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attainable with given means ( 1what can be done with it?)."1 

Ducasse calls scientific, epistemic, or theoretical those 

problems not concerned with means or ends, but which seek 

information more technical than ordinary observation would 

yield. 2 

Ducasse carries to his survey of philosophical prob-

lems the same theoretical-practical distinction which sepa-

3 

rates the problems of science. According to him, there is 

in philosophy, as in any of the natural sciences, a specific 

set of problems related to means or to ends. He categorizes 

these problems as the npractical problems of philosophy,n 

and notes that they differ from the practical problems of the 

natural sciences in that they are not primarilY concerned 

with the adequacy of certain means for a given end, nor with 

the attainability of certain ends by given means, but with 

the value; that is to say, the goodness or badness,3 of the 

means or ends considered. •These problems thus are, or 

involve the question, as to whether a proposed sufficient 

means ought to be employed or whether a proposed attainable 

1 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 20. 

2 Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, pp. 19 and 21. 

3"Goodnessn and "badness" are not to be understood 
here in their moral connotation, but in a general sense that 
would.include obligation and value of an aesthetic, logical, 
sentimental, economic, or any other nature. See Ducasse, 
p. 28. 



end ought to be pursued--either at all or in preference to 

other sufficient means or attainable ends." 1 

Further, they may be characterized by two· other fea­

tures which differentiate them from the practical problems 

of the natural science: (1) The doubt involved in these 

4 

problems is not initiated by ignorance or misinformation 

concerning the nature of the proposed means or end, but is 

related specifically and entirely to yalue; and (2) •common 

wisdom," that is to say "wisdom already possessed," is insuf­

ficient to solve them. 2 The first of these features, the 

understanding of which is essential to the comprehension of 

Ducasse's view of philosophical reflection, requires an 

added note of elucidation. The point is that, for Ducasse, 

philosophical reflection or genuine philosophizing can never 

spring from doubt "due to factual misinformation or ignorance 

about the cc·ncrete, individual means or end appraised.") If, 

for example, a person begins to doubt the value of a recently 

approved property law, and if his doubt is due to ignorance 

or misinformation regarding the various contexts or provi­

sions of that law, then the doubt, even though associated 

with value, does not call for philosophical reflection, but 

for additional information concerning the conditions, 

clauses, contexts, or provisos ·of that law. What must be 

1 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 27. 

2 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, pp. 27-28. 

3nucasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 29. 
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noted, attentively, then, is Ducasse's insistence that the 

practical problems of philosophy entertain doubt directly · 

and only as to values, and that any conflict soluble in terms 

of additional information--hitherto disregarded, distorted, 

or not known--is not a genuinely philosophical problem. 

Implicit in the above account of the practical prob-

lems of philosophy is Ducasse's conception of the theoretical 

problems of philosophy. Consistent with his expressed view 

of the relation between the theoretical and practical prob­

lems of science is his contention that the practical problem 

of philosophy is pregnant with the theoretical problem. The 

first point to notice "is that if a person is faced with a 

conflict of appraisals 1 that is, of value judgments and he 

proposes to deal with it rationally, then philosophical 

reflection is the process by which he spontaneously attempts 

to settle the conflict."2 Or, put another way, the attempt 

to solve rationally practical problems of a certain sort 

leads one automatically," according to Ducasse, "to engage 

in theoretical philosophical reflect1on."3 

An illustration may shed light on the contention that 

Ducasse is making. Suppose, for instance, that a disagreement 

1 
Note, also Ducasse's subsequent preference of the 

latter term on page 75 of his article, "Scientific Method in 
Ethics," Phil. Phen. Res., 14 {1953). 

2Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, pp. 28-29. 

3nucasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 36. 
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solution of which the practical problem is said to be incap­

able of rational solution. We may note first that the above 

disagreement between Terrence and Brian came to involve a 

conflict of opinion concerning the alleged value, V, of the 

proposed employment of means M. In other words, the dis­

agreement came to focus on a particular formulation of the 

general question, "Does this (given thing) of kind K have 
1 value V or not?" and this question, according to Ducasse, 

represents the general form of the practical problems of 

philosophy. However, contends Ducaase, the form question of 

the practical problems cannot be answered until another 

question is answered; namely, "What exactly does it mean to 

say of something that it has value V?" 2 And this latter 

question represents, for Ducasse, the general form which the 

theoretical problems of philosophy invariably take. Hence, 

to revert, once more, to the illustration above, an answer 

to the question as to whether or not the employment of the 

proposed means would be immoral requires a prior answer to 

the question as to what it means to say of something that it 

is "immoral." In other words, the stipulated practical prob-

lem implies a more basic theoretical one; and the practical 

problem is insoluble without the prior solution of the 

theoretical. 

1 . 6 Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 3 • 

2 Ducasse, Nature_, Mind, and Death, p. 37. 
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unquestionable data, and must endeavor to establish empiri-

cally confirmable hypotheses or theories. As seen above, 

these proposed hypotheses turn out, in philosophy, to be 

definitions. Hence, Ducasse's repeated contention that the 

pressing problems of philosophy are, either directly or 
1 indirectly, problems of definition in no way contradicts 

Pratt's assertion that philosophy seeks "clear definition of 

all relevant matters." 2 Further, it is to be noted that 

Pratt's contention that any distinction between science and 

philosophy must be in content, not method,J bears striking 

resemblance to Ducasse's constant allegation that philosophy 

"is to be distinguished from natural science not at all in 

point of method, but only in point of subject matter.• 4 

While Pratt affirms that philosophy, like science, "makes 

use of the ••• method of rational procedure," that is, the 

method which seeks clear definition and is guided by "the use 

of self-consistent thought,•5 Ducasse contends that philoso-

phy has a distinctive method which involves the same procedure 

of observation, generalization, conjecture, and verification 

as accepted by the natural sciences. Next, in reference to 

1 Ducasse, Causation and the Types of Necessity, p. 126. 

2 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 4. 

3Ibid. 
4 

e. g. Ducasse, Causation and the Types of Necessity, 
p. 127. 

, 5 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 4. 
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problem" upon whose solution primitive problems might seman­

tically depend. How these two implications can be reconciled 

is, I believe, a serious problem in Ducasse. 

Another pointed question concerning Ducasse 1 s attempt 

to give to philosophy a scientific methodology is raised by 

Cornelius Benjamin in his rather extensive discussion1 of 

Nature, Mind, and Death. He begins by supposing that he were 

to offer to one of Ducasse•s scientifically-oriented philoso­

phers a list of statements in which he uses a specific word 

repeatedly. Ducasse's philosophical analysis would, sub­

sequently, according to Benjamin, presume to tell him what 

meaning of the repeated word would best explain his usage. 

