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In presenting this volume to the student of philosophy
I am fully aware of the sheer impossibility of doing justice
to the proper presentation of all living schools and move-
ments in philosophy tcday. I am most grateful to the
many thinkers and scholars who have directly contributed
to this symposium or permitted their ideas and statements
to be represented here.

It is rather difficult to bring together under one cover
thinkers and thoughts of such divergent principles, at-
titudes, and temper. In general, we must admit, philoso
phers can not pride themsclves on being too indulgent with
the opinions of those adhering to different schools.

Perhaps because of this we have taken this step of hav-
ing the representatives of various schools and movements
state their case, leaving it to the student to draw his con-
clusions and find or rectify his position. Perhaps some day
we may have cumulative philosophy as we have cumulative
sciences. Perhaps. In the meantime it behooves the sin-
cere friends of wisdom to go about their tasks and teach-
ings with the tolerance which is the grace of true scholar-

ship.
The Editer
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ETHICS
By James H. Tufts

WHETHER OR NOT ethics can properly claim to be a science
it is well to note the main facts with which ethics has to do.
Ethical theories are framed to help us to understand moral
facts; they seek to discover principles implied in moral life
and moral action; in the phrase of Socrates, to “examine”
life. Moral facts fall naturally into two main classes: facts
in the conduct and inner life of each of us as a responsible
person; and facts as to the purposes, standards, and be-
havior of groups and institutions. In such a sketch as is here
permitted there is space for a few typical facts only.

The first fact in the individual's moral life is that we all
make claims upon our fellows and respond more or less
fully to claims made upon us. Some claims are based upon
promises or contracts, as when I borrow a sum of money
and promise to repay it, when I perform some service for
another and be agrees to pay me wages, or when two persons
marry. Some claims, equally binding, are based on relations
between persons. A little child as soon as he is born has a
claim upon his parents for care. A driver of a motor car
must respect the claims of fellow drivers and of pedestrians
to safety. Such claims as these are so important that society
enforces them by law. Other claims, not so enforced, may
yet be recognized in other ways. When a neighbor’s house
catches fire the claim for friendly help is promptly met by
those who wish to be considered good neighbors. Claims of
the sick are of primary importance to the physician. Claims
of the destitute or hungry or cold are met by the “kind.”
Generous people may respond to claims from sufferers from
fire in a distant city, or from famind in China, or from
earthquake in Japan. Some claims may not approve them-
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selves upon reflection. But some claims we recognize as
right; we say we ought to meet them. We feel responsible to
fulfill a trust. W~ agree that in general we ought to keep
our word, to care for our young children, to drive carefully,
to be kind and not cruel. Some of our best-recognized claims
we call rights. This implies that other persons have duties
not to deny us of those claims.

A second moral fact is that we do not simply take what-
ever comes, nor do we merely try to gratify our wants as
they happen to occur. We project in imagination possible
ends and consider them. We learn from experience that some
activities or objects of desire are less satisfying than we had
anticipated, and reflect upon such lessons. We distinguish
between goc 1s, and deliberate before choosing. We look for
a good that will grow and belp us 1o grow—that we cen
live with.

A third moral fact is that we and 2l pecple praise or
blame, admire or dislike, approve or disapprove acts and
character. The good soldier, the good judge, the good friend,
the good deed are called good, not because of a single in-
trinsic quality found in them all, but because they are ail
admired or approved by the “spectator.”

Much ethical theory has been written in which only these
facts of individual right and duty. moral choice, mors! judg-
ments, and moral character are considered. Buz most of the
masters from Plato and Aristotle to Adam Smuth. Kant, and
Sidgwick have dealt also with the moral problems set by
groups and institutions. Whether formed with conscious
purpose or from what was a less consciously directed urge,
man early found advantage, strength, protection thretich
combining in groups. In such unions new powers came into
being, new restraints became necessary, more permanence
was given to folkways. Family, kin, warrior band, huniing
party, trading community, religious assembly. school, state—
each met more adequately some need or opened some new
horizon. In each some trait or capacity of moral import has
been begotten or further developed. From friendly aid of kin
came kindness. From the exchange of trade came weights

12
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and measures to measure fair dealing. The family has been a
nursery of affection and sympathy. Religion taught reverence.
From the rule and order of government emerged conceptions
of law and justice.

It is in institutions that we find man at his best—and at his
worst. For power brings its own perils. Yet as governments
become oppressive, ideals of freedom and rights come to
birth. As armies profit by inventions and increase their
power to devastate, the demand for peace gains strength.
As wealth is increased through industrial, commercial, and
financial organization, and class-conflict is added to the age-
old attendant moral dangers, we find a2 new emphasis upon
the need of juster distribution. Out of such challenges to
institutional claims or standards much in the great cthical
systems has had its origin. At this present hour the issues
which ciashing institutions present seem by far the more
momentous.

We turn now from moral facts to their critical interpre-
tation in ethical theory, chiefly in that of the past two dec-
ades. After a preliminary note as to theories of moral origins
we consider certain emphases in recent theories of the indi-

vidual moral life, and then the new problems set by changing
institutions.

I

Speculation as to moral origins was rife among the Greeks
when Plato wrote, but cbjective, scientific study of primitive
morality is largely a matter of the past centurv. 1t received
an incentive in the general doctrine of evolution and in the
special studies of Darwin. Near the close of the nineteenth
century several studies appeared of a higher order than had
previously been attempted. Their results were brought to-
gether and interpreted bv Westermarck, Hobhouse, Wundt,
and others. The general reader was likely to be at first im-
pressed by the variance in customs and standards, and their
contrasts with those of our present culture and civilization.
Differing types of marriage, the institution of blood revenge
by kinsfolk, viewed superficially. seemed to argue against the

13
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universality and stability of what had been regarded as moral
principles. Maturer judgment emphasizes rather the firmness
with which primitive groups hold and enforce what they re-
gard as the right ways, the solemnity of the ceremonials with
which the young are instructed and reverence implanted, the
effectiveness of kindred control and protection. Among recent
writers Malinowski's studies have corrected certain hastily
drawn conclusions. Breasted’s Dawn of Conscience presents
the earliest recorded clear emergence of the concepts, Truth,
Right, Justice. These concepts developed as standards of a di-
vine judgment and as the order of a wisely ruled kingdom.
The scale, the measure of fair exchange, had even four thou-
sand years ago, become the symbol of impartial justice. The
individual conscience came to birth in the religious-eco-
nomic-political matrix. Prophets of Israel, to whom our moral
consciousness owes much, were likewise stirred by social
wrongs and appealed to a divine standard and authority as
support for justice and kindness.

Bergson's The Two Soarces of Morality and Religion dis-
tinguishes, as the two sources of morality, social pressure and
the inspiring influence of moral heroes. Social pressure has
begotten and maintains those morals which were and are
necessary to such basic institutions as family, government,
trade, and industry. Such are the sense of duty, so much of
good faith as makes mutual exchanges possible, the use of
weights and measures, the habits of industry. But from the
appeal to the imagination made by moral heroes has come a
creative factor, an element not so much of duty as of aspira-
tion. This has pointed toward an ethics of humanity, rather
than to an ethics of closed groups; to the ethics of “the open
road,” rather than to an ethics of tradition and social pres-
sure. The Sermon on the Mount seeks not to give a code of

rules but to induce a state of the soul.

Bergson’s distinction of a creative factor in the moral life
is, I believe, important. And the role of the moral hero or
inspiring leader is not to be overlooked in studying the his-
tory of moral progress. Yet we do not often find moral he-
roes rising in isolation from social conflicts. They have more

14
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commonly been stirred to reflection, indignation, protest, and
challenge by the clash between group standards and the
forces of changing pressures. Creation of the new in morals,
as in art, is not a creation out of nothing. When Socrates
pleaded persuasively for the “examined life” he joined dram-
atists and historians in critical and creative response to the
social conflicts of his city and his day. The Sermon on the
Mount found its setting and its imagery in the long-cherished
memory and hope of the Kingdom. The present world-con-
flict is tending to clarify and emphasize conceptions of free-
dom, equality, and human dignity, although not through the
vision and example of an outstanding moral person of cre-
ative insight, but through the discussions and cooperation of
many minds.
I
The problems of ethical theory are set by both the classes
of moral facts which we have noted. But it is convenient to
notice separately the problems in what for convenience we
call individual ethics, and those problems which arise con-
spicuously, from the existence and activities of groups and
institutions. And within the field of individual ethics, while
the great masters have recognized the claims of duty, the
importance of discerning and seeking the good, and the
worth of virtue and character, emphasis has differed. In the
Greece of Socrates and Plato the urgent need might well be
wisdom to distinguish true good. For Kant, inberiting the
Christian reverence for divine law and the worth of the in-
dividual soul, living in the “age of reason” and learning both
from Newton and from Rousseau, the problems of a rational
ground for the moral law and for the dignity, worth, and
responsibility of persons as members of humanity were Eore‘-
most. The brilliant discoveries of Newton might well tempt
Hume “to introduce the experimental method of reasoning
into Moral Subjects,” and a Bentham to reject all intuitive
standards in favor of the simpler mathematical rule of the
greatest happiness of the greatest number. It is not surpris-
ing that the extraordinary discoveries of physical science at
1
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the present time and its success in furnishing the engineer
with tools for increasing human welfare give rise to a de-
mand not infrequently expressed for a “science of ethics.”
What would a science of ethics mean? What could it be ex-
pected to do for the individual or for society?

If by science is meant such a method as that of the physi-
cal sciences which analyze structures and motions into sim-
pler elements, capable of exact measurement, most students
of moral problems would agree that such analysis does not
give adequate understanding of moral conduct. Statistics may
and do give a basis for calculating approximately the rates
of suicide, marriage, divorce, crime, attendance at school or
college, adherence to political partics, and even the state of
public opinion. Natural and social sciences provide informa-
tion which is important for intelligenr deliberaticn. But
“general propositions do not decide concrete cases.” Suicide
statistics cannot answer Hamlet's personal question. Statistics
of divorce cannot relieve the wife and mother of the respon-
sibility of mzking her own decision as to her own course. The
artist must know his colors_but he cannot create a great pic-
ture by rule. A good life is likewise a creation, a work of art
as well as of knowledge.And although it is important to
know as fully as possible all the conditions and consequences
of a course of action, this knowledge docs not automaticaliy
eliminate the necessity of choosing—if the process 1s really
a moral act. Nevertheless, if by scientific method we under-
stand a study of relevant facts, an effort to discover their
relations and to organize them under appropriate principles,
ethical theory may claim to be scientific in spirit. It would
not be scientific if it were to seek simplicity at the expense of
fidelity to the distinctive character of moral facts.

The main foundations of ethical theory have been laid by
the masters and it is not appropriate to review them here.
Instead we shall notice three characteristic trends in recent
discussion which may be regarded as indications of scientific
influence in the broader sense of the term. These are (1) A
more adequate interpretation of the facts of duty based on

16
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the social nature of man; (2) Recognition of the creative
factor in mind; (3) Insistence upon the distinctive character
of moral concepts or categories.

(1) Older treatments of the facts of duty and obligation
showed the influence of Hebrew religion which regarded all
duties as divine commandments, and of Roman law which
was the voice of the State. The further fact that children are
—or were—taught obedience to parents and teachers seemed
a re-enforcement of the religious and legal conceptions of
duty as deriving from authonty. Paley stated it clearly: “Ob-
ligation is a violent motive, resulting from the command of
another.” Butler, indeed, made the authority that of con-
science, and Kant assigned it to reason, but the association
with authority remained. Restive spirits, resentful of author-
ity, sometimes propose to discard the conception of duty as
well. Recent writers, however, tend rather to give clearer rec-
ognition to the facts of obligation, while basing obligation
upon human relations. Dewey points to the significant fact
that while children are taught that they ought to obey par-
ents, parents equally are under obligation to their children.
The State may recognize and enforce, but does not create
these mutual obligations. Ross emphasizes the obligations to
fulfill promises as “prima facie obligations.” It is of interest
also to note that Dean Pound has shown the tendency of law
to increase the list of obligations based on status or relations.
Fite, who connects the notion of duty with that of authority
and on that account regards it as not belonging properly in
an intelligent attirude toward life, none the less says that the
essence of morality is responsibility and that a moral society
is one in which each has regard for the rights of others. Intel-
ligence which Fite takes as the most important aspect of the
moral attitude, is seen at its best when we understand per-
sons, as in the relations of mutual friendship. To which we
might add with Dewey, that friendship, though at the far-
thest remove from authority, has none the less its claims.
The good citizen does not need the authority of the State as
“a violent motive” to respect the rights of fellow citizens,

however necessary it may be in our complex society that the
17
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State clothe the traffic officer with authority to direct the
traffic.

(2) The creative activity involved in the moral life, as in
all life, is more fully recognized. This is seen in views of
what we prize as good and in theories as to the origins of
ideals. The stirring words of William James on what makes
life worth living, the similar words of the great legal philos-
opher, the late Justice Holmes, and very recently an eloquent
statement by our Nobel Prize woman, Pearl Buck, alike em-
phasize as the good in life the full exercise of our powers
which implies struggle and growth, sometimes against oppos-
ing forces from without or within. And the common man
during the depression has probably suffered more freiii 2
inability to do something, to be active, than from the priva-
tions he may have endured. The quickened life of universities
in our time has evidenced the creative interest in fieids of sci-
entific discovery. Bergson gave a cosmic scope to the view in
his Creative Evolution, and theories of “emergence” refiect
a similiar attitude.

Whether or not this general appraisal of the active, con-
structive values of life is responsible for certain tendencies in
ethical theory may be uncertain. But it is at least possible that
it may have had an influence. Two examples may be sug-
gested, the disappearance of an older intuitionism and the
similar—almost complete—disappeazance of hedonism from
the field.

Intuitionism sought to account for the ability to discern
right and duty or to become possessed of ideals of good by
endowing man with a special faculty of intuition. For both
right and ideal good seemed to transcend ordinary experience
of what is, and to imply a “seeing” of what is not, but
ought to be. Moses received his perfect law upon the Mount.
The pattern of Plato’s City was laid up in heaven. But this
supposed need of a special faculty of intuition failed to take
into account, on the one side, of the intimate and deeply-
rooted moral texture of human experience and social rela-
tionships as disclosed more fully by recent anthropology,
and on the other, of the creative activity of mind. Such ac-
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tivity is shown in the scientist’s concepts, the engineér’s pat-
terns, the artist's construction. It is present not only in a
Micah’s insight into moral fundamentals, in the Sermon on
the Mount, or St. Paul’s great Thirteenth Chapter, but as
genuinely in the sensitive spirit of the common man or
woman, confronting a moral situation, and seeking to know
the right and achieve the good.

Hedonism too has almost disappeared from ethical theory.
In contract with an idealism which placed its good in a pat-
tern beheld in intuition the empiricist fixed on pleasure as
the good which all experience. In its extreme form hedonism
saw no difference between pleasures except that of quantity,
and held that the only moral question is how to get the most
pleasure. In its more generous form of universal hedonism
it made the moral criterion, not the individual's own plea-
sure but the pleasure of mankind as measured on a general
view, and endowed man with generous sentiments and ben-
evolent impulses. Sharp has recently presented the universal
hedonism of Hume with additional stress upon the aesthetic
factor in our admiration of fine character and brave deeds.
Ross and Paton remark that they do not discuss hedonism
since it has disappeared. Broad adds as a sort of parting shot
the criticism that in at least one instance of pleasure, the
pleasure felt in malice, pleasure is not merely not good; it is
positively bad; and the greater the pleasure the worse it is.
All agree that pleasure is in general 4 good. But most would
count intelligence, and knowledge, and true opinion as also
goods. And it seems a mistake to abstract the feeling side of
activity and of living to locate in it alone what we prize and
value as either actors or spectators of life’s drama. For feel-
ing which is common to all our doing and experiencing seems
least distinctive of what is peculiarly thought of as object of
aspiration or of admiration. There is pleasure in full use of
our powers, in high achievement, in generous help to an-
other, as there is also in eating and resting. It may be re-
garded in many cases as a sort of reward for difficult effort.
Yet not only great artists, scientists, or statesmen but common
folk would in most cases place the creating or the work as

19
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more important than the reward. In actual living the activity
and the joy go together. But it is in the activity rather than
in the accompanying pleasure that we mark degrees of ex-
cellence, or kinds of good.

(3) Recent ethical theory recognizes more clearly the pro-
priety of interpreting moral problems and moral conduct in
its own distinctive terms—its own categories. Earlier theories
frequently attempted to explain moral facts by some concept
taken from theology, metaphysics, physics, biology, or psy-
chology. To explain moral facts in terms of God, or reality,
or force, or survival, or pleasure-pain may be a simplification,
but it is hardly ethics. Right, duty, good are not—for ethics
—to be resolved into something else that is not a moral term.
Man is doubtless subject to gravity, to heredity, environment,
pleasure-pain, and whatever "drives” the psychologist may
identify. But in saying, “I ought” or holding others respon-
sible, in reflecting upon what he will choose to seek as his
chief end, in judging the conduct of others, he is acting and
living in a moral universe of life and of discourse.

Emphasis upon the distinctive character of moral terms
was given particular attention by G. E. Moore in his Principia
Ethica. By insisting that “good” means just good, and not
any metaphysical or natural object, he defined more clearly
for ethics its distinctive field and method. 1t was not to be an
annex to metaphysics, biology, or psychology. More recent
British writers, notably Ross, have considered an analogous
" distinction within the ethical field, and have maintained the
independent place of the conception of “right”, and in Amer-
ica Dewey has taken a similar position. In the attempt to
make the principles of morality appear as reasonable as pos-
sible, Utilitarianism sought to identify right conduct with con-
duct productive of greatest good. This identification had been
earlier disputed but is now more conclusively denied. It is
probable that the two conceptions originated independently—
right, as in Egypt, in a pattern of divine and political order;
good, as in Greece, in reflection upon individual ends and
ambitions. At any rate, they now have different roots. When
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we face a moral situation, Ross asserts, what we see first is
the existence of component suitabilities or responsibilities or
claims or prima facie obligations—whichever language we
prefer. Right, says Dewey, “introduces an element which is
quite outside that of good—that of exaction, demand.” To
afford a justification for these claims by children, parents,
friends, fellow citizens, it is not necessary to subordinate
them to what is held good. They are abundantly justified by
the social relations of interdependence which are fundamen-
tal in human life.

This distinctive meaning of right does not deny that in
many or even in most cases the right act will also be the act
productive of greatest good. It asserts rather that right is not
to be regarded merely as a means of good. "It is certainly
desirable,” Dewey remarks, “that acts which are deemed
right should in fact be contributary to good.” But if we reject
the independent claims—"just claims”—of our fellows on
the ground that such rejection will in the end produce greater
good we are certainly on dangerous ground. It is at least ar-
guable that the death of Socrates produced more good in
promoting reflection upon the importance of free inquiry
than would have resulted from his acquittal. Would this have
justified a juror, who believed Socrates innocent, in voting for
his condemnation? Assuming, for the sake of the argument,
that the proposed reorganization of Europe under German
hegemony will produce much good, does this justify forcible
aggression upon smaller nations? To separate ends from
means has often been a sophistical justification for cruel ot
unjust acts. Against such separation, when it overrides the
claims of human beings, Kan't principle that men are to be
treated as ends, never as means only, still holds.

As a concluding note on these recent aspects of ethical
theory I quote from Dewey a statement with which I heartily
concur: “Moral conceptions and processes grow out of the
very conditions of human life . . . The fundamental concep-
tions of morals are, therefore, neither arbitrary nor artificial
. . . Particular aspects of morals are transient; they are often,

in their actual manifestation, defective and perverted. But
21
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the framework of moral conceptions is as permanent as hu-
man life itself.”

I

Instead of glancing separately at problems of political,
economic, family, and other institutional ethics it seems more
appropriate in this limited sketch to fix attention upon cet-
tain basic claims and values which have emerged to clearer
expression and firmer assertion during recent years in all or
nearly all these forms of social, organized life. During what
we call modern civilization, and with increased emphasts
since the revolutions, political and industrial, in the closing
eighteenth and beginning nineteenth centuries, four such
claims and values have not only been upheld by individuals
but established or supported by institutions. These are free-
dom, welfare, equality as recognition of human dignity and
measure of justice, and peace. Freedom may have been as-
serted most vigorously in the political field, welfare promoted
most effectively by scientific and economic advance, justice
and peace extended by reformers working in part independ-
ently, yet all four have found general acceptance in human
relations.

(1) Freedom. Two senses of freedom must be distin-
guished: freedom from control by another, and freedom as
ability or power to know or to do, which may be called “ef-
fective freedom.” Freedom in the first sense, freedom from
control by absolute or arbitrary power of government or by
lords and masters in slavery or serfdom has made great ad-
vance. The struggles for civil and religious liberty cost blood,
but such liberty at last gained recognition as a “right.” It was
to be protected by the courts. It was embodied for citizens of
the United States in the Bill of Rights of the Constitution. It
was extended to those previously slaves by the Thirteenth
Amendment. Rights of married women over property were
among the later stages of progress. Political liberty, or the
right of self-government by a national group, was more difh-
cult to define and to guarantee. But a notable attempt was
made to establish self-determination in the provisions of the
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peace following the World War. Democracy, in the sense of
government of, for and by the people, is in many respects an
idezl to work toward rather than an accomplished reality. It
is probably the most difficult form of government, as Bergson
has said. But the democracies which have been longest estab-
lished are the most secure and the most determined to re-
main free.

It has often been noted that Adam Smith’s Wealth of
Nations appeared in the same year as the American Declara-
tion of Independence. Smith advocated policies of economic
freedom. The general theory of the economic system usually
called capitalism, however its actual operation may fall short,
is that of freedom. That is, freedom of the consumer to buy
what he chooses, where he chooses, of whom he chooses,
and at such price as he may agree upon with the seller; free-
dom of the dealer to sell where he will, and at a price that
he may agree upon with the buyer; freedom of an employer
to hire whom he will, and of the worker to work for whom
he will, at wages agteed upon. Under these policies a middle
class, already a defender of civil and religious liberty, grew
stronger. But new forces set in motion by science, invention,
and organization began to interfere with freedom—not with
freedom in the first sense of the word, but with effective free-
dom of buyers, sellers, employers, and workmen. For under
a system of freedom in the first sense the strong and able ac-
quire wealth which is also a source of both power and effec-
tive freedom in buying and selling, whereas poverty means
disadvantage, less effective freedom in buying or selling
goods or services. Competition was relied upon to prevent
abuse of freedom by economic power, but under modern con-
ditions and methods of organization it has been found that
competition can be used to crush competition and destroy
freedom. It has been necessary for government to regulate
the power of organized wealth in order to protect freedom.
Such regulation is not to abandon the principle of freedom;
it is rather to make freedom possible for all, not for the
strong only.

The family down to comparatively recent time, both in

23
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Europe and America, shared the attitudes of subordination to
a head, tempered in most families by affection, which pre-
vailed in relations to government. It has shared likewise in
emancipation. Education has seen similar change. And in re-
cent years we have come to prize increasingly freedom of
scientific inquiry, free discussion, freedom of access to news
and information, as essential not only to knowledge of na-
ture and of fellow men, but also to our way of life. New
agencies for the maintenance of both freedom from control
and of effective freedom have been discovered or invented.
To the printing press have been added the telegraph and tele-
phone, and perhaps most significant of all in its capacity to
bring the world's thinking and doing in vivid presence be-
fore us, the radio. General education, secret ballot, are other
agencies of protection.

In most cases when freedom has been denied or restricted
by some external power, that power has been an organized
institution. The state or the hzerachy were older wielders of
oppressive power; the corporation and Jabor union are today
frequently cited as similar offenders. The contest for freedom
has therefore seemed to some to be that of the individual
against organized government, organized capital, organized
labor, organized religion, even organized education. But to
seek freedom by rejecting all organization is to forget effec-
tive freedom. For effective freedom implies power—power
ovet nature, power over one’s own body and mind, power
dependent upon the union or co-operation of men to produce
and distribute the goods of civilization. Freedom to operate
and enjoy a motor car or even to live in a city or eat an or-
dinary breakfast depends upon organized production and dis-
tribution. Full intellectual freedom requires some control
over resources, tools, libraries and laboratories, such as
public funds or endowed universities provide. More striking,
perhaps, is the necessity of organization to make effective re-
sistance to oppressive power. Armies of the Commonwealth
stood back of parliamentary resistance to royal prerogative.
Only by union could the colonies resist the forces of George
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IIL 1t is by ruthless suppression of all other organization that
modern tyrannies destroy all freedom.

(2) Welfare. Welfare may not kindle the imagination or,
as does freedom, inspire to heroic deeds, but it is none the
less a basic value which has been eagerly sought and increas-
ingly enjoyed. It is homely, every-day good, to be shared with
family and friends; it is also a means to the enlargement of
life’s opportunities. The “pursuit of happiness” was set by
our Founding Fathers side by side with life and liberty as an
“inalienable right.” The Utilitarian school of reformers fixed
upon welfare or happiness as both the actual aim of all and
the end for which all should strive. The enormous advances
in control over natural resources and forces which science,
invention, and organization have placed at our disposal have
greatly increased general welfare and raised the standard of
living. Medical science has aided in lengthening life and les-
sening pain. The economist, Joshua Stamp, computed that
the goods and comnforts available for the ordinary man had
been increased four times by the industrial revolution. The
working day for factory workers has been cut nearly in half.
Education is opening doors previously closed to the great ma-
jority. Economic advance has made possible not only indivi-
dual enjoyment but also generous provision for community
needs, for friendly and even international help for sufferers
from famine, fire, and flood. We need not claim welfare as
the only good, but it has certainly a valid claim to be reck-
oned as one of the goods.

(3) Equality, as recognition of human dignity and as
measute of justice. Justice was one of the earliest moral con-
cepts to emerge clearly in relations between man and man.
And equality as a measure or standard, at first perhaps in fair
exchanges, then early taken over in the symbol of the scales
to fields of law, has gained firmer place as human dignity has
received fuller recognition. Cicero and Seneca argued for the
essential equality of mankind, since all share in reason. The
Roman jurist Ulpian declared that by natural, as distin-
guished from civil law, all men are equal. Christianity af-
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firmed that with God there is no respect of persons. Never.
theless ruling classes were sharply divided in power and
privilege from common folk. Serfdom and slavery continued
almost to our day. The rise of a middle class blurred the
sharp lines separating nobility or gentry from peasant ot
laborer. Settlers in the New World were either already from
this class or soon entered it by becoming land owners. The
way was prepared for a new nation “dedicated to the prop-
osition that all men are created equal.” It should not be nec-
essary to repeat that the Fathers did not suppose all men equal
in ability. They had common sense. They chose Washington
to lead their armies, Jefierson to write their Declaration,
Franklin to represent them in France. But they denied the
right of any man or class by virtue of birth to rule over others
without their consent, or to deprive them of fundamental
rights. The French Revolution’s motto placed equality by the
side of liberty. Within the United States equality in the suf-
frage has steadily advanced. The Fifteenth Amendment has
been followed by the Nineteenth, removing restrictions of
race and sex.

Economic forces have increased both equality and inequal-
ity. The great discoveries and inventions have in certain re-
spects served all people of the Western World. All use the
mails. Millions read the daily newspaper, listen to the radio,
see moving pictures. Nearly every family in the United States
owns a motor car. City dwellers, even in the crowded sec-
tions, would think it intolerable to live under the conditions
as to water-supply, warmth, toilet facilities, ciothing-fabrica-
tion, and recreation that were the lot of the well-to-do at the
birth of the Republic. On the other hand, these same discov-
eries and inventions, combined with the enormous increases
in production due to organization in industry, trade, and fi-
nance, have made possible extremes in consuming power.
More important, wealth is itself a power as real as that of
government. It is in one respect more dangerous to liberty
and equality than political power, in that history has taught
men to be on their guard against the older power of govern-
ment, but not so clearly to fear the more recent power of
26
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corporate wealth. Enemies of democracy have charged that
democracies are plutocracies. But in the United States where
increase of corporate wealth has been most spectacular the
people through courts, legislatures, and commissions have
moved steadily toward restraining the power of wealth. In-
come and inheritance taxes check its accumulation and trans-
mission. The police power, the Sherman Act, the Pure Food
Act, the Wagner Act, and many measures of State govern-
ments restrain inequality in their exercise when they serve
public purposes, or forbid unfair practices in dealing with the
public or with labor. A problem doubless exists, in that the
very freedom which we prize leads to inequality. As the Fed-
eral Supreme Court has declared, freedom of contract and
the right of private property necessarily result in inequality.
But as wil! be clearer when we have considered social systems
other than democracy we have been wise not to sacrifice
freedom entirely to gain equality. It has proved safer in this
world of men and women to keep separate the powers of
government and of organized wealth which certain other
s;'stems merge.

In the family, and in opportunity for education, equality
has made conspicuous gains. Legal disabilities of women
have been removed; doors of economic opportunity have
been opened to them; the right of suffrage has added to their
dignity and responsibility; the extremely large families which
were a serious burden upon the time and strength of the
mother have almost disappeared. Women in the United
States are estimated to own more than half of the wealth. In
education a steady increase in equipment and facilities in
both public and privately endowed or supported institutions
has been matched by increasing attendance. Our great educa-
tional provision is probably our most important witness tc
our faith in equality of opportunity, our respect for the hu-
man person.

Two great ethical systems of the modern age have empha-
sized equality. Utilitarianism in its doctrine of greatest hap-
piness of the greatest number included as its rule for distri-
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bution, “Every man to count as one.” Kant voiced not only
the spirit of his day but of a high moral ideal of human
worth and dignity in his maxim, “Treat humanity, whether
in thine own person or in that of another, always as end,
never as means only.”

(4) Peace. It may seem absurd to say that modern civiliza-
tion has set peace as a moral value beside freedom, welfare,
and equality. Wars have followed wars. Even the United
States in its short history since Independence has fought four
foreign wars and is now in its fifth besides the war be-
tween the States. Nevertheless the temper of this nation has
grown increasingly non-military. A soldier had become al-
most an unknown figure prior to the World War, and few
returned officers from that war kept their titles in civil life.
Britain too, in the long Victorian reigns had seen science and
letters flourish, standards of living rise, international con-
tacts through commerce, travel, leamed societies, and new
agencies of communication multiply. Even Bismarck, who
had fought three wars to build a strong Germany under the
primacy of Prussia, set himself against further conquest. The
devastation wrought by t.e World War intensified in both
Britain and America the horror of war and desire for lasting
peace. The wise had long known that wars secure no econ-
omic gain for victors. It was now felt more deeply that a loss
of a generation of brave young ten was a loss that no repar-
ations could make good. Modern methods of total war which
entail almost indiscriminate slaughter of all ages and sexes
intensify war'’s brutality and so the abhorrence with which
war is regarded by the humane. Yes, the peoples of the civ
ilized world prize peace. If they must fight, it is to preserve
a value which they prize even higher, and because they be:
lieve that lasting peace depends on freedom and justice for
all.

Unti! the World War civilized mankind had deemed the
four values—Freedom, Welfare, Equality in rights, Peace—
as secure in principle and on their way to greater fulfillment.
Now, they are challenged in part or whotly by the two sys-
tems of Communism and National-socialism.
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Communism approves welfare, although it has increased
welfare little, if at all, among its people. It claims far greater
equality than exists under free enterprise 'with private prop-
erty. The Soviet Union had until recently maintained peace-
ful relations with most of its neighbors, but its assault upon
Finland, participation in occupation of Poland, and absorp-
tion of three Baltic states, classed it with agressor nations.
And internally, class war and tevolution as contrasted with
gradual and peaceful reform, are cardinal doctrines. It is in
its almost complete rejection of freedom as a human right or
value that Communism presents the strongest contrast to the
democracies. It does not grant in its courts those safeguards
of civil liberty which English-speaking peoples consider price-
less. It governs, not through a free and general election of
responsible representatives, but through a self-selected and
self- -perpetuating Communist party. It permits little or no
freedom of inquiry, discussion, or access to such news or
opinion as is at variance with the "party line.” It rejects abso-
lutely econcmic freedom as both wrong in motive and bad
in results.

Communism justifies control by a self-perpetuating, selec-
tive party and its use of secret police on the ground that it
must at all hazards guard against enemies. It justifies its lim-
itation of free inquiry and rigid insistence on the “party line”
on the ground that Marx and Lenin have presented absolute
truth which renders other views obsolete. It regards class war
and revolution as, on the one hand, a necessary phase in the
dialectic process of historical evolution, bat on the other as
a sort of holy crusade against the “bourgeoisie” or middle
class which must be exterminated or at best subordinated un-
der the dictatorship of the proletariat. When this removal
of the opposition has been completed and force is no longer
needed the State may wither.

Communism’s rejection of economic freedom is more
definitely on moral grounds; capitalism’s motive is wrong, its
results are evil. The profit-motive. Communism claims, as
contrasted with the desire to receive some equivalent for
work done in creating value, means a desire to get something
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for nothing. It is worse, for under modern conditions of
machine industry it means exploitation of those employed
who are entitled to the product of their labor. Banish the
profit-motive, Communism holds, substitute a desire for the
public good, and both crimes and wars will fade, since they
are due principally to greed for gain. Further, the results of
economic freedom as it actually works out in capitalism are
claimed by Communists to be that such freedom means free-
dom of the strong, or of the inheritors of privilege, or of the
greedy, to take advantage of the weak, or less privileged, or
less avaricious, and thus deny these individuals real, effective
freedom. For to be really free to sit at the table which cap-
italism spreads one must have the price of admission; to be
free to make a fair bargain one must have a good degree of
bargaining power.

Is the profit-motive an unworthy or positively wrong mo-
tive? If it is allowed to become so dominant as to smother
or exclude regard for fair dealing. for kindness, for appreci-
ation of knewledge and beauty, or for the general good, de-
cidedly Yes! From the time of Plato and the Hebrew pro-
phets it has been recognized as a powerful “drive” of human
nature which ought not to be permitted to dominate to the
neglect or exclusion of other goods than economic gain or of
the claims of fellow men. In so far as it is the desire to re-
ceive a return for some useful activity, whether of producing,
or distributing, or adventuring, or discovering, or inventing,
it does not differ ethically from a wage or salary. Profit may
be in excess of the service rendered; so, too. may a wage or a
salary. Or, again, it may be inadequate. But the main incen-
tive in the enterprises by which some of the huge fortunes
have been amassed has not been pecuniary profit. It has been
either the desire to create and develop an industry or a busi-
ness, or the desire for power and the fascination found in its
exercise. And these motives may be as active under Comunun-
ism as under economic freedom. The difference is that in a
democratic society with economic freedom the power-motive
in the economic field may be regulated by government, and
government in turn be checked or influenced by independent
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groups, whereas in a totalitarian society the power-motive in
government has no check from an independent source of

power. It is unchecked power that offers the great danger to
freedom.

As regards results, it is probable that some crimes against
property may be decreased under Communism. But a new
source of ctime has appeared. “Counter-revolutionary spir-
it” is a terrible charge which may be stretched to cover many
kinds of action or lack of action. By a recent law defective
industrial production or production of goods below standard
is regarded as “wrecking” and is liable to severe punishment.
Strikes are treason. And the assault by the Soviet Union upon
Finland showed that the economic motive is not the sole
cause of war. The believer in democracy holds that under
freedom it is possible to secure juster distribution of wealth
than has yet been attained, but does not admit that class war
is the right method for that purpose. He believes that free
enterprise has been highly successful in production and that

we do not need to abolish freedom in order to regulate dis-
tribution,

National-socialism is a more radical challenge than Com-
munism tc the four values generally accepted by modern
civilization. It is also far more efficient. It is not easy to state
its ethics correctly without taking into account, on the one
hand its course of action, on the other its doctrine of propa-
ganda according to which words are used, not to state objec-
tive truth, but to induce a certain belief or opinion. But its
central ideas as stated in Mein Kampf and in the writings of
Rosenberg and Haushofer are simple. It emphasizes the
claim of freedom for the German nation, but rejects it for
other nations. It rejects welfare as an unworthy ideal for a
heroic nation, and substitutes power and mastery. It rejects
absolutely and with abhorrence the principle of equality as
an abomination conceived by the French Revolution. It pro-
fesses a desire for peace—under the supremacy of Germany.

Positively, the central idea is that of the pre-eminence of
the “Aryan” or Nordic race, and within that race of the Ger-
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man nation. Its pre-eminence gave and gives it the right to
rule. Mein Kampf states the case thus:

It was then no accident that the first cultures arose
where the Aryan, meeting with lower peoples, subjugated
them and made them subject to his will. They (Aryans)
were then the first technical instrument in the service of
a dawning culture.

Therewith the way was clearly prescribed which the
Aryan had to go. As conquerer he subjected inferior peo-
ples and then regulated their practical activity under his
command, according to his will, and for his ends. But
while he was thus bringing them to a useful, if hard ac-
tivity he not only spared the life of those who were sub-
jected but gave them perhaps even a lot that was better
than their earlier, so-called “freedom.”

“The way that the Aryan had to go!" This superiority
gives the right to rule the world, and to rule not only “prac-
tical activity’” but minds. Such rule is invested by Rosenberg
with a religious halo. “To rule the world there must be (1)
the will to mastery. domination; (2) a spiritual principle, a
philosophical or religious world-mission thought, the will to
world-mastery of mind and soul.”

A second idea which has been an effective appeal to Ger-
man patriotic feeling is that of Lebensraxm—living space.
A strong and virile nation should increase, not decline or re-
main stationary in numbers. Hence it must have room in
which to live and grow. Weak or “inferior” nations have no
right to such living space.

Correlated with the doctrine of Aryan or German super-
iority is the doctrine of racial purity. All racial interbreeding
results in degeneracy and has been the primary cause of de-
cline in national power and culture. In particular, the Jews
are to be regarded as at the opposite pole from the position
of the Aryan and as responsible for Germany's past ills. Thev
mast therefore be removed from all places of influence and
segregated. They may be deprived of their property. Inter-
marriage with Jews disqualifies from university posts. Other
non-German peoples, although not so bitterly hated, are
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yet “infetior” and may properly be made to serve German
welfzre, power, and culture.

The principle that the business of the strong and com-
petent is to command, that of others to obey, applies also to
the form of government within the nation. The superior
have the right to rule. And within this class of the elite one
individual must make the decisions. A parliament may give
counsel, but the head or Fuehrer must decide.

Such an ordering and concentration of authority and direc-
tion is enormously efficient. It has become familiar in the in-
dustrial and business world. What makes it a different matter
in government is that it is there supported by force and
terror. The military machine, the ordinary and secret police
are its agents. All economic processes are under its close con-
trol. There is no right of the employer to hire as he pleases or
discharge as he pleases; there is no right of the workman to
strike or leave employment. All agencies of news, communi-
cation, and education are employed and directed for its pur-
poses. It is a totalitarian state with an absolute dictator at its
head. Is right is the right of the stronger. Its freedom is that
of the elite. Its control is the more complete because it 1s ex-
erted not merely through terror, but more subtly through prop-
aganda, and education of the young. Croce well says, this
“nationalizatior. of the soul is the most terrible.” It will prob-
ably be able to enforce its will indefinitely over subject peo-
ples by keeping the engines of modern warfare entirely with-
in its own hands. Bombing planes can reduce recalcitrant
cities to ashes in a day. It can strengthen its grip by denying
higher and technical education to “inferior” nations or races.
It has already closed universities among Poles, Czechs, and
Dutch. And even German universities which had held high
the standard of freedom of inquiry must now shape their in-
vestigations and conclusions in the interests of the state.

As to peace, the promise is offered by Rosenberg! in phrases
taken from Mein Kampf': “A new peace shall make Ger-
many mistress of the globe. A peace not hanging on the
palm-fronds of pacifist women, but established by the victori-
ous sword of a master race that takes over the world in the
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service of a higher civilization.” One is reminded of the grim
phrase of the Russian general, “Peace reigns in Warsaw.”
Such, we are to understand, is to be the “new order” to re-
place divided Europe. However, to reassure his own people
in terms of a more familiar morality, the German leader in
an address to his troops on the eve of their invasion of Jugo-
Slavia and Greece proclaims that they march “with no other
ultimate aim than to win freedom for our German people
and to secure a living space for the German family!” Just
how much land now occupied by other peoples will be neces-
sary for living space is not publicly announced. But German
women are urged to raise large families in order that the
living space required shall be an expanding, not a fixed
amount.

