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Chapter Three

The Reality of Nature
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The Search for Realilty

That our actions, our perceptlons, and our judgments should
be guided by crlterla of reality 1s a postulate so elementary
that its explicit proposition seems superfluous. If for once
this reallty 1s not taken for granted and if the attempt is made
to analyze or to describe 1t, the lnquiry concernlng reality
will prove to be a perplexing problem. However skillfully we
adapt ourselves to reality in practice, a theoretical analysis
of that principle of actlon and perception which is so,familiar
may yet prove of unanticipated difficulty. The perplexity
arises because, committed as we are to a traditional view of
our world, we are not free to consider the question concerning
reality on 1ts logical merits. Both by implication and by our
vigorous assertlion, all our action relies upon reality; con-
sequently we are beholden both to the concept and to the ex-
perience that sustains 1t. That reality might be non-existent
s a mere rhetorical possibility which deserves no serious con- t
slderation. The questlon 'Is there reality or is there no re-
ality?' 1s empty. It 1s, however, meaningful to ask: 'Where
is reality to be found?’ 'How 1s 1t to be ldentified?: ‘What
are 1ts characteristics?' ZEven these questions are asked only
reluctantiy, for whatever reality might be, we like to think

of ourselves ln possession of it. The sense of reality 1s so
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integral a part of ocur mental function that an answer to the
guestion about reality is always presupposed. The notion of
reality enters into every Jjudgment and inquiry; it implicitly
accompanies every thought from the time thoughts first occupy
mind. In retrospect it seems to us as if we had imbibed our
notions of reallty with our mother's milk; it 1s difficult

for us not to accept them as part of our nature. The concept
of reality seems to require no explanation. As a function,
~%e&£££y 1s indispensable to the activity of mind. To deprive
mind of its sense of reality is to destroy it. No wonher then
that the question about reality poses a major challenge of

analysis and expcsition.

In spite of the fundamental posltion that reality occupies
in the loglcal structure of our thought, or perhaps because of
1t, the question 'What is reality?' never arises in practical
affalrs. The banker, the businessman, the lawyer need not be
concerned with it. Even the sclentist may shrug it off, assumiﬁé
that In essence reality had been determined once and for all.
He sees his task not In determining its nature but in describing
1ts specificatlons. The question about reality is raised most
searchlngly where 1t 1s least expected, in formulas that are

both difficult to understand and to accept. The poet frequently

asks about reality. His query 1s often our first intimation of
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the problem, but he 1g able to provide nelther a ratlonal analy-
sls of the guestlon nor any indlcation where a comprehensive
answer to 1t might be cbtained. The poet asks about reality
elliptically. Usually puzzled by experience, often iscolated and
forliorn, he searches for communication and expression. He does
not pretend to have found an answer, he pleads only to have his
questlon considered. Once the inquiry concerning reality is dis-
covered 1n the work of the poet, 1t may be recognized implicit
2lso in the creative efforts of the artist. The approximations
of plastic and graphlc art are even less accesslble to‘logical
analysis than the intultions of the poet. They appeal to our
experience directly wlthout regard to the conceptual framework
within whlch most of our intellectual actlvity takes place.

The theclogian alsc asks, 'What is reality?' and occasionally

his question rings wlth eloguence. Yet, however fervently he
asks and however confldently he answers, his thought ls masked
by the obscure and i1ll-understocd tradition to which he owes '
alleglance. The guestions of the poet, the designs of the artist,
the declarations of the theologlian may convince our intultion,
but they cannot satisfy the requirements of critical thought.
Each 1in hls own way is Isolated from the common conceptual world
in which we live. 1t may well be that this remoteness and iscla-
tion alone make it possible for them even to ask about reality

In the firet place. Thelr abortive efforts suggest the need for

a comprehensive and radical anélysis of the concept reality.
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The sense of reality 1s no mere flgment of academic theory.
Confirmation of its efficacy is provided by the distortion and
decay to whlch the sense of reallty 1s prone among the mentally
ill. Of the intellectual deficits that they exhibit, a diminished
or distorted sense of reallty 1s among the most striking. The
rpéEE;;EL%EEEE}}y7;}%/frequently loses his grasp on the identity

of persons and the integrity of obJjects. He is puzzled with

the familiar instruments of his environment; he fails to recognize
the persons who greet him; often he loses even the sense of his
own identity. His feelings and his attentions become incom-
prehensible to hils assoclates; probably hils pattern of activity

becomes meaningless even to the patlent himself. Sueh deficits

may be lIlnterpreted as a loss of contact with reality.

For all the vividness and depth of perspective which they
may contribute to the problem, nelther normal nor abnormal
psychology ought to be expected to resolve the question about
reallty. Psychology itself cannot do so, nor for that matter
can any of the other objective sciences. If the psychologist
knows about reality, his knowledge 1s derived solely from his
own mental activity. When he recognizes a loss of this sense
of reallty in his patient, the psychologist implicitly compares
the manifest thought and action of the sick man with his own ex-

perience. The quallities of that sense of reality can be ascertained



176 111-5

by the investigator from an obJective study of the sick no more
than from the objectlive study of the mind in healith. By ob-
serving the diseased mind, he may conclude merely that the
sense of reality is not Invulnerable, that it is susceptible

to fluctuation, perversion, and destruction. Primarily, how-
ever, the gquallty of reality must be learned from subjective

experience,

Reallty can be ascertained by each mind only in the ob-
servation of 1ts own function. If reality is to be digscovered,
each mind must determlne it in the exercise of its own thought.
Probably some understanding of reality can be communicated
through demonstration and imitation. However, no logical sum-
mary, no definitlion, no analysis can adequately convey 1ts
characteristics. For these reasons the question about reality
is slgniflcant In itself, and answers that tend to conceal the
quegtion will prove trivial. The mind lnvariably presupposes
essential characteristics of reality. Whenever a question con—‘
cerning reallty 1s asked in an incisive way, the existing pre-
suppositions about reality are at least temporarily shaken.
That 1s why the mere question concerning reality has implica-
tions which may affect the most diverse functions of mind. It

is a paradox that the question about reallty becomes so very

difficult to ask, when the answer, by contrast, would seem to
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be everywhere apparent. Indeed the more proficient our minds
become In the specification of reality in its most obscure
characteristics, the more reluctant and awkward we become when

we must ask the question.

Considerations such as these may serve to translate the
questlon about reality from a hopeless quest for ultimate defini-
tion, natural or conceptual as the case might be, into a more
fruitful study of the relationship between mind and its function,
thought, and between thought and its obJect, nature. Interpreted
in this llight, the question about reality is no longer a2 sultable
tople for natural sclences; and sclence, conversely, can no
longer appear as the disclpline to provide an answer. To be
sure, in theory the study of reality mlght well be the task
of science, but the particular history and traditlon of the
discipiines that we know as sclence preclude the forthright
Investlgation of reallty. Sclence as we know 1t is obliged
to agsume that the question about reality has already been
answered, Yet reallity constitutes a pre-sclentific problem
which each mind must solve for itself In the exercise of 1ts
own functions. The poet and the artist may suggest to us the
quality of the guestion, but their work can provide only a
starting point for our efforts. The very characteristics of
poetry and art 1imit them to a mere or less 1solated realm cof
experience. These limltatlons the present investigatlion must

deliberately seek to clrcumvent,
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The quegtlon concerning reallty is not novel, but it is
elusive, and for this reason it 1s likely to suffer elther
from neglect or from cover-statement. It is always in the backe
ground of psycholeglcal speculation, and con occasion, when a
sultable formula for 1t 1s found, it 1s drawn Iinto the lime-

light. Once the guestion concerning reality is phrased, 1t 1is

usuallyi~ecr;ﬁ.r The subject 1s difficult to discuss, and
more often than not reality as a concept is misrepresented.
On the surface 1t might seem that knowledge of reality should
be prior to all other knowledge; but nothing could be %urther
from the truth. Few thinkers have been explicit enough in
disclalming the arrogations of a sclence of reality. On the
contrary, many of them have flattered themselves with the thought
that the topic of thelr studies should necessarily precede all
other knowledge. They have deluded themselves with the belief
that 1t was impossible to arrive at certainty in any other
discipline without first having determined the truth about re-
ality or being. However, life and logic do not correspond.
What 1s plausible or even necessary in logic will not necesg-
sarlly be compelling in practice. Indeed one need not concern
oneself at all with reality as a concept 1n order to be a good
physician or a good lawyer; one need not even know about re-
allty in order'to become a good physicist, a good chemist or
scieuntishs

even a good histeorian. To be sure, these geienees investigate
A .
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the real world, but they have prejudged the guzlity of reality,
and they have learned to proceed In their descriptions and in
thelr analys%s without doubting what to them is established
fact. If the guestlon about reallity were misunderstood, the
search {or non-existent amd first principles mlght easily spoil
a2 mind otherwise willing and prepared for scientific investi-
gation. If it is true in one sense that the question about
reality should become the problem of every mind, then by the
game token, the solutlon to this question should never be con-
sidered prerequisite for actlon or even for other thou@ht.

The question about reality is a sensitive one. This is a topic
on which the sublime and the ridiculous meet. To advocate a
icience of reallty is tc misunderstand the problem. Ontology?
or the science of being,is a dead-end street where many good
minds in search of truth have been stranded. Thinkers who
promote a sclence of being frequently become their own worst
enemlies. Thelr intentlons are good; their vision of the problem
1s valid. Yet by fault of an intellectual clumsiness, they are
unable to grasp theif problem in 1ts relevant relationship to
other human activity. Invarlably thelr discoveries collide
with established conventions of thought. Frequently their
language, attempting to surmount the prejudices of tradition,
becomes fearfully obscure. They then become unable to express

themselves except through dogmatic propositions to be memorized
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and to be belleved, At that point communication breaks down
and migunderstandings arise on every side. The wisdom of one
man &eesr becomes the pretensSion of another and the deception

of a third.

Traditionally, the explanation for reality hes been sought
among the concepts of language. The substance of reality has
been called 'being', and the interminable question has become
'What is belng?' Thls line of questioning exercises much power
over our milnds, dependent as thought is upon the constructions
of language. But 1In the first place there was nevegrfeason
why language should be expected to provide an answer to the
question about reality. We may be embarrassed to recognize to
what extent language has proved to be a net In which our under-
standing of reallty became entangled. Once the search for re-
ality became enmeshed in the grammatical problems of the verb
'to be', the separatlon of reallty from its linguistic specifica-
tion became more and more difficult. Each attempt at resolutioA
succeeded only 1n binding the threads of thought into a yet
tighter knot. Even where the attempt to define reality was
finally abandoned, the notion remained that reality must ‘ex-
ist', that 1t must 'be' something somewhere and at some time.

Much subséquent research and numerous inqulries have been di-

rected toward 'the determination and definition of what reality
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might 'be'. Such efforts are still in progress; they have borne
little frult, and their conclusions are obscure. The fallures
of theories of reallty and being provide the logical foundations

of the contemporary dogma of scilence.

The study about reality has traditionally been called on-
tology, the study of being. When the Greeks faced this topic
they asked not what should be real or unreal. Their question
was phrased in terms of what 1s or exlsts and what is not or
does not exist. A purely lingulstic permutation led to the
assumption that Insof'ar as a thing was real it must particlipate
In being, and insotfar as 1t was unreal it would participate 1in
not-being. Thus arose the famous question of whether or not »-
being could be. Most of the difficulties ralsed by such ob-
scure theory are explained by the particular logical formulas
in which they were expressed. We ought not to assume that the
authors who invented such theoriles faced problems fundamentally
different from those that we encounter today, or that they
recognized them any less clearly. The error and confusion
which we now attribute to their work probably arose only in
subsequent successive Interpretations of their teachings.

Such errors appear when thought beccmes dogma. The student
who was unable to follow his master's thought hoped to acquire

knowiedge by memorizing its apparent concliusions. In the
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resulting misunderstanding the problem of reality or belng was
burled under an avalanche of words. 1t was forgotten that the
concluslons of an argument are never so final as they seem.
Sentences that are accepted as proof often represent little

more than temporary summaries of an Intellectual exercise.

dne failed to understand that the dialectic style of Plato

and the aporetic form of Aristotle's writings were an intrinsic
and lnseparable quallty of theilr thought. Truth, if we may

use this term, was to be found not in a summary of words but

in the exercise of the mind of which the words were at‘best

an 1ncomplete reflection. It is small wonder that most of the
commentaries on Plato and Aristotle seem superfluous and trivial
to us. Yet our Judgment of the Scholastic tradition responsible
for these interpretations must not be excessively harsh, even

if reality and its categories are represented there in unbearable
tautology. The propositions of classical philosophy and their
misinterpreted Scholastlc modifications are the record of con- °
cern with problems such as ours, and we should respect them as
such. By thelr very existence they may become the occasion

for a new and more valld formulation of an o0ld question. The
simple fact that reality and being were once objects of so in-
tenslve a search should direct the contemporary investigator

to a new study of an almost forgotten problem. That problem,



183 I1I-12

the question about reality, exists not by convention but by na-
ture. It requires no traditional formulation, 1t needs no
historical precedent. It 1s always there to be understood by
the inquiring mind. The study of ontological tradition, mis-
leading though that tradition be, is not entirely futile. Even
a sentence misunderstocd may become the starting point of mean-
Ingful thought. Our mind derives its power not from the concepts
that 1t plucks from tradition, but from the experience with
which 1t wrestles from moment to moment. The power that ex-
perlence wlelds over mind ought not be underestimated.‘ There
is many an obscure and misunderstood, perhaps even utterly in-
comprehensible proposition upon which a powerful mind, through

1ts own experience, has invented a significant interpretation.

Although we respect the tradition of ontologlc thought, we
must dissocliate ourselves from it. An historical analysis of
our own position in regard to other methods by which our problems
have been treated is not incumbent upon us. It 1s one thing .
to investigate the problems that present themselves to us; 1t
1s quite a different matter to attempt to fit such Inquiries
into an historical framework. Even an investigation employing
traditional formulas. would not need to apologize for accepting

the problems of ontology as cogent. However, the techniques

by which we shall attempt to elucldate these problems will be
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basically different. The reader who doubts the pertinence of
such an investigation as ours to a modern view of the world,
should ask himself If 1t 1s not true that wherever ontology
seems to be dispensed with, ontological prejudices are in fact
presupposed. To attempt to lgnore tradition 1s to confess one-
self bound by 1t. The modern reluctance to accept ontologilcal
problems does not mean that such problems do not exist. On the
contrary, this reluctance may be taken to signify that the
problems have not even been recognized in their actuallity. For
even when the attempt to define reality 1s abandoned, %he notion
that reality should 'exist', that it should 'be' something,
somewhere remains. Where one ingqulry concerning reality is
Spurned, another surreptitiously takes 1ts place. Thus, even
In modern sclence, efforts to discover ‘'reality' are still in
progress. Deliberately or inadvertently as the case may be,
the direction of much modern scilentific thought has been deter-

mined by & search for reality. .

When the question concerning reality becomes explicit,
one 1s lnclined to search for an adequate explanation simply
by analyzing the concept reality as it is used in speech.
One must not forget that the experience of reality is largely
prior to its loglcal explication. Many men who are untheoreticail,

children who have not yet learned to think abstractly or even
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to speak, indeed, even the irrational animals,seem to display
a sense of reality, whichﬁthough in many Instances rudimentary,
nonetheless will not be divorced from the more inclusive con-
cept that we have chosen to Investigate., It 1is useful to an-
alyze the way In which the term reality is used In language.
Perhaps we may then anticipate some of the difficulties that

the ambiguous implications of the term wcuid otherwlse provocke,

The concept reallty plays an extraordinary role in thought
and speech alike. The word reallty, however, is in no, way 1in-
dispensable; many another term might effectively replace it in
our dlction. A word like 'truth', for example, might almost
everywhere be substltuted for 'reality', as might other terms
such as 'actuallty' or 'essence'. These words all seem to refer
to matters of greatest significance: at the same time they are
all in a sense vacuous. They are reduplications or intensifica-
tions of the intrinsliec meanling of language itself. These terms
bespeak the self-assertion of language; the concepts which they
designate can best be understood as evidence of the self-assur-
ance of thought. Within the realm of language concepts such as
reality or truth frequently present themselves as tautologies.
Often they appear as superfiuous endorsement of language by it-
seif. One ls inclined to forget that the significance of lan-

guage in all partlecular circumstances 1s precaricusly dependent
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upon the Intentlon of the speaker and upon the sensitivity of
the hearer. Languazge possesses no substance except in the
valldity of the propositions that are affirmed by it. The
frailty of such propositions as logical constructions is readi-
ly apparent. What meaning they have derives from their func-
tion in communlication. Thelr significance springs from the
intention in which they were formulated. Their power is ef-
fective only where they are understood. Whatever substance
propositions in themselves might seem to possess is compro-
mised by the approximation and uncertainty of communic;tion.
Nonetheless language invarlably represents itself to be more
than an instrument of intellectual community: 1t appears as
an entity of itself. When 1t does so, language operates in

a thinly concealed sphere of inadequacy, of substitution, dis-
tortion, and half-truth. Actually, language In itself is
ephemeral, and for 1ts meaning it must always point beyond
ltself. The reality which language suggests 1s always outside
of its proper structure. Consistently interpreted, language

points to a reallty superlor to 1t, and this reality toward

which language polnts will invarilably disparage all arrogations

of language to reality.

