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PREFACE

The history of philosophy is a history of man's
attempt to answer oertain"questions. At the present time
questions are still being asked, and this would seem to in-
dicate either that all former questions (asked up to the
present) have been satisfactorily and adequately answered,
the new questions having sprung up under the exigencies of
the present, or that some of the questions have been un-
'sétiéfactorily and inadequately answered. The evidence of
history, if it can be accepted at all, is emphatically in
favor of the latter alternative, in spite of those who in-
8ilst that the progress of time necessarily implies progress
in the solution of all problems. It is alsc a fact that
some questions have been adequately answered - cbntrary to
those who consider all thought foredoomed to sterility and
to those who believe that the quest for an answer is a

i'participation in a relentless dialectic which admits no
stopping place.

‘The purpose of this essay is to attempt an answer
to certain questions, some of which have been asked before,
others of which have gone unexpressed. And I can best put
these questions by first stating two questions to which my

; queétions are related significantly. Philosophers have tried
to answer these questions repeatedly, and thelr attempt forms
most of the literature of recent philosophy. They are, "Do
physical objects, which form part of the external physical

world, exist independent, logically and causally, of the
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knowing subject?" and "Are these physical objects directly
and immediately known, i.e. known without some tertium
Qﬁiﬁ, or representative idea, interposing itself as an
indirect medium between object and subject?" The first
question, when answered in the affirmative, expresses the
major tenet of realism; the second question forms the glégé
Qé résistance of the various species of realistic schools.
The questions I wish to ask have to do with each
of these generic questions, and my reason for asking them is
dusfpartly to the fact that some philosophers have in the
past appealed to common sense in an effort to answer these
primary questions and partly because I am in agreement with
isome of these philosophers, yet opposed to others, in so far
as the legitimacy of the appeal is concerned. The legitimacy
of the argument itself and of any conclusions reared upon
it is the ultimate issue to be faced. But before this final

problem can even be coentemplated,other questions are our

concern. ﬁdﬁ’iﬁ Common. Sense, éé éﬁbﬁilosophié concept, ﬁé

to be distinguished from the common gense of ordinaTy usage?
is our first question, and this includes two aspects, What
is the ordinary use of the term common sense? and, How ddes
the term emerge as a specific name for a philosophic concept?

-

The second question is, What gicnificant role does the eson-

~ gept play in the geveral philosophies embracing i%? Or other-
wise put, we could ask, How is the appeal to Common Sense to
be distinguished within the philosophies resorting to it?
Then we shall ask, What ip the ultimete validity and suthority

of gommon Sense? Finally, we tackle the issue already
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mentioned, with Is & Common Sense Philosophy possible?

These questions suggest certain specific divisions
which will be followed. Part One, at once historical and
lexicographical, will concern itself with definitions and
distinctions, while Part Two, quasi—historical and logical,
will be preoccupied with the attempt to formulate into
categories the several kinds of argumemt. Part Three, patent- |
ly dealing with the question of validity, necessitates definite
analysis from the standpoint of the logic of factuality and

',,kruﬁh.‘Part Four requires, ﬁiiéﬁ, an outline of the epistemologisal
iséﬁe’which serves as the general.context for the particular
appeal to Common Sense; ééééhdif, a consideration of the ex—

tent to which, (a) philosophy can yositively be built upon

the foundations of Common Sense, and (b) philosophy is limited,

T A R e

, in its pretensions of going beyond Common Sensge.
Part Four is thus expository and critical, and in its range,
tégether with Part Three, approaches some of the more profound
prcblems of metaphysics.

| , The first two questions asked 1limit the scope of
this esaay to the problem of the perception of physical object s,
thus eliminating many interesting - and far more exciting -

questions concerning the nature of the good, freedom, God and
1mmertaiity. It will be evident that this essay does not pre~-
tend to give the history of the a,ppea,l to Common Sense, of any
one Common Sense School, or of the use of the term, perhaps
after the fashion of Sir William Hamilton whose tremendous
erudition enabled him to summon one hundred and six witnesses

authorities, ancient, medieval and mofern, from Hesiod and
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and Heraclitue to the Abbé de la Mennais, of his own time.
Neither can I claim inclusion of all the contemporary philoso-
phers, nor thorough examination of all their ragmified arguments.

Suffice it to say that this is a "study" of a problem, or if

the autharity and legitimacy of patient thought and research.
In’short, it 1s a serious attempt to outline a problem, state

the question and essay an answer. After all, as Mr. G.E. Moore

has wisely observed in his preface to géingéﬁfi" géﬁiﬁé; to

sﬁéﬁe‘what questions are being answered is to preclude and forew
.fs€a11 nnto1d controversy and misunderstanding which arise when-
ever philosophers attempt to gégggi, without first makiﬁg clear

ﬁﬁé& they are answering. I trust that I shall have succeeded
in at least stating the questions.
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE REALIST APPEAL TO COMMON SENSE
Part One. The Contrast Between the Ordinary Use |
B and the Philosophic Use of the Ternm
Common Sense.
Section 1. Introductory: The Origin of Common
Sensg and its Conflict with Science
and Philosophy.

It is a banality to repeat that man is a social
animal, living from the very beginning (so far as can be
ascertained) in groups, whether it is only the family unit
or the larger tribal union of several families. Demands
for communication rising out of the needs of practical
activities, early required some system of 'signs! whereby
a common language could be determined. In Time, there is a
consensus of opinion, which regards these signs as standard

- and conventional. There early develops a tendency to regard
them as final, authoritative, and even metaphysicaly for words
serve their purpose literally and symbolically, the latter use
giving them a mysterious quality. Whether the 'signt! is |
actually a number, or a word, written or spoken (or sung),
does not matter, so long as it retains unsullied its legitimate
metaphysical role of reprementing the unseen Reality. The
tsign' of course, acquires its value from ite participation

in the superior reality beyond and f:om its unique function
of pointing, indicating, designating that which it represents
and communicates. The history of the magical uses of 'signs!
is well known, running throughout the gamut of Neo-Platonic
and Neo-Pythagorean history, from Philo of Alexandria to

*

Martianus Capella,l through whom certaim doctrines concerning

number were introduced into Christian theology and into modern
1
#Notes will be found at the end of each section.
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mystic cults. When one consults certain esoteric works

today 1nylogic and mathematics there is a lingering sus-

picion that the ocoult is still very much with us;g at least,
the opinion remains that signs and symbols derive their 111~
portamce from the Great Beyond. Also with some astronomers
there is a literal comnection between the mathematical formulae:
and the Mathematical God revealed by the Logos.3

I do not intend to enter into the controvery of

Nominaliem and Realism and the function of signs in these
systems, a fascinating problem indeed. What I am concerned with
 ié the general tendency of manking to regard signs as somehow
’fixed and eternal, at once representing and at ohce creating
(for the novitiate) realities, be they things or ideas, terms
_or propositions. The role of the sign has been emphasized
iﬁ'late years for the purpose of indicating its emotive value
and its drive to action, often revolutionary in scope; butbit
is just as impértant a8 a check to action ~ a reactionary,
conservative influence. In education, in particular, thinking
in terms of ‘patterns! becomes habitual. Hence there is this
paradox: without standard words (or propositions), no precise,
logical account and agreement, no community of ideas, no under-
standing; with conventional patterns, no elasticity of thought,
no freshness and spontaneity of point-of-view. Bergson would
add that the habits of geometry are forever inadequate for

the attainment of insight into Reality.4 Credulity on the
’part of the general public is most marked in connection with
the written word. For once appearance is made in print, all

the reverance and unction accorded an Oriental despot, belongs
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to it without the asking. Plato's warning was well taken.S

We are always torn between the dead and the living, between the
old bottles with their fragrant memories of a once-sparkling
content and the new wine, alive and inviting, young and sedioct-
ive: fo taste of the new we must return to the old, and in so
doing sometimes we are lost midway between.

Signs also represent what has been directly learhed
from experience. The ever-lurking dangers of nature, inanimafé
and animate (if such a distinction is made at first) which make

_of 1life a precarious thing indeed, had much to do with the
appéarance of 1anguage in its elementary forms. This primitive
collection of ideas and propositions was essential for the

successful function of life. Without it life was a continual
trial-and-error process, with the penalty of error being death.
Thére was thus an even more original and more necessary in-
centive to retain in permanent fashion what had been learned
from experience. Even though'such generalizations often took
Strangé forms, as parts of a primitive theology, as prejudiceé'
and sﬁperstitions, and as such were regarded as warnings from
abovey they served their purpose. ToRether with the practical
exigencies of communication itself, these derived propositions
7fbrmed early in the history of the human race a common body of
yrepbsitions, indispensable, though hardly adequate; authori-
tative and absolute, though admitting of additions; inviolate,
though often opposed and at times even rejected. These propo-
sitions we shall tentatively call "common sense pr0positions."6
Common Bense, or what we designate as common sense,

arises as (1) a practical necessity, (2) a metaphysical con-

venience, fixing definite patterns of thought and action,
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admitting of a common body of information, rules, practices
and'revelations, and regudlsting by means of custom, habit
and tradition, the lives of numerous persons. Often codified
and immortalized in the sayings ¢f the gods, this body of
propositions became the legacy of the past, standing ready
for transmission to succeeding generations, yet defiant of
time and change - & permanent, substantial something to which
man might cling, while reaping the rewards which true devotion
gsecures.
But change ig inexorable. It presses centripetally
~'from~the periphery of life, tending always to disrupt and
disorganize the unmoving center around which we seem +to whirl;
it can alsd be initiated centrifugally from within. 1Ip the
give and take between the inner and outer worlds there is a
dual tendency, as capricious as it is unrelenting, to unseat
thé presiding officer, Common Sense, as qulet reason searches
reality for light, - or to give the chief executive more powefé,
making him dictator, in resistance to the revolutionaries within
'the body politic. The Left always leads the Right, and as
sclence first emerges as a more definite mode of generalizing
'phenomena' into some sgmblance of law and enters with philo-
sophy into the joint endeavor of answering the How's and Why's
of questions, a terrific uprising occurs., What all along

yppeared thus-and-so is questioned by those anarchists who

seek in the name of Science and Philosophy to overthrow proud
Common Sense. Did someone question the divinity of the Moon,
or rob the Sun of its eternal motion? Then in the language

of Hume "commit him to the flames", for he preaches "nothing
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but sophistry and illusion."? Rigid suppression of in-
surrectionists is usually short-lived, howeVer, and in the
end a definite adjustment is made, for there 'is always a
sufficient reason why the agiation has occured. The lobbies
of science and philosophy succeed in pushing a bill here,
an awmendment there., Eventually, but long after the strife of
conflict, there appears a new dommon Sense, changed, but as
dogmatic and obstinate as before. Again the struggle, again the
concessions., It is like the theme of the Stoic metaphysics,
~an eternal recurrence.

This allegory is true; Now, as before, we sense the
struggle, often inchoate, yet nevertheless inevitable, between
‘éommon sense and philosophy, on the one hand, and common sense
and science, on the other. The novel, the unconventional, the
disconcerting combine to challenge fhe normal, the customary,
the pleasing. Because life is distinctly a practical affair and
because man has learned much (often to his intense discomfort)
in his dealings with intractable Nature, he early arrived
at maxims and proverbs of common sense, which summed up in a more
or less generic manner both practical sagacity and synoptic
wisdom. This body of propostions was--and is--an expression

of the idea of the normal, which emerges, dually, in its

| regulative function, as an ideal to be striven for, and in its
‘pictorial role, as a description of what has been realized.S
There is room left for the miraculous, but not the abnormal;
there may be distinctions between the theoretical and the
practical, the real and the fappearances,! but in each case

there is some deus ex machina, not always evident, which
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overcomes the dualism by a process sometimes called "saving the -
appearances.“9 This reconstruction is not always to the
advantage of the appearances, ostensibly saved. There 1s always
a parallel readjusﬁment on the side of the ideal structure.
Starting with sense, reason generates a new scheme for making
intelligible the sensible; but in so functioning, contradictions
occur, and the old view, the appearances, must be fit into the
new context. Hence a new ‘reality! must be created which will
~gsave the appearances and harmonize them with the generél picture,
VE§en make them necessary consequents, but above all make what
first appeared strange and abnormal consistent with the idea

- 0of the normal.

The Renaissance philosopher-scientists were constantly
faced with the necessity of saving the appearances,lo il.e.
iestoring common sense to its traditional dignity. This is done
by showing how the appearances are necessarly in the light of

" the general conditions which form the structure of nature within
which the phenomena appear. If this explanation is acceptable

 to reason it is admitted into what has been called common sense.
The Copernican Revolution illustrates the process. Ordinary
common sense perception, supported by certain other consider-
‘ations, based on religious and moral doctrines, not only was
convinced that the sun moved &round the earth, but also dog- -

- matically knew that the question was beyond even the slightest
doubt. The suggestion that the earth moved around the sun was
both insane and heretical, for it is obvious to gense that the
reverse isvtrue and that only an iconoclast would dare run‘counter

to authority. Then, as always, the burden rested upon him who
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had the temerity to challengé common sense. It was necessary,
(1) to show how common sense erred; (2) to indicate why the new
scheme was preferable to the 0ld.1ll To successfully achieve
this salvation of the appearances an entirely new picture
of the cosmos had to be draﬁn, a new set of arguments, backed
by evidence drawn from the senses, had to be adduced. Yet it
was & couple of centuries before common sense gave up the
old and took on the neﬁ, so powerful is the testimony of the‘
gensges, so final their authority, and so sluggish is the mind to
grasp the reasons which lie behind the new interpretation.

So far as the successful function of everyday affairs

is concerned, there seems to be little need for man to in-

veatigate what Pascal cited as "the infinitely great and the
infinitely small.“mzA slight penetration below the surface
of things might suffice; man could conduct his life with a
minimum of general laws. Two factors, however, drive him on
like Faust into comtemplation of the universal macrocosm and
the microcosms within himself and the atom:! the inquisitive
 yearning for the intelligible and the frank desire to achiewe
results in the improvement of 1life. Science is as much the
inevitable product of mants demand for understanding as it
18 the result of the need for ifs praétical fruits. Descartes

- realized this more than Ba,con,l3 and Meyerson repeatedly

calls this dual nature to the attention of the reader in

his Identity and Reality.l4 But without the intellectual equip-

ment to weigh evidence and follow arguments--the ability to

test the reasons given as explanation for any phenomenon and
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to advance new reasons in return-- the demand for rational
understanding would be only a vain wish. Ultimately, when
practice of everyday life fails to prove a theory (and pracitce
itself can never pursue an argument critically and fruitfully),
the wwalidity of any demonstration whatsoever can only be determined
by reason, the ;gmgg_naturale.ls And if a body of facts and the
‘reagons' in support of them fail to bring assent there is no other
court of appeal.le Scimnce, therefore, and all its arguments
extending far beyond verification by sense or practice rely upon

~ the reason within man for their final acceptance or rejection and,
in fact, for their very life.

The body of geneial facts, ideas and propositions which

has been called common sense--a concrete general terml7--accepts
a new concept or a uniqué point-of-view, and in so doing modifies
itself by readjustment to the novel in the light of the old,18
because by its very nature it cannot help doing so. For when
experience teaches, the lesson stays learned; and when reason
assents, usually after a period of time, during which it has
cautiously weighed the questions, it goes the whole distance, lending
its vigorous support to the maintenance of the new position. Thus
there is a constant process in which common sense finds itself-
like some immortal snake, constantly shedding an old skin, forever

taking on a new, which in turn will be shed. Yet, throughout

the 1identity of the reptile remains the same. Whether or not it
itself can be said to move is another problem, but I am inclined
to believe that if any moral can be deduced from any movement,

which is again highly protematical, that it will be as mysterious
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and elusive as the animal whose fate it represents.l9 That there
ig an identity, in which, perhaps, there are unchanging

features, the history of philosophy bears out. Indeed, it is

to this hypothetical unchanging body of propesitions within the
general organism that the appeal to common sense has consisted,

not to those epehemeral bits, now sluffed off, now added, 30
Quite often it has been thought by philosophers that this organism

was so constructed by Nature--possibly in order that it may
struggle for its own survival--that it differentiated e.g. be-
~tween an ego and a not-ego when first 1t glided over the newly-

created terra firma of the Garden of Eden. And sincelthat first

day all human crestures share, as in the mystery of original
sin, this native distinction so indelibly implanted.

| Many hypotheses can be advanced regarding the genesis
of common sense. The difficulty exists in trying to verify them.
Two thinkers writing on this topic have differed, one holding
that it is impossible to ever experiment e.g. with a child, the
other sincerely making the attempt to examine the history of the
child in the hope of tracing the common sense phenomenon.dl 14
is similarly difficult to essay an answer to such questions as,
When did man first differentiate between dreams and real per-
ception, illusions and real things? When did man first ex-
‘perience the clash between the common sense of the trible--
mostly inherited--and 1::r:1.~1miwl:ive‘philosophy?z2 Such questions
are forever doomed to die unanswered, though as’an ideal example
of the kind of questions we should like very much to have answered

they linger on to plague us. Really, there is no great advantage
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to be obtained from their answers. The real question is, How,
‘acceptiog the phenomenon of common sense as it recurs in
history, are we to evaluate its propositions for philosophy?

The very persistence of some propositions becomes
significant when we reflect thaf inlother'instances propositions
are constantly being revised, even wholly discarded, entirely
altered. Some emphasis is added when a vote is taken and these
same propositions are returned victorious with a unanimous vote
of the electorate. Not only is there evidence in the appeal to

- numbers, but in addition, the battles of the philosophers present
more testimony, for it is seen that these same propositions stand
strangely aloof from the combat. It is true that in his study
or library a philosopher may advocate whaf he cannot--even

,if he would--practice, and that in occasional debate there may

even be agreement on some propositions that were they true would
make impossible the real existence of more than one knowing subject.
But such alterhatives to the common sense view must be rejected,

not simply on the sole ground that they lead to contradictions
between theory and practice, but because they fail to justify
‘themselves when called to account, i.e. they cannot save the
appearances of common:sense in the light of their higher revelation
of reality, and they have failed positively to show how common

’ksense is in error and how some other body of propositions must

‘be preferable in rerum natura. It is possibly this awareness of

responsibility which leads the most avowed opponents of common
sense to respect it even when bitterly opposing 1t.23 Such

opposition is based on the legitimate hope that some positive
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irrefutable argument may be adduced. In lieu of this
argument they do their best, often attacking some superficial
proposition loosely held; but their onslaught is half-hearted
since they themselves, being human, are representatives of
common sense, fimt, philosophers, secondarily.

The body of common sense propositions I refer to above
as persisting through time, change, numbers, and critical
debate, includez one proposition which is alone relevant here.
It is, !'There exists a self and a not-self, a knower and
what is known, each of which exists independently of the
other, just as each differs from the other in its general
nature.! But before we can consider this proposition we must
attempt to clear the term common sense of the stigma of

- ambiguity attached to it.

It will be evident that philosophers are like ordinary
men in that they use terms mechanically without ever questioning
theirmeaning (that is, in general this is the case; some
philosophers prefer to devote their entire energy in making

- meanings clearer), and if their hostility to so-called common
éense is bred of ambiguity, i.e. misunderstanding, how much
more so is the opposition of common sense (more precisely,
those persons of commoh sense) to a philosophy whose technical
1anguage makes it appear a suspicious foreigner, up to no
good and fit only for deportation. Another cause of frequent
clashes is the character of the opponents. Science and
philosophy are specialties which often become narrowly provincial

in their preoccupations; common sense is broadly catholic.
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Where the former supply intensive insight, tending to become
éxtreme, the latter affords an extensive outlook,aften vague

and tenuous, yet always important. Owing to such differences
there is bound to be conflict, and if a reconciliation is expected
it must come from both sides, during a calm truce, so that each
party can adjust itself to the other. The presumption of

truth is in favor of the latter and it is up to the forme:

to prove its point--or suffer ignominy. For in the last

analysis, 1f a reconciliation is 1o be attem ted,g4 common

sense has to be won over by rational rdemonstration 6r ex-—
perience, since before anything else it is the alpha and
omega of rational discourse. The nature of this clash will
be made clearer in the following examples.

Numerous instances of the opposition between the
professional philosopher and the everyday man of common sense
or the philosophy termed 'Common Sense' could be advanced.

I shall cite just a few. One of the most notorious assaults

is that of Kant. In the Prolegomena Kant variously attacks

common: sense philosophy, firset on the ground that its authority
depends "merely upon rumor,"25 and, secondly, for the more
legitimate reason that it fails to suppl& a critical, specula-

- tive analysis of what can hold beyopd experience. It is
"normal good sense," and "so far it judges right.' But, Kant
asks, "What is normal good sense? It is the faculty of the
knowledge and use of rules in concreto." In the realm of the
abstract it is impotent, hence it is to be condemned when

‘appealed to by men as a substitute for philosophic criticism.<6
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And in the Introduction he loses patience with Reid, Oswald,
and Beattie (this association of names along with Priestley,
their bitter critic, proves beyond doubt that Kant had never
read their philosophies), first, beacuse they misunderstood
Hume, and, secondly, because, not concerned with pure thinking,
they found it more convenient to appeal to common sense. I
quote at length:
| "It is indeed a great gift of God, to possess right, or
(as they now call it) plain common sense. But this
common sense must be shown practically, by well-
considered and reasonable thoughts and words, not
by appealing to it as an oracle, when no rational
justification can be advanced. To appeal to common
sense, when insight and science fail, and no sooner--—
this is one of the subtile discoveries of modern times,
by means of which the most superficial ranter can safely
enter the lists with the most thorough thinker, and
hold his own...For what is it but an appeal to the
opinion of the multitude, of whose applause the
philosopher is ashamed, while the popular charlatan
gloried and confides in it..."87
Berkeley speaks--as many philosophers--of the "illiterate
bulk of mankind that walk the high-road of plain common sense,
and are governed by the dictates of nature, for the most part
easy and undisturbed."3® later Berkeley will show that his
philosophy must "bring men back to Common Sense."?® In our
own day, Professor R.B.Perry has said, "The very point of ,
philosophy lies in the fallibility of common sense, and in the
arbitrariness of vulgar standards of success."3C He proceeds
to describe the clash and to "defend" philosophy at the expense
-0of common sense. Again, in the flourishing hey-day of the
Scottish Common Sense philosophers there was a general confusion
and misugderstanding in regard to the true significance of

their appeal to common sense, Mr. Joseph Priestley saw in

Reid's worklonly "an ingenious piece of sophistry," and he was
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particularly severe toward Beattie and Oswald.l The poet
Burns made some attempts to fathom the metaphysics of the
School, but gave it up as a bad job. This is how he speaks
of his contemporaries:

Itve sent you here, by Johnie Simson,

Twa sage philosophers to glimpse oni-

Smith wit! hissympathetic feeling,

And Reid to common sense appealing.

Bhilosophers have fought and wrangled,

And mickle Greek and Latin mangled,

Till, wit their logic-jargon tired

And in the depth of science mired,

To Commom Sense they now appeal,

That wives and wabsters see and feel.52

- SUMMARY
' Thus far we have indicated by way of introduction to our

essay the general nature of common sense (thus, tentatively
defined it~~without taking sides) and something in regard to those
- factors which give it a more or less determinate status, both
/éonservative and conventional, and those which tend to modify

it gfadually, as science and philosophy influence it. We found
that language is a tremendous factor making for rigidity: signs,
(either as simple terms or as propositions, express facts,
‘principles, ideas--which in turn; may be scientific or philosophic,
or simply acquired superstitions, prejudices and intagible in-
tultions,--and, too, these signs may restrict and control what
also they represent, i.e. they may determine definite patterns

of action and thouglit, where their original intention is lost
gight of. Certain propositions, in time, are found together.

Some of these persist, passing various tests of their intrinsic
worth (amd as they pass these tests they take on validity of a
kind not allowing of direct test); these, when thus organized

into a general collection, we have termed 'common sense.,!

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



15

We saw how common sense regards the 'normal! and how it in turn
represents the normal. Also, we considered the conflict between
common sense and philosophy and common sense and science, and
attempted to show how important the demand for !'saving the
appearances! is to common sense. The requirepents necessary
for a reconciliation of opposites, such as a philosophy which
runs counter to common sense and common sense itself, were shown,
the presumption being that the latter is ftrue, until the former
proves the contradictory. The proposition relevant to our owm
interest which has persisted is, 'There éxists a self and a
not-self, a knower and what is known, each of which exists
independently of the other, just as each differs‘from the other

| in its general nature.!
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NOTES

1. His Marriege of Philology and HKersury had a tremendous
influence upon Christian doctrine. (Cited in Boas,
The Adventures of Human Thought, New York and Lofidon,
1929, pp. 101 note, 135.)

8. I am also thinking here of those logical realists

. whose ontology embraces a formal structure of universals,
whether existent of 'subsistent.' Cf e.g. Montague,
The Ways of Knowing, pp. 107-1123.

3. See e.g. 8ir James Jeans, The Mysterious Universe.

4. (Creative Evolution, pp. x, xi: ".... our thought in its
logical form is incapable of presenting the true nature
of life.t '

5. Phaedrus, pp. 275-276.

6. While this definition is inadequate as it stands it will
be seen later to have importance for our discussion.
Cf. p.65 ff.

7. This is taken, of course, from the famous concluding
' paragraph to his Enquiry, Section XII, part 3.

8. The peculiar nature of this idea is treated later. See
pl

- 9. A favorite phrase with Professor Howard D. Reelofs and
used with some freedom by other modern philosophers.
Cf. e.g. Bakewell's Introduction to the Scribner's edi-
tion of Plato's Republic, p. xxxii. The interpretation
of this phrase is mine, however.

10. Cf. E. A. Burtt'g The Metaphysical Fggndations Q%b
Modern Physical Science, New York, 1 7, . 59-60.
The first persons who dared to @oubt the gﬁthoritative
view and who substituted a new interpretation, backed
by demonstrable evidence, must have been looked upon:
as magicians, competent either as professional 'de-
ceivers! or as diabolic suspenders of natural laws.

11. Mr. Stout similarly says, "Even when it ('common sense')
is held to be wrong, the situation is not felt to be
satlisfactory unless the mistake is traced to its source
and explained. Hume, for instance, reaches results,
which, as he himself recognizes, bid defiance to common
sense; but he takes elaborate pains to trace the psy-
chological processes which, as he supposes, account for
the common error." Mind and Matter, Cambridge, 1931,
js
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12.

130

-14.

15.

16.

17.

i8.

- scientific concepts alter our perceptioms. In the case

19.

20.

17

Pensees Harvard Claseics, v. 48, translation by W. F.
Trotter, pp. 35-31 (Section 3, no. 73).

For a comparison see Descartes! "Rules for the Direc-
tion of our Intelligence!, Rule 1 and compare Bacon's
"Scientia et potentia humana in idem coincidunt.®
(Nov. Org., I, 3).

It is really the general spirit and attitude of the
philosopher which counts, but Descartes was far more
metaphysically minded than Bacon.

. Identité et Réalite, tr. (as Identity and Reality) by

Kate Loewenberg, New York and London, 1930, pp. 20-34,
41-43.

The X ‘'natural light' is a phrase which gives good em-
phagis to the normal function of the mind, in so far as
reason is the final judge of a rational demonstration,
Nothing is implied as to the metaphysical source of
the 'light' here.

Some persons have differed with me here. They hold that
there are other avenues leading to judgment -- faith,
intuition, and absolute authority, e.g.

That is, a general descfiption of a collection of con-
crete propositions.

Meyerson gives a convincing demonstration how our revised

of our telescopic perceptions of cosmic bodies the know-~
ledge that these bodies are spheres is the prime factor

in our seeing them as spheres, not as flat disks, which |
was the accepted view for ages. Identity and Reality, ,
pp. 378-379.. , |

I do not mean to imply that a moral cannot be drawn;

but some persons insist dogmatically upon certaln abso-
lute views, e.g. that time necessarily brings 'progress!’.
Recently we celebrated A Century of Progress. Cf.
Bury, The Idea of Progress, London, 1934, pp. 5-6. )

Many instances could be cited to demonstrate the chang-
ing features of comuon sense. We have already cited
the reversal of the Ptolemaic view (based on common
sense; Cf. below, Part three, Section 3, p. ) by the

" Copernican revolution, which, in turn, was adopted by ?

common. sense. Another example is the prevalence of an ?
extreme psychoxphysical dualism mind set apart fronm ‘
body, since the days of Descartes -- contrary to the

Scholastic metaphysices of a composite of two principles,

the material and the spiritual. The acceptance of
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evolution and its use in everyday language (hence normal
thinking) is another example. More specifically, we can
cite the entrance into common sense of highly refined terms,
such as 'inferiority complex.' At the same time, sone

- terms have become obsolete and have dropped out of the com-
mon sense vocabulary: e.g. 'substance!, 'phlogiston.!

28l. Daniel Cory, with "The Origin in Experience of the Notion
of a Physical Object" in Analysis, v. 1, no. 4, May, 1934,
concludes that it is impossible to dlreotly account for

“the evolution of our knowledge of physical object3° and

8. S. colvin in "The Common Sense View of Reality," The
Philosophical Review, XI, 1902, pp. 139 ff., takes the ac-
cepted view of a process in which original chaos is ordered,
made a cosmos, and the distinction between self and not-
self established.

83. The difficulty has not prevented the appearance of learned
~Btudies on primitive society and primitive psychology as
- those of Tylor, E. B., Primitive Culiure, Levy-Bruhl, La
Mentalité Primltive Durkhelm Les Re Regles de 1_,gethode
Soclolqgique and Corn¢ord Erom Religion to Philosophy.

.~ 33. Berkeley, fully aware of the possibilities of solipsism in
his system, even appeals to common sense for support. See
below, Section 3, pp Recently, in the first number of
Analysis, R. Bi Braithwaite shows how one type of solipsism
(Wzttgensteins 8) is non~-commonsensical, i.e. not incom-
paetible with common sense since it asserts the fact that
my analysis of some fact in terms of my experience is not i
the same as this fact. There is not conflict because the |
analysis is not put forward on the same level as the com-
mon sense beliefs. See "Solipsism and 'The Common Sense
View of the World'" in Analysis, v. 1 no. 1, November, 1933.

The real difficulty of defending or attacking solipsism in
the abstract and intellectually apart from the actual
knowing process is that common sense is directly related
to the concrete knowledge situation, while the analysis

of common sense propositions is divorced from the concrete
situation. See below, p. x

84. A reconciliation is not necessary; instead, ome can accept
an ultimate dualism which divides experience precisely and
take his choice philosophically. Practically he has no
choice. ' .

35. Prolegomena (Open Court translation, ed. Carus, Chicago,
1903), p. 37. Kant clinches his view with a citation from
Horaoe, Quodounque ostendis mihi sic, incredulus odi
#To all that which you thus prove to me, I refuse to
believe. "

86. Ibid, pp. 144-146.
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27. 1Ibid, pp. 5-6 |
28. Principles, Introd., 1
39. Hylas and Philonous (3rd Dialogue), concluding senten-

ce.. In g;hiparon 7th Dialogue, 18, he appeals to dom-
mon Sense on behalf of man's freedom

30. Lecture on philosophy in the Harvard Classics volume of
Lectures, p. 130.

3l. An Examination of Dr. Reid's "Ipguiry into the Human Mind
on ithe grinclgles of Co mgon Sense t Dr. Egattle's

"Essay on the Nature and mmutabllity,gi Truth," and Dr.
Oswald's "Appeal SO gommon Sense on Behalf of Religion."

by Joseph Priestley, 1774 Quoted by McCosh, Scottish
Philosophy, p. 219. «

33. Dr. McCosh quotes this on page 271 of his Scottish Phil-
osophy, but does not give the reference. The seledtion
wae.s taken from his Letter, to James Tennant of Glenconner.
Burns refers to Common Sense . elsewhere, too. See The
Iwa Herds, The Ordination, The Brigs of Ayr, The Kirk's
Alarm.
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Section 2: The Ordinary Use of the Term Common Sense

I. Introduction

The term common sense 1ls vague and ambliguous; and yet
when we use it in éveryday affailrs--without pausing to question
its clarity and precision--we find 1t pleasantly articulate
and neatly apt. We say, "So-and—so is a man of good common
sense," or "Such-and-such an act reflects a total want of
common sense," and, again, "The governor promised in hils
inaugural address a return to the basic principles of sound
common sense." Seldom do we question our use of the tern,

- because such an act would be considered bumptious and a
betrayal of good taste. Besldes, our query would be met with
Jﬁst a trace of hostility. The average man dlstrusts fine dis-

~ tinctions-~and for good reason. It i1s the vague generality of
the term which gives 1t signiflicance and makes 1t a convenlent
instrument for everyday discourse. Were we to carefully make
our meaning clearer every time we used the term 'common sense,
andvrigorously apply this method of clarification to all the
generalities we come upon, I an afraid we should find ourselves
in social disrepute. Dailly intercourse thrives upon those
general terme which in the laboratory and study are frowned
at, not because of their generaliﬁy (for thinking and communi-

~ cation 1is impossible without them), but because of their wide
éxtension. The normal, hackneyed phrases and catchwords of
everyday life admit of easy, effortless conversatlion, and
make possible the communication so necessary for the world's
‘business. But one has only to listen in critically to any
passing conversation, or to read a stenographic report of
his own words to realize sharply the inadequacy of our lan-

guage and to wonder at the success 1t achieves.
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The very general term we are considering‘has survived
chliefly because of its utility. It enables us to assért some-
thing about one's general mental equlpment, or one's ablility
to cope with practical difficulties, or even about one's _
Judgment. All these things could perhaps be better stated,
but there ig that aura of the traditional about it, furnished
by custom, which makes for its persistence. Why certain words,
terms, and phrases continue, a permanent form wlth changed
‘and ever-changing content, is itgelf a difficult question
barely hinted at above.2 It is naturally a source of great
~econfusion in philosophy. Such terms as 'idea,' 'substance,’
texperience,! 'eiistenée,' etc. are frought with obscurity.
How these words, terms, and phrases have been used (and are

- being used) is a questlon which enables us to solve some of

the problems occasloned by misunderstanding. So our concern,
~now, 1s to examine the conventional uses of the term common
sense.

II. Common Sense as Natural Intelligence and Acqulired Knowledge.

In the previéus paragraph, we have already said that
‘éommon gsense may help us‘say something about the ordilnary
intelligence of a person. If we tunh to the Oxford‘<3.:!.c>1:j.on:-.u'y,"5
we find that the second definition listed there defines the
term ag, "The endowment of natural intelligence possessed by
rational beings; ordinary, normal or average understanding;
the plain wisdom which is every man's inheritance. (This is

common sense at its minimum, without which a man is foolish

“or insane.)" There 1s a close connection between thisg usge
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and the obsolete one referring to "an 'internal' sense which
was regarded as the common bond or centre of the five senses,
in which the various impresslons received were reduced to a

}unity of common consclousness." The source of this psychologi-

4

cal usage 1f of course Aristotle,~ whose kolne alsthesis (the

S)

was long thought to be a

sensus communis of the Schoolmen
definite faculty of the mind. ,Without this faculty, perception
(and, hence, knowledge of existence) would be wanting altogether,
and it is easy to see how a term applying to an essential faculty
of consciousness might easily be applied to the whole of con-

‘ seiousness-—ér mind--and common sense become a description of
those normal individuals competent to handle the probléms of
~everyday life by means of normal intelligence, or better,

average knowledge.6

A double meaning at once attaches 1tself
to the term: 1t stands for both the natural gift of intelligence
and the knowledge acquired through experience because of this
gift, from the standpoint of psychology, loglc and metaphysics.
The idea of the normel is again evident; for any man deficient

'fin common sense, or even equlpped with extraordinary insight,
rational or irrational, is termed s moron or idiét, genius or
saint. |
III. The Communal Aspect of Common Sense.

