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Empiricism

"EMPIRICISM is the theory that experience rather than reason

is the source of knowledge, and in this sense it is opposed

to rationalism." (Edwards, 1972, Vol. 2, p.499).

Others agree that --

"Empiricism is the doctrine that the source of all knowledge

is to be found in experience" or "derived from experience" (Reese,

1980, p.146; Urmson, 1967, p.122).

What knowledge and experience are is not so clear, although it seems

to be assumed they are. According to Reese the word empiricism derives

"From the Greek empeir •ia(from empeiros: 'experienced in,' 'acquainted

with,' 'skilled at'). The Latin translation is experientia ('experi-

ence')." (Reese, op.cit.) The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary comp-

licates, rather than clarifies, what is meant by 'experience'. Firstly,

it is entered as a substantive, and a verb, and it has numerous nuances

of meaning in each; and in the present context it is worthwhile citing

these various meanings:

"Experience ... sb	 1. The action of putting to the test;

trial ...; an experiment ... 2. Proof by trial; demonstration

3. The observation of facts or events, considered as a

source of knowledge ... 4. The fact of being consciously the

subject of a state or condition, or of being consciously affected

by an event. Also, an instance of this. ... b. A state of mind

or feeling forming part of the inner religious life . • •	 5.
What has been experienced 6. Personal knowledge ...; an

experimental fact, maxim, rule, or device .... 7. The state

of having been occupied in any study or practice, in affairs,

or in the intercourse of life; the duration or extent of such

occupation; the qualifications thereby acquired ...
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Experience ... v. ... 1. trans. To make experiment of; to test,

try ... ; to prove by experience ... 2. To have experience of;

to feel, suffer, undergo ... ; to find by experience ... 3. To
give experience to; to train (soldiers). Also in passive: To

be taught by experience ...

"	 (SOED, 1955)

Another view of empiricism is:

"To find a pure or full empiricism it is necessary to seek out

traditions where observation, rather than idea or essence, is

given the key role in inquiry." (Reese, 1980, p.147)

Runes goes much further than others cited earlier. He deals with empi-

ricism as --

"(1) A proposition about the sources of knowledge ... (2) A propo-

sition about origins of ideas ... (3) A proposition about the

nature of meaning ... (4) A proposition about the limitations

of knowledge ... (5) A proposition about the nature or tests

of truth ... (6) A proposition about the existent or the real'

or both ... (7) A combination of two or more of the above propo-

sitions ... (8) Practice, method, or methodology: relying upon

direct observation or immediate experience; ;" etc. (Runes,

1972, pp•89-90)

Where most empiricists have conceded mathematics is not an empirical

science, J.S. Mill and d'Alembert maintained it was (Reese, 1980, pA47).

Quine said:

"Modern empiricism has been conditioned in large part by two dog-

mas. One is a belief in some fundamental cleavage between truths

which are analytic, or grounded in meanings independently of.

matters of fact, and truth (sic) which are synthetic, or grounded

in fact. The other dogma is reductionism: the belief that each

meaningful statement is equivalent to some logical construct

upon terms which refer to immediate experience." (Quine, 1951,

p.20).
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Cumming argues that the current philosophical sense of 'empiricism'

derives from a quite different, older one:

empirical inquiry in 1690 when Locke's Essay was published,

and still in 1738 when Hume's Treatise appeared, was an inquiry

by direct observation, with its attendant chances of making mis-

takes (as witness the apologetic 'They are only empiric' and of

learning of one's mistakes, that is, by observing the truth."

(Cumming, 1976, p.4)

She argues that the newer view derives from the history of empiricism

after Locke and Hume:

"At some stage the use of this word has branched in two different

directions; and examination of British empiricism shows that

the point of departure towards today's popular meaning is not

empiricism, defined as a doctrine of experience, but experience

itself, defined as the bare reception of sense particulars."

(Cumming, 1976, p.6)

Cumming maintains that Anderson's empiricism is consistent with the

older view mentioned: that empirical inquiry is "an inquiry by direct

observation, with its attendant chances of making mistakes" (c.f. Reese

p.147, quoted p.66 above).

It has been shown that the now 'traditional' account of empiricism

is somewhat vague. It does not give a systematic account of the proble-

matic terms 'knowledge' and 'experience', nor how knowledge is 'based

on', 'comes from' or 'derives from' 'experience' (Speake, 1979, p.97),

nor how they are related to observation and experiment. The brief fore-

going review has provided considerable evidence for the claim that

"The term 'empiricism' has been used with extreme looseness and confused

with numerous related propositions, practices, and attitudes. Many

definitions here listed are themselves ambiguous. (Runes, 1972,

p.90).

It
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There can be no doubt that Anderson took the doctrine of one way of

being to be absolutely fundamental to empiricism, for he stated:

"The distinguishing-mark of empiricism as a philosophy is" that it:

(a) denies "that there are different kinds or - degrees of

truth and reality" and

(b) "maintains that there is only one way of being." (SIEP,

p.3; see also p.70 below).

This view appears to be totally unrelated to the traditional formu-

lation of empiricism, but apart from that difficulty, it will be argued

that there is a serious problem here, not only for the understanding

of Anderson's empiricism, but also for its exposition. As stated , there,

there is no clear or obvious connection between Anderson's empiricism

(or the doctrine of one-way of-being) and the claim that empirical

inquiry is "an inquiry by direct observation", as stated by Cumming

(p.67 above) , or for that matter to the traditional view of empiricism;

more importantly, there is no clear or obvious connection between that

formulation of empiricism and the view "that sense is the only origi-

nator or knowledge" (SIEP, p. 3	 ), as expressed by Anderson himself

(see the fuller quotation p.70 below). So it is being claimed here

that there is a notable hiatus between Anderson's expressed view of

empiricism, and other elements of his view of empiricism, which are

much more obviously related to the traditional view relating 'knowledge'

and 'experience'.	 -

In his book "Anderson's Social Philosophy", Baker said:

"Anderson's empiricism involves the standard affirmation that

all knowledge is based on observation or experiment and deals

with matters of fact, and that there are no 'infallibly known'

or 'indubitable' propositions or 'truths of reason' or the like,

but it also takes in much more than this. His complete rejection

of philosophical rationalism and its belief in ontological ulti-

mates of one kind or another, leads him to criticise various

so-called 'empiricists' including the 'British Empiricists'.

Thus he rejects all forms of ontological monism, dualism and
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atomism, maintaining that there is, in this sense, neither the

One, the Two, nor the Many, but none, that is, there are no ulti-

mates. Whatever exists is on the same level of reality as any-

thing else that exists." (Baker, 1979, pp.5-6)

The very same hiatus referred to previously is evident in this passage

from Baker. There is no clear connection between the last sentence

quoted, which appears to be the doctrine of one way of being expressed

in a slightly different form, and the opening claim; that is, between --

(i) empiricism as the doctrine that "Whatever exists is on the

same level of reality as anything else that exists", and

(ii) empiricism as "all knowledge is based on observation or experi-

ment and deals with matters of fact".

It was shown previously that various commentators took the doctrine

of one way of being to be Anderson's most central doctrine, and his

formulation of the doctrine of empiricism. Three important commentators

were quoted as saying:

"Empiricism is the doctrine that there is only one way of being"

(Rose, p.xxv above) .

"empiricism consisted in the rejection of the view that- there

is anything 'higher' or 'lower' than complex states of affairs"

(Passmore, #2, pawn above); i.e., the rejection- of "different

degrees or kinds of truth" (Mackie, p.xxv above).

What is being emphasised here is that knowing (or knowledge) does

not figure in these formulations of empiricism. If this claim about

one way of being, etc., is related to the more traditional formulation

of empiricist doctrine, or is related to what Anderson himself says

about knowledge or one way of knowing, then there must be some connec-

ting step between the two -- some reasoning involved -- and that may

also mean that empiricisw is much wider than Anderson's account of

it suggests. The latter alternative would mean that, in identifying

the doctrine of one way of being as the "distinguishing-mark of empiri-

cism as a philosophy", Anderson maintained that empiricism as a philo-

sophy was much wider than that. But at the very least we need to know
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what, in empiricism, is the connecting link between adherence to belief

in only one way of being and some doctrine about knowing, perhaps "there

is only one way of knowing".

Now in "Empiricism", Anderson clearly indicated a connection between

ways of being and ways of knowing:

"Rationalistic theories of all sorts are distinguished from empi-

ricism by the contention that there are different kinds or degrees

of truth and reality. The distinguishing-mark of empiricism as a

philosophy is that it denies this, that it maintains that there

is only one way of being. The issue has been confused in the

past by a reference to knowledge. It was quite naturally main-

tained, by those who postulated different ways of being, that

in relation to them different ways of knowing are required. Hence

empiricism has been connected, in the history of philosophy, with

the view that there is only one way of knowing, and particularly

that that way is what was called 'sense' in contrast to 'reason';

or, rather differently, that sense is the only originator of

knowledge. But fundamentally the issue is logical; the dispute

is- about ways of being or of truth, not about ways of knowing

truths. It is only after it has been assumed that there are other

truths than matters of fact, or that there are objects which

'transcend' existence, that a special faculty has to be invented

to know them." (SIEP, pp.3-4)

The vital thing to notice here is that in empiricism (as stated by

Anderson) there is no clear connection between the claim that there

is only one way of being and the claim about one way of knowing, or

"that sense is the only originator of knowledge". On the other hand,

there is a clear connection between the postulation of different ways

of being and different ways of knowing, but that connection is vital

to rationalism, not empiricism. There is nothing in what Anderson says

to suggest there is an equally important, parallel connection between

one way of being and one way of knowing in stating the empiricist posi-

tion, and in fact he explicitly denies there is such a connection:

"The issue has been confused in the past by a reference to know-

ledge."
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"But fundamentally the issue is logical; the dispute is about

ways of being or of truth, not about ways of knowing truths"

(my emphases).

In other words, taking Anderson's own remarks in "Empiricism", it should

be emphasised that there is an asymmetry, so to speak, between his

account of rationalism and his , account of empiricism with respect to

"way(s) of being" and "knowing". It should also be remarked that because

of its very title, "Empiricism", and the central importance given to

it, this paper must be taken as providing Anderson's definitive view

of empiricism. Consequently, had he revised his view of empiricism

later, he would have been obliged to say so, and how. But he did not,

and in one of his last papers, "Empiricism and Logic", he opened by

defending and reiterating the earlier view:

"In my article "Empiricism" ... I presented it as a mark of empi-

ricism that it rejects any doctrine of different kinds or degrees

of truth and reality and maintains that there is only one way

of being (describable as 'being a matter of fact' or simply

'being so' or 'being the case'). I argued that, in the distiction

between empiricism and rationalism (with its division between

facts and principles, between actual things and their 'grounds'

or 'explanations'), the question of ways of knowing is a quite

secondary matter, though the denial of distinct ways of knowing

has still to be recognised as a feature of the empiricist posi-

tion. It is, in fact, quite illuminating, of the particular

question of knowledge as well as of the general question of

reality, to present the matter from the side of knowledge and

take empiricism as the doctrine that whatever we know we learn --

in other words, that to know something is to come into active

relations, to enter into 'transactions', with it -- a position

which at once rules out any rationalist notion of ultimates

or principles above the facts, any suggestion of 'that whereby'

things exist, as something distinct from the things themselves,

since, unless we were acquainted with it, had acquired empirical

knowledge of it, we could never infer it from what we are acquain-

ted with or assign it any way of operating on objects of our

acquaintance." (SIEP, p.162).
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Again, it will be seen here, there is no immediate and obvious connec-

tion between the thesis --

"there is only one way of being"

and the quite different thesis --

"whatever we know we learn".

Whatever reasonable and logical connection there may be between the

two, it is not self-evident; it has yet to be demonstrated.

