlds can
exist, can they not, too,‘;ﬁZﬁ they are possible sensations? However,
most philosophers have had too robust a sense of reality to look kindly
on the notion of unactualised but real possibles; and if that response »
should seem to have something of an air of prejudice about 1t, it
can still very reasonably be said that if phenomenallsm is reduced to
_the strait of preferring such odd candidates for existence as reified
possible sensations to common sense physical objects, it is a sing-
ularly unappealing doctrine. | |
Furthermore, it seems to be a noﬁ;contingent feature of actual
sensations that they have subjects, and the strangeness of reified
PO sible sensations appears greater still when we ask the questlon
whose sensations they are. Some defenders’ of reified p0881b1e sens—
ations might wish to say that these sensations are, unlike actual sen-—
sations, subjectless; but this point of analogy with;gotual sensations
is abandoned only at the price of their becoming evenvmore difficult
to comprehend. Or it might be suggested that they can be ascribed
actual subjects, that they can be mine or yours, in that they are the
sensations which you or I would have in certain circumstances. But
this seems wrong; what we would have in those circumstances would be
actual sensations, and it is highly strained to say that we are now
the subjects of reified possible sensations, which are alleged to exist
yet without being actual. Alternatively, possible sensations could be
ascribed possible subjects (likewise suitably reified), but this pro-
posal leads us deep into a Quinean 'ontological slum',(a Quinean quest=-
ion would be: How many possible people are nbw having possible my-
bedrboﬁ—table sensations?) (cf. Quine (1961), p.4). The wise philos-

opher will leave reified possible sensations well alone.

Can possibilities of sensation fare better than possible sensations

in a theory of the external world? Hore specifically, is it more
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plausible to reify the former than the latter? If Mill's theory is to
be more successful than standard phenomenalism inbahalysingkthe nat-
ure of unperceived objects, it needs to be able to speak of reified .
possibilities of sensation. But how cogent is such talk?

Mill showed little hesitation in the Examination in speaking of
possibilities of sensation as real, objectively existing things. The
teroups of possibilities,' he wrote, are 'the fundamental reality in
Hature,!' and 'though the-sensations cease, theApossibilities~remain in
existence; they are independent of our wiil, our presence, and every-—
thing which belongs to us.' Furthermore, they are 'common‘£5 us and
to our fellow-creatures!; while 'the active force in Nature' is 'man-—
ifested in the modification of.some of these by others' - such pro-
cesses of modification being able, he stressed; to take place even
when no one is in sensory contact with them'(gg, pp.181—82). Occas—~
ionally Mill waxed quite lyrical ébout the permanent possibilities,
though at some cost to precision,“as when he wrote that:

the vossibilities are conceived as standing to the

actual sensations in the relation of a cause to its

effect, or of canvas to the figuyes»painted on it,

ér of a root to the trunk, leaﬁes, and flowers, or

of a substratum to that which is spread over;it, or,

in transcendental language, of Mat{er to Form

(BH, p.181). '
‘The purpose of this effusion was to reinforce the message that pefman-
ent possibilities of sensation are the basié stuff of reality, the
prime existents, and that actual sensations are in some manner deﬁen—
dent on them or secondary to them (though precisely what this relation-
zhip was lill appears never to have wholly decided).

Gritics have not on the whole been very kind to Mill's possibil-
ities of sensation. According to Geoffrey Warnock:

A deem§7 inadeqﬁa%e to regard the actual table in
my empty study as a Egggibilitz of sensation. For
surely, when I say there is a table in my siudy,

I am saying what actually is the case, not men—
tioning merely the possibility of anything
(Uarnock, p.227). . ‘
And John Hospers has complained: |
That which is actually before me exists, but in what

vway can possibilities exist? The mountain that no

one is perceiving exists ... but what at this moment

exists, assuming that no one is perceiving the
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mountain? A possibility? But what is that? Can a
possibility-of-sense~data hold a tbwer on top of
it, which we may see even if we don't see the
~mountain? Surely there is something wrong here.
There is something that exists now, not jus% a
mere possibility of something, whatever that may
be (Hospers, pp.542-53). '
These are natural criticisms, and it is clear that they take their
origin from a common sense conception of réality which i% isrhard to
deny. (However, Hospers is unreasonable in complaining that Mill is
implying that a possibility of sense-data, or sensation, could support
something of entirely different ontological status, namely a physical
object such as a tower; for Mill, of course, physical objects are all
to be analysed as possibilities of sensation.) It is unlikely that
criticisms like these could be deflated unless some solid sense could
be giﬁen to the thesis that possibilities of sensation can really
exist in the absence of sehsation - in 6ther‘words, to a Mill-type

reification of them. Mill's theory apparently makes an inadmissible

switch of modalities; from actual objects to possibilities of sensa-
tion. Only if reification of permanent possibilitiesxof sensation can

be ‘made pleusible will this impression be countered:‘lo‘

Now we freguently do talk about possibiiities as geél. It would be
511lly to deny that there is a real possibility of death if one jumps
‘from a plane without a parachute. The existence of a strong possibility
that unemployment in Britain will remain high until the end of fhe
centﬁry is denied by no major political party. And the anaesthetist
‘monitors the sleeping patient's state carefully, because he knows that
the possibility of pain (veritably a 'possibility of sensation') ben-
eath the surgeon's knife is real. Moreover, it would not be stretching
language too far to speak‘o%,physical objects as offering real possib-:
ilities of sensation, where one simply meant that they can be seen,
felt, heard and so on.vMill's view that physical objects are possibil-
ities of sensation is intended to have a more rédical, reductionist
slant than this; but our initial sense of the strangeness of possibil-
ities of sensation may tb some extent be mitigated when we reflect
that (gggg Hospers) we do sometimes feel it_to be acceptable to speeak
of possibilities existing, or being real,

Furthermore, possibilities of sensation have two ostensible advan-
tages over possible sensations as the fundamental posits of a metaphy-
sical theory of the external wqud. The first is that no problem arises

over the ownership of possibilities of sensation. There is no opening
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forvtalk of a subject of possibilities of sensation, so there can be no
embarrassment over the identification of their subject such as arose
for the theory that physidal objects are groups of possible sensations.
But, secondly, as there is no temptation to say that possibilities of
sensation must be owned, they are prima facie better candidates than
possiblg sensations for being objective constituents of a common world.
Actual sensations, having a subject, are subjective in nature; reified
possible sensations, though it is hard to identify a subject. for them,
can meke- et most a dubious claim to objective status; but permanent
possibilities of sensation (while they may have other probiems) do indeed
appear, as Mill said, to be 'common to us and to our fellow-creatures.'
How it is undoubtedly a great advantage of a theory of the external
world that it is able to represent that world as being objective in
nature; one of the problems of a theory like Berkeley's is that it is
incapable of making proper sense of the objectivity of the world (strictly
speaking, it is a consequence of Berkeley's view that there are as
many worlds as there are subjects of 'ideas'). On the other hand, as
we shall see later, Mill's philosophy faceé the problem that represen—
ting the world as objective and common fo different subjects is not
atlall obviously consistent with rigorous adherencevto the principle
of the relativity of knowledge. ;i
1Iill never intended to hold that all pérmanent ﬁéssibilities of sen-

sation can be identified with physical objects, though he held that
all physioal objects are identifiable with permanent possibilities
of sensation. There is, for'instance,a_permanent and not merely ephem-—
eral possibility of getting a nasty shock if you feel about at the
back of your television set with wet hands, but that possibility cannot
intelligibly be identified with an object. Mill's view was that we
form the concept of a physical object where the possibilities

have reference, not to single sensations, but to sen-

sations joined togegher in gfoups. When we think of

anything as a material substance, or body, we either

have had, or we think that on some given supposition

wve should have, not some one sensation, but a great

and even an indefinite number and variety of sensat-—

ions, generally belonging to different senses, but

so linked together, that the preseﬁce of one announces

the possible presence at the very same instant of

any or all of the rest (EH, p.180). |
This, though vague, is promising. It is a reasonable supposition that
kOnly certain kinds of groups,.or complexes, of individual possibilities
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of sensztion constitute the possibilities of sensation which could at all
plausibly be identified with objects._Bﬁt which groupings might we be
inclined to think of as objects? Like other philosophers before and-
since, Mill considered that sensations which correspond tb the primary
aualities of things, that is, sensations of resistance, extension and
shape, are peculiarly important for our belief that we are confronied
with a world of external objects. He did not believe these to be ‘
necesgary for the formation. of the idea of matter ('I am disposed to
believe .... that any of our senses, or at all events ény éqmbination
of more than one sense, would have been sufficient to giveAus some
idea of Hatter' (EH, p.213)); but he did allow that:

The Permenent Possibilities of sensations of touch

and the muscleé, form a group within the group -

a sort of inner nucleus, conceived as more fundamen-—

tal then the rest, on which all the other poss-

ibilities of sensation included in the'group Seem

to depend (gg;g.).
Bain thought this part of Mill's account on the right lines, but 'too
short for the theme.! What he should haye done, suggested Bain, was
to meke more of 'the contrast of active energy and passive feeling
as an important constituent of the subject and objept’distinotion,'
instéad of relying on an undifferentiated notion ofurésistance (Bain
(1882), pp.lzo—zl). This is fair criticism, and though it may be said
that i1l was less interested than Bain was in the construction of
detailed psychological theories, his sketchiness in the present inst-
ance carries over into a weakness in his metaphysicai account of what
objects are. |

A common sense view of the world may happily accept the proposition

that physical objects provide complex possibilities of sensation; though
it will stress that these possibilities exist only because objects have
qualities which enable thed-to be touched, seen, smelt, and so on. But
I[ill's theory maintains that objects are real possibilities of sensation

and no more then that; and common sense will object that there cannot

exist bare possibilities of sensation without a basis in the taﬁgible,
visible, olfactible, and other qualities of things. However, in the
appendix added to the 1867 edition of the Examination, Mill made an
intriguing supplementary proposal about the nature of object—-constitut-
ingvpossibilities of sensation: a body, as a group of poséibilities of
sensation, is, he said, 'a power of exciting sensations' (EH, p.201).
Unfortunately, he did not elaborate on this suggestion, either in the
Examination or elsewvhere. Yet it does hint at a strategy for oonstruihg
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reified possibilities of sensation which is worth some attention. Per—
haps ﬁhat FMill was gesturing vagﬁely towards'was a variéty of dispos~-
itional analysis of objects. .

To say of a glass bottle that it is fragile is to ascribe to it a
disposition to shatter in certain speoifiéble circumstances; its dis-
positional quality of fragility can be characterised by means of such
subjunctive conditionals as, 'If it were hit with a heavy hammer, it
would (probably) shatte}?fwk way in which one might redescriﬁé the
bottle's fragility is to say that it has associated with it a perman-—
ent possibility of shattering (undef certain ¢onditions). Fragility is
uncontroversially a disposition, but many other qualities of things
can zlso be regarded as dispositional ﬁithout stretching that notion
vnduly. Take, for instance, a physical objebt's tangibility: ascribing
this quality to it can be explained by saying that were we t§ bring
parte of our bodies in contact with it, it would provide us with sen—
sations of a tactile sort..And jus% as we might say that a bottle has
associated with it a permanent possibility of shattering, we might say
that it has associated with it too a permanent possibility of providing.
tactile sensations. An object's other sensible qudllties cen likewise
be construed dispositionally, and described in terms*of agsociafed'
permanent pos s1b111t1es of providing sensations of varlous kinds.

To say that 2 body is a ‘'vpower of exciting sensctlons' may thus seem
an acceptable, if unusual, way of referring to certaln,of its dispos~—
itional qualities. But for Mill, of course, this form of words conveyed
a radically reductionist theory of matter. In his view, a physical obj-
ect was not a power of exciting sensations in v1rtue of having other
qualities which provided .a . basis or ground for its sensible qualltles,
but was to be identified w1th a set of sensible qualities construed dis—
positionally. Bodieé‘do not  just EEXE the power to affect our senses, on
this account} Trather, theyf@gg that power and_nothing more., One might
- be reminded here of Locke's view of secondary qualities, 'which in trﬁth'
aré nothing in the objects. themselves but powers to produce various
sensations in us' (Locke, vol.l, p.104). But Locke believed that the

secondary qualities of objects. arise from the 'original or primary

gqualities of body,' namely solidity, extension, figure and mobility;

_and he held that it is only on the basis of the existence of these pri

mary qualities that objects affect our senses (ibid.). Unlike Locke,.
11111l thought that even the primary qﬁaliﬁies 6f bodies are powers to
produce senéations, and not a non-dispositional basis of dispositional
aqualities. | ’

Common sense will find this. dlvergence from Locke the fundamentally
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objectionable feature of Mill's concept of objects. It is very natural
to think that dispositional qualities canhot exist by themselves, but
must be founded on something non-dispositional. One might put this -
natural view by saying that where this is a disposition,>something

must be disposed. Locke's secondary qualities aré powers which things
have by virtue of their primary qualities; and indeed it is plausible
to hold that a disposition presupposes not Just that there.is something
disposed, but also that-the thing disposed is disposed in virtue of

its possessing a quality or qualities forming ah appropriate causal
basis for the disposition. Thus a bottle's fragility, for.inStance, is
a dispositional quality of‘the bottle, and itbis causally grdunded in
its physical microstructural qualities. But Mill's view appears to be
that there can exist bare powers to cause sensations which lack both
possessors and causal grounds. This is not, on the face of it, an att-—
ractivé doctrines; and it is barely clear that it makes any sense at all
( a claim which Hartry Field has Técéntly_supported, though without

11 Mill's picture seems to be that subjects who at

reference to Nill).
‘some time are suitably spaﬁially‘relaied:to aiparticulér location will

then experience certain sensations, because there is at that place

then a power to produce such sensations; yet there, is nothing else
there besides the bare causal power itself, and tﬁis is seriously out
of line with our normal understanding ofhpowers aé;grounded in other
(non-dispositional) qualities of objects. ‘

There is, however, a}oonceivable move which Mill could make at this
point tq put his theory in a better light. To the objection that he
has posited dispositions without foundations, he could reply that it

is svatial locations which, though immaterial, are the possessors of

disposiﬁions to produce sensations. As a subject moves around space,
this line of thought would run, his presence serves to provoke differ-
ent locations to manifestJthe dispositions they possess to excite sen—
sations. In this way, space is the groundwork or basis of possibilities
of sensation, conceived as powers to cause sensations, and the poss— '
ibilities lose their uncomfortable appearancé of being ontologically
free-floating. Horeover, if space is objective and common to different
subjects of experience, it becomes easy to see why permanent possibil-
ities of sensation have that status too: it is precisely beceuse they

are nowers of objective and common locations in space. To be sure,

Miil himself never developed his theory along the present lines. Yetl

it is tempting to sée this extension as offeringua promising underpinning
of many of the things he did say. We can now see just why it should be
that: '
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We find other people grounding their expectations and
conduct unon the same permanent possibilities on which
we ground ours. But we do not find them experiencing
the seme actual sensations. Other people do not have
our sensations exactly wh'en‘ and as we have them: but
they have our possibilities of sensation ... The
pernanent pnossibilities afe common to us and to our
fellow-creaturess~the actual sensations are not

(@, p.182). |
And it now becomes more reasonable tO‘hold that:

Our sensations we carry wifh us wherever we go, and
they never exist where we are not; but when we change
our place we do not carry away with us the Permanent
Possibilities of Sensation: they remain until we ret-
" urn, or arise and cease under conditions with which
our presence has in general.nothing to'do (EH, p.186).

But such a view of the nature of objects is nevertheless very prob-
lematic. One counter—intﬁitive consequence of it (though conceivabiy
one which Mill might have been happy tovlive.with) is that our normal
criteria for the identification and reidentificatiogﬁof objects are
mérely fictitious, and quite out of accord with reaiity. For where we
would naturally speak of an object moving through sﬁéde without loss
of its numerical identity, thé present theory can accommodate only
the notion ofia nattern of qualitatively similar sensations to be obt-
ained through a sequence of adjacent.spatial locationss nothing in what
is experienced actually preserves numerical identity while moving thr—
ough space, though regularity in the sequence of experiences leads us
to ascribe a fictitious identity (somewhat similarly to the way in
which in response to seeing a rapid successive illuminaﬁion,of single
bulbs in a Series of bulbs,{aé‘in some advertising displays, we natur-
2lly speak of a 'moving dot! of light). 12 ;

There remains, too, a fundamental uhclarity about how bare spatial
locations can support powers to cause sensations. There seems to be
'no answer to the gquestion of what it is in virtue of that spatial loc-
ations possess such dispositions; and it is thoroughly obscure how
two different spatial locations. should possess different causal powers,
or why a singlé location should possess diffcrent powers at different
times. Eorely asserting that 'spatial locations are available to play
the rolévof bearers of dispositions to cause sensations is not good
cnough in the absence of any explanation of what qualifies them fo do

this. It scems reasonable to insist that dispositions can only coherently
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be escribed to things which have other qﬁalities which provide a suit-
able causal ground for the dispositions in question. But it is imposs—
ible %o see how spatial locations, merely qua spatial locations, can
have any qualifies which are able to support powers to cause sensaiions.

