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VIII.-PRIMARY AND SECONDARY QUALITIES. 

By G. F. STOUT. 

"EVERYONE," says Thomas Reid, " knows that extensioln, 
divisibility, figure, motion, solidity, hardness, softness, and 
fluidity were by Mr. Locke called primary qualities of body; 
and that sound, colour, taste, smell, andl heat or cold were 
called secondary qualities. Is there a just foundation for this 
distinction ? Is there ainything common to the primary which 
belongs not to the secondary ? Anld what is it ?" 

The first of the questions thus formulated by PReid may 
be re(garded as settled. No competent person doubts that the 
distinction has a real founidation. But on the second question 
it seems to me that there is much room for discussion. The 
answer which is most familiar and also most precise and clear 
is, I think, definitely wrong. On the other hand, those 
philosophers who reject this false doctrine do not in general 
substitute for it any positive and detailed view of their owni 
which I find myself able to accept. They are more bent on 
showing their opponents do not solve the problem than on 
solving it themselves. 

The definite view conmmonly accepted by representatives of 
Physics and Physiology and also by many Philosophers is that, 
the primary qualities really do belong to bodies, whereas the 
so-called secondary qualities are not qualities of external things 
at all but qualities of sensations experienced by percipient, 
minds wheni external things stimulate the organs of sense in 
certain ways. 

Postponing consideration of that part of this theory whiclh 
relates to prinmary attributes, let us first examine the con- 
tention that the secondary attributes are attributes not of 
bodies but of sensationis. This contention is urgecl against 
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what is presumed to be a niatural fallacy of ordinary thinking. 
It is directed again st a supposed confusion of commoln sense 
between qualities of sensation and properties of external things. 
When the plain man says that burning coal is hot he is taken 
to mean that the pecuiliar quality of the seilsation felt by him 
when he holds his bands near the fire is actually part of the 
nature of the burniing coal. Simiilarly, when he says that grass 
is green he is taken to mlean that the specific quality of the 
visual appearance of the grass wheni he looks at it by ordinary 
daylight inheres in the grass itself. Against such a view it is 
urgred that heat in this sense is ino more in the fire, and that 
greenness in this sense is no more in the grass thail paini is in 
the surgeon's knife. Grass and burninig coal being, insentient 
caninot experience temperature-sensations or colour-sensations. 
Hence, all that the plain man ouighlt to mean in asserting, for 
example, that the fire in the grate is hot, is that it has a power 
of making him feel hot under certain conditions. If we enquire 
on what this power depends we are referred to the primarv 
properties of the fire, such as the vibrations of its molecules. 

Now, this criticism of common sense seems to nie to be 
founded oln a nmisconception of the actual procedure of ordinary 
thinking. In principle the plaini mian is not really guilty of 
the confusion with which lhe is charged. He does not in 
general confound intrinisic clharacters of his own sensations 
with attributes of external tlhings. On the other hand, I 
admit and maintain that in ascribilng secondary qualities to 
corporeal things he does not merely mean their power to 
produce certain sensations in us. His poinit of view is not 
that of his critics; but neither is it that which his critics 
ascribe to him. What it really is remains to be investigated. 
When it is fairly presented it will, I think, be found defensible, 
and indeed the only one which is defensible, for the case of 
primary as well as of seconidary qualities. 

In investigating the view of the plain manl, the very wor'st 

course we can pursue is to ask the plain man himself what he 
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means. His thought is through and through based on latent 
assumptiolns and implicit iniferences which he does not ordinarily 
attemiipt to define and formulcate. So soon as he attempts to 
define and formulate them he becomes a philosopher. But his 
first untrainied ventures in philosophical analyses are sure to 
be extremely crude and tinsatisfactory. To depenid on his raw 
opinions about such topics as we are here concernied witlh is 
like depending, oni a child for an account of the psychology of 
his own nielntal processes. If we wish really to ulnderstand 
comnmon sense we must follow and analyse its actual pro- 
ceduire with the view of bringing out the presuppositionls 
which underlie this procedure. We must not ask it directly 
to give an account of these prestuppositions. 