When we turn from the individual to the group we dis-
cover another application of the term, which now\refers to

"he general sense, feeling, or judgment of mankind, or of a

camm@nity." Obviously, the longer men live together and the

greater the complexity of their society (the complexity of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



23

numbers and geographical extent, in addition to the internal
relations), the greater becomes the generality of common objects
of reference, whlile at the same time certain objects of reference
will be common fto particular localitlies. Just as all men have
a religion (I am not asserting that such 1g the case in fact;
somé men may have no religion) and the religion of the Christian
differé from the religion of the Mohammedan, so do all men ﬁéve
common gense, though the common sense of the western world
differs decldedly from the common sensé of the brient. Likewise,
what is termed common sense today ié not the common sense of
| the'twelfth century, for example; the Amerlcan bourgeols common
gense of 1928 1s not the common sense of the same class in 1935.
-~ In every case cited, however, there may be something common to
all which defles change, an identity of content underlying the
flux as in all metaphysical docfrines of eternal becoming.7
At least the term itself persists, even when the content has
undergone manifold change. Contradictory meanlings may be
Included under the general term as in the instance cited above
of the ordinary man's attitude toward the movement of the sun
in comparison with some other 'frame of reference. 'S
In this last popular meaning ofathe term common sense,
we have the object of the philosopher's scorn and contempt.
For the content of "the general sense, feeling, or Judgment
of mankind" 1s a social product which excludes nothing save
what 1t cannot understand. It is the widest possible realm
of discourse and includes not only what has filtered down as
'factg! from first-hand experience and the various specialties,

philosophy, sclence, history, art, letters and religion, but
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also that which presses upward from the dark ages of the past,--
instincts, atavistic propensities (perhaps 'acquired character-
1gtics'); all the superstitions, prejudices and opinions in
diverse, heterogeneous accumulation since Adam's day. Here
may be found the vauge tefrors which Lucretius sought to over-
come; the "1dols" which Bacon warned against; the dogmatilc
presumptions which Hume banished with searching scepticlsm;
the gloomy superstitions pursued by the Light of the Encyclo-
pédistes; the sickly sentiments denounced by Nietzsche; the
~ ;baurgeois preludices which the Marxists of today strive to
| sﬁpplant. The good'and the bad, the false and the true, the
ugly and the begutiful are as one, swallowed up and reconciled
1ike 'the many' in the Parmenidean One or Hegelian Absolute.
Everything inherited, from custom, tradition, habit, language
dr law is lumped together in a genial democratic family golng
by>the name of "plaln common sense."
IV. The Tran91tion to the Philosophic Concept
The conception of the normal appears in connection
with the social significance of the term, Just as 1t emerged
from a consideration of the average intelligence required for
the everyday function of life. Thus when new scientific hy—'
potheses, or new modes of palnting or music appeér, the authors
‘of these heresles are at first condemned—-as we‘saw in our
introduectory remarks. In time, we find these new ldeas elther
absorbed or utterly rejected, as understanding wins over the
fear of innovation (change), latent in mass conservatism. This
seems to indicate that common sense 1s not without its critical

side; that, on the contrary, even though many irrational,

ingtinctive, intultive 'memories'! of the race linger on as
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vestiges of previous centuries, there may be not only the

® for the acceptance or rejection of so-called

Judging capaclty
"facts,' but also original data, immediately grounded 1in man
by Nature, of such a character that in thelr absence man would
be impotent practically, lghorant intellectually. This data
includes propositions of two kinds: self-evident first
principles of reason, without which man could not think-~-such
as the principles of identity and contradiction; and self-
evident first truths of experience, without whlch man could
ngt‘gggf—such as the belief 1n the exlstence of an external
material world, the immedlate awarenesslof other selves, etc.
'In each case these truths seem to be necessary and universal;

' whether they are g priori ' (independent of experience) or not
is a mooted issue: admittedly they are seen to arise only in
eXperience, and as necessary for experience; as such, they

-must exist as essentlal factors from the beginning.

The transition from vulgar common sense to Common
Sense Philosophy 1s thus imminent within common sense in
general. For phlilosophy emerges from common sense in order
to attain two chief ends, an all-embracing, comprehensive
world-view of "gll time anﬁ all existence," and a critical
kanalysis of facts and meanings--their source in experience,
the methods of verifyling them, the possible limitations placed
upen them. In short, two kinds of wisdom become objects of
love: the meaning of the whole (in which part 1s related to
part, and parts to the whole, higtorically, morally and meta-

physically) and the meaning of a part (in which one aspect of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



26
life, matter or knowledge is dissected, scilentifically and
logically). These ends are natural to man, and they demand
gsome satisfactlon on every level, in themselves, and as a
means to practical efficlency. If the common sense philosopher
prefers religion to a metaphysice of the Absolute, the Decalogue
and the Golden Rule instead of the Imitation of Christ, the

‘multiplication tables and the figures of the stock market
rather than Einstein's formulae, the difference 1s one of
degree, not of kind. For if we were not philosophers in po-
tentis, while still men of common sense, every appearance of

“a new philosopher would be a miracle attesting to the creation
of something out of nothing. In thils transition, however,

. there 1ls no guarantee that the emergence of the cocéon from
the larva wlll end the metamorphoslis, that the phllosopher

’of common sense will stop at this point. Now and then Nature
successfully contlinues the phenomenon, and a beautiful moth
or butterfly emerges from the cocoon: in the world of philos-
ophy a genius is born whose speculative 1ns1ght'carries him

‘fér from the humble larva of common sense.

o Anyone--above all a philosopher--who narrowly attacks
common‘sense, meanlng that which we have above deflned, thus
manifests ingratitude, ignorance and intolerance, as well as
fhe impatient arrogance of the proselytlizer. He 1s ungrateful
for his common sense heritage, ignorant of its important role
in the lives of all persons, including his own, intolerant of
the tremendous varlety of opinions, and, above all, anxious

to reform the world,--even convert it to his own point-of-
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view. The philosopher should be contented with hls greater
insight and keener acumen, or satisfied with the vast learning
which natural télents and opportunity threw at hls feet: for
if he possesses the truth, pverhaps patience and restraint will
reward him with the satisfactlon of seeling his views accepted,
'1f not absorbed, by common sense.’

On the other hand, it i1s the phllosopher's profession
of the love of wisdom which drives him on and on in persistent
criticism and questioning. Systematic doubt in a manner more
serupulous even than Descartes' is the phllosopher's first
duty. Therefore must he question each and every proposition
of common sense, subject them to a disinterested scrutiny in
the light of the impartial requirements for truth, and accept
only those propositions passing the tests as likely materisgl
for hls philosophy. Because the philosopher 1s also a man of
common sense thls process of 'weeding out' 1ls equally compli-
cated and simplifled, for a tremendous effort 1ls required to
regard famillar oplnions dlspassionately; and yet there are

~gome propositions which the philosopher may reject only to
have the man of common sense restore. That ls, there appéars
to be a fundamental dlsparity between philosophicalytheory
and comnmon sense practice of such significance that it cannot
be overlooked. The fact that there are ostenslibly no ready
préinises for a significant 'concluslon' does not necessarily
obviate our tentative acceptance of this same conclusion; the

dismissal of some premises does not théreby invalidate the
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conclusion--if P is saild to imply @, the falsity of P does not
carry with it the falsity of @, which may be true--and the
'possibility exists that we may yet discover further evidence
which will satisfactorily clinch our conclusion.

The exlistence of those propositlons, which are accepted,
yet unproved, accounts for philosophles resting on common sense
propositions. That 1s to say, there le a preference even among
philosophers for basic propositions of common sense, which, so

| far as they can determine, wlthstand thelr criticism. But in
the elevation of these unlgue propositions to a place of pre-
eminence, there is no further return to common sense. The
philosophy becomes a special type of phllosophy known by 1ts
insistence upon the fundamental propositions of common sense.
Common Bense~--as having particular significance for philosophy--
will thus be distingulshed from the common sense we have out-
lined above. In 1ts more general--and less phllosophic-~
significance,‘common gense will refer to, (1) ordinary, average
intelligence; (2) the knowledge such intelligence makes possible,
and the sagacity which makes for practical success in everyday
affairs; and (3) the general opinions, Jjudgments and intultions
of mankind, which include pre-philosophlc speculatlion and pre-
,critical analysls.
V. Summary

In this sectlon we have trled to show what is meant
by the term common sense as we dally employ 1t, in order to
distinguish this commonplace use from the special significance
the term has acquired in its assoclation with philosophy. We
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found that ordinary communication thrives on végue, general
terms and that these same terms often vary 1n meaning while
thelr form persists unchanged--a phenomenon directly conducive‘
to interminable wrangling. We discovered that we usually mean
by common sense one of the’three definitions repeated in the
above paragraph, and that of the three the last was most attacked
byfphilosophers because 1t lncludes unphilosophical and hence
dangerous content. Common sense, however, 1s potentially philos-
ophy--as 1t is potentlially sclence--and yet differs from
;g,philoéophy--in the demand for speculative insight and criticism--
dnly in degree. In fact, 1%t may contain some content which
persists in spite of eritical attack: this is the starting-

~point for Common Sense philosophies, to which we now turn.
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NOTES

The Governor of Ohio made thils promise in his recent
inaugural address.

 See above, p. 8. and compare Note 7 below.

The 0xford Dictionary, v. ii, p. 695. The definitlons
quoted unless otherwige indicated are taken from this
authority.

Cf. De Anima, III, 1, 425A.

See the reference to Shaftesbury, Note 35, Part One,
Section 3, p.88.

We could add this subdivislion, under the géneral defini-
tion (from the Oxford): "More emphatically: good sound

- practical sense; combined tact and readiness in dealing

with the every-day affairs of 1life; general sagacity."

This holds true for the radical phenomenallst as well as
the radical ontologist, the permanent lying objectively,
as a necessary substratum which supports the attributes,
or subjectively as an identity which loglcally determines
and recognizes difference, by means of comparison. Even
granting the contingency of these objective and subjective
'necesslitles,' the very possibility of logical dlscourse
as Kent recognized rests on certain factors which continue,
Whether there is a permanent something in the nature of
things, or the 1dea of the permanent is a convenient con-
ceptual or nominal invention 1s beside the point. For 1t
1s a fact that at least two persons 1n understanding
communication are required before philosophy itself can
exlgt; and so long as there 1s communication terms must
possess loglcal consistency--1f the intercourse is to be
also rational. To rob these terms of thelr identity 1s to
rob discourse of its logical significance (even if 1t have
aesthetlic value in the absence of identity). But I am far
from insisting on their rigidity and immutability. It is
also a fact that the meaning of terms variles, though the
form persists. (Cf. below, Part Three, Sections 1 and 3)
This explains the historic mtsunderstandings rising from
amblguity. We tend out of hsbilt and demand for the
permanent to pregserve the form at great cost to ourselves,
granting unwarrantedly to words, terms and phrases (whose

- content changes) the immunity of the Platonic forms which

survive all change. In a sense, then, we are torn between
the Scylla of temporary persistence of a specific meaning-
content (necessary for rational discourse) and the Charybdis
of eternal continulty of form; and too often we perish
midway--as our ark of understanding flounders.

[
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v In thils connectlon, Cf. Dewey, Experlence & Nature,
(2 ed.), p. 27: '"Philosophy, thinking at large, allows
1tself to be diverted 1nto absurd search for an intellec-
tual philosopher's stone of absolutely wholesale generali-
zationg, thus isolating that which is permanent in a
function and for a purpose and converting 1t into the
intrinsically eternal, conceived elther (as Aristotle
concelved 1t) as that which is the same at allitimes, or
ag that which 1s indifferent to time, out of time."

8. See above, p. 86 and below, Part Three, Section 2.

9. The lumen naturale of the Scholastics and Descartesg
referred to above, p. 8.
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- Section SE The Philosophic Use of ‘the Term Common Sense.

I;k Introduction.

The appeal to common sense, once the proud principle
of an imposing school, in recent years has been revived. Yet
1t has not been generally recognized as elther fundamentally
important or valid. The 'argument from Common Sense' 1s en-
Joying an increasing vogue in England, where philosophers of
different sects have turned to the analysis of common sense
presuppositions; but in America, 1f there 1s a 'return to
common sense' movement in the alr, it 1s not making itself
\felt formally. Informally, there may be some philosophers
who argue from common sense, but who prefer to use for their
authority a more esoteric, or perhaps less controverslal,

 term. At least, some American thinkers glve common sense &
prominence which may in time enable 1t to throw off its
pfesent pseudonymity and clalm its legal citizenshilp as a
‘respectable member of the phllosophic colony. I am thinking
here of the pragmatist exsltation of 'experlence,' a term
ag vague and all-embracing as common sense. It 1s true that
Dewey considers experience the more general and more inclu-
gsive, extending from the subterranean depths of human life
 into the stratosphere beyond.l The critical-realists® have
repeatedly argued that their philosophy 1s more in accord
with common sense than the analyses of their neo-reallist
rivals® who also seek the support of common sense.

What is singularly lacking in these polemics is the

direct argument from common sense (often taking the form of
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“an gppeal to common sense), which i1s our sole coneern in this
" essay. Besides, friendly overtures to common sense may be

: prompted by the fact that to be recognized, ultimately, one
must win the support of this unwieldy, inert common sense
audience, which when unconvinced may walk out in the mldst of
the performance. With these claims of harmonious friendship
we are not concerned with directly; indeed, very few philoso-
phers have failed to justify their views on behalf of common
Sense.4 Our interest 1ls primarily in those philosophers who

look upon common sense as possessing unique value for philos-

ophy,--a philosophlc concept, as valid as the speclal testimony
of the physicist or historian--and who rely upon this concept,
~or category, as indispensable for the very life of philosophy
1tself. 1In short, we are to deal wlth those thinkers who
consider common sense something primary and ultimate, a first
‘principle, 1n contrast with those who regard 1t as adventi-
~tlous and secondary, to be respected as something outside
~philosophy, something irrelevant to a refined speclalty.
Locke, for example, never argues directly from common

sense;5 vet he 1s the common sense philosopher par excellence

~-in the spirit of his inquiries, his preoccupation with ‘facts'
of human nature, hisg distrust of formalism in'logic and meta-
physics, his simple faith and demonstrable morality, his
cafholicity of interests, his democracy. In the philosophic
steeplechase, he certainly starts from scratch, wearing the
colors of common gsense; but after taking several hazards in

stride, he disappears in hls own cloud of dust, and when he
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returns, he 1s among the leaders, but on a different horse,
-with strange colors. For, though he starts from common sense
presuppositions, he denles them in the course of his specula-
tions, and, in the end, his knowledge of the external world

is reduced to a faith in the veracity of 1deas which represent
a reality immediately unknowable, yet powerful, capable of

6 At best, we have !'signs!

causing subjective qualitative 1deas.
~0of something not present, yet known--a difficulty, indeed,

which plagues philosophers to this day and certainly astonishés
'1common gense: we knoﬁ, but we know only the mysterious M. WX",

a “somewhat we know not What,"7 by means of speclal emissaries
 WhO8e credentials we have no way of establishing, except by
 falth (so much 1n disrepute when held elsewhere as the authority

'k;for immediate kndwledge of something or other).% Accepting at
; first the traditional categories of'his day,g Locke is primarily

a eritical thinker, wllling not only to discard these tradltlional

dbctrines, but common sense as well, when he finds them an en-

éumbrance; also, in his independent forages he hews out of the
faugh timbers of experience new furniture for the ploneer mind,

“getting the period style which Kant takes up to alter and im-
prove. Locke 1s really on the "frontiers of common sehse,“

where Santayana locates him.10

Berkeley repeatedly asserted that his‘philosophy‘was
; thOroughly in harmony with common Sense, in fact, the only

phllosophy which adequately summed up the views of the ordinawpy

~ man.M That this idealism still offers a metaphysical Justi-

' fication is true: a thoroughgoing spiritualistic ontology can
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-~ be econjured as readlly as an absolute materlsllsm for the meta-
physical background of common senge, Jjust as modern physics,
'in contrast to the Newtonlan system may adequately provide the

~.selentific background for common gense. But what is required
of all these speculations by the philosopher is a logical, non-
contradictory account of how common sense comes to believe what
it does, e. g. about the apparent impenetrability, wéight, and
extension of 'matter.' Berkeley, at least, took the pains to
mgke such an analysls, and carefully showed how our everyday
/ideas of things, l.e. thelr primary and secondary qualitles,
were dependent on‘the mind, how thelr esse was Qercipi. At
the same time he showed phllosophically how the ;dea of a

necessary substratum was false, and how absolute'spiritualism

was inevitable. But he wisely took no sides. In his Principles
he éays, "It will be urged fhat thls much at least 1s true, to
wit, that we take away all corporeal substance. ’To this my
answer is, that if the word substance be taken in the vulgar
senge-~for a comblnation of sénsible gualities, such as exten-
sion, golidity, weight, and the 1ike—-this we cannot be accused
of taking away: but if 1t be taken in/a philosophic sense--—
for‘the support of accldents or qualities without the mind--
then indeed I acknowledge that we take 1t away, 1f one may be
sald to take away that which never had any exlistence, not even
in the imagination.Wl?2 |

Berkeley indeed thought that he had reconclled common

.~ sense and metaphysics. Common sense in the personification of

Dr. Johnson, however, thought otherwige.ld But, unfortunately,
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such a spectacular demonstration falls to convince the philos-
opher: though readily winning the assent of Everyman, who often
is content to argue, 'This stone is hard matter and not a col-
lection of ldeas in my mind, because, when I kick it, it remains
unchanged and my shoe ln no way penetrates it,--in short, it
regists my efforts and even causes in me sensations of pailn
which I have assoclated with other hard objects." A beautiful

- petitio, indeed,--1t ls hard matter because it 1s hard matter !
On the other hand, the swingling foot of the learned doctor at
least disclosed, (1)»his misunderstanding of Berkeley's argu-'
ment: and (2) the verification of the philosophy he intended
to dlsprove. For 1f he had understood Berkeley he never would
‘have attempted a refutation which demonstrates the very argu-
ment he attacks, namely, that the alleged hard stone 1s

nothing but a collection of ideas--extension, size, shape,
welght, impenetrabllity, color, ete. '

It is very possible, then, fbr a philosopher to argue

matter away and to show how the 'things' of common sense are
composed of 1deas whose existence depends upon their being
pérceived by some spirit.14 The man of common sense may string
along with the philosopher, even though he 1s unconvinced by
~logical demonstration, until the news is broken to him that -
‘his precious possesslons exist only through their being per-
celved. Now he balks; nor will he assent even when he learns
that his beloved objects, his home, his wife and children, his
gavings, are sustained by the Eternal Perceiver, ch, intro-

duced in part, after the fashion of Descartes' deilty, as
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guarantor of man's convictions, i.e. as a concession to man's

demand for (a) trustworthy perceptions, and (b) the cdhtinued,
independent existence of objects apart from man. In splte of
philosophic protests of agreement wlith common sense, Everyman
looks upon thése constructions with distrust in the act of ad-
mitting their loglcal proof. The man of common sense (and the
Common Sense philosopher, too) is 1n'this predicament: he must
accept something for which he has no positive proof (the in-
dépendent exlstence of'real,-material things) and reject that
for which there exists a careful demonstration (the dependence
of things upon the mind). In time, we shall come to a represen-
fative Common Sense phllosopher of this type, who notes this

,predicament.ls

But let us keep in mind, meanwhile, these facts,
that to start from common sense is no guarantee that one shall
'retﬁrn to the same starting-place; that to claim common sense
‘affiliations, even along with logical arguments célculated to
k~Support common sense, 1s no proof that the final view 1s

aceceptable to common gense; that common sense has the last

‘word; and may dlssent to an apparently foolproof demonstration
because it 1s an inadequate analysis of the view 1ntended'by

common sensé .
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II. Historical Background of the Argument from Common Sense.

One always assoclates Common Sense Philosophy with the
Scotch School of the elghteenth century. The names of Hutche-~
son, Reid, Beattie, Stewart and Oswald, however, are not always
mentioned wlith respect--as we saw above:.L7 Yet in thelr day}they
had a wide following which extended to France, where Collard,
and his pupils, Jouffroy and Cousin, used the Scottish doc-
trines (and perhaps the common sense philosophy of Father
Buffier) in connection with their reaction to Condillac's
sénsationalism.ls Sir Wm. Hamilton's 'natural realism' was
a gubstitute for 'common sense realism,' which had fallen ihtb
dlsrepute, following the attacks of Priestley, Kant and

19 In’America, James McCosh was the chlef representa-

20

Ferrier.
tive of the last of the Scotch line, and his natural reslism
waé a protest agalnst the sgspread of a transcendentallism which
was to culminate in the phllosophy of Josiah Royce. But 1t
was princlpally the growlng popularity of Hegelianism which
aarried, in the romantic mood of the nineteenth century, far
and Wide--if’not so deep--to the suppression of the realistic
trend. Unfortunately for Absolute Idealism, 1t, too, must

- succumb to the 1nexorable'processes of dialectic and be aufge-

hoben, and in the sclentific ﬁaturalism, alded and abetted

-by Pogitivism, there arose a new trend which was to Join up

" with the o0ld realism and culminate in the 'new realism,' on
the one hand, and in pragmatism, on the other. In the first

years of the twentieth century, therefore, we find a crusade
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againsf the 1deallstic argument--igsuling from Berkeley--for
the dependence of objects upon conscious experience. G. E.
‘Moore's "Refutation of Idealism" and William James' "Does
’Coﬁséioueness Exlst" were the first momentous blows struck in
~the Sarajevo of the philosophic world.*! vVarious reslist
gchools sprang up and jolned the Allies, and for a while, as
Napoleon said, God was "on the slde of the heaviest battallions.”
Today the realists claim complete victory and point with
pride to their wide conquests, as well as thelr acquisitions of
a‘refined sclentific technique and the new logic, which they
consider impregnable instruments of warfare. But, alas, once
more the affairs of state are uncertain, and there 1s evidernce
of a'reactionary l1deallist coup. There ls a growing ennui, a
dissatlsfaction with critical analysis; a plea 1s heard for a
constructive, systématic world-view, embréeing the ends and
values of mundane exlstence and reconclling the new physics
and mushroom cosmologles with the wvulgar demands of the 'in-
gignificant,' atomic individual. Common sense has grown im-
pgtient; having willingly lent 1ts prestige to the reallst
‘féampaign on behalf of the external world, it is now yawning
at the long drawn contest and;wondering whether the salvation
. of alien territory is worth the poverty at home . 22 |
‘ Our immediate interest, here, lies not in a historical
sketech but in the examination of the problem of the appeai to
common sense which has more recently sprung up among the British
neo-realists. We shall try first to relate the traditional

- views of common sense to the more modern in an effort to
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 obtain a clear idea of how the term 1s used as a philosophic
concept. We shall also indicate the function 6f the concept
within the philosophies of representative exponents, examine
the general legitimacy of the concept, then attempt to decide
whether a Common Sense Philosophy is Justified. For the pres-
ent we can briefly review the three lmportant vulgar uses of
the term, indicating (1) normal intelligence; (2) the know-
ledge acquired in experience by means of this endowment; and
(5) the general judgment, feeling or instinet of mankind, to
which may be appended the pre-critical, pre-philosophic
'ﬁhilosophy‘ latent invoommon sense.
o It is no coilncidence that the appeél to common sense
reaches a climax in the eighteenth century; for it was the
very spirit of the timeé to regard Nature with veneration,

23 was looked upon as the gift

and Common Sense, llike Reason,

. of the gods. The Renalsgssance return to Nature, embraced two
| distihct tendencies, the revived aesthetle and sclentific

interest in the world of senée experience (which, after the

manner of the Epicureans, was to be trusted), and the redis-

covery of man's reason as the sole authérity in matters

sclentific and metaphysical. Eventually, Nature replaced

the authority of the Church, of the Schoolmen and Aristotle.

And 1t 1s not at all surprising to find this new guthority

as final, dogmatic, and unrelenting as the old authority, g0

vehemently attacked by Bacon, Descartes, Locke, and the entire

~coterie of "enlightened" philosophes. For it is one of the

ironical twists of history that in destroying the idols of
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the past, new ones are set up, in essence the same as the old.
~Man requires gome authority, some ultimate logical ground or
"baeis, if only while sttacking snother authorify. He 1s not
satlisfled with a meaningless Caprice which produces a chaos,
an gbsolute disorder,--a metaphysical nightmare. For aslde
- from the fact that such a plcture itself presents an ultimate,
authoritarian Chaos, the practical exigencles of 1life demand
at least a tentative orderling and control of affalrs. Even
the road to self-extinetion is a hard one, requiring discipline
and ordered practice, as the Eaétern sages well know.
To live or to will oneself into non-exlstence require
.equally, then, a minimum of beliefs about existence. Whence
these bellefs come 1s a mystery which man has attempted to
solve, usually, by a rhetorical appeal to God or to Nature.
Even in the recent attempts of modern behaviorists there is
the traditional irreducible ultimate, the nature of the physio-
logical organism--at the least, electrons buzzing about--which
makes posslble response to a stimulus. This ultimate 1s some-
fhing which stands as a fact or principle not derivable from
some other facts or princlples; or expressed logically, it is
the distinetion which Aristotle made between self-evident nec-
essary and universal first principles and those principles
ﬁhich are secondary, or derived from these primary principles.24
It is, in other words, the phenomenon of s set of bellefs,
original stock-on hand,; without which we do not Pegin the
bueiness of 1life. This stock may be 'instincts,) !tendencles,'

- logical g priori 'principles,' metaphyslcal 'categories,’
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ic'ommo’n sense axioms,' or 'fundamental bellefs.'

When the Age of Enlightenment reached 1ts climax with
the proud exhibition of man's encyclopedic knowledge and the
pfonunciamento of a platform of reform, the great emphasls was
laid upon the individual's reasoning power; and confldence in
the abllity of Reason to unlock the dank dungeons of supersti-
tion and let in the Light ﬁas unbounded. The paradoxes of the
thoﬁght of the Age have been summed up delightfully by Pro-

fessor Carl Becker in his recent Storrs lecture. The philosophes

owe much to medleval thought, yet

"They denounced Christian philosophy, but rather too
much, after the manner of those who are but hglf
emancipated from the 'superstitions' they scorn.

They had put off the fear of God, but maintained a
respectful attitude toward the Delty. They ridi-
culed the ldea that the universe had been created
in six days, but still believed 1t to be a beauti-
fully articulated machine designed by the Supreme

Belng according to a rational plan as an abiding
place for mankind. The Garden of Eden was for them
a myth, no doubt, but they looked enviously back to
the golden age of Roman virtue, or across the waters
to the unspolled innocence of an Arcadian civiliza-
tion that flourished in Pennsylvanla. They renounced
the authority of church and Blble, but exhibited
naive faith in the authority of nature and reason.
They scorned metaphysics, but were proud to be called
philosophers. They dismantled heaven, somewhat pre-
maturely 1t seems, since they retalned their faith
in the immaterlality of the soul. They courageously
discussed atheilsm, but not before the servants.

They defended toleration valliantly, but could with -
difficulty tolerate priests. They denied that
miracles ever happened, but belleved in the perfecti-
bility of the human race."25

Nature and natural law--these were the magle words of the centunry.

In man Nature had implanted flawless faculties of reason and
,,lﬁtuition, which, 1f used falthfully, could arrive at the under-

standing of all things, and which at some time in the near
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future could realize the progressive perfection of things.
This was the ambitioh of a Descartes or Bacon glven new en-
thusiasm. And in Rousseau this 'return to Nature' 1is rhapso-
dized. Just what this Nature one was to revert to really was
’nc one made clear. As for natural law, the Newtonlan physics
had presented a triumphant picture of the world-machine, and

- man--at least the body of man--was definitely a part of this
world-process. _

Enlightenment, reform, progress--in the world of things

as well as in the world of art, letters and philosophy-- was
a blg order. The trouble began with the complete falth in the
realization of all ideals by means of man, the agent and
benefactor. And when disillusionment came it arrived covertly
in the cloak of skepticlsm, or Jauntily in the costume of some
new enthusiasm, perhaps the ‘new history.'26 Hume's skepti-
éism 1s thus typleal. But gkeptlecism was never allowed to
béeome an obgtacle to actlion or falth; so we find Hume spolo-
gizing--and rationallzing--for the failures of Reason by indi-
cating the value of academic or 'mitigated' skepticism for

‘philosophy and phllosophers, in one place,27

and by stipu-
,1ating that only by becoming a philosophlic skeptic can one be
truly a Christian, in another connection.?® The impasse

occasloned by Reason thus prepared the way for custom or habit,

instincet or falth. And Hume 1s ready to turn to Nature, or
to Common Sense, for the authority of those beliefs he retained
as & practical man of the world, happily busy in court, or

divertingly entertained by the Comtesse de Boufflers (for
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whom he was the "maltre de philosophie et de morale") in the
galons of Paris, Meanwhile,}in the provinces, far removed

from the capital of the civilized world and 1little impressed

by the uncreative works of most of the philosophes (though 1t
. should be ssid, strongly moved by.the democratic ideal), the
Kﬁnigsberger, Kant, and the fellow-countryman, Reld, were
preparing polemics which would destroy the skeptical phillosophy
and secure God, freedom, and immortslity.
III. The School of Common Sense

‘ Hume, then, 1s really the precursor of Reld's Common
Sense philosophy, though unconsciously so. Reld, however,
began with the principles of Common Sense and set out to correct
the "ideal theory," the premises of which lead to skepticism;
Hume, on the contrary, started with the traditional categories
of his predecessors, and in particular with the Lockean 'ideas,'
only to revert to Common Sense in order to save the exterpal
world in his hour of need. Strangely enough, Reid, ss we shall
‘discover, returns to a phllosophlc position similar to that of
Locke--a position he thought his principles of Common Sense
obviated. Thus Hume ends where Reld begins; whlle Reld ends
where Hume beglins. Each, as representative of the spirit of
the times, 1s a Common Sense philosopher, jJust as Kant thought
gg~Was,29 and as Hamilton, sharing the views of both Reid and
Kant, in turn clalmed to be.

The Carteslan emphasis upon conscioushess as the

starting‘point for all reflection is, by Reid's time, approaching
i1ts later consummatlion at the hands of the post-Kantians, who,

- splder-like, will spin the world out of the transcendentasl ego.
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Both the loglcal and psycholégical aspects of the ego have
recelved thorough attention from the 'rationalists' and
~?éﬁp1ricists.' In Reld both sides meet, but he 1is, above all,
partial to the English tradition. We are to begin with an
idductive analysis of consclousness after the best manner of
Bacbn.ao Horeover, we are to ablde by the fundamental princi-
ples of the understanding, once we have discovered them, and
thereafter deduce the consequences. Reld was a close student
of Berkeley31 and tended to see other philosophles through the
eyes of the good bishop. In his own theories he invokes

32  And his teacher at Marischall College,

Berkeleyan terms.
Géorge Turnbull, was a Berkeleyan, and, according to Fraser,
feﬁd of appealing to Common Sense as the final arbiter in
philasophic matters.3% McCosh notes that in Turnbull's, A

Philosophical Inquiry @oncerning the Connection between the

Dogtrine's and Miracles of Jesus Christ (1726) there are re-

peatéd references to Common Sense as the judge in settling
maral questions.34 Earllier in his volume on the Scotch
‘realists, Dr. McCosh has observed also that "it was owing...
to the influence direct, or indirect, of Shaftesbury that‘the
phrase 'common sense' came to be so much used by the Scottish
School . #39

. In 1717, a little after Shaftesbury had published his

~Characteristicks, there appeared under the pen of Father

Buffier, S.J., a treatise on first truths, Tralté des Premibdres

36
Yérités. This was an attack upon the Carteslan confinement

to consciousness of those initial truths from which his entire
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system proceeds. Bufflier shows that skeptlcism is inevitable;
or as Brehler puts’'it, "to say in effect that, primitively,
we know only the actual modification of our soul, gilven by
the inner sense, is to say that we could legitimately doubt
| exterlor things, events of our own paét history, and the exis-
tence of other men, since none of these things could be the
object of the inner sense; and it is an 1llusion to bellieve
that, in proceedling from these modlfications, one could prove
vrationally the exlstence of thesge things."57 To start with
methodical doubt is to commit an initial faux pas: "There
f’are gome truths concerning existence outside the self (called
texternal verities') which are 'primitive'--or 'primary' in
the same respect as the lnner sense, for example, the reality
of the external world, or of other men."' "The faculty which
percelves these verities 1is !'common sénse'...the same thing
as nature, since 'lt 1s nature and the sentiment of nature
which we must know agaln for the source and origin of all
original Verities.'“58 Buffier, like Reld, looks upon Common
Sense 1n the end as the guarantor of the truths of religlon:
Common Sense "sufflces to lead one to the most solld principles
of religion."
| This doétrine is very much like Reld's. It 1is signi-
flcant that on the title pages of both the An Inguiry into the

Human Mind on the Principles of Common Sense and the Essgsays on

the Intellectual Powers of Man Reld quotes from Job. On the

former 1s inscribed, "The Inspiration of the Almighty Giveth
Them Understanding;" on the latter, ¥"Who Hath Put Wisdom in the

Inward Parts?" Por Reld, not unlike Descartes, looks upon the
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truth of the self-evident facts and principles as aésured“by

God,‘who put them into the understandingLSQ In a passage in

- the Egsays where Reld speaks of the "offices" of reason4o he

distinguishes between that which Judges of things self-evident,
and that which drews conclusions from these self-evident things.
» HThe firat of these is the province, and the sole province, of
‘;eommon gense; énd therefore 1t colncides with reason in its
whole extent...It 1s the degree that entitles them (mankind) to
the denomination of reasonable creatures..(This first) 1s
purely the gift of Heaven. And where Heaven has not given 1it,
no education can supply the want." This same theme ls brought
out in his Inguiry. "If there are certaln princlples, as I
think there are, which the constitution of our nature leads us
to believe, and which we are under a necessity to take for
- granted in the common concerns of 1life, without being able to
~*give a reason for them--these are what we call the principles
of common sense; and what 1s manifestly contrary to them, 1is
~what we call absurd. 141
| But just what are these principles of common sense so
necessary for the function of 1life and of philosophy? HThe
man who first dlecovered that cold freezes water, and that heat
‘ ”turns it 1nt9 vapour, proceeded on the same general princlples
and,in the same method by which Newton dlscovered the law of
gravitation and the properties of light. Hls regulae philoso-
phandi are maxims of common sense, and are practiced every day
in common 1life; and he who philosophlzes by other rules, elther

concerning the material system or concerning the mind, mistakes

his aim."¥2 In the Essays on the Intellectual Powers, Reid
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discusses these first princliples in detail. There are those

which relate to contingent truth and those which have to do

- with necesgsary and immutable truths, whose contrary is im-

possible.
'Reid presents them. Contingent truths have as prineciples:

1.

2.

10.

11,

I shall ligst the former first--in the order in which
43

"The exlstence of everything of which I am conscious."
("This is the only principle of common sense that
has never directly been called in question.")

"That the thoughts of which I am conscious, are the
thoughts of a being which I call myself, my mind,
my person." ,

(Reld shows that a permanent self continues while
thoughts and feelings continuslly change.)

#That those things did really happen which I distinctly
remember. ¥

"Our own personal identlty and continued existence, as

- far back as we remember anything distinectly.¥

"That those things do really exlst which we distinctly
percelve by our sense, and are what we percelve them
tO beo“ '

"That we have some degree of power over our actions,
and the determination of our will."®

"That the natural faculties, by whlich we distingulsh
truth from error, are not fallaclous."

"That there is life and intelligence in our fellow-men
wlth whom we converse."

"That certaln features of the countenance, sounds of -
the volce, and gestures of the body, indlicate certain
thoughts and dispositions of mind."

"That there 1s a certain regard due to human testimony
in matters of fact, and even to hmman authority in
matters of opinion.*®

("If children were so framed as to pay no regard to
testimony or to authority, they must, in the literal
sense, perish for lack of knowledge.")

"That there are many events depending upon the will of
man, in-which there is a self-evident probability,
greater or less, according to circumstances."

("..as to men who have a sound mind, we depend upon
a certain degree of regularity in their conduct...")
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12. "That, in the phaenomena of nature, what ls to be, will
probably 28 like to what has been in similar circum-
stances."

Reld divides the principles of necessary truths*® into

glx classes, grammatical, loglesl, mathematical, matters-of-

taste, moral, and metaphysical. "That every complete sentence

must have a verb! 1s an example of a neéessary grammatlcal
principle; "That no propositien‘can be both true and false at
the same time" 1s cited among the logical principles. Under
taste we find Reld avowing that Ynotwithstanding the variety
~~fcgnd among men," there are, "some common principles, even in
- matters of this kind." Some of the moral maxims are: "That
an unjust action has more demerit than an ungenerous one; That
a generous actlon has more merit than s merely Just one," etc.
etc; Much more attentlon is given to the metaphysical princi-
ples, which are here listed:
- 1. "That the qualities which we perceive by our sense
must have a subject, which we call body, and that
the thoughts we are conscious of must have a subject,

which we call mind.¥

2. "That whatever begins to exist must have a cause which
produced it."47

3. "That design and intelligence in the cause may be
inferred, with certainty, from marks or signs of it
in the effect." '

|  Reid proceeds in the next chapter to dlscuss "Opinions, Ancienﬁ
‘and Modern, About First Principles." His 11lst includes those
of Aristotle, Descartes, Locke, Newton and Buffier,--a poor
showing, indeed, along side Hamilton's prodiglous summons of

one hundred and six witnesses.48

I have clted the above principles at length because

. they enable us to grasp concretely just what Reid understood
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by *principles of common sense," "common notion," Ygelf-evident

u49

gtruths,“ or simply "first principles, --terms that he uses

synonymously in his Essaye on the Intellectual Powers of Man,

which presents his mature views. His chapter treating of Judgment
in the collection of essays just named 1s revelatory of Reld's
gimilarity to Kant. For both phlilosophers make judgment primary:

| Wé'start with beliefs which can be shown to bear directly on
certain logical propositions without which experlience would be
‘meaningless (in Reid's point of view) and impossible (from the

standpoint of Kant). But for our purposes 1t shows Just where
Reld stands as a common sense philosopher. Certalnly with him
there 1s no easy-going appeal to a general, all-inclusive term,

as a philosophic argumentum ad gensum communem. In his Inquiry,

he has gone at great length--and patience--to criticize the
, dangerous implications in the hypothesls of representative
'~’perception.59 Then he has attempted to present his oﬁn counter-
argument, agaln by a careful, deliberate procedure, in order to
arrive at a theory of perception which harmonizes with the
first principles of common sense, possessed democratically by
211 men.9l And in the present work (the Essays) he endeavors
to clarify his position and Jjustify it on philosophical grounds,
1»perhaps, to even win back some of the prestige which succumbed
to Dr. Priestley's bitter invective.
Common gense 1s the term we apply ordinarily to common
Judgment.52 "Common sense 1s that degree of Judgment whilch
is common to men with whom we can converse and tranéact busi-

ness."55 And again, "All knowledge, and all science, must be
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w‘built upon principles that are self-evident; and of such prin-
‘ciples every man who has common sense 1lg a competent Jjudge,

A when he conceives them distinctly. Hence 1t 1is, that disputes
very often terminate in an appeal to common gense. "4 " Further-

55 confining common sense to

more, in the passage clted above,
the Judging of things self-evident, rather than applylng it to
 the active reasoning faculty which proceeds to draw conclusions
from these first principles, Reld limits the extension of his
term. He has proceeded to analyze what persists after many |
> ;prepoa1t1ons have perished or undergone change,--what, in fact,

1s at the bottom of all our reasonings, concérning both matters-
of-fact and necessary truths. It is not the concretely worded
éonclusions which describe past experlence or prophesy future
experlence, nor those random conclusions which come from we
,khow not where, but the loglcal principles behind all thesge,
 ﬁh1ch, in Kahtian language "make experience possible.“56

Reld distinguishes, as was eustomary and traditional between

the necessary truths of mathematics, démonstrable a priori

and with certainty, and the truths which we know "concerning

the real exlistence of things--the truth of our own existence--
of the existence of other thihgs; inanimate, animal and rational,
and of their various attributes and relations."®? But all our
knowledge, whether of abstract relations or of matters-of-fact,

58

1s got by reasoning built on first principles, and our con-

clusions are elther certain or probable, in various degrees.59
Algo, 1t is highly desirable that to afford stability to human

knowledge the first printiples on which 1t 1s ground be pointed
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out.%0 Finally, "Nature hath not left us destitute of means
whereby the candid and honest part of namkind may be brought to
unanimity when they happen to differ about first principles."6l
Reld then lists the first principles we have presented above.
No matter what ﬁe think of Reld's principles whereby knowledge
is made possible,62 we must admire his inductive efforts to
arrive at them. He can never be accused of shirking his
philosophic responsibilities.

