











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































338 THE ENDLESS DIVISIBILITY

straight line that we can observe is a geries of an infinite
number of points. A pair of points related by the relation of
junction constitute a line whose length is a genuine ‘“in-
finitesimal .

I think that the above is a fair account of Prof. Strong’s
theory. He says that he approached it from a consideration
of time. Now, as time is supposed to be one-dimensional,
there is nothing analogous there to the case of a plurality of
lines in different directions. We shall see in a moment thait,
even if Prof. Strong’s theory could be accepted for time, this
difference between space and time is fatal to its application
to space. I will begin, however, by setting aside the special
difficulties which arise in connexion with space.

(i) I have no objection to the theory that, although each
point is unextended, a complex whole consisting of two points
interrelated in a certain way might have the property of
being extended. (ii) I find the notion of an intrinsically
minimal extension or duration extremely hard to swallow. If
anything seems self-evident, it is that there can be no duration
or extension such that it is intrinsically impossible for there
to be & shorter duration or extension respectively. (iii) I also
find the notion that an infinite number of equal lengths or
durations should give a finite length or duration, respectively,
quite unintelligible. Of course we can all say such things, but
have we any clear ideas corresponding to our words? Prof.
Strong refers to the fact that an endless series may converge
. to a real limit. But this is quite irrelevant for his purpose.
No doubt a series of adjoined lengths of 1/2 inch, 1/4 inch,
1/8 inch, and so on without end, has as its limit a line of 1 inch
in length. But this is not a case of adding an infinite number
of equal lengths; it is a case of adding smaller and smaller
lengths, which diminish in accordance with a certain law.
Now Prof. Strong’s infinitesimal lengths must all be equal, for
each ig the length of a line composed of two “next’ points;
and there is no possible reason to suppose that lines composed
of different pairs of ‘“next” points would have different
lengths, or that these lengths would diminish along a series in
accordance with a law. (iv) If I could see how the addition
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of an infinite number of equal lengths could give a finite
length, I might be able to see how different lines, each con.a-
posed of an infinite number of equal lengths, could differ in
length, as they obviously do. I certainly cannot see how this
can happen; but I am not sure whether this is an independent
objection, or simply a special application of the general
objection raised in (iii).

I have perhaps said enough to show that there are grave
difficulties in Prof. Strong’s theory, whether applied to space
or to time. I shall now try to show that it is hopelessly
inadequate to deal with the special peculiarities of space. Let
P be any point. Let ¢ be a point which has junction with P.
Let @’ be the point on the opposite side of P to @ which has
junction with P and is such that Q,', P, and @, are collinear.
Place the four points B,, R,, Ry, and By’ so that they form
with the points @, and @,’ the corners of a regular hexagon,
as in the figure below.

R R
X

Q! Q

ra

1 Re

Then it is obvious that these six points will have junction
with P. Also R, will have junotion with @, and R,, R, will
have junction with B, and @', @, will have junction with R,
and B, B,’ will have junction with @, and R,’, R,’ will have
junction with R, and @y, and @, will have junction with By’
and RB,. Now it seems clear to me that, on Prof. Strong’s

" theory, no other points in this plane beside the six at the

corners of this regular hexagon could have junction with pP.
For consider any other point X in the plane. If this has
junction with P, the length PX must be the same as the
length P@,, for this is the natural indivisible unit of length.
But, wherever we suppose X to be, its distance from two of
the six points at the corners of the hexagon will be less than
22-2
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!:he. lfangth PQ,. That is, it will be less than the natural
indivisible unit of length, which is impossible. So there can
be no such point in the plane as X. It follows at once that
through any point there can be three and only three co-’
planar straight lines, and that they will make an angle of
120 degrges with each other. It also follows that there will be
many pairs of points in the plane which are not collinear., For
consider the point § in the figure below.

AVAVA

R R

. S can be collinear with P if and only if either (a) S has
junction with P, or (b) there is a series of points, U, V, ete.
siuch that U has junction with P, ¥ has junction \Vii,}h U ,
and § has junction with ¥, and the direction of all these’
suc'cessive elementary lines is the same. But this condition
is incapable of fulfilment. § has not junction with P; no
line can start from P in the direction of §; and, if it oo’uld
two elementary lengths would take one beyond S, unless W(;
are prepared to say that the two sides PR, and R,S of the
triangle PR,S are together equal to the third side PS.

Now, if anything seems evident in geometry, it seems
evident that lines can be drawn through a point in innumer-
able directions in any plane, and not only in three directions
and that any two points can be joined by a straight h'net
Thus Prof. Strong’s theory is incapable of dealing with the
simplest and most obvious facts of elementary geometry.
I do not say that this absolutely condemns it. Geometry and
physics are at present in such a strange state that much
which has seemed self-evident may be found to need modifi-
ca:tion. And it may be that Prof. Strong’s theory could deal
with the modified facts. But he has plainly failed to see that
the theory, in the form in which he has stated it, is quite
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inapplicable to space, as elementary geometry has hitherto
conceived it.

1-2. McTaggart’s Theory of Dimensions. We have now seen
the relations of McTaggart’s theory of endless divisibility to
certain other important theories which have been held on
this subject. We can now continue the exposition of McTag-
gart’s theory. The next point to consider is his notion of
“ Jimensions”’ in connexion with divisibility. The strict state-
ment of his doctrine is that every particular is divisible in at
least one dimension. So long as this condition is fulfilled it
does not matter if a particular is indivisible in other dimen-
sions.

By a “dimension” McTaggart seems to mean any supreme
determinable characteristic, such that the determinates under
it form a series. Thus pitch and loudness would be dimensions
of any noise. I doubt whether McTaggart would count tone-
quality, i.e., the respect in which notes of the same pitch and
loudness played on a piano and on a violin differ, as a
dimension; for it is doubtful whether the determinates under
this determinable form a series. He remarks that he would
say that a line has the dimensions of breadth and thickness
as well as that of length, though this is contrary to common
usage. This is perfectly consistent. We can say that a line
has zero breadth and zero depth; and it may well be that our
solids are objects which have zero value of a fourth dimension.

Now what exactly is involved in saying that every parti-
cular must be divisible in at least one dimension, if *“dimen-
sion” be defined in this way?

(i) It evidently entails that every particular has at least
ons dimension, i.e., at least one supreme determinable charac-
teristic such that the determinates under it form a series.
Now this has never been asserted, much less proved, at any
previous point in the book. And no proof is given here. If
every particular had a position in a single time-series, the
condition would be fulfilled. But McTaggart has no right to
assume this, and he does not in fact believe it.

(ii) Let us, however, grant this assumption. What exactly
would be meant by saying that the particular P is divisible
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in the dimension D but is indivisible in the different, dimension
D't It would presumably mean something of the following
kind. P has a certain determinate value of D and a certain
determinate value of D’. It has a set of parts Py and P, such
that P; and P, also have the determinable D, but have
different determinate values of it, or, if they have the same
determinate value of it, have a different value of it from that
which P has. On the other hand, the members of every set
of parts of P either lack D’ altogether, or, if they have D’ at
all, have the same determinate value of it as P itself has.
Suppose, for example, that P is a finite straight line. Then it
has a certain finite length, a certain orientation, & .certain
position, and zero breadth. If P, and P, be any set of linear
pagts of P, they will have the same orientation as P, and
they will have the same breadth as P, viz., zero. The line is
therefore indivisible in the dimensions of orientation and of
breadth. But the lengths of P, and P,, though they may
happen to be the same as each other, cannot either of them
be the same as the length of P, And the positions of P; and P,
cannot be the same as each other, nor can either of them be
the same as the position of P. So the line is divisible in the
dimensions of length and of position.

McTaggart uses this doctrine of dimensions to answer an
objection which, he thinks, might plausibly be made against
his dogma of the endless divisibility of all particulars. It
might be alleged that geometry shows that there must be
points, and that these must be indivisible particulars.
McTaggart answers that the utmost that geometry could
show is that there must be particulars which are indivisible in
the three spatial dimensions of length, breadth, and depth.
The use of points in geometry would be quite unaffected if
they were endlessly divisible in some non-spatial dimension,
e.g., duration, and so geometry as such has nothing to say
against MoTaggart’s doctrine that every particular must be
divisible in at least one dimension. Moreover, the fact, if it
be a fact, that geometers have had a clear idea of a point as a
spatially indivisible particular, without thinking of it as
divisible in any other dimension, does not prove that a com-
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pletely indivisible particular really is conceivable. The only
property of a point which interested geometers was its spatial
indivisibility ; they simply did not have any occasion to con-
sider the question whether points might have non-spatial
dimensions and be divisible in at least one of these. McTaggart
holds that, if the question had been brought to their notice,
they would have seen that, if points are particulars which are
indivisible in all their spatial dimensions, they must have some
other dimension in which they are divisible.

2. Is McTaggart's Principle self-evident?

It is obviously futile to attempt to prove or to disprove that
a principle is self-evident. All that can be done by those who
find it self-evident is to take care that other people shall
really be contemplating ¢, and not confusing it with some-
thing else which is not self-evident. All that can be done by
those who do not find it self-evident is to suggest causes which
may have made it appear so to other people. We will begin
by considering what McTaggart has to say with a view to
removing possible misunderstandings and putting his readers
in a position to judge for themselves.

(i) McTaggart devotes a good deal of space to showing that
perception and introspection never reveal simple particulars
to us. Iverything that we sense or introspect appears as
having duration. And, on reflexion, we see that anything
which had duration would be divisible into successive phases.
Thus, whether there be simple partioulars or not, there is
nothing that we are acquainted with either by sensation or
by introspection to suggest that there are such particulars.
This, I think, is true. People who have held that there are
simple particulars have done so because they were persuaded
by arguments. They have done so because it seemed to them
impossible that any particular should be a group of groups of
groups...without end unless it were also a group of an
infinite number of simple particulars, as on the orthodox
mathematical theory. Some people have held also that certain
facts about memory, recognition, ete., imply that selves must
be simple particulars. Probably no one has ever held that
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there are simple particulars because he was acquainted with
particulars which appeared to him to be simple; and, if any-
one ever had held it for that reason, his position would have
been a very weak one.

(ii) Ifendlessdivisibility without simple particularsinvolved
a contradiction, and if also it were self-evident that there can
be no simple particulars, the human mind would be faced
with an insoluble antinomy. But McTaggart claims to show
that the difficulties involved in the notion of endless divisi-
bility can be solved, by the Principle of Determining Corre-
spondence, without postulating simple particulars.

(iii) The fact, which McTaggart claims to have established,
that there must be simple characteristics, and that every
characteristic which is not simple must have an ultimate total
analysis into characteristics which are simple, is no ground
for thinking that there must be simple particulors. For
characteristics and particulars are so utterly unlike in nature
that no argument by analogy from one to the other would have
any weight. Moreover, the argument by which McTaggart
professes to prove that there must be simple character-
istics, resting as it does on the notion that every charac-
teristic must “have a meaning”, would plainly have no
application to particulars.

(iv) It might be objected that, if the doctrine that there
can be no simple particulars were really self-evident, it would
hardly be such a novelty in philosophy as it is. McTaggart
answers that it is much less novel than it seems at first sight.
Many philosophers who have asserted that there are simple
substances took the word “substance’ in a much narrower
sense than McTaggart, and did not mean to assert that there
are particulars which are not themselves groups of particulars.
These philosophers meant by “substances” continuants, as
distinguished from occurrents. What they meant to assert was
that there are continuants which are not groups of con-
tinuants. They did not deny that their “simple substances”
had a plurality of successive total states. Nor did they deny
that each total state was internally complex, and composed
of a plurality of contemporary occurrents. In fact Leibniz,
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who is regarded as the typical believer in “simple substances”
most strongly asserted both these propositions. Now, on
McTaggart’s view, each total state of a continuant is a
particular; each occurrent in any total state is a particular;
and every particular is to be called a “substance”. So it is
possible that even Leibniz would have admitted that there
can be no simple “substances” in McTaggart’s sense of the
word.

In §§ 168-70 of the Nature of Ewistence McTaggart mentions
three reasons which ought to make us cautious in accepting
his principle of the impossibility of simple particulars. (i) It
is always dangerous to accept any proposition as self-evident,
especially when there is not a universal consensus of expert
opinion in its favour. (ii) He thinks that, if we accept this
principle as a premise, very desirable consequences can be
derived from it, and that, unless we accept it, these con-
sequences cannot be proved. This may, he admits, have
biassed him in favour of the principle. (iii) It must be admitted
that, even if there were simple particulars, we could not
possibly imagine what they would be like. For we are cer-
tainly not acquainted with anything that appears on in-
spection to be a simple particular, and therefore we have no
experience on which to base an image of such a particular.
Now there is always a danger of thinking that what is un-
imaginable is inconceivable, in the sense that the existence of
such a thing is self-evidently impossible. And we might be
making this mistake when we say that it is self-evidently
impossible that there should be simple particulars.

Having honestly warned us of these possible sources of
error, and having told us that he has done his best to guard
against them himself, McTaggart says that, nevertheless, it
does seem to him impossible that there should be a particular
which is not itself a group of particulars. Let us now address
ourselves directly to the question which McTaggart has pre-
sented so clearly and so fairly for our consideration.

In § 171 of the Nature of Existence McTaggart tries to make
us see that there could not be simple particulars by pointing
out that, if there were simple particulars, they would lack
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certain characteristics which, he alleges, we can see that any
particular must have. (i) We are to ask ourselves whether ““a
substance could be made without a filling of some sort, and
whether there could be any filling for a substance except a
set of parts”. Or, to put it in another way, “we may reflect
that, if a substance had no parts, there would be nothing
inside it, and we may ask ourselves whether the conception
of a substance with no inside is tenable”. (ii) A simple sub-
stance, from the nature of the case, could have no internal
structure, since to have “internal structure’ means to have
parts which are interrelated in some way, whether it be closely
or loosel;;r. Is it conceivable that there should be a substance
with no internal structure even of the loosest kind? (iii) A
simple substance could have no history and no duration. For,
if it persisted through time, it would be divisible in the
temporal dimension. If a simple substance were in time at all,
it would have to occupy a single indivisible instant. Is it
conceivable that there should be a substance which was in
time and yet had no history and no duration?

Now the first remark to be made is to remind the reader
once more of the extremely wide sense in which McTaggart
uses the word “substance”. It is to cover both continuants
and occurrents. It is therefore necessary that McTaggart
should make us see, not only that there could not be simple
continuants, but also that there could not be simple occurrents.
Now consider the three questions which he asks us to put to
ourselves. As regards the first, the terms “filling” and “in-
side”, are plainly metaphorical, and it is so difficult to see
what literal meaning to attach to them that they do not help
me in the least to make up my mind on the question. “Filling”’
calls up nothing in my mind but an image of my dentist
stopping a tooth. And “inside’’ merely arouses vague images
of stomach-ache. As regards the second question, even if I
grant that it is difficult to conceive of a continuant which had
no internal structure, I do not find the same difficulty about
an occurrent. Is there any ““internal structure” in a uniform
noise? But a uniform noise is a “substance’ in McTaggart’s
sense. Again, granted that every continuant must ‘“have a
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history”’, is it obvious that every event in the history of a
continuant must itself have a history? Is it not, on the
contrary, quite plain that events do not have histories? Yet
the states of continuants will be ““substances” in McTaggart’s
gsense. Lastly, granted that every continuant must endure
throughout a finite time, is it at all obvious that every state
of a continuant must do so?

Let us now go more into detail. There are two complications
to be noticed. (i) McTaggart always assumes that what is
called a “continuant” is a group, and that what would be
called “adjoined successive total phases in the history of the
continuant” are a set of parts of it. And he further assumes
that what would be called a *‘total phase in the history of a
continuant’ is a group, and that what would be called “con-
temporary occurrents in a continuant’ are a set of parts of a
total phase of that continuant. (if) In order to make the
impossibility of simple particulars obvious to us, McTaggart
constantly appeals to considerations about duration, history,
etc. Yet in point of fact he holds that no particular can have
duration or temporal position, that there can be no change,
and therefore that nothing has a history. Thus all such appeals
can be only argumenta ad homines, and it is very difficult to
see what weight to attach to them if we grant McTaggart’s
contention that duration, temporal position, and change are
delusive appearances. I will take these two points in turn,

(i) For the present we will leave out of account the fact
that McTaggart denies the reality of time and change. Prob-
ably most people who admit the reality of time would agree
that it is self-evidently impossible that there should be an
instantaneous continuant. Every continuant must persist
through some duration. It must have a history, long or
short, monotonous or variegated. This history, whether long
or short, variegated or monotonous, consists of adjoined
successive phases. Iach such phase consists of adjoined sue-
cessive phases, and so on without end. So, if the successive
phases in the history of a continuant be particulars, the
history of any continuant will have a set of parts which are
adjoined successive phases and are particulars. And so on
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without end. If, further, a continuant be identified with its
own history, it will follow that every continuant has a set of
parts, each of whose members has a set of parts, and so on
without end. It will follow that there can be no simple
continuants. It must be noted that this is valid, even as an
argumentum ad hominem, only if we accept the premise that a
continuant can be identified with its own history. It must
further be noted that, even on this assumption, it will not
show that there are no simple particulars at all, which is what
McTaggart wants us to admit, I will now justify this latter
criticism.

We have seen that there is no inconsistency between a
particular having a set of parts whose members have a set of
parts, and so on without end, and its also having a set of
parts whose members are an infinite number of simple
particulars. This was, I hope, made clear when we discussed
the orthodox mathematical theory of the endless divisibility
of lines, areas, and volumes. If the history of a continuant
had a set of parts whose members were a compact series of
successive instantaneous events, it would necessarily also have
a set, of parts whose members are adjoined successive phases
of finite duration. Each of these phases would necessarily
have a set of parts whose members were shorter adjoined
successive phases, and so on without end. So, even if the
successive phases of the history of a continuant were a set of
parts of the continuant itself, it would not follow that the
continuant might not also have a set of parts whose members
are instantaneous particulars forming a compact series.

And so we are brought to the question: “Granted the
reality of time, is it possible that there should be instantaneous
particulars which are not divisible in any other dimension
and are therefore simple? McTaggart would presumably say
that he can see that this is impossible. Now the first remark
which I would make is that it seems to me that duration, or
that dimension, whatever it may be, which is perceived as
duration, is the only dimension thatis relevant to the question.
If there is any objection to instantaneous particulars, it is
that they would have no duration. If this is an objection, it
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will not help them in the least to be divisible in other
dimensions. And, if this is not an objection, there is no need
for them to be divisible in other dimensions. Consider, for
example, a flash of colour. This has some duration and some
spatial extension. Now suppose we raise the question: “Could
there be an instantaneous coloured flash?” It does seem
plain that, if anyone denied this to be possible, it would be
no answer to point out that even an instantaneous flash
might be spatially extended and therefore divisible in the
spatial dimension. The only conceivable objection to the
possibility of an instantaneous flash is its wnstantaneousness.
The only conceivable objection to the possibility of a puncti-
form flash is punctiformity. No one who objected to the
possibility of a particular which was indivisible in one of these
dimensions would be satisfied by being told that such a
particular might be divisible in the other. Yet, on McTaggart’s
view, he ought to be satisfied, provided there is at least one
dimension in which a particular is divisible, no matter what
that dimension may be, even though the particular is in-
divisible in every other dimension. It seems to me then that
the objection which many people would feel to the possibility
of instantaneous particulars has very little bearing on
McTaggart’s principle that every particular must be divisible
in some dimension or other, no matter what.

Now, when I reflect, I cannot see any clear impossibility in
the notion of an instantaneous event. The worst that I can
say of it is that it is unfamiliar and has a rather “artificial
flavour about it. But, seeing that instantaneous events, if
such there be, could neither be perceived nor imaged, this
unfamiliarity and this flavour of “artificiality” are exactly
what we might expect to find in the notion of instantaneous
events.

The next point to be noted is that McTaggart’s identifi-
cation of a thing with its own history cannot possibly be
accepted. Granted that every thing has a history, and that
every history is divisible into successive phases within phases
without end, it does not follow that the thing itself is divigible
in the temporal dimension. It is plainly contrary to common
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sense to say that the phases in the history of a thing are parts
of the thing. I have discussed this subject in Chap. vir of the
present work, and I may refer the reader to Section 1-21 on
Processes and Things. 1 suggested that there is not a special
class of particulars to which the name “things” or ‘““con-
tinuants’ applies. If so, the question of temporal divisibility
can arise only about events or processes, and we have already
discussed it in that connexion. But, if we reject thissuggestion,
and hold that there is a special class of particulars to which
the name “things” or “continuants’ applies, it is plain that
the relation of these particulars to time is quite different from
the relation of events or processes to time. They would
“persist through” periods of time, whilst processes “go on
for” periods of time. Granted that no continuant could be
instantaneous, it might be equally true that no continuant
could have temporal extension. Both of these alternatives
may apply only to events or processes. If so, the endless
temporal divisibility of the history of a continuant would be
compatible with the complete indivisibility of the continuant
itself.

(ii) It is plainly rather unfortunate that duration, which is
the one characteristic in respect of which it is plausible to
hold that every particular must be endlessly divisible, should
be a characteristic which McTaggart regards as delusive. This
might not matter very much if the characteristic in respect
of which every particular is endlessly divisible were the real
characteristic which we misperceive as duration. According
to McTaggart there is a real non-temporal series which we
misperceive as a series of events. Anyone who was persuaded
that every particular must be divisible in respect of duration
might be willing to substitute for duration that non-temporal
dimension, whatever it may be, which we misperceive as
duration. But, unfortunately, this would not be permissible
on McTaggart’s theory of time. This is stated by anticipation
in the footnote on p. 182 of the Nature of Existence, and it is
worked out in elaborate detail in Vol. 11 of that work. It is
quite certain that the characteristic in respect of which all
particulars are endlessly divisible is not, on McTaggart’s view,
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the characteristic which is misperceived as duration. And it
is quite certain that, on McTaggart’s view, there are particulars
which are indivisible in that dimension which is misperceived
as duration. (See Nature of Haistence, Vol. 11, §§ 537-41
inclusive, and § 621.) Thus we have the curious situation that
a particular may be indivisible in the dimension which is
misperceived as duration, and yet that duration is the one
dimension in regard to which it seems plausible to hold that
every particular must be endlessly divisible.

*3. Some further Remarks on Divisibility.

I hope that the considerations which I have brought for-
ward in the above discussion will suffice to give pause to
anyone who may be inclined to accept the endless divisibility
of all particulars as self-evident. Before leaving the subject
I propose to add a few further remarks on divisibility.