Whether democracies in Europe and the Americas are
to be permitted to retain any of the progress gained in free-
dom, welfare, equality, and peace seems likely to be decided,
not by reason but by arms. But in the faith that right makes
might we may at least consider what internal policies and
course of action will tend to safeguard from destruction not
only our way of lifc but alsc what we have come to hold as

right and good.

As regards our institutions and organizations, how can we
be safe from the rise of despotic power? The outstanding
lessons from Communism and National-socialism would
seem to be the danger of concentration of all power in a
single organization as contrasted with such pluralism, ot
division of power, as is found, for instance, in Scandinavian
countries and the United States. Power is a necessary instru-
ment of civilization. The preservation and advancement of
moral ideals need the support of collective agencies as do
trade, industry, and the administration of justice. But power,
either over natural forces or over actions and minds of men
is now seen to be, if possible, more dangerous than ever, to
freedom and to life itself. History has seen various attempts
to resist oppresive power, but effective restraint of power
wielded by collective organization has usually been secured
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only by the collective strength of some other organization.
Both Communism and National-socialism are totalitarian
states. They are systems of absolute power. They permit no
counter-balancing or restraining agency. No opposition may
organize. Secret police are vigilant to prevent even the be-
ginnings of questioning. Neither organized wealth nor or-
ganized labor is allowed to influence. No opposition party
appears at the polls.

In the free democracies, on the contrary, are numerous
ollective agencies, not only for munifold educational, phil-
anthropic, recreational, and social purposes, but for repre-
senting interests or groups of those who wish to influence or
even to oppose government. In the United States there are a
Chamber of Commerce, a Manufacturers Association, two
Labor Unions, a Farm group, various religious groups, scien-
tific and educational associations. All these inform or shape
public opinion, secure or oppose legislation, influence national
policies. At times, indeed, it has been charged that organized
wealth was writing tariffs or controlling the press, or that
organized labor wus carrying elections. And at times govern-
ment has seemed to be unable to act promptly in emergen-
cies because of the numerous checks and balances provided
by the cautious Founders. Yet, on the whole, we have both
kept our freedom and advanced justice. In the light of what
totalitarian governments are doing we may well think that
we have built better than we knew in encouraging such a
variety of organized groups. Pluralism seems safer than total-
itarianism.

Yet pluralism is no sure reliance for maintenance of rights
or for ensuring advance in moral ideals or moral standards.
It affords agencies through which the spirit may act, but if
the spirit is dead or lacking the agencies are dead likewise.
The spirit which must preserve moral gains is the same spirit
which has won them; it lives only as it grows. Life for in-
stitutional as for individual morality must combine stability
with change. Reverence for what we hold right, just, and
good, must be matched with open-minded sensitiveness to
new claims by or for those who hitherto have had small
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share in the vast increase in goods provided by science, in-
vention, and mass production. Moral dilemmas are experi-
enced when older morals and institutions fail as yet to meet
new situations. Hard resistance to just changes provokes
either violence or despair or apathy. Certain forces of the
day, notably the power of mass—in industry, in business, in
social and political pressure-groups, in subtler forms of prop-
aganda—make for disintegration of older moral structures.
Family and religious influence has suffered. On the other
hand, in the present century we have made fairly steady
progress in protection against disease, ignorance, hunger, in-
dustrial accidents, excessive hours of labor in factories. waste
of natural resources. We have made provision for old age,
have given legal standing to collective bargamning, and have
recognized the plight of the farmer caught between low
prices for his products and high prices for what he must buy.
We bave not yet learned how to prevent business depressions,
but we have at least come to see that the moral injury of
prolonged unemployment for workmen and of closed oppor-
tunity for youth is a more serious and difficult problem than
that of bodily hunger. It is hard to believe that the enormous
advances in means of communication through transport,
electricity, and radio will not ultimately lower older barriers
between peoples and make for better international under-
standing.

But there is no prospect of Utopia, either for individuals
or for peoples. Moral life will continue to need alertness,
courage, faith in the good cause, and at times sacrifice. A
new invention like the airplane may place at the disposal of
ruthless force a terrible weapon; a new idea like that of
Lebensraum may touch off with explosive violence a new
train; an economics of force may change the problem of just
distribution. What we may hope for, if the present threat to
all our rights and values can be met, is the opportunity to
work out further the promise of free American life.

1. Mein Kampf, 70th ed. 1933, pp. 323-4.
2. Quoted by Munk, Ecomomics of Force, p. 24.
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AESTHETICS
By DeWitt H. Parker

The purpose of aesthetics, or the philosophy of art, is
to discover the generic characteristics of fine or beautiful
art, and to determine the relation of art to other phases
of culture, such as science, industry, morality, philosophy
and religion. Understood in this way, aesthetics is sharply
distinguished from the historical study of art, which is
concerned, not with the essence of art, but with the filiation
and development of styles and schools. Sometirnes the scope
of aesthetics is broadened to include the beautiful in nature
and human life, but when this is done, it tends to lose
definiteness of content, owing to the subjectivity of beauty
in these fields; and, at all events, the preéminence of art
as an embodiment of beauty is generally recognized. The
term ‘aesthetics’ was first used with its present meaning by
Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten in 1735, in his treatise
Meduationes philosophicae de nosnullis ad poema pertin-
entibus, and later, in 1750, as the title of a book, Aesthetica;
being dcrived from the Greek word aistheta, which means
objects of sensuous as opposed to intellectual knowledge.
The subject has been pursued chiefly by philpsophers, but
some of the most important insights have been contributed
by poets and artists, such as Shelley, Goethe and Schiller,
who have reflected on their own experience of creation and
appreciation.

Two disciplines closely related to aesthetics in content
and history are the psychology of art and criticism. The
former, originating in the eighteenth century in connexion
with British empiricism, is an investigation of the elements,
pattern and context of the experience offered by works of
art. Since works of art become alive and actual only as they
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are experienced, the philosophy and the psychology of art
overlap and have often been identified; yet the division of
labor betweea them is clear; for the one is interested in
the detailed analysis of the aesthetic experience for its own
sake, while the other uses this information only so far as
it contributes to a general conception or definition of the
nature and purpose of art. For an adequate discussion of
the problems and methods of the psychology of art, I would
refer to the writings cited in my “Selected Bibliography.”
Here I would merely note that the study of the process called
Einfueblung or empathy — the objectification of feelirtg
and meaning into the colors, lines, shapes, tones, words
and the like, which make up the sensuous media or ‘surface’
of works of art; and the study of the total state of mind
during appreciation, yielding such concepts as ‘aesthetic
distance’ and ‘aesthetic repose’, have been of esnecial value
for aesthetics. Not less important has been the activity of
art criticism, including its literary and musical species.
Interest in a work of art seldom ends with lonely apprecia-
tion, but goes on to conversation with friends or written
discussion concerning its comparative merit as judged by
some implicit or formulated principle of expectation.
Aesthetic judgments, especially those of connoisseurs, con-
stitute, therefore, a material of primary relevance for
aesthetics. The critics pass judgments on individual works
of art; the aestheticians investigate their nature and validity;
and, viewed from this angle, the philosophy of art is essen-
tially a criticism of criticism.

Three general conceptions of art have dominated the
history of aesthetics: imitation, imagination, and expres-
sion or language. The first was the gift of Plato and
Aristotle, and has always found a naive, popular acceptance.
It fits best the drama, painting and sculpture, where we
seem to have before our eyes an image of visible nature and
human action, as in a mirror. The Greeks, however, con-
ceived of it so broadly as to cover even music, the rhythm
and harmony of which, they felt, imitates moral character
and other states of the soul.’ But obviously in the practice
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of no one of the arts is exact or full imitation either
possible or desirable. In order to be useful, therefore, the
concept of imitation must be understood in some refined,
philosophical sense. Historically, in fact, two chief revisions
have been made. The earlier one was already introduced
by Aristotle and was accepted by most Renaissance writers,
according to whom art seeks to imitate, not all aspects,
but only the general aspects of nature. This was significant
because it gave to art the value of truth—philosophical,
scientific or religious, according to the prevailing theory
of reality. The later revision proposed that art imitates
only the beautiful aspects of nature. Yet neither of these
modifications of the concept of imitation suffices to save
it from difficulty, for the universal applicability of each
is questionable. There are, to be sure, works of art which
express the generic aspects of existence; but there have been
whole movements which, by contrast, have tried to express
the unique, the momentary, even the pathological. More-
over, some works of art express ‘truth’, but not all. “Golden
lads and girls all must As chimney sweepers come to dust”
does so; but “"Hark, hark, the lark at heaven’s gate sings”
utters not truth, but the urgency of passion. And when
art does express truth, it never expresses bare truth, but
includes its feeling tones for the artist, as in the quotation
from Cymbaline; never the mere concept, but the 'lure’ of
the concept. In other words, this reformed concept of
imitation neglects the factor of personality, essential to art,
and so fails to distinguish art from science. With regard
to the beautiful in nature as the object of imitation, we
may well ask with Diderot’ “What is beautiful nature?”
Is it, for example, an Italian landscape a la Poussin, or
one such as a Brueghel painted? Is it the same as the
noble, the aristocratic, or may it pertain to what is bourgeois,
or of the peasant or workingman? If, on the other hand,
as some have thought, the beautiful is a mere form or
pattern, the artist can freely construct that without looking
to nature for a model.

The shortcomings of the concept of imitation were already
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recognized in antiquity, most forthrightly perhaps by
Philostratus, who asked how, if art be imitation, the sculptor
can represent the Gods, whom no man has seen?* Does
he perchance ascend to Olympus? That is to say, the
artist is a creator, not an imitator; and for the capacity
to construct novel forms, the term in general use since
Philostratus employed it, has been imagination. Thus 2
rival view of art as imagination was born out of the prob-
iem of religious art. Very early in modern times, as early
at least as Huarte, Bacon and Pallavicino,® in the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, certain important
characteristics of imagination were noted: its intimate rela-
tion with passion; its kindship with dream; its contrast,
nay opposition to reason. Eventually also it has been seen
that those products of imagination which we call works
of art constitute little worlds by themselves, with their
own space and time, different from that of nature; with
their own typical structure of organic unity, rhythm, con-
trast and climax, recurrence and variation of theme; full
of their own values or satisfactions, derived indeed from
the same springs as those of action, yet independent of
action—a realm not of reality, but of appearance, of play.
A onesided emphasis on the make-believe character of art
leads to the doctrine of art for art’s sake; its corrective
lies in the acknowledgment of the element of truth in
the theory of imitation—that imagination ceases to interest
us permanently if it fails to concern itself with the problems
of real life.

However, that art cannot be adequately defined in terms
of imagination is clear by reason of the social character
of the former and the private character of the latter. Art
is in truth a dream, but a dream that can be shared. The
outstanding merit of the concept of art as language or
expression is that it takes care of its communicable nature.
To say just when and through whom this view arose, is
difficult. One can perhaps trace it to the studies instituted
by the Greek rhetoricians, for we find in Aristotle the

crucial distinction between descriptive and emotional expres-
“
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sion, under which art was destined to be classed. Among
modern thinkers, Condillac, Vico and Herder had definitely
the conception of art as a species of language, and one
hundred and fifty years later, Véron was to give this
theory unequivocal statement.” For the purpose of defining
art, three types of language may be distinguished—descrip-
tive or propositional, pract.cal and lyrical. The first is
illustrated by a scientific treatise, the aim of which is the
record and conveyance of information; the second by a
command or entreaty, a sermon or a tract, the intention
of which is directly to stimulate or inhibit action; the
third is illustrated by a poem or musical composition, the
end of which is the induction of a mood. But only music
or the abstractionist painting of a Bracque or Picasso is
purely lyrical; the language of the other arts is descriptive
as well. Thus in poetry the words used. besides expressing
feelings, d=signate objects or express generalizations, and
in traditional painting the colored shapes have their mean-
ings, as of houses or trees or the human form. Nevertheless
in art the descriptive function of language is not separate
from the lyrical; for, in indicating objects ot in expressing
universals, the artist gives definition and communication
to feelings which otherwise would be formless and dumb.
Cézanne could not express his feelings towards Mont
Sainte Victoire without representing it; Frost could not
express his feeling towards the ‘passage’ of the good with-
out telling us definitely that “Nothing gold can stay.”
In this connexion it is interesting to note that the difference
between what Charles Peirce called ‘iconic’ and conventional
languages is relevant to aesthetics; poetry being an illustra-
tion of the latter; painting, sculpture and drama. since they
mean objects by offering likenesses of them, illustrating
the former. Iconic languages have a sensuousness and
easy intelligibility lacking in the conventional, to compen-
sate which, verbal language resorts to metaphor and other
figures of speech. On the other hand, verbal language is
better able to cxpress generalizations (thoughts).

While the conception of art as lyrical language is enough
45
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to establish the genus, it does not suffice to establish the
differentia of art. Two distinguishing characteristics of
aesthetic language may be cited. First, in contrast with
ordinary language, where the signs or symbols are trans-
patent, attention centering on their meanings only; in art,
they are opaque, attention lingering lovingly in them, because
they are directly expressive on their own account. In
poetry the words themselves, as mere sounds, related through
thythm, assonance, rime and melody; in painting and
architecture, colored shapes, repeated, contrasted, balanced,
rthythmically disposed, are expressive of vague moods, as
music is. Without this music of the mere medium, there
is no beautiful art, no matter how sigaificant be the mean-
ings attached. This is the fact expressed by Pater in his
well-known statement that all art tends towards the status
of music. It is also the ground of the doctrine known as
formalism, according to which the form, o. patterned sensu-
ous surface, is the sole bearer of aesthetic value® Yet this
theory is certainly in error, for in our experience of art,
form and content, surface and underlying meznings, inter-
penetrate, and to this entire structure, not to one factor
only, beauty belongs.

A second distinguished characteristic of aesthetic language
is suggestiveness, the paradoxical property, noticed by Kant,?
of permitting a plurality of meanings, without however
incurring ambiguity. In ordinary language, on the other
hand, an expression aims to have a single meaning only,
an ideal which it realizes perhaps in mathematics alone,
but so far as it does not, is condemned. This contrast has
been well put by saying that the ordinary expression is a
‘unisign’, while the aesthetic symbol is a ‘plurisign’’* Of
great importance in the case of art is the combination of
a ‘fust’ with a ‘second’ meaning, or as 1 would phrase i,
of a "surface’ with a "depth’ mecaning. Thus in the quotation
from Frost, the word “gold” besides its obvious "first” mean-
ing, has the ‘depth’ meaning of valuable, and the entire
phrase has the ‘second’ meaning, "nothing good abides.”
In such a poetic line as “The soul of Adonais like a star
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—Beacons from the above where the eternal are,” the
meanings are numerous, meaning beneath meaning. Every
figure of speech is an example of a plurisign. Yet there
is no ambiguity here, for all the meanings are relevant to
the. communication of the complex emotion of the poet,
which requires them all for its definition. One might easily
suppose that iconic languages were naturally unisignificant,
but that is not so in the case of art. The representation of
the shepherd and sheep, familiar in early Christian art, is
evidently a plurisign, for besides its surface meaning it
has also as depth meaning, a whole theory of the relation
between God and man. And beneath the surface even of
great landscape paintings and portraits, and of statues
devoid of allegory, lie many layers of meaning for each
spectator.

But although the conception of art as imagination needs
to be supplemented by the conception of art as language,
there is no contradiction between the two. For lyrical
language induces in the artist and in his audience a state
of mind akin to the dream, possessed of all the character-
istics noted as pertaining to imagination. As a dream
communicated, waywardness gives place to order and the
assuagement of obscure desires fuses with the satisfaction
of intelligible purposes. The best short definition of art
remains therefore Shelley’s “the expression of the imagina-
tion,” which unites the two points of view—of communica-
tion or language, and of the dream, self-sufficing and
detached.

The approach to the philosophy of art by way of criticism
belongs to modern times and has developed out of the
prolific controversies of the critics, yet the seeds of later
discussions may be found in Plato’s Phaedrus and Ion, and
subsequently in Horace, Plutarch, and Longinus. In his
Critique of the Aesthetical Judgment, Kant was, I believe,
the first to base aesthetic theory definitely on the aesthetic
judgment rather than on the aesthetic experience. The
problems have been two: whether aesthetic judgment or
‘taste’ is intuitive, a sort of 'sixth sense’,'* or rational, an
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affair of rules; and what constitutes the beauty or value
of works of art to be appraised. ‘The two problems are,
however, clearly interconnected; for if beauty be a sort
of unique fiavor, a ‘je ne sais quoi’, it would not be sus-
ceptible of formulation, but only of immediate apprehen-
sion; while if, on the contrary, it be no different in kind
from other values, it would be as capable of rational
estimation as they are. Considering the tenacity with which
each of these alternatives has been maintained by critics
with large experience in the arts, it would be strange if
there were not some truth in both. For, on the one hand,
the fact that a work of art is an imaginative creation implies
a surprising uniqueness defying rationalization in terms
of any traditional or other scheme. Every original artist
has claimed this, and the history of all the arts is a series
of revolts. On the other hand. it is yet to be proved that
the satisfactions derived from art are generically different
from those of ordinary experience. If they are of the
same kind, criticism will concern itself with two things:
one, the inter-relations of the elements of the work of art,
of form and of content, with reference to the contribution
of each to the total communicable value, yielding a strictly
internal, or ‘artistic’, standard of perfection; and two, the
importance of this value in the light of an accepted phil-
osophy of values. Some students of aesthetics have con-
tended that only the first type of scrutiny is relevant, but
by far the larger proportion have recogrized that since art
is of man and for man, it cannot be held exempt from
criticism according to the principles by which other activities
are judged. If the religious or metaphysical values are the
highest, then those works of art which give them expression
in perfect intelligible form, are the greatest. Hence although
the narrowly artistic is a necessary, it is not a sufficient
criterion of excellence; and if the validity of a second,
philosophical criterion is admitted, aesthetic criticism be-
comes an application of the general theory of value to

works of art.
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i

A NOTABLE CHARACTER of the present situation in philos-
ophy is the general use of the term “axiology.” The delimita-
tion of this special field and its final acceptance is in itself
of significance in any attempt to undesstand and evaluate the
present situation in what is called the theory of value. The
almost simultaneous appearance in <0 many varied quarters
of this "new name” indicated the emergence of new prob-
lems which could neither be satisfactorily expressed nor ade-
quately solved under the old categories. The rapidity with
which the new term was adopted also made it clear that in
it had been found a means, not only of clarifying many issues
that had been confused, but also of unifying a field of in-
vestigation which had gradually become one of the central
interests of modern philosophy.

A number of tendencies in the philosophical world con-
spired to bring the problem of values into the foreground.
Among these some were of a general cultural nature, others
more specifically technical. Of the former, Nietzsche's Gen-
ealogy of Morals is undoubtedly of first importance. Not
only did it propose the transvaluation of values which is the
characteristic cultural phenomenon of our era, but it specific-
ally denominated the problem of values as the distinctive
philosophical task of the future." It would be impossible to
exaggerate the influence, direct and indirect, which Nietzsche
has had on the development of modern axiology; the role
of his ideas in Nicolai Hartmann’s Ethics is merely an out-
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standing case. Of the more technical aspects of the move-
ment Meinong’s Psychologische-Ethische Untersuchungen zur
Werttheorie is certainly the chief factor. The starting point
of the more analytical or “scientific” side of the movement, it
initiated the long series of technical studies which has made
of axiology one of the most technical fields of modern phil-
osophy. Meinong’s own development, from a psychological
and subjective conception of values to a more cbjective and
phenomenological view, is in a way symptomatic of the en-
tire movement.? Part of this technical side of axiology, with-
out which the entire development would be ununderstand-
able, is the Neo-Kantian movement of Windelband and
Rickert. Their denial of the sharp dualism between cognition
and value and demonstration of “the value character of the
theoretical,” opened up important vistas in modern philos-
ophy.

The intimate relation of ethics and axiology brings it
about that the field of axiology has been defined largely in
relation to ethics. Thus ethics is said to presuppose the larger
field of axiology or general theory of value. This is quite
commonly the standpoint of modern works on philosophical
ethics, but two characteristic works may be taken as illustra-
tions: John Laird’s A Study in Moral Theory and Hartmann's
three volume work entitled Ethics, in both of which a new
orientation of ethics is proposed, namely to the wider sci-
ence of axiology. Ethics is itself not axiology but presup-
poses it. Pure axiology is the study of values cf all types,
together with their relations; ethics is a special field within
this larger sphere®

Axiology is, then, the name given to that part of philos-
ophy concerned with what is called the general theory of
value. It is characterized by its concern with a certain group
of problems the nature of which may perhaps be best indi-
cated by the topics in the section on Value at the Ninth In-
ternational Congress of Philosophy.* Of the fifty papers pre-
sented, three were given to general questions; twelve to the
problem of the relation of value to knowledge; three to
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problems of cosmology and value; and tourteen to the prob-
lem of value and reality. This emphasis upon the epistemo-
logical and metaphysical aspects of the value problem is
symptomatic of present preoccupations in this field. The
problem of action is: What ought I to do? But unless this
oughtness is either non-rational or merely formal, there is
the further question of why I ought. This leads inevitably to
problems of value, their nature and their place in an order or
scale. But this involves problems of knowledge of values.
Is there any knowledge of values at all, or are they merely
emotional reactions? 1f there is knowledge, how do we know
values as distinguished from things or facts and how do we
know that our judgments of value are true? Finally action
itself, and the knowledge of values presupposed by action,
takes place in a "world,” o1 natute. Is nature itself value-free
or is the complete disjunction between value and existence,
characteristic of so mach of modern philosophy, an ersor?
Is value 2 purely human phenomenon or part of the cosmos
at large? Have vulues cosmic significance?®
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IT 1s PRECISELY at the moment that axiology has apparently
established itself that a movement in philosophy has ap-
peared which, if it were to maintain itself and if its con-
clusions were generally accepted, would cut the ground of
axiology from under its feet. I refer, of course, to the New
Positivism, or “logical positivism,” as it is called. So far as the
general situation in the theory of value is concerned, this is
in many ways a most significant phenomenon. I do rot mean
ultimately significant (this I do not believe) but significant
in the sense of determining—for the moment at least—the
form in which certain basal and general questions must be
put.

~
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The thesis of positivism is that such a field as axiology is,
in the very nature of the case, impossible; and that what are
called value or normative sciences are really not knowledge
at all. A logical analysis of language shows that what are
called value judgments are really not judgments but merely
expressions of feeling, and that a value judgment can not, in
the nature of the case, be constructed. This value nominalism,
as it has been appropriately called, is distinguished from
value realism to be considered presently. Its essential thesis
is that value words are mere names for feelings and emotions
and have no other reference. It is true that there are two
forms of this doctrine, the one holding strictly to the view
that so-called judgments of value are mere expressions cf
emotions, have merely emotive meaning, the other that they
are disguised factual judgments; but as I have shown else-
where, only the former is in any sense terable. The essen-
tial point is that in neither case is any knowledge of value,
in the sense presupposed by the so-called normative sciences,

possible.

I have no intention of going into a critical discussion of
this value nominalism here—to me it seems as untenable as
it is presumptuous—but merely to indicate the chief prob-
lems which it sets to axiology. There are, to be sure, prob-
lems of analysis, and it can be shown, I think. that both
forms rest upon defective phenomcno!cgica! analysis of
what are called value judgments.® But the chief problem is
one which goes to the heart of both our culture and our
philosophy. It involves the stultification of all our discourse,
both practical and theoretical. The proposal to transvaluate
all our values is revolutionary enough but it still presupposes
values to be transvalued. To say, however, that when we
talk about values, moral or other, we are talking meaningless
words, that about values no argument is possible, is the final
stage in scepticism and nihilism. This is gradvally being
realized and the denial of the possibility of axiology by
positivism has ceased to be anything more than a stimulating
way of formulating some of its problems.
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THE OBJECTIVITY OF VALUES. VALUE REALISM.
AXIOLOGY, or the general theory of value, had, as we have
seen, a double motive: the one cultural, the other technical.
The former was the evaluation of our values—a question
which Nietzsche believed had never really been seriously
raised. The solution of this problem, it was however felt,
required a prior determination of the nature of value as such
—in other words a generic concept of value. This was sought,
in the first place, in what may be described as a relational
definition or theory of value. Value in this sense was con-
ceived as a function—as a functional relation berween ob-
jects and desire, or between objects and feeling, or ultimately,
mn the terms of Perry. a function of the relation "of any
object to any interest.”’

In the very nature of the case the study of values began
with the psychoiogy of values (Psychologische-Ethische
Untersuchungen zur Werttheorie) ® This carsied with it two
implications which may be said to be the unexpressed prem-
ises of the entire first stage of the movement, namely subjec-
tivism and naturalism. If generically value is a function of
the relation of any object to any interest, if it is precisely
this interest that creates the value, then values and value
qualities are subjective in a sense that the natural qualities
of things are not. They are dependent upon this interest for
their being. In the second pluce, since interests themselves
are conditioned by biological processes and functions, or,
to use the terms of Orestano, “value is a biological phen-
omenon appearing in a psychological form,” a naturalistic
theory of values is inevitable.

The subjectivism of this position has been the object of
criticism in varied philosophical quarters, and the criticisms
are, up to a point, all of the same general character. Ideal-
ists, pragmatists and realists unite in refusing to see in liking
or disliking, in having or not having interest in an object,
the generic character of value. A value judgment is not mere-
ly a disguised factual judgment. If I say “peace is a good”
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that judgment is not merely a shortened form of the factual
statement that people are interested in peace; it is a state-
ment that peace ought to be. All agree in maintaining some
form of objectivity of values, even if it be merely the quasi-
objectivity of the pragmatist.’

Of these criticisms one may be singled out as peculiarly
symptomatic of the general situation, namely that of John
Laird. According to him this type of theory is concerned
with only one of several aspects of the value phenomenon,
namely values of subjective “appreciation.” These are how-
ever midway between two other types of value, namely values
of “election,” within the cosmos itself. and objective values
as essences. These values of appreciation presuppose the
former for their existence and the latter for their signifi-
cance.” Space will not permit me to enlarge upon these points
here but the position may be taken as indicative of a signifi-
cant tendency in present day theory of value. The arguments
by which it is sought to show that even the values of appre-
ciation have significance only through reference to objective
values are typical, but even more important, perhaps are the
arguments for the extension of value into the cosmos at
large, for they represent an important tendency in present
day Anglo-American philosophy to be considered presently.

The naturalistic aspect of this subjective theory of values is
also subject to continuous criticism; a criticism maintained by
idealists and realists alike. For a long time naturalism in
value theory was in the ascendency but the tide has definitely
turned. So far as Anglo-American value theory is concerned,
the turning point may for historical purposes be designated
by the appearance of G. E. Moore's Principia Ethica with its
formulation of the notion of the "naturalistic fallacy.” Direc-
ted primarily against the evolutionary naturalism which for
a time had swamped ethics and value theory in general, it
was given a much wider significance. It made clear to many
at least that any attempt to define value in terms of relations
between existents, to derive the ought from the is, involves
this fatal error.
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Moore applied this notion of the naturalistic fallacy not
only to evolutionary naturalism in ethics and tc various forms
of hedonism and utilitarianism but also to all attempts to
base the “ought” on the “is” and thus to all ethics of a
metaphysical type. Of this anti-metaphysical aspect of the
position of value realism we shall have more to say in the
sequel. Here our interest is primarily in the bearing of this
notion on the movement called value realism.

B

In this general movement tiward objectivity the phe-
nomenological movement in the narrower sense has contrib-
uted largely, its influence being dominant in most of the
papers of the Congress to which reference has been made.
The revolt against psychologism in the field of logic was
followed inevitably by a similar revolt in the sphere of morals
and of values generally. From this has followed a value
realism which, in contrast to subjectivist views, with their in-
evitable nominalism, has, for the moment at least, apparently
dominated the field of axiology. The movement inaugurated
by Scheler and Hartmann is too well known to fequire a
detailed statement here.

In so far as fundamentals are concerned, the German form
of value realism does not differ in principle from the Anglo-
American. It is merely that, its philosophical antecedents be-
ing different, it differs in form of statement. It is equally
anti-subjectivistic and anti-naturalistic. The value predicates
are for Scheler and Hartmann as much objective guales as
they are for G. E. Moore and his foilowers. The point of de-
parture for the German form is a cnitical evaluation of Kant
rather than of the naturalism and empiricism of English
ethics. The “principle of autonomy™ of Kant is accepted, as
opposed to all naturalism and reductionism, but an important
revision of his analysis of the ought is insisted upon. Both
the formalism and the intellectualism of Kant's position are
abandoned, the ought being carried back to values as essences
which are emotionally intuited. The phenomenological an-
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alysis of the ought in all its forms is, from ope point of view,
the most significant contribution of this movement.

C

This value realism involves a reinstatement of intuition-
ism in ethics and value theory, but the new intuitionism,
in both its Anglo-American and in its continental form, is
no mere revival of the intuitionism of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries with which philosophers sought to
meet the subjectivism and scepticism of those times. More
particularly the doctrine of emotional intuition, as developed
in the phenomenological school, is based upon a subtlety
of analysis whelly unkncwn to earlier forms. This doctrine
is an application in pr.nciple of ti:e same argument against
subjectivism in the sphere of sense duta. The Histinction
between sensation and sense darum is paralleled by a similar
distinction between the emotional E+'cbuiss 2nd the wert
datum which is erlebt. Whether in the form of Moore or
in that of Scheler and Hartmane. this part of the argument
{or value realism seems to the present wrirer to be final.

It would, however, be idle te contend that the valve real-
ista thus developed has been wholly satisfactory. We may
be convinced by the arguments of a Mocre or a Hartmann
that values are objective. We may sce how such objectivity
implies a doctrine of intuition. But here our certainty ceases.
The doctrine of emotional intuition, associated with the
phenomenological form of the movement, rasses difficulties.
Some representatives of this value realism, as for instance
Laird, think of this intuition as rational insight rather than
emotional. Even if we see that such objectivity implies in-
tuition of an emotional rather than a perceptional or rational
type, it is still extremely difficult to state the doctrine satis-
factorily. For most philoscophers it is almost impossible to
say the word “emotional” without saying the word “subjec-
tive” in the same breath. It must be frankly admitted that
much more work must be done on this problem before any
theory of intuition can be formulated which will be generally
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convincing. Even more difficult is the problem of truth and
error in this field. Any form of intuitionism finds difficulty
in handling the problem of error and this is & fortior: true
in the case of the doctrine of emotional intuition. If there
1s valuational truth there is also valuational error. It is true,
we may with Scheler and Hartmann speak of valuational
blindness—and doubtless there is such a thing—but the
notion solves no problems. What is needed is a much more
fundamental study of the problem of verification in this
field; and the challenge set by logical positivism should be
fruitful in the further developments of axiology. If the
notion of value judgment, as oppased to mere expression of
emotion, is to be retained, scme more detailed theory of the
verification or validation of such judgments becomes impera-
tive.

v
AXIOLOGY AND THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

CLOSELY CONNECTED with this problem of the knowledge
of values is one which may be described as the problem of
value in the social sciences, a problem which is increasingly
coming to the forefront in the methodology of those sci-
ences. It is apparent to every one that there is something
of the nature of a crisis in these sciences. This crisis has been
developing for some time—ever since, in fact, the appear-
ance of Rickett's Die Grenzen der Naturwissenschaftlichen
Begriffsbildung—Dbut for reasons which nced not be gone
into here it has come to a head in American thought only
recently.

The situation may be described briefly in the following
way. That these sciences are not sciences in the ordinary
sense has become increasingly apparent. Any body of pro
sitions such as those which make up so-called social or
political science, contain judgments of two kinds—those of
fact and those of value. The former can, of course, in prin-
ciple be verified in the same way that factual judgments can
be verified in other fields of science. But these are not really
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the propositions which give the peculiar significance to these
fields. It is rather the value propositions, the normative
judgments which constitute the life blood of these sciences.

For a long time many were under the illusion that the
valuation judgments which give purpose and meaning to the
social sciences could in some way be derived from judgments
of fact. This illusion has, however, been pretty well dis-
pelled. Many practitioners of these sciences may not have
heard of the naturalistic fallacy which is so significant in
value theory itself, but they have come to sense it neverthe-
less. An interesting situation is thus created. Either these
sciences are merely factual-——and all judgments as to the
value of any social and political form, are expressions of
personal feeling. of our own likes and dislikes—or else there
are objective values and these can be shown to be verifiable
in some way. There are many who frankly accept the first
horn of the dilemma and, when they are consistent, accept
also the position of logical positivism in this matter. But
there are an increasing number who find it difficult to accept
this complete scepticism, who are reexamining the method:
ology of the social sciences. And it is coming to be seen that
here also there is no middle ground between this positivism
and some form of objective axiology. In American social
science many have, it is true, sought a middle ground in
pragmatism with its quasi-objectivity and its instrumentalist
notion of verification, but it is becoming increasingly clear
that such a position is ultimately untenable.

In a recent article entitled Science and Value; Fact and
Value in the Social Sciences 1 attempted to show in detail
how this crisis has arisen and how the problem of fact and
value has become the central methodological problem in
history and all the political and social sciences. I attempted to
show also the inadequacy of all attempts to solve this prob-
lem (naturalistic, pragmatic, etc.)—all attempts short of a
value realism and a recognition of axiology in this sense,
as the basal discipline of all these sciences. In conclusion I
formulated the dilemma so keenly felt within these particular
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sciences in explicit terms. This dilemma is nothing more or
less than that already suggested in our comments upon value
nominalism. It is admitted that the social and political sci-
ences contain both fact and value, factual and value proposi-
tions. Either these value propositions are subjective or they
are not. If they are subjective then they are merely the ex-
pressions of liking and disliking, whether individual or col-
lective—and all notons of truth and falsity are irrelevant.
If they are objective, as I believe, and judgments about them
can be true or false, then this is possible only if there are
objective values and an objective order of values. Either
there is science or knowledge of social and political good
or there is not. If there is not—if there is only knowledge
of fact—of individual or collective desires and interests—
then all attempts of these sciences to pronounce on values
are either irrelevant or gratuitous. All belief that they can
tell us what ought to be in the economic, social and political
spheres is sheer illusion: and if the practitioners of these sci-
ences continue to let it be understood that such pronounce-
ments are possible they are resecuring the public’s interest
under false pretenses.

v

THE VALUE CHARACTER OF THE THEORETICAL:
KNOWLEDGE AS INVOLVING VALUATION.

ONE OF THE CHIEF SOURCES of the axiological movement as
a whole was, as we have seen, that phase of Neo-Kantianism
connected with the names of Windelband and Rickert. From
the more gencral philosophical point of view this movement
was a reaction against the sharp dualism between cognition
and value, between the theoretical and the practical, in its
classical form in Kant. It consisted essentially in the exten-
sion of the Kantian notion of reason as determined‘by the
good or value, apparently confined to the sphere of the prac-
tical reason, to thought or reason as a whole, and with it
the widening of the notion of values in its generic sense to
include cognitive or logical values.
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The phase of this movement which has, pethaps, the wid-
est general influence is the notion of history, and the Geistes-
wissesschaften in general, as value sciences. The demonstra-
tion that in these fields at least this dualism could 'not be
maintained has, of course, had great influence upon the de-
velopment of the'methodology of these sciences, as we have
already seen. But the influence of the movement did not stop
here; it led ultimately to a still wider notion, namely, of what
Rickert calls the “value character of the theoretical” in all
its forms.

This was indeed implicit in Kant himself who, in the latter
part of the Critigue of Pure Reason, especially in that part
described as the Canon of Pure Reason, subsumed all types
of the employment of the reason, both theoretical and prac-
tical, under the idea of the Good.™ But this element in Kant
remained unexploited, not only until Kant himself was better
understood, but also until the field of axiology and its special
problems was systematically developed. The general notion
of "the value character of the theoretical” was inevitable as
soon as the notion of a wider field cf axiology was intro-
duced. For beside the ethical values must be placed not only
aesthetic but cognitive or logical values. Two versions of this
general conception became current, the one the pragmatic or
instrumentalist, the other the doctrine of z2bsolute values, the
relation of the two being exyressed in the terms of Windel-
band when he said that pragmatism is “'the outer court of the
temple of truth, not its inner shrine.”

Now I think the general result of this movement has been
to make us realize that the sharp dualism between know-
ledge and value is untenable. We know that truth is a value
and we also know that all ultimate noticns are related to
ends and values—in cther words that the problem of knowl-
edge cannot be divorced from the problem of value. But
while we realize all this, our understanding of the relation
has not gone much further. In fact our thought here seems
to have come to an /mpasse—not wholly unlike that whicn
confronts value realism. Knowledge itself is determined by
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reference to values. Values are determinative of our judg-
ments of existence and truth. But what is the status of these
values? Are they themselves either existent or true?

This 1s, indeed, a conundrum, and one that was inevitable
in the development of axiology. The answer given by Rickert
—that values are neither esistent nor non-existent, but merely
valid, 1s perhaps the only one possible, but it would be idle
to prctend that it is wholly satisfactory. The notion of values
as “'unreal”’—as meaning structures bcyond all distinctions
of being, and as merely valid—while perhaps logically neces-
sary, 1s an even more difficult conception than the phen-
omenological notion of values as essences or self-subsistent
entities. Now 1 do not deny that this notion has an important
element of truth. As over against the subjective and merely
praginatic theorics of value, this tendency, like the phen-
omenological, was an important means of clarification and
rescoe, and to lose the insights which it has brought would
be a reversion to wholly uncritical ways of thinking. What
I do say 1s that 1t has pever yet received a form of statement
which 1s either gencmlly convincing or without fundamental
difiiculties. As I have put it elsewhere, it is indeed necessary
to be able to ascend to this rarefied atmosphere of essences,
of meaning structures and validities—indeed unless we do so
we shall never understand the ultimate problems of axiology,
to say nothing of solving them—but it is not possible to
remain there. We must come back to earth and when we
do we are faced with the ultimate problem of Value and
Metaphysics.”

VI
VALUE AND REALITY: METAPHYSICAL PERSPECTIVES.

OF THE FIFTY PAPERS already referred to, fourteen were
given over to the discussion of questions falling under the
rubric, value and reality. What, we may ask, i1s meant by
such a notion? Obviously we are here concerned with what
philosophers know as metaphysical problems. Problems of
this nature inevitably emerge from all the movements in
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axiology which we have been considering. One may insist
upon the independence of ethics or axiology of metaphysics,
but this separation can never be more than temporary and
methodological in character; the metaphysical issue always
returns in all its force.

This issue may be stated in the following way. For all
forms of axiology the values are there—in some sense. But
in what sense are they there? Even for a value subjectivism
and naturalism they are there in the sense of mere emotions
or facts of liking or disliking. For value realism they are
there as essences, but are they merely essences and is there
a disjunction between value and existence, between values
and the cosmos? They are there as imperatives for the human
consciousness—indeed this imperative character of oughtness
is part of their essential being or their validity—but are they
there only for the human? Is the human the only part of the
cosmos in which values pass over into actualization or exist-
ence, in which essence, so to speak, implies existence? Thus
are opened up what Hartmann has called “metaphysical per-
spectives’’ and these perspectives are a necessary part of any
axiology.

A very general view on this question is what we may
describe as humanism. Humanism, from this point of view
at least, holds that values belong only to the human part of
the cosmos or nature and must be denied any cosmic signifi-
cance. Such humanism, whether it be associated with natural-
ism and its value nominalism, or with value realism is, per-
haps, the dominant conception today. As opposed to this we
have, however, a tendency in many types of philosophy
which, using the terms of C. Hartshorne, we may describe as
“beyond humanism.”

