.

REVIEW

PSYCHOLOGY = AND. P_HILOSOPH‘Y.?

! EDITED HY

Proresson G. F. STOUT,

| WITH THE CO-OPERATION OF PROFESSOR E. B. TITCHENER, AMERICAN”
_ EDITORIAL REPRESENTATIVE, AND OF DR. E. CAIRD, PROFESSOR WAKRD.
PROFESSOR_PRINGLE-PATTISON, AND PTHER MEMBERS
OF AN ADVISORY COMMITTEE, .

4
\

' NEW SERIES.

-

XVIL~1g08. .

\
LONDON: ‘
\IAC\IILL-\\' & CO, LI\IITED
bT. MARTIN'S §rm:1:'r w.C. ‘
1908




cmrm.{n NOTICES :

’

ump[r'n :Jxve\' of the cate zoriea and ﬂmr ’\mne\lon “but this’

Wisseuyel: Jlx“f{(‘f Luoari \\"f‘ probubly never he wmp letely written.’

Tn the meantime, it s perbaps betier if philosophy, as eritie of the -

, \,Ix,n(".\ Is content to devive its matter from them' and to prophesy
in part. : '

S. H. MeLLoxe.

- - 1

- Rrageation, @' New Name ser some Q12 3 ays of Thinking'! Damilar
Lectwres om Plios /:hr/ By Winniay Jaxes. London
Lrn naeang, Green w Co,, 1907, " Pp. 309,

.-

1’!13'.\!-\"!\\1 M‘(.('I(h!‘! W Dy James, ishath an » atdwede of orienta-
amd a tbeors of truth  As an anitude of oventaiion i s
witinde of Joking away from first thing., priviiples, *cate-

- Cosupposed neces amd of Nouking l{»‘\.hd.\ luse things,
i <, comseauences, ficts '. (p HERH ‘

st part of this doss not deseribz Dr. James's position, w hile
i .~:c,;; 1l dosembas the positon of every philos. :pln witheut -

wseeption. ragmetism is itself a pumlplc the wuthor’s explanation

of it involves rutmerouss (.W'mmu, and the course of his aroument”

conunuaily yests on assertiad necessities.  On the other hand all
philosophies endeavour toseseri b& and explain fm:, lhclhdm" t_hose
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WILLIAM JAMES. Pragmatism.

v /,4 .
us.the whole of our eonception of the ohjﬂcc., so far as that concep-
tion has' positive significance at all.”

It does not seem c‘v.u from this w bethm I have.x bad ncuhche e

‘means practically the same thing as T have.not a bad headache ¢

~

in the eise where my conduer woull remain the =ame with and

v,n}‘oun a headache. On the unn hamnd, wenars told that the conduet

‘a belief is mre(lj'to produce 15 its sole sienificance.  The ditference

then, it wauld seem, would hive no sigmticance.. On ihe other

hand it would cersainly make o ditference” 0 me®whether I had
a headuche "or not, and the™ sensadons L am wexpeer ™ would be
different.  And this seems Lo inlicate thatvthe At ulL‘ :ce has some

significance.

"I£ this dmbiguity ware (.18&19(1 up we should know in what cases
one position. ¢an be said to he true angl .muuher to:be false, But
which of thém is true, and which faise?

. Truth, aecording to Dr. Jamies, is a yuality of n ):h"l ¢ bue belies.

~The ‘facts’ ‘themsecives ., . are not cruae. Thow simply are.
. Truih 13 the function of the heliefs thar sturt and -terminate d.'n()nﬂ
_them "™ (p. 225)

No,one ever suppused that truth was a q'mlm of facts in the
sense in which Dr. James emplogs the word facts ‘—a sense which -
seems to be the most convenient wse of the word. But when he
confines truth to Ix:lwf; he d@u ey the l,\hter*ce l)e.\\wn Lhe z.mb :

1 I
restriTel \\Jn“c\lubkl\LW ot \v\, TCT .d\ [3 \\ LhLL ]‘s

meant h\ tirst ﬂnd ust things—whether., ﬂ. 1empnm] or logical
n"riez' is spoken of—scomns dunbtful.  But eb either mlcrnn,t‘(uou
Dr. James deads_with first things, as, well as last, and all phﬂo-
Mﬂ"ﬂ.‘l\*it_d] witht last Lhu’? as \\e‘l as first.

