
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































678 SIDNEY HOOK

any, would he be prepared to say that had a particular hero of
history or science not lived, events would have turned out sub-
stantially the seme? (7) Why does he believe that his moral
judgments on historical events are more reasonable, or less
arbitrary, than those of the totalitarians whom he criticizes;
and how does he relate his answer to his theory of moral values?

SipNey Hook
DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
NeEw York UNIVERSITY
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REPLY TO CRITICISMS

N the following pages I propose to pass over in silence
most of the many agreeable and complimentary passages
in the preceding essays, and to ignore, with few exceptions, ex-
pressions of agreement with my opinions. Where disagreement
is expressed, I sometimes find myself on the side of the critic
against my former self; in such cases, I shall merely indicate
how my change of opinion has come about. There remain, how-
ever, a substantial number of issues as to which I am prepared
to offer arguments on my side, Taking the material in the order
in which Mr. Schilpp has arranged it, I shall pass gradually
from the abstract towards the concrete. This will take us first
to logic, then to scientific method, then to theory of knowledge
and psychology, and thence to metaphysics. Passing over to
matters involving judgments of value, we come first to ethics
and religion, then to political and social philosophy, and finally
to the philosophy of history.

Mr, Reichenbach’s account of my logic is such as to be almost
wholly pleasurable to me, and it would not call for much in
the way of reply, but for the fact that it raises certain questions
of great importance. The first of these is the law of excluded
middle and the relation of truth to verifiability. Mr. Reichen-
bach and I are agreed that, if the definition of “truth” in any
way involves “verifiability,” the law of excluded middle is at
best a convention, and for some purposes an inconvenient one.
But he holds that the law should be abandoned, while I, though
with misgivings, have argued in a contrary sense. This is one
of a number of questions as to which I am prevented from
accepting a certain view by difficulties in carrying it out, but
am prepared to alter my opinion if technical skill supplies an
answer to my difficulties. Mr. Reichenbach’s paper contains
allusions to .quantum theory and three-valued logic which
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arouse my passionate curiosity, but for the moment it must
remain unsatisfied. I agree, of course, that a three-valued logic
is possible; that is not the question at issue. It is not easy to
state the question in a form in which it is not verbal or con-
ventional, but that is what I must attempt to do.

Take, first, the following question. Let us assume that you
have assigned proper names to everything that you are capable
of naming; let the objects named be 4, 4, ¢, . . . 2. Suppose
every one of these is found by you to possess a certain property
P; does this justify you in asserting: “Everything has the
property P?” Every logician would reply in the negative. The
things that can be named may be taken to be the things that
form part of your experience, including memory; therefore,
in rejecting the above inference you are holding that there
may be things which you have not experienced. “Of course,”
you will reply, “there are all the things I shall experience in
the future.” But if you have any confidence in future experi-
ence, you pass beyond what can be inferred from past experi-
ences.

This principle of assigning names may be used to define
various possible philosophies. Let our list of names consist
of all those that I can assign throughout the course of my life.
If, then, from the fact that “P(z),” “P(5),” ... “P(z)” are
all true, I do not allow myself to infer that “P(x)” is true for
all values of x, that is a denial of solipsism. If my list of names
consists of all those that sentient beings can assign, the denial
of the inference is an assertion that there are, or may be, things
that are not experienced at all.

My argument for the law of excluded middle and against
the definition of “truth” in terms of “verifiability” is not that
it is impossible to construct a system on this basis, but rather
that it is possible to construct a system on the opposite basis,
and that this wider system, which embraces unverifiable truths,
is necessary for the interpretation of beliefs which none of us,
if we are sincere, are prepared to abandon. In the Inguiry 1
instanced our belief in the spatio-temporal continuity of causal
processes, with the consequent physical system of light-waves,
sound-waves, etc. I criticize those who use the concept of “verifi-
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ability” on the ground that they use it loosely, in a manner
involving wish-fulfilment: they want to believe in science, but
not in anything unverifiable, and they shut their eyes to the
inconsistency of these two wishes. If they are in fact inconsistent,
as I believe them to be, the question as to which to gratify is
one of temperament, but the proof of inconsistency is one for
the logician, If my arguments in favour of the inconsistency
can be refuted, I shall be glad; in the meantime, I do not
find that my arguments have yet been met.

This brings me to the question of induction, as to which
Mr. Reichenbach asked me to say something. I have, however,
nothing to say that he has not already said. It is clear that
induction is needed to establish almost all our empirical beliefs,
and that it is not deducible from any or all of the principles of
deductive logic. Mr. Reichenbach says we must “overcome
Hume’s tacit presupposition that what is claimed as knowledge
must be proven as true,” and says that knowledge must be
conceived “as a system of posits used as tools for predicting
the future.” I do not understand this. Of course not all our
knowledge can be “proven;” nobody demands a proof of the
principles of deductive logic. But I do not see what difference
is made by regarding knowledge as a “tool;” if it is to be a
good “tool for predicting the future,” the future must be such
as it predicts. If not, it is no better than astrology. I do not
see any way out of a dogmatic assertion that we know the in-
ductive principle, or some equivalent; the only alternative is
to throw over almost everything that is regarded as knowledge
by science and common sense.

At this point, as at many others, I am brought up against a
distinction, not always clear-cut, between argumentation as a
game and philosophy as a serious attempt to decide what to
think. Hume, as a professional, affected to doubt many things
which, in fact, he did not doubt; I have done the same thing
myself. What is objective in such scepticism is the discovery
that from A it is impossible to deduce B, although, hitherto,
it has been thought possible, and although it has been held that
this was the only good ground for believing B, But if, in fact,
a man is going to go on believing B just as firmly as before,
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his scepticism is insincere. As a general rule, the effect of logical
analysis is to show the mutual independence of propositions
which had been thought to be logically connected. Hegel, who
deduced from pure logic the whole nature of the world, includ-
ing the non-existence of the asteroids, was only enabled to do
so by his logical incompetence. As logic improves, less and
less can be proved. The result, if we regard logical analysis as
a game, is an insincere scepticism. But if we are unwilling to
profess disbeliefs that we are in fact incapable of entertaining,
the result of logical analysis is to increase the number of inde-
pendent premisses that we accept in our analysis of knowledge.
Among such premisses I should put some principle by means
.of which induction can be justified. What exactly this principle
should be is a difficult question, which I hope to deal with at
some not distant date, if circumstances permit.

Mr. Morris Weitz’s essay on “Analysis and the Unity of
Russell’s Philosophy” is a remarkably thorough study, such
as one expects to see made of Plato or Aristotle or Kant, but
hardly of oneself. In the main, his interpretations seem to me
completely just, even in some cases where I was myself un-
conscious of my underlying beliefs and methods. I will note, how-
ever, a few misunderstandings.

First: as to relations having no instances. It is a mistake to
think that I abandoned this view in “Knowledge by Acquaint-
ance and Knowledge by Description;” I have held it continu-
ously since 1902. Nor is there any difference in this respect
between relations and qualities, When I say “A is human” and
“B is human,” there is absolute identity as regards “human.”
One may say that A and B are instances of humanity, and, in
like manner, if A differs from B and C differs from D, one may
say that the two pairs (A, B) and (C, D) are instances of dif-
ference. But there are not two humanities or two differences.
This doctrine represents an essential disagreement with the
Hegelians, and is necessary to the legitimacy of analysis.

* This illustration is not wholly accurate, since “human” is a complex concept.
The argument is only strictly applicable to concepts that are not defined, and
therefore count as simple.



REPLY TO CRITICISMS 685

Mr. Weitz speaks of “events in the form of ‘electrons’ and
‘protons’.” Electrons and protons are not events, according to
my theory; they are series of groups of events.

Like most other people, Mr. Weitz has failed to understand
the tentative theory, set forth in the Inquiry, according to which
a given shade of colour is a particular, not a universal. He says,
for instance, that this theory “denies implicitly the relation of
predication.” This is a mistake. If C is a certain shade of colour,
the statement “C is a colour” is a subject-predicate proposition.
My theory has been misunderstood because readers have per-
sisted in regarding a given shade of colour as a universal. We
are accustomed to the idea that a particular may persist through
a finite continuous portion of space-time; what I maintain is
that it may occupy a discontinuous portion of space-time, The
chief difficulty of the theory is as regards the construction of
space-time, but the difficulty is met as follows: Taking visual
space as the most important kind, position in visual space is
absolute, and is determined by two coSrdinates expressing up-
and-down, right-and-left with respect to the centre of the field
of vision, Each of these cobrdinates is a quality, or definable
in terms of qualities, Thus if I see simultaneously two red dots,
one having the positional qualities 6, ¢, the other &, ¢, if
I call red “R,” I am seeing two complexes (R, 6, ) and (R,
&, ¢’). It is essential to the theory to realize that ® and o,
which are the raw material in our construction of space, are
qualities, just as much as redness is, and with the same capacity
for repetition.

Mr. Weitz objects that codrdinates are not experienceable
separate qualities. In saying this, he must be thinking of co-
ordinates in the constructed space of physics. In the raw material,
namely perceptual space, codrdinates are qualities. If a fly
tickles me, I know, without looking, whereabouts I am being
tickled, because, in tactual space, a touch on one part of the
body causes a sensation differing in quality from a touch on
another part.

The theory that he is examining does not reject the dualism
of universals and particulars; all that it does is to place qualities
among particulars. If C is a shade of colour, C is a particular;
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but “visual,” “auditory,” etc., are predicates. The affinities of
the theory are not with Plato, but with those who aim at getting
rid of “substance.” All the well-known difficulties of substance
remain so long as we retain a “this” which is not a bundle of
qualities, as appears at once when we try to explain how we
distinguish between “this” and “that” otherwise than by dif-
ference of qualities.

The theory is justified as an application of Occam’s razor.
It renders superfluous all proper names except those for quali-
ties, but can express whatever could be expressed by the larger
vocabulary. Its only important consequence is that such propo-
sitions as “if A precedes B and B precedes C, then A precedes
C” become empirical generalizations instead of being synthetic
a priori truths,

With everything else in Mr. Weitz’s essay I am in agreement.

[Editor’s Note: For Mr. Russell’s “Note” on Mr. Gédel’s
essay, please turn to the last paragraph of this “Reply” (on

p. 741).]

I come now to Mr. Feibleman’s paper, which undertakes to
defend the first edition of The Principles of Mathematics against
my present views. My self of forty years is grateful for the
doughty blows he strikes in defence of the poor ghost, but
my self of the present day is compelled to undertake the parry-
ing of these blows. As the question of universals comes up re-
peatedly in this volume, it may be well first to state my present
view, and only then to examine Mr, Feibleman’s arguments.

To begin with, I deprecate slogans. I will not describe myself
as either a nominalist or a realist; in regard to any suggested
universal, I will examine its claims, and shall expect sometimes
to admit them, sometimes to reject them. The question of
prima facie admission is technical, but when the technical ques-
tion has been decided it is necessary to consider what is the
metaphysical import, if any, of the technical decision. The
technique involved is one wholly subsequent to 1903, and is
the chief reason for the difference between my present views
and those of that time.
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The technical question is that of minimum vocabularies. A
minimum vocabulary for a given system of propositions is a
set of terms having the two properties, (2) that no one of them
can be defined in terms of the others, (b) that by means of all
the terms, but not of any sub-class of them, all the propositions
of the given system can be expressed. In general, perhaps al-
ways, there will be many minimum vocabularies for any given
system of propositions, For instance, in the logic of truth-
functions we may start with “not-p or not-¢” or with “not-p
and not-¢.” The same sort of choice is possible with regard to the
axioms of a deductive system; for instance, in Euclidean geome-
try the axiom of parallels may be replaced by the axiom: “There
is no maximum to the possible area of an equilateral triangle.”
It is possible, however, to introduce a distinction, not always pre-
cise, between different vocabularies or systems of axioms: some
may be “simpler” than others. Euclid might have substituted
the theorem of Pythagoras for the axiom of parallels, but his
proofs would then have been much longer and more difficult.
Similarly Newtonian planetary theory can be stated taking the
earth as origin, but it is simpler to take the sun, and still simpler
to take the centre of gravity of the solar system.

Applying these considerations to the logical analysis of lan-
guage, our problem is to construct a minimum vocabulary for
(say) all the propositions of physics, both those that contain
general laws and those that may be described as geographical.
Obviously this minimum vocabulary must contain, as a sub-
class, 2 minimum vocabulary for logic. The theory of incomplete
symbols shows that it is possible to construct a minimum vocabu-
lary for logic which does not contain the word “class” or the
word “the.” I incline to think—though as to this I have some
hesitation—that the contradictions prove, further, the impossi-
bility of constructing a minimum vocabulary containing the
word “class” or the word “the,” unless highly complicated and
artificial rules of syntax are imposed upon our language. For
similar reasons, no acceptable minimum vocabulary will contain
words for numbers, i.e., every acceptable minimum vocabulary
will be such that numbers are defined by means of it.

The argument in favour of the admission of certain kinds of
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universals is derived partly from pure logic, partly from the
logical analysis of empirical material. Pure logic is difficult to
develop without variable functions; that is to say, we seem to
need the concept “any proposition® containing the word @’.”
We seem to need this, for example, in defining identity: 4 is
identical with & if every proposition containing “a” implies the
proposition which results from substituting “4.” Wittgenstein,
it is true, tried to develop logic without the concept of identity,
but I do not think the attempt was successful. And this is only
one of the purposes for which variable functions are needed. To
give 2 meaning to statements containing function-variables is
difficult unless universals, in some sense, are admitted.

The less purely logical argument is derived from analysis of
ordinary propositions, such as “A precedes B.” Here “precedes”
functions as a universal. We can, by somewhat elaborate devices,
define all universals in terms of particulars and “similarity,”
or rather “similar,” but “similar” remains a universal. The tech-
nical conclusion seems to be that every adequate minimum vo-
cabulary must contain at least one universal word, but this word
need only occur as an adjective or verb; its use as a substantive
1S unnecessary.

If it is true, as it seems to be, that the world cannot be de-
scribed without the use of the word “similar” or some equiva-
lent, that seems to imply something about the world, though I
do not know exactly what. This is the sense in which I still
believe in universals.

I come now to Mr. Feibleman’s arguments. He says, apropos
of the word “or,” that alternativity is “an unchanging relation-
ship which actual things may have.” This I should entirely deny.
The world can be completely described without the use of the
word “or.” If you are travelling and somebody says, “that is
Mount Etna,” he gives you information. You may have been
thinking, “that must be Etna or Vesuvius,” but you were cer-
tainly not thinking that, in addition to Etna and Vesuvius, there
is a third mountain, Etna-or-Vesuvius. Only the limitations of
our knowledge make the word “or” necessary; omniscience
would not need it.

. * Or at least “any proposition of some one given type.”
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Mr. Feibleman uses the word “relation” rather loosely. Thus
he says that, for me, numbers are “invariant relations between
variables.” I should not say this, if only because “variables” are
nothing; they are like the mountain Etna-or-Vesuvius. And
what is invariant in the definition of a number is not a relation,
but a form. Take, e.g., the definition of 1:

“¢ is a unit property” means “there is an 4 such that ¢ x
is true when and only when « is 4.”

Here there is no relation, invariant or otherwise.

The same argument applies to Mr. Feibleman’s assertion
that logical constants have been proved to be relations.

There is one accusation in Mr, Feibleman’s essay which I
most emphatically repudiate: he says that I confuse logical possi-
bility and actual exemplification. Every undefined symbol must
have an actual exemplification, or else it is meaningless. But
how about “or,” the reader may ask: logic needs this symbol,
and yet we have just declared that it has no exemplification.
Here I must make a distinction: there are states of mind which
cannot be expressed without the use of the word “or” or some
equivalent, but there is no corresponding constituent of the ob-
jects to which the states of mind refer.® The argument as regards
undefined symbols is simple: the process of getting to know what
they mean must be ostensive, and if they had no exemplification
they could not be “ostended” (if such a word is permissible).
Words or phrases that have a definition, such as “golden moun-
tain,” are in a different case. But all words that have definitions
disappear when 2 minimum vocabulary is employed.

Some of Mr. Feibleman’s remarks seem to show a lack of
understanding of mathematical logic. For instance, he thinks
that Burali-Forti’s paradox can be disposed of by saying that
there is no ordinal number 0. But there is the class whose only
member is the null relation, and it does not matter two pins
whether we choose to call this the ordinal number 0 or not.
There is again what seems to me a sheer mistake in saying that 1
am committed to realism by distinguishing between a thing and
the class of which it is the sole member, A class is a property; for
instance, ‘“satellite of the earth” is a property. It happens that

! See Inguiry, chap, V.
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there is only one object, the moon, which has this property; the
moon gives light, but “satellite of the earth” does not; the prop-
erty “satellite of the earth” is a unit property, but to say that the
moon is one is merely bad grammar, If Mr. Feibleman means
that whoever admits that things have properties is committed
to realism, he may be right, but that was the very thing he had
to prove.

One more criticism, and I have done. He says that I profess
to have disproved the statement “time is composed of instants.”
This is a mistake; I have only interpreted the statement. I have
shown that the statement follows from a plausible assumption,
but I do not think it possible to find out whether this assumption
1s true,

Mr. Moore’s paper on my theory of descriptions raises hardly
any questions as to which I have anything to controvert. I ad-
mire, as always, his patience in tracking down ambiguities and
differences of possible interpretation, and I am led to deplore
my own carelessness in the use of ordinary language. As to this,
however, I should say that the whole of my theory of descrip-
tions is contained in the definitions at the beginning of *14 of
Principia Mathematica, and that the reason for using an artificial
symbolic language was the inevitable vagueness and ambiguity
of any language used for every-day purposes. Mr. Moore points
out, quite correctly, that the theory of descriptions does not
apply to such sentences as “the whale is a mammal.” For this
the blame lies on the English language, in which the word “the”
is capable of various different meanings, On the whole, I am
relieved to have come so well out of such a careful and thorough
examination. It seems my worst mistake was to suppose that,
if Scott was the author of Waverley, he must have written
Waverley, whereas Homer (or whoever was the author of the
lliad) probably never wrote the Jl#ad down. I acknowledge this
error with equanimity.

) The only point that seems to me to call for some explanation
is my use of the phrase “may be taken as defining.” I used this
phrase because the definition of sentences containing descriptive
phrases, like various other definitions (e.g., that of cardinal
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numbers), is psychologically different from a definition of a
term that is new to the reader. If you say to a boy who has never
heard the word “pentagon” before: “A pentagon is a plane
figure having five sides,” he is able to attach a meaning to a
word which until then was meaningless. But if his father, being
interested in magic, has put a pentagram over the front door, the
boy may know the word “pentagram” as an object-word, and
if you then give him the geometrical definition he thereby ac-
quires new knowledge. In like manner the two definitions which
embody the theory of descriptions (*14.01.02), though formally
they are merely nominal definitions, in fact embody new knowl-
edge; but for this, they would not be worth writing about. The
new knowledge is as to the structure of phrases which had been
familiar but had not been adequately analysed. Consequently
the state of mind of a person using these definitions is different
from that of a person using descriptive phrases without knowing
the definitions.

Mr. Black’s essay on my philosophy of language seems to me
both interesting ard important: it presents precise difficulties
which I must answer or confess myself in error. On some points
I am prepared to admit the justice of his criticisms, but not, 1
think, on the points that are most important. But even the criti-
cisms that I think I can rebut seem to me such as are likely to
advance our understanding of the matters with which they are
concerned,

Mr. Black begins with a paradox resulting inevitably from a
definition of “types” that he quotes from me. My definition
was wrong, because I distinguished different types of emtities,
not of symbols. As to this, I accept what he says. I do not, how-
ever, acknowledge a difficulty which he raises, namely that he
can think about Russell and he can think about continuity, and
therefore “Russell” and “continuity” must be of the same type.
I do not believe that “think” has the same sense in these two
sentences. Thinking about continuity is thinking about continu-
ous series. I shall say that the word “continuity” cannot be em-
ployed significantly except when there is some equivalent phrase
using the word “continuous.” But this is a long story, and would



692 BERTRAND RUSSELL

lead on to Mr. Black’s bé1e noire, the ideal language, which 1
shall consider shortly.

Mr. Black argues that the theory of types, if true, cannot be
stated without contradiction. This is a point which formerly
troubled me a good deal; the very word “type” sinned against
the letter of the theory. But the trouble can be avoided by re-
wording. Words, in themselves, are all of the same type; they
are classes of similar series of shapes ‘or noises, They acquire
their type-status through the syntactical rules to which they are
subject. When I say that “Socrates” and “mankind” are of dif-
ferent types, I mean neither the words as physical occurrences,
nor what they mean—for I should say that “mankind” means
nothing, though it can occur in significant sentences. Difference
of type means difference of syntactical function. Two words of
different types can occur in inverted commas in such a way that
either can replace the other, but cannot replace each other when
the inverted commas are absent.

I have never been satisfied that the theory of types, as I have
presented it, is final. I am convinced that some sort of hierarchy
is necessary, and I am not sure that a purely extensional hier-
archy suffices. But I hope that, in time, some theory will be de-
veloped which will be simple and adequate, and at the same
time be satisfactory from the point of view of what might be
called logical common sense.

I come now to the question of logical constructions. Mr. Black
connects this much more closely than I should do with my doc-
trine that sentences we can understand must be composed of
words with whose meaning we are acquainted. My first applica-
tions of the method of logical construction were in pure mathe-
matics: the definitions of cardinals, ordinals, and real numbers,
and the construction of points in a projective space as pencils
in a descriptive space.* All these antedated the theory of descrip-
tions, and were dictated by dislike of postulation where it can be
avoided. This motive remains, quite independently of my later
introduction of acquaintance,

There are some misunderstandings in what Mr. Black says
on this head, He thinks that in my ideal language there would

* This last was suggested by Pasch.
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be only proper names. Ever since my chapter, forty years ago,
on “Proper Names, Adjectives, and Verbs,” I have emphasised
the impossibility of a language consisting only of proper names,
and I have repeated the old arguments in the last chapter of the
Ingquiry. Mr. Black must suppose me to hold that we cannot
be acquainted with relations—a view which I have repeatedly
repudiated with all possible emphasis,

Some of Mr. Black’s misunderstandings surprise me. He men-
tions, as though it were a difficulty for me, that I can know
propositions about Attila although I never met him. This is a
matter with which I have often dealt, pointing out that “Attila”
is really a description. I find no answer to my arguments on this
head in Mr. Black’s essay.

Another surprising mistake is that he attributes to me the
view that ¢ruths must be known by acquaintance. This is a doc-
trine that I have never even remotely suggested, and that I
should always have stated to be untenable if I had supposed that
anybody would ascribe it to me.

Of all Mr. Black’s statements, the one that has surprised me
most is the assertion that the proposition “you are hot” may be
certain. I am constantly being reproached for pursuing compara-
tive certainty, and am informed that everything is so doubtful
that we must not believe it unless it follows from something
even more doubtful, I have exclaimed, in terror at the fury of
the assault, that I do not claim complete certainty for anything.
Now I suddenly find myself assailed from the opposite side. It
seems that, although it is wicked to feel sure of the proposition
“] am hot,” it is equally wicked to feel any doubt about “you
are hot.” This puzzles me completely. Mr. Black says that if I
am next to a philosopher in a Turkish bath, I can be sure of his
being hot. But how am I to know that he is not a robot, wound
up to say, “Your philosophy is altogether too egocentric; you
forget that man is a social animal, and truth a social concept”?
This is perhaps not very probable, but it is surely at least as
probable as that I am mistaken in thinking I am hot, which I am
constantly assured is possible.

Mr. Black objects strenuously to my suggestion of a philo-
sophical language. I have never intended to urge seriously that
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such a language should be created, except in certain fields and
for certain problems. The language of mathematical logic is the
logical part of such a language, and I am persuaded that it is a
help towards correct thinking in logic. The language of theo-
retical physics is a slightly less abstract part of what I should
regard as a philosophical language, and is, I am convinced, a
great help towards a sound philosophy of the physical world.
No doubt my suggestions as to how a philosophical language
should be constructed embody my opinions to a considerable ex-
tent. But that does not prove that we ought, in our attempts at
serious thinking, to be content with ordinary language, with its
ambiguities and its abominable syntax. I remain convinced that
obstinate addiction to ordinary language in our private thoughts
is one of the main obstacles to progress in philosophy. Many cur-
rent theories would not bear translation into any exact language.
I suspect that this is one reason for the unpopularity of such lan-
guages.

Mr. Black says: “Whatever else Russell is prepared to regard
as ‘accidental’ in language, he is unwilling to abandon the no-
tion that language must ‘correspond’ to the ‘facts’, through one-
one correlation of elements and identity of logical structure.”
This is an amazingly crude travesty. It is true that the corre-
spondence theory is the basis from which I degin the building
up of the concept of “truth,” but I hold that even such every-
day propositions as “you are hot” involve apparent variables,
and I do not hold that there are any “facts” corresponding to
propositions that contain apparent variables, or even to such
as contain the word “or.” And with regard to universals, my
language is purposely cautious. I hold that such a sentence as
“g is similar to 4” may assert a fact, and that this fact cannot be
asserted without the use of the word “similar” or some equiva-
lent. But I do not commit myself as to the analysis of this fact,
or as to why the word “similar” is necessary but the word “simi-
larity” is not.

So far, I have not tackled the most important question raised
by Mr. Black. He objects to my principle that a proposition
which we can understand must be composed of constituents with
which we are acquainted. I think his objections rest on misunder-
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standings. (For instance, he says that, according to me, a uni-
versal word can only be uttered when an instance of it is present.
I cannot imagine why he should suppose this.) The use of words
which are not learnt through a verbal definition has to be ac-
quired as a habit; that is to say, the child has to experience a
series of similar circumstances accompanied by similar noises. To
say that we can understand without acquaintance seems to me
equivalent to saying that we can acquire a habit without ever
being in situations such as would give rise to it. This might be
true if language were instinctive, like the cries of animals, but
as this is not the case I do not see how we are to understand
words if we never have the relevant experience. I should be glad
if Mr. Black would explain how he thinks this possible.

Mr. Philip Wiener’s essay about my book on Leibniz is very
interesting, and sets forth a theory, with which I entirely agree,
as to how history of philosophy should be written. In fact, I
have been engaged for several years in writing a history of phi-
losophy (now finished) from Thales to the present day,
and I have made its distinctive feature a close correlation be-
tween philosophic movements and social and political circum-
stances. I must confess, however, that I have found less occasion
to mention such circumstances in connection with Leibniz than
with most other philosophers. Some parts of his philosophy—
those which he shared with Dr. Pangloss—were typical of his
age, but they were not, in my judgment, the important parts.
His intellect was highly abstract and logical; his greatest claim
to fame is as an inventor of the infinitesimal calculus. One may
read Spinoza in order to learn how to live, but not Leibniz.
Locke is at least as important as the founder of philosophical
liberalism as he is as the founder of the empiricist theory of
knowledge. But Leibniz, though he wrote on practically every-
thing, is (so at least I think) only worth reading when he is
wholly abstract, Perhaps the same is true of myself; at least, this
is Mr., Santayana’s opinion.

I find only one observation in Mr. Wiener’s essay which I
consider definitely mistaken. He says that, since Leibniz’s
premisses were false, they could have proved anything. He is



696 ‘ BERTRAND RUSSELL

relying, I presume, upon the fact that a false proposition implies
every other proposition. But it does not follow that it can prove
any other proposition. The point is this: “p implies ¢” is only use-
ful in deduction if it can be known independently of any knowl-
edge as to the truth or falsehood of p and 4. If it is only known be-
cause we know p to be false, or because we know ¢ to be true,
it is a useless proposition. This, of course, is true of disjunctions
generally; they serve no purpose if they are inferred from
knowledge of the truth-values of the component propositions,
but only when they are known independently.

Mr. Wiener remarks that Leibniz would not have turned
atheist if he had read my refutation of his proofs of God’s ex-
istence. Of course he would not have svowed himself an atheist;
one cannot imagine him doing such a thing except in Soviet Rus-
sia. But some of his private reflections—particularly the one in
which he defines “existence” as “membership of the largest
group of compossibles”—suggest that, at times, he himself saw
through his own theology. I think he had moments of insight
which he felt to be inconvenient, and therefore did not en-
courage. He was insincere towards himself as well as towards
the public. I think Cassirer’s Leibniz is the insincere Leibniz,
whereas Couturat’s and mine is the sincere thinker. But naturally
this view would not be taken by a man who thought the doctrines
which I consider insincere more profound and nearer to the
truth than those which I consider sincere. A similar problem
arises, in some degree, as regards most philosophers, but in the
case of Leibniz it is peculiarly acute.

I come now to a group of essays concerned with my views on
theory of knowledge, scientific method, and psychology. The
first of these to be considered is that of Einstein,

I feel it an honour that Einstein should have been willing
to contribute this essay, and his praise is very delightful to me.
But as to the substance of his essay I am in a difficulty: it says
so many important things so briefly that I do not know whether
to reply by a sentence or a volume, nor even how far I agree
or disagree. When he says that fear of metaphysics is the con-
temporary malady I am inclined to agree; I find a frequent
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unwillingness to probe questions to the bottom from a deter-
mination to believe that nothing is really difficult. I find also
that many issues are decided by many people on a basis of party
spirit, not of detailed examination of the problems involved.
In particular, whatever presents itself as empiricism is sure of
wide-spread acceptance, not on its merits, but because empiricism
is the fashion. For my part, my bias is towards empiricism, but 1
am convinced that the truth, whatever it may be, does not lxe
wholly on the side of any one party.

I hope Einstein will, on some future occasion, expand some
of the opinions expressed in this essay. For example: “The con-
cepts which arise in our thought and in our linguistic expressions
are all—when viewed logically—the free creations of thought
which can not inductively be gained from sense-experiences.”
Number is given as an instance, I feel that this may be true or
may be false according to the interpretation put upon it. We are
certainly stimulated by our experience to the creation of the
concept of number—the connection of the decimal system with
our ten fingers is enough to prove this. If one could imagine
intelligent beings living on the sun, where everything is gaseous,
they would presumably have no concept of number, any more
than of “things.” They might have mathematics, but the most
elementary branch would be topology. Some solar Einstein
might invent arithmetic, and imagine a world to which it would
be applicable, but the subject would be considered too difficult
for schoolboys. Perhaps, conversely, Heraclitus would not have
invented his philosophy if he had lived in a northern country
where rivers are frozen in winter. The influence of temperature
on metaphysics would be a pleasant subject for some new Gul-
liver. I think the general tendency of such reflections is to throw
doubt on the view that concepts arise independently of sensible
experience.

Einstein, like many others, objects to my reducing “things”
‘to bundles of qualities. As to this, I shall have more to say later;
for the present, I will only remark that it is an application of
Occam’s razor. Retaining “things” does not enable us to dis-
pense with qualities, whereas bundles of qualities fulfill all the
functions for which “things” are supposed to be needed. There
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seems to me to be a close analogy to the substitution of classes
of similar classes for special hypothetical entities called “num-
bers.”

The questions raised by Einstein’s essay are too vast to be
adequately discussed in this reply; I have therefore perforce
contented myself with a general indication of the sort of thing
I should say if space and time (or rather space-time) permitted.

Mr. Laird’s discussion of my Analysis of Mind is careful and
thorough, He disagrees with my theories of desire and pleasure-
pain as set forth in that book, and I am inclined to believe that
they are inadequate, but I do not believe that an adequate theory
would require the re-instatement of the Ego. This is one of
two questions that I propose to discuss in Mr. Laird’s essay; the
other is the question: what do I mean by “stuff”?

I took the word “stuff” from William James, but perhaps it
would have been better to use a word with a more technical
sound, since what I meant was what 1 have elsewhere called
“particulars.” The definition of “particulars” is as follows:
among sentences containing no apparent variables or logical
words (which we may call “atomic” sentences) there are words
of two kinds. Some can only occur in atomic sentences of one
certain form, others can occur in atomic sentences of any form.
(The “form” of a sentence is the cldss of significant sentences
derived from it by changing some or all of its component
words.) The latter are called “proper names,” and the objects
they designate are called “particulars.” A particular is part of
the “stuff”’ of a mind if its name can occur in a sentence giving
a datum for psychology. In the above I assume a syntactically
correct language. At various points what has just been said needs -
amplification, but it may serve to indicate what I mean by
“stuff.” I think there could be a less linguistic definition of “par-
ticulars,” but it would be difficult to make it precise.

Now if there is such a thing as the Ego, it must be a particular
or a system of particulars. If the latter, it can be defined, and
becomes identical with what I have called a “biography.” If
the former, we must know of it (if we know of it at all) either
by inference or by observation, I agree with Hume that I do
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not know of it by observation. If it is arrived at by inference, the
inference is of just that kind that I seek to invalidate by the
principle of substituting constructions for inferences. The basis
of this principle is that, where a suitable construction is possible,
this very fact invalidates the inference, since it shows that the
supposed inferred entity is not necessary for the interpretation
of the propositions of the science in question. It was on these
grounds that I rejected the Ego as a particular in The Analysis
of Mind. 1 cannot see that anything said by Mr. Laird invali-
dates these grounds. He seems to think that, whereas cognition
could perhaps dispense with the Ego, feeling and desire cannot.
I should have thought that cognition was much the harder
problem for an opponent of the Ego, since it seems more
urgently to demand the subject-object relation. But as Mr.
Laird thinks otherwise, let us examine desire and pleasure-pain.

For our purposes it is unnecessary—so I should contend—
to advance any theory as to what constitutes desire or pleasure-
pain; it is only necessary (a) to deny that they involve an ob-
servable subject, (b) to provide an explanation of the difference
between yox and me. Here (a) is a matter as to which opinions
differ, and as to which it is very difficult to advance any argu-
ments; I do not see what I can do except dogmatically to assert
my own negative view, and to ask those who take a positive
view to make sure that they have not allowed theory to falsify
their observation. As regards (b), there is, so far as I can see,
no difficulty. There are a number of causal connections between
the mental occurrences which we regard as belonging to one per-
son, which do not exist between those belonging to different
people; of these memory is the most obvious and the most im-
portant. To these must be added compresence, a relation which
holds between any two simultaneous contents of a given mind,
as well as between any two events which overlap in physical
space-time. Let N be the relation “remembering or remembered
by.” Then “I” means “anything compresent with any member
of the ancestry of ¢his with respect to N.” For the meaning of
“ancestry” see Principia Mathematica, *90; and for “this” see
Inguiry, Chapter VIL. In defining “you,” I must substitute for
this some inferred entity; cf. Inquiry, Chapter XV, especially
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- pp- 280-281. The inferred entity must not be 2 member of I (or
should I say “me”?).

As regards “mnemic” causation, 1 agree with Mr. Laird that
the hypothesis of causes acting at a distance is too violent, and I
should therefore now explain habits by means of modifications
of brain structure. (See Inguiry, pp. 372-373, Chapter XXI.)
I find myself in ontology increasingly materialistic, and in
theory of knowledge increasingly subjectivistic. The reconcilia-
tion of these two apparently opposed trends is a matter to which
I shall return later.

I come now to Mr. Nagel’s essay on my philosophy of sci-
ence, which raises many important issues, and calls for a some-
what full reply. Parts of what I have to say about Mr. Nagel
are also relevant to Mr. Stace. I shall omit from my reply all
consideration of what Mr. Nagel says on the subject of pure
mathematics, because of the great importance of the questions
that he raises in regard to physics. I think that, before attempt-
ing to answer criticisms, it will be well to state my own present
views, which I have found in some respects subject to misunder-
standing.

In the first place, I wish to distinguish sharply between
ontology and epistemology. In ontology I start by accepting
the truth of physics; in epistemology I ask myself: Given the
truth of physics, what can be meant by an organism having
“knowledge,” and what knowledge can it have? 1 shall begin
with ontology.

Phllosophers may say What justification have you for ac-
cepting the truth of physics. I reply: Merely a common-sense
basis, If you ask any one who is neither a philosopher nor a
physicist, he will say that physics has a much better chance of
being true than has the system of this or that philosopher. To
set up a philosophy against thSICS is rash; phllosophers who
have done so have always ended in disaster.

But what is meant by “accepting the truth of physics?” No
one supposes the physics of the moment to be incapable of im-
provement; no prudent person attaches much weight to its more
hazardous speculations, e.g., as to the circumference of the uni-
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verse. But there remains a vast body of propositions as to whose
approximate correctness no reasonable man entertains serious
doubts. And even as regards the most dubious parts of physics,
they are the best that the human intellect can achieve at present,
and have more claim to our assent than any adverse hypotheses
advanced by non-physicists. As a methodological assumption,
therefore, we do well to assume whatever the consensus of
physicists advises us to assume.

There are, however, certain provisoes. We need not listen
to physicists outside physics, and it is for the philosopher rather
than the physicist to ascertain just what physics asserts. Now
there are here two different matters: on the one hand, physics
makes prophecies which can be verified; on the other hand,
it enunciates general laws from which it deduces consequences
of which many cannot be verified. Thus two questions arise:
first, what is “verification?” Second, what does physics say, in
outline, as to unobservable facts? If the truth of physics is as-
sumed, the second is the prior question.

There are some who would deny that physics need say any-
thing about what cannot be observed; at times I have been one
of them, But I have become persuaded that such an interpreta-
tion of physics is at best an intellectual game, and that an honest
acceptance of physics demands recognition of unobserved oc-
currences. .

Since Einstein, and still more since Heisenberg and Schré-
dinger, the physical world is no longer regarded as consisting of
persistent pieces of matter moving in a three-dimensional space,
but as a four-dimensional manifold of events in space-time, The
old view resulted from an attempt to make the common-sense
concept of “things” available for science; the new view means
that “things” are no longer part of the fundamental apparatus
of physics.

The essential business of physics is the discovery of “causal
laws,” by which I mean any principles which, if true, enable us
to infer something about a certain region of space-time from
something about some other region or regions. It is commonly
assumed that these laws, except where certain quantum phe-
nomena are concerned, must embody spatio-temporal continuity:
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there is to be no action at a distance. The exceptions as regards
minute occurrences in atoms do not affect macroscopic phe-
nomena, as to which, for all practical purposes, continuity may be
assumed,

' There is some division of opinion as to whether causal laws
are the same for living as for dead matter, but the view that they
are different is losing ground, and 1 shall assume it false. The
question is not, in an immediate sense, so important as it seems,
because in any case ultimate physical laws, as developed in
quantum theory, cannot be used where the material is complex,

-so that other laws, not Anown to be logically connected with the
ultimate laws, have to be used in practice. These laws are suffi-
cient to establish macroscopic determinism for living matter,
not as a certainty, but as the most probable hypothesis.

The question now arises: Can there, in such a world as the
physicists offer for our belief, be any such occurrence as percep-
tion is usually supposed to be? And, if not, what is the nearest
analogue that is possible, and in what sense can an organism
possess “knowledge” of its environment?

There are certain occurrences which are commonly called
“perceptions,” such as seeing the sun, hearing a clap of thunder,
or smelling a rotten egg. What sort of relation can these occur-
rences have to the sun, the thunder, and the rotten egg respec-
tively?