The humanistic position, whatever form it may take, is
based upon three main arguments: (a) that to give cosmic
significance to values means anthropomorphism; (b) that
any cosmic teleology means doing violence to science or a
reversal of the categorial scheme of true knowledge; and
that, finally (c) to maintain a cosmic teleology is to human-
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ize the cosmos, and “the humanization of the cosmos means
the dehumanizing of man.”

This is not the place to examine these arguments in de-
tail. I mysclf believe that none of them will stand and any
one interested may find the grounds for that opinion in a
brief form in my Language und Reality.* Indeed I think that
as we may speak of a pons asinoram of naturalism, we
may also speak of a pons asinorum of humanism. If one
does not sec that if we are to give any real significance to
teleology in the human, there must be teleology in the cos-
mos of whicly the human is a part—if he does not see that
the significance of values in the human implies their cosmic
significance—then I think the genuine problems of axiology
must remain a closed book. In any case in Anglo-American
philosophy at least there is a strong movement beyond
humanism and this movement has led to metaphysical sys-
tems in which the notion of value plays a fundamental part.

B

Certain main tendencies in Anglo-American philosophy—
at least on the metaphysical side—are outstanding examples
of the tendency to make value in some form coextensive
with reality. In a paper entitled The Objectivity of Values,
Alexander maintains that value, in its elementary non-human
form, is the universal feature of the interconnection of things
—a restatement, of course, of his position in Space, Time
and Deiry.** Laird in The Idea of Velue maintains in prin-
ciple the same position, and Whitehead develops his phil-
osophy along the same general lines in Process and Reality.

Whitehead's philosophy is from the standpoint of this
present problem the most interesting and challenging of re-
cent times. He conceives it as his main task to overcome the
isolation between natural science and value experiences and,
in order to bridge this gulf, he, like both Alexander and
Laird, reads value down into the most elementary constitu-
ents of the universe, and in so doing develops a pan-psychism
which, while sharing the general character of the classical
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forms such as those of Leibnitz and Schopenhauer, has de-
veloped novel conceptions of importance.

This has been made possible chiefly by certain notable
changes in the fundamental conceptions of modern physics.
As is well known, the tendency towards idealism of many
of the leading physicists has seemed to many to open up a
place for values in the scheme of the cosmos apparently not
possible in the conceptual structure of the older physics. Two
main factors are responsible for this tendency, namely, the
changes in our conception of matter and secondly the changes
in the status assigned by many physicists to natural laws. The
ultimate components of reality being no longer substantial
material entities persisting through time and moving in
space, but a very different type of entity which is described
as “events,” it becomes possible to correlate with these ulti-
mates of analysis value in its "non-human elementary form”
as a universal feature of things.

As a magnificent attempt to overcome the modern disjunc-
tion between value and existence and the naturalistic human-
ism which it involves, it can only ve welcomed as of out-
standing importance. But it does not at a}l follow that the
perspective thus opened up is satisfactory, or that the solu-
tion of this fundamental problem of all rhilosophy can be
maintained. Two main difhiculties inhere in thus position.
Granted ail the arguments for refusing to confine the value
notion to the human level of desire and interest, it is never-
theless difficult to recognize in this “elementary, non-human
form of value” the same thing that we are talking about
when we speak of value in the sense either of the values of
appreciation or the objective values of value realism. No less
difficult is it to accept the separation of value from mind
which is involved in this philosophy, for the notion of value
seems to become meaningless when it is abstracted from mind
in every sense. It is true that Whitehead's formulation of
the theory seems to avoid this. By distinguishing between
subjective immediacy, which he attributes to all ultimate
entities, and consciousness, which is secondary and derived,
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he is able to affect a sort of solution of the difficulty and in 2
sense to overcome the disjunction between mind and value.
Nevertheless it involves the revival cf pan-psychism with
all its difficulties. It is not strange that many find themselves
rather forced back to old fashioned notion of values as sub-
sisting in the mind of God. One may well admit the ele-
ment of poetry and symbol in such language and at the same
time feel that it contains a fundamental truth.

The difficulties which we find in this Anglo-American
movement do not at all prevent us from recognizing both its
timeliness and its value. One can have nothing but praise for
the insight that sces that the complete disjunction between
value and existence, which has characterized modernist phil-
osophy, must be challenged, and for any attempt, however
tentative, to return to the axiom of inseparability of value
ind being which has, fiom the beginning, characterized
traditional European philosophy.

v
CONCLUSION: AXIOLOGY AND OUR PRFSINT CULTURE.

I HAVE BEEN ASKED to conclude this review of the present
situation in axiology with a statement of my own position.
In a sense my views can be gleaned from the preceding
account. They are moreover already stated in detail in the
article Metaphysics and Value, referred to, and in Chapter
IV of my book The 1utelligible World, also entitled “Meta-
physics and Value. Instcad, therefore. of stating again these
main positions I shall conclude with a short discussion of
Axiolegy and Our Present Culture, in which my main posi-

o’

tions will be made clear.

Culture has been described as “'the measure of things taken
for granted.” When within a given culture things ate no
longer taken for granted, a crisis in culture ensues and part
of this crisis is always the bringing into the foreground of
the things taken for granted. This, as I have already sug-
gested, is the “story” behind the developments of modern
axiology.
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This crisis ic recognized in all quarters, however it be in-
teroreted and whatever suggestions may be made as to it
solution. That which precipitated the crisis was the insight,
fargely due to Nietzsche, that our moral values cannot be
grafted on the evolutionary naturalism of Darwin, that if the
latter be taken seriously a veritable transvaluation of all our
values is inevitable. With the development of this under-
standmg appeared the more general problem of “science and
values” which, as John Dewey rightly sees, constitutes the
standing problem of modern philosophy.

The significance of this crisis can be understood only if
we realize that the values of our Evropean culture were
bound up with “a magnificent metaphysical and theoiogxcal
structure which had endured for a thousand years.” The ques-
tion is whether “science” has destroyed this structure, and
whether, if it is “gone,” the values, as we know them, are
still there. The whole of modern humanism, from Ludwig
Feuerbach to the present day, is one long attempt to show
that they are independent of this structure. I think 1t may be
said that this attempt has been a failure. There is something
very appealing—and for a time persuasive—in the argument
that whatever our scientific intellect may do with the world,
our emotional intuition of values is stiil there. But we know
in our inmost souls that this is not so, and it is the realization
of this fact—largely against our very wills—which from
Nietzsche on, has generated all our feverish talk about
values.

The preoccupation with value problems which character-
izes our present situation in culture and philosophy has given
us a new insight into the history of this European culture
and of its philosophy, and, from this point of view, the his-
tory of philosophy is being partly rewritten. The centrality of
the value notion in this philosophy is now an accepted prin-
ciple of its interpretation. The primacy of values has, as
Hartmann has pointed out, been, rightly or wrongly, the
characteristic of European philosophy. “Everywhere, except
with difference of form, the axiological principle is made the
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foundation of the whole.”” The magnificent metaphysical
and theological structure, the philosophia perennis which
constitutes European philosophy, was a value-charged scheme
of thought, a scheme of thought in which value and being
were forever inseparable. The metaphysical disjunction be-
tween value and existence is a wholly modern phenomenon.

As we have achieved this new insight into European cul-
ture and philosophy, so also we have come to understand
more fully the wholly modern disjunction between value and
reality. It began with the physics of Galileo and Newton.
The consignment of the secondary qualities to the mind was
followed a fortiori bv the tertiary qualities. A subjective
theory of values was even more inevitable than a subjective
and sceptical theory of knowledge. Kant was fully aware of
this fact and be made valiant efforts to stem the tide by his
conception of the quasi-objectivity of values as developed
in the Critigue of Practicul Reason. Whatever may be
said of it philosophically, culturally it failed to stem the tide
of subjectivism and naturalism, for the latter was reinforced
by Darwinism and evolutionary naturalism which swept
everything before it. The movement to value realism, with
its revolt against subjectivism and naturalism is, again cul-
turally speaking, a second attempt to stem the tide. Whether
it will be more successful than the Kantian, who shall say?

The story of modern axiology is then in one sense the
story of a culture fighting for its very life. The value realism
of which we have spoken may be merely the dying gasp of
this culture, for so long as it remains wholly humanistic it is
powerless to live. There are indeed signs that this may be
so. I myself am not insensible to the force of the Nietzschean
argument which, starting with the assumption that the entire
metaphysical structure is gone, and proceeding from the
premises of evolutionary naturalism, concludes that our
traditional values are gone also. It may be that our desperate
efforts to retain these values, despite their absurdity on the
reigning naturalistic premises, is itself a weakness and that
these very ideals are themselves ghosts of Plato and Aristotle,
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which, in the light of a more perfect scientific day, will van-
ish away. Nor am I whoily insensible to the possibility that
the history of our culture has actually reached this final
stage. One need not accept the metaphysics of Spengler’s
philosophy of history in order to admit to an uneasy feeling
that our culture is going very much the way he describes.
Whether we use the terms “fate” and "destiny” or not, a
tide in the affairs of man seems to have set in this direction
and little can apparently be done until the tide turns. All
this may indeed be true, but it does not in the least affect
the fact that our culture, so long as it remains wholly human-
istic, will be powerless to live.

In any case—and this is my main point here—the technical
aspect of modern axiology is but the external form of a
much deeper issue. As Nietzsche only too clearly saw, the
“value of our values” is t4e question of modern philosophy;
the “future task of the philosophy” is the solution of this
problem and to its soiution “all other sciences have now to
pave the way.”

1 Op. cit. "Preface’” and “Note to First Essav,” Gocd and Evil, Good
and Bad.

2. In an article, "Metaphysics and Value” (Conmtemporary American FPhil-
osophy, Vol. 11} I described how these two tendenc:es combrned in my mind
to create interest in the value problem and to determine the direction which
my studies have taken. I believe this to be tree of a la:ge number of those
who have been preoccupied with the problem of value.

3. Joha Laird, op. c15. p. 535; Nicolai Hartmana, of. c: Vol L p. 43,

4. Travaux du IX® Congres International de Philesophie, Fascicules X,
XI, XII, BEermann & Cie, Paris 1937.

5. See my article, Tre Precent Suuation in Axiology, Revue internatinnale
de Phiiosophre, 15 Juillet 1939,

6. Language and Reulity, Chapter IV, pp. 159 ff.

7. R. B. Petty, Tre General Theory of Value.

8. H. O. Eaton, The Austrian Theory of Value.

9. John Dewey's criticism of this position in his The Quest for Certainty
(Chapter X)), is especially interesting in this connection. It illustrates at
once the nature of the critiism of the purely subjectivist theory, as well as
the quasi-objectivity accorded by the instrumentalist to the value judgment.

10. John Laird, The Idea of Value, especially Chapter VIIL

11, “Science and Value™ Ethics, April 1914, Vol. LI Number 33. A paper
presented at a joint session of the American Philosophical Association and
Section K of the American Assodiation for the Advancement of Science,
Philadelphis, December 28, 1940.
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12. This thesis is developed in detail in a paper entitled Kant and Modern
Axiology, published in The Heritage of Kant, edited by George Tapley
Whitney and David F. Bowers, The Princeton University Press, 1939.

13. The Inmtelligible World, Chapter IV.

14. Op. cit. p. 725. Other places in which criticism of the humanistic
position may be found are N. O. Lossky, V'alue and Existence, and Hart-
shorne’s Beyond Humanism, already menticred.

15. Published in the “Proceedings” of the Ninth International Congress
of Philosophy, already referred to.

16. Ethics, Vol. 1, p. 241.
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By Roscoe Pound

I think of law as in one sense a highly specialized form
of social control in a developed politically organized society
—a social control through the systematic and orderly applica-
tion of the force of such a society. In this sense :t is a
régime—the régime which we call the legal order. But
that régime operates in a systematic uand orderly fashion
because of a body of authoritative grounds of or guides
to dctermination which may serve as rules of decision,
as rules of or guides to conduct, and as bases of prediction
of official action, or may be regarded by the bad man,
whose attitude is suggested by Mr. Justice Holmes as a
test, as threats of offictal action which he must take account
of before he acts or refrains from action. Moreover, it
opesates through a judicial process and an adminsstrative
process, which also go by the name of law—a development
and application of the authorizative grounds of or guides
to determination by employing a received and so authorita-
tive technique by the light of received and so authoritative
ideals. The idea cf system and order and predictability
lies behind every mearing which has been given to the
term law—to all of what the analyucal jurist calls analogous
uses of the term—and every application of the word until
the nise in recent times of absolutist ideas which would
apply the term to whatever is done by those wno wield
the powers of a politically organized society simply because,
and no matter how, they do it.

When, therefore. one asks himse!f what is the task of
the law, what is the end to which this régime, maintained
by politically o:ganized societics, adjusting relations and
ordering conduct through a judicial and an administra-
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tive process, and carried on by employing a body of recog-
nized or established precepts, applied by an authoritative
technique in the light of authoritative ideals—when one
asks himself what all this complicated machinery is for,
the answer must be that the end, whatever it is, is the end
of social control of which law in all three of its meanings
is a specialized form. But we cannot neglect that question,
difficult of answer and far reaching in the implications
of the answer as it may be. For received ideas as to the
answer, traditionally established, are an important item
in the received grounds of or guides to determination of
controversies and are decisive in the choice of starting
points for legal reasoning, the interpretation of legal pre-
cepts and the application of legal standards.

A prevailing type of philosophical thought today, going
upon Kantian epistemology, tells us we caunot answer this
question. No doubt we cannot answer it absolutely. But
law in all its meanings is a practical matter. If we cannot
give an answer which will be absolutely demonstrable to
every one and wholly convincing to the philosopher, it does
not follow that we may not have a good workable blueprint
of what we are trying to do and be able to make a good
practical approximation to what we seek to achieve. There
are many practical activities the postulates of which will
not bear critical logical examination if we demand of them
an absolute correspondence of phenomena to theory, but
nevertheless serve their practical purposes very well. If,
as is now taught, we live in a curved universe in which
there are no planes and straight lines and right angles and
perpendiculass, it does not follow that we must give up
surveying which does its work satisfactorily on the basis
of such postulates. If we cannot make a watertight dem-
onstration of the end to which the legal order is directed
in practice, if we cannot attain that end completely, the
history of civilization shows we can make a continually
closer practical approximation, and that it is because of
this practical approximation that the legal order and the
body of authoritative grounds of or guides to determina-

78



PHILOSOPHY OF LAW

tion have been sble to develop and maintain themselves.

What we are seeking to do and must do in a civilized
society is to adjust relations and order conduct in a world in
which the goods of existence, the scope for free activity,
and the objects on which to exert free activity are limited,
and the demands upon those goods and those objects are
infinite. To order the activities of men in their endeavor
to satisfy their demands so as to enable satisfaction of as
much of the whole scheme of demands with the least friction
and waste has not merely been what lawmakers and tribunals
and jurists have been striving for, it has also been put
in one way or another by philosophers as what we ought
to be doing. Life in accord with nature or measured by
reason (that is, in accord with an ideal in which the
perfect man seeks only what as such he ought to have,
and renders to others as perfect men what they ought to
have) reconciling wills of free men in action by a universal
law giving a maximum scope for free activity to each,
reconciling of what used to be called instincts in action,
bringing about a maximum of happiness, satisfying the
wants of each so far as compatible with satisfying the
wants of all—these are different ways of putting this prac-
tical task which the courts and lawyers have been going
about doing in a practical way from the time when the
rise of political organization of society led to courts and
lawyers as agents of organized social control.

If, as lawyers must, we look at law, in all of its senses,
functionally with respect to its end, as that end is at bottom
the end of social control, our science of law cannot be
self-sufficient. Ethics has to do with another great agency
of social control covering much of the ground covered by
the legal order and having much to tell us as to what legal
precepts ought to be and ought to bring about. Security
which the law, in an adjustment of relations, has continu-
ally to seek to keep in balance with the individual life, is in
special degree called for by the economic order which is
the subject of another social science. We cannot ignore
it in a science of law, but just as some sought to merge
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jurisprudence in ethics, there are those who would refer
everything in law in all of its senses to economics, with no
more warrant. Again, there is the science of politics.
Since the legal order is a régime of social control through
politically organized society, the science which organizes
our knowledge of such societies cannot be ignored, although
jurists in the English-speaking world have been wont to
give it an exaggerated importance in their interpretation
of legal history and their accounts of legal institutions.
Sociology has for a time gone off into methcdology and
is more concerned with demonstrating that 1t is a separate
science. by developing its separate method, than with
organizing our knowledge of the phenomena of human
association. But the science of society did much for the
law a generation ago and can do so agan pasticularly in
what has been called social psycholcgy. History is not to
be overlooked. The history of civilization has much to
tell us of how lzw has operated to maintain and further
civilization, how it has grown out of civilization, how it
has been adapted to new types of civilization, and perhaps
how at times it has hindered, as at other times it has
furthered, civilization. Finally, there is psychology, with
much to tell us not only about the claims and demands we
must be busied to reconcile or adjust, but aiso about the
bases of the conduct we seek to order and the underlying
bases of the processes, judicizl and administrative, as well
as the lawmaking process, by which the legal order is
maintained and the precepts by which those processes are
to be guided are devised and formulated.

From Roman times, except for analytical jurists in the
nineteenth century, philosophy has been recognized as some-
thing indispensable for the jurist. In a great part of the
history of juristic thought it has been misused to frame
ideal systems of legal precepts of supposed universal validity
for times, places, and men. But it has a task of the first
importance in organizing and criticizing the ideal element
in the body of authoritative grounds of and guides to
determination. When it seeks to do more than that, and, on
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the one hand, furnish a universal plan or absolute starting
points or charts for all times and places, or, on the other
hand, to tell us that we can’t do anything but observe the
unfolding of an idea by its intrinsic power or the orbit of
development according to fixed laws, as beyond our control
as the revolutions of the planets, or that we are inevitably
caught in a mess of irreducible antinomies so that we can
do no more than let things work themselves out, the
lawyer hus learned to cease to follow the philosopher and
to go on upon the basis of experience developed by reason
and reason tested by experience. The philosophical juris-
prudence of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries held
that everything in the science of law could be achieved by
a sheer exercise of reason. Philosophy was the one neces-
sary wnstrument of the jurist. The metaphysical jurispru-
dence of the nineteenth century held that philesophy could
demonstrate the idea that was realizing itself in legal
development or the orbit of legal evolution. but after
showing us these necessary paths from which there was
no escape, it could not help us. Much of philosophy of
iaw today is equally assured that we cannot do much
toward making law in all its senses achieve its end better.
These give-it-up philosophies and the juristic skepticism
to which they lead, or which they aid and abet, may serve
for philosophies of law. Thev will not be of hewp as
philesephical jurisprudence.

In the nineteenth. century jurists were concerned chiefly
with three problems: the nature of law, the interpretation
of legal history, and the relation of law and morals.

As to the nature of law, as I see it, our difficulties lie in
the different meanings for which we have been using the
one word. In the languages of Continental Europe the
word we transiate as law has a meaning for which we
have no word in English and conveys an idea very hard
for us to understand, which can only be indicated by some
such awkward phrase as right-plus-law or what-is-right-
backed-by-law. But if we read critically the books in our
own tongue we soon perceive that ‘law’ may mean any one
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of the three things I indicated at the outset and that some
address themselves to the nature of the legal order, some
to the nature of the body of authoritative grounds of or
guides to decision, and some to the process of adjudication
or the process of administration, and assume that a theory
of the one will of course do {for the other two. Moreover,
the oldest of the meanings as employed by jurists, namely.
the body of authoritative guides to decision, usually thought
of down to Kant and very generally since as a body of
rules of conduct, is composite. Instead of being. as Bentham
took it to be, an aggregate of laws, that 1s, of rules in
the strict sense, such as the provisions of a penal code,
it is made up of precepts, an authoritative technique of
developing and applying the precepts. and a body of
received ideals as to the end or purpose of the legal order,
and hence to what legal precepts ought to be and how
they ocught to be applied. These received ideals are just
as authoritative as the traditionally received precepts and
are often much more obstinate and mantfestly are longer
lived than the rules which were all that the analytical jurist
could see in the last century.

But this is not all. The precept clement in law in the
second sense has no less than four constituents: rules in
the strict sense, principles, precepts dehning conceptions,
and precepts prescribing standards. If all of these could
be called rules in a wider sensc, yet conceptions and stand-
ards, which play very important rdles in the administration
of justice, are pot rules in any sense. Indeed, much harm
has been done in American constitutional law by trying
to reduce the standard of due process of law to a body
of rules analogous to rules of property.

By rules I mean precepts attaching a dchnite detailed
legal consequence to a definite detailed state of facts or
situation of fact. Such rules were the staple of ancient
codes and are found today chiefly in criminal law, in com-
mercial law, and in the law of property.

By principles 1 mean authoritative starting points for
legal reascning. They do not attach any definite detailed
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consequence to any definite, much less detailed, state or
situation of fact. They furnish a basis for reasoning
when a situation not governed by a precise rule comes u
for consideration as to what provision should be made for
it. By legal conceptions 1 mean authoritatively defined
categories into which cases may be put with the result that
certain rules and principles and standards become applicable.
Such things as trust, sale, bailment, will occur to one at
once in this connection. Legal standards are defined
measures of conduct, to be applied according to the circum-
stances of each case. entailing liability to respond for
resulting injury in case the limits of the standard are de-
parted from. There is no definite state of facts provided
for and no definite detailed consequence is prescribed.
Examples are the standard of due care, the standard of
fair conduct of a fiduciary, the standard of reasonable facili-
ties imposed on a public utility.

When it is perceived how much we have been seeking to
embrace in the one word ‘law,” it will be seen why so much
of the discussion as to the nature of law in the last century
was so futile.

With the passizg of the era of history, for such was the
nineteenth century, the interpretation of legal history i1s
no longer taken to be the key to the science of law, and
economics and psychology have arisen to furnish universal
solvents instead. As to the relation of law and morals.
we have again to contend with difficulties due to the use of
one word with more than one meaning in a connection in
which the context will not distinguish, because the writer
does not. When we write of the relation of law and morals
we may mean the relation of the legal order to a received
body of ethical custom in a time and place or to an organized
body of principles as to what conduct ought to be, not
actually obtaining anywhere, but arrived at by speculation
instead of by observation. Or we may mean the relation
of the body of received grounds of or guides to decision
to either or both of what are put under the name ‘morals.
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Or we may mean the relation of the judicial or of the
administrative process or of both to either or both of
the things for which the word ‘morals’ has been used.
It is not unlikely that we may try to reason about the
relation of the three to the two as if there were one
idea on each side as there i> one word. What we can say
is that if for convenience we think of the body of received
ethical custom as morality and the body of speculative
principles as morals, each of these, as well as law in each
of its senses, is an agency of social control. Partly their
spheres overlap and in the common area they reinforce or
ought to reinforce each other. Partly they deal with matters
exclusively in their own domain, where nevertheless they
may and do influence each other. But beyond this general
statement one cannot go without distinguishing the different
meznings of each word.

Today, in my judgment, the most important problem
which confronts the jurist is the theory of interests. A
legal system attains the ends of the legal order (1) by
recognizing certain interests, individual, public, and social;
(2) by defining the limits within which these interests
shall be recognized legally and given effect through legal
precepts; and (3) by endeavoring to secure the interests
so recognized within the defined limits. I should define
an interest, for the present purpose, as a demand or desire
which human beings either individually or in groups or
in associations or in relations, seek to satisfy, of which,
therefcre, the ordering of human relations must take account.
This needs to be put psychologically, but we must avoid
the controverted questions of group psychology. It is not
group demands or desires, but the strivings of men in
(or perhaps one should say through) groups and associa-
tions and relations to satisfy certain demands or desires.
The legal order or the law does not create these interests.
There is this much truth in the old idea of a state of
nature and theory of natural rights, namely, that interests
in this sense would exist if there were no legal order but
were some other form of social control, and no body
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of authoritative guides to conduct or decision. Conflicts
or competition between interests arise because of the com-
petition of individuals with each other, the competition
of groups or societies of men with each other, and the
competition of individuals with such groups or societies,
in the endeavor to satisfy human wants. The law, then,
does not create these interests. But it classifies them and
recognizes a larger or smaller number. Also it defines the
extent to which it will give effect to these interests which
it recognizes. It may do this in view of other interests.
These other interests may be directly recognized and limited
or secured, for example, by creating a legal right enforce-
abie by action at law, or by a legal power such as the
power of the wife to pledge the husband’'s credit for
necessaries, so that the limits of the right or power must be
fixed. For example, the right of reputation is limited by
the privilege of conndential communication, and the power
of the wife is limited to cases of living apart without her
fault. Or the extent to which it will give effect to recog-
nized interests may be limited in view of other interests
which get only indirect recognition through limitations
imposed on expressly recognized interests. For example, at
common law the interest of the child is indirectly recognized
by limiting the father's privilege of correction. Or the
extent to which legally recognized interests are given effect
may be limited in view of the possibilities of effectively
securing them through the legal order. Next, the legal
order devises means for securing interests when recognized
and within the defined limits.

Hence in determining the scope and subject matter of
the legal system we have to consider five things: (1) ‘we
must take an inventory of the interests which press for
recognition and must generalize them and classify them;
(2) we must select and determine the interests which the
law should recognize and seek to secure; (3) we must fix
the limits of securing the interests so selected—this, for
example, is the whole problem in the secondary boycott
cases; (4) we must consider the means by which the law
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may secure interests when recognized and delimited, that
is, we must take account of the limitations upon effective
legal action which may preclude complete recognition or
complete securing of interests which otherwise we seek to
secure, as, for example, in the case of the rights of husband
and wife to consortium as against each other; (5) in
order to do these things we must work out principles of
valuation of interests. The chief importance of these prin-
ciples is in determining what interests to recognize, of,
in other words, in selection of interests to be recognized.
But we must use these principles also in fixing the limits
of securing recognized interests, and fixing upon the
means of securing interests, and in judging of the weight
to be accorded in any given case to the practical limitations
upon effective legal action.
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In a broad sense everything is historic. It is part of a
temporal order of events. There s astronomical history,
geological history, biological history, cultural history. Gener-
ally, when we speak of history, we have in mind human
history or rather human histories, since we are far from
having a unified history of humanity. When we examine
the concept of history, we find that it has a dual meaning.
It may mean the actual order of events, independent of
an observer. Or it may mean the order of events for an
interpreter. Naive realists have held to the former meaning.
Idealists have held to the latter meaning. In fact, both
meanings are involved in history as krowiedge. There
can be no knowledge except through selection and interpre-
tation. Some philosophers talk as though such things as
tables and chairs were directly revealed. What is directly
revealed is their stupidity. There can be no photographic
history; and if there could be, it would be useless because
it would be as confused as the material itself. The recon-
struction of history is more like plastic surgery than photog-
raphy. While historical knowledge, like all knowledge,
involves interpretation, it means an order of events which is
objective to the interpreter. Else history could not be
distinguished from fiction. Indeed, so large a role has
interpretation played that it is somewhat difficult to dis-
tinguish between fact and fiction. What is the historic
significance of Troy? A generation ago historians might
have been inclined to regard Homer's Troy as fiction, but
the archeologists have located it and a whole procession
of Troys. But for the most part Homer’s Troy is imaginative
interpretation. Science, too, has its fictions. But it aims at
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objective fact and succeeds more and more in reaching
objective fact. Unless there are objective data, whether in
the physical sciences cr history, there can be no criterion
of knowledge. In either case. there must be creative
interpretation on the basis of hitherto attained knowledge.
It mast be interpretation guided by the ficts of experience
and open to revision on the basis of experience. Science, too,
is a part of hitsory. While physics and chemistry can
abstract from history because the laws of physical nature
in our epoch can be taken as constant, our hypotheses are
part of history and must be understood in their historic
context. That is true even of mathematics because there
is progress in mathematics.

What is the relation of philosopby to history? Can
there be a philosophy of history? We may compare phil-
osophy of history with philosophy of science. In each case
we find a great deal of specialization in the progress of
knowledge. In the early stages, it was not necessarv to
distinguish between science and sciences. In the same way
there has been speciulization in history, and it becomes
necessary to survey the general field if we are going to see
the meaning of history. We may say, then, thar philosophv
deals with the gencral aspecis of science or history.

One of those aspects is that of methodology. Philosophy
can furnish the criticism of methe lology, and in that way
show the possibility of method und the limitations of
method. Whether there are differences between methods in
the sciences and in history, we need not discuss here. In
either case, we must use hypotheses to try to interpret
empirical data. There are, however, characteristics peculiar
to the content of history. History has a disadvantage as
compared to the physical sciences, in that historical processes
are irreversible. while the processes with which the physical
sciences deal are reversible for the purpose of description.
That does not mean that the processes of physical nature
are absolutely reversible because there is entropy, for one
thing. Although the processes with which history deals
are irreversible, they have recurrent characters. If it were
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not so, we could have no customs, institutions, or social
sciences. ‘The historian has an advantage over physical
science in that he can know the processes with which he
deals from the inside, as an agent, while in physica! science
we are outside spectatnrs. In history we deal with human
wills, in their conflicts and cooperation, and we have an
intimate knowledge of human wills. To say that we have
an intimate knowledge does not mean adequate knowledge.
We should not need a science of psychology in that case.
In history we are dealing with macroscopic events. The
fundamental causcs 1n history are personalities. Only indi-
viduals are originative causes, not individuals as abstractions
bur individuals as conditioned by group relations, as well
as being constitutive factors. They must be understood in
thar matrix. In human history we can to a certain extent
follow the causal transitions, but in the complexities of
cvents we may have to employ statistical methods. That
does not mean that statistics is a substitute for causality.
That would be confusion of types. Statistics is a method of
knowledge, not of action.

History deals with events. But an event by itseif is not
history. That Caesar crossed the Rubicon in 49 B.C. 1s an
event but it is the temporal setting—the onflicss leading
up to the event and the conscquences of the ¢vent—which
muakes history. An event 1s a selection, an abstraction from
the matrix of history, and has signihcance only in its
connectedness. We must further recognize the complexity
of history. Historv 1s not a hncar senies of events. There
is the interaction of various scries. History, moreover, has
depth as well as surfuce. We must take account of vertical
relations as well as sequence. As psvcho-analysis bas shown,
those vertical relations may be largely unsuspected by the
agent.

Human history is creative or emergent. The historian
attempts to survey tine but he is also part of time. He
is conditioned by his time and place in the movement of
history with its milicu of interests. It is an old saying,
Veritas filia temporis (Truth is the daughter of time.)
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There is a certain relativity about interpreting history, since
we must interpret it from our own perspective. But we
must not be dogmatic about truth terminating with us.
We must try to respect the objective connections so far as
they are indicated by the material. There are perspectives
in the past as well as to the past.

We must take time seriously when we study history.
We have been too much dominated by the quantitative
fictions of the physical sciences. Time is change and emer-
gence. The measurement of time is secondary and artificial.
We do not live by the clock, though it is socially convenient.
Time is life and life overflows our artificial divisions. We
divide time into past, present, and future. But these are
not separate compartments of history. They have only
functional significance. History is life and life moves as
a whole. It moves with the impetus of the past but it
moves toward realization. The present is pregnant with
the future. We can look backward on the passage of
events as from the stern of a ship. But life is forward-
looking, the direction is determined by the future as well
as by the past. To understand an embryo we must be able
to project its future as well as its past. When we speak,
there is a feeling of what we are going to say, and this
determines what we say. The present is not a point or even
a block but is the dynamic tension of the progression. The
present duration is not to be measured by the series of
beats which we can grasp in one perception any more than
the coexistent spatial world is to be measured by the
number of things to which we can attend at once. The
present is the flowing, cumulative life which congeals into
memory and habit at one end but pushes forward into
action at the other. The past in so far as it exists persists
into the present, with a context of its own, yet integrated
into the ongoing life. 1 am not just the experience of a frac-
tion of a second or of a few seconds. I am all that I have
lived and now live and the future that I strive for. The
future 1s the emergent completion of the pattern of what
I bave been and now am, as the egg and the embryonic
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stages and maturity are but the expression of one creative
life. This is true of a people, of a species, as well as of
an individual life.

It has generally been assumed by historians that the past
is closed and that, therefore, we can know the past. Others
have assumed that history is contemporaneous history and
that we only know the present. It is generally supposed that
the future is unknown. Yet the purpose of studying history
is to orient ourselves to the future, that is, to define the
future. Life must act. Life cannot be split into past,
present, and future. Life is indivisible. It is not true that
the past is closed. The past is eternal only as an abstraction.
The past completes itself in the course of history as the
movements of a symphony are completed in further move-
ments. We do not in any absolute sense know what we have
been any more than we know what we are, because what
we have been and what we are owes its significance in
part to what succeeds. To know what we have been and
what we are means to know what we become, which is
a creative fact. A deed may be good or bad in relation to
later deeds. The reality of the past lies in its making of
the present, and its significance must be found in its context
with the present and the future. Dates, being numbers,
have an abstract eternity, but dates are mnemonic devices.
They do not constitute history. We can have history without
dates, as is evident in biological and geological history.
It is t! ¢ cumulative change, with its inherent order, which
is history. It is a truism to say that we live and think in
the present. But what is the present? The present is not
closed. It is the forward wave of the past. It carries the
meaning of the past and is itself open to the future. It
requires the perspective of the future in order to be fully
understood.

We must act on faith. To some extent nature repeats
itself, or we could have no prediction, but it repeats itself
with variations. We know but little of what we are. To
know what we are would be to know what we have been
and what we are going to be. Life is a risk. We make
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plans, but these plans come to have new meaning, even
as we try to act them out. That does not mean that we
should not plan. We are better off for thinking and plan-
ning. It means that we should not be dogmatic. We should
be willing to revise our plans. Life moves on. Life is
more than we. “There is a destiny that shapes our ends
rough hew them as we will.” But we are a creative part
of that destiny, our action counts. At every stage “‘we are
more than we are and are wiser than we know,” because
we are part of a stream of life which has implications
beyond what we can see. The embryo is more than an
embryo and can be understood only as we follow its develop-
ment to the man. But the man is part of the history of
life, and the end is not yet. At best our human perspective
is truncated. We require long perspectives to recognize
the order in change. On a near view it may seem mere
confusion and tragedy. To those that lived in the transition
from ancient civilization to the medieval, it could not
have been apparent that a new civilization was being bozn.
In the present crisis everything seems very confused, but
Hitler too will pass as did Attila and Jenghis Khan. What
will follow depends on us.

In the relativity of history, what truth can there be in
our present insight? In the passuge of time everything does
not pass. Let us learn from the past. No real insight into
relations or values is lost in history. The golden rule has
persisted through the ages, because it makes life livable.
The Pythagorean insight that the universc is amenable to
number, the Platonic insight that there is form and measure
in nature. Aristotle’s conception of movement from the
potential to the actual—these insights are not lost, though
the Pythagorean conception of pumber was limited to
cardinals, though the Platonic conception of form was
abstracted from time, and though Aristotle’s conception of
movement from the potential to the actual was based upon
routine and failed to recognize creativeness. It is a mistake
to suppose that the Newtonian conception of gravitation
lost its significance with Einstein. It was incorporated by
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Einstein as a limiting concept of a more general formulation.
And so on into the future. What is significant now will
be integrated into wider perspectives. That is the career
of truth in our world.

Human history is cumulative to a certain degree. There
could be no history unless there were conservation of
experience in the way of habit and tradition. But that does
not mean that history is absolutely cumulative. The tragic
fact is that history is destruction as well as cumulation.
Whole civilizations have perished with scarcely anything to
show for them.

Human history is concerned with values as well as with
facts, and the two are inseparable. To understand human
history we must discover what men strive for. Values enter
into the texture of history; they are objective causes. But
they are also subjective factors in that they determine the
selection by the historian; and the historian must be on
his guard lest he confuse his own bias with the causes of
history.

History has external relations as well as internal relations.
To understand the moments of history we must consider the
spatial relations as well as the temporal. While distance
has been largely overcome by modern science, it makes a
difference whether men meet face to face in personal rela-
tions or at a distance. There is a reality about face to face
relations that cannot be had otherwise. The number of
individuals concerned and their distribution are important
factors. Human culture has flourished best in compara-
tively small units such as ancient Athens or renaissance
Florence where there were intimate interactions of the
bearers of culture. There are also conditioning physical
factors as geographical relations, climate and soil which
have played an important part. But the tendency has been
to exaggerate the physical conditions. They furnish problems
which man is challenged to meet. Man is not just a passive
product of circumstances, he is a creative factor and to a
large extent has made over his environment. And so we
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find men living in all sorts of climates, in the arctic regions,
in the tropics, and especially in the intermediate zones.

Human history is thythmic. This fact has been stressed
by men like Vico, Spengler and others. They have compared
human groups, such as nations, to a human organism. As
the human organism lives through childhood, adolescence,
maturity, and old age, so national cultures are supposed
to live through such definite stages. The analogy is faulty.
A nation does not consist of one individual but of a proces-
sior of individuals, and continually renews its organic life.
It can become young again. While biologically the metaphor
is faulty, psychologically it is true that nations live through
periods of growth and tend to become stereotyped. But
there is no absolute sequence, there is no inevitable decay.
Some nations like the French and the British have passed
through various stages or cycles. They have become stereo-
typed at times and then zgain have awakened to new cultural
epochs. There is no absolute repetition in history. The
Middle Ages do not repeat the Homeric epoch. The
differences are more significant than the similarities. But
with all the exaggeration on the part of the advocates of
cycles there is a profound truih in the conception of the
rhythmic character of history. We can distinguish epochs
such as the Greek period, the Medieval period, the Renais-
sance. They do have identifiable characteristics. The mistake
lies in isolating such periods. They are part of a continuous
life. 'We cannot say that the Middle Ages began 476 A.D.
and closed with 1450 A.D. It is more important to under-
stand the transitions in history than to emphasize certain
maximal stages, though the latter should not be ignored.
There is a gestalt character about history, but the gestalt
can only be understood in its historical matrix.

One aspect of human experience, which Shakespeare
understood so well but which has been generally neglected,
is that of timeliness. Huss was a great personality with
great sincerity of purpose, but the events were not prepared,
so he was burned at the stake, though it should not be
forgotten that he belped prepare conditions for the future.
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The Diet of Worms, 1521, might have made Luther another
martyr, but the events conspired to produce a crisis which
Luther set off. The causes which conspired to make the
crisis were only in part religious. Several leaders in the
Church—St. Bernard, Cusanus, Occam, among others—had
tried to reform the Church, but they produced no crises.
There were cooperative chains of causes—economic, political,
intellectual—which had long been preparing and now com-
bined with the religious fermentation to produce a crisis.

We have seen that philosophy of history, like philosophy
of science, can contribute in two ways. It can furnish
critical examination of methodology, and it can clarify over-
lapping problems which would not be dealt with in the
specializations of science or history. These two functions
would certainly justify philosophy of history, as they justify
philosophy of science. But what writers on history generally
have in mind with philosophy of history is sc.ne theory
about history as a whole. The question is, is there a con-
structive principle, in terms of which we can understand
the total movement of history? There have been several
suggestions.

The interpretation of history in terms of providence has
played and still plays a large role. St. Augustine in the
City of God advanced the first complete philosophy of
history in which the past, the present and the future are
combined in one drama, a drama «f sin and redemption.
This philosophy dominated the Middle Ages. In the
eighteenth century, the idea of progress was intended to
supplant the idea of providence. The progress which was
emphasized was intellectual, the progress of reason. This
was thought to produce a general amelioration. The pro-
gress was conceived as linear with cumulative advance in
one direction without end. In the nineteenth century the
idea of evolution, as interpreted by Darwin and Spencer,
seemed to give a new basis to the idea of progress. Of
course it is necessary to select among evolutions, since there
are several directions of evolution. We can select the direc-
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tion which terminates in man, and regard man as the
culmination of evolution. That may seem unduly anthro-
pomorphic. Those who prefer another direction can choose
that. But we no longer have the same confidence that time
means progress, as the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
had.