We pass 1o Pracmatism as a, theoryof trath.  And in this, the
central part of the buok; the difficultiesof eriticism are increased by
the fuet that Dr. Jumes, though alway spicturesque, is very far from
ineid. We find on page 45 The prazmatic wetliod in sueh

Csgs ds 10ty o interpret cach notidn by tracing its respective
pragtical consequences.
30 dnv ong if this notion rather than that notion were true? 1If no
wactieal difference wh ateyer can he traccd, then the observations

- Teai pmumlls the xnm thing: and all ﬁx\pmc is idle.” . On the
uext page it is said. * M. -ncu. aftér pointing out that our beliefs
are really rules for aetion, »aid that, to develop a'thought's meaning,
we need only determine whai cunduct it ig fitted to produce: thab
couduct is for us its sole s signiflcunce.  And the tangible fact at the

root of all our thousht-distinetions, however quhde. is that there -

.

s no'one,of them so fine as to consist in anvthing but a possible
difference of practice. To autain perfect clearness in our thoughts
of an object. then, we need only consider what conceivable effecis
of 4 pr d.CU(.'!ll kind the objéct may involve— what sensations we are
i (.\pe(,t from it; and what reactions we inust prepare. Our con-
u.-pnon of these cflecis, whether immediate or remote, is thea. for

- What difierence would it pmcucallx make’

\.Ll‘} uhb bu‘u\.f‘, L lLAI THILVCT Ltlu“tlllb thb" Ul Lb(l.AALA'"T,:LLLl. R J)LUUU‘]\lvua.
some of which are true and some false.  The reality of these
» propositions 7 has been discussed by Mr. Russell unad Mr. Moore.
\[» DWN Opi on is that Dr. Jaines s right in vejecting theut, but the -
question i3 very. dificult, and it sesns unfdrtunare that he should.
have assert=d his corclusion withoutatternpting i meet the argy-,
ments on the other side. Derhaps, however, he. vogar Lxul themr us

w00 abstruse for a popular course.

" What, then, is the ditference berween o -true l)( l ief and one \\hxgzh
is not true. - Truth is one species of goeod, and not, w5 is llvlld.n\
suppiosed, a category distiner from good, and co-ordinate with-it.
The true is the name of whaterer proves ilself o be, good in the
Cean @ belies, and qn-)d too, for r’nnmd assignable reasons " {p. 73).

This tirst sketeh is Sorked auz'in the ok apter ont The Notion of
© Truth. Here we read: * Truth, as ety rdietionary will tell yon, 1> %
“property of certain of our ideas.s [t means their ‘L‘_fl.'.’!:'mr!l.lt as

‘llsll\' megns thetr disayreement, with *reality .- Pragmatists and
intellectualists both accept thiz definition as & matter of course.
- They begin to"quarrel only- after the question is raized as to what
may preusel) be meant by the term *avreement ’ and what by the
term"reahtv when rea,ht\ is taken as someduna for our .de.x-. o
agree with " (p. 198).