Common sense, then, is that term which we apply to self-
evident, first truths, principles, or propositions of the
‘understanding, given or intuited lmmediately, and necessary for
all our knowledge and actlon, in matters of abstract, certain
demonstration and in things of concrete existence, where
‘probable knowledge alone results. Dugald Stewart preferred to

- denominate then, "fundamentai laws of human belief, "85 pecause
of the misunderstandings occasioned by the term common sense.
And Hamilton, in an extensive Note, appended to hls collection
of Reid's works, "On the Philosophy of Common Sense or Our
‘Primary Beliefs Considered as the Ultimate Criterion of Truth,!
discusses the term at great length,®® asgreelng with Reid, but

:,; pointing out that these primary facts are assured to conscious-

‘by §g§l1ng or belief. He sums up the argument from common
sense thils way, "To argue :rom common sense, is simply to show,
that the denlal of & given proposition would involve the denial
of some original datum of consciousness; but as every original
datum of consclousness 1s to be presumed true, that the propo-

gsition in question, as dependent on such a principle, must be
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admitted."65 So far ag sensible perception 1s concerned, it

is a fact of common sense that I am immedlately aware of both

myself, ag knowing subject, and of a_not—self, as object known;
’,never do I know only a representation of some‘object.66

Reid, Stewart and Hamllton thus concur in their def-

initions.%"

Common sense has taken on a technlcal significance
for philogophy, and 1t 1s no wonder that the poet Burns was
unable to understand this speclal use of the term,%® or that
those who 414 not first take the trouble of reading the
Scottish thinkers condemped off-hand, as superficial and anti-
philosophical, thelr much labored treatises.od
The above definition has much in common with our first
definition of the ordinary usage of the term common sense and
& dlrect bearing on the other two. It is a phllosophic analysils
of the ordinary concept. Thls glves the phlilosophlc concept
particular significance, 1in that i1t shows a very positive
relationship existing between our ordinary beliefs (and Prac-
‘tices) and philosophy.70 It shows that ordinary common sense
beliefs and philosophlic bellefs are baslcally compatible, per-
haps mutually implying each other logically. And I belleve
~ that this 1s what Reid meant to assert. His recourse to an
argggentum ad agbsurdum or ad risum 1s taken in a mood of the
prdinary man. Of course, this 1s bad practice for a philoso-
pher who has resorted to a dangerous term like common sense,

‘because 1t plays into the hands of those enemles to whom

common sense 1s anathema, representing aqht does all that 1is
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objJectionable in the ordinary man's argument from prejudice,
gsuperstition or passion.71 In his best philosophlc manner Reld
never thought of winning his pointonly by such 'arguments.' It
is true that he regarded them as having some validity,72 but
they are secondary to his main poinﬁ that the principles of
common sense are those "which we are under a necesslty to take
:fer granted in the common concerns of 1ife." 73
Essentlally, he starts from life and ordinary beliefs
and looks upon them as more fundamental than reason, loglc or
‘;history.74 As we have noted above, beliefs--or judgments--
are original; loglcal analyslis appears much later on the scene.
What Reid 1s also asserting, in addition to the fact of harmony
and generic relationship between common sense and philosophy,75
between practice and theory, is that even in philosophic analy-
,s;s (a reflective refinement upon common sense) there is no
dlsp&rity between reason and feeling or instinect. Or better .
put, there 1s a concordant, compatible, non-contradictory
‘prelationship between all the elements making up conscious life.
Ve may not be able By reason to explain our instinctive bellefs,
but the possibility of such remains; we may not affectively
assent to a rational construction or eritical analysls, yet
che possibllity of finding such intellectual obJects to be

really objects of interest cannot be closged.

IV. Hume's Appeal to Common Sense

I believe Hume would admit this last statement, though

in his philosophy he differentiates sharply between those be-

£76

llefs of custom or habi and the conclusions of reason. In
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a way he contradicts himself; for he first attempts, like
\Leibniz, to apply the mathematical ldeal to matters of fact,
that is, by use of the traditional categorles arrive at con-
cluslons analytically. At the same time he held out thé hope
'that certaln relations between phenomena could be grasped in
their immedliacy, that e. g. the causal tle could be intuited
or immedlately percelved. The upshot of his thinking, however,
led him to the conclusion that while we can arrive at agnalytic
ngg;ggl Judgments 1n mathematics or geometry, in science,
where matters-of-fact (existences) are concerned, we arrive

at synthetlc proposition g posteriorl only through experience,

~that is, by custom or habit (not by reason). Thus, pure reason
has falled to Justify what we all, as persons of common sense,
take for granted; yet the facts exist, therefore they must be
due to psychologlical association--ordinarily termed custom or

habit. But in making this analysis, Hume was still the philos-

opher. In short, he dldn't throw up his hands in despair,77

nor remain "sugpended," as not even the skeptic he presents78

could have done. He went right ghead to explain, as best he

could, how our ordlnary beliefs79

80

are formed by psychological
- prinelples. From the standpoint of the rationallst, these
beliefs may be 'illusions of common sense,' buf from the view-
poeint of the ordinary maﬁy they are facts. And Hume was frank
‘enough to admit that these facts have a presumption of truth
in thelr favor, even thdugh some ratlional demonstrations have

falled to account for them.
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We must never forget that Hume's first work was a

Treatise of Human Nature and that in the course of his meta-

physical discussions, after having been plunged 1into skepticism,
he returns to human nature whereln may be found, apart from our
reasoned constructions, the key to our bellefs about nature.
In a sense, his return to common sense 1s an avowal, (1) that
his Job of showlng the impotency of reason--once held so high--
is done; (2) that the critical skepticism, finished, may carry
en;to clear out the cobwebs of the mind (as Locke's essay had
been contrived to "clear the ground' and "remove some of the
rubbish®); and (3) that we may now return to a new analysis of
experience based upon experience itself, and especlally upon
the sensltive phase of life. "My intention, then, in display-
ing so carefully the arguments of that fantastic sect (the
f;iskeptics), 1s only to make the reader sensible of the truth

of my hypothesis, that all our reasonings concerning causes

and effects, are derived from nothing but custom; and that

belief is more properly an gct of the sensitive, than of the

_eegitative part of our natures."l In the preceding passage

he has stressed the natural source of our judgments. “Nature,‘
by an absolute and uncontrollable necessity, has determined us
to judge as well as to breathe and feel; nor can we any more
forbear viewing certain objects in é sfronger and fuller light,
upon account of thelr customary connection with a present im-
presslon, than we can hinder ourselves from thinking, as long
as Wwe are awake, or seeing the surrounding bodles, when we

turn our eyes towards them in broad sunshine.®
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Indeed, this 1s the language of the Common Sense
philosophers, and one would have a difficult time of placing
it elsewhere. And in the next sentence he anticlpates the
cry of Reld, shrill with alarm,

"If this 1s the philosophy of human nature, my
soul, enter thou not into her secrets! It is
surely the forbidden tree of knowledge; I no
gooner taste of 1t, than I percelve myself naked,
and stript of all things--yea, even of my very
self. I see myself, and the whole frame of
nature, shrink into fleeting ldeas, which, lége
Epicurus's atoms, dance about in emptiness.®

- and admits that no philosopher can set up what has existed
within him all along (thus anticipating Reld's answer):
"Whosoever," gays Hume, "Has taken the pains to refute the
cavils of this total scepticism, has really disputed without
an antagonist, and endeavoured by arguments to establish a
faculty, which nature has antecedently implanted in the mind,
and rendered unavoldsble.™

But this skepticism is even more pronounced when
Hume's phenomenglism discards, first, the external world, then
the internal world. And again, 1t 1s impossible for one, by
philosophlcal argument alone to Judge of the veraclty of those

| prior arguments which have so easlly removed the "exlistence
' of body." For "Nature has not left this to (the skeptical
philosopherfs) cholce, and has doubtless esteemed 1t an affair
of too great lmportance, to be trusted to our uncertain

reasonings and speculatiqns. We may well ask, What causes

‘Anduce us to belleve in the existence of body? but 1t 1s vain

to ask, Whether there be body _qgnot?s5 He repeatedly speaks
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gf5the 'fiction! and 'illusion' of 'continued existence,! but
‘7'f§keé great pains to show by a philosophlcal analysis how,

| owing to man's nature, these illusions naturslly occur, 1. e.

- how common sense reslism comes about. As a phlilosopher, he
yls a phenomenalist, relecting both Bérkeleyan subjectivism
and Lockean representative dualism on the grounds that we
heve neither a substantlal self, not any basis for én externsl

‘~ cauge, much less a Deity, in the first instance; and that we
have no right (1) to invent "the double existence of percep-
tions and objects," (2) because thie depen&s upon our illusory
ereation of continued existence in the common sense view, and

_(5) we cannot ever arrive at a causal tle between the exlistent,

84 in the

continuous 'object' and the fleeting perceptilon,
gsecond case. We have, indeed, only the terpsichorean antics
- of atomic impressions and ideas, as Reld pointed out.
Hume, then, returns to common sense because he has to;
we are so made that we cannot be anything but common sense
- persons in practice, and only by a great effort of concentra-
tion, be more than a common sense phllosopher in theory. But
Hume has not sold out to common sense; on the contrary, he is
all the more a phllosopher in demonstrating how the appearances
of common sense are 'saved.'85 He seems to reason like this:
The philosopher slone is competent to tear off the
vell of appearances and see things:  as they reslly
are. His fate--a hollow reward for the exertion of
his rational faculties--1g to end in the Black Hole
of Skepticlsm. Fortunately, Nature has prearranged
his rescue from mental suffocation. Common Sense
offers ready escape with its illusions of Gnosti-

cism,-~its 'Animal Falth.' Important and indispen-
seble as they are, these ordinary, vulgar bellefs
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are not beyond analysis. And the genesis of these
Common Sense fictions can be shown by the philoso-
pher to rest necessarily upon the demands for a
safe and sound conduct of life.

In a sense, then, we are torn between philosophy and
Common Sense, reaslity and appearance. Our visit

to the former realm has enabled us to see through

our vulgar frallties and understand them. Had we
never gone abroad, we would oling still to our homely
beliefs as the 'real;' had we stayed abroad, we

would have embraced the truth at the expense of our
life. By going and returning--like the Platonic
dweller-in-the-cave--we live, yet live understandingly.

If we are to live a 1life of reason, we cannot choose
between the alternatives.

The great mass of mankind has little appetite for:
the phllosophic fare. The phllosopher leaves his
gskepticism--with his books and papers--within his
study's walls. And while the beliefs of Common
Sense have an initlal presumption of truth and
finality for all men, the truth is the special pro-
vince of the philosopher. For he 1s truly a
philosopher who first questions the common sense
belliefs with which he 1s originally equipped. This
does not mean that he can go beyond Common Sense.
Yet he may go beyond, and finally discover, without
compromising himself, that he can reconcile his
common sense youth and philosophic manhood without
slighting either.

From Common Sense to philosophy; from philosophy,
back to Common Sense. The two are never one, but
then nelther are they exclusively two. The philos-
opher, though always a man of Common Sense, 18 yet
a philosopher, qulite unable to forget his vislon of
the real.
| Thus we can understand hig preference for the 'profound philos-
~opher,' rather than the popular phlilosopher, who superficilally
builds on the opinions of common sense. "It is easy for a
: protound philosopher to commlt a mistake in his subtile
- reasonlngs; and one mistake 1s the necessary parent of another,
while he pushes on hls consequences, and is not deterred from

embracing any conclusion, by its unusual appearance, or its
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i c@ﬁtradiction to popular opinlon. But g philosopher, who
purposes only to represent the common sense of mankind in more
beautiful and more engaging colours, if by accldent he falls
into error, goes no further; but renewlng his appeal to common
sense, and the natursl sentiments of the mind, returns into
the right path, and secures himself from any dangerous
11lusions."86

V. Summary and Comparison of the Appeal to Common Sense by

g Reld and Hume
8o far, then, we have conslidered two appeals to common
sense. The firsgt proceeds on the grounds that 'experience!
énd phillogsophy are one, and that common sense is the first
gource of all our truths concerning matters-of-fact and meta-
physlcs; the indispensable, because universal and necessary,
~bagls for all reasoning; the primary and elemental body of self-
evident propositions; or, as we should term them today, the
‘postulates,' 'primitive propositions,' ‘'axioms,' which cannot
be demonstrated, but which are necessary for demonstration.
The second type of appeal begins with the admission that phi-
losophy (by which 1s meant rational demonstration) 18 lmpotent
to overcome the illusions of common sense, which are necessary
for practical action, in the first place, and so native and
'natural' to man, metaphysically, or better, perhaps, physio-
loglically, in the second place. While philosophy sees through

the hypocrisy of common sense, which pretends to be something

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



61

1t isn't, common sense exists in its own right, not as a prag-
‘matic concept (though it is pragmatic), but as a necesgsary
concept, representing wise Nature who has endowed man with the
necessary instincts and 'imagination! that he might live with
security and efficlency, and survive any skepticism which
. philosophy, the evil spirit within, might engender, in showing
that, after all, the 'apparent world' is a mind-organized

collectlion of 'phenomens.?!

The similarity of these positlons 1s evident. Common
genge, in each lnstance, 1s a natural body of necessary and
universal bellefs, which express man's orliginal, primary views
about the world in which he liveg that 1s, gcts; for the
emphasls is upon the exigencies of practice, upon the question,
As an active organlsm, what features of the environment I lilve
in strike me as significant, and as such, as real? The differ-
Qggg enters with the word 'real.' Reld and his followers could
gee no dualism between what we find real, as practical men,
and what we dlscover upon philosophical analysis. The difference
between common sense, in the ordlnary sense, and phllosophy 1is
that the latter seeks by a careful analysls and criticism to

undergtand the meaning of those things merely taken for granted

by the former. And we find that there is no essential difference
between the two. Hune, howevgr, returns to the Platonlic dis-
‘tinctions between philosophic subject-matter and philosophic
faculties, the hlerarchy of felative truth and immutable Truth.
Hig 1deal 1s that of mathematics, the dlscovery of those pri-

mary truths from which can be deduced, necessarily and a priori,
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all truths. His goal is 'reality'--open only to the philosopher.
‘His obstacle is opinion (or common sense) which flourishes by
custom or habit. His conclusion is that whereas all men require
common sense in order to live, the philosophically 'real' is
open to a few.

Both Reld and Hume would accept the utility of the
proposition, There 1s an external, continuous and independent
world which I know lmmedliately. Each would admit, also, that
thls 1s a practical dictum without which the normal business
of the world could not function. Phllosophlcally, however, a
wide dlvergence occurs. Reld argues that the proposition has
prima facle truth inasmuch as 1t grows out of the body of self-
evidént first truths. Hume claims that 1t must be called before
‘the Inquisitor, Philosophy; for what has practical value may
not be really true, and what has initial validity as a 'truth!'
or'common sense may be false in metaphysics. For Hume the
firgt truths of metaphyslcs are the traditional categories
and certain unchallenged dogmas concerning thé stuff of know-
ledge. These have greater validlty in the philosophic world
than any claims which common sense might make. When Hume con-
cludes, then that phenomeﬁalism is elected by philosophy, it
18 imperative that he show how the realism of common sense

offers so much opposition. Thlg is done by summing up the func-
tion of the natural tendencies of the imaglnation, etc. which
construct the 1llusory world of experience out of impressions

87

and ideas, thus setting the precedent for Kant. Had Hume

falled to show how the illusions of common sense come gbout
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he would have falled to convince even his most credulous

followers, so persuasive and presumptuous is common sense.

VI. How the Modern Appeal Differs from the 0Old.

The old and the new schools of common Bense have this
in éommon: they react against a theory of idéas which they
feel is incompatible with realism. In the eighteenth century
it was the inevitable skepticlsm of Hume which stimulated the
Scotch School into fervid effort to retain all the cherished
beliefs of common sense. In the twentleth century it 1s
’against a particular type of reallistic analysis, as well as
contrary to the prevalling ideallsm, that action 1s taken. The
position of Russell, for example, was found obnoxious. Material
things, it was felt, were not simply collections of "appearances,!
and our belief in the reality of the external world was more

than a mere Uprejudicel-~as Russell himself admitted.eg'

In
short, the appeal to common sense takes the form of saving the
real world from the steady lnroads phenomenalists (or hang-
over "radical émpiricists") were making. Material things,

according to common sense, are more than gsensibilia or collec-

tions of sense data.

At the same time, many of the advocates of common sense
are wanting in the temerity to speculate; they aré satisfied
ﬁith a pogitivistic position. Common sense ls not regarded as
thefgehetic gource of knowledge, that 1s, as that which supplies
the first premlses for facts known through experience, or

~@deduced 1n demonstration, and which furnishes the impetus behind
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our Judgments or bellefs,--excepting one or two debatable
instances where philosophers have merely appealed 1ln a general
~ﬁay to the authority of common sense to sanction thelr argu-
ment-—a phenomenon not unbommon, as we have seen above. No
effort 1s made to justify common sense by placing it in a
metaphysical background. It is felt that 1t needs no. justi-

‘ fléation. It is a natural fact: a body of propositions is
accepted as true by all persons. In regard to the knowledge
problem, common sense supplles testimony with a realist flavor,

" for it asserts that we know objJects to have an independént
exlstence, and in knowing them, we know them approximately as
they really are. Thus, there i1s an internal hafmony between
the realist philosopher and the ordinary man of common gense;
they agree in general. They differ in thelr interests. The

plain man is content to accept the situation as 1t stands; the
phllosopher is restless until he explains the meaning of the

‘general proposltions. This entalls rigorous analysis--the role,
in short, of the specislist. In lookling upon common sense as
the spring from which the data of philosophy bubbles, these
primitive propositions are logical premises for further analysis,
‘80 that we have really reintroduced the concept of the Scotech
‘School, and we have agaln a body of self-evident, first truths.
The gap, however, between the old and the new is more than an
expanse of years.

Comtemporary reallists are positivists, so far as common
sense is involved, while the Scotch realists were psychological
mefaphysicians. And where the elghteenth century was vitally
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concerned with the furniture of the understanding,--the loglcal
éatégories, out of which our body of propositions sprang,--the
twentieth century ls preoccupled with a positive acoeptahce

of the propositions themselves and the ambition to make their
meaning clearer. Otherwlse put, the o0ld common sengse realists
were curious to discover the machinery of the human mind which,
in the manner of a printing press, 'made' the newspaper of
knowledge out of the raw materials that went into the compli-
cated process, The moderns are content, for the present at
least, to take the process for granted, or as more or less
adequately 'explalned,' and accept positivistically the printed
sheet. Their Job 1s to make clear what 1s not qulite clear, and
thus define general 'facts' in such a way that thelr meaning

1s understood from the speciflc angles which analysils suggests.
In the knowledge situation they hope to make clear the factors
involved in my simple statement, "I see my desk," without
Jeopardizing the common sense demand for an anglysis which
meets the requirements of its general position. If the drift
of the analysis leads to concluslions incompatible with the
pfemises, we must reexamine our analysis, rather than revise
our premises; for, in the first place, we can hardly alter

what 1s neceggary, and secondly, in the nature of things,

common sense isg the final arbiter. We shall have more to say
89

on this question later.
VII. Some Modern English Reallists: Joad, Moore and Ewing.

C. E. M. Joad has written a popular volume of
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philosophlc essays which purport to be aspects of a common

gsense philosophy, and he has, 1n fact, deslignated the title,

90

Essays in Common Sense Philosophy. In the essay, "Our

knowledge of Sensible Objects," he joins with Professor

Dawes Hicks agalnst the idealists, traditional representa-
tionalists and those New Realists {(Messrs. Russell and Moore,
in particular) who fall back into the representationalist
error of having as factors in the knowledge situation, the
knowing mind (A), the idea or image known (B) (though the

term used may be 'sensible quality,' 'sense datum,' 'presented
sensation'), and the physical object which 1s regarded as
being the cause of the 1dea or image (C). Mr. Joad belleves
that factory (A) and (B) suffice, and that these are in fact
‘the only factors involved. In the name of common sense, then,
"we are in perception in contact with Reality 1tself," and
"the divergent perceptions of the same object which are
experlenced by different people and by one person at different
times, are due to the varying contents of the same whole to
which we direct our attention."®l The mind 1s active and
selects dlscriminately content which is part of a whole, and
while the content of the whole exlsts 1lndependently of belng
;pérceived, the separate contents are called intc existence by
the perciplent and exist "gimply by our act of percelving
them." That this 1s a very unsatisfactory account, taking no
cognizance of the significance of memory and error, may be due

td'the author's view that "it 1s the peculiar function of mind
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to know in this way things other than 1tself, a function which
is unanalysable and, if you like, 1nexpllcable."92

Common sense, then, is an authorlity whlch enables us
to criticlze as lnadequate any theory that holds up some

tertium quid coming between the knower and the known, because

of the poslitive demand for a knowledge directly of the object
known, which 1s known as it 1s in reality, and which exists in
its own right apart from the knower and independently of belng
known. Among the numerous propositions meant by common sense,
then, are those which express a naive realism, immediate
knowledge of things Just as they are.
Mr. Moore, in contrast to Joad, agrees that we start
with common sense, for 1t embraces apparently the subject-
- matter of philosophy. He does not agree, however, that the
analysis of what we mean by our common sense views requires
ény one analysis. In other words, the ultimate, detalled phases
of the knowledge situation in no way seriously affect our meaning
~when we assert, "I see a chair." There are certain requirements,
indeed, but once these are satisfied, philosophic refinements
may enter to explain what must be involved in detall, the sole
proviso being, that the final conclusions do not contradict
our genersl premises, that 1s, common sense. Moore has stated
 this point in hils essay, "A Defence of Common Sense."93 1In
~order to make clear what he means by'Gommpn Sensge" he glves a
flist’of ‘primary' propositions,--a ‘'credo' which ordinary
peréons and some philosophers readily assent to, thus differing

- from many other phllosophers who have dlssented. 8o far as

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



68

~ Moore 1g concerned, the propositions of common sense which he

~ 1lists are 3222,94 and philosophy must begin its analysis with

them. For understanding the meaning of a general proposition :

is one thing; knowing what it means "in the sense that we are

able to give a gorrect analysis of its meaning" is another

~ question. This is, of course, a general tenet of the Cambridge
analysts. The point he 1s making, however, establishes for us

the place of common gense in philosophy and thelr generic

difference. Common sense is a body of beliefs (propositions)
whose meaning 1s understood clearly and unambiguousgly by all
men,. and some of these belliefs are truths, and recognized as

certainties. The correct analysis of these meanings is the

business of the philosopher and the frults of hils labors are
proposltions which may or may not have a probability of truth.

The 1ist which Moore presents as comprising some of
the propositions or 'trulsms' included in our 'common sense
bellefs' 1s divided into two groups, one having to do with his

private bellefs, the other with belliefs held in common by all

men : 99

I

A. ‘

1. I have a living human body, which was born, has grown,
and has been in contact with or close proximity to the
earth's surface.

2. At every moment since the birth of my body, many other
things of three dimensions have exlsted; and my body
has been at vaPlous distances from and in various con-
tacts with these things.

3. Among these 'other things' are other living humsn bodles
which have had relations with things. 8Some of these
bodies have dled and ceased to exilst. '
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4. The earth had existed many years before my body was
born, and upon it lived many human bodies at every
moment. Many of these bodies had died and ceased to
exlst before I was born.

1. I am a2 human being and I have had atqdifferent times
many different experiences, of many different kinds:
a. I have percelved my body and other things forming
1ts environment, among them other human bodies.

b. I have obgerved facts about them, e. g. the spatial
relation of 'nearness.’!

¢. I have remembered certaln facts.

d. I have gnticipated the future, and have held many
other bellefs, true and false.

e. I have imagined things.

f. I have had dreams.

g. I have had feelings of many different kinds.

Just as I have a body and have had such experiences (of
the above and of other kinds); so have there been other
bodies which have during thelr lifetime had many
similar experiences.

II

I have knowledge of other gelves gnd of the correspon

dence of their expgrience ang knog%edgg in genergl,
with my experience and knowledge

Moore haolds that all these propositlions are wholly tfue,,and
 points out that II includes the fact that other persons agree
:with him in believing these propositions to be gertaln and
free from error. Besldes, the meaning of these propositions
;is perfectly clear. What the correct analysié is on any
occasion 1e another matter and a difficult question. "It is
obvioﬁs that we cannot even raise the question how what we do

understand by 1t is to be analyzed, unless we do understand

1t 97

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



70

The above propositions imply the reality of material
~ things, of space and time, and of at least one self, and any-
one admitting the truth of these propositions, and yet denying
any of their implications 1s in an ambiguous positlion. Moore
then shows the contradictions whieh occur whén philosophers
deny any of these propositions, e. g. in denying the knowledge
of the exlistence of other selves they have yet referred to
 the existence of other philosophers. FElsewhere, some philos-
ophers have held other views which they have known to be in- .
kconsistent with what they have known to be true. And some

philosophers have admitted only the possibllity of the truth
of these propositions which they term 'Common Sense bellefs,'
that 1s, these propositions are believed, never known for
certain. These latter thinkers, however, in asserting that

. they are belliefs of common sense, generally held, forget that
if theré are such bellefs, they must be true; for'fhey entall
those proposltions asserting the existence of many human beings
beslde the philosopher, the fact that they have had human
bodies, which lived upon the earth, and have had various
' 98

experiences, including bellefs of common sense. Beliefs of
oommon sense, then, must be accepted by philosophers, themselves,
not merely as bellefs, but as truths.'.It should also bo noted
that we ontertain some proposlitions which we know indirectly and
yet know them to be true, that 1s, we know propositions for
which the evidonce has escaped us: we know them, but do not

know how we know them.
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loore concludes by showing that we must accept the

body of 'Common Sense beliefs' as wholly true. All phliloso-
phers have agreed to this view of the world while holding

- views lnconsistent with the features of the common sgense view.
To know anything as a feature of the common sense view 1s 1pso
facto to know 1t as true, for to say we know it is to admit the
“truth of the general proposition II. The beliefs of common

- sense are "extraordinarily vague,! and many views called 'Common
Sénse views' may be false and "deserving of the contempt with

- which some philosophers speak of them." WBut to speak with
contempt of those !'Common Sense bellefs' which I have mentlioned,"
Moore concludes, "Is quite certainly the height of absurdity."99
Finally,_if the above propositions are %rue, others are true,
too, e. g. "That there have lived upon the surface of the
earth not only human beings, but also many different specles

~of plants and animels, ete. etc, n100

In his recent volume, Ideallsm: A Critical Survey,l0l

A C. Ewing likewlse devotes space to the argument from Common
Sense. Phenomenallsm 1s absurd, not only to the ordinary
person, who has never looked into a formal philosophic treatise,

~but also to those philosophers like Hume who after‘sfudy and
long famlillarity with philosophy agree with the ordinary man.
Each appeals to common sense, "a non—inférential but not
therefore necessarily 1rfationa1 conviction which survives the

acld test of philosophic study and criticism."102 Ang Ewing

rightly asks, if solipsism seems absurd and we instinctively
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believe in the existence of other persons (in the full sense
of 'persons'--physically embodied tgouls'103) why there 1s
not the same evidence for the independent exlstence of physi-
‘cal objects? Common sense, 1in fact; agrees that the denial
of independent exlistence in each case 1s contradictory (to
 common gense). Furthermore, if we cannot know physlcal ob-
Jects, but can know only thelr phenomenal effects, this state
of affairs 1s Just as unsatisfaétory as the non-exlsgtence of
ob)ects, yet sclence has proceeded on the assumption that we
cannot know matter in itself but only what 1t is in external
relations. No one can be sald to believe in physical objects
when these are regarded as an unknown something Eausing our
experiencesg, for the unknown may (for -all we know) be
Berkeley's Divine Spirit, Democritus's atoms, or Beelzebub.
On the contrary, the person of common sense knows at
least the size, shape, and relative position in space and

time of physical objects. Ewing also notes that phenomenalism

ynot only suffers within philosophy from the charges of common
sense, but above all in practical affairs, where the phlloso-
pher is "no more qualified to speak than the plain man," we
glve credence to our normal views flatly contradlcted by
phenomenalism. What are these views--in detall which
phenomenalism contradicts? Analysis of our ordinary views

104

reveals elght conditions, which we know to be true and which

phenomenallsm in every lnstance rejects:
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"When we ascribe shape or position to a physiecal object
as exlsting unperceived...we are asserting to a
categorical proposition.' (Not a merely hypothetical
proposition with the phenomenalist.)

By a cause (of our perceptions) we refer to something
actual. (Not to something hypothetical.)

Ascription of spatisl characteristics to lndependently
exlsting oblects is an "essentlal part of the normal
perceptual experience."

A categorical proposgition, e. g. "This is elliptical,"
not only expresses the present, but "forecasts the
future and 1lmplies the past..." (It is not mere
appearance that we have to do with.) And 'is' 1s the
existential 'is.

"Terms such as 'this table,' 'a stone,' 'his hand,'
etc. as usually employed each stand for g particulsr
continuant."

Propositions about physical things are not propositions
about human experiences of fleeting images.

Different persons percelve (e. g. see) the same thing

(Even when some types of representative perception is

held; but in phenomenalism there could be no identical
partic?lar thing of which two or more persons can have
sensa.

Propositions about a humgn being imply hls independence
of other observers and are not propositions about sensa
of these observers.

These elght conditlons are imposed upon our phllosophlic analysils

by our common sense reallsm which makes 1tself evident when we

ask ourselves what we mean by our ordinary statements.

As with Moore, then, Ewing belleves that common sense

is the starting polnt for philosophic analysls. As a collectlon

of propositions whose meaning 1s clear to the ordinary man,

common sense 1s the 1lnevitable starting place for the philoso-

pher, who draws out the full meaning. We start with common
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genge because we cannot start elsewhere--it 1s first in the
order of sublect-matter and has a presumption of truth chiefly

; because the beliefs of common sense and our variety of practices
ana actlons are harmoniously consistent. Ignoring the meta-
physical implications (perhaps we should add, physiologlcal or
blologleal implications), and taking a positivistic attitude,
common sense presents the materlial for philosophy. This--in
substance~-1s the view as I see it of the Cambridge analysts
(rebresented by Moore and Ewing). In an age where the dominant
reaction was in favor of ldeallsm agalnst realism, the appeal
to common sense would be minimized or would take a different
form--possibly on behalf of 'values,! or of a 'comprehensive

world-view,' etc.
VIII. Some Modern English Realists (Cont'd): Stout

\ gtrangely enough, Mr. Stout makes this last appeal as
&8 basls for his metaphysics.105 He does not confine his
'treatment to eplstemological issues, as do Moore and Ewing in
their respective appeals to common sense, but includer the
psycho-physical problem, certaln aspects of the ontologlcal
problem, and then prepares an introductory prolegomena to the
more ultimate problem of the relationship of God and thure.
The scope of his work thus demands a view of common sense,
és gynoptie and all-inclusive. I‘propose to outline what he
presents as significant for the knowledge problem.
Philosophers in general regard common sense not as a

final authority but as "a witness whoge testimony must be
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carefully consldered before it is rejected," and when they
' 'éeh1eve results contrary to it and regard the common sense view
’as false, they take palns to show how we come to have such a
view. We have pointed this out above in considering Hume's
'apology.'106 gtout indicates that the common sense of the
ordinary man is opposed to the speclal sense of the speclallst,
and that in the conflict the ordinary man does not feel dils-
posed to side with the specialist. On the contrary, the ordinary
man feels that there 1s something wrong with a view which 1is
wérped, one-sided, or blased, and lacking in the broad, but
unsclilentific, view of the common sense individual. The speclalld
by means of popular books may win over the ordinary man and
also show him the fruits of his speciallty, e. g. the radlo,
which applied sclence made possible. But in spite of this
_alteration in the original body of common sense bellefs g man
starts out with, there 1s, says Stout, ﬁA class of questions
'in’which nelther the positive explanations nor the acquired
-prestige of the expert are felt to be adequate. . .When, in
the name of sclence, the man in the street 1s told that grass
: 1s not really green, as 1t is really extended, he may bow to
authority: he may even endeavour to understand, and think
that he does understand, the process by which this result is
Vreached, and he may be unable to detect any fallacy in it.
None the less, he covertly retains his misgivings, and, when
he ;s not expressly referring to 'what science teachepy' hils

posltion 1s, in substance, unaffected by i1t. When he looks
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‘gt grass, he still takes 1t to be green as he takes 1t to be
~QXtended.ﬂlO7 The same attitude l1ls reflected in the ordinary
man's respect for the phlilosophlc doctrine of determinism:
.the average man holds two incompatible views, the one of theory
over against the one of practice, for 1nvdally life he still
acts as 1f he possessed freedom of choice.
Since the distinctive aim of the phllosopher is to

give "a coherent account of the nature of the universe as a

whole,"108 common sense and philosophy function similarly. We
have pointed out gbove that thig comprehensive view is early
in the history of man a deslderatum, and that from this angle,
comﬁon sense 1s, wlth Stout, that which may be taken to signi-
fy, "the whole in which the partial views due to one-sided
interest and experlence are so combined and harmonised that
they converge again in a focus."log In primitive 1life there
was more agreement between the 'medicine man' and the ordinary
person because 1life was not so highly speclalized. Today,
howéver, we are beginning to pay the penalty of ovér—speciali-
zation and men are falling to see the forest because of the

110

trees, to use a trite, but true, expressilon. How 1is the

:phllosopher to regard the mass of concrete bellefs and experlenees
‘whlch form common sense? First he must get behind the data
. and by means of critical interpretation "diseriminate what
:assumptions are really essentlal to primitive practical
efficlency from’prejudice due to narrowness and 1gnorance."lll

In attempting this determination, he may appeal to the
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’educated.' This 1s always done, anyway, in testing the value,

1f not the truth, of our thoughts, or érguments: thelr accep-
tance, in the long run, depends upon those quallfied to pass
Judgment upon them. But philosophically we cannot count on a
consensus (which may be very misleading, even if 1t were
possiblevalways to secure such testimony), nor on the so-called
educated (because education i1s always imperfect, and one-sided,
according to some dominant interest of the period). The
phllosopher must always criticlze and correlate one~sided
vleﬁs (and always be on the lookout for the one-sided) by
means of critical methods, employing speclalists where he
finds them helpful, yet allowing for thelr pecullar bias.

At the same time, the phllogopher must keep in mind
the posslibllity of dlscovering any fallacy inherent in human
nature, any origlnal tendency, which can account for common
éense beliefs,-~that is, explain them away, as Hume attempted
to do. If some beliefs persist, in splte of past errors and
inadequacles, these are strengthened rather than weskened in

thelr prima faclie evidence. Assuming that beliefs persist and

no original fallacy has been found the philosopher must siill
consglder the obJectlons advanced. "The mere fallure of this

or that speclalist to find reason for 1t, within the limits

of hils own domain and characteristic methods, ought to count
for nothing."llz If no original fsllacles are discoverable, .

theh, in spite of objectlons launched against common sense,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



78

itfshould be regarded as having a presumptive claim for recog-
nitlon and acceptance. If sc¢ience, a speclal development of
one of the orlginal partial interests of common sense, lgnores
certain aspects of experlence in order to achieve 1ts own
goal, or attempts to interpret the whole in terms of its par-
tial specialty, then common sense is obligated to step in and
agsert 1ts foreeful objection on the ground that a one-éided
view 1s a distortion of reality. The presuppositions of

- seclence cannot be accounted for by sclence itself, and the

question of what ends should be attalned is an important

question forever beyond the reach of a specialty which 1is
concerned with explaining 'the How' rather than !'the What.'119
Disturbed by the dogmatlic one-sidedness of sclence we have
‘but to turn to common sense for other views and for the
synoptic "focus.'