-This hiatus between the now-traditional view of empiricism, based on

'knowledge' and 'experience', and Anderson's view, and the equally curi-

ous relationship between the 'positive' doctrine "there is only one

way of being" and the 'negative' rejection of any theories of ways of

being and different kinds or degrees of truth, manifests itself in

Baker's treatment of these doctrines in his "Australian Realism". Baker's

first three (of nine) chapters are:

1. Realism

2. Rejection of rationalism and relativism

3. Empiricism and pluralism

Baker alludes to the doctrine of one way of being in Chapter 1 in

the opening paragraph (p.1) and when he discusses ontological indepen-

dence (pp.12-13). More importantly, he discusses the doctrine of one

way of being in Chapter 2, under the heading "Rejection of rationalism

...", but does not discuss it at all in Chapter 3 which, we may well

assume, purports to give an account of Anderson's "Empiricism and

pluralism".

It is being argued here, and largely shown --

(i) that there is a definite asymmetry in Anderson's account of

rationalism and empiricism with respect to "ways of being"

and "knowledge"'

(ii) that Anderson denied that the dispute between rationalism

and empiricism is fundamentally about ways of knowing;
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(iii) that in the passages quoted, Anderson did not demonstrate

the connection between the empiricist thesis "there is only

one way of being" and the quite separate, less fundamental

thesis that "there is only one way of knowing" or "whatever

we know we learn";

(iv) various commentators have glossed over:

(a) the logical relationship between the theories "there

are two or more ways of being" and "there are different

kinds or degrees of truth",

(b) the logical relationship between the theories "there

is only one way of being" and "there is only one kind

of truth",	 -

(c) the logical relationship between the theories "there

are two or more ways of being" and "there is only one

way of being" (and so for 'truth'),

(d) the logical relationship between Anderson's empiricist

theses "there is only one way of being" and "there is

only one way of knowing", or "whatever we know we learn".

There can be no doubt that Anderson believed, or assumed, there was

a link between this view of empiricism and observation:

"... there is no distinction between empirical and rational sci-

ence. Since everything that can be asserted can be denied or

doubted, since deduction and hypothesis are always possible,

all sciences are observational and experimental." (SIEP, p.6)

In this he was asserting that mathematics and geometry, as well as

ethics, are empirical sciences.

Anderson certainly did not believe that empiricism was concerned with

the limitations of knowledge:

"Not the least of the reasons for studying the Greek philosophers

is that they are far clearer on many questions than modern philo-

sophers, that they avoid many modern errors, and especially that

they are not, like the moderns, obsessed with 'the problem of

knowledge' -- that they do not set out to discover (i.e., to
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know!) how, or how much, we can know, before they are prepared

to know anything." (SIEP, p.82; see also p.83).

Since he rejected the notion of analytic truths along with necessary

truths (both being of a different kind from 'empirical' or 'contingent'

truths, and thus rationalist: opposed to the doctrine of one way of

being), he did not hold to that 'dogma' raised by Quine. Nor did he

accept the dogma of reductionism, which would be a form of what is

here called epistemological atomism. (C.f. p.47 above.)

It should now be clear why Passmore said of Anderson:

"Not surprisingly, the criticisms to which he has been subjected

have often rested on misunderstandings, deriving, in particular,

from his description of himself as an 'empiricist'." (Passmore,

1963, p.149)

While Anderson more or less defined empiricism as the view which upholds

that there is only one way of being, it is not clear how that doctrine

relates to traditional empiricism (no matter which view of 'traditional'

empiricism is adopted), or to other aspects of Anderson's own position.

What does seem clear is that Anderson's empiricism is more or less

closely related to the following principles:

(a) the doctrine of one way of being;

(b) the empiricist inquires and discusses in terms of propositions

(of the four forms);

(c) what we know we learn;

(d) there is only one way of knowing;

(e) all sciences are observational and experimental;

(f) hence, empiricism is based upon the methodology of observing.
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Realism

"REALISM. In the early history of philosophy, particularly in

medieval thought, the term 'realism' was used, in opposition

to nominalism, for the doctrine that universals have a real,

objective existence. In modern philosophy, however, it is used

for the view that material objects exist externally to us and

independently of our sense experience. Realism is thus opposed

to idealism, which holds that no such material objects or exter-

nal realities exist apart from our knowledge or consciousness

of them, the whole universe thus being dependent on the mind

or in some sense mental." (Edwards, 1972, Vol.7, p.77 ; c.f.

Urmson, 1967, p.340).

"Realism means a) in ontology: that no derogation of the reality

of universals is valid, the realm of essences, or possible uni-

versals, being as real as, if not more real than, the realm

of existence, or actuality; b) in epistemology: that sense expe-

rience reports a true and uninterrupted, if limited, account

of objects; that it is possible to have faithful and direct

knowledge of the,actual world." (Runes, 1972, p.264).

It should be noted that if there are three main forms of idealism,

and realism "stands in contrast to Idealism" (Reese, 1980, p.480;

c.f. Edwards quoted above), realism can hardly be one simple propo-

sition. In fact "Recent decades have witnessed a multiplication of

the types of philosophical Realism." (Reese, 1980, p.480). If realism

adopts some version of a theory of ideas, concepts, or meanings, it

will be a brand of Representative Realism. And the history of realism

this century appears to be one of vacillation between representationism

and non-representationism.

Representative Realism is well known as the view developed by Locke:

"that our awareness consists of sense-data (sic) of various types

which more or less represent the world." (Reese, 1980, p.480). As

Berkeley showed, it (as with all forms of representationism) is subject

to one fatal argument (see p.90 below). Representative Realism may

be said to have one great advantage in appearing to account for error,

but "does not account so well for truth" (Reese, Ibid).
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The New Realism, which influenced Anderson, emphasised the independence

of the object(s) of knowing. In attempting to account for error (illu-

sions), the New Realists adopted --

"a version of what is often called the selective theory. The

essential points of this theory are, first, all the various

appearances of an object are its intrinsic, objective properties

and are directly apprehended by the percipient. For example,

the table which looks round to A and elliptical to B is intrin-

sically both round and elliptical; the mountain which looks

green close up and blue in the distance is both green and blue.

There is nothing private or mental about such appearances, for

they can be photographed, as can mirror images and various opti-

cal illusions." (Edwards, 1972, Vol.7, p.78).

But this does not seem to account for error at all.

"Critical Realism ..., in turn, formed in oppositiosn to New

Realism. In a sense this completes the circle, since Critical

Realism, like Representative Realism, recognizes the triad of

act of perception, sense-datum, and thing. The Critical Realists

claimed to have overcome the main objections to Representative

Realism by beginning with the object, but this seems largely

a victory by fiat and the problem of moving from sense-datum

to object remains." (Reese, 1980, p.481).

While Reese implies that Critical Realism faces precisely the same

problem as Representative Realism, and may be a variety of it, Edwards

claims that --

"Although clearly dualist, it should not be confused with repre-

sentative realism; in fact, it provides remedies for represen-

tative realism's main faults." (Edwards, 1972, Vol.7, p.81).

Putnam appears to imply that most contemporary realists are represen-

tationists when he says --
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"To the present time, views of truth can be divided into two

kinds: 'realist' views, which interpret truth as some kind of

correspondence to what is the case, and 'verificationist' views,

which interpret truth as, for example, what would be verified

under ideal conditions of inquiry." (Putnam, 1978, p.1).
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Anderson's Non-Representationist Realism

Although the issue of universals is probably not the main one with res-

pect to modern realism, Anderson rejected the notion of universals, as

he did the related notions of ideas and concepts:

"'To deny the universal is to make discourse impossible; both to

deny the universal and still to discourse is to contradict one-

self.' The position I uphold against this view would be expressed,

with all the clarity I desire, by the substitution of 'assert'

for 'deny'." (Anderson, quoting W.A. Merrylees in SIEP, p.115).

He was concerned to account for error, regarding this as a vital require-

ment of any philosophical position. He recognised that we all make mis-

takes at times: "Experience has shown us that we make mistakes, but

it could not show us anything at all unless we sometimes made no mis-

take." (SIEP, p.21). And he believed the realist theory of knowing was

capable of accounting for error: "And it is precisely in terms of the

complexity of knower and known that an account can be given of error,

which cannot be done on the 'whole nature' theory" (or the rationalist,

unitary view of mind theory, SIEP, p.40). He actually gave a perfectly

logical, non-selective (see p.76 above), realist account of one case

of illusion -- that of the elliptical appearance of a penny (SIEP, pp.

34-37), and he considered that this example showed "that an account

along similar lines could be given of more difficult cases" (SIEP, p.36).

Anderson also rejected verificationism, its crucial test being with

respect to universal propositions:

"The supposed 'harshness' of the observational view cannot be es-

caped from by the substitution of 'the verification of hypotheses',

since, apart from direct experience of universal truths, we should

not know what the universal form signified (what was being asser-

ted, recognised as actual, when we said that XaY or XeY); moreover,

since any proposition can be verified or found to have true conse-

quences (since some propositions recognised as true can always

be found to follow from the combination of the hypothesis with

other propositions recognised as true, i.e., since there are always
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propositions which 'would be true if the hypothesis were true'

and which are true), verification, applying equally to any propo-

sition and its contradictory, can never settle any question (or

be proof) -- cannot, that is to say, bring us any nearer to belief

in the truth of a universal (or of any other) proposition." (STEP,

p.174).

Baker virtually identified Anderson's realism with his empiricism, when

he describes it in terms which appear to state the doctrine of one way

of being in a slightly different form:

"Realism is a description that applies to Anderson's general or

overall position, including what we can call his 'ontological

egalitarianism'. According to this, whatever exists -- combustion

machines, polar ice-caps, wattle leaves, human enterprise; the

mental and the non-mental; the 'important' and the 'trivial';

the permanent and the ephemeral -- is real, that is to say it

is a spatial and temporal situation or occurrence that is on the

same level of reality as anything else that exists." (Baker, 1986,

p.1; c.f. Anderson, p. 81 below).
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Rose said Anderson's --

"Realism is the doctrine that whatever exists, exists independently:

no matter what relations things enter into, their nature is not

constituted by these relations, though, of course, it may be affec-

ted by them." (Rose, 1958, p.57).

Rose therefore links Anderson's realism to two other features of his

work: (a) the doctrine of independence (see p. 82 below), and (b) Ander-

son's criticism of relativism. (C.f. p.20 above.)

It is unlikely that a brief, satisfactory account or definition of Ander-

son's realism can be given, and all that is attempted here is to convey

some of the major contentions, or areas of dispute, which are generally

connected with it. He recognised that modern realism "covered many dif-

ferent types of view" and that numerous influences had "all made for

an objective view of things and the denial of the privileged position

that Idealism had claimed for mind -- treating it indeed, as qualifying

all reality" (Anderson, 1958, p.53). He also spoke of his realism as

"this philosophy of independence" (Ibid, p.56) which, although it was

not obvious in that context, could be read as having political as well

as logical connotations:-

"His passionate concern for independence and his rejection of any

theory of 'natural subordination' were characteristic of his whole

outlook -- political, logical, metaphysical, ethical, and scien-

tific." (Passmore, 1972, pp.119-120).

Briefly, Anderson's realism (as with his empiricism) is connected with

an interrelated set of 'oppositions' and parallel 'positive doctrines'.

It is definitely associated with --

Rejection of:

(a) idealism;

(b) the idealist theory of 'internal relations' (see Speake, 1979,

p.281, quoted p.42	 above) -- or the doctrine of 'natures' or

'essences': "The real object of realist attack is rationalism

or the doctrine of 'natures'	 " (Anderson, 1958, p.54) --
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which Anderson criticised under two headings, (c) and (d)

following;

(c) the theory of constitutive relations;

(d) relativism (in a variety of forms);

(e) "the triad of act of perception, sense-datum, -and thing" (Reese,

1980, p.481) along with any similar view of 'ideas', 'concepts'

or meanings; "According to realism ... we never know 'ideas'

but always independent things, or rather states of affairs.

It seems to me to follow that such expressions as appearances

or data, and as concepts, percepts or sensa have no place in

realist theory." (SIEP, p.32);

(f) the rationalist-idealist notion of 'knowledge', in which 'know-

ledge must necessarily be true; on Anderson's view, "There is

no special realm of 'mental entities'; in remembering, in imagi-

ning, in expecting, in desiring, we are concerned all the time

with independent states of affairs." (Passmore, 1962, p.xiii);

(g) the division (or dualism) of an internal world of the mind and

an 'external world' (see p.92 below).

