VIL—CRITICAL NOTICES.

Uber Anmahmen. Von A. MENoNa.  Zweit .
Auflage. Published by J. A. Barth. P ex v;lrigzggl.)emete

SomE apology is needed for the tardiness of this notice of a work
which bears the date 1910. The reviewer can only plead that the
book did rct fall into his hands till late in last year and that it
deserves something better than a hurried reading.

The new edition of Uber Annakmen is considerably larger than
the ﬁrst,. as & good deal of controversy has raged over the subject
and Meinong has taken it into consideration. In Hrngland there
have been three important articles by Mr. Russell in M1np, vol. xiii
?;nd a.})roa.d there has been war to the knife with Marty. ’ Meinoné
: ﬁ.:nt;;oolfn:g:v .changes of arrangement, and, on certain points,

Everyone is or ought to be acquainted with the ihesis of
‘Mey}ong’s extraordinarily able and important work. It is that
veside acts of judgment and ideas there is an intermediate kind of
psychical state—the act of supposing—which resembles judgment
in that its content can be affirmative or negaiive, but differs from
it and resembles ideas in that it is unacecompanied by convietion
Mempng tries to show that it is necessary to assume such acts for
a variety of reasons and that they throw a light on some of the most
difficult questions in the theory of knowledge. The extreme value
of the book lies not merely in the evidence brought forward for the
existence of _suppositions, but in the discussions 4 which the search
for suppositions gives rise on all manner of difficult pointé in logic
and wl}‘za,t ‘Meinong calls  Gegenstandstheorie . There is furt}{;er
:,hconbrluuu_lton ufo Ethics and Aesthetics in Meinong’s attempt to show

€ necessity of assuming somethi itions i
t;hela\fea,lms of Feeling an(gl Volition{lg c?‘l?l\)&rable M SResane b

_Meinong does not think it necessary to prove tha, S iti
differ from judgments, but he thinks tk}x,a,t hg must prz:: %ﬁgzmt:}?gs
dxﬁer from ldea'.s. He considers that he himself has inbrospecti\;z
evidence for this difference ; but he admits thag it is better to have;
a proof. It will be remembered that Mr. Russell saw nO_reason
te Lg;ﬁffergntla,te betvaeer;l the two. Meinong’s argument on this
point 18 1maportant, for he ¢ it thr
ot ;Ens st ke onstantly appeals to it throughout the

We can suppnee negative propositions, but a negative ca.unot be
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grasped by an idea, but only by something like a judgment. The
Jatter point he attempts to prove, and, to do this, he hag to assume
certain characteristic conclusions of his theory of Cbjects of Higher
Order. A negative is certainly a complex ; and the idea of a
complex, though certainly not in any sense the suw of the ideas of
the elements, is yet ‘produced by’ these ideas s.:id cannot occur
without them. Hence if there were an idea of n-A there must
be ideas of A and of something else to serve as foundations for this
idea. At this point Meinong discusses the suggestion that proposi-
tions of the form A is not B can be reduced to onss of the form A
differs from B. Difference is the object of a produced idea; and
so, if negation could be reduced to assertion of difference, it would
be plausible to hold that there are prcduced ideas of negatives.

Meinong has a general argument which, if valid, would be fatal
to any attempt to make negatives objects of producsd ideas. It is
as follows. The judgments based on produced ide=s of complexes
and asserting the relation of their elements ars & prior: and
ncressary.  If negasives can be presented by ideas it must be by
produced ones, and negative judgments must be wccessary. But
many negative judgments are not necessary. This argument does
not seem to me satisfactory. Take Meinong's examples. It is
iwcessary that red differs from blue, but contingent that a stone
let go does nct rise from the earth. Hence the examples seem in
his favour. But take the proposition: the Vies-Chancellor of
Cambridge University in 1912 differs from the Maater of Trinivy
in 1912. This proposition is true and is about difierence which is
an object of higher order; yet it is surely as contingent as the one
about the stone. Tf this be so the fact that some negative pro-
positions are contingent is no ground for denying that negatives
may be objects of produced ideas.

T'he question whether negatives can be objects of produced ideas
seems then to remain open. But we may glance at Meinong's
special arguments against the reduction of negation so difference.
Meinong holds that you cannot identify is not’ with ¢ differs from,”
because difference has degrees whilst A is not B is a statement
incapable of degrees. Again he thinks that such an interpretation
clearly breaks down over provositions that deny existence:  Per-
petual motion does not exist’ cannot be the same us * Everything
that exists differs from perpetual motion'. Taking the second
point first we may agree that although the two propositions are
equivaleni they are not identical. On the other hand if we take
the form: “ A perpetual motion differs from any mofion that exists,’
it is not so clear that this proposition differs from what we are
thinking about when we assert that perpetual motion does not exist.
As the word ‘is’ is so ambiguous we may fairly expset ‘is not’ to
have several different meanings. The interpretation of ‘is not’ by
“differs trom ’ is most natural where ‘is’ asserts identity as in < Mr.
Asquith is the Prime Minister’. If it is to be valid eisewhere we
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must suppose that all other meanings of ‘is’ can be reduced to
assertions of identity in some respect. The mcst commor ©ss of
‘is’ is to express inherence as in  the pillar-box isred’. You cannot
deny this by asserting that the pillar-box differs from red, for this
is s0 whather it be red or not. On the other hand *the pillar-box
differs in colour from everything that is red’ is the denial of ¢ the
pillar-box is identical in colour with something that is red,’ which is
certainly not what was meart by asserting that the pillar-box is red.
So I think we may agree with Meinong that not all negations can
be reduced to assertions of difference. At the same time his
argument that difference has degrees does not seem to me valid
since ‘difference in some degree,” which is what the proposed
substitution has in mind, has no degrees.