I have been surprised to find the causal theory of perception
treated as something that could be questioned. I can well under-
stand Hume’s questioning of causality in general, but if causality
in general is admitted, I do not see on what grounds perception
should be excepted from its scope. Take the question of time:
a gun is fired, let us say, and people are ranged at various points
100 metres, 200 metres, 300 metres, and so on, distant from it.
They hear the noise successively. This evidence would be con-
sidered amply sufficient, but for philosophic prejudice, for the
establishment of a causal law making the hearing of the noise
an effect of a disturbance travelling outward from the gun. Or
take seeing the sun: if I take suitable measures, I see it at certain
times and not at others, and the times when the suitable meas-
ures will succeed do not depend on me, The event which I call
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“seeing the sun” occurs only—if science is right—when electro-
magnetic waves of suitable frequency have spent about eight
minutes travelling across the intervening space, and have then
produced various physiological effects. The waves can be stopped
by a screen, the physiological effects by destroying the optic
nerve or excising the visual centres in the brain, If this is not
to be accepted as evidence of the causal ancestry of “seeing the
sun,” all scientific reasoning will have to be remodelled.

We can now state the epistemological problem: Accepting
the truth of physics, and knowing, otherwise than through the
study of physics, certain experiences which are commonly called
“seeing the sun,” what is the relation between these experiences
and the sun? There is in the first place a causal connection: as
a rule, the sun is part of a causal chain leading to “seeing the
sun,” and this causal chain is such that the light-waves which
start from the sun are not much impeded in their course
until they reach the eye. (Otherwise seeing a plant which has
grown by the help of sunlight would be a case of seeing the sun;
so, in fact, would seeing anything by daylight.) It is obviously
possible to produce, by artificial means, an occurrence which will
seem to the percipient to be a case of “seeing the sun” though
in fact it is not so. Unless a special kind of causal connection with
the sun exists, we are not “seeing the sun,” even though our ex-
perience may be indistinguishable from one in which we are
“seeing the sun.” All this may be awkward, but it cannot be
denied except by those who deny physics.

This brings me at last to Mr. Nagel’s essay. He seems to be
engaged in a vehement defence of common sense, and he points
out, quite truly, that all science starts from common sense. How,
then, does science differ from common sense? It differs mainly
by the fact that its percentage of mistakes is smaller. By “mis-
takes” I mean, to begin with, beliefs which are proved wrong by
leading to surprise, as, for instance, that the things one sees in
a mirror are “real.” If I do not know about radio, I shall think
there is a strange man in the house when it is only the news, If
you give a savage a box containing a gyrostat, he will think it
is bewitched because he cannot turn it round. Most of our
common-sense beliefs must be right from a practical point of



704 BERTRAND RUSSELL

view, or else science could never get started; but some turn out
wrong. Science diminishes their number; in this sense it corrects
common sense in spite of starting from it. The procedure is ex-
actly like that of correcting testimony by other testimony, where
it is assumed throughout that testimony is ssually trustworthy.

Mr. Nagel asserts with passion that he has seen tables, but he
adds that he means this in the sense in which we ordinarily use
the words “see” and “table.” I might agree if he would take the
phrase “see a table” as a whole. Like Mr. Nagel, I have often
had the experience called “seeing a table.” My objection is
that the phrase, as commonly understood, involves false meta-
physics. I see, let us say, something continuous, rectangular,
shiny, and brown. My seeing is certainly an event in me, though
Mr. Nagel is deeply shocked when 1 say that what I see is in
me. American realists induced me to abandon the distinction
between a sensation and sense-datum, but the very men who
repudiate this distinction object to the inference that the sense-
‘datum is in me. (I shall return to this point shortly.) But in any
case what I see when I “see a table” is simultaneous with my
seeing, whereas the table as the physical object connected with
my seeing is slightly earlier. (The sun is eight minutes earlier,
some nebula~ hiudceds of thousands of years earlier.) What I
see has secondary properties recognized, since Locke, as not
belonging to the physical object, and primary qualities concern-
ing which the same has been recognized since Berkeley—or since
Kant, by those who dislike Berkeley. In what sense, then, can
we be said to see the physical object which 4s-the table according
to physics?

When once the causal process leading from the table to my
percept is recognized in all its complexity, it becomes obvious
that only by a miracle could my percept resemble the table at
all closely. What is more, if this miracle does take place, only
a divine revelation can assure us that it does. No such revela-
tion has been vouchsafed to me, and I am therefore left in doubt
as to whether the table resembles my visual percept in any re-
spects except those in which physics says it does.

Mr. Nagel is indignant with me because I use the word “see”
in an unusual sense, I admit this. The usual sense implies naive
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realism, and whoever is not a naive realist must either eschew
the word “see” or use it in a2 new sense. Common sense says: “I
see 2 brown table.” It will agree to both the statements: I see
a table” and “I see something brown.” Since, according to
physics, tables have no colour, we must either (a) deny physics,
or (b) deny that I see a table, or (c) deny that I see something
brown. It is a painful choice; I have chosen (b), but (2) or (c)
would lead to at least equal paradoxes.

I come finally to a statement of mine which profoundly
shocks Mr. Nagel, as it has shocked various other philosophers;
I mean the statement that, when a physiologist looks at another
man’s brain, what he sees is in his own brain and not in the other
man’s. I have not so far found any philosopher who knew what
I meant by this statement, My defence of it must consist of ex-
plaining it, since the arguments brought against it are against
some view totally different from mine.

Mr. Nagel says: “I know that I have never seen any portion
of my own brain, and that I have seen many physical objects.”
He goes on to explain that he is using “see” in its customary
sense,

It may be that my theory of matter is quite absurd, but at any
rate it is not the theory that Mr. Nagel is refuting. I do not
think that my visual percepts are a “portion” of my brain; “por-
tion” is a2 material concept. Briefly, omitting niceties and qualifi-
cations, my view is this: A piece of matter is a system of events;
if the piece of matter is to be as small as possible, these events
must all overlap, or be “compresent.” Every event occupies a
finite amount of space-time, i.e., overlaps with events which do
not overlap with each other. Certain collections of events are
“points” or perhaps minimum volumes, since the existence of
collections generating points is uncertain. Causal laws enable
us to arrange points (or minimum volumes) in a four-dimen-
sional order. Therefore when the causal relations of an event
are known, its position in space-time follows tautologically. The
causal and temporal connections of percepts with events in affer-
ent and efferent nerves gives percepts a position in the brain
of the perceiver, Observe that a “portion” of a brain is a set of
points (or minimum volumes); an event may be a member of
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certain points (or minimum volumes) that are members of the
brain, and is then said to be “in” the brain, but it is not “part”
of the brain. It is a member of a member of the brain.

The inferences by which physicists pass from percepts to phy-
sical objects (which we are assuming valid) only enable us to
know certain facts about the structure of the physical world as
ordered by means of causal relations, compresence, and con-
tiguity. Beyond certain very abstract mathematical properties,
physics can tell us nothing about the character of the physical
world. But there is one part of the physical world which we
know otherwise than through-physics, namely that part in which
our thoughts and feelings are situated. These thoughts and
feelings, therefore, are members of the atoms (or minimum
material constituents) of our brains. This theory may seem fan-
tastic, but in any case it is not the theory that Mr. Nagel refutes.

I have only one more point to make against Mr. Nagel. He
says that if, as I maintain, “things” are those series that obey
the laws of physics, then these laws are definitions. Not so; it
is “things” that are being defined, and it is an empirical fact
(if it is a fact) that there are series obeying the laws of physics
and having some of the propertxes we expect of “thmgs »
Quantum theory has made it impossible to use the ‘notion of
“thing” (or “matter”) in dealmg with microscopic phenomena,
but in dealmg with macroscopic phenomena the notion still has
an approximate validity,

Before leaving Mr. Nagel’s essay I should like to say that,
although I do not agree with him, I am grateful to his criticism
for compelling me to clarify the expression of my opinions on
various important points. I think it is reasonable to hope that
our controversy may be helpful to readers, and that towards this
end each of us will have done his part.

Mr. Stace’s essay on my neutral monism is a little difficult for
me to deal with, because it is concerned with the view I advo-
cated in Knowledge of the External World and Analysis of
Mind, with which I no longer wholly agree, partly for reasons
analogous to those which he puts forward against them, I am
rather sorry that he excluded T'4e Analysis of Matter from the
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scope of his discussion, because, although there is some change
of view in this book, in the main there is a fuller and more care-
ful statement of theories not very different from those of The
Analysis of Mind. 1 cannot understand why Mr. Stace holds
that neutral monism must not regard physical objects as causes
of sense data.

I will begin with two general remarks. Mr. Stace says that
my writings are “extremely obscure,” and this is a matter as to
which the author is the worst of all possible judges. I must
therefore accept his opinion. As I have a very intense desire to
make my meaning plain, I regret this. Throughout these pages,
I am endeavouring even more to explain what my opinions have
been than to defend them; for I consider that some of them have
value as hypotheses even if they are not ultimately defensible.

My other general remark has to do with my attempt “to con-
struct matter out of verifiables only,” which, Mr. Stace says,
“turns out to be nothing but a fraud.” The question arises:
What is meant by “verifiables?” If it means “things that I ex-
perience,” or “things that human beings experience,” then, I
will admit, I do not see how to construct out of such materials
alone a world that we can soberly believe to be complete. I will
also admit that, at times, I have hoped to find such materials
sufficient. I still hold that they are sufficient for everything that
is empirically verifiable. But I have found that no one, not even
the most emphatic empiricist, is content with what can be em-
pirically verified. It has gradually become clear to me that
empiricists (including, at times, my former self) allow a great
many shaky inferences, and shrink from much valid analysis, in
order to reconcile their faith in empiricism with every-day be-
liefs which they are not prepared to abandon. We all believe in
other people, cats and dogs, chairs and tables, and even the
other side of the moon. My real problem is: What are the
minimum assumptions which will justify such beliefs?

But the word “verifiables” is capable of meaning something
wider than “things that human beings experience,” and does
mean something wider in the ordinary usage of science. Science,
when it believes itself to have established a causal law, allows
itself to believe in things which cannot be observed, and so does
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common sense. We conclude without hesitation that so-and-so
is angry when he behaves in a certain way, although we cannot
observe his anger. In a sense, an entity may be said to be “verifia-
ble” when it has been inferred in accordance with the recognized
canons of scientific method. In this sense, I do wish to dispense
with “unverifiable” entities. This is my reason for doing with-
out matter, points, instants, etc. It is my reason for the use of
Occam’s razor, since, wherever that implement can shave away
an entity, the inference to the entity in question thereby loses its
force. All my somewhat elaborate constructions are designed to
reduce inferred entities to a minimum. But if entities are validly
inferred, I do not think they can be rightly called “unverifia-
bles,” in the sense in which this word is commonly used in
science,

The theory which Mr. Stace examines, and which I now only
partially hold, is perhaps most easily understood when con-
sidered as a modification of Leibniz, dropping the dogma that
monads are “windowless” and the belief that all of them are
in some sense “souls.” Each monad mirrors the universe from
a certain “point of view.” For purposes of explanation, one
might simplify the mirroring, and regard each monad as what
‘would be shown in a photograph taken from that point of view.
There are, in such a universe, two kinds of space: (1) the assem-
blage of “points of view,” ordered according to the differences
of perspective; this constitutes the space of physics; (2) the
space in each monad’s picture of the universe, which is subjec-
tive, and orders a manifold that is wholly within the monad. In
Leibniz’s system, in which each monad mirrors the whole uni-
verse, there is necessarily a one-one correlation between objec-
tive space and zny subjective space; the geometries of the two
will be identical. To take a simplified analogue, consider all
numbers of the form m. - 1/n, where m and # are integers.
All numbers having the same m form one monad, the mth;
this mirrors the universe (consisting of all the monads) because
m -+ 1/n may be considered to represent the sth monad. There
is no reason why a monad should be a “soul;” it consists merely
of all the occurrences exhibiting a certain perspective point of
view. :
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Various modifications are necessary before such a schema be-
comes even prima facie possible. In the first place, it is not the
whole universe that is mirrored in any one monad. In the sec-
ond place, the image of monad A at monad B depends not only
on A and its distance from B, but also on the intervening me-
dium. In the third place, B does not mirror the present state of
A, but its state at a somewhat earlier time, calculated according
to the velocity of light or sound or etc. In the fourth place,
the image of A and the image of B may so interfere with each
other that the resultant event at C cannot be regarded as repre-
senting either or both, for instance when stones at the bottom
of a stream are seen through rippling water, Nevertheless—so
I thought—the Leibnizian schema may be accepted as a ground-
plan to be amended. I still think so, although I am more con-
scious than formerly of the extent of emendation required.

Mr. Stace is puzzled by my hypothesis of unperceived as-
pects. Yet the hypothesis of such aspects is inevitable if we
admit—as we all do in fact—that (a) causation does not act
at a distance, (b) we can perceive (in some sense) things from
which we are separated by an interval which is not a plenum
of souls. For practical purposes, these unperceived aspects may
be identified with light-waves or sound-waves or their analogues
for other senses, but in strict theory I should say that light-waves
and sound-waves are logical structures, built out of events more
or less as points are built. Unperceived aspects, therefore, will
be constituents of light-waves or sound-waves, but will not be
the waves themselves,

Mr. Stace supposes that U follow Locke in regarding sec-
ondary, but not primary, qualities as subjective. This is not the
case. I regard both as subjective in the sense that neither can
exist except in a region where there is an organism with sense-
organs and a brain, But both are causally connected with what
exists elsewhere; it is through this causal connection that our
percepts are linked to the physical events which we are thought
by common sense to perceive. As regards space, there is, as al-
ready explained, the private space in each monad’s image of
the world, and the physical space of points of view, which is
constructed by means of causal laws.
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There is much that I agree with in Mr. Stace’s essay. I agree
entirely that there is no rational objection to dualism; also that
introspective data are observable. I think I agree when he says
that generality is peculiar to thought, but generality is a very
difficult subject, as to which I have said what I could in Chapter
XVIII of the Inguiry.

I hope that what I have been saying has not been “extremely
obscure.” I think the Leibnizian analogy, if not taken too seri-
ously, should help to clarify my meaning.

Mr. Ushenko’s essay on my critique of empiricism has been
pleasant reading to me, because I find in it an unusually large
measure of understanding and agreement. For this very reason,
there is little for me to say about it. There are some points where
I have difficulty in following Mr. Ushenko: he uses “material
implication” in a sense different from mine, and he says that,
in my explanation of “you are hot,” I use rwo variables, whereas
in fact I only use one. I do not understand what he says about
“concepts;” I had supposed that I was making free use of them,
and in the last chapter of the Inguiry I decide for something
like a realist theory of universals. Some of the things he says
about “concepts” suggest something analogous to Kantian cate-
gories, but in one passage this interpretation is repudiated. 1
much regret that I do not know exactly what theory Mr.
Ushenko is advocating, and therefore cannot tell whether 1
agree with it or not. For everything that I can understand in
his essay I am grateful, and I hope that it may serve to clear
away misunderstandings.

Mr. Chisholm’s paper on epistemological order as I con-
ceive it is an able and careful analysis. I propose to deal with
the problem of epistemological order somewhat generally, and
shall consider some aspects not touched on by Mr. Chisholm as
well as those with which he is primarily concerned.

The first question to be considered is: Is there such a thing
as epistemological order? Dr. Dewey, if I have not misunder-
stood him, would deny it altogether, and so, I think, would
many others. If I were making out a case against the concept of
epistemological order, I should argue as follows:
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“Knowledge (or what passes as such) is, at each moment, an
organic whole of interdependent parts; to distinguish some of
these as premisses and others as inferences is artificial, since every
part is equally premiss and conclusion. The growth of knowl-
edge may be compared to what happens when we gradually
approach an object seen dimly through a fog: at first, it is only
a vague patch of greater darkness; gradually it assumes a more
or less rectangular shape; at last the pattern becomes distinct
and we see that it is a house. You may say “Since it is a house it
has doors and windows’; or ‘since it has doors and windows it is
a house’, but in fact the knowledge that it is a house and the
knowledge that it has doors and windows are parts of one whole
of knowledge, in which logical dependence is mutual, not uni-
lateral.

“The notion of epistemological order (I should continue) is
derived illegitimately from that of logical order as exemplified
in mathematics, and this, itself, is a historical product of Greek
philosophy. Euclid starts with axioms which he considers self-
evident, and arrives at propositions which, except to a possible
mathematical genius, are not self-evident; it is the concept of
self-evidence that determines Euclid’s procedure. But the mod-
ern mathematician does not like this concept; when he uses
it, he does so covertly and tries to hide what he considers his
guilt. Euclid’s axiom or postulate of parallels was never con-
sidered adequately self-evident. What is worse, the axiom that
two straight lines cannot enclose a space, though most unsophis-
ticated people would still judge it to be self-evident, is now
generally considered to be false by astronomers and theoretical
physicists. The concept of self-evidence, even in mathematics,
would seem to be both inadequate and deceptive. The practice
of deducing mathematical systems from axioms, which persists,
must be regarded as merely a convenient manner of exposition.
And outside mathematics there is even less to be said for starting
with what professes to be self-evident.”

My own views can best be stated as an answer to the above
two paragraphs. I shall make a threefold reply, from.the point
of view of (1) common sense, (2) logic, (3) physics.

(1) Common sense. We all believe that Columbus crossed
the Atlantic in 1492. But if we are asked “Why do you believe
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this?” we have an answer referring to other parts of our knowl-
edge. We believe it because we were taught it in youth, because
the Encyclopedia says so, or because we have read it in some
book of history. That we were taught it, or that some book as-
serts it, is logically prior, in the organization of our knowledge,
to our belief about Columbus. Here causa cognoscendi and
causa essendi are sharply opposed: I was taught that Columbus
sailed in 1492 because he did sail then, but I know he sailed
then because I was taught it. If somebody maintains that the
date was 1493, I produce the Encyclopedia and say “look.” It
is an empirical fact that when people look at a printed page they
usually agree as to what it says; therefore at this point my op-
ponent will be reduced to saying that it is a bad Encyclopedia.
Ultimately he is convinced by finding that all authorities say
the same thing. The conclusive evidence is what common sense
calls “the evidence of the senses,” i.e., what is seen on a printed
page.

Or take a scientific generalization, If Kepler had been asked
why he believed in his laws, he would have said that they
were inferred from observations of the positions of the planets.
It is, of course, equally true that the positions can be inferred
from the laws (together with initial positions), but no one
would pretend that this is the order of knowledge. The laws
are not to be believed unless there is a reason for believing them,
whereas the observations of the apparent positions of the planets
are accepted without any further ground.

It may be objected that, when once the laws have been estab-
lished, a single observation which conflicts with them may be
rejected as erroneous. But the basis for this rejection is still
mainly observation; a great many observations lead to Kepler’s
laws, and it is only because we regard each observation as prima
facie nearly certain that we are able to reject such as are
aberrant.

This of course raises the question of the inference from the
observations to the laws. Common sense must recognize not only
the “evidence of the senses,” but also logical evidence. The ques-
tion what constitutes logical evidence, however, is one which
lies outside the competence of common sense.
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(2) Logic. The logical part of our problem depends upon the
somewhat difficult notion of logical simplicity. In some cases
this notion seems not difficult. For instance, if I believe that
Robert Boyle was the father of chemistry and the son of the
Earl of Cork (as I was taught in youth), my belief can be re-
placed by two equivalent beliefs, namely, (a) that he was the
father of chemistry and (b) that he was the son of the Earl of
Cork. In setting out premisses for our knowledge of Robert
Boyle, we should prefer (a) and (b) separately to the combina-
tion of them into one proposition. Our reason is that () and (b)
are logically independent of each other, that either can be known
without the other being known, and that we cannot imagine any
way of knowing the proposition composed of both together ex-
cept by first knowing (a) and (b) separately. Thus, speaking
generally, complex knowledge may be expected to depend upon
knowledge that is comparatively simple. I know the exponential
theorem because I have followed the proof from the first prin-
ciples of logic; but I am not so constituted that I could have first
known the exponential theorem and thence inferred the prin-
ciples of logic. The principle of logical simplicity, however, is
by no means simple, and cannot be used without great caution.

(3) Physics. 1 come now to a less abstract question: Why
should percepts be treated as epistemologically prior to
“things?” I have already dealt with this question in connection
with Mr. Nagel. Here I will only say that it is not only logically
possible for me to have an experience which I shall call “seeing
the sun” when this experience does not have the usual connec-
tion with the sun; it is also pAysically possible. My experience
depends upon occurrences at the eye, and it would be quite
possible for an ingenious person to produce artificially just such
occurrences as are usually produced by the sun. One may put
the matter in purely physical terms. Imagine a number of con-
centric spheres, all of which contain my body. Let one of these
spheres be called S. Then in two worlds in which events inside
S are the same, all the events in my body will be the same.
Therefore, there can only be a valid inference from events inside
my body to events outside S, if and in so far as events inside S
uniquely determine events outside S. Since events in my body
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determine my percepts, this limits the extent to which my per-
cepts can give me information as to what happens outside S, and
makes such information dependent upon the laws of physics.
I am here assuming physics true; if this assumption is not made,
obviously a more sceptical conclusion follows.

I come now to the detail of Mr. Chisholm’s essay.

With regard to such a statement as “I see a dog,” my ob-
jection to taking it as basic is partly logical complexity. A dog
has a past and a future; it exists when I am not seeing it; it is
generally believed to have feelings. It is obviously possible that
I should have the experience called “seeing a dog” without all
this: If I met Robert Boyle and said “I see the father of chemis-
try and the son of the Earl of Cork,” I should be drawing in-
ferences from what I should be seeing; the same is true when I
say “I see a dog.” My point is not that the inference is invalid;
I am convinced that it seldom is. My point is that it 4s an in-
ference, and that it can be invalid. But when I say that it is an
“inference,” I must be understood to be using the word “infer-
ence” in a sense in which animals infer. This, I think, I have
sufficiently emphasised.

I shall pass by the greater part of Mr, Chisholm’s essay, since
I am in agreement with it. Especially I agree with him when-
ever he criticizes the views of others. There are, however, some
points as to which he seems to have misunderstood me.

According to my theory in the Inguiry, he says, “We are
confronted, in a perceptual situation, by the universal itself
and not a mere instance of it.” My view is that a particular
shade of colour (or any other precisely defined quality) is not a
universal, but a particular. (1 have given my definition of these
terms in my reply to Mr. Laird.) The imaginative difficulty of
my theory is that it requires us to regard space and time as much
less fundamental than we naturally suppose; neither is, on this
view, a principium individuationis.

My interpretation of “this is red” is noz “there is something
which is redness and is here;” it is an essential part of my theory
that “this is red” contains no variable. I interpret “this is red”
as “redness is here,” where “here” is the proper name of a
bundle of compresent qualities. The suggestion that 1 have
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found a meaning of “existence” other than that given in Prin-
cipia Mathematica *14 has no foundation. The inference from
“fa” to “There is an x such that fx” uses “there is” in the usual
logical sense.

The theory that every judgment of perception is a partial
analysis of a given whole W is one which I have put forward
tentatively, and I am prepared to find that there are fatal objec-
tions to it. At the same time, it is attractive to me, and I should
like to find it defensible. It gets rid of the difficulty inherent in
the notion of substance, namely that a substance can only
be recognized by its qualities, from which it seems to follow
that what we know can be expressed in terms of qualities, with-
out the use of the notion of substance. It has the further merit
of giving a meaning to the process of analysing, which is clearly
something different from the logical operation of observing that
a rational animal is an animal. And finally it gives an empirical
interpretation to such propositions as “if A is before B and B 1s
before C, then A is before C,” which otherwise appear as syn-
thetic @ priori truths, -

Mr. Chisholm advances some criticisms of this theory which
do not seem to me valid. He supposes us to maintain that what
we experience can have parts that we do not experience. The
word “experience” is vague and dangerous. I should say that
the parts can always be discerned by attention. Take, e.g., 2
complex taste, such as that of green chartreuse. There is a total
taste, which would be noticeably different if any ingredient were
omitted ; and there is the connoisseur’s analytic taste, which dis-
tinguishes the separate ingredients without losing the whole. 1
should not say, as Mr. Chisholm thinks I should, that “the
datum is not identical with, but is more than, what we actually
experience.” My point is that it is possible to experience a whole,
and to distinguish it from a whole differently composed, with-
out making all possible true judgments of analysis “this whole
W contains the quality g1, ¢2, ¢s . . . .”> I do maintain, however,
that these judgments can be made by anybody who attends to
W and has an adequate vocabulary.

As to the question of recurrence, I consider it a merit in my
theory that it makes recurrence possible. It does not, however,
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make it at all probable. Mr. Chisholm takes the case of my ex-
pcnenccs during a blackout, but he omits my thoughts and
memories, which are all part of W for W as I define it, consists
of a bundle having the followmg two properties: (1) any two
members of the bundle are compresent; (2) nothing not a mem-
ber of the bundle is compresent with every member of the
bundle. It is very unlikely that all my thoughts will recur
exactly at two different periods, even during a blackout.

The theory of “time-qualia” does not seem to me plausible.
In the first place, I cannot find such things in my experience. In
the second place, the theory requires an absolute instead of a
relational theory of time. There is nothing logically impossible
about the theory, but I do not like inventing entities, especially
when, as in the present instance, I feel that the problem involved
is one which requires for its solution only skill in analysis, In.
such cases, sledge-hammer solutions are only an excuse for
laziness. Mr, Chisholm merely offers me the theory as an escape
from my supposed difficulties; what his theory would be I do
not know. I wish I did, as I am sure it would be worthy of seri-
ous consideration.

I do not quite know how to deal with Mr. Brown’s essay, “A
Logician in the Field of Psychology.” My difficulty arises from
the fact that I do not recognize my own doctrines in Mr. Brown’s
caricatures. His arguments against me ignore long discussions
dealing with the very points he is making. For instance: he says
that physics proves that a sensation cannot be like its cause. In
Analysis of Matter 1 argued, rightly or wrongly, that there can
be similarity as to szructure, and that our knowledge of the phys-
ical world is only a knowledge of structure. This argument, if
mistaken, should have been refuted.

. Again he sees an inconsistency in my view that verification is
called for when I think I see a cat, but that for judgments of
perception there is no method of verification. I thought I had
made it abundantly clear that the judgment of perception alone
cannot be “there is a cat,” but “there is a feline patch of
colour.”

Again, he says that all propositions can be tested by experi-
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ment, ignoring the argument that the result of an experiment
must be embodied in a proposition different from the one which
is being tested.

He says that, for me, a2 whole is merely an additive sum, If
he had re-read Chapter XXIV of the Inguiry, he would have
seen how far this is from the truth,

He says that I do not begin the study of language from living
language. As to this, I will only say that I doubt whether any
other living philosopher has spent as much time as I have ob-
serving children learning to speak. No doubt the results of my
observations were coloured by my theories, but so are other
people’s.

In conclusion Mr. Brown says that my awful example has
cured him of symbolic logic, to which he was at one time ad-
dicted. My difficulties, he contends, spring from my early pre-
occupation with symbolic logic. I should reply (a) that symbolic
logic is merely logic conducted with a modern technique, (b)
that it is a merit in logic to reveal difficulties, (c) that Mr.
Brown’s failure to see the difficulties of his own views springs
from his resolute and valiant refusal to be browbeaten by logic.

Mr. Boodin’s essay on my metaphysics is very kindly in its
tone, considering how profoundly he disagrees with me. My
trouble is that the problems which he raises are too vast to be
dealt with in any reply which falls short of being a large volume.
The chief of these is “atomism.” I think that almost everybody
in the philosophic world disagrees with me on this subject, but
I am quite impenitent, because I never find arguments brought
against my logical atomism. I find only a fashion and a dogma.
Mr. Boodin says: “Nature does not consist in separate and dis-
tinct entities.” I fancy almost every reader of this volume will
agree with him. But I must ask how he knows this? He gives, so
far as I can see, only two reasons: first, that physics uses the con-
ception of a “field;” second, that babies have no clear ideas. I
admit both, though the second is an inference involving con-
siderable theory; but I fail to see that either is relevant. As to
the first, a “field” is essentially a transmitter of causal influences;
technically, it is dealt with by differential equations, which as-
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sume some form of atomism. As to the second, it rests on the
common fallacy that the analysis of what happens in the minds
of muddle-headed people is what they think it is, not what
psychologists believe it to be. This is as absurd as it would be
to appeal to a crystal for its opinions on crystallography.

I notice in Mr. Boodin a certain dogmatism which is common
in opponents of atomism. He says, for instance, that the mathe-
matical continuum has nothing to do with the physical or meta-
physical continuum; in the former, there are terms between any
two, but in the latter not. I wish he had told us how he knows
this. I will not discuss the metaphysical continuum, since that
depends upon the metaphysician. But as for the physical con-
tinuum, if Mr. Boodin means the continuum assumed in physics,
that is precisely the mathematical continuum, since it is assumed
that the real numbers are necessary and sufficient for the assign-
ment of codrdinates. I should be the first to admit—indeed I
have argued emphatically—that there is no conclusive reason
to suppose the physical world to have this sort of continuity, but
the alternative is discontinuity, not continuity of some other sort.

Mr. Boodin quotes a passage from me according to which it
appears that at a certain time I thought only percepts real. This
was a technical hypothesis which I was trying to make logically
adequate. I should now approach the question in a somewhat
different way, which I have tried to explain in connection with
Mr. Nagel’s essay.

I will, however, add a few words on the matter of solipsism,
to which, according to Mr. Boodin, my philosophy condemns
me. Let us first cut out the word “solipsism,” and thereby get
nearer to the logical bare bones of the question. There are, in
science, certain statements which are held to embody the results
of observation, and certain others which are accepted as infer-
ences from these results, The canons of scientific inference have
never yet been formulated; if 1 have leisure, I hope to try to
formulate them myself. In analyzing scientific inference, we
methodologically accept as valid whatever scientifically trained
common sense regards as valid. We may hope to arrive at
certain general principles, of which induction will be one, but
by no means the only one. Rejection of action at a distance,
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for example, will, I think, be another. Just as certain parts of
Euclidean geometry are independent of the axiom of parallels
and certain other parts are not, so we may find that this or
that principle of scientific inference is not necessary for the
whole of science, but only for part of it. This work of analysis
should be capable of becoming precise, and not open to contro-
versy except as regards mistakes in detail.

There will have to be a discussion as to the character of the
data of observation. I hold, what science seems to make un-
deniable if its general truth is admitted, that the data of observa-
tion have always a certain causal relation to the body of the
observer, since they depend upon our sense-organs. It follows
that if (a) science is in fact true, and (b) all the principles of
inference by which we arrive at it are invalid, then, though
the rest of the world exists, we cannot know that it does. 1f
science is not in fact true, this partially agnostic conclusion
follows even more obviously. Therefore if we are to hold that
we know anything of the external world, we must accept the
canons of scientific inference. Whether, when this conclusion
has been reached, an individual decides to accept or reject
these canons, is a purely personal affair, not susceptible to
argument when once the issue has been made clear. I, as a
human being, of course accept these canons, though as a profes-
sional logician I can play with the idea of rejecting one or the
other of them to see what the consequences would be.

I come now to what is, for me, an essentially different depart-
ment of philosophy—I mean the part that depends upon ethical
considerations, I should like to exclude all value judgments
from philosophy, except that this would be too violent a breach
with usage. The only matter concerned with ethics that I can
regard as properly belonging to philosophy is the argument
that ethical propositions should be expressed in the optative
mood, not in the indicative. Where ethics is concerned, I hold
that, so far as fundamentals are concerned, it is impossible to
produce conclusive intellectual arguments. When two people
differ about (say) the nature of matter, it should be possible
to prove either that one is right and the other wrong, or that
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both are wrong, or that there are insufficient grounds to warrant
any opinion. In a fundamental question of ethics I do not think
a theoretical argument is possible. I do not therefore offer the
same kind of defence for what 1 have said about values as 1
do for what I have said on logical or scientific questions.

Both Mr. Brightman’s essay on my philosophy of religion and
Mr. Buchler’s on my ethics raise certain questions as to which I
must first attempt to make clear what my own views are.

I am accused of inconsistency, perhaps justly, because, al-
though I hold ultimate ethical valuations to be subjective, 1
nevertheless allow myself emphatic opinions on ethical ques-
tions. If there is an inconsistency, it is one that I cannot get
rid of without insincerity; moreover, an inconsistent system may
well contain less falsehood than a consistent one. For my own
sake, as well as for that of the reader, I propose to examine
this question somewhat fully.

In the first place, I am not prepared to forego my right to
feel and express ethical passions; no amount of logic, even
though it be my own, will persuade me that I ought to do so.
There are some men whom I admire, and others whom I think
vile; some political systems seem to me tolerable, others an
abomination. Pleasure in the spectacle of cruelty horrifies me,
and I am not ashamed of the fact that it does. I am no more
prepared to give up all this than I am to give up the multiplica-
tion table.

The trouble arises through the subjectivity of ethical valua-
tions. Let us see what this amounts to.

In practice, when two people disagree as to whether a certain
kind of conduct is right, the difference of opinion can usually,
though not always, be reduced to a difference as to means. This
is a question in the realm of science. Suppose, for example, one
person advocates capital punishment whereas another condemns
it: they will probably argue as to its efficacy as a deterrent,
which is a matter at least theoretically capable of being decided
by statistics. Such cases raise no theoretical difficulty. But there
are cases that are more difficult, Christianity, Kant, and Bentham
maintain that all human beings are to count alike; Nietzsche
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says that most of them should be merely means to an aristocracy.
He would not assent to the modern development of this doc-
trine, that good consists of pleasure to a German or pain to a
Jew, and evil consists of pleasure to a Jew or pain to a German,
but from the standpoint of ethical theory his doctrine raises
the same problems as does that of the Nazis.

Let us consider two theories as to the good. One says, like
Christianity, Kant, and democracy: whatever the good may be,
any one man’s enjoyment of it has the same value as any other
man’s. The other says: there is a certain sub-class of mankind
—white men, Germans, gentiles, or what not—whose good or
evil alone counts in an estimation of ends; other men are only
to be considered as means. I shall suppose that A takes the
first view, and B the second. What can either say to convict
the other of error? I can only imagine arguments that would
be strictly irrelevant. A might say: If you ignore the interests
of a large part of mankind, they will rebel and murder you.
B might say: The portion of mankind that I favour is so much
superior to the rest in skill and courage that it is sure to rule
in any case, so why not frankly acknowledge the true state of
affairs? Each of these is an argument as to means, not as to
ends. When such arguments are swept away, there remains,
so far as I can see, nothing to be said except for each party to
express moral disapproval of the other. Those who reject this
conclusion advance no argument against it except that it is
unpleasant. )

The question arises: What am I to mean when I say that this
or that is good as an end? To make the argument definite, let
us take pleasure as the thing to be discussed. If one man affirms
and another denies that pleasure is good per se, what is the
difference between them? My contention is that the two men
differ as to what they desire, but not as to what they assert,
since they assert nothing. I maintain that neither asserts any-
thing except derivatively, in the sense in which everything
we say may be taken as affirming something about ourselves. If
I say, “it will rain tomorrow,” I mean to make a meteorological
assertion, but to a sceptical listener I only convey that I believe
something about tomorrow’s weather. There is a similar differ-
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ence between expressing a desire and stating that I feel the
desire. An ethical judgment, according to me, expresses a desire,
but only inferentially implies that I feel this desire, just as a
statement in the indicative expresses a belief, but inferentially
implies that I have this belief,

I do not think that an ethical judgment merely expresses a
desire; I agree with Kant that it must have an element of uni-
versality. I should interpret, “A is good” as “Would that
all men desired A.” This expresses a wish, but does not assert
one except by implication.

Mr. Buchler asks what I mean by saying that the good is
primarily the desired; what I mean is that it is to be defined
in terms of desire, and that to define it as the desired is a first
step towards a correct definition.

Mr. Buchler maintains that when I say the good life is
inspired by love and guided by knowledge, I cannot mean that
I wish everybody desired men to live such a life. But let us
take the question psychologically. What does the reader learn
from reading this sentence? He certainly learns that 1 wish
men lived so, and he may gather that I mean to express some-
thing more than this wish. But what is this more? I cannot see
that it is anything more than the wish that others should share
my wish.

I am quite at a loss to understand why any one should be
surprised at my expressing vehement ethical judgments. By
my own theory, I am, in doing so, expressing vehement desires
as to the desires of mankind; I feel such desires, so why not ex-
press them?

What, 1 imagine, is mainly felt to be lacking in my ethical
theory is the element of command, in fact the “categorical im-
perative.” Ethics is a social force which helps a society to cohere,
and every one who utters an ethical judgment feels himself in
some sense a legislator or a judge, according to the degree of
generality of the judgment in question. It would be easy to
develop a political theory of ethics, starting from the definition:
“The good is the satisfaction of the desires of the holders of
power.” In a genuine democracy, if such a thing were possible,



REPLY TO CRITICISMS 723

the consequences of this definition would not be shocking to
democrats. Inductively, it would cover the historical facts ad-
mirably; it would explain, for instance, why it was wicked
for women to smoke until they got the vote, and then ceased
to be so. It is the theory advanced by Thrasymachus in the Re-
public, and “refuted” by the Platonic Socrates with a dose of
dishonest sophistry which is large even for him. It is the theory
held, though not avowed, by most schoolmasters and almost
all education authorities. It may be inferred from the moral
code of any community except in times of revolution. I do not,
however, adopt this ethic, because I dislike the white man’s
burden, the inequalities of economic power, and other mani-
festations of the ethics of governing cliques.

All this, however, may seem beside the point. The point is
that an ethical judgment ought—so it is felt—to have the same
kind of objectivity as a judgment of fact. A judgment of fact—
so I hold—is capable of a property called “truth,”” which it has
or does not have quite independently of what any one may
think about it. Very many American philosophers, perhaps most,
disagree with me about this, and hold that there is no such prop-
erty as “truth.” For them the problem that I am considering
does not exist. But for me it is necessary to acknowledge that
I see no property, analogous to “truth,” that belongs or does
not belong to an ethical judgment. This, it must be admitted,
puts ethics in a different category from science.

I cannot see, however, that this difference is as important
as it is sometimes thought to be. Take, for example, the ques-
tion of persuasion. In science there is a technique of persuasion
which is so effective that controversies seldom last very long.
This technique consists of an appeal to evidence, not to the emo-
tions. But as soon as a question becomes in any way entangled
in politics, theoretical methods become inadequate. Are coloured
people congenitally less intelligent than white people? Are
there national characteristics distinguishing individuals of the
various nations? Is there any anatomical evidence that women’s
brains are inferior to men’s? Such questions are normally de-
cided by rhetoric, brass bands, and broken heads. Nevertheless,
the detached scieritist, if he exists, may, neglected and alone,
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persist in applying scientific methods even to questions that
rouse passion,

In the matter of persuasion it is often overlooked that the
advocate of scientific methods must—since persuading is a
practical activity—base himself on the ethical principle that it
is better to believe truth than falsehood. In my interpretation,
this means that the advocate of scientific methods wishes that
men believed truly, and wishes that others shared this wish.
Clearly he will not, in fact, advocate scientific methods unless
he has this wish, Propaganda agencies- are different: they wish
people to have certain beliefs, which they may themselves
entertain, but which they seldom wish to see subjected to a
scientific scrutiny.