The Positive Doctrines

(h) Realism as a threefold view:

. "Realism appears first ... as a pluralistic doctrine or

theory of independence" which, in denying the interdependence

of related things, i.e., in denying internal relations, recog-

nises, for example, the independence of knower and object known

-- mind, and what minds know. "Thus the recognition of the

'subject-object' relation, or relation between knower and known,

implies that each of these is an independent thing, or thing

with an existence and characters of its own, and that it cannot

be properly described in terms of the other thing or of the

relation between them." (SIEP, p.42)

"Realism ... appears in the second place as an empiricist

doctrine, or theory of existence as the single way of being"

(SIEP, p.48; c.f., Baker, quoted p. 79 above).
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"Realism appears finally as a positivist doctrine, a logic

of propositions or events" (SIEP, p.53);

(j ) knowing is a relation between knower and thing known;

(k) realism is linked with pluralism (in Anderson's sense) and deter-

minism.

However, it is considered here that the major elements of Anderson's

realism are (i) his 'theory' of independence, (ii) his non- (or anti-)

representationism, (iii) his rejection of relativism, and (iv) his plura-

lism. The first two are discussed immediately; relativism was discussed

previously; pluralism is discussed separately later (p.94ff below). But

it will be argued that each is based upon a principle of propositional

logic (see p.aWf.below).

Independence. Anderson's 'doctrine' of independence derives directly

from the New Realists, especially Perry (in Holt, Marvin, Montague,

Perry, Pitkin and Spaulding; 1970, pp.99ff), and this view is aimed

directly against the idealist contention "that the objects of our expe-

rience ... have no independent existence" (see p.39 above), or that

their existence "consists in their being perceived" ("esse est percipe",

Berkeley). In that context, the independence of 'things' is the assertion

of their independent existence -- their existence independent of minds.

In "The Knower and The Known", Anderson argued this case against Berke-

ley's view, and specifically Dr. Broad's view of sensa,which are "partly

dependent on the position, internal states and structure of his body"

(quoted in SIEP, p.33). In response, Anderson argued:



83

"Now dependence is presumably a relation, and if a certain existence

or a certain quality depends on something, this does not justify

us, rejecting as we do the theory of constitutive relations, in

describing it as a 'dependent existence' or a 'dependent quality'.

The existence or quality, though it might not have been but for

that other thing, is independent in the sense of being distinct and

having a character of its own. If Dr Broad's explanations were

correct, we should have to say that a certain thing now exists

because my body was in a certain position, etc., and has certain

qualities because my mind was in a certain condition. Granted all

that, the thing now exists and has these qualities, and no reason

has been shown for calling it private or non-physical." (SIEP,

p.33).

In this sense, then, the independence involved is the independence of

'things': it refers to their existence as independent of minds, and it

stands in opposition to the idealist contention that some things have an

existence dependent upon minds or dependent upon being perceived; what

Anderson called a 'relative-' or 'dependent existence'.

Having an existence independent of minds is a negative way of stating the

point -- in opposition to idealism -- and actually states the issue in

terms of a relation 'independence', which is a relativist way of speaking

that Anderson rejected. The more positive side to Anderson's independence

of things has already been quoted twice:

"each (thing) is an independent thing, or thing with ... characters

of its own" (SIEP, p.42; cf p. 8labove);

"The existence or quality ... is independent in the sense of being

distinct and having a character of its own" (SIEP, p.33, above).

In other words, for a thing to be a thing, or in order that we can

meaningfully identify and speak of a thing at all, it must have

characteristics of its own which we can observe. And this having

characteristics of its own means we can say things about it in a

propositional form: "This (X or thing) is Y". We can relate it to a

propositional logic, and to the -)ne unambiguous 'is' of the copula, or
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to the one (propositional) way of being. This view is so fundamental to

Anderson's realism that its statement elsewhere should be cited. In

"Realism and Some of its Critics", where Anderson was attempting to

clarify his realism, he said:

"The fact that we can in many cases come to a conclusion about X's

character, when we are told that it has a certain relation, iqdue,

I argued, to our having the additional information that only things

of that character have that relation; but, as I said, we could not

have this information unless we could distinguish the character

from the relation. ... But to say" (of anything that it has, or

stands in, a certain relation to something else) "that they have

these relations is not in the least to tell us what beings they

are. We should never succeed in identifying Einstein if all that we

knew of him was that he had certain beliefs; we could never find

out what beings are mathematically gifted unless we could observe

their qualities, as well as their relations to mathematical facts."

(SIEP, p.43)

And all of this is summed up by saying "In fact, unless things had

qualities of their own, there would be nothing to have relations to other

things" (SIEP, p.43).

The link between this doctrine of independence and propositional logic,

and Anderson's pluralism is made explicit elsewhere: "Things are known

only by their characters and so the objective" (of our motives or

striving) "in each case is a complex situation, not any 'simple' entity"

(SIEP, pp.218-9).

The doctrine of independence may also be taken to include the claim
that
/relations are real, which is an aspect of the denial of the idealist

doctrine of internal relations. Anderson quoted Marvin who --

"makes the theory of relations ... still more explicit. 'In the

proposition "the term a is in the relation R to the term b", aR in

no degree constitutes b, nor does Rh constitute a, nor does R

constitute either a or b'." (SIEP, p.27).
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To this it should surely be added that a does not constitute R, and b

does not constitute R. For Anderson added "The realist is thus found to

be maintaining that distinctions" (= relations?) "are absolutely real."

(SIEP, p.27).

It should be noted in passing that there appears to be an anomaly here in

Anderson's doctrine of independence. Things (must) have characteristics

of their own, and this is a vital -- if not the defining -- feature of

their independence. Relations also must have some distinguishing

characteristics of their own, otherwise we could not distinguish the

relation of knowing from the relation of imagining, or the relation of

being on from the relation of being between, etc. But we can hardly say

that the relation between two things -- say, the relation of a being on b

-- is independent of those things. If the independence of things is the

basis of their being real, it seems incongruous that it cannot be the

basis of a relation's being real.

While the independence of things is taken here to mean that any thing,

or any genuine object of study (or 'genuine term') must be seen to have

its own characteristics, it does not mean that things are independent,

in the atomistic sense of being discrete and disconnected from one ano-

ther -- "distinct existences" (SIEP, p.12). Anderson followed William

James in maintaining that "things are, and are experienced as being,

both connected and distinct;" (Passmore, 1962, p.x), and thus rejected

the idealist view "that relations are 'the work of the mind" (Ibid).

Any alternative view which takes it "that if (two things) A and B are

connected, it is impossible for them also to be distinct, (or) if dis-

tinct, (it is) impossible for them to be connected" (Ibid), is faced

with the impossible task of distinguishing what are connected (by defi-

nition), or relating what are distinct (by definition). So, recognising

the work of James, Anderson said:

"Mind is not required to relate things, because things are given

as related just as much as they are given as distinguished. Con-

nections and distinctions, in fact, are given together; and those

who argue that the work of the mind is required to connect dis-

tinct things, might equally well maintain that work had previously

been required to distinguish them." (SIEP, p.12)
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According to Anderson, this was a major problem for the "English Empi-

ricists" because --

"In maintaining that all our knowledge is derived from sense ...

they took a view of sense which was dependent on its having been

regarded as an inferior way of knowing. It was supposed to pro-

vide isolated data, materials which reason had to shape into,

or subordinate to, the coherent system of knowledge which we

call science." (SIEP, p.12)

This kind of view was referred to previously here as epistemological

atomism (p.47 above); it involves the notion that the complex 'things'

we know (complex ideas?) are ultimately constituted of simple elements

-- simple, discrete ideas. In the case of Locke and Hume, it was asso-

ciated with a representationist position. Anderson continued:

"And Hume, while admitting that no such coherence could be imposed

upon isolated data, still maintained that the data of sense were

isolated, and accordingly could not show how science is possible.

The rejoinder of idealists like Green that Hume's position leaves

out of account the function of the mind as a relating agency,

that it takes as real what has not yet been made real by the work

of the mind, is no reply. Hume's argument is precisely that neither

mind nor any other agency could possibly perform such work on

'distinct existences" (SIEP, p.12)

This part of Anderson's position may be strengthened somewhat by making

explicit what is implicit. The full range of possibilities appears to

be either as Anderson stated it -- that things are related and distinct

and, at least sometimes, we are not mistaken -- or we are always mis-

taken:

(a) if things are distinct, and mind relates them, so that we think

they are not distinct, mind leads us into error;

(b) if things are not distinct, and mind separates them, so that

we are led to believe they are distinct, mind leads us into

error;
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(c) if things are not related, and mind relates them so that we

are led to believe they are related, mind leads us into error;

(d) if things are related and mind unrelates them, so that we are

led to believe they are not related (i.e., distinct), mind leads

us into error.

The arguments just outlined may be taken to be consistent with, or per-

haps a variant of, one Anderson did use:

"Those who argue that knower and known are in some way identical

because they are in a certain relation, have also to maintain

that any two different things are in some way identical, since

any difference is a certain difference or since 'A is different

from B' is a certain state of affairs. So that when we say that

A is not B, we are somehow also saying that A is B and B is A.

On this basis discourse would be impossible." (Sin', p.28).

In fact, it should be added, that "on this basis" understanding would

be impossible: such a treatment of logical issues would lead to total

scepticism.

It may be concluded that part of the point of all this is that we could

never discover how the mind operates unless we could -- without knowing

how it operates -- simply discover certain facts independently. Only

when we have established facts, independent of mind, could we discover

whether the operation of mind had led us into error. And so, unless

we can discover facts which are independent of minds, we could not ac-

count for error: we would not know what error was. (C.f. Mackie, quoted

p.91 below.)

So it may be asked whether Anderson's doctrine of independence, as the

'negative' claim that things are not dependent upon mind, includes the

claim that these independent things are both --

(a) independent of one another -- distinct, and

(b) related to one another.

And it may also be asked whether the claim that things are both related

and distinct is a feature of Anderson's realism or his pluralism or
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both. The claim that things are distinct appears to be part of the rea-

list doctrine of independence; but the claim that things are related

does not. Rather, this twofold view appears to be part of Anderson's

Heraclitean pluralism.

But it should be stressed that there is another, quite different element

to Anderson's 'doctrine' of independence. In the Index to SIEP, the only

relevant entry is "Independence of issues or of truths" (SIEP, p.384). So

there appears to be the independence of 'things' on the one hand, and the

independence of 'issues or truths' on the other. The question of the

independence of 'issues or truths' is conveyed in Anderson's earliest

published philosophical article "Propositions and Judgments":

"Now it seems so clear to me that, when we make a statement, we are

trying to convey something which is true independently of us and in

distinction from any circumstances (though we admit that it has

circumstances), something which equally raises no question of

application to different cases 	 something which just is

'literally true', 	 " (SIEP, p.15)

Now in this passage Anderson was arguing against Dr Schiller's view that

since judgments are made by minds, they must be judged within a context:

namely, the context of the psychical setting within which each judgment

is made. So the independence of truths for which Anderson was arguing is

against a mind-dependent or relative-to-mind view of judgments. He

referred to this independence of truths also as the absolute nature of

truth -- the only kind of absolute which he seemed to recognise. On

Anderson's view of propositions, propositions "are simply true or false;

and, if true, they are independently or 'absolutely' true." (SIEP, p.17).

So evidence has been provided to show that there are two distinct

elements in Anderson's 'doctrine' of independence:
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(a) that of the independent existence of 'things' (independent

of minds), and

(b) that of the independence of truths.(independent of minds).