As a body of bellefs, common sense 1ls an expression of
what we know, as well as feel, and otherwisge experience. In
practical affairs true knowledge 1s indispensable. Generally,
from the point-of-view of its success 1n describing situations
and predicting consequences, as well as verifying them, it 1s
not unlike sclence. Now so far as common sense ls concerned
,any‘philosophical criticism of a special philosophical tople,
especlally theory of knowledge, must recognize this primary
fact of adequate knowledge at the common sense level. In fact,
"The ultimate test of any theory of knowledge 1ls 1ts success
in answering the question which falls within its province. It

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



79

sets out to explain how we know what we admittedly do know. It

breaks down if instead of this 1t reaches the result that we
cannot know what admittedly we do know. In that case what it
has achleved 1s only to show that the principles on which it
hag proceeded must be falee." 1% The qemands of common sense
wﬁich must be met by any theory of knowledge are summed up by
Stout as follows:

1 - An iniltial datum is the "distinction a{g correlation
of embodied self and external object."+ld

2 - Any theory of knowledge "1s bound either to reaffirm
' or to find a really workable substitute for the view
of the physical world as a world of things existing
independently of individual experience, locally
geparate from each other, interacting with each
other, and poscsesgsing in themselves the primary and
secondary qualities of matter.®

3.~ The distinctlion which common sense makes practically
"between the appearance of a thing to the senses, and
its own intrinsic nature which persist and changes
independently of variation in i1ts sensible appear-
ance, " must be preserved.

4 - Justice must be done to the causal view of perception
according to which, 'sense-experience, and indeed
"individual experience 1in general, is in some way
determined in the phenomenal order of nature by
physlical conditions: more especially by processes

in 1iving bodles and by the interaction of living
bodles with thelr environment."

Y'Finally, there should be no real conflict between sclence and
common sense, out of which science 1tself develops, and 1in
which it exists 1n a rudimentary'way from the very beginning.

- However, when sclence denles what it has found irrelevant for
1ts‘peculiar purpose there results "apparent conflict between
it and the whole concrete view of reality which constitutes

Common Sense.!' Such wholesale denlgls are unwarranted to
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‘begin with and only end in hopeless confusion and misunder-
  st$nding.

It is apparent by now that Stout has taken great pains
to make explicit what Moore and Ewing have likewlise implicitly
agreed upon in regard to the function of common sense as a
philosophic concept. Stout has summarised his definltion'
succlnctly: Common sense 18 '"a soclial product maintalned and
transmitted from generation to generation throughvthe co-
:Qperation and conflict of many minds in thinking and willlng."116
It 1s the starting point for philosophlc research because it 1is
the concrete body of knowledge (taken in 1ts broadest sense)
from whlich the various specilaltles, science, philosophy, religion,

- art, ete. branch out--the Mother, the loglecal and materlal
parent of specific 'realms of discourse,'! ever-changing, yet
maintaining some propositions which seem to resist change. And
whether we approach it poslitivistically in seeking the correct
anaiysis of 1ts megning, or in addition tackle 1t metaphysi-
célly, to determlne 1ﬁs underlying condltions and its con-
sequences for philosophy--in general, or in some particular
problem--it i1s both the beginning and the end (as a philosoph-
leally enlightened Common Sense) of our progress, gulding us
~positively, correcting us negatively, and yet always regﬁlating

and determining our ultimate destination.
IX. The Common Elements in All Appeals to Common Sense

It 1s a long Jump from Locke to the present, yet there

1s internal evidence that the 'return to nature' begun during
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the Reénaissance and climaxed by its delfication in the century
ffcllowing the father of eplstemology is still making itself
felt phllosophically, if nowhere else, at least in the high
‘esteem with which common sense 1s still regarded. The phi-
i@sophies of experience today are the loglcal consequents of
‘fhe~movement begun in the fourteenth and fifteenth centurles,
‘and the appeal to, or the argument from, common sense 1s
perfectly consistent with the eternal demand for the concrete,
immediately known truthe, inherited in the fixed forms of
language and custom, and corrobérated by everyday events and
perSOnal higtory. The positive appeal to common sense involves
the positlive reaction against any extreme doctrine which 1s felt
to run counter to the simple, homély truths. The cry of "Back
té Common Sense !" may be the indignant demand of a people
frightened by skepticism, or the restrained plea of a philoso-
- phic sect oufraged by an equally extreme doctrine denying the
,reality of space, time and delty. Opposite extremes appeal
to it with equal facllity, for common sense is 1n fact the
~meetlng place of extremes.
| In each of the philosophic doctrines we examlned we

found esgentlally the same elements, with different emphasis |

being placed upon common sense in keeping with the particular
interest of the philosopher. Every instance found common sense

a body of first principles or first truths,ll7 with the em-

phaslis upon belief, 1. e. judgment, thus indicating the con-
viction with which they were held. We found that these beliefs
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- =~=0r propositions--were held universally, were immediately known
(though in some cases, the conclusions were reached first by
others, medlately), and that some of the beliefs were regarded
as necessary. So far as the main doctrine of realism is con-
cerned, we found unanimity. Reid preferred to regard Common
Sense principles as g priori, self-evident truths of the
understanding, which, if not innate, are brought to light

| through experience. Earlier, Hume had likewlse made much of

. common sense belliefs which come of necessity, owing to our
physiological nature, and which save man from the bitter truth
of phllosophy by clothing him in a protective mantle of
111usion. Hence, where Hume was sure of thelr irrationality,
Reld wae convinced of their inherent rationality; though Hume,
too, might have admitted some rationality in the wise fore-
sight of Nature (in providing man with such important facilities
a8 reason) and in man's efficient manipulation of everyday
affalrs., All our philosophers recognize the strong argument
from the 'practical,' and this prime factor recelves due
attention from the moderns under the influence, no doubt, of
pragmatlism. At the same time, the modern Common Sense philbso-
phers are loath to leap into metaphysical speculatlons regarding
the furniture of the understanding; they are satisfiled, rather,

- %o attend to the content, the concrete beliefs, themselves, and
to unravel the implications important for philosophy. Stout
cgrries his analysis fufther, for he 1s building a metaphysics,--

a speculative system. In a sense, he revives the spirit of Reld
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who tried to solve numerous problems while ensconsed in the
‘golid fortress of common sense.

For all the philosophers we have studied, Common Sense
1s a significant concept for philosophy. In a sense it is
necessary, 1. e. phllosophers cannot dismiss it whether they
agree that 1t 1s important or unimportant; besldes, as men they
must rely upon 1t in thelr practical moments. Furthermore, all
philogophers admit that as a body of concrete propositions,
gulding man in his dally intercourse, common sense 1s indispen-
sable; and gs such--some add, "but no further"--a place may be
found for 1t in phllosophy. The Common Sense philosophers hold,

 on the contrary, that practice and philosophy are mutually
related, that the natural beliefs about the universe, rising

- as a product of man's intercourse with Nature, have a pre-
sumption of truth in their favor; hence, they are the stuff out

~of which philosophles are made. Contradictions, they agree,

’ are often the direct result of ignoring Common Sense, as, in
a far more serious manner, absurd theories of the world and
skeptical conclusions are also the consequences of denying the
'first truths' of the understanding. The Common Sense philoso-
-phers, then, are in agreement on the followlng points: They ad-
mit that Common Sense 1ls a valuable, 1ndispensable working

concept in philosophy; that 1t 1s significant, valild and
authoritative--facts which 'experilence-in-general' reveals;
that 1t broadly outlines the scope of a general philosophy,
‘while, at the same time, 1t 1limits and regulates the analyses
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which attempt to solve special issues within a general philoso-
phy--that 1s, i1ts propositions are general truths, known with
certalnty, setting a point which cannot be contradicted wlthout
sacrificing the entire position, known from the first to be
true; that 1t is unfortunately vague and ambiguous, yet at the
game time full of definite meaning, so that as & phllosophic
term 1ts good polnts outweigh the bad . 118 |
If we stop to compare the philosophic concepts of
common sense with the ordinary usage, we find that the former
ig but a careful, coritical refinement upon the latter, and that
at bottom they are possibly of the same genus. By straining
a blt, we can even detect an analogy running through the
| various definitiong. Ordinary common sense as 'normal
intelligence'! is simllar to the necessary truths of the under-
standing advertised by Hume and the Scoteh Schooi. The truths,
‘bellefs, etc. learned from experience are analogous to the
“COntingent truths' of Reild, the 'customary' beliefs of Hume,
ahd, in part, are directly involved in the body of propositions
which Stout and the Cambridge positivists begin with. Finally,
the emphasis upon the general body of beliefs entertained by
 al1 mankind marks out the close kinship the vulgar view has with
8tout's insistence upon thelall—comprehensive, most inclusive
- ‘eclass' in which the separate realms of dlscourse are found,
- partial in themselves, though necessarily contributing to, and

>1n turn benefitting from, the Whole.
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X. Summary
In this section we first pointed Qut that appeal to
common sense in name 1s no guarantee that common sense plajrs 8
unique role in a particular philosophy. Next we attempted to
show how the eighteenth century was favorable for the popularity
of such an appeal as a part of the Nature-lidea, and how Hume
‘becomes the precursor for Reld from the standpoint of both his
skepticism and his regard for 'custom and habit.' After this
we sketched the development of the Scotch School of Common
Sense from Reld through Hamilton and pointed out some similar-
ities between Reld and the Kdnigsberg Professor, Immanuel Kant.
f':The‘preSentation of Hume's views permlitted a comparison between
',jzhé Skeptic and Reld, and we dliscovered that at bottom they had
ﬁuch in common, that, in fact, thelr appeals to common sense
were in eéch case lndispensable for theilr phllosophles. Theﬁ
wé turned to the moderns and found that they regarded common
senéé positivistically and made no attempt to plunge into the.
' me$aphys1ca1 depths. Rather, theilr chlef concern was to draw
‘éﬁt‘the full implications of the common sense position by
; careful analysls and criticism. All agree that common sense
- implies a very deflnlte realism, and that acceptance of common
sense lnvolves the truth of-this realism. Stout, differs from
the positivists in having a'metaphysical goal before him, 1. e.
in attempting to present a synoptic view of reality, which he
- belleves 1s the goal of the philosopher, In conclusion we
tried to show that all the appeals have a common element among
themselves and with the ordinary, non-philosophic use of the

term, common sense.
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NOTES

1. See Dewey, Experience & Nature (2 ed.): Preface, 1ii;
' ‘pp. 2a, 4a, 7-8, 17-18, 21, 36.

2. . Essays in Critical Realism, London, 1920, pp. 7, 15,
| 85 119, £24.

3. Cf. The New Reallsm, New York, 1912, pp. 10, 12-13, 21.

4, The fact that part of a philosopher's 'success' rests
upon the acceptance of his philosophy by common sense,
gives some prima facie evidence of the significance of
common sense. This is also noted by Stout, Op. Cit.

p. 7.

5., With one exception, this 1sg true. In I, 2, iv, he says,
~ WHe would be thought void of common sense who asked on
the one silde, or on the other gide went to glve reason
why '1t is 1mpossible for the same thing to be and not
to be.'" (I have underscored 'common sensge')

. 6. Essay, II, 8, viii: '"Whatsoever the mind perceived in
- 1tself, or is the immediate object of perception, thought,
or understanding, that I call idea; and the power to
produce any idea in our mind, I call quallty of the
subject wherein that power ig."

7. Ibid., I, 3, ix.

8. That i1s to say, when some thinkers ask us to accept thelr

'representative ideas,! 'sensa;' etc. admittedly there 1s

. no way to prove their reference to what they represent.
And unless they do refer to something they are meanlingless.
Our knowledge 1s always of something, even when we only
perceive sensa; but sensa, in turn, derive their signifi-
cance not in themselves, but extrinsically, being like
currency, a medium of exchange, and valueless unless firmly
~and securely backed by cash and good-wlill. Thus when we
are asked to accept the veraclty of sensa on failth, we
are belng asked to reintroduce that which phllosophers
have condemned, namely, the same sort of faith in the
veraclty of our knowledge of an exteranl, independent
reallity. We discuss this same issue below in Part Four,
Section 2.

9. Cf. James Gibson, Locke's Theory of Knowledge and Its
Historical Relations, Cambridge, 1917, pp. 182 ff.

10. ,Santayana, Some Turng of Thought in Modern Philosophy,
 Cambridge Unilversity Press, 1633, Locke, the Frontiers of
Common Sense.
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“11. ©f. Third Dialogue Between Hylas and Philonous, pp. 378,
\ '397. (Bohn's edition, ed. George Sampson, London, 1908,
wvol. 1). In his introduction to the set, Mr. A. J. ;
Balfour, cites a memorandum of the youthful Berkeley:
Wjem. -~ To be eternally banishing Metaphysics, etc.
and recalling men to common sense." And Cf. Principles
Introd. 11, "I proceed to examine what can be alleged in
defence of the doctrine of abstraction, and try if I can
discover what it is that inclines the men of speculation
to embrace an opinion so remote from common sense as that
seems to be." (My italice) Again in the body of his
Principles, 113, he appeals to common sense in support
of his views regarding motion.

13. Principles, 37.

13. "After we came out of the church, we stood talking for some

- time together of Bishop Berkeley's ingenious sophistry to
prove the non-existence of matter, and that every thing in
the universe is meérely ideal. I observed, that though we
are satisfied his doctrine is not true, it is impossible

to refute it. I shall never forget the alacrity with which
Johnson answered, striking his foot with mighty force
agsinst a large stone, till he rebounded from it, 'I re-
fute it thus.! -- Boswell's Life of Johnson, ed. G. B.
Hill, Oxford, 1887, v. 1, p. 471.

14. 1Itself not an 'idea' but a'notion'. Here we have a good
‘ example of the very thing Berkeley warns against in the-
~Introduction to his Principles: the haphazard use of woxrds.
- When he got rid of the material substratum Berkeley had
to place the ideas somewhere, so he retained soul 'substance.®
But he dare not term the soul an Hdea' for two reasons, (1)
~he had to have a subject -~ a knower -- as an indispensable
- element in the knowing situation, in contrast with the known,
~i.e. the ideas (accepting Santayana's criteria, Berkeley
would be a realist -- at the lowest level. Cf. "Three
Proofs for Realism," in Egsays in Oritidal Realism, p. 163);
(38) in order to preserve the soul intact, free and independ-
ent, he had to make it other than an 'idea' (which was de-
pendent), though he might have argued that the soul was a
'special idea' perceived by God -- a view, perhaps, more
consistent with his later mysticism of Sirlis. Here, however,
making the soul an ‘'idea' would be to degrade it to the
level of matter. ‘

15. Cf. Descartes, Meditations on the First Philosophy, etc.
Meditations, III, IV.

16. See below p. 67.
17. See pld above, and Note 31, part one, section 1, p. 19.
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18. TFor the Scottish School see James licCosh, The Scottish

Philosophy, London, 1875; A. Seth Pringle—;attison,
Scottish Philosophy, 4th ed., Edinburgh and London, 1907;

W. R. Sorley, A History of Engllsh Philosophy, New York and
London, 193l. “fmile Brehier, in his Histoire de la Philo-
sophie, Tome II, Fascicule 11 refers to Buifier and Reid
(pp. 331~ 334; 497—499), and to the French followers of
Reid in Fascmcule iii, pp. 647-667.

19. For Kant and Priestley, see above, p 13. In G. Watts Cun-
. ningham's The Idealistic Argument in Recent British and
American PhiloBOth New York and London, 1933, there is
an outline of Ferrier's criticism of Reid (pp. 18-31).
Ferrier showed that Reid's substitution for the Lockean
thedry of representative perception was purely verbal,
and was in fact a partial return to the very 'ideal theory'
~he attacked. This is my own conclusion; see below p.108.

30. McCosh's views may be partially found in his volume on

~ the Scotch School (op. cit.) and in his two volumes, Real-
istic Philosophy, New York, 1887. For a comprehenaive
-survey of the wide influence of Bcotch realism in Amerioca,
I. Woodbridge Riley's book American Philosophy: The Early
Schools, New York, 1907, is invaluable. Cf. pp. 10, 13, 18;

- and the section devoted to Realism, pp. 475 ff. McCosh
also has a chapter devoted to American Philosophy in hls
survey of {the Scotch school, pp. 183-190.

al. Lovegoy's account of the first stages of the realist revolt
- may be found in The Revolt Against Dualism, Open Court,
1930, pp. 7 ff.

&3. COf. the Presidential Address to the British Institute of
. Philosophy, "Philosophy and the Ordinary Man," by Sir Herbert
- Bamuel, (London, 1932). The complaint is lodged that it is
~time to turn from the epistemological controversy to the
more important issues of life which people are vitally con-
cerned with -- waiting for a philosophy, they wait in wvain.

83. 'The identification of common sense and reason was offsn made.

... 84. Bee Topics, I. 1, vi; Prior Analytics, I, 3 iv; Posterior
R Analytics, I, 2, xvi. Hamilton has gathered these refer-
ences in citing the witnesses for the universality of Common
Sense Philosophy. Cf. Reid's Works, v. ii, pp. 771-773.

35. Carl L. Becker, The Heavenly City of the Eighteenth Century,
-~ New Haven, 1932, pp. 30-31.

88. PFor a good analysis of the histories of Fénelon, Fontenelle,
© . @Gibbon, Grimm, Hume, Robertson, Voltaire, Montesquieu, Her-
der, see Becker, op. cit., pp. 88 ff.
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'27.~xdf,,T§§atiee, Part IV, Sections 1 and 3; Enguiry, Section
XII, Part I. =

38. Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Part XII.

29. A. Seth Pringle-Pattison, op. ¢ity,; p. 136, compares Kant's

L remarks, in the First Preface of his COritique, to the effect
that the ideal consists in "a system of the mind ... an in-
yehtory, systematlcally arranged, of all that is given us
by pure reason” with Reid's concluding remarks in the In-
quiry: "A clear expllcatlon and enumeration of the prin—

~eciples of common sense is one of theé chief desiderata in

logic." The Works of Thomas Reid, ed. 8ir Wm. Hamilton,
Edinburgh 1863, (6th ed.), p. 209

30. Reid was a great admirer of Bacon. See Dugald Stewart's
. comment in Works, pp. 9-~123, and p. 300; also pp. 708-713

in A Brief Account of Aristotle's Logic

31. Cf. Essays on the Intellectual Powers, Essay II, ch. Xx,
pp. 280 ff. where Reid points out that what Berkeley avers
to be self-evident appears absurd to the average man who
holds the "sun and moon, the earth and sea as objects" of
knowledge. Reid also eonfesses his early apprenticeship

in the Berkeleyan idealism: ¥.... I once believed this doc-
trine of ideas so firmly as to embrace the whole of Berkeley's
system in consequence of it...." (p. 283)

33. 'Suggest' and buggestion' are one example. (For Reid's use

~ of the term see Part II, section 3, II.)

35. Thomas Reid, by Alexamder Campbell Fraser, Edinburgh and
- London, 1898, p. 23.

34. Op. Cit., p. 97.

35. Ibid,, p. 31. McCosh quotes from Shaftesbury: "Some moral
and philosophical {truths there are withal so evident in
- themselves, that it would be easier to imagine half mankind
to have run mad, and joined precisely in one and the same
spefies of folly, than to admit any thing as truth which
should be advanced against such natural knowledge, fundamen-
tal reason and common sense." McCosh does not cite the re-
ference wnich ig to Shaftesbury's Characteristicks ( 2 ed.
1714), the essay entitled, "SENSUS COMMUNIS; An Essay on
the Freedom of Wit and Hu@our " p. 146. REId quotes this
- ‘same passage along with other exerpts in Essay VI, ch. ii,
~Intellectual Powers. At the close of the essay "SENSUS
COMMUNIS"™ there are these remarks, "But shou'd you find I
- had moraliz'd in any tolerable manner, according to Common
‘Sense and without Ganting, I cou'd be satisfy'd with my
';Performance # (Pt. 4, sec. iii, p. 149)
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36. I am indebted to Brehier, op. cit., p. 331 ff. for the ac-
count of Buffier's writlngs The translation is mine.
Hamilton also quotes from Father Buffier in (Reid's) Works,

pp. 786-7, and Reid notices him in Intellectual Powers,
Works, pp. 467-68. A matter of historical interest is the
_accusation appearing in the 1780 English translation to the
effect that Reid and his followers had plagiarized Buffier.
(Noted by McCosh, p. 330, Note 1). Reid was stoutly de-
fended by Stewart in his Elements, v. ii, pp. 63-64 and by
Hamilton. The latter points out, (p 789, op. cit.) that
in Reid's account of Aristotle's logic, published ten years
after the Inguiry, the author says, "I have lately met with
- a very judicieus treatise, written by Father Buffier."
Suffice it to say that it is really impossible to trace the
philosophic concept as employed by Turnbull, Hutcheson and
Reid. If it were at all important the chances are that
one could find much evidence that Locke approached the con-
cept as used by the Scotch thinkers in his appeal to
'natural law' and %o intuition.!

37. Brehier, p. 333.
38. 1Ibid

39. And, for that matter, compares Locke's remarks: "God has
furnlshed men with faculties sufficient to direct them in
the way they should take, if they will but seriously employ

- them that way, when their oxdinary vocations allow them the
leisure." Essay, IV, 30, iii.

40. Intellectual Powers, Works, p. 435.
41. Inguir s Woxrks, p. 108.
43. 1Ibid, p. 97.

43. This 1list is in the Intellectual Powers, Essay VI, ch. v,
. pp. 441-452. -

44. Reid admits, p. 443, that "If any man asks a proof of this,
I confess I can give none." It remained for Kant to use
the transcendental method to prove the necessity of the
transcendental unity of apperception.

45. Of. Inquiry, p. 199; ‘YHowever, we agree with the author of
the 'Treatisé® of Human Nature,® in this, that our belief of
the continuance of nature's laws is not derived from reason.
It is an instinctive prescience of the operations of nature,
very like to that prescience of human actions which makes us
‘rely upon the testimony of our fellow-creatures; and as, in-
formation from men by language, so, without the former, we

. s8hould be incapable of receiving the informatlon of nature
by means of experience.¥
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46. Contained in Chapter VI, pp. 452 ff. (Intellectual
' Powers)

47. In Reld's Essays on the Active Powers of Man there is
an interesting chapter on the idea of power, Works,
pp. 520-522.

48. See Note A, "On the Philosophy of Common Sense," Works,
pp. 770-803.

49. Works, p. 434.

50, Pp. 99-104. And pp. 245 ff., Essay II, Intellectual
Powers.

51. See especlally, Inquiry, pp. 182 ff.
’52. Intellectual Powers, Works, p. 423.
k53. Ibid., p. 421.
54. Ibid., p. 422.
65. See page47 above, and reference, Note 40.

56. Several authors have indicated that Reld approaches
Kant's critical philosophy. A. Seth Pringle-Pattison
notes this, pp. 109-149, op. cit., and McCosh, p. 224,
cltes one of Reld's Mss. papers to show an anticipation
of the distinctlon between analystlic and synthetic Judg-
ments. Reld said, "In some first principles...the
sublect ineludes the predicate in the very notion of it.
There are other first principles in which the predicate
is not contained in the notion of the sublect, as when
we affirm that a thing which begins to exist must have
a cause."

57. Intellectual Powers, Works, p. 430.

H8. This is his first proposition regarding First Principles
o in General, X 1ibid., pp. 434 ff.

’59; The second principle in general, p. 435.

60. The third proposltion, p. 436.

61. The last principle, p. 437.

’62.‘ Cf. below, Division V, p. 60.

63. Works, p. 26. Stewart adds, that "Such truths no man
- but a philosopher ever thinks of stating te himself in

words; but all our conduct and all our reasonings proceed
on the supposition that they are admitted." (p.27)
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65.
660

67.

68.

69.

70.
o7,

72.
73.

740;

75.

76.

93

Supplementary Discussions, Works, p. 742 ff.
Ibid., p. 743.

Cf. Reid's Principle Five (under contihgent truths),
above, p.48.

I do not mean to assert that the definition given is
common, as 1t stands, to all the members of the Scotch
School. Reld gives numerous definitions, but I believe
that they all imply this more generlc one which certainly
expresses his ripest reflections, Just as the varlous
attempts of the several members of the School are summed
up in the unsatisfactory attempt of mine. There 1s
dlfference in expression, but I belleve unanimity in
meaning.

See reference to Burns gbove, p.l14 and quotations
included.

There is no evlidence that Kant, e. g., had ever read one
writer of the Scoteh School. (I am excluding the Scotch
Hume, whose Treatise never reached XKant.)

More about this is said below, p.l43 ff.

I am not implying that, "It is false that philosophers ever

argue from prejudice, superstition or passion.®

See Intellectual Powers, Works, pp. 437-441.

For full context, see above p. 47.

This concurs with A. X. Rogers' ppinion, English and
American Philosophy Since 1800, N. Y., 1928, p. 4.

"...In reallty, Common Sense holds nothing of Philosophy,
nor needs her ald. But, on the other hand, Philosophy...
has no other rot$t but the principles of Common Sense; 1t
grows out of them, and draws its nourishment from themn.
Severed from this root, its honours wither, its sap is
drled up, 1t dles and rots." Inqulry, Works, p. 101.

Hume's Endquiry, 1. e. An Enquiry Concerning Human
Understanding, Section V, Pt. i. (I shall refer to
Hume's work as the Enquiry in contrast with Reld's

Inquiry.)
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79.

- 80.

81.

82.
83.
84.

85.

- 86.

93

Disillusionment does not always entall deapalr, though
quite often the two go hand in hand. The Faith of the
18th century was too great to stop at a little intellec-
tual discouragement. Had there not been serious apathy,
on the other hand, enthusiasm for reform might not have
culminated in the conflagration of feeling which spread
into the revolutionary holocaust.

Cf. Enquiry, Sec. XII, pt. 11 (Open Court ed. p. 170):
"And though a Pyrrhonlian may throw himself or others

into a momentary amazement and confusion by his profound
reasonings; the first and most trivial event in 1life will
put to flight all his doubts and scruples, and leave him
the same, in every polnt of actlion and speculation, with
the philosophers of every other sect, or with those who
never concerned themselves in any philosophical researches,
when he awakes from his dream, he will be the first to
Join in the laugh against himself..." Cf. Treatise,

Part IV, sec. 1.

"Since 1t is not from knowledge or any sclentific
reasgsoning, that we derive the opinion of the necessity
of a cause to every new production, that opinion must
necessarily arlse from observation and experlence. The
next question, then, should naturally be, how experience
glves rise to such a principle?" Treatlse, , Part 111,

‘Secion 111 (Everyman ed., pp. 84-85)

The "princliples of connexion or assoclatlon we have
reduced to three, namely, Resemblance, Contigulty and
Causation. Enquiry, Sec. V, Part 1i. Cf. Treatise,
Part III, Sec. vi)

This and the two following quotations are taken from the
Treatise, Part IV, Section 1. The 1talics are in the
original.

Inguirz, Chapter I, Sec. vi.

Enquliry, Part IV, Sec. 11.

Ibidj (In the Everyman edition, pp. 193-202; 203; 205-
207.

See my opening remarks above, p.6e

Enquiry, Sec. I. While this 1s an attack upon the popular
phllosophy of common sense 1t 1s indeed no polemic

agalinst the phllosophy of Reld. For one thing, Reld's

Inqulry did not appear until seventeen years later; for
another, when Reld submltted his Mss. to Hume, the latter
commended him, saying, "It is certailnly very rare, that a
piece so deeply philosophical 1g wrote with so much spirit,
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88.

89.
0.

9l.
. 92,

94

and affords so much entertalnment to the reader..."
(The Letters of David Hume, ed. J. Y. T. Greig,
Oxford, 1932, v. 1, p. 375) Reld acknowledges Hume's
kind remarks in a letter which may be found 1in the
Works, p. 91.

Kant's noumenal world 1g a Humean hangover, as well as
a Lelbniz-Wolff vestige. Kant, more so than Hume, 1s
closer to the common sense position; for he starts
with organized experience and finally ends there, making
1t the real, so far as common sense and philosophic
(end scilentific) knowledge are concerned. Besides, the
factors which make experience possible are discoverable
within experience--as essential phases of experlence.
Hume seems to confuse the eplstemological and ontologl-
cal issues from the start. If he meant to say that
ontologically nothing exlsts but 'perceptions' (in the
broad sense, including 'idess'), and yet, eplstemologi-
cally, we nevertheless do know an external world,
apparently independent and continuous, he would have
been clearer, though the problem of how we come to
experience the apparent world remained. Both are
philosophical problems. We cannot speak of 'philosoph-
1cal reasoning' in ontology and 'moral reasoning' in
eplstemology without subjecting ourselves to the
Justifiable charge of partisanship. Hume held that
'morel reasoning' comes to the surcease of skepticism
(Enquiry, Sec. XII, Part 1ii.) which springs out of
'philosophic! reasoning, supplying that for which there
is no evidence, and Kant resorts in his Practical
Reason to the postulates of God, Freedom and Immortality,

‘shown in the Pure Reason to be unknowable. In each there
" 1s tacit respect for common sense, if not full acceptance

of its obvious conclusions.

For g careful account of Russell's position, see Lovejoy,
Op. Cit. ] ppc 195""221.

See below, p. 148 ff,

C. E. M. Joad, Essays in Common Sense Philosophy, London,
1919.

Ibid., pp. 465-46.

Ibid., p. 46. It should be indicated here that Joad's
later views have outgrown his early nalve realism.
According to his own statement, he "gradually advanced
from a more or less naive realism of the Meilnong type
(advocated in his Egsays, above) ...to the more extreme
position known as neo-realism."' (Contemporary British
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94.

95.
96.

97.
- 98.

99.
100.
1017
102.
103.

104.
~ 105.
106.
107.
108.

95

Philosophy, ed. J. H. Mulrhead, London, 1925, v. ii,
p. 159.)

Contemporary British Phllosophy, pp. 193-223.

He admlts that there may be some 'propositions of common
gense' which are false. These, however, are not includeéed
in the list he gives.

I have paraphrased in some cases, but for the most part
the wording is essentially that of Moore.

This 1s paraphrased from pp. 195-196, op. cit., and'the
above propositlons extend from pp. 194-195.

Ipid., p. 199.

Ibid., p. 206.

Ibid., p. 207.

Ibid., pp. 207-208.

A. C. Ewing, Idealism: A Critlcal Survey, London, 1934.

Ibid., p. 292.

This 1s my parenthetlcal comment. Ewlng apparently
agsumes that the analogy 1s self-evident here; he is
more expliclt later, on page 299, where he says, "It is
obvious that any proposition I assert about a particular
humen being implies his independence of any observers
and is not merely a proposition about the sensa of these.
But if sc 1t 1s difficult to avoid holding that this 1is
the case with propositions about his body, since, when

I say, e. g. that he 1s in the room or 1is in good health,
I am certalnly not usually speaking only of his mind,

and in that case 1t would be senseless to oppose a
silmilar view of propositions about other physical things."

Ibid., pp. 296-299.
G. F. Stout, Mind & Matter, N. Y. & Cambridge, 1931.

See above, p.

Op. Cit., p. 3.
Ibid., p. 4.
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-111.
112.
113,

| 114.
115.

 11s.
117.

118.

26

Ibid., p. 5.

This aside is mine, not Stout's, yet it expresses what
he 1s saying.

OPQ cito’ ppc 6"‘70

Ibid., p. 10.

Ibid., p. 13.
Ibid., p. 241.

This first demand, along with the others, 1s stated on
pPp. 242-244.

Ibid., p. 8.

'First' in three senses; as logleally prior, in that
phllosophy entalls Common Sense; as materlially prior,
in that Common Sense mresents the concrete data with
which one philosophizes; temporslly prior, in that
Common Sense comes before any philosophy or any philo-
sophic ‘'interest.'

The polnts of agreement listed in this division are
not included specifically in each case, though they
are implicit in each Common Sense phllosophy. See
Part Two, Section 3.
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Part Two. The Function of Common Sense
Within the Common Sense
Philosophies.

Section 1. The General Problem of the
Common Sense Philosopher.

I, Introduction.

The purpose of Part Two is to make more explicit
what has already been partially outlined, namely, the distinctive
function of Common Sensel within the philosophies which
appeal to it. We have been forced to explain at some length
the function df the concept within the various philosophies
in order to make clear the definition of the term. It will
be noted that logically speaking we have thus indicated both

~ its intension and extension, though not exhaustively.d Taking

it in its most general sense, as including both the ordinary
and the philosophic employment, we have outlined the logical
~ comprehension of the term. We have seen that it comprehends a
vast number of applications and uses, and that in its philo-
sophic significance it has enjoyed extensive use, reaching
its maturity during the eighteenth century and experiencing
new youth in the present twentieth century revival. I be-
lieve that we have a fair ploture, in good pastel tones, if
not in precise ghiaroscuro, of these two aspeots. It re- |
mains for me to attempt to point out more definitely the
internal signifiocance of the concept within the philosophic
organism.

In ordinary life extremes of every kind are resisted

by an obstinate conservatism. The reason for conservative
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action, however, is not always so obvious: it may be fear, it
may be superior insight learned from early acquaintanceship
with unwise extremes, it may be sheer inability to understand,

- or there may be countless other explanations., The strange thing
ié?that all parties oconcerned believe they possess the sole truth,-
both extremes, and the middle‘ground; and stranger still is the
fact that the mean, in so far as it is eclectic, is composed in
part of earlier extremes which have been incorporated into it,

in due time, and éfter passing the test of utility in practice
or in thought, as an end or as an instrument. It is also true
that the passage of time has found many final death blows given
to0 so~-called extremes, some of which have been excavated at a
later date from old remains and found, like fragments of an
ancient civilization, to be intrinsically beautiful and true.
The mean, however, does not always triumph; sometimes one
extreme replaces another--with equally unsatisfactory results.
The history of thought has borne out both of these phenomena.
The genius of an Aristotle completed the devastation done to the
science of the atomists with the result that soience was held
haék a mere couple of thousand years; and eclecticism early
paved the way for a universal philosophy of the Christian world.

- II. The Clash of Systems and the Common Sense Protest.
’ As far as philoadphy is concerned, eclecticism, con-
7aervatiam, or common sense do not always play such prominent
parts during a particular era. And no one system sweeps the
learned world, for there is always somebody of oritics lying in
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wait to pounce upon each new candidate. Usually, in the
ordinary-world-at-large, common sense is an adequate
tphilosophy! for the average person. This universal philosophy
(common sense) functions somewhat after the manner outlined
above in Part One, Section 1. Philosophers are in part men of
common sense, 80 it is natural to expect some of them to
react, in the name of common sense, agalnst any extreme
doctrine which violates their beliefs and practices. This
reaction may be common to most men, but the philosopher, with
his special learning and technique, can make explicit and
formidable what is only vague and impotent in the protest

of Everyman. Thus rises a philosophy of Common Sense.

There have been many reactions and counter-reactions
to philosophies of a type expressing a generdl, all-inclusive
view of things. In faot, attacks and counter-sttacks have been
80 numerous a8 to make many persons despalr of philosophy it-
self, and this same vaccilation has always offered ready
powder for the skeptic!s guns. An age of Idealism will follow
‘& period of Realism, only to give way to a metaphysical
realism of extreme materialism; ages of faith and religion
bow to syocceeding periods of agnosticism and atheism; what

has been shown erroneous yesterday will be revived tomorrow,

and demonstrated away the following morning. It is an easy
thing to point out the clash of systems or doctrines and
easy, also, to draw the conclusion that philosophy is getting
nowhere. But this is a betrayal, (1) That the coritic has
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either, (a) only a superficial knowledge of philosophy, in

its soope, and in its specific problems; or (b) no tolerance;
(2) That he has failed to grasp the logic of the situation in
leaping to his generalization; (3) That in denouncing the fu-
tility of philosophy, the critic is setting up his own philosophic
generalization, viz., that all philosophy is futile. (Something
else, perhaps, poetry has the sole insight into Reality). The
thorough student of philosophy readily perceives the agreement
underlying the party-tags of the various faotions, knows how
many battles are battles of words in which philosophers, as
Berkeley said, lose themselves in their own dust, and quickly
admits that philosophy cannot answer every question.

Extremes are to be anticipated in a universe of infinite
variety. The birth of a genius presages creation of speculative
flights, half-mad visions of the Ineffable and vsrious mpgstiocal
trances. When these 'truths' are finally put into words to
coﬁvey their esoteric meaning they'are open to misunderstanding,
of course, and if they are understood at all, they must submit
%o the examination of Everyman along with the host of philosophic
experts. én;the controversy which follows, the conviction
of the Mystic, while highly valuable as an 'experience!,bis
not sufficient to meet the rival convictions of the ordinery
man. In a few cases the average person may accept some authority
as final, but even then he wants to know why the obvious is not
obvious and why this particular vision is to be accepted in

" ﬁmeferance to any other revelation. The facts of life and

theory have to square in the long run, and the former, apprehended
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in their sensuous concreteness, have a preeminence even when

the whole material world is regarded symbolically as a poor
‘reflection of the eternal world. The things men live in
contact with throughout a lifetime are essential to the con-
tinuance of life itself, and the ideas, or the One, are remote
frém the Many spatially, as well as metaphysically. Hence,
when some hermit brings his message of spiritualism, eradic-
ating all evil'along with all matter, the ordinary distinctions
between the 'material! and the 'spiritual' are stoutly in-
gisted upon in reaction and the sage is called upon to show
how the distinction is falsely arrived at. He may succeed
- in convincing mankind that he is right in theory, but
ordinary life will continue as before and the customary
distinctions will be made.
The philosophic reaction in the name of Common Bense
‘ has been something of the kind we have suggested above. At
first, in the early stages of the debate, a specific issue
is met by a general protest that common sense has been wiolated;
later, when the full implications of the particular philosophic
problem are brought out and organized into a system, the
~protest is reiterated more vehemently--one general system is
met by another. This specific citation of transmutations among
certain 'fixed'® species of lower animel and plant life may be
met by a faint protest in the name of common sense, but it is
~unlikely, since its application is too limited and narrow to
~affect the interests of mankind and only a bhologist is likely

to make the protest. Extend the evolutionary concept to in-
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clude, as members of the class, the more highly developed
animals, and the protest grows stronger--a few more stones
tumble down the mountain side. When the inevitable step is taken
and the concept is made to include man, the accumulated feeling
of centuries roars down upon the poor theorist in an avalanche
long before understanding of the new concept oecurs. One of the
tests (by no means the only one) of the truth of a conceptvis
its acceptance in the long run by society at large.Acceptance
~means that the cogency of the theory and the proofs readily
observable in experiment have been received by reason. Today
we are not at all disturbed by evolutionary doetrines;s, in

. fact, we have absorbed them into common sense and tend to
- look upon most questions from the evolutionary poiht of view,

The evidence of past history is in favor of the per-

. sistence of a realistic point-of-view from the very beginning.%
‘This continuity further implies that efforts to overthrow it
have been unavailing and that no newer doctrines have been in-
',cexporated in the ocommon sense of mankind to replace it, as in
~ the reception of evolution. This same body of truths, known as
common sense, is a very positive, certaln doctrine. Hence,

: thé sppearance of either some other positive doctrine which

contradictes common sense or some negative dootrine of skepti-

cism which denles common sense is a signal for the protest we

have been talking about. We have seen that Reid's generasl
 §nswer was an appeal to Common Sense, as possessing a body of

éelf-evident propositions, against the skeptical conclusions of

Hume's philosophy; that the present reaction is generally

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



103

directed against idealism or, narrower, agalnst representative

| perception, on the ground that our ordinary beliefs imply some
form of realism, and against the inadequacies of the one-
sldedness of science.