Persuasion in ethical questions is necessarily different from
persuasion in scientific matters, According to me, the person who
judges that A is good is wishing others to feel certain desires.
He will therefore, if not hindered by other activities, try to
rouse these desires in other people if he thinks he knows how
to do so. This is the purpose of preaching, and it was my pur-
pose in the various books in which 1 have expressed ethical
opinions, The art of presenting one’s desires persuasively is
totally different from that of logical demonstration, but it is
equally legitimate,

All of this may be true, I shall be told, provided your desires
are good; if they are evil, rhetoric in their defence is an art
of the devil. But what are “good” desires? Are they anything
more than desires that you share? Certainly there seems to be
something more. Suppose, for example, that some one were
to advocate the introduction of bull-fighting in this country. In
opposing the proposal, I should feel, not only that I was ex-
pressing my desires, but that my desires in the matter are righs,
whatever that may mean. As a matter of argument, I can, I
think, show that I am not guilty of any logical inconsistency in
holding to the above interpretation of ethics and at the same
time expressing strong ethical preferences, But in feeling I am
not satisfied. I can only say that, while my own opinions as to
ethics do not satisfy me, other people’s satisfy me still less. ’

A few matters of detail remain to be noted in Mr, Buchler’s
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essay. He seems to think that he makes a point against me by
pointing out that people often do not know what they desire.
From my account of desire in Analysis of Mind he will see that
I regard it as exceptional when people know what they desire.
But their desires influence their behaviour (or, better, are
exemplified in their behaviour) just as much when unconscious
as when conscious. '

He says that I am not concerned to make all human beings’
desires coherent. I cannot understand what gave him this im-
pression. The last chapter of Social Reconstruction is entirely,
or almost entirely, occupied with the integration of desires, first
in the individual, then in the world. The wish to harmonize
desires is the chief motive of my political and social beliefs,
from the nursery to the international state.

Finally, he says that I am courageous, but not judicious, and
that I am lacking in sophrosyne. This, 1 think, is just. I will
only add that sophrosyne is not a quality I wish to possess; I
associate it with limited sympathies and a secure income. At
one time I lived in Malaga; a few months after I ceased to do
so, a large part of the civilian population were exterminated
from the air while trying to escape along a narrow coastal road.

~Things just as bad are happening constantly. During the last
war, the War Office sent for me and exhorted me to preserve
a sense of humour, With great difficulty I refrained from saying
that the casualty lists made me split my sides with laughter. No,
I will not be serene and above the battle; what is horrible I
will see as horrible, and not as part of some blandly beneficent
whole.

Mr. Brightman’s essay oh my philosophy of religion is a
model of truly Christian forbearance; I do not believe that I
should have been as kind to some one who had attacked my
beliefs in the manner in which I have attacked beliefs which
he holds. I will try to follow his example, and to deal with the
questions involved as inoffensively as I am able. And first I
will re-state in outline my general attitude towards religion,
which is somewhat complex.

Religion has three main aspects. In the first place, there are 2
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man’s serious personal beliefs, in so far as they have to do with
the nature of the world and the conduct of life. In the second
place, there is theology. In the third place there is institutional-
ized religion, i.e., the churches. The first of these aspects is
somewhat vague, but the word “religion” is coming more and
more to be used in this sense. Theology is the part of religion
with which the philosopher as such is most concerned. The his-
torian and sociologist are chiefly occupied with religion as em-
bodied in institutions. What makes my attitude towards religion
complex is that, although I consider some form of personal
religion highly desirable, and feel many people unsatisfactory
through the lack of it, I cannot accept the theology of any well
known religion, and I incline to think that most churches at
most times have done more harm than good.

As regards my own personal religion, Mr. Brightman has
done full justice to it, and I need say no more about it, except
that the expression of it which seems to me least unsatisfactory
is the one in Social Reconstruction (Chapter VII).

As regards theology, Mr. Brightman maintains that, in some
sense, I believe in God; he says also that 1. ought to use any
religious experiences as clues to the nature of the real. “The
appreciation of the religious sense of mystery and of the life
of the Spirit, and the need for something more than human,
are experiences of the divine.” I cannot agree. The fact that I
feel a need for something more than human is no evidence that
the need can be satisfied, any more than hunger is evidence that
I shall get food. I do not see how any emotion of mine can be
evidence of something outside me. If it is said that certain
parts of human minds are divine, that may be allowed as a
fagon de parler, but it does not mean that there is 2 God in the
sense in which Christians hitherto have believed in Him. In
arguments to God from religious experience there seems to be
an unexpressed premiss to the effect that what seem to us our
deepest experiences cannot be deceptive, but must have all the
significance they appear to have. For such a premiss there seems
to me to be no good ground, if “significance” means “proving
the existence of this or that.” In the realm of value, I admit the
significance of religious experience,
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The scholastic proofs of the existence of God are now out of
fashion among Protestants. Mr. Brightman mentions my dis-
cussion of Leibniz’s proofs, but does not, perhaps, quite suffi-
ciently recognize that I was discussing Leibniz, and had no
occasion to notice any arguments which he does not use. For my
part, although I think the old proofs fallacious, I prefer them
to the modern ones, because they fail only through definite
errors, whereas the modern ones, so far as they are known to
me, do not even profess to be proofs in any strict sense. I do
not. know of any conclusive argument against the existence of
God, not even the existence of evil. I think Leibniz, in his
Théodicée, proved that the evil in the world may have been
necessary in order to produce a greater good. He did not notice
that the same argument proves that the good may have been
necessary in order to produce a greater evil. If a world which

-is partly bad may have been created by a wholly benevolent
God, a world which is partly good may have been created by a
wholly malevolent Devil. Neither seems to me likely, but the
one is as likely as the other. The fact that the unpleasant possi-
bility is never noticed shows the optimistic bias which seems to
me to infect most writing on the philosophy of religion.

As for the churches, they belong to history, not to philosophy,
and I shall therefore say nothing about them.

Mr. Lindeman’s essay does not raise many points calling for
discussion. I note with pleasure that he sees no necessary con-
nection between my views on social questions and my views on
logic and epistemology. I have always maintained that there
was no logical connection,® pointing to the example of Hume,
with whom I agree so largely in abstract matters and disagree
so totally in politics. But other people, for the most part, have
assured me that there was a connection, though I was not
aware of it. )

In some things Mr. Lindeman puzzles me. He cannot see
how I can think science important, although it “contains no basis
for the belief in progress.” Surely the answer is simple. Science
is a tool which is needed for any deliberate social change, but

¥ There is, I think, a psychological connection, but that is a different matter.
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whether the social change is for the better or the worse depends
upon its purposes, which science alone cannot determine. If I
wish to travel to a certain place, a railway time-table is useful;
whether my purpose is to visit an aged aunt or to murder a
man from whom I have expectations, the time-table will help
me equally.

My view that science is ethically neutral becomes, in his
mind, a view that science is ethically bad; he thinks he is inter-
preting my views in speaking of science as “brutalizing,” and
of scientists as having nothing to do with the ends of life. All
this is a2 complete mistake. “Brutalizing” is not an ethically
neutral word. And as for the scientist, he should be also a
citizen, and as a citizen he should use his science to make himself
more useful. I think Mr, Lindeman was misled by my “scientific
society,” setting forth possibilities which Mr. Aldous Huxley
afterwards popularized as the Brave New World. 1 did not
mean to suggest—and I thought I had made this abundantly
clear—that this nightmare was the only sort of society deserving
to be called “scientific.”” What I did mean to suggest, and what
I still think very important, is that a society is not necessarily
good because it is planned. If it is planned by a minority who
hold all the power, it will sacrifice the majority. If it is planned
by men without kindliness, it will be cruel. If it is planned by
men incapable of instinctive happiness, it will be dusty. Science
has shown the Germans and English how to destroy each other’s
cathedrals, but science alone will not show how to build up
something equally good to take their place. On the other hand,
science is making a world-state technically possible, but non-
scientific motives stand in the way of its realization. Science
creates possibilities, both good and bad, but it is not science that
‘decides which of them will be realized.

Mr. Lindeman says that my philosophy does not lead to
action, and mentions education as my “only genuine activist
interest.” Throughout my life I have been concerned, so far
as my other work permitted, and often even at the expense of
my other work, in 2 number of practical movements, some suc-
cessful, some unsuccessful. Of those to whom my name is
familiar, 2 small minority (which includes Mr, Lindeman)
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know me as a theoretical philosopher. If 1 can judge by my
mail over a long period of years, most of the people who have
read my writings or heard me speak think of me as a practical
reformer. In America, where I am an alien, my practical ac-
tivities have been externally restricted. In my own country,
did Mr. Lindeman but know it, I have throughout my life
taken part in English social and political life. I was an early
member of the Fabian Society. I stood for Parliament during
the writing of Principia Mathematica. 1t is not my fault that I
was not in Parliament during the first World War. I can hardly
be properly described as inactive during this period, since the
government found it necessary to restrict me to philosophical
activities by sending me to prison, where, having nothing
better to do, 1 wrote Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy.
Mr. Lindeman thinks that I regard a scientist who is interested
in politics as an anomaly. This is the exact opposite of the truth.
What is true is that, after the Russian Revolution, my dislike
of the Russian régime made it difficult for me to codperate with
those Western Radicals who were, as I thought, being misled
into support of totalitarianism. This difficulty has now become
much less, since Russia no longer casts so strong a spell upon
reformers,

Mr. McGilP’s essay on my political and economic “philoso-
phy” deals mainly with matters which I should regard as lying
wholly outside philosophy. He is amazed with me for dis-
agreecing with Marx’s economics and failing to admire the
Soviet régime. I shall not enter upon an argument on either of
these matters, not only because I am convinced that it would
be futile, but because they do not seem to me to come within
the scope of even a very liberal interpretation of the word
“philosophy.” I will, however, protest against one remark made
by Mr. McGill as regards my criticism of the Bolshevxks..H.e
says that I could not forgive them their rationalism. This is
quite the contrary of the truth. They seemed to me to be men
in the grip of an unfounded system of theological dogmas; th?y
were “rationalist” only in the sense in which scholastic dis-
putants who relied on syllogisms might be called rationalists.
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Faith in Dialectical Materialism seems to me impossible for
any one who adheres to scientific method.

Coming to more general matters, Mr. McGill makes much
of the usefulness of the state and the necessity of planning, and
the unwary reader would get the impression that I disagreed
with him on these points, On the contrary, I agree emphatically,
provided the state is democratic.

He accuses me of believing in an “ineradicable” impulse to
war, I cannot imagine what led him to make such a mistake.
What I have said is that people whose lives are unhappy or
thwarted are apt to develop hatreds and impulses towards vio-
lence, and that, under our present social system, there are very
many such people. He misses altogether my views as to the
ways in which circumstances affect character.

He makes much of my use of the word “instinct.” In Social
Reconstruction, which was not intended as a contribution to
learning, but had an entirely practical purpose, I used the word
“instinct” in its popular sense; elsewhere, I have used vaguer
words, to make it clear that I was not speaking of instinct in its
technical sense. Mr, McGill gives the impression that I use
the word “instinct” much more often than I do, and affects to
suppose that, when I use the word “impulse,” I mean “instinct”
as it is used in scientific accounts of animal behaviour. By this
means he, no doubt unintentionally, distorts my meaning, and
has an easy time in showing that I talk nonsense.

I am somewhat puzzled as to what I should have to say in
order to win favour. I am constantly accused of being insuffi-
cently “dynamic,” but when, as in Social Reconstruction and
Power, 1 advocate a dynamic psychology, I am equally taken
to task, and am told (by a Marxist!) to réemember that human
nature is unchangeable.
~ With regard to Social Reconstruction, and to some extent
with my other popular books, philosophic readers, knowing that
I am classified as a “philosopher,” are apt to be led astray. 1
did not write Social Reconstruction in my capacity as a “philoso-
pher;” I wrote it as a human being who suffered from the
state of the world, wished to find some way of improving it,
and was anxious to speak in plain terms to others who had



REPLY TO CRITICISMS 731

similar feelings. If I had never written technical books, this
would be obvious to everybody; and if the book is to be under-
stood, my technical activities must be forgotten. If 1 were
a mountaineer and wrote a book on the subject, I might men-
tion the sunrise, and I should not expect to be reminded that,
according to the Copernican theory, the sun does not rise. Some
criticisms of my books on social and political questions seem to
me something like such a reminder,

Mr. Bode, who writes on my educational philosophy, is the
only one of the contributors to this volume whom 1 recognize
as (in an impersonal sense) an enemy. I feel that he and 1 de-
sire very different kinds of society, and that therefore all agree-
ment between us, except on minor points, is impossible.

His attack would have been more effective if he had read
my chief book on the subject, the one which, in England, is
called Education, but in America, to please a conjectured
moralistic public, was re-christened by the publisher Education
and the Good Life. He has also not read, so far as can be dis-
covered, the chapter on education in Social Reconstruction. He
dislikes me for being English, for being an aristocrat, for not
being a pragmatist, and for agreeing with Christianity (which
he does not mention) in attaching importance to the individual.®
As for the first two, they are not matters of choice; there is
something Hitlerite in objecting to people on account of acci-
dents of birth. As for the third, he says that I caricature prag-
matism by saying that, according to it, truth is what pays; but
this is a verbal quotation from William James. As to the fourth,
this is the real crux, and the matter that calls for serious dis-
cussion. -

His method of controversy is the familiar one of first mis-
representing his opponent’s position, and then citing contrary
statements as proof of inconsistency. I state, in the book which
he has read, that as things are at present there is often a conflict
between the educational demands of individual culture and
the claims of citizenship. I say that, given a better political and

‘Mr. Brightman finds. fault with me for attaching too little importance to
the individual. -
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social system, this conflict would not exist; I then state the case
for the two sides. The conclusion at which I arrive, and which
he quotes, is: “Considered sub specie aeternitatis, the education
of the individual is to my mind a finer thing than the education
of the citizen; but considered politically, in relation to the needs
of the time, the education of the citizen must, I fear, take first
place.” By representing my statement of one side of the case as if
it were my balanced judgment, he makes this conclusion appear
like an inconsistency. I get the impression—though in this /
may be guilty of misrepresentation—that Mr. Bode sees no con-
flict because he cares only for citizenship, and sees no point in
individual culture except in so far as it produces better citizens.

“Mr. Russell’s educational philosophy,” says Mr. Bode, “is
becoming increasingly remote from the requirements of asso-
ciated living in our modern society.” But what are “require-
ments?” They are the things that must be done in order to
secure certain ends; they do not exist except in relation to those
ends. If different ends are sought, the “requirements” become
different. Education will be very different according to the ends
sought by educators.

There is a danger in speaking of “zhe community” analogous
to that which results from Hegelian talk about “zke state.” If,
wherever Hegel speaks of /e state, we substitute a state, as
logic demands, the plausibility of his arguments is much dimin-
ished. Similarly when people inculcate loyalty to zhe community
we ought to substitute 2 community, We want our own citizens
to be loyal to their own community, but do we want the Japa-
nese .to be loyal to theirs? Should we not rejoice, and think it
a gain to the world, if disaffection became common in Japan?
If so, loyalty to one’s own community is a virtue or a vice
according to the character of one’s own community and of its
international activities, And, if this is granted, it must be re-
grettable if education destroys a citizen’s capacity for justly
estimating his own community in comparison with others.

We are thus compelled to ask: should education fit or unfit
a man for world citizenship? The “requirements of associated
living in our modern society,” as interpreted by Mr. Bode,
compel us to say that it should wsfit a man, That is to say, if



REPLY TO CRITICISMS - 733

you are fit for world citizenship your freedom from the
prejudices of your neighbours will cause you to be thought
wicked and anti-social, important persons will fight shy of you,
and you will have difficulty in making a living. At any rate
this will be true in Germany and Japan, which have adopted
Mr. Bode’s emphasis on citizenship more whole-heartedly than
it has yet been adopted in America or England.

It is an old story. The Germans hated Napoleon and decided
to imitate him (Hitler has a picture of him in his study). The
Japanese hated the white men, and decided to acquire their
vices. We hate the Nazis, but some of us think that we can only
defeat them by becoming almost equally fanatical. In saying all
this I am not wandering from the point. It is just such con-
siderations which show the danger of a narrow conception of
citizenship.

Let us consider for a moment the world that would result
from an exclusive emphasis on citizenship in every country of
the globe. There would be communities of people totally in-
capable of understanding the point of view of any community
but their own, and therefore unable to view international issues
with justice. In negotiations between two Powers, no considera-
tion would be held relevant except the prospect of military
victory, and education would have so fostered national vanity
that each side would greatly exaggerate its chances of over-
coming the other. In such circumstances wars would be frequent,
bloody, and fruitless. Apart from war, the citizens would only
be interested in collective enterprises; there would therefore
be no art, no genuinely original science, and no religion except
church-going. All this is already being brought about, in a
greater or less degree, by the educational administrators who
agree with Mr, Bode.

What is there to set against this powerful trend towards the
enslavement of the human spirit? I can see nothing except the
old religious emphasis upon the individual, which is an essential
part of both Christianity and Buddhism. Perhaps something
could be done to make people aware what Christ’s teaching was.
I suggest that clergymen who have occasion to read in church
the parable of the Good Samaritan should substitute for “Sa-
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maritan” either “German” or “Japanese.” They would thus
restore to the parable its original flavour, which it has entirely
lost through the fact that we expect a Samaritan to be good. I do
not think Mr. Bode would like Christ if He were a younger
member of the Faculty of Ohio State University; 1 fear he
would find Him subversive, anarchistic, and unpatriotic, More-
over He would criticize the existing religious institutions.

I come finally to Mr. Hook’s essay on my philosophy of
history. If it is possible to distinguish between a philosophy and
a science of history, I should say that, while certain departments
of history can already be made more or less scientific, and one
may hope that many more will be, the attempt to create a
philosophy of history is a mistake, I should regard men like
Hegel, Marx, and Spengler as having a philosophy of history,
in the sense that they believe in sweeping laws of historical de-
velopment, either progressive or cyclic. For such vast laws, 1
should say, there is not, and never can be, any adequate evi-
dence; they are reflections of our own moods upon the cosmos.

But when I said that history is not a science, 1 ought to have
been more careful to limit the statement. There are certain social
phenomena, more especially those that are economic or statisti-
cal; where to a limited extent scientific laws can be discovered.
But the limitations are always important. I remember, as a very
young man, reading Goshen’s Foreign Exchanges. The book
delighted my scientific tastes by the precision of its reasoning,
and by the fact that the theory which it set forth appeared to be
fully confirmed by the facts. As a:set of hypothetical proposi-
tions it remains true; it has the truth of pure mathematics.
But in the real world there is no longer a science of foreign
exchanges, which have been swept into the vortex of power
politics,

Perhaps an illustration will make my position clearer, The
exemplar of scientific success is the Newtonian planetary theory,
to which we must now add the very slight emendations made
by Einstein. (Slight as concerns observed facts, not as concerns
theory.) But suppose meteors were much larger and commoner
than they are; in that case the Newtonian theory might still
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be true, but planets would be frequently dragged or knocked
from their courses by unpredictable encounters, and asttonomi-
cal prediction would be unreliable. The meteors, in this case,
would come under the head of what I call “chance.” I do not
wish to press the analogy, but merely to illustrate how com-
plexity may defeat science even in a rigidly deterministic uni-
verse.

Mr. Hook has kindly summed up his queries at the end of
his essay, and I will deal with his points seriatim.

(1) “What conditions of validity would historical knowledge
have to satisfy, to be adjudged scientific?” The obvious test is
prediction. To some slight extent prediction is possible; the
present war could be predicted, at any rate after 1933. But pre-
diction is not always scientific. A good horseman can predict the
behaviour of his horse, but he does so by sympathetic imagina-
tion rather than by science. A skilled negotiator uses the same
kind of faculty in foreseeing the response to a proposal that he
thinks of making. Successful politicians similarly divine mass-
responses, All this is prediction, but it is not science.

In order that a prediction may count as scientific, it must be
made explicitly by means of a more or less general law obtained
inductively from observed facts. The predictions upon which
insurance companies base their scale of premiums satisfy this
criterion, and so long as the companies remain solvent I shall
admit that science has successfully mastered a certain province
of social phenomena. But the field of valid prediction is very
limited. What will be the population of the present territory
of the United States fifty years hence? It is easy to extrapolate
from vital statistics, but it would be rash to feel any certainty
as to the validity of the extrapolation. The changes in the birth-
rate during the last seventy years in Western Europe and
America were foreseen by no one; very likely we are equally
blind to future changes in the same or in the opposite sense.

It is easy to practise prediction ex post facto, and to show
that people ought to have expected what occurred. But in t?us
process there is usually something lacking in intellectual sin-
cerity, unless prediction to what is still the future can be prac-
tised with equal success. We can now see the causes of the rise
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of totalitarian states, but no one (or at most a few lucky guess-
ers) predicted it before 1917. Until then whatever was revolu-
tionary was expected to be democratic; a revolution such as
Hitler’s was no part of the forecast of those who professed to
be scientific.

(2) Mr. Hook next asks what I mean by economic causes
in history. I cannot see that there is much difficulty about this.
There is first and foremost the technique of production; then
there are the laws and customs regulating distribution; then
there- are raw materials such as the existing technique can
utilize, Among causes of change one cannot include economic
motives which are constant, but must include exceptional eco-
nomic discontent, which is a psychological factor. Whether
discontent will be an effective cause of change depends upon
many factors, some of them not economic. From Spartacus to
the Russian Revolution of 1903, history is full of revolts that
failed. Sometimes the difference between success or failure
may turn on generalship; it may be doubted whether Parlia-
ment would have been victorious in the English Civil War
but for Cromwell’s military skill. In such cases, economic issues
may be decided by causes which are in part not economic.

(3) In the history of the last hundred and fifty years, the
technique of machine production overshadows everything else
as a cause of change; so at least I think. And I think that its
potency in this respect is likely to be at least as great during
the next hundred and fifty years. I am of course including its
effect upon the art of war.

It may be worth while to mention a few of the effects of
industrialism, First: a much smaller proportion of the total
labour-power of the human race is needed for the production
of necessaries; consequently much more is spent on luxuries.
The luxury on which most is spent is war; perhaps the next
largest item is education. The changes due to the creation of a
literate population are very great: they appear especially in
the growth of journalism and propaganda. Second: an in-
dustrial population is more urban than an agricultural one. The
change of habits weakens the force of traditional religion and
morals, and has led among other things to the revolutionary
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change in the status of women. Third: a portion of the labour
liberated from the production of necessaries is spent on new
inventions and discoveries; the result is that change is much
more rapid than at any former time, and that people who are
no longer young live in 4 world to which their habits are not
adapted. This means that the gulf between generations is
greater than it used to be. Obviously one could go on through
a long volume tracing such effects, but I have said enough to
show how much I agree with Marx in this matter.

(4) What is the source of ideas, such as nationalism, which,
in my opinion, do not primarily have economic causes?

Here one must distinguish: given the division of the world
into nations, economic interests quickly become associated with
each nation, and subsequent rivalry may have mainly economic
causes. But it is not economic causes that determine the division
of mankind into nations. A nation is a unit defined by senti-
ment, of which the foundation is love of the soil and of what
is familiar. But this may or may not develop into nationalism.
The stock example is Ireland, as contrasted with the Highlands
of Scotland. Their economic circumstances were closely similar,
yet after 1745 the Highlanders became part and parcel of the
British nation, as much in feeling as in politics, while the Irish
never did. The massacre of Glencoe was an atrocity comparable
to those of Cromwell in Ireland, but did not leave the same
bitterness. I think the main cause of this difference was that the
Highlanders became Protestants while the Irish did not. This
difference, of course, had its causes, but I do not think they
were economic.

The usual genesis of nationalism is as follows: first there is
a common peril or a common misfortune; usually geographical
propinquity is what causes it to be common. Out of this grows
a sympathy for those who share our own peril or misfortune,
and probably a common effort to avert it. Thus a community
is cemented by cobperation and a common hatred of the enemy.
If resistance is successful, or even if it is gloriously unsuccessful,
a heroic myth grows up, and is taught to children as soon as
they can understand it. In pursuit of the triumph of right, the
newly victorious nation inflicts well-merited punishment on its
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former oppressors, or at least hopes to do so. If it succeeds,
not only is justice vindicated, but wealth accrues to the cham-
pions of righteousness, showing that God is on their side. Since
education became common, the schools have been found very
useful in inculcating these moral sentiments. Aggressive na-
tionalism is quite as full of lofty morality as the defensive sort.
Subjectively, the sentiments involved are not those of pecuniary
gain, except on the part of a comparatively small minority; in-
deed, the men who risk death in aggressive war are seldom the
men who profit by it.

Nationalism seems to me analogous to the solidarity of mem-
bers of a creed or party. This kind of solidarity, also, has been
a frequent cause of wars; here also the economic motive is
secondary. The Albigensians, for instance, would have been
much richer if they had allowed themselves to become Catholic,
and their motives for not doing so cannot be held to have been
economic,

The causes of group-solidarities lie deep in human nature,
and are not to be explained by the self-interest psychology of
the early nineteenth century. I do not profess to be able to
explain them at all fully myself, and most suggested explana-
tions seem to me to introduce questionable mythology.

(5) What do I mean by a “chance” event? I mean one of
which the causation is unknown. “Chance” decides whether an
expected child turns out to be a boy or a girl, and “chance” de-
cides which of the hereditary possibilities that Mendelian prin-
ciples allow will be realized. But when we deal with large
groups, “chance” no longer decides: there will be about twenty-
one boys to twenty girls, if I remember aright. In this sense 1
should regard the birth of Napoleon as a “chance” event. We
do not know why a man of supreme military genius was born
in Corsica at that time. And if France had had to rely upon
generals no better than the average, the history of the period
from 1794 to 1815 might have been very different from what
it was.

The best example 1 know of a “chance” event which had
large consequences is orie which has been admirably used by
Mr. Hook; I mean, the German decision in 1917 to allow
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Lenin to go to Russia, I call this a “chance” event because, ob-
viously, the German government must have thought of strong
reasons on each side, and might just as easily, so far as we can
see, have come to a contrary decision.

(6) Mr. Hook finds fault with me for saying that if a hun-
dred men of the seventeenth century had died in infancy the
modern world would not exist. I am prepared to concede that
a hundred is too small a2 number, but the principle would re-
main if we substituted a hundred thousand. Let us argue the
matter on the assumption that this substitution is made,

Consider one simple fact: that the wheel was unknown in
America until white men introduced it. No doubt the wheel
was the product of an evolution which took a considerable time,
but each step required brains, and among the Indians the neces-
sary brains did not happen to occur. To take a more extreme
instance: monkeys in a given environment do not develop the
same productive technique as men do, and the difference is
obviously due to the greater intelligence of men. Intelligence
is therefore a wera causa. In history, it is remarkable how local-
ized great advances have been. Mathematics, though the early
Babylonians reached a certain point, is almost entirely a Greek
invention; if the Greeks had not existed, there is no reason to
suppose that anything analogous to Euclid’s Elements would
have been written in antiquity, still less during the middle ages.
And the Greeks who made mathematical discoveries were a
very small number of men. Modern science also owes its inception
to a very small number of men, of whom Copernicus, Kepler,
and Galileo are the chief. There was no good reason, except
the accidental absence of exceptional genius, for the failure of
the Arabs during the middle ages to make the discoveries of
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. It is such facts that
make me attach importance to intelligence as a cause of tech-
nique—and, moreover, to intelligence which (as in later an-
tiquity) may not be forthcoming when the opportunity for its
exercise exists in the environment.

(7) I come at last to the question of moral judgments. As
a fundamental problem of ethics I have considered this ques-
tion in an earlier part of this reply; at the moment, 1 propose
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to offer a more political answer, which raises no fundamental
issues. The political systems that I most dislike have the quality
of being, in practice, self-refuting; that is to say, those who try
to_establish them are almost certain to fail. (I have set forth
this point of view briefly in Power, Chapter XVI.) An aris-
tocracy cannot long retain power except by consent, and consent
will not be obtained without certain virtues. In the modern
world, the beliefs that led men to submit to aristocracies have
lost their force, and a new aristocracy, such as that of the Nazis,
rouses so much opposition that it has little chance of permanent
success. If you desire a political career which is not to end on
the scaffold or in St. Helena, you must be a little careful not to
offend the mass of mankind too deeply. I do not say that I
should imitate Hitler even if I were sure of success, but that is
because my desires are different from his. What I hold prac-
tically is something like Leibniz’s maximum of compossibles.
I regard the satisfaction of desire as per se good, no matter what
or whose the desire; sometimes desires are compatible, some-
times not. If A and B desire to marry each other, both can be
satisfied; if each desires to murder the other without being
murdered, at least one must be disappointed. Therefore mar-
riage is better than murder, and love is better than hate.

This, of course, does not go to the root of the matter. Why
should I think all satisfaction of desire good? Only owing to
an emotion of benevolence, It is therefore circular to deduce the
excellence of benevolence from the principle that satisfaction
of desire is good. It is, however, not circular, but sound sense,
to say to a group of people, or to the whole human race: you
are more likely to be happy, and to get what you desire, if you
desire things which you can obtain without injuring other
people, and if other people’s desires also have this character. It
might, on this ground, be held that a Nietzschean ethic is fool-
ish, since, if it is held by every one, no one will get any good
out of it. Perhaps in this way one might evade fundamental
issues. I have, however, no wish to do so, and will therefore

“refer Mr. Hook to what I said in reply to Mr. Buchler and
Mr. Brightman,
There is one thing more that I have to say about history,
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although it does not arise out of Mr. Hook’s essay. Historical
facts often have intrinsic interest, quite independently of their
causal connections. Whether history is a science or not, it cer-
tainly can be an art, and I, for my part, value it quite as much
for its intrinsic interest as for what it can establish in the way of
causal laws. I value it also for the knowledge it gives of human
beings in circumstances very different from our own—not
mainly analytic scientific knowledge, but the sort of knowledge
that a dog-lover has of his dog. History has perhaps its greatest
value in enlarging the world of our imagination, making us,
in thought and feeling, citizens of a larger universe than that
of our daily preoccupations, In this way it contributes not only
to knowledge, but to wisdom.

Norte: Dr. Gédel’s most interesting paper on my mathematical
logic came into my hands after my replies had been completed,
and at a time when I had no leisure to work on it. As it is now
about eighteen years since I last worked on mathematical logic,
it would have taken me a long time to form a critical estimate
of Dr. Gédel’s opinions. His great ability, as shown in his previ-
ous work, makes me think it highly probable that many of his
criticisms of me are justified. The writing of Principia Mathe-
matica was completed thirty-three years ago, and obviously, in
view of subsequent advances in the subject, it needs amending
in various ways. If I had the leisure, I should be glad to attempt
a revision of its introductory portions, but external circumstances
make this impossible. 1 must therefore ask the reader to give
Dr. Gédel’s work the attention that it deserves, and to form his
own critical judgment on it.

(Rt w2z

BRYN MAWR, PENNSYLVANIA
JuLy, 1943
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PREFACE TO THE BIBLIOGRAPHY

4‘ XCUSE for this bibliography by an amateur requires
4 passing personal reference. It is primarily and literally a
home-made affair except for most of the periodical data. A state-
ment read about ten years ago in an article by the late Dean
Bouton of New York University, in which he suggested that one
should pick some author, some topic, or some period to centralize
book hunting, led to my choice of the works of Bertrand Russell
as the foundation for my growing philosophy library. I then
had five or six of his works, I now own sixty-five volumes
written by him or to which he contributed, most of which were
picked up at random wherever business or pleasure brought me
and each contributed the thrill of “another Russell.” Hence
when Professor Schilpp kindly consented to my preparing the
bibliography for this volume, I had much of the material at my
elbow. The folly of the choice of a bibliographer who had
nothing more than these books and his enthusiasm to offer is
his; the mistakes of commission and omission are entirely mine.

Among the known omissions, of which brief mention can be
made, are a series of weekly syndicated articles submitted for a
period of two years to the New York American and an unknown
number of articles written for causes and campaigns, like
women’s suffrage, distributed in pamphlet form by now defunct
organizations. I had hoped to find it possible to enlist the aid
of some undergraduate in the philosophy department of Trinity
College, Cambridge, to try to dig out some of these items
together with additional contributions to the Cambridge Maga-
zine, but I found none who could spare the time from war
pursuits.

1 know of three prior bibliographies of the works of Bertrand
Russell. The first appeared in 1929-1930 by Gertrude Jacob
of Oberlin College, printed in the Bulletin of Bibliography and
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Dramatic Index under the title, “An Essay Toward a Bibliogra-
phy.” My thanks are due to The F. W. Faxon Company, the
publishers thereof, for their kindness in sending me the issues,
when I found the New York Public Library copies mutilated,
peculiarly enough solely at the Russell pages. Prior to my
receipt thereof, I had gathered most of the material therein.
I found it necessary to correct a few items, 1 verified all and
have added considerably to the items listed. Professor Edgar S.
Brightman, Chairman of the Boston University Graduate
School, kindly loaned me his typescript of a bibliography pre-
pared by associates in the Department of Philosophy. I deeply
appreciate his thoughtfulness in sending me this work and
acknowledge its aid in supplying some valuable leads. The third
bibliography appeared in Who’s Who in Philosophy, published
in 1942 by Philosophical Library, Inc. That was prepared by
me and contains such of the material gathered for the present
work as came within the compass of the Who’s Who.

My chief thanks are due to Mr. Russell himself, to whom 1
owe gratitude for the unforgettable pleasure of a charming
afternoon in which he reminiscingly reviewed the material I
then had and gave me many valuable hints for additional items.

My wife genially shared the labors of proof-reading.

It is hoped that the chronological list of principal works will
add to the value of the bibliography and serve as a further
reminder of the versatility and genius of the subject.

Lester E. DEnoNN

New York CiTy
September 1943

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Random readings, an ear tuned to the name of Russell, fur-
ther research and the kind suggestions of Robert Marsh and
particularly Dr. Roderick M. Chisholm led to the changes
appearing 1n this first revision.

I confess, as I did in the initial preface, that the sense of com-
pletion is still not mine, especially since the recovery of stray
items from Mr. Russell’s facile pen can surprise even him.

Lester E. DENONN

NEw York City
September 1945
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1895
RevIEW of G. Heymans’ Die Gesetze und Elemente des Wissen-
schaftlichen Denkens. Mind, New Series, v. IV, 1895, pp. 245-249.

1896

GEerMAN Soc1aL DEMocrAcy. (v. 7 of Studies in Economics and
Political Science.) London, New York, Bombay: Longmans, Green
& Company, 1896. 204 pp.

Lectures given at London School of Economics and Political Science, 1896.
Contents: I. Marx and the Theoretic Basis of Social Democracy—II. Las-
salle—TIII. History of German Socialism from the Death of Lassalle to the
Passing of the Exceptional Law, 1878—IV. Social Democracy under the
Exceptional Law, 1878-1890—V. Orpanization, Agitation, Tactics, and
Programme of Social Democracy since the Fall of the Socialist Law—VI,

The Present Position of Social Democracy. Appendix: Social Democracy and
the Woman Question in Germany by Alys Russell.

THE A Priorl IN GEOMETRY. Proceedings Aristotelian Society.
London, Williams & Norgate, v. III, 1896, pp. 97-112.

Captions: I. The Axiom of Free Mobility—II. The Axiom of Dimensions.

THe Locic oF GEOMETRY. Mind, New Series, v. V, 1896, pp.
1-23.
Captions: I. The Axiom of Consequence—A. Philosophical Argument—B.

Geometrical Argument—II. The Axiom of Dimensions—III. The Straight
Line,

Review of A. Hannequin’s Essai critique sur Phypothese des atoms
dans la Science contemporaine. Mind, New Series, v. V, 1896,
PP 410-417.

ON THE RELATIONs OF NUMBER AND QUANTITY. Mind, New
Series, v. VI, 1896, pp. 326-341.

746



1895-1900 747
1897

1. AN Essay oN THE FOUNDATIONs OF GEOMETRY. Cambridge, at

the University Press, 1897, 201 pp.

Contents: Introduction—~Our Problem Defined by its Relation to Logic,
Psychology and Mathematice—I. A Short History of Metageometry—II.
Critical Account of Some Previous Philosophical Theories of Geometry—
L. Sec. A. The Axioms of Projective Geometry, Sec. B. The Axioms of
Metrical Geometry—1IV. Philosophical Consequences.

Translated by M. Cadenat, Essai sur les fondenents dé la Geometrie. Gauticr-
Villars, 1901, pp. 274.

Review of L. Couturat’s De Vinfini mathematique. Mind, New
Series, v. VI, 1897, pp. 112-119.

1898

Les AxioMEs PrRoPREs A EucLIDE SonT-ILs EMPIRIQUES? Revue
de Metaphysique et de Morale, v. 6, pp. 759-776.

. Review of A. E. H. Love’s Theoretical Mechanics: an Introduc-

tory Treatise on the Theory of Mechanics. Mind, New Series, v.
VII, 1898, pp. 404-411.

1899

. Sur LEs AXIOMEs DE LA GEOMETRIE. Revue de Metaphysique et

de Morale, 1899, pp. 684-707.

REvIEW of A. Meinong’s Ucber dic Bedeutung des Weberschen
Gesetzes. Mind, New Series, v. VIII, 1899, pp. 251-256.

1900
A CrrricaL ExposiTiON oF THE PHILOsOPHY OF LEIBNIZ: WITH
AN APPENDIX OF LEADING Passages. Cambridge, at the Univer-
sity Press, 1900. xvi, 311 pp.
Second Edition: London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1937, xv, 311 pp.

Contents: Preface—I. Leibniz’s Premisses—II. Necessary Propositions and
the Law of Contradiction—III. Contingent Propositions and the Law of
Sufficient Reason—IV. The Conception of Substance—V. The Identity of
Indiscernibles and the Law of Continuity, Possibility and Compossibilicy—
VI. Why Did Leibniz Believe in an External World?—VII. The Philosophy
of Matter: (a) As the Outcome of the Principles of Dynamics—VIII. The
Philosophy of Matter: (b) As Explaining Continuity and Extension——1X.
The Labyrinth of the Continuum-—X, The Theory of Space and Time and
Its Relation to Monadism-—XI. The Nature of Monads in General—XII.
Soul and Body—XIII. Confused and Unconscious Perception—XIV. Leib-
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niz’s Theory of Knowledge—XV. Proofs of the Existence of God—XVI,
Leibniz’s Ethics. Appendix.

Translated into French, 1908.

1901

. L’IDEE D’ORDRE ET LA PosiTION ABsOLUTE panNs L’EspPAcE ET

LE TEMPs. Paris. Congrés international de philosophie, logique et
historie des sciences, 1901, pp. 241-277.

. RECENT WOoRKs oN THE PRINCIPLEs oF MATHEMATICs. The

International Monthly, v. 4, July 1901, pp. 83-101.

Reprinted under the title, “Mathematics and the Metaphysicians,” (with six
footnotes added in 1917) in Mysticism and Logic, Chp. V (1918).

. ON THE NotioN OF ORDER. Mind, New Series, v. X, 1901, pp.

30-51.
Is PosiTioN IN TIME AND SPACE ABSOLUTE OR RELATIVE! Mind,
New Series, v. X, 1901, pp. 293-317.

. REVIEW of W, Hastie’s translation of Kant’s Cosmogony. Mind,

New Series, v. X, 1901, pp. 405-407.

1902
REvIEW of P. Boutroux’s L’Imagination et les mathematiques selon
Descartes. Mind, New Series, v. X1, 1902, pp. 108-109.

Sur La LOGIQUE DES RELATIONS AVEC DES APPLICATIONS A LA
THEORIE DES SERIES, Revue de Mathem. (Turin), v. 8, 1902.
Pp. 12-43.

1903

. THE PriNCIPLEs OF MATHEMATICS. Cambridge, at the University

Press, 1903. ix, 534 pp-

Second Edition (with a new Introduction pp. v-xiv), 1938: New York,
W. W. Norton & Company, Inc.; London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd.;
London, McLeod.

