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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
1. a. A strange new thing is happening in the realm

of morals. Other periods have witnessed a readjustment of
moral standards; certain periods have been characterized by
widespread disregard of moral law; but present-day civiliza-
tion presents & new problem--a product of the times, It is
the tendency to deny the authority, and even the existence,
of the moral law, or what has hitherto been considered the
moral law, itself. The very term "moral" has in certain in-
tellectual circles come intc disrepute, as smacking of s
sanctimonious adherence to oubgrown tradition, and to an un-
reasonable and detrimental Puritenism,

b. (1) The importance of this situation it is
difficult to overstate. BSays Andrew Gilles: "The signifi-
cant thing about modern morals is not its striking similigr-
ity to that of ancient Rome in her decadent period. It is
the wide~spread and growing denial that there are any per-

nl Thoughtful persons are

manent morel standards whatever.
questioning whether or not such s civilization can endure; a
civilization, that is, which is not only failing to pay
allegiance to the moral law, as did Rome; but which is deny-
ing the velidity of the law itself, which neither Rome nor

sny other ngtion has ever done heretofors.

1Anarew Gilles, "Religion and Morals" Biblieal
Review, Vol. 9, p. 526,
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(2) Royee has pointed out that this gquestion-
ing in regard to the foundations of morality is of signifi-
cance t0 both science and religion., It
concerns both the seen and the unseen world, both the truths
that justify the toil spent upon exset science, and the
hopes for the love of which the religions of men have seemed
dear. FOr what is science worth, and what is religion worth,
if humen life itself, for whose ennoblement science and re-

ligion have both labored, has no_genuine moral standards by
which one may measure ifs value?l '

(3) fThis strange new sttitude in regard to
morals affected education. The primary question of moral
education is not now a question of method or content, it is g
question of value., It is not, how shall we teach, or what
shall we teach, but shall we teach morals at all and if so,
why? The problem of the basis of the moral life presents
itself anew, and with grave implications., The inguiry is
whether, in the light of the new findings of science and
psychology, a system of philosophy can be found or formulated
which offers any satisfactory bases for morality whatsoever.
The most important philosophical issue of our times is
whether values, the ideals by which we live, are spun out of
our own heads, dreams of our own imagining, or whether they
are objeetively real, universally valid, sprung from the
eternal nature of things, and thus grounded in that spiritual

Reality from which the whole visible order of things has pro-
ceeded, ®

2., a. It is perhaps trite to say that man is a being

in relations. He is in relations with the universe, including

ljosiah Royee,"The Philosophy.of Loyalty,"N. Y.,
1914, p. 6.

2pufus Jones,"Fundamentel Ends of Lifej N. Y., 1924,
P. 2l ’
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other beings like himself. The universe is so constituted
that it produces a certain effect on man; man is so consti-
tuted that he is affected in a certain way, by the universe;
end humsn beings are continually influeneing, and béing in- -
fluenced by each other. It is men's chief problem to adjust
himself, as best he may, to the situstion in which he finds
himself. What ought he to do, is a question which continual-
ly confronts him; and this is true not only in respect to im-
mediate adjustments, tut to the final question of his rela-
tion to whatever he may conceive of as the ultimate realities.
Philosophy has tried to enswer this guestion by asking an-
other, "What are the chief ends of 1life?" thus making man's
action hinge on the end he desires to achieve.

b. Various schools of philosophy have answered
the posited question in various ways. But one line of cleav-
age runs throughout the various answers, separating them into
two distinet groups. This line of cleavage may be clearly
seen, when, as a touchstone, the following questioﬁ is
applied to any philosophy: "Is it right for an individual %o
gacrifice himself for the good of the group?™ In other
words, is the universe so constituted that the good of the
individusl is the thing most to be desired; or is there some
universal purpose, some upward trend of things, which would
Justify the loss of the individual, if the good of society as
a whole could be furthered thereby? Or, pressing the matter

a step further, may a unity be assumed, which, running

through the cosmos, would justify the sacrifice of the in-
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dividual for the good of the group, on the basis, not only
that it brings good to é greater number, and thus furthers
the upward trend of the cosmic process; but also, and chiefly,
because in thus choosing_to sacrifice his lower individual
good to further the purpose of the cosmic good, the individual
comes into his own highest self-realization, In this concep-
tion,.the word "self-sacrifice” bécomes a mis-nomer, The in-
dividuel is not, in one sense, renouncing his welfare for the
good of the group at sll. He is coming into his own highest
welfare and has sttained a synthesis of the egoistic and the
altruistic positions. He becomes a contributor to the great
upward swing of things, and cries with Ben Ezra

"Rejoice, we are allied

o that which doth provide

And not parteke;

Effect, and not receive.v

3. &, It is the purpose of this paper first, to in-
dicate briefly the lines of srgument on which rests the as-
sumption that it is right for the individusl to give himself
for the good of the group; on which assumption, it is held,
any Jjustificetion for morality must ultimétely be based.
Then, to examine four of the present~day philosophies to
discover their attitudes toward this aésumptiOn; In this
way, to ascertain what basis each offers for morality.

4, g. The study will ineclude suéh 8 review of the

history and contenﬁ of each philosophy as is necessary to in-

dicate, not only whether it does or does not offer an adequate

basis for morality, tut also what elements in the .philosophy



-5
itself contrivute to the building of this bgsis, or are re-

sponsible for the lack of it. The wrifter's evaluation will

appear throughout. The paper will deal with the naturalistie,

the behavioristic, the pragamtie, and the idealistic philo-~

sophies.



CHAPTER 1II
THE ARGUMENT FOR ALTRUISM

1. Ethics is a normative science and postulates an
ideal, an ultimate good, a goal towards which the individual,
as well as the whole creation, moves, Hocking ssays,
An ethics is not a set of prudentizl rules indieating the
most expedient ways of getting what we want; if it were, it
would be a branch of the science of economy. An ethies is
concerned with the difference between right and wrong; it is

concerned with & standard (or 'norm') of some sort for our
behavior, toward fﬁidﬁ we stand in the relation of ‘'ought',

obliggtion, duty.

- This paper cannot touch, except in a most genersl way,
the great philosophical arguments relative to morals. What
is.the origin of the morsl 1ife? What is man's Highest Good?
Vhat ig the final criterion of moral judgments? The most
that is attempted here is a mere statement of the direction
in which the answers are conceived to lie, and which may
justify the affirmstion that it is right for am individusl to
give himgelf for the good of the group.

2. One of the limitations of the philosophies based
on naturalism, is, s we shall see, a failure to account for
the origin of the universe. Two possibilities present them-
selves: There is either s Supernatural Creator; or, the
universe is eternally self-existing and self-sustaining.

But in this universe we find a surprising thing,--mind, If

the universe is self-creating it has produced a thing greater

l¥in. Ernest Hocking,"Types of Philosophy,'T. Y.,
1929, p. 301.

“6-
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than itself. It stands above it. The question then is, "Is
the Causal Ground of the universe Mind or matter?" It is
surely rational to assume that it is Mind, since otherwise
the lower must have created the higher; and that the Ultimate
Reality is a spiritual, Supernatural Being. Since humsn per-
gsonality cannot conceive of Reality in terms lower than it-
gself, we sttribute to this Being the elements of personality,
love, intelligence, and will; and, since the univérse is
evidently rational, we attribute to Him righteousness as
well, Otto holds this knowledge to be g griori.l

3. Now, since ethics postulates an ideal, and since
the Highest Good of man is evidently related to the Ultimate
Reality, the Supreme Good of the universe, ethics cannot
escape the religious point of view. The goal of ethies no
less than the goal of religion, is a character which is in
harmony with the Ultimate Good.

4. . But what of the criteria by which the morel worth
of an act is judged? The moral worth of an act depends on
the pleasure it tends to produce for the individual, the
Hedonists would say. The pleasure may be either immediate or'
remote; it may be pleasure of sense or of the intellect;
pleasure perhaps depending upon prudence or Jjustice or
sympathy; pleasure arising from having furthered the good of

meny individusals; but at any rate, pleasure as an end in

itself is, to these thinkers, the Greastest Good.

1Rudolph Otto,"The Idea of the Holy,' Marburg, 1925,

pe. 141,
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The Utilitarians would affirm that the moral value of
én act is to be megssured by the greatest sum total of happi-
ness which it produces, whether for the individual or the
grou@. "The greatest happiness of the greatest number," was
the basal principle of Bentham, the founder of this school;
it was adopted by Je. S, Mill, Spencer, Sidgwick, and others.
That 1s right which is conducive to welfare, either of self |
or of the species. Pleasure, instead of being an end in
itgelf, is the reward which nature attaches to moral aetion.
Virtue is thus founded upon utility.

NWow the truth of certain elements in these positions
may be freely granted. Fleasure and pain are, in one sense,
"sovereign masters", whose funection it is to point out what
we should do. But not all actions pro&ucihg happiness are
regarded as moral sctions, and not all actions producing pain
are wrong actions. PFurther, it méy be argued, because of the
complexity of humen life, and the difficulty of dealing with
human actions over great time-spans, it is often impossible
to calculate whether the results of an individuel action will
be good or bad for the greatest number. Under such a scheme,
that which is "right" is apt to degenerate into that which is
merely expedient for the individuél; and the moral standard
thus becomes a fluectusting one.

The position which this paper assumes is that there
is a8 higher synthesis, embracing and exceeding these views:

an act is right, not because it contributes either pleasure

or welfare to the individual or to the group; it is right
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because it is in hamony with the Ultimate Reslity. Be-
cauge of this harmony it is truiy pleasurable in the highest
sense, Since it makes for the greatest self-realization of
the individual. It also tends toward the preservation of
all the highest values for the race. But the serving of
these purposes is not the factor which makes the act right-
eous, - That lies beyond them.

‘This point of argument seems almost to have been
reached by T. H. Green in his "Prolegomena to Ethics“.l He
says that the standard of ultimate good is "an ideal of g
perfect life for himself and other men....in the sense of
being the fulfilment of =211 that the human spirit in him and
then has the real capsascity of becoming, and which....shsll
rest on the will to be perfect." Green does not account fo;
fhis ideal as of spiritusl origin, but says, "However unsgble
man may be to give an account of such sn ideal, yet it has so
much hold on him as fto make the promotion of goodness for its
own sake....an intelligible end for him,"

It has been suggested that self-giving may be only
another name for self-realization. In support of this view,
it may be pointed out that self-saerifice seems to run thruoub
the universe, from the seed which dies to live again to the
mother who gives herself for her child.

It may be further &rgued from the nature of the case:

If altruism is & duty, if the world is so constituted thet I

1Thomas Hill Green, Oxford, Reprint 1924, p. 461,
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ought to sacrifice myself for others, then that self-giving
must mean my own self-realization; else, if the demand were
universally applied and met, it would mesn universal loss,
not gain; but this could be true only if the universe were
irrational. |

The assumption, then, on which the argument of this
paper proceeds, is, that it is right for an individusl to
give himself for the good of the group because such action is
in harmony with the nature of the Ultimate Good,--"that which
doth provide, and not partake, effect and not receive"; and
that this harmony makes possible the individuel's highest
self-realization. ‘Why this is so may later appear. Ve shall
consider the attitude of the Naturalistic Philosophy to this

proposition.



CHAPTER TIII
THE PEILOSOPHY OF NATURALISM |

1. The naturalistic philosophy assumes that nature
comprises the whole of reality. Its origin goes back at
‘least 2000 years, to the stomic theory of Leuceppus. This
theory held that matter is the only resglity; that atoms are
the indivisible units of matter,--infinitesimsl solid
partieles, ¥ibrating constantly in space.

8. The aim of physical scientists has alwsys
been, and rightly, to try to reduce the cosmos to a single
unitary system. Toward the end of the nineteenth century
this dresm seemed about to be realized. Centuries of
achievement had prepared the way. Copernicus had discovered
that the sun is the center of our planetary system; Xepler
found that the planets move in elipses; Galileo proved that
the earth moves around the sun. Finally, Newbton discovered
the law of gravitation; and it was assumed that the entire
sctivity of the cosmos could be accounted for wholly on a
mechanistic basis. The formulation of the laws of the con-
servation of energy and of the indestruetibility of matter
lent further aid to this theory.

b. At first there seemed little idea of trying
to inelude living organisms in this process. But when Harvey
discovered the circoulation of the blood, possibilities in
that direction begen to appear. Descartes, influenced by the
writings of Harvey, was the first to put fqrﬁh a thoroly

-11=~
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mechanistic interpretation of life., "The body ig a machine,”
gaid he. And, tho he himself held a dusglistic philosophy,
and did not deny that man is more than a machiﬁe, he is to
be regarded as the father of modern mechanism.

The modern theory postulates a self-sustaining, self-
directing physical universe, which might even be interpreted
as self-creative. It assumes that living things may be re-
garded as physical and chemicgl mechanisms; and that their
entire activity can be accounted for through the operation of
the laws of physics and chemistry.

(1) The modern theory, insofar as it relates
to living organisms, derives its dhief impetus from the work
of Charles Darwin. After the publication of his "Origin of
Species™, there was a general attémpt to link organiec life
into a single system. |

The elements of greatest significance in the Darwin-
ian conception arel: The theory of descent, by which is
meant that all forms have a'community of ancestry"; the
theory of gradual change, which holds that all progress of
living forms from simple to complex has been brought about
by "a procéss of very gradual change, exbending over very
great periods of time"; and the theory of natursl selectionm,
which means that those organisms, which by chance variations,
have become adapted to their enviromment have survived and

propogated their kind, whereas those not sufficiently adapted

le:Lewis Matthews Sweeb, "o Christ through Evolution]
¥. Y., 1925, p. 38,
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have been "weeded out".

In the attempt to conceive of the universe as s
single system Darwinism seemed to offer much. Vhile no ex-
planation of the origin of 1ife was forthecoming, it was held
as not beyond reason to think of it as having sprung from
the inorganic. Once given life in its very lowest terﬁs; a
"process of very gradual change, extending over very great
periods of time", can be made to aceount for gll things in
heaven and earth, say the mechanists, not even excluding the
philosopher and his philosophy. It is true, they would say,
there are realms yet unexplored, but the sphere of science is
ever widening, and when these regions are reached they, too,
will be found to lie within the realm of the ngtural.

(2) Other considerations seem to bear out the
theory that "living orggnismé mgy be regardéd as physical and
chemical mechsnisms". It seems to have been established that
living bodies are composed of matter containing the same
chemical elements as non-living substances--no new materisl
is formed in the body; aslso, all energy used in the body can
be traced to sources outside the body; and the laws of the
conservation of matter and the conservation of energy may be
made to apply to gll living things.l This implies that no
energy can be produced by the body execept that produced thru
chemical reaction., The mind cannot originate activity..

The basis, then, of the naturalistic philosophy is a

1
J. Scott Haldane, "Mechanism Life and Personality,"
N. Y., 1914, p. 2. ,
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mechanisgtic universe, which operates like a machine, Humsn
consciousness, with its &ppregiation of beauty, its seﬁse of
"ought", its imagination, and its aspiration, is regarded as
merely a part of this mechanical process. Everything comes
from nature. Nature is "the sum of things and events in
space and time subject to a single system of casusl laws,
Physical nature is all there ig.™d

2. Now it must be asked, how does the naturalistic
philosophy regard the moral 1life? What is the best type of
morals it is capable of producing? What is its relation to
that "otherism®, which is held to be the highest type of
self-realization?
a. But before beginning this study, it may be well
0 consider the validity of the basic clgims of mechanism in
its own realm,--that of physical science. If these are found
to be invalid, the pronouncements concerning morality which
are based upon them must be equally so. Stience itself has
refuted so many of these claims that the leading scientists
today are rejecting the theory as untenable.
(1) The age-old theory of atomic mechanism

was refubted in 1911, when Rutherford broke up the atom by
meéns of radio activity. It is now held that matter is not
composed of solid particles, but is possibly a manifestation
"of stresses and strains" in the ether. Says W. Carr,

In the new theory of matter the old conception of an element-
al solid base for the atom has entirely disappeared, and the
stom is now held to be composed of masgnetic forces, ions and

1William Ernest Hocking, "Types of Philosophy,"
Harvard, 1929, p. 43.
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corpuscles, in incessant movement, a balance of actions and
reactions no longer considered indestructibleJd

And Hocking points out

There was a 'conservation' of matter and another 'conserva-
tion' of energy. Now it appears that matter and radiant
energy are convertible one into the other..... If there is
any conservation, it must be of some union of matter and
energy rather than of either alone.®

(2) The Darwinian conception has been modified
in many ways.

The experiments of H. de Vries show that "important
variations ean be produced suddenly, and transmitted regular-
ly".5 Complexity of structure is found to occur through
"mutetions™, as well as by "g process of very gradusl change".
The mechanistic conception of life has been persistently
challenged by those who hold that there is some sort of
"yital force™ or life principle within the organism which co-
ordinates its activity, and makeé posgible its maintenance;w
progress, and reproduction.

(3) These so-called "vitalists™ insist that
the adaptation of an organism to its environment cannot ex-
plain progress, that is, increased complexity of structure;
Dr. Sweet criticizes the Darwinian interpretation in its gs-~

sumption that, "the origin of variety includes not only

lHerbert Wildon Carr,"Henri Bergson: The Philosophy
of Change' Bury, Sussex, 1911, Pe 29

zﬂbcking, op. c¢it., p. 89.

5Henri Bergson, "Creative Evolution,' College de
France, 1911, p. 25.
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general variability....but, specifieally, variabilitj in the
direction of increased complexity of étructure as an inherent
power of the orgaenism, the existence of which can be taken
for granted“.l He does not deny that such variability exists,
but that it can be taken for granted in the sense that it
need not be accounted for, M"Increased complexity"™, he says,
"involves a total recomstruction--a coordinated movement of
advance 'all along the line', which involves among other
things the fundamental orgahific principle of development.”
Bergson makes the seme point in his "Creative Evolution.
"Pure mechanism would be refutable....if it could be proved
that 1ife may manufacture the like apparatus, by unlike
means, on divergent lines of evolution.“2 He then procesds
to prove that it does, by tracing the déveloyment of the ver-
tebrate and the mollusk eye. Nor does he accept sudden varia=-
tion as sufficient. In speaking of the development of the
vertebrate eye he says: "If the variations are accidentsl,
how can they ever ggree to arise in every part of the organ
at the same time, in such a way that the organ will continue
to perform its funetion?" Can the first accidental wvaristion
wait? It would have no funetion to perform.
How in that case csn the varistion be retained by nabural
selection?.... But that all these simulteneous changes
should occur in such a way as to improve or merely to main-
tain vision, this is what in the hypothesis of sudden varia-~

tion, I cannot admit, unless a mysterious principle is to
come in, whose duty 1t is to watceh over the interest

lsweet, op. cit., p. 88.
aBergson, op. cit., p. 64.
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of the function."t 7

Halda‘ne,2 one of the most outstanding of present day
physiologists, holds that life is unexplainable on the
physico-chemical basis. No machine ever reproduced itself.
Every part of the body has a different kind of céll, yet |
they all come from the same cell, If a stone is subjected to
disintegrating forces it is passive; but an animal body does
something to resist such forces. Haldane concludes that or-
genic matter is under the laws of physies and chemistry; dub
there is an organic oreative power capable of guiding it.
He does not seem quite able to harmonize the two, but holds
that we must have both.

b. Let us now consider what relation the mechan-
istic view of the universe has to morals., What basis does it
offer for the moral 1ife? PFor, though the greater scientists
have discarded it, the popular fallacies havé grown up around
it; end its influence may be found not only in the pages of
present-day literature, but on the lecture platform snd even
in the pulpits of those who think themselves progressive.