How EKill himself did not putvforward the view that permanent poss-
ibilities»gre dispbsitional powers of spatial locations; in_féct, he
did not even beliecve in the objectivity of space. His philosophy of
snace and time is one of_ﬁbgwless rewarding areas of his thought,
| being very uketchy and obscure, but‘his refusal to admit that space
end time exist objectively is clear cnough. He admitted that time is
& condition of experience, without which it would be impossible to
recognise ah order within our ensations, yet he denied the 'reality
of Time,' insisting thet 'an entity called Time ... regarded as not
& wsuccession of successions, but as something in which the successions
take place, I do not and need not postulate' (EH, p.199). 13 Having
quickly sunmed up time as 'an indefipite succession of successions,.
unequal in rapidity! (igig.), HMill very oddly defined space in terms
of time, holding that 'the idea of Space is, at bottom, one of 4ime!
(8H, p.223). The theory here is that ideas of space are 'consiructed
by the mind's laws out of the notion of léngth in time'; according to
¥ill, we derive the concept of spatial extension throﬁgh the sensation
of muscﬁlar motion inVolved in, for instance, passihg:our hand between
two objects: the greater the length of time +the muscular motion takes,
the greLter the dlstance we conceive there to be between the objects
(AH n.a22 and Ch.XII pa531m) This is exceedingly auestionable as
pzychology, though that is not our present concern. What matters here
.ié that 1ill's subordination of the idea of space to that of time,
coupled with his refusal to allow time an objective status, led him
o deny‘objective status to space too: 'we have no reason for believing .
that Spzce or Extension in itself,' he concluded, 'is anjthiﬁg differ—
ent from that which we recogn&oe it by' - that is to say, certaln sen-—
sations of the muscles (EH, p.222).

Glearly liill could not have held that objective spatial locations
Were-the seats of causal diépositions to produce sensations if he did
not believe in +the objectivity of space. Yet his denial of the object-
ivity of space grealtly hampers a.view which he'definitely did wish to
support, namely, that permanent possibilities of sensation are common
to different subjects of experience. He often reiterated the claim
that while actual sensations are private to 1nd1v1dudls, poss1b111t1es
of sensation have a public status. But it is extremely hard to accord
any content to the notlon that possibilities of sensation are common:
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to different subjects if no reference is allowed to their situation in
an objective, common space. In the 1867 edition of the Examination
" 1Mill added a note containing the admission that the freal externality’
of permanent possibilities was strictly incapable of proof, but he
ventured the suggestion that ' |
the Permenent Possibilities are external to us in the
only sense we need care about they are not constructed
by the mind 1tse1f, ut merely recognised by itj in
Kantian language, they are given to us, and to other -
beings in common with us (EH, p.187).
tJhatever else the importation of what Kant termed 'empirical realism'
can do for Mill's theory, it cannot justify the 1aét eight words of
this statement - it cannot, fhat is, vindicate the contention that
permenent possibilities are truly public entities. A combination of
Kent's cmn1r10“7 realism end Mill's theory of permanent possibilities
does not -disallow that different subjects may have 'given'! to them
qualitatlvoly sinilar but numerically distinct permanenf possibilitiess
but as Hill was fully aware of the distinction between qualitative sim-
ilarity end numericeal identity of sensations, he should have been
censitive to the difference between subjects' experiencing numerically
_identica} permanent possibilities and their experieﬁging merely qual-
itatively similar ones. Different subjects might expérience qualitat-
ively similar permanent possibilities in their own private spaces,
but a public svace is required for them to experience numerically fhe
same ones.

Should 11ill, then, have been willing.to acknowledge the objectivity
of space? In‘%rying to answer this question, we should become more
clearly aware of what we might already have suspected, that there is
a profound embiguity of intention about his theory of the external
world., Sometimes the targetfof his criticism is the realist doctrine
of the external world, with its underpinning doctrine of objective
space and time; at these moments, Mill is arguing for a veriety of

~idealism. But at other times his target appears rather to be the real-
ist notion of matter, and his theory of permanent poss1b111tleg of sen-
cation ccems 1o play the role of showing that an objective and »nublic
world need not be a world of material objecté as the realist conceives
them; and here we might describe Mill as arguing for a version of imm-
2terialiem. The logical relationship between these views is that Mill's
1der11qm entails his 1mmater1allsm but the converse entailment does
noL hold. The imnortant ulml]ﬁrlty between the two positions is that
neither countenances the realist notion of matter; the critical differ-
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ence is that only the idealism is committed to denying the real exter-
nality of a world outside the mind. It is not common for philosophers
to distinguish between these two positions, yet it is clear that they
make:importantlyvdifferent claims - claims with, in fact, a world of

14

difference between them. Now when if is immaterialism rather than
idealism that is Kill's concern, it would serve him very well to admit

the objectivity of space and time; and indeed, if he does not do so,

21 Prn AU,

then it is very dubious whether he can accommodate the notion of per-
manent possibilities of sensation as common %o different-Subjeots of
experience. It is interesting that although he never actually said
that space is objective, he often talked as if he believed this when
it was the case for immaterialism which he wés,presenting (es, fér inst-
ance, when he spoke of permanent possibilities remaining put when the
subject changes his place, and of their being available to other sub-
jects even after he has died (EH, p.186)).

Nill's immaterialist position is thus a half-way house to his more
‘radical idealism. It represents, moreover, a more limited employment
of the principle of the relativity of knowledge. Construed as maint-
aining the reducibility of bodies and their attributes to sensations),
the relativity principle is compatible with an immaterialist philosophy
which yet continues to affirm the existence of an objective spatio-temp-
oral framework external to the mind. But understood more broadly as
insistiﬁg unon the total elimination of the extra-phenomenal in favour
of the phenomenal, the relativity principle is a charter for idealism.
Ain objective spatial matrix, containing withih'it causal powers to
produce sensations in suitably placéd subjects, hardly seems to differ
essentially from a common sense realist world of physical objects in
resnect of being no merely phenomenal :affair; both are tfuly,externai
to the mind in a fully realist sense of 'external.! Yet if our only . .
source of knowledge is seysation, and if sensation informs us solely
about phenomenal appearance, as Mill c1aimed; then even to affirm the
'_eKiStencé'of an objective spatial matrix is to affirm something of a
recognition-trenscendent kind - which was presumably Mill's point when '
he soid that the 'real externality to us' of permanent possibilities
is incapable of proof. To say thatvpermanent possibilities of sensation
are objective causal powers common to all éubjects of experience (whether
~or not one adds that they are dispositions of spafial locations) is
to say whatbcannot, on Mill's presuppositions, be established by sen—
 sational ‘means. In its most forthright form, the relativity principle

prohibits all inference from.subjective experience to objective reality,

and it is indifferent whether reality is taken to consist .of common
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sense physical bodies or reified poséibilities of sensation in the
shape of causal powers to produce sensations.

But could Mill not have opted to accept the relativity principle .in
the wezker form which, calling merely for the redUClbllluy of bodies
and thelr atiributes to.sensations, is compatible with the’ postulatlon
of a common external space? This suggestion meets trouble because it
is not clear why someone inclined to find the basic thrust of the rel-
ativity doctrine persuasive. should wish to limit its application to
knomledge about bodles and their attributes only, while acoeptlng
certain recognltlon—transcendent claims about the nature of space.
if knowledge is limited to the phenomenal given, as the relativity
doctrine at its boldest and at the same time most straightforward holds,
it is to make a recognition-transcendent, and thus illicit, claim
to posit any kind>of objective but unsensed entities. Mill therefore,
though he was unaware of it, properly faced a dilemmas he should either
have abandoned relativity (or attempted the uninviting task of showing
why 1t should only be accepted in regard to knowledge of bodies and
their attributes), or he should have accepted a thoroughgoing idealism-
which fejeots a common objective space,'and drops the common sense A

belief that objects stay in existence when no one is perceiving them.

Vi

At least one of Mill's early critics realised thaf his metaphysical |
theory of the external world had an ambiguitV bf purpose about it.
Francis O'Hanlon, whom  Mill quoted in order to refute in his 1867
appendix to the Examination, pplnted out that a truly idealist theory
" of the world, such as Mill had at first seemed to be putting forward,
‘hed no business talking ab;ut modifications taking place in permanent
poss ibilities of sensation 'whether we are asleep or awake, present or
absent! EE:_P'203>' Mill rather patronisingly praisedi'my young ant-
agonistt for the acuteness of his criticism, yet wholly failed io arasp,
vhat O'lanlon had apprehended, that his theory was not a consistent one,
but rather a confused mixture of idealist ard immaterialist elements.

O'Hanlon saw, rather better than Mill did, that a professed Berkeleyan
should leave no room for non—mehtal principles as laws of phenomenas; -
for if reality is mental in nature, its laws should be mental too.

Tet ﬂlll tbough calling hlmself a Berkeleyan, was haopy to admit the

existence of lawlike 1nteract10ns between permanent possibilities of
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sensation which were outside and independent of‘any minds, and thus
by implication the existence of laws which were not laws of mind. That.
-an icdealist philosophy should régard‘laws of mind as the'only laws of
reality was naturally assumed by James M'Cosh, another of the Examin-
ation's early critics, who complained that it was implausible to main-
tain - zs he supposed Mill to be doing =~ that the laws of association -
of ideas are the sole governiﬁg principles of thihgs. He 6bjeoted to
1H1ill's theory tﬁat: R I

there is a palpable omission heie,,for it omits

those pohers by which one body operates upon an-

other; thus the sun has a power to make wéx white,

‘ énd‘fire‘to make lead fluid (M'Cosh, p.i18; quoted

at BH, p.201). _
In a similar vein, W.H. Smith asserted that 'The qualities by whiéh ,
they Zghing§7 act upon each other, cannot be resolved into any recep-
tivity or subjectivity of mine' (quoted at EH, ikig.). In the appendix
of 1867, Mill replied very scornfully to these critics that they would
not have said what they did had they 'entered even a very little way
into the mode of thought' which they were attacklng (1b1d ). But this
was hardly feir. It is true that Mill had never explloltly claimed that
the laws of association were the sole laws of reallty, but as he had
classed himself as a follower of Berkeley and condemned as naive the
common sense realist view of the external world, it was scarcely un-
reasonable for HM'Cosh and Smith to infer that he rejected the existence
of‘any mihd—independent laws. In his reply to them, however, Mill made it
quife clear that permanent poséibilities of sensation were objective -
existents capable of exerting causal influences on each other even
when they were not producing sensations in any subject. He thﬁs rejected
I:'Cosh's claim that his theory was flawed by a 'palpable omission?® to
reCOﬂn1>e that bodies iﬁteraot in ways not determined by the laws of

sociation (or any other mental prlnolples) But what he did not say about

his theory so construed was that it was no longer idealist in character

but rather immaterialists; and he did not say that because he was himself

unaveare ‘that he had changed his ground.

Fill's shift from idealism to immaterialism also has implications
for the role of associationism in the psychglogical theory of the origin
of the Dbeliefl in an exferhal world, though once again lill seems to
have heen oblivious to the fact,‘orvvery nearly so. Association was
initially introduced by him to explain why we form the idea of 'Contin=—
gent Sénsétions',which we would obtain in appropriate situations which
we are not actually occupying. It is our ability to form such an idea,
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i1l ‘thought, which is cﬁiefly responsible for our coming to believe

in a reality beyond the mind; But he also suggested, ﬁith considerable
plausibility, that the notion of an extefnal world is the notion of |

2 reality which is 'not constructed by the mind itself, but merely
recognised by it,' or, in Kantian phrase, 'given to us' (ZH, p.187);

and his original view was that the laws of association were instrumental
in producing a belief in the existence of an exterhal world which_is

not a mere product of mind.. But if permenent possibilities of sensation
arc truly objective and external existents of the sort envisaged by

CMill's immaterialist theory, it ceases to bé clear why the laws of ass-—

ociation should be needed at all in setting up the belief in an exter-
nal world; for one's experience of a world of causally interacting
perhanent possibilities of an objective character should be gquite suff-
icient in itself to produce a conviction-that what.one is encountering
is a world in which things happen quite independehtly of one's mind,
or, in other words, a world which is given to, and nét made by, us.
Aosociationisﬁ would appear, then, to have a greater role té play in
a ychologlcal theory of the origin of belief in an external world
where an idealist metaphysical theory of the nature of that world is
preferred to an 1mmater1allst one. g

Is this perhaps the reason why associationism islno-longer in evidence
in the 1867 appendix restatement of Mill's views? ﬁéd the appeal of
an immaterialist metaphysic, apparently greater in 1867 than in 1865,
led Mill %o discard his earlier thoughts on the role of association?
It seems unlikely. After all, he was quite happy to reprintvChapter XTI
with its associationist doctrines intact as an appendix to his 1869
edition of James Mill's Analysis, and it is improbable that he would have
done this if hé had come to believe that those doctrines wereiincorrect.
It is more probable, as was suggested in section 2, that Mill's int- |
erest in providing a psychologlcal theory of the belief in an external
world (as distinct from a metaphys1ca1 analysis of the nature of ext-
ernal rcallty) was not very con31derab1e, and that he was much less
committed to proving that the laws of association played a crucial role
in producing the belief in question than he was to showing that psych-
olbgical explanations of it were in principle possible which did not

presuppose the truth of a common sense realjst conception of the world.

That being so, it seems right to oonclude.that Mill had no intention to
‘change his mind about the significance of associationism in his psychol-
ogicai theory once he had become well disposed to an immaterialist view
of permanent possibilities. The fact is that both his metaphysical
and his psychologioal.theoriéé have an ambiguity of intention about
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them of which he never displayed any reéognition.

Vi

Chapter XII of the Examination bears the somewhat curious title:
"The Psychological Theory-ef the Belief in Matter, How Far Applicab1é
to Ilnd.' Like its predecessor, it contalns dlscuSSIOnS of both psych—-
ological. and metaphysical 1ssues, but it is very brief, and its argum-
ents are, with one exception, rather sketchy. The exception is the
analogical argument for the ex1stence of other minds, which was power—
fully stated by Mill, and is happily detachable from the other argum-
ents of -the chapter (EE, pp.190—92). Of present concern to us, however,
is the central metaphysical thesié of the chapter that mind, egually
with matter, is explicable'as a permanent possibility of sensation.

liill's theory of the mind was explicitly grounded on the principle
of the relativity of human knowledge: 'It is evident, in the first
pléoe,' he began, ‘that our knowledge of mind,_like that of matter, is
entlrely relative! (EH, p.188). So just as the relat1v1ty doctrine
obliges us to reject any recognltlon—ﬁranscendent conceptlon of matter,
it compels us, too, %o deny that mind is any kind of unknowabTe, myst-
erious substance causally or otherwise supporting a succession of
conscious states. Accordingly Mill radopted a form. of 'bundle theory' of
the mind - or of the Self or Ego, as he alternatively and without dis-
tinction called whatever is the subject of mental states:

We have no conception of Mind itself, as distinguished:

from its conscious manifestations. We neither know nor

can imagine it, except as represented by the suoceésion ’

of manifold feellngs which metaphysicians call by the

name of States or Modlfloatlons of Mind (EH, p.189)
But for all that, he continued, an adequate account of the mind needs
to acknowledge'that we think of minds as retaining their identity
over time, as if tﬁere were an underlying mental substratum which was
the mind itself and the real subject of mentallsﬁaies; we naturally
believe in 'a something which we figure as yemaining the same, while
the particular feelings through which it'feveals its existence, change!
(ibid.). We even believe that this something persists through passages
of dreamless sleep, when there is no feeling or thinking going on at
all. But how, consistently with the relativity of knowledge, can such

a notion be accommodated? Mill suggested that what we should say about
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the mind or self during dreamless sleep is that:

my capability of feeling is not, in that interval,

permanently destroyed, 15ﬁ£7 is suspended only be-

cause it does not meet with the combination of con-

ditions which would call it into action: the moment

it did meet with that combination it would fevive,

and remains, therefore; a Permanent Possibilit&

(ibig')' e '
And that issue clarified, there was now no apparent*hindrancs, Mill
proposed, to characterising the mind or self as: o |

nothing but the series of our sensations (to which

must now be added our internal feelings), as they

actually occur, with the addition of infinite poss-

ibilities of feeling requiring for their actual

realization conditions which may or may not take

place, but which as possibilities are always in

existence, and many of them present (gy;g.).
In fact, KMill did not adhere with compléte consistency to this account
of mind, sometimes in Chapter XII speakiqg of it as nothing but a
permanent possibility, rather than as a combination of actual sensations
and a possibility -~ or poss1b111t1es - of sensatlon (e g. 'The Perm—
anent Possibility of feeling, which forms my notion of Hyself’ (1b1d )3
'neither HHind nor Matter is anythlng but a permanent poss1b111ty of
feeling' (BH, p.191).)