Contents: Part I. The Indefinables of Mathematics—1, Definition of Pure
Mathematics—II. Symbolic Logic—III. Iinplication and Formal Implica-
tions~—IV, Proper Names, Adjectives and Verbs—V. Denoting—VI. Classes—
VIL. Propositional Functions—VIII. The Variable—IX. Relations—X. The
Contradiction—Part 1I. Number—X1. Definition of Cardinal Numbers—XII,
Addition and Multiplication—XIII. Finite and Infinite—X1IV, Theory of
Finite Numbers—XV. Addition of Terms and Addition of Classes—XVI.
Whole and Part—XVII. Infinite Wholes—XVIII. Ratios and Fractions—
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Part 111, Quantity—XIX. The Meaning of Magnitude—XX. The Range
of Quantity—XXI. Numbers as Expressing Magnitudes: Measurement—
XXII. Zero—XXIII. Infinity, The Infinitesimal, and Continuity—Part IV.
Order—XXIV. The Genesis of Series—XXV. The Meaning of Order—
XXVI, Asymmetrical Relations—XXVII. Difference of Sense and Difference
of Sign—XXVIII. On the Difference between Open and Closed Series—
XXIX. Progressions and Ordinal Numbers—XXX. Dedekind’s Theory of
Number——XXX]. Distance~—Part V. Infinity and Continuity—XXXI1. The
Correlation of Series—XXXIII. Real Nuinbers~—XXXIV. Limits and Irra-
tional Numbers—XXXV. Cantor’s First Definition of Continnity—XXXVI.
Ordinal Continuity—XXXVII. Transfinite Cardinals—XXXVIII, Transfinite
Ordinals—XXXIX. The Infinitesimal Calculus—XL. The Infinitesimal and
the Improper Infinite—XLI. Philosophical Arguments Concerning the
Infinitesimal—XLII. The Philosophy of the Continuum—XLIII. The Phi-
losophy of the Infinite—Part VI. Space—XLIV. Dimensions and Complex
Numbers—XLV. Projective Geometry—XLVI. Descriptive Geometry—
XLVII. Metrical Geometry—XLVIII. Relation of Metrical to Projective and
Descriptive Geometry—XLIX. Definitions of Various Spaces—L. The Con-
tinuity of Space—LI. Logical Arguments against Points—LII. Kant’s The-
ory of Space—Part VII. Matter and Motion—LII1. Matter—LIV. Motion—
LV. Causality—LVI. Definition of a Dynamical World—LVII. Newton’s
Laws of Motion—LVIIL. Absolute and Relative Motion~LIX. Hertz's Dy-
namics—Appendix A. The Logical and Arithmetical Doctrines of Frege—
Appendix B. The Doctrine of Types.

. THE FREe MaN’'s WorsHIpP. The Independent Review, v. 1,

Dec. 1903, pp. 415-424.
Published also: with a special preface by Bertrand Russell, Portland, Maine,
Thomas Bird Mosher, 1923, xvii, 28 pp. Second Edition, 1927.

Reprinted: in Phkilosophkical Essays, London, New York, Bombay, and Cal-
cutta, Longmans, Green & Co., 1910, Chp. III. Mysticism and Logic, New
York, Bombay, Calcutta, Madras, Longmans, Green & Co. 1918, Chp. IIIL
Selected Papers of Bertrand Russell, New York, The Modern Library, Inc.,
1927, Chp. 1. Little Blue Books, as “What Can A Free Man Worship?”,
Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas, #677, 1927, 32 pp.

Other Reprints: in Ideals of Science and Faith, as “An Ethical Approach,”
edited by Rev. J. E. Hand, New York, Longmans, Green & Co.; London,
George Allen, 1924, pp. 157-169. Further Adventures in Essay Reading, as
“A Free Man’s Worship,” New York, Harcourt, 1928, pp. 517-528. Essays
from Five Centuries, Boston, Houghton, Mifflin, 1929, pp. 404-412. Essays
toward Truth, New York, New York, Henry Holt & Co.,, 1929, pp. 175-
185. Familiar Essays, New York, Prentice-Hall, 1930, pp. 498-508. Modern
Writers at Work, New York, Macmillan, 1930, pp. 9-22. Pageant of Prose,
New York, Harper, 1935, pp. 257-263. Fifty Essays, New York, Little
Brown & Co., 1936, pp. 310-331. Modern Reader, New York, Heath, 1936,
pPp. 417-424.

Excerpts: in Golden Book Magasine, v. 19, Feb. 1934, p. 156.
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. RECENT WoORKS ON THE PHILOSOPHY OF LEIBNIZ. Mind, New

Series, v. XII, 1903, pp. 177-201.

Critical notice of L. Coutourat’s La Logigue de Leibniz d'apres des docu-
ments inedits, and E. Cassirer’s Leibniz’ System in seinen wissenschaftlichen
Grundlagen,

1904

. LITERATURE OF THE FiscAL CONTROVERsY, Independent Review,

v. 1, Jan. 1904, pp. 684-688.

Review of Ashley’s The Tariff Problem and Pigou’s The Riddle of the
Tariff.

MR. CHARLEs BooTH’s ProposaLs FOR FiscaL ReErForM. Con-
temporary Review, v. 85, Feb. 1904, pp. 198-206.

. MEmNONG’s THEORY OF COMPLEXES AND AssUMPTIONs, Mind,

New Series, v. XIII, 1904; I. pp. 204-219; II. pp. 336-354;
IIL. pp. 509-524.

Non-EucrLipiaN GEOMETRY. Athenaeum, v. 124, 1904, pp. 592
593.

Reply to criticism of his Essay on the Foundations of Geometry.

Review of G. E. Moore’s Principia Ethica. Independent Review,
v. 11, March 1904, pp. 328-333.

. ON History. The Independent Review, v. III, July 1904, pp.

207-215.

1905
THEe EsseNTiaL IMPorRT OF ProPosiTIONS. Mind, New Series, v.
X1V, 1905, pp. 398-401.
Discussion of Paper of Hugh MacColl.

Review of H. Poincaré’s Science and Hypothesis. Mind, New
Series, v. XIV, 1905, pp. 412-418.

. O~ DENOTING. Mind, New Series, v. XIV, 1905, pp. 479-493.

REVIEW of A. Meinong’s Untersuchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie
und Psychologie. Mind, New Series, v. XIV, 1905, pp. 530-538.

SUR LA RELATION DES MATHEMATIQUES A LA LOGISTIQUE (avec
note de M. A. N. Whitehead). Revue de Metaphysique et de
Morale, v. 13, 1905. pp. 906-917.
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1906 '
. O~ SoMmE DIFFICULTIES IN THE THEORY OF TRANSFINITE NUM-

BERs AND ORDER TyYPEs. Proccedings London Mathematical So-
ctety, Series 2, v. 4, March 7, 1907, pp. 29-53.

. THE THEORY OF IMPLICATION. American Journal of Mathe-
matics, v. 28, 1906, pp. 159-202,

Captions: 1. Primitive Ideas~—2. Primitive Propositions-—3. Elementary
Properties—4. Multiplication and Addition—s. Formal Rules—6., Miscel-
laneous Propositions—7. Propositions Concerning all Values of the Vari-
ables,

. REPLY TO PoiNncarE’s LETTER, NoTE. Mind, New Series, v. XV,
1906, p. 143.

Reply to Poincaré’s comment on Russell’s Review, cf. 1905, 2.

. Review of H. MacColl’s Symbolic Logic and Its Applications.
Mind, New Series, v. XV, 1906, pp. 255-260.

. THE NATURE oF TRuUTH. Mind, New Series, v. XV, 1906, pp.
528-533.

Reprinted: in Phslosophical Essays, 1910, first two sections as “The Monistic
Theory of Truth,” and third scction rewritten as “On the Nature of Truth
and Falsehood.”

. LES PARADOXES DE LA LOGIQUE. Revue de Metaphysique et de
Morale, v. 14, 1906. pp. 627-650.

1907

. ON THE NATURE oF TRUTH. Proceedings Aristotelian Society,
New Series, London, Williams & Norgate, v. VII, 1906-1907, pp.
28-49.

. THE STUDY OF MATHEMATICS. New Quarterly, Nov. 1907.
Reprinted: in Philosophical Essays, 1910, Chp. 11I. Mysticism and Logic,
1918, Chp. IV.

. REVIEW of A. Meinong’s Uber die Stellung der Gegenstandsthe-
orie im System der Wissenschaften. Mind, New Series, v. XVI,
1907, pp. 436-439.
1908

. TRANsATLANTIC “TRUTH’. Albany Review, v. II, No. 10, Jan.
1908, pp. 393-410.

Reprinted: in Philosophical Essays, as “William James’s Conception of Truth,”
1910, Chp. V.
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LiBerarisMm AND WOMEN’s SUFFRAGE. Contemporary Review,
v. 94, July 1908, pp. 11-16.

. DETERMINISM AND MoRALs. Hibbert Journal, v. 7, Oct. 1908,

pp. 113-121.
Reprinted: in Philosophical Essays, as “The Elements of Ethics,’ 1910,
Chp. I,

. MatuemAaTicaL Locic As Basep oN THE THEORY oF TYPE.

American Journal of Mathematics, v. 30, 1908, pp. 222-262.

Captions: 1. The Contradictions—II. All and Any——III. The Meaning and
Range of Generalized Propositions——1V. The Hierarchy of Types—V. The
Axiom of Reducibility~—~VI. Positive Ideas and Propositions of Symbolic
Logic—VII. Elementary Theorie of Classes and Relations——VII. Descrip-
tive Functions—IX. Cardinal Numbers—X. Ordinal Numbers.

MgR. HALDANE oN INFINITY. Mind, New Series, v. XVII, 1908,
pp- 238-242.

On Haldane’s Presidential Address to Aristotelian Society on “The Methods
of Modern Logic and the Conception of Infinity,” 1907.

“IF” anp “ImpPLY.” Mind, New Series, v. XVII, 1908, p. 300.
A reply to Mr. MacColl.

1909

. PracmATISM. Edinburgh Review, v. CCIX, No. CCCCXXVII],

Apr. 1909, pp. 363-388.

Review of James’ The Will to Believe and Pragmatism; of Schiller’s Philo-
sophical Essays and Studies in Humanism; of Dewey’s Studies in Logical
Theory; and Columbia University Essays, Philosophical, and Psychological
in Honor of William James, 1908.

Reprinted: in Phslosophical Essays, 1910, Chp. IV.

1910

PrINCIPIA MATHEMATICA. v. I, with Alfred North Whitchead.
Cambridge, at the University Press, 1910. xlvi, 674 pp. Second
Edition, 1935.

Contents:. Preface. Alphabetical List of Propositions Referred to by Names—
L. Preliminary Explanation of Ideas and Notations—II. Theory of Logical
Types—III. Incomplete Symbols—Part I. Mathematical Logic—Summary
of Part I—Sec. A. The Theory of Deduction—B. Theory of Apparent
Variables—C, Classes and Relations—D. Logic of Relations—E. Products
and Sums of Classes—Part II. Cardinal Arithmetic—Summary of Part II.

Sec. A. Unit Classes and Couples—B. Sub-Classes, Sub-Relations and Relative
Types—C. Oné-Many, Many-One, and One-One Relations—D. Selections—



1908-1911 ‘ 753

E. Inductive Relations—Appendix A. The Theory of Deduction for Propo-
sitions Containing Apparent Variables—B. Mathematical Induction—C.
Truth-Functions and Others. List of Definitions.

‘2. PuirosornicaL Essays. London, New York, Bombay and Cal-
cutta, Longmans, Green & Co., 1910. vi, 185 pp. See also Mysti-
cism and Logic, 1918.

Conteuts: 1. The Elements of Ethics (1908)—1II. The Free Man’s Worship
(1903)~—1II. The Study of Mathematics (1907)—IV. Pragmatism (1909)—
V. William James’s Conception of Truth (1908)—VI. The Monistic Theory
of Truth (1906)—VIL. On the Nature of Truth and Falschood (1906).

3- ANTI-SUFFRAGIST ANXIETIES. People’s Suffrage Federation, June
1910.

4. THE PHiLOSOPHY OF WILLIAM JAMEs. Living Age, v. 267, Oct.
I, 1910, pp. 52-55.
Written after the death of James.

5. SoMe ExpLANATIONS IN REPLY TO MR. BRADLEY. Mind, New
Series, v. XIX, 1910, pp. 373-378.
Reply to a review of The Principles of Mathematics.

6. ETHics. New Quarterly, v. 3, Feb. 1910, pp. 21-34; May, pp.

131-143.
Captions: I. The Subject Matter of Ethics—II. The Meaning of Good and
Bad—III. Right and Wrong—IV. Egoism.

Reprinted: in Philosophical Essays, as “The Elements of Ethics,” 1910,
" Chp. L

7. LA THEORIE DEs TYPES LOGIQUES. Revue de Metaphysique et de
Morale, v. 18, 1910. pp. 263-301.

1. La nature des fonctions propositionnelles. II. Définition et systématique
ambiguite des notions de verite et d’erreur. III. Pourquoi une fonction donnée
requiert des arguments d’un certain type. IV. La hiérarchie des fonctions et
propositions. V. L’axiome de réductibilité. VI. La théorie des classes. VII.
Raisons pour accepter 'axiome de réductibilité.

1911

1. THE Basis oF REaLsM. Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and
Scientific Method, v. VIII, No. 6, March 16, 1911, pp. 158-161.

2. L’IMPORTANCE PHILOSOPHIQUE DE LA LOGISTIQUE. Revue de
Metaphysique et de Morale, v. 19, 1911. pp. 281-294.
Address: a I'Ecole des Hautes Etudes sociales, Mar. 21, 1911, See Item 33,
1913 for reference to English translation of this address.
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KNOwWLEDGE BY AcCQUAINTANCE AND KNOWLEDGE BY DEscrip-
TION. Proceedings Aristotelian Society, New Series, v. XI, 1910-
1911, pp. 108-128.

Reprinted: in The Problems of Philosophy, 1912, Chp. V. Mysticism and
Logic, 1918, Chp. X.

1912

. Princiria MATHEMATICA. v. II. With Alfred North Whitehead.

Cambridge, at the University Press, 1912. xxxi, 742 pp. Second
Edition, 1927.

Contents: Prefatory Statement of Symbolic Conception—Part III, Cardinal
Arithmetic—Summary of Part I11. Sec. A. Definition and Logical Properties
of Cardinal Numbers—B. Addition, Multiplication and Exponentiation—C.
Finite and Infinite—Part IV. Relation Arithmetic—Summary of Part IV,
Sec. A. Ordinal Similarity and Relation Numbers—B. Additions of Rela-
tions, and the Product of Two Relations—C. The Principle of First Dif-
ferences and the Multiplication and Exponentiation of Relation—D. Arith-
metie of Relation Numbers—Part V. Series—Summary of Part V. Sec. A.
General Theory of Series—B. On Sections, Segments, Stretches, and Deriva-
tives—C. On Convergence, and the Limits of Function.

. THE PHiLosoPHY oF BERGSON. Monist, v. 22, July 1912, pp.

1912; New York, Henry Holt & Co., 1912, Home University
Library. viii, 255 pp.

Contents: Preface—TI. Appearance and Reality—II. The Existence of Matt:
—III. The Nature of Matter—IV. Idealism—V. Knowledge by Acquaint
ance and Knowledge by Description (1911)—VI. On Induction—VII. Own
Our Knowledge of General Principles—VIIL. How a priori Knowledge It
Possible—IX. The World of Universals—X. On Our Knowledge of Uni
versals—XI. On Intuitive Knowledge-—~XII. Truth and Falsehood—XIII.
Knowledge, Error and Probable Opinion—XIV. The Limits of Philosophi-
cal Knowledge—XV. The Value of Philosophy. Index.

Translations: in Spanish, Los Problems de la Filosofia, translated by Joaquin
Xirau, Barcelona, Buenos Aires, Editorial Labor, S.A., Biblioteca de Inicia-
cion Cultural, 1928; in Polish, Zagnadnienia Filozofis, translated by Lud-
wik Silberstein, Oryginaln Angielskiego, Warsaw, H. Altenberg, 1913.

. ON THE RELATION OoF UNIVERSALS AND PARTICULARS. Proceed-

ings Aristotelian Society, New Series, v. XII, 1912, pp. 1-24.

. THE EsseNcE oF RELIGION, Hibbert Journal, v. 11, Oct. 1912,

pp. 46-62.
Captions: 1. Worship—2. Acquiescence—3. Love,

THEe ProBLEMs oF PHILosoPHY. London, Williams & Norgate,
321-347. '
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Discusses Creative Evolution, Matter and Memory, and Time and Free

Will,
Reprinted: in The Philosophy of Bergson, 1914,

. WHEN SHoULD MARRIAGE Be DissoLvEp?! The English Review,
v. XII, August 1912, pp. 133-141.

. Response A M. KoYRE. Revue de Metaphysique et de Morale, v.
20, 1912, pp. 725-726.

In response to M. Koyre’s “Sur les nombres de M. Russell,” appearing in
the immediately preceding pages, 722-724.

1913

. PrincipiA MatHEMATICA. v. III. With Alfred North White-
head. Cambridge, at the University Press, 1913. vili, 491 pp.
Second Edition, 1927.

Contents: Preface—Part V. Series (Cont’d.)—Sec. D. Well Ordered Series
—E. Finite and Infinite Series and Ordinals—F. Compact Series, Rational
Series, and Continuous Series—Part VI. Quantity—Summary of Part VI,

Sec. A. Generalization of Number—B. Vector-Families—C. Measurement—
D. Cyclic Families.

. O~ THE NoTion oF CAUSE, Proceedings Aristotelian Society, v.
XIII, 1912-1913, pp. 1-26.
Reprinted: in Mysticism and Logic, v918, Chp. 1X.

. MRr. WitboN Carr’s DEFENCE OF BERGsoN. The Cambridge
Magazine, Apr. 26, 1913.

Reply to Carr’s Article in The Cambridge Magazine, Apr. 12, 1913.
Reprinted: in The Philosophy of Bergson, 1914.

. THE PrAcE oF SciENCE IN A LiBeraL Epucation. (Original
title: “Science As An Element in Culture”) The New Statesman
and Nation, v. I, May 24 and 31, 1913, pp. 202-204, 234-236.
Reprinted: in Mysticism and Logic, 1918 (1), Chp. II; Comtemporary
Essays (ed. by O. Shepard, New York, Scribner, 1929), pp. 250-262; Essays
for Our Day (ed. by Shackelford and Gass, New York, W. W. Norton,
1931), pp. 249-258.

. THE PHivLosoPHICAL IMPORTANCE OF MarneEMAaTICAL Locic.
Monist, v. 23, Oct. 1913, pp. 481-493.

Lecture delivered in French at Ecole des Hautes Etudes Sociales, Mar. 22,
1911,
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. Tramlated from Reoss ds Metaphysiqus et de Morals, 1911, by P. E. B.

Jourdain and revised by Russell.
See Item $2, 1911. ~

. THE NATURE oF SENse-DATaA—A REePLY TO DR, DawEs Hicks.

Mind, New Series, v. XXII, 1913, pp. 76-81.

1914

. Our KNOWLEDGE oF THE ExTERNAL WoORLD As A FIELD FoR

ScienTiFic METHOD IN PHILOsoPHY. London, George Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1914; Chicago and London, The Open Court Pub-
lishing Co., 1914. ix, 245 pp.

The Lowell Leciures given in Boston in March and April, 1914.

Contents: Preface—I. Current Tendencies (cf. 192Y%, 4)~—IL Logic as the Es~
sence of Philosophy—1III, On Our Knowledge of the External World—IV.
The World of Physics and the World of Sense—V, The Theory of Continu-
ity=—V1. The Problem of Infinity Considered Historically-—VII. The Positive

Theory of Infinity—VIIL On the Notion of Cause, with Application to the
Free-Will Préblem, Index.

Tramlated into German.

. THE PHILOsoPHY OF BERGsoN. London, Macmillan & Co., Ltd.,

1914; Glasgow, Jas. MacLehose and Sons, 1914. Published for
The Heretics by Bowes & Bowes, Cambridge, 1914.
Read before the Heretics in Trinity College, March 11, 1913.

. PrEFACE to Henri Poincaré’s Science and Method. London, Edin-

burgh, Dublin, and New York, T. Nelson & Sons, 1914, pp. 5-8.
Translated by Francis Maitland.

ScientiFic MeTHOD IN PHILosorHY. Oxford, The Clarendon
Press, 1914, 25 pp.

Oxford Lectures in Philosophy. The Herbert Spencer Lecture, delivered at
the Museum, Nov. 18, 1914.

Reprinted: in Decennial Volume, Oxford, at the Clarendon Press, 1916.
30 pp. Also in Mysticism and Logic, 1918, r.

Translated: in French, “Methode Scientifique en Philosophie.” Traduit de
PAnglais par M. Devaux, Preface de M. Bargin; Paris, J. Vrin, Librarie
Philosophique, 1929.

ON THE NATURE OF ACQUAINTANCE. Monist, v. 24, Jan.-July
1914, pp. 1-16; 161-187; 435-453.

_ Captions: 1. Preliminary Description of Experience—II. Neutral Monism—

II1. Analysis of Experience.
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. Democracy ANp DirecT AcTION. English Review, v. 28, May

1914, pp. 396-403.

Reprinted: in Dial, v. 66, May 13, 1919, Pp. 445-448.

Mysrticism ANp Locrc. Hibbert Journal, v. 12, July 1914, pp.
780-803.

Captions: I. Reason and Intuition—II. Unity and Plurality—III. Time—IV,
Good and Evil.

Reprinted: in Mysticism and Logic, 1918, Chp. 1. Selections, 1927, Chp. IL.

Excerpts: in part in Lowell Lectures on Our Knowledge of the External
World, 1914.

Translated by Yusuf Serif: Mistiklik ve mantik (yazen), Istanbul, Devlet
matbaasi, 1935. viii, 55 pp.

DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES IN THEORY OF
KNOWLEDGE. Monist, v. 24, Oct. 1914, pp. 582-593.

. THE ReLaTioN oF SENsE-DATA TO PHYysics, Sciemtia, No. 4,

1914.
Reprinted: in Mysticism and Logic, 1918, Chp. VIII.

WHy NationNs Love WaR. In War and Peace, Nov. 1914.
Reprinted: in Justice in War-Time, 1916, Chp. 4.

1915

. War, THE OFFsPRING OF FEAR. London: Union of Democratic

Control, 1915, 13 pp.

On Justice IN WAR-TIME. AN APPEAL TO THE INTELLEC-
TUALS OF EUROPE. International Review, v. 1, No. 4 & 5, pp. 145-
I51; 223-230.

Reprinted: with additions in Justice in War-Time, 1916.

SENSATION AND IMAGINATION. Monist, v. 25, Jan. 1915, pp.
28-44.

THe ETHIcs oF WAR. International Journal of Ethics, v. 25,
Jan. 1915, pp. 127-142.

Reprinted : in Justice in War-Time, 1916.

Is A PERMANENT PEACE PossiBLE? Atlantic Monthly, v. 115,
Mar. 1915, pp. 367-376.

Reprinted: in Justice in War-Tims, 1916,

O~ THE ExpPErIENCE OF TIME. Monist, v. 25, Apr. 1915, pp.
212-233.
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The ULTiMATE CONSTITUENTS OF MATTER. Monist, v. 25, July
1915, pp- 399-417.

An address delivered before the Philosophical Society of Manchester, Feb.
1915.
Reprinted: in Mysticism and Logic, 1918, Chp. VII.

. THE FuTURE OF ANGLO-GERMAN RivaLRrY. Atlantic Monthly,

v. 116, July 1915, pp. 127-133.

Reprinted: in Justice in War-Time, 1916.

. War AND NonN-REesisTaNce. Atlantic Monthly, v. 116, Aug.

1915, pp. 266-274.
Reprinted: in International Journal of Ethics, as “The War and Non-
Resistance,” v. 26, Oct. 1915, pp. 23-30. In Justice in War-Time, 1916.

1916

. PrincipLEs oF SociaL ReconstrucTION. London, George Allen

& Unwin, Ltd., 1916. 252 pp. Second Edition, 1920, 250 pp.
Published in America as WHY MEN FIGHT: A METHOD OF ABOLISHING THE

INTERNATIONAL DuEL. New York, The Century Co., 1916. 272 pp. Second
Edition, New York, Albert & Charles Boni, Bonibooks, 1930. 272 pp.

Contents: I. The Principles of Growth—II. The State—III. War as an In-
stitution—IV. Property—V. Education (1916)-—VI. Marriage and the
Population Question—VII. Religion and the Churches—VIII. What We
Can Do.

. PoLicy oF THE ENTENTE, 1904-1914; A REPLY TO PROFEssOR

GiLBeErT MURRAY, Manchester and London, The National Labour
Press, Ltd., 1916. 86 pp.

Contents: Preface—I. Introduction—II. Morocco—III. The Anglo-Russian
Entente—IV. Persia—V. What Our Policy Ought to Have Been—Ap-

pendix A. Press Interpretations of our Guarantee to Belgium in 1887—
Appendix B. What Support Did We Offer to France in 1905?

Reprinted: in Justice in War-Time, 1916.

. Justice 1IN War-T1ME. Chicago, London, The Open Court Pub-

lishing Co., 1916. ix, 243 pp. London, George Allen & Unwin,
Ltd., 1916 with Second Edition in 1924.

Contents: Preface—1. An Appeal to the Intellectuals of Europe (1915)—a.
The Ethics of War (1915)—3. War and Non-Resistance (1915)——~4. Why
Nations Love War (1914)—s. Future of Anglo-German Rivalry (1g915)—
6. Is 2 Permanent Peace Possible? (1915)—7. The Danger to Civilization—
8. The Entente Policy of 1904-1915—A Reply to Professor Gilbert Murray
(1916).
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. THe Case oF ErNEsT F. EVERETT. Pamphlet: No Conscription

Fellowship, 1916.

The discussion of the case of a conscientious objector which led to the
prosecution of Bertrand Russell,

LeTTER TO THE T1MEs oF LoNDON, May 17, 1916. Letter refer-
ring to the Everett case pamphlet.

Reprinted: in Bertrand Russell: A College Controversy of the Last War,
by G. H. Hardy, Cambridge, at the University Press, 1942, p. 33.

. REx vs. BERTRAND RusseLL. Pamphlet: No Conscription Fellow-

ship, 1916. Speech in own defense. A suppressed pamphlet.
Reprinted: in Living Age, v. 300, Feb. 15, 1919, pp. 185-394.

DancGer o CiviLization. Open Court, v. 30, Mar. 1916, pp.
170-180.

RevriGion aNp THE CHURCHEs. Unpopular Review, v. 5, Apr.
1916, pp. 392-409.

Reprinted: in Crinciples of Social Reconstruction, 1916, Chp. VII.

WaR as AN INsTrruTION. Atlantic Monthly, v. 117, May 1916,
pp. 603-613.

EpucaTioN as A PoriticaL Institution. Atlantic Monthly, v.
117, June 1916, pp. 750-757.

Reprinted: in Principles of Social Reconstruction, 1916, Chp. V.
Challenging Essays in Modern Thought, 1933, pp. 182-199. Essays of Our
Times, 1928, pp. 359-374-

MARRIAGE AND THE PoruratioNn QUESTION. International Jour-
nal of Ethics, v. 26, July 1916, pp. 443-461.

FrREEDOM OF SPEECH IN ENGLAND. School & Society, v. 4, Oct.
21, 1916, pp. 637-638.

OPEN LETTER TO PRESIDENT WILSON. Survey, v. 37, Dec. 30,
1916, pp. 372-373.

PERsONAL STATEMENT. Open Court, v. 30, Dec. 1916, pp. 766-
767.

BERTRAND RUssELL’s PLEA FOrR THE CHILD As THE ViTaL Fac-
TOR IN MoDERN EpucaTION. Current Opinion,v. 61, 1916, p. 46.
Quoting from Atlantic Monthly, 1916.
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MakING MarTYrs oF ‘CoNsciENTiOUs OBJECTORS' IN ENG-
LAND, Current Opinion, v. 61, p. 257.
Quoting from Bertrand Russell’s Defense, 1916.

1917

. PorrricaL IpeaLs. New York, The Century Co., 1917. 172 pp.

Contents: 1. Political Ideals (1917)—II. Capitalism and the Wage System—
IIL Pitfalls in Socialism—IV. Individual Liberty and Public Control (1917)
V-—. National Independence and Internationalism (1917).

For CONSCIENCE SAKE. Independent, v. 89, Jan. 15, 1917, pp.
101-103.

. PorrricaL IpeavLs. North American Review, v. 205, Feb. 1917,

pp- 248-259.
P:eprinted: in Political Ideals, 1917, Chp. 1. Essays in Contemporary Civiliza-
#som, 1931, pp. 464-477. Modern Essays. 1933, pp. 141-15§.

. NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE AND INTERNATIONALISM. Atlantic

Monthly, v. 119, May 1917, pp. 622-628.
Reprinted: in Political ldeals, 1917, Chp. V.

InpiviDuaL LiBerTY AND PUBLIC CONTROL. Atlantic Monthly,
v. 120, July 1917, pp. 112-120.
Reprinted: in Political ldeals, 1917, Chp. IV.

1918

. Mysticism AND Locic AND OTHER Essayvs. New York, Bombay,

Calcutta, Madras, Longmans, Green & Co., 1918. vi, 234 pp.

Also published: New York, W. W. Norton & Co., 1929. London, George
Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1929. vi, 234 pp.

Contents: I. Mysticism and Logic (1914)—II. The Place of Science in a
Liberal Education (1913)—III, A Free Man’s Worship (1903)—IV. The
Study of Mathematics (1907)—V. Mathematics and the Metaphysician
(1901)—VIL. On Scientific Methods in Philosophy (1914)—VIL. The
Ultimate Constituents of Matter (1915)——VIIL The Relation of Sense-Data
to Physics (1914)—IX. On the Notion of Cause (1913)—X. Knowledge
by Acquaintance and Knowledge by Description (1g911).

. Roaps To FREEDOM: SOCIALISM, ANARCHISM AND SYNDICALISM.

London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1918. xviii, 215 pp.

~Also published: as ProPosep RoAps 70 FREEDOM: SOCIALISM, ANARCHISM

AND SYNDICALISM, New York, Henry Holt & Co., 1919, xviii, 218 pp. Allen
further editions, 1919-1920. Blue Ribbon Book, 1931.

Contents: Preface—Introduction—Part I. Historical~I. Marx and Socialist

" Doctrine—II. Bakunin and Anarchism—III. The Syndicalist Revolt—Parz
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I1. Problems of the Future—IV. Work and Pay—V. Government and Law—
V1. International Relations—VII. Science and Art Under Socialism—VIII,
The World as It Could Be Made—Index.

Translated: in Spanuh Bertrand Russell: Los caminos de la liberted; el
socialismus, el anarquismoy el sindicalismo, Traduccion de Garcxa Paladini,
Madrid, M. Aguilar, 1932, 244 pp.

. THE PHIiLosoPHY oF MR. B*rRTR*ND R*ss*LL by P.E.B. Jour-
dain. Chicago, The Open Court Publishing Co., 1918. London,

George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1918. 96 pp.

Contains an Appendix of Leading Passages from Certain Other Works. Con-
tains quotations from conversations with Bertrand Russell, from Principia
Mathematica, from Philosophical Essays, from Philosophy of Leibniz, and
from Principles of Mathematics. (This book is intended as a joke.)

. THE GERMAN PeaceE OFFER. Tribunal, 1918,

The basis for the second prosecution of Bertrand Russell as a result of which
he was imprisoned for six months, during which time he wrote his Intro-
duction to Mathematical Philosophy.

. Pure Reason at KONIGsBERG, Review of Norman Kemp Smith’s
A Commentary to Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason.”” The Nation
(London), v. XXIII, No. 16, July 20, 1918, pp. 426 and 428.

. PunLosoruy orF LocicaL Aromism. Monist, v. 28, Oct. 1918,
Pp- 495-527. Lectures delivered in London in 1918.

Captions; I. Facts and Propositions—II. Particulars, Predicates and Rela-
tions.

. REVIEW of C. D. Broad’s Perception, Physics, and Reality. Mind,
New Series, v. XXVII, 1918, pp. 492-498.

. MAN’s WAR wiTH THE UNIVERSE IN THE RELIGION OF BER-
TRAND RUSSELL. Current Opinion, v. 65, 1918, pp. 45-46.

1919

. INTRODUCTION TO MATHEMATICAL PHILosopHY. London,
George Allen & Unwin, Ltd.; New York, The Macmillan Co.,
1919. Library of Philosophy, Edited by J. H. Muirhead. viii, 208
pp-

Contents: Preface—Editor’s Note—i1. The Series of Numeral Numbers—a.
Definition of Number (cf. 1927, 4)—3. Finitude and Mathematical Induction
~—4. The Definition of Order—s3. Kinds of Relations—6, Similarity of Rela-
tions—7. Rational, Real and Complex Numbers—8. Infinite Cardinal Num-
bers——g. Infinite Series and Ordinals—10. Limits and Continuity—u 1. Limits
and Continuity of Functions—1z. Selections and the Multiplicative Axiom—
13. The Axiom of Infinity and Logical Types—14. Incompatibility and the
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Theory of Deduction—r15. Praposition Functions—16. Description—17.
Classes~—1 8. Mathematics and Logic—Index.

Translated into German and French.

. ON ProrosiTions: WaAT THEY ARE AND How THEY MEAN.

Proceedings Aristotelian Society, Sup. v. 11, 1919, pp. 1-43.

Captions: 1. Structure—II. Meanings of Images and Words—III. Proposi-
tions and Belief—IV. Truth and Falsehood.

. Review of Dewey’s Essays in Experimental Logic. The Journal

of Philosophy, v. XVI, No. 1, January 2, 1919. pp. 5-26.

. Note on C. D. Broad’s 4 General Notation for the Relation of

Numbers. Mind, New Series, v. XXVIII, 1919, p. 124.

Economic Uity anp Porrricar DivisioN. Dial, v. 66, June
28, 1919, pp. 629-631.

PuirLosorHy oF LocicaL Artomism ro JuLry, 1919. Monist, v.
29, pp. 32-63; 190-222; 345-380. Cont’d from Monist, 1918, 5.
Captions III. Atomic and Molecular Propositions—IV. Proposition and
Facts with More than One Verb, Belief, etc.—V. General Propositions and

Existence~—VI. Descriptions and Incomplete Symbols—VIL. The Theory of
Types and Symbolism—VIII. Excursus into Metaphysics: What There Is.

1920

. THE PracTice anp THEORY oF BorLsHEvisM. London, George

Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1920.

Also published: as BOLSHEVISM: PRACTICE AND THEORY, New York, Har-
court, Brace & Co., 1920, 192 pp.

Contents: Preface—Part I. The Present Condition of Russia—I. What is
Hoped for from Bolshevism—TII. General Characteristics—III. Lenin, Trotsky,
and Gorky—I1V. Art and Education—V. Communism and the Soviet Con-
stitution—VI. The Failure of Russian Industry-—VII. Daily Life in Moscow
—VIIl. Town and Country—IX. International Policy—Part II. Bolshevik
Theory—I1. The Materialistic Theory of History—II. Deciding Forces in
Politics (cf. 1927, 4)—III. Bolshevik Criticism of Democracy—IV. Revolu-
tion and Dictatorship—V. Mechanism and the Individual—VI. Why Russian
Communism Failed—VII. Conditions for the Success of Communism.

RecaTivity THEORY OF GRAVITATION, English Review, v. 30,
Jan. 1920, pp. 11-18.

BErRTRAND RuUsseLL PROPHESIES THE SPEEDY TRIUMPH OF So-
c1aLisM, Current Opinion, v. 68, 1920, pp. 813-815.

Quoting from article in the Liberator.
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. DreEams anp Facts. Dial, v. 68, Feb. 1920, pp. 214-220.

Reprinted: in Prose Patterns, 1933.

. THE WnyY AND WHEREFORE OF WISHING FOR THINGS, Living

Age, v. 304, Feb. 28, 1920, pp. 528-533.

- SociaLism ANp LiBeraL Ipeavrs. Living Age, v. 306, July 10,

1920. Lecture delivered for the National Guilds League at Kings-
way Hall, London, Feb. 26, 1920.

Also published: in English Review, v. 30, May-June 1920, pp. 349-355;
499-508.

ImprEssions oF BorsHEvik Russia. Nation (London), v, 27,
July 10-Aug. 7, 1920, pp. 460-462; 493-494; 520-521; 547-
5485 576-577.

Captions: The Rule of the Proletariat—The Puritan Parallel—Plato’s
Guardians—An Aristocracy—As Internationalists—Evil of the Revolutionary
Theory—Lenin as Internationalist—The Evolution of Bolshevism—Lenin,
Trotsky, and Gorky—Communism and the Soviet Constitution—Town and
Country—DBolshevism and the International Situation.

Reprinted: in Living Age, v. 306, 1920, pp. 387-391.
Sovier Russia—1920. Nation (New York), v. 111, July 31-
Aug. 7, 1920, pp. 121-126; 152-154.

Captions: I. The Problemm—II, Bolshevist Theory—III. Communism and
the Soviet Constitution—IV. Lenin and Trotsky and Gorky—V. The Inter-
national Sitwation—VI. Town and Country.

. Boustievik THeory. New Republic, v. 24, Sept. 15, Nov. 3, 17,

1920, pp. 67-69; 239-241; 296-298.
Captions: I. The Materialistic Concept of History—II. Revolution and Dic-
tatarship—I11. Mechanism and the Individual.

MEeaNING oF MEANING (Symposium): F. C. §. Schiller, Bertrand
Russell, H. H. Joachim. Mind, New Scries, No. 116, October,
1920, Russell’s contribution, pp. 398-404.

1921

. THE ANaLysis oF Minp. London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd,,

1921. New Yark, The Macmillan Co., 1921. Ltbrary of Philoso-
phy, ed. by J. H. Muirhead. Lectures given in London and Peking.
Contents: Preface—I, Recent Criticisms of “Consciousness”—I1. Instinet and
Habit——III. Desire and Feeling—1V. Influence of Past History on Present
Occurrences in Living Organisms—V. Psychological and Physical Causal
Laws—VI. Introspection—VII. The Definition of Perception—VIIIL. Sensa-
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tion and Images—IX, Memory—X. Words and Meaning (cf. 1927, ¢)—XL
General Ideas and Thought—XII. Belief—XIII. Truth and Falschood—
XIV. Emotions and Will—XV. Characteristics of Mental Phenomena—
Index.

. Tue HapPINEss oF CHINA. Nation (London), v. 28, Jan. 8,

1921, pp. 505-506.

. INpUsTRY IN UNDEVELOPED COUNTRIES, Atlantic Monthly, v.

127, June 1921, pp. 787-795.

. SKETCHES OF MODERN CHINA. Nation and Athenaeum, v. 30,

Dec. 3-17, 1921, pp. 375-376; 429-430; 461-463.
Captions: 1. The Feast and the Eclipse—II. Chinese Ethics—III. Chincse
Amusements,

Reprinted: in The Nation, as “Modern China,” v. 113, Dec. 14-28, 1921,
Pp. 701-702; 726-727; 756-757. In The Problems of China, 192a.
HiGHER EpucaTioN IN CHINA. Dial, v. 71, Dec. 1921, pp.
693-698.

Reprinted: in The Problems of China, 1922. Chp. XII.

SoME TRArrs IN THE CHINESE CHARACTER. Atlantic Monthly,
v. 128, Dec. 1921, pp. 771-777.

1922

. THEe ProBLEMs oF CHINA, New York, The Century Co., 1922.

276 pp.

