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A QUARTERLY REVIEW

\
or

PSYCIIOLOGY AND RHILOSOPHY.

I. PRAGMATISM.!

Ly W. CanowiiL,

THERE has recently appeared as one of the publications of
the University of California (a society whose activity has

! Read {in part) before the Anierican Psychologieul Association at.their
lust annualmeeting, nt Yale University, 28th-30th December, 1899, Several
of the pupers of this Associntion, of. the last two or three years, have
retlected an interest in the question of the relation of snon-rational
(emotional and volitional) to ratieual {ntellectual, conceptual) factors
in the formation of opinion and belief, and of the relation of theory to
practival procedure in botiNlogic and metaphysic—an interest to be asso-
cinted, of course, with ‘amonyg other things) the reception sccorded
tin philosophical us well ns in general literature) to récent writings of
Mr. G. H. Romanes (Thoughts on Religion), M. Huxley (the Romanes
Lecture, with its sharp opposition between the moral -will and natural
law). Mr. Arthur Balfour, Prof. Andrvew Scth, Prof. William James,
not Lo mention their intellectual assoeiates in other countrics such
as Fouillée und Brunctiere and some of the French writers on moral
and social psychology, and in Germany Sigwart and Simmel and Deussen,
and Eucken, ete. At the 1897 meeting (at Cornell University), Prof.
J. G. Hibben of Princeton read a paper npon Mill and Romanes (regard-
ing the formation of opinion), und the interest excited was such that,
at the suggestion of Prof. James Seth (then of Cornell) the general
question of the relation of 111l 1o Delicf was madeé the leading topic for
discussion ut the New York meeting of 1898.  The International Journal
of Ethics for January and April, 1899 (in an article by Prof. Dickinson
Miller, and w disenssion by H. Rutgers Marshall and the present writer)
and the Procecdings of the Asspciation veflect and publish somne of the
opinions brought forward on that ocecasion. Meantime the manifesto of
Prof. James appeared, of which (for it has an interest and Aimpor-
tance out of all proportion to its size and scope), a consideration is
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already resulted in publications® of value to philosophy) o
p_nmphlet by Prof. James, entitled Philosophical Concep-
twons and Practical Results, that has * the uncommon merig
of being its author’s chief or only. express treatment of the
question of philosophical method ".* 1In whak follows T
ntend to keep in view the justifications as well as “the
Iinitations of the point of view therein termed Pragmatism,
0% o of vy ot only o giving 3 name
b ! 3¢ s pamphlet and in that
important volume of essays called The Wil to Beliere but as
characterising to some extent u few of the \‘zbrious'ten’dcncies
of what is being called by critics® as well as by apologists 4
the * New Iithical Philosophy . T have elsewhere w?‘ibtén
. upon this so-called new “ethical philosophy under the title
. of “Philosgphy and the Activity Tixperience V' * indicnting;r
thus by my very title as well as (I hope) by my conclusions
that I prefer on the whole to think of the use that ])/LiluS()])/L;;/
" may make of certwin fucts that have been elphasised and re-
elphasised by recent psychology and epistemology than of
+a new philosophy. Tt is at once true that every aoe Br genera-
tlon may be said to have its characteristic 'phiTosnpl?v and
yeb at the same time that there is throughout the ages only
one philosophy or metaphysic —the science of the cn’%c"oric‘s
or of the points of view from whicl the world m;:v be
regarded. » Philosophy is continualy envichine itself in a
material regard by including within' its synthosis éhe ac-
credited discoveries of science and of seientific method, and
18 a formal regard by thé elaboration of 4 areater intérnal
co‘herence between its different parts orhdoctlrincs, and
betwepn t_‘hese doctrines and the fogical whole of which
they form™part. For example, a whole realm of fact and
a whole realm of theory have been opened up in the present
n.trtemptc_d in this article. Some of its ideas are
‘“wuts'on in the International Jouriiul of Ethics (Tuly 1899, “The New
Ltglncal Philosophy .~ article professing to be occns‘ion(‘d bVL ’
article in the same Journal for July, 1898, on “ Philosophy and F}lzz

Activity Experience "), but are y i
ity Bx "), > ot treated with the same 3§ A are
the ideas of Mr. Balfowr and. Prof. A. Seth, wane fulness as are

'To wit The Concrption of tnd—

mentioned by Prof.

. ; a discussion by Prof.- Rovee g \
“and Prof. \V:Ltson’s_U/u'l,s-tfanif!/ and Idealism, veeand Othel*&

%Philosophiral Review, Mareh, 1999, ’

:1%'.”., by . Prof. Watson, in the urticle m
See e.g., Dlscussion in the Internationg

1900, by Rev. Jas, Lindsay.
I do not wish to he understood as drawing any such absolute distine-

§ l) ](1(3 o L 1 woi eall P[()f \\ at d Re Y
tions etween an [e] lld & newer lll 1811 a8 1TSoNn aln
J‘!.S. Lllldhl“ W OU](] scem to y UO“,,L\L. '

entioned in the first footnote,
Udowrnal of Lthics, January,

-
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century, that enable philosophy to overcome at least partially
that Dualism betwcen Reason and Will with which Kant
left us in his two great Critiques, although that Dualism

still survives in the case of those who seem to think that

they can save the reality of some important facts (e.q., religious
experience, Or social proyress) by attempting to put them on a
supra-rational or anti-rational basis, or in the case of some
others who seém to think that they render plilosophy service
by insisting upon the difference between philosophy proper
(or metaphysic) as an explanation of the world for the intellect !
and a common-sense (?) wecount of the world as we apprehend
it in owr practical experience--overlooking altogether the
fact that has receutly been so completely re-demonstrated.

by Mr. Bradley that: * The mere imtellect has shown itself

TThere is w trace of this sharp distinetion in Prof. Watson’s article,
although he is careful to guard against misinterpredution.  He is quite
right in insisting that philosophy is not experience but the theory of
experience, and guite right in insisting upon the diflerence between
philosophy and art and life and religion. ete.  But even this line of
retlexion may be pursued too far, for | afraid that Prof. “Watson's-
excessive eare Lo insist that *“truth” is never reality,” and ‘reality ¥ is

“never ftruth,” T and tthat there ** can be no philosophy which does not
: 1 ph)

presuppose the realivy of which it is the theory " might lepve upon the
winds of some readers animpression that = reality " is somehow **outside ™
thougaht (an idea which he of ¢oarse wonld rightly regard as pernicious
and fatal, i1 it ds not absued). | mean that philosophy should profess to
be niore than wniere study of feeth, that it should profess to study ity
and should elaim to give the only genninely objective and universally truc
statement about veality.  The world always will (aund its instinet in this
ennnot be edtled unsound or impertinent) ingist upon its right to tuke the
results of metaphysicians en boe and to test thenuin the light of the vorsion
of reality thut they seem to countenance. Tt still judges; g, of the
English neo-Hegelian metaphysic as giving men w shadowy rather than
a substantial acedunt of the real (us giving & *stone™ when they ask for
“bread ™) —w eriticism that eannot be turned by the assertion that philo-
sophy can never give anything but a conceptual analysis of reality, If
it cannot, men will reject philotophy, and where then ean they go ? for
nowhere else can they get unything but particularised and limited accgunts
of reulity—statements-rather about particular sets'of velutions in the
world than about the world as a whole. 1t does not (to take an example
ot Prof. Watson's, p. 431) sedm to ‘me *“an abandonment of philosophy
altogether  to tell people that, “if we ave to lny hold upon reality and
lift ourselves out of the thax of phenomeny, we must do so by a species
of assurance different from knowledge ™ (he here quotes some ¢ ethieal ™
idenfist). This last statement might be u perfectly natural corollary of
a doctrine of the real (a doctrine that scems to be increasingly obtaining
credence), 7.c., the doetrine that the real ultimately consists of the activitios
of personal heings (or beings destined to become personal).  Philosophy
is o reflexion upon the world as a whole and upon all kinds of experience,
volitional as well as cognitive—even if volitional experience represents
sowething that is done rather than thought.
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wncompetent to. eaplain all phentmena,” ! ie., that (in the
language of Kant as rightly explained by Schopenhaner and
Deussen and others) the mere intellect always leaves us with
the shadow of the thing-in-itself. Tt is my opinion that in
thls._.so-cnlled Pragmatism or Practicalism’” of Prof, Ja;nes
§desAp1tc the contempt that has heen poured upon it hy
rationalistic metaphysic, we mav find clements of fact apg
truth that with the hot)) of a few assumptions muny be generalised
nto nuportant  philosophical truth—trutl, ot only abont
the relation of reasin to will hut aboat the relation of
thought. to reality. . :