In Chapter V. Meinong has an argumentum ad hominem against
Mr. Russell's view that supposition may be merely ideas. His
argument is that Mr. Russell admits that in judgments there
is a difference of content according as the proposition judged is
positive or negative. But there cannot be such a difference in
ideas. This does not seem to me a strong argument even ad
hominem. Tt two sorts of act can grasp the same object it does
not follow that because in acts of one kind there is a difference of
content corresponding to differences in the object there must be
differences of content in acts of the other kind. ~Moreover I do not
see why it should be certain that there are not such differences of
content in ideas, in view of the notorious difficulty of discovering
anything about content by direct introspection. Finally I do not
think that it is nearly so certain that there is a difference of content
between the supposition of P and the supposition of not-P as ii is
that there is such a difference in the corresponding judgments.
I cannot elp tninking that there are really three different attitudes
towatds a_proposition and that Meinong confounds two of them
under the name Annahme. These two I would distinguish as
supposition and entertainment. It seems to me that entertainment
clearly differs tfrom supposition and is presupposed both by it
and by judgment. When Meinong insists on the resemblance of
Annahmen to judgment I think he has suppositions in mind ;
when he says that every judgment presupposes a corresponding
Annahme I think he has entertainment in mind. But entertain-
ment as distinet from supposition does not seem to me to differ
from having an idea. i

In the second chapter Meinong considers the characteristic
function of sentences (Sitze). It must be noted that by these he
means noises or marks on paper of a certain kind and neither
judgments, which name he restricts to a class of mental acts, nor
the objects grasped by such mental acts. The latter indeed are
often called judgments or propositions, but we, following Meinong,
will call them Objectives. Ve s

Of sentences it may be said that they are expressions and have

A
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meaning. These noises or marks allow us to infer the existence of
oeértain psychical states (e.g., judgments). The judgmenis then

,have the sentences for their expression. These psychical states

further have objects, and these objects are the meanings of the
sentences. >4y,

The example of the sentence illustrates Meinong’s general thecry
of expression and meaning. But he introduces further refinements.
You can sometimes infer from a sentence which expresses a.
judgment the existence of other psychical states. If & man says :
‘T have toothache,” and you believe him you can infer the existence
both of a judgment and a feeling in his mind. The sentence is:
then primarily the expression of a judgment and secondarily of a
feeling. Ay

Beside secondary expression Meinong also introduces secondary
meaning. This depends on the theory of introspecticn which he
put forward in his book Uber die Erfahrungsgrundiagen unseres
Waissens.  Certain states of mind like judgments from their very
nature have objects, or, as he says, ‘present’. Others, like feelings,
do not have objects, but can, on his view be made to present them-
selves. In this case they become their own objects, and then the
word or sentence that expresses them gets (what it lacked before) a.
meaning. This he calls ‘ secondary meaning ’. M

All this discussion is preparatory to the question whether
sentences always express judgments. Meinong holds that this is
false both of principal and subordinate sentences. The principal
sentence : ‘Is it raining?’ does not express a judgment ; for, if
we judged either that it was or that it was not raining, we should
not ask the question. Similarly in ‘I am uncertain whether Smith
is trustworthy ’ I make no judgment about Smith’s dependability.
The mental act expressed in all such cases is an Agnahme. Finally
when a man uses a sentence which expresses a judgment and we
understand him we do not as a rule either make a judgment like
his or make a judgment about his judgment. We simply meke
¢u Annahme with the same objective as his judgment. &,

Che third chapter deals with Objectives. These are the direct.
objects of acts of judging and of Annahmen. They are objects
of higher order. In general a judgment or Annahme needs a
presentation of an object as its foundation. This object we can
if we like call the indirect objeet of the judgment. But it is best
to say that the objective is what is judged and the indireet object
what is judged about. Take the judgment that grass is green.
What 1s judged is ‘ that grass is green’; and this is the objective.
But the judgment is founded on ideas of grass and of green. And
grass, which is what is judged about, is the indirect object. But
the objective of one judgment or Annahme can become the indirect
object of another. In ‘it is certain that grass is green’ what is
judged to be certain is neither grass nor green but *that grass
18 green . Hence ‘that grass is green’ which is the immediate
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object or objective of the judgment ¢ grass is green ’ is the indirect
object of ‘it is certain that grass is green’. It is clear that when
objectives become indirect objects of fresh judgments they must
often be presented by Annahmen and not by judgments. This is
obvicus in such a case as: It is false that 2+ 2=5.