(1) In the first place, whether consciously or
not, the Supernatural is ruled oub, since all reglity is com~
prised in nature. The morsl life, ag well as the religious
life, is held to be the product of the social consciousness,

snd rests upon fear and expediency. In primative societies

the mutual dread, the dread of the chief and the fear of his

1Ibid. R i «

ZCf. J. Scott Haldane; n"The Sciences and Philosophy,™
1929,
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ghost are said to form the basis of socisgl, politiecsal, and
religious fears.

This position has been forcefully challenged by
Rudolph Otto who holds that the 'holy', that is, the reli-
gious consciousness, is a purely a priori oategory;l Kant
long ago placed the sense of "ought" in the same category.
Both arguments will be discussed in other connections.

(2) Besides ruling out the Supernatural, the
mechanistic concepbtion also rules purpose out of the universe.
For a plan presupposes intelligence behind it. It is true,
the mechanists would say, that design sometimes seems to
appear; but that may be regarded as the resﬁlt of chance oc-
curance, and explained through the operation of the law of
gverages. Bertrand Russell holds this view.

'(5) This theory also does away with the
uniqueness of man. If there is no purpose, there are no
universal values. "Thought has no cosmic significance."
Human self-conseiousness is perhaps an accident, perhaps,
even, sccording to Haeckel, "a #;emendous mistake", Says
Harry Elmer Barnes,

There is nothing which can in any way support the hypothesis
of the supremacy of man in the cosmos. The combined im-
plications of cosmic and biologicgl evolution have destroyed

completely any fgun&ations for the hypothesis of human unique-
ness or primacy.

(4) Mechanism denies any ultimate morsl ideal.

1otto, op. cit., p. 116.

, 2Harry~E1mer Barnes, "History and Prospects of the
Socigl Seiences,™ N. Y., 1929, Preface, p. 14.
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4 recent writer says,
The decay of belief in a personal God vhose infinite purpose
is the ground of gll being aend whose sovereign will is the
inspiration of a1l life, inevitably means the denial of the
objective reality of the morgl ideal. That means the ulti-
nate individualizationlof mozrals, and that in turn means the
death of civiligation. ‘ '
Rashdell says our morsl ideal can claim objective walidity
only "in go far as it can rationally be regarded as the re-

velation of a moral ideal eternally existing in the mind of

God.n?

‘ | (S) Naturalism, by its exclusive emphasis on
heredity, robs man of freedom. Here his mechanistic univgrg@,
like a Frankenstein,'begins to turn upon him, and Just here’
is the element which stirs up revolt in humsn consciousness.
Men is not so constituted that he can with equanimity con-
templateAﬁhe‘iiea that he is wholly at the mercy of an imper-
sonal universe. Yet mechanism tells him that 10ng‘before he
was born the elemants that determine, not only his destiny,
but his every act, were operative. "There is not the slight-
est iota of choice allowed to any individual in any act or
thought from birth te the grsve," declsres Barnes.3 ,

o (6) It fqlldws that man is not responsible for
his deed in the sense that he ecould have acted otherwise. A4
modern poet puts it suceinctly:

“Here'slwhat we call a rock, and here's a c¢liff, end
here's a man;

1Anﬁrew Gillies, op. cit., pe. 532.
Zquoted by Gillies, op. cit., p. 530.

5Barnes, op. cit., preface, p. 15.
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The rock rolls off the c¢liff and kills ﬁhe man;
But can you blame the rock? Nor can you blame the

man
If he obeys the laws that pull him, and us, and all of
us
Dovwn, aﬁd ever down; s
For if we sink, ‘Reactions'; that absolves;
And if we rise, 'Reactions'; noﬁhing more, !

Mechanism holds that 2 men who acts in an anti-social
way 1s an objeet of pity, in that his acts are the result of
his character, which, however, cennot be other than it is.
MeDougall has very pertinently pointed out that.our whole
system of jurisprudence is based on the contrary assumption--
thet 2 man is morally responsible for his sacts.

(7) As has been indicsted, the lack of an
ultimate moral ideal, which is found only in religion, nec-
essarily results in an individualization of morals. As
Ellwood puts it,

A religionless world would be one in which there are no abso-
lute values. Values would thus tend to become individualized
and to be at the whim and caprice of the individusl. But
humen society cannot exist upon such a basis..... A religion-
less world would be a social world of uncertainties destitute

of enthusiasm ana of. vision, reduced to the dead level of in-
lel@ﬂ&l exyediency.

We are reminded of the darkest period of Israel's hiﬂtory, of
which the condemnation runs, "And every man did thst which

was right in his own eyes."

o. (1) Altho the value of the mechenistic con-
ception as a scientific metﬁod has not been mentioned, and

cannot be elaborated here since it hss no direet besring on

1 : -
Quoted by Gillies, op. ¢it., p. 533, (Emphasis
Ellwood's)
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our subject, let 1t mnot be supposed that such value is denied.
The very great service vhich it has rendered to‘huma:dty in
this respect is freely admitted. It is right that man should
try to understand his universe, and to reduce it to an in-
telligible system. This has undoubtedly been furthered by
conceiving of it as a machine, whieh, in some seﬁse, it is.
The quarrel with this conception is not that it holds the
universe’to be mechanistic, tut ﬁhat it holds it to be noth-
ing else. It "attempts to erect ﬁhe barriers of a single
method (the écientiﬁiq) upon the limits of :eality."l As
Sherwood Ed&y puts it, "Thet the universe is mechanistie, no
one will deny; that it ie only mechanistiec, no one can af-'
firm,n® - |

‘ - (2) The leading present-day scientists are
committing themselves to the proposition that there is an un-
seen world where the laws of physics and chemistry sre not |
applicable. Says Eddington,
Ngtural law is not applicable to the unseen world..... You
cannot apply such a scheme to the parts of our personality
which are not messurable by symbols any more than you can
extract the square root of a sonnet. There is a kind of
unity between the msterial and the spiritual world....but it
is notvghe gscheme of nstural lsw which will provide the
cement. 7
Heldane has this to say:

Wot by the widest stretch of thevimagination can we conceive
of structural machinery which goes on reproducing itself in-

lLewis Matthews Sweet, Class Notes, The Biblical
Seminsry in New York, 1926.

5Arthur Stanley Eddington, "Science and the Unséen
World," Cambridge, 1929.
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definitely.eeee It may be that there are still some physi-
ologists who believe that the progress of physiology is ‘
bringing us nesrer to a psycho-chemical conception of life.
But if there are, I can only say that'thiir intellectusl
vision seems to me to be very defective.

3. a. Now the question arises, "What is the best
type of ethies vhich the naturalistic philesophy, based on
mechanism, claims to‘offer; vhat can it reslly offer; and how
is this related to the conception thst an individusl finds
his highest self-realization in giving himself for the good
of the group? » .

| (15 First, it must be ssid that~thére are |
various shades of belief among those who hold to the mechanis-
tie interpretation. There are some who justify a sort of
parallelism, and while mechanistic in their scientifiec think~
ing, leave room for purpose and freedom in their philosoPhy.
Munsterberg is one who frankly admifs that tho he cannot re-
coneile his scientific findings with his philosophy, he feels
he must hold both, and awaiﬁ the synthesis., Sueh, of course,
are not true mechanists. A | ,.”

’ Then there are thosg, wiho 1ike Spencer, While build-
ing on a naturalistic}basis, postulate the existence of an _
"Unknowable"; thus admitting a Cause, tho unknown, and with it,
design. This»is quite diiferent from médern me&ﬁanism which”
is committed to the proposition that "the natural is all there
is"; this conception rules out a Supernatural Cause, as well

ag purpose, for design implies intelligence.

'1John'Scott Haldane, "The Sciences and Philosophy,”
Glasgow, 1928, p. 55.



’ (2) Herbert Spencer worked out a theory of
morsls bagsed on theJ;atuzalism quthe pinateenth'eentury, He
believed‘that}the morsl sense is the product of soeisal evolu-
tion. He says, N v o
I believe that the experiences of utility organized and con-
solidated through s11 past generations of the human race, have
been produaing corresponding nervous modifisations, which, by
gontinued transmission gnd accumulation, have become in us
Setis In'the inaivisuas experiemce of ability.l o Spparent

_Now if dur‘ﬁo:al intuitions! gre due merely to the
modifications of our nervous system, handed down to us be~
cause our asncesgbors found them useful, they have no authority
for us, bécauseVin our world conditions are ever changing;
Hgnce, they carry no moral4obligatibn. Spencer believed the
highest sétisfaction iz sttained when men work in'hérmony with
the procésgeswof natural evolution, for the preservation and
enrichment, first of the individual then of the race. Spen-
cer's ethies is egoistic but his éhilosoyhy seeme almost %o
trans&end it. He believed that the individual's first duty is
egbistic; he must’first care for himself, and develop him-.
self physically and mentally. Otherwise he will not be able
to be & blessing to others,. which seems the final aim, ”

(3) Perhaps the writer who has best expressed
the limitations of what the natﬁralism of today'reaily hag to
offer in the way of morals, is Albert Edwards Wiggsm. Sudh,

to be sure, was not his intention. In his book, " New Decea-

_ : lHerbért Spencer, "Data of Ethies", 1873, Publ., N. Y.,
Pe 14‘20



| - e L ‘
logue of Science", Wiggam, ingﬁead of personal chgipe, puts a
mechanistic prineiple in ceontrol of.man;s aétivities.
"Heredity is the chief maker of men," is one of his chapter
titles. He warns us that "the golden rule Without sciehcé ‘
will wreck the race that tries it,™ and fhat "morals, education,
art, and religion will not improve the hnman’raee," Man must
look to seience "if he is ever to see duty aright." Wiggam's
chief thesis as to the improvement of the race is set forth
in his chapteréVon "The Duty of Eugenies," and "The Duty of
Preferential Reproduetion.” "Your own imagination will sug-
gest," he says, "that the range of ancient moralities for a
tribe cannot suffice for the ethies of s planet..... It is
not = personal nor -a tribalynor_immediate morality, butb a
planetary, cosmic, generational, protoplasmic ethics that

alone will make men really righteous."l

His contention is

- that the race can be improved, not by the personal morality of
individuals, but only by the production of a better germ plasm,
which is té be accomplished through selection, controlled by
science., Wiggasm, in this purely mechanistic arrangement, dpeé
not reckon with the revolt of the individual; nor does he pro-
vide aAdynamic for the operation of such a systenm. Vhy should
anyone in a purely mechanistie universe care about the im-
provement of the race anyway? The universe will soon blot him

out—--human life has no cosmic gignificance; the logical con-

clugsion of a thoroly meterislistic philosophy would be to est,

laibert Edward Wiggam, "The New Decalogue of Science,"
p. 19. - ‘
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drink, and be merry fo: tomorrow ye die. AndVif edherents to
thig philosophy hold higher, more ethical views, it is not
because the philosophy itself implies them, but because the
adherents transcend their philosophy, and read into it
gomething which its premises do,not‘justify. Hocking right-~
ly characterizes any;system of naturalistic ethics as no
more than "man's gesture of heroism on the soafféld of a
universe which will eventually write a cipher as the sum of
all his WOTkS."l
(4) We have noted how Herbert Spencer worked
out from'naﬁuralism an ethics whose aim was harmonious co-
operation in society. Bub there is another who starts from
the same point and arrives at a conclusion absolutely op-
posed. Nietzsehe, tqo, bases his philosophy 6n naturalism;
but instead of cooperation he sees the survival of the
fittest. The "Over-Man" harks back to the “red law of claw
and fang." He "knows neither pity nor sympethy nor tender-
ness nor justice. He knows but one law....the law of his own
forece, a law.which is at once its own sanetion and its own
ﬁelimitation."z Nietzsche's reviewer says that Nietzsche was
the first to call generél gattention to the fact that ?serious
reasons exist for preferring the immorsl to the moreal, ther

untrue to the 'l‘;rue."5 Nietzsche held that "the greatness of

lyi11ism Brnest Hocking, "Types of Fhilosophy,™"
P. 87. ‘

2G§orges Chatterton-Hill, "The Philosophy of
Nietzsche," p. 216. ,

%Ibid., p. 24.
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a man is %o be measured by his capacity to inflict suffering;“l
the Over-lan is of the type of the brute, strong, ferocious,
merciless. 4 1 ,

Nietzsche denies not merely the reglity_qf the al-
truistic sentiments, Dut the velue of them. "Morality is
partial paralysis of life."2 "Reglity there is ndne other
then the Will of Power.“s The Over-Men himself creates the
tableg of values for humanity and for himsel:f.4 How could
the creator of values....tolerate a God above him? "I there
be g God, how comes it that I am not God?" cries Nietzsche
through his character, Zarathustra.5

It is evident that most thinkers of the mechanistic
group, as well as others, repudiate such a theory. Yet are
the mechanists in any position to say that Nietzsche is
wrong? Green rightly holds that "a natural science is not in
eny position to tell a man what he-ggggi to do. That would
imply that there is something in man iﬁdependent of the
forces of nature which may determine the relation in which hé
shall stand to them. But this the naturalist has denied."®
If Nietzsche prefers high-handed immoral egoism to the

"secientific egoism" of Spencer, who shall say he is wrong?

l1pia., p. 66.

2Ibid., p. 111.
®Ibid., p. 163.
41pid., p. 238.
S1pid., p. 271.

GGreen, op. c¢it., pp. 8 and 10.
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It may be argued that such a system will wreck civilization;
but this the "Over-Man" will not deplore, if only he may be
supreme amid the wreckage.

4, a. In claiming that a system of morals can be
built on a sense of "ought" which is of soeiai origin, the
mechaniéts are working on an unprovable assumption. Insofar
ag they have produced a workable systém of ethics gt all, they
have possibly built on a morsl sense that is immate, all the
time assuming that they are building on s moral sense which is
of social origin. There is no way of demonstrating that a
system of morals cannol be built on the 'oughtness' vhich is.
a product of the social consciousness,.for the simple reason
that the real innate !oughtneéé'—-if sﬁdh there be--cannot be
extracted from the humsn personslity while the experiment is
being carried on,.

That a gystem of morals such as Spencer offers would
be workable in a society destitute of an inngte sense of
Tought' cammot be affirmed. Enormous buildings have been
erected above the sunken railroad tracks in New York City. 4
casual observer might imasgine that they are supported by the
roofs of the train-sheds; when, as a matter of fact, they
rest on steel piers which have their bases on the solid roek
below. |

b, DNow it will be seen that the truth or falsity
of the mechanistic position could be practiecally decided if

we could Dbe sure that the sense of "oughtness" is inmate;

that is, that it is not the product of the socigl conscious~
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ness. TImmanuel Kant believed that the categorical impera-
tive, the fact of obligation, is at least as certain as the
fact of existence. Hocking summarizes Kant's position:
conscience is to be regarded as valid, since the "mentsal
traits vhich have come down to us from anti@uity grow wesker
as we recede from the source; bul conscience....grows ﬁore
sensitive....it moves ahead of ancestral requirements, and
hence cannot be explained away as a mere biological inheri-
tanee.“l To Kaent conscience is "the one point in experience
at which we touch absolute reality." It indicates something
in man above the mnatural, for it calls upon him to rule his
own natural impulses and desires, It follows that if con-
science is valid, the will of man is free; for, "I ought®
implies "I can."2

¢c. ©0ftto arrives at the same conclusion thru an

isolation of the distinetive element in the religious experi-
ence ﬁhich he terms, the "numinous'. He maintains that the
"holy' is a purely, & priori categoiy and links with it obli-
gation. "The rational ideas of Absoluteness, Completion,
Tecescsity, and Substantislity, and no less so those of the
good as sn objective velue, objectively binding end valid,
are not to be 'evolved! from any sort of sense perception."5

5., In summarizing the characteristics of the natur-

" glistic philosophy which render it inadequaté.as g basis for

1Hbcking, op. c¢it., p. 148,

21pid., p. 149.

B0tto0, op. cit., p. 116.
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morality, we note that the foundation on which it”résts—~é
conception of the universe in which matter is regardedgés the
only reality--is being discarded by leading scientists yet |
msny of the popular ideas afioat today may be traced to this
gource. We also note that, as a basis for morelity, it furn-
ishes no place for many conceptions in which the highest type
of moral living has found its sanction and its inspiration,
throughout the ages. The fact that the universe is regarded
as opefating mechanistically, like a machine, and human con-
sciousness is accounted for on this basis, destroys man'sg
belief in his own unigueness; human thought and human life
have no cosmic significance, and man's acts are of no more
value than the reactions he may observe in a test tube, when
he "sees the mixture seethe and swirl and spit, '6ill all

its atoms find affinities." It follows, also, that man is
not morally responsible for his asets; he cannot do other than
he does. |

The Supernatural is ruled out of this scheme of

things since "nature is 811l there is"., There is no ultimate
morgl Idesl. The morsl 1life is held to be thée product of
the social consciousness, and is grounded in axpediency.A
The fact that the morasl 1life of an individual sometimes goes

counter to the social consciousness of the group--as in an
Isaigh or a Jeremish who opposes to the death the socisgl
order from which he has sprung——femains unexplained and un-—
explainable in this system.

Waturalism also rules purpose out of the universe.

18285
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Man is "child of.a thoussnd chances, 'neath an indifferent
sky". He is at the mercy of impersonsl, non-purposive
forces, with which he is powerless to cope.

This feature, vwhich renders natural ism most objec-
tiongble as a basis for merality nevertheless serves a good
purpose in that it incifes revolt in the human mind. Man
wents his world to operate according to law, but.gg'ggglg

that he should control it. So when a philosophy tells him

that not he, but a mechanistic principle determines his des-
tiny, he intuitively takes issue with the philosophy and be-
ging to search for one more adequate. It is at this point
that naturalism generates its own defeat. Since man is coh—
stituted as he is, it cannot be otherwise.

We have seen that the highest system of ethies which
naturelism has offered is that of Herbert Spencer. This is
much higher than the modern mechanistic comception, is Justi-
fied in offering, and regard egoism as man's first duty.
Wiggam, who holds consistently to the mechanistic idea that
heredity is the chief msker of men, offers much less: a per-
gonal morality is of no consequence; if the race is improved
morally, it must be through the germ plasm, depending upon
selection, governed by science. Bul one may ask, since man is
not free, how can he choose to improve the race? This is no
idle question. If gll the postulates of mechanism are true,
its only basis for morals is an individuslizstion of values,
each man deciding for himself the rightness or wrongness of

each particular act. The undesirable outcome of such proce-
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dure has been indicated.

In the foregoing discussion it has been seen that the
tendency to deny the authority and even the existence of any
permanent moral standard whatever is a product of the times as
was suggesbed in the introduction. The problem presented by
modern morgls is due at.least in part to a natursglistie philo-
sophy which is founded upon belief in a mechanistically oper-
sted universe. The belief is being repudiated by those most
capable of knowing; but philosophy, ever slower fo revise it-
self, still elasims many adherents to this point of view. One
serious phase of the matter is that this idea is still being
presented to young people as adequaté by professors in many
college clgssrooms. It may be hoped such instructors will
study;more deelpy ﬁhe.findings of science, and gain the point
of view of the grester scientists of the present day.

It is evident that the 6onception of self-sacrifice
as man's highest self-resglization is at antipodes with ﬁhe‘
natural istiec philosophy. A4 cerfain confidence in life is
needed if men would labor at his best, much more, if he would
sacrifice himself for his fellowmen, There must be rules %o
the éame of life, and values, if the game be worth the play-
ing., Many popular ideas of the day, the "obsessions of the
Zeitgeigt,™ if logically traced to their source, would be
found to be children of the “mechanistic dynasty™. Buf we
must look further for s philogophy which will justify an

altruistic ideal.



CHAPTER IV
THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURALISM (Concluded)
(The Mind a Mechanism)

'l. a. Before concluding the discussion of naturalism
it is necessary to donsider an allied and interrelated move-
ment, to which indirect referencelhas been made. It has been
seen that the naturalistic philosophy has claimed all areas as
its own: "Nature is all there is.™ The foregoing chapter has
dealt with the claims of naturaliém in the physical reahm.