With the middle of the nineteenth century, there appear
serious attempts to explain history in a scientific way. There
emerged physical theories which emphasize geography,
climate, and food supply, as the explanation of social evolu-
tion. It should be said that Buckle, who was one of the
pioneers in this field, did not neglect the human mind as
a factor in social advance. The others were more dogmatic.
There also arose economic theories, like that of Karl Mary,
that try to account for social evolution in terms of economic
factors, like production and distribution and the class
struggle involved in production and distribution. While
the base of the theory of Marx and Engels was materialistic,
they recognized the importance of emergent factors like
mind, institutions, ideals, as playing a genuine role. At
best, physical and economic theories meet only part of the
facts. The anthropological approach bas become increasingly
mmportant in our cffort to understand human society, and
we have come to recognize the significant contributions made
by so-called primitive man to human institutions. This
recognition is leading to a larger perspective. But it is
not a theory of history.

There have been various metaphysical theories to explain
history. Hegel views history as the evolution of spirit
through various stages in which there is a suggestion of
contact with actual history by selecting some period in
various cultures to illustrate the # priosi scheme as conceived
by him. Other efforts have tried to connect in a more
evident way with the currents of recent thought. Bergson
regards evolution as the manifestation of vital impulse,
élan vitale. Advance in evolution for Bergson is due to
successive waves of vital impulse which stabilize into customs
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unti! a new wave comes. For S. Alexander, God js the
impulse to advance through the various emergent levels of
Space-Time, Deity being the creative emergence that is
being born. These are only samples of types of effort to
find a constructive principle in history. It is not possible
to criticize these efforts in detail, but if the scientist is
entitled to large constructions such as evolution, astronomical
cosmology, the philosopher also is entitled to large perspec-
tives. Though such large hypotheses cannot be verified in
a way that a special Jimited hypothesis can be, they may,
nevertheless, be useful in furnishing perspective for the
smaller efforts. But we arc now suspicious of speculative
theories.

In human history the progression’ during the past that
we know has been most cvident in culture. And the tendency
has been to make the evolution of culturc the basis of
philosophy of history and to neglect the larger biological
background. But wc cannot say that biological evolution
has stopped with the compzrative stability of the anatomical
form of man. The development of iotelligence has involved
the evolution of the cercbral conditions of mind and here
there has been and is great variation. Social evolution must
be seen as part of biological. The mistake of the speculative
monists has not been in their feeling for the connectedness
of history but in their anthropomorphism. Man is the heir
of all the ages but not as a speculative dialectician who
spins out the drama of history from his own assumptions.

Can there be an empirical approach? We find some
large perspectives of conneciedness in human history. One
of the longest vistas is the technological form of progression,
starting with the discovery of the use of fire and the making
of tools. We must remember that the fundamental dis-
coveries were made before any written records. Science
today is a lineal descendant of the technological discoveries
by primitive man. There can be no doubt that there has
been technological progress. Another long perspective is
moral evolution. By moral evolution I mean the attempt
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of man to discover a formula for living together. It must
have become obvious to primitive man as well as to us
that technological discoveries are futile without moral
advance. We cannot say that any particular part of the
human race has shown any advantage in moral discovery.
The Chinese and the Hindus seem to have done as well as
the Occidentals. On the whole there seems to be evolving
a greater respect for the dignity of the individual. Christi-
anity is an important manifestation of this. A third type of
connectedness is more inclusive than either of the above,
namely, the evolution of life. We must remember that
human culture is part of life and therefore dependent upon
the evolution of life. Humanity is part of the history
of life which is part of the history of the earth which is
part of cosmic history. A philosophy of history must view
buman history within the whole. There is 2 time-form of
humanity as a species. If humanity as a species has a
history, is man still evolving? Will humanity as a species
reach maturity as fishes and reptiles seem to have done?
Or does man through his creative intelligence possess indcfi-
nite plasticity?

Is there evidence of direction in history as a whole?* It
was a momentous insight, on the part of the early Greek
pioneers, that reality is not only change but an order of
change. In the one fragment which we possess from the
great genius who laid the foundations of systematic enquiry
into nature, namely Anaximander, we are told that things
arise and pass away “according to the ordering of time.”
This pregnant idea was elaborated in an immortal way by
Heraclitus, who saw a wisdom, a soul-fire, in nature, order-
ing the ceaseless change, regulating its exchanges and pre-
scribing its path. No doubt Heraclitus was a great meta-
physical poet. Modern science has given us some evidence
of control in cosmic history. We can say with Plato that
there is measure and number in nature. The building bricks
of nature—electrons, protons, neutrons, and whatever others
there may be—are measured in nature, and they fall into
atomic patterns in the conditions of the cosmos. The
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spectroscope gives us evidence of the repetition of material
structure in the vast abysses of space-time wherever light
can reach our instruments. And physics shows that the
atomic structures fall into a natural series from one to
ninety-two—the atomic number. Such measure and number
on the elementary level of nature indicate that the cosmos,
in all its pluralism and change, acts as a whole.

The series of atomic number is a time-form which in
our epoch of nature has become stabilized through cosmic
adjustment. Since we must view nature as history, and
since we find evidence of creative control on the level of
physical space-time, there is a presumption that this cosmic
control is operative within the pluralism and contingencies
of the increasing complexity of history. In the evolution of
life, as well as the evolution of matter, nature must operate
as a whole, otherwise the complicated conditions for life
would be inconceivable. Life, as well as atomic matter,
evolves according to certain patterns, though the enormous
complexity of the relations makes cosmic control less patent
than on the atomic level. Life radiates into a large number of
directions. But if we follow any one history we can discern a
continuous order of development in relation to the environ-
ment. This is particularly striking in histories that have run
their course, like the Trilobites of which Perrin has established
a complete fossil series. Gregory has exhibited a marvelous
continuity in the progressive invention of patterns in the
locomotor evolution of vertebrates. In those organic histories
which have become stabilized, as with fishes and reptiles, the
series of forms seems complete. In other bistories, evolution
is still plastic as evidenced by mutations which in turn may
become fixed. Man has undergene considerable transforma-
tion in a million years but has become anatomically stabilized.
The great transformation in the last ten thousand years has
been in social heredity which in turn means a change in
mental capacity. On the level of creative intelligence, man
has shown marvelous plasticity in the last few thousand
years; but patterns of thought, too, tend to become stabilized
as shown in the syntax of ianguage and the laws of logic.
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How patterns of thought can become artificially stabilized
is shown n the Middle Ages. But hitherto the stabilization
of forms of thought has not become organically fixed. What
seems clear is that cosmic order is manifest on the levels of
life, through its various stages, as well as on the level of
atomic matter. We cannot exhibit a structural order of life
as a whole, as Moseley established atomic number,® for a
great deal of past life has disappeared without any record
and part of the perspective of life is in the future. But
the evidence points to a cosmic order of life. Perhaps
thought may be stabilized into a structural order, but that
order would be habit which is the end of thought. Thought
must be adventure. On all the levels of nature, as we
know it, there is indeterminacy, pluralism, and the struggle
for survival. But the struggle for survival does not create
the patterns of matter, life or thought. It only determines
which are viable under the conditions. Nature is not merely
pluralistic and contingent. It is also formative. The forma-
tiveness is mediated through individuals. But life is more
than individuals. The species-form has reality in evolution
as well as individual form.* In both we have transformations.

The historical view of reality helps us to resolve some
old dualisms. One of these dualisms is whether reality is
matter or mind or both. The materialists maintain that
reality is matter and that mind is a function of matter.
The mentalists maintain that everything is mind at some
stage and that matter, if it be allowed at all, is a decadent
form of mind. But if we view reality as history, matter and
mind are both manifestations of cosmic history, matter and
mind being functions of organization. Nature is never merely
matter or merely mind. Nature has a creative nisus which in
its maximal devclopment includes material and mental char-
acteristics. Matter is an emergent character or set of charac-
ters of a certain history at a certain advance; mind is an emer-
gent character or set of characters of a certain history at a cer-
tain advance. Matter is not more real than mind, any more
than an egg is more real than a chicken. Even though matter
stops short of the creative development which is mind,
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it has a character to which mind is relevant. Otherwise
we could have no science of nature. Matter is part of a
world which has a nisus toward mind. Mind, on the other
hand, needs a body in order to develop the conditions under
which mind can function. It is the florescence of a process
which, when complete in creative nature, is mind, including
society which is an expression of mind. It is the time-whole
which is reality and this time-whole exists in interaction
with other time-wholes and in adjustment to the cosmic
whole.

The end of our story is that reality is history, that change
viewed in long perspectives indicates order. The order is
most evident on the physical level of nature because this
level in our epoch of nature is most stabilized. But we
find order also indicated in the radiating evolution of life,
especially where life has become established for the time
being. We can see it, though less clearly, in the evolution
of intelligence, where plasticity is at a maximum.® We are
justified, I think, on the evidence in holding that the cosmos
acts as a whole in the various transformations of its part
histories. It is also reasonable to hold on the evidence that
there is progression and that, in the small part of the
world that we know best, this progression is toward more
complexity of life, culminating in creative intelligence. The
climax does not necessarily mean the last stage in any one
cosmic history, such as our earth. The climax of an indi-
vidual life is not its senescence.

But can we see a goal toward which creation moves?
Here we move beyond science into the realm of poetry
and religion. An inspired cosmic poet says: “For we know
that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain
together until now,” striving to be “delivered from the bond-
age of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children
of God.” For St. Paul the cosmic process is justified in
producing a society of saints, though the rest of the cosmos
in some sense shares in the liberation. In some way, it
has the satisfaction of evolving a higher quality of life.
At any rate, St. Paul does not ignore the rest of the cosmos
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nor does he minimize the pain and travail of the process.

Some of us believe that the freedom to realize personality
in a cooperative society is an ideal worth living for and
fighting for. It is a question of value. Individuality is not
enough. Everything strives to persist in esse suo, to main-
tain itself. If you consult the individual, every individual
is ultimate. That is true even of inorganic nature, but it
is a felt fact in the realm of life. The amoeba, the worm,
the Neanderthal man, strive to live. Is it the type that is
important? But it must be the type of individuals. Historic-
ally all individuals have their place. But somehow individu-
als in the cosmic process strive io transcend themselves,
though they do not know it. We. too, are striving somehow
to transcend ourselves. We are part of a nisus, though we
can not define it. The chrysalis is striving somehow to
liberate itself. It feels the change coming, but it does not
yet know what it is to be a butterfly. There is in nature
the urge to completion. There is a sense of direction, of
ought, in nature from the seed to its maturity in the indi-
vidual and from species to species in the racial movement.
We are part of a cosmic evolution and we must strive as
we can through thinking and through feeling to find our
way. And we must suffer for our failures in order tha
we may find a better way.

I confess that, though I believe that the cosmos is a
whole and acts as a whole through the multiplicity of
histories, I do not understand what sort of a whole it is.
It is true that a tree must be known through its fruit. But
what is the fruit? I like to dwell on the creation of beauty
and order. And there is some beauty and order. But
what about the disorder? Perhaps blindness and chance
are part of the evolution of order. But there is so much
disorder and suffering that seem to lead nowhere. Without
plurality and struggle it does not seem possible to have
a world that is worth while. But what about all the fruitless
struggle? What about the enormous waste in order that
life may go on at all—millions of seeds that one may
r‘eproduce, millions of lives that a very small part may
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show quality? And what about the insanity of selfishness
and lust for power which create untold misery? “The whole
creation groaneth and travaileth together until now”—that
seems certain. “The glorious liberty of the children of
God,” of free creative personalities, working to realize a
new order and a new bappiness—that is something we must
strive to bring to pass. And this striving is part of the
cosmos, its urge in us. It is, I believe, its deepest urge.’

1.
2.

3.

1 say progression rather than progress because sometimes evolution
has been decadence.

See Man in bis World, 1937, University of California Press; The
Social Mind, 1939, Chapters I, XIII, XIV.

1 would not give the impression that atomic number has been absolutely
fixed. There may have been elements in nature of a higher number
than 92. Such elemeats have been produced in the laboratory. There are
one or two intermediate elements of a very unstable character that have
not yet been found in nature but have been produced in the laboratory.
It has been suggested that they may have disappeared. In the realm
of life, with all the losses, the record is very impressive. A wvast
range of primitive forms of life which could have left no record have
persisted and so are contemporary.

In Plato’s Timaeus the Demiurge creates the form of the race and
the forms of individuals.

We can select cultural series that show remarkable cumulative order,
as for example the development of Western thought from the sixth
century B. C. in Greece; and more especially the development of
science during the last three hundred years. The latter development
was, for so great 2 mind as C. S. Peirce, a convincing argument for
the existence of God. It certainly could not be accounted for on
the basis of chance. It is no argument against this view that the
devil has made very efficient use of the results of science. We have
it on very good authority that the devil can quote Scripture.

I have devoted a great deal of energy to show the reality of time
and history, first analytically in my doctor’s thesis, A Theory of Time,
Harvard, 1899 (not printed but available at the University of California
at Los Angeles, at Harvard and in the British Museum); Time and
Realiry, 1904, Psychological Review Monograph, No. 26; part IV of
A Realistic Universe, Macmillan, 1916, 1931; and also symthetically
in connection with form or system in A Realistic Universe, esp.
chapters III, XVII and XVIII; and more especially in connection
with space-time, form and evolution in Cosméc Evolution, Macmillan,
1925, esp. chapters II and VIII; Three Interpretations of the Universe,
Macmillan, 1934, chapters IV, V and VI (esp. V); God, Macmillan,
1934, esp. chapter VI; "Cosmic Implications of Normative Structure,”
Proceedings, Ninth International Congress of Philosophy, Paris, 1937;
included in Man in his World, University of California Press, 1939;
“A Revolution in Metaphysics and Science,” Philosophy of Science,
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1938; The Social Mind, Macmillan, 1939, esp. chapters I, XIII, XIV.
I have tried- for over forty years to develop a synoptic view of the
universe, but most of my collecagues have been interested in special
problems, lately in language, including formal logic—according to
O. Spengler, the last stage of decadence. It would be clever to remark
that when philosophers have nothing to say they talk about language;
but the formal interest has its place, too, if it is not taken to be
the whole of philosophy.
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PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE
By Victor F. Lenzen

THE TERM SCIENCE denotes a critical activity of discovery as
well as the systematic knowledge founded thereon. Problems
of philosophy of science are: first, the structure of science,
that is, the method and form of scientific knowledge; second,
the significance of science for practice and knowledge of
reality.
I

KNOWLEDGE is 2 constituent of human experience; science is
critically controlled and ordered knowledge. The field of a
science may be selected from diverse realms of experience;
physical phenomena, processes of life, and social institutions
may all be objects of scientific study. There has been a dis-
position to restrict the term science to the natural sciences,
but its contemporary application is sometimes extended to the
philosophical disciplines, such as the science of value. The
universality of the scientific program is manifested in the
continual attempt to apply scientific method to new realms
of experience. Science, therefore, is not to be defined in
terms of a specific subject matter. Science is characterized by
the method and form of its knowledge; by the control of
data, formulation of generalities, and the achievement of
systematic form.

The basic fact about scientific knowledge is that it 1s a
mode of representation of a subject matter by signs. The
theory of signs has been set forth in a monograph by C. W.
Morris. He distinguishes between semantics, the study of the
relation of signs to objects; pragmatics, that of signs to in-
terpreters; and syntactics, that of signs to other signs. The
analysis of symbolic representation of things and events is
the recurrent theme of works such as the one on the logical
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structure of science by A. C. Benjamin. For this essay I as-
sume that the general process of representation by symbols
or other signs is known, and shall devote myself to character-
istic scientific procedure and knowledge. Carnap has des-
cribed the problem of philosophy of science as the syntactical
structure of the language of science. In this essay I shall es-
pecially direct my attention to what Morris calls the semanti-
cal dimension of scientific semiosis.

An analysis of the procedure and form of science is ap-
propriately directed to natural science as typical. Nature is
the manifold of events in space and time; the subject matter
of natural science is given in perceptions of common phen-
omena. The datum of perception has a vividness that usually
distinguishes it from imagery, but the decisive criterion for
correctness of perception is coherence with past and future
petceptions. In a stage of accumulated knowledge perception
is acknowledged to demonstrate the existence of relatively
permanent objects, the realm of nature. Scientific inquiry is
initially directed to the analysis and description of natural
things in the status of perceptible objects. For example, if a
specimen of a new kind of mineral is discovered, the task of
scientific description is to record its place of occurrence, to
specify its properties, and to name it. The mineral is first
characterized by superficial qualities—for example, gold is
described as yellow, lustrous and heavy—but physical and
chemical analyses yield a more precise description. By the
process of re-definition, or successive definition, a precise
description of an object denoted by a crudely defined concept
is transformed into the definition of an exact concept. Des-
criptions of perceptible objects with the aid of concepts fur-
nish the data for the systems of classification of the descrip-
tive natural sciences.

The specific characteristic of natural science is the formu-
lation of laws that express uniformities in perceptible phen-
omena. A typical physical phenomenon is the collision of
two bodies, during which the change in momentum of one
body is correlated with the change in momentum of the other
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with which it is in contact. This example of correlation of
events contiguous in space and contemporaneous in time pro-
vides the prototype of causality as a functional relation. It
has been found possible to represent large-scale phenomena
by relatively simple determinist laws of correlation that serve
as instruments of prediction.

However, a set of events may manifest irregularity, or
tandomness, the definition of which has been a problem in
theory of probability. Irregular events are characterized as
causally independent; no functional relation can be found
between them that provides a basis for prediction of an in-
dividual event. Such irregular events are exemplified by the
states of molecular miotion of classical kinetic theory, in
which irregularity was assumed to be founded upon regu-
larity. In quantum mechanics, however, irregularity is ac-
cepted as fundamental. The results of individual observations
on atomic systems are, except in special cases, predictable
only with a probability defined as relative frequency. In
principle, one can always organize a new result with past ob-
servations, but the functional relation so obtained would not
serve to predict future events. Although the interpretation of
quantum mechanics demands the assumption that irregularity
is fundamental in the observation of atomic systems, Planck
and Einstein have exprcssed hope that future developments
will demonstrate that the statistics of atomic phenomena are
founded on regularities. It is of interest to quote D. J. Struik
who asserts, “Statistical regularity is a result of causal rela-
tionship. No probability without causality.”

Phenomena are complex and hence scientific procedure in-
volves the resolution of processes into component functicnal
relations. Such resolution requires experimentation, in which
factors in a natural process are isolated by holding constant
some variables and controlling the values of selected ones.
Thus in an experiment on gases one may hold the tempera-
ture constant and determine that the pressure varies inversely
as the volume. Again, one may hold the volume constant and
find that the pressure increases linearly with the temperature.
In order to express the conditions that must be controlled in
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order that a functional relation may be found exemplified,-a
law should be expressed in the conditional form; for ex-
ample, if the temperature of a gas is held constant, the pres-
sure varies ijnversely as the volume. The conditions for the
isolated exemplification of a law may be practically impos-
sible of realization. In discussions of the principle of inertia,
which states that if a body is acted upon by no forces it
moves with uniform motion, one usually remarks that it is
impossible to find 2 moving body that is free from the action
of force.

In the early stages of a science regularities in phenomena
may be discovered fortuitously. In a developed science con-
trolled experimentation requires guidance by hypotheses.
Hypotheses also occur in science as the foundation of a sys-
tematic theory from which consequences are deduced that are
tested by observation. In Newton’s theory the law of gravi-
tation initially was an hypothesis from which were derived
laws of planetary motion that Kepler had formulated from
records of observations.

The initial data of science are furnished by qualitative
description. Such representation, however, is supplemented
where possible by quantitative data. Indeed, the introduction
of exact methods in science consists primarily in the replace-
ment of indefinite qualitative concepts by definite concepts of
physical quantities. The concept of a physical quantity is de-
fined by means of an experimentally controlled procedure.
Thus the elastic constants of a material are assigned on the
basis of experiments on resistance to deformation. In general
a physical property is attributed on the basis of the action of
the object in some controlled situation. The operational defi-
nition of physical concepts was effectively employed by Ein-
stein in creating the theory of relativity, but general recogni-
tion of the procedure owes much to the exposition by P. W.
Bridgman. I shall exemplify this method by a discussion of
weight.

Suppose that one perceives a body at rest upon a table.
We do not directly perceive the weight of the body, but as-
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sign this physical property to it in terms of the response of
an appropriate instrument to its action. The simplest appar-
atus 1s the hand by which muscular action is applied to lift
the body. A crude concept of weight may be defined by the
statement that muscular action is required to balance it. The
definition interprets the result of an expeniment by a prin-
ciple and hence weight is appropriately called a construct. A
scale of magnitudes of weight may be based on intensity of
muscular sensation. Now the measurement of weight by the
hand lacks precise reproducibility. A better apparatus, known
to antiquity, is the beam balance which consists esseatially of
a lever with equal arms. If two bodies suspended respectively
from the ends maintain the lever horizontal, the bodies are
postulated to be equal in weight. A body that balances two
equal weights is postulated to have twice the weight of each.
By extending this procedure one may build a set of bodies
possessing weights that are assigned numerical measures rela-
tive to a unit. The weight of any body can then be measured
in terms of the unit by the balance. In these measurements
the results are interpreted by a principle of the lever which
becomes a special case of the principle of moments in a de-
veloped system of statics. A proposition of science thus plays
the role of a definition that is determined by convention. But
conventions are adapted to experience; the definition of
weight in terms of the lever is useful for the representation
of nature because the same results are obtained regardless of
the qualitative characteristics of the balance and the time and
place of the measurement. In the definition of a construct
such as weight a pattern discerned among objects of percep-
tion is symbolized. Thus a generalization from experience is
in effect transformed by convention into a definition of
weight. It may be added that the result of a measurement is
usually determined from the perception of space-time coin-
cidence. Eddington has expressed this fact in the statement
that measurements are pointer-readings.

Quantitative data facilitate the formulation of laws in
mathematical terms. The term mathematical designates the

deductive exposition of a science. Ancient branches of mathe-
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matics developed out of laws expressing pervasive properties
of natural things. Thus cardinal arithmetic was founded on
laws characterizing the composition of collections, and geom-
etry developed out of laws employed in measuring spatial
properties of solid bodies. The definiteness and simplicity of
relations in space made possible the reduction, by the ancient
Greeks, of geometrical propositions to a number of axioms.
Euclidean geometry then provided the model for the deduc-
tive systems of mathematics. In consequence of modern phil-
osophy of mathematics the axioms of a mathematical science
hav. been deprived of concrete content and have become
postulates that implicitly define the formal properties of con-
ceptual objects in an abstract universe of discourse. If the
order of data of a science exemplifies approximately the
order defined by a mathematical system, the latter may be
interpreted as applied mathematics, for example, mathemati-
cal physics. Thus science accepts the data of perception
and for their interpretation rationally constructs conceptual
systems.

The field of natural science is initially constituted by per-
ceptible phenomena, but explanation extends the realm of
nature by positing objects that are not perceptible in the
usual sense of the term. A phenomenon may be explained as
the effect of action by a body that later may be directly per-
ceived. This procedure is exemplified by the perception of
Neptune after its position had been predicted by the theory of
perturbations. Vitamins were initially posited by hypotheses
for the explanation of physiological phenomena and were
then isolated. Similarly, genes were instrumental for explain-
ing the laws of heredity and were then located
in structures perceived through a microscope. In build-
ing microphysical theories, however, objects are posited
that according to physical theory can be known only
through their effects. The visual datum of a natural
thing is ascribed to radiation that it emits or reflects.
Scintillations on an appropriate screen, condensation tracks
in a cloud chamber, and indications of Geiger counters
are attributed to the ionizing action of electrified particles.
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The only means of cognizing such hypothetical objects is
through perceptible phenomena that they serve to explain.
Accordingly, such objects have been viewed as fictions. Now
the positing of microphysical elements is founded on the pos-
tulate that in an interaction between microphysical and ma-
crophysical realms both factors have the same status in real-
ity. Hence the reality ascribed to the microphysical realm
depends on that accorded objects of perception. If the latter
are only conceptual instruments, so are the former; if the
latter are independently real in the sense of traditional meta-
physics, so are the hypothetical objects of physical theory.
Regardless of interpretation, the repeated confirmation of
predictions made from hypotheses for microphysical objects
eventually results in the acceptance of perceptions of specific
phenomena as observations of such objects. The positing of
hypothetical objects demonstrates the relativity of the con-
cept of reality to theoretical schemes of explanation. The
most general definition of reality for science is that it is the
universe of discourse of a conceptual system that serves to
correlate and predict, deterministically or statistically, the
data of experience.

The goal of science is unity in knowledge. Progress to-
wards this goal has been made by the reduction of physical
phenomena, such as sound and heat, to mechanical processes.
A more fruitful basis for a unified physics is offered by elec-
tromagnetic theory. However, the crucial problem in the pro-
gram of unification of science is the relation or biology to
physics. Like the latter science, biology must initially employ
the concepts of common experience. Living things have
spatio-temporal location and the phenomena in which they
participate are described initially in terms of common qua'i-
tative concepts. The existence of sciences like biophysics and
biochemistry demonstrates that the processes of life are re-
solvable at least in part into physico-chemical factors. Biol-
ogy, however, has the specific problem of the nature of the
indivisible, coordinated wholeness that is characteristic of
organisms. During the nineteenth century the model for phy-
sical science was a mechanical system of interacting material
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particles. Biologists justifiably contended that the phenomena
of life could not be reduced to this type of mechanism. Hence
there was created the modern theory of vitalism, according
to which the characteristic self-repairing and self-reproducing
activities of an organism are attributed to an entelechy or
similar vital agent. Criticism from the mechanist standpoint
undoubtedly has demonstrated that vitalist concepts have not
satisfied the demand for explanation or guided the biologist
to new discoveries. Meanwhile the mechanical conception of
nature in its earlier meaning has been abandoned for physics.
Physical phenomena have been reduced, at least partially, to
electromagnetic processes. Quantum mechanics has further
demonstrated the inadequacy of the former mechanical point
of view. The outcome of these developments is that the pro-
gram of physical science is analysis of phenomena into con-
stituent functional relationships. But this is also the proced-
ute of experimental biology. The abandonment of the self-
restricted mechanism of nineteenth century physics and the
introduction of experimental methods into biology render

ssible the acceptance of a unified method for biological
and physical science. Indeed, J. B. S. Haldane has found in
resonance phenomena of atomic physics concepts for the an-
alysis of mind. Lancelot Hogben remarks, “In the light of
Pavlov’s work we can now envisage the possibility that the
methods of physical science will one day claim the whoie
field of what can be properly called knowledge.”

There remains the question whether or not the laws of
biology will be reducible to those of a future de-mechanized
physics. In would appear that the relation between the bio-
logical and physical that may be expected is one outlined by
W. H. Werkmeister. He rotes that in physical science new
theories may include older theories as limiting cases, for ex-
ample, relativist dynamics includes classical dynamics. Now
biological processest have physico-chemical constituents, but
are more complex than the latter. Hence one may expect that
the laws of biology when adequately formulated will reduce
to the laws of physics in the limit. Indeed, after the death of
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an organism its processes are described completely in phy-
sico-chemical terms.

As a concluding topic in the analysis of the structure of
science I shall examine the role of a principle of uniformity
of nature. We have seen that the characteristic of science is
the formulation of laws that represent uniformities in phen-
omena. A law is derived from particular observations by in-
ductive inference, but it claims generality that provides the
basis for predicting the results of future observations. Pre-
diction is justified by the piinciple that regularities in phen-
omena are invariable in time. What is the ground of such a
principle of invariance?

The attempt to found the principle on experience leads to
an infinite regressus; it is contrary to the temper of the age
to grant it a priori status. Of significance is the interpretation
of a principle of uniformity by conventionalism. This inter-
pretation may be explained by describing the procedure of
dealing with exceptions to a law. Boyle's gas law, for ex-
ample, was initially formulated from crude observations and
then found to fail for more precise data. A functional re-
lation in better accord with the later precise observations was
devised by van der Waals who introduced parameters that
depend on the gas. In principle, it is always possible to re-
construct a law by introducing new factors so that it applies
to new data. The principle of uniformity then is an element
in the definition of law. This definitional character of the
principle has been set forth by Philipp Frank, who analyzes
the law of causality in the form: if, in the course of time,
the state A of the universe is once followed by the state B,
then whenever A occurs B will follow it. He points out that
this statement may be interpreted as a definition of the word
“state,” for if the law of causality is not confirmed for a
system according to a given definition of state, we assign new
state variables in order to secure confirmation.

The genesis of a principle of uniformity may be explained
by the method of successive definition. That it has been pos-
sible to formulate invariant laws is a generalization from ex-
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perience which has been transformed into the principle of
uniformity as a definition. There remains, however, the prob-
lem of justifying the expectation that old experiments will
continue to yield the same results and that revised laws will
continue to hold for more refined experiments. In the last
analysis the conventionalist interpretation of the principle of
uniformity fails to justify the expectation that a specific func-
tional relation will be exemplified in the future. Contempor-
ary discussions recognize this limitation by redefining the
problem of induction. Herbert Feigl distinguishes between
the meaning and validity of the principle of induction. He
contends that it is a regulative maxim, an operational rule.
In the same spirit, Karl Popper maintains that the procedure
of empirical science is not inductive inference from particular
to general, but construction of hypotheses from which con-
sequences are deduced that are tested by observation. Hans
Reichenbach describes induction as a process of wagering on
the future with the aid of propositions of probability as in-
struments of prediction. Finally, I quote Wittgenstein: “The
process of induction is the process of assuming the simplest
law that can be made to harmonize with our experience. This
process, however, has no logical foundation but only a psy-
chological one.”

I

THE SIGNIFICANCE of science resides in its value for practice
and knowledge of reality.

Natural science itself testifies to the extrinsic value of
science for the conduct of life. Biology represents man as an
organism that maintains itself by interacting with an en-
vironment. Man’s adaptation to nature is facilitated by his
ability to foresee and thereby control events. The discovery of
uniformities in phenomena, upon which control is based, is
initially prompted by instinctive curiosity. As his knowledge
grows, man’s sense of wonder concerning the nature of
things develops into the scientific spirit. Although the foun-
dation of science is the impulse to observe and explain, the
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practical value of knowledge stimulates its acquisition.
Among the ancient Babylonians and Egyptians regularities
in the motions of celestial objects served for the direction of
agriculture, geometry was useful in surveying, and items of
mechanical knowledge were applied in architecture. Coming
upon the historical scene after the seeds of science had been
sown for several milleniums, the ancient Greeks garnered the
harvest prepared for them and molded it into the form of
science. Once embarked on the search for rational knowl-
edge, science acquired a life of its own and the perfection of
theoretical structure became an end in itself. The creative
impulse of Greek science suffered ‘a decline, but its ideals
and methods guided the scientific revival during the dawn of
the.modern era. Copernicus was inspired to revolutionize
astronomy by the Pythagorean ideal of a simple mathematical
representation of celestial motions, and the theory of conic
sections of Apollenius of Perga provided the conceptual tools
for the analysis of motion by Kepler and Galileo. However,
science was especially stimulated by the technological prob-
lems set by the development of new economic, social and
political institutions. The requirements of navigation for voy-
ages of discovery, the demand for machines by industries
such as mining, the effort to improve the technique of firing
projectiles, the requirements of transport by water gave im-
petus to the astronomical observation and development of
mechanics characteristic of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies. The significant contribution of Sir Francis Bacon was
his encouragement of experimental philosophy for the pur-
pose of controlling nature.

While the rise of modern science was stimulated by the
requirements of practice, the modern era has been character-
ized by an ever increasing cultivation of pure science, and
this development has made possible new achievements in
practice. The utilization of science for the improvement of
agriculture, industry and communication has transformed our
mode of life. Criticism is now directed against science on the
ground that it is being used to employ the forces of nature
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against the welfare of humanity. Every culture, however, re-
quires tools that implement natural forces, consequently the
destruction of science would mean a return to barbarism.
The correct answer to the criticism of the inhumane utiliza-
tion of science is that, except in so far as knowledge is sought
for its own sake, science is an extrinsic value. Natural science,
at least, does not determine the intrinsic value of ends that
are to be achieved by its application. Science may indicate
how to realize an end, but does not furnish the test whether
it is intrinsically good or bad. The spirit of science exacts the
systematic representation of experience regardless of its ex-
trinsic value.

Science as cultivated for its own sake contributes to knowl-
edge of reality.

The impulse to explain was born with primitive man. He
interpreted the phenomena of his environment as the mani-
festations of powers like his own. Primitive animism de-
veloped into the anthropomorphic conception of nature as
exemplified by Greek mythology. The creation of science
initiated a transition from the interpretation of nature as a
realm of personal caprice to nature as the order of natura!
law. The development of science in ancient Greece was char-
acterized by loss of faith in traditions about the gods as well
as by speculations concerning the substance of natural things.
However, the search for first principles of phenomena was
supplemented by interpretation from normative points of
view. Thus Aristotle taught that celestial motions occur in
circular orbits which are the most perfect. In the mediaeval
period the teleological interpretation of things was a primary
interest. Modern science has been characterized by the aban-
donment of teleological interpretation for description and ex-
planation in terms of natural law.

The creation of celestial mechanics by Newton and his
successors gave rise to the conception of a world machine.
An important problem of modern philosophy has been the
role of the supernatural in a mechanical universe. Theologic-
al thought sought to adjust itself to the mechanical view of
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nature and fashioned the deist conception of God. Newton
recognized the function of God in creating the solar system,
but subsequent theories of its origin further restricted the
role of supernatural power. It may be recalled that Laplace
told Napoleon that he had no need for God in his system of
the world. Philosophers under the spell of the mechanical
point of view expanded a theory of the material universe into
materialism as a theory of reality. In the nineteenth century
impetus was given to matcrialism in the form of naturalism
by Darwin’s theory of evolution. Man was represented as
having evolved from a primitive condition to his present
status as a rational being. It was but an extension of this
mode of thought to characterize life as a product of nature.
The impact of naturalism upon man’s estimate of his posi-
tion in the universe is exemplified by Bertrand Russell’s elo-
quent expression of despair in his statement of a free man’s
worship.

It is not the task of philosophy of science to construct a
theory of reality in which the place of nature is defined. But
it is appropriate to criticize the improper metaphysical em-
ployment of scientific ideas. Now a tenet of naturalism is that
nature is prior in time to our perception of it and even to life
on earth. It appears to be implied by proponents of this doc-
trine that it is derived from science, but in fact naturalism
presupposes a realist theory of knowledge. Science is limited
in the kind of knowledge that it furnishes. Natural laws ex-
press regularities of relation between events in an abstract
scheme the determinateness of which results from idealiza-
tion. Indeed, it may be argued that the conceptual schemes
of science are the products of thought only and not constitu-
ents of reality. One who seeks to explain mental phenomena
by atomic processes must at least give thought to the view of
Ernst Mach that the program is meaningless because an atom
is only a conceptual construct that serves to order percep-
tions. But even if one assumes that a scientific scheme ex-
presses a constituent of reality, there are limitations to natur-
alism. The laws of biological phenomena have not been
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completely formulated and the relation between the living
and non-living is not understood. In view of the abstract
nature of scientific schemes, which are not even completed,
it is evident that natural science can not pronounce judgment
upon specific metaphysical doctrines such as those about the
influence of supernatural agents on natural events.

Exposition of the inadequacy of science as a foundation
for naturalism has not curbed a disposition to base metaphy-
sical constructions upon new scientific theories. While bio-
logical thought during the nineteenth century contributed to
naturalism, physical theories of the twentieth have inspired
a revival of idealism. The way was prepared by the gradual
replacement of the mechanical conception of nature by the
program to assume electromagnetic processes as fundamental.
Furthermore, the extensive mathematical elaboration of phy-
sical theories has called forth the idea that the world is the
thought of God, the mathematician. Philipp Frank has es-
pecially criticized idealist inferences from these developments.
An electromagnetic process is to be assigned the same sort of
physical reality as a collision between material particles. The
mathematical formulation of physical laws is as characteristic
of Newtonian mechanics as the theories of relativity and
quantum mechanics. The specific doctrines of relativity have
been interpreted to support idealism. According to relativist
theory our schemes for locating events in space and time are
relative to the selected frame of reference; this is frequently
stated in the form that space and time are relative to an ob-
server. J. H. Jeans has declared that space and time are
mental frameworks. Again, the conception of space-time as a
continuum of events has facilitated the disintegration of the
concept of matter as substance. But the idealist interpretation
of relativity is not necessary. The relativity of space, time and
other quantities to the observer is, precisely expressed, with
respect to physical frames of reference, so that observers
using the same frame would find the same values of particu-
lar quantities, except for errors of observation. Furthermore,
the theory of relativity has introduced the concept of abso-
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lute space-time with properties common to all observers.
Events in space-time may be viewed as independent of mind
as well as dependent.

Of especial interest are idealist arguments based on
quantum mechanics. Eddington has drawn subjectivist con-
clusions from the circumstance that phenomena observed for
microphysical systems depend on the method of observation.
Calling his doctrine selective subjectivism, he proposes to de-
rive all physical laws a priori from the constitution of the
observer. However, in analyzing the process of observation
one should distinguish the interaction between an object and
some instrument upon which it acts from the perception of
the effect by a human observer. Interference with an object
occurs at the boundary between the object observed and the
macrophysical apparatus. The final term of observation, per-
ception, occurs through the medium of an organism in ac-
cordance with processes described in classical physics. The
indeterminacy of results of observation has been held to
provide a basis for freedom of the will. But unpredictable
atomic events are subject to chance and this fact can hardly
be of service to moral theory.

The status of nature as an object of science is not deter-
mined by specific scientific doctrines. The concepts of physics
are definable in terms of experiments with perceptible appar-
atus that may be interpreted realistically or idealistically. The
dependence of organisms upon an environment appears to
justify the generalization that life emerged out of nature,
but one may decide to interpret organisms as well as physical
bodies as complexes of transient data. The concepts of phy-
sical process and evolution would then express correlations
of perceptions. A decision on the status of nature can be
based, not on the results of science, but only on general con-
siderations of theory of knowledge.

What is the ontological status of a universe of scientific
discourse? The physical world, which provides at least the
framework of nature, is initially conceived to consist of per-
ceptible bodies in space and time. Our problem is therefore
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the status of objects of perception. Now perception is the
interpretation of a sense-datum as the aspect of a natural
thing. In all doctrines it is agreed that an object of veridical
perception exists, or is real. The problem thus reduces to an
examination of the concept of existence or reality.

The doctrine most acceptable to a strict empiricist is that
an object is essentially a symbolic construct for the correla-
tion of perceptions. Thus C. 1. Lewis defines the concept of
an object in terms of its predictive function for possible per-
ceptions. Pascual Jordan has argued that this instrumentalist
interpretation is supported by Bohr’s theory of complemen-
tarity in atomic physics. The concepts employed to describe
physical systems depend on experimental procedures which
may be incompatible. In some experimental situations the
concept of particle is appropriate, in others the concept of
wave. In some situations position is precisely assigned, in
others momentum. Physical concepts therefore are conceptual
instruments which utilize a pattern abstracted from the realm
of perceptible phenomena in order to correlate the results of
observation by 2 mathematical scheme.

Moritz Schlick maintained that a theory of external objects
that goes beyond the limits of consistent empiricism is devoid
of sense, but philosophers generally have not accepted this
view. A long tradition supports the doctrine of dualism ac-
cording to which an independent natural thing originates
processes that interact with an observer in producing the
data of perception. Dualism was founded by the atomists
of antiquity, and was adopted in the seventeenth century by
Galileo, Descartes and Locke. It reconciles the demand for
a reality independent of experience with the relativity of as-

s to a perceiver. An important phase of modern philos-
ophy has been the persistent attempt to overcome dualism.
Empiricist criticism by Berkeley gave rise to subjective ideal-
ism, according to which an object is the complex of aspects
that exist only as data of perception. Subjectivism has gen-
erally been rejected by philosophers, indeed, Berkeley in
effect abandoned it in the doctrine that things have continued
existence as percepts in the mind of God.
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Contemporary theories of perception have been influenced
by Mach’s attempt to preserve the advantages of empiricism
without implications of dependence on mind. Mach viewed
an object as a symbol for a complex of neutral elements of
sensation. By this doctrine of the neutrality of sense-data
he sought to avoid the ontological problem but his solution
is unstable. If it holds the object to be more than a symbolic
parameter, the doctrine falls either on the side of realism
or idealism. The assignment of neutral status to perceptual
data prompted the construction of a neo-realist theory, ac-
cording to which the object is a complex of independent
aspects. In this theory reality becomes a complex of all pos-
sible aspects from all possible points of view for all possible
observers, and perception is merely selection. The theory is
appropriately stated in the form that all events have fixed
location in four-dimensional space-time and are perceived
when an observer progressing along his world line comes
upon them.