Objectives do not exist but subsist. And they are timeless.
Meinong has no difficulty in showing that arguments against the
latter view rest on a confusion between the timé¢ involved in the
objective and the time at which the judgment of it happened. It
is important to be clear on the relation between s‘ilbsistence and
truth. Apparently all subsistent objectives are true; for he cails
them facts. On the other hand some subsistents are not capable of
truth or falschood ; e.g., the difference between red and blue subsists,
but it is neither true nor false. And it looks as if false objestives,
though they do not exist or subsist, must have some third kind of
being. Yet it will be = kind that has no negative. Meinong
refuses to come to a definite conclusion about it and decides to call
it by the non-committal name of Aussersein. i

Another characteristic of objectives is that they have modal
qualities. It is perfectly true that there are also differerces in the
correlated contents of the acts that grasp objectives ~nc that we
may reach differences of modality by reflecting on these acts. But
we can and do generally learn about the modality of an objective
by inspecting the objective itself. Meinong’s owun account of
modality is complicated, and I do not feel confident that I have
understood it. oehi g

He distinguishes certainty and evidence in the jndgment and
says that they correspond to actuality in the objectivs. i then
tries to prove that certainty belongs to the act and évidence to the
content. For, he says, that belongs to the content of a psychical
state which cannot change while the object remains the same. Now
certainty can change in dcgree whilst the objective remains the
same. But evidence belongs to content ; for an evident judgment
cannot grasp any but an actual objective. Yet furthcr refinements
are introduced. There is evidence for certainty and evidence for
probability. The former alone corresponds to actuality, the latter
to possibility in the objective. And again there is another kind of
evidence, viz., Rational Evidence which corresponds to necessity in
tne objective. iy

I find it difficult to see how a theory which accepts cbjective neces-
sity can admit possibility as a quality of objectives. If a proposition
be true its falsity is impossible. If it be false its truth is impos-
sible. But it must be either true or false. Hence for any pro-
gosition either its truth is impossible (and its falsehood therefore
necessary) or vice versa. Where then is there room for objective
possibility if objective necessity be granted? There is also a diffi-
culty about evidence and certainty. It is clear that both are meant
to be psychological. Yet the phrases ‘ evidence for certainty,’ ete.,
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suggest that there is something purely logical about evidence.
Again evidence is said only to exist in judgments that grasp actual

. objectives. If this be so we ought to be able by careful enough

introspection to determine that a true judgment is true (though not
that a false one is false). Meinong in fact seems to hold that a
truly-evident judgment cannot have a non-actual objective; but
this is one of these statements which are not very helpful because
if false they could not be refuted. For if an apparently evident
judgment came to be doubted Meinong would merely have to say
that it had never really been evident. The mixture of logical and
psychological elements in certainty and the evidence for it which
we noted above is not necessarily a fault in Meinong, but is some-
thing typical of this very difficult subject. On the one hand certainty
is purely psychological and can exist in any degree with the same
objective ; on the other hand there is a right degree of certainty
which depends on the nature of the cbjective judged and on other
objectives. The mystery of this state of affairs is not lessened by
introducing a kind of logico-psychoiogical hybrid in the shape of
evidence for certainty or for probab’lity between the logical sub-
sistent objective and the psychical existent act.  vrar

In Chapter IV. are enumerated these cases of Annahmen that
can be found by direct inspection. Hs finds them in games, art,
lies, questions, and desire.

In Chapter V. Meinong considers what kinds of acts can present
objectives. Of course judgments and £nnahmen can do so ; but
not, he thinks, ideas. This question we have discussed earlier, but
there remain a few points to notice. He insists on the extreme
difference between the objects that are admitted to be objects of
ideas and objectives ; e.g., between a mountain and the existence of
a mountain. But does not this difference mainly lie in the fact
that a mountain can be the object of & perception whiist the exis-
tence of a mountain cannot? But not all objects of ideas are per-
ceptible. The British Constitution can presumably be the object
of anidea, even if, as we shall see later Meinong holds, an Annahme
be also needed to grasp it. Yet the British Constitution is not so
different from the existence of a mountain as both are from a
mountain. tifeb

Meinong next tries to prove that objectives cannot be indirectly
grasped by ideas. By this he means that if you try to grasp ob-
jectives through desecriptions such as ‘the objective which is
grasped by the judgment J,” you will .:ill need something more
than ideas. For you will need a direct acquaintance with the judg-
ment J ; and J, being a psychical state, caniiot be the chject of an
idea. This last opinion depends on Meinong’s theory of introspec-
tion already mentioned. v