Let W be any compound particular. Then, at any moment
¢, at which W exists, it consists of a certain group of parti-
culars, Py, Pras +-- Pra, interrelated in a certain characteristic
way, which we will denote by s,. If the compound particular
W exists from the moment ¢, to the moment £,,, its history
may be represented by the following table.

Wy = 8 (P Pras ++- Pin)
Wy = Sy (Par> Pags -+ Pon)

..............................

Wy = Sy (Pm, sz; vee pﬂm)

Here the various s’s will be either the same characteristic
determinate form of a certain determinable relation S, or
they will be a sensibly continuous series of different deter-
minates under such a determinable relation. The p’s which
occupy corresponding positions in the successive rows may
represent a single persistent particular; or they may represent
different particulars, which enter the whole, play their part
in it for a short time, and then leave it and are replaced by
similar particulars which play a similar part. The first alter-
native is approximately illustrated by such a compound
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particular as a watch; the second is approximately illustrated
by such a compound particular as a living organism.

Now, if at any moment any particular which then formed a
part of W had not existed, W would not have existed. And,
even though at a certain moment all the particulars which in
fact formed parts of W had existed, yet W would not have
existed unless they had then been interrelated in precisely
the way in which they then were in fact interrelated. This is
summed up in the statement that every compound particular
is existentially dependent on the existence and the inter-
relations of those particulars which are its parts.

Let us suppose that it is logically possible that each of the
particulars which in fact are parts of W at a certain moment
should have existed even though the other particulars which
are parts of W at that moment had not existed. And let us
further suppose that, even though all the particulars which
in fact are parts of W at a certain moment had existed, yet
they might have then been interrelated in a different way
from that in which they in fact were interrelated. Most
people would be inclined to say that this condition is fulfilled,
for example, if W is a watch, and the p’s are its wheels, hands,
spring, ete. Then we could say that W “stands in a one-sided
relation of existential dependence on those particulars which
are its parts”. Let us call any compound particular which
stands in a relation of one-sided dependence on those par-
ticulars which are its parts an ‘“ Extrinsic Unity”.

Even whenitislogically possible that some of the particulars
which are parts of a whole W might have existed in the
absence of the other particulars which are parts of W, this
may be cousally impossible. And, even when it is logically
possible that the particulars which are so interrelated as to
form the whole W might have been differently interrelated,
this may be causally impossible. It is, so far as one can see,
logically possible that that particular which is my brain might
have existed now even though that particular which is my
heart had not existed. But it would seem to be causally
impossible that the one should have existed if the other had
not existed and if the two had not stood in much the same
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relations to each other as actually do hold between them. I
propose to call compound particulars of the sort which I have
just been considering * Organic Compounds”. And I propose
to call those extrinsic unities which are not organic compounds,
in the sense just explained, “Mechanical Compounds”.

Now there is, prima facie, one other alternative. W might
be a whole of such a kind that it is logically impossible that
any particular which is in fact a part of W should have
existed unless all the other particulars which are in fact parts
of P had existed also. And it might be logically impossible
that those particulars which are in fact related in such a way
as to be parts of W should have been interrelated in any
other way. In such a case, though the whole is still exist-
entially dependent on those particulars which are its parts,
the relation of existential dependence would no longer be
one-sided. Tor if P be in fact a part of W, P could not have
existed unless all the other parts of W had existed and had
stood to each other and to P in precisely the relations in
which they in fact stand in the whole W. Hence P could not
have existed unless it had been a part of W, and it could not
have existed unless it had occupied precisely that position
in W which it does in fact occupy. Thus the relation of
existential dependence between whole and parts would in this
case be reciprocal and not one-sided. Let us call any com-
pound particular which stands in a relation of reciprocal
dependence to those particulars which are its parts an “In-
trinsic Unity .

If we accepted the Newtonian theory of substantival
Absolute Space, any region of Absolute Space would be a
compound particular of the kind which I have called an
“intrinsic unity”’. Consider, for example, a cubical region of
Absolute Space. This is a particular. And it is a compound,
composed, inter alia, of eight smaller cubical regions adjoined
along their faces. Now it is logically impossible that any of
these smaller cubes should have existed without all the rest,
for it is logically impossible that there should be “holes” in
Absolute Space. And it is logically impossible that these
smaller cubes should have existed and should not have been

BMCT 23
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adjoined exactly as they are in fact adjoined. For it is
logically impossible that any region of Absolute Space should
have had a different position or orientation from that which
it in fact has.

To sum up. There would seem to be two fundamentally
different kinds of compound particular conceivable, viz., ex-
trinsic and intrinsic unities. And there would seem to be two
different kinds of extrinsic unities conceivable, viz., mechanical
compounds and organic compounds. I would add that it
seems to me likely that, when Spinoza maintaing that only
the modes of Extension are divisible, and that the Attribute
of Extension is indivisible, he is thinking of those facts about
substantival Absolute Space which would make it an instance
of an intrinsic unity.

Now, when people say that it is inconceivable that thero
should be compound particulars whose parts are compound
particulars and so on without end, I suspect that they are
thinking of extrinsic unities. What they find inconceivable is
that there should be particulars which stand in a relation of
one-sided existential dependence on other particulars which
themselves stand in a relation of one-sided dependence on
other particulars, and so on without end. But, granted that
this state of affairs is impossible, it seems to me that they are
not justified in concluding that there must be simple parti-
culars, as Leibniz did. For the difficulty would be avoided
equally well if the series ended with intrinsic unities, i.e., with
compound particulars, such as regions of Absolute Space
would be, which stand in a relation of reciprocal dependence
to the particulars which are their parts. Unless the notion of
intrinsic unities can be shown to be impossible they remain
an alternative to the assumption of simple particulars.

The “billiard-ball” atoms of the old-fashioned physics
would be organic compounds and not intrinsic unities. It is
inconsistent with the laws of nature that a fragment of one of
these little “billiard-balls” should have existed without the
rest of it, and it is inconsistent with the laws of nature that
these two fragments should not have been adjoined to form a
complete little “billiard-ball”, But there is no logical im-
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possibility in either of these suppositions. This was expressed
by saying that the atoms were “physically indivisible” but
“geometrically divisible without end”. Thus this kind of
atom could not be taken as an ultimate unit from a philo-
sophical point of view.

It would be quite possible, however, for anyone who ac-
cepted the theory of substantival Absolute Space to accept
the “billiard-ball’’ atom in one sense, and yet to deny that
the atoms are compound particulars of the kind just de-
seribed. Let us suppose that there are certain absolutely
determinate qualities g,, g,, ... etc., which are capable of
pervading regions of Absolute Space. Let us suppose that at
every moment there are n non-intersecting spherical regions
of Absolute Space, each of radius @, pervaded by the quality
qa. Let us further suppose that at no moment are any regions
of Absolute Space except such spherical regions and their
parts pervaded by the quality ¢,. Denote the regions thus
pervaded at any moment £, by the symbols @y, @, ... Gpa.
Lastly, let us suppose that the regions are so related that the
symbols can be arranged in a table of rows and columns, as
given below, such that each column has the property stated
in the next sentence,

A1y Qizs o0 Ayg

............................

Regions whose symbols occur in the same column are to be
either (i) identical, in which case we shall talk of a certain
atom as resting; or (ii) are to intersect each other if their
symbols occur in rows that are near together in the table, and
are to have more and more in common in proportion as the
rows in which their symbols occur are nearer together in the
table. In the latter case we shall talk of a certain atom as
moving. Strictly speaking, what “rests” or “moves” will be
the quality ¢,. Precisely similar conditions are to hold,
mutatis mutandis, for the other qualities, g,, ¢,, etc., and the
23-2
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regions which they pervade. Thus we shall have “different
kinds of atom” with, perhaps, different characteristic radii,
a, b, ¢, ete.

On such a view as this there would be a perfectly good sense
in which the structure of the physical world is atomic, and
the atoms are finite spheres. And yet the atoms would not
be particulars which are organic compounds, as they would
be on the more usual form of this theory. To say that an
atom is physically indivisible, but geometrically divisible
without end, would have the following meaning. It would
mean that it is a law of nature that the quality ¢, always
pervades non-intersecting spherical regions of Absolute Space
of radius a, and never pervades anything but such regions
and their parts; but that there is no kind of logical necessity
about this fact. And each such sphere, being a region of
Absolute Space, is an snifrinsic unity, having parts within
parts without end, but standing to its parts in a relation
of reciprocal dependence.

CHAPTER XX

THE IMPLICATIONS OF
ENDLESS DIVISIBILITY

In Chap. xx111 of the Nature of Existence McTaggart considers
whether the doctrine that every particular has parts within
parts without end is or is not compatible with everything else
which is known a priori to be true of particulars. He tries to
show that it can be reconciled with certain propositions,
which be claims to have deduced from @ priori premises, if
and only if certain conditions, which he enunciates, are ful-
flled. He therefore concludes that, in some way or other,
these conditions are fulfilled. And this, as we shall see, is an
absolutely essential stage in the construction of his system.

The reader must be warned at the outset that the conclusion
is not easy to state accurately and briefly, that the argument
is abstract and difficult to follow, and that consequently a
considerable effort of attention will be demanded of him.
McTaggart starts by introducing and attempting to define the
relation which he calls “Presupposition”. He then conducts
the main argument in terms of this notion. His account of
Presupposition is, as we have already seen, extremely con-
fused in statement. I have tried to clear up the confusions in
Chap. x11 of this work. Fortunately, it is quite possible to
state McTaggart’s main argument here without using the
notion of Presupposition at all. I propose therefore to put the
argument in my own way, and to show that it is invalid. It
will save time and trouble in the long run if we start by making
certain preliminary explanations, and introducing and de-
fining certain technical terms. By this means we shall be
able to deal with the difficulties piecemeal, and finally to state
the argument without intolerable prolixity.

1. Preliminary Explanations and Definitions.

(@) Consider any particular P. According to McTaggart,
this will necessarily have parts. Let 7P; and "P, be two parts
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which exactly make up P without overlapping each other.
We will call the group "P,."P, a “First-order Set of Parts
of P”. There will, of course, be innumerable other sets of two
parts of P which will equally be first-order sets of parts of P,
e.g., P,.P,.

Now 7P, and "P, will themselves be particulars. Each will
therefore have parts. Let 7P, and 7Py, be a first-order set of
parts of P;. And let 7Py and 7Py, be a first-order set of parts
of 7P,. Then the group "Py;."Pyy."Py . "Py, will be a set of
parts of P. We will call it a ““Second-order Set of Parts of P>,
and we will say that it is “immediately subsequent to ““the
group "P,.7P,. There will, of course, be innumerable other
second-order sets of parts of P which are immediately sub-
sequent to "P,."P,. And there will be innumerable other
second-order sets of parts of P which are not subsequent to
*P;."P,, but are immediately subsequent to one of the in-
numerable other first-order sets of parts of P. Let us now
consider any one series of sequent sets of parts of P. We may
denote the successive terms of such a series by 7P!, 7P2
*P3, .... Any such series as a whole may be denoted by 7S(P).
We will call any such series a ““Series of Sets of Parts of P”.

The diagram below illustrates these conceptions. Init P is
the full line in the middle. Above it are the first two terms of
one series *S (P) of sets of parts of P. Beneath it are the first
two terms of another series 7S (P) of sets of parts of P:

Py Py Py SPy, 3}’3
PR > <
P, sp, sp1
> -
P
P, P, rpt
- 3 et et -
TPy TPy, N TPy TPy, P2
’ S
¥

(b) The next point to notice is this. Suppose we have
sufficient descriptions of all the members of a certain term *P»
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in a certain series "S(P). Then we can derive from them
sufficient descriptions of all the members of all the terms
which precede 7P in the series, and we can derive a sufficient
description of P itself. Suppose, for example, that "P;; were
sufficiently describable as ‘“the only instance of the charac-
teristic ¢,;”’; that 7Py, were sufficiently describable as “the
only instance of the characteristic ¢;,”; and so on, mutatis
mutandis, for 7P, and 7P,,, the remaining members of 7P2,
Then 7P, could be sufficiently described as ““the particular
which has a set of parts whose members are the only instance
of ¢;; and the only instance of ¢,,”. 7P, could be sufficiently
described as “the particular which has a set of parts whose
members are the only instance of ¢, and the only instance
of ¢y,”". Now P could be exclusively, though not sufficiently,
described as “the particular which has a set of parts whose
members are 7P, and "P,”. And we could evidently get a
sufficient description of P by substituting in this exclusive
description the sufficient descriptions of 7P, and 7P, which we
have already derived. It is clear that this process is quite
general.

(c) Now it would seem to be possible that there might be
some particulars which could be sufficiently described only in
this way, i.e., only by reference to the sufficient descriptions
of a certain set of parts of them. Of any such particular we
will say that it is “not sufficiently describable without refer-
ence to its successors”.

(d) On the other hand, in some cases, a particular has at
least one sufficient description from which can be derived
sufficient descriptions of every member of a certain set of
parts of it. A certain particular, for example, might have the
characteristic of being a rowing-eight whose aggregate mass is
exactly 94-3279 stone. And it might well be that no other
particular in the universe has this characteristic. If so, this
characteristic is a sufficient description of this particular.
From it anyone who knew the invariable structure of a
rowing-eight could derive sufficient descriptions of every one
of a certain set of parts of it. For every rowing-eight contains
one and only one cox, one and only one stroke and so on.
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Thus one part could be sufficiently described as “the cox in
the only rowing-eight whose aggregate mass is exactly
94-3279 stone’’; another part could be sufficiently described
as “the stroke in such a rowing-eight”’; and so on for all the
nine men who are a set of parts of the rowing-eight.

It is plain, however, that most sufficient descriptions of
most particulars have not this property. It is, for example, a
sufficient description of a certain particular that it is the
largest college whose head is not elected by the fellows. But
no sufficient description of any of the fellows, or of the
members of any other set of parts of this particular, can be
derived from this sufficient description of Trinity College,
Cambridge.

If a particular has at least one sufficient description from
which can be derived sufficient descriptions of all the members
of at least one set of parts of it, I shall call it ““descriptively
fertile”. If it has no such sufficient description, I shall call
it “descriptively barren”. Now suppose that a certain parti-
cular were descriptively fertile. Then it might possibly have
a certain sufficient description from which could be derived
sufficient descriptions of every member of every term in an
unending series of sets of parts of it. If a particular had a
sufficient description of this kind, I should call it a “de-
scriptive ancestor” with respect to this series of sets of parts,
and I should call the terms which are subsequent to it in the
series its “descriptive descendants”. It would, of course, be
possible for one and the same term to be an ancestor and a
descendant. If there were one which was an ancestor and not
a descendant, I should call it a ““descriptive progenitor”.

2. McTaggart's Arguments.

We are now in a position to deal, in our own way, with
McTaggart’s arguments. McTaggart claims to prove two
propositions. (i) That every series of sets of parts of any
particular must contain a term which is a descriptive ancestor.,
That is, it must contain a term such that the members of this
term have sufficient descriptions from which can be derived
sufficient descriptions of all the members of all subsequent
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terms in the series. (ii) The mode of derivation must not be
merely analytic. That is, the description of the members of
the ancestral term must not be simply an endless conjunction
of descriptions of each member of each of its descendants.
From such a description one could, of course, “derive”
descriptions of all the members of all subsequent terms, in the
sense in which you can “derive” the fact that X is a man from
the fact that X is a black man. But this purely analytic kind
of derivation, according to McTaggart, is useless for the
present purpose. We will now consider the attempted proofs
of these two propositions in turn.

2-1. The Proof of Proposition (i). The argument divides into
three stages.

(@) He professes to prove the following proposition. “In
any series of sets of parts of a particular P there must be some
term 7P, such that its members, and the members of all terms
which are subsequent to it in the series, are sufficiently de-
scribable without reference to their successors.”

The argument is this. The series is endless, owing to the
endless divisibility of every particular. So, if no member of
any term in the series could be sufficiently described without
reference to sufficient descriptions of members of its successors
in the series, no member of any term would ever be sufficiently
described. Yet every particular must have a sufficient «de-
scription. McTaggart concludes that there must be some term
of the series, say "P», such that every member of it and every
member of all its successors in the series is describable without
reference to its successors.

Tt is quite certain that this conclusion is much stronger than
the premises will warrant. The only conclusion which can
properly be drawn from the premises is the following: ““Any
member of any term in the series must be either («) sufficiently
describable without reference to its successors, or (8) if not,
be sufficiently describable by reference to successors which are
themselves sufficiently describable without reference to thewr
successors”. Now this leaves it possible that every term in
the series contains some members which are not sufficiently
describable without reference to their successors, Forexample,
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"P; might be describable only in terms of 7P;; and *P,,, which
were describable without reference to their successors. Py,
might be describable only in terms of 7P,;; and 7P,,,, which
were describable without reference to their successors, 7P,
might be describable only in terms of "Pyy;, and 7Py,,, which
were describable without reference to their successors. And
80 on without end. No member of any term in the series need
lack a sufficient description, even though each term in the
series should have some members which could be sufficiently
described only by reference to their successors. So McTaggart’s
conclusion is unwarranted.

(b) The next stage in the argument is as follows: “If no
term in the series were a descriptive ancestor, there would be
no term whose members must be sufficiently describable with-
out reference to their successors”. Of course the members of
any term in the series might in point of fact be describable
without reference to their successors, even though no term
in the series were a descriptive ancestor. But this would be a
purely contingent fact about any such term. And, if it were
the case that all the endless series of terms after a certain term
in the series were' describable without reference to their suc-
cessors, this would be a contingent conjunction of an endless
series of contingent facts. If, on the other hand, a certain
term "P” of the series were a descriptive ancestor, it would
necessarily follow that every member of every term in the
series after "P" was describable without reference to its suc-
Cessors.

(c) McTaggart thinks that the following two propositions
are incompatible with each other. (a) “There must be some
term in the series such that every member of every term after
it is describable without reference to its successors”; and
(B) “There is no term in the series such that every member of
every term after it must be describable without reference to
its successors”,

Now the first of these propositions is supposed to have been
established by the argument in (¢). And the argument in %)
is supposed to show that the second proposition is entailed by
the supposition that no term in the series is a descriptive

ENDLESS DIVISIBILITY 363

ancestor. So the latter supposition entails a consequence
which is incompatible with the result which is supposed to
have been established in (). Hence this supposition must be
rejected. We are therefore entitled to conclude that some set
in the series ¢s a descriptive ancestor.

In this argument McTaggart has committed a gross logical
fallacy through confusing two entirely different kinds of pro-
position which are often expressed in English by rather
similar sentences. The two kinds of proposition are: («) “There
must be an S which is in fact P’’; and (B) “There is in fact
an S which must be P, These two quite different kinds of
proposition are often both expressed by the ambiguous sen-
tence “Some S must be P”’. The contradictory of the second
is, of course, the proposition “There is 4n fact no S which is
necessarily P, This is perfectly compatible with the assertion
of the first, viz., “There must be an S which is in fact P,

I will first illustrate the distinction by an example, and will
then show how it ruins McTaggart’s argument in (¢). Suppose
there were certain pennies in a bag, and that I were to draw
them out one by one, Then («) there must be some penny
which I shall in fact draw first. But (B) there is in fact no
penny which I must draw first. In the same way we could
accept both the proposition which is supposed to be estab-
lished in (@) and the proposition which is alleged in (b) to
be entailed by the supposition that no term in the series is a
descriptive ancestor. That there must be some term in the
series such that every member of every term after it is
describable without reference to its successors is a proposition
which is quite compatible with there being no term in the
geries such that every member of every term after it must be
describable without reference to its successors. There is no
more contradiction here than there is between the proposition
that there must be some man who in fact was the last to pass
through the turnstile at the National Gallery yesterday and
the proposition that there s in fact no man who necessarily
was the last to pass through the turnstile yesterday. Thus,
even if we admitted that the argument in (@) had proved what
McTaggart thought it did, the argument in (¢) would give us
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no right to accept the conclusion that there must be some
term in the series which is a descriptive ancestor,

The final conclusion of the chain of arguments which we
have been considering may now be summed up as follows.
“In order to reconcile the two a priori principles that every
particular is endlessly divisible and that every particular has
a sufficient description, it is necessary and sufficient that every
series of sets of parts of any particular should contain a term
which is a descriptive ancestor.” We have seen that this
conclusion is wholly unproved by McTaggart’s arguments.
Stage (a) contains a logical fallacy, and stage {(¢) contains
another and much grosser logical fallacy. We should therefore
have no ground for holding that every series of sets of parts
of any particular containg a term which is a descriptive
ancestor, even if we had accepted the two a prior: principles
mentioned above. But in fact we have accepted neither of
them. And so, it seems to me, we must regard this absolutely
essential stage in the development of McTaggart’s system as
an invalid inference from uncertain premises.

22, T'he Proof of Proposition (ii). Let "S(P) be any series of
sets of parts of P. Every member of every term in this series
will have a sufficient description, whether anyone happens
to know such a description or not. Let C; be a sufficient
description of "P;, C, be a sufficient description of 7Py, Oy
be a sufficient description of "Py;, and so on for each member
of each term of the series. Now it is plain that the property
of having the set of parts 7P, and "P,, and the set of parts
7Py, and 7Py, and 7P, and 7Py, and so on. . .belongs to P and
to P only. It is therefore an exclusive description of P. If we
substitute in it sufficient descriptions of the parts, we shall
have a sufficient description of P. This will be the property of
having a set of parts whose sufficient descriptions are C; and
C, respectively, and a set of parts whose sufficient descriptions
are Cp, and Cy, and Cy; and Cy, respectively, and so on.. . .Such
a sufficient description of P would, indeed, be infinitely com-
plex, and no one could possibly know it. But the fact that
no one could know it is merely epistemological, and therefore
irrelevant for the present purpose. And McTaggart asserts
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that the infinite complexity of the description is not in itself
an objection to it (§ 192). Now it is obvious that such a
sufficient description of P would, in one sense, make P a de-
seriptive ancestor. For it just is a conjunction of sufficient
descriptions of all the members of all the terms in the series
"S(P), and so it is obvious that a sufficient description of any
member of any term in the series can be “derived” from it.
Why should we not be content with this?

McTaggart attempts to show in § 194 that this kind of
description and this kind of derivation are inadmissible. His
argument may be put as follows. If the description of P
which we are now considering were adequate to provide suffi-
cient descriptions of all P’s parts in the series *S(P), it would
be more than adequate. If we have sufficient descriptions of
all the members of any term 7P* of the series, we do not also
need sufficient descriptions of the members of any of the
earlier terms. Suppose, for example, that we have sufficient
descriptions of all the members of 7P2 Let us call them
Cyys Oy, Oy, and Oy respectively. Then 7P, is sufficiently
described as the particular which has a set of parts whose
members are the only instance of C}; and the only instance of
Cis. "P, can be sufficiently described in a similar way, with
Cy; and Cy, substituted for Oy and Cyy. And then P itself can
be sufficiently described as the particular which hag a set of
parts whose members answer respectively to these two de-
seriptions. It is thus clear that, if any sufficient description
of the kind which we are now considering be adequate at all,
it will be more than adequate, for the purpose of providing
sufficient descriptions of all the parts of P that fall within
the terms of the series 7S(P). For every term in the series has
a successor; and the sufficient descriptions of all the members
of any term, however low in the series, render the sufficient
descriptions of the members of all its predecessors superfluous
for the purpose in hand.