A theory which treats mind as wholly or partially definable in terms
of possibilities of sensation faces some very considérableoproblems.
One particularly thorny difficulty for Mill is that as he also wanfed
to explain physical objects as being really nothing more than possibil—
ities of sensation, it is unclear how he could distinguish physical
objects from minds. Alan Ryaﬁ has written that it was very natural for
1Mill, after having cons trued matter as 'a permanent possibility of
beiné sensed, ' to go on to characterise mind in a similar fashion as
'the permenent possibility of hav1ng sensailonsf (Ryan (1979), p.xlvii).
But this makes it sound as if Mill recognised two varieties of perm-—

anent possibilities - possibilities of being sensed, and 0¢ having

sensations -, and that is something he never dld. Moreover, he would

have rejected the notion of a possibility of having sensations as

being comprehensible only on a model which construes the mind as a
substratum not to be identified with the sensations which belong to
it. A 'possibility of having sensations! can'only be understood as a

ossibility of something's having sensations, and even though committing
] : J £ & ’ o
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oneself to the existence of such possibilities would not necessarily
involve committing oneself to the notion of real mental substrata
existing during periods of dreamless sleep, it ﬁould still involve-
acceptance of the possibility of such substrata tovhave sensations
in those periods. But for Mill, minds are quite incorrectly conceived
on a2 model of substrata plus mental states whiqh belong to or inhere
in them, and he could not have meant to consider them, as Ryan suggested,
as possibilities of havity sensations. |

Yet if both bodies ahd minds are, as Mill held, composed wholly or
partly of permenent possibilities of sensation, it becomes unclear what
the difference is between them, and indeed obscure how there can be
any significant content to thé?distincfion between'subjective and obj-
ective which is so fundamental a part of oﬁr normal conceptual scheme.
In & paragraph found.only in the first two editions of the Ixamination,
and deleted later without replacement”(as if he had given up in the -
- face of an insuperable dlfflculty), Mill proposed that whereas those
possibilities of sensation which are external objects form 'small' and
'perfectly definite' parts of the series of possibilities which I might
experience under certain conditions, my notion of myself includes 'all
possibilities of sensation, definite or indefinite,... which I may im-
agine 1nserted in the series of my actual and cons01ouq states! (EH,

p.189). But this, as Mill apparently came to reallse, is perfectly
hopeless. I:do, as a matter of fact, recognlse certain 'actual and con-
scious states' as my own; and I also recognise that there are experien—
ces which I have not had but might have done. Now to identify myself
with tlie series of 'actual and conscious. states' I regard as my own,
as simpler forms of bundle theories would enjoin mevto do, may be to
meke a mistake about my self-identity, but it is hardly to meke an
'egregious one; views of the mind as a bundle of actual sensations may
be ultimately untenable, hut they are not transparently fzlse. But it
seems strikingly less plausible'to suppose that my self consists not
just of such actual sensations; but in addition of the indefinitely
large and perhaps infinite number of experiences which would be poss-
ible experiences for me  to have, though in fact I do not have them.
For instance, i may never visit Australia, and if I never do, then I
shall never have the visual and other sensations that I would have if
I were to ascend Ayers Rock. On Mill's view, however, my self partly
consists in the vpossibility of those sensations of Ayers Rock. But,

mirabile dictu, that view becomes even more stunningly implausible

when we reflect on the nature which Mill ascribed to permanent possib-
ilities of sensation. They are, for one thing, public in status, 'common
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to ourselves and other beings® (EH, P. 202), which means that my self
cannot be wholly constituted out of components unique to me (for while
my actual sensations are mine alone, the possibilities of sensation of
which I am also composed are not). Moreover, in so far as the same
public possibilities which are part of me are part of you also, it
seems that to that extent we are literally identical! Nor does Mill's
talk of external objects being composed of 'small' or 'definite' groups
of possibilities, whilé“§&lves contain 'definite or indeéfinite' poss-
ibilities, help matters; if this vague language could capture anything,
it would be the difference between, on the one hand, such 'small and
definite' objects &s +tables, and, on the other; such complex objects
as towns or such fuzzy ones as sunsets. |

It is only a very superficial improvement when Mill adds that selves,
unlike external objects, are composed of possibilities of 'thoughts, .
emotions, and volitions' as well as of pos51b111t1es of sensation (EH,
_ p.189). This acknowledges the complex1ty of human mental life, but
- achieves little more. For one thing, it is not clear that external
objects could not‘be regarded as possibilities of thoughts or emotions’
or volitions with as much (or as little) plausibility as they can be
regarded as possibilities of sensation; -thus one might speak, in an
extended Millian vein, of objects as p0331b111t1es of those mental states
whlch, in more standard parlance, one might :talk" of their causing in
people - of £5 notes as possibilities of pleasure, or of guns as poss-—
ibilities of grief, for example. But, further, it seems jﬁst as incred-
ible that I should be partly composed of the poésibility of a sense of
awe before the massive bulk of Ayers Rock as that I should be partly
CONUOoCd of the possibility of certain visual sensations of it. And if
selves include not merely myriads of p0°51b111t1es of sensation but also
myriads of possibilities of other mental states, they are even more
flabby and indistinct entiies than they appeared to be on Mill's first
idea of them. ’ ' '

Apart from the special difficulty about the distinction df selves
which Fill's theory meets because of the public status he ascribed to
posgibilities of sensation, it encounters the general problem of bundle
theories about how to determine the boundaries between selves. If there
is no real substratum to link 'my mental states together as mine, then
it looks as if the unity of my self is either arbitrary or fictitious
(which latter idea Hume held), . in which case the boundary between
myself and others could be drawn elsewhere without wviolence to the‘facts.

But the faculty of self-consciousness which we all posséss makes it
impossible to accept that the boundary between ourselves and others
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~could have been equally well drawn\in another place; I cannot believe
that those states I ascribe to myself could with just as much correct-
ness be alternatively ascribed to some different subject; I recognise
my mental states not just as instances of perceptions, safisfactions,
pains, and so on, but as ny perceptions, satisfactions, pains, etc.
dow Hill was aware that his theory faced a weighty difficulty arising
from the fact of self-consciousness, and considered it to surface in a’
’specially sharp way in -connection with memory and exﬁectation:
The thread of consciousness which éomposes fhe mind's
phaenomenal life, consists not only of present sensét—
ions, but likewise, in part, of memories énd expect—-
ations. Now what are these? In themselves, they are
present feelings ... But they are attended with the
peculiarity, that each of them involves‘a belief in
more than its own present existence. ... Nor can the
phaenomena involved in these two states of conscious-—
ness be adequately expressed; without saying that the
belief they inélude is, that I myself formerly had,
or that I myself; and no other, shall hereafter have,
the sensations remembered or expected (EH, pp,193-94).
Consequently, Mill concluded, we must'either acoept }£he.paradox, that
something which ... is but a series of feélings, caﬁ be aware of itself -
as a series,' or concede that 'the Mind, or Ego' is, after all, 'some-
thing different from any series of feelings, or possibilities of them!
(Eﬁ, p.194). 0ddly enough, he declined to pursue the matter fufther,
and having destabilised his own theory of the mind, he complacently
‘ended by declaring that 'we are here face to face with that final inex-
plicability, at whioh, as Sir W. Hemilton observes, we inevitably arr-
ive when we reach ultimate facts' (ibid.). In his 1867 appendix, he
returned very briefly to t%e theme of mind, reiterated the need to rec-
ognize the existence of a sense of self (even though this is apparently
in breach of the relativity principle), and raised the 'Kantian' possib-
ility that the self is not a real something of which we are conscious,
but only what we are 'compelled to assume see @S a necessary condition
of Hemory! (Eg, Pp.207-08). Unsurprisingly, HMill's treatment of the
mind has not been among the most praised of /his phiiosophical discuss-—
ions, end perhaps has satisfied no one exéept'Bain, who confessed him-—
self unable to grasp what the difficulty over memory and expectation
was (Bain (1882), pp.121-22),
Mill may not have realised that his problem about memory and expect-—

ation is just an asvect, or a special case, of a general problem about
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self-awareness. Hemories and expectations which concern past or future
states of myself raise a specific puzzle about the nature of the tem—-
.poral'oontinﬁity of the self. ~ But many other mental states have a
coﬁtent which includes a sense of self; feelings of pride, jealousy,
remorse, ambition and many others have an eSsent;al reference to one-
self, and could not be had by a subject who — if this were possible -~
lacked a sense of his owm identity. Such'mental_sﬁates have an element
of internal direction»onmihe self, yet even mental states without that
direction are expefienced not as isolated and unconnected, but as forming
part of the history of a continuing self. If I see a tree;ior hear a
Pbird sing, or think of Napoleon, the content of my states has no refer-
ence to myself, but I am nevertheiess aware of them as my states. If
I were asked whose was the sighting of the tree, or the hearing of the
bird, or the thinking about Napoleon, I would without hesitation repnly
my own, and I would do that not on the basis of any evidence that they
could be asgribed to me, but simply because I had experienced them as
my states. The nature of self—conscioﬁsneés in all these oases; and
not just in those of memory and expectation, calls for elucidation.

Bertrand Russell, whose penchant fo; reductive metaphysics was highly
reminiscent of Mill's, submitted reluctantly tO‘thgvview that we are
probably aware of 'bare selves'! which are distinotifrom our particular
thoughts and feelings (Russell (1911), pp.27-28). i1l too felt forced to
acknowledge this to be probable, 'though he did not entirely relinquish
hope that the mind might yet be established to be a self-aware bundle
of mental states and their possibilities. Is there in fact any promise
in the idea that self-awareness could be explained in terms of a series
of feelings (leaving aside for now possibilities of feelings) being
aware of itself? Philosophers have often dismissed the ﬁotion of a
reflexively—aware series of feelings as tfanspaiently nonsensical (IMill
himself thought it was 'pﬁradoxical'), but Don Garrett has recently
argued that there is less of a difficulty here than is usually thought.
'"For a perception to become itself an object of thought,' he suggests,
'is for an idea of it to occur,' and his claim is that for a bundle of
feelings to become aware of itself, all that is required is that an
idea of the bundle should be incorporated into it (Garrett, pp.343-
44n). Now could Mill have adopted this account of self—éwareness, and
so explained hisb'final inexplicability'?

It is véry dubious whether he could. There ig surely more to self-
awareness than is captured in the notion of a bundle of feelings (or
other mental states) containing an idea oflitself. One problem is that

it fails to explain the kind.of self-awareness involved in those mental
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stetes like jealousy or pride which have an intrinsic reference to the
self, TFurthermore, an idea of a bundle of mental states, even if it
collects together all and only the mental states which as a matter of
fact belong to oncself (and it is hard to believe that one could act—
uzlly frame such an idea), would still seem to lack the extra content
provided in the thought that all those states are one's own. This pro-
blem is not removed even if the following modification is made to
Garrett's proposal to tender it more plausiblé. One couid frame the.
idez of the bundle of mental states (which need not now be cach sep-
arately represented in the idea) which are associated with a partic-
ular body, say Smith's, in the sense of being those states which one
would naturally ascribe to Smith on the basis of the behaviour exhib-
ited by thal body. For Smith to have self—awareness, it might then be
suggested, is for him first of all to have. that idea, and next to be
able to recognise which mental states fall under it. (It might be added
that Smith will have a sharp concept of his own self-identity, because
he, has the idea of a bundle of mental statés'distinguished from all
others by the very clear—cut criterion that they are all associated,
in the appropriate ways, with a certaiqrboiy).

But this is still inadequate. In thinking of the.bundle of states asso- v
ciated with Smith's body, and in being able to 1dent1fy mental states
as belonging to that bundle, Smith is not in any p081t10n which othors
could not in principle occupy - though they could not have the idea of
those states as their own. Yet Smith, too, on the theory, is said to
have the idea of those states as his own only by virtue of recognising
them as members of the bundle of states associated with a particular
body. But this is not very plausible; after all, I can have the idea of
the mental states associated with Smith's body,.and'recognise particular
states of anger, or jealousy or pleasure as being among them, but this
does not give me Smith's gflf—awareness. How, therefore, should Smith's
having the same idea and making the same recognitions constitute him
self-aware? It might be objected that we should really describe what
héppens in Smith's case in terms of his forming an idea of the bundle
of mental states associated with‘gig_gﬂg body (thét is,'With a body he
recognises first—-personally as his own, rather than thirdépersonally
as Smith's). But this is unacceptable on two counts. First, it illicitly
presupposes that Smith already has self-awareness (this is required
for him to be able to take up a first-personal perspective on the body
in qﬁestion, and regard it as his own), whereas the purpose of the
theory was to explain self—awareness in terms of +the possession of a

certain idea which, if petitio is to be avoided, clearly must not already

218



involve that awareness. Bub secondly,‘even if that objection is
waived, it still appears untrue to the psychological facts to suggest
that one's sense of oneself as a unitary and persisting subject of -
experiences is derived from one's sense of oneself as thé possessor of
a body. There is an_offen noticed difference between my ascription of
mental states to myself and to others: while I might-aSCribe anger to
John because I see the rapid workings of his face and his clenched fists,
when I feel anger I am~aware of it without having to seek the evidence
of my physical behaviour. It is highly plausible to suppose that my
primitive command of a sense of myself as a subject of'exﬁeriences

is likewise independent of any reference fto my body; just as I can
ascribe anger to myself without having to consult my behaviour, so too
can I éscribe myself a mental identity without needing to think of
myself‘as the possessor of a particular body.