I am aware of the various cpithets by which  Tyoi
James's “ new ethical philosophy "“and that of s intelloc-

tual associates have been stigmatised, sueh ag Trrationalier,, -

Romanticism, Disgnised Scepticism, the Philosophy of Tti-
action orof Dogmatic Theology, the Philosophy of Authorit v
or of Caprice, Dynamism, \"uluumzu'im), or what not The
justification for some of these terms of reproach is ];(‘l'h:.l])\"
more apparent in the case of Prof. James than of Prof
Andrew Seth or of Mr. Arthur Balfour, or of A Fouilh'«:
or of Deussen and Iucken and Simmel and ();cilc'l's‘ and

16 15 particularly fortunate for the purposes of our die. -

cussion that he should phave emploved such a blankly
utllltfll‘]u;l) and  flatly commonplace word as Pr !
to describe his philosophy. Philosophy, it wonld
seem, must be” more than Practicalisny o
=the selection of theorics of the universe
us to act hopefully and to he better men,
have always heen philosophers like Socrntes and Fichte
wh‘o could. not altovether dissociate, in - their t])il)l'f})--'
philosophy and good citizenship. T e sure st‘ud\vn't‘:
of phll()SOp}])’ know that all definitions of phi]oéoph\' and
its purposes ‘have their justification - they all may be true
under certain presuppositions.  And  Prof. James is one
of the men who know so much about philosophy and its
. effects upon the human 1ying that anything he may choose
to say about s purpose will he true if we only remember
what he means by 1t. Our discussion however ‘will not be
solely devoted to the threading of ony way through various
more or less tentative descriptions” of {he pm'po;e o‘f phi‘-

agmatisin
certainly
Pragmatizm
that enali.
although there

'A‘]»/u‘{lr(l/l«'v e Lreality, ). 454

K N \ .

For Simimel sce below,  Deussen (like Miis
fql}(?\»’or,,of Sehopenhiuuer in the true
| things ” and in * )ersons ™ jx to be fo
inown cthicalism or hy s wa i

alit TSI WAITants ns in associati i Wi

! ! i ' s RIRIT assoeiating him with
lames and Pringle- Pattison and Dulfow "

nsterberg of Thavard) is o
sense, in helieving thag reality in

und in the wl), Iucken's well-
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losophy.  The business of philosophy is to explain reality
or to discover the truth about the world, and of course the
discovery of truth or of the highest reality includes a meth-
cdology, a theorys of the nature of fruitful and unfruitful
hypotheses. = But Prof. James’s Pragmatism is, ‘when
we look into it, very much more than the mere practical
methodology that it scems to be. Tt reposes in the last
resort on a theory of reality to which, judging from many
appearances incontemporary scientific thought, philosophy

Just more and more have recourse as a basis for -con-

struction and system.  Tiet us however outline somewhat
definitely and precisely onr aunthor's standpoint,

L This, he declares, is an adoption and development of
principles laid down, sone twenty vears ago, by a Mr.
Charles 8. Peirce, © one of the most oricinal of contemporary
thinkers,” in an article in the Popular Seience Monthly, entitled
“ Plustrations of the Logic of Science ™ “To develop a
taought’s meaning,™ we are told, ** we need only determine
what conduct it is fitted to produce; that condugt is for
us its sole [ sivniicance.” Or, “to attain perfect clearness
in our thoughts of an object, we need only consider what
effects of a conceivably practieal kind the “object may
involve-—what sensations we wre to expect from it and
what reactions we must prepare.  Our conception of these
eideets, then, is for us the whole of our conception of the
object >0 far as that conception has positive significance at
all.”And again: “The ultimate test for us of what a
truth mieans is indeed the conduct it dictates or Inspires ",
Or, more poitedly : * The egective meaning [what a charac-
Stevistically American idea this isL] of any philosophic pro-
~position can always be brought down [sic '] to some particular
consequence, i cowr futare practical experience, whether
active or passive; the point lying rather in the Jact that the
crperience mast he particular, than in the Jact that it must be
actire - ’ . .

After these statements about the nature and essence of
Pragmatism, Prof. Janes proceeds to illustrate its utility as
@ principle of philsophy by reference to some of its con-
sequences and applications. (1) One of these is that ** to
be mindful of it i philosophical discussions tends wonder-
fully to smooth out misunderstandings and to bring in
peace”. Cela va sans dire, although the trath of a philo-
sophyvis not proved by showing its value as an cirenikon.
(2) Another is that two philosophical definitions or proposi-
tions or maxims whose practical consequences. to all people
atall time, are identical.” This too is but a farmal truth or
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ccorollary—a novel and useful rendering of Teibnits's principle
0 ) fIndrspernibIes. And (3) another is that the
whple fqnctlon of phllosophy ought to be to find out what
definite’ difference it will make to you and me at deﬁni(t
mstants of our life, if this world-formula or that world(j
for:mpl& be the one which is true,” it being Prof. James's
opwmion that all philosophy is but words, words, 'wurd; ;
unless the metaphysical alternatives undor i1’1\‘estiﬁz;tin'nxx can
be shown to have alternative practical outcomes, hmwx;‘(w
delicate and distant these may be, | shall deal with tl s
_third point mmediately in connexion with the sixth (l-;'&'
There 18, agam, the position that the nmnning'of‘cu '})
philosophical abstractions g the “one ™ and the * -
and “ substance ™ and the rest of the *“categories hé('jox)}
c'leal‘re‘,r when we think of what may be called their ’1"!V('I'1'“";T
smmhc&nce;their working value.  Substance " for (I'\:'(lm 1(1‘:\
means, as Kant says, Day Beharrliche, that whiel, \\'iil( b l s
1t hu; been, chm}se its being is essential and etc—rnn; l?
Thijs is something'that the philosophy of to-day must learn
anew, ulthougb it-1s substantially one of the thines 'fil-t
egel teaches. in his Loyic, wherein he may bhe said to .
by his ‘wh‘ole procedure the truth of hig erphatic declardtion
that : ““The only way to make good any arowth and :n"‘
mn knowledge; 18 0 Jiold results fast in their lruth ™ * ('l")))th"%?fs
James, despite tlie modesty of his pretensions 'l])(')"l 1}“":
pamphlet and its tentative natiwre, makes liggle ‘L‘tt(’l;; it o
conceal the fact that with |js torch of 1’1‘{L(fnmtisr‘n witllv iv"f?
principle of examining only hypotheses with vital 'i'}'i':‘-.%
ences " and “ effective meanings.” he has found h;'; \\("i\'(tl-
the vision splendid—to the God and Freedom .vIu"(‘-O
tality, the fdeentrius, that lay in the depths of the forrli‘l; ;]ll-f
hum;m experience and human knowledoe all but toral]
;:le(llclsﬁ(ted 'b]‘: the ,:;li'lowths and 0\'01'grm\‘zhs of Nntln'zﬂ;[@xl}}]
CTiahism. - These thines malke 1 e worth liviy
consequently they are t)'lllénirrfd“];zf]‘uf.hfé\ﬁ“yl;;“\?t%]l]h\'mg’
counts .Prof. James on the side of IJz’lzTn/',Ajlist as iL()Idie”g}v
;Srénflet‘lere or Mr. Balfour or ). Huysmanns or I\Ir.Jlgi(i(l.
n ’01 very much the same reasons—that hoth he and thv\:

prove

L T T

! 1I}n..s 1{195mm’on I'take from the 17y lo Believe, p. 80
b use \:11»1:1(:0sLmnslution, p- 145, Re: he Loy
! gr}nngt;}l]gr place in which Hegel characte
lghest things must be e

h : ded as als > most useful. - )
Ph"”UW)HOZO(/{(" s e 1]‘{1“‘ 4).17(‘) ‘t}lL most useful. * In Hartmann's
ieal methad cnt 41 el SICUSSESC NS We can see how metaphys- -
their g ‘Zom" natnrally 2000111c @ study of theories in the light of

‘onsequences,  See articles 1 v \
preserny aotica ’1’/11'/03' e, ee two articles on Hartmann by the
. ( Soplical Repi, September and November 1899)

1flcx_'s of the Logic will renem-
vistically insists that even the
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attempt to prove by some philosophy or other the legitimacy
of affirming as real the objects of certain practical needs
after having shown the unsatisfactoriness of the lgnorance
or the negations of mere science. As to all this, I have
but a single remark. It is no proof of the reality of God
and Tmmortality to say that we will these things to be real,
unless we can prove! hy an appeal to fact and to reason
that what we awiil is real, or that by reality we do mean and
can only mean colitional e.eperionce and whatever is organically
related to this, ,