Now McTaggart asserts (§ 194) that “It is clear that for
every adequate description for any purpose there must be at
least one minimum adequate description”, i.e., one from which
everything that is superfluous for the purpose has been left
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out. No proof of this is offered, so presumably McTaggart
regarded it as self-evident,

The argument should now run as follows, though this is not
precisely the way in which McTaggart puts it. If the de-
seription of P which contains sufficient descriptions of all
those parts of P which are members of any term of the series
"S(P) were adequate to provide sufficient descriptions of all
such parts of P, then it would either be or contain a minimum
description which was just and only just adequate for that
purpose. But, as we have seen, it neither is nor could contain
a minimum description which is adequate for the purpose.
Therefore such a sufficient description of £ cannot be adequate
to provide sufficient descriptions of all the members of all
the terms in the series. But we have proved (Prop. (i)) that
either P itself or the members of some term in the series must
have sufficient descriptions from which we could somehow
derive sufficient descriptions of all the members of all sub-
sequent terms in the series. Now the descriptions of the
subsequent members can be derived from those of the an-
cestral set only through being analytically contained in or
synthetically determined by the descriptions of the members
of the ancestral set. We have now ruled out the former
alternative. And so we must accept the latter.

Before attempting to criticise this argument we ought to be
quite clear about the meaning of its conclusion. What it really
comes to is this. There must be some general rulein accordance
with which we can construct, in a uniform way, sufficient
descriptions of all members of all terms after a certain term
*P» out of sufficient deseriptions of the members of 7P». This
might be compared with the fact that, although the series of
digits which expresses the square-root of a number which is
not a perfect square is endless, yet there is a general rule by
means of which we could determine the nth digit in the series,
however great n may be. We shall understand this better
when we have studied, in the next chapter, the ways in
which this condition can be fulfilled.

What are we to say of McTaggart’s argument? If we accept
his principle that any description which is adequate for a
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given purpose must either be or contain a description which
is just and only just adequate for that purpose, we are left
with the two following alternatives. Either («) the charac-
teristic of having a set of parts whose sufficient descriptions
are C; and O, respectively, and having a set of parts whose
sufficient descriptions are Cy; and Oy, and C, and C,, re-
spectively, and so on...is not a sufficient description of P,
or (B) it is not adequate to provide sufficient descriptions of
all the members of all the terms in the series "S(P) of sets of
parts of P. Yet it is suvely obvious that, if there be such a
characteristic as this, it is a sufficient description of P and
it does provide sufficient descriptions of all the members of
all the terms in the series "S(P). Thus we ought either to
reject the principle which McTaggart assumes as a self-evident
premise in his argument, or to conclude that there is no such
characteristic as that which the argument professes to be
about. The latter alternative would have served McTaggart’s
purpose as well as the conclusion which he actually draws.
For, if there is no such characteristic, there can be no question
of deriving sufficient descriptions of the members of the terms
of the series from it. The reader may be left to decide between
these two alternatives for himself.

2:3. McTaggart’s Supplementary Argument. The arguments
which we have discussed and rejected are McTaggart’s main
grounds for believing Propositions (i) and (ii). But he offers
a supplementary argument in § 190. I do not think that he
would claim that this is demonstrative. At most it might be
alleged to give to Propositions (i) and (ii) a probability which
approximates to certainty. But, since the demonstrative
arguments are complete failures, this attempt to give high
probability to the two propositions is not to be despised.

The reasoning is as follows. We have shown, it is alleged, in
stage (a) of the proof of Proposition (i) that in any series "S(P)
there must be some term *P* such that every member of it,
and every member of each of its successors, is sufficiently
describable without reference to its successors. Suppose, if
possible, that there is no general rule in accordance with
which sufficient descriptions of the members of "P*’s suec-
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cessors can be constructed from the sufficient descriptions of
the members of "P», Then the following situation will have to
be faced. We shall have to postulate an infinitely numerous
set of characteristics, each of which is either a pure quality or
a relational property which contains none but universal con-
stituents. Each member of each term of the series subsequent
to 7P» will have to have one and only one of these charac-
teristics, and the characteristic that belongs to a certain one
of these particulars must belong to no other particular in
the universe. The fact that such and such a member of such
and such a set of parts of P is the one and only possessor of
such and such a one of these characteristics will be an ultimate
fact, quite unconnected with all the similar facts about other
parts of P. Now McTaggart thinks it incredible that, in
connexion with every particular, there should be such an
infinitely numerous set of ultimate and mutually disconnected
facts. And he alleges that if, and only if, the conditions laid
down in Propositions (i) and (ii) were fulfilled, this incredible
state of affairs would not have to be admitted to occur. It is
therefore reasonable to believe Propositions (i) and (ii) with a
degree of conviction which is proportional to the incredibility
of the proposition which they, and they alone, would allow
us to disbelieve.

The only comments which I propose to make on this argu-
ment are the following. («) The argument assumes the con-
clusion which is supposed to have been established in stage (@)
of the proof of Proposition (i). We have seen that this con-
clusion is not established. (B) Even if to accept Propositions
(i) and (ii) were the one and only way of avoiding the con-
clusion which McTaggart regards as incredible, and even if
this conclusion be as inoredible as McTaggart asserts, it will
not be reasonable to believe Propositions (i) and (ii) with a
high degree of conviction unless they have an antecedent
probability which is greater than some assigned finite number.
I should hesitate to say whether these propositions do or do
not fulfil this condition, and I should have no idea how to set
about answering the question. (y) It seems to me rash to
assume that the acceptance of Propositions (i) and (ii) is the
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one and only way of avoiding the supposedly incredible con-
clusion, even if we cannot think of any other way of avoiding
it. There may be other ways, which neither McTaggart nor
we have thought of. (8) We are moving in such very un-
familiar regions, and the atmosphere is so highly rarefied,
that we may reasonably hesitate to say what is incredible and
what is not. Is the proposition which McTaggart rejects as
incredible any more so than the proposition that every par-
ticular has a sufficient description or the proposition that
every particular has parts within parts without end? Yet
both of these are assumed in the argument.

The conclusion of the whole matter seems to be that
McTaggart has neither proved nor shown to be highly prob-
able the two propositions which, as we shall see in the next
chapter, are an essential stage in the further development of
his system.
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BOOK V
DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE

Mystical dance! (which yonder starry sphere
Of Planets, and of Fixed, in all her wheels
Resembles nearest; mazes intricate,
Eccentric, intervolved, yet regular,

Then most, when most irregular they seem).

MirronN, Paradise Lost, Book v,

ARGUMENT OF BOOK V

In the first chapter we explain, illustrate, and eventually
define, McTaggart’s notion of Determining Correspondence.
We state, criticise, and reject McTaggart’s reasons for holding
that the universe is a Determining Correspondence System.
In the second chapter we consider the bearing of the Prin-
ciple of Determining Correspondence on the occurrence and
range of causal laws, on the occurrence of groups of parti-
culars with exclusive common qualities of a non-trivial kind,
and on the distinction between unities of composition and
unities of manifestation. In the third chapter we discuss
the various ways in which each member of a set of Primary
Parts in a Determining Correspondence Hierarchy can be
distinguished from the other members of the same set. In
the fourth chapter, which brings Book V to an end, we
consider the bearing of the Principle of Determining Corre-
spondence on the unity of the universe, regarded as a single
complex particular.

24-2



CHAPTER XXI

THE PRINCIPLE OF DETERMINING
CORRESPONDENCE

McTaggart thinks that he has proved the following proposi-
tion. ‘“Every series "S(P) of sets of parts of any particular P
must have a term "P" such that from sufficient descriptions of
all the members of 7P sufficient descriptions of all the mem-
bers of all subsequent terms in the series can be derived in
accordance with a general rule.”

Now it is prima facie possible that we might be able to
think of a great number of different ways in which this very
abstract condition could be fulfilled. On the other hand, it is
prima facie possible that we might not be able to think of any
way in which it could be fulfilled. On the first alternative so
many roads would branch out from this point that McTaggart’s
philosophy could hardly have reached any definite destina-
tion. On the second alternative it would have ended at this
point in a blind alley. In fact, however, McTaggart thinks
that the condition could be fulfilled if and only if the existent
had a certain very special kind of structure, which he proceeds
to explain and illustrate in Chaps. Xx1v and xxvI of the
Nature of Existence. This may be expressed by saying that
the universe must either be a single “Determining Corre-
spondence Hierarchy ’ or have a set of parts each of which ig
such a hierarchy. From this conclusion about the structure
of the universe McTaggart derives a great many interesting
propositions, positive and negative, about the existent, which
could not, he thinks, have been proved in any other way. We
must now try to understand what is meant by “Determining
Correspondence”, and see whether the general condition
which McTaggart has laid down could be fulfilled only if the
universe is a ‘“Determining Correspondence System”. By a
“Determining Correspondence System’, I mean a whole
which is either a single determining correspondence hierarchy
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or has a set of parts each of which is such a hierarchy. And by
the “Principle of Determining Correspondence” I mean the
proposition that the universe is a determining correspondence
system. I shall not attempt to follow McTaggart’s exposition,
but shall treat the matter in my own way and in my own
order.

1. General Treatment of the Problem.

The first point to notice is the following. Any particular P
has, as we have seen, an infinite number of different series of
sequent sets of parts, 7S(P), *S(P), and so on. Every part of
P in any term of any such series will have a sufficient de-
scription. Now the condition that, in every such series, there
must be a term such that from sufficient descriptions of its
members sufficient descriptions of all members of all subse-
quent sets in that series can be derived in accordance with a
general rule, can be replaced by the two following conditions.
(i) That there must be at least one such series of sets of parts
of P, e.g., "S(P). And (ii) that any part of P which is not
integrally a member of any term of this series has a set of
parts each of which is a member of some term of this series.
Suppose, for example, that the particular X is a part of P,
and that it is not a member of any term in the series “S(P).
Suppose that S has a set of parts whose members are *P,,,
7Py, and 7Py, . If condition (i) be fulfilled for "S(P), each
of these parts can be sufficiently described by descriptions
derived in accordance with a general rule from the descrip-
tions of the members of a certain term 7P* of "S(P). X can
then be described as the particular which has a set of parts
*Py1s "Poy, and "Py,,. And, on substituting the sufficient
descriptions of these parts, we shall get a sufficient description
of X. We could say that sufficient descriptions of those parts
of P which are members of terms in "S(P) are “directly
derivable” from sufficient descriptions of the members of a
certain term 7P of "S(P), whilst sufficient descriptions of all
other parts of P are “¢ndirectly derivable” from sufficient
descriptions of the members of 7P*. We might call the series
"8(P) a “Fundamental Hierarchy for P, Any member of
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any term of this may be called a “member of a fundamental
hierarchy for P”. As will be seen in § 200, p. 212, qf 'the
Nature of Existence, McTaggart explicitly splits up the original
condition into a conjunction of two conditions in the way
described above.

Henceforth, then, we can confine our attention to funda-
mental hierarchies.

1'1. Qeometrical Illustration. 1 propose now to show by a
geometrical example one way in which the conditions might
be fulfilled. My illustration, if valid at all, is important as a
refutation of two essential doctrines in McTaggart’s philo-
sophy. (i) In my example the problem is solved in a way
which is different from that which McTaggart alleges to be
the only way of fulfilling the conditions. For, as I shall
explain later, the hierarchy which we obtain ’py my methOfl
is not a determining correspondence hierarchy in McTaggart’s
sense. (ii) My method solves the problem for the case of @
spatially extended particular. Now the reader will find, if
he looks at Chaps. xxx1v and XXXV in Volume 1t of the
Nature of Buistence, that McTaggart’s only ground for con-
cluding that no particular can be spatially exf;ended, altho.ugh
many particulars are perceived as being so0, is tba,t he? thmI.{s
that the problem cannot be solved for them. T?us subject will
be treated at greater length in its proper place in Volume 11 of
the present work.

Consider the diagram given below.

1)

i

' P, P, p1
.

Py, Py, Py Py pa

> <« i~
Py ¢V P i Py b P Py Pys Py [ Py | P
§
A U X 14 B

Let P be any finite straight line 4B, and let it have some
sufficient description ¢ which is independent of reference to
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its parts. Forexample, it might be the longest line in the only
country which is ruled by a government of class-conscious
proletarians. Let 4B have a set of two adjoined parts 4X and
XB. Let AX bered and XB be blue. Call these parts P, and
P, respectively, and call the set of which they are the only
members P!. Then P; can be sufficiently described as “the
longest red part of the line which is the only instance of b,
And P; can be sufficiently described as “the longest blue part
of the line which is the only instance of ¢”. Now we can get
a series of sequent sets of parts of P in the following way. P?
is to consist of the adjoined halves AU and UX of P, and the

adjoined halves XV and VB of P,. Call these respectively _

Py, Py, Py, and P,,. Then P2 ig the group of which these are
the only members. P3and subsequent sets will be constructed
on precisely the same plan. We have now got an endless series
of sequent sets of parts of P. It remains to show that we can
derive in a uniform way sufficient descriptions of every mem-
ber of every subsequent term in this series from the sufficient
(Il)escriptions of P, and P,, the two members of the first term

1

Take P;,. This can be exclusively described as the half of
P, which is co-terminous with both P, and P,. On substitut-
ing in this the sufficient descriptions of P, and P, we shall get
a sufficient description of P,. P, will be sufficiently de-
scribable as “that half of the longest red part of the line
which is the only instance of ¢ which is co-terminous both
with the longest blue part of this line and with the longest red
part of it”. P, can be exclusively described as the half of P
which is co-terminous with P, but not with P,. This exclusive
description can be made into a sufficient description by the
same means as before. In the same way, mutatis mutandss,
Py, and Py, the remaining members of P2, could be sufficiently
described in terms of the sufficient descriptions of P, and P,.
Now consider a member of P3, ¢.g., Py,. This can be exclu-
sively described as that half of P;; which is co-terminous with
both Py and Py. Since P and P, have already been
sufficiently described in terms of the sufficient descriptions of
P, and P,, we can get a sufficient description of Py, by sub-
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stituting these sufficient descriptions of Py; and Py, in the
above exclusive description. And so Py, will be sufficiently
described in terms of the sufficient descriptions of P, and P,.
It is quite clear that in this way any member of any term in
the series could be sufficiently described ; that the descriptions
would involve six and only six characteristics, viz., ¢, red, blue,
longest, kalf of, and co-terminous with; and that the derivation
follows a general rule. Thus the series illustrated in the
diagram would be a Fundamental Hierarchy for the line P,
So the first condition is fulfilled in this way.

What about the second condition? There are, of course,
innumerable parts of P which are not integrally members of
any of the terms in this fundamental hierarchy. It is plain
that infinitely many such parts of P would have a set of parts
each member of which was a member of some term in this
fundamental hierarchy. Whether there would be any parts of
P that did not fulfil this condition would depend on the degree
of continuity which is assigned to P. But, even if there were
such parts, the following would be true of them. If ¥ were
any part of P which did not fulfil this condition, there would
always be a part Z of P which did fulfil the condition and
which differed in magnitude and position from Y by less than
any amount, however small, that we might assign. And so
every part of P without exception has one or other of the
following three properties. Either (i) it is a member of some
term in the fundamental hierarchy, and a sufficient descrip-
tion of it is therefore directly derivable from the sufficient
descriptions of P; and P,; or (ii) it is not a member of any
term of the fundamental hierarchy, but it has a set of parts
each of which is a member of some term in the fundamental
hierarchy, and therefore a sufficient description of it is
indirectly derivable from the sufficient descriptions of P; and
P,; or (iii) a sufficient description of a part of P which differs
by less than any assignable amount from this part of P is
indirectly derivable from the sufficient descriptions of P, and
P,.

To the two reasons which have already been given for
holding that this geometrical example is of great importance
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in criticising McTaggart’s philosophy a third may now be
added. It is plain that the method which we have applied to
a straight line could be applied to anything that had duration.
The example therefore would provide an answer to anyone
who might attempt to deny that anything could have duration
on the grounds which McTaggart alleges to prove that nothing
could have spatial extension. This does not, however, apply
to McTaggart’s own position. For, although he denies that
anything could have duration, the argument which he uses is
based on certain characteristic peculiarities of time, and not
on the endless divisibility which duration shares with spatial
extension.

2. Determining Correspondence.

We can now explain the notion of “Determining Corre-
spondence”’. McTaggart’s account of this will be found in
Chaps. xx1v and xxv1 of the Nature of Euxistence. He first
gives a special form of it in § 197, and tries to show that it is
sufficient for his purpose. Then in § 201 he argues that the
conditions laid down in § 197 are more than sufficient. They
could be relaxed in three respects without ceasing to be ade-
quate. So the final formulation of the necessary and sufficient
conditions is more general than would appear from the pre-
liminary statement in § 197. I doubt if anyone could get a
clear idea of what McTaggart has in mind from the abstract
statements in Chap. xx1v. But in Chap. xxvi, §§ 229-35
inclusive, he discusses certain examples; and, by combining
the information derived from reflecting on these with the
abstract statements in Chap. xx1v, it is quite possible to see
clearly and to formulate precisely the notion of Determining
Correspondence. It is, unfortunately, a complicated business;
and it is almost miraculous that McTaggart, hampered by his
very unsatisfactory !-notation, unaided by the resources of
symbolic logic, and without diagrams to help the imagination,
succeeded in keeping his head so well as he did. It would be
of the utmost interest to the psychologist to know how
McTaggart’s mind worked in these matters; but we are in
possession only of the finished product and not of any of the
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early rough drafts, so that data for solving this problem are
lacking. My impression is that he worked like a very highly
skilled lawyer, drawing up a complicated will or conveyance,
and not like a mathematician or symbolic logician.

2:1. McTaggart’s Example. In §§ 234-6 inclusive McTag-
gart gradually works up to describing a state of affairs which,
if it existed, would be an instance of a determining corre-
spondence hierarchy. The best way to understand his meaning
is to start from this example and to work backwards. We
must remark at the outset that the example would be an
illustration of somewhat more rigid conditions than are really
necessary. But, once these more rigid conditions are under-
stood, it is quite easy to see in what respects they could be
relaxed.

I will now explain the example. (i) Let us suppose that the
right analysis of the fact which is commonly expressed by
the sentence “The self § is perceiving the object O is the
following. Let us suppose that it is equivalent to saying that
there is a particular Q, which (a) is a part of §, and (b) stands
to O in a unique relation, viz., that of “being a perception of .
It is most important to be quite clear that it is this relation,
and not the relation of “perceiving”, in the ordinary sense
of that word, which McTaggart has in mind throughout the
example. He is not considering the relation between a per-
cesving mind and a perceived object, but the relation between
a certain state of that mind (which he regards as a part of it),
viz., its perception of O, and the perceived object 0. (ii) Let
us further assume that a self S can contain perceptions of itself
and of its own perceptions. (iii) Let us further assume that a
self S can contain perceptions of other selves and of their per-
ceptions. (iv) Finally, let us assume that, if Q2 be a perception
in S of the object O, and o be a part of O, then there can be a
part w of Q which is a perception in § of o.

McTaggart fully realises that no one could be expected to
grant these suppositions without argument. Many people
would deny the analysis proposed in (i) of the fact expressed
by the sentence ‘8 is perceiving O”. Many people would
agree with Hume that a self never perceives itself, and
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probably some people would go further and deny that a self
can perceive its own perceptions. Therefore many people would
reject (ii). Supposition (iii) postulates a telepathic relation
between one self and another, which hardly anyone would
admit to hold between the selves that we know of in their
present life. And the notion of a perception having parts
which are perceptions of parts of its perceptum is so un-
familiar that no one could be expected to accept (iv) without
a good deal of explanation and persuasion. In point of fact
McTaggart thinks that he can justify all these suppositions,
and he professes to do so in Chaps. xxxvI and XXXviI in
Vol. 11 of the Nature of Hxistence. His attempts to do this will
be treated in their proper place in Vol. 11 of this work., For
the present purpose, however, so long as the four suppositions
are severally intelligible and jointly consistent, it does not
matter whether they are in fact true or not. For our only
business with them here and now is to use them to construct
an example of a state of affairs which, ¢f it existed, would be
an instance of a determining correspondence hierarchy, Let
us then grant, for the sake of argument, that there might be
selves answering to these suppositions, and that they might
have perceptions of the kind supposed.

To make the example as simple as possible let us consider
two and only two minds P; and P, answering to the above
conditions. Ishall call any perception in either of these minds
of either of them a “first-grade perception”. Thus P,’s per-
ception of P, would be a first-grade perception. I shall call
any perception ¢n either of these minds of any first-grade per-
ception in either of them a “second-grade perception”. Thus
Py’s perception of his own perception of himself would be a
second-grade perception; so, too, would P,’s perception of
P,’s perception of P,. Perceptions of any lower grade can be
defined in a similar way.

Now suppose that P, and P, were to form a “mutual ad-
miration society” P. Since two minds have no parts in com-
mon, P, and P, would be a set of parts of P. And any part of
either P, or P, would be a part of P, though not of course a
member of P,
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The rules of this “mutual admiration society’ are to be as
follows.

(i) P, is to contain a part Py; which is a perception in it of
itself. It is to contain no other part which is a perception of
itself.

(ii) P, is to contain a part P;, which is a perception in
it of P,. It is to contain no other part which is a perception
of P,.

(iii) The parts Py, and Py, are not to overlap each other, and
between them they are completely to exhaust the content of
P. That is to say P, and P, are to be a set of parts of P;.

(iv) Exactly similar remarks are to be true, mulatis
mutandis, of P,. That is, P, is to contain one and only one
part P,, which is a perception in it of itself; it is to contain one
and only one part P,, which is a perception in it of P;; and the
parts Py, and P,, are to be a set of parts of P,.

(v) It follows that the first-grade perceptions Py, Py,, Py,
and Py, will be a set of parts of P.

(vi) P, is to contain one and only one part Py,; which is its
perception of Py,. It is to contain one and only one part Py,
which is its perception of P,,. It is to contain one and only
one part Py, which is its perception of Py . It is to contain
one and only one part Py, which is its perception of Py,.