The present chapter will deal with naturalistic claims in the
realm of mind. If these could bé substantiated, the boundaries
claimed for a mechanistic physical world would be extended to
include all mental and volitional realms as well. All aspira-
tion, all purpose, all appreciation of truth and beauty, all
*will to strive and pride of duty done™, would be "one with

the reactions done in Jena glass™. This is the coﬁception
which the behavioristic psychology sets forth.

(1) It should be noted in the beginning that
while behaviorism may be said to be the product of naturalism,
and while it is thoroly mechanistic, it diverges from natural-
ism in important‘particulars. Iﬁ was stated that the element
in naturalism moét likely to stir up revolt in the normal human
mind is the fact that it places man at the mercy of an imper-
sonal universe._’Behaviorism may be considered as mechanism's
protest against itself at this point. For behaviorism is

~-32-
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mechanistic; yet it endeavors to extricate man from the grip of
the Prankenstein of impersonal laws and forces, and to place
human conduct, at least to a degree, within his control. It
claims to be able to do this by céonditioning his environment.
By arranging the stimuli which produce, first his reactions and
finally his 'brain set', this new psychology claims to be able
to make of man what you will. '

(2) It will be seen that the psychology is un-
fortunate in being aligned with a cause whose sun is about to
set. It has been pointed out that the greater scientists are
discarding naturalismfs mechanistic interpretation of the
physical world as inadequate; how then can behaviorism assume
that this interpretation will suffice for mind? But as
Whitehead says, "Psychology is always adopting materials and
methods which physical sciences are abandoning."l And
Graebner points out: |
There have been more than one hundred years of slow retrde
gression from the materiaslistic world view. And, strangely
enough, the physicist and chemist, whose labors once gave
scientific basis to materialism, led the van in rehabilita-~
tion of spirit, while the biologist reluctantly brought up
the rear, and the psychologist who hugs his behavioristic
delusion seems to insist on rounding_out his forty years of
wandering in the mechanistic desert.

(3) But since behaviorism seems disposed to
wander, we shall permit its assumption that a mechanistic
interpretation of the physical world has not yet been refuted;

in order, through an investigation of its methods and

l .
Quoted by Sherwood Ed4 "The New Challenge to ith,"
N. Y., 1926, p. €8. v & raith,

2Theodore Graebner, "The Passing of Materialism,®
Biblical Review, July, 1929. ‘ :
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characteristics, to ascertain its status as a psychology.
Consideration will also be given to its implications for
philosophy.

b. Behaviorism is the attempt to explain all action
hitherto considered mental or volitional, as the result of the
autometic action of nerves, glands, muscles, and the like,
traceable uliimately to the operation of the laws of physics
and chemistry.

¢. The behaviorist, however, applies to the study
of human beings the same principles that have been used in
studying animal psychology. Lloyd Morgan began this work in
1896. He formulated what is known as the "law of parsimony®,
by which is meant that "no higher mental pfocess is to be
ascribed to the énimal than is barely necessary to account for
the act observed." The whole system is based on the assumptioﬁ
that man is one with the animal creation differing only in
being more highly specialized. Hence, all conduct can be ex-
plained in terms of either self-preservation or race-preserv-
ation. This idea has been challenged from many angles,
Rudolph Otto‘pelieVes that the study of animal psychology has
little significance as applied to human psychical and emotional

states. He says

It is a hopeless business to seek to lower ourselves into the
mental life of a pithecanthropus erectus; and, even if it were
not, we should still need to start from man as he is, since we
can only interpret the psychical and emotional life of animals
regressively by clumsy analogies drawn from the developed
humean mind. To try, on the other hand, to understand and
deduce the human from the sub-human or brute mind is to try

to fit the lock to the key instead of vice~-versa; it is to
seek to illpminate light by darkness.
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d. (1) John B. Watson, the chief protagonist of the
movement, starts with the aim of making psychology & natural
science. He explains that, to be a natural seience, it must
dispense with "subjective subject matter, introspective,method,
and present terminology™. In his early formulations there was
not a denial of states of consciousness; his only contention
was that, not being objectively verifiable, they could not
become data for science. But later he asserts, "The behavior-
ist finds no evidence for 'mental existences' or ‘'mental pro-
cesses' of any kind.“l

(2) Watson rejects the introspective method as
inaccurate, since the only mental states the psychologist can
analyze are his own; insufficient, since all the introspection-
ist claims to do is to reduce complex states to simpler states,
and finally to irreducible units called sensations; and
impractical, since it has failed to help people to understand
why they behave as they do, and how to modify their behavior.
All these defects behaviorism endeavors to éorrect.'

(3) Watson defines psychology thus:

For the behaviorist, psychology is that division. of natural
science which takes human behavior--the doings and sayings,
both learned and unlearned, of people--as its subject matter.
It is the‘stgdy of what people do, from even before birth
until death. ,

The attempt is to find the principle underlying behavior; to

find what causes (stimuli) produce certain results (responses);

and, conversely, noting the responses, to infer the stimuli.

l.Tohn Broadus Watson, "Psychology from %he Standpoint
of a Behaviorist", 1924, p. 1.

2Ibid., p. 4.
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The task for psychology is that of "finding the 1éws for the
regulation of behavior®.l "The goal of psychological study
'is the ascertaining of such data and laws, that, given the
étimulus, psychology can predict what the response will be;
or, given the response, 1t can specify the nature of the
affective stimulus."® Watson eXclaims,
Give me the baby and I'll meke it climb and use its hands in
constructing buildings of stone or wood..... I'll make it a
thief, a gunman, or a dope fiend. The possibility of shaping
in any direction is almost endless. Even gross difference in
anatomical structure limits us far less than you think,111
make him a deaf mute and_I will build you a Helen Keller....
Men are built, not born.®
e.(lf We shall now consider some of the basic

concepts of behaviorism, The system is built around the idea
of the conditioned reflex, which was established through the
study of animal psychology. Thorndike did extensive ﬁdrk in
this field. In his observation of cats in their endeavors to
release themselves from cages, he concluded that the initial
successes were purely accidental; and thgt'they were 'stamped
in' because successful efforts were rewarded by food. Pavlov
experimented with dogs; and experdments were made with white
rats in mazes, with the same conclusions.

Watson studied animals, and also infants. He observed
that the infant responds to a stimulus in certain ways, by

fear, grasping, anger, crying, etec. These are simple reflexes

l1bid. p. 9.

21bid. p. 10.

3 ,
John B. Watson, "The Behaviorist Looks at Instinets,®
éngZe? by Harvey Wickham, "The Misbehaviorists," N. Y., 1928,
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and are just as mechanical as the twining of a vine, or the
discharge of a gun. Then Watson produced a ‘conditioned re~-
flex."™ A baby was unafraid of a furry animal; but every time
the animal was presented a loud gong was sounded behind the
child's ear. The child showed increasing aversion, and finally
cried when the animal appeared, although the gong was not
sounded. Thus a 'conditioned reflex' was established. It will
be seen that a conditioned reflex is exactly like other re-
flexes, except that it is acquired, while other reflexes are
modes of response with which the child is born. They are
equally mechanical, and behaviérism attempts to explain all
human behavior including so-called moral behavior on the -

basis of these reflexes.

The behaviorists believe that there is nothing from
within to develop. "If you start with a healthy body, the
right number of fingers and toes, syes and the few elementary
movements that are present at birth, you do not need anything
else in the way of raw material to make a man, be that man a
genius, a cultured gentleman, a rowdy, or a thug."l

(a) Bode, himself a sort of behaviorist,
characterizes the reduction of purposive behavior to a series
of conditioned refléxes as "a bit too simple™. He inguires,
"What holds the series together?"™ Thorndike postulates a

"conduction unit"--which "includes all the responses which are

1rohn B. Watson, "Psychological Care of Infant and
Child,"™ W. W. Norton and Co., p. 41L. (Quoted by Henry King
Bode, "Conflicting Psychologies of Learning," Columbus, Ohio,
1929, p. 1l4l. :
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in a state of readiness or preparedness." According to this
view all the responses start simultaneously,--not consecutive-
ly like cars in a freight train, as in the older view. Bode
thinks if this were true, he could not pick up an apple and
eat it, because the responses for reaching and those bringing
it to his mouth would get in each other's way!

Bode points out that in child training, whéther moral
or otherwise, the whole process of learning centers on the
building up of conditioned reflexes. Thus the whéole movement
is "away from an emphasis on initiative and creative activity,
and is eoﬁcerned only with the task of connecting certain re-
sponses with certain stimuli."l

(2) The effort to explain memory mechanis-
tically seems to have involved the behaviorist in some dif-
ficulty; He finally brings i1t under the category of "con-
ditioned reflex"™ by regarding it as the result of sub-vocal
speech. The theory is that we are continually .'verbalizing'
-=-talking to ourselves. In this wey happenings get themselves
recorded in our nervous system and a certain stimulus will call
them forth. The explanation seems not at all convineing, but
having done away with any "self" to do the remembering the
behaviorist has probably hit upon a theory as plausible as any
ofher.

(3) The behaviorist is also hard pressed to

acoount for attention. In the brain there are cells called

lgode, op. cit., p. 172.
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neurones, each composed of a neucleus, of the cell proper and
branches called dendrites; besides branches, the cell has a
sort of tap-root, called its axone. There are three kinds of
neurones, for receiving, associating, and sending, respective-
ly. When an external stimulus occurs it is recieved by the
receiving set of neurones, passed on to the association group,
and finally to the\sending neurones‘which determine the carry-
iﬁg out of the action, or response. HNow the messages are con-
veyed from the axone of one cell to the dendrites of another.
The important point is this: The axone is not in direct con-
tact with the.dendrites. There is a gulf between; and the
response to any stimulus depends upon the connection which is
made, This connectlon is called the synapse. Now what deter-
mines the particular dendrite with which the axone is going to
connect? Do the association neurones have some choice as to
which of a multitude of different dendrites they are going to
connect with, or is this operation mechanically controlled?

The resistance offered by the synapses is found to vary,
and it was discovered that when a neural impulse has once |
traversed a certain route it tended to follow the same path
thereafter. The behaviorist then claims that the course of the
neural impulse is determined by these "brain paths", and not at
all by conscious attention. We may seem to considér and decide;
but our action is reaily determined by out 'brain-set'. There
must, however, be a first time; and herein lies the weakness of
the behavioristic position; for if habit follows the line of
least resistence, which this first time decides, then this first
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time is the time of times,--but behaviorism has no other
explanation than that it is determined by ohanoe.l

But some explanation of the phenomenon of attention is
imperative for behaviorism, and it must be proved to lie within
- the domain of physical and chemical reactions, or the whole
system breaks down. Once a psychical energy, capable of
creating physical movement is assumed, the whole case is lost.
The chain of argument for behaviorism is not stronger than this
one of its many weak links--its explanation of attention.

The relation of these opposing viewpoints to morality
is obvious. If a psychical energy is assumed, "the internal
force of the free choiée of a moral agent" comes into play;
otherwise, the forces governing human action are purely
'mechanical, and man is therefore not morally responsible for
any‘act.

f. (1) In the oriticism of behavioristic psychology
let it be understood that with behaviorism as a scientific
method of procedure there is no quarrel. As such, it is as
compatible with an idealistic as with a naturalistic point of
view. In this sense it has been defined as, "a method of
psychological research and laboratory procedufe, the essence
of which is the application of‘exact measurement to the physical
reactions of organisms to stimuli, and the manipulation of the

to alter the reactions."® If behaviorism went no further it

Lsf. Harvey Wickham, "The Misbehaviorists," N. Y.,
1928, p. 28ff. ' _

®Winifred E. Garrison, in "Behaviorism a Battle Line,®
Ed. by W. P, King, Nashville, 1930, p. 150.
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could be heartily endorsed; and in so far, it has actually
rendered a great contribution to the understanding of human
nature.

(2) (a) But current behaviorism of the Watsonian
type goes far beyond this. It has gone so far in fact, that |
in its denial of mind and consciousness it has ruled itself out
of the field of psychology altogether. Herein liés its first
great inconsistency.

I. Roback writes a whole book the thesis
of which is that behaviorism and psychology are, in reality,
incompatible. He says,

The issue in the last analysis subsides into the question
whether there is room for the study of the mind in the field
of science. Behaviorism, that is the genuine product, reduces
all psychology to a study of movements of limb and muscle or

gland, more particularly movements of the body as a whole.
Since movements are physical and not mental, it follows that

= psychology 1s concerned with physical manifestations alone.....
. . Psychology, instead of describing, classifying and explaining
- states of consciousness, is transformed into an offshoot of a

l?-conglomeration in which_physics, physiology, and biology are
mixed in unequal parts.l :

It méy be noted here that while the old mechanism
| eﬁplained mind as a form of matter, it did not reject it; but
béhaviorism denies consciousness altoghkther. Roback, pertin-
ately puts it, "The modernism of our age has apparently not
spared its very creator--Mind--and behold the $pectacle of
its being transformed into behavior,"?

II. But if behaviorism is not a psy-

chology, what is it? It considers itself a natural science;

lroback, op. cit., p. 23.
2Tbid., p. 27.
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but with a dog-in-the-manger attitude it presumes to interpret
all the fac#s in the field of psychology. Behind this pre-
sumption; of course, lies the undemonstrable proposition that
all facts in the field of psychology are explicable by the
scientific method; and that, conversely, "no reality falls
outside the applicability of the scientific technique.”
Behaviorism can hold this assuppﬁion only by ignoring éll
"cognitions of subjective reference". Finney points out that
behaviorists have recognized quife clearly thatlsubjective
cognitions--feelings and evaluations--are not data for science
because they are solipsistic. He adds that behaviorists.
refuse to interest themselves in‘thoughts and feelings as éuch.
"Behaviorism has no piace among its categories for the concept
of purpose. It is silent on the subject of values. All these
realities are subjective, and hence behaviorism eschews them,
as not data for science. Thus, in its zeal to render psychol-
ogy scientific, it has withdrawn from the field of psychology
altogether!"l Garrison states the matter succinctly:
Behaviorism is not really a form of psychology. At its best
it is a supplement to it; at its worst a substitute for it.
At its best it is a study of how bodies work; at its worst,
a theory that nothing exists and works except bodies.®
Thus we note its second glaring inconsistency.

(b) Since behaviorism is posing as a

natural science we have a right to insist that it stay within

its own experimental field. The mechanistic interpretation is

lRoss L.'Finney, in "Behaviorism a Battle Line,"p. 177.

8Winﬁred.Ernest Garrison, in "Behaviorism a Battle
Line," p. 153. '
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not the only interpretation of the'universq; yet behaviorism
dogmatically assumes that it is; Horne points out that
The theory that heredity and environment alone explain all
the acts of man, adopted bodily from biology, applied with-
out sceruple to man as to the lower animals, obviously begs
the question without discussing it.l

(I) We now note that characteristic of
behaviorism which is, perhaps, the most objectionable of all.
It not only assumes a certain philosophical viewpoint, banish-
ing éll others without a hearing; it actually intrudes into
the realm of philosophyv(all the while decrying philosophy)
with such statements as, "There is no’mind, thought, conscious-
ness, purpose, motive or intelligent end either in man or the
universe." Such a statement cannot be proved by the scientific
method; it is wholly philosophical. The cult of behaviorism
-=for it hés forfeited the right to be considered either a
psychology or a natural science--abounds in such philosophical
assumptions. ‘

{(c¢) It is, perhaps, not possible to criticize
as a psychology a system whieh by its reje&tion of the data of -
psychology has ruled itself out of that field. Yet its claims
are made in the field of psychology. Behaviorism has been
seen to reject the introspective method as “inaccurate, insuf-
ficient and impractioal;" its stated aim is to correct these
defects, and its task that of "finding laws for the regulation
of behavior". And what of its success? It is evident that
the very charges which behaviorism applies to introspection

: lgerman Harrell Horne, "Free Will and Human
Responsibility," N. Y., 1912, p. 104.
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come back like a boomerang upon~its own head,

(1) (A) Behaviorism is inaccurate, since
it denies, not only as data for seientific investigation, but
also as reality, all mind, thought, consciousness, purpose and
volition. Behaviorists seem serenely unaware that in this
denial they are also denying the validity of reason itself,
without which assumption any discussion of this or any subject
would be "no more than an exchange of opinion on the part of
lunatics and imbecliles". Harvey Wickham has attacked the
illogical and unwarranted a;sumptions of this method with
devastating effect in his brilliant book, "The Misbehaviorists."

(II) Behaviorism is insufficient, since
it abandons thé field of psychology and becomes physiology,
chemistry, biology, neurology aﬁd what not.

(A) This weakness was well set ‘
forth by McDougall, who is said to have "punctured the bubble
of behaviorism with a pin point". He suggested, in a debate
with Watson, that Watson press a pin point into his (McDougall's)
extended hand. The hand would be promptly withdrawn. He
states that Watson might perform the same experiment on a
thoudand hands with the same result; then Watson would make
an empirical generalization to the effect that sticking a pin
point in a hand causes the hand to be promptly withdrawn. But
if now McDougall should ask Watson to perform the experiment
upon him again, and if this time the hand remained at rest,
Watson could have no possible explanation for the phenomenon
without the “inéfospective" report of MbDougall.l

Yof. Wu. P. King, "Behaviorism a Battle Line," p. 140.
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(III)lBehaviorism may thus be shown
’to be impractical. Its claim is that, given the stimulus it
can predict the response; but can it? It is apparent that
this claim is absolutely fallacious. It cannot do this even
in the realm of animal life, much less in the realm of complex
human nature.

(A) The refusal to consider
motive, feeling, intent, purpose and the like makes it
impossible to arrive at knowledge of any total act. Behavior-
ism is 0pposed at this point by the Gestalt psychology. This
holds that man is a unit, a whole, and that large units of
action involving the whole organism are of infinitely more
value for study than simple or cohditioned reflexes. In
Upénvassing the failures of behaviorism, one feels impelled to
indorse the conclusion reaéhéd by a modern writer: '"The point
of view of the behaviorist is not a point of view but a
mistake." |

g. (1) It has been evident throughbdut this discus-
sion that behaviorism's implications for philosophy are
tremendous. Tho it denies any interest in philosophy, it is
rooted and grounded in the philosophy that "physical nature is
all there is", and that "there is and can be no other technique
of research than that of objective science". It intrudes
beyond its own province with)these and many other philosoph-
ical claims. Its influence on modern thinking has been great;
many who accept it uncritically believe that mechanism has

actually been extended to include mind. A large part of its
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influence is due to the prestige which it has inherited from
the o0ld psychology.

(2) While Huxley rightly affirms that science
should not concern itself with the philosophical implications
of its findings, it has been very periinately pointed out
that "In every science there comes a time when philosophical
auditing is not only appropriate, but imperative; and psychol-
ogy, far from being the exception, rigidly illustrates the
rule."l

Every science works in a particular field; but it is
not out of relation to every other field. Philosophy endeévors
to present many sciences in their mutual relations. So while
behaviorism may decry philosophy as “one of the two great
bulwarks of medievalism“—-religion being the other--~it must,
in the final analysis, be subjected to the test of its ability
to fit into a tenable philosophical scheme. It is seen to
have failed here as completely as naturalism has failed, and
for the same reason. .

