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1t is not so clear to us as it is to Mr. Du
Bois that Mr. Washington has made the
base concessions here ascribed to him: We

" recall passages in his hooks and speeches

and letters that polnt a different moral. We
recall his protests sent: to the dlsfran-

Lhislng conventions in Alabhma and Louisi-

., It may be that of lnte he has become
more subdued than formerly to those he
bas worked with, some .of whom have the

habit of giving his progrnmme the color of

- their own exaggerated cnutlnn and timid-
ity., Then, too, Mr. Du Bois, while ac-
knowledging that Mr. Washington's pro-
gramme is provisional, does not make this
acknowledgment with sufficient emphasis.
But tbis third chapter as a whole, and the
expansion of its prominent details in the
succecding chapters, deserve the carefullest
conglderation. Their large lntclilgence and
their lofty temper dcmund for them an ap-
preciation as generousg as tho splrlt in
which they are conceived.

Where all is good, it is-Invidious to se-

“lect, but the chapters “On the Trainlng” of”

Black Men’” and “‘Of the Sons of Master
and »Man" merit, perhaps, rarticular atten-
tion. The pathos of the chapter called
“The Passing of the First Born” s lui-,
measurably deep. It will appeak to all who
have a human heart. . It tells'the story of
a baby's life and death, the joy his com-
ing meant; the “awful gladness” when he
died: “Not dead, but escaped; not bond but
free.” Clearly the burden of Mr. Du Dois's
complaint, not explicitly, but {mplicitly at
every turn, is- made more grievous by the
denial of social equallty to himself and his
people. In the urgency of this note |is
there not possibly a lack of the profoundect
self-respect? If Mr..Du Bols can sit with
Shakspere and Plato, and they do not wince
at (his complexion, why should he care sc
much for the contempt of Col. Carter of
Cartersville? - Why not- trample on--it- with

a degper pridd? A society based on money
values ‘may reject such a-man as scornfully
ag one based on the tradition of.slavery,
but a society based upon character and cul-
ture will always welcome him though he
were blacker than the ace of spades, not as

showing him a favnn..__lm.t_ns_nnxlnus to
avail itscll’ 0! his ablllty
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either bave been filled to better purposd, or
to better purpose have lightened the avolr-_
dupois of the volumes.

But a more interesting question sug-
‘gests itself. Upwards of seventy of
the most reputable philosophers whose
services a distinguished editor could
secure, have here set down thelr opin-
fons. upon the speclal points of phil-
osophy of which they are reputed best
qualified to treat. They have not argued
thelr doectrines, since this is a dictlonary,
not a cyclopmdia; but they have defined
them. All the principal groups of schools
are more or less represented in the ‘assem-
blage of contributors; cven the idealists,
whose showing is probably the least ade-
_quate.. One naturally peruses their utter-
ances to see what impression one can de-
rive from them as to the prevalent ten-
dencles of philosophy at the opening of ‘the
twentieth century; for surely this is an
aspect under which it may be hoped that
_this dictionnry will never lose Itg interest.

The most promlncnt of the philosophical
signs of the times, as here displayed—

50 it strikes us, at lcast—Is the manifest

strenuous endeavor of the - students - of
every department of philosophy to {mpart
a “scientific’’ character each to his own
particular branch, . ¢, to make it con-
form to the conditions which have caused
the success of the modern acknowledged
sclences. - The progress is satisfactory. At
least one branch of psychology has already
taken its place among the speclal sclences,
whose array others are well upon the way
toward joining. The movement is not con-
fined to psychology. There is much of 'a
sclentific character In ethics; and the erit-
ical. part of logic has, in some hands at
least, come to submit itself to the same
criteria as those that have long been ac-
knowledged in science. There seems every
reason for hope concerning metaphysics

|-and—other—branches

be the case, the philogsophical sciences ande .
psychology would have cach to be Dbuilt’,
upon the other, if the psychological meth .
is to bo mnintnlncd They must gollcctnx%‘?
ly form an arch—or, rather, a S’lturn;
ring, for an arch has the ground to rest
upon. Whether that can be sound logic or.
not is a question to bo carcfully
amined.