[y
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The difficulty of the interpretation of language arises
from the clrcumstance that language 1s unwilling and unable
to accept its limitatlons wlth respect to reality. It is the
deceptive characteristic of our words to represent themselves
to us as real. It 1s the paradox of our intellectual relation-
ship to language, that we are incapable of defining this in-
sufficiency. We are inhibited from designating clearly the
limitations of language. The untrue statement will not permit
1ts expression. Take, for an example, the assertion: 'This 1s
untrue,' and conslider the intrinsic paradox. Implicit‘in all
our use of language 1is the assertion that our propositions are
correct and that the objects to which they refer are real. Our
language 1is incapable of reflecting the disparity between the
proposition on the one hand and the reality encountered by ex-

perience on the other,

The verbal assertion of reallity 1ls our attempt to compensate
for the failure of language to express degrees of unreality. .
Consequently we find it necessary to assert as the occasion
demands, expressly and doubly, the truthfulness of our pro-
positions and the validity of the experience to which they refer.
To thls end, we employ terms such as fruthfully or truly, ac-

tually, really, or in reality. Like 1talies or quotation marks,

these forms of" speech indicate the transference or elevation
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of the specific proposition that they qualify into a realm
presumably more trustworthy. The very use of such terms a-
rouses suspicion in sensitive ears, because we are tempted

to use them eilther to accentuate what does not need their sup-
port, or, tending to deceive ourselves with them, to rely upon
such affirmation 1n those spheres of experience, in religlous
matters for example, where we most desire certainty but where
we are most vulnerable to disappointment. Consequently, the
term reallity ought in no sense to be taken to announce the
discovery or possession of an obJective world to which it might

properly be attributed.

Initially the concept reallty presents itself to us not as
a discovery of demonstrable phenomena, but as an indlspensable
hypothesis of the cogency and rellability of our intellectual
efforts., We assume that reality, whatever it might be, should
be impervious to the passage of time and unhampered by restric-
tions of space. We require such an assumption although it must ‘
always remaln unproved and strictly speaking unjustified by
experience. These characterlistics which we attribute to reality
without having experienced them suggest already a fundamental
function of this concept: the notion of reality is complementary

to the limitations of mind. We are limited by our individuality;

reality 1s common to all men. Each one of us individually has
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memory of only a brief span of time. Our perception is limited
to 2 circumscribed space. What Jjustification have we to hy-
pothesize that reality should be everywhere identical and that
it should unite, by virtue of 1ts sameness, the fragments of

our actual and potential experience into a single whole?

The content of our experience 1s not adequate to our ideal
of reality. Experience 1s given: we cannot escape 1ts limita-
tions except 1In theory. The concept of reality is that invention
of mind by which we overcome the limitations of experignce. In
practice we distinguish almost everywhere the intention of self
from the presentation of world. We have learned to abstract
from experience the quality of self. We have learned to construe
that portion of experience in which we nc longer recognize our
personality as a [ragment of reality. The totality of reality
which 1s thus construed we call world. The distinction between
self and world fluctuates in clarity, a circumstance not sur-
prising inTas"much as experience itself varies in gquality and
intensity. Experlence 1s not homogenous, and it must be selectively
appraised. The scientific experiment, for example, 18 so de-
slgned as to eliminate the subjective element of perception and
Judgment to the greatest degree possible. Yet obJjectivity is
never absolute, and to an extent greater or less, all experience

1s tinged with the consciousness of self. I am always aware
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that it is I who am the subject of the perception. Whether

i1t 1s a glass of wine that I taste, whether 1t 1s the intricately
clear melody of the flute to which T listen, whether I read

a peem, whether I look into the face of a beautiful woeman, or
for that matter whether I record my observations in a scientific
experiment, in all ¢lrcumstances 1 am aware of myself as a per-
son rather than as an anonymous, vague, or indefinite subject.
The degree of that awareness varies from moment to moment and
from experience to experience. Such fluctuations of the aware-
ness of self suggest to me that self and not-self migh% be
fundamentally separable. Likewise, all experience in which

self 1s involved is molded by the glvenness of world. The wind,
the flute, the wine, the vase, the objects of the experiment

as I perceive them, all present themselves to me as independent
of my consclousness. I consider them phenomena of the natural
world. Again, the dominance of this givenness over experience
ls inconstant and uneven. On some occaslons what we perceive +
seems more, on others less detached from us, to a greater or
lesser extent impervious to our wishes and feelings. This
fluctuation of the glvenness of experience startles us and
causes us to attribute to that which is other than self an
Integrlty and structure of its own. The affirmation of that
element of experience that I learn to separate Irom myself 1is

summarized in the term 'world!.
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Although the source of the distinction between self and

world 1s evident in the quality of experience, kssedf yet the
specific definitlion of the two exists by tradition. It is
readily shown that when the conventions of thought and judg-
ment are no longer relled upon as blnding, the separation of
self and world becomes problematic indeed, and the boundary
between gelf and world can then no longer be distinctly drawn.
Occaslonally 1t wiil seem as 1f there were no genulne distinc-
tion: or again, the demarcation will seem enlgmatic, because
self and world appear not as contiguous but as genericélly
different. Upon closer examinatlion there is ncthing about
self that being described or designated in language does not
become chjective; nor is there anythlng about the natural world
that having been percelved will not become part of the sub-
Jective experience and enter into the subjective structure of
self. As we examlne it more closely, the distinctlion between
self and world loses 1ts deflniteness and appears a mere hypo- -
eethesis explanatory of our experlence. The human mind longs
perpetually to discover itself personified, a subjective ob-
"Ject. We harbor an Iindefatigable inclination to attribute
quallities of objectivity to our selves. Conversely, what we
call 'world' will prove to be constituted to a surprising ex-

tent by the excurslons of our own mind and by the projections
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of our own consclousness. Thus the declsive insights 1into
the quallty of self and into the attributes of world are com~
parable. Each of them presuming to be independent is on the
contrary intimately Interwoven with the other., Accordingly,
neither self nor world may be construed as integral or in-
dependent. Our task will be to lnquire not only how the two
may be distinguished, but a2lso in what sense each of them

may be sald to be real.
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The Resality of the Objective World

The history of thought might well be written in terms of
the logical balance that every author must strike between the
claims to reality of self and of world respectively, Sc-called
ldeallstic Interpretations focus upon a certain element of ex-
perlence which we may now recognize as being subjective. The
aim of idealistlc thought 1s to integrate the subjJective quali-
ties of experlence 1lnto an objective framework. Idealism would
attempt to place criteria derived from subjective experience
at the head of the hierarchy of objectlive concepts. Evidently
this purpose of 1dealism to obJectify the qualities of self
must surmount an intrinsic contradiction. However, when they
are properly understood, l1ldealistic theories will be found to
have a basis in the structure of our thought, even though they
express an interpretation remote from the modern point of view.
In our day 1t 1s fashlonable to deny categorically the import
of all subjective experience, so obsessed are we with determining
the function of an obJective 'world'. To be sure, existentialist
philosophy may be understood as a protest against such an objec-
tive cosmology. Existentialism, however, appears unable to
engage the stlll victorious theorles of rationalism and posi-
tivism on any specific 1ssue or on any particular field of

experlence other than those of religion and art, areas that
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seem by thelr nature impregnable to objective analysis. This
inabllity on the part of exlstentialism to engage sclentific
theory on its own ground has greatly limlted its effectlveness

as theory.

It cannot be our task to ilntercede either on behalf of a
subjective or of an objective view of experience. We should
like to consider 1t our task to free ourselves from all these
prejudices in order that we might impartially determine the
roles that both self and world, subjectivity and objectivity,
play in human experience. On the face of 1t, the reallty of
experience is not distinguishable into objective and subjective
reallty. Yet for purposes of analysis the question about ob-
Jective reallity and that about subjJective reality may be strictly
distinguished. Subjective reality deals with the question of
self and its assertlons of beauty, virtue, and deity. These
concepts are frequently scorned in contemporary thought even
where they receive token recognition. The question about
subjective reality is seldom recognized as such, it being as-
sumed that whatever is subjective should by virtue of that
fact be unreal. Without endorsing this contemporary preconcep-
tion, we shall 1n fact limit the discussion in the present
chapter to objective reality. 1In other chapters the implica-

tions of subjective reallty are considered in detail; to include
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them here would be of no particular value and would serve only
to obscure an already compllcated exposition that deserves the
benefit of every possible simplification. When the argument

1s completed, the distinction between subjective and obJjectlive
reality willl be seen to consist in a mere formality of presen-

tation.

Objective reallty, like its counterpart, cdmprises several
conJugated questions that spring from a common root. The gueries,
'What 1s knowledge?' 'What 1s nature?' 'What are thipgs in
themselves?' and 'What 1s reallty?' are all interconvertible. To
understand any one of them is to understand them all. These
are the gquestions that we must analyze, and to do so effectively
we must free ourselves of all the prejudices of common sense.

We must suspend our Judgment about 'world' and '‘matter' and
‘reality'. Then we may examlne experience 1tself and trace 1ts
relationship to the symbols of objective reality. Unprejudiced
we have no reason to assume that reality should be synonymous
with nature or that nature should be equated with an obJjective
world. 1In order to arrive at a balanced view of this problem

1t is helpful to remember that there was a time when reality

was held to be synonymous with such theological concepts as "God',
or soul, or spilrit. The modern concept of reality refers to the

objective world as the Instance of prime authority. Mathematies,
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physics, chemlisgtry, blology seem to hold the key to the revela-
tlon of that reality. It is expected to be the arbiter of all
cognitive uncertainties. Against the dictates of reality no
dissenting arguments are given a hearing. But only a little
thought will show that to apply the concept reality to Justify
a particular Interpretation of experience 1s circular. For it
1s only from the interpretation of experience in a certain way
that 'reality' as a criterion derives 1ts significance. When
all 1s sald and done, the question about reality will be found

to colnclde with the habltual interpretation of experiénce.

Ask a man what reality is, and he will likely as not answer
you that, of course, the world 1s real. Common sense would
hold that all the world is real, and that all real things con-
stitute the world. Common sense assumes the absolute identlity
of reality and world. So long as the concept reality lacks
further definition, 1t is consistent to assume that we are
capable of apprehending reality, that we have knowledge of
world, and that the two are ldentlcal. However, when we recog-
nize that the characteristics of world are not self-evident
or self-explanatory, and when we refuse to define reality apart
from the gpecific experience in which we recognize it, then
this ldentification of reality and world becomes guestionable.

Then 1t becomes plausible to re.ex amine the notlon of world in



197 111-26

order to ascertaln whether world and reslity do in fact colincide
or not. The concept 'world! has at least two lmplications.

One of these lmpllcatlons concerns the objective quality of
gpecelfic experiences. The other of these ilmplications goes

far beyvond what we, in 2 short lifespan, can see or hear or
know. Our image of world is an ideallized one: 1t implies order,
arrangemnent, and incluslveness far beyond the narrow cirele

of our persoconal experiences. Thesgse connotations of the term
worid are most suggestlvely expressed in the Greek word kosmos.
Congsequently we must dlstinguish between the way in whieh worlg
becomes apparent to our experience and between those postulates
which the concepl world makes upon our rational and imaglinstive
faculties. To speak of world 1s to conjJure 1nto the narrow
confines of our consclousness unlimlted space and unending time.
It 18 to summon up 2 wholeness and a2 completenesgs that is never
even approximated in experience. ‘'World' includes not only

that which actually enters Into our experlence in the present, .
but that as well which became part of it in the past. It takes
account alsc of all that though presently unknown could con-
ceivably contribute to experience in a future present: a totality
incomparably in excess of the practical content of our lives.

In other words, the concept world designates not only all that
we have experlenced or all that we might experience; 1t means

simply all that exists, all that has existed and all that will



198 111-27

come to exlst. Moreover, 1t implies not only structure but
process as well. World Includes the change by which all that
exists comes to be, by which ail that faills to exist is in-
hibited, the power by which nature is constituted, and the fault
through which it perishes. Evidently all these clircumstances
are matters of conjecture for us; they are whelly removed from
what we know at first hand, and such ideas as we have of them
are pure speculation. Apart from the totality that is implied
in our concept of world, there 1s also ocur expectation of order-
llness. All segments of reality are presumed to exhibﬁt both
within themselves and in their external relatlonships, rattern
and regularity. ObjJects are concelved of as having finite
boundaries In space and as obeying necessary laws 1in time, both

In their own mutation and in thelr interaction wlth one ancther.

Az goon as the implications of our concept world are el-
aborated, a dliscrepancy between the world of our concepis and
the reality of our experience becomes apparent. The world is
far in excess of anything that may ever enter into our experi -
ence. Thig discrepancy between the image that we degignate
as world and the cogent quality of experience that we call re-
allty, 1n itself suggests that the twc may not be identified,
and particularly, that the world to some extent at least must

be called unreal. If experience 1s real, then that world to
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which we alluded 1s relatively less real; but if that world
s real, then experlience ls trivial, The dilemma whiech 1s
thus created for our minds 1s a significant beazcon 1n our
search for a conslstent theory of reality. To this dilemma
there appears but one single solution: to postulate that
world 1s not ldentical with reality but that it 1s a concept
projected from experience. This postulate will be expanded
into detall in a different context. At this point 1t is neces-
sary only to conclude that reality and worid are disparate,
that our concept world cannot adequately explain what We mean
by reallty, and that reallty implies both less and more than

the concept world.

The sophisticated, sclentifically minded man will be inclined
to 1dentify what is real with what is objective. He means by
what 1is real the physical world, and by what is objective our
knowledge of that physical world. By equating what 1s real
with what is objective, he presumes at once that our knowledge .
should be sufficlent to the reality it seeks to comprehend.
However, to apply the term objectlve to that reality 1s either
to underestimate the realliy or to oversstimate the knowledge.

To call things in themselves objective is to deny the unavoidable

distinction between what we know about an obJject at this time

and the totallty of what might be known about it in all time
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both by ourselves and by all othera. The equation between ob-
Jectivity as a2 characferistic of knowledge and reality as a
quallty of nature Is contrary to the most elementary experience.
For the present, however, we may lgnore this contradiction and

proceed to Inquire further Into the characteristics of objectivity.

The acqulislition and exerclse of knowledge 1s invariably
accompanlied by an awareness of self as distinct from the obJect
known. Some qualities of knowledge appear to be constant and
independent of the observef; others are evidently variable and
dependent upon him, The hypothesis of objectlvity impiies that
those qualities are obJjective which are independent not only
of any particular cobserver but of all observers in general. We
define as objective what remains the same for different observers
at different times. Clearly, the hypothesis of objective know-
ledge 1s fostered by the existence of anmhomogenously educated
inteliectual soclety and by the rapld reliable communication
that creates and maintains the uniformity of Intellectual at-
titudes. The 1individual living to himself should have much dif-
ficulty In determining the objectivity of phenomena, particularly
1f they were non-repetitive. The best he could do would be to
observe and to record hls observations, then to observe again
and to compare the second observation with the record of the

flrst one. HoWever, when the observations are precarious and
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the interval between them prolonged, it might well be difficult
to arrive at a satisfactory standard of objectivity. The di-
rect comparison of successive observations would be impossible.
Inasmuch as objectivity 1s characterized by constancy and same-
ness, the question becomes unavoidable to what extent this re-
1iabiiity would be a function or a property of the natural ob-
Ject, and to what extent 1t should be recognized as nothing

more than the projection into nature of the rigldity of our

own thought and of the supportive conventions of our intellectual

]
community.