"But," says Benjamin, "suppose I ins 1st that this meaning is 

quite other than I had supposed myself to have in mind when 

I employed the word." "Or, more desperately," continues 

Benjamin, "suppose I insist that the meaning he proposes does 

not make sense." In the case of the latter, let us assume, 

further, says Benjamin, that the proposed definition neither 

explains "my former usage," nor explains "the usage of any-

one, except perhaps that of the philosopher who is making 

the proposal." With these hypothetical considerations in 

mind, Benjamin then asks the question which concisely sum­

marizes his difficulty with Ducasse: "Must I meekly accept 

the results of his analysis, even though it makes my former 

1 
A. Cornelius Benjamin, Phil. Rev., 61 (1952), pp. 

551-556. 



statements appear absurd; or am I permitted to insist that 

he provide me with some meaning more in accord with common 

usage?" 1 

27 

It seems to me that, from the point of view of 

Ducasse's scientific methodology, the answer to this ques­

tion is quite clear. Ducasse 1 s methodology would, techni­

cally, refuse to acknowledge the validity of any definition 

which eould not be substituted for the word under analysis, 

in the statements offered as "data." In Ducasse 1 s own words, 

"a definition is good if and only if it is exactly equivalent 

to the term defined; and "the test of the adequacy of any 

definition that occurs to us will consist in the possibility 

of replacing the term defined by the definition proposed, in 

any of the sample statements taken as 1data. 1 " 2 Hence, in 

Benjamin's example above, if the philosopher's hypothetical 

definition is not substitutable for the term under scrutiny, 

in all the statements offered as data, then it would, unam-

biguously, fail to meet Ducasse 1 s criterion of adequacy; and, 

accordingly, there would be absolutely no need, on Benjamin's 

part, to "accept meekly" the results of the philosopher's 

analysis. In fact, on the contrary, consistency with Ducasse 1s 

1 . 
Quotes in this paragraph are all taken from article 

cited, pp. 554-555. 
2 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 65. 
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the odd usages it may happen to have in the language of 

crude or careless speakers or of deliberate innovators, but 

is its ordinary, common usage.• 1 In view of this, and to 

revert to the point of an earlier criticism, is it not per­

plexing that Ducasse, having indicated so lucidly the alleged 

place of common usage in philosophical analysis, should turn 

up with a definition of "primitive philosophical problems, • 

for instance, neither consistent with, nor explanatory of, 

common, ordinary, usage? 

To elucidate would involve unnecessary repetition. 

But, in conclusion, might we not simply suggest that, in 

regard to his consideration of philosophical problems, in 

general, Ducasse, himself, seems inadvertently to have assumed 

the rqle of "deliberate innovator?" Which brings to mind a 

rather relevant comment which Ducasse makes in the final 

chapter of his first book, Causation and the Types of Neces­

sity. Says he, "It is one thing to be able to describe 

scientific method, or even to be able to use it in the field 

of the sciences, and quite another thing to practice it in 

the field of philosophy.•2 

Before ending this short critique of Ducasse's meta­

philosophy, I should like to challenge Ducasse's claim, on 

page 55 of Nature, Mind, and Death, 3 that his 

1 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 103. 

2 Ducasse, Causation and the Types of Necessity, p. 122. 

3Quotes in this paragraph are taken from this page. 
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"substitutability" test of the validity of any proposed 

definition is an objective one. "Let it be noted," he says, 

"that this test is objective in that it can be performed by 

persons other than the maker of the listed statements. •• As 

implied in my long footnote on p. 28, I cannot see the basis 

or justification for such an allegation. My question, in 

brief, is this: Assuming that the data for a particular 

semantical analysis are the listed statements of a given 

person X, on what grounds can any person other than X qualify 

to determine whether or not a hypothetical definition "is 

substitutable for the term in those statements without alter­

ing any of their standard implications?" It would seem to 

me that only X, the maker or utterer of the listed statements, 

would know the meaning which·he had attached to the term used 

in the selected samples; and, hence, that he alone could 

ascertain definitely whether or not the proposed definition 

would 11 fit 11 in all his statements. If this assumption is 

valid, it is my contention that Ducasse 1 s so-called test of 

validity is clearly subjective, and not entitled to the mark 

of scientific objectivity. 

Ducasse, of course, would refuse to accept my objec­

tion. He would hurriedly point out his subsequent conten­

tion, on the page cited above, that X's "own possible declara­

tion of what he means b.r the term concerned is a declaration 

only of the sense in which he intends to use it or believes 

he has used it, and does not guarantee that his actual usage 
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of it will or did conform to his declared intention.u But, 

to my mind, this allegation does no more than to invite a 

further, though obviously parallel, critical question, 

namely, On what basis or by what philosophical prerogative 

can an objective spectator Y presume to tell X whether or 

not his uactualu usage of a term conformed to his "intendedu 

usage of it? Indeed, it would seem to me undeniable that X, 

as utterer or maker of the statement(s), would himself be 

the authoritative judge as to whether or not his "actual" 

usage of a term happened to accord with his "intended" usage 

of it. And, for tv:is reason, I should think that, upon 

examination, Ducasse's proposed reply does little to cor­

roborate his contention, but, ironically, represents a 

further basis for calling into question the legitimacy of 

his allegedly "objective" test of validity in semantical 

inquiry. 

In terminating, I should like to say that I have 

tried to indicate and evaluate some of the representative 

criticisms which have been, or may be, directed towards 

Ducasse's conception of the nature and method of philosophy. 

Although I have had, and still have, serious misgivings con­

cerning the complete soundness and practicability of Ducasse's 

proposed methodology, I do not fail to recognize the out­

standing contribution which Ducasse has made to the search 

for a scientifically precise and verifiably accurate phi­

losophical method. Contemporary philosophy, in particular, 

has been conspicuous in its demand for such a method. Ducasse 



has, painstakingly, endeavoured to devise a scientific 

procedure for philosophy, and his result is hardly without 

respectability and worth. Further, as Murphy has pointed 

out, his "philosophy as a science" represents "a proposal 

32 

to use procedures warranted as scientific to solve the hard 

but perennial problems of philosophy, not to provide excuses 

for ignoring them. 111 The subsequent chapters will, I think, 

give substance to this contention. 

l . . 
A. E. Murphy, "Ducasse 1 s Theory of Appraisals 11 Phil. 

Phen. Res., 13(1952), l-14. Note that Murphy's remark here 
is also intended to disparage the approach of the logical 
positivist. 



CHAPTER II 

SUBSTANCE AND EXISTENCE 

As indicated in the previous chapter, J. B. Pratt has 

c c;ntended that one 1 s choice of one 1 s general view of philoso­

phy "will determine in advance one's a ttl tude toward many 

metaphysical problems." 1 Having seen the approach to phi­

losophy adopted, individually, by Ducasse and Pratt, we 

shall, in this chapter, begin to test the soundness of 

Pratt's assertion. More specifically, having observed some 

marked similarities between the metaphilosophies of the two 

men, we shall be interested in learning whether or not, as 

Pratt would lead us to expect, their subsequent views regard-

ing metaphysical problems also bear conspicuous resemblances. 

The problems, the proposed solutions to which we shall be con­

sidering in this chapter, have, historically, been referred 

to as the problem of Substance and the problem of Existence. 

Hence, in keeping with the general approach of this disserta­

tion, this chapter will, primarily, involve an expositton and 

critique of the two writers' answers to these problems. 

1. Historical introduction to the problem .of Substance. 

As Pratt points out in his introductory remarks concerning 

2 substance, there is, perhaps, no term in the history of 

1 
Pratt; Personal Realism, p. 3. 

2Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 64. 

33 
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philosophy which has stood out so prominently, which has had 

such an eventful history, which has been subjected to such 

striking contrasts, as the term "substance." Generally 

speaking, in all major philosophical writings from Aristotle 

to Kant, no one term seems to have commanded more attention. 