According to Meinong we do not desire objects but objectives.
When we say that we desire X we really mean that we desire X's
existence. And such objectives must be grasped by Annahmen and
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not by judgments. If we judged that X existed we shouiul not
desire it, though we might of course desire its continuance. But
could we not be said to desire at ¢, the existence of X at ¢, al-hough
we judgo ab I, that X will exist at ,? If not, it will follow that
nothing which we believe will exist if and only if we.desire it ever
will exist. For if we hold this belief and desire it we shall be-
lieve that it will exist, and then we shall cease to desire it and it
will never exist if our belief as to the conditions of its existence be
true. There is too a further difficulty about the doctrine that we
desire objectives which Meinong does not seem to notice. When
we say that we desire X it is reasonable to hold that what we really
desire is the existence of X, and it is true that the latter is an ob-
jective. Yet X never may exist. In that case ‘the existenoce of
X ’is not actual. If false objectives do not subsist in some senso it
will follow that we have literally desired nothing unless our desire
is one that will be fulfilled. If on the other hand they do nubsist
we seem forced to say that it is not the existonco of X that would
satisfy us but the actuality of X's existence ; henoo it in the notunl-
ity of X’s existence that we really desire.  But tho notunlity of X's
existence may itself be false (and will bo so if X'w exintonos b not
actual); hence we seem to have startod on an infinibe rogrow in
trying to state what we really desire. -

The next chapter which deals with Opoerntions on Objeotiven in
vory important, for it in largely conoorned with the nature of in
Whon we infor ¢ from p persunsion o in nome nonie
Thin however onnnob shmply menn that
tho judgment J, won part of the onuse of d,o Mor thin mny bo the
onne whon wao do not wwy that wo have inforvad ¢ from p. More
ovor wo direotly porooive thit pow the ground for ¢, whilst wo onn
only find out hy exporimont whint omuson snnything  Maolnong oom
Pivron the convoynnoo of persunsin from one ,lulmm-nl. Lo nnother
o the production of wn evident judgment of comparison by the
more pronontations of the termn :\murmml In inforving *A du O
from ‘A i Doand e O the judgments of the Tant two ohjoo
tivon staid o the sumo relntion 1o the judgment of the fivet ws do
the presontations of X and of Y to tho ovident judgment of X
ditforn from Y " Thin poouline relution in oxprossad by wnying thit
wo_judge A is C “in view of " (im Hinbliok nuf) our judgmaontn of
tho other two objectives.  Tho experience of *judying in view of
is vltimate.  Ho compares this relation to that botweon deniren
when we desire the means in view of an existing douire for an end

But sometimes when J, ig evident wo believe J, 1o bo ovidont
when it is really false and some fallacy has boon committod inin
ferring ¢ from p. And again when we do not thinlc J, or J, ovi
dert a formally correct inference of ¢ from p seomu Lo givo nome
evidence to ¢ We say ab least that it is ovident that ¢ voally
follows from p. As evidence for Meinong implics truth he onnnot
count this as real evidence, but calls it quasi-evidence, THare thero

foronoce.
convoyed from J o J,
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fn oonsldarable doparture from the st Hdition where quasi-evi-
danoe was vsllad polative avidenos, and true evidenoe wus treated
wi i npeeinl seae of 10 Malnong's presont position is that in form-
n"y aoreaeh megimenbe v hon the trath of the promies~ is not asserted
hoth promises wnd sonclumion are angenommen, but thnt Annah-
mon o have mediate ovidenos e woll an judgmonts,  There are
grond diMeultion whout thin view and Meinong dinounnos them on
'm?u ao L

fo hna b suppose thnt Annshimoen onn hwve miedinto but not
fmmedinte svidonos  And thin e in grent contrast to judgments
whioh only get thetr medinte ovidenoo from being jndged in view
of othors that wio tmedintely ovident,  Moinong't reply is that
of the two sloments in medinte ovidonoo (vie., ovicoonco of pre-
mlson wndd Judgmont b view of them) only the anrlogue of the lnttor
miuy beopeeded for Anoshimen, I faot nn Annnhme onn become
avidont b view of another that fn not iwell evident.  This seems
o e w diMeult posttion to madntain,  Bat if we digtinguish sup-
posting from sntertaining 1 think we may fairly hold that whilst
cobortabiment han no ovidenos, suppositions onn hwyo both imme
it wnd edinto ovidenos, Bt there seemn v goneral difliculty
ahovh Metnorg's theory of evidence. I wo remoember “hat ovidonee
helongs b sonbent wo soe thnd 16 must bo uniquely cocrelnted with
nomne quslity e the objeotive - degrea of possibility  presumably.
The Labtor onnnob wlior — You if wo judge tho same objostive in view
of prombaes of vartous dogreen of fmmedinte ovidenoo the maodinto
ovidenos of the Judgment of the sonclusion will vary — And no the
correlation hebween the avidenes of the judgment and the degreo of
Iumulhlm\‘ In the n'-juulwu c“mtp‘mnnl