Because of the ambigulty of the term Common Sense,
philosdphers soon realize the need of showing how their géneral
appeal implies very good reasons in some restricted issue for
this appeal. In brief, they are showing why there is justific-

- ation for setting up Common Sense as an guthority, since the

. mere appeal to authority is in bad favor today, in the first

. place, and because the appeal to Common Bense is usually
taken for a plea on behalf of vulgar common sense, in the
second instance. All Common Sense philosophers, however, have
recognized that some distinction must be made between the
vulgar and the philosophic concepts if only for the sake of
treatment. They have agreed also that the presence of some

- 8hifting, ever-changing elements does not deny the pdssibility
of & nucleus of persisting, unchanging elements; that, in fact,
these do exist in a general way, and that until they are dis-
Proved they have a claim for acceptance by all men.

III. Analysis of the General Argument from Common Senee.

Common Sense first emerges, then, as a concrete general
term, indicating an interpretation of Reality and attitudes

1 ~of all kind toward Reality, and including numerous tisms! in
 its intensional aspect. From the standpoint of ontology and
epistemology (the 'what' and the 'how' in the knowledge
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situation), realism is held to be one intensional factor,
and with this in view some philosophers have felt justified in
making an appeal to Common Sense. Where they have not yet
fully analyzed the implications of this one aspect in connection
with a particular problem, they make their appeal in the nanpe
of the general, knowing (i.e: being convinced, psychologically,
and thereby judging) that there is some further analysis yet
undiscovered, which nevertheless must be because of the
;ggneral meaning. All the time, their opponents, phenomenalists
of the most extreme, solipsistic kind, e.g., may be offering
a strictly demonstrated argument which proves that they are
~right, and the Common Sense philosopher, knowing that he
is right, his opponents wrong, cannot adduce any argument
proving his own position or disproving his opponent's position.
"g~Bnt the opponent 1s also in a predicament, for he cannot
prove that the Common Sense position is wrong; all he cen prove
18 that he is right, and therefore, Common Bense must be wrong
’by the Law of Non-contradiction. It is true that the pheno-
menalist may attempt to show how the 'illusion'® of the Common
Sense position naturally arises; but this is quite different
from refuting the Common Sense propositions.
| We may have this situation, then: Philosopher A
(phenomenalist) advances X, which he finds contradictory to
Common Sense, and supplements his philosophy with X! (an
; ~ explanation of the'fllusion' of Common Sense) B (Common Sense

‘philosopher) asserts his general Common Sense objection *z#
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(while seeking Z, the philosophical analysis of his general
- position), finding it incompatible with X. It is X or #2¥
(Common Sense), so far. But B may show, upon reflection, that
X could not be, that not-X is true.® This does not theoretically
- strengthen his positidn, since something else, perhaps Y
(not Common Sense "Z") is the true stand; and A mey make this
claim in his obstinate refusal to admit the cogency of Bls
general stand. At this juncture B can show A that where he
~(B) has a strong belief about things, A is left with nothing
but doubt, and next show that conducet requires just the beliefs
of B's position, in fact, belies A's old position (X = phené-
,‘menalism), and peihaps, in addition, gives no credence what-
soever to Y. Now, if A holds that conduct and philosophy
can be exclusive, B has only to show that 1t is incumbent
upon A to prove his position, since he is now taking just
the stand he criticized in B, viz. arguing merely from the
authority of his beliefs. If A agrees that there is harmony
| between philosophic belliefs and practice, he is essentially
| in agreement with B, who has shown that there is a necessary
connection in general, between what we believe and how we act
(e.g. we treat persons, not as if they were phenomenal ex-
~_perieénces, impressions or ideas, but as particular existents,
_ having a body like ours and experiences analogous to our own).
At best, what A can show is that, (1) No proof is possible
'(on the ground that none yet has been forthcoming, or for some

other equally untenable reason), or (2) if B should advance
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some theory, supposedly in harmony with Common Sense, Z, that
Z is false. But then A has not shown that B's general
position "Z¥% is false, but that B's specific analysis Z is
false. We have now arrived at the place where both are in
 general agreement, acknowledging that analysis X and 2 must be
dismissed as false and looking for the proper analysis of the
Common 8ense positions, not Z, but perhaps something like 37,
since Common Sense so far as it goes, ®ZW, has a presumption
~ of truth in its favor. |
All the arguments from Common Sense in their most
general scope take this form, I believe. If we:overlook the
inadequacies of the term, together with all the irrelevancies,
errors, and falsehoods it contains, and aocept it on its face-
value, ag& a concrete general term, possessing some relevant
‘1meaning for the knowledge situation, I feel that it must be
admitted as a valuable philosophioc conoep'b.6 Protests, then,
like Reld's are a valuable beginning for further philosophic
aﬁalysia, though hardly adequate in themselves. Common Sense
a8 a general term points out extremist errors and in calling
 men back to the normal mean, prepares the way for a philosophic
- answer, in connection with specific problems,or in satisfying
demands for & synoptic view. It is not only 'useful! (and
therefore pragmatically true) in harmonlzing philosophy and
conduct, but also, in so far as persistent, reourrent 'beliefs!
,_’are concerned, 'regulative'--pointing to some necessary

-analysis, intensionally..
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NOTES

1. Following Stout's example I shall hereafter designate

_ the general philosophic concept with caplitals, reserving
the lower case letters for the customary, non-phllo-
sophical use of the term.

2. The limitations of human knowledge preclude this, es-
peclally with such a general term as Common Sense. The
concrete individual, apparently known in every detail,

18 never exhausted, and it 1s doubtful whether 'simples'
in faet exist. Some qualities, e. g. 'redness' seem to
be obvious atomic facts-~taken intensionally; extension-
ally thelr application and use in concrete instances

is unlimited.

3. In some quarters--primarily the'state of Tennessee--the
doctrine 1s regarded as simply a 'theory,' and for this
reason lnadmissable as a sclentific fact. On the other
hand, there have been numerous'proofs'! of evolving
specles under the control of the sclentist, and there
seems to be presumptive evidence, in the light of pre-
historic discoveries, of man's development. The
poslitivistic sclentist who welcomes as data only what
can be immedlately observed seems to be restricting
himself unduly.

4, The evidence of language 1s strong, indeéd, showing that
realist distinctions were incorporated into the signs,
thus retalning definlite meanings. Terms--loglcally and
linguistically--reflect certain original 'differences’
--between persons, things, and objects (or !'forces')
beyond perception. It is this difference of kinds, in
contrast with the reduction of all apparent differences
to a monlstic reality, which sharply distingulshes
realism from ldealism.

5. He may show that thelr argument 1s loglcally impossible
if A 1s a solipsigt, since an argument requlres at least
two persons. If A holds that an argument does not
necessarily require B in addition to A, B has only to
assert that his own poslition, from his own standpoint,

- mugt be correct, since he alone affirms it and knowm
no argument against it. In addition, he can ask, Who
1s A anyway,--since by hypothesis he cannot exlst?

6. Final word must be reserved until later. See p. 310,
- below.
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Section 2: Two Common Sense Treatments of Particular Issues.

I. Introduction.

Granting that the general appeal to Commqn Sense

is an imposing weapon against such extremes gs phenomenalism,
were a philosopher to rest content with his generality, he
would soon find himself the object of ridicule, fit only

for verbal polemics, and too often the butt of satire

at the hands of his literary opponents. The game of mockery
and persiflage thrives on easy generalities, a fact which
accounts for its popularity. Philosophy, however, moves not in |
the realm of the tenuous, but among fine distinetions, clear-

ly made, and accurately tested; and these require care,

caution and attentive reasoning,-a fact which no doubt

explains the unpopularity of philosophy. The next step,

then, for the Common Sense philosopher, after he has launched ;
‘hie general protest, is to make his position definite on the
particular issues raised by his opponent, Even if no answer
is possible in the nature of things he is not excused from
the effort; for he cannot know a priori that no answer is
possible--at best he can assert that such is probably the

case in view of very definite reasons. The hope that a

satisfactory conclusion may be somehow reached is what drives
the philosopher on and the seeking is often its own reward.

II. Reid's Attempt to Analyze the Knowledge Problem,

The Common Sense philosophers whom we have studied
did not shirk their philosophic obligations. Reid, above
all, made a serious effort to retrace the steps of the

"ideal theory" in order to determine what errors lead to
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the inevitable skepticism of his fampue predecessor. From the
- first philosophers have employed representative perception
theories, that is, they have felt the need for somerinter-
mediary, an image,--a sdmething like the object--which the
mind directly perceives, since by hypothesis and by common
 gense the object itself does not enter the mind, and which, in
turn, enables us to know the material world as something very
much like the sensation or impge. In short, philosophers
have adopted uncritically many‘metaphois, among them being
_those of the 'reflection! or the 'mirror-image!, and have
allowed them to become dogmas, little realiéing that éome -
of them are the source of subjectivism and skepticism.l
"But let us, as becomes philosophers," says Reid, "lay aside
authority; we need not, surely, consult Aristotle or Locke,

to know whether pain be like the :point of a sword."3 . Experience
‘and common‘sense tell us that pain and a sword-point are "as
unlike as the passion of anger is té those features of the
countenance which attend it."S® Those philosophers who have
_eliminated the material world on the ground that things and
sensations are identical have done so because of an "idol of
the imagination." There is nothing wrong with their logic;
their conclusions must follow. We can, however, do two -
things: show that their premises are false; or, in the

absence of criticism hold out for common sense against reason
(since there is something wrong somewhere, and we cannot locate

: "’the error at this time), later attempting to construct a
theory in harmony with common sense. "But are we to admit

’

‘nothing but what can be proved by reasoning? Then we nmust be
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sceptics indeed, and believe nothing at all."4 Brute facts,

~which all men believe, are more potent than hypotheses.5

Reid, therefore, proceeds to attack the ideal systems, as he

calls it, in both the Inguiry and the Izitellectual Powers,

holding out the beliefs of common sense, i.e. our conviction
that we immediately know, not ideas or representations or
sensations, but extended material things.
Having shown how other theories are false, Reid's
next objective is to give a positive account of perception.
He reveals his debt to Berkeley in several ways and, according
to Hamilton,? may be termed an egoistic idealist on the
fstrength of his analysis in the name of Common Sense. How
does this happen--that a Common Sense philosopher terminates
in subjectivism? In the first place, let us see what factors
enter’into our perception of any object by smell.8 Here is
ka bottle of rare perfume. The most poignant factor in the per-
ception is the sensation of the exotic smell itself. SCience'
tells us that objects give off effluvia, and we know that,
unless our organs of reception and our nervous system are in
good condition, we shall not enjoy the perfume with all its
delightful suggestions. We have, then, the medium, the organ
of smell, perhaps a mechanical or chemical activity which ig
transferred somehow to the nerves or ‘animal spirits,® and the
gensation which differs from all these factors necessary to
its existence and having neither place, color, figure, or
~likeness to anything is located only in a sentient being.
But so far we have no assurance that the effluvia come from a

definite object; in fact, we are no better off than Berkel
, | ey.
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Lest we wonder, Reid reassures us that a sensation
necessarily carries with it in some mysterious manner belief |
both in its own existence and in an external cause. The technical
term is taken from Berkeley--"suggestion," "We all know,"
argues Reid, "That a certain kind of sound suggests immediately
tc the mind, a coach passing in the stbeet; and not only pro-
duces the imagination, but the belief, that a coach 1s passing.
Yet there is here no comparing of ideas, no perception of
agreements or disagreements, to produce this belief: nor is there
the least similitude between the sound we hear and the coach
we imagine and believe to be passing."9

The importance of this doctrime of suggestion for the
Inguiry may be gathered from the paragraph which follows the
’above quotation.

"It is true that this suggestion is not natural
and original; it is the result of experience

and habit. But I think it appears, from what
hath been said, that there are natural suggestions:
particularly, that sensation suggests the notion
of present existence, and the belief that what

we perceive or feel does now exist; that memory
suggests the notion of past existence, and the
belief that what we remember did exist in time
past; and that our sensations and thoughts do
also suggest the notion of a mind, and the belief
of its existence, and of its relation to our
thoughts. By a like natural principle it is,
that a beginning of existence, or any change

in nature, suggests to us the notion of a cause,
and compels our belief of its existence. And, in
like manner, as shall be shewn when we come to
the sense of touch, certain sensations of touch,
by the constituion of our nature, suggest to us
extension, solidity, and motion, which are nowise
like to sensations, although they have been hitherto
confounded with them."

An original principle of our nature thus assures an external
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object, as cause of our sensations, and a difference between
them (the object and the sensation), so that it is impossible to
‘hold that the esse of a thing is percipi. Now, how are we to
meet the plain man's demend for the objectivity of secondary
qualities, say of our perfume's fragrance? Reid shows that odors
,dr smells are objective and that we can say that ‘'smell! is in
the thing, though the sensation-~smell can occur only when some
sentient being perceives the object. Difficulty arises from the
~use of the same term to denote both the objective quality which |
is sensed and the subjective state of senéing.lo We do not know
this distinction a priori; we learn it from experience, which
warrants the causal connection, owing to constant conjunction,
between the smell-in-~the-~thing and the smell-sensed-in-the-mind, 11l
' In Humean language Reid holds that the ground or antecedent
(the object) and the effect or consequent (the sensation) are
"agsociated in the mind, and constantly found conjoined in
the imagination."l2 Our nature leads us to regard the cause as
auconstant antecedent, entirely different from the resulting
sensation.

In attempting to explain the confusion between the
gensation and the thing sensed, Reid introduces another term,
evidently taken from Berkeley (who got it from Locke). Some
censations we immediately take as signs of external objects

", 1constant1y conjoined with them, and in néming the objects the

segsations are never considered as more than "accessory." Other

sensations, however, are different; their liveliness and

- vivacity make us attend to them alone. And our states of pleasure
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and pain compel us to attend to the sensations themselves. In
these instances we give a name to the sensations alone. There
thus arises a confusion which has led some to believe that
ﬁames refer only to subjective sensations——a confusion which
obscures also the different kinds of sensations. As far as
sensations of smell, taste, sound, and color are concerned, they
are "of infinitely more importance as signs or indications, than
they are upon their own account; like the words of a language,
wherein we do not attend to the sound but to the senselld A
1little later, Reid adds that sensations are signs "by which we
‘know and distinguish things without us; and it was fit that
the variety of the signs should, in some degree, correspond with
thé variety of the things signified by them."14 Under "Touch"
a whole section is devoted to "Natural Signs,"15 but nowhere
is there a satisfactory explanation of their relationship to
the things they suggest. Other than merely assigning our
belief in suggestions to natural tendencies of mind we are left
in the air. Of course, confronted by the works of Berkeléy and
Hume who showed that we cannot reasonably infer the existence
kof things foom our impressions or ideas, and in lieu of definite
‘argument explaining the relevance of the sign to the thing signi-
fied Reid fell back upon the terms he was nurtured upon and
expressed his Common Sense credo! we know we know things as they
- are, and we know that things and sensations of things are not
‘ identica1; therefore, having before us as objects of the mind

only sensations, these must 'suggest! the objects we believe in
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according to our common sense or ‘animal faith] to use a
contemporary phrase. Extension is suggested by touch; no
 notion (i.e. conception) of it being possible as a deduction from

sengory experience. As if he reliazed the danger of his

Phenomenalistic position, Reid stresses our knowledge of the
existence of a material world in a section which we have
’alreadxhexamined above,16 Indeed, equipped only with a flimsy
~doctrine of suggestion, Reid's argument is a return to his
general position of immediate Common Sense knowledge; his
analysis in detail has failed to give him positive support. If
he had shown how we immediately perceived things, rather than

pensations, he would have logically followed out his Common

Sense convictions.l? Immediate knowledge and knowledge
‘through suggestion are inconsistent.l8
Ag a result of his analysis, then, Reid sacrifices the
démands of Common Sense for a mediate theory; and if Common Sense
implies a doctrine of immediacy, his denial of the consequent
~denies the antecedent--at least on the grounds of logic. This
State of affairs went apparently unnoticed, howecer, unless we
can infer from Reld's heated insistence upon the priority of
 f'be1ief and conviction over logic that he was aware of his
deficiencies and retreated in self-defense to his fortified base,
the general propositions of Common Sense, in order to hold out
his realism against Berkeleyan idealism and Humean phenomenalisiy.
At the end of the Inguiry he says, "Perception...hath always an
iject distinct from the act by which it is perceived; an object

object which may exist whether it be perceived or not....I know
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this also, that the perception of an object implies both a
conception of its form, and a belief of its present existence.
I know, moreover, that this belief is mot the effect of argument-
ation and reésoning; it is the immediate effect of my con~
’stitution.“lg In effect;fwe“éannot question such a natural
phenomenon as percepfion,,which fﬁnctions as our God-given,
inetinctive mechanism directsj}belief we.are sure of--why seek,
in reason, an explanation of these mysterious processes? In this
mood Reid closes the Inguiry. The absence of any discussion con-
~cerning error&and illusions of sense further reflects the short-
comings of his analysis. And hardly without realizing it, he
:hasfretumned to a modification of the type of theory he severely
75 é?i£icizes, namely, representationism. For his"sensations'
sﬁbétitute Lécké's tideast'!, and we are back in 'the ideal system!
‘ggéih;vﬁEveh if Reid meant to differentiate sharply between
ijécts of the understanding and purely mental states, or
-modifications, we have a form of representationism,—'sensétions'
- representing the objects we apparently perceive. All the errors
of phenomenalism are still latent. On the other hand, dualism
~and Common Sense are by no means mutually contradictory; but
 ahalysis has to show how the demands of the latter are édequa.tely

reglized in the former.go

In a passage which discloses the eighteenth century
% veneratiqn for Nature and which links Reid and Hume with unmis-
‘:"fgkable signs of their common heritage, theﬂmaéter of the
Scottish School passionately speaks:
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#,..I consider this instinctive belief (in
external objects) as one of the best gifts of
Nature. I thank the Author of my being, who
bestowed it upon me before the eyes of my
reason were opened, and still bestows it upon
me, to be my guide where reason leaves me in
the dark. And now I yield to the direction
of my senses, not from instinet only, but
from confidence and trust in a faithful and
beneficent Monitor, grounded upon the experience
of his paternal care and goodness.'"2l

With this we shall take our leave of Reid, remembering ever
that with all his Common Sense faith and trust he was a true
philosopher who sought, by analysis and constructive ériticism,
fé0me positive doctrine. |

III. The Analysis of Professor Moore.

We shall select Professor Moore'é analysis as our other
example of philosophic treatment in detail of data immediafely‘
supplied by Common Sense. Above, we showed that Moore had
argued that to admit Common Sense beliefs implied their truth.

In turn, these general propositions, which we can call

tprimitive! or 'primary'32 propositions, require further analysis

before we know their full import and meaning. And where Common

Sense is a class of propositions (known immediately or mediately,

as the case might be) self-evidently true, analysis leads us to

‘other propositions which vary in their truth, from those we

know with certainty to be true to those whose truth we have

no way of ever knowing. It is one thing to analyze in a

general way what we know with certainty to be true ( the
!~propositions of Common Sense), and another to analyze the

relationship between the knowing mind and the thing known.

To begin with, Moore clinches his realism by arguing

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



117

that there are no good reasons for believing the’universal
proposition held by some ‘idealists' that'no physical facts
are wholly independent, logically and causally, of mental
facts.!'23 Some facts are independent; some are dependent
either logically or causally-or both. He concludes, after
carefully analyzing what we mean by!physical facts‘ and ‘mental
facts,' that a proposition of the type, 'Object A is nearer
‘object B than object C' in no way entails some mental fact, as
is the case with the propogition, 'I am seeing now,! which
entails, 'I am conscious;! and, secondly, that a proposition
of the type, 'The earth has existed for‘many years past'! in no
- way is causally dependent upon some mental fact, as is the case
with the existence of my desk, which was dependent causally
upon some conscious, creative mind (though at the same time
‘bEing logically independent of mind).24 This argument serves,
in addition tc making more positive his realism, as an attack
upon various anti-realistic philosophies, especially that type
‘which holds that all physical facts are causally and logically
dependent upon mental facts. Common Sense if convinced of
anything is indeed convinced of the independence of some ob-
jects, and Moore's analysis has shown that the Common Sense
position implies this,
A very complex proposition is the primitive proposition of
Common Sense, 'Material things exist.! Common Sense tells us that
‘this is true; but the truth of any one analj;is of this pro-

position (which involves the analysis of our perception of in-

dividual objects) is not at all certain, but at best probable
H
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that is, the correct analysis is doubtful indeed. This attitude
has been opposed by some vhilosophers who have been firmly
convinced of their ahalysis, yet have denied the truth of the
’general proposition, 'Material things exist.'23® Moore, of
course, insists on beginning with the facts and making use of
ali the available knowledge in the attempt to discover their
meaning. We are thus immediately plunged into a problematic
situation where actual conditions determine the probability of
our conclusions. If we are in doubt as to the difficulty of the
complex proposition, 'Material things exist,' we have only to
attempt an analysis of the relatively simple proposition, 'I

am now perceiving a human hand.' This apparently simple pro~
‘position seems dependent upon two other propositions, (a) 'I am
perceiving this;' (b) 'This is a human hand! ('this! being
equivalent:fo a 'sense-datum' plus other factors).?® Analysis
of these simple propositions seems to reveal that there is

(1) Always some sense-datum, which is the subject of the
proposition; (2) A distinction between the senseQdatum and the

thing sensed, so that they are never one and the same thing.

Some philosophers, moreover, have felt that 'sense! and 'sense-
data' do not exist, and so Moore proceeds to show on what
; grounds they do exist. In looking at our hand wevsee something
which is identical with at lesst the surface of it (or appears
‘to be identical with it), and we identify it with a particular
vpart of the object, certainly not in this case with the whole
~ hand, since a hand has many parts,--bones, tendoms, blood-vessels,
etc. none of which is a part of the sense-datum we now perceive.87

The surface we see thus represents the whole hand; certainly we
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~do not perceive directly the hand, in fact, the most we see
is something identical with a part of the hand. Finally, we
seem to know all these things with certainty.
The question now arises, "What, when I know 'This

is part of the surface of a human hand,' am I knowing about

the sense-datum in question?" Moore believes that three
alternatives exist, none of which comes anywhere near being
true with certainty: (1) The sense~-datum is itself part of the
surface, so that when I may. be said to perceive my hand I
do not directly perceive it, but part of its surface; (3)

~ Granting the need for a theory which takes "representation'
into account, what relation would there be between the sense-~
datum and the thing it represents, the object? There seems to
be need for either (a) something to be both a part of the
surface and in relation R to the sense-datum, or (b) a set of
things "of which it is true both that that set, taken

~collectively, are part of the surface of a human hand, and
also that each member of the set has R (the relation) to this
gense~-datum, and that nothing which is not a member of the
set has R to it;" and (3) Granting the failure of (1) and
(2), only one more alternative (according to Moore) exists,
viz. what Mill seems to have implied when he said that
material things are "permanent possibilities of sensation,!" that
’is, that what I know about the sense datum is not that it is
 a part of the surface of an object, nor that it is in relation
with a thing which is part of the surface of a hand, but

"a whole set of hypothetical facts each of which is a fact of
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the form 'If these conditions had been fulfilled, I should
have been perceiving a sense-datum intrinsically related to
this sense-datum in this way,' 'If these (other) conditions
had been fulfilled, I should have been perceiving a sense-datum
intrinsically related to this sense-datum in this (other)
way,! etc. etc."38
Moore finds objections to each one of these theories.
Under (1) we are forced to introduce the relativity of sensa~-
for who can determine which are the true qualities, considering
both normal and abnormal situations and such phenomena as
‘double—images? These factors, which must be considered, do
show, however, that some representative theory 1s required.
Granting in (2) therefore, the necessity of "representation,"?29
it can be understood only by the introduction of a relation—-—
or relations—-between something and the sensum., But if something
'x!' (apparently a part of the surface of the hand) is in a
relation R to the sensum 'y! and this 'x' is both part of the
surface of the object and that of which the sense-datum 'y' is
‘also an appearance, the problem arises as to how we can
 know there is this one thing--and only one thing¥re1ated
ultimately to the sense datum, and if there is this one re-
~lation, how we can know other relations,such as those which
reveal size, shape, etc. As for (3), we may sometimes consider
our knowledge to be hypothetical, such as, 'If these conditions
~had been fulfilled, etc. I should have experienced sense-~data,
~ete.! but if I believe that I experience different sense-data
of the same surface, the conditions seem to be the same as those

holding for, 'If this and that material thing had been in those
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positions and conditions.! Also, how we could have knowledge

of intrinsic relations existing between sense-data, so that

when I am said to perceive a sense-datum of a certain kind

under these conditions, I know something about other sense-

date (relating perhaps to a surface) under those conditions, is
not known. And if it were true that we had knowledge of
relations holding only between sense-data, " the sense in which
a material surface is 'round! or 'square! would necessarily

be utferly different from that in which our sense-data sensibly
appear to us to be 'round' or 'square'.

IV. Analysis of the Extension of the General Argument from

Common Sense,
The primary issue growing out of lpore's analysis is

~this: What is the status of Common Sense in the analysis of

such simple propositions as, 'I perceive a hand,! or 'I perceive
8 tree?! In the previous section we tried to dewcribe the
function of Common Sense in its general competition with rival
philosophies, and in the present section two detailed attempts
toranalyze the particular elements involved in our knowing
material things were examined. Each philosopher in guestion
concluded that some sort of representationism was necessary.
‘Reid was positive that his analysis was satisfactory--and we
saw that it in fact led to the skepticism he was tryihg to
combat. loorels analysis showed him that we always directly
perceive something partial which represents the whole object
‘ known; also, sense-data seem to be such that they represent some
part of an object. While we are certain of the first half of the

preceding sentence, the second half offers one of three

';possible alternatives which explain how we come to perceive
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the object known; so that at best our detailed knowledge is
probable. loore thus preserves his general Common Sense
position, known to be true with certainty, by protecting it

~against some construction based on any one analysis which might
lead to a contradiction of his main position.

Letting 8 represent what we term Common Sense and 'S
implies P! stand for a primary analysis of Common Sense at the
first stage of reflection (e.g. Common Sense, (8), implies
(P), that objects exist independently of a knower), and granting
that both Reid and lMoore are Common Sense philosophers in general

~agreement as to thelr primary analysés of Common Sense, we
find that R ( which shall be taken for Reid) finds, after re-
flection, that P ('that objects exist independently of a
knower') implies Q (where Q is another propesition, é.g. there is
 some mediating factor representing the object known); M (Moore)

- agrees that P implies @, and further admits that hie implication
is known with certainty to be true, since it entails 8> P, which
is true. But we caanot rest with our analysis, that 8> Q
(and Q=8, so that §= Q?iness we are unwilling to take the risk
of further analysis, resting content with our positive logical
certainty. R and I again set out; R finds that @ impliex pro-
position T (where T, perhaps, is something like, We know only

modifications of our own brain, and these somehow mediate

between me and the object; and T is accepted in spite of
grave objections) and precipitously completes his string of
implications, i.e. S°2P.P>Q.Q=T.=.8>T. In order to give a con-

sistency and coherence to his argument he may readily show that

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



1233

just as 8sT so T=8., Now, however, he is lost in making his
‘judgment, unless the nature of things is such that a necessary
connection (which can never be established among matters-of-
”fact) exists between the first and last members, i.e.‘between
8, the Common Sense position, and T. For if some philosopher,
say Oritic A (of our general analysis above®l), shows that T
is a phenomenalistic interpretation, and "Common Sense" implies
T; in fact is equivalent to it, since 83T.T>8=8=T, philosopher
R is in a quandary. He is in even hotter water if another
philosopher, say C (above), shows that R's argument that
Q>T is false, because T is false, while Q is true. Now it has
been shown that S-T is false. This in no way destroys the
validity of 8~Q, yet it precludes the broad assetion that 8=T.
R is now confronted with a dilemna: A has shown that his analysis
results in phenomenalism; C that it is false; and if R insists
upon T, he must make his choice: either give up his Common
Sense position (which generally holds phenomenalism to be false;
or he can adnmit that phenomenslism is true and equivalent to
"Common Sense", but not his original Common Sense), or give up
the effort to philosophize, thereby admitting that analysis in
accord with Common Sense is impossible. Of course, R can
readily escape between the horns by showing that T is not ex-
haustive, but this requires that his original position
(Q=T, therefore S>T) be given up.
Logically, C's proof, that T false and @ true cannot
hold, eliminates the possibility that Q=T is true, though,
grgnting the validity of the implication, three alternatives

~held: that both Q and T were true, both were false, or that Q

was false and T true This hol
. ds for any ste
P in the sor
ites,
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and S=T may involve the faleity of the entire Common Sense
doctrine, while the specific analysis,}T, is yet true. As it
stands, after C's devastating proof, R must léok around for
~another analysis of Q--or blindly cling to his conviction in
general, thus committing a sort of fallacious argumentum ad
hbminem (i.e. putting it up squarely to the critic's own
experience, e.g.), arguing that S>P.P>Q, and Q must (since you
and I cannot see how it could be otherwise) imply T; and there-

: fore even if T is false, somehow B8=T must be true on the strength
of our previous implications and of all our experience, We have
shown abo%e that Reid seems to have been in this predicamenf when

 backed against the wall by his critics.32 He is torn between
his‘philosophic frustration and his Common Sense convictions,
Had he admitted the truth of adverse criticism, and attempted to
~ discover what Q implies, reasserting meanwhile the truth of his
first steps as a sound groundwork on which to build, the fate of
~ the Common Bense philosophy might have been different.

Let us return, now, to M. We have seen that R and X
were in agreement that S and @ mutually implied each other, and
hence were equivalent. M's next step, however, is more cautious,
iHe~finds that Q implies R, T, or U--or pessibly some unknown "x!
the complex disjunction R or T dr U being in no way exhaustive,
since in the nature of the problematic situation no categorical
’assertions can possibly be made., M concludes, therefore, that
a definite analyeis of Q is impossible, and that, tentatively,
,WeHmay select R as less objectionable and as having a greater

~probability of truth than any other alternative. Now if
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philosophers A or ¢ show all three of these alternatives to be
false, M has only to fall back upon his unknown "x". In time,
perhaps, added knowledge or research may enable us to discover
another alternative, let us say W. Then we shall put forward the
tentative analysis, S=Q and @ probably implies W. Our Common
Sense position is not endangered and remains true until someone
caﬁ show that in the earlier steps the antecedents are really
false, that is, that they are in fact false, since hypothetically
their falsity in no way precludes the validity of their im-
plications.

V. Summa Y.

We have now discovered the function of the Common Sense
concept as applied within a particular philosophic Problem within
a8 particular philosophy. We have seen that the difficulties do
not begin until we enter the metaphysical mazes. Heie, some, like
Reid, lose their way, without admitting it, préferring to save

- themselves by crying‘for Common Sense to deliver them; others are
on the locokout for a poésible cul de sac, ever ready to retrace

their measured steps back to certain ground, ever experimenting
before an advance is attempted. The latter are seldom lost. Op
the other hand, they rarely enjoy the hidden beauties of un~
penetrated passages, which the impetuous glory in, before

perishing in the enveloping darkness. Now and then, however, one

of the former class finds his way out of the hodge-podge and re-
turns with new light, new inspiration. Philosophy, indeed,
finds each class indispensable for its very life.

As far as the announced purpose of determining the
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intension of the term Common Sense is concerned, I have thus
~far indicated the difficulties which beset the philosopher who
keeps pursuing the further implications of each proposition

‘analysis brings to light. Two concrete examples of extended
anaslysis were chosen to illustrate the philosopher at work,

- This was followed by a general analysis of the relation of
Common Sense to the specific analysis, just as in Section One
the general role was symboldcally illustrated. In conclusion,
then, we have found that intensional analysis of a concrete‘
‘general term comes easy in the‘realm of the generic and in its
-widest application, but that there is a point of "saturation®
reached as we confine ourselves more and more to particular,
real situations, where at best a probable analysis can be
reached. The limitatione of dur experience in the matter-
of-fact world have their reverberations in philosophy; however,
in no way is the truth of our general, Common Sense beliefs, which,‘
in reality, have their origin in our interaction with the

matter-of-fact world, invalidated.3d
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NOTES

1. Hamilton criticlzes Reld for holding that representative
perception leads to sublectivism and for falling to note
that idealistlic phllosophies can consist of a mind and
i1ts own modifications, or of an extreme phenomenalism of
the Fichtean type. (Works, p. 128b, Note*) This 1is true,
yet I feel that Reld is correct in assumling that the
Carteslan ideas, alone immedlsately known, yet standing
for some object, or the atomist's eidolsg flitting from
thing to mind, are the source of both subjectivism and
phenomenalism.

2. Inquiry, Works, p. 127.

3. Ibid., p. 128.
4. Ibid., p. 129.

5. Cf. ibid., Section 8, p. 132. (This is quoted in
Note @ , Part Four, Section 3 , p.30lbelow.

6. Reld refers always to 'the 1ldeal system,' by which he
meant that some tertium guid, different from both the
mind and the oblect, mediates between them. Discussion
of the 1deal system and the phllosophers who adopted it
may be found in the Inguiry, Introduction, Sections 3-
8; Chapter V, Sections vlii-viii; Intellectual Powers,
Essay I1II, Chapters vil-xv.

7. Works, p. 128b, Note*,

8. Reid treats "Of Smelling" first. His favorite éxample
in this connectlon 1is our perception of a rose.

9. Compare this passage with the following from Berekely:
"Whenever we say an object is at a distance, whenever
we say 1t draws near, or goes farther off, we must
always mean 1t of the latter sort, which properly belong
to the touch, and are not so truly percelved as suggested
by the eye, in like manner as thoughts by the ear." New
Theory of Vision, 51. Cf. Principles, 43.

10. Thus anticipating later realist criticism of subjective
ideallsms founded upon the Berkeleyan dictum of esse
est percipi. BSee e. g. G. E. Moore's "Refutation of
Idealism.’

~11. Reild, speaking of our perception of a rose, says its

' smell signifles two things: "WFirst, a sensation which
can have no existence but when 1t is perceived, and can
only be in a sentient belng or mind; secondly, it
signifies some power, quality, or virtue, in the rose,
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or in effluvia proceeding from it, which hath a permanent
existence, independent of the mind, and which, by the
congstitution of nature, produces the sensatlon in us."
(Works, p. 11l4)

Works, p. 112

Ibid., p. 114. The term 'sense' at the close 1is not
well chosen. 'Meaning' would have been more satis-
factory.

Ibid., p. 117, in the chapter, "Of Hearing."
Inquiry, Chapter V, Section 1ii, Works, p. 121 ff.
See p. 110 above.

In the Essays on the Intellectual Powers Reld corrects
hig doctrine, yet never glves up 'suggestion.' See

' Egsay II, Chapter v, "Of Perception" (Works, p. 268 ff.),

where he assepts that "it 1s not by a train of reasoning
and argumentation that we come to be convinced of the
existence of what we percelve; we ask no argument for
the exlistence of the object, but that we perceive 1t:
perception commands our bellef upon 1ts own authority,
and disdains to rest its authority upon any reasoning
whatsoever.!

Hamilton's own doctrine endeavored to remedy the short-
comings of the Common Sense School. He held out for an
immediate presentationism, making perception an intul-
tive act in which belief "ig not a falth blindly created
or ingtinctively determined, in supplement of a repre-
gsentative or mediate cognition, but exlsts in, as an
integral constituent of, perception proper..." (Works,

' Note D, p. 883) Agalnst Reid he also held out the

gubJectivity of secondary qualities. (p. 885)
Inqulry, Chap. VI, Sec. xx, Works, p. 183.

It is the boast of the critical realists that they
have accomplished this.

Works, p. 184.
Thegse are my designations, not Moore's.

Contemporary British Philosophy, v., ii, p. 208. This
aspect of his essay ls an echo of his famour "Refutation,®
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Ibidu - pp. 215-214 .