Whether these two elements can be shown to be aspects of the one 'doc-

trine' is a question which is left open here.
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Non-Representationism. Representationism is usually associated with a

theory of perception:

"representationalism (or representationism). A generic term that

broadly refers to theories of perception wherein the sensing

mind is believed not to have direct acquaintance with its objects,

but to apprehend them through the medium of ideas that are sup-

posed to represent those objects." (Speake, 1979, p.284)

The difficulties of representationism in perception are well known

because they have to account for correspqndence or similarity (between

ideas, sensa or whatever and what they represent), but are based upon

a claim which "lays down an obstacle to such explanation since it as-

sumes initially that human minds do not apprehend objects directly"

(Speake, 1979, p.284). In other words, if it is assumed that all we

ever know are ideas, and we cannot "apprehend objects directly" it

is impossible, in principle, to show that any idea corresponds to,

or is similar to, any object.

As was shown previously (p.29f above), Anderson rejected any theories

of ideas, concepts or sensa, etc. His rejection of these, and his theory

of knowing as a relation between the knower and what is known, provide

the basis for his non-representationist realism. What might not be

obvious is that there is another form of representationism: represen-

tationism in communicating. Anderson was implacably opposed to both

forms. Representationism in communicating is the taking of propositions

as "something by which we can assert facts but which is distinct from

the facts as well as from us" -- by treating a proposition as a tertium

quid (SIEP, p.169):

"This, however, is as untenable a view as the doctrine of corres-

pondence, of which indeed it is just a variety. When we assert

the proposition 'All men are mortal', what we are asserting

is the actual mortality of men, and to call the assertion of

the proposition merely a means to the asserting of the fact

is to say that we have no way of asserting the fact, just as
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we have no way of specifying the 'reality' with which certain

ideas of ours are supposed to 'agree' unless those 'ideas' (what

we know) are the reality." (SIEP, p.169)

This argument of Anderson's is taken here to be an incontrovertible

principle, and an ultimately devastating argument against all forms

of representationism in communicating. It is also taken here as ap-

plying to all theories of meaning -- 'meanings' by which we can assert

facts or refer to 'things' and 'qualities' (etc.) but which are dis-

tinct from the facts or the things or qualities. Mackie commented

on this and explained the soundness of Anderson's position another

way:

"One of the most surprising aspects, to contemporary philosophers,

of Anderson's system is his comparative lack of interest in

questions about meaning. But he has, in one sense, a reason

for not having any theory of meaning, ... There must be some

cases at least where no problem of meaning arises, where the

speaker uses words simply to say that something is so, and his

hearers are thus directly informed that it is so. The words

assert and convey what is the case: that is all there is to

it. No further analysis of meaning either can or need be given,

..." (Mackie, 1962b, p.279

It should be emphasised that this feature of Anderson's non-represen-

tationism relates to the conflicting claims of idealism and realism

as to the nature of what minds know (see The Crucial Point of Focus,

pp.143, 147, 161 below); that is --

(a) to his rejection of any theory of ideas, concepts or mental

entities, or any intermediaries to knowing; and

(b) his view of what minds know, that being complex things or situ-

ations.
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If Anderson's argument is accepted, there are intractable arguments

against all forms of representationism, whether in perception or com-

municating.

In addition to these arguments against representationism, there are

others of a less fundamental kind. As was argued p.44 above, there

are (quite often hidden, but important) connections between various

philosophical '-isms'. Anderson implicitly identified one such connec-

tion between a certain kind of dualism and a certain kind of repre-

sentationism. In rejecting any talk about 'the external world', Ander-

son was applying the doctrine of one way of being in yet another way.

To talk about 'the external world' implies a 'division in reality'

(or different kinds of 'existences'): that of 'the external world' on

the one hand against that of 'ideas', 'concepts', 'sensa', 'knowledge',

'judgments' or 'meanings' within 'the mind'. Anderson rejected this

division in a number of places, one principal one being:

"The doctrine of 'realms' or 'worlds' is itself a phantasy (as

Heraclitus was the first to point out); and the supposed hard-

headedness of believers in an 'external world' (as contrasted

with an inner world of thought) is simply theoretical duddlement.

And here special mention may be made of Hegel as a classical

figure in the modern period, who, in spite of some contamination

by modernist doctrines, steadily opposed the breaking up of rea-

lity into separate realms, for whom philosophy was intertwined

not merely with the broad history of thought but with history in

general, who greatly stimulated philosophical interest in the

work of the Greeks and who gave a great impetus to the develop-

ment of objective aesthetics, objective ethics and objective

social theory -- of an objective view of the whole of culture."

(SIEP, pp.200-201; see also SIEP, p.182, the Index to SIEP, and

Anderson 1961b, p.278.)
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Here we can see Anderson's rejection, under the doctrine of one way

of being, of both a kind of dualism and all kinds of representationism:

- (a) the dualism of an 'internal world of mind' and an 'external

world' (of reality?), and

(b) the representationism of 'ideas' (etc., in the internal world

of mind) standing for 'things' in the external world. (C.f.

Speake, quoted p.39f above)



94

Anderson's Pluralism

Anderson did not publish any systematic or authoritative account of

his pluralism, and it will be argued here that there are major difficul-

ties in the -commentators' accounts of it, in understanding it, and in

determining whether it is or is not a metaphysical doctrine.

It has been shown that, traditionally, pluralism -- understood as sub-

stantival pluralism (see p. 45 above) -- stands as a rival to monism

and dualism, and is of the same metaphysical status as them. Attention

was drawn to this problem of status when discussing Baker's account

of Anderson's opposition to monism and atomism (p.59 above). If Anderson

maintained there is "neither the One, the Two, nor the Many, but none,

that is, there are no ultimates" (Baker, quoted p.59 above), he appears

to have rejected (one brand of?) traditional pluralism along with monism,

dualism and atomism. In his second book, Baker made similar remarks:

"Over the centuries in the history of philosophy -- and the history

of error -- it has mainly been a matter of monism, dualism and

atomism competing as the theories that were in vogue, and in par-

ticular of an alternation by way of a tendency of dualism to 'col-

lapse' into monism and of monism to 'explode' into dualism. But in

Anderson's view, when we are confronted by the question, How many

ultimate realities are there, one, two or many?, the obvious and

correct answer is none. That is, in opposition to all such overtly

or covertly made ontological distinctions -- or as Anderson prefers

to say, logical distinctions -- we have to recognise the realist-

empiricist position that there is a single way of being or truth."

(Baker, 1986, p.20; c.f., SIEP, p.90, quoted pp. 63-4 	 above).

Following Anderson, Baker here makes a connection between Anderson's

opposition to monism, dualism and atomism, and the doctrine of one way

of being: a connection which is not at all transparently clear. That

is one important point, but there is another. In this passage, Baker

appears to overlook pluralism altogether, and that omission is puzzling.

Why should not pluralism be treated as one of the relevant alternatives,

on precisely the same plane (status) as the rest? Does Baker mean to
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imply that monism, dualism and atomism postulate ultimates of some sort,

but pluralism does not? That they involve ontological claims, but plura-

lism does not? If that is implied, the approach appears quite arbitrary.

It certainly warrants some explanation. The issue is vital if, as the

whole passage suggests, Anderson's pluralism is directly linked to the

doctrine of one way of being. The question of the metaphysical or non-

metaphysical status of the one would appear to apply equally to the

other.

Passmore implied that Anderson's pluralism is definitely not of this

status, not a rival to monism, dualism and atomism, when he said: "But

the pluralism Anderson espoused, unlike classical pluralism, is not

a pluralism of simple entities" (Passmore, 1977, p.51).

But telling us what it is not does not tell us what it is. Passmore

also said:

"Anderson's pluralism is a theory about the way all things are,

minds and societies as much as tables and chairs, numerical and

logical as much as chemical relationships. It entirely rejects

the view that there are different ways of being." (Passmore, 1977,

P.51).

In that light, Anderson's pluralism certainly appears to be a metaphy-

sical view: a theory about the nature of everything that exists: about

"the way all things are". And being linked with the doctrine of one

way of being, it would appear that that doctrine is metaphysical also.

The question whether Anderson's pluralism was metaphysical or not is,

therefore, crucial and inescapable, and the following investigation

concentrates largely on that difficulty.

Elsewhere in the same article, Passmore seems to emphasise the non-

metaphysical interpretation of Anderson's pluralism when he says:

"It is characteristic of Anderson that he appends to the summing

up of his pluralistic position -- " (which Passmore summarises

as:) "there is no formula, no 'principle'which covers all things,

there is no totality or system of things -- " (Passmore, 1977,

p.50; c.f. SIEP, pp.85-6).
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There is a kind of duality elsewhere in Passmore's discussion of Ander-

son: a vacillation between a metaphysical and a non-metaphysical inter-

pretation:

"For the concept of a total system, Anderson substituted, one might

be tempted to say, the concept of Space-Time. To be is to have

a place, not in the unfolding of spirit, but in Space-Time. ...

To speak of Space-Time as a 'substitution' for Spirit is mislea-

ding, however, if it is taken to suggest that Space-Time plays

the same role in Anderson's philosophising as Absolute Spirit

does in Hegel's. ... Another aspect of Space-Time is, in this

respect" (the rejection of the notion of progress in history)

"crucially important. Anderson takes it to be infinite, not to

be in any sense a total or limited whole. For connected reasons,

he also argues that there is no limit to the number of ways of

describing any historical event. Or, as he put the point more

ontologically, things are infinitely complex." (Passmore, 1977,

p.50)

This passage compounds, rather than clarifies, the problem. What does

Passmore mean by , "For connected reasons"? Does he mean to suggest that

there is some connection between the infinity of space and time and

the infinite complexity of things? We are entitled to wonder about the

logic, as well as the status, of such reasoning, if that is what is

meant.

Now it might be conceded that if every situation is infinitely complex,

then there can be no limit to the number of ways of describing any given

historical situation. But whether that is so or not, it seems that --

rather than follow that metaphysical line of argument -- we could (empi-

rically) observe, as a matter of fact, whether it is or is not the case,

that "there is no limit to the number of ways of describing any histori-

cal event". If we did in fact discover there was no limit, it would

appear to be a non-metaphysical observation about the nature of inquiry

or discourse, not the ('ultimate') nature of 'things' or 'situations'.

It seems, therefore, that the argument may well go the other way; that

is, from a discovery about discourse, to a 'conclusion' about the ('ulti-

mate'?) nature of things.
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From Passmore's accounts so far, it may be postulated that Anderson's

pluralism involved two components, at least (no matter what their status

is) --

( 1 ) we can never arrive at or discover any totality of things: we

always find that what we are talking about is something complex

within some wider complex system; and

(ii) we never arrive at any ultimate simples: things are infinitely

complex.

Mackie's formulation of Anderson's pluralism also reveals a duality

of metaphysical and non-metaphysical elements:

"His propositional view of reality implies that things are irre-

ducibly complex, that we can never arrive at simple elements in

any field." (Mackie, 1962b, p.265)

The reference to a "view of reality" appears metaphysical, but even

so, this view appears to consist of two quite different claims:

(i) the first appears to be metaphysical; it is (all) "things are

irreducibly complex" , (c.f. Passmore, above);

(ii) the second, without the "can", appears to be an empirical claim;

it is --

"we (can) never arrive at simple elements in any field"

of inquiry.

The second claim appears to be an observation about empirical method.

Furthermore, it would seem to be a ground for believing the first, if

anyone wished to maintain the first.

However, Passmore's account of Anderson's pluralism in another place

is quite different. In comparing and contrasting Anderson's views with

those of Wittgenstein outlined in the Tractatus, Passmore said:

"For Anderson, on the contrary, every fact (which includes every

'object') is a complex situation: there are 110 Liapies, no ;-C:0,11L

facts, no totalities, no objects which cannot be, as it were,

expanded into facts. On Anderson's view the statement that 'X
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exists' can always be expressed in the form 'some Y are Z', what-

ever X may be. That is why he describes himself as a 'pluralist'."

(Passmore, 1962, p.xi).

It is not clear from this passage whether Passmore claims Anderson's

pluralism relates to the rejection of the ultimates and his view concer-

ning existence claims, or relates solely to the latter. At any rate,

the brief explanation of existence claims makes sense of Anderson's

doctrine of infinite complexity -- up to a point.