This being, understood, we may now proceed to enquire 
what is mneant in ordinary, unreflective thougTht,; when thliings 
are asserted to be hot, cold, sweet, red, blue, &c. We nliay 

take as typical the case of temperature. I touich a piece of 
iron and feel a sensation of heat. I consequently assert that 
the iron is hot. Whal do I mfean by this assertioln? Not 
nmerely that the body is actually producing a certain sensatioln 

in me. For I presume that the iron was hot before I touched 
it or camne near it, and that it will continuie to be so if I remiov-e 

my hand and go away. Do I, theni, regard the liotness of the 
iron as a power to produice a senisation of heat under certain 
assig,nable conditions ? That is certainly a part of nmy mleaniing. 
But it is far from beincg the whole of it. On the cointrary, the 
hotness of the iron is thought of as being a quality inl it as 
specific and positive as the quality of my sens.ation when I 
touch it. The onie is no miiore a rnere possibility thani the 
other. This is slhown by the fact that in ascribing secondary 
qualities to things we normally think of the things (as if they 
were actually producing the senisationis in a hypothetical per- 
cipient. When we think of iron as hot and gradually cooling 
down, we think of it as if it were in fact generating gradually 
diminishing sensationis of heat in soine onle near enougyh to 



144 G. F. STOUT. 

feel them, even though we are quite well aware that no one 
is actually present. When we now think of the books in our 
library as red, blue, green, and yellow, we think of them as 
they would appear to us were we there to look at thein in 
ordinary daylight. But we proceed quite otherwise in the case 
of mere possibilities. When we think of a hayrick as inflam- 
mable we do not do so by representing, it as if it were actually 
in flames. When we think of a window pane as brittle we do 
not represent it as actually beingr broken. In such case we 
consciously distinauish between possibility and its actualisation. 
We do not lose sight of the possibility as such and mlenltally 
substitute the actuality. 

Are we then to conclude that commoil sense actually 
supposes sensations exist and change when no onie actually 
experiences them ? Before chargingc it with so flagrant ain 
absurdity we ought, I think, to enquire first whether there 
may not be another and more defensible interpretation of its 
procedure. It seems to mne that there is another wlhich is not 
merely defensible, but the onily one which is defensible. 

There are twvo maini points to be emphasised. The first is 
that the senlsations which mediate our knowledge of the 
secondary qualities do so only in so far as they represent, 
express, or stand for sometl)in, otlher than themnselves; and 
their representative function being independent of their actual 
existence at this or that moment in this or that mnind, they 
ray be validly thouglht of as if they existed when in fact they 
do not and cannot exist The second poinit is that the distinc- 
tion betweeln what is represented and its sernse-representation 
is only a latent presupposition of ordiinary thinking. The 
plain man cloes not in general formulate it, thougrh in our 
logical analysis of his procedure we must formulate it for himi. 
What are called the secondary qualities of matter are lnot 
identified vitli wlhat is represented in distinction from its 
sense-representation, nor yet with the sense-representation 
in distinction from- wvhat it stands for. It is ratlher the 
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complex unity formedl by both together and comlonly left 
uinanalysed. 

The representative functioln of sensation may be best 
exhibited by contrast with cases in which it is absent. 

The gradual dimninutioln and final discontinuance of heat 
sensations which ensue when the sentient organism is with- 
drawn from the perceived object is without representative 
value. It depends on movements of the organism which 
neither produce nor imply any relevant change in the object. 
Hence the concomiiitanit change of sensation is rightly regarded 
as mnerely a change in the sensible appearance of the thing 
which does not express or represent any correspondina altera- 
tion in the thing itself. All such variations in sense experience 
may therefore be iagnored or cancelled as irrelevant in mentally 
dealing with external objects. Now, if it is legitimate to 
cancel out variations of senisible appearance due merely to 
variable conditions of perception, it is for that very reason 
legitimate to represent the object as it would appear unider 
uiniform conditions of perception, whether or not it is actually 
so perceived, or, indeed, whether or not it is perceived at all. 
All sensible changes and differences under unliform conditions 
of perception express or represent corresponding changes in 
things perceived; for by hypothesis they can be due to no 
other cause (and the principle of causality underlies the whole 
procedure). Hence we are interested in their representative 
valuie, and not in their actual existence. We may and do 
think of them as if they actually existed when they do not 
actually exist. We may, for instance, legitimately represenit 
the sun as sensibly hot before any sentient beings appeared on 
this planet. Such procedure is logically justifiable provided 
always that one grand rule is observed. In comparing, one 
thing with another, or different states of the same thing, it 
is always presupposed that the conditions of perception are 
sufficiently similar to prevent confusion between mere difference 
of sensible appearance and difference in the nature of the things 

K 
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compared. The urniformity is, of course not absolute, but oilly 
sufficient in view of the fineness of discrimination required. 