Motnong rofootn the view that w plece of ronsoning ke a wyllo-
winme which would ba an inforenoo i e promines wer nmerted in
nothing bt w hypothetionl proposition with n complex antecodeont.
whon they wre morely sngenommoen, T ground for thin sooms to
bo that wo wny “auppose Mode 1P and S sappone HBoe M " (expros
wlons Indiontive of Annahmoen) but add “then B de i*'. If this
distinotion 1 to be maintained (6 ought to be wpplied to hypo-
thotlonls with shimple antecodents oo, The true hypothation ought
(0 he A wore 18O would bo D and the non-inferertinl form of
the wyllogiom i M wore I and 8 wore M then 8 waould be P,
But I doubt 1 thewe verbad distinetions expross any eal logicak
difference,  Wao tond Lo une tho latter form when we tolieve that
S nob 17, wnd of courne it is brue that this is a case wheis Sis P can
only he nngenomeien, and where inference is useless sines we know
tho ralation of 8 to I apart from the syllogism. It iz the latter
conmidorntion thut really distinguishes the two forms. In both
enson where the promises are merely angenommen ihere is no
inforence ©od tho conclusion is angenommen too. But when it is:
exprossod 1n the form 8 is P we mean that we are ready and will-
ing Lo pros from Annshme to judgment if we gob the zhance to

7
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infer ; whilst, in the conelusion 8 would be P, we mecan that we have
already made up our minds that 8 is not P and do noi want or
expect to infer anything. Seon

We now come to Meinong’s treatment cf the hypotheiioal judg-
ment: itself. He says that if it be an ordinary judgment it is sbrange
that it has no contradictory. But what he calls strange secms not
to be true. The contradictory of If p then ¢ is Though P yel not,
g. Meinong’s own view is that in a hypothetical juagment what
is really asserted is the consequent as modified by the antocedent,
¢If a triangle be isosceles the angles at its base aro equnl " hecomaos
‘ The angles at the base of an isosceles trinngle aro oqual . Thig
substitution is an old friend, and T do not soo that Meimong b
cured it of any of its weaknesses. Of courso it only npplios nt nll
well to corditionals as distinet from true hypothotionls, 1.e., it pro
positions of the form ¢x),yx as distinct from p)g.  If wo npply the
substibution to * If it rains I shall get wet’ wo obtain 1 who nm in
the rain will get wet'—a proposition which oither fuiln b0 OXProns
iuy meaning or must reintroduce a hypothotionl if T nm in the dry
Meinong is more troubled about oxistontinl hypothotionln. 11 you
reduce *if Gods exist divine works oxint ' 1o * the works of oxinting
Gods exist’ there is tho samo diflioulty an hofore n omses 1o Gods
do exist. Meinong's only solution in to point to othor oximtongin
propositions about non-oxistonts - Ayt oxdatont round ngquiee
oxists . This proposition, ho sy s, e brao, wdthough round wgunren
do not exist. A contradiotion wnd n round square oo limny
basis for a theory of the hypothoticnl Judgment

Tho theory of tho modifiod conmequent doos nol however ox bt
hig account of hypothotiond o thinka thick the modifiod conme
quent is wssortod inoview of the antecodont whioh aupplicn convie
bion, or, in noma onmen, ovidonoo, Phore socmus bo he n il y in
roconciling this with woma thist b gone hefore Ly pothotionly
are nob ndwuys judged, thoy nre ofton moraly nnponomnen. Iy
annlogy “H‘H munb o monn Chint tho rodifiod QOBHCQ b i g onom
mon - in-view ol tho wntooedont, wind ot some ovidenes from il
But wo cun wappono the proponition *if trinnggle ho dwosoclon tho
anglos nb its biuso wro unoqunl ' G wo ponsibly hold, we we o
do on Meinong's theory, that the mupportbion thik the wigdon nt
tho buse of anisoscolos trinnglo wro unoqund g ovide e whion
supposed in view of the oquality of itw widon ?

There is more to bo added, howover, 1 the hypothotionl judy
ment be only an operation ending in a onbegorionl jadgment why
call it a special kind of judgment 7 s there no npooind experienee
which the verbal form expresses and whoue objeol vl mennimg?
Meinong thinks that there is. The various oxporiencen thormmnelves
which grasp the objectives and end in the Judgment can he ned
too to grasp an objective of higher order.  Thin in (he complex of
the two objectives related by the “if-relntion’.  I'he hypothetionl
Judgment is not itsell the recognition of wn it volition, but the
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moennling of a hiypothetionl proposition is a complex reiated by that
polntion wid onpuble of belng granpod, Srog .