The practical value of an objective scheme of reality in
itselfl may be sufficient tc convince us of its validity as
one approach to the natural world. On the other hand, it must
not be ignored that the crliteria by which objectivity is ele-
vated to reallty are not consistent and cannot be consistently
appllied. However true it may be that the constellation of
obJective phenomena 1s more effective than the terfative com-
punctions of subjectivity, yet by the very token of ecriticism
by which we distinguish between the two, any objective reality
that we are zble to know cannot deserve that appellation in the
ultimate sense. Even that reality which presents itself as most
genuinely objectlve 1s inadequate to the strict application of

the rules by which obJjectivity itself is defined. To state it
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bluntly: objectivity 1s relative. To some degree our knowledge
1s always dependent upon self; even at 1ts best 1t is only re-
latively objective. Objectivity 1s relative in the first place
on account of the hazard of communication. There is no way of
making certaln that comparisons of knowledge are valid, that

what another man explains and what I understand should be identi-
cal. There is, furthermore, no certalnty that knowledge 1is
colncident with that of which it is knowledge. 1In practice

the uncertainties of communication are lgnored; there is a high
degree of correlation between what knowledge leads us %o ex-

pect of an object and what we actually encounter, Yet, however
high the degree of uniformity that our knowledge possesses,

8till the certainty that we obtain is relative, and if we re-
main true to our initial postulates, unsatisfactory. Such con-
slderations may lead us to conclude that the facile identiflca-
tion of reallity with obJectivity is meaningless. We shall return
to a more detalled discussion of this problem in the chapter on

knowledge.

If the question about reality is settied in public life
by academlc and intellectual convention, 1t continues to be an
urgent dilemma for the individual. What is real must always be
real for some individual at a particular time and in specific

circumstances.” All notlons of independent reality separate
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from the indlividual must be considered expansions of this per-
sonal experience. Yet by its very nature, reality tends to
become a public concept; Indeed lts universality 1s such that
it would demand to apply even to non-human experience. It 1s
plausible therefore that the private problem of reality is
frequently merged with the public one and seemingly solved
thereby. The question about reality deflnes one of the most
significant intersections of the private and the publie world.
One might well call 1t the central problem of philosophy. If
philosophers no longer trust themselves to speak about‘reality,
their reluctance should not be taken to imply that reality hag
already been defined, much less that the task of defining it
had vanished from the proper sphere of philosophy. In our day
every educated person presumes to know how and where reality

1s to be discovered: 1n the realm of natural science. And for
this reason the question about reality seems to have become
superfluous. We are no longer expected to ask it. Perhaps .
it has never seemed prudent to ask about reality; perhaps a
'working hypothesis' of some kind has always been accepted as

a practical necessity. If 1t should seem to us now that the
question concerning reality was given more thought in times
past than 1t recelves today, this impression may well be 11-
lusory. The iworking hypotheses' of past centurles have vanished;

probably they were adequate only within a limited sphere of
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experience. What remains are the writings of men who wrestled
with the same problem that is before us now, who found it
actual and unsolved. Almost surely thelr concern was no re-
flection of any wide-spread public interest. Probably the
questlon concerning reallty has never been a popular one. To-
day the physicists, chemists, and bilologists, are thought to
hold the key to the answer. If they have not yet unlocked

the secret, we 1lmagine them)as it were, on the threshold of
discovery. Perhaps it is the excessive fascination with the
technical achievements of our sclentlfic culture that brevents
us from recognizing reality for the problem that it is. The
proper task of individual cognition as well as the burden of
the common 1ntellectual effort appear to have been preempted
by sclence. As things stand it must seem presumpttious that
any one indlividual should hope to speak with authority con-
cerning reality. This problem, if indeed it were admitted as
such, should be under the most intensive scrutiny of highly
trained speclalists. Its solution should be the goal of re-
search occupying the keenest minds, not to speak of the eccnomic
resources of the most powerful nations on earth. This question
will be answered by nature herself, and if she 1s reluctant

to divulge her secrets, we are prepared to wrest them from her
by tricky and intricate interrogation. Technical innovation

and theoretical inventlon have already furnished us with powers
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but recently undreamt of. Do they not also promise to provide
this ultimate victory in the search for truth? Sclience jealously
guards the enlgma concernling reality as 1lts own possesslion and
demands that anyone approaching it be conversant with the mani-
fold detalls of scientific theory. The question esrncerning about
reallty 1s concealed from ratlonal inguiry by a maze of actual
or imagined scilentiflic fact. Who dare$ ask this question when

he cannot possibly pretend to possess so vast an array of
sclentific information? The scientist , if he 1s willing to
grant meaning to i@is-éggﬁil@a at all, will take it fo} granted
that the touchstcne of reallty 1s to be found in his particular
branch of science. Otherwise, recognizing the question to be
valid, he will rule upon it as if the answer were self-evident,
denying to the uninitiated the right to think and the right to
guestion. Proficlency in the intricate details of a partlcular
sclence always seem prerequisite to the knowledge about reality.
Whoever dared to search these questions for himself would be
burdened with the most incredible labors, tasks of learning
wnich like the impossible dutlies imposed in falry tale and

myth, a poor mortal should be able to fulfill only with the

help of the fairles or the Gods. Meanwhlle, secure in their
technological empire, the scientists themselves propose theories
of reality thgt reflect primarily the intricate lnstrumentation

with whilch they measure and analyze natural phenomena. The
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more complex such instruments become, the more incomprehensible
the theory, the nearer they would have us think we had approached
our goal. One may value scientific theory for what i is and

for what it doeg, but one may doubt that 1t leads to an under-
standing of reallty in the sense, égéééﬁ“aa The more intricate
and obscure the thecries become with which the scientists pre-
sume to reveal reality, the more they resemble those robes of

the emperor that only the wise can see.

Meanwhlle it 1s absurd to demand that a man be a specialist
in physics or chemistry or blology before he is entitled to ask
the questlon about what 1s real. However powerful an intellectual
dlgcipline science may be, 1t 1s not an exhaustive description
of our experlence. The information collected by varlous sci-
entiflc dlsciplines accumulates faster than even the most agile
mind can survey 1t. Specialization and sub-speciallzation can-
not begin to cope with this profusion of facts. The division
of knowledge is unsatisfactory to the individual coping with
hig own problems. A mlsapprehension concerning the guality of

what 5 knewn
g B8, tends to block the search for reality. It is of much

S e

practical import that the very process of acquiring technical
knowledge, the tralning that makes the scientist, presupposes
already a solutlon to such questions as we seek. The practical

effect of sclentific education is to make the question about
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reallty meaningless. That 1s why the sclentist is perhaps filtted
less well than anyone else to ask it. To be sure, 1in theory
sclence always makes logleal reservatlons that take account of
Its limitations. Sclentific theory does presume to leave room
for guestions such as we ask. But the logical limitations of
sclentific theory are afterthoughts. They contradict the very
assumptions that made the development of science possible.

They are at variance with the discipline by which scientific
knowledge 1s acguired. It is In the process of learning that

the mind is molded, and no sceptical backward glance can shake
the dogma impliclt in the disclpline of scientific education.

In every case a definition of reality 1s concealed already in

the rules of thought. 1TIn 2ll his learning and in all 1ts practi-
cal application, the sclentist must already presuppose a usable
resolutlon of the question about reallty. 7Tt seems then that

he cannot ask that question with sufficlent vigor becsuse the
vows of hils calling preclude the uninhlbited research of the
problem. The non-sclentist 1s barred from asking the question
because he 1s uninitliated and has not acquired proficiency in

any or all of the sclentific discipliines. In thls way our intel-
lectual conventlons prevent the 1lnquiry concerning reality. 1In
the place of a deliberate examination, the question shall be
silenced by dgfault.dﬁﬁe have no reason to anticipate a defini-

tive scientific solution to the enigma of reality at any time.
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Granted, however, that a sclentific answer might be fodrth-
coming at some future dete, what would it profit us? Reality
cannot be made a problem of the future; the future is too re-
mote, the question about reallty ls too pressing, fundamental
as 1t 1s to our judgment and to our understanding. The ques-
tion concerning reality will not be postponed. There is no
thought that we entertain which does not require an implicit
hypothesis about reallty. Deprived of this reference, our
minds should be paralyzed, ocur thought should become vacuous
and 1rrelevant. Unconsciously our minds are continuod&ly at
work preducing such hypotheses of reality and amending them
as the occasion demands. We always entertain culturally determined
presuppesitions about reallty as the inapparent basis of our
Intelliectual activity. The purpose of this essay is to make

these preguppositions explicit.

Experience .1s an individual phenomenon, thought is an in-
dividual act, and a Judgment 1is an individual decision. Like-
wise reality 1s primarily the problem of each individual. It
Is the essence of his experience, 1t certifles his knowledge,
and it guides hls action. The individual inquiry about reality
is urgent: 1t cannot wait. The answer that 1s not sought
deliberately will be supplied by imnlication. Prevalent no-

tions of realfty are actually consequences of just such an
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inconspicuous substitution of ideas. If the makeshift and
improvised nature of these answers were recognized as such,
they should much less likely become entrenched as dogma. The
question about reallity remains open: 1t presents itself as
one of the most challenging intellectual problems of our own

and of all time.

Intellectual effort in general may be construed as an in-
quiry into the existence of our worlid, both in its totality
and in 1ts parts. We are concerned to establish those objects
that are; we wish to deny the existence of phantoms that might
decelve us into falsely attributing existence to them. We need
to separate actuality from fantasy. In our conduct of practiecal
affairs it is of supreme importance that we arrange for our-
selves clearly and unequivocally what exists. Our systems of
natural sclence are the programmatic attempts to discover the
dynamic interrelationship between the parts of our worid. So
long as such attempts are limited to practical matters, so long .
as Judgment is everywhere confirmed or denied by immediate ex-
perience, no difficulties arise. There need be little gquestion
about the way this table or this chair or this typewriter exists.
Our contact with them reassures us day by day that they are con-

stant in thelr shape and mass and function. It is, however,

quite a different matter to ask, for example, in what way heat
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or electricity exist, viruses or enzymes, electrons or mesons,
or the galaxles of the Milky Way. It is meaningless to at-
tripvute to them existence ldentical with that of a chair or
tabie. To generalize, we may say that we have no difficulty

in apprehending the existence of physical objects that are
proxlmate to us, those objects whose size and duration make

them accessible to our perception, particularly 1f we have
designed and bullt these obJects ocurselves thus unequivocally
understanding thelr origin and theilr purpose. If the size of
the object becomes so great that we cannot survey 1it, ér ir

its dimension becomes so small that we cannot perceive 1t, if
the duration of its existence 1s so brief that it cannot impress
our senses, or if it becomes physically so remote that they
cannot grasp 1t, 1f the object becomes sc intricate that we
cannot ldentify its structure, its origin or its precise func-
tion, then for good reasons uncertainties about the reality

or the exlistence of that object arise. Evidently difficulties
about reality vary with the uncertainties of our relatlionships
to objects concerned. It 1s an over-simplification to summarize
and to presume tc solve all of these difficultles in terms of

a slngle concept: reality. However, if these essays succeed

In becoming exercises in thought, it 1s possible that for

specific problems solutions analogous to the general outline
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pregsented here might be developed. If such applilcation to

gpecific problems proved feasible, the theory offered here

would h&v&A might reasonably be

demanded of it.

Whenever the question about reallty confronts us, we orient
ourselves by referring to those objects that because of their
dimensions, duratlon, and accessibility are most familiar to
us. When we consider the posslible exlistence of an object re-
mote from our experlence, we call 1t real in comparisopn with
the reallty that this chalr or this table holds for us. The
sclentlific estimate of reality is similar. The light years
or Angstrom unlits, the micromicroseconds or the billions of
years which concern the sclentist are projections or contrac-
tions of that same time or space that is familiar to the senses.
The sclentist relles upon models that implicitly reconcile the
inaccessibility of the theoretical obJect with the compelling
familiarity of things that he can see and touch with the un-
alded senses. Refinements of instrumentation and the complex
abstractlons of mathematlcs may obscure such hablts of intuition,
but the mind is limlted and requires that objects of astro-

nomical or infinitesimal size be compared with objects of more

familiar dimenslons. It may well be practilcal

assume that objects familiar to us represent a suitable pattern



212 TI1-41

for reality of all dimenslons, yet the usefulness of the as-
sumptlon Is not necessarily indicatlive of 1ts intrinsiec cor-
rectness. It is equally plausible to argue that any derivation
of reallty from physleally proximate objJects reflects specific
limitations of the theory of reality or of our cognitive ap-

prehension of the physical world, or of both,

Nonetheless, when we desire to know about reality, we reflect
upon the guality of objects that we presume to be 1ts familiar
prototypes. We expect to understand the reallty of world in
terms of the actuallty of this chalr or table or of th;s tree.
This customary procedure gives us cause to ingulre into the
quality of reality even of such famillar objects. We must then
ask what characteristlics this chair or this table should have
that make them real. We ponder what should be implied il these
obJects were found In some sense at least to be unreal. To many
a reader it may well be disturbing to postulate that the reality
of thesze famlllar physical objects should be open even to the '
shadow of a doubt. One might be tempted to indict the whole
Intellectual business that threatened to lead to sc absurd a
conclusion. We shall try to show that there 1s nothing sub-
versive 1n the notlon that even a familiar object, or at least

the image that Is its sole representation to the mind, mlght

possess some degree of unreallty.
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We may summarlize cur argument azbout reallty to this polnt.
Everyone should like to think his view of realliy to be determined
by reason., Especlally the sclentist would like te assume that
his view of reallty is rational., But, 1f we are correct, re-
ality as all of us have learned to believe in it, 13 the vro-
duct of an intellectual tradition the grounds and recesses of
which remain to be fully explored and analyzed. However educated
and refined our views of nature have become, they continue to
be grounded Iin unproved presuppositions. Seldom If ever are
our notions of reality demonstrable in the contingeﬁai%s of the
here and now; they are projected upon the present constellation
of experience from flrmly established hablts of thought. The
sense of reality 1s a skill of Judgment and of discrimination
whlch mankind has learned in the course of centuries. Perhaps
1t should be consldered llke some magnificient invention, such
as the discovery of fire or the contrivance of the wheel. In
a simlilar way, the hypothesls of reality enables the intellect .
of man to cope more effectively and productively with the na-
tural situstion iIn which he finds himself from moment to moment.
That our notlons of reallity should belle this origin, that they
should appear to arlse as unavoldable conseguences of the specifle
sltuation that they explain and control is, if anything, a sign

of the measure of thelr success. Closer inspection of any such
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cognltive sltuation however, can leave no doubt that 1t does
contaln 1ts own criterla of reality. Unless we approach the
phenomena of world with preconcelved notions, we are at a

loss to interpret them. Our preconceptions about reallty

are highly specific. Impliclt as they are, such assumptions
concerning reality are difficult to demonstrate, and even

more obscure are the inapparent habits of thought, based upon
such preconceptions, that determine the direction of our Judg-

ment on each oceaslon of decision.
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Reallty of Time

Our notions of resllity will be the more readily demonstrable,
if we dlstingulsh in them a spatial and a temporal dimension.
€0 NEC ;

Reallty 1s both immediate and remote, and realityain 1ts remote-

ne

o

g2 1s assumed to exist in space and time. The limits of space
and time are inapparent. The ggég%g+regions of these dimensions
of reality, are, in a practical sense at least, absolutely in-
accesslble to us. The further we proceed in our search for the
physical 1imit of reality in time or space, the less hppe do we
have of ever attalning their boundaries. GQualitatively our
apperceptions of time and space are always determined by the
more proximate and tangible reallty. We assume that what is
lmmedlate to our perceptlion should serve as a structural pattern
to be projected into the endlessness of space and time. From
objects of a slize comprehenslible to us we extrapolate our jideas
to dimensions s8¢0 vast that we cannot survey them or so minute
that we cannot perceive them. The logical mechanism for such
projection i1s a numerical one. We multiply years or miles by
agftronomical or infinltesimal figures as it suits our purposes,
As our scheme of reality extends 1n time, we shall refer to it
as hlstorical; tce the extent that it is spatial, we may call 1t

physlical or geometrical.
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The fact that it is convenlent to examine spatial and a
temporal dimension of our concepts of reallity should not be
vaken to imply an uneritical acceptance of the absolute di-
viglion of space and time. In our high school physies classes
thiz distinctlon seemed Impressive indeed, since 1t provided
neat amswers to many of the problems that were presented to
us. Perhaps we then endorsed it with too mueh enthusiasm,
becauge now we have reservations and find ourselves puzzled
by the wholeheartedness of ocur previous assent. We see now
that the spatial and temporal aspects of reallity frequéntly
overlap. To separate them 1s not to accept a natural distinc-
tion, but merely to employ a simplification which is permis-

sible at least for purposes of expositlon.