(a) TFinney remarks,
As a cult behaviorism unconsciously becomes a philosophy of
life, and a very faulty one at that. For it is a philosophy
with a blind spot, since it tends not only to ignore as data,
but also to repudiate as reality, the whole category of con-
scious feeling. By so doing its logic maneuvers the thinker
into a position where one experience has toc be accepted as
guite as good as another. Thus it leaves neither substance
nor method out of which a philosophy of life can be organized.
And this is serious; for in the present crash of ancient
creeds and clash of novel circumstances there is scarcely
anything the age more deeply needs than a new philosophy of

%uman.values. Our charge, therefore, a%;inst behaviorism is
hat it is obstructing one of. the most iImportant intellectual

lRoback;‘op. cit., p. 98.
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(3) And what of the direct implications of
behaviorism for morality? Watson says, "The task for psychol-
ogy is that of the finding of laws for the regulation of
behavior." But when one puts the query, “Why?" behaviorism has
no answer. If one experience "has to be aocépted as quite as
good as another" there is no reason why behavior should be
regulated.

(a) The unique claim of behaviorism is that
it is able to make of man what it pleases by conditioning his
environment. This sounds very well; but if we examine its
ethics to see what it may please to make of him, we find a
surprising statement, and by Watson himself: "Psychology is
not concerned with the goodness or badness of écts, or with
their successfulness as judged by occupational or moral stand-
ards“.z In one sense this may be true. It has been admitted
that science should not concern itself with the philosophical
implications of its findings. Perhaps Watson means that, altho
he realizes there are moral standards, he, being a true scien~
, tiet, will leave them for some other agency to discover. But
he has disposed of the only agencies which were in a position to
find them--philosophy end religion--as “the two great bulwarks
of medievalism"! He refuses to consider the goodness or bad-
ness of acts, or to permit other agencies to do so. "Be-

haviorism", as Wickham points out, *"has no ethics, no standard

lRoss L. Finney,"Behaviorism a Battle Line", p. 177.

2Tohn B. Watson, "Psychology from the Standpoint of
a Behaviorist," p. 1l2.
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of conduet.™t ?here seems to be implied a purpose to improve
humanity by conditioning enviromnment; yet there is no indica-
tion of any standard toward which the conditioning should tend;
no grounds for any choice as to whether the baby should be
made "a gentleman, or a thug".

(b} Roback has pertinately expressed this
lamentable lack of behaviorism in regard to morality. Says he,
Ask behaviorism for a theory of ethiecs, a governing principle
to act as norm. Can we reasonably attach culpability to any
person on the basis of mere integration? Whom or what are we .
blaming? The reflexes? The neurones? The secretions? Is it
really possible to dispense with consciousness as a center gf
reference, and above all as the prime condition of conduct?

He adds,
It is ldle to persuade ourselves that at some fﬁture date,
when the proper technique is devised, we shall be able to view
such states as intention, belief, knowledge, motive, and the
like as neuromuscular or glandular events.o B

() The time of philosophical auditing
with regard to behaviorism has arrived. A recent anthology,
"Behaviorism--a Battle Line", is written by various psychol-
10gists, philosophers and present-day thinkers, who take iséue
with the behavioristic position. Its avowed purpose is a pro-
test against the "moral poison" instilled into the minds of
college students by the lmplications of behaviorism. It is
Significant that this, the first concerted protest, is directed
against behaviorism because of its attitude toﬁard morality. In

a review of this book, H. H. Horne remarks, "The vistory (over

behaviorism) is assured, though undated.®

L9ickham, op. eit., p. 57..
2Roback, op. cit., p. 116.

SIbid., p. 137.
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2. In summarizing the characteristics of behaviorism
we note that it rests upon a mechaniétic,basis, and that the
same objections that were urged against naturalism can be ap-
plied to it. Its point of view differs from that of naturalism
chiefly in that it claims that environment, not heredity, is
the chief maker of ﬁan; and that by conditioning man's environ-
ment énd establishing his reflexes, he can be made what you will.
Behaviorism is interested only in "the doings and sayings of
human beings". It denies consciousness, and rejects introspec-
tion, hence, in reality, it abandons the field of psychology.

It refuses to consider ends, purposes, concepts. It has no
world view--no "Weltanschauung"--and no moral Ideal. It refuses
to concern itself with the goodness or badness of acts or with
their ﬁ;ral consequences. Hence, it has no standard by which to
judge the sort of environment a man ought to have, in order to
make him the sort of a man he ought to be. It does not say what
sort of man he ought to be. Its position is, evidently, the
same as that of naturalism, an individualization of values; each
mah being a law unto himself, or, more properly speaking, a
subject unto his reflexes.

Here, evidently, we are farther than ever from a basis
for that moral life which finds self-realization in the giving
of self. We have not even any self! This fact alone shows the
lamentable lack of logic in the position. The hope of the cor-
rection of this type of thinking lies in the characteristic of
the human mind to grapple with ultimates. The human being is‘

so constituted that, though he may suspend judgment for a while,
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eventually he will make an effort to think his way through.

In behaviorism there is not only lack of a basis for morality;
many thinkers feel very strongly that because of its dis~
paragement of all that is characteristically human, it is

undermining the foundations of morality.



CHAPTER V
THE PHILOSOPHY OF PRAGMATISM
1. a. Pragmatism, according to Mr. James, is "a
temper of mind, an attitude; it is glso a theory of the nature

of ideas and truth; snd finally it is & theory of realitym..

A recent writer says,
It is characteristic of Pragmgtism thst it does not readily
lend itself to summary definition. It can neither be identi-
fied with g fixed habit of mind, as Naturslism can be identi-
fied with the scientifie habit of mind, nor can it be reduced
to & single egrdinal prineiple, as can Idealism.....it is not
so much g systematic doctrine as a criticism emnd a method.
More specifically, it may be defined as "the doetrine that the
whole meaning of & coneeption is to be sought in its practical
consequences, and the purpose of thinking is to develop be-
liefs which shall serve as general prineiples of cond.uc'b."5
be  To the pragmatist, as to the behaviorist, the
idea of man's being at the merey of an impersonal universe is
intolerable. The behgviorist seeks to free man from this
mechanistic control by suggesting the possibility of condition-
ing his environment, The pragmatist attemplts to escape it by
putting forth a "bio-centrie" philosophy. Whereas naturalism

clgims that human life and thought have no cosmic signifiecance,

1Prof. Dewey, "What Does Pragmatism Mean by the Practi-
eal%?", Journal of Philosophy, Vol. V, p. 85. (Quoted by Pratt,
"What is Pragmatism", N. Y., 1915, p. 9.)

ZRalph Bartén Perry, "Present Philosophical Tendencies",
. Y., 1921, p. 197.

5NeW International Dictionary.

O e
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pragmatism would say (altho not discussing the cosmos) that
human life is the only fthing which does have significance.
(1) TNaturalism, while depreciating mind,
rather inconsistently "assumes the objective validity of
scientific judgments”, but "regards moral and aesthetic
4 ‘ i 1
values as relative to human ends". Pragmatism holds the
same view of mind, but goes beyond naturalism in saying that
truth itself is relative to human ends. Truth is that which
Thas been found servicesble in the struggle of human life’'.
~ It is "that which works?.
- Boodin gtates the pragmatic position thus:
It is a commonplace now that human nature must be the start-
ing point for all our theories concerning reality. We can
only speak of those things as existent that meke s difference
to human ngture, either directly as immediste experience, or
indirectly as assumptions needed to account for such immedi-
T ate experience.. ... If things make no difference directly or
indirectly, perceptually or conceptually to human nature, they
are mere fictions, and belong in a world of centsurs and mer-

maidg. At any rate, we cannot say whether they are or are
not. '

(2) Pragmatism accepts the naturalistic view
of the biologiéal origin of mind., It is on this conception
thét its theory of truth is founded. Thought, according to
this idesa, originated in man's effort to find solﬁtions for
gpecific problems, arising from life situstions in a precar-
ious universe. His aim being survival, those ideas which aid-

ed in survival were of value--they were 'true' ideas for him

lof. Robert R. Rusk, "The Philosophical Basis of
Edueation", N. Y., 1929, p. 68.

2joln Elof Boodin, "Truth and Reality", N. Y., 1911,
p. 165 ff, .
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because they rworked! . Thought is thus no other than sn in-
strunent, forged in the effort for survival, which has proved
serviceable to man, and hence has itself survived. It is &
'weapon in the struggle for existence'--as much so ag the eye
or hand, or hoofs or horns. An idea becomes a useful guide
to action when the situation becomes so complex that it cannot
be taken care of by reflexes and habitual sctiom. Sehiller
says, "I cannot but conceive the reason as being like the rest
of our equipment, a weapon in the struggle for existence and a
means of achieving adaptation".; This conception does away
. with the commonly accepted interpretation that truth is s
'correspondence' between an idea and its object; and identi-
fies truth with the serviceableness of the idea in furthefing
humsn purposes. | .
B (a) This theory has been well stated by
Perry: When there arises & necessity for asction which ecamnot
be taken care of by habit, the 'ideational process' steps in
and "construes' the situation, selecting certain elements and
ignoring others.

Ideas gre....'modes of conceiving' the given, a "taking it to
be' this or that. Discursive thought interrupts 'the continu-~
ity of habit' when a doubtful or ambiguous situation presents
itself, which the organism has not a ready-made way of meet-
ing. In other words, when one doesn't know what to do about

it one thinks about it. Such an occasion constitutes one of
those '"particular erises in the growth of experience' to which,
accordlng to Dewey, thought is always relastive. On such an
occasion the ides is the 'imstrument of recomstruetion', which
delivers the sgent from his predicament.

1F.C.S.Schiller, "Studies in Humanism"™, pp. 7-8.
(Quoted by R. R. Rusk, "The Philosophical Bases of Education",

N. Y., 1929, p. 71.)
2Ba1ph Barton Perry, "Present Philosophiesl Ten~
denciesg™, W. Y., 1921, p. 202,
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From this conception ig derived the term 'Instfumentalism' by
which Professor Dewey characterigzes his philosophy.

¢c. Pragmatism is not only a protest against
naturalism; it is also a protest agasinst absolute idealism.
Though related to idealism in its emphasis upon the uniqueness
of man it condemns certain questions of interest to idealism
as ‘'intellectualistic' and unworthy of discussion, since it
holds they are too far removed from practicsl needs. A further
discussion of this point is reserved for the chaplter on ideal-
ism.

(1) It may be noted here, however, that prag-
matists claim their opponents have sccused ﬁhém unjustly of
seeing nothing but 'cash value' {James' term) and 'bread and
butter consequences! in a situation. They claim to include in
the 'practicsl' consequences such things as intellectual
satisfactions, logical consisfency, harmony of mentsl content,
end the like. It would seem, though, that on this basis noth-
ing eould be ruled out; since any question whatever (provided
it were a real question, and not merely s wverbal distinction)
would evidently be of interest to the person asking it; hence
it would furnish mental satisfaction, and would be a legiti-

- mate pragmatic question.

As 8 matter of fact, pragmatists woﬁld probably hold
that in the last englysis, value is dependent upon the practi-
eal, in the narrower semse of that term. Dr. Schiller him-

self says, "All consequences are practicel, sooner or later.v

And pragmatists would say that all activities get their value
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ultimetely from the function they serve in guiding the re-~
action of the individusl upon the envirorment.

2. a. Before further discussion, it may be well to
consider briefly the history of the pragmatic movement.
Though the @resent emphasis is modern, pragmatism according
to Jameg, is "a new name for old ways of thinking"., Prota-
goras long ago formulated the classic statement which relstes
all things to human ends: "Man is the measure of all things,
of those which are that they are, and of those which are not
that they are not."

b. Various phases of the movement may be traced in
the writings of the English philosophers, Locke, Berkeley,
Hume, and Mill. Locke says, "We shall not have much reason
to complain of the narrowness of our minds, if we will but
employ them sbout what may be of use to usg;" and, "our busi-
ness is not to know all things, but those which concern our
conduct."z

¢c. In his "Critique of Précﬁical Regson™ Kant
formulated principles which James later employed. It will be
shown, however, that there are Fundamental differencés in the
two conceptions.

d. (1) The modern movement received its name and
its initial impetus from Charles S. Peirce, who published an
article on "How to make our Idéas.Clear" in "The FPopular

Science Monthly"™ in 1878.

lor. James Bisset Pratt, "What is Pragmatism?" W. Y.,
1915, p. &4. :
2Hbcking, op. e¢it., p. 153,
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(a) Peirce felt that many of our ideas, as
of force, freedom, God, have no "jictorial" meaning but: even
so, an ides that cannot be conceived as & mentel image may
have a very definite meaning if it leads us to make predictions
which can be proved. So Peirce formulsted the principle that
the meaning of everyidea which has no corresponding sense-
imagery, may be determined by the resulfs or effects to which -
it leads; otherwise, it has no meaning at all. "Let us seek
a clear idea of weight. To say that a body is heavy means
simply that, in the absence of opposing forces, it will fsll.
This is evidently the whole conception_of weight."”

(I) Professor Hocking, commenting on
this statement, says,
Such a method relieves us at once of many puzzles in our per-
haps forever fruitless efforts to guess what Weight may be in
itself, or force in genersl, or free will, or God. Conside¥
Bimply what effects these entities have in experience, If
they have no effects, they have no meaning. If two such en-
Ao S I By e 156 s semnine,

g Yy ha .

(b} The central problem of Peirce was,
"What is truth, and how is it to be distinguished from errocrs®
and his principle may be formulated, "every truth has practi-
cal consequences and these are the test of its truth©,

(I) wWillism James states Peirce's ar-
gument thus:
Mr. Peirce, sfter pointing out that our beliefs are reslly

rules for action, said that, to develop a thought's meaning,
we need only determine what conduet it is fitted to produce:

lpocking, op. cit., p. 153.
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that conduet is for us its sole significance, and the tangible
fact at the root of all our thought-distinetions, however sub-
t1le, is that there is no one of them so fine as to consist in

. anything but a possible differemce in practice. To attain per-
fectelegrness in our thought of an object then, we need only
consider what conceivable effects of a practicel kind the
object may involve--what sensations we are tc expect from it,
and what reactions we must prepare. Our conception of these
effects whether immediate or remote, is then for us the
whole of our conception of the object, so_far as thst con-
ception has positive significance at all.l
(II) In refutetion of this point Prati

points out that it is one thing to say that sll concepts and
beliefs resu;t ultimately in action; and quite another to
gay that all their mesning consists in such resulting actioﬁ.
The distinetion between a redbhouse and a green housé does
not consist in a differerce in action. Even granting that a
difference in setion or Yattitude" does result, the resuli-
ing action does not constitute the whole of the distinetion,
Pratt rightly holds that since action or 'practice' cannot be
taken to mean the whole of experience, there is no reason for
saying it is the only type of experience which contributes
anything tOWard'the meaning of ideas. Sensational and emotion-
el facts have their bearing also.z

(2) William James is perhaps rightly consider-
ed the 'father of modern pragmatism'. It was James' now
famouwy 'California Lecture' on ‘?hiiosophical Conceptions and
Practical Results! (August 26, 1898) which, according to

Schiller, "baptized pragmatism, sand flung it into.the stream

lyi114am James, "Pragmatism", pp; 46-7. (Quoted by
Rusk, op. cit., p. 67.)

2 .
¢cf, Pratt, op. eit., pp. 17, 18.
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1 In this address James modi-

of philosophical controversy".
fied Peirce's idea, 'bransmogrified' it, Peirce asserted.
(a) James saw the weakness of Peirce's
fdrmulation, indicated above, and tried‘to strengthen the
system by meking it more inclusive. He said, "I should pre-
fer to express Peirce‘éiprinciple by saying that the effec-
tive mesning of any philosophic proposition can always be

' brought down to some particular consequence in our fubture

practical experience, whether active or passive; the point
lying rather in the fact that the axperience must be particu-
lar than in the fact that it must be active.”

Thus James enlarges Peirce's conception that meaning
lies wholly in action or 'practice', and holds that it may lie

pertially at least in some 'particular consequence', whether in-

The insistence that meaning sttaches only to fubture experience
has been repeatedly challenged by non-pragmatists.

‘ " (b) An important characteristic of James? |
philosophy is its attempt to escape agnosticism, Xant met V
the same pxoblem in his 'Critique of Prasetical Reaéon', some~
what as follows: We cannot know the real mesning of God,
freedom, and immortality; but there is a real basis for bhe~
lief in them., This lies in the 'morsl im@eratiye}, the sense
of 'ought'. The 'Tought' implies the 'Icgn', and men has free—

dom, otherwise the universe is irrational. Bubt the individusl

1p. ¢. S. Schiller, "William James and the Making of
Pragmatism", (Quoted by Robinson, "An Anthology of Recent
Philosophy", N. Y., 1929, p. 453,
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never sttains all that he feels is possible for him, the
'T can' never quite overtakes the 'I ought'. Sp there mist
be a2 fubture, in which this aﬁfainment may be compieted. This
postuletes immortality. But we are called upon to obey the
Tought' whatever the persongl consequences, It happens at
times that some obey and suffer, snd others disregard, and
seem to prosper. If this world were g8ll, we could not féel
that the universe is just. But if these inequelities are to
be righted there must be, nct only a future life, tut an
Absolute Knower, to whom all the facts of this 1life lie open.
Here we have the third postulate, God.l ‘

(¢) James wishes to conserve the values
which arise from religious be}iefs, but he does so by a dif=-
ferent process. With him there are no a priori truths, there
is no 'moral imperatiVe'. Many things in the universe can be
neither proved nor disproved. But the human mind cannot al-
ways suspend judgment. It must act on some belief or other.
So the will is called upon to decide the issue which the in-
tellect alone could not determine. We may 'will to believe!'.
So prominent has this emphasis_ofiJames become that a philo-

sophieal writer of note said recently, "Pragmatism may be

roughly defined as =n appesl to the will to achieve conclu~-
gsions in vital matters of belief, or to aid in échieving

2
them",

James says,

1oe. Hocking, op. cit., p. 149-50.

2Ibid., p. 141. (Emphasis supplied)
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I wish to make you feel....that we have a right fo believe
the physical order to be only a partial order; that we have
a right to supplement it by an unseen splrltual order vwhich
we assume on trust if only thereby life may seem to us
better worth living.

James even goes so far as to say that belief in the
unseen spiritusl order is true. Not in the gense that such
a gpiritual order actually exigts, butv in the sense in
which Pragmatism regards a thing true--~the ability of the
ides to funetion in human life. The last phrase in James!
gquotation is of prime significance, "if only therebdy life
may seem to us better worth living". James recognizes the
value of belief in a religious Object as functioning in
human 1life; he does.not recognize the genuineness of the re-
ligious Object. He explaing,

The Absolute brings ¥religious comfort to a class of minds,?
and....g0 far ag it affords such comfort....has that amount

~of valuee.ee.  As a8 good pragmatist I myself ought to ecall
the Absolute frue 'in so far forth' then; and I unhesitabting-

1y now do so.

(1) Pérhaps it would be well to de-
part from the line of argument long enough to canvass this
rather difficult position, by which pragmatism asserts that
the truth of an idesa lies, not in its correspondence with
reality, but in its practical consequences, DPragmatism re-
gards those things as true which *work'. The test of a truth,
then, becomes it verification. Béfore"being verified it is
a 'claim', but its verification mskes it into a 'truth',

Verification, then, "ceases to be the process of‘proving a8

lyililiem James, "The Will to BelieveY, N. Y., 1898,

po 520 :
2willism James, "Pragmstism", N. Y.,1907 , D. 73.
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claim true, and becomes the process of making it ftruve.™

Dr. Schiller says, "pruths are logical wvalues", and
adds, "it directly follows from thig definition that all
'truths’ must be verified to be properly true". Pratt points
out the absurdity of this assertién by saying that "the pre-
migse 0 such a conclusion must evidently be that no belief
canAbe true unless it is known to be true, and the ibgical
consequence is, of course, that there are no such things as

true bub unverified beliefs, and that before g belief is

verified it is either false or elsereither true nor false".l
Pratt shows that pragmatism "fails to distinguish be-
tween 'truth' as a known fact, or mental possessioh, and

"truth' as trueness or that qualify or relstion characteriz-

ing a true idea which makes it true", He points out the

road by ﬁhicb.pragmatism seems to have moved frdﬁwiféﬁﬁaéié
tion on the nature of "a truth" to the meaning it has given
to the truth relation., One of the great and excellent aims
of pragmetism has been to banish the abstract from philosophy
so far as possible, and to substitute for it the individual
conerete, Human truths do not dwell apart in a Platonie
realm; they are all of them concrete mental faects. Now
pragmatism endeavors to use the same concrete method in deal=
ing with the further question of the trueness of ideas. If
truth in this sense be a relation, it must, insists the prag-
matist, be a concrete relation. Truth is not mere correspon-

dence, it is "the chain or succession of things or events or

1Pratﬁ, op. ¢it., p. 88.
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experiences that are to be found between s judgment snd its
vindication"., Not only therefore is "a truth" concrete ; its
trueness is also concrete; it is a "chain of intermediating

things or experiences'--and these not only prove a claim true,

they meke it trme, they constitute its truth. The truth ve-

lation therefore, "consists not in the nere fact that our
object is there as we think it, but in the actual experientisl

process of getting at it or as‘neér it as may be".