I the DXER Chaptor Moinong considers the general quesiion of
the presentation of objeotn,  He thinks that Annu.hmex; are largely
sonoorned 1o this l(u holdw that 1n the IMst Kdition he was
obmemned by w projudioo fn fuvour of the existont.  He therefore re-
srodioos what hieoanid there with the warning superseription of
%".lmlnnl.ml View and wddu hin correotions under the heading of
Non oxtatontind View  Tho exintentinl viow i that tho medinie ob-
Jootn of brua wifivmative oxistontind judgmonts oxist. - A fulse uﬂlrm.n.-
fve ontabentind judgment e no maodinto objeot ; but wo may c';a,l]‘ its
wedinte objoot that which it would huve if it wore truo. A giimilar
axpodiont b adoptod for truo nogntive oxistontinl judgmonts. But
i i omee how onn wo nbriotly sy thist all judgments davs medinte
objocte T Bl wiggggontion i thak the objeots are prosented by
o wndd Chnt dens hinve nothing to do with truth or falsehood.
Ul the tdens on whioh w troo negativo or false aflirmativo oxis-
pentind pudgmont e busod will hinve non-oxistont objoots llQ !11»3
o overoome thin difioulty by the notion of potentinl objoctivity.
Phin st boow peyobionl dinposition. Bat then diulmml.m.n, though
o worething, e nob something that e presentod, whilst every
o done weein bo prosent an objeot.  Ths finnl solution on L_hu
oxtnbontind view tnoan follows. When wo mako w positive oxistential
Judgment we fnd on ntrospootion the experienco of grasping n
modinte object, whothor tho judgment bo true or fulse. \Vh_y not
auapean thon thnt this experiones i alwiyn due to the ¢-ym(u'x.mn' of
ornebhing oo w pudgment ™ Whon our judgmaont i fndne IL‘!II'IIIIL
fve or w broe negnbive the expornonos of granping nn object is due
to the eximbonoe of w positive Annnhime 1furthor wo must sup-
pose think we only experionos wn den nn prosonting wn ”hj'l(?" when
o followed By wie Annnhine that the objoot oxints. 16 this bo so
twilbewplntn how conbradictions Tilee cound squares oan apparontly
hecome medinte objoots . for Annnhimen wre indifferent to (:()lllg'll.»
diebionn And  Gondly  the very fundumaental  chaurneter wlnf:h
podibive Annnhimon now wuumaoe i v.mnpn.l’l'(l W‘ll.ll the essential
podibivity of the suggented Aumsernein,

Il not ontieme the nhove theory, but will pass at once to the
Non cximtentind Viow which Momong now holds.  The existential
view hold thnt rdonn of oxistents nebually grasp existent objects, and
tried Lo explinn the experience of grasping an object in cases where
what seom Lo bo grasped does not really exist. The present view
mainbiien (@) that every judgment has a mediate .ob]ec_t whether
thit objeot exint or ot This amounts to a reiteration of the
commonly wooepted view which we express by saying that it is
neconnry to know what we are talking about’.  But (b) 16 h_OldS
thik no iden e e ever grasps an object even when the object exists.
Huving aniden is o passive state, whilst grasping an object is an
action, henee the former is not enough for the latter.  And it is
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clear that the kind of ideas called sensations very often do not grasp
objects although they can be used for that purpose. Finally
Meineng uses an argument based on his theory of introspection.
The content of an gct and its object are uniquely correlated. But, if
Meinong’s theory of introspection be true, the conient of ar idea
can be used both to grasp its so-called object and to grasp the idea
itself. Hence in at least onc case something must be added to the
content of the idea if the unique correlation of content and object
is to be retained. fivn

This addition Meinong calls ‘intending’ (Meinen). 1 intend X
by means of the positive Annahme that X exists or that X subsiats,
If an’existential judgment be affirmative and false or negative and
true still the objective of this Annahme subsists and the object X is
grasped in it. There seem to be two difficulties in this theory.
Firstly it does not help us over non-subsistent objocts.  Suppone
that the objective that X subsists be false then, though it muy ho
true that the objective has some kind of being and enn b wnge
nommen, this does not bring us any nearer to intonding X, for
there seems to be no X to intend.  In fact an objoctive wmorting
that a non-subsistent object subsists must bo itnell fwlue 1f fuluo
objectives have some kind of being so muy non subritont obye nnd
the by-way through the objoctive in unnecemsnry. 1 fulue ohjec
tives have no kind of being thon the expodiont in unelens, for how
can thoy be grasped ? 'T'ho othor difficulty in more goneral  In it
notb just as necossary Lo granp nn ohject in order to ke an An
nahmo wboui it ws in order to muke n judgmont whout 162 1 wo the
thoory involves n vicioun infinite regroms of posttive Annnhinen

'n Chaptor VITL Momong considom the difforence hotweon in
tuitivo nnd non-intuitive idown
idon you hive n complox abjeot