(vii) Of these second-grade perceptions in P, the group
whose members are P,;; and Py, is to be a set of parts of Py,
whilst the group whose members are Py and Pyy, is to be a set
of parts of P,,. This rule may be stated in words as follows:
“Rach first-grade perception in Py is to have a set of parts
whose members are P,’s second-grade perceptions of those
first-grade perceptions which are a set of parts of the self
which is the object of this first-grade perception in P;”.

(viii) Exactly similar remarks are to be true, mutatis
mutandis, of P,. That is, P, is to contain one and only one part
P,,, which is its perception of Py;; one and only one part Py,
which is its perception of Py; one and only one part Py,
which is its perception of P,,; and one and only one part Py,
which is its perception of Py, Of these Py, and Py, are to
constitute a set of parts of Py, and Py, and Py, are to con-
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stitute a set of parts of P,,. The rule will be the same ag that
stated at the end of (vii) with “ P, substituted for “P,”.

(ix) It follows that the four second-grade perceptions Py,
Piyo, Piyy, and Py, are a set of parts of the self P ; and that the
four second-grade perceptions Py, P,,, Py, and Py, are a
set of parts of the self P,. Hence these eight second-grade
perceptions are a set of parts of P.

(x) P, is to contain one and only one part Py, which is its
perception of Py, ; one and only one part Py, which is its per-
ception of Py;,; one and only one part Py, which is its per-
ception of Py, ; and so on to Py, which ig its perception of
Pogs.

(x1) These third-grade perceptions in P, are to be distri-
buted according to the following rule, which is analogous to
the rule formulated in paragraph (vii). “Each second-grade
perception in P, is to have a set of parts whose members are
P,’s third-grade perceptions of those second-grade percep-
tions which are a set of parts of that first-grade perception
which is the object of this second-grade perception in P;.” For
example, Py, and Py, will be a set of parts of Py,,. For Py,
is the perception in P; of the perception P, . The perception
P, has Py, and Py, for its second-grade set of parts. And
Py, is Py ’s perception of Py, , whilst Py, is P)’s perception of
Poss.

(xil) Exactly the same remarks are true, mutatis mutandis,
of P,. The rule here is got by substituting P, for P, in the rule
in (xi). It is analogous to the rule in (viii):

(xiii) We can now state the rule for the indefinite continua-
tion of this process. (¢) “Every rth-grade perception in
either P, or P, will be the object of one and only one (r + 1)th-
grade perception in P;.” (b) “These (r + 1)th-grade percep-
tions will all be different, and no two of them will overlap.”
(¢) “Each rth-grade perception in P, will have a set of parts
whose members are P,’s (r + 1)th-grade perceptions of those
rth-grade perceptions which are a set of parts of that (r — 1)th-
grade perception which is the object of this rth-grade per-
ception in P;.” (d) “The same rules hold with P, substituted
for P,.”
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Now a “mutual admiration society” P, of the kind which
we have been describing, and the endless series of sets of parts
of it which we have illustrated, would be an instance of a
Determining Correspondence Hierarchy. McTaggart would
call the society P itself a ““Primary Whole”. He would call
the two minds P; and P, “Primary Parts’’ of P. He would
call the perceptions which occur in the hierarchy *“Secondary
Parts of P”, The first-grade perceptions would be called
“First-grade Secondary Parts of P’; the second-grade per-
ceptions would be called ““Second-grade Secondary Parts of
P”; and so on. The relation of being a perception of would be
called a “Relation of Determining Correspondence for P”.
The reader will be able to have all the foregoing points present
together to his mind if he will look at Diagram I, p. 384.

Such a system as we have been explaining would un-
doubtedly be a fundamental hierarchy. For let ¢, and ¢, be
any sufficient descriptions of P; and P, respectively. Any
first-grade secondary part, such as Py, can be exclusively
described as, for example, “the part of P; which is a percep-
tion of P,”. By substituting the sufficient descriptions of P;
and P, in this exclusive description we get a sufficient de-
scription of the part in question. For example, Py, is suffi-
ciently described as ““the part of the only instance of ¢, which
is a perception of the only instance of ¢,”’. It is plain that any
part at any stage of the hierarchy can be sufficiently described,
in accordance with a general rule, in terms of ¢;, ¢,, and the
relation of being a perception of. Consider, for example, Py, .
This can be sufficiently described as ‘“that part of the only
instance of ¢, which is a perception of that part of the only
instance of ¢; which is a perception of the only instance of
by’

It follows at once that, if every part of P which is not a
member of any term in this hierarchy has a set of parts each
of which is a member of some term in this hierarchy, every
part of P can be sufficiently described in terms of ¢;, ¢,, and
the relation of being a perception of. If the part in question be
a member of some term of the hierarchy, this can be done
directly in the way illustrated above; if the part in question
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be not itself a member of any term in this hierarchy, this can
be done indirectly.

9.9, Generalisation of the Hxample. We are now in a
position to work our way towards a general definition of a
“Determining Correspondence Hierarchy ™. We shall do this
by generalising from the above example. In the first place we
mush remove the restriction to a whole consisting of only two
primary parts Py and P,. Any number # must be admitted
to be possible. Then we must remove the restriction to the
particular relation of being @ perception of. Any relation which
has the formal properties ascribed to this relation in the
example will be a relation of determining correspondence.
Thus our main task will be to state what these formal
properties are. The reader will do well to keep his eye on
Diagram 1T, p. 384, in which P is a whole with three primary
parts, P¥, PF, and P§. The index R is introduced to make it
plain that we are considering throughout & certain relation
R of determining correspondence. In the diagram which was
used to illustrate the example B would have been the relation
of being a perception of, but it was not explicitly introduced
into the symbols.

Let P be a particular, let «, be a group of particulars, and
let R be a relation. Let the group «, be defined as the group
whose members are all the particulars which have the relation
R to any member of «;. Let «; be defined as the group whose
members are all the particulars which have the relation R to
any member of «,. And, in general, leb ., be defined as the
group whose members are all the particulars which have the
relation R to any member of «,.

Now let us assume that the following propositions are true
of P, «;, and R.

(i) «; is a seb of parts of P.

(ii) Every part of P which stands in the relation R to any-
thing is a part of some member of «; .

(iii) Anything to which a part of P stands in the relation R
is either a member of o, or is a part of some member of «; and
has R to something.

(iv) If «, be any term of the series, and @ be a member of «,,

BMCT 25
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and y be a member of «,, then there is one and only one part
of y which has R to .

(v) Ifa and y be different members of «,, and z be & member
of &, then the part of z which has R to x is different from the
part of z which has R to y.

Before stating any further conditions I will deduce certain
important consequences of the five conditions which have
already been given.

(A) “The number of members of %43 is the product of the
number of members of «, by the number of members of oy.”
For «,, consists of all particulars which have the relation R to
any member of o,. Let there be n, members of a,. Then by (iv)
there is one and only one part of each member of o; which has
R to any one member of «,. By (i) no part of one member of
a; can be a part of any other member of ;. And by (v) to each
different member of «, a different part of any one member of
ay has the relation R. Thusn,,,, the total number of members
of &y, must be n;.n,.

(B) “The number of members in any term «, i8 n,7.”" This
follows immediately from (A).

(C) “The series of «’s is endless, and the number of mem-
bers in each successive « continually increases.” This follows
from (B) and (i). For, since a, is a set of parts of P, n, cannot
be less than 2.

(D) “If w be a member of o,,,, then there is one and only
one member of «, to which » has the relation R.” For, if u
be a member of «,,,, there is a member (say x) of «, and a
member (say y) of «, such that u is the part of y which has R
to x. This follows from the definition of o4 and the proposi-
tions (i), (ii), and (iv). Now suppose, if possible, that % also
had B to another member 2’ of «,. Then u would also be the
part of y which had R to a’. But by (v) it is impossible that
the same part of y should have R to different members of .

We can now continue to state the conditions.

(vi) Every member of «, has one and only one set of parts
whose members are members of a,,; .

(vii) If @ is & member of o), and y is a part of x and a mem-
ber of a,,;, and z is the member of «, to which ¥ has the rela-
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tion R, then the parts of x which have R to the members of
that set of parts of z which is contained in «,,; constitute a seb
of parts of y.

Before stating any further conditions I will prove the
following proposition.

(E) “The set of parts of y mentioned in Proposition (vii) is
the only set of parts of y contained in «,,,.” For, by hypo-
thesis, y is a member of «, ;. Therefore by (vi) it has one and
only one set of parts whose members are members of o, ,5,. So
the set of parts of ¥ mentioned in (vii) must be #his set of
parts.

We can now state the remaining conditions.

(viii) If @ is & member of «;, then the parts of & which have
R to the members of «, constitute a set of parts of ». (It
follows, as in Proposition (E), that this is the only set of parts
of @ which is contained in «,.)

(ix) Every member of ¢, has a sufficient description which
is independent of reference to its parts.

2-21. Illustration of the above Conditions by McTaggart’s
Ezample. The nine conditions just formulated constitute the
generalisation of McTaggart’s example. Before going further
I will translate them back into the special terms of the
example. The result is as follows.

P is a society ; «, is the group of minds Py, P,, ... P, which
together constitute this society; R is the relation of being a
perception of. Then

(i) The group whose members are the minds P;, P,, ... P,
is a set of parts of the society P.

(ii) Every part of P which is a perception of anything is a
part of one or other of these minds.

(iii) Anything of which a part of P is a perception is either
one of these minds or is a perception in one of them.

(iv) If « be an rth-grade perception in any of these minds,
and y be one of these minds, then there is one and only one
part of ¥ which is a perception of a.

(v) If  and y be different rth-grade perceptions, and z be
one of these minds, then 2’s perception of « and 2’s perception
of y are different parts of 2.

25-2
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(vi) Every rth-grade perception has one and only one set of
parts whose members are (r 4 1)th-grade perceptions.

(vil) If @ is one of these minds, and ¥ is an (r + 1)th-grade
perception in x, and z is the rth-grade perception which is the
object of y, then the parts of @ which are perceptions of the
members of that set of parts of z which are (r -+ 1)th-grade
perceptions constitute a set of parts of y.

(viii) If 2 is one of these minds, then his perceptions of
himself and of the rest of these minds constitute a set of parts
of himself.

(ix) Each of these minds has a sufficient description which
is independent of reference to its parts.

2:3. Proof that the Conditions suffice. We have already
shown that, if the nine conditions formulated above hold, the
o’s form an endless series of groups whose members are all of
them parts of P. We have also shown that each successive
group has more members than its predecessors, so that we get
to smaller and smaller parts of P without limit as we go down
the series. It remains to show (@) that each « is a set of parts
of P, and (b) that sufficient descriptions of every member of
any o can be derived in accordance with a general rule from
the sufficient descriptions of the members of «, .

(@) This will be most easily seen by taking an example.
Suppose for simplicity that o; has just two members P} and
P?. Then the members of «, can be denoted by P4, P,
Pk and P Here PE means “the part of- P} which has
R to PE”. And similar meanings, mutatis mutandis, are to be
attached to the other symbols.

We have shown in Proposition (B) that, when the number
of members in ¢, is 2, the number in o, will be 22, i.e., 4. Now
it follows from Proposition (viii) that these four members will
divide into two groups, viz., P{.P% and P} . P} The first
is a set of parts of P¥ and the second is a set of parts of Pf.
But P and P§ are a set of parts of P, by Proposition (i).
Therefore the four members of «, constitute a set of parts of P.

Now consider the group «;. By Proposition (B) this will
contain 28, ie., 8 members. They may be denoted by the
following eight symbols, P%,, P%,, P%,, P%,, P&, PE,, P%,,
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and P&,. The symbol P%, for example, means “that part
of PP which has the relation R to that part of P which
has the relation R to PF. The other symbols have similar
meanings, mutatis mutandis. Now it follows from Proposition
(vii) that these eight members of «; fall into four groups, viz.,
PE, . PR, Pt .PL, PL.PL, and P} . P,. The first is a set
of parts of P%, the second of P, the third of P§, and the
fourth of P%. But we have already shown that these four are
a set of parts of P. Therefore the eight members of «; are a set
of parts of P.

It is evident that this reasoning is perfectly general. If
«,,; be any term in the series, the n,"*! members of a,, will
divide up into n,” groups, each with »; members. Each of
these groups will be a set of parts of one and only one
member of «,, and each different group will be a set of parts
of a different member of «,. It follows that, if the members of
«, be a set of parts of P, then the members of o,y will also be
a set of parts of P. But by Proposition (i) the members of
are a set of parts of P. Hence it follows by mathematical
induction that every term in the series of «’s is a set of parts of
P. Thus our nine conditions secure an unending series of
sequent sets of parts of P.

(b) It is also quite plain that any part of P which is &
member of any term of such a series can be described suffici-
ently in terms of the sufficient descriptions of the members of
;. Suppose, for example, that ¢, is a sufficient description of
PP and that ¢, is a sufficient description of P{. Then the part

&, for example, would be sufficiently describable as
follows. Tt would be that part of the only instance of ¢,
which has R to that part of the only instance of ¢, which has
R to the only instance of ¢,.

Tt is clear then that, if the nine conditions which we have
stated hold, the hierarchy of «’s will be a fundamental
hierarchy, and every part of P will be able to be sufficiently
described in terms of the sufficient descriptions of the
members of «, and the relation R. Now, when these conditions
are fulfilled, we say that B is a “Relation of Determining
Correspondence for P with respect to o, ”’; that o, is the “Set
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of Primary Parts of P with respect to R”’; that each of the
other a’s is a “Set of Secondary Parts of P with respect to
R”; and that the members of % are “Kirst-grade Secondary
Parts of P with respect to R”, that the membens of «y are
“Second-grade Secondary Parts of P with respect to R, and
SO on.

*2-4. Symbolic Statement of the Conditions. For the benefit
of those readers who find such things helpful or interesting I
will translate the first eight of the conditions into the notation
of Principia Mathematica, which is very well adapted for such
purposes. I propose to denote the relation of part to whole by
the letter I, and the relation of being a set of parts of by the
symbol X... All other symbols which occur, except P, R, and
the o’s, will be found in Principia Mathematica.

(i) o X, P.

.—-)
(i) DBPMIIP) ¢ M.

.—..’
(i) ARMITP)Cioy.u. IT“a; n DR,

.—9
(iv) @eo,.yea, : gy, B[R ().
- -
(v) =, Yeo, eoy T F Y Dm,u,z,r . [RT (n‘z)]‘ @ + [Rr (H‘z)]‘?/
(vi) weo, D,, BI[Z, M (Cle, )] .
—_)

(vil) weoy . yea,,, n IT%: >
- v
(I n R[S, [ (Cléoy ) B ([ )yl Soy.
—
(viii) weay D, [TI%% A R, ] 3, 2.

2:5. Relaxation of the Conditions. In § 201 McTaggart
mentions three respects in which the conditions laid down
above might be relaxed without ceasing to give rise to a
fundamental hierarchy.

(@) Our conditions entail that each member of oy has in
®r41 08 Many parts as there are members of o,. We do not need
such a rapid increase in the population of successive «’s as
this. It is enough that each member of o, should have in a,
parts corresponding to two or more members of a5 that it
should have in «, parts corresponding to the parts of these
members ina,; andsoon. Suppose, for example, that «; consists
of the three terms P?, PZ and P{. Then the parts of Plin o,

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE 391

might be P§ and PZ; those of P} in «, might be P% and

%; and those of P¥ in «, might be PE and PE. Ix: oty thfe parts

of P} might be P%,, P%,, P&, and P%, ; and so on. Thediagram
given below will make the situation quite clear.

P
|
FI’{’ ]"5‘ P
T l l l L L
Plﬁz Py Py Pi P P

| [ | |
Il’x’fza Pl{‘o. Plfin P!&: Ilﬁ‘n P, P§, P, ll’é‘n Py, Pl P}fn
) |

Y

In such a case we call PZ?. P! the ““ Differentiating Group”
of P}. Similarly, P}. P} is the differentiating group O.f PE,
and PF. P! is the differentiating group of P%. It w11.1 be
noticed that in this example no member of «, is contained
in its own differentiating group; whilst, with the original
extremely rigid conditions, every member of «, was contained
in its own differentiating group, since the whole of «, was the
differentiating group of each member of it. ‘

(b) The original conditions can be relaxed still furthfar. In
the last example we assumed that every member of «, is con-
tained in the differentiating group of some memper or other
of ;. Thus P? was a member of the differentiating group of
P} and of the differentiating group of P%, though it was
not a member of its own differentiating group. And sim‘lkfr
remarks apply, mutatis mutandis, to P¥ and to PE. Butitis
quite possible that one or more of the members of «, should
not be contained in the differentiating group of any mel.nber
of «,. Suppose, for example, that PZ. Pg"were the differ-
entiating group of P} and of P}. Then it might also be the
differentiating group of P?. We should still get a .fundanr'xen.ta,l
hierarchy without P} being a member of any (_hfff)rent.la,tmg
group. The following diagram will illustrate this situation.

T l

b Br Pr
— — A
I!’ﬁ P, Igﬁ PL P§ Pg

Zl l ll i R J;R ;IK
{zll Pﬁ? P{‘ll P{Iﬂ Pgll P?ﬂ ~L gl‘ 2".’?. P(SH P3|2 321 221
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In this case, it will be noticed, the suffix 3 never comes last
in any symbol but PZ itself.

(¢) It is possible that, in the case of some but not all the
members of «;, the differentiating group should be neither o,
itself nor any selection from «,. Thus, for example, the
differentiating group of P? and of P! might be the group
P{. Py, and the differentiating group of P might be the
group P, . Pf, which is the set of parts of PP contained in
%. The situation is illustrated by the following diagram.

[ |
Pf Py ;;‘

I | !
P P P P

Y

Here Py has no parts in «,. It begins to have parts only in
3. In ay P} has a set of four parts, and P has a set of four
parts, but Pf has a set of only two parts,

2:6. Final Account of Determining Correspondence. We
now understand what is meant by a ““ Relation of Determining
Correspondence” and a “‘Determining Correspondence Hier-
archy”. If Bis to be a relation of determining correspondence
for P it is necessary and sufficient that these less rigid condi-
tions should be fulfilled. It would be possible to reformulate
our original conditions in the more elastic form, and thus to
give a more general definition of “Determining Correspond-
ence”. But I do not think that it would be worth while to do
so; for the general notion is quite clear from our original
formulation and our subsequent explanations, and the more
elastic conditions would probably be even more complicated
to write down than the rigid ones.

It remains to discover the cash-value of McTaggart’s state-
ments about there being sufficient descriptions of the primary
parts which “intrinsically determine” sufficient descriptions
of all the members of all the sets of secondary parts. A
typical, but extremely obscure, passage about this occurs on
p. 214 of the Nature of Ewistence at the beginning of § 202. Tn
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§ 255 in the middle of p. 269 an important elucidatory remark
is thrown out in conmexion with another topic. Translated
into our terminology, the remark comes to this: “Any
sufficient description of a member P? of «; which is to deter-
mine intrinsically sufficient descriptions of all the parts of P?
in the determining correspondence hierarchy must include in
it sufficient descriptions of every member of «, whose suffix is
going to appear in any symbol of any part of P? that falls into
the hierarchy”.

We can now put clearly what McTaggart hasg stated so
obscurely in § 202. It will be best to begin with a simple con-
crete example. Let us suppose that the differentiating group
of PP is P!.P? that the differentiating group of P¥ is
PE, PI that the differentiating group of P¥Fis P!. P, and
that the relation of determining correspondence is B through-
out. This gives us a general rule for writing down the symbols
of all the parts of P in the determining correspondence
hierarchy. It also gives us a rule for writing down the
symbols of all parts of P§ and of all parts of P} in the
hierarchy. Let us confine our attention to PY. The parts of
this in the hierarchy will be symbolised as follows.

Py

I |,

Py P
(1] [ l
P, Pl Py, Py,

[ [ ] ]
Bu Pin  Pi Pho Pi, Pl  Ph, Pl

The rule is:

(i) that the first suffix in every symbol is a 1;

(ii) that a 1, if followed by anything, is always immediately
followed by a 2 or a 3;

(iii) that a 2,if followed by anything, is always immediately
followed by & 3 or a 1;

(iv) thata 3,if followed by anything, is always immediately
followed by a 1 or a 2; and .

(v) that the symbols of the set of parts in «,,, of any
member of «, are obtained by taking the symbol of this
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member of «, and adding one more suffix to the end of them
in accordance with clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv). (Thus, for
example, P, gives P&, and PE,.)

Now, since R is a relation of determining correspondence,
each of the symbols thus obtained will symbolise one and only
one particular. And, corresponding to each symbol, there will
be an exclusive description of the particular which it symbol-
ises. Thus, for example, what is symbolised by P} will have
the characteristic of being a part of Pf and having R to P¥.
And nothing else will have this characteristic. Similarly, what
is symbolised by P, will have the characteristic of being a
part of PF and having R to that part of P# which has R to
PF. And nothing else will have this characteristic. Suppose
now that ¢, ¢,, and ¢, are any three characteristics, such that
&; belongs to P{ and to it alone, ¢, belongs to P? and to it
alone, and ¢, belongs to P§ and to it alone. Then it is clear
that the exclusive descriptions can all be replaced by sufficient
descriptions. Thus, for example, the characteristic of ‘“being
a part of the only instance of ¢, and having R to that part of
the only instance of ¢; which has R to the only instance of
¢, will belong to one and only one particular, viz., P%,. And
it will be a sufficient description of that particular.

What we require, in general, is then (i) a sufficient descrip-
tion of Pf itself; (ii) a sufficient description of each member
of PPg differentiating group; (iii) a sufficient description of
each member of the differentiating group of each member of
PPy differentiating group; ... And so on, until these sufficient
descriptions begin to repeat themselves, as they inevitably
will after a finite number of steps if the number of members of
o, be finite. In our example three and only three sufficient
descriptions were needed. For the differentiating group of
P? was P . PF; that of P{ was P§. PF; and that of P? was
P¢. P}, From this information, together with a knowledge of
the relation R of determining correspondence, we can derive, in
accordance with a uniform principle, sufficient descriptions of
the parts of P in «,, in a3, and so on without end. In our
method we do this by first inferring a general rule for con-
structing the symbols of these parts; and then translating any
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given symbol into a sufficient description of the part symbol-
ised, in accordance with another general rule. The rule for
translation is the following. “P%, , symbolises the term
which is the only instance of the characteristic of being a part
of P* and having R to that part of P} which has R to ..

which has R to P ” In this we then substitute the sufficient
descriptions ¢, é,,... ¢, etc., of PE, Pl .. Pi, etc,
respectively.