Given the difficulties facing bundle theories of the self, Mill can
hardly be blamed for doing as other writers have done, and acknowledg-
ing the possibility that minds or selves are substances which are irr-
educible to their states., F.H. Bradley scoffed at Mill fdr calling
mind a 'final inexpiicability' (Bradley (1924), p.40n), but it might
be fairer to praise him for his candour in admitting the severe prob—
lems involved in producing a satisfactory account - of the subject of
experience and of the nature of self—awareness. Russell is not the only
later writer to have conceded that what we are aware of in self-consc—
iousness may be a 'pure' self, which is avsimple and irreducible bearer
of mental states. A recent influential writer on the mind, Colin McGinn,
has suggested that:

| Short of a direct demonstration of incoherence in the

naive conception of the self, we therefore seem entitled

- or perhaps driven - to the conclusion that the self

should be conceive? as a simple mental substance whose

identity over time is primitive and irreducible

(licGinn, p.122). '
This is essentially Mill's conclusion of eighty years earlier. Yet it
deserves repeating that such a conclusion sits uneasily with his acc-
eptance of the relativity of knowledge, which leaves no room for what
is not reducible to the sensations which alone are accessible to
our epistemic faculties. Mill refused to admit the existence of a tension
when he touched on this issue at the end of his 1867 appendix fo the
Examination, but it is hard to resist the impression that the refusal

was no nore than an act of polltlc bluff. 18
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NINE

MILL'S INCONB-ISTENT EMPIRICISHMN

vPhilosophy, for Mill, was a Manichean struggle between two opposed
schools of thought, that of a priorists who'believe it to be possible
'by direct intuition, to perceive things, and recognise trﬁths, not
oognizable'by our senses,' and that of the empiricist followers of
Locke, who maintain that, '0f nature, or anything whatever external
to ourselves, we knovw ... nofhing, except the facts which present them-—
selves to our senses, and such other facts as may, by énalogy, be inf-

erred from these' (CO, p.125). Between these conflicting parties, Mill

reported, 'there reigns a bellum internecinum,’ ong side accusing its
opponents of being 'beasts,' while the other]condeéhé its rivals as
"lunatics! (Qg, p.126). His own allegiance to the 'school of experience!
was unwavering, and he believed that whatever shoricomings were to be
found in the writings of Locke, Hartley, Bentham and other of its inf-
luenfial protagonists could be removed without any fundamental devia-
tion from the spirit of their doctrines. In 1840, when Mill published
his essay oﬁ Coleridge, the position of the experience school, or emp-
iricists as we would call them, was, in his view, an embattled one,
'Coleridge, German philosqphers since Kant and most English philosdphers
since Reid' dissenting from the theory that sensation offers 'not only
the exclusive sources, but the sole materials of our knowledge'((gg,
p.125). Three decades later he.felt able to record, with some justified
self-satisfaction, that his own efforts, coupled with those of his
father and Alexander Bain, had greatly improved the public reputation
of empiricism (gg, p.270). ‘ |

Mill's uhswerving and effective support for the empiricist cause in
the struggle against the a priorist forces of darkness testifies to a
consistency of intention which is beyond dispute. But while he was,
throughout his carcer, consistently an empiricist, he was not consis-

tent in the form of empiricism he espoused. Several indications have
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yiven in earlier chapiters of this study as to the nature of the

v

been ¢

,.,)

inconsistency which runs through his philosophy of logic and reallty,
in this final chapter an attempt will be made to bring it into sharper
focus. |

The problem witﬁ a priorists, lMill held, is that they meke 'imagin-
ation, and not observation, the criterion of truth,' and install their
prejudices as truths known independently of experiénce, and as neither
needing nor admitting empirical justification; they lay down ‘'principles
under which a man may enthrone his wildest'dfeams in the chair of
philosophy, and impose them on mankind as intuitions of the pure reason’
(QQ, p.127)° To what he regarded as the systematic error of a priorism,
1Hill opposed a systematic empiricist doctrine of 'the superfluousness
of assuming an instinct to account for that, which knowledge derived
from experience will so well eiplain' (BB, p.255); and he denied that
there wasvin the human mind any idea, feeling or power 'which, in order
to account for it, requires that its origin shouid-be referred to any
other source! (gg, p.129). This represents a stalwart stand against
a priorism,'yet it leaves the precise contrast between‘thaf'position
and empiricism still unclear. Hill's c%aim was that empiricists are
right in affirming, and a priorists wrong in denying, the adequacy of
experience as the source of all genuine knowledge. But what did Mill
intend by the term 'experience'? The truth is that he did not employ
it with a constant sense, but sometimes used it as a shorthand exp-
ression for something like. observation and inductive reasoning, while
at other times it appears to have been intended to stand; more narrowvly,
for what he alternatively referred to as 'sensation, ' meaning by this
mere phenomenal appearance. This ambiguity in the use of the word ’eip—
erience' might not have mattered much had the two usages simply rep-
resented broader and narrower'applications of the same idea. But un-
fortunately this is not the cases Mill's two employments of the term
'experience' reflect two dlfferent and incompatible phllOSOphlcal
stances - in fact, two different and incompatible varieties of empir-

icism.

S II

It 18 reasonable to see Mill as drawn towards two forms of working
out empiricism which he had encountered in other writers. One of these

is a kind of scientific realism which eschews all postulation of
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entities, and all employment of ideas, which cannot be justified in

a stralghtforward manner by observation, experiment and inductive
reasoning, these being conceived to reveal the characteristics of a
common, external world. The other form of empiricism to which Mill
leant on oécasions is, by strong contrast, a reductionist doctrine
which represents reality as a construct out of phenomenal appéarances.
This second, more radical variety of empiricism is chiefly supported
by the doctrine of the~relativity of knowledge,'and it brings Mill
fairly close to Berkeleyan idealism. | '

An idea of the first, more realist variety of emplrlcl sm is given
in the following passage:

If we would know the works of God, we must consult

themselves with attention and humility, without daring

to add anything of ours to what they declare. A just

in{érpretation of nature is the only soﬁnd_and orthodox

philosophy: whatevér we add of our own, is apocryphél,

and of no authority.

All our curious theories of the formation of the earth,

of the generation of animals, of the origin' of natural

and moral evil, so far as they go beyond a, just induction

from facts, are venity and folly, no less than the

Vortices of Des Cértes, or the Archaeus of%ParaCelsus;
Were it not for the pious reference to the works of God, this could
come from the pages of the Logic; but it is actually a quotation from
Reid (Reid, pp.97-98). Although Mill disapproved of Reid's philosophy
from the point of view of his more radical reductionist empiricism,
there are striking similarities between Reid's diélike of the'mbre
extravagant flights of,phiiosophy and natural science and Mill's opp-
osition to those who make"imagination, and not observatibn, the crit-
erion of truth!' (CO, p.127) ;

But the greatest 1nf1uence on Mill's realist empiricism was undoubt-
edly Sir John Herschel, whose famous work, the Preliminary Discourse
on the Stﬁdy of Natural Phiiosophy, he admitted to have been of 'great
help' in writing the Logic (AU, p.217). Herschél, in his turn, confessed

a debt to Bacon, to whom, he said, we owe
. the development of the idea, that the whole of natural
' philosophy consists entirely of a series of inductive
generalizations, commencing with the most circumstan—
tially stated particulars, and carried up to universal
laws, or axioms, which comprehend every subordinate

degree of generality ‘
- “nﬂ from which we then deduce testable consequences (Herschel (1831),-
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p.104). ¥Mill's own philosgophy of scientific méthod is clearly in the
Baconian tradition, as transmitted by Herschel, and it is worthy of
note that both his inductivist account of mathematical knowledge and
his statement of the canons of inductive reasoning find their origins
in Herschel's hook. 1 Mill admired Herschel too for his uncompromising
rejection of a priorismj 'The high priori Pegasus,' Herschel had written,
'is a noble aﬁd genérous steed who bounds over obstacles which confine
the plain matter of fact-roadster to tardier paths and a longer cir-
cuit.' A priorism possesses more 'verve énd energy' than the empirical
philosophy, and hence its popularity. But its glamour is delusive and
dangerous (Herschel (1857), p.227). 2 |

Herschel conceded, and Mill followed him here; that the scientist
must produce hypotheses or conceptions — though only testable ones -
in order to unify his observations. 'The general propositibn,' Herschel
said, 'is more than a sum of the particulars. Our dots are filled in
and connected by an ideal outline. which we pursue even beyond their )
limits, - assign it a name, and speak of it as'g_iﬁigg' (Herschel (1857),
0.246). In this way we might, for instance, come to speak of the force
of gravity, which our observations and inductions have led us to believe
to be universally operative among.physical bodies.But Mill insisted
that while scientists may reasonably devise new copceptual modes for
accommodating the facts of experience, they must ngver impose purely
imaginary schemata on reality. Thus when Kepler conceived that planet-
ary orbits are elliptical, hebdid not 'put something into the facts'

- which, according to Mill, was what Whewell would have thought of him

as doings; on the contrary: ' '
Kepler did not put what he had conceived into the facts,
but saw it in them. A conception implies, and corres-
ponds to, something conceived: and though the conception
itself is not in‘t%e facts, but in our mind, yet if it
is to convey any knowledge relating to them, it must be
a conception: of something which really is in the facts,
some property which they actually possess, and which
they would manifest t0 our senses, if our senses were
‘able to take cognizaence of it (8L, p.295).

Both Herschel and Mill were deeply oppdsed to the neo-Kantian,
non-empiricist views of Whewell, who beliéved that the combination of
observation, experiment and what could be inferred from these was
quite inadequate to unlock the nature of reality. In Whewell's opinion,
the mind cen only make progress in underStanding the world because it

interprets it in accordance with its own 'Fundamental Ideas,' which it
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does not discover in experience but imposes a priori. Such ideas as
those of space, force, motion, and cause and effect 'are not derived
from experience'; rather:

these ideas possess a power of infusing into their

developements{[gpelllng §5£7 that very necessity

which experience can in no way bestow. This power

they do not borrow from the external world, but

possess by their own nature (Whewell (1847),'p.74).
Inspired by Kant's theory of the categories, Wheweli asserted that'these
'Tundamental Ideas' provide bounds for our thoughf within which we
must think, and beyond which'we‘cannot gos and that it is for this
reason that we are disposed to iook on certain relationships in néture
as necessary (a response, he claimed, which the empiricist cannot sat-
isfactorily explain)(ihig.). Mill was perfectly correct to declare the
difference between Whewell's view and that of those who believe that
experience is a sufficient basis of all our knowledge to be *'fundamen-
tal' (SL, p.297).

The kind of emp1r1c1sm which, influenced by Herschel, 1nforms Mill's
philosophy of science provides the background, too, for h1s philosophy
of logic. We sazw in Chapter Five that Mill held that loglc is concerned
‘with the 'ascertainment of objective truth, ~and that he believed its
study would as sist us in avoiding 'conclusions. whlch are not grounded
in the realities of things' (EH, p.30l; SL, pp.10-11). The purpose of
inference is to supplement simple observation in the business of att-
aining knowledge about a world whose characteristics are fixed indep-
endently of the constitution and operation of our minds, and which are
all in principle discoverable by a combination of observation and inf-
erence from observation, without assistance from any faculties of a
priori intuition. Mill's theory of logic incorporates a realist theory
of error: it is held to bey possible to infer and believe false propos—
itions,:whioh misreprésent.reality. Thus the account of infefence dev-
eloped in the early Books of the Logic is a major contribution to the
empiricist methodology which the work as a whole presents; it serves
the essentially vpractical role of demonstrating how our knowledge of
an objective world can be advanced by inference from the observations
we make of it. But nothing about this world‘can be learnt except by
observetion and sound inferences; no intuitive avenue to truth exists,:
and it is mere delusion to think that it doeé. Mill made clear, moreover,
that logic tells us how we ggggihto think, and that logical laws. are

not descriptive of bsychological processes. The structure of thought
is not identical with the structure of things, but the study of logic
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should heip us to capture the structure of things more accurately in
our -thinking. Idealism carfied into logic would naturally construe the .
structurcs of thought and of things as one and the samej; as Bradley
remarked, it would account for the truth of the conclu<1ons of our
inferences by maintaining that 'the facts are themselves inferential!
(Braaley (1883), p.530. No such idea ever surfaces in Mill's philosophy
of logic, which is undeviatingly realist in teﬁor.

Also anti-a priorist-while at the same time reaiist is the immateri-
alist theory of permanent possibilitiesiof sensation in the elevehth
chapter of the Examination. Admittedly this is a very spaftan form of
realism about the external world, and far from the kind of common sense
realism espoused, for example, by Reid. Yet it is realism all the same,
for while it rejects matter, it preserves the notion of a world outside
the mind, and holds that world to be common to different subjects of
experience. On this theory, there remains a distinction between how
reality actually is, and how it is thought to be; even though the world
is oompoéed of immaterial causal powers to produce sensations, it is
objective in character, and whatever the physics of such a world, it
is logically possible for subjective representationé of the world to
fail to coincide w1th the objective facts. A hasty view of this theory
might have it that Mill is indulging in an emtravagant speculation
quite as rebarbative as the flights of metaphy81ca1 and scientific
fancy condemned by Reid as 'apbcryphal, and. of no authority;' But this
vould not be wholly fair. Strange though the theory is, it is ihspired
rathor by a spirit of caution than of daring. Maybe there are more
thlngu in heaven and earth than are dreamt of in this philosophy, but
it is another manifestation of the basic empiricist desire to eliminate
whatever is not sanctioned by experience. The immaterialist theory
nevertheless seems to suffer by having a foot in both of the empiric-
ist cemps which Mill, in'?ifferent moods, favoured: its retention of
an objective, external world relates it to the form of realism he
shared with Herschel, and even with Reid, yet its elimination of matter
draws it towards the more radical and reducfionist empiricism to which

he alternatively leant.

II1

Mill's reductionist empiricism is anchored in the principle of the

relativity of human knowledge. This principle, as he carefully pointed
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out, had been understobd in different ways by différent writers, but
for him it expressed the fundamental proposition; which he represented .
as a legacy from the Lockian tradition, that sensations, and the mind's
reflective awareness of sensations as resembling and contrasting, and
as falling into particular sequences and groups, were not only the sole
souroes; but also the sole materials of our knowledge. As we saw, Mill
never made up his mind whether to treat the relativity principle as a
purely epistemological~thesis about the bounds of the knowable, or as
making, rather, a semantic claim about the limits of meaningful lan-
guage (to the effect that we cannot speak meaningfully of what is not
reducible to a sensational basis). But in spite of this vagueness

about the precise sense of the principle, in adopting it he committed.
himself to a variety éf empiricism which adds to the claim that all
 knowledge comes from experience, the further claim that, in the last
analysis, what is known is only sensations, and the mind's reflective
awareness of them. On this more radical empiricist line, both matter

~ and mind are held to be explicable in sensational terms. '

Idealiém is, indeed, the inevitable consequence of Mill's relativity
principle. If sensation is nof merely the sole path to knowledge but
its sole object, it is impossible that the world whlch confronts us in
experlence should be an external world in any reallst sense of 'ext-—
ernal'; for external objects as realists would oonstrue them exist
independently of our sensations of them, while by the relativity‘prin~
ciple what we know wheﬁ our experience presents us with sensations of
shape, colour, texture and so on is that subjective reality has the
presented characteristics. In hig most resolutely idealist moments,

Mill spoke of permanent possibilities of sensation, his favoured proxies
for objects, as external only in the non-standard - and common sense
would hold, very thin - sense that they are not deliberately constructed
by the mind, but 'given'-ﬁo us (presumably in accordance with the laws

of mental operation). Of course he did not always adhere to this literal
and rigorous application of the relativity principle, and often exchanged
an idealist for a merely immaﬁerialist account of the permanent possib-
ilities. Maybe he felt qualms about idealism once it was spelt out
starkly. But be that as it may, idealism is the natural destination

\ of anyone who accepts the relativity princ¥ple understood Mill's way.