Whonover you have an intuitive
Now you onn hinve n non intld
Fenoo the difforomon ol o i the
fwot that the contentn of the wdons of the alomonts of the votplox
nra difforontly relntod nocording wn your tdon of ihe aomplox i
Lutbive or non inbubive When the dden s mtaitive Maiong vatla
tho contentu of tha sdonn of the oloments anifod (Auminmonpenolzl)
Whon it s nonantuitive ho ondli thom united  (summn e npontolle)
Now w non-intuibive idon whone aloments o the tdons of % wnd ol
Y oonn grasp cithor tho objeot N that i Y or (he objoot X that
not Yo o Butb an intuitive wdon onn only g the former Farthe
no iden alone ean grasp the Tntler; o negidive judgmont or An
nuhme is needed.  So thut the fnal distinotion e i wn b ve
idea of a complex is one that can only give vine to wn Annahime o
judgment asserting one clement to mhere i the othor, whilal n
non-intuitive iden can give rise o oithor n DO o negikive
judgment or Annahine.
Meinong chooses to treat sepurately we w more gondicabed o
the question of the presentation of two tevmn inov dnbon, oo, red
differing from blue.  Whether there ho wny difforoncs hotween thin

Livo iden of the swme objoot,

g e
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nined Lo onelior onmen dopends on whether inherence be an ordinary
rolntion B wiguon hore that, although ideas of red and of blue
wd of difforer oo wes nooossary to prosont, red differing from blue,
thoy wre not suolont. e usen an argumont familiar to readers
of e Petnolplon of Mathomation ' about tho distinetion between
worelntion an noch wod worelating relation,  But he tries further to
srove the gonoral proposition that if w number of contents separately
w ok wdegunto Lo given objoot no combinntion of them can be 80.
Iy nooonbont holng adequste ho means thit it Hiven rise to and
justifion wostantcment nhout the objeot,  Unfortunatoly he does not
foll e whad the stantomont must e bul we mny fuirly suppose
Chad i the oxmmplo i s think vod nnd blue differ,  Now the relation
hotwoon aontent and ohjeot, he unya, inonn idend relation, nnd those
hotwoon oontonts ronl onen A idond rolntion in ono whioh alone
anne okt tormn that sabiint but: do not exist, though it enn relate
cxdatonte toos T w property of suoh worelation that if it rolatos
oxtutenta b only oonmon to hold through changes in it torms and not
through ohingon i their ron! rolations 1o other  exintents, By
dofinition the volation betweon oontont wnd objoot w iden] when the
objeol only wobmlutn (Matnong woomn to think that it nlso follows
whon tho objoot i wn oxintont ;. but thin w of course only n pluusible
wniption ) Henoo he weguen thad if wingle contonts bo not
nlogumbo Lo n ggiven objoot no altorntions of thoir renl rolutions will
ke them wo

This wrgamont doos not weom Lo me Lo bo copgent, 1 only
proves thisk the sopurnte contonts will nol, hooomo ndegunte through
1)| npten

notheir rond volntions, and not thist n oomplex of theno
contents valubod by oortnin rond relntionn my not b ndequute to nn
objeat to whieh none of thom nopirntoly wine ndeqguinte

M Cho ond of thin ahinpter Moinong dintinguinhes two kinds of
e You mny itond nn ohjeet not meoroly by wupposing or
cotertivining tho objeotive that it exists or subsints, hut, by doing tho
filce with ohjootiven thil assert qualities of 1. Hoe enlls tho former
Semvmemen and  the Inbter Soscinsmoinen. Wao may call them
diveat nnd indireet intending respectively.  So far as 1 can sco
idirect mtonding corresponds closely to what Mr. Russell ealls
knowledpeof - deseription.  But what exactly is the objeclive
angenommen when we indireetly intend an object? It is clenr
that 16 must be a proposition.  On page 273 Meinong calls ¢ the
mountain is golden ” the objective by supposing which we indirectly
micnd “the golden mountain’. By analogy I take it that the
objective angenommen in indirectly intending ‘the discoverer of
Radiom’ would be ‘he discovered Kadium’. But the phrases ‘he’
wnd “the mountain* are obviously :ncomplete. We ask immed-
mtely: Who? and What mouniain? And these are just the
questions that ought not to arise if by supposing these objectives
we have indirectly intended the objects. Surely what must be
shgenominen is not ‘@ is golden and a mountain’ or “x discovered
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Radium,’ but ¢ there is an @ such that @ diucovv'rm'l Rn.dnnln g n.n(l‘
tthere is an @ such that @ is golden and a mountain . But then we
o pot baok to Seinsmeinen. Lrlr s
hl"}' gl‘fn,ll say very little about the IXtth}‘m.pter, bec . 182 11Q. i :r le Hs;
general interest than the others, consisting as it does 1:»1) gel '{t 0
a polemic against Von Fhrenfels’ views of desire and value. i .1.}‘
only necessary to note that Meinong hoh'is that there are psyc~d1c.m
atates which stand in the same intermediate posmon‘between zaeas
and desires or ideas and feelings as do Annahmen betweeu 11 leas
and judgments. He holds further that there 1s 2 genderat ?w
about the causation of desires, which runs as fpllo_ws. In desire tu
present an objeet, we then suppose the objective that it 1e)us s.
This Annahme causes a quasi-feeling, a,nfdé };f t};)q lalﬁtter be pleasur-
ble it causes us to desire the existence ot the object.
! The last chapter consists of a summary of the results of Bhei
work. The book as a whole can safely be descrlbfd as a.dmo et
of acute and profound investigation into the hardest and mos

fundamental questions of philosophy. O, T Benam

) lenti ] By F. C. 8.
F ! Logic : A Scientific and Social Problem. y
OrmgcngER, M.A., D.Se. London: Macmillan & Co., 1912.