2:61. Definitions of some Technical Terms. At this point it
will be as well to define certain important technical terms,
some of which have already been introduced and exemplified.
McTaggart does this on p. 202 of the Nature of Existence.

(i) Primary Parts. If R be a relation of determining corre-
spondence for P with respect to «,, the members of «; will be
called “The Primary Parts of P with respect to R”. They are
in fact the set of parts of P such that (a) every part of P
which has R to anything is a part of one or other of them;
(b) everything to which any part of P has the relation E is
either one of them, or is a part of one of them and has B to
something.

(ii) Premary Wholes. If P be a particular such that (a) every
part of P can be sufficiently described without introducing a
relation of determining correspondence to anything but parts
of P; (b) every particular which is not.P or & part of P can be
sufficiently described without introducing a relation of deter-
mining correspondence to any part of P; and (c) if any
symbol for a part of P were substituted for “P” wherever
that letter occurs in (a) and (b), one or other of these state-
ments would be false; then P is called a “Primary Whole”. It
is evident that a primary whole is a system which is com-
pletely self-contained from the standpoint of determining
correspondence.

(iii) Super-primary Wholes. It is conceivable that there
might be several primary wholes. If so, any whole which
contained a primary whole as a part would be called a
“Super-primary Whole”. If there be more than one primary
whole, the universe must be a super-primary whole.

(iv) Secondary Parts. Any member of any o which is
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subsequent to «, will be called a “Secondary Part of P with
respect to R”’. Members of «, will be called ““Secondary Parts
of the First Grade”; and, in general, members of a,,, will be
called “Secondary Parts of the 7th Grade”.

(v) Determinants. It will be convenient to speak of Pf
as the “Direct Determinant™ of P%, .. We shall speak of
PZ as the “Final Determinant” of P%, .

2:62. Some further General Remarks. There are a few other
points which McTaggart raises in Chap. xxvi of the Nature of
Baistence. These may conveniently be disposed of here.

(i) He holds that there must be a stage in the hierarchy of
parts of any particular after which the parts have no other
characteristics beside those which are entailed by their
positions in the hierarchy. His only reason is the old difficulty
which he raised in § 190. He thinks it incredible that there
should be innumerable different and quite independent
qualities distributed on no general principle among the end-
less series of groups of particulars which constitute a deter-
mining correspondence hierarchy.

It seems to me that, even if this be granted, McTaggart’s
conclusion does not follow. For there is now no need for all
these qualities to be different. The qualitative differences
required by the Dissimilarity of the Diverse have now been
provided by determining correspondence. Therefore many
different terms in a determining correspondence hierarchy
might share in a quality not entailed by their position in the
hierarchy. And so some such qualities might be present at
every stage without being infinitely numerous and without
leading to the kind of situation which McTaggart rejects in
§ 190 as incredible.

(ii) McTaggart points out in §§ 226-8 that we cannot prove
a priori that there is only one relation which answers to the
conditions of a relation of determining correspondence. In
the first place, we cannot exclude on a prior:i grounds the
possibility that there might be several different primary
wholes, P, @, etc., such that the determining correspondence
relation for P was R, that for @ was S, and so on. Secondly,
even if there be only one primary whole P, there is no reason

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE 397

why it should not have two or more different sets of primary
parts o, By, etec., associated respectively with the different
determining correspondence relations B, §, ete. Lastly, even
if there were only one primary whole P and it had only one
get of primary parts «,, the situation illustrated in the
following diagram might exist.

P
b ¢
Py Plﬁ 1{9 3 _"——-‘—;1?3}
Pl Pl i Pl . by Py P Py

Here the parts of P, always stand in the relation R to those
parts of P which are their direct determinants, whilst the
parts of P, always stand in the relation S to the parts of P
which are their direct determinants. Thus, for example,

5% is that part of P, which stands in the relation S to
that part of P; which stands in the relation B to P,. Other
examples where there is one set of primary parts and more
than one determining correspondence relation could easily be
devised. The only limitation is that we must not have new
relations coming in as we go downwards into the subsequent
ramifications of any term. For, in that case, the descriptions
of the primary parts would not generate descriptions of all
the members of all the later terms in accordance with a single
general principle, which is the essential requirement of
determining correspondence. Another possibility isillustrated
in the diagram below.

P
I I
P, P,
| l | |
Py Py, P} P3
] 1 | L
12 e L an £ m Lo
Pﬁ’: Pl()‘ snr PSS’ RR Pl(? PbR PQF
2

The rule here is that any part of P which has P, or a part of
P, as its direct determinant stands in the relation R to its
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direct determinant, whilst any part of P which has P, or a
part of P, as its direct determinant stands in the relation S to
its direct determinant.

3. Summary of the Position.

In this chapter it has been necessary to go into a great deal
of complicated detail, and the reader may well be excused if,
in the effort to master it, he should for the moment have lost
sight of the main thread of McTaggart’s argument. I shall
therefore end the chapter by summing up the argument and
the criticisms which have been made on it,

(i) McTaggart thought he could show that the endless
divisibility of all particulars can be reconciled with the
principle that every particular has a sufficient description, if
and only if a certain general condition is somehow or other
fulfilled. Since he regarded these two principles about par-
ticulars as necessary truths, and believed his reasoning to be
demonstrative, he felt justified in assuming that this general
condition s somehow or other fulfilled. This is the position

from which his discussion of the Principle of Determining

Correspondence starts. We have seen no reason to accept his
two premises, and we have seen very strong reasons for
rejecting his argument; but in this chapter we grant him his
conclusion as an hypothesis, in order to continue the dis-
cussion.

(ii) In order that the general condition should be fulfilled it
is enough that two other conditions should be fulfilled; viz.,
(a) that the universe should either be a Fundamental Hier-
archy or have a set of parts each of which is a Fundamental
Hierarchy, and (b) that every particular which is not a
member of any term in any fundamental hierarchy should
have a set of parts each of which is a member of some term
of some fundamental hierarchy. McTaggart does not discuss
the second of these conditions, but confines his attention to
the first.

(iii) McTaggart can think of one and only one way in
which a fundamental hierarchy could be constituted. If a
particular P is to have parts within parts without end, which
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fall into a fundamental hierarchy, there must be a set «; of
parts of P, and there must be a relation E, answering to a
certain complicated set of conditions which we have illus-
trated, elicited, and formulated. Such a relation will be a
relation of determining correspondence for P with respect to
oy ; and o, will be the set of primary parts of P with respect to
the determining correspondence relation B. So McTaggart
feels justified in concluding that the universe is a Determining
Correspondence System; i.e., that it either 4s a determining
correspondence hierarchy or has a set of parts each of which
is such a hierarchy.

Now, ag regards this point, we have seen that a determining
correspondence hieravchy would fulfil the condition of being
a fundamental hierarchy. But, even if neither McTaggart nor
we could have thought of any other way in which this condi-
tion could be fulfilled, it would have been extremely rash to
base on this negative fact any very confident belief that the
condition cannot be fulfilled in any other way, and that the
universe must therefore be a determining correspondence
system. Yet thisis what McTaggart does. And the situation is
even worse than this. For we have been able to show by means
of the geometrical illustration in Section 1:1 of the present
chapter that there can be a fundamental hierarchy which is
not a determining correspondence hierarchy. In that example
two relations are used, viz., that of being half of and that
of being co-terminous with. Neither of these answers to the
definition of determining correspondence relations, and a
comparison of the two methods will show clearly that they
ave different. Thus McTaggart staked the validity of the rest
of his argument on a guess which was, in any case, rash, and
which has turned out to be demonstrably mistaken.

(iv) McTaggart could think of only one illustration of a
determining correspondence relation and of a determining
correspondence hierarchy. The relation is that of being a per-
ception of, on certain very special views as to the nature and
possible range of perception. And the hierarchy is a society
of minds, of a very peculiar kind, and their perceptions of
themselves, of each other, and of their own and each other’s
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perceptions. This negative fact is, as we shall see in Vol. 11 of
this work, McTaggart’s only ground for Mentalism,

As regards this point, I must admit that I have not been
able to think of any alternative illustration of a determining
correspondence hierarchy. There are, however, three re-
marks which should be made here, (@) I feel no confidence
that a geometrical illustration could not be devised by a
person who had something more than my very sketchy
acquaintance with Projective Geometry. I will at any rate
venture to throw out the suggestion that the Quadrilateral
Construction, by means of which non-metrical co-ordinates
are assigned to all the points on a straight line, might furnish
a method by which an expert geometer could do the trick.
But this may well be one of the follies of partially instructed
ignorance. (b) Even if this hope be vain, we must remember
that McTaggart admittedly can provide an illustration from
the mental realm only by ascribing to minds and their per-
ceptions properties which they seem to themselves and to
each other not to possess in this life. If one were allowed to
play similar, and not more fantastic, tricks with matter and
with space, might it not be possible to provide a non-mental
illustration of a determining correspondence hierarchy? If a
philosopher, in other respects like McTaggart and gifted with
equal ingenuity, had wanted to be a materialist instead of
wanting to be a mentalist, I strongly suspect that he could
have tried this alternative with equally satisfactory results.
(¢) Even if none but mental illustrations of determining cor-
respondence could be devised, McTaggart’s mentalism would
still remain baseless. For it depends on the fwo premises that
a fundamental hierarchy must be a determining correspond-
ence hierarchy and that only minds and their relations can
fulfil the conditions for a determining correspondence hier-
archy. Now we have seen that the first premise is false. And
the illustration, by means of which its falsity was shown, was
an instance of a spatially extended particular.

CHAPTER XXII

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND
UNITIES WITHIN THE UNIVERSE

We have now completed the generalisation of the notion of
Determining Correspondence. It remains to be seen whether
the conclusion that the universe must consist of one or more
primary wholes, each of which is a hierarchy ordered by one
or more relations of determining correspondence, throws any
light on certain questions about the types of unity within
the universe which had to be left unanswered at the end of
Chap. xvII of this work. We will now consider the bearing of
this conclusion on (1) the occurrence and the range of causal
laws, (2) the occurrence of groups of particulars with exclusive
common qualities, and (3) unities of composition and unities

of manifestation.

1. Determining Correspondence and Causal Laws.

MecTaggart discusses the connexion between determining
correspondence and causation in Chaps. XXv and xx1x of the
Nature of Existence. The only relevant part of Chap. xxv for
the present purpose is §§ 216 and 217. McTaggart’s state-
ments in § 216 are extremely obscure. He says that, with his
definition of ““causation”, determining correspondence is &
causal relation. He also says that, in establishing the ocour-
rence of determining correspondence, we have demonstrated
not only that there are causal laws but also that there are
causal laws of a certain specific kind.

The truth, which he presumably means to express by these
obscure statements, is the following. Wherever there is deter-
mining correspondence there will be causation, in McTaggart’s
sense, viz., intrinsic determination of certain existent charac
teristics by certain other existent characteristics. This is quite
evident from the conditions which a relation has to fulfil if it is
to count as a relation of determining correspondence. (Cf., e.g.,
Condition (iv) in Chap. xx1 of this work.) If, then, it has been
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proved that there must be determining correspondence, and
that every particular either is a term in a determining-
correspondence hierarchy or has a set of parts all of which are
terms in such a hierarchy, it has been proved that there are
causal laws, in McTaggart’s sense of the word, and that their
range is very extensive.

McTaggart goes into greater detail in Chap. xx1x. There
are, he says, three kinds of law which are of no great interest
from the point of view of ordinary knowledge. (i) There are
laws in which the characteristics concerned have no applica-
tion; e.g., the law that all phoenixes are oviparous. (ii) There
are laws in which the characteristics concerned apply to one
and only one particular. (iii) There are laws in which the
characteristics concerned apply to every particular; e.g., the
law that every particular has parts which are themselves
particulars. The laws which are of most interest to us in
ordinary life, and without a belief in which nothing like our
system of alleged knowledge would be possible, deal with
characteristics that apply to more than one and less than all
particulars. McTaggart calls such laws “Exclusive Laws
within the Universe” (§ 258).

Can we show that there are such laws? It will suffice to
establish at least one law and to show that it is of this kind.
Now we can do this without appealing to any empirical
premise except the absolutely certain empirical premise that
there is at least one existent. We know that, if there is an
existent, there must be a determining-correspondence hier-
archy. Any general rule which applies to more than one and
less than all the particulars which fall into any determining-
correspondence hierarchy will be an exclusive law within the
universe. And there always will be such rules in connexion
with any determining-correspondence hierarchy. This can be
shown by giving examples.

McTaggart gives an example of such a law in § 259. His
statement is not easy to grasp. When put into our notation, I
think it amounts to the following. It is a law that if x be a
secondary part in any determining-correspondence hierarchy,
and if y and z be any two parts of « which fall into the same
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hierarchy, then the relation of y to its direct determinant will
be the same as the relation of z to s direct determinant. For
the relation in both cases will be the same as that of « to its
direct determinant. The proof of this law may be put as
follows. Since z is a secondary part in a determining-corre-
spondence hierarchy, it will be a particular which would be
symbolised in our notation by some symbol of the form P% .
Since y and z are parts of @ which fall into the same hierarchy,
they will be particulars which would be symbolised in our
notation by symbols of the form P2 ,. ,and P% . .. For,
as we saw, new relations of terms to their direct determinants
cannot be introduced when once we have started to go down-
wards into the subsequent ramifications of a term which itself
stands in a relation R of determining correspondence to its
direct determinant. For, otherwise, we should not be provided
with a uniform method of producing sufficient descriptions of
parts within parts of this term without end; and that is the
whole object of determining correspondence. The notation
makes it perfectly clear that the relation of y to its direct
determinant will be R. This is also the relation of z to its direct
determinant, as the notation plainly shows. Thus there is no
doubt that the general law mentioned by McTaggart does
hold. Now it is certain that it applies to more than one
particular. For there are innumerable terms in any deter-
mining-correspondence hierarchy which are secondary parts,
and each of these has innumerable pairs of parts which fall
somewhere in the same hierarchy. It is equally certain that
the law does not apply to all particulars. For in any detor-
mining-correspondence hierarchy there are terms which do
not have the characteristics with which the law is concerned.
For example, there are primary parts, and there are secondary
parts of the first grade. Now the 2 mentioned in the law could
not be a primary part, since it would then have no determinant
but would be symbolised by a symbol with a single suffix, e.g.,
P,. And the y and z mentioned in the law could not be either
primary parts or secondary parts of the first grade. For they
are parts of x, and x is itself a secondary part. Thus the law in
question is an exclusive law in the universe.
26-2
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Such a law is, however, extremely abstract. The character-
istics which it connects are all of them such as would occur in
any conceivable universe, e.g., particularity, the relation of
whole and part, identity of relation, and so on. If we like to
call these ““categorial characteristics”’, we can say that so far
the only kind of exclusive laws which have been proved to
occur within the universe are laws of the determination of
categorial characteristics by categorial characteristics. Such
laws might be called @ priort in a triple sense. (i) The con-
cepts of categorial characteristics would often be called “a
preor: concepts”, and contrasted with the concepts of such
characteristics as redness or phoenixhood, which would be
called “empirical concepts”. So these laws are a priors, in the
sense that they are about the connexions of characterigtios
whose concepts are ¢ priori. (ii) These laws are a prior: also in
the quite different sense that they can be seen to be necessary,
if not directly, at least by deduction from premises which can
be directly seen to be necessary. Of course a law might be
a priori in this sense though it was about characteristics
whose concepts are empirical, and therefore was not an a
priors law in the first sense. The law that anything that had
shape would have extension is a prior: in this second sense.
But it is not so in the first sense, since the concepts of shape
and extension are empirical. (iii) These laws are a priors in
the further sense that we can deduce from self-evident
premises that they apply to more than one and less than all
the particulars in the universe. It seems conceivable that a
law might be a priori in the first and second senses without
being so in this third sense. And it is quite certain that a law
might be a priori in the second sense without being so in the
third. I can see that anything that was an equilateral triangle
would necessarily be equiangular. But I can neither see
directly nor prove from self-evident premises that there are
any or several equilateral triangles. It seems to me that
McTaggart does not adequately recognise these distinctions
in the discussion on which he embarks in §§ 261-3.

The essential point of these sections is the following. If
anything like our ordinary system of alleged knowledge is to
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be valid, there must be exclusive laws in the universe which
are not @ priort in either the first or the second sense. (i) There
must be laws about non-categorial characteristics, such as
colour, motion, etc., whose concepts are empirical and not @
priori. (ii) Although, on McTaggart’s view, any such law
which is true must i fact be necessary, in precisely the
same sense in which the law that shape involves extension
is so, yet there must be many which no human being can
either see directly to be necessary or infer from premises
which are self-evident to him. The question is whether what
we have proved about the existent enables us to show that
there must be laws which answer to these two further con-
ditions beside applying to more than one and less than all
parbiculars.

In §§ 261 and 263 McTaggart answers this question in the
affirmative. Putting what he says at the bottom of p. 276 and
the top of p. 277 into our terminology, it comes to the
following. Let « be any particular which would be symbolised
in our notation by a symbol of the form P;;,. Then any part
of & which falls into the same determining-correspondence
hierarchy as x will stand in the relation R to some part of the
direct determinant of z, i.e., to some part of that particular
which would be symbolised in our notation by Pf,. For any
such part of & would be symbolised in our notation by a
symbol of the form P%, . It would therefore have R to
something which would be symbolised by Pf, . And any-
thing thus symbolised would be a part of that particular
which is symbolised by P¥%. Now, although we know that
there must be some relation in the universe answering to the
conditions of a relation of determining correspondence, we do
not know without special experience what in particular this
relation will be. Let us suppose that in fact it is the relation
of “being a perception of”. Again, although we know that
there must be particulars which could be symbolised by
symbols of the form PZ, we cannot tell without experience
whether a given particular 4 could be so symbolised. Nor
could we tell without special experience whether a certain
other particular B was or was not the particular Py, which is
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the direct determinant of the particular whose symbol is PZ,.
Let us suppose that in fact 4 is such that it can be symbolised
by P}, and B is such that it can be symbolised by PZ .
These are facts which could be known only by special experi-
ence. But, granted that they are facts, the very abstract law
which we have deduced above will take the specific form
‘“Any part of 4 which falls into the same hierarchy as A4 will
be a perception of some part of B>,

Now this is a law which applies to more than one and less
than all of the particulars that there are. It contains terms,
such as perception, whose concepts are not ¢ priori. And,
even if it be true, it would not be self-evident nor deducible
from self-evident premises. For we could learn only by special
experience that 4 is a secondary part of the second grade in a
determining-correspondence hierarchy, although we know
without special experience that there must be some parti-
culars which have this property. Similarly, we could learn
only by special experience that B was the direct determinant
of 4, though we know without special experience that, if 4 be
a secondary part, there must be some particular which is its
direct determinant. Thus we can know a priori that there
must be laws of a certain general form, but we cannot know
any particular law of this form without special experience.
That is, we can know a priori that there must be laws which
we cannot know a priors.

Here again it is important to bear in mind the several senses
in which a law can be @ priori. McTaggart’s argument shows
that, if we accept his doctrine of determining correspondence,
we can prove that there must be laws which are not a priori in
our first sense, i.e., laws which are about characteristics that
can be known to us only by perceiving instances of them. The
argument does not seem to me to prove that there must be
laws which are not @ priort in our second sense, i.e., which are
neither self-evident nor deducible from self-evident premises.
We must remember that, for McTaggart, every law which is
true at all asserts a connexion between characteristics which
Is n fact necessary. There is therefore no reason in principle
why it should not be seen to be necessary by an acute enough
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intellect. All that McTaggart has shown is that we can deduce
from the principle of determining correspondence that there
must be laws which cannot individually be deduced from that
principle. This leaves it quite possible that all such laws might
be self-evident when experience had made us acquainted with
the characteristics which they are about.

If McTaggart had proved what he thought he had, the
result would have been a very important consequence of the
principle of determining correspondence. At first sight, in-
deed, it looks even more important than it really is. For it
seems to supply the missing premise which is needed if indue-
tion is to be justified. We have seen that, if induction is to
give any assignable probability to any alleged law, we must
be able to know, apart from induction, that there are laws in
the universe of the kind which could be established only by
induction. If McTaggart were right in the argument which
we have just been discussing, the principle of determining
correspondence would guarantee this minimum necessary
condition without which induction is helpless. For, if we
admit the principle and McTaggart’s inferences from it, we
must admit that we know, apart from induction, that there
are in the universe an infinite number of laws of a kind which
could be established only by induction. We shall be wise,
however, to moderate our transports; for, as McTaggart
points out in §§ 269 and 270, these consequences of the
principle do not really give much help to induction.

The reason is as follows. The only laws of the required kind
which we can show, without appeal to induction, to be present
in the universe are laws about relations of determining corre-
spondence and about qualities which depend on such relations,.
Now the relations and qualities which figure in the laws of
science and daily life are quite certainly not of this kind. It
is, of course, possible that the latter relations and qualities are
8o connected with the former that the laws about the former
entail laws about the latter. But, unless this can be shown,
the consequences of the principle of determining correspond-
ence give no help to induction as used in establishing the laws
of daily life and science. And there seems no prospect of
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showing that any such connexion exists between the two
kinds of relations and qualities.

2. Determining Correspondence and Exclusive Common
Qualities.

We know empirically that there are some groups within the
universe which have exclusive common qualities of a non-
trivial kind, i.e., qualities which are not contained in the de-
notation of the group, which are not infinitely complex, and
which belong to every member of the group and to nothing
that is not a member of it. But, apart from the principle of
determining correspondence, we know nothing about the fre-
quency or importance of such groups, nor have we any a prior:
knowledge about the nature of any non-trivial exclusive
common quality. (In the present discussion I shall hence-
forth confine the name “exclusive common qualities” to
those which are not trivial, in the sense explained above.)

With the acceptance of the principle of determining
correspondence the situation is profoundly changed, for it
implies that there is at least one natural and intrinsic system
of classification within the universe. In the first place, we
know that the universe either is one primary whole, or has a
set of parts each of which is a primary whole. Let us suppose
that there are in fact two primary wholes, P and ¢. Then the
property of being a primary whole is an exclusive common
property in this group. Next, each primary whole will have a
set of primary parts with respect to some relation of deter-
mining correspondence, which may or may not be the same
for all the primary wholes. Let us suppose that P has a set of
primary parts, P, and P,, and that @ has a set of primary
parts, 6y, @y, and @,. The property of being a primary part of
P will be an exclusive common property in the group whose
members are P; and P,. The property of being a primary part
of @ will be an exclusive common property in the group whose
members are @), @,, and ¢;. We come next to secondary
parts of the first grade. The property of being a secondary
part of P, of the first grade will be an exclusive common
property in the group whose members we should symbolise by
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P, and P,,. And so on without end. McTaggart calls this
kind of system of classification a “Fundamental System”
(Nature of Existence, § 248).