The first thing that we learn-as to the nature of mvleemeut i3
“that it is, in some cases, though not in all. a process of cepying.
* Qur true xdeﬂ.s of :ensxble thmvs do indeed copv them. bhut
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vour eves aud think: ai=yonder clock an the wallyaiid you get jusn
“such astrte pietaresor copy of its dial T ipe 10
There is*a verbal in@nsistency-beiteen these passages and Lhe
two quoted above, which call wath w quabily of beaeds, ere, we
are told, it s a quul ~of uml\.- Dt thisis ]l‘uh.ll)l\ a4 mire 7&{)
of the pen. and we sh l” "db@' ames < neaning by rewding - heliels”
in thone cases likewise, : S
A belief i true ws faroas i is oo o assioeable ressons, und
ids Due gs far as it aceees with realitve <D domes Las theriore
te show g 1o be good qor Lt Dle rensons and 1o agree With
reality either mtan the same thite or it not are so eotinected, i
Cone Iust he trae of eversthinge o whiere '.h- cther s wue. and w
the satue degiee.” (Gondness ool G s ..n.u o desece, and
e aIrestoent v eH .t'd.ll-_\. gs Livnted |\‘ ]Jl B L!"n‘\)
Moreover, when we deadite wite sensihie Ti'i..,.' .
W0 prove xlm a l'-‘w' wineh Is ,..m.‘ copy o A sensilde thing is
l‘\ avs e detior hotle! thanage which s an 1"-]\1'&“ copy ol that
Seusible g, Foron il ctie e belied has been stuted
hoth tu be the wond elicd, ‘m(l “to be the beliefowlueh copies the
sensible thing. = - C o )
A belief gerees with reality, according o i me‘e‘\ when it

’

SH
,l..

“aworks 7. This short and coavenicid phuase s fand on pace 216,

but. hv has alteady "mn R \u'w aptions of Uis agrecment.. Whes

de i «u\l [RPVICTS v Lt
vur-ideay TETTE” ettt LAY L Soe S e st Tt

hoewil] )m\c

o

C .
WILLIAM JAMES, Pragmatism. - o

-

" reality, wid this agreement is thaf the belief works: And when wa’
.m.!umw what we -;hould le'un by knowing that the belief that God

i3 powerful works, and tun' to the definitions on pages 201 and

212, wa tind that we should Taani a wreat deal about the belief bus

nothing about God or about power. Thus Dr. Junes's position leads -

w0 the sinmular conserpience that an assertion wbout anvthing is-

auver an assertion about that thigy, but about somethy 1Y quite

Jiderent, < '
AT . Coko- .

And this sinadarip: letds o difficelties. » God s ‘powerful ”
trnes This pasans, necord e ta Deofamees, that the belict that God
‘;s.p""‘f*il’f‘-ll, works. The working of the helief is not the cause or
restsan, nor the etfeet or eonsagienee of the truth. \ It is not con-
fwbtad with the truth 6f the helief i any way. It is the truth.
“Then what I imesn when T owav thae God is powerful is that the
belief that God is pow.: il works. My agserton is ehaneed into an
ASErTion- ‘Lhom miv belief,” )

Dut an assertion ahout o heliof, ke any other, will, ma wn that a
helief wbout it mll wvorks TS0 my assertion has now chuiced jnto
an assertion that the beliof * the Teliof thir God is powerful works ™

does Lsell work, - Wenre now makingan assertion abont ihe second
haltef, " Andthis .L\»!':«m TS 00U L esdertion vlm.z the beliel  the
second belief works ™ dois itsell work,  dad soon o 2. AR, No
assertion can have any weanive., For, aecorins to 1l v theory

through the ucts and other ideas wineh they nmmm« Antu or up Lo,
or towards other parts of exprriency with which we feel all the while
—sugh fedliffy - being luuhng oy }Hh"hlllll't~——llml the original
ldcus rewain in agresiyent. I“n' conuesions and transitions come
10 us from ]nmu. Upnm as heing proqvessive, hae oniogs, salis-
factory: This funcion of dureeniile’ leading 15 what we medn by
Jan idea's verificztion:™  And asain cTo cwrreein the widest
sense with a reality can orlyp mean to be yuded ed Hier stratght up
10 i 'or GUto s SUrreun .'l._/x or to be Jat dnte such . uunm:/ toch
“with i as to handie 4,/1/1u it or someliony cotinected w u‘h it betler
“than if we disapreed ” (p.'212). / -
rh“s(' two definttions do noL \(Aem quite crn'nsxxtem The first
suggests that the good which is truth may be one which nukes the
behef good intrinsicallv. . The bolief is wood beeause it ]emh in an
“gareeable " manner, ‘hich would be an n"umm_.;.vood But the
secoud suggests that the goodness of the beliel is merely. voodness
as a means,  Itis good only because it 15 « 1neans to "'Oud action.