(6) There is Prof. Jumes's claim that. if Pragmatism be
true, it is after all = Fnglish © philosophy and not German
philosophy that represents the trae eritieal method, inag-
much as 1t is the Fnglish speaking philosophers who first -
mtroduced the idea of interpreting the meaning of coneep-
tions by asking what difference they make for life. This
however is w thing that has long been maintained by such
penctrating students of Fnglish philosophy as Prof. Cawmpbell
Fraser?and that was stdpstantiated anew with much Ingentu-
ity and discernment hy)his suceessor Prof. Andrew Seth 3
in regard to the Scottish criticism of David Hume, but it s,
none the less valuable to have it so incorporated into our
conception of philosolhy as to seem a natural admission of
a true plilosophical attitrde, Tt ought to need no supremely
profound insight into Dritisl )lr?;l()sophy to see that there;,
as well as everywhere else in the history of philosophical -
thought, men have been essentially engagred upon nothing
but the one problem of investigating the real meaning for
our human experience of alleged ideas and facts and principles
and beljefs. Tt ix to me but another version of this truth to
maintan, as does point number three,! that ‘the proper fune-
tion of philosophy is the study of the differences to us of the
truth or untruth of different world-farmule. - T should prefer
to say (as I have indicated) that the business-of philosophy
15 to study reality and to reduce it to its fundamental terms,
buat then it is nothing agninst the pragmatic view of philosophy
and of reality (for T shall below insist upon this addition to
James’s thought) to say that it gives the average nan, or
the practical man, a view of the function of philosophy that
“commeends 1tself to his judgment in the same terms that (in

P shall try below to indicate how this ny be and has in a manner
been proved. e N,

“See his Britawaica article upon Locke, and™also his edition of the
Essay, and the life of Locks in Blackwood s = Clasbices .

dBee Scottish Philosoph.

YOf supra. !
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accordance with the.tendency of the hour) he uses in speakin
of the reality of any other alleged thing. Philosophy :ﬁr
be real to him if it can do something ! r)\\'ell! i{ cla.n) ‘(37)
To the enumeration of the consequences of his priﬁci le
that are more or-less clearly seen by Prof. James him%lf‘iv >
nay add still another consideration. - Tt is eusy to see ]10\3
the principle of studying the nature of a thine throngh the
conception of 1ts consequences is a wayv of sﬁn?min«r uh) that
~transition of human thought with which we zu'('hnlll ﬁo‘\-
familiar—the transition from the scho]:tstic«(]6ct1~i£1c' of Fs‘-
sence to the Dynamism. of modern science with its notion“;wf
a few d.lr!erc'nt modes of one fundiunental l.‘llcl""\". It used
to be said a few years ago that evolutionists, instoad of telling
us what things we, had o way of imvaviably trying to show
us how they had become what thev ave, We have now i‘t
seems to me, so thoroughly assimilated this tendency iﬁto
our thinking that we have taken the turther step of main-
‘t‘almng that 'tyho practical utility of things (of substances,”
OIgamsing, ™ *“ species,” institutions,” ideas ™) thu‘ir
subscrv_lency‘ to the process of universal evolution s their
only raisun d élre—the only reason for their continuing to be
what they are. " My point now is that this-principle of-Prag-
matism by 1ts very name, if by nothing else, hrines ]mmc‘ £
the }11111(15 of students as « teidency of thowght and method uj/
looking at reality this very proedss of substituting what may
be called Teleology and the doctrine of Functional [7t;lit ; t: ot
what has been culled Ontology and the doctrine of I'Is'q‘?’n((:)é
and Quiddities. Tt iy not be the only thing that is doine
so, but it is :LQ}}&;LSE doing so. ' T s
IL. The ph¥osophical bases and allinities of these ideas
may be more apparent if we think of some facts and t(:;l.-
dGlICI(:.S;'l'C.\,’QilIOd. by the science und the criticism of this
_century with which they may naturally be associated (l.)
There 1s, first of all, the fact so strongly empfm,sisod ‘L'I](l s
completely exploited by recent 1)5\'clloﬁ)5r\' Vehat all ‘c'o«(rnipi‘vg
activity is at the same time volitional :L(’TL.I.;'itY and that cc
sequently our “itellectual systems,”™ o © \LL\ of idz';ts )i
Just like relizious beliefs and cults and social CllStOI)lIS—(leIlSB

Ve . . .
a 1’1.‘4]:, by Buldwin and Stout and others-—refe
lslt;xéll 1'1111 t,h(; July number of the Iaternationa
. 11;¢;Lc;r '1(:(1:‘;. net ;,hzv_.t, intellectual development is a continual growth in
l)rou«rht; ou;nl)lllgin a}tlﬁn lun;l) 11111 practical inventiveness s, to ;n"mind
o "¢ fully by Baldwin {the two volnes ) j !
orousht ore fully by | win { vo volmnes on Mental Depelop-
I)L[I/’/:/)gi‘l['(t:}].(]))e abn‘? Ir)n.)(, else. .Sgc an article on his Social (I/)ll']','llll'(‘fll
28 by Prof. Dewey., in the New World, September, 1898, and

oy, September, 1899,

rred to by me in more
U dowrnal of Ethics for

oue by me in the A merican Jowrnal of Socio
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Whe regarded as competitive action-tendencies whose validity
and truth mmay be demonstrated by their power to survive in
_the life of the race. * The fittest conceptions survive, and
with them the names of their champions,” says James.! Tf
all this be true, as it undoubtedly is, it 1s certainly natural to
conclude that an importint clue to the meaning of « thought
- may be found—the mfluence it wiclds over the life of man,
in its relative efticiency or inefficiency., It is far too little
recognised how entively the intellect 'Ys/nmdc up of practical
interests.”  Mr. Peirce (to Prof. Jales the champion of
Pragmatism) even maintains that the “sole motive and
function of thought ™ 1s to “ produce_action..and.volition ”
“through the intermediary help of ** belief “—-belief being,
i his eves, only o *stadinnr” of mental action, and not the
soal of thought,  This is apt to strike the.student of philo-
sophyv as going somewhat, too faf,salthough a moment’s
reflexion ufon the history of civilisation will perhaps con-
vince us that the persistence (merely as an instinet) of the
~metaphysi®l tnpulse is intelhgible only on thé ground of
Its orgunic connexion with th(\,'glighcst mterests of the human
race as o ‘whole. I have no intenticn of confounding the
\ﬂn«,-t:tpl))‘sic'of knowledge with the psychology of* thinking,*
but it is simply a most pertinent question whether the reality
of that section of metaphysic® called teleoloyy has not in our
day been vitadly strengthened by the discovery of the fact
that all thinking is necessarily teleological—the search forwthe
itermediary steps in a process, the discovery of ‘'means to an
end or of the relations between certain events and certain
otlir events, the discovery of ‘the relation of “external™”
events (or of exterital nature itsélf) to the world of our
activity, ete. The Pare Reason of thé carly Kantian writers
n Gennany and in Eagland Tias been reduced 2o being simply

Ve B b Deliere, p. O3

* Lo, the question of the necessary eategories of knowledge as know-
ledge with the fact pointed ont, e.g., by Dr. Stout in the words ** simple
attentiveness tends to pass into conation.” or by Sigwart (Logie, vol. ii.,
pr adR-5400,  the ubbimate basigrof all the mental wetivities, for the right
conduet of which we.seek n cltie in methodology, is @ will which sets
Felow itselt definite -ends and to this ix due the motive foree which
tupels us o investization, while the most general principles of the investi-
gation are derived from the ends pursued by it”. 1 have such faith in
the reality of metaphysic that 1 believe its positions to be good irre-
spective of the psychology of the discovery of truth by the individual
On the other hand the wise metaphysician will never care to philosophise
in irnorance of certuin aceredited facts, say those of biology and psycho-
logy abont the utility and tendencies of knowledge.