It is an integral part of Anderson's logic that the definition of a

'genuine' term X takes the form:

All X's are YZ's, and

All YZ's are X's

with the qualification that --

Some Y's are Z's (= Some Z's are Y's)

Some Y's are not Z's, and

Some Z's are not Y's.

That is to say, the definiens involves the class intersection of Y and Z.

(See Baker, 1986, p.82). So every genuine term, taken as X, is definable

as YZ; e.g, vertebrates are definable as animals with backbones. By

the same principle, any term appearing in the definiens, say animals

(Y), will be definable as TU; or backboned (Z) will be definable as

VW, and so on ad infinitum. Now it would be just as reasonable -- perhaps

more reasonable -- to state this as:

"In Anderson's logic

all terms, being real and complex, are in principle

definable"

(Baker, 1986, p.82; my setting out).

It would be just as reasonable,perhaps more reasonable, to state this

view as:

(ii) "The process of definition is applicable to an infinite degree"

as it is to state it as:

(iii) "All things are infinitely complex."
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In the first two formulations, Anderson's pluralism appears as a logical

principle (about terms), or as a methodological principle (about defi-

ning) rather than a statement about 'things' or 'the way all things

are'.

It is worthwhile pausing to examine the implications of this interpre-

tation of Anderson's pluralism. Following a very ancient tradition of

classification, division and definition, exemplified in Diagram 2, the

very same generic kind of animal (or specific individual animal) can

be described equally, properly and truly, as animal, vertebrate, mammal,

ungulate, horse, etc. In this way, the very same animal or species of

animal, can be said to be (described as) and seen to be many things

at once: and in that sense, complex. But there is a limit to that range

of complexity. Leaving open the question whether there is a summum genus,

there is a limited number of divisions (and hence predicates) appropriate

to any genuine scientific division of this kind. It cannot proceed infi-

nitely 'downwards'; and it is extremely implausible to suggest it can

proceed infinitely 'upwards'.

(summum genus?)

inorganic	 organic

1 

non-animal	 animal

1
1

vertebratenon-vertebrate 

non-mammal mammal   

non-ungulate
	

ungulate

even-toed	 odd-toed

I	 I
non-horse	 horse

DIAGRAM 2. A simple diagram of division.
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Moving into a quite different dimension from the classificatory scheme

just considered, it would be possible to describe any one individual

horse in a whole variety of additional ways: as chestnut, 16 hands high,

frisky, and so on. And the possible number of true descriptions of any

one individual would indeed be large -- perhaps infinite. However, this

dimension does not relate to definition in any obvious way, especially

if definition, as Anderson understood it, is essentially related to

genera, or kinds of things.

Moving into a quite different dimension again, Anderson's doctrine of

infinite complexity may relate to the division of any individual object

into its parts. Here, we may accept that, as far as science is able

to investigate, anything we examine has complex parts, and complex parts

of parts. But this really has no connection with the complexity of terms

in definition, as outlined by Passmore. The three dimensions discussed

so far are quite distinct, and should not be confused. They are:

1. the complexity of any term with respect to its definition (by

genus and difference);

2. the complexity of description of any individual;

3. the complexity of whole to part of any individual or genera.

However, there is another quite different element to Anderson's pluralism

which, by tradition, was reputedly influenced by Heraclitus: Anderson

regarded "Heraclitus as having advanced a realistic, objectivist and

pluralistic view of philosophy" (Baker, 1986, pp.19-20). In giving an

outline of Anderson's rejection of the rationalist notion of 'ultimate

truth' in the sense of "knowing all there is to know", Baker said "there

are no ultimates in Anderson's view and in line with Heraclitus he main-

tains that things are constantly changing, and also infinitely complex --

so that there are always new truths to be discovered" (Baker, 1986,

p.29). Now Baker was not dealing specifically with Anderson's pluralism

here, but the reference to infinite complexity is surely a reference

to his pluralism, and it may be wondered whether all three distinct

points are. These points are:
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(i) "there are no ultimates",

(ii) "things are constantly changing",

(iii) "things ... are infinitely complex".

As will be shown, others took Anderson's pluralism to involve the repu-

diation of ultimates (see Baker, p.94 above, and Grave, p.102 below).

By tradition, the notion of all things being in a state of flux, which

approximates (ii) above, has been regarded as a central element in

Heraclitus' philosophy (pluralism) (Burnet, 1948, pp.142-151); and by

another tradition has been held central to Anderson's pluralism.

How should this claim be understood? In brief, and in somewhat metaphy-

sical terms, it may be taken to assert that all things are processes

and in some state of process or change; that all things are in process,

and there are processes within processes. The cat which we observe is

at one and the same time one thing and many things; one thing in process;

it involves internal processes of ingestion, digestion, breathing, cir-

culation, growth, thinking, changes in nerves, cells, bio-chemistry,

and so on. That same cat is involved in wider processes outside it:

the cat sits on the mat; the mat and the cat are in the room, and the'

room rotates and revolves within the solar system as the earth rotates

and revolves around the sun. In summary, this view might be taken to

uphold that anything we observe or study --

(a) may be located or identified as one particular thing;

(b) may be identified as one general kind of thing;

(c) is complex in various ways;

(d) is involved in interactive processes with other things;

(e) involves some internal processes.

If, as tradition has it, this is an element of Anderson's pluralism,

it is clear that it has nothing to do with any claims about ultimate

substances or the number of ultimate substances. It appears to have

no place for ultimate substances. But it does seem to have affinities

with Heraclitus' view of the 'flux'. In view of Heraclitus' nick-name

"The Dark" (Burnet, 1948, p.132), we may be forgiven for wondering

whether the obscurity of Anderson's pluralismn is due 1;() his ancient

mentor.
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Grave is quite definite that Anderson's pluralism was opposed to any

kind of ultimates: "Other features of Anderson's pluralism can be assem-

bled under a denial of 'any sort of ultimate'." (Grave, 1984, p.55;

quoting Anderson, SIEP, p.61). The ultimates rejected by Anderson as

listed by-Grave are: (i) the notion of first cause, (ii) the Whole or

Absolute, and (iii) minimal units (atoms) or 'atomic facts' (Grave,

1984, pp.55-6). If Grave is correct, Anderson's pluralism aimed to reject

ultimates, or metaphysical views; but significantly, this rejection

is based on a logical point derived from Plato's 'Sophist'. It is that

"the unit of discourse is the proposition, which is complex; the attempt

to speak of an absolutely simple unit, self-refutingly results in the

treatment of it as complex." (Grave, 1984, p.56).

Grave's interpretation of Anderson's pluralism is significant because

it appears to be -- not metaphysical, but -- logical, or methodological:

based on 'the conditions of discourse'. And that reliance upon metho-

dology is consistent with certain aspects of Passmore's and Mackie's

outlines discussed previously, in contrast to the metaphysical claims

or interpretation. It also relates to the view that Anderson's logic

was philosophical (c.f. Passmore, quoted p.8 above).

One curious feature of Anderson's position appears at this point. The

passage from which Grave quoted in part actually reads:

"So that, consistently with its initial assertion in regard to

knowledge, realism must deny any sort of ultimate" (SIEP, p.61).

So accepting Anderson's point about realism denying ultimates, and

Grave's interpretation of Anderson's pluralism denying ultimates, there

is a congruence, if not identity, between Anderson's realism and his

pluralism:

Up to this point in the examination of the commentators' accounts of

Anderson's pluralism, attention has been drawn to several quite distinct

claims which are either supposed to be central to,an important aspect

of, or at least related to, his pluralism. It is appropriate to list

and consider these claims, which are set out on Table A (next page).
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(i) Anderson's pluralism stands in opposition to monism, dualism

and atomism. (Baker, p.94 above)

(ii) There are no ultimates. (Baker, p.94 above)

(iii) (Realist-empiricist position:) There is a single way of being

or truth. (Baker, p. 94 above)

(iv) Anderson's pluralism is not one of simple entities. (Passmore,

p.95 above)

(v) Anderson's pluralism is a theory about the way all things are.

(Passmore, p. 95 above )

(vi) Anderson's pluralism rejects the view that there are different

ways of being. (Passmore, p.95 above)

(vii) (Anderson appends to his pluralism:) There is no formula, no

'principle' which covers all things. (Passmore, p.95 above)

(viii) There is no totality or system of things. (Passmore, p.95 above)

(ix) Space-Time is infinite. (Passmore, p.96 above)

(x) There is no limit to the number of ways of describing any his-

tor.ical event. (Passmore, p.96 above)

(xi) Things are infinitely complex. (Passmore, p.96 above; Baker,

13.100above)

Things are irreducibly complex. (Mackie, p. 97above)

(xii) We can never arrive at simple elements in any field. (Mackie,

p.97 above; c.f. (iv) above)

(xiii) There are no simples. (Passmore, p.97 above)

(xiv) Every fact is a complex situation.

Every object is a complex situation. (Passmore, p.97 above)

(xv) 'X exists' can be expanded into 'Some Y are Z' (Passmore, p.96

above.

All terms ... are in principle definable. (Baker, p.95 above)

(xvi) Things are constantly changing. (Baker, p.100 above)

TABLE A. Formulations of Anderson's Pluralism according to various
Commentators. (c.f. Table B, p.105 below)



104

It is fairly clear that there are affinities between some of these

different claims; e.g., (ii) and (viii); (iii) and (vi); (iv), (x),

(xi) (xii) and (xiii).

But it is equally clear that the relationship between these requires

further clarification. On the other hand, there is no clear or obvious

connection between others; e.g., while (iii) and (vi) are related,

they, like (ix), (xv) and (xvi) do not relate to any other claim.

Furthermore, it appears that these claims are of fundamentally diffe-

rent kinds or categories. Most of them can be broadly grouped into

(1) denials of, or opposition to, other views, and (2) positive asser-

tions, with a further division into metaphysical and methodological

claims, as set out in Table B (p.105 below)

Referring now to Table B

it is clear that certain Denials are paired to certain Positive Asser-

tions: (vi) to (iii); (xiii) to (xi) and (xiv); (xii) to (x). Some

of these claims are fairly innocuous comments about his position: (i),

(iv) and (v). However,:of the Positive Metaphysical assertions -- (iii),

(ix), (xi), (xiv), (xvi) -- it is impossible to recognise one clear

principle which unifies all of these claims. And so, on this evidence:

(a) it cannot be claimed that Anderson's pluralism is based upon

a single, clear principle;

(b) it is not clear which of these claims is central to Anderson's

pluralism;

(c) at best, Anderson's pluralism consists of a range of unrelated

doctrines, although it must be admitted that he had strong

arguments against (the coherence of) those metaphysical views

which he criticised;

(d) it is certainly not clear how Anderson's doctrine of one way

of being relates to his pluralism as a positive doctrine, al-

though it may be clear in what way the doctrine of one way

of being is opposed to alternative views.
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DENIAL OF, OR OPPOSITION TO, OTHER VIEWS

Metaphysical

(i) Anderson's pluralism stands in opposition to monism, dualism

and atomism.

(ii) There are no ultimates.

(iv) Anderson's pluralism is not one of simple entities.

(vi) Anderson's pluralism rejects the view that there are different

ways of being.

(vii) (Anderson appends to his pluralism:) There is no formula, no

'principle' which covers all things.

(viii) There is no totality or system of things.

(xiii) There are no simples.

Methodological

(xii) We can never arrive at simple elements in any field.

POSITIVE ASSERTIONS

Metaphysical

(iii) (Realist-empiricist position:) There is a single way of being

or truth.

(v) Anderson's pluralism is a theory about the way all things are

(ix) Space-Time is infinite.

(xi) Things are infinitely complex.

Things are irreducibly complex.

(xiv) Every fact is a complex situation.

Every object is a complex situation.

(xvi) Things are constantly changing.

Methodological

(x) There is no limit to the number of ways of-describing any his-

torical event.

(xv) 'X exists' can be expanded into 'Some Y are Z'.

All terms ... are in principle definable.