In brief, the concept of substance is that of a per-

manent substratum preserved through all changes; and this 

concept seems clearly to owe its origin to common sense 

observation and reasoning. For, as Pratt indicated, "as 

soon as men got beyond the perceptual and purely practical 

stage and began to reflect upon their experiences they were 

faced with what seemed to be two undeniable and puzzling 

facts. II "The first of these was the observation that . . . 
things have qualities, and the second the conviction that 

change involves something that changes." Now if it is true 

that things do have qualities, a distinction between the 

things and the qualities is suggested; and if there is some­

thing that changes, that something must be at least relatively 
1 permanent. 

Substance first receives its name in the philosophy 

of Aristotle. Aristotle seems to think of a substance as an 

individual thing--an individual thing entire with its quali­

ties. Substance, for Aristotle, implies qualities but these 

qualities "are not something outside it which it needs in 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 64. 





turn as regards the doctrine of substance. For one thing, 

the Continental philosophers emphasized progressively the 

function of substance as substratum. For Descartes, a sub-

stance is "an existent thing which requires nothing but 

itself in order to exist." And, "to speak truth, nothing 

but God answers to this description as being that which is 
1 

absolutely self-sustaining." However, Descartes adds, mind 

and mat_tu may also, in a sense, be regarded as substances, 

since they need only the concurrence of God in order to exist. 

Both mind and matter are complete and self-sustaining, and 

each has a fundamental, principal attribute, respectively 

thought and extension. Moreover, both mind and matter are 

created by God and are continually dependent on Him for their 

existence. Hence, we have a distinction in Descartes between 

an absolutely independent substance,God, on the one hand, 

and two relative, created, dependent substances, mind and 

matter, on the other hand. 

Another significant turn is given to the problem of 

substance by the critical analysis of cognition which begins 

with the British philosophers Locke and Hume. The character-

istic of this turn lies in the fact that the weight of the 

problem is transferred from the realm of metaphysics to that 

1R. Descartes, Selections (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1927), p. 275. 



37 
1 of epistemology." The general contention of this new 

approach is that the concept of substance is not derivable 

from experience. 

Locke begins with the assumption that "simple ideas•• 

are the atoms of which all our knowledge is constituted. 

These simple ideas are either ideas of sensations (for 

example, colors, sounds, tastes, etcJ, ideas of reflection 

(for example, thinking, doubting, believing, etc.), or ideas 

of both sensation and reflection (for example, pain, pleasure, 

unity, etc.). The mind can neither create nor destroy these 

simple ideas; but it is able to combine them. Locke calls 

the resulting combinations 0 complex ideas.•• And the concept 

of substance, Locke insists, is representative of such a 

combination. Says Locke: "Our specific ideas of substances 

are nothing else but a collection of a certain number of 
2 simple ideas, considered as united in one thing." 

But it must be noted that, according to Locke, our 

"complex idea" of a substance includes within its combina-

tion a simple idea about whic;h little or nothing can be said, 

namely, an idea of an "unknown substratum0 in which all quali­

ties inhere. In other words, Locke contends that if we think 

1
E. Cassirer, "Substance," Encycl. Brit. 21 (1956), 

501. See also Cassirer 1 s book, Sub§tance and Function and 
Einstein 1s Theory of Relativity (Chicago: The Open Court 
Publishing Co., 1923). 

2
J. Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 

Book 2, chapter 23, section 14. 
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Properties used in this sense turn out, essentially, to be 

"causal capacities." This may be illustrated by the follow­

ing examples: To say of a substance (e.g. quinine) that it 

possesses the property of bitterness, is to say, in effect, 

that the contact of that substance with the tongue, under 

normal conditions, causes the person involved to experience 

1 the taste-quality called "bitter." To use another illustra-

tion, to say of carborundum that it is abrasive is to say, in 

effect, that under specified conditions, friction of it 

against certain other solids causes those solids to wear 
2 away. Clearly, in each of these examples, the property 

ascribed to a particular substance represents more than an 

unqualified predicable; it represents a predicable the dif­

ferentia of which is a capacity 1Q cause in stipula-

circumstances, a specific effect. It is exactly this con­

notation which Ducasse gives to the term "property." 

Hence, having gained light on Ducasse•s meaning of the 

word "property," we may now infer that, for Ducasse, sub­

stance turns out to designate a system) of inter-related 

causal capacities. And, in line with the hypothesis as 

expressed above, it may be noted that, according to Ducasse, 

in those substances which have parts, the parts themselves 

1 
Ibid. 

2Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 165. 

J"Some Observations Concerning Particularity8 Phil. 
Rev., 53 (1949), 613. 
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any given particular substance is completely independent of 

whether or not that substance exists. Says Ducasse, 

'Gold, 1 'horses, 1 'water,' are the names of kinds of 
substances, and instances of each of these exist. On 
the other hand, 'phlogiston,• 'centaurs, 1 'the elixir 
of life' are likewise the names of certain kinds of 
substances, but no instances of any of them exist. Yet, 
in both cases equally, it remains possible to define, 
in terms of certain properties systematically connected, 
the kinds of substances meant by those words.l 

This point, namely, that a substance is not necessarily an 

existent, cannot be over-stressed; for it is crucial to the 

comprehension of Ducasse 1 s notion of substance, and, as we 

shall observe within the development of this chapter, pro­

vides a serious challenge to the view of substance upheld by 

Pratt. 

Of course, this rather unorthodox aspect of Ducasse 1 s 

view of substance leads one to ponder the sense in which 

Ducasse is using the verb "to exist." Is it possible that 

Ducasse is employing the term in an unusually narrow, arbi­

trary, or unconventional sense? To a methodological account 

of Ducasse 1 s view of existence, we may now turn. 

iii. What it means •to exist.• Ducasse is quick to 

point out that the question "What is it 1 to exist'?" is too 

often presumed to be synonymous with the question °What is 

1Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 166. The 
underlining is my own. 
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i. Pratt's characterization of •substance.• Very 

much in evidence during a study of Pratt's view of substance 

is a pervading Aristotelian influence. 1 In contrast to 

Ducasse's conception of "substance," i.e., to the view that 

the nature of substance analyzes into properties and rela-

tions of properties, it is Pratt's hypothesis that "the two 

essential differentia" of substance "are existence and sub­

stantivity.2 Following Aristotle, Pratt's contention is, in 

other words, that a substance is not an essence, but an 

existent, not an adjective or quality, but a substantiye. 

In fact, Pratt offers, a "substance" might well be defined 

as an "existent substantive" or a "substantive existent." 

And, moreover, Pratt asserts, "Unless we use the word exist-

ent in some unusual sense, we may properly equate existent 

thing with substance, and say that all existent things are 

substances and all substances existent things.3 

To grasp adequately Pratt's definition of substance, 

one must first understand the specific senses in which the 

key words "existent" and "substantivett are employed by Pratt. 

Pratt's view of "existent" will be examined under the next 

subheading of this chapter division. Pratt's connotation of 

substantive is, hence, oun immediate concern. 

1 
For Aristotle's view of substance, see historical 

introduction to this chapter. 
2 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 67 . 