It is the relativity doctrine rather than éséociaiionism which
Suppliesvthe’basic theoretical underpinning of Mill's bolder empiricism.
This is not to deny that Mill believed that the laws of association
play a very important role in the formation of many of the mind's

conceptions and convictions. Nor is it to ignore the fact that at the

)
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beginning of Chapter XI of the Examination he went so far as to pro-
pose that the laws of associatioﬁ play a central part in our arrival
at the belief in an eXternal world. Nevertheless it is an association—
ism which Mill séw as justifying a reductionist empiricism. The assoc-
iationist account of the origin of the belief in external reality is
not logically incompatible with the denial of Berkeleyanrqr'Millian
idealism; to say that certain psychological laws are responsible for
our forming a particuldr”tonception of reality is not to say énything
which in itself entails that an objective and external world either
does or does not exist. Once idealism is accepted, associationism
could be. taken (as Mill presumably meant to take it) to double as an
account of the structure of things as well as of the structure of
thoughts; but while associationist principles might be utilised in the
enterprise of articulating an idealist world view, they have no proper
role to play in establishing that view. The sensationalistic reduction-—
ism which issues in Mill's idealism tekes its origin in the relativity
doctrine with its explicit limitation of our knowledge of reality to
our kndeedge of sensationss

- At this point it is appropriate to repeat the claim made in the
Introdﬁotion to this s%udy, that the importance of.associationism in
Mill's philosophy has often been overrated. As a dgtermining element v
of his thought, the relativity doctrine - which cogméntators have ten-
ded to neglect - is of much greatér significance than associationism.
Mill certainly thought that associationist principles were of’muoh
importance to the thinker of the school of experience eager to provide
- a unified and anti-a priorist account of the psycholbgical origin of -
many of our ideas and conceptions. Yet associationism is not the fund-
amentel principle of his reductionist empiricism, and even less does
it esteblish his alternative scientific realist empiricism, which has
its roots father in a dis%ike,of claims to knowledge which are not groun—
ded on observation or on inference from observation. Mill had little
doubt of the superiority of associationist psychology (such as that
_expounded in Bain's majdr work) to 2ll rivals, and would have seen it
as forming‘an.important component of a scientific realist theory of
the world; but he did not treat it as vindicating the truth of scien-
tific realism. S e

From an early date Mill had serious reservaﬁibhs about the wisdom

of building a system of philosophy on associationist principles, as
his father had done, and he confided to John Sterling in 1839 that

'I am very far from agreeing, in all'things, with the ''Analysis,'!
even on its own ground' - meaning by 'its own ground' its reliance oh
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the laws of association (EL, p.406). The chief source of his doubts
about associationism as the foundation of a philosophical system we
examined in Chapter Five: the laws of association, being purely mech-
anical in operation, cannot produce rational belief (thié being essen-
tially sensitive to evidence in a way for which associationist prin-
ciples ieave no room); therefore associationism fails to be able to
account for a crucial aspeect of our mental natures. Thé view that bel-
ief is but an 'inseparable association,! wrote Mill, ‘

seems to annihilate all distinction between the belief

of .the wise, which is regulated by evidence ... ana

the belief of fools, which is mechanically produced

by any accidental association (4N, vol.l, p.407).
But this being so, associationism is irrelevant to ldgic, its laws
neither being identical with the laws of logic nor in any way illumin-
ating them; in fac? they do not even throw light on the psychology of
retional thinking. '

It is curious how often Mill's works have been approached with a
set of preconceptions about the significance in them of associationist
principles. John Passmore claimed that_Mill never queétioned the ade-
quacy of associationism, which is qﬁite untrue (Passmore, p.15). Richard
Wollheim supposed him to believe that logical-thipking involves a mové—
ment of ideas in accordance with the laws of association: equally un-.
true (Wollheim, p.23). Indeed, the view that Mill founded logic 6n
associationism, though utterly without any textual sanction, appears
in several commentators, among whom J.H. Randall Jnr. is perhaps the
most serious offender. According to Randall, Books I and II of the
Logic show Mill applying the associationist psychology as an 'empir-
icist logic' - an extraordinary claim, given that his only reference
to associationism in those Books (2t Bk.I.ch.iii.sect.7) is contained
. in a brief anticipation of the theory of the belief in an external
world later developed in Chapter XI of the Examination (Randall, p.65).
Randall's opinion that in Books I and II Mill 'undertakes the dialec—
tical elaboration of the laws of Association, atteﬁpting to reduce all
mental operations to those laws,' is poséible oniy for someone whose
Mill is wholly a creation of his own fantasy (Randall, p.67).. Ernest
Nagel appears to come close to a similar view when he writes that 'it
is the psychological assumptions of sensétionalistic empiricism that
are made to support the principles of evidence which emerge in the
Logic' (Nagel (1950), p.xxxii). If by 'psychological assumptions'
Nagel means associationism, this is false; and it would still be false

to say, even without reference to associationism, that Mill's bolder

228"



version of empiriciém‘underlay his theory of loéio. (However, Nagel
is much more accurate about the kind of empiricism which informs the
Logic when he writes.that: : _

The chief emphasis of the Logic is upon the final

authority of experience as the general warrant for

beliefs, and upon the necessity for verifying prop-

sitions by observation of facts if futile speculatlon

is to be avoided~(ibid.).)

More careful orltlcs have avoided these mlsreadlngs. Dennls Chrls—
topher has recently p01nted out the importance of Mill's reservatlons
about associationism in his notes to James Mill's Analysis. And half
a century ago 0.A. Kubitz observed that Mill did not base logic on
association:

Eventually his doctrine was that while association

accounts for the manner in which we come to believe,

it does not tell us 'when' we ought to believe. It

may provide a description of mental'processes, but it

cannot supply any norms for the operations of the

mind ih the pursuit of truth. Casual association must

“be superseded by the more accurate method of obser-

vation, analy31s, and experlment, of which the ind~

uctive methods are the test. Thus for Mill the System

of Logic helped to answer the quest;ons left him by

the psychology of association (Kubitz, p.24).
This is a great improvement on the views of such commentatofs as Ran-
dall, though it still clouds the issue somewhat over Mill's ideas about
the causal role of association in producing belief; as well as it can
be ascertained, his view was that rational believing was not even cau-
sally dependent on any mechanical force of association: 'I disclaim,
as strongiy as Dr Whewelngan do,' he wrote in an 1851 note to the
| the application of sﬁch terms as induction, inference,

or reasoning, to operations performed by mere instinct,

that is, from an animal impulse, without the exertion

of any intelligence (8L, p.287).
Rationally based beliefs, that is, are not produced by association,
but must rest on the evidence of one's oBservatibns, or on sound pro-
cesses of'inference from them. Kubitz is wrong in suggesting that Mill
held that rational beliefs were normally set up by association and Jjust-
ified subsequently by the application of logic; Mill (apparently) supp-
osed that rational beiiefs wére initially attained by the use of reasom,
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with association pPlaying no part in their causality; though here he
Wwas arguing a stronger claim than an adequate distinction of the causal
explanation and the justification of beliefs really demands, 4

There is 2 slight excuse.for the mistakes of commentators in the
fact that Mill himself on one occasion gave a misleading impression of

the intentions of the Logit. In the Autobiography he spoke of the need

he had felt for a book which would argue for the derivation of 'all
"knowledge from experiencey-and all moral and intellec%ual qualities
principally from the direction given to the associations? (AQ, p.233).
Kubitz remarked that this 'overlooks one of his chief contributions,
namely, the construction of a method by means of which associations
are to be tested'; and he suggested that in the long interval which
elapsed between the writing of the Logic and the-Autobiography, Mill

became more interested in psychology (a doubtful claim), and so more
ready to emphasise the associationist elements in the earlier work
(Kubitz, p.54). Now a better explanation of the passage in question,
and one which avoids any'élaim that Mill had changed his mind about

the relationship of the laws of logic and those of association; is

that he was merely writing rather carelessly in that place, and threw
out some phrases more roughly descrlptlve of the 'school of experience!
which he supported generally agalnst the a prlorlst phllosophers than
of the real doctrines of the Logic. But whatever Mill® later. thought

he had achieved in that work, a close readlng of it quite fails to
support the interpretation that it bases logic on associationist psych-

ology.

Iv

Mill'svrealist and reduotﬁonist forms of empiricism, though differ-
ing from each other in the way they render the notion of experience,
have in common the important feature that they are global empiricisms,
rejecting the possibility of 'thick!' a priori knowledge, and insisting
that all justification is empirical justification. In Chapter Six we
saw that Mill remained constantly committed to global empiricism,
granting at most to his a priorist opponents that some basic principles
of logic might be a priori in the 'thin' sense of being beneath the
possibility of justification altogether. Experiencé, and only experience;
is able, on global empiricist thinking, to provide the justification

of those beliefs which are amenable to it. Mill's inconsistency arose
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over the manner in which he conceived of empiricalijustification. If,
as the relativity principle holds, all we can really know are our own
‘sensations, then all justifiable beliefs must possess a content canable
in principle of being analysed in sensational terms - for any propos;tlon
not open to such an analysis must outrun our capacity to settle whether
it is true or false. Inspired by the relativity principle, Mill rep-
resented propositions about matter and mind as being warrantedly asser—
tible by us only becausgwihey are really about sensations, and not
about any recognitioﬁétranscendent noumenal objects or egos. 5 (This
did not, of course, rule out +the possibility of justifying'propositions
inferentially; but sound inferences wouid always be from sensorily-
analysable propositions to other sensorily-analysable propositions.)
Alternatively, however, Mill talked about empirical justification in
- @ manner indebted not to such radical empiricist forbears as Berkeley,
but rather to the kind of scientific realist tradition exemplified by
Herschel. Writing in this vein,“hg demaﬂded that beliefs be supported
by observation, or by inference from obéervaﬁion, but without adding
any strong reductionist thesis about the content of justifiable bel-
iefs. Observation, on this picture,'is our mode of access to a real,
external world which is ontologically independent qf our mental stéies.
On both of Mill's accounts, it is human sensory caiécities which enable
us to have any knowledge at all, but on one of thoéé‘accounts they inf-
orm us about something other than and independent of our sensations,
while on the other what we know when we have sensations is nothing more
than the sensations themselves. l

It is a plausible speculation (though like many counterfactuals,
difficult to prove) that if Mill had not been sympathetic to the rel-
ativity principle, he would not have been a global empiricist. This may
seem an odd suggestion in the light of the fact that I have represented
him as being, in one mood, inclined towards a non—reductlonlst, scient—
ific realist view of the world, while at the same time flercely opposed
to the concept of 'thick! a priori justification. Yet it is pOSSlble
that this combination of positions results from a certain unclarity of
thought, and indeed from the same unclarity which disguised from him
the presence in his philosophy of inconsistent forms of empiricisms for
a concept of empiricism as global in quantity seems more naturally tor
flow from a concept of it as reductionist;'rathep.than realist, in quality.
The reason for this is that the relativity principle offers a rationale
for global empiricism which it otherwise lacks. To thé a priorist who
demands to know why all justification should be'by éxperience, and just

what is supposed to be wrong with the notion of 'thick' a priori (i.e.
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intuitional) warranty for beliefs, the global empiricist who accepts
the relativity principle can reply that it is precisely because all
that human beings can know is their own sensations. Now if that is
true, there is no longer any opening for the idea df_g priori‘faculties;
for evidently the sole required or indeed possible mode of access to
& wholly sensational reality is sensation. If, on the other hand, the
global empiricist favours scientific realism; if is much less easy for
him to.respond to the a’pridrist's challenge. As he does not hold that
all reality is sensational in nature, he has to explain how knowledge
of z non-sensational reality is possible. But his view that it all comes
via observaﬁion feces problems. Does observation involve anything be-
yond bare sensation? If it does not, it needs to be explained how sen-—
sation‘can reliably inform us about azn objective, external reality,
and a response needs to be made to the sceptical challenge that maybe
(for 211 we know) there is no exterﬁal world at all, and our sensations
are merely items in a long, coherent dream. The difficulty is to see
how the global empiricist could answer the speptic, given that he cen-
not, without surrendering his position, appeal to any intuitive or
innate conviction that there is an external world which is the object
of sensations. (Having only sensations to go by, it is obscure how
the global empiricist could verify any hypotheses a@qut the relation
of sensations to a putative external world.) If, by'éontrast, observa~
tion is represented as being something more than mere sensation, énd
as capable,vas sensation alone would not be, of bringing us knowledge
of external reality, the a priorist may fairly complain that whatever
it is which observation has and sensation by itself does not is either
tacitly intuitional and a Eriori, or else is sométhing no less myst-
erious than the rational intuitions which the global empiricist crit-
icises him for upholding. He who elects to combine a global outlook on
empiricism with a scientifiq realist rendering 6f justification by exp-
erience does not, it-is true, maintain a logically inconsistent pos-—
- itiong butithe tension between the itwo components of his view will make

its defence a matter of considerable difficulty for him.

v

Now the claim that Mill's two empiricisms are incompatible with
~each other‘may appear to be resistible on a ground more sophisticated

than any we have so far considered in arguing their inconsistency. It
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is worth reflecting whether some defence of Mill's position can be
mounted on the basis of a distinction between empirical and transcen-
dental levels of analysis of the kind Kant presented in the Critique

of Pure Reason. In Kant's opinion, realism and idealism are reconcil—~

able provided that the realism is of fhe tempirical' variety and the
idealism of the 'transcendental.! Is it possible 1o apply such a dis-
tinction to Mill's philosophical doctrines? And if it is, can it be
used to draw those doctrines into consistency?

There is admittedly something ironic about defending Mill by ref-
erence to Kant, for Mill regarded the Kentian philosophy with~a good |
deal of disfavour, believing its employment of a priori categories of
the understanding to bring it into sharp conflict with the tenets of
the 'school of experience.! Moreover, in a'note to the final edition
of the Examination to be published in his lifetime, he specifically
took issue with Kant's thesis that bodies exist in an external space
which, however, -'does not exist out of the mind'; the reasoning behind
this position seemed to Mill to be 'strangely sophistical! (};g, p.154).
Yet this objection is reminiscent of ﬁhé condemnations which politic-
ians often feel it to be de rigueur to make of the policies of their
rlvals, when privately they favour those same pollcles themselves.
Indeed elsewhere in the Examlnatlon Mill qulte openly supported the
view that while we cannot prove the real externallty of bodies, we are
entitled to say that they are external»'ln the only sense we need care
about: they are not coﬁstructed by the mind itself, but mefely recog-
nised by it' -~ and he added, éignificantly, that 'in Kantian language,
they are given to us! (Eg, p.187). Evidently Mill, while officially an
anti~Kéntian, occasionally felt it convenient to allow that the devil
has the best arguments, . '

'By transcendental idealism,' wrote Kant in the Fourth Paralogism,

I mean the doctrine.ﬁhat appearances are to'be regarded

as being, one and all, representations only, not things

in themsclves, and that time and space are therefore

only sensible forms of our intuition, not determinations

given as existing by themselves, nor conditions of

obgect viewed as things in themselves (Kant, A369; XS, p.345).
On this theory that time and space are not objective constituents of
reality, but rather the 'sensible forms of our intuition' (sinnliche

Formen unserer Anschauung) which we impose on our experience as its

- framework, the common sense view that we perceive by our senses objects
in an objective, common space and time existing independently of our

perceptions falls. But Kant did not leave the matter there. For he
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believed thaf the doctrine of transcendental idealism could be acc-—
epted quite consistently with the view that, in one perfectly legit-
imate sense of 'external,' the objects of perception are external -
they are éxternal'in the sense that they are represented as being in
spaces; thus on this 'empifidél' level - the level, in other words, on
which they are experienced as phenomena - obgects are real 1nhab1t—
ants of a space. In Kant's words, 'emplrlcal realism' holds that:
Hatter is ... only..a.species of representations

(intuition), which are called external, not as

standing in relation to objects in themselves ext-

ernal, but because they relate perceptions to the

space in which all thlngs are external to one

another, while yet the space itself is in us

(Xant, A370; XS, p.346).
However, Kant did not believe that, even at the transcendental level,
there was nothing outside the mind.. For as the causes of our 'intuit-
ions' (i.e., roughly, sense impressions), noumena are admitted to the
Kantian scheme, though these objects cannot be directly experienced
and are not in space and times ' , ‘

We see a thing in a place, not because the Noumenon,

the Thing in itself, is in any place, but because it

is the law of our perceptive faculty that we must see

as in some place, whatever we see at all. Place is

nét a property of the Thihg, but a mode in which the

mind is compelled to represent it.
(This is, in fact, not Kant, but Mill, giving a succinct and accurate
account of Kant's doctrine (EH, p.9).) Kant was, then, a realist about
noumena, and one might even be tempted to describe him as a 'transc-~
endental realist' about them, in so far as he meant to accept the
reglity of a species of existents which are recognitibn—transcendent,
being incapable of being ex;erienced; yet his denial that noumena are
in space and time precludes his being described as a transceﬁdental
realist about noumena in his own sense of that expression, as will
become clearer below, '

Mill distinguished in the Examination two different accounts of

noumena. He noted that the term. 'noumenon' had been 'borrowed from
the '‘Schoolmen by the German Transcendentalists,' and meant primarily
'the permanent Reality, of which the other-[f.e. the phenomenq§7 is
but the passing show' (EH, p.7). But Kant had employed the term with
an extra bit of content: the Kantian noumenon is not éituated‘in space

or time (EE, p.9). On Mill's preferred version of the relatiﬁity prin-
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ciple, noumena in neither the original nor the reformulated Kantian
sense were acceptable. But despite this difference over noumena, there
are interesting parallels between Mill'é and Kent's metaphysics. Mill
took care to stress that his view that reality is phenomenal is not
antagonistic to another one, namely that what is presented to us in
‘perception is a world of objects standing in spatial relations to one
another and to us as percipients. But this is just what Kant termed
 'empirical realism.' On thé empirical level, the level of description
of how things appear in experience, there is a world of external obj-
ects; and Mill repeeatedly emphasised tﬁat he did not wish to deny
what the plain man believes about externality when he'supposes that
in his experience he confronts a world which isvapparently.objective
in character, and not a mental construct. As Mill said, éxperience
is of 'Matter' (EH, p.183). At the empirical level, therefore, there
iz an external world; and Mill and Kant agreed not just about this,
but also that at a deeper level ofianalySis (which Kant termed the
'transcendental') experience is of phenomena only, and phenomena are
not occupants of an objective spatio-temporal world. It seems reason-
able to conclude that Mill, like Kant, combined empirical realism with
transcendental idealism - which is a position one may-or may not feel
to be extravagant, but which is at least not crudely: inconsistent.
Kant scholars, however, are likely to point to gnhbbvious problem
with this attempt to draw a resemblance between Miil and Kant. Mill
expressed great admiration for the philosophy of Berkéley, and regarded
the Berkeleyan account of matter as very similar to his own (ibid.).
But Kant argued that Berkeley had tried to defend the combination of

‘empiricel idealism with transcendental realism, and that such a com-

bination was unsound. Yet if Mill's theory is in fact close %o Berkel-
ey's, the questions arise whether it is only superficially similar to
Kant's, and whether it'meritp the same objections to which Kant thought
that Berkeley's account succumbed.