Coming now to our second point, we mnust insist that, 
though this distinction between the independent nature of 
material things and the mode in which their nature is sensibly 
represented is logically presupposed in ordinary thiilhinig, yet 
it is not, as a rule, explicitly recognised. Oni the cotntrary, 
both the sensible representation and what is represented are 
equally included in what are called the secondary properties 
of matter. Were it otherwise the secondary properties would 
be for com-moin sense miiere powers, or occuit qualities, or if they 
had a positive and specific conteint, this would be definable only 
in terms of the primary properties. In fact, however, they have 
for comimion sense a positive and specific qualitative content of 
their owln. They possess this content because the qualities aild 
relations of temnperature, colour, sound, smiiell, anid taste sensa- 
tions enter in virtue of their representative functioni into the 
essential colnstitution of the corresponding secondary attributes 
of m atter. 

If this analysis is correct it follows that the secondary 
attributes of matter are correlated but not identical with 
corresponding qualities of senisation. Henlce, in ordinary 
language we speak naot of a yellow sensation or a hot sensa- 
tion, but of a sensation of yellow or a sensation of heat. In 
ordinary life our predominant interest is in the sensible 
properties of bodies with which we are conversanlt through 
the medium of sense, and therefore we name these directly. 
The corresponding sensations are named indirectly by reference 
to these. But it would be a gross error to suppose on this 
account that the sensations as such are without qualitative 
content. On the contrary, whatever qualitative content belongs 
to the secondary properties of matter presupposes and is derived 
from the qualitative content of sensations qud sensations. This 
is to be borne in mnind when we come to deal with primary 
qualities. 
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We have seen that in comparing objects with each other 
as regards their secondary qualities, standard conditions of 
pereeption are presuipposed. The selection of the standard- 
conditions is, of course, in part determined by convenieniee of 
relerence. But there is also ainother motive which involves anl 
important principle. Distinct sensible appearances are preferred 
to those which are relatively indistinct. The principle involved 
is that difference in the sensible appearance under uniforim 
conditions of perception always expresses difference in the 
thinas perceived, wvhereas absence of difference in the sensible 
appearance does not necessarily express absence of difference in 
the things perceived. In the latter case all that is implied is. 
that the differences which fail to appear are slitgliter than those 
which do appear. For this reason a near view of aln object 
is preferred to a more distant view, anid in determining, the 
proper or constan t colours of things we think of them as they 
appear by ordinary daylight and not as they appear in the dusk 
when only different shades of grey are discernible and other 
colour distinctions are hidden from view. 

This anialysis of the secondary attributes of matter holds 
good in all essential respects for the primary also. The 
primary, like the secondary, are correlated but not identical 
with intrinsic characters of sensation, especially visual, tactual, 
and mnotor sensation. The correlation is essentially of the 
samne kind for both. Sensation enters into the constitution 
of the primary attributes only in so far as certain features 
of sense-experience represent something other than themselves, 
and it is only because this representative function is logically 
independent of the actual occurrence and fluctuation of sense- 
affections that the primary qualities can be validly thought of 
as existing in the absence of percipielits. We are justified in 
thiinking of matter as extended and movable in space before 
the existenice of sentienit being. But we have exactly the 
same justification for thinking of it as lhot or coloured. 
Finally, the positive and specific nature of the primary 

K 2 
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qualities no less than that of the secondary is derived from 
corresponding selnsations. 

We may take as our chief examnple the most funldamental 
of tlle primary qualities-Extension. In ordinary language 
it seems strange to speak of sensations as extended. The 
reason is that they are not extended in the same seinse as 
corporeal things. Bodies are extended in space. But touich 
and sight sensations do niot irn the ordinary sense of the words 
occupy Space. They do not occupy any part of the sirngle, 
homogeneous, infinite space which emyibraces all material 
things and their distances. They do not occupy any part 
of the space in which Cardiff or Oxford is so many miles 
from London, and in which bodies attract each other inversely 
as the square of their distanice. None the less, touch and 
sigoht sensations have an initrinsic character correlated with 
spatial size and shape, just as the quality of sensations ot 
yellow is correlated with the yellowness of buttercups arid 
oranges. We may call this intrinsic character senisible exten- 
sion. Since in ordinary life we are interested in sensible 
extensioll mainly as an expression or manifestation of spatial 
extension, spatial extension may be called real and sensible 
extension apparent. Thus we contrast the apparent size of 
a thing as seen at this or that distance from the eye witlh 
its real size as measured in feet or inches. Spatial or real 
extensioni is throughout homogeneous; sensible extension is 
of two kinds, the visual and the tactual. Their difference 
is perhaps comparable to that of the intensity of light sensations 
and the intensity of sound sensations. 