*See wmy Schopenhavwer's System in Hs Philosophical Significiance,
chaps. i, iv. and ix.
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our power of reflecting upon and analysing the conditions of

"hperlence as 4 w ]liile I‘ [in ()f thﬁ t 1€ W ¥ -l) S
€ y GO 2 Hatule Of } (
as l'elﬂteﬁ t) ouar 4 Y Id .I‘UC&S

th};}_? retained the main principles of the doctrine of Criticism
w 1;3 at the same time letting go our Rold of the erude

vor > . . " ' ?
psychology of Kant. (2) Biology has gone even farther than

psychology in proclaiming that the end and purpose of all

thinking, of all brain development and mental contrivance
of all mopality, mdeed, is uction and evolution Ih its ‘Zm’
as 1n the eyes of sociology, the supretacy of p.hik}sd wl;\' i\ul’
the arts and science. consists in the fact of their }m\"inlrr i"u"(”i(l
man to his bresent position from the condition of th«-'-:u;i:\t-(]
or the sul;consgnoqs man.  \We shall, however, 'wu"n 1".1
this fact i thinking of Prof. James's conce')‘t‘i(‘n:‘ t (tllu
functlpn'ollplulpgophy as the selection of ¢ \'iml‘lhv )uL}(;eb' -<J'e’
and of his implicit claim that troth itself is not ﬂ)iul t\Ll
refative.  (3) Tt has bheen discovered by soe veliniony
that the adoption of the socinl standpoint, the
bef(n‘"? we can understand them) of the hab;
;1(1)1(3}] “lcxtj(.vtl();)s ‘ .(Tf other people, is demonstrably necessary
e mental development of the individual.* It igthus no
new thing for us to adopt intellectual points of :‘:u a ‘1
mental attitudes that have come to us first of all | ‘ l'l-](
of, practical exigency or unconscions lJ:L’tlll‘:;.] “\‘11:”'(“'(('\‘.““ e
We have from childhood been compelled to 11.'s*<~»(:ur ;'"Irlll
Iepﬁtla] Powers to unitate, and deviseimeans to the v\cm;]'i(:v -
of ¢ reactions " that are sucwestid to ys by oyr associa ( ]'l
'I;‘hell‘e.]ls already in vogue a way of \\'1‘itin«r)0i1€1tl"ic\(l)xti]"(ti:s\;
ol philosophy, the history of leadine 1de: 5 ] T
the universe, from the stand oint of (:LS ) )‘“”t»“““] o
needs of men at different t'imv.i and ]§lal(fl::" ]“;)jljdf]’]l,?d};:lt].:f

1a] psvehiology
lntation { even

1 Qs » yotor N
} .(S'Le\tlhc reference to Simmel, below
Socm{ “reuclt,)j:‘,l,?:"]’l; ]lylu( L]l)t,lli“ of the nnportance of social relation< and
87 to the developient of the peljo ous h
social * 1e religions conseiousnesy
t}RL]lglOll works. and to produce its full results, n WSt mecde ek e
)eu,l'n' ML .>; 3 ot . |
e ?Z;:_y;[‘?t;/:n;,l;l;n’s_u] N‘)([,ILU(S.\'. [t hus thevefore a soeial side, and
Jr S A specalutive side cannot, | helippe . st
]4‘,),':[),'1‘1(!/11‘;/1.‘4 of Bilief, P 259 “ttalies mine’ s be Frpt holl it
T b names and works of Profs, |2 g i :
5 ofs, Eucke Zicgler i
of Mr. A W Ty works of I h Eucken and Ziegler aid Hoding and
this tendency. not, t' others, supgest themselves nt-once g« proof of
e oencs. ) nlmcnuun the recent important prize essav (pnblished
th()yoﬁg]'}]\- L(:l ;1]1111).):.'1°s of Mixny by Dr. TGonies, which insiste <o
diprrenLi-{Lim:l f" nnincmz.u of the social will on the formation
tho‘”ni\"c]'qit vo[ll(u‘;:t_uphymc:d conceptions. Dr. AT Kenvon ‘Rowere of
Modern, ,,/“‘-[03”()’/ 1]1('11;;0 has recently written w brief 1‘/111’0(1’//(3/'(;}: {0
of philon ] 0) 1, that openly professes to conneet the “presuppositions
o b “;m!()ll{\"] \ﬁlth our * ordnmr_\: beliefs and practical needs '!.I 1.')onbt,l-
gh kuowledue of the life of the Middle Ages would revenl the

erience and our action ; and we have

habits and custonis’

y lmust needs work t-hrun{.ﬂ?ﬁw
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science may be said to atford a certain confirmation of the
basis of Pragmatism. ‘* The truth at which scientific thought
arrives,” says Chiford,! *“is not that which :we can ideally
contemplate without error, but that which we may act upon
without fear; and you cannot fail to see that scientific
thought 1s not an accompaniment or condition of hwanan proyress,
but human progress itself.” Or Dr. Carstanjen of Zurich,
I an article® upon the philosophy of Avenarius, * The pre-
supposition of every science . . . must not only be theoret-
ically correct in itself, it must also agree both in atself and
in the consequences to be deduced from it, with practical life-”"—
words that only too truly express the principle upon which
Avenarius works out_his conception of the nature of philo-
sophy by determiming its relation to human effort.  Or, as
Mr. Peivee® puts it: The opinion which is fated to be yltimaiely
agreed to by all who investigate 1t is what we mean by the
truth.”” -This sentence if conceived in its hroadest possible
significance, 1f writ *in large letters 7 as o Platonist would
say, would be true of even(philosophy itself, for philosophy
must certainly be able (o 1yake a synthesis of the truth of
science with the realities and tendencies of human action.
Metaphysic, we might say, ik nothing if not practical ; it {s
the one science that ghes ¥ work without any presupposi-
tions, the one science, that endeavours to find out what thines
really are as distinet from what they appear to be {rom
particular or prescribed points of view.: Tt would somehow
alwavs secem to be part of the duty of the metaphysician to
msist, as does Simmel * ina recent article, that the separation

connexion between the “vermidnlate dis¢ussions™ of the Xchoolmen and
practical needs.

Veetnrees and Essans 0 Alms of Seientific Thought ™)) p. 108 Jadies
nmined,
= Mixb, October, 1807, . 453
F Pop. Seivn, Moathln, 1578, vol. xii., p. 300,
4This is obviously Prof. Sidgwick’s idea of the work of philosophy,
as expressed in o recent artiele ¢“‘The Relation of Fthiex to Sociology ™
in the nternational Jowrnal of Fthies (October, 1899 Philosophy
he therein deseribes as o contemplation of the = whole of human thought
—whether. concerned with ideals {“of what ought to be'] or empiriead
facts” [*about the actual relations of wen regurded as members of
socicties ’].  And Prof. Ladd’s when he says (Theory of Reality. p. 21),
“ What is true of the sciences which deal with things 1= equally true of
“the sciences which deal with minds. or with both minds and  things.
They all both assuine and demonstrate the truthfulness of certain con-
ceptions, in their application to the conerete vealities with which they
have to deal.”
74 Uber eine Beziehnng der Selectionslehre zur Erkenntnisstheorie,”
Archiv sys. Phil,, Bd. i., Heft. 1, p. 34,
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of gonceptuai truth from practical results rests u
an that true ideas are really successful ide
prove themselves fruitfyl.-
D > o N .‘ .
the( )“(l)efmct?llgig)lt 11;5 ?IOW only too well known that s0 far as
o VHIACY o the argument from cone "
‘ . , consequences
Co.rtllcetllllled, Prof. James’s s Pragmatisimn. . assointed
with i r >
path mﬁ&)oislitlor;s of It]“")f. AL Seth and Mr. Arthur Balfoqy
g whow this agreement j ) ‘
‘ . K 3 § connected with
- general metaphysic of reality Moot
i aphysic ol reality and a weners
‘ A ‘neral theory of know
ledge. “The witima ratio! suys 1’1'2[ -\(§0L1(1(il‘2‘0)§' o
BY-V1Ys Y . . ‘ ) A oAb 0 ' ¢ cve
creed, the wltima rativ of truth itself. js that it worls vflf(}i’
Oreator o 1 T ‘ b
l];r) E,lmtt;l L{)}](]Gllll)&tl()ll can be passed upon a doctrine or
System than that if it were ¢ ] I
\ ¢ rue human life as it has i
m than t ! fe a: (s been lived
g:/rdtl/;; ﬁ(i’{} uf tl}/z'c zla,c(' would cease to be reasonable.” Alnpg
dntlll, ©Lhe ethical life has also its cortaine: 1 pos
‘ s alsoats certaintios and postyl ;
N : e ha : : stulates;
*;re(ld‘t 11)]‘”“ is not neeessariy crading truth, when hl(' rejects g,
creed, t;,itglaol 1t hus no place within it for these postulates
of th cthical or spivitual life which are to hiny the most
_bec(malnwzilul certamties of all.* Noris he convicted ofprejudicé
moéilvze fx(; avows that the defence’of these postulates is the
o who(;x nfs f}-)ccil]utlm mquiry.”  And as for My, Baltour
e ¥ t'(l 0 ; )lsll'nulululmus of Belie/ may he veoarded as 111'
SUBLon of what in the spirit and in” the larron o v
! .
Spiit and i the letter of Py
stration 1 1 > lette rof.
ghu?e.s‘s‘ ]punphlet We may call the “ definite differences
Ofa“usuit from the truth or the untruth of diff /
. e :
m«rﬁ)ﬁ?}t. (6) T_.:.‘tstl.\ It mught doubtless bhe siid that
n (1;;{11;]_;51;1 1s manifestly in harmony with the sound instinct
%bgen‘ \nfu]_ to Judg‘e of any tree or growth by its fruits or
;;-L‘tm-g('t](; t-ltlluts. This instinet is so deeply rooted iy hmlmm
bt b‘e S ' tt;{xo never is a e when some form of Criti-
Pmcéed upgtn t}]]t(‘lfl]l“\' ()11" artistic or philosophical; does not
. C-dea o 5 0CSse It »( ati
iy Its essential soundness and ration-