• 3Ibid. 
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on their own feet," might hurriedly be inferred to represent 

substance as a fundamental, and perhaps unknowable, X, which 

stands under or holds up its attributes, but which might be 

separated from its attributes and replaced by another sub­

stance. Yet this inference would involve a serious misin­

terpretation. For Pratt unequivocally disassociates himself 

from such a view. He writes, "The view I am suggesting • • • 

does net identify substance with an unknowable X divorced from 

qualities •••• There is no qualityless substance. A sub­

stance is always at least an existent group of relatively 

unified and existent qualities.• 1 That is to say, for 

Pratt, as for Aristotle, a substance is a thing entire with 

its qualities, and never exists without qualities. Hence, 

it must be concluded that when Pratt asserts that every sub­

stance can be differentiated by the independence (sub­

stantivity) it possesses, he is by no means intending to sug­

gest that the independence of which he speaks involves exist­

ence apart from qualities. 

It is interesting to note, however, that the precise 

sense in which Pratt does ascribe independence to substance 

is neither clear nor explicit. Nowhere does he give a 

detailed account of what it means for a substance to "stand 

on its own feet," or to have independence. One rather 

indirect illustration provides some enlightenment. Pratt 

1 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 70. 
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points out that qualities--such as blue--are not substances 

because they are not existent, but that this patch of blue, 

or, even more simply, this blue, is a substance because it 

is an existent. 1 From this, we may also derive that the 

quality blue_, for example, is not independent; that, rather, 

it is an essence or universal, dependent entirely on its 

being exemplified or being exercised, so to speak, by an 

existent thing. In contrast to blue, on the other hand, 

this blue, or, more definitely, this patch of blue, is an 

existent, is an exemplification in the realm of existence 

and, as such, 1£ "relatively independent.• Moreover, there 

is also reason to believe that Pratt's use of "relatively 

independent," herP, might, at least partially, connote 

"relative completeness;" for Pratt maintains elsewhere that 

the only "fully independent" substance is the "Whole of 

Reality." It alone, he maintains, is an "absolutely com­

plete2 substance;" it alone (to use Spinozistic terminology) 

is "in itself and is conceived through itself.") 

Despite this lack of clarity concerning Pratt's 

notion of "independence" as applied to substance, we are 

still able to see a number of basic points of comparison 

between Pratt's and Ducasse's conception of substance. 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, pp. 67-68. 

2Underlining is my own. 

)Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 68. 















asks the fundamental question: "What must we think about 

the Real if we are to think at all?• 1 

In answer to this question, Pratt points out2 that 
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several different kin_ds of categories may be said to char­

acterize our thinking-about the Real. The most obvious of 

these kinds of categories are the strictly logical categories 

pointed out by Aristotle--namely, the laws of Identity, Non­

Contradiction, and Excluded Middle. Although none of these 

can be proven, Pratt insists that the denial or failure to 

make use of them would make discussion, affirmation, or 

denial, impossible. And, further, as Aristotle has pointed 

out, the very denial of them involves an appeal to them. 

It is Pratt's second class of categories which is of 

particular interest to our present investigation.) Accord-

ing to Pratt, they "deal with what might be called the 

metaphysical nature of reality, and point out necessary ways 

of thinking of the real world if there is to be any real 

world to think about.• 4 Two of these necessary ways of 

thinking are "things" and "relations." Thought cannot be 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 48. Note similarity of 
this question to Bowne's question on page 5 of his Metaphysics. 
Bowne puts the matter this way: "How must we think about 
reality on the basis of ••• experience as interpreted by 
thought?• 

2 
Ibid. 

3That is, it is of particular interest to our endeav­
our to differentiate Reality from Existence or Being. 

4 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 48. 
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"that there are no existent entities but only conceptual 

natures (i.e. essences)."l In conclusion, then, it must be 

reaffirmed, if only in a general way, that, for Pratt, 

Reality is not identical with, but, rather, inclusive of, 

Existence. And it is expected that the relation between 

Existence and Reality will come out more clearly in the sub-

sequent analysis of Pratt's notion of Existence. 

(2l Being. Pratt appears to use Being and Existence 

interchangeably. On page 55 of Personal Realism, for 

instance, he says: "This does not mean that being (or 

existence) 2 is unreal or unimportant." In another of his 

rare references to Being,3 Pratt indicates that only "special 

usage" would permit a distinction between Being and Existence. 

And he at least implies that he does not ascribe to this 

"special usage." Hence, it would seem that "to be" and "to 

exist" are one and the same in Pratt, and, consequently, 

that in presenting Pratt's view of Existence, we shall at 

the same time be presenting Pratt's view of Being. 

iii. Pratt's view of 'Existence.• Early in his 

Personal Realism, Pratt writes: "For positive facts about 

the universe, we must go to experience.•4 For Pratt, as we 

1 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 62. 

2 Underlining is my own. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 51. 
4 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 46. 
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shall see, Existence turns out to be a "positive fact about 

the universe," and is indeed found in "experience. 11 

Existence, claims Pratt, 16 undeniable. "Not even 

the solipsist or the extreme skeptic can successfully deny 
1 existence, for at least his doubt exists." And his doubt 

is "not merely a definable nature but an actual experience; 

if it be not, his skepticism is not actual and he has nothing 

to talk about." 2 

This appeal to the actual experience of doubt, or, put 

more generally, to thinking experience, is clearly an appeal 

to the Cartesian cogito. And, indeed, Pratt finds Existence 

here. I think; therefore, I exist. The doubter doubts; that 

is, he has thinking experience; therefore, he exists. "Exist­

ence," says Pratt, "is known to us directly (in the sense of 

•acquaintance with 1 ), in all our various direct experiences 

taken as present psychoses."3 

Bergson has told us that the essential element of time 

(as duree) cannot be confined to a definition, but can be 

known only by direct experience of it. Any attempt to ration­

alize duree falsifies it by turning it into another dimension 

of conceptual space. 4 So it is with Existence, according to 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 51. 
2 52. Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 57. 
4 

Personal Realism, 52. Pratt, p. 
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Pratt, Existence can be known only by directly experiencing 

it. Any attempt to define it inevitably falsifies it by 

transforming it into an essence, or concept, or ideal nature, 

or some other object of analysis. Existence, unlike logical 

natures (i.e. essence), defies definition or conceptualiza-
1 tion: for, as we have seen, definition, for Pratt, involves 

analysis, and no simple experience (such as Existence) is 

analyzable "for the very reason that [it] is simple." 2 

In recognizing.Existence as "experiential" and indefin-

able, Pratt is admitting, in effect, that the world to which 

he ascribes is not a world of "pure rationalism.") "A world 

of pure rationalism," he says, "which recognizes no brute 

fact given by experience, no existence as distinct from 

essence, can have no place for real time [i.e. directly 

experienced dur(e or duration] and hence none for motion or 

any other kind of change."4 For "all real change, as all 

real duration, supposes something that changes and endures, 

and only an existent entity--not an essence or ideal nature-­

can do this."5 

Moreover, Pratt contends, not only change and duration, 

but also individuality, is precluded by any philosophy which 

1 See preceding consideration of "relations." 

2 
Personal Realism, 32. Pratt, p. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 72. 
4 
Pratt, Personal Realism, pp. 52-53. 

5
Ibid. Underlining is my own. 
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reduces all of Reality to the rational, that is, to logical 

natures or essences. And this represents all the more reason 

for Pra.tt 's rejection of a world of pure rationalism. "For 

the touchstone of the individual," says Pratt, "is uniqueness. 