Although Mach’s concept of an object as a symbol for a
complex of elements has received a realist interpretation, it
lends itself to statements in subjectivist language. Herbert
Dingle defines a physical object as an association of experi-
ences which at any instant are together in space. As noted
below, Eddington has adopted this statement for his doctrine
of selective subjectivism.

The indecision of the scientist toward the problem may be
illustrated by two examples. Planck has stated that early in
his career he accepted the positivist doctrine of Mach, inter-
preted subjectivistically, but in maturity adopted the realist
(dualist) position. Eddington, on the other hand, initially
expounded dualism as a consequence of physics, but in a
recent work states that after twenty years he has come to the
view that physical reality is the rational correlation of ele-
ments of experience.

It has been argued that since one can not decide between
idealism and realism empirically, the issue is illusory. A
theory of objects, however, is a conceptual scheme for the
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interpretation of data. Now in science it is generally possible
to devise various conceptual schemes for a subject matter; the
decision between them must be made in the light of prin-
ciples such as that of simplicity. The same considerations
hold in theory of knowledge. The subjectivist theory of ob-
jects commands the support of empiricists by its ascetic self-
limitation to the data of perception. But the hypothesis of
an object that generates data is analogous to the constructive
hypotheses of atomism which satisfy a demand for identity
in change. Although dualism has been under criticism,
critics may reassert it in a2 new form. John Dewey holds that
the light datum of a star presents a problem which is solved
by ascribing it to a sun located many light-years distant in an
extensive temporal-spatio continuum. The view of Helmholtz
is worthy of note. He conceded the theoretical possibility
of interpreting the facts of perception in terms of subjective
idealism, but held that the realist (dualist) interpretation is
the simplest one. Whether or not one concedes significance
to the issue between realism and idealism the cautious phil-
osopher of science can limit himself to the concept of nature
as a scheme for the systematic correlation of experiences.
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PHILOSOPHY OF LIFE
By Alfred N. Whitehead

The status of life in Nature is the standing problem cf
philosophy and of science. Indeed, it is the central meeting
point of all the strains of systematic thought, humanistic,
naturalistic, philosophic. The very meaning of life is in
doubt. When we understand it, we shall also understand
its status in the world. But its essence and its status are
alike baffling.

Of course, it is always possible to work one’s self into
a state of complete contentment with an ultimate irration-
ality. The popular positivistic philosophy adopts this atti-
tude. The weakness of this positivism is the way in which
we all welcome the detached fragments of explanation at-
tained in our present stage of civilization. Suppose that a
hundred thousand years ago our ancestors had been wise
positivists. They sought for no reasons. What they had
observed was sheer matter of fact. It was the development
of no necessity. They would have searched for no reasons
underlying facts immediately observed. Civilization would
never have developed. Our varied powers of detailed obser-
vation of the world would have remained dormant. For the
peculiarity of a reason is that the intellectual development
of its consequences suggests consequences beyond the topics
already observed. The extension of observation waits upon
some dim apprehension of reasonable connection. For ex-
ample, the obscrvation of insects on flowers dimly suggests
some congruity between the natures of insects and of flowers,
and thus leads to a wealth of observation from which
whole branches of science have developed. But a consistent
positivist should be content with the observed facts—namely,
insects visiting flowers. It is a fact of charming simplicity.
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There is nothing further to be said upon the matter, accord-
ing to the doctrine of a positivist. At present the scientific
world is suffering from a bad attack of muddle-headed posi-
tivism, which arbitrasily applies its doctrine and arbitrarily
escapes from it. The whole doctrine of life in Nature has
suffered from this positivist taint. We are told that there
is the routine described in physical and chemical formulae,
and that in the process of Nature there is nothing else.

The origin of this persuasion is the dualism which grad-
ually developed in European thought in respect to mind
and Nature. At the beginning of the modern period Des-
cartes expressed this dualism with the utmost distinctness.
For him, there are material substances with spatial relations,
and mental substances. The mental substances are ex-
ternal to the material substances. Neither type requires
the other type for the completion of its essence. Their
unexplained interrelations are unnecessary for their re-
spective existences. In truth, this formulation of the problem
in terms of minds and matter is unfortunate. It omits the
lower forms of life, such as vegetation and the lower animal
types. These forms touch upon human mentality at their
highest, and upon inorganic Nature at their lowest.

The effect of this sharp division between Nature and
life has poisoned all subsequent philosophy. Even when
the co-crdinate existence of the two types of actualities is
abandoned, there is no propet fusion of the two in most
modern schools of thought. For some, Nature is mere ap-
pearance and mind is the sole reality. For others, physical
Nature is the sole reality and mind is an epiphenomenon.
Here the phrases “mere appearance” and “epiphenomenon”
obviously carry the implication of slight importance for the
understanding of the final nature of things.

The doctrine that I am maintaining is that neither physical
Nature nor life can be understood unless we fuse them to-
gether as essential factors in the composition of “really
real” things whose inter-connections and individual char-
acters constitute the universe.

The first step in the argument must be to form some
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concept of what life can mean. Also, we require that the
deficiencies in our concept of physical Nature should be
supplied by its fusion with life. And we require that, on the
other hand, the notion of life should involve the notion
of physical Nature.

Now as a first approximation the notion of life implies
a certain absoluteness of self-enjoyment. This must mean
a certain immediate individuality, which is a complex pro-
cess of appropriating into a unity of existence the many
data presented as relevant by the physical processes of Na-
ture, Life implies the absolute, individual self-enjoyment
arising out of this process of appropriation.

This concept of self-enjoyment does not exhaust that
aspect of process here termed “life”. Process for its in-
telligibility involves the notion of a creative activity be-
longing to the very essence of each occasion. It is the
process of eliciting into actual being factors in the universe
which antecedently to that process exist only in the mode
of unrealized potentialities. The process of self-creation is
the transformation of the potential into the actual, and the
fact of such transformation includes the immediacy of self-
enjoyment.

Thus, in conceiving the function of life in an occasion
of experience, we must discriminate the actualized data
presented by the antecedent wotld, the non-actualized po-
tentialities which lie ready to promote their fusion into a
new unity of experience, and the immediacy of self-enjoy-
ment which belongs to the creative fusion of those data with
those potentialities. This is the doctrine of the creative ad-
vance whereby it belongs to the essence of the universe,
that it passes into a future. It is nonsense to conceive of
Nazture as a static fact, even for an instant devoid of dura-
tion. There is no Nature apart from transition, and there
is no transition apart from temporal duration. This is
the reason why the notion of an instant of time, conceived
as a primary simple fact, is nonsense.

But even yet we have not exhausted the notion of creation
which is essential to the understanding of Nature. We must

133



TWENTIETH CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

add yet another character to our description of life. This
missing characteristic is “aim”. By this term “aim” is meant
the exclusion of the boundless wealth of alternative -po-
tentiality, and the inclusion of that definite factor of novelty
which constitutes the selected way of entertaining those
data in that process of unification. The aim is at that
complex of feeling which is the enjoyment of those data
in that way. “That way of enjoyment” is selected from the
boundless wealth of alternatives. It has been aimed at for
actualization in that process.

Thus, the characteristics of life are absolute self-enjoy-
ment, creative activity, aim. Here “aim” evidently involves
the entertainment of the purely ideal so as to be directive
of the creative process. Also, the enjoyment belongs to the
process and is not a characteristic of any static result. The
aim is at the enjoyment belonging to the process.

The question at once arises as to whether this factor
of life in Nature, as thus interpreted, corresponds to any-
thing that we observe in Nature. All philosophy is an en-
deavour to obtain a self-consistent understanding of things
observed. Thus, its development is guided in two ways—
one is the demand for a coherent self-consistency, and the
other is the elucidation of things observed. It is, therefore,
our first task to compare the foregoing doctrine of life in
Nature with our direct observations.

Without doubt the sort of observations most prominent
in our conscious experience are the sense-impressions. Sight,
hearing, taste, smell, touch constitute a rough list of our
major modes of perception through the senses. But there are
an indefinite set of obscure bodily feelings which form a
background of feeling with items occasionally flashing into
prominence. The peculiarity of sense-perception is its dual
character, partly irrelevant to the body and partly referent
to the body. In the case of sight, the irrelevance to the
body is at its maximum. We look at the scenery, at a pic-
ture, or at an approaching car on the road, as an external
presentation given for our mental entertainment or mental
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anxiety. There it is, exposed to view. But, on reflexion, we
elicit the underlying experience that we were seeing with
our eyes. Usually this fact is not in explicit consciousness at
the moment of perception. The bodily reference is recessive,
the visible presentation is dominant. In the other modes
of sensation the body is more prominent. There is great vari-
ation in this respect between the different modes. In any
doctrine as to the information derived from sense-perception
this dual reference—external reference and bodily reference
—should be kept in mind. The current philosophic doctrines,
mostly derived from Hume, are defective by reason of their
neglect of bodily reference. Their vice is the deduction
of a sharp-cut doctrine from an assumed sharp-cut mode of
petception. The truth is that our sense-perceptions are ex-
traordinarily vague and confused modes of experience. Also,
there is every evidence that their prominent side of externa!
reference is very superficial in its disclosure of the universe.
It is important. For example, pragmatically a paving stone
is a hard, solid, static, irremovable fact. This is what sense-
perception, on its sharp-cut side, discloses. But if physical
science be correct, this is a very superficial account of that
portion of the universe which we call the paving stone.
Modern physical science is the issue of a coordinated
effort, sustained for more than three centuries, to understand
those activities of Nature by reason of which the transitions
of sense-perception occur.

Two conclusions are now abundantly clear. One is that
sense-perception omits any discrimination of the fundamental
activities within Nature. For example, consider the difference
between the paving stone as perceived visually, or by falling
upon it, and the molecular activities of the paving stone
as described by the physicist. The second conclusion is the
failure of science to endow its formulae for activity with
any meaning. The divergence of the formulae about Nature
from the appearance of Nature has robbed the formulae of
any explanatory character. It has even robbed us of reason
for believing that the past gives any ground for expectation
of the future. In fact, science conceived as resting on mere
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sense-perception, with no other source of observation, is
bankrupt, so far as concerns its claim to self-sufficiency.

Science can find no individual enjoyment in Nature,
science can find no aim in Nature; science can find no
creativity in Nature; it finds mere rules of succession. These
negations are true of natural science. They are inherent in
its methodology. The reason for this blindness of physical
science lies in the fact that such science only deals with
half the evidence provided by human experience. It divides
the seamless coat—or, to change the metaphor into a hap-
pier form, it examines the coat, which is superficial, and
neglects the body, which is fundamental.

The disastrous separation of body and mind which has
been fixed on European thought by Descartes is responsible
for this blindness of science. In one sense the abstraction has
been a happy one, in that it has allowed the simplest things
to be considered first, for about ten generations.

Yet it is untrue to state that the general observation of
mankind, in which sense-perception is only one factor, dis-
closes no aim. The exact contrary is the case. All explana-
tions of the sociological functionings of mankind include
“aim” as an essential factor in explanation. For example, in
a criminal trial where the evidence is circumstantial the
demonsiration of motive is one chief reliance of the pro-
secution. In such a trial would the defense plead the doctrine
that purpose could not direct the motions of the body, and
that to indict the chief for stealing was analogous to indict-
ing the sun for rising? Again no statesman can conduct
international relations without some estimate—implicit or
explicit in his consciousness—of the types of patriotism re-
spectively prevalent in various nations and in the statesmen
of these nations. A lost dog can be seen trying to find his
master or trying to find his way home. In fact we are directly
conscious of our porposes as directive of our actions. Apart
from such direction no doctrine could in any sense be acted
upon. The notions entertained mentaily would have no
effect upon bodily actions. Thus, what happens would happen
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in complete indifference to the entertainment of such no-
tions.

Scientific research is completely dominated by the pre-
supposition that mental functionings are not properly part
of Nature. Accordingly it disregards all those mental an-
tecendents which mankind habitually presuppose as effective
in guiding cosmological functionings. As a method this
procedure is entirely justifiable, provided that we recognize
the limitations involved. These limitations are both obvious
and undefined. The gradual eliciting of their definition is
the hope of philosophy.

The points that I would emphasize are: First, that this
sharp division between mentality and Nature has no ground
in our fundamental observation. We find ourselves living
within Nature. Second, I conclude that we should conceive
mental operations as among the factors which make up
the constitution of Nature. Third, that we should reject the
notion of idle wheels in the process of Nature. Every factor
which emerges makes a difference, and that difference can
only be expressed in terms of the individual character of
that factor. Fourth, that we have now the task of defining
natural facts, so as to understand how mental occurrences
are operative in conditioning the subsequent course of
Nature.

All sense-perception is merely one outcome of the depend-
ence of our experience upon bodily functionings. Thus,
if we wish to understand the relation of our personal ex-
perience to the activities of Nature, the proper procedure
is to examine the dependence of our personal experiences
upon our personal bodies.

Let us ask about our overwhelming persuasions as to
our own personal body-mind relation. In the first place, ther¢
is the claim to unity. The human individual is one fact,
body and mind. This claim to unity is the fundamental
fact, always presupposed, rarely explicitly formulated. I am
experiencing and my body is mine. In the second place, the
functioning of our body bas a much wider influence than
the mere production of sense-experience. We find ourselves
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in a healthy enjoyment of life by reason of the healthy func-
tionings of our internal organs—heart, lungs, bowels, kid-
neys; etc. The emotional state arises just because they are
not providing any sense directly associated with themselves.
Even in sight, we enjoy our vision because there is no eye-
strain. Also, we enjoy our general state of life because we
have no stomach-ache. I am insisting that the enjoyment of
health, good or bad, is a positive feeling only casually
associated with particular sensa. For example, you can enjoy
the ease with which your eyes are functioning even when
you are looking at a bad picture or a vulgar building. This
direct feeling of the derivation of emotion from the body
is among our fundamental experiences. There are emotions
of various types—but every type of emotion is at least
modified by derivation from the body. It is for pbysiologists
to analyse in detail the modes of bodily functioning. For
philosophy, the one fundamental fact is that the whole com-
plexity of mental experience is either derived or modified
by such functioning. Also, our basic feeling is this sense
of derivation, which leads to our claim for unity, body and
mind.

But our immediate experience also claims derivation from
another source, and equally claims a unity founded upon this
alternative source of derivation. This second source is our
own state of mind directly preceding the immediate present
of our conscious experience. A quarter of a second ago we
were entertaining such and such ideas, we were enjoying
such and such emotions, and we were making such and
such observations of external fact. In our present state of
mind we are continuing that previous state. The word “con-
tinuing” states only half the truth. In one sense it is too
weak, and in another sense it overstates. It is too weak
because we not only continue, but we claim absolute identity
with, our previous state. It was our very identical self in
that state of mind, which is, of course, the basis of our
present experience a quarter of a second later. In another
sense the word “continuing” overstates. For we do not
quite continue in our preceding state of experience. New
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elements have intervened. All of these new elements are
provided by our bodily functionings. We fuse these new
elements with the basic stuff of experience provided by
our state of mind a quarter of a second ago. Also, as we
have already agreed, we claim an identification with our
body. Thus, our experience in the present discloses its own
nature in two sources of derivation, namely, the body and the
antecedent experiential functionings. Also, there is a claim
for identification with each of these sources. The body is
mine, and the antecedent experience is mine. Still more,
there is only one ego, to claim the body and to claim the
stream of experience. I submit that we have here the funda-
mental basic persuasion on which we found the whole prac-
tice of our existence. While we exist, body and soul are
_inescapable elements in our being, each with the full reality
of our own immediate self. But neither body nor soul possess
the sharp observational definition which at first sight we
attribute to them. Our knowledge of the body places it
as a complex unity of happenings within the larger field
of Nature. But its demarcation from the rest of Nature
is vague in the extreme. The body consists of the co-ordinated
functionings of billions of molecules. It belongs to the
structural essence of the body that, in an indefinite number
of ways, it is always losing molecules and gaining molecules.
When we consider the question with microscopic accuracy,
there is no definite boundary to determine where the body
begins and external Nature ends. Again, the body can lose
whole limbs, and yet we claim identity with the same body.
Also, the vital functions of the cells in the amputated limb
ebb slowly. Indeed, the limb survives in separation from
the body for an immense time compared to the internal
vibratory periods of its molecules. Also, apart from such
catastrophes, the body requires the environment in order
to exist. Thus, there is a unity of the body with the en-
vironment, as well as a unity of body and soul into one
person.

But in conceiving our personal identity we are apt to
emphasize rather the soul than the body. The one individual
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is that co-ordinated stream of personal experiences which
is my thread of life or your thread of life. It is that suc-
cession of self-realization, each occasion with its direct mem-
ory of its past and with its anticipation of the future. That
claim to enduring self-identity is our self-assertion of per-
sonal identity.

Yet, when we examine this notion of the soul, it dis-
closes itself as even vaguer than our definition of the body.
First, the continuity of the soul—so far as concerns conscious-
ness—has to leap gaps in time. We sleep or we are stunned.
And yet it is the same person who recovers consciousness.
We trust to memory, and we ground our trust on the con-
tinuity of the functionings of Nature, more especially on the
continuity of our body. Thus, Nature in general and the
body in particular provide the stuff for the personal endur-
ance of the soul. Again, there is a curious variation in the
vividness of the successive occasions of the soul’s existence.
We are living at full stretch with a keen observation of ex-
ternal occurrence; then external attention dies away and
we are lost in meditation; the meditation gradually weakens
in vivid presentation—we doze; we dream; we sleep with a
total lapse of the stream of consciousness. These function-
ings of the soul are diverse, variable, and discontinuous. The
claim to the unity of the soul is analogous to the claim to
the unity of the body, and is analogous to the claim to the
unity of body and soul, and is analogous to the claim to
the community of the body with an external Nature. It is
the task of philosophic speculation to conceive the hap-
penings of the universe so as to render understandable the
outlook of physical science and to combine this outlook with
these direct persuasions representing the basic facts upon
which epistemology must build. The weakness of the epistem-
ology of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was that
it based itself purely upon a narrow formulation of sense-
perception. Also, among the various modes of sensation,
visual experience was picked out as the typical example. The
result was to exclude all the really fundamental factors con-
stituting our experience.
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In such an epistemology we are far from the complex
data which philosophic speculation has to account for in
a system rendering the whole understandable. Consider the
types of community of body and soul, of body and Nature,
or successive occasions of bodily existence, or the soul’s
existence. These fundamental interconnections have one very
remarkable characteristic. Let us ask what is the function of
the external world for the stream of experience which con-
stitutes the soul. This world, thus experienced, is the basic
fact within those experiences. All the emotions, and pur-
poses, and enjoyments, proper to the individual existence
of the soul, are nothing other than the soul’s reactions to
this experienced world which lies at the base of the soul’s
existence. Thus, in a sense, the experienced world is one
complex factor in the composition of many factors con-
stituting the essence of the soul. We can phrase this shortly
by saying that in one sense the world is in the soul.

But there is an antithetical doctrine balancing this primary
truth. Namely, our experience of the world involves the
exhibition of the soul itsclf as one of the components within
the world. Thus, there is a dual aspect tc the relationship
of an occasion of experience as one relatum and the ex-
perienced world as another relatum. The world is included
within the occasion in one sense, and the occasion is included
in the world in another sense. For example, I am in the
room, and the room is an item in my present experience.
But my present experience is what I now am.

In this survey of the observational data in terms of
which our philosophic cosmology must be founded, we have
brought together the conclusions of physical science, and
those habitual persuasions dominating the sociological func-
tionings of mankind. These persuasions also guide the
humanism of literature, of art, and of religion. Mere ex-
istence has never entered into the consciousness of man,
except as the remote terminus of an abstraction in thought.
Descartes’ “Cogito, ergo sum” is wrongly translated, “I
think therefore 1 am.” It is never bare thought or bare
existence that we are aware of. I find myself as essentially
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a unity of emotions, enjoyments, hopes, fears, regrets,
valuations of alternatives, decisions—all of them subjective
reactions to the environment as active in my nature. My
unity—which is Descartes’ “I am”—is my process of shap-
ing this welter of material into a consistent pattern of
feelings. The individual enjoyment is what I am in my
role of a natural activity, as 1 shape the activities of the
environment into a new creation, which is myself at this
moment; and yet, as being myself it is a continuation of
the antecedent world. If we stress the role of the environ-
ment, this process is causation. If we stress the role of my
immediate pattern of active enjoyment, this process is
self-creation, If we stress the role of the conceptual anti-
cipation of future whose existence is a necessity in the
Nature of the present, this process is the teleological aim
at some ideal in the future. This aim, however, is not really
beyond the present process. For the aim at the futyre is an
enjoyment in the present. It thus effectively conditions the
immediate self-creation of the new creature.

Physical science has reduced Nature to activity, and
has discovered abstract mathematical formulae which are
illustrated in these activities of Nature. But the funda-
mental question remains: How do we add content to the
notion of bare activity? This question can only be answered
by fusing life with Nature.

In the first place, we must distinguish life from mentality.
Mentality involves conceptual experience, and is only one
variable ingredient in life. The sort of functioning here
termed “conceptual experience” is the entertainment of pos-
sibilities for ideal realization. The most obvious example of
conceptual experience is the entertainment of alternatives.
Life lies below this grade of mentality. Life is the enjoyment
of emotion, derived from the past and aimed at the future.
It is the enjoyment of emotion which was then, which is
now, and which will be then. This vector chardcter is of
the essence of such entertainment. The emotion transcends
the present in two ways. It issues from, and it issues toward.
It is received, it is enjoyed, and it is passed along, from
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moment to moment. Each occasion is an activity of chncern,
in the Quaker sense of that term. It is the conjunction of
transcendence and immanence. The occasion is concerned,
in the way of feeling and aim, with things that in their
own essence lie beyond it; although these things in their
present functions are factors in the concern of that occasion.
Thus, each occasion, although engaged in its own immediate
self-realization, is concerned with the universe.

The process is always a process of modification by reason
of the numberless avenues of supply, and by reason of the
numberless modes of qualitative texture. The unity of emo-
tion, which is the unity of the present occasion, is 2 patterned
texture of qualities, always shifting as it is passed into
the future. The creative activity aims at preservation of the
components and at preservation of intensity. The modifica-
tions of pattern, the dismissal into elimination, are in
obedience to this aim.

In so far as conceptual mentality does not intervene, the
grand patterns pervading the environment are passed on
with the inherited modes of adjustment. Here we find the
patterns of activity studied by the physicists and chemists.
Mentality is merely latent in all these occasions as thus
studied. In the case of inorganic Nature any sporadic flashes
are inoperative so far as our powers of discernment are con-
cetned. The lowest stages of effective mentality, controlled
by the inheritance of physical pattern, involve the faint di-
rection of emphasis by unconscious ideal aim. The various
examples of the higher forms of life exhibit the variety of
grades of effectiveness of mentality. In the social habits of
animals there is evidence of flashes of mentality in the past
which have degenerated into physical habits. Finally, in
the higher mammals and more particularly in mankind, we
have clear evidence of mentality habitually effective. In our
own experience, our knowledge consciously entertained and
systematized can only mean such mentality, directly observed.

The qualities entertained as objects in conceptual activity
are of the nature of catalytic agents, in the sense in which
that phrase is used in chemistry. They modify the aesthetic
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process by which the occasion constitutes itself out of the
many streams of feeling received from the past. It is not
necessary to assume that conceptions introduce additional
sources of measurable energy. They may do so; for the
doctrine of the conservation of energy is not based upon
exhaustive measurements. But the operation of mentality
is primarily to be conceived as a diversion of the flow of
energy.

Philosophy begins in wonder. And, at the end, when
philosophic thought has done its best, the wonder remains.
There have been added, however, some grasp of the im-
mensity of things, some purification of emotion by under-
standing. Yet there is a danger in such reflections. An
immediate good is apt to be thought of in the degenerate
form of a passive enjoyment. Existence 1s activity ever
merging into the future. The aim at philosophic under-
standing is the aim at piercing the blindness of activity in
respect to its transcendent functions.
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The author of an essay on metaphysics finds himself in
an awkward position today. By the very use of the term
“metaphysics” he finds himself classified, in advance, with
one of the parties in a very bitter conflict. He finds himself,
perhaps quite unwillingly, as in the present case, on the
side of “"God” as against the “positivistic professors.” If,
however, he dissociates himself from this aggressive form
of present-day medievalism and refuses to vilify science,
positivism, and the modern temper, his interest in meta-
physics is looked on askance, as a sort of eccentric pose,
potentially dangerous, as is any compromise, even a super-
ficial and verbal one, with the devil.

The violence of the attack upon scientists and positivists
by certain contemporary champions of “metaphysics” is
quite understandable. It is beyond doubt that not only
the word “metaphysics” but in the main what it has stood
for in the past has become of ill-repute in the present age.
Not only scientists, but even professional philosophers vie
with one another in disclaiming all metaphysical assump-
tions. Why has metaphysics come into this disrepute?

First, there is the dominant emphasis upon action charac-
teristic of our age. Philosophers themselves are becoming
ashamed of their “inactivity.” In our professional philo-
sophical associations there is a rapidly growing movement
to eliminate technical papers and discussions on theoretical
issues in epistemology, ontology, and logic, in favor of
symposia on the philosopher’s function in society, on fascism,
communism, capitalism, and so forth. And this seems to
be not merely a shift in the problems to be considered; it
seems to indicate a shift in the whole meaning and purpose
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of philosophic endeavor. “Have philosophers the right
to speculate on recondite metaphysical points when civiliza-
tion is at a cross-roads, when democracy is being challenged
by the threat of militant dictatorships?” it is asked. It is
supposed that the philosopher’s job is to do something,
directly and immediately, about the practical social and
economic issues facing humanity, to elicit the proper ideas
and emotions in the general public on each current domestic
and international issue so that public opinion will be
formed quickly and decisively. Now if this is to be the
function of the philosopher, then metaphysics is no longer
part of his task.

There is no doubt that civilization is at a cross-roads,
that the democracies must be revitalized if they would
successfully meet the challenge of the dictatorships, and
that educated men, especially university men, should be
alive to the threat to free intellectual inquiry, involved in
all forms of fascism. But why should the philosopher take
upon himself, in any special degree and to the exclusion
of his own characteristic inquiry, the meeting of this social
challenge? Why should the philosopher single himself
out as the defender of democracy?

One cause of this assumption that the philosopher should
become in a special sense the defender of democracy lies
in the widespread feeling that metaphysics has no practical
application. The physicist, despite the world-crisis, can
legitimately continue to speculate about the structure of
the atom, because his speculations will probably (judging
by the past) issue in greater control over nature, in theories
that can be applied successfully by practicing engineers.
Thus though the theoretical physicist does not directly
do anything, but simply inquires, yet his inquiry has results
which obviously make a difference in the activities of people
who are doing things. But metaphysics, it is supposed, yields
no increased control over nature; there is no recognized
applied metaphysics, no practicing metaphysical engineer.!
Thus not even indirectly does the metaphysician do anything,
and so in an age of activity he is entirely out of place.
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What can I say here by way of justification of meta-
physics? Two things. First, that the metaphysician does,
indirectly, do things. Second, that the reigning gospel of
action may itself be challenged. As to the first point, I
would say that the metaphysician’s influence upon people’s
action is even more indirect than is that of the theoretical
physicist, and that its impingement upon action is different.
The mechanical or electrical engineer can apply theoretical
physics almost directly—he needs to know little of psy-
chology, for example, because his application of physics
takes the form of machines that can be used without being
understood. If every automobile driver had to be his own
mechanic, then besides the automobile engineer there would
have to be popular instructors in mechanics before the
physicist’s theories would influence people’s activities. Now
metaphysics gives us no machines that can be used without
being understood. If it affects people’s actions, it does so
only if they to some degree make it their own, understand
it and feel it. And since it is by nature a highly technical
and theoretical subject, its effects upon public action are
at some remove in time and are of a general nature (the
average man, through sheer lack of time, cannot become
proficient in it). Furthermore, it affects action not by giving
control over nature, not by offering physical devices which
can be used for various purposes, but by shaping views as
to what nature is and how it can and ought to be controlled,
by indicating appropriate ends. It does so through a theory
of ethics, based in a theory of values which, in turn, is
based in a set of views concerning the nature of existence
and of knowledge? Neo-platonic metaphysics, whatever
its own sources, did play a rble in the growth of the
monastic ideal, with its escape from the material world
and its contemplation of spiritual essences. Dialectical
materialism, even though being modified in the process,
has had tremendous influence upon activity in Soviet Russia.

But second, why should we judge metaphysics solely in
terms of its effects upon action? Perhaps it has a value,
for understanding, not reducible to such effects. Perhaps
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the current enthronement of action, making thought a mere
vassal, is not unassailable, though pragmatism has made
it popular. What is its basis? It seems to me essentially
two-fold. First, there is the actual success in application
of the physical sciences. They have remade our world,
in so far as we have used them. They can be treated as
our practical servants, as simply that which gives us useful
devices; why not say that that is all there is to them and,
generalizing, that that is all there is to any intellectual
inquiry, viz., that it is simply a necessary adjunct in gaining
practical control over nature? And if it be objected that
the physical sciences include much that has not been practi-
cally applied, why not answer that we should give them
time and leeway, that practical applications often come
where least expected? We might even add that, so far as
experimental, they are themselves active, practicing control
over nature, and we might mumble something about “action
is the test of theory.”

At best, however, this basis of actionism® is somewhat
forced and external. For clearly, in their theoretical form,
the physical sciences do not make thought the servant of
action, but rather action the servant of thought (or of
knowledge: both action and deductive thought are, in the
physical sciences, servants of the desire to find out). For
the physical sciences, control of nature is a means not
an end; their goal is verification (or disverification) of a
theory; and strictly it is not activity that is the test, but
the observed objective situation after modification by the
activity.

It is rather in the biological sciences that actionism finds
its chief ground. It is argued that human capacity for
thinking survived in the struggle for life because of its
biological utility, that thought owes its continued existence
to its service to living activity. When this line of argument
is applied to metaphysics, however, the result is somewhat
ambiguous. It may be claimed that every historically influ-
ential metaphysics must have been bio-socially useful or it
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would not have been successful (on the tacit assumption
that everything useless is eliminated). This would offer a
bio-social justification of metaphysical speculation, though
requiring of every successful metaphysics that it be adjusted
to the needs of the society in which it is to function. But
again it may be claimed that metaphysical speculation clearly
has no biological utility, and hence whether it be tolerated
as a form of recreation or discarded as a waste of energy,
it is of no vital value to mankind (the tacit assumption
here is that only the definitely harmful is eliminated—that
persistence of a function is no proof of its utility to its
possessor). This latter reading of the biological argument
is manifestly destructive of serious metaphysical inquiry.
I believe, however, that the former is equally pernicious.
For, metaphysical inquiry seeks knowledge, and this view
grants it only bio-social utility.

How is a metaphysician to meet this threat to his very
existence? I think that Sidney Hook has indicated a way
in his provocative book, The Metaphysics of Pragmatism.
He shows that such a view as John Dewey’s, making
thought an instrument of activity, itself rests on a set of
metaphysical assumptions. It presupposes (1) a world,
not created by thought, in which thought operates; (2)
which world includes change; (3) some of which change
is not wholly necessitated apart from the operation of
thought and is amenable to determination by thought; and
(4) some of this body of change amenable to control by
thought is not deemed ideal apart from that control. This
may not be an exact summary of Professor Hook’s conten-
tions; the main thing is his elucidation of the fact that
Dewey’s instrumentalism (which I take to be a form of
actionism) is inescapably metaphysical.! Overt, physical
activity is no foe of metaphysics, save indirectly in the
sense that different and (for most people) exclusive types
of enterprise cannot be indulged in at the same time.
Actionism, however, is an enemy. But I know of no way
in which it can justify itself, can present evidence for its
claim, without contradicting itself. For, any argument pre-
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sented tacitly assumes that thought, not action (though
it may be thought about action), is to be the judge. Theory
of action is as theoretical as theoty of theory. The doctrine
that thought has survived because of its biological utility
is not presented as itself biologically useful but as a state-
ment of fact.

Should the actionist claim, however (as some have done),
that his position can be justified on its own ground. without
capitalation, our answer remains essentially unmodified.
His claim would then be, not that his views are true, but
that they are useful for action; to claim that thought is
simply a servant of action is itself simply a service to
action. But is not this whole statement, viz., ““The actionists’
own views claim and need no other justification than their
utility in action,” a claim of truth, of what is the case?
And if one is to present any relevant evidence for its
truth, must not that evidence be essentially cognitive, i.e.,
further insight as to what is the case? No effects upon
action can serve as evidence for the truth of the claim,
“only effects upon action are relevant evidence for the
truth of any belief.”

Suppose, however, the actionist should say, “Granted
my position makes metaphysical assumptions. What of it?
It serves no useful purpose to study them, to ask concerning
their truth or how their truth might be established. The
only motivation I recognize is directed toward utility in
action, and I find none such in metaphysical inquiry.” Now
in answer to this, I could make out a case for the contention
that investigating the truth of one’s metaphysical assump-
tions often does make a difference in one’s action. But
this I shall not do, for it would put me under the obligation
of a further and somewhat extensive argument to make
out the autonomous character of such metaphysical investi-
gations when justified by their effects upon action. Rather,
let me simply admit that I cannot prove that the actionist
ought to become a metaphysician. But I can point out that
there are metaphysicians who do have such motivation and
suggest that even the actionist, like many others, might
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come to possess it if he honestly attempted to analyze and
criticize his own metaphysical assumptions, forgetting for
the moment the matter of the utility of the process.

Besides the activistic temper of our times, another source
of the current disrepute of metaphysics lies in the excessive
contemporary tendency toward specialization in all branches
of inquiry. This specialization is allied with acticnism,
for control of nature has increased pari passu with increased
specialization in the sciences® Now metaphysics, being
a nighly general subject, perhaps the most general. is out
of keeping wili this contemporary tendency toward specia-
lization.

But here again, as with actionism, it may be that our
age has gone too far 1o an extrerne. It may be that excessive
speciali.ation has evils that can be corrected only by the
complementation offered by a highly general inquiry. Specia-
lization in inquiry is, of course, valuable and even necessary
for progress; it becomes evil only when it absorbs all cog-
nitive activity, when the specialist, abandoning his sperialty,
disparages ail consideration of generai issues. There is
often tacitly present in the specialist’s thought the assump-
tion that the more general in scope a belief is, the less
reliable, and hence the less valuable any inquiry as to its
truth.  Bet note, and this again is no mere dialectical
legerdemain, that this assumption is as general as any con-
cerning knowledge could be, and hence, if taken as an
instance of itself, is as unreliable as any such assumption
couid be. Let me put it differentty. If the specialist remains
a specialist he can say ncthing against the metaphysician
nor in favor of specialization. As soon as he lands specia-
lization and tries to give weight to this laudation by
arguments or evidence, he has left his cpeciality, and is
talking about other specialities as well, about specialization,
and the arguments he presents will probably be drawn from
many special fields besides his own {and probably negative
evidence from the vague nebulosities of metaphysics). Thus
he has capitulated. He can oppose metaphysics only by
becoming metaphysical. Further, if the specialist’s assump-
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tion is put as I put it above, as a logical implication, it
is a flagrant mon sequitur. For it has not stated, though
it requires, that reliability of a belief is the only cognitive
desideratum. And such a statement, if made, would surely
be rejected by most of us. Let us suppose that reliability
is in inverse ratio to generality; still would we say it is
more important to investigate the truth of the proposition
that John Jones paid twenty-five cents for a dozen eggs
at Podunk on June 28, 1939 than to investigate the truth
of the proposition that the price of eggs varies with the
rate of egg-laying in the vicinity?

In fact, if we were to press home this assumption that
the more specialized an investigation the better it is, as a
cognitive enterprise, it would follow that the best cognitive
undertaking is to ind out things about individuals as such.
That Sally Smith wore a red straw hat, which she bought
at Hale's on sale for $2.95, to the Methodist Church at
Palo Alto last Sunday would be the paradigm of the
propositions whose truth is investigated by the best cognitive
endeavor. But clearly this it not the form of knowledge
sought in the sciences, even the most specialized. Rather,
they all seek to establish propositions which are general in
form. They treat individuals as /nstances, and concern them-
selves with generalizable properties. In fact, the very pur-
pose of specialized investigations in the sciences is to verify
(and possibly qualify) general propositions.

Furthermore, the relation between a less and a more
general belief is not as simple as the assumption, that the
more general the less reliable, would require. A careful
analysis here would catry us into questions of the nature
of generalization and of verification, which will in due
course occupy our attention. For the present I can only
say that there seem to be two forms of very general beliefs
which are accepted as more reliable than less general
beliefs, and in fact are often used to determine the relia-
bility of more special beliefs: I refer to logical and mathe-
matical principles and to well-established theories or laws
in the empirical sciences.
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This last consideration turns our attention to an aspect
of all successful specialization, viz., its cobperativeness
Specialists must, perforce, accept results of specialists in
other fields and general theories as established by the co-
operative investigations of many if they are to get anywhere
in their own special investigations. This is no doubt in
part the basis of the plausibility of the contention that the
final aim of the scientist is to come into agreement with
other scientists. It may well be that one of the reasons
for the much-stressed contrast between scientists and meta-
physicians on this matter of coming to agreement amongst
themselves lies in the fact that metaphysicians are not
specialists, and so are not forced into accepting each other’s
results in order to pursue their own investigation.

In the face of the contemporary tendency toward speciali-
zation, metaphysics can urge that generalization is at least
as important in the knowledge-enterprise as specialization,
that the two should complement one another. Against this,
two things might be said. It might be said, that some
generalization is valuable, but there is 2 line beyond which
everything is so general as to be of no cognitive worth,
and metaphysics is wholly beyond that line. In answer,
I might ask that this line be defined and some argument
given for drawing it where it is. In the second place, it
might be admitted that very general beliefs are significant
only if they are pretty well founded in specialized investiga-
tions, and metaphysics has not been so founded. There are,
I must admit, grounds for this accusation (though there
are manifest exceptions, e.g., Aristotle). But first let us
note that this is a condemnation not of metaphysical inquiry
as such, but of its actual exemplifications in the past. And
second let us realize that the blame may not wholly rest
on the metaphysicians. Perhaps the specialists have not
done their part in showing the implications of their findings
for more general issues. I am myself convinced that the
evils of over-specialization in the sciences and of largely
groundless metaphysical speculations of the wishful-thinking
vatiety can be overcome only by the codperative labors of
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scientists and metaphysicians acquainted with each other’s
fields and methods.

Incidentaily, I would add here that the metaphysician
must be in his own way a specialist. Very general issues
have aspects not reducible to more special issues. And
these to be dealt with accurately and critically require
an adequate, and thus technical, terminology. The strange.
almost foreign, language of metaphysics is at least in part
justified.

Finally, let us take brief note of the positivistic temper
of our times as 2 source of the disrepute of metaphysics.
To what extent this positivistic temper is the eftect of the
thought of philosophers themselves may be difficult or
impossible to determine, but in any case it has been definitely
formulated by phiosophers. I shall distinguish four forms
of positivism, all being alike in feeling that krowledge
is restricted to perceptual facts, whereas metaphysics is
essentially an attempt to go beyond such facts. First there
is what may be called “agnostic positivism.” A good example
is the standpoint of Ernst Mach. Its basis is a long phile-
sophical tradition of dualism, going back at Jeast to Plato,
claiming that the world we apprehend through the senses
is mere appearance; real things are grasped only through
the (metaphysical} inteliect. Kant gave a great blow to
this tradition by questionirg the human capacity to know
such purely intelligible “things-in-themselves.” Mach simply
carried further this agnostic reaction. All we can know
are sensations, iience all the items of everyday and scientific
knowledge—bodies, minds, atoms, forces, etc.,—are simpiy
sensations or economical devices for dealing with complexes
of sensations. Metaphysics, as an attempt to know things-
in-themselves, seeks the impossible.