A fundamental system does not, of course, contain every
particular in the universe. For example, none of the classes in
our example will contain the compound particular ¢,.¢, or
the compound particular Py,.Qps. And both these are parti-
culars in the universe. But any particular which is not con-
tained in any of the divisions of a fundamental system will
have a set of parts each of which is contained in some
division or other of that system.

A system of the kind which we have been describing is
“fundamental”’, as compared with all other systems of
classification, for the following reasons. (i) If there is a
universe at all, there must be determining correspondence in
order to avoid the contradiction which would otherwise be
entailed by the fact of endless divisibility. And, if there be
determining correspondence, there will necessarily be a
system of classification of the kind which we have been dis-
cussing. (ii) This is the only system of classification of which
we know that it extends over the whole universe, in the sense
that every particular either falls integrally into one of its
divisions or else has a set of parts each of which falls into one
or other of its divisions. (iii) In consequence of this it is the
only system which stands in an assignable relationship to
every division in every possible system of classification. For,
if we consider the content of any division in any other system
of classification, this will have a set of parts each of which
occupies some definite class in any fundamental system.
(iv) In a fundamental system the content of each division is
always still further subdivided. There are no infimae species,
as in other systems of classification. (v) The principle of sub-
division at each stage is given by a general rule; whereas in
other systems a new principle is introduced at cach new stage
without any principle to determine it, as when books are
divided first by subjects, then books on the same subject are
divided by language, and so on.

1t is, of course, possible that there may be several different
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relations of determining correspondence, B, 8, T, etc., each of
which extends over the whole universe. If so, there will be
as many different and mutually independent fundamental
systems of classification. But they will be compatible with
each other; and each will have all the properties of a funda-
mental system, and therefore all the advantages which we
have enumerated over non-fundamental systems.

Other systems might be regarded as more or less funda-
mental in proportion as they departed less or more from a
fundamental system. Departure from a fundamental system
would consist in classing together things which fell into
different classes of a fundamental system, or classing apart
things which fell into a single class of a fundamental system.
McTaggart points out in § 251 that this criterion would be of
no practical value in testing a proposed classification unless
we knew the positions in some fundamental system of those
particulars (e.g., plants or animals) which the classification to
be tested seeks to arrange. Again, some classifications which
depart very far from a fundamental system might be much
more useful to us than any that approach closely to such a
system. Lastly, we might be so situated that no classification
of perceptible objects that we could possibly make could
approximate to a fundamental system. Suppose, for example,
that we are confined within a single primary whole, and that
the primary parts of this are all too small to be separately
perceived by us. Then all observable objects would neces-
sarily be compound particulars which fall into no class in the
fundamental system. And so any classification that we could
possibly make of them would necessarily cut across the divi-
sions of the fundamental system.

In Chap. xxvir, §§238-41, of the Nature of Euwistence
McTaggart points out that the particulars which fall into
a fundamental system can be divided in four different
ways into mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive
divisions, each of which is marked off by an exclusive common
quality.

(i) They can be divided into Primary Wholes, Primary
Parts, and Secondary Parts. The last-mentioned class can
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then be subdivided into First-grade Secondary Parts, Second-
grade Secondary Parts, and so on without end.

(ii) The primary parts could be subdivided by classing
together all those which fall into any one primary whole, and
separating those which fall into different primary wholes.
Then the first-grade secondary parts could be subdivided by
classing together all those which fall into any one primary part,
and separating those which fall into different primary parts.
The second-grade secondary parts could be subdivided on a
similar principle, and so on without end.

(ili) We might class together all terms in a fundamental
system which were parts of any one primary whole, and
separate those which fall into different primary wholes.

(iv) There is another way of subdividing secondary parts,
which needs rather more explanation. Every secondary part
has a direct determinant. If @ be a first-grade secondary part,
its direct determinant will be one of the primary parts. Ifx be
a second-grade secondary part, its direct determinant will be
a secondary part of the first grade, say . And so y will have
a direct determinant, say z, which will be one of the primary
parts. In that case we will call z the “Final Determinant’ of
x. It is clear that every secondary part, no matter what its
grade may be, will have one and only one final determinant,
and that this will always be one of the primary parts. We can
therefore class together all secondary parts, of whatever
grade, which have the same final determinant, and we can
separate those which have different final determinants. Now
consider, for example, the class of secondary parts which all
have a certain primary part z as their final determinant. This
class will be infinitely numerous. It can be first subdivided
into those of the first grade and the rest. The rest can then be
subdivided according to their penultimate determinants. All
those with the same penultimate determinant will be classed
together, all those' with different penultimate determinants
will be separated. Any of the classes thus reached can then
be subdivided on the same general principles as before, and
so on without end. The following illustrative diagrams will
make the method quite clear.
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For simplicity we will take a single primary whole P with
the two primary parts P, and P,. The determining-corre-
spondence hierarchy is then represented by the diagram given
below. :

P

o
T

—— l
Py Py 1421 Py
- f 1

2] >
1111 PHZ Il‘.)l P122 P2ll P212

I 221 P222
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Now let us use the symbol K ,, to represent the class
composed of all those members of this hierarchy whose
symbols have complex suffices consisting of a series ending up
with the suffices 7, s, and ¢, in that order. Then

K | is the class {PyPy; Py Py Pon P )221§ Py Prgi Pron
19214 on1 £ ore1 4 2o £ 0015 o0
K ., is the class {P1;Pp; PripPipPorePosss P12 Priga Prore
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K, is the class {Pyy; Pyyy5 Pryy Prony Pornn Poarts -+ b
K 4, is the class {Py1o Pyo; PrigProte PornePooras -+
K 5 is the class {Pyy; Poyyi; Prygy Progy Posoi Proass -
K 5 is the class {Py3, Poyqs -}

and so on.

Each of these classes has an infinite number of members,
and there is an infinite number of such classes in connexion
with any determining-correspondence hierarchy. It isevident
(@) that K’s on the same level are mutually exclusive, e.g.,
K 4, K 5, K ,,and K, have no members in common.
(0) K ; and K _, between them contain all the secondary
parts of every grade in the hierarchy. (c¢) The three classes
K 1, K 5, and {Py; Py} constitute a collectively exhaustive
and mutually exclusive subdivision of the class K ;. Simi-
larly, the three classes K 5, K o, and {Py, Py} constitute
a collectively exhaustive and mutually exclusive subdivision
of the class K _,. (d) The three classes K ;;;, K o, and
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{P111 Pyyy} constitute a collectively exhaustive and mutually
exclusive subdivision of the class X ;. And so on. The
principles of this method of subdivision should now be quite
clear.

2-1. Haternal and Internal Particulars. In §§ 242 and 243
McTaggart considers the classification of particulars which do
not fall integrally into any division of a fundamental system.
He suggests in § 242 that they might be called ““ External”,
whilst particulars which do fall integrally into one of the
divisions of a fundamental system might be called ““ Internal ”’.

Now all external particulars can be classified in the fol-
lowing way. We know that every external particular has & set
of parts each of which is an internal particular. It will, of
course, have infinitely many such sets of parts. It is plain
that, amongst its infinitely many sets of parts, there will be
some which consist of internal particulars that ave all at the
same grade in the fundamental system. For let £ be any
external particular, and let it have a set of parts which are
internal particulars of different grades, e.g., Py, Py, and Py,
Then P, will have a set of second-grade secondary parts Py,
Py, ete., Py will also have a seb of parts of the second grade,
Py, Py, Pyy. And these, together with Py, will be a set
of parts of E which are all internal particulars and are all
secondary parts of the second grade. Now suppose that
every set of internal parts of a certain external particular I
contains a member which is of at least the rth grade. And
suppose that there is at least one set of internal parts of #
which contains no member whose grade exceeds +. Then ¥
must have a set of internal parts which are all of the »th
grade, and it has no set of internal parts whose grade is less
than ». We can then speak of ¥ as an “external particular of
the 7th order”. Now this evidently gives us a principle for
classifying all external particulars. The first class will be those
which have a set of internal parts all of which are primary
wholes. The second class will be those which have not such a
set of internal parts as this, but which have a set of internal
parts which are all primary parts. The third class will be
those which have no set of parts that are primary wholes, and
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have no set of parts that are primary parts, but which have a
set of internal parts all of which are secondary parts of the
first grade. And so on.

There is another way in which some, though not all, external
particulars could be classified. We could begin by grouping
together all those external particulars whose internal parts
fall into a single primary whole, and separating those whose
internal parts fall into different primary wholes. This will not
give an exhaustive classification, for there will be some exter-
nal particulars which have parts in several primary wholes.
Now consider the external particulars whose internal parts
all fall into the primary whole. Some, but not all of them, will
be such that all their internal parts fall within a single primary
part P, of P. Again, some, but not all, of these will be such
that all their parts fall into a single first-grade secondary part
of P, e.g., P,,. And so on.

We now see that, if the principle of determining corre-
spondence be granted, every particular, whether internal or
external, is a member of some group in which there is a non-
trivial exclusive common quality. For let X be any par-
ticular. Then it is either (1) an internal, or (2) an external,
particular. If it is an internal particular, it must be either
(1-1) a primary whole, or (1-2) a primary part, or (1-3) a
secondary part. In either case it belongs ipso facto to a group
in which there is a non-trivial exclusive common quality. For
the properties of being a primary whole, or a primary part, or
a secondary part, all belong to some things and not to all
things. And they are not trivial properties of the groups
which constitute their range of application. If X should be
either a primary part or a secondary part, it will be a member
of a group in which there is a further exclusive common
quality. For it will have the characteristic of being one of the
primary parts, or one of the secondary parts, of so-and-so.
And this is a non-trivial characteristic which belongs to some
but not all things. Lastly, if X should be a secondary part, it
will belong to a group in which there is another execlusive
common quality beside the two that have already been men-
tioned. For X will then have the characteristic of standing in
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a certain relation of determining correspondence to a certain
particular which is its direct determinant. This again is a non-
trivial characteristic which belongs to some and not to all
things.

Suppose now (2) that X is an external particular. Then we
have seen that it must belong to a group in which there is an
exclusive common quality of the form: “having a set of
internal parts all of which are of the 7th grade, and having no
set of parts which has a member of grade less than »”. So,
whether X be internal or external (and it must be one or the
other), it will be a member of at least one group in which
there is a non-trivial exclusive common quality.

McTaggart points out in § 244 that the exclusive common
qualities which we have so far considered are all relational.
We cannot prove from any self-evident premises that every
particular must belong to some group in which there is an
exclusive common original quality. In fact it seems impossible
to determine anything a prior: about the occurrence and
distribution of original qualities. Nevertheless, the result
which has been shown to follow from the principle of deter-
mining correspondence is of considerable philosophic import-
ance. For it assures us that every particular has at least one
characteristic which it shares with some but not with all other
particulars.

Now suppose, for the sake of argument, that this were not
true, and that there was a certain particular X which was an
exception to this rule. Take any characteristic ¢. Then ¢
would either (@) not belong to X at all, or (b) belong to X and
to no other particular, or (c) belong to X and to every other
particular. Now any universal proposition is of the form
‘“ Anything that has ¢ will have 4. If ¢ does not characterise
X at all, this proposition will not apply to X. If ¢ charac-
terises X and nothing else, the law will have only a single
instance and will lose all importance from the extreme
narrowness of its range of application. If ¢ characterises X
and everything else, the law will be in no way peculiar to X
and will lose most of its importance through the universality
of its range of application. Thus the result which has been
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deduced from the principle of determining correspondence
assures us that every particular fulfils a certain condition
without which it could not possibly be an instance of any
such law as would be of interest in ordinary life or science. Of
course it does not follow that any law of interest to science
will apply to a given particular X even if this condition be
fulfilled. It might be that, although there were one or more
characteristics which X shares with some but not with all
other particulars, yet no single one of these intrinsically
determines any other characteristic. So it would still remain
possible that the only laws which apply to X at all apply either
to nothing else or to everything else.

3. Unities of Composition and Unities of Manifestation.

In Chap. xxvim, §§252-7, of the Nature of Haistence,
McTaggart discusses the following question. We know that
every particular is both a unity of composition, i.e., a whole
composed of such and such parts, and a unity of manifesta-
tion or organic unity. But some particulars with which we are
familiar seem prima facie to be much more appropriately
described as unities of composition (e.g., a heap of stones), and
others to be much more appropriately described as unities of
manifestation (e.g., a living organism or a human mind). We
must admit, however, that our knowledge of any particular is
so defective that such appearances may be misleading. The
question is whether the principle of determining correspond-
ence will show that certain particulars really are more appro-
priately described as unities of composition, and that certain
others really are more appropriately described as unities of
manifestation.

We will first consider internal particulars, and will then go
on to consider external particulars. Internal particulars are
either primary wholes or else primary or secondary parts of
such wholes. Now, when a particular is a primary or a
secondary part there is a peculiar and one-sided relation
between it and its parts in a fundamental system. It has
a sufficient description from which we can construct in a
uniform way sufficient descriptions of all its parts in all the
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innumerable sets of parts of it which fall into the fundamental
system. It is, of course, also true that we can construct a
sufficient description of # from sufficient descriptions of all
the members of any set of parts of it. But the latter is a
perfectly general property which it shares with all particulars,
external or internal, whilst the former property belongs to it
only in virtue of its being a primary or secondary part of some
primary whole. There is therefore an objective reason for
laying a special emphasis on the whole, as compared with its
parts, when considering the relations of a particular which is
a primary or secondary part to its parts in a fundamental
system. We may say that such wholes are “differentiated
into” such parts, rather than ‘“built out of”’ such parts.

Let us next consider the case of primary wholes. Every
primary whole P has a set of primary parts Py, P,, ... P,,
with respect to some relation of determining correspondence.
Each of the latter has a sufficient description from which we
could construct in a uniform way sufficient descriptions of all
its parts without end in the fundamental system. Call these
descriptions ¢, ¢,, ... ¢,, respectively. Then we could
describe P sufficiently as the group whose members are the
particular which has ¢,, the particular which has ¢,, and so
on. And from this description we could derive sufficient
descriptions of all the parts of P that fall in the fundamental
system. It might therefore seem at first sight that there is the
same ground for laying a special emphasis on the whole as
compared with its parts in the case of a primary whole as
there is in the case of a primary or a secondary part.

This, however, is a mistake. The preponderance of the
primary whole P over its parts in the fundamental system is
derivative. It is derived from the preponderance of the
primary parts of P over their parts in the fundamental system,
and from the fact that P is the group of which these primary
parts are the members. But the preponderance of primary or
secondary parts over their parts in the fundamental system
is not derivative but ultimate, Thus, in considering the rela-
tions of primary wholes to their primary parts, there is an
objective ground for emphasising the parts as compared with

BMCT 27
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the whole. We may say that such wholes are “built out of”
such parts rather than “differentiated into”’ such parts.

It will be worth while to consider at this point what form
these conclusions would take if we assumed that the relation
of “being a perception of” were a determining-correspondence
relation. Primary parts would then be idealised percipients;
and each primary whole would be a kind of mutual admira-
tion society, composed of several such percipients, per-
ceiving themselves and each other and their own and each
other’s perceptions without end, and having no content but
these idealised perceptions. What is alleged is that, in con-
sidering the relations of such a society to its members, there is
an objective ground to emphasise the members as compared
with the society. In considering the relations of any idealised
percipient to its idealised perceptions there is an objective
ground to emphasise the percipient as compared with the per-
ceptions. And, in considering the relations of any idealised
perception to those perceptions of perceptions which are its
parts, there is an objective ground to emphasise the percep-
tion as compared with these perceptions of perceptions. No
doubt McTaggart started with this concrete example in his
mind, and then generalised it into the abstract conception of
a determining-correspondence hierarchy. Now in ordinary
life it does seem reasonable to regard selves as more funda-
mental units than either the societies to which they belong,
on the one hand, or the experiences which they have, on the
other. The raw material, which was fed from the corporate life
of Clifton, of Trinity, and of England into that infinitely
ingenious machine which was McTaggart’s mind, here emerges
in a highly sublimated form in the doctrine that primary and
secondary parts are unities which are differentiated into parts,
whilst primary wholes are unities which are built out of parts.

We will now consider the case of external particulars. The
only relevant a priort knowledge that we have about them is
that, although none of them is integrally contained in any
division of a fundamental system, yet each of them is analys-
able without remainder into a set of parts every one of which
is contained in some division or other of such a system. Thus
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every external particular is most appropriately regarded as
built out of internal particulars; whilst the latter are in turn
most appropriately regarded, not as built out of their parts,
butas differentiated into them, unless they are primary wholes.

Of course there are many external particulars about which
we have further information from empirical sources. In the
case of some of them we may happen to know some sufficient
description of the whole which entails sufficient descriptions
of every member of a certain set of parts of this whole. Con-
sider, for example, the characteristic of being a rowing-eight
whose aggregate mass is exactly 94-3279 stone. Let us sup-
pose that this characteristic belongs to one and only one
particular. Every rowing-eight contains one and only one
stroke, one and only one cox, and so on. It follows that there
will be a set of characteristics each of which applies to one and
only one member of a certain set of parts of this particular.
These characteristics will be that of being stroke in an eight
whose aggregate mass is 94-3279 stone, that of being cox in
such an eight, that of being No. 5 in such an eight, and so on.
But, even when we do happen to know of some sufficient
description of an external particular which entails sufficient
descriptions of all the members of some set of parts of it, we
can never construct sufficient descriptions of parts of these
parts without end, as we can in the case of internal particulars
other than primary wholes. In our illustration, for example,
we cannot infer from our sufficient description of the eight any
sufficient description of stroke’s emotion towards the cox,
though this, if McTaggart be right, is a part of stroke. Thus,
even when an external particular is in the special position of
the rowing-eight in our example, it is not, like primary and
secondary parts, more appropriately described as being
differentiated into parts than as being built out of parts. The
most that we could say is that there is one set of parts of the
eight, viz., the oarsmen and the cox, with regard to which it
would be as appropriate to say that the eight was different-
iated into these parts as to say that it was built out of them.

In § 256 McTaggart considers the bearing of the result just
reached on the choice between the alternatives which I call

27-2
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“Substantival Monism” and ‘“Substantival Pluralism?”. It
is plain that, if determining correspondence be accepted,
primary parts are, in a very real sense, the natural and
fandamental units of the universe. Primary wholes are built
out of them rather than differentiated into them. And
secondary parts of any grade are differentiated into secondary
parts of a lower grade only by their direct or indirect relations
to primary parts. The universe certainly is a unity, since all
its parts are interrelated in some way or other. But among
all its innumerable sets of parts the set of primary parts
occupies a unique position. Now there could not be less than
two primary parts, even if the universe be a single primary
whole. And of course the universe might consist of many
primary wholes, each of which consisted of many primary
parts. So the most appropriate way of expressing the struc-
ture of the universe is to say that the universe is built out of,
rather than differentiated into, a set of primary parts, each
of which in turn is differentiated into, rather than built out of,
sets of secondary parts. As McTaggart says, this “leaves the
balance on the side of pluralism ”, though we must not assume
that there is any incompatibility between a high degree of
individuality in the primary parts and a high degree of unity
in the whole which is built out of them,

CHAPTER XXIII

THE DISCRIMINATION OF PRIMARY
PARTS

The subject to be discussed here is the various ways in which
one member of a set of primary parts may be distinguished
from the other members of the same set. This is treated by
McTaggart in Chap. xxx of the Nature of Existence.

(1) Some primary parts might be distinguished only by
the fact that their differentiating groups are different. The
differentiating group of P,, for example, might be P, and P;,
whilst that of Py was Py and P;. If so, this would distinguish
P, and Py, and there might be no other dissimilarity between
them except this and anything that is entailed by this. But
it is clear that some of the primary parts must be distinguished
in some other way than this. For each must have a sufficient
description, and the exclusive deseription of any one of them
by means of its differentiating group does not become
sufficient until we have sufficient descriptions of the members
of this group. Granted, however, that some members of a set
of primary parts are sufficiently describable in some other
way, it is quite possible that the rest should be sufficiently
describable only by reference to their differentiating groups.
Suppose, for example, that ¢,, ¢, and ¢, were independent
sufficient descriptions of P,, P;, and P, respectively, and that
R was the relation of determining correspondence for the
whole of which P,, P,, P;, P,, and P, are primary parts. Then
it might be that the only sufficient description of P, is that it
is the particular whose parts in the determining-correspond-
ence hierarchy have the relation R either to the particular
which is the only instance of ¢, and to parts of it, or to the
particular which is the only instance of ¢; and to parts of it.
Similarly, the only sufficient description of P; might be the
above with ¢, substituted for ¢,.

(2) Each of the primary parts might be sufficiently described
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by certain relations to certain other particulars which had
independent sufficient descriptions. Some of these par-
ticulars might themselves be primary parts, though it is of
course impossible that all primary parts should be sufficiently
described only by their relations to primary parts. Again,
these particulars might be secondary parts, or they might be
external particulars. Suppose, for example, that the men in a
certain rowing-eight are a set of primary parts, and suppose
that this eight is sufficiently describable as the one whose
aggregate mass is 94-3279 stone. Then these primary parts
would be sufficiently describable as the stroke in such an
eight, the cox in such an eight, and so on.

(8) Some or all of the primary parts might be sufficiently
describable by means of their original qualities, whether
simple, compound, or complex.

(4) Some or all of the primary parts might be sufficiently
describable by the property of standing in a certain relation,
of a certain determinate form or degree of intensity, to some
particular or other, or to themselves, or to all the particulars
in a certain definable class. For example, a certain primary
part might be the only member of the set which hated anyone,
or the only member which respected itself, or the only
member which believed all the XXXIX Articles with the
same degree of conviction as the late My Gladstone.

In § 277 McTaggart raises the question whether every
primary part is a member of some group of primary parts in
which there is an exclusive common quality of a non-trivial
kind. If we knew that the universe contained more than one
primary whole, we should know that this is so. For each
primary part would belong to one and only one primary
whole, and each primary whole would contain at least two
primary parts. So every primary part would belong to a
group in which was the exclusive common quality of being a
primary part of a certain primary whole, which is not the
only primary whole. And this exclusive common quality
would be non-trivial.

But we do not know that the universe contains more than
one primary whole. There may be just one primary whole

PRIMARY PARTS 423

which is the unmiverse. And we do not know that every
primary part of a given primary whole must have some
characteristic which it shares with some but not all the other
members of that primary whole. Thus we do not know that
there are any exclusive laws of the form: “Every primary
part that has ¢ has ¢”. For it is possible that every charac-
teristic ¢ which belongs to any primary part P, belongs either
only to P, or to all primary parts whatever as well as to P,.