Contents: I. Questions (cf. 1927, 4)—II. China Before the 19th Century—III,
China and the Western Powers—IV. Modern China—V. Japan Before the
Restoration—VI1. Modern Japan—VII. Japan and China Before 1914—
VIIL Japan and China During the War—IX. The Washington Conference—
X. Present Forces and Tendencies in the Far East—XI. Chinese and Western
Civilization Contrasted (cf. 1927, 4)—XIIL The Chinese Character (cf. 1927,

.4)—XIII. Higher Education in China (1921, 5)—XIV. Industrialism in

China—XV. The Outlook for China—Appendix—Index.

Free TroucHT AND OFFICIAL PROPAGANDA. New York, B. W.
Huebsch, Inc., London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1922, Lon-
don, Watts & Co., 1922. 56 pp. The Moncure D. Conway Memo-
rial Lecture delivered at South Place Institute, London, Mar. 24,
1922.

Reprinted: in Scepsical Essays, 1928, Chp. XII.

InTrRODUCTION to Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus. London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co.,
Ltd., 1922. New York, Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1922, pp. 7-23.
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. How WasHiNGToN CouLp HELP CHINA. The New Republic, v.

29, Jan. 4, 1922, pp. 154-155. Letter.

. Hores AND FEARs As REGARDS AMERICA. The New Republic, v.

30, Mar. 1§-22, 1922, pp. 70-72; 99-101.
Reprinted: in New Republic Anthology, 1936, pp. 160-164.

. CHINESE CiviLizATION AND THE WEsT. Didl, v. 72, Apr. 22,

1922, pp. 356-364.

Reprinted: in The Problems of China, 1922.

WHAT Makes A SociaL SysteM Goop or Bap? With Dora
Russell, Century, v. 104, N.S. 82, May 1922, pp. 14-21.
Reprinted: in The Prospects of Industrial Civilization, 1923, Chp. VIIL

How Can INTERNATIONALISM BE BroucHT ABouT!? With Dora
Russell. Century, v. 104, N.S. 82, June 1922, pp. 195-202.

Reprinted: in The Prospects of Industrial Civilization, as “The Transition
to Internationalism,” 1923, Chp. V.

. SociaLism IN UNDEVELOPED COUNTRIES. Atlantic Monthly, v.

129, May 1922, pp. 664-671.

Reprinted: in The Prospects of Industrial Civilization, 1923, Chp. VL
Towarp AN UNDERSTANDING OF CHINA. Century, v. 104, N.S.
82, Oct. 1922, pp. 912-916.

THe OuTtLook ForR CHINA. Century, v. 105, N.S. 83, Nov.
1922, pp. 141-146.

Reprinted: in T'he Problems of China, 1922, Chp. XV.

PHysics AND PERCEPTION, Mind, New Series, v. XXXI, 1922,
pp- 478-48s.

A reply to C. A. Strong.

DR. SCHILLER’s ANALYsIs OF The Analysis of Mind, Journal of
Philosophy, v. X1X, 1922, pp. 645-651.

1923

. THE ProsPeEcTs oF INDUsTRIAL CIviLIZATION. In collaboration

with Dora Russell. New York and London, The Century Co.,
1923; London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1923. v, 287 pp.
Contents: Preface—Part One. 1. Causes of Present Chaos (1927, ¢4)—IL In-
herent Tendencies of Industrialism—TIII. Industrialism and Private Property
—1V. Interactions of Industrialisn and Nationalisn—V. The Transition to
Internationalism (1922, 8)—VL. Socialism in Undeveloped Countries (1922,
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9)—VIL. Socialism in Advanced Countries—Part Two. VIII, What Makes a
Social System Good or Bad? (1922, 7)—IX. Moral Standards and Social
Well-Being (cf. 1927, 4)—X. The Sources of Power—XI. The Distribution
of Power—XII. Education—XIII. Economic Organization and Mental
Freedom.

. Tue ABC oF Aroms. New York, E. P. Dutton & Co., 1923.

162 pp. London, Kegan Paul, 1923, 175 pp.

Contents: 1. Introduction—II. The Periodic Law—III. Electrons and
Nuclei—IV. The Hydrogen Spectrum—V. Possible States of the Hydrogen
Atom—VI. The Theory of Quanta—VIL. Refinements of the Hydrogen
Spectrum—VIII, Rings of Electrons—IX. Rays—X. Radio-Activity—XI.
The Structure of Nuclei—XII. The New Physics and the Wave Theory of
Light—XIII. The New Physics and Relativity-——Appendix; Bohr’s Theory
of the Hydrogen Spectrum,

. Lorp BaLFour on METHODOLOGICAL DourT. Nation and Athen-

aeum, v. 32, Jan. 6, 1923, pp. 542-544.

. Torstoy’s Domestic ProBLEMs. The Freeman, v. 6, Jan. 31,

1923, pp. 501-502.
THE Case oOF MARGARET SANGER. Nation and Athenacum, v.
32, Jan. 27, Feb. 10, 1923, pp. 645, 719. Letters to the editor.

. CHINA AND CHINESE INFLUENCE. The Freeman, v. 6, Feb. 28,

1923, pp. 585-587.
On VacueNEess. The Australasian Journal of Psychology and Phi-

losophy, v. 1, 1923, pp. 84-92. Read before the Jowett Society,
Oxford.

. Freepom 1N Epucartion; A ProTEsT AGAINST MECHANISM.

Dialyv. 74, Feb. 1923, pp. 153-164.

. Review of George Santayana’s Life of Reason. Qutlook, v. 51, May

5, 1923, pp. 365-368.

Sources oF Power. The Freeman, v. 7, May 2-16, 1923, pp.
176-179; 200-202; 224-226.

WHAT CoNsTiTuTEs INTELLIGENCE. Nation and Athenacum,
v. 33, June g9, 1923, pp. 330-331.

SLAVERY OR SELF-EXTERMINATION: A Forecast oF EUROPE’s
FuTure, The Nation,v. 117, July 11, 1923, pp. 32-34.

PHiLosoPHY IN INDIA AND CHINA, Reviews of S, Radhakrishnan’s
Indian Philosophy and J. Percy Bruce’s Chu Hsi and His Masters.
Nation and Athenaeum, v. 34, Sept. 15, 1923, pp. 748-9.
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LEeisure AND MecHaNIsM. Dial, v. 75, Aug. 1923, pp. 105-122.

Captions: Instinctive Happiness—Friendly Feeling—Enjoyment of Beauty—
Knowledge.

Reprinted: in Types of Prose Writing, 1933, pp. 210-218.
THE RevivaL oF Purrtanism. The Freeman, v. 8, Oct. 17
1923, pp. 128-130.

THE RECRUDESCENCE oF PurrTaNisM, Outlook, v. 52, Oct. 20,
1923, pp. 300-302.
Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. X,

WHERE Is INpusTRIALISM GOING? Century Magazine, v. 107,
N.S. 85, Nov. 1923, pp. 141-149.

Reprinted: in College Readings on Current Problems, 1925, pp. 327-341. In
Modern Life and Thought, 1928,

1924

. StYLEs IN ETHICS. Our Changing Morality: A Symposium. Ed. by

Freda Kirchway. New York, Albert & Charles Boni, 1924. pp.
1-24.

Reprinted: in The Nation, as “New Morals for Old: Styles in Ethics,” v.
118, Apr. 3o, 1924, PP. 497-499.

. Icarus or THE FUTURE OF SCIENCE. New York, E. P. Dutton

& Co.; London, Kegan Paul, 1924. 64 pp.

Contents: I. Introduction~—T1. Effects of the Physical Sciences—IIL. The
Increase of Organization—IV. The Anthropological Sciences—V. Con-
clusion.

. How 10 BE FREE AND HAaPPY, New York, The Rand School of

Social Science, 1924. 46 pp. Lecture delivered under auspices of
Free Youth at Cooper Union, New York, on May 28, 1924.

Summarized in Playground, v. 18, Nov. 1924, p. 386.

. Locicar AtomisMm. In Contemporary British Philosophy: Personal

Statements. First Series. London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd.;
New York, The Macmillan Co., 1924. pp. 356-383.

BorsHEvisM AND THE WEsT. Introduction by Samuel Unter-
meyer—Foreword by Benjamin A. Javits, London, George Allen
& Unwin, Ltd., 1924. 78 pp.

A debate on the Resolution: “That the Soviet Form of Government Is
Applicable to Western Civilization.” Scott Nearing, Affirmative; Bertrand

Russell, Negative. Given under the auspices of the League for Public Dis-
cussion.
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PREFACE to Jean Nicod’s La Geometrie dans le Monde Sensible.
Paris, Alcan, 1924. Bibliotheque de philosophic comtemporaire,

. DogmaTIC AND SciENTIFIC ETHICS. Qutlook, v. 53, Jan. s,

1924, pp- 9-10.

NeEep For PorrricaL ScepricisM. The Freeman, v. 8, Feb. 23,
1924, pp. 124-126,
Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. XI.

. PsycHoLoGY AND Povitics. Outlook, v. 53, Mar. 22, 1924, pp.

200-202.

Reprinted: in Dial, v. 30, Mar. 1926, pp. 173-188. In Ubers, von K. Wolfs-
kehl, Die Neue Rundschau, as “Psychologie und Politik,” Part 1, pp. 6oo-
610, 1930.

MacHINEs AND THE EMoTIONs. Outlook, v. 53, Mar. 22, 1924,
pp. 200-202.
Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. VI

A MotLEY PANTHEON. Dial, v. 76, Mar. 1924, pp. 243-245.

THe EFFECT OF SCIENCE ON SocIAL INSTITUTIONS. Survey, v. 52,
Apr. 1, 1924, pp. §5-11.

Ir WEe ARE 10 PREVENT THE NEXT WAR. The Century, v. 108,
May 1924, pp. 3-17.

Reprintci: m War—Cause and Cure, 1926, pp. 161-177.

Democracy ANp IMPERiALIsM. World Tomorrow, v. 7, June
1924, pp. 173-174.

Interview by Anna Rochester.

THE AMERICAN INTELLIGENTSIA. Nation and Athenaeum, v. 36,
Oct. 11, 1924, pp. 50-51.

PHILosoPHY IN THE TwENTIETH CENTURY. Dial, v. 77, Oct.
1924, pp. 271-290.

Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. V. In Twentieth Century Philoso-
PAy, 1943, PP. 325-249.

BrrrisH LaBor AND CHINEsE BRiGANDs. The Nation, v. 119,
Nov. 5, 1924, pp. §03-506.

FREEDOM OR AUTHORITY IN EDUCATION. Century, v. 109, N.S.
87, Dec, 1924, pp. 138-139. "

Brrrisu LaBor’s LessoN. The New Republic, v. 41, Dec. 31,
1924, pp. 138-139.
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, 1925 .
1. Tue ABC oF Rerativity. New York and London, Harper &
Bros., 1925. 231 pp. London, Kegan Paul, 1925. 237 pp.
Contents: I. Touch and Sight: The Earth and the Heavens—I1. What Hap-
pens and What is Observed~~III. The Velocity of Light—IV. Clocks and
Foot Rules—V. Space-Time—VI. The Special Theory of Relativity—VII,
Intervals in Space-Time—VIIL. Einstein’s Law of Gravitation—IX. Proofs
of Einstein’s Law of Gravitation—X. Mass, Momentum, Energy and Action
—=XI. Is the Universe Finite?—XII. Conventions and Natural Laws—

XIII. The Abolition of “Force”—XIV. What is Matter?—XV. Philosophical
Consequences.

Reprinted: excerpts in Nation and Athenaeum, v. 37, July 18, 1925, pp. 619-
6203 651-652; 685-686; 712-713.

2. WHaAT I BeLIEVE. New York, E. P. Dutton & Co., 1925—Today
and Tomorrow Series, 87 pp. London, Kegan Paul, 1925. 95 pp.

3. INTRODUCTION: MATERIALISM: PAsT AND PRESENT. In Frederick
A. Lange’s The History of Materialism. Third (English) Edition,
Three Volumes in One, New York, Harcourt, Brace & Co.; Lon-
don, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd., 1925, pp. v-xiv.

4. INTRODUCTION to Mrs. Stan Harding’s The Underworld of State.
London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1925, pp. 11-28.

5. REviEw: L1FE IN THE MIDDLE AGEs. Review of Eileen Power’s
Medieval People and Johan Huizinga’s The Waning of the Middle
Ages. Dial, v. 78, Apr. 1925, pp. 295-298.

6. Britisu Poricy IN CHINA. Nation and Athenaeum, v. 37, July
18, 1925, pp. 480-482.

7. SociaLisMm AND EpucAtioN. Harper’s Monthly Magazine, v. 151,
" Sept. 1925, pp. 413-417.
1926

1. ON Epucation EspeciaLLy iN EarLy CHiLpbHoop. London,
George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1926. New York, Boni and Live-
right, Inc., 1926. 319 pp.

Contents: Introduction—Part One: Education and the Good Life.—1. Postu-
lates of Modern Educational Theory—II. The Aims of Education (1927, ¢)
—Part Two: Education of Character—III. The First Year—IV. Fear—V.
Play and Fancy—VI. Constructiveness (1931, 1)—VIL. Selfishness and Prop-
erty—VIII, Truthfulness—IX. Punishment—X. Importance of Other Chil-
dren—XI. Affection and Sympathy—XII. Sex Education—XIIL. The Nurs-
ery School—Part Thres: Intellectual Education—XIV. General Principles—
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XV. The School Curriculum Before Fourteen—XVI. Late School Years—
XVII. Day Schools and Boarding Schools—XVHI. The University—XIX.
Conclusion. .

EncycropaEDIa Brrrannica: THIRTEENTH EbiTioN. New
York, The Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc.; London, The Encyclo-
paedia Britannica Co., Ltd., 1926.

Article: “Geometry: Part VI. On Non-Euclidean Geometries”” With Alfred
North Whitehead. v. 11, pp. 724-730.

Captions: Theory of Parallels Before Gauss—Saccheri—Three Periods of
Non-Euclidean Geometry—Gauss—Lobatchewsky—Blyyai—Definition of a
Manifold—Measure of Curvature—Helmholz-—Beltrami—T ransition to the
Projective Method—The Two Kinds of Elliptic Space.

Articles in Three Supplemental Volumes: 1910-1926.
Article: “Theory of Knowledge.” v.30, pp. 642-645.

Captions: Definition of Knowledge—II. The Data—III. Methods of In-
ference.

Article: Philosophical Consequences of Theory of Relativity. v. 31, pp. 331-
332.

Captions: Space-time—Time Not a Single Cosmic Order—Physical Laws—
Force and Gravitation—Realism in Relativity—Relativity Physics.

. Review: THE MIND aND ITs PLACE IN NATURE. Review of C. D.

Broad’s book of same title. Mmnd, n.s., v. XXXV, 1926, pp. 72-80.

FrEEDOM 1N SoclETY. Harper’s Monthly Magazine, v. 152, Mar.
1926, pp. 438-444.

WHaT SHaLL WE Epucate For? AN INQUIRY INTO FuNDa-
MENTALS, Harper’s Monthly Magazine, v. 152, Apr. 1926, pp.

586-597.
Reprinted: in Modern Reader, 1916, pp. 473-389.

CaPITALISM—OR WHAT! Banker’s Magazine, v. 112, May 1926,
pp. 679-680; 7255 727.
Captions: Placating the Trade Unions—The Control of Credit—Capitalism

and Modern War—Attitude in America Toward Opposition to Financial
Power.

. REviEw: RELATIVITY AND RELIGION. Review of Whitehead’s

Science and the Modern World. Nation and Athenacum, v. 39,
May 29, 1926, pp. 206-207.

REVIEW: MEANING OF MEANING. Review of Ogden and Rich-
ards’ The Meaning of Meaning. Dial, v. 81, Aug. 1926, pp. 114~
121.
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- Is Science SuperstiTious? Didl, v. 81, Sept. 1926, pp. 179-186.

A review of Burtt’s The Metaphysical Foundation of Modern Physics, and
Whitehead’s Science and the Modern World.

Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. L.

THE Harm TuaT Gooo MEN Do. Herper’s Monthly Magazine,
v. 153, Oct. 1926, pp. 529-534.
Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Chp. IX. In College Readings in Con-
temporary Thought, 1929, pp. 398-406.
Benaviourism: I'rs EFrFect oN OrbINARY MorTALs SHOULD
It BecomEe A CrAzE. Century, v. 113, N.S. 91, Dec. 1926, pp.
148-153.

1927

- WHyY I Am Not a Curistian. London, Watts & Co., 1927. 31 pp.

Lecture delivered on March 6, 1927 at Battersea Town Hall under

the auspices of South London Branch of the National Secular
Society.

Captions: What is a Christian—The Existence of God—The First Cause
Argument—The Natural Law Argument—The Argument from Design—
The Moral Argument for Deity—The Argument for the Remedying of
Injustice—The Character of Christ—Defects in Christ’s Teaching—The
Moral Problem—The FEmotional Factor—How the Churches Have Re-
tarded Progress—Fear the Foundation of Religion—What We Must Do.

Reprinted: in Truth Seeker, 1927, pp. 7-13. In pamphlet form by American
Association for the Advancement of Atheism, Inc., 1929. 4 pp. Little Blue
Books, Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas, #1327, 1927. 32pp.

THE ANaLysis oF MatTER. New York, Harcourt Brace & Co.,
Inc., 1927; London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd,,
1927. viii, 408 pp.
Contents: Preface—I. The Nature of the Problem—Part One. The Logical
Analysis of Physics—I11. Pre-Relativity Physics—ITI. Electrons and Protons—
IV. The Theory of Quanta—V. The Special Theory of Relativity—VI.
The General Theory of Relativity=—VIL. The Method of Tensors—VIIL
Geodesics—IX. Invariants and their Physical Interpretation—X. Weyl’s
Theory—XI. The Principle of Differential Law—XII. Measurement—
XIII. Matter and Space—XIV. The Abstractness of Physics—Part Tavo.
Physics and Perception—XV, From Primitive Perception to Common Sense——
XVI. From Common Scnse to Physics—XVII. What is an Empirical Science?
~—XVIIIL. Our Knowledge of Particular Matters of Fact—XIX. Data, In-
ferences, Hypotheses, and Theories—XX. The Causal Theory of Perception—
XXI. Perception and Objectivity—XXII. The Belicf in General Laws—
XXIIL. Substance—XXIV. Importance of Structure in Scientific Infer-
ence—XXV. Perception from the Standpoint of Physics—XXVI. Non-
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Mental Analogues to Perception~—Part Three. The Structure of the Physical
World—XXVIIL. Particularsand Events—XXVIII, The Cobstruction of
Points—XXIX. Space-Time Orders—XXX. Causal Lines—XXXI. Extrinsic
Cauvsal Laws—XXXII, Physical and Perceptual Space-Time—XXXIIIL
Periodicity and Qualitative Series—XXXIV. Types of Physical Occurrences
—XXXV. Causlity and Interval—XXXVI. The Genesis of Space-Time—
XXXVI1, Physics and Neutral Monism—XXXVIII. Summary and Conclu-
sion~—Index.

Translated by Kurt Grelling, Philosophie der Materie. B. G. Teubner, 1929,
xi, 433 PP

. AN OuTLINE OF PHILOSOPHY. London, George Allen & Unwin,

Ltd., 1927. New York, W. W, Norton & Co., Inc., under the
title of: PHILOsSOPHY, 1927. 307 pp.

Contents: 1. Philosophic Doubts—Pars One. Man From Without—II. Man
and his Environment—III. The Process of Learning in Animals and In-
fants—IV. Language—V. Perception Objectively Regarded—VI, Memory
Objectively Regarded—VII. Inference as a Habit—VIIL. Knowledge Be-
haviouristically Considered—Par¢ Two. The Physical World—IX. The
Structure of the Atom—X. Relativity—XI. Causal Laws in Physice—XII.
Physics and Perception—XIII. Physical and Perceptual Space—XIV. Per-
ception and Physical Causal Laws—XV. The Nature of Our Knowledge of
Physice—Part Three. Man From Within—XVI. Self-Observation—XVIL.
Images—XVIII. Imagination and Memory—XIX. The Introspective An-
alysis of Perception—XX. Consciousness?—XXI. Emotion, Desire, and Will—
XXII. Ethico—Part Four. The Universe—XXII1. Some Great Philosophies
of the Past—XXIV. Truth and Falschood—XXV. The Validity of In-
ference—XXVI. Events, Matter, and Mind—XXVII. Man’s Place in the
Universe—Index.

. SELECTED PAPERs OF BERTRAND RusseLL. Selected by and with

a Special Introduction by Bertrand Russell. New York, The Mod-
ern Library, Inc., 1927. 390 pp.

Contents: Introduction—A Free Man’s Worship (1903)—Mysticism and
Logic (1918)—The State (1918)~—Education (1916)—Science and Art
under Socialism (1919)—The World as It Could Be Made (1919)~The
Aims of Education (1926)—Questions (1922)—Chinese and Western
Civilization Contrasted (1922)—The Chinese Character (1922)—Causes
of the Present Chaos (1923)—Moral Standards and Social Well-Being
(1923)—Deciding Forces in Politis (1920)—Touch and Sight: The
Earth and the Heavens (1925)—Current Tendencies (1914)—Words and
Meaning (1921)—Definition of Number (1919).

Brrrisu FoLLy IN CHINA. The Nation, v. 124, Mar. 2, 1927,
pp- 227-228. '

THE TRAINING OF YoUNG CHILDREN, Harper’s Monthly Maga-
zine, v. 155, Aug. 1927, pp. 313-319.
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THiNGs THAT Have MouLpep ME. Didl, v. 83, Sept. 1927, pp.
181-186.

Epucarion WrrHouT SEX-TABoos. The New Republic, v. 52,
Nov. 16, 1927, pp. 346-348.

1928

. Science., Whither Mankind: A Panorama of Modern Civiliza-

tion. Ed. by Charles A. Beard. New York, London, Toronto,
Longmans, Green & Co., 1928, pp. 63-82.

. ScepTICcAL Essays. New York, W. W, Norton & Co., Inc., 1928.

256 pp. London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1928,

Contents: I. Introduction: On The Value of Scepticism (1928)—IIL. Dreams
and Fact—IIL. Is Science Superstitious? (1926)—IV. Can Man Be Ra-
tional?—V. Philosophy in the Twentieth Century (1924)-—VIL. Behaviour-
ism and Values—VIII, Eastern and Western Ideals of Happiness—IX. The
Harm that Good Men Do (1926)—X. The Recrudescence of Puritanism
(1923)—XI. The Need for a Political Scepticism (1923)——XIL Free
Thought and Official Propaganda (1922)—XIII. Freedom and Society
(1926)—XIV. Freedom versus Authority in Education—XV. Psychology and
Politics (1924)—XVI. The Danger of Creed Wars—XVII. Some Pros-
pects: Cheerful and Otherwise.

. EFrecTive INTOLERANCE: NOTHING MORE ENCOURAGING

THAN THE EMINENCE OF MR. BERNARD SHAW. The Century,
v. 115, N.S. 93, Jan. 1928, pp. 316-325.

4. Torroise. Forum, v. 79, Feb. 1928, pp. 262-263.

10.

Borp ExPERIMENT IN EpUCATION, World Review, v. 6, Feb. 27,
1928, p. 53.

My OwN ViEw oF MARRIAGE. The Outlook, v. 148, Mar. 7,
1928, pp. 376-377.

How WiLL SciENCE CHANGE MoRrALs? Menorah Journal, v. 14,
Apr. 1928, pp. 321-329.

. THE NEw PHILOSOPHY OF AMERICA. Fortnightly Review, v.

129, N.S. 123, May 1928, pp. 618-623.

. Puvsics AND METAPHYSICS. Saturday Review of Literature, v. 4,

May 26, 1928, pp. 910-911.

OstricH Cope oF MoraLs. Forum, v. 80, July 1928, pp. 7-10.
Part of a debate: “Is Companionate Marriage Moral?”
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11. SCHOOL AND THE VERY YOUNG CHILD. T'he Outlook, v. 149, July
11, 1928, pp. 418-420.

12. THE VALUE oF ScepricisM. Plain Talk, v. 3, Oct. 1928, pp.
423-430.
Reprinted: in Sceptical Essays, 1928, Introduction,
Translated by Karl Wolfskehl, “Der Wert des Skeptizismus.” Die Neue
Rundschau, Jahrg. 10, Bd. 2, pp. 1-13.

13. SCIENCE AND EpucatioN. St.-Louis-Dispatch, soth Anniversary
Number, Dec. 9, 1928.
Reprinted: in The Drift of Civilization (Simon and Schuster, 1930),pp- 85-95.

1929

1. MaRrIAGE AND MoraLs. New York, Horace Liveright, 1929.
London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1929. 320 pp. Sun [ial
Center Books, 1938.
Contents: I. Why a Sexual Ethic is Necessury—II. Where Fatherhood is
Unknown—TII1. The Dominion of the Father—IV. Phallic Worship, Asceti-
cism and Sin—V. Christian Ethics (1930, 3)—VI. Romantic Love—VIIL. The
Liberation of Women—VIII. The Taboo on Sex Knowledge—IX. The
Place of Love in Human Life—X. Marriage—XI. Prostitution—XIT. Trial
Marriage—XIII. The Family at the Present Day—XIV. The Family in
Individual Psychology—XV. The Family and The State—XVI. Divorce—
XVII. Population—XVIIIL. Eugenics—XIX. Sex and Individual Well-Being
—XX. The Place of Sex Among Human Values—XXI. Conclusion.

Reprinted: by Garden City Publishing Co., 1938. Sun Dial Center Boaoks,
1942.

2. THREE Ways To THE WorLDp. The World Man Lives In—In
v. 12 of the Series: Man and His World. Ed. by Baker Brownell.
New York, D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., 1929, pp. g-21.

An informal talk before the Contemporary Thought Class at Northwestern
University, Chicago, Illinois, 1924.

3. O~ THE EviLs DUE 1o FEAR. If I Could Preach Just Once. New
York and London, Harpers & Brothers, 1929, pp. 217-230. Under
title of If I Had Only One Sermon to Preach, England, Laymen
Sermons, 1929.

Reprinted : under title of If I Had Only One Sermon to Preach, Harpers,
193z,

4. Are INsects INTELLIGENT? Introduction to Major R. W. G.
Hingston’s Instinct and Intelligence, New York, The Macmillan
Co., The Book League of America, 1929, pp. vii-xiil,
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. On Carnoric aND ProTEsTANT Sceprics. Dial, v. 86, Jan.

1929, pp. 43-49.

. REVIEW of ]J. H. Denison’s Emotion as the Basis of Civilization.

Nation (London), v. 128, Jan. 23, 1929. p. 108.

- REviEw of A. S. Eddington’s The Naturc of the Physical World.

Nation (London), v. 128, Feb. 20, 1929. p. 232.

REVIEW of Joseph Wood Krutch’s The Modern Temper. Nation
(London), v. 128, Apr. 10, 1929. p. 428.

THE TwiLicHT oF SciEnceE: Is THE UNIvErRSE RUNNING
Down? Century, v. 118, N.S, 96, July 1929, pp. 311-315.

WhaaT Is WESTERN CIvIL1ZATION? Scientia, v. 46, July 1929, pp.
35-41.

Translated: in French by H. deVarigny, in Scientia, Suppl., v. 36, July 1929,
Pp. 21-26.

WHAT I BELIEVE. Forum, v. 82, Sept. 1929, pp. 129-134.

Captions: Searching for Certainties—The World War—Golden Rules not
Enough—The Dominance of Fear—International Anarchy.

Reprinted: in Living Philosophies (Simon and Schuster, 1931), pp. 9-19.
Tower Books, World Publishing Co., 1941.

BERTRAND RusseLL oN REeLIGION. (Anonymous) The World
Tomorrow, v. 12, Oct. 1929, p. 391.

IpEALISM FOR CHILDREN, Saturday Review of Literature, v. 6,
Dec. 14, 1929, p. 575.

LETTER in reply to Miss Dudderidge, appearing on same page.
Nation (London), v. 129, Dec. 11, 1929. p. 720.

A LiBeraL ViEw oF Divorce. Little Blue Books, #1582,
Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas, 1929, 32 pp.

1930

. THE Conquest oF Happingss. New York, Horace Liveright,

Inc., 1930. London, George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1930. 249 pp.

Contents: Preface—Part One. Causes of Unhappiness—I. What Makes People
Unhappy—II. Byronic Unhappiness—IIL. Competition—IV. Boredom and
Excitement—V, Fatigue—VI, Envy—VIL The Sense of Sin—VIII. Persecu-
tion Mania—IX. Fear of Public Opinion—Part Tawo. Causes of Happiness
—X. Is Happiness Still Possible!—XI. Zest—XIL Affection—XT1II. The
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Family—~XIV. Work~~XV. Impersonal Interests—XV1. Effort and Resigna-
tion—XVIl. The Happy Man.

Reprinted: in Star Edition, Garden City Publulung Co., Inc., Garden City,
New York, 1930.

. INTRODUCTION to The New Generation: The Intimate Problems

of Modern Parents and Children, ed. by V. F. Calverton and
Samuel D. Schmalhausen. New York, The Macaulay Co., 1930.

pp- 17-24.

. CHRisTIAN ETHICS. Twenty-Four Views of Marriage; from the

Presbyterian General Assembly’s Commission of Marriage, Di-
orce and Remarriage. Ed. by C. A. Spaulding. New York, The
Macmillan Co., 1930. Pp. 54-67.

Reprinted: from Marriage and Morals, 1929, Chp. V.

. Has ReL1GIoN MaDE UseFuLr CONTRIBUTIONS TO CIVILIZATION?

AN ExaMINATION AND A CrrTicIsM. London, Watts & Co., 1930
30 pp.
Contents: Christianity and Sex—The Objections to Religion~—The Soul and

Immortality—Sources of Intolerance—The Doctrine of Free-Will—The
Idea of Righteousness.

Reprinted: in Little Blue Books, Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kan-
sas, #1463, 32 pp.

Divorce By MuTuaL ConsenT. Divorce, New York, The John
Day Co., 1930, pp. 11-18. In England Called Divorce as I See It,
London, Douglas, 1930.

. Is MoDERN MARRIAGE A FAILURE? Resolved: That the present

relaxation of family ties is in the interest of the good life. Bertrand
Russell, affirmative; John Cowper Powys, negatwe, Heywood
Broun, introduction.

The Discussion Guild, New York City, 1930. 6o pp.

MenTAL HEALTH AND THE ScHoOL—A TEACHER’s VIEW. The
Healthy-Minded Child, ed. by N. A. Crawford and K. A, Men-
ninger. New York, Coward-McCann, Inc., 1930. pp. 77-88.

. CHINA’s PHiLosoPHY oF HappiNgss, The Thinker, Feb. 1930,

pp- 16-23.

. HoMoGENEOUS AMERICA. The Outlook and Independent, v. 154,

Feb. 19, 1930, pp. 285-287; 318.

Way Is MopErN YoutH CyNicAL. Harper’s Monthly Magazine,
v. 160, May 1930, pp. 720-724.
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71, ARe PARENTS BAD FoR CHILDREN? Parents’ Magazine, v. s,

I2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

May 1930, pp. 18-19.
Reprinted: excerpts in Review of Reviews, v. 81, June 1930, pp. 62-63.

Heaps or Tais. The Atlantic Monthly, v. 146, Aug. 1930, pp.
163-170.

Do MEN WaANT CHILDREN? Parents’ Magazine, v. 5, Oct. 1930,
pp- 14-15.

THIRTY YEARs FROM Now. Virginia Quarterly Review, v. 6,
Oct. 1930, pp. 575-58s.

REeLIGION AND HAPPINEss. Spectator, v. 145, Nov. 15, 1930, pp.
714-715.
1930 Preface to Jean Nicod’s Foundations of Geometry and In-
duction, New York, Harcourt Brace & Co. (International Library
of Psychology, Philosophy, and Scientific Method, London, Kegan
Paul), 1930.

1931
CONSTRUCTIVENESS. Book of Essays, ed. by Blanche Colton Wil-
liams. New York, Heath, 1931, pp. 318-325.
Reprinted: from Education Especially in Early Childhoad, 1926, Chp. VI.

. THE ScientiFic OutrLook. New York, W. W. Norton & Co.,

Inc., 1931. x, 277 pp.

Contents: Introduction—Part Omne. Scientific Knowledge—I1. Examples of
Scientific Method—II. Characteristics of Scientific Method~—III. Limitations
of Scientific Method——IV, Scientific Metaphysics—V. Science and Religion—
Part Two. Scientific Technigue—VI. Beginnings of Scientific Technique—
VII. Technique in Inanimate Matter—VIII. Technique in Biology—IX.
Technique in Physiology—X. Technique in Psychology-—XI. Technique in
Society—Part Three. The Scientific Society—XII. Artificially Created So-
cietiee—XIII. The Individual and the Whole—XIV. Scientific Govern-
ment—XV. Education in a Scientific Society—XVI. Scientific Reproduction
~—XVIL Science and Values (1935, 3)—Index.

. WnaTt I BELIEVE. Natton, v. 132, Apr. 29, 1931, pp. 469-471.

Reprinted: in Nation (with Russell’s portrait), v. 150, March 30, 1940,
PP. 412-414. '

. FreE SPEECH IN CHILDHOOD. New Statesman and Nation, v. 1,

May 30, June 13, 27, 1931, pp. 486-¢88; 575; 643. The last
two are in the forms of letters,

MopEerN TENDENCIES IN EDUCATION. Spectator, v. 146, June 13,
1931, pp- 926-927.
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FRrEE SPEECH IN CHILDHOOD. The Nation, v. 133, July 1, 1931,
pp- 12-13. ’

Nice PeopLE. Harper’s Monthly Magazine, v. 163, July 1931,
pp. 226-230.

In Our ScHooL. The New Republic, v. 68, Sept. 9, 1931, pp.
92-94.

. FamiLir unp EnEi. Ubersetzt von M. Kahn, Die Neue Rund-

schau, v. 42, Part 2, Oct. 1931, pp. 512-525.

REVIEW of Foundations of Mathematics and other Logical Essays
by E. P. Ramsey. Mind, New Series, v. XLVI, Oct. 1931, pp. 476-
482.

SuarLL THE Home BE ABOLISHED! Bertrand Russell-Sherwood
Anderson Debate. Literary Digest (with Portrait), v. 111, Nov.
28, 1931, pp. 25-26.

1932

. ON THE MEANING OF LIFE. On the Meaning of Life, ed. by Will

Durant, New York, Ray Long & Richard R. Smith, Inc., 1932.
p. 106.

Letter of June 20, 1931 in response to inquiry on the subject.

EpucaTtioN AND THE SociaL Orper. London, George Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1932. New York, called Education and the Modern
World, W. W. Norton & Co., Inc., 1932. 245 pp.

Contents: I. The Individual Versus the Citizen—II. The Negative Theory
of Education—III. Education and Heredity—IV. Emotion and Discipline—
V. Aristocrats, Democrats, and Bureaucrats—VI. The Herd in Educa-
tion—VIL. Religion in Education—VIII. Sex in Education—IX. Patriotisin
in Education—X. Class-Feeling in Education—XI. Competition in Edu-
cation—XIJ. Education under Communism—XIII. Education and Eco-
nomics—XIV. Propaganda in Education—XV. The Reconciliation of Indi-
viduality and Citizenship—Index.

REFORMULATION OoF THE NATURE oF Minp. Contributed to
Charles W. Morris’ Six Theories of Mind. University of Chicago
Press, 1932. pp. 135-8.
REVIEW of R. Weiss’s Principles of Mathematics. Monist, v. 42,
Jan. 1932, pp. 112-154.

. IN Praise oF IDLENEss, Review of Reviews, v. 82, Oct. 1932,

PP 48-54.
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Reprinted: in In Praise of Idleness, 1935, Chp. 1.

Reprinted: in Harper's Monthly Magasine, v. 165, Oct. 1932, PP. §52-§59.

In Contemporary Opinion, 1933, pp. s19-s30. In Essays of Today, 1935,
PP. 499-512.

6. REVIEW of Ramsey’s The Foundations of Mathematics and QOther
Logical Essays. Philosophy, v. 7, 1932. pp. 84-6.

1933

1. SCIENTIFIC SociETy. In Science in the Changing IfVoer, ed. by M.
Adams. New York, Appleton-Century, 1933, pp. 201-208.

2. THE MoberN Mipas. Harper’s Monthly Magazine, v. 166, Feb.
1933, pp- 327-334.

1934

1. FREEDOM AND ORGANIZATION 1814-1914. London, George Allen
& Unwin, Ltd.; 1934. New York, called Freedom versus Organiza-
twn 18141913, W. W. Norton & Co., Inc., 1934. viii, 471 pp.
Contents: Preface—Part One. The Principles of Legitimacy—I1. Napoleon’s
Successors—I1I. The Congress of Vienna—II1. The Holy Alliance—IV. The
Twilight of Metternich—Part Two. The March of Mind—Scction A.
The Social Background—V. The Aristocracy—VI. Country Life—VII. In-
dustrialism.—Scction B. The Philosophical Radicals—VII. Malthus—IX.
Bentham—X. James Mill—XI1. Ricardo—XII. The Benthamite Doctrine—
XII. Democracy in England—XIV. Free Trade—Section C. Socialism—
XV. Owen and Farly Socialism—XVI. Early Trade Unionism—XVII,
Marx and Engels—XVIII. Dialectic Materialism—XIX. The Theory of
Surplus Value—XX. The Politics of Marxism—~Part Three. Democracy
and Plutocracy in America—Section A. Democracy in America—XXI. Jef-
fersonian Democracy—XXI1. The Settlement of the West—XXIIT. Jack-
sonian Democracy—XXIV, Slavery and Disunion—XXV. Lincoln and Na-
tional Unity—8ection B. Competition and Monopoly in Amcrica—XXVI.
Competitive Capitalism—XXVII. The Approach to Capitalism—XXVIIIL.
Nationalism and Imperialisn—~XXIX. The Principle of Nationality—XXX.
Bismarck and German Unity—XXXI. The Economic Development of the
German Empire—XXXTL. Imperialism—XXXIH. The Arbiters of Europe
—Bibliography—Index.

2. Wuy I Am Nor a Communist, In The Meaning of Marx: 4
Symposium. New York, Farrar & Rhinehart, Inc., 1934. pp. §3-85.
Reprinted: in Modern Monthly, v, VIII, Apr., 1934, pp. 133-134.

3. THomas PAINE. In Great Democrats, ed. by A. B. Brown. Lon-
don, Nicholson, 1934. pp. 527-538.

4- MaRrrIAGE AND CHILDREN. In Modern English Readings, ed. by
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R. S. Loomis and D. L. Clark. New York, Farrar, 1934. pp. 241-
248.

THE TeECHNIQUE For PoLITICIANS. Esquire, v. 1., Mar. 1934. pp.
26, 133.

EpucatioN AND CIvILIZATION, New Statesman and Nation, v.
7, May 5, 1934, pp. 666-668.

Reprinted: in In Praise of 1dleness, 1935, Chp. XII (under title: “Education
and Discipline™).

. THE SPHERE oF LiBERTY. Esquire, v. IL., July 1934. p. 29.

Tue LiMrrations oF SELF-HELP. Esquere, v. II., Oct. 1934. p.
27.
MEN Versus INseCTs. Scribner’s Magazine, v. 96, Dec. 1934,

p- 380.
Reprinted: in In Praise of Idleness, 1935, Chp. XI.

1935

. In PrAIsE oF IDLENEss AND OTHER Essavs. New York, W. W,

Norton & Co., Inc., 1935. viii, 270 pp.