(II) Keeping in mind these conceptions
of truth, we are not surprised that James classifies religious
faith with scientific theory. He =ays,

In such questions as God, immortality, absolute morslity, and
free-will no non-papal believer at the present day pretends
his faith to be of an essentially different eomplex1on,

(from a scientifiec theory). But his intimate persuasion is
that the odds in its favor are strong encagh to Warrant hlm

In his preface James states,

If religious hypotheses about the universe are in order at
all, then the acetive faiths of individuals in them, freely
expressing themselves in life, are the experimental tests by
which they are verified, amd the only mesns by which their
truth and falsehood can be wrought out. The truest scienti-
fie hypothesis is that which, as we say, works best; and it
can be no otherwise with religious hypotheses.

In other words, a religious hypothesis--ssy belief
in God--is true because (and if) it funetions in human life.
But with the.pragmatist "truth cennot be defined as the cor=
respondence of thought with reglity". ‘Eﬁen if there is not

a God, belief in God might very well function advantageously

lipias, p. 831,
2William James, "Will to Believe™, p. 95.
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in humen life., If it did so, it would be s true belief., In-
deed James thinks that some sort of belief in God is neces-

sary for humesn satisfaction. He says,

Some outward reality of a nature defined, as God's nature
must be defined, is the only ultimate object that is at the
same time rational snd possible for the human mind's con-
templagtion. Anything short of God is not rational, snythin
more than God is not possible, if The humsn mind be in trutl
the triadic structure ol impression, reflection snd resction
which we at the outset sllowed.l

Here James seeme to grant gll any absolute idealist
could ask. But one must weigh carefully the statements of s
pragmgtist. He says, "ﬁnything short of God is not retion-
al"; but when we lock at the preceeding sentence we find he
implies "anything short of God is not rationsl" as an "ulti-
mate object"™ of the human mind's eontemplétion. The human
mind needs such an objeet of céntemplation—-James would even
go so far as to say such an objeet of ﬁorship. Whether the
Object of contemplation and worship really‘axists or not we

can never know, and we should be sure to remember that we can

never know. Lest this agnostic position of pragmatism's most
religious advocate should seem an overstatement, the resder
is referred to the preface of "he Will o Believe" where.
James remarks, "It is only when they forget that they are‘

hypotheses and put on rationalistic and suthoritative airs

thet our faiths do harm,"2
(d) (I) In James® "Varieties of Religious

Experience" he holds that religious emotions are ordinary

- lipia., p. 116. (Emphasis Jemes!')
2James, "Will to Believe™, p. 95§ 
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emotions of love, fear, awe, etc., directed toward a‘reli-
gious object. Conversion is simply the organizing of per-
sonality around g new center. It is only with 'sick souls?!
that there is & real religious experience, people who are
normal do not need it. Dewey says that James "devoted him-
self primarily to the moral aspeéts of this theory" (instru-
mentalism) "particulasrly to its destruetive implicétions for
monigtic rationalism and for absolutism in all i%s-forms".

’(II) When James first set forth his
doetrines regarding religion, in hVarieties of Religious Ex-
perience™ and "The Will to Believe", many thought thgt in
pragmatism religionled found a strong friend and ally. The
postulates of religion were seen to rest upon a basis equally
valid with those of seience; and religious faith came to have
8 philoéophic standing which if had never before possessed.
Religious hypotheses as well as scientific hypotheses were to
be tested by experience. But while Kant had founded his right
to believe upon the moral nature of man which pointed to a
Reality beyond nature, James'! right to believé regted on ex-
padiency‘alone. Kant thought belief was obligatory, since‘if
rests on our consciousness of our moral nature. With James be~
lief is optional--one might, on his premises, Jjust as well
will-not-to-believe. 4 belief is true if it 'works', but no

standards are offered as to that of which 'working' consists.

1Jolm Dewey in "An Anthology of Recent Philosophy",
compiled by Daniel Sommer Roblnson, N. Y., 1929, p. 442,
(Article is a reprint.)
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Pragmatism would have no refutation for s Eiéﬁzsche who ﬁould
insist that unbelief is preferable to belief, and the immoral
to the morel. It was not at once detected that this emphasis
on expediency might tend really to vitiate the faith is
gsought to eultivste. Many have since pointed out the impossi-
bility of belief in a Reality, whose existence is at the same
time held to be only & matter of probability. The human mind'
does not work that way. At best, it is characterized as a
sort of attempt to 1ifé oneself by the bootstréps; at worse,
it is playing fast and loose with the mental integrity, and
has been termed 'mental mal-practice!., Eddingbton remarks
that "it is not sufficient to be told that it is good for
us to believe this....that it will make better men and women
of us. We do not want a religion that deceives us for our own
good.“l

(3) (a) The philosophy of Professor Dewey owes
much to the theories of both Peirce sand James, but varies
from them in important respects. Dewey began his philosophi-
cal career as an gbsolute idealist, and the teachings set
forth in his earlier writings are at extreme variance with his

2 His major emphasis today is on experience,

present position.
and his latest book deals with the experimental method of

Inowing. With Dewey "thinking is experimeﬁtal inquiry; it

lArthur Stanley Eddington, "Science and the Unseen
World", Cambridge, 1929, p. 68.

2cf. Dewey, "Psychology", N. Y., 1891, pp. 419-424,
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directs operations". YA theory corresponds to facts because
it leads to facts whiceh are its consequences, by the inter-
mediary of experience. And from this consideration the prag-
matic generalization is drawn that all knowledge is prospec-
tive in its results..... Every proposition concerning truths
is really in the last analysis hypothetical and provisionsl..

..1ogica%ly'absolute truth is an ideal which csnnot be reatiz-
1 .

e.o.‘.
Knowing does not consist in having the right conception of an
antecedent thing or condition, it is merely an instrument for
the testing of a consequent thig§ or condition..... We see
that general idedS have & very different role to play than
that of reporting and registering past experiences. They are
the bases for organizing future observations and experiences
eesee This taking into consideration the future takes us to
the conception of a universe....still Tin the maeking' 'in the-
process of becoming', of a universe up to & certain point
still plastic.® ’ ‘

This 'philosophy of change' with no absolute values, a universe
'in the process of becoming', reality itself 'in the making?’
receives ma jor emphasis in the new pragmatism. The "Quest for
Certainty™ is not the 'segrch for truth' of classic philo=-
sophy. Its object is to show us that there is no truth--in
the sense of whiéh truth is considered certainty.3 Non-prag-
matists object to this summary dismissal of the past as
meaningless for thought, and argue that knowing may relate to
the past as well as to the future.

(b) Dewey does not believe that there is
any real distinetion between theoretical and practical asetiv-
ity. ZXnowing which has been regarded as theoretical is, in

fact, wholly practicsl. The "search for truth" is purely

1Dewey, "Anthology", (Ed. by Robinson), p. 440.
21bid., p. 441.

3af. H., Wildon Carr, Review of "The Quest for Certain-
ty", The Personalist, Jan., 1930.




utilitarian, and the vslue of knowledge is not logical but
economic. It may be noted that this position is at sntipodes
from that of the great Aristotle, who held that the préctieal
life is only justifiable in that it makes the higher, specu-
lative life possible....the speculative life, however, not
being with Avistotle a life of inactivity.® Since knowledge
is always instrumental, Dewey holds man's excellence is that
he has perfected the instrument. Idealism would say that man's
glory lies rather in that he has 'clothed life with value'.
(¢c) To James religion belonged in this
world because it works. Dewey finds no place for the Super-
natural in his scheme of things. He believes fthat "the other-
worldliness, found in religions whose chief concern is with
the salvation of the personal soul....is a retreat and escape
from existence--and this retraction into life....is the heart
of subjecetive egoisms“.2
With Dewey, "the arbiters of values are not to be
looked for in past revelations, or in & perfect life once
lived....for relianqe upon precedent, upon institutions crest-
ed in the past, upon rules of morals that have come to us
through unexamined customs, upon uneriticized traditions, sare
other forms of depengience.5 Dewey's attitude toward the Super-

natural is the logical outcome of the postulates of pragmatism.

1john Burnett, "Aristotle on Education", Csmbridge,
1926, p. 9.

2Dewey, "Phe Quest for Certainty", N. Y., 1929,
DPe. 2750 ’ . ’

5Ibid., p. 272,
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The surprising ﬁhing is not that he reached these conclusions,
but that James tried so hard to avoid them.

(d) Dewey would transfer the experimental
method from the technical field of physical experience to
moral, politiecsl and ecandmic effairs, He foresees the ob-
jection that most people would make, that such an adoption of
the experimental method would be a surrender of all standerds
and regulative authority; but points out that vhen familiar
and traditionslly prized values aréﬂsurrendered, our directive
standards will come from the findings of the natural sciences.
Judgments of moral values (like everything else) are to be A
framed solely on the basis of comnsequences, hence must depend
in & most intimete manner upon the conclusions of science.

Wb see here pragmatlsm, after a long and circuitous
effort to escape naturglism, finally brlnglng up in the
naturalistic camp. "Man is the measure of all things" but
science regulates all things for him--even his religion and
his morals!

(I) wWithout doubt the general 1 flux!?
in moral standsrds and values, and the widespread 'experi-.
mentation® along this line is directly traceable 0 this, and
kindred philosophies. The standards of the past, most of
which have doubbtless survived because best fitted to survive,
are discarded, and humanity is being encouraged to begin af

the beginning and work out a new system of morals. It is ome

l1via., p. 273,
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of the fatel weaknesses of pragmatism in every department in
which it is applied, that it fails to count the terrifie
cogt of learning by the trial and error method. The values
of the past are not conserved. 4s a result of the applica-
tion of this principle to morals, at the present time human-
ity faces a situgtion glready indicated, when the fate of
civilization itself seems to be threatened. |

3. a. (1) The critics of pragmatism have not been
slow in noting its internal incomsistency. It denies the
absolutist doctrine of truth and considers all things as in g
state of flux, 8ll truth as relative. 7Yet the fact that *all
Things are in a state of flux' is tsken to be absolutely true,
Therefore, absolute truth is presupposed in pragmatism;
Spaulding has pointed out this ingonsistency.l' Wiss Calkins

thinks there is no escape fronm it.2

(2) The confusion of terms by which the Vtruth!
of an idea is identified with the test of its validity has
been indicated. The non-pragmatist would agree that true
ideas usually do 'work! better than ideas that are not true.
However, this 'Wérking better' is only a test of their true~
ness', It is only & sort of tag which may help identify
them, but it is not their "trueness'. The 'btrueness' of a
thought lies in the fact that 'the thing is as I think it'.

The truth is that which works; but it is not true becguse it

g, ¢. Speulding, "The New Retionalism", p. 134ff.
(Quoted by Mary W. Calking, "The Persistent Problems of
Philosophy™, N. Y., 1929, p. 405.)

2Ipid., p. 405.
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works--it works becguse it is true.

(3) The effort of pragmatism to escape postulat-
ing reality is, of course, its attempt to get away from the
Supernatural. In its scientific emphasis it swings towsard
naturalism and behaeviorism; hence, it holds that all know-
ledge is 'of phenomens', It refuses to think of such prob-
lems as man's origin and destiny, or his relation to anything
more ultimate then himself.

The correction of the errors of such thinking lies,
as has been previously suggested, in the nature of the human
mind itself. Ladd has well expressed it:

Fortunately, it is usually vain for one who maintains that gll
knowledge is 'of phenomena'....to be quite happy in his mind.

The reason is not that he could not fairly well adjust his A

practical interests....to such an agnogtic position. The

real reason lies deeper than this..... Truth is not judged
and saccepfed....chiefly on the ground that it yields prasctical
fruits. Truth commends itself primarily by the satisfaction
which it offers to the reason itself..... The reason craves
assured commerce with reality. It tolerates doubt as to what
things really are, and, as toc what they are actually doing,
only ss s necessary stage on the way to knowledge Whifh shall
better represent and explain the real and the actual,

(4) This denial of reality might cauwse one to
question Whether'pragmatism can legitimately be called a
philosophy at all. Dewey has seen this objection and modi=-
fies the definition of philosophy. He ssys,

Philosophy has generally been defined in ways which imply a
certain totality, generality and ultimasteness both of subject.
matter and method....but in any literal and quantative sense
.ss.completeness and finelity ere out of the question.....
The very nature of experience as an ongoing, changing process
forbids..... Totality does not mean the hopeless tesk of a
quantitative summation. It means rather consistency of mode

loeorge Trumbull Ladd, "What Cen I Know?" XN..Y.,
1917, p. 216.
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of res§onse in reference to the plurality of events which
oeceur,

And, even more significantly, he goes on,

If we are willing to conceive education as the process of
forming fundamentsl dispositions, intellectual and emotionsal,
toward ngture and fellow men, philogophy may even be defined
as the general theory of education.

Dewey then discusses the intimate connection between
philosophy and education; and implies that, if isolated from
practical ends which the community is concerned to achieve,
the disclosures of science would be a metter of indifference.
Philosophy thus has a double task: +that of science, pointing
out values which have become obsolete with the command of new
regources, showing what values are merely sentimental because

there are no means for their reglizgtion; and glso that of in-
terpreting the results of gpecialized science in their bearing

on fubture social endesvor.

His coneclusion is, "The most penetrasting definition of philo~-
sophy which can be given is, then, that it is the theory of
education in its most general pbases.“4

Dr. Herman Harréll Horne criticized this position of
Or. Dewey in a paper read before the American Philosophieal
Association in New York City in December, 1929. He logiesally
held that it uvnduly limited the scope of philosophy, and that

it was "legitimate only on the basis of an anthropocentric

wniverse®,

lDewey, "Democracy snd Education", N. Y., 1920,
P. 379

ZIbid., p. 383.
3Ipid., p. 384.
41bid., p. 386.
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b. As an educational method, however, pragmatism
has made a real contribution, in spite of its limitations.
It emphasizes those things that 'funetion', gives attention
to socisl needs and interests, and strives to make the curri-
culum 'life-centered' by relating it to the interests and
capacities of childhood. The 'experimental? feature has
doubtless been overstressed. Pragmatism encourages origingl-
ity, inventiveness, and initigtive; it neglects and dis-
parages idealization, and conceives of morality only as social
aajustment. It has no fixed'goals, and identifies the end %o
be attained with the process by which it is attained., The
goal of educsgtion is not objective, but lies in experience it~
self. Dewey defines education as "that reconstructions or re-
organization of experience, which sadds to the meaning of ex~
perience, and which ineresses gbility to direct the course of‘
subsequent experience."l

¢. The relation of pragmstism to naturalism hss
already been noted. Originally a proﬁésf against naturslism,
pragmatism opposes it in its emphasis upén human purpose; in
its denial of the more than relative value of seientific
judgments; in its sadmission of the reglity of mind; and in its
conception of all reslity as 'in the meking’. In so far as
it is a philosophy at all however, and not merely a 'theory .
of education in its most general phases', pragmatism must be
classed in the mechanistie group. One faet alone is suffic-

ient to place it there--its demial of the Supernatural.

l1pia., p. 89.
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James neither denied nor affirmed the existence of a religious
Object; but the impression one gains from his writings is
that such Absolute és hé acknowledges is subjective, made out
of mind-stuff; and not far removed from the 'conscious fic-
tions'of Hans Vaihinger'é "Philosophy of As If". Dewey and
other present day pragmétists are frankly agnostiec.

d., Pragmatism starts out with the naturalistic
assumption of the biological origin of mind, gnd it never
gets beyond this. 8o it is not surprising that in its latest
development it has swung over into behaviorism. "The psycho-
logical tendencies whiech have exerted an influence on in-
strumental ism", says Dewey, "are closely related to the im-~
portant movement whose promoter in psychology has been Dr.
John Watson and to which he has given the name behaviorism, "t
The brain is an organ for the coordination of sense stimuli
for the purpose of bringing about appropriate motor responses.
The psychological tendencies of pragmatism tims emphasize the
objeetive and the biclogical, and have as great an aversion as
behaviorism for introspection.

e. (1) (a) In considering what pragmatism is able
to offer as a basis for morals, it is at once evident that .
many of the objections urged against naturalism and behsvior-
ism apply to pragmatism as well. In the first place, it of-
fers but a partial view of reslity, limiting it to what nay
be kmown by the experimental method, and explained by humsn

purpose. JAecording to Dewey, "Ultimate moral motives and

lDewey, "The Quest for Certainty", p.
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forces are nothing more nor less than social intelligence,
the power of observing and comprehending social situstiong—-
and social power--trained capacities of conbrol --at work in
the service of social interest and sims.ml

. In spite of James' attempt to leave a piace for the
Supernatural, the present interpretation really offers none.
It is 'humanistie?! ﬁhrough and through. Welter Lippmann
makes the iséue clean-cut between the 'modern' "humanistie!?
point of view and *the popular religion'..... He chooses the

former, and says,

- Modernity destroys the disposition to believe that behind the
vigible world of physicsal objecets and human institutions
there is a supernatural kingdom from which uwltimately all
laws, all judgments, all rewards, all punishments, and all
compensations are derived.:

He says that religion "rests on the belief that faith is

jﬁstifiéd by overwhelming evidence supplied by revelation,
unimpeacﬁable testimony; end incontrovertible signs"; and
concludes: M"I% féllows fhat, in exploring the modern prob-
lem it is necessary consciously and clearly to meke a choice
between these dismetrically opposite points of view. The
choice is fundemental and exclusive, and it determines all

the conclusions which follow."2

(I) ©One must agree with Lippmann in
‘his ingistence on the mubual exclusiveness of the two points

of view. An srgument for belief in the Supernatural might

lJohn Dewey, "Ethical Principle Underlying Educa-
tion," (Outline by Editor), Chicago, 1903, p. 33.

EWalter Lippmann, "4 Preface to NMorals", N. Y. 1929,
p. 143, (Emphasis supplied.) :
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be put forth, however, along lines not included in Lippmann’s
enumeiation, and not dependent exclusively on evidence sup—'
plied by "revelation, testimony, and signs'. 4s Sweet has
pointedgout, since something exists, it is evident that>30me-
thing is self-exigtent; and it is logieal to suppose this
"Something' to be Mind rather than matter.l. The only re-
futation of this argument seems to lie in a disparagement of
the reason itself, a thing of which pragmatism is, in faet)
guilty.: This is, of course, a sword that cuts both Wéys;
and, if admitted, invalidates the argument the pragmatist is
interested in sustaining, as well as the one he is seeking o0
disprove.

(b) . Horne contrasts the experimental with
~ the ideslistic viewpoint:
The one view limits itself to the scientifié methodfofrthink—
ing gbout human experience; the other accepts the findings of
science and supplements them with reasoned conclusions con-

cerning the implications of humgn experience regarding the
ngture of the whole of reality.