TABLE B: Formulations of Anderson's Pluralism according to
various commentators (see Table A), BUT CATEGORISED.
Note: Numbers refer to Table A, p.103 above.
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It is reasonable to assume that in the section entitled "Complexity" in

the chapter entitled "Empiricism and Pluralism", Baker (1986) intended

to deal specifically with Anderson's pluralism. His opening remarks

in that section are therefore significant, and are quoted below. However,

using categories suggested on the previous page, numbered sub-divisions

and a few comments are interpolated in this passage, which, apart from

these interpolations, is continuous:

( ) a metaphysical element

"As part of his pluralism Anderson affirms 'the infinite comp-

lexity of things' and denies that there is anything absolutely

simple, anything less than a complex situation."

(ii) an empirical or methodological element

"He defends this position, first, on the ground that as a matter

of fact we never encounter anything less than a complex situa-

tion and any analysis we can make of a situation is always into

further ingredients (further situations) that are still complex.

He does not deny, of course, that in ordinary life we do distin-

guish between what we call the 'simple' and the 'complex', but

maintains that as an obvious matter of fact any such 'simple'

is only a comparative simple -- what we call, say, a simple

sentence, or a simple colour scheme, is not absolutely simple

but merely simpler in compared respects than a complex sentence

or a complex colour scheme."

(iii) a 'negative' argument against simples, which is based on the

impossibility of an implied methodology

"Secondly, he argues that, given the hypothesis that there are

absolute simples, that hypothesis is unable to show how complexes

can be derived from or reduced to them;"

(iv) a logical claim: the claim that the hypothesis that there are.

simples is illogical, incoherent, or 'unspeakable'

"which is not surprising since, thirdly, the hypothesis that

there are simples -- like the hypothesis that there is One

is 'unspeakable'." 	 (Baker, 1986, pp.34-5)
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In view of the difficulties encountered so far in attempting to under-

stand Anderson's pluralism, it is worthwhile devoting some time to con-

sideration of this passage.

What Baker says about 'comparative' simplicity and complexity makes

sense. We use these terms in a relative way, as we do many others: tall

and short, fat and thin, fast and slow, hot and cold. We mean that some-

one is tall relative to some standard, which may be an average for all

humans, or an average for a given age group, or relative to someone

else. When we say a man is tall, we don't mean that the man is tall

relative to a giant redwood (sequoia), or absolutely tall -- whatever

that could possibly mean. (See Plato: Phaedo, p.83)

Now the point of Anderson's claim: "the hypothesis that there are simples

... is 'unspeakable" is simply that it is incoherent to speak of some-

thing as being 'absolutely simple'; such a claim would be strictly non-

sense. If that is not the correct interpretation of Anderson's claim,

it remains to be explained what it is. But the consequences of that

view must be spelled out very clearly. The issue is the difference bet-

ween two (meaningful) contradictory propositions, and what opposes a

nonsensical or 'unspeakable' view.

If A asserts "This is black", that claim may be false, yet meaningful

or non-non-sense. So B can deny "This is black" by asserting "This is

not black". These claims are straightforward contradictories of one

another. But if C says "This is and or", the response is not to deny

that non-sensical 'statement' by asserting its apparent 'contradictory':

"This is not and or", for that is equally nonsensical. The original

'statement' does not have a contradictory. So if we can speak loosely

of denying non-sense, that does not involve asserting the (equally

non-sensical) 'contradictory' of a nonsense. Perhaps it would be less

confusing to speak of rejecting nonsense, and denying good sense which

we believe is false.

Recognising that distinction, it seems that the rejection of the hypo-

thesis that there are (absolute) simples -- being 'unspeakable' -- does

not require asserting any contradictory. It certainly doesn't require

the affirmation of the absolutely complex. So the question must be raised
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what sense of complex is involved in Anderson's doctrine of infinite

complexity. If it is asserted in opposition to the notion of 'absolute

simples', it would appear to be an equally 'unspeakable' notion of 'abso-

lute complexity'. But what else could it mean? Anderson certainly does

not seem to be saying all things are relatively complex: some more rela-

tively complex than others; some less relatively complex than others.

It doesn't make sense to say that all things are relatively infinitely

complex. So it seems Anderson was not talking about relative complexity.

But if he was talking about some notion of absolute complexity, it would

appear he has fallen into the same trap as the atomists; i.e., he has

lapsed into non-sense. If we cannot distinguish the complexity of any

kind of thing or situation from the complexity of any other kind of

thing or situation, we cannot meaningfully speak about that 'absolute'

kind of complexity at all. 'Absolutely complex' cannot be a term because

it does not have a logical opposite.

This interpretation is borne out by another remark, although it must

be stressed these are Baker's words, purporting to represent Anderson's

arguments: "He defends this position, ... , on the ground that as a

matter of fact we never encounter anything less than a complex situ-

ation." (Baker, quoted p.106 	 above; c.f. especially items (xi), (xii)

and (xiii), p.103 above). What could "anything less than a complex

situation"be, or even mean? This is strictly non-sensical, and therefore

cannot be asserted "as a matter of fact".

The position being argued here is that, as it is usually stated, a sig-

nificant part of Anderson's pluralism is incoherent. If "the hypothesis

that there are simples' 	 . is 'unspeakable" means that hypothesis is

illogical, incoherent, or non-sense -- is neither true nor false

then it is not necessary to deny it, and it is actually illogical to

deny it, because for Anderson, denying p is the same as asserting not-p.

In other words, in rejecting any theory of 'simples' or 'atoms' (or

'ultimates' of this kind), Anderson was not bound to assert any 'contra-

dictory' proposition which upheld some other kind of ultimate -- the

infinitely complex. So it is perfectly logical to reject the metaphysical

formulations of Anderson's pluralism.
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What remains of Anderson's pluralism after this emendation may be rela-

tively small, and apparently insignificant. But if the small and

apparently insignificant is sufficiently strong to overthrow more gran-

diose, but incoherent schemes, we should be content with that. If all

philosophical positions recognise some degree of complexity of things

in any dimension we can talk about, there is no special problem for

Anderson on that score. After all, the whole purpose of 'ultimates' --

whether that be the One, the Two, the Many, or the 'Utterly Simple'

-- is to explain the apparent complexity of the things of everyday

experience. But there remains a special, a unique, kind of philosophical

problem for all those who postulate simples, or absolutely fundamental

substances. And it is that sort of view which Anderson called ratio-

nalism, or dualism; it is that sort of view which the doctrine of

one way of being was directed against.
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Attention must be drawn to other aspects of Anderson's 'core' position

which may well be considered aspects of, or somehow related to, his

pluralism. One is his criticism of the notion of 'distinct existences'

which was discussed previously (see p.85ff above). The other relates

to his notion of process, which must inevitably link with causal inter-

action, and his determinism. Both of these are hinted at in Baker's

(metaphysical?) summation of Anderson's pluralism:

"In opposition to both atomism and monism Anderson is thus a plura-

list, maintaining that there is an infinite number of infinitely

complex situations each involving innumerable differences and

relations." (Baker, 1986, p.43)

A fairly wide selection of Anderson's remarks bearing upon his pluralism

is set out in Table 1, pages following.
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TABLE 1

1.1. "when we speak of one such thing, we are perfectly aware that

it has connections with, as well as distinctions from, other

things ... " (SIEP, p.18)

1.2.

	

	 "We find ... that whatever can be spoken of as one thing can

also be spoken of as manythings, and vice versa." (SIEP, p.18)

1.3. "There is no thing or quality ... which we can suppose ourselves

to know 'all about'; discrimination and association are always

possible -- whereas a 'datum'" (or a totally simple thing)

"could enter into no proposition" (SIEP, p.37)

1.4. "What we see, like what we apprehend in any other way," (i.e.,

observe?) "is always complex, always a state of affairs;"

(SIEP, p.37)

1.5 "Mind is not required to relate things, because things are given

as related just as much as they are given as distinguished.

.., there is nothing in the=least empirical in the conception

of a 'distinct existence'. It is on the contrary the rationalist

conception of 'essence' masquerading as a fact of experience."

(SIEP, p.12; c.f. p.85f above)

1.6. "This is in line with the view already set forth that what

can be contemplated or enunciated is always in the form of

a proposition; in other words,that we deal always with complex

states of affairs and never with 'simple entities'" (SIEP,p.12)

1.7. "What has chiefly to be emphasised, however, is that the obser-

vation of minds, the knowledge of them in propositions, re-

quires the rejection of the 'unitary' view of mind, the concep-

tion of it as having only one character and being self-contained

in that character. That is a rationalist,'unspeakable' view.

If we are to have any dealings with minds, we must be able

to consider how they act in different situations, i.e., to

TABLE 1:
Page 1 of 3 pages
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consider them as having complex characters and activities,

as being divisible and determinate." (SIEP, p.14)

1.8. "But there is no logical distinction between things and propo-

sitions. Things are known only by their characters,and so

the objective" (in the sense of our motives seeking some objec-

tive) "is a complex situation, not any 'simple'entity " (SIEP,

pp.218-9)

1.9. Realism would reject Alexander's theory of mind as conscious-

ness, and its parallelism (dualism); and Anderson's spatio-

temporal theory is "that all things" (which, as has been

shown, are complex) "belong to the single order of events

or propositions" (SIEP, p.67)

L10. "For Realism, then, as against all the 'ultimates', facts are

good enough. ... And, rid of 'meanings' and 'purposes' and

other products of 'vicious intellectualism', it proposes as

the formal solution of any problem the interaction of complex

things." (SIEP, p.59)

L11, "This was the position established by Parmenides, the first

avowed monist, ... He showed that, if we accept such an all-

inclusive reality, we must deny everything else. A monist

must deny all change and all differentiation; the One can

have no history and no parts." (SIEP, p.306)

112. So, if we find out facts about society or history "we do so

by observation of social activities and not of 'the unity

of the universe'; we do so, indeed, whether we realise it

or not, by taking a pluralistic or commonsense view of the

operation of things ." (SIEP, pp.310-11)

113. "It seems of minor importance then to point out that there

can be no contrivance of a 'universe' or totality of things,

because the contriver would have to be included in the totality

of things;" (SIEP, p.96)

TABLE 1:

Page 2 of 3 pages
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1.14. (Mill's) "exposition of his methods depends upon the assumption

that it is possible to enumerate the features of a situation --

and,as these features are, of course, general, the situation

composed by a finite number of them would also be general.

This is a difficulty of a kind which is bound to arise on

any theory of induction, and is only one of the difficulties

of Mill's theory in particular. But it brings out the fact

that, since we can never say that we have completely analysed

a situation (every factor in it being complex, every feature

having itself features), ... " (SIEP, p.127)

1.15. "Thus our recognition of distinct complex things is not accoun-

ted for at all by 'collections of ideas' (of separate, unitary

pieces of content) but is intelligible only as a recognition

of complex situations, of situations within situations (in

which terms alone 'concomitance' can be understood), of inter-

penetration as well as juxtaposition -- in other words, of

infinite complexity (with no least and no greatest situation)

in place of the 'simplicity' which cannot be squared with

any complexity or combination." (SIEP, p.164)

TABLE 1:
Page 3 of 3 pages

TABLE 1 : A Selection of Varied Quotations Relating

to Anderson's Pluralism arranged in chrono-

logical order. In several places the present

writer has interposed some explanatory phrases,

usually in brackets, clearly breaking the

quotation.
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Summary of Anderson's Pluralism

It is now possible to identify and distinguish some of the components

of Anderson's pluralism.

Firstly, Anderson's pluralism relates to 'things', not to ideas, con-

cepts, universals or meanings. This presupposes --

(a) that "we never know 'ideas' but always independent things, or

rather states of affairs" (SIEP, p.32);

(b) that if there is to be any human understanding, 'knowledge',

learning or communicating, it must begin with observing 'objec-

tive' things common to learner and teacher, or observers, or

communicators. This could be denied, but anyone who denied it

would have to show how learning or communicating could occur

without so-called 'sense experience', and without common objects

of understanding.