pon prejudice,
as—ideas that

Enough has per ]
unough hag perhaps been said to show us that we nay

(.I think) accept Pragmatisin as o real eno gh thing, |
n:z}'l enough thing in the light of w i oot (5 e
evidently s (to 2 0C Ight of what it parports to be and
sophical oo g(:ju;ltl'?jt- (:.\tvnt;) and in the light of the philoc
iy ;”,Ogt I‘Ct .L'I)(I comon-sense tendencies with
of the et )(;I‘t‘ll:l:, 1.11‘1].1_\ he associated, and in the light
at its foea IA 1 L.,opclumon.f to w]glch 1t leads. Taken
alue, taken us a working Prineiple, it is @ood as
at 1t represents is good

Man's 1'[(111 ot + v e 230Dy Sl .
I] 1 ! the ('os ‘It : -
. : ‘ o ¢ ONHION P 30) It die P H”\ Hl]ll(')

may be associnted

erent systems
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and valuable and ought certainly to he part of a true philo-
sophy of life and reality. Again and again, however, we
have found that it seems to repose upon a certain view of
the “real ™ that cannot be even described without examining

-many of the assamptions of Pragmatisin.

IIL. That Pragmatism is impossible as a working philo-
sophy without certuin important assumptions may be
apparent from some of the following reflexions. (1) To
argue from our actions or “reactions”” to the existence of .
what we think to be their neces#ry conditions or * objects "
presupposes at least; as Mr. Balfour! puts it, ““ a harmony
of some kind between owr inner selves and the universe of
which we form a part . Tt ivolves what Scottish meta-
physicians of the common-sense school would term an
argument * from thought to being,” or Cartesians an infer-
ence from the ordo idearum to the ordo -rerum. (23 It also
mmvolves a thorough-going criticism of our needs and desires
and 1magined satisfactions.  The ideas of God and Tn-
mortality may be on a certain and by no means iincommon
interpretation of things inerely some of the many fictions
that have e validity on their own account, but merely a
utility or service in view of “the life that now is"—the
tendency, e.v., to foster prudence or altruism. _Of these and
similar considerations Mr. James. makes no explicit recogni-
tion. (3 The Argument from Consequences presupposes
that we know all, or nearly all, the effeets that the truth of

a given theory about the unmiverse might conceivably have

upen ourselves, and also. a eriteviop of desirable and un-
desirable, good and «vil, consequences. Of what kind of con-
sequences would Prof. Fanes have us think in estimating
the valne of theories?  Lnmnortality as the mere continuation,
in ‘an infinite stinight Tine, of our individuality or personal
identity, means very dittle to many good and wise people. -
Nietzsche and others of his il write of the utility of_wicked-
ness by way. of trampling under foot certain anaimic forms
of goodness, and Zola has recently praised to the skies the
infinite value of mere Fecondité, A Renaissance pope used
to speak of the good (“ definite ™ and * particular,”” doubtless)
that ““this Jewish legend ™ has dohe to™* us popes . On the
other hand it was probably owing to the apparent absence.
of “definitc” and “particular ” results, that the scientific
friends of J. S. Mill deplored his heing drawn for a time
to Wordsworth. Is there with Prof. Jumes ne criterion of
consequences other than their particu_lzfi-[[y and  definiteness
, e

Lo

p
Y Foundations of Beliefop, 247,
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and tangibility ? A criterion of consequences is provided
e.g., by the conception of Justice in Plato's Bepublic or by the
1des of & Kingdom of Ends in Kant's Metaphysic of Bthics | and
these philosophers morcover offer us a metaphysic of heine
. that tends ¢o show how the existence of a moral l{illﬁ(ioxg
of beauty and Justice is implied not only in whe sin;’plest;

forms of human association but even in the constitution of -

External Nature. .
4) The highest forn, mt fr '
o (if> o ,l;‘n s't ’ff;u"u of the Argumeént from Consequences
s, *thunk accurately, the arcument known in logie
and metaphysic as the dilemma,  Prof. James might per
[} T

haps do well to think of strengthening his phikeseplis by~

connecting 1t with its true theorctical basis, . But the
strength of the dilenmuna or of Hypothetical Reasoning or
of Indirect. Proof lies in the claim to have an exhaustive
knowledge of possibilities or alternatives.! T }\'ﬁo;v wit}?
absolute exactitude and exhaustiveness about ghe possibilities
for conduct afforded hy different philosophical hypr)theseﬂs
would linply at least an ‘exh:msti\'c'l\'nowled're of the points
of view from which conduct and the universe 111:va ll)u ve-
garded.  This however implies the Transcendentalisny o
the I\Ietuph.\'si‘c of the Categorics of which Prof. Jlemés has
SO S0rTY an opinion. It also implies the existence of cthical
norms and conceptions and perhaps the teachine of histo;' ’
and the guiding force of heredity and the pl‘inc?p]e Oflc()n)-
tinuity.  But of all this Prof. James in his practical contempt
for Apriorism i all its forms takes very slight rc('o«rnitioil

(3) It looks like o philosophical error for Ty to (IIis:ti?ltru'ish.
as he does, hetween the futyg consequences and the' past
necessities of action, holding that the former alone urg(‘)fl
vital and spiritual tmportance to us while the laster may
‘Or may not have had spivitual significance.  ““As far as tflé
past fdcts go, indeed, there is no ditterence. - These f:ti-,tls are
bagyed [is not the*phrascolvgy too vecklessly sportive ?], are
captured ; and. the good that's i them is cained be the
atoms, be the (od theiy cause.”  And again, < Theism and
aterialism, so indifferent when taken 1‘(&?1‘4:)81,)(’.(:&‘\’0)1)" point
when we take them prospectively to wholly "different. prac-
tical consequences, to opposite outlooks “of e.\:perie,nce"

?Dd dgaun, . But T osay that such an alternation of
celings, reasonable enough In g consciousness that is pro-

a/; a logical nrgument seems
. bo de ) fac atlernatives in o disjunctive
']:lcq‘)t_)l.:ltxc).l)~ ‘\.L]lc HAnOr premiss in a dilemma,) should alwaysy be rJe"m‘ded
1 ; Jx "“l‘““.?"' They are always such in a rye « universe (or s'i)here‘)
o thought,” whuteyer they may be in o “universe of discourse " =
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spective, as ours now is, and whose world is partly yet to
come, would be absolutely senseless [!] and irrational in a purely
retrospective consciousness summing up a world already
past . Now on what theory of things is it that the future
of the world and our future may be affected by ideal elements
and factors (God, Freedom, Recompense, Justice) without
having been so affected or deteriined in the past. One of
the supreme difficultics of Pravmatism as presented in this
pamphlet is that Prof. James often writes as if thedworld
that is round about s were safficiently explained by the
entitics and laws of physical science, and as if our moral

. ife were sufficiently expluined as a part of the ** scientific

order of the world.! Then, strange to sav, he asks us to
turn around and think out the gonsequences of mtroducing
o this palpably codless and purely mechanical world
certain entities and points of view whose bare existence is °
unnecessary to the world as we know it to pe and to have
been. Does he not see that from the very nature of the
case nons w'arons pas besoin deees hypotheses li—to adapt the.
words of Laplace to Napoleon. [t is true that Prof. James
mentions the fact of certain great wmen dike Dante and
Wordsworth having throughout their lives lived in the
actual consciousness of the reality of a spiritual order, and
Jitis also true that he élsewhere ® hints at the necessity of
including our spiritual and woral reactions in the sum total
of real things, ie, in our very conception of reality. It is
also true that he is sometimes simply stating the case for
Materialisin and consequently deseribing the world in terms
of mechanical and biological categories and at another tine
‘stating -the case for Tdealism and consequently  throwing
ont_vivid pictures of the world in terms of the glories of
God's providence and of our dearcst affections.  But (6)
this vacillation apart, it is never altogether elear what his
own conception of the real nature of the world would be
were hecalled upon to state it frankly ‘and freely. His
writings, taken as a whole, may have the incidental eftect
of making us think of our theories of the nature of the world
in terms of our theories about the purpose or outcome of
the world, but he never himself gives a statement of what
the world now is in the light of what it is becoming to be. To
do so would obviously imply a philosophy enabling him to
establish the “ideal order ™ as a part of the real order ™