_ At first sight it is obscure why anyone should want to maintain
realism at the transcendental level with idealism at the empirical.
This would - apparehtlyv- involve implausibly combining a rejection of
 the ordinary conceptualisations of experience as presenting us with

an external world of things in objective spack and time, with a claim
of the reality of an objective world of objects in space and time which
it transcends our powers to know. But it was not this curious and un-
a2ttractive position which Kant intended to attribute to Berkeley.
Transcéndenfal realism, for Kant, is a view about space and time: it

is the view that they'are 'properties which, if they are to be possible
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at all, must be found in things in themselves' - and so must havé obj-
ective reality (Kant, B70; KS, p.89). Berkeley, .according to Kant,. was
a transcendental realist because he maintained this view about space,
even though he regarded space as 'impossible! and things'in space
'merely imaginary,' once it was regarded in that realist way. There-
fore Berkeley, in Kant's viéw, was a trénscendental realist without
having to assert.the existence of objeétive space and time; transcen—
dental realism involves..rather the écceptanée of the conditional théi
if space and time exist,‘they exist as pfoperties of things in them-
selves (and so as objective and outside the mind, and not'herely as
forms of intuition). And Kant went on to propose that it was precisely
acceptaﬁce of transbendental realism that would naturally lead one to
empirical idealism: for once one had granted such a theory of space
and time, one would be forced to recognise that it was quite obscure '
what basis there could be for asserting that the objects of the senses
were situated in that objective, noumenal spacevénd time whose reality:
we are unable to establish through our human epistemic powers:

After wrongly supposing that objects of the senses, if

they are to be externél, must hﬁve an existence by them-

selves, and independently of the senses, he‘ZEhe transc-

endental realisﬁ7 finds that, judged from fﬁis point of

view, all our sensuous representations are:inadequate to

" establish their reality (Kant, A369; XS, p.346).

Consequently he will adopt the position which Kant calls 'empirical
idealism. " | '

This is not the occasion for any extensive criticism of Kant, but
it is relevant to note that his definitions of transcendental idealism
and transcendental realism are not on an equal footing, and neither
are his definitions of their empirical counterparts. Transcendental
realism was defined by a 3onditiona1; transcendental idealism, on the
other hand, involves not just the conditional that if space and time
exist, theyvexist as forms of intuition, but also the categorical
claim that they do exist (and so exist as forms of intuition). More
seriously, because more confusingly, empirical realism and empirical
~ idealism seem to be doctrines in different problem areas. The former,
in the version in which Kant accepted it -,and also, in my opinion,
Mill and Berkeley - is the doctrine that'the world presented in exper-
ience is a world of things in spatial and temporal orderings; this
doctrine is acceptable to all these philosophers because it is about
appearance only, that'is, about how our experience represents the world

to us. (We might rephrase it by saying that phenomena are intrinsically
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temporally and spatially ordered.) But empirical idealism, as Kant
explained it, is not straightforwardly a denial of this doctrine;
~what it asserts is not that phenomena do not appear as temporally and

spatially ordered, but rather that desp1te appearances, the objects

of our perceptlons (phenomena) are not constituents of an objective
épatio—temporal framework (and they are not this because, according
to the transcendental realism with which empirical idealism is twinned,
space and time are not capable of beingvdifectly experienced,-but; if
they exist, are essentially recognition-transcendent structures). It
is true that on empirical idealist-cum-transcendental realiéf tenets
there is something bogus about the apparent spatio-temporal ordering:
of experience: but so there is, too, accqrdiﬁg to transcendental idea-
lism! If empirical idealism is realiy to counter empirical realism,

it looks as if it must take issue even with the claim that our exper-
ience seems to confront us with a world of spatially and'teﬁporally
ordered items, yet this is a ﬁlaim which it is highly implausible to
deny. » ‘

‘Even transcendental realism, with its implication that space and
time are really recognition—transcendent; offers scant basis for dény--
ing the empirical realist claim, for while an acceptance of transcen-
dental realism might prompt a change in the terminologylof space and
time, it lacks-a bearing on +the fact that our experiéhce presents us
with what we would before accepting any terminological'change deécribe
as an apparently spatially and temporally structured world; and empir-
ical realism is asserting no more than that.fact. For even if a transc—
endental realist who had fully thought through his:position and its
implications felt obliged, as Kant alleged he ought, to deny the pro-
priety of desofibing the situation at the empirical level in.terms of
the representation of a world of spatially and temporally ordered objects,.
on the ground that space an%{time correctly understood are nothing to
do with the appearances of things, he would still not be entitled to
deny the fact to which the empirical realist was alluding when he aff-
irmed that at the empirical level expérience has this character of
spatio-temporal structure. Thus we reach the unexpected conclusion that

iempirical realism and empirical idéalism are at most in verbal disagreement
with each other (disagreement, that is, over how to employ the terms
'space! and 'time'). Perhaps the empirical'idealist would permit it to
be said that at the empirical level, we exﬁerience a guasi-spatial,
auasi-temporal world; and I suggest that the empirical realist could

- happily reconcile himself to acceptlng that description of thlngs at

the level of appearance.
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Providing that a certain liberty is allowed with the ipsissima

verba of the First Critique, it seems least confusing to describe

Mill,ras before, as a transcendental idealist in so far as he denies
the existence of any objective space and time outside the mindj the
chief difference between this position and Kant's own transcendental
idealiém is that the latter involves not just the claim that space

and time do not exist objecti?ely,'but the further positive characteré

isation of them as formsw—ef intuition. And Mill, like Kant, -was also

an empirical realist, in the sehse that he aceepted that at the level

of description of the phenomenal content of experience, whet is exper—“
ienced is a spatio~-temporally (or at least a,ggggi—spatioQtemporally)
ordered world of things (see, for instance, EH, pp.9, 199, 223). Despite
the fact that Mill, like Berkeley, lacked Kant's doctrine of space and
time as forms of intuition, heAshared Kant's view of'the appropriate—
ness of a realist description of eiperience at the level of appearance,
along with his belief that'experience is really only of phenomena. In
my opinion, the similarities between Kant's and Mill's views in this
area are more eonsiderable than has usually been supposed.

Is it possible to utilise the distiqction between idealism at the
transcendental level and realism at the empirical to draw Mill's two
forms of empiricism into mutual consistency? The problem which faced
Mill's philosophy was that it contained apparently'irrecdncilable
realist and idealist elements. But if the strain of scientific realism
in his thought could be identified with empirical realism, and the idea—
lism classified as of the transcendental variety, that seeming incon-
sistency would vanish. Instead of appearing as an 1noon51gtent emplr—
icist, Mill would now emerge as the sophisticated defender of a subtle,
double-level analysis of knoWledge and reality. The realism of his philf
osophy of logic and scientific method could now be thought of as per-
taining to the phenomenalaﬁppearances presented to us in experience,
which constitute fpr us a world whose characteristics we can learn by
.obServation, assisted by inference and experiment, even though at a
deeper level of analysis a realist 1nterpretatlon of that world would

be discarded in favour of an idealist one.
| Unfortunately, this attractive reconciling suggeétion will not work.'
The fundamental problem is that empirical realism - albeit a view
which can undoubtedly be ascribed to Mill'— is not identifiable wifh_
- the kind of realism defended in his discussions of logic and the meth-
odology of science; and the latter form of realism,femains incompatible
with idealism.

The essential difference between the two realisms is that while one
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maintains the existence of a real, objective, external world, the other
is committed merely to-the claim that objectS»appeér to occupy pos—
itions in & world of objective space and time. Empirical realism does
not, of course, deny that éh objective, external world exiéts; but it
does ﬂot assert that it does either, and it is preéisely this aspect

of metaphysical neutrality which enables it to be consistently combined
with transcendental idealism. As we have seen, the form of empiricist
realism present in the treadment of inference and scientific method in
the Logic accommodates the notion of a possible lack of.agreemént ‘bet=-
ween statements and the world - thai 1s, it incorporates a reallst *heory
of error. By this theory, it does not follow from our taking a state—
ment to be true, that it is true,,for_lt.takes as the condition of a
statement's being true not that it should seem true to us, but rather
the (Tarskian) condition that the world should be as the statement
affirms it to be.-The practlcal purpose of logic then becomes that of
assisting us to secure maximum accord between those of our beliefs
which are the product of inference, and the world they concern. But
empirical realism, by contrast, abstains from positing sﬁch a gap bet-
ween belief and reality; it is not committed to a realist theory of
error - though equally it is not committed against it. The combination
of empirical realism and transcendental idealism, hqwever, is another:
matter: this does exclude a realist view of error, for it eliminates
the idea of an external and objective world with which belief can in
principle fail to accord. Moreover, the principle of the relativity of
knowledge, while compatible with the conjunctioh of empirical realism
and transcendental idealism, remains at variance with Mill's realist
form of empiricism: for relativity points the Wéy towards a sensation-
alistic reductioniém which attempts to close the gap between belief

and reality which a realist theory.of error posits.

It is not ultimaielyvpos§ible, fhen, to defend Mill's empiricist
philosophy against a charge of inconsistenoy} The gquestion which this
identificatioh:of a conflict of intention at the deepest level of his
thought obviously raises.isz Wés Mill too confused about the direction
of his philosophy to be counted as a hajor thinker about logic and
reality? I suggest that the answer to this question should be a decided
negative., Inconsistency is, clearly, not a happy feature of a phil-
osophical system; inconsistent claims cannot all be t}ue, and a phil-
osophy which contains some therefore contains»somefuntruths. On the
other hand, the pitfall of inconsistency is hard to avoid for any phil-
osopher who produced, as Mill did, a great range of'stiﬁulating and

imaginative ideas on a variety of topics. Mill's importance was not.
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that he produced a philosophy of impeccable consistency within more
or less narrow limits, but that he invented and defended a multitude
of powerful and original conceptions about the nature and role of
logic, the grounds of knowledge and the nature of reality,'whichvhave
had a significant bearing on subsequent debate. In particular, he
investigated, more thoroughly perhaps than any other British philos-
opher, the extent to which empiricist résponses to these perennially
interesting topics oouldmbe“deveiobed in a plausible manner. .It is
hard to believe that anyone nowadays concerned %o explore the possib-
ilities and prospects of empiricism could fail to learn mucﬁlfrbm
Hill, even where it has to be confessed that he did not reach satis-
factory conclusions. For, as Mill himself said, even mistakes can -
sometimes be illuminating - and the mistakes of a philosopher of Mill's
richness of invention can be very illuminating indeed. He himself
spoke Qf his 'willingness and ability to‘learn from everybody’ (ég,
p.253), and we do well to approachahim in the same spirit as_he appr-
oached ofher writers, making a point of

examining what was said in defence of all opinions,

however new or however old, in t@e convictibﬁ that

even if they were errors there might be a substratum

of truth underneath them, and that in any case the

. discovery of what it was that made them plauéible,

would be a benefit to truth (ivid.).

of
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NOTES

A M avimns |

Introduction

1. Time, 12 August 1974, p.63; quoted in The Mill News Letter, vol.X,
No.l (Winter, 1975), p.l. ’

2. In a letter of 1834 to John Pringle Nlchol, Mill candidly admitted
his ignorence of mathematical and experimental sclence° but he added
that while his knowledge was 'extremely superficial,’ it was neverthe-
less 'sufficient to have enabled me to lay hold of the methods and
appropriate to myself fully as much as any metaphysician has ever done,

the logic of physical science! (E&, p.211).

3. W.S. Jevons' savage and influential attack on Mill in the Contemp-

orary Review in 1877-79 (reprinted in Pure Logic and Other Minor Works)

was probably the prime source of the rumour that Mill's philosophy is

peculiarly inconsistent. See, for instance, Jevons, p.20l.

4. In fairness to Locke, it might be added that Mill's account of math-
ematical knowledge, while superficially more straightforward, turns

ou%:on examination to be no less problematic than the Lockian theorye.

5. Mill generally spoke of defenders of a priori knowledge as belong-
ing to the 'school of intdition.' In the presénf study I shall normally
label his opponents 'a priofists.' Of alternative possible names,
tintuitionists' could mislead because of its current use for defenders
of certain specialised views in the philosophies of morals and of math~
ematics, while 'rationalists' seems inappropriate as Mill saw himself
much less as countering the theories of such 'classic! rationalists

as Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz, than those of Kant and British phil-

osophers inspired by him, such as Hamilton, Coleridge and Whewell.

6. Mill also privately avowed the existence of a polemical purpose
to the Logic in an 1842 letter to Auguste Comte (EL, pp.530-31).
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(Wotes to pp.8-23)

T. ﬁill noted in the second Book of the Logic that he had no intention
in that work of compiling a manual of deductive logic, which could
easily be obtained elsewhere (SL, p.164). He always considered that
Whately'é Blements of Logic was a wholly adéquaie account of the fig-

ures and moods of syllogism.

8. Hamilton himself prdg5£i§ based the expression on a passage from
Thomas Reid, in which our notion of body or matter is said to be a -

'relative' one (Reid, p.322).

9. For Mill's opinion of Berkeley, see especially his late essay

'Berkeley's Life and VWritings.!?

10. The Logic contains a short discussion of Hume's doctrine of mir-
acles, but even here Hume is mentioned ohly,twice. Mill's references

to Hume are never more than passing.

11. James }'Cosh aﬁticipated in the nineteenth century the views of
modérn commentators that Mill'é philosophy was founded on association-—
ism, end particularly criticised his 'wire-drawn attempts to fashion
all our ideas out of one or two primitive .sources by;means of assoc-—

iation' (M'Cosh, p.2l1).

12. Thus I do not entirely agree with Brand Blanshard's estimate of
Hill's style: 'he fights, thinks, and writes fairly, even to the point-
of writing clearly enough to be found out' (Blanshard(1954),p.24).Mill's
facility of style certainly merits praise; but the careful reader will

soon discover that his meaning is often far from easy to determine.

Chapter One

1. Mill said more about inferenée in perception in his essay 'Bailey

on Berkeley's Theory of Vision.!

2. In lieu of a theory of reasoning, Locke.merely offered visual met-
aphors: in inferring, we see a connexion of ﬁdeas; we take a view of
ideas to discover what linkages there are among them; we use the 'per-

ceptive faculty of the mind' to see ideas 'laid together, in a juxta-

position' (Locke, Bk.IV.ch.xvii).

3. Ryan accused Mill of thinking of 'new knowledge'! ambiguously as
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(Notes to pp.23-39)

'the previously unperceived implications of existing knowledge and as
knowledge which was not logically implied by what was known.' But the

charge is unmerited; Mill did not succumb to this confusion.
4. Cf. Susan Haack, p.226.

5. For the relationship of Mill's use of 'connotation' to those of

earlier writers, see W.R. de Jong, Chapters 2 and 3.

6. Mill denied the status of entities 'per se' not just to classes,
but also. to universals, genera.and species, which he treated as
classes ﬁnder other names (they all have 'individual objects classed
under them')(SL, pp.174-75). Note that by 'universal' Mill expressly
did not meanvattribute; a universal, being in his terminology equiv-
alent to a class, is no more than a set of individual things, and con-
tains nothing real besides; but what entitles a set of things to be
called by the same name is their possession of the 'common attributes’'
connoted by it. (For Mill's theory of attributes, see Chapter Seven,
below.) ‘ '

7. Nota notae was a traditional non—-extensional principle of syllog-
‘istic validity, with its origin in Aristotle’s Catei&ries,~1b 10-12.
While I argue that Mill's employment of it is ultimémely unsuccessfuly
it is worthwhile to defend him against the sirange misunderstanding of
hig'reading of the principle which H.W.B. Joseph has made standard ;
(see Joseph, p.308; cf. Kubitz, p.119, Jackson (194la), pp.T74-75). Joseph
argued that Mill wholly fumbled the principle - which properly means
that 'whatever qualifies an attribute qualifies the thing possessing
it.! Joseph’s reading of Nota notae can be represented (where S, M
and P stand respectively for the minor, middle and major terms)bas:

Nota (P) notae (M) est nota rei ipsius (S); and his criticism was that

Mill very eccentrically understood it instead as: Nota (S) notae (1)

est nota rei ipsius (P), which, in Joseph's opinion, is 'impossible,!'

as necessitating the 'violent'! measure of reading res ipsa as the major
term. If this is Mill's reading of Egiglggigg, it is indeed a strained
one. Buf Mill's discussion suggests that he read the principle not in
either of the foregoing ways, but rather as: ﬁgig (M) notae (P) est

nota rei ipsius (S). This may be less traditional than Joseph's fav-

oured reading, but it is not absurd in the manner in which the reading
he ascribed to Mill is. Mill and Joseph understood the notion of marks
or notes rather differentlys thus Mill talked of the attributes of

man as evidence or marks of mortality, whereas Joseph preferred to say
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(Notes to pp.39-53)

that mortality is a mark of the attributes of man.