We have described our problem, and with 1ts degeription
the path to its solution is implied. 1Initially we should
make explicit the notions of reality that we in fact enter-
tain. Until this is accomplished, the notion of reality is
likely to remaln indistinct, expressed in habits of thought
and formulas of decislion that though immediate to our intultion
are relatively inaccessible to logical analysis. Then we must
compare these notlons of reality with the evidence of the im-
mediate apperception in which they are grounded. Discrepancies

wlll become apparent, and from these discrepancies we may draw
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reliable conclusions concerning reality both as a concept in
abstract thought and as a function 1in practical declsion.
The immedlate apperceptlion of the physical world ls self-
evident throughout all moments of our waking lives. The
deficiencles of this apperception will be shown to be com-

penszated by our expansive notlons of reality.

The customary division of the temporal sequence into past,
present,; and future 1s more problematic than we are accustomed
to admit., Seldom 1f ever do we examine the distinctiop between
these divisions of time. Our thought implies that past, pre-
sent and future should each possess a separate duration. The
momenis of translition between past and present, between present
and future are llkewise taken for granted. We shall do well
to reexamine them. When we have reviewed our actual experience
of time, and when we have compared this with the traditional
theory of history, we shall have made a good beginning of the

analysis of reality.

As we use the term present in conversation or in exposition,
the context of the argument defines its meaning. A general
definition for the present 1s rather more difficult. There
is no specific reason why we should not conslder as present

this minute, this hour, day, week, month, year, and with a
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slight effort of imagination even this decade or this century.
In conducting the affalrs of our dally lives, we find such
conventlons highly useful. We may consider the present that
period of time in which, for example, we keep our accounts open,
fer which we pay taxes or collect rent, concerning which we
find it worthwhile, for example, to engage in political dis-
cussions. Yet it 1s almost superfluocus to point out that in
any strict sense, the polltical events with which we are con-
cerned, the business affairs in which we find ourselves in-
volved, though of the present, are also of the past, ahd urn-
recognized but ominougly of the future. If we attribute

them to the present, we do so not because they differ gualita-
tively from events in the distant past or the remote future,
but because we find that our present conduct is contingent

upon them and that they tend to determine the specific activity
In which we discover ourselves engaged. This practical defini-
tion of the term present is obviously at varlance with the
stricter theoretical definition. Speaking literally, what
happened an hour ago, or even a minute ago, 1s already history.
It is as 1lnaccessible to our experience as the events of a
hundred or a thousand years past. Accurately considered, all
that we call present In political or financial affairs is

elther already history or 1s still anticipated future. The
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contents of our newspapers, of radio and of televisiocn broad-
casts are not really accounts of the present. They are his-
tory and prophecy ne less than the history and prophecy of
ancient chronicles. What we call 'news' is the recollection

of recent happenings and the antlcipation of those in the im-
mediate future. Insofar as such news refers to events that

have already occuffed, it 1s history. These events are as un-
alterable as those of the more distant past. News 1s never
'happening'; either 1t has already 'happened!', or it is about

to 'happen'. The notion that events are in process of‘happening
is a paychological 1lluslon. It requires time for the mind

to assimilate new facts and to accustom itself to an alteregd
sltuation. XZvents seem to be occurnhg In the present when we
entertain some doubt concerning thelir finallty and when we

have not yet had time to become familiar with their Ilmplications.
Simllarly we do not recognize the prediction of events in the
immediate future as prophecy, because when with so great regu-
larity yesterday's prediction 1is confirmed tomorrow as fact,

the uncertainty and suspense of the future seem obviated. The
mind that 1s regularly confronted with predictions of great
likelihood will tend to identify the prediction with the event,
and will expand 1ts present to include what should otherwise
have remained }n the future. Strictly speaking however, the

term present requires a more limited definition; all events,
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except the single act that now exhausts my attentlion, are either
In the future or in the past. Perhaps our nction of the present
can best be understood as a psychological acaammedation to the

mutations of reality that we could not otherwise comprehend.

Feor the practical present, 1f we may call 1t so, we dis-
cover only a relative definition. Its dimensions are deter-
mined in part by the speed and range of communication, by the
breadth and quallty of our concern for the particular event,
and by the sensitivity and energy of mind itself. Inhgfar as
the boundaries of the present are determined by the character-
1stics of attentlon, we may speak of a psychological present.

We live 1in continulng relationships both of perception and
action with the world. These processes of perception and action
reguire duration; so long as we are confronted with a continu-
ing stimulus, the duration of the present eﬁen remains ilnap-
parent to us. It beccmes notliceable only when attention falters
or when the obJect of perception changes. Then we become aware.
that what was recently present to our minds has been newly dis-
placed. Of duration as such we are unaware; all our recognition
of change 1s sudden. Indeed the awareness of change seems to

be the main source of our concept of the instant. The 1lnstant
designates our recognition that some particular aspect of our

world has charged. It is readily demonstrable, moreover, that
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the instant of change of whilch we become aware does not coincilde
chronologlically with the physlcal event. The image of objects
percelved lingers in our eyes for a brief yet measurable time.
There 1s an interval during which our perception‘of a recent
stimulus persists although the obJect responsible for it has
vanished. There 1s likewise an interval before we become fully
cognizant of the exlistence and of the significance of a new
stimulus. Thus the present of perception is an ambiguous term.
What we perceive of the outside world we perceive as enduring.
It iIs only the awareness of change that is instantanedhs, and
if the present were to be defined as a moment of time, 1t could

have only this subjective meaning.

The present of actlon is no iess difficult to define.
While our thought 1s dominated by our intentions, the action
lanne.d
Enbended 1s yet In the future. Once the action has commenced,

the moment of determination is already past. That segment of
time in which the anticipation of future action is transformed
Into the memory of beginning, that initial instant of action,

Is not scrutable even to the most careful observation. Our
actions enter 1nto our consclousness through a perceptual pro-
cess no different from that by which we recognize all other
alteration in the world. Most of our actlons we do not recognize

untlil they are well underway. When recognitlion does come it
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wlll be sudden, but in no sense simultanecus with the onset

of action. The intervals of present perception and of present
action are variable and Inaccessible to introspection, but
their duratlion may be measured objectively by paychological
methods. Such studies will document the ambligulty of our no-

tion of the present, but they cannot remove it.

These conslderations only serve to demonstrate how dif-
ficult the present 1s to identify. A mathematical construc-
tion of time will be of no help: there the present begomes
merely & boundary between past and future. Such a present,
representing as 1t does a mathematical 1imit, 1s physically
insubstantial and psychologleally meaningless. The mathema-
tical definition will be even less suitable a deslgnation for
the present than other interpretations. It 1ia meaningless to
seek reality in the future; it is incongruous to poslit reality
in the past. Thus only the present remalns as the locus of
reality, but as soon as we begin to examine 1t crltically, the
present slips from our grasp and we are unable to define 1t.
In practice we assure ourselves of an objective present by re-
flecting upon events that are repetitive and uport objects that
are constant. It ls characteristic of constant objects that
they offer us perceptual stimuli which although not identical

one with ancther are at least so similar as to be indistinguishable.
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Thuz they provide us at least with the illusion of duration.

It 1s a walld inference that subsequent perceptions differ

rrom one another, 1f only slightly, sc that no instant of per-

ception 1z wholly identlcal with 1ts successor. However, mind

is unable to distingulish minute differences in perceptions,

and this inability gives us both the 1illusion of the permanence

of obJects and the sense of duration of the present.

The primary organ of historical knowledge is memory. All
other socurces of history depend upon memory for thelr qeaning.
Memory 1s much more than the ability to repeat propcsitions
once heard; 1t 1s more even than the ability to recognize and
to reproduce familliar ideas. Memory 1n 1its broadest sense must
be defined as the capacity of mind to recall 1ts past disposi-
tions. It 1s the ability of mind to revert to a previously
acquired pattern; indeed it is the ability of mind to acquire
and to retaln pattern In the first place. 1In a particularly
effective sense, memory 1s the capacity of mind to repeat actioé
that 1t has once learned and to persist in habits that 1t has
formed. The constancy of action, the persistence of habit,
the endurance of once acquired ability are among the mos:i ef-
fective qualities of mind. That nothing with which it has once

been 1n contact should leave the mind unaffected is one of its

basic physioldgic properties. Thus mind preserves to an extent
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greater or lesgss a record of all that it has seen and all that

1t has done. ©Nor 1s this record of mind passive. Mind does

noct read the past as from the pages of a history book. Memory
like the script of a play is a record that is re-enacted by

the mind and that becomes intelligible only in its reproduction.
When sultably similar circumstances arise, then the mind relapses
into a state analogous to that which it once experienced, then
with an appropriate qualltative distinction mind recapitulates
the event that formerly occcupied it. In this primary sense
history is an expression of the mind's abllity to re-ehact the
past, to become concerned once more with circumstances that

are now only lmaginary. History comes naturally to mind, be-
cause even in its present, mind lives in a world furnished
largely by imagination. The things which it fears, the things
which it loves, the things to which it is attracted, and the
things from which 1t recoils are predominantély creatures of

1ts own invention. The problems of academic historiography :
assume a new significance and a new charm when they are recog-
nized as extenslons and elaborations of the intellectual practice

of daily life.

For a reascn that 1s not difficult to undebstand, language
plays an indlspensable role in our reconstruction of the past.

Language has the unlque property of being the most adequate
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reflection of our experience and at the same time one of the
most powerful sources of 1t. Language can capture better than
anything else the immediacy of experience, and language can
control best the pattern of thought and of action. Language
1s an activity capable of belng reprcduced virtually at wili;
it creates, as it were, an artificial environment for mind,

$0 convincing that 1t may displace, modify or substitute for
the natural world that surrounds us. Because of its familiarity,
speech is a mest effective instrument for reawakening memory .
The power of speech and the ability to recreate the paét are
clogely linked. It 1s difficult to imagine a useful image of

the past In the absence of language.

Customarily, the past 1s consldered as nothing other than
the present separated from us by elapsed time. We view the
past as a river that continues to well from the spring of the
present. Paradoxically, we also treat the present as if it
had anhistorical fabric. The various explanations of present
and past are Inconsistent; they reflect particular limitations
of our perceptual and cognitive abilities. The reality of the
past must in no event be considered greater than the reality

of the present.
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Nor may the reallty of the past be confused wlth history.
History is an invention, a composition, a web of concepts
which provides mind with the occasion for recapitulating past
experience. History 1s concept, always in process of elabora-
tion and modification, never definitive in form, never final
or complete. This verbal account may give mind some intima-
tion of the reallty of the past but it cannot comprehend or
exhaust that reality. The hlstorical record must be distin-
gulshed on the one hand from the reallty to which it refers,
and on the other hand from the mind that invents it ana relies
upon it as pattern and as guide. The more we scrutinize it,
the more the reality of past appears absolutely lnaccessible

to us.

The deflinition of history as the conceptual description
of the past must be reconciled with an altogether different
meaning of the term. In this sense history is used to desig-
nate merely an account or description without reference to
elapsed time. We speak of natural history or of the history
of animals, referring to descriptions applicable toc any present
and not necessarlly to a specific past. It 1s assumed

that the circumstances, for example, of natural 1life
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remaln falrly constant and may well be summarized by general
desceriptions, as ls Indeed the case. Thils simpler meaning of
hilstory implies some insensitivity toward the unigueness, fi-
nality, and lnaccessipillity of events, an insensltivity akin
to that of the child whose mind is yet dominated by the hap-
penings of a recent past, who llves in them as 1f they were
even now occurring.  To such a mind the lapse of events into

a past 12 equivalent to their belng forgotten. The apprehension
of the past as inaccessible appears to be a substantial intel-
lectnal achievement. We postulate an infintte regres&&on of
moments each of which once clalmed the distinction of 'now'.
This assumpticn deflnes the province to which we restrict the
term history. It reflers Lo the apprehension, recollection,

and reconstruction of a chronclogical past.

History is the conceptual reconstruction of past. In its
slmplest form it 1s the story of my own experience, related by
me. The events of which I speak now are, in a sense, @Xp@?ieﬁceé
twice, once In the original circumstance, and now in my account
of them. As the events which I describe are developed by my
memory, they become real to me once more. 1 remember them with
a vividness comparable to that of the original experlence. Con-

sequently my story possessges a dual reality. There 1s the present

reallity of the processes of memory and expression. There is
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alsc the past reallity of the events to which the story refers,
Clearly, the two realities are not absolutely separable; the
original experlence left some lmpression on me which 1s now
demonstrated in the historical account. Even in 1ts origins,
however, the primary experience was not unequivocally apprehended.
A logical construction was present already at the occasion of
original experience, and this logical construction is largely
responsible for the memory of the experlence as I come to pos-
sess 1t. Even then T was already sumnmarizing impressions,
drawing conclusions, and relating the particular happeﬁing

to a larger conceptual framework., A different way of expres-
sing the same notlon 1s by pointing out that much, if indeed

not aill of our experience becomes real and.maaningful to us
within an intellectual framework that is essentially historical.
If this were the case, then history and experience ghould be
allied from the very beglnning, and the distinction between

them would always only be a relative one. .

The verbal account of my experience may be committed to
writing. Then it 1s no longer the exclusive property of my
own memory. It becomes accesslble to anyone who reads it; his
understanding of it will have been prepared by a community of
thought and of experience. Such primitive written history

should be construed in the first place as a kind of diary, a
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written reminder by the author to himself not to forget what

he has experlienced. Such a dlary would be a scurce of know-

ledge to ancother reader only secondarily. Assuming that there
were such a second reader, the dlary would be meaningful to

him only to the extent that he equated himself with me, at-
tempting to recapltulate and to share my thoughts and my feelings,
to reconstruct inBofar as was possible the primary situation

from which the particular hisforical description arose.

It is only a step, and not a very long one, from the de-
scription of what I myself experlence to the account of cir-
cumstancee and events in the world distinct and separable from
me. It is as a matter of fact, not at all easy to draw a line
between the events which belong to me, of which I was an es-
sentlal part and which, in turn, should be essentlal to my
being, and those other events that are ‘'outside of me' and
have 'nothing to do with me'., It should be quite impossible
for me to account for my own experience without including many
events that are genulnely separate from me. Perhaps, for that
matter, the distinctlon between private and public events may
prove facetlous. After all, everythling that I see is in a sense
mine, and that which is truly remocte would be totally unknown
to me. DBut whatever 1 describe, whether it be mine or whether

it be remote, 'whether 1t be an event separable from me or not,
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if I see 1t, T do so with my own eyes, and if I describe it I
cannot but use my own interpretation. The discipline which a
common 1ntellectual environment exerts upon mind tends to make
us oblivious of the dependence of all historical accounts upon
the human mind. Although they are apparently c}othed in ob-
Jective terms, the fire, the storm, the battlég:%\describe as
spectator are nonetheless reflections of my own experience.

To what extent can objectivity enter into the historical ac-
count in its origin? If the initial account 1s subjectilve,

can obJectivity ever be injected through a secondary or tertiary
interpretation? It 1s the task of the historian to reconstruct

from sources at his dlsposal as objective an account of past

reality as he 1is able.