In either case, however, goodness of some sort comes in, as constitut-’

ing agreement, and the definitions of truth on pages 75 and 198 are
thus held to heharmonised with-one another.

Let us suppose that I believe that Ged is powerful, und thut
this belief is true. What does this belief tell me about? It professes

10 tell me about God.  But, according to Dr. James, it doés not do-

s0., For the truth of the belief'is the agreement of the belief with

DL et i e T Lt St P i boeaunine Bt
something about the belivf in that weaib, SR

With vegard to ideds of <engble s ~hacurty arises,
Suppose that X sess a lion on the point of ‘lmumluw as he sup-
poses; a stranger. X ¥ ubout to shoot the lion, when he 1ecognises
Fhac_the victim is not a stranger, but s Jdewrvest fiend.  In his |
}ucr‘ezgsed agitation his hand wembles, and his Lullet kills his friend,
instead of the lion. #fs his recozmition of his frieind a trme belief or
nof? On the nue hand it would seem that his pereeption of his
mgnd 3 featares is what D, James would enll a u'np\' of a sensible
thing, and so the belief would be true.  But there seems to be no
“agrecable leading™ in such a belief, and X cortainly does not

~handle either”” his friend “or something connected with” his

friend better than if he had not liad the beliei.  On the contrary
the belief causes him to fail ina purpose in which he wishes to
suceeed and in which it would be generally admitted that it would
be well that he should® succeed.” Does the belief * work ™ then,
ageording to either definition?  And, if it does not work, is it true? -
Dr. James offers two arguments for his position. The firstis that
certain other systems Tive broken down, Of the * copy theory™’
he holds that it is truesin some eases; and only in some. [t seems
to me—though the A&)Ject is too wide to”discuss here—that he
concedes too much.  The “copy theory " has seized a very im-
portant elemenb of "all truth, and seems to me.in every case ‘much

‘ dosar toa correc,t solutxou than the theories either of Dr. James or




>

108 . ¢ 'AL- NOTICES :

\
\

“of DryBuillie. "Butin no case can it be accepted as actually the

correct soiution. .

For the fest Dr. Jawes criti\clw:. rather eaz uml\ t\w s\stems
which, if his view of them 12 correet, share Lt undamental vies of
- his own systemw, <ince they en u\dw - 10 reiuee truth o an ethieal

eonceiaion. At m he notes that M Joachin is incowpletely satisfied.

With Bixown postivi, l' toevenisupposing that * the copy-theory,”
Prof. Tavior, Poof Kickert awl \\Il Toaciim bad all been pvoved
“wrony, we should not have got Auucn.ncxr(‘z to provire that Dr.
James was rivht, . -\

This secund arpunent, i T anderstand bim n"nd\ i an appeal
v the comnon bobiel that trath 35 goad.” + Surely,” he savs (p. 76},
“vou must admit this, that if there were 20 cood for life in true
ideas, or i the knowledge of them. werg positively disadvandageous,
and fulse ideas the only tseful bres, }i :n the eurrent 1ot ffthm
trati i<‘di\"/(d"‘] e ‘ﬂ.‘.‘" wied s purswit adury, could never fave
growi up Or becoine a doani. . .
Uz 1w helieve ! v'l.ns' sounds.very like o definition of wuth. It
eotes very near saviug ‘what we cwgi! o believe”: and in that
defi '11110.1' none of *vou would find anw odditv. Ouprhiswe ever ot

to believe \\n'u s etter fur us w believe? And can wé then’

kesp the notion of whut 1: he wr for us; and what is true for us,
‘ N\,
Peruanently.apart. 2., b

“What would be betwer for

"WILLIAM IA\ILS Pl cu/mafza m. _ 1()0

.

‘ing Dr. James's position that thev are qm:a nu.ompaublo w 1J1 that

positivn.  If the moodness of a helief is ingependent of i ruth, the
sruth eannot be identieal with the "omlv'-“.. And i o teathof o
belief is the reason of s voadness, amin its wuth eannng Le identical
with its goodness. \ , .