CHAPTER XXI1V

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND
THE STRUCTURE OF THE UNIVERSE

In Chap. xx1r we considered the bearing of the principle of
determining correspondence on the occurrence and range of
certain types of unity within the universe. We have now to
consider its bearing on the unity of the universe, taken as a
single collective particular. McTaggart discusses this ques-
tion in the last chapter of Vol. 1 of the Nature of Eaustence.
He admits at once that the principle is compatible with many
different alternatives about the structure of the universe; that
the degree of unity will depend on which of these alternatives
is fulfilled; that this in turn will depend on the particular
form which determining correspondence takes; and that this
cannot be known a priori. What McTaggart does is the
following. He begins by stating in § 279 that set of possible
assumptions about the determining correspondence in the
universe which would give to the latter the highest possible
degree of unity. He works out the consequences of these
assumptions in §§ 280-7 inclusive. Then he relaxes the condi-
tions one by one, and states exactly what degree and kind of
unity is lost at each stage, and what remains. I shall now
explain each of the alternatives in turn, illustrating each with
the simplest diagram which is adequate for the purpose.

1. The First Supposition.

Consider the following five assumptions:

(i) that the universe is a single primary whole P;

(ii) that every primary part is a determinant of parts in
some primary part;

(iii) that every primary part is a determinant of parts in
every primary part; .

(iv) that every primary part is a direct determinant of
parts in every primary part; and
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(v) that there is only one relation of determining corre-
spondence R in the universe.

Of these five assumptions (iv) entails (iii), but not con-
versely, and (iii) entails (ii), but not conversely. Suppose that
assamptions (i), (iv), and (v) are fulfilled. This is Supposition I.
It is illustrated by the following diagram.

P
| ]
P, P,
[ L ]
Py P P} Pl
- - - .
Pl Pl PhPL - PRPh 4 Pl

Supposition I

On this supposition the unity of the universe will be very
high indeed, for the following reasons.

(@) Owing to assumption (i) the primary parts will be a set of
parts of the universe. Owing to (iv) every primary part has a
set of first-grade secondary parts which correspond one-to-one
with the primary parts which together make up the universe.
Again, each first-grade secondary part, e.g., Py,, has a set of
second-grade secondary parts which correspond one-to-one
with the primary parts which together make up the universe.
Similar remarks apply, mutatis mutandis, to secondary parts
of any grade.

(b) Since R is a relation of determining correspondence, and
since the universe is a single primary whole by agsumption (i),
a sufficient description of any secondary part of the universe
can be derived in a uniform way from sufficient descriptions
of the primary parts, as we have explained earlier. To do this
for all the secondary parts of any primary part we shall need
sufficient descriptions of every primary part; for each primary
part has for its differentiating group all the primary parts, on
the present supposition.

(c) Suppose that ¢,, ¢, ... ¢,, were a set of characteristics
which sufficiently describe the primary parts Py, P,, ... P, re-
spectively. Now suppose that some of these ¢’s were connected
in certain respects with each other and were disconnected
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in these respects from the rest. Suppose, for example, that
é15 o .. b, were all determinates under a single determinable
@, whilst the rest were not determinates under this deter-
minable. Any primary part P; will have a set of first-grade
secondary parts PZ%, P ... Pt ... PE Now the charac-
teristic of being a part of P, belongs to all of these. So, too,
does the characteristic of standing in the relation R to some
primary part of P. What constitutes a sufficient description
of any one of them is the characteristic of being a part of P
and standing in the relation E to such and such a primary part
of P. Thus we shall have a set of characteristics, which we
might denote by %, ¢%, ... ¢%, ... ¢%, which uniquely
characterise P%, P%, .., Pk, ... PE respectively. Taking ¢Z as
a typical one, it will be the characteristic of “being a part
of the only instance of ¢, and standing in the relation R to the
only instance of ¢,””. Now we can group together the primary
parts P; to P, as “those primary parts whose sufficient
descriptions are determinates under the determinable @ . In
precisely the same way we can group together the first-grade
secondary parts P% ... PL of the primary part P, as “those
first-grade secondary parts of the only instance of ¢, which
have the relation R to particulars which are uniquely
characterised by determinates under the determinable ®”.
Exactly the same could be done, mutatis mutandis, with the
first-grade secondary parts of each of the primary parts, for
P, was merely a typical instance. Now plainly this example
can be generalised. Any relation which connects some but
not all the sufficient descriptions ¢, ... ¢,, in a set of sufficient
descriptions of the primary parts will be reflected as a relation
which connects some but not all the derived sufficient de-
scriptions, ¢% ... ¢, of the first-grade secondary parts of any
primary part Pg.

The result is that certain connexions and disconnexions
among the primary parts will be reflected as corresponding
connexions and disconnexions among the first-grade secondary
parts of each primary part. If, for example, there be no non-
trivial exclusive common quality among the primary parts,
then the kind of heterogeneity which this involves will be
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reflected in the first-grade secondary parts of each primary
part. There might indeed still be non-trivial exclusive common
qualities among the latter; but, if so, they would be inde-
pendent and not derivative from anything of the kind among
the primary parts. If, on the other hand, there be a non-
trivial exclusive common quality among the primary parts,
then there will necessarily be a derived exclusive common
quality among the first-grade secondary parts of any primary
part.

Now, on the present Supposition, the primary parts to-
gether make up the universe, for there is to be only one
primary whole. So any connexions or disconnexions among
them are essential factors in the structure of the universe as
a collective whole. Moreover, the first-grade secondary parts
of any primary part together make up that primary part. So
any connexions or disconnexions among them are essential
factors in the structure of that primary part. Thus we may
fairly say that, on the present Supposition, the universe
would be a whole which is completely analysable into a set of
parts each of which reflects in its own internal structure the
structure of the whole. The reflexion would, in fact, go
infinitely further than this. For the second-grade secondary
parts of any first-grade secondary part would reflect the con-
nexions and disconnexions among the primary parts, just as
the first-grade secondary parts of any primary part do. And
the same would be true, mutatis mutandis, of the (r + 1)th-
grade secondary part of any rth-grade secondary part.
McTaggart suggests that such a whole as this might be called
a “Self-reflecting Unity”. (I am inclined to think that
McTaggart believed that Hegel claimed to have proved at the
end of the Logic that the universe is a self-reflecting unity.
This seems to be the interpretation which McTaggart gives to
the category of the Absolute Idea.)

1-1. Self-reflecting Unities. Even if the universe were a
self-reflecting unity, it might have many qualities not
possessed by any of its parts, and its parts might have many
qualities not possessed by it.

In §§ 284 and 286 McTaggart discusses the resemblances
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and differences between organic unities, in his sense, and self-
reflecting unities. According to him any whole whatever is an
organic unity. It is manifested by all the members of any set
of parts of it faken together ; but it is not manifested, merely in
virtue of being an organic unity, in any part taken separately.
In a self-reflecting unity the structure of the whole is reflected
in each one of a certain set of its parts. Since every whole is
an organic unity, the universe will be both organic and self-
reflecting if it be self-reflecting. When a whole is self-reflecting
as well as organic it is less inappropriate to say that “the
whole is in every part” than when it is only organic. The
phrase still remains nonsensical, if taken literally, but it be-
comes more closely connected with something that is not
nonsensical. Again, it becomes less inappropriate to say that
“each part expresses the nature of the whole”. This remains
false if it is interpreted to mean that each part expresses the
whole nature of the whole, But it is true that, if the whole be
self-reflecting, each member of a certain set of its parts will
express more of the nature of the whole than any part could
do if the whole were not self-reflecting. I have already said
that organic unity, in McTaggart’s sense of the word, seems
to me to be a completely trivial conception. Self-reflecting
unity, on the other hand, is an interesting one which would be
very important if it were exemplified by any whole.

It is plain that no whole could be a self-reflecting unity un-
less it had a set of primary parts such that each had all of
them and nothing else for its differentiating group. If the
universe were such a whole, there could be no other such whole.
On this Supposition the universe would have the highest
degree of internal unity which it could derive from deter-
mining correspondence. Yet it would still be the case that the
primary parts would be the fundamental natural units of the
existent, and that it would be more appropriate to speak of
the universe as “built out of”” the primary parts than as
“differentiated into’’ them. Thus, even on the supposition
most favourable to substantival monism, substantival plural-
ism remains the more accurate account of the structure of the

universe.
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It now remains to explain and illustrate the other possible
suppositions.

2. The Second Supposition.

Here we drop assumption (v), viz., that there is only one
relation E of determining correspondence throughout the
universe. We still suppose that assumptions (i) and (iv) are
fulfilled. The diagram given below provides a simple illustra-
tion of Supposition I1.

P
[ ]
P, P,
. ] .
P P llz". lj’;i}
| ] [ ] or ol
Pift Pl PRPS PR S Py
Supposition 11

(@) As the diagram shows, every primary part of the uni-
verse will still have a set of first-grade secondary parts corre-
sponding one-to-one with the primary parts of the universe.
And, in general, every rth-grade secondary part will have a
seb of (r + 1)th-grade secondary parts corresponding one-to-
one with the primary parts of the universe.

(b) It will still be the case that a sufficient description of
any secondary part of the universe can be derived in a uni-
form way from sufficient descriptions of the primary parts. As
before, in order to do this for all the secondary parts of any
primary part we shall need sufficient descriptions of every
primary part. Now that there are two relations of determining
correspondence, R and 8, the rule of derivation will be rather
more complicated than it was before. In our way of stating
the facts it would present itself as a rule for deriving the
symbols of the secondary parts, together with a rule for trans-
lating the symbols into sufficient descriptions. The only
additional complication in the former rule would be that a
clause would have to be added dealing with the distribution
of the indices R and S in the symbols. In our illustration the
additional clause would be as follows. “Whenever the suffix
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‘1’ is added to the end of the suffices of any symbol the
index ‘R’ must be added above; and, whenever the suffix
‘2’ is added to the end of the suffices of any symbol, the
index ‘8’ must be added above.” The rule for translating
symbols into sufficient descriptions would be, in principle, the
same as before. Consider, for example, the secondary part
whose symbol is P, This would be the only instance of the
characteristic of ‘““being a part of the only instance of ¢, and
having the relation R to that part of the only instance of ¢,
which has the relation § to the only instance of ¢,”.

(¢) So far, then, complications have been introduced, but
no unity has been lost, by dropping assumption (v). But we
shall no longer be entitled to say that every connexion or dis-
connexion among any set of sufficient descriptions of the
primary parts must be reflected in a corresponding con-
nexion or disconnexion among the derived sufficient descrip-
tions of the first-grade secondary parts of each primary part.
For it may be, as it is in our illustration, that some of the
first-grade secondary parts of a primary part stand in one
relation R to their determinants, whilst others stand in the
different relation § to their determinants. This might introduce
connexions among the first-grade secondary parts which did
not correspond to any connexions among the primary parts.
R and § might, for example, be two determinates under a
single determinable relation X, though ¢, and ¢, were not
determinates under a single determinable characteristic ®. If
so0, this heterogeneity of P; and P, would not be reflected in
an equal heterogeneity of the parts P and Py of P;. For the
latter would be connected by the fact that R and S are
determinates under a single determinable 2. Conversely, ¢,
and ¢, might be determinates under a single determinable @,
whilst R and S were not determinates under any one deter-
minable. If so, there would be a heterogeneity between P
and P which was not a reflexion of any heterogeneity among
P, and P, and yet was due to determining correspondence.

We see then that, if we drop assumption (v), we have no
guarantee that the universe is a self-reflecting unity.
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3. The Third Supposition.

We now drop assumption (iv), that every primary part
directly determines parts in every primary part. We replace it
by the milder assumption (iii), in which “directly > is replaced
by “directly or indirectly . We still keep assumption (i) and
we resume assumption (v). The diagram below gives a simple

illustration.
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Supposition III

Here P, is directly differentiated by P; and P,. But P, is
not directly differentiated by any primary part. It has no
first-grade secondary parts at all. Its differentiating group is
the set of first-grade secondary parts of P;. Its parts are thus
indirectly determined by P; and P,, bub are not directly
determined by either of them.

It is clear that at this stage a great deal of both unity and
symmetry has been lost. All that remains is the feature
labelled (b) in the earlier examples. It is still true that a
sufficient description of any secondary part of the universe
can be derived in & uniform way from sufficient descriptions
of the primary parts. And it is still true that, in order to do
this for all the secondary parts of any primary part, we shall
need sufficient descriptions of every primary part. The rule of
derivation would be more complex and less symmetrical than
before, but it could easily be stated for any particular form of
the present Supposition,

It must be noted that, although, on the present Supposition,
every primary part will still be a final determinant of secondary
parts in every primary part, yet the highest-grade part of a
certain primary part P, which is finally determined by a
certain primary part P; may be very low in the hierarchy. In
our example the first part of P, which has P, for its final
determinant is P, and is therefore a secondary part of the
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second grade. But the differentiating group of P, might have
been the second-grade secondary parts of P, instead of the
first-grade secondary parts of P;. If so, the first parts of P,
which had P, for their final determinant would have been
P, and P%,,, and so would have been secondary parts of the
third grade. Now the differentiating group of P, might have
been the rth-grade secondary parts of P,, where # is any
finite ordinal. If so, the first parts of P, which had P, for
their final determinant would be of the (r -+ 1)th-grade. Thus
there is no finite ordinal » such that the first parts of P, which
have P, for their final determinant may not be lower in the
hierarchy than the rth grade.

4. The Fourth Supposition.

We now drop assumption (iii), i.e., we no longer assume
that every primary part determines either directly or even
indirectly parts in every primary part. We replace it by the
milder agsumption (ii) that every primary part determines,
directly or indirectly, parts in some primary part. We still
keep assumption (i), and we resume assumption (v). In the
diagram given below it is assumed, for the sake of simplicity,
that each primary part directly determines parts in some
primary parts.

P
| | |
P, P, b,
[ | ] -l [ 1
Pj Pl g P Pi Py

] | [ ] | [ ]
P P, lif’m Pl‘zz P Pl‘u¢ P P, ll’é‘n Po Pl Py

Supposition IV

Here P, and P, each have P, and P, for their differentiating
group. Pjghas itself and P, for its differentiating group. Thus
P, directly determines parts in P; and P,, and indirectly
determines parts in P;. P, directly determines parts in itself,
P;, and P;. And P; directly determines parts in itself, but
neither directly nor indirectly determines parts in P; or P,.

On this Supposition one further element of unity, which has
so far been present, vanishes. It is still true that sufficient
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descriptions of every secondary part of the universe can be
derived in a uniform way from sufficient descriptions of its
primary parts. But it is no longer true that, in order to do
this for all the secondary parts of any primary part, we need
sufficient descriptions of every primary part. Since, in our
example, P, and P, constitute a reciprocal group, there is no
need to know any sufficient description of P, in order to derive
sufficient descriptions of all the secondary parts of P; and P,.
All that we need for this purpose is sufficient descriptions of
P, and P,. Thus the primary parts of the universe are less
intimately interconnected than they have been on the earlier
Suppositions.

5. The Fifth Supposition.

We now drop assumption (ii) that each primary part is a
determinant, direct or indirect, of parts in some primary part.
We keep assumption (i) and assumption (v). The diagram
below illustrates Supposition V.

P
| | |
P, P, ’ Py
[ ] [ ] ]
gt Py Py P G Py

Ao | | | [ ] [ ]
P PL P P!’n }32}211 P, . Py 1!32'3 P Pge  PH P,

Supposition V

Here P; and P, form a reciprocal group as in the last dia-
gram. But now they also form the differentiating group of P,.
In this case P, does not determine, either directly or in-
directly, any part in any of the primary parts. This leaves the
unity of the universe in the same position as it was on
Supposition IV. P, is no more isolated from P, and P, than
before; but one might perhaps say that it is less intimately
related to itself in our illustration of Supposition V than it was
in our illustration of Supposition IV. No part of it now has
the relation & to itself or to any part of itself; whereas, in the
diagram which illustrates Supposition IV, P, has parts, such
as P¥ and P%,, which stand in the relation R to itself or to
parts of itself,
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6. The Sixth Supposition.

Lastly, we may drop assumption (i) which we have hitherto
kept all through. We now no longer assume that the universe
is a single primary whole. It is to be a super-primary whole
consisting of at least two primary wholes. This is illustrated
in the diagram below.

U
| 1
r Q
]___*________~ (e S,
;ij “ém_ _‘é , _Mé_
L R Y "
| I S A

'R Il ‘l Ii | ! IL
PPl PhPl, PhiPh P s’-‘n! e @05 QLOh QLeh
Supposition VI

Here the universe U is composed of the two primary
wholes P and Q. To simplify matters as much as possible I
assume that each has only two primary parts, that there is
one and only one relation of determining correspondence E in
both P and @, and that assumption (iv) holds for both P and
@. On this Supposition the universe may have the least
possible degree of unity which is compatible with the principle
of determining correspondence.

It should be remarked, in conclusion, that Suppositions I11,
1V, V, and VI are all compatible both with the retention and
with the rejection of assumption (v) that there is only one
relation of determining correspondence in the universe. This
assumption is definitely made in Supposition I, and is
~ definitely rejected in Supposition II. In the other cases it will
make no difference to the argument or to the conclusions
whether it be kept or rejected. I have assumed it in the
illustrative diagrams in order not to cause needless complica-
tions. The minimum degree of unity compatible with deter-
mining correspondence would be realised if assumptions (i),
(ii), and (v) were explicitly rejected. This would mean the
rejection of all five of the assumptions, since the denial of (ii)
carries with it the denial of (iii) and (iv).

RETROSPECT

As one who, in his journey, baits at noon,

Though bent on speed, so here the Archangel paused,
Betwixt a world destroyed and world restored;

If Adam aught, perhaps, might interpose.

Mrvron, Paradise Lost, Book x11.
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Before bringing to an end this volume, which has covered the
whole range of Vol. 1 of McTaggart’s Nature of Existence and
muech besides, it will be worth while to rest and to take a
backward and a forward glance before continuing our journey.

Let us begin by recapitulating the essential steps of
McTaggart’s argument in Vol. 1 of the Nature of Existence.

(1) Existence is an indefinable characteristic, which is a
specific modification of a wider characteristic called “ reality .
I rejected the second clause of this proposition.

(2) It is neither intuitively nor demonstratively a prior:
that anything has existence. But each person has absolutely
certain empirical knowledge of a fact from which he can infer
that something has existence.

(3) Everything is either a particular, or a characteristic, or
a fact; and nothing can belong to more than one of these
categories. I noted that facts seemed to be somewhat of an
afterthought with McTaggart; that he gives no very clear or
eonsistent account of them; and that he seems to have for-
gotten them when he attempts to delimit the class of parti-
culars.

(4) Particulars have existence in the primary sense; any
part of an existent, any fact about an existent, and any
characteristic which characterises an existent have existence
in a derivative sense.

(5) If a characteristic does not characterise any existent,
then its contradictory opposite characterises every existent.
The latter therefore has existence. And the former, as being
a part of the latter, has existence. So every characteristic has
existence. It appeared to me that either the premises of this
argument are doubtful or its conclusion is completely trivial.

(6) If there were anything answering to the description of
“Propositions”’, as that term has been used by certain
philosophers, such entities would not have existence. Bub
there is no reason to think that there is anything answering to
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this description. I agreed with McTaggart’s conclusion,
though I did not accept all his arguments.

(7) Neither the notion of “Particulars” nor that of
*Characteristics” can be defined. They are correlatives,
neither of which can be described except by reference to the
other, and neither of which can be dispensed with.

(8) Characteristics are divisible into Qualities and Rela-
tions. Bach of these divisions is subdivisible into Original and
Generated. Generated Qualities are divisible into Repeating
and Non-repeating. The name ““Primary Qualities” is given
to Original Qualities and to Non-repeating Generated
Qualities.

(9) The arguments against the reality of Relations are
invalid, and it is impossible to dispense with Relations.

(10) Even if the reality of Relations be admitted, Qualities
cannot be dispensed with., McTaggart does not argue this
question at all fully, and it did not seem to me clear that this
assertion is justified.

(11) A term can be related to itself. It seemed to me
doubtful whether there is any instance of a direct relation
between a term and itself, though there is no doubt that a
term can be indirectly related to itself.

(12) Relationships generate Qualities. I saw no reason to
admit this.

(13) Qualities generate an endless series of Relationships,
and Relationships generate an endless series of Relationships.

(14) Characteristics are also divisible into Simple, Com-
pound, and Complex. All McTaggart’s statements on this
subject seemed to me to rest on invalid analogies with spatial
patterns composed of spatial parts arranged in various ways,
and to be extremely doubtful.

(158) There must be Simple Characteristics, and every
characteristic which is composite must have an ultimate total
analysis in terms of simple characteristics, though these may
be infinitely numerous. McTaggart’s argument for this con-
clusion appeared to me to rest on extremely confused premises
about “‘meaning”’, and to be invalid.

(16) Anything that has existence will necessarily have other
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gualities, both positive and negative; and the total number of
its qualities will be equal to the total number of positive
qualities that there are. We found that McTaggart’s argu-
ments here assumed empirical premises which, though quite
certain, are not included among those which he explicitly
allows himself to assume.

(17) The existence of characteristics and (we may add) of
facts is always derived from the existence of something else.
This cannot go on indefinitely, and so there must be existents
which are not characteristics and (we may add) are not facts,
if there are any existents at all. But it has been shown that
there are existents. Therefore there must be existents which
are not characteristics (and are not facts). These are called
“Substances” by McTaggart, and “Particulars” by us. The
remarks in brackets are added to correct an obvious oversight
on McTaggart’s part. '

(18) Objections which have been made against the notion
of Substance by Locke and by Prof. Stout are invalid. We
noticed that McTaggart’s account of Substance is largely in
negative terms, and that he completely ignores the distinction,
which many people would regard as fundamental, between
what Johnson calls “Occurrents” and “Continuants”. As
Prof. Stout was also far from clear on this point, the argu-
ment between him and McTaggart seemed to me to consist
largely of misunderstandings. I hazarded the suggestion
that it might be possible to take the notion of Absolute Pro-
cesses as fundamental, and to replace statements whose
grammatical subjects are Thing-names by equivalent state-
ments in which only Process-names appear as grammatical
subjects.

(19) There are empirical facts which make it certain that
there is more than one particular.

(20) It is self-evident on careful inspection that any two
particulars must be dissimilar in some respect which is not a
mere analytic consequence of the fact that they are two. This
is called “The Dissimilarity of the Diverse”. The principle
does not seem to me to be necessary, and I have tried tosuggest
possible exceptions to it. But it may be true that every two
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particulars are in fact dissimilar in some respect which is not
analytically entailed by their being two.