Secondly, as with other Andersonian '-isms', there are positive and

negative aspects to his pluralism. In this case, the negative aspects

are directed at the notion of absolutes in the form of a 'totality',

utterly simple entities, or 'distinct existences'. On the positive side,

Anderson seems to have taken it as a fact of observation that anything

we observe is complex in various ways, and that nothing we observe --

no matter how we divide it -- is simple in the sense of having no parts

or no characteristics . On the negative side, he argued that the notions

of 'a totality' or utterly simple things are illogical, for we could

never comprehend such things or say anything about them. And for a dif-

ferent reason, the notion of the mind being required to relate what

is 'really unrelated', or to distinguih what is 'really connected',

is also illogical. It is not, therefore, a case of rival alternative

views of the same status, but the opposition of one logical view based

on observing against a number of illogical alternatives. Monism, dualism,

atomism (and we should add, traditional pluralism) are illogical: they

are not strictly alternatives to Anderson's pluralism at all.
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Thirdly, it must be emphasised that if Anderson rejected the notions

of ultimates, as he did, and this includes the notion of fundamental

substances (as it must), he was bound to reject traditional pluralism

along with, and for the same reasons as, monism, dualism, and atomism.

But Anderson never made this explicit; nor have his commentators and

followers. Whilever traditional pluralism is incompatible with Ander-

son's position, and he is called a pluralist, misunderstanding is posi-

tively encouraged.

Fourthly, it is clear that Anderson believed his pluralism, his view

of things as complex, had universal application -- to all inquiry. It

applied to minds (Table 1.7), to social forces (Table 1.12) and any

other objects of observational study; and it aids our understanding

of things, events, and causal change (Table 1.14).

Fifthly, Anderson's pluralism, like every aspect of his philosophy was

concerned with observing and communicating within the forms of a propo-

sitional logic. If anything could be considered to be utterly simple,

or a totality with no parts, we could not say anything about it. To

call it X, and say 'X is Y' is to imply X has parts or qualities: to

imply it is not simple, etc. That is a fact of asserting anything propo-

sitionally.

In fact, clarification of Anderson's pluralism is possible only if we

distinguish a metaphysical, from a non-metaphysical interpretation of

it. It is suggested here that, like the doctrine of one way of being,

it is often stated (misleadingly) in metaphysical terms, but that its

principal significance is non-metaphysical.

1.	 The Non-Metaphysical Interpretation of Anderson's Pluralism

is that Anderson --

(i) was opposed to:

(a) traditional monism, dualism, atomism (and pluralism?);

(b) the postulation of all ultimates, simples, totalities,

fundamental substances, maintaining that all such views

are illogical;
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(ii) maintained that anything we observe is complex in various ways;

(however, if 'complex' and 'simple' only make sense as relative

terms, this attribution of complexity may be challenged; it

may be more appropriate to treat this as: any term in logic

is definable as two other terms, and this process of defining

terms can proceed to an infinite degree;)

(iii) recognised process, interaction, or causality everywhere;

(iv) based these views largely on facts of propositional discourse.

To observe any fact or situation, to state any fact, or to recog-

nise or define any term, always involves recognising two terms

(two kinds of things or qualities) at least; involves recognising

these two terms as distinct, and yet, in affirmative propositions

as related in some way. Discourse about anything supposedly

'utterly simple' is incompatible with propositional discourse.

2.	 The Metaphysical Interpretation, as a rival to monism, dualism

and atomism:

(i) all things are infinitely complex; and

(ii) all things are parts of complex systems.
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Anderson's Determinism

Anderson's views on determinism, and his theory of causality are out-

lined systematically in "Determinism and Ethics" (1928), "Causality

and Logic" (1936), and "The Problem of Causality" (1938). However,

determinism is implicit in, and integral to, all of Anderson's work.

The doctrine of determinism frequently arises in opposition to the

doctrine of freewill, which is usually associated with theological

doctrines.

"freewill and determinism. Two apparently opposed philosophical

concepts: the former postulating that man is able to choose and

act according to the dictates of his own will, the latter that

all events including human actions, are predetermined." (Speake,

1979, p.117)

Certainly Anderson's approach to determinism was opposed to the theo-

logical notion of freewill, indeterminism, or voluntarism (see Baker,

1979, p.11ff, and SIEP,p.122ff), but it would be a mistake to assume

that this was the principal motivation behind Anderson's view. His

principal concern in this field, as with all the others examined so

far, was the development of a consistent logic or method of inquiry.

In a sense, his determinism is stated, or at least adumbrated, in the

earliest articles although it is not stated there (and may not be recog-

nised there) as a determinist doctrine. In rejecting the idealist

distinction between 'things as we know them' and 'things in themselves'

(a form of dualism-representationism), Anderson said:

"We must be able to say: 'This is the sort of thing which under

certain circumstances will act in such and such a way, and under

other circumstances will act in a different way'." (STEP, p.13;

quoted p.120, and Table 3.8 p.152, below)

Anderson was saying, in effect, this requirement is a condition of

discourse or inquiry; it concerns the way we inquire into any subject

whatsoever, it implies two principles, one of which has been encountered

previously:
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(a) In order to identify anything at all, as a general kind of

thing, we have to be able to recognise certain characteristics

of that thing; it must have characteristics of its own.

(b) In order to understand anything at all, and especially in

order to re-cognise a certain kind of thing, we must recognise

that things change, and react differently under different

conditions; the same thing may behave differently under dif-

ferent conditions.

Now the first of these is, or is a fundamental part of, the doctrine

of independence. The second is intimately connected with the first,

but emphasises change (causality) under different conditions. So Ander-

son's doctrine of independence is intimately interrelated with deter-

minism.

It should be noted that, as interpreted here, these two principles

-- (a) and (b) -- are methodological : they relate to 'our' (human)

methods or ability to inquire into 'things', and this is perfectly

in accordance with the way Anderson expressed the matter: "We must

be able to say ..

Now if things did not have characteristics which persisted, as the

things persist, we could never recognise them. And if the same kind

of thing, having the same characteristics, behaves differently under

different circumstances, we can still recognise it by its characteris-

tics even though it behaves differently. For example, we may recognise

a liquidambar leaf even though under certain circumstances (still air

and autumn) it falls to the ground, and under others (strong wind)

it 'flies' or blows around. If we did not understand how that sort

of thing reacted under different conditions, we could riot recognise

that sort of thing. To take a more 'extreme' case: if we did not realise

that ice was frozen water, and steam was vaporised water, we could



119

not re-cognise water(H20) in its different forms, under different con-

ditions. We would know water only as water, ice only as ice, and steam

as steam. But if we made this sort of disjointed judgment all the time,

we would never comprehend that changes occur, or recognise causality

at all. So what Anderson was drawing attention to here, may be expressed

either --

(a) as an observation about our identifying and recognising things;

or

(b) as a claim about 'things' in the most general terms.

In terms of 'things', the claim under consideration is a general one

about causality: a claim that all things are subject to change, and

that all things can be expected to behave differently under different

circumstances. In some sense, things remain the same under different

circumstances, yet they behave differently under different circumstances.

It is important in understanding Anderson's view to recognise that

these features of persisting general characteristics along with change

are connected with categorical propositions of the four forms. Sometimes

we recognise that "All X's are ... " or that "No X's are . 11. But

we also recognise that sometimes --

"Some X's are Y's" and

"Some X's are not Y's".

And this formal condition (of some X's being Y's and some not) is typi-

cally connected with change. We have already implicitly recognised

causal change when we recognise that "Some X's are Y's and some X's

are not Y's". We have explicitly recognised causal change when we

recognise --

(i) that under certain conditions

X's are Y's

and

(ii) that under other conditions

X's are not Y's.
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We are not always beguiled into believing that, because some X's

are Y's, all X's are Y's, or that anything which is not Y is not X.

Or, to put that otherwise, we are not misled into believing that because

X's are Y's under certain conditions (C), that X's are Y's under all

conditions.

These points are clearly, straightforwardly, logical points which apply

to our identification, recognition and understanding of anything at

all. But they immediately involve our understanding of change and cau-

sality. What is being stressed here is that the passage last quoted

is, effectively, the statement of Anderson's 'field' theory of causality

in its simplest, most straightforward, unadorned form:

"This is the sort of thing which,

under certain circumstances" (i.e., within a given field)

"will act in such and such a way, and

under other circumstances" (i.e., within a different field)

"will act in a different way" (SIEP, p.13, with interpolations;

c.f. p.117 above).

In simple terms, it states a typically Heraclitean view: all things

change and the same things react differently under different circum-

stances. All things are of this one kind: all are on the same level

of being -- of interaction and change. This is a perfectly reasonable

reading -- it seems to have been Anderson's reading -- of Heraclitus:

fragment(7): "If you do not expect the unexpected, you will not
find it; for it is hard to be sought out and diffi-

cult."

fragment (20): "This world, which is the same for all, no one of gods

or men has made; but it was ever, is now, and ever

shall be an ever-living Fire, with measures of it

kindling, and measures going out."
fragment

(41,42):	 "You cannot step twice into the same rivers; for

fresh waters are ever flowing in upon you."
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(Herakleitos, quoted in Burnet, 1948; pp.133, 134 and

136 respectively; c.f. p. mod above.)

The reasons for approaching Anderson's determinism and 'field' theory

of causality in this way are twofold: It is to show that --

(a) these views are perfectly in accordance with a straightforward

realist view of things, and

(b) that Anderson's field theory of causality arose out of, and

is perfectly consistent with, his formal logic lectures.

There appears to be no strain, no special allowances made, to accom-

modate causality to his general philosophical position or to his logic.

As remarked by Baker, Anderson -- unlike many other contemporary adhe-

rents of the traditional formal logic -- "emphasised the role of complex

terms in logic" (Baker, 1986, p.84). Anderson's field theory arose

directly out of his logic lectures on complex terms. Where syllogistic

logic would usually be confined to three terms, say S, P and M, Anderson

(following de Morgan and J.N. Keynes) dealt with reasoning involving

complex terms such as SX, PX and M; or, S or X, P or X and M, etc.

It is proposed to take a relatively simple example of this kind to

ullustrate, in a rather oversimplified way, both Anderson's field theory

of causality, and how it arose from his formal logic.

At times, in inquiry, argument, or reasoning, we may be concerned only

with humans, say, humans who are fair-skinned and humans who are dark-

skinned or not fair-skinned. In such cases we could use complex terms,

say, 'humans who are fair-skinned' symbolised as HF, and 'humans who

are not fair-skinned' symbolised as HF. (For the purpose of the example,

it will be overlooked that there is a gradient between the two.) Within

the field of humans, that is, within this limited sense only, HF is

a kind of opposite of HF; but it is not the strict logically opposite

term. The logical opposite of HF is anything at all which is not human

and anything at all which is not fair-skinned. It would include kettles

and trees and fair-skinned grapes and fair-skinned pigs as well as

humans with non-fair skins. Accepting these complex terms, valid reaso-

ning is possible. For example:
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No fair-skinned humans are humans with X skin pigmentation 	 FHeHX

All Caucasian (humans) are fair-skinned humans 	 CHaFH

...No Caucasian (humans) are humans with X skin pigmentation
CHeHX

However, provided it is recognised that such reasoning is restricted

within the field of humans only; that HF and HF are not strictly logical

opposites, but are merely exclusive terms within that field, the same

reasoning might be treated as falling under an overriding proviso,

that being:"within the field of humans only". Then it might be possible

to treat the above reasoning with simple terms:

(Overriding proviso:) Within the field of humans only:

No fair are of pigmentation type X
	

FeX

All Caucasians are fair
	

CaF

. No Caucasians are of pigmentation type X
	

CeX

It may be said either (a) that this reasoning is absolutely invalid,

or (b) that it is valid within the limitations of the field specified.

It is of little consequence whether the 'field' formulation is accepted

or not. Any argument of that form, which is properly limited within

a specified field, can be treated validly (if it is valid) in complex

terms.

Anderson's field theory of causality, then, is this: Sometimes X's

are Y's, and sometimes X's are not Y's. The problem of finding the

cause of any change is, in terms of formal logic, finding some term

or set of conditions C, such that --

All XC are Y, and

All XC are not Y.



That is:

All X's which are C are Y, and

All X's which are not C are not Y, or

• Under conditions C, all X's are Y's, and

Under conditions not-C no X's are Y's.