Chapter Two

1. The label 'the hidden.consequences problem* I owe to John Corcoran,

though he cannot be held responsible for the formulation of the problem.

2. Mill always discussed the problem of syllogistic petitio in connec-
tion with syllogisms with universal major premises, neglecting the

fact that in some third and fourth figure forms it is the minor, and

not the major, premise which is ﬁniversal. However, those forms do not
escape the problems of hidden consequences and gtitio, and are in any
case easily convertible, by traditional methods, into equivalent

first figure forms with universal ﬁajor premises, which raise the prob—'
lems in just the manner Mill described. (Second figure forms, all with
universal major premises, are likewise convertible into first figure
forms.) Like Mill and most others who hdve discussed the alleged petitio‘
of syllogistic proofs, I shall concentrate on the case of first figure

syllogisms.
3, Note that Dummett is describing Mill's belief here, not his own.

4. I take this opportunity to correct a common misreading of Mill. It
might have been the half-sentence beginning 'Whoever pronounces the
words ...' that suggested to Russell (Russell (1951), p.3), as it has
done to Arthur Prior (Prior (1962), p.163), that Mill took the view
that a universal proposition like 'All men are mortal' is equivalent
in meahing to a conjunctio% of singular propositions, here propositions
about the mortality of individual men; there is no other evidence to
support the ascription of this view to him. Elsewhere (§£, p.97) Mill
plunped clearly for the more plausible view that what a universal
proposition expresses is that 'whatever has the attributes connoted

by the subject, has also those connoted by the predicate.' In my opin-
ion, Mill'é real meaning at p.206 of the 29219 was_thaf someone who
asserts 'All men are morta15 thereby commits himself to a certain
judgement about any individuél man to whom his attention may later

be drawn; but as he immediately went on to say that this universal
proposition could be asserted by someone who had never heard of Soc-

rates, it is unlikely that he believed that its meaning was to be
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(Notes to pp.53-67)

analysed as a conjunction of propositions about Socrates, the Duke of

Wellington, etc.

5. Stewart misquotes Campbell slightly, but preserves his drift. Camp?
bellAthought that a syllogism, as a condition of its validity, must
commit a petitio, and thus cannot 'forward us in the knowledge of things '
a single step' (G. Campbéll, vol.l, p.175). Syllogising, however, can
assist us in 'the adjustment of our language, in expressing ourselves on

subjects previously known! (1b1d., p.174), and so is not entirely useless.
6. I am grateful to John Corcoran for the Descartes.reference.

T. Mill was quoting from the first edition of Whately's Elements, p.l79;
Whately later changed his wording somewhat: cf. eighth edition, p.163.

8. For further historical observations on the fallacy of petitio prin-

cipii, see C.L. Hamblin's Fallacies.

9. It oan,’of-course, be said of this §yllogism, as it can of other
"suasive'syllogisms, that in accepting the premises*we’have already
determined the conclusion, and it is because he misﬁnderstood the sense
in which this is true that Mill believed there was‘a petitio problem
for suesive syllogism. But in the present case there is no likelihood
of misunderstanding the claim to mean that the conclusion must be known

before the premises; so suspicion of petitio does not arise.

10. I assume that on Mill's view, all sylloglstlc major premises which

are not stipulative are empirical.

11l. Private communication. I have developed and recast Corcoran's

argument somewhat. J

12, Mill appears to have forgotten at this poinf that syllogisms with

stipulative magor premises are not preceded by an inductive first stage.

13. For instance, if I know that a complete enumeration has established
that all students present at the Professor's logic lecture last Friday
were asleep, but I only suboequently learn that Mary Thinkwell had

been present then, I can now without petitio deduce the illuminating

and shocking conclusion that Mary was among the sleepers.
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(Notes to pp.71-82)

Chapter Three

1. Sée note 2 to Chapter Two for the simplification involved here.

2. There is a large 1itéraiure, inspired by Nelson Goodman's Fact,

Fiction, and Forecast, on“why we consider some predicates to ‘be more

projectible than others, and frame our expectations about n;iural reg—
ularities in terms of them. Relevant though this literature is to a
thorough study of the rationality of our inductive projections, reas-—
ons‘of space prevent its investigation here, whereée it musi suffice’
simply to assume that there are inbnature patterns which are lawlike

and capable of identification as such.

3. Well known presentations of this view are to be found in Ryle (1950),
Toulmin, and Nagel (1961). For some sensible criticisms of the notiom

of material rules of inference, see Kyburg, Chapter Eight.

4. Hence I disagree with H.G. Alexander, who has argued that the quest-
ion of the truth of inference rules is always logically inadmissible.

~ He probably believes this because he wants to const%pg rules of inf-
erence as having the nature of imperatives or permiéﬁions which cannot,
1ogically5 be true or false. But if an indicative proposition like

'All men are mortal' can be treated as a genuine rule of inference,

Alexander's claim must fall. (See Alexander, p.318).

5, If Mill can be ascribed the view that neither the Dictum nor the
Nota notae are required as rules of inference, it is an interesting
if_obscure guestion whether he would have held that the Nota notae,
while not thought in an ihﬁprence, still.provides in some sense a des-
cription of the semantic relationships of the syllogistic propositions.
Certainly the Nota notae captures,neither the use Of‘the major propos-—
ition as a rule, nor the fact that the syllogism is now conceived as

a brooess of 'interpretation' of an inference whose premises include
more than just the syllogistic minor. But Mill did not refer again to
the Nota notae after proposing -that the major proposition of a syllog-
ism ie its rule, and it is impossible to be sufe what his final view

of it was.

6. The Kneales have described Mill as holding that the rules of syll-

ogism are second-order principles about the principles of inference
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(Notes to pp.82—85)

which people actually use (W. & M. Kneale, p.377). The precise sense

of their interpretation they do not clarify, but it is doubtful whether
it accommodates Mill's insistence that syllogisihg is of concern to

| theApractitioner, and by no means only to the theorist, of reasoning.
The Kneales appear to believe that Mill thought of the rules .of syll-
ogism as providing a theoretical articulation of the movement of thought
in which people are engaged when théy are reasoning from pafticulars

to particularsi but they failed'fo note that he considered an actual
reference to the syllogistic forms necessary to keep reasonings on the

rails.

T. In admitting the real existence of kinds, Mill was not retracting
his opposition to the quasi—Plaﬁonic entities he variously termed
'classes,' 'universals,! 'genefa“ éhd fSpecies"and rejected in Book
IT (SL, pp.174-75; cf. note 6 to Chapter One, above). Mill believed
th%t natural kinds were not arbitrary groupings of objects, because
they depended on the possession by their’ members of certain common
attributés; but he never held that they had reality ‘as transcendental

substances, existing over and alongside their members.

8. Beddoes' book was a polemic against those who had argued that the

mathematical sciences were deductive in nature, and should thus be
taught as deductive theories. In Beddoes!' view, éuch a science as geom-
etry should be presented as standing on an empirical basis, 2 real con-'
viction of the truth of geometrical propositioné only being sttainable
by a close scrutiny of actual geometrical diagrams. 'I hope to be able
to show,' he wrote, 'that the mathematical~sciehoes are sciencés of
experiment and observaiionh,founded solely upon the induction of part-
icular facts, as much so as mechanics, astrénomy, optics or chemistry!
(Beddoes, p.15). Beddoes evidéntly thought that because the examin-
ation of diagrams mey be of considerable help in learning the rudim-
enté of geometry, the appropriate justification: of geometrical prop-
ositions cannot be a priori, but must be via 'experiment and observ-
otion' - 2 claim which by no means follows, because it may be that,
however we learn them, the truth of general geometrical theses can be
established fully and finally only by a priori explication of basic
geometrical‘concepts. The tone of Beddoes! book is immoderate, even
virulent (Plato, for instance,. is referred to as the 'father of myst-

icism' and author of 'ravings' (p.120)).
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(Notes to pp.87-98)

Chavpter Four

1. I am indebted for this information to Miss Pauline Adams; custodiah
of Mill's books now at Somerville College, Oxford. Harriet R. Holman
records that the Amerigggmnovelist T.N. Page purchased at Avignon in.
1906 an annotated copy'gf }Hume's Essays" which had belonged to Mill;
the present location of which is unknown (Holman, p.20). This book might

well have been Hume's Bssays, Moral & Political (first issued in 1741),

a work in Addisonian vein which contains nothing about the problem of
induction. In an 1868 letter to the publisher William Longman, Mill
praised Hume's philosophical works, mentioning his Essazs and the
Treatise by name, but made no reference to the nature of their contenté

_(gg, p.1388).

2. It becomes clear from an examination of Mill's references to the
law of causation that he understood it to assert not barely that every
event has a cause, but also that causal relationships follow regular

patterns.

3. Strictly speaking, this was not the view which ﬁ%id and Stewart were
pressing. They did not deny that if uniformity can permissibly be pre-
supposed, experience will then be a guide to the future; but they dis-
agfeed with the claim that knowledge of uniformity itself is a product

of experience. Our knowledge of uniformity, it seemed to them more
plausible to say, was either instinctive,. or the‘result of rational intu-
ition, or a gift of divine providence. (For-more_onlthese authors, see

the appendix o this chapter.)

4. Hill's example of the pelief in the sun's rising tomorrow was prob-
-ably drawn from Reid, who used it when discussing the psychological
character of belief about the future; Reid actually cited Hume's Treat-
ise in his account, but without seeing thaf Hume's most important
contribution concerned the justification of belief about the unobser-
ved, rather than its psychological explanation (Reid, p.199). Hume
himself may have been stimulafed to diScuss'the belief in the sun's
rising tomorrow by the use of the example in Archbishop Tillotson's

Rule of Faith (Tillotson, who was not discussing induction, cited it as

an instance of a belief which, though it cannot be known with infallible
certainty, can be known with 'a lesser 'mbral certainty' (Tillotson,
.559)). :

248



(Notes to pp.99-116)

5. Cf. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, I.secf.258
and passim.

6. It is hard to see Max Black's well known defenée of self—suppbrting

inductive arguments as anything more than a philosophical jeu d'esprit;

certainly it has convinced very few people that an inductive justific-
ation of induction need not be circular. (See the contributions of
Black and Peter Achinstein to the symposium 'Seif-Supporting Inductive

~ Arguments' in Richard Swinburne (ed.), The Justification of Induction.

7. Rational inductive thinking could be practised without any explicit
employment‘of the principle of -the overall uniformity of nature. But
it would need to consider the kind of lawlike fegularities expressed
by local uniformity principles, and it is more plausible to hold that
it should treat them as genuiné prehises, rather than as ‘memoranda,’

as in Mill's account.

8. This, of course, is why he held that major premises could be dropped

from arguments without detriment to the cbgenoy of the proof.

, Chapter Five

1. At one place in the Examination, Mill made what initially appears to
be an awkward attempt to combine the realism of his philosophy of logic
with his leanings towards idealism in metaphysics. 'Concepts, Judgements,
and Reasonings,' he wrote, 'should agree with the reality of things,
meaning by things the Phaenomena or sensible presentations, to which
those mental products have reference!' (§§, p.365). As Mill generally
used the term 'phaenomena{ in Kantian fashion; in contradistinction to

" 'noumena' (though he was unwilling to countenance the existence of
noumena), this sentence seems to show him reneging on the rezlist view
that truth is conformity to objective, mind-independent reality; His
subsequent discussion, however, gives no indication that he had altered
his view that truth is conformability to objective fact, but suggests
rather that what he was misleadingly expféssing in the quoted sentence
was the thought that it is the conformity of propoéitions to the pres-
entations of sense which is our criterion that they conform to objective

fact and so are true.(cf. EH, p.366).
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(Notes to pp.117-136)

2. For further discussion of these features of belief see Bernard
Williams, 'Deciding to Believe,' and my ouwn 'A Simple Argument for

Faith Requiring Reasons.'

3. For the‘controversy between Mill and Spencer see the Logic, Bk.II.
ch.vii; the Examination, "Ch.VI; the early pages of Spencer's Principles
of P§ychology; and Spencer's article 'Mill versus Hamilton - The Test
of Truth.?!

4. That 1Mill is guilty of committing the psychologistic fallacy has
been alleged by, inter alia, Husserl (1969 and 1970), Blanshard (1948),
Hagel (1950), Nordquest and Richards.

5. Quoted by Husserl ((1970), vol.l, p.93).

6. How very Qdd it is to believe a direct self-contradiction has been
well brought out by John N. Williams in his paper 'Inconsistency and
Contradiction.' Like Mill, Williams doubts whether such beliefs are

really possible (Williams, p.600). ae

7. Mill might with equal reason have held that the other two laws of
thought, and logical laws in general, apply properly only to meaning-

ful propositions, to which alone ftruth values can be assigned.

8. Ellis himself mistakénly thinks that Mill accepted the 'crude' form
of psychologism (Ellis, p.100).

Chapter Six

1. The label 'global empigicism' I have taken from Crispin Hright
(Wright, p.321); the statement of the position will be refined in the
course of the present chapter. It is worth noting that a global empir-
icist is not committed, qua global empiricisﬁ; to denying the possibil-
ity of deductive inference (though this is, in fact, a denial that Mill
wanted to make). A deductive inference may be described as a priori

on the basis that the conclusion drawn expresses a logical implication

of the premises (énd not a projection from them, as in inductive reas-—
oning). However, a global empiricist need not find anything objection-
able in the process of deducing the logicdl implications of a set of

premises, though he will insist on regarding members of premise sets,
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(Notes to pp.136-156)

and those laws of logic on which the soundness ofvinferenoes rests.(in
so far as the question of justification can arise about these at all —

a point taken up later in this chapter), as finally dependent for their
jusﬁifioation on experience alone. He will allow that propositions can
be known by béing de@gggd from premises; but he will neverjheless class-
ify all deduced proposif;gns as empirical, holding that at no stage in
their derivation have premises nét themselves ultimately justified by

experience been employed.

2.4The review essay 'Grote's Aristotle' was published in the final year
of Mill's life (1873). The discussion of the 'logical‘axioms' is not
very perspicuous. Mill suggested that the laws of contradiction and of
excluded middle 'do not need the support of a gatheréd experiencé'
(p.499), but he also ventured thé (presumably psychological rather than
epistemological) observation that people normally need to have exper-
ience before.they can apprehend the truth of these laws (p.SOO);.Neither
of these ideas is developed at lengthe.

3. Mill's construal of the a priorist position stéongly suggests, though
he was not explicit about this, that he ﬁnderstooégé priorism to main-
tain that axioms are true by virtue of meaning - a doctrine of which
much has been heard in the present century. His own view, in contrast,
was that basic propositions of logic and mathematics are true rather

by virtue of the way the world is- than by the linguistic conventions

which bestow>meaning on them.

4. Mill was less acute than Berkeley here. While Berkeley thought thai
ideas were in general. to be equated with images, he did acknowledge
that to certain of our 'nbtions,' for instance those of the mind, of
spirit and of God, no imagés corresponded. (See, for instance, Berkeley
pp.l57~58; Berkeley thought, incidentally, that the term 'idea' was

not strictly appropriate for imageless 'nmotions.')

5. Mill no doubt believed the same of the law of identity when he wrote
about it in the Logic — but then he would have thought of the law as

beneath justification because too trivial to require it.