Consider first visual extension. On closingr the eyes 
though we cease to see external objects or any part of our 
own bodies, there is still a field or expanse of visual sensation 
which may be entirely grey or variegated with colour. Each 
distinguishable part of this field or expanse has local relations 
of position and distance to other parts, and the whole is a single 
continuous extelnsive quanitum. Yet the visual expanse thus 
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presented for our attentive scrutiny does not occupy any part 
of space. If it is in space it must be here or there. But we 
cannot from the nature of the case say where it is. There is 
no rooin for it in the space occupied by bodies. It may be 
suggested that the extent of the visual field coincides with that 
of the retina. To this it seems a sufficient reply that the 
extent of the visual field or its parts is not merely dependent 
on the size of the retina or its parts, but also on its anatomical 
structure-on the packing of rods and cones. Thuis, the same 
stimulation of the lateral portions of the retina gives a less 
extensive sensationi than stimulation of the fovea centralis. 
Again, if the expanse of visual sensation occupies any portion 
of space it must be conterminous with other outlying portions 
of space. But in this sense it is boundless thoug,h not of 
course infinite in magnitude. Parts within it are bounded by 
other contiguous parts, but in its totality it does not form part 
of a more extensive whole, and it has therefore no limits which 
are in any sense spatial. It has no shape. If you doubt this 
try to discover what its shape is. In the next place, if it 
occupied space, it would be comtmenlsurable with other spatial 
quanta. It ought to be possible to express its magnitude in 
feet or inches. But this is an intrinsic impossibility. We 
caninot, for instance, say that it is equal in extent to the total 
tract of the external world which comes within the range of 
vision when the eyes are open. For what we can thus embrace 
in one view may vary indefinitely in extent. It may include 
the expanse of the starry heavens or it may be confined to the 
walls of a room. Again, a part of space may be conceivably 
empty; but the conception of a vacuum has no application to 
visual extension. There is no visual extension where there are 
no colour and brightness sensations. 

Finally, space is a comnmon object, in principle equally 
accessible to all of us. But each of us is directly acquainted 
only with his own visual field. The extension of colour and 
brightness selnsations disappears with the sensations theniselves, 
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when a man dies or is afflicted witlh cortical blindness. But 
no part of space is thereby annihilated. 

What lhas beeii said of the visual field of the closed eye 
holds also in all essentials for the visual field of the open eye. 
To avoid tedious repetition, I slhall leave you to mnake the 
application for yourselves. I now pass oni to consider the 
relation of real or spatial extensioni to the visual extension, 
which is its sensible appearance. The relevant facts are 
familiar to everyone. Everyone knows that the size and shape 
of the visible appearance of a thingr vary indefinitely as we 
approach or recede fromr it, or otherwise change our position in 
relation to it, while the thing remains constant in shape and 
size. The visual appearalnce of a miiatch-box in iny hand 
iliay be co-extensive with th( visual appearance of a distant 
mountain. The entire disappearanice of things wheni we go far 
enough away is a limiting case of suich variations. Now, we 
cannot identify the real size of a thing with the whole series 
of possible changes in the extenlt of its visible appearance, nor 
yet with the fixed order of their possible occurrenice. For the 
real extension may remain constant, wlhile its appearance 
alters, and it does not in its own natuire include or imply 
the concept of changge. Still less can we select this or that 
apparenit extension and identify it with the real. For each 
of them has in principle just as muclh and just as little logical 
title to be so regarded as any of the others. They pass into 
one another by continuous gradations, so that it is impossible 
to fix on one only, to the exclusion of all others differing ever 
so slighltly from it. We do, indeed, usually think of the real 
extension in terms of its visual appearance under certain 
conlditions. But these coinditions are loosely determiined, and 
they are variable according to our convenience or the degree 
of accuracy required. We may choose any conditions we please, 
provided we abide by thein with sufficienit strictness in com- 
paring one object with another, and provided they yield visual 
appearances sufficieritly distiinet in view of the required fineness 
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of discrimination. If we are interested in differences too slight 
to be revealed to the naked eye, we lhave recourse to a 
magnifying glass; anid( the visible extent of the thing under 
the magnifying glass has just as much claim to be idenitified 
with its real magnitude as its extenit when it is seen by the 
naked eye. 