The modern discipline of history 1s far removed from the
subJective chronicle that we have just described. History has
developed 1nto an elaborate system of concepts. Oneof 1ts chief
accomplishments is the systematic elimlnatlon of all subjective .
blas frogi%escription of past events. History has suceeded in
glvling a description of the past that appears free from the
limitations of any one individual's point of view. Thus it 1is
a projection far beyond the simple account of what any one dm-

Crson

mlght have experlenced. It is a composite logical

description from which the individual who understands 1t may

deduce all manner of specific fact. One may argue plausibly
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that through this diiinterested universality of history our
thought attainsd;:ﬁg;1ity of which no 1ndividual experience

1s ever capable. This is & matter of definition, and a point
about which we need not quibble. It is certainly convinclng

to argue that individual experience 1s so {ragmentary and
falllble that it 1s relatively unreal 1n comparison with the
inclusive Interpretative scheme of the past that history has

to offer. From this point of view 1t would be correct to

call the individual experience unreal in comparison with the
reallty of history. However, it is equally possible t%'take
the opposite viewpolint, and tc argue that our only access to
reality is through our own experience. History is relevant

-as transformation, inference, combination, and interpretation
of the experiences of concrete individuals at specific moments
of the past. It cannot, however, recreate or represent such
experience. As a conceptual synthesis it deserves much admira-
tion, but 1ts clalm to reality is entirely beyond demonstration -
and beyond proof. Hlstory should be wholly incomprehensible

1f 1t were not capable of being reduced in its origins to the
experience of a glven Indlvidual at a given time and in a given
place. The objectivity of history can never win for it a degree
of reallty greater than the reality of the archale event as 1t
entere into the experience of the original observer. In other

words, 1f history is real, then 1t is most real where it is
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simplest: nmnamely In my account of the events to which I my -
self have been a witness. The complex expanziocn of history
into a conceptual discipline possesses many thecretical and
some practical uses, but the greater the conceptual complete-
ness, the more remote history becomes from reality as we have

chosen to define 1t.
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History as Reallty

One of the most characteristic difficulties of history
as 1t Is written 1s the problem of determlining preclsely what
sorts of circumstances and what kinds of events should be in-
cluded in the traditional disciplines. This, 1t turns out,
1s very much a matter of conventlion. To one generation,
military history, the account of wars and of weapons seems
most significant. Another generation values the history of
governments, of kilngs and constitutlons, so-called political
hlstory. In yet a third environment, soelal or econemle his-
tory will be considered the most valuable objJect of study.
The religlous Individual will be concerned with church hiastory
and with the blographiles of gods and of saints. There may be
histories of science, of art, of music, of literature, and
even of philosophy. Finally, each individual will have his
own personal history, significant to him as the reflection
of his identlty. This personal history will merge into the
history of family, of clan, of community, of state and finally
of nation. It is not difficult to show that most history may
be construed as an expansion of such personal interest. One
may then construct a system of values according to which the
relative importance of the different historical toplecs would

be Jjudged.
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Besldes those events whoge significance to the individual
or to the community causes them to be lncluded in the tradi.
tlonal historical discipllines, there is a much larger, indeesd
an almost infinite group of events and circumstances, of no
practical importance to anyone, which nonetheless fall within
the theoretical framework of history. These are trivial events,
but thelir reality, if reality be conslstently defined, is no
less great than that of the most portentous. The selectivity
of historical interest remains unjustified by rational con-
siderations. The artificial and arbitrary 1imitation of his-
tory constitutes its most serious theoretical weakness. Since
the number of events 1s inflnite, and any event is of potential
historical gignificance, history will always be Incomplete,
Conversely, a completed history should have to comprehend re-
ality iIn 1ts entirety. Assuming some immortal spirit would
prepare such a cosmic chronclogy, of what use would 1t be to
a mortal mind? Furthermore, the criteria of historical sig- .
nificance on which we rely are inconsistent. Who will set
himself up to decide what is memorable and what deserves oblivion?
How can history be written unless this distinctlon is made?
From a sufficlently remote point of view, all ecriteria of
slgnificance wlll appear parochial and personal, in irrecon-
cllable conflict with the postulates of completeness and uni-

versality.
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Paradoxical as it will seem, the reality of events cannot
be related to theilr historical importance. The tree that falls
unseen 1n the depths of a forest falls Just as surely as the
tree that is cut down in front of my window. The avalanche
that descends unrecorded in the mountains, descends Jjust as
surely as the avalanche that annihllates a village. An un-
detected storm may blow just as fiercely as the storm that
wrecked the Spanish Armada. An unnoted earthquake 1is no less
real than the one which wrecked Lisbon. The raindrops that
fall unccunted and unmeasured over a meadow are Jjust as real
as the raindrops that, for example, extingulsh a candle or
make 1llegible an lrreplaceable manuscript. The reality of
an event, in other words, must be considered absoclutely dis-
tinct from its magnitude and from its historical relationships,
if only for the reason that historical significance 1s some-
thing that an event may acqulre in retrospect, long after it
has happened. Reality, if the term 13 to have meaning at all,
must inhere in the situation and in the event. It is self-
evident that subsequent interpretation can neither magnify

realitywor detract from it.

It appears then that what is commonly called history is
but a minute and arbitrary excerpt from a much larger sum of

reality. Conversely, a responsible search for reallty cannot
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content itself with the haphazard and arbitrary selection by
parechial

o2 o e e e

A s prejudlees.  The hilstory that we postulate includes
prominent events and obscure ones without discrimination. In
a genuinely theoretical consideration we have no cause %to dis-
tinguish between the trivial and the significant historical
events, because we have shown that such distinctions are relative.
Consequently we need no longer refer for the selection of his-
torical events to some particular polnt of view or to sonme
established system of value. History, in the sense in which
we now deslgnate it 1s the potential totality of all e%ents,
significant and trivial alike. With this definition in mind,

we turn now to examine the structure of history.

The fundamental task of history is to provide a rational
explanation of the content of time. It accomplishes this task
by designating a series of events and by providing approoriate
ratlonalizations for them., Thus, for example, history teaches
about such events as the Fall of Rome, the American Revolution, .
or the First World War. Events become meaningful in part
through thelr chronclogical relationships. Every event has
a date which defines 1ts position with regard to every other
event. Frequently only the year or the month in question are

known; for cther events, particularly for those of recent times

we know the date and even the hour. Theoretically, as we shall
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show, the number of events 1s infinite, and even the number

of events of historlical significance approaches Infinity,

They ere commended to our attention as a hierarchy, the event

of greatest consequence belng superior to all others, events
fhat presumably exerclised a lesser or more uncertain influence
upon the course of history being subordinate. Events, according
to the implications of the theory, are instantaneous, and events
in different places may happen simultaneously. In theory,
therefore, the set of events might be everywhere dense both

in space and in time. However, by the same token that‘QV@nts
are instantaneous they are not themselves recognized except

in thelir consequences, and 1t is by thelr consequences that
events are judged. Our historlcal judgment 1s a systematic
process of 1nference to events, which, as we shall show, are

In themselves qulite Inscrutable to us. Frequently an event

1s recognized in its full significance only long after the hap-
penings that presumably constltuted it have transpired. Indeed,:
the events that acqulre historical significance seem to differ
not at all in thelr structure from events that are trivial and
unnotlced or soon forgotten. We have already noted this fact,
and we have suggested that the uncertaln significance of events
makes 1¢ imperative that a responsible theory of history should
account not only for those particular events that seem meaningful

to us now, buf for all events whatisoever.
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When we examline the events to which history ascribes great
lmportance, we quickly recognize that they are not in fact in-
stantanecus. We refer to them as events because in the per-
spective in which we consider them, they are conveniently con-
sidered as 1f they possessed no duration. If, however, we inter-
pret such events by referring to thelr primary historical re-
allty, even a superficlal analysis will show that they were
anything but instantaneous. The Fall of Rome implies for ex-
ample a sequence of events lasting hours if not days. The
American Revolution refers to a serles of military act;ons
and political declsions that span a full fourteen years. Other
historical events are of shorter duration; for example the as-
sassination of Jullus Caesar transpired in but a few minutes;
and the wreckling of the Spanish Armada may have taken only a few
hours. The slgnificant events that were presumably instantaneous
are relatively few ln number. We shall later analyze one of

them 1n detall because of the unusual theoretical lnterest '

attaching to 1t.

In the frame of reference in which they appear, events are
treated as the 1ndivisible turning points of history. We speak,
for example, of what happened before the Fall of Rome and what
happened éfterwards. We speak of economic conditions prior to

the First World War, or of political conditions following it.
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In this context i1t i1s possible to forget that the events cited
possess duration and that the divisive position that 1s at-
tributed to them is a conventional formula. The study of his-
tory convinces us that all events possess duration, that as
events they are not so much elements in nature as conceptual
concluslons of historical thought. Depending upon the point
of view of the historian not only will the valuation placed
upon events differ, but even the very structure of the event
will be recognized as varlable depending upon the purpose for
which 1t 1s studled. Events may readily be subdivided‘into
aggregates of lesser events; they may almost as readily be
fused with contempcrary or practically contiguous events %o
form a larger unity. Since the historian may fuse and dis-
solve events at this discretion, it is difficult to avoid

the conclusion that the event is a concept of mind projected

upon the past.

The constitution of events is determined by the need to
explain their apparent consequences. Most commonly our at-
tention 1s occupled by events whose results are of considerable
magnitude. Almost wlithout exception those events that command
our attention and thought do so not on account of any intrinsic
qualities; but because of the consequences that we attribute

to them. Indeed, where consequences are of far-reaching import,



240 111-69

we Trequently postulate an ‘event' of which we have no know-
ledge whatsoever except the inferences that we make from pre-
sumptive effects. The value of events is determined by their
consegquences, At the same time these consequences are limited
by our capacity to be interested 1n them, because as congequences
TLE MGy (f
they are ultimately consequences for us. Thus, the number ofA(
events 1g limited by our capaclty for experience, It ts limlted
also by the sculty and sensitlvity of thought in tracing rela-
tionships from what 1s remote to what is lmmediate for us. PRut
there are further considerations concernlng event§ that make
that meaning even more dublous. Consider the internal consis-
tency of events: 1in the usual historical retrospect, the event
appears as a unlty, as a moment devold of significant duration,
posgesslng certaln antecedents or causes and certain other
effects or conseguences. In order for this assumption to be
tenable, the event requires to be viewed from a certain distance.
When we view it in greater detall, as if we approached 1lt, we .
see it to consist of an aggregate of lesser subordinate events,
none of which individually should be able to fulfill the function
of the primary event, but all of which together constitute it.
In military history, for example, 1t is customary to consider
o war an event. Yet the war consists of battles, and each
battle consists of numerous skirmishes between individual zoldiers.

The significance of the bhattle, whether it is won or lost, is
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not determined necsssarily from the outcome of any one of these
individual encounters or even by the sum of them., As a matter
of faet, the outcome of the battle may Irequently not be known
for days or weeks afterwards. The battle as such ls constituted
only in retrogpect by the commander assessing hls next move,

and most fully only by the historlan in hls study. It 1s there
that the minor events are traced from thelr antecedents to

thelr consequences, that the entlre eplsode lg glven a name,

a date, a descrliptlon and an evaluation and thus enters Into

Yirtua lly alt
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the pages of the history books,
readlly lend themselves to & simllar analysis, the election

of a natlonal presldent, for example, the enactment of a law, or
the development of an economle catastrophe. It 1s a fundamental
characteriatic of the struacture of nlstory that events can in-
evitably be subdivlided into lesser ones, and that they can be
merged into more comprehenslve ones, and that they are inter.
preted only in retrospect. This baslc characteristic of events.
iz mltigated amﬁ to some extent obscured both by the speed and
completeness of modern communicatlon no less than by our own
nighly developed sense of history that prompts us to record

our actlons both publlic and private In great detall when we

concelve them to have hilstorical significance at all.
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Az we revliew the events of which history seemz to be com-
posed we note a gpectrum from the most consequential to the
most trivial. The task of the historian is to select from the
manlfold events those of consequence and to consbtrue them in
thelr relatlionshlips to one another. Thls preoccupation of the
historian with historical signiflicances makes 1t easy 1if not
necesgsary for him to ignore the theoretical implications of the
multitude of lesser events. These are constituted of a virtual

onl
Iinfinlty of events and the historian refers to themﬂghgn it

sulte hils purposes. And if we put the questlion to hig'bluntly
and ask whether it was not true that the single event, the PFall
of Rome, conslsted 1n reallity of an aggregate of lesser events,
such as the separate acts of the individuszsl barbarians who
plundered the city, and 1f we ask him if the American Revolution
dld not consist of many Individual acts and events too numerous
to be recorded, not the least of which were the hoof-beats of
Paul Revere's horse on the way to Lexington, would he not have °
to agree? Indeed, he might confess that all events with which
he dealt were mere loglcal summarles of numerous physical events,
such as ég$§-1ndividual actlionsof each human being. It is true
that the events wlth whlch the pages of our history books are
fllled are those of great presumed conseguence, but that is no
reason why we should not, and indeed why we must net consider

every motion and every change that we observe, no matter how
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Insignificant, to be an event; and not only what we observe,

but also what we might reasonsbly expect to observe 1f we were
everywhere pressnt in all situatlions. When we follow this
argument to its loglcal and necesgary conclusion, we will ap-
pear to be lapsing into absurdity. It 1s precisely the fear

of such absurdity that tends to block the argument in its search
for clarlity. It is characteristlc of our thoughts that they

are as 1t were encompassed by absurdity, which 1s avolded only
by the conventlonal restraint that propriety imposes upon reason.
Let us be courageous In the face of apparent absurdity, and
pursue the argument nonetheless, confldent that if the‘thought

1s correct, the absurdities will in the end cancel one ancther

like unknown factors in the solution of a mathematical equatlon.

Accordingly, we shall have to postulate as events the set-
tling of each snowflake and the falling of each raindrop and
likewlise each of the rapid beats of a hummling blrds wings. And,
of course, not only each word that we speak, but every oscil-
lation of the ailr that occuples its interval in time and con-
stitutes the sound wave. And from a sclentific viewpoint, each
of the electro-magnetlc waves of radio or light must be classed
as events. Finally, if 2all molecules, atomsg, and sub-atomlc
particles are to be conslidered objects, then thelr motions and
expecially thelr collisions must be Interpreted as events. Thus
Indeed physicél theory does Interpret them, construing them as
objects and events in a system of reality far beyond our actual

experlience.
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There is a second amblguliy in the structure of historical
degsceription that deserves our attentlion. We spoke of the fact
that the event appears as a turnlng point of history. We men-
tloned that the event as such possesses no functional duration;
in the fabrice of history 1t appears as a point. At the sanme

devnpn shrated
Yime, we aad % that the indivldual event may be dlssolved

into an aggregate of smaller, lesser events, and lndeed we
showed that thils conslideration might be carried to sn absurd
conclusion. ¥Yel time has extent; 1t possesses duration, and
the divisive quallty of events 1lg inadeguate to do 3u§%ic& to
the duration of time. We may recognlze an analogous sltuation
in the relatlionshlp between the point and the line, a dlspro-
portion which ls resolved through the notion of Infinity. One

mlght argue, that as an Infinite number of polnts serve to exe

plain & line, 1f indeed they do, so an infinlte number of events

succeedlng one another would serve to explaln and fulfill an
interval in tlime. Even 1f 1% were theoretically valid, which
1% may or may not be, such an argument should be useless in a
clireumgtance where our interest 1s attracted to a partlicular

event, this belng consldered hlstorlecally unlque and dominant.

The indeflinlte extent of time 1s separated into specified
duratlions by events. . In@é@&r as each of thepe events 1s a
point of division in an expanse of time, 1t 1s considered in-

stantaneous, but Insofar as 1t 1s real, each event 1s found

[
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In turn to possess duratlion of 1fs own, and consequently to

be susceptible to division by other events. Furthermore, we
must recognlze that in#mfar ag the continulty of time 1ls bounded
Ly two events, the segment of continuum that is separated by

the two events ls defined, and by virtue of this definition

1s capable of serving as an event in its own right. To be
specific, a year 1s separated by the strokes of midnight on

two successive New Year's Eves. These strokes of midnight,

of course, are events par excellence, but the year that 1is

determined by them, becomes by virtue of that determiﬁétion

also an event. Another telllng example is that of the First
World Wagjdaganed by 1its beginning and by its termination, a
continuum that is then capable of serving as an event, if viewed

from the proper distance and In an appropriate perspective.