" Dr. James now restates the pasition of Pragmatism. © The alter-
native between prigm: wist and eation: isizs, iy the shape'i m. which -
we now {!. e it lwme s, i3 no longer a le..xa, in the hiory of
knowledgd, it concerns th.- strwetive of the nniverse iself.” The
new form i3 as follows: @ The mpory of the ditference between
pragmatism and r mnmlwn is mow i siche thronghea ity whole
axtent.  The essential contrust 15 that Jor raticaivm Fedtiin s
’ruutf/ maele d(t([ com nuh /’u " :LJ elern: w/ u,,m_'f:,;' nragjinatism
it i3 stzll in t/zg nrakun/ wid alis part of Qs e mple i _/')‘um ihe
Future ™ (p. 2575 '

This appears to he hdu by Pr. James to be, not an jndependent

~loctrine ta be bhelieved ns well as the Py razmatist theory of truch,

but o consequence of that theory. - But I'eannot see any connexion.
Nbe Pragmatist theory of truth, and at the same

ed the realitw of tinle (a position which would not, T think,

§ greater diffienlties than are esfantial to all Pragmatism) he
would have to deny the  plasticity™ of the universe, as formulated
above by Dr.’ Jaumes. On the other hand, anv one who uccepted

So. far, hmvww from the general sense of mankind accepting -

*what would be bettex for us 1o believe " as a definitionnof wuth,
they-do not even accept it as a proposition universally triNabout
‘truth. (I seems worth while to poilit out ihat not every proppsi-
tion which universally holds of & subject can be taken as a defini-
tion of that sunjcc; ) **Smith is a fool, hut happily his wife' thinks
him a wise man.”  ** That Bov is exceptionally clever, and unfortu-
‘nately he knows 11" ,\ll of us are con unu’xll\ hearing judgmenta
of this type, and
them. And they aﬁmn t}m n u.nam cases it is better not to
I)lee,\c the truth, and even better, sometimes, to -believe the con-
wary falsehood.

True beliefs are indeed in most cases CDI]Sld"lcd ;mod But when .

. they are considered good it'is4lwe ays for o reason. Either the\' are
hzld to be good for a. reason unconnected with their truth, as w hena

Jnan seys God exists, and, even if he did not, it would be well that
we should believe he did ™. The reason here, whatever it muy be, has'

no relation o the truth of the helief, Orelse their truthis the reason,
or an essential part of the reason. - “The world is very evil, and,

- sinee it is o, I am plad that I hu\e found it out.” It is desirable

to know that that chair is'in a' draught, since it is in a draught.”
Such statements as these last two imply that if the world was pot
evil; or the chairmot in a dxauﬂhn the heliefs in question would not
* be good.

buch jud(vmentq that true beliefs are rrood are 50 far from donﬁrm

ure mmmuall\ making’

tHE Teility of tme, Whatover Bis LREOTY of truth, would - Im\e to
admit that the universe was siill in the making. . )

Dr. J.].IJJE*! appears to conluse the docerine. thas esistence i3 time-
less (which is held bv some ratonalists, but has nothing to do with
their theory of u’t{h) with the doceirine that there is u timeless truth
a.part rom our. heliefs {which.is part of Lhe theory of twuth of seme
ratiodalists). The two docwines a en hehl separately. My
Moore holds the second Wltholu: g trst, .md I myself hold the firse
without the second.

The second docurine is quite cfusistens with the assertion of the
plisticity of the universe. Acc§Ming to this doctrive theve is a
true propesition “the e of tife Wattle of \’\‘neilloo is the 18th
June, 1815, which is quite a distiner reality fom thi batile, on the
ong hand, or any person's knowleise, on the other hand.  And this
true proposition is-eternal and unchanging.  But the doctrine does
not deny that the battle, and the kiowled: 28, are sepurate realities
from the proposition.  And if time-is peal, rhosé realities chanve.
The universe was really diiferent Lluxm'_r the battle, and after the.
battle. And it is also really different. though not s0 much so, ev ery
time that a fre;h school- boy learns, or forgets, the date.

J. Eruis McTacGu’T
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