That 1s to say, some philosophers set out with certain
preconceived notions or hypotheses that carry them to a
position which forces them to exelude some of the
propositions of Common Sense, normally accepted as

facts. They cannot turn back without sacrificing thelr

gystem, so they hold out in opposition to Common Sense
to the end. OCf. below, p.

Ibid., p. 2186.
Ibid., p. 218.
Ibid., pp. 219-222.

Moore believes that while there are many possibllities
depending upon the nature of the rlatlion R, there 1s
only one view having plausibility, namely "that which
holds that R 1s an ultimate and unanalyzable relation,
which might be expressed by saying that 'xRy' means the
same as 'y 1ls an appearance or manifestation of x.!
I. e. the analysls which thls answer would give of 'This
1s part of the surface of a human hand' would be 'There
is one and only one thing of which it 1s true both that
it 1s part of the gurface of a human hand, and that %hils
?ense—d?tum is an appesrance or manifestation of it.s8#
p. 221

I am using equivalence here and below in the broadest
possible sense. Thlg use is Justified 1f we admit that
two propositions mutuglly imply each other, and in the
analyses we have indlcated, the more speciflic proposi-
tion.would intensionally imply the more general and
vice versa.

Part Two, Section 1, III.
See page 116 above.

Thig position 1s made clearer in Part Three.
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Section 3: Consensus of the General Propositions
of Common Sense and the Kinds of Appeals which
Emerge from our Study. '

We have just seen above that if we grant the truth
of Common Sense certain conclusions follow which preclude
alternatives to our general position. Even in the analysis
of a specific problem, Common Sense directs our search ani
guides us in a paternal manner to further meanings which must
not contradict our general position. But, philosophically,
all this could hold if the Common Sense position were admittedly
purely hypothetical, i.e. if in saying--as we all do--I1 know
- such-and-such to be true and this implies this-and-that, the
" same "this-and+that" might be implied by the hypothetical,
1If such-and-such were known to be true...® In Part Three we
shall briefly attempt to determine the reasons why we consider
the propositions of Common Sense to be itrue.
| Before we turn to the next Part, however, itvmight be
well to review the general propositions of Common Sense commonly
accepted as true by the Common Sense philosophers. If we con&
fine them to our problem in this essay (excluding, thereby,
‘all references to moral or religious truths), I believe we
can summarize the Common Sense view of the physiocal world
in the following propositions:
1. I exist as an embodied self, and in my existence
foolings, o%0. -as objsets of my whdsresennie.
And my identity continues throughout my experience.
3. There exists an extended physical world which
is known by me and known approximately as it

really is, not as it merely ‘appears! or seems.

Its identity likewise continues throughout ny
experience.
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This objectively knowable reality existis
independently of my experience (and of any

experience like mine)--spatially as apart from

my embodied self, temporally, as before and

after, as well as during, the event of my

experiencing or knowing 1t. The things

(particular continuants) of reality are independent,
for t he most part, both logically and causally,

of my experience, though some are dependent one

way, some the other.

I know other embodied selves, or persons, which
exist independently of me-~-as having experiences
like my own, as being like me in nature--and I can
communicate with these other selves.

I know that I and other persons share & common

body of knowledge and that we are in agreement in
knowing facts concerning reality, in having meanings
of all kinds in common. '

More specifically, I--and other persons-have
immediate knowledge of reality, i.e. of the
things and objects of the external world. (The
fact that a sensum may be the thing immediately
intuited in the process of perception in no
way contradicts this proposition.)

The analysis of sense perception requires some
mediating factor--a sensum, sense-datum or
tideat--which functions as a 'representative!
of the thing known. Hence, some form of
epistemological dualism is demanded.

8.The so-called secondary qualities appear to be

as objective as primary qualities and to have a
presumption of this obyjectivity in their favor.

The above prepositions sum up, I believe, propositions

- common to each of the particular philosophies of Qommon Sense.

In the generalizing process, some propositions have been

omitted, but this was necessary in order to present as a whole

the basic beliefs of common sense in so far as they can serve

.. philosophy, in genefal, and the eplstemological problems, in

~particular.

Personally, I should like to include one more

generic proposition,
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9. Man is not 'apart from reality!, but definitely
in interaction with things, and thisg fact
accounts both for his immediate knowledge and
his ability to alter and change his environment
for his own uses,

but I fear that not all of the philosophers treated above
would admit it as basic to Common Sense. In my own treatment
. later, however, I shall refer tb it.

In concluding Parts One and Two, it might also pay
us to briefly recall the specific types of argument from
Common Sense which indicate the novel role the concept plays
in each philosophy. The following seem to me to be the

 kgenera1 categories into which the appeal falls:

A, Qriginal and Natural First Iruths of the Understand

‘ which enaﬁ%? man to philosophlze aﬁg act. %Eese ’
principles are self-evident, and, in their functioning,
necessary and universal; in their origin relative to
experience, a priorl, though discoverable through ex-
perience. With Reid these principles include both the
rational and irrational; with Hume they are chiefly
irrational, though in serving conduct they produce

rational results.

(1) Oommon Sense is thus looked upon from the standpoint of
METAPHYSIC8-~as a body of principles and truths en-
abling man to know Reality, in fact as generating
his specific beliefs in concrete, - as making experience
possible. ’

B. The Body of Positive Facts Rising in Experience and Known

S %gfgg rue, which in themselves ex%?bss bot the§§§hths of

‘ ractice and conclusions about the nature of things. They

are not only necessary for conduct, but in philosogﬁy play

a definite part in the analysis of the problem of knowledge,

sitively and negatively.

??) Common Sense 1s thus regarded--by the Cambridge School—-
from the standpoint of POSITIVISM--as the body of facts,
empirically discovered, rising out of 'experiencet!,which
form the data for philosophical analysis.

)

O. The Demand for an All-inclusive, Synoptic View of Reality
‘Both in regard %o particular problems and the general ’
speculative view, and the Body of Propositions Ooncretely
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Fulfilling This Demand, which is the view of S8tout,
uniquely relating Common Sense realism to the broader
issues of a GEN:RAL METAPHYS8ICS or OOSMOLOGY.

(1) Here, we have no study of the categories of the
understanding (as with Reid), nor satisfaction with
the partial sc¢ientific analysis of specifio problems,
but a COLLECTION of PROPOSITIONS FORMING A WORLD-
VIEW, so that all the essential elements, recognized
by Common Sense, must be included, and none omitted.

While A, B, and ¢ express the categoricd views
with which Common Sense was regarded and sum up the unique
~function each played in a definite philosophy, they are only
meant to be 'summaries! in no way accurate, precise des-

’-criptions of the separate philosophies (which I trust have
been more adequately delineated above). By no means are they

- meant to exhaust all the kinds of argument from Common Sense.
Bo far as I oan determine, however, they represent the most

important types of Common Sense philosophy.
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PART THREE: THE LEGITIMACY OF THE ARGUMENT FROM COMMON SENSE
Section 1: The Significance of Public Facts.

I. Introduction.

Thus far in our essay we have shown that Common Sense
is a definite philosophlic concept, Just as in 1ts own right,
common sense, too, is very much a term in ordinary use, pos-
sessing verying significance. We have described the functlon
of the term in its widest extension in ordinary life and have
pdinted out how the phllosophlc concept emerges during the
‘eighteenth century as a definite body of propositions, denoting
what exlsts and what 1s known, in so far as man's interaction
‘with Nature is concerned. We have noted how the concept
functioned in general and in particular, having chosen the
philosophies of Hume, Reld and Stout, and the analyses of
gsome of the Cambridge positivists in illustration. In Part
Two we indicated the role of Common Sense, generally and

- specifically, within two Common Sense philosophles; and our
analyses of this function suggested how the term mighf funec-
tion in any philosophy--a problem which 1s to be discussed
in Part Four. With the exceptlon of our introductory remarks

: 1n Part One, we have not as yet treated fully the problem of
‘the legitimacy of the appeal to Common Sense. This will

occupy us in the present division.
IIL What We Mean by Facts

It may perhaps seem strange to some that we should
question the valldlty and authority of the appeai to common

134
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gense., Positivists, denying the value of metaphysical inquiry,

-content themselves with the data of experience. Many would
agfee that we should stick to concrete 'facts' and leave specu-
lation well enough alone. The question, What do you mean by
'factg'? 1s ignored or easlly answered by making all 'facts!
indefinable, and for all I know this may be the final answer
and also the same answer for the question, How do you know
that what you know is a fact?--viz. that our knowing that we

"know a fact 1is something indeflnable. Our exposition in Part
One, i believe, shows that some philosophers have considered
kthe appeal to Common Senée to be a fact which 1s highly im-

‘portant in revealing certailn other‘indispensable facts about
the nature of things and our knowledge of them. They have
looked upon the Common Sense view of the world as primary to
all philosophy. And in thelr acceptance of the testimony of
Common Sense they tacitly assent to all those so-called facts

- which admittedly Common Sense implles. By a 'fact' we usually
mean something having exlstence of a sort that it may be sald
to have 'public truth.' This eliminates unique, private ex-
periences, indigenous to the indlvidual, salone. These ex-

: periences, e. g. a vision of a departed loved-one, or a
hallucination of a pink alligator Qrawling across a cafe floor
are indeed very poignant ps?chological 'facts,'! having en-

' dubance and leaving their impressioh in memory. But if I
have had these experiences you must take my word for thenm,

gince there is no way of verifying them. Seldom do they

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



136

interest other persons, unless there 1s a direct, lmportant

relationshlip between my experience and the experlence of

others, as the case might be if I went suddenly insane under
fiﬁhe influence of the firgt experience, or began popping at

the alligator with an automatic in the second instance. Usually,

the Interest 1s of a primary sort for the individual alone;

hls feelings, sensaticns,'associations, etec. seldom arousing

sufficient secondary interest. Hls private experlences are

true facts for him alone.

'"Public truth,' on the other hand, admlts of close
approximations to the sharing by many individuals of a common
- experience, or of facts common to everyone. We quallify the
preceding statement by "close approximation' bécause our own
experience tells us that another fact (shared by all) is e.
g. the relativity of sense perceptlon, though we are doubtful
whether relativity holds in our awareness of universals® or
in our intuition of 'atomlic facts' such as this particular bit
of red color.2 For the most part, there l1s unanimlty in re-
gard to the fact, 'I see the moon.'! Whether some see 1t as
’a~flat disk, a sphere with mountainous eraters and valleys,
‘a man's face, or a plece of green cheese 1g beslde the point.

In every instance 1t is 'the moon' which is geen, 1. e. ex-
perienced 1n a specific way, and the fact that I see an object
which you, too, are seeing--along with many other persons--and
that we agree are the significant factors. In like manner,
'triangularity' is recognized as a fact held in common by many

“persgons, apart from the question of its 'particularity' or
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'universallty,' 1ts concreteness or abstractness. It suffices
that there 1ls some agreement as to 1ts meaning, so that when I
speak of a triangle you understand what I mean, and that when
I write these words the reader will know, Just as I know, what
- 'triangle' means. We can also mention some other factors which
distinguish private truths from public truths, as well as
'differentiate, for the individual, error and 1llusion from truth:
_ eorroborétlon by other persons, individually or collectively;
- addltional experiments, by means of other senses, actual
technicél equipment, or further experience (especially in

'practice'); submission to some recognized authority; ete.S

Unfortunately for the career of some of these so-

| called public truths, 1t is shown that they are either false
‘or ungrounded 1in reglity, that is, if there 1s a basglis for
”them, they are’not adequately representative of thelr back-
ground, and in fact might give a false impression of the
nature of things; or if there i1s no basls at all, no possible
oceasion for thelr existence, they are doubly malicious,
because something has been created out of nothing (in reality),
and this something has been advertised as real, Jjust as 1%
appears. If behaviorlsm were a public truth, admitted by all
persons to be a fact, it might be shown that where 1t has some
basis in fact, 1t 1s false; likewise, 1f belief in the real
~existence of centaurs was prevalent enough to be ranked aé a
public truth, possibly some ingenious person might show that
the centaur had no ground, or basls, in reslity at all,? ana

~was therefore false. Public truths, to persist, then, must
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meet these two requirements, (1) a foundation in reality; and
(2) adequate, relevant expression of all the factors involved,
which contribute to 1ts beling just the fact 1t 1s and no other.
'Public truths' implies, of course, thelr acceptance by a great
number of persons who are in essentilal agreement as to the

meaning and import of the facts in question.

III. How Facts Are Known to Be True

The number of persons who are in agreement upon the
factuality of some thing or experience 1s not important, prims-
rily, though the welght of numbers 1s valuable, in some in-
stances, 1f it is to be the decldling factor in a relatively
insignificant lssue. In the correction of many alleged public
truths the great majority has been shown to be wrong by the few.

‘And it i1s very likely that many of our undoubted so-called
public'truths of today are double false, having no basis in
‘reality. The reagons for elther the rejection or retention

of these truths and the possibility of thelr being experienced

directly are far more important than accepting them on guthority,
whether 1t be invested in an 1lndividual or in the many. And
when we enter the realm of the empiricel, where a fact may be
tested by direct submission to experience, our response to any
questions of doubt is lmmedlate: we have only to trust the
“authority of our own experience; and 1f we still question our
;experience (since we may have a reason for doubting our per-
ception), we can submit the issue squarely to others or to

future experiences of our own under still other condltions.
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Thié 1s how the prestige of sheer numbers enters: the in-
creasing testimony of many experliences of a great number of
persons increases the probability of my lmmedlately experienced
facts; in like manner, the recurrence of a particular experlence
many, many times within an individual's life increases the
proﬁability that a fact is true. Of courge, in the test of
numbers 1t 18 presupposed that in each instance a 'tesgt' is
feally being made to determine a posslible source of error. A
mere appeal to numbers--the submission of philosophlc issues
to a pleblscite--has 1ittle welght. The most that such a vote
can do is to glve 1lncreased significance to a hypothesis con-
-eerning the necessity for some proposition groundéd in the

nature of things: 1. e. universality shows that proposition

P, thought by philosophers, A, B, C, D, and E to apply
“nécessarlly to persons a, b.....m within area (I) because of
the structure of reality (the Nature-Man realm) must be
accepted by philosophers F, G, H, I, and J (and possibly
- others; though not all, since some phllosophers insist upon

a perpetual state of skepticism) as necessarily applying to

all persons 8. 29 throughout gll areas I, II, III and IV,
which together form the area of the inhabited world. ’The
factor of Time, together’with the many limitations of our
knowledge and lntellectual facultlies, forever prevents us

‘\ 'from asserting the univefsality of any fact as more than a
hypothetical proposition, even when the probability is over-
whelming.
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The work of the phllosopher has to do ‘with specilal
1problems, among which is the problem of testing the alleged
nécessity of certain facts. Phllosopher and sclentist thus
work hand in hand; the difference between them 1g that where
the philosopher criticizes the presuppositions of the
sclentist (as well as those of other philosophers), the

gelentigt 1s in no position to criticize the phllosopher
in the same way (if he should criticlze the phllosopher on
the grounds that he 1s not 'sclentific' he 1s being rather
irrelevant, since philosophic method and philosophlc subjlect-
matter differ from séientific method and subject-matter).
This distinctlon may seem trivial; yet it 1s of paramount
importance when the sclentist clalms to have the last word
on some lssues which the philosopher somewhat Jealously
~guards for himself. Also, I take it to be a fact 'That it
'is;a fact that not all facts are scientific' (1. e. that
some facts are not scientific) and, further, that 1t is also
8 fact 'That some of the propositions of Common Sense are
'not amenable to sclence.' The problem of the apparent
objectivity of secondary qualities (which seems to be implied
byycommon Sense), or 1f a more general proposition 1s preferred,
the problem of an independently exlsting extended reality,
is in each case no problem of the scientist; in fact, in
.th§ first instance the sclentist begineg with philosophlcal
fprésuppositions about the nature of the qualities, and in

the second, he must assume at least his subject-matter to
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- begin with. The philosopher, moreover, élways depends upon
the scientist for some facts in hls analyses. In his sgpecial
Study of the possibility of a necessity and universallity in
regard to facts confined %to his surveillance, the phllosopher
tests them on thelr own merit, on their sclentlific feasibility,
and on thelr consequences, theoretical and practicsgl.

A 'public truth' or 'fact' may thus begin with the
phllosopher's private truth or fact; or an alleged public
truth or fact may be found to be one in fact, 1. e. in reality--
after the philosopher (or scientist-—~if it i1s that kind of
faét) has put 1t to test. A fact may be tested in several:ways:
(1) By submitting it to experience (Empirically, a fact is
a fact 1f I can assert that I experlence it and understand
by its meaning Just what 1t was previously held to mean, as

‘is'the case e. g. with the proposition, 'I see my desk!);

: (2) By placing 1t in the context of 'recognized truths'
(Rationally, we can admit a fact when it fits into the gen=
eral?system of facts, 1. e. when 1t implies and is implied
by some of the already accepted facts, or when it proves
'fruitful' in our reasoned theories--and, we should add,
gtands up under criticism); (3) Closely related to the pre-

ceding test, we can test a fact by determining whether it

fits into the general scheme of facts having to do with
dur dally conduct (The concepts of 'order,! 'harmony,'
'cantrol,' 'efficlency' and 'results' are lmportant in

~ determining the practical rationality of a fact; pragmatically,
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offceurse, many so-called facts are accepted, not because
they have been proved (they mlght be classed as beyond proof),
but because of thelr value 1n regulating future practice in

- the 1light of past successes. |
IV. The S8ignificance of Meaning.

The average, ordlnary person is very positive about
his beliefs; what he knows, he knows. He will admit that
gome thingsg are very doubtful, some have a great probability,

- others are certain--for him, at least. And in each case he
gggﬂg warious thingss.possessing these relative degrees of
certainty. In addition, he recognizes that the relative
@ggpings7 of things are not numerilcally the same; that in
some cases the only meaning of a matter-of-fact 1s the name
or proposition describing it: +that 1s, at its very minimum,
‘something 1s beilng asserted which serves to indicate a 'fact,!
whoge brute occurrence or exlstence--and possible the rele-
vance of the event or existence to hls immedlate circum-
stances, or to future circumstances-~ls recognizdd and
named--or otherwlse marked--for his won uses and purpocses.
th that he‘regards the significant aspect of the phenomenon
as a mere 'name;' indeed, what is important 1s the Reality

or Nature, in this or that aspect, ls known in itself and

‘not alone for its immedlate effect on his own exlstence, ,as
mere fleeting 'appearances' or 'impressions,' no matter how

vivid the sensory or psychlc experlence. The *relative
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meaning' of things accounts for frequent misunderstandings.
Person A may be thinking of a highly specialized and sophis-

‘ticated meaning of thing, 'cosmic ray,' as he talks with B
whose experlence wlth 1t has been highly circumscribed and
very much limited, with the result that while they know what
they are talking about they do not fully understand each

vother. This 1s often the case in e#eryday life. Relative
meanlings do not lndicate, however, that things ontologlcally

“have a relative belng; on the contrary, thelr being is ab-
‘solute, their essence, likewise. When the ordinary person,
then, enjoys acquaintanceship with an object or thing, he is
aware of knowling its meaning--1f only at the lowest possible
level which barely differentiates 1t from other things. It
may be that this meanlng is purely aesthetic, referring to
'the unique experience the enjoyment of 1t has occasloned:

- in thig event 1t is private. At a 1little higher level, per-
haps, the meaning is of its essence: now it is public and
shareable. The ordinary person now has found something which
is. 'Meaning,' then, at its minimum of slignificance intends
'exlstence'--real exlstence. The next step includes certaln
rélations, which are themselves thus recognized as connecting
'things, '--between the thing known and the self (together with
The subjective experlences indicated), between the thing and
other things (perhaps better known than the newly discovered

| thing, owing to previous experience). At this primitive
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stage of experience the meaning 1s naturally vague and in-

~complete, but the exlstence of some fact8 has already been

noted as having significance, 1. e. a meaning of some kind

has become the objJject of the understanding, and the subject,
wlthout knowing how he believes, knows that he knows--in
ghort, knows that he can give assent to his belief and Judge
1t to be what 1t is.

Additlonal experlence, be it practical or intellec-
tual, modifies the meaning in certaln respects. This, too,
the ordlnary man recognlzes to be a fact. As he matures and
undérgoes a variety of 'experlences,' the meaning of things

fchanges: gsome take on new richness, as thelr value or impor-

"tanee increases; others lose luster and fade away like the
wondrous "dream castles" of youth. This much of thelr mean-
ing is never lost, however: thelr unique exlstence, the
féct that once they had such-and-such a meaning, the fact
that they were related in numerous ways with other things and
persons in the past, and the fact that, now, under new cir-
cumstances, they have a definite meaning as one of the

o obJects of my thought. Where the primitive meaning of some

~one thing excluded significant relationshlip with other things

: aﬁd persons,--perhaps was confined in 1ts relation to me (and
I have later discovered that the experlence was private, in
no way immedlately shareable with others), I recognize the
experienoe to have been a factual event and my memory tells

me that my judgment is correct. When an event or thing does
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have relations with other things and persons, I know that it
has meaning ag a public fact; and when I find that‘I can
identify the thilngs of past experlence with those which I
now experience, partly through theilr 'identity,' partly by
| means of a repetition of theilr manifold relations, they become
'physical' obJlects,' having a more or less determinate, con-
tinuous existence through time and in space, undergoing
'change,' and possessing the possiblility of entering into
.many other relations. The recognition of the publlc charscter
of the thing knosnconveys this proposition, which has been
implicit in all our discussion ofbpublic facts: That I

know that other persons and I know the same things and are
in agreement as to their primitive meaning.

There 1s another important factor which enters into
both private and public fact. This thing which we know as
existing, and as having definite relations, first, to me,
gsecondly, to other things is not always some logical {perhaps

- metaphysical) entity, symbolized by an impersonal Greek letter,
Hg" or "Q,"-—that 1s, something known, but not seen. From
the first, the things known most vivldly are those things
immediately sensed in the flesh of 'materiality,' as it were,

vibrant with qualities of color, sound, taste, odor, and
giving off intriguing tactile sensations; equipped with a
formal structure; havling size, weight, and possibly motion

DR Y

of gome kind. The significant fact of our first experience
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wilth it 1s that we recall i1t as an l1lndlividual--a unlque,

particular something! And saying that we know it implles
that we know it gg 1t 1s, in its particularity; it meanlng,

therefore, to us lies in our knowing it in 1its essence.9

Furthermore, when we experience other things like this first
thing, we immediateiy realize that we know them as they are
essentlally; we seem to grasp what is common to them all in
coming to know the meaning of one, that is, to know the
~'universal' which transcends the many. Llkewlse, we know
that we can enter into dlscourse with other persons concern-
ing the many similar things experienced and known, wlthout

referring to any one particular: the meaning, held in common,

and represented by a common symb8l, does the trick. We must,
. then, add this proposition to the above remarks concernlng

our 'public facts:® Just as I know that when I know a thing
(and it has meaning for me), that 1ts meaning includes what

it is in 1tself--its concrete particularity--and that it is
‘this fact of meaning which enables me to know many things having
a like 'nature' or 'essence' (the many included in the one);
80 I know that other persons grasp the same meaning common to
‘many things; and, finally, that there is soclal recognition
and understanding of this common meaning--even on the primi-
tive level--and that this phenomenon makes communication of
-ldeas possible, 1. e. the recognition and expression of public

facts by means of language symbols.
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We have seen that there are various kinds of sligni-
ficance at the most primitive level of knowledge, ranging
from the meaning of brute gxistence, through the meanlng of
various relations (of things to each other, ef things to per-
sons, and--implicit in our knowing that other people can
communicate with us--of persons to persons) and the meaning

~of particular egsences, on up to the meaning of universalsg

(which logically includes relations). With more experience,
thought and insight, meaning does change, as we indlcated
above (p.l44), but not essentially: not only is the mere

fact of having known an object (not necessarily a particular)

ﬁith a certaln meaning preserved, but also, when the object
loses value and 1s dlscarded or apparently destroyed, its
meaning may be preserved in memory or may--according to some
~ philosophers--even continue, in immortal, immutable subsis-
tence. Also, the relativity of meaning 1s directly related
kto‘the kind of obJect. From the standpolnt of public objects,
in general the relativity of meaning of certain objects de-
creasges as thelr extension increases and as they are under-
stood by more and more knowers. To be more specifiec,
'ﬂimaginative constructions are directly related to some
pafticular imagination of some one person whoc creates the
object. Imagined things, 1t 1s true, in taking on thelr
unique kind of 'existence,' may be understood by great numbers
of:persons. The point 1s, however, that the dependence of

the thing upon the creative imagination makes its stability
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and continulty of meanling less 1ikely.10 There 1s less

relativity involved in our knowledge of independently existing

~ things, though the exhaustive meaning of any one thing taken

| in isolation is never got, even after equally exhaustive study
and experiment of many minds working lndefatigable together.

For there seems to be an ldeal point, forever beyond the grasp

of the most exhaustlive knowledge of any one thlng, from every
possible point-of-view; and this ideal preserves the old |
concept of the "unkhown thing-in-itself.¥ At the primitive
level of our experience, where we may grasp the essential
’meanings, relativity is reduced to a minimum, so that we can
be falrly confident that many persons know the same things
in the ssme way, 1. e. as having a meaning common to all.
This state of arrairs, in which meaning 1s a fact, and com-
munication andnunderStanding are facts, achleves the 'uni-
versal,' at the expense of sacrificing the 'particular’
(Which mayibe retained in individual memorles in more or less
detall); and with the emergence of the universal by dls-

covery (others might hold up their production through 'creation'

S 11 .
- or 'convention'), knowledge, as understood by gcientia, is
made possible:' we can rise from 'becoming' and soar into the

reglm of 'beiﬁg;' we can understand particular occurences by

-means of unlversal laws.
'V. The Significance of '€ommon Sense,'
We can now return to our original problem of how

it could be possible for very many persons to be in agreement
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on some lssue, which, in time, might be both unlversal and
necessary. The necesslty, we have seen, grows out of the

nature of the case: 1in knowledge a thing ls known as it 1is

((no matter how inadequately) because we are able to grasp
Aits meaning--or essence; ontologically, perhaps, this same
essence is an integral part of reality--at least, we know
that in knowing real things we know thelr unique nature.

In like manner, unlversality risés from the nature of things,
slnce reality is such that many persons share common meanings

and have similar experiences.l2

The vote of numbers, there-
fore, as we sald in the beginning, 1s relatively unimportant,
thbugh, in some instances, the generallty of some belief

"unfounded in reality takes on gpparent authority, in which
'case 1t has a tentative presumption of value, if not of truth.
' In what has been sald above we have not been concerned
with the valious problems of perception as such. Our pre-
occupatlon has rested solely with the problem of how it 1is

ifpossible for many, 1f not all, persons to have understanding
of reallty in common. For Common Sense, if 1t has any
,validity whatsoever as a body of propositlions expressing
certaln publicly accepted 'facts,' must be such that it truth-

fully represents the meaning of things as they really are.

Therefore, we have trled to indicate a possible explanation
 for the phenomenon of Common Sense and its conviction of

knowlng, and knowing with certainty, or rather, with great
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probability, facts. That these facts are known relatively,
that isg, that various 'reports' differ in detall, does not
, prevent at the same time the phenomenon of being known ln
egssence. A nucleus--that which makeg them what they ares-
may be included in every relative meaning, and thls common
or universal element ls what makes their meaning--or sense--
_common, i. e. which produces, metaphysically, the phenomenon
- which has come to be called throughout the centuries, Common
Sense.

Now 1t may be that some will protest that a theory
of perceptlion must be considered before we tack;y the problem
of‘how common meanlings occur, possibly on the ground that we
must first determine how it 1s that an object can become
anWn, i. e. enter consclousness, before we are privileged

;to~say that we know things and what they are. For all I

know they may be right; but it seems to me to be a question~
begging procedure which agsumes that we do know things (and,
'of c0urse, in practice everyone admits he knows things as
they are and dalily uses them) in the very act of attempting
- to show how we know them, and, in some extracrdinary cases,
éven demonstrating that we cannot know them. What the appeal
to Common Sense asserts very definitely is that in any
philosophizing we must start with what we know to be a fact,.
‘1namely; that we know things which are a part of an external,

extended physical world. I have tried to indlcate a possible
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explanation of how in rerum natura this clalm of Common Sense

is_itself well-founded in reality and how its proposlitions
take on validity and authority. And if my analysis has
suggested a possible solution (which, in no wise, is offered
as 'originsl') of how we know what we admlt we know, then

~ there is additional evidence, in addition to the 'tests!' of
reagon and the authority of everyday practice, for the

presumption of truth which Common Sense seems to possess.
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NOTES

There is relativity so far as awareness of the meaning of
universals is concerned.

Overlooking, of course, the obvious relativity in terms of
a person's color-blindness.

No one test suffices. In addition, we 4o not have to choose
between various theories of 'truth'. 'Correspondence' seems

to be involved in private perceptlon, but this correspondence

can only be verified by additional experience, of one's own,
or of other persons'. Thus, 'coherence' immediately enters
into the correspondence doctrine gnd reaches its own pesk
in science's 'system'. Also, some things can be tentatively
accepted so long as they 'work' pragmatlically. All are in-
volved -- along with 'authority' -- in 'publie' truth.

. He might ask to feed one, e.g. -- or attempt to domesticate
~them for economic reasons.

Persons a...z would thus include those philosophers who
openly deny the validity of the argument. Philosopher K

may thus hold to his solipsism in spite of a contradictory
~eonclusion.

Throughout my discussion I refer to 'things' as inclusive of

matter-of-fact 'thing', say an automobile, ls related defi-

nitely to certain 1deal 'things,' not only as known, but in

its meaningful relgtions: the idea of an autcmobile is re-
lated to the idea of a summer vacatlon, ete. >

This 1s not to be confused with the meaning of the thing as
an 'essence,' clited on p.l46.

That is to say, some part of Reality is known as an existent.
The fact may have to do with a concrete object of sense or
with a relation, but it is usually a combination of both
which 1s first recognized and experlenced as an existing fact.

See Note 7. Discussion of the various kinds of significance --

. or meaning -- 1is given in the next page. Also, we could use
- the Scholastic term "quiddity" here as signifying the 'what-
-~ ness' of the thing known.

‘Berkeley certalnly had in view this polint as well as the
factor of relativity (mentioned above) in his argument for
“the dependence of 'objects' upon consclousness.

Our comcern is not with their ontological status (though we
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their significant existence. The reference to 'creation'’
and 'convention' refers to the conceptuslist - nominslist
tradition.

12. The similarity of experience seems to corroborate the neces-
8ity of our experiences. But it is not loglcal necessity,
striectly. Reality is not known to ue, after the Leibnizlan
ideal, as mathematically rational. Indeed, it may be mathe-
matically rational, every aspect may be related to every
other aspect and to the whole with strict necessity; but
we do not know this a priori, and experience conveys much

- that is capricious and irrastional (to us) in the nature
of things. The fact that such-and-such an event occurs,
‘however, 1s owing to its caugse -~ as such, the effect is
necessary.
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Part Three: The Legitimacy of the
Argument form Common Bense.

Section 8: Appearance, Reality and Common
Sense.

I. Introduction. _
The purpose of the inadequate analysis of Section
One, which makes no pretensions of exhausting a problem that
has occupied some of the world!s best minds for a lifetime,
was t0o indicate how facts of various kinds entail significance
and meaning for persons who--as knowers--~discover these meanings
a8 they exist in Reality. Meaning--in some cases, if hot in
- all--implies that we have grasped the essence of a particular
thing, of a relation (which may include the relationships
of clasé-inolusion, class membership or attribution, as well

as definite relations between things in the concrete, or

‘between persons), and of a universal (and knowledge of universals,
taken in the broadest sense, enables us to have scientifio
knowledge). If we take the significance of a brute fact, for
.example, we find that the lowest level of meaning assures us

~of an atomic, indestructible existent of some kind, of a
determinate nature, and having relations with at least one per-
soﬁ.l Public fxacts presuppose that a meaning is shared by

many persons who know that they know the same thing, so that
commmnication of ideas implies mutually on the part of these
'persons an awareness that they hold, in common, the common
essence of may particular things and relations, and even
relations of (other) universal relations. Ooncrete sensible objects
are known most vividly because they affect the perceiver's

organism in a striking manner, setting up all sorts of intense
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feelings of pleasure and pain, as well as involving various
kinaesthetic sensations. This is because the 1life of the
organism is very intimately related to the things of the
environment. These must be carefully used and controlled
if the struggle of life is to be prolonged with any success,
and the senses play their indispensable part in directing the
organism. Ooncrete sensible objects are know to be facts even
more obviously because of thelr importance for the life of
the org&niém: the awful hazards of Nature, food, clothing,
~shelter, and family or tribal life are first necessities of
life, just as the Cause controlling these things (and many
others intimately related to them) become the first objeot of
genuine infellectual curiosity.
We saw in the introductory segtion of this essay
(in Part One) that these concrete facts are preserved through
names or other signs. And we have just seen that these signs
speclify definite meanings shared in common by a greal number of
~ persons. The meaning of sense objects forms a body of faots,
not only of first importance, but of ultimate importance, 80
- long as the life of the human organism continues. From the-
cradle to the grave life involves inextricably the course of
a body ( which I know to be my own more vividly tham I know
‘other sense objects to be part of my environment) which is
at all times in space and time, at varying distances from the
surface of the earth, in immediate contact with an infinite
Variety of things (which resist and oppose me, or adjust them-
selves to me, or submit td my purposes, however defiantly)

which are understood to be physical or material, and related in
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- numerous ways with other embodied selves or persons. With the
possible exception of those rare moments when reason contemplates
reason and man tecomes immortsl like the Aristotelian God, we
‘are always dimly aware of our embodied self and of & vast back-~
ground, or context, of things known and 'felt' to exist.

It may perhaps be pointed out in oriticism of the above

. énalysis of knowledge, that all we are immediately oognizant
of ié facts, that is, meanings, and that, therefore, the existenoce
ofa world of real objects, independent of any knower, still

.rémains an intellectual bugbear. The chief point of the argument,

- however, insisted all along on the primacy of knowing, and if
wé should be forced to face an tegocentric predicament,! which,
incidentally, is most unintelligible to the ordinary common
sense pgrsbn, we have only to refer to the immediately recdgnized
sighificancé of knowing some real object (in no way a part of the
subject, nor dependent on it, logically or causally), which is
taken to be a primitive fact and understood as meaning such
by very many persons. That is, if meaning itself has significance
--1f it hasntt there can be no dispute, for no readér will have
read this far in this essay, in the first place; secondly, there
can be no argument, for there will be no mutual understanding;

o thirdly, there would be no point to any question asked, anyway--
?' 3__’then1the megning of the brute existence of some concrete aspect
of reality, known and shared as & public fact, perpetuated in
the signs of language, assumed in all science, and sufféred and
endured in daily interaction with the environment has signifioance
and truth; since all the 'tests' (excluding the first, perhaps,

because it begs the question)® plus the collective authority
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of all history establishes this fact--o0f real existence-~with a.
probability amounting to certainty.®

II. How Common Sense Regards the Distinction Between Appearance
and Reality. :

The distinction between tappearance and reality' has
frequently been made by philosophers on the asaumption that they
}gggg,what is real and what merely appears to ke real (to those
~  1888 forfunate). Apart from the dogmatism which has §erpetuated
this conviction, enabling sages to proclaim with unction what
appears to be real, but isn't, and what is‘real; but doesn't
appear to be, oritical study of what we mean by the 'real' has
'~been singularly lacking. In ordinary life, however, some of the
- things plucked from objective reality and lightly held by
philosophers on the ground that they are 'mere appearance! are,
 ,an,the contrary, respected as most real. The reality of the
 aécondary qualities, for one, is never doubted, and conorete
sense objects are known with certainty to be a part of reality.
Again, the permanent (often equated with the real) has always
' enggyed a monopoly on the metaphysical market, and even the
ydoﬁpetitive efforts of philosophers of change include due regard
for the permanence of their piinciple of change. We cannot get
away from it if we try, for, as we saw above? the requirements
éflrational discourse demand the logically permanent as subject-

matter, as the principles of knowledge and science require it
| 57 £9rmal1y.5 This impotence of ours, however, in no way affects
| the‘vital issue at stake, for it is not a question as to the

déSirability of the permenent or impermanent; it is, rather, the
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problem of knowing something that really is, something that
gan be known. And this introduces the fact of the close
relationship of epistemology and ontology: each 1s incomplete
without the other.
When Common Sense, therefore, holds that in knowing
concrete sensible objects it knows reélity it is asserting
that our knowledge is of what exists. At the primitive level
of knowledge, essences are grasped as more or less permanent
 aspects of reality; at the same time, the faoct of change, the
birth, growth and decay of all things is also recognized.
Reality seems to include nécesaarily'both the permanent and
: f impermanent as polar aspects. The relations holding between
unigie particulars is discovered in universal laws: but this
13 no way robs the particular of its ‘uniqueness:?® generality
~:§na particularity are known to be reciprocal factors in
reality. The minimum of meaning which any object has for us
isnever lost as we saw above, by the rela.tivély exhaustive,
rich collection of meanings discovered by many Specialists:
écientific analyses do not essentially destroy our primitive
meanings: my desk and typewriter may be a highly complex mass
| of vibrating atomic or sub-atomic particles or events, yet
. the ordinary meaning that it has for me is not lost at all.
‘If efforts are made, however, to debunk our well-known ordinary
‘meenings on the ground that they are not real, we protest,
 af£ar we believe we know the ‘reality we are in interaction with

and know it immediately.
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The only sense in which we can fairly distinguish
betweenigppearances and reality is in differentiating between
;partial-ﬁruth and Truth, or reality, in this or that aspect
and the Whole of Reality; for these contrasts are discovered.