(2) Pragmatism diseredits reason, in that it
makes it a mechanieal thing’of biological origin, and merely
& weapon in the struggle for existence. Rusk points out that
its view of reason is far from complimentary. Instead of

being the source of man's moral ideals and cultursl products,

it is merely his power to see when better adjustments are madefs

1Louis M. Sweet, Class Lectures, Biblical Seminary in
N. Y., 1926.

2Herman H. Horne, "The Philosophy of Education", NW. Y.,
1927, p. 298. ‘

®Rusk, op. cit., p. 80.
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Regson is glso subofdinated to feeling and will., ©One has g
right to 'will-to-believe' in matters of religion if this be-
lief will function in his 1life. Opponents have suggested that
one has not a right to will-to-believe without the sanction

of the intellect; for such a belief, if not true, will stulti-
fy the desire to search for truth., One psychologist affirms
that the will~-to-believe will not function for more than one

or two generations. It has no inherent dynamic.l

(3) TLike the other philosophies which are at
heart mechanistic, pragmatism deprecistes human personality.
While seeming to exalt man, it postulates a universe in which
nothing irrelevant to man exists; by this very process it
lowers him, ignoring the 'universal aspects' of his mind.

(4) Some pragmatists seem to offer a very high
system of morals; but as was noted in the study of naturslism,
philosophers frequently transcend their philosophy. They
borrow from other sources (doubtless unconsciously) ideas and
ideals which, with great adroitness, they endeavor to incorpor-
ate in their philosophical systems; although the premises of
such systems may be very far from justifying such conclusions.

(a) Herbert Spencer was seen to have been
guilty--to the eredit of the man if not of his logie--of such
inconsistency. John Stuart Mill was another who tried to
streteh his utilitarisn system far enough to include gll the

values of Christian idealism. He sgid,

lAlbert Clarke Wyckoff, Class Lectures, Biblieal
Semingry in N. Y., 1926.
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As between g man's own happiness snd that of others, utili-
tarianism requires him to be as strictly impartial as & dis~-
interested end benevolent spectator. In the golden rule of
Jesus of Nazsreth, we read the complete spirit of the ethics
of utility. To do as one would be done by, and to love one's
neighbor as one's self, constitutes the idesl perfection of
utilitarian morality. _

In his attempt to show that such utbtilitarian morality is
reglly a product of social evolubtion, Mill puts forth a falla-
cious argument which Carlyle later showed to‘be ridiculous.
Mill's statement is: '“Happiness is a good; each person's
happiness is a good to that person, and the general happiness,
therefore, a good to the aggregate of all persons." Carlyle
says that this is equivalgnt to saying that since each pig
want all the swill in the trough, a litter of pigs in the
aggregate will want each member of the litter to have it's
share--a conclusion certainly not Jjustified by the premiées.
Hyde, who cites this discussion says, "It requires something
deeper and higher than Epicurean principles to 1ift men to a
plane where Chrigtian altruism is the natural and inevitable
conduct which Mill rightly says it ought to be."l

| (b) Pragmatists who write on morals are
véry apt to fall into Mill's fallacy. Felix Adler will be a
good representative of the present-day tendency. In s voluﬁe
of "Essays in Honor of John Dewey", Adler writes on "Personal-
ity". His prqblem is, "How can selfhood and service be com-
patible?" He concludes that the spititusl law is, "Live in

promoting life.” But his motivating agency proves that his

lun. Dewitt Hyde, "The Five Great Philosophies of
Life", N. Y., 1927, Do 64.
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philosophy is indeed humanistiec. The advanced students in
his school "gct as volunteer pupil-teachers of. the less ad-
vanced....éfter school hours", and so "the habit of promoting
development in others with a view to self—aevelopment is
thereby encouraged.“l

‘(5) In contrast to this interpretation, which
is pragmatically egoistic, is the spiritual idealistic view.
Hyde has well expressed this view in describing the philosophy
of Jesus. |

Translated into modern, ethical terms His philosophy of life

is g grateful and helpful ap{reeiation; first of the vhole
system of relations, physical, mental, social, and spiritual

as Personsl like ourselves, but Infinite, seeking perfection,

caring for each lowliest member as an esgential end precious
part of the whole; and second, of other finite and imperfect

persons, whose aims, interests and affections are jusg as
real, and there to be hold just as sacred as our own.

4, In summarizing the characteristics of pragmatism,
it will be seen why pragmatism csnnot possibly give the |
spiritually sltruistic emphasis imperative for morality. In
the first place, it does not deal with the whole of reality.
Though James conceived of it as a theofy of reality, the only
reglity modern pragmatism postulates is the reality of the
fact and process of change., It regards truth as relétive, as
that which works. This reduces the 'right' to the 'expedient’,
end judges the moral worth of acts by consequences, not
motives. Truth, according to pragmatism, does not consist in

the correspondence of an ides with Reality, but in its ability

1Essays in Honor of John Dewey, New York, 1929, p. 14.

2pyde, op. cit., preface.
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to funetion in human experience, to the furtherence of future
experience., Bubt there is no end or goal to this experience.
The process itself is the goal. There is no ultimate Ideal,
no g priori truth, no moral imperative. Reality is "something
that grows'. Life has no goal, and there is "no ultimste in-
terpretation of life, destiny, or origin." |

Pragmatism fails to conserve the values of the past,
moral or otherwise. Its universe is g universe of uncertain-
ties, 'unclosed,in the making'. Moral and scientific experi-
mentation are placed on the game level. Values arve subjacé
tive. DPragmatism disparages human personality, since the
mind is regarded merely as an instrument forged in the struggle
for existence. ZEarlier statements of pragmatism admitted the
value of religion in human 1life, without ssserting the reality.
of the religious Object. The present position is agnostic.
To pragmatism the universe is anthropocentric; there is
nothing more ultimate than man hlmself.

. The central defect of thls phllOSOphy both as a philo-
sophy and as g basis for morals, is that it lacks a unifying
element. There is no adequate principle of integration either
for the individusl or for society. There can be no motive
for caring for each lowliest member unless each ig conceived
of as a precious part of an Infinite whole. Here pragmatism
fails., It has made an effort to supply coherence by emphasis
on the socigl aspect. But vhile the desirgbility of sltruism
is admitted, it is 'with & view to self-development'. And why

self-development?
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The human mind seems to run out beyond its philosophy

and to inquire, "What then?" Then the philosophy fturns on
its creator and says, "You cannot kmow; you must not ask.™
But this is not conclusive. One way of geltting humsn beings
to thirk about a thing is to insist on their not doing so.
The 'quest for certainty' will nevef be abandoned.

The only basis pragmatism can offer for morels is that
there is no basis. A basis implies something fixed and sub-
stantial on which a structure may be erected. This pragmetism
has denied., The result is an individualization of values and,
as has been stated, a frank emphasis upon the desirsbility of
moral experimentation. This is a far ery from the conception
which holds that man attains his highest self-reglizstion
through self-sacrifice. There seems to be need of g philosophy

-with a different point of departure.



CHAPTER VI
THE PHILOSOPHY OF IDEALISM

l. a. "Idealism, in one form or another, permeates
the whole history of philosophy," says Adams.l I&eaiism is
"that philosophy which holds thaﬁ reality is of the natﬁre of
the mina“.2 "Our world, whatever it may contain, is such
stuff as ideas are made of," says Royce.z This philosophy
congistently maintains that whatever is ultimately resl in
the universe is not of the nature of stones and metsls, but
is of a mental nature~~"{the thinker and his thought, the
will and its doings, the self snd its self-expression".
"Idealism contends that the meterigl and physicel universe
known to science is an incomplete expression of reality, that
it exists but to subserve, and requires to compliment it, s
| higher type of reality, a spiritusal universe."4

b. Ideglism is not primarily a way of knowing,

like pragmatism; it is a metaphysics, a world-view. As has
been noted, naturalism and behaviorism have limited their
conception of reglity to that which can be measured by a

single method, the secientific., Pragmatism offers mnothing

lAdams, "The Evolution of Eduecationel Theory",
(Quoted by Rusgk, "Philosophical Bases of Education®, N. Y.,
1929, p. 127.)

®Hocking, op. cit., p. 247.

3josish Royce, "Spirit of Modern Philosophy," W. Y.,
1896, p. 35L.

4Rober‘b R. Rusk, "The Philosophical Bases of Educa-
tion", N. Y., 1929, p. 94. :
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more; it is not interested in origins or ends. Ideslism, in
contrast to these philosophies, attempts to formulate a
systematic view of all things. Its attitude toward morality
is an outcome of its conception of man as related not only to
the material and temporal universe, but to things spiritual
and eternal as well, |

- Perry shows that, in respect to a mechanistic inter-
vretation of nature, idealism is revolubtionary; through it
"the gpectator sgain became the cenbter of the system". He

says further,

Its centrel motive is the restoration of the supremaecy of
spiriteee.. That very mechanical cosmos which had served to
belittle man, is now made to glorify him through being conm-
ceived gas the fruit of intelligence. God, the discarded
hypothesis of science, is enthroned sgain as the master-knower
of whom science itself is only the imperfect instrument.l

2, &#. The historical development of idealism is full -
of interest. Such phases of it will be sketched here as seenm
to relate, sobnerjar later, to its attitude toward morality.
Hocking points oubt that ideslism has its sources in intuitions
very ancient in the race; and, while intuition is an insuf-
ficient basis for philosophy, he Jjustly holds that no true

philogsophy can be achieved without it., The intuitions leading

leading to idealism are:

First, that the ultimste and controlling facts of the
world are not the obvious facts. Reality does not lie on the

surface of things. The very plausibility which g naturalistic

lRalph Barton Perry, "Present Philosophical Tendencies™,
N. Y., 1921, p. 118.
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interpretation of the universe offers on first view is not in
its favbr but ageinst it. Second, it is very easy for the
human mind to conceive of the world as an illﬁsion. The in-
tuition of the absence of finslity is strong. Third;.animism
is impulsive. If préyer is instinetive, as James held, it is
because there is s preValent intuition that nature is the
manifestation of will. Fourth, a subjeetivé revelation seems
to be involved. The "locus qf supreme certitude" is "felt to
be somewhere within the experience of the thinking subject".

The first three intuitions'may bé thought of as dis-
covery of a self behind the world; the last, the discovery of
g world within the sel:c‘.‘.:L Idealism may be regarded as "the
attempt to bring reason into the spiritual intuitions of man-
king"®.

‘é.wb;’ Plato is the earliiest representative of meta-
physical idealism; Aristotle and Augustine both felt the idesal
element to be dominant in reality. Plato formulsbted his
theory in the interest of ethics and in opposition to the
theory of Heraclitus, that everything is in a state of flux

and flow.

(1) Plato believed that matter is crude, in-
definite, unorgenized stuff; but that behind the world of
phenomeng there is snother world, the real world of "ideas".
These "idegs" are ebternsl, unchanging nforms® of all possible

things, "incorporesl essences", "patterns®, according to

which the Deity fashioned the phenomensal world. Reality does

Yof. Hocking, op. eit., p. 251£f.
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not lie in the xnd1v1&ual material object, as for instance
in g plant or blrd but in the "general idea", plant or
blrd.l
(2) In.the ancient philosophies there was

slight disjuncfion between science and religion, largely be~
cause teleology—puipésé-was assumed.z With Plato, this was
fundemental. His 'Absoluté' is defined as good, and ethics
is placed at the head of all the sciences. "The excellence
or beauty or truth of every structure, animate or inanimate,
and of’every action of man, is relative to the use for which
nature or the artist has intended theﬁ," he says. |

¢. (1) It is seen at once that Plato's system is
dualistic., The same may be said of that of Descartes, who

inaugurated the beginnings of modern philosophy. He held

that there are two kinds of reallty, spiritual and materlal.
He laid the foundation for his philoscphy by trying to find
if there was anything at all about which he could be certain;
and coycluded that there was nothing which could not be

doubted except his own existence. "Cogito, ergo sum." His

certainty of himself is implied in his very doubt of it.
"por if I doubt", he argued, "I must exist®™. From this
philosophical thought, Descartes inferred the existence of

God. His argument for God, however, is not consideredso con-

Loz, MeClintock, "Cyclopedia of Theological Litera-
ture," Vol. 4, p. 465. .

20f. Perry, op. cib., p. 5l.

3?1ato's “Republie",'Jowetﬁ's TX., Do 479; (Quoted
by Perry, op. cit., p. 115.) ’
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vineing as his argunment for the self.l

d. (1) ZLeibniz believed that the universe con-
sigsts of a number of immaterial soul-like substances called
"monads™ all dominated by a supremé monad, God. He was the
first to suggest thet extension and motion, as well as color,
gound and fragrance, are but modifications of consciousness;
and reached the conclusion that so called non-~spiribual,
"ocorporeal™ realities, or material substances, are in the end,
spiritual., Thus he escaped the dualism of Descartes, and laid
the foundetion for modern ideslism.

e. (1) In medern thinking it was Berkeley who
first gave idealism classic expression. His system, like that
of Leibniz, is qualitatively monistic and spiritualistic; |

which is to say, he believed that there is but one kind of

reality, and that this reality is spirituel. He assunmes,
however, as did Leibniz, that this gll-of-reality consists of
a ﬁultitude of indiviaﬁals; hence his system is said to be
numerically pluralistic.z The question had not yet been
raised as to whethér the plurélify of individuals isg truly
real; or whether they are bul manifestations of a single
underlying One, who is alone the Ultimately Resl.

(2) TLocke, Berkeley's predecessor, had maintain-
ed that mstter may be divided intokprimary and secondary

gualities, DPrimary qualities are those inherent in matter

1 , v
Mary Wilton Calkins, "Persistent Problems of Philo-
sophy", N. Y., 1929, p. 21ff.

®Ipid., p. 111.



-84
itself; as, extension and solidity, Secondary qualities are
subjective, as healt, cold, sound, color, fragrance. Berkeley,
following Leibnigz® thought, srgued that thefe is no more
reason for considering Locke's primary qualities objective
than his gsecondary qualities. All qualities of matter are
subjective, said he, and held that "the qualities of supposed
objects cannot be perceived distinet from the mind that per-

ceives them; and these qualities, it will be allowed, are

1 411, therefore,

gll that we can know of such objects.”
which really exists is spirit, or the thinking principle--
ourselves,lour fellow-men and God.

(3) In substantiation of his theory regard-
ing primery gqualities, Berkeley called attention to the

fact that gll perceptions vary with the condition of the

Wperceiver; ﬁsﬁppose,“ says he,”ﬁbne of yoﬁi hands hot and
the other cold, and that they are both at once put into the
same vessel of water in an intermediste state; will not the
water seem warm to one hendand cold to the other?"™® But if
hot and cold were qualities belonging to the water, indepen-—
dently of consciousness, then one must suppose that the

- water has gt the same time two opposite gualities, heat and
cold. This Berkeley held to be absurd. In like manner he

smplified and emphssized the arguments of Descartes and Locke

;Mc61intock, "Encyclopedia of Bibliesgl Literature,
Vol. 4, p. 466.

2"Dialogues" I., Open Court Edition, p. 18.
(Quoted by Calkins, op. cit., p. 119.)
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with regard to odor, taste, sound, and color, as being "ideas
in the mind and not qualities of things independent of con-
seiousness"., On this point Locke and Descartes agree with.
modern science.
The physicists teach us that there is nothing in the physical
world exactly corresponding to the different colors, sounds,
degrees of heat and cold, flavors, and odors of the nature

world as we know it., Colors and the rest, they teach, are
mere ideas, and the real causes of these ideas are forms of

vibration. Thus the external world of the physicist is essen~-
tially the corporeal universe of Degecartes and Locke, a silent,
colorless world of form and motion.l

(4) But, as has been indicated, Berkeley does
not stop here. He holds that eXténsion, motion, and solidity
glso vary with the perceiver, hence are ideas in the mind ss
truly as are color and taste. Vision does not reslly present
us three dimensions, though the '"solidity" of thé perceived
‘physieal world depends on three dimensions. We see certain
"signg"--for instance those indicating distance--and the mind
infers facts not directly present to consciousness. So we
fhink distance, and "interpret vision in terms of touch and
and muscular motion; and so take as an outﬁard fact what is
really the work of the mind“.2

(5) We see then, that with Berkeley, "Reality
consists of perceptions and their perceivers; thoughts and
their thinkers;"™ "to be is to be perceived": Yesse est

percipi.” With him, not only are color and sound denied as

1
Calkins, op. ¢it., p. 121.

2Hoeking, op. c¢it., p. 256,
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qualities of things independent of consciousness; the very
vibrations which--gcecording to science--have cgused them are

likewise denied. ©Says Calking:

The doctrine of Descartes and Locke concerning the physical
world--which is, as has been shown, the doctrine of modern
science-~is thus, in Berkeley's view, utterly incomsistent.
According to this familiar way of thinking, colors, sounds,
tastes, and odors--the secondary qualities--are ideas in our
minds, causged by "real" materisl quslities of form and motion,
But the argument which convinces Locke that color, taste, and
the rest are no real qualities, inherent in material things,
is the faet that they vary with the perceiver; and fomrm,
hardness, and weight are varisble in precisely the same way:
they are, therefore, gs truly as color and taste, ideas in
the mind. There is, in s word, no reason for distinguishing
this one group of {hing qualities--form, motion, and solidity
--from the others. ‘

We have here the initisl formulation of subjective idealism.
(6) (a) There are objections to Berkeley's

argument which he admits and answers. Two sre of chief im-

portances—First, he seems to destroy the difference between

reality and illusion. He states this accusation himself, and

denies it. He says,

It will be objected that by the foregoing principles, all that
is regl and substantial in ngture is banished out of the
world: snd instead thereof a chimerical scheme of ideas takes
place. All things that exist, exist only in the mind....what,
therefore becomes of the sun, moon, stars?.... Are all these
but so many chimeras and illusions of the faney? To all which
eeesl answer....Whatever we see, feel, hear, or any wise con-
ceive or understand, remains as secure as ever and is as real
a8 eveTr..... That the things vhich I see with mine eyes and
touch with mine_hands do exist, really exist, I mske not the
least question.2

Then Berkeley shows "wherein consists the reality of

1Calkins, op. c¢it., p. 122,

2Berkeley, "Principles™, vp. 34, 35. (Quoted by
Calkins, op. cit., p. 124-5.)
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these immediately seen and felt things, which--tho realé—are
ideas.” The reality which distinguishes "real tﬁings"--namely,
ideas imprinted on the senses--from the "mere ideas" of imag-

ingtion, may be stated in definite terms. Hoeking has well

sumnmarized Berkeley's araument.l

Reality is vivid, strong, lively, distinet; it has order and
coherence, we can trace it oubt, gnd it does not vanish under
our hand gs dreams do; it has b1010g1ca1 consequences,—-1it
causes pleasure and pain, the real fire burns, the real food
gustains US.e..; it is for the most part external to our

body, which of course does not mean external to our mind.....
But all these qualities are qualities of experience, not of
any substance beyond experience. They imply That reality is
gimply standard experience, and illusion is experience which
fails to come to the standsrd..... Hence the world retains,
under Berkeley's view, all the reality it can have in the mlnd
of any man who is not misled by abstract idess.

It is real in this sense that "it has en internsl standard
which corrects illusion." But, as will be showm, "it is not
‘real as an independent, self-sufficient being: its reélity is
derived from the life behind it,"? |

A finsl characteristic of Berkeley's "reality" seems
worthy of special discussion. It is that reality is active or
a product of externsl action. To quote Hocking further: "I
do not make it (reality). I have no choice what I shallAsée
when I open my eyes. This means to Berkeley, that it is pro-
duced in us by the only active thing we know, namely, a living
spirit outside ourselves, certainly not by an inert material

substa'nce."5

lHocking, "Pypes of Philosophy", p. 259.
2Ibid., p. 262.
%Ibid., p. 260.
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(b) But, it might be inguired, does not

such a system leave out of consideration wnpereceived objects?
If "0 be is to be perceived" what shell we say of the un-
observed interior of the earth, the other side of the moon,
undiscovered stars, gnd the 1ike? Can we deny their exist-

ence because no humaen mind perceiveg them?