6. A global empiricist is likely to place special weight, as Mill did,

on the capacity of inductive inference to lead us to knowledge of prin-

ciples of thekinds held by a‘priorists to be known by 'thick' a priori
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intuition. But note that he need not follow Mill in disallowing the
possibility of knowledge attained by deductive methods, though he will
insist thet the ultimate basis of deductive demonstrations is in exp-

erience (cf. note 1 to the present chapter).

7. It may have been the H/W objection towards which Russell was gest-

uring in his terse remark in The Problems of Philosdphy that empiricism

about mathematics fails because 'the validity of the inductive prin-
ciple itself cannot be proved by induction' (Russell (1911), p.47).
And in his protestation of the need for the demonstrative reasonef to
have an intuitive apprehension of the agreement or disagreement of

two ideas, 'for if it were not so, that yet woula need a proof,' Locke

too may have been showing some awareness of the objéction (Locke, vol.2,

p.140).

8. See Hright, Qg.cit., for an extended discussion of these themes.

Chapter Seven

i

1. Hamilton's quotations from authors alleged to héve accepted the rel-
ativity principle are in his Discussions on Philosophy ZZq;7, pp.640-

42, Mill's criticism of Hamilton's use of‘these authorities is rather

oddly absent from post-1862 editions of the Logicj; possibly Mill felt
that the material was more appropriately reserved for the Examination
(first edition 1865), where Hamilton's views of earlier writers are

given adverse notice at pp.18-19.

2. Cf. Hamilton: 'Of thin%s absolutely or in themselves, be they ext-
ernal, be they internal, we know nothing, or know them only as incog-

nisable' (Hamilton (1866), p.638).

3. ButyMill, unlike Hamilton, at least admitted that some major eight-
eenth century philosophers had not accepted the relativity of knowledge,
among whom he singled out Reid for special mention (§£, p.61). Hamil-
ton's treatment of Réid is vefy curious. Ré&d proposed that from the
sensation of smelling a rose,‘!I am led, by my nature, to conclude some
quality to be in the rose.' This is fairly evidently intended as an
indirect realist analysis, yet Hamilton, who as Reid's editor should
heve understood his author rather better than this, construed Reid as
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asserting that the quality in-the rose 'is, in fact, excegf as an

imaginary something, unknown' (Reid, p.310).

4. Note that the Kantian version of the relativity doctrine is still
inconsistent with indirect realist theories of perception, which do

not accept that the external objects which cause our sensevlmpre551ons

are unknowable.

5. Mill's argument is not, in fact, very convincing. It is not clear
why our not having suitable faculties to apprehend the inner nature'of
noumena, if there are any such, should prevent our saying meaningfully
that God could know that nature, on the basis of his superior faculties.
A more plausible assertion Mill could have made is that if God were
able to apprehend the inner naturehbf noumena,. he could not convey his
understanding to us (or not, at any rate, unless he provided us with

suitable faculties).

. 4
6. A similar line of thought informs John Foster's recent book The Case
for Idealism. Foster claims that 'to construe the phyéical world as

non-mental is to put its intrinsic nature beyond the’scope of positive

transparent specification of even the most generic kind' (p.122).
Non-mental spaceAand its non-mental occupants are simply outside the
range of mcaningful human discourse, though we usually make the mistake
of Dbelieving that ordinary physical object -language can refer to them.
1ill would have regarded Foster's argument as a powerful application

of the relativity doctrine.

T. And a further kind of case, which Mill did not consider: if you and
I both look at the bookcase,four sensations of its brown colour are
numerically distinct, though we take them to inform us of a single.

colour aquality of the bookcase.

8. Godfrey Vesey, in 'Sensations of Colour,' has noted further diffic-
ulties arising from Mill's view that attributes are to be explained as
mere resemblances among sensations. One probleém is that the possibility
of a 'common meaning for words like 'brown' employed on the basis of
sensation becomes dependent upon the coindidence in the subjéctive
senses of resemblance of different individuals; for there is no reference

allowed to resemblances being reoemblances in some common, non-subjective
respect to ground the claim that a term like ‘brown"ls univocal (cf.
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Vesey, p.121). But it less clear that Vesey's criticism finds the right
target when he makes the further objection that it is obscure how, on '
ill's theory, a person can describe a sensatioﬁ he is having for the l
first iigé as a sensation of brown, it being an implication of that
theory that someone who applies an attribute term must satisfy the
condition that he be aware of a resemblance among sensations (such'res—
emblances being what attribute terms stand for) (Vesey, p.122). For

it would be open to an individual in this circumstance to suppose that

his sensation resembles ihose previously had by other people, providing

that he is entitled fto assume that other people do have sensations
which resemble his ownj the true difficulty, however, is that his right
to assume this can be challenged (because what is réquired is that he
be Jjustified in supposing that othe; people's gqualia resemble his ownj

and it is not clear that he can have this justification).

9. For a full account of resemblance nominalism and its difficulties,

see Armstrong, ch.5. ’

Chenter Bight

‘1., That Mill is engaged in two tasks in Chapter XI of the Bxamination
has been noted by J.P. Day in his paper 'Mill on Matter.'

2. The first three laws have been given in Mill's own words, the fourth
in a summary form. For variant statements of the first three see.§£,

p.852, BP, p.360. (The fourth law appears only in the Examination.)

3. Sir William Hamilton had ?eld that we become‘aware of the existence
of external objects by a species of intuition. Mill, with some justice,
thought the reference to a faculty of intuition wholly obscurantist,

and urged against it Hemilton's own 'Law of Parcimony' that 'Where there
is a known cause adequate to account for a phaenomenon, there is no
justification for ascribing it to en unknown one' (EH, pp.182-83).

By a 'known cause,' Mill meant to refer to semsation and reflection on
sensation, as described by the 'Psychologicél Theory' - which, for all
the ambiguity and vagueness of its presentation, does manage to avoid
vostulaeting anything as.mysterious as Hamiltonian intuition to account

for our belief in an external world.
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4. Malebranche, however, Mill noted, still believed in the existence |
of this superfluous wheel because he thought its existence asserted -
in scripture (EE, p.204). (For a recurrence of the 'superfluous wheel'.

metaphor, see Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations, I.sect.271).

5. Berkeley, as Pitcher has observed (Pitcher, ch.10), himself held
early in his career a viéw similar to this. But in the writings he pre-—
pafed for publication he asserted that objects. only exist when they are
present as ideas in some mind (see, for instance, Berkeley, p.158).

This is & highly unsatisfactory view, not redeemed by Berkeley's hélping
himself to the thesis that ideas no one else is thinking about continue
to exist in the mind of God; for it is not plausible to hold that the
idea of a tree now in God's mind is numerically identical with the

idea of a tree formerly present in mine, and God's now having an idea
of 2 tree qualitatively similar to an idea I fdrmerly had does not serve
to maintain my idea (and thus my tree) in existence.

L4
6. The critic was Francis O'Hanlon, who wrote a pamphlet entitled

L Criticism of John Stuart Mill's Pure Idealism, to which Mill replied

in a note added to the third edition of the Examination (p.203ff.).

T. This is a prospect which commentators haﬁe ignored. Typical of

many in this connexion are H.H. Price and Alan Ryan. Price noted that

[Mill held that matter consists of sensations and possibilities of sen-
safion, but immediétely after referred to 'this vast mass of actual
and'possible sense-data' (a sense-datum presumably being for Price

closer to a sensation than to a possibility of sensation) (Price (1926/27),
p.112). Ryén, after recording Millfs definition of matter as a perman-

ent possibility of sensétidh, proceeds to assert that 'Mill's identif-
ication of objects with possible sensations seems almost more shocking

than their identification with actual ones' (Ryan (1970), p.97).

8. There appear to be no significant differences between Mill's use of
'sensations' and the modern phenomenalist's talk of 'sense-data'; acc-

ordingly I shall here treat the two terms af equivalent in meaning.

9. For an.objection in similar vein to ‘'idealism,' see Venn's Empirical

Logic, p.l6.

10. At least one commentator has become very confused over Mill's talk
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of possibility. J.P. Day has written: 'to say that there is 'a possibil-
ity of snow is simply to say in other words that snow exists potenfially:
it is not to say that.a possibility, or anything whatever, exists -
actually! (Day, p.57). It is not clear what it means o say -~ still

léss, 'simply to say’ 1“M2§§t snow exists potentially. Yet Day's diff-
iculties\indicate how gfeat the need is to clarify the notion of poss-

ibilities of sensation before Mill's theory can be properly assessed.

11. See Hartry Field, ?Réalism and Relativism,' p.559. Field's target
is actually a little more restricted than mine. He is reacting to Put-
nam's suggestion that we cannot properly relaie'properties of phenom-

" enal objects to the powers of individual noumenal objects, but are
forced to say, more vaguely, that they are related to powers of the
world. Field contends that 'it makes no sense to say that something has
2 dispositional property without having a ground for the disposition,'
and that, whatever precisely Putnam meant by his claim, he should at
least be ready to allow that dispositional properties to affect our
senses are grounded in 'lower-level' properties, perhaps of a noumenal
sort. Now Mill appears to rule out not just that th?rg are such lower-
level properties to be the grounds of powers to cause’éensaiions, but also
$hat there is anything having properties of either level -~ even anything

referred to by such an unspecific phrase as Putnam's 'the world.'

12. To be remotely plausible, the theory must allow that objects, as
causal powers to produce sensations, are ablé to operate on subjects
at a2 distence. The physics of such interaction at a distance arevobs—
cure, but it is evident they could mnot inﬁolve any passage through
space of numerically ident%cal tobjects! such és photons. It would be
reasonable to refuse to accept the theory until some explanation had
been providéd of the nature of the causal relationships between sub-
jects and spatially removed objects, and also of how permanent possib-

ilities interact with each other (as Mill claimed they do).

13. This view of time is similar to Berkeley's ('Time, therefore, being
. . [
nothing, abstracted from the succession of ideas in our minds ...'

- (Berkeley, p.162)).

14.'Thué,Dummett oversimplifies the situation when he writes that

idealism stands opposed to materialism (Dummett (1981), p.504). The
opposite of materialism is immaterialism, and immaterialism is not
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logically committed to denying the existence of objective space and

time.

15. Some readers will have qualms about Mill's interchangeable use of
'mind,’! 1self' and 'ego.' But it is questidnable whether these words
have acquired sufficiénitly sharp boundaries of employment for any very
substantial objection to Mill's practice to be pressed; His project is
‘to enguire whether human mental 1ifevcan be}analysed wifhout remainder
in terms of bundles of mental states, or whether room has to be left
too for some form bf substratum or base %o support or collect mehfal
states, and to serve in addition as the principle of unity and dist-
inction of human subjebts. Once his intentions are grasped, it seems
unnecessary and distracting to quibble about his usage of an inevitably

imprecise terminology.

16. See David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Bk.I.pt.iv.sect.éL

Hume voiced doubts about his theory in an appendix td the work. (For
an intérpretation of that appendix, aﬁd for furthgr disdussion of |
bundle theories of the mind, see my note 'What WaéﬁHume's HWorry About

Personal Identity?') ‘ s

17. Mill may not have noticed that not all memories and expectations
concern the self: not, for instance, a memory of the date of the Battle
of Hastings, or an expectation that the Conservative Party will win

the next election.

18. Alen Ryan has argued that Mill's failure to clarify the nature of
personal identity is a weakness 'at the heaft of the metaphysics on
which his system of ideas; rests! (Ryan (1970), p.xx). He justifies this
by saying that for Mill, the identity of physical objects 'is parasitic
upon the mind of the percipient who, so to speak, builds his expect-
ations into things'.(p.xvii), so that if Mill cannot explain personal
identity, he cannot explain object identity either. This calls for two
comments. First, Ryan's criticism can apply at most to the idealist
view that the principles of the unity of objects are psychological
principles, such as the laws of association, operating within a single
mind., While Mill occasionally took this line, he frequently maintained
thdt objects are permanent possibilities of sensation of an objective
kind within a common world, and with a nature independent of any mind.

On this view, the unity of’opjects is the product of certain objective
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causal relations forming into. groups poss1b111t1es of oensatlons of
(primarily) resistance, extension and shape; and while minds can rec-
ognise the unlty of obgects, they do not construct it. But, secondly,
Ryan's objection really fails to have any force even agalnst Mill's
idealist theory of objectso‘For what that theor& actually requires is
not that he should have explained personal identity, but merely that

he should presuppose the persistence of selves to be a fact. Now Mill
did indeed presuppose tHiwy though he confesSed himself ultimately
unsure how to analyse the identity of the self. His failure to analyse
personal 1dent1ty does not entail that he failed to analyse the iden—
tity of objects, even if the identity of objects presupposes the exist-
ence of personal identity. Ryan appears to be confusing the situation
here with one in which the first stage of a two-stage argument delivers
as its‘oonolusionra.proposition which then becomes an essential pre-
mise of the second stage;vcleérly,yif the first stage fails, the sec-
ond will fail too, as it contains an unSupportéd'premise. But Mill was
not trying to prove the thesis of continuing self identity, but to
analyse it3; he followed the common bélief of philosophers and laymen

alike thet it is true. ,

Chapter Nine

1. 'See Herschel (1831), pp.75-76, 151ff. For Herschel's adcount of math-
ematical truth see too his essay 'Whewell on the Inductive Sciences,'
reprinted in Herschel (1857). Herschel's empiricist view of mathematics
was preceded by the much cruder ideas of Thomas Beddoes (on whom see

note 8 to Chavter Three, above).

2. With his other borrowings; Mill even took over from Herschel the

punning phrase 'high priorji' (at SL, p.187).

3., Mill noted that some philosophers of the school of experience had
thought that associationism supported fhe relativity principle (EE,
p.343) - but his discussion gives no hint that he shared this view,
which he mentioned only in the course of a passage about the limits

of associationist explanations. ,

4. A possibility Mill falled to see is that a belief can be produced
by a causal process, such as association, unsultable for constituting
it a rational one, yet be justified subsequently by observation or
inference. Beliefs can alter their status as rational or irrational.
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For instance, a belief originally founded on.prejudice may sometimes
be confirmed later by appropriate evidencej; while one initially supp-
orted on seemingly solid grounds will become irrational if maintained

after stronger evidence to its falsity has come to light.

5. Though we saw in Chaptér Eight that, faced with the difficulty of
constructing one, Mill eventually wavered in his confidence that a

satisfactory bundle theory of the mind or self was possible.

6. References in the text to the Critique of Pure Reason follow con—

vention in denoting the First Edition of the work by 'A' and the Sec—
ond Edition by 'B'. 'KS' abbreviates 'Kemp Smith,' whose translation

‘is quoted.

[

7. In an article of scant cogenc&'('John Stuarf Mill and Immanuel Kant
on Nature'), Bernard Lightman has argued that Mill's philosophy is
consistent because it combines transcendental realism with empiridal
idealism. According to Lightman, to accept transcendental realism as
Mill does is to accept the existence of 'nature! as 'a self-existing,
independent entity? (nghtman, p.6) But this is not though it purports
to be, Kant's notion of transcendental realism, and in fact Lightman
fails to show that he has the slightest grasp of the Kantian termih—
'ology of 'empirical'“and "transcendental,' 'realism' and 'idealism.'

He also neglects to consider Mill's relativity principle,-which leads
him falsely to assign fo him the view that there is 'an unknowable ext-
ernal world which exists independently of man and acts as the tv'exciting
cause of sensations'' ' (p.7) - a view which Mill mehtions only to asc-
" ribe it not to himself but to Kantians (though even then it is not
‘identical, as Lightman cl#ims, with what Kant calls 'ﬁraﬁscendental real-
ism'). As no clear distinction between transcendentzl and empirical
levels éver emerges in Lightman's discussion, he cannot succeed in
demonstréﬁing,the consistency of Mill's philosophy when.he attributes

to him, élongside the fore-mentioned view, the belief that, at the
'emplrlcal' level, 'nature becomes each man s individual illusion!

(p.9) (which is, in any case, not at all the way in which Mill woulad
have wanted to express his idealist thesis). It is also difficult to
take seriously Lightman's claim that 'One searches in vain for any
indication that Mill viewed nature as related to man! (pp.6—7);

statement which feile to have any discernible connexion with either of

259



(Note on p.239)

Mill's'£wo forms of empiricism. (Lightman is also apparently quite.
oblivious to Kant's reasons for dissatisfaction with the combination
of transcendental realism with émpirical idealism, as he could hardly
avoid being givén that he has no understanding of Kant's doctrine of

space and time from which that dissatisfaction emanates.)

1 Avmarenmy
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