’in our everyday experience: we know the limitations of our
' knbwledge, just as we know there is the boundless extent of
Reality. Besides, the term 'reality! tends to be regarded as
' the ultimate summation of all that is potentially knowable and
to become an Absolute, inclﬁding change and becomling with it,
but iteelf transcending all change, becoming, and ‘appearahce'.
The ideal goal of knowledge, knowing everything that is,
becomes the ontological Whole, and it is not hard to see how
"}ihat we know becomes what there is to be known, in short, how
absolute idealism based upon the exigencies of knowledge is
'Hbqrn. For Common Sense, however, the identification of what is
 ﬁith what is known can never occur, not only because it
immediately recognizes the difference between being and being-
 known, but also because of the natural difference in kind
between the)thing and the known meaning of a thing.

Another factor which éivesasome pretensions to the
distinction between appearance and reality is the kind of dualism
which makes man exist apart from the world he knows in so

far as mind and consciousness are absolutely separated from the
~ material world. In such a dualism the idea of separation seems
‘M 1t0‘imp1y spatial separation, rather than logical(or even ontological)
Qifference, and this is responsible for many theories of knowledge
growing out of the obvious query as to how something entirely
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‘removed! from its ultimate object of knowledge can ever
know that object. Common Sense is quite aware of s difference
~‘E3tween consciousness and material things, meanings and concrete
objects, unseen universals and seen particulars, but it cannot
conceive of d reality apart from man, so that man can know only
vagrant appearances which somehow arise as bastard offspring
_  of reality. On the contrary, keenly aware of the direct inter-
"aeticn of man with things, together included in reality,
Common Sense sees no difficulty in directly knowing the reality
- of which man's embodied self is‘one aspect. It must be also
sald in fairness to the claims of duaiism that dogmatic monism,
ﬂ whether it be of the kind we suggested in our remarks on the
. Absolute, or extreme materialism, in like fashion is equally
unwarranted. The attempts to reduce the distinct reality of
;_{13Qﬁalitative experience to matter-in-motion, as an apiphenomenon,
or:to egquate consciousness with gioss matter (in combination
of some kind) are offensive to Oommon Sense beoausé it knows
- that such reductions in the ﬁame of some superior 'real! is
iil-founded. Whet common sense at the ordinary level and
Common Sense at fhe philosophical level are ocertain of is that
there are all sorts of"realities*together included in the all-
embracing, conveniently logical class, Reality.
III, In What Sense Appearances May Be 8aid to Be 8aved.

We can now see in a new light why 1t 1is necessgry to save
 the appearances for Common Sense (especially for common senae).6
’Appearancem'are 'saved! because, paradoxically, if they are

not, part of reality is sacrificed. They must be saved if

reality as it is (and not as some would have 1t) is to be
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presented in the philosophical portralt. For the confusing
‘dﬁstinotion between appearance and reality we ocan substitute
primitive meaning (or primitive desoription) versus advanced,
or sophisticated meaning (perhaps scientifico-metaphysical
desoription). What we have said above about the relativity
of meaning also comes to our assistance, here. For we can
now save the appearance of the rising and setting sun and the
. stationary earth by retaining the original meaning as a simple-
relation between an object and an observer; and, at the
same time, realize the cogency of the mature discovery of
the many relations between the sun and the planets from
another position. While we tend to look upon the new tfcon-
struction?', which accounts for the 'illusion! of the moving
sun, as final, it is just as relative, in the sense tﬁat
we haveemployed this term above, as the original picture,
limited by the physical and mental equipment’whioh mekes the
additional meanings discoverable. It is relative because
- we have no necessary assurance thet it is the final, absolute
view. But the first 'appearance'! is not contradictory so
Vthe more mature view unless it is narrowly held to exhaust
all the meanings possible. When the first is seen to ibe
included in the second, which hes gone on toward new dise
coveries in the light of hew knowledge, it is t'saved?,
even though, unknown to man, its ‘'safety! is assured by the
nature of things. And it is a fact that ordinarily we tend to
regard the sun as in motion, the earth as stationary. The

real danger of this whole problem of saving the appearances
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rests in the dogmtic tendency to hold out for one view--
& partial view--~to the exlusion of all the neoeésary, though
minor, aspects. It is to the credit of Common Sense that
it fully realizes the hold it has on .reality and the certainty
of its knowledge, no matter how imcomplete this knowledge is
at any stage in history; that, further, it accepts the cogency
of the new developments in thé light of the reasonableness of
the explanation; that, finally, it is quick to protest against
any one-sided picture which distorts the relations and meanihgs
éf things in favor of some pet theory or idea at the expense

of omitting 'the really known!, so vivid atva so~called 'lower!
level of experience.

IV._Summary.

, In this section we have attempted to submit additional
evidence for the validity of Common Sense. We found that while
some sort of dualistic distinction is immediately recognized
by Common Sense to be a fact, the kind of dualism which
absolutely Beparated man and nature is opposed to the beliefs
of Common Sense and loglcally incompatible with man's knowledge
and practice. Likewise the dualistic distinction between
_Yappearance! and 'reality! was found to be misleading; It is
true that there are many realities (even if one Reality) and
-many relative meanings referring to these realities; none the
less, the position of Common Sense, that it knows these realities

v and knows them meaningfully stands up. The fact that some
. appearances must be saved was seen to be not as serious as it
first seemed; that, in fact, it is natural and corroborative

of what we all know in coming to know things progressively

in experience. The metaphysical position, therefore, which
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Common Sense presupposes is one bf interaction, with man _
'definitely a part of reality, in definite and direct relations
with things. This seems to be confirmed, not only by our
'direct knowledge!, but also, by our practical experiences
which enable us to use things and undergo (with them) mitual
adaptation and change. Common Sense, therefore, entails a
metaphysics which justifies our knowledge of things by diréct
enjoyment (experience) of them. And any other gchemé——perhaps
extreme dualism—-must show not only how the interaction hy-
,pothesis is wrong, but also how Common Sense is wroﬁg, since

~ the acceptance and admission of Common Bense-entails, I believe,

the kind of metaphysics I have indicated.
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‘there 18 no

NoFES®

The relation may be that of simple'awareness' -~ perhaps

a response of an organism to a stimulus plus the recognition
of awareness. If recognltion does not occur, of course,
nown fact, though the exlstence of certain
things. 1s8imno way dependent upon thelr being known. Many
things occur daily within my bodily organism -- but I do

- not know them, yet they are potential 'facts'

The test of experience cannot prove what we are here trying
to establish, namely, realiexistence; for the real world
of objects must be presupposed before an alleged known ob-
Ject can be said to correspond with the real obJect.

For all practical -- and most theoretical -- purposes, it is
with certainty that we know the real world to be a fact.
Only on highly theoretical logical grounds are we forced to
admlt that deep in the depths of Nature's organism there may

‘possibly some potential action which would sweep away all

existing physical 'things'. The contrary of every matter of

~fact, as Hume put 1t, is possible. Even 1f 1t were true
~that nothing but meanings have been shown to be -- this 1is

reslism of a very definite kind. See below, Part Four,
Section Division

See Part One, Section 2, p.33 Note 7,p.30.

Meyerson has shown how the demand for loglcal 'identity!

k,has affected our view of reality from the standpoint, as

I understand it, of phenomenalism. In the Preface to his
Identity and Realism, opi cit., he announces his purpose;
to show how Common Sense occurs, by which he means (I

believe) the belief in an enduring, continuous world of
‘individual objects, i.e. 'things'. Thus, his defense of

Common Sense is Humean -- an attempt to account for its

t1llusions!.

See above, pp.6 ff.
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Part Three: The Legitimacy of 'The
Argument From Common Sense.!

Section 3: Analysis of the Preceding
Arguments.

Four hypothetical propositions, offering four

‘alternatives, seem to rise from what has been sald

above. A. If Common Sense, represented by the propositions
we listed in Part Two, Section 3, is certainly true, i.e.
- absolutely necessary, then it follows that any conclusions
drawn from it are also true, and that a philosophy arguing
from it is making use of a legitimate concept in a sound
menner. B. If it haes a probability of truth and has no
rival (with an equal probability of truth), which is its
contradictory, then an argument from Common Sénse is

ipso facto legitimate., C. If it is one of two or

more éossibilities, each of which has an equal claim of

truth, to argue from Common Sense would perhaps afford
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‘formal legitimacy, but hardly material legitimaoy: we could not
‘éay that our conclusions owned real truth, though the
possibility that the argument drawn from the Common Sense pro-
positions produced conclusions which in the long run might
~be true still exists. D. 1If it can be shown that a rival
clalmant, contradictory to Common $enee, has a greater
'probability of truth in its favor, any argument drawn from
Common Sense will command little respect, unless it can be
shown that Common Sense and its rival are not incompatible,
 in which event we are returned to C.
Any%argument from Common Sense! would be legitimate if
it produced valid and true conclusions, formally and
" materially true, since logical legitimacy alone would be of
little value for a debate about real things. To meet these
- requirements, it is readily apparent that the kind of conclusions
we desire wouid follow only from alternatives A and B. The or-
dinary man is positively certain about A, and we have seen that
the Common Sense philosopherg of the eighteenth century agree
that the propositions of Common Sense possess self—evident,
 apodeictic truth, permitting fruitful deductions. Today,
however, we hesitate at the threshold of the blind faith
which accepts the finality of the 'absolutely certain;! we
feel that A cannot be %ccepted,'since such knowledge requires
omniscience, both empirically and intuitively, and even from
"the standpoint of authority, for who can tell when in the
future one or more of the propositibns might be modified?
The ordinary man bases his belief in their asuthority, not so
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much on strictly philosophical grounds, as on the very
ﬁractical ground that all his conduct daily seems to
corroborate them. This, in his philosophical moments, leads
him to the conclusion that reality must be suchwsand-such so
that he must believe what he does, even when a strenuous
effort to the contrary is made (for all these efforts fail
in their objective). The philosopher, on the other hand,
recognizes the contingency of all propositions related to
matters-of-fact and to the obviously limited human mind:
this forces him to discard A (though it may be true) and
admit B.
If we are agreed that B, and not A, is to be accepted,

what evidence is there for B? 1In the first two sections
of Part Three we suggested several hypotheses which might

~ explain how we ordinarily come to know what we admittedly do
know, the supposition being that bekief or conviction, in
short, knowing that we know something, is fundamental. For
this reason we confined our attention to the ontologioal

~ factors which account for intelligibility. But in trying
to show how many persons can have meanings--and meanings in
common--we did not mean to imply that the problem of how one
can perceive an object was elther unimportant or irrelevant.
It was indicated, however, that the problem of perception
entalls the more general fact of knowledge, contrary to those
philosophers who fell that we must first solve the problems
of perception before we can determine whether or not knowledge

is possible. Also, our speculations were not regarded as
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a 'proof! of the legitimacy of Common Sense. For one thing
proof in the manner of proving a geometric thexrem is
impossible, as is direct reference to experience, for how
can I refer to experience for broof of the aileged fact that
an extended, materid world exists? At best, we can assert
an identity: the real world exists because in experience
the real world exists. There is 'transcendental' prodf if
we admit that Common Sense is necessary for experiénoe?
and there is 'historical! proof in the sense that there is
evidence that many persons in the past have believed what we
believe. In the latter case, however, all the persons in-
'volved might have been nursing a fictitious body of pro-
positions. We are reduced, then, to the place we started
from in our speculations of sections 1 and 3: to the immediate,
intuitive awaremess of the meaningful factuality of the Common
Bense propositions. We know that P is a fact shared by many
persons, but we can also supplement this awareness with the
additional statement, that all our experience presupposes P,
while at the same time corroborating it. Immediate conviction
led the eighteenth century thinkers to regard Common Sense
propositions as & part of the original furnishings of the
understanding. They may be, but the dAifficulty of verifying
so-called 'categories! is very great.
The fact that we are always reduced to the acceptance

of Common Senseé without 'proof!, does not prevent any 'proof!

~ from being discovered in the future; nor does a positive
proof, i.e. a logical dédmonstration, guarantee the real
validity of those conclusions which are incompatible with
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 ‘Gommon Sense. For, in the case of the latter, it is dis-
k;&cvered usually that the premises contain or imply the denial
- of one or more Common Sense propositions which are firmly and
positively acoepted under all circumstances other than those
: ﬁnder which the philosopher speculates in private., If we
assume that we are to test the factuality of any proposition,
that is, ask ourselves how it is that we know such-and-such
to be true, or how anyone knows that P is a fact, five answers
are possible.;(l) I immédiately intuit it to be a fact; (2)
It is given on the authority of someone else; (3) It can be
verified by you and me in experience; (4) It has rational
consistency and coherence; and (5) All my‘practice seems to
establish it; or, I do not see how I could act as I do if
it were not true.
| If we ask a willing subject specific questions, we
can determine how legitimate the so-called facts are. We
may ask, How do you know that you yourself exist? He will sub-
mit reasons 1, 5, 3 and 3 (possibly 4), probably im the order
given, and stress 1. Or we may try, How do you know that your
_memory (granting the existence of such a thing) of 'last night's
‘Opera’ is a fact? His answer will once more emphasize 1;
éﬁter a moment's though he may give 5 also, claiming that the
arie he kept whistling throughout the day was not broughf up
by associations growing out of 'last night's dream.'. Now, we
“may feel that we can catch him up with, How donyou know that

'last night's dream' was in fact just a dream, and not part of

your ‘ordinary, consciously-awake existence?! The answer will
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‘give 1, 4 and 5. If we venture the general issue, How do

~you know that your belief about the independent existence of
the external, physiocal world is true? the reasons are given in

~ proportion to their vividness: 1, 3 (in the sense that someone

‘ else verifies it as he does, e.g.), 5,3, and 4. It is significant
that when we ask a faot, which is & public fact, all the reasons
are given unhesitatingly. All this evidence shows how Common

. Sense has a great probability of truth.

The rival of Common Sense fails to summon all, if any,
of these reasons when questions are asked. If I ask a subject
who knows the meaning of phenomenalism and who feels that there

~is a true explanation of how he knows it to be a fact, he can
‘answer 4, 2 and 1; or he can pretend to feel strongly its
$ruth, giving as an answer, 1, 4 and 2. If he sincerely believes
it to be true, perhaps has experienced a mystical revelation
giving this assurance, he can reply 1, 2 and 4. Under no
circumstance (save those where a group of mystice ‘commune! with

-~ each other mysteriouely) can he reply with 3 or 5, since 3 is

~ ruled out by the nature of phenomenalism and 5 seems to imply
the contradictory of phenomenalism in that experience involves
other persons and real things. Our subjeot may reéard 3 and

5 as superficial; if so, the burden rests upon him 6f showing
why they are superficial, or why it is unnecessary to comsider
them seriously: in short, they must be shown to be false.
| If, after we have progressed thus far in our argument,
~aomecne holds to C and asserts that it is quite possible for two
persons, X and Y, to hold rival views incompatible in every

respect ( and on ell the points, 1-5), we admit that it is
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possible, though as it stands, unintelligible~—since 3 and 5
, séem to be important factors in the lives of any two individuals
living together in the world we know. In faot, it is hard to
see how any understanding between X and Y would be possible
in the first place--~and how they can even begin to debate the
respective merits of their positions; and if they submit (by
- Some queer turn of cosmic events) their cases to an impartial
~ jﬁdge, they are woree off, el nce X and Y now become definitely
related by the media%dr, M, and in the relationship X~M—Y, these
same tests must be appiied, without disorimination, to each.
Where we are not concerned with generic incompatibility,
the same difficulty does not arise, though it appears te hold.
In the case of objective idealism, e.g. we have a type of ‘realism!
- which may pass all the tests safely, Even here the qualifications
of the candidate are in doubt. The i1llusion or appearance of
;'maxeriality nust be accounted for in view of the spiritual
re&lity, alone considered ontologically real. A Berkely, Hegel,
or Leibnitz thus has the responsibility of showing Common Sense
why things appear as they are and how they know that they are
‘not what they appear, i.e. as something else peroceptual ekperiences j
of a Perceiver, the logical process of an absolute Rationality
.(or rational Absolute), or a universe of monads. In the same
way, objective materialism 1s called upon to explain the phenomenon
of oconscious experience, lntuitively felt to be generilcally
different than 'the material.' And, in passing, it may be said
~that all constructions of the scientist require the sam
explanation, viz. how it is that sub-atomic occurences produce

the world as it seems. If, in all these cases, no explanation
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of the Common Sense propositions is given, or,worse, if they
ﬁ;f&ﬁé explained away as erroneous, the dichotomy between
: philoscphy and Common Sense or Science and Common Sense becomes
(perhaps justly) absurd.
Metaphysical‘théories of the type just mentioned raise
spme objections to Common Sense (on the ground that the latter
18 incompatible with thelr speculative plocture); and science,
when it tends to become metaphysical, sings the same song.
The only reply to these objections, in view of the tests whioch
Gommon Sense has paséed, is that if they cannot convime the
natural light of reason that their explanation of reality
'and its ‘'appearances! (Common Sense propositions) is satis-
factory, they are at best only 'possibie'. When objections
are not made in view of a preconceived theory, they are made
on. the ground that the very certainty and oconviction with whiéh
they are held, as well as the intuitive test, are susplcious
authorities,-since anyone can claim anything equally, In
| reply o this objection the champion of Common Sense has only
%o point out the intuitive convictions of his opponentis |
belief in some other propdsitions on which his‘majeetio meta-
- physios rests., If it is objec%ed_that\the Common Sense position
‘is uncritical, this is not even admitted on the level of
- common sense since the ordinary man 1s oritical of some views;
’; ¢erta1n1y it is not true on the philosophical level where some

of the keenest of critics (Mr. Moore, e.g.) have debated the
":qnestion from all angles. Perhaps the trite objeotions that

- Qommon Sense is 'too general,' or 'too vague,! or 'too ambiguous?

Will be raised. In defense it can be pointed out that the
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intension of the term includes necessarily the general or common
- meanings of things; also that while it is vague and ambiguous
to those who have not distinguished between Common Sense and
common’sénse in detail, and is, therefore, to be condemned when
lightly used, it is nevertheless valuable in meaning what
it indicates by the very words méking up the term: a body of
propositions having sense, or meaning, gommon to very many
péraons, descriptive of their beliefs about the nature of
things, so that in speculation and in practice they prove
fruitful. Finally, if it is pointed out that the term has only
general use in philosophy (this issue we analyzed in Part Two,
Seotion 1, III) but no specific applicability ( which we
“touched upon in Part Two, Section 2, IV) in philosophioc problems,
we might agree, though not fully. Part Four will attempt to
answer this objection.

In view of these objections, (a) that Common Sense is
incompatible with a metaphysics; or (b) with science; (c) that
the source of the beliefs in intuition is a dangerous and in-
adequate basis; (d) that it is unoritical; (e) that as a term
it 1s too general, vague and ambiguous; and also in view of the

: évidence in favor of Common 8ense, it must be concluded, I
| believe, that it 18 (1) a legitdimate concept, and (2) a
legltimate concept for philosophy, whether it is used in a very

general sense or in a more specifio function. This last aspect
~ has not, of course, been carefully and completely established,

‘Eﬁx we turn now to Part Four for just this purpose.
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| Section 4: Conclusions.

s We have shown above how Common Sense propositions--what

- we know about reality-—may come about, granting the existence

of the world we know exists and of the knowing selves we know
exist: How Common Sense is possible owing to the mature of
’thingsnuthis was one of our chief probiems. We tried to dis~
cover how it was that many persons shared common meanings and
understood these meanings, and we found that the structure of
reality enabled man to grasp the essential nature of things in
their unique particularity as well as their universality. At
~the same time we attempted to explain how the directness and
familiarity of things immediately knowable were likely, and

we found that man was intimately in interaction with the things
he knew. Thus, certain views of some philosophers seem to be
precluded definitely: those who attempt an analysis of the per-
ceptual situation, without first admitting the claims of Common
Sénse, heg the question; those who attempt certain metaphysical
hypotheses concerning man and nature are in the same boat, for
if they arbitrarily remove man from the things he knows he is
immediately in contact with, they can have no knowledge, which
they admit they have. At the same time, some sort of philosdphical
analyais of the kind I suggested-seems to be required by Common
Bense if it is legltimate. That it is, in fact, legitimate is

- proved, not by our analysis of the background of ite meaning, but
by its meaning for experience and for philosophy. When we act
we~act with assurance and with success; and when we philosophize--

starting with the admission that we know something and share this

) ‘ know1edge with others—-we philosophize with 8uccess, arriving
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‘at some harmonious reconciliation of practice and theory.
 And if we apply the 'tests' of philosophy to our Common Sense
conviotions and successfully meet objections, we determine
their cogency.
Finally, perhaps, we are reduced to no proof at all.
But we must start somewhere-—any philosopher must start some-
‘where. And in every instance he is réduced to some ultimate
- for which there is no proof. It is thus with Common Sense.
Ultimately, we start with the frank assumption that we Know
that we know; but if we immediately ask how we know that we
know that we know, we are reduced to the old issue of infinite
‘regiession. There is this to be said, however, about the
approach from the point-of-view of Common Sense: as practical,
active organisms, all philosophers are obliged to be Common
Sense persons and perform in general life what they perhaps
argue away in their study. Also, the advantage of this approach
: is‘that it reconciles theory and practice, appearance and
- reality, thereby removing the necessity of multiplying principles
which might be needed to explain the discrepancies. Our attempt
at a metaphysical basis serves to show how Common 8Sense gains
\ ite priority and becomes valid, necessary data for philosophy.
~But even without this analysis the legitimacy of the concept
;for‘philosophy is assured by its possessihg meaning and‘
aignifioamce, since philosophy-- even though it properly
questions all things and takes nothing for granted--by its nature
_has to do with meaning--the meaning of this and that, and the

meaning of the whole. The meaning of Common Sense cannot be

denied, nor dismissed; just as its importance for philosophy
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cannot be overlooked. What we have said does not, however,
answer owr final question, Is a Common Sense Philoso phy possible?

We turn, then, to our attempt to answer this.
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Part Four: The Possibility of a
Common Sense Philosophy.

S8ection 1: Philosophy and Common Sense.

I. Introduction.
| | At the close of Part Three we considered the various
objeotions.to Gommbn Sense. We answered all but the last
| of these, which had to do with the question which forms the
problem of this part of the essay. The question is, Is a
Gommon Sense Philosophy possible? By a !'Common Sense Philosophy!
we understand the detalled analysis of specific problems
- and perhaps, in addition, the logically coherent view of the
“universe as a whole, not simply the general body of Gommon
‘Bense propositions, genérically summing up partial views, or
grouping together all the partial views into one whole. By a
YCommon Sense Philosophy! we also mean that product which sur-
 #ivés critical reflection and research, just as any other so-
called philosophy stands or falls on its own merits. Finally,
we also mean that philosophy harmoniously related to the body
of Common Sense propositions from which it develops, so that
conolusions reached entail the general propositions and never
,cantradiét them. |
In what has gohe before, in Parts One, Two and Three,
we have shown that it is a fact that Common Sense philosophies
have existed-in name at least, that 'Common Sense'! hgd
definite philosophic significance for each philosophy, playing a
: ‘,deﬁnite role in each, and that there seems to be & legitimate
basis in the nature of things for some philosophy which we may

call Common Sense philosophy. Parts One and Two then, presented

the historidal evidence for rarticular philosophies taking
175
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, ~the name ‘Common Sense.! But the fact that Common Sense
’  ffphi1osoph1es have existed in the past does not necessarily imply
- that they can exist legitimately, or that they are possilble;
’,since the name may be a misnomer, adopted to win the applause
of the common sense multitude. Part Three, therefore, went a long
‘way in establishing the possibility of a general philosophy
‘by showing how a body of meaning ful and significant propositions,
'happily named Common Sense (in spite of the obwious objections
to such a name), come into being, but even more important, how
they warrant our respect. Thelr success in passing various
ftesta' and in bridging the abyss between theory and practice,
' $3&1ity and appearance, justifies the serious regard with
which these propositions are held. Also, in Part Threé, we
were eonsidering Common Sense in itself, apart from any one
- philosophy which has appealed, or which may appeal, to it, or argue
from it. Earlier, in Part Two, when we analyzed its role within
philosophy, in general and in particular, we were primarily
concerned with any philoBOphy, or any possible philosophy- how
Common Sense funciioned if it were trme. Agaln, in Part Three,
it was shown how @ommon Sense has & very great probability of
Vtruth, and how it has thereby importance in eliminating types
of philosophy generally known to be false. In the present
division of our essay we shall combine the methods of approach
and assume the truth of the general body of Common Sense pro-
‘péSitions, along with its general function, in order to
détermine whether any philosophy is privileged to call itself

a Oommon Sense Philosophy in the sense outlined above.
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Since we are assuming the general function of Common

 Bense as established, it might be well to review the wayé in
which we found Common Sense function generally. (1) Some
philosophers have regarded it as formally important (a) in
‘regulating the general approach to philosophy, as the logical
basis for further thought, and (b) in determining the specific
approach to definite problems by means of analysis; and closely
,rélated to this is (3) its material significance, as offering
a body of general facts, making up a general philosophy, or
standing gs the data whose implicatlons lead to the solution
df particular problems. Finally, some philosophers without
dquestioning it further, have regarded it as an aathority, which
may be appealed to at any time (during debate), or even re-
ferred to within a technical ahalysis-as somehow clinching a
point or pointing to a preferred concluséion. This last type

- of appeal finds it a general, unanalyzed concept of convenient
utility, not really significant for philosophy, though in-
digpensable in thetoric.

What we are priﬁarily concerned with here is the
possibility of appealing to Common Sense in one of the highly
specialized divisions of philosophy, epistemology,-and in the
problem of perception within epistemology. For in the past
it has been customary for some philosphers to appeal to Common

;88nse in the midst of their special analysis of the special
~problem of how we actually perceive an object. How far the
- speclalist may go and yet call his work s 'Common Sense Philo-

sophy,! and hor the answers to highly specialized questions
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are related ta Common Sense-~these are the paramount issues whieh
‘we shall try to meet. In facing them we hope to answer the
objection of many philosophers that he who argues from Common:
Sehse is in fact a pseudo-philosopher and mountebank.
II. How Philosophy Differs from Common Sense.

By way of a brief reminder, let us recall some of the
distinctions we made early in the essay between philosophy gnd
Common Sense. First of all, we found that common sense is a
summum genus, embracing all beliefs of all kinds and.summing up
at any period of time the propositions growing out of ordinary
‘experience. These propositions, infinite in variety and
number, are quasi-scientific andlquési—philosophio, and out of them,
as a result of critical reflection emerge the propositions of
Common Sense. It is likewise a fact that unless there is some
curiosity and reflective ability philosophy never rises out
of common sense and the philosophic concept 'Common Sense,! does
not fiome into existence. Bui man is essentially a philosophic ard

,,écientific organism, as he is a practical, predatory animal;and
on gany level of 'intelligence! there is some body of philosophic
beliefs about the universe as a whole--its processes, its value,
its destination-~and about the function of the individual person
within this universe. As new knowledge is produced and néw
discoveries are made, an increasing number of problems is solved.

~These, in part, answer the questions which rise in more and more
detail as man speculates on the commonplace things around him,
espeoially when he is enabled to observe hitherto *hiddent

phenomena by some newly discovered apparatus and thereupon ask
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more and more questions, going ever deeper into the innermost

workings of things.

Thus, while Common Sense is usually a summary of certain
- fundamental beliefs about the nature of things in the light
"Qg_g synoptic picture of reality, there is often included, in

eddition, a summary of conclusions about a restricted problem.

| These conclusions are reached by a phllpsophic analysis going
beyond: the general Common Sense limits, or they may filter down
from speclalties and be absorbed into ordinary language. And

) we must not forget that Common Sense comes into being as a
result result of philosophic distinctions, made with a view to-
ward solving philosophic questions, not as a result of any
other interest. Common Sense is thus & product, satisfying very
definite demands, which in turn call forth other answers to’more
detailed problems. These answers to specific problems are
accepted as valid providing they agree in general with Common
Sense; 1in ﬁo way are they ewen tentatively accepted by common
'aénse,‘if it can be shown that they contradict the more in-
clusive view, which has determined, in advance, the logical
ultimate which no analysis can gainsay. Many phllosophers,
emancipated from common sensé, have, however, felt that some
of these contradictory answers are very'definitely true-~whence
arises the conflict between Common Sense and philosophy (and
of course, between common sense and philosophy when the position
of the philosopher has been interpreted to the ordinary man),

a conflict, in fact, between two philosophies: one claiming

~ %hat no analysis must deny the first premises; another arguing
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perhaps from the results of his particular conclusion in a
”spécialized problem backwards to a position incompatible

with Common Sense, to new premises. We have already analyzed
the competitive struggle of some philosophies to transcend

- Common Sense by a superior insight, or to rationalize it away
‘with a formidable dialiectic. Now we shall oconsider Common
8ense in its widest extension.

Whether or not the extension of the concept to a
specific problem is justified on more than a merely nominal
bas%s, and if it is, how it is, and upon what grounds we may
designate a philosophy (in the sense in which we defined !Common:
Sense Philosophy! above, in I) by the name Common Sense, can
 best be broﬁght out by turning immediatley to the battleground
of Perception where the colors of the various schools flutter

in gallant display.
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Part Four: The Possibility of a Common
Sense Philosophy.

Section 2: Common Zense and the Perception
of Objects.

I. Introduction.

e have already shown the many dangers which lurk
in the path of the philosopher who tries to tackle gome of
the problems growing out of the perceptual situation. We
g8aw how two Common Sense philosophers employed different
~ strategy to account for what they knew to be a fact, viz.
the perception of objects. Reid made a courageous effort --
and went down fighting, emitting the while, in an sudible
gigh, the name of his beloved mistress, Common Sense. Moore,
unliike his Scotch predecessor was more canny; he admitted
that several answers were posgible, none of which was unim-
peachable. At the same time, he was satisfied with a bare
outline of the problem, leaving to others the tésk of decid-
ing which of his alternatives will be accepted. We found that
~each of these Common Sense philosophers recognized the neces-
gity for some kind of representative perception. This, I be-
lieve, is contrary to the view of many philosophers who re=-
gard Common Sense realism and nailve realism as synonymous --
Mr.Joad, e.g. (at one period of his thought, at least). Why
Common Sense realism has been thought synonymous with naive
,realisml, how, on the contrary, they cannot be equated, and
why some kind of epistemological dualism is required are

three questionsg which we shall face in the sequel.
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II. Why Naive Realism and Common Sense Have Been Regarded

As synonymous.

Naive realism arises from one of the dominant de-
ménds of common genge -- for immediate knowledge of things
as they are. That is, granting the existence of & world of
extended physical objects, independent of any knower or
knower's 'experience,' it is believed early in man's philo-

gophic reflection that they can be known with the same ease
with which I can reach forth and pick up my pack of ciga-
“rettes for immediate gratification of my smoker's-~desire.

It is believed, in short, that I know things just as I im-
mediately use things; that a man's grasp of a thing in
knowledge igs as gecure as the possesgion of his wife. Any
‘1ntermediary coming between the thing possessed and the pos-~
gegsor is'regarded with great jealousy, and in fear of the
'eternal triangle' -- or rationslized away by a threatening
flcurish of Occam's keen-edged razor -- any suggestion of a

génage & trois is banished, any metaphysical philanderer is

sent running on his way. But this domestic problem comes
about -~ as so many do -- through a misapprehension: immedi-
ate knowledge of the real world and mediate perception of a
particular thing or continuant are felt to be incompatible;
our knowing (in its broadest sense) is confused with our per-

ceiving (in ite narrowest sense). Since our knowledge of

things is one of the prime faeté of our experience, it is
congidered better to‘hold on to the respectable helpmate,
rather than flirt with any dubious fly-by-night, Mr. (or Miss)
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Tertium Quid, even at the risk of flouting & rigid logical
analysis (which shows the necessity and lawfullness of the
bohemisan relationship) by some broad appeal on behalf of in-

tuition or non-rational knowledge. Any suggested solution of

the problem of our perception of things is elther dismissed
a8 unanswerable, or as 'solved' by the simple expedient of
dismissing the interloper.

Philosophers like Mr, Joad have got into their predica-
ment by accepting a dogma which hasg enjoyed undiminished pres-
tige through the centures. They agree with Reid that the
’?iééél theory‘ not only denies the propositions of Common

‘~$énse, but entails the far worse positions of Subjectiviasm and
Skepﬁicism, and they point with a reformer's finger to the
‘;tragic examples of the pious Berkeley and the good Hume --
és‘if the contemplation of a theory could actually destroy the
,}fa§t5~of experience.g Tacitly, the respect for this dogma con-
fegses to & cynicism which does not hide a faulty logic; for it
‘is argued from the repeated failures of philosophers in the
past to the universal proposition that all philosophers, now
and forever more, must fail if they admit the doomed 'ideas'
which represent the precious things we know. It is accepted
as a foregone conclusion that any theory of representative
;perception, which certain well known facts of experience seem
. toVrequire (if we are to understand them), necessarily in-
cludes immediate awareness of sense-data, somehow referring
to objecté which we cannot be sure of,'since there are only

the gense-data which represent them. They appeal to common
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-gense for support of their general stand and strain the imag-
inafion to discover some basis for their position.

When any form of representationism is discarded as un-
tenable, in the act of asserting his naive reslism, the phil-
ogopher faces the difficulty of accounting for other demands

fimplicit in common sense, e.g., the demand for some expiana-
tiqh of error and illusion, of memory, and of everyday 'ex-
‘perience‘g with distant objects and with the different size of
objects in relative spatial relations with the knower. For if
we perceive things directly, without any mediating factor, we
should never err in our perceptions, and the memory of my
grandmother, dead these many years, would necessitate her
'presence,' in the same gense that any object is immediately
present to the knower. In like manner, in view of the finite
veiocity of light and sound (and the difference of their
#élooities), how I can perceive a distant moving star (in lo-
cation4) at any one instant, or how there is a discrepancy be-
tween my perception of the smoke and the sound of a cannon
fired a mile away, or how it happens that Mr.Jones, & gix-
footer, becomes increasingly smaller, only to fade away into
a dot, then melt into nothingness, as he walks away from me
down the wide concrete highway which also loses its width in
~‘becoming a ﬁoint are gome of the questions which the naive
realists, to say the least, are hard put to to ansawer,

When the 'new realists' in America announced their

program of reform5 they also agsailed the 'o0ld realism' and

its use of representative or mediate perception on the ground
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that it had to result in subjectiviesm; and like the naive
reglist, they turned to epistemological monism., The results
0f the switch to monism were not at all satisfactory: the
real world was saved from all types of subjectivism and phe-
nomenalism, the demand fofuimmediate knowledge of the things
. forming the real world was met, but the equally important de-
mand for the explanations mentioned above was not met. Nor
~was the relativity of knowledge satisfactorily explained in
a realist way; for if we immedis tely know objects in their
freshness, why can't we know them in a degree approaching the
abgsolute? The introduction of 'relationsg' effects a partial
answer at the expense of approaching a monistic interpreta-
tion, since ideally nothing can come between the knower and
the known (excepting, of course,'the bare relation of 'know-
,‘ing;' which is not the same thing as the kind of relation which
may sceount for the relativiyy of knowledge and which varies
in each circumstance), and the content of the knowing or per-
ceptual experience and the ob ject known must be one and the
game, just as the perceptual content (and other mental con-
~tent) must be objectively real and enjoy an existence in kind
like that of the real, physical objects they are one with.
| Whet was especially hard for common sense to swallow
was the bitter pill of the objective subsistence of certain
entitieg ~- dreams, illusions, hallueinations, imaginary fig-
ments -~ whose private and subjective existence had long been
aecepted. It was slso hard to take the 'permanent' existence

or subsistence of the ordinary objects of experience, which,
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a8 particulars, were known to come into existence, change,
~and perhaps disappear. But the gtiffest blow was thé kind
of metaphysics put forth to sustain the new realist's posi-
~tion. VWhen it was understogd -~ if ever -- by the common
gense man, he was appalled ﬁot only by the epistemological
monism which identified percept and entity known, knowledge
and existence, but also by the tendency toward psychophysical
monism, asg well. Indeed, he might have asked, along with the
philosophical critics of this new brand of realism, how it
differed essentially from the various kinds of monistic ideal-
ism, which likewise identified the egse of the entity with its
~percipi. For if the objeect of experience is the content of
experience 1t is difficult to see how solipsism can be staved
. off, -~ how, in short, my knowing Mr.X carries with it assur-
ance that Mr.X is no more than the mere content of my experi-
énce. And if all content is reduced to & realm of 'neutrsal
entities,' the common sense awarenessg of the difference be-
tween physical objects and embodied knowing selves, orkbe-
tween Mr.X, Mr.Y, and Mr.Z, so far as these individuals are
related to what I formerly called myself, disappears‘entirely.
We are in fact reduced to a new kind of 'phenomensalism,' save
that in place of the Humean impressions and ideas we have
logical or mathemstical entities floating about, and the dis-
tinctive thing called 'self' or 'consciousness' asg well as
f fhe self and object in Hume's philosophy. In its final char-
acter, the new realism is & highly sophisticated metaphysic -~
a body of esoteric truths shared by the elect, but hardly by'
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- the better educated, and more intellectually mature, common

senge persons.