The continulty of time in itself 1s undefined. It 1s the
expanse In which events, significant and trivial alike may occur.
Continulty of time 1s neutral; it is the unbiased recipient of .
negligible and monumental events alike. The contlnulty of time
and events complement one another. Thelr qualitles are con-
tradictory. We concelve contlnulty to be homogenous; the event
1s inclsive. Continulty possesses duration but no definition;

the event hasg definition, but strictly speaking, no duration.

To the extent 'that the event possesses duration, it contains
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within 1t a lesser continulty, and this in turn may be sub-
divided by lesser events. The contlnulty is undefined; it is
noticed only when an event shatters it. It may be measured
as an interval between events, but when 1t is soc measured,
when, so to speak, a fragment of continulty 1s segregated,
then by virtue of its separatlion and distinctness 1t loses
certaln ¢f the gqualities of the matrix and assumes some of
the qualities of the determinant. 1In other words, when it

is defined, continulty becomes event.
4

Though continulty in itself 1s unintelligible, there are
two significant ways in which it participates in knowledge.
We have already mentloned one of them: the contlnulty becomes
knowable in%ofar as it is interpreted as the duration between
two events. When 1t is thus described as an epoch or an in-
terval, 1t assumes as we have noted some of the gualities of
an event. The other aspect of the continuum that enters into
knowledge concerns the existence of objects in time. The ob-
Ject that endures 1s the object which no accident, no event,
befalls. It endures by virtue of the undivided continuity of
time that sustains 1lts exlstence. More than anything else
it is the enduring of objects which makes the quality of con-

tinuity aeccessible and intelligible to wus,
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The theory of hilstory starnds or falls with the definition
of the event. To the extent that the event 1s real, history
is telling, to the extent that the event proves to be a rela-
tively unreal conceptual syntheslis, reality must be sought
eleewhere than 1n history. We have already shown that the
slgnificance of events 1s attributed to them 1n historical
retrospect. Furthermore, many events that are diffuse and
protracted. are supceptlble to destructive interpretation.
When such events are analyzed, they will be‘seen to exist
only by convention; constituted of a series of slightey, and
in themselves relatively less signlficant events. But there
are other events, and these must be dear to the historian's
heart, whlch are virtually Instantaneous in their physical
occurrence. Such Instances appear to provide natural examples
of events, and whenever we refer to events 1In any context what-
soever, these physlcal events are the natural prototypes that
make such discussion meaningful. We wlll complete our analysis
of histafical thought by examining such a natural event, to
see what 1ts characteristics might be, and to discover with
what Justificatlon, if any, 1t should be construed as the

protobtype of historical eventy in general.

Cur example shall be the exploslion of an atomlc bomb over
J}'

the Japanese cityhﬂirashima. This event is most suitable for

our purpcses for several reasons: the historlans have recorded
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Tor us a profusion of detall concerning this memorable occaslon.
The history of the war to which it made an end ls known to us.
The history of sclence which made thls physilcal development
posslible, 18 likewlse familiar. Furthermore, the ﬁ&%@gggjg}

the research that culminated in the productlion of thls bowb are
matters of record. We know about the test explosion of = bémb
in the desert. The preparations that preceded this particular
filight have been carefully recorded. We have informatlon sbout
the day and the hour, the altitude and the course on which the
plane was flylng, the weather, the explosive force of %he bomb,
the height at which 1t was detonated, the time of the explosion
to the minute and to the second. The names of all the occupants
of the plane are known to us. We have made thorough investiga-
tions into the pattern of the desmtruction, injury, and death
that the explosion caused. And we now begin to have some under-
standing of the political and the soclal problems that are the
consequences of the successful application of this invention. ‘
Few events in the history of man have been more arduocusly pre-
pared, more accurately recorded, and few have had more slgnificant
consequences. Surely, If the reality of any event mlght be
designated, 1t should be the reality of the event under con-

sideration.
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What was thls event? Was 1t only the motion of the ailvrman’'s
hands that released the bomb? Was 1t the resulting fall of the
bomb, was 1t the expléﬁi@n? Or did 1t Include both? Did this
event also comprige the flight of the plane? Were pliot and
navigator partlecipants 1In 1it? And what about the techniclans
who assembled the bomb? What about the scientists who spent
vears in designing, bullding and testing 1t? Without all that
preparation the simple motlon of the man's arm should have been
without consequence. If praise or blame were t0 be attached
fo the actlon, evidently many individuals would share }n it.
Logically there is of course no reason why the necessary ex-
pansion of the event should limlt 1tself with any particular
boundary. Indeed centuries hence, when all the details that
interest us now seem insignificant, the event itself MmAy seem
to be the only occasion in the whole war or in the entlre de-
cade worthy of recognition. When we expand the event in this
way, treating 1t as an entity that might have absorbed minutes,
hours, or even days, then the event 1tself can no longer be
consldered as a single instant. Then this event will no ionger
represent the single present of one state of consciousness,
elther of the principal agent, or of any hypothetical observer.
Then the event will have been expanded 1nto a series of actions;
1t will no longer be a natural event; it will have become an

historical one.
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As there appears to be no logical limit to the natural
expanslon of the event, nelther is thelr a logical limit to
1ts division. We have been assuming that from the moment at
which the alrman began to move the lever that released the
bomb untll the heat and radiation of the explosion had wrought
thelr destruction on the ground virtually no time had elapsed.
This 1s the assumption that is fundamental to our postulate of
all 'natural' events. However as soon as we make thls postulate
explicit, its ambiguities become apparent., Physically all in-
stants are measurable, at least in theory. The event khich
seems instantaneous to us is the event which we do not care to
measure. The internal measure of an event is meaningless to us when
we presume the sequence of subordinate events defined therein to be
unalterable and inevitable. Yet, if any series of events seems in-
evitable, it does s0 only in retrospect. Such an appearance of ne-
cesgity must be attributed to the thoroughness and effectiveness of
the preparation. Presumably this airman had been selected as
a partlcularly rellable and stable fellow who could be trusted
to carry out his misslion according to orders and not to change
his mind at the last moment., Prince Hamlet, obviously, would
not have been the man for this Job. If care had been taken to
remove all chance of fallure of mental processes, llkewise the
mechanism for the bomb's release had presumably been tried and

tested and Inspected to the point where accidental retention of
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the bomb in 1ts bay had become quite unlikely. The detonation
of the atomlc explosion itself had been prepared at great ex-
pense by many skilled and talented men over a period of many
years. All these efforts had been expended precisely in order
that the particular event in question should become integral,
that the bomb should fulfill its intended function without
fail. It appears that meticulous preparation had made this
explosion posslble, and when that preparation had advanced

fo a certain polint, the event had become lnevitable. Essentially
then it 1Is a tribute to the success of this planning that we
now designate the entire sequence of effort with reference to

but a slingle event.

It may be sald that the apparent unity of the event is the
interpretation with which we subsequently designate it. The
lower limit of duration that we are able to recognize, the
shortest Instant that enters into our consclousness, 1s variable,
depending upon the physiological and psychological disposition
of our minds. Yet even beyond this limit, we have instruments
that will record for us events of infinitesimal duration. Let
us look agaln at these ten or fifteen or thirty seconds to in-
qulre whether we might not rationally suppose that an accident
might have lntervened to destroy the unity of the event. If

such an accident is concelvable, it might have made that event
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entirely different. The outcome mlght well have been reversed;
looking from the plane down onto the c¢ity, success shouwld have
been turned into fallure; looklng from the clty up to the plane,
the wrath of hell should have been averted by the act of a pro-

tecting delty.

The alrman was presumably in the best of health and of
sound mind. Even so, after his hand had begun to engage what-
ever levers were to be pulled or to touch whatever buttons had
fto be pressed, there was yet time for an accldent of mind or
body to interrupt these events that had already bvegun. The
physiclans have many explanations for sudden mental or physical
fallure: to list them here ls not essentlal. Sudden, unexplalned
death, for example, is far more frequent than mogt people recog-
nize, Whille the 1lnclderce of unheralded death is such as to
make it unlikely within a speciflc short span of time, its oc-
currence 1s by no means 1lncredible. It is concelvable that
such an aceldent entirely unfomseen might have reversed the
course of thils event. Fer practlecal purposes 1t 1s impossible
Lo designate that mathematlcal polnt in time to which the action
should have had to proceed iIn order to become ilrreversible and
irretrievable. Almost certainly that was a variable moment,
affected by unpredictable local mechanieal factors. We cannot

discover that particular moment; we have no way of determlning
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the critlical mathematical instant, and even if we did, the con-
tinulty of our motlons should make such & moment, prasumably

defined in terms of millilonths of a second, meaningless. Whab-
ever we plan, we do 1t in such a way as to exceed that critical

instant by a generous interval. Obviously, in practice the

critical instant is never defined. Suffice 1{ t0 bitephdd.

peyond a certaln limit of accuracy, further precision In measuring
the critical instant is of no psychological meaning, becauss

of the grossness of our sensory and motor responses. Mathematically,
the critical moment could be carried to an unending number of

decimal places. Historically such calculation has no peaning.

Let us assume for purposes of discussion that the event
might consistently be 1dentified with some discrete interval
in time, such as for instance the moticn of the airman's arm,
the time of the bomb's falling, or even so long an interval
as the flight of the plane. We may also, for example, equate
the event with the physical expleosion of the bemb., In any case,
the event so postulated 1s meaningless without reference to :
the historical framework ing# which it belongs. 1t obtalns
slgnificance from 1ts antecedents and from its consequences,
and it will not stand unsupported without them. The hisﬁxrical
signiflicance of events 1s projected upon them. There is no

phyelical or blelogical deseription of the particular motion
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which wlill enable us to ldentify 1t as the eruclal one. If

we wish to understand the meaning of that event, we shall have
to look afleld from the simple physlcal movement of an arm,
and even beyond the fact of the expleszslon of a thermonuclear
device, to such remote conslderations as the triumph of the
physical sclence which made such an explosion possible, to

the deaths of tens of thousands of human beings of whieh it
was the Immedlate cause, and to the new age in human history

of which 1t was the beginning.

A
As we contemplate events in general, we recognize that

thelr structure 1s based on the assumptlion of the individusl's
presence. We construe events as if we ourselves were present

a2t thelr occurrence. With this assumption the entire frame-
work of historical thought receives deflinitlon and orlentatlon.
Indeed, it is probably one of the most consequential errors of
our Intellectual tradition to attempt to depersonalize the even§
and to construe 1t as having potentlal cor actual existence apart
from any cbserver. In other words, T judge the event as if it
were happening now, as 1f T were 1ts most intimate witness. I
Judge the event as 1f I partleipated in it, as 1f 1%t were sub-
Ject to the same necesslity and as if it were expressive of the

same freedom that characterize all my actions.
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From all that we have sald 1t will be evident that the
event as we recognlze 1t does not necessarily exlist in nature,
but that 1t can be conslstently understood only as an inter-
pretation Imposed by our minds upon natursl phenomena., This
1 not to deny that the event must possess an intimate dependence
upon some natural necessity. But 1t is Important to understand
that the event does not exist in nature in any way comparable
or approximate to the way In which 1t exlists for the human
mind. Hence we shall be forced to deny the natural r%ality
of the event as such. We must postulate it to be an invention
of the human mind for the same reason that we must subsequently
deny the natural reallty of the cobject and postulate the ob-
Jeet as it is appercelved alsce Lo be an invention of mind.

Our reason for assuming that the event as such does not exist
in nature lg analogous to our reason for assuming that the ob-
Jeet as such does not sxist in nature: the definitions both
of the event and of the obJect are inconsistent, haphazard,

and apparently arbltrary. The event appears to derive its
characterlstics from the intentlon wlth which it 1s postulated.
Tt may be subdlvided into lesser events; 1t may be merged into
larger ones. The structure of the event, accordingly, 1s not
predetermined by nature. It becomes explicable only as a pro-
duct of our interpretation. The world of events no less than
the world of objects 1s an interpreted world that exists for our
minds. It is a world that our mlnds are continulngly creating

from the raw givenness of experience.
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We may now attempt to relate our dlscussion of history
with our concern for reality. In view of our discussion of
tlme, we may ask onece more, what 1s reality? Specifically we
must aslk, what 1s the reallty of history? All ocur analysis
pointys to the fact that events should be real for us, inasmuch
az they represent the sole organlzation of time that makes it
signlificant. However, the inconalstency of events as we pos-
tulate them leads us to sugpect that 1n themselves events are
less than real, and since they are so demonstrably dependent
upon our thought, they could hardly be Intrinslc exprégaimns
of nature. On the other hand, the continulty or duration out
of which events arise and inte which they merge is relatively
unreal to us, because 1t Is ilnaccessible $o ocur knowledge. Yet
becaus%ﬁtne constancy and effectiveness of thils continuity, we
might well postulate that 1t possessed reallty In itself even
though that reality were 1naceessible to ocur minds. To our
knowledge, this reality of the continulty of time would be a
negatlive reallty, a reallty appearing to complement the fallibility
of events. Tt would be an error to lmply that the amblgulty
and uncertainty of a logleal understanding of time in any respect
would disparage its reallity. As we stated 1ln the definition,
if reality is to have meaning at all, this meaning must be de-

rived from our experience. The analysis has shown that our
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conceptival apprehension of the reallty of time 1s not entirely
sufflelent. Yet we entertaln no doubts that our experience of
time 1s real. When the conteptual description ls tested against
the experlence which 1t purports to describe and whilch it pre-
sumes to exhaust, then dlscrepancles become apparent, and these
dlserepancies are of great methodologilcal importance. They are
important not, as might be erroneously assumed, because they
should disparage reality; their importance, is rather to demon-
strate and to prove the absolute qualitative difference between
reallty and our concepts of 1t. By the same argument: 1t would
also be an error to construe our concepts of time as entirely

Inadequate merely because ilrreconcilable conflicts between con-

cept and experience have appesred.