But now let us ask, what sort of knowledge would this
be itself, viz., the knowledge that all knowledge is reducible
to sensations? Clearly (thougn Mach was a physicist) it
could not be scientific knowledge—it is far too general.
And surely it is not common sense. What then is it? May
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we not suspect it of being metaphysical? If, of course,
we arbitrasily restrict the term ‘metaphysics’ to a single
important metaphysical tradition (the transcendental, dual-
istic), then agnostic positivism would seem to be non-
metaphysical. 1 say “seem to be” because, although in
theory of knowledge it excludes things-in-themselves, it
still scems to admit (manifestly in Kant, more subtly in
Mach) the pussible existence of things-in-themselves. In
fact, the very doctrine of mere “sensations” indicates that
we have here a truncated dvalism; but killing the father
does not destroy the paternity. If we do not thus arbi-
trarily restrict ‘metaphysics’ but use the term in a broader
way, more consonant with the history of its use, viz., as
the investigation of the general nature of knowledge and
existence, then agnostic pusitvism is obvicusiy metaphysical,
and its opposition to metaphysics is an opposition to one
type of metaphysics. And if it be asked, “why call it
metaphysics?” the answer is, “why not?” There is no
other name for it in current usage, and 1t has good historical
sanction (at least if we discount the effects of Kant's dis-
paraging use of the term).

A second type of positivism may be called “classificatory.
The best example is probably the system of Auguste Comte,
thougn Comte did not perhaps completely eliminate the
agnostic element. It holds that the only legitimate task of
the philosopher (Comte would say the sociologist) is
simply to trace the history and give a classification of the
sciences. The attempt of metaphysics to explain phenomena
by finding their causes in occult essences was of historical
value in unifying human knowledge. But we are aow in
a position to unify scientific knowledge on a purely descrip-
tive, classificatory basis, and the metaphysical desire to
explain should be given up as ungratifiable. Only percepru-
ally observable phenomena exist: they alone can be known.

Classificatory positivism does not reveal the marks of
dualistic metaphysics, at least, not as clearly as does agnostic
positivism. Yet it is open to objections similar to those
we urged against agnostic positivism. It rejects metaphysics
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in toto by tacitly identifying it with one of its forms, viz.,
the metaphysics that attempts to explain by appealing to
“reified abstractions,” ignoring the fact, e.g., that Aristotie,
in his Metaphysics, rejects the Platonic view precisely on
this score. May there not be a purely descriptive meta-
physics? Comte would, no doubt, call it “sociology.” But
it would clearly not be scientific sociology as we know it,
for the latter is restricted in its investigations to certain
kinds of knowings and existents, which we may briefly
refer to as “social.” It is concerned with knowledge in
the other sciences only as this has significant social causes
and effects, and only in respect of these social relations.
Leaving aside the question whether there are existents or
cases of knowledge which do not have social causes and
effects, surely there are many which have other aspects than
their social bearings. For example, however important
socially were the successes in the scientific world of the
Newtonian and the Einsteinian theories of gravitation,
these theories have also other aspects (generally, those
investigated by the physicists). The bearing of the perihelial
movement in the orbit of Mercury upon the truth of the
Einsteinian theory is not itself a social matter; in studying
it physicists are not studying the effects of the theory
upon the general public or even upon physicists. That
there are such non-social aspects of existents and knowledge
is a fact which must be recognized and dealt with by any
adequate study of the general nature of existence and
knowledge. Such a study, then, is not properly called
“sociology;” ‘metaphysics’ is a better designation.
Classificatory positivism itself obviously makes meta-
physical assumptions in this last sense of ‘metaphysics.’
Only phenomena exist and can be known. Here we have
a common nature posited to all existents and all cases of
knowledge, viz., that they are merely phenomenal. Nothing
behind the scenes, nothing explanatory is allowed. The
tendency is to eschew subjectivism (Comte rejects intro-
spective psychology as a science), and to accept the data
of the (objective) sciences. An obvious difficulty here,
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however, is that the sciencec themselves give us many
explanations. These might be sorted out and discarded as
non-positivistic vestiges of earlier, metaphysical modes of
thought. The result of this, however, might be disastrous
to contemporary science, especially to what Comte classed as
the simplest, most positivistic of the sciences. Emile Meyer-
son presents almost an overwhelming case for just such a
disastrous result.® Suppose, however, this sorting and dis-
carding to be accomplished. Still it is supposed that there
is something common to the phenomena remaining. They
are all descriptively known. They are known by the pro-
cesses of observation, experiment, comparison. But what
is common here? Can anything be said of it? The attempt
tu answer such questions launches us into metaphysics, at
least in the terminology of the present author, and, in
any case, is not undertaken by any of the sciences.

A third form of positivism may be called “psychological.”
At least as far as knowledge is concerned, it claims to
dispense with metaphysics by dealing adequately itself, on
a scientific basis, with the general nature of knowledge.
In its older form, viz., “‘associationism,” it is now out of
date. Hence, and because apart from its subjectivism it has
been largely retained in its newer form, “behaviorism,” I
shall not discuss it in its older form. The later writings
of John Watson furnish an example of behavioristic
positivism. This view holds that the common nature of all
knowledge is that it is composed of language habits (the
more restricted form being oral language habits, wider
forms would include writing habits, habits of gesturing, etc.).
However, the attempt to reduce the general metaphysical
inquiry to this form (or other forms) of psychological
mechanism faces the same difficulty as the attempt to reduce
metaphysics to sociology. As a special science, psychology
recognizes only some aspects of knowledge. So with
language habits. Suppose a chemist announces the discovery
of a new isotope. Does he, or his fellow chemists in
verifying his discovery, study his language habits? No,
they investigate a substance, and though that substance may
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have causal bearings on his language habits, they do not
investigate these. They leave them to the psychologst.
Now any acceptable general analysis of the nature of
knowledge must recogpize these non-psychological factors
in knowledge. Furthermore, unless existence itself be re-
duced to knowledge, psy»hoio;:x 2l positivism omits an
important phasc of met‘tphvs;aal nquiry, the general nature
of existence. The behaviorist, I presume, does not identify
the lips, tongues, larynxes, etc., of his subjects with his own
(Le. the behavierist’s) language habits. He supposes they
exis” whether known (i.e., talked about) or not.

A fourth form of positivism may be called "logical posi-
tivism.” Rudolph Carnap’s views are typical. It agrees with
the other forms of positivism in bolding that all existents
arc perceptually observable and all knowledge is restricted
= the empiricai sciences. Yet 1 recognizes that his sort
~f statement itself, and all meaningful statements about
science {as contrasted with statements wirhin a science about
facts in its domain), are non-scientific. The investigation
of such statements (e.g., all knowledge is 1estricted to the
emprrical sciences’) is the legitimate undertaking of phil-
osophy; but such an mvestzgatxm is not concerned with
facts nor does it yield knowledge. It is rather a sheer
logical analysis of language. It seeks to determine what
sentences in a language “follow from™ or can replace others
on mere knowledge of the rules of the language, ie., with-
out knowledge of whar the language is about, without,
that is, knowledge of fact” Logical positivism admits non-
empirical, rational or deductive processes, and would have
the philosopher investigate them; but it denies that such
processes tell us anything about existent facts or yield any
knowledge.

This reduction of philosophy to one type of logic clearly
destroys metaphysics (along with normative ethics), as the
logical positivist forcefully shows. He says that the reasom
metaphysicians have thought their undertaking meanimngful
(their assertions to be true or false) was because of a confu-
sion as to two ways of reading their statements. A sentence in
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a “material mode” asserts an obs=rvable fact. It is true if the
fact it asserts is observed; false if it is never observed. Hence,
if there is no way indicated of observing its obiect, if there is
no method of verification {or “confirmation”) of the sentence
by perceptual experience, then the seatence is “meaningless,”
really makes no assertion a: all. A sentence in a “formal
mode” 1nakes no assertion about fact, is peither true nor
false, is simply 2 stipulation about syntax in some language’
‘My pen is almost empty’ and ‘Every sentence must have
a subject’ are material and formal, respectively, in their
normal interpretation. Now metaphysical sentences are
significant as formal sentences but meaningless as material
sentences, whereas they are tz2ken by metaphysicians to be
significant materially. Thus, ‘Every existent is perceptually
observable’ is a formal stipulation as to how ‘existent’ is
to be used in a certain lunguage (positivistic}. There is no
known method of perceptual verification of it; materiaily
it is meaningless.

This seems to me to be the most formidable, certainly
the most slippery, type of positivism metaphysics must face.
It would secem that this form of positivism can oppose
metaphysics without becoming metaphysical. But can it
really “oppose” metaphysics? Let us grant that metaphysical
sentences are meaningless in 7#s terminology. This is itself
however only a formal assertion—it stipulates how the
logical positivist is to talk about metaphysics. There are
other languages in which metaphysical statements are mean-
ingful, in fact, the only meaningful statements® and Carnap
himself has enunciated a law of toierance which amounts
to saying that, so far as logical positivism is concerned,
‘anything goes’ in language, one can construct his language
as he pleases.

Let us, however, attempt to stay within the language
of logical positivism. It would seem to be within the
province of philosophy as logical analysis of syntax to
distinguish between meaningful and meaningless sentences,
and to discard metzphysics as supposedly making material
assertions that are really meaningless. To say that a sentence
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is meaningless is not to say that it false, but that there is
no known way of verifying or disverifying it." But this is
a statement of fact, for it is a statement about the relation
of the sentence to something outside the language. The
logical positivist might here object that when he talks about
‘a method of verification’ he is really not talking about
perceptual observations, physical experimental procedures,
etc.,, but simply about language. He would say, * “There
is a method of verification of a sentence’ means simply
‘Other sentences formally follow from the sentence in
question.’ ” Now, if he really means only this, then he
(in his view of his own function) can properly distinguish
between meaningful and meaningless sentences. His diffh-
culty would be that practically all sentences would be mean-
inful; certainly many “metaphysical” sentences would be
meaningful. So he would have to qualify further. * “There
is a method of verification of a sentence’ means simply ‘other
sentences, some of which are protocol sentences, follow
formally from the sentence in question.”” By a ‘protocol
sentence’ he means a sentence reporting a direct observation.
But this leads to a dilemma. Either he must turn over all
determination of what sentences are protocol sentences to
the special sciences, or he must admit that he, as philosopher,
can in some cases decide that certain sentences are protocol
sentences. On the first alternative, he (the philosopher as
logical analyst) can never decide what sentences are mean-
ingful and what meaningless; and so he can never assert,
“all metaphysical sentences are meaningiess,” in fact, he
cannot even assert, “some metaphysical sentences are mean-
ingless.” He must leave it to the sciences to determine,
seriatim, which metaphysical sentences are meaningful and
which meaningless. He is reduced to simply gathering
and reporting the results. Furthermore, if we are to be
honest with the facts, matters are not as simple as this
suggests. For scientists have not, to date, got in the habit
of clearly indicating which of their sentences are protocol
sentences. And this is not merely a bad habit on their
part. They find it extremely difficult to determine just
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what is a report of direct observation and what is an im-
plication of accepted hypotheses or laws. If the logical
positivist should choose the second alternative above, he
could then retain his assertion that all metaphysical sentences
are meaningless but he would have to admit into logical
analysis, and thus into philosophy, non-formal sentences,
sentences in the material mode that are true or false. For,
clearly, to assert that a sentence is a protocol sentence is
to assert that it stands in a certain relation not to other
sentences but to a direct observation. But now the very
basis for claiming that all metaphysical sentences are mean-
ingless has collapsed. That basis was the view that meta-
physical sentences are really only formal but are taken
to be material. That they are really formal only followed
from the assumption that all sentences in the material mode
are restricted to the special sciences. But if philosophy
(logical analysis) can determine that some sentence is a
protocol sentence, then the doctrine that all sentences proper-
ly read in the material mode are restricted to the special
sciences must be abandoned. Or to put it differently. That
philosophy can determine that some sentences are protocol
sentences presupposes that it has a method of verification
of material assertions (viz., of the sentences stating that
such and such sentences are protocol sentences). And by
thus allowing knowledge of fact (as contrasted with mere
formal analysis of language) to reénter philosophy, “meta-
physics” can no longer be ruled out on principle.” The
logical positivist might, however, try to avoid this result
by saying that all verifiable sentences occur in the sciences;
therefore, if there are “metaphysical statements™ they can-
not be verifiable. Again, he might say that “metaphysical
statements” are wholly translatable into formal sentences,
so far as having any meaning, and therefore can have no
empirical content. But these dodges do not allow the
logical empiricist to avoid metaphysics. The statement,
‘all verifiable sentences occur in the sciences, is itself not
a sentence to be found in the language of any science, yet
it is obviously factual, not formal. The same can be said
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concerning, ‘all metaphysical sentences can be wholly trans-
lated into formal sentences.” I conclude that logical posi-
tivism must be either wholly tolerant toward metaphysics
or else become metaphysical itself.

We have considered some of the main sources of the
present disrepute of metaphysics. They are not eternal,
unmodifiable; they do rot rest on some unchallengeable
rock of insight, giving an infallible revelation of the use-
lessness or impossibility of metaphysical inquiry. So far
as presenting any real opposition to metaphysics, they are
all themselves surreptitiously metaphysical It is, then,
Guite within the realm of possibility that the near futare
will see a revival of me taphysical interest. I believe there
is real need of such a revival.

In the fiust p‘ace the >ub)rct -mattet of memph) sics has
not disappeared; the disesteem has attached to the investiga-
tion without bﬂnb destructive of its okject. It is bixll a
wide-spread and important, though largely unexpressed
and upexamined, assumption that there is an objective
common nature to all cases of knowledge and also to all
existents. Ler us note the importance of this assumption
for action. If, per contra, the nature of existence were
taken to be wholly different in various concrete situatiomns,
action would itself be stulificd. Suppose, when a child
writes to Santa Claus, z worshipper prays to God, a premier
of a Democracy has faith in the honesty of a dictator, a
physicist believes in a certain structure of the hydrogen atom,
suppoese, I say, that the beliefs in the existence of these objects
include no common factor of existence. Mcre concretely,
suppose that for Santa Claus to exist means * to have been
a popular myth,” for God to exist means "'to get what you
pray for,” for the dictator's honest intentions to exist
means “that the dictator asseverate his honesty,” for an
atomic structure to exist means, ‘to be able to write certain
symbols in a pretty pattern.” I submit that if the believers
in the entities enumerated held such a view of existence they
probably would not write painstaking letters to Santa Claus,
utter devout prayers to God, enter pledges with dictators,
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nor construct cyclotrons to break up atoms. Now if it be said
that my choice of what existence means in these different in-
stances is quite arbitrary, I gladly acquiesce. But how are we
to determine the supposedly radically different meanings of
existence in different situations? Let the context determine,
we may be told. But this does not help unless we suppose
'determination of the meaning of existence by the context’ is
itself independent of context in the sense that it is the same
for all contexts, no matter how different. And why shoald
we dccept a commorn meaning to this but reject any common
meaning to ‘existence?” There are, perhaps, two important
supposedly common meanings to ‘determination of the
meaning of existence by the context’: (1) ‘existence’ in
any context means hoving an effect upon action in that
context; (2) ‘existence’ in any context means whatever
is referred to, in that context, by ‘exist’ cr any accepted
synonym. Let us note two things here. First, that each
of these is a common, general meaning of ‘existence,” how-
ever much, in further respects, the meaning of ‘existence’
may vary from situztion to situation. Furthermore, each
of these views of the common nature of existence would
be stultifying to action. If we convinced the child writing
to Santa Claus that the meaning of Santa Claus’ “existence,’
in that situation (in accordance with (1), above) was
simply that the child was writing to him, rather than,
say, begging for a Christmas gift from his parents, would
not the probable effect be that the child would cease
writing to him? And again, would even a gullible premier
exchange pledges with a dictator if he were convinced
that the ‘existence of the dictator’s honest intentions’ meant
(in accordance with (2), above) simply that thé premier,
and perhaps the dictator, referred to those intentions as
existent ?

We act, I contend, as though there were some common
nature tc existence in the entities our action supposes
existent (as the common belief, that we would act differ-
ently if what we take to exist where taken not to exist, indi-
cates). Further, this common nature to existence is taken, in
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our action, as objective to our action (including our language
habits) in the sense that it is not constituted by or reducible
to that action or a phase thereof.

In the second place, that there is an objective common
nature to existence (and to knowledge) is an important
assumption for theory also. Every science takes great
pains to try to determine whether certain hypothetical
entities do objectively exist. The enormous amount of time,
energy, and money spent in trying to determine the existence
of such entities as phlogiston, electrons, entelechies, genes,
ether, synaptic traces, etc., indicates this. And the fact
that much of this determination is indirect, by checking the
consequences of the assumption of the existence of such
entities, rather than by direct perceptual experience of the
entities themselves, that the scientist himself may not be
able to give a clear definition of what he means by existence,
nor even be able to discriminate exactly between those
symbols in his writings indicative of existent entities and
those adopted merely for calculative efficiency, all of these
admissions fail to overthrow the contention that the sciences
are concerned with questions as to what exists.

Furthermore, the sciences assume a common meaning to
this objective existence they investigate. This is indicated
by the fact that every special science accepts a great deal
as existent on the authority of other special sciences. The
physicist's rejection of phlogiston, as non-existent, is taken
over by the physiologist; he seeks no heat fluid in warm-
blooded animals. Rather he sees in oxidation, a process
accepted from chemistry, the basis of warmth in animal
life. The relation between the special sciences are very
complex. I simply urge that their cooperativeness requires
the tacit assumption of a common significance to their
acceptance and rejection of proposed entities.

But the presence of a legitimate subject-matter alone
does not constitute an intellectual discipline. It might be
(in fact, tacitly often is) held that there is an objective
common nature to existence and knowledge, but that what
it is is so evident that any inquiry into it is a waste of
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time, worse, is distinctly pernicious, for the human intellect
is active and where not occupied with real problems will
create pseudo-problems. Metaphysics is, in fact, just such
a pernicious creation of pseudo-problems.

If, however, the general nature of existence and know-
ledge were so evident, what are they; why are they not
easily formulated in a generally acceptable fashion? The
persistence down through the history of metaphysics of
a few major trends of thought ought to make one suspect
the easy assumption that metaphysical problems are pseudo-
problems created in a sphere where all is crystal-clear.
Also, it seems rather odd that the common man and the
scientist, when they take time to comprehend metaphysical
issues, themselves almost always end by taking sides in
those issues. This of course may be due not to the fact
that metaphysics unearthes real difficulties, but simply that
it has got hold of some potent magic for luring even good
minds into its mazes of unreality once they come under its
spell. But what then of those who induce this spell upon
themselves, launching, with little or no knowledge of
the history of metaphysics, straight into metaphysical con-
troversy from the more general issues of their own sciences?
How account for Pearson’s positivism, Pavlov’'s materialism,
Eddington’s spiritualism, Planck’s realism?

If it be admitted that all this is no mere historical
accident and yet that the common nature of existence and
knowledge, so manifest to the uninquiring mind, becomes
befogged, complicated, full of difficulties when investigated,
then we can properly answer with our suspicions. Problems
and difficulties only arise to an inquiring mind, but that
in no sense proves they are created by inquiry.

Again, it might be contended that metaphyscial conflicts
are not really conflicts over metaphysical issues, but struggles
concerning quite different matters, issues of value, of social
action, of economic status, etc. Different metaphysical
systems would thus simply be weapons in an essentially
non-metaphysical conflict. Often the proponent of this
view adds (with dubious intellectual integrity but no doubt
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heightened practical effectiveness) that Ais metaphysics is
not only a weapon, but is 7he one, crystal-clear. obviously
true metaphysics, as his opponents would recognize if they
would stop fighting. Such a view of metaphysical issues,
however, runs into serious difficulties which really are
obvious to everyone not wholly blinded by loyalty to some
Cause. It requires a pretty wholesale ascription of uncon-
scious purpose (not as incidental, but as life-centering mo-
tives) to metaphysicians, for the majority of metaphysicians
certainly think (unless they are wholly dishonest) that they
de conflict with one another over meraphysical issues. To be
plausible at all, this view should show some high correlation
between sides taken in metaphysical issues and sides taken,
by the same men, in the “real,” non-metaphysical, issucs
that are supposedly involved. But the exceptions here are
more numerous than the confirmations. First, there ate
many men fghting for the same non-metaphysical cause
who yet diszgree violently concerning metaphysics. Many
idealists, e g., Berkeley, zre ostensibly friends of religion.
as are aiso most of the Thomists. Yet the Thomiists oppose
idealism in metaphysics as thorougbly as they oppose any
view, materialism, for exampie. Likewise, 1 the struggle
of the commmunists against capitalism, both neo-Kantian
and matenialistic metaphysics were espoused uatil Lenin,
seeing the practical danger of metaphysical controversy
within the communist ranks, put an end to the conflict
by insisting on materialism as the only accepted ideclogy.
Second, many who espouse the same metaphysical stand-
point are basically opposed in their non-metaphysical allegi-
ance. Many of the American critical realists are essentially
Thomists in theory of knowledge, bat are decidedly not
supposters of the Catholic Church. Likewsse, many emer-
gent evolutionists are metaphysically close to the doctrine
of dialectical marerialism, but are not communists in their
socio-economic sympathies. If it be said that the same
metaphysics can be used as a weapon on opposite sides
of a non-metaphysical struggle, and that opposed meta-
physical systems can be used as weapons on tbe same side
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in a non-metaphysical dispute, then the doctrine that there
really are no metapbysical controversies (all such being
really non-metaphysical) has completely collapsed. And
the facts seem to force the doctrine into some such collapse.

If finally it be admitted that the subject-matter of meta-
physics is legitimate and important and that the nature
of that subject-matter is not manifest apart from a definite
investigation of it in its own right, and yet it be asked,
“Why undertake it; it is hard, leads to controversy, gives
no assurance of altimate success?” then I have no answer.
Perhaps there is none, save that man 1s curious and critical;
that when faced with fundamental problems he finds a
strong urge in himself to try to solve them, and when he
resolutely underiakes their soletion he finds a curious joy
in this very pursuit. Perhaps one must be more optimistic
concerning the outcome than history woeuld warrant. In
any case, I bave personally had some real satisfaction in
rying to work through a metaphysical point of view
represented in this essay, and perhaps some readers may
find 1t interesting to try to fellow me.

Suppose, now, that it be admitted that metaphysics has
a legitimate and nmportant subject-raatter whose investiga-
tion is possible and of interest. We must next face the
problem of the nature, the method, of this inquiry. It is
a wide-spread (metaphysical) assumption of our age that
the scientific ;nethod is the on]y admissible cognitive method.
It has become quite popular for scientists to argue that
ethics is z legitimate feld of inquiry, therefore it must
become a science, since only scientific method yields know-
ledge. So, supposing it comes to be admitted that meta-
physics is a permissible field of inquiry, it might be urged
thzt it should become a science. My reaction can be antici-
pated. Metaphysics is concerned with more general prob-
lems than are the sciences, and these by their very generality
require appropriate methods not utilized in the sciences.
Scientific method (if we may speak of anything so manifold
as a method) is the best method there is, in the sense
that it gives us the most reliable evidence for the sort of
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beliefs it properly examines. But it does not follow that
it is the best in the sense of the most appropriate to every
belief. Even within science it is important to distinguish
between the problems, “What method is most reliable
absolutely?” and “What method is most reliable for a
given subject-matter?”” Many biologists and social scien-
tists argue: “Physics has developed the most reliable pro-
cedures, therefore we should adopt its methods in our
field.” They fail to see that, when applied to biological or
sociological phenomena, the physicist's methods may be
less reliable, since less relevant, than distinctively biological
or sociological methods. So, although it is true that scientific
methods are more reliable in science than metaphysical
methods are in metaphysics, still, I contend, metaphysics
should develop its own relevant procedures and not try to
force scientific methods to function in its field.

The propositions to which scientific method is appropriate
are general, but never completely general, they are of the
form, ‘Every so-and-so is such-and-such’ not ‘Everything
whatever or everything observable or experienceable is
such-and-such.” Clearly pure induction could not go very
far towards establishing a completely general belief. For
the wider the generalization beyond particular instances
observed the weaker the evidential value of those instances.
In any case, pure induction plays a minor role in science.
Of far greater significance in science and of greater relia-
bility in establishing wide generalizations is the hypothesis-
deduction-verification method. This method makes a rather
sudden leap (usually mediated by accepted theories) from
a set of phenomena to be explained (usually disverificatory
of an already accepted theory) to a hypothetical explanation
(set in a context of rival, incompatible hypothetical explana-
tions). Then deductions from this hypothesis are made,
giving conclusions that can be checked against direct observa-
tions. The acceptability of an hypothesis is partly “absolute,”
i.e., a matter of the number and spread' of the verificatory
observations, and partly “relative,” i.e., a matter of the
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ratio of its absolute acceptability to that of each rival
hypothesis.

It is necessary to examine a little further this matter of
verification. An admissible scientific hypothesis is one which
is capable of significant, positive verification. This means
that it'" asserts that the phenomenon to be explained is
really a variable function of certain variable conditions
or factors. When the conditions vary in certain ways,
the phenomenon will vary in a certain way (simplest case
being, the phenomenon occurs under certain conditions,
does not under others). Suppose the phenomenon to be
the pressure of a constant quantity of gas. The hypothesis
might then be that this is a function of temperature and
volume. Positive verification becomes significant because
we do not merely add similar confirming observations (this
would reduce the process to simple induction instituted
by a guess as to its outcome), but because we can increase
relevantly dissimilar confirming observations. We find by
varying the conditions of volume and temperature that
the pressure varies as the hypothesis asserts.”® This analysis
likewise holds of disverificatory observations. Now this
sort of thing obtains only if we are dealing with a variable
phenomenon under variable conditions. But in metaphysics
we are attempting to get at'® certain “universal constants,”
what the scholastics called “transcendentals” (not because
they transcended all experience, but because they were a
constant factor in every experience).* A universal constant
is whatever can be asserted of anything whatever (or of
everything, where ‘everything’ is taken distributively). Here,
‘can be asserted’ means that the assertion must be such
that it can be expressed by a meaningful sentence. ' The
only meaningless sentences are those which confuse different
semantic levels. I am supposing that a set of words must
obey the grammatical rules of the language or it isn't a
sentence at all. Again, ‘anything whatever’ does have a
restriction; it refers only to that which can be referred to
in what the logical positivists call “the object language.”
That is, it excludes symbolic expressions in their referential
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aspect (though not as facts, e.g., as marks or vocal emis-
sions).
With this definition of ‘universal constant’ we are in
a position to essay a definition of ‘metaphysics.’
Metaphysics is the investigation of the meaning and the
evidence for the following types of propositions:

(1) Propositions whose subjects are universal constants,
or approximations thereto (such as existence, value, know-
ledge).

(2) Propositions whose subjects are the main classes
or kinds of things of which universal constants can be
predicated (such as micds, bodies).

(3) Propositions whose subjects are universal constants
as qualified by the defining properties of the classes seferred
to in (2) (such as mental existence, physical existence).

There are strictly three universal constants: existence,
knowledge, and value. (Thus three main subdivisions of
metaphysics: ontology, epistemology, and axiology.) But
of these existence is peculiar, for, knowledge and value are
universal constants only potentially and relatively; existence
1s a universal constant actually and per se. Not everything
is a case of knowledge, nor an object of knowledge. Know-
ledge can be predicated of anything one chooses cnly in
that that thing is knowable, that is, can be known by a knower
under suitable conditions. Likewise for value. Not every-
thing is a case of value (positive or negative). Value can
be predicated of anything one chooses only in that that
thing is capable of value, that is, can be valued by a valuer
under suitable conditions. But existence is not thus relative
to a possible process on the part of some entity other than
that exhibiting it.

A metaphysical hypothesis about the general nature of
existence or knowledge asserts something equally of all
possible observations: the observation is a knowledge of
some existent (or existents). And it is not a matter of
degree; any actual observation is equally cognitive and
existential. You may have more koowledge and more
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existence in the sense of more instances, but not in the
sense that the nature of either is capable of degree® It
1s thus not possible to give a significant positive verification
of a mectaphysical hypothesis, ie., to observe whether
existence varies in an asserted fashion with some variation
in the conditions of existence. In fact, "the conditions of
existence’ is itself a misleading phrase. Any conditions, if
they actually obtain, are existent. We cannot put various
conditions together and ther get something existent, as
though we could have conditions before we had anythin

existent. So Berkeley’s “esse est percipi,” Hobbes' “the
aniverse is the aggregate of all bodies,” Schelling’s “the
world is subject-object,” Whitehead’s “events are prehen-
stons,” are all assertions of universal constants: any ac/ual
instance of any general term, these proposttions assert, is
an instance of the constants involved.

This view, that metaphysics is more general than the
special sciences, should not be confused with two other
views. On the one hand, it should not be confused with
the doctrine that metaphysics simply pats together, into
one total picture, stems furnished it by the sciences. Meta-
physical hypotheses are more general than scientific hypo-
thescs not simply in thar they are more inclusive in scope,
i.e., cover more instances, but in that they are more inciu-
sive by being more ahstract. The sciences do make assertions
about existcuts; bat they are concerned with what sorts of
thiig exist. and the causal dependences in their existence;
but metaphysics is concerned with what their existence is,
what it is to come into existence or cease to be. On the
other bhand, the view here advocated must be distinguished
from the doctrine that philosophy is simply & study of
the sciences themselves. 1 have already criticized the attempt
to restrict philosophy to a study of the language of science.
I would aiso oppose the restriction of philosophy to a study
of the methodology of science. Any significant methodology
is relevant to its proper subject matter. A thorough investi-
gation of methodology considers this factor, and therefore
concerns itself with subject-matter. Philosophy is as con-
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cerned with whar is known by science as with bow it is
known by science. Furthermore, the sciences are as con-
cerned with their methods as they are with what these meth-
ods tell them of the world. The distinction of philosophy
from science is not that science investigates the world, and
philosophy investigates this investigation. The distinction
is one of level of abstractness. In the old terminology,
philosophy is concerned with “categorial” analysis.

Furthermore, the fact that the basic concepts of meta-
physics are universal constants (“transcendentals,” or “cate-
gories”) indicates why metaphysical propositions are not,
in general, translatable into predictions or made the premises
from which (with the aid of data stating initial conditions
of systems) predictions can be derived. Some scientific
concepts are strictly universal or universal throughout an
existential realm, as for example, energy. Every physical
existent has an energy-characteristic. But this varies for
different existents. Thus, it has predictive significance.
Existence, on the other hand, is not only universal. It is
constant. It is the same in amount everywhere. Thus, it
has only “analytic,” not predictive, significance.

Clearly then the most reliable method of establishing
general beliefs in science, the verificatory, is not available
in metaphysics, at least as the basic or distinctive meta-
physical method. What are we to do, supposing we still
persist in seeking a fitting method of metaphysical investi-
gation? We may, in the first place, play up the difference
of metaphysics from science. We may suppose that the
factor in metaphysical method differentiating it from
scientific is some new, positive factor wholly different from
accredited scientific procedure. Let me give two instances.
First, there is what I shall call “temperamentalism.” It
claims that the metaphysician, when making broader gen-
eralizations than the scientist, is simply expressing his own,
individual temperament. The metaphysician goes beyond
scientific findings only by relying on his emotions, his
will to live, his faith, on tendencies in his nature other
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than the critical, empirical-mindedness embodied in science.
This point of view is, supposedly, corroborated by the
controversies in metaphysics; such controversies spring
solely from differences of temperament.

Temperamentalism can, of course, be decidedly baneful to
metaphysics. Since what is distinctively metaphysical is based
on mere temperament, it may be supposed it has no adequate
foundation in objective fact and is, therefore, only of psycho-
logical significance. But this supposition remains a sheer
supposition unless some evidence for it is forthcoming. And
this evidence would have to be of the form “metaphysical
beliefs are found (1) to be functions of temperaments of
their proponents (2) and of nothing else.”” There may be
some evidence of type (1), though it is not very impressive.
For a major portion of the evidence as to what a meta-
physician’s temperament is is usually precisely his metaphysi-
cal beliefs, a very obvious vicious circle. And evidence of
type (2) is almost wholly lacking. That is, it is not shown
that some determination of metaphysical beliefs by tempeta-
ment may not also be determination by, e.g., the very
object of those beliefs. It may well be that some meta-
physicians are temperamentally better metaphysicians than
others, their beliefs are determined by a temperament more
in accord with, better suited to discover, the features of
the world constituting their objects. And that this is not
the case can hardly be made out by the psychologist;
for it requires a knowledge of precisely those aspects of
things about which the metaphysician makes assertions—
ie, it would itself be a case of metaphysics, and so fall
under its own condemnation.

To make this more pointed, consider a certain type of
materialism. It says that all metaphysical beliefs, as con-
trasted with scientific, are simply expressions of tempera-
ment, and that temperament, in turn, is wholly a function
of physiological processes, such as secretion of endocrine
glands, rate of basic metabolism, etc. There are, it would
say, no spiritual forces or insights, only various physical

178



TWENTIETH CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

processes. Such a position, however, obviously displays
the fallacy I shall call “assumption of special privilege.”
It supposes that its own matcrialistic metaphysical beliefs
are not merely functions of its adhcrents’ physiological
processes, but are determued by their objects, e.g., the
physiological processes of other metaphysicians.

But now let it be admitted that temperamentalism is
itself metaphysical, and hence cannot be used to destroy
all metaphysice. It follows that at least some determination
of metaphysical beliefs by tempcrament is taken to be
legitimate. We are now told that scence alone is not
enough, that life is moie than scientific intelligence, that
man is incurably metaphysical and instead of being ashamed
of the fact he shouid openly avow it. Temperament may
give truths forever closed to mere science. This deferential
appeal to temperament may take two forms. First there
is the aristocratic form, which supposes some temperaments
are better, in this function of giving us metaphysical aper-
cus, than others. James’ ‘tough-minded’ temperament is
illustrative. But when we ask for a standard on which we
may rank temperaments, difficulties arise. For it would
seem that, apart from the human but unwarrantable tco-
dency to elevate one’s own type of temperament to first
place in any comparison, the onlj standard forthcoming
would be one which takes account of objective fact, which
says, ~That temperament is metaphysicaily rore reliable
which is more in accord with, 1e., can give us a less warped
account of, the general nature of existence and kncwledge.”
But this is unmistakably an abandonment of tempera-
mentaiisin,

The other deferential form of temperamentalism. is
democratic. It asks us to be tolerant, to remember that we
are all metaphysicians at heart, that r.o cne can legitimately
set up his temperamental reaction to the universe as better
than another’s. F. C. S. Schiller’s relativistic temperamenta-
lism is illustrative. This of course requires a relativistic
theory of truth, at least as far as metaphysical issues are
concerned. If the tendermindedness of an idealist is equally

176



METAPHYSICS

good, as & determinant of metaphysical beliefs, as is the
tough-mindedness of a2 materialist, then “The world is my
idea” is equally as well established as “The world is bodies
in motion.” Each is true for its advocate, false for its
opponent and there is an end to the matter.® But is this
temperamentalism as democratic and tolerant as it would
make out? Suppose it faces an aristocratic temperamentalist
or a non-temperamentalist. Then it blandly acsests its own
tolerance by saying, “of course my democratic tempera-
mentalism is simply true for me; it is not true for you, your
view is true for you.” Isn't this the very acme of tolerance?
No. It is one of the most despicable (since dishonest) forms
of intolerance. For such a statement (in quotes above) pre-
supposes the universal truth of non-relative temperamental
relativism and the falsity of any opposing view. To be
really tolerant it would have to say not merely “Your
denial of temperamental tclativism is true for you” (for
that would be entirely compatible with the trath of tempera-
mental relativism, and is not at all what an opponent
clairns), but also “and it may be true in an absolute sense,
quite independent of the temperament of its advocate.”
But if the temperamental relativist thus really becomes
tolerant, he has fallen into self-contradiction: he has ad-
mitted 2 non-relative truth. However, he need not blame
his excessive tolerance. He supposed from the beginning
that temperamental relativism was true in a non-relative
sense, was true for every temperament, even those to which
it was not temperamentally attractive. Thus his position
essentially requires the fallacy of the assumption of special
privilege. And this, 1 think, is the case with all forms
of temperamentalism. Each supposes 7 has the ‘low-down’
on all types of temperament and their relation to meta-
physical beliefs, that the temperament of i#s advocates can
be disregarded, that it is determined by objective fact,
all other views by the temperament of their advocates.

Besides temperamentalism let us consider what I shall
call “definitionism” as an example of a view of metaphysical
method stressing its basic difference from scientific method.
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Science, on this view, is basically concerned with ascertain-
ing the truth or falsity of propositions, metaphysics simply
with the laying down and analytical elaboration of defi-
nitions of its characteristic terms, such as ‘existence’ or
‘knowledge.’ It is supposed that definitions are not judg-
ments, involve no element of assertion, thus cannot be
true or false, though they may be more or less ‘convenient.’
Rather, definitions are simply expressions of arbitrary volition
as to how the author intends to use the term defined.

Now let us inquire as to definitionism itself. Is s
position simply a matter of definition—does it simply
say, "I define ‘metaphysics’ and ‘definition’ so that it follows
that metaphysics is not concerned with questions of truth
and falsity”? If so, then definitionism is merely an expres-
sion of the arbitrary volition of the definitionist, is neither
true nor false, and cannot oppose other views as to the
difference of metaphysical from scientific method. If it
be definitional in basis, it cannot say, ““There is no other
way of reliably ascertaining truth than the scientific,” for
this would be passing judgment; nor again can it say,
“No metaphysician, so-called, has ever in the past, or will
in the future, do anything but lay down and elaborate
definitions,” for this again would be passing a judgment.
This sutely is not a very formidable foe to any other view
of metaphysical method.

On the contrary, let us suppose definitionism to be non-
definitional in basis, to be assertive of fact. Then it is
claiming that the enterprise commonly referred to as “meta-
physics™ is simply a process of defining, and that the process
commonly referred to as “defining” is merely a matter of
expressing one’s arbitrary intention as to the use of the
terms defined. If definitionism be thus assertive, it is
definitely false. For most metaphysicians, so-called, e.g.,
Plato, Aristotle, Thomas Aquinas, Spinoza, have not simply
laid down and elaborated intentions as to their use of
words; they have made claims, passed judgments, about
the nature of knowledge and about what exists and what
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it is to exist. If it be said that they really didn’t present
any empirical evidence for the truth of their assertions, that
what they thought was evidence was simply an elaboration
of definitions previously laid down, one could retort that
this is not so, that some of them, at least, present some
empirical evidence. But supposing it were so, still defi-
nitionism would not be true. For definitionism claims that
metaphysicians simply lay down and elaborate definitions
which make no claims, whereas, on the supposition, the
truth would be that metaphysicians make claims but offer
no evidence, what they take to be evidence being simply
an claboration of definitions. Surely one can distinguish
between making claims without supporting evidence and
not making any claims at all. If our supposition above
about the actual method of metaphysicians were correct,
then that method was definitely bad and confused (pur-
porting to give evidence when it didn't); whereas the
method of metaphysics as portrayed by definitionism would
be, so the definitionist supposes, quite above reproach,
logically.

Finally, the definitionist may mean to assert that, since
metaphysicians in the past have presented no evidence for
their assertions other than elaboration of their definitions,
consequently, in the future they ought to make no asser-
tions but restrict themselves to defining their terms. I
am not satisfied that the definitionist has or can establish
the antecedent here, but even if he had, the consequent
would not follow. The actual use of a bad, confused,
irrelevant method to establish a claim is not proof that no
acceptable method of establishing the claim can be found
and that therefore the claim should be relinquished. The
definitionist can prove the above consequent only on the
assumptions that no method of establishing metaphysical
claims can be found, and that no claims should be made
for which no method of verification can be found. But
at least the first of these assumptions is highly unacceptable:
it would presuppose a general view as to the nature of
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knowledge which, as completely general, would itself be
metaphysical.””