In gerneral, extension as a characteristic of visual sensation 
is quite distinct from the extension of things in space. And 
yet if we leave tactual experience out of count, extension 
as a property of bodies anid the space in which bodies are 
extended derive their positive and distinctive content from the 
extensiveness of visual sensation. Real extenision is, indeed, 
something other than visual extenision; but its extensive 
character belongs to it only inasmuch as this sonething is 
represented in terms of the extensiveness of sight sensations 
or of touch sensations. 

Since Berkeley's tilne it has been customary to assume that 
touch affords an inmmediate revelation of the real size and shape 
which is denied to sight. Visuial extenision is admitted to have 
a merely representative value, but the reality represented is 
identified with tactual extension. It is easy to slhow that 
this distinctioin is indefensible. Apply the blunt end of a 
pelncil to the forelhead, to the lips, to the back of the hanid, to 
the tip of a finger, to the drum of the ear. The resulting 
tactual sensatiomis vary conspicuously in extent, though time 
areas of the skin affected are throulghout equal and the surface 
with which they are brought in contact remiiains constanit in 
size. None of the tactual extensions has any better logical 
claim thani the others to be identified with the real extent 
either of the skin stirnulated or of the surface applied to it; 
anid their rival clairns are miutually destructive. Skin sensibility 
is also variable in this respect from one individuial to another; 
it is different in the clhild and the adult; it is affected by 
diseases of the brain, and by the uise of drugs such as 
narcotics. 
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The case is not altered if we tuirln to what are called 
kinaesthetic sensations-muscle, joinlt, and tendon sensatiolls. 
Berkeley identified the real distance between one body and 
another with the series of joint, imuiiscle, and tendorn sensations 
which would be experienced in moving, from one to the other. 
We ask what series is mieanit ? Is it that wlhich would be 
experienced in walking, or in running, or in hoppilng, on oiie 

leg ? Is it that which would be experienced by a child otf 
three or by an adult with a long stride ? Wlhich of these 
series consists of feet and of yards ? There is oiily one tenable 
answer to such questions, whatever sense-experience we may be 
considering. Given uniform conditions of perceptioni, wlhatever 
these may be, differences of sensible extension and differences 
of more and less ill the series of motor sensations represent 
differences in the external world anid the differences as thus 
represented-the differences to(gether with the iimode of repre- 
senting themii are what we call differences of real, physical, or 
spatial extension. The more differences are discerniible in the 
sensible appearance under sufficiently uniform conditions, the 
fuller and more exact is our knowledge of real size, shape, alnd 
distance. But we cannlot fix oln any set of conditions aiid 
identify the corresponding sensible extension with extensiol 
in space. Neither tactual nor visual extension occupy any 
part of the space in which bodies attract each other inversely 
as the square of the dlistance. 

It follows that the single infinite all embracing Space of 
Kalnt is not, as he assumes, a formi of sensibility at all. It is 
essentially a form of what he calls externial objects, and as such 
already presupposes the work which he ascribes to the categories. 
Yet it is presented by him at the outset as a pre-condition of the 
work of the categories, and is from the outset confounded witlh 
sensible extensioni. No wonder that he found in it a most 
convenient middle term between the pure concepts of the 
understanding and the disparate miiatter of sense. This con- 
fusion, and a similar one relating to tinie, seemn to me to vitiate 
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the argument of Critique of Pure Reason from begrinning 
to end. 

It is needless for nme to deal separately with the other 
primary qualities, resistance and mobility. These are correlated 
with sensations of muscular tension and with sensible displace- 
inent within the field of sight and touclh just as real extension 
is correlated with tactual and visual extension. 

Our geineral result up to this point is that there is no 
essential difference between the primary ( and secondary attributes 
of matter so far as regards their connexion with sense-experience. 
Both are in one way independent of sense and in another 
dependent on it. Both are dependenit onl it for the positive 
content which makes theni more than mere powers or occult 
qualities. Both are in the sense explained independent of it as 
regards their existence. 