Contents: 1. In Praise of Idleness (1932, 4)—II. “Useless” Knowledge—III.
Architecture and Social Questions—IV. The Modern Midas (1933, 2)—V.
The Ancestry of Fascism (1935, 4)—VI. Scylla and Charybdis, or Com-
munism and Fascism (1934, 2)—VII. The Case for Socialism—VIII. Western
Civilization—IX. On Youthful Cynicism—X. Modern Homogeneity—XI.
Men Versus Insects (1934, 6)—XII. Education and Discipline—XIII.
Stoicism and Mental Health (written in 1928)~—XIV. On Comets—XV. What
is the Soul? (written in 1928).

. RELIGION AND SciENcE. New York, Henry Holt and Co., Inc.,

1935. 271 pp. Home University of Modern Knowledge. London,
T. Butterworth-Nelson, 1935.
Contents: 1. Grounds of Conflict—II. The Copernican Revolution—TIII.

Revolution—IV. Demonology and Medicine—V. Soul and Body—VI. De-
terminism—VII. Mysticism—VIII. Cosmic Purpose—IX. Science and Ethics

- —X. Conclusion—Index.

3

4.

ScieNce aND VALuEs, In Leadership in a Changing World, ed. by
M. D. Hoffman and R. Wanger. New York, Harper, 1935. pp.
278-284. '
Reprinted: from The Scientific Outlook, 1931, Chp. XVII,

The RevoLT AcAINsT Reason. Political Quarterly, v. 6, Jan.
1935, pp. 1-19.
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Reprinted: in In Praise of Idleness as “The Ancestry of Fascism,” 1933,
Chp. V. ' ’

Rep_rinted: in The Atlantic Monthly, v, 155, Feb. 1935, pp. 222-232.
5. EncLaNnD’s DuTty TO INDIA. Asia, v. 35, Feb. 1935, pp. 68-70.

. A WEEKLY Diary. New Statesman and Nation, v. 9, May 25-
June 22, 1935, pp. 742-743; 798-799; 854-855; 886-887; 918-
919.

1936
. WHicH WAy T1o PEacE? London, Michael Joseph, Ltd.; Canada,
S. J. R. Sauners, 1936. 224 pp.

Contents: I. The Imminent Danger of War—II. The Nature of the Next
War—IIL. Isolationism—IV. Collective Security—V. Alliances~—VI. The
Policy of Expedients—VII. Wars of Principle—VIII. Pacifism as a National
Policy—IX. Some Warlike Fallacies—X. Conditions for Permanent Peace—
XI. Peace and Current Politics—XII. Individual Pacifism.

. THE Limrts oF EMPIRICISM. Proceedings of the Aristotelian So-
ciety, v. XXXVI, 1935-1936, pp. 131-150.

. DeTERMINISM AND PHysics. The 18th Earl Grey Memorial Lec-
ture delivered at King’s Hall, Armstrong College, Newcastle-upon-
Tyne, Jan. 14, 1936. The Librarian, Armstrong College, 1936,
18 pp.

. Wuy RapicaLs ARe UNPoPULAR. Common Sense, v. V, Mar,
1936, pp. 13-15.

Captions: An Uncomfortable Realism—The Appeal to Personal Hatred—
The Problem a Radical Faces.

. Our SexvaL Etnics. The American Mercury, v. XXXVIII,
May 1936, pp. 36-41.

. Brrrisu ForeIGN PoLicy. New Statesman anl Nation, v. 12, July
18, 1936, p. 82,

Letter to the editor.

. SpanisH CoNsPIRACY. New Statesman and Nation, v. 12, Aug 15,
1936, p. 218.

Letter to the editor.

. FAR EASTERN IMPERIALISM, New Statesman and Nation, v. 12,
Nov. 7, 1936, p. 736.
A review of Freda Utley's Japan’s Feet of Clay.



782
9.

I10.

Ir.

I2.

WRITINGS OF BERTRAND RUSSELL

WHicH WAy 1o PeEACE. New Statesman and Nation, v. 12, Nov.
28, 1936, p. 847.

Letter to the editor.

AvuTo-OBITUARY—THE LAst Survivor oF A Deap ErocHh.
The Listener, v. XVI, Aug. 12, 1936, p. 289. Publication of the
British Broadcasting Corporation.

Reprinted: in Coronet, v. 10, 1941, pp. 36-38.

ON Orbper IN TIME. Proceedings Cambridge Philosophical So-
ciety, v. 32, 1936. pp. 216-228.

THE CoNGREss OF SCIENTIFIC PHILosopHY. Actes du congres
international de philosophie scientifique. v. 1, Paris, Herman & Cie,
1936. pp. 10-11.

1937

Tre AMBERLEY Parers. With Patricia Russell. The Letters and
Diaries of Bertrand Russell’s Parents. New York, W. W. Norton
& Co., Inc.; two volumes. 552 pp. and 581 pp. England, Hogarth,
1937; Toronto, Canada, Longmans, 1937; London, Hogarth,
1940.

Contents (v. I) : Genealogical Tables—Preface—I. The Stanleys of Alderley
—I1. The Russells—III. Kate Stanley’s Childhood and Youth—IV. Amber-
ley’s Early Boyhood—V. Harrow—VI. Edinburgh, Cambridge, and Travels
~VII. Courtship—VIII. Marriage to End of 1865—IX. 1866—Index.
Contents (v. II): X. Parliament and America, 1867 and 1868—XI. The
South Devon Election—XII. 1869g—X1II. 1870—XIV. 187:1—XV, Cap
War Be Abolished?~XVI. Family Controversies—XVII. 1872—XVIIL
1873-1874—XIX. The Death of Kate, Rachel, and Amberley—Index.

. ON BEING MoDERN-MINDED. The Nation, v. 144, Jan. g, 1937,
Pp- 47-48.
PuirosopHY’s ULTERIOR MoTIVE. The Atlantic Monthly, v. 159.

Feb. 1937, pp. 149-155.

PowerR—ANCIENT AND MODERN. Political Quarterly, v. 8, Apr.
1937, pp- 155-164.

Tue Futrure oF DeEmocracy. The New Republic, v. LXXX.
May s, 1937, pp. 381-382.

Man’s Di1ary 1N Sticks AND SToNEs. Rotarian, v. 50, June 1937,
pp. 15-16.
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. THE SUPERIOR VIRTUE OF THE OPPRESSED. The Nation, v. 144,
June 26, 1937, pp. 731-732.

. Two PropHETs. A Review of R. Osborn’s Freud and Marx. New
Statesman and Nation, v. 13 (N.S.), p. 416.

. On VERIFICATION. Presidential Address, Nov. 8, 1937. Proceed-
ings Aristotelian Society, n.s., 38, 1937/38. pp. 1-20.

1938

. Science anp SociaL InstrruTiONs. In Dare We Look Ahead?
New York, The Macmillan Co., 1938, pp. 9-29. London, George
Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1938.

Based on the Fabian Lectures, 1937.

. Aimms oF EbucatioN. In Toward Today: A Collection of English
and American Essays, c¢d. by E. A, Walter. New York, Scott,

1938, pp. 189-202.

. CHINESE CHARACTER. In Opinions and Attitudes in the Twenticth
Century, ed. by S. S. Morgan and W. H. Thomas, New York,
Nelson, 1938, pp. 306-316.

Reprinted: from T'/e Problems of China, 1922, Chp. XIL

. Power: A NEw SociaL ANarysis. New York, W, W. Norton &
Co., Inc., 1938. 315 pp.

Contents: 1. The Impulse to Power—II. Leaders and Followers—III. The
Forms of Power—IV, Priestly Power—V. Kingly Power—VI. Naked Power
—VII. Revolutionary Power—VIII. Economic Power—IX. Power over
Opinion (1938, 8)—X. Sources of Power—XI. The Biology of Organiza-
tions—XII. Powers and Forms of Governments—XITI. Organizations and
the Individual—XIV. Competition—XV. Power and Moral Codes—XVI.
Power Philosophies—XV1I. The Ethics of Power—XVIIL. The Taming of
Power (1938, 9)—Index.

Translated by Luis Echavarri, El poder en los hombres y en los pueblos,
Editorial Losada, Buenos Aires, 1939, 248 pp.

. THE RELEVANCE oF PsycHorocy 10 Locic. Proceedings Aris-
totelian Society, v. XVII, 1938, pp. 42-53.

. My RELicious REMINISCENCES. The Rationalist Annual, §5th
Year of Publication, 1938, pp. 3-8.

. ARrIsToCRATIC REBELs: BYrRON AND THE MODERN WORLD. Sat-
urday Review of Literature, v. 17, Feb. 12, 1938, pp. 3-4.
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Aug. 13, 1938, pp. 13-14 (with portrait).

Reprinted: from Pousr: 4 New Social Analysis, 1938, ¢4, Chp. 1X.

THE TAMING oF PoweRr. The Atlantic Monthly, v. 162, Oct.
1938, pp- 439-449.

Reprinted: from Power: 4 New Social Analysis, 1938, ¢, Chp. XVIIIL.
Taming Economic Power. Radio Discussion with T. V. Smith
and Paul Douglas. The University of Chicago Round Table, Nov.
15, 1938, Red Network of the National Broadcasting Company.
Printed in pamphlet, The University of Chicago Round Table, Uni-

- versity of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 1938.

ON THE IMPORTANCE OF LoGicAL ForM. Encyclopaedia and
Unified Science; International Encyclopaedia of Unified Science.
v. I, University of Chicago, 1938. pp. 39-41.

1939

. WHaTt Is HapPINEss! In What Is Happiness, New York, H. C.

Kinsey & Co., Inc., 1939, pp. 55-65.

. MoRrAL STANDARDS AND Soc1aL WELL-BEING. In Century Read-

tngs in the English Essay, Revised Edition, ed. by L. Wann. New
York, Appleton-Century, 1939, pp. 531-541.
Reprinted: from The Prospects of Industrial Civilization, 1923, Chp. 1X,

. LiviNG ‘PHiLosoPHY, REVIsED, In I Believe: The Personal Phi-

losophies of Certain Eminent Men and Women of Our Time,
ed. by and with Introduction and Biographical Notes by Clifton
Fadiman. New York, Simon and Schuster, Inc., 1939, pp. 409-
412,

. DEweY’s New Locic. In: Schilpp, Paul Arthur, ed., The Philoso-

phy of John Dewey, Evanston and Chicago, Northwestern Univer-
sity, 1939. (The Library of Living Philosophers, v. 1), pp. 135-
156.

. Democracy anp Economics. In. Calling America: The Chal-

lenge to Democracy Reaches Over Here, New York and London,
Harper & Brothers, 1939, pp. 76-78.

Contents: The Abuse of Economic Power—The Coalescence with Political
Power—The Democratic Alternative—The Problem of Tramition—A Dis-
tinctive American Democracy.
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Reprinted: In Survey Graphic, v. 18, Feb. 1939, Pp. t30-132.

Is SecuriTy INCREAsING! Radio Discussion with A. Hart and
M. H. C. Laves. The University of Chicago Round Table, Jan.
15, 1939. Red Network of the National Broadcasting Company.
Printed in Pamphlet, The University of Chicago Round Table,
University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 1939.

. RoLE oF THE INTELLECTUAL IN THE MODERN WORLD. An

address delivered to the Sociology Club of the University of Chi-
cago. American Journal of Sociology, v. 44, Jan. 1939, pp. 491-
498.

MunicH RATHER THAN WAR. The Nation, v. 148, Feb. 11,

1939, pp. 173-175.

. TuEe Case ror UNrTED STATES NEUTRALITY—IF WaR CoMeEs,

SHALL WE ParTICIPATE OR BE NEUTRAL? A Symposium. Com-
mon Sense, v. VIII, March 1939, pp. 8-9.

EpucaTtion For DEmocracy. Abridged. Elementary School Jour-
nal, v. 39, Apr. 1939, pp. 564-567.
Reprinted: in National Education Association, v. 28, Apr. 1939, pp. 97-98.

Can Power Be Humani1zep!? Forum, v, 102, Oct. 1939, pp. 184-
185.

1940

FREEDOM AND GOVERNMENT. In Freedom: Its Meaning, ed. by
Ruth Nanda Anshen. New York, Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1940,

pp. 249-264.

. AN INQUIRY INTO MEANING AND TRUTH. New York, W. W.

Norton & Co., Inc., 1940. 445 pp. London, George Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1940. The William James Lectures at Harvard Uni-
versity. :

Contents: Preface—Introduction—I. What Is a Word?—II. Sentences, Syn-
tax, and Parts of Speech—III. Sentences Describing Experiences—IV. The
Object-Language—V. Logical Words—VI1. Proper Names—VII. Egocentric
Particulars—VIII. Perception and Knowledge—IX. Epistemological Premisses
—X. Basic Propositions—XI. Factual Premisses—XII. An Analysis of
Problems Concerning Propositions—XIII. The Significance of Sentences: A.
General—B. Psychological Analysis of Significance—C. Syntax and Sig-
nificance—XIV. Language as Expression~—XV. What Sentences ‘“Indicate”—
XVI. Truth and Falsechood: Preliminary Discussion—XVII. Truth and Ex-
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perience—XVIII. General Beliefs—XIX. Extensionality and Atomicity—
XX. The Law of Excluded Middle—XXI. Truth and Verification—XXII.
Significance and Verifiability—XXIII. Warranted Assertibility—XXIV.,
Analysis—XXYV. Language and Metaphysics—Index.

. THE PHILOsOPHY oF SANTAYANA. In: Schilpp, Paul Arthur, ed.,

The Philosophy of George Santayana, Evanston and Chicago,
Northwestern University, 1940. (The Library of Living Philoso-

phers, V. 2) pp. 451-474.

. LETTER to the New York Times on “The Bertrand Russell Case,”

April 26, 1940.

Reprinted: in part in The Bertrand Russell Case, ed. by John Dewey and
Horace M. Kallen. New York, The Viking Press, 1941. In Behind the
Bertrand Russell Case, by Horace M. Kallen, p. 29.

. Towarp WorLp FEpErRATION—To00 OpTIMISTIC. Asia, v. 40,

March 1940, pp. 126-127.

Comment on article by Hans Kohn.

. FrReepom anND THE CoLLEGEs. The American Mercury, v. 50,

May 1940, pp. 24-33.

. THE FuNcTIONs OF A TEACHER. Harper’s Magazine, v. 181, June

1940, pp. 11-16.

ByroN AND THE MoDERN WOoRLD. Journal of the History of
Ideas v. 1, Jan. 1940, pp. 24-37.

1941

. HegzL’s PHiLosorHY oF History. Dialogue with Huntington

Cairns, Allen Tate and Mark Van Doren. Columbia Broadcasting
System, Inc. Printed in Invitation to Learning. New York, Random
House, 1941, pp. 410-422. Canada, The Macmillan Company of
Canada, Ltd., 1941.

Also published: Home Library, 1942.

. Ler THE PeEOPLE THINK. A Selection of Essays. London, Watts

& Co., 1941. The Thinker’s Library, No. 84. 116 pp.

Contents: On the Value of Scepticism—Can Man Be Rational!—Free
Thought and Official Propaganda—Is Science Superstitious? —Stoicism and
Mental Health—The Ancestry of Fascism-—*Useless” Knowledge—On
Youthful Cynicism—Modern Homogeneity—Men Versus Insects—What Is
the Soul!—On Comets.

. Dr. RusseLL DENIEs PaciFism, Letter in New York Times, Jan.

27, 1941.
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. Long TiME AbpvocATE oF PEACE APrPROVES PRESENT WAR.
Letter in New York Times, Feb. 16, 1941.

. BLUEPRINT FOR AN ENDURING PEACE. American Mercury,v. 52,

June 1941, pp. 666-676.

. BErTRAND RusseLL UrGEs CrREaTioN oF WoRLD FEDERATION
CoNTROLLING ALL ARMAMENTs, The New Leader, v. XXIV.,

Sept. 27, 1941. p. 4.

. A PHILosoPHY FOR You IN THESE Timvrs. The Reader’s Digest,
v. 93, Oct. 1941, pp. 5-7.

. SPEAKING oF LiBerrty. Dialogue with Rex Stout, broadcast
WEAF and Red Network, July 24, 1941. Mimeographed copy,
prepared by Council for Democracy, New York, 1941, No. 15.

1942

. Descartes’ “Discourse oN MEerHoD.” Dialogue with Jacques
Barzun and Mark Van Doren. In New Invitation to Learning, New
York, Random House, 1942, pp. 93-104. (CBS program, “Invi-

tation to Learning.”)

. SpiNoza’s ETHics. Dialogue with Scott Buchanan and Mark Van
Doren. In Invitation to Learning, New York, Random House,
1942, pp. 107-118 (CBS program, “Invitation to Learning.”)

. CarroLL’s “ALICE IN WONDERLAND.” Dialogue with Katherine
Ann Porter and Mark Van Doren. In I'nvitation to Learning, New
York, Random House, 1942, pp. 208-220. (CBS program, “Invi-
tation to Learning.”)

. To Enxp THE DEaprock 18 INpra. Asia, v. 42, Junc 1942, pp.
338-340.

. ProPOsaLs FOR AN INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY. Fortnightly, v.
158 (v. 152, N.8.), July 1942, pp. 8-16.

. FREEDOM IN A TIME OF STRESs. Rotarian, v. 61, Sept. 1942, pp.
23-24.

. INpIAN S1TUATION. Nation, v. 155, Sept. 5, 1942, p. 200.

. WHaT Asourt Inp1a? Address and discussion with others. The

American Forum of the Air, Oct. 11, 1942. Printed, Washington,
D.C,, Ransdell, Inc., 1942, pp. 7-13.
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How 10 BECOME A PHILosoPHER: THE ART oF RaTioNAL CoN-
JECTURE. Haldeman-Julius Publications, The HourTo Series, v.
7, 1942, pp. 5-16.

How 1o BecoMe A LocICIAN: THE ART oF DRAWING INFER-

- ENCEs, Haldeman-Julius Publications, The How-To Series, v. 8,

11,

1942, pp. 16-27.
How 1o BECOME A MATHEMATICIAN: THE ART OF RECKON-
ING, Haldeman-Julius Publications, The How-To Series, 1942,
pp. 28-40.

1943

. THE INTERNATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE INDIAN PROBLEM.

With Patricia Russell. Free World, v. V, Jan. 1943, pp. 63-69.

Reprinted as “India Looms Up” in Treasury for the Free World, edited by
Ben Raeburn, Arco Publishing Company, 1945. pp. 74-77.

. SoME ProBLEMs OF THE PosT-WaR WoRLD. Free World, v. V,

Mar. 1943, pp. 297-301.
Reprinted as “Problems We Will Face” in Treasury for the Free World,
edited by Ben Raeburn, Arco Publishing Company, 1945. pp. 31-34.

. AN OuTLINE OoF INTELLECTUAL RUBBIsH: A HiLArRIOUsS CATA-

LOGUE OF ORGANIZED AND INDIVIDUAL StuPIDITY. Haldeman-
Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas, 1943, 26 pp.

WHAT SHALL WE Do WrtH GERMANY? Saturday Review of
Literature, v. 26, May 29, 1943. p. 8.

Z1oNIsM AND THE PEACE SETTLEMENT. New Palestine, v. 33,
June 11, 1943, pp. 5-7.

Reprinted in: Palestine—Jewish Commonwealth sn Our Times. Zionist Or-
ganization of America, Washington, D.C., July, 1943.

EpucaTioN AFTER THE WAR. American Mercury, v. 78, Aug.
1943, pp. 194-203.

How To REAp ANp UNDERsTAND HisTORY: Tﬁz PAsT As THE
KEy ro THE FuTURE. Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kan-
sas, Fall, 1943, 32 pp.

Our WORLD AFTER THE WAR: A Plan for International Action.
The New Leader, v. XXVI, Nov. 27, 1943, pp. 5, 7-
1. The International Autherity, II. Territorial Questions, III. The Treat-

ment of Germany. 1V, Self-Government in Weaker Countries. V. Relations
of the Great Powers,
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. BrRITAIN’s SHRUNKEN Economy Makes HeEr DEPENDENT ON

U.S. The New Leader, v. XXVI, Dec. 4, 1943, p. §.

_Part II. of Article “Our World after the War,”” The New Leader, Nov. 27,

1943, item 8 above,

CrrizENsHIP IN A GREAT STATE. Fortune, v. XXVIII, Dec. 1943,
pp. 167, 168, 170, 172, 175, 176, 178, 180, 182 and 185.

1944

. My MenTAL DeveELoPMENT. In: Schilpp, Paul Arthur, ed., The

Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, Evanston and Chicago, Northwest-
ern University, 1944. (The Library of Liwing Philosophers, v. 5).

Written for the present volume.

. REpLY 1O CrrTiCIsM. Bertrand Russell’s Rejoinder to his exposi-

tors and critics, in: Schilpp, Paul Arthur, ed., The Phidosophy of
Bertrand Russell, Evanston and Chicago, Northwestern University,
1944. (The Library of Liwing Philosophers, v. 5).

Written for the present volume.

. THE VALug oF FrRee THouGHT: How to Become a Truth-

Seeker and Break the Chains of Mental Slavery. The American
Freeman, Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas, No. 2063,
Aug. 1944. pp. 1-4. '

Reprinted as one of the Haldeman-Julius pamphlets.

. FuTure oF PaciFism. American Scholar, v. 13, Jan. 1944. pp.

7-13.
CooPERATE WITH SOVIET Russia. The New Leader, v. XVII,

Feb. 5, 1944, p. 8.
Based on broadcast over WEVD under auspices of The Rand School.

WESTERN HEGEMONY IN Post-WaR AsiA, The New Leader, v.
XXVIIL., Feb. 26, 1944. p. 7.

. Victors aAND VaNQuisHED. The New Leader, v. XXVII, Mar.

18, 1944, 21st Anniversary Number, p. 9.

ProGRESSIVE EpucatioN. New Statesman and Nation, v. 27,
Apr. 22, 1944. p. 274.

. CAN AMERICANs AND Brrtains Be Frienos! The Saturday

Evening Post, v. 216, June 3, 1944, pp- 14-15; 57-59.
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10. EpucAaTiON IN INTERNATIONAL UNDERSTANDING. Tomorrow,
v. III, June 1944, pp. 19-21.

17. Four Power ALLIANCE: STEP TO PEACE. The New Leader, v.
XXVII, Aug. 12, 1944, p. 9.

1945
1. A History oF WEsSTERN PHiLosopuy: Its Connection with Po-
litical and Social Circumstances from the Earliest Times to the
Present DDay. New York, Simon & Schuster, 1945, 928 pp.

2. AMERICAN aNp BrrtisH NarroNavisMm. Hortzon (British). Jan.
1945.

3. How T10 Avomy THE ArtoMmic WaR. Common Sense, October
1945, v. XIV, pp. 3-5.

CHroNoLoGICAL List oF Princierar Works

1896—German Social Democracy.

1897—An Essay on the Foundations of Geometry.

1900—A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibniz.

1903—The Principles of Mathematics.

1910—Principia Mathematica—Vol. 1. (With A. N. Whitehead.)

1910—Philosophical Essays.

1912—Principia Mathematica—Vol. II. (With A. N, Whitehead.)

1912—The Problems of Philosophy.

1913—Principia Mathematica—Vol. 1II. (With A. N. Whitehead.)

1914—Our Knowledge of the External World as a Field for Scien-

tific Method in Philosophy.

1914—Scientific Method in Philosophy.

1914—The Philosophy of Bergson. (Controversy with H. W, Carr.)

1915—Woar, the Offspring of Fear.

1916—Principles of Social Reconstruction. (Why Men Fight: A
. Method of Abolishing the International Duel.)

1916—Policy of the Entente, 1904-1914. (Part of: Justice in War-
Time.)

1916—Justice in War-Time.

1917—DPolitical Ideals.

1918—Mysticism and Logic and Other Essays.

1918—Roads to Freedom: Socialism, Anarchism and Syndlcahsm

(Proposed Roads to Freedom: Socialism, Anarchism and Syn-

dicalism.)
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1919—Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy.

1920—The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism. (Bolshevism in Theory
and Practice.)

1921—The Analysis of Mind.

1922—The Problems of China.

1922—Free Thought and Official Propaganda.

1923—The Prospects of Industrial Civilization. (With Dora Russell.)

1923—The ABC of Atoms.

1924—DBolshevism and the West. (Debate with Scott Nearing.)

1924—Icarus or the Future of Science.

1924—How to he Free and Happy.

1924—1Logical Atomism.

1925—The ABC of Relativity.

1925—What | Believe.

1926—O0n Education Especially in Early Childhood. (Education and
the Good Life.)

1927—Why I am not a Christian.

1927—The Analysis of Matter.

1927—An Qutline of Philosophy. (Philosophy.)

1928—Sceptical Essays.

1929—DMarriage and Morals.

1930—The Conquest of Happiness.

1930—Has Religion Made Useful Contributions to Civilization?

1931—The Scientific Outlook.

1932—Education and the Social Order. (Education and the Modern
World.)

1934—Freedom and Organization 1814-1914. (Freedom versus Or-
ganization 1814-1914.)

1935—In Praise of Idleness and Other Essays.

1936—Which Way to Peace?

1936—Determinism and Physics.

1937—The Amberley Papers. The Letters and Diaries of Bertrand
Russell’s Parents. (With Patricia Russell.)

1938—Power: A New Sacial Analysis.

1940—An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth.

1945—A History of Western Philosophy.
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(Arranged by ROBERT S. HARTMAN)

Abbreviations, 117

Absolute, certainty of mathematics, l:8|
goodness, 261; logical beginnings, 264,
269, 2743 mind, 58

Abeclutism, $18, 522, 563

Abeolutist(s), 524, 560

Abstract cosmology, §7, 81-88, 116n

Abstraction(s), 287, 321; critique of, 330,
343; principle of, 29, 30, 34%; prin-
ciple which dispenses with, g2

Acquaintance, 63, 64ff, 245-251, 427,
432n, 436n; and habit, 6953 and
postulstion, 692; principle of re-
ducibility to, 231, 244-2513 and propo-
uuon, z;;, 6943 and relation, 6933 and
truth, 6

Aeqmuuveneu, love of, 594

Act and consciousness, 296ff, 311f

Action, relation between emotion and, 469

Action at a distance, 45, 702, 718

-Action patterns, 462

Activity, being as, 171, 173

Actual elements, 67

Actual exemplification, 162, 68¢g

Addition, 36

Adjectives, individuale ss, 61; and proper
names, 6935 and qualitics, 86; relations
as, 60; and universals, 70, 688

Adrian, E. D., sor

Adventurous interest, §72

Afghan and Zule wars, §

Aims, of education, §570; of philosophers,
575

All-around education, §72

Albigensians, 738

Alphabet of knowledge, 264

Alternatives, historical, 665, 668¢

Alternativity, 86, 158, 159, 396, 397,
688¢, 694

Amberiey, Lord and Lady, 3

Ambiguity, of ordinsry lsngusge, 233; of
ptopodtioml functions, 147; typical,

Anﬁm descriptions, 178, 218
American new realism, 295, 354, 359,
361, 363, 379, 704

America, and citizenship, 733; wheel in,

739

American Civil War, cauwses of, 667

American philosophy on truth, 723

Analogies, Russell’s: boy snd man, 91}
meteors, 734f; postal directory, 70;
solar REinstein, 697; symphony, 673
time-table, 728

Analogy, grammatical, 243

Analysis, 459, 467, 4693 atomic, 451} of
a common ides, 1965 complete, 11§; as
contextual definition, §7f, 110-121,
116f, 219, 326f; as definition, 57,
110-121, 326, 3425 of denoting phrases,
925 of experience, 82, 428ff; faulty,
11§; formal, 81-88, 272; functional,
330; fundamental element in Russell’s
philosophy, §7; judgment of, 441f; of
language, 82, 163ff, 172f, 230-255, 687,
691-695; logical, §3, 110-121, 150ff,
169, 388, 392, 684; as logistic, 13, 25,
28-37, 68, 82, 88-91, 116n, 135, 143,
1485, 171, 320ff, 681-684; of mathe-
matics, 13, 25, 28-37, 68, 82, 8891,
135, 143, 145, 171, 320ff, 325f, 681-
6843 as metaphysics, 88; the natural
order of, 4673 of _natural science, §7,
65, 99ff, 319-349; not of events, 341}
as ontology, 57-81, 88, 116n, 230f, 240-
251, 378, 200; operational, 3303
phenomenalistic, 2515 the physicist’s,
4553 of physics, 57, 65, 998, 319-349s
of points, 3433 of psychological premises,
4223 quasi-mathematical, 345; as reso-
lution of incomplete symbols, 14, 92~
110, 119f, 126, 143, 687; Russell’s
distorttd conception of, 4725 Russell’s
theory of, 110-121, 150ff; scientifc,
455E; of scientific objects, 340ff; simples
as limit of, 341; true, 115; and truth
conditions, 400ff; and unity of Ruseell’s
philosophy, 56, 121, 684-686

Analysis of Mind, The, conclusions of,

4“7
Ansrchism, 589, 594, 596
Anaxagoras, §o8
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Ancestry, 699

Animal faith, 448, 451, 453, Russell’s, 472

Animal languages, 470

Animal vitality, $26

Animality, $34

Anti-Christianity, Nietzsche’s, §75

Ants, 3584

Apparent variables, 4o1f, 406, 694, 698

A»;-r-nce. 12, 66, 303, 313, 3574, 364,
307 .

Apprecistion, §30

Apprehension, 61f, 64 )

A-priori, analytic completely general
propositions, 87; snalytic truths of
mathematics, 68; knowledge, 28¢; law
of excluded middle, 46; principle of
mathematical induction, 33, 103n

Apriorism, 40, 261f, 320

Anbs, 739

Arapesh, 594

Arbitrariness of nominal definitions, 117

Architecture for leisure, §69

Argument from design, 549

Aristocracy, 721, 740

Aristocrats, the educational interests of,
§70 :

Aristotle, 25, 82, 264f, 268, 274, 534,
6845 on epigenesis, 508, psycho-
physiology of, sor

Arithmetic, and logic, 13, 28ff, 9o, 125f,
146, 6973 and physics, 36, presupposi-
tion of logic, 143, 14§

Arithmetization of mathematics, 9o

Armold, Matthew, 546

Art, 7334 history as, 741

Artistic creation, g28

Aryans, §63

Asceticiom, §13, 524

Aspects, 357ff, 361, 364, 368, 3705 un-
perceived, 3648, 709

Assertibility, warranted, 459

Assertion and desire, 721

Amsociated beliefs, 462, 465

Association, 309, law of, 72

Assumptions, 102

Asymmetrical relations, 6o

Atheism, 696

Atomic, analysis, 451; facts, 85, 88
propositions, 82n, 85, 88, 117, 1443
sentences, 698

Atomism, critique of metaphysical, 495;
logical, 264, 274, 308, 717f

Atoms, 3428, 363, 367

Attention and object, 297

Attila, 248, 693

793

Aussonderungsaxiom, Zermelo’s, 141

Austen, Jane, 187

Authoritarisn element in Marxism, 562

Authoritarianism, 260, 268, 522

Authority, 5233 social, 516

Average, 244

Awareness, 66, 106, 1070, 299, 356f, 432,
4383 of hearer and speaker, 2513 dif-
ferent levels of, 498¢

Axiological criticisms, 547

Axiom, 40, 87; new axioms necessary in
mathematics, 1285 of parallets, 687, 711,
719

Axiomatic theory of sets, 132, 144, 152

Ayer, A. J., 58, 430n, 434

Bacon, Francis, 472, 569

Bante (language), 471

Baruzi, Jean, 270

Basic, logical forms, 3924
389, 402f, 421, 433, 435

Bayes, Thomas, §t

Beauty, 3533

Beginnings, absolute logical, 264, 269, 274

Behavior, §16, §30; patterns, 459, 463f

Behavioral habits, §19f

Behaviorism, 7g, 309, 313f, 361, 381,
497, §643 American, 447

Behavioristic test of knowlédge, 454

Being, 131, x70f, 241, 243

Belief(s), 62, 108n, 296, 312, 315, 330,
333, 360, 405, 436, 682, 703, 7073
associated, 462; -attitudes, 463f; dis-
tinction between knowledge and, 460;
-feeling, 303, 308; justification for rest
of knowledge, 422ff; problem of, ¢460ff;
psychological premises, 422; verification
of, 431

Belloc, H., 593

Bentham, Jeremy, 19, 606, 657, 675, 720

Bergson, Henri, 310, 5§78

Berkeley, George, 10, 6off, 102, 275, 283,
297, 303, 338, 369, 372ff, 38:1ff, 4471,
461, 478, 704

Berle, A. A, 614n

Bernard, C., 500

Bible, 532

Biography, 698

Biology, moral status of, $34

Birth, control, 3; rate, 73§

Bishops, a proof of atheism, 47

Biamarck, Otto von, 664ff, 669

Boas, F., 588

Bohr, Nils, 28, 488, go7; paradox of, 483

Boleyn, Anne, 608

propositions,
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Bolshevism, 666

Boole, George, 24f, 86, 27

Boswell, James, 540

Bowne, Borden P., 546

Boyle, Robert, 713f

Bernays, Paul, 139n

Bradley, Francis H., 1off, .59, 232n, 260,
263, 267, 301, 450

Brain, 333, 335ff, 356, 360, 367, 705
functioning as a whole, 504; cvents,
mysterious, 456

Brave New World, by Aldous Huxley, 728

Breeding of human beings, selective, 564

Brentano, Franz, 296

Bridgman, P. W., 173, 461, 4833 The
Logic of Modern Physics, 483f, 487

British empiricists, 472

British realists, 29s5f, 311f

Britton, Karl, 439

Broad, C. D, 57, 301, 427n, 435f, 441,
448, 454

Brouwer, Adrian, 43, 46, 89

Brown, Harold Chapman,

essay, 472

Bruno, Giordano, 455

Bryan, William Jennings, 541

Buddha, 587

Bundle, of neutral entities, 359f, 380; of
qualities, 289, 440, 686, 5~7, 724

Burali-Forti’s contradiction, 140n,
689

Burckhardt, Jacob, 651

Byron, Lord, 8

summary of

167,

Caesar, 459

Calculus, 3275 of probabilities, 48

Caligula, 387

Cambridge neo-platonists, 274f

Camillo, Benso di Cavour, 661

Campbell, N. R., 345n

Cantor, Georg, 24, 671; antinomies, 140n;
continuum hypothesis, 147; definition of
continuum, 1125 proof of no greatest
_cardinal, 135 theory of sets, 29, 126, 131

Capital (Marx’s), 613

Capitalism, §63, 660, 666; laws of, 665;
source of nationalism, 661

Caprice, rationalization of, §24

Cardinals, 13, 164, 320ff, 6925 applica-
‘tion of, 345; definition, 14, 326, 69of;
relatively primitive, 325; timeless en-
tities, 14; unnecessary as entities, 14

Carlotti, 270

Carlyle, Thomas, 8, 527

INDEX

Carnap, Rudolf, 26, 37ff, §8n, 77, 136,
138, 139n, 172ff, 275, 348, 383, 396,
4250, 432

Cartesianism, 105f, 267, 423f

Cartesians, 7, 272

Cassirer, Ernst, 272£, 696

Categorical imperative, 722

Catholic, 544

Catholicism, 268

Causal, dualiam, 72f, 75ff, 335ff; laws,
701, 705f, 709, 7413 properties, 63
theory of meaning, 793 theory of per-
ception, 63, 75, 108, 3356, 342, 356nm,
449, 7021, 719

Causality, 45, 102, 285, 330, 378, 494f;
concept based on awareness of conation,
$02

Causation, mnemic, 31of, 360, 700; and
perceptual judgment, 402ff; of sentences,
439

Cause(s), 3§53 against ground, 49; histori-
cal, 649, 674; personal and impersonal,
664; 672

Censors, §65

Certainty, absolute—of -mathematics, 128;
of propositions, 251, 424, 693; quest for,
106

Chamberlain, Joseph, 17

Chamberlain, Neville, s§8sn

Chance, events, 672-674, 738 in history,
648, 672-674

Change, the primacy of, 470

Character, 5305 building, §71; concept of,
§23, 5315 as educational aim, §70f

Characteristica Universalis, Leibniz’, 123,
152f, 262

Chemistry, 28

Childhood, sacred rights infringed on, 623,
630

Children, early speech, 469f, 717; lan-
guage of, 467

China, 17, 589, 597n

Choice, 151, §31; arbitrariness of nominal
definitions, 117; axiom of, 38, 132, 147}
determines value, 51§

Christ, 543, $87, 733f, historical existence,
5453 knowledge of, §43; moral ex-
cellence of, $45; sinlessness of, $§45;
teaching, 545

Christian, beliefs, 5435 morality, 5455 re-
ligion, enemy of moral progress, §43

Christianity, 531, s42ff, 659, 720f, 7333
historical, §42; historical forms of, 660;
moral ideals of, §51; part of Occidental
culture, 634; teaches submission to will
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of God, §53; traditional and institu-
tional, §50

Chrono-geography, 48§

Church, Alonzo, 150n, 232n

Churches, 542, 726f; influence on educa-
tion, 622f, 636

Churchill, Winston, 3§47

Chwistek, L., 138, 139n

Circularity, 1338

Citizens, cannot have God-like will, 6235
defined by Russell, 622; ecducation must
train, 63z2f

Citizenship, education for, 624, 626, 632f;
and the God-like will, 628; and indi-
vidual, 731ff; sense of, interpreted, 631;
necessary, 630f; and State obligation,
631

Clarke, Samuel, §40

Class, logical, 131f, 136, 141, 151, 180ff,
348, 687; and number, 29ff, 113, 321f;
and properties of individuals, 323, 689;
and realism, 161ff; and relation, 253
and things, 167f, 689; contradiction
about classes that are not members of
themselves, 13, 37; existence of, 325f,
329; logical constructions, 141, 143,
323fF; no-class theory, 133, 136n, 141f,
148; null-class, 141, 689; physical ob-
jects, 342, 348; plurality of things, 137,
140; similarity of classes, 29; substitu-
tion of classes of similar classes, 6983
symbols, treated like descriptions, 14,
94, 98fF; unit class, 141; well-ordered,
344n

Class (social), conflict, §64n; hatred, 574;
war, §74; warfare, Marxist policy of,
562

Classical moralists, 519

Classics, §72

Classification, of
situations, 434

Clericalism, §31

Closed societies, 732ff

Cobden, Richard, 652

Cognition(s), 2978, 301, 451, 454, 457,
460, 699

Cohen, Hermann, 273

Coherence, theory of truth, linguistic, 388,
460

Cole, G. D. H., 596f, 613

Color blindness, 456

Columbus, 711f

Common sense, 67, 330, 412, 700, 703,
705, 711ff; knowledge, 330ff, 336, 425;
logical, 692; view, right of, 506f

propositions, 42; of
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Communicability of propositions, 390

Communication, of conation, 502

Communism, 268, s62f, §67n, 597n, 598;
Russell’s objection to, 563

Communist Manifesto, 610

Communists, 569

Community, and the individual, 624-633,
637, 639-642; the conflicts in, 634, 637;
tradition, the unifying element in, 637

Community Chest, $§44

Comparison, predication as, 434f

Completely general, propositions, 85, 87f;
facts, 85

Complex, 111, 235, 238, 392, 441; con-
stituents of-—propositions, 97, 162, 243,
694f; knowledge, 713; symbols, 94