An individual is a being of which there can be no duplication • 

• • • No argument is then needed to show that an individual 

in this sense cannot belong to the realm of universals, and 

that if philosophy be refused the right to deal with existents 

it can take no cognizance of individuals." 1 For, to put the 

matter a little differently, an individual can never be com­

pletely defined, in Pratt. Even after all its qualities have 

been abstracted.and labeled, there always remains "a residue 

which is not identical with any quality or nameable essence," 2 

a residue "not susceptible of exact definition."3 This 

"residue," according to Pratt, is, of course, Existence, 

which can be grasped only by experience. Or, put another 

way, (this residue] "can be known only in the form of direct, 

existent experience by some existent experiencer."4 

What, then, does Pratt contend to be the necessary 

aspects of any existent? In answer to this question, it 

may first be said that, for Pratt, any given existent must 

1 Ibid. Underlining is my own. 

2
Ibid. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 55. 
4 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 56. 



66 

possess two aspects: one, its description and definition, 

and two, its simple gi veness. "No one," says Pratt, "has 

expressed the situation better than Bradley." And Pratt 

proceeds to present in full the oft-quoted passage. 

If we take up anythin! considered real (i.e., what 
I have called existent), no matter what it is, we 
find in it two aspects •••• There is a 'what' and a 
'that, 1 a content and an existence, and the two are 
inseparable. That anything should not qualify and give 
character to anything, is obviously impossible. If we 
try to get the 1 that 1 by itself we do not get it, for 
either we have qualified it or else we fail utterly. 
If we try to get the 1what 1 by itself, we find at once 
that it is not at all. It points to something beyond, 
and cannot exist by itself and as a bare adjective.2 

Hence, in appealing to Bradley, Pratt is saying, in effect, 

that nothing may be said to be an existent unless it pos­

sesses not only a what but a 1bal, not only a definable 

character, but an indefinable givenness. And this allega-

tion quite clearly involves a reaffirmation of Pratt's view 

that "there is in existence a non-rational but purely 

empirical element. 11 3 

What else might be said to characterize Pratt's view 

of the existent? I think that two other characteristics 

need be brought out. First, an existent, in Pratt, must be 

"capable of making a difference to experience,"4 that is, to 

1 These parentheses are Pratt's. 

2 
Personal 56. Pratt, Realism, p. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 58. 
4 Personal Realism, 57-58. Pratt, pp. 











Nickleby was never able to know that "sense of duration" 
1 which can only be grasped by "directly experiencing it." 
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In view of this preceding consideration of Pratt's 

notion of Sxistence, it would surely be redundant to pro­

vide a detailed answer to the remaining question formulated 

at the outset of this discussion; namely, "What is Pratt 

saying when he contends • • • that •existence' is a dif­

ferentia of substance?" Suffice it to say, in passing, that 

for Pratt, as for Aristotle, substance cannot be restricted 

to the realm of essence, to the realm of concept or form. 

Substance has not only a what but a that (to employ, again, 

Bradley's terminology), not only a form but a non-rational 

surd which can be known (in Pratt 1 s sense of 'acquaintance 

with') only by directly experiencing it. This indefinable, 

experiential, brute fact is, of course, the essential char­

acteristic of what Pratt calls "Existence." 2 

iv. 'Existence' in contrast. In the last chapter, 

marked similarities were noted between the philosophical 

approach of J. B. Pratt and that of c. J. Ducasse.3 Moreover, 

Pratt's subsequent contention that one's selection of a phi­

losophical approach "determines in advance one's attitude 

toward many metaphysical problems" was emphasized. 

1 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 52. 

2 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 72. 

3see part 2, chapter I of this dissertation. 
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analyzability of the Ducassean order. (Indeed, he would 

probably agree that, within the framework of Ducasse's seman­

tically oriented methodology, an analysis of the word "Exist­

ence" is possible). Rather, Pratt seems to be speaking in 

terms of what might be called qualitative analysis. Analysis, 

for him, is analysis into "ultimate qualities (which are uni­

versals).111 Accordingly, Existence, being an experiential 

simple, cannot be resolved (i.e., analyzed) into qualitative 

parts; for it goes without saying that a "simple," by virtue 

of its being a "simple," has no parts. 

Now, essentially, it is my contention that, as regards 

Existence, Ducasse and Pratt are in two very different pos-

tures, so to speak. Ducasse views "Existence" semantically; 

the problem of Existence, like all theoretical problems of 

philosophy, is, for him, the problem of defining what the 

word connotes or intends in common, ordinary usage. So it 

is not at all surprising that he should come up with a con-

notative definition of Existence. Pratt, on the other hand, 

starts with the data of human experience2 rather than with 

the data of linguistic usage, and it is here that he finds 

Existence (Indeed, Pratt calls Existence a fact of experi­

ence.) Consequently, Pratt views Existence empirically, or, 

if you like, experientially, rather than semantically or 

1 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 53. 
2Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 2. 
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c. My third criticism has already been suggested 

in my exposition of Ducasse 1 s view of Existence. 1 I ques-

tion the manner in which Ducasse arrives at his hypothesis or 

generic definition of existence. In formulating the data for 

his inquiry into the meaning of existence, Ducasse first con­

siders statements referring explicitly to Physical existence. 

On the basis of these data, he offers a hypothesis concerning 

physical existence. Next Ducasse considers statements 

referring to mathematical existence. And, on the basis of 

these, he contends that the meaning of existence as employed 

with reference to the mathematical is closely analagous to 

the meaning of existence as employed with reference to the 

physical. Up to this point he at least shows signs of 

respecting his proposed methodology. 

But it is his next step which seems to be unwarranted. 

Having examined only those data which refer either to Qhysi-

cal or mathematical existence, Ducasse proceeds to offer a 

hypothesis concerning "any assertion of existence." He says: 

"In any assertion of existence, thus, no matter whether it 

be more particularly one of physical existence, or of mathe-

matical, or psychological, or other existence, two components 

are always essentially involved, namely, a what and a where." 2 

1 
See subheading iii in section 2 of this chapter. 

2 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 72. Underlining 

is my own. 
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tn general. In expounding his view of substance, 1 Pratt, I 

believe, is over-reliant on the terminology and contentions 

of Aristotle. That Pratt is not entitled to share Aristotle's 

conception of substance is no_t my criticism. My criticism, 

rather, is that he appeals to Aristotle without making clear 

the nature and presuppositions of the doctrine or views to 

which he appeals. Put another way, my contention is that 

much of Pratt's acceptance of Aristotle (in regard to sub­

stance) is left unexplained to the reader. The result is a 

lack of clarity concerning Pratt's own view of substance and/ 

or concerning hi_s reasons for accepting a basic Aristotelian 

conception. 

To illustrate, I should like, again, to mention what 

Pratt refers to as substantivity. Admittedly, following 

Aristotle, 2 Pratt makes substantivity one of the nessential 

differentia" of substance. But what he means by substantivity 

is never made clear. Within the context of Pratt's exposi­

tion, the reader is left to infer that by substantivity, 

Pratt is referring to nindependence," or to the relative 

ability of a substance to "stand on its own feet. u3 How-

ever, not even the content of this inference is clear. What 

is frustratingly lacking is a detailed account of what it 

1 
See subheading i, part 2, of this chapter. 

2 
6?. Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 68. 
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means for a substance nto stand on its own feet," or to have 

"independence." It is not enough, simply, to refer to 

Aristotle. 