What, then, is the true foundation of the undoubted 
distinction between theni which is imiarked by calling them 
respectively primary and secondary qualities? So far as I can 
see the difference lies in their respective relation to the inter- 
action of nmaterial things. The executive order of the material 
world cani be expressed only in terms of the primary and not in 
terms of the secondary properties of nmatter. The unity and 
continuity of material processes is intelligible only through the 
unity and continuity of Space. The systemn of unifornlities of 
co-existence and sequence, and of quantative equivalences and 
correspondelnces which constitutes the order of physical niature 
in its causal aspect cani be formiiulated only in terms of 
extension, imiotion, and tension. On the other hand, we find 
no such constancy, continuity, and quantitative equivalence in 
the occurrence of sounds, colours, or smells. There is, e.g., 
no system of laws according to which souinds succeed each 
other or vary concomitantly in loudness. But youi can always 
obtain a certain niote by striking, the right key of a piano, alnd 
by striking miiore or less hard you can miake it louder or 
softer. 
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This is mere common-place and needs nio further expositioln. 

Buit sornething, must be said conicerninlg the implicatiolns of 

this commnon-place. For an attempt miiay be niade to use it so 
as to upset the results of our previouis analysis. It miay be 
urged that if agency belongs to miiatter in virtue of its primary 

properties, these properties must have an existence indepen- 
dent of sense-experience suclh as does not belong to the 
secondary. The steam lhammer beats out the bar of steel 
anid the sun attracts the planets independently of anyone's 
sensations. The primiary properties are presupposed in the 
processes by which the organs of senise are stimulated; how, 
then, can they be dependent on the resulting sensations? 
Again, science filnds itself botunid to postulate operative condi- 
tions and therefore primiiary qjualities wlhere the secondary can 
have nlo place. Thus the particles of luiminiferous etlher canniot 

themselves be coloured. Does not this point to a radical 
differenice between the primary ancd the secondary qualities in 
their relation to senise-experienice ? 

In reply to suelh contentions, I need only refer again to the 
distinction between sensible representationi and that whiclh is 
represented. Wlhat is represented exists and operates inde- 

peiudently of the coming anid g,oingl of the sensuiouis piesenltations 
through whichl we express its existence and operation. It is 

independent of these as the topography of England is iinde- 
penident of the itiap of England, or as the rise ancd fall of 
temperature is inidepeniident of the rise anld fall of the merculry 
in a thermometer. There is a systemiatic agency whichl we 
express in termi-s of sensible extension, motion, and muscular 
tension; so expressed it is what we call miiaterial causation- 
the initeractioni of bodies in space. Btut the features of senise- 
experience tlhrough wlich we represent it, contribute nothing 
to its agency. On the other handcl, since the representative 
value of sense-experience is indepenident of the existence of 
sensations, we may validly r-epresent in term71s of sensible 
extension, motion, andtl resistaice, the processes througlh wlich 
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these and other sense-experiences come to be and cease to be. 
From the same point of view, it, is easy to account for the 
existence of- primary qualities in the absence of the secondary. 
There is no reason why sensible extenision, motion, and 
resistance should not have a representative vralue, wlhere 
sensible colouir, soiind, heat, and taste have none, just as 
relative positions and distance onr a map have representative 
value where the flatness of the map, its absoluite size, and the 
colouring, of the cotunties lhave nionie. Sinmilarly, in thinkinlg 
of emiipty space, representative value attaches only to sensible 
extension and the series of miiuscle, joint, and tendon sensations. 