(21) It follows from the Dissimilarity of the Diverse that
every particular must have an exclusive description,

(22) If every particular has an exclusive description, then
every particular must have a sufficient description. McTag-
gart’s argument to prove this conclusion was found to
contain three distinct fallacies. And it seemed possible to
suggest a hypothetical case in which every particular would
have an exclusive description whilst some particulars would
not have sufficient descriptions. However, McTaggart thinks
he has proved that every particular must have a sufficient
description. This we call the “Principle of Sufficient Descrip-
tions ™.

(23) There are two fundamentally different kinds of Deter-
mination within the universe, viz., Intrinsic, which is a
connexion through characteristics, and Extrinsic, which is
not.

(24) We say that the characteristic ¢ “intrinsically deter-
mines” the characteristic i, if and only if the proposition :
“There is an instance of ¢’ entails the proposition: “There is
an instance of . Whilst McTaggart’s statements are highly
confuged, it seemed certain that this was his meaning. It also
appeared that he often failed to distinguish between Intrinsic
Determination and a stronger kind of connexion which we
called “Conveyance”’, and that this was the cause of the verbal
confusion in his doctrine of Intrinsic Determination. To say
that ¢ “conveys” s is to say that it is impossible that anything
should both have ¢ and lack . It seems doubtful whether we
ever know that the relation of intrinsic determination holds
except on the basis of previous knowledge about conveyance.

(25) McTaggart also confuses a dyadic relation between
characteristics, which may be called “Partial Conveyance”
with a triadic relation between two characteristics and a
particular, which he calls “Presupposition”. To say that
“¢ presupposes ¥ in the instance 2>’ means that x is charac-
terised by both ¢ and i, and that ¢ partially conveys . To
say that ¢ “partially conveys’ i means that ¢ conveys a
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disjunctive characteristic, of which  is one of the alternants,
but does not convey i itself.

(26) A given characteristic in a given instance may pre-
suppose several characteristics, and some of the presupposed
characteristics may convey others of them. When there is one-
sided conveyance between two characteristics, that which
conveys the other and is not conveyed by the other is said to
be the “more ultimate” of the two. In this way we reach the
notion of a “Total Ultimate Presupposition” of a given
characteristic in a given instance.

(27) It is self-evident that, if a characteristic has a pre-
supposition at all in a given instance, it must have a Total
Ultimate Presupposition in that instance. This may be called
the “Principle of Total Ultimate Presuppositions”. McTag-
gart makes use of it in his argument about endless divisibility,
but it is not really needed for his purpose there. I tried to
cast doubts on the self-evidence of this proposition by dis-
cussing examples of continuous change and of determinates
under a determinable.

(28) Causation is a special form of Intrinsic Determination.
McTaggart really means that it is a special form of Conveyance.
It holds when a characteristic of the form: “having ¢ at ¢”
conveys a characteristic-of the form: “having  at a moment

. which stands in the relation 7" to t”. It holds between the

fact that a certain particular has a characteristic of the
former kind and the fact that the same particular has a con-
veyed characteristic of the latter kind.

(29) This analysis of the meaning of causal statements
would be generally admitted. I pointed out that, since this
analysis makes causal laws to be necessary facts, which differ
only epistemologically from facts that can be known a priori,
it certainly would not be generally admitted.

(80) If two facts be causally connected, and the date in one
differs from the date in the other, that which contains the
earlier date is called the “cause” of that which contains the
later date, and the latter is called the ““effect’’ of the former.
This is purely a matter of nomenclature; and, when there is
no difference in date, neither of two causally connected facts
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can be called the “cause” or the “effect” of the other.
I agreed that this conclusion does follow from McTaggart’s
analysis of causal statements, and I tentatively suggested a
very different view of the whole matter in my independent
discussion of the subject.

(31) It is neither self-evident, nor has it ever been proved,
that the occurrence of every characteristic is causally deter-
mined by the occurrence of some other characteristic. The
same remarks apply, mutatis mutandis, to the proposition
that the occurrence of every characteristic causally deter-
mines the occurrence of some other characteristic.

(32) It is quite certain that causal determination is not, in
all cases, reciprocal. And the reciprocity of causation would
not be entailed by its universality, even if we had reason to
believe in the universal range of causal determination.

(33) Philosophy ean do nothing to justify Induction. For
the utmost that could be hoped of philosophy is that it might
discover some argument in favour of universal causal deter-
mination. And, even if this principle were established, it
would remain impossible to see what right we have to ascribe
high probability to any particular alleged causal law on the
basis of uniform past experience in its favour. After allowing
for a certain fallacy in McTaggart’s argument, it seemed to me
that his conclusion was sound.

(34) If we suppose any fact about any particular not to be,
we cannot consistently suppose any fact about this, or about
any other, particular fo be. This is the generalised ““ Principle
of Universal Extrinsic Determination™. I noted that it is
really a proposition about the connexion between actual facts,
and not, as McTaggart says, between characteristics. As the
result of an elaborate argument, it seemed to me that thereisa
sense in which it is intelligible and true to say that the nature
of a particular “might have been poorer or richer in respect of
relational properties than it in fact was”.

(35) It follows from the Principle of Universal Extrinsic
Determination that no fact is contingent, even though some
facts may not be causally determined. I ventured to suggest
that the truth which McTaggart is trying to express is that
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singular facts are non-modal, and therefore neither contingent
nor necessary. But it is quite uncertain whether he would
have accepted this suggestion.

(36) A Group is a collection of particulars, or of collections
of particulars, or of both. There may be one or more charac-
teristics common and peculiar to the members of a group. In
that case there are as many Classes, of which the members of
the group are the members, as there are such characteristics.
The members of a group may also be interrelated by one or more
relations. In thatcasethe group formsa Complex or Unity; and
the same group may be several different Complexes or Unities,
in respect of different relations among its members.

(37) Members of a group may overlap, and one member
may be completely contained in another. In such cases the
group is called a ““Repeating Group”.

(38) Rivery member of a group is a part of it, but it also has
parts which are not members of it, viz., parts of its members,
sub-groups composed of some but not all of its members, and
parts which overlap two or more of its members without
wholly including any of them. We pointed out that McTaggart
takes almost all his examples from spatial wholes composed of
adjoined spatial parts; and that, apart from such cases, his
statements either lose plausibility or become trivial.

(39) Corresponding to every group there is something
which is called its “Content”. I gave a definition of
“Content” on the lines of the Frege-Russell definition of
“(Cardinal Number”’, and showed that, with this definition,
every group will have content, and content will have the
properties which McTaggart aseribes to it. But this is
certainly not what McTaggart meant by “Content”, and
there is no reason to believe that groups have content in any
other sense than that which I assigned to the term.

(40) A “Set of Parts” of a whole is a group of its parts
which together make it up and do not more than make
it up. The members of any group are always a set of parts
of it.

(41) Groups are particulars, and any group is a “Com-
pound Particular”.
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(42) Several different groups may be one and the same
compound particular. I pointed out that this is quite
impossible, and that the arguments by which McTaggart
supports this contention are invalid. I tried to restate
MeTaggart’s doctrine in a form which was not open to these
objections, but there then seemed to be no reason to think
it true. And I tried to explain how the doctrine had come
to seem plausible to him.

(43) The property of “being a universe” is the property of
being a particular of which all other particulars are parts.

(44) This property belongs to one and only one entity,
which may therefore be called “the Universe”. I pointed
out that this is not so when allowance is made for the modifi-
cations in McTaggart’s doctrine which are needed in order to
deal with the objections mentioned in (42) above. I then
proposed an alternative definition of ““being a Universe”’, and
showed that, on this definition, there would be one and only
one entity possessing this property.

(45) To every fact about any part of the Universe there
corresponds afact about the Universe itself. Butthe formerfact
will always be simpler and more fundamental than the latter.

(46) In consequence of the Principle of Extrinsic Determi-
nation we may say that each characteristic of any particular is
a ‘“Manifestation” of the nature of that particular, and not
merely a part of its nature.

(47) On similar grounds we may say that every part of a
particular is a manifestation of that particular.

(48) Each part of a whole is necessary, and all the parts
together are sufficient, to manifest that whole completely. In
virtue of this fact every whole may be called an “Organic
Unity”.

(49) Itis more obvious, but not more true, that an organism
is an Organic Unity than that a heap of stones is such a unity.
This explains and justifies the use of the name, but the associa-
tions of this name have led to many mistakes in the subject.
It seemed to me that “Organic Unity ", in McTaggart’s sense,
is something quite trivial, and is certainly not what other
philosophers have understood by the phrase.
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(50) There is no special connexion between Organic Unity
and Value. Such a connexion has been thought to exist only
because the name Inner Teleology *’ has often been used as a
synonym for “Organic Unity”’, because Inner Teleology has
been associated with External Teleology through the use of
the same noun in both phrases, and because External Teleo-
logy is commonly and mistakenly thought to have a specially
close connexion with Value. Here again it seemed to me that
McTaggart, though he is pointing out fallacies which have all
been committed by someone or other, is in the main being
deliberately ‘“naughty”’, and is most regrettably occupied in
making butter-slides for Bosanquet.

(51) In every group there are two ““Exclusive Common
Qualities”, i.e., characteristics which belong to every member
of the group and to nothing which is not a member. But these
two are of an entirely trivial kind. Apart from the Principle
of Determining Correspondence there is no reason to believe
that in every group there is an exclusive common quality of a
non-trivial kind, i.e., one which does not involve in its analysis
exclusive descriptions either of all the members of the group
or of all particulars which are not members of the group.

(52) Apart from the Principle of Determining Correspond-
ence there is no reason to believe that the universe is a
system possessing either causal order, or serial order, or
classificatory order.

(53) Apart from the Principle of Determining Correspond-
ence there is no means of discovering whether groups, which
seem to us to be composed of intimately interconnected
members and to form important natural units, are really more
intimately interconnected and unified than others which seem
to us to be loose in structure and of slight importance.

(54) It is self-evident on careful inspection that every
particular must be composite. It may be indivisible in one or
more “dimensions”’, but there must be at least one dimension
in which it is divisible.

(55) No particular is perceived by us as being indivisible in
every dimension, for every particular which we perceive is
perceived as having duration.
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(56) The fact that there must be simple characteristics is no
reason for doubting the proposition that there cannot be
simple particulars.

(57) Even if geometry requires indivisible points, they need
not be indivisible in every dimension. It suffices that they
should be indivisible in all spatial dimensions, and this is com-
patible with their having other dimensions in which they are
divisible.

(58) Philosophers who agserted that there must be simple
substances have generally meant by ‘“‘substances” con-
tinuants. But occurrents are also particulars, and are called
“substances” by McTaggart. So it is not certain that anyone
has maintained that all particulars are either simple or com-
posed of simple particulars.

(59) On the other hand, McTaggart admits that it is
possible that the endless divisibility of all particulars may
seem self-evident to him merely because he cannot 4magine an
indivisible particular, or because of the desirable consequences
which he thinks follow from this proposition and cannot be
proved without it. I pointed out that McTaggart assumes
that what is called a “continuant” is identical with what
would commonly be called “the history of that continuant”,
and that this would not commonly be admitted. 1 also
pointed out that there is no inconsistency between a group
having a set of parts whose members are themselves groups,
and so on without end, and its also having a set of parts whose
members are not groups but are simple particulars. Again, it
seemed to me that there is one and only one dimension, viz.,
duration, or what appears as duration, in respect of which it
is plausible to hold that every particular must be divisible.
Yet McTaggart holds that particulars are either indivisible in
this dimension, or are composed of particulars which are
indivisible in this dimension. In view of all this I was not pre-
pared to admit the self-evidence of McTaggart’s proposition
that every particular must be divisible in some dimension or
other.

(60) In any series of sets of parts of a particular there must
be some term, such that its members, and the members of all
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terms which are subsequent to it in the series, are sufficiently
describable without reference to their successors. The argu-
ment is based on the Principle of Sufficient Descriptions.
I pointed out that, even if this premise be admitted, McTag-
gart’s conclusion is stronger than his premises warrant.

(61) If no term in the series were a ““descriptive ancestor”,
there would be no term whose members must be sufficiently
describable without reference to their successors. A ““desecrip-
tive ancestor’ in a series is a particular which has a sufficient
description from which there can be derived sufficient de-
scriptions of every member of every term in the unending
series of sets of parts of this particular.

(62) The following two propositions are incompatible.
(i) “There must be some term in the series, such that every
member of every term after it is describable without reference
to its successors”; and (ii) “There is no term in the series,
such that every member of every term after it must be
describable without reference to its successors”. Now (i) is
supposed to have been established (cf. (60) above). And it has
been shown that the supposition that no term in the series is
a descriptive ancestor involves (ii) (ef. (61) above). So this
supposition must be rejected. Therefore there must be some
set in the series which is a descriptive ancestor. I pointed out
that, in this argument, McTaggart has been betrayed, through
an ambiguity of language, into a gross logical fallacy. So his
principle, that every series of sets of parts of a particular must
contain a term which is a descriptive ancestor, is an invalid
inference from uncertain premises.

(63) The sufficient descriptions of the subsequent terms,
which are derived from a certain sufficient description of the
ancestral term of a series, must be synthetically conveyed by
the latter, and not merely analytically contained in it. The
essential point is that there must be some general rule in
accordance with which we can construct, in a uniform way,
sufficient descriptions of all members of all terms after the
ancestral term out of sufficient descriptions of the members of
the ancestral term.

(64) The last proposition is proved by use of the premise
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that any description which is adequate for a given purpose
must either be or contain a description which is just and only
just adequate for that purpose. This is not self-evident to
me.

(65) A supplementary argument is used, which, it is
alleged, gives an extremely high probability both to the
principle that every series of sets of parts of a particular must
contain a descriptive ancestor, and to the proposition
enunciated in (63) above. This argument assumes the truth of
the proposition enunciated in (60) above, and it appeared to
me that the latter was unproven. It also appeared to me so
difficult to judge what is antecedently likely or unlikely in
these highly abstract subjects that no argument which uses
the notion of antecedent improbability can here be very
convincing,.

(66) The conditions enunciated in (62) and (63) above will
be fulfilled for any particular P, provided that the following
propositions are true of P. (i) That there is at least one series
of sets of parts of P which fulfils the conditions enunciated in
(62) and (63); and (ii) That any part of P which is not
integrally a member of any term of such a series has a set of
parts each of which is a member of some term of such a series.
Such a series of sets of parts of P may be called a “Funda-
mental Hierarchy for P”.

{67) A society of minds which perceived themselves and
each other, and their own and each other’s perceptions, and
perceived nothing else, would, on certain assumptions about
the nature of perception, be an instance of a Fundamental
Hierarchy. In such a hierarchy the relation of “being a per-
ception of”” would be an instance of a ““Determining Corre-
spondence Relation”.

(68) By generalising from this example we can give a
general definition of the notion of a “Determining Corre-
spondence Hierarchy” and the notion of a “Determining
Correspondence Relation”,

(69) It is possible to generalise these notions somewhat
further by relaxing certain conditions in the original example
which were needlessly rigid.

RETROSPECT 449

(70) The only possible kind of Fundamental Hierarchy is a
Determining Correspondence Hierarchy. Consequently the
universe must either be a Determining Correspondence
Hierarchy, or must have a set of parts each of which is such a
hierarchy. I showed by means of a geometrical example that
there can be a Fundamental Hierarchy in which the relation is
not a Determining Correspondence Relation. So this con-
clusion is unproven.

(71) It cannot be shown a priors to be impossible that there
should be several different relations answering to the descrip-
tion of determining correspondence relations. But McTaggart
cannot think of any relation which does answer to this
description except the relation of “being a perception of”.
And this answers to the description only if we accept McTag-
gart’s very special views about the nature of perception. I
was not able to think of any alternative example of a deter-
mining correspondence relation. But I felt no certainty that
wiser heads than mine might not do so. And I pointed out
that, if we had allowed ourselves to play such tricks with the
apparent properties of Matter and Space as McTaggart has
had to play with the apparent properties of Mind and Per-
ception before he could make “being a perception of” an
instance of a determining correspondence relation, we might
have provided non-mental examples of Determining Corre-
spondence.

(72) There must be a stage in the hierarchy of parts of any
particular after which the parts have no other characteristics
beside those which are entailed by their positions in the
hierarchy. The argument is similar to that described in (65)
above, which makes use of the notion of antecedent improb-
ability. It appeared to me that, in addition to the general
weaknesses already pointed out, the argument has a special
defect in this particular application.

(73) The proposition that the universe must either be a
Determining Correspondence Hierarchy or have a set of parts
each of which is such a hierarchy may be called the “Principle
of Determining Correspondence”. It follows from it that
there must be ““ Exclusive Laws within the Universe”, i.e.,

BMCT 29
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laws about characteristics which belong to more than one and
less than all particulars.

(74) It also follows that some of these laws will be about
characteristics whose concepts are not ¢ priori, and that they
will be propositions which are neither self-evident nor deducible
fromself-evident premises. It seemed to me that the first clause
of the above conclusion really does follow from the Principle of
Determining Correspondence, but that the second does not.

(76) The conclusion drawn in (74) above is of no avail to
justify the inductions which we make in daily life or in natural
science.

(76) The Principle of Determining Correspondence entails
that there is at least one natural and intrinsic system of
classification within the universe, and that all the classes in
this system are groups in which there is an exclusive common
quality of a non-trivial kind.

(77) Every particular which is not itself a member of one of
the classes in such a fundamental system of classification will
have a set of parts each of which is a member of some class in
this system.

(78) In such a system there are no infimae species, and the
principle of further subdivision at every stage is given by a
single general rule.

© (79) We may not be able to decide, with regard to any given

system of classification based on empirical knowledge,
whether it nearly coincides with, or is widely divergent from,
the fundamental system of classification based on Deter-
mining Correspondence.

(80) Particulars which are members of some class in some
fundamental system of classification may be called “Internal
Particulars”. Those which are not may be called ““External
Particulars”. External particulars can be classified by refer-
ence to a fundamental system in consequence of the fact that
each of them has a set of parts each of which is a member of
some class in the fundamental system.

(81) It follows that every particular, whether internal or
external, is a member of some group in which there is an
exclusive common quality of the non-trivial kind.
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(82) It follows from the Principle of Determining Corre-
spondence that there are two kinds of particulars, viz.,
Primary Wholes and External Particulars, which are more
appropriately said to be “built out of” their parts than
“differentiated into” their parts. And it follows that there
are two other kinds of particulars, viz., Primary Parts and
Secondary Parts, which are more appropriately said to be
“differentiated into” their parts than “built out of” their
parts. (If the only relation of determining correspondence
be that of “being a perception of”’, Primary Wholes will be
“mutual admiration societies” of a certain special kind;
Primary Parts will be the selves which are the members of
these societies ; and Secondary Parts will be the perceptions in
these selves of themselves, of each other, and of their own and
each other’s perceptions.)

(83) Since the universe either is a single Primary Whole or
has a set of parts each of which is a Primary Whole, and since
it is only Primary Parts and Secondary Parts which are more
appropriately regarded as differentiated into parts than as
built out of parts, we must take a pluralistic, rather than a
monistic, view of the structure of the universe. (If the only
relation of determining correspondence be that of ‘“being a
perception of”’, the universe will be either a single “mutual
admiration society” or will have a set of parts each of which
is such a society.)

(84) The Primary Parts of any Primary Whole may be
distinguished from each other in several different ways. But
we cannot be certain a priori that every primary part has a
characteristic which belongs to several, but not to all, primary
parts.

(85) The Principle of Determining Correspondence is com-
patible with at least six different hypotheses about the
structure of the universe. The internal unity of the universe
would be greater or less according as one or other of these
hypotheses was true. There is no means of deciding, on
a priore grounds, between the alternatives.

(86) If that hypothesis were true which gives to the uni-
verse the greatest possible degree of unity, the universe would

29-2
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be a ““ Self-reflecting Unity . In such a unity the structure of
the whole is reflected in each member of a certain set of its
parts. Though it would be false to say, even on this hypothesis,
that “the whole is in each part” or that “each part expresses
the whole nature of the whole”, these phrases would be
rhetorical expressions of genuine and important facts.

Though the synopsis just completed is too condensed to be
intelligible to anyone who has not read the rest of this book, it
will, I hope, be found useful, as a brief summary of the main
points, by anyone who has done so. Itisplain that the essential
doctrine which McTaggart has striven to establish in this
volume is that the universe ecither is a single Determining
Correspondence Hierarchy or kas a set of parts each of which is
such a hierarchy. Much else, of great interest and importance,
has emerged in the course of his argument; but this is the
foundation on which the rest of his construction is to be
built.

Now it is very likely that some of the many criticisms which
I have made on the various links in the chain of argument by
which McTaggart professes to prove the Principle of Deter-
mining Correspondence are positively fallacious. The fact that
a thinker so careful and acute as McTaggart has committed
such a logical mistake as that which is mentioned in (62) of
the synopsis, so far from encouraging the critic to give him-
self airs of superiority, should rather be a ground of diffidence
to him about the validity of his own reasoning. Where angels
have fallen in fools may well fear to tread. Again, it may well
be that some of the criticisms which are valid could be
obviated by a slight modification of the argument.

But, when all due allowance has been made for these possi-
bilities, I cannot but think that enough thrusts must have got
home to riddle so long and so sinuous an argument. I con-
clude then that the Principle of Determining Correspondence,
like all the other interesting and exciting propositions which
speculative metaphysics has claimed to prove in the last two
thousand years, remains unproven. It is intelligible, and I
know of no reason why it might not be true; but no reason has
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been produced for believing that it is true. It thus enjoys one
and only one advantage over the Athanasian Creed.

Now many of the conclusions, both negative and positive,
which McTaggart claims to prove in Vol. 11 of the Nature of
Existence presuppose the truth of the Principle of Deter-
mining Correspondence. All such conclusions must be
regarded as unproven. It does not follow that we can afford
to ignore Vol. 11. In the first place, some of its most charac-
teristic and interesting doctrines, e.g., the denial of the reality
of Time, are independent of this Principle. Secondly, it con-
tains the most strenuous attempt that has ever been made, so
far as I am aware, by any Absolutist to deal with the general
problem of Error, to connect it with the fundamental error of
perceiving what is timeless as being temporal, and to reconcile
it with the perfection of the Whole. Lastly, even if we regard
the Principle of Determining Correspondence as unproven, it
is of great intellectual interest to take it as an hypothesis and
to see what consequences a man of McTaggart’s ingenuity and
constructive power can draw from it; just as it is of great
intellectual interest to some people who are neither Christians
nor theists to see what a man like St Thomas Aquinas can
derive from the theistic hypothesis in general and the
Christian hypothesis in particular.

END OF VOLUME I
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