CHAPTER III 

CAUSALITY 

Both C. J. Ducasse1 and J. B. Pratt2 have given 

serious attention to the general topic of causality. More 

specifically, each has ventured to offer a detailed account 

of the so-called "causal relation." It is my purpose in this 

chapter to present, compare, and criticize these two analyses 

of causality. In doing so, I shall also continue my attempt 

to locate the basis or bases for any points of divergence in 

the views, under examination, of the two writers. 

1. Ducasse's Analysis of the Causal Relation. 

i. Introduction. Ducasse 1 s analysis of causality 

represents an attempt to invalidate Burne's official doctrine 

that causality consists in de facto regularity of sequence.3 

With the aim of obliterating this alleged misconception, 

Ducasse, initially, points out that there are conspicuous 

1 
See,·for instance, Ducasse's painstaking analysis of 

causation in Causation and the Types of Necessity, and his 
equally cogent ·treatment in Nature, Mind, and Death, pp. 
101-216. 

2 
See, for example , Personal Realism, pp. 116-140. 

3 Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, chapter ?. 
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Ducasse is quick to add that "the canon is not, as Mill 

thought, the description of a method for discovery or proof 

of the existence, as between the two events, of some relation 

other than the one that canon actually describes, such per­

haps as the relation of invariable regularity of sequence.'1 l 

"It is a description, rather than a method of discovery, of 

causality." 

With this basic hypothesis in mind, we may now seek to 

grasp some other of the essential features of Ducasse's 

analysis of the causal relation. 

(1} Causality is a triadic relation. Causality is 

often assumed to be only a dyadic relation involving cause 

and effect. According to Ducasse, Mill sees causality as a 

dyadic relation when he says: "The cause, then, philosophi-

cally speaking, is the sum total of the conditions positive 

and negative taken together; the whole of the contingencies 

of every description, which being realized, the consequent 

invariably follows." 2 Ducasse refuses to accept such a 

"dyadic" view. Mill's definition, he asserts, erroneously 

"does away with the familiar distinction between cause and 

condition. 11 For Ducasse, the circumstances constitute a 

third term, which cannot conceivably be included in the 

cause, "since the latter is invariably the only change or 

unchange in the circumstances." In other words, on Ducasse 1s 

1Ibid. 

2 ,--. J. 0. Mill, System of Logic (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1869), p. 200 (Bk. III, Ch. 5, sect. J). 
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proposition which • • • omits to specify what the circum-

stances at the time are assumed to be ••• is almost certain 
1 to be false. n 

(2) Distinction between 'cause of 1 and 'condition of.' 

Ducasse argues that the common-sense distinction between 

"cause of" and "condition of" is perfectly valid, and cor-

responds to the distinction between "sufficient to" and 

"necessary to." That is to say, for Ducasse an event A is 

said to be the cause of B if A, in the existing circum-

stances, is sufficient to the occurrence of B. But A is 

said to be the condition of B if A, in the existing circum­

stances, is necessary to the occurrence of B. 2 To express 

the matter in a slightly different manner, it is Ducasse 1 s 

contention that a cause necessitates its effect while a 

condition is necessary for the effect. 

It must be noted, however, that Ducasse's distinction 

between cause and condition is not intended as a denial of 

the role of condition within the causality relatlon. In 

fact, on the contrary, Ducasse makes it clear that to say 

that a "triadic relation obtains between S, C, and E is to 

say that C in S is etiologically) both sufficient and 

1 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, pp. 115-116. 

2 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 108. 

3Ducasse uses the term "etiological" in contrast to 
the term "logical." "Etiological" is used to designate the 
relation between events as distinguished from the relation 
between timeless logical entities. Nature, Mind, and Death, 
pp. 113-116. 
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1 Realism), Pratt begins with personal experience. He says: 

"Probably the earliest stimulus to the causal way of thinking 

is to be found in the experience of making .§:!1 effort .1Q. act 

upon things, and of feeling oneself acted upon by them." He 

continues with the following very worthwhile elaboration: 

When the infant or the grown man, straining his 
strength, succeeds in pushing some heavy object, or 
solving some difficult problem, or when against his 
will and all his efforts he finds himself pushed by 
some source he cannot resist, he has an experience 
which he knows as the exertion of power. When he longs 
for something and at length, with great exertion achieves 
it, he feels no need for further explanation. Except in 
our most theoretical moments, we all regard our active 
wills as explanation enough, and only in sophisticated 
moments wonder how the desired result came about.2 

Pratt's initial approach, then, involves an appeal to 

what might be called •• the experience of causality." It is 

an appeal to the pre-theoretical, the pre-intellectual, or 

to use Pratt's Ol-m words, to the ''merely existential.'' 3 

Causality happens; it is experienced (by acting or being 

acted upon); it is known "from within. n4 Pratt summarizes 

his approach well when he says, in reference to the activi­

ties of ''acting upon th:ngs (and in turn, of being acted upcn 

by them):"5 11 These tendencies or processes are dynamic 

my own. 

1 See page 2, for example. 

2 Pratt, Per_sonal Realism, pp. 119-120. Underlining is 

3Pratt, Fersonal Realism, p. 120. 

4 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 129. 

5Ibid. 
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separation can be made between event and event, hence 

between cause and effect. Yet, Pratt insists, "the process" 

in either example, "is causal [that is, has continuity within 

a substance], as distinct from logical or merely temporal. 111 

Transeunt causation, on the other hand, is illustrated 

by the flying stone's impingement upon a window. According 

to Pratt, the stone 1 s motion "flows into and is carried on 

by the processes within the glass." Another example would 

be the motion of billiard ball number two subsequent to its 

being struck by a rolling billiard ball number one. In each 

of these examples, Pratt affirms, there is continuity; how-

ever, the continuity here is clearly not of a process within 

a single object, but "between what we call different processes 

within different substances. 112 

Now, in the light of this hypothesis concerning causa­

tion, it is not difficu+t to understand Pratt's objection to 

the causation--invariable sequence identification. To use 

Pratt's own words, "In all those cases where we deny to 

invariable sequence the character of causality, our denial 

is due to, and is justified by, our perception that the 

events in question are not parts of a continuous series or a 

continuous pair of series." Consider the invariable sequence 

of night and day, for instance. Despite the fact that each 

1 
Pratt, Personal Realism, pp. 118, 1)0. 

2 
Ibid. 
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1 continuous process." But Pratt's point is that, as regards 

the causal process, temporal continuity is not the whole 

story; it must be 11 united with at least one other kind of 

continuity. 11 Indeed, he asserts, "something more than tern-

poral sequence would be found if one process flowed into a 

second, if the second began where the first left off, if it 

tended in what might be called the same direction in the 

sense of supplementing the first. 112 

Details concerning this "other kind of continuity,tt 

however, are scarce. Pratt just mentions) spatial continuity 

as one example. Subsequently, he mentions qualitative con-

tinuity and teleological continuity as additional examples. 