"1 am aware, of course, that this is un error mto which even such a
» profound philosopher as Kant sometinies fell.
* In * Retlex Action and Theisni " in the Wl to Lelivve.
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of things. « Before we can be sure ahout the consequences
toour experience of certain. theories or of the truth of certain
theories it is absolutely necessary to have in ounr mi;)dq )
uniformly tvorking coneeption’, of what our experience s
At one place he emphasises the fact that the experience by
which we test theories and propositions must he particuia,!
“and at another he scems to assien no limit to the eXL)L‘ii}-(';l:“‘
that may be ours if we hut have the conviction of the reiliti*
m the world of coertain jdoal things. **The notion of ((' [
on the other hand, howeeer i/z/]‘rz}T/' tomay be .
those mathematical notions S0 current in mechani
has at least this practical superiority over then, that i
guarantees an ideal order how S much better this is ‘t}mb
definite and particulr consequences ! that shall be pcr:n;zurn;//l
preserved.” (7) These VEXN Words inferior in elearness and \\'ith"l'f
practical superiority are only too suggestive of the diﬁictiltiés
t{mti anise in the minds of metaphyvsicians i consequence of
Prof, James's comparative neglect th give 1 uniform staut
ment or theory of the yey) naturd <h\ erience and (;i'(ll;?;
I.)e.g](?('l. to offer us a valid reason for SR&dficing theoietical
anferiority ko practical superiority. The ye 1(!STi0Il /IIN not
as hc‘) putsat: - And how, erperience being wh¥y it i r'};(" /'o"-
all [ie., godless and “bratish* and -« shopg how [‘lt"ll"]l
}x’gtlld God's presence in it make iy any more ¢ Ii\r‘i'n«(r'(:n;'\:
richer " in our sight ?” hat: * [ there anything T;i\'m"c
about experience ax it now 1?7 for surely ir lhvh\\'«)rld 15
fixed and determined s it is without God, it is s‘upl'«'xucl;'
1(‘11(3 to bring in auybody or anvthig o malke it différent
To do_so would also Iy Hogical > for as logicians know ﬁm[
HEVWr Invent absolutely groundloss ln'puﬁrvsvs We mus
havg at least some ground I experience for In.'liuvin‘v' m r
(]{V ity t].lztt. " shapes our ends ™ ere wecan lovicallv 1‘1”"
of the theistic philosophy as what Prof. Jumes calls a i }
hypothesis ™ ‘ S
It would he perfectly in order for Prof. Janes o atteny
by some philosophy or other 1o show that the (T'u:)«l Lilrll
and Goodness may be demonstrated to e the sﬁprcnn-

e cledrness to

107 " e
. ,i.:.i:lr/i'/ll, .x((.}. Lo One of the worst phases of the Materialisi of ta
$ B S8 + fai i 1 i Uy )
o is '”n(x‘lm»} )l.\ .17411]1 in the actuality of cortain solated particula,
o xrx’;‘ércl\-lid 111.1(_1.13: resolutely we seareh for the indubitably particulor g
them “ﬁé”m 1\\1({;;1],]!),hclzlnum surely do we find that nothine exists unto
. S e Dradley sadd long awo Loy EIRRIE ]
) Lo CLugie, po 63 8 lu.
MO o suppose that by spealk e p. 63 [tis anillu
Ao{)ul pacticalars, and l'av the Wi o e
* Italies mine. ' ’
3 \a Iy 3 ;
As Mr.'Los‘mquet puts it Login, 1., 2R7), ¢ Fve
ment Js affinmed only within an aetual system 7,

rsal adjectives .

"y hypotheticul judg-
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- reality and the supreme force of the world, or—to avoid the -

pitfalls that beset the attempt to insist upon any one thing
as more real than any other thing—to be simply thé most
intelligible,! the most fairly and squarely perceived aspect
or phase or tendency of reality ; and, consequently, that any
philosophy which cannot rise to the perception of the absolute
and eternal character (cven in this world, Denn alle’ Sehuld
rdcht sich auf Erden) of coodness and of that which malkes
goodness possible is demonstrably no philosophy. No one,
he might-say, surely thinks that he perceives or that he could
perceive such things as atoms or primal unieellular organisimns
or pure undifferenttated cnergy.  Consequently it would be
absurd to explain the world by these fictions, not to mention
the inmeasurable diffienlty of the step from gravitation and
cohesion and the war of organisis to moral and social evolu-
tion and to the effort to transform the physical basis of life
into something intrinsically higher. But contrary to all this,
as we read Prof. James's Pragmatism we are never free from
the uncanny suspicion that Nutire may conceivably, nay,
very conceivably overturn all our-ideal dreams and ideal
polities and systems—for the plain réagon that so far as the
present is concerned she is at leadt sy yeal as thesc things,
and sb far as the past is concerned ¥ Chypothestta cood deal
more real, and that, so far as thé future:is concerned, we
have as yet no rational theory of the possibility of its heing
essentially different from present or past.  In other words
what we have in Prof. James is o psychological philosophy
of action, a-statement of some of the ideas that constitufe
the maost potent stimuli to action—with, however, the under-
lying presumption that human volition is so far from being
different from physical action and reaction that it is by the. .
progress of science heing every day more and more ciosely

'Trinean that the reality of the active intelligent self is after all much
more intelligible than the reality of any so-called external thing, for
“things” somehow “go to pieces” in our hands as we study them either
from the common-sense or the scientific standpoint.  Or, as we say, o
wany “contradictions” (Herbart is quite right in making philosophy-f
start ab this point) arise in regdrd to their reality and function (utility)
and “independence " that we are soon driven into interpreting (and this
““interpreting " is not the mere annlogical argument it is sometimes taken
to be) them in terms of the reality of the active self that we know in
ourselves.  And us to the most real thing about this *self ' of ours, we
soon conie to the conclusion or philosophical commonplace expressed by
a recentrwriter on metaphysic thus: * The highest and worthiest self-
hood with which man has acquaintance is the Self that is self-nctive in
pursuit of the ideals of knowledge, of conduct, of art, and of religion "’—
Prof. Ladd, Theory of Reality, p. 399. - '

29
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. . - ‘ . c
assimilated ! to the type of reflex action, We? scem,” in
fact, “driven to infer a . . rigid determination of the
psychical.concoryitants [of our actions], to admit with Hux-
ley, * the banishnient from all regions of human thought and
activity - of what we call spiris and S])()X)f:lilﬂit}"."h Thus
our “last state,” our response to ideas and theories that bid
fair to emancipate us from the - bondage ™ to which we have
“all time been subject ™ as ereatures of a purely naturalistic
evolution in o purely physical universe, turns out* to be
“worse than the first ™ sfate of an at least possible choice
})‘et\\'c’en “hivpotheses witl: difforent practical consequences ™,
The moral lifeis seen to e but a fugitive dreaan in the hrain
of unconscious nature and ouy spiritual house is left unto us
absolutely ** desolate "—q, edifice all but too light to be
drageed to carth by the force of universal ;_(l‘il\'I.I:LL].:)n,

, - ¢ ,
€maTe T Pua\ii, Xapar méoe duldahos adhd,

. IV Tt migh{ seem at fivst sight impossible o supply the
theory of reality with which (he method of Pragmatism
must be associated in order to become part of a troe philo-
sophy, withont laving down, at least inoutline, a «avhole
scheme of constrnetive philosophy. It is however unnedes-
sary to think of anythine so vast aud so dilficult.:” Noone who
studied modern psyehology to any purpose has much difli-
culty in pereeiving and arasping the trath of the proposition
that from the psyehological standpomt reality means simply
that awhicl os inveriiable relagion to our wetive and sensigive
fe Similarly, any one who has persistently studied and
reflected upon” the ™ Mechunicn] Theory ™ as™a doctrine of
-reality has become convineed that (i the Tangupgee of Prof
Jas. Ward): It is fwr truer (o sav that the universe is o
life than to say that it is o mrchanism ™ Ands as for biology
and the evolurion theory, an examination of their Togic and
1)111](_».%:1)1»11’\', AN exantnation even of their vimm-ut:u:' .’(-un-
ceplions (eoll, eq., and arganisse and et actim: and the
f(){')/l({(‘{'uil of nuelei, and ditierentiation, cte)), will convinee any
fan'_-mmdml‘ pierson of the mpossibility of pm(,:mdin;,r far far
then -(‘Imu:un without the help of teleological assumptions,
fe., without the help of theorics about the relation of faets
and processes to theiy consequences sor the relation ()f/('l(*llu*nts