Pp. xviii, 423. Price 10s.

Dr. ScHILLER's book characterises itself as a challenge at the very
outset by its dedication ‘to the memory of' the last great hberls:tor
of the human spirit, William James’. Itis a sugtalnizd &E?{c on
what Dr. Schiller regards as the futility, the verbalism, the 5¢ i c;)ln;!
siadictoriness of the traditional theory of Formal Logic. Anaw a
gives a keener point to his criticisms is thfa fact that, fI:O.!I] tl;s pObl‘-
tion of Formal Logic in the academic curriculum of British bmvel-f
sities (to go no further afield), it is ta.ug_ht to linrg'er. numbers zf
students than any other philosophical subject, and that to manyy o
these students it is the only glimpse of philosophy they (;.y(.}r ge r
Dr. Schiller thus challenges not merely a th(!Ol'(_‘t]C}Ll bras l.fv}(‘)ll (I)L
great antiquity, but also a long-established educw.tlonnl practice :
is but natural that a book of a character so hlgh]y.contrqvm.sllm‘
should have given rise to the most diverse and conflicting esmm‘zu.t ~i
Some critics have hailed it as marking the opening of a new epoc :
in the study of Logic. Others have shrugged their shoulders ovv(;
it and declared that Formal Logic has long ago been “'lelgh('(] an

found wanting, and that this reopening of a chose jugce ser‘v‘es n‘(;
good purpose. Both these estimates may well be extron.(_h '\i(-
which of them we shall consider to be nearer to the truth, will ¢ ((i
pend wholly on the view we take ourselves of the _posmo.n‘han :
value of Formal Logic. This, then, is the first question which we
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must settle in order to gain a standpoiat from which to appreciate
the character and success of Dr. Schiller’s criticisms.

The position of Formal Logic, whern one comes to think of it, is
in many ways curiously paradoxical. It is, for instance, as Dr.
Schiller points out (p. xi), not easy to find an explanation, on
grounds either of common sense or of ¢ducation, for the fact that
tho prescribed curriculum of many Universities demands the ex-
pounding, inter alia, of the ¢ theory of scientific method ' to literary
students, most of whom know no science, whilst the professed
students of science are left without any logical training whatever.
[t is o mystery how the average member of a ¢ Pass ' class in Logic
is to understand the meaning of scientific methods, seeing that
he has no practice in, or experience of, their application, and no
acquaintance with the facts to which they are to be applied. For
no one will, surely, contend that the ndd examples to be found in
text-books can really fill that gap or produce a genuine under-
standing of scientific ways of thinking. Speaking both as an ex-
aminer in, and as a teacher of, the subjec., with experience of several
Universities, I have no hesitation in saying that the average student
carries away only the most superficial grasp of the nature of scien-
tific inferences. In fact, his understanding would be more accurately
described as a misunderstanding.

Again, the ‘ deductive ' part of Logic is full of traditioral survivals
which are taught without that historical background which alone
gives them meaning or makes them really inteiiigible. Those parts
of the traditional doctrine which go back tc Aristotle, are a mere
fragment of Aristotle’s whole theory of Logic, srd morecver a frag-
ment not only torn from its relation to Aristotelian scienes and from
its context in Aristotle’s theory of knowledge and wholie philoso-
phical system, but also transformed by the handli.g it has received
from medizval logicians. We shall, most of us, agree that the im-
portance ahd meaning of, e.g., the theory of thi. categories, or of
essence, property and accident is not easily made intelligible apart
from its historical background, and that the application of these
conceptions to the ways of thinking of modern scivatists is, if not
impossible, little better than a four de force. Again, there are good
historical explanaticns for the fact that neither A:ristotle nor the
medieval logicians had any difficulty about assuming the existence
of “immediate ’ premisses required for the syllogism : but for us this
is the very difficulty which stultifies so much of the theory of the
syllogism.

It is difficult to teach even what Mr. Alfred Sidg wick calls the
‘application’ of Logic as a set of rules for the condr ¢t of an argu-
ment, now that the former university practice of set disputations
has fallen into disuse. In {act, Formal Logic has ccased to be the
recognised court of appeal even among philosophers. Kant could
still clinch his exposition of the ‘ Paralogisms’ of Pure Reason by
exhibiting them as syllogisms vitiated by the Sophisma Figurae