And, finally, he submits that "there are probably several 

kinds of continuity which are not immediately obvious because 

language does not happen to have provided us with names for 

them. 11 

In reference to the latter, he suggests a form of con-

tinuity which he labels biological. He says: 

If, let us say, through the various stages of evolu­
tion, natural selection had brought it about that upon 
the process of the lion's roar, air waves, and electric 
or other motion along the auditory nerve of an antelope, 

1 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 132. Note also Pratt's 

subsequent contention that the "causal process may take a 
few seconds, or many years, but passage of time is always 
involved, 11 p •. 135. 

2 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. lJJ. 

3I use "mention" advisedly, here. 
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there followed a process of sensation, attention, 
conscious urge to flee, and that this conscious pro­
cess was in its turn followed by a process of innerva­
tion of the muscles and rapid motion of the whole 
organism, should we not be justified in calling these 
processes continuous with each other in a very real 
sense? 

He answers: 

It seems to me that in the physical, physiological, 
psychical, and (once more} physiological processes of 
my illustration we have genuine continuity, even though 
the English language has not provided us with any spe­
cific word for it. And if this is the case, I see no 
reason why we should hesitate to call the relation 
causal.l 

The above, I believe, represents the extent to which 

Pratt directly considers the "other kind of continuity." In 

effect, he is merely asserting that the other continuity 

essential to causation may be of a number of types--many of 

which, perhaps, have no name in our language. 

Despite the brevity of Pratt's treatment, here, as 

well as his subsequent contention that "Causality is not to 

be explained but to be accepted 'with natural piety, 1112 I 

think it would be unfair to suggest that Pratt offers no 

clues as to what is involved in the "other continuity." 

For, certainly, Pratt's preceding consideration of immanent 

and transeunt causation, as well as his initial statement 

of the "essential character" of causation, implies that this 

"other continuity" (whether qualitative, physiological, 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 134. Underlining is my 

own. 
2 
Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 136. 
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teleological, psychological, or what have you) always refers 

to a process "within or between substances." And, later, 

this implication is confirmed by Pratt's contention that 

"Substance, in some sense or other of the word, is also1 

essential to causation." 2 

Again, what Pratt essentially is saying here is that 

it would be a grave error to see in causation "merely a con­

tinuous sequence of events 1' [1. e., a mere temporal continuity). 

For the nature of substance or substances is always neces-

sarily involved in the total continuity of causation. With-

out substance, there is no causation for Pratt. Pratt 

accepts Loewenberg's contention that "causation is but a 

name for the substance of things conceived as dynamic.") And 

he argues in the following manner: 

Unless there were at the least •existent collections 
of existent qualities' there could be no change, and 
without change, of course, no continuous process. If 
there is

4
to be change there must be something that 

changes. 

In passing, it need hardly be said that, in making 

substance a necessary factor in causation, Pratt, is, at 

least ostensibly, at variance with Ducasse. For, as we have 

seen, Ducasse's definition, in contradistinction to Pratt's, 

1 Underlining is my own. The "also" indicates that, 
besides temporal continuity, substance is necessary. 

2 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 135. 

3Ibid. (All quotes in this paragraph) 

4
Ibid. 
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is, theoretically, completely independent of his concept of 

substance. (As seen in the foregoing chapter, however, Pratt 

and Ducasse do not mean the same thing by "substance.") It 

explains causation entirely in terms of the relation between 

two concrete individual events and a state of circumstances. 

v. lg causation uniform and universal? Pratt 

does not set out to "prove" the uniformity and universality 

of causation. Nor does he, in the manner of Ducasse, attempt 

to show that his hypothesis concerning causality logically 

implies or "entails" these commonly accepted "laws." To the 

contrary, in fact, he maintains that to assert legalistically 

that if X appears then Y must also appear, or that every 

event must have a cause, "is to be either ambiguous or 

dogma t i c • "1 

Pratt takes the uniformity of causation to indicate, 

generally, "the conception that there are repeatable events, 

and that these are related in uniform sequence." In so far 

as this conception represents a description of what we claim 

to find in our experience, it has, according to Pratt, an 

empirical basis. However, to the extent that this concep­

tion is accepted as a statement applying universally to "the 

whole past or whole future," it is obviously a postulate, for 

its alleged universality is plainly incapable of proof. 2 

1 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 137. 

2This is in view of the fact that the ''whole future" 
is not open to present empirical verification. 
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universality of causation as law. However, again, as in the 

case of uniformity of causation, 1 there is some other sense 

in which Pratt might be said to ascribe to the universality 

of causation. To illustrate, Pratt says pointedly that the 

assertion that everything must have a cause "is true enough 

if intended simply to mean that every event is a part of the 

general nexus of events in Nature." 2 

Now, it seems to me that Pratt 1 s contention, here, 

although expressed in the terminology of his own cosmology, 

amounts to an acceptance of what is ordinarily referred to as 

the law of universality of causation, that is to say, the law 

that everything must have a cause. It is true that he is 

openly suspicious and critical of so-called "causal laws;" 

but I do not think that he has rejected the law of universal­

ity of causation. Rather, I think, he has stipulated in his 

own terms the precise sense in which he does accept this law, 

and, hence, in his judgment, has eliminated the marked ambi-

guity commonly attached to it. 

What Pratt has rejected is not, I submit, the law of 

the universality of causation, but, as we have seen, the 

uniformity of causation, as law. He says: 

1 Pratt rejects uniformity of causation as a law but 
accepts it as a postulate. 

2 Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 137. 
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he insists that "what really follows from [his] analysis is 

only that the change in S, which immediately preceded the 

event, was then a complex change; for in order that at a 

time T a change C inS be the single change there, it does 

not have to be a simple change. 1 In other words, Ducasse 

is here affirming a distinction between a single change and 

a simple change, and is noting that, for him, a single 

change may well be complex. This being the case, Ducasse 

maintains that Pap's example of "concurrent changes" is but 

an example of "complex change," and, hence, does not contra-

diet either his hypothesis or common, ordinary usage of 

"cause." Such is the first part of Ducasse's reply. 

The second part of Ducasse 1 s reply concerns Pap 1 s 

contention that, on Ducasse 1 s hypothesis, "if one antecedent 

event is causally irrelevant to E, then all of them are." 

"Any appearance that this conclusion follows," says Ducasse, 

"is due only to the ambiguous phrase, 'causally irrelevant 

to,' which invites confusion between etiological sufficient 

to (i.e., 1cause of') and etiological necessary to (i.e., 

'condition of')." 2 To support his point, he emphasizes that 

to say that the only antecedent complex change, abc, in situa-

tion S, was sufficient to cause the only other single complex 

1Ducasse, "Comments and Criticism on the Analysis of 
Causality," p. 424. 

2Ibid. 
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effort to act upon things, and of feeling oneself acted upon 

by them." 1 Given this personal experience, I agree that it 

alone must be the starting-point of inquiry or attempted 

analysis regarding causality. For, as Pratt points out, our 

many and diverse experiences, though not self-explanatory, 

are 11 the things we human beings are initially sure of. 112 

And, indeed, I agree that the task of philosophy is to attempt 

to make sense out of experience, and not, as Ducasse would 

have it, to offer a generic definition of the way in which a 

term under consideration is ordinarily used. 