} ! .l’ro‘[. .I:Lx'x‘xqs represents this assimilution in ghe essav (in the W5 o
Beliveey on “ Reflex Action and Theism *, ‘ [

2Prol. Ward, Naturalisim apd Awnosticisin, vol, ii. p. 6

TOne of the most convineing expositions of this truth h
seetued to wie to be the chapter on the “Pereeption of Re:
second volmme of Profs Jines's /‘r/'m-ij//r'x of Pavchology. ’

as always
dity " in the
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to their'wholes. Then, again, the very logic of science, as has
been suggested above, shows us that all scientific laws and
hypotheses are teleological in the sense that they have to do
with purposes, () because they ave liypotheses and because
“every! hypothesis is o means to an end. a -theoretical
organon that may o may not work,” and  (8) because all
hypotheses rest upon the supreme hypothesis that Nature
will conform to the coiditions of our intelhigence.  All of
these considerations arve becoming inereasingly evident to
men of science who are at all aware of the presuppositions
and functions of science, and who know.enough about the
history of science’to see that the 1dea of .wl:xluﬁ«w, the 1dea
of difterent substances in ditferent individual things and the
idea of o substance is weneral for the whole universe, flies
before us as we contemplate it or as we investigate its alleged
reality, and is actnally disappearing into the idea of causal ity
or the coneeption (or fact) of nieasurable energy or modifiable

life-process. Inparticular they wre all perfectly well known

to-brof. James and vecetve from him the most explieit kind
of recogmition in his writings?  Why is it Lowever that he
catot, as 1t were, veneralise theso results of observation
and Feflexion into a philosophy of the real on the strength
of which as a basis he micht maintain, re Pragmatisiu, that
it is the most natwead thing i the world to consider the
conzequences of theories ws part of thédr very nature, part of
their very duta, secing that {he only possible aim of all
thearies 15 to explain the activity and the evolution that is
i process adl wround us—that is i fact the cssential nature
of all reality 2 ) '

Donbtless, he might uree, for thereason that it is all well
enough to say what reality is for purposes of science or
pvehology or logie, but that it is quite another thing to say
what reality is in itsell, ie., we must be able to proyve on
independent principles that yeality is that which sustains
a more or less verifiable and determinable relation to our
activity, ere we can reach the highest possible use of the
Method of Pragmatisin with its ideas of the selection of
fruitful hypotheses.  But this 1s ey what German
Metaphysic® (et Prof. Jumes - of its “conse-

" Waurd, Neturalisin and Nyaostivisn

# Fang thinking especially of his Prineipi®st

F 1 am perfeetly wware that Prof. Jumes, PN cyiphy
to full upon these pages, would in all probability (/.. judging front his
claun that ¢ English " philosophy hus rendered German fphilosoph v
superthuous) withdraw his attention at this very stage. My only claim
upon him would be to think of the Kantian ldealism in the light of its

ghould ever happen”
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quences” ere he speak disparagingly of its “ nature ™ ) from
the time of Leibmtz to thet of Schopenhauey has enabled -

us to do; it is this that constitutes its permanent contribu-
tion to the thought of hwmanity.  “ Before Kant ! we were in
Time ; now Time is in us,” and so on with Space and Cause
and Substance and the rest of the categories.  Before the
time of Kant owr lives were construed as subjected to the
limitations represented by these categories : now we sco that
the whole idea of these points of view ghout things 15 drawn
from our consciousness of our mental and physical activity.
It is in the writings of Kant and Hegel,in particular, tha:
we find that complote logical justification for considering the
necessities and conditions of our active experience as part of
the actual texture and nature of what men regard as readity

for it is they alone who ‘have shown conclusively that (i

activity of the subject and self or agent is implied in the
bare existence of * external reality. T am fwéther of the
opinion that it js only Schopenhaucr* who has put m our
hands that real statenent (riz, that reality, Wirklichlbeir is
through W\nd throngh w/ii—noy merely Uire hut witly about 1he
nature of Neality which enables us to meet the objections of
those who rightly refuse to stopat a definition of readiy
beginning (a5 do” the usual cpistemological or Kantian de.
finitions of reality as ““that which is constituted into an
intelligible svstem by the activity of w svnthetie Conseions-
ness ) with a “ihat ol Reality is not merely that wiici
is related in definite and verifiable ways (o my thought and
my activity, to my experience ; reality is will, not blind will
(as Schopenhauer seemy at first to sayy but witl in any and
all of its grades from mertia and Lravity upwards 1]11"()11;']1
cohesion and chemical affinity and reflox and vita] action
(mutrition, reproduction) o mtended or woticed and moral
action : reality. is known to me diveetly in the activity of v
own body and “ will " ((he hody ™ iy simply objectified will,

and the “*nind siply internalised will —the “first realisa-
‘A

eﬂ'ccts%p:u-ticul;n’l.\' that of opening the eyes of so many men b over
the western world to o prreeption of the theoretie absurdity of mere
materialisn, ' '

! This ig literally true so fur e modern
concerned, though ‘Indinn philosophy had bee
of Time and Space for generations, . .

* For two reasons if for no other. In him, above ] other post-Kantinn
philosophers, do we find the ultimate origin and the conmplete proaf of the
tdeas (1) that .\‘S'.I)-\'/IIIIII'I(ZH‘II i~ through and through causality, and ;2
that we cannot think of an tactivity U in the outer world suve in terne
of the “activity ™ that constivutes onr own Jives,

philusophy in Europe i«
nfvee from the trammels
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tion of a body, cte.,” as Spinnza and Aristotle, respectively,
saw), for I observe in my body the operation of all physical
and chemical and vital processes, and I experience i my
conscious action that reintegration and redistribution of physi-
cal force by moral force which in its higher and its collective
forms (¢ 6ivilisation," s 1'«:*1i,(.:iQ11," . :Lrt,") 18 Iltgmlly the
spiritualisation of the entire universe. Tt is thus indeed the
most natural thing iy Phe world fo study theories in the light
of their consequences for the simple reason that from the very
nature of reality no theory about the real can be anything else
than a statement whout certain tendencies, ccrtzml_.s‘uccc.s-smu_s,
antecedents and consequents, certann aetions :md. /"nucfmn.s. curtm'n
modes of the manifestation of the foree or hife or will that 1s
m nature and i history, There can ceferis paribus be nothing
iogical in the tendeney to estimate hypotheses by their
l»l'ztbt-ic:ml consequences, for the world of reality consists ()f
nothing but happenings and sequences and the n):}lx]llcst:Lt!oxl.~7
of the strugele for life and the motived or purposeful actions
that constitnte the moral order.?