III. The Common Sense Background of Eplstemological Dualism.

The first dualistic distinctions emerged at the common
genge level as & result of man's discovery that the experi-
ences of dreams and the experiences of ordinary life were in no
way compatible. Very early in his life he also learned to make
allowances for the normal illusions rising out of the perception
of distances, ete. The level of Common Sensge finds these dia-
tinctions made more explicit. Today, Common Sense is faced
with an internal struggle foreing a choice between the inherit-
ed, traditional differentiation between primary and secondary
qualities and the 'natural' tendency to regard &ll qualities
a8 Objective. In spite of all the arguments calculated to
clinch the gubjectivity of secondary qualities, such asg the
relativity of colors (due to varying conditions of light or of
the observer's distance from the object), the projection of
fafter-images,' the experiences due to jaundice, etc., Common
Sense clings to their objectivity. And, of course, it may be
argued that since every extended sense-datum is also colored,
as every colored sense-datum is also extended, that color is

ag objective a3 space, which ig supposed to be a very import-

- ant characteristic of the real world. If it is possible to

argue that sense-data change as various other factors change
(in the object, in general phenomena, such as light, and in
~the subject's organism), even though the 'object' remain es-

sentially unchanged, and in every instance sense-data are
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gomehow 'objective' (or seem to be objective, though in fact
they are not), always presérving the integrity of their rela-
~tionship to the object which they represent, theﬁ, I believe,
Common Sense would readily and wholeheartedly accept the sec-
ondary characteristics of certain qualities. Common Sense,
égain, might assent even if the sense-data were shown to be
“purely subjective, entirely confined to the inner world of
congciousness, providing a satisfactory explanation 'saVing
the appearancesg' is given.
| At the reflective level of Common Sense, the gensge in
which every sense-~datum is a partial representative of the ob-
Ject perceived is understood. The faet that I can say, I see
the books on my desk, in no way conveys the proposition, I see
& group of books wholly, from every possible angle. We are
thus always limited in our perceptions, especially in our per-
ceptions of sight. We never perceive the object in its whole-
ness (as the sum totsl of all possible perceptions), since the
relationship of object to knower involves innumerable per-
gpectives. If it is objected that we are really perceiving
the object, and it is owing to natural laws of location in
~g8pace and perspective that we see the object in various frames
0of reference, the argument on behalf of a sense-datum, partial-
1y representing the whole object, still stands; for an explana-
tion of how, according to nature, it happens that we see vari-
~ous appearances in no way discounts the point which is being
made, viz. that there are these appearances which continually

vary, even though they refer to an object which we regard as
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& determinate continuant, i.e., & something having an identity
persisting in its 'private' exigtence apart from the variable
appearances entering into my private experience.

The technical problem of the relationsﬁips holding be-
tween subject and sense-datum, sense-datum and object known,
and subject and object, is & thing apart from the ordinary in-
terests of common sense, as is, perhaps, the distinction mede
in the preceding paragraph. One point, however, is very defin-
itely recognized at the common sense level, and this is salso
incorporated into Common Sense. The issue was brought up
earlier, in Part Three, Section 2. It was said in one place,
"Por Common Sense, however, the identification of what is with
ﬁhat is known can never occur, not only because it immediately
recognizes the difference between being and being-known, but

* also because of the natural difference in kind between the
~thing and the known meaning of a thing.“7 If it is true -~
and I believe it is -~ that Common Sense knowsg these dig-
tinetions to be an incontegtable fact, then some form of repre-
sentationism is assured which even the monists must admit. We
geem to certainly grasp the meaning of things, but we never
consume the object in discovering (or 'finding') the meaning.
If the knowing of an object caused it to enter completely into
our narrow circle of consciousness, the prime distinction be-
-tween the knower and the independent world of real objects

- would disappear. And if we are to retain our realism, and
avold the hidden idealist pits which do not fall to catch

unsuspecting game, we must first preserve the original duslism
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which is basic to realism. At the same time we must do

fﬁll justice to the fact of knowledge, which we know is know-
ledge about objects of the real world, never knowledge con-
cerning mere idess or simulacra confined within the human
gkull, if we are to maintsin our realism. Closely related

to this last problem is the further demand for separate, in-
dependent existence and being, and knowledge of this being,
go that we know that we know things as they are, and not
gimply as they appear. For if it is admitted that we know
things only as they appear, in no final sense can it be said
that we know reality -- the ultimate, real things. 1In short,
the realist demand for knowledge of an independent, real
world necessitates an answer which shows how we can be sure
we know these real things. And if this demand is not met,
reslism is doomed.

The trouble with the old realism, which made so much
of ideas (immediate objects of the understending) was that it
feailed to meet the demand for transcendence: there was‘no
philosophical assurance that the idea referred in a very
definite, necegsary way to a real object. There is, of

- eourse, an unpleasant confusion between the immediate object
of the understanding and the ultimate 6bject of knowledge.
The real'thing -- g particular entity in space and time -~
18 the object of knowledge, and our knowledge is about this
entity; but we know this real thing by means of representa-A
tives which perhaps out of space and time thrives within

consciousness ( as the object does not). That we do know
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the object (especially since we interact with it asctively
in producing certain 'effects' in the environment, passive-
1y, in expefiencing within ourselves other 'effects' caused
by some external stimulus) is one of the prime facts of
life; that we require sense-data, sensa, etc. is oﬁe of the
prime discoveries of reflection. How the ubiquitous sense-
datum, now here in consciousness (in spite of its apparent
‘objectivity'), now out there somehow related to the object
whose repregentative it is; how, in knowing, in grasping a

meaning or eggence, e.g., we can be assured that that which

we have 1s necessarily related to the thing known; how the
egsential 'whatness' of & particular, unique object, ade-
quately represents the content within the common struceture of
knowledge shared by many persons, so that this, and this ob-

Jective thing only, has inviolate identity for all the pur-

poses of knowledge -- in short, how there is true gignificance

(in the original sense of forming a sign (signum) of something
known): these are the important questions which Common Sense
ecan put (since they are necessarily related to it), but which

only a speclalist can answer.

IV. Immediate vs Mediaste Knowledge.

Earlier we stated that one demand of Common Sense is
for immediste knowledge of the resl world. But in view of the
various ways in which mediate knowledge of particulars seems
to be required, how can we reconcile our stand? In the first

place, we gqualified our statement by saying that we had
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immediate knowledge of the extended, real world (no mention
being made of particulars). The choice of 'immediate' is un-
fortunate, for in epistemological discussions the term is
uged as indicative of the non-mediate. In a true sense, all
knowledge of things is mediate, since a host of biological
conditions must be fulfilled ere we have knowledge even of
the simplest kind. But the kind of 'immedisey' I am think-
1ng of grows out of our awareness of the genersasl context of
reality, which is logically and perhaps temporally prior to
our discovery of particulars within this whole.8 It may be
that this 'immediately given' is the stream of consciousness,
or perhaps, with Ward, the "presentation continuum."9 Only
at the risk of ultimate contradiction can we say that some-
how, in a mysterious way, we are immediately aware of that
which is given in its wholeness, yet mediately.aﬁare of in-
dividuals within the whole. 3till, our first waking moments
of this life geem to provide us, 1h James' picturesque lan-
‘guage, with & "blooming, buzzing confusion" out of which we
shall differentiate individual things and learn to separate
ourselves from them, more and more, as a 'spectator' of that
~of which we are -- on other considerations -~ an integral
part. The presented complex is at least mediated by means
of consciousness, and if we rely upon same kind of repre-
gentationism under other circumstances, our logic compels us
to adhere to it throughout, so that we must give our weight
at least to mediation, even though it does appear that we

grasp the whole ~- and perhaps real space and time (rather
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than perceptusl space and time) =~ immediately.lo What is
most important is the fact that we grasp reality as a context,
never atomistically. Nor -- as our earlier suggestions also
indicated ~- do we geem to be cut off from reality with only
Humean impressions snd ideas as materials out of which to
formulate (as Lucretius would say) & concilium of real things,
~and eventually, & real world.

Another possibility exists: that in the perception of
gensa or sense-data (or whatever the 'representations' are
dalled) we obtain 'immediate' knowledge of reality by means of
the medisting factor. To overcome the ambiguity and self-

- eontradiction here apparent, it is necegsary to show that the
nature of the sensge-data is such, that in knowing them, we
either intuit immediately, or 'infer' (by an immediate process)
the real context of which they are an aspect. This suggestion

gseemsg to be what Stout hints at in Mind and Matter.ll Reality

is such that very many things are connected. to many other
thingslz by various ties, among them the causal tie. And in
perceiving, say, one terminus of an aspect of reality, the sub-
Jective appearance, we ipso facto are aware of the other termin-
u8 in reality, as, for example, is the case when we infer the
real existence of our friend at the other end of the tele-
phone line from the 'voice' we perceive at this end. In short,
the sensum carries transitively back to the real world. This
ingenious explanation certainly meets the demand for real refer-
- ence, and may be feasible, fhough it suspiciously looks as if

it is the Common Sense desire to eat the cake and have it, too.
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One has only to apply the traditional objections to neo-reslism
to discover the limitations of Stout's theory. In addition,
Stout's argument from the memory-experience (where we seem to
knbw the past immediately, yet obviously the past is not pres-
‘ent) is none too clear. And what we actually fall back upon
is inference of a sgpecial kind, which revives, in the memory
gituation, the original effect a real event, or thing, occa-
'sioned, by tracing the 'memory' of the original even to the
original event and from there, on to the 'real' it is con-
ﬁected with, without error; and in 'direct' perception, by
tying up the representation with the real csuse. This in-
ference 1s not a leap from an effect across a void to the
cause, but from an effect to the cause by means of a meta-

physical bridge, which connects the effect and the eause.l5
Thue, we are, I believe, back with the neo-realists (with
whom Stout, himself, disagrees); yet in one respect we'must
alwéys be back with them on the question of logical refer-
~ence and identity, connecting the gense-datum and the real
entity. In any case, we have to introduce certsin 'unknown
quantities,’ ever holding to our faith in new facts and dis-
coveries whieh might enable us to decide this way or that.

“ The emphasis Common Sense places on the apparently
'immedisate' data of consciousness in general is at least a
significant protest against atomic sense-data, or that type
 of representative perception which leaves us alone with 'ideas’
gomehow relating to something we know not what. We start with

‘the fact that we know real hings, not the stuff of the 'idesl
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pluralists' (whether they be of the Beikeleyan, Leibnizian or
Russellian type). And Common Sense mskes its protest felt on
the ground that such analyses end up at the wrong end of the
metaphysical cornucopia, with only the empty husks (impres-
gions, ideas or 'logical atoms'), never the abundant richness
of fecund reality. Common Sense believes that is confronted
with reality, perhaps not in richneas of detail (which must
be found), but at least in potential plenitude, awaiting

~recognition, as the human organism more and more interacts
gengitively to its moving, living environment. It may be

- possible that we have s special faculty which enables us to
intuit the real, immediately, as a continuum. The evidence,
however, seems to indicate otherwise, and 'immediate' know-
ledge of the general context is really 'prior' knowledge --
or 'original' first knowledge.

The other sense in which it may be said that we have
'immediate' knowledge of the real world grows out of 'normsal’
experience, When our range of perception is restricted to
the things very close to us in space and time we overlook the
factors which may alter our perception of things. We tend
with Locke to consider our lot, ag humans, equipped with

- sense organs of a definite range, to be part of God's plan,
and the nature of things seems to be adjusted to our experi-
ence of them. Thus we discount any divergence from the
ordinary: the real becomes the conventional. What we can use
practically in the world's business becomes the standard in

testing what is 'real.' Because, in most of our experiences,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



196

we tend to overlook the exceptions to our normal perceptions,
we regard every perception to be what it most obviously ap-
pears to be: an instantaneous, immediate perception of the
object. We asgk, as though one or the other alternative must
“hold, Do you see object O, or do you see some sense-datum, D?
The answer is givenfin terms of customary experience, I see O,
But both the question and the answer hide the quite logiecal
poésibility that I may see O by means of D.l4 When one re-
flects on the pereeptién of very distant objects, it is quite
obvious that immediaste knowledge of any one particular entity
is impossible -~ in any sense., But the faet that all know-
ledge of particular objects is mediate does not contradict

the possibility of an intuitive immediate awarenesass of the

general context extending far beyond the limits of the
farthest particular.

What this presentation continuum ig is another ques~
tion; at least, it seems to include space and time, as well
a8 'gross matter' which is particularized, and, for all I
know, it may include the realm of universals or essences,
gsince I am inclined to believe that these may be ante rem and in
re, as they obviously are post rem in the knowledge strue-
ture.15 Por if we discover or find the real objects of the
real world, and 1f we know that our knowledge is very defin-
itely related to these objects, then the meanings and es-

‘:sencesvwhich give us universal knowledge about the things of
experience would seem to be likewise related in an essentisl

way to the things they refer to. That is, it seems logically
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 possible that in discovering objects we also discover real
esgences or meanings which have at least a dusl being with-
in the thing (as a part of the particular objective entity
we know) and within the content of knowledge. This does not

imply that psrticulars are nothing but a group of essences in

a definite location in space and time, since Common Sense, if
it is assured of anything, is quite vehement about the ex-~
istence of unique 'material' particulars., But it does sug-
gest a coherent mode of explaining our real knowledge. For
granting the dual realms of being and knowledge, if the lat-
ter 1s purely conceptual, or nominal, the difficulty of
transcendental reference is increased, and the burden of
showing how our conceptusl or nominal knowledge refers to the
real things, i1t seems to me, is much greater. This tremendous
issue cannot, of course, be solved here., So long as the
transcendence is accepted as an ultimate fact which must be
met; reflective Common Sense can admit any theory which ex-
plaeins how our knowledge 1is real knowledge. And g0 far as I
am concerned, it seems that the kind of realism I favor very
definitely avoids the charge that has been made in the past
that in knowing things we 'create' things, since our know-
ledge ig often regarded as a 'construct.' If we admit that
we consgtruet our knowledge, using certain 'materials' of ex-
,perience, coming partly from our interaction with the things
which we could not have constructed, we must show how our

~knowledge 'construct' honestly refers to the real world.
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This lasst requirement prepares the way for a theory
of perception which must avoid the evils of the old kind of
representative ideas and do full Justice to the structure of
knowledge. Both neo-realism and the critical realist resc-
tionaries arevfaeed with difficulties growing out of the de-
mands of Common Sense: the former, e.g., is hard put to ex-’
plain error; the latter has to give a satisfactory explana-
tion of how we know real 'things' in knowing, immediately,
'eontent.' 8o far as Common 3ense is concerned, it knows
‘the limitations of its genersl views, which, at best, can
but indicate and regulate analysis: it can point out the de-
mends which must be met in view of what we admittedly do
’know and experience; it can reject any asnalysis which contra-
dicts its general position. It may be impotent in meking
clear the meanings lying unrecognized in ites depths, but
when they are brought to light it is quick to weldome them in-
to the fold, at the same time reserving the right to refuse to
accept any alleged meaning, which, after repeated efforts, re-
" mains unintelligible, Again, Common Sense generously turns
over the job of snalysis to the philosophic specialist with
‘the proviso that, in the long run, the body of propositions
which has survived time and change and criticism is an
suthority whioch must have the final word on the validity of

the results of analysis.
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V. Summary.

We have seen above, then, that Common Sense is not
gynonymous with naive reslism, nor is it synonymous with any
one detailed analysis of the problems of sense perception.
Its basic propositions indicate a general position which must
not be contradicted and point out the direetion in which
anslysis of the full implicationa of Common Sense must go.
‘Progress én this journey is expedited by reflection --kgoing
8 little beyond the Common 3ense borders. Reflection takes
notice of certain essential features of experience which can
‘be incorporated into Common Sense. These features include,
€.8., the recognition of the need for a satisfactory explana-
tion of 'abnormal' phenomena, such as the experience of illu-

~.glons, hallueinations, etc. If a theory of repregentative
)perception gsatisfactorily accounts for the abnormsl, then it
~is welcomed by Common Sense., At the same time, a theory of
knowledge must account for the minimum of epistemological
~dualism between 'the known' and 'the existent,' as well as
fhe gense in which our sense-data are at best representative
of the object known. In view of known scientifie facts, such
- a8 the finite velocity of light, and nervous energy (and for-

éetting the customary and habitual), we inevitably discover
that normal perception also involves mediation. Epistemo-
logical dualism is thus required by Common Sense to explain
the general facts of Common Sense perception. Whether the

analysis of philosopher X or of philosopher Y is to be
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accepted depends upon the logic of their position, the

thoroughness of their analysis, and their regard for factas,

chief among which are the regulating facts of Common Sense.
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NOTES
(Part Four, Section 2)

1l - I am not implying that Common Sense realism has
always been equated with naive realiam,

2 - Cf, Reid's remarks: "These facts (the existence of
an external world, etc. in which all men believe)
are phaenomena of human nature, from which we may
Justly argue against any hypothesis, however gener-
ally received. But to argue from a hypothesis
agalinst facts, is contrary to the rules of true
philosophy." (Inguiry, Worke, p.132)

3 = That is, perceptual experience, in the most in-
clusive sense.

4 - Meaning 'in the place where I see it.'

& « Cf. The New Realism, pp.2-1l1l, 21-31; Cf. Holt's
remarks on "lllusory Experience," pp.303 f£f.

6 = It shoul be noted that the apparent subjectivity
: of secondary qualities is used as an argument for
representationism. This is not a good argument,
for it maey be that we directly sense an objective
entity and the mind adds the secondary qualities,
€.8., color. On the other hand, it might be that
both the primary and secondary aspects are sub-
jective, or -- to take a most extreme view --
that the secondary are objectively real, the pri-
mary epiphenomenal. All of these combinations are
oggible; yet if we are to accept a representa-
Eion theory we must go all the way snd show how
it holds under all circumstances. The subjectiv-
ity of the secondary qualities at best adds addition-
al evidence to a theory which gains its most sub-
stantial support elsewhere.

7 - Cf. above, p. 159.

8 « Our 'immediate' knowledge of the first 'presented

: complex' is immediate by comparison with our sub-
sequent knowledge of individuals, gained only by
& struggle and through additionsal experience in
time. The contextual background, apparently in-
finite in space and time, is always dimly realized,
without effort on our part. We open our ges --
and there it is! We may, e.g., have great diffi-
culty in focusing our eyes after they have been

treated with belladonns -~ yet the complex is
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there, in undifferentisted meass. Even when blind-
folded we experience the background by other senses.
Paralyze all the senses, one by one, end it would
disappear, for the continuum is sensible, not intel-
lectual -~ another reason why one should not con-
fuse perceptual 'appearances' with the conceptual.

9 ~ Cf. James Ward, Psychological Principles, (Cam-
bridge & New York, 1919), pp.75-=76: "Psychologists
have usually represented mental advance as consisgt-
ing fundamentally in the combination snd recombina-
tion of various elementary units, the so-called
gengations and primitive movements: in other words,
ag consisting in a species of 'mental chemistry.'
If needful, we might find in biology far better
anelogies to the progressive differentiation of ex-
perience than in the physical upbuilding of mole-
cules., The process seems much more like a seg-
mentation of what is originally continuous than
an aggregation of elements at first independent and
distinet... To the child, it is said, all faces
are alike; and throughout life we are apt to note
the generic, the points of resemblance, before the
specific, the points of difference. But even when
most definite, what we call a pregentation is still
part of a larger whole. It is not separated from
other pregentations, whether simullaneous or suc-
cesgive, by something which is not of the nature
of presentation, as one igland is separated from
another by the intervening sea, or one note in a
melody from the next by an interval of silence.

In our search for a theory of presentations, then,
i1t is from this 'continuity of consciougness' that
we must take our start.”

X0 - Logical congistency compels us to look for uni-
form representationism -- as does the Law of Par-
gimony. On the other hand, the possibility of an
'intuitive knowledge' always remains, no matter
how much it confuses or adds to the complexity of
our theory.

11 -~ Cf. pp.240 ff. Stout is a former pupil of Ward's,

: hence the 'sensory continuum'. It should be
pointed out that we do not discover the continuum
from atomic data, since the "total object" is
really cognized before any individual. But we do
discover the interconnection of things -- asg well
as their interrelastionships -~ by tying up the
given with the larger given.
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- An important detail of Stout's theory is the con-

nection of the knower's body (of which he has
intimate knowledge by way of 'internal perception')
with other things. We are thus sure of real know-
ledge a8 though we were a 'soul' within a billiard
ball body, which reacts to the motion of other
billiard balls (which may or may not have sensi-
tive souls). The contact of one ball upon another
would eventuate in real knowledge of the 'external’
object through the experience of the subject.

Wnile asdmitting the strong arguments on behalf of
the causal theory, Stout also points out its in-
adequacies. See Mind and Matter, pp.R33-239.

If we put the question disjunctively it ia obvi-
ougly unfair, for it may well be that we know

both simultaneously, as we senge the datum alone.
In addition, 'see' -~ asg all verbs of perception --
is very ambiguous, usually indicating the objective
terminus. Thus both the medium (which msy or may
not be 'seen') and the subjective experience of
‘geeing' tends to be excluded.

Real space and time, real matter, real universals
are obviously not given in their nakedness in the
gensory or presentation continuum, They must,
however, be potentially there, included somehow
in the data, so that eventually they may be known.
The passage from sense to pure form is one of the
lagting mysteries of the knowledge procesgs.
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Part Four: The Possibility of a Common
Sense Philosophye.

Section 3: Further Analysis of the
Limitations of Common Sense.

I. Introduction.

The purpose of this section is to consider in detail

the objections (1) that Common Sense ?hilosophy is false, |
and (2) that Common Sense Philosophy is impossible, remembering |
that we are regarding 'Common Sense Philosophy! as a name
| 'applied.to the philosophic analysis of a particular philosophioc
problem, e.g. the problem of the pereceptiom of objects. In the
preceding section we showed that Common Sense not only does
not imply a naive realism, but actually does imply some form ?
of representative realism. The reason for this is that the
former does not account for phenomena which Common Sense feels
must be accounted for, while the latter is really implied
by the body of Common Sense propositions. We indicated, also,
. how naive realism is mistaken for Common Sense realism, by
showing that the demand for immediate knowledge of real things—-
as they are, ontologically (the assumption being that things
are what they seem to be)--can most easily be met by the simplest
theory possible. The analytic impotency of Common Sense was
also indicated, and it was suggested that the intensive analyses
“of such problems as the problem of perception are of interest
to Commén Sense only in so far as they (1) bear out its
general position (by entailing Common Sense), and (3) provide
~a satisfactory body of explanations for any member of the common

sense world who might be philosophically adept at understanding
them.
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II. The Relation of Common Sense to Any Analysis.

Let us recall for a moment our analysis of Part Two,
‘Section 2, where the function of Common Sense within a
particular philosophy was symbolized. We showed that Reid
and Moore set out from a common body of Common 3ense propo-
sitions which they knew to be true with certainty, and that
‘their firgt analyses led them to other propositions implied
by Gcmmon Sense which they also agreed were true. Then we
gaw that as we extended Common Sense more and more and came
up against the brute facts of experience our chances of cer-
tainty became more and more limited. In short, we came up
against the limitations of induction from matters-of-fact:

e great probability was the best we could hope for in any
analysig. Then we showed that Reld precipitously held fast
t0 one analysis which - if it were true - would entail some-
thing other than his premises, viz. egoistic idealism. In
contrast to Reid's position was Moore's. The modérn analyst
admitted that, within the problem of perception, the limita-
tions of knowledge were so great, that we had to rely upon
theoretical constructions, which could be teken as explana-
tions to be tentatively accepted, until further knowledge
throws more light on the issues involved. We were also con-
vinced that theories capable of meeting critical objections
dould result only from the special technique of a trained

philosopher.
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Now, then, if we turn to the situation in which
critic A, a philosopher who considers his position to be in
harmony with Common Sense, protests that analysia V (let us
say, Lockean dualism) of philosopher B is false; that, in-
gtead of V, his own analysis U (naive realism) is true; we
may find that some other philosopher D, whose position is
not yet developed, by a logical argument in every resgpect con-

'fsistent, shows that U is false, and in addition agrees with A
that V also is false, If philosopher A (alleged Common Sense
philosopher) fails to discover flaws in philosopher D's crit-
icism, he may want to discard V (naive realism). Now his
nerve is tested. He may know, for example, that his Common
Sense posgition was generally recognized to imply naive real-
ism, in faet, that in some learned circles -- and in foot-
notes appended to learned articles -- his position was
named 'Common Sense Reelism' and 'Naive Realiam' interQ
'ehangeably. Others, too, perhaps none too friendly to a
philosopher who will insist upon the vulgar appeal to the
multitude (which they believe characterizes his general
philosophical position), will glow with sadistic joy as their
rival A ginks under the weight of D's attack. All may feel

~that D's argument in the modus tollens denies Common Sensge,

which geemed to be the antecedent for naive realism, Feel-
ing that the Job is done, philosopher E may invite the victor,
D, to a carouse in honor of the occasion, secretly hoping in
the midst of the revelry to convert D to his own analysis, W

(phenomenalism). While the celebration is at its height, an

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



207

emigsary from A arrives, bearing the news that A's name has
been seriously sullied by the attack and that A desires sat-
isfaction on the field of honor, inasmuch as he is confident
thsat his general position has in no way suffered by the cruel
polemic and equally certain that, given the opp?rtunity, he can
vindicate himself in & metaphysical duel of wits.

When the dasy of the battle arrives A is cooly assured
“that as champion of Common Sense he cannot fail. Besides,
he is armed with & new weapon, though a strange one. The pe~
culiar nature of A's technique is soon discovered in the ef-
- fectiveness of his attack. For rather than destroy his oppo-
nents D and E, he convinces them that they must be on his

gide. Step by step he clarifies his position, then shows that

N D and E hsve all along presupposed the very propositions which

:fhey wrongly attacked, for, before, they had never tesken the

trouble to analyze the full significance of Common Sense.

~ When D and E finally admit that their position is that of

Common Sense, A next proceeds to bresk down phenomenslism --
not a very difficult task. He now enjoys the last laugh by

using D's own procedure. He signals for the modus tollens,

which like some deus ex machina nearly scares them out of

_ their wits. Equilibrium is soon restored, however, when A
explains that the meaning of Common Sense 1s such that grant-
ing its truth it could not imply what has been shown false, so
" that the falsity of the consequent, U, or W, proves not that
Common Sense is false, but that it is the wrong consequent,

2
not really connected with Common Sense in mesning. The
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mistake occurred when A asserted that Common Sense really did
imply an analysis of the naive realism type. He now confesses
,th&t what he should have done was to say that Common Sense may
imply U, and it remains to be seen whether U can stand up
under fire, or be replaced by an improved V (e.g., V, Critical
Realism).
Something of the above has frequently occurred, I he-

1ieve, in philosophy. It is thought that the destruction of

a gpecial analysis necegsarily implies the destruction of

gome general position. And it is often overlooked that

naive realism is not really naive, but a sophisticated analy-
gig resting on uncritically accepted philosophical preéuppo-
sitions. Naive realism is & true competitor of the various
brands of realism, idealism, or phenomenalism, each of which
is attempting & special analysis of & special problem. It

is algo forgotten that, in connection with any one particular
problem, Common Sense stands aloof, as the body of proposi-
tions implying some one ansalysis, perhaps not yet discovered.
In no sense does the destruction of any one 0of these analyses
destroy Common dense, unless it is ghown that a necessafy re-
lationship holds between them.5 Analysis can show, as we have
indicated above, earlier in the essay, that some of these
analyses are false, and, further, that if some are admitted as
true and put forth as entailing Common Sense, which they really
sontradict, that they must be false, even when we cannot log-

ibally demongtrate their falsity. At the same time, it can be -
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- shown that even though there is no final proof for Common
dense we must hold to it -- even against some other rivsal

~ which may enjoy a logical proof apart from reference to prac-
tice -~ in view of the body of propositions surviving sll
tesfs and the exigeneiés of daily life which demand it.

If the man of common sense were to stand alone against

& powerful array of philosophic talent, united in opposition
to his philosophic propositions (Common Sense), his only de-
fense would be & protest like that of Adeimantus:

"..» when you (Socrates) talk in this way, a strange
feeling passes over the minds of your hearers:
They fancy that they are led astray a little at
each step in the argument, owing to their own
want of ekill in asking and answering questions;
these littles accumulate, and at the end of the
discussion they are found to have sustained a
mighty overthrow and all their former notions
appear to be turned upside down. And as un-
gkillful players of draughts are at last shut
up by their more skillful adversaries and have
no piece to move, so they too find themselves
shut up at last; for they have nothing to say
in this new game of which words are the count-

ers; and yet all the time they are in the right."4

In a similgr manner, defenders of Common Sense may hold out
-the hope that a definite 'proof,' not only for their general
position (which really does not require any, since all iife
 presupposes it), but also for some detailed analysis, may be
gome day found. In lieu of it, however, several salternatives
can be held simultaneously, awaiting the ultimate fruitg of
further knowledge, or if speculation demands a choice, the

‘risk must be taken, the consequences faced.
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III. Final Remarks Concerning the Possibility of a Common

Senge Philosophy.

A Common Senge Philosophy is thus posgsible up to a
certain point. We can move throgh our analyses, discovering
& proposition here, another there, step by step. This does
not mean that & common sense philosophy, in the same sense, is
possible. Common sgense, by its very nature, is not equipped
to pursue the work of the highly-trained specialist. Common
Sense Philosophy, on the other hand, presupposes the special
training of some philosopher who has taken the pains to start
from Common Sense. This philosopher will regard his phiio—
gophic data, the propositions from which he starts, as a true,.
but general, view of reality. The manifold meanings lateht
within it must be discovered and unravelled. And since the
’authoritative body of facts must be accepted asifinal, at
‘1east for the purpose of any analysis, within limits Common
Sense becomes an ultimate, unchanging body of propositions,
possesging both theoretical and practical import. There will,
however, be change within this body, just as there is a con-
gtant flux ~-- new additions, new rejections -~ within the
most general class, common sense (as we saw in our opening
section). 01d analyses will be discarded, new analyses tenta-~

| tively accepted. Common Sense is in fact both one and many,
- both static and changing -- and this, of course, adds to its
élready anomalous posgition.

Common Sense is thus not only a starting point‘for

further philosophic analysis, but also a regulative concept
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which guides such analysis, positively in suggesting certain
leads, negatively in rejecting incompatible propositions. It
ig, in fact, both 'possible' and 'impossible' as a philosophy,
gsince it ig (1) a synoptic view of reality -- as & summary of
all the propositions concerning the nature of reality; (2)
kthe data from which further analysis proceeds; yet is not (3)
eny one analysis in any one speciaslized field of inquiry (eand
this analysis riéhtly takes the name which is best adapted to
signify its peculiar nature); nor (4) a logically coherent
view of reality as a whole, since this too requires a special-
: ly trained miﬁd. Common Sense is (3) and (4) only in potentia,
and logically its meahing intensionally embraces come conclu-
sion in each, which we may approsch, and in time even attain.
Its importance consists in the determination of certain limits
Beyond which an analysis cannot go (since it may contradict
Common Sense) and in very positively providing the data for
- philosophic advance, both criticaily and speculatively. With-
in the epistemological problem it has most important signifi-
cance, and this esgsay has tried to do justice both to its
positive advantages, and its apparent disadvantages, as & phil-
6sophic concept playing an important part in spite of many
handicaps. If there is any’ggg conclusion which standas out at
the cloge it is this: There isg & great probability that not
only is a Common Sense Philosophy possible (within the limits
just mentioned), but also that epistemologicelly every phil-
ogophy must be & Common Sense Philosophy. #We have seen that

none of the objections can be sustained when the meanings of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



212

Common Sense and Common Sense Philogophy are understood. If

it is still objected that the term is ambiguous, in view of
our gtudy, I think it must be granted that such s calamity
is a necegsary evil, since Common Sense -- if not common
Sense -=- has significant utility as it stands.

That Common Sense is a nucleus of certain truths about
}the nature of things cannot be doubted. As such it will al-
ways be -- perhaps even clothed in a better name. But if we
;are gure of a meaning, we can ask with Juliet, "What's in a
neme?" If, then, the significance of Common Seﬁse hés been
made a little clearer, the purpose of this essay has been ful-

filled.
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NOTES

(Part Four, Section 3)

1 ~ Or he may argue like this, "Let us assume that
Common Sense ig false., ithat will the consequences
be?" He then can show by a reductio ad absurdum
that Common Sense mugt be true, for practice and
philosophy alike.

2 - This, of course, is a variety of the reductio.

5 -~ It is assumed that Common Sense is the genus, any
analysis a sub-class, so that the latter has to be
congistent with the former. The contrary possibil-~

- ity holds; that we may determine the falsity of
the genus by showing it to be the wrong class in-
clusive of a species which we know with certainty
can ocecur, though the presumption is that the
former ingtance is true.

4 - The Republic, 487 B.C. {Jowett's translation).
The italics are mine.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



314
BIBLIOGRAPHY

I. Primary Sources
A. Books

Berkeley, George. Works. Ed. George Sgmpson, London,
1898, v. 1.

Broad, C. D. Scientific Thought..London and New York,
192‘7 L4

Contemporary British Philosophy. E4. J. H. Muirhead,
London and New York, 1925. 2 vols.

Dewey, John. Experience and Nature. 2 ed. New York,
1954,

Essays in Critical Realism. London, 1920.

Ewing, A. C. Idealism: A Critical Survey. London,
1934.

Hume, David. A Treatise of Human Nature. Everyman

Egition. 2 vols. London, Toronto and New York,
1928.

———— Egniry Concerning Human Understanding
Ghicago, 1930.

---- . Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.
Edinburgh and London, 1907.

Joad, C. E. M. Egsays in Common Sense Phllosophy.
London, 1919.

Jouffroy, Théodore. Mélanges Philogophiques. Paris,
188686,

Kant, Immanuel. Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics.
Chicago and London, 1802.

Locke, John. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding.
Ed. Alexander Campbell Fraser, 2 vols. Oxford, 1894.

Maritain, Jacques. An Introductlion to Philosophy. ‘
Tr. E. I. Watkin. London, New York and Toronto, 1930.

McCosh, James. The Scottish Philosophy. London, 1875.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



215

~ McCosh, James. Realistic Philosophy. New York, 1897.

Meyerson, Emile. Igentity and Reality. Tr. Kate
Loewenberg. London and New York, 1930.

- Montague, William P. The Ways of Knowing.
: London and New York, 1928.

Moore, G. E. Phllosophical Studieg. London and New York,
lo22.

The New Realism. New York, 1912.

Reid, Thomas. Works. Ed. Sir William Hamilton. Edin-
burgh, 1863. 6th ed. 2 vols.

Stout, G. P. Mind and Matter. Cambridge and New York,
1931. '

'~ B. Articles

Armstrong, A. C. "Philosophy and Common Sense,"
Philosophical Review. Vol. XXV (March, 1916), pp.
104 ff. _

Braithwaite, R. B. "Solipsism and 'The Common Sense
View of the World,'" Analysis. Vol. 1, no. 1
(November, 1933).

Colvin, S. S. "The Common Sense View of Reality,"
: Philogophical Review. Vol. XI, 1902, pp. 139 ff.

Cornforth, Maurice. "Is Solipsism Compatible with Com-
mon Sense?" Analysis. Vol. 1, no. 2 (January, 1934)

Cory, Daniel. "The Origin in Experience of the Notlion of
a Phgsical Object," Anglysis. Vol. 1, no. 4 (May,
- 1934

Ewing, A. C. "Two Kinds of Analysis,"™ Anaglysig. Vol.
2, no. 4 (January, 1935), pp. 60 ff.

Gregory, Joshua C. "Philosophy and Common Sense,"
Philosophical Review. Vol. XXIX (November, 1920),
pp. 530 ff.

‘Schinz, Albert. "Sens Commun et Philosophie," Revue
Philosophique. Tome XLIX (Janvier, 1900), pp. 53 ff.

Stebbing, L. 8. "Concerning Solipsism; a Reply to R. B.
Braithwaite! Analysis. Vol. 1, no. 2 (January, 1934).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



216

II. Secondary Sources
gl A. Books

Becker, Carl L. The Heavenly City of the Eighteenth
Century Philosopherg. New Haven, 1932.

Bréhier, Emile. Histoire de la Philosophie. Tome IT,
Fascicules 1, 2. Paris, 1929; Tome II, Fascicules
3, 4. Paris, 1932.

Cunningham, G. Watts. The Idealistic Argument in Re-
cent Britlish and American Philosophy. New York and
London, 1933.

Evana, D. Luther. New Reallsm and 01d Reality.
Princeton, 1928.

Fraser, Alexander C. Thomas Reid. Edinbuwgh, 1898.

Gibson, James. Locke's Theory of Knowledge and its
Historical Relatlong. Cambridge, 1917.

LovejJoy, Arthur O. The Revolit agalnst Dualism.
New York, 1930.

McCosh, James. The Scottish Philosophy. London, 1875.

Pringle-Pattison, A. Seth. Scottish Philosophy.
Edinburgh and London, 1907. :

Riley, I. Woodbridge. American Philosophy: The Early
Schools. New York, 1907.

Rogers, A. XK. English and American Philosophy Since
1800. New York, 1928. _ ’

Sdrley, W. R. A History of English Philosophy.
New York and London, 1921.

Windelband, Wilhelm. Dlie Geschichte der Neueren
Philosophie. Vol. 1. Leipzlg, 1922.

B. Artilcles

Sidgwlck, Henry. "The Philosophy of Common Sense,"
Mind. Vol. IV, n. s. (April, 1895).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