Another symptom of the philosophy of the
day which ig interesting to the general
public is a very appreciablereaction ngainst
the whole family of opinlons that are near-
1y related to agnosticism—some of them as
little fond of others as any couslns In tho
world. A logical scruple scems’ to be ‘the
motive of this reaction. It is feit that the
only possible justification for so much as
"enterfaining a hypothesis must be that it
renders the facts comgrchonslblc. and
that a theory which substantially amounts
merely to supposing facts to be ln-
comprehensible, fails  to  render  any
facts- comprehensible. But if onc once
admits this, he can hardly stop at
this point. It would seem that his fur-
ther reflections must result in something
Qike a resuscitation of the Scotch philosophy
of common scnse. Accordlugl) $010 \»rit-
ers who used (Justly or otherwise) to be w
garded as skeptics, are now Instancing the
stress put upon the light of nature by Gali-
leo and other autbors of modern physlecal
conceptions, and virtually even by IFaraday,
Kelvin, etc., as helping to show that a be-
liet akin to Reid’s is an’essentig] condition
of progressive science, Y

.One dther llneumeut of contemporary
philosophy is . called to our attention lu
turning over the leaves of this volume, It s
aurprising to see how readable it is—a ra-
sult due, no’‘doubt, in part to editorial
skill, and ‘partly to thé writers not bav-
ing to enter into all the details of argumen-
“tation. It is infinitely 'more agreeable to
read than _any_ of the reccnt philosophical
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Another mark of our philosophy is the
disposition to make psychology the key.to
philosophy — categories, @sthetics, ethics,
logle, and metaphysics. Something of this
has existed since” ‘Descartes; but since
about 1863 ‘every student of philosophy,

‘| .even_though_he_be_one of those who con-_

sider the presént psychological tendency
excessive, has placed a new and higher es-

“timate than before upon the—scientific-val=-{-

ue of psychology. Here was seen one sci-
ence, than which no branch of philosophy,

‘works which-betray literary ambition, Mct-
aphysicians are a slow-thinking breed; but
they seem duller than ordinavy not to per-
celve that a literary style lu\nhllosophy is
an incongruity whose days are numbered.
Soon the majority of contributions to philo-
sophy_will begin to take the form of me- '
moirs, like. those to other sciences, such
as mathematics, which is no woro speccial
than-isphilosophy. New a sclentific memoir
written in any but the most severely un-
adorned language could not bo more ridicu-

us of the. good service that this work I3
already rendering, notwithstanding the im-
perfections inevitable in\ any such com-

in the days when men disputed about the
primum cognilum, was more enveloped in
metaphysical fog, which yet almost sud-

lous i; it were set in hexameters like the .
contributions of those. eminent savants
Parmenides, and Empedocles. It is a tru-

posite book, and notwithstanding its lack

denly, th‘at mlist Ilfting, had come out

ism to say so; and this trulsm ¢nwraps

v oter;.
__graphical notices which he has_scattered

of-those-formatpertectiony i UM Tormnttes
upon which our Amcrican dictionaries and
cyclopzedias are apt to insist to the neglect
of the weightier matters of the law, to the
point of leaving, them dryg innutritious, and
unvitalizing. Professor Baldwin, in the pre-
face of this concluding volume (of the
Dictionary proper). puts forth more
anp excuse than a defence for one of
the few features of it that have
been disapproved In almost every quar-
urging that the diminutive blo-

through the vocabulary are that half:loaf
that is sald to be better tLan no bread.
This hardly meets the stricture commonly
made, which was to the effect that the en-
tire omission of these supererogatory
cmmbs would have left room that might

vrightamd—clearas~a—June-forenoon—How
could it but happen, as it certainly did, that
men should think that the best way to re-
solve any problem of philosophy would be
to reduce it to a question of psychdlogy?
The future must detérmine precisely what
the value of this method may be. It has
its opponents. For some years after the
movement once became general, nu strong
volce was ralsed against it; and ten or fif-
teen years ago psychologists of the first
rank could. dream of establlshing the
truths of their sclence without any meta-
physical assumptions whatsoever. Some
writers use ‘such language even yet;
careful examingtion has convinced the bet-
ter part that even physics has its meta-

physical postulates, and that psychology. is
peculiarly deperident upon them. If that
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mnuther; —which—ts—that—there—ts—sueh—&
thing as a good style apd a8 bad ;stylo for
philosophy grown sclence. A good style is
one which approximates as closely as pos-
sible to a self-explaifilng dlugram or a
tabular array of tamillar symbols. In short,
it will be necessary\for philosophers to
awake to the fadt .that there is such a
thing as the ethics of words, which for them
should be about the most sacred part of the
moral law; and the soconer they begin to-
turn thelr attention to this, the-sooner
they will experlencg the satlstaction of the
sclentific man's cpnsclence, who is faithful
to his duty o;:,Z:therlng premises as the
.basis of Inferences which only distant gen-
eratlons can draw, and in drawing will first
discover what scrupulous pains have been
taken to make those premiges accurato.
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