We are able to arrive at certaln conclusions concerning
reallty which 1t will be worthwhile to summarize. Nature, or
the real world, 1s in process of change. Perhaps, we should
express The negatlive of thls recognitlon, to say that we have
no reason to assume that nature remains constant. Very many
objects close to us visibly participate in this process of
change. Those that are apparently enduring will be found sub-
Ject to the same alteratlons, provided they are given sufficient
time and subjected to sufficiently minute scrutiny. We con-

clude also that the event is not real, because 1t is so evidently
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subJect to personal, almost arbitrary constructlon. We interpret
the esvent as a psychologlecal reaction to change which we cannot
otherwise comprehend. Change appears as a genulne pvroperty of
temporal duration. Paradoxlcally, we are able to recognize
duration only as sameness; hence our recognition of continuity
implies a certaln deceptlion. We recognize an object as being
continuous, we recognlze 2 process as continulng, when thelr
change 1s so gradual as not to be recognized by us at all, or
at least so gradual that our minds are able to compensate for
the change. Such change as we recognize appears ingténtaneous.
Inasmuch as it is a demonstrable hablt of mind to deny gradual
change, and inasmuch as we observe our recognition of change

to be dependent upon lts rate, we may infer that our historical
construction of duration and event is an illusion imposed upon
reality by the particular structure of our minds. At the same
time, we may assume that our conceptual knowledge of time is

a potent instrument that enables us to accommedde curselves

to the change, rapld or slow, in which we know nature to con-
slst. In other words, even if our concepts of time are not
adequate to its reality, nonetheless these concepts in them-
selves possess unique value in facilltating our constructive

reiationshlp to natural time.
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By the same token, our lnabllity bto achleve a satlsfactory
logical representation of temporal events ls a source of per-
plexlity and of continulng anxlety for us. Time 18 real and
happenings in time are real. We ocurselves are born and die,
and between birth and death, those two events that we under-
stand leagt, we live cut our lives for a duration which how-
ever accurately we may measure 1t with instruments, will none-
theless be both infinite and Infinifesimal for us. We are at
a lozg to interpret the temporal significance and dimsngions
of our existence, of things that befall us, and of thiggs
that we cause to happen, We are dlsmayed by our inability to
explaln In a manner free of contradiction what happened before
us in time}what happens with us, and what will happen after us;
cur minds seem Iincapable of formulating a clear and consistent
pleture, of giving a meaningful account of the events and duration
that comprise the span of our lives. The reallty that we ex-
perience in history exlsts indeed, but our logical analysis of
history falls to exhaust it. The future, however inevitably
it devolves upon us as the present, is forever closed to our
knowledge., The past 1s lost to our direct cognltion almost
ag soon as 1t appears. Hardly do we recognize our actions

before they have vanlshed into a past where they are as in-

accessible to ,us as are the dead. With the fralilty of our
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memory we deslre Lo capture the fleebting hours, months, and
vears; in ordery to remind us tanglibly we bulld monuments for
curaslves and to ourselves. These monuments, whether of words

or of stone, decay early or late. If it bs not our own monu-
ments that crumble before our eyes, 1t will be those that

others have wishfully founded. fAs surely as we are wlitnesses

to the corrosion of the monuments of our fathers, 30 our children

shall be witnesses to the degtruction of ours.
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The Reallity of Space

The analysls of our experlence of space and the evaluation
of 1ts reallty will be simpler becauss we may he gulded by the
analegy of space with the reality of time which we have Just
discussed. When one first considers both space and time, one
entertaing an overwhelmlng prejudice in favor of their unguali-
fled reality. This reality appears to be ecertlified by all the
measurements to which time and space may be subjected and by
the many formulag in which the relatlonships between them may
be expressed. The notlons of space and time are so firmly en-
grained In our hablts of thought that we find 1t difficult to
belleve that space and time might not exlst exactly as we have
always imaglned them. Our attitudes towarsd apace and time are

5?(1 [ ar\(.,\ +ime-
nhabits of miﬁd;(§hﬁﬁ are nobt tanglible and we dlstort them 1if
we attempt to make them so. Under the clrcumstances we must
resort to an indirect method of exposition, demonastrating the
characterlistices of these conceptlons in a negative fashion,
by examlnlng in detall all thelr implications and by carrying

e_

- to thelr logical concluslons. We have already shown that

the distincetlon between the present and past in time 1s amblguous.
rodc-_r.'hoﬂ—

The future appears a mere chronologleal
the antlicipation of all events that have not yet fully entered

Into conselousness. Perhaps equally lmportant 1s the clireumsbance
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that the record of time as we commonly view 1it, events inter-

spersed by duratlon, 1s equivocal. Evidently dependent upon
as they ace

the individual's point of vi.ﬁc events themselves may not be

consgidered absolutely real. Duration as such 1s entirely in-

accessible to us, We may choose to hypothesize that time is

real, but we cannot escape the recognition that our apprehen-

sion of tlme does not attaln to that reality. The dlscussion

of gpace encounters similar anomalies.

When 1t 1g critically serutinized, the dlstinction between
space and time, usually sasccepted as the basis of all our thinking,
sclentiflic and non-sclentiflc alike, may prove not wholly Justl-
fied. Indeed, our notion of time will become clearer when it
is recognized to be admixed with notlons of apace.,  We have
gshown the difficulty a@ defining the moment in any way except
gubjectlvely. Future and past are projections of the pregent,
They are concelved of as pospessing extenslon, and extension
ig an emlnently spatial attribute. Conversely when we attempt
to include the present of consclousness in this scheme of ex-
tended time, 1t becomes a mere point of division incapable of
sustalning the fullness of experience. It appears that we can-
not complete cur experience of time without reference %o apace.

.:DUro:\'(Oﬁ-—- . . \ 'i* CJOE’..._S
bar-coneepby-ofldme . Dossessing extension as bleageedde , already

presupposesan experience of space.
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Simllarly, our understanding of space reguires and implies
a vtemporal sequence. For example, we obtaln experience of a
gtralght line by permlitting our eyes to traverse the extent of
the line from one end to the other. We consider that percepilon

Instantaneous only because the pericd of time Involved is very

infecence.
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and time to be absolubtely separable. FEven the perception that
requires a minlmum of motion, e.g., the recognltion of a point,
4

requires an interval of time which we cannot subjectively per-
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vabien, Thls apparent Instantaneousness of rerception on the

one hand and the apparent endurance of sxtended objects, their
constancy and Immutability on She other, cause us to assume Bpace
and time to be separable. The distlnetion between space and time
mast be sccepted not necessarily as a distinction in nature, but
a8 an Intellectual convention grounded in primary apperceptual
experlence, Space, on the other hand, dsalgnates a quallty of
our awarensss of ftactlle and visusl impressions. Thus space is
characterlstically recognized in the present.. Space 1s not re-
membered; 1ts reallty ls conflrmed by contlnuing sensory gxperi-
ence. As.goon as T shut my eyes, the impression of spaclousness

is &rastically_m@difi@dv We assume that space 1is everywhere the



264 111-93

same because of the implicit comparisons that we are accustomed
to make between our spatial experiences in one location and
in another. We may ask whether this ldentity reflects the

homogenelty of space or the ilnertia and consistency of mind.

Arguments concernlng space have traditionally concerned
themselves with the problem whether space is empty or filled
with matter, whether a perfect vacuum is possible, in what
way obJects are able to act upon one another at a distance,
and speclfically, how light is transmitted through spate,
These problems remain unsolved, still sources of perplexity
for the physicist. The signlificance of these questions be-
comes more apparent when they are traced back to the common
hypothesis that space 1s the medium in which objects exist.
It is presupposed that obJects are primarily known to us, and
1t seems superfluous to inquire about their actuality. All
problems concerning space willl assume an entirely new appearance,
1f one asks not primarily what space 1s, but if one begins
from the beginning to 1nquire what objects are. Evidently
we do not recognize space as such; we discover space as our
hypothesls of the relationship between objects. Consequently
it is logical to begin an examination of the reallty of space
by taking.a closer look at our perceptual experience of ob-

Jeets.
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The description and analysis of objects are frequently
pursued by investigating thelr parts. The processes by which
our visual apperceptions distinguish entities in the world
about us are extended, frequently with the ald of instruments
that reveal microscople structure. However, the range of the
microscope 18 in turn increased by rational inference and pos-
tulate, so much so that modern sclence concelves of nature
predominantly on a mlcroscopic or sub-microscopic scale. For
example, we think of the human body as conslisting of organs,
tissues, cells, flbers, nuclel, molecules, and ultimately
atoms and sub-atomlc particles., Comparably analytic schemes

have been elaborated for vegetable and lnorganic obJects.
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If one traces the analysis of an object into 1ts minutest
parts, one may observe that with each subdivision an element
of specificity will be lost. By the same token that the whole
1s more than its parts, the differential between the sum of
the parts and the whole may be construed as an opportunity
for mind to construct a functionally effective conceptual
framework for explaining and predicting the function of the
larger entity. The analysis of objects has great functional
effectlveness, but the parts cannot be considered real equivalents
to the whole. Thus, when for example an organ 1is saié to con-
sist of tlssues, and tissues of cells, the cells do not ex-
plain the tissue, and the tissues do not explain the organ.
Likewlse, the pencil lines do not explain the drawingvand the
analysis of the vibration does not explain the guality of the
tone. All such analyses are primarily conceptual; they aid
our minds in understanding and controlling the natural processes
before them. Likewise the microtheory of science must not be '
expected to demonstrate or to explain the reality of the obJject
itself. If we wish to describe objects in their reality we
cannot content ourselves with the analysis of objects into
their parts, for whatever object 1s the polnt of our concern,

that object must be comprehended of itself, and if such com-

prehension 1s faulty, no amount of division can save it.
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The fact that the subdivislion of objects 1s not the route
teo their reallty wlll disconcert many students of modern
science., It 1s, however, a discovery familliar to poets and
artists whose efforts to describe reality have never gone
so far afield from every_day experlence as those of the scl-
entist. When philosophers attempt to analyze the problem
of reality, they frequently ellcit smiles from thelr audlences,
when they refer to obJects so homely as chalrs, tables, and
beds and then proceed to discourse on chairness, or tﬁbleness,
or bedness. The implication 1s that the obJects which are
familiar to us are indeed the prime examples of objective
reallity. If we hope to deflne reallty, we shall presumably
have to learn to do so in terms of Jjust such obJects. Nor can
we escape the recognition that the obJects of microscopy and
microtheory not only offer no solutions to the problem of re-
ality, but borrow their substance from the analogy with visible
and tangible physical objects. If we cannot explain the re-
ality of thls stone or of this bhall to our satisfaction, we
shall be hard pressed to explain the reality of atoms and of

galaxles.

The world as we nalvely recognize 1t is primarily a world
of obJects in space, because at any given moment our sensory

impressions are much more powerful than our memories. What
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I see before me in this instant i1s as a rule eminently more

real to me than the memory of what I dld or saw in another

hour. The simple obJjects of which we have knowledge are those
that surround us from moment to moment. Primary to us is the
human body upon which our life depends. We recognlze as ob-
Ject the food with which we nourish it, household furnishings,
houses, implements and tools of various kinds. Many of the
objects of which we are most pointedly aware are man-made;

thus we possess a particularly valid functional knowledge of
them, along with clrcumstantial notions concerning thé&r origin.
Although we are conversant with the natural history of such
obJects, knowing thelr origin and their transience, yet at

the moment in which they provide for us an image of reality,

we implicitly delude ourselves with the wish that they might

be permanent. The child's sorrow over his broken toy may

serve as a remlnder of our natural, naive affection for phys-
lcal objects. It is true that for most men the chagrin about °
the object lost has been obscured by superficlality or sophisti-
cation. But the poet knows that when a familiar object 1s lost,

there is a temporary distortion of our view of reality and we

are saddened. ﬁdg,'Thdfsadness is transient; There seems

always a mitigating dullness to such experience, permitting us
to forget our losses. The more mature we are emotionally, the

oy \083(98
more qulckly we recover from them and proceed to form new
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attachments with other objects of which we become fond. We
are reasdlly reconciled with the loss of an obJect although at
apparentty

the time of 1ts actuallty 1t was an adeguate and  indlspensable

repregentation of reality for us.

If our sense of reallty depends more upon perceptions in
space than upon memories In time, the primary assurance of
reality seems to be derived from our acquaintance with familiar
objects ilmmedlately about us, such as we use from day to day
with affection and assurance. The number of such objeats is
great, and we have been provident that our relationships with
them should be intimate, pleasant, and undisturbed. From the
time of Homer, one of the chief tasks of poetry has been the
description of such physical objects, to the end that our at-
tentlon should be attracted to them and our appreciation of
them enhanced. Not infrequently we become fond of such ob-
Jects, demanding that they should remain near us, that we
might know them in all thelr aspects. We require that they
be constant and enduring, that they last through our lifetime
and through that of our chlldren. For these reasons we select
the precious metals, silver and gold, impervious to rust as
they are, and the hard and brilliant dlamond as symbols of the
reality of objects. In many respects the works of art with which

we delight 1n surrounding ourselves are similar tokens of reality.
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Famlliar objects satisfy our desire for access and com-
munion with an enduring reality. Although such objects are
distinguished from the conceptual totallity of the physical
world through our familiarity with them, we harbor at the
same time the rational inference that the reality of all other
objects in the world should be comparable to the reallty of
these familiar things. The house and the garden in which we
live represent to us the prototypes of all physical worlds
that we may ever imagine. Our image of the physical yPrld
as the totality of all possible objects must be understood as
a logical proJection from this famililar microcosm of our im-
medlate vicinity. Other than this we have no experience of
world. World 1s not, in fact, a summary of what we have seen
or heard or felt; world is the logical expansion and magnifica-
tion of familiar experlences. This expansion relies upon such
concepts as 'all', 'every', 'always', 'forever', 'infinite’',
'endless', 'eternal!, 'unending'. With these terms we refer
to what 1s never directly accessible to our experience. The
validity of an expansion of our thought into such cosmlc di-
mensions depends at least in part upon the correctness of the

familiar experience. If the experlence of famlliar objects

did not stand scrutiny, then all meaningful expansion into
few ofe.

2: dimensions would be precluded. We recognize a mutual
dur imasu native mJ echions Hewa .
reinforcement between familiar experlences and - wfarrberates

L, A N 4

When we wish to estimate the ultimate validity of our knowledge,

we should be well-advised to question them both.
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We invariably assume that objects should be given in nature,
but a critical review of our experience provides no evidence to
this effect. It 1s true that a few of the familiar objects for
which we care are in fact discrete, identical, and unchangling
throughout the period of our association with them, thus fulfil-
ling the requirements of obJectlvity that we have suggested.
However the number of such objects is relatively small. Con-
sider wind, fire, or light? Where is their boundary, their
sameness, thelr constancy? Consider for that matter t?e human
body itself, contlnuously in process of change. There is no
chemical constituent in the body which is not known to be con-
stantly absorbed, altered, and excreted. Although we assume
that our material being wasfof the same substance from day to
day, tﬁaérimagined ldentity 1s no greater than the sameness of
the river whose banks confine it to a more or less accustomed
course. And literally, what object in our environment is it
that 1in ten or twenty or ten thousand years will be the same
as 1t 18 now? What can we hold in our hands that will not
crumble or decay? Yet all this evidence of transience notwith-
standing, 1s there any obJect of which our apperceptive faculties
do not demand that 1t be permanent and unchanging? It is a
fundamental postulate of our minds that an obJect should be
one, limited in space, and enduring in time. How shall we recon-
clle our demands of reality with its evident inabllity to ful-
fill them?
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We systematically lgnore the transience of most of our
physical environment. We do not lament the evaporation of
water or the melting of snow; we accept the brief lifespan
of animals, even our own as inevitable and necessary. Yet
evidence of our concern is afforded by the quality of the ob-
Jects which we especially prize, whose value depends largely
upon their resistance to corrosion and decay. The inertness
of precious metals, the hardness of the dlamond that we prize
suggest how vitally concerned we are with their impervious-
ness to time. As our historical awareness becomes mor; acute,
and as we reallze the comparison and competition of other times
with our own, a different kind of Judgment asserts 1tself,
and we begin to value physical objects for their presumed his-
torical uniqueness. The destruction wrought by history is
qualitatively different from the physical destruction of ob-
Jects'but 1t 1s no less real. RHistory destroys by making ir-
relevant, by replacing with an equivalent or an improvement.
Consequently we desire also that obJjects familiar to us should
be hilstoricalily unique, inasmuch as such historical unlqueness
would appear to invest the object with a significance that

certifies to 1ts reality.
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This 1implicit contradiction in our definition of the ob-
Ject, this perennial source of dissatisfaction and disappoint-
ment with the definition of matter, 1s no recent discovery. In-
deed, 1t 1s one of the earliest and still one of the greatest
discoveries of philosophical thought. One of the most monu-
mental attempts of philosophy has been the separation of that
portion or aspect of the object whilch perishes from that which
appears to be permanent and enduring. We are so deeply com-
mitted to the preservation of the obJect as such that we are
wllling to transfer its reallty to a conceptual spher;, as-
suming that there 1t should remain impervious to physical
destruction. To this end we will not hesitate to condemn a
physical object 1n its phenomenal appearance to nothingness.
Such was the Platonic distinction between form and matter,
and the tenaclty with which this concept and its analogues
persist in modern thought suggests the fundamental validity
of this attempted solution. A primary consequence of the dis-
tinctlon between form and matter is the preservation in its
integrity of the object apperceived. The form is that part
of the object which 1s indestructible, unchangeable, unaffected
by the hazards of time. Matter is the undefined quality that
1s conjoined wlth form when form becomes manifest in the specific

object before our eyes. The logical difficulties implicit in

this distinction have from the time of Aristotle made it unpopular
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as an expliclt physical theory. Nonetheless, attempts to
separate a formal quality of the physical object distinct
from an indetermlnate, neutral substrate is still a gulding
principle of modern thought. This is the attempt to isolate
a physical or mathematical structure of the object and to ex-
plain its actuality in terms of that structure. In spite of
the complexity of its mathematical apparatus and in spite of
the sophistication of 1ts instruments, the goal of modern
physics remains essentlially the same: the definition ?f laws
as the formal characteristics of obJjects. We need only men-
tion the significance attributed to the formal arrangement
of the atoms 1in the chemical molecule; the bold plan to re-
solve all obJjects into systems of elementary particles ar-
ranged according to mathematical laws. If ever there was an
attempt to expand and to apply an eidetic theory to actual

phenomena, we dilscover it in modern thought.