(I) Berkeley's reply is somewhat as

follows:

The fragmentary world of direet perception is made, by :
scientifie thought, into a complete and continuous whole. Of
this supplement to perception it is obviously in the first
place, for us, an object of thought; and thoughts are not outb
of the mind. §Science does not use "substance®: 1t only uses
law, the rule by which experiences follow one another, depend
on one snother, and so are always supplementing one gnother
to make up a complete world-picture,

When we say, then, that nature exists when no man
perceives it, we can only mean that the laws continue to hold,
backward as well as forward; and this may be true if there
existed an Eternal Mind to $hink them. mThe mind of God is
the guarantee, and the only guarantee, fOf The evernmal en—
durance and order of nature.d

This fine argument of Berkeley's serves to reveal the cosmic
sweep of idealism. By its very nature it cannot stop short
of an Infinite Mind.

The system of Berkeley has been given at some length
because it presents one of the principle sources of contem—
porary idealism, and also because it indicates in part the
process of thought by which "God, the discarded hypothesis of
science," is again "enthroned as the Masteernowerﬁ. Another
system we shall need to examine is that of Kant. His formu-

lation was, in part, an answer to the theory of Hume.

l1pid., pp. 260, 261. (Emphasis supplied.)
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f. (1) Hume followed Berkeley in the denial of
matter, holding that the menbtal life slone is knowable. Bub
this "epistemological idealism", which led to duslism in
Descartes and Locke, and to subjective idealism in Berkeley,
led to Msolipsism" or scepticism in Hume. Hume began where
Berkeley left off and went further--one might well add, too
far. He denied the reglity not only of the object perceived,
but of the mind which perceives it. He believed that we do
not even know that one thing depends upon snother in tﬂe re-
lation of an effect to its cause. Belief in causality lies
in the fact that we expect it will be so. It is only probable,
not certain, that every event has a cause,

| This distrust of reason lesds to the conclusion that
there is zothing certain except the fact that nothing can be
known., It was seen to lie behind the philosophy of present-
day pragmafism, end to lead to the rejection by that philo-~
gophy of universal truths, unchanging ideals, and fixed goals.

g. ©One of the moset fascinating things about the
study of philosophy lies in the revelation of the tendency of
the human mind to correct its own errors. No sooner is an
erroneous position cleariy stated than some philogopher, or
group, comes forth to refulte it. Hume's scepticism is s
brilliant illustration of this faet; and in refuting it
Immasnuel Xant feormulated a system which hss influenced philo-
sophicel thinking ever since., ZXant himself says that Hume
awakened him from "dogmatic slumber" and thet "the XKritik of

Pure Reason was inépire& by this Humian doubt.®
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(1) One of Xant's distinctive theories was that
of the subjectivity of time and space. He held that time and
space are mere forms of perception, "sense-forms®, They seem
to belong outside us but are merely "conditions in us of our
seeing and feeling things, forms of our sense,"l and they are
not real, except as facts of consciocusness.

(2) Xant held that "all matter may be reduced
to sensations, actual or possible, in the subjective forms of
gspace and time and ordered by the categories.™ But he also
believed there are unknowable things-in-them-selves, that is,
things not dependent on our experience of them for their
reality.

(a) Objection has been raised to this
theory on the ground that it is dualistie. Horne points out
this objectiong‘aﬁdVSéts fdrth.the formilation of modern
ideglism, which resolves the difficulty by taking into account
an "all embracing experience". He says,

Kant got into trouble when he asserted a peculiar human type
of temporal and spatisl experience, beyond which were regli-
ties, noumens, "things-in-themselves", neither temporisl nor
gspatial in character. This introduced duality into his world.
It is obvious that the things beyond experience must in some
sense be experienced in order to be asserted. Thus all resgli-
ty falls within one all-embracing experience. If all experi=-
ence. is8 one, and time characterizes what we men know as a
part of this experience, it also in some sense characterizes
the whole of experience. This need not mean that the whole of
experience is in time....bubt it does mean that time is in the
whole of experience, that time consequently is one of the real

experiences of the Absolute, if we may introduce this term for
the whole of reality, and that consequently time is ore of the

1Jj0siah Royce, "Spirit of Modern Philosophy", Cam-—
bridge, Mass., 1892, p..1l24.



realities.l

(3) We have noted Hume's denial of causation,
"Impressions we know", he says, ™and iaeas we know; but who-
ever yet saw causaticn, or experienced necessity?" "In this

world of sense there are facts, but there are no iinks; you

see things happen; you can't see why they mﬁst happen.“2

' Xant explains causation, as well as time and space as
one of the forms of our thinking. Royce has well summeriged

Kant's subtle argument:

In sofar as the world is seen by us in our sense forms of
space and time, it is bound to appear to us as conformadle to
their lawsS.e... If it is the fundamental fashion of our
thinking to become conscious of objeects as orderly, then
orderly they will be for us. Then our world will have in it
not only conjunction, but conneetion of faects. ©Our under-
gstanding will think the linkages in our show-werld. The duti-
fully bound seeming universe of our experiegce will obey the
law of the inner life, whose thought it is.¥

And again,

The unknown things-in-themselves give us sense experiences.
These we first perceive in the forms of space and time, be=-
cause that is our wsy of perceiving. Then, being coherent
creatures, we order this our world of sense according to the
laws of causation, and the other Mcategories™ which sre forms
of thought. Thus we all alike get a world, which, while it
is in all its sanity and order an inner world, is still for
each of us apparently an outer world,--a world of faet, a
world of life. The unity of our personality demsnds the unity
of our experience; this demands that our show-world of nature
ghould conform to the laws of thought; and thus causslity,
necessity, and all the other categories of the understanding
are realized in the world through our constructive imaginag-
tion, which working in the serviece of the understanding
actively puts them into the world.

1y, §. Horne, "Ideslism in Edueation", N. Y., 1910,
p. 166, 167.

2Quotea by Royce, op. cit., p. 127.
5Royee, op. c¢it.,, p. 127.
4Ibid., e 15]-0
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This position, too, has been»mo&ified by the conception of
the "one all—embracing experience" .

(4) The great argument of Xant from the morsl
imperative to freedom, immortality, and God has been discuss- A
ed in the chapter onkpragmatism. But he also devloped this
argument man-ward. Since man is free--not merely a biologi-
cal machine-~he is worthy of resrect. Xsnt asserts, "Now I
say man exists ss an end in himself, not merely as a means "L
This faet lays upon us an obligation in regard to man: and

it is a "command without an if"--a categoriecal imperastive;

"So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person,
or in any other, in every case as an end withal, and never
as a means." This followed, would make it impossible for any

man to exploit another; and it furnishes a substantial basis

“fér fighf‘treatment of other individuals; 1ackihg‘in the
philosophies which regard man merely as "a conscious asuto-~

mston®,

Hocking rightly holds that this view of man as worthy
of respect by virtue of his being "something different from
the causal or biologieal msgchine", "puts a necessary founda-
tion under the whole ethical businessv. He continuesg, "The
worth of persons is objective, independent of our variations
of mood, becsuse based on what a person is, namely, a free
being, capable of seeing an ethieal point, and so of being

a member of a society of rational crestures."® "t only on

Iundemental Principles of Metaphysics of Morsls™,
tr. by Abbott, p. 55. (Quoted by Hocking, op. c¢it., p. 310.)

2Hockiﬁg, op. c¢it., p. 311.
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thet maxium of which thou canst at the seme time will that’
it should become a universal law." This is merely saying in
philosophical terms what Jesus stated go simply and person-
ally that the way-faring man though a fool could not err
therein, "All things whatsoever ye would that men should do
unto you, even so do ye also unto them.™

This principle aims to eliminate those modes of
action which "would show themselves to be self-contradictory
if they became general". A man does not steal, becsuse he
would not will s society where his property rights would not
be respected. He does not lie, because he does not will =
society where the general habit of untruthfulness would pre-
vent his statements from being regarded as dependable.

We feel that here, somehow, Kant is getting close to

fhe’heart of moral life; he feels a sense of "ought" "at
least as real as his own existence"; from this the deduction
is made that man is free--else the universe is irrational;
and the "ought" leads in the direction of aetion which is
conceived of as so right that one would wish all people %o
act in the same way,--here at last, one begins to find =
sense of something real and substantial which may perhaps
serve as a permanent foundation for morality.

h, XKant's system of thought has been modified by
later writers, as has been indicated. In order to understand
the position of conbemporary ideglism it is necessary to note
some of these modifications. We have seen how Lelbniz and
Berkeley had conceived of reality as idealistic and spirit-~

uglistie. Hume was likewise an idealist, but went So far asg
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to deny the reality of the thinking subject. Kant rein-
stated the persongl istic view, and brought back the older
conception of a universe of concrete selves; but he still
held the idea of things-in-themselves behind the selves, =8
duslisn vhich Leibniz snd Berkeley had avoided.

There was a problem however, which no one had sde-
guately considered: +this was the relation of the selves to
each other and to the Absolute Self. Both Leibniz and Berke-
ley had held that the universe is composed of immaterial sub-
stances, of which one, the supreme monad, God, is superior to
all others. But neither-of them had explained the relatiqﬁ
of these substances to each other; nor had they attempted to
show the relgtionship of fheiinfinite, complete, divine Self
to these lesser selves. Their systems were monistic in that
théy éoncéivearofrallrrealitj as spiritﬁal; they were numer-
ically pluralistic, in that they held there are many spirits,

A century before, Spinoza had put forth a'gréat con-
ception of a single spiritual reality--one substance., His
idea had failed to influence Leibniz and Berkeley, bul was
developed by the post-Kantisn group, Fiehte, Schelling,
Schopenhauer and Hegel, and was worked out into a unified
system by Hegel.

i. (1) Pichte developed Xant's thought of the
transecendental "I". Por him "the thing-in-itself vanishes,
and the transcendental Self becomes an absolute though im-

personal self, inclusive of finite selves whose deepest resl-

ity consists in their moral striving to apprehend and to
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realize their own infinity".l The criticism of this system
lies in the impersonal nature of ifs Absolute--which Fichte
sometimes inconsistently treats as personal; for Fichte could
not conceive of the personal except as limited. The idesa of
the self-limitation of the Absolute had not been suggested.

(2) Pichte postulates freedom,as do other

idealists; and he is concerned with the kind of freedom man

possesses, He says,

To the general question whether man is free or not, there is
no general snswer; for, Jjust because man is free in the lower
sense, because he begins in indecisive vacillation and hegi-
tation, he may be free or he may not be free, in the higher
gsense of the word.e... ©On the other hgnd, he, whose life is
possessed by the trutk and has become life direct from God,
ig free and believes in freedom in himself and others.

jo (1) Schelling, like PFichte, rejected Kant's

thing-in-itself, and held to an unconditioned but impersonal

nIr wgifferventiating itself into limited selves and not-
selves, parbicular 'I's' and their objects."5 In his later
teachings he names the Absolute as personalFGod; but con-
ceives of God as having developed, in time, from the pre-
persongl to the personasl plane.

k. (1) Schopenhauer's theory of the Absolute Self
was of a personality though inadequately conceived. The ulti-
mate Reality was for him a single One, and was of the nature

of will. This involved ceaseless longing and striving, which

lealkins, op. cit., p. 310.

2Fichte, "pddresses", Eng. Trans., p. 120. (Quoted
by Rusk, op. c¢it., p. 180.)

31vid., pp. 336-342.
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led inevitably to pessimism. TUpon this his ethics was
founded.

m. (1) Hegel is considered by Heldanec as "The
greatest master of gbstract thought that the world has seen
sinece Aristotle died."l We have noted how Fichte =nd
Schelling conceived the ultimate Reality to be a single
unity, but failed o admit personal ity as a characteristic of
this Reality since personality seemed to them to imvolve
limitation. Hegel's doctrine is clean-cut in its assertion
of an Absolute Self, and its conception of every finite real~
ity as an expression of this infinite Self. This contribu-
tion is ome of the most important that has been masde to the
idealistic system. The argument by which Hegel seeks to
prove the éxistence of this infinite and inclusive Self is

wmésf chéiiéngiﬁg;rrrw R S T T T T
(a) PFirst, he asserts that ultimate Real-
ity is not undetermined and therefore unknowable, as his con~
temporaries had held; pure, or undetermined Being would be
nothing, since there is nothing which is perceivable or
thinkable about it. But ultimate Reality has st least the
gttribute of being thought about. Therefore, it is, to some
extent, determined, snd we are justified in trying to dis-
cover its mnature.
(b) But, it may be objected, our objects
of knowledge are limited by_the limitations of our own con-

sciousness; they are known to us, as XKant has shown, under

louoted by Calkins, op. cit., p. 360.
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the forms of space, time, causation and the other categories.

Now must we not suppose that ultimate Reality is free from
the limitations of our categories? Back of every phenomenon
or appearance there is doubtless a reality--but must it not
remain forever unknown to us? Such was Xant's position, and
guch is the belief of many present day thinkers.

To this Hegel replies by pointing out that those who
believe in an independent unknowsable reality unrelated to
objects of consciousness, admit that this reality has rela-
tion to the facts of experience. ZXant, indeed, sttributes to
the things~in-themselves cgusation, since they are source of
sencations, and glso multiplicity; if sn unknown force is as~
sumed as the reality behind phenomena it is assumed merely as

an explesnation of the phenomena. Hence it is not independent

'bf thé%féé%mdfkexperienée but closeiy related to it. There
seems to be no reason then why ultimate Reality should be re~-
garded as "outside the pale of our possible objects of know-
ledge™. |

Hegel then presents his positive srgument leading to
idealistic monism; the thing he wished to prove is that ulti-
mete Reality is One, and is spirit.

(¢) He first opposes the doctrine that an
ultimate or "irreducible” Real ity may be very limited, and
holds that no strietly limited or isolated reality is irreduc-
ible. He argues that, if ultimate Reality is but one among
many, it possess at least the quality of self-identity. This

involves another characteristie., If I am identieal with my-
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self, T am by that very token, other than someone else. The
self~sameness implies that otherness.

But both the self-sufficiemcy and the otherness imply
a relation between the supposedly distinet reslity and other
realities; also, it follows that it has as attributes like-
ness and unlikeness, since it must either resemble or differ
from the others. Therefore a supposedly unrelated reality,
because it is inevitably like or unlike others "eannot, in
distinetion from the others, be regarded as ultimate Reality".

Miss Calking summarizes this argument of Hegel's,
wnich, she says, "has become inwrought with the common Ffibre
of philosophiecal doetrine:
A 1limited reality, he teaches, may not be supposed to exist
preeminent among others, yet unrelated to them, for it cannot
be conceived except as related to these others. In its gloof-
ness _and isolation, therefore, such a single reality cannot
be ultimate Reality--the final gogl of the truth-seeker. TFor
it is at least identical with itself; and this identity im=
plies an otherness with .which the identity, the likeness and
the unlikeness is an integral part of itself; and otherness,

likeness and unlikeness require the existence of realities

outside itself, Because, then, its own existence is bound up
with that of other reali%ies, no particular limited reality

can be ultimste.

(d) Hegel goes on to show that every limited
reality (including the alleged unrelated reality) is dependent
on others. Hence he reaches the conclusion that other limited
realities must be thought to exist, but does not prove that
they do. Calkins thinks this step may be supplied:

My consciousness of my own limitation is & direct witness to

the existence of more than ome reality. Thus, in knowing the
limited reality as related to whatever else may exist, I know

10alkins, op. eit., p. 372. (For vhole argument con-
cerning Hegel, cf. Calkins, pp. 360-94.)
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4

it as relasted not to an ideal other (or others) but to an
actugl other.

(e)
This result makes a farther reaching conclusion necessary.
What has Jjust been proved of any partisl reality, however
gimple, must hold true of every partigl reality however com-
rlex. It must hold true, therefore, of anything short of

complete reality. It follows that . ultimate Reality....must
be conceived as sll-that-there-is.-+

(£) Space forbids a canvassing of the ar-

gument by which Hegel showed that ultimate Reglity is not a
composite of all particular realities; but an Individual. He
holds that the Absolute Self, differentiated into the world
of nature and of limited spirit is "no lifeless or sbstract
thought, but conerete self"., "The highest extremest summit
is pure Personality, which alone--through that absolute dia-
lectic which is its nature--encloses and holds all within
ifséif;ﬁé'““’my , e S

Hegel's fundamental teaching, then, is that ultimate
Reality is a spiritual personal Self, absolutely one, yet
"ineluding in its unity--as subordinate yet essential to it--
81l the varied reality of the world ss we know it". In his
writings he ftried to apply his doetrines; and his influence on

ethics has been great.

The procession of events, Hegel teaches, is the progressive
apprehension of this absolute Self under more and more adequate
forms; goodness is the adequate relation of human beings to
each other as all related to this larger Self; beauby is the
absolute Self's expression in sense forms; religion is the

l1pid., p. 374.

2Hegel, "Logik" Werke, V., P. 339. (Quoted Dby
Calkins, p. 389.)
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personal relation to the Absclute Self; and philosophy is the
reasoned apprehension of the Absolute.l '

This conclugion at which Hegel arrived represents very well
the subsequent attitudée of ideslism toward the canception of

God.
n. {1) Bubt what, according to ideslism, is the

purpose of nature? The Post-Kantian group finds an explsna-
tion for the purpose of nature in the fact that it furnishes
an opposition which the mind needs. Hocking has summarized
Fichte's position:

Fichte took the essence of mind to be will: will must ress
itself in action: action means the forming of stuff, or %the
overcoming of obstacles, There must be stuff, obstscle, or
else no will and no mind, In 'work' msn wins his first morsl
vietories..... In order that man should be moral, there must
be a material world..... If, then, we can conceive that the
dutiful man is an object of value to the world-mind, we can
see g purﬁose in the presentation of nature....for Fichte
-duty is-the gateway to the understanding of nsiure. Without
effort, nc morality; without opposition no effort; without =
world of physieal facts, no opposition. Nature exists be-~
cause it is s necessary condition of the moral life of finite

minds.2
(2) 8Schelling and Hegel find a further meaning

in this "opposite of mind" which is csalled nature, in that it
enables Mind to attain self-conscious self-possession,

Royce's philosophy is permested with this daring but very
regsonable conception, snd we will permit him to state Hegel's
point of view:

Nature, in faet, is a phenomensl embodiment of the categories

--an embodiment which exists just because the Absolute, in
order to be true to its own dialectical nature, must first

lealxkins, op. eit., p. 389.

2Hocking, op. ¢it., p. 284.
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express itself in what appears to be an external and foreign
form even in order to win, through the conquest over this
form, a consciougness of its own complete self-possession.
But again, the Absolube is viewed as conquering its natural
or gpparently foreign form of expression, in order thereby
to win a consceious self-possession, and constitutes, in con-
trast with external nature, the world of finite minds. A
finite mind is a process whereby the Absolute expresses it-
self as some special instance of a confliet with natuvre, with
chance, with the accidental. Through this confliet, through
vicissitudes....the Absolute wins a consciousness of its con-
gquest over its own self-glienation. For....the only way in
which self-consciousness can gbttain its goal is through such
8 conguest over self-aliengtion, through a becoming finite,
through suffering as a finite being, through encountering
estrangement ; accident, the unreasonable, the defective, and
through winning thereby & self-possession that belongs only
to the life that first seeks in order to find., Assunming =a
natural guise, being subject to finite conditions, the Abso-
lute wins in human form its self-possession at the moment
when it comes to regard this human 1iff as an embodiment of
an absolute, that is of s divine life.