The objection to the tendency illustrated in tempera-
mentalism and dchnitionism is that it tries to find in mcta-
physical method some single, positive factor marking it
off toto caelo from scientific method. The greater generality
of the subject-matter of metaphysics does mark it off from
the sciences, still it does not make metaphysics wholly
different from or independent of the sciences. The sciences
generalize, and their genetalizations are the best established
of any with which the metaphysician of today is acquainted.
Therefore it behooves him to use scientific generalizations,
as far as possible, as the basis of his own wider generaliza-
tions. This means negatively that his theories should agree
with scientifically respectable doctrines, they should not
require the truth of scientific views which no reputable
scientist in the science involved holds.** Thus 2 metaphysical
system requiring the fixity of species, a clear break between
lower forms of life and man, a beginning tc temporal
processes not ante-dating the first appearance of conscious-
ness (say with the anthropoids on our planet), 2 “fifth
essence,” ie., the composition of heaveniy bodies out of
a substance not found on our planet,—such a metaphysical
system in-so-far as involving one of these scientifically
objectionable doctrines is itself objectionable, Now since
what is scientifically respectable changes with the progress
of science, it follows that metaphysics is subject to change.
It does not follow that the aim of metaphysics is to change
(it is not the aim of science to change). But though the
aim of the metaphysician be to attain a perennial philoso-
phy, he should bumbly accept it as his lot, under present
circumstances, dependent as he is upon changing scientific
theories, to achieve only a set of beliefs subject, to an
unascertainable degree, to mocdification in the light of
future scientific findings.

Positively, this utilization of science by metaphysics means
that metaphysics need not attempt to build from the ground
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up, to make its broad generalizations wholly and directly
from particular instances. It can generalize from scientific
generalizations. Such a process is in part sheer induction.
But an induction based on highly general propositions them-
selves established by the hypothesis-deduction-verification
method is more reliable than one attempting to establish
an equally wide generalization directly from particular
instances. The generalization that every physical thing has
moie properties than have ever been directly experienced
by the unaided senses would be very feebly established
by sheer induction, but induction superposed on scientific
theories (of atoms, micro-organisms, etc.), themselves
established by the hypothesis-deduction-verification method,
may give it a pretty firm footing.

This does not mean that the function of metaphysics
15 simply to accumulate and perhaps systematize the theories
of the sciences, to give us an “encyclopedia of the sciences.”
Such a collection simply gives us some (albeit the most
general) propositions as found in the sciences. The task
of metaphysics is to generalize further on the basis of
scientifically established propositions; i.e., to establish, by
induction from scientific propositions, propositions that do
not occur, at least explicitly, in the sciences at all. The
materialist, in secking to establish his proposition that all
existents are physical, usually appeals ultimately to scientific
theories, but his proposition is not a scientific theory, and
any relevant evidence for it from the sciences involves a
process of further abstraction and generalization not present
in its scientific bases. This does not mean that encyclopedias
of science’ are valueless; in fact, they are almost a necessity
for the modern metaphysician in this day of specialization
in science. But they are not metaphysics.

Metaphysics, in utilizing science, must go beyond induc-
tion. For, in the various sciences themselves there are
recognized contradictions, viz., rival rcspectab]e_ theor%es,
e.g., discrete and continuous theories of radiation in physics,
Gestalt and behavioristic theories of learning in psychology.
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Further, the process of comparison and abstraction involved
in metaphysics brings to light contradictions not recognized
in the individual sciences themselves, e.g., certain physio-
logical and sociological accounts of sense perception. Now
if it be supposed, as probably eveiy one is willing to
suppose, that an acceptable metaphysical system must be
free from contradictions, then metaphysics must do some-
thing about these contradictions found in science, it cannot
build on them by sheer induction. In the first place, it
can seek to “generalize beyond them,” to ignore them by
finding some common features, sufficient for its purpose,
in both or all of the conflicting theories. The metaphysician
can ignore the conflict between various rival theories of
amoeboid motion or of specific genetic function of certain
chromosomal segments, since the controversy here is not
over sufficiently general matters. In some instances however
the metaphysician must take sides in scientific conflicts, he
must decide which of the contradictory views he will accept
and which reject. I think this is the case in the psychological
controversy between extreme behaviorism, denying the fact
of consciousness, and other theories asserting it, in various
forms. This issue has an important bearing both upon
the nature of existence and the nature of knowledge. We
may perhaps lay it down that the metaphysician must take
sides in any conflict of scientific theories where the conflict
is over very general issues, issues obviously highly significant
for any metaphysical positions.

If the metaphysician is to take sides in scientific con-
troversies, it follows that scientific propositions cannot be
the only grounds for metaphysical generalizations. What
others are there? Let us look at four others of historical
importance. First there is divine revelation. This can be
easily dispensed with. Its main (and I believe most intelli-
gent) advocates, the Thomists, make revelation a ground
of theology only, not of metaphysics. Furthermore, the
fact of many incompatible claimants to direct divine inspira-
tion suggests that an utterance or scripture be not accepted
as a divine revelation simply on its own claim to be such.
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And the objective grounds here must not only show that
this candidate, versus its rivals, is a divine revelation, but
also that there is a divine revelation, i.e., amongst other
things, that there is 2 God who can directly reveal himself.
For although all claimants to divine inspiration agree that
there is a divine inspiration, their disagreement as to what
is an instance of it makes us sufficiently skeptical of the
general fact of divine inspiration to demand a further basis
than these mere claims themselves. Usually they purport
to give some further evidence; e.g., miracles, the purposive-
ness of nature or of history, etc. But all this is itself
metaphysical, presupposes a metaphysics not itself established
by the supposed revelation, but rather establishing that
revelation.

Another appeal is to intuition. I shall mean by ‘intuition’
self-evidence. A belief is self-evident if what is believed
is complete evidence for its truth, so that no further evidence
could add any evidential weight. My answer to this is
properly a whole analysis of knowledge and the function
of evidence therein. For the present, let us note that it
seems strange that any self-evident belief should ever be
rejected or even questioned, yet probably all proposed intui-
tive truths have been questioned by someone. The intuition-
ist might reply that the self-evident belief is not questioned,
but only some other, which has been confused (through
symbolic similarity of expression) with it. This of course
is possible, but is it at all probable /2 all cases? Many
intelligent, informed, and honest men repost they find no
self-evident beliefs. Is it probable that no one of them
ever has entertained a self-evident belief if there really
are self-evident beliefs? And if self-evident beliefs are so
rare in occurrence, they can hardly be very significant for
metaphysical inquiry, unless that endeavor be far more
esoteric than even the general public supposes it to be.
Moreover, what of those experts who, through further
investigation, have given up self-evidence where once they
relied on it? The history of mathematics gives a striking
illustration. At one time, all mathematicians accepted self-
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evident axioms. Now, very few do. The same is true in
logic. And these fields are usually taken to be the home
and citadel of self-evidence.

In trying to find an extra-scientific basis for metaphysics,
I get no help whatever from divine revelaticn or intuition.
The case is somewhat different with common sense. By
‘common sense’ I shall refer to beliefs very generally
accepted (tacitly or explicitly) by people of widely diftering
social groups (cconomically, geographically, racially,
temporally, culturally) and of widely differing tempera-
ments. What is common sense is, of course, a matter of
degree. There are probably very few, perhaps no, beliefs
actually accepted by all human beings, though there are
some candidates for this positon, e.g., "There are otler
existents besides myself,” “Something has happencd in the
past,” “Some entities persist longer than otiers,” “Some
entities persist lenger than my direct experience of them.”

I think it is silly, the sign of an unbalanced, hvpercritical
temperament, to be skeptzcax of*common sense indiscrimin-
ately, in wholesale fashion. Granted that, however wide-
spread a belief (not merely in numbers but in terzl contexts
of its adherents). its source is probably in purt some com-
mon social tradition or emotional satisfaction, still, the
veriest skeptic of commoen sense on paper Lives on the
acceptance of a large amount of it in his every-day behavicr.
My plea is for intellectual Lonesty here, even though it
requires swallowing a bit of cur intcllectual pride. What
we would not hesitate to accept behaviorally, let us intellectu-
ally assent to as an article of faith. And why may we not
assume that a belief accepted by people of wideiy different
cultural, economic, temperamental, and educational status
reflects to some degree some common objective featute of
the world?

But though it is silly (since apparently impossible) to
deny common sense in a wholesale fashion, we should be
skeptical of it in a retail manner. Every belief of common
sense should be subject to the following treatment: “That
you are part of common sense is in your favor, but not
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very much; it is not so much evidence of your truth as it
is a stimulus for our acceptance of you on faith. Therefore
if there are grounds for your rejection, we cannot retain
you, however much we may like you.” Such grounds for
the rejection of an article in the creed of common sense
are (1) an incompatible belief with a better status as
common sense, ie., a wider spread of acceptance, (2)
rejection by the consensus of scientific thought of the time,
(3) incompatibility with (though not difference that may
supplement) one’s own direit experience.

Once we have sifted out common sense beliefs on the
basis of these tests we may and should accept on faith
those which come through unscathed, though we should
accept themn not as indubitable but as probabiy reflecting
some aspect of objective fact, though also, to an undeter-
mined degree, reflecting various traditional and emotional
factors in our common human nature. My argument for
acceptance of a modicum of common sense is that we all
actually, in behavior (though not always in statement), do
accept it, that science, even the most critica! and paradox:cal
to the ‘man in the street, does so, and that any positive
point of view whatever in metaphysics is based in part on
faith, and the common faith of mankind is probably a safer
basis than the idiosyncrasies of a particular metaphysician.

Common sense, then, ofiers us an extra-scientific basis
of metaphysics which we may accept with some confidence
if we are properly critical of it. Far more important, how-
ever, is direct, sensory expetience. I would go so far as
to say that direct expetience, espccially in the form of
articulate perception, is the best and hence the final test
of any metaphysics (just as it is of any scientific theory).
This conclusion is based partly on common sense, partly
on actual scientific procedure, but mainly on an analysis
of the nature of knowledge and the place of evidence
in it which cannot be gone into in the present context.

But even direct experience does not give us certainty;
it is itself unreliable. We have found it to contain illusions,
to be modified by our theories, to be available largely only

186



TWENTIETH CENTURY PHILOSOPHY

through memory, which is not always above suspicion.
If it is unreliable in particular instances in these respects,
is it trustworthy anywhere? Against these defects, however,
we are not wholly helpless. Illusions are often revealed
by other direct experiences, and we have thereby found
some rules aiding us generally in spotting certain kinds
of illusions. Again, though our direct experience may be
modified to an unascertainable degree by our theories and
thus cannot be had “pure,” still we may get around this
difficulty by seeking how far it will prove tolerant of
modification by our theories. Instead of trying to eliminate
all our theories from our direct experience, we can attempt
to eliminate all incompatible theories, to read our experience
wholly and consistently in the light of a set of compatible
theories, and count these theories established to the degree
direct experience allows this to occur? This means that a
metaphysical theory cannot be significantly tested by a
few instances from direct experience. A metaphysical
theory should be carefully elaborated and rigorously applied
or read into as much of direct experience, and as varied
direct experience, as possible. It might well be that as we
approximate this, all known metaphysical theories find them-
selves obstructed somewhere by recalatrant direct experience.
I am rather inclined to think that that is the situation we
are in to-day. Should we then reject them all, equally,
and give up the metaphysical enterprise entirely? Such
would be the counsel of despair. I would advocate that we
select a “'best available at the time” (on the basis of degree
of success in reading direct experience in its terms) and
attempt to get on by developing it.

This leads us into the issue as to the verificatory signifi-
cance for a metaphysical theory of particular instances
drawn from direct experience. The distinction here between
a scientific and a metaphysical hypothesis is important. A
scientific hypothesis can have significant positive verification
in particular instances, since it states a relation between
variables. If particular instances are chosen giving values
dispersed through the range of these variables, then their
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verificatory significance is high, even though their number
be few relative to the total number of instances that would
fall under the hypothesis. But metaphysical hypotheses
concern universal constants or transcendentals (or approxi-
mations thereto). Now a set of particular positive instances
does so littie to establish such an hypothesis that they had
best not be called “verifications” at all. Yet they do have
a rdle in metaphysics. I shall speak of it as “illustrative”
and the instances as “illustrations.” The function of an
illustration is two-fold. First it clarifies, by giving a con-
crete application of the hypothesis. This it may do by
means of a highly typical case, a case where the hypothesis
is manifestly exemplified, or by a highly atypical case, by
attempting to show that the hypothesis really fits a sup-
posedly disverificatory instance. Secondly, an illustration
stimulates imaginative insight. By “imaginative insight” I
mean a cursory, memorial-imaginative survey of a large
section of direct experience for the purpose of sizing it up,
of seeing whether it squares with the proposed hypothesis.
Here particular items are not dealt with individually unless
one runs across an item that might seem to be disverificatory,
when it is thereupon singled out for individual consideration.
It is analogous to the perceptual process of sizing up a
whole perceptual field, as a good motorist sizes up his
whole visual and auditory experience only attending specific-
ally to items of more immediate danger. This process
is important in metaphysical method, since it aids in locat-
ing possible disverificatory instances, or aspects of a large
number of instances which (aspects) are incompatible with
a proposed hypothesis. Disverificatory instances are just
as decisive against a metaphysical as against a scientific
hypothesis. Thus relative to verificatory instances they are
far more important in metaphysical procedure than in
scientific. Yet unquestionable disverifications in metaphysics
seem to be rather rare, certainly far rarer than in science.
This is partly due to the way metaphysicians use language.
When supposedly caught by a disverificatory instance they
reinterpret their hypothesis so that the words are made
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to harmonize with the supposedly disverificatory case. This
disingenuous use of words is highly deplorable. It is to
be hoped that the increasing interest in linguistics in philoso-
phy will help to abate this evil™ It should come to be
recognized that to propound a plausible metaphysical hypo-
thesis which yet can be definitely disverified, and perhaps
itself clearly states what sorts of instances would be dis-
verificatory, is far more respectable than to propound one
so loosely and ambiguously conceived and stated that no
decisive disverification is possible. But we must not sup-
pose that the disingenuousness of metaphysicians is the sole
cause of the relative infrequency of -decisive disverifications
in metaphysics. A metaphysical hypothesis attempts to be
completely general {or to zpproximate thereto). There
are relatively few words in current usage that are completely
general. If ordinarv language is to be used. the meta-
hysician is aimost forced to swell the extension (to im-
poverish the intension) of the words he uses. This. of
course, is an excellent argument for the development of a
technical terminology. But this way is not so easy as it
raight seem, for a technical terminology, to be significanc
(to be “interpreted” and not merely formal). must. in its
undefined elements, be translated either into ordinary
language or into non-linguistic symbolic behavior (such
as pointung), and the latter translation is extremely difbeult,
pethaps impossible, in the case of universal  constams.
Furthermore, quite apart from the symbolic expression of
them, the metaphysician’s hypotheses are themsclves of
such a nature as to make decssive disverifications less fre-
Guent than in science. The typicai phenomenon the meta-
physical bypothesis seeks to describe is a universal constant.
There are no instances of anything not instances of it.
Thus wherever there is a case satisfying the description,
the phenomenon must be present. This rules out a whole
type of disverificatory instance as found in science, i.e.,
where the conditions are satisfied but the phenomenon is
not present, or not present to the degree required by the
hypothesis. The cnly sort of disverificatory instance for
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a metaphysical hypothesis is where the phenomenon is
present but the generalized description does not fit. For
example, the materialist might say, “To be an existent
is to have spatio-temporal location.”” We could not hope
to disverify this by trying to find something with spatio-
temporal location which does not exist, though we might
significantly try to find ¢n existent which does not have
spatio-temporal location. Verihication m science requires
negative but verificatory instances (negative in that the
phenomenon is absent, verificatory in that the hypothesis
requires it to be absent under the given conditions), and
thus immediately gives definite 1acaning to the possibility
of negative disverificatory instances. But metaphysical
hvpotheses {at least in the extreme) recognize no negative
instances.

Metaphysicians should strive to overcome this handicap
as far as possible. Since decisive disverification is possible
i metaphysics, it should become a methodclogical des
ideratum, not merely in the sense of a dialectical weapon
to use against rivals, but in the more fruitful sense of a
control 1n the formulation of one’s own hypothesis. A
metaphysicai hypothesis is better (other things disregarded)
if it indicates more clearly what sorts of instances from
direct experience would constitute decisive disverifications
of it.

We must not supposce, however, that the only evidential
rble of direct experience relative to a metaphysical hypo-
thesis is as a field of possibie disverificatory instances.
Important as is the tOle of imaginative survey of direct
experience fur the purpose of hitting upon disverificatory
instances, this process 250 can serve the purpose of positive
corroboration.  Single instinces, however numerous, go
only a very little way in verifying a metaphysical hypothesis.
But we are not tu supposc that we can get at direct ex-
perience only seriatim, in a larger or smaller number of
particular bits. Such a view is a hang-over from association-
istic psychology. Direct experience has its aspects of con-
tinuity and persistence as well as of discreteness and varia-
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tion. We are just as close to it, just as true to it, when
we imaginatively survey large sections of it, in terms of

rvasive aspects of it, as when we try to remember particu-
lar bits, as different from all other bits. Such an imaginative
survey may result in a positive imaginative insight of real
evidential weight for a metaphysical hypothesis. And
especially is this true if we add “imaginative experiment”
to this survey. I do not mean an “imagined” experiment.
An actual experiment is an actual modification of particular
existents in order to test some hypothesis. 1 suppose an
imagined experiment would simply be an imagined modi-
fication of this sort. The imaginative experiment I have
in mind is one which could not be carried out actually,
for it involves a modification not of this or that particular
but of all of direct experience in some respect. What
would our color-world be without any actual experience
of green? Would we have any notion of spatial relations
if we had no visual or tactile experience? Here the appeal
is to an imaginative survey-type experiment.

All this may sound pretty indefinite and subject to all
sorts of subjective vagaries when compared with rigorous
scientific verifications. This must, I fear, be granted. The
metaphysician has not and, if I am right, never will achieve
a method as rigorous as the scientific. Yet he must do the
best he can with his own method; to attempt to use a
strictly scientific procedure in his non-scientific subject-matter
is a mark of immaturity, of childish imitativeness that
seeks the semblance without the substance of adulthood.
And there may be some recompense for this lack of rigor.
The very fact that a metaphysician must rely on a total
insight, that he has no mechanical procedures, formulae
that may be used without appreciation of their derivations
or presuppositions, which can be handed over to clerks,
gives him a sense of creative discovery which, though the
source of many dangers, is also the cause of enduring
satisfaction. And it must not be supposed that scientists
are free from this reliance on imaginative survey and in-
sight. It is present in their own procedure when they
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jump to their hypotheses, before the application of rigor-
ous procedures of verification; and to some extent it is
involved in scientific verification itself, viz., in deciding
what lines of deduction will probably yield conclusions that
can be checked against direct observations. Again, every
scientist as soon as he steps out of his own special investiga-
tions and philosophizes relies on this procedure. For ex-
ample, Eddington’s contention that the objects of scientific
knowledge are, ultimately, pointer readings, or Bridgman’s
assertion that scientific concepts are reducible to operations
—these are not established by any rigorous scientific pro-
cedure of experiment, of hypothesis-deduction-verification.
Instances are used illustratively, to instigate an imaginative
survey. The final appeal is to insight. And (though I do
not agree with their results) their method here has been
appropriate, not as reliable as scientific method but more
relevant to the sort of hypothesis involved.

But if metaphysical method is, though the best available
for metaphysics, yet highly unreliable, it behooves us to
use it with great caution. Let me lay down specifically
certain admonitions. We must always remember that since
the most rigorous scientific method cannot attain certainty,
metaphysical propositions should be put forward even more
tentatively. We must remember that disverificatory instances
are far more significant in deciding between the claims of
rival metaphysical hypotheses than are verificatory, thus we
should construct our hypotheses with this in mind, and
constantly be alert in weighing them and in advocating
them for disverification. We must ever be watchful that
we appeal to imaginative survey and insight with complete
honesty, as methods of critical inquiry, not of “rationaliza-
tion” or “wishful thinking.” This means not so much that
we attempt to get at any “pure” experience, but rather
that we be scrupulously honest with rival theories, that
we try earnestly to survey experience from the standpoint
of each of them, not allowing our satisfaction with any
one to keep us from a sincere attempt to see how tolerant
experience is of others.
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These admonitions lead to a final consideration. Though
controversy between rival hypotheses is important it science
(without it, hypothesis-deduction-verification would reduce
to a form of sheer induction), it is in netaphysics that
controversy has its greatest mcthodological sigrificance. 1t
is high time that metaphysicians cease beihg apologetic on
this score. The aim of metaphysics, as a science, is know-
ledge, not agreement. And whether or no agreement will
actually result after knowledge has been artained, in the
process of trying to attain knowledge controversy is highly
valuable, whereas premature agreement is disastious. When
the issues are extremely general when positive verincation
largely rests on wide wpaginative survey. when there is
great danger of ambigwty. and decisive disverificatory in-
stances are relatively few. then theoretical centroversy be-
comes extremely important. Every human mind tends to
be dogmatic. to favor an already accepted and familiar
hypothesis, especially if popularly identified with that indi-
vidual, to short-circuit the tedious process of revision of
old hypotheses and testing of new rivals. These normal
human teadencies are quite effectively countered in science
by its more rigorous procedures cf verification and disverifi-
cation. ln metaphysics they must be more directly and
crudely checked by the putting of advocate agzinst advocate.
And though this opposition easily degenerates into emotion-
alism, when it can be kept on an intellectual plane, when
it can occur imaginatsvely in each of the opposing advocates
(and not merely actually, between them), then it is of the
highest value in the metaphysical enterprise.

1. The self-styled practicing “'metaphysicians”—the theosophists, Rosicru-
cians, Christian Scientists, ez a/—-only add to the disrepute of meta-
physics by their promises of practical effectiveness.

2. I do not mean that there is a simple one-way dependence of, say, ethics
on axiology, axiolegy or epistemolngy, epistemology on ontology. I mean
that ethical views do have effects in action and that they are in
part determined by, or include, metaphysical assumptions.

3. By ‘actionism’ 1 mean the belief that theoretical inquiry is only
justifiable by, and finds its only criteria of success in, its effects upoa
overt activity.

192



METAPHYSICS

94.

[$%]

]

Let me add in fairness that, despite many condemnations of “meta-
physics” (in a bad sense, ie., rationalistic or “transcendental” meta-
physics), Dewey would seem to accept an empirical metaphysics,
stating the generic traits of all existents (cf. Experience and Nature,
pp. 412 ff., and The Philosophy of John Dewey, edited by P. Schilpg,
pp. 597 fI.). My only quarrcl here would be with Dewey's tendency
to refuse to judge such a mec:aphysics abstractly, on the basis of purely
cognitive evidence.

A single example, however, will sufce to show that the two are
not the same: present-day astronomy, though having some practical
applications, is of far less influence upon action than medieval
astrology, though it is far mose specialized.

st is quite possible for meraphysics to be wholly or largely descriptive
while yet generalizing from scaences which are to a great extent
explanatory. One of its tasks weuld be to describe scientific explanation.
More accurately, it is concerned with the formal relations of such
sentences, not with the individual sentences.

An extreme form of neo-platonisin, for example.

1 here omit ditficulties about future possible discoveries of new methods
of verification.

Since wnung the above I find that both Ayer, The Foundations of
Emprrical Knowlcdge, 89, and Russell, An Ingurry Into Meaning and
Truth, ch. x, cniucze the tendency of the logical positivist to define
‘protucol sentence’ wholly formally (in terms of language-rules). I
2m not clear as to whether Carnap, in his Introdsciion 1o Semaniics,
which I have just seen, means to agree. He apparently holds that
“pure semantics” can treat designation at the zero (object) level as
simply a function of language-rules. All considerations of non-
finguistic designata apparently are relegated to “descriptive semantics”
(which I take 10 be a form of an empincal science, viz., philology).
Nether Ayer nor Russell specifically point out that if the distinction
of protocol from other sentences is (though highly general) an
empirical matter and yet is properlv investigated by philosophy, then
philosophy is not reducible to the formal analysis of language.
The “spread” is the number of different deduced consequences which
find confitmation in one or more observed instances, e.g., the spread
of Clerk-Maxwell's electro-dynamic theory was much greater than that
of Newton's corpuscular theory of light.

For purposes of simplification, I omit the rble of deduction, which in
any case is simply iterative.

Obviously what is function and what argument is asbitrary so far as
the hypothesis itself is concerned.

1 shall not say “explam.” I mean by ‘explain,’ “find a cause of,” and
by the latter expression, “find an invariant obtaining despite varia-
tions.” Thus we could not “explain” a constant ot a persistence, but
only variations.

Metaphysics is not restricted to the study of universal constants or
completely general propositions. It also investigates less general matters.
But in so doing, it tends to overlap with the sciences, in their more
theoretical portions, and thus the distinction from the sciences is,
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in this feld, less clear. Thus 1 characterize metaphysical inquiry as
completely general in order to make more apparent its difference from
scientific investigation.

15. Not all metaphysicians would agree, but neither would they agree as
to the subject-matter of metaphysics. All of metaphysics is controversial.
I have already introduced my sors of metaphysics in this essay.

16. Obviously relativism and skepticism are bed-fellows.

17. I the definitionist’s view of definition (as simply an expression of
arbitrary intention, i.e., inclusive of no assertion or claim) be itself
an assertion about any or all of the gencrally recognized forms of
definition, it is f2lse.

18. Clearly I do not mean to rule out, as scientifically unrespectable, views
which are not scientific at all, simply on the grounds that scientists,
qua humans, not qua scientists, pooh-pooh them.

19. Of course what is labelled an “encyclopedia of the sciences” may
be more or less metaphysical. 1 am here thinking of assemblages,
collections of more general scientific propositions not, however, com-
pared with one another nor generalized beyond their status in the
sciences involved.

20. If direct experience is wholly tolerant of each of two incompatible
theories, then their incompatibility is only “apparent,” is “‘meaningless.”

21. Possibly the “definitionist” means only to do the sort of thing T here
advocate. If so, I am hearuly in accord.
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THEOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS
By Douglas Clyde Mocintosh

The writer's interest in the mutual relations of religion
and philosophy, or more particularly of theslogy and
metaphysics, having een awakened in college years, became
suddenly acute soon after beginning graduate studies at
the University of Chicago a generation ago. 1 had gone
there to take courses in theology and philosophy after
having come under the influence of the neo-Hegelian ideal-
ism then still dominant in many of the more progressive
universities of the English-speaking world. I wus inclined
to agree with Hegel that theology was philosophy, or
more particularly metaphysics, and that philosophy was,
or at least culminated in, (metaphysical) theology. In
the Graduate Divinity School I encountered a metaphysically
agnostic Kantianism and Ritschlianism, while the vigorous
Department of Philosophy was thoroughly and indeed
enthusiastically committed to the functional psychology
and essentially positivistic instrumentalism, or pragmatism,
of John Dewey and George H. Mead, so that it was quite
out of sympathy with the aims and methods of speculative
metaphysics and metaphysical theology. For some months
I put up a stiff fight for my neo-Hegelian rationalism,
but as a result of directed studies in a number of theological
and philosophical seminars, I was at length led to take a
less favorable view of absolute idealism and a more favor-
able view of pragmatism in philosophy and Ritschlianism
in theology. I bad at least to make such admissions as
that the structure of our thought is largely determined
by the function it is designed to serve, that in the scientific
verification of judgments a pragmatic or instrumental test—
the working of a working hypothesis—is involved, and that
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at the heart of much of the religiously vital and most
essential content of our theological systems there is to be
found an implicit or explicit religious value-judgment.

I was never completely converted, however, either to the
pragmatism of the philosophical depastment or to the Ritsch-
lianism of my theological teachers. While ready to acknow-
ledge both the instrumentalism involved in scientific method
and the religious character of theology, I remained strongly
of the opinion that the truth interest could not be fully
stated in purely instrumental terms and that there was
a religiously pragmatic as well as intellectuzl neced for
applying to our value-judgment theology the objective test
of metaphysical reasonabieness in the light of our scientific
knowledge as well as of our most critical cstimate of
values in general. After I had definitely formulated for
myself these principles of theological method. 1 was greatly
encouraged when I found a rather similar position ably
defended in Georg Wobbermin's Theologie und Meiaphysik,
as well as in certain passages in the writings of Max
Scheibe and Ernst Troeltsch. With Wobbermin I was
ready to defend not only the philosophical legitimacy of
metaphysics but also the thesis that, properly speaking,
“theology without metaphysics is impossible.” In making
statements about an existent Deity, theology was already
in the metaphysical field and under obligation to treat its
subject-matter accordingly.

I had not been in the classes of my philosophical and
theological instructors for many months before I resolved
to take as the subject of my doctoral dissertation the mutual
relations of theology and metaphysics, intending at first
to treat the whole subject historically, critically and con-
structively. The topic, as I envisaged it, fell naturally into
four main divisions: (1) The Reaction against Theology
in Metaphysics; (2) The Reaction against Metaphysics in
Theology; (3) The Function of Theology in Metaphysics;
(4) The Function of Metaphysics in Theology. 1 had
not gone far with my special studies, however, before I
saw clearly that any one of these four sub-topics would
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open up more material than I could manage to cover
satisfactorily within the limits of a typical doctor’s disserta-
tion. I accordingly decided to confine my discussion for the
time being to the second of the four divisions, namely, to
the reaction against metaphysics in theology. Moreover,
as it finally turned out, the study, in sc far as it was
really intensive, was largely confined to an investigation
and criticism of the reaction against metaphysics in Ritschli-
anism and pragmatism.

In the course of the subsequent years many topics, philo-
sophical and theological, have engaged my special interest;
but at no time have I undertaken to fulfill my original
intention of rounding out n written form my study of
the mutual relations of theology and metaphysics by adding
to the dissertation a similar development of the other
three aspects of the general subject. Nor does it appear
likely that I shall ever take up the project in anything like
its original scope and form. It does seem feasible, however,
to take advantage of this occasion of an invitation to
contribute an essay to a volume on Living Schools of
Philosophy to indicate in a rather summary fashion the
position which, it still seems tc me, is rot only supported
by the facts of the mutual relations of religion and phii-
osophy, of theology and metaphysics, in history, but also
by reasonable considerations of logic and methodology. In
attempting this I shall follow out my original intention
so far as to treat the subject under the four principal heads
indicated above.

I

The Reaction against Theology in Metaphysics

Almost the whole of modern philosophy represents a
determined reaction and persistent protest against the reign
of theology in philosophy and especially in metaphysics,
which was characteristic of medieval scholasticism. This
is about equally true of the rationalist and the empiricist
developments. Descartes professed regard for the authori-
tative teachings of the Church, but his real interest lay
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in the project of building up a system of metaphysical truth
which should be, if at all possible and apart from any
consideration of external authority, as indubitable as his
own existence as a thinking self. The genius of the new
rationalist movement was well expressed in Spinoza’s attempt
to deduce with logical necessity from self-evident axioms
and apriori definitions all the main tenets of metaphysics
and ethics. It was not essentially different with the post-
Kantian Spinozist, Hegel. For him logic was the sufficient
key to reality, to metaphysics; not the traditional but the
rational was the real.

Nor was the attitude of Francis Bacon and his empiricist
successors greatly different. Beyond ambigucus and some-
times only half-meant words of respect for traditional
authority there is a resolute commitment to the empirically
scientific methods of observation and experiment. Not by
quoting opinions and arguing, but by trying for oneself,
these scientist-philosophers sought to read the riddle of
existence. Despite their differences and mutual suspicions,
rationalism and empiricism joined hands to dethrone the
long dominant “‘queen” not only “of the sciences,” but
also and more especially of the philosophical disciplines,
and above all, of metaphysics.

It was not without good reason that philo-ophy, both
rationalist and empiricist, rebelled against the domination
of the theology of the day. When we think of the method
and much of the doctrinal content of the scholastic theology
and philosophy before and in the days of Bacon and Des-
cartes, we can only wonder that the philosophical reaction
did not come sooner, and that when it did finally burst
forth it was with as much outward deference as was mani-
fested by the early leadership in both of the modern philo-
sophical movements. Mediaeval scholasticism left philoso-
phy free to follow reason and the facts of empirical investi-
gation only in so far as nothing was said or logically implied
which would contradict the authoritative teachings of the
Church, the teachings of the Bible as interpreted by the
Church being included. This was in accord with the long
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established custom of the Church to demand implicit faith
in its infallible authority in matters of religion and morals.
The formula, Credo ut intelligam, was allowed the official
Nibil obstas, but only with the understanding that no change
should be made in the content of the Credo.

But it was not only in its method and way of seeking
certainty for its doctrines, but in that doctrinal content
itself that the old scholastic theology was rightly open to
objection. In spite of all attempts to exhibit the rationality
of what had been accepted in implicit faith on the external
authority of the church, there were discrepant elements in
the traditional dogmas which defied anything more than
a merely apparent harmonization. For example, Anselm
could produce an appearance of demonstration of the exist-
ence of God and, like Gregory of Nyssa before him, of the
reasonableness of the doctrine of the Trinity from his
Platonic point of view; but, not being able to square the
orthodox doctrine of the divine and human natures in
the one person of Christ with his Platonism, and being
unable of course as a Platonist to coincide with the Aristo-
telian presuppositions which had served John of Damascus
so well in this connection, he had to fall back upon the
essentially pragmatic argument of the Cur Dexs Homo to
make up for the obvious discrepancy between the Chalce-
donian formula and his metaphysical presuppositions.
Another significant point in connection with the attempted
metaphysical defense of the doctrinal content of the Catholic
theology is the historic fact that while Anselm undertook to
prove by argument all the main doctrines of the Church,
Thomas Aquinas did not claim to be able to do so much,
Duns Scotus had to confess that most of the Church dogmas
were indemonstrable, and William of Ockham finally made
bold to declare that all the doctrines must first and last be
accepted on the metaphysically unsupported external author-
ity of the Church alone.

But still more damaging in the end to the claims made
for the old scholastic theology was the extraordinarily large
place given in its doctrinal content to stories of miracle,
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together with the claims to a sort of semi-magical, imper-
ceptible miracle in connection with the sacraments. Here
the objection from the point of view of any modern meta-
physical system is not, or at least not primarily, that the
doctrine is deductively indemonstrable or that it is discrepant
with other accepted doctrines, such as those of the depend-
ableness and the impartiality of God. Rather it is the objec-
tion that the doctrine tends to be excluded, as in the highest
degree improbable, from the point of view of modern
science.

It is easy enough to sympathize with modern metaphysics
in its reaction against its former state of bondage to a
theological authority so uogmamc ana so inherently inde-
fensible and improbable in its content as that of the old
mediaeval scholasticism. For the sake of intellectual free-
dom, in the name of independent certainty and in the
interest of a doctrinal content reasonably acceptable as
true by the honest 2nd well-informed modern thinker, the
battle of modern philosophy against scholasticism commands
our well-considered and critical approval.

In spite, however, of the rightful claims which this
reaction against the older dogmatic theology in metaphysics
has upon our sympathy and approval so far as its mot,vation
is concerned, it remains to be pointed out that it has been
carried so far in modern pbilosophy as to have seriously
impaired the certainty at some points and greatly impover-
ished the content of philosophy itself, especially in its meta-
physical aspect. It is hardly necessary to take pains to
show how poverty-stricken is the metaphysical content and
how defective the certainty in the more typical systems of

resent-day philosophy. Modern “iogical positivism™ is
only one of the most recent of the metaphysically bankrupt
philosophies. One is even tempted to suspect that the
extraordinary vogue of “phenomenology” is due not so
much to its value as a logical propaedeutic to epistcmology
and metaphysics as to its convenience as a field for the
exercise of philosophical talent on the part of those who
are prevented by their agnostic and positivistic prejudices
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from progressing very far in the attempt to find a satisfactory
solution of the perennial problems of philosophy as wisdom.

To put the whole matter in a nutshell, if, as I believe,
religion at its best is a fruitful source of insight, not only
into the validity of spiritual values but into the nature
of reality also, and if, as is obvious, theology is a device
for the conservation of such religious insights, it is easily
seen that a total rejection of theology from making any
contributicn, however tentatively, to the doctrinal content
of metaphysics must be expected to have setiously unfortu-
nate sequences. Abstractly rationalistic and impersonal abso-
lutisms, materialistic, merely naturalistic and merely human-
istic systems are the logical consequence of an attempt to
synthesize into a final world-view and philosophy of life
cnly those insights which are attainable without religious
intuition and on;y those empirical facts which are discover-
able vutside the limits of specifically religious experience.

And as for metaphysical certainty, while we have no
intention of claiming that it is possible to reach it in
perfection with regard to any system as a whole, neverthe-
less, in view of the necessarily incomplete demonstration
and verification of even the most reasonable and scientific
wortld-view, the measute of reassurance which comes from
the knowledge that one's theory of reality is compatible
with everything that can be inferred from the validity of
our highest spiritual values, religious as well as ethical, is
by no means to be despised as if it had no philosophical
significance. Philosophy, it should not be forgotten, is
not mere information as to matters of fact; rather is it the
best wisdom of the lover of wisdom, with reference both
to ultimate value and ultimate reality.

I
The Reaction against Metaphysics in Theology

If modern metaphysics reacted with decision against
theology, theology eventually returned the compliment and
reacted decidedly against metaphysics. There is no better
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illustration of this reaction in the whole history of religious
thought than is afforded by Ritschlianism; but Ritschlianism
cannot be rightly understood apart from the influence of
Kant and Schleiermacher. Kant’s metaphysical agnosticism
was the logical consequence of his epistemological dualism—
a dualism and an agnosticism which have vitiated practically
all German theology since Kant with the exception of the
speculative theology of the idealists, and that was vitiated
by the logical fallacies in all supposed demonstrations
of the truth of idealism. Schleiermacher undertook to vindi-
cate the autonomy of the religious consciousness, as against
the intellectual, or scientific, and the ethical; and while we
may doubt the absolute autonomy of the religious conscious-
ness, we may yield credit to the great “father of modern
theology” for having been right at least as to its relative
autonomy.

Schleiermacher’s antagonistic attitude toward the meta-
physical element in theology can be seen not only in
connection with his definition of religion but more especially
in his proposal that instead of resorting to speculative
proofs of the existence of God we should simply call
attention to the universality of the feeling of absolute
dependence. But there was an element of ambiguity,
especially in his earlier thought, a tendency to oscillate
between an almost pantheistic epistemological monism in
religion on the one hand, and such a position on the other
hand as could secure its theism only at the cost of abandon-
ing any semblance of a monistic religious epistemology
and frankly accepting the Kantian epistemological dualism,
the logical consequence of which was metaphysical
agnosticism.

Albrecht Ritschl's declarations on the subject of meta-
physics in theology are very explicit and plainly reveal, as
we have said, the influence of both Schleiermacher and
Kant. He agreed with Schleiermacher as to the autonomy
of the religious consciousness, and even if we grant that
in his philosophy of the physical he may have been, as
he himself thought, more of a neo-Kantian or Lotzian
204
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idealist than a genuine Kantian, in his religious epistemology
as a genuine theist but metaphysical agnostic he must be
classified as a dualist. His opposition to the metaphysical
element in theology was directed not only against the
speculative theistic “proofs” and the older scholasticism,
Catholic and Protestant; he was particularly antagonistic to
the Hegelian absolute idealism, which for a time he had
espoused.