If conditions change for any X, from not-C to C, that X changes from

not-Y to Y; or in general terms, those X's which were not Y's become

Y's. Anderson's claim is that when we talk about anything being a cause

-- the cause of something else -- we implicitly recognise some limiting

field; and when we have correctly identified the field or the conditions

involved, there will be only one necessary and sufficient cause of

a given effect.

The foregoing outline is, as noted, oversimplified. Its purpose is to

outline the general principle of the field theory, but also to show

how it arose out of Anderson's formal logic. Baker gives an excellent

account of Anderson's 'field' theory (1986, p.11lff), and discusses

his treatment of complex terms (1986, p.84ff). Mackie (1974, p. 35,

fn. 3 ) also acknowledged Anderson's field theory. (C.f. Ibid, p.299,
fn.4)

In upholding a determinist position, Anderson did not accept the notion

of pre-determination, or pre-determined causal chains. This means that

he saw the explanation of causes as an a posteriori process, as dis-

covering what causes what -- in line with his empiricism. Even if we

knew a : great deal about any situation, we can never know 'all about'

it, so we can never predict what conditions will prevail at any time.

There are, therefore, no pre-determined causal chains. Thus we must,

with Heraclitus, be prepared to "expect the unexpected" even though

this will always have necessary and sufficient conditions which we can

discover after the event.

123
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It is worthwhile noting that Anderson did not share the contemporary

obsession with scientific prediction. This is partly because he des-

pised the utilitarian approach (SIEP, pp.189-90) to science, but also

partly because there is nothing logically peculiar about prediction:

"There is nothing logically peculiar about the future" (SIEP, p.216),

and there is nothing special about the process of predicting on "a

knowledge of certain 'general laws'" (SIEP, p.310), as opposed to pro-

phecy.

The main point is that 'prediction', so-called, is logically comparable

to a complementary aspect of the process of verifying. One proposition

(the so-called prediction) is the conclusion of a syllogism used to

test another proposition -- the hypothesis -- as one of the premises.

Placing emphasis on prediction, then, is simply placing emphasis on

a different proposition in syllogisms used in the method of hypothesis.

If the conclusion of this syllogism is later observed: (a) the 'pre-

diction' is established, and (b) the hypothesis is verified. But pre-

diction appears to place emphasis upon what we expect (hope?) to find,

, whereas science is based on accepting whatever we find (not on hope

or human interests). And returning to the Heraclitean approach, Anderson

insisted that (although there are no 'unique particulars'; c.f. STEP,

p.173), "We have to recognise accident, i.e., the fact that there is
no formula, no 'principle', which covers all things" (SIEP, pp.85-6)--

that is, in opposition to rationalism.

It will be seen then, that Anderson's determinism was fully integrated

with his empiricism, realism, and pluralism; and that it was founded

in a very sound formal logic.

It should be remarked that Anderson's indebtedness to Heraclitus ap-

peared here as related to the notions of process, interaction, change,

or causal interaction. Yet Anderson, Baker, and others typically refer-

red to his connection with Heraclitus as pertaining to pluralism. Hera-

clitus' and Anderson's pluralism, therefore, appear to be related to

process and causal interaction applying to all things, rather than

to the number of fundamental substances.
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CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this all too brief survey of various philosophical

'-isms' has not been to prove that these terms are meaningless, utterly

confused, or altogether useless. Rather, it aimed to clarify what Ander-

son meant by them, especially what his empiricism-realism-pluralism-

determinism involved; how his sense of each is to be distinguished

from other senses; and also to sharpen the differences between his

position and those rival '-isms' which he criticised. However, this

survey should show how misleading such terms can be, and serve as a

caution to anyone wishing to use them. It may be that in some 'primary'

(or simplistically defined) sense, attribution of one of these terms

(such as 'dualism') definitely excludes others (say 'monism' or 'plura-

lism'); and that in some intuitive (or simplistically defined sense)

empiricism is automatically opposed to rationalism, and realism to

idealism. However, it should be clear now

(a) that these terms are often used -- perhaps most frequently

used -- in what is not this so-called 'primary' sense;

(b) that it is not possible to use them in all the cases where

they have traditionally been used in a clear and exclusive

way;

(c) if they are not used in that 'primary' sense, misunderstanding

is almost inevitable; which is to say they involve more than

simplistic definitions allow.

These findings may prompt several different 'solutions'. One would be

to say that, apart from the almost useless simplistic definitions, these

terms cannot be explained ia any coherent manner at all: they are inco-

herent. Another would be to say that they are meaningful, but indefi-

nable. And a third would be to say that they each indicate some general

'drift', 'spirit', 'trend' or perhaps 'method', which is only roughly

indicated, and requires further clarification and definition.

Nonetheless, one point which emerges from this rather brief survey is

that it is not clear what logical relationships hold between these
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'-isms', and that cannot be discovered without further precision or

definition. This is as much a problem for Anderson as his opponents

whilever it is impossible to define and distinguish his empiricism,

realism, pluralism and determinism. He certainly maintained that some

'rival' views were incoherent. But if, for example, rationalism is inco-

herent (illogical), and empiricism is opposed to -- in the sense of

contradictory of -- rationalism, what is the status of empiricism? On

the other hand, if they are not contradictory propositions, in what

sense are they opposed?

A related problem breaks out when the status of these 'isms' is consid-

ered. Most of them appear to be metaphysical, relating to the ('ulti-

mate'?) nature of 'things', 'substances', 'reality', 'being', existence',

'knowledge' or 'truth'. And this clearly raises a problem for Anderson's

empiricism, realism, pluralism, determinism, as it does for any empiri-

cism. If Anderson's '-isms' contradict metaphysical '-isms', they would

seem to be as metaphysical as what they contradict. Attention must be

drawn to expressions such as:

(i) the power of a priori reason to grasp substantial truths about

the world (p. ,35 above)

(ii) innate ideas and innate principles (p.36 above)

(iii) we know something independently of experience (p.36 above)

(iv) the mental or ideational (is) the key to the nature of reality

(p.39 above)

(v) the external world is ... created by the mind (p.39 above)

(vi) there is one, and only one, substance (p.44 above)

(vii) the fundamental types into which individual substances are to

be divided (p.41 above)

(viii) a material object consists of nothing but 'ideas' (p.41 above)

(ix) there are many substances (p.44 above)

(x) atoms cannot be divided -- are absolutely indivisible (p.46 above)

(xi) the ultimate structures of language 'and the world (p.46 above)
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Despite their vagueness, it seems to be widely assumed that these various

philosophical '-isms' fall roughly into --

(a) compatible groups or syndromes on the one hand, and

(b) naturally opposed groups or syndromes on the other.

Even these assumptions must be questioned whilever these '-isms' remain

vague and undefined, and when for instance, as has been shown, some

realists can happily call themselves representationists, while others,

like Anderson, declare themselves opposed to representationism, and

link it with dualism and rationalism.

So Anderson's position has been examined, albeit briefly, in terms of

those principal '-isms' which he opposed and upheld, along with the

arguments he employed in support of his views. However much that analysis

may have helped to clarify Anderson's 'core' position, it cannot be

claimed it has shown how or why that position is called systematic.

It is of considerable importance to the clear understanding of Anderson's

'core' views to summarise what has, and what has not, been established

in the foregoing survey.

1. It has been shown that` Anderson had a variety of strong argu-

ments against the range of views which he somehow identified as a 'bloc'

around rationalism-idealism, including monism, dualism, atomism, repre-

sentationism and relativism.

2. It has been shown that these various arguments against rival

'-isms' were mainly logical or methodological. They may be founded in

Anderson's criticism of the theory of constitutive relations which

appears to underpin the rationalism of Descartes and the idealism of

Berkeley.

3. Directly related to the two previous points, it has been shown

that Anderson's empiricism, realism, pluralism and determinism have

both what may be called 'positive' and 'negative' aspects. Each involves

some positive claims that arise directly out of the rejection, or is

it the denial, of other views. The question of the actual logical rela-

tions of these oppositions is vital.
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4. There is an inconsistency, or at least some confusion, in the

Andersonian tradition as to the logical relations between certain

opposed views:

(i) the denial or rejection(?) of different ways of being, and the

assertion of one way of being;

(ii) rationalism and empiricism,

idealism and realism;

(iii) monism, dualism, atomism (and traditional pluralism?) and Ander-

son's pluralism;

(iv) the idealist notion of dependence and the realist notion of

independence;

(v) simple and complex as absolute or relative terms.

5. Related to the question of logical relations, although it may
be possible to show that all of the '-isms' Anderson criticised (with

the exception of relativism?) involve the postulation or implication

of two or more ways of being or two or more kinds of truth, it has not

been shown that the rejection of such views establishes that there is

one way of being. It has not been shown that the step from one to the

other is by way of contradiction or by way of valid argument. It has

not been shown that the following argument is valid:

There are not two different ways of being

.... There is only one way of being.

6. In any case, it has not been shown what the status of these

two last-mentioned claims would be. Are they metaphysical or non-meta-

physical? Neither has it been shown what the status of the four '-isms'

is.

7.	 It has not been shown what the logical connection is between:

There is a single way of being

There is only one kind of truth.

8(a) It has been shown that Anderson's empiricism, realism, pluralism
and determinism each involves separate elements; but

(b) It has not been shown, in any one case, how these different

elements are related or unified; that is, how Anderson's empiri-
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cism can be seen to be unified by one principle, and so for

the others.

Anderson's empiricism involves the two elements: (a) the doctrine

of one way of being, and (b) the view that what we know we learn

(or there is only one way of knowing). But it has not been shown

how these two elements are related.

Anderson's realism involves the elements: (a) knowing is a rela-

tion, (b) the theory of independence, (c) the claims that a

non-representationist account of observing and error can be

given. But it has not been shown how these elements are related.

Anderson's pluralism involves the elements of: (a) the doctrine

of one way of being, (b) the claim that Space-Time is infinite,

(c) the claim that things are infinitely complex, and (d) things

are constantly changing (or other elements). But it has not

been shown how these elements are related.

Anderson's determinism involves the elements: (a) things have

their own characteristics, and (b) things behave in certain

(regular?) ways under certain circumstances, and in different

ways under other circumstances, and (c) wehave to recognise

accident. And it is not absolutely clear how these elements

are related.

9. Just as it has not been shown how the various elements of Ander-

son's empiricism are related or unified, how the elements of his realism

are related, etc., it has not been shown how these four '-isms' are

related or unified.

While there may be apparent 'affinities' between these four '-isms',

they have not been shown to be either the same or distinct, and if dis-

tinct, how related. This problem was recognised by Anderson when he

said:

... I cannot hope to show exactly how this theory" (empiricism)

"should be distinguished from those which go by the names of rea-

lism, naturalism, materialism, pluralism, determinism and posi-

tivism." (SIEP, p.3)
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This problem of relation and distinction may not have been so important

when Anderson was concerned to criticise other views. But it is of fun-

damental importance when attempting to understand and expound his posi-

tion as systematic.

10. It has been shown that Anderson's doctrine of one way of being

is to be identified with his empiricism. But both he and certain commen-

tators have linked it to his realism and pluralism as well.

11. What distinguishes Anderson's 'core' position from the views

he criticised -- and from most contemporary philosophy -- is his concern

with 'things', and his rejection of ideas and concepts, along with his

(related) lack of interest in meanings and 'language'.

It must be concluded that, despite the foregoing analysis --

(a) many vital questions about Anderson's 'core' position remain

unanswered;

(b) the doctrine of one way of being has not been clearly explained;

(c) it has not been shown how Anderson's doctrine of one way of

being relates to his overall position;

(d) it is not clear in what way Anderson's philosophical position

could be called systematic.

It might be considered whether it is 'things' which somehow underpin,

and somehow unify, Anderson's 'core' position. That view might be justi-

fied briefly by pointing out that, on Anderson's view, it is things

which are independent and have their own characteristics; it is things

which are spatio-temporally related to other things; it is things which

are complex; and it is things which are in process and interact. This

view is considered as part of the non-methodological interpretation

of the doctrine of one way of being in Part II.
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