This is a monument to the power of the human mind that the
difficulties of reality should find an attempted solution in
what appears on the surface to be a purely arbltrary and super-
fluous distinction. For, on the surface there is no cause for
separating form from matter. In the concrete object they can-
not be diétinguished. Matter is unintelligible except it have

form, and forﬁ 18 1ncapable of existing except it be sustalned
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by matter. Matterless form and formless matter both seem -
utterly beyond the bounds of experience. Not only does a theory
of form provide explanation for the quallities of obJects that
are presumed eternal, but 1t 1s also a most suitable representa-
tion of our firmly engrained propensity ﬁw‘distinguishing ob-
Jects by their shape. The remarkable implications of this
abllity are not usually recognized. Conslder for example a

tree in nature, a photograph of a tree, a drawlng of a tree,

a reproductlon of the tree in stone or brass; vary the dimensions
in whatever way you wish; enlarge the image or reduce lt, yet
even a child will tell you when you ask him what all these
things are, that they are all trees. Indeed, the child might
not be able to ldentlfy one as a picture of a tree and another
as the sculpture of a tree and a third as the tree itself.

He will call all of them trees, and he may have some difficulty
in defining the logical differences between the various images.
Functionally, of course, neither the drawing nor the sculpture
nor the photograph have any simllarities to trees whatsoever.
Merely the shape or outline is reminiscent. Suppose there were
an instrument that performed all the blochemlcal functions of a
tree and that possessed the ldentical chemical structure. With-
out the appearance of the tree we should give 1t the name of
tree only with some effort. We may conclude that the identi-

fication of objects depends not so much on our appraisal of
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their internal structure or function, nor on our understanding
of their history or of thelr destiny, but to a pre-eminent
degree solely upon thelr appearance. To our way of thinking,

it is the shape, the form, which 1s the sole determinant of

the varlous objects that we call trees. This reliance upon

the appearance and shape for identification of the tree should
be construed as a consequence of our perceptual relationship

to nature. Plato relled on thls strong bond that comes to ex-
ist in our minds between the appearance and the reality of an
object when he invented the bold hypothesis that there‘must
somewhere be an archetype, an idea, a pure form of the tree

by virtue of participation in which all examples of trees derive
thelr 'treeness'. The Platonic hypothesis expresses the 1in-
ference that there must be somethlng about this object which

is indestructible, which will survive the individual catastrophies

to which all physical objects are manifestly susceptible.

If one proceeds from the definition of form, and then de-
siring to apply this definition to experience, attempts to
discern 1ts concrete characteristics, he will encounter much
difficulty in 1ldentifying form with any particular part of the
object or with any particular function of 1t. When, however,
one lookslat this questlion more directly, simply following the

pattern of liﬂguistic usage, the assumption readily presents



277 111106

l1tself that form and shape should be identified with one another.
A philological approach to the problem would surely suggest such
an identification: form derives 1ts meaning from the notions

of shape and appearance. This interpretation of form as ap-
pearance agrees wlth the original Platonic derivation of form
from image. Our primary perceptual relationship to physical
objects conslsts in our appraisal of thelr external shape or
appearance. We recognize, we Know, we remember objects by
recalling to our minds how they appeared on prior occafions.

Indeed, to most obJects in the world of our experlence we have

no other relatlonship than that of perceiving their shape or form.

The conceptual distinction of form from the totality of
the object provides a rational basis upon which generallizations
concerning the world may be attempted. Implicit in all theory
of form is the assumptlion that the specific presentation of an
object in a given instance is not unique or exhaustive of 1it.
It is implied that the laws which the obJect obeys and the
generic qualities of which it partakes may be abstracted from
the particular case. These, having been discovered and identi-
fied on this occasion, may subsequently be applied to a large
and as yet undefined group of objects of the same class. This
definition of form anticipates the purpose of all modern sci-

entific research. While the form of an object is most commonly
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equated with 1ts shape or appearance, there 18 no reason why

other constant characteristics to the particular obJect by

which 1t comes to be recognlzed should not be considered formal.
Thls 1is particularly the case as we turn from phenomena in which
we experlence nature through momentary confrontation to conceptual
constructions, which however useful they may be to our under-
standling and oxgemmodation to nature, must yet be considered
relatively less real and accordingly, not entirely appropriate

for inclusion within the framework of the present analysis.
4

Perhaps 1t 1s appropriate to state here expllicitly what we
have Intimated all along: the hypothesis of our exposition 1is
that the momentary experience, which we call also the confronta-
tion with reality, should be substantially more real than the
conceptual interpretation which we construct upon it. To be
sure, the moment and what 1t can reveal to us is limited, the
experience 1s clrcumscribed. By way of contrast, the conceptuay
Interpretations upon it are bounded only by the ingenuity and
energy of mind. The validity of this our referral of reality
to the experlence in the present moment 1s one of those funda-
mental questlons which the reader has the right and the duty to
Judge for himgelf. The individual momentary experience 1s frag-
mentary ahd as a first principle 1eaves much to be desired. Yet

aside from 1t, we are at a loss for a point of beginning from
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which to proceed. For, however valid another point of begin-
ning we might discover, we could find none that should not be
required to submit itself to the Jjudgment of the present moment
in experlience. Consequently our consclousness in the present
would be required to pass critically upon all other principles
of thought. Hence the present of consciousness appears as the

decisive actuallity of mind.

Thereupon the question arises concerning the origin or
source of form. What 1s the origin of the unity of the ob-
Ject? As we approach these questlons we shall do well to ex-
amine them in the context of the simplest of objects. For ex-
ample, 1f we have before us a series of polnts located on a
line, then 1f we examine these dots closely, they will be seen
as Individual obJects, separated from one another by space.
If, however, we withdraw from the dots in question, they will
elther disappear or fuse into a line. Indeed, the visual func-
tion appears to be composed of such limiting processes. There
is nothing whatever the structure of which will not appear
changed when it is magnified or greatly diminished. Our view
of the world determines i1ts form and thls form depends at
least 1n part upon the dimension and distance from which
we view it, These considerations may lead us to a con-

clusion as follows: the particular configuration which we
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recognize as an object or unlty depends both upon our powers

of apperceptlion and upon the givenness of the object appercelved.
No object that we recognize is absolutely given, but every ob-
Ject is designated as such through a synthetic function of our
minds. Thls synthesls depends upon the capacities of the ap-
perceptive faculties: 1t 1s also dependent upon a particular
constitution of reality. The apperception is the conceptual
interpretation of that reality. This conceptual interpretation
depends upon the aculty of the apperceptive organ. It depends
also upon factors more or less accidental, such as poé&tion

and illumination. The process of apperception is repetitive

and cumulative, subJect to improvement and correction. While

the process of apperception can never comprehend nor exhaust

the reality of that which is apprehended, 1t can and does clr-
cumscribe, limit, and control that which 1s appercelved., At

the same time, there is never any a priori assurance that any
apperception of an object is valid. 1In all cases, the validity s
relative, and the process of obtaining knowledge about the physical
world 1s always only partially successful. The degree of suc-
cess obtalned cannot be measured except in pragmatic terms. A
particular apperception is always only relatively correct. It

1s correct to the extent that it agrees with and fits constructively
into a larger pattern of apperception. It is incorrect, insafar
as 1t is incongruous and contradicted by the weight_of other

evidence.
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The concept form‘!l by which we ldentify an obJectL1should
be trivial 1if i1t were absolutely equivalent with that obJject.
The obJect is more than its form. Those characteristics of
the obJect not included in the form are designated as matter.
In other words, the object is thought to consist of form and
matter; take away the form and matter will be left. The dif-
ficulty of defining matter has been recognized from the time
that the notion of form was first introduced to explain our
cognition of objects. We note that in spite of its indispensable
role in our identification of the object, the form is ;edundant
so far as the specific appearance of this objJect is concerned.
For at the moment at which I view the object its form appears
identical with it; or if object and form be dlstinguished,
then form will be tautologous. Less apparent, but no less
real a difficulty 1s the apparent uselessness of matter. In-
comprehensible and undefined, matter presents itself as an
embarrasshg by-product of the theory.

However, apart from the specific instance in which form appears to
coincide with the obJectt;::&matter seems negligible, the very limita-
tions of form that we have discussed will tend to lend to matter an

increased significance. In any particular instance our defini-

tion of the object is limited. We may be sure that the object
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itselfl, whatever 1t be, will by virtue of this limitation of
form always exceed any form that we are able'to discover about
it either now or in the future. The measure by which the ob-
Ject 1ltself exceeds the form that we have defined for 1t, we
call matter. Invarlably. our notion of form will fall to suf-
fice to the reallity of the obJect which 1t presumes to exhaust.
Many characteristics of great consequence, especially those
relevant to the obJect's capacity for cnange,do not readlly
follow from our notion of form. There are many unknown and
unpredictable phases of an object that belong to 1t n; less
surely than 1lts formal appearances. These qualities of the
object are unknown on the occasion of 1ts recognition: they

are summarized as such with the term matter. Accordingly matter
may be defined as that part of the obJect which remains when
form is removed. If form is taken to represent the totality

of that which we know about an object, then matter must comprise
the totality of that which we do not know about the object. In'
sofar as some of the unknown characteristics of the object sub-
sequently become known, matter becomes accessible to us, and

as 1t does so it becomes transmuted into form. The concept
matter expresses our premonition of the potential reality of
which we are as yet ignorant. By this definlition the import

of materiallsm iIn science becomes more apparent. Materialistic,

would be that quality of sclence that does not trust theory.
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Materialistic 1s the sclence that says: I do not make hy-
potheses. Materlallstic is the open, uncommitted approach
to nature, that attitude which ignores the form, the con-

ceptualizations that represent our knowledge of the object.

Without doubt materialism in this sense tends to be in-
Imlcal to some of the most cherished asplrations of the human
mind and offensive to some of its most pampered sensitivities.
The mind desires knowledge and 1t cannot but be offended by
the rebuffs of an epistemological negativism. That 1s‘why
materiallsm so frequently appears insulting to human nature.
For the same reason 1t is paradoxlical to construct a theory
of materlalism; materialism is the denial of theory. Nor will
it ever be possible for the materialistic scientist to remain
wholly true to the anti-theoretical presuppositions of materialism.
For he, like ourselves, cannot comprehend nature without relying
upcn such forms as his eye and his mind are capable of per-
celving 1n the natural world. Theory, as the elevation of
form to the conceptual realm, wiil always remain a betrayal
of the materiallstic postulates. It will represent a rever-
slon to the formalism against which materialism was so Justified
and so fruitful a protest in the first place. For this reason
materialish can never become the self-sufficient doctrine that

it aspires to be. Yet, if materialism is an impractical intel-
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lectual attitude, and if 1t is incapable of belng consistently
applled, at the same time it was the most successful of our
attempts to escape from the tautology and triviality into

which a formslistic view of world will inevitably lapse.

We may now examine once more the original question and
ask again "What 1s the reality of objects?" *In what way, to
what extent are objects real?" To the extent that the reality
of objects inheres in their matter, this reality 1s determined
by nature herself, and is inaccessible to us. To the extent
that the obJects possess form, their reallty 1s a reflection
of the physiologic characteristics of our perceptlons and of
our intelligence. The constancy and reliabllity that we demand
of physical obJects 1s probably almost entirely a projection
of subjective mental necessity. Objects are real to us as
we comprehend thelr forms, because form is the actuality of
our apperception of the natural world. The relationship of
form to the natural world is analogous to the relationship
of the event to the natural world in time. Likewise there
appears an analogy between duration and matter. As duration
1s the matrix required by all events that are stipulated by
mind, so matter is the substrate required of ail objects whose
form entefs into consciousness. As duration presumably contains

within 1tself the potentlality of uncounted events, so matter
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appears to conceal the potentialities of unnumbered forms. At
the same time it appears vacuous to speak of matter or of dura-
tion themselves. DBy our own admission, matter and duration are
purely negative elements in our scheme of cognition. As com-
plements of our world view they express nothing so eloquently

as the limitation of our knowledge.

The difficulties inherent in the problem of reality have
taken us through a long argument. While it might have been
possible to summarize this argument by stating its conclusions,
such a summary would most likely have remalned unconvinecing.
Before the answer becomes meaningful, the problem in its com-
plexity requires to be recognized. Reality is an indlspensable
concept. It 1s expressive of the abllity of our minds to think
effectively and cogently, to recognize and to correct the in-
evitabie shortcomings of thought. Conversely, reallty as a
concept 1mplles its opposite, the susceptibility of our minds

chose.
to error and deception. If we chaose as an hypothetical point

of view a position altogether outside the framework of our ex-

perience, a position such as the one that we would ascribe to

huwia
delty, then all that existed, ews ?ecognition of that existence

A
huwgr
and au&n gnorance of 1t as the case might be, would a%d be real,
and unreallty would have no meaning. The term reality should

be tautologous.
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By a similar argument one may conclude that reality becomes
a problem for us to the extent that we are cognizant of the
limitations of our knowledge. Those persons who are very
ignorant and who live only from the impression of one moment
to the next have no use for the concept reality; to them every-
thing is real. Likewlse those who are convinced that their
intellectual techniques have set them onto the track of truth

St ‘ il\ [ A

can dispense with the concept reality. However, to
extent we become dissatisfied with our qomprehension qf nature,
to whatever degree we recognize theiﬁgiggiity of that which we
apprehend, to that degree the concept of reality becomes mean-
ingful. Thus it becomes, like the pole star, a celestial guide
for the earth-bound wanderer. Although mind will never reach

it, the concept reality remains an indispensable reference for

all responsible thought.

In order to demonstrate the problem concerning reality,
we examined the reality of our world as 1t appears in time and
space. Nelther the event nor the obJect may be construed as
real independent of our characteristic ways of knowling. When
the intrinsic limitations of the definition of event and of
object are recognized, these limitations will ﬁreclude their
belng conéidered absolutely real. Perhaps not only the con-

clusion but even the intermediate steps of the argument have
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some general interest. If the belief 1s correct that the event
w constituent of
18 not so significant &aznature as ﬂafﬁour understanding, per-
haps we should be less insistent and more flexible in our at-
tempts to define some of the presumed events of biologlcal,
chemical, and physical phenomena. If, again, it is true that
objJects as such exist less by nature than by our need for their
decisive comprehension, some of the problems of atomism may
become more sharply focused and easler to analyze. If there
1s no absolute Jjustification for speaking of this pencil or
thls paper as objJject, because they do not in fact posg;ss the
absolute integrity that the term object necessarlily implies,
then we might reconslder our understanding of molecules, atoms,
protons or mesons, for example'or of the enzymes of blochemistry,

of sub-microscoplc particles and of astronomical dimensions

alike.

These implied criticisms of the form of our knowledge must
not be misinterpreted as being criticisms of 1ts effectiveness.
On the contrary, 1f we are able to maintain a more flexible
and less doégmatic attitude toward these forms, their effective-
ness in our thought may become even greater. If we look care-
fully, we will see that sclence has been succeésful whenever
its concepts have been plastic and mobile enough to adapt them-
selves to new situations. The recognition of the limitations
of our knowledge has never inhlblted what we in fact know, but
1t has freed us from prejudice and superstition about that con-

cerning which we are igncrant.
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Consequently it will no longer appear a paradox that our
knowledge becomes more effective when it contents itself with
being instrumental and when 1t no longer pretends to be a
reduplication of reality. Then 1t will not be incongruous
to conclude that reality 1tself should be quite impervious
to our knowledge, even though we are constantly in contact
with it. Undoubtedly there 1s a parallelism between reality
and the effectiveness of what we know. Our knowledge may be
considered effective to the extent that it conforms but lnef-
fective to the extent that 1t conflicts with reality. ‘If the
conatruction of an image of reality prevented our thought
from conforming to reality itself, then the construction of
that image would in fact have impeded our progress and com-
promised the effectiveness of our thought. The hypothesis
that reallty should ultimately be 1lnscrutable to us and that
the lmages that our minds possess should never comprehend re-
ality 1s not a denial of reason but its assertion. The con-
sequence of such a self-limitation by mind to its proper sphere
represents not a disparagement of knowledge but the prerequisite

to its ever more effective application.
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