And now I might regard mny immiiediate problem as 
(lisposed of, so far as I am able to deal with it, were it not 
that a rival theory still demands atteintion-the theory which 
resolves tlhe milaterial world into a system of possibilities of 
sensation. This view is advocated in its purity by Mill, and 
wvith a well known reservation by Berkeley, anid Kanit at times 
seems to lean to the same side. According to it sensations 
have indeed a representative value, but what they represent is 
always oinly the possibility of getting otlher senisations in a fixed 
anid systemiatic or-der. The material world is suipposed by it to 
be constittuted of actual sense-experielnces, togrether with the 
systenmatic or(ler of possible sense-experience. .Against this 
doctriine I uirg,e in the first place that the order of possible 
sensations is widely divergent fromii the order of the physical 
world anid its pioceesses. Consider the fluctuation of the visible 
appearance of a body as we approach or rececle fromii it, and the 
variations of tactual extent as a body is applied to diffrerent 
parts of tlle skiin. Such differences are niot differences in the size 
of the body itself, and they are inot iineluded in whlat we mean 
whlenl we say, for instance, that the body is three inches long4. 
Agyain, as Kiant has insisted, there is a colntrast between the 
succession of ouir sensations and(l co-existence in the exter-nal 
world. Thle back anid front of a house co-exist, buit the 
corresponding sensations are successive. Finallv, how cani the 
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internal content of a soli(d body be resolved into alny possible 
series of sensory presentations. Slice it as youi will you only 
disclose surfaces; not solid content, but oinly the boundaries of 
solid content. The supporters of the theory usually meet suclh 
arguments by the help of extravagant illustrative hypotheses. 
They urge, for instance, that sentient beings, otherwise con- 
ditioned than ourselves, would experience simultaneously the 
sensations which we can experienctA only successive'ly. But the 

appeal to such an imaginary percipient implies that at least the 
successive order of our owun senisations, in spite of its fixed and 
systematic character, forms no part of the order of the physical 
world. Nor can the theory so long as it remiiains self-consistent 
supply us with aniy reason why the imaginary experience should 
be preferred to ours. The relevant differeilee cannot lie in 
the diverse conditions of pereeptioin. For these conditions, 
according to the theory, can theinselves consist olnly in an oider 
of actual and l)ossible sensationis. There seems to be no 
assignable ground for preferring the fictitious experience unless 
we already presuppose a knowledge that, e.g., the order of the 
external world is co-existent as contrasted with the suceessive 
order of its sensible appearaiice to us. There is a still miiore 
fundamental objection to the doctrine. It dislocates alnd 
transposes the relation of the possible and actual. It commits 
the old blunder of docrgmatic metaphysics, making essence prior 
to existenlce, investing it with a pseudo-existence, and deriving 
actual existence from it. Possibility essentially presupposes 
actuality. To say that somethina is possible is to say that 
there is something actual which would behave in a certain way 
under certain coniditions. But the doctrline we are disculssing 
deals freely in mere possibilities without any such r'elatioll to 
anything actual; these naked possibilities it regrards as the 
source of actual sensations, anid to intenisify the absurdity it 
supposes that actual changes take place in these naked 
possibilities, anid also that change in one naked possibility 
determines changes in others. Take Mill's exanmple of the table 



PRIMARY AND SECONDARY QUALITIES. 157 

which is believed to exist wvhen no one is present to perceive 
it. This belief is conistrued as meaning that if any one went 
into the room, or were now in it, and suitably directing his 
oraans of sen,se he wouldl be aware of certain sensations, 
e.g., of a group of visuial sensations. Now, the goinlg into the 
room and the being in the room and the adjustment of the 
sense oraans must, of course, in accordance with the theory be 
simply identified witlh having certain possible sensations in a 
certain order. Suppose these sensations actualised. It does 
not therefore follov that a table beconmes visible. I should 
have just the samie sensations without seeing any table if no 
table were there. The table itself is that which so reacts, or 
would so react under the assianed conditions, as to give rise to 
those actual sensations which are called the visible appearance 
of the table. But according to the theory under discussion the 
table is nothing actual but only a naked possibility. Thus a 
naked possibility is supposed to operate as an aaent giving rise 
to somethingr actual-to actual sensations. To crown the 
absurdity, it is supposed to effect this by determining other 
naked and unactnalised possibilities of sensation which again 
consist in changes taking place in yet other naked and 
uniactualised possibilities. For such is the only interpretation 
wlich the theory can puit on the proposition that the table 
affects the sentienit organism by reflecting light to the eye and 
so settiing, up molecular processes in the nervous system. 