In Ritsch! and the more typical Ritschlians the rejection
of metaphysical theology, which logically follows upon the
dualistic religious epistemology of Kant and the acceptance
of Schleiermacher’s point of view as to the autonomy of
the religious consciousress, was accompanied by the
chatacteristic doctrine that religious judgments are valua-
tional rather than existential. But this famous Ritschlian
doctrine of the exclusively valuational character of religious
knowledge must be taken with the proverbial grain of salt.
Not to do so would be to follow the mistaken interpretation
of Ritschl offered by his pupil, Bender. The theology of
Ritschl and the typical Ritschlians, while explicitly valua-
tional, was implicitly existential. This is evident from its
genuine theism. God, for the Ritschlians, is an objectively
existing cosmic power, theoretical knowledge of whom is
indeed disclaimed, but concerning whose existence and
nature room is left, as in the case of Kant, for faith.
It is only in Juiius Kaftan and his followers, who are
more appropriately styled semi-Ritschlians than Ritschlians,
that the theology of the Kant-Schleiermacher tradition be-
comes explicitly existential; but with them the valuational
character of theology retires into the background and tends
to become implicit only, rather than explicit. For them
theology consists of theoretical judgments, none of which,
however, is knowledge in the theoretical sense of the
word, but all of which, as judgments of religious faith,
are theoretical judgments based upon value-judgments. But
for these semi-Ritschlians as well as for the more typical
Ritschlians metaphysical speculation has no proper place in
theology.
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It is possible, even for one who does not fully share
the epistemological dualism of the Ritschlians and semi-
Ritschlians, to sympathize to a great extent with the under-
lying motivation of their reaction against metaphysics in
theology. What these theologians, as well as Schleiermacher
before them, were afraid of in connection with a meta-
pyhsical theology was a twofold danger. They feared that
the doctrinal content of the Christan religicus faith and
theology would be corrupted and that its characteristic
certitude would be undermined. In this fear and protest
they were not wholly wrong. Metaphysical speculation
has sometimes introduced into religious thioking, along
with some of the established truths of science, some of
the unverified speculations and dogmus of some men of
science, thus vitiating the doctrinal content of an originally
pure and vital faith with “cppositions of science falscly
so-called.” In this way it sometimes happens that theology
is “spoiled through rhilosophy and vait deceit’ !

Similarly the characteristic certitude of the religious be-
liever tends to be impaired, at least temporarily, when the
doctrines of the faith upon which he has beep building
his life and his hopes for the future are treated as merc
metaphysical theories, to be tested by their rationality
and their agreement with empirica fact. What is referred
to here, we hasten to point out, is sumply a psychological
tendency, not a logical necessity; and vet it must be admitted
that in many instances the certirude tentatively and tempor-
arily surrendered for the sake of final philosophical reas-
surance is never fully regained, a result which, if and in
so far as the religious beliefs have been true and of vital
importance, is nothing short of calamitous.

Amd yet, on the other hand, the deliberate sefusal to
submit the content of one’s religious faith and theological
belief to the fest involved in philosopbical reconsideration
may foster in the individual himself and in others the
doubt and suspicion that possibly the doctrines thus held
on subjective grounds would not stand the test of objective
examination in the light of unprejudiced reason and ascer-
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tained empirical fact. And once such a doubt is sown in
the mind, it is difficult to eradicate it. There is danger
in thinking freely, lest the thinker be led into error or at
least into doubt of the truth; but on the other hand there
is probably even greater danger in not thinking freely, or
at any rate in refusing to do so—not only the danger of
missing important new truth, but the danger of establishing
religious dcubt as a persistent, trouble-making complex by
the very effort dishonestly to suppress it from motives of
suspicion and fear. And so in the end not only the
charactenistic certitude of religious faith may be lost, but
its doctrinal content may be vitiated, even to the extent
of being destroyed altogsther.

The Ritschhians have had their own way of seeking to
gain or regain assurance and objectivity for their faith.
Refusing to seek objectivity in metaphysics, they followed
Schleiermacher in finding a measure of objectivity by appeal-
ing to the way in which the religious consciousness of the
individual was confirmed and reinforced by the similar
teligious consciousness of the religious community to which
the individual belonged. This was fairly satisfactory so
long as the issue was simply one between that religion
and no religion; but when the question was raised as to which
of several rival religious communions was to be taken as
a valid guide to faith, the need of a further criterion of
objective validity was acutely felt. It was one of the merits
of Ritschl and his followers that they turned for objectivity
to history, that is, to historic “revelation,” as it was claimed,
or in other words, from their Christian point of view, to
the historic Jesus as having normative revelation value for
faith.

This, we may agree. was a step in the right direction,
whether the failure to seck objectivity in metaphysics as
well as in history was or was not a mistake. It meant that
there was now available, rather more conspicuously than
in Schleiermacher’s theology, the Christological or Christo-
centric principle as a norm for the Christian doctrine of
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God. The divine value of the historic Jesus involved the
Christlikeness of God: all that could be legitimately deduced
from this principle was valid content for Christian theology;
all that contradicted it must be rigorously excluded.

But, apart altogether from the question as to whether
the historic norm ought not to have been supplemented with
the metaphysical, there were two criticisms which were
eventually made from within the theology of the religious
consciousness itself against the adequacy, theoretical and
religious, of the Ritschlian appeal for objectivity to history.
When Ritschl, Herrmann and others wrote, it was assumed
that there was no sericus critical problem as to just what
sort of person the historic Jesus was. The difficulty of this
problem was no doubt exaggerated by the critics in the
later “Hat-Jesus-Gelebt?” controversy; but it was almost
as certainly underestimated by such liberals as those of
the Ritschlian School. A second objection to the Ritschlizn
appeal to history was raised by Troeltsch and other relzgions-
geschichtliche theologians, namely, that for genuine object-
ivity the appeal should be to the whole history of religion,
treated from the point of view of an unbiassed philosophy
of history, rather than be a narrow, prejudiced appeal to
a single historic-religion, Christianity, as if in that religion
alone could be found any fact having revelation value.
Theoretically, this seems to have been an important criticism,
but practically it may perhaps be doubted whether there is
much which is of universal value in other religions which
it is not possible to find within historic Christianity, and
even Troeltsch’s procedure in the end was to set forth an
essentially Christian theology as having finality, at least for
our Western, European-American culture.

A third criticism of the Ritschlian appeal to historic
revelation is one which is perhaps not so commonly made
in Germany itself as in other lands where the Kantian
tradition of a dualistic epistemology is not so strong among
theologians. This is the question as to how an independently
existing divine Reality can possibly be revealed in either
human history or human experience, if experience always
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is and has been of the phenomenal only. It would seem
that according to Kantian and Ritschlian presuppositions
what is called revelation can never be the real presence
of divine reality within the field of human experience,
observation, and knowledge, but always only the appearance
of an historical or other empirical content which is believed
to be, gualitatively, as if it were an actual manifestation of
the Divine. From the point of view of this criticism real
revelation and real religious knowledge are impossible on
Ritschlian principles; it is only “revelation,” so-called, and
“religious knowledge,” so-cailed, that are possible.

Sympathy has been expressed here for the Ritschlian
reaction agaiast metaphysics in theology, so far as its
moetivation is concerned. It aimed to conserve the pecuiiarly
religious and Christian certitude and doctrinal content unim-
paired and undiminished. But when the reaction is made
so extreme and the autonomy of the Christian religious
consciousness is taken as so absolute as is the case with
the Ritschlians, it is a fair question whether it does not in
large measure defeat its own intended end. When the
testing of the rational permissibility of any religious dog-
matic in an objective and intcntionally impartial metaphysical
inquiry is what is proposed, and when the exponents of
theology refuse to sanction the project, doubt is almost
inevitably suggested as to whether the doctrines in question
are reasonable enough and true enough successfully to stand
such a test. Thus the native hue of religious assurance
comes to be, in spite of itself, sicklied o’er with the pale
cast of sceptical thought and as a result not only is the
religious certainty impaired; much or possibly all of the
doctrinal content may ultimately be lost.

It is not difficult to detect symptoms of such a malady
in typical Ritschlian formulations of theology. Indeed the
whole “theology of the Christian consciousness,” from
Schleiermacher down, is infected with subjectivity. No
doubt even Schleietmacher was theocentric in bis religion,
but he and his closest followers have not succeeded in being
equally theocentric in their theology. Their theology is
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really anthropoceatric, not theocentric; it sets forth some-
thing about man, vamely what the Christian religious man
says, or tends to say, perchance rightly from his point of
view, about his God. As a discipline it is essentially
anthropological, histotical, psychologicai. It is a branch
of the psychology or of the history of religion, albeit
possibly, if a critique of values be inserted, of the normative
psychology of religion. At its best it undertakes to state,
normatively as well as descriptively. what the Christian
religious man may defensibly undertake to say concerning
the object of his religious faith.

But such a position is scarcely satisfactory in the full
sense of the ward unless the doctrinal content is defensible
as at least permissible intellectually, thar s, philosophically,
as well as the faith-attitude being defensible from a purely
practical point of view. Where this is not the view taken,
where on the contrary. as with Kaftan, the only apologetic
admitted is a defense of the independence of the religious

int of view and not a defense of the metaphysical per-
missibility ¢f the doctrinal content of the theology, the
tendency will be to gravitate toward logical dualism, or
the “doubte-truth” thecry, according to which what 15 true
in theclogy may be false in philosophy, or vice versa.
Herrmann, at least in his eacly writings, did not escape
this absurdity, the only conceivable defence of which would
be found in an irrationalism cach as that of Tertullian and
Kierkegaard, according to which dogmas supposedly taught
on divize authority are to be believed not only in spite
of but even because of their being absurd and impossible!

It may be fairly questioned whether the failure of
Ritschlianism to vindicate or even to awempt to vindicate
the metaphysicai defensibility and reasonableness of the
content of even the reduced liberal “essence” of Christianity
may not have had a good deal to do with the rise of the
Barthian theology, seeking to escape from the lutking
subjectivity and mercly anthropocentric character of the
Ritschlian theology by reacting in an essentially irrationalistic
way tc the appeal to an ultimately traditional authority for

210



.. THEOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS

objectivity in theology. There is inherent in the religious
consciousness, as Professor Wobbermin has insisted, an
interest in the truth of the religious ideas in which the
faith is expressed, an interest which leads ultimately in
the direction of a metaphysical theology, and this truth
interest is thwarted or neglected at the peril, at least for
the thoughtful, not only of the loss of reasonableness in
religion, but of the loss of the religious faith itself. What
might have been expected to resuit, and what no doubt
often did result, was 2 complete scepticism as to the truth,
nct only of any metaphysical system, but even of any
theology or religious faith, whatever its practical value
may be or may have been. In other words, metaphysics,
theology, and religion itself tend to disappear, leaving as
a residue only a genial Diltheyan Weltanschauungslebre.

III
The Function of Theology in Metaphysics

We have seen the relative justification of the reaction
of modern metaphysics against the old dogmatic traditional
theology, and the relative justification of the reaction of
modern theology against the old speculative metaphysics.
The motivation of both reactions was essentially sound,
being directed toward the maintenance of the proper
relative autonomy and freedom of both religion and phil-
osophy and toward safeguarding the characteristic certitude
of each and securing for each the greatest possible truth-
content. But, as we have seen, the reaction, when made
extreme and absolutely exclusive, has tended to defeat its
own intentior: by undermining its owh certainty and destroy-
ing its own knowledge-content. The reasonable conclusion
to draw from this last discoverv is that presumably there
is a proper function of theology in metaphysics and of meta-
physics in theology. To an investigation of the truth of
this twofold suggestion we must therefore now turn.

If we are to inquire concerning the function of theology
in metaphysics, we must be clear as to the type of theclogy
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to be considered. Manifestly the old, dogmatic, authoritarian
theology is in this connection already largely discredited.
What we should consider here is theology at its best, a
theology adequately critical and modern in its presuppo-
sitions and method, and at the same time as conservative
of the vital doctrinal content of our evangelical Christian
tradition as is reasonably possible.

Of prime importance in any theological undertaking is
a clear understanding as to the concept of revelation. What
is meant here is religious revelation, of course; but it may
be that light will be thrown upon this question if it is
viewed as a special case of the revelation of reality in
general. We are not to look for a special logic for religious
thinking; logic is logic whatever its content, and real or
inductive Jogic, the logic of truth about reality must pre-
suppose cognitive experience of reality, if it is to have
positive, categorical content. Is it reasonably possible to
begin the theological task with such a positive presuppo-
sition?

The position taken here, in distinctior from the Kantian
dualistic and consequently agnostic epistemology, is that
independently existing reality is directly presented, revealed
to some cxtent, within normal perceptual experience, so
that its existence and something of what it is can be dis-
covered, known. Defining knowledge as adequate and
adequately critical (i.e. logical) certitude of the presence
of reality which is really present and of the truth of judg-
ments which are really true, and remembering that the veri-
fication of judgments depends upon the presentation in
experience, or in other words upon the revelation or dis-
covery, of the reality judged about, we may conclude that
the possibility of knowledge in the form of true judgments
about divine reality depends upen the possibility of divine
revelation or what amounts to the same thing viewed from
the subjective side, namely, rcligious discovery. Our per-
ception of divine reality is similar to our perception of
reality in general. In the complex of experienced elements
we apprehend, by an act of perceptual intuition, certain
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relations, processes, and other realities (e.g. physical things)
which are not to be identified with the mere aggregate of
sensory and other separately distinguishable elements of
the experience. Similarly we may apprchend divine processes
within the complex of religious experience, the criteria of
the divine being subjectively the numinous and objectively
the spiritually ideal, the absolute in the realm of values,
the worshipful. On the basis of the religious perception
of such divinely valuable causality as is involved, for in-
stance, in spiritual regeneration, we can claim to have
discovered the divine, revealed directly within the field of
experience. This means the possibility and actuality of a
limited amount of verified religious knowledge, a certain
body of data for an essentially scientific empirical theology.
The dependable experience of such divine processes on
certain definable conditions of religious adjustment makes
possible the formulation of empirical theological laws. If
it be objected that such laws would be laws of normative
psychology of religion rather than of empirical theology,
the answer is that the same facts of dependable and desir-
able religious experience cun be formulated either in terms
of the ever-present subjective factor, as psychology, or in
terms of the dependably objective factor, as theology. And
there always is an objective factor, functioning divinely in
such dependable, desirable religious experiences. We may
even believe that, as in the case of experience and perception
of the physical there is always the initiative of the physical
stimulus, so in the experience and perception of the divine
there is always a divine initiative, to which, however, again
as in case of the physical, the experiencing, perceiving
subject must necessarily respond with attentive conscious
adjustment, if anything is to be revealed or discovered in
and through the experience.

On the basis of the critically monistic and realistic
religious epistemology and theological methodology thus
of necessity most briefly suggested, but which may be
found more fully elaborated in works entitled The Problem
of Religious Knowledge, Religious Realism, and Theology
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as an Empirical Science, I would claim that modern theology
is in such a position as to be able to include a certain limited
amount of strictly verified religious knowledge. But it
cannot be maintained, of course, that all the important
contents of the theology we need and are entitled to claim
can be presented as thus verified n the essentially scientific
sense. The great bulk of our legitimate theological belief
is in the form of more or less assured intuition and faith,
rather than fully verified knowledge. But if we are justified
in regarding absolute spisitual worth as the objective criterion
of the divine in the case of religious perception, we can
use it as a guide to our thought about the divine in the
realm cf what is but faith as well. At this point then
our procedure would be closely similar to that of the
“theology of the Christian consciousness.” In including
those elements of a critical religious faith which cannot
be reduced to fully verified religious knowledge, as Christian
theologians we find normative factors in the spi.itual values
embodied in the person and work of the defexsibly historical
Jesus Christ and in the faith of the Christian communion
at its best. In other words, we here find room for Christian
dogmatics as a normative science, or as based upon a
rormative science of religious faith. This is practically
coincident with what Professor Wobbermin has in mind
when he speaks of going beyond the point of view of
William James to that of Schleiermacher, so as to formulate
for the religious fellowship to which one belongs the
assured convictions of its faith. For the Christian who
thinks consistently this will mean afirming the reality of
a God great enough and good enough for our absolute
worship and trust.

But this normative theology, in so far as its content goes
beyond the limited nucleus of verified religious knowledge
which it should be careful to include, remains, if no further
step be taken, essentially dogmatic. What is suggested
here is that there is a further step which can be taken,
namely taking the theology thus far formulated and treating
it as part of a metaphysical theory of reality. As such it
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must be tested not only by the criterion of internal con-
sistency but by that of agreement with verified fact and
with whatever can be legitimately inferred from critically
established value.

It is at this point that what Professor Wobbermin, along
with some others, has done assumes historic importance.
The insistence that bona fide theology be regarded as not
only valuational but existential and essentially metaphysical
and that it be treated as metaphysical, Dr. Wobbermin not
only insisted upon in his Theologie und Metaphysik; he
exemplified the procedure he advocated in Der Christliche
Gottesglanbe and in his subsequent writings. And with
good reason, pot only for the sake of theology, but in the
interest of metaphysics as well.

Metaphysical thinking which is openminded and dis-
cerning enough to seek to make use of critical religious
insight may temporarily find its problem complicated, but
in the long run, I am convinced, it will be found not only
to have enriched its content but even to have strengthened
its certainty. That this assertion about doctrinal content is
true will be immediately evident not only to all who appre-
ciate the great spiritual value of religious faith and experi-
ence at their best, but also and especially to those who
agree that in a critically inductive empirical theology there
are empirical data and adequately verified laws as to the
presence of the divine in human experience, forming items
of real knowledge fit to be synthesized with generally
recognized scientific knowledge in a comprehensive theory
of reality. But that the statement about certainty is also
true may be most reasonably maintained, especially if, as
we shall see, metaphysical thecry as a whole cannot claim
to consist of verified scientific knowledge exclusively, but
must be acknowledged to include and to be constituted in
large part of statements of not fully verified belief and
elements of speculative surmise. Reassurance tends to come
to the metaphysician when he discovers that his theory of
reality harmonizes with and is supported by the essential
affirmations of religion at its spiritual and intellectual best.
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v
The Function of Metaphysics in Theology

Modern metaphysics has been found historically to be
incompatible with the old externally authoritarian dogmatic
theology, and modern theology has registered its emphatic
protest against the corrupting and frequently destructive
influence of the old, dogmaticlly speculative metaphysics.
But we have found no reason to suspect that therc is any
necessary antagonism between theology and metaphysics
when each is at its best. On the contrary, there seems ground
for maintaining, as we have suggested, that theology, when
rightly constructed, has an important function to perform
in the service of mertaphysics; and now we turn to the
complementary question whether at its best metaphysics may
not also be in a position to confer important benefits upon
theology.

Before going further into this, however, it will be well
to indicate in some detail just what is meant here by “meta-
physics at its best.”” F. H. Bradley facetiously defined meta-
physics as “the finding of bad reasons for what we believe
upon instinct.” There is just enough truth in this slatement
to make it desirable for the would-be metaphysician not
to forget it entirely; but while metaphysics is Jargely con-
cerned with finding reasons, it does not follow that the
reasons it finds are always bad. Moreover, it not infrequently
finds reasons for giving up what had been beliecved “upon
instinct.” And in very considerable part it is occupied with
the synthesis of the general results of scientific investigation,
which for the most part were not believed upon instinct
at all.

Another famous partial definition of metaphysics is that
offered by William James: “‘an unusually obstinate attempt
to think clearly and consistently.” This is true, as far as
it goes, but it should be added that it is with regard to
reality in general and reality as a2 whole that metaphysics
is concerned to think clearly and consistently. And in
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doing thus the metaphysician—while, if he be wise, he will
not overlook but will deal critically yet not unsympathetically
with the great “instinetive” human beliefs—will also make
it a matter of primary concern to include and synthesize
the well-established general results of the scientific investiga-
tion of reality.

Throughout a long period the favored method of meta-
physics was that of rationalistic speculation, of attempted
deductive demonstration. It was not sufficiently recognized
that what can thus be established on apriori grounds is
very strictly limited. For categorical proof about reality
the premises must be empirically grounded, and new
similarly grounded propositions must be introduced from
time to time if the argument is to make headway. Hegel
and some of his followers have claimed to discover pro-
gressively the nature of reality by means of “the high and
dry apriori road”; but it is generally recognized that the
crucial forward steps in the dialectic are taken under the
guidance of categories originally derived from experience
or devised for dealing with experience.

The great fault of the deductive or dialectical method
of rationalistic speculation in metaphysics is that it fails
to produce the demonstrative certainty which it claims for
its successive steps, some of which may be new and others
of which may be apriori, but most of which are probably
not both. In view of the limitations and defects of the
speculative method some theorists have suggested as the
proper method for metaphysics a mete synthesis of all the
well-established general results of the sciences in one com-
prehensive scientific theory of reality. Theoretically there
is much to be said for such an empirical method in meta-
physics; but as a matter of fact most theories of reality thus
constructed are very unsatisfactory in their doctrinal content.
They tend to be ope-sidedly materialistic for the simple
reason that the sciences of material reality have made much
more progress, up to the present, than have the sciences of
human personality, apart altogether from the question of
the possibility of a seience of divine processes and divine
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reality, or God. But now that this has been mentioned,
let it be pointed out that if a synthesis of scientific knowledge
be what modern metaphysics is to be, there seems no reason
why the empirically scientific elements in an empirical
theology (based upon a realistic religious epistemology)
should not be included in the synthesis, along with the
sciences of matter, life and mind (based upon a realistic
general epistemology).

But there are other elements which claim a place in meta-
physics besides generalized knowledge of empirical fact.
In addition to verified empirical knowledge, “secular” and
religious, our legitimate thinking about reality makes room
for beliefs, theoretically permissible and rationally necessary
to the conservation of values critically appreciated as abso-
lutely valid; and even intuitional surmises may well receive
at least temporary status as possibly fruitful of new and
true insights. An illustration of metaphysical beliefs neces-
sarily involved in absolute values may be found in the
postulate of an essentially creative self-determining free-
dom, as logically involved in the validity of the values
bound up with the consciousness of moral obligation and
responsibility.

This then is the composite character of modern meta-
physics “at its best.” It is partly knowledge, partly reason-
able and spiritually necessary belief, and partly theoretically
permissible intuitive surmise, the whole being integrated
into a self-consistent system, harmonious with ascertained
fact and as far as possible with what seems to be absolutely
valid value. What then can the introduction of metaphysics
of this sort into theology accomplish for the latter?

In the first place it may introduce important scientific
knowledge into theological theory. This may be expected
to affect favorably the theological doctrines which have to
do with the relation of God to the world and to human
personality. Such doctrines as those concerning providence,
prayer, and religious experience generally may be expected
to be brought more definitely under the control of rationality
and empirical fact.
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But not only in relation to doctrinal content, but with
regard to certainty as well, the metaphysical devcloprnent
of theology may be expected in the long run to make a
valuable contribution. The first raising of metaphysical
questions in connection with theological doctrines may be
the occasion of suggesting doubt, but if and in so far as in
the end the theological belief is found to stand the test
of metaphysical criticism, the effect will be reassurance,
the making cf the original religious assurance doubly sure.

It would seem, then, that when we have begun to use
the best modern methods in both theology and metaphysics,
instead of conflicting with each other, they will be found
to fit into each other as hand and glove, or mortise and
tenon, or the dove-tailed timbers prepared for building.
In so far as theology consists of verified religious informa-
tion it must harmonize with other scientific information
utilized by empirical metaphysics. In so far as theology
is reasonabie and spiritually necessary faith, it becomes a
proper part of metaphysics as reasonable belief about reality.
And in so far as there may be in theology fruitful intuitions
and speculations which are at the same time theoretically
permissible, these too may be given favorable though not
uncritical consideration by the votary of metaphysics. Theol-
ogy and metaphysics have often been at enmity with each
other, but this is not their ideal mutual relationship. They
are meant for mutual assistance, and each will remain un-
stable and incomplete until it finds its completion in the
other.
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Ever since the end of the Middle Ages, philosophy has
steadily declined in social and political importance. William
of Ockham, one of the greatest of mediaeval phiiosophers,
was hired by the Kaiser to write pamphlets against the
Pope; in those days many burning political questions were
bound up with disputes in the schools. The advances of phi-
losophy in the seventeenth century were more or less
connected with political opposition to the Catholic Church;
Malebranche, it is true, was a priest, but priests are not
allowed to accept his philosophy. The disciples of Locke in
eighteenth century France. and the Benthamites in nineteenth
century England, were for the most part extreme radicals
in politics, and created the modern boargeois liberal outlook.
But the correlation between philosophical and poiitical
opinions grows less definite as we advance. Hume was a
Tory in politics, though an extreme radical in philosophy.
Only in Russia, which remained mediaeval till the Revolu-
tion, has any clear connexion of philosophy and politics
survived. Bolsheviks are materialists, while Whites are
idealists. In Tibet the connexion is even closer: the second
official in the state is called the ° ‘metaphysician in chief.”
Elsewhere philosophy is no longer held in such high esteem.

The teason for this is simple: bad philosophy has prac-
tical consequences, while good philosophy has none—except
that traditional orthodoxies, and the new creeds which are
endeavouring to supplant them are false, or at any rate
without any rational basis. The practical man may be
pardoned if he comes to the conclusion that truth is un-
attainable except when it is unimportant. Since many phi-
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losophers are practical men in disguise, they have drawn
the inference that philosophy should not seek truth, but
should concoct plausibie reasons for useful error. Much
modern philosophy has been inspired by this great thought.

On the other hand, sciecce, which also professes to
pursue truth, has proved itself extraordinarily useful; it
has enabled us to kill people in far larger numbers than
was formetly possible. as well as to keep them alive if we
should so desire. Consequently some phiiosophers have at-
tached themselves to science, and have endeavoured to win
some of its prestige for their own studies.

These two tendencies—to make philosophy usefal by
the propagation of error, or respectable by incorporation in
science—have determined the main clevage in twentieth
century philosophy. Adherents of the former tendency have
discovered nothing true; adherents of the latter, nothing use-
ful. Perhaps the pursuit of truth, like art, may be justified
independently of utility; but no eminent person would
subscribe to such a doctrine.

Academic philosophy, throughout the twentieth century,
has been mainly divided into three groups. The first consists
of the adherents of the classical German philosophy, usuatly
Kant, but sometimes Hegel. The second consists of the
pragmatists and Bergson. The third consists of those whc
attach themselves to the sciences, believing that philosophy
has no special brand of truth and no peculiar method of
arriving at it; these men. for convenience, may be called
realists, though in fact there are many among them to whom
this name is not strictly applicable. The distinction between
the different schools is not sharp, and individuals belong
partly to the one, partly to another. William James may
be regarded as almost the founder of both realism and
pragmatism. Dr. Whitehead's recent books employ the
methods of realists in defense of a more or less Bergsonian
metaphysic. Many philosophers, not without a considerable
show of reason, regard Einstein’s doctrines as afferding a
scientific basis for Kant’s belief in the subjectivity of time
and space. The distinctions in fact ate thus less clear than
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the distinctions in logic. Nevertheless the distinctions in logic
are useful as affording a framework for the classification of
opinions.

German idealism, throughout the twentieth century, has
been on the defensive. The new books that have been
recognized as important by others than professors have
represented newer schools, and a person who judged by
book reviews might imagine that these schools had now
the upper hand. But in fact most teachers of philcsophy,
in Germany. France, and Great Britain, though perhaps
not America, still adhere to the ciassical tradition. It 1s cer-
tainly much easier for a young man to get a post if he
belongs to this party than if he docs not. Its opponents
made an attempt to show that it shared the wickedness of
everything German, and was in some way responsible for
the invasion of Belgium.' But its adherents were too eminent
and respectable for this line of atrack to be successful.
Two of them, Emile Boutroux and Bernard Bosanquet, were
until their deaths the official spokesmen of French and
British phiiosophy respectively at international congresses.
Religion and conservatism look mamly to this schooi for
defense against heresy and revolution. They have the
strength and weakness of those who stand for the status quo:
the strength that comes of tradition, and the weakness that
comes of lack of fresh thought.

In the English-speaking world, this position was only
acquired just before the beginning of the twentieth century.
I began the serious study of philosophy in the year 1893,
the year which saw the publication of Mr. Bradley’s Ap-
pearance and Reality. Mr. Bradley was one of those who
had had to fight to win proper recognition of German
philosophy in England, and his attitude was very far from
that of one who defends a traditional orthodoxy. To me,
as to most of my contemporaries, his Logic, and his Ap-
pearance and Reality made a profound appeal. I still regard
these books with the greatest respect, though 1 bhave long
ceased to agree with their doctrines.

The outlook of Hegelianism is characterized by the
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belief that logic alone can tell us a great deal about the
real world. Mr. Bradley shares this belief; he contends that
the world as it seems to be is self-contradictory, and there-
fore illusory, while the real world, ¢ince it must be logically
self-consistent, is bound to have certain characteristics of a
surprising kind. It cannot be in time or space, it cannot con-
tain a variety of interrelated things, it cannot contain separate
selves, or even that degree of division between subject and
object which is involved in knowing. It consists therefore
of a single Absolute, timelessly engaged in something
more analogous to feeling than to thinking or willing.
Our sublunary world is all illusion, and what seems to
happen in it does not really matter. This doctzine ought
to destroy morality, but morality is temperamental and
defies logic. Hegelians in fact urge as their basic moral
principle that we ought to behave as if the Hegelian phi-
losophy were true; but they do not motice that if it were
true it would not matter how we behave.

The attack vpon this philosophy came from two sides.
On the one side were the logicians, who pointed to fallacies
in Hegel, and contended that relations and plurality, space
and time, are in fact not self-contradictory. On the other
side were those who disliked the regimentation and order-
liness involved in a world created by logic; of these the
chief were William James and Bergson. The two lines of
attack were not logically inconsistent, except in some of their
accidental manifestations, but they were temperamentally
different, and were inspired by different kinds of knowledge.
Moreover their appeal was quite different: the appeal of the
one was academic, that of the other was human. The ac-
ademic appeal argued that Hegelianism was false; the
human appeal argued that it was disagreeable. Naturally
the latter had more popular success.

In the English-speaking world, the greatest influence in
the overthrow of German idealismm was William James—
not as he appears in his Psychology, but as he came to
be known through the series of small books which were
published in the last years of his life and after his death.
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In an article published in Mind so long ago as 1884, re-
printed in the posthumous volume Essays in Radical Em-
piricism, he sets out his temperamental bias with extra-
ordinary charm:

“Since we are in the main not sceptics, we might go on
and frankly confess to each other the motives for our several
faiths. I frankly confess mine—I cannot but think that at
bottom they are of an aesthetic and not of a logical sort.
The ‘through-and-through’ universe seems to suffocate me
with its infallible impeccable all-pervasiveness. Its necessity,
with no possibilities; its relations, with no subjects, make
me feel as if I had entered into a contract with no reserved
rights, or rather as if I had to live in a large seaside board-
ing-house with no private bedroom in which I might take
refuge from the society of the place. I am distinctly aware,
moreover, that the old quarrel of sinner and pharisee has
something to do with the matter. Certainly, to my personal
knowledge, all Hegelians are not prigs, but I somehow feel
as if all prigs ought to end, if developed, by becoming
Hegelians. There is a story of two clergymen asked by
mistake to conduct the same funeral. One came first and
had got no farther than ‘I am the Resurrection and the
Life’ when the other entered. ‘I am the Resurrection and
the Life,” cried the latter. The ‘through-and-through’ phi-
losophy, as it actually exists, reminds many of us of that
clergyman. It seems too butzoned-up and white-chokered and
clean-shaven a thing to speak for the vast slow-breathing
unconscious Kosmos with its dread abysses and its unknown
tides.”

I think it may be wagered that no one except William
James has ever lived who would have thought of com-
paring Hegelianism to a seaside boarding-house. In 1884,
this article had no effect, because Hegelianism was still
on the up grade, and philosophers had not learnt to admit
that their temperaments had anything to do with their
opinions. In 1912 (the date of the reprint) the atmosphere
had changed through many causes—among others the in-
fluence of William James upon his pupils. I cannot claim
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to have known him more than superficially except from
his writings, but it seems to me that one may distinguish
three strands in his nature, all of which contributed to
form his outlook. Last in time, but first in its philosophical
manifestations, was the influence of his training in physiology
and medicine, which gave hin a scientific and slightly
materialistic bias as compared to purely literary philosophers
who derived their inspiration from Plato, Aristotle, and
Hegel. This strand dominates his Psychology except in: a few
crucial passages, such as his discussion of free will. The
second element in his philosophical make-up was a mystical
and religious bias inherited from his father and shared with
his brother. This inspired The Will to Beiieve and his in-
terest in psychical sesearch. Thirdly there was un attempt,
made with all the earnestness of a New England con-
science, to exterminate the natural fastidiousness which he
also shared with his brother, and replace it by democratic
sentiment 4 /3 Walt Whitman. The fastidiousness is visible
in the above quotation, where he expresses hotror of a
boarding-house with no private hedroom (which Whitman
would have loved). The wish to be democratic is visible
in the claim that he is a sinner, not a pharisee. Certainly
he was not a pharisce, but he probably committed as few
sins as any man who ever lived. On this point he fell
short of his usual modesty.

The best people usually owe their excellence to a com-
bination of quaiities which might have been supposed
incompatible, and so it was in the case of James, whose im-
portance was greater than was thought by most of his
contemporaries. He advocated pragmatism as a method of
presenting religious hopes as scientific hypotheses; and he
adopted the revolutionary view that there is no such thing
as “consciousness,” as a way overcoming the opposition
between mind and matter without giving predominance to
either. In these two parts of his philosophy he had different
allies: Schiller and Bergson as regards the former, the
new realists as regards the latter. Only Dewey, among
eminent men, was with him on both issues. The two parts
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have different histories and afhiliations, and must be, con-
sidered separately.

James’ The Will to Believe dates from 1897; his Pragma-
tism from 1907. Schiller’'s Humanism and Dewey’s Studies
in Logical Theory both date from 1903. Throughout the
early years of the twentieth century the philosophical world
was excited about pragmatism; then Bergson outbid it in
appealing to the same tastes. The three founders of prag:
matism differ greatly inter se; we may distinguish James,
Schiller, and Dewey as respectively its religious, literary,
and scientific protagonists—for, though James was many-
sided. it was chicfly his religious side which found an
outlet in pragmatism. But let us ignore these differences
and try to present the doctrine as a unity.

The basis of the doctrine is a certain kind of scepticism.
Traditional philosophy professed to be able to prove the
fundamental doctrines of religion; its opponents professed
to be able to disprove them, or at least, like Spencer, to prove
that they could not be proved. It scemed, however, that,
if they could not be proved, they also could not be dis-
proved. And this appeared to be the case with many doctrines
which such men as Spencer regarded as unshakable: causality,
the reign of law, the general trustworthiness of memory,
the validity of induction, and so on. All these, from a purely
rational point of view, should be embraced in the agnostic’s
suspensc of judgment, since, sc far as we can see, they are
radically incapable of proof or disproof. James arg_,ued that,
as pmctlcal men, we cannot remain in doubt on these issues
if we are to survive. We must assame, for instance, that the
sort of food which has nourished us in the past will not
poison us in the future. Sometimes we are mistaken, and
die. The test of 2 belief is not conformity with “fact,”
since we can never reach the facts concerned; the test is
its success in promoting lifc and the achievenent of our de-
sires. From this point of view, as James tried to show in
The Varicties of Religious Experience, religious behefs
often pass the test, and are thercfore to be called “true.”
It is in no other sense—so he contends—that the most
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accredited theories of science can be called “true”: they
work in practice, and that is all we know about it.

As applied to the general hypotheses of science and
religion, there is a great deal to be said for this view. Given
a careful definition of what is meant by “working,” and a
proviso that the cases concerned are those where we don’t
really know the truth, there is no need to quarrel with the
doctrine in this region. But let us take humbler examples,
where real truth is not so hard to obtain. Suppose you
see a flash of lightning, you may expect to hear thunder,
or you may judge that the flash was too distant for the
thunder to be audible, or you may not think about the
matter at all. This last is usually the most sensible course,
but let us suppose that you adopt one of the other two.
When you hear the thunder, your belief is verified or re-
futed, not by any advantage or disadvantage it has brought
you, but by a “fact,” the sensation of hearing thunder.
Pragmatists attend mainly to beliefs which are incapable
of being verified by any facts that come within our ex-
perience. Most of our everyday beliefs about mundane af-
fairs—e.g. that so-and-so’s address is such-and-such—are
capable of verification within our experience, and in these
cases the pragmatist’s criterion is unnecessary. In many
cases, like the above instance of the thander, it is quite
inapplicable, since the true belief has no practical ad-
vantage over the false one, and neither is as advantageous
as thinking about something else. It is a common defect
of philosophers to like “grand” examples rather than such
as come from ordinary daily life.

Although pragmatism may not contain ultimate philos-
ophical truth, it has certain important merits. First, it realizes
that the truth that we can attain to is merely human truth,
fallible and changeable like everything human. What lies
outside the cycle of human occurtences is not truth, but fact
(of certain kinds). Truth is a property of beliefs, and beliefs
are psychical events. Moseover their relation to facts does
not have the schematic simplicity which logic assumes; to
have pointed this out is a second merit in pragmatism. Be-
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liefs are vague and complex, pointing not to one precise
fact, but to several vague regions of fact. Beliefs, there-
fore, unlike the schematic propositions of logic, are not
sharply opposed as true or false, but are a blur of truth
and falsehood; they are of varying shades of grey, never
white or black. People who speak with reverence of the
“Truth” would do better to speak about Fact, and to realize
that the reverend qualities to which they pay homage are
not to be found in human beliefs. There are practical as
well as theoretical advantages in this, since people persecute
each other because they believe that they know the “truth.”
Speaking psychoanalytically, it may be laid down that any
“great ideal” which people mention with awe is really an
excuse for inflicting pain on their encmies. Good wine
needs no bush, and good morals need no bated breath.

In practice, however, pragmatism has a more sinister side.
The truth, it says, is what pays in the way of beliefs. Now
a belief may be made to pay through the operation of the
criminal law. In the seventeenth century, Catholicism paid
in Catholic countries and Protestantism in Protestant coun-
tries. Energetic people can manufacture “truth” by getting
hold of the government and persecuting opinions other
than their own. These consequences flow from an exaggera-
tion into which pragmatism has fallen. Granted that, as
pragmatists point out, truth is a matter of degree, and is
a property of purely human occurrences, namely beliefs,
it still does not follow that the degree of truth possessed by
a belief depends upon purely human conditions. In increasing
the degree of truth in our beliefs, we are approximating to
an ideal, and the ideal is determined by Fact, which is
only within our control to a certain very limited extent, as
regards some of the minor circumstances on or near the
surface of a certain planet. The theory of the pragmatist
is derived from the practice of the advertiser, who, by saying
repeatedly that his pills are worth a guinea a box, makes
people willing to give sixpence a box for them, and thus
makes his assertion more nearly true than if it had been
made with less confidence. Such instances of man-made truth
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are interesting, but their scope 1s very limited. By exagger-
ating their scope, people become involved in an orgy of
propaganda, which is ultimately brought to an abrupt end
by hard facts in the shape of war, pestilence, and famine.
The recent history of Europe is an object-lesson of the
falsehood of pragmatism in this form.

It is a curious thing that Bergson should have been
hailed as an ally by the pragmatists, since, on the face of
it, his philosophy is the exact antithesis to theits. While
pragmatists teach that utility is the test of truth, Bergson
teaches, on the contrary, that our intellect, having been
fashioned by practical needs, ignores all the aspects of
the world which it does not pay to notice, and is in fact
an obstaclc to the apprehension of truth. We have, he
thinks, a faculty called "intuition,” which we can use
if we take the trouble, and which will enable us {o know,
in theory at least, everything past and present, though ap-
parently not the future. But since it would be inconvenient
to be troubled with so much knowledge, we have developed
a brain, the function of which is to forget. But for the brain,
we should remember everything; owing to its sieve-like
operations, we usually remember only what is useful, and
that all wrong. Utility, for Bergson, is the source of errot,
while truth is arrived at by a mystic contemplation from
which alf thought of practical advantage is absent. Never-
theless Bergson, like the pragmatists, prefers action to reason,
Othello to Hamlet; he thinks it better to kill Desdem