Secondly, it is my inpression that, unlike Ducasse, 

Pratt pointedly comes to grips with the genuine problem of 

causality. The problem of causality, as I see it, is not 

simply the problem of defining the ordinary usage of "cause" 

(which, to me, is mainly a meta-linguistic concern) but one 

of trying to characterize the nature of causation as it mani­

fests itself, for instance, in the direct, personal, dynamic 

experience of "originating movement against resistance,") 

of acting upon things and being acted upon .QI. things. And 

it is exactly to this problem that Pratt addresses himself. 

Pratt is not basically interested in either the way "cause" 

has been used in ordinary discourse or (to use Bowne's 

terminology) in the phenomenal conditions in which events 

1 
119. Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 

2 
Personal Realism, Pratt, p. 2. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 129. 
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Bergson, Whitehead, and Hartshorne, to name but a few, will 

readily sympathize with the stand which Pratt is taking 

here. Is it extreme to say, pointedly, that experience 

defies adequate expression, let alone definition? 
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not any discovered similarity or difference in the two hypo­

theses merits emphasis or de-emphasis. For, clearly, any 

similarity or difference in two hypotheses that are about 

two different issues, or that represent answers to two dif­

ferent questions, cannot be taken at face-value. 

1. The nature of the problem. 

i. Ducasse. On the opening page of Nature, Mind, 

and Death, 1 Ducasse indicates that among the chief problems 

to be investigated in his book is the problem of the relation 

between an individual's mind and his body. That this initial 

declaration of purpose, in fact, discloses Ducasse's con-

ception of the mind-body problem is pointedly brought out at 

the beginning of Ducasse 1 s chapter on "The Mind-Body Relation." 

Here he draws a sharp distinction "between the problem of how 

material things and events are epistemologically related to 

the minds which know them, and the allied yet different 

problem of the ontological relation between a mind and the 

particular material object called its body." And in a manner 

completely devoid of ambiguity, Ducasse adds: "The latter 

is the one we are ultimately concerned with.•• 2 

What Ducasse, essentially, is saying here is that the 

mind-body problem must not be mistaken for what he calls the 

1Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. ). 

2 
Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 42). 
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Mind-Matter problem; that is to say, it must not be confused 

with the problem which concerns the epistemological relation 

between a mind and the world of material events and things. 

The mind-body problem, "allied yet different, 11 concerns "the 

nature of the ontological relation between a given mind and 

the material object, unique among the many others that mind 

equally perceives, which it calls 'its own' body." 1 

ii. Pratt. As pointed out in my prefatory 

remarks, J. B. Pratt looks upon the mind-body problem as one 

2 of the most crucial of all philosophical problems. What 

Pratt, in general, means by the problem comes out better in 

his subsequent characterization of it as "the problem of the 

relation of mind to body."3 Like Ducasse, Pratt is clear and 

explicit in his formulation of the problem. Like Ducasse, 

Pratt is quick to insist that the mind-body problem is not a 

"question of pure epistemology." 

The mind-body problem, Pratt maintains, "is not the 

purely epistemological problem of the relation of conscious-

ness to matter, or of subject to object. It may be true, as 

some idealists insist, that there is no object without a sub-

ject, or it may not be true. But the question of its truth 

is not the mind-body problem." Rather, Pratt asserts, the 

1 Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 401. 

2 Pratt, Matter and Spirit, p. 3; Personal Realism, p. 
220. 

3Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 220. 
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various kinds upon stimulation of the sense organs of the 

material object called its body."l To attribute these two 

kinds of properties to the mind,is, I think clearly, either 

to presuppose or to imply a mind-body interaction. 

Further, it is to be noted that, like any other sub-

stance, a mind, for Ducasse, has parts. Put another way, a 

mind, like any other substance, has "sub-systems of capaci-

ties." For the capacities of a mind "are integra ted in a 

number of sub-systems which, although normally connected and 

interacting with one another, nevertheless have each a degree 

of 1ndependence." 2 

To each of these parts, or organs, or sub-systems of 

the mind, Ducasse assigns the name ''self." Strictly speak-

ing, then, "playboy," 11 pater families," "business man," 

"poet," ''devotee," etc., are but names for various parts or 

sub-systems of various minds. And each part, "as existing, 

has its own interests, purposes, and will-to-experience-and-

expression." Sometimes, says Ducasse, one alone of these 

"role-selves" occupies the "stage of consciousness" so to 

speak. At other times, two or more may be on the stage, 

"perhaps cooperating, perhaps contending for dominance or 

1All quotes.in this paragraph are taken from Nature, 
Mind, and Death, p. 403. 

2Ducasse, Nature, Mind, and Death, p. 412. Underlining 
is my own. 
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different from that. Why seek ye the living among the dead? 111 

The basis for his rejection of the latter identification of 

mind with "stream of consciousness" offers the key to the 

understanding of Pratt's view of mind. Let us look into 

that basis. 

Pratt first makes it clear that, in hj_ s opinion, the 

picture of "stream of consciousness" as provided by intro-

spective psychology is valuable enough as a product of 

objective, scientific analysis, but is inaccurate and mislead-

ing when taken as an account of "the actual reality of our 

inner lives." Then, in one of the most important, perspi­

cacious, and expressive passages in all of his works (and, 

indeed, one which merits quoting in its entirety, here), 

Pratt gives the reasons for his stand. He says: 

The kind of self-examination which does not cut to 
pieces, the sort of thing Bergson refers to as intui­
tion, does not reveal a stream or succession of psychic 
states or pulses, following each other like the passive 
pictures on a cinometographic film. I may analyze my 
experience into successive parts, and from these parts 
I may, for the purpose of definition, record, and com­
munication, construct "percepts" and "concepts." But 
in my living experience there are no such things. 
Here, as so often, scientific analysis transforms what 
it would describe. What we actually live through and 
immediately realize is a self acting in various 

1
Ibid. Along this line, another quotation from Per­

sonal Realism comes to mind. On page 220, Pratt says: "And 
indeed a philosophy which should assert that it could find 
no difference or distinction between what is commonly called 
body and what is commonly called mind would need no char­
acterization from its opponents; no critic could say of it 
more damning things than just that." 







140 

Hence, the mind or self, in Pratt, is neither a "col­

lection of states" nor "a blank bearer," so to speak. To 

define it as either is to rationalize it, is to objectify it, 

is to miss its essential and dynamic subjectivity, and, con­

sequently, is to falsify it. Now, let us look at this con­

tention from a slightly different perspective--a perspective 

which will shed further light on Pratt's refusal to define 

mind and which will invite comparative remarks concerning 

Pratt's and Ducasse's view of mind. 

Essentially, Pratt, in the above exposition, is saying 

that the mind is not a merely logical or perceptual construct, 

but is an existent being. And, as was pointed out in chapter 

III of this dissertation, there is in every existent (accord­

ing to Pratt) "a non-rational existential aspect which can 

never be reached by conceptual description and which can be 

realized only by intuition." 1 So, again, it is not difficult 

to see that, for Pratt, any attempt to define or describe 

rationally an existent mind would either fail miserably or 

transform its very nature. 

Moreover, it is to be noted that, as an existent, mind 

"must have character--it cannot be a merely abstract and 

colorless X. 1
' This being the case, then mind or self must 

be a substance in Pratt's own sense discussed in chapter III 

of this dissertation, that is, in the sense of being "an 

1Pratt, Personal Realism, p. 315. 


































































































































































































































































































































