Complexity, 169, 172, 341

Compresence, 343, 699, 705f

Compulsion, §23; approved by Russell,
629; as viewed by the “lunatic fringe”
of education, 630; physical and psycho-
logical, §19

Conation, the basic psychological facts, 497f;
as directed movement of an organism,
§02; awareness of conation basis to
conception of causality, §oz

Concept, 131f, 1371, 141, 151; empiricism,
414ff; existence-propositions, 406ff; free
creation of thought, 287, 695; symbol,
407

Conception, 108n

Conceptualism, 388, 417

Condillac, E. B., 582

Conditional definitions, 348

Conditioned reflex, 464f, 470;
458

Conditioning, 460

Conscious states, 3522

Consciousness, 7, 61, 63, 67, 72, 107n,
108n, 299f, 304, 306, 311, 314, 357,
359, 374, 379f, 447; misleading term
of, 498f

Conservation of mass and momentum, 347n

responses,

Conservatism, majority on side of, 635

Consistency, of Russell’s philosophy, 58,
1a6n; of language, 378, 44; of science,
44

Constatations, M. Schlick’s, 432, 439

Constants, logical, 158ff, 164ff

Constructionism, §7, 65, 92-110, 240-251,
338-349, 364ff

Constructions, descriptions, 246; logical,
108, 167, 244f, 309, 320-330, 338f,
348f, 3580, 692f; of public space out of
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private spaces, 358; to reduce Inferred
entities, 708

Constructivism, 136, 143

Content of act, 297fF

Context, fecling of, 116n; and word, 4o4ff

Contextual  definitions, §7f, 110-121, 116f,
219, 326

Contingency, 261, 346f

Continuum, 4783 mathematical, physical,
and metaphysical, 479; in physics and
mathematics, 718

Continuity, and discontinuities in the
physical world, 48sf; principle of, 653
spatio-temporal, 701f, 706, 718

Contradictions, derivable, 138; of logical
intuitions, 131; mathematical, logical,
linguistic, 1643 and mesning, 37; theory
of types, 692

Couturat, L., 24, 270, 272f, 696

CoBperation, $§71

CoBrdinates, spatial, 81, 685

Copernicus, N., 483, 739

Co-punctuality, 343

Corporate state, $47

‘Correspondence, of language and facts,
284, 604; of matter and sense-data, 63,
356, 369

Cosmic purpose, goodness of, $47

Cosmology, 477, §09; abstract, 57, 81-88,
116n

Courage, §71

Creative thought, 287, 695

Creator, omnipotent, §49

Creed, 542

Cretan’s statement, 36-39

Crippen, Harlan R,, §91

Critical realists, 437

Critique, of abstractions, 330, 3433 of
empiriciam, 387-417, 710

Cromwell, Oliver, 737

Crude data of physics, 341

Culbertson, Ely, 576n

Cultural heritage, 6595 limitation, 471

Culture, se¢ also tradition; conflicts in,
637, 639, 640; differs in communities,
638; moulded by individuals, 638f;
moulds individuals, 621f, 638f; of
group, relsted to individual, 622; pat-
terns, influence education, 622; readjust-
ment necessary, 637f; Rumell’s view of,
§67ff5 under strain, 6365 variations in,
623

Curiosity, §715 disinterested, $72

Costom, $24

INDEX

Darwin, Charles, 112
Dats, 142, 4330, 441, 715; see sense-data
Davies, Crompton and ‘Theodore Llewelyn,

9

Davillé, Louis, 270

De Morgan, 24, 168

Dead matter, 702

Decimal system, 697

Dedekind, R., 13§

Deduction, 42, 47f, 289, 683, 637

Deductive logic, 40, 47f, 259, 683, 687

Determinism, 78

Definite descriptions, 9598, 117f, 1781,
217

Definition(s), 13, 111, 1826, 196ff; as
analysis, §7, 110-121, 326, 3423
suxiliary symbols, 260; axiomatic, 32;
conditional, 348; contextusl, s7f, x16f,
219, 326f; coBrdinative, 32, 36; and
description, 2433 dictionary kind of,
1165 empirical, 1§, 114) and experience,
114, 3975 implicit, 3235 logical, of num-
ber, 30-37; making definite, 1124
nominal, 116; ostensive, of numbers,
30; ostensive, of words, 395, 397, 404
4343 real, §7, 111, x14f; recursive, 32f)
reflexive, 239; theoretically superfluous,
14, 111f; typographical convenience,
111, 131, 143

Definitional propositions, 346f, 349

Deity, omnipotent, §49; proofs of, §31

Deliberation, §30

Democracies, Russell’s chief misgivings re-
garding modern, §76

Democracy, 260f, $42, 721, 730; educa-
tion necessary for, 638; and Marxiem, in-
compatibility between, §625 in relation to
other values, 636; Rumell on, §7¢f; and
the schools, 638 tradition of, 636; and
socialism, 73

Democratic, education, Russell’s conception
of, §73; idea, causes of its growth, 660;
theory, §22; theory of education, §7t

Demonstrability, 138

Demonstrable truth, unattainable, §46

Demonsteation, 400

Demonstrative, inference, 394

Denoting phrases, 95, 218, 223; analysis
of, 92

Derivative knowledge, 421ff

Descartes, René, 106, 266, 278, 354, 375,
378, 423, 425

Dexcription, of experience, 3963 of proof,

400
Descriptions, 13, 94fl, 129, 136, 143, 177-
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228, 240ff, 69of; ambiguous, 178, 218
class-symbols, 14; complex-symbol, 94;
definite, 95-98, 1317f, 177, 2176
definition of, 242 denoting phrases, 92,
95, 218, 223; genesis of theory, 240ff,
692; incomplete symbols, 14, 94, 96,

" 119f, 126, 143, 687; indefinite, 178;
and logical constructions, 246; meta-
physically neutral technique of transla-
tions, 242ff; mind known by, 63;
and particulars, 160; and proper names,
83f; and pseudo-objects, 93f, 118, 160,
179, 192ff, 2176, 270ff, 639; relation to
conversational language, 25; theory of,
paradigm of philosopby, 177

Desire(s), 108n, 176, 307f, 360, 374,
Subf, g22ff, 527f, 534, 698f, 724 and
assertion, 7213 choice of, §19; conflict of,
5283 differences of, §21

Devil, 724, 727

Dewey, John, 272f, 332n, 3470, 388, 403f,
447, 451, 459, 461f, 530, 532, 552,
641, 710; Rusell barred from under-
standing, 451; Russell’s treatment of
Dewey’s new Logic, 451-454

Dialectical, formula of Marxism, §62;
materialism, 452f, 473, §69, 730

Dickinson, Lowes, 9

Dichotomies, Russell’s simple, 567

Dichotomy of propositions, 42

Dictionary, kind of definition, 116

Difference(s), 68n; of types, 238, 692

Differentiation of knowledge, 711

Diﬂz;a-:iclt. 63, 108, 354, 358, 363, 370,
43

Direction of logical construction, 24§

Disarmament, general, 577

Disbelief and doubt, 4258

Discipline, and the God-like will, 629;
and self-direction, 629

Discrimination of ends, s14

Disinterested curiosity, §72

Dispensable symbols, 250

Dispositional predicates, 348

Disracli, Benjamin, 669

Dissolution of types, paradox of, 235ff

Distance, action at a, 45, 702, 718

Distribution, economic, 736

Diversity, 79, 81

Division, method of, 47

Doctrines, change of, 660

Dogmatic religion, §3t

Doubt, method of, 108ff, 423-429, 433n,

683
Dualium, 364, 377, 525, 7105 concerning
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causal laws, 72ff, 335ff; of human
nsture, §71; mind-matter, Goff, 68, 354,
363, 3783 moral and factual, 5245 as
Russell’s major difficulty, §67; in Rus-
sell's theory of education, §yof; in
science and morals, Russell’s, s60f; of
sense-data, 376f; sense-data and sensa-
tions, 67, 335, 3595 universal-particular,
686, 786} of value and fact, 5265 value-
nature, §27

Dualistic philotophy, the world of, 449

Dynamic psychology, 730

Dynamics, in Russell’s philosophy, lack of
social, §66f

Ecclesiastical orthodoxy, 524

Economic, causes, 654, 658; causes of
history, 736; development, 665f; fac-
tor, rank of, 657f; four senses of, 656f;
insecurity, §74; motives, 657; nature of
socialism, §74; philosophy, Russell’s,
581617, 727-7293 production, 656

Economics, war and competitive, §74

Economy, criticism of Marxian, political,
605ff; of Russell’s reconstruction of
mathematics, 325

Eddington, Sir Arthur S., 346n, 3470, 448,
456, 483, 506

Education, 529, 566, §77; an adequate
program of, 632; basic problem an-
alyzed, 624fF; basic problem stated, 624f,
640; and conflicts in values, 636; and
culture values, 636ff; and the develop-
ment of individual capacities, 6323 and
force, 185 genuine, §72; as the good
life, 570-73; the general aims of, §70;
higher, §72f; hope of democracy, 638;
in confusion in democratic countries,
636; influenced by Church and State,
622f, 6363 influenced by culture patterns,
6225 influenced by special interests,
$22; lunatic fringe view of compulsion,
630; a luxury 7365 must train citizens,
632; and nationalism, 738; new orienta-
tion imperative, 624ff; and opportunity
for growth, 6325 point of contention in
Russell’s philosophy of, 639-642; pro-
gressive, §71f; Russell’s conception of
democratic, §733 Russell’s interest in,
18, 260, 728f; Russell’s pattern for—
and culture, 623; Russell states basic
problem of, 624f5; Russcll’s philosophy
of, 621-6423 Ruseell’s reply, 731-7343
Russell’s theory of, confused, 638; three
divergent thearies of, 632f; to produce
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good citizens or good individuals, 624,
632ff; two views regarding, 624; Uni-
versity, s§72f

Educational dichotomy,
motivation, §72

Educator, Russell as the practical, 570

Efficiency, cult of, 569

Effort and Resignation, §52

Ego, 300f, G98ff

Egacentric, particulars, 76,
words, 4378

Egocentricity, 76, 301

Einstein, Albert, 45, 447, 471, 479, 483f,
487, 490, 671, 696ff, 701, 7343 ad-
dress in Nottingham, 486 Sidelights of
Relativity, 479, 487

Eleatic “One,” 129

Electrons, 74, 78, 104n, 108, 340ff, 346,
363, 367, 369, 6855 model of, 488

Elements, of complex, 83, 93f, 99, 323,
392

Elimination of symbols, 348

Emergence, §08; theory, 448, 455f

Emergent, levels, 454; naturalism, 452;
theory of mind, 454

Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 3567

Emotion, 108n, 296, 306ff, 361, 374, §543;
aspect of human nature, 625; as cosmic
product, §09; and the good of the
individual, 6253 not a social clement,
626; and relation to action, 469

Emotional argument, §43

Empathy, §42; mediated through expres-
sion of conation, §02; problem of. soof

Emphatic, particulars, 438n

Empirical, definition, 113; entity, 104,
107f; features of basic statements, §o;
interpretation, 35, 104; sciences, 44,
2615 truths, 261

Empiricism, 89, 171f, 229n, 354, 364ff,
698, 6975 Russell’s critique of, 387-417;
Russell’s reply, 710; Russell on the
Foundations of Empirical Knowledge,
421-4443 Russell’s reply, 710-716

Empiricists, 12, 5143 British, 472

Enclosure, relation of, 109; series, 109

End justifying the means, 563

Ends, moral, 321

Energy, 250, 478; radiant, 450

Engels, Friedrich, 452f, 467, 606f, 610

England and citizenship, 733

Engram, 77, 3rof

Enjoyment as educational aim, §70

Entity, 93, 236, 375, 691; neutral, 73,
353

Russell’s, s570f;

3o1, 437ff;

INDEX

Entropy, 250

Epistemological, neutrality of theory of
descriptions, 2435 order, 421ff, 710ff
premises, 422, 4333 priority, 421-431,
433n, 704, 713-716;5 problem, 703

Epistemology, 106n, 273, 279-291, 33§-
338, 342, 374, 401, 698; Russell’s,
477f; and social philosophy, no neces-
sary relation between Russell’s, g6o

Equivalence, relation of, 160, 182

Error, 41, 131, 140, 269

Esquimaux, 588

Eternal, §33; contact with, §g4; world,
534f

Ethical, argument, §21y consciousness,
§14; education, 5213 judgment, 722f,
739f; propositions in optative mood,
7193 theory, §15; values, theory of,
676f; values in hierarchy of dubitables,
100

Ethics, categorical imperative, 722; and
equality, 720; free will, 7, 262, 273;
fundamentals of, 719; good, 721f, 7405
and logic, 720; of maxims, §31; no
intellectual argument about funda-
mentals, 7214 and physical science, 2735
principles of, §13; and science, 723; a
social force, 722; subjectivity of ulti-
mate valuations, 720; universality of
cthical judgment, 7225 value judgments
and phitosophy, 719

Ethiopia, 5§32

Euclid, 12, 546, 687, 711, 739

Euclidean geometry, 48, 687, 719

Eugenics, §59

Euthenics, 559

Event(s), 74, 108, 162ff, 331, 341fF, 375,
685, 705; as reality, 494; unexperienced,
73ff, 108, 394, 406, 409, 413, 441

Eventism, 73

Evidence, and sente-perception, 127f, 7123
logical, 712

Evil, 727; desires, 724; problem of, 627

Evolution, industrial, 6525 theory of, §41

Evolutionism, philosophy of, 101

Exactness, §72

Excluded middle, law of, 46, 89, 128, 241,
243, 681ff

Exemplification, actual, 162, 689

Existence, 62, 70, 241, 437, 696, 715,
7343 of classes, 325f, 320; facts, 8s5f;
of irrational numbers, 321f, 326, 329;
of mnemic phenomena, 381; proposi-
tions, 835f, 131n, 216, 401, 414f;
propositions and concepts, 4066
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- Expectation, 389

Experience, 16, 62, 64ff, 71ff, 3316, 338,
344, 362, 388f, 403, 408, 413, 416,
441, §41, 71§; analysis of, 82, 428;
and definition, 114, 397; description of,
396; and feeling, 312; future, 682;
and knowledge, 387fF, 393ff, 398f, 422,
426, 441ff; and language, 395, 695;
partiality of, 76, 708f; relevant, 695;
religious, 726; and science, 102, 320ff,
341f, 396; and self, 300f; unity of one,
454

Experiment, as test, 460; and truth, 396,
432, 716f

Experimental attitude, 520

Extension, 165; of number concept, his-
torically, 320

Extensional theory, 132, 141, 163§

Extensionality, 137

External world, existence of, 647

Extrinsic characteristics, 305

Fact, primacy of, 514

Facts, 83ff, 234ff, 247n, 334, 339, 694;
unobservable, 701

Faith, §28; animal, 448, 451, 4353

Fallacy, of misplaced exactness,
equivocation, 61f

False propositions, 37, 42, 89, 193ff, 264,
696

Falschood, 42; and fact, 85; and proposi-
tion, 84

Familiarity, feeling of, 116n, 308

Fascism, 551, §62, §67n; a bastard
philesophy, 5633 Italian, 563; as psycho-
analysis, 564; Russell’s rejection of,
563f, 573

Fear, §71; of metaphysics, 28¢ff, 696f

Feeling, 108n, 266, 299f, 302, 306ff, 699;
impersonal, §24; feeling-basis of belief
(and knowledge), 461; of reality, 88,
93; situation of, 706

Fermat’s last theorem, 399

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 270, 575, 661

Fiction and language, 39§

Fictions, logical, 141, 246f, 319, 3123, 367,
394

Field, 250; of organism, §00; in physics,
7175 theory of E. Schrddinger, 489

Fields, in nature, 500

Finiteness, 146

Finitism, 89, 399

First cause, §40; argument, 7f, 548

First World War, 17; causes of, 6676

Fitzgerald-Loreritz contraction, 483

§3; of
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Force, in education and government, 18

Form, 824, 95, 138, 689, 698; basic logical,
392

Formal, analysis, 81-88, 272; system,
choice of, 27g; interpretation, 32

Formalism, 8¢f

Formality, of logic, 40

Formation, rules, 37

Four-color problem, 399

Fragmentarity of mathematical logic, 152

Franz, S. L, on the brain, 504

Fraud, of Russcll’s attempt to construct
matter out of verifiables, 370

. Free will, 7, 262, 273

Freedom, 5§62, 591ff, 6o1, 614, 617; and
coercion, 629; identified by man, 629;
leisure as earned, §69; Russell’s con-

cern for, 621f; Russell’s dominant
value, §59; and coercion, 629; and
self-direction, 629; and social dis-

approval, 622; theories of Marx and
Hegel, 272; and the will, 629

Frege, G., 13ff, 20, 24, 33, 39, 90, 123,
128n, 120ff, 135, 147, 218

Freud, Sigmund, 499, 564

Frustration, breeds evil, 730

Functional analysis, 330

Functions, and names of functions, 38; in
psychology, 309

Future, 438; experience, 682

Gadarene swine, 545

Galileo, G., 285, 587, 665, 739

Gandhi, Mahatma, 593

Gassendi, P., 262

Garibaldi, G., 6, 661

General, facts, 85; laws of physics, 701;
propositions, 82n, 85f; sensibility, §31;
words, 397

Generality, of thought, 381ff, 397

Gencerative realism, 356, 365, 368, 373

Generalization, 391ff

Generations, gulf between, 737

Genesis, §41

Genuine education, §72

Geometry, 32, 170f, 273, 28§; Euclidean,
48, 687, 719; Riemannian, 45; and space,
480

German, romanticism, 472;
social democrats, 17

Germany, 74, §51, 733

Gibbon, E., 6, 648

Gladstone, W. E., 5, 669

Glencoe, Massacre of, 737

God, 262, 267, 269, 271, 273, 378, 533,

Kaiser, 17;
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§69, 696, 726; arguments for existence
of, 548; a2 finite, 556 commands, 543
goodness of, 543; in nature, §48; in-
tellectual love of, 5343 love of, 534

Godel, Kurt, 44, 400 .

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang, 270 .

Good, the desired, 722, 740; integration
of desires, 7253 love and knowledge,
7223 relative, 721f; S_amrinn, 733f;
ultimate, 546 .

Good and evil, importance to the universe,
5463 objectivity of, 546

Good life, 520, §53; education as the,
§70-873

Goodman, Nelson, 443f

Goodness, §31; absolute, 2615 human ex-

perience of, §43; not an intrinsic
property, §i§

Goshen’s Foreign Exchange, 734

Gospels, 552

Grammatical analogies, 243

Gravitation, law of, 723 theory of, 485

Great men, 664, 6723 in politics, 663,
669; in science, 669, 672

Greeks, 569

Group-solidarities, 738

Growth, §28; education provides oppor-
tunities for, 632; principle of, §23, 527,
§31, 534

Guiccardini, F., 6

Guiding tone, §31

Habit, 74, 108n, 115, 309, 422, 736; and
words, 6955 as response, 497-499

Halifax, Lord, 585n

Hamilton, W. R., 321

Hamlet, 241

Hammond, 606

Happiness, and passions, 18; possibility of
creating a world of, 577

Hard dats, 106, 305, 330, 333, 423

Harmony, goal of, 534

Hartshorne, Charles, 549

Harvey, W., on epigenesis, 508

Head, H:, psycho-physiological
tions of, s02f

Hedonism, egoistic, 657

Hegel, G. W. F., 10f, 19, 59f, 260f, 264,
270, 272, 281, 450, 467, 470, 563, 684,
732, 734

Hegelian, 461; idealiom, 452

Hegelianiom, 472

Hegelians, 459

Helsenberg, W., 7015 dilemma of, 491

Helmholtz, H. V., 36

observa-

INDEX

Hempel, C. G,, 4320, 451

Henry VIII, 608

Heraclitus, 490, 697

Herder, J. G., 270

Herremvolh, 563

Hierarchy of, dubitables, 106; languages,

27, 39, 433n; types, 692

Hilbert, David, 32, 39, 44, 90, 128, 130n,
275, 328, 327 '

Hippasos, of Metapontion, 484

Historical, behavior, laws of, 647; events,
and minimum vocabulary, 16; materisl-
ism, 635f; process, interest in—lacking
in Rusell, 470

History, acceleration of spread of idess,
270n; an art, 7413 dialectical interpreta-
tion of, §62; economic causes, 736;
intellectual inertia, 269; and language,
3955 and logic, 268ff; and machine
production, 736; no science, 650; of
philosophy, by Russell, 19, 695; pure,
2625 Russell’s interest in, 18f; science
of, 734fs versus myth, 651

Hitler, Adolf, 576, 602, 733, 736, 740

Hobbes, Thomas, 262

Hollow centre, 358, 367, 369, 371

Holophrases, primitive, 470

Holophrastic speech, 469

Holt, E. B., 70, 457, 466n, 473

Holy Ghost, sin against, 545

Homer, 244

Hook, Sidney, summary of esay, 677f

Hooke's law, 1347

Human, activity, 522y conduct, 523; na-
ture, §15, 5§26, 528; nature, concept of,
§195 nature, the dualism of, §71; na-
ture, possibility of altering, 5775 nature,
three main aspects of, 6255 perfection,
§19; values, standard of, 26

Humanism, 20

Humanitarianism, §13

Humanities, modern, §72

Humanizing of science, 567n

Hume, David, 10, 48¢, 63, 102, 261, 273,
2836, 315, 397, 447f, 4490, 452, 478,
495, 530, $39, §41, 677, 683, 698, 702,
7273 critique of Hume’s atomism, 499;
on succestion of eveats, 503

Humility, §31

Humor, Rusell’s, 568

Husserl, Edmund, 42¢n

Huzley, Aldous, 728

Hypothesis, of co-punctuality, 344; of en-
closure, 1093 method of, 105; concerning
propositional functions, 132
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Hypothetical propositions, 165

“I, 399, 699

Ydea, Berkeley, 61; Hume, 315, 397
Locke, 2753 Plato, 12, 14, 19, 42, 59,
68, 114, 150ff, 260ff, 274, 281, 320,
and image, difference between, 463f

Ides), element, 67; individualistic and
aristocratic, §14; language, 231f, 281-
255, 692ff; value, 548

Idealism, 58, 263, 267,
Hegelian, 4352

Ideals, 556

Ideas, autonomy of, 658f; generation and
acceptance, 66of, 6635 history of, 658;
and Ideals, 658

Identification, of truth with verification,
393-398; of meaning with verifiability,
393-398

Identity, in difference, 613 law of, 150;
one true universal, 434n; and variable
functions, 688, numerical, of existents
in different places, 80

Ideology, Russell’s, 573

Image, difference between idea and, 463f

Images, 73ff, 108, 116n, 302, 309, 315,
361, 374, 380f, 463

Imaginary numbers, 321

Imagination, 523, 538

Imaging, 296

Immediacy of judgments of perception,
460

Immediate objects, 297

Immortality, 7, 262, 377; belicf in, 542

Impenetrability of matter, 346

Implication, 181f, 203f; and inference, 27;
material, 26, 710; and natural law, 26

Impredicative definitions, 135, 138f, 146f

Impression (Hume’s), 275, 315, 397

Impulse(s), 5226, 527f, 534, 7303 blind,
583

Incompatible views concerning perception,
Russell’s two, 449

Incompatibility between Marxism and de-
mocracy, §62

Incomplete symbols, 14, 94, 96, 119f, 126,
143, 687

Inconsistency, theorems, 1503 of Russell’s
philosophy, 7205 of Russell’s theory of
mind, 472

Indefinite descriptions, 177f, 218

Indestructibility of matter, 346

Indeterminate statements, 421

Individual, and citizen, 7318; and coer-
cion, 629; and the community, 624-63$,

281, 5625

8o1

637, 63985 cdmpared to the modern state,
626f; education of, 6335 elements, 83,
93f, 99, 323, 392; and eclements of
knowledge and emotion, 626; and group
culture, 621-624; growth through par-
ticipation in community purposes, 637;
intuitions, §31; moulded by tradition,
638f; poyche, 6248, 635, 637, 639ff;
and religion, 6353 respect for, a value in
education, 636; respect for, embedded in
democracy, 636

Individual development, obligation of
state in, 6313 purpose of education, 6323
reconciled with community, 630ff; Rus-
sell’s emphasis on, confuses issue, 636;
and a sense of citizenship, 631; and
social coherence, 630

Individualism, control of in modern
world, 630; Russell’s idea of, criticized,
632f

Individuals, historical, 649

Individuation, 69, 81; priscipium indi-
viduationis, 714

Indubitable, entities, 331; set of objects,
345

Induction, logical, 47€f, §1, 102f, 146, 394,
683, 718; mathematical, 33

Inductive, inference, 40, 48, 62

Industrialism, 649, 660

Inertia, law of intellectual history, 269

Inference, 16, 62, 335ff, 394ff, 423, 429,
459, 7144 canons of scientific, 718f;
by confirmation, 48; demonstrative, 394;
and Ego, 698; and implication, 27;
inductive, 40, 48, 62; from n to a plus
1, 33; non-demonstrative principles of,
4343 from observation to law, 7123
probable, 394

Inferential, element in knowledge, 459;
knowledge, 449

Inferred, construction, 324, 699, 708;
entities, 108f, 114f, 332, 335, 342;
points, 344

Infinite, problem of the, 479f; sense of
the, 553

Infinity, axiom of, 35, 89, 109, 143, 14§,
1513 of constituents in complex, 3413
of individuals in sct theory, 144; points
at, 141 sense of, §52

Innate reflexes, 457

Insecurity, economic, §74

Instances, and relations, 68, 6845 and
universal word, 252, 693, 714

Instinct(s), t08n, 360, §24, $26f, §33,
554, 595, 616, 7305 aggremive, $87f;
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critique of, §88; possessive, 588
Instrumentalism, 49, 388, 460, 683, 727f
Instrumentalist, Russell as, 452
Instrumentalists, 459
Intcgers, 139, 145, 150, 239nm, 287
Integration of desires, 7235
Integrity, personal, 571
Intellect, an aspect of human nature, 625;

and the good of the individual, 625
Intellectual, acceleration of ideas, 270n;

inertia, law of, 269; love of God, 534
Intelligence, 739; as educational aim, 570of
Intelligent action, 675
Intension, 168§

Intensional theory, 132
Intensionality, 138

Interest, adventurous, §72; as criterion,
497

Internal, criticism, §42; relations, 6o;
sense, 299

International Congress of Philosophy at
Paris, 1900, 12, 24

Interpretation, of facts, 334; of formal
systems, 32, 326f; logical against em-
pirical, 38; of perception, 422; of
physics, 331; symbolic of theory of
types, 149n

Intrinsic, characteristics, 308, 356f, 369;
ends, §17f; knowledge, §71f

Introspection, 376, 380, 389, 396, 456, 710

Intuition, 260, 274, §30, 735; logical,
131, 150

Intuitionism, 260, §29; mathematical, 68,
89, 128, 387

Intuitive signification, §29

Inventions, 737

Ireland, 5, 737

Iroquois, 588

Irrational numbers, 29, j21f

Inolationism, moral, §6¢

Italian neo-platonist, 274

Italy, 6

Jail, Russell in, §59

James, William, 70, 72, 229, 304, 354,
361, 379, 447, 452, 533, 549, 563, 588,
641, 698, 731

James-Lange theory, 306, 308

Japan, 733

Japanese, 732

Jespersen, Otto, 467n

Jesus, sayings of, 548

Jevons, W. 8., 608n, 6ogn, 610n

Jews, 721

Johnson, Samuel, 338f
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Johnson, W. E., 199
Journalism, 736

- Judgment(s), of analysis, 441f; ethical,

722f, 739f; factual, 520; general prin-
ciple of, §31; about God and the soul,
§204 memory, 4343 moral, §18; of per-
ception, 389f, 395, 397f, 4o0zff, 441f,
465, 715f; theological, 5215 of value,
516f, §20f, 719

Kaiser, German, 17

Kant, Immanuel, 10ff, 68, 89, 102f, 103,
r72f, 268, 273, 285, 4786, so7, 684,
704, 72085 on structural conditions,
so4f

Keller, Helen, 456

Kepler, Johann, 712, 739

Kleene, S. C., 1350

Klineberg, Otto, §84n

Knowledge, §72; and belief, distinction
between, 460; derivative, 421ff; and ex-
perience, 387fF, 3938, 398f, 42:ff, 426,
441ff3 given place by man, 6295 growth
of, 711; hand-in-hand with emotion,
6253 indirect, §415 and induction, 47ff,
§1, 102f, 146, 394; inferential element
in, 459; intrinsic, §71f; intuitive, 260,
274, 738; for knowledge’s sake, §72;
not a social eclement, 6255 by noticing,
404; objective, 541; of opinion, 381}
an organic whole, 711; pre-verbal, 453;
primitive, 421ff, 432n; problem of, 648;
and proof, 683; rated high by Russell,
625; reflexive, 299ff; self-evident, 422,
424; subjective use of, 4603 theory of,
273, 278-291, 421-444, 7003 as tool, 49,
683; two uses of the word, 460f

Kropotkin, P. A., 5§94, 616

Labor, dignity of, §68; reserve army of,
6125 two varicties of, §67f

Langford, C. H., 136, 138

Language(s), 2§, §19f; animal, 470; of
children, 467; consistency, 37ff, 44; and
contextual nominal definitions, 118; de-
vices, 469; empirical function, 5205 and
experience, 3955 and fiction, 395; as a
form of magic, 4703 formation rules,
375 and history, 3955 ideal, 231f, 251-
285, 692ff; as instrument of codperative
endeavor, 4714 as instrument of self-
assertion, 470; levels of, 27, 39, 433n;
living, 470, 7173 the living uee of,
468; and logic, 82, 163ff, 172f, 230-
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255, 687, 691-695; as measure of level
of development, 471; as record of cul-
tural history, 471; misuse of, 336, 339;
moral and theological, §20; and non-
linguistic correlate, 923 object-, 39, 405;
ordinary, 232-240, 617, 694; particulars
and universals, 70; pattern, 471; peculi-
arities of Russcll’s theory of, 467; and
pictorial sentences, 246; primitive idea
of, 4703 and proper names, 246; and
psychology, 230; the real problem of
the philosophy of, 470f; and reality,
230, 253f; and sentcnces, 398f; and
symbols, 117; and theory of types, 230-
240; of theology, §518; theory of, 450;
three purposes of, 468; uses of, 469;
and word, 334, 395f’

Laplace, Pierre-Simonde, 98, 328

Larrabee, Harold, s565n

Lashley, brain rescarch with S. T. Frangz,
504

Law, of acceleration of spread of ideas,
270n; causal, 701, 7o0sf, 709, 741;
of excluded middle, 46, 89, 128, 241,
243; general physical, 701; of identity,
150; of inertia for intellectual history,
269; of least action, 272; of motion of
intellectual history, 269, 270n; natural, 7

Laws, historical, 652; of industrial evo-
lution, 6523 psychological and economic,
653f; of social dynamics, 652

League of Nations, §76f

Least action, law of, 272

Leibniz, G. W., 12, s9off, 125, 137n, 152f,
171, 259-276, 450, 479f, 491, 506, 540,
5486, 671, 695f, 740; absolutism, 273;
alphabet of knowledge, 264; continuity
and plenitude, 267, 270; dishonesty,
271, 696; cthics, 266; existence, defi-
nition of, 696; five premises, 263f;
four proofs of God’s existence, 269, 696,
727; idealism, 263; monadology, 59, 61,
261, 266, 271, 273, 708f; perception
and apperception, 441; political career,
271; propositions, 266; realism, 263;
religious fireworks, 270; and Russell,
260-276; on space, 4933 spacc and
time, 273; and Spinoza, 271; Spinozism,
263, 267; Théodicée, 7275 theology,
266f; theory of knowledge, 273f; theory
of preformation, 5083 three philosophies,
263; types of reasoning, 266f; view of
knowledge, 267; view of maker, 265ff;
view of physics, 273; view of resistance,
2653 view of truth, 267
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Leisure, 5678, $74; as earned freedom,
§693 cultural, 569

Lenin, Nikolai, 576, 604f, 660, 739

Lessing, G. E., 270

Levels, of awareness, 498f; emergent, 454;
of language, 27, 39, 433n; of respon-
siveness, 498f; of sets, 140; of words,
237

Lévy-Briihl, Lucien, 461

Lewes, G. H., on emergence, 508

Lewis, C. I., 426n, 427, 428n

Lewis, G. N., 507

Liberalism, concept of, in need of salvag-
ing, 642; philosophical, 695

Liberty, 559, s569; intellectual, 562

Life, 533

Light, movement of, 483, 485; quanta,
450; waves, 450; waves, and brain, 367;
a whole-function of the cosmos, 507

Limitation of size, theory of, 132

Limiting points, 150

Linguistic, coherence theory of truth, 388;
contradictions, 167; forms, 518; usage,
cultural significance of, 472

Lister, Joseph, 544

Living, standard of, §68; matter, 702

Locke, Alain, §84n

Locke, John, 10, 80, 261, 275, 297, 299,
315, 447, 4490, 455, 457, 478, 539,
659f, 695, 704, 709

Logic, 4715 the absolute character of, 461;
Aristotelian, 24; constructions of, 108,
164, 2441, 309, 320-330, 338ff, 348f,
3550, 692f; core of Russcil’s philosophy,
260f; critique of Russell’s, §3; deduc-
tive, 47f, 259, 683, 687; and ethics,
720; extensionality, 26, 30; fictions of,
141, 246f, 319, 323, 367, 3945 for-
mality, 40ff; foundation of, 40-47, 152,
157F; hard data of, 106, 305, 330, 333,
423; and history, 268fF; intuition, 131,
150; and language, 82, 163ff, 172f,
230ff, §18, 691-695; law of excluded
middle, 46, 89, 128, 241, 243 Leibniz’s,
125, 152f, 269ff, 266; material impli-
cation, 26; and mathematics, 13, 238,
28-37, 68, 82, 88-91, 135, 143, 145,
171, 320ff, 325f, 681-684; minimum
vocabulary, 144f, 687ff; not independent,
14; paradoxes, 38, 131ff, 141, 232ff;
pattern, 471; philosophical, 82; and
proof, 684; and propositions, 87; and
paychology, 332ff; and reality, 127,
142f; rclation to conversational lan-
guage, 25f; Russell’s, 477; scholasticism,
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153 and science, 12§; symbolic, 24,
7175 tautology, 37, 40f, 87m, 165, 202,
205, 346, 347n; theory of types, 378,
$3, 73, 168, 231, 232-240, 398, 691ff;
truth fuactions, 15, 87, 142, 157, 687 -

Logical, analysis, 83, 110-121, 150ff, 169,
388, 392, 684; atomism, 264, 274ff,
305, 717y beginnings, 264, 269, 274:
common sense, 692; constants, 158ff,
1648, 689; conmstructions, 108, 164,
244ff, 309, 320-330, 338ff, 348f, 355n,
692f; contradictions, 37, 131, 138, 164,
6923 definition of number, 13f, joff,
37, 326, 6gof; evidence, 712; fictions,
143, 246f, 319, 323, 367, 3943 forms,
basic, 3923 interpretation of Peano’s
system, 353 necessity, 403 order, 711}
paradoxes, 38, 131ff, 141, 232f; par-
ticulars, 83f; positivism, 450f, 455, 478;
positivism, the verbalisms of, 472 pos-
itivists, 171ff, 220n; possibility, 162, 410,
689; processes, 4705 processes, the ulti-
mate character of, 461; proportions, 87,
106 simplicity, 132, 713; types, 371, 53,

~ 73, 168, 2311, 398

Logistic, 13, 25, 28-37, 68, 82, 88f,
116n, 135, 143, 145, 171, 320ff, 681
687

Lothian, Lord, 58sn

Lotze, Hermann, 10, 171, 260, 263, 478

Love, 531, §33; as a cosmic fact, §09;
as social justice, §53; universal, 5§32

Lovejoy, A. O., 271n; 448, 4s50f, 4723
examination of Russell’s theory of mind,
448F

Ludlow, 666

Lukasiewicz, Jan, 46

Lunatic fringe in education, 630

Lyoos, E., $99f

Mach, Emnst, 70, 72, 171, 275, 3435, 496f;
neutral monism of, 496f

Machiavelli, N., 6, 563, 575

Machine production and history, 736

Moacroscopic determinism, 702, 706

Magic, language as a form of, 470

Malcolm, N., 426n

Malebranche, N., 498

Malinowski, A. A., 468

Malthus, 606, 612

Malthusian theory of population, 562

Mansgerial experts, 564

Man, compared with nature, 629; identifies
freedom, 6295 and knowledge, 629; and

INDEX

social relationships, 629; worthlessness
of, $47

Manchester school of economic theory, 653

Marburg School, 273

Marriage, §29

Marx, Karl, 17, 19, 268, 272, 467, 556,
5§61, 581, 585, 595, 606-616, 657, 639,
664, 734, 737

Marxian socialism, Russell’s rejection of,
5§74

Marzian theory of surplus value, 562

Marxism, §81, 607, 660y as anti-demo-
cratic, §74; authoritarianism in, 5§63
and democracy, incompatibility between,
§62; orthodox and critical, 654; Rus-
sell and, 561ff; Russell’s objections to,
§62f

Marxist philosophy, Russell’s logical criti-
cism of, §62f; policy of class-warfare,
§62

Mass, function of velocity, 484; theory of,
507

Massacre of Glencoe, 737

Material, ends, §13; implication, 26, 710s
thinking, 40; words, 244

Materialism, 7, 77, 310, 452f, 5623 dialec-
tical, 452f, §69; historical, 607.