For these, among other reasons, I feel bound to reject the 
doctrine of Mill and Berkeley, though I imagine it is held in 
substance by some at the present day who belong to a very 
different school of thought. I amn quite prepared to be told by 
thinkers with whonm I have at bottom much in common that 
my own position is at least as untenable. I expect to be 
charged with reviving the exploded doctrine of things in 
themselves, disparate and discontinuous with our immediate 
experience. With a clear conscience I plead not guilty to all 
counts of this indictment. 
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There is, indeed, a sense in wlhich I postulate things ill 
themiiselves. But in this sense I do Inot see how anyone cai 
deny- them. I postulate things in themselves in the sense in 
which another man's tootlhache is relatively to miie a thino 
in itself as having an inner being of its own which I do not 
immiiediately experience though I may know of it. I postulate 
themn in the sense in which my own past toothache is a thing 
in itself relatively to mtiy present existence inasmuch as I do 
not immediately experience it when I remember it. But so 
understood things in themnselves are surely adinitted facts and 
not exploded figments of an obsolete metaphysics. 

In distingruishingy between sensible representation a.nd what 
it represents I do not commit myself to any irreducible dualismi. 
I do not divide the universe into disparate aind discontinuous 
parts. On the contrary, the existences and processes which 
have an inner being of their own are the very same existences 
and processes which las sensibly represented constitute the 
world of material phenomena. It is with the thiingrs in thenia- 
selves, if we choose to name them thus, that we are incessantly 
conversant throughi the imediumll of sense. They constituite the 
colnstant presupposition and necessary complemiienit of our 
conscious experiernce. Their ininer bein)g cannot therefore be 
disparate and discontinuous with our own conscious life. Oni 
the contrary, we and they must form part of onie continuous 
whole. They must be bone of our bone and fleslh of our fleslh. 
This means for me that their inner being is ultimately psychical. 
Indeed, like Lotze, I fail to understand what " inner being " cani 

possibly mean unless it nmeans "psychical beinig." 
But how, it wiil be asked, can we know all this ? Amii I not 

beggaing the quiestion in assuming( that in any relevant sense we 
are or can be conversant with the tlling,s in themselves so as to 
be able to represent them in terms of senisation ? Granted that 
they determine modifications of our sense-experience how can 
we be aware of anything except the resulting sensation. The 
scratch, as H. Stirling, says, knows nothing of the thornl. 
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Confined at the outset to our own states-our own immediate 

experience-by what possibility can we ever traniscend these ? 
Evidently we can only do so by way of inference. But how 
can we infer fronm A to B, when B is supposed to be something 
with whiich we are totally unacquainted ? 

As reagards this last question I would point out that unless 
what is inferred is other than the datum there is no inference. 
All that is necessary for inference is (1) that the datum shall 
bpe by its intrinsic nature a fragrmenit of a wider whole, and 
shall therefore point beyond itself to its own necessary 
complement; (2) that there shall be a thlinking and willinig 
being capable of discerning and actively eliciting the implica- 
tion. Turning to our special problem, I admit that on mny view 
the primary datum for the individual mind is its own iiimmediate 
experience. But this proposition seenis to ine to be not only 
distinct frolmi but in (lirect contradiction to the statement that 
in the first instance we know only our own states. If our own 
states could be known in pure isolation fromu aught else, they 
would not be data. An isolated datum is a contradiction in 
terins. A datum is a datum only because beinig essentially a 
fragment it points beyond itself; and what it thus implies 
cannot be merely being in general or merely the absolute, but 
always sonmething as specitic as itself. A state of feeling 
incapable of revealing anythingr beyond itself that would be a 
petty absolute. This applies to the primary datum-imme- 
diate experience; the immediate experience of each of us being 
a fragment of the one continuouis universe must manifest itself 
.ds such to a thinking being. Immediate experience must from 
the outset be inseparably blended with immediate inference, 
and this in manifold ways. It is in this direction and not in 
alny a priori contribution of the understanding, that I would 
look for the source and the justification of the Kantian 
categories. 

I can here only say one word or two to indicate the bearing 
of these general remarks on the questioni, how we can know the 
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existence and processes which, as represented in terms of 
sensation, constitute the external world. The only answer whichi 
I have to offer is an old one, but one which has not, so far as I 
can discover, been yet properly stated or understood or 
intelligently criticised. I turn for a solution to the intrinsic 
natuire of conation and will and the mnode in which conation 
and will find themselves conditioned as regards success or 
failure in the cointrol of sense-experience. F'rom the same 
-sou'rce I coincidently derive the concept of tendency which 
seems to be the nmost distinctive and indispelsable element in 
concrete causality. It lies beyond the limits of this paper to 
follow out this line of tlhought in detail. It is sufficient for my 
present purpose if I lhave suicceeded in showing how I conceive 
the problem withouit attempting to solve it. 
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