This idea of the self-limitation of the Absclute, and its
account of the seemingly irrational and evil as resolved and

~conquered, is one of the highest concepticms vihich the human

mind has attained. It is the basis of the idealist's camfi-
dence in life, and it is the dynamice which inspires to the
giving of self, "if it might somehow serve the greater Good."

(3) Horne states the relation of the "Self"

and the "selves" very clearly:

God is the self-conscious unity of all reality. Within His
1life falls the life of nature and of man. We are the content
of His consciousness, and not we only, but all that which is
eseeall that we know is a part of the infinite fulness of the
content of His consciousness..... The error of transcendent
duglism consists in supposing the world is without, instead
of congidering it as within, the life of God..... The true
doctrine of immanence is mnot that God is in nature and man,
but that man end nsture are in God....the world dwells in
God, not God in the world. God is the including conscious-
ness; the world is a part of the included content.

lJOSiah Royce, "Lectures on Modern Idealism™, New
Haven, 19219, p. 228.
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Time is given its place thuS,e...

+eesthe widening stream of time with its natural and human
developments is a significant process in His consciocusness,
in which He is interested from before the foundation of the
world, and which is inbterested in Him as rapidly as it be-
comesg conscious of its own explanation..... This is the
doctrine of idealistic theism to which education brings us as
the only adequate interprefation of its own implicstion con-
cerning the origin of man.

3. a. Contemporary idealism varies as to comtent in
the handslbf its individusal exponents. Having as its chief
sources the Berkeleyan and the post-Kentiasn conceptions it
partekes of the nature of one or the other, and freéuently of
both. As was seen, the Berkeleyan idealism is pluralistic.
While the world of objects is held to be one, not many, each
individual forms his own idea of it and "has his own world in

his own ideas", It is hard, in this conception, to avoid

golipsism, The post-Kentian interpretation is monistic; this

world is contained within the conseiousness of gn all-inclu-
sive Being--the Absolute--"of which finite spirits are in
some sort parts". This view seems more accepbible to modern
thinkers.

b. Present-dgy idealists are, for the most part,
personal igtiec. They start, with Descartes, from each in-
dividual's certainty of his own existence. This cannot be
doubted or denied, since doubt is not possible without a self
to do the doubting: Professor Marlatt has compiled a defini-
tion of a person which, in the opinion of the writer, is both

true and adequate; space forbids elaboration:

1H. H. Horne, "The Philosophy of Education", N. Y.,
1927, pp. 269-71.
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A person is an organic whole of reglity--a microcosm reflect-
ing the macrocosm--consisting of a psycho-physical complex,
organized about an equally active, rational, dynamic center,
end capable of carrying, creating, and perpetrating values.l

¢c. Ideglism's insistence on the rationality of
the world-order, and its method of dealing with the problenm
of evil has been indicated. Horne says,
A caprice in nature indieative of an inherent irrationality
has never appeared to the wondering and scrutinizing intelli-
gence of man, If there be an unintelligible, unlovely and
wilful element in the eternal constitution of things, not

once in historic times has it wmistakable declared itself..ee

the very possibility of the uglg'or the sinful implies an
absolute experience within which they fall, asre cOmprehended

and overcome. This present object is ugly because the criticls
experience is large enought_ to include it, and also a standard
to which it should conform.®

This ideg is in line with the doctrine of the self-limitation
of the Absolute, which has been considered elsewhere,

4, a, (1) In evaluating the philosophy and comparing
it with the others canvassed, it may be pointed out sgain
that idealism is truly a philosophy, in that it deals with
the whole of reality. In contrast to the others, it presents
e system of thought which does not ignore anything about which
man is capable of thinking. It takes into account and provides
for the "universal aspects" of man's mind.

(2) 1In conceiving of the Ultimate Reality as of
the nature of mind, idealism is fundamentally opposed to

naturalism and behaviorism its ally. The divergence here‘is

perhaps the most significant in the whole field of philo-

lEarl Marlatt, "What is a Person?" Boston Uﬁiv.
Bulletin, Vol. XIV, No. 15, p. 17.

2Horne, "Philosophy of Education"™, p. 282.
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sophical thought. For naturalism metter is the only reality;
and if mind is discussed at all it is with a view of finding
out how matter happened to produce such an "epiphenomenon",
Idealism starts with Mind as reality, and instead of asking
how mstter happened to produce mind, inquires how mind came to
incorporate itself in matter.

Arthur J. Todd points oubthe failure of naturalism and
its consequences:
' There seems to be no other way out....than to agree with Desan
Inge that since the attempt to explain mind materialistically

and l1ife mechgnistically hag fsiled, nothing remsins but to
explain nature spiritually.l

Idealism claims that "consciousness cannot be derived from
matter, but that matter exists only for consciousness".2

(3) Human life, according to idealism, is the
embo@&iment-of a-Divine life, It is the arena in which the -
Divine life attains its own conscious self-possession., Idegl-
ism holds that it is impossible for a philosophy which at-
tempts to deal with the whole of reality to avoid the reli-~
gious point of view. Its position may be stated in the words
of Dr. Robert 4. Millikan. His view 1s also representative of
that of the greater scientists of the present-day. When asked
to give his views on the "Cosmic Mind", he answered,
Why not say God? I have never known a thinking man who did

not believe in God. Science without religion may become ob-
viously a curse rather than s blessing to mankind; but science

1Quoted by Graebner, "The Passing of Materialism",
Biblieal Review, July 29, p. 345.

2E. Troeltsch, "Encylopedia of Religion and Ethiesv,
Vol. VII, p. 90.
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dominated by the spirit of religion is the key to progress
and the hope of the future.l

Ellwood, in "The Reéonstrucﬁ;on QﬁvReligious Experi-
ence", says, "Religion is belief in en ever living God, that
is g divine Mind and Will ruling the world and holding moral
relgtions»with mgnkind.” Williem James recognized the need
of religion as & dynamic in moral action. The atheistic
leaders of the French Revolution failed in their gttempt to
found a nation without the recognition of religion and g reli-
gious motive; it is safe to say that in this respect history
will repeat itself in Russia. Robespierre revealed his know-
ledge of the ieligious elemen? in human nature in his remark:
"If there were not a God it would be neceséary to invent
Him,"

~(4) Idealism holds that nature exists as a
necessary condition of the moral life. It is the obstacle
against which that life may pit itself and grow strong.

b. (1) In considering idealism as a philosophy
adequate to furnish a basis for morality, it may be asserted
that the chief comcern of idealism is with the moral problem.
This is seen in the common use of the term., Though the
strictly philosophical use of the word was idea-ism, the“"i“
being added merely for euphony, the popular connotation has
to do with the doctrine of ideals--of that which ought-to-be.

(a) It will be readily seen that this is

necessarily so. If the purpose of the universe is conceived

1Quoted by Graebner, op. cit., p. 351,
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~of as that of offering the means whereby the Absolute may
"win in human form its self—possession",l then that upward
reach of the human personal ity by which this is achieved is
the most significant occurrence in the whole cosmie process.
Why should not ideslism be concerned with morality? It is
concerned with that which goes deeper than morslity--with the
relation of man to the Absolute--that upon which morality must
finally rest.

(b) TWe now seem to be arriving at a point
glimpsed vaguely and from afar in the ovening pages of this
paper. 4 tentative idea was advanced in the introduction, to
the effect that the sacrifice of the individusl for the good
of the group was justifigble on the ground that the individual
himself ﬁ%grebyrqgme inﬁq hig own @ighest self-realization.
The philosophy of ideslism shows us why this is so. If thé
universe exists in order that the Absolute may win a con-
scious self-possession through finite beings,--if finite
beings came into existence for this very purpose--then in
schieving the purpose for which they were created they come
into the highest self-realization possible for them. This
statement is true of course, only on the assumption that the
universe is rabtionsl; otherwise, it is held, there’would be
no value in diseussing this or any subject whatsoever.

When the finite becomes conscious of its harmony with

the Infinite in nature and motive, then man no longer wills

1Royce, "Modérn Idealism", op. c¢it., p. 228.
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to strive for self, but for a1l selves~-for-the furtherance
of the cosmiec purpose. He knows that he who loses his life
in line with that purpose saves it, for he has achieved that
for which he came into being. His glory is that he is allied

with the Infinite--

"That which doth provide, and not partske;
Effect, and not receive.m

Life is given infinite meaning in such a conception,.
Rusk pute it practically:
In striving after the truth, in realizing ﬁhé beagutiful, and
in battling for the right, man is not merely seeking his own

individual satisfaction, gs pragmetism suggests; he is co-
operating wifh the Divine, and the universe is the richer for

his efforts.
| (2) In view of these qualities of ideslism, it

is obvious that it preserves velues long cherished both by
“the intuitions and the reason of mankind.

(a) It holds, as has been seen, to the
conception of the personal ity of the Absolute Self. God is
the "Master-Knower". He is the including congeiousness, of
which nature and man are the included content.z Naturel ism,
ocn the other hand, puts an impersonsgl principel in:éontrol.

Idealism's insistence on the personal nature of the
Absolute is a contribution of inestimable value to ideslism,
as a basis for morselity. Humsn beings refuse to conceive the

Infinite in terms lower than themselves. Gillies has put the

issue involved here very pertinently:

1Rusk, op. eit., p. 74.
R, Horne, "Philosophy of Education", p. 270.



=108~

That which men need above glmost anything else is that life
should posses unity and value. They must feel themselves an
integral part of a real moral uni-verse. 4nd what is more to
the point, human 1oga1t1es are ultimately personal..... As
persanalléy is the heart of all being, so it must be the hesart
of 21l life. And that is just where religious ssnctions mani-
fegt their social value. They universalize morsl values, and
g0 give them stability and permanence. They confer upon moral-
ity adequate authovlty by grounding it in the slowly unfold-

urpose of 18 personal God, and mgking it part of an endless
mora process. :

(b) The ultimate Moral Ideal, denied by
both naturalism and pragmatism, is thus preserved.by idealism,
Righteousness is that which is in harmony with this Idesl. It
is much more than meré expediency. The practical value for
morality of this éonception is strikingly set forth by
Gilliies:

Rashdall says our moral idesl can claim objective validity
only in so far as it can rationally be regarded as the revela-
tion of a morsl ideal eternally existing in the mind of God.
‘True. And the necessity is practical, not simply philosophicsal.
It has to do not merely with the abstract conclusions of the
metaphysician in his cloistered security, but with the every
dey interests of the man in the streets. It is one thing to
face the inescapable conflict involved in the free life feel~-
ing that man is 'child of s thousand chances, 'neath an in-
different sky', and decidedly another to undertake it in the
calm confidence that not a sparrow falleth to the ground but
He knoweth. If history proves any one thing it would seem to
be that the reaction of a group that agree with Heimne that
"the world is an age long riddle which only fools expect to
solve'!, is bound to differ radically from that of those devout
believers in the fact that there is 'o%e far~off divine event
toward which the whole cerestion moves.

(c) Closely related to this point and in-
volved in it, is idealism's insistence upon universal pur-

pose. Naturalism affirms that the universe is a mechanism,

lei11ies, op. cit., p. 530.
Ibid., p. 530.
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and pragmatically insists that mental 1life is "for the sake of
action of a preservative sortM. Idealism, while not denying
that mechanism is universsal, holds with Lpﬁze, that it is
secondary to feleology; and that, since it involves design, it
is an expression of an infinite Intelligence. There is an in-
finite goal, and it is the ever unfolding purpose of the Abso-
lute., Also, finite intelligence partakes of the nature of the
Infinite; and that its highest perogative lies in its ability
to come into ever increasing harmony with the Absolute.

Nor is this all. To idealism the human being has a
meaning in the cosmic order. The finite mind is the furthest
reach upward of the Infinite Mind as it has incorporated it-
self in matter, by which the Infinite Mind "wins a conscious-
~ness over. its om self-glienation”; and in ﬁhisuprocesswth@
finite wins its highest self-realization ss well.

(d) ©Ome of the pbints on which ideslism
differs most radically from the other philosophies is its in-
sistence on the uniqueness of man. To them man is continuous
with neture--a biological organism. Hocking has pointed out
that such a scheme cannot provide even the fundamentals of the

moral life:

As for these fellow-men of ours....'What are they?' Answer
that without metaphysics if you can,” 1T They are biological
orgenisms and nothing else, subject to the laws of cause and
effect, they must be so treated. In that case their worth
varies through a long gamut snd there are 'many 0o many' of
them: it is no use pretending any sentiment of universeal 4
respect or fraternity; the principle of Tequality' is either
a falsehood or a pragmatic assumption for small homogeneous
communities, quite inapplicable to humanity at large. Ob-
versely, if that sense of fundamental equality Whigh is the
basis of justice as well as benevolence is to Dbe given a
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lease of life, Te must assume that men are something else
than organisms,

(e) 1Ideslism postulates the freedom of .
choice and the moral responsibility of the humsn being. It
is perhaps st this point that adherents to the naturalistic
philosophy have shown their greatest inconsistency. Their
philosophy cannot logically posit "one iota of choice from
birth to the grave"; yet the mechanists, since they are human
beings, are unable to get along on that assumption. It is
well thaft some 6f their braver spirits have stated the posi-
tion o unequivocably as has Watson. Such s statement leads
to the rejection of the philosophy, for the mind éf man re-—

sents the idea of being controlled by impersonsl forces.
Many Writers have commented on the incongistency of

- -patualism-in asserting that men has noufreeaom,,agd then treat-

ing him gs if he were free. This wegkness cannot be too

strongly emphasized. It is fundemental, far-reaching, snd un-
avdidable; and it eliminates naturalism completely as a basis
fbr morality.

Adams comments on what he terms the "strange combing-
tion of pure mechenism and ethiecal exhortation®. In Mark ,
Twain's book, "What is Man,", man the machine is "moved, direct-
ed, commanded by exterior influences solely". He briginates
nothing, not even a thought. But--curicus thing--"though his
whole 1life is an unbroken c¢hain of mechanical reactions, he

is to have his idesls and somehow or other carry them -out".

lgocking, op. cit., p. 308.
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He is told to "diligently train your ideas upward toward a
sumnmit where ydu will find your chiefest pleasure in conduct
which, while contenting you, will be sure to confer benefits
upon your neighbor snd the community“.l

Wiggam is also guilty of s simiiar inconsistency.
Bennett in "The Human Machine"™ does the same thing, except
that he smuggles an ego into his machine., "These wrifers be-
gin by ealling man a machine, gnd then proceed to treat him‘
as a machine plus something else, In real 1ife none of them
would exhort a machine, and when they do so they are begging
the whole question of the nature of man."

Horne shows the inconsistency of this position by
accepting the premise of the mechanists, and permitting it to

_refute itself:

If we are told that heredity and environment alone make man,

we are expected to sccept the idea and be gquided by it in Iim-

. proving heredity end enviromment..... 9% the individual is
an ageng....an& to be an sgent is to have a hand in one's own

meking,
Since naturalism holds the moral life to be the pro-

duet of the soeisl consciocusness and denies the objective
reslity of the moral Ideal, it encourages moral experimenta-
tion, and the individualization of values. According to
Dewey, ultimate morsl motives and forces are nothing more nor

less than social intelligence, the power of obgerving and

1j0m Adams, "Evolubtion of Educational Theory,"
London, 1912, p. 8. _

ZEorne, "Ohrist in Men-Meking", N. Y., 1986, p. 85.
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comprehending social situations--and socisl power-~trained

capacities of control--at work in the service of socisl inter-
eét and aims,.

Idealism holds that “éapacity for morglity is imborxn".
Kant believed a sense of "ought™ to be as certain as self-
existence, and modern idealism rests on this foundstion.
Rufus Jones remarks,

The consciousness of Tought' is one of the most tremendous af-
firmations that human experience knows, and it cannot be ex—
plained away, i.e. reduced to something else any more than the
enjoyment of beauty can be. It is unique..... It is, as
Emerson said, 'a voice without reply! It is a fundamental
end of life, and TT brings us into relation with an ultimate
reality of_a wholly different order from the things we see

and touch,l

(£) In its postulation of immortality, so

strongly ergued by Kant, idealism offers a powerful dynamic
. for morel agction which. the other systems are powerless to sup-
ply. Man labors for values that do not pass away, his face
is set toward an infinite goal; and as Hocking puts it, "He
alone can labor with endless resources and patience for what
may yet be, for he knows that the nature of things is with
him, "2 |

Closgely related to this conception is another which
might be regarded as its counterpart: If ethical stendsrds
are grounded in the constitution of things, as idealism holds,

it cannot be a matter of cosmic indifference whether they are

obeyed.3

lpufus M. Jomes, "Fundamental Ends of Life", N. Y.
1924, p. 21.

2Hocking, op. ¢it., p. 447.

30f. Ibid., p. 321.
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5. In conclusion, it may be said that because of
these characteristics of idealism, it‘does offer an adequate
basis for morality; and that it leads directly to the és—
sumption that it is right for the individusl to sacrifice
himself for the good of the group; from the fact that the
universe is so constituted that in bringing sbout the good

of others and thus furthering the cosmic purpose, he comes

into his own highest self-realizstion.




CHAPTER VII
GENERAL SUMMARY AND CONCTLUSIONS

Since it has been found that the ideslistic philo-
sophy is the only one of those considered which is capable of
furnishing an adequate basis for morality, it might be well
to view again in brief summary its points.of divergence from
the other positions.

Tdealism, while not incompatible with a certain type
of psychological pragmatism, is at variance with the doctrine
that there is no fixed truth already in existence; it con-
siders philosovhy as more than a study of social relstion-
ships, and morality as of deeper ®ignificance than expediency.
It opposes the pragmatic assumption of an anthropocentric

unive;se, in which the only certasinty is change. It rejects

the proposition that all value is subjective, and that sll
thinking is for the sake of doing. It holds that religion

is more than man's will-to=believe; it is a personal rela-
tionship with an Object of belief. Finally, idealism con-
tends that any philosophy which judges actions by conse-
gquences and not by mofives,as does pragmatism, mekes morglity
impossible; and that any scheme of thought which limits
Reality to what can be measured by the scientific method is
not properly a philosophy at all.

In opposition to naturalism and its &lly behaviorism,
idealism holds that Mind is the creator of matter, and not
matter of mind; it regards man as something more than a
bioclogical brganism, and believes that mechanism, while uni-
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versal, is secondary to teleology. It contends that maﬁ is
a self, possessing consciousness, as well as a mechanism
possessing reflexes; and while not denYing the contribution
of heredity and environment in man'sfdévelopment, it insists
that he also has a part in his own making. It believes thet
the word, "Reaction", cannot absolve man from guilt, but that
he is morally responsible for his acts. |

Idealism 1is interested in morals, because it holds
thét morality is grounded in the constitution of things,
‘whereby "good is self-preservative, and evil is self-des-
tructive". Morality, man's relation to the finite, is
secondary only to religion, his relation to the Infinite.

. "Thou shalt love the Lord thy God....and thy neighbor.”
Jesus regarded this as the whole duty of man. Moderﬁ psycho~-
logy regards it as "a positive command for the integration

of allthe mental powers".l Idealism holds that in carrying
out the purpose for which he was created man achieves his

own highest self-development; and this purpose has to do with
the good of others, while furthering his own.

The goal of idealism is "the increasing realization
of the Absolute Idea, for the individual, society, and the
race".z Tt does not deny the real values of the other
philosophies but includes the best in their goals, "with

splendid additions"™: The eugenics of naturalism; the ideal

1G. Burnman, "The Normal Mind", p. 43.

2y, H. Horné, "Mhe Philosophy of Education™, N. Y.,.
1987, p. 301. ' ‘
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environment of behaviorism; the importance of the practical
aspect of truth of pragmetism; snd beyond all these an in-
finite goal, whose dynamic alone is suffieient motivation for

the reglizstion of the goals of the other conceptions.
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