Materiality, 456

Mathematics, 9o, $723 absolute certainty
of, 128; analysis of, 326; anthologics,
19; applied, 320, 34§; arithmetization
of, go; axioms, 128, 1¢1n; a complica~
tion of logic, 171; continuum, 718;
contradictions, 167; deductive science,
433 definition, 113; and empirical real-
ity, 12, 326; and the empirical world,
480; foundations of, 59, 82, 1523 his-
tory of, 739; influence of Russell’s
theory, §2f; intuition, 68, 89, 128, 387;
and logic, 13, 25, 28-37, 68, 88ff, 116n,
128-1§3, 173, 320ff, 325f; and logical
construction, 6923 and material science,
32, 36, 45, 127, 345; meaning in,
399f; meta-mathematics, 903 minimum
vocabulary, 153 new axioms necessary,
1284 part of logic, 25, 28-37, 135, 143,
148, 171, 320ff, 325f5 philosophies of,
895 and physics, 32, 48, 265, 3453
proper, 9os pure, 113, 170f, 320, 692,
7005 reducible to natural numbers, 28,
146, 3215 Russell’s interest in, 7, s9m,
68; symbols, 943 system of implications,
384 truth in, 399f; and universal, 3613
versus metaphysics, 491

Matter, 62, 6sf, 71, 731, 100, 1080, 115,
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162, 169, 246, 265, 309, 3r1, 320f,
3375, 346, 3531, 363-375, 479, 707; a8
energy, 478 living and dead, 702; and
space, 436; theory of, 705f

Maximum of compowsibles, 740

Maxwell, James Clark, 670

Mazzini, Giuseppe, 661

McDougall, William, 588

McTaggart, J. E., of, 12, 549

Meaning, 83, 139, 168, 231n, 234, 239,
274, 312ff, 464ff; and acquaintance,
248fFy causal theory of, 79; and deno-
tation, 2243 in mathematics, 399f; of
meaning, 3123 of primitive terms, 40;
proposition as, 390; of sentence, 396,
4045 and significance, 145 and veri-
fiability, 393-398; of word, 404f; of
word “type,” 414

Meaningless expressions, 37, 89, 149

Means, G., 614n

Means, 199; men as, 721; subject of de-
liberation, g21

Medical causes, 673f

Medicine, §44; socialized, 544

Meinong, A., 13, 93, 96, 119, 160, 218,
241, 296, 300

Memory, 74, 77, 106, 108n, 115f, 296,
298, 310, 312, 374, 380, 389, 434, 699

Men, as ends and means, 721

Mendel, J. G., 738

Mendeleef, Dmitri Ivanovich, 671

Mental, facts, 65; substance, 64, trial, 530

Metalanguage, 27, 19, 46

Meta-mathematics, 9o

Metaphysics, 477, 509, 515; of conduct,
§26; its difference from logic and
mathematics, 480; equivalent to mud,
1733 false, 704; fear of, 289ff., 696f.;
of history, 646; and language, 173, 2313
of Leibniz, 261ff; of logic, 187, 173f,
2305 of mathematics, 329; and Occam’s
razor, 14s as ontological and formal
analysis, 88; practical bearing, 662f;
proof of religious things, 115 and stuff,
3143 technical counterparts of, 133 and
temperature, 697} universal situations,
174

Metempirical physical world, 449

Method, core of Russell’s philosaphy, 260;
in Russell’s work on Leibniz, 259-276

Methodological confusion, Russell’s, 472

Methodology of science, 102

Methods, external, internal, §41

Mets, Rudolf, 539
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Michelson, A. A., experiment of, 483; para-
dox of, 482

Microscopic phenomena, 706

Mill, J. 8., 3, 8, 540, 549, 606

Milton, John, 648

Minds(s), 62ff, 67, 73ff, 106, 246, 274,
309, 311, 314, 3538, 357, 360, 374-384,
5§24, §26f, $33, s34, 693ff; emergent
theory of, 454; operations of, 297ff;
physiological theory of, 472; Russell’s
definition of, 4545 Russell on the nature
of, 447-473; re-defined, 448; and space,
372

Mind-matter, dualism, 60, 62ff, 68, 354,
363, 375

Mind-stuff, 304ff, 309, 314, 353ff, 3611,
375, 698f

Minimum vocabulary, 14ff, 687ff

Minkowski, H., 485

Minorities, 601

Miracle(s), 529, §31; of perception, 704

Mirimanoff, D., 14on

Mistakes, of science and common sense,
703

Misuse of language, 336, 339

Mitin, M., 595

Mnemic, causation, 310f, 360, 447f, 454,
700; phenomena, 74, 77, 310, 360f,
380f, 700

Modern bumanities, 5§72

Molecular, facts, 85f; propositions, 82n, 85f

Momentary things, 366

Monadism, §9, 61, 261, 266, 271, 273,
549, 708f

Monism, 12, boff, 68, 70ff, 108, 271, 379,
§49; neutral, 72ff, 108, 116n, 302,
309ff; neutral—critique of, 495f

Monopolics, 615; nationalistic, 668

Monopoly, 609, 614

Montague, Wm. P., 549

Montaigne, M., §82

Moore, G. E, 12, 58, 6031 171, 173, 2430
260, 264, 296, 356, 425f, 435f; sum-
mary of essay, 22§

Moral, agent, §22, 5313 choice, §30;
conduct, §23, §30, 626f; conscioumenss,
§1§; development, §23; emancipation,
§34; freedom, 5353 goal, individualis-
tic, 5§14 hypotheses, §14; imperatives,
§18; isolationism, 565 judgments, 5183
liberation, §34; maxim (Russeil’s), 5203
reflections on history, 6743 tone, 5303
value(s), 515, 53¢

Moralisms, uncritically accepted, 568
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Morality, conventional, 3§14, §33;
matized, 332; stuff of, 514

Morals, and industrializations, 736

More, Paul Elmer, 549

Morris, Wm., 593

Mossner, E. C,, 539

‘Motivation, §773 educational, 572

Motives, economic and other, 657

Mount Etna, 688

Muirhead, J. H., 319n

Murphy, A. E., 426n

Munich, s8sn

Mussolini, Benito, §32, 5§63, 576

Mysterious brain events, 456

Mystery, §323 religious sense of, 556

Mysticism and logic, 539, §53

Mystics, §¢3

Myths, historical influence of, 663

dog-

Naive realism, 281f, 335, 337, 455, 705

Names, 38, 237

Napoleon I, 252, 661, 733, 738

Nationalism, 545, §51, 733, 737f; causes
of, 660of; a dangerous vice, 627; taught
in schools, 636

Natorp, Paul, 273

Natural, growth, 5§29, §31; human per-
fection, 53§; law, 526, §29; science,
and experience, 102, 329ff, 344f; science
and mathematics, 32, 36, 45, 127, 343;
science, symbols of, 94, 9off

Naturalism, 515, 525; emergent, 452

Naturalistic, ethics, §22; view of man, 4§3

Nature, §25f; human, 583; philosophy of,
§25; and spiritual values, 629

Naziism, 541

Nazis, §51, 721, 733, 740

Negation, 392

Negative, facts, 88; interpretation of Rus-
sell’s theory of types, 237f; judgment,
923 propositions, 88

Neo-Hegelian, 560

Neo-platonists, Italian
274f

Neumapn, J. V., 132

Neurath, Otto, 388, 423, 451

Neutral, entities, 73, 353ff, 359, 361ff;
stuff, 3046, 309, 314, 3538, 3611, 375,
698f; stuff theory, 447f; technique of
theory of descriptions, 242ff

New axioms of mathematics, 128

New realism, 72, 295, 334, 359, 361f,
379, 704

New realists, American, 447, 457

and Cambridge,
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Newton, Isaac, 269, 479, 487, 670f, 687,
7343 theory of, 485

Newtonian space, 449

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 575, §87f, 720, 740

NIRA, 592

NLRB, 592

No-class theory, 133, 136n, 141f, 148

Nominal definition, 116

Nominalism, 69, 111, 136, 157ff, 171f,
261, 274

Non-demonstrative principles, 394

Non-logical words, 244

Nonsense, 7, 234, 238, 299

Non-verbal contexts, 79

Norms and universals, 688

Noticing, 297, 299

Notions, 136f

Novelty, qualitative, 454

Number, cardinal, 13f, 164, 320ff, 345,
690ff; class of classes, 29, 33, 113; and
common subjects, 91; definition, 29ff,
37, 113f; equal, 29; existence of ir-
rational, 321f, 326, 329; extension of con-
cept, historically, 320f; first, 31, 33;
free creation of thought, 287, 695;
imaginary, 321; irrational, 29, 321f;
minimum vocabulary, 687; natural, 28f;
null-class, 141, 689; ordinal, 13, 167,
689, 692; Peano’s definition, 32; ra-
tional and irrational, 29, 321f; real,
145, 322, 692; and realism, 161; as
relations, 161, 689; substitution of class
of similar classes, 698; treated like
dexcriptions, 94

Object, and act, 2976, 312; of conscious-
ness, 61; of experience, 71; immediate,
2975 language, 393 word, 408, 433n

Observation, sof, 100, 207fF, 348, 358,
404, 413, 430, 698, 707, 710, 712,
718f; sentences, 432

Occam, William A., 103, 104n; razor, 14,
30, 71, toin, 103, 340n, 686, 697,
208

Occurrence, of unseen, 302, 362ff, 389,
395, 403, 409, 414

Olgiati, F., 270

Omissions, historical, 651

Omniscience and alternativity, 688

“One,” 31, 35, 158; eleatic, 129

Ontogeny, 470

Ontological, analysis, §7, 58-81, 88, 116n,
230f, 240-2514 argument, §49

Ontology, 348, 700

Open-mindedness, §71f
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Operation, as activity, 173; of the mind,
297, 311

Operational analysis, 330

Opinions, personal, 461

Opportunism, 563

Optimism, 528

Order, 169; epistemological, 4216f, 710ff

Orders, theory of, 134, 142f, 1458

Ordinals, 13, 167, 689, 692

Ordinary language, and logic, 232-240,
617, 694

Organization, 660

Ostensive definition, of numbers, 30; of
words, 395, 397, 404, 434

Over-simplification, Russell’s trend towards,
561, 568

Owen, Robert, 652

Pacifism, Russell’s, 560

Pain, 306f, 698f, 721

Pangloss, Dr., 695

Paradox(es), 513; of the age, 514; of
Bohr, 483; classification of, 38; of dis-
solution of types, 235, 691f; of least
finite integer, 239n; logical, 138fF, 141,
232ff; of Michelson, 482; solution of,
49f, 1313 a theory of simple types, 134n,
140n

Parallels, axiom of, 687, 711, 719

Parallelism, psycho-physical, 378

Parasites, §74

Parmenides, 450

Part and whole, 139, 169, 441f, 717

Partiality of experience, 76

Partially empirical entity, 104, 107f

Particles of matter, experience, 329; treated
like descriptions, 94, 100, 162f

Particulars, 65, 67ff, 76, 78f, 83f, 86,
160, 245, 247n, 341; definition, 698;
emphatic, 438n; and qualities, 43sf,
685; shades of color, 78ff, 714; and
universe, 688

Pasch, 692n

Passion(s), and happiness, 18; theory of,
581

Past, 438; integration of the, 503

Pasteur, Louis, 544

Pastness, feeling of, 116n

Patagonian (language), 471

Patience, 572

Patriotism, §52; taught in schools, 636

Pattern, 67

Pavlov, I. P., §64; experiments of, 497f

Peace, 576f, 585

Peano, G., 12, 14, 24f, 32ff, 9o, 113f,
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12§, 152; sixth and seventh axiom, 35

Peirce, C. S., 24, 26, 126, 261, 270n,
275, 425, 5§32; matter and mind in,
497

Pentagon and pentagram, 691

Perception, 748, 78, 108, 115, 296, 303,
330-338, 356, 360f, 374, 389, 436, 451,
455, 489, 462, 702; and apperception,
441s and brain, 705f5 causal theory of,
63, 75, 108, 335ff, 342, 355, 449, 702,
7193 and cpistemological priority, 421-
431, 704, 713-716; immediacy of judg-
ments of, 460; judgment of, 389f, 395,
397f, 402ff, 441f, 715f; and sensation,
422; transcendence of object of, 449

Perceptive experience(s), 451, 457, 460f,
463, 465, 467; a test for the truth of
the, 458; over-simplified by Russell,
466f

Perceptive situation, 465

Percepts, 454, 718; definition of, 463; a
reality, 493 ’

Perceptual, events, 108; judgments, 389f,
395, 397f, 40211, 441f, 715f; knowledge,
the problem of, 449

Perry, R. B, 70

Person, 313

Personal, morals, §42; salvation, 514

Personalists, §49

Personality, §50, §56; characteristics of a
good, §71; relative worthlessness of,
5553 value of, §48

Perspective, 117, 350ff, 180

Persuasion, 723f

Pessimism, §81ff; methodological, 514

Phenomenalism, 76, 117, 336, 357f, 367,
369f, 412f

Philosophers, the varying aims of, 57§

Philosophical, agrcement, 244; confusion,
240, 2§4; grammar, 230, 2§4; liberal-
ism, 698

Philosophy, §33; as cause and effect, 19,
695; a game, 683; of history, 645,
678; history of, 19, 261, 695; of
language, 229-255; and logic, 82, 239f,
244; methods as core of, 260; political
and economic, §81-617; pure, 262; and
rationality, 20; of religion and religious
beliefs, 540, §39-556, 726; and relig-
iousness, 377; of science, 101, 319-3493
tendencies of Russell’s, 338f; types of,
263, 266, 695; unity of Russell’s, §7-
1213 and value judgments, 719

Photography, monads, 708

Physical, nature, §25; object(s), 29f, 32,
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34 36, 44, 52, 63, 65, 73, 80, 250,
3386, 346, 3568, 3150f, 368, 370, 374,
4513 objects as inferred entities, 103,
332, 337f, 706; objects and perception,
7063 objects, sole existents, 160; ob-
jects taken for granted, 330; objects
treated like descriptions, 94, 245; world,
738, 85, 87, 132, 142f, 163, 230, 240ff,
253f, 329, 341, 346, 359, 525, 638,
world, metempirical, 449

Physicalism, 77, 478

Physico-theological proof, §49

Physics, 100, 142, 700ff; acceptance by
philosophers, 700ff; analysis of, 319-
3493 and arithmetic, 36; causal laws,
7013 and chemistry, 28; constructionism,
87, 65, 101ff, 338-349; constructions of,
108; continuum, 718; deductive and
empiric, 346f; empirical science, 100,
1103 and ethics, 273; field in, 7173
four-dimensional manifold of, 701; gen-
eral laws, 701; and geometry, 32, 4§;
goal of analysis of, 348f; Leibniz’s view,
273; and logic, 687, 694; and mathe-
matics, 32, 45, 127, 340, 34§; minimum
vocabulary of, 687; and Occam’s razor,
1033 and perception, 421-431, 704,
713ff; and philosophy, 279; and psy-
chology, 16, 72ff, 340ff; relativity
theory, 45, 174, 330, 443, 7013 and
sense-experience, 67, 72, 320ff, 344f;
symbols of, 107; things in, 701

Physiclogical, psychology, 4873 theory of
mind, 472

Physiology, 333f

Pictorial sentence, 248

Plan, first five year, §99

Planck, Maz, 488; quantum theory of,
486

Planned society, 564, 728, 730

Planning, s95f

Plato, 12, 14, 19, 82, 92, 161, 268, 274,
281, 450, 477, $22, 550, 596, 684,
686; on measure and number, 508;
Republic, 477

Platonic, dialogues, §18; ideas, 12, 14,
19, 42, 59, 68, 114, 159ff, 260ff, 274,
281, 320; receptacle, 164

Pleasure, 306f, 698f, 721

Plotinus, 274

Pluralism, 61, 273

Poincaré, Henri, 33, 89, 183, 275, 479

Point-particles, 329

Point-producer, 109

Points, 10811, 116n, 162, 169, 191, 3431,

INDEX

705, 708; at infinity, 141; limiting,
130; singular, 150; treated like de-
scriptions, 94, 100, 1626

Policy, domestic and foreign, 649

Political, nature of socialism, §74; sciénce,
5193 theory, Russell a liberal in, 632

Politicians, 733

Population, 73§

Positive, facts, 88; propositions, 88

Positivism, 518

Positivist(s), 5245 logical,
22903 Russell a, 560

Possibilities, historical and logical, 674

Possibility, logical, 162, 410, 689; and
subjunctive conditionals, g4roff

Post, Emil L., 46

Postanalytic data, 428f

Postulation, Russell’s dislike of, 692

Potlach, 588, 594

Power, 586f, 593, 604, 616, critical dis-
cussion of Russell’s book on, §75f; love
of, 585, 594ff, 6165 moralities, 529}
morality, §21; philosophies, §75; quest
for, 653; Russell’s conception of the
nature of, §74ff; Russell’s mistrust of,
5753 theory of, §89; varieties of, §75

Pragmatism, 518, 5§63, 723, 731; as power
philosophy, 575

Pragmatists, 549

Prayer, 532

Preanalytic data, 4288

Predication, 69, 80, 437; as comparison,
434f, 685

Prediction(s), of future observations, 51,
683, historical, 631; in history, 735

Pre-established harmony, 269, 274

Prehension, 435f

Prejudices, 733

Premises, independent, 684

Prepositions, 70

Presentation, 62, 426

Preservation, of structure of science, 104

Pre-verbal knowledge, 453

Price, 614f

Price, H. H., 171, 426f, 436, 441

Primary qualities, 368%, 373, 709

Primitive, beliefs, 333f; data, 334f; knowl-
edge, 421, 43203 terms, 31, 40

Principium, identisatis  sndiscernibilium,
1370 indwiduationss, 714

Principle, which dispenses with abstrac-
tions, 92

Principles of Social Recomstruction, 537,
552

171, 172f,
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Priority, epistemological, 421-431, 433n,
704, 7138

Private, ownership, §76; space, 358

Privy council, 542

Probability, 459, 461f; calculus of, 48;
logic, 47, 49ff

Probable inference, 394

Production, economic, §69, 736

Productive, conditions, 6§6; forces, 656

Profit-motive, 574

Progress, 727

Progression, 32

Progressive education, §71f

Proletarians, §74

Promethean Free Man, 547

Proof, and knowledge, 683; and logic,
684; description of, 400

Proofs, for God’s existence, 269, 696, 548,
727

Propaganda, 7365 power of, 576

Proper names, 70, 80, 83f, 86, 94, 245,
252, 437f, 440, 682, 686, 693, 698

Properties, of a complex, 111, 323, 329,
689; intrinsic, 305, 356f, 369; of prop-
erties, 348

Property, §29; private, 606

Propositional function, 25,
1468

Proposition(s), 54, 6o, 826, 87, 92, 106,
131, 136, 141, 388, 390ff, 451, 465,
4693 and acquaintance, 253, 694f; as-
serted, 170; atomic, 82n, 85, 88, 117,
144; basic, 389, 4o2f, 421, 431-444;
and being, 170; certainty of, 251, 424,
693; and classes, 98, classification of,
42, 16§; communicability of, 390; and
concepts, 406ff; constituents of, 97, 162,
253, 694f; containing quantities, 141,
1433 conventional division of, 42, 443
definitional, 346f, 349; and descriptions,
973 dichotomy of, 42; ethical, 719;
existence, 85f, 131n, 216; hierarchy of,
1065 hypothetical, 165; Leibniz, 266,
about material things, 165, 4243 about
matter of fact, 165, 424; negative, 88;
and neutral stuff, 361; positive, 88,
psychological premises, 422 of science,
1025 of sense-data, 106, 43§; and sen-
tences, 184ff, 190ff, 220ff, 389ff; singu-
lar, 3933 tautological, 165; true, 170;
universal, 131n, 216

Protestant, §44

Protokollsdise, Neurath’s, 423

Proudhon, P. J., 616, 656

131, 134,
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Pseudo-objects, 93, 118, 160, 179, 1921,
2171, 240ff, 689

Psychoanalysis, §64; and fascism, 64, 573

Psychological premises, 422

Psychology, 14; constructionism, 100, 108;
constructions of, 1085 dynamic, 7305
and epistemology, 421ff; extension and
intension, 165; and language, 230; and
logic, 332} and order, 169; and par-
ticulars, 698; and physics, 16, 72ff;
physiological, 457; and space, 273
therapeutic, 519; of thought, 130

Psychophysical, dualism, 60, 62ff, 68, 354,
363, 3753 parallelism, 3785 problem,
449

Public space, 358

Punctual enclosure series, 110

Punishment, §71

Pupils as ends, §71

Pure, data, 334f; empiricism, 393f; his-
tory, 262; philosophy, 262

Pythagoras, 587, 687

Qualia, 426; space, 443, 6853 time, 443,
716

Qualitative, novelty, 454; series, 108n

Qualities, 63, 8of, 86; bundle of 289, 440,
686, 697, 7145 and particulars, 435f;
primary and secondary, 368fF, 373, 704,
7093 and proper names, 686; and rela-
tions, 684; sensed, 457; and substance,
718

Quanta, 108n

Quantities, 141, 143, 146, 329

Quantum, Planck’s theory of, 486; theory,
28, 45, 78, 330, 681, 701, 702, 706

Quine, W. V., 133, 148, 233n, 244, 4430

Race prejudice, 576

Radiations, as unperceived aspects, 3666

Radius of curvature of universe, 346n

Rage, 528

Ramified theory of types, 38 1321, 138,
233

Ramsey, F. P, 38, 136n, 142n, 144, 1510,
168, 177f, 213, 225, 233, 250n

Rand School for Social Science, 577

Random experimentation, 523

Rashdall, Hastings, 5§49

Rationalism, of intuitionism, 9o; of
scholastics and bolsheviks, 729

Rationality, §32; bias toward, 647; and
perception, 425§

Real, definition, §7, rr1, 114f, %18, 1205
numbers, 145, 322, 692
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Realism, 260, 320, 329, 369, 413; critical,
4373 and descriptive phrases, 13; gen-
erative, 366, 365, 368, 373; naive, 281,
338, 337, 4583 new, 72, 295ff, 154,
389, 361f, 379, 7043 of Russell’s logic,
1576, 1686F; scientific, 355n; selective,
365, 368, 371, 373

Realists, American new, 457

Reality, 12, 85; feeling of, 88, 93, 127,
130; and formal system, 32; and ideas,
2816f; and language, 230, 253f; and
logic, 32, 142f, 162ff; of thing, 67

Reason, 534

Reasonable belief, 546

Reasoning, 361, 374

Reconcilability of socialism and democ-
racy, §74

Recurrence, 33, 442, 715

Reducibility, to acquaintance, 24§, 231,
244-251; axiom of, 38, 135, 140, 142f,
147, 151, 233n

Reeves, J. W, 247

Reflexes, innate, 457

Reflexive knowledge, 290f, 315

Regimentation, 569

Region, 343, 358

Regress of similarities, 434f

Reichenbach, Hans, 404, 431n, 434

Relations, abstract theory of, 1265 ac-
quaintance with, 693; as adjectives, 60;
of alternativity, 158f, 688¢f, 694; asym-
metrical, 60; and class, 25; constituting
matter, 353ff; constituting mind, 353ff,
379ff; distrust against Bradleyan argu-
ment, 11f; of equivalence, 160; internal,
doctrine of, 60; Leibniz’s treatment of,
60, 266f; and logical constants, 162;
of memory characteristics, 116n; and
the mental, 65; notation, 12; and num-
bers, 161, 689; and order, 169; and
qualities, 684; and substance, 164y of
time and space, 1065 treated like de-
scriptions, 94; universal, 68, 684; be-
tween words and non-verbal occurrences,
395

Relativist, 560

Relativity, general theory of, 48¢ff; prin-
ciple of, 4794 of sensations, 364, 371ff;
special theory of, 483-487; theory, 4s,
174, 330, 482, 701

Religion(s), 529, §316, 566; an affair of
the individual, 635; bulwark of the
status quo, 6225 and the churches, §39;
conventional, $56; dogmatic, 551; es-
sence of, §50; in terms of growth, 550;

INDEX

7363 influence on
metaphysical aspects of,
5485 and nationalism, 7335 non-
Christian, §42; participant’s view of,
§42; positive, 5523 Russell’s indifference
to, §54; Russell’s philosophy of, §39-
§56; Ruseell’s positive view of, §523
and science, 5§53 total life of, §53; un-

and industrialiam,
Russell, 5513

dogmatic, §53; universal, §42; as a
value in educaticn, 636

Religionized ethics, §32

Religious, ambiguity, §325 consciousness,

524 education, Rumell’s, 5414 experi-

ence, rational interpretation of, §533
mystic, Russell a, 5553 prohibitions, 544

Religiousness and philosophy, 377

Replacement, axiom of, 132

Representation, 382, 457

Representative expressions, 327

Repressions, §71

Resemblance, 450f, 462

Resignation, g§g2f

Resistance, 268

Retolution of incomplete symbols, 92-110,
137}

Respect, feeling of, 116n

Response, learning, 466; types of, s00

Responsiveness, different levels of, 498f;
in nature, 500

Revelation, 531

Revision of opinion, 41

Revolt Against Dualism, The, (Lovejoy's)
448F

Revolution, 604f; American, §97; French,
§97f; October, §99, 601, 604; Russian,
723, 729, 736; socialist, 667

Rhetoric, 724

Ricardo, David, 562, 606, 608, 610

Richter, Jean Paul, 470

Rickert, Heinrich, 646

Riemannian, geometry, 45

Rockefeller, John D., 652, 665

Robertson, W., §

Roman Catholic, prohibition of divorce,
544

Romantic tradition, §19

Romanticism, Getman, 472

Root words, 467

Rosenthal, J., 270n

Rosser, J. B, 150

Round square, sce pseudo-objects

Rousseay, J. J., 19

Rule of conduct, 514

Russell(’s), Bertrand, as absolute idealist,
58, 273; absolutiom, 58, 2733 and
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American new realism, 295ff; analogies,
67, 70, g9of, 697, 728, 734f; animal
faith, 4725 approves of compulsion, 6295
basic problem of education, 624f; be-
haviorism, 313, 361; beliefs concerning
the will, 626-630; Berkeleyan phase of,
6473 on “Bertrand Russell,” 662; best
when abstract, 695; book on Power, a
critical discussion of, §75f; and Bradley,
10; brand of socialism, §68; changes in
philosophy, §8; childhood experience,
466; Christian education, 4-7; Chris-
tianity and culture, 634f; and College
of the City of New York, 27§f; con-
ception of democratic education, §73; con-
ception of the nature of power, §74ff;
conception of relation between individual
and community, 624-635; concern for
human freedom, 621f; confusing use
of term inference, 337; confusion con-
cerning “reference,” 162; consistency in
philosophy, §8, 106n, 1105 contribution
to logic, 25-28; a critical Marxist, 654,
664; defines citizens, 622; definition of
mind, 454; definition of socialism, §74;
on democracy, §75f; deprecates slogans,
686; depreciation of ordinary language,
239; diplomatic career, 10; dislike of
postulation, 692; distrust of Bradleyan
argument against relations, 11f; and
dualism, 6o, 62, 364, 377, 567, 710;
dualism in science and morals, s6of;
early Hegelian plans, 11; early Platon-
ism, 68, 481; early religiousness, 7;
economic philosophy, §81-617; economy
in reconstruction of mathematics, 325;
educational dichotomy, §70f; education,
interest in, 18, 260, 728f; educational
philosophy of, 621-642; educational
philosophy and modern society, 642;
cthical passion, 7205 and the principles
of ethics, §13-535; father, 3; feeling of
reality, 88; fellowship dissertation on
Foundation of Geometry, 11; fragmen-
tary nature of his mathematical logic,
1525 God, belief in, 517; grandparents,
3ff; great-great-grandfather W. Robert-
son, §; history, interest in, 18f; history
of philosophy, 19, 695; and Hume, 285;
humor, §68; iconoclasm, 621; idealist,
58; ideology, 573; impurity of neutral
monism, 362f, 364; inconsistency in
philosophy, 720; influence in education,
641f; influence of his logic, §2; in-
fluence of his mathematical theory, 5af;

intellectual adventures, 12, 19; interest
in economics, 11; interpreting Peano’s
system, 32ff; lack of social dynamics,
§66f; law, belicf in, 7; and Leibniz,
60, 260-276; a liberal in political
theory, 632; logical criticism of Marxist
philosophy, §62f; logic, core of philose-
phy, 260f; logic, influence of, §2; main
point of contention in educational phi-
losophy, 639ff; as a materialist, 452f;
mathematical logic, 12§-1§3; mathe-
matics, interest in, 7, §9n, 68; and
Marxism, 561ff; mental development,
3-20; Mephistophelian  quality, 621;
metaphysics, 477-509; metaphysics as
proof of religion, 11; method of analysis
undefined, 110; method, core of his
philosophy, 260; methodological con-
fusion, 472; mistrust of power, §75;
misuse of language, 336, 339; as monist,
60, 116n; influence of Moore on, 12,
58, 6off, 171, 173, 356; most important
year of his intellectual life, 12, 24;
mother, 3ff; on the nature of mind,
447-473; neutrality of his devotion to
scientific method, 230; no complacency,
725; nominalist or realist, 157ff, 686;
no theory of induction, §8; not interested
in historical process, 470; objection to
communism, §63; objections to Marx-
ism, §62f; obscurity of writing, 369,
707; ontological materialist, 700; opin-
ion of nationalism, 627; ordinary lan-
guage, depreciation of, 239, 694; over-
simplifications, §68; over-simplification
of perceptive experience, 466f; parents,
33 persistence of preoccupation with
language, 229; phenomenalism, 76, 117,
336, 357f, 367, 369f, 412f; philosophy,
analysis, fundamental eclement of, §7;
philosophy of science, 319-349; and phy-
sicalism, 78; platonic phase of his phi-
losaphy, 647; pluralism, 61, 273; political
activity, 729; political beliefs, 17, 260,
720, 729; political career of father, 3;
political carcer of Russell, x7; popular
booke, 730; positivism of, 494; postula-
tion, dislike of, 692; as practical educator,
§70; predilection for mathematical logic,
4473 preoccupation with symbolic logic,
4723 as publicist, §60; published works
and beliefs, 16; rates knowledge, 623;
realism, 127, 130, 168ff, 369; realism of
his logic, 157, 168ff; realist or nomi-
nalist, 157ff, 686; reality vs. construc-
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tion, 4933 reconciles sense of citizenship
with individual development, 630f; as
reformer, 729; religion an affair of the
individual, 638; rejection of fascism,
8§63, $733 rejection of Marxian social-
ism, §74; rejection of two principles of
modern empiricism, 3933 scepticism,
6473 and science, 1025 scientific society,
§64f; shifting emphasis from logic to
science, 481; and Henry Sidgwick, 103
similarity of his mathematical logic with
Hilbert’s, 128; socialism, the innocence
of, §73-576; as social philosopher, §59-
$773 solipsism, 61, 76, 394, 399, 493,
682, 718; and G. F. Stout, 10; style,
369, 472, 561, 646n, 707; supplements
Peano’s system, 35; sympathies with indi-

vidual, 628f; syntactical weakness of
Principia Math , Y263 teachers,

10} technical difficulties prevent his ac-
ceptance of theories, 681; tendencies of
philosophizing, 338f; theory of analysis,
110-121, 150ff; on theories of education,
632f; theory of education confused, 638;
theories of education unreconciled, 633;
theory of language, peculiarities of, 467;
theory of mind, two stages of, 448f;
theory of mind, inconsistency of, 472;
travels, 10; trend toward over-simplifi-
cation, §61; and truth, 723; two incom-
patible views, 449; utopianism in reverse,
§64f; value of theory of types, 239, 2543
view of culture, §67ff; view of leisure,
§67ff; view of science, §61; and Ward,

»J, 10; and Weierstrass, R., 11; and
Whitehead, A. N., 9, 11f, 24, 91, 1621,
268, 343, 345, 4375 and Whitman,
Walt, 11; on world government, 576f

Russell’s reply to: Max Black, 691-695;
Boyd H. Bode, 731-7345 John Elof
Boodin, 717-719; Edgar S. Brightman,
720-722, 725-727; Harold Chapman
Brown, 716-717; Justus Buchler, 720-
7283 Roderic M. Chisholm, 710-716;
Albert Einstein, 696-698; James Feible-
man, 686-69o;5 Kurt Gadel, 741; Sidney
Hook, 734-741; John Laird, 698-700;
Eduard C. Lindeman, 727-729; V. J.
McGill, 72¢-731; G. E. Moore, 690-
6913 Ernest Nagel, 700-706; Hans
Reichenbach, 681-684; W. T. Stace, 706-
7105 A. P. Ushenko, 7103 Morris
Weitz, 684-686; Philip P. Wiener, 695-
696

Ruseell, Lord Johs, 3

INDEX

Russell, Lord William, 7

Rumis, 17, 5970, 599-603, 6os, 606n, 696,
729, 739

Russian Revolution, 729, 736

Russians, 569

Rutherford, E., 488

Sacrament, §32

St. Helena, 740

St. Paul, First Epistle to the Corinthians,
509

Salvation, 534

Samaritan, 733f

Sanger, Charles, 8

Santayana, George, 261, 265, 423n, 4371,
443, 5311, 534, 553, 695

Satan, 569

Savery, William, quoted, 432

Scepticism, 10s5ff, 423-429, 4330, §39,
547f, 683; ethical and religious, §47;
Russell’s, 548

Schelling, F. W. J., 270

Schiller, F. C. S., 3474

Schilpp, Paul A., 279, 298, 316, 681,
748

Schlick, Moritz, 432, 439, 465

Scholastics, 729

Schools, and democracy, 638;
citizenship, 633

Schopenhauer, Arthur, 38, 582, 5858

Schrdder, E., 24, 126

Schrddinger, E., 488, 490, 507, 701; me-
chanics of, 488f

Schuster, Cardinal, §32

Science, 102, §42, §72, §82n; can’t deter-
mine ends, §14; and common sense,
7033 epistemological foundations of,
423ff, 4343 and ethics, 7233 and im-
mediate knowledge, 434f; and logic,
1253 and nationalism, 733; ncutrality
of, 728; not concerned with ends, §16;
philosophy of, 101f, 320ff; preservation
of structure, of, 104; Russell’s view of,
561y symbol of, 94, 995 a tool, 727
and unperceived events, 394, 6833 values
outside of, §65; and verification, 42,
107, 363f, 370f, 388, 3934, 431, 6314,
701, 707, 716; versus politics, 567

Scientific, analysis, 4§sf; development,
causes of, 669, 6725 objects, 363, 3673
realism, 3g§n; society, 728; soclety,
definition of, 5655 society, Rumell’s,
§64fy standard, 648

Scotland, 737

train in
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Scott, “the author of Waverley,” 96, 118,
128, 130, 160, 180ff, 690

Scritti, V., 264n

Secondary qualities, 3631, 373, 704, 709

Security, desire for, 541, §43

Seeing, 336, 450f, 702ff, 7138

Selective realism, 365, 368, 371, 373

Self, 63, 245f, 300f; history of a self,
5033 wholeness of the self, 503

Self-acquaintance, 298f, 306, 314

Self-consciousness, 6§

Self-direction, 629

Self-discipline, §28

Self-evidence, Leibniz on, 59; of logical
statements, 40; of mathematical axioms,
43, 7113 of primitive knowledge, 422,
424 of simples, 341; two types of, 422;
of universal relations, 79

Self-fulfilment, man’s recognition of, 629

Self-inspection, 298fF

Self-reflexivity of impredicative properties,
139

Self-subsistence of logical particulars, 84

Semantical paradoxes, 38

Semantics, 110

Semiotic, 229

Semon, R. W.,, 310

Sensation(s), 61f, 66, 71, 73f, 108, 116n,
190, 3oz2ff, 3o7ff, 315, 354, 356, 359,
361, 363f, 367f, 374, 381, 430m, 455,
716; as emergents, 496; as events, 494;
and perception, 422; relativity of, 364,
37185 Russell’s theory of, 457; and
sense-data, 704; as source of all phe-
nomena, 497; as ultimate reality, 493;
visual, 492

Sensationalism, critique of, 493f, 495-497

Senses, 376f

Sense-data, o, 62f, 67, 71f, 100, 105ff,
248, 24710, 252, 274, 283f, 320ff, 3544,
361, 364, 368, 376f, 388, 396, 421ff,
433, 435, 704

Sense-organs, 356, 366, 368, 376f

Sense-perception, and evidence, 127f

Sensed qualities, 457f

Sensibilia, 64, 105, 107, 365

Sensing, 296

Sensitiveness, “§71

Sensory core, 423, 430n3 cf. ¢ 14

Sensum, 403

Sentence, 84, 129n, 148, 184, 190ff,
193, 220ff, 38¢ff, 692; atomic, 698;
causation of, 439; form of, 698; of
infinite length, 150f, and proposition,
243ff; and situation, 4343 truth<condi-
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tion of, 396; and words, 243, 39sf,
469, 692, 698

Sentiment, §30

Series-enclosure, 109f

Sets, abstract theory of, 1285 axiomatic
theory of, 132, 144, 1525 theory of, 29,
126, 140, 144, 147

Sex-ratio, 738

Sex, social insignificance of, §6¢

Sextus Empiricus, 26

Shade of color, 78ff, 6835, 714

Shaw, George Bernard, 82

Shelley, P. B., 8

Sholokov, 601

Sidgwick, Henry, 10

Significance, and meaning, 14, 129, 149f

Signify, 128n, 129

Sigwart, C., 10

Similarity, 69, 688, 694; regress of, 434f

Simple theory of types, 38, 132n, 134, 138,
140, 144, 1476

Simplicity, 132, 713; principle of, 394

Singular, points, 150; proportions, 393

Situation, and metaphysics, 174; and sen-
tence, 434

Size, limitation of, 132

Smith, M. E., 467n

Social, democrats, German, 17; dynamics
in Russell’s philosophy, lack of, §66f;
justice, §62; miliey, importance of,
658f; organization, conspiracy against
freedom, 62:ff;' phenomena, form of
words as, 334; philosopher, distinguish-
ing marks of a, §59; philosophy, no
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temology and, §60; standards, and the
problem of evil, 627

Socialism, §84, 594, 598, 600, 666; and
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litical nature of, 5743 Ruseell’s brand
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Sterilization, 564

Stern, Bernhard J., §84n

Stimuli, 76, 422; in education, §72
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Technology, 568

Temperature, and metaphysics, 697
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philosophy, 338f

Tennyson, Alfred, 8
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Topology, 697

Totalitarianism, 729, 736

Totality, of appearances, 76; of things, 87,
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principle, 133
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Tradition, breakdown of, 634; conflicts in,
637, 639f; of democracy, 636; and in-
dustrialization, 635; and new conditions,
637f; and new movements, 635; resolv-
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§43; under strain, 636
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Transcendence of object of perception, 449
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Transfinite orders, 147

Translations, 184f, 201ff,
323ff, 348, 390, 411
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Trichotomy of propositions, 428
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of idealism, 60; with Leibniz, 267; lin-
guistic coherence theory, 388; in mathe-
-matics, 399fs no one’s privilege, 697;
and observation, 413; in physics, 331;
and probability, 49f; and proposition, 84,
438; and verifiability, 388, 393

Truth-condition, and logical analysis,
400ff 5 of sentence, 396

Truth-function, 15, 86f, 142ff, 157, 687

Truth-value, 117; of propositions, 438

Truthfulness, 5§71

Turing, A. M., 150n

Two-valued logic, 46
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692; meaning of word, 414, 692; para-
dox of dissolution of, 253ff, 691f; of
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simple, 38, 132n, 134, 138, 140, 144,
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240-253, 305ff, 341, 363, 367; empirical
and conceptual entities, 104f; inferred
entities, 10§

Undefined symbols, 162, 689

Unit, 93; class, 141

Unity of one experience, 454

Universal, propositions, 216; qualities, 78f;
relations, 78f

Universalism, 69

Universality of ethical judgment, 722

Universals, 105f, 137, 157-174, 246, 247n,
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73y 108, 394, 406, 409, 413, 441

Urban, W. M., 230n
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Utilitarianism, 675

Utility in education, the practical, 5§70
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Vienna Circle, 432
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Virtue, 568
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Vital statistics, 73¢

Vitality, 571

Voltaire, 582

Wages, theory of, 610, 613

Wallace, H. A., Go1f

War, 529, 583, 585, 730, 733, 736; and
competitive economics, §74; inevitability
of, 845 moral equivalent of, §83; mul-
tiplicity of the causes of, 576
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Wieman, Henry Nelson, §50

Wild, John, 428

Wilde, 0., “The Harlot’s House,” 495

Will, 1o8n, 374; aspect of human nature,
6238; of the citizen, 628, 630; collective,
628; conflicts in, 628f, 637f; and dis-
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vidual, 6255 of the individual, 630;
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626, 628

Windelband, Wilhelm, 648

Wisdom, 741

Wisdom, J., 282n
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Women’s suffrage, 3, 17; status of, 737

Word, 168f, 334; and context, 404ff; and
habit, 695; logical, 698; material, 2443
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sentence, 243ff, 395f, 692; and types,
237, 692; universal, §, 252, 698

Work, diminution of, 568

World, 73, 85, 87, 132, 142f, 163, 230,
240ff, 253f, 329, 341, 346, 359, 533,
688; as human world, go6f
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Culbertson’s plan for, §76n

World War I, 17; causes of, 6671

World government, Russell on, §76f

World organization, §76

Zermelo, E., 38, 132, 140f
Zero, 167, 689
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