"o The other desiderat about ul'itcl‘innlnf consequences or the Tdea
f the (1 referved to whove, being wranted. )
()I'-‘Lth’kx: ((:Joi)l(z‘elifl have intlim‘tml. this ontology, Lllif‘ \‘i(‘}\', of r_CilllL_\' “'Oﬁ'tlﬁ
pon (1) the metaphysic of ']‘r:umm-mlmrml_ Idealisim (‘l.\'amms!n). which
/lx:'u s matter of faet reduced the world of *external reality to jCX
Pl gon, Ol (sensible idea), representition « st /[ung,~@lm$ \\']11;:11
i3 presented (in- consequence of the wetivity of the undcrsmndmg{ bo. t}u:
mind ws =ensible, intelligible, related, vteg eten and (3) 1’11':uufc'st,mg_,
actorta ol Hovee, energy in the broad and in the ul sense™. (To suy that
the world consists of Will and [den expresses the ultimate trath :nnl}'v'u'llt)i
of the position of physical seienee-—that the world consists of on(,i!g.) and
matter-—and at the swne time the trath and reality of the ponlt)mnl'z»l'
philosophy ——that the world consists of Reidity and Appearance. .le ¥
means--in the bt vesort il ¢ just as appenrance means ddid (in L.-rlg esl
sense or phienomenon.: - But I heve put forward thix result of (utl,lzt
Tdealisn as only the last step in the citm nlatire m‘g/uuuz)nl about x'cn};l,l\)
that is ‘in my opiniom atforded us by the positions of Prof, ..lmnc.\._\\] tn
taken wlonyg with the logical and ps‘\'c!l_olo;;u-,nl :m(? scientitie COII.\]()(.‘l.t-
tions to which 1 have referved. Only if we take this last step ean | rug-
netism become not only w trae theory of reality. but also a true support
to that revival of the anthropocentric’ point of view about the \\'()l‘](% to
which the metaphysic of the present seems {in many (““.“‘L/Q%.S u;; in
nny ways) to be returning. cals ot [V']’)]l‘llt)s{)pll_\“] tld«fc’mlm‘ the ‘]I)u b of
telealoiin in spite of former abuses of the prineiple, so 1t hits wone to .r) {l.(,))l])wll
the truth wnderlytng the old civwe which meade e the venlre of the universe, o
Much carvent thought is netwralistic at heart-«<that is to say, it tuakes
B natare only & part of natnre in general, and seeks Ll}crof(.)le L«;
explain away the niost fundemental charneteristies of nxtolllfz«‘.)](,o:ta]ln\
moral life.  As agninst this nutur:nhublg L”cnd)cn(;\' ])hx(}usupll].\ 11’1}1.\.[), )‘g'
untlinehingly Joananistic, anthropocentrie.”—Prof. .\, Seth, Man's Place
i the Cosmos, pp. 60-61:
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V. It is to be smeerely hoped that the comine Jeneration of
metaphysical philosophers will have lost altogether that feel
Ing of resentment which many thinkers of to-day still L('}lé'l'i(:]-
aganst what they bolievetohethcdishonostv or the thoronel ] :
unphilosophical character of wny attempt to judue of theoy o
hy their consequences or by their influcnce over the ,
A moment’s reflexion will pe

<)]’i(’5
e . will ™
' ‘haps convinee us th:
Hume (confessedly one of the pu%o:\-t ;11]1:1]?1'0(5.0;2115:1‘11%”] ')ll\']f?
not only of the Bnlightenmen Period but of all liml-)hzL HH\
doubted lt-lmt.. action, human action, was, after :1ii the lhin']f‘.\ttl‘
entity of which all metaphysic niight he rc;r:l.rd(y'd as attem :I“
mg an explanation. It wis becanse knowledge ulnt‘l tlw']r-'
could not justify action that he professed a seoptical 111:*::"\'
of ]\‘nuwl("(lgc. And there wre Siens i many JL]W;' nod ‘."\
metaphysicians that they too simply cannot Keep )1;1'( 'l]]']‘
theoretical inquivies ahont the nature of {hings ‘l(l)‘ll"ll 1'1'l> y
questions of practical necessity. Al 10 world ]\'(l)l(;\\'\' Il(i‘m
- Kant (whose mind js almost an ultimate fact for the .‘1 ‘l‘lL
sopher) could not and did not, however the fact is ‘ridil('tl']] (')i
(as by I.I(:lllf,-. and Schopenhaner and others) or exX )]'li; (:(1
away or qustificd (hy Bdward Caird. .., and Prof -\(i-l on
As for Hegel, Prof Ritehic - Jike many nther os oo )
recently ! heen very unxious to prove that he J 1"Iw(r<]-l.\ ill’\
My, LI Bradley whom many of us delight to ]]nln;:)(l|1{l'tl<n tw.
modvrn' Parmenides, we find i, (p:u‘tl\r"likv [Tume) i '”ll“'
confessing that his only reason for treating of such t}] [‘“'}\‘
Or topies as * God and Relivion ™ s s /1/'4:'/1'4'/1/. b’ 'J’I/“'L\
refram from doing s, “ 112 ] have tonched on the I(“'/‘t'lf
1t was (){.’('l[fl\'r‘ Deaulid i help it Why does i]nt Mr J"Hn H“
Conand of himself a philosophy of this {:ery .1'-‘1(‘1. )‘L;“‘-(]l)'
t,}]l"_l"f ]S] no fact, no tendency, heneath e’ l(-\"vl ’ni"n:rl“t;l‘\-
;}t\'lgj?]l(’ltlr()];:]t‘il]llltlrl‘\(;I' 3]\(.}]1]5’ 11): 1]1'[1 that‘noither he 1]m1" Huame can
woud treating: : Cberiious atters, or that they hoth
concede that to treat of them at all is defensible on Vs th
oneode o treat, ! i s defensible only us tl
:Cgﬁﬁﬁltn:,;;’\1:311 n'xstl.l.nct;.) Evolution teaches us th)ut thell'g,
o b ne .”“l.‘ilrlt_‘g.l;mnu. werenot " morality and religion
o I[u-‘[«;[’] .1'c]m]wquwn(w. matter of real as opposed
) of tpt It 'm’n:s between onr actions and the behaviogy
N “r( Ju‘l?.l\](lx_\f: :):5 i \\:Imlc. “That a man should treat,”
un'dlu-‘gt‘. 1)“]( 'ff‘\' of God :}.nd religion in order mercly to
crs and them u.ml upart from the influence of same otier
consideration and mducement s to many of s v e

- proached logic hggmgh the study of history..

L. We

2 See Mixug Janand Ot 10y,
Appearaiec and Leality st eq, p. 451,
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‘English’ with our *Church and State ' traditions and
customs and society; in¥part wnintelliyible and, in part also

-shocking.” And why gt ? we ask of Mr. Bradley. Tt is

unintelligible because it is impossible, and it s certainly
shocking in so far as it s highly sensational. Tt may be
doubted if any man has cver been able to keep theoretical
questions about God and veligion utterly divoreed from
suppositions about the dynamic efficieney of these “entities”
to him or to the human race. Tndeed, with the anthro-
pology and sociology of to-day matters of (od and religion
have hecome so much matters of statement or theory re-
varding the necessities and actualities of moral and social
development that it is abinost time to revive some questions
about their *structund ™ or “ morphological ™' in addition
to their merely functional significance.
Mr. Bradley confesses that the idea that a man cannot
treat of God and religion for theoretical  purposes alone
has a ** personally deterrent ™ effect on his mind.  That is,
he will not treat of these things beeause he will not ** set
up us @ teacher or preacher ™. Thére are some of us upon
whose nunds the iden that.God and religion could be under-
stood theoretically (/e solely tn a theoretical way) has had
and still has a © personally deterrent " etfect, and we can
never hear of any one trying to **theorise ™ (ie, in the
merely abstract and conceptual senser God and religion
without a feeling of fatnity and aversion.  Questions about
the veality of God and religion like those about the existence
of matter and force and substance and canse and atoms and
cells and heredity and continuity and the social ** tissne ™
and the social * organisi " and the “one " and the “ many ”
and heaven and hell and purgatory, for that part of it, and
Reabsm and Tdealisn and Classicism and Romanticism and
Impressionism and Divine Justice and Divine Thove and a
areat many otheér things, never do hecome elear and tangible
and comprehensible until we see that they are largely ques-
tions about the reality or the unreality of certain practical
tendencies in hwman experience or in nature or in thought
or in human history, cte, as the case may be, or in all of
these together. ' .

Pragmatism, then, looked at broadly, 1s simply the expres-
sion, i a phrase, of many important tendeneies of the science
and the criticism and the practice of our day. Tt requires
however both the Criticisin of the Categories and the Theory

"This seems to be attenpted in the recent important lectures by
Prof. Ticle, * Elements of the Science of Religion,” (iflord Lectures.

v
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of the Ideas (as reinterpreted by Aristotle and the Meta-
physic of Evolution ) to give it form and reality. It is not
the one method of philosophy any more than the testing of

i rk of science or of philosophy. " In

usceptible of & strong defence ygp

method of philosophy but as s would-be theory ofﬁmh’ty,
as an attempt at an ontology through the door of a teleology
—as an attempt at a theory of the rea] through a theory of
end and purpose and ‘“consequences . Prof.. James is
trying to show us how reasonable it is to regard things as
we are compelled to assume them to be: he ought rather to
take the ground that the manner in which we are compelled
(by genuine practical and moral necessity) to assume things
to be disposed is the only possible theory of their reality.
This perhaps would be the true Pragmatism,

’With\'lxlto the Ideas represent so many eternal and 'unch_anging
types or forms of being, That'is, with Plato, c.q., the Idea of  species
i 'ub'solutely fixed and determined to gl eternity. This is not $0, to be
sure, in evolutionary philosophy when species are regarded as variable,
The notion of the Ideas may be therefore retained in philosophy as

enoting not so much an infinite number of distinet groups or types of
things as rather the different, grades of being (see supra) that seem to be
constituted by the different manifestations of the cosmic energy or il
in which we believe reality to consist, Ly Sehopenhaue's System,
ete., pp